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Group Attraction Effect among Consideration Sets

Sang-Lin Han - Hanjoon Lee - Chankon Kim - Yuntae Kim

ABSTRACT

The consumer’s choice model and how the introduction of a new brand into a market will be
influenced in market share are Important topic of Marketing. Most of consumer choice model is
to assume that a new brand will take share from others original share. This assumption is
incorporated in the Luce(1959) model of consumer choice. However certain types of new brand
entry has the ability to induce violation of some basic assumption in choice model, such as the
regularity assumption that an inferior new entry should not increase share of an existing
brand. The phenomenon that new entry brand increase the original exist brand’s market share
which called “attraction effect” (Huber et al., 1982: Huber and Puto, 1983: Simonson, 1989
Lehmann and Pan, 1994)

Attraction effect has been studied for 30 years, but till now there are lots of researchers who
have suspiciousness about the existence of it (Luce et al.,1998) that's why the attraction effect
was investigated by too simple experimental method and attributes and alternatives. Recently,
trying to overcome criticism which is lacking in a practical adaptation, new movement of studying
starts among the attraction effect researchers. For example, most of prior studies typically
assumed that the market only has 3 alternatives (Target, Competitor, Decoy) and consist of
only 2 attributes (e.g., price & durability) but nowadays many researchers increase the number
of attributes, alternatives and other limitations in their study to make the condition more realistic.

Following new study trend, this research borrowed the concept “consideration set” which came
from consumer purchasing process like purchase funnel and tested with multi-alternatives
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those had been grouped to 3 consideration sets (Target set, Competitor set, Decoy set) which
contains 2 ~3 alternatives, using hierarchical cluster analysis.

The purpose of this study is verifying the existence of group Attraction/Compromise effect
among Consideration Sets and checking the results are supporting previous study (Huber et
al., 1982, Huber and Puto, 1983). We investigated the existence of group attraction / compromised
effect, 4 experiments (within test) are involving a total of 131 subjects and 4 products provide
credible empirical support for the hypothesized effects.

The result show that entering decoy set makes group attraction and compromised effect and
the group attraction effect is stronger than compromised effect in terms of the changing of target
set's preference and share but familiarity and involvement have not impacted on attarction and
compromise effect. Finally, “Justification” has a positive impact on group attraction effect but
in case of compromise effect wasn't supported. Of course, this study has some limitations and
employed students in a paper-and-pencil task. In spite of the limitation, this study seems to
provide evidence of existence of group attraction / compromised effect and support previous studies.
Apparently, further study is needed to corroborate and refine the concept of group attraction
effect and conclusions.

Key words: group attraction effect, group compromised effect, consideration sets, choice set
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