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Revision Letter Collabra Psychology: When choosing implies losing: Does flipping a coin 

increase forfeiture thoughts? 

 

Dear Dr. Tullett, 

 

We thank you very much for the thoughtful feedback that you and the reviewers provided in 

regards to our Stage 2 registered report manuscript “When choosing implies losing: Does flipping 

a coin increase forfeiture thoughts?". 

 

In line with the feedback that you and the reviewers have offered, we have now created a revised 

version of our manuscript that we hereby resubmit. 

 

We have numbered all the original comments of the reviewers and yourself and display them in 

black font. Our replies are displayed in blue font. 

 

We are looking forward to your feedback. 

 

Best wishes, 

The authors 
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Feedback provided by the Editor 

 

Dear Mariela Jaffe, 

I have now received all reviews of your Stage 2 Registered Report submission, “When choosing 

implies losing: Does flipping a coin increase forfeiture thoughts?”, from qualified researchers. I 

also independently read the manuscript before consulting these reviews. The reviewers had 

mostly positive reactions to your manuscript. I agree that your manuscript has important strengths 

and also that there are some issues that need to be addressed. I therefore encourage you to submit 

a revised version for further consideration at Collabra: Psychology. 

 

The reviewers did an outstanding job in their reviews. I will highlight issues I think are 

particularly salient here. In your resubmission, please include a document with a point-by-point 

response to both the points I list here and the reviewers’ comments, outlining each change made 

in your manuscript or providing a suitable rebuttal. 

 

Comment #E1 

1. Both reviewers noted deviations between the hypotheses listed in the Stage 1 manuscript 

they reviewed, and the hypotheses listed in this Stage 2 manuscript. This happened 

because I did not ask them to review the revised version of the Stage 1 manuscript, which 

has hypotheses identical to those listed in the Stage 2 manuscript. The same goes for the 

paragraph about how indecisiveness can increase forfeiture thoughts noted by Reviewer 1 

(i.e., that was removed in the revision of the Stage 1 manuscript and continues to be 

excluded from the Stage 2 manuscript). So, there is no need to address these concerns in 

your response, and I apologize to the reviewers for the lack of clarity. 

 

Reply #E1: 

We thank the Editor for the detailed feedback and also for the clarification on this point.  

We will refer to this comment (#E1) when replying to the reviewers’ feedback. 

 

Comment #E2 

2. I could not find where you reported the results for Hypothesis 4. 

 

Reply #E2: 

After Study 2, Hypothesis 4 was dropped and not pre-registered for Study 3, see p. 21. If the 

Editor finds it commendable, we will test Hypothesis 4 in an exploratory fashion. Otherwise, 

consistent with the preregistration, we will not discuss Hypothesis 4 in Study 3. 

 

Comment #E3 

3. I am inclined to agree with Reviewer 1 that the COVID explanation is somewhat 

speculative and post-hoc. It is perhaps worth mentioning, but I don’t think it should 

receive serious consideration as a factor that could account for differences in results 

across studies. On the other hand, I found your discussion section to be quite fair in its 

assessment that your hypotheses were generally not supported (except, perhaps, for the 

sentence “That way, we find results that only partly support our hypotheses” on p. 33, 

which seems to overstate the amount of support). 

 

Reply #E3: 
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We agree with the Editor and Reviewer 1 that the considerations on how COVID-related changes 

may have affected the participants’ thoughts and behavior in Study 3 are speculative and have 

been derived post-hoc. We have shortened this paragraph and now explicitly highlight the post-

hoc nature of these speculations in the manuscript (see p. 32). We have further changed the 

statement regarding partial support of our hypothesis and clarify that the results do not provide 

support for our hypotheses, especially when focusing on the preregistered Study 3, see p. 34. 

 

Comment #E4 

4. Reviewer 2 makes some useful suggestions for how to make the manuscript clearer, 

including ways to provide examples and interpretations that could aid the reader. 

 

Reply #E4: 

We are happy to include Reviewer 2’s suggestion on how to improve the clarity of our 

manuscript. We have added examples and added to the discussion of Study 3 and the General 

Discussion (see, e.g., p. 25 and replies #R2.5 and #R2.6). 

 

In summary, I think this is a promising manuscript and, I hope you will revise it for further 

consideration at Collabra: Psychology. I look forward to receiving your revision. 

 

Please ensure that your revised files adhere to our author guidelines, and that the files are fully 

copyedited/proofed prior to upload. Please also ensure that all copyright permissions have been 

obtained. This is the last opportunity for major editing, therefore please fully check your file prior 

to resubmission. 

