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Past research has demonstrated the robustness of order-effects-in-choice (i.e., disproportionate preference for the first and last item in a choice set). Even high product category knowledge (HCK) consumers are biased by serial position. Despite this, little work has examined how salespersons interactions can influence these effects. This current work focuses on the effect of two common salesperson interactions: being guided to evaluate a choice set following an isolation or a pairwise strategy. Results indicate that order-effects occur when HCK consumers are guided to follow a pairwise process, which is congruent with how they would naturally; however, these order-effects diminish when following an incongruent isolation process. Three experiments test this notion and demonstrate the role of attention in mediating the effect of process congruency on order-effects-in-choice. Contributing to our understanding of decision biases, this present research identifies salesperson interventions that can attenuate the likelihood of order-effects-in-choice.

ORDER-EFFECTS-IN-CHOICE

Introduction

When choosing from items in a choice set, it is well known that serial position has an effect on end-of-sequence choice (e.g., [START_REF] Mantonakis | Order in choice: effects of serial position on preferences[END_REF] with people typically preferring items evaluated early (primacy effect) or late (recency effect) in the sequence. These order-effects-in-choice have been found for many different types of consumer experiences, including beer [START_REF] Coney | Order-bias: The special case of letter preference[END_REF], soda [START_REF] Dean | Presentation order effects in product taste tests[END_REF], flavored water [START_REF] Biswas | How the order of sampled experiential products affects choice[END_REF], bubble gum [START_REF] Carney | First is best[END_REF], and wine [START_REF] Mantonakis | Order in choice: effects of serial position on preferences[END_REF] as determined by taste tests. Order-effects-in-choice also occur for song preferences [START_REF] Biswas | How the order of sampled experiential products affects choice[END_REF]Pandelaere, Millet, & Van den Bergh, 2010), jury evaluations (Bruine de [START_REF] Bruine De Bruin | Save the last dance for me: Unwanted serial position effects in jury evaluations[END_REF][START_REF] Bruine De Bruin | Save the last dance II: Unwanted serial position effects in figure skating judgments[END_REF][START_REF] Bruine De Bruin | Order effects in sequentially judged options due to the direction of comparison[END_REF], donation decisions [START_REF] Huber | Whom to help? Immediacy bias in judgments and decisions about humanitarian aid[END_REF], and voting for political candidates [START_REF] Abakoumkin | Forming choice preferences the easy way: Order and familiarity effects in elections[END_REF][START_REF] Handlin | Response and order effects in referendum voting: Exploring the influence of contextual bias on public policy[END_REF][START_REF] Miller | The impact of candidate name order on election outcomes[END_REF]Kim, Krosnick, & Casanto, 2015). Beyond a consumer context, serial position can even have an influence on decisions of manufacturing firms [START_REF] Muthulingam | Energy efficiency in small and medium-sized manufacturing firms: Order effects and the adoption of process improvement recommendations[END_REF], paper citing by academics (Feenberg, Ganguli, Gaulé, & Gruber, 2017;[START_REF] Huang | Do ABCs get more citations than XYZs?[END_REF], the diagnoses of clinical psychologists [START_REF] Cwik | Information order effects in clinical psychological diagnoses[END_REF], and even the decisions of rhesus macaque monkeys [START_REF] Xu | Rhesus monkeys lack a consistent peak-end effect[END_REF]. Even persons who have expertise with respect to the category of items they are choosing are biased by the order in which options are sampled prior to choice (e.g., [START_REF] Mantonakis | Order in choice: effects of serial position on preferences[END_REF].

Overall, order-effects-in-choice are robust and influence everyday choices. However, in a consumer context, these choices typically involve interactions with salespersons guiding the evaluation process of a choice set. For example, a salesperson may simply ask, "How do you like this one?" for each item in the choice set, to help consumers make isolated evaluations of each options before making a final choice. Or, a salesperson may break the choice set into pairs, asking "Which do you like better between these two?" to help consumers eliminate options from the choice set prior to making a final choice, using more of a pairwise evaluation process.

Although these types of interactions are common, existing research has yet to examine how evaluation guidance like this can influence choice, and more specifically, order-effects-inchoice. In the current study we present the theoretical background and results of three studies to help shine light on the effect of being guided through a choice set on order-effects. We focus our examination on how these two common types of guidance (pairwise vs. isolation) influences order-effects differently depending on whether the consumer has high versus low category knowledge (HCK vs. LCK) about the target product category. The following sections use a staggered approach, building the theory and testing each prediction along the way. We then conclude with a discussion of the theoretical and managerial implications of our findings.

