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Abstract 

 
The studies in the present thesis focus on post-decision processes using the 
theoretical framework of Differentiation and Consolidation Theory. This thesis 
consists of three studies. In all these studies, pre-decision evaluations are compared 
with post-decision evaluations in order to explore differences in evaluations of 
decision alternatives before and after a decision. The main aim of the studies was to 
describe and gain a clearer and better understanding of how people re-evaluate 
information, following a decision for which they have experienced the decision and 
outcome. The studies examine how the attractiveness evaluations of important 
attributes are restructured from the pre-decision to the post-decision phase; 
particularly restructuring processes of value conflicts. Value conflict attributes are 
those in which information speaks against the chosen alternative in a decision. The 
first study investigates an important real-life decision and illustrates different post-
decision (consolidation) processes following the decision. The second study tests 
whether decisions with value conflicts follow the same consolidation (post-decision 
restructuring) processes when the conflict is controlled experimentally, as in earlier 
studies of less controlled real-life decisions. The third study investigates 
consolidation and value conflicts in decisions in which the consequences are 
controlled and of different magnitudes.  

The studies in the present thesis have shown how attractiveness restructuring of 
attributes in conflict occurs in the post-decision phase. Results from the three studies 
indicated that attractiveness restructuring of attributes in conflict was stronger for 
important real-life decisions (Study 1) and in situations in which real consequences 
followed a decision (Study 3) than in more controlled, hypothetical decision 
situations (Study 2).  

Finally, some proposals for future research are suggested, including studies of the 
effects of outcomes and consequences on consolidation of prior decisions and how a 
decision maker’s involvement affects his or her pre- and post-decision processes. 
 
Keywords: Decision making, post-decision processes, differentiation and 
consolidation, value conflicts. 
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1. Introduction 
 

The studies in the present thesis concern post-decision processes called 

consolidation processes. To specify, the studies investigate what happens with our 

evaluations of a chosen alternative, after we have identified the decision situation 

and have decided what to do. More specifically, the investigations concern 

comparisons of pre-decision evaluations and post-decision evaluations to 

determine if there are differences in evaluations of decision alternatives between 

the pre- and post-decision phases. When such differences (consolidation) are 

detected, the investigations are continued to first describe how these differences 

manifest themselves in detail, and second, to answer the questions of why and 

when these differences occur.  

 

It is interesting to study human post-decision processes because, in general, many 

important decisions are often bolstered after the decision has been made. That is, 

the chosen alternative is evaluated as even more attractive after the decision is 

made, compared to the first evaluation of that alternative. Furthermore, many 

decisions we face will be affected by our earlier experiences from similar 

situations. If our experiences are founded on our final evaluations of a decision 

from a similar situation, knowledge about post-decision processes may explain 

future decision behaviour to some extent. Post-decision consolidation can also be 

seen as detrimental to the learning process, as it may distort feedback (Svenson, 

1996, p. 263). Svenson wrote: ”If decision making involves distortions, how can 

we learn to make better decisions from past experience? The answer may be that 

sometimes we do not learn and that sometimes we learn from the process and our 

consequences of our decisions.” (Svenson, 2003). 

However, a decision is not affected by experience of similar decisions only, but 

also by decision-process moderating factors such as stress, time pressure, 

involvement, mood, our anticipations of future consequences (outcome) of the 

decision, and more, (Svenson, 1996). For example, the decision consequences 
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appear to us after we have made our decision in the post-decision phase and in 

turn, experiencing the consequences of a decision can affect new decisions made 

later. The main aim of the studies in the present thesis is to describe and gain a 

clearer and better understanding of how people re-evaluate information following 

a decision when they have experienced the outcome of that decision. 

 

We all make decisions of varying importance in our everyday lives. Many 

decision situations have, through experience, become habit or a matter of routine. 

We often make these decisions without conscious awareness, and even without 

realising that we have made a decision. For example, consider a consumer who 

always buys the same brand of shampoo that is familiar on the supermarket shelf.  

However, important and difficult decisions that influence and determine our 

lives at large are increasing in number in contemporary society. Selart (1994) 

concluded in his thesis that how the individual decides is crucial for the 

functioning of social systems. Therefore, he argued that understanding and 

interpretation of a social system depend on the knowledge of how people make 

important decisions. This has resulted in researchers in many different disciplines 

(e.g., philosophy, economics, business, statistics, and psychology) becoming 

involved or interested in decision making research.  

 

The demands on the individual human being as a responsible decision maker have 

increased in many different ways and areas, such as which education or profession 

to choose, to move to another city or country, to get married or not, to have 

children or not, to stay in a relationship or to divorce. This could be compared 

with the time before industrialism when the oldest of the farmer’s sons almost 

always became a farmer and his daughter became a farmer’s wife. Education was 

available only for the educated person’s children. Then, it was less difficult to 

choose a profession because there were not so many alternatives to choose 

between. Now, there is an abundance of choice alternatives. The school of today 

contains many different programmes that students can choose from. There are also 
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many new professions one can choose among today that were not available only a 

few years ago. 

Important and difficult decision situations as those just mentioned often contain 

value conflicts; that is, when the to-be-chosen alternative is worse than the non-

chosen alternative on an important attribute (characteristics) in the decision 

situation. The following example can illustrate such a situation. Assume that 

interest and opportunity to get a job after an education are two important attributes 

in a decision situation in which a student chooses between different education 

programmes. Assume, then, that the student chooses an education that is not the 

most interesting one but rather the one that will likely lead to a future job 

compared to other alternatives. This puts the student in a conflict between the two 

important attributes of interest and future job opportunity.  

A decision maker in a value conflict situation may re-evaluate (restructure) the 

conflict differently depending on the consequences of the decision. This 

restructuring of value conflicts in the post-decision phase has been the main focus 

in all three studies presented in this thesis. 

 

What can be done to make choice situations involving conflicts easier for a 

decision maker? In other words, what can we do to make it easier for the decision 

maker to make a difficult decision? From this point of view it is important to 

know how much, and what kind of, information should be provided to the 

decision maker, so that he or she can resolve conflicts in the pre-decision phase 

and reach a decision more easily. First, we need to gather more knowledge about 

all processes of a decision. According to Differentiation and Consolidation 

Theory (Diff Con), to be elaborated later, we need to gather knowledge about the 

following stages: identification of alternatives in the decision situation (attention 

to markers, goal elicitation, screening and editing), selection of reference and/or 

preliminary choice alternatives, pre-decision differentiation leading to a decision, 

and post-decision consolidation (cf. Svenson 1996, 2003). Second, a decision 
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process always takes place in a representation, in other words a structure that has 

to be known as well. 

Knowledge about the representation in which a decision process takes place 

can, for example, provide support for the development of decision aiding 

techniques (see e.g., Keeney, 1996). To exemplify, some researchers of decision 

aids in the medical field with the intention to help physicians and patients to reach 

a decision about a difficult treatment. This can involve choosing the best 

treatment alternative for each patient and can also lead to the patient experiencing 

a minimum of post-decision regret. Much research in the medical field concerned 

with patients has focused on information provision to the patients instead of 

facilitation and improvement of the cognitive processes people use in order to 

arrive at the decision (Feldman-Stewart, Brundage &Van Manen, 2004). 

 

This thesis presents three papers on post-decision processes. The first paper 

investigates an important real-life decision and illustrates different post-decision 

processes that may follow decisions involving value conflicts. The second paper 

tests whether decisions with value conflicts follow the same post-decision 

consolidation patterns when the conflict is controlled experimentally, as in earlier 

uncontrolled studies of real-life decisions (Svenson & Malmsten, 1996; Svenson 

& Hill, 1997; Salo & Svenson, 2000). The third paper investigates post-decision 

consolidation and value conflicts in decisions with consequences of different 

magnitudes. 

 

2. Different approaches in decision research 
 

There are many distinctions in the field of decision research. To exemplify, 

decision theories can be divided into normative, prescriptive (which are often 

based on normative decision making) and descriptive theories. That is, theories on 

what decisions should be made (according to the normative theory), theories that 

tell the decision maker which decisions he or she should make and how he or she 
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should make them, and finally theories that describe how decisions are made. The 

decision situation can be certain (e.g., buying a well-known product - the outcome 

is certain or known) or uncertain (involving risk taking, e.g., decisions in playing 

a game or lottery). 

 

Decision research can also be categorised in terms of how the studies of decision 

making are performed: experimentally controlled, real-life, or simulated decision 

situations (simulated situations are artificial but close to realistic settings, cf. 

Brehmer, 1999). 

The experimentally controlled situations have been most common in decision 

research and these studies often concern hypothetical decision situations. A study 

on information distortion conducted by Russo, Meloy, and Medvec (1998) is a 

recent example of experimentally controlled investigations; in this study students 

were required to make hypothetical choices of consumer products. It showed that 

when participants were gradually exposed to information about features of two 

products and asked to evaluate how much they favoured each feature, the 

subjective evaluation of objective information shifted toward supporting the 

initially preferred product. This experiment points forward to the investigations of 

this thesis. 

 

Naturalistic decision making can be seen as a rebellion against traditional 

experimental decision making research (cf. Klein, 1999; Klein and Weick 2000; 

Lipshitz, Klein, Orasanu and Salas, 2001). This field uses the complex real world 

(natural environments, such as fire-fighting, military combat and nuclear power 

plant operation) or situations as close as possible to the real world for conducting 

decision making studies, and the focus has been on the investigation of how 

professionals, experts or experienced decision makers make decisions. 

 

A general hypothesis in decision research is that the type of response required in a 

decision situation influences the information processing strategy (decision rules 
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used) that the decision maker selects (see Svenson, 1979; Holyoak & Simon, 

1999). If a decision maker has often experienced similar decision situations, it is 

possible that he or she develops simplified strategies, i.e. heuristics, for arriving at 

a decision more easily (see Svenson, 1979). Other people’s experience may also 

influence the decision rules that the decision maker will use. This could 

correspond to a decision rule stating that one should follow the decision of an 

expert, or one that implies that one should decide according to a cultural or family 

tradition in specific situations. It can be assumed that the decision maker may at 

times avoid using such more simplistic decision rules and instead use a more 

detailed decision making procedure if the decision is (very) important to him or 

her (see Svenson, 1979). It is important to be aware that different decision makers 

perceive the same objective decision situation differently and that they react in 

relation to their own perceptions of the decision situation (Svenson, 1979). 

Different choices can result from the same decision process, and the same choice 

from different decision processes. This stresses the need to investigate decision 

process characteristics (Svenson, 1996). 

