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Abstract
The paper models position of product choice decisions as it is located in a continuum. One end of the continuum represents the conscious buyer who is able to control his/her decision, while to the other end that consumer is placed who makes decision in a fully random way. Attribute importance, indifference, utility value interval, instability, consumer experience and product complexity are all playing significant role in preference inconsistency. Research goal was to find the typical product choice behaviour between the two ends of the decision continuum. In lab experiments sequential decisions, that should provide pairwise comparisons of different attribute-variants, have been observed on variants of three virtual products of different level of complexity. In order to strengthen the inconsistent choice mechanism investigations have been limited to the less extreme, the so-called neutral product attributes filtered out by the Q-grid method. It was found that average of sequential consumer decisions lies between the fully self-controlled and fully random endpoints, closer to the former one. Besides it was proved that product complexity reinforces random nature of choice.
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Introduction
Consumers’ product choice can be explained in different ways. Role of product preferences – derivable from presumed utilities – is primary in the decision, they can be, however, diverted by such choice triggering factors as the emotional, contextual or third party influence. In the multi-attribute consumer decision making both regularities and irregularities can be observed. The focus of the paper is on the extent of consumers’ controlled consciousness in their preference-based product choice decision. 

Measurement of preferences determining consumer product choice has a long history in consumer research (chronologically: Jain, Mahajan & Malhotra, 1979; Hauser & Shugan, 1980; Walsh & Roe, 1987; Moore & Semenik, 1988; Srinivasan, 1988; Green & Srinivasan, 1990; Green, Krieger & Agarwal, 1993; Torres & Greenacre, 2002; Netzer et al., 2007; Bond, Carlson & Keeney, 2008; Scholz, Meissner & Decker, 2010; Netzer & Srinivasan, 2011 etc.). There exist many competing points of view among the various theoretical approaches dealing with this topic, but none of them has become dominant [see a review of Russel (2014) on brand choice]. It is to note that not only consumer behaviour researchers are concerned with the problem. Already in 2001 for example Hastie provides within a decision-theory framework a synthesizing analysis on natural extension of the traditional models.

In our experimental study we have been searching for the answer where the attribute-based product choice preferences typically fall within the range of the decision continuum? First manifestation of consumers’ product preferences, and the factors influencing on them will be reviewed in a multidisciplinary framework. Afterwards research problem will be identified as the position of (in)consistent product choices on the decision continuum. Hypotheses derived from the research questions will be tested on a sample with an observational-experimental method.

Interpretation of the decision-making process
Previously, traditional decision theory approach was used to describe consumers’ decision-making process presupposing rationalization and utility maximization. In this study we focus on the information evaluation and decision-making phases of the traditional decision theory. According to this approach information evaluation can be done using the conjunctive rule. In that case, consumers on consciously selected criteria rank, weigh those attributes, or compare product features that reach a certain level. To do this, consumers select a mode of comparison that may include the amount and type of information, for example how unique an attribute is, or how typical it is to all alternatives. The outcomes of the comparison are then assessed on a profit-loss scale, depending on whether the positive or negative side is taken into account as a starting point. This depends on consumers’ expectations, ideals, competing and substitute products, retailers’ and manufacturers’ promises, or on quality standards (Carpenter, Glazer & Nakamoto, 1994; Houston & Sherman, 1995; Dhar & Sherman, 1996). Also time factor can play decisive role in this value-determining behaviour as evaluation of attributes can be more favorable if consumers delay paying for a product discounting their later costs (Woodruff & Gardial, 1996).

In accordance with the homo oeconomicus paradigm from viewpoint of normative decision theory consumers prefer circumstances of no uncertainty: decision-maker possesses all information, there is just one possible outcome of each choice, and the decision-maker always chooses the option with higher utility. The normative decision theory defined the Expected Utility Model (also the improved Subjectively Weighted Utility Model) which treating consumers’ expectations and opinions also includes expected utility of each decision in the decision-making process besides likelihood of occurrence of each outputs. However, this model still does not handle the risks inherent in the options and it might have explanatory power in the cases where infinite number of decisions can be made by a consumer, while his/her resources do not really allow it (Fischhoff, Gotein & Shapira, 1982). 

Descriptive decision theory approaches describe decision-making processes across actual decision-making situations. Kahneman and Tversky (1979) creating their prospect theory found that the two models described above do not describe adequately decision-making in risky situations. Consumers define a reference point in all decision situations and encode a situation as below the reference point there are the losses and the gains above it. Reference point is changing by situations and it depends on how the situation is framed to the person. They also found that everyday life decision-making situations are so complex, as people use different reduction techniques and heuristics to simplify and facilitate their decision-making. These techniques can contribute to quick and sufficiently precise decisions-makings, although they can lead to erroneous conclusions at the same frequency as well. 

In this paper research focus is on the extent of consciousness of consumer behaviour in preference-based product choice decisions, without exploring the individual choice strategies. Treating the decision maker as a quasi black box, the output of the decision, or of the black box is observed. In the case of conscious choice consumer evaluates the available alternatives based on certain criteria, and applying a decision rule selects one of the options (in a so-called rule-based decision, see above application of conjunctive rule). Evaluation criteria can be anything, along which the various alternatives could be compared such as flavour, colour, price, quality, performance, etc. All existing rankings and assessment of alternatives, i.e. the absolutely rational decisions (the so called structured, systematic decisions) are impossible, in fact, it is simply not possible to know all the options (Hastie and Dawes 2010). 

Decision-making strategies suppose that consumers follow a consistent, self-determined decision-making rule throughout the choice process. This is clarified by the fact that testing the self-consistency model (SCM) it has been revealed that even confidence in situatively triggered preferences (eg. the confidence is higher in the case of consensual preferences rather than in the case of non-consensual ones) had an impact on how stable or changing preference constructs were built in a given situation (Koriat, 2013). However, it is important to distinguish perceptual and conceptual decisions. Kvidera and Koutsaal (2008) demonstrated the presence of overconfidence or, conversely, excessive uncertainty in perceptual decisions. 

