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Several studies show that information used to screen alternatives 
becomes less important than information acquired later in the search 
process simply because it was used to screen. Experiment 1 shows that 
the tendency to deemphasize prescreening information leads to 
systematically different choices for decision makers who screen 
alternatives compared with decision makers who do not screen 
alternatives. Additional studies show that screening encourages decision 
makers to shift their emphasis from prescreening information to 
postscreening information (Experiment 2). Prescreening information is 
deemphasized because of the categorization that occurs when people 
create a consideration set of retained alternatives (Experiments 3 and 4). 
Together, the results show that a brand's strength of consideration (i.e., 
how highly an option ranks on screening criteria) may have little influence 

on the likelihood of it being chosen in a postscreening choice process. 

The Neglect of Prescreening Information 

When consumers encounter a large number of options, 
they often use a two-stage decision process (Beach 1993; 
Bettman and Park 1980; Billings and Marcus 1983; Crow, 
Olshaysky, and Summers 1980; Payne 1976). In Stage 1, 
they screen options to create a consideration set. In Stage 2, 
they compare the remaining options to make a final choice. 
This decision strategy is popular because it reduces the 
decision maker's workload by paring down the number of 
options for examination at the final choice stage. A reduced 
number of options at choice allows the decision maker to 
consider more information about each option, which should 
lead to higher-quality choices (e.g., Alba et al. 1997; Haubl 
and Trifts 2000; Lynch and Ariely 2000; Roberts and 
Nedungadi 1995). Thus, decision tools (e.g., Web-based 
screening tools) that enable consumers to structure and 
organize their decision environments have been strongly 
endorsed by both consumer decision researchers and the 
popular press (e.g., Alba et al. 1997; Diehl, Kornish, and 
Lynch 2003; Haubl and Trifts 2000; Lynch and Ariely 2000; 
Widing and Talarzyk 1993). 

In contrast to this prevailing sentiment, there may be sit- 
uations in which screening can lead to lower decision qual- 

*Amitav Chakravarti is Assistant Professor of Marketing (e-mail: 
achakrav@stern.nyu.edu), and Giilden Ulkiimen is a doctoral student 
(e-mail: mulkumen@stern.nyu.edu), Stern School of Business, New York 
University. Chris Janiszewski is Faricy Professor of Marketing, Warrington 
College of Business, University of Florida (e-mail: chris.janiszewski@cba. 
ufl.edu). This article benefited from workshop participants at Duke Univer- 
sity, HKUST, INSEAD, the National University of Singapore, the Univer- 
sity of Chicago, the University of Colorado, and the University of Florida. 
The authors thank the two anonymous JMR reviewers for their helpful sug- 
gestions. All three authors contributed equally to this work. John G. Lynch 
Jr. served as guest editor for this article. 

ity (Diehl, Kornish, and Lynch 2003; Van Zee, Paluchowski, 
and Beach 1992; Wright and Barbour 1977). For example, 
Diehl, Kornish, and Lynch (2003) show that sorting alterna- 
tives on a particular attribute encourages decision makers to 
retain alternatives that are homogeneous with respect to that 
attribute. Consequently, postscreening information becomes 
more important in a choice. If relatively trivial postscreen- 
ing information is made available, decision quality could 
suffer. Similarly, Wright and Barbour (1977) show that 
screeners are usually reluctant to revisit information they 
used previously in the screening process. Thus, if screening 
results in a shift in emphasis from prescreening information 
to postscreening information, as these two findings seem to 
indicate, a choice that follows screening may differ from a 
choice that is made without screening. 

In this article, we show that the act of screening alterna- 
tives encourages a person to deemphasize (emphasize) pre- 
screening (postscreening) information in a subsequent 
choice (Experiments 1 and 2). We then test two potential 
sources of the screening effect. First, it may be that the 
screening effect is a consequence of using a noncompen- 
satory process in the screening stage. To the extent that a 
noncompensatory screening process encourages a person to 
view prescreening information as having been already 
noted, the prescreening information may be deemphasized, 
even if it is the most diagnostic information. Second, it may 
be that the act of screening encourages a person to create a 
category of retained alternatives. Categorization encourages 
a person to view alternatives within a category as more 
similar (Goldstone, Lippa, and Shiffrin 2001). As a conse- 
quence, the person may deemphasize the prescreening 
information because of its perceived homogeneity. The data 
are consistent with the categorization explanation (Experi- 
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ments 3 and 4). The series of studies we present herein indi- 
cate that screening alternatives on important attributes, such 
as nutrition, safety, and price, may result in the neglect of 
these attributes in a subsequent choice. 

BACKGROUND 
When consumers confront complex decisions (e.g., many 

alternatives described on many attributes), they often 
employ simplifying heuristics (Payne 1976; Payne, 
Bettman, and Johnson 1988). These heuristics can consist 
of a single decision rule (e.g., elimination by aspects, lexi- 
cographic, hierarchical elimination model) or a combination 
of decision rules applied one after the other. An example of 
the latter decision strategy is a two-stage decision process 
(Beach 1993; Bettman and Park 1980; Billings and Marcus 
1983; Crow, Olshaysky, and Summers 1980; Payne 1976). 
In Stage 1, the choice set is reduced using a noncompen- 
satory screening strategy (Billings and Marcus 1983; John- 
son and Meyer 1984; Wright and Barbour 1977). In Stage 2, 
decision makers evaluate the remaining alternatives using a 
more elaborate, compensatory process (Bettman and Park 
1980; Billings and Marcus 1983; Payne 1976). 
Screening 

"Screening" is defined as the reduction in the number of 
alternatives available for consideration (e.g., Beach 1993; 
Levin, Prosansky, and Brunick 2001). Historically, the 
screening stage of a choice process has been viewed as con- 
sisting of a relatively simple act that reduces the number of 
alternatives for consideration in the subsequent choice stage 
(e.g., Bettman 1979; Huber and Kline 1991; Johnson and 
Payne 1985). Research on screening has largely been lim- 
ited to the descriptive issues of verifying (1) whether con- 
sumers screen alternatives when creating consideration sets 
(e.g., Roberts and Lattin 1991) and (2) the size of these con- 
sideration sets (e.g., Hauser and Wernerfelt 1990). This 
focus on descriptive issues has come largely at the expense 
of some process-related questions (cf. Hauser 1986; Kahn, 
Moore, and Glazer 1987). For example, does the act of 
screening systematically affect information processing at 
the final choice stage? Consequently, do people who screen 
process information and make choices differently from 
those who make their decisions without screening? 

Research on multistage decision making indicates that 
the importance weight attached to an attribute in the later 
stages of decision making may depend on how that attribute 
was used in the preceding stages (Nedungadi 1987). Nedun- 
gadi (1987) finds that in memory-based choice situations, 
the attributes used to retrieve a set of brands from memory 
may not necessarily be the same as the attributes used to 
evaluate and choose from among these brands. In a similar 
vein, for stimulus-based choice tasks, there are three pieces 
of evidence that suggest that screening information can alter 
the manner in which prescreening information is considered 
at choice. First, Diehl, Kornish, and Lynch (2003) show that 
in a two-attribute environment, a screening tool that sorts 
exclusively on the basis of quality increases sensitivity to 
price (i.e., a postscreening attribute). They maintain that 
retained options are more homogeneous on quality than 
would be the case with a random draw of retained options; 
thus, consumers become more sensitive to price. Second, 
Wright and Barbour (1977) show that people are reluctant 
to reconsider information that they have previously used to 

reduce the size of a choice set. They argue that screening 
involving a single attribute "closes" the phase, and conse- 
quently the information used in that phase becomes unim- 
portant in a subsequent phase. Third, Van Zee, Paluchowski, 
and Beach (1992) provide consumers with products that 
varied the nature of the correlation between the prescreen- 
ing and the postscreening information and show that prod- 
uct ratings correlate more highly with postscreening infor- 
mation. Together, these studies suggest that screening 
alternatives to create a consideration set can encourage 
people to deemphasize prescreening information and 
emphasize postscreening information. Van Zee, Palu- 
chowski, and Beach refer to this possibility as the "screen- 
ing effect." 
Screening Effect 

Although there is evidence that hints at a screening 
effect, the only explanation that supports the screening 
effect is that which Diehl, Kornish, and Lynch (2003) offer, 
namely, that the prescreening attributes become nondiag- 
nostic because of homogeneous values. We propose that 
there may be two additional reasons that prescreening infor- 
mation is deemphasized when additional information is 
encountered during postscreening. First, the act of screen- 
ing is commonly a noncompensatory process. Although 
Wright and Barbour (1977) do not directly comment on a 
two-stage, mixed-choice rule process, they argue that 
engaging in a noncompensatory process encourages a per- 
son to treat prescreening information as having been 
already used. If information is viewed as used, it may have 
less influence if the person subsequently shifts to a compen- 
satory choice strategy during postscreening. 

