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Recent trends in studying context-dependency effects in multi-attribute, multichoice
decision making

Manabu Kikuchi (Graduate School of Contemporary Psychology, Rikkyo University)

In this article, I review recent trends in studying context-dependency effects in multi-attribute,
multichoice decision making. The first part describes five context-dependency effects (similarity effect,
attraction effect, compromise effect, phantom effect, and plurality effect) in multi-attribute decision
making; the second part looks at the factors that affect these context-dependency effects. The article then
sums up several theories (e.g., ambivalence and connectionist) that have been used to explain
context-dependency effects. In order to explain the context-dependency effects, the multi-alternative
decision field theory model; leaky, competing accumulator model; and Tsuzuki-Guo model were used to
develop connectionist models. These models account for choice processes, which are important in order
to perform further experiments in choice processes (decision-making strategies).

Key words : multi-attribute multichoice decision making, context-dependency effect, ambivalence,
connectionist model
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