Furthermore, decision strategies can be divided into compensatory and non-

compensatory strategies. Compensatory strategies imply that some disadvantages 

can be compensated for by advantages. For example, the choice by most attractive 

aspect rule says that the decision maker should choose the alternative with the 

overall most attractive aspect (Svenson, 1979). In contrast, non-compensatory 

strategies imply that a decision alternative with one disadvantage below a 

criterion level will not be considered further, but also that an alternative can be 

chosen on the basis of only one advantage, e.g., the conjunctive rule. The 

conjunctive rule says that if an alternative does not meet a specified criterion on 

one attribute, the alternative is left off the list of possible choice alternatives (cf., 

Svenson, 1979). For example, Eisele (1999) showed that participants using a non-

compensatory decision strategy consolidated their decisions more than did 

participants using a compensatory decision strategy. In the studies in the present 

thesis, the decision rules used turn out to be compensatory in nature. 
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Finally, decision making processes can be studied using either a structural or 

process approach (Abelson & Levi, 1985), both of which are described in the 

following section. 

 

2.1 Structural approaches. 

Structural approaches focus on the end result of a decision process and try to 

understand how different parameters of the decision problem influence the final 

decision. The decision outcome is analysed as a function of the input information. 

Structural approaches often manipulate parameters characterising the decision by 

using mathematical or statistical models to draw inferences about the decision 

process (Svenson, 1979). Svenson wrote, ”these models only provide surface 

descriptions, as they do not map the details of the successive stages in the decision 

process.” (Svenson, 1979, p. 94). On the other hand, as Svenson also pointed out, 

these models can be seen as a complement to process approaches and may be 

thought of as a first step toward understanding cognitive processes (Svenson, 

1979). Svenson concluded, ”A good theory for human decision making must be 

based on data from structural analyses of decision making as well as on data from 

process tracing studies. To confine research to only one or the other of these is to 

ignore essential information.” (Svenson, 1979, p. 110; 1996). Structural 

approaches do not attempt to assess the psychological process at different stages 

in decision making, which are stages from the presentation (start) of the decision 

problem to the final decision.  

 

Multi Attribute Utility Theory (MAUT, von Winterfeldt & Edwards, 1986) and 

Prospect Theory (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979) are examples of structural 

approaches. MAUT concerns how to evaluate rationally and choose accordingly 

among alternatives in a multi-attribute decision task. As a tool, MAUT is used to 

support the decision maker and improve his or her decision making. For example, 

the initial chosen attributes in a decision task can be divided into sub-attributes 
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and made more specific, e.g., the attribute ”design” can be divided into the more 

specified attributes form, colour, contrasting effect, etc. 

Prospect Theory considers variables related to probability and value (utility). 

According to Prospect Theory, a decision maker applies values used in a decision 

situation according to his or her own value reference point. In turn, the reference 

point can be affected by, e.g., framing factors that can result in different decisions 

regarding the same problem (cf. Kahneman & Tversky, 1979). 

 

Within the structural approach to decision making, normative models have 

dominated over the years and most of them have the aim of modelling the rational 

decision maker (according to utility and probability models). Another aim is to 

give normative guidance to a decision maker, telling him or her which alternative 

leads to the greatest expected gain (maximising expected utility) using utility and 

probability in calculations for different alternatives’ outcomes.  

Many structural approaches using normative models in early decision research 

postulated that the decision maker is a rational person, making decisions 

rationally, in large following normative statistical and logical principles.  

According to Dawes (1988), a rational choice is first based on a decision that 

meets current assets (such as psychological states, capacities, social relationships 

and feelings beyond money) of the decision maker. Second, it is based on the 

possible outcomes of the decision and third, if the outcomes are uncertain, it is 

based on the assessed outcome likelihood. There are also common decision 

making procedures that do not have anything necessarily in common with 

rationality and these are, according to Dawes (1988), decisions involving habit, 

tradition, conformity, convictions, and imitation.  

 

From the fifties and onward, many studies have reported about decision makers 

not being very rational and calculating in making their decisions (deviations from 

rationality in a normative decision making sense) (c.f. Prospect Theory Kahneman 

& Tversky, 1979; Slovic, Fischhoff & Lichtenstein, 1977). Structural models are 
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becoming increasingly more developed and also take into consideration and study 

how people actually make decisions (Simon, 1997). This has led to an increased 

willingness to focus on studying, explaining and interpreting discrepancies 

between prediction based on normative theories and actual decision/judgmental 

behaviours. Although structural approaches are important, the studies in this thesis 

are concerned with a process approach to decision making. 

 

2.2 Process approaches.  

As mentioned earlier, process approaches are concerned more with investigating 

the underlying decision processes or describing how the decision processes 

change over time. In the seventies, a number of decision researchers began 

decision studies using process approaches (e.g., Svenson, 1974, Payne, 1976, for a 

summary of earlier research see e.g., Svenson, 1979). Examples of process 

approach research are Image Theory (Beach, 1990; 1998) and the research based 

on Theory of Constructive Decision Making (Payne, Bettman, Coupey & 

Johnson, 1992). Process approaches concern a number of different psychological 

processes occurring at the start of a decision - when the decision problem is 

presented and when the final decision is reached. For example, information search 

and think aloud protocols are techniques used to collect process-tracing measures 

(see Svenson, 1979 for a more detailed description of such measures).  

Neither of these two theories (Image Theory and Theory of Constructive 

Decision Making) mentioned above has the intention of investigating post-

decision processes. The studies in the present thesis are based on Differentiation 

and Consolidation Theory (Svenson, 1992, 1996, 2003), which is primarily a 

descriptive theory and covers both pre- and post-decision phases.  

 

Within process approaches, some researchers view decision making as occurring 

in a dynamic setting (in terms of both external and internal conditions). That is, 

the decision situation is part of an environment that continuously changes (by 

itself) even though the decision maker does not act. A few descriptive and 
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process-oriented theories exhibiting  similarities with the Differentiation and 

Consolidation Theory are described in the following sections. 

 

3. Decision process theories 
 

3.1 Theory of Cognitive Dissonance 

At the time that Edwards (1954) published his paper on the Subjective Expected 

Utility Theory, the psychological processes behind decision making processes 

were largely neglected. However, more than 40 years ago Festinger published A 

Theory of Cognitive Dissonance (Festinger, 1957), which can be seen as the 

beginning of more consideration being given to the psychological processes 

behind decision making. The Theory of Cognitive Dissonance has, since its 

publication (Festinger, 1957), contributed to many different areas within 

psychology such as social psychology, cognition and decision making.  

 

Festinger (1957) had a greater interest in the psychological processes following a 

decision than those before a decision. According to Festinger (1957, 1964), the 

pre-decision phase is a rational process in which generally no systematic or 

biasing re-evaluation of alternatives occur. That is, when a decision maker is 

processing information about decision alternatives, this is done in an objective and 

unbiased way before the decision is made. He also pointed out that most decision 

alternatives have some pleasant and some unpleasant features. Both become more 

salient after a decision, that is, in the post-decision phase, placing the decision 

maker in an uncomfortable conflicting situation.  

This post-decision conflict leads to feelings of dissonance (tension), which in 

turn leads to processes that tend to ease this tension. The greater the conflict, the 

greater dissonance the decision maker will experience in the post-decision phase. 

Thus, after a decision has been made, the positive features of the rejected 

alternative(s) and/or negative features of the chosen alternative may not leave the 

decision maker’s thoughts at peace and this motivates him or her to reduce the 
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dissonance. This is because dissonance is psychologically uncomfortable for a 

person when he or she has made an important decision. This can result in a post-

decision spreading of the alternatives’ attractiveness (chosen alternative becomes 

more attractive and the non chosen one(s) less attractive). For example, this can 

result in the decision maker’s feelings and thoughts about the chosen alternative 

becoming even more positive and those about the non-chosen alternative 

becoming more negative than they were before the decision was made. Thus, 

post-decision processes were assumed to be biased in favour of the chosen 

alternative. This general line of thought is fundamental in Differentiation and 

Consolidation Theory as well as in the present thesis. 

 

3.2 Conflict, Choice and Commitment Theory 

Janis and Mann (1977) developed Festinger’s idea that conflicts in a decision 

situation lead to restructuring and selection of information in the decision making 

processes. In contrast to Festinger (1957, 1964), Janis and Mann’s (1977) Conflict 

Choice and Commitment Theory assumes that an active restructuring of decision 

alternatives and biased information search takes place already in the pre-decision 

phase. According to Janis and Mann (1977), the decision conflict remains in the 

post-decision phase only if it was impossible for the decision maker to resolve the 

conflict in the pre-decision phase. Time pressure (external factors) and motivation 

(internal factors) are examples of such factors preventing the decision maker to 

resolve the conflict in the pre-decision phase. If the decision maker cannot avoid 

or delay making the decision (choosing between conflicting alternatives), he or 

she can bolster a decision alternative by exaggerating its positive attributes and 

minimising its negative ones. Another approach in this tradition is Dominance 

Structuring Theory (Montgomery, 1983). 

 

3.3 Dominance Structuring Theory 

Montgomery’s (1983) Dominance Structuring Theory uses a process approach. 

The primary aim of this theory is to describe how choices or decisions are made. 
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The theory focuses on the pre-decision phase, in which the decision maker 

proceeds through the four phases of (1) pre-editing, (2) finding a promising 

alternative, (3) dominance testing and (4) dominance structuring.  

Dominance Structuring Theory postulates that the aim of the decision maker is 

to try to structure and restructure the representation of a promising alternative so 

that one alternative dominates over other decision alternatives and in this way will 

appear to be the best alternative. Montgomery describes the decision making 

process as a search for dominance. Dominance is reached in the course of which 

the decision alternatives are restructured, so that one comes to dominate its 

competitors. When one alternative has reached dominance, it can be chosen and 

no further structuring is needed. Thus, the aim of the decision process is to search 

for a dominance structure, that is, a cognitive process by which all disadvantages 

of a promising alternative are eliminated or neutralised. The restructuring process 

can occur through decreasing the disadvantages of the preferred alternative and/or 

bolstering its advantages.  

 

Thus support for pre-decision re-evaluation (changes) of alternatives has been 

reported in a great number of studies (e.g., Janis & Mann, 1977; Montgomery & 

Svenson, 1989, for a review see Brownstein, 2003). This contradicts Festinger’s 

(1957, 1964) idea, that the pre-decision phase is unbiased and that a decision 

maker is processing information in an objective way before the decision is made, 

but supports Janis and Mann’s work. 

 

3.4 Coherence and decision making 

As mentioned earlier, decision research has shown that decision making is 

followed by an increase in supporting (coherence) assessments of the information 

related to the decision alternatives. Many investigations have been conducted to 

determine whether this coherence shift is obtained before a person has made a 

decision or after commitment to a decision alternative. This interest has existed 

since Festinger (1957, 1964) argued that cognitive dissonance does not arise until 
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the decision maker has already taken an action inconsistent with his or her prior 

values or attitudes, and thus becomes committed to the decision.  

