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How ChoiceBot Works

by Nick Desbarats (Founder, ChoiceBot Inc.)
nickd@choicebot.com

Yes, but i t’ s a Igtuof scrdenshate athd ne tacknggibleréstg st yousholuldbe
able to get through itin 20 minutesorless.| f not , I gi.ve you your mone\)

ChoiceBot’s patent-pending core technology is based on a fundamentally new approach called
“emot i owmdlIf tpm awhiehdssery diffefent than the technologies on which conventional

product selection and decision-assisting tools are based (and| ' v e e kuadmads,f eotlthousands
of them over the last three years..) In this document,y o u’ | | |l ear n wdbffprocessnmmot i onal
is, and why Bdanwss dsddteiremg incl ude..

e Why you already know that 99% of product selectiontoolsone-c o mmer ce si twells don’ t v
e How ChoiceBot determines which product is #1, which product is #2, etc.

e Why creating spreadsheets to help you make purcht
e Four other types of decision-assistingt ool s t hat shaul d wor k, but don’

| should mention that all of the information in this document is basically trivia, intended only for those
who are interested in the thinking behind ChoiceBot, and in decision-making in general. It isn’t
necessary for end users to understand any of this in order to experience the benefits of ChoiceBot.

And no w , the trivia..

Y 0o u’ r ehurirg.lYa go to a major real estate website with 10,000 homes for sale listed in your
city. You click on the website’'s “House finder” t

e $300,000 to $450,000
e Three or more bedrooms
e In any of five neighborhoods
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500 results. There’s no way VyoOuU'  yoecrittrdaiYoutpwet 0 r evi e
the maximum price from $450,000 to $400,000. Four or more bedrooms, instead of three or more. Just

three great neighborhoods, instead of five.

107 results. A bit better, but still too many to sift through without going bonkers. How about one
neighborhood instead of three?

Zero results. Whoops. How about two neighborhoods?
24 results. Still a lot, but manageable.

You start sifting through the final 24 results, but a little voice keeps nagging at you in the back of your

head.. Wh aramhdme iyiroonerof thé three neighborhoods that you had to eliminate? Those
nei ghborhoods were just fine, after all. What if
seeing it because you had to raise the minimum to four bedrooms in order to get a manageable number
of results? What if your dream home is $425, 000,

your maximum price to $400, 000 to c udbewiligtogo t he nu
as high as $450,000 if a house has a great combination of features?

The |ittle voice in the back of your head is righ
with the overall best combination of price and features R A Ry Q U intdylodr fhalsetipfresults
T h e r en a®$0% ehunce that your ten overall best choices were all filtered out.

What the..? Why do product selection tools routine
why can’t you | us t-yoerredl ectual buying critsrie- tnsteadfof havingitot e r i a
experiment with “fake” criteria in order to get a

As you’'re probably awar ee-commersetwebgitesarebasedtontisee | ect i on
process of elimination. You enter narrower and narrower criteria, and the number of choices that meet

those criteria gets lower and lower until you get a manageable number of choices. Using the process of

elimination, your first search in the real estate story above got rid of 9,500 unacceptable choices out of

10,000. Narrowing your criteria even more should get you from 500 good choices to 50 really good

choices, and further narrowing them should get you to a top five, right? Well, as the real estate story

illustrates, no.

After your first search, the 500 homes that remained were all basically acceptable. Some were amazing
choices, and some were mediocre choices. Unless you happened to stumble across a four-bedroom
home in an ideal neighborhood and that was also dirt cheap, however, even the overall best choices still
represented some kind of compromise, and had one or two less-than-ideal features.
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Problemis,@ 2 dz R2y Qi 1 yhandided fikatufedouf bSstichoices have. Maybe your dream
home only has three bedrooms, but its attractive price and great neighborhood more than compensate.

