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Abstract 

Choice architecture has traditionally been conceptualized at the macro-level of institutions, 
policies, and population-wide environments. Yet many consequential decisions unfold at a 
micro-level, within moment-to-moment, state-dependent interactions in which language, 
timing, attention, emotion, and identity shape what options are experienced as viable. This 
article introduces Ericksonian Choice Architecture (ECA) as a theory of micro-level choice 
architecture that extends choice architecture itself rather than merely its application. ECA 
formalizes how influence operates within real-time interaction, where the “environment” is 
constituted by communicative and relational dynamics. The paper (a) specifies an influence 
continuum that distinguishes choice architecture from persuasion and coercion in experiential 
terms, (b) introduces state-based decision metrics that treat cognitive biases as markers of 
active psychological states rather than as defects, and (c) defines six core strategies: priming, 
utilization, framing, redirection, commitment, and critical thinking; all of which reposition the 
phenomenology of choice as a central outcome variable. By extending choice architecture into 
the micro-dynamics of interpersonal guidance, ECA supplies explanatory capacities that are not 
currently formalized in macro-level models: it accounts for how options become perceptually 
viable, how autonomy is preserved or eroded in real time, and why identical structural changes 
can be experienced as guidance or pressure. The framework generates testable propositions 
regarding state × strategy fit and provides operational criteria for distinguishing nudges from 
persuasion, enabling behavioral decision science to model, predict, and ethically design 
influence in contexts where agency is most fragile and most consequential. 
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Introduction 

Behavioral decision research has established that human choice is not reducible to the rational 
weighting of information (Glimcher, 2022; Lichtenstein & Slovic, 1971; Simon, 1967; Tversky & 
Kahneman, 1974). Choices are shaped by perception, emotion, attention, and meaning, often 
operating outside conscious awareness (Dijksterhuis, 2004; Erickson, 1937; Kannengiesser & 
Gero, 2019). In parallel, a large proportion of consequential decisions occur not in impersonal 
environments but within real-time interpersonal exchanges—moments of guidance, 
negotiation, conflict, and uncertainty in which cognitive capacity is strained and identity, 
emotion, and social context rapidly shift. These are precisely the conditions under which people 
seek help and under which influence is most potent. 

Contemporary models of choice architecture have been optimized for macro-level 
environments such as institutions, policies, and population-wide choice sets (e.g., Milkman, 
2021; Thaler & Sunstein, 2009; Viale, 2022). These models presuppose relatively stable 
preferences, low emotional arousal, and impersonal settings in which behavior can be guided 
by structural features such as defaults, incentives, and framing. What they do not provide is a 
theory of how choice is shaped in the micro-dynamics of interaction, where options are 
introduced conversationally, meaning is co-constructed, and the subjective experience of 
autonomy can emerge or collapse within seconds. As a result, behavioral decision science 
currently lacks constructs for modeling state-dependent choice, relational influence, and the 
phenomenology of autonomy. This gap leaves unresolved questions central to the field: Why 
can identical structural changes be experienced as supportive in one interaction and coercive in 
another? How do heuristics function under acute arousal or relational threat? By what criteria 
can a conversational nudge be distinguished from persuasion when influence is enacted 
through language rather than structural interfaces? 

In practice, this theoretical absence manifests as a persistent tension. One-on-one guidance can 
support adaptive decision making, yet it can also drift into opposition, triggering reactance or 
power struggle precisely when individuals are least able to deliberate. In psychotherapy, 
coaching, leadership, education, and crisis contexts, influence is essential, but existing decision 
models offer little guidance for how to design it without eroding agency. Labeling such 
moments as “resistance” or “noncompliance” obscures the role of the choosing process itself 
and leaves practitioners without a principled framework for shaping choice under conditions of 
emotional load. 

Inspired by the clinical casework of Milton Erickson (e.g., Erickson, 1959, 1964a, 1964c), ECA is 
proposed as a theory of micro-level choice architecture that addresses this gap. Rather than 
treating influence as persuasion, ECA frames it as a design problem within real-time interaction, 
where the “environment” of choice is constituted by language, timing, affect, and relational 
context. The framework specifies how cognitive biases operate as markers of active 
psychological states, how influence can be differentiated along an experiential continuum from 
nudging to persuasion to coercion, and how adaptive choice can be made the most accessible 
and self-endorsed path. By shifting the unit of analysis from outcomes to the lived experience 
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of choosing, ECA establishes micro-level, state-sensitive communication as a legitimate and 
necessary domain of behavioral decision science.   

Phenomenon and Core Constructs 

Choice architecture originated within behavioral economics as the deliberate structuring of 
physical environments to influence behavior in predictable ways without forbidding options or 
substantially altering incentives. Seminal work emphasized how framing and defaults shape 
decisions that are not fully conscious (Thaler & Sunstein, 2009). Subsequent scholarship has 
expanded this approach while raising ethical concerns regarding manipulation and libertarian 
paternalism (Kuyer & Gordijn, 2023). 

Although informative for helping professions that rely on collaborative partnerships, ECA is not 
a therapeutic model and does not involve diagnosis or treatment protocols. ECA is defined 
instead as a communication-based design system that implements behavioral tactics through 
language, context, and relational framing to increase the accessibility of adaptive choice. The 
aim is to design conditions under which individuals can author viable actions without being told 
what to choose (Erickson, 2009; Schiepek et al., 2014). Rather than presuming pathology or 
deficit, ECA adopts a choice-centric stance in which guidance is oriented toward enhancing the 
quality of choosing rather than “fixing” the decision maker. As such, ECA functions as a general 
communication model that engages core decision processes and can be evaluated under the 
same empirical and ethical standards applied to other choice architecture frameworks. 

The Continuum of Influence 

Based his clinical work in psychiatric hospital settings, during the 1930’s through the 1940’s, 
Milton Erickson came to the conclusion that “the simpler and more permissive and unobtrusive 
is the technique, the more effective it has proved to be, both experimentally and therapeutically, 
in the achievement of significant results” (Erickson et al., 1961, p. 162). This early insight has 
now been realized within the science of choice architecture.  

This principle provides a natural bridge to a contemporary framework in which methods of 
influence are differentiated by the degree to which they constrain or preserve autonomy, 
forming a continuum from coercion to rational persuasion to choice architecture (Blumenthal-
Barby, 2012) (for a visual depiction, see Figure 1). At the most restrictive end, coercion operates 
by eliminating perceived alternatives, producing compliance through threat, force, or 
institutional constraint, such that the individual experiences having “no choice.” The standard 
ethical analysis in bioethics has been that coercion is almost always impermissible save a few 
cases such as imminent threat to self or others (Blumenthal-Barby, 2012). 

Persuasion occupies a middle position, relying on explicit argumentation, emotional appeal, or 
salient incentives to shift preferences. It becomes operative the moment influence is 
experienced as pressure from another’s reasoning, disappointment, or reward structure. 
Persuasion becomes manipulative when it involves deceptive intent, exploitation of 
vulnerabilities, or the unilateral exercise of power (Noggle, 2025). 
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Figure 1 

Trade-Off: Freedom & Autonomy versus Deterministic Power 

 

By contrast, choice architecture, in the form of nudging, represents the least intrusive mode of 
influence, shaping behavior through unobtrusive modifications to the decision environment 
that guide action without restricting options or engaging effortful deliberation (Thaler & 
Sunstein, 2009). ECA situates itself at this noncoercive end of the spectrum, functioning not as 
manipulation but as an ethic of relational influence that supports collaborative, self-directed 
adaptation. Its practitioners adopt a choice-agnostic posture with respect to content (they do 
not dictate which option must be chosen) while remaining outcome-oriented at the level of 
process, employing micro-incentives and indirect suggestions (nudges) so that adaptive 
engagement becomes the most accessible path. 

