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Abstract 

Choice-overload effect is common under the current commercial context where an 

excessive amount of options are available. Abundant prior research has provided 

insights on possible conditions for occurrence of choice overload. Among these 

researches, some has found choice-making orientation to be one major factor 

contributing to low choice satisfaction, others has not found such moderating effect of 

choice-making orientation. No study regarding the condition for choice-making 

orientation to moderate choice-overload effect can be found. After gathering data 

through an online survey, this paper utilizes ANOVA to test the effect of assortment 

size on choice satisfaction. Later on, by using the PROCESS macro of Hayes (2018) 

Model 1, the paper looks into the moderation effect of choice-making orientation on 

the relationship between assortment size and choice-making orientation. Lastly, this 

paper assumes that product tangibility of tested objects in previous studies is related 

to the different conclusion regarding the moderation effect of choice-making 

orientation. This paper tested this assumption by using the PROCESS macro of Hayes 

(2018) Model 3. All hypotheses in this paper are found insignificant. Insights of this 

study can be a reference for future research looking into relevant matters of the 

moderation effect of choice-making orientation on choice-overload. 
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1. Introduction  

Choice overload occurs when choice satisfaction level of consumers decreases when 

more choices become available. However, this overload does not necessarily occur 

every time when a bigger assortment is offered. The condition of the appearance of 

choice overload remains worthy of exploration. Previous research has brought up 

multiple potential moderators for choice overload effect. This paper mainly intends to 

research whether choice-making orientation (Dar-Nimrod et al., 2009) moderates the 

effect of assortment size on choice satisfaction, as well as whether there are factors 

moderating this moderation effect of choice-making orientation. 

 

1.1 Research Problem & Motivation 

Choice-making orientation (Schwartz et al., 2002) is an individual difference variable 

that differentiates people based on their approach to making decisions. On one 

extreme are “maximizers” who have the tendency to approach choices with the goal 

of finding the “best” alternative. On the other extreme are “satisficers” who tend to 

approach choices with the goal of finding an option that is “good enough” according 

to their threshold of acceptability (Dar-Nimrod et al., 2009).   

     According to Dar-Nimrod et al. (2009), maximizers are willing to spend more 

time and effort to attain a larger choice array while people who are more easily 

satisfied do not tend to spend more effort getting a larger choice set. However, 

maximizers who have chosen from a larger choice set tend to be less satisfied than 

maximizers who chose from a small assortment, or than satisficers (Schwartz et al. 

2002). This effect was named “maximizers paradox” by Schwartz et al. (2002).  

Furthermore, Schwartz et al. (2002) found that maximizers are more likely to engage 

in social comparisons compared to satisficers, as well as more adversely affected by 

upward social comparison. The same study has also shown that maximizers are more 

sensitive to regret and less satisfied in an ultimatum bargaining game (Schwartz et al., 

2002). However, a single study in the meta-analytical conducted by Scheibehenne et 

al. (2009) which formally tested maximizing in a context of choice overload could not 
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establish choice-making orientation as a moderator.  

     Literature review of this paper has identified that there is a conflict among 

previous researches that try to examine the moderator effect of choice-making 

orientation. These studies share the same independent variable (assortment size), 

moderator variable (choice-making orientation), and dependent variable (satisfaction 

towards the decision), yet drew opposing conclusions. Additionally, consumers with 

different choice-making orientation have different decision making goals, willingness 

to sacrifice resources, and likelihood to experience regret. Because of these three 

psychological differences caused by different choice-making orientations, it is 

reasonable to expect choice-making orientation moderates choice overload. Hopefully 

this will provide business operators, consumers, and further researchers a reference 

regarding the condition of choice overload occurrence. The main variables in this 

paper are listed below. 

Independent variable: assortment size 

Dependent variable: choice satisfaction  

Moderate variable: choice-making orientation 

Understanding how we choose could guide consumers to make better decisions. 

Understanding the condition that will need to hold for choice overload to appear will 

help both consumers and businesses improve their shopping/selling experience and as 

a result, increase the efficiency of business activities. 

 

1.2 Research Objectives  

Research question of this paper: Does choice-making orientation moderate the 

effect of assortment size on choice satisfaction? 

Sub-question:  

Does product tangibility moderates the moderation effect of choice-making 

orientation? 
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There are two research questions in the paper. The first and main one is that whether 

maximization personality moderates the effect of assortment size on choice 

satisfaction. According to the meta-analytic review conducted by Benjamin 

Scheibehenne, Rainer Greifeneder, and Peter M. Todd (2010), moderators of choice 

overload effect can be categorized among assortment structure, decision strategies, 

perception of distribution, and the measuring method of choice satisfaction level. This 

paper intends to research on the moderation effect of choice-making orientation as 

one niche of decision strategies. 

     In the study of Dar-Nimrod et al. (2009), the moderation effect of maximization 

on choice overload is found on three products: cleaning supply, chocolate, and ice 

cream. Whereas in the study of Schwarts at al. (2002), no such effect is found when 

choices on music are required to be made. Malone and Lusk (2018) study the 

moderator of choice overload on the U.S. beer market and found that maximizers 

experienced no choice overload effect and satisficers found it easier to make a beer 

choice as the assortment size increases. The past disagreement regarding the 

moderating effect of maximizing personality may lie in the difference in tangibility of 

that the experiment products. This paper makes it the second research question to 

research into the moderation effect of product tangibility. This is studied by testing 

both tangible and intangible products to examine if product tangibility moderates the 

moderation effect of choice-making orientation.  

 

1.3 Research Methodology 

To achieve the goals of this study, information on three different aspects needs to be 

collected. First, whether the object has maximizing or satisficing personality needs to 

be determined. Second, whether choice overload has occurred when the object 

product is tangible needs to be determined. Third, whether choice overload has 

occurred when the object product is intangible needs to be determined. 

     Required information for the research are collected through an online survey. A 

randomly selected group of participants in the total sample are given imaginary 
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scenarios where they need to make a choice on 5-18 types of flavors of protein 

powder, whereas the rest of the participants are asked to make their choice among 

workout lessons. All respondents are asked to choose one optimal option for 

themselves. Afterwards, respondents are asked to report their emotion about the 

decision. This will be tested in the form of a 7-point scale (on a scale from 1 to 7, 7 

being most satisfied, 1 being the least). Next, the 13-item Maximization Scale 

(Schwartz et al., 2002) is used to assess maximizing tendencies (e.g., “I always tend 

to find the best alternative that I can”) of all participants. Ratings will be made on a 7-

point scale (1 = completely disagree, 7 = completely agree). Higher scores indicate a 

stronger tendency to seek the best option when making a choice (i.e., ‘‘maximizing”). 

Manipulation check and control variables testing are conducted in the end of the 

survey. 

 

1.4 Thesis Outline 

The structure of the thesis is as follows. In Chapter 2 prior literatures are reviewed. 

Background information on the topic is given in this chapter. Antecedents of choice 

overload as well as different moderators of choice overload are reviewed here. 

Chapter 2 also mentions studies about the distinguishment of maximizing and 

satisficing personality. Relevant studies regarding the moderating effect of 

maximizing personality on choice overload are also presented in this part. Chapter 3 

discusses the research methodologies adopted by previous relevant studies. Then, 

research design and methodology of this paper are explained. Chapter 4 provides an 

empirical analysis and results of the study. Chapter 5 further discusses the results and 

gives limitations as well as managerial applications of this paper. Suggestions for 

future research can also be found in Chapter 5. Chapter 6 concludes the study. 
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2. Literature Review 

2.1. Introduction 

This chapter serves to give insights on prior research about the moderation effect 

choice-making orientation casts on choice overload. Thereupon, literature regarding 

the effect of assortment size on choice satisfaction is reviewed. Next, prior literature 

on choice-making orientation is reviewed, followed by its moderating effect on the 

relationship between assortment size and choice satisfaction. After the moderation 

effect of choice-making orientation is discussed, literature on effect of product 

tangibility in marketing is reviewed. The moderation effect of product tangibility on 

the choice-making orientation as a moderator is reviewed afterwards. Previous 

academic findings are used to establish hypotheses and to create a conceptual model, 

which is presented at the end of this chapter.  

