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Abstract

Scitovsky is known as a forerunner of behaviou@nemics simply because he drew
heavily on psychology and claimed that people’sa®may be ‘joyless’ (Scitovsky 1976).
However, a careful reformulation of his analysi®owh that he anticipated a number of
insights (also with respect to Kahneman'’s ‘two-eysd of thought’) which suggest new
lines of inquiry from an original and different gpective. These insights of Scitovsky
regard the following aspects: uncertainty as a itmmdwhere the option set is partially
unknown; the case of individual ‘consumption sk{ihclusive of emotions) that finds this
uncertainty desirable when it is challenging; thsecof increasing such skill so as to change
preferences and make choices more efficient; tee o&failing to increase such skill so as
to make addictive harmful products an alternative more tempting option.
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“For the past fifteen years, | have been one o#iadful of people
who have tried to introduce psychology into ecormsmiln one
sense, we have been quite successful. Economidtpsaichologists
are both now aware of the affinity between theio tlisciplines; and
economic psychology as well as psychological or abidral

economics have become new fields” (Scitovsky, 1988i).

1. Introduction

Tibor Scitovsky’'s bookrhe Joyless Economy: the Psychology of Human &etiish
(1992, and 1976 in its first editidn)shares two basic aims with recent behavioural
economics: first, to “increase]...] the explanatoomer of economics by providing it with
more realistic psychological foundations” (Cameaiad Loewenstein 2004: 3); second, to
show that consumer choices may be systematicaligeli i.e. consumers may tend to
choose the options whose consequences are noeshdop them. Both aims challenge the
rational choice theory, as commonly understood bgnemists. However, the research
perspectives of Scitovsky and behavioural econonaies quite different. Behavioural
economics has developed around the study of atyawmiedeviations, sometimes called
“anomalies” (Camerer and Loewenstein 2004; Fuden@6), from rational choice, which
is thus maintained as the welfare benchmark. Byrast) Scitovsky intended “to open a new
field of enquiry” (Scitovsky 1992: 288) in welfareconomics. In fact, he introduced
‘novelty’ in people’s choices as a source both mjpbgment and of a very strong form of
uncertainty. The less ambitious aim of behavio@@dnomics may be the reason for its
success among economists, while Scitovsky hasaiddieen relegated to being an isolated
pioneer of behavioural economics (Angner and Loeten 2012). However, Kahneman
(2003; 2011) has recently proposed a frameworkieaaitwo-systems of thought and
judgment’, which suggests going beyond currentars$ein behavioural economics, where
also Scitovsky’s perspective may make a substardiatribution.

This paper, by reformulating Scitovsky's analysisthe familiar terms of choice
theory, will show how the research perspectivesSatovsky and behavioural economics
come close to each other, remain different, and joiayly suggest more advanced lines of
inquiry. Specifically, the paper will not only demsirate that Scitovsky anticipated a
number of issues subsequently investigated by hetnal economics; it will also show how

! For a detailed and historical account of Scitoiskfiought see Earl (1992), Bianchi (2003), and rReug
(2014).



Scitovsky’s insights can be useful for researctbémavioural economics and possibly in
other economic subfields.

The paper will focus on the following insights ofit®vsky and behavioural issues.
First, Scitovsky argued that skill is importantahoices when conditions are uncertain by
emphasising the case of ‘novelty’, where uncerjaistvery strong because the option set is
partially unknown. Some studies in behavioural etoics acknowledge that skill is
important (Heath and Tversky 1991), and even that uncertainty component due to
challenging the skill is preferred to the chancemponent (Klein et al. 2010). However, still
to be explored is the case of very strong uncditarather than other weaker cases.

Second, Scitovsky argued that people can enjoppiiens that challenge their skill,
thus developing the latter in a similar way to tbaBecker and Murphy’s (1988) ‘capital
consumption’. Kahneman acknowledges in his 201lklibat people can learn and gain
efficiency in their decisions through experienceowdver, it is necessary to clarify the
relevant type of skill, its emotional content, aifé long-run consequences on individual
welfare.

Third, Scitovsky argued that preferences changautiir challenge and learning, but
these changes are hard to predict because theyndlepe how ‘novelty’ is resolved.
Behavioural economics is in a good position to gtatianges of preferences because
Kahneman and Tversky’s Prospect Theory is basadfenence-dependent preferences. The
aspect that both relates most closely to Scitowsky has been investigated in behavioural
economics concerns the difficulty of predicting ohas of preferences, which introduces a
bias in rational choice (Loewenstein et al. 200&)wever, the focus has been restricted to
the case of preferences changes due to variabiitgeople’'s states of mind, which are
assumed to be predictable.

Fourth, Scitovsky argued that a lack of skill tgpegriate challenge and learning
make people prone to the temptation of risky betag and addictive harmful products as
alternative options because they offer an immedete certain reward. Behavioural
economics tackles the problem of addiction throtigl approaches centred on ‘visceral
factors’ (Loewenstein 1999), ‘hyperbolic discougtifO’Donoghue and Rabin 2001), and
‘melioration’ (Herrnstein and Prelec 1992), thusiigy account of why addicted people may
want to quit. However, these approaches offer moat exogenous explanations of why

people fall into harmful addiction, while Scitovs&ysuggestion has some strength in this



regard. In particular, it maintains the choice @aph where the addictive option may be
completely known in its consequences.

The further issue that emerges from all the prempdines regards the welfare
benchmark, because this is different in behavioacanomics and in Scitovsky’s analysis.
The welfare benchmark is usually given by the ratlochoice model in behavioural
economics, whilst Scitovsky tentatively advanceaae ambitious benchmark: the optimal
path of individuals’ well-being where skill is ddaped through successful challenge and
learning. However, when choices involve emotiomsnging skills, and uncertainty, also the
rational choice model is not particularly well ddished, as Kahneman’s book recognises. In
this case, Scitovsky’s analysis may become of éstefior further research.

The paper is organised into two main sections &ftes Introduction. Section 2
reformulates Scitovsky’s analysis (subsection 2idyestigates the main contrasts with
behavioural economics (subsection 2.2), and shamskahneman’s (2011) idea of the two-
systems of thought and judgment can reconcile @&kipand behavioural economics along
an interesting line of inquiry (subsection 2.3)ctg® 3 discusses the three specific issues on
which Scitovsky and behavioural economics contgbdtom different perspectives:
uncertainty and skill (subsection 3.1), change refgyrences (subsection 3.2), and harmful

addiction (subsection 3.3). A brief conclusion ettdspaper.

