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Abstract

Deliberative analysis enables us to weigh features, simulate futures, and arrive at good,
tractable decisions. So why do we so often eschew deliberation, and instead rely on more intuitive,
gut responses? We propose that intuition might be prescribed for some decisions because people’s
folk theory of decision-making accords a special role to authenticity, which is associated with
intuitive choice. Five pre-registered experiments find evidence in favor of this claim. In
Experiment 1 (N = 654), we show that participants prescribe intuition and deliberation as a basis
for decisions differentially across domains, and that these prescriptions predict reported choice. In
Experiment 2 (N = 555), we find that choosing intuitively vs. deliberately leads to different
inferences concerning the decision-maker’s commitment and authenticity—with only inferences
about the decision-maker’s authenticity showing variation across domains that matches that
observed for the prescription of intuition in Experiment 1. In Experiment 3 (N = 631), we replicate
our prior results and rule out plausible confounds. Finally, in Experiment 4 (N = 177) and
Experiment 5 (N = 526), we find that an experimental manipulation of the importance of
authenticity affects the prescribed role for intuition as well as the endorsement of expert human or
algorithmic advice. These effects hold beyond previously recognized influences on intuitive vs.
deliberative choice, such as computational costs, presumed reliability, objectivity, complexity, and
expertise.

Keywords: intuition; deliberation; domain; authenticity; decision-making; judgment
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Deciding to be Authentic: Intuition is Favored Over Deliberation When Authenticity
Matters

In the months leading up to his engagement, Charles Darwin evaluated the merits of
marriage. An entry in his journal reveals systematic deliberation and analysis: a list of reasons
favoring ‘marry’ on one side, those favoring ‘not marry’ on the other (Darwin, 1838). Darwin’s
analysis is amusing not only because of the reasons he enumerates (notably “charms of music and
female chit-chat” up against “less money for books” and “terrible loss of time”), but because he
engaged in this analysis at all. For at least some modern readers, decisions about marriage should
reflect love and commitment, not deliberation and enumeration. And yet, for plenty of other
decisions—from choosing a stock portfolio to a medical treatment—Darwin’s strategy seems just
right. Plenty of advice columns tout the value of going with your gut when it comes to romantic
relationships; less so when it comes to choosing a retirement plan.

What accounts for this variation in decision-making across domains? After all, deliberative
analysis—a foundational component of critical thinking—enables us to weigh features, simulate
futures, and arrive at good, tractable decisions. Many studies have documented sub-optimal
decision-making due to over-reliance on intuitive responses and heuristics, both in experimental
(Dana, Dawes, & Patterson, 2013; Kruger, Wirtz, & Miller, 2005) and real-world settings
(Kahneman & Tversky, 1984; Kuran & Sunstein, 1998). Combined with recent work
demonstrating the academic, financial, and health-related benefits of critical-thinking skills to
individuals (Butler Pentoney, & Bong, 2017) and society (Bago, Rand, & Pennycook, 2020), we’re
left with the puzzle of why deliberation isn’t universally prescribed.

Prior work offers partial answers: Deliberation requires time and effort (Lieder & Griffiths,

2017; Sloman, 1996; Tversky & Kahneman, 1974), whereas “intuition” — relatively fast, effortless,
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and uncontrolled processing — can sometimes offer a reliable basis for choice, or provide relevant
information about decision satisfaction (Mikels, Maglio, Reed, & Kaplowitz, 2011; Pham, 1998;
Wilson & Schooler, 1991). But new research suggests additional possibilities: Decisions made on
the basis of intuition are associated with greater authenticity (Maglio & Reich, 2018; Morewedge,
Giblin, & Norton, 2014) and stronger commitment (Critcher, Inbar, & Pizarro, 2012; Merritt &
Monin, 2011; Tetlock, 2003). Could judgments about how decisions ought to be made stem from
these considerations? In particular, could a concern for authenticity or commitment in some
domains drive the prescription of intuition as a basis for choice?

In this paper, we argue that people’s folk theory of decision-making accords a special role
to authenticity, where authenticity is uniquely associated with decisions made on the basis of
intuition. A concern with authenticity in turn drives the judgment that some decisions — contra
Darwin — ought to be made on the basis of intuition. To our knowledge, our studies are the first to
investigate the possibility that cross-domain variation in the prescribed role of intuition relates to
authenticity, and to investigate folk judgments of intuition and deliberation while carefully
controlling for the “cost” and informational value of deliberation across domains.

In the remainder of the introduction, we review prior work on reasoning across domains,
focusing on people’s beliefs about when intuition and deliberation are typically employed or
should be employed. We then motivate the two hypotheses we go on to test: that intuition is
prescribed when it’s important to be authentic and reflect one’s true self, or when it’s important to
signal confidence in and commitment to one’s choice.

Decision-making Across Domains
Prior work has found that the extent to which people rely on intuition and deliberation

varies not only across individuals (Cacioppo & Petty, 1982; Epstein, Pacini, Denes-Raj, & Heier,
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1996), but also across domains (Gallo, Sood, Mann & Gilovich, 2017; Hammond, Hamm, Grassia,
& Pearson, 1987; Inbar et al., 2010; Pham, 1998).! For instance, people report that they rely heavily
on intuition when making decisions about romantic partners or clothing, and on deliberation when
making decisions about medical treatments or electronics purchases (Pachur & Spaar, 2015).

To investigate variation in the prescribed role for intuition (vs. reasoning) across domains,
Inbar et al. (2010) presented participants with 25 choice scenarios (e.g., “selecting an entrée,” and
“choosing a college to attend”). Participants rated either how much they thought one should rely
on intuition vs. reason in making that decision, or how objectively evaluable outcomes are in that
domain. They found systematic variation across domains, with a greater prescribed role for
intuition associated with lower objectivity (r ~ .85). A subsequent study also found a negative
association between the prescribed role for intuition and decision complexity. Based on these
findings, they proposed a task-cuing hypothesis, according to which people are cued to adopt the
type of processing associated with features of the decision problem, such as its objectivity and
complexity (see also Gallo, et al., 2017, where the experientiality and materiality of choices cue
processing; and Martinez, Gorlin & Lombrozo, 2019, where participants show cross-domain
sensitivity to the objectivity of means and ends).

Pachur and Spaar (2015) similarly found evidence of systematic preferences for intuition

vs. deliberation across domains. They asked participants to complete a decision-style questionnaire

! A diverse set of properties, measures, and definitions have been used in this literature to conceptualize intuition and
deliberation. A detailed analysis of the history concerning these concepts is not within the scope of this paper (for an
overview, see Evans & Stanovich, 2013). However, we consider the ubiquity of theories that include intuition- and
deliberation-like decision processes as a priori evidence that people think about decision-making in such terms. This
point is important, as our hypotheses concern the ways in which people conceptualize the roles of intuition and
deliberation in decision-making, whether or not this conceptualization accurately reflects the underlying mechanics
of the mind.
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for decisions in six domains ranging from purchasing clothing to electronics shopping. In addition
to documenting systematic variation across domains in preferences for intuition and deliberation,
they found that preferences for intuition (but not deliberation) were correlated with self-rated
domain expertise (r ~ .40), a factor thought to bolster the reliability of intuition as a guide to better
decision-making (Dane, Rockmann, & Pratt, 2012).

Finally, Berman, Barasch, Levine, and Small (2018) investigated processing preferences
for decisions about charities and investments. They found cross-domain variation in the extent to
which people believe they ought to rely on ‘objective measures’ vs. ‘personal feelings’ for these
decisions. They also found cross-domain variation in the use of objective metrics, even when
objective measures were available in both cases. These findings indicate that people do not simply
rely on their intuitions in some domains due to the unavailability of objective information, or the
effort required to obtain it—rather, they have decision-making preferences that lead them to
differentially value such information, even when it is readily available.

The results of Inbar et al. (2010) and Pachur and Spaar (2015) suggest that preferences for
intuition vs. deliberation could stem from lay beliefs about the reliability of each process across
domains, and about whether the cost of deliberation is likely to pay off in better decisions.
Relatedly, work on affect-as-information theory — which conceptualizes feelings as sources of
information that can be leveraged in decision-making — supports the idea that people rely on their
emotions when they are likely to serve as good cues to option quality and utility (Clore, Gasper,
& Garvin, 2001; Pham, 1998). However, Berman et al.’s (2018) results suggest that the
computational cost of deliberation may not fully explain variation across domains, and other
evidence indicates that the evidential value of intuition may not be sufficient either. For instance,

people sometimes ignore costless and useful information in order to make and protect sub-optimal,
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intuitive decisions (Woolley & Risen, 2018), often prefer intuitive strategies over equally simple
and more effective but unintuitive ones (Koehler & James, 2009), and, even when explicitly aware
of the inaccuracy of their intuitions, fail to discount them to a sufficient extent (Epley & Gilovich,
2001, 2006). These results suggest that people’s cross-domain processing preferences may be
driven by factors beyond efficiency and perceived reliability. In the next two sections, we describe
two hypotheses about what these additional factors might be.
Authenticity

Our first hypothesis is that intuition is favored in decisions for which it is important to
reflect one’s authentic, ‘true’ self. There is a rich body of work that details the properties of this
folk psychological notion (for an overview, see Strohminger, Knobe, & Newman, 2017). This
work shows that one’s true self is seen as being inherently good (e.g., Molouki & Bartels, 2017)
and moral (e.g., Prinz & Nichols, 2016). Furthermore, people attribute emotions, desires, and
mental states to this notion of self (Andersen & Ross, 1984), though feelings are seen as
particularly constitutive (Haslam, Bastian, & Bissett, 2004). If decisions based on intuition (vs.
deliberation) are seen as more authentic or reflective of the true self, then people may think
decisions ought to be made on this basis when such concerns outweigh potential costs. In a similar
vein, some philosophers argue that “the ethic of authenticity introduces the idea that there are
motives, desires and commitments that sometimes should outweigh the restrictions of rational
reflection” (Varga & Guignon, 2020).

Three studies provide evidence in support of the link between intuition and judgments of
the self. Morewedge et al. (2014) asked participants to recall events from their past and to evaluate
the self-insight that would be generated if these recollections had occurred spontaneously or

deliberately. Spontaneous thoughts (including intuitions) were rated as generating significantly
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more self-insight than deliberative methods of reasoning. Relatedly, Maglio and Reich (2020)
found that when individuals made decisions based on feelings (vs. deliberation), they perceived
their choices as reflecting their true selves to a greater extent, and they reported increased certainty
in their decision-making. Finally, there is evidence that self-construal can have a causal impact on
intuitive (“feeling-based”) versus deliberative (“reason-based”) choice: Hong and Chang (2015)
found that participants prompted to adopt an independent (vs. interdependent) self-construal, or
who reported a higher independent self-construal on an individual difference measure, were more
likely to favor choices that were better along affective dimensions versus “reason-based”
dimensions.

An important challenge for notions of authenticity and the self is the presence of much
controversy in philosophy and psychology over the definitions and properties of these concepts.
Some have forcefully argued that a true self exists (e.g., Rogers, 1961), whereas others consider
the claim preposterous (e.g., Foucault, 1983). Furthermore, ‘authenticity’ is a term used by
scholars across many disciplines to capture importantly distinct phenomena (Newman & Smith,
2016), and whose meaning may be context-dependent (Chen, 2019). Our hypothesis neither speaks
to nor assumes a particular stance on these questions. We simply appeal to the robust folk notion
of the true, authentic self, and its perceived link to intuition.

Though relying on lay concepts allows us to avoid definitional challenges, this strategy
cannot address an important question: Why should authenticity be considered a virtue in decision-
making at all? A potential source of insight comes from philosophy (e.g., Smart & Williams, 1973;
Williams, 1981). In recent work, Paul (2017) has argued that there’s something problematic about
making some decisions (such as the decision to have a child) based on certain deliberative

processes (e.g., relying on experts). Such reliance might support knowledge of which choice is
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best, but it cannot support genuine understanding of which choice is best, where self-
understanding is understood as an epistemic virtue. Though there is ongoing debate about whether
authenticity is an independent virtue of this kind (see Bloom & Paul, forthcoming), this work offers
one way to think about why authenticity might be desirable: Authenticity requires deep personal
engagement with a decision, and this engagement might itself generate practically useful self-
insight—e.g., allowing individuals to learn their own preferences or values. We revisit these ideas
in the General Discussion.

Summarizing work to date, there is empirical evidence linking authenticity and intuition
(Hong & Chang, 2015; Maglio & Reich, 2020; Morewedge et al., 2014), as well as theoretical
proposals pointing to authenticity as an important dimension of choice (Paul, 2017; Strohminger,
Knobe, & Newman, 2017; Varga & Guignon, 2020). Our own proposal goes beyond this prior
work in hypothesizing that the perceived link between authenticity and intuition partially explains
why intuition is sometimes prescribed as a basis for choice.