 

2.2. The effect of assortment size on choice satisfaction 

Commonly known as the choice overload effect, the negative influence of too large of 

an assortments has challenged the idea that larger assortments are always desirable. 

Researchers (e.g., Chernev 2003; Gourville & Soman 2005; Iyengar & Lepper 2000; 

Lehmann 1998) have suggested that large assortments may create negative effects on 

consumer satisfaction. For example, consumers may not choose the better-fitting 

options from larger assortments partially because they fail to find these options 

without access to sophisticated screening tools (Diehl et al., 2003) or they search 

inappropriately even in the presence of such tools (Diehl, 2005). They may not even 

subjectively view options to be better when these options come from a larger rather 

than a smaller assortment (Benartzi & Thaler, 2002). Large sets may also decrease 

confidence of consumers in being able to make a good decision (Chernev, 2003). As a 

result, they are more likely to be disappointed by the result of their overconfidence 

afterwards. Furthermore, when consumers experience preference uncertainty (Dhar, 

1997) or feel overwhelmed (Iyengar & Lepper, 2000) when facing larger sets, they 

may defer the decision-making process. Finally, consumers choosing from larger 
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assortments may experience higher levels of post-decision regret, even when they 

made objectively good choices (Gourville & Soman, 2005). Diehl and Poynor (2018) 

demonstrated that a larger assortment heightens expectations of consumers regarding 

their ability to match their preferences and therefore the expectation is less likely to be 

met by the final choice. There is a strong association between category familiarity and 

assortment satisfaction, with differing levels of assortment satisfaction between high 

and low category familiarity groups. When the category familiarity level is low, the 

negative impact of a large assortment is weaker compared to that when the familiarity 

level is high (Broniarczyk & Griffin, 2010; Chernev, 2003). The presence of a 

favorite item also plays a role in maintaining assortment perceptions. A study on the 

effect of assortment size reduction indicates that by maintaining the favorite items 

during the assortment reduction, the consumer perceptions of the assortment remain 

unchanged (Beneke et al., 2013). Furthermore, item reduction can be used to increase 

the satisfaction of consumers if they are unfamiliar with the product category (Beneke 

et al., 2013). Since the effect of the assortment size has been abundantly studied from 

various angles, this specific direction of research is not the main discussion of this 

paper. However, the above studies are worth mentioning because the main hypothesis 

of this paper is built on the hypothesis that the increase of assortment size has a 

negative influence on choice satisfaction.  

H1: Assortment size has a negative influence on choice satisfaction. 

2.3. The effect of choice-making orientation on choice satisfaction 

Choice-making orientation (Schwartz et al., 2002) is an individual difference variable 

that differentiates people based on their approach to making decisions. On one 

extreme are “maximizers” who tend to make choices with the goal of finding “the 

best” alternative. On the other extreme are “satisficers” who look for an option that is 

“good enough” according to their threshold of acceptability (Dar-Nimrod et al., 2009). 

There have been various researches demonstrating the reasons why choice-making 

orientation itself may cast an effect on satisfaction. First of all, maximizers have the 

goal of “making the best choice” when they choose from a collection of goods while 
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satisficers have the goal of “making a good choice” (Schwartz et al., 2002). As a 

result, an increase in the number of options increases the difficulty to narrow down to 

“the best choice” for maximizers. For satisficers, the increasing assortment size 

actually increases the possibility of the appearance of a “good choice”. If the 

satisficers have already found a “good enough” choice, the new choices will simply 

be ignored and will not cast any negative influence on the satisficers. Thus, the 

difference in choice-making goals is one of the reasons why maximizers may be more 

negatively influenced by an increase in assortment size. 

     The second difference between maximizers and satisficers lies in the decision-

making process of the two. Maximizers tend to sacrifice more resources (such as time 

and money) in search of the possibly “best choice” compared to satisficers (Dar-

Nimrod et al., 2009). Therefore, when assortment size increases, maximizers sacrifice 

more resources because they try to examine as many alternatives as possible whereas 

satisficers stop once they have found a choice that goes pass their criteria of being 

“good enough”. It is also suggested in prior literature that maximizers and satisficers 

perceive time differently when making decisions (Misuraca & Teuscher, 2013). In 

particular, compared to satisficers, maximizers tend to underestimate time while 

choosing, independently of the number of options and the specific task requirements. 

Satisficers instead tend to underestimate time only when the number of options or the 

task requirements are more challenging (Misuraca & Teuscher, 2013). This paper also 

suggests that satisficers adopt a more malleable decision-making process than 

maximizers do. This difference in the information-gathering process indicates that 

maximizers are likely to lose more resources when assortment size increases 

compared to satisficers thus are less satisfied with their decision-making experience. 

     The third difference between maximizers and satisficers is that maximizers are 

at a higher risk to experience the emotion of regret (Schwartz et al., 2002). Despite 

that they have sacrificed more resources looking for “the best option”, they are more 

likely to experience regret regarding the choice they have made compared to 

satisficers do. It is argued that maximizers are less likely to be happy about the 
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decision because they tend to maximize the positive as well as the negative outcome 

(Polman, 2009). The study of Polman suggests an irony of maximizing: It produces 

both positive and negative outcomes. The three psychological differences explained in 

Chapter 2.3 between maximizers and satisficers indicate that maximizers are more 

likely to be negatively influenced by an increase in the assortment size compared to 

satisficers.  

H2: Choice-making orientation moderates the relationship between the 

assortment size and choice satisfaction; maximizing orientation strengthens the 

negative effect of a large assortment size on satisfaction level while satisficing 

orientation weakens the effect. 

2.4 The influence of product tangibility on the moderating effect of choice-

making orientation.  

There have been numerous antecedents in which researchers categorize products in 

terms of the tangibility. Tangible products are physical products and intangible 

products are services and non-physical products that cannot be touched 

(Vijayasarathy, 2002). Product tangibility can affect consumer behavior. For example, 

product tangibility has a significant influence on consumer intentions toward online 

shopping (Vijayasarathy, 2002). Consumer intentions to shop for intangible product 

online is higher than that for tangible product (Vijayasarathy, 2002). Product 

tangibility has also been found to play a moderating role in influencing consumer 

behavior. For example, it is found that when the provided product is tangible, online 

shops should provide more quality information while when the product is intangible, 

webshops should focus on the aesthetics, interactive, and personalization features of 

the sites (Aljukhadar & Senecal, 2015).  

     In the study of Dar-Nimrod et al. (2009), the moderating effect of maximization 

on the relationship between assortment size and satisfaction is found on three 

products: cleaning supply, chocolate, and ice cream. Whereas in the study of Schwarts 

at al. (2002), no such effect is found when choices on music are required to be made. 

Malone and Lusk (2018) studied moderators of choice overload effect on the U.S. 
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beer market and found that maximizers experience no choice overload effect and that 

satisficers find it easier to make a beer choice as the assortment size increases. The 

past disagreement regarding the moderating effect of maximizing personality may lie 

in the tangibility of the product chosen in the research. This paper intends to research 

into this issue by studying both tangible and intangible products to examine if product 

tangibility moderates the moderating effect of choice-making orientation.  

H3: Product tangibility moderates the moderating effect of choice-making 

orientation. The moderation effect of choice-making orientation is more 

significant when the tested product is tangible compared to when the product is 

intangible.  

2.5. Conceptual model 

Figure 1. Overview Conceptual Model  

H1: Assortment size has a negative influence on choice satisfaction. 

H2: Choice-making orientation moderates the relationship between the assortment size 

and choice satisfaction; maximizing orientation strengthens the negative effect of a 

large assortment on satisfaction level while satisficing orientation weakens the effect. 

H3: Product tangibility moderates the moderating effect of choice-making orientation. 

The moderating effect of choice-making orientation is more significant when the tested 

product is tangible compared to when the product is intangible.  

Choice-making orientation

Assortment size Choice satisfaction

Product tangibility

H1 

H2 
H3 
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3. Research Methodology  

3.1 Research design 

To collect data, an online survey is designed and distributed (see Appendix A). This 

experiment follows a 2 (large/small assortment) x 2 (tangible/intangible products) 

between-subject design. This paper does not adopt a within-subject design in order to 

limit the impact one condition may have on others if they are encountered by the same 

individual. A 200-participant sample is used to reduce the individual difference in 

reaction to a certain condition. After making their choice from each assortment, 

participants are asked to report their choice satisfaction level. In the end, respondents 

report their choice-making orientation by conducting a self-report test. The choice-

making orientation self-report is arranged in this end of the survey to reduce cognition 

bias of participants. 

