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New trends in modeling studies on context effects in multiattribute decision making

Takashi Tsuzuki (College of Social Relations, Rikkyo University), and
Hiroshi Matsui (Graduate School of Social Relations, Rikkyo University)

Three much-studied findings of work on context-dependent choice warrant specific attention, as they
constitute violations of axioms that are believed to be fundamental to rational choice. These findings are
the attraction effect, the similarity effect, and the compromise effect. They are addressed together in this
paper as they share important commonalities and can be explained by a unified framework. These effects
all occur with the addition of a third alternative to a two-alternative choice set in multiattribute decision
making. A number of explanations have been advanced for each of the three findings, however, recent
stochastic connectionist models were the first to explain all three with a single framework. We proposed
a stochastic comparison-grouping theory cast in a connectionist model to explain three important
violations of rational choice (Tsuzuki & Guo, 2004). In addition, these models lend us understanding of
the multialternative choice processes involved in these context effects.
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