High Category Knowledge Consumers and their Natural Evaluation Process

When consumers are confronted with a choice set, many evaluation and decision processes have been proposed in an effort to predict choice (see [START_REF] Tzeng | Multiple attribute decision making: methods and applications[END_REF] for a review). For example, [START_REF] Bettman | Constructive consumer choice processes[END_REF] highlighted that, "individuals have a repertoire of different strategies for solving decision problems [and] this repertoire will vary across individuals depending on their experience and training " (p. 194), pointing to the possibility that HCK consumers may use a different strategy than their LCK counterparts.

One of the standard evaluation strategies is to individually evaluate each available option based on criteria of importance and then choose the best-evaluated item at the end. This decision rule is based off of utility theory [START_REF] Fishburn | Utility theory for decision making[END_REF][START_REF] Fishburn | Exceptional paper-Lexicographic orders, utilities and decision rules: A survey[END_REF], where individuals assign independent evaluation scores to each option and then choose the highest rated option. This closely maps onto the type of questions that could be asked by a salesperson in a purchasing context, where they may ask, "How do you like that one?" after sampling each option from a choice set. We refer to this here as an isolation process.

We argue, however, that HCK consumers are more inclined to naturally follow pairwise processing when evaluating and choosing from a choice set. That is, they evaluate options within a larger choice set in pairs, by comparing each subsequent option to the previously chosen favorite. Suppose for instance a person is testing out mountain bikes. They try out the first bike, then ride around on the second bike, and so on. We posit that a mountain bike enthusiast (i.e., a HCK consumer) would first determine which bike is better between bikes #1 and #2 before comparing the winner to bike #3 and so on, until the end of the sequence. This process maps onto the type of question a salesperson may ask, such as, "Which do you like better between these two?" before presenting a subsequent option. This pairwise process has been described in prior order-effects-in-choice research, as the likely strategy used by HCK consumers [START_REF] Mantonakis | Order in choice: effects of serial position on preferences[END_REF]. In this prior research, the authors suggested that HCK consumers are more capable and comfortable at discriminating between options than LCK consumers (e.g., [START_REF] Ballester | Conceptual vs. perceptual wine spaces: Does expertise matter?[END_REF][START_REF] Bettman | Effects of prior knowledge and experience and phase of the choice process on consumer decision processes: A protocol analysis[END_REF][START_REF] Cardello | Perception of texture by trained and consumer panelists[END_REF][START_REF] Chollet | Do trained assessors generalize their knowledge to new stimuli?[END_REF][START_REF] Johnson | Effects of varying levels of expertise on the basic level of categorization[END_REF][START_REF] Lawless | Consistency of multidimensional scaling models derived from odor sorting[END_REF]. From this, it is suggested that "more sophisticated choosers would be likelier than others to make the comparison between their current favorite and the new option as each new option was encountered" [START_REF] Mantonakis | Order in choice: effects of serial position on preferences[END_REF](Mantonakis et al., , p. 1310) ) and that HCK consumers "are likelier to make pairwise-comparison tests than low-knowledge choosers are" [START_REF] Mantonakis | Order in choice: effects of serial position on preferences[END_REF](Mantonakis et al., , p. 1312)). [START_REF] Mantonakis | Order in choice: effects of serial position on preferences[END_REF] further suggested that this pairwise process can help explain the existence of order-effects in choice for HCK consumers.

Therefore, because of their existing knowledge, ability to make comparisons, and likelihood of comparing each subsequent option to a current favorite, HCK consumers should find that being guided to follow a pairwise process to be more natural, and therefore should be considered overall as less complex, less effortful, and less difficult. More formally, H1: Making pairwise comparisons between two experiences is less complex, less effortful, less difficult, and thereby more natural among HCK consumers compared to their LCK counterparts.

Study 1: HCK Consumers and the Pairwise Evaluation Process

The primary objective of Study 1 was to provide evidence for H1 and demonstrate that HCK, compared to LCK, consumers find that following a pairwise process is more natural and therefore more congruent with their habitual evaluation strategy. Another objective was to explore what might drive these feelings of naturalness, specifically testing the mediating role of decision effort, difficulty, and complexity.