Depiction of survey flow  

 
Figure 2. Depiction of survey flow 

 

Participants 
 

Maximizers Satisficers 

Tangible product Intangible product 

Large assortment Small assortment Small assortment Large assortment 
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3.2 Measures 

3.2.1 Independent variable 

Assortment size 
Assortment size is manipulated by testing on a large and a small assortment for both 

tangible and intangible products. The small assortment consists of six choices while 

the large one consists of 15 (including the six choices from the small assortment). In 

their Chocolate study, Dar-Nimrod et al. (2009) presented six chocolates in the small 

assortment and 30 in the large assortment (including the six from the small 

assortment). The Restaurant Study conducted by Scheibehenne et al. (2010) has 30 

restaurants presented in the large assortment and five in the small assortment. In the 

Music Study conducted by Scheibehenne et al. (2010), there are 30 CDs in the large 

assortment and six in the small one. However, if the survey in this study was to 

include 30 different workouts, many of them would not be comprehensible to 

respondents. This means another factor would be introduced, which might confound 

the result. In addition, according to Miller (1994), the maximum process capacity of 

consumers is seven. 15 is more than double of the maximum process capacity. Thus, 

there will be 15 choices in the large assortments in this study.  

     Manipulation check is done adopting the method of Stanton and Paolo (2010). 

Respondents are asked to give ratings of three items on a 7-point Likert scale, see List 

1 below. The manipulation check aims to show whether the participants perceive 

certain assortment as small or large. 

List 1: Assortment size manipulation check (Stanton & Paolo, 2010) 

1. I feel overwhelmed by the number of options 

2: I have a hard time choosing what would be the best option 

3: I get frustrated by the number of choices 
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3.2.2 Moderators 

Choice-making orientation 
The choice-making orientation of 

participants is measured using the 

13-item Maximizing scale 

questionnaire (Schwartz et al., 

2002), see List 2 on the right. The 

questionnaire consists of 13 items 

to which participants respond using 

a 7-point Likert scale (1 = 

completely disagree, 7 = completely 

agree). Respondents with average 

result of four or higher for the test 

are considered as maximizers in this 

study whereas those with average 

result of lower than four are 

considered as satisficers. This 

choice-making orientation test has 

been popularly adopted by past 

relevant studies. This specific paper continues to use it as a tool to determine the 

choice-making orientation of participants since it has been proved effective. 

 

Product tangibility 

The tangible product used in the research is “Myprotein” protein powder. The 

intangible product is workout tutorial class. According to Iyengar and lepper (2000), 

consumers should be familiar enough with the product chosen for studies on 

assortment size yet not too familiar so that a preference is already established before 

the choice-making process. In order to avoid preference bias, protein powder is 

chosen as the tangible product for the test because it is a commonly seen product that 

Table 1
Factor Analysis of the Regret and Maximization Scales Using PCA With Varimax Rotation

Factor F1 F2 F3 F4 Item-total r

Regret Scale

Whenever I make a choice, I’m curious about what would have
happened if I had chosen differently. .78 .62

Whenever I make a choice, I try to get information about how
the other alternatives turned out. .74 .57

If I make a choice and it turns out well, I still feel like
something of a failure if I find out that another choice would
have turned out better. .62 .51

When I think about how I’m doing in life, I often assess
opportunities I have passed up. .61 .51

Once I make a decision, I don’t look back. (R) .56 .40

Maximization Scale

When I watch TV, I channel surf, often scanning through the
available options even while attempting to watch one
program. .81 .45

When I am in the car listening to the radio, I often check other
stations to see if something better is playing, even if I’m
relatively satisfied with what I’m listening to. .77 .46

I treat relationships like clothing: I expect to try a lot on before
I get the perfect fit. .51 .33

No matter how satisfied I am with my job, it’s only right for
me to be on the lookout for better opportunities. .44 .41

I often fantasize about living in ways that are quite different
from my actual life. .43 .40 .44

I’m a big fan of lists that attempt to rank things (the best
movies, the best singers, the best athletes, the best novels,
etc.). .38 .33

I often find it difficult to shop for a gift for a friend. .73 .39

When shopping, I have a hard time finding clothing that I
really love. .71 .31

Renting videos is really difficult. I’m always struggling to pick
the best one. .68 .46

I find that writing is very difficult, even if it’s just writing a
letter to a friend, because it’s so hard to word things just
right. I often do several drafts of even simple things. .57 .33

No matter what I do, I have the highest standards for myself. .80 .20

I never settle for second best. .78 .25

Whenever I’m faced with a choice, I try to imagine what all
the other possibilities are, even ones that aren’t present at the
moment. .36 .51 .28

Note. Item marked by “R” was reverse scored in the analysis. The factor analysis was a principal-components
analysis (PCA) with varimax rotation, using eigenvalues greater than 1 as the extraction method. The last column
displays the corrected item-total correlations for each item with its respective scale (i.e., regret [first five items]
or maximization).

1182 SCHWARTZ ET AL.

List 2. The Schwartz Maximizing scale 
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does not cast too much difficulty to understand. Since there are numerous flavors of 

“Myprotein” protein powder, distinction among choices is clear to participants and a 

large assortment can be formed. For intangible product, workout tutorial class is 

chosen. The assortments consist of a variety of workout types such as “swimming” 

and “upper body weight training”. The intangible product should also have similar 

features such as function, long-term effect, required expertise, compared to the 

tangible one except for its tangibility for any difference in the result to be only due to 

product tangibility. Thus, workout tutorial class is chosen.  

 

3.2.3 Dependent variable 

Choice satisfaction 

The choice satisfaction level in this study is measured using a self-report 

questionnaire which is filled in by participants after making their choices in each 

assortment. Items in the questionnaire cover three dimensions (the decision-making 

process, the selected (single) choice, and post-decision regret) of choice satisfaction to 

form a relatively complete view on the choice satisfaction level of participants. All 

items ask for answers on a 7-point Likert scale ((1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly 

agree) (see Appendix B for the complete form). One of the reasons why results of 

past studies on choice overload vary may lay in the different ways how choice 

satisfaction is measured. Three types of measurement of choice satisfaction are 

commonly adopted by previous researchers ---- satisfaction with the choice 

experience as a whole, with the decision-making process, and with the finally selected 

(single) choice (Scheibehenne et al., 2010). These can all relate to different aspects of 

the choice (Scheibehenne et al., 2010). Researchers are most commonly interested in 

the third measure yet participants may confuse all three measures altogether when 

they are asked about their choice satisfaction. Besides, consumers sometimes happily 

select a less satisfying choice simply because they want to learn about the range of 

possibilities or that they enjoy variance (Ratner et al., 1999). Covering all three 
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aspects of choice satisfaction gives a more completed measurement with less errors. 

Since the choice experience and the decision-making process may be difficult for 

participants to be separated, this study combines them into decision-making process 

and adds an extra aspect “post-decision regret” to increase the completeness of the 

satisfaction measurement.  

 

3.2.4 Control variables 

The moderating effect of both choice-making orientation and product tangibility can 

be affected by demographic features of participants including their age, gender, 

education level, and nationality. These variables are included as control variables to 

have a cleaner result. Prior knowledge on both protein powder and workout tutorial 

class experience and expertise of participants are also included as control variables 

since they can affect the choice-making experience. This is measured by using the 

subjective knowledge scale (Hao et al., 2010). Participants are asked to rate the item 

“ I am knowledgeable about this product/service” on a 7-point Likert scale. The 

perceived realism of the experiment is also controlled by asking participants to rate 

two items “I could imagine myself doing the things described in this scenario” and “I 

believe that the described situation could happen in real life” on a 7-point Likert scale 

(Darley & Lim, 1993).  

 

3.3 Procedure 

To avoid potential psychological implication which may cause cognition bias, the 

name of the questionnaire is set to be “A research on consumer behavior” so that it is 

not too specific for participants to assume the “right answer” in the survey. 