Second, the process of screening may encourage people 
to perceive the prescreening information as more homoge- 
neous and, thus, less diagnostic during postscreening. 
Investigations into perceptual categorization suggest that 
alternatives that are grouped within a category are perceived 
as more similar as a consequence of the categorization, 
whereas alternatives that are grouped in different categories 
are perceived as less similar as a consequence of categoriza- 
tion. For example, Goldstone (1994) shows that categoriz- 
ing simple figures (e.g., squares) as belonging to the same 
group decreases a person's ability to discriminate among 
pairs of the figures using same/different judgments. Liv- 
ingston, Andrews, and Harnard (1998) find that learning to 
classify objects (e.g., animal body parts, microorganisms) 
into categories increases the perceived similarity of objects. 
Finally, Goldstone, Lippa, and Shiffrin (2001) show that 
categorizing objects into the same group increases their 
shared similarity, as determined by their similarity to an 
unclassified object. These results imply that screening may 
produce increases not only in the objective similarity of the 
retained alternatives, as Diehl, Kornish, and Lynch (2003) 
claim, but also in the subjective similarity of the retained 
alternatives. These increases in the subjective similarity of 
the prescreening information may encourage people to 
deemphasize the prescreening information when they con- 
sider it along with postscreening information. 
Summary 

We hypothesize that screening reduces the emphasis on 
prescreening information and increases the emphasis on 
postscreening information. If our hypothesis is comet, we 
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should be able to observe this influence in an option set in 
which prescreening and postscreening attributes are nega- 
tively correlated. For example, suppose that six brands are 
described on more differentiating prescreening attributes 
and less differentiating postscreening attributes. Brands A, 
C, and E perform best on the prescreening attributes and are 
most likely to be retained in the event that a decision maker 
is asked to screen the options. If the three brands exhibit a 
preference pattern of A > C > E on the prescreening attrib- 
utes but E > C > A on the postscreening attributes, shifts in 
the relative amount of emphasis placed on prescreening and 
postscreening attributes should influence choice shares. If 
decision makers choose without screening and rely primar- 
ily on the more differentiating prescreening attributes to 
make a choice, they should prefer Brand A. If decision 
makers initially screen and if screening reduces the empha- 
sis placed on prescreening attributes and increases the 
emphasis placed on postscreening attributes, they should 
prefer Brand E. Thus, the act of screening should systemat- 
ically shift preferences from the brand that performs best on 
prescreening attributes to the brand that performs best on 
postscreening attributes. 

EXPERIMENT 1 
The goal of Experiment 1 was to demonstrate that sys- 

tematic differences in choice shares can arise when con- 
sumers make choices without screening versus with screen- 
ing. Participants in the control conditions were encouraged 
to choose a brand from among six brands described on six 
attributes. Participants in the screening condition were 
encouraged to reduce the size of the choice set using four 
prescreening attributes and then to consider the complete 
set of attribute information when choosing among the 
remaining brands. We expected that screening-condition 
participants would deemphasize (emphasize) prescreening 
(postscreening) attributes during a subsequent choice task. 

Method 
Stimuli. The stimuli were six brands of microwave pop- 

corn described on six attributes, which we adopted from the 
work of Zhang and Markman (2001; for a detailed descrip- 
tion, see Appendix A). The first two prescreening attributes 
were cost per serving and level of sodium; these attributes 
had identical performance levels across the six brands (i.e., 
they were common attributes). The next two prescreening 
attributes were alignable attributes. A pretest showed that 
crunchiness and calories per serving were the two most 
desirable attributes among a large array of potential attrib- 
utes (see Zhang and Markman 2001). The brands' perform- 
ances on these attributes were graded so that the brands' 
preference rank was likely to be A, C, E, B, D, and F. The 
final two postscreening attributes for any one brand were 
nonalignable attributes; thus, the attributes were unique to 
each brand (i.e., there were 12 additional attributes). These 
postscreening attributes were assigned to brands to correlate 
negatively with the top three brands' performance on the 
prescreening attributes (i.e., we expected that brand prefer- 
ence based only on the postscreening attributes would be E, 
C, A, B, D, and F). 

Design and procedure. The design included two choice 
groups and a screening group. The partitioned-choice group 
and screening group followed a three-part procedure that 
varied only in the screening activity (see Appendix B). At 

Time 1, participants were seated at a computer and asked to 
rank the desirability of the best level of each prescreening 
attribute (e.g., crunchiness lasts 3.5 hours, calories equal to 
less than a slice of bread) and the 12 postscreening attrib- 
utes. At Time 2, participants were told that they needed to 
purchase some microwave popcorn and that partial descrip- 
tions (i.e., the prescreening attributes) for the six available 
brands were listed in the middle of the screen. Then, partici- 
pants in the partitioned-choice group were told the 
following: 

After you have gone through these descriptions to your 
satisfaction, we will provide you with more informa- 
tion on these six brands on the next screen. Please do 
not make up your mind about your final choice yet; 
simply take a careful look at the information provided 
to you so far. 

Participants in the screening group were told the following: 
After you have gone through these descriptions to your 
satisfaction, as a first step towards picking a brand of 
your choice, please short-list three brands that you 
would consider more seriously for purchase. We will 
provide you with more information on these three 
brands on the next screen. Please do not make up your 
mind about your final choice yet; simply select (i.e., 
short-list) three brands that you think warrant further 
attention by clicking on the appropriate buttons below. 

At Time 3, the postscreening attribute information was 
added to the stimulus array, and participants were asked to 
make a choice using prescreening and postscreening attrib- 
ute information. Partitioned-choice-group participants 
chose from among six brands. Screening-group participants 
were also presented with six brands, but they were asked to 
choose only from among the three brands in their consider- 
ation set (e.g., "Now, from the three brands that you had 
short-listed earlier, please choose one brand as your final 
choice by clicking the appropriate button below"). The 
postscreening attributes were assigned so that a partici- 
pant's third and fourth most desired attributes (i.e., the two 
most desired postscreening attributes) were paired with 
Brand E (i.e., the third most desirable brand on the pre- 
screening attributes), fifth and sixth most desired post- 
screening attributes were paired with Brand C, and seventh 
and eighth most desired postscreening attributes were 
paired with Brand A. The remaining postscreening attrib- 
utes were assigned to the remaining brands, as we illustrate 
in Appendix A. Thus, for each participant, the prescreening 
attributes were negatively correlated with the postscreening 
attributes for the target brands of interest (i.e., A, C, and E). 

The experimental design also included a free-choice 
group. The free-choice-group participants were asked to 
rate the desirability of the attributes at Time 1; then, they 
were given all the information (i.e., all six attributes) about 
all the brands and were asked to make a choice. We 
assigned the postscreening attribute information to the 
brands in the same manner as in the other two conditions. 
Thus, the free-choice-group participants simply skipped the 
second part of the procedure, in which only the prescreen- 
ing attribute information was presented. The free-choice- 
group participants were meant to experience a more eco- 
logically valid procedure in which consumers review 
information and make a choice. Note that the free-choice 
group and the partitioned-choice group are conceptually 
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equivalent control groups, but the free-choice group is a less 
internally valid control. The information presentation pro- 
cedure for the free-choice group (i.e., entire stimulus array 
at once) varied from the procedure used in the screening 
condition (i.e., a Time 2 presentation of six brands 
described on four attributes followed by a Time 3 presenta- 
tion of six brands described on six attributes). Thus, the 
free-choice group was our ecologically valid control group, 
and the partitioned-choice group was our internally valid 
control group. 