Commitment

Our second hypothesis is that intuition may be favored over deliberation when it is
important to signal commitment to one’s decisions. We can certainly imagine that Emma
Wedgewood — the cousin Charles Darwin eventually proposed to and married — might have felt
more secure in Darwin’s attachment were it accompanied by declarations of unconditional love,
rather than a cost-benefit analysis subject to future re-evaluation. Indeed, one hypothesis is that
emotions can serve as a “commitment device” that enables rational coordination among
individuals (Frank, 1988). Generalizing from emotion (vs. dispassionate calculation) to intuition

(vs. deliberation), it is plausible that decisions based on intuition more reliably signal the kind of
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commitment that would allow an individual or decision partner to commit to a chosen course of
action.

A role for intuition in signaling commitment seems especially relevant to decisions in
cooperative domains, where commitment can enhance mutual payoffs, but exposes decision-
makers to the risk of defection. Formalizing this idea, Rand et al. (2014) propose an evolutionary
account of intuition as a cognitive enabler of trust and collaboration at the group level. This link
is illustrated well by Bear and Rand’s (2014) models of Prisoner’s Dilemma games, where dual
process decision-making agents only reach cooperative equilibria through ‘intuitive’
collaboration—-‘deliberation,’ on the other hand, only ever promotes selfish defection. Many other
theoretical accounts (Bowles & Gintis, 2002; Everett et al., 2016; Zaki & Mitchell, 2013), as well
as empirical findings (Jordan, Hoffman, Nowak, & Rand, 2016; Jordan, Sommers, Bloom, &
Rand, 2017; Small et al., 2007) also identify intuitive or emotional decision-making as a key driver
of cooperation.

Recent studies have also shown that people draw strong social inferences on the basis of
others’ decision processes (e.g., Barasch et al., 2014; Meritt & Monin, 2011; Simmons & Nelson,
2006; Tetlock, 2003). Despite using varying terminology and constructs (for instance, some find
effects on judgments of willingness to punish and condemnation (Tetlock, 2000); others find
effects on certainty and moral character evaluations (Critcher et al., 2012)), these studies converge
on the idea that an individual’s decision-making can shed light on their commitment to particular
values. For instance, Tetlock, Kristel, Elson, Green, and Lerner (2000) report studies of “taboo”
trade-offs, such as saving lives versus saving money. In one vignette, participants were asked to
consider a hospital administrator faced with a choice between spending a million dollars on saving

a boy’s life or using it for other hospital needs. Half of the participants read that the administrator
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found the decision to save the boy’s life difficult, necessitating much contemplation; the other half
read that the administrator found the decision easy and decided quickly. Participants expressed
substantially more moral outrage in the slow, contemplative decision condition. In a follow-up to
Tetlock et al.’s (2000) study, Critcher et al. (2012) extend these results, and elaborate on why speed
of decision-making can lead to such inferences: “If deciding between two courses of action
involves something of a tug-of-war between competing moral and immoral motives, the decision
will be made quickly if one motive is much stronger than the other, but slowly if the strength of
the competing motives is nearly equal” (pg. 309; see also Gates et al., 2021, linking decision speed
to the strength of preferences in non-moral domains). Thus, deliberation under such circumstances
can reveal “ignorance or contempt” for societally enforced norms and values (Tetlock, 2000).
Given that people show much prejudice and animosity towards those who do not share their values
and beliefs (Crawford et al., 2017; Haidt, Rosenberg, & Hom, 2003; Iyengar & Westwood, 2015),
people might prescribe intuition in order to signal commitment to a common set of values (and
thus avoid the negative appraisal of others).

In sum, prior empirical and theoretical work on decisions in cooperative and moral domains
identifies two important senses in which intuitive decisions might signal commitment: by
indicating a commitment to one’s choice, or by indicating a commitment to the values that underlie
that choice. Our hypothesis goes beyond this prior work in suggesting that intuition may be
prescribed in some decision-making contexts because it signals commitment.

Overview of Experiments

As just reviewed, there is compelling evidence that decisions made on the basis of intuition

(vs. deliberation) are thought to better reflect one’s authentic self, and are regarded as better signals

of commitment. However, it remains unknown whether these factors influence people’s judgments
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of whether decisions ought to be made intuitively or deliberatively. Moreover, with few exceptions
(e.g., Berman & Small, 2018), these features of intuitive decision-making have been considered
within the moral domain, leaving open the question of whether and how they might account for
variation across domains more broadly. Our experiments address these important lacunas.

We report five pre-registered studies that test our hypotheses (see Tables 1 and 2 for an
overview). In Experiment 1, we confirm the existence of robust cross-domain variation in the
prescribed roles of intuition and deliberation. In Experiment 2, we investigate whether decisions
made on the basis of intuition versus deliberation are judged differentially authentic and
committed, using the same domains as Experiment 1. We then relate the cross-domain variation
across these two experiments to see if the inferences we explore in Experiment 2 could plausibly
account for the prescribed role for intuition and deliberation in Experiment 1.

Experiment 3 addresses an alternative account of our previous results. If intuition and
deliberation are thought to be differentially reliable across domains, people may conclude that
intuitive decision-makers in intuitive domains made more ‘authentic’ decisions merely because
they made better decisions (and vice versa). We test whether this explanation can account for our
results by presenting participants with vignettes in which different evaluations of a decision-maker
must reflect the decision basis alone. We additionally replicate results obtained by correlating

judgments across Experiments 1 and 2 within the same dataset.

Table 1

Overview of Experiments 1-3

Exp Key Questions Key Results Key Measures
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1 Do people prescribe different Yes: Intuition is prescribed more in Prescriptive intuition [deliberation]:
roles for intuition and some domains (e.g., romance) than One ought to rely on intuition and gut
. . PR h . ith i feeling [reasoning and deliberative
deliberation across domains?  others (e.g., znv.estme.nt), with inverse | Jpalysis] when making this type of
patterns for deliberation. decision.
Do people differentiate how  Yes: Participants report relying on Descriptive intuition [deliberation]: I
decisi hould b d intuiti than th hould d rely on intuition and gut feeling
ecisions should be made intuition more than they should, and on| | ° 004 deliberative analysis]
from how they #ypically are  deliberation less than they should. when making this type of decision.
made?
Descriptive choice: Which option would
Does the prescribed role for ~ Yes: Prescribed intuition / deliberation Zﬁ(‘)’iz:°°;2l'i$;$tv‘:echoice)
intuition and deliberation predict choice, even controlling for
redict choice? objectivity and expertise. Control measures: perceived objectivity,
p ) y p ol ‘
percerves expertlse
2 Does the basis for a decision ~ Yes & No: Intuitive decisions are Authenticity Measures ‘
(intuition / deliberation) generally seen as more authentic and i:::;ggg:l'g ¢ Sarah made her choice
%icense domain-variant commit.te.d - but only inference§ .of.' Self-reflection: Sarah’s choice was
inferences about authenticity — authenticity show domain sensitivity. | reflective of her true self.
or commitment?
Commitment Measures
. . . Commitment: How committed was
Do 1pferences frqm Exp 2 Yes .& No: Measu.res of au'Fhentlcny Sarah to her choice?
predict the prescribed role for significantly predict prescribed Confidence: How confident was Sarah in
intuition / deliberation in Exp intuition/deliberation; measures of her choice?
1? commitment do not. :
Control measures: Domain & case
reliability
3 Does the basis for a decision ~ Yes & No: Intuitive decisions are more | Prescriptive intuition/deliberation
flntumon. f/fdehbe.raft[lon) authenftw, self-reﬂfctwe, ;md glgpal Authenticity / Self-Reflection: (i) Who
icense di er.ent Inferences commltment. to va ues (w yarlatlon made her decision more authentically?
across domains, even when across domains), but intuitive and (ii) Whose decision is more reflective of
evidence about the quality of ~deliberative decisions are comparable | her true self?
N 0 .
options is matched? on commitment and confidence. Commitment/Confidence: (i) Who is
. . . more committed to her decision? (ii)
Do inferences about Yes: Authenticity, self-reflection, Who has greater confidence in her
authenticity or commitment  commitment/confidence, and decision?
predict the prescribed role for commitment to values all predict .
intuiti d deliberation? ibed intuiti d deliberation: Commitment to Values: Who made her
intuition and deliberation? prescribed intuition and deliberation; | 4. icion in a way that reflects
but the relation is only moderated by | commitment to her personal values?
domain for authenticity and self-
reflection. + Candidate mediators

13

Experiments 4 and 5 (see Table 2) shift from correlation to causation, testing the hypothesis
that variation in the importance of authenticity has a causal impact on whether intuition is
perceived to be the appropriate basis for choice, both when the domain of choice is unspecified

(Experiment 4) and when it is specified (Experiment 5). These experiments also explore a potential
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consequence of authenticity for real-world decision making: whether deference to an expert —
human or algorithmic — is recommended as a basis for choice. This extension is valuable because
it demonstrates that the effects of authenticity are not restricted to explicit prescriptions of intuition
and deliberation, but instead extend to a natural and consequential dimension of everyday choice—
a dimension becoming increasingly pertinent to quotidian decision-making as cheap advice from
algorithmic advisors proliferates across domains (Castelo, Bos, & Lehman, 2019). Finally,
Experiment 5 also goes beyond Experiment 4 in showing that effects stemming from the perceived
importance of authenticity are additionally moderated by whether it is possible for a given decision
to signal authenticity — a nuance we introduce in the discussion of Experiment 2 and elaborate in
Experiment 5.

Together, these studies illuminate the folk theory of decision making that guides our
judgments of others, and that can prompt us to rely on our gut over our thoughts. Intuition is
believed to possess unique capacities, such as access to one’s true self. This in turn causes intuition

to be judged a more appropriate basis for decisions when authenticity is valued.

Table 2

Overview of Experiments 4-5

Exp Key Questions Key Results Key Measures
4&5 Does the importance of Yes & No: Intuition is prescribed more when | Prescriptive intuition
authenticity have a causal authenticity is important, whether domain is | [deliberation]
%nﬂllle.nce on prescr@bed speciﬁed (Exp 5) or not (Exp 4), contrglling Expert Advice: “Alex should base
intuition / deliberation? for objectivity, expertise, and complexity. his decision on an expert’s
But no effect for prescribed deliberation. recommendation.”

Algorithmic Advice: “Alex should

Does thf: .importance of Yes: When authenticity is important, advice | o0 e o an artificial
authenticity have is devalued, whether domain is unspecified intelligence's recommendation.”
consequences for expert / (Exp 4) or specified (Exp 5), controlling for

algorithmic advice? objectivity, expertise, and complexity. Control: perceived objectivity,

expertise, complexity
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5 Does possibility of signaling Yes & No: Intuition is more strongly Signaling possibility: “Decisions

authenticity through choice  prescribed when authenticity can be signaled, | 2004t [romance / donations /

. . . . L investment] (more so than decisions
explain cross-domain even when controlling for domain reliability. | i, other domains) have the potential
variation in prescribed But no effect for prescribed deliberation. to reflect one’s true, authentic self.”

intuition / deliberation?

Control: domain reliability

Experiment 1

In Experiment 1, participants were presented with a hypothetical decision between two
options. Their deliberative analysis favors one option, but their intuition favors the other. Across
participants, we varied the domain of the decision from romance and hiring to politics and
investment, with a total of twelve domains. Participants were asked to indicate which option they
would and should choose, and how common and appropriate it would be to rely on intuition and
deliberation when making decisions within those domains.

Our first aim in Experiment 1 was to establish cross-domain variation in the prescribed
roles of intuition and deliberation, thus setting the stage for our subsequent inquiry. While this
aspect of our design offers a conceptual replication of prior research, we went beyond this prior
work in two important ways. First, prior work has solicited judgments about whether decisions
should be made or typically are made on the basis of intuition versus deliberation (e.g., Inbar et
al., 2010; Pachur & Spaar, 2015), where deliberation is plausibly associated with additional
computational costs. By contrast, we presented participants with scenarios in which deliberation
has already occurred. Thus, if our results demonstrate a domain-sensitive distaste for deliberation,
or a preference for intuition, this cannot readily be attributed to the differential cognitive cost of
engaging in deliberation across domains. Instead, our paradigm allows us to home in on people’s
beliefs about how much intuitive and deliberative processes should guide choice. Second, by

eliciting judgments about how decisions should be made and typically are made within the same
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design, we can examine whether decision making norms (namely beliefs about when intuition and
deliberation ought to be employed) meaningfully depart from descriptive beliefs about their roles.

Finally, past studies have not explored how cross-domain variation in prescriptive
processing judgments relate to judgments of choice. These studies have either investigated choice
judgments in domain-invariant experimental set-ups (e.g., Inbar et al., 2010), or simply did not
measure choice at all (e.g., Pachur & Spaar, 2015). We aimed to take a first step towards bridging
this important gap by measuring the relationship between descriptive and prescriptive judgments
of intuition and deliberation on the one hand, and choice judgments on the other. We hypothesized
that prescriptive judgments would predict choice judgments, and that this relationship would hold
even when accounting for two features of decisions identified as relevant by prior work, namely
objectivity (Inbar et al., 2010) and expertise (Pachur & Spaar, 2015).2

The study was pre-registered (see our OSF repository for all pre-registrations, materials,

data, and analysis scripts, available at https://osf.io/mr9zk/); any departures from pre-registered

analyses are noted.

