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Overview

Choice blindness describes the finding that individuals often fail to notice when their choice is swapped
out for another option. For example, in the choice below, the participant chooses the left option (panel
A), but is then asked to explain why they chose the opposite picture (panel C). In this type of experiment,
60-80% of switches go unnoticed—that is, people are choice blind (ohansson etat,, 2014). These results have
been replicated with different types of choices ranging from pictures of faces (ohansson et al., 2014), t0 jam
flavors (Hailetal., 2010), to political opinions (hailetal, 2013). Although the phenomenon is consistently shown,
many questions remain about how and why choice blindness happens, and what factors moderate the

effect. One possible factor that has not been studied in a choice blindness experiment is familiarity.
‘ In this study, familiarity was operationalized as

Results

Results showed a surprisingly low overall choice blindness rate
of 33%, meaning that participants noticed 2/3rds of the picture
switches. The distribution of choice blindness among
participants was also unusual in that over half of participants
were never choice blind while 1/5 of participants were choice
blind for every manipulated trial. A multinomial chi square test

found no difference
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notice the manipulation on a choice blind trial.
As a cover story, participants were told that
they were helping to test-run an experiment
and were asked to note on a piece of paper if
they noticed any misspellings, confusing
instructions, computer malfunctions or other
problems with the experiment.
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* The 1/3 choice blindness rate was significantly lower that
past studies, perhaps due to unique design features like
unlimited choice-making time, immediate explanation
requirements, or the novel stimuli and cover story

* No moderating effect of familiarity was shown

* The pilot study cover story may have increased concurrent
detection but may also have moderated choice blindness