Results 
One hundred twenty undergraduate students participated 

in Experiment 1. We expected that participants in the choice 
groups would prefer Brand A, C, or E and that the majority 
would prefer Brand A because of its superior performance 
on the most desirables attributes. The choice shares in the 
partitioned-choice condition (IrA = .610, /frE = .268, /frE = 
.049) and the free-choice condition (irA = .590, arc = .231, 
'frE = .103) were consistent with this expectation (see Table 
1). We also expected that screening-condition participants 
would select Brands A, C, and E as their consideration set. 
All the participants did so. Finally, if screening encourages 
participants to deemphasize prescreening attributes during 
the choice task, the choice share should shift from Brand A 
to Brand E because Brand E has better postscreening attrib- 
ute performance than Brand A. The choice shares in the 
screening condition ('IrA = .350, 'irc = .275, frE = .375) were 
consistent with this prediction. The choice share of Brand A 
was lower in the screening group (FrA = .350) than in the 
partitioned-choice group (ir' A = .610; z = 2.43, p < .05) and 
the free-choice group (frA = .590; z = 2.20, p < .05).1 The 
choice share of Brand E was higher in the screening group 
(frE = .375) than in the partitioned-choice group (frE = .049; 
z = 3.90, p < .05) and the free-choice group ('lrE = .103; z = 
3.00, p < .05). Choice shares among the partitioned-choice 
and the free-choice conditions did not differ for Brand A 
(z = .18, p > .05) or Brand E (z = .91, p > .05). 

In Experiment 1, both choice-group procedures required 
participants to select from among six alternatives at choice, 
whereas the screening-group procedure required respon- 
dents to choose from among three alternatives at choice. 
Therefore, it is possible that more information at choice 
encouraged choice-group respondents to deemphasize post- 
screening information and that this masqueraded as a 
screening effect. To address this alternative hypothesis, we 
ran a free-choice experiment in which 54 people chose from 
among six alternatives (i.e., A -F) and 54 people chose from 
among three alternatives (e.g., A, C, E). The choice shares 
in the six-alternative condition ('1rA = .537, Try = .278, 1rE = 
.185) did not differ from the choice shares in the three- 

'All hypotheses involving choice shares are directional. We used one- 
tailed z-tests for all comparisons of choice shares. 

alternative condition ('frA = .593, ('frA = .241, 'FrE = .167; zA = 
.59, p > .05; zB = .44, p > .05; zc = .25, p > .05).2 

Discussion 

Experiment 1 shows that screening alternatives makes the 
prescreening attribute information less important in a subse- 
quent choice. Participants preferred the brand that per- 
formed best on the prescreening attributes when they did 
not engage in screening but were less likely to prefer this 
brand if they initially screened the brand using these desir- 
able attributes. Preference shifted to a brand that performed 
better on attributes that were introduced postscreening, even 
though these postscreening attributes were not as desirable. 
In general, people seem to ignore the magnitude of the dif- 
ferences between the three surviving brands on the pre- 
screening attributes. 

It is important to recognize that the design and stimuli we 
used in Experiment 1 rule out processes that might mas- 
querade as a screening effect. First, it is not the case that the 
prescreening information was unimportant and, thus, 
ignored by the participants in the final choice stage. Partici- 
pants in the two choice conditions made choices that were 
consistent with relative brand performance on the pre- 
screening information. Second, it is not the case that a small 
amount of brand differentiation on the prescreening attrib- 
utes was overwhelmed by a large amount of brand differen- 
tiation on the postscreening attributes. Participants in the 
choice conditions also saw the postscreening information. 
These participants preferred the brand that performed best 
on the prescreening attributes, suggesting that the pre- 
screening attributes had more influence on choice than the 
postscreening attributes when screening was not required. 
Third, the shift in choice shares in the screening condition 
was not a function of an increased salience of the post- 
screening attributes owing to their introduction just before 
choice. The partitioned-choice group also had postscreening 
attributes introduced just before choice, but this group 
exhibited a pattern of choice shares that differed from the 
screening group. 

There are two alternative hypotheses that cannot be ruled 
out by the results of Experiment 1. First, it may be that par- 
ticipants became tired or resource depleted because of the 
screening task (Schmeichel, Vohs, and Baumeister 2003). If 
participants became resource depleted, they would be less 
vigilant at choice. As a consequence, resource-depleted par- 
ticipants should be more likely to choose randomly from 
among the brands in the consideration set. Second, it may 
be that participants engaged in a two-stage choice process 
but that the second stage was also a noncompensatory 
choice process. For example, participants could have used 
an elimination-by-aspects rule to screen and then used an 
elimination-by-aspects or a lexicographic rule to choose. 

2We thank the guest editor and a reviewer for this suggestion. 

Table 1 
CHOICE SHARES IN EXPERIMENT 1 

Choice Condition N Brand A Brand C Brand E Brand B Brand D Brand F 

Partitioned choice 41 .610 .268 .049 .073 .000 .000 
Free choice 39 .590 .231 .103 .077 .000 .000 
Screening 40 .350 .275 .375 .000 .000 .000 
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Either of these processes would be inconsistent with our 
claims that the screening effect occurs because screening 
participants are deemphasizing prescreening information 
when they use a compensatory process at choice. 

EXPERIMENT 2 
The goal of Experiment 2 was to demonstrate that the 

shift in emphasis from prescreening to postscreening attrib- 
ute information occurs as a consequence of screening. We 
used two stimulus sets to support this claim. The first stim- 
ulus set had the same structure as the stimulus set we used 
in Experiment 1. Recall that the postscreening attributes 
were assigned so that a participant's third and fourth most 
desired attributes were paired with Brand E, fifth and sixth 
most desired attributes were paired with Brand C, and sev- 
enth and eighth most desired attributes were paired with 
Brand A. The second stimulus set assigned a more hedo- 
nically dispersed set of postscreening attributes to Brands 
E, C, and A. Postscreening attributes were assigned so that a 
participant's third and fourth most desired attributes were 
paired with Brand E, seventh and eighth most desired attrib- 
utes were paired with Brand C, and eleventh and twelfth 
most desired attributes were paired with Brand A. 

If the screening effect is a consequence of an increased 
(reduced) emphasis on the postscreening (prescreening) 
information, increasing the dispersion of brand performance 
on the postscreening information should increase the share 
of Brand E. This is a standard prediction of a weighted 
averaging model. If the screening effect is a consequence of 
resource depletion, the screening effect should be equiva- 
lent across hedonic dispersion conditions because choice 
should be random in each condition. If the screening effect 
is a consequence of a noncompensatory process at choice, 
the screening effect should be equivalent across hedonic 
dispersion conditions. We assigned the participants' most 
valued postscreening attributes to Brand E in both hedonic 
dispersion conditions, so preference for Brand E should not 
be sensitive to its performance relative to Brands A and C. 

Method 

Experiment 2 was a 3 (task format: partitioned choice, 
free choice, screening group) x 2 (hedonic dispersion of 
postscreening attributes: low, high) between-subjects 
design. Except for the changes we noted previously, the 
stimuli were the same as in Experiment 1. In addition, the 
procedure was identical to the procedure we used in 
Experiment 1. 

Results 
Two hundred thirty-nine undergraduate students partici- 

pated in Experiment 2. When we collapse the results across 
the preference dispersion factor, they replicate those of 
Experiment 1 (see Table 2). Participants in the partitioned- 
choice condition ('1rA = .530, it = .217, tirE = .181) and the 
free-choice condition (frA = .577, 'irc = .211, 'irc = .141) 
were more likely to prefer Brand A to Brand C to Brand E. 
Participants in the screening condition exhibited a shift in 
preference from Brand A to Brand E (FrA = .294, ifc = .224, 
.447). = .447). The choice share of Brand A was lower in the 
screening group ('rA = .294) than in the partitioned-choice 
group ('irA = .530; z = 3.20, p < .05) and the free-choice 
group (FrA = .577; z = 3.69, p < .05). The choice share of 
Brand E was higher in the screening group ('IrE = .447) than 
in the partitioned-choice group (frE = .181; z = 3.88, p < 
.05) and the free-choice group (frE = .141; z = 4.50, p < 
.05). Choice shares among the partitioned-choice and free- 
choice conditions did not differ for Brand A (z = .59, p > 
.05) or Brand E (z = .68, p > .05). 

