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Appendix A: Consent, experimental instructions and comprehension quiz

Please find the consent page, the experimental instructions, and the comprehension quiz

below. The default and decoy condition data were collected when the third author was

affiliated with the Swedish School of Economics, while he had moved to Uppsala University

by the time that the rule condition data were collected. The logo and affiliation displayed

at the top of the informed consent form thus differed between these conditions. Blank

spaces between lines in the consent form have been reduced to fit it on a single page.
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Figure 1

Consent page
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Figure 2

Instructions
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Figure 3

Comprehension quiz
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Appendix B: Intersections of dashed lines in Figure 3 in the main body

Figure 3 in the main body displays dashed lines that the regression lines should intersect if

participants respond to the cues. Here, we walk through how the positions of these

intersections are obtained.

For the default and rule conditions it is quite straightforward. Remember, option payoffs

are randomised. If the participants ignore the cue, the shape that is the default/is of the

indicator shape should be chosen 1/3 of the time in the test rounds. If the participants

respond to the cue, the shape that is the default/is of the indicator shape should be chosen

1/3 of the time only when historical predictivity is 1/3 and increase with historical

predictivity. This is indeed the pattern we see in Figure 3 in the main body.

For the decoy effect, understanding what relationship we should obtain is slightly more

intricate. First note that the option that has a decoy is never the worst option and that the

option that is a decoy is never the best option. If a participant observes this, they should

never choose the option that is a decoy, effectively reducing the task to a choice between

two options (the option that has a decoy and the third, remaining option, see also

Natenzon, 2019). Considering those two options, the option that has a decoy can only ever

be the best or second best option (since the option that is a decoy is always dominated by

the option that has a decoy). The remaining option however (which neither has a decoy

nor is the decoy), can be the best, second best, or worst option. This means that even if

the option that has a decoy is the best option only half of the time, it might still have a

higher expected payoff than the remaining option.

We want to find the level of historical predictivity at which we should expect participants

to choose the option that has the decoy about 1/2 of the time, when responding to the

above put not historical predictivity per se. Thus, we must find the point where the average

payoffs of choosing the option that has a decoy and the option that neither has, nor is, a

decoy are equal. We do so by regressing historical predictivity on average payoff for each of

the two kinds of options separately and finding the level of historical predictivity where the
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two are equal. As is evident from Figure 4, this occurs when historical predictivity ≈ 36%.

Thus: if participants ignore the decoy cue’s historical predictivity but observe that the

option that is a decoy is never superior, the option that has a decoy should thus be chosen

1/2 of the time. If participants respond to the decoy cue, the option that has a decoy

should be chosen 1/2 of the time only when historical predictivity is 36% and increase with

historical predictivity.

Do these expected patterns emerge in the data? For the default and rule conditions, the

regression line intersects 1/3 when historical predictivity is about 1/3. For the decoy

condition, the regression line intersects 1/2 a bit too early. However, it is still quite close to

1/2 when historical predictivity is about 36% and (Figure 3 in the main body). This is

consistent with a separate contribution from an attraction effect as traditionally envisioned

(Roe et al., 2001; Trueblood et al., 2014) being added to an effect of historical predictivity,

bumping the regression line upwards without changing its slope. All in all, we seem to

observe relationships consistent with participants responding to historical cue predictivity.
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Figure 4

Regression lines of historical predictivity on average payoff for options that have a decoy

and options that neither have, nor are, a decoy. Vertical dashed line indicates approximate

intersection.
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