Participants are randomly assigned to four different versions of questionnaires that 

feature four different conditions (small tangible, large tangible, small intangible, large 

intangible). The questionnaire starts with an appreciation of participation as well as an 

general explanation of the purpose of the study.  
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Participants are first asked to choose from both a large and a small assortment 

of products. Then they are enquired about their current expertise regarding the object 

they have chosen from. Next, participants are enquired to fill in the Likert-scale which 

measures their choice satisfaction. Choice-making orientation is measured in the form 

of a self-report after measurement of choice satisfaction. Measuring the choice-

making orientation after choice satisfaction can avoid the demand effects of variable 

manipulation.  

Subsequently, participants are requested to answer questions for manipulation 

check. A question will be inserted in this part of the questionnaire for attention check, 

for which participants are requested to choose “Agree” on a 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 

(Strongly agree) Likert scale. The order of questions will be randomized within 

manipulation check so that order effect is prevented. Afterwards, demographic 

features are examined regarding age, gender, education level, and nationality of 

participants. Participants are thanked for their participation once again at the end of 

the questionnaire.  

 

4. Analysis  

4.1 Preparing the analysis  

In total, 326 online responses are recorded, excluding 26 pretest results that are used 

to make sure the questionnaire design is valid for the research. First, participants who 

failed the implemented attention check are removed from dataset. Second, participants 

who did not finish the complete questionnaire are removed from the dataset. Finally, 

the questions in the survey are set to force response, meaning that all used data is 

complete. After data cleaning, 165 responses are kept and transformed into a dataset.  

Specifically, the scaling for the statement “I regret my choice” and “I think that 

another option from the assortment would have been better than the one I chose” are 

reversed to be consistent with the scaling direction of the other items representing the 

same variable which is choice satisfaction. Since factor analysis has indicates that all 
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statements should be kept in, the scaling for all nine statements representing choice 

satisfaction are taken average as the score for choice satisfaction. Same averaging 

approach is also applied on statements for other scaling variables in the survey to 

form the dataset.  

 

4.2 Descriptive analysis  

 All 300 respondents are evenly distributed and randomly assigned to one of the four 

experimental conditions (Small_Intangible = 23.6%, Small_Tangible = 24.8%, 

Large_Intangible = 28.5%, Large_Tangible = 23.0%). The gender representation 

within the dataset is dominated by female with a larger group (64.2%) compared to 

male (32.1%). 3.6% of participants either claimed themselves as non-binary or 

preferred not to indicate their gender. Most participants age between 18 to 30 

(52.7%), followed by the age category of 45 to 64 with a slightly smaller group 

(40.6%) . Most of the respondents are non-European (76.4%). The rest are 

approximately evenly distributed between the Netherlands (12.1%) and other 

European countries (11.5%). The majority of the respondents is highly educated with 

most respondents holding either a bachelor degree (50.9%) or a master degree 

(41.2%). 7.9% of the respondents have a high school degree or equivalent.  

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of measurements. 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
AS 165 0 1 .52 .50 
PT 165 0 1 .48 .50 
CMO 165 1.46 7 4.14 0.92 
CS 165 2.44 7 5.31 0.79 
Control Variables     
FAMP 165 1 5 2.69 1.24 
MC 165 1 7 3.80 1.48 
RC 165 2 7 5.09 1.13 
AGE 165 2 5 2.92 1.00 
GENDER 165 1 4 1.74 .60 
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Looking at the descriptive measurements in Table 1, it can be concluded that 

the choice satisfaction level is relatively high (M = 5.307), an indication that people 

are generally happy about their choice as well as the choice making process and post-

choice satisfaction. Participants are overall found relatively familiar with their tested 

objects yet not too familiar that they had already developed a personal preference (M 

= 2.69, SD = 1.24) as their familiarity to the products is found to be slightly above the 

neutral point (see Table 1).  

4.3 Factor Analysis 

Though the measurement scales are adapted from previous studies and are reported to 

have high internal consistency, adaptation to the current study as well as using a 

different sampling group can affect validity. Therefore, factor analysis is conducted to 

measure the validity of the constructs. First, the appropriateness of conducting a factor 

analysis is examined by conducting Bartletts Test of sphericity (p < .001), Kaiser-

Meyer-Olkin test (KMO > 0.7), and the communalities table (communalities > 0.3). 

Accordingly, with p < .001, KMO = .779 and all communalities above the cutoff 

point, factor analysis can be considered appropriate (see Appendix C). All items load 

well to their respective construct factors. Therefore, all items are kept in the analysis.  

     In total five factors are found. Two factors are identified for choice satisfaction 

and three factors are found for choice-making orientation. Item 7 of choice 

satisfaction “I regret my choice” and item 8 of choice satisfaction “I think that another 

option from the assortment would have been better than the one I chose” load strong 

to the same factor while all other items measuring choice satisfaction load strong to 

another factor. Schmitt & Stuits (1985) have stated that this issue is common in 

psychological research due to the nature of negative keyed items and the carelessness 

of some respondents while answering the survey. Item 7 and 8 are the only two 

negative statements measuring choice satisfaction and have been reversely coded 

before data analysis. However, the data has been thoroughly cleaned to exclude 

ineffective answers before the analysis process. In addition, no evidence has shown 

that the two items are correlated. Therefore, the additional factor caused by the 



24 

 

reverse-coded items is ignored in further data analysis. Choice satisfaction is 

considered to have only one factor. In general, besides item 7 and item 8 of choice 

satisfaction, the scales are tested appropriate with all items corelating to their 

respective constructs.  

     In terms of choice-making orientation, three factors are found. “When I watch 

TV, I channel surf, often scanning through the available options even while 

attempting to watch one program” (0.562), “When I am in the car listening to the 

radio, I often check other stations to see if something better is playing, even if I am 

relatively satisfied with what I am listening to” (0.638), “I treat relationships like 

clothing: I expect to try a lot on before I get the perfect fit” (0.717), and “Choosing 

videos to watch is difficult, I am always struggling to pick the best one” (0.668) have 

large positive loadings on factor 1. Therefore, it can be concluded that factor 1 

describes specific scenarios participants encounter in daily life; 

     “No matter how satisfied I am with my job, it is only right for me to be on the 

lookout for better opportunities” (0.661), “I often fantasize about living in ways that 

are quite different from my actual life” (0.698), “I am a big fan of lists that attempt to 

rank things (the best movies, the best singers, the best athletes, the best novels, etc)” 

(0.723), “I often find it difficult to shop for a gift for a friend” (-0.636), and “When 

shopping, I have a hard time finding clothing that I really love” (-0.730) have large 

loadings on factor 2. Based on the commonality of these items, factor 2 describes 

tendency to look for the best options. 

    “I find that writing is very difficult, even if it is just writing a letter to a friend, 

because it is so hard to word things just right. I often do several drafts of even simple 

things” (0.678), “No matter what I do, I have the highest standard for myself” (0.658), 

“I never settle for second best” (0.719), and “Whenever I am faced with a choice, I try 

to imagine what all the other possibilities are, even ones that are not present at the 

moment” (0.701) have large positive loadings on factor 3. Therefore, this factor 

describes general self-conscious report regarding maximizing tendency from 

participants. 
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     Because three factors are found for choice-making orientation, the second and 

the third hypothesis are both tested using each of these three factors. In addition, each 

hypothesis needs to be tested with and without control variables. Therefore, there are 

six sets of results for the second hypothesis and six other sets for the third hypothesis.  

 

4.4 Reliability 

Scale reliability has been measured using Cronbach’s Alpha. Pallant (2013) 

identifies .7 as a benchmark for a reliable scale. The dependent variable, Choice 

Satisfaction, consisting of nine items obtained a .751 score. Deleting item 8 or 9 

would result in a marginally higher score (see Appendix D). This can be explained by 

the fact that these items were reversely coded after the data extraction. The 

independent variable, Choice-making Orientation, has a .804 score and is therefore 

considered to be internally consistent. Deleting any score would result in a lower 

Cronbach’s Alpha. Furthermore, the manipulation- and reality check scales have also 

been measured. The Reality Check has a score that is slightly below the .7 cutoff 

value. The small size of this scale (2 items) likely contributed to this lower score. 