Because of the lack of difference between the 
partitioned-choice and the free-choice conditions, we col- 
lapsed the groups for the hedonic dispersion analysis. The 
first analysis assessed whether participants were sensitive to 
the change in the hedonic dispersion of the postscreening 
attributes. This analysis involved three calculations using 
the market shares for Brands A and E. First, we tested for a 
significant shift in the choice shares of the low-hedonic- 
dispersion conditions. In the choice groups, the share for 
Brand A was 58.3%, and the share for Brand E was 13.1%. 
In the screening group, the share for Brand A was 36.7%, 
and the share for Brand E was 34.7%. Thus, the shift in 
market share was 43.2% ([58.3 - 13.1] - [36.7 - 34.7] = 
43.2) for the low-hedonic-dispersion condition (x2(2) = 
13.03, p < .05). Second, we tested for a significant shift in 
the choice shares of the high-hedonic-dispersion conditions. 
In the choice groups, the share for Brand A was 51.4%, and 
the share for Brand E was 20.0%. In the screening condi- 
tion, the share for Brand A was 19.4%, and the share for 
Brand E was 58.3%. Thus, the shift in market share was 
70.2% ([51.4 - 20.0] - [19.4 - 58.3] = 70.2) for the high- 
hedonic-dispersion condition (x2(2) = 15.78, p < .05). 
Finally, we tested whether the shifts in choice share in the 
low- and high-hedonic-dispersion conditions differed. A 
log-linear test for the three-way interaction was significant 
(G2(7) = 34.96, p < .01). This means that the shift in choice 
shares in the high-hedonic-dispersion condition (70.2%) 

Table 2 
CHOICE SHARES IN EXPERIMENT 2 

Choice Condition N Brand A Brand C Brand E Brand B Brand D Brand F 

All Data 
Partitioned choice 83 .530 .217 .181 .060 .012 .000 
Free choice 71 .577 .211 .141 .056 .014 .000 
Screening 85 .294 .224 .447 .024 .012 .000 

Low Hedonic Dispersion 
Partitioned and free choice 84 .583 .190 .131 .071 .024 .000 
Screening 49 .367 .245 .347 .041 .000 .000 

High Hedonic Dispersion 
Partitioned and free choice 70 .514 .243 .200 .043 .000 .000 
Screening 36 .194 .194 .583 .000 .028 .000 
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was greater than the shift in choice shares in the low- 
hedonic-dispersion condition (43.2%). 

A second analysis tested whether hedonic dispersion 
exerted a greater influence in the screening or choice condi- 
tions. For screening-condition participants, Brand A was 
less preferred in the high-hedonic-dispersion condition 
('frA = .194) than in the low-hedonic-dispersion condition 
('lrA = .367; z = 1.82, p < .05). For the choice participants, 
Brand A was equally preferred in the high-hedonic- 
dispersion condition (ITA = .514) and the low-hedonic- 
dispersion condition (ifrA = .583; z = .86, p > .05). For 
screening-condition participants, Brand E was more pre- 
ferred in the high-hedonic-dispersion condition (frA = .583) 
than in the low-hedonic-dispersion condition (frA = .347; 
z = 2.21, p < .05). For the choice participants, Brand E was 
equally preferred in the high-hedonic-dispersion condition 
('frA = .200) and the low-hedonic-dispersion condition 
(FrA = .131; z = 1.14, p > .05). Thus, the hedonic-dispersion 
manipulation exerted its influence primarily in the screen- 
ing conditions. 

Discussion 
We argue that screening before choice encourages deci- 

sion makers to put less emphasis on prescreening attributes 
and more emphasis on postscreening attributes at choice. 
Experiment 2 provides more direct evidence for the shift in 
the relative importance of prescreening and postscreening 
attributes during the choice task by showing that decision 
makers are sensitive to the hedonic dispersion of the post- 
screening attribute information. The findings also suggest 
that the act of screening cannot be attributed to the use of a 
noncompensatory choice rule or resource depletion. Con- 
trary to the predictions of a noncompensatory choice rule 
and resource depletion, the choice shares in the high- 
hedonic-dispersion screening group differed from the 
choice shares in the low-hedonic-dispersion screening 
group. Contrary to the predictions of resource depletion, the 
choice share of Brand E (60%) in the high-hedonic- 
dispersion screening group was significantly greater than 
chance (z = 3.25). 

EXPERIMENT 3 
The results of the first two studies suggest that screening 

alternatives encourages people to deemphasize (emphasize) 
prescreening (postscreening) information in the subsequent 
choice. Previously, we proposed two processes to account 
for this effect. First, the process of screening may encour- 
age the use of a noncompensatory process in the first stage, 
which subsequently discourages the consideration of the 
prescreening information when engaged in a compensatory 
choice process in the second stage. In effect, using the 
information in the first stage reduces its importance in the 
second stage. Second, the process of screening may encour- 
age people to create a category of retained alternatives (i.e., 
the consideration set). Categorization encourages people to 
perceive within-group alternatives as more similar and thus 
put less emphasis on this information when they encounter 
postscreening information. In Experiment 3, we tried to dif- 
ferentiate between these two potential sources of the screen- 
ing effect. 

The challenge of Experiment 3 was to develop a manipu- 
lation that allowed participants to screen the alternatives 

using a noncompensatory process but not to think of the 
retained alternatives as a group. To this end, we developed a 
screen-by-rejection condition, in which participants were 
asked to remove the alternatives that they did not want in 
the consideration set. Thus, similar to the screening condi- 
tion, the screen-by-rejection condition encouraged the use 
of a noncompensatory screening process but was exclusion- 
ary instead of inclusionary. We expected that a considera- 
tion set created by rejecting undesirable alternatives would 
discourage participants from perceiving the remaining alter- 
natives as a group, and thus any screening effect attributable 
to perceiving retained alternatives as member of a consider- 
ation set should be mitigated. This is consistent with find- 
ings from prior research that show that choice sets formed 
under exclusionary instructions tend to (1) be larger, (2) 
contain more ambiguous items, (3) require less effort, and 
(4) create more loosely held group perceptions (see, e.g., 
Levin, Prosansky, and Brunick 2001). In contrast, if the 
screening effect observed in Experiments 1 and 2 is a con- 
sequence of using the prescreening information to engage in 
a noncompensatory screening process, we should observe a 
screening effect in both the screen-by-inclusion (i.e., 
screening) and the screen-by-rejection groups. 

Method 

Experiment 3 was a four-cell (partitioned choice, free 
choice, screen by inclusion, and screen by rejection) 
between-subjects design. The stimuli were the same as 
those in Experiment 1. The procedure for the partitioned- 
choice, free-choice, and screen-by-inclusion groups was 
identical to the procedure we used in Experiment 1. The 
procedure for the screen-by-rejection group mimicked the 
procedure of the other groups for the attribute-ranking task 
performed at Time 1, and we modified the instructions as 
follows at Time 2: 

After you have gone through these descriptions to your 
satisfaction, as a first step towards picking a brand of 
your choice, please reject three brands that you would 
not consider more seriously for purchase. We will pro- 
vide you with more information on the three surviving 
brands on the next screen. Please do not make up your 
mind about your final choice yet; simply reject (i.e., 
throw away) three brands that you think do not warrant 
further attention by clicking on the appropriate buttons 
below. 

The screen-by-rejection group then followed a procedure 
identical to that of the screen-by-inclusion group. 

Results 
Two hundred fifty undergraduate students participated in 

Experiment 3. Choice shares for the four experimental 
groups appear in Table 3. The results for the partitioned- 
choice, free-choice, and screen-by-inclusion groups repli- 
cated the results of Experiment 1. Participants in the 
partitioned-choice condition (frA = .594, (frA = .219, #frE = 
.125) and the free-choice condition (frA = .644, arc = .237, 
'E = .102) were more likely to prefer Brand A to Brand C 
or E. Participants in the screen-by-inclusion condition 
exhibited a shift in preference from Brand A to Brand E 
(FrA = .385, arc = .215, it E = .338). The choice share of 
Brand A was lower in the screen-by-inclusion group ('frA = 
.385) than in the partitioned-choice group (frA = .594; z = 
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Table 3 
CHOICE SHARES IN EXPERIMENT 3 

Choice Condition N Brand A Brand C Brand E Brand B Brand D Brand F 

Partitioned choice 64 .594 .219 .125 .016 .047 .000 
Free choice 59 .644 .237 .102 .017 .000 .000 
Screening 65 .385 .215 .338 .000 .046 .015 
Screen by rejection 62 .581 .194 .194 .032 .000 .000 

2.43, p < .05) and the free-choice group ('frA = .644; z = 
2.99, p < .05). The choice share of Brand E was higher in 
the screen-by-inclusion group (irE = .338) than in the 
partitioned-choice group (frE = .125; z = 2.97, p < .05) and 
the free-choice group (frE = .102; z = 3.34, p < .05). Choice 
shares among the partitioned-choice and free-choice condi- 
tions did not differ for Brand A (z = .57, p > .05) or Brand 
E (z = .40, p > .05). 