The above decision strategies assume that consumer holds up consistently, during his/her entire choice process, to his/her own preferred decision-making rule. Howsoever extreme and schematic is this approach, theoretically a fully accidental choice behaviour with no consideration of any systematic assessment - as an opposite end of the decision spectrum - is equally possible. Based on this assumption consumer's choices can be placed in a decision continuum. One end of the continuum represents the conscious buyer who is able
- to fully control his/her decision,
- to perceive the attribute utilities in a contradiction-free way,
consequently, in any situation, he/she is able to make consistent, formally rational, say transitive decision. To the other end of the continuum that imaginary consumer is placed who makes his/her decision without any consideration, in a fully random way. The latter one decides, just as by choosing "heads or tails" (like for example, by “flipping” the coin). The two endpoints of the decision continuum, for the sake of simplicity, are called fully self-controlled vs. fully random decisions. The real decision-making i.e. the non-extreme behaviour is located between the two endpoints. The actual position of this maximum likelihood point is a function of numerous factors, and in fact, also the natural range of the intransitive choices is between the two extremes. The continuum model reflects decision problems of different levels of difficulty, different choice situations and different consumer personality patterns, even of the situational and/or emotional factors’ influence on the choice outcome in an aggregated way. It is to remark that the range between the two extremes contains also the rational but unstructured (intuitive) decisions. The model does not confront with normative-affective continuum of Etzioni (1988) but it works in another, say more cognitive dimension. This continuum approach is more sporadic in the research practice, but there are examples of such efforts, e.g. as a recently published paper of Barkan et al. (2016)[footnoteRef:1]. [1:  Already Herbert Simon (1986) referred to a continuum phenomenon in the interpretation of decision-making style.] 


At this point we cannot avoide the question if consumer’s product choice decision is conscious at all. Characteristically there is no consensus in this polemics even among schools of consumer psychology. For example article of Dijksterhuis et al. can be referred, in which they posit that „Only a limited number of choices are based on conscious information processing strategies. The rest of the variance left to explain is caused by unconscious effects of all kinds of subtle cues in the environment.”(Dijksterhuis, Smith, van Baaren & Wigboldus, 2005, p. 200). This statement has been oppugned – and partly softened – by Simonson: „...choices are determined primarily by conscious, willful information processing of pertinent, task-relevant inputs, such as various interpretations of the options’ attributes and their fit with the person’s perceived preferences. …conscious accounts of choice behaviour have a major advantage over unconscious influences… (This) does not mean that decision makers are aware of the processes and the various factors… that influence their responses.”(Simonson, 2005, p. 215). Simonson, by the way, promotes the convergence of the two approaches, consequently of the two research orientations in his referred article. Our standpoint is – and its proving was the goal of the research – that consumer decisions are closer to the fully conscious (analytic, self-controlled) endpoint, while farther from the random choice.  Consequently – in spite of empirical research results of Dijksterhuis and his fellow researchers – we rather share the opinion of Simonson.

In a recent research Pachur and Spaar (2015) come to the conclusion that a „flexible interplay” can be observed between the deliberative and intuitive choice decisions. They affirm that the outcome is individual and it depends on the problem perception, on the preferred decision style and on the proficiency related to the target object. In order to better understand the phenomenon a review on emergence of inconsistent consumer decisions is advisable.

Multidisciplinary antecedents on preferences
Research efforts have been for long time aiming at exploring and identifying determining and moderating variants of preferences. Research antecedents on consumer behaviour modelling have pointed out to take into account a number of features, e.g. controversial elements of the Fishbein model (Ahtola, 1975); limits to explore the experiential product attributes (Chung & Rao, 2012); how to incorporate many elements of the cognitive process (prehistory, context etc.) into a so called hybrid-choice model (Ben-Akiva et al., 2002); weaknesses of the synthesizing and analytical approaches (Jain et al., 1979); limits of comparability of the multiattribute models (Lehmann, 1982) or the possibility of modelling the risk of purchasing decisions (Hauser & Urban, 1979).

Description of consumer preferences first can be found in microeconomics. In these simple models from the consumer's point of view the degree/level of utility is considered to be the basic information on preference and the choice decision is based on seeking to achieve the aggregate maximum utility, subject to the budget constraint. In this area preference can be considered as rational if it meets two conditions: completeness and transitivity. By completeness we mean that consumer is able to compare any set of goods in preference system, while in the case of transitivity there exists a clear-cut, i.e. contradiction-free ranking of the goods which are available for the consumer. 

At this point it is necessary to reflect on how the motion of the choice position in the decision interval defined above in the introduction is caused by the circumstances, the dominant and moderating factors of decision. The common characteristics of these factors is that they can refine explanation of choice as compared to the simplifying discrete utility approach. In the following section these factors are discussed. To begin with it is to note, that preference features are overlapped in more points, and it is not always possible to make distinction between their mechanism of operation in a clear way.

Attribute importance. Different importance can be assigned to each product attribute, and the matching of the thus formed weighted utilities leads to the expression of preferences. Consumer associates importance to the product attributes, which can even vary over time (see below the section on preference instability). The relationship between attribute importance and consumer utilities has long ago drawn the attention of researchers (among others an already classical paper of Hauser and Urban from 1979 can be referred). We assume that the expression of preferences is significantly influenced by the fact that an attribute is very important or very unimportant (say: positive and negative robust attributes), or they are situated somewhere between these two extremes (let them call: quasi neutral attributes). Namely the two ends of the structure of importance set out a clear attribute selection and the difficulty/uncertainty of the decision-making task lies rather in the comparison of the neutral attributes.

Tversky and Kahneman (1974) argue that estimating the importance of attributes can be affected by heuristics. Based on availability heuristics predicting the consequences of an event - in present study the evaluation of an attribute – is influenced by preliminary experiences and knowledge. The more easily we recall them, the more likely we consider that they exist. However, their availability is affected by mood of the events, of the consumer, the occurrence of the event, of the attribute, etc. Using anchoring and adjustment heuristics firstly received information or attribute carries more weight than the others, which are perceived as being distorted due to the first information. When people use representativeness heuristics, they conclude and determine probability of causal factors on the basis of external and observable attributes. For example it may happen that we formulate conclusions about importance of attributes just based on the package of a product (such as an extrinsic feature). 

The fact that many decisions can be characterised by intransitivity, and the attributes are not linearly evaluated even in definite situations makes it difficult to judge which attributes are actually taken into consideration. It frequently happens that people select one or two attributes and they do not care about the others. The risk of using this heuristics is that not the most appropriate attributes are selected. This can be affected by fashion, readings, news, advertisements, posters, tastings, etc. People sometimes use this heuristics when they have to decide for one of only two attributes. Using distinctiveness heuristics people list dimensions by their importance, exclude alternatives that do not meet the minimum requirements along the examined features. Continuing this process people select using the next attribute until only one option is left. In this case, however, order of presentation may be highly manipulative in people’s decision. Nevertheless, using heuristics has its environmental conditions and limitations (Hogarth, 2005, Hogarth & Karelaia, 2007). Numerous research try to find answers on whether there are fast and frugal heuristics (FFHs) that support selection from the repertoire of decision strategies (Jami & MishraI, 2014).