Methods
Participants
Participants were 654 adults (319 male, 333 female, 2 other, mean age = 40) recruited on

Amazon Mechanical Turk in exchange for monetary compensation ($0.67 for a 5-minute survey).

2 We chose to focus on objectivity as our main alternative factor of interest from Inbar et al.’s work instead of
sequentiality and complexity for the following reasons. We omitted complexity as the notion of complexity they appeal
to is best suited for comparing decisions across simple economic purchases (e.g., purchasing a chocolate bar vs. a car)
rather than across decisions that involve different domains (for example, there is no clear way in which adopting a pet
is a more or less complex decision than choosing an investment). We omitted sequentiality as the decision processes
are pre-specified in our prompts, so we cannot investigate it in our paradigm. Given the high correlations across these
measures in their studies (» ~ .7), we consider objectivity to be broadly indicative of the predictions of these factors.
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An additional 346 participants were eliminated for failing attention checks (described below) or
failing to meet the minimum time on task (2.5 mins). Minimum time limits for each task were
based on the time we anticipated that it would take participants to read all instructions and materials
carefully. In all studies, the sample sizes and exclusion criteria were pre-registered. Participation
across all studies was restricted to users with an IP address within the United States, and with an
approval rating of at least 98% on 500 previous tasks. Repeat participation within or across
Experiments 1 and 2 was restricted using the TurkGate platform (Goldin & Darlow, 2013). All
reported studies were approved by the Princeton Institutional Review Board (IRB).
Materials and Procedure

Participants were randomly assigned to one of twelve real-life decision domains: romance
(choosing someone to start a relationship with), vacations (choosing a vacation destination), pet
adoption (choosing a kitten), politics (choosing a politician to vote for), investing (choosing a
stock), hiring (choosing a candidate for a job), electronics shopping (choosing a laptop), medical
(choosing treatments), songs (picking songs for a party), housing (choosing a house to bid on),
donations (choosing a charity to donate to), and movies (choosing a movie to watch alone).
Domains were selected from those utilized in past research (Pachur & Spaar, 2015; Inbar et al.,
2010; Berman et al., 2018; except for politics and pet adoption), with an eye towards those for
which participants are most likely to have real world experience (omitting, for example, decisions
about military tactics), and with a range of lower and higher stakes decisions spanning the expected
range from more intuitive to more deliberative domains.

Participants received a vignette involving a binary decision within their assigned domain,
where intuition pointed to one choice and deliberation pointed to the other. Our vignettes included

detailed descriptions of the context in which the options were encountered, the kinds of
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experiences the participants had with the options, and participants’ direct evaluations of the
qualities of their options. This allowed us to control for variance in the scenarios participants might
imagine when directly asked about decisions in a given domain—a concern raised about prior
work (Olds & Link, 2016). This granularity also allowed us to keep the decision scenarios highly
consistent, with only minor differences across vignettes (see our OSF page for all vignettes used
across experiments).®> For example, in the domain of romance participants read:
Suppose that you are interested in starting a new romantic relationship. You were recently
at a café and separately met two individuals: Alex and Taylor. At the café, you really felt
in your gut that you and Alex were likely to be a good fit for each other. When you were
interacting with Taylor, you did not feel like you and Taylor were a good fit for each other
at all. Both interactions were long enough that you are convinced your gut feelings about
them would not change even if you had an opportunity to chat further.

Later, you consult a relationship counselor and spend an afternoon listing out and
weighting the characteristics that are important to you about potential romantic partners
like Alex and Taylor (such as their personality, priorities, etc.). After developing the list,
you are convinced of two things: first, that scores generated from the list would truly reflect
the extent to which Alex or Taylor is a good match for you, and second, that even if you

had more time to think about the list, your analysis would not change.

3 Note that domains naturally vary across many dimensions—it is extremely difficult to control for all of these
dimensions across vignettes while preserving ecological validity. Even if artificial scenarios where all factors are
rougly equivalent could be contrived, it would be undesirable to do so, as we do not expect domain variation to arise
from simple mappings between the names of domains and other folk notions. Instead, we expect folk theories of
decision making to be responsive to the complex relationships between the many dimensions that characterize domains
(e.g., sociality, experientiality). We thus try to strike a balance between keeping the formal structure across our
vignettes consistent (to prevent artificial confounds) while preserving naturalistic variation across domains.
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That evening, you score Alex and Taylor using the criteria that you developed with
the relationship counselor. You calculate a score of 35% match for Alex and 65% for

Taylor. These scores run counter to your gut reactions.

We note that, across our studies, we intentionally aimed to operationalize intuition and
deliberation in highly familiar ways—for instance, by having the intuitive evaluation occur fast
and unintentionally, whereas the deliberative analysis involved slow, explicit reasoning. In
constructing our scenarios to match folk notions and everyday experiences of these processes (as
detailed, for example, in Evans (2010)), we aimed to create highly naturalistic stimuli—whether
or not these descriptions accurately reflect the actual psychological properties of these processes
(on which there is much debate; see Evans & Stanovich, 2013, for a review). The consequences of
this decision are given consideration in the General Discussion.

Participants were asked to either provide prescriptive or descriptive judgments first. Within
each set of judgments, they first indicated which option they would choose (descriptive choice
Jjudgment) or should choose (prescriptive choice judgment). These judgments were measured using
the items below (presented here with labels not seen by participants, illustrated for the domain of
romance) on 5-point scales from “definitely [the deliberative choice]” (1) to “definitely [the

intuitive choice]” (5):

Descriptive: You’re now faced with a decision: which person will you try to pursue a
relationship with, Alex or Taylor? Please do your best to respond as you would actually

behave in real life. I would:
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Prescriptive: You’re now faced with a decision: which person should you try to pursue a
relationship with, Alex or Taylor? Please do your best to respond as you think you really

should behave in real life. I should:

After these choice judgments, participants indicated their agreement on a 7-point scale
with the following two sets of intuition/deliberation judgment items (presented here with labels

not seen by participants):

Descriptive: I rely on intuition and gut feeling [reasoning and deliberative analysis] when
making this type of decision.
Prescriptive: One ought to rely on intuition and gut feeling [reasoning and deliberative

analysis] when making this type of decision.

These items were also presented in a random order. Participants subsequently responded
to two additional items. The objectivity item, drawn from Inbar, Cone, and Gilovich (2010), asked,
“To what extent are the outcomes of decisions in this domain a matter of objective or subjective
determination?” Participants responded on a 9-point scale, ranging from “outcomes in this domain
tend to be mainly a subjective matter” (1) to “...mainly an objective matter (9). The expertise item,
motivated by the findings from Pachur and Spaar (2015), asked, “How much expertise do you have
in making decisions similar to the one you encountered in the prompt...?”. Participants responded
on a 7-point scale, ranging from “Far Below Average” (1) to “Far Above Average” (7). Randomly
intermixed with these items were two attention checks: the first asking participants whether they

had seen a politician’s picture in the previous section (the correct response was “no”), and the
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second asking participants to only select two options across four multiple choice questions with

four possible answers. Finally, participants provided demographic information.

Results

To investigate whether judgments for intuition and deliberation varied systematically
across domains, and whether prescriptive judgments (of how one ought to decide) were reliably
differentiated from descriptive judgments (of how one in fact decides), we conducted mixed
ANOVAs with domain as a between-subjects factor and judgment type (descriptive or

prescriptive) as a within-subjects factor.*

Figure 1

Cross-domain descriptive and normative processing judgment results from Experiment 1

4 Prior to the mixed ANOVAs, we first ran a pre-registered constrained regression analysis (CAS-ANOVA; Bondell
& Reich, 2009). This analysis found reliable variation across domains in judgments of both intuition and deliberation
(see Supplementary Materials, Section 1 for coefficients and details of the analysis). We omit the details of this
analysis due to the higher interpretability of the ensuing ANOVAs, and the equivalence of the results of the analyses.
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With intuition ratings as the dependent variable, this analysis yielded significant main
effects of domain, F(11,642) = 15.77, p < .001, n’c = .19, and judgment type, F(1,642) =91.65, p
<.001, n?c = .02 (see Figure 1a, 1c), such that participants reported relying more on intuition (M
=4.69, SD = 1.72) than they thought they should (M = 4.25, SD = 1.73). A mixed ANOVA with
the same factors but with deliberation ratings as the dependent variable mirrored the results for
intuition: We obtained significant main effects of domain, F(11,642) = 15.90, p <.001, n’c = .18,
and judgment type, F(1,642) =54.27, p <.001, n°g = .02 (see Figure 1a, 1¢), such that participants
reported that they should rely more on their deliberation (M = 5.03, SD = 1.51) than they think

they do (M =4.69, SD = 1.59).
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Having analyzed patterns in judgments of intuition and deliberation, we turn to our
analyses of choice. First, although this analysis was not pre-registered, we note that cross-domain
variation in processing judgments was mirrored in choice: a mixed ANOVA with domain as a
between-subjects factor and judgment type (descriptive/prescriptive) as a within-subjects factor
(see Figures 1b, 1d) revealed a main effect of domain, F(11,642) = 13.76, p < .001, n’g = .17, as
well as a main effect of judgment type, F(1,642) = 75.47, p < .001, n?c = .02. Descriptive choices
were closer to the intuitive option (M = 3.37, SD = 1.21) than were prescriptive choices (M = 3.06,
SD =1.28).

Finally, we investigated the relationship between descriptive choice judgments and
prescriptive processing judgments, even after taking objectivity and expertise into account.> A
regression with prescriptive intuition and deliberation judgments, as well as objectivity and
expertise judgments, revealed that both prescriptive intuition and deliberation ratings significantly
predicted choice (see Table 3), though the effect of intuition judgments was approximately three
times larger than the effect of deliberation judgments. In other words, participants were more likely
to favor the intuitive choice over the deliberative choice if they thought intuition was appropriate

(and vice versa), where this effect held above and beyond effects of objectivity and expertise.®

5 This analysis was included in our pre-registration, in the secondary analyses section. The main hypothesis test we
suggested regressed descriptive processing judgements on prescriptive judgements. This analysis, given the high
correlation between prescriptive and descriptive processing judgments, turned out to not be a stringent candidate for
testing our hypotheses given our data. We instead opted for the more stringent test included in our secondary analyses.
Our main pre-registered analysis is included in our OSF analysis script for Experiment 1.

® We note that including descriptive intuition and deliberation judgments as covariates in this analysis results in the
comparatively weak effect of prescriptive deliberation losing significance, whereas the effect of prescriptive intuition
judgments remains robust. See Supplementary Materials, Section 1.
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Table 3

Regression Analysis Predicting Descriptive Choice from Prescriptive Processing Judgments,

Objectivity, and Expertise in Experiment 1

Predictor b 95% CI § r
(Intercept) 2.96%*%  [2.43,3.49]
PrIeSCY.IP“VG 0.33**  [0.28,0.38] 046 .64**
ntuition
Prescriptive sk -
Deliberation -0.13 [-0.19,-0.07] -0.16 -.54
Objectivity -0.08** [-0.12,-0.05] -0.16 -.45%**
Expertise 0.01 [-0.04,0.07] 0.01  .08*

Note. R*= .45, 95% CI [.40, .50], F(4, 649) = 133.46, p < .001. b represents unstandardized
regression weights. £ indicates the standardized regression weights. » represents the zero-order
correlations. Square brackets are used to enclose the lower and upper limits of a confidence
interval. Diagnostic plots do not show significant violations of homoskedasticity or normality.

* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.

Discussion

The results of Experiment 1 effectively set the stage for our primary research questions.
First, consistent with prior work, we found systematic variation across domains in the extent to
which participants reported and prescribed a role for intuition and deliberation. Going beyond prior
work, however, we found that reliance on intuition vs. deliberation was differentially expected and
prescribed even though deliberation always took place. Thus any preference for intuition, and
differential preferences across domain, cannot be attributed to the cost of deliberation, or to the
negative signal of having chosen to deliberate (cf. Critcher, Inbar, & Pizzaro, 2012; Meritt &

Monin, 2011; Tetlock, 2003). Second, we found that prescriptive judgments (of how one ought to
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decide) reliably differed from descriptive judgments (of how one in fact decides), with the former
playing a significant role in predicting choice, above and beyond previously-identified factors of
objectivity and expertise.

Having established that people’s folk theory of choice prescribes different roles for
intuition and deliberation across domains, and that these roles are not a simple function of assumed
cognitive efficiency, objectivity, or expertise, we can move on to investigating two additional
factors that might play a role: authenticity and commitment.