 

If you have any questions or difficulties during this process, please contact the editorial office 

editorialoffice@collabra.org. 

 

We hope you can submit your revision within the next six weeks. If you cannot make this 

deadline, please let us know as early as possible. 

 

Sincerely, 

Alexa Tullett 

  

mailto:editorialoffice@collabra.org
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Feedback from Reviewer 1 

 

This Stage 2 preregistered report reports an experiment testing the effect of coin flip on forfeiture 

thoughts. Unfortunately, results did not support the authors’ hypotheses. Nevertheless, the 

authors strictly followed their registered plan, and therefore, despite the somewhat disappointing 

outcomes, their manuscript can still be an important addition to the literature. Below are some 

thoughts and impressions I had while reading through the manuscript (and particularly the new 

experiment and the discussion). 

 

Comment #R1.1 

Data 

The data is well analyzed, and is perfectly able to test the authors’ hypotheses. 

 

Reply #R1.1: 

We thank Reviewer 1 for the time and thought they have invested in our work. 

 

Comment #R1.2 

Adherence to the registered plan 

As far as I can see, H4 did not appear in the original Stage 1 submission I have previously 

reviewed. Additionally, the original Stage 1 had of a part on forfeiture thoughts increasing when 

the individual is indecisive, which does not appear in the manuscript in its current form. (This 

comment is based on the file I have in my records, as the pre registration link provided in the 

manuscript did not include the introduction part. I am aware that the structure of the manuscript 

might have changed since the last time I reviewed it, and I would not want this comment to be 

interpreted as if I am questioning the authors’ integrity or scientific rigorousness) 

The authors strictly followed each and every part of their registered plan. 

 

Reply #R1.2: 

We thank Reviewer 1 for the careful comparison of the Stage 1 and Stage 2 submission. We 

believe the noted deviations to be due to the fact that the original and not the revised Stage 1 

manuscript was provided for review (see comment #E1). When writing up the Stage 2 

submission, we adhered to the revised Stage 1 manuscript that had been accepted by the journal. 

 

Comment #R1.3 

Additional analyses 

The authors added an analysis testing participants’ adherence to the coin suggestion, and found 

that coin suggestion had no effect of participants’ decision, thus suggesting that the coin flip did 

not change the participants’ decisions. As the authors do discuss the differences between a coin 

as a decider and a coin as a catalyst in the introduction, I think this analysis adds some interesting 

insights, and I urge the authors to briefly discuss it in their discussion. 

 

Reply #R1.3: 

We thank Reviewer 1 for this comment and now discuss these result and the difference between 

using the coin flip as decider versus catalyst in the discussion section of Study 3, see p. 30/31. 

 

We write: 

“We also looked at adherence rates between the coin suggestion and participants’ 

choices. High adherence would indicate that participants may have used the coin flip as a 
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decider, meaning that its outcome would determine their decision. In this study, however, 

participants were asked to use the coin flip as a catalyst, meaning to consider the 

suggestion, but to decide on their own. Results suggest that the coin was not used as a 

decider, but may have acted as a catalyst in participants’ own decision making.” 

 

Comment #R1.4 

Discussion 

I find the authors’ attempt to explain of the differences in the findings of the three experiments 

using COVID to be highly speculative. It does not seem that participants in Experiment 3 had 

higher/lower forfeiture thoughts overall, and the satisfaction ratings are very high, so it does not 

seem to support the idea that participants were generally less favorable of snacks. This is not to 

say that COVID could not have influenced the results, but the way the authors propose does not 

seem to e supported by their data. 

 

Reply #R1.4: 

We agree with the Editor (see Reply #E3) and the Reviewer that the paragraph on the COVID 

regulations as major difference between Studies 1 and 2 versus Study 3 is speculative and post-

hoc. To clarify further, we do not believe that the snacks became less favorable because of 

potentially more salient health concerns. Instead, the requirement of constantly wearing a mask 

and having to frequently disinfect hands may have impacted affect and cognition and could have 

therefore also buffered effects that our manipulation (a coin flip) may have had on acquisition 

and forfeiture thoughts. 

 

We followed the Editor’s and the Reviewer’s suggestions and have now shortened the limitations 

paragraph and mention its speculative and post-hoc nature, see p. 32.  

 

Comment #R1.5 

Contrarily, I think the idea that forcing participants to voice their preference (even if they didn’t 

have one) is what drove the effect in Experiments 1 & 2 has merit, and I think the authors should 

further elaborate on that option. 