2. Understanding the perspectives of Scitovsky, dbehavioural economics and of
Kahneman'’s recent book

2.1 Scitovsky’s analysis on choice options, biased,well-being

In his analysis of well-being, Scitovsky extendbd field of economic investigation
by drawing from motivational psychologists, such Reniel Berlyne, Donald Hebb, and
Edward Deci. According to Scitovsky, economics waanly focused on the consumption
of goods, and ignored another crucial source o$faation, which he called ‘pleasure’: the
potential opportunity to challenge one’s facultigs, feel a sense of mastery and
understanding of things and people, thus acquimayv knowledge. Scitovsky thus
distinguished within the consumer’s option set le&tw ‘comfort’, as achievable from some
level of consumption of goods, and ‘novelty’, ashallenge to faculties that the consumer
may experience. In this sense, ‘novelty’ only agplio the individual’'s experience; it need



not be a new kind of situation for the economy aghale. Consumption goods may even be
not necessary in the case of ‘novelty’, becauseeiiperience of the internal change may be
due, e.g., only to social relationships. New congstimn goods do not necessarily imply

‘novelty’ in Scitovsky’s sense, because they maigSaa need without any challenge for the

consumer (S. 1992: chs.2-4; 1986: chs.10 and 1ldreMB. henceforth denotes Scitovsky).

A special difference between the two options, coimfand novelty, concerns
uncertainty. In the case of comfort, the Scitovakyconsumer is usually well-informed not
only about the characteristics of the goods thia¢ $¢ going to consume, but also about
her/his preferences for them. Some uncertainty imayever arise, and it is undesired
because it would threaten the expected level offadmNovelty, instead, involves special
conditions of uncertainty in consumer choice. Twairmsources of uncertainty can be
distinguished in this case. The first source is thknown component that typically
characterises novelty, which may be not known waade and which will be known when
novelty is resolved. The importance of the unkn@emponent may even change the ‘state
of nature’ when novelty is resolved: that is, thetess of nature may be partially endogenous.
Therefore, uncertainty in the case of Scitovskyamelty is ‘very strong’ because it is not
limited to the subjective lack of knowledge abote tprobability distributions of the
(exogenous) states of nature, as in the case ofgaitib(see subsection 3.1). The second
main source of uncertainty regards some consunobdsacteristics, synthetically called by
Scitovsky ‘consumption skill’ (S. 1992: 225-8). kwb, emotions characterise the
consumer’s experience before the resolution of hgveand this reaction may be not
completely known in advance. For example, anxietguwiosity may typically arise while
waiting for novelty resolution. Other cognitive andn-cognitive characteristics are required
for successfully dealing with novelty at the timfeits resolution and afterwards, especially
on undertaking the search for another novelty. tagdy arises in the challenge of such
skills.

The term ‘consumption skill' may be somewhat midlag, because it recalls the
skill of choosing among close alternative consuoiptgoods. Scitovsky was instead
referring to a generalist skill (S. 1992: 213), ethimay be defined as mastery over one’s
relationship with the social and natural environmen such as ability to avoid
embarrassment in a new social situation, or to nsa&kese of a new piece of music or work
of art, or not be injured whilst climbing a moumaiConsumption skill can be developed
from childhood through joyful exploration and lein (S. 1992: 227; 1996: 603; 2000), and



then cultivated in adulthood through the acquisitmf culture and knowledge (S. 1992:
ch.11; 1986: 60). Differently from production skilhe orientation of which is mainly guided
by the market, consumption skill is closely linkedconsumer’s talent. But talent may be
not completely known before it has been discovdrgddirect experience, thus further
substantiating the subjective source of uncertaimty Scitovsky's analysis, therefore,
uncertainty concerns the match between the chaistate of novelty and the characteristics
of the consumer, neither of which are completelgvin. The consumer will thus search for
novelty that is neither too stimulating, nor tottldi stimulating, but well-matched with
hes/hir skill> More sophisticated novelties can be best enjoygdmbre sophisticated
consumers, and consumption skill can be seen as@ss cost to appreciating novelty (S.
1986: 201, 123).

A consumer’s pleasure arises from testing her/iltias, while the learning aspect
of the experience of novelty is rather an “intereabnomy” (S. 1995: 203-4), i.e. a positive
internality. After this experience, the pleasurelem away and the consumer tends to
habituate to her/his internal change, i.e. s/hap#sl, and the next choice will be based on
changed preferences (S. 1992: 39-40). Therefoy@eajating novelty is a self-reinforcing
process, which is essentially due to the pleastaerrd from this process, rather than from
future expected returns, as it is usually the dase¢he accumulation of human capital (S.
1992: 227; 1986: 51,67,123-4). This dynamic is Ento that generated by Becker’s (1996)
model of addiction, where the addictive good, whiohy be beneficial, enters both the
utility function and the accumulation function asiavestment (see Section also 3.2 below).

This analysis provides Scitovsky with the basisdlaiming that consumers’ choices
tend to be biased towards comfort and against hobgl maximising satisfaction under the
constraints of ‘strong uncertainty’ of novelty, aofllimited consumption skill. In fact, —
thus argued Scitovsky — economic growth and tedgichl progress make the comfort
option cheaper because it is intensive of marketlgaather than the consumer’s time, and

attractive, i.e. user-friendly. Producers applysgtge on parents and children to buy their

2 Scitovsky based this analysis on Berlyne’s (1968pry of arousal, where arousal is related togtion in

a non-linear manner. However, Scitovsky used ‘aabusnd ‘stimulation’ interchangeably for the sa&g
simplicity, and for lack of unambiguous empiricaldence (S. 1992: ch.3). Berlyne’s theory of arbhsas still
been used in recent studies in consumer researgh Seeenkamp and Baumgartner 1992). However, it is
dismissed in psychology (see Kubovy in Kahnemaai.&t 1999 book) and has been replaced with a yhebr

appraisal of novelty and of a person’s ability talarstand it (Silvia 2005).



goods, while demanding for production skill in tleour market. Consumers are thus
induced to prefer the comfort option, and to sth& accumulation of knowledge away from
general purposes — with negative effects on consompkill — towards specialised purposes
for serving the market better (S. 1986: 53-60; 198®). Lack of consumption skill, in its
turn, discourages the experiencing of novelty, alth opportunities for novelty become
increasingly available with economic growth. Themdéort option can be effective in
providing satisfaction, but this is short-lived base of adaptation to the acquired level of
comfort, and because of comparison with othersélewf comfort. Therefore, the bias in
consumer choice does not concern the immediaterdewsdnich can be earned as expected,
but concerns the future streams of rewards engtong reduced increases or from decreases
in consumption skill.

If the consumer radically loses the pleasure ofeltgy thus living a boring and
empty life, s/he may shift her/his choice in faveficomfort as a compensation, and thus in
a peculiar way. Indeed, s/he may search for haraddictive products, since these provide
immediate reward, although at the cost of futureng®. 1992: 127-30; 1999; 2000).
Scitovsky recognised that also addictive consumpti@ay be regarded as novelty because
the aspect of experience appears salient, and $®dave of uncertainty may arise, as in
behavioural types of addiction like gambling. Howevon closer inspection, addictive
consumption is only a peculiar type of novelty tBattovsky called “malign” because of its
destructive consequences (S. 1992: 293). The exqueriof addictive consumption appears
attractive because of the immediate and certagcefd reduce boredom through the simple
rise of arousal, rather than because of the expedtallenge to one’s faculties. But the
possible uncertainty in the activities like gamglils of the usual weak type, while
Scitovskyian uncertainty may be attractive desjgechance component, as mentioned
above.