Participants and Procedure

One hundred and seventy-five participants (Mage = 52.35) were recruited from the Qualtrics online participant panel. Participants were first asked to read a purchase scenario, asking them to imagine being interested in buying some wine. They were presented with five options to sample by a sales representative. The scenario depicted the sales representative presenting the options and asking the individual to follow a pairwise comparison process to help them choose a favorite (see Supporting Information Appendix A for full scenario). Participants then moved onto a questionnaire with measures of perceived naturalness (adapted from [START_REF] Mandler | The Structure of Value: Accounting for Taste[END_REF][START_REF] Noseworthy | Looks interesting, but what does it do? Evaluation of incongruent product form depends on positioning[END_REF], difficulty (adapted from [START_REF] Goodman | Help or hinder? When recommendation signage expands consideration sets and heightens decision difficulty[END_REF], effort (adapted from [START_REF] Mohr | The role of employee effort in satisfaction with service transactions[END_REF][START_REF] Langan | Time versus money: The role of perceived effort in consumers' evaluation of corporate giving[END_REF], and complexity (adapted from [START_REF] Homburg | How price complexity takes its toll: The neglected role of a simplicity bias and fairness in price evaluations[END_REF] of the proposed decision process (see Supporting Information Appendix B for full measures and reliability scores). Participants also completed an objective wine knowledge questionnaire consisting of eight true-or-false (each worth 1/8 points) and seven multiple-choice questions (each worth 1 point) for a maximum score of eight in order to determine wine knowledge [START_REF] Hughson | Perceptual and cognitive aspects of wine experts[END_REF]. This test has been used in previous consumer choice studies using wine (e.g., [START_REF] Clemente | The effects of perceived product-extrinsic cue incongruity on consumption experiences: The case of celebrity sponsorship[END_REF][START_REF] Hafer | The effectiveness of deservingness-based advertising messages: The role of product knowledge and belief in a just world[END_REF][START_REF] Mantonakis | Order in choice: effects of serial position on preferences[END_REF][START_REF] Mantonakis | The effects of the metacognitive cue of fluency on evaluations about taste perception[END_REF][START_REF] Mantonakis | Malleability of taste perception: biasing effects of rating scale format on taste recognition, product evaluation, and willingness to pay[END_REF].

Results

Using wine knowledge as our predictor variable, we conducted a series of regressions with naturalness, difficulty, effort, and complexity as separate dependent variables. Consistent with our hypothesis, we found that wine knowledge was positively correlated with how natural the process felt to the participants (β = .193, p < .001) and negatively correlated with how complex (β = -.250, p = .002), effortful (β = -.208, p = .004) and difficult (β = -.108, p = .044) the process felt to them (see Table 1). However, process tests [START_REF] Hayes | Introduction to Mediation, Moderation, and Conditional Process Analysis: A Regression-Based Approach[END_REF] reveal that wine knowledge made the pairwise evaluation process more natural by reducing decision effort, and not by reducing difficulty or complexity (see Figure 1).

(Insert Table 1 about here) (Insert Figure 1 About Here)

Discussion

Overall, the results from Study 1 provide evidence for H1, that HCK consumers find that being guided to follow a pairwise process is more natural, as well as less difficult, less effortful, and less complex when compared to LCK consumers. This provides some initial evidence to our prediction that a pairwise process is likely closer to the natural strategy that HCK consumers would follow on their own when making a choice from a choice set1 . Further evidence demonstrates that the effect of product category knowledge on the naturalness of a pairwise process is partially mediated by the decreased effort required to follow a pairwise process.

Order-Effects-in-Choice and Being Guided Through the Evaluation Process

Despite the longstanding research in order-effects, little is known about the influence of a third-party guiding the evaluation process. This type of guidance is common in retail, demo, and free sample promotion contexts, where a sales representative presents a choice set and guides the consumer through the sampling and evaluation process, asking questions about what they think along the way. As highlighted from Study 1, HCK consumers find that being guided to follow a pairwise process to be more natural than LCK consumers. However, an assessment of how this guidance might influence order-effects results in conflicting predictions.

On the one hand, guiding a consumer to follow a process that is congruent with their natural process might reduce order-effects. In general, performing a task that is congruent with one's natural strategy should not be mentally taxing (e.g., [START_REF] Schank | Scripts, plans, goals and understanding: an inquiry into human knowledge structures[END_REF].

