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Despite the presence of a long research tradition investigating consideration set 

formation, this research neglects a very important issue--consideration set content. 

Consideration set content refers to the composition of the consideration set with respect 

to the similarities or dissimilarities of the constituent brands or alternatives. Although this 

issue is relevant to all types of purchase situations, it acquires added importance in novel 

purchase situations since it is in these situations that consideration set composition tends 

to be most malleable. This dissertation investigates several important factors that 

influence the composition of consideration sets in novel purchase situations. In situations 

where consumers have to create consideration sets from a novel set of alternatives, the 

contents of a consideration set depend on a combination of two motives. First, consumers 

prefer to create a consideration set of easy to compare alternatives. It is easier to compare
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 alternatives that have alignable attributes or alternatives that are perceptually similar; 

hence consideration sets tend to consist of homogeneous alternatives. Second, consumers 

prefer to create consideration sets that have a high likelihood of containing their optimal 

alternative. When the set of available alternatives requires the consumer to make 

tradeoffs between benefits (i.e., to be compensatory), the consumer often delays making a 

decision about which benefits are preferable and the consideration set tends to be more 

heterogeneous. Through ten experiments I document factors that influence the relative 

importance of one or the other motive in consideration set formation and discuss 

implications for brand managers.  
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

 
 

Consideration set formation is a fundamental stage of pre-choice decision making 

(Alba, Hutchinson, and Lynch 1991; Howard and Sheth 1969; Nedungadi 1990; 

Ratneshwar and Shocker 1991). Consideration sets can be used to understand consumer 

choice strategies, brand loyalty, and changes in market share that are independent of 

brand evaluation (Kardes et al. 1993; Nedungadi 1990). In fact, it is the inherent 

instability of the composition of a consumer’s consideration set that creates an 

opportunity for brand managers to increase a brand’s market share (Desai and Hoyer 

2000; Hutchinson, Raman, and Mantrala 1994). Although this opportunity exists in all 

markets and with all brands, the composition of a consideration set is likely to be most 

malleable when the consumer encounters novel product categories, novel buying 

situations, and novel consumption contexts (Desai and Hoyer 2000). 

The majority of research on consideration set composition has focused on how 

situational factors influence memory-based consideration set formation (Desai and Hoyer 

2000; Hutchinson et al. 1994; Ratneshwar and Shocker 1991). In general, we know that 

advertising and consumption experience combine to reinforce associations between 

products/brands and benefits (Mitra 1995; Ratneshwar and Shocker 1991). These

associations, in turn, allow a consumer to retrieve the names of particular brands when 

encountering a particular consumption context (Desai and Hoyer 2000; Posavac, 

Sanbonmatsu, and Fazio 1997; Ratneshwar and Shocker 1991). Thus, the consumption 
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context creates usage goals and memory mediates whether a brand is retrieved and 

considered appropriate for achieving these goals (Desai and Hoyer 2000; Nedungadi 

1990; Posavac et al. 1997; Ratneshwar and Shocker 1991). 

Consideration set composition may be influenced by goals in addition to those 

created by the consumption context. For example, consumers may prefer to create 

consideration sets that consist of items that are easy to compare or that increase the 

likelihood an optimal alternative is retained for further consideration (Huber and Kline 

1991; Wright 1975). Macro- level goals, like trying to reduce the complexity of a 

decision, have been well documented in decision making (e.g., Bettman 1979; Johnson 

and Payne 1985; Ratneshwar and Shocker 1991), but have usually been used to explain 

limits on the size of a consideration set as opposed to determining the composition of a 

consideration set (e.g., Jarvis and Wilcox 1973; Mitra and Lynch 1995; Roberts and 

Lattin 1991). It is possible that these macro- level goals also make consumers sensitive to 

the characteristics of the alternatives themselves. This sensitivity to the characteristics of 

the alternatives in the consumer’s awareness set may be particularly salient when the 

choice is stimulus based and when the consumer has limited experience with the product 

category or consumption occasion. 

This dissertation is organized as follows. I begin with a review of whether 

consumers tend to create consideration sets of homogeneous or heterogeneous 

alternatives and offer insight into why each strategy might be useful. I argue that 

consumers prefer to create consideration sets of alternatives that are easy to compare and 

that both attribute alignability and alternative similarity make alternatives easier to 

compare. I then use six studies to document (1) that the desire to have easily compared 
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alternatives encourages consumers to create homogeneous consideration sets, and (2) that 

competing factors (e.g., alternative familiarity, preferences, category structure, attribute 

importance) are not responsible for the consumer’s desire to create homogeneous 

consideration sets. Using two additional studies, I argue that concerns about erroneously 

leaving out an optimal alternative and anticipated time pressure at consideration vis-a-vis 

choice encourage people to create more heterogeneous consideration sets. I end with a 

discussion of marketing implications and avenues for future research. 
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CHAPTER 2 
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

 
 

Stimulus-Based Consideration Sets 

Stimulus-based consideration sets are often constructed when the consumer 

confronts a large number of alternatives (e.g., an in-store display) and needs to reduce 

these alternatives to a manageable set before engaging in a more effortful evaluation 

process. Situations in which stimulus-based consideration sets are likely to be generated 

include product categories with many alternatives (e.g., toys), infrequent purchases (e.g., 

furniture), novel purchase situations (e.g., buying a souvenir), and ambiguous purchase 

goals (e.g., buying food for a large party). In these situations, consumers may have 

general goals that dictate the formation of a consideration set. I propose that two of these 

goals may be a desire to simplify the decision and a desire to ensure that the optimal 

alternative is available at the time of choice (Huber and Kline 1991; Wright 1975). 

Simplifying a Decision 

Consideration set formation has often been described as a relatively effortless 

process aimed at simplifying the more burdensome final choice task (e.g., Bettman 1979; 

Huber and Kline 1991; Johnson and Payne 1985). The desire to simplify the final choice 

can encourage the consumer to (1) reduce the number of alternatives to a more

manageable size (Roberts and Lattin 1991), and (2) retain alternatives that are 

easy to compare (Medin, Goldstone, and Markman 1995). In turn, the ease of 

comparing alternatives has been hypothesized to depend on the alignability of the 
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attributes used to describe the alternatives and the similarity of the alternatives being 

compared (i.e., feature overlap). Medin et al. (1995) observe that comparable alternatives 

(i.e., alternatives having alignable attributes) are perceived as more similar and as easier 

to compare than non-comparable alternatives. Likewise, Johnson (1984, 1986) suggests 

that comparisons among available choices are much easier to make when they possess 

features that can be compared (i.e., when alterna tives have overlapping features). 

Attribute Alignability  

There is evidence that people naturally assign more weight to alignable attributes 

and that they experience difficulty comparing alternatives with non-alignable attributes. 

Markman and Medin (1995) present consumers with pairs of alternatives consisting of 

comparable (i.e., brands described on the same attributes) and non-comparable (i.e., 

brands described on different attributes) brands. They find that people pay more attention 

to alignable attributes and that people are more likely to mention alignable attributes as a 

justification for a decision. Tversky and Sattath (1979) provide additional evidence of the 

difficulty people experience comparing alternatives with non-alignable attributes. They 

asked subjects to choose a famous person they would like to meet from a set comprised 

of movie stars and politicians (e.g., Gandhi, Churchill and Chaplin). Tversky and Sattath 

(1979) find that subjects eliminate the non-comparable alternative (e.g., Chaplin) from 

the set so that their final choice can be between comparable alternatives (e.g., Gandhi and 

Churchill). Johnson (1989) further observes that non-comparable alternatives can be 

compared on a higher order attributes (i.e., the common currency argument), but that the 

creation of higher order attributes requires considerable effort. 
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Alternative Similarity 

In cases where there is no attribute alignability, consumers must use an alternative 

strategy for comparing alternatives. The consumer must convert the attributes into their 

corresponding benefits and then compare the benefit information across alternatives. The 

generation of this benefit information is likely to be guided by the effort-minimizing 

heuristics often witnessed in consumer behavior studies (e.g., Bettman 1979), as only a 

minority of the consuming population (e.g., experts) possess enough knowledge about a 

class of products to be able to naturally focus on the underlying benefits (Maheswaran 

and Sternthal 1990).  

One possible low-effort strategy that could promote the comparability of 

alternatives relies on overlapping features to guide the benefit generation process. When 

alternatives are described using feature information, some alternatives will have one set 

of features and other alternatives will have another set of features. When subsets of 

alternatives have common features, these features are overlapping. Overlapping clusters 

of features facilitate the identification of underlying benefits (i.e., it is easier for the 

consumers to see the commonality in the products) and, thus, are weighted more heavily 

in decision-making (Johnson 1984, 1986, 1989). In effect, to the extent subsets of 

alternatives become more similar, it becomes easier for the consumer to establish an 

underlying benefit structure, and the alternatives become more comparable. 

Evidence  

To date, no studies have investigated whether the ease of alternative comparison 

is an important motivation during consideration set formation. Yet, if attribute 

alignability and alternative similarity do promote alternative comparability, then one 



7 

 

consequence of this motive should be that consumers naturally create homogeneous 

consideration sets. Evidence that consumers naturally create homogeneous consideration 

sets is mixed. Lattin and Roberts (1992) investigate consideration set formation and 

choice using 26 brands in the ready-to-eat cereal market. Lattin and Roberts (1992) find 

that perceptually similar brands tend to co-occur in consumer consideration sets. 

Moreover, engaging in marketing actions that make a brand more similar to a well-

defined cluster of brands increases the likelihood that the brand will enter consumers’ 

consideration sets and will experience an increase in market share. Lattin and Roberts 

(1992) conclude that cluster membership and consideration set membership are not 

independent of each other.  

In contrast to Lattin and Roberts (1992), Hauser and Wernerfelt (1989) find no 

evidence that an increase in the perceptual similarity of brands will lead to an increase in 

the likelihood the brands will co-occur in a consideration set. Hauser and Wernerfelt 

(1989) ask consumers to create consideration sets of up to four brands from a set of four 

brands of plastic wrap and a set of four brands of dishwashing detergent. They find that 

inclusion of one brand in the consideration set is not contingent on the inclusion of 

another brand. Unfortunately, they did not measure the similarity among the four brands 

in each product category, so we cannot know if any pair of brands was significantly more 

similar than any other pair of brands. 

Troye (1984) found mixed evidence about the nature of consideration set 

composition. Troye (1984) had people create consideration sets of apartments from a set 

of 12 apartments that varied in similarity. He found that similarity ratings of 

consideration set members tended to be significantly higher than those of randomly 
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selected pairs of alternatives. In contrast, evidence for a tendency to create heterogeneous 

consideration sets came from a third experimental condition. In this condition, people 

created consideration sets from a list of 12 apartments that clustered into three groups. 

Consideration set composition did not differ significantly from randomly chosen subsets 

of apartments in terms of pair-wise similarity ratings. Further, more than half the subjects 

created their consideration sets by selecting brands from multiple clusters (i.e., an attempt 

to maximize dissimilarity). 

Optimize a Choice 

 A second goal that may be active during consideration set formation is the desire 

to optimize a choice. Huber and Kline (1991) describe consideration set formation as a 

tradeoff between imposing cutoffs that simplify a decision and taking a chance that an 

optimal alternative will be discarded. This concern about optimization is likely to become 

more salient as the risk of neglecting an optimal alternative increases. Bettman (1979) 

argues risk increases when (a) the consumer lacks experience, (b) the available brand 

information is ambiguous, and (c) the consumer is not confident about the brand 

information. These are characteristics of purchases in novel product categories, novel 

buying situations, and novel consumption contexts. 

Risk also increases when the consumer is uncertain about his/her preferences 

(Kardes et al. 1993; Simonson 1990). Uncertainty about preferences can occur for a 

variety of reasons. First, the consumer can be uncertain about the combination of desired 

features (Kardes et al. 1993). First time buyers or buyers of new products and innovations 

will not have well established preference structures. Second, consumers can be uncertain 

about the weights to assign to desired benefits when making an overall evaluation. In 
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some product classes, alternatives have negatively correlated benefit structures (Huber 

and Kline 1991). This means that the consumer can buy an alternative that performs well 

on one benefit but not the other or vice versa. The negatively correlated benefit structure 

creates uncertainty about the reliability of the choice. Third, the consumer can have a 

difficult time anticipating the benefit weights at the time of choice. The further into the 

future a choice will be made, the more uncertain the consumer becomes about the 

stability of currently known benefit weights (Simonson 1990). This anticipated 

uncertainty has been closely linked to product heterogeneity in multi-product choice sets 

(Simonson 1990; Simonson and Winer 1992). 

Organization of Studies 

The studies are grouped into two sets. The first set of studies shows that a 

consumer’s desire to simplify a choice encourages the formation of a homogeneous 

consideration set. Study 1 uses a manipulation of attribute alignability to manipulate the 

degree to which alternatives are easily comparable and shows that people naturally create 

consideration sets of more comparable alternatives. Studies 1a, 1b, and 1c rule out other 

processes that could have encouraged the formation of a homogenous consideration set. 

Study 2 uses a manipulation of alternative similarity to manipulate comparability and 

shows that people naturally create consideration sets of more similar alternatives. Study 3 

shows that people are willing to consider more heterogeneous alternatives, but only when 

they are encouraged to create higher order benefits that facilitate the comparison. The 

second set of studies shows that a consumer will activate an optimization strategy when 

necessary. Study 4 shows that people create more heterogeneous consideration sets when 

confronted with an alternative set having negatively correlated benefits. Study 5 shows 
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that the consideration set becomes less heterogeneous if the consumer is encouraged to 

determine the relative importance of the competing benefits. 
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CHAPTER 3 
STUDY 1: THE ROLE OF ALIGNABILITY 

 
 

The goal of study 1 was to assess whether or not people are more likely to include 

easily comparable alternatives in a consideration set. I manipulated comparability by 

altering the degree of attribute alignability between pairs of brands in a large set of 

alternatives. The choice of attribute alignability as a means of manipulating comparability 

was based on findings in the decision-making literature. Investigations into decision 

making document that people attend to three types of information when comparing 

alternatives--commonalties, alignable differences and non-alignable differences (Medin 

et al. 1995). When two alternatives (a) share an attribute and also have identical values on 

that attribute, it is referred to as a commonality, (b) share an attribute but have different 

values on that attribute, it is referred to as an alignable difference, and (c) are such that 

one alternative has an attribute/feature that the other one does not have, it is referred to as 

a non-alignable difference. Findings from prior research in this area indicate that in 

decision tasks involving comparisons, alignable differences are weighed more heavily 

than either non-alignable differences or commonalties (Markman and Medin 1995). Thus, 

brands that have more alignable attributes are perceived as more comparable than brands 

that have more non-alignable attributes (Markman and Medin 1995).  Said differently, the 

research question that study 1 tried to address was as follows: when faced with product 

alternatives that vary in their alignability to each other, were consumers more likely to 
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include the alignable alternatives in their consideration sets than the non alignable ones? 

If comparability played a significant role in consideration set formation then we would 

find that alignable alternatives were more likely to enter the consideration set in 

comparison to their non alignable counterparts. 

Design and Stimuli 

Three replicates (e.g., video games, cars, and restaurants) were used to investigate 

the hypothesis that people are more likely to include more comparable alternatives in 

their consideration set. Each replicate comprised of 16 alternatives and each alternative 

was described on six attributes. The comparability of these sixteen alternatives was 

manipulated by varying the number of alignable attributes. Highly comparable 

alternatives had six alignable attributes, moderately comparable alternatives had three 

alignable and three non-alignable attributes, and non-comparable alternatives had six 

non-alignable attributes. 

The nature of the stimuli can be illustrated with the video game replicate (see 

Appendix A). Sixteen video games were made available to the subjects, of which there 

were eight sports video games and eight combat video games. The eight sports video 

games included four baseball games and four football games and the eight combat video 

games included four aerial combat games and four individual combat games. The key 

manipulation was the number of alignable attributes that the different types of games 

shared. Games of a particular type were highly alignable alternatives. For example, any 

two baseball games were described on the same six attributes. Games within a 

subcategory but from two different types were moderately alignable alternatives. For 

example, a baseball game and a football game were described on three common attributes 
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and three unique attributes. Finally games from two different subcategories were non 

alignable. For example, a sports game and a combat game were described by two unique 

sets of six attributes.  

Based on the manipulations discussed above, attribute descriptions were created 

for the sixteen alternatives in each replicate. The description for each alternative 

consisted of an introductory sentence, a concluding sentence, and six attribute description 

sentences. The attribute description sentences were based on actual descriptions available 

on product packages and web sites. A sample of these descriptions for the video game 

replicate is provided in Appendix A. The attributes and brand names used to describe the 

options for the other two replicates (i.e., cars and restaurants) are shown in Appendix B. 

Procedure  

There were four steps in the procedure.  

Step 1  

At the beginning of the computer-based questionnaire, subjects were told that they 

were about to participate in a two-step consumer decision-making task. They were further 

told that they would have to look at the alternatives available in a category and form a 

“shortlist” of the alternatives that they would like to consider further. Then in the second 

step they would have to choose one alternative from the shortlist they created earlier. 

Subjects were specifically told to base their decisions strictly on the information that was 

provided to them and discount any previous experiences they may have had with the 

brands or the categories. 
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Step 2  

Subjects were then exposed to two screens. On the first screen, subjects saw the 

names of sixteen brands displayed as links. Clicking on the link for a particular brand 

displayed the eight-sentence description. Below these links were instructions asking the 

subjects to form a short list of alternatives for further consideration. At the bottom of the 

screen was a text box where the subjects had to enter the names of the alternatives they 

wished to consider further. There was no restriction on either the amount of time the 

subjects could spend creating the consideration set or the number of items they could 

choose to include in their consideration set. There were only two constraints in the 

consideration set formation task: (a) subjects were required to list more than one brand in 

their consideration set, and (b) subjects had to click on each link at least once. The latter 

constraint was to make sure that no alternative was unintentionally overlooked. 

Additionally, this constraint also reduced variance in the "awareness set" across 

individuals. After the subjects had formed their consideration set they clicked on a button 

to continue with the rest of the study. On the screen that followed, subjects provided a 

brief explanation regarding how they went about creating their consideration set. They 

then clicked on a button to continue with the rest of the study. 

Step 3  

On the third screen, subjects were asked to make their final choice from their 

consideration set. After making their final choice, subjects were required to provide brief 

explanations about how they made their final choice. Steps 2 and 3 were completed for 

each replicate prior to considering the next step. The presentation order of the replicates 

was random. 
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Step 4  

In the final step, as a manipulation check, subjects judged the comparability of the 

various subcategories within each replicate. For example, for the video game replicate 

they rated how comparable they thought (a) the baseball games were to the football 

games, (b) the baseball games were to the aerial combat games, (c) the baseball games 

were to the individual combat games, (d) the football games were to the aerial combat 

games, (e) the football games were to the individual combat games, and (f) the aerial 

combat games were to the individual combat games. Subjects also assessed the similarity 

of the different subcategories. These measures could verify that alternatives with more 

alignable attributes were perceived as more similar and that consideration sets composed 

of these alternatives were more homogeneous.  

Results 

Eighty-four subjects from an introductory marketing course subject pool were 

given extra credit to participate in the study. The comparability and similarity ratings 

confirmed that the alignability manipulation was effective. Similar subcategories (M = 

4.36) were rated easier to compare than dissimilar subcategories (M = 3.07; F(1, 83) = 

14.77, p < .05). Also, the similarity ratings of moderate similarity subcategories (M = 

4.33) were significantly higher than the similarity ratings of dissimilar subcategories (M 

= 3.08, F(1, 83) = 15.10, p < .05).  

To test the hypothesis that people include more comparable alternatives in their 

consideration set, I created a ratio of the number of highly comparable, moderately 

comparable, and non-comparable pairs in each person’s consideration set to the number 

of possible pairs of each type (i.e., the base rate). Among the 16 alternatives in each 
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stimulus set, there were 24 highly comparable, 32 moderately comparable and 64 non-

comparable possible pairs. Please see Appendix C for a detailed description of the 

dependent variable based on a hypothetical example of consideration sets constructed by 

three subjects.  

