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Abstract

Choice overload occurs when individuals feel overwhelmed by an excessive number
of options. Experimental evidence suggests that a larger selection can complicate
the decision-making process. Consequently, choice satisfaction may diminish when
the costs of making a choice outweigh its benefits, indicating that satisfaction
follows an inverted U-shaped relationship with the size of the choice set. However,
the theoretical underpinnings of this phenomenon remain underexplored. Here, we
present a theoretical framework based on relative entropy and effective information
to elucidate the inverted U-shaped relationship between satisfaction and choice set
size. We begin by positing that individuals assign a probability distribution to a
choice set based on their preferences, characterized by an observed Shannon entropy.
We then define a maximum entropy that corresponds to a worst-case scenario where
individuals are indifferent among options, leading to equal probabilities for all
alternatives. We hypothesized that satisfaction is related to the probability of iden-
tifying an ideal choice within the set. By comparing observed entropy to maximum
entropy, we derive the effective information of choice probabilities, demonstrating
that this metric reflects satisfaction with the options available. For smaller choice
sets, individuals can more easily identify their best option, resulting in a sharper
probability distribution around the preferred choice and, consequently, minimum
entropy, which signifies maximum information and satisfaction. Conversely, in
larger choice sets, individuals struggle to compare and evaluate all alternatives,
leading to missed opportunities and increased entropy. This smooth probability
distribution ultimately reduces choice satisfaction, thereby producing the observed
inverted U-shaped trend.
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1 Introduction

In today’s world, individuals are faced with an ever-expanding array of choices. Whether
selecting items from a coffee shop or restaurant menu, choosing career paths, planning vacation
destinations, purchasing consumer products, or even finding life partners, the multitude of
options can be overwhelming [1]. At first glance, it may appear that having more choices
is advantageous; however, experimental evidence indicates that an abundance of options is
not always beneficial [2–8]. In fact, depending on the context [9–12], larger choice sets can
often be more cognitively demanding and time-consuming, leading to lower levels of choice
satisfaction [13–15]. This relationship can be described as an inverted U-shaped function of
choice set size, where the costs of choice outweigh its benefits (see Fig. 1A). This phenomenon,
commonly referred to as choice overload or the paradox of choice, is rooted in the theory of
bounded rationality and psychological choice models [5, 16, 17]. Understanding this effect is
crucial for developing effective marketing strategies and economic policies [12, 18, 19].

Experimental findings have convincingly shown that an abundance of choices can paradoxically
lead to lower satisfaction. For example, in a seminal study [3], consumers shopping in a grocery
store reported significantly lower satisfaction with their purchases and were less likely to buy
when confronted with 24 jam flavors compared to just 6 options. This choice overload effect has
been observed in various studies, including those involving chocolates [4], coffee [20], pens [7],
photographs [15,21], and gift boxes [13], or participation in pension plans [22] and prescription
drug plans [23]. These experiments consistently demonstrate that choosing from a larger pool
of options, as opposed to a smaller selection, results in diminished satisfaction with the chosen
item and a reduction in preference strength, i.e., the extent to which individuals favor their
selected item over alternatives.

Several explanations account for why individuals may react negatively to large sets of choices,
including decision regret, limited cognitive capacity, choice complexity, the need for choice
justification, and time constraints [9]. A widely accepted theory that elucidates this behavior
is based on a two-component model [13,18], which examines the trade-off between the benefits
and costs of making a choice. This model helps to justify the inverted U-shaped relationship
between satisfaction and the number of alternatives in the decision-making process [13,18]. As
illustrated in Fig. 1A, the costs (red) increase at a faster rate than the benefits (blue), resulting
in satisfaction (green) exhibiting an inverted U-shaped pattern as a function of choice set
size [13, 18]. This relationship can be mathematically represented by a quadratic formulation,
which captures the inverted parabolic nature of the connection between choice satisfaction and
choice set size [12].

Yet, a comprehensive theoretical framework explaining choice overload is still lacking. To ad-
dress this gap, here we present a theoretical approach grounded in entropy and effective infor-
mation to elucidate the inverted U-shaped relationship between choice satisfaction and choice
set size. Drawing on insights from behavioral experiments and guided by intuition, we propose
that choice satisfaction is closely linked to the probability of identifying an ideal option among
the available alternatives. We posit that when faced with a selection of options, individuals
assign a probability distribution to the choice set based on their preferences. This probabil-
ity distribution is characterized by an observed Shannon entropy. Additionally, we define a
maximum entropy that represents the worst-case scenario, i.e., when individuals are indifferent
among choices and all alternatives are equally likely to be selected. Ultimately, we introduce
the concept of relative entropy, which is the difference between observed and maximum entropy,
revealing the amount of information associated with an individual’s selection.
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We hypothesized that this effective information reflects satisfaction with choice and can repro-
duce the inverted U-shaped relationship between satisfaction and choice set size. Our results
confirmed this hypothesis, demonstrating that there is an optimal point at which choice satis-
faction is maximized relative to the size of the choice set. In smaller choice sets, individuals can
more easily identify their preferred option with higher certainty, characterized by a probability
distribution that exhibits a sharp peak around the chosen alternative. This configuration re-
sults in maximum information regarding the probability distribution over the choice set, closely
aligning with choice satisfaction. Conversely, in larger choice sets, individuals often struggle to
compare and evaluate all available alternatives, leading to missed opportunities and the assign-
ment of equal probabilities to many options. This dilution of information ultimately reduces
satisfaction, contributing to the observed inverted U-shaped pattern as a function of choice set
size.

Our approach is straightforward and grounded in well-established concepts from physics and
information theory, such as entropy and effective information. We emphasize that having
access to a sufficient amount of information enables individuals to make informed decisions
within a choice set. Conversely, when information is limited, individuals may become indifferent
among options and resort to random selection, leading to feelings of regret and disappointment,
ultimately resulting in lower satisfaction after the decision-making process. Our findings have
significant implications for social, marketing, and economic policy-making, as well as for theories
related to bounded rationality and complex decision-making in humans. Understanding these
dynamics is crucial for effectively navigating the paradox of choice in modern human life.

2 Methods

2.1 Choice probability

To clarify the inverted U-shaped dependency of satisfaction (schematically shown in Fig. 1A) on
choice set size, we assume that an individual is confronted by a choice set of size N (including
arbitrary items) where she assigns a probability distribution P = {p1, p2, ..., pN} to each choice
set, i.e., an spectrum of choice probabilities. These probabilities are derived from the individ-
ual’s comparisons and evaluations of the alternatives, which stem from the inherent properties
of the items and their multi-featured complexity reflected in the difficulty of decision-making
process [24]. In essence, intuitively, the individual assesses multiple features of the items within
the choice set and ranks them based on a relative score assigned to each choice mentally, ranging
from the best-rated, ideal option to the worst-rated option. Mathematically, these scores can be
rescaled to yield a set of normalized probabilities assigned to each item such that

∑N

i=1 pi = 1.
Therefore, we assume that these probabilities are sorted according to the priority of choices,
not their lables. For instance, in each choice set p1 represents the individual’s best option, while
pN corresponds to her worst option.

Assuming that the individual must choose one option, three different scenarios can occur:

• Certain choice: The individual is able (in any way she can) to choose one option with
(approximately) 100% certainty, i.e., she assigns probability p1 = 1 to option i for example
(representing her best choice) and p−1 = 0 to every other option except i. Therefore, the
probability distribution over choice set is a delta function over the preferred option (see
Fig. 1B1, i = 5 in this example). This scenario represents the best case, characterized by
minimal uncertainty and entropy in choice probabilities, indicating that the individual
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Figure 1: Satisfaction and choice probability. (A) Schematics of the two-component
model that describes satisfaction (green) with a choice set based on the trade-off between
benefits (blue) and costs (red) of choosing. (B1-B3) Three representative examples of the
probability distribution that an individual may assign to a choice set of size N = 15, including
a delta function over the preferred choice (B1, here choice #5), a constant probability when all
alternatives are equally probable (B2, here p = 1

15
), and an arbitrary probability distribution

centered around the more preferred option (B3, here a normal distribution).

possesses maximum information about the choice set. Consequently, it is reasonable to
conclude that she experiences maximum satisfaction with her selection.

• Indifferent choice: In this scenario, the individual is indifferent among the options and,
therefore, assigns equal probabilities to all choices, such that p1 = p2 = ... = pN = 1

N

(illustrated in Fig. 1B2, p = 1
15

here). This represents the worst-case scenario, where
the choice is made randomly, resulting in maximum uncertainty and entropy of choice
probabilities, and thus minimal information about the choice set.

• Partial preference: In this situation, the individual neither selects one option with abso-
lute certainty nor exhibits indifference (for any reason). Instead, she assigns an arbitrary
probability distribution to the choice set, favoring more preferred options with higher
probabilities. This is schematically represented in Fig. 1B3, where the distribution may
resemble a normal distribution around her preferred choice (i = 5, for example).

We demonstrate that these probability distributions can effectively determine an individual’s
choice satisfaction and reproduce its inverted U-shaped relationship with choice set size. This
concept can be theoretically framed using well-established principles from physics and informa-
tion theory, including relative entropy, Shannon entropy, and effective information. Specifically,
we argue that the entropy of the probability distribution assigned by the individual to the choice
set, relative to the maximum possible entropy of that set, yields effective information. This
effective information reflects the individual’s choice satisfaction and influences the certainty
with which she selects among various alternatives.
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2.2 Shannon entropy

The Shannon entropy (H) is defined as the entropy of a probability distribution which quantifies
the average level of uncertainty or information associated with the possible outcomes:

H(P) = −
N
∑

i=1

pi log(pi), (1)

where P = {p1, p2, ..., pN} is the probability distribution over possible choices, and log(p)
denotes the logarithm in base 2 such that entropy gives the unit of bits.

2.3 Relative entropy

Relative entropy, also known as Kullback-Leibler (KL) distance, quantifies the difference be-
tween two probability distributions. It is always non-negative, and is zero if and only if the
probability distributions are identical. Relative entropy can be used to calculate the effective
information which measures the uncertainty reduction provided by an a posteriori repertoire
(observed state of the system) with respect to an a priori repertoire (maximum entropy distri-
bution on the states of the system), as follows [25, 26]:

I(P, N) = Hmax(N)−Hobs(P), (2)

where I is called effective information, and Hmax and Hobs are the corresponding maximum and
observed Shannon entropies, respectively. The maximum entropy Hmax = log(N) corresponds
to a probability distribution where all alternatives are equally likely to occur, i.e., pi =

1
N
. The

observed entropy (Hobs) given by Eq. (1) corresponds to the probability distribution that the
individual assigns to choice set.

2.4 Optimal choice set size

To account for various factors such as an individual’s limited cognitive capacity for computation
or time constraints in the decision-making process, we assume that there is an optimal choice
set size (m) - which could be, in principle, different for each individual - representing the point
at which the individual is able to single out her best option with a higher probability. In this
context, the optimal choice set size serves as the turning point for the choice satisfaction function
such that when N ≤ m the information represented in Eq. (2) (which reflects satisfaction) is a
monotonically increasing function of choice set size, i.e., for N < N ′:

I(P, N) ≤ I(P ′, N ′), (3)

where P and P ′ are two arbitrary probability distributions corresponding to choice sets of size
N and N ′, respectively. Conversely, for N > m, the choice set becomes too large, making it
difficult for the individual to easily single out her best option due to limited cognitive capacity
or time constraints. As a result, some choices may not be adequately evaluated. We denote
these unprocessed or missed choices by n = N − m, and assume they are equally probable,
as the individual lacks information about them and, therefore, has no preference among them.
Consequently, for N > m, the information becomes a monotonically decreasing function of
choice set size, i.e., for N < N ′:

I(P, N) ≥ I(P ′, N ′), (4)

where the combination of these conditions results in a choice satisfaction that is an inverted
U-shaped function of choice set size.
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3 Results

3.1 Intuitive theoretical framework

Findings from several behavioral experiments suggest that, in many cases, choice satisfaction
follows an inverted U-shaped function in relation to choice set size [2–8, 13–15]. These experi-
mental observations share several common characteristics regarding choice satisfaction:

• Initial increase: Choice satisfaction rises with smaller choice sets, largely due to the
perceived benefits of having options, such as the sense of freedom associated with making
a choice.

• Optimal size: There exists an optimal choice set size that maximizes satisfaction. This
optimal size can vary depending on contextual factors, including time constraints and
task difficulty.

• Subsequent decrease: Beyond the optimal size, satisfaction declines as the choice set
expands. This decrease is attributed to individuals’ limited cognitive capacity to process
large sets of options and the increasing costs associated with making a decision.

Motivated by findings from behavioral experiments on choice overload and satisfaction, here
we present an explanatory model of choice overload through the following assumptions and
arguments:

• Satisfaction and probability distribution: We assert that satisfaction with a choice corre-
lates with the probability of finding an ideal choice within the set. Regardless of context,
time constraints and task difficulty, individuals assign a probability distribution, i.e.,
P = {p1, p2, ..., pN}, to a choice set of size N such that

∑N

i=1 pi = 1 (see Methods).

• Observed Shannon entropy : The assigned probability distribution is characterized by
an observed Shannon entropy (Hobs) as defined in Eq. (1), representing the degree of
uncertainty in choice selection.

• Maximum Shannon entropy : We define the maximum Shannon entropy of probabilities
(Hmax) given by Eq. (1), representing a worst-case scenario where the individual is indif-
ferent among choices, and all alternatives are equally likely to be selected.

• Relative entropy and information: We introduce the relative entropy, defined as the dif-
ference between observed and maximum entropies. This relative entropy indicates the
amount of information (I) generated, given by Eq. (2), which reflects the individual’s
satisfaction relative to a situation where indifference among alternatives prevails.

• Optimal choice set size: Finally, we define an optimal choice set size (m), which enables
the individual to identify her best option with greater probability. In larger choice sets,
the costs of decision-making often outweigh the benefits, leading to diminished satisfac-
tion. The optimal choice set size elucidates the inverted U-shaped relationship between
satisfaction and choice set size, aligning with the conditions specified in Eqs. (3) and (4).

When the choice set is small, individuals are more likely to single out their preferred option
with greater ease and lower cognitive effort compared to larger sets, where they struggle to
assign probabilities to all alternatives. In the best-case scenario, the probability distribution
exhibits a sharp peak around the preferred choice, effectively resembling a delta function where
the individual selects that option with 100% certainty (see Fig. 1B1). This results in zero
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observed entropy and maximum information, leading to the highest level of satisfaction. Con-
versely, in the extreme case where the individual is indifferent among alternatives, she assigns
equal probabilities to all choices (Fig. 1B2). This situation yields maximum observed entropy
and zero information, as decisions are made randomly without preference, resulting in minimal
satisfaction. In other scenarios (see Fig. 1B3), comparing the entropy of the observed prob-
ability distribution with the maximum entropy produces non-zero information, which can be
interpreted as a measure of satisfaction.

3.2 Information represents choice satisfaction

In our model, we utilize the information defined in Eq. (2) as a proxy for choice satisfaction.
When the choice set is small, the observed probability distribution can closely resemble a delta
function centered on the preferred choice (i.e., the best-case scenario). In the extreme case,
when an individual chooses an option with 100% certainty, Hobs = 0 and I = Hmax yields
maximum information where the individual is more certain about her choice and, leading to
greater satisfaction. Conversely, when the choice set is large, the observed probability distribu-
tion tends to reflect the worst-case scenario probability distribution (i.e., when the individual
is indifferent among choices and all options are equally probable). This situation results in
maximum observed entropy. In this case, the individual makes her decisions randomly when
Hobs = Hmax, resulting in no information (I = 0), meaning that she chooses with greater
uncertainty and is less satisfied with her choice in this extreme scenario.

This concept is illustrated by an example given in Table 1 which is visualized in Fig. 2. For
instance, when confronted by only one choice (N = 1), the individual has no alternatives and
must choose with a probability of p1 = 1; thus I = 0 since Hobs = Hmax = 0. When the choice
set size is N = 2, for example, the individual can select her preferred option with a probability
of p1 ≈ 1, while assigning a lower probability p2 ≪ 1 to the other option, and so forth. Of
note, in Table 1 we do not assume a continuous increase in choice set size. Instead, in line with
the settings of behavioral experiments [3,4,7,8,15], we assume that the individual encounters a
new, independent choice set of varying size each time. Consequently, when faced with a choice
set of size N , the individual has no recollection of the previous rating of options (i.e., when the
choice set size was N − 1), nor does she remember the scores, or associated probabilities of the
options from that prior set.

In this example, the optimal choice set size at which the individual is able to single out her
best option is m = 6 (indicated by vertical dashed lines in Fig. 2). As shown in Fig. 2A, for
N ≤ 6, the information defined by Eq. (2) is a monotonically increasing function of choice set
size, consistent with Eq. (3). In contrast, for N > 6, the individual begins to miss options,
as she cannot effectively compare all alternatives and thus assigns equal probabilities to them
(in the following, we demonstrate how this can be formulated). This leads to a reduction
in information, aligning with Eq. (4). Taken together, the information illustrated in Fig. 2A
successfully captures the inverted U-shaped relationship between satisfaction and choice set
size. At each step, the information can be compared to that of the previous step to identify
trends in increasing or decreasing satisfaction.

It is important to note that equiprobable choices do not necessarily indicate an inability to
process options. An individual may arrive at a specific probability distribution that reduces
satisfaction, even with choice sets smaller than the optimal size. Conversely, an individual might
effectively process larger choice sets but make decisions that result in a probability distribution
that increases satisfaction. These behaviors will be ultimately averaged out across a large
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Table 1: Example of probabilities for various choice set sizes. This table presents
representative probabilities (pi) for options across choice sets of different sizes, ranging from
N = 1 to N = 12. These probabilities are sorted according to the individual’s preference, i.e.,
for each choice set (row) p1 corresponds to her best-rated option, while pN corresponds to her
worst-rated option. The optimal choice set size is fixed at m = 6. The inverted U-shaped
dependency of satisfaction (represented by information I) on choice set size can be reproduced
by this example, as shown in Fig. 2A.

N p1 p2 p3 p4 p5 p6 p7 p8 p9 p10 p11 p12 Hmax Hobs I

1 1 0.00 0.00 0.00

2 0.9 0.1 1.00 0.47 0.53

3 0.9 0.05 0.05 1.58 0.56 1.02

4 0.85 0.05 0.05 0.05 2.00 0.85 1.15

5 0.80 0.09 0.06 0.04 0.01 2.32 1.06 1.26

6 0.77 0.10 0.05 0.03 0.03 0.02 2.58 1.25 1.33

7 0.70 0.10 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.03 0.03 2.80 1.61 1.19

8 0.60 0.11 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.04 3.00 2.06 0.94

9 0.52 0.10 0.08 0.07 0.06 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.04 3.17 2.40 0.77

10 0.43 0.09 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 3.32 2.77 0.55

11 0.28 0.10 0.09 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 3.46 3.23 0.23

12 0.14 0.10 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 3.59 3.55 0.04
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Figure 2: Information represents choice satisfaction. (A) Information derived from the
relative entropy in Eq. (2) reflects choice satisfaction. The inverted U-shaped relationship
between satisfaction (represented by information I) and choice set size (N) can be replicated
using the choice probabilities outlined in Table 1. (B) The corresponding maximum (blue)
and observed (red) entropies from Table 1 are presented for comparison. Vertical dashed lines
indicate the optimal choice set size (m = 6 in this example).

pool of participants. In fact, typically, behavioral experiments involve dozens of individuals
with diverse decision-making strategies, ranging from maximizers (who seek the best option
through extensive searching) to satisficers (who decide based on a less exhaustive search and less
optimizing) [27]. Despite this variability, the average satisfaction observed in these experiments
exhibits an inverted U-shaped relationship with choice set size. By the same token, Fig. 2A
represents the satisfaction of an individual that reflects the generic (i.e., inverted U-shaped)
pattern of satisfaction in relation to choice set size within an experimental context.
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Furthermore, the maximum entropy is a function of choice set size, i.e., Hmax = log(N). As
shown in Fig. 2B, the maximum entropy (blue) increases with the size of the choice set. However,
the observed entropy (red) is always less than or equal to the maximum entropy, i.e., Hobs ≤
Hmax. This relationship ultimately leads to an inverted U-shaped pattern of satisfaction in
relation to the number of choices, highlighting the existence of an optimal choice set size for
effective processing.

3.3 Optimal set size and missed choices

As outlined in Methods, we define an optimal choice set size (m) that may restrict the individ-
ual’s ability to process and select her preferred option with high probability. When the choice
set exceeds this limit, the individual encounters options that she fails to compare and evaluate
adequately. In the follwoing, we will analytically examine the impact of various scenarios related
to the optimal choice set size and the consequences of missed choices on satisfaction.

When the choice set size is smaller than the optimal limit (N ≤ m), the individual is more
likely to be able to single out her best option and choose with approximately 100% certainty.
Specifically, she assigns probability p1 ≈ 1 to her best choice (after sorting the options by
priority) and p−1 ≈ 0 to all other options (note that this selection process can be described
by other forms of probability distributions, as illustrated in Table 1 and in Fig. 2). In this
scenario, since Hobs ≈ 0, Eq. (2) simplifies to:

I ≈ Hmax = log(N), (5)

where N is the choice set size. Therefore, the condition in Eq. (3) is satisfied and information
is a monotonically increasing function of choice set size. On the contrary, when N > m and
there are n = N − m missed choices, the probability of choosing the best option (p1) is no
longer unity, rather can be written as follows:

p1 ≈ 1−

m+n
∑

i=m+1

pi, (6)

where the normalization condition is
∑N

i=1 pi = 1, and we assumed that the probabilities pi = 0
with i ≤ m (i.e., those selectable choices that are less valuable than the best option) remained
intact despite the increase of choice set size. The probabilities pi in Eq. (6) with i > m represent
missed choices. To estimate these probabilities, we assume that the individual is indifferent
among these options and, as a result, assigns equal probabilities to them since she cannot single
out her best option. Therefore, we quantify the probability of missed choices as follows:

pi =
K(n)

n
, i ∈ {m+ 1, m+ 2, . . . , m+ n}, (7)

where 0 ≤ K(n) ≤ 1 indicates the extent to which the individual values the missed choices. For
example, when K → 0, she tends to disregard the missed choices entirely and is satisfied with
her best choice among a large set. Conversely, when K → 1, she prioritizes the missed choices,
a scenario that occurs as the number of missed choices approaches infinity (i.e., n → ∞). One
mathematical form that satisfies these conditions can be expressed as:

K(n) =

(

n

n + a

)b

, (8)

9



0.0

1.5

3.0

0 10 20 30

a = 0.5, b = 1.0

m = 6I 
(b

its
)

 

A                                                                                   

0.0

2.5

5.0

0 10 20 30

H
 (

bi
ts

)

N (#)

B                                                                                   

Hmax
Hobs

0.0

1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

0 10 20 30

I 
(b

its
)

N (#)

C                                                                                         

m = 14
m = 12
m = 10

m = 8
m = 6
m = 4

Figure 3: Optimal set size and missed choices determine satisfaction. (A) The inverted
U-shaped relationship between satisfaction and choice set size, as represented by the information
from Eq. (2) can be replicated using choice probabilities defined in Eqs. (6)-(8) for N = 30,
a = 0.5 and b = 1.0, accounting for the effects of optimal set size and missed choices. (B) The
corresponding maximum (blue) and observed (red) entropies of the calculated probabilities are
presented for comparison. Vertical dashed lines indicate the optimal choice set size (m = 6 in
this example). (C) Information as a function of different optimal choice set sizes.

where a > 0 and b ≥ 1 are constants.

Accordingly, Fig. 3 shows the inverted U-shaped behavior of information (Fig. 3A) and the
relationship between maximum and observed entropies (Fig. 3B) as a function of choice set size
for N = 30, m = 6, a = 0.5 and b = 1.0. This demonstrates that the condition in Eq. (4) is
satisfied, indicating that information is a monotonically decreasing function of choice set size.
Additionally, Fig. 3C shows that this procedure is fairly robust to variations in optimal choice
set sizes (ranging from light green to dark green), preserving the inverted U-shaped pattern of
satisfaction while only shifting the turning point of the function.

Thus, how the individual treats missed choices significantly influences her satisfaction. The
probability of missed choices in Eq. (7) depends on the function K(n) in Eq. (8), which is
adjusted by the parameters a and b. To explore this relationship, we varied a and b in Fig. 4
and illustrated how these changes affect the information curve representing choice satisfaction.
As shown in Fig. 4A and B, varying a (from light orange to dark orange) and b (from light violet
to dark violet) results in a more linear behavior of the information curve for N > m, where
missed choices crucially contribute to choice satisfaction. Additionally, different combinations
of a and b with fixed values of N = 30 andm = 6 result in a range of inverted U-shaped patterns
of choice satisfaction, as depicted in Fig. 5 for a < b (A) and a > b (B). Mathematically, various
combinations of these parameters, along with the optimal set size and probabilities of missed
choices give rise to different froms of satisfaction as a function of choice set size.

4 Discussion

At first glance, it appears that greater freedom of choice and decision making leads to higher
satisfaction compared to being restricted in choices. Many people prefer the ability to make
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Figure 4: The probability of missed choices influences satisfaction behavior. (A) The
parameter a in Eq. (8) is varied to examine its effect on the probabilities of missed choices,
thereby affecting the inverted U-shaped relationship between satisfaction and choice set size
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Figure 5: The interplay of missed choices parameters influences satisfaction behav-

ior. (A) The parameters a and b in Eq. (8) are varied such that a < b, resulting in different
forms of the inverted U-shaped relationship between satisfaction and choice set size for N = 30
and m = 6. (B) The same analysis as in panel A, but with a > b. Vertical dashed lines indicate
the optimal choice set size (m = 6 in this example).

decisions from larger sets of options. However, this freedom comes with the burden of having to
assess various features, which can create its own limitations. Experimental evidence indicates
that choosing from larger choice sets does not always correlate with increased satisfaction [2–8].
This tension between the desire for more choices and the potential for decreased satisfaction
has given rise to the concept of the choice overload or paradox of choice in psychological
and behavioral literature [5, 15], which can significantly influence policymaking in social and
economic contexts [12, 18, 19].
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While numerous experimental studies have explored the choice overload effect, there remains
a notable absence of a rigid theoretical framework. In this study, we presented a theoretical
approach based on information and entropy to model this paradox, which is generally repre-
sented as an inverted U-shaped curve illustrating the relationship between choice satisfaction
and the size of the choice set [13,18]. Motivated by the findings of behavioral experiments, our
framework relies on a number of arguments: First, we argued that choice satisfaction is related
to the probability of finding an ideal choice in the set. Second, the probability distribution
over choices is characterized by an observed entropy, representing the degree of uncertainty in
decision making. Third, we defined a maximum entropy which corresponds to the worst-case
scenario where individuals are indifferent among choices and all alternatives are treated equally
probable. Fourth, we defined the relative entropy as the difference between observed and maxi-
mum entropies, which reveals how much information is produced compared to a situation which
individuals are indifferent among alternatives. This information represents choice satisfaction
of individuals. Fifth, we defined an optimal choice set size in which individuals are able to
single out their best option with higher probability. Our framework successfully replicated the
inverted U-shaped dependency of choice satisfaction on choice set size.