Additionally, carrying out a task that is congruent with an existing schema should be comforting [START_REF] Fiske | Schema-triggered affect: Applications to social perception[END_REF]. Therefore, being guided to follow a congruent choice set evaluation process should free up cognitive resources to objectively weigh evaluation information and make a choice that is unbiased by serial position. Yet, on the other hand, past research has consistently observed order-effects in contexts without guiding the evaluation process (i.e., no guidance questions from a third-party), and therefore allowing participants to follow whatever process they would naturally (e.g., [START_REF] Mantonakis | Order in choice: effects of serial position on preferences[END_REF]. Consequently, guiding consumers to follow a process that is congruent with their natural process may still result in order-effects.

In the case of being guided to follow an incongruent evaluation process, two contradicting arguments can also be made. First, if congruency leads to positive affect and comfort (e.g., [START_REF] Fiske | Schema-triggered affect: Applications to social perception[END_REF][START_REF] Mandler | The Structure of Value: Accounting for Taste[END_REF], then incongruency may lead to frustration and anxiety. In this case, frustration might result in choosers simply giving-up and following a simple choice heuristic, such as "first-is-best" [START_REF] Carney | First is best[END_REF] or "save-the-best-for-last" [START_REF] O'brien | Saving the last for best: A positivity bias for end experiences[END_REF], which would result in an order-effect. Second, however, the results of Study 1 suggest that following a more natural process requires less effort, meaning that following a less natural (i.e., incongruent) process will require more effort. This notion is consistent with prior research that emphasizes how engaging in an incongruent task will heighten overall attention [START_REF] Braun-Latour | Mood, information congruency, and overload[END_REF][START_REF] Hsu | Script comparisons during service encounters in fast-food chains[END_REF][START_REF] Fitzsimons | Nonconscious influences on consumer choice[END_REF][START_REF] Meyers-Levy | Schema congruity as a basis for product evaluation[END_REF][START_REF] Schank | Scripts, plans, goals and understanding: an inquiry into human knowledge structures[END_REF][START_REF] Sherman | Stereotype efficiency reconsidered: Encoding flexibility under cognitive load[END_REF]. Furthermore, heightened attention has been found to reduce numerous biases in choice [START_REF] Bettman | Constructive consumer choice processes[END_REF][START_REF] Kahneman | A perspective on judgment and choice: mapping bounded rationality[END_REF]. Therefore, being guided to follow an incongruent evaluation process may also diminish the likelihood of order-effects as the increased effort and attention required to follow the process may diminish the bias that serial position has on choice.

Overall, conflicting predictions can be made about guiding the evaluation process and how the type of strategy used (congruent or incongruent with what feels natural) may influence order-effects. This leads us to the following competing hypotheses: H2a: Among HCK consumers, congruence between the instructions and their natural processing strategy will increase order-effects, or H2b: Among HCK consumers, congruence between the instructions and their natural processing strategy will decrease order-effects.

Study 2: Evaluation Guidance During a Wine Taste Test

From the data of Study 1, we observed that HCK consumers find the pairwise evaluation process to be more natural (i.e., congruent with their natural strategy). The objective of Study 2 was to build on these results and to test the competing set of hypotheses to determine whether being guided to follow an evaluation process that is congruent versus incongruent with this natural process reduces order-effects. Specifically, we focus on HCK consumers being guided to follow a congruent (pairwise) or incongruent (isolation) evaluation process and how this influences the likelihood of an order-effect-in-choice.

It is important to note that while prior research has attempted to determine which serial position receives choice preference, the first (e.g., [START_REF] Becker | Why an order effect[END_REF][START_REF] Carney | First is best[END_REF][START_REF] Coney | Order-bias: The special case of letter preference[END_REF][START_REF] Dean | Presentation order effects in product taste tests[END_REF]Miller & Krosnick, 1988) or the last (e.g., Bruine de [START_REF] Bruine De Bruin | Save the last dance for me: Unwanted serial position effects in jury evaluations[END_REF][START_REF] Bruine De Bruin | Save the last dance II: Unwanted serial position effects in figure skating judgments[END_REF][START_REF] Bruine De Bruin | Order effects in sequentially judged options due to the direction of comparison[END_REF][START_REF] Houston | The influence of unique features and direction of comparison of preferences[END_REF][START_REF] Li | When the best appears to be saved for last: Serial position effects on choice[END_REF][START_REF] O'brien | Saving the last for best: A positivity bias for end experiences[END_REF][START_REF] Wilson | The accuracy of verbal reports about the effects of stimuli on evaluations and behavior[END_REF], we focus on the presence of an order-effect in general (i.e., disproportionate preference for either the first or the last item in a choice set over options in the middle).