Or maybe it’s a little pricey, but its four bedro
So, when you narrow any single cri toeormso)n tfor o‘m d‘eaacl
(e.g., four or more bedrooms), you wipe out the fantastic choices that have that one less-than-ideal

feature, right along with the terrible choices th

your overall best choices,they’ r € t he ones that happened to survive

(In case you're wondering why you need to narrow your criteria beyond your minimum criteria and risk

r e mhanibéings, yonaledady h u

know why: Any more than about a dozen choices represents too much information for most people to

deal with (1’11 ,andipthezurrent agelofyastproduciaselentiong, thérecae

almost alwaysmorethanad o zen choi ces that meet a giBecause consum
there are many dozens of good TV choices for a typical consumer, hundreds of good digital camera

accidentally wiping out your best choices in the first place,if 'y o u

choices, thousands of good vacation packages, etc., you nearly alwayshave to narrow your criteria well
beyond your real minimum criteria in order to get a manageable number of results, so you nearly always
end up inadvertently filtering out some -or all- of your best choices.)

To sum up, once all of the remaining choices are acceptable, continuing to use the process of

elimination is just as likely to filter out your best choices as your worst ones. The really crazy thing is

s where the |ittle vo)itce in tl
can just be a little tricky to understand exactly why this happens until you think about it for a bit.

that everyone knows this already ( t h at

So if the process of elimination is so random and inefficient, why are the vast majority of product

selection tools still based on it? Hard to say for sure, but my own theory is that even software designers

intuitively believe that the process of elimination shouldwork. The process of elimination is also the way

that databases” t h {(i.a,kntermsof‘quer y mat c hmat" c fmeoddftware developers

tend to carry this thinking overintothed e si gn of their product selection
necessarily the way that humansthink. T h esrals the fact that not basing a tool on the process of

elimination immediately raises the question as to what it should be based on instead, a question that

took us (i.e., ChoiceBot Inc.) more than three years to answer.

So how do you zero in on your truly best choices without having to sift through dozens/ hundreds/
thousands of good choices? How do you get to the top two or three bestchoices without accidentally
eliminating them?

Once all of the remaining choices meet your minimum requirements, you have to leave the simple,
“bl ack and white” | ogibehingf atnlle wadec ¢ 134 ooft hel ismibnp &
gray” reaolfn soif “tHoaudsee A is | ess expensi ve, but it
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nei ghborhood i sn’ thisansereeRpensive, bua anly Hasawb dachrodns, whichis ¢
not a huge probl em,etbut not ideal ..” etc., etc.

Problem is, trying to trade off the price, number of bedrooms and neighborhoods of 24 good house

choices in your he ad:callyismpossible To indesstand whiy thifisj cansidert it s
that this particular decision involves three aspects of 24 houses, which equals 72 pieces of information.

To trade off 72 pieces of information awdal nst eac
tradeeof f relationships ((72 x 71)/ 2). Nowtreeonsi der t

minimum criteria in the real estate story, there were 500. Now consider that, for real estate and most
other types of decisions, people care about more than three aspects of each choice....For most purchase
decisions, considering all available information about each viable choice would require you to consider
hundreds (or more often thousands) of factors.

Si nce t hosvevel @shclologists have known that most people can manipulate no more than

about seven pieces of information in their head at the same time. This phenomenon is so well-

established that it hasaname:* wo r k i n gcapatigyino ¢ wo r k i nagacityniewinoNbrgh

American phone numbers have seven digits, by the way). Seven pieces of information is a lot less than

72, so your brain physically can’tintbaxdomt t he vast
Because & 2 dz O yhétiof the kellev@nt information into accountin® 2 dzZNJ FAY Il f RSOA&AZ2Y
unlikely to choose the truly best choice, or probably even close to the best choice. Even when there

are only 10 or 12 good choices to consider, there’s still far too much information for your limited
working memory to handle.

On some | evel, most of us know that we can’'t keep
information when making purchase decisions, which is why so many of us resort to creating
spreadsheets to record all of thefeature s of t he products that we’'re con:
spreadsheets is that they don’t actually make dec
yourhead( or t r y tinmrderta determieeavbidh of.)he choices is actually your best choice.

