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Summary 

The dissertation attempts to study, in a systematic way, biases in individual decision making in 

consumer choice situations. The dissertation consists of three essays. The first two essays use 

laboratory experiments to explore how people choose between several non-linear pricing 

schemes when demand is uncertain. It is found that subjects may deviate substantially from 

choosing the scheme with the lowest expected cost and behave in a way consistent with a 

number of relatively simple “heuristics.” The natural follow-up question as to how these biases 

can be exploited by sellers is explored theoretically in the third essay. 

 

Overall evaluation 

I enjoyed reading this dissertation. The topic is interesting, the research questions are well posed, 

and the methodology to address them is adequately chosen. On top of this, the analysis is 

competently executed, and results are quite strong (although, in this case, “nonresults,” i.e., for 

example, a finding that people can actually choose the lowest-cost pricing scheme, would also be 

interesting). Overall, I believe the dissertation definitely warrants a defense and the author 

deserves a doctoral degree. 

 

Specific comments 

I would like to emphasize that these comments are not binding in the sense that my “acceptance” 

of the dissertation does not change depending on their implementation. The purpose of these 

comments is to give the author and her committee members some thoughts that they may 

consider in revising the dissertation or future papers based on it. Some of the comments are 

easily implementable, while others are philosophical discussions, or simply thoughts that perhaps 

should not be taken too seriously. The comments follow in no particular order. 

 

1. English editing and general editing. As I understand, there will be further editing, so I do not 

comment on language issues (in my view, it’s well-written with several minor exceptions, but 

who am I to judge anyway). It would be good to have consecutive numbering of pages 

throughout, a table of contents at the beginning, common bibliography (many references 

overlap). Also, figure quality is a big problem. 

 

2. Abstract (p.1). It says that the lab experiments generate data that are “superior to what can be 

obtained in the field.” Superior by what criterion? This statement is too strong. 

 

3. Introduction (p.2). The discussion of rationality on the first paragraph needs refinement. First, 

how do you define rationality? For example, are other-regarding preferences rational? It would 

help if early on you say that you are interested in individual decision making, not in games, 

which would restrict the problem somewhat. In any case, the word “rationality” means different 

things to different people and in different contexts. 

 

4. p.1,2. In Stigler (1961) and later similar models, search order does not matter because there 

are no observables to base your search on. So, essentially, search is random. 

 



5. p.6. Again, some statements about the superiority of lab data over field data that may be too 

strong. 

 

6. Essay 1 (p.2) Same thing: “These conclusions would not be possible with field data” is too 

string. It depends on the quality of field data. 

 

7. p.3. Consumer choice does not have to be based on expected utility theory. How about other 

theories of choice under uncertainty, such as prospect theory? 

 

8. p.4. The statement that “it is cognitively more demanding to evaluate the costs and benefits of 

evaluating the next option than to evaluate the option itself” is too strong. It may be, or may be 

not. Besides, search models do not assume that search costs are small. 

 

9. third paragraph on page 4: “their experimental evidence” – who are “they” in this paragraph? 

 

10. end of p.4. “while economists are more interested in the latter” is too strong. Some are, some 

aren’t. 

 

11. Don’t you use deterministic choice to avoid the issues of dealing with expected utility and 

such? It would make sense to say it in the introduction. 

 

12. p.7, reference to Fig. A.5. – perhaps you refer to a wrong figure here, or it is completely 

unclear how it is related to the discussion. 

 

13. p.9 “transfer rate” is better called “exchange rate” 

 

14. p.10. It is also standard to say how subjects were recruited. 

 

15. p.11. It is standard to report: average earnings, gender, age and major composition of subject 

pool; describe the value of CZK in dollars or euros. 

 

16. p. 15. Instead of binary variables “confusion,” “demand awareness” and “absence of return 

movements,” why not use the continuous variables – number of attempts, proportion of rejected 

high-value and accepted low-value items, number of return movements? 

 

17. p.15. “by “joint effect” do you mean interaction? 

 

18. Conclusions. It is unclear how treatments played out in the end. As I understand, no 

differences have been found. At the same time, hypotheses about evaluative vs comparative 

approach were based on treatments. How exactly can conclusions be made then about which 

approach is more likely? 

 

19. “The design of pricing schemes should not be exploitative.” This is a strong normative 

statement some people can disagree with, I would avoid such statements. 

 



20. Is it really that hard to get data from mobile operators on the number of minutes used per 

month and tariffs chosen? They should be interested in this research themselves. 

 

21. I see a combination of two problems here. One, subjects have to evaluate demand at the first 

stage. (By the way, do they know they need to do it in advance, or do they only find out after 

stage 1 is over?) Second, subjects need to choose the optimal payment scheme. So, the question 

is, would they be able to choose the best scheme if they knew demand exactly? This would give 

a cleaner idea on where people are making a mistake. Demand uncertainty is introduced in a 

tricky way here, it’s hard to predict how it interacts with the ability to calculate the best pricing 

scheme. In essay 2, you have more control over demand uncertainty. Wouldn’t it make sense to 

have a controlled hybrid design, with, say, half of the subjects facing demand uncertainty as in 

Essay 2, and half knowing their demand for sure? 

 

22. Essay 2. p.3, footnote 2: “imperfections in consumer behavior” is probably not the best term. 

It’s just incomplete information about prices. 

 

23. p.4. “welfare losses” should probably be “consumer welfare losses.” 

 

24. p.4. “Natural approach” is not a good term. 

 

25. p.6. I think another strand of relevant literature here would be the literature on complexity 

and cognitive costs of computations in decision making. 

 

26. p.7. This model assumes risk neutrality, which is an important restriction. Also, what about 

non-expected utility theories, such as loss aversion? 

 

27. p.8. The statement that by letting subjects receive payoffs from six realizations (as opposed 

to one multiplied by six) somehow reduces the effect of risk aversion is not obvious to me. 

Essentially, you are saying that for a concave utility function u(x) and a distribution function f(x) 

we have something like 
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which is not obvious to me. Note that when you add realizations, variance increases. For the 

average, this may work due to the fact that plim goes through nonlinear functions (i.e., 

])[()]([ XEuXuE → as ∞→n ), but for the sum I am not so sure. 

 

28. Results section. Do subjects make repeated decisions? If yes, how are errors clustered in 

regressions and summary statistics? 

 

29. The problem I see here is similar to the one the author identifies in “field data:” ultimately, 

we observe subjects’ actions but do not know why they took a particular action. The “heuristics” 

identified in the theory section are ad hoc, and the fact that the observed behavior is more 

consistent with one heuristic than with another does not “prove” that any given heuristic was 

actually used by any given subject. Think about designs that would reveal the decision making 

process more explicitly? 

 



30. I don’t have much to say about Essay 3. I think it’s good. I would probably change the 

organization somewhat, moving more details into the appendix and focusing on intuition in the 

main text, but that is completely a matter of taste. More general results would be nice, but the 

author knows that already. 

 

If you have questions do not hesitate co contact me. 

 

With best regards, 

Dmitry Ryvkin 