Given the common occurrence of this scale in similar research, and its slight deviation 

from acceptable, it is decided to be unaltered during further analysis. The Product 

Familiarity variable consisted of only one single item and could therefore not be 

measured using this approach. An overview of all values can be found in Table 2. 

 

 

 

Table 2. Cronbach’s Alpha for the various scale variables used in the survey. 
Scale N of Items Cronbach’s α 

Choice Satisfaction 9 .751 
Choice-making Orientation 13 .804 
Manipulation Check 3 .851 
Reality Check 2 .635 
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4.5 Hypothesis Testing 

4.5.1 H1: Main effect of assortment size on choice satisfaction 

Given that H1 consists of a dependent interval variable (Choice Satisfaction) and a 

nominal dummy independent variable (Assortment Size), a one-way ANOVA 

analysis is used to test H1. A few assumptions need to be met first however, before 

we can use ANOVA. These include the assumptions of independence, scale of 

measurement, normality, and homogeneity of variances.  

     The data used for the research has been randomly and independently sampled 

(see Chapter 3). The assumption of independence is therefore met. The dependent 

variable (Choice Satisfaction) is an interval variable and is therefore suitable for 

ANOVA. For the assumption of normality, skewness and kurtosis are considered as 

well as two normality tests. As seen in Appendix E, skewness and kurtosis remain in 

the (-1, 1) interval, which reflects a normal distribution. The normality test, however, 

is significant which implies that Choice Satisfaction does significantly deviate from 

normality. Given the robustness of ANOVA to a non-normal distribution and the 

contrasting results, it is decided to stick to ANOVA for H1. 

     The homogeneity of variances assumptions requires the variances in both 

groups (small- and large assortment size) to be equal. Given that the p-value (0.278) is 

not significant, the variances do significantly differ. This assumption is therefore met. 

     Based on the outcomes, a statistically significant difference between groups as 

demonstrated by one-way ANOVA (p = .809) is not found. This means that there is 

no significant difference between the means of choice satisfaction score of 

respondents choosing from a large assortment and those who choose from a small 

assortment. Therefore, H1 is rejected, a larger assortment does not correlate to a 

significantly lower choice satisfaction level (see Table 3). Even if the difference 

between the means of the two groups had been statistically significant, the difference 

(0.060) would be negligible on a 1-7 scale and therefore has no economic 

significance. 



27 

 

Table 3. One-way ANOVA of Choice Satisfaction (CS) and Assortment Size (AS).  

AS  Small     Large  

One-way 

ANOVA 

F(1, 163-

164) 

p M SD M SD 

CS 0.59 0.809 5.2917 0.831 5.2316 0.755 

N 165  80  85  

 

4.5.2 H2: Moderation effect of choice-making orientation 

To evaluate the moderation effect of choice-making orientation on the relationship 

between assortment size and choice satisfaction, the PROCESS macro of Hayes 

(2018) is used. This method uses Ordinary Least Regression to analyze the regression 

paths (Hayes, 2018). Model 1 is used since it tests the effect of assortment size while 

accounting for the interaction between assortment size and choice-making orientation. 

A second analysis is conducted using the same model but with control variables 

included to control for factors that can potentially influence choice satisfaction of 

participants.  

The analysis can only be done once multiple assumptions have been met. There 

can be no multicollinearity between the independent variables. This is met as the 

highest VIF value is 1.424 (see Appendix G) which is below 3. Given that the study 

has a between-subject design where the sample is obtained independently, the 

independent error terms assumption is met as well. Given that the independent 

variable (Assortment Size) is a nominal dummy variable, linearity is assumed which 

leads to the assumptions of linearity being met. 
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Assortment size 

Based on the outcomes of the model an overall significant regression model is found 

(F(3,161) = 3.371, p < .05, R2 = .06). No significant effect of assortment size on 

choice satisfaction is observed (ß = -.23, t = -.40). When control variables are added 

to the model the effect remains insignificant. As mentioned in the result of H1 testing, 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4. Effect on Choice Satisfaction. 

Regression (1) (2) 

Assortment Size -0.23 

(0.56) 

0.06 

(0.52) 

Choice-making Orientation -0.24 

(0.10) 

-0.18 

(0.10) 

Assortment Size x Choice-

making Orientation  

0.07 

(0.13) 

-0.01 

(-0.12) 

Product Familiarity  -0.10 

(0.05) 

Age  0.02 

(0.07) 

Gender  0.10 

(0.10) 

Education  0.07 

(0.10) 

Nationality  -0.13 

(0.09) 

Manipulation Check No Yes 

Reality Check No Yes 

N 165 165 

R-squared 0.06 0.25 
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a large assortment does not correlate to significantly lower levels of choice 

satisfaction (see Appendix F). 

 

Choice-making orientation 

As mentioned in factor analysis, three factors are found for choice-making 

orientation. They are all tested both with and without control variables for this 

hypothesis. However, none of them are found significant (see Appendix I). Therefore, 

the testing results for individuals factors are kept in appendix for neatness of this 

paper. This paper also tested choice-making orientation as a whole without separating 

it into three factors (see Appendix H). Only the result of testing choice-making 

orientation as a whole is reported here.  

The result shows that there is a negative significant effect of choice-making 

orientation on the experienced choice satisfaction (ß = -.24, t = -2.42). This indicates 

that as the maximizing orientation level increases, choice satisfaction decreases. As 

examined in Appendix J, the effect becomes insignificant when control variables are 

added.  

 

Moderation effect of Choice making orientation 

H2 states that choice-making orientation moderates the effect of assortment size on 

choice satisfaction. No significant relationship is found between the interaction 

variable of assortment size and choice-making orientation on choice satisfaction (ß = 

-.065, t = .49). When control variables are added to the model this effect remains not 

significant. Therefore, H2 is rejected. Choice-making orientation does not have a 

significant moderating effect on the relationship between assortment size and choice 

satisfaction (see Appendix H). 
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Figure 3. Interaction Assortment size x Choice-making Orientation 

4.5.3 H3: Moderation effect of product tangibility on the moderation effect of 

choice-making orientation 

Moderated moderation is involved in H3. To evaluate the moderation effect of 

product tangibility on choice-making orientation as a moderator of the relationship 

between assortment size and choice satisfaction, Model 3 of the PROCESS macro of 

Hayes (2018) is used. A second analysis is conducted using the same model but with 

control variables included to control for factors that could potentially influence 

respondents choice satisfaction.  

 

Assortment size 

Based on the outcomes the model of the regression is found significant of the model 

(F(7,157) = 3.047, p < .01, R2 = .12). As mentioned in the results of testing H1 and 

H2, no significant effect of assortment size on choice satisfaction is observed (ß = 

-.47, t = -.62) (see Appendix L). When control variables are added to the model the 

effect remains insignificant (see Appendix N). Consistent with the testing results of 
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the previous two hypotheses, large assortment does not correlate to significantly lower 

levels of choice satisfaction. 

 

Choice-making orientation 

Similar to H2, three factors are found for choice-making orientation. They are all 

tested both with and without control variables for this hypothesis. However, none of 

them are  found significant (see Appendix M). Therefore, the testing results for 

individuals factors are kept in appendix for neatness of this paper. This paper also 

tests choice-making orientation as a whole without separating it into three factors (see 

Appendix L). Here only the result of choice-making orientation as a whole is 

reported.  

     A negative significant effect of choice-making orientation on the experienced 

choice satisfaction (ß = -.47, t = -3.19) is found based on the outcome. The negative 

effect of choice-making orientation is found even more significant compared to that 

appears in the testing of H2. This indicates that as the maximizing orientation level 

increases, choice satisfaction decreases. The effect becomes insignificant when 

control variables are added (see Appendix N).  

 

Product tangibility 

The effect of product tangibility on choice satisfaction is not found to be significant 

according to the outcome (ß = -1.56, t = -1.85). This indicates that product tangibility 

does not have a significant effect on choice satisfaction. After control variables are 

introduced, the effect remains not significant. 

 

Moderation of Product tangibility on moderation of choice-making orientation 

According to the outcome of the analysis, no significant moderation effect of product 

tangibility on moderation of choice-making orientation is found (ß = -.67, t = -.24). 