Holyoak and Simon (1999) showed that the decision making process proceeds 

through a systematic change in the evaluation of inferences. This change occurs in 

a way toward a pattern of supporting (coherence with) the emerging decision. 

Assessments of inferences spread apart increasingly, with those supporting the 

chosen decision alternative growing stronger and as those supporting the rejected 

alternative waning. A state in coherence exists when the inferences supporting the 

favoured decision are evaluated strongly, and those supporting the non-chosen 

alternative(s) are evaluated weakly or negatively (cf., Simon, Phan, Le, & 

Holyoak, 2001). For example, a task such as deciding which job offer to accept 

can involve sets of inferences (e.g., salary and distance to the job). Furthermore, 

Holyoak and Simon (1999) showed that shifting of the evaluations appeared to 

occur both prior to commitment to a decision and following it. Therefore, they 

argued that the spreading apart of inferences was not only a post-decision 

justification but rather was inherent to the actual mechanisms operative in 

decision making. 

 

Later, Simon et al.(2001) investigated when and under what conditions coherence 

shifts take place. Simon et al. (2001). were interested in whether the re-evaluation 

of decision alternatives is exclusively a post-decision commitment phenomenon, 

or if it can also occur before the decision making process has been completed. 

They observed coherence shifts (of conflicting arguments) when participants were 

instructed to delay making a decision, memorise the decision alternatives, and 

comprehend the decision alternatives. Simon et al. (2001) replicated and extended 

the basic findings of Holyoak and Simon (1999) in showing that the processing of 

such tasks is accompanied by a change in inferences that increases coherence with 

the decision made. That is, relative to a baseline evaluation, the inferences that 

supported the chosen decision became stronger, and those that supported the 

rejected decision decreased in their level of acceptance. Their findings contradict 
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the view that such changes in the evaluation of the task occur only after the 

decision has been made and the person has committed himself or herself to the 

decision (e.g., Festinger, 1957, 1964). Instead, their findings are in line with 

Svenson (1992, 1996, 1999), that re-evaluation occurs both before and after a 

decision is made.  

According to Payne, Bettman, Coupey, and Johnson (1992), restructuring 

mostly occurs early in the pre-decision process, called the editing phase. 

Examples of restructuring operations are information transformations (e.g., 

performing calculations), rearranging information (e.g., changing the order of the 

alternatives or attributes) or eliminating information. Payne et al. assume the aim 

of restructuring to be to make the decision problem more manageable.  

 

Differentiation and Consolidation theory (Svenson, 1992, 1996, 1999, 2003) 

proposes that re-evaluations of decision alternatives occur both before and after a 

decision (See below for a more detailed description of the theory). Prior research 

has been concerned primarily with determining whether decision makers distort 

information during the pre-decision process and, later, when justifying the 

decision (e.g., Fischhoff, 1975; Holyoak & Simon, 1999; Russo, Medvec, & 

Meloy, 1996; Russo, Meloy, & Medvec, 1998). 

 

In the area of consumer decision making, Russo and colleagues (Russo, Medvec, 

& Meloy, 1996; Russo, Meloy, & Medvec, 1998; Russo, Meloy, & Wilks, 2000) 

have shown that when participants are presented with information about 

competing consumer products (they were gradually exposed to information about 

features of two products and were asked to evaluate how much they favoured each 

feature), the subjective evaluation of objective information shifts toward 

supporting the initially preferred product. That is, participants consistently gave 

more positive evaluations of the features presented as belonging to the preferred 

product and poorer evaluations of those of the rejected one. Russo and colleague’s 

findings show that distortion of information is congruent with predictions from 
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Diff Con theory. These experiments also show that changes in evaluations of the 

alternatives continued after the decision was made, but were more moderate than 

those that occurred prior to the decision completion. Russo and Carlson (2002) 

wrote, ”Even after a commitment has been made to one course of action, decision 

makers tend to reflect on the chosen option, on the rejected ones, and on the 

information that supported or opposed them. This process is often oriented toward 

justification, even if only to oneself” (Russo & Carlson, 2002, p. 6).  

Recently, Phillips (2002) had the purpose of determining whether decision 

makers distort (change) their definition of decision criteria (that is, level of 

acceptance on an attribute) during and/or after having made a decision. Phillips 

(2002) showed that participants distorted their criterion and information ratings 

more when they reported their decisions before, rather than after, they rated the 

decision criterion and problem information. He also demonstrated that distortions 

of decision criterion ratings occurred after a decision had been made, whereas 

distortion of information evaluations occurred during the process of reaching a 

decision. 

 

4. Conflict and conflict resolution in decision making 
 

Conflict and conflict resolution is a prominent issue in all decision making 

theories, and is a theme of this dissertation. An article written by Svenson starts 

with the following passage (Svenson, 1996, p. 252): ”Decision making is often a 

kind of conflict resolution in which contradictory goals have to be negotiated and 

reconciled. This conflict resolution is highly dependent on problem, context and 

individual factors which obscure and make it hard to find generic regularities in 

human decision processes.” The same article ends with the following concluding 

remarks (Svenson, 1996, p. 264) ”To a large extent decision making is the art of 

conflict resolution. That is, conflicts between inner goals, between own and 

others’ goals, conflicts concerning how to evaluate alternatives in relation to 

competing goals and so on”. Differentiation and Consolidation theory treats this 
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topic both before and after a decision and was used as a framework for the 

empirical studies included in this thesis, which studies conflicts in decision 

making. Therefore, I shall first return to some of the earlier theories and add more 

studies on conflicts in decision making. 

 

As mentioned above, Festinger’s (1964) theory of Conflict, Decision and 

Dissonance only predicts that dissonance reduction, restructuring and selection of 

information happen in the post-decision phase and when important and difficult 

decisions are made. Brehm (1956) used the same assumption as Festinger did. 

Janis and Mann (1977), Zajonc (1980) and others have directed strong criticism 

toward Festinger’s position. According to Conflict, Decision, and Dissonance 

Theory, dissonance can be reduced after the decision has been made, by removing 

dissonant cognitions, adding new consonant cognitions (e.g., discovering new 

arguments), reducing the importance of dissonant cognition, or increasing the 

importance of consonant cognitions (e.g., increasing the attractiveness of the 

chosen alternative) (c.f., Frey & Wicklund, 1978). Spreading of alternatives is 

another term used to describe the process of dissonance reduction.  

A person can experience a resistance to changing cognitive elements of a 

behaviour, which may lead to selectivity in response to new information after the 

decision is made. The resistance can depend on the extent of pain or loss the 

decision maker can endure and the satisfaction the decision maker can obtain from 

the behaviours (Festinger, 1964; Harmon-Jones & Mills, 1999). 

 

Montgomery’s Dominance Structuring Theory (1983) further developed Janis and 

Mann’s (1977) critical view of Festinger’s approach. According to this theory, 

reaching or finding a cognitive structure that yields dominance for one alternative 

(in the pre-decision phase), is the most cost-effective way for a decision maker to 

resolve conflicts inherent in a decision situation (Montgomery & Willen, 1999). 
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Conflicts in decision making are associated with unpleasant feelings (Festinger, 

1964; Janis & Mann, 1977), provided that the decision is important and the 

conflicts are strong. This is one among several reasons for increased interest in the 

effects of emotion and affect on decision making among decision researchers 

(e.g., Bettman, Luce & Payne, 1998; Svenson, 2003). 

 

Research within the approach of the Diff Con theory (Svenson, 1992; 1996; 2003) 

has shown, for example, that participants with value conflicts restructure their 

decisions in the post-decision phase. This is done through, e.g., decreasing the 

disadvantage of conflict attributes, and in some cases turning it into an advantage 

after the decision (Svenson & Hill, 1997; Salo & Svenson, 2000).  

 

5. Differentiation and Consolidation Theory (Diff Con) 
 

5.1 The theory 

Svenson’s Differentiation and Consolidation Theory (Diff Con) is a process 

theory developed in the beginning of the nineties (Svenson, 1992; 1996; 2003). It 

is also a relatively comprehensive cognitive theory as it considers both pre- and 

post-decision making processes and treats them as important components in 

human decision making. The studies in the present thesis are based primarily on 

the theoretical foundations of the Diff Con theory and therefore a rather detailed 

description of the theory follows.  

 

5.2 Representing decision problem within Diff Con 

The decision problem is represented as a choice among two or more alternatives 

(e.g., choice among cars) that in turn are described by aspects (e.g., light blue, 

$10,000) ordered on attributes (e.g., colour, price) characterising the decision 

alternatives (Svenson, 1992, 1996). This is a common way of representation and 

many decision models use an (alternative x attribute) representation. There are 

also more complex ways of representing decision alternatives; for an overview see 
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Svenson, 2003, p. 291. Svenson points out that a decision maker may represent 

each of the alternatives in a simple decision in different ways (Svenson, 2003). 

 

5.3 The goal of a decision process according to Diff Con theory 

The goal of a decision process according to Diff Con is to create an alternative 

that is sufficiently superior in comparison to other available alternative(s). This 

creation is possible through restructuring and application of decision rules 

(Svenson, 1992, 1996). A decision rule is usually a good guide to the right course 

of action and that saves time and effort. 

Different types of decision problems elicit different psychological processes. 