State Psychology versus Trait Psychology 

Hypnosis, as one of the oldest and most effective forms of expectancy-based treatment 
(Flammer & Bongartz, 2003; Kirsch et al., 1995; Ramondo et al., 2021), is predicated on the 
observation that states of conscious awareness can shift rapidly, resulting in system-wide 
changes (Lynn et al., 2022). This clinical tradition contrasts with trait-based models that 
conceptualize behavior in terms of population averages. In everyday contexts, however, 
individuals routinely depart from their modal tendencies; for example, when typically 
extraverted persons withdraw or dominant individuals yield. Especially in emotionally charged 
collaborative contexts, behavior is better understood through a state-sensitive lens. State-
based models recognize that individuals often act in paradoxical or self-contradictory ways as 
situational demands shift.  

In ECA, dynamic reversibility refers to the mind’s capacity to rapidly reorganize its operative 
mode in response to changing conditions through processes of counter-regulation. It therefore 
functions as a meta-regulatory faculty, enabling the same neural and representational 
resources to be redeployed under incompatible imperatives as context demands. A growing 
body of evidence demonstrates that social context can induce dynamic reversals in the central 
nervous system (Petrocchi & Cheli, 2019; Porges, 2007), motivation (Apter et al., 2014), 
emotion (Rothermund, 2011; Rothermund et al., 2008), and memory and perception (Radulovic 
et al., 2017; Radvansky & Copeland, 2006; Zarrindast & Khakpai, 2020); while presumably 
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generating multiple pathways of conscious awareness (Knafo et al., 2024). From an 
evolutionary perspective, dynamic reversibility is not anomalous but adaptive. Survival in 
rapidly changing social environments would favor a mind capable of coordinated, rapid shifts in 
motivation, emotion, cognition, perception, and physiology, enabling herd-dependent species 
to flexibly realign behavior as conditions and social contingencies change.  

A central contribution of ECA is a reframing of cognitive biases from “noise” to a potential 
behavioral marker of active states of mind. Rather than treating these universal cognitive 
processes as defects to be eliminated, ECA conceptualizes them as adaptive operations whose 
value is determined by context, not by an assumed hierarchy that privileges deliberative 
reasoning as inherently superior to non-deliberative judgment. For example, a state of mind 
marked by authority bias is adaptive in situations requiring external guidance but problematic 
when faced with exploitive conditions. The design challenge is to structure micro-environments 
so that operative heuristics align with high-value choices. As an example, if an authority bias is 
active, the clearest form of communication is to offer instructions. But if a state reversal occurs, 
eliciting reactance (Brehm, 1966), information framed as an opportunity to defy restraint is 
most readily processed.  

Strata of Influence Design  

ECA distinguishes forms of applied practice among three nested, hierarchical strata defined by 
their level of specificity: proceduralized, individualized, and contextualized care (for a visual 
depiction, see Figure 2). Proceduralized care operates at the population level, using statistical 
regularities and trait-based groupings to design standardized protocols that optimize outcomes 
for the greatest number, as in default enrollment policies for retirement savings (Choukhmane, 
2025) or hospital surgical procedures (Haynes et al., 2009). Its strength lies in scalability and 
policy implementation.  

Individualized care shifts the unit of analysis to the person, tailoring communication to an 
individual’s traits, preferences, and habitual idiosyncratic responses. It is most effective when a 
client’s needs deviate from majority norms. This approach was initially championed by Erickson 
(1965b), later supported in modern outcome studies (Norcross & Wampold, 2011), and now is 
echoed in contemporary critiques of “one-nudge-for-all” models (Mills, 2022).  

Contextualized care moves to an even finer grain, attending to the person-in-situation by 
responding to moment-to-moment shifts in state, context, and cognitive load. Research on 
dynamic decision making demonstrates that cognitive strategies vary with stress and 
environmental demands (Busemeyer & Townsend, 1993), rendering static prescriptions 
insufficient in acute or rapidly changing conditions. 
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Figure 2 

Trade-Off: Specificity versus Scalability 

 

Together, these schemes form a nested hierarchy: proceduralized care optimizes large-scale 
coordination, individualized care ensures enduring personal fit, and contextualized care enables 
real-time adaptation. ECA is specifically engineered to operate at this most granular level, 
delivering contextualized care that responds to immediate situational demands and 
dynamically shifting psychological states. 

Dual processing 

Contemporary models of cognition distinguish between two interacting modes of processing. 
System 1 refers to fast, automatic, associative, and largely nonconscious operations that govern 
perception, affect, and intuitive judgment, whereas System 2 denotes slower, effortful, and 
deliberative processes associated with explicit reasoning and rule-based analysis (Kahneman, 
2011; Stanovich & West, 2000). While System 2 excels at nuanced evaluation, much of everyday 
judgment and action is initiated and guided by System 1 dynamics that operate outside 
conscious awareness. 

Choice architecture is typically designed to engage System 1 processes by communicating 
options in the form of behavioral patterns, images, roles, trajectories, and emotionally valenced 
metaphors rather than through explicit logic or argument. This approach is consistent with 
research on embodied cognition, which shows that human understanding is structured by 
embodied schemas, metaphorical mappings, and narrative frames that operate automatically 
and pre-reflectively (Kahneman, 2011; Lakoff & Johnson, 1980). Erickson conceptualized these 
dynamics in terms of unconscious mentation, reasoning as early as 1937 that a single 
communicative act can simultaneously convey a conscious meaning and an implicit directive, 
with the latter guiding behavior outside awareness while remaining subjectively experienced as 
self-generated (Erickson, 1937).  
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System 1 does not reason in syllogisms; it operates through patterns of association, affective 
resonance, and embodied meaning (Kahneman, 2011; Morewedge & Kahneman, 2010). 
Accordingly, micro-level choice architecture is not designed to persuade System 1 through 
argument, but to configure the experiential field within which subsequent analytic reasoning 
unfolds (insight). When effective, ECA functions as a form of cognitive ecology, shaping the 
conceptual environment in which events are interpreted and options are perceived, such that 
experiences acquire direction, weight, and purpose before deliberation begins. 

Six Core Strategies 

Because ECA does not rely on fixed, step-by-step procedures and is instead grounded in 
situational dynamics (contextualized care), it requires a mechanism for flexible application. This 
is achieved through a functional distinction between strategies and tactics. Strategies specify 
intent and outcome criteria, whereas tactics operationalize those aims in situ. Mastery 
therefore consists not in memorizing techniques, but in discerning when and how a given tactic 
serves the governing strategy (Short et al., 2005). 