Experiment 2

In Experiment 2, participants read about a character faced with one of the same 12 binary
decisions used in Experiment 1. In these scenarios, the character’s intuition points to one choice,
and their deliberative analysis points to the other. Across participants, we varied whether the
character pursues the intuitive or the deliberative choice, and we elicited participants’ judgments
about the character. Most crucially, we probed authenticity (whether the character decided
authentically and in a manner that reflected her true self) and commitment (whether she was
confident in and committed to her choice).

This design allowed us to assess whether the basis for a decision (intuition versus
deliberation) licenses different inferences about authenticity and commitment. Based on the work
reviewed in the introduction, we would expect intuitive decisions to be regarded as more authentic
and committed than those based on deliberation. Unlike prior work, however, in our vignettes
deliberation always took place. Thus higher authenticity or commitment ratings for intuitive
decisions could not reflect a simple penalty for having engaged in deliberation at all (since
deliberation always occurred). In addition, our study is the first (to our knowledge) to

systematically investigate inferences from intuitive versus deliberative choice across domains.
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If people favor intuitive (vs. deliberative) decision making in some domains in part because
intuitive decisions are taken to reflect greater authenticity or commitment in those domains, then
we would expect the cross-domain variation in prescriptive processing judgments from
Experiment 1 to be mirrored in inferences in Experiment 2. In the intuition-dominant domain of
romance, for instance, a decision made on the basis of intuition should be judged more authentic
than a decision made on the basis of deliberation. But in the domain of investment, where
deliberation is seen as more appropriate than intuition, the effects of decision basis on authenticity
judgments should be attenuated or reversed.

We chose to have participants in Experiment 2 evaluate the decisions of a third person —
rather than their own — for two reasons. First, we were concerned that stipulating a decision for
participants would render that decision highly artificial, as well as trivially inauthentic. In addition,
people typically provide positively biased self-assessments, which makes capturing fine-grained
variance across domains and conditions a challenge (Pronin, Lin, & Ross, 2002). Fortunately, prior
work has successfully employed evaluations of third parties (Berman et al., 2018), and we would

expect such judgments to accurately reflect people’s folk theory of choice.

Methods

Participants

Participants were 555 adults (246 male, 308 female, 1 other, mean age = 40) recruited from
Amazon Mechanical Turk in exchange for monetary compensation ($0.50 for a 4-minute survey).
An additional 165 participants were eliminated from the original sample following the same pre-
registered criteria as Experiment 1, except that the minimum time threshold was set at 1.5 minutes

instead of 2.5, given the shorter task.
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Materials and Procedure

Participants were randomly assigned to one of 24 conditions. In each condition,
participants saw a prompt drawn from one of the twelve decision domains from Experiment 1, and
received a vignette involving a character who either relies on her intuition or on deliberation to
make a decision between the same two options that participants from Experiment 1 were asked to
choose from. For example, participants who received the vignette in the domain of hiring

employees, with a character who decided on the basis of deliberation, read:

Sarah is someone working as a recruiter for a large firm that is hiring. She recently
interviewed two candidates for a position at the firm: Riley and Jessie. During the
interviews, she really felt in her gut that Riley was a candidate who was likely to succeed
at the firm. When she was interviewing Jessie, she did not feel that Jessie would succeed
at the firm at all. Both interviews were long enough that Sarah is convinced her gut feelings
about them would not change even if she had an opportunity to interview them further.

Later, Sarah consults with an experienced recruiter at her firm and spends an
afternoon listing out and weighting the characteristics that are important to the future
performance of job candidates like Riley and Jessie (such as their relevant experiences,
education, etc.). At the end of the session, she is convinced of two things: first, that scores
generated from the list would truly reflect the fit of a candidate to her firm, and second,
that even if she had more time to think about the list, her analysis would not change.

That evening, Sarah scored Riley and Jessie using the criteria she developed with
the experienced recruiter. She calculated a score of 35% match for Riley and 65% for

Jessie. These scores run counter to her gut reactions.
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Faced with this information, Sarah decides to hire Jessie.

Note that across all vignettes, the characters have already undergone identical deliberation
processes by the time the participants make inferences about their decision-making. This
effectively controls for differences in processing costs across vignettes. A pilot study verified that
character gender did not affect relevant patterns (see Supplementary Materials, Section 2 for
analyses); in this study the character was always “Sarah.” Another pilot verified that the relevant
patterns also hold when the deliberation is undertaken solely by the decision-maker, without the
involvement of the expert (see Supplementary Materials, Section 3 for analyses). The inclusion of
the expert in these vignettes was intended to control for cross-domain variation in the extent to
which participants may feel qualified to deliberate or capable of deliberation.

Participants then responded to all of the following items in randomized order. These items
included our four main measures of their perceptions of the character:

Measures of Commitment:

Commitment: “How committed was Sarah to her choice?” (1) very uncommitted - (7) very

committed

Confidence: “How confident was Sarah in her choice?” (1) very unconfident - (7) very

confident
Measures of Authenticity:

Self-reflection: “Sarah’s choice was reflective of her true self.” (1) strongly disagree — (7)

strongly agree

Authenticity: “Sarah made her choice authentically.” (1) strongly disagree — (7) strongly

agree
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We decided to utilize two measures for each of our constructs to better capture the
multifaceted notions of authenticity and commitment. Past literature has similarly drawn
connections between authenticity and self-reflection (see Newman & Smith, 2016) as well as
confidence and commitment (see Critcher et al., 2012). Our data also show consistently high
correlations between these measures (e.g., » ~ .60 for both pairs in this Experiment, and o ~ .60 in
Experiment 3), as compared to the correlations we observe between these items and other related
measures (e.g., 7 ~ .20 for most pairwise correlations of these judgments with reliability in this
experiment). Note that these measures both capture commitment to one’s choice rather than one’s
values; we measure the latter in Experiment 3.

In addition, participants responded to two items designed to assess the extent to which they
regarded the relevant process as a reliable basis for choice in that domain:

Domain reliability: By relying on intuition [deliberation], Sarah followed a good strategy

for making decisions about [domain]. (1) strongly disagree — (7) strongly agree

Case reliability: By relying on intuition [deliberation], Sarah made the best choice in this

particular case. (1) strongly disagree — (7) strongly agree

Finally, participants completed measures included for exploratory purposes (reported in

Supplementary Materials, Section 4), and they reported their age, sex, and level of education.

Results

To investigate whether participants drew different inferences about decision-makers when
the decision-maker relied on intuition versus deliberation (see Figure 2), we performed two-way
ANOVAs with character decision (intuitive choice, deliberative choice) and domain as between-

subjects variables, and each of commitment, confidence, self-reflection, and authenticity as
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dependent variables. Because we tested four distinct measures, we adopted a Bonferroni-corrected
p-value of p < .0125. The analyses and rejection thresholds were pre-specified in our pre-
registration.

For commitment, we found a significant main effect of choice type, F(1,531) =77.61, p <
.001, n%g = .13, but no significant main effect of domain, F(11,531) = 1.01, p = .44, n?c = .02, and
no significant interaction, F(11,531) = 0.45, p=.93, n?c = .01. Similarly, the analysis of confidence
revealed a significant main effect of choice type, F(1,531) = 95.74, p < .001, n’c = .15, but no
significant main effect of domain, F(11,531) = 1.00, p = .44, 0’ = .02, and no significant
interaction, F(11,531) = 0.94, p = .50, n’c = .02. An intuitive choice (vs. a deliberative choice)
was seen as indicating both greater commitment to the choice and greater confidence in the choice,
without significant variation in this effect across domains.

The analysis of self-reflection, by contrast, revealed a significant main effect of choice
type, F(1,531) = 297.14, p < .001, n%c = .36, and no significant main effect of domain, F(11,531)
=1.32, p=.20, n’G = .03, but did find a significant interaction, F(11,531) = 4.06, p < .001, n’c =
.08, indicating that the inferences drawn from intuitive or deliberative decisions varied across
domains (Figure 2, third bottom panel). Similarly, the analysis of authenticity revealed a
significant main effect of choice type, F(1,531) = 58.04.14, p < .001, n%c = .10, and no significant
main effect of domain, F(11,531) = 1.61, p = .09, n%c = .03, but did find a significant interaction,
F(11,531) = 4.00, p < .001, n?c = .08 (Figure 2, fourth bottom panel). For intuition-dominant
domains such as Playlists and Romance, participants indicated greater authenticity and self-

reflection for intuitive choices versus deliberative choices. For deliberation-dominant domains
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such as Investment and Medical, there were much smaller differences in inferences drawn from
intuitive vs deliberative decisions.”

These analyses were repeated for our two measures of reliability. The analysis of domain
reliability revealed a significant main effect of choice type, F(1,531) = 15.82, p <.001, n’g = .03,
and a significant main effect of domain, F(11,531) =2.63, p <.01, 1% = .05, as well as a significant
interaction, F(11,531) = 7.55, p < .001, n?c = .13, indicating that the inferences drawn from
intuitive or deliberative decisions varied across domains (Figure 2, fifth bottom panel). Similarly,
the analysis of case reliability revealed a significant main effect of choice type, F(1,531) = 10.51,
p <.01,n%c =.02, and a significant main effect of domain, F(11,531) =2.00, p < .01, n’c = .04, as
well as a significant interaction, F(11,531) =8.97, p < .001, W’ = .16, indicating that the inferences
drawn from intuitive or deliberative decisions varied across domains (Figure 2, sixth bottom

panel).

Figure 2

Mean ratings for four inferential judgments of a character based on their choice types

7 We note that all of these analyses revealed significant heteroskedasticity in Levene’s tests for homogeneity of
variance. However, switching to robust standard error estimators does not result in any changes in the pattern of our
findings (i.e., all factors identified as significant remain significant, and all non-significant factors remain as such).
Both sets of analyses are included in our open-access datasets and analysis scripts at OSF.
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Note. The top six panels show mean ratings for four inferential judgments of a character
based on her choice type, followed by our two judgments of reliability. The bottom six panels
show cross-domain variation in each of these measures. To help illustrate trends, the bottom panels
order domains according to the mean processing difference scores from Figure 1, such that the

left-most domains are the most intuition-dominant. Error bars display the standard error of the

mean for both sets of figures. *** indicates significance at p <.001, ** at p <.01.

Since the prompts used in Experiments 1 and 2 feature essentially identical scenarios, we
can directly examine whether the cross-domain variation observed for our authenticity or
commitment items in Experiment 2 correspond to the cross-domain variation in prescriptive
processing judgments in Experiment 1 through correlation analyses of difference scores across
experiments.

To investigate whether these measures could explain the cross-domain variation in

prescriptive commitments found in Experiment 1, we performed the following pre-registered
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analysis. We first standardized (i.e., Z-scored) the prescriptive intuition and deliberation judgments
obtained in Experiment 1 and the character inference ratings obtained in Experiment 2. For
Experiment 1, we calculated difference scores for each domain by subtracting prescriptive
deliberation ratings from intuition ratings, such that a higher value indicates a stronger relative
rating for intuition. For Experiment 2, we calculated difference scores for each domain by
subtracting inference ratings for the deliberative choice from inference ratings for the intuitive
choice, such that a higher value indicates a stronger inference from an intuitive choice.

These difference scores were significantly correlated for self-reflection, (10) = .80, 95%
CI [0.40, 0.94], p < .01, and authenticity, 7(10) = .82, 95% CI [0.47, 0.95], p < .01, but not (after
our Bonferroni correction) for confidence, #(10) = .60, 95% CI [0.03, 0.87], p = .04, or
commitment #(10) =-.18, 95% CI [-0.68, 0.43], p = .56 (see Figure 3). A test of the equality of the
correlation coefficients for authenticity and commitment items reveals that they are significantly
different, z = 2.00, p < .05. We note, however, that small-sample correlations must be interpreted
with caution. For this reason, we revisit the relationship between inference and processing
judgments in Experiment 3 with a more powerful design.

We also found that domain reliability and case reliability were significantly correlated with
prescriptive judgments from Experiment 1 (domain reliability: #(10) = .88, 95% CI [0.60, 0.97], p
<.001; case reliability: #(10) = .91, 95% CI [0.70, 0.97], p < .001). Although these correlations
are large, we note that reliability is unlikely to account for effects of authenticity. The correlations
between our reliability and authenticity measures in this study were low (ranging from »(553) =
.16,95% CI[0.08, 0.24], p <.001 for the correlation between self-reflection and domain reliability,

to r(553) = .35, 95% CI [0.27, 0.42], p < .001, for the correlation between authenticity and case
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reliability), especially in comparison to the magnitude of the cross-experiment correlations. (That

said, we revisit the evidence for authenticity, as distinct from reliability, in Study 3.)