Diff Con distinguishes four different types of decision problems or levels of 

decision processes (Svenson, 1992, 1996). The first level includes quick and 

almost automatic/unconscious decision processes (Svenson, 1990, 1992, 1996). At 

this level, the decision maker often knows from earlier experience what decision 

to make in a particular situation (e.g., as a habit I always buy milk in a container 

with green colour, also called ”routines for performance of everyday activities” by 

Gärling, 1992). Decisions at level 2 are made with reference to one or few 

attributes (e.g., as a strategy I always buy fruits and vegetables with the lowest 

price and the price attribute is not in conflict with any quality attribute in this 

situation for me). Level 3 decisions refer to more complex choices, often between 

alternatives with goal conflicts. That is, some attributes favour one alternative and 

other attributes favour another. The three studies included in the present thesis 

treat decision problems at this level. Level 4 decisions, finally, include decision 

situations in which the set of decision alternatives and attributes is not fixed from 

the beginning. At this level, the decision maker searches for and creates new 

decision alternatives and attributes during the decision process. Svenson (1996) 

pointed out that it is important to be aware that decision maker, in the same 

decision situation, often use processes at different levels and that lower-level 

processes are also often used within higher-level processes. 
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5.4 Phases in Diff Con theory 

When a decision situation or problem appears, the decision maker must identify 

the decision alternatives, determine his or her goals regarding the decision and 

edit given information. Here, editing means early rearranging and grouping of 

information, which can be seen as essential for minimising energy resources 

needed for a decision (Svenson, 2003; cf., Kahneman & Tversky, 1979; Abelson 

& Levi, 1985; Ranyard, 1989). Then, the decision maker may select a reference 

and/or a preliminary alternative of choice (perhaps using a non-compensatory 

decision rule). The preliminary chosen alternative is then differentiated from its 

competitor(s) through different kinds of differentiation processes (holistic, process 

and structural, cf. Svenson, 1992; 1996; 2003; Russo, Medvec & Meloy, 1996; 

Russo, Meloy & Medvec, 1998; Phillips, 2002; a more detailed description 

follows in section 5.5). When an alternative has become sufficiently superior in 

comparison to other available alternative(s), the decision maker can make a 

decision. Finally, following a decision, post-decision consolidation processes start 

and continue to strengthen the differentiation achieved already in the pre-decision 

phase and, which also works to protect the decision against negative outcomes 

and regrets. The consolidation processes are also achieved through different kinds 

of processes such as those in which differentiation processes take place in the pre-

decision phase (holistic, process and structural; Svenson & Hill, 1997; Svenson & 

Shamoun, 1997; Phillips, 2002). The post-decision phase can in turn also be 

divided into the following stages: post-choice, implementation and post-outcome 

(or, according to Svenson 2003: (1) post-decision consolidation, (2) 

implementation of decision, (3) post implementation consolidation and 

monitoring of decision, (4) outcome of decision and (5) post outcome 

consolidation and monitoring).  

In other words, the theory covers decision processes from the appearance of a 

decision through the decision, its implementation, the outcome and the experience 

of the consequences of a decision (Svenson, 2003).  
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5.4.1 Pre-decision phase 

Within Diff Con theory, decision making is conceived as an active process that 

goes through all stages or phases, mentioned above. In the pre-decision phase, one 

preliminary choice alternative is selected and is then gradually differentiated from 

other available alternatives until the degree of differentiation is sufficient for 

making the final decision. This process is called differentiation. Sufficient 

differentiation is needed to protect the decision maker from external (e.g., poor 

outcome) and internal (e.g., the decision maker changes his/her own values) 

threats against the chosen alternative. Sufficient differentiation of the chosen 

alternative is also necessary because it contributes to the chosen alternative 

becoming better, even under unfavourable post-decision conditions (Svenson & 

Benthorn, 1992 and Svenson & Malmsten, 1996). In a situation in which the 

decision is not perceived as very important and/or the consequence of the decision 

is not desirable enough (or the consequences do not affect the decision maker 

noticeably), an alternative that dominates the other available alternatives may be 

sufficient for a choice (Svenson, 2003). Sufficient differentiation can be achieved 

by changing both the pros and cons of the alternative(s) in the decision situation.  

Changes in attractiveness of aspect values in important attributes can be one 

way to detect differentiation processes, which cannot be observed themselves. The 

differentiation processes are considered biased as people tend to distort 

information prior to making a decision (e.g., Svenson, 1992; 2003; Russo, Meloy 

& Medvec, 1998; Phillips, 2002).  

Markers tell the decision maker where to start and often trigger the 

differentiation processes. Markers are often related to the decision makers’ earlier 

experiences and can be of different kinds such as perceptual, affective and 

cognitive (Svenson, 2003). For example, a marker can be the label of an attribute 

(e.g., price) or the aspects on an attribute (e.g., high or low value) (cf. Svenson, 

1983; 1985; 1996; 2003).  
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5.4.2 Post-decision phase 

One of the aims of post-decision processes is to strengthen the differentiation 

achieved in the pre-decision phase so that the chosen alternative is protected from 

threats directed at the chosen alternative after that a decision is made.  For the 

decision maker, being in the post-decision phase implies some ”threats”, for 

example feelings of regret (e.g., Loomes & Sugden, 1982), finding new 

information or experiencing negative consequences of a decision. The opportunity 

to choose is lost when a decision has been made; the good aspects of the non-

chosen alternative are thereby lost and the decision maker is stuck with the poor 

aspects of the chosen alternative, which constitutes a threat to the decision.  

There are always different ways of restructuring a decision caused by, for 

example, environmental inputs (e.g., decision outcome) and the decision maker’s 

own inner psychological processes (e.g., unstable, or changes in, goal mappings 

and uncertainty in knowing what we will like in the future) (cf. Kahneman & 

Snell, 1992). As was made clear in the beginning of this thesis, post-decision 

processes have been studied since the fifties, primarily within the dissonance 

framework (c.f., Brehm, 1956; Festinger 1957; 1964; Greenwald, 1980; Frey, 

1986). The focus of these studies was mostly on the overall judgements of 

decision alternatives or on information search tracing. However, Diff Con theory 

has improved the tools for detection and description of post-decision processes. 

Svenson (1996, p. 259) wrote ”The (attribute x aspects) representation of 

alternatives in this theory and the measurements of attractiveness on each attribute 

have improved the experimental and statistical power of the empirical work of 

detecting post-decision effects compared to the earlier studies.” 

 

5.5 Differentiation and Consolidation processes 

According to Diff Con theory, three main types of processes accomplish 

differentiation (and/or consolidation) of the decision alternatives. A holistic 

differentiation leads to differentiation that is quick and immediately sufficient for 

the decision maker to make a decision or to support the chosen alternative. This is 
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based on, e.g., intuition or a situation in which the decision alternatives are well 

known to the decision maker (e.g., habits). 

A process differentiation includes the use of different decision rules (e.g., the 

conjunctive rule that reduces the number of decision alternatives, cf. Svenson, 

1979) to make it easier to reach a decision or to support the decision already 

made. The rules used depend on the individual, context, alternatives and structure 

of the decision problem (Svenson, 2003). 

Structural differentiation refers to changes in representations of the decision 

alternatives. Here, changes are made in relation to different decision rules. 

Structural differentiation can in turn be categorised into four different 

restructuring subtypes of processes, depending on which parts of the decision 

structure are in focus. The different subtypes of structural processes in the pre- 

and post decision phases may follow each other and are often not consciously 

obvious to the decision maker him- or herself. 

Different subtypes of structural processes are common in both pre- and post-

decision processes and are labelled as follows: Attractiveness restructuring 

changes the mental representation of a decision problem so that one or more 

decision rule(s) achieve stronger support. This is accomplished by a shift in the 

attractiveness aspects and depends on how the aspects are mapped onto the 

decision maker’s goals and value system (Svenson, 1992; 1996).  

Facts restructuring corresponds to attractiveness restructuring, but refers to the 

representations of facts instead of attractiveness. In other words, facts 

restructuring refers to changes of how the reality is perceived by the decision 

maker, to increase support for the chosen alternative (cf., hindsight effects, 

Fischoff, 1975; Svenson, 1992; 1996).  

Attribute importance restructuring refers to changes that take place in the 

perceived importance of attribute(s) across alternative(s). This can be done by 

increasing the importance (not the attractiveness) of those attributes by which the 

chosen alternative is perceived as better and/or by decreasing the importance of 
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attributes by which the non-chosen alternative is superior, so that the chosen 

alternative in total gains support (Svenson, 1992: 1996).  

Problem restructuring can include creation of new alternatives and can imply 

that the decision maker uses changed available facts and/or searches for new facts 

to create a new way of representing the decision problem, including new 

alternatives (Svenson, 1992; 1996).  

 

Diff Con theory predicts that, in both the pre- and post-decision phases, a decision 

maker begins downgrading the attractiveness of certain attributes of some 

alternatives and upgrading the attractiveness of certain attributes of other 

alternative(s) (often for the preliminary choice alternative). However, the 

preliminary choice alternative will be further supported on important attributes. It 

is not always possible to more exactly predict how these changes will occur or 

appear. It is interesting to note that although there can be considerable 

restructuring effects on the attribute level, the attractiveness re-evaluations that 

result can be of no changes in the holistic attractiveness judgements of the 

alternatives that indicate a change in difference between the chosen and the non-

chosen alternative. Therefore, the Diff Con theory strongly points out that it is the 

pattern of support for one alternative that changes, and not the overall 

attractiveness ratings for the chosen alternative. Thus, the overall attractiveness 

may remain the same or increase during differentiation and consolidation 

processes. The more differentiation and consolidation used, the less the risk of 

post-decision regret and ambiguity.  

 

The theory postulates that the degree of differentiation and consolidation 

processes is in direct relation to how important the decision is, as well as how 

much commitment/involvement and responsibility the decision maker experiences 

in the decision. Further, the more action gained in the decision, the more 

differentiation and consolidation will follow. If consequences following a 

decision, or the decision itself, are non-reversible, this will also affect and drive 
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the differentiation and consolidation processes further than if no consequence 

follows or if the decision is reversible (e.g., Svenson & Malmsten, 1996; Benson, 

1993; Svenson & Benthorn, 1992). 

 

5.5.1 Motives behind differentiation and consolidation processes 

The question of what drives, or what motives are behind, differentiation and 

consolidation processes has been explored in recent years (Svenson, 1996; 

Shamoun & Svenson, 2002, Svenson, 2003). Svenson (2003) argues that there are 

a number of different sets of component forces driving differentiation and 

consolidation processes. First, the main driving force behind differentiation is the 

need to reach a decision, and the driving force behind consolidation is the need to 

avoid spending unnecessary effort on decision reversals and on changing the 

implementation plans (Svenson, 2003). In other words, pre-decision 

differentiation is driven to make the preliminary choice alternative as strong as 

necessary for the decision maker to arrive at a decision. And the post-decision 

consolidation is driven to defend the superiority of the chosen alternative so that 

the decision maker can avoid feeling regret and spending effort on reversals. 

The forces that drive differentiation and consolidation processes can be divided 

into three different motives or reasons for the processes to proceed. The first 

motive behind differentiation and consolidation is to achieve a clear 

differentiation between the chosen alternative and the other available alternatives 

(e.g., Svenson, 1992 and Salo 2000). This helps the decision maker reach a 

decision, reduce an ”unpleasant” pre-decision conflict and, additionally, protects 

the decision from future threats such as regret and reversals of evaluations. This 

first motive can be related to arousal driving dissonance reduction (Festinger, 

1957) and to self-serving biases (Greenwald, 1980).  

The second motive behind differentiation and consolidation is to achieve a 

psychological representation preserving and/or adhering to simple cognitive 

structures (coherence). The second motive can be related to the need for 

sufficiently discriminating cognitive categories for the chosen and non-chosen 
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decision alternatives. This motive has its correspondence in perception when a 

target stimulus is differentiated from a non-target stimulus in categorisation 

processes (cf. levelling and sharpening, assimilation and contrast). 