This indicates that product tangibility does not have significant moderation effect on 

choice-making orientation as a moderator on the relationship between assortment size 
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and choice satisfaction. The moderation effect of product tangibility remains not 

significant when control variables are introduced (see Appendix N). 

 

5. Discussion 

5.1 General Discussion 

This study intends to research the effect of assortment size on choice satisfaction, as 

well as 1) The moderation effect of choice-making orientation on the relationship 

between assortment size and choice satisfaction and 2) The moderation effect of 

product tangibility on the moderation of choice-making orientation. Specifically, 

choice-making orientation in this study refers to the maximizing tendency of 

consumers. If someone tends to maximize utility of their choices instead of being 

satisfied by any choice that qualifies their requirement, they are considered to be a 

maximizer instead of a satisficer. Findings of this study are discussed in three separate 

sections, each corresponding to one of the three hypotheses mentioned earlier in the 

study. Additionally, the results are discussed by relating the findings to previous 

literature. The first part discusses the effect of assortment size on choice satisfaction. 

The second part discusses the moderation effect of choice-making orientation on the 

relationship between assortment size and choice satisfaction. The third part discusses 

the moderation effect of product tangibility on the moderation of choice-making 

orientation. 

 

Assortment size and choice satisfaction 

Based on the results of this study, the effect of assortment size is found to be 

insignificant on choice satisfaction. This result indicates that a larger (smaller) 

assortment size does not necessarily relate to a lower(higher) level of choice 

satisfaction. The finding does not match the prediction of this study. The result is not 

in line with the finding of most previous studies stating that large assortments may 

create negative effects on consumer satisfaction (e.g., Chernev 2003; Gourville & 
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Soman 2005; Iyengar & Lepper 2000; Lehmann 1998). Consumers have not exhibited 

decreased confidence when put in front of a large assortment in this study, which is 

suggested to be the case in previous literature (Chernev, 2003). As a result, consumers 

have not shown more post-decision regret after choosing from a large assortment 

compared to after choosing from a small one (Gourville & Soman, 2005). 

One possible explanation for the contradiction between the result of this study 

and previous literature is category familiarity. Overall, participants are found not too 

familiar with the objects (M = 2.69, SD = 1.24) as their familiarity to the products is 

found to be only slightly above the neutral point. It has been found that there is a 

strong association between category familiarity and assortment satisfaction. When the 

category familiarity level is low, the negative impact of a large assortment is weaker 

compared to that when the familiarity level is high (Broniarczyk & Griffin, 2010; 

Chernev, 2003). Therefore, it is possible that assortment size does not impose strong 

negative impact on consumer choice satisfaction in this study because participants are 

not so familiar with the objects.  

     Additionally, the existence of a favorite object in the assortment can also lead to 

unchanged assortment perceptions (Beneke et al., 2013). Even though category 

familiarity is reported as not so high that respondents had developed a favorite option 

even before making the choice, whether a favorite choice had already existed at all 

before the survey cannot be examined due to the limitation of study methods.  

     Finally, the difference between the finding of this study and ones of previous 

literature can also be caused by the online research environment. Unlike most of 

previous relevant studies, the survey of this study is distributed as well as answered 

online due to geographic limitation and inconvenience caused by Covid-19 pandemic. 

As a result, participants may have experienced less direct social pressure compared to 

when they are asked about their opinion offline in person. For example, in one of the 

prior studies, consumers are asked directly about their satisfaction level on their 

chosen ice cream right outside of the ice cream store they just visited (Dar-Nimrod et 

al., 2009). In addition, an online environment also allows participants to participate in 
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the survey at location and time of their choice, which not only creates a more 

comfortable decision-making condition that is likely to increase choice satisfaction 

level, but also decreases the accuracy of measurement of choice deferral, whereas 

deferral of decision is one important indication of consumers experiencing preference 

uncertainty and feeling overwhelmed. 

 

Moderation of choice-making orientation 

The study has found that choice-making orientation does not have significant 

moderation effect on the relationship between assortment size and choice satisfaction 

(see Appendix H). Maximizers do not experience more negative impact casted by a 

large assortment compared to satisficers. This contradicts previous studies stating that 

maximizers are at a higher risk of experiencing the emotion of regret (Schwartz et al., 

2002). This study also shows contradictory result compared to the study discovering 

that maximizers tend to maximize negative outcome as well as positive ones and 

therefore are more likely to experience negative feelings when choosing from a large 

assortment compared to satisficers (Polman, 2009). Even if the result has been 

significant, the coefficient of assortment size (0.06), coefficient of choice-making 

orientation (-0.18), and coefficient of interaction of the two (-0.01) are too small to be 

considered having economic significance. 

     The most possible explanation for the difference between prediction and results 

of this study is that maximizers do not go through the typical maximizing experience 

in this study due to a lower level of reality in the online survey. The lack of 

experience is due to the relatively weak sense of reality in the study, which is also 

mentioned later in the limitations. The following parts will elaborate this further based 

on the three psychology differences between maximizers and satisficers that are also 

mentioned in the literature review. 

     In a realistic context, maximizers have a different goal for decision making 

compared to satisficers. Their goal is to “make the best choice” whereas satisficers 

have the goal of “making a good enough choice” (Schwartz et al., 2002). As a result, 
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it is more difficult for maximizers to narrow down to their choice in a large 

assortment compared to satisficers who actually have a bigger chance to find the 

choice that simply pass their threshold of “being good enough”. However, it is 

reasonable to assume that maximizer participants of this study have lower incentive to 

look for “the best choice”. Knowing that this is a simulation instead of real-life 

situation, it is natural for respondents to place less importance in the choice they 

make. Therefore, the difference between maximizers and satisficers in terms of their 

decision-making goals weakens in this study. 

     The second psychological difference between maximizers and satisficers is that 

maximizers tend to sacrifice more resources (such as time and money) in search of the 

possibly “best choice” compared to satisficers (Dar-Nimrod et al., 2009). When 

encountering a large assortment, the extra resources maximizers put in are more than 

those satisficers put in. However, the decision in this study is relatively easy to make 

and has no significant real-life consequences. Therefore, it does not require many 

resources for respondents to reach a decision. Maximizers may spend more time than 

satisficers to make the final choice but the extra time is too marginal to reduce 

satisfaction. 

     Finally, maximizers are generally at a higher risk to experience the emotion of 

regret (Schwartz et al., 2002) compared to satisficers. However, as mentioned above, 

the choice made in this study by respondents have no significant real-life outcomes 

and the effort maximizers have invested in making the choice is neglectable. 

Therefore, the negative outcome of the decision is more tolerable compared to general 

situation and maximizers do not experience post-decision regret as strongly. This is 

also a reason why choice-making orientation is not found significant in moderating 

the effect of assortment size on choice satisfaction. 

 

Moderation of Product tangibility on moderation of choice making orientation 

Products are categorized into tangible and intangible ones in this study. Tangible 

products are physical products and intangible products are services and non-physical 
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products that cannot be touched (Vijayasarathy, 2002). Product tangibility has been 

proven to moderate consumer behavior (Aljukhadar & Senecal, 2015). For example, 

online shopping intention of consumers differs between tangible and intangible 

products (Vijayasarathy, 2002). Prior researches on the moderation effect of choice-

making orientation on the relationship between assortment size and choice satisfaction 

have shown inconsistent findings. The moderation effect of choice-making orientation 

has been proven existing when the study objects are cleaning supply, chocolate, and 

ice cream (Dar-Nimrod et al., 2009). Whereas the moderation effect is found not 

significant when the chosen object is music (Schwarts at al., 2002). To the knowledge 

of the researcher conducting this study, this paper has the first to raise the assumption 

that the moderation effect of choice-making orientation may be related to product 

tangibility. The moderation effect of choice-making orientation is assumed to be more 

significant when the tested product is tangible compared to when the product is 

intangible.  

     The result shows that no significant moderation effect of product tangibility on 

moderation of choice-making orientation has been found (ß = -.67, t= -.24). This 

indicates that the third hypothesis is rejected and that product tangibility does not 

moderate the moderating effect of choice-making orientation. Although product 

tangibility is found to have no significant effect on choice satisfaction, its coefficient 

(-1.56) is large given a scale of 1 to 7. Therefore, if product tangibility was found to 

be significant, it would have economic significance on choice satisfaction. 