The critical analysis involved the screen-by-rejection 
group. Participants in the screen-by-rejection group exhib- 
ited choice shares (FrA = .581, 'frc = .194, i'rE = .194) that 
were similar to the partitioned-choice and free-choice 
groups (i.e., showed a lack of a screening effect). The 
choice share of Brand A in the screen-by-rejection group 
(*A = .581) did not differ from the partitioned-choice group 
(*A = .594; z = .15, p > .05) or the free-choice group (IrA = 
.644; z = .71, p > .05). The choice share of Brand E in the 
screen-by-rejection group ('irE = .194) did not differ from 
the partitioned-choice group (ii-E = .125; z = 1.06, p > .05) 
or the free-choice group (frE = .102; z = 1.44, p > .05). The 
choice share of Brand A in the screen-by-rejection group 
('IrA = .581) was higher than the choice share of Brand A in 
the screen-by-inclusion group ('IrA = .385; z = 2.25, p < 
.05). The choice share of Brand E in the screen-by-rejection 
group (frE = .194) was lower than the choice share of Brand 
E in the screen-by-inclusion group (ii-E = .338; z = 1.86, p < 
.05). 

We performed one additional analysis. It was possible 
that the failure to find a screening effect in the screen-by- 
rejection group was a consequence of fewer members of 
this group retaining Brand E in their consideration set than 
members in the screen-by-inclusion group. If this were so, 
the choice share of Brand E would be artificially suppressed 
in the screen-by-rejection group. The percentage of partici- 
pants who included Brand E in their consideration set was 
equivalent in the screen-by-rejection (73%) and the screen- 
by-inclusion (71%) groups (z = .02, p > .05). 

Discussion 
The results of Experiment 3 imply that categorization 

contributes to the screening effect. When people screened 
alternatives by selecting brands to retain in their considera- 
tion set, a screening effect occurred. When people screened 
alternatives by rejecting brands from retention in their con- 
sideration set, a screening effect did not occur. It appears as 
if the active creation of a consideration set, with an empha- 
sis on the retained alternatives, encourages people to view 
the prescreening information as less relevant in a subse- 
quent choice. Forming consideration sets in a less active 
manner, with an emphasis on the rejected alternatives, does 
not lead to a reduced emphasis on the prescreening infor- 

mation. Thus, using information to categorize actively 
reduces its importance when additional postscreening infor- 
mation is encountered before a choice. 

The results of Experiment 3 suggest that actively catego- 
rizing retained alternatives into a group (a consideration set) 
is a necessary precondition for the screening effect. How- 
ever, the results do not provide insight into what aspects of 
this active categorization process are responsible for the 
screening effect. For example, it may be that inclusionary 
screening encourages more intensive consideration of the 
prescreening information that describes the retained alterna- 
tives and that exclusionary screening encourages more 
intensive consideration of the prescreening information that 
describes the rejected alternatives. In other words, reduced 
emphasis on the prescreening information may simply be a 
function of the amount of effort put into its initial consider- 
ation, and the act of forming a category may not be critical 
to obtaining the screening effect. We refer to this as the 
"greater-consideration-of-information" hypothesis. Alterna- 
tively, it may be the case that inclusionary screening leads 
to the screening effect precisely because it encourages 
people to create a category of retained alternatives. We refer 
to this as the "categorization" hypothesis. Experiment 4 
addresses these two explanations. 

EXPERIMENT 4 
The goal of Experiment 4 was to differentiate between 

the categorization and the greater-degree-of-consideration 
accounts of the screening effect. To investigate this issue, 
we used the partitioned-choice, free-choice, and screening 
groups from Experiment 1 and two additional groups-the 
screen-and-rate group and the rate-and-screen group. In the 
screen-and-rate group, participants first went through the 
screening step, and then they rated the brands using the pre- 
screening information; finally, they chose a brand. In the 
rate-and-screen group, participants first rated the brands 
using the prescreening information, and then they went 
through the screening step; finally, they chose a brand. 
These two new groups enabled us to test three predictions 
that could differentiate the categorization account from the 
greater-consideration-of-information account of the screen- 
ing effect. 

The first prediction pertains to the greater-consideration- 
of-information hypothesis and the amount of attention 
devoted to the prescreening information. We expected that 
participants in the screen-and-rate condition would devote 
more time to the prescreening information than participants 
in the rate-and-screen condition.3 Participants in the screen- 

3We thank the guest editor for suggesting this analysis. 
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and-rate condition consider the prescreening information at 
screening and reconsider the information at rating. The rat- 
ing task explicitly asks that the two categories created dur- 
ing screening be further differentiated into six individual 
ratings. Participants in the rate-and-screen condition con- 
sider the prescreening information at rating but may be able 
to neglect the information at screening. Because these par- 
ticipants already ordered their preferences, they could use 
affect referral (Lichtenstein and Srull 1985; Lynch, Mar- 
morstein, and Weigold 1988) or judgment retrieval (Lingle 
and Ostrom 1979) to select the three brands to include in 
the consideration set. Thus, if our expectations about the 
amount of attention devoted to the prescreening information 
are correct, the greater-consideration-of-information 
hypothesis predicts a stronger screening effect in the 
screen-and-rate condition than in the rate-and-screen 
condition. 

The last two predictions pertain to the perceptual catego- 
rization hypothesis. First, recall that the act of categoriza- 
tion tends to increase the perceived similarity of within- 
group members (Goldstone, Lippa, and Shiffrin 2001). If 
screening encourages categorization, the ratings of the 
retained brands should be less dispersed after screening (as 
in the screen-and-rate group) than before screening (as in 
the rate-and-screen group). Second, if screening encourages 
the perception of retained alternatives as a group and if this 
grouping is responsible for the screening effect, anything 
that negates the perception of this grouping should remove 
the screening effect. For example, if screening encourages a 
person to view retained alternatives as a group and if rating 
encourages a person to perceive alternatives individually, 
the rate-and-screen approach should create a screening 
effect, whereas the screen-and-rate approach should not. 
Note that the categorization hypothesis predicts the oppo- 
site results from the greater-consideration-of-information 
hypothesis. 
Method 

Experiment 4 was a five-cell (partitioned-choice, free- 
choice, screening, screen-and-rate, and rate-and-screen 
groups) between-subjects design.4 The stimuli were the 
same as in Experiment 1. The procedure for the partitioned- 
choice, free-choice, and screening-groups was identical to 
the procedure we used in Experiment 1. The procedure for 
the screen-and-rate and rate-and-screen groups mimicked 
the procedure of the other groups with respect to the attrib- 
ute ranking task performed at Time 1; we then modified it 
as follows: In the screen-and-rate group, respondents were 
asked to screen using a procedure identical to the screening 
group and then were told the following: 

You just short-listed three brands (i.e., [list of brands]). 
However, before you make your final choice, we want 
to understand your evaluation of these three brands 

4We also ran a rating group to confirm our assumption that rating 
encourages people to view alternatives individually and thus negates the 
screening effect. Participants first rated the brands on the prescreening 
information and then chose a brand from among their top three rated 
brands. Rating brand shares (fr A= .673, i'rc = .231, i'rc = .096) did not dif- 
fer from either choice group (all ps > .25), suggesting that there was no 
screening effect. 

relative to the three brands that you did not short-list. 
Please rate each of the six brands using the following 
scales. We will provide you with more information on 
these brands on the next screen. Please do not make up 
your mind about your final choice yet; simply rate the 
brands by clicking on the appropriate buttons below. 

After rating the six brands on a nine-point scale, the screen- 
and-rate group moved to the choice step and was told, 
"Now, from the three brands that you had short-listed ear- 
lier, please choose one brand as your final choice by click- 
ing the appropriate button below." This instruction was 
identical to the instruction in the screening group. 

The rate-and-screen group followed a similar procedure. 
The rating task instructions were as follows: 

Before you begin choosing a microwave popcorn, first 
we want to understand your evaluation of these six 
brands. Please rate each of the six brands using the fol- 
lowing scales. Please do not make up your mind about 
your final choice yet; simply rate the brands by click- 
ing on the appropriate buttons below. 

After rating the brands on a nine-point scale with endpoints 
"extremely unattractive" and "extremely attractive," the 
rate-and-screen group was asked to screen the alternatives 
using a procedure similar to that of the screening group. 
Respondents then received the same choice screen as in the 
screening and screen-and-rate groups. 

Results 
Two hundred seventy-two undergraduate students partici- 

pated in Experiment 4. We used the first analysis to confirm 
our expectations about the amount of time participants 
devoted to the screening task and the rating task in the 
screen-and-rate and the rate-and-screen conditions. As we 
expected, participants in the screen-and-rate condition 
(Ms&R = 110 seconds) devoted more time to the tasks than 
participants in the rate-and-screen condition (M -R&S = 86 
seconds; F(1, 106) = 11.82, p < .01). Follow-up analyses 
showed that participants in the screen-and-rate condition 
(Ms&R = 53 seconds) devoted more time to the screening 
task than participants in the rate-and-screen condition 
(MR&s = 35 seconds; F(1, 106) = 15.60, p < .01). Partici- 
pants in the screen-and-rate condition (Ms&R = 58 seconds) 
devoted the same time to the rating task as participants in 
the rate-and-screen condition (M = 51 seconds; 
F(1, 106) = 1.34, p < .01). Finally, participants in the 
screening condition (Ms = 49 seconds) and in the screen- 
and-rate condition (Ms&R = 53 seconds) spent similar 
amounts of time screening (F(1, 104) = .32, p > .05). 

Choice shares for the five experimental groups appear in 
Table 4. An analysis of the choice shares in the choice 
group and screening group replicated the results of Experi- 
ments 1-3.5 The rate-and-screen group (frA = .455, Ire = 
.200, .E = .309) exhibited a screening effect. The choice 
share of Brand A was lower in the rate-and-screen group 
(FrA = .455) than in the partitioned-choice group (frA = 
.585; z = 1.36, p < .10) and free-choice group (FrA = .621; 
z = 1.79, p < .05). The choice share of Brand E was higher 

5This analysis is available from the first author. 
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Table 4 
CHOICE SHARES IN EXPERIMENT 4 

Choice Condition N Brand A Brand C Brand E Brand B Brand D Brand F 

Partitioned choice 53 .585 .208 .132 .057 .000 .019 
Free choice 58 .621 .207 .121 .017 .017 .017 
Screening 53 .415 .170 .340 .038 .019 .019 
Screen and rate 53 .566 .208 .170 .057 .000 .000 
Rate and screen 55 .455 .200 .309 .018 .000 .018 

in the rate-and-screen group ('irE = .309) than in the 
partitioned-choice group ('irE = .132; z = 2.28, p < .05) and 
the free-choice group (frE = .121; z = 2.49, p < .05). The 
screen-and-rate group (frA = .566, arc = .208, arc = .170) did 
not exhibit a screening effect. The choice share of Brand A 
was equivalent in the screen-and-rate group (frA = .566), the 
partitioned-choice group ('frA = .585; z = .20, p > .05), and 
the free-choice group (frA = .621; z = .49, p > .05). The 
choice share of Brand E was equivalent in the screen-and- 
rate group (frE = .170), the partitioned-choice group (ii-E = 
.132; z = .55, p > .05), and the free-choice group (frE = 
.121; z = .73, p > .05). These results are consistent with the 
categorization hypothesis. 

To assess whether screening altered perceptions of brand 
differentiation, we compared the dispersion of the ratings 
for brands in the consideration set in the screen-and-rate 
group with the dispersion of the ratings for brands in the 
consideration set in the rate-and-screen group. We com- 
puted the variance in ratings for each participant. The mean 
variance was lower for the screen-and-rate group (M = 
1.69) than for the rate-and-screen group (M = 2.85; 
F(1, 106) = 6.23, p < .05). The mean ratings of the screen- 
and-rate group (M = 7.27) and the rate-and-screen group 
(M = 6.96) were equivalent (F(1, 106) = 1.14, p > .05), sug- 
gesting that the reduction in variance in the screen-and-rate 
group was not a function of participants assigning all 
retained brands the highest scale value (i.e., 9 on the nine- 
point scale). These results are consistent with the catego- 
rization hypothesis. 
Discussion 

There are two critical findings in Experiment 4. First, 
there was a screening effect in the rate-and-screen condition 
but not in the screen-and-rate condition. This screening 
effect occurred even though participants devoted less time 
to examining the prescreening information in the rate-and- 
screen condition than in the screen-and-rate condition. Sec- 
ond, participants perceived the retained alternatives as more 
similar after screening. The data are consistent with the cat- 
egorization hypothesis but are inconsistent with the greater- 
consideration-of-information hypothesis. 

GENERAL DISCUSSION 

Screening options before a choice reduces the importance 
of prescreening information and increases the importance of 
postscreening information in a subsequent choice. To the 
extent that prescreening and postscreening information are 
negatively correlated, people who screen will make differ- 
ent choices than people who do not screen (Experiment 1). 
Experiment 2 confirms that screening encourages people to 

put more emphasis on postscreening information. Experi- 
ment 3 shows that people must actively retain alternatives 
for a screening effect to occur. When people are asked to 
reject alternatives as unworthy of further consideration, the 
screening effect is mitigated. The implication is that the 
screening effect depends on the active categorization of 
retained alternatives into a consideration set. Experiment 4 
provides further evidence that active categorization is nec- 
essary for the screening effect to manifest. We observed the 
screening effect when a rating task preceded the screening 
task and the choice task but not when we inserted a rating 
task between the screening task and the choice task. 

Managerial Implications 
The results have several managerial implications. First, 

screening alternatives on price can lead to less price 
sensitivity in the final choice. The reduction in price 
sensitivity is a consequence of a reduced emphasis on price, 
as opposed to an increase in the homogeneity of the prices 
of the retained alternatives (e.g., Diehl, Kornish, and Lynch 
2003). There is some support for this prediction. Gilbride 
and Allenby (2004) use camera stimuli to show that 
attributes used to form choice sets (e.g., price) had 
substantially lower partworths in the final choice stage. 
Second, it may be possible to encourage screening on less 
valued attribute trade-offs so that more valued attribute 
trade-offs are emphasized at choice. For example, a retailer 
could organize merchandise to encourage screening on low- 
margin attributes, thus encouraging a greater consideration 
and appreciation of high-margin attributes at choice. In 
effect, if consideration of mundane attributes can be 
relegated to the screening stage, value-added attributes will 
receive a greater emphasis at choice. Similarly, a marketer 
can encourage screening on attributes for which the brand is 
considered at par in relation to the competition. A natural 
consequence is that differentiating features will become 
more important postscreening. 

We also demonstrated that the inclusionary process of 
categorization (i.e., selecting alternatives to include in the 
consideration set) leads to a greater degree of perceived 
similarity among retained alternatives. Increases in the per- 
ceived similarity of retained alternatives can lead to several 
outcomes, especially if no postscreening information is 
gathered. First, people become more price sensitive when 
brands become less differentiated (Boulding, Lee, and 
Staelin 1995; Diehl, Kornish, and Lynch 2003). If screening 
leads to less perceived differentiation among retained alter- 
natives, people may be less willing to pay a premium price 
for their preferred brand relative to their second most pre- 
ferred brand. Second, people become more reluctant to pur- 
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chase as the perceived difference in the attractiveness of 
alternatives becomes smaller (Dhar 1997). If screening 
leads to less perceived differentiation among retained alter- 
natives, people may delay making a purchase decision. 
Third, people are more likely to search for additional infor- 
mation when current information does not allow for differ- 
entiation (Moorthy, Ratchford, and Talukdar 1997). This 
implies that the act of forming a consideration set may 
encourage perceptions of brand homogeneity and motivate 
people to acquire additional information, even though this 
information is less relevant than the initial prescreening 
information. Thus, from a managerial perspective, inclu- 
sionary screening may encourage several consumer behav- 
iors that discourage sales and limit the extraction of profits 
by top-performing brands. 