 

Reply #R1.5: 

We thank Reviewer 1 for this suggestion and have now further elaborated on the potential impact 

of the differences in preference assessment, see p. 32/33. 

 

We write: 

“Study 3 further differed from Studies 1 and 2 in the way we assessed initial 

preferences: In Study 3, participants could indicate that they were undecided (which about 

30 of them did) or whether they had a preference for either of the two snacks. In contrast, 

participants in Studies 1 and 2 indicated right at the study’s beginning which snack they 

preferred, without being able to voice indifference. What appears like small differences 

may have strong psychological impact, as indicating a clear preference for a snack right 

away may have set more readily the ground for the processes hypothesized here. Indeed, a 

change in perspective may be more likely induced by a coin flip when a strong preference 

has previously been stated, because a clearly stated preference makes the suggestion feel 

right or wrong and increases awareness that choosing one option means forfeiting the 

other. In contrast, if a preference has not been stated as clearly or feels more flexible (as 

might have been the case in Study 3 because of the “undecided”-option), participants may 



 6 

actively search for a strategy to make up their mind. Here, using a coin versus not using a 

coin might result in similar behaviours: All participants may try to look at the decision 

from different perspectives and thereby may be less susceptible to the potential that a coin 

flip has to offer. This could explain why we do not find differences between the coin and 

control condition in Study 3. Future studies could vary the assessment of preferences by 

using different scales or implement a different approach to assess initial preferences in the 

first place, for instance asking for preference ratings for many different snacks and then 

choosing two that have been rated similarly but slightly differently (see, e.g., Jaffé & 

Greifeneder, 2021; Krajbich, Armel, & Rangel, 2010), or by assessing preferences in a 

separate session.” 

 

Comment #R1.6 

Throughout the discussion, the authors talk about their hypotheses being “partly supported”. 

Indeed, Hypothesis 3 received some support, but the is relatively incremental. The vast majority 

of the hypotheses, and the ones that form the main points of this research plan, were not 

supported. This is of course does not mean that this is research has no importance. The authors 

propose some methodological ways to increase the measurement validity, but do not weigh on the 

possibility that the hypotheses are incorrect. Given that they formed their hypotheses by logically 

building on previous findings, I think that discussing the theoretical implications of their null 

findings seem warranted given the current results. 

 

Reply #R1.6: 

Based on the Reviewer’s and Editor’s feedback (see Reply #E3), we have changed the sentence 

where we summarized the findings as partial support for our hypotheses (see p. 32 and p. 34). As 

Reviewer 1 points out, when focusing on the preregistered Study 3, our hypotheses are not 

supported. Results of Study 3 indicate partial support for Hypothesis 3 only, showing that 

receiving a congruent versus incongruent suggestion in the coin condition results in higher 

feelings of validation. 

 

As Reviewer 1 summarizes, we have discussed different factors that might explain the findings’ 

heterogeneity across studies. We have now added another paragraph in which we discuss that 

another reason for the resulting pattern could be that flipping a coin does not significantly impact 

forfeiture thoughts (see p. 34). Potentially, the benefits of random decision-making aids may 

manifest itself via different routes, such as information processing or affective reactions. Future 

research may therefore turn to other processes to better understand the allure and effect of 

random decision-making aids on people’s judgments and decisions. 

 

Comment #R1.7 

The authors have some curious finding, which was contrary to their Hypothesis 2, but is still 

interesting- namely, that participants report more forfeiture for the snack they did not prefer. This 

finding might be incidental, but I think it is worth discussing it a bit. 

 

Reply #R1.7: 

As Reviewer 1 summarizes, we have not expected this result. However, the snack that 

participants did not prefer is, most likely, the one they have to forfeit. From this point of view, it 

may be natural to report more forfeiture thoughts about the option that is not preferred. 

Furthermore, participants could thereby signal that they have paid close attention to the 



 7 

instructions and thought carefully before making their decision. We now discuss this finding in 

the discussion section of Study 3, see p. 30. 
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Feedback from Reviewer 2 

 

Comment #R2.1: 

This is the second time I am reviewing this manuscript. The authors conducted a third pre-

registered study to supplement findings of studies 1 and 2. They specifically wished to provide 

further evidence that flipping a coin to aid decision-making would lead to more forfeiture 

thoughts. They also hoped to provide evidence that receiving a coin-flip suggestion congruent 

(vs. incongruent) with their initial preference would lead to increased feelings of validation and 

confidence in making a good decision. They also probed some exploratory hypotheses. 