Based on cognitive approach of psychology of consumption importance of a product’s attributes is determined by consumers’ involvement and how these are perceived. When a chosen process is simplified, namely when a consumer is less affected by products or attributes, he/she compares them in an holistic, abstract manner, without taking into consideration the more hard and specific details. Involvement has two components, namely emotional and cognitive ones. If both are high, consumer's decision-making process is going to be complete. If the emotional aspect is weak, a short, simplified purchase will be typical, while if the emotional aspect is high but the cognitive aspect is weak, brand loyalty or impulse buying can be observed (Kroeber-Riel, 1990). In the case of cognitive involvement its occassional effect can be observed, when there is an ad hoc situation and consumer will decide and choose influenced by a specific context. As soos as this effect becomes permanent, it determines the consumer's preference regardless of the situation.

Regarding the importance of attributes, they are also located in a kind of continuum from the extreme importance of the attributes through the neutral ones up to the not-at-all important characteristics. Thus, the two ends of the continuum of importance can be judged well, assigning easily evaluable, robust importance to the particular characteristics, while between the end points level of importance is much more uncertain. Therefore, a logical assumption is that a more robust importance assists and strengthens decision consciousness, and vice versa.

Indifferent preferences. The concept of preferences presupposes by definition the diversity of the objects to be compared, or it allows equal (say: indifferent) utilities in consumer’s choice based on principle of completeness. However, indifference of the attribute preferences is imaginable in more ways. It is possible that two attribute-states are different from each other but associated with nearly the same level of utility by the consumer. This is called perceptual indifference, because in this case consumer is not or hardly able to perceive the real attribute-difference, therefore he/she cannot express a definite preference. It is to note that such a phenomenon can be interpreted as Tversky’s "epsilon" (Tversky, 1969), wherein the research of capability of attribute perception has shown that below a so-called perceptual threshold to reveal the preference becomes impossible or at least uncertain. Another type of indifference is the natural indifference, that is, when there is factually no difference between utilities of two attribute-states. This is the case which cannot be ruled out in real situations in any way. The indifference to preferences may also exist when a weakly affected consumer compares the products in an abstract, holistic manner. In this case focusing on details need not any cognitive effort (Tybout & Artz, 1994). Beside a simple utility sameness these indifferences include also the case, when attribute importance cannot be distinguished (such as e.g. vehicle comfort and fuel-consumption). It may be because more dimensions of evaluation are of nearly the same importance, therefore designation of priorities is not possible. In fact they are like „apples and oranges” (Cho, Khan & Dhar, 2013). Yet the vast majority of the models rule out the indifferent preference, which significantly simplifies the operation of the models, but - particularly for complex products - strongly distorts reality. The Tversky-type intransitivity for example will only work if we allow indifferent preferences, too. 

In the case of products characterised by different category of attributes decisions are made on more abstract level based on a top-down mechanism. In such cases preferences are indeed indifferent and choice is made in a conceptual manner (Johnson, 1989; Kahn & Isen, 1993). Of course, in a forced-choice situation - as meeting the need in the actual buying decision buyer will sooner or later has to choose - the buyer even has to decide between indifferent preferences. However, this revealed preference does not express a real underlying preference[footnoteRef:2]. It is reasonable that such an eventuality of the decision is shifting the choice towards the random end of the decision continuum. [2:  It is to note that exploration of underlying preferences is not possible at all (see Sen, 1973), surveys detect simply the presumption on underlying preferences (so called presumed or expressed preferences).] 


Discrete utility values vs. intervals. A basic assumption of microeconomics is that individuals are aware of their preferences and have the ability to recognize the variant for providing maximum utility to choose (Freeman, 2003). The utility - as a preference explaining term - and the utility models implicitly assume the attribute utilities to be discrete values (levels). However, this has never been proved, although in relation to the consumer’s choice decision this has an outstanding importance. Here we remind of the frequently discussed experimental model of Chen and Risen (2010), which implicitly assumes a non-discrete character. Considering that consumer is a lay assessor in many, otherwise measurable product attributes, assuming discrete level of utilities does not seem realistic. Among the attributes, however, there can be such where utility can be judged more accurately, that stands close to the discrete level, while in others’ utility level consumer is more uncertain. Thus the logical (lifelike) assumption is that utilities of the attributes, in the consumer’s mind form intervals of different range instead of fixed levels, in which utilities are accidentally/randomly "floating". It is also a logical idea that as we move from robust attributes to the more uncertain neutral ones, so increases the size of intervals. Nevertheless, if we accept the "interval character" of the utility levels, then modelling of the turns of preferences is very simple. In Figure 1, the attribute value interval A takes dominantly higher position than that of the attribute B, that is A is more likely to be preferred to B (e.g. A1 vs. B1) as compared to the opposite. However, the overlapping value intervals do not exclude the reverse preference (e.g. B2 vs. A2) either. It all depends on the current level of attribute values in the moment of choice decision. And the current level of value is adjusted by numerous effects (environmental stimuli, noise etc.). By all means in this model the range of value interval is proportionate with uncertainty of the judgement, i.e. value range of robust, easily evaluable utilities is smaller, consequently probability of an overlapping preference turn is equally smaller or even negligeable. The above model supports the assumption that strengthening interval character of utility values shifts consumer choice decision toward the random extreme.