The third motive behind differentiation and consolidation is the need to 

anticipate and use experience from similar situations of earlier post-decision 

regret. In decision theoretic terms, this is a motive of decreasing negative feelings 

associated with the possibility of having made the wrong decision. It may also be 

seen as a motive of avoiding future regret, disappointment or dissonance. In 

behavioural terms, the motive may be seen as a way of promoting behavioural 

stability or as a security motive. The safety and stability factors may be needed to 

avoid spending unnecessary effort on decision reversals and changes of 

implementation plans following a decision (Svenson, 2003, p. 318; Russo & 

Carlson, 2002, p. 11). Thus, the differentiation difference between chosen and 

non-chosen alternatives must be sufficiently large and stable to keep a sufficient 

degree of differentiation, even if external (e.g., outcome) or internal (e.g., 

emotional states) conditions change in the post-decision phase and start to ”speak 

against” the prior choice. 

 

5.6 Research areas and findings related to Diff Con theory 

Within the Diff Con theory framework different research areas have been 

investigated (cf. Svenson & Benthorn, 1992; Svenson & Malmsten, 1996; 

Svenson & Hill, 1997; Salo & Svenson, 2001, for empirical tests of the theory); 

for example, group decision making (e.g., Eisele, 1999; Hammarberg & Svenson, 

2000), post-decision restructuring of value conflicts (e.g., Salo & Svenson, 2001), 

time pressure (e.g., Benson, 1993). Recently, studies have integrated Diff Con 

theory and medical decision aiding (c.f., Feldman-Stewart, Brundage & Van 

Manen, 2004). The latest contribution included in the Diff Con theory is the 

introduction of affect (often used as a synonym for emotion in decision making 

research) and how it influences the decision making process (c.f., Svenson 2003).  
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In general, very few studies of decision making have targeted individual 

differences. However, within the Diff Con theory framework a recent study 

focused on individual differences and decision making (Lindecrantz, 2001). The 

author investigated state orientation (low degree of action control) and action 

orientation (high degree of action control) in relation to decision making. The 

results showed that Action-oriented individuals differentiated and consolidated 

their decisions more quickly than did the State-oriented individuals. However, the 

present thesis has left the problem of individual differences to forthcoming 

research. 

 

Some findings within the Diff Con research field have shown that structural 

consolidation occurs regularly and that aspects on the most and/or second-most 

important attribute are predominantly used in post-decision consolidation. It has 

also been shown that decision outcome or feedback speeds up post-decision 

consolidation processes. Svenson and Malmsten (1996) showed in a study that 

decision makers who experienced poor decision outcomes consolidated less than 

did those who could realise their own preferred decision alternative.  

Furthermore, in a study involving real-life decision making, Svenson and Hill 

(1997) showed that in cases of value conflict, post-decision restructuring went 

further than eliminating the conflict. In fact, the restructuring proceeded so far that 

prior disadvantages were changed to advantages on conflict attributes. To 

illustrate, a university course judged less interesting than its non-chosen 

competitor when the decision was made was later (before the course had started) 

more interesting than the non-chosen competitor. Svenson and Malmsten (1996) 

and Salo and Svenson (2000) also found the change from disadvantage to 

advantage. All these studies concerned decisions with real and substantial 

outcomes, and did not treat hypothetical choices. Svenson and Hill (1997) and 

Salo and Svenson (2000) carried out research concerning value conflicts and their 

effects on post-decision consolidation processes as field studies. As a 

consequence, there was a lack of control of the conflicts in these studies. To 
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exemplify, in the Svenson and Hill (1997) study, each participant defined the 

decision situation by him- or herself and there was no experimental control of 

attractiveness values across participants. Furthermore, this study covered pre-and 

post-decision phases before the implementation of the decision. 

Svenson and Hill (1997) and Svenson and Shamoun (1997) have shown that 

attractiveness on attributes that are already sufficiently better for the chosen 

alternative can be ”sacrificed” when the conflict value attributes are consolidated. 

That is, they decrease somewhat in attractiveness over decision time (but remain 

sufficiently superior as a support of the chosen alternative) (Svenson, 2003). 

 

6. General aims of the studies 
 

In general, the studies in the present thesis compare pre-decision attribute 

attractiveness evaluations with post-decision attribute attractiveness evaluations to 

determine if there are any differences between these phases. If there are 

differences between pre- and post-decision attractiveness evaluations of decision 

alternatives, the aim of the studies was first to describe these and, second, to try to 

determine why and when these differences occur.  

Diff Con research operationalizes attractiveness restructuring as the average 

difference change between attractiveness ratings on the chosen and non-chosen 

alternatives (on each attribute) and across participants. Consolidation is measured 

by an increase of the attractiveness difference favouring the chosen alternative 

between pre- and post-decision sessions. 

More specifically, the studies in the present thesis investigate the effects of 

different value conflicts decision situations on post-decision processes.  

The first study involves an important real-life decision situation and had the 

aim of describing post-decision processes following such decisions. The second 

study involves a ”close to real-life” situation and tests the hypothesis that 

decisions with value conflict attributes follow the same consolidation patterns 

when the conflict is controlled experimentally as in earlier studies of real-life 
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decisions (Svenson & Malmsten, 1996; Svenson & Hill, 1997; Salo & Svenson, 

2000). The third study investigates consolidation and value conflicts in decisions 

with consequences of different magnitudes. 

Study 1 is a field study that illustrates how attractiveness restructuring is 

manifested in an important real-life decision situation. 

Study 2 is based on a more controlled decision situation. The aim of Study 2 

was to study if attractiveness restructuring depends on whether or not the decision 

situation is hypothetical (instead of real-life, as in Study 1) and the value conflicts 

in the decision problem are controlled beforehand or not set by the decision maker 

him- or her self. 

Study 3 investigates the extent to which attractiveness restructuring depends on 

the magnitude of decision consequences. 

 

What the three studies presented in this thesis had in common was that they used 

two decision alternatives and four attributes. In Studies 1 and 3, the participants 

generated the attributes themselves and in Study 2 the experimenter gave the 

attributes. In Studies 1 and 3, the participants also selected the choice alternatives 

by themselves. In Study 2, the participants imagined predefined job alternatives 

(hypothetical decision situation). Furthermore, the attributes were presented 

according to the rank order each participant gave for each attribute importance. 

Finally, the attractiveness of each alternative was represented by marks on visual 

analogue scales on the attributes. Only in Study 2 were these marks pre-marked in 

the received questionnaire.  

In all three studies, attribute data was analysed at an individual level before 

aggregation was made at a group level. This is important because simply 

aggregating data for each attribute according to label (e.g., salary) without 

considering the subjective importance of each attribute to each decision maker can 

prevent regularities such as attractiveness restructuring to be found (e.g., Svenson 

& Benthorn, 1992; Svenson & Hill, 1997; Svenson & Malmsten, 1996; Svenson, 

Ortega Rayo; Andersen, Sandberg & Svahlin, 1994).  



THESIS INTRODUCTION 

 29 

7. Empirical studies 
 

7.1 Study 1. 

Predecision conflict and different patterns of postdecision attractiveness 

restructuring: empirical illustrations from an important real-life decision. 

 

7.1.1 Background 

Study 1 concerns how students, after the implementation of an important real-life 

decision, manage value conflicts in the post-decision implementation phase. The 

decision task was to choose one of five different areas of continued in-depth study 

as part of the students’ last year of the educational university programme they 

were attending. This decision was of an important personal type, and would have 

an important influence on the students’ future job careers. The options the 

students were given to choose from were (1) personnel administration, (2) 

organisation, (3) education, (4) psychology, and (5) business administration. The 

students’ decisions were followed up several months after the start of the 

programmes of their choice.  

The students gave individual attractiveness ratings for the two most favoured 

alternatives on four attributes that they considered most important for the actual 

decision. 

The main purpose of Study 1 was to empirically describe different strategies of 

post-decision restructuring of value conflict attributes (attractiveness and 

importance restructuring processes) characterising the decision alternatives.  

 

7.1.2 Method 

Twenty students attending a three-year programme (”The Personnel 

Administration Educational Programme”) at Stockholm University participated in 

the study. At the time the students participated in this study, seven months had 

passed since they had made their decision and started attending the university 

programme of continued in-depth study of their choice.  
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Participants received and answered two questionnaires after the 

implementation of the decision (the start of the programme). These two followed 

four questionnaires received and answered in a prior study conducted by Svenson 

and Hill (Svenson & Hill, 1997) (two questionnaires prior to the decision and two 

after the decision, but before the implementation of the decision). In the prior 

study, each of the students was asked to select his or her first and second most 

preferred alternatives from the five possible options. The questionnaires the 

students received were all designed in the same way; the questions were only 

rephrased to fit the actual session. The students were asked to fill out the 

questionnaires with attribute names and give attribute importance and aspect 

ratings, just as they had perceived them when they made their earlier decision. 

Thus, in this study the participants were asked to remember their earlier decision. 

In the last questionnaire, the participants were to imagine that they could make 

their decision and take into account the experience they had from the 

implementation of this education programme choice.  

 

7.1.3 Major findings 

Data from the questionnaire immediately preceding the final decision were used 

as a point of reference (from the prior study by Svenson and Hill, 1997). The 

earlier study by Svenson and Hill (1997) showed that participants who 

experienced a value conflict in their decision had other differentiation and 

consolidation processes than did participants who experienced no value conflict. 

Specifically, if a participant indicated that the non-chosen alternative was better 

than the chosen alternative on one important attribute, then differentiation and 

consolidation was strongest on that attribute. An average disadvantage was not 

only eliminated but also turned into a clear advantage on the same attribute over 

the pre- and post-decision phases. The Svenson and Hill study only covered pre- 

and post-decision processes before the implementation of the decision.  

Three groups of decision makers were identified among the participants, a non-

conflict group (with no experience of conflict during the decision processes, n = 
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10), a pre-decision conflict group (eliminated the initial conflict through 

attractiveness restructuring already in the pre-decision phase, n = 4), and a 

decision conflict group (made the final decision with a remaining conflict, n = 6). 

The decision conflict group remembered the decision (in the post-implementation 

phase) as significantly more differentiated than did decision makers in the two 

other groups. 

Seventeen students of the total 20 would still make the same first choice of 

alternative if this decision could be made again. As many as ten students would 

select a different second best alternative than they had originally. Three students 

would change both their first and second chosen alternatives. 

Finally, Study 1 identified the following five different consolidation patterns, 

which are a combination of attractiveness and attribute importance restructuring: 

1) Reversing an attractiveness disadvantage into an advantage on a conflict 

attribute.  