Figure 3

Correlations between Prescriptive Judgments and Character Inferences in Experiments 1 and 2
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Discussion

Experiment 2 investigated whether people draw different inferences regarding others based
on whether their choice stemmed from intuition or deliberation. Collapsing across domains, an
intuitive choice (vs. a deliberative choice) was taken to signal greater commitment to and

confidence in one’s choices, to better reflect the self, and to suggest a more authentic decision. In
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addition, for both self-reflection and authenticity, these judgments were moderated by domain.
Decisions in intuition-dominant domains (such as playlist and romance) were judged more
authentic when made on the basis of intuition, but for deliberation-dominant domains (such as
investment and medical) this difference was attenuated. Crucially, the cross-domain variation in
inferences about self-reflection and authenticity observed in Experiment 2 closely matched the
cross-domain variation in the prescribed role for intuition observed in Experiment 1, suggesting
that these normative commitments may drive, or be driven by, the inferences about self-reflection
or authenticity that different types of decisions can license.

These results are consistent with the authenticity hypothesis insofar as intuition is more
likely to be prescribed (as found in Experiment 1) when an intuitive decision signals authenticity
(as found in Experiment 2). However, they do not speak directly to the idea that intuition is more
likely to be prescribed when signaling authenticity is important, as motivated in the Introduction.
While it is plausible that signaling authenticity (to oneself or to others) is more important in
domains such as romance versus investing, an alternative hypothesis is that authenticity is always
important, and instead what varies across domains is how authenticity is linked to deliberation (see
Figure 2), and as a result whether intuition is seen as any more authentic than deliberation. To offer
a more direct connection between the prescription of intuition and the perceived importance of
authenticity, we conducted an additional study (Experiment S1, reported in Supplementary
Materials), asking participants to report how important it is to be self-reflective and authentic in
making decisions from all twelve domains included in Experiments 1-2, as well as many others.

We found that the importance of authenticity and self-reflection both predicted a larger prescribed
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role for intuition, but not for deliberation.® This bolsters support for the authenticity hypothesis as
formulated in the Introduction (though we revisit a role for the importance of authenticity in
Experiments 4-5, and the question of how the importance of authenticity might be moderated by
the possibility of signaling authenticity in Experiment 5).

Despite strong support for the authenticity hypothesis, the evidence from Experiment 2 for
commitment-signaling is mixed. Intuitive decision-making was associated with greater confidence
and commitment, but inferences to confidence and commitment were not reliably associated with
the domain-variation observed in Experiment 1. So while commitment signaling could potentially
explain a domain-general preference for intuitive decision-making, additional factors would need
to be invoked to explain why commitment-signaling would translate into differences for prescribed
choice across domains. Indeed, one possibility is that what varies across domains is the importance
of signaling commitment (versus the level of commitment actually signaled by a decision, which
is relatively invariant across domains). To test this, Experiment S1 additionally asked participants
to report how important it is to be committed and confident in making decisions from all twelve
domains included in Experiments 1-2, as well as many others. Most importantly for present
purposes, we did not find that it was more important to be committed or confident in those domains
for which intuitive decision making was more often prescribed. In fact, the importance of
commitment and confidence was associated with a larger prescribed role for deliberation.
Combined with the data from Experiments 1-2, these findings challenge the commitment-signaling

hypothesis, at least as operationalized in terms of our measures of commitment and confidence.

8 We additionally replicated these analyses with only the 12 domains included in Experiments 1-2. Although an analysis
at the level of domain was thus under-powered (and did not reveal significant effects), we replicated the finding that the importance
of authenticity and self-reflection predicted a larger prescribed role for intuition, but not for deliberation, at the individual (vs.
domain) level. These analyses are provided in our Supplementary Materials (in the Results of Supplementary Experiment S1).
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Finally, it is worth noting that judgments for self-reflection were actually higher for
deliberative decisions than for intuitive decisions in the most deliberation-dominant domains
(namely investment and medical decisions). These findings challenge the idea that when it comes
to authenticity, there is a domain-independent ‘penalty of deliberation’ (e.g., Tetlock, 2003) or
‘benefit of intuition’ (e.g., Morewedge et al., 2014).

Experiment 3

In Experiment 3, participants evaluated a character on the basis of that character’s intuitive
or deliberative choice, as in Experiment 2. However, for the vignettes in Experiment 3, both
intuition and deliberation pointed to the same choice, and what varied was whether the decision
was based on intuition or on deliberation. In addition, the manipulation of decision basis (intuition
vs. deliberation) occurred within participant. These two changes allowed us to address a potential
confound in Experiment 2, and a limitation of the cross-experiment comparison between
Experiments 1 and 2. We explain each in turn.

In Experiment 2, effects of decision basis (intuition vs. deliberation) were potentially
confounded with the strength of evidence about the quality of each choice. To illustrate, suppose
that people consider intuition a reliable basis for assessing the quality of romantic partners (but not
of investments), and deliberation a reliable basis for assessing the quality of investments (but not
of romantic partners). If intuition points to one romantic partner and deliberation to the other, then
the character’s evidence in fact favors the intuitive choice, and a decision based on intuition is also
a decision based on better evidence about the quality of each choice. By contrast, if intuition points
to one investment option and deliberation to the other, then the character’s evidence in fact favors
the deliberative choice, and a decision based on deliberation is also a decision based on better

evidence about the quality of each choice. In this way, the basis for a decision (intuition vs.
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deliberation) cannot be dissociated from the quality of the evidence supporting each choice.
Experiment 3 circumvents this challenge by having intuition and deliberation point to the same
choice, and varying only the process on which the character chooses to base her decision. We
therefore call our vignettes “matched-information scenarios,” and they offer a highly stringent test
of whether decision basis itself affects our judgments of others, and of whether decision basis is
evaluated differently across domain.

A second aim of Experiment 3 was to allow us to revisit the associations between
prescriptive judgments of intuition and deliberation on the one hand, and inferences from decision
basis on the other. Our comparison of Experiments 1 and 2 revealed an association between
prescriptive judgments and inferences about authenticity, but because this analysis was performed
on mean difference scores across domains, it was limited to a small sample size. In Experiment 3,
the manipulation of decision basis occurred within-subjects, and all participants additionally
indicated the extent to which decisions in a given domain ought to be based on intuition and
deliberation. We could thus revisit the association between prescriptive processing judgments and

inferences about authenticity and commitment at the level of participants, rather than domains.

Methods

Participants

Participants were 631 adults (266 male, 362 female, 2 other, mean age = 42) recruited on
Prolific Academic in exchange for monetary compensation ($0.60 for a 5 minute study). An
additional 170 participants were excluded for failing to meet pre-registered criteria for minimum

time (1.5 mins) or failing any of three comprehension/attention checks. Participation across both
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studies was restricted to American users with an approval rating >98% on 500 or more previous
tasks. Repeat participation was restricted using the Prolific platform.
Materials and Procedure

Participants were randomly assigned to one of three decision domains: romance,
donations, or investment. These domains were chosen to range from the highly intuitive (romance)
to the highly deliberative (investment). Participants read about two characters making a binary
decision within that domain, where for both characters, intuition and deliberation pointed to the
same choice. However, one character ultimately bases her choice on intuition, and the other on

deliberation. In the domain of romance, for example, participants read:

Sarah is interested in starting a new romantic relationship. She was recently at a café and
met two individuals: Alex and Taylor. At the café, she really felt in her gut that she and
Alex were likely to be a good fit for each other. When she was interacting with Taylor, she
did not feel like she and Taylor were a good fit for each other at all.

Later, Sarah spends an afternoon listing out and weighting the characteristics that
are important to her about potential romantic partners like Alex and Taylor (such as their
personality, priorities, etc.). She scores Alex and Taylor using this list, and concludes Alex

is a much better fit for her than Taylor, in line with her intuition.

They then read a similar prompt about another character (Jane) deciding between two
different romantic partners (Sam vs. Casey), where once again intuition and deliberation point to

the same choice. Participants then read:
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Here is how Sarah and Jane ultimately make their decisions.

Sarah, on the basis of her intuitive, gut reaction, decides to ask Alex out. That is,
although both her intuition and her deliberative analysis point to Alex, it is her intuition
and gut feeling that makes Sarah ultimately decide to pursue Alex.

Jane, on the basis of her deliberative analysis, decides to ask Sam out. That is,
although both her intuition and her deliberative analysis point to Sam, it is her deliberative

analysis that makes Jane ultimately decide to pursue Sam.

Participants then answered the following questions in a partially randomized order.” One
set was comprised of Likert items from ‘definitely [decision-maker A]’ to ‘definitely [decision-

maker B]’ [1-6], with no neutral midpoint. These items are reproduced below:

Decision process: (i) Who made her decision in the right way? (ii)) Who made her decision
for the right reasons?

Authenticity/Self-Reflection: (i) Who made her decision more authentically? (i) Whose
decision is more reflective of her true self?

Commitment/Confidence: (i) Who is more committed to her decision? (ii) Who has

greater confidence in her decision?

? Questions were presented in three sets, with questions randomized within set. The first set included decision process,
authenticity, commitment, and future reliability. The second set included goals, autonomy, values, and objectivity.
The third set included commitment to values.
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The first set of items was included as a direct measure of sensitivity to decision process.
The authenticity and commitment items were included to test our primary hypotheses. However,
one concern about the commitment items — which were also used in Experiment 2 — is that they
assess commitment to a choice, which might not be the same as commitment to the values that
underlie that choice (e.g., Critcher, Inbar, and Pizarro, 2012), as discussed in the introduction. For

this reason, we also included an item intended to more directly assess commitment to values:

Commitment to Values: Who made her decision in a way that reflects commitment to her

personal values?

Participants responded to six additional items: two considered future reliability (e.g., “Who would
you expect to choose the better option in this domain in the future?”), and the other four were
designed to identify relevant aspects and/or mediators of authenticity (experiential goals in
decision making, importance of autonomy in decision making, importance of authenticity, and
objectivity). As the data from these measures were not very illuminating, we report relevant
analyses in the Supplementary Materials (see Section 5).

Finally, participants responded to the following two prescriptive processing items, both

Likert scales from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’ [1-7]:

Intuition: One ought to rely on intuition and gut feeling when making [domain] decisions
like this one.
Deliberation: One ought to rely on reasoning and deliberative analysis when making

[domain] decisions like this one.
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Participants then provided demographic information before concluding the study.

Results

Inferences from decision basis. As pre-registered, we created composite scores for the
pairs of items measuring decision process (o = .83) and commitment (o = .72). The two items
measuring authenticity were not collapsed, as they did not meet our specified level of .7 for
Cronbach’s a (o = .52). Scores were then analyzed in linear regressions with domain as a

categorical predictor, using romance as the reference category (see Table 4).

Table 4
Regression analyses predicting outcome variables of interest from domain.
Intercept b b R
Dependent Intercep 95% CI [LL, UL] 5
Variable t 95% C1 Donatio  Investmen . R 95% C1
[LL, UL] n : Donation Investment [LL, UL]
Decision Process 3.68%*  [3.52,3.84] -0.62%* -1.18** [-0.85,-0.39] [-1.40,-0.95] .15** [.10,.19]
Authenticity 4.27**  [4.08,4.46] -0.37** -0.61** [-0.63,-0.10] [-0.87,-0.35] .03** [.01,.07]
Self-Reflection 4.20%*  [4.13, 4.45] 0.12 0.1 [-0.11, 0.34] [-0.13,0.32] 0 [.00, .01]
Commitment/Conf.  3.53**  [3.36, 3.69] -0.05 -0.12 [-0.28, 0.18] [-0.35,0.11] 0 [.00, .01]
Com.to Values  4.01%* [3.90,4.11] -047%%  0201*%*  [-0.62,-0.33] [0.07,0.36] .06** [.03,.10]
Intuition 4.83**  [4.63,5.03] -0.78** -1.79%* [-1.06,-0.51] [-2.07,-1.52] .21** [.16,.26]
Deliberation 4.45*%*  [4.30,4.61] 0.71** L.51%* [0.49, 0.92] [1.29, 1.72] 24%% - [118, .29]

Note. Each line is a separate regression predicting the dependent variables (leftmost
column) from domain, with romance as the reference category. All dependent variables except for
intuition and deliberation were coded such that higher numbers represent the intuitively choosing
character. b represents unstandardized regression weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper

limits of the confidence interval. * indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.

These analyses revealed effects of domain on decision process, reliability, and authenticity

(see Figure 4). We followed up these regressions with pre-planned one-sample t-tests comparing
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the means of these judgments to the scale mid-point (3.5) across domains. Deliberative decision-
makers were seen as having relied on a better decision process for investment decisions, but not
for romantic decisions. By contrast, intuitive decision-makers were judged more authentic for
romantic decisions, but not for investment decisions (see Table 4 and Figure 4). Donation decisions
fell in between.

Judgments for self-reflection revealed a different pattern: while the intuitive decision
maker’s decision was reliably judged to be more self-reflective than the deliberative decision-
maker’s, this pattern did not vary across domains (see Table 4 and Figure 4).

Commitment and confidence judgments did not show significant domain variation, nor
effects of decision basis (see Table 4 and Figure 4). This suggests that the average difference in
commitment between intuitive and deliberative decision-makers found in Experiment 2 might be
a consequence of inferred differences in choice quality or reliability — factors that we held fixed
with information-matched scenarios. It is also possible that saving a particular intuition signals
some level of commitment or confidence (as in Experiment 2), but basing a decision on that
intuition does not (as in Experiment 3).