This is why some people spend hours poring over their spreadsheets, even though all the information is

nicely laid out in front of them.

At this point, you should no longer be ashamed about feeling overwhelmed by these kinds of decisions
(as many people do), and you should be listening more to the nagging voice in the back of your head (it
was right after all...) When confronted with vast product selections, you can make a pretty goodchoice
by just going with one of the products that meet your minimum criteria, but your chances of choosing
the bestchoice (or even one of the 10 best choices) are, well, not good.

Choi ceBot i sn’t based on t hesepitapactomeearydverye |l i mi nat i
other product selection technology on the market. Yes, ChoiceBot quickly relegates the obviously
unacceptable choices to the bottom of the list (just as conventional product selection tools do), but
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unlike conventional tools, it then ranksthe acceptable choices that remain. The choices with the best
“tr-afde bal an cermpromisef stremgthbaddswieaknesses in light of your unique criteria,
bubble up to the top of the list.

This means that you can focus on the top-ranked two or three choices in ChoiceBot, knowing that you

won't find anything mor e-regandlesedf e lbng thedist df acceptalblee r  d o wn
choices is. ChoiceBot gets you from potentially hundreds of goodchoices to your two or three truly best

choices, and it does it in just a few minutes. No fatigue, frustration or brain cell loss either.

As the real estate story illustrates, trade-offs and compromises are what separate the merely acceptable
choices from the overall bestchoices. Until ChoiceBot, though, the only way to do these trade-offs was
in your head. Unpleasant, unreliable and, in most cases, impossible.

Thank goodness, then, that the core technology that powers all ChoiceBot products is called the

“Choi ceBdtf TAnaadeysi s Engi ne” . -dfamlginbBngin@adodste, t he Cho
(you guessed it.) trading off that vyou would do i
weaknesses of hundreds of good product choices in your head. ChoiceBot also only takes a second or

two to do these trade-offs instead of days, which is convenient.

Because it runs on modern servers with gigabytes of memory, ChoiceBot can consider every single
feature of 500 (or 5,000) good choices without eliminating any of them. (You may have already noticed
that in ChoiceBot, if there are 200 products available, it always returns all 200 products, ranked from
overall best choice to worst.) In fact, ChoiceBot even ranks the unacceptable choices from worst to

worstest”, just in case you wanted to know that.

When the dust has settled and the ChoiceBot Trade-off Analysis Engine has traded off every feature of
every choice against every feature of every other choice in light of your criteria, a truly best overall
choice emerges. It will have some strengths and possibly some weaknesses, but overall, it will be the

choice that has the best combinationof features,t h e b e sotf f* tbraaldaence” f or you.

One of the main reasons why conventional product selectiont o o | swadrokn "we | | i s that th
allow you to communicate how you actually feel about features. To understand this problem, imagine

you're in a digital camera store and a salesperso

already, you might say something like this:

a In €&pecingto pay about $300 for a digital cametlaat meets my needd might go to $400 if the
other features are really awesome, but $500 is out of the question. $200 would be a good deal (i.e., |
might be willingto putupwi€ a2YS YAYy2NJ ¢Sl {1{ySaasSa 4 GKIG LINROS
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O

Please select desired price range: When entering these criteria into a conventional product selection
$100 5300 5500 5700 tool, you’'re usually presented wit
:@ @ ' something like one of those shown at left.

Please select desired price range: Using these interfaces, though, what you end up entering looks

Less than $200 like this:
$200to $300
$300t0 $400 . AR 1& AL - s s . :
$400to $500 EQ¥—SELS o8y 302 e —tumdmmls Ponn ¥
More than $600 my-needshmight go-to-$400-H the otherfeaturesarereally
awesome;bus500 is out of the questio$200-weould-be-a-good
Please select desired price range: deal{i-emight-be-willing-to-put-up-with-some-rmineor-flaws at
[ 5100 |V to thatpriceyardemnn g2dzZ R 0SS ANBIF ( dé
I f a product selection tool doesn’
actually are, i t ¢ a n -offs ormeackn@endatiors blased
on those criteria. Garbage in, garbage out, as they say in the

software biz.