Scitovsky’s analysis has sometimes been regardéthiésd because it concentrated
on affluent people who, having satisfied their némdcomfort, would incur the problem of
escaping from boredom during their leisure timeg.(&enedikt 1996). However, the late
Scitovsky acknowledged that poor people may suféronly from unemployment but also
from boredom, which may even be chronic because lack of consumption skill. These
conditions would induce them to engage in behasgialestructive for themselves and for
others (S. 1992: Appendix; 1996; 2000). By conjrdss examples of artists’ and
entrepreneurs’ urges to action, which were borrowveth Keynes and Schumpeter, show



that “the desire to be creative” is not confinedaftuent people but is the best form of

human need for skilled people to be active (S. 18B6.4)°
2.2 The contrast with behavioural economics

Behavioural economics, as it developed in the18t&0s through the works of Daniel
Kahneman and Amos Tversky, has also been callegthetogy and economics’ (Rabin
1998; Della Vigna 2009), so as to underline hovs subfield is characterised. However,
behavioural economics seems to follow a line ouingdifferent from, and in particular
more conservative than, that of Scitovsky.

According to Kahneman (2003: 1469), “Theories irhdgoral economics have
generally retained the basic architecture of th®mal model, adding assumptions about
cognitive limitations designed to account for sfiecanomalies.” The ‘rational model’
essentially means expected utility maximization &agesian probability judgments. It has
been recognised by behavioural economists as “Liseéause it provides economists with a
theoretical framework that can be applied to alnawst form of economic (and even non-
economic) behavior, and it makes refutable preahsti (Camerer and Loewenstein 2004:
3). As has been observed, however, “there is ngtimherent in behavioral economics that
requires one to embrace the neoclassical econowielh(Camerer and Loewenstein 2004
5), and this encourages comparison between belraVi@conomics and Scitovsky's
analysis.

In order to increase the realism of the rationabetppsychology has been used in
behavioural economics as an important source df assumptions for economic theorising
and hypotheses for economic research. The usulbohéias been to modify one assumption
of the rational model at a time, and to study tbasequences of doing so. A number of
authoritative surveys describe how the assumptiene been modified and what results
have been obtained (Rabin 1998; Della Vigna 20B8havioural economics, therefore, does
not emerge as a unitary theory (Fudenberg 2006),rdther as a set of formulations
complementary to the rational model, mainly wittenpretative purposes, while the rational

model is maintained as the welfare benchmark.

% Better understanding of how novelty concerns amiby all people can be gained by considering G.L.S
Shackle’s work. According to Shackle (1986), noyédt involved in every human choice, because chaice

inherently originative of possibilities, thus magiohoice conditions uncertain in a very strong way.



The research perspectives of behavioural econommck of Scitovsky therefore
appear to point in rather different directions. B@bural economics aims to understand how
individuals tend to choose within a given option, s¢ a given moment of time and in
certain given conditions. The analysis concentrat@she manipulation of these givens,
possibly allowing for the collection of informatioi form beliefs when conditions are
(weakly) uncertain. Research seeks to show dewifitton the benchmark of rational choice,
where the size of the deviation measures the léagtiidy. The success of behavioural
economics has been due to the fact that some tmsdiave been ascertained as systematic
and widespread in the population, while the forhivdt with the rational model has been
directly maintained.

By contrast, Scitovsky sought to understand peepleell-being by studying how
they differ in their tendential choices of novelgepending on the skill that they have
acquired in the past from successful experiencawwélty. The option set consists of two
alternative subsets, called ‘comfort’ and ‘noveltgut ‘novelty’ is not a pre-defined subset,
because the successful experience of some novelgyopen new options that would have
remained unknown. Given the information availalpleople can maximise their well-being
at a given moment of time: for example, by chooanglatively large amount of comfort,
which yields an immediate satisfaction. Howevegf@rences unexpectedly change over
time, so that well-being may not change in an oatimay. Optimal well-being may be
defined as a distinctive path over time wherebyviddals successfully challenge their skill
with novelties’ This path is not predictable because it is highigertain, and it depends on
the shocks on the accumulation of skill, i.e. ip&h-dependent. The learning process may
continue indefinitely, but this is the main partvesll-being®

Consequently, also policy implications are différemhe main recommendation
proposed in behavioural economics is to manipulagereference points of the individual’s
decision-making so as to bring her/him towardshiemptimum position (e.g., Thaler and
Sunstein 2003). The main recommendation proposesicligvsky is instead to invest in the
formation of the individual's consumption skill, @ to enable her/him to improve her/his
ability to select adequate goals, and to pursua ffeeg., Schubert 2012).

* The psychologist Csikszentmihalyi (1990) has apiégscribed this path as a ‘flow’, although he refar
optimal experiences that are relatively brief, sasltlimbing mountains or composing music.
® Scitovsky in fact invoked a “higher” type of ratility to achieve welfare; one that would take amrtoof

internalities and externalities (S. 1992: 247).



2.3 Scitovsky and Kahneman’s two-systems of thamghjudgment

Recently, Kahneman (2003; 2011) has proposed aryrtlieoretical framework able
to include both behavioural anomalies and ratiarnaice. The purpose is rather different
from that of Scitovsky because it refers to decisiaking within local settings, while
Scitovsky was concerned to interpret historicalngfes in people’s choices. Nevertheless,
Kahneman’s recent framework is useful to gain bbattederstanding of common features
that emerge from the dynamics involved in the géegice or in the correction of biases in
choices.

Kahneman’s proposal is a reformulation of an ideaetbped in psychology of the
brain and decision-making which claims that pedmee two distinct and interconnected
systems of thought and judgment. System 1 drawg lrmpressions of experiences — on
positive/negative affective bases — from ongoingc@gtion and memory. This system is
fast, automatic, and effortless, and it works tigtointuition, i.e. through an associative way
to give meaning to ongoing experiences, and tolvesoncertainty about their unknown
aspects. Reference dependence thus emerges dfepdyception (Kahneman 2003: 1454).
This straightforward procedure — called ‘heuristicis effective, and it is normally used by
people. However, it may be a poor procedure whesxdessively simplifies matters: for
example, by substituting statistical associatiothwgausation, or difficult questions with
easier but improper ones. This is the case whestigns appear rather difficult but urgent;
or simply when someone is in a bad mood (see Kahne2911: 69). System 1 is imperfect
—according to Kahneman — by construction of huimae&ception and memory.

System 2 monitors system 1, and it intervenes wihestions are difficult but not
urgent by elaborating more accurate judgments iroeasoning. It works on the basis of
the impressions provided by system 1, and whentdrvenes, it usually takes the final
decision. This system is slow, intentional, effoktfand correlated with intelligence.
However, also system 2 is imperfect because otdita its computational resources. The
imperfections of both systems cannot be completeércome by economic incentives.

The anomalies studied in behavioural economics geas choices that follow
system 1 and that system 2 is unable to corrett regpect to the theoretical choice where
system 2 were completely able to do so. The studibghavioural economics usually focus
on those cases where system 1 combined with syatemds to fail, such as when imperfect

perception or remembrance provides imperfect inédiom to system 2.

10



This theoretical framework becomes especially agting for Scitovsky’s analysis
when Kahneman (2011: 234-44) advances the follovangument: that system 1 can
acquire, through practice and in conditions of figantly regular environment, the skill of
choosing what system 2 would have chosen, thusilgppssliminating the heuristics.
Furthermore, intuition may become so skilled thatain even create new better options, as
Kahneman’s example of the chess player makes cBiace system 1 is effortless and
system 2 is effortful, acquiring such skill makesople very effective — at least in some
selected fields — and even creative.

Reformulating the rational-behavioural dichotomy @merges from behavioural
economics into the two-systems framework allows tmneee the dynamics of Scitovsky’'s
analysis with more modern eyes, and, at the same, tio find what still remains to be
explored of his perspective. Indeed, the two-systéramework takes an important step
forward in understanding how people choose in elegyyife, because it is also able to give
account, on recent empirical bases, of how people acquire the skill to choose.
Scitovsky’s analysis of this important aspect waguer, and he preferred to address the
related issue of early and general educdtii@hneman’s framework thus seems to agree
with Scitovsky’s in considering choice to be a dymaprocess where people may become
more effective and even creative, or persist irsdalachoices. However, the following key
aspects remain unclear and should be investigated atosely.

First, uncertainty cannot remain only of the wealkgpe in the two-systems
framework, as it usually does in behavioural ecoesirand the hint on creativity should be
developed. Scitovsky’'s very strong type of uncettashould thus be considered, because
new options and endogenous states of nature maijticonchoice.

Second, according to Kahneman, skill is specialiaed individuals can become
experts in some fields, so that uncertainty on bibi external states of nature and
individuals’ levels of skill can be minimised. Swisky instead stressed the generalist
character of consumption skill, by referring to tireat educational power of humanities and
liberal arts in enabling individuals to understahe environment, themselves, and other
people. He recognised that specific training isessary to develop the skill to appreciate
novelties, and even to create them. But he alse®rebd that such training should be

intrinsically motivated, rather than being goverrngdmonetary incentives, in order to be
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effective in achieving and maintaining well-beinthe issue of how the proper skill is
acquired is thus crucial for making experts rekalals stressed by Kahneman (2011: 12), and
for people’s well-being, as stressed by Scitovikégwever, more research on the definition
and role of such skill is needed.

Third, also Kahneman has discussed the issue dfbeiglg when he considers
‘experienced life satisfaction’. He basically maiints that this is “largely determined by the
genetics of the temperament” (Kahneman 2011: 4€d)that skill would appear unable
permanently to improve experienced life satisfagtiwhich is mostly emotionally laden
(Kahneman and Deaton 2010). This is consistent Wdahneman and Tversky's (1979)
Prospect Theory, where valuing options takes aeate point which is dynamically stable
because “organisms habituate to steady states’r§fyeand Kahneman 1991: 1057Ry
contrast, according to Scitovsky, well-being canrbproved by learning consumption skill
because this will induce people to prefer novelty comfort. He acknowledged the
psychological mechanism of ‘adaptation’ of well#gi(S. 1992: 40), i.e. of habituation to
experienced conditions, thus sharing with Kahnerttan idea of the reference point in
decision-making. However, learning novelty — int®esky’'s analysis — tends to counteract
adaptation with favourable effects on well-being)s making the perspectives of the two
authors opposite to each other. Nevertheless, Kaandhas recently acknowledged that he
has changed his mind by stressing the importancelif® satisfaction of setting and
achieving goals over the life cycle (Kahneman 204Q2). He also acknowledges that
‘optimistic bias’, which is due to a predispositian System 1, may have positive
consequences in the cases of entrepreneurs andtonvgKahneman 2011: 402). Thus
further scope for research on how to reconcileleeperspectives is created.

The final and ultimate aspect that should be betterstigated concerns the welfare
benchmark against which to define and measurertbmalies. The two-systems framework
seems to provide a more elaborate, but not esigrdifierent, benchmark than behavioural
economics does. Rational choice appears to betoag tideal” system 2, where computing

abilities are not limited. But since system 1 woefBciently most of the time, in the sense

® But see his discussion on how people “reduce [oveity by incorporating it into the already familigS.
1992: 54).

" Note that when Kahneman (2011: 405) recognises “depression involves a self-reinforcing cycle of
miserable thought”, he does not refer to a redss@t but to the failure of adaptation to the stard level of

life satisfaction as fixed by genetics.
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that it chooses what the “ideal” rational choicewdohave done if system 2 had intervened,
then system 2 works satisfactorily as a monitore Blnomalies thus appear to arise from
system 1 and are then insufficiently corrected ystesn 2, to which system 1 provides the
primary information. In Scitovsky, the welfare bantark may be defined as the temporal
path of well-being whereby individuals successfuhallenge their skill with novelties, so
that system 1 becomes more and more skilled. Sumbalppaths arise when individuals do
not sufficiently appreciate novelty and prefer corhfbecause they are insufficiently
endowed with consumption skill. In this case, chei@appear rational only at a given
moment of time. In fact, individuals with undevedojpconsumption skill will tend to exhibit
an undeveloped system 1 because of a lack of cgallg experiences and learning. But
individuals with an undeveloped system 1 are ptorniacrease conformism and comparison
with others’ comfort, thus using system 2 in subson.

This latter possibility casts doubt on the robussnef the welfare benchmark of
rational choice. Indeed, system 2 may worsen theooes if it intervenes in decision-
making without using information that system 1 deswn from perception and memory but
remains inaccessible because it is undevelopedekample, some psychological studies
have found that verbalisation and rationalisatiomyndisrupt insight solutions with
preferable outcomes (Schooler et. al. 1993; Wilsbal. 1993). Kahneman (2011: 209-33)
recognises this possibility when he refers to thsecin which skill has not properly
developed because of too irregular an environniritsystem 2 still intervenes to decide. In
an early writing, Kahneman (1994), by anticipatimglividual’'s complexity in decision-
making with the notion of multiple selves, even wered “which of these selves should be
granted authority over outcomes in the future”.sTduestion has been recently taken up by
Gul and Pesendorfer (2007), who conclude that mesearch is needed to determine with
behavioural and neurological methods what “trudityitiis, so as to have a firm welfare

benchmark.

3. On three issues common to both Scitovsky and kbeoural economics

3.1 Uncertainty and skill

In Scitovsky’s analysis, consumption skill makesomge uncertainty-seeker, since

they would be induced to prefer novelty, which ilwes a ‘very strong’ type of uncertainty

13



(see subsection 2.1). In behavioural economicgangttype of uncertainty that has been
considered is ‘ambiguity’ (Ellsberg 1961), where throbabilities of the outcomes are not
known but could be known in advance (Camerer anttaV&992). It has been found that
individuals are not indifferent between weak uraety, which has well-known probability

distributions, and ambiguity, as predicted by tlkpeeted utility theory. Individuals tend,

rather, to be ambiguity-averse (Camerer and Wel892)1 Therefore, Scitovsky and

behavioural economics appear to go in oppositeines.

However, some studies in behavioural economics @eladge the importance of
individuals’ skill in decision-making under uncenty conditions, although the notion of
uncertainty is different. Specifically, Heath angefsky (1991) allow reconciliation between
ambiguity-aversion and ambiguity-seeking by puttiogvard the ‘competence hypothesis’,
where competence includes individuals’ skill andwledge. According to this hypothesis,
“holding judged probability constant — people prefe bet in context where they consider
themselves competent than in a context where thelyignorant” (Heath and Tversky 1991.:
7). By means of experiments, the authors are abkhow a positive relationship between
judged probability, which would generally entaietindividual’s level of knowledge about
the questions at hand, and the percentage of chdlw favour betting on personal
judgment, which is relatively ambiguous, in a cterottery (e.g., poker chip8)The
expected utility theory would have predicted ingliince between the two kinds of choices
for any judged probability, i.e. 50% in any caske Btandard ambiguity-aversion hypothesis
would have predicted a smaller percentage of cbkoinefavour of judgment bets, and
unrelated to judged probability.

Interestingly, the authors comment thus: “[p]erhaps major reason for the
competence hypothesis is motivational rather thagnitive. We propose that the
consequences of each bet include, besides mormgrygffs, the credit or blame associated
with the outcome. Psychic payoffs of satisfactionembarrassment can result from self-
evaluation or from an evaluation by others” (Hearll Tversky 1991: 7). These comments
give credit to Scitovsky on both the importanceahs motivational basis that underlies the
choice of novelty and the specific motivation, girhis refers to the emotional motivation to

8 A chance lottery is designed to have the sameghitity of winning as the probability of having cken the
correct answer that the interviewee indicated wélae previously answered the knowledge questiartdy as

guestions on politics and football.
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challenge the individual's skill. The underlyingtiom of uncertainty, however, is different
because the option set is known to the players.

Indeed, the challenge of the individual’s skilltiee primary motivation underlying
the novelty option, while the chance componentrobiguity is not interesting, according to
Scitovsky. An attempt to distinguish between thalleimge and the chance components in
ambiguous choices has been made by Klein et allOj20rhey find that people prefer
options where they can challenge their skill onndeabased options, even when ambiguity
is present in both cases. Therefore, the label iguitly-seeking’ may be misleading insofar
as it evokes a preference for chance.

Another set of studies is useful for understandiog uncertainty may be desired by
people. The aspect examined pertains to ‘enjoyrerminticipation® as a positive emotion,
which is included in Scitovsky’s idea that “in marstriving for his various goals in life,
being on the way to those goals and strugglingctoexe them are more satisfying than is
the actual attainment of the goals” (S., 1992: 62).

Pope (1983) introduced into algebraic decision riimgethe pre-resolution period
with its duration being a key factor in determinipgople’s anticipated utility from an act.
She furnished examples of this impact on utilityhmwv longer delays before an outcome is
fully resolved alter the amount of hope and feapesgienced during it, generate worse
planning difficulties, and leave a person deprivédccess to property for a longer time. In a
similar vein Pope and Selten (2010/2011) introdtive pre-resolution period into the
individual's preferences. They justify this assuimptby observing that “[m]any people
would like to know as soon as possible whether thaye passed an exam [...]. Many
people would not like to know the exact day of thidgath years in advance.” Pope and
Selten (2010/2011) also recognise that emotionsh |1 “curiosity, hope, or fear”, are
typically involved in the pre-resolution period,dathat “in suitable dosages, such emotions
enhance decision making”, thus also citing Dam&ké®4). Finally, they refer to Scitovsky
(1976) by recognising that “[tjhose taking choige=lding too little in the way of thrills and
hope for the brain’s needed stimulation often camspée with other choices that involve
socially and personally destructive behaviour sagfuvenile delinquency and gambling.”

Pope et al. (2009) report some experimental resulssipport of the importance of

the pre-resolution period in decision making undercertainty conditions. A costly
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insurance was offered as a protection againsttankaivhich with some levels of probability

would later wipe out a sum made available to theigpants in the experiments. The

participants also provided explanations as why thag chosen either to protect or not to
protect themselves against the risk of an attackctaysidering, respectively, worry or

excitement in waiting for the outcome.

The main result was that the majority of particifgareported either the secondary
dissatisfaction of worry or the secondary satisfectof enjoyable excitement as the
motivators of their choices whether or not to pcothemselves. The majority of them cited
worry or excitement as their sole motivators. A Bnmainority were found to be not
influenced by secondary (dis)satisfaction, as gaptiy the worry/excitement questions as
well as others. The authors regard this minoritthase who followed the prescription of the
expected utility theory, so that all the othersegrpd to make biased choices because they
were affected by emotional reactions. The authorthér observe that neither is Kahneman
and Tversky’'s (1992) Cumulative Prospect Theoryfiomed, mainly because also this
theory neglects the pre-resolution pertdd.

The crucial role of the pre-resolution period irtideon making under uncertainty has
been examined at the theoretical level by Pope Selten (2010/2011). They show that
when atemporal expected utility theory is extentdeishclude the length of the pre-resolution
period, with for axiomatised expected utility thgar natural limit property, the individual's
preferences are unaffected by the length of th@lugsn time. This result casts doubt on the
normative validity of expected utility theory, besa a longer delay in learning the final
outcome may have planning disadvantages, and eiffemotional consequences.

Pope and Selten (2010/2011) also bring an integstriticism against a more
conventional study which takes into account therpsalution period. This is Caplin and
Leahy’s (2001) study, which attempts to find a ¢cstemit generalisation of the axiomatised
expected utility theory. To this end, Caplin andhg (2001) attach the emotions involved in
the pre-resolution period to the outcome througlstable function, and consider the
anticipation of these emotions in decision makinger the ordinary uncertainty conditions.
Pope and Selten (2010/2011) find that this attempeases the epistemic inconsistency of

® This concept has been better defined in Shackl®§2) analysis of choice, where options are evatliy
individuals on the basis on feeling and imaginatbtheir consequences.
19 gpecific questions addressing rules typical ofkqdependent theories, Kahneman and Tversky’s, were

included in the questionnaire given to the partioig in the experiment.
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the expected utility theory, because Caplin andhigeamploy in their axiomatisation a
substitution axiom in which learning of the resoilttwo successive stages of a compound
gamble are modeled as if learned simultaneouslyy Heese authors consider emotions
would be implausible because they assume thatrgrefes over distributions of emotional
futures follow rational rules.

To conclude, Pope and Selten focus on the emotiaspécts of waiting for an
uncertain event, and this contributes to explainwviyy uncertainty may be pleasurable.
Scitovsky’s analysis is wider in scope because maicey includes the possibility of new
options that may need something more than waitmgain event, i.e. preparation and
incubation, while even novelty resolution may requiime for testing and application.
Analogously, pleasure will arise from feeling albbemanage these activities successfully.
This would increase the scope for further research.

3.2 Change of preferences

“[T]astes are [...] constantly changed by the accatioh of experience”, Scitovsky
(1992: 5) stated in his book. However, as obsebyedoewenstein and Angner (2003: 353),
“[tlo date, very little research has sought to ustend the factors that cause people to
indulge, deny, or seek to change their own preferen

Scitovsky’s analysis of the dynamics of consumpskitl and preference for novelty
can be interpreted in light of Gary Becker’s cldmt preferences depend on the consumer’s
past experience, thus making them “endogenous”’kK@et996: 4). This idea is innovative,
as Becker himself clearly says: “[t]he direct ligkebetween present and future utilities — not
whether the utility functions are considered statrainstable — is what distinguishes this
analysis from the more conventional one” (Becke36t%).

Behavioural economics is in a good position to tgvehe idea of endogenous
preferences because Prospect Theory is basedavereg-dependent preferences, which are
also implicit in the choice of novelty in Scitovskyhis line of inquiry has only recently
been begun in behavioural economics, especiallgxdpjoring the link between utility and
recent changes in rational beliefs about preseditfaiure consumption (e.g., Koszegy and
Rabin 2006). A focus closer to Scitovsky’'s perspect however, is the difficulty of
predicting changes in preferences.
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Behavioural economics has investigated the asp&cthanges in preferences,
claiming that people’s choices are biased in thsec Specifically, Loewenstein et al. (2003)
argue, on the basis of empirical evidence, thapleepredict future utility with a ‘projection
bias’. Their model includes a conditioning subjeetstate in individual’'s preferences for
any future period, but it does not necessarily pws$inkage between present and future, and
it ignores uncertainty. It thus appears focusedma specific aspect of Scitovsky’s analysis,
i.e. the influence of changing subjective statep@fierences. Loewenstein et al. (2003) thus
call ‘projection bias’ the systematic error in pitishg preferences on consumption, subject
to changing subjective states over the future periolThe bias is in the direction of
understatement, i.e. people would regard futuréepgaces in between the current ones and
the preferences conditioned by future subjectiagest

Loewenstein et al. (2003: 25) also argue that tbgeption bias can provide the basis
for an explanation of over-consumption and overlwtmat they see as “parallel” to
Scitovsky’ arguments. They first assume that theoopset consists of consumption and
leisure, where only consumption is subject to aalégt to a past reference level of
consumption captured by changed subjective stétése consumer underpredicts her/his
adaptation, s/he also underestimates the extentwhih increasing her/his current
consumption will reduce her/his future well-beigpnsequently, s/he over-consumes and
over-works.

Loewenstein et al.’s (2003) ‘projection bias’ captl some important aspects of
Scitovsky’s analysis, and provides some supposriidence, but it does not capture the core
of his analysis. In Loewenstein et al.’'s (2003)pgle find hard to foresee the effects of
subjective states on their preferences, but thenectly predict their future subjective states,
because they have had similar experience in the pasScitovsky, people find hard to
foresee their future subjective states because téfer from one experience to the next,
and change endogenously because of the accumutatioonsumption skill. Furthermore,
when Loewenstein et al. (2003) apply the ‘projattimas’, they obtain the result of over-
consumption because the bias has been appliedoplepe adaptation to past levels of
consumption (while there is no adaptation to pegels of leisure). Anegativeinternality
would thus emerge. In Scitovsky, people misprethiet consequences of novelty on their
consumption skill, which thus emerge agasitive internality if the experience has been
successful. Therefore, several aspects can betigatsl further in light of Scitovsky’'s

analysis.
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3.3 Harmful addiction

Scitovsky was the first to introduce into econontios ‘opponent process theory’ of
addiction from psychology which gives account ofvha pleasant experience becomes a
harmful one (S. 1992: 127-31). His analysis of wtlials’ preference for comfort and
against novelty puts forward a complementary exlan, since it concerns why people
choose that experience, although they may knovhdéneful consequences. Various authors
of behavioural economics have developed some dfethiesights, but other insights of
Scitovsky remain unexplored.

In the introductory part oThe Joyless Economscitovsky reported Solomon and
Corbit’s (1974) ‘opponent-process theory’ of adaiet This article was published in a
psychology journal, but it was republished in 19%7&8e American Economic Reviewith
an enthusiastic preface by Scitovsky.

The ‘opponent-process theory’, which has a phygiold substrate, generally refers
to emotions, and argues that the individual hasdpaosite reactions to a stimulus: a quick,
intense, temporary and, possibly, pleasurable imgcand a reaction which is opposite in
hedonic value, and which takes more time to byilcand more time to decay. The repetition
of the stimulus, typically due to substance ingestireduces the positive reaction, and
increases the negative reaction. This theory wewfiain tolerance and withdrawal, and, on
this basis, subsequent craving, dependence, desnait, and possible relapse. The main
treatments implied are detoxification and abstieenc

Loewenstein (1999) has developed this theory bytipgsthat people’s choices, as
based on stable or slowly changing preferencesnfitenced by ‘visceral factors’, such as
hunger, thirst, pain, or even curiosity, which flete according to external stimulations or
deprivations. Since people’s attention is diredieccurrent cues by visceral factors, they
experience craving, which biases their rational iahoand possibly triggers addictive
consumption. The focus in explaining dependence ealdpse is thus shifted from
withdrawal to craving, which would better accordhwihe facts, according to Loewenstein
(1999). In this way, addiction plays a role in petgpchoices through craving as a powerful
anticipatory emotion, while the anticipation of drawal would be a less vivid emotion
(see also Loewenstein et al. 2001). The main treatrsuggested is the prescription of
antidepressants in order to mitigate craving (Laest&in 1999).
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Empirical support for this approach is providedtbg research of the psychologist
Zuckerman (1994), who has found positive relatioesveen risky behaviour and sensation-
seeking, and between this personality trait andesbinlogical traits. However, Zuckerman
(1994) has also found that sensation-seeking lsasial conditioning, which is downplayed
by Loewenstein (1999). Furthermore, the approactisderal factors’ to addiction has been
criticised by the psychiatrists Waal and Mgrlan®9@) for overrating accidental cues,
which are too generic, and underrating people’scehavhich instead appears to be guided
by their “addictive personality” (Loewenstein 192%1).

The hyperbolic discounting approach, which is tgpiof behavioural economics,
gives choice a more central role in explaining Haftraddiction, although it maintains the
‘anomalous’ aspect of the desire to quit. Hypexbdliscounting refers to the tendency of
people increasingly to choose a smaller-and-somveaird over a larger-and-later one as the
delay occurs sooner rather than later in time. Epample, overweight people may
recurrently succumb to the temptation to eat a clabe cake as an immediate reward,
although after eating the cake, they intend tafelh diet in the future, thus reversing their
preferences. This approach can be applied to habdstance and behavioural addictions.
Falling into addiction seems to be especially duthe typical problems of youth concerning
identity formation and sensation seeking (Ainslnel alonterosso 2003; O’'Donoghue and
Rabin 2001).

Also this approach is subject to the criticism taddictive products give rise to quite
different patterns of behaviours in people whichre# be accounted for by such a general
approach. Furthermore, contrary to the viscerat@agh, people’s knowledge and ability to
compute the alternative rewards appear to be exeessquirements, especially if people
commit themselves to rationally managing preferaeversals (Waal and Mgrland 1999).