Overall, I believe data collection is appropriate for testing the authors’ hypotheses.  

 

Reply #R2.1: 

We thank Reviewer 2 for the time and thought they have invested in our work. 

 

Comment #R2.2: 

The introduction, rationale, and stated hypotheses for this study are the same as the pre-registered 

submission. However, the hypotheses H4-H5 differ from the Stage 1 submission (that is, there 

was no H5 originally, and H4 is also different. Also of note, I have trouble parsing H4: 

“Individuals report more forfeiture thoughts for the option they forfeit when following the coin’s 

suggestions (i.e., the not suggested option) compared to the option suggested by the coin”) does 

not make sense to me. Is it missing a “not?”). 

 

Reply #R2.2: 

We thank Reviewer 1 for the careful comparison of the Stage 1 and Stage 2 submission. We 

believe the noted deviations resulted because the original and not the revised Stage 1 manuscript 

was provided for review (see comment #E1). When writing up the Stage 2 submission, we 

adhered to the revised Stage 1 manuscript that had been accepted by the journal. 

 

We are also happy to provide further explanation to H4, for instance as a footnote. However, this 

will require changing the Stage 1 part of the manuscript and therefore requires the Editor’s 

approval. To explain H4, we could add: Let’s imagine the coin flip suggests snack A. We 

predicted that individuals would report more forfeiture thoughts for snack B (the not suggested 

option) than for snack A (the suggested option), because the coin may highlight that in order to 

take snack A (the suggested option), snack B (the not suggested option) would need to be 

forfeited.  

 

Comment #R2.3: 

Experimental procedures were registered and followed. A small note is that they collected two 

participants more than they had anticipated without specifying a stopping rule in the pre-

registration. I would have expected the pre-registration to specify exactly what rule is followed to 

stop (e.g., we will stop at exactly 318 participants, or something like, as participants participate in 

groups, we will stop collecting data once the group who brings the total N to over 318 completes 

the study). This could be added into the manuscript for full transparency. All analyses follow the 

pre-registration and the authors appropriately do not draw strong conclusions from the data, as 

the results did not provide evidence for their hypotheses. 

 

Reply #R2.3: 
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We agree with Reviewer 2 that more participants were sampled than preregistered due to lab 

procedures (during collection of the data, the lab personnel already noted that two participants did 

not successfully finish the study and collected two additional data sets to compensate for this 

fact). We are happy to acknowledge this in the manuscript, see p. 22. 

  

Comment #R2.4: 

A minor comment is that, due to some of the design complexities (i.e., having “congruent” and 

“incongruent” snack as well as “suggested” and “not suggested” snacks), it is hard to follow 

analyses. Some of this cannot be avoided, but perhaps the authors could add in a one-sentence 

concrete example using Snack As and Bs (e.g., “This implies that, for instance, a person who 

preferred Snack A and received a suggestion for Snack A had greater forfeiture thoughts for 

Snack B than for Snack A”).  

 

Reply #R2.4: 

We thank Reviewer 2 for this comment and added an example on p. 25 when reporting the results 

regarding H2. 

 

Comment #R2.5: 

The tests for H2 generally were very hard to follow for me. In another place, they comment that 

“Results show a significant main effect of snack, F(1, 267) = 5.16, p = .024, η2p = .02, indicating 

that participants reported more acquisition thoughts regarding snack B compared to snack A (see 

Table 3).” This main effect is likely due to the fact that people in general preferred snack B (n = 

152) over A (n = 118), and the authors could speculate/interpret this to aid the readers, as well. 

 

Reply #R2.5: 

We agree with Reviewer 2 that the main effect of snack (e.g., when investigating H1 or H5) is 

likely the consequence of differences in preference, which we have now added to the discussion 

part of Study 3, see p. 30. 

 

Comment #R2.6: 

As a general discussion point, I think it is worth noting that the set-up of this design may also be 

limiting results. It is probably not common for people to use a coin flip to make a decision for 

which they already have a pretty strong preference. Perhaps future research could be conducted 

on a choice pre-selecting on participants who are relatively torn between the options. 

 

Reply #R2.6: 

We agree with Reviewer 2 and now specify this as a limitation of our work (see p. 32/33). We 

further suggest that future research may pretest an array of snacks and present participants with 

different snack pairs (cf. Krajbich et al., 2010). This procedure could be used to create a choice 

situation for each participant in which they only have a slight preference for one snack over the 

other, and therefore are more likely to experience decision difficulty (see p. 33).  

 

 