 

5.2 Managerial Implications 

The main purpose of this research is to study the moderation effect of choice-making 

orientation. The goal is to provide new insights for consumers who struggle in such a 

choice-overloading era, marketers who are seeking a better way to target and to attract 

customers, and businesses which are dedicated to provide an efficient shopping 

environment. Despite the hypotheses being rejected, there are numerous implications 

for all three parties. 
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     The study reminds and inspires consumers to take a closer look at their choice-

making orientation. Having a better idea of their own personality, consumers stand a 

bigger chance of making rational decisions and increasing their choice satisfaction 

level. This is because distinguishment of choice-making orientation provides 

consumers a clearer goal when they are involved in commercial activities. Therefore, 

they can make use of their resources more effectively. 

    It is crucial for marketers to target consumer accurately before conducting any 

marketing activities. Separating consumers based on their choice-making orientation 

provides marketers another method to categorize potential audience. Additionally, this 

study points out the psychological as well as behavioral differences between 

maximizers and satisficers. Thus marketers are advised to adopt different approaches 

when conducting marketing activities for these two types of consumers. An accurate 

targeting method as well as the idea of employing customized marketing approaches 

based on choice-making orientation of audience can help marketer sell their 

products/service to customers with matching demands. 

     When designing product lines, businesses are advised to take the choice-making 

orientation of their target customers into consideration. It is reasonable to design the 

product range considering whether the target group is mostly made or maximizers or 

satisficers. By considering the choice-making orientation of consumers, business can 

create a more comfortable decision-making process and as a result, acquire a bigger 

profit. 

 

5.3 Limitations 

This study has several limitations that are worth acknowledging. First, as mentioned 

in discussion of hypotheses, the online environment in which the survey was 

conducted does not provide enough sense of reality. This limitation diminished the 

differences between maximizers and satisficers, and thus may lead to inaccurate 

results. Although the survey is considered appropriate based on the result of reality 

check, there is room for improvement regarding the reality level of the survey. 
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     Second, the large assortment adopted in this study may not accurately match the 

generally big assortment size in a real business context. Though it was mentioned in 

research methodology that seven is the maximum process capacity of consumers 

(Miller, 1994) and the big assortment in this study consists of 15 options, consumers 

usually are faced with a much larger choice range in real life. It has been claimed that 

choice satisfaction level will not be influenced by increasing size of assortment which 

is already larger than the cognitive limit of processing. Nevertheless, simulation of 

real-life situations can improve the credibility and application of the research result. 

This can be considered as one of the limitations of this paper and should be taken into 

consideration when the findings of this paper are applied in a real-life context.  

     Finally, demographic features of participants of this research shows that they 

may not be the best representative of general consumers. The participants domain is 

mostly made of female (64.2%) respondents. Additionally, most of the participants 

are non-European (76.4%) and based on the distribution channel of the survey, most 

of these participants are from China or other Asian countries. the rest are divided 

between the Netherlands (12.1%) and other European countries (11.5%). Therefore, 

the findings of this study may be a good description for Chinese or Asian consumers 

and a poor generalization of American consumers since they are barely in the sample, 

if at all. This study also better describes highly educated consumers than high school 

diplomat holders, since the former takes up 50.9% of the participants and latter only 

7.9%. These demographic imbalances should be kept in mind when generalizing the 

findings of this study.  

 

5.4 Further Research 

Based on the limitations and results of this study, numerous suggestions for further 

research are proposed in this chapter. Regarding the method of data collection, it is 

advised to create appropriate pressure on respondents to create a more realistic 

responding environment. For instance, time pressure can be imposed on surveys. A 

more interactive and direct way of collecting data is also advised to create more social 
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pressure on participants to imitate a real-life situation. Thus, focus group or interview 

in a supermarket or outside of a shop (Dar-Nimrod et al., 2009) is recommended as a 

more appropriate approach for data collection. When collecting data, it is important 

for researchers to pay attention to demographic characteristics of participants to attain 

representative results. 

     Second, this study only uses one type of product (protein powder) representing 

tangible products and another type (workout session) for intangible products. For 

future research which studies product tangibility, it is advised to include more than 

one product type for each tangibility category. Including more products can be 

beneficial in reducing the influence of individual preference for a specific product. By 

increasing types of product, future researchers may attain a more generalizable result.  

     Lastly, an appropriate question design is important for future study to reduce 

unnecessary data cleaning work and to reduce errors. In this study, some of the scale 

items are found to have ambiguous factor loadings. This can be caused by the 

negative nature of the corresponding questions in the survey. Future studies should 

take this into consideration when design questions. Finally, this study asks 

participants to make their choice in assortments before asking them to report their 

choice-making orientation. This order helps to avoid psychological bias. Future 

studies are also advised to be careful regarding the order of their designed questions to 

avoid data contamination.  

 

6. Conclusion 

Choice overload has been a common issue in business world for long. Numerous 

research papers have studied the conditions for choice overload to appear yet they 

achieved different conclusion. This study aims to explore whether choice-making 

orientation can have major influence on the appearance of choice overload. The result 

indicates that a larger (smaller) assortment does not correlate significantly to a lower 

(higher) choice satisfaction level. Furthermore, the result has shown that choice-

making orientation does not have significant moderation effect on the relationship 
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between assortment size and choice satisfaction. This means that maximizers do not 

necessarily experience more negative emotions when exposed to a large assortment 

compared to satisficers. Findings of this study contradict the conclusion proposed in 

previous researches stating that choice-making orientation does cast an important 

effect on choice satisfaction (Polman, 2009). This study also tested whether product 

tangibility is the cause for varying results in previous studies regarding the 

moderation effect of choice-making orientation. The result has shown that product 

tangibility does not have significant moderation effect on the moderation of choice-

making orientation. This research combines three research questions into one study 

and provides a relatively complete perspective for the discussion about choice 

overload. Accordingly, the results of this research bridge the discussion of choice 

overload and the discussion of impact of choice-making orientation. Additionally, to 

the knowledge of the researcher of this study, this paper is the first to categorize and 

summarize previous researches methods and findings, and as a result, to raise the 

assumption that product tangibility may be the cause of disagreeing results regarding 

the moderation effect of choice-making orientation. It is also one of the first to 

conduct research on the moderation effect of product tangibility of moderation of 

choice-making orientation. As such, not only does this research provide reference for 

future researchers on the effect of product tangibility, it also inspires further studies to 

explore other possible factors that may cause the different results regarding studies on 

choice-making orientation. Additional studies are needed for an even deeper 

discussion on factors that are related to the appearance of choice overload.  
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Appendices 

Appendix A 
Survey 

 
Figure 4. Introduction page of survey 

 

 

Figure 5. Request for real-life simulation 

 

 

Figure 6. Large_Intangible situation 
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Figure 7. Large_Tangible situation 

 

 
Figure 8. Small_Intangible situation 

 

 

Figure 9. Small_Tangible situation 
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Figure 10. Choice satisfaction measurement  
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Figure 11. Choice-making orientation self-report
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Figure 12. Manipulation & Reality check 
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Figure 13. Demographic questions 
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Appendix B 
Measurement for choice satisfaction 

Choice-making experience (4 items) 

1. I feel at ease and comfortable when I was making the decision. 

2. It is not difficult for me to make a decision. 

3. The differences among all the options are clear to me. 

4. I do not feel the need to defer the decision-making process. 

 

Choice satisfaction (2 items) 

1. I am happy with the option I chose. 

2. I think the option I chose is better than other given options in the assortment. 

 

Post-choice regret (3 items) (Adopted from the questionnaire by Scheibehenne et al., 

2010) 

1. I regret my choice. 

2. I think that another option from the assortment I have made the choice from would 

have been better than the one I chose. 