Figure 1. Utility value intervals and turning preferences

Source: own construct

Preference instability. Economics has conventionally assumed that each individual has stable and consistent preferences (Rabin, 1998). Decision is consistent, if stable order of preference is determined by the consumer for all possible alternatives (Dhar & Novemsky, 2008), and stability means that he/she gives the same preference order whatever the context is (Warren, McGraw & van Boven, 2011). Among economic-psychologists an increasingly widespread view has emerged that – parallel with importance instability - consumer does not have stable preferences related to products, but those rather in the particular decision-making situations are created, i.e. they are constructed during the decision-making process (Bettman, Luce & Payne, 1998). Also Hastie (2001, p. 667) poses the question: „What are the implications of constructed, and highly contingent, preferences (values) applied for important problems such as the measurement of consumer preferences…?” With a simple classification context-based, time-based and immanent instabilities can be distinguished. As regards the context preference instability can be detected when we compare preference system formulation prior to the buying situation with that preference system which is revealed in the buying decision. Instability can be well grasped in the research results, which show that decision-maker uses different amount of information during the decision-making process. In the case of group decision for example under the influence of opinion leaders finally the situation resulted in a consensual or a follower behaviour (Ariely and Levav 2000). Beside the context instability can equally be modelled as time function of the individual preference system (so called dynamic instability). Thus for example „people underappreciate how their own behaviour and exogenous factors affect future utility, and thus exaggerate the degree to which their future preferences resemble their current preferences” as Loewenstein, O’Donoghue and Rabin (2000, p. 1) posit the dynamic inconsistency in the consumers’ decision. Besides the above it may cause preference instability, as well, when decision fatigue arises during the problem solving. It is to note that thanks to utility intervals, even on the short-run, the preference may be unstable; while on the longer-run, because of various effects preferences may, of course, change direction. Beyond context and time based ones, preference instability by nature (immanent instability) has to be taken into account, as well. In the majority of consumers both functional and symbolic consumption take place.  In the post-modern consumer lifestyle opposite characteristics to each other can coexist in the value system (hybrid consumer behaviour), such as health and enjoyment search; individuality and social sensitivity; modernity and value orientation; rationality and spirituality. In such choice decisions customers have to compare "apples to oranges" (conflicting values at Payne, Bettman & Johnson, 1992), and it happens that priority cannot be assigned (see also above the section on indifferent preferences). If it is essential to decide, decisions cannot be made on a rational basis, but by "rules of thumb", aligning the reference points (Kahneman, 2003; Ehrnrooth & Grönroos, 2013).

Psychological lab research has shown that consumers tend to distort rather consistently at a specified point on a scale between rational choice and random optimization. The choices are influenced by framing of the situation (see Tversky and Kahneman), namely consumers will not use all of the information, and that sometimes the subjective information is used more likely than those, which are well-known (Macfadyen & Macfadyen, 1986). Under processing attributes attention is often activated without external constraints, and in this case consumers’ responses may be oriented by unplanned, high-intensity stimuli. A laboratory situation, on the contrary, such as the experiment presented in this study, may bring the sterility in which those attributes will determine the responses (reactions), to which persons allocate intentional attention. Naturally any form of preference instability may shift the consumer decision towards the random range.

Memory effect (learning experience). Most current decision theories are designed to account for the choice of one action at one point in time. These are one-shot, well-defined decisions (Hastie, 2001). There are, however, sequences of linked decisions in a dynamic, temporally extended way. In the examples of Simonson’s papers (2008a, 2008b) it is the inherent preference which determines individual’s preference or dispreference following the first interaction. Any re-purchase can be considered as a learning process. Experience and the remembrance of it, is a moderating factor. Experience has a positive impact on preference stability (Hoeffler & Ariely, 1999). The opinions based on experience have uncertainty-reducing effect, but rather only in the case of not too high complexity products (Adjei, Noble & Noble, 2013). The results of Heilman, Bowman and Wright (2000) show the importance of accounting for product experience and learning when studying the dynamic choice processes of consumers new to a market. A number of researchers has studied the connection (and its quality) among the brands, memory and retrieval (based on the preliminary information) (e.g. Crowley & Mitchell, 2003; Hutchinson, Raman & Mantrala, 1994; or Nedungadi, 1990). As the consumer relies heavily on memory it has a decisive role in decision-making (Mantonakis, Whittlesea & Yoon, 2008).

According to the cognitive approach memory effect is influenced by consumers’ involvement. Thus, if a consumer is involved regarding a product attribute (he or she hopes to benefit from it or it involves higher risk, etc.), then he or she will elaborate the attribute in-depth. However before this step product's attribute may be included in the sensory memory and then in the working memory if it is still interesting to the consumer. Therefore, when processing product attributes, it is not irrelevant how many such attributes should be interpreted by the consumer. According to the Miller’s law (Miller, 1956), 7 ± 2 is the number of items that can be stored in the working memory simultaneously. However, later, applying also the model of Broadbent (1958), it has been demonstrated by Cowan (2001) that if there is such an experimental condition where it is not possible to repeat, chunk or memorize, then the pure capacity can be defined pretty much exactly in four items. This means a consumer can presumably store four separate items in his working memory when product attributes are presented to him or to her. If he/she can store more, information related to the attributes and stored in the long-term memory is to contribute to chunking. This is also related to the degree of complexity discussed below.

It can be seen that the memory effect can have various impact on consistency of choice, however, learning by experience gives rise to a preference development, which is likely to weaken the random decision behaviour.

Degree of complexity. Numerous relevant publications demonstrate the complexity of the system attributes (e.g. from the past Bettman, 1979). Large number of attributes requires an alternative approach when preferences are measured and/or modelled (Green & Srinivasan, 1990; Hindriks et al., 2012). Also on the basis of the Dijksterhuis (2006) experiment it can be assumed that the product complexity has a significant role in the purchase decision. In situations with incomplete (i.e. real) or complex information maximum utility behaviour can not be objectively determined (Simon, 1986). During the consumer’s decision process the relationship between the consumer and the complex product may be different by attributes. Consumers may have more information related to certain characteristics, while less to others (see e.g. already Bettman, 1979). Besides there are features that are comparable harder than others. In recent decades due to the differentiation the number of product attributes has increased significantly, and customers shifted from a simple decision task to multiattributive ones. The solution of the choice problem becomes so hard that it may come up against the mental capacity of a consumer. In such cases „people adapt their decision processes to deal with decision complexity” (Payne et al., 1992, p. 98).  Experimental studies show that the solution of the decision problem is different from the previous ones, and can go into a heuristic dimension (Dijksterhuis et al., 2006). Decision complexity can also be interpreted by volume of information that is at hand of the consumer during the choice. It is also to move the task towards complexity, if redundant information as noise are present. 

According to the connectionist model the knowledge related to an attribute or to a product creates a network with other information associated with it. This can be used by the consumer as a semantic scheme (Rummelhart & McClelland, 1986; Johnson & Fornell, 1987), which is a not consciously used, (but) complex knowledge structure (Norman & Schulte-Mecklenbeck, 2010). From our research viewpoint due to mental load on consumers increasing product complexity can strengthen the random character of the decision. 

Furthermore we must take into account how much is the rate of the known vs. new elements in the complexity, because the new attributes will be elaborated efficiently by consumers, and this elaboration will activate as much cognitive effort as possible, when the information related to them can be moderately matched to an already stored schema. Furthermore, cognitive effort increases in the case of products that are closer to everyday consumption, and consumers miss the opportunity to use these kind of products only for a short time. Elaboration could be enhanced at all, if more complex information is presented in a repetitive way to the consumer (Meyers-Levy & Maheswaran, 1992).