Participants, Procedure, and Design

Ninety participants (ranging in age between 19, the local legal drinking age, and 50 years old) were invited to participate in a wine taste test. This group of participants consisted of university students, oenology students, certified sommeliers, and winery employees, so that there was a good mix of HCK and LCK wine consumers. The experiment took place in a behavioral lab in coordination with a wine research institute that frequently conducts its own wine taste tests in a region of over 100 wineries. Participants received partial course credit (if they were university students) or were paid $5.00.

Following the procedure of the five-item sequence length condition of [START_REF] Mantonakis | Order in choice: effects of serial position on preferences[END_REF], participants entered the lab one at a time, sat at an isolated tasting booth (see Supporting

Information Appendix E for photo of tasting room), and were informed that they would be tasting several wines of the same grape varietal (e.g., five different Chardonnays). Out of view of the participants, five 20 ml samples of wine were poured into regular long-stemmed transparent wine glasses. The wine glasses were placed on a serving tray and presented to the participants.

To control for any quality variations of the samples, each glass contained exactly the same wine, poured from exactly the same bottle. This was unknown to the participants during the tasting and no participants indicated any suspicion that the wine samples were in fact identical. Maintaining the quality of the wine to be constant in this way allows for a clear demonstration of ordereffects, as each sample should have an equal probability of being chosen as the favorite.

Although the procedure was designed to be identical to that conducted by [START_REF] Mantonakis | Order in choice: effects of serial position on preferences[END_REF], there was one major difference: instead of being allowed to sample and evaluate each option on their own (i.e., no interaction with a salesperson), participants were randomly assigned to one of two experimental conditions in a 2(Guided Evaluation Questions: Pairwise vs. Isolation) between-participants X Continuous (Wine Knowledge) design. The evaluation questions were designed to guide participants to evaluate the samples following either the pairwise processing strategy theorized by [START_REF] Mantonakis | Order in choice: effects of serial position on preferences[END_REF] or a traditional isolation processing strategy. After the choice task, all the participants completed the same [START_REF] Hughson | Perceptual and cognitive aspects of wine experts[END_REF] wine knowledge questionnaire from Study 1.

To keep the tasting procedure identical for all participants, a computer directed participants to pick up the first glass of wine (five-second countdown), taste the wine (fivesecond countdown), and then put the glass down. This process was the same for every sample.

For those in the Isolation condition, after sampling the first wine, the computer asked, "How would you rate this wine sample?" and then presented a 10-point scale from low to high. This repeated for each of the five samples. After they had rated the fifth and final wine, participants indicated which of the five wines was their favorite (wine #1, wine #2, etc.).

The procedure was slightly different for participants in the Pairwise condition. After sampling the first wine, participants were instructed to sample the second wine, and then were asked which of the two they preferred. After that, they were instructed to sample the third wine and then to indicate whether they preferred this newly sampled third wine or the wine that they had initially chosen as their favorite between wines #1 and #2. Therefore, if a participant chose wine #1 as their preferred wine when choosing between wines #1 and #2, wine #2 would now be eliminated, so that after sampling wine #3 they would be asked whether they preferred wine #1 or #3. These pairwise processing questions were repeated for wine #4 and wine #5, with participants choosing between the next sample in the sequence and their previously chosen favorite. At the end, the final wine chosen was declared to be the favorite.

Results

To determine whether the likelihood of order-effects-in-choice occurring for HCK consumers is influenced by the guided evaluation questions, we conducted a binary logistic regression. Specifically, we created a binary dependent variable for whether or not the final choice supported an order-effect (1 = the first or last wine was chosen as the favorite, 0 = the wine chosen as the favorite was one in positions 2, 3, or 4). We used the guided evaluation questions (1 = Pairwise, 0 = Isolation), the mean-centered wine knowledge score (M = 0, SD = 1.28, min = -1.85, max = 4.9), and their interaction as predictor variables.

