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level can decrease or increase the choice share of the target depending on the location of the added decoys (frequency vs. range) in the

set, which will moderate the strength of the attraction effect. Further, we show that the proposed effects are a function of consumers’

types of processing (by attribute vs. by group).
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EXTENDED ABSTRACT
One of the most important and robust context effects is the at-

traction, or asymmetric dominance, effect that was first described by 
Huber, Payne, and Puto (1982). Although most research on context 
effects, including that on the attraction effect, has explored how 
context can influence relatively deliberate analytic processes, recent 
research by Hamilton, Hong, and Chernev (2007) has examined 
how context can affect intuitive choice processes. Hamilton and 
colleagues found that in the context of the attraction effect, adding 
fully dominated options that change the perceptual characteristics 
of the decision set can make one option (i.e., the non-dominating 
option) perceptually focal, increasing its likelihood of being cho-
sen due to the perceptual focus effect and decreasing the strength 
of the attraction effect. That is, contrasting the perceptual focus 
effect and the attraction effect, they found that the preference for 
asymmetrically dominating options decreased in the presence of a 
perceptually focal option. 

In the current research, however, we examine consumer choice 
as a function of the perceptual similarity of options at the attribute 
level in a two-attribute decision set. In particular, adding to the find-
ings of the attraction effect by Hamilton et al. (2007), we examine 
a scenario in which a binary decision set is extended by adding 
asymmetrically dominated frequency or range decoys that change 
its perceptual characteristics, thus increasing the prominence of 
one of the attributes in the decision set and generating a perceptual 
prominence effect at the attribute level. In this context, we propose 
that perceptual prominence at the attribute level may either decrease 
or increase the choice share of the target depending on the added 
decoys’ location in the set (frequency vs. range), which will, in 
turn, moderate the strength of the attraction effect; the attraction 
effect is attenuated in the frequency decoy condition, whereas the 
attraction effect occurs in the range decoy condition. Further, we 
propose that the perceptual prominence effect at the attribute level 
and its subsequent impact on the attraction effect in frequency and 
range decoy conditions will be a function of the type of processing 
(by attribute vs. by group) affecting consumers’ decision procedures, 
such as lexicographic or dominance procedures; the proposed ef-
fects are more pronounced in the by-attribute condition, whereas 
the effects are mitigated in the by-group processing condition. 

In experiment 1, participants consisted of 250 students from 
a large university in a metropolitan area, and they were randomly 
assigned to one of five experimental conditions. Participants in the 
first condition were presented with a binary set of options described 
on two attributes (set AB), such that option A was superior on at-
tribute 2 and option B was superior on attribute 1. Asymmetrically 
dominated decoys were positioned according to the different decoy 
placement strategies (i.e., frequency or range). Participants in the 
second condition chose from a three-option set in which a third, 
asymmetrically dominated frequency option (C) had been added 
to the core set (set ABC), while participants in the third condi-
tion chose from a three-option set where a third, asymmetrically 
dominated range option (C’) had been added to the core set (set 
ABC’). Participants in the fourth condition chose from a five-option 
set where two additional asymmetrically dominated frequency 
options (D and E) were included along with the three-option set, 
ABC (set ABCDE). Participants in the fifth condition chose from 

a five-option set where two additional asymmetrically dominated 
range options (D’ and E’) were added to the three-option set, ABC’ 
(set ABC’D’E’). All attributes were rated on a 100-point scale, 
with 100 as the best. The choice sets were designed so that options 
C, D, and E (C’, D’ and E’) all shared a common attribute value 
on attribute 2 (attribute 1) with option B. Thus, option A was the 
only option with a dissimilar attribute value on one attribute, and 
it was a perceptually focal option in the choice set. Following the 
methodology established by Hamilton et al. (2007), once assigned 
to an experimental condition, participants were asked to select one 
option from each of two choice sets (cell phones and MP3 players). 
The experimental findings showed that (1) the attraction effect oc-
curs when an asymmetrically dominated decoy is added to a binary 
(core) set, irrespective of the decoy location; and that (2) when three 
additional asymmetrically dominated options (one asymmetrically 
dominated option and two newly-introduced asymmetrically domi-
nated options) are added to the binary set, the attraction effect can 
be attenuated in the frequency decoy condition, while the attraction 
effect can still occur in the range decoy condition.

In experiment 2, participants consisted of 200 students from 
a large university in a metropolitan area. They were given a choice 
task involving five-option decision sets that consisted of a digital 
camera and vitamin water. As in experiment 1, the attribute values 
of digital cameras and vitamin water were rated on a 100-point 
scale. Participants were randomly assigned to the conditions of 
a 2 (processing type: by attribute vs. by group) x 2 (location of 
decoy: frequency vs. range) factorial design. In the by-attribute 
processing condition, the choice sets included horizontal lines 
separating attribute values in each row, as in Hamilton et al.’s (2007) 
experiment. In the by-group processing condition, the choice sets 
included vertical lines separating a group of options and a lone 
option, which encourages by-group processing. The experimental 
findings supported the prediction that the observed perceptual 
prominence effect is indeed contingent on the type of processing; 
that is, the perceptual prominence effect at the attribute level and 
its subsequent impact on the attraction effect in frequency and 
range decoy conditions are more pronounced in the by-attribute 
processing condition, whereas the effects are mitigated in the by-
group processing condition.

Taken together, we extended the research done by Hamilton 
et al. (2007) by positing that perceptual prominence at the attribute 
level that has been induced by changing the perceptual character-
istics of a choice set can either decrease or increase the choice 
share of the target depending on the location of the added decoys 
(frequency vs. range) in the set, which will moderate the strength 
of the attraction effect. Moreover, we provided additional support 
for the perceptual prominence effect at the attribute level in choice 
by showing that effects are moderated by the type of processing (by 
attribute vs. by group) facilitating consumers’ decision procedures, 
such as lexicographic or dominance procedures. 
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