Conceptualization 
It is to point out here that transition between the conscious (fully controlled) and the fully random choices is not always and not absolutely belongs to the decision range of weakening consciousness. Namely it can be realized that the above terms define such a decision task where the inconsistency is natural. This can be considered as limits of the decision task, like e.g. completeness of attribute-system; measurability of attributes; conflicting utilities; comparison of alternative utilities; multiattributive decision etc. The mechanism of the above factors is hardly quantifiable but their aggregate influence on choice decision can be well simulated and detected in an experimental research design. Since most terms discussed above divert choice decision from utility optimal, or more precisely they reinterpret utility, decision seems to be inconsistent in an absolute rational framework. This leads us to the evergreen research topic, the phenomenon of intransitivity (Tversky, 1969; Tversky, Slovic & Kahneman, 1990 among others). It is to mention at this point that besides the already referred economic psychologists’ investigation of consumers’ product choice inconsistencies can be found in the work of such researchers as Dijksterhuis, Chen, Risen or Simonson.

Let us imagine choice decision-making behaviour as it is located in a continuum-interval. As the introduction pointed out, one end of the continuum is of extreme choice behaviour, where consumer is fully able to control the decision, even in cases when the task is a strain on the mental capacity (eg. complex product, conflicting preferences, etc.). The latter condition means the decision is consistent, that is choice between conflicting preferences does not create any tension in the decision-maker. 

Of course, in order to generate inconsistency repeated (sequential) choices have to be simulated, since in the case of a single isolated decision, choice is transitive, i.e. its intransitive nature cannot be explored. Nevertheless sequential product choice is not an unusual routine in consumer behaviour. To evaluate the extremely complex offer consumer – quasi simplifying the mental process - is forced to compare the product variants in a sequential way. The only question is that to what extent these evaluative activities are analytic, intuitive or eventual decisions. 

Experimental design has thus to observe sequential decisions, at pairwise comparisons of different attribute-variants. In the case of a self-controlled decision it is assumed to show consistent product choices, fully transitive attribute preferences. Contrary to the clear mathematical models of intransitivity consumers tend to try to choose in a consistent way, as it has often been detected. This is confirmed by the referred article of Barkan et al. (2016), which demonstrates the potential effort made for the preference stability against the influences in a noisy environment. On that basis, we assume that the typical decision point of sequential choices is closer to the fully self-controlled end-point. 

Figure 2. Decision continuum
Source: own construct

The other end of the continuum is the absolute random "heads-or-tails" type sequential decision in which consumer does not make any effort to choose i.e. when comparing products between two variants he/she chooses randomly. Real decisions fall into the decision-making continuum, depending on the choice being endeavoring to follow rules, based on "intuition" or eventuality. The first is an analytical (rule-based), the second is intuitive (frequently heuristic), and the last is representative of the range of random decision-making behaviour. Figure 2 illustrates the place of various decision behaviours. The end of the analytical range is called fully self-controlled, and that of the eventual range the fully random decision. Internal boundaries are not clear, of course, since for an individual his/her personality and the decision tasks determine, which is dominant. Those subjects for example, whose numeric ability (susceptibility to information search and to value estimation) is stronger, are able to decide in a consistent way with higher probability. 

Jekel, Glöckner, Fiedler and Bröder (2012) specify those models that can explain how full rationality can be better achieved in daily intuitive decision-making, than by using just the known heuristics. Studying the extent to which Bayesian approaches could be achieved by heuristics or by Weighted Additive Information Integration approach (WADD) or by the Parallel Constraint Satisfaction model (PCS), and how often they could lead to the right decisions, it was found that WADD and PCS surpass simple heuristics in both aspects. In some situations, the third choice, namely a random solution is the way out for the consumer, for example, when forced to make a decision based on indifferent or conflicting preferences, or when he/she defends him/herself against mental load in this way. In fact decision continuum model supposes a limited consciousness of decision.

In sum importance, indifference, utility value interval, instability, experience and complexity are all playing significant role in preference inconsistency. In the research design we took into account that the goal was to observe the controlled versus random character of product choice decision, leaving out the exploration of the individual decision strategies. With this it can be approximately detected that to what extent experimental subject follows the conjunctive rule in the decision[footnoteRef:3]. Approximately, because observation can find nothing but only the presumed feature, i.e. the choice output of the decision. It cannot be excluded, namely, that with smaller frequency also controlled decisions seem to be incidental, e.g. in the case of conflicting preferences. What is more, in the case of random decisions seemingness of control cannot be excluded either, see e.g. the winner in gambling. Naturally decision strategies can partly be comprehended with postnarratives, but in present research we have set aside it.  [3:  Although in a real buying situation time can moderate the value judgement character of the conjunctive rule, in our lab experiment testing of time factor could not have been effectuated.
] 


As regards the determining and moderating factors attribute importance has been identified by experimental subjects with a Q-grid classification (see it later). This method filters out the influence of attributes with strong involvement (e.g. brand), besides the experimental model impedes the use of most heuristics to some extent. Attribute indifference is taken into account by the research model in different ways. According to our intentions neutral attributes filtered by the Q-grid strengthen the natural indifference, while perceptual indifference has not been managed. We suppose that this latter equalizes in the experimental sample. The immanent indifference is not free of the experiment and it can be resulted in virtually random choices. Due to the reduction to the neutral attributes phenomenon of utility intervals is probably prevailing. Single experiment can minimize the time-based preference instability, as for context-based one it has been a priori excluded by circumstances of the lab experiment. Decision fatigue-based instability can be significantly reduced by minimization of the involved attributes and of product variants to compare, and in the experiment both is applied. Product complexity itself is a measured variable of the experiment. Finally memory effect appeared as a mixture of previous product experience and fixed preferences of the sample. Since the number of involved attributes has been reduced, experiment needs less cognitive effort, which weakens the memory effect.

THE STUDY
Based on the research antecedents and the model the following research questions are worth investigating: in the case of sequential choice between products of different complexity where is the typical position in the decision continuum of the preference-based product attribute choices between the fully self-controlled and fully random extremes? In other words
1) Where is the position of the average sequential transitive choice-steps between the two extremes (controlled vs. random)? 
2) What is the relationship between product complexity and ability to choose in a consistent way?

Based on the research questions the following hypotheses can be formulated:
H1: The average of the sequential choices of consumers between two product variants falls in the decision interval between the two ends and closer to the fully self-controlled endpoint.
H2: The complexity of the product strengthens the intuitive/random nature of the choice.
Hypothesis tests have been carried out by using the experiences of a small sample pilot research as follows.