2) Compensating for a disadvantage through increase of an advantage on another 

attribute.  

3) Increasing advantage on a conflict and decreasing advantage on non-conflict 

attribute.  

4) Increasing advantage on conflict and on other attributes.  

5) Downgrading importance of the conflict attribute or eliminating the conflict 

attribute. 

 

The six participants in the decision conflict group were used for empirical 

illustrations of the individual post- implementation consolidation patterns 

mentioned above. Two participants illustrated pattern 1 (one of those participants 

is illustrated in figure 1 below), two more illustrated pattern 3, one illustrated 

pattern 4 and the last participant illustrated pattern 5. Pattern 2 could not be 

illustrated by a case.  
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Figure 1. Attractiveness difference favouring the chosen alternative for the two 

most important attributes (imp1 and imp2) for session S2 (decision), session S5 

(memory of decision) and session S6 (if the decision was made again). Data for 

one subject in the conflict group with conflicts on the most important (imp1) 

attribute and second most important (imp2) attribute. 

 

7.1.4 Conclusions 

The study examined the post-decision post-implementation phase of an important 

real-life decision. This decision implied an important influence on the students’ 

future job careers. Methodologically, this study did not control for the dynamic 

interaction between the decision maker and his or her environment, making it 

difficult to draw conclusions of the type a controlled but artificial decision 

situation allows. However, the study’s intention was to illustrate how value 

conflicts in the post-decision implementation phase can be handled.  

The decision conflict group remembered the decision (in the post-

implementation phase) as significantly more differentiated than did the decision 

makers in the two other groups. The majority of students would still like to make 

exactly the same first choice of alternative, if this decision could be made again. 

Surprisingly, half of the students would select a different second best alternative 
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than they originally had. Finally, Study 1 empirically illustrated different post-

implementation consolidation patterns by case studies of the students’ individual 

decisions. 

 

7.2 Study 2:  

Value conflict and post-decision consolidation. 

 

7.2.1 Background 

The main purpose of Study 2 was to test the hypothesis that consolidation of value 

conflict attributes follows the same pattern when the conflict is created and 

controlled experimentally as in earlier studies of real-life decisions (Svenson & 

Malmsten, 1996; Svenson & Hill, 1997; Salo & Svenson, 2001). That is, when 

participants experience a value conflict and restructure their decisions in the post-

decision phase by decreasing the disadvantage on conflict attributes, and turning 

the conflict into an advantage after the decision. Study 2 investigated a 

hypothetical and non-consequential decision. It was hypothesised that 

consolidation would appear but that the strength of consolidation would be 

weaker than in real-life studies. Another purpose was to test the hypothesis that 

stronger value conflicts lead to greater consolidation effects. The reaction to 

stronger value conflicts (conflicts on more important attributes) was therefore 

compared with decisions with no, or weaker, value conflicts (on less important 

attributes). The strength of a value conflict was determined by the rank order of 

the importance of the conflicting attributes. Conflicts were induced by 

arrangement of information provided to participants. This was done by associating 

the more attractive of two alternatives with a smaller probability of success. The 

mental representations of value conflicts restructured in the post-decision phase 

were studied through follow-up measures taken shortly (15 min) after the decision 

was made and on a subsequent occasion one month later. Altogether, the 

participants received three questionnaires (one pre-decision and two post-decision 

in which they were asked to recall and reproduce the previous decision).  
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7.2.2 Method 

The decision problem presented to the participants was to choose between 

attending one of two hypothetical job interviews. Each individual decision 

maker’s own ratings of attribute importance were used. The decision alternatives 

were constructed by means of two pilot investigations. Each alternative was 

associated with a specified probability of being hired. The probability was treated 

as a separate variable, different from the value attributes, and was introduced to 

make the alternatives approximately equal. The two alternatives were each 

characterised by aspects (values) on four attributes (interest, working conditions, 

salary and chance of promotion). The decision problem was designed so that one 

alternative had a higher probability of employment (= 0.80) and the other 

alternative a lower probability of employment (= 0.10) and an equal attractiveness 

on the most important value attribute but a lower attractiveness on the second 

most important value attribute. This contributed to keeping the overall 

attractiveness of the alternatives approximately constant. The value conflict on the 

second most important attribute was introduced based on the results of one of the 

pilot studies in which a majority of participants avoided the conflict on the most 

important attribute. The decision situation was also constructed so that the third or 

fourth attributes in importance were in conflict with one of the two choice 

alternatives.  

To exemplify, if a decision maker considered salary the most important 

attribute, then the decision problem presented to this participant was described 

with the salary attribute as the most important. The job alternative that was easier 

to obtain was then described as equally attractive as the other alternatives on the 

salary attribute.  

 

Twenty participants of a total of 46 chose the alternative that was better on the 

second most important attribute, thus avoiding a conflict on that attribute.  
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7.2.3 Major findings 

The mean attractiveness advantages favouring the chosen alternative were 

computed separately for the two groups (weak and strong value conflict groups) 

and across the three measuring sessions. For the weak value conflict group, the 

most important attribute, initially equal for both alternatives, was consolidated so 

that the advantage for the chosen alternative was increased in the post-decision 

phase. Furthermore, the weak value conflict group reduced the conflict on the 

third most important attribute over all measuring sessions.  

The strong value conflict group did not consolidate the decision on the most 

important (tie) attribute. However, in the strong value conflict group, the 

disadvantages on the second and fourth conflict attributes also decreased in the 

post-decision phase, meaning that the initial conflicts were reduced and 

consolidated. Study 2 showed that systematic changes on less important value 

conflict attributes also occurs. 

Finally, Study 2 showed that for attributes already supporting the choice, the 

initial advantages decreased over time. However, as in earlier studies, the safety 

margin of support for the chosen alternative remains unchallenged even after the 

decrease in advantage. 

 

7.2.4 Conclusions 

Study 2 replicated previous research on real-life decisions (Salo & Svenson, 2001; 

Svenson & Hill, 1997) in showing that value conflicts on important attributes are 

reduced over time. However, the reduction was less than in previous field studies, 

resulting in no restructuring from a prior disadvantage to a later advantage (cross-

over effect). This seems consistent with the prediction from Diff Con theory that 

hypothetical and non-consequential decisions will not be consolidated to the same 

magnitude as will real-life decisions and decisions followed by real consequences 

for the decision maker. Furthermore, the systematic changes on less important 

attribute(s) challenge the previous sole focus on the most important attribute in a 
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decision processes by suggesting that conflicts on less important attributes should 

also be considered in future research.  

Contrary to the hypothesis, the effects of value conflict restructuring were not 

weaker in the weak value conflict group than in the strong value conflict group. 

However, comparisons were made difficult by the fact that consolidation took 

place on different attributes. As was also hypothesised in Study 2, consolidation 

through attribute importance restructuring could not be found. 

The design of the present study involved repeated measures leading to the 

possibility that the consolidation effect was an artefact of a judgmental regression 

effect, toward indifference on the response scale if we assume that the memory of 

a prior rating fades over time. This means that the attractiveness restructuring of 

conflict attributes may be explained as regression effects. However, a sensitive 

test for regression ruled out this alternative interpretation of the results. 

 

7.3 Study 3: 

Which movie will I go to? Consolidation of choices with consequences of different 

magnitudes  

 

7.3.1 Background 

Study 3 aimed at describing decision processes in the post-decision phase in a 

non-hypothetical situation. The investigation was conducted to determine if the 

post-decision phase proceeds differently depending on the magnitudes of the 

consequences following a decision. Two different magnitudes of consequences 

directly related to the decision were used, one larger called ”choice related 

consequence” and one smaller called ”non-choice related consequence”. 

The hypothesis in Study 3 was that decision makers with a choice related 

consequence (large magnitude) following the decision would consolidate their 

decisions more than decision makers with a non-choice related consequence 

(small magnitude) would. Another hypothesis tested was that choice related 

consequence would trigger more involvement in the decision process than a non-
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choice related consequence would. Greater involvement has been postulated to 

lead to greater differentiation and consolidation (Svenson, 1992). 

An index for measuring a participant’s involvement in the decision task was 

formed. The participants were randomised into either a choice related 

consequence group or a non-choice related consequence group. 

The focus in Study 3 was on consolidation through aspect attractiveness 

restructuring. That is, an expected shift from the pre- to the post-decision phase 

would take place on the aspects (the values on an important attribute). Data were 

aggregated according to each participant’s judgement of attribute importance and 

time (before and after decision) to find the existing regularity in the post-decision 

consolidation processes (Svenson, 1996). 

 

7.3.2 Method 

The participants were instructed to read movie reviews in a newspaper and to 

select two movies they had not yet seen but wished to see in the future. The 

decision problem consisted of a choice between each participant’s two most 

preferred movies. The participants were told that the study concerned choices of 

movies and that they should participate in two sessions. The participants were also 

informed that they would receive ”something” valued at either approximately 25 

SEK or 80 SEK (approximately $3 or $10, respectively) after participating in both 

sessions. Furthermore, each participant was informed that he or she would not 

know the value of what he or she would receive until the last session, and that the 

outcome would be decided using a random procedure. Thirty-three participants 

received a movie ticket that functioned as a choice related consequence (value 

about 80 SEK) after they made their decision; these participants were called the 

choice related consequence group. They were first informed about receiving a 

movie ticket by reading their questionnaires just before the end of the first session 

that they should consider their decision carefully since they would receive a ticket 

to the movie of their choice after the second and last session. The remaining 32 

participants received lottery tickets that were not related to the decision task 
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(value 25 SEK) after they made their decision, and are called the non-choice 

related consequence group. These participants read in their questionnaires just 

before the end of the first session that they were now to make a decision between 

the two most preferred movies he or she has selected (this group were not 

informed more precisely about what they would receive after the completion of 

this task). 

The participants generated at least four attributes that best described why he or 

she had selected the two movies, e.g., director, actor, trailer, which were later 

inserted into each participant’s own decision problem form according to the 

importance rank order by each individual decision maker. Thereafter, participants 

rated the attractiveness of the two movie alternatives on each attribute and marked 

his or her final decision. Participants were then given a break of approximately 

four hours and afterward were first informed that the second part of the study was 

the same as part one. They were again given a booklet of response sheets, which 

the second time (after the break) was completed with the two titles of the movies 

each participant had selected and the attributes each participant generated during 

the first session. All participants also received either a movie ticket or a lottery 

ticket in an envelope depending on which condition they belonged to. They were 

also told not to open the envelopes until they had completed the questionnaires 

and handed them over. The procedure, consisting of filling in the response sheets, 

was the same during the second session as during the first.  

 

7.3.3 Major findings 

The results indicated that the participants in both groups rated the experiment as 

quite realistic and that the participants were involved in the decision task. 