Scitovsky contributed to better understanding daliettve behaviours by adding an
important variety, i.e. “people’s addiction to thetatus” (S. 1992: 130), but he did not
develop the opponent process theory. Rather, his coatribution was to give an account of

how people fall into addiction, without referring personality factors but maintaining

1 See, e.g., Bernheim and Rangel’s (2007) theoryatibnal addiction, which assumes that individuals’
preferences are extended so that their “lifetinadestontingent consumption paths remain[...] consianbss
time and states of nature”, and can be ranked {i&&mand Rangel 2007: 10). Individuals would exgrece

addiction as a systematic alternation of hot/coéhtal states.
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complementarity with the other behavioural appreachand avoiding some of their
weaknesses.

It can be observed that Scitovsky’'s approach toicidd exhibits an aspect in
common with Becker and Murphy’s (1988) model: tlse rof the marginal utility curve of
the addictive option through its consumption overet However, the addictive option —
according to Scitovsky — is ‘novelty’, while thetexhative options, such as ‘comfort’ and
risky behaviours, are substitutable. If people hHaeen frustrated in experiencing inadequate
novelty, possibly since childhood, so that deveigphe skill to appreciate novelty has been
discouraged, they may experience boredom, andtstarefer the alternative options. Risky
behaviours appear especially substitutable becthgseshare some pleasure of stimulation
with ‘novelty’ (S. 1992: 291-300; 1999; 2000).

This approach is complementary to the behaviourasdecause it is able to account
for how harmful substance or behavioural addici®iriggered, but not how it develops.
Scitovsky’s approach is a choice approach whers caa play a role. However, it does not
require either full knowledge and high computatanthe rewards from the options, since
‘novelty’ is strongly uncertain, or limited knowlgd of the harmful consequences of
addiction. Scitovsky also suggested remedies tratbe seen as complementary to the more
usual ones. Indeed, in order to reduce the riskfatling into harmful addiction, he
recommended making the alternative options attrachly enhancing consumption skKill
through, for example, investment in early educatibomanistic studies, and “benign”
stimulating activities for youths.

Some authors in behavioural economics have captimedaspect of Scitovsky’s
analyses concerning people’s limited knowledge abifwai future negative consequences on
their choices through change in their skiiNamely, Herrnstein and Prelec (1992) propose
the ‘melioration theory’ of addiction, accordingwaich people become addicted through a
series of incremental meliorating decisions to coms the addictive products. However,
people do not perceive the harmful consequencesiai products until it is too late. This
theory appears naive because the negative efféaddiction are generally well-known,

while Scitovsky’'s approach has no such weakness.

2 Thus wrote Scitovsky (1992: 73): people, who “wgradually lured into a new way of life by theiv&of
comfort, unaware at first of the costs involved dinding themselves fully accustomed to their neays by

time they realize the extent of the loss of pleaswffered.”
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To conclude, Scitovsky’s approach to addiction eyesras a theoretical advance that
behavioural economics appears to have explored galially. For example, under
encouragement by psychology research (Heyman 2@era 2011 and the literature cited
therein), more detailed study could be made ottrelitions for the emergence of boredom,
the link between boredom and risky behaviours, ahéther the high discount rates of
addicted individuals are an effect rather than aseaof falling into addiction (Ainslie and
Monterosso 2003).

4. Conclusions

Behavioural economics is a young subfield whereclpsipgy helps economic
analysis to interpret how people tend to make @witot necessarily optimal for them. In
the 1970s, Kahneman and Tversky’s work gave imptetuke development of behavioural
economics as an extension of the conventional yhebrational choice. In his very recent
book, Kahneman has advanced a theoretical frameimovkhich behavioural and rational
choice can be accommodated in new and dynamic manne

Scitovsky may appear to be a simple forerunnereaffaioural economics mainly
because he drew heavily on psychology when he wirbgeJoyless EcononfAngner and
Loewenstein 2012). However, the present paper hasrs that Scitovsky’'s analysis is
interesting also for another reason: because @ramhs more ambitious lines of inquiry that
are only partially explored. Research in behavibecanomics and other economic subfields
can thus benefit from Scitovsky’s work if the redew issues are properly formulated and
focused. To this end, the present paper has Bfstrmulated Scitovsky's late analysis on
welfare in terms of a model of choice, althoughoumfalised (subsection 2.3 Then, the
discussion has been organised around the issuasceftainty and individual ‘competence’
(3.1), on change of preferences (3.2), and on hdraddiction (3.3). It emerges that each
issue has been anticipated by Scitovsky and theelajged by behavioural economics, but
also that their perspectives are different (2.2)ileva suggestion on how to reconcile them
may be found in Kahneman’s recent book on the tysbesns of thought (2.3).

The contrasts and similarities thus found can ssiggéeresting lines of inquiry. The

more basic and general one conceives choices asmilyhearning processes where emotion

13 See Pugno (2013) for a formalisation.
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and uncertainty play a positive role for peopletivibeing. Interdisciplinary research is thus
needed, because dynamic analysis of choice amdriitular, the psychology of personality
should find a place in the same framework, as rteaempts make evident (Almlund et al.
2011; Ferguson et al. 2011).

References

Ainslie, G., Monterosso, J. (2003). Hyperbolic dignting as a factor in addiction. In Vulchinich,BR.and
Heather, N. (Eds{hoice, Behavioural Economics and Addict{pp.35-69). Oxford: Elsevier.

Almlund, M., Duckworth, A.L., Heckman, J.J., Kaufg,D. (2011).Personality psychology and economics.
NBER Working Paper 16822. National Bureau of EcoicdResearch, Cambridge, MA.

Angner E., Loewenstein, G. (2012). Behavioral ecnigs. In U. Maki (Ed.),Philosophy of Economics
(pp.641-90). Amsterdam: North-Holland.

Becker, G. S. (1996). Preferences and values. $1 Becker (Ed.)Accounting for tastep.3-23). Harvard:
Harvard University Press.

Becker, G.S., Murphy, K.M. (1988). A Theory of mtal addictionJournal of Political Econom@6(4): 675-
700.

Benedikt, M. (1996). Complexity, value, and the gisylogical postulates of economidSritical Review
10(4), 551—594.

Berlyne, D.E. (1960)Conflict, Arousal and CuriosityMcGraw-Hill.

Bernheim, B.D., and Rangel, A. (2007). Behaviorablt economics. In: Diamond, P., and Vartiainen, H
(Eds.). Economic Institutions and Behavioral Economipp.7-77). Princeton: Princeton University
Press.

Bianchi, M. (2003). A questioning economist: Tilfacitovsky's attempt to bring joy into economigsurnal
of Economic Psycholog®4: 1-18.

Camerer, C.F., and Loewenstein, G. (2004). Behav@ronomics. In Camerer, C.F., Loewenstein, Gi,Mn
Rabin (Eds)Advances in Behavioral Economig®.3-51). New York: Russell Sage Foundation.
Camerer, C.F., Weber, M.W. (1992). Recent developgsnén modeling preferences: uncertainty and

ambiguity.Journal of Risk and Uncertainfy. 325-370.

Caplin, A., Leahy, J. (2001). Psychological expéaitlity theory and anticipatory feelingQuarterly Journal
of Economicd.: 55-79.

Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1990Flow. New York: Harper and Row.

Damasio, A.R. (1994Descartes’ error: Emotion, Reason, and the HumaaiBiNew York: Putnam.

Della Vigna, S. (2009). Psychology and economlosirnal of Economic Literaturel7(2): 315-72.

Earl, P.E. (1992). Tibor Scitovsky. In Samuels, WEH.).New Horizons in Economic Thougfpp. 265-93).
Aldershot: Elgar.

Ellsberg, D. (1961). Risk, ambiguity, and the SavagiomsQuarterly Journal of Economicss(4): 643-669.

23



Ferguson, E., Heckman, J.J., Corr, P. (2011). Rali$p and economicsPersonality and Individual
Differencesb1(3): 201-209.

Fudenberg, D. (2006). Advancing beyond “AdvancesBihavioral Economics.’"Journal of Economic
Literature 64: 694-711.

Gul, F., Pesendorfer, W. (2007). Welfare withoypriaess American Economic Reviedv(2): 471-476.

Heath, C., Tversky, A. (1991). Preference and bdbernal of Risk and Uncertaing. 5-28.

Herrnstein, R., Prelec, D. (1992). A theory of atidn. In Loewenstein G., and J. Elster (Ed€hoice over
Time(pp.331-60). New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Heyman, G.M. (2009)Addiction: A Disorder of ChoiceCambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Kahneman, D. (1994). New Challenges to the RatitynAssumption.Journal of Institutional and Theoretical
Economicsl50(1): 18-36.

Kahneman, D. (2003). Maps of bounded rationalyericanEconomic Revie®3(5): 1449-75.

Kahneman, D. (2011Yhinking, Fast and Slow.ondon: Penguin.

Kahneman, D., Deaton, A. (2010). High income imm®\evaluation of life but not emotional well-being
PNAS107(38): 16489-93.

Kahneman, D., Tverski. (1979). Prospect theory: an analysis of decisiader risk,Econometrica47(2),
263-291.

Klein, W.M.P., Cerully, J.L., Monin, M.M., Moore, .B. (2010). Ability, chance, and ambiguity aversion
Judgment and Decision Making3): 192-199.

Koszegi, B., Rabin, M. (2006). A Model of refererdependent preferenceluarterly Journal of Economics
121: 1133-1166.

Kubovy, M. (1999). On the pleasures of the mindK&hneman, D., Diener, E., Schwarz, N. (Eds.) Welhg
(pp.134-54). U.S.: Russel Sage

LePera, N. (2011). Relationships between boredamepress, mindfulness, anxiety, depression, andades
use.The New School Psychology Bullegif?): 15-25.

Loewenstein, G. (1999). A visceral account of atidic In Elster J., and Skog, O-J. (Ed&gtting Hooked:
Rationality and Addictiorfpp.235-64). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press

Loewenstein G., Angner, E. (2003). Predicting amdulging changing preferences. In G. Loewenstein, D
Read, and R.F. Baumeister (Ed3ime and decisiofpp.351-91). New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Loewenstein G., Hsee, H., Weber, E.U., Welch, 90@9. Risk as feeling?sichological Bulletinl27: 267-86.

Loewenstein, G., O’'Donoghue, T., Rabin, M. (200Bjojection bias in predicting future utilitQuarterly
Journal of Economics 118): 1209-1248.

O’Donoghue, T., Rabin, M. (2001). Risky behaviooramg youth. In J. Gruber (EdRisky behaviour among
youth(pp.29-68). Chicago: University Chicago Press.

Pope, R.E. (1983). The pre-outcome period and tiligy wf gambling. In B.P. Stigum and F. Wenstau§.).
Foundations of Utility and Risk Theory with Applicas (pp.37-177). D. Reidel: Dordrecht.

Pope, R.E, Leitner, J., and Leopold-Wildburger,(2009). Expected utility versus the changes in Kedge
aheadEuropean Journal of Operations Reseaf®® (3): 892-901.

24



Pope, R.E, Selten, R. (2010/2011). Risk in a sintpteporal framework for expected utility theory afiod
SKAT. Risk and Decision Analysi1): 5-32.

Pugno, M. (2013). Scitovsky and the income-happgimesadoxJournal of Socio-Economicd3, 1-10.

Pugno, M. (2014). ScitovskyBhe Joyless Econonayd the economics of happineBsiropean Journal of the
History of Economic Thougi2tl(1), 278-303.

Rabin, M. (1998). Psychology and economiltsurnal of Economic Literaturg6(1): 11-46.

Schooler J.W., Ohlsson, S., Brooks, K. (1993). s beyond words: when language overshadows insigh
Journal of Experimental Psychology GenetaR(2): 166-183.

Schubert, C. (2012). Pursuing happinégglos65(2): 245-261.

Scitovsky, T. (1978). Preface to R.L. Solomon a2l Lorbit’'s ‘An opponent-process theory of motivat,
American Economic Revie®8(6): 12.

Scitovsky, T. (1986)Human Desires and Economic SatisfactiNiew York: New York University Press.

Scitovsky, T. (1988). Foreword. In P. Albanese JE®&sychological Foundations of Economic Behavior

(ppwvii-viii). New York: Praeger.

Scitovsky, T. (1992)The Joyless Econom@xford: Oxford University PressNded. [First ed. in 1976].

Scitovsky, T. (1995)Economic Theory and Realitjldershot: Elgar.

Scitovsky, T. (1996). My own criticism of The JogteEconomyCiritical Reviewl10(4): 595-606.

Scitovsky, T. (1999). Boredom - an overlooked dse®aChallenge42(5): 5-15.

Scitovsky, T. (2000). The wages of boreddew Perspectives Quarterly’(2): 45-51.

Shackle, G.L.S. (1952kxpectation in Economic€ambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Shackle, G.L.S. (1988). The origination of choiceFrowen, S. (ed.Business, Time and Thoughtew York:
New York University Press.

Silvia, P. J. (2005). Emotional responses toRetziew of General Psycholady, 342-357

Solomon, R.L., Corbit, J.D. (1974). An opponentgass theory of motivationPsychology Reviewl1: 119-
33.

Steenkamp, J-B., Baumgartner, H. (1992). The réleptimum stimulation level in exploratory consumer
behavior Journal of Consumer ReseartB: 434-48.

Thaler, R.H., Sunstein, C.R. (2003). Libertariatepaalism.American Economic Revie®8(2): 175-179.

Tversky, A., Kahneman, D. (1991). Loss aversioniskless choiceQuarterly Journal of Economics, 101,
1039-1061

Tversky, A., Kahneman, D. (1992). Advances in peaspheoryJournal of Risk and Uncertainfy. 297-323.

Waal, H., Mgrland, J. (1999). Addiction as impedationality. In J. Elster (Ed.)Addiction. Entries and Exits
(pp.120-48). New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Wilson, T.D., Lisle, D.J., Schooler, J.W., Hodg8d)., Klaaren, K.J., LaFleur, S.J. (1993). Intrasjmg about
reasons can reduce post-choice satisfacBensonality and Social Psychology Bulleti&: 331-339.

Zuckerman, M. (1994)Behavioral expressions and biosocial bases of gmmsaseeking New York:

Cambridge University Press.

25