Methods
[bookmark: __DdeLink__37879_218671426]The research of the consumer preferences has long been dominated by experimental methods. Since the revealed preferences can only be explored by observation, the observational-experimental design seemed to be a logical choice. This is the methodological approach, which is able to model (i.e. simulate) the buyer’s real choice decision. Two working hypotheses have been introduced into the research model. If in the case of sequential pairwise product comparisons the subject manages to consistently answer all questions, i.e. in transitive way, then we can say that the subject met the so-called "transitivity working hypothesis". The other extreme is when during the pairwise show up of products, the subject will always respond completely random, as if the coin tossing "heads-or-tails" gave the choice. The latter is called a "heads-or-tails working hypothesis". This latter extreme decision behaviour has not been simulated by the experimental group but with a robotized mathematical simulation. With this procedure that expected number of steps can be got, where the first intransitive choice comes about during the sequential pairwise product comparison. 

Robust versus neutral attributes
At this point we have to make a small detour. Referring to what was pointed out on attribute importance - in order to strengthen the inconsistent choice mechanism – we limited our investigations to the less extreme, less robust, the so-called neutral product attributes. By such a manipulation of the experimental design frequency of obvious choices (i.e. of easy task) can be drastically reduced, since the choice between robustly different attribute utilities needs little mental load, it would clearly be accomplished[footnoteRef:4]. This data transformation is with the consequence that by the sequential series of choices we get to the point of the decision interval (the average number of steps) that is the boundary of the random choices. The real position, which would result with the inclusion of all the attributes, would be likely somewhere between the previous borderline and the fully self-controlled position.  [4:  It is to remark that in the case of the Free Choice Paradigm-based research in the experimental psychology the so-called "choice stage" is based on the choice between two "neutral alternatives" somewhere in the middle of the utility scale at e.g. the experiment of Chen and Risen (2010).
] 


Participants
In 2017 we carried out data collection on a bigger sample of participants to investigate the proportion of intransitivity in choices. In order to explore the influence of product complexity the experiment has been repeated for three product groups of different complexity.

On the research samples
The large-scale research was limited to two target groups:
a) random sample of N = 170 elements from the consumer market, mean age: 42.2 years
b) recruited university student sample of N = 252 elements, mean age: 23.7 years
The age definiteness may principally result in distortion, but analyses have confirmed that this was limited. 

In sample-building filtering questions assured, that exclusively users of the experimental product groups got into the sample. Stratification by consumer market age cohorts meant representativeness by age, due to the nature of the experiment itself, however, significance of representativeness was limited. The total sample had got 256 women and 166 men, and gender proportion was shifted by the student sample. We instructed the selected experimental subjects on the task to fulfill, but they were not aware of the research goal itself. As incentive shopping vouchers has been offered. 

Stimulus Materials
In order to measure the impact of complexity different complex products can be involved into the experiment. The perceived consumer preferences of three types of product complexity - a simple product: "bakery", a moderately difficult one: "yoghurt" and a complex product: "smart phone" - have been investigated. The bakery products served for a simple experimental warming up, since at this level of complexity inconsistency/intransitivity cannot be expected even under minimal control of decision. In the experiment the variants of the other two products to compare have been randomly rotated to avoid ranking bias. In a previous series of qualitative research we identified the attribute structure of each product from the users’ point of view. Thus, for the assessment of yoghurts 7, while for the assessment of smartphones 11 features (attributes) have turned to be important (Table 1).

Table 1

Procedure
Robustness vs. neutrality of attributes on individual level can be grasped by rating importance of attributes. For this purpose we can use a small methodological fragment of the Q method (Stephenson, 1953; Brown, 1966), namely the forced choice grid. In the Q method, the participants are obliged to evaluate all the attribute dimensions (“rate all”), and they are forced to choose a fixed quantity of attributes for each level of importance. The number of attributes can be placed in a given importance level which approaches the normal distribution. The scale of importance ranges from the highly important, through indifferent to highly unimportant. By this method we gain the same number of indifferent (neutral) attribute dimensions for all participants. Due to the symmetrical structure of the Q-grid in the case of yogurt 3, in the case of the smartphone 5 neutral attributes arise (see an example in Figure 3 - the neutral attributes can be found in the central column of the Q-grid).

Figure 3. Q-grid of 11 attributes – a possible solution for smartphones
Source: own construct

The involved subjects’ attitude towards product attributes is a critical factor in the experiment, because its deviations can increase the distortion. As a very typical example strong brand preference can be mentioned, which is able to prevail the choice. In order to filter it out Q-grid is a convenient tool, by which robust attributes can be eliminated from the experiment. 

The selected attributes, however, may differ by experimental persons. It is an important methodological solution that these differences stemming from the subjective assessment "are preserved" by the experimental software in the following sequential product selection phase. Using the Q-method’s logic subjectivity is thoroughly preserved, and thus the biasing effect can be decreased. It is clear that this method gives a more realistic outcome rather than statistical mixing of the partial results. 

Pairwise comparisons
To measure intransitivity of preferences we applied a computer assisted experimental design. Participants’ task was to make sequential pair-wise comparisons of preference between specific realizations of a product group (Figure 4). The subjects are asked as follows: in the case of smartphone e.g. what are the most important 3 attributes and the least important 3 ones among the total 11, and therefore in the middle column 5 attributes will remain. Then "we create" by Q-sorting, based on the 5 attributes left in the middle column, all the theoretically possible 35 = 243 virtual products, as we assigned 3 different levels to each attribute (as seen in Table 1). In order to decrease the load on experimental subjects drastically, i.e. to avoid presentation of all the 243 pairs, pseudo-randomly selected 36 pairs have been preserved for showing up, where no more than two attribute levels were the same among the 5 ones (i.e. at least 3 attributes differed among the 5 ones). The test terminated when the participant gave the first intransitive answer, or if the participant had compared all possible pairs. The point of the first intransitive choice is important because the sooner it occurs, the less mental fatigue can be assumed behind the decision. Since mental fatigue increases the chance of random decision. To confirm the validity of the experimental model, for a small control sample it was allowed to perform all comparative steps. Its result affirmed the goodness of the chosen experimental model. 