When entering your <criteria using the unique Choi
how you reallyfeel about the feature in question (the sample criteria for price from the previous section
are shown in the screenshot below, entered with complete accuracy).

ChoiceBot is the first tool that

enables you to communicate any How would you feel about a digital camera "7
criteria that you could explain to that had the following Price?
another human being, about any
. Deal Bi Small v Absolutzl
type of feature (price, brand, fuel hm:?ﬂer! prnhll em prgtli]em imprgg;ive in.::r|3|:li|:|1?Iér
economy, aesthetic design, etc.), e —
“ Anything under $100.00
with complete accuracy. With an '
accurate picture of what your real Ll
criteria actually are, ChoiceBot is $300.00
able to build a very realistic model $400.00
of your unique decision-making [ _
. . Anything over $500.00
process, whi ch i -
When you set sliders in ChoiceBot, yoffAnalysie actuall
Engi ne t o ¢adhtfedtunekh? sanse lvay yoti think about it. It then uses this *
to create a simulation of your unique decision-ma ki ng process. When a product

through the simulation, ChoiceBot generates an overall opinion about the product in question that is the
same, or very similar, to the opinion that you would have about it if you were to consider it yourself. By
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the time most people have set sliders feomkingi ve or
process is sufficiently accurate to be able to recommend their truly best overall choice.

Each time you set the sliders for a feature in ChoiceBot, two things happen:

1. Choi ceBot ' s s i mulmaking pmcess ioréfiney, mare closdlyeraseimisling gonr
actual decision-making process.

2. All of the available products are run through the simulation, and the product that generates the best

“feeling” compar ed wiptoductstisihaskedffiret,ahie chaiceveithtbef t he ot he
secondbest “feeling” is ranked second, etoc.

The ChoiceBot Trade-off Analysis Engine recognizes what many psychology researchers have known for

decades, which is that any decision wherein you'r
array of options is an emotional decision. This sounds counterintuitive to many people, or even
i nsul tingchoohienng la M aptop, feelmjp.n”t base my deci si

Yes you do, tough guy/girl.
You're scanning a web page that I|lists the feature

e 4 GBRAM - Sweet

e 7lbs-Yechh

e 2 USB ports —Meh

e Quad-core processor —\Wow!

L estreView: Sweet, Yecch, Meh, Wow! Emotional responses, every single one. You might as well have

been watching a movie. When you make your final d
ot her , vy ou emotona respotisentafeatuagainst each other. Wow versus meh? Wow

wins.

Still not convinced? Try this on: You're consider

the other has a 180 GB hard drive. Both meet your basic needs. Why do you prefer the 180 GB drive? So
you can store more files on it. But why do you want to store more files? So you have to worry less when

storing |l arge files. And whyappiex Thydifferenae betwtend 0 wor r vy
120 GB drive and a 1h8pine&B drive isn’t 60 GB, it’'s
You can play the “yes, but why do I want that?” g
end the same. I f, at the end of the day, a featur

no reason to care about it in the first place.
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This conflictswithmany peopl e’ s vi ew o fmalinh@ocesses workfsihcethey own de
consider that they make objective decisions, not emotional ones. Objectively speaking, however, a 120
GB hard drive and a 180 GB hard drive are merely different One pile of atoms and another pile of

atoms. What defines one product as “better” and a
responses, and only your emotional responses. Without emotions, every feature of every product would
be neither appealing nor unappealing. -thakingwo ul d |
is like taking the finish line out of a race. People would have no idea where to run, when to stop, or even
why they' ' re running in the first place. I f forced

random decisions).