Finally, the Commitment to Values item behaved more like the authenticity items than the
commitment items, with significant moderation by domain (see Table 4 and Figure 4). Decisions
made on the basis of intuition received higher values for investment, and donation decisions,
though (surprisingly) not for romantic decisions.

Prescriptive Processing Ratings. For prescriptive processing ratings (see Table 4), we
replicated our prior studies, with deliberation judged more appropriate for investment than for
romance (Mg = 4.45 vs. Mg = 5.96), intuition judged more appropriate for romance than for

investment (M, = 4.83 vs. M;,: = 3.04), and donation falling in between (Mae;= 5.16, My = 4.05).



INTUITION IS FAVORED FOR AUTHENTIC DECISIONS 44

Figure 4

Mean ratings for inferential judgements between two characters based on their basis for choice.

Investment [l Donation [l Romance

o
]

Mean Ratings
Del. Basis <==> Int. Basis

Note. Error bars show the standard error of the mean, dotted line shows the average
expected response (3.5) under a null effect. Asterisks indicate that mean responses from the
measures differed from the scale mid-point, as assessed by one-sample t-tests (* indicates p <
.001). Commitment and Confidence shown separately here for illustrative purposes—all analyses

were conducted on the composite score, as pre-registered.

Relationship Between Inferences and Prescriptive Processing Judgments. We next
considered the relationship between inferences about the decision-maker and prescriptive
processing judgments with the following pre-registered analysis. We created a difference score
from the two processing ratings (intuition — deliberation) and then regressed this difference score
on each of our core variables, with domain as a potential moderator. These analyses revealed

reliable relationships between inferences and difference scores for decision process, authenticity,
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self-reflection, commitment, and commitment to values (see Table 5, Figure 5). However, only
authenticity and self-reflection predicted processing ratings in a manner that depended
significantly on domain, with stronger relationships for romance than for donation, and for
donation than for investment. This suggests that the relative importance of authenticity and self-
reflection was greater in intuition-dominant domains, such that inferences of authenticity/self-
reflection played a larger role in prescriptions about how decisions ought to be made. Consistent
with this interpretation, Supplementary Experiment S1 found that authenticity and self-reflection
were judged more important for romance than for donation, and for donation than for investment,
consistent with the ordering we observe in Experiment 3. (By contrast, the ordering for the
importance of commitment and confidence was more variable across these domains, with
numerically smaller mean differences in ratings across domains.)

Figure 5

Correlations between processing preference difference scores and inference judgments in

Experiment 3.

Process | | Authenticity | |Self Reflection|| Commitment | | Confidence | |Com. to Valuesl

8 2{r=059** r=0.43** r=0.44 *** r=0.26*** r=0.33*** r=0.35**
5% r=0.55*** r=0.33*** r=0.28 *** r=0.25*** r=0.3* r=0.39 ***
29 1
Cg
o=
o= ] / /
59 / / /
2 39
8 » -1
o

14 012 2101 3-2101-2-120 1 101 2 -2 -1 0 1

Character Inferences
Del. Basis <===> Int. Basis
Domain Investment == Donation == Romance

Note. The figure displays correlations between standardized (i.e., Z-scored) prescriptive

processing judgments (x-axis) and character inferences (y-axis), by domain, from Experiment 3.
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Shaded area indicates the 95% confidence interval, and the subtext displays Pearson correlation
coefficients () by Domain. Commitment and Confidence shown separately here for illustrative
purposes—all analyses were conducted on the composite score, as pre-registered. * indicates p <

.05. *** indicates p < .001. ns indicates a non-significant result.

Table 5
Regression analyses predicting processing preference difference scores from domain, independent

variables of interest, and their interactions in Experiment 3.

R2

Independent Intercep b b . b . b b ) 0
Variable ¢ LV Domain Domain LV.x LV.x R 95% CI
Y (Donation)  (Investment) Donation Investment [LL, UL]
Process -3.78%*  1.13%* -0.39 -2.01%* -0.13 0.02 S54%*% 48, .58]
Authenticity 2.61%%  0.70%* -0.7 -1.57* -0.14 -0.36* 37%* 131, .41]
Self-Reflection  -2.85*%*  (.75%* -0.74 -1.1 -0.19 -0.52%%* 35%*% .29, .40]
Commit/Conf.  -1.94*%*  (0.66** -1.15 -2.22%* -0.09 -0.29 35%* .29, .39]
Com. to Values  -1.50**  (.53*%* -2.50%* -2.55%* 0.15 -0.27 36%*  [.30, .41]

Note. Each line is a separate regression predicting processing preference difference scores
from independent variables of interest (Column 1), domain (with Romance as the reference
category), and their interactions. /. V. indicates the independent variable used in the regression from
Column 1. b represents unstandardized regression weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper
limits of the confidence interval. Com. to Values refers to the Commitment to Values item.

* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.

Discussion
The results from Experiment 3 support the hypothesis that decision makers are evaluated
differently depending on the basis for their decision, even when decision basis is unconfounded

from the cost of deliberation, the choice to deliberate, and even the evidence for choice quality
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suggested by each processes’ output. Under these conditions, decisions based on intuition (vs.
deliberation) were judged to be more self-reflective, as well as more authentic and reflective of
personal values (with some variation across domains). By contrast, decisions based on intuition
(vs. deliberation) were seen as no more indicative of commitment or confidence. Moreover,
authenticity and self-reflection were unique in tracking the prescribed role of intuition (vs.
deliberation) differentially across domains, with the strongest association for romance, and the
weakest for investment. Like the patterns of association for Experiments 1-2, these findings support
the authenticity hypothesis, while offering a prima facie challenge to the commitment hypothesis,
at least as operationalized through our measures of commitment and confidence.

Experiment 3 also included a new measure tracking commitment to values: that the
decision-maker made her decision in a way that reflects commitment to her personal values. This
item was included in part to address the concern that our operationalization of commitment was
too narrow. As mentioned in the introduction, it might be important to differentiate commitment
to one’s choice (which our commitment and confidence items plausibly capture) from a
commitment to the values that underlie one’s choice. The commitment to values item was intended
to capture the latter. Interestingly, this measure behaved more like authenticity than it did like
commitment and confidence in that decisions based on intuition (vs. deliberation) were judged
more favorably. In addition, ratings for commitment to values were more strongly correlated with
those for self-reflection (r = .46, p <.001) than those for other measures (authenticity: » = .29, p <
.001; commitment: » = .26, p < .001; confidence: » = .20, p < .001). We take this as tentative
evidence that a commitment to personal values is related to the aspects of identity reflected in the
true self (and related to intuitive choice), and distinct from the facets of commitment highlighted

in the Introduction.
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In sum, Experiment 3 offers a conceptual replication of Experiments 1-2, but with more
stringent controls and a stronger statistical basis for relating judgments of authenticity to the
prescribed role of intuition (vs. deliberation). Like Experiments 1-2, Experiment 3 offers little
support for the commitment-signaling hypothesis. In our final experiments, we thus focus on the
authenticity hypothesis, and we go beyond correlation to test for causal effects of authenticity on
prescribed intuition.

Experiment 4

In Experiment 4 we go beyond correlation to test the causal role of authenticity on
prescriptive processing preferences. We hypothesized (i) that decisions that demand greater
authenticity would be prescribed a greater role for intuition, and (ii) that this impact would not be
reducible to effects of previously-established predictors (namely objectivity, complexity, and
expertise). Our first aim was therefore to test the causal hypotheses that motivated Experiments 1-
3, and to verify that effects of authenticity reflect a novel phenomenon.

A second aim of Experiment 4 was to highlight one way in which people’s folk theory of
decision making is likely to be consequential. Recent work has shown the presence of strong
egocentric biases in advice-taking, from both human experts (Yaniv & Kleinberger, 2000) and
algorithms (Castelo, Bos, & Lehmann, 2019). Furthermore, there is substantial domain variation
in the extent of bias against reliance on advice from algorithms — people are more likely to defer
to algorithms in deliberative domains vis-a-vis intuitive domains (Castelo, Bos, & Lehmann,
2019). Given our findings from Experiments 1-3 and this connection between processing
preferences and advice-taking, we speculated that authenticity would also have an effect on advice-
taking behavior. We hypothesized that to the extent a decision is perceived to demand greater

authenticity, people may be more reluctant to defer to expert advice — whether it comes from
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humans or Al. Our third and final prediction was thus (iii) that authenticity would have important

downstream effects, namely on the endorsement of pursuing expert/algorithmic advice.

Methods

Participants

Participants were 177 adults (85 male, 89 female, 3 other, mean age = 37) recruited on
Prolific Academic in exchange for monetary compensation ($0.37 for a 3-minute study). An
additional four participants were eliminated for failing to meet pre-registered criteria for minimum
time (1 min) or failing the same attention check as Experiment 3.
Materials and Procedure

Participants were randomly assigned to one of two conditions: authentic or inauthentic.

Participants first read one of two versions of the same vignette [authentic / inauthentic]:

Imagine Alex is making an important decision. Alex thinks that it is [extremely important
/ not important at all] that he makes this decision in a way that reflects his true, authentic
self. That is, Alex thinks that this decision [should / need not] reflect his deep, most sincere

sense of who he is.

Participants then responded to the objectivity, intuition, and deliberation items from the previous

study, in addition to the following items, presented in a random order and with Likert scales from

‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’ [1-7]:

Complexity: “Alex faces a complex choice.”
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Expertise: “Alex has significant expertise in making decisions like this.”
Expert Advice: “Alex should base his decision on an expert’s recommendation.”
Algorithmic Advice: “Alex should base his decision on an artificial intelligence's

recommendation.”

Finally, participants provided demographic information.

Results and Discussion

To test our hypothesis that the authenticity manipulation would have an effect on prescriptive
processing judgments, we performed linear regressions predicting these judgments from
authenticity as a binary categorical variable. As predicted, this analysis revealed positive and
significant effects of authenticity on intuition ratings, b = 1.36, #(175) = 5.73, p < .001, R? = .15,
F(1,175) =32.87, p < .001. However, there was no significant effect on deliberation, b = -0.33,

{(175)=-1.42, p= .16, R* = .01, F(1, 175) = 2.02, p = .16 (see Figure 8).

Figure 8

Mean ratings for seven judgements from Experiment 4.
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Authenticity Authentic . Inauthentic

ean Ratings
H

Note. Error bars indicate the standard error of the mean.

To test our hypothesis that these effects were not aliasing for the impact of authenticity on
other determinants of processing preferences, we included three of the strongest predictors
identified in the literature: objectivity, complexity (Inbar et al., 2010), and expertise (Pachur &
Spaar, 2015). The inclusion of these covariates did not eliminate effects of authenticity—in fact,
the estimated effect was remarkably robust to the controls, b =1.12, #175)=4.12, p<.001. Among
the covariates, only objectivity had a significant (though small) effect on intuition ratings, b = -
0.14, 1(175) =-3.09, p < .001.

To investigate whether the authenticity manipulation had downstream consequences for
advice, we conducted linear regression analyses predicting Expert and Al advice ratings from
authenticity condition. Authenticity had a negative impact on advice utilization for both Expert, b
=-1.50, #(175) = -6.44, p < .001, R? = .19, F(1, 175) = 41.48, p <.001, and Algorithmic, b = -1.70,
1(175)=-8.26, p <.001, R’ = .28, F(1, 175) = 68.15, p < .001, recommendations. Again, the effect

of authenticity was not eliminated by including covariates, for either Expert advice, b = -1.35,
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1(172) = -5.23, p < .001, or Algorithmic advice, b = -1.48, #(172) =-6.38, p <.001. In the former
case, objectivity, b = 0.16, #(172) = 3.90, p < .001, and complexity, b = 0.22, #(172) = 2.79, p <
.001, both had significant effects. In the latter case, the only significant factor besides authenticity
was objectivity, b = 0.16, #(172) = 4.20, p < .001.
Discussion

The findings from Experiment 4 confirm all three hypotheses the experiment was designed
to investigate. First, merely manipulating authenticity, holding all else constant, led to a greater
prescribed role for intuition, but not deliberation. In light of the result from Experiment 1 that
prescribed intuition judgments play a substantially (3x) larger role in predicting choice judgments
than prescribed deliberation judgments, the finding that there is an exclusive causal relation
between intuition and authenticity carries even more weight. Second, the influence of authenticity
on prescribed intuition judgments was robust to the inclusion of well-established covariates in the
analysis, in keeping with our previous results. A compelling explanation of this robustness is that
the most reliable covariates (e.g., objectivity) may be stronger drivers of the prescribed role for
deliberation, rather than intuition. Finally, we had hypothesized that authenticity would not have
a superficial, isolated impact on intuition—rather, we anticipated downstream effects on advice-
taking judgments. As expected, we found large effects of authenticity on advice-taking judgments
(~ 20%), both for human and algorithmic advisors. This is an exciting initial result that indicates
a fruitful direction for future inquiry: might the ego-centricity bias in advice-taking (Yaniv &
Kleinberger, 2000) or preference for reliance on algorithmic advice for deliberative domains
(Castelo, Bos, & Lehmann, 2019) be driven not by considerations of expected performance, but
by the prescription of authentic decision-making?