Furthermore, the participants indicated that the decision was not easy, that they 

were rather satisfied with the decision they had made, and that the mean of the 

overall attractiveness of both the chosen and rejected alternatives was above the 

midpoint of the rating scales. The mean ratings of how realistic they perceived the 
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experiment to be increased over the two sessions only in the choice related 

consequence group. 

Secondly, the results showed that the choice related consequence group had 

fewer value conflicts in the second session than in the first, and the reverse pattern 

was found for the non-choice related consequence group.  
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Figure 2. The significant interaction between group (choice related and non-

choice related) x session for the mean of the number of value conflict attributes. 

 

Finally, both groups significantly decreased their involvement over time. A 

correlation analysis yielded a negative correlation (r = -0.34 (df = 63, p = 0.007, 

pre-decision session) and r = -0.44 (df = 64, p = 0.000, post-decision session)) 

between involvement and attractiveness differences favouring the chosen 

alternative on the most important attribute. This finding indicated that participants 

who experienced more involvement in the decision task had differentiated the 

alternatives less on the most important attribute between the decision alternatives. 
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7.3.4 Conclusion 

In terms of value conflicts, the non-choice related consequence group increased 

the number of value conflict attributes significantly compared to the choice related 

consequence group over time. One interpretation of this finding is that when 

receiving a ticket to the movie of their choice, the choice related consequence 

group used their resources to manage the consequences of their chosen alternative 

and decreased the number of value conflicts. The decision makers of this group 

were stuck with a movie ticket to the alternatives of their choices and therefore 

may have consolidated their decisions by upgrading the attractiveness of the 

chosen alternatives. 

The non-choice related consequence group could still re-evaluate the two 

preferred decision alternatives because their decision consequence was not related 

to the decision they had made, and therefore this group might feel that they still 

had the possibility to remake their decision. This finding is in line with the 

prediction of Diff Con theory that decisions with real consequences for the 

decision maker will be consolidated further than will those with non-choice 

related consequences. Although these results were clear, the means of 

attractiveness differences before the decision and post-decision attractiveness 

differences did not reveal any significant differences between the choice related 

consequence group and the non-choice related consequence group. 

Study 3 did not reveal any differences between the two groups for the level of 

involvement in the decision. The result, however, showed a decreasing trend of 

involvement in the decision task over time for both groups. Finally, Study 3 

showed that involvement and differentiation or consolidation correlates 

negatively. This means that a higher level of involvement in the decision task was 

related to less differentiation on the most important attribute. This was the case in 

both sessions (before and after decision). In future research it may be interesting 

to ask what lies behind this relationship. 

 



THESIS INTRODUCTION 

 41 

8. General discussion and conclusions 
 

Often, a decision maker is able to affect the outcome of a decision so that it turns 

out to be close to a desired outcome even if this seemed not to be the case when 

the decision process started. This can be performed mentally in a consolidation 

process by changing how an outcome appears (Svenson, 2003). Here, the main 

interest has been the mental management of decision alternatives and outcomes. 

The studies in the present thesis have shown that the strength of attractiveness 

restructuring seems to depend on an attribute according to its relative importance. 

That is, the more important an attribute, the more it is restructured (provided there 

is still space on the response scale left, or a need for differentiation/consolidation). 

 

8.1 Main findings and contributions of this research 

As mentioned above, the studies in the present thesis have shown that (and how) 

post-decision attractiveness is restructured according to the attribute’s relative 

importance. That is, when the attractiveness difference between a chosen and non-

chosen alternative is sufficient on the most important attribute, there is a need for 

differentiation/consolidation of the second most important attribute. If the second 

most important attribute supports the chosen alternative, there is less need to 

differentiate/consolidate the decision than if it speaks against the preliminary 

chosen alternative. The studies in the present thesis have also shown how post-

decision attractiveness is restructured in conflict decision situations. Post-decision 

attractiveness restructuring of attributes in conflict seems to be stronger for 

important real-life decisions (Study 1) and in situations in which there are real 

consequences following the decision (Study 3) than in more controlled or 

hypothetical decision situations (Study 2). 

 

8.2 Some shortcomings and limitations 

Study 1 had no control over the dynamic interaction between the decision maker 

and his or her environment, making it difficult to draw conclusions of the type a 



THESIS INTRODUCTION 

 42 

controlled but artificial decision situation allows. This means that Study 1 did not 

have control over what the decision makers experienced during the seven months 

they had been attending the programme of their choice, which could have effected 

the revaluation of the decision alternatives.  

Study 2 had limitations because 1) it considered a hypothetical decision 

situation, 2) the attributes were not generated by the participants themselves and 

3) the value aspects on the attributes were already fixed. This was arranged to 

receive experimental control but it limited the decision makers’ own influence on 

the decision. Study 3 measured the limitations created in Study 2. 

Study 3 offered certain shortcomings and limitations in drawing conclusions, 

considering whether differentiation processes on the most important attribute 

cause a lower degree of involvement in the decision task or if high involvement 

causes low differentiation in attribute attractiveness differences on the most 

important attribute. It may also be difficult to generalise the results from the 

studies to other decision situations in which the degree of experienced 

involvement may be lower.  

 

8.3 Future research 

Post-decision consolidation processes can be conceptualised as adaptive processes 

as they contribute to stability in a decision maker’s actions (e.g., prevent decision 

regret and change of prior decisions). It would be interesting to study in future 

research whether the degree of consolidation affects the willingness to change 

prior decisions.  

However, strong consolidation processes can also be maladaptive in a situation 

in which the decision maker should consider more or new information and 

possibly also change his or her previous decisions from a normative standpoint. In 

such a situation, the downside of post-decision consolidation (bolstering or 

distortion) undervalues new information. Future research on post-decision 

consolidation processes can determine boundary conditions for when 

consolidation is adaptive and maladaptive.  
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Post-decision consolidation may also be an important factor in explaining how 

habits and conservatism in people’s behaviour are created and maintained. This is 

an interesting topic for future research. Decision makers who consolidate the 

chosen alternative may remain too committed to it when a new situation with new 

information emerges (Russo & Carlson, 2002). An interesting question is if the 

reasons or the factors, on the basis of which we decide, also remain the same after 

we have made a decision? Furthermore, hindsight bias challenges the notion of 

learning from experience (Fischhoff, 1975).  

Future research on post-decision processes is needed in order to gain an 

improved understanding of the impact of decision situation characteristics on a 

decision process.  

Relating to the above, future research should investigate the extent to which 

post-decision consolidation may interfere with the ability to learn from prior 

decisions and outcomes. Because post-decision consolidation processes can have 

the effect of making decisions appear well justified, they may deter decision 

makers from reflecting on their reasoning. For example, Baron (1994) proposes 

that for individuals to learn from decisions, they must reflect on their thinking and 

identify how their reasoning processes may have changed.  

Different degrees or kinds of involvement may exhibit different pre- and post-

decision processes and should be considered in future research (c.f., Verplanken 

& Svenson, 1997). Involvement has received a great deal of attention (c.f., 

Bettman, Johnson & Payne, 1991) and available evidence demonstrates that, for 

example, in high involvement conditions, people are motivated to expend a great 

deal of cognitive effort in processing persuasive messages, and in low 

involvement conditions less effort is expended. To conclude, future research could 

explain the effects of involvement on decision making processes concerning both 

pre- and post-decision phases. 
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8.4 Concluding remarks 

The aim of Study 1 was to illustrate how students, after the implementation of an 

important real-life decision, manage value conflicts in the post-decision 

implementation phase. Study 1 succeeds with its aim of illustrating different 

patterns of managing value conflicts. Study 1 is also unique as a process study 

because it follows up the implementation of an important real-life decision seven 

months after the decision makers had experienced the consequences. They 

attended the education programme of their choice at the time and lived with the 

outcome of this important real-life decision. Study 1 showed that some decision 

makers would make another, second best (not the best!), alternative choice if 

given the opportunity to reconsider their selection of the two best alternatives. 

This is a consequence of consolidation not investigated earlier.  

In Study 2, a controlled laboratory study, the consolidation of value conflict 

attributes did not follow the same pattern as in earlier studies of real-life 

decisions. There was an effect, though not very strong, that disadvantages were 

restructured into advantages in the post-decision phase. Still, one may say that the 

results of Study 2 were in line with the predictions of Differentiation and 

Consolidation theory because consolidation of value conflict attributes in a 

hypothetical setting and non-consequential decisions are predicted to be weaker in 

the laboratory than in real-life studies with more involvement.  

Study 3 investigated if the post-decision phase proceeds differently depending 

on the magnitude of the consequences following the decisions. The non-choice 

related consequence group increased the number of value conflict attributes 

compared to the choice related consequence group over time. This finding is also 

in line with the prediction of Diff Con theory that decisions with real 

consequences for the decision maker will be consolidated more than will 

decisions with non-choice related consequences. However, the results did not 

reveal differences between the choice related consequence group and the non-

choice related consequence group in terms of attractiveness differences and post-

decision restructuring. Study 3 also raised important questions to address in future 



THESIS INTRODUCTION 

 45 

research. For instance, why were less differentiated decisions related to more 

involvement? Finally, the three studies have given a number of further insights 

into post-decision consolidation processes, but much research still remains in 

order to complete the picture of human decision making.  

 

9. References 
 

Abelson, R. P., & Levi, A. (1985). Decision making and decision theory. In G. 

Lindzey and E. Aronson (Eds.), Handbook of social psychology (3rd ed., Vol. 

1, pp. 231-310). New York: Random House. 

Baron, J. (1994). Thinking and deciding (2nd ed.). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge 

University Press. 

Beach, L. R. (1990). Image theory: Decision making in personal and organizational 

contexts. Chichester. Wiley. 

Beach, L. R. (Ed.). (1998). Image theory: Theoretical and empirical foundations. 

Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Benson, L. (1993). Studies in human decision making: On the effects of 

experimental instructions, framing and time constraints. Doctoral thesis, 

University of Lund, Lund Sweden. 

Bettman, J. R., Johnson, E.J., & Payne, J.W. (1991). Consumer decision making. In: 

T.S. Robertson & H.H. Kassarjian (Eds.), Handbook of consumer behavior. 

Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

Bettman, J.R., Luce, M.F., & Payne, J.W. (1998). Constructive consumer choice 

processes. Journal of Consumer Research, 25, 187-217. 

Brehm, J. W. (1956). Postdecision changes in the desirability of alternatives. 

Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 52, 384-389. 

Brehmer, B. (1999). Reasonable decision making in complex Environments. In: P. 

Juslin, & H. Montgomery (Eds). Judgment and decision making: Neo-

Brunswikian and process-tracing approaches (pp. 9-22). Mahwah, NJ: 

Lawrence Erlbaum. 



