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Abstract

The phantom decoy asymmetrically dominates a
target and leads to an increase in the choice proportion
of the target when participants are instructed that the
decoy is unavailable. To investigate the influence of
deliberation time on this effect, we assigned 208
undergraduates to three time pressure levels (4 s, 6 s,
and baseline). Participants had to solve 6 hypothetical
purchase tasks with three alternatives described along
two attribute dimensions. We found a significantly
higher phantom effect in the 6-s condition than other
conditions. More experimental and theoretical research
is needed to understand the information processing
mechanism underlying the phantom effect.
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