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A neural network model of the phantom-option set on the two-attributes three-options
decision making task

Masashi Soma (Graduate school of Contemporary Psychology, Rikkyo University) and

Takashi Tsuzuki (College of Contemporary Psychology, Rikkyo University)

The roles of loss aversion and inhibition among alternatives are often examined in models of decoy effects
that arise in choices among three alternatives differing on two attributes. An alternative theory, integrating loss
aversion and attention switching into a nonlinear model (LCA model: Usher & McClelland, 2004), has been
proposed. Phantom decoys are alternatives that asymmetrically dominate a targeted alternative and yet lead to
the increased selection of that alternative even when the decoy is declared to be unavailable; this is called as
the “phantom effect”. To examined in the LCA model of with respect to the phantom effect, so that we operated
used some various phantom decoys in two-dimensional space. We found that the LCA model accounted for the
phantom effect. The global inhibition accounts for the phantom effect and the boomerang effect of the negative
phantom effect.
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YU % Ll L 22 T o MBS+ 55 2 5 Al
&, XIS BEN W ERRLTWS, BED
R DR L EROMAEIIB VT, LJRhE
DA H = AL, BHRREFRIC, EBEZ L
BB L TWALIENI PR b, LHL, Fu—
SNUVHIHI O FIZ BV TIE, BRI L ER R D 2
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AR O FIL, XIRREICB T, REM
ENTW2T7T— X5 Va5 (Pettibone & Wedell,
2007) A%, Za—3NVElOKR E X CERBWRET
HHZEERLTWD, ZFua— vk, U
PRREZRLRTIDEEZSNTE Y, A%
OFERIL, I OBPE I B L KITT L L
72 Usher & McClelland (2004) 5 O F5E% 5
55D ThHb, 7—AF UAIROFEBIZIE, X)E
R E TEIFUEAEPL TV E I ENEETDH
LT EDbhotze PUlhn, LahRIE, LR
xsim e LRSS, Z7a—ni
HO2ODBENPEETH L Z EHFRVEESH
720

T/, WP 2 20H 2705, HHOER
ST & 2w 2 38R v MR TIE, FH
TE BN OBIRBEAOFIRDHML, £ EBHH
EFRHBTELILAIREN, ZLT, SHIIR
OFED, BIRIEOZREFR L S WA
SNBZENbholze 2O L, UIRKAEE
TR LCAETNTYH, LEREIHIWEET
HHIERREL TVDHEROLIRNENTETIE,
KRR OLERIIFIE, TRIUE L D S [EF L]
DR 2 BT 2 O THRGEEI N TE 2 &
Il =33 v 20RIE, XEFEA, TER
BERSDHDTH-THBE DRIE(EHEIH)
WIETHIEERLTWS, YIal—Yar
1,2 OFERF, LRI, LFLBT IS [
T L] %EIE %\ & F 5 Pratkanis & Farquhar
(1992) & DG & EFITF TV b,
AWFZETIE, FIHTE 2 WVBIRLOFLED, €
DM FBRF ORI KIZTHEEELZ S I 2L —
avIlEoTHERTAI ETEZ, LL,
ARIFFE TRV SLR I, B2 o—Z O
BIZZTREINLDDOTH D, 2O b,
AT SN, 20X ) i EDER
EORERE FIC LS TidESd, BENLD
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VEFNELTLCAEFTVE W, BE DR
ROTIalb—=—2 a3 VETFIVIEIVWLOVHFIEL
T\ 5 72 (Busemeyer & Townsend, 1993 ; Roe
et al., 2001 ; Trueblood, Brown, & Heathcote, 2014;
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