Figure 4.  An illustration of pairwise comparisons with smartphone attributes
Source: own construct

Results and discussion
Effect of product complexity will be explored by repeating the experiment on three product groups of three levels of complexity: simple bakery product, yoghurt and mobile phones, as seen in Table 1. 

i) Bakery products
As it was mentioned, this category of products only served for simple experimental tuning.

ii) Yoghurt
The test for yoghurt has been carried out in two steps:
1) Forced choice Q-grid layout of the 7 attributes 
2) The choice between randomly selected pairs constructed from the central three neutral attributes. These pairs have been subsequently presented to measure the so-called "revealed preference", up to the number of steps when the first intransitive choice step is reached.

In the first phase the two working hypotheses have been tested, i.e. whether the experimental output of all the 417 valid sample-element (out of the total 422) supports a) "transitivity working hypothesis" or the counterpart, the so-called b) "heads-or-tails working hypothesis"? The latter two ½ probability choice events were simulated by a random number generator, and the theoretical, completely random distribution was performed as a good approximation by more than 1,000 choice steps. This has resulted in sufficiently stable frequencies because number of steps has become large enough. This computer experiment proved that if the subject choses in a completely random way from the presented product pairs, then from all of the possible presentations of pairs as an average he/she would decide in an intransitive way in the first 8.19 steps. 

Both working hypotheses have been tested by homogeneity tests and it was found that in both cases – on a high-level of significance - the counter-hypothesis was true:
in the case a) for 20.05(11) = 20 threshold 2 = 109.9
in the case b) for 20.05(11) = 20 threshold 2 = 202.5
where the degree of freedom = 11 because of possible values ranging from 4 to 15, so df=12-1
Based on the above results - conforming to the khi-distribution metrics - it can be said that the distribution of all the 417-element sample is situated somewhere between hypotheses of a) and b); more precisely, it is much farther from the randomly produced distribution, while closer to the transitive position. Considering the distribution mean, the expected values show the same picture as the average of the distributions a) and b) are equal to 15 and 8.19, respectively, whereas in the sample it is 13.9, i.e. equally closer to 15 than to 8.19. 

iii) Smartphone
Similarly the test for smartphones happened in two steps:
1) Forced choice Q-grid layout of the 11 attributes. Members of the experiment were asked to select the more and less important 3 of the 11 attributes. Thus 5 attributes remained in the middle of the grid (see an illustration in Figure 3).
2) The choice between randomly selected pairs constructed from the central five neutral attributes. These pairs have been subsequently presented to measure the so-called "revealed preference", up to the number of steps when the first intransitive choice is reached.

Concerning the smartphones also two extreme cases have to be mentioned:
a) If the output of all the 417 valid sample-element supports the "transitivity working hypothesis", the experimental subject is able to decide in a consequent / transitive way in each of the total 36 steps. 
b) A computer simulation proved that if the subject chose completely random from the presented product pairs, then from all of the possible 36 presentations of pairs as an average he/she would decide in an intransitive way in the first 8.23 steps (see Figure 5). This choice behaviour is called "heads-or-tails working hypothesis". It is to note that in this case the probability of making a transitive choice in all the 36 steps is in fact 0, or more precisely 9!/236 = 5.28 ·10-6.

Figure 5.  Termination of random choice experiment
Source: own construct

Both working hypotheses were tested by homogeneity test and it was found that in both cases – on a high-level of significance - the counter-hypothesis was true:
in the case a) for 20.05(32) = 46.2 threshold 2 = 623.7
in the case b) for 20.05(32) = 46.2 threshold 2 = 644.1
where the degree of freedom= 32 because of possible values ranging from 4 to 36, so df =33-1
Based on the above results - conforming to the khi-distribution metrics - it can be said that the distribution of all the 417-element sample is situated somewhere between hypotheses of a) and b); more precisely, it is much farther from the randomly produced distribution, while closer to the transitive position. Considering the distribution mean, the expected values show the same picture as the average of the distributions a) and b) are equal to 36 and 8.23, respectively, whereas in the sample it is 23.4, i.e. equally closer to 36 than to 8.23. 

Counter-test
As a counter-test in a smaller experimental sample on smartphones (N = 112), achieving of the first intransitive triangle () did not suspend the test as it had been done so far in the experiment (N = 417), but the experimental subjects responded to all the 36 steps. In the chart (Figure 6) comparison of the frequency function of the (N = 112) experiment () with the number of intransitive triangles (x) of the "heads-or-tails" (N = 998400) random-test can be seen. The real choice experiment frequency function () is thus situated between the two extremes, i.e. the right-hand (x) so called "heads-or-tails" random test and the left side theoretical distribution (vertical arrow ). This latter represents the case where no intransitive triangle () occurs at all, i.e. their number would - in all the 112 cases - be equal to zero. The counter-test confirms empirically the conceptual decision continuum model, where the real maximum likelihood distribution was hypothetised.   

Figure 6.
Comparison of the number of intransitive triangles () in the experiment (N = 112) and a density function of a "heads-or-tails" random-test (N = 998400)
Source: own construct

Conclusions
The decision continuum model makes an attempt to generalise the preference-based consumer choice model in such a way that it is able to manage the natural inherent intransitivity (inconsistency) of preferences. This general research framework not only points out the inherent intransitivity of preferences but enables us to measure its extent in the continuum.

To summarize the two main hypothesis-tests and the further analyses it was found that:
1) The average of the distribution of subsequent consumer decisions lies somewhere between the fully self-controlled and fully random endpoints; more precisely it is a little closer to the fully self-controlled (transitive) endpoint, while farther from the random choice end, affirming the standpoint of Simonson (2005) and Barkan et al. (2016).
2) The fact, that the average number of transitive steps is farther from the fully random responding endpoint, means that human brain is able to respond in a rather consistent/transitive way as expected. Nevertheless, we proved that the more complex the product, the less the human brain was capable of responding in a consistent/transitive way (see the averages of distribution 13.9 as compared to 15 in the yoghurt experiment versus 23.4 to 36 for smartphones), that is product complexity reinforces heuristic/random nature of the choice. conforming to the results of the research of Dijksterhuis et al. (2006). In order to measure the impact of complexity different complex products can be involved into the experiment. The perceived consumer preferences of two types of product complexity - a moderately difficult one: "yoghurt" and a complex product: "smartphone" - have been investigated.

In scientific research of consumer behaviour and in corporate management practice it is equally important to be able to break out of the disciplinary „silos”. This research is an attempt to find out how is it possible to build new points of view by involving some co-science – such as microeconomics, psychology, decision science, mathematics –, and thereby achieving new results. The research framework was a combination of the multidisciplinary utility conception, the preference theory, mathematical modelling of consumer choice decision and of decision psychology.

