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Abstract

In the present paper, we conducted an exploratory study for
investigating the use of familiarity-matching (FM) in people’s
daily life. FM, which was proposed in our earlier work, is de-
fined as a choice strategy based on similarity in familiarity be-
tween an alternative and a third object (i.e., an object in a ques-
tion sentence) in a binary choice task. We also defined rela-
tionships-comparison task as a binary choice task wherein ob-
jects are presented not only in alternatives but also in a ques-
tion sentence. People can make inferences based on relation-
ships between one alternative and the presented object in a
question, and thus they can use FM in a relationships-compar-
ison task. Although in previous works, the use of FM was in-
vestigated in inference tasks (e.g., which country is City X,
Country A or Country B?), in this study, it was investigated in
preference tasks. Specifically, we focused on consumer choice
situations (e.g., which item do you want to buy, an item X
made by company A, or an item X made by company B?). We
conducted a behavioral experiment for non-student partici-
pants, and then predicted their choice patterns by FM model
and another heuristic model (FH, which was also proposed in
our previous work). We found that FM could predict partici-
pants’ choice patterns well, and therefore we could provide the
first evidence that people would use FM strategy even in their
daily life.
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