When people hear the wo-mdg&i hegimoi meemcdkhatsf@me Sdeci s
comes to their mind woul d be -fbakidgtDecision-chaisgavheieb ed a s
factors like aesthetic design, color, smell, style,t e Xt ur e, cool factor”, et c. a
“ Emot idamisioa-ihakinga nd “ a e st h -entkingare nottlee samesthing, however. All

“best ¢ h otypedecisibneare emotichal, and a subset of emotional decisions are aesthetic.

Hard drive capacity is an emotional consideration. Laptop color is an emotionalconsi der at i on t hat
ALSO an aestheticfeehg? dpeaplientéimdutbyfocus mor e
while “featur e ge edesshéticconsiderdtiorts.Thef abcctandsto laokidown o

the touchy-feelies with a completelyf al se sense that they them$elves m

What was | talking about again? Oh right

Psychol ogists have known for a | dftengausttheméombkbh at peo
less-than-per f ect decisions, but this knowledge did not
making, or help them make complex decisions more easily. The problem was well-understood, but an

under standi ng o providdaeolutpi. o bl em di dn’ t

To actually address these limitations (without brain implants, anyway) and help people make better

decisions in light of large amounts of information, what was required was an “e
tool that could do the same emotional processing that we all do when trading off features in our head,

but that would do it in an environment where thousands of pieces of information could be considered

without causing a mental meltdown (i.e., on a computer).

Developing suchlatnofYémptriecralt edmmany chall enges.

1. Finding a way to enable people to accurately and quickly communicate their emotions about any
decision factor in a way that a computer could understand without the help of a human interpreter;
and

2. Figuring out exactly how people combine emotions in order to come to decisions based on multiple
considerations, and then modeling that in software.
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The result of solving the first challenge was the ChoiceBot slider interface, which enables you to

communicate just about any feeling that you can express in natural language, about virtually any feature

(price, brand, style, megapixels, number of bedrooms, etc.), with complete accuracy. The current

version of this interface is the fourteenth version, the first dozen or so versions being unable to

understand certain types of feelings, or not work
example).

The result of solving the second challenge was the ChoiceBot Trade-off Analysis Engine. This was

developed | argely by trial awred gédrnrecerr,i nggid tihnrev oMawe
combine emotional information in their head in order to come to a decision. For every prototype

version, we asked people if they considered that the choice that was ranked as the best choice by

ChoiceBot was, in fact, their truly best choice. After about a dozen prototypes of the engine, the answer

from users was consistently “yes T h eoffAnalgisi | t i ng
Engi ne, i s over three meightedavelage sthgmeshank-yowvery-muth! s no't

In fact, the current ChoiceBot core technology required over three years of R&D, a lot of usability testing
and many iterations before it became commercially viable. Given the hundreds of millions of dollars that
large and small e-commerce companies have invested in developing product selection tools over the last
decade or so, and the fact that most of them suffer from one or more of the limitations illustrated
above, we feel pretty confident in saying that ChoiceBot contains some fairly significant innovations.

Because the core ChoiceBot technology accurately
me” decisions generally, it can actually be used
with products. ChoiceBot could just as easily be used to search job sites, online dating sites, stock sites,

or even for complex government procurement processes. (I even used it to figure out whom to vote for

in the | ast feder al el ect-li ®lueel)dhdiceBot thdiis atsntmli s was def
company at the moment, lk-comweeefsrnow.so we' re focusing

Unlike other product selection tools, ChoiceBot tells you why it recommends certain products over

ot her s. Bel ow each product in ChoiceBot, you’'ll f
all of the fea

like and not like about that o/ E Sony - CyberShot DSCW-1508 =

product, based on your criteria: e

Scanning the list of strengths (Sany) (228 890
(Dualim.)  Mege (8 MP)

(2.7 inches)

and weaknesses of a product

[Rechargeable...)
(5l

enables you to quickly form an
opinion about that product,

Weaknesses

Panasonic - Lumix D

and gauge for yourself if it
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represents the truly best choice for you or not. Through rounds of usability testing and watching
hundredsof peopl e use ChoiceBot “in the wild”, we’'ve
top-ranked product in ChoiceBot is their truly best choice, all things considered.

The strengths and weaknesses summary also makes it easy for you to see that the ranking of products

hasn t been surreptitiously manipulated by the vend
the ChoiceBot). Even if ChoiceBot Inc. allowed such manipulation(wh i ¢ h W &wodldba ' t

immediately visible to you as a user, because the strengths and weaknesses of top-ranked products

wouldn’”t | ine up’  ukedndnotidke.at you said you

I n Choi ceBot , amyredsdnehyyowntight'prefer ar not pbeter a product. For example:

Ease of use:

How would you feel about a LCD monitor that
had the following ease of use?

Average user ratings:

How would you feel about a LCD monitor that
had the following average user rating?

Deal Bi? Small I'm 0K Very Absolutely Deal Bi Sraall I'm DK - Very Absolutely
breaker! problem problem with this impressive incredible breaker! problem problem with this impressive incredible
S I To— S I T—

5 stars Very simple
g 7
4 stars | Simple
i i
3 stars 1 Somewihat complex
] : -
2 stars 1 Very complex
{ ¢
1 star
]
|
Reputed reliability: Vibe, baby:

How would you feel about a set of wheels

How would you feel about a car that had the
that had the following vibe, baby?

following reputed reliability?

hrE&?er! prr?liﬂ:m pfnT.T’u'k nl'il'.]'! ?ﬁﬁ imp‘:g;‘;iw fﬁ'ﬁﬁg h"lg;?e" F";ll; & ngﬂm:"' \‘Jl'il'-]'! %Tllfa imF\::rs!;iM ?Imlélitlfllg
Probably very reliable o Bitchinly bitchin g
Probably somewhat unreliable I_!_I Just bitchin' EI
Probably somewhat unreliable I_!_I Sick EI
Probably-jery unreliable I_!_I Phat EI
[ ] ﬂ' EI
Must-haue feature J

(Yes, that last one actually works as a feature in ChoiceBot.)
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A few tools based on other approaches have been developed over the years, however the fact that you
may not have ever seen some or most of these types of tools pretty much sums up their popularity -in
mo st C a s e s ,anihphoeesentoeerrthe procdss of elimination.

When people think about trading off features, they often think of trading off features that are more
important to them versus features that are less important. Intuitively, tools based on this principle
should, therefore, work well. A few lesser-known commercial tools are based on this principle, and have
interfaces that look something like this:

| personally might put the slider for

How importantis each feature to you? Price under ‘bedagse y i
Somewhat Very it’s very important
. Unimportant important  important buy be less than $500, ideally under
Price Gl ' $300. You might put the slider for
EZESpixels g ' Price under “Very i
it’'s very important

Optical zoom o}

Weight . . camera you buy is below $1,000, but

m

m

po
t h

po
t o

r

C

r

as | ong as 40a0,s tlhasts’ g |

fine. See the problem?

Things get even murkier when you talk about

fea
What does “Brand i s v eneay? Whitchpradocts getranked more highlyin act ual |

that case? TheKodaks ? The Ni kons? The Canons? How much more
Because such systems have very little idea what your criteria actually are, again, you end up with

garbage in, garbage out. This is why they usually recommend choicest h at |, as far as you'r
have been more or less randomly selected.

People someti mes assume that ChoiceBot is based o
“i mporsttdmea s” (Il ook closely at the ChoiceBot slid

different principle of emotional trade-off processing.

This approach involves allocating up to, say, 10 points for each of the features of a product, then adding
up the points to give each product an overall score. The product with the highest score is, theoretically,
the best choice. For example, you might use this approach to choose between two cameras, and end up
with something that looks like this:

ChoiceBot Inc. | 123 Glynn Ave., Ottawa, ON, K1K 1S7 | choicebot.com | 1(877)538-9511



choicebot

In this scenario, the Nikon got the highest

NikonDx334 CanonAlL22 score, and yet its image quality is so bad
Price 8/10 6/10 that you probably woul dn’
Megapixels 8/10 4/10 And yet, it has the highest score. There are
Brand 6/10 4/10 many other situations when this approach
Weight 6/10 7/10 recommends products that you would
Image quality 1/10 5/10 never actually buy, which is why you often
Total: 29/50 26/50 need to add a “cheat” nun

other arbitrary adjustment to force the

scores to reflect a decision that you'd
actually agree with. Even if you allocate a different number of points to each feature (price is worth 30
points, megapixels is worth 10 points, etc.), the same problems occur.

Product reviewers often use this approach to rate products, but end up being forced to add a

“reeiréw sl ant rsdorasceuslly reflect whal thet reatly hhink. Government

procurement processes often use this approach as well, sometimes with catastrophic results. This

approach also requires you to score every feature of every product, which isn’t very rea
are hundreds of good choices.

Theunderlying probl em with the “allocate points to each
how people actually combine information in their heads to make decisions. For example, according to
this approach, the impact of any f(ieaHeraisavaypan s o me o

certain number of points available to be allocated to a feature). As the digital camera scenario

illustrates, however, a single feature of a product can dominate how you feel about that product,

overriding all of its otherfeat ur e s . I n other words, for one produc
of its scor e, 90% for another product, and 10% fo
already ..

This is the technology that kicks in when a website recommends products to you based on your
browsing behavior and that of other visitors to the same website. Recommendations are often

presented as “other people who | iked tdgsite product
pages. This approach works—cextremél prewdiulctsor | whkea
music, etc. Products that don’t really have “feat
For “fceatturn e ” products such as cetwphswevergthis el ect r oni
approach is |l ess effective because browsing behayv
such as the fact that a 42" TV won’t fit in your
plasma TVs are more vulnerabletoburn-i n t han LCD TVs. Because you can’

these basic criteria, collaborative filtering tools often end up recommending unacceptable products. This
is why you don’'t see this ap-penrcpradictsused nearly as
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choicebot

ChoiceBot is specifically designed to work with feature-centric products, and thus complements

coll aborative filtering tools very effectively. (
|l i ke “Design” or retotraendddlwhen mersonal tdsta it theiortlyimportamiofeature

of a product.)

Some tools (sometimes called “wizards”) ask shopp
type of consumer they are, and recommend

products based on their answers. .
How often do you plan to travel with your

While this type of tool has been available for laptop?

years, it's generall/l , ul ar
ith dth t found O Frequent long-distance travel

with consumers, an us notround on many Q Infrequent long-distance travel

shopping websites. | believe that the O Just commuting

underlying problem with this approach is that O No travelling

most people have at least a few specific

criteria in mind whe ke a
purchase decision (a specific price limit, for Next question

exampl e), however “w.,—ui=x e e e w o v w o OW
them to communicate specific criteria. As a result, these tools often recommendchoi ces t hat don’t
those basic criteria (i.e., products that are too expensive, too large, etc.).

In the rare cases where the r ecomme n dspedficaitermi ces ha
most shoppers still perceive the recommendations as quasi-random guesses, because the relationship

between the responses they entered into the wizard and how the recommended choices were selected

i s tleart

Unless you happen to be an analyst working in the innards of a very large organization, chances are

you've never c 0 meecisioh SuppsrisSystonts are confplextoftvease programs that
are designed to help people (or more commonly, organizations) make complex decisions based on large
amounts of data. They’'re generally so complex tha
them, which is why you don’'t find them on shoppin

not designed to select a best choice from an array of choices (as ChoiceBot is), but instead to
recommend a set of actions (for example, planning the agricultural production of a farm for next
season).

Technically, ChoiceBot could be considered to be a Decision SupportSy st e m, however we’'re
of any such tools that implement ChoiceBot-like technology. Certainly, none are as easy to use as
ChoiceBot.
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http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Decision_support_system