Limitations and Further Research 
Two limitations of the research are related to issues of 

robustness and process. With respect to robustness, it is dif- 
ficult to estimate the percentage of choices that involve a 
screening stage, the percentage of choice processes that 
involve postscreening information gathering, and the per- 
centage of multistage choice processes that use a compensa- 
tory process in the final stage. Yet we know that there are 
examples of consumer (e.g., buying a home), managerial 
(e.g., hiring an assistant professor), and civic (e.g., selecting 
an Olympic host city) choices that appear to follow a 
process that is consistent with the procedure used in our 
studies. We also know that there are effects that appear 
similar to the screening effect. For example, Monin and 
Miller (2001) show that the expression of antisexist atti- 
tudes in an initial set of judgments encourages men to be 
more sexist in a subsequent hiring decision. Similarly, Fish- 
bach and Dhar (2005) find that when people believe that 
they are progressing toward a goal (e.g., weight loss, good 
health), they are more likely to consume unhealthful food. 
In each case, the consideration of information at Time 1 
reduces the importance of this information in a subsequent 
decision. 

The conceptual challenge is to assess whether the screen- 
ing effect is part of a broad phenomenon of information 
neglect in sequential decision making or a limited phenom- 
enon related to consideration set formation. For example, 
Monin and Miller's (2001), Fishbach and Dhar's (2005), 
and our results have a common thread in that Time 1 infor- 
mation is used to complete a task (e.g., express a judgment, 
indicate progress, form a consideration set). To the extent 
that these Time 1 tasks are completed successfully, the Time 
1 information is neglected in subsequent judgments. This 
neglect of Time 1 information is consistent with the finding 
that people have less accessibility to goal-relevant informa- 

tion after the goal is completed (Forster, Liberman, and 
Higgins 2004; Marsh, Hicks, and Bink 1998). Yet it could 
also be the case that the neglect of prescreening information 
is a consequence of priming a process goal that emphasizes 
effortless decision making (Payne, Bettman, and Johnson 
1988). The successful creation of a consideration set makes 
a decision easier, as does the neglect of this prescreening 
information when postscreening information is subse- 
quently encountered. Because our data and the categoriza- 
tion account are consistent with either one of these pro- 
cesses, further research is needed to offer insight into the 
specific processes supporting the screening effect. 

Policy Issues 

Our results should encourage further research into the 
influence of sequential information consideration and its 
impact on consumption. For example, consider the case of 
food consumption. Health professionals encourage con- 
sumers to have healthful snacks available in their homes as 
a means to discourage the consumption of high-calorie, 
unhealthful snacks. Yet the act of purchasing, stocking, and 
considering a healthful snack may give consumers the 
license to eat unhealthful snacks, as Monin and Miller's 
(2001) results suggest. Because the health dimension is 
explicitly considered during the purchase of the healthful 
snacks, it becomes less important in subsequent choices, 
and therefore people become less likely to say no to an 
unhealthful snack. The interaction of consumption choices, 
as evidenced by the change in emphasis placed on certain 
classes of information (e.g., health, safety, educational 
value, environmental friendliness), is a relevant policy 
concern. 

Consider also the case of selling products that are com- 
plements of a primary purchase. Consumers often spend a 
considerable amount of time and effort finding the lowest 
price for a big-ticket item. Yet this price consciousness 
often does not carry over to the purchase of complementary 
products. Whether it is peripherals for a digital camera or 
upgrades on a new home purchase, consumers are often less 
price sensitive for purchases that are ancillary to the big- 
ticket item. Such consumer behavior has been known to 
retailers and policy makers for some time. Retailers strate- 
gically price complementary items to compensate for the 
reduced margins on loss leaders. Policy makers often 
require disclosures when add-on purchases (e.g., financing) 
can substantially alter the cost of a product. The challenge 
is to identify factors that encourage consumers to ignore 
initial screening information, such as price, in subsequent 
decisions so that consumers can be advised of their suscep- 
tibility to this processing bias. 
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Appendix A 
STIMULUS SET USED IN EXPERIMENTS 1, 3, AND 4 

Attribute Brand A Brand C Brand E Brand B Brand D Brand F 

Number 1 Common Low cost per Low cost per Low cost per Low cost per Low cost per Low cost per 
serving serving serving serving serving serving 

Number 2 Common Low level of Low level of Low level of Low level of Low level of Low level of 
sodium sodium sodium sodium sodium sodium 

Number 3 Alignable 
Rank 1 

Sample Crunchiness lasts Crunchiness lasts Crunchiness lasts Crunchiness lasts Crunchiness lasts Crunchiness lasts 
3.5 hours 3 hours 2.5 hours 2 hours 1.5 hours 1 hour 

Number 4 Alignable 
Rank 2 

Sample Calories equal to Calories equal to a Calories equal to Calories equal to a Calories equal to a Calories equal to 
less than a slice of slice of bread two slices of bread pinch of sugar spoon of sugar two spoons of 

bread sugar 

Number 5 Nonalignable 
Rank 7 5 3 9 11 13 

Sample Not tough Very crispy and Few kernels left Tastes a bit sweet Slightly low in Has some citric 
easy to swallow unpopped corn and grain acid 

flavor 
Number 6 Nonalignable 

Rank 8 6 4 10 12 14 

Sample With waterproof Not likely to burn Does not stick in Comes in a Requires a Medium-size 
wrapping teeth colorful wrapping microwave bowl kernels 

Notes: There are 12 nonalignable attributes in the stimulus set. The nonalignable attributes were assigned to brands on the basis of a person's ranking of 
attribute desirability. The columns in the experimental stimulus matrix were arranged as A, B, C, D, E, F. 

Appendix B 
EXPERIMENTAL CONDITIONS AND PROCEDURES 

Condition Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 

Partitioned choice Rank desirability of attribute levels Review six brands, four attributes/brand See six brands, six attributes/brand 
Choose 1 

Free choice Rank desirability of attribute levels See six brands, six attributes/brand 
Choose 1 

Screening Rank desirability of attribute levels Review six brands, four attributes/brand See six brands, six attributes/brand 
Select three for further consideration Choose one of three selected 

Screen and rate Rank desirability of attribute levels Review six brands, four attributes/brand See six brands, six attributes/brand 
Select three for further consideration Choose one of three selected 

Rate all six brands 

Rate and screen Rank desirability of attribute levels Review six brands, four attributes/brand See six brands, six attributes/brand 
Rate all six brands Choose one of three selected 

Select three for further consideration 

REFERENCES 
Alba, Joseph, John G. Lynch Jr., Barton Weitz, Chris Janiszewski, 

Richard Lutz, Alan G. Sawyer, and Stacy Wood (1997), "Inter- 
active Home Shopping: Consumer, Retailer, and Manufacturer 
Incentives to Participate in Electronic Marketplaces," Journal of 
Marketing, 61 (July), 38-53. 

Beach, Lee Roy (1993), "Broadening the Definition of Decision 
Making: The Role of Preconscious Screening," Psychological 
Science, 4 (July), 215-20. 

Bettman, James R. (1979), An Information Processing Theory of 
Consumer Choice. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 

 and C. Whan Park (1980), "Effects of Prior Knowledge 
and Experience and Phase of the Choice Process on Consumer 
Decision Processes: A Protocol Analysis," Journal of Consumer 
Research, 7 (December), 234-48. 

Billings, Robert S. and Stephen A. Marcus (1983), "Measures of 
Compensatory and Noncompensatory Models of Decision 
Behavior: Process Tracing Versus Policy Capturing," Organiza- 
tion Behavior and Human Performance, 31 (June), 331-52. 



The Neglect of Prescreening Information 653 

Boulding, William, Eunkyu Lee, and Richard Staelin (1994), 
"Mastering the Mix: Do Advertising, Promotion, and Sales 
Force Activities Lead to Differentiation?" Journal of Marketing 
Research, 31 (May), 159-72. 

Crow, Lowell E., Richard W. Olshaysky, and John 0. Summers 
(1980), "Industrial Buyers' Choice Strategies: A Protocol 
Analysis," Journal of Marketing Research, 17 (February), 
34-44. 

Dhar, Ravi (1997), "Consumer Preference for a No-Choice 
Option," Journal of Consumer Research, 24 (September), 
215-31. 

Diehl, Kristen, Laura J. Kornish, and John G. Lynch Jr. (2003), 
"Smart Agents: When Lower Search Cost for Quality Informa- 
tion Increases Price Sensitivity," Journal of Consumer 
Research, 30 (June), 56-71. 

Fishbach, Ayelet and Ravi Dhar (2005), "Goals as Excuses or 
Guides: The Liberating Effect of Perceived Goal Progress on 
Choice," Journal of Consumer Research, 32 (December), 
370-77. 