Although ECA encompasses a large repertoire of evidence-based behavioral tactics, too 
numerous to list here, a small set of overarching strategies specifies their functional aims of 
supporting autonomous decision making and self-organizing change and establishes criteria for 
evaluating effective implementation. Because ECA assumes that behavioral change is ongoing 
and self-perpetuating rather than episodic (Duckworth & Gross, 2020), effectiveness is not 
indexed by short-term compliance but by the subjective experience elicited by a tactic, 
specifically whether it evokes autonomous problem solving. This postmodern approach was 
articulated by Erickson under the rubric of permissive suggestion, grounded in the claim that 
individuals can be trusted to engage unconscious processes (System 1) in discovering solutions 
suited to their unique circumstances (Erickson et al., 1961, p. 272). The central assumption is 
that people are most likely to thrive when their intrinsic mechanisms of adaptation and 
motivation are activated. Within this framework, behavioral change emerges as a natural 
byproduct of autonomous problem solving rather than as a primary target of intervention.  

The six core strategies of ECA are priming, utilization, framing, redirection, commitment, and 
critical thinking. Each strategy can be instantiated by multiple tactics, and the definitions that 
follow are illustrated with a single evidence-based exemplar.  

Priming 

An underlying principle in ECA is that language does not merely convey information; it 
configures experience. This claim is supported by experimental research on priming effects 
demonstrating that subtle linguistic cues systematically alter perception, judgment, and 
behavior (W. Dai et al., 2023). Anticipating this work, Erickson described the use of verbal 
priming to influence unconscious attitudes and implicit goals through what he termed the 
interspersal technique, in which strategically selected words are embedded within an otherwise 
neutral or monotonous discourse, allowing their effects to operate without explicit 
contextualization (Erickson, 1966).  
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When the prime (verbal or non-verbal) aligns with a person’s attitudes or values, they are more 
likely to act consistently with it and perceive their actions as self-initiated rather than imposed. 
Research supports this effect. For instance, exposure to achievement-related words like “strive” 
or “win” have been shown to improve task performance even when individuals remain 
unaware of the connection (Bargh et al., 2001; Dijksterhuis et al., 2007). This enables designed 
affordances to guide choice without undermining autonomy.  

A tactic aligned with priming is momentary allurements, which redirects motivation by 
activating high-priority goals through the strategic introduction of low-priority temptations. 
Rather than suppressing impulse, this tactic converts it into a reverse prime (Glaser & Banaji, 
1999). Research by Fishbach, Friedman, and Kruglanski (2003) demonstrates that temptations 
can paradoxically strengthen commitment to long-term goals when they function as implicit 
reminders of what is at stake. In ECA, momentary allurements introduce brief, ego-discordant 
cues that would ordinarily signal indulgence, but that, when exaggerated or framed as out of 
character, instead evoke self-correction. Impulses are not opposed. They are switched into 
signals that reinforce commitment and initiate adaptive action (Duckworth et al., 2016; 
Fishbach et al., 2003). 

By leveraging priming, ECA can shape the subjective field in which options are encountered, 
activating values-consistent tendencies in advance of conscious reasoning and enabling change 
to emerge as an extension of the individual’s own intentions rather than as a response to 
persuasion. 

Utilization  

Erickson articulated utilization as a key principle of his approach to collaborative problem 
solving (Erickson, 1959, 1960, 1965b). Utilization is achieved when high-value options are 
identified and aligned with existing abilities, interests, social resources, and behavioral 
momentum. In clinical settings, Erickson emphasized the strategic utilization of elements of the 
presenting complaint, features initially endowed with negative valence, by repurposing them as 
functional components of the eventual solution (Erickson et al., 1961). Rather than requiring 
individuals to change who they are or how they operate, utilization adapts the collaborative 
process to preconscious action tendencies, using automatic behavioral patterns as entry points 
for progress. This approach catalyzes the experience of choice by strengthening self-efficacy, 
thereby rendering opportunities more accessible and intrinsically engaging. 

Utilization is grounded in the observation that difficulty arises not from conditions themselves, 
but from the perceived discrepancy between what is expected and what can be enacted. For 
the ECA practitioner, this discrepancy need not arise if whatever the client does is treated as a 
foundation for adaptive reuse. Unlike change, which is inherently variable, a stance of 
utilization renders opportunity invariant: every choice becomes a viable point of entry for 
engagement rather than evidence of failure or a point of friction. 

Erickson (1964b) identified ownership of the problem solving process as a foundational 
principle of effective collaboration, arguing that influence should shift responsibility and goal 
ownership to the client, such that desired outcomes become self-generated rather than 
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externally imposed. By eliciting clients’ own formulations of intentions and values, this form of 
choice design transforms external guidance into personally endorsed commitments. When 
authorship of the solution is made salient, the resulting nudge operationalizes the IKEA effect. 
This tactic increases perceived value, commitment, and persistence by leveraging the tendency 
to invest more in outcomes one has helped construct (Norton et al., 2012). Within ECA, this 
principle extends beyond product assembly to the architecture of action itself: when individuals 
participate in designing their own paths forward, effort is recruited rather than imposed, and 
engagement is sustained by the intrinsic value of choices one has helped bring into being. 

Framing  

Anticipating modern cognitive science, Erickson proposed that language activates structured 
networks of meaning that carry implicit assumptions, values, and causal models, such that 
shifts in wording (reframing) can reorganize experience at preconscious levels (Erickson & Rossi, 
1976a). Consistent with this view, research in linguistics, cognitive social psychology, and 
behavioral economics has established that frames operate largely outside awareness, 
automatically shaping inference and judgment (Kahneman, 2011; Kuang & Bicchieri, 2024; 
Lakoff & Johnson, 1980). When used strategically, framing means shaping the way individuals 
perceive and make sense of information by mediating reference points, contextual cues, or 
emotional coding. Framing does not seek to change the facts but instead redefines what the 
choice means or how it feels. For example, a specific form of framing known as temporal 
framing underlies the effectiveness of tactics such as temporal landmarks, which are known to 
segment experience, reset reference points, and motivate action by marking psychologically 
meaningful transitions (H. Dai et al., 2014; Milkman et al., 2014). Operationally, this tactic is 
implemented by anchoring a desired behavior to a salient boundary event (e.g., “after your 
wedding day”), thereby converting an abstract intention into a time-bound choice that has 
greater alignment with personal values and goals. 

By leveraging framing, ECA can restructure the subjective landscape in which decisions occur, 
aligning perception and affect in advance of deliberation so that adaptive action feels like a 
natural continuation of experience rather than a response to pressure. 

Redirection  

Redirection operates on the premise that maladaptive behavior often reflects a legitimate 
underlying motive expressed through a suboptimal pathway. Rather than opposing the motive 
or suppressing the impulse, redirection preserves the functional aim while shifting its trajectory 
toward an adaptive alternative. This strategy aligns with Erickson’s observation that friction 
diminishes when individuals are not required to relinquish a value-laden goal, but are instead 
offered an alternative pathway for attaining it (Erickson, 1954b, 1965a). In ECA, redirection is 
achieved by identifying the operative need embedded in a pattern of action and designing 
affordances that guide that motive toward outcomes that serve both the individual and the 
broader context. 

At the cognitive level, redirection exploits the fact that attention and motivation are 
dynamically allocated and highly sensitive to immediate cues. Behavioral science demonstrates 
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that choice is often governed by salience and immediacy rather than by stable preference 
hierarchies (Bordalo et al., 2012; Kahneman, 2011). Redirection therefore functions by 
intervening at the point of activation, altering which option is most compelling in the moment 
without negating the underlying desire. This preserves autonomy by allowing the individual to 
pursue what matters to them, while subtly reorganizing the field of available paths. 

For example, Erickson frequently employed cognitive reinvestment to redirect maladaptive 
behavior. Often described in the Ericksonian literature as “symptom prescription”  (Gordon & 
Meyers-Anderson, 1981; Rosen, 1982), cognitive reinvestment refers to the deliberate use of 
conscious thought to interrupt an automatic response. When a person tries to control or 
initiate a well-learned habit by applying explicit, rule-based instructions held in working 
memory, this conscious oversight disrupts the smooth, implicit execution of the behavior 
(Masters & Maxwell, 2008). Instead of running on auto-pilot, the behavior becomes effortful, 
awkward, and open to modification. Within ECA, this paradox is used strategically by inviting 
clients to enact automatic, impulsive, or non-volitional behaviors in an intentionally conscious 
manner. In doing so, the habit’s automaticity is weakened and progressively transformed into a 
choice.  

Commitment  

Commitment is a core strategy in ECA that renders change in habit or intention a sustainable 
expression of personal will. Rather than constraining choice through external control, 
commitment leverages prior decisions, values, and personal responsibility to strengthen 
motivation while preserving the subjective experience of autonomy. Its functional aim is to 
transform abstract preferences into lived priorities by converting intention into investment 
(Koslowsky et al., 1988). In doing so, commitment satisfies fundamental psychological needs for 
coherence, mastery, and self-authorship, allowing behavior to feel self-directed even as the 
range of maladaptive options is narrowed (Deci & Ryan, 2008). 

Within ECA, commitment operates by creating continuity across time. By anchoring present 
action to past choices and future identity, it introduces a productive tension between 
immediate freedom and obligation to oneself. This temporal binding reduces fragmentation of 
intention and generates momentum toward follow-through (Bryan et al., 2010). Under this 
strategy, action is not imposed; instead, behavior emerges as a value-consistent extension of 
self-definition (Russo et al., 2021). Such continuity can be operationalized through commitment 
devices, including handshakes or behavioral contracts (Rogers et al., 2014), as well as 
implementation intentions (Gollwitzer & Brandstätter, 1997), which translate abstract 
commitments into concrete action plans by specifying when, where, and how valued behavior 
will occur, thereby stabilizing follow-through without external enforcement.  

Erickson (1961) anticipated this mechanism in his clinical work, observing, “When a child 
refuses to go to bed on time, the parent can ask, ‘Do you want to go to bed at eight or five after 
eight?’ They certainly are going to choose the five minutes after 8:00. It is the patient's 
commitment of himself to arouse at a signal rather than now. Yet the operator has really 
pleased the patient by letting him have his way, instead of forcibly compelling him to follow the 
operator's will. That is the important thing” (p. 47). Although Erickson emphasized hypnosis as a 
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medium of communication, subsequent research has demonstrated that hypnotic 
responsiveness itself can be enhanced by embedding instructions within ad hoc 
implementation intentions (Gallo et al., 2012). 

Critical thinking  

Within ECA, critical thinking is a strategy designed to revise causal understanding by engaging 
preconscious learning processes that prepare conscious reasoning for insight. Rather than 
beginning with formal logic or explicit argumentation, critical thinking operates at a System 1 
level through the review, simulation, and reorganization of experience. Its functional aim is not 
to persuade, but to destabilize rigid assumptions and expand the perceived space of possibility 
so that new conclusions can emerge as self-generated discoveries. 

This strategy reflects the Ericksonian premise that durable change is more likely when 
individuals arrive at new understandings on their own, through indirect experiential processes, 
than when they are instructed in what to think. By inviting clients to examine patterns across 
lived events—past, present, or imagined—critical thinking incubates alternative causal models 
outside awareness. These preconscious revisions alter what “makes sense” long before explicit 
reasoning is engaged, increasing the likelihood that subsequent insights feel intuitive rather 
than imposed. 

A representative tactic is episodic future thinking, which guides individuals to vividly simulate 
concrete future scenarios (Atance & O’Neill, 2001). By mentally inhabiting specific outcomes, 
individuals implicitly test assumptions about causality, effort, and consequence. This 
experiential forecasting recruits the same neural systems used in autobiographical memory, 
allowing imagined futures to function as data. Empirical evidence indicates that such 
simulations increase future-oriented behavior and attenuate present bias by rendering distal 
outcomes psychologically immediate (Benoit et al., 2011; Peters & Büchel, 2010). Future-
oriented analysis can be further strengthened through mental contrasting, which enhances goal 
commitment and persistence by juxtaposing a desired future with present obstacles, thereby 
activating nonconscious motivational processes that translate abstract intention into sustained 
action (Kappes & Oettingen, 2014; Oettingen & Gollwitzer, 2010). Within ECA, these types of 
implicit analyzes operationalize critical thinking by enabling people to experience alternative 
trajectories, thereby revising what they expect is possible. By incubating new causal intuitions 
at a preconscious level, the strategy ensures that subsequent System 2 insights arise 
organically, preserving autonomy while expanding the horizon of choice. 

Integrative Framework: Micro-Level Choice Architecture 

Contemporary critiques of choice architecture increasingly emphasize empowerment and the 
protection of autonomy. Riccardo Viale’s (2022) work exemplifies this trajectory by questioning 
opaque System-1 nudges and advocating for conscious accept–reject capacity. While this 
literature advances ethical standards for macro-level interventions, it leaves under-specified 
how empowerment is enacted in real-time interpersonal guidance. ECA addresses this gap by 
formalizing micro-level choice architecture. 
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Within ECA, the environment is not primarily physical or institutional but communicative and 
relational. Language, timing, social cues, attention, emotion, and identity constitute the micro-
environment in which choice unfolds. Influence is contextualized, conversational, and dynamic, 
relying on indirect suggestion (Erickson & Rossi, 1976b; Glucksberg et al., 1982), sequencing 
(Igou & Bless, 2007; Tubbs et al., 1993), orientation in time (Atance & O’Neill, 2001; Erickson, 
1954a; Ernst et al., 2015) and co-constructed choice moves (Erickson & Rossi, 1976a; Reuber et 
al., 2015). 

ECA defines a nudge as influence that predictably alters behavior without forbidding options or 
significantly changing incentives. When disappointment, rewards, or critical reasoning are 
experienced as pressure, influence shifts along a continuum from choice architecture toward 
persuasion and, when autonomy collapses into helplessness, toward coercion. This continuum 
is tied to forms of guidance that support freedom, autonomy, and self-organizing change. 

Implications 

ECA extends choice architecture to the micro-level of real-time interaction, demonstrating that 
the environment of choice can be constituted by language, timing, affect, and relational 
context. By treating interpersonal guidance as a design problem rather than a persuasive act, 
ECA shifts the unit of analysis from behavioral outcomes to the lived experience of choosing. 
This reframing positions heuristics as functional design material, identifies autonomy, meaning, 
and self-efficacy as measurable levers of influence, and establishes state-sensitive 
communication as a legitimate domain of choice architecture. In doing so, ECA bridges macro-
level nudging models with the phenomenology of dyadic decision making (Elwyn et al., 2003), 
providing an ethically grounded framework for guiding high-stakes choices precisely when 
agency is most vulnerable and most consequential. 

Practical Implications 

Because ECA targets adaptive engagement under shifting priorities, it is inherently portable 
across domains in which individuals must act under uncertainty, emotional load, or competing 
motives. The framework is therefore applicable to psychotherapy, coaching, crisis intervention, 
leadership, education, and parenting, not as a set of role-specific techniques, but as a unified 
logic for designing moment-to-moment conditions under which self-directed choice becomes 
most accessible. Across these contexts, ECA enables practitioners to work with, rather than 
against, fluctuating states of arousal, motivation, and identity, allowing guidance to remain 
responsive to the individual-in-situation rather than to static protocols. Equally central are its 
ethical implications. By locating influence at the least intrusive end of the continuum, ECA 
formalizes transparency, accountability, and the preservation of experiential autonomy as 
operational design constraints. Influence is evaluated not solely by behavioral compliance but 
by whether individuals experience themselves as authors of their actions. This shifts ethical 
analysis from intent alone to measurable phenomenology, providing a framework for 
constructing concrete safeguards against manipulation while retaining the effectiveness of 
indirect, System 1–level guidance. 
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Research Implications for Behavioral Decision Making 

ECA reframes the empirical targets of choice architecture by elevating “experienced choice” to 
the status of a dependent variable. Beyond recording behavioral outcomes, research must 
directly assess phenomenological indices of choosing, including felt autonomy, competence, 
ownership, and meaningfulness (Martela et al., 2021; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Van den Broeck et al., 
2016), as these experiences mediate durability, helper-helpee friction, and ethical legitimacy. 
This shift implies a parallel change in experimental design. Rather than treating nudges as 
static, one-shot manipulations, ECA conceptualizes influence as an iterative process in which 
practitioners continuously observe state, design context-sensitive affordances, and evaluate 
their effects in real time. Such loops better approximate naturalistic decision ecologies and 
permit fine-grained analysis of state × strategy interactions. Finally, ECA provides a testable 
boundary condition for distinguishing nudges from persuasion and coercion (Martela et al., 
2021; Rains, 2013; Reynolds-Tylus, 2019). Influence types can be experimentally differentiated 
by measuring perceived pressure, freedom, and authorship along the continuum of influence 
(Gardner et al., 1993; Lidz et al., 1995). This enables behavioral science to move beyond 
categorical definitions toward operational criteria, allowing researchers to determine not only 
whether an intervention works, but whether it functions as choice architecture in the strict 
sense—guiding action while preserving the subjective experience of freedom. 

Testable Propositions 

ECA generates a set of experimentally tractable predictions that extend beyond outcome-based 
nudging models. First, a state × nudge fit hypothesis predicts that the effectiveness of strategy 
families will vary as a function of arousal. Under low arousal, deliberative strategies such as 
critical thinking should enhance adaptive choice, whereas under high arousal, System 1–
oriented strategies such as priming and utilization should be superior (Loewenstein, 2005; Yu, 
2016). Deliberative prompts introduced during high arousal are predicted to lose efficacy or 
provoke disengagement unless preceded by regulatory or relational moves that reduce 
cognitive load.  

Second, a continuum discrimination test can hold objective choice-set changes constant while 
varying whether influence is framed as pressure (e.g., disappointment, reward contingencies) 
or as an autonomy-supportive nudge (Cheon et al., 2020; Reeve & Jang, 2006). ECA predicts 
that these conditions will diverge in perceived coercion and reactance despite identical 
behavioral affordances.  

Third, the framework specifies mechanistic “phenomenological gates” through which influence 
operates: (a) the experience that choice is possible (agency and competence), (b) that choice is 
preferable (affective valuation), and (c) that choice is self-directed (ownership). These 
constructs can be measured directly and tested as mediators of behavioral effects across 
strategy families.  

Finally, ECA predicts an iteration advantage for complex behavior change: interventions 
structured as observe → design → evaluate loops should produce greater durability and higher 
perceived autonomy than single-shot nudges (Klasnja et al., 2015; Nahum-Shani et al., 2017). 
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Together, these propositions reposition choice architecture as a dynamic, state-sensitive 
process and render its ethical and phenomenological claims empirically falsifiable. 

Conclusion 

Ericksonian Choice Architecture formalizes micro-level choice architecture as a distinct and 
necessary extension of behavioral decision science. Whereas dominant models have treated 
preferences as relatively stable and have evaluated influence primarily through behavioral 
outcomes, ECA demonstrates that choice unfolds within rapidly shifting psychological states 
and that influence operates through the experiential ecology of interaction itself. This paper 
advances three analytic contributions: it reconceptualizes cognitive biases as observable 
markers of active states rather than as noise, it operationalizes influence along an experiential 
continuum that distinguishes nudging from persuasion and coercion, and it elevates “choice 
quality” (felt agency, competence, ownership, and meaning) as an empirical construct. 
Together, these moves supply explanatory capacities that macro-level models cannot provide: 
they account for how options become perceptually viable, how autonomy is preserved or 
eroded in real time, and why identical structural changes can be experienced as helpful 
guidance or unhelpful pressure. 

By redefining the “environment” of choice as communicative and relational, ECA closes a 
theoretical gap between population-level nudging and the phenomenology of dyadic decision 
making. It reframes interpersonal guidance as a design problem rather than a persuasive act 
and establishes state-sensitive communication as a legitimate domain of choice architecture. In 
doing so, ECA extends behavioral decision theory beyond static environments and outcome 
metrics toward a model capable of explaining how influence is experienced, resisted, or 
integrated under conditions of uncertainty and emotional load. This micro-level perspective not 
only broadens what can be predicted and ethically designed, but also clarifies how autonomy, 
meaning, and integrity can function as causal levers of adaptive action. 

AI Use Disclosure 

During the preparation of this manuscript, generative artificial intelligence tools (OpenAI; GPT-
5.2 model) were used for limited purposes including stylistic refinement, sentence-level editing, 
and exploratory drafting of non-substantive text (e.g., phrasing alternatives and structural 
clarity). AI tools did not generate original data, conduct analyses, or determine the paper’s core 
arguments, theoretical positions, or conclusions. All conceptual content, claims, interpretations, 
and scholarly judgments are the authors’ own. The author critically reviewed, edited, and 
verified all AI-assisted text for accuracy, coherence, originality, and fidelity to the scientific 
record, and remain fully responsible for the content of this manuscript. 

 



Ericksonian Choice Architecture—An Unpublished Manuscript from 2026 Page 15 
 

References 

Apter, M. J., Fontana, D., & Murgatroyd, S. (2014). Reversal Theory: Applications and 

Development. Psychology Press. 

Atance, C. M., & O’Neill, D. K. (2001). Episodic future thinking. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 

5(12), 533–539. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1364-6613(00)01804-0 

Bargh, J. A., Gollwitzer, P. M., Lee-Chai, A., Barndollar, K., & Trötschel, R. (2001). The automated 

will: Nonconscious activation and pursuit of behavioral goals. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 81(6), 1014–1027. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.81.6.1014 

Benoit, R. G., Gilbert, S. J., & Burgess, P. W. (2011). A Neural Mechanism Mediating the Impact 

of Episodic Prospection on Farsighted Decisions. Journal of Neuroscience, 31(18), 6771–

6779. https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.6559-10.2011 

Blumenthal-Barby, J. S. (2012). Between Reason and Coercion: Ethically Permissible Influence in 

Health Care and Health Policy Contexts. Kennedy Institute of Ethics Journal, 22(4), 345–

366. 

Bordalo, P., Gennaioli, N., & Shleifer, A. (2012). Salience Theory of Choice Under Risk. The 

Quarterly Journal of Economics, 127(3), 1243–1285. https://doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjs018 

Brehm, J. W. (1966). A theory of psychological reactance (pp. x, 135). Academic Press. 

Bryan, G., Karlan, D., & Nelson, S. (2010). Commitment Devices. Annual Review of Economics, 

2(Volume 2, 2010), 671–698. 

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.economics.102308.124324 



Ericksonian Choice Architecture—An Unpublished Manuscript from 2026 Page 16 
 

Busemeyer, J. R., & Townsend, J. T. (1993). Decision field theory: A dynamic-cognitive approach 

to decision making in an uncertain environment. Psychological Review, 100(3), 432–459. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.100.3.432 

Cheon, S. H., Reeve, J., & Vansteenkiste, M. (2020). When teachers learn how to provide 

classroom structure in an autonomy-supportive way: Benefits to teachers and their 

students. Teaching and Teacher Education, 90, 103004. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2019.103004 

Choukhmane, T. (2025). Default Options and Retirement Saving Dynamics. American Economic 

Review, 115(11), 3749–3787. https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20210881 

Dai, H., Milkman, K. L., & Riis, J. (2014). The Fresh Start Effect: Temporal Landmarks Motivate 

Aspirational Behavior. Management Science, 60(10), 2563–2582. 

https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2014.1901 

Dai, W., Yang, T., White, B. X., Palmer, R., Sanders, E. K., McDonald, J. A., Leung, M., & 

Albarracín, D. (2023). Priming Behavior: A Meta-Analysis of the Effects of Behavioral and 

Nonbehavioral Primes on Overt Behavioral Outcomes. Psychological Bulletin, 149(1–2), 

67–98. https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000374 

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2008). Self-determination theory: A macrotheory of human 

motivation, development, and health. Canadian Psychology / Psychologie Canadienne, 

49(3), 182–185. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012801 

Dijksterhuis, A. (2004). Think Different: The Merits of Unconscious Thought in Preference 

Development and Decision Making. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 87(5), 

586–598. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.87.5.586 



Ericksonian Choice Architecture—An Unpublished Manuscript from 2026 Page 17 
 

Dijksterhuis, A., Chartrand, T. L., & Aarts, H. (2007). Effects of Priming and Perception on Social 

Behavior and Goal Pursuit. In Social psychology and the unconscious: The automaticity of 

higher mental processes (pp. 51–131). Psychology Press. 

Duckworth, A. L., Gendler, T. S., & Gross, J. J. (2016). Situational Strategies for Self-Control. 

Perspectives on Psychological Science, 11(1), 35–55. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691615623247 

Duckworth, A. L., & Gross, J. J. (2020). Behavior Change. Organizational Behavior and Human 

Decision Processes, 161(Suppl), 39–49. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2020.09.002 

Elwyn, G., Edwards, A., Wensing, M., Hood, K., Atwell, C., & Grol, R. (2003). Shared decision 

making: Developing the OPTION scale for measuring patient involvement. Quality & 

Safety in Health Care, 12(2), 93–99. https://doi.org/10.1136/qhc.12.2.93 

Erickson, M. H. (1937). The Experimental Demonstration of Unconscious Mentation by 

Automatic Writing. The Psychoanalytic Quarterly. 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/21674086.1937.11925334 

Erickson, M. H. (1954a). Pseudo-orientation in time as an hypnotherapeutic procedure. 

International Journal of Clinical and Experimental Hypnosis. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00207145408410117 

Erickson, M. H. (1954b). Special techniques of brief hypnotherapy. International Journal of 

Clinical and Experimental Hypnosis. https://doi.org/10.1080/00207145408409943 

Erickson, M. H. (1959). Further Clinical Techniques of Hypnosis: Utilization Techniques. 

American Journal of Clinical Hypnosis, 2(1), 3–21. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00029157.1959.10401792 



Ericksonian Choice Architecture—An Unpublished Manuscript from 2026 Page 18 
 

Erickson, M. H. (1960). The Utilization of Patient Behavior in the Hypnotherapy of Obesity: 

Three Case Reports. American Journal of Clinical Hypnosis, 3(2), 112–116. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00029157.1960.10401840 

Erickson, M. H. (1964a). An Hypnotic Technique for Resistant Patients: The Patient, the 

Technique and its Rationale and Field Experiments. American Journal of Clinical 

Hypnosis. https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00029157.1964.10402387 

Erickson, M. H. (1964b). The Burden of Responsibility in Effective Psychotherapy. American 

Journal of Clinical Hypnosis, 6(3), 269–271. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00029157.1964.10402352 

Erickson, M. H. (1964c). The Confusion Technique in Hypnosis. American Journal of Clinical 

Hypnosis, 6(3), 183–207. https://doi.org/10.1080/00029157.1964.10402343 

Erickson, M. H. (1965a). The Hypnotic Corrective Emotional Experience. American Journal of 

Clinical Hypnosis, 7(3), 242–248. https://doi.org/10.1080/00029157.1965.10402425 

Erickson, M. H. (1965b). Utilizing the Patient’s Own Personality and Ideas: “Doing it his own 

way.” In E. Rossi, R. Erickson-Klein, & K. Rossi (Eds.), Collected Works of Milton H 

Erickson: Opening the Mind (Vol. 3, pp. 83–84). Milton H. Erickson Foundation Press. 

Erickson, M. H. (1966). The Interspersal Hypnotic Technique for Symptom Correction and Pain 

Control. American Journal of Clinical Hypnosis. 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00029157.1966.10402492 

Erickson, M. H. (2009). Naturalistic Techniques of Hypnosis. American Journal of Clinical 

Hypnosis. https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00029157.2009.10404313 



Ericksonian Choice Architecture—An Unpublished Manuscript from 2026 Page 19 
 

Erickson, M. H., Hershman, S., & Secter, I. I. (1961). The Practical Application of Medical and 

Dental Hypnosis. Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315831305 

Erickson, M. H., & Rossi, E. L. (1976a). Hypnotic Realities: The Induction of Clinical Hypnosis and 

Forms of Indirect Suggestion. In E. L. Rossi, R. Erickson-Klein, & K. Rossi (Eds.), The 

Collected Works of Milton H. Erickson—Volume 10 (Vol. 10). Milton H. Erickson 

Foundation Press. 

Erickson, M. H., & Rossi, E. L. (1976b). Two Level Communication and the Microdynamics of 

Trance and Suggestion. American Journal of Clinical Hypnosis, 18(3), 153–171. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00029157.1976.10403794 

Ernst, A., Blanc, F., De Seze, J., & Manning, L. (2015). Using mental visual imagery to improve 

autobiographical memory and episodic future thinking in relapsing-remitting multiple 

sclerosis patients: A randomised-controlled trial study. Restorative Neurology and 

Neuroscience, 33(5), 621–638. https://doi.org/10.3233/RNN-140461 

Fishbach, A., Friedman, R. S., & Kruglanski, A. W. (2003). Leading us not into temptation: 

Momentary allurements elicit overriding goal activation. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 84(2), 296–309. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.2.296 

Flammer, E., & Bongartz, W. (2003). On the efficacy of hypnosis: A meta-analytic study. 

Contemporary Hypnosis, 20(4), 179–197. https://doi.org/10.1002/ch.277 

Gallo, I., Pfau, F., & Gollwitzer, P. (2012). Furnishing Hypnotic Instructions with Implementation 

Intentions Enhances Hypnotic Responsiveness. Consciousness and Cognition, 21(2), 

1023–1030. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2012.03.007 



Ericksonian Choice Architecture—An Unpublished Manuscript from 2026 Page 20 
 

Gardner, W., Hoge, S. K., Bennett, N., Roth, L. H., Lidz, C. W., Monahan, J., & Mulvey, E. P. 

(1993). Two scales for measuring patients’ perceptions for coercion during mental 

hospital admission. Behavioral Sciences & the Law, 11(3), 307–321. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/bsl.2370110308 

Glaser, J., & Banaji, M. R. (1999). When fair is foul and foul is fair: Reverse priming in automatic 

evaluation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 77(4), 669–687. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.77.4.669 

Glimcher, P. W. (2022). Efficiently irrational: Deciphering the riddle of human choice. Trends in 

Cognitive Sciences, 26(8), 669–687. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2022.04.007 

Glucksberg, S., Gildea, P., & Bookin, H. B. (1982). On understanding nonliteral speech: Can 

people ignore metaphors? Journal of Verbal Learning and Verbal Behavior, 21(1), 85–98. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-5371(82)90467-4 

Gollwitzer, P. M., & Brandstätter, V. (1997). Implementation intentions and effective goal 

pursuit. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 73(1), 186. 

Gordon, D., & Meyers-Anderson, M. (1981). Phoenix: Therapeutic patterns of Milton H. 

Erickson. Meta Publications. 

Haynes, A. B., Weiser, T. G., Berry, W. R., Lipsitz, S. R., Breizat, A.-H. S., Dellinger, E. P., Herbosa, 

T., Joseph, S., Kibatala, P. L., Lapitan, M. C. M., Merry, A. F., Moorthy, K., Reznick, R. K., 

Taylor, B., & Gawande, A. A. (2009). A Surgical Safety Checklist to Reduce Morbidity and 

Mortality in a Global Population. New England Journal of Medicine, 360(5), 491–499. 

https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMsa0810119 



Ericksonian Choice Architecture—An Unpublished Manuscript from 2026 Page 21 
 

Igou, E. R., & Bless, H. (2007). Conversational Expectations as a Basis for Order Effects in 

Persuasion. Journal of Language and Social Psychology, 26(3), 260–273. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0261927X06303454 

Kahneman, D. (2011). Thinking, Fast and Slow. Farrar, Straus and Giroux. 

Kannengiesser, U., & Gero, J. S. (2019). Empirical Evidence for Kahneman’s System 1 and 

System 2 Thinking in Design. Human Behavior in Design. 

https://par.nsf.gov/biblio/10095085-empirical-evidence-kahneman-system-system-

thinking-design 

Kappes, A., & Oettingen, G. (2014). The emergence of goal pursuit: Mental contrasting connects 

future and reality. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 54, 25–39. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.03.014 

Kirsch, I., Montgomery, G., & Sapirstein, G. (1995). Hypnosis as an adjunct to cognitive-

behavioral psychotherapy: A meta-analysis. Journal of Consulting and Clinical 

Psychology, 63(2), 214–220. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.63.2.214 

Klasnja, P., Hekler, E. B., Shiffman, S., Boruvka, A., Almirall, D., Tewari, A., & Murphy, S. A. 

(2015). Micro-Randomized Trials: An Experimental Design for Developing Just-in-Time 

Adaptive Interventions. Health Psychology : Official Journal of the Division of Health 

Psychology, American Psychological Association, 34(0), 1220–1228. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/hea0000305 

Knafo, G., Weinberger, J., Knafo, G., & Weinberger, J. (2024). Exploring the Role of Conscious 

and Unconscious Processes in Hypnosis: A Theoretical Review. Brain Sciences, 14(4). 

https://doi.org/10.3390/brainsci14040374 



Ericksonian Choice Architecture—An Unpublished Manuscript from 2026 Page 22 
 

Koslowsky, M., Kluger, A. N., & Yinon, Y. (1988). Predicting behavior: Combining intention with 

investment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 73(1), 102–106. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.73.1.102 

Kuang, J., & Bicchieri, C. (2024). How language framing shapes the perception of social norms. 

Current Opinion in Psychology, 60, 101886. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2024.101886 

Kuyer, P., & Gordijn, B. (2023). Nudge in perspective: A systematic literature review on the 

ethical issues with nudging. Rationality and Society, 35(2), 191–230. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/10434631231155005 

Lakoff, G., & Johnson, M. (1980). Metaphors We Live By. University of Chicago Press. 

Lichtenstein, S., & Slovic, P. (1971). Reversals of preference between bids and choices in 

gambling decisions. Journal of Experimental Psychology, 89(1), 46–55. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/h0031207 

Lidz, C. W., Hoge, S. K., Gardner, W., Bennett, N. S., Monahan, J., Mulvey, E. P., & Roth, L. H. 

(1995). Perceived Coercion in Mental Hospital Admission: Pressures and Process. 

Archives of General Psychiatry, 52(12), 1034–1039. 

https://doi.org/10.1001/archpsyc.1995.03950240052010 

Loewenstein, G. (2005). Hot-cold empathy gaps and medical decision making. Health 

Psychology: Official Journal of the Division of Health Psychology, American Psychological 

Association, 24(4S), S49-56. https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.24.4.S49 

Lynn, S. J., Cardeña, E., Green, J. P., & Laurence, J.-R. (2022). The case for clinical hypnosis: 

Theory and research-based do’s and don’ts for clinical practice. Psychology of 



Ericksonian Choice Architecture—An Unpublished Manuscript from 2026 Page 23 
 

Consciousness: Theory, Research, and Practice, 9(2), 187–200. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/cns0000257 

Martela, F., Gómez, M., Unanue, W., Araya, S., Bravo, D., & Espejo, A. (2021). What makes work 

meaningful? Longitudinal evidence for the importance of autonomy and beneficence for 

meaningful work. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 131, 103631. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2021.103631 

Masters, R., & Maxwell, J. (2008). The theory of reinvestment. International Review of Sport and 

Exercise Psychology, 1(2), 160–183. https://doi.org/10.1080/17509840802287218 

Milkman, K. L. (2021). How to Change: The Science of Getting from Where You Are to Where 

You Want to Be. Penguin. 

Milkman, K. L., Minson, J. A., & Volpp, K. G. M. (2014). Holding the Hunger Games Hostage at 

the Gym: An Evaluation of Temptation Bundling. Management Science, 60(2), 283–299. 

https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2013.1784 

Mills, S. (2022). Personalized nudging. Behavioural Public Policy, 6(1), 150–159. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/bpp.2020.7 

Morewedge, C. K., & Kahneman, D. (2010). Associative Processes in Intuitive Judgment. Trends 

in Cognitive Sciences, 14(10), 435–440. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2010.07.004 

Nahum-Shani, I., Smith, S. N., Spring, B. J., Collins, L. M., Witkiewitz, K., Tewari, A., & Murphy, S. 