When faced with only one option, the individual’s level of satisfaction is comparable to when
she has countless choices but lack the right to choose or she does not have any information about
them - essentially making a blind selection. In both scenarios, satisfaction with her choice is
likely to be low. This raises the question: Between these two extremes, where information
is minimal, what is the optimal point for satisfaction? Can increasing the number of options
while being informed enhance the individual’s satisfaction? Is there a threshold where having
too few or too many choices diminishes her overall satisfaction?

Maximum entropy represents maximum ignorance. When the individual lacks information
about the options available, the most rational choice is to assume that all options are equally
likely and none is inherently preferable, making her selection arbitrary. As the individual
gains knowledge about options, her ignorance diminishes. In other words, reducing ignorance
is equivalent to acquiring information, and the more information the individual can possess,
the greater her choice satisfaction is likely to be. This issue can be examined from both ends
of the spectrum. With more information, the individual’s satisfaction with choices tends to
increase, while a lack of information typically leads to lower satisfaction. The paradox of choice
describes a phenomenon where satisfaction initially grows with the addition of options, but
as the choice set size increases further, satisfaction begins to decline, resulting in an inverted
U-shaped dependency of choice satisfaction on choice set size [13, 18].

Reducing the individual’s ignorance about options requires her to assess their features, a task
that demands sufficient cognitive (computational) ability and dedicated time [28, 29]. Two
key factors influence this process: The size of the choice set and the complexity of options.
As the size of the choice set increases, so does the time needed to evaluate all options. If the
individual lacks the time to thoroughly assess each one of the options, she struggles to favor one
over the others, often resorting to random preferences which introduces uncertainty regarding
her choice. Additionally, when options are more complex and involve multiple features, the
relative advantages of each feature may differ significantly, complicating the individual’s ability
to determine the absolute superiority of one option over another. Consequently, as the choice
set size increases, this variability among the features leads to increased uncertainty in the
individual’s decision-making.

In this study, we modeled this concept from one end of the spectrum where choice set size
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gradually increases. We assumed that the individual’s ability to process different options is
constrained by both cognitive capacity and time constraint. In essence, the primary limiting
factors are the number of choices, computational limitations involved in evaluating them and
the dedicated time. Our results indicate that, depending on the features of options and the
decision maker, there exists an optimal point of satisfaction. As the number of options in-
creases, satisfaction initially rises with the amount of information available, but then declines
as additional data becomes overwhelming. This optimal point may vary among individuals and
options, however, when averaged across the population, one anticipates an inverted U-shaped
dependency of choice satisfaction on choice set size [13,18]. This model illustrates that, due to
computational limitations and associated costs, overwhelming individuals with excessive data
about any type of product results in increased uncertainty and diminished clarity, ultimately
leading to greater dissatisfaction. This phenomenon is observable across various occasions such
as choosing among chocolates [4], coffee [20], pens [7], photographs [15, 21], gift boxes [13]
and romantic partners [30–32], or participation in pension plans [22] and prescription drug
plans [23], supporting charities [33] and trusting in movie recommendations [34].

Ultimately, the analysis of dissatisfaction stemming from the complexity of options and the
multitude of decision-making parameters can be approached similarly. As the set of choices
grows and missed data increases, the optimal point tends to shift toward smaller choice set sizes
- an aspect we did not explore in this study. Additionally, the decision-making process may be
different in online contexts than a physical settings, as argued previously [12]. Our model can
be tailored to apply to choices in online contexts where the search time is typically reduced
due to the feedback of others. In such scenarios, the individual can leverage the experiences of
other decision makers to increase her information about the choice set, which may reveal how
choice satisfaction and its optimal point are affected under these conditions.
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