Research limitations and further research directions
As discussed in the methodology section, the Q-grid is a forced choice, measurement-supporting transformation to get that position in the decision interval obtained from the choice-sequence series, which is the border of the random choice that is the average position of the most random decision. The real interval position, which would involve all the attributes, therefore it would result in more consistent choice, must be somewhere between the above random borderline and the fully self-controlled position. However, this means that although the measurement is distorted, our hypothesis on the maximum likelihood decision-making positions is even more fulfilled, consequently this methodological solution cannot be considered as a research limit within the framework of the hypothesis system. Acceptability of sample size could equally be raised, but taking into consideration that the goal of the experiment was not to define exact position of the maximum likelihood, but to explore nature of inconsistency, distorting effect of the sample is not the case here in an unacceptable way. 
.
Nevertheless this research design contains artificial elements, as well, similarly to any experimental procedure. Further research is needed to explore the role of some cognitive limit, e.g. to what extent the decision mechanism of the experimental simulation corresponds to the product choice of consumer/buyer in real situations. As it is an issue at the Q-grid forced choice, a further research task is to explore if in real situations consumer evaluates (say: classifies) also the neutral attributes, trying to determine the best and worst ones, and making the pairwise choice decision based on this.    

Experimental methods however are not free of bias. One of those to mention is: some experimental designs are based on the assessment of real (tangible) product samples, but because of practical considerations the choice of product alternatives are often only virtually presented (usually by means of a computer monitor). When interpreting the experimental results decision fatigue arising during the problem solving has to be taken into account, as well. This is a typical methodological risk of sequential experimental choice models. As a further methodological risk principle of invariance can be mentioned. Showing up of this principle in the experiment, as it is known in decision psychology, means that way of presenting of the alternatives can make influence on the decision maker. Consequently violation of this principle can cause preference turn even in itself. 

As for the research limitations decision continuum interval is capable of modelling the multiattribute complex decision without distinguishing however the influencing factors at the occupied position between the self-controlled and fully random choice. Therefore, for example, the intuitive and random (say of mental fatigue) content of the decision is mixed in the interval position of the result. It could be raised, that for example it is impossible to clean out from the data set such „deviant” decision makers, who are capable of consistent decisions with random choices, i.e. who „guess” well without any consideration. Or on the contrary when choice becomes inconsistent in the course of the pairwise comparison despite strongly controlled decision behaviour, because they have to evaluate utility of conflicting attributes, for example. These probably low frequency cases exemplify the limits of the experimental model, they do not, however, disaffirm the conclusions. Nevertheless it can be stated, that positions of decision continuum represent the observable outcome of the sequential choices, with which real extent of controlled (versus random) behaviour is in a strong but not exclusive relationship.

If we imagine the real decision mechanism, which takes place in a very limited time interval, it can be said, that the decision comes up in the buyer’s brain in a moment and in an actual point-of-sales situation/context, in a very complex way, i.e. under numerous attribute-perception stimuli. Based on research of Woodruff and Gardial (1996) also time can have dominant role in the real decision mechanism by moderating the judgement of attributes with discounting later costs. We are forced to dismantle this extremely complex decision process into the series of artificially transformed and sequential steps, then to examine and analyse it, and ignoring the later, post-purchase possibility to evaluate attributes. In the experiment virtual consumer has no real cost. To simplify the mental process he/she is forced to sequentially compare product variants for evaluation of the offer. In the experiment the constructed pairwise comparisons does not definitely model the real consumer decision process precisely, this research procedure has been however consciously selected to reveal inconsistent decisions. Research question was, namely, that to what extent are these evaluation moments analytic (structured), intuitive or accidental decisions. Nevertheless – as it was argued in the problem statement section - sequential product choice is not an unusual routine in consumer behaviour.

Regarding the experimental design also manipulative effect of the order of presentation has to be taken into account. The possibilities and constraints of the use of heuristics such as keywords, predictability of the environment, etc. also manipulate the influence of heuristics on decision making (Hogarth, 2005; Hogarth & Karelaia, 2007). Based on the paper of Jami and Mishra (2014) we also know that if we changed some attributes, we should interpret the effect of the change together with other unchanged attributes. Consumer will interpret the magnitude of the change depending on other attributes, and this is more accentuated in the case of desirable/undesirable options. In further research this issue could be tested, too. Further suggestion is that in the present study decision-making seems to be perceptual; therefore it is important to take into consideration that behind the preferences there may be a distortion caused by confidence mentioned in the above referred Kvidera and Koutsa’s study (2008). 

Attribute reduction is focussed on the indifferent ones omitting the extremely preferred and dispreferred attributes. Construction of experimental products took place from the attributes of this reduced number. It is also a question to what extent and in which way consumer’s decision strategy applies this attribute reduction.

As a possibility to get new findings two research concepts seem to be promising. One is to measure the influence of the experimental environment and the other one is an attempt to apprehend the dichotomous importance structure of attributes. Future research can give answers to these questions.
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Tables

Table 1. Set of attributes in the experiment
	Product group
	Attribute dimension
	Examples of attribute values / realizations

	Everyday bakery product (simple)
	Raw material (main ingredient)
	Water&flour, milk&flour, whole-bread

	
	Shape
	Round, longish, other

	
	Flavour
	Plain, cheesy, salty

	
	Mode of production
	Mass produces, house-made-like, hand made

	Fruit yoghurt (medium complex)
	Flavour
	Strawberry, forest fruits, peach

	
	Fat %
	0,01%, 1,5%, 3,7%

	
	Taste experience
	Creamy, average, light

	
	Consistence
	Fruit flavored, contains fruit pieces, contains cereals

	
	Healthiness
	Bio, probiotic, traditional

	
	Mode of production
	International brand’s mass products, local brand’s product, hand made

	
	Brand
	Danone, Jogobella, Cserpes

	Mobile phones (complex)
	Shape
	Classic, flip, slide, touchscreen

	
	Brand
	Apple, Samsung, Nokia

	
	Thickness
	Thin, medium, thick

	
	Color
	Metal, black, vivid color

	
	Style
	Fancy, simple, elegant

	
	Usage
	Simple, multifunctional, easy-to-use

	
	Camera
	Under 2 MP, 2 to 3 MP, above 3 MP

	
	User interface
	Classic keyboard, QUERTY keyboard, touchscreen only

	
	Entertainment
	Radio, music player, applications to download

	
	Internet
	None, WIFI, 3G

	
	Connectivity
	USB, Bluetooth, Infra-port


Source: own construct
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