FOrster, Jens, Nira Liberman, and E. Tory Higgins (2005), "Acces- 
sibility from Active and Fulfilled Goals," Journal of Experimen- 
tal and Social Psychology, 41 (May), 220-39. 

Gilbride, Timothy J. and Greg M. Allenby (2004), "A Choice 
Model with Conjunctive, Disjunctive, and Compensatory 
Screening Rules," Marketing Science, 23 (Summer), 391-406. 

Goldstone, Robert L. (1994), "Influences of Categorization on 
Perceptual Discrimination," Journal of Experimental Psychol- 
ogy: General, 123 (June), 178-200. 

, Yvonne Lippa, and Richard M. Shiffrin (2001), "Altering 
Object Representations Through Category Learning," Cogni- 
tion, 78 (January), 27-43. 

Haubl, Gerald and Valerie Trifts (2000), "Consumer Decision 
Making in Online Shopping Environments: The Effects of Inter- 
active Decision Aids," Marketing Science, 19 (Winter), 4-21. 

Hauser, John R. (1986), "Agendas and Consumer Choice," Journal 
of Marketing Research, 23 (August), 199-212. 

and Birger Wernerfelt (1989), "The Competitive Implica- 
tions of Relevant-Set/Response Analysis," Journal of Marketing 
Research, 26 (November), 391-405. 

Huber, Joel and Noreen M. Kline (1991), "Adapting Cutoffs to the 
Choice Environment: The Effects of Attribute Correlation and 
Reliability," Journal of Consumer Research, 18 (December), 
346-57. 

Johnson, Eric J. and Robert J. Meyer (1984), "Compensatory 
Choice Models of Noncompensatory Processes: The Effect of 
Varying Context," Journal of Consumer Research, 11 (June), 
528-41. 

 and John W. Payne (1985), "Effort and Accuracy in 
Choice," Management Science, 31 (April), 395-414. 

Kahn, Barbara, William L. Moore, and Rashi Glazer (1987), 
"Experiments in Constrained Choice," Journal of Consumer 
Research, 14 (June), 96-113. 

Levin, Irwin P., Caryn M. Prosansky, and Daniel M. Brunick 
(2001), "Prescreening of Choice Options in 'Positive' and 
`Negative' Decision-Making Tasks," Journal of Behavioral 
Decision Making, 14 (October), 279-93. 

Lichtenstein, Meryl and Thomas K. Srull (1985), "Conceptual and 
Methodological Issues in Examining the Relationship Between 
Consumer Memory and Judgment," in Psychological Processes 
and Advertising Effects, Linda F. Alwitt and Andrew A. 
Mitchell, eds. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 
113-28. 

Lingle, John H. and Thomas M. Ostrom (1979), "Retrieval Selec- 
tivity in Memory-Based Impression Judgments," Journal of Per- 
sonality and Social Psychology, 37 (February), 180-94. 

Livingston, Kenneth R., Janet K. Andrews, and Steven Hamad 
(1998), "Categorical Perception Effects Induced by Category 
Learning," Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, 
Memory, and Cognition, 24 (May), 732-53. 

Lynch, John G., Jr., and Dan Ariely (2000), "Wine Online: Search 
Cost and Competition on Price, Quality, and Distribution," Mar- 
keting Science, 19 (Winter), 83-103. 

, Howard Marmorstein, and Michael F. Weigold (1988), 
"Choices from Sets Including Remembered Brands: Use of 
Recalled Attributes and Prior Overall Evaluations," Journal of 
Consumer Research, 15 (September), 169-84. 

Marsh, Richard L., Jason L. Hicks, and Martin L. Bink (1998), 
"Activation of Completed, Uncompleted, and Partially Com- 
pleted Intentions," Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learn- 
ing, Memory, and Cognition, 24 (March), 350-61. 

Monin, Benoit and Dale T. Miller (2001), "Moral Credentials and 
the Expression of Prejudice," Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 81 (July), 33-43. 

Moorthy, Sridhar, Brian Ratchford, and Debabrata Talukdar 
(1997), "Consumer Information Search Revisited: Theory and 
Empirical Analysis," Journal of Consumer Research, 23 
(March), 263-77. 

Nedungadi, Prakash (1987), Formation and Use of a Considera- 
tion Set: Implications for Marketing and Research on Consumer 
Choice. Gainesville: University of Florida. 

Payne, John W. (1976), "Task Complexity and Contingent Pro- 
cessing in Decision Making: An Information Search and Proto- 
col Analysis," Organization Behavior & Human Performance, 
16 (August), 366-87. 

, James R. Bettman, and Eric J. Johnson (1988), "Adaptive 
Strategy Selection in Decision Making," Journal of Experimen- 
tal Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 14 (July) 
534-52. 

Roberts, John and James M. Lattin (1991), "Development and 
Testing of a Model of Consideration Set Composition," Journal 
of Marketing Research, 28 (November), 429-40. 

and Prakash Nedungadi (1995), "Studying Consideration 
in the Consumer Decision Process: Progress and Challenges," 
International Journal of Research in Marketing, 12 (May), 3-7. 

Schmeichel, Brandon J., Kathleen D. Vohs, and Roy F. Baumeister 
(2003), "Intellectual Performance and Ego Depletion: Role of 
the Self in Logical Reasoning and Other Information Process- 
ing," Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 85 (July), 
33-46. 

Van Zee, Emily H., Thaddeus F. Paluchowski, and Lee Roy Beach 
(1992), "The Effects of Screening and Task Partitioning upon 
Evaluations of Decision Options," Journal of Behavioral Deci- 
sion Making, 5 (January-March), 1-19. 

Widing, Robert E. and W. Wayne Talarzyk (1993), "Electronic 
Information Systems for Consumers: An Evaluation of 
Computer-Assisted Formats in Multiple Decision Environ- 
ments," Journal of Marketing Research, 30 (May), 125-41. 

Wright, Peter and Fredrick Barbour (1977), "Phased Decision 
Strategies: Sequels to an Initial Screening," in Multiple Criteria 
Decision Making: North Holland TIMS Studies in Management 
Science, Martin K. Starr and Milan Zeleny, eds. Amsterdam: 
North Holland, 91-109. 

Zhang, Shi and Arthur B. Markman (2001), "Processing Product 
Unique Features: Alignability and Involvement in Preference 
Construction," Journal of Consumer Psychology, 11 (1), 13-27. 


	Article Contents
	p. 642
	p. 643
	p. 644
	p. 645
	p. 646
	p. 647
	p. 648
	p. 649
	p. 650
	p. 651
	p. 652
	p. 653

	Issue Table of Contents
	Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 43, No. 4 (Nov., 2006), pp. 515-718
	Volume Information
	Front Matter
	Marketing Science Institute Special Section on Academic and Practitioner Collaborative Research
	Introduction to the Marketing Science Institute Special Section on Academic and Practitioner Collaborative Research [pp. 515-517]
	Promotion Profitability for a Retailer: The Role of Promotion, Brand, Category, and Store Characteristics [pp. 518-535]
	The Short- and Long-Term Impact of an Assortment Reduction on Category Sales [pp. 536-548]
	Brand Concept Maps: A Methodology for Identifying Brand Association Networks [pp. 549-563]
	A Three-Stage Model of Integrated Marketing Communications at the Marketing-Sales Interface [pp. 564-579]
	The Role of Relational Embeddedness in Retail Buyers' Selection of New Products [pp. 580-587]
	Optimal Pricing Strategies for an Automotive Aftermarket Retailer [pp. 588-604]
	Can "Low-Fat" Nutrition Labels Lead to Obesity? [pp. 605-617]

	Deferring versus Expediting Consumption: The Effect of Outcome Concreteness on Sensitivity to Time Horizon [pp. 618-627]
	Time-Varying Effects of Chronic Hedonic Goals on Impulsive Behavior [pp. 628-641]
	The Neglect of Prescreening Information [pp. 642-653]
	Fading Optimism in Products: Temporal Changes in Expectations about Performance [pp. 654-663]
	Customizing Complex Products: When Should the Vendor Take Control? [pp. 664-679]
	An Empirical Two-Stage Choice Model with Varying Decision Rules Applied to Internet Clickstream Data [pp. 680-692]
	Salesperson Adaptive Selling Behavior and Customer Orientation: A Meta-Analysis [pp. 693-702]
	New Books in Review
	Review: untitled [pp. 703-704]

	Back Matter