3. If I could repeat the choice, I would choose the same product/workout tutorial class 

again. 
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Appendix C 

1. KMO and Bartletts test  

Table 5. KMO and Bartlett's Test 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .779 
Bartlett's Test of 
Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 432.647 
df 36 
Sig. <.001 

 

2. Communalities  

 
Table 6. Communalities. 
 Initial Extraction 
CS1 1.000 .698 
CS2 1.000 .673 
CS3 1.000 .273 
CS4 1.000 .484 
CS5 1.000 .664 
CS6 1.000 .347 
CS7 1.000 .718 
CS8 1.000 .782 
CS9 1.000 .298 
CM1 1.000 .449 
CM2 1.000 .513 
CM3 1.000 .456 
CM4 1.000 .479 
CM5 1.000 .501 
CM6 1.000 .513 
CM7 1.000 .547 
CM8 1.000 .589 
CM9 1.000 .563 
CM10 1.000 .448 
CM11 1.000 .624 
CM12 1.000 .606 
CM13 1.000 .466 
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3. Component matrix 

Table 7. Component matrix for Choice Satisfaction 

 

 Component 1 Component 2  
CS1 .776 -.311  
CS2 .794 -.205  
CS3 .522 -.004  
CS4 .662 -.213  
CS5 .815 .015  
CS6 .588 -.028  
CS9 .511 .193  
CS7 .255 .808  
CS8 .297 .833  
 

 

 

Table 8. Component matrix for Choice-making Orientation 
Item Component 1 Component 2 Component 3 
CMO1 .562 -.188 -.274 
CMO2 .638 -.150 -.290 
CMO3 .717 -.164 -.002 
CMO4 .668 -.139 -.117 
CMO5 .215 .661 -.130 
CMO6 .011 .698 .159 
CMO7 .205 .723 -.292 
CMO8 .187 -.636 .255 
CMO9 .025 -.730 .384 
CMO10 .150 -.220 .678 
CMO11 .359 .248 .658 
CMO12 .292 .198 .719 
CMO13 .145 .210 .701 
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Appendix D 

Choice Satisfaction: 

1. Reliability Statistics 
 

Table 9. Reliability Statistics. 
Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

.751 9 
  

2. Reliability Statistics 

 
 

 
 

 
 

3. Item-Total Statistics 
 
Table 11. Item-Total Statistics. 

Item 
Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 

Scale Variance 
if Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-
Total Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha 
if Item Deleted 

CS1_1 42.55 39.566 .548 .709 
CS1_2 42.58 37.904 .587 .700 
CS1_3 42.47 41.641 .385 .736 
CS1_4 42.70 39.649 .464 .722 
CS2_1 42.01 41.262 .677 .703 
CS2_2 42.55 42.005 .414 .731 
CS2_3 42.35 43.325 .256 .758 
CS2_4 42.89 41.269 .296 .757 
CS2_6 42.02 44.189 .396 .735 

 

 

 

Table 10. Item Statistics. 
Item Mean Std. Deviation N 
CS1_1 5.21 1.338 165 
CS1_2 5.19 1.459 165 
CS1_3 5.30 1.402 165 
CS1_4 5.06 1.489 165 
CS2_1 5.76 .964 165 
CS2_2 5.21 1.287 165 
CS2_3 5.42 1.490 165 
CS2_4 4.87 1.693 165 
CS2_6 5.75 1.016 165 
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Choice-making Orientation: 

1. Reliability Statistics 

 
Table 12. Reliability Statistics. 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 
.804 13 

 

 

2. Reliability Statistics 
 

Table 13. Item Statistics. 
Item Mean Std. Deviation N 

CMO3_1 4.29 1.798 165 
CMO3_2 3.59 1.916 165 
CMO3_3 3.76 1.838 165 
CMO3_4 4.12 1.712 165 
CMO4_1 3.87 1.610 165 
CMO4_2 4.25 1.705 165 
CMO4_3 3.98 1.680 165 
CMO4_4 4.54 1.705 165 
CMO4_5 4.18 1.742 165 
CMO5_1 3.78 1.683 165 
CMO5_2 4.84 1.433 165 
CMO5_3 3.90 1.606 165 
CMO5_4 4.75 1.416 165 

 
 

3. Item-Total Statistics 

 
Table 14. Item-Total Statistics. 

Item 
Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 

Scale Variance 
if Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-
Total Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if 
Item Deleted 

CMO3_1 49.54 122.189 .452 .790 
CMO3_2 50.24 117.904 .524 .783 
CMO3_3 50.07 123.428 .406 .794 
CMO3_4 49.72 119.571 .558 .781 
CMO4_1 49.96 121.682 .538 .783 
CMO4_2 49.58 118.818 .583 .778 
CMO4_3 49.85 125.763 .393 .795 
CMO4_4 49.29 125.866 .382 .796 
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Manipulation Check: 

 

1. Reliability Statistics 

 
 

 

 

 

2. Reliability Statistics 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CMO4_5 49.65 124.142 .417 .793 
CMO5_1 50.05 126.930 .359 .798 
CMO5_2 48.99 132.348 .273 .803 
CMO5_3 49.93 126.575 .394 .795 
CMO5_4 49.08 128.975 .386 .795 

Table 15. Reliability Statistics. 
Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

.851 3 

Table 16. Item Statistics. 
Item Mean Std. Deviation N 

MC6_1 4.01 1.689 165 
MC6_2 3.69 1.677 165 
MC6_3 3.70 1.701 165 

Table 17. Item-Total Statistics. 
Item Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 
Scale Variance if 

Item Deleted 
Corrected Item-

Total Correlation 
Cronbach's Alpha 

if Item Deleted 
MC6_1 7.39 9.545 .708 .805 
MC6_2 7.72 9.595 .711 .802 
MC6_3 7.70 9.210 .745 .770 
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Reality Check: 

1. Reliability Statistics 
 

 

 

 

2. Reliability Statistics 
Table 19. Item Statistics. 

Item Mean Std. Deviation N 
RC7_1 5.01 1.357 165 
RC7_2 5.16 1.278 165 

 

3. Item-Total Statistics 
Table 20. Item-Total Statistics 

Item 
Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 

Scale Variance 
if Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-
Total Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if 
Item Deleted 

RC7_1 5.16 1.634 .466  
RC7_2 5.01 1.841 .466  

 

Appendix E 
Table 21. Statistics 
 Skewness 0.397 
Std. Error of Skewness 0.189 
Kurtosis 0.651 
Std. Error of Kurtosis 0.376 

 
Table 22. Tests of Normality. 
Shapiro-Wilk 

  AS Statistic df Sig. 
C
S 
CS   0 .979 80        .201 
      1     .976 85 .118     

 

Table 18. Reliability Statistics. 
Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

.635 2 
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Appendix F 
Table 24. ANOVA. 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F     Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

0.037 1 0.037 0.059 0.809 

Within Groups 102.356 163 0.628   
Total 102.392 164    

Appendix G 
Table 25. Coefficients. 

Model 1 

Collinearity 
Statistics 

Tolerance VIF 
AS 
PT 
CMO 
FAMP 
MC 
RC 
CV_Age 
CV_Gender 
CV_Education 
CV_Nationality 
 

 .942 1.061 
 .752 1.329 
 .770 1.298 
 .704 1.420 
 .776 1.289 
 .910 1.099 
 .702 1.424 
 .910 1.099 
 .785 1.273 
 .780 1.282 

 

 
 
 
 
 
Table 23. Test of Homogeneity of Variance. 

      Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
CS Based on Mean 1.186 1 163 0.278 

Based on Median 1.142 1 163 0.287 
Based on Median and 
with adjusted df 1.142 1 163 0.287 
Based on trimmed 
mean 1.154 1 63 0.284 
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Appendix H – Hayes PROCESS Model 1 No Control Variables 
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Appendix I – Hayes PROCESS Model 1 No Control Variables for Three Choice-

making Orientation Factors 
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Appendix J – Hayes PROCESS Model 1 With Control Variables 
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Appendix K – Hayes PROCESS Model 1 With Control Variables for Three 
Choice-making Orientation Factors 
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Appendix L – Hayes PROCESS Model 3 No Control Variables 
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Appendix M – Hayes PROCESS Model 3 for Three Choice-making Orientation 
Factors No Control Variables  
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Appendix N – Hayes PROCESS Model 3 with Control Variables 
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Appendix O – Hayes PROCESS Model 3 for Three Choice-making Orientation 
Factors with Control Variables 
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