Experiment 5
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The primary aim of Experiment 5 was to further investigate the causal role of authenticity
on prescriptive processing preferences. In Experiment 4, we demonstrated that when the
authenticity of a decision is important (vs. unimportant), intuition is more likely to be prescribed
as a basis for choice, and deference to experts (human or machine) is less likely to be endorsed.
However, there is an alternative interpretation of these results. Since our vignettes in Experiment
4 abstracted away all contextual detail to isolate the effect of authenticity, participants may have
assumed that the authentic decision took place in an intuitive domain, and thereby prescribed
intuitive decision-making—rather than prescribing intuition on the basis of authenticity per se.!°
Therefore, in Experiment 5, we tested whether our prior findings hold across domains using more
detailed vignettes that specify the domain of the decision.

A secondary aim of Experiment 5 was to test an additional pathway through which domain
could shift the prescribed role of intuition via authenticity. Experiment 4 suggested that the
importance of authenticity increases the prescribed role for intuition (and the experimental
manipulation in Experiment 5 offers an opportunity to replicate this result within specified
domains). But as noted in the discussion of Experiment 2, our prior measures did not measure the
importance of authenticity per se — instead, they measured the extent to which authenticity was
inferred on the basis of an intuitive (vs. deliberative) choice. The results from these studies suggest
that in domains such as romance, it is possible to signal authenticity through an intuitive choice,
whereas in domains such as investment, intuitive decisions are not always seen as more authentic
then deliberative decisions, with the consequence that it may not be possible to differentially signal

authenticity through decision basis. Put differently, even if the importance of signaling authenticity

10'We thank our reviewers for pointing out this important possibility.
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is consistent across domains, the possibility of signaling authenticity could differ from domain to
domain.

We test for this possibility in Experiment 5 by having participants indicate the extent to
which decisions in each domain have the potential to reflect one’s true, authentic self, and whether
this judgment mediates effects of domain on the prescribed role for intuition. We also include a
measure of the perceived reliability of intuition and deliberation across domains to ensure that
effects of signaling possibility, if found, are not simply capturing domain variation in the perceived

reliability of intuition (vs. deliberation).

Methods

Participants

Participants were 526 adults (229 male, 288 female, 9 other, mean age = 35) recruited on
Prolific Academic in exchange for monetary compensation ($0.37 for a 3-minute study). An
additional ten participants were eliminated for failing to meet pre-registered criteria for minimum
time (1 min) or failing the same attention check as Experiment 4.
Materials and Procedure

Participants were randomly assigned to one of two conditions (authentic or inauthentic)
and one of three domains (romance, donation, and investment). They then read one of six versions

of a vignette, illustrated here for the domain of donations [authentic / inauthentic]:

Imagine Alex is making an important donation decision. He will be choosing

between two options: donating to BetterDays or WeHelp, two charities.
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Alex thinks that it is [extremely important / not important at all] that he makes this
donation decision in a way that reflects his true, authentic self. That is, Alex thinks that this

decision [should / need not] reflect his deep, most sincere sense of who he is.

Participants then responded to the intuition, deliberation, objectivity, complexity, expertise, expert
advice, and algorithmic advice items from Experiment 4. Additionally, they responded to the
following items, presented in random order and with Likert scales from ‘strongly disagree’ to

‘strongly agree’ [1-7]:

Reliability: “Deliberation is a more reliable process than intuition when making decisions
about [romance / donations / investment].”
Signaling Possibility: “Decisions about [romance / donations / investment] (more so than

decisions in other domains) have the potential to reflect one’s true, authentic self.”

Finally, participants provided demographic information.!!

! Our study additionally included a signaling value measure that assessed the importance of signaling authenticity in
a given domain. As a manipulation check, we asked participants to indicate how important they thought it was to
signal authenticity: “When it comes to decisions about [domain] (more so than decisions in other domains), there is
value in being authentic.”; Likert-type item from O (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). We found that signaling
authenticity was viewed as more important to participants in the authentic condition across all our domains
(Investment: Mauthentic = 440, SDauthentic = 157, Minauthentic = 4.1 0, SDinauthentic = 156, Donation: Mauthentic = 583, SDauthentic
= 113, Minauthentic = 550, SDinauthentic = 115, Romance: Moauthentic = 647, SDauthentic = 078, Minauthentic = 643, SDinauthentic
= 0.78). However, this difference was only significant when pooling donation and investment (Mair = 0.33, 95% CI
[0.07, 0.60], SE = .16, t = 2.05, p < .05, Cohen’s d = .22). We speculate that the manipulation check did not reach
significance for Romance due to ceiling effects, but either way this does not undermine the interpretation of our
experimental manipulation.
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Results and Discussion

To test our hypothesis that the authenticity manipulation would affect prescriptive processing
judgments, we performed two-way ANOVAs predicting these judgments from authenticity and
domain as categorical variables. In accordance with the results of Experiment 4, this analysis
revealed a significant main effect of authenticity on intuition ratings, F(1, 520) =9.87, p < .01, n%c
= .02, as well as a main effect of domain, (2, 520) = 44.2, p < .001, n?g = .15, but no interaction,
F(2,520) = 1.88, p = .15, n%g = .01.!> We once again did not find an influence of authenticity on
deliberation judgments, F(1, 520) = 0.79, p = .51, n%c = .0, though there was domain variation in
deliberation, F(2, 520) = 28.3, p <.001, n’c = .10, and no interaction F(2, 520) = 1.29, p = .28, 0%
=.0 (see Figure 9).

To test our hypothesis that these effects were not aliasing for the impact of authenticity on
other determinants of processing preferences, we included objectivity, complexity, and expertise
as covariates in a linear regression equivalent to the analysis above. In keeping with the results of
Experiment 4, the inclusion of these covariates did not eliminate effects of authenticity, » = 0.51,
t(517) = 2.23, p < .05. Among the covariates, objectivity had a significant negative effect on
intuition ratings, b =-0.11, #(175) = -4.64, p < .001, and expertise had a significant positive effect,
b=0.15, ((175) = 2.66, p < .01. The analysis as a whole accounted for a significant amount of

variation in the prescription of intuition, R? = .24, F(8, 517) = 22.25, p <.001.

Figure 9

12 Despite the statistical test not revealing an interaction, a visual inspection of Figure 9 suggests that the effect of the
authenticity manipulation was larger in the non-intuitive domains as opposed to romance. As pointed out by a
reviewer, this might be due to ceiling effects.
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Mean ratings for seven judgements from Experiment 5.

Authenticity Authentic [l Inauthentic

Investment | | Donation | | Romance

Mean Ratings
= N W ks OO N

Note. Error bars indicate the standard error of the mean.

To investigate whether the authenticity manipulation had downstream consequences for advice,
we conducted two-way ANOVAs predicting Expert and Al advice ratings from authenticity and
domain as between-subjects factors. We found a significant main effect of authenticity on Expert
advice ratings, F(1, 520) = 33.03, p < .001, n’c = .06, such that expert advice was less likely to be
endorsed when authenticity was important. We also found a main effect of domain, F(2, 520) =
119.16, p <.001, 0% = .31, such that advice endorsement was lowest for the most intuitive domain
(romance) and highest for the most deliberative domain (investment). However, we did not find a
significant interaction between domain and authenticity, F(2, 520) = 2.00, p = .14, n’c = .00. We
similarly found significant main effects of authenticity on Al advice ratings, F(1, 520) =49.19, p
<.001, n% = .09, as well as a main effect of domain, F(2, 520) = 41.86, p < .001, n’ = .14, but
no interaction, F(2, 520) = 0.54, p = .58, n’c = .00.

The effect of authenticity was robust to the inclusion of objectivity, complexity, and
expertise as covariates for algorithmic advice, b =-0.69, (517) =-3.21, p <.001, but not for expert

advice, b = -0.27, #(517) = -0.99, p = .32. This latter finding is discrepant with the results we
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obtained for in Experiment 4. Upon further inspection, the presence of a higher-order pairwise
interaction between domain and authenticity (from investment to donations), b = -0.65, #(517) = -
2.13, p <.05, was likely the cause for the null appearance of the main effect.!® Indeed, running the
same regression without the interaction between domain and authenticity reveals a significant
effect of authenticity, b = -0.60, #(519) = -4.39, p < .001. Among the covariates, only objectivity
had a significant effect on expert advice utilization, b = 0.10, #(517) = 4.58, p < .001, and only
complexity had a significant effect on algorithmic advice utilization, b = 0.08, #(517) =-2.03, p <
.05.

Having found robust effects of our authenticity importance manipulation that replicate our
prior results, we turn to our analysis of our two candidate mediators: signaling possibility and
reliability. For these variables to mediate the effect of domain on the prescription of intuition, they
would need to show variance across domains. We therefore conducted one-way ANOVAs
predicting these measures from domain as a between-subjects factor. Both our signaling, F(2, 523)
= 150.10, p < .001, n%c = .36, and reliability, F(2, 523) = 56.91, p < .001, n’c = .18, measures

showed substantial variation across domains (see Figure 10).

Figure 10

13 No higher-order interaction terms were significant in the prior regression analyses for this experiment, and were
thus omitted here for sake of space. For complete documentation of all analyses, see ‘Experiment5Analysis,” available
on our OSF page.
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Domain Differences in the Distribution of Mediators from Experiment 5.

Signaling Reliability

Donation

Investment

Note. Plot shows probability density estimates of mediators across domains. ‘Signaling’
refers to the possibility of signaling authenticity in a given domain, and ‘Reliability’ to the
perceived reliability of deliberation (over intuition). Points on the densities indicate the mean, and
the error bars indicate the standard error of the mean. Dotted line indicates the expected mean of

the null distribution.

Given the presence of significant variation across domains for both measures, we
proceeded with our mediation analyses. We opted to employ multiple mediation analyses using
the “lavaan” R package (Rosseel, 2012), which contrasts both mediators within a single analysis
to minimize potential Type 1 errors due to correlated residuals, and which allows us to investigate
effects of signaling possibility while taking reliability into account. Further, instead of using
analytically-derived standard errors, we report bootstrapped confidence intervals generated with a
thousand samples to avoid bias arising from the non-normality of indirect effects (Preacher &
Hayes, 2008).

A challenge for testing mediation in this study is the dependence of our key measure, the
prescription of intuition, on an experimental manipulation (authenticity), which could affect the
causal pathways of interest. In particular, stipulating that authenticity is irrelevant for a given

decision could weaken the link between the prescription of intuition for that decision and any
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domain-level measures related to authenticity (e.g., signaling possibility). The prescription of
intuition could still depend on domain, but likely through other determinants of processing
preferences (such as the perceived reliability of intuition relative to deliberation). On the other
hand, stipulating that authenticity is important should preserve the influence of factors like
signaling possibility.

In light of these observations, we conducted the same mediation analysis separately on data
obtained from participants in our two experimental groups (see Figure 11). For participants in the
authentic group, a multiple mediation analysis of the effect of domain on processing judgments
revealed a significant indirect effect of domain on the prescription of intuition through signaling
possibility, b = 0.24, 95% C1 [0.07, 0.43], p < .01 and reliability, b = 0.44, 95% CI [0.30, 0.60], p
< .001. Once the mediated pathways are taken into account, the direct relationship between
authenticity and intuition is reduced to non-significance, b = 0.08, 95% CI [-0.20, 0.35], p = .60,
indicating full mediation. The total standardized effect is large, b = 0.77, 95% CI [0.53, 1.00], p <
.001, so the model as a whole predicts a substantial amount of variation in intuition judgments.
These results suggest that signaling possibility, in addition to other factors like reliability, may
play a role in guiding the prescription of intuition.

Conducting the same analysis for participants in the inauthentic group once again revealed
significant (albeit weaker) a significant indirect effect of domain on the prescription of intuition
through signaling possibility, b = 0.14, 95% CI [0.05, 0.27], p < .05, and reliability, b = 0.34, 95%
CI[0.21, 0.50], p <.001. Unlike our previous analysis, the direct relationship between authenticity
and intuition for this group remained significant after taking the mediators into account, b = 0.60,
95% CI [0.35, 0.85], p <.001, indicating partial mediation. The total standardized effect was once

again large, b = 1.08, 95% CI [0.87, 1.29], p <.001, so the model as a whole predicts a substantial
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amount of variation in judgments of intuition. We note that the difference between the direct path
estimates across the two groups was significant, z = 2.81, p < .01, which supports the possibility
that our experimental manipulation, in weakening the link between authenticity and intuition, in
fact shifted patterns of covariation in the data. Importantly, despite this effect, we found signaling

possibility to consistently mediate the relation between domain and the prescription of intuition.