A. (2017). Just-in-Time Adaptive Interventions (JITAIs) in Mobile Health: Key 

Components and Design Principles for Ongoing Health Behavior Support. Annals of 

Behavioral Medicine: A Publication of the Society of Behavioral Medicine, 52(6), 446–

462. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12160-016-9830-8 



Ericksonian Choice Architecture—An Unpublished Manuscript from 2026 Page 24 
 

Noggle, R. (2025). The Ethics of Manipulation. In E. N. Zalta & U. Nodelman (Eds.), The Stanford 

Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Fall 2025). Metaphysics Research Lab, Stanford University. 

https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2025/entries/ethics-manipulation/ 

Norcross, J. C., & Wampold, B. E. (2011). What works for whom: Tailoring psychotherapy to the 

person. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 67(2), 127–132. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/jclp.20764 

Norton, M. I., Mochon, D., & Ariely, D. (2012). The IKEA effect: When labor leads to love. 

Journal of Consumer Psychology, 22(3), 453–460. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2011.08.002 

Oettingen, G., & Gollwitzer, P. M. (2010). Strategies of setting and implementing goals: Mental 

contrasting and implementation intentions. http://kops.uni-

konstanz.de/handle/123456789/1321 

Peters, J., & Büchel, C. (2010). Episodic Future Thinking Reduces Reward Delay Discounting 

through an Enhancement of Prefrontal-Mediotemporal Interactions. Neuron, 66(1), 

138–148. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2010.03.026 

Petrocchi, N., & Cheli, S. (2019). The social brain and heart rate variability: Implications for 

psychotherapy. Psychology and Psychotherapy: Theory, Research and Practice, 92(2), 

208–223. https://doi.org/10.1111/papt.12224 

Porges, S. W. (2007). The polyvagal perspective. Biological Psychology, 74(2), 116–143. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2006.06.009 



Ericksonian Choice Architecture—An Unpublished Manuscript from 2026 Page 25 
 

Radulovic, J., Jovasevic, V., & Meyer, M. A. A. (2017). Neurobiological Mechanisms of State-

Dependent Learning. Current Opinion in Neurobiology, 45, 92–98. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conb.2017.05.013 

Radvansky, G. A., & Copeland, D. E. (2006). Walking through doorways causes forgetting: 

Situation models and experienced space. Memory & Cognition, 34(5), 1150–1156. 

https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193261 

Rains, S. A. (2013). The Nature of Psychological Reactance Revisited: A Meta-Analytic Review. 

Human Communication Research, 39(1), 47–73. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-

2958.2012.01443.x 

Ramondo, N., Gignac, G. E., Pestell, C. F., & Byrne, S. M. (2021). Clinical Hypnosis as an Adjunct 

to Cognitive Behavior Therapy: An Updated Meta-Analysis. International Journal of 

Clinical and Experimental Hypnosis, 69(2), 169–202. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00207144.2021.1877549 

Reeve, J., & Jang, H. (2006). What teachers say and do to support students’ autonomy during a 

learning activity. Journal of Educational Psychology, 98(1), 209–218. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.98.1.209 

Reuber, M., Toerien, M., Shaw, R., & Duncan, R. (2015). Delivering patient choice in clinical 

practice: A conversation analytic study of communication practices used in neurology 

clinics to involve patients in decision-making. Health and Social Care Delivery Research, 

3(7), 1–170. https://doi.org/10.3310/hsdr03070 



Ericksonian Choice Architecture—An Unpublished Manuscript from 2026 Page 26 
 

Reynolds-Tylus, T. (2019). Psychological Reactance and Persuasive Health Communication: A 

Review of the Literature. Frontiers in Communication, 4. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fcomm.2019.00056 

Rogers, T., Milkman, K. L., & Volpp, K. G. (2014). Commitment Devices: Using Initiatives to 

Change Behavior. JAMA, 311(20), 2065–2066. https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2014.3485 

Rosen, S. (1982). My Voice Will Go with You: The Teaching Tales of Milton H. Erickson, M.D. W. 

W. Norton & Company. 

Rothermund, K. (2011). Counter-regulation and control-dependency: Affective processing 

biases in the service of action regulation. Social Psychology, 42(1), 56–66. 

https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000043 

Rothermund, K., Voss, A., & Wentura, D. (2008). Counter-regulation in affective attentional 

biases: A basic mechanism that warrants flexibility in emotion and motivation. Emotion, 

8(1), 34–46. https://doi.org/10.1037/1528-3542.8.1.34 

Russo, C., Barni, D., Zagrean, I., & Danioni, F. (2021). Value Consistency across Relational Roles 

and Basic Psychological Needs Satisfaction: The Mediating Role of Self-Concept Clarity. 

Social Sciences (2076-0760), 10(8), 291. https://doi.org/10.3390/socsci10080291 

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivations: Classic Definitions and New 

Directions. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 25(1), 54–67. 

https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1999.1020 

Schiepek, G. K., Tominschek, I., & Heinzel, S. (2014). Self-organization in psychotherapy: Testing 

the synergetic model of change processes. Frontiers in Psychology, 5. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.01089 



Ericksonian Choice Architecture—An Unpublished Manuscript from 2026 Page 27 
 

Short, D., Erickson, B. A., & Erickson-Klein, R. E. (2005). Hope & Resiliency: Understanding the 

psychotherapeutic strategies of Milton H Erickson MD. Crown House Publishing. 

Simon, H. A. (1967). Motivational and emotional controls of cognition. Psychological Review, 

74(1), 29–39. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0024127 

Stanovich, K. E., & West, R. F. (2000). Advancing the rationality debate. Behavioral and Brain 

Sciences, 23(5), 701–717. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X00623439 

Thaler, R. H., & Sunstein, C. R. (2009). Nudge: Improving Decisions About Health, Wealth, and 

Happiness. Penguin. 

Tubbs, R. M., Gaeth, G. J., Levin, I. P., & Van Osdol, L. A. (1993). Order effects in belief updating 

with consistent and inconsistent evidence. Journal of Behavioral Decision Making, 6(4), 

257–269. https://doi.org/10.1002/bdm.3960060404 

Tversky, A., & Kahneman, D. (1974). Judgment under Uncertainty: Heuristics and Biases. 

Science, 185(4157), 1124–1131. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.185.4157.1124 

Van den Broeck, A., Ferris, D. L., Chang, C.-H., & Rosen, C. C. (2016). A Review of Self-

Determination Theory’s Basic Psychological Needs at Work. Journal of Management, 

42(5), 1195–1229. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206316632058 

Viale, R. (2022). Nudging. MIT Press. 

Yu, R. (2016). Stress potentiates decision biases: A stress induced deliberation-to-intuition (SIDI) 

model. Neurobiology of Stress, 3, 83–95. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ynstr.2015.12.006 

Zarrindast, M.-R., & Khakpai, F. (2020). State-dependent memory and its modulation by 

different brain areas and neurotransmitters. EXCLI Journal, 19, 1081–1099. 

https://doi.org/10.17179/excli2020-2612 



Ericksonian Choice Architecture—An Unpublished Manuscript from 2026 Page 28 
 

 