THESIS INTRODUCTION 

 46 

Brownstein, A. L. (2003). Biased Predecision Processing. Psychological Bulletin, 

129, 545-568. 

Dawes, R. M. (1988). Rational choice in an uncertain world. Orlando: Harcourt 

Brace Jovanovich. 

Edwards, W. (1954). The theory of decision making. Psychological Bulletin, 41, 

380-417. 

Eisele, P. (1999). Group and individual decision processes: The effects of 

disagreement information and decision strategy on post decision 

consolidation. Manuscript. 

Feldman-Stewart, D. Brundage, M. D., & Van Manen, L. (2004). Patient-Focussed 

Decision Making in Early-stage Prostate Cancer: Insights from a Cognitively 

Based Decision Aid. Health Expectations, in press. 

Festinger, L. (1957). A theory of cognitive dissonance. Stanford, CA: Stanford 

University Press. 

Festinger, L. (Ed.). (1964). Conflict, decision, and dissonance. Stanford, CA: 

Stanford University Press. 

Fischhoff, B. (1975). Hindsight is not equal to foresight: The effect of outcome 

knowledge on judgment under uncertainty. Journal of Experimental 

Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 1, 288-299. 

Frey, D. (1986). Recent research on selective exposure to information. In L. 

Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 19, pp. 

41-80). New York: Academic Press. 

Frey, D., & Wicklund, R. A. (1978). A classification of selective exposure: The 

impact of choice. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 14, 132-139. 

Greenwald, A. G. (1980). The totalitarian ego: Fabrication and revision of personal 

history. American Psychologist, 35, 603-618. 

Gärling, T. (1992). The importance of routines for the performance of everyday 

activities. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 33, 170-177. 

Hammarberg, A., Svenson, O. (2000). Individual postdecision processes in group 

settings. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 41, 145-158. 



THESIS INTRODUCTION 

 47 

Harmon-Jones, E., & Mills, J. (1999). An introduction to cognitive dissonance 

theory and an overview of current perspectives on the theory. In E. Harmon-

Jones, and J. Mills (Eds.), Cognitive dissonance: Progress on a pivotal theory 

in social psychology. Washington, DC: American Psychological Association. 

Holyoak, K. J., & Simon, D. (1999). Bidirectional reasoning in decision making by 

constraint satisfaction. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 128, 3-

31. 

Janis, I. L., & Mann, L. (1977). Decision making: A psychological analysis of 

conflict, choice, and commitment. New York: Free Press. 

Kahneman, D., & Snell, J. (1992). Predicting changing taste: Do people know what 

they will like? Journal of Behavioral Decision Making, 5, 187-200. 

Kahneman, D., & Tversky, A. (1979). Prospect Theory: An analysis of decision 

under risk. Econometrica, 47, 263-291. 

Keeney, R. (1996), Value-Focused Thinking: A Path to Creative Decision making, 

Harvard University Press.  

Klein, G.A. (1999). Cognitive team task analysis. In: S. Chipman, J.M. Schraagen, &V. 

Shalin (Eds.). Cognitive team task analysis. Mahwah, NJ: Earlbaum. 

Klein, G.A., & Weick, K.E. (2000). Decisions: Making the right Ones, Learning 

From the Wrong Ones, Across the Board. 

Lindercrantz, M. (2001). Individuella skillnader vid beslutsfattande: 

Beslutsprocesser hos state-respektive actionorienterande individer. 

Department of Psychology, University of Stockholm.  

Lipshitz, R., Klein, G., Orasanu, J., & Salas, E. (2001). Taking Stock of Naturalistic 

Decision Making. Journal of Behavioral Decision Making, 14, 331-352. 

Loomes, G., & Sugden, R. (1982). Regret theory: An alternative of rational choice 

under uncertainty. Economic Journal, 92, 805-824. 

Montgomery, H. (1983). Decision rules and the search for a dominance structure: 

Towards a process model of decision making. In P. C. Humphreys, O. 

Svenson, & A. Vari (Eds.), Analysis and aiding decision processes (pp. 343-

369). Amsterdam: North-Holland. 



THESIS INTRODUCTION 

 48 

Montgomery, H., & Svenson, O. (1989). A think aloud study of dominance 

structuring in decision processes. In H. Montgomery and O. Svenson (Eds.), 

Process and structure in human decision making. Chichester: Wiley. 

Montgomery, H., & Willen, H. (1999). Decision making and action: The search for 

a good structure.  In P. Jusslin & H. Montgomery (Eds.), Judgment and 

decision making: Neo-Brunswikian and process-tracing approaches (pp. 147-

173). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Payne, J. W. (1976). Task complexity and contingent processing in decision 

making: An information search and protocol analysis. Organizational 

Behavior and Human Performance, 16, 366-387. 

Payne, J. W., Bettman, J. R., Coupey, E., & Johnson, E. J. (1992). A constructive 

process view of decision making: Multiple strategies in judgment and choice. 

Acta Psychologica, 80, 107-141. 

Phillips, F. (2002). The distortion of criteria after decision making. Organizational 

Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 88, 769-784. 

Ranyard, R. (1989). Structuring and evaluating simple monetary risks. In H. 

Montgomery and O. Svenson (Eds.), Process and structure in human decision 

making. Chichester: Wiley. 

Russo, J. E., & Carlson, K. A. (2002). Individual decision making. In A. Barton, and 

R. Wensley (Eds.), Handbook of Marketing, Sage Publicarions: London. 

Russo, J. E., Medvec, V. H., & Meloy, M. G. (1996). The distortion of information 

during decisions. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 

66, 102-110. 

Russo, J. E., Meloy, M. G., & Medvec, V. H. (1998). Predecisional distortion of 

product information. Journal of Marketing Research, 35, 438-452. 

Russo, J. E., Meloy, M. G., & Wilks, T. J. (2000). Predecisional distortion of 

information by auditors and salespersons. Management Science, 46, 13-27. 

Salo, I. (2000). Effects of outcome on post decision restructuring in support of a 

prior choice. Lund Psychological Reports, 1:3, Lund University, Lund 

Sweden. 



THESIS INTRODUCTION 

 49 

Salo, I. & Svenson, O. (2000). Post decision restructuring of choice alternatives in 

support of a prior decision: Effects of outcome on importance and 

attractiveness ratings. Lund Psychological Reports, 1:4, Lund University, 

Lund Sweden. 

Salo, I. & Svenson, O. (2001). Constructive Psychological Processes Before and 

After a Real-life Decision. In:C.M. Allwood & M. Selart (Eds.), Decision 

Making: Social and Creative Dimensions, pp. 137-157. Kluwer Academic 

Publishers, Dordrecht. Printed in the Netherlands. 

Selart, M. (1994). Preference Reversals in Judgment and Choice: The Prominence 

Effect. Doctoral dissertation, Department of Psychology, University of 

Gothenburg, Sweden. 

Shamoun, S., & Svenson, O. (2002). Value conflict and post-decision consolidation. 

Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 43, 325-333. 

Simon, H. A. (1997). An empirically based microeconomics. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 

Simon, D., Phan, L. B., Le, Q. A., & Holyoak, K. J. (2001). The emergence of 

coherence over the course of decision making. Journal of Experimental 

Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 27, 1250-1260. 

Slovic, P., Fischhoff, B., & Lichtenstein, S. (1977). Behavioral decision theory. 

Annual Review of Psychology, 26, 1-39. 

Svenson, O. (1974). A note on think aloud protocols obtained during the choice of a 

home (No. 421). Reports from the Psychological Laboratories, University of 

Stockholm. 

Svenson, O. (1979). Process descriptions of decision making. Organizational 

Behaviour and Human Performance, 23, 86-112. 

Svenson, O. (1983). Cognitive processes in judging cumulative risk over different 

periods of time. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 33, 22-

41. 

Svenson, O. (1985). Cognitive strategies in a complex judgment task: Analysis of 

concurrent verbal reports and judgments of cumulated risk over different 



THESIS INTRODUCTION 

 50 

exposure times. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 36, 

1-15. 

Svenson, O. (1990). Some propositions for the classification of decision situations. 

In K. Borcherding, O. I. Larichev, & D. M. Messich (Eds.) Contemporary 

issues in decision making. Amsterdam: Elsevier. 

Svenson, O. (1992). Differentiation and consolidation theory of human decision 

making: A frame of reference for the study of pre- and post-decision 

processes. Acta Psychologica, 80, 143-168.  

Svenson, O. (1996). Decision making and the search for fundamental psychological 

regularities: What can be learned from a process perspective? Organizational 

Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 65, 252-267. 

Svenson, O. (1999). Differentiation and consolidation theory: Decision making 

processes before and after a choice. In P. Jusslin & H. Montgomery (Eds.), 

Judgment and decision making: Neo-Brunswikian and process-tracing 

approaches (pp. 175-197). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Svenson, O. (2003). Values, Affect, and Processes in Human Decision Making: A 

Differentiation and Consolidation Theory Perspective. In S.L. Schneider and 

J. Shanteau (Eds.), Emerging Perspectives on Decision Research (pp. 287- 

326). New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Svenson, O., & Benthorn, L. (1992). Consolidation processes in decision making: 

Post- decision changes in attractiveness of alternatives. Journal of Economic 

Psychology, 13, 1-13. 

Svenson, O., & Hill, T. (1997). Turning prior disadvantages into advantages: 

Differentiation and consolidation in real-life decision making. In R. Ranyard, 

W. R. Crozier, & O. Svenson (Eds.), Decision making: Cognitive models and 

explanations (pp. 218-232). London: Routledge. 

Svenson, O., & Malmsten, N. (1996). Post decision consolidation over time as a 

function of gain or loss of an alternative. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 

37, 302-311. 



THESIS INTRODUCTION 

 51 

Svenson, O., Ortega Rayo, A., Andersen, M., Sandberg, A., & Svahlin, I. (1994). 

Post-decision consolidation, as a function of the instructions to the decision 

maker and of the decision problem. Acta Psychologica, 87, 181-197. 

Svenson, O., & Shamoun, S. (1997). Predecision conflict and different patterns of 

postdecision attractiveness restructuring: Empirical illustrations from an 

important real-life decision. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 38, 243-

251. 

Verplanken, B., & Svenson, O. (1997). Personal involvement in human decision 

making: On conceptualizations and effects on decision processes. In R. 

Ranyard, W. R. Crozier, & O. Svenson (Eds.), Decision making: Cognitive 

models and explanations. London: Routledge. 

Von Winterfeldt, D., & Edwards, W. (1986). Behavioural decision making. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Zajonc, R. B. (1980). Feeling and thinking: Preference needs no inferences. 

American Psychologist, 35, 151-175. 