Figure 11

Path Diagrams of Mediation Analyses of Prescriptive Intuition Judgments from Experiment 5.

Authenticity Important Authenticity Not Important
Rel Rel
-0.78 -0.57 -Q.77 -0.44
Dom 0.08 > Int Dom 0.60 » Int
0. 0,24 0. 015
SgP SgP

Note. Variable names were abbreviated for the plots. Figures show the covariation between
Domain (Dom), Signaling Possibility (SgP), and Reliability (Rel) in ultimately predicting the
prescription of Intuition (/nf). Domain is coded such that more intuitive domains are assigned
higher values. Plot on the left shows standardized path coefficients for the authentic decision

condition, whereas the plot on the right shows estimates for the inauthentic decision condition.
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Solid lines indicate paths significant at p < .01, dashed lines indicate non-significant paths. All

indirect paths are significant at p <.05.

Discussion

The results of Experiment 5 confirm the hypotheses we set out to investigate and replicate
our findings from Experiment 4. First, manipulating the importance of authenticity led to an
increase in the prescription of intuition, but not deliberation—and this effect held across domains,
in concrete decision scenarios, even after controlling for important covariates. Second, we once
again found large and robust downstream effects of manipulating the importance of authenticity
on advice-taking judgments, both for human and algorithmic advisors. Finally, mediation analyses
on additional measures indicate that when authenticity matters, the possibility of signaling one’s
values explains variation in the prescription of intuition across domains that is not reducible to
reliability.

General Discussion

Across five studies, we investigate the hypothesis that people’s beliefs about how they
ought to make decisions guide their decisions, and we offer a causal account of the origins of these
metacognitive judgments rooted in concerns about authenticity. Our findings reveal that people
have systematic beliefs concerning the domains in which they ought to rely on intuition vs.
deliberation, that these beliefs are distinct from descriptive beliefs, and that they play a role in
predicting choice (Experiment 1). We also show that decisions made through intuition (vs.
deliberation) are generally thought to signal greater commitment, confidence, self-reflection, and
authenticity, with the latter two varying across domains (Experiment 2). Crucially, we find that

inferences about self-reflection and authenticity drawn from intuitive vs. deliberative choices show
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the same cross-domain variation as prescriptions for intuition vs. deliberation in making decisions.
This finding is consistent with the idea that intuition is sometimes prescribed in part because of its
association with authenticity. Experiment 3 bolsters our interpretation of Experiments 1-2 by
showing that our key findings are not driven by differences in the information available about each
choice, and by replicating — with a more powerful and better controlled within-subjects design —
the association between inferences about intuitive vs. deliberative decision makers and judgments
about how decisions ought to be made. Finally, the results of Experiments 4-5 show that the
relationship between authenticity and intuition is not merely correlational: a targeted manipulation
of the importance of authenticity has effects on the prescription of intuition, without affecting the
prescription of deliberation, whether the domain of a decision is unspecified (Experiment 4) or
specified (Experiment 5).

Our theory and results are broadly consistent with prior work on cross-domain variation in
processing preferences (e.g., Inbar et al., 2010), as well as work showing that people draw social
inferences from intuitive decisions (e.g., Tetlock, 2003). However, we bridge and extend these
literatures by relating inferences made on the basis of an individual’s decision to cross-domain
variation in the prescribed roles of intuition and deliberation. Importantly, our work is unique in
showing that neither judgments about how decisions ought to be made, nor inferences from
decisions, are fully reducible to considerations of differential processing costs or the reliability of
a given process for the case at hand. Our stimuli—unlike those used in prior work (e.g., Inbar et
al., 2010; Pachur & Spaar, 2015)—involved deliberation costs that had already been incurred at
the time of decision, yet participants nevertheless displayed substantial and systematic cross-
domain variation in their inferences, processing judgments, and eventual decisions. Most

dramatically, our matched-information scenarios in Experiment 3 ensured that effects were driven
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by decision basis alone. In addition to excluding the computational costs of deliberation and
matching the decision to deliberate, these scenarios also matched the evidence available
concerning the quality of each choice. Nonetheless, decisions that were based on intuition vs.
deliberation were judged differently along a number of dimensions, including their authenticity.

Beyond linking social inference to the prescribed role of intuition, our work highlights a
novel role for authenticity. Consistent with prior work, we find evidence of an association between
intuition (vs. deliberation) and the true or authentic self. But going beyond this prior work, we find
that authenticity can play a causal role in decision making, and that it does so by elevating the role
that decision-makers think intuition should play. Furthermore, we explore two distinct ways in
which authenticity could drive cross-domain differences in intuition: importance and possibility.
To reiterate, it could be that in some domains, it is more important to be authentic than in other
domains—or it could be the case that authenticity is always important across domains, and that
what differs is instead the possibility of being authentic or of signaling authenticity through one’s
decision process. In our last experiment, we outline a candidate mechanism for how these two
notions relate to each other: We propose that the possibility of authentic decision-making mediates
the influence of importance and find preliminary evidence in support of this hypothesis.

Of course, many questions remain about precisely what authenticity amounts to (Newman
& Smith, 2016; Varga & Guignon, 2020). For instance, we do not offer an account of why our
measures of authenticity and self-reflection sometimes diverged. Relatedly, though our results
clearly show that authenticity has an influence on judgments of decision-making that is distinct
from relevant factors (e.g., objectivity), our experiments are not designed to investigate potential
interrelationships between these factors and authenticity, which might be an interesting direction

for future work. For instance, it could be that authenticity matters not because it relates to narrow
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notions of reliability concerning a given decision or domain, but to a broader notion of self-
knowledge in virtue of which a decision-maker is thought to be trustworthy. That said, our results
contribute to a growing body of work suggesting that these notions play a role in our folk
psychological conceptions of others and ourselves (Strohminger, Knobe, & Newman, 2017), with
downstream consequences for judgments and behavior (Hong and Chang, 2015).

While both intuition and one’s own deliberation constitute internal or “first-personal”
processes, the association between intuition and the true self (Maglio & Reich, 2018) suggests that
first-personal sources are not created equal: intuition may be regarded as a stronger indicator of
self-understanding, where the strength of this association (or the importance of achieving self-
understanding) varies across domains. If these suggestions are correct, we would predict that
deliberation-dominant domains are also those for which deference (to another human or to an
algorithm) will be regarded as more appropriate, and Experiments 4-5 offer evidence to this effect.
For example, it should be regarded as more appropriate to defer to experts in making medical or
investment decisions than when choosing romantic partners or songs (as found in recent research
for algorithmic advisors, see Castelo, Bos, & Lehmann, 2019). We might also expect that intuition-
dominant domains are those more closely tied to personal identity — for instance, a romantic partner
or a favorite song might say more about who you are deep down than an electronics purchase or a
medical decision. However, an important caveat is that “domain” (as operationalized in our
studies) is likely to be a proxy for other features of decision scenarios that affect the importance
or nature of intuition-based self-understanding. Even within a domain, we might expect decisions
that are more closely tied to the first-personal properties and to identity (e.g., a smartphone versus

a router) to show a stronger role for intuition.
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Open questions remain concerning the role of intuition in signaling confidence and
commitment. Though Experiment 2 replicated the general finding that intuitive decisions signal
greater commitment (e.g., Meritt & Monin, 2011) and confidence (e.g., Simmons & Nelson, 2006),
these effects did not emerge in Experiment 3’s matched-information scenarios, which controlled
for the costs of deliberation, the decision to deliberate, and the information concerning the quality
of each choice. This suggests that prior studies may have found effects of faster or more intuitive
decisions because the decision to deliberate, or the time required for deliberation (e.g., Critcher et
al., 2012; Gates et al., 2021), signals lower confidence and commitment. We also considered the
possibility that cross-domain variation in the importance of confidence and commitment could
explain the prescribed role for intuition, even if intuitive decisions are always judged more
confident and committed. Intriguingly, our supplementary experiment (Experiment S1) instead
revealed that the importance of confidence and commitment predicts a greater prescribed role for
deliberation, not for intuition. On the face of it, this is a puzzling result: people prescribe greater
deliberation when confidence and commitment are important, yet judge intuitive decisions to
signal greater confidence and commitment. One possibility is that having an intuition is taken to
signal confidence and commitment (Experiment 2), but basing one’s decision on intuition is not
(Experiment 3) — instead, for this more controllable aspect of decision-making, investing in
deliberation is what signals commitment. It is also plausible that commitment plays a different or
more important role in a limited subset of decision contexts where cooperation is crucial (e.g.,
moral or social decisions). This is a valuable question for future research.

Importantly, our findings regarding commitment and confidence do provide convincing
evidence against a deflationary account of our findings regarding authenticity. One might think

that there is cross-domain variation in intuition, and that intuition is typically associated with
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positive virtues, and on that basis conclude that our results regarding cross-domain variation in
authenticity obtain simply because it is a positive virtue. However, we consistently find strong
evidence against such accounts, as we show that cross-domain variation in inferences may not
occur for even the most obvious and desirable positive virtues, such as confidence and
commitment.

Our findings also raise new questions about the perceived independence of intuition and
deliberation as inputs to choice. In Experiments 4 and 5, manipulating the importance of
authenticity had a causal impact on the prescribed role for intuition, but not for deliberation.
Supplementary Experiment S1 similarly found that the importance of authenticity predicted the
prescription of intuition, but additionally found that the importance of commitment was correlated
with prescribed deliberation, and not with prescribed intuition. These findings suggest that the
prescribed roles for intuition and deliberation are governed by non-overlapping factors, such that
the relative importance of intuition versus deliberation may be difficult to interpret. Measuring the
prescribed role for intuition and deliberation separately as we do (vs. as separate anchors on a
unidimensional scale, cf. Inbar et al. 2010) is therefore likely to be a worthwhile feature to preserve
in future research.

In our studies, we did not consider the important role of individual variation. This was an
intentional choice of focus, as individual variation in the perceived roles of intuition and
deliberation have been investigated by many productive research programs (e.g., Cacioppo & Petty,
1982; Frederick, 2005; Pacini & Epstein, 1999; Stahl et al., 2016), whereas variation across
domains and contexts has received much less attention. It is an open question how these individual
differences might interact with our findings. We hope that individual and cultural variation in our

effects will be the subject of future work. Another important limitation of the present work is that
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we only considered hypothetical choice (in Experiment 1) — it would be valuable to investigate the
role of prescriptive beliefs concerning the roles of intuition and deliberation in real-world decision
making.

A related limitation is that we operationalize intuition and deliberation in particular ways
throughout our experiments; as having differing properties (e.g., speed, intentionality) that may or
may not correspond to the underlying mechanisms of intuition and deliberation (about which there
is much debate (Evans & Stanovich, 2013)). Though we chose these properties in the service of
creating naturalistic stimuli, future work could explore which properties of intuition and
deliberation in fact drive the prescription of one process over the other, and whether downstream
judgments are significantly impacted by the chosen method of operationalization. Another
limitations is that our third-party scenarios explicitly specified an individual’s decision process,
but in real-world cases such information is typically unavailable, and an individual’s decision
process (like their mental states and character) of must instead be inferred. One plausible cue to
decision process is decision speed, which is directly observable and has already been shown to
drive social inferences (Critcher et al., 2012; Gates et al., 2021). However, inferences to decision
process have been relatively underexplored, and there are likely to be many additional cues. Newly
emerging work on lay decision theory and rationalism may help elucidate the commonality and
psychological significance of such inferences (Hsee, Yang, Zheng, & Wang, 2015; Jara-Ettinger,
Gweon, Schulz, & Tenenbaum, 2016). Our work contributes to this literature by demonstrating
the latent complexity of lay notions of decision-making: from authenticity to reliability, people
actively draw inferences from (and utilize information about) sophisticated concepts in evaluating

their own and others’ decisions.
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An implication of our work is that people’s beliefs about the value of authenticity — or its
association with intuition — could be a loci for interventions designed to promote more deliberative
decisions. There is a large body of work on improving decision-making, with many efforts
targeting over-reliance on heuristics and other forms of intuitive reasoning by providing people
with effective reasoning strategies and other ‘thinking tools’ (e.g., Maule & Maule, 2016). Our
results are significant as they suggest an alternative point of intervention: people might have all
the tools they need, but if they consider their use to be inappropriate in some cases, then they will
rely on their intuitions regardless of their access to objective information or deliberative thinking
strategies (see also Cusimano & Lombrozo, 2021). An important question for future research is
therefore when such prescriptive commitments interfere with good decisions, and how these
decisions can be improved.

Beyond this potential practical value, our work helps articulate people’s folk theory of
decision making. This is important because a folk theory of choice is likely to guide people’s own
decisions (as suggested by our results for hypothetical choice in Experiment 1), as well as the
inferences they draw from them. In addition, we have shown that beliefs about decision making
affect how we evaluate others (Experiments 2-3), and the prescribed role for outside advice
(Experiment 4-5). Finally, our work helps explain why Darwin’s marital deliberation might seem

wrong: he did not decide to be authentic.
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