We examined if guiding to follow a pairwise strategy creates an order bias, and if that is conditional on category knowledge. We find that, while guiding does not create any order bias among participants of average knowledge (mean centered knowledge = 0; β = -.05, p = .917), it creates an order bias among participants who are more knowledgeable (Interaction; β = 1.24, p = .008; see Table 2). Spotlight analyses show a significant guiding-generated order bias among participants whose knowledge scores are +1 SD above the average (β = 1.54, p = .055; 81% selecting the first or last in the sequence when guided with a congruent/pairwise strategy; 47% selecting the first or the last in the sequence when guided with an incongruent/isolation strategy).

However, this order bias reverses among participants whose knowledge scores are +1 SD below the average, such that the likelihood of an order-effect when being guided to follow a pairwise strategy significantly decreases in comparison to an isolation strategy (β = -1.64, p = .022; 30% selecting the first or last in the sequence when guided with a pairwise strategy; 69% selecting the first or last in the sequence when guided with an isolation strategy).

(Insert Table 2 about here)

Discussion

The results of Study 2 provide evidence that when HCK consumers follow a pairwise evaluation process, which as evidenced from Study 1 is their more natural (congruent) process, their selection was more likely to reflect an order-effect-in-choice. In the next section, we propose and test a process mechanism as to why that may be the case.

The Mediating Effect of Attention

Whether a primacy or recency effect is the result, the underlying process of order-effects is believed to stem from an attention bias. Broadly, when a choice set is presented, each item is evaluated in sequence and attention to each option does not remain constant throughout the evaluation process (e.g., [START_REF] Carney | First is best[END_REF][START_REF] Miller | The impact of candidate name order on election outcomes[END_REF][START_REF] Sulmont-Rossé | Impact of the arousal potential of uncommon drinks on the repeated exposure effect[END_REF]. To illustrate, Biswas, Labrecque, Lehmann, and Markos (2014) demonstrated that when each item involves similar sensory experiences (e.g., similar taste, sound, smell, etc.) that the first item in the sequence will be disproportionately preferred. This is explained by sensory habituation [START_REF] Epstein | Habituation as a determinant of human food intake[END_REF][START_REF] Morewedge | Thought for food: Imagined consumption reduces actual consumption[END_REF], whereby less attention is given to subsequent similar experiences, resulting in a primacy effect. Similar arguments of attention decrement [START_REF] Miller | The impact of candidate name order on election outcomes[END_REF], boredom effects [START_REF] Sulmont-Rossé | Impact of the arousal potential of uncommon drinks on the repeated exposure effect[END_REF], and palate desensitization [START_REF] Dean | Presentation order effects in product taste tests[END_REF], have been used to explain order-effects.

When items in the choice set involve dissimilar sensory experiences however, attention towards subsequent samples may increase as each new experience is sufficiently different, therefore earlier items are chosen less often as the memories of earlier items are replaced with more recent ones. In support of this notion, [START_REF] Biswas | How the order of sampled experiential products affects choice[END_REF] demonstrated that the final sample in a sequence will receive the most attention and this will bias choice towards that item, but only when all items are considered desirable. Inversely, if all items are considered undesirable, still the last item will receive the most attention, but this then shifts preference to the first item in the sequence, because it is remembered the least. Some research has even suggested that people evolutionarily pay more attention to first experiences and that this can drive a "first-is-best" choice heuristic [START_REF] Carney | First is best[END_REF].

Alternatively, if people are reminded that an experience is coming to an end, they pay more attention during that last item, which drives a "save-the-best-for-last" choice heuristic [START_REF] O'brien | Saving the last for best: A positivity bias for end experiences[END_REF]. Furthermore, in a demonstration of both primacy and recency effects, [START_REF] Mantonakis | Order in choice: effects of serial position on preferences[END_REF] varied sequence length and found that when the choice set had more options (e.g., four or five options) for HCK consumers, order-effects emerged for both items sampled first and last in the sequence, arguably where attention should both be the highest.

From the combined results of Studies 1 and 2, we found that a congruent processing strategy was associated with order-effects, whereas being guided to follow an incongruent process diminished these order-effects. Our rationale for why this is occurring is grounded in schema congruency theory [START_REF] Mandler | The Structure of Value: Accounting for Taste[END_REF]. Broadly, schema congruency research would suggest that engaging in congruent tasks should not require much attention as they are normal and familiar [START_REF] Braun-Latour | Mood, information congruency, and overload[END_REF][START_REF] Hsu | Script comparisons during service encounters in fast-food chains[END_REF][START_REF] Fitzsimons | Nonconscious influences on consumer choice[END_REF][START_REF] Meyers-Levy | