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In our everyday life we have to make decisions and for that we, many times, have to acquire knowledge regarding the options. The puzzle that lies in the base of this paper is that the amount of effort we put into making those different decisions and learning about the alternatives does not correlate their influence over our life. 
For example, when choosing an investment portfolio, many people imitate their friends’ behavior, even though they have different characteristics and preferences. When being confronted with the very important question of how to allocate one’s retirement funds between, for example stocks and bonds, the majority of people choose 50:50. When buying a life (or car) insurance most people purchase the default option. That last piece of data seems even more awkward if taking into account that it is quite robust to that in different states the default option is not the same. That is, in some states the default is minimal and one can add options and in others the default is maximal and one can delete options – and still, in both cases, most people choose the default.  
Other issues are being taken more seriously: In order to purchase a pair of sneakers one may look around at different shops, try on several pairs, and walk around wearing them until the prefect pair is matched. For buying a digital camera or maybe a dishwasher a far-reaching research is often done – technical terms are being looked up and compared, brands reputations are put on trail and hours are being spent in front of the internet or talking to “experts” until the most suitable product reaches the hands of its new proud owner. Others (or maybe even those same people) remain restless and for weeks go over magazines/ shops/ yard sales to find their desired couch/ coffee table/ desk.
It seems that while for the cases in the first group gaining knowledge is neglected, the second group issues provoke a much higher attention. The puzzle is that the importance of the issues is reverse – the decisions taken in the first group are taken seldom in life, have a long lasting affect and their consequences are severe, while those in the second does not matter so much, for so long and can be changed much easier. There are people who spend much less time and energy deciding which pension fund to choose than which laptop to buy, are they acting irrationally? I claim not. 

In this paper I present a game theoretic model which explains this kind of behavior. Furthermore, it suggests a course of action that might allow a better learning process and hence a more suitable decision. This route is designed to increase the social welfare, that is, the sum of utilities, and not to raise all agents’ utilities. As a result a problem of credibility emerges, that will be discussed and analyzed in detail.

The utility obtained from many goods can be divided into different categories – we enjoy an air conditioner for its ability to cool/heat, the level of noise it generates, electricity consumption, design and so on. Our utility is a function of those categories and it is not always accessible for us. One may not know how much she cares about the noise an air conditioner makes until she looks around a shop and experiences the different models. It can be that we care mostly about one category – size, because we have a limited space and will only take one of the models that meets this criterion. 

The process of learning (by search in this example) helps us to clarify not only “what exists”, but also “what is desired”. The stage of gathering knowledge is costly and can be done in two ways: vertically and horizontally.  We can learn everything about one air conditioner (i.e. realize the values of all categories for a specific product) or learn everything about one category (i.e. realize the values of a specific category for all products).  The two methods can be combined and done in several stages if desired. The first part of the paper examines the learning process carefully. 
In this case there is no uncertainty or partial information. The agent has to search for information regarding the values of the products according to different categories (cools low/med/high, makes noise low/med/high). The affect of the values over the consumer’s well-being is revealed straight away and can be translated into utility units. As a result, the importance order of the categories is being confirmed or becomes clearer and another stage of learning can take place, if desired by the consumer. 
At each stage the consumer decides how much to invest in learning given the price of information and according to a cost – benefit analyses. At the end of the learning process she chooses the product that maximizes her utility, given the information she holds. Consumers will vary in their decision of how much to learn according to their patience, wealth, alternative cost of time, skills and other characteristics. 
There are cases where uncertainty exists and information is partial. Some of the categories for choosing a pension plan are when to retire, what is the return, what is the risk, what happens in case of an accident/illness. It can be much harder to evaluate the affect of those values over the consumer’s well being. At age 25 it is hard to fully understand the meaning of retiring at 64 or 66; still one has to make up his mind regarding a plan according to that information. When compared, an air conditioner that is a bit noisier makes a more realistic impression that a plan that is a bit riskier. The information that is being learned does not reveal as much in this case over the consumer’s well – being and cannot be translated so easily into utility units. As a result, for the same cost of learning, less will be bought – the return of learning is lower due to uncertainty and lack of information of what and how to learn.
The mass part of the paper presents a game – theoretic interaction between a social planner and a group of N players. Each player has an ideal point based on her desired value at each category and an “importance order” (substitution rate) of all categories. This information is not available for her, but the planner knows the distribution of the players’ ideal point. Hence she can advise them of where to start the search for information.
First the planner suggests a subset B’ of the initial choice set B. this serves both as a signal of how much and in which way to learn and as an advise of which alternatives to learn about. After receiving the signal B’ the players invest in learning and then make their choice. When played once, the result of this game is that the players invest more in learning and make a better choice. The optimal signal B’ depends on the distribution of ideal points and in some cases it is beneficial for the planner to deceive the players and to send a signal that motivates them to invest in learning more than is optimal for them.

When played repeatedly the players interpret the signal according to the planner’s reputation. Consequently, the planner has to take into account his affect both over the current stage’s player’s investment level and over all future players’ investment level through her evolving reputation. That leads to a very interesting dynamics between the planner and the “public” that is described broadly in the paper. It is based on a dual motivation for the planner that occurs sometimes; to deceive today’s public or to keep high reputation for tomorrow’s public.