The data supported the hypothesis that people naturally create more homogeneous 

consideration sets. The proportion of highly comparable pairs (ρ = .13) was significantly 

higher than the proportion of moderately comparable pairs (ρ = .08) included in the 

consideration sets (Z = 9.10, p < .05). Likewise, the proportion of moderately comparable 

pairs (ρ = .08) was significantly higher than the proportion of non-comparable pairs (ρ = 

.05) included in the consideration sets (Z = 8.29, p < .05). The statistics for each of the 

three replicates used in the study is reported in Appendix D. 

Discussion 

The results of study 1 are consistent with the hypothesis that people naturally 

create considerations sets of homogeneous alternatives. Subjects were more likely to 

consider alternatives that were comparable (i.e., had alignable attributes) than alternatives 

that were non-comparable (i.e., had non-alignable attributes). In other words, alignable 

pairs of alternatives were more likely to co-occur in a consideration set than non 

alignable pairs of alternatives. I propose that consumers prefer to create consideration 

sets of alternatives having alignable attributes because these alternatives are easier to 

compare at the time of final choice. 

Despite support for the hypothesis that people create consideration sets of 

alternatives that are easier to compare, there are three potential procedural and conceptual 

problems with study 1. First, it could be argued that the computer presentation format 
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encouraged consumers to rely on their memory to form consideration sets. It is easier to 

remember alternatives described on common attributes, hence the observed 

concentrations of easily comparable alternatives may really be evidence that easily 

remembered, or easily accessible alternatives enter consideration sets. Second, the use of 

well-known brand names for some of the replicates may have led to consideration set 

inclusion decisions based on strong likes or dislikes towards particular brands. To the 

extent these well-known brand names were clustered in a subcategory or game type, they 

could have encouraged the selection of comparable alternatives. Third, the consideration 

set homogeneity may be a consequence of preference for certain types of products. If 

subjects had strong likes or dislikes for certain subcategories or product “types” within 

each replicate, then elimination of entire subcategories and product types would naturally 

lead to retention of a more homogeneous set of alternatives. For example, if a subject's 

dislike for violence led to the natural exclusion of the combat video games from the 

outset, then the alternatives remaining for consideration would automatically be relatively 

more homogeneous. To address these limitations three additional studies were conducted 

which are discussed next. 

Study 1A 

To address the concern that the results of study 1 were sensitive to memory 

processes, the study was rerun using sixteen stimulus cards. These stimulus cards could 

be easily laid out on the table and simultaneously aligned and compared. This procedure 

significantly reduces the potential for memory-based effects noted earlier. Twenty-five 

subjects participated in the study. Barring the use of stimuli cards, the procedure was 

identical to that of study 1. Similar to study 1, the proportion of highly comparable pairs 
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(ρ = .12) was significantly higher than the proportion of moderately comparable pairs (ρ 

= .05) included in the consideration sets (Z = 6.79, p < .05). Likewise, the proportion of 

moderately comparable pairs (ρ = .05) was significantly higher than the proportion of 

non-comparable pairs (ρ = .03) included in the consideration sets (Z = 3.68, p < .05). 

Please refer to Appendix D for results specific to each replicate. 

Study 1B 

To address the concern that a concentration of well-known brand names in sub-

categories or game types could have encouraged the selection of comparable alternatives 

for further consideration, I reran study 1 using alphanumeric brand names. Barring the 

use of alphanumeric names (e.g., A1, A2 etc.) the procedure was identical to that used in 

study 1. Thirty-seven subjects participated in the study. The results were very similar to 

what we observed earlier. The proportion of highly comparable pairs (ρ = .09) included 

in the consideration sets was significantly higher than the proportion of moderately 

comparable pairs (ρ = .05; Z = 5.11, p < .05). Likewise, the proportion of moderately 

comparable pairs (ρ = .05) included in the consideration sets was significantly higher 

than the proportion of non-comparable pairs (ρ = .04; Z = 3.06, p < .05). For detailed 

results pertaining to each replicate, please refer to Appendix D. 

Study 1C 

Study 1c addresses the concern that the consumer’s preference for homogeneous 

consideration sets could be a consequence of strong likes or dislikes for certain 

subcategories of products. To address this concern, I manipulated the attribute 

alignability between alternatives using three between-subject conditions that had 

equivalent stimulus labels and attributes (see Appendix E). If the stimulus labels and 
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attributes remained constant, then any influence of attribute alignability on consideration 

set homogeneity could not be attributed to preference for a certain type of product. 

Moreover, random allocation of subjects to different experimental conditions ensures that 

likes and dislikes towards particular subcategories are not differentially distributed across 

the three conditions. Thus any changes in the consideration set composition that we may 

observe can be solely attributed to changes in alignability, and not affect towards certain 

subcategories of products. 

The stimuli were ten alternatives, five from one subcategory (e.g., baseball) and 

five from a second subcategory (e.g., football), for four replicates (video games, cars, 

restaurants, and vacations), three of which were used in study 1. In the high cross-

category comparability condition, alternatives in each subcategory had four alignable 

attributes (e.g., baseball and football games were both described on trading/draft, stadium 

graphics, game analysis, and physical impact) and three unique attributes (e.g., baseball 

games were additionally described on batting stance, pitching deliveries, and catches, 

whereas football games were additionally described on play books, offensive formations, 

and defensive formations). In the moderate cross-category comparability condition, the 

alternatives in the two sub-categories had two alignable attributes and four unique 

attributes. In the non-comparable condition, alternatives in each subcategory had no 

alignable attributes and five unique attributes. The procedure was identical to study 1 

except 65 subjects were asked to form consideration sets of four alternatives.  

Analysis of the manipulation checks verified that it was easier to compare 

alternatives from different subcategories in the high cross-category comparability 

condition (M = 6.43) than in the moderate cross-category comparability condition (M = 
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5.41; F(1, 62) = 3.98, p < .05). It was also easier to compare alternatives in the moderate 

cross-category comparability condition (M = 5.41) than in the non-comparable condition 

(M = 3.51; F(1, 62) = 7.36, p < .05). The similarity ratings also followed a similar 

pattern. Alternatives from different subcategories were seen as more similar in the high 

comparability condition (M = 6.05) than in the moderate comparability condition (M = 

4.68, F(1, 69) = 4.75, p < 0.01). Likewise, alternatives from different subcategories were 

seen as more similar in the moderate comparability condition (M = 4.68) than in the low 

comparability condition (M = 3.51, F(1, 69) = 5.55, p < 0.01). 

Tests of the hypotheses showed the alignability manipulation had a significant 

influence on the degree to which alternatives from both sub-categories were included in 

the consideration set (F(2, 62) = 91.87, p < .05). The number of cross-category pairs 

(e.g., baseball- football pairs) that entered the consideration sets in the high cross-category 

comparability condition (M = 3.83) was significantly more than in the moderate cross-

category comparability condition (M = 2.95; F(1, 62) = 11.42, p < .05). Likewise, the 

number of cross-category pairs that entered the consideration sets in the moderate cross-

category comparability condition (M = 2.95) was significantly greater than in the non-

comparable condition (M = .89; F(1, 62) = 61.47, p < .05). These results show that as the 

comparability of two subcategories (e.g., football and baseball) of games increased, 

people were more likely to include games from both subcategories in their consideration 

set. 
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CHAPTER 4 
STUDY 2: THE ROLE OF SIMILARITY 

 
 

In the first set of studies, I provide evidence that people naturally create 

homogeneous consideration sets. I argued that the desire to have alternatives that are easy 

to compare encourages the creation of these homogeneous consideration sets. Yet, it is 

important to recognize that there may be other factors beyond attribute alignability that 

promote comparability. For example, people may find it easier to compare similar 

alternatives independent of their alignability (Medin et al. 1995). When faced with a set 

of objects subjects often use the similarity between the objects as an organizing principle 

in order to reduce information load and facilitate further information processing (Tversky 

1980). Thus, in study 2, I manipulated the similarity of alternatives while holding 

attribute alignability constant. In this way, I could provide evidence that similarity also 

promotes the comparability of alternatives. 

Design, Stimuli, and Procedure  

The hypothesis was tested using a within-subject design with five replicates 

(apartments for rent, automobile radar detectors, vacuum cleaners, microwave ovens, and 

air conditioners). Subjects saw twenty alternatives that were described on a common set 

of six binary features (see Appendix F). Each alternative had three features that were

present and three features that were absent. Similarity was varied by manipulating the 

degree of feature overlap among pairs of the alternatives. Following Tversky (1980), for 

the purpose of this study, I define similarity between any two alternatives, say A and B, 
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to be a function of three things: (a) the number of features common to both A and B, (b) 

the number of features unique to A, and (c) the number of features unique to B. 

Specifically, the degree of feature overlap was determined by the Jaccard ratio of 

similarity (see Appendix G for details). The Jaccard ratios for high, moderate and low 

similarity pairs were 0.5, 0.2 and 0.0 respectively. Our hypothesis was that similar 

options, like options A and B (see Appendix F), were more likely to enter the 

consideration set, than dissimilar options, like options A and D (see Appendix F). Our 

prediction is based on the fact that the dissimilar options, though perfectly alignable, are 

still difficult to compare. The difficulty in comparison stems from the fact that in order to 

be able to compare options with very little feature overlap (like A and D), consumers 

need to translate features into their corresponding benefits. This is an effortful process, 

and it is much easier to compare a set of alternatives that have a fair degree of feature 

overlap. 

Note that the stimulus sets contained 90 high similarity pairs, 90 moderate 

similarity pairs, and 10 low similarity pairs, so the dependent measure was a ratio of the 

number of each type of pair in the consumer’s consideration set relative to the possible 

number of each type of pair. The procedure was identical to study 1 except for small 

changes in the manipulation check. As a manipulation check subjects were asked to rate 

how similar they thought (a) the members of the consideration set were to each other, and 

(b) the members of the consideration set were to the options that were not short listed. 

The manipulation check would verify that options included in the consideration set were 

indeed perceived as significantly more similar to each other than the options that were 

excluded. 
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Results 

Seventy-seven subjects from an introductory marketing course subject pool were 

given extra credit to participate in the study. The results are consistent with the 

hypothesis that people naturally create consideration sets consisting of similar 

alternatives. A greater proportion of high similarity pairs (ρ = .06) entered the 

consideration sets than moderately similarity pairs (ρ = .01; Z = 32.77, p < .05). The 

proportion of moderate similarity pairs (ρ = .01) occurring in the consideration sets was 

also significantly greater than the proportion of the low similarity alternatives (ρ = .002, 

Z = 10.86, p < .05). Detailed results for each replicate are provided in Appendix H. The 

manipulation check comprising a paired samples t-test, confirmed that the perceived 

similarity of the alternatives within the consideration sets (M = 6.43) was significantly 

higher than the perceived similarity between alternatives within the consideration sets 

and alternatives outside the consideration sets (M = 4.92; t(76) = 8.16, p < .05). 

Discussion 

Study 2 provides evidence that people prefer to create consideration sets of 

similar alternatives, even though all of the alternatives were described on the same 

attributes (i.e., attributes were alignable). We believe that this desire for similarity can be 

attributed to consumers wanting to avoid the need to create a common currency in order 

to compare alternatives. When options have very few overlapping features, the consumer 

has to translate attributes into benefits in order to compare alternatives. This is an 

effortful process. It is much easier to compare a set of alternatives that have a fair amount 

of feature overlap. 
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There is one final alternative explanation that the current design does not address. 

The pattern of results observed in study 2 could also have been generated if subjects used 

a strategy of reverse-elimination by aspects. In other words, a strong preference for any 

two features, and subsequent elimination of alternatives that did not possess those two 

features, could also have lead to retention of highly similar alternatives. Since we did not 

have specific measures of attribute importance in the main experiment, it was not 

possible for us to rule out this alternative explanation. Study 2a was conducted to 

investigate this alternative explanation. 

Study 2A 

Study 2a was designed to demonstrate that the homogeneous consideration sets 

observed in study 2 were a function of the consumer’s desire to have easily comparable 

alternatives as opposed to the consumer’s use of a reverse-elimination by aspects 

strategy. Our strategy for providing this evidence was similar to the strategy used in study 

1c, i.e., manipulate the degree of feature overlap between alternatives in a between-

subjects design. In study 1c, we saw that increasing the alignability between two sets of 

dissimilar items (e.g., baseball and football video games), led to more heterogeneous 

consideration sets. In the current study, we manipulated the similarity between two sets 

of dissimilar alternatives while keeping the similarity within each set of alternatives 

constant. 

Design, Stimuli, and Procedure   

The stimuli were 30 alternatives, 15 from one cluster and 15 from a second 

cluster, described on 12 features (see Appendix I) for four replicates (automobile radar 

detectors, vacuum cleaners, microwave ovens, and air conditioners) used in study 2. The 
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average Jaccard ratio of similarity between alternatives within a cluster was held constant 

at 0.48 across all conditions. The two identifiable clusters occurred because the 

alternatives 1-15 were more likely to have features F1-F6, while alternatives 16-30 were 

more likely to have features F7-F12. The key manipulation was the Jaccard ratio of 

similarity between alternatives across these two clusters. The average Jaccard ratio of 

similarity between alternatives across clusters was manipulated to be 0.29 in the high 

similarity condition, 0.11 in the moderate similarity condition, and 0.0 in the low 

similarity condition. For example, in the high similarity condition there were six 

overlapping features across the two clusters (e.g., alternatives 1-15 were more likely to 

have features F1-F9 and alternatives 16-30 were more likely to have features F4-F12), in 

the moderate similarity condition there were two overlapping features across the two 

clusters (e.g., alternatives 1-15 were more likely to have features F1-F7 and alternatives 

16-30 were more likely to have features F6-F12), and in the low similarity condition 

there were no overlapping features across the two clusters. 

The experimental procedure was similar to study 1c. The primary difference was 

people were asked to rank features in the order of their importance at the beginning of the 

experimental session. The feature rank information was stored and then used to determine 

the feature labels used in the stimulus matrix. The ranking information was used to assign 

the feature labels in a manner such that (a) both clusters of alternatives were roughly 

equally preferred, and (b) the ove rlapping features in the moderate and high similarity 

conditions were the least important features. More specifically, the cluster’s features were 

assigned so that the features were likely to be irrelevant if the consumer used a reverse 

elimination by aspects strategy. In the high similarity condition, the six overlapping 
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features (F4 through F9) were the six least important features. In the moderate similarity 

condition, the two overlapping features (F6 and F7) were the two least important features. 

In the low similarity condition, the features were distributed across the matrix so that the 

two clusters of alternatives were roughly equally preferred (e.g., features ranked 1st, 3rd, 

5th, 7th, 9th and 11th were assigned to the first cluster, while the features ranked 2nd, 

4th, 6th, 8th, 10th and 12th were assigned to the second cluster). The only other 

difference from study 1c was people were asked to create consideration sets of size eight. 

For the manipulation check, we were interested in verifying that the feature 

overlap manipulation had the desired effect on the perceived similarity and comparability 

of the alternatives in the different clusters. Subjects were shown the original stimuli 

matrix and asked how similar and comparable they found alternatives 1-15 to alternatives 

16-30. 

Results  

Sixty-seven subjects from an introductory marketing course subject pool were 

given extra credit to participate in the study. The manipulation check verified that 

alternatives in different clusters were more similar and easier to compare in the high 

similarity condition than both in the moderate similarity condition and in the low 

similarity condition. Alternatives from different clusters were more similar in the high 

similarity condition (M = 5.04) than in the moderate similarity condition (M = 3.56; F(1, 

64) = 23.62, p < .05). Alternatives from different clusters were more similar in the 

moderate similarity condition (M = 3.56) than in the low similarity condition (M = 2.79; 

F(1, 64) = 5.71, p < .05). The comparability ratings also displayed an identical pattern of 
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results (Mhigh = 5.53, Mmoderate = 4.54, Mlow = 3.42; F(1, 64) = 6.60, p < .05; F(1, 64) = 

7.51, p < .05). 

The results were generally consistent with our predictions. The overlap 

manipulation had a significant main effect (F(2, 64) = 32.19, p < .05) on the number of 

dissimilar pairs that were considered. Planned contrast tests revealed that the number of 

across-cluster pairs that entered the consideration set in the high cross-category 

comparability condition (M = 13.93) was significantly higher than those in the moderate 

similarity condition (M = 6.47; F(1, 64) = 33.64, p < .05). However, the number of 

across-clusters pairs that entered the consideration set in the moderate similarity 

condition (M = 6.47) was not significantly greater than in the low similarity condition (M 

= 4.51; F(1, 64) = 2.95, p > .10). 

Discussion  

The results of study 2a show that, for any two objects, the probability of their co-

occurrence in the consideration set appears to depend on the extent of feature overlap 

between the two alternatives. When faced with alternatives of varying similarity (feature 

overlap), consumers form consideration sets that are relatively homogeneous in order to 

facilitate comparison in the final choice task. The extent to which dissimilar alternatives 

are included in the consideration depends on the extent of feature overlap between these 

dissimilar alternatives. The data from study 2a also rule out the alternative hypothesis that 

consideration set homogeneity is a function of the consumer’s use of a reverse 

elimination-by-aspects selection strategy. 

The studies presented thus far show that people have a preference for creating 

consideration sets consisting of alternatives that are easy to compare. We argue that the 
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ease of comparison can occur because there is attribute alignability across alternatives or 

because alternatives are similar. Earlier, we also argued that consumers can compare 

dissimilar alternatives, but only when there is a common currency (i.e., people translate 

attributes into benefits). Thus, if consumers are encouraged to put in the extra effort and 

time required to create these common currencies, it is quite likely that consideration sets 

will consist of more heterogeneous alternatives. In other words, there should be a 

negative relationship between the amount of time spent creating a consideration set and 

the homogeneity of the consideration set. This issue is investigated next.
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CHAPTER 5 
STUDY 3: THE EFFECT OF TIME PRESSURE 

 
 

In study 3, we manipulated the amount of time available to create a consideration 

set using the stimulus set from study 1 and study 1c. Following standard procedures used 

in psychological research (e.g., see Maule, Hockey, and Bdzola 2000), in the low time 

pressure condition, subjects were encouraged to take "as much time as possible" to form 

their consideration sets. In the moderate time pressure condition, subjects were told (a) 

the average time that people took to complete the consideration set, and (b) that they had 

the same amount of time as the average person. In the high time pressure condition, 

subjects were told (a) the average time that people took to complete the consideration set, 

and (b) that they had about half the amount of time as the average person. The average 

times used in the latter two conditions were based on the average time subjects used to 

complete their consideration sets in study 1. 

Procedure  

The experimental procedures were similar to those of study1, barring (a) the 

instructional manipulations mentioned above, (b) a request to create consideration sets of 

five alternatives, and (c) the use of countdown clocks in the moderate and high time

pressure conditions in order to reinforce the time pressure manipulation. Most (81%) of 

the 58 subjects assigned to the moderate and high time pressure conditions completed 

their consideration sets within the specified time limits. For those who exceeded the time 

limit, a small icon popped up on the screen informing them that the time limit had 
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expired. Further, they were told that I would nevertheless like them to complete their 

consideration set. Since the primary manipulation involved varying the "felt" time 

pressure, the manipulation check in the final task consisted of a single question that asked 

the subjects to indicate the degree to which they felt hurried while creating the 

consideration set.  

Results 

Eighty-eight subjects from an introductory marketing course subject pool were 

given extra credit to participate in the study. The experimental manipulation had the 

desired effect with regard to the felt time pressure across the three conditions. Subjects 

felt more hurried in the high time pressure condition (M = 6.61) in comparison to the 

moderate time pressure condition (M = 5.00, F(1, 84) = 2.88, p < 0.05). Subjects also felt 

more hurried in the moderate time pressure condition (M = 5.00) than in the low time 

pressure condition (M = 3.17, F(1, 84) = 2.48, p < 0.05). There was a significant effect of 

the time pressure manipulation on the number of high similarity alt ernatives that were 

considered by the subjects (F(2, 79) = 108.27, p < .05). The number of high similarity 

pairs in the consideration set was significantly greater in the high time pressure condition 

(M = 5.44) than in the moderate time pressure condition (M = 4.51; F(1, 79) = 36.48, p < 

.05). Likewise, the number of high similarity pairs in the consideration set was 

significantly greater in the moderate time pressure condition (M= 4.51) than in the low 

time pressure condition (M = 3.12; F(1, 79) = 79.21, p < .05). 

Discussion 

The results verify the negative relationship between the amount of time spent in 

creating a consideration set and its underlying homogeneity. As consumers spend more 
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time and effort in creating their consideration set they are more likely to create the 

common currency needed to compare dissimilar items. For example, consumers who 

spend more time in creating a consideration set of video games are more likely to come 

up with a common currency measure like "excitement" in order to compare a baseball 

video game that has a "120 batting stances" to an aerial combat game that has "98 flying 

missions.” In fact, there is evidence that our subjects were more likely to create common 

currencies when they had more time to create the consideration set. Analysis of the open-

ended responses for video games revealed that the creation of common currency 

measures was indeed more common in the low time pressure condition. Significantly 

more common currency attributes were mentioned in the low time pressure condition (ρ 

= .69) than in the moderate time pressure condition (ρ = .31; Z = 4.86, p < .05).  

Significantly more common currency attributes were mentioned in the moderate time 

pressure condition (ρ = .31) than in the high time pressure condition (ρ = 0; Z = 3.61, p < 

.05).  

One of the major remaining issues is the assumption that consumers have an ease 

of comparison motive. Although it is difficult to directly test for this motive, we can 

certainly think of situations in which ease of alternative comparison is less likely to be an 

active motive. For example, when consumers are made sensitive to the possibility of 

committing a type II error (i.e., erroneously leave out a good alternative), they may 

become less motivated to have easily compared alternatives. To the extent we can align 

the motive to avoid a type II error with the selection of a more heterogeneous 

consideration set, we should be able to show how altering a general motive alters the 

composition of a consideration set. We investigate this possibility in the next study. 
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CHAPTER 6 
STUDY 4: THE EFFECT OF NEGATIVELY CORRELATED BENEFITS 

 
 

In study 4, we created a situation in which consumers were concerned about 

leaving a potentially optimal alternative out of their consideration set. The situation 

involved competing clusters of alternatives that had a negatively correlated benefit 

structure. To illustrate this idea, reconsider the video game stimuli used in study 1. In 

study 1, all 16 alternatives were described on attributes that had two equally salient 

underlying benefits--realism and challenge (see Appendix J). Both types of video games 

(i.e., sports and combat video games) were equally endowed with features related to 

realism and challenge. This meant that subjects could create consideration sets of easily 

comparable alternatives without being afraid that they might leave an optimal game out 

of their consideration set. In contrast, consider an alternative set where all sports games 

are high on challenge but low on realism and all combat games are low on challenge but 

high on realism. Under these conditions, consumers are likely to become sensitive to the 

fact that a homogeneous consideration set could result in a consideration set that lacked 

alternatives having one of these two important benefit dimensions. As a result, consumers 

become more likely to retain heterogeneous items in their consideration set.  

Design and Manipulation 

A 3 (benefits tradeoff) level by 2 (replicates) level mixed-design was used to test 

the hypothesis. Appendix K illustrates the design using the video game example. In the 

no tradeoff condition, all alternatives contained features consistent with both benefits. 
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However, in the benefits tradeoff conditions, one subcategory of alternatives was high on 

one benefit and low on the other, whereas the reverse was true for the other subcategory. 

For example, in the video game replicate, we varied the attribute values such that the 

sports video games were rich in terms of challenge but poor in regard to realism, while 

the combat video games were rich in realism but poor in terms of challenge (Version1). 

The third condition simply reversed this pattern of benefits tradeoff (Version2).  

Stimuli, Procedure, and Dependent Measures 

The stimuli were identical to those used in study 1 for the video games and 

vacations replicates, barring the attribute value manipulations in the benefits tradeoff 

conditions. The procedure used was also identical to that of study 1, barring (a) the 

random assignment of subjects to the three different experimental conditions (study 1 had 

a within-subject design), (b) instructions to create a consideration set of four alternatives, 

and (c) a manipulation check that consisted of a single question asking subjects to 

indicate the extent to which they were aware of a tradeoff between the two benefit 

dimensions. The key dependent measure involved comparing the number of high 

similarity pairs (out of the possible six pairs) in the consideration set, across the three 

experimental conditions. 

Results 

Fifty-one subjects from an introductory marketing course subject pool were given 

extra credit to participate in the study. There was no difference between the two 

negatively correlated conditions, for either the dependent measure (MVersion1 = 3.75, M 

Version2 = 3.83, F(1, 46) = 0.27, p > 0.10) or the manipulation check (MVersion1 = 6.14, M 

Version2 = 6.33, F(1, 48) = 0.30, p > 0.10), so data are collapsed from these two conditions. 
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The manipulation check confirmed that subjects perceived a greater tradeoff between the 

two benefit dimensions in the benefits tradeoff conditions (M = 6.23; F(1, 49) = 5.97, p < 

.05) than in the no tradeoff condition (M = 5.12). Further, the number of low similarity 

pairs in the benefits tradeoff conditions (M = 3.79) was significantly higher than in the 

no-tradeoffs condition (M = 1.96; F(1, 49) = 67.44, p < .05). Consumers considered a 

more diverse set of alternatives when the two clusters of alternatives had negatively 

correlated benefits. 

Discussion 

When faced with a benefits tradeoff among alternatives, consumers have two 

tasks that need to be accomplished: (a) compare scale values, and (b) resolve the benefit 

weights problem. The former involves comparing the attribute values of the various 

alternatives and selecting those that have high attribute values. The latter refers to the 

tradeoff between the two benefit dimensions and involves a resolution of this tradeoff. 

The results show that when faced with a tradeoff, subjects postpone resolving the weights 

issue until the final choice stage. It is not surprising that they choose to do so because the 

latter task is more effortful to accomplish and consumers typically partition their choice 

task such that the more effortful comparisons are left for the final choice stage (e.g., see 

Ratneshwar, Pechmann and Shocker 1996). Consumers prefer to invest relatively less 

effort during the consideration stage. Thus when faced with a benefits tradeoff, 

heterogeneous items are more likely to enter the consideration set. 

Study 4A 

There is a potential limitation to the results observed in study 4. It is possible that 

the non-alignability of the alternatives in the two sub-categories encouraged people to 



35 

 

create common currencies (e.g., benefits) and this in turn increased their sensitivity to the 

negatively correlated bene fit structure. In other words, people may have avoided 

resolving the benefit trade-off problem because the stimuli were constructed to highlight 

this problem. To rule out this possibility, we reran study 4 using the feature overlap 

stimuli used in study 2. Recall that the stimuli from study 2 had alignable features, some 

overlapping and some non-overlapping. We wanted to assess if people remain sensitive 

to negatively correlated benefits even when the stimuli are alignable and only differ with 

respect to their similarity (i.e., the extent of feature overlap). 

We retested our negatively correlated benefits hypothesis using a 2 (benefits 

tradeoffs) by 3 (replicates) level mixed design. We can illustrate the key experimental 

manipulation using the sedan example in Appendix L. The stimuli consisted of eight 

alternatives described on six features with “Yes/No” labels indicating the presence or 

absence of a feature (see top matrix). Each alternative had three features that were present 

and three features that were absent. Alternatives one through four were highly similar to 

each other, as were alternatives five through eight (0.5 Jaccard ratio of similarity). The 

average across-cluster Jaccard ratio of similarity was 0.2.  

Of the six features chosen for each replicate, three represented one benefit 

dimension while the remaining three represented a second benefit dimension. For 

example, for the replicate sedans, three features corresponded to economy (e.g., fuel 

efficiency, warranty and reliability) and three corresponded to comfort (e.g., good ride, 

legroom and rapid acceleration). In the condition without any tradeoffs, the economy and 

comfort features were randomly distributed such that they occurred in every alternate 

column (see second matrix in Appendix L). This distribution of features ensured that both 
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clusters of options were equally endowed with comfort and economy related features. In 

the condition with tradeoffs, the features were distributed such that the economy features 

occurred in the first three columns and the comfort features occurred in the last three 

columns (see third matrix in Appendix L). In effect, this led to one cluster (alternatives 

one-four) being high on the comfort dimension, and the other cluster (alternatives five-

eight) being high on the economy dimension. Thus, this condition had a negatively 

correlated benefit structure. The replicates consisted of sedans, MBA schools and 

apartments for rent. The features and the underlying benefits for each replicate is 

provided in Appendix M. Forty-seven subjects participated in the study. Subjects again 

created consideration sets of four alternatives.  

The results were consistent with our hypothesis. First, the manipulation check 

shows that subjects perceived a greater degree of tradeoff between the two benefit 

dimensions in the trade-off condition (M = 6.73) than in the no tradeoff condition (M = 

5.08; F(1, 45) = 5.23, p < .05). Further, the number of low similarity pairs was higher in 

the tradeoff condition (M = 3.36) than in the no-tradeoff condition (M = 2.42; F(1, 45) = 

20.73, p < .05). This means that approximately 60% of the pairs in the consideration set 

tend to be low similarity pairs and the remainder high similarity pairs in the tradeoff 

condition, whereas 40% of the pairs tend to be low similarity pairs with the remainder 

high similarity pairs in the no tradeoff condition. Thus, alternative sets with benefit 

tradeoffs appear to reduce the motivation to create homogeneous consideration sets. At 

this juncture it is important to note that not all benefit tradeoffs will lead to this pattern of 

results. A key requisite to replicating this pattern of results is that the two benefits need to 

be equally salient or important to the consumer. 
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CHAPTER 7 
STUDY 5: THE EFFECT OF TIME PRESSURE AT CONSIDERATION VERSUS 

FINAL CHOICE STAGES 
 
 

In study 4, we showed that people create heterogeneous consideration sets when 

they become concerned about leaving a potentially optimal alternative out of their 

consideration set. When benefits are negatively correlated across alternatives, people 

have to make decisions about the relative importance of each benefit. This is an effortful 

task, so they create heterogeneous consideration sets and leave the more effortful 

comparisons to the final choice stage.  

If our reasoning is correct, then the relative heterogeneity of a consideration set 

should depend on the consumer’s anticipation of the time available to form the 

consideration set and the time available to make the choice. For example, when the 

consumer anticipates having very little time for consideration, but a lot of time to make 

the final choice, the consumer should create a more heterogeneous consideration set. 

However, when a consumer anticipates having very little time during the final choice 

stage, but a lot of time for consideration, the consumer should create a more 

homogeneous consideration set. 

Design and Manipulation 

The hypothesis was tested using a 2 (anticipated time pressure) by 7 (replicates) 

level mixed design. Anticipated time pressure was manipulated using instructions as well 

as countdown clocks embedded in the computerized procedure. In one condition subjects 
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were told that although they would have very little time (e.g., two minutes) for creating 

their consideration set, they could have as much time as they wanted to make their final 

choice. In another condition subjects were told that although they could have as much 

time as they wanted for creating their consideration set, they would have very little time 

(e.g., two minutes) to make their final cho ice. 

Stimuli and Procedure  

Of the seven replicates, two were the tradeoff stimuli used in study 4 (e.g., video 

games and vacations) and five were tradeoff stimuli similar to the ones used in study 4a 

(e.g., sedans, beach vacations, MBA schools, laptops, and apartments). The two 

replicates from study 4 used alignable feature descriptions and five replicates similar to 

those used in study 4a used binary feature descriptions. The procedure was also identical 

to the experimental procedures used in study 4. Subjects selected four alternatives to 

include in their consideration set. 

Results 

Twenty-six subjects from an introductory marketing course subject pool were 

given extra credit to participate in the study. When consumers experienced high time 

pressure during consideration set formation and anticipated low time pressure during 

choice, there was an average of 2.13 similar pairs in their consideration set. This is 

similar to the results of the tradeoff conditions in studies 4 and 4a. When consumers 

experienced low time pressure during consideration set formation and anticipated high 

time pressure during choice, the number of similar pairs in their consideration sets 

significantly increased to an average of 3.80 pairs (F(1, 24) = 57.33, p < .05). 
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Discussion 

Manipulating whether the consumer experienced time pressure at consideration 

set formation or anticipated there would be time pressure at choice had a significant 

influence on how consumers reacted to a benefit tradeoff in the set of alternatives. When 

consumers anticipated they would have a lot of time at choice, they created 

heterogeneous consideration sets and delayed the difficult task of resolving which benefit 

was more important. When consumers anticipated they would have little time at choice, 

they made decisions about which benefit was more significant prior to forming the 

consideration set and, thus created more homogeneous consideration sets. Thus a 

situational variable like the anticipated time pressure at consideration versus choice could 

play an important role in determining the composition of a consideration set. Moreover, 

these results confirm the process explanation that we offered earlier regarding how 

consumers partition their choice task. Recall, that when faced with a benefits tradeoff 

subjects have two tasks to accomplish: resolve the "weights" to be attached to the two 

benefits on which a tradeoff exists, and compare "scale values.” The pattern of results 

observed here seem to arise from the fact that subjects choose to perform the more 

effortful task (i.e., resolving the "weights" issue) when the time constraint is the least. 

Thus the nature of task partition drives the composition of the consideration set. 
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CHAPTER 8 
GENERAL DISCUSSION 

 
 

Studies 1 through 2a provide strong evidence that consideration set formation not 

only involves reducing the number of alternatives to a more manageable size, but also 

involves retaining alternatives that are easy to compare during the final choice stage. This 

motivation to have easily compared alternatives encourages people to retain alternatives 

that are alignable and to retain alternatives that are similar. As a consequence, people 

have a natural tendency to create homogeneous consideration sets. This may be one 

reason consumers often consider brands that bunch together in perceptual space (e.g., 

Lattin and Roberts 1992, Lehmann and Pan 1994).  

Studies 3 through 5 show there are also situations that motivate people to create 

heterogeneous consideration sets. First, when people are able to create common 

currencies (e.g., benefits) that allow them to compare dissimilar alternatives, they become 

more likely to include dissimilar alternatives in their consideration sets. In effect, 

alternatives become similar at a higher level of abstraction. Second, when people want to 

avoid type II errors (i.e., errors of exclusion), they often include dissimilar alternatives in 

their consideration sets. Consumers do not want to exclude an alternative that could be 

judged the most preferred at the time of choice, even though that choice is often minutes 

away. This motive becomes particularly salient when different clusters of alternatives 

pose a benefit tradeoff  (i.e., one set of alternatives delivers benefit one but not benefit 

two, whereas a second set of alternatives delivers benefit two but not benefit one). 
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However, this effect can be moderated by anticipated time pressure at the consideration 

stage or choice stage. Study 5 showed that consumers anticipating ample time at the 

choice stage delayed resolving their conflict about which benefit they preferred and 

created heterogeneous consideration sets, whereas consumers anticipating limited time at 

the choice stage resolved their conflict about which benefit they preferred and created 

homogeneous consideration sets.  

Some of the studies reported in this dissertation (especially the studies 

highlighting the role of alignability) help resolve some of the conflicting findings 

reported earlier. Recall that Hauser and Wernerfelt (1989) found the assumption of 

probabilistic independence to be a reasonable one in their data set, while Roberts and 

Lattin (1991) rejected probabilistic independence. In other words, Hauser and Wernerfelt 

(1989) reported evidence supporting heterogeneous consideration sets, while Roberts and 

Lattin (1991) found evidence for relatively more homogeneous consideration sets. It is 

possible that this conflicting pattern of results could be explained by the differences in 

alignability across the two data sets. Hauser and Wernerfelt (1989) used data on the 

plastic wraps market, while Roberts and Lattin (1991) used data from the ready-to-eat 

cereals market. While the plastic wraps market had a relatively simple two-segment 

structure comprising "national" and "store" brands, the ready-to-eat cereal category had 

four clearly identified clusters: “healthful,” “artificial,” “interesting,” and “non-adult.” 

Thus it is quite likely that the degree of alignability between alternatives was much 

higher in the plastic wraps market in comparison to the highly segmented ready-to-eat 

cereal market. This is consistent with the findings in study 1-1c, where consideration set 

heterogeneity was found to covary with the degree of alignability between alternatives. 
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These studies also offer several important implications for marketing 

practitioners. From the retailer's point of view, adding alignable attributes to existing 

product descriptions may encourage heterogeneity in consumer considerations sets, and 

as a consequence, ensure relatively fast turnarounds for different types of inventory and 

stock. For example, a category like wines is characterized by non-alignable descriptions. 

It is becoming more common to find retailers (e.g., the internet based “wine.com”) and 

information sources (e.g., Wine Spectator) that provide “tasting charts” describing even 

the most dissimilar wines on a common set of attributes (e.g., acidity, tannin). These 

descriptions increase benefit alignability and have the potential to encourage inclusion of 

otherwise diverse alternatives in the consumer’s consideration set.  

From a market competition point of view, these studies underscore the role of 

alignability in promoting or dampening competition. Manufacturers may actively reduce 

the alignability between their products and competing alternatives and at the same time 

create alignability between their own branded variants. For example, manufactures use 

irrelevant attributes (e.g., “Mountain grown” for Folgers Coffee) to reduce alignability 

and discourage consumers from considering competing alternatives. Manufacturers of 

appliances, computers, and toys create product lines that encourage comparison of 

alignable alternatives within the product line instead of between competing lines. This 

strategy may be a particularly effective when novice consumers are gathering product 

attribute information at the time of purchase.  

Finally, this paper provides a framework for anticipating the nature of the 

composition of the consideration set. For example, categories characterized by negatively 

correlated benefit structures (e.g., computers, apartments for rent) may benefit from a 
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more heterogeneous display of alternatives. However, if the consumer anticipates being 

under relatively high time pressure at the final choice stage, then it is likely that (s)he will 

consider a more homogeneous set of alternatives. It is important to anticipate the nature 

of the consideration set because previous studies (e.g., Schlosser and Kanfer 1999) have 

shown that matching the buying context (e.g., the displayed alternatives) to consumer 

expectations has a favorable impact on consumer purchase intentions, and repeat 

purchases.  
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CHAPTER 9 
LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

 
 

Limitations  

While this dissertation takes an important first-step towards understanding the 

determinants of consideration set composition, there are several issues that remain 

unexamined. First, there are several characteristics of the experiments that limit the 

generalizability of the findings. For example, all the studies were restricted to those 

situations in which consideration set formation is primarily stimulus based. However, it is 

quite well known that consideration sets can be both stimulus based, as well as memory 

based. In reality, consumers are most likely to use a combination of both these methods 

to form consideration sets, thus limiting the generalizability of the findings discussed in 

these studies since all the studies were based on stimulus-based scenarios. Another 

limiting characteristic of these studies was that all information on all the alternatives was 

made available to the subjects simultaneously. Contrary to such a scenario, it is fairly 

common practice for consumers to look at alternatives in a sequential fashion and use 

only a partial amount of all the available information to create a consideration set. In 

short, there is usually a difference in the amount of information that is available 

during the consideration and choice phases, a fact that is not addressed by the ten studies 

presented in this dissertation. 

Second, the studies presented here do not clarify the relationship between 

similarity and comparability. In most of the studies the similarity ratings mimicked the 
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comparability ratings, i.e., alternatives that were similar to each other were also found to 

be difficult to compare. This leads to an impression that similarity between objects and 

their ease of comparison are necessarily highly correlated. However, similarity and 

comparability remain conceptually distinct constructs and it is perhaps not too difficult to 

imagine situations in which similarity and comparability do not covary. It is important to 

clarify the inter-relationship between these two concepts since it is likely to have a direct 

bearing on the nature of the consideration set content. 

Future Research 

 Two extensions of this research have the potential to be useful. First, it would be 

useful to understand the influence of the alignability and similarity of the alternative set 

on the size of a consumer’s consideration set. As alternatives become more alignable or 

similar, they become easier to compare. As alternatives become easier to compare, 

consumers should be willing to compare more alternatives. Thus, we might expect that 

there is more brand switching behavior, an indicator of larger consideration sets, in 

highly alignable product categories. We might also find larger product lines, an attempt 

to block competing products from being considered, in product categories having more 

alignable product attributes. 

 Second, it would be useful to understand the potential malleability of 

consideration sets. Desai and Hoyer (2000) find that consideration sets become more 

stable as consumers gain more experience (see also Johnson and Lehmann 1997). Our 

research shows that consideration set composition is a function of the 

characteristics of the set of alternatives. We have little insight into how individual 

differences related to product experience will interact with characteristics of the 
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alternative set during consideration set formation. For example, it may be that 

experienced consumers have well-established preferences that lead to a small, focused 

consideration set (selecting a movie). It may also be that experienced consumers can 

easily create a common currency that allows them to compare a heterogeneous set of 

alternatives (e.g., selecting a dinner entree, buying wine). The factors that encourage a 

consumer to rely on pre-existing preferences or alternative set characteristics during 

consideration set formation is worthy of further study. 
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APPENDIX A 
SAMPLE OF STIMULI USED IN STUDY 1 

 
 

(Category)  VIDEO GAMES (16) 
     
      

(Subcategory)  SPORTS GAMES (8) COMBAT GAMES (8) 
         
          

(Type)  BASEBALL (4) FOOTBALL (4) AERIAL COMBAT 
(4) 

INDIVIDUAL 
COMBAT (4) 

 
 

  BASEBALL FOOTBALL AERIAL COMBAT INDIVIDUAL 
COMBAT 

                  

                          
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

1     <= Batting Stances 
2     <= Pitching Styles 
3     <= Catches 
4         <= Trading of Players 
5         <= Stadium Graphics 
6         <= Game Analysis/Commentary 
7         <= Signature Play books 
8         <= Formations 
9         <= Player Specific Details 
10 Number of Aircraft =>      
11 Number of Missions =>      
12 Cockpit Details =>      
13 Training =>         
14 Number of Levels =>         
15 Physical “Impact” =>         
16 Weapons =>     
17 Moves =>     

 
 
 
 
A
T 
T
R 
I 
B
U
T
E
S 

18 Game Guide =>     
  Brands: Ballpark Battles, 

Baseball Match Up, High Heat 
Baseball, Pro Baseball 

Brands: Super Bowl Sunday, 
Coaches Clicker, Monday 
Night Football, Kick Off 

Brands: World War II Ace, 
Bombs Away, Dogfight, Hellcat 
Fighter 

Brands: Street Fighter, Kung 
Fu Master, Ninja Cop, Fists & 
Fury  
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BALLPARK BATTLESBALLPARK BATTLES   
• Baseball is America’s past time and now 

you can bring the excitement of baseball 
home with you! 

• Enjoy the versatility of over one hundred 
and thirty unique batting stances. 

• Mow down the batters with an arsenal of 
over fifty pitching deliveries. 

• And when you need that extra effort, the 
future throw technology allows you to 
make incredibly super-smooth catches and 
throws. 

• Trade the batters, pitchers and fielders to 
your liking but don’t exceed the salary cap. 

• Play in thirty MLB stadiums with active 
dugouts and bullpens. 

• Enjoy a play-by-play analysis from the 
former Arizona Diamondbacks’ manager 
Bob Zeilweger. 

• Try to bring home the pennant for the 
home fans! 

SUPERBOWL SUNDAYSUPERBOWL SUNDAY  
• Welcome to the future of football gaming – 

more exciting than ever before! 
• Control the action with one of twenty-five 

predefined offensive plays or one of the 
fifteen defensive alignments. 

• Use signature play books from real NFL 
coaches to fine-tune your game strategy. 

• Throw in player specific celebrations and 
emotions - and you have the perfect 
ringside view. 

• Prior to game day you look for the best – 
drafting and swapping league talent. 

• The stadium crowd will roar as you watch 
from the best seat in the house. 

• Get a blow-by-blow account of the action 
from the top analysts in the NFL. 

• If your efforts pay off then you reach the 
most important Sunday of your life! 

 

WORLD WAR II ACE   
• You are the pilot in this flight simulator and 

battle game! 
• WW II Ace has an all-new combat 

simulator with over thirty authentic 
aircraft. 

• Test your nerves with more than two 
hundred randomly generated missions. 

• Enhanced cockpit details based on 
authentic WW II footage give you the real 
feel of being in the hot seat. 

• You can go to flight school and hone your 
skills before joining the battle. 

• Variable levels of flight and mission 
difficulty make our game ideal for all types 
of players. 

• Realistic battle sounds and graphics bring 
the scenes alive. 

• Just line up the enemy and fire away to 
reign supreme over the WW II skies! 

NINJA COPNINJA COP   
• Guide a lone vigilante in his search for his 

own brand of justice on mean city streets! 
• If you are not ready to face the mean 

streets yet, then gain confidence using one 
of the practice modes. 

• Choose from eight different levels of play 
to vary the difficulty and challenge you 
face. 

• Hear the realistic sound of steel blades 
swishing through the air as the Ninja yields 
his weapons. 

• Take your pick – the blue steel swords, 
double or triple shurikens - from the ninja’s 
lethal arsenal of thirty weapons. 

• Master the Kuji-in, a set of thirty different 
combinations of blows, punches and 
stealth moves that made the ninja famous. 

• The game is accompanied by a guide that 
will tell you about weapons and enemy 
strategies. 

• Enjoy the unparalleled might of the Ninja!  
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APPENDIX B 
ATTRIBUTES AND BRANDS USED IN STUDY 1 

 
 
 

 CARS 
 “SERIOUS” CARS (FUNCTIONAL) “FUN” CARS (LESS FUNCTIONAL) 

 SEDANS HATCHBACKS CONVERTIBLES SUVS 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

Turn Radii Braking Convertible Top Off-road Capabilities 
Interior Design Legroom Top Speed All Wheel Drive 

Safety Noise Level Acceleration Room/Cargo Space 
Fuel Economy Fuel Economy Power/Engine Power/Engine 
Transmission Transmission Stability Control Stability Control 

F
E
A
T
U
R
E Depreciation Depreciation Ride Ride 
 Brands: Toyota Corolla, Honda 

Civic, Ford Taurus, Volvo S40 
Brands: Toyota Echo, Honda 
Insight, Ford Focus, Hyundai 

Accent 

Brands: Pontiac Firebird, Ford 
Mustang, Toyota Camry Solara, 

Volvo C70 

Brands: Dodge Durango, Ford 
Explorer, Isuzu Rodeo, Mitsubishi 

Montero 
 
 

 RESTAURANTS 
 WESTERN CUISINE EASTERN CUISINE 
 AMERICAN WEST EUROPEAN MIDDLE-EAST FAR-EAST 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

Grills Seafood/Fowl Deep Fry Stir Fry 
Cheese Oven Usage Bread Base Rice Base  

Fast/Efficient Beverage Meat/Lamb Fish 
Sauces Sauces Spicy Spicy 

Herb Based Herb Based Rich Rich 

F
E
A
T
U
R
E Simple/Mild Simple/Mild Distinctive Flavor Distinctive Flavor 
 Brands: Hudson River Club, An 

American Plac e, Union Square 
Cafe, Gotham Bar & Grill 

Brands: Le Bernardin, Scalini 
Fedeli, Cafe de Brussels, The 

Swiss Chalet 

Brands: The Star of Persia, 
Istanbul Grill, Salam Cafe & 

Restaurant, The Nile 

Brands: Saigon Grill, Planet 
Thailand, Nippon Seafood & Sushi, 

China Palace 
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APPENDIX C 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE USED IN STUDY 1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Assume each video game is represented by one of the four letters, B, F, A or I. The table below comprises a 
hypothetical example of consideration sets constructed by three subjects. 
 

Type of Pairs  
(Number) 

Dependent Variable  
(Type of Pairs ÷ Total Available) 

 
Subject 

 
Consideration 

Set High Moderate Low High Moderate Low 
1 B, B, B 3 0 0 3/24 0/32 0/64 
2 B, F, F 1 2 0 1/24 2/32 0/64 
3 B, F, I, A 0 2 4 0/24 2/32 4/64 
    TOTAL ρhigh ρmoderate ρ low 

 
 
Dependent Variable = 3 Tests of Proportions (ρhigh vs. ρmoderate ; ρhigh vs. ρ low ; ρmoderate vs. ρlow). 
 
 

(Category) VIDEO GAMES (16)

(Type) Sports Games (8) Combat Games (8)

(Sub-type) Baseball (4) Football (4) Aerial Combat (4) Individual Combat (4)

  B, B, B, B  F, F, F, F               A, A, A, A                I, I, I, I 
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APPENDIX D 
DETAILED RESULTS OF STUDY 1-1B 

 
 

Type of Alignable Pairs in Consideration Set  
Replicates High Moderate Low 

Study 1    
  Cars 11.70% a, b 9.05% b 4.99% 
  Video Games 14.58% a, b 9.17% b 5.11% 
  Restaurants 11.84% a, b 5.47% 6.02% 
  Total 12.72% a, b 7.92% b 5.37% 

    
Study 1a    
  Cars 9.50% a, b* 6.75% b 3.69% 
  Video Games 13.50% a, b 5.63% b 1.88% 
  Restaurants 11.70% a, b 4.25% 5.13% 
  Total 11.56% a, b 5.54% b 3.56% 

    
Study 1b    
  Cars 10.23% a, b 6.91% b 4.49% 
  Video Games 8.87% a, b 5.14% b 3.02% 
  Restaurants 10.03% a, b 5.56%  5.51% 
  Total 9.35% a, b 5.90% b 4.18% 
a implies significantly different from % of moderately alignable pairs, at 95% level of confidence 
b implies significantly different from % of low alignable pairs, at 95% level of confidence 
b* implies significantly different from % of low alignable pairs, at 90% level of confidence 
 



 

56 

APPENDIX E 
SAMPLE OF STIMULI USED IN STUDY 1C 

 
VIDEO GAMES: HIGH COMPARABILITY CONDITION 

  BASEBALL GAMES FOOTBALL GAMES 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1           Batting Stances 

2           Pitching Deliveries 

3           Catches 

4           Trading/Draft 

5           Stadium Graphics  

6           Game Analysis  

7           Physical "Impact" 

8           Play Books 

9           Offensive Formations 

 
A
T
T
R
I
B
U
T
E
S 

10           Defensive Formations 

VIDEO GAMES: MODERATE COMPARABILITY CONDITION 
  BASEBALL GAMES FOOTBALL GAMES 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1           Batting Stances 

2           Pitching Deliveries 

3           Catches 

4           Trading/Draft 

5           Stadium Graphics  

6           Game Analysis  

7           Physical "Impact" 

8           Play Books 

9           Offensive Formations 

 
A
T
T
R
I
B
U
T
E
S 10           Defensive Formations 

VIDEO GAMES: NON-COMPARABLE CONDITION 
  BASEBALL GAMES FOOTBALL GAMES 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1           Batting Stances 

2           Pitching Deliveries 

3           Catches 

4           Trading/Draft 

5           Stadium Graphics  

6           Game Analysis  

7           Physical "Impact" 

8           Play Books 

9           Offensive Formations 

A
T
T
R
I
B
U
T
E 

10           Defensive Formations 
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APPENDIX F 
STIMULI USED IN STUDY 2 

 
 

REPLICATE(S) Attribute1 Attribute2 Attribute3 Attribute4 Attribute5 Attribute6 
Radar 
Detectors 

360° 
Detection 

City/Highway 
Mode 

Digital Voice 
Alerts 

Signal 
Strength 

Safety Alert Electronic 
Compass 

Vacuum 
Cleaners 

Special 
Attachments  

Detachable 
Power Nozzle 

Full-Dirt-Bag 
Indicator 

Dirt Sensor Micro-filter 
Capability  

Revolving 
Brush 

Air 
Conditioners 

Energy Saver 
Mode 

Built in 
Dehumidifier 

Anti-bacterial 
Filters 

Timer Remote 
Control 

“Quiet” 
Mode 

Microwave 
Ovens 

Turntable Infrared 
Sensor 

Stainless 
Steel Interior 

Numeric 
Keypads 

Short-cut 
Keys 

Popcorn Key 

       
Alternative A Yes No No Yes Yes No 
Alternative B No Yes No Yes Yes No 
Alternative C Yes Yes No No No Yes 
Alternative D No Yes Yes No No Yes 
Alternative E No No Yes No Yes Yes 
Alternative F No Yes Yes No Yes No 
Alternative G Yes No Yes No Yes No 
Alternative H Yes No Yes No No Yes 
Alternative I No No Yes Yes Yes No 
Alternative J No No No Yes Yes Yes 
Alternative K Yes Yes Yes No No No 
Alternative L No Yes No No Yes Yes 
Alternative M Yes Yes No Yes No No 
Alternative N No Yes Yes Yes No No 
Alternative O No No Yes Yes No Yes 
Alternative P Yes No Yes Yes No No 
Alternative Q Yes No No Yes No Yes 
Alternative R No Yes No Yes No Yes 
Alternative S  Yes No No No Yes Yes 
Alternative T Yes Yes No No Yes No 

Note.—Jaccard ratio for alternatives A and B = 0.5 (high), A and C = 0.2 (moderate), and A and D = 0.0 
(low). 
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APPENDIX G 
FORMULA FOR JACCARD RATIO OF SIMILARITY 

 
 
The Jaccard ratio of similarity between any two objects A and B is given by: 
 
 
RAB = CAB/(CAB + UA + UB) 
 
Where,  
 
RAB = The Jaccard ratio of similarity between A and B, 
CAB = the number of features common to both A and B, 
UA = the number of features contained in A, but not in B (i.e., unique features of A), and 
UB = the number of features contained in B, but not in A (i.e., unique features of B). 
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APPENDIX H 
DETAILED RESULTS FROM STUDY 2 

 
 

Types of Similarity Pairs Included in the Consideration Set  
Replicates High Medium Low 

Air Conditioners 6.34% a, b 1.56% b 0.67% 
Apartments for Rent 6.48% a, b 1.49% b 0.13% 
Microwave Ovens 5.95% a, b 1.26% b 0.13% 
Radar Detectors 5.40% a, b 1.20% b 0.13% 

Vacuum Cleaners 5.44% a, b 1.03% b 0.13% 
Total 5.92% a, b 1.30% b 0.24% 

a implies significantly different from % of moderately similar pairs, at 95% level of confidence 
b implies significantly different from % of low similar pairs, at 95% level of confidence 
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APPENDIX I 
STIMULI USED IN STUDY 2A 

 
 High Similarity Condition  Moderate Similarity Condition 

Alternative F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 F10 F11 F12  F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 F10 F11 F12 

1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0  0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0  1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0  0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0  1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
5 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0  1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
6 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0  0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0  1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
8 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0  0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
9 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0  1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
10 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0  0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
11 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0  1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
12 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0  1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
13 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0  1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
14 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0  1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
15 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0  1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
                                                   

16 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 

17 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1  0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 
18 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1  0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 
19 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1  0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 
20 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1  0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 
21 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1  0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 
22 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 
23 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1  0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 
24 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1  0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 
25 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1  0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 
26 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1  0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 
27 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 
28 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 
29 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 
30 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1  0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 

0 => “No”, 1 => “Yes”                      
Importance 

Rank(s) 1 3 5 7 9 11 12 10 8 2 4 6  1 3 5 7 9 11 12 2 4 6 8 10 
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  Low Similarity Condition 
Alternative  F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 F10 F11 F12 

1  0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

2  1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3  0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4  1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5  1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6  0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7  1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
8  0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
9  1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
10  0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
11  1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
12  1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
13  1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
14  1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
15  1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
                           

16  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 

17  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 
18  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 
19  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 
20  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 
21  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 
22  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 
23  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 
24  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 
25  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 
26  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 
27  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 
28  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 
29  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 
30  0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 

              

Importance 
Rank(s)  1 3 5 7 9 11 2 4 6 8 10 12 
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APPENDIX J 
EXAMPLE OF UNDERLYING BENEFITS IN STUDY 4 

 
 
 

Sports Video Games Combat Video Games
Baseball Games Football Games Aerial Combat Individual Combat

Challenge
• # of pitching

styles
• # of batting

stances

• # of defensive
alignments

• # of offensive
formations

• # of aircraft to
choose from

• # of missions
available

• # of lethal
weapons

• # of fighting
moves

Realism
• Stadium details

and graphics
• Game analysis

and commentary

• Actual Monday
Night venues

• Draft/trading of
players

• Details of
cockpit

• ‘Physical’
impact of bullets

• Sound effects
and visuals

• ‘Impact’ of
blows
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APPENDIX K 
STUDY 4 DESIGN 

 
 

  VIDEO GAMES 
     
      

  SPORTS GAMES COMBAT GAMES 
         
          

  BASEBALL FOOTBALL AERIAL COMBAT INDIVIDUAL 
COMBAT 

CONDITION 1: NO TRADEOFF     
Challenge HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH 
Realism  HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH 
 
CONDITION 2: TRADEOFF BETWEEN BENEFITS (VERSION 1) 
Challenge HIGH HIGH LOW LOW 
Realism  LOW LOW HIGH HIGH 
 
CONDITION 3: TRADEOFF BETWEEN BENEFITS (VERSION 2) 
Challenge LOW LOW HIGH HIGH 
Realism  HIGH HIGH LOW LOW 
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APPENDIX L 
SAMPLE OF STIMULI USED IN STUDY 4A 

 
The Base Stimuli Matrix: 
 Attribute 1 Attribute 2 Attribute 3 Attribute 4 Attribute 5 Attribute 6 
Alternative 1 Yes No No Yes Yes No 
Alternative 2 No Yes No Yes Yes No 
Alternative 3 No No Yes Yes Yes No 
Alternative 4 No No No Yes Yes Yes 
       
Alternative 5 Yes Yes No No No Yes 
Alternative 6 No Yes Yes No No Yes 
Alternative 7 Yes No Yes No No Yes 
Alternative 8 Yes Yes Yes No No No 
 
Condition 1: No Tradeoff  
       

 E1 C1 E2 C2 E3 C3 
Alternative 1 Yes No No Yes Yes No (2E, 1C) 
Alternative 2 No Yes No Yes Yes No (1E, 2C) 
Alternative 3 No No Yes Yes Yes No (2E, 1C) 
Alternative 4 No No No Yes Yes Yes (1E, 2C) 
       
Alternative 5 Yes Yes No No No Yes (1E, 2C) 
Alternative 6 No Yes Yes No No Yes (1E, 2C) 
Alternative 7 Yes No Yes No No Yes (2E, 1C) 
Alternative 8 Yes Yes Yes No No No (2E, 1C) 
 
Condition 2: Tradeoff  
       

 E1 E2 E3 C1 C2 C3 
Alternative 1 Yes No No Yes Yes No (1E, 2C) 
Alternative 2 No Yes No Yes Yes No (1E, 2C) 
Alternative 3 No No Yes Yes Yes No (1E, 2C) 
Alternative 4 No No No Yes Yes Yes (0E, 3C) 
       
Alternative 5 Yes Yes No No No Yes (2E, 1C) 
Alternative 6 No Yes Yes No No Yes (2E, 1C) 
Alternative 7 Yes No Yes No No Yes (2E, 1C) 
Alternative 8 Yes Yes Yes No No No (3E, 0C) 
Note.—E = economy and C = comfort.

High 
Similarity 

High 
Similarity 

Low 
Sim. 

2 economy, 
2 comfort 
cars 

2 economy, 
2 comfort 
cars 

Cars high 
on comfort 

Cars high 
on economy  
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APPENDIX M 
FEATURES AND BENEFITS USED IN STUDY 4A AND 5 

 
 
 
 

Replicates Benefit Dimension 1 Benefit Dimension 2 
 

Sedans 
Economy/Reliability 

Feature 1: Fuel efficiency 
Feature 2: Warranty 
Feature 3: Reliability 

Comfort 
Feature 4: Good ride 
Feature 5: Ample legroom 
Feature 6: Rapid acceleration 

 
MBA 

Schools 

Placements 
Feature 1: Top 25 ranking 
Feature 2: Proximity to big city 
Feature 3: Good placement record 

Ease of Entry 
Feature 4: Low acceptance rates 
Feature 5: High GMAT requirement 
Feature 6: High work experience 
                 requirement 

 
Apartments 

for Rent 

Location 
Feature 1: Close to school 
Feature 2: Quiet neighborhood 
Feature 3: Nice view 

Apartment 
Feature 4: Spacious 
Feature 5: Pool and gym 
Feature 6: Free cable 

 
Beach 

Vacations 

Quality of Beach 
Feature 1: Fine, white-sand beaches 
Feature 2: Predictable weather 
Feature 3: Clear, blue waters 

Activities 
Feature 4: Diving and snorkeling 
Feature 5: Water sports 
Feature 6: Bars and nightclubs 

 
Laptop 

Computers 

Computing Power 
Feature 1: Fast processor 
Feature 2: Large memory 
Feature 3: Large disk space 

Ergonomics 
Feature 4: Large sized screen 
Feature 5: Full-size keyboard 
Feature 6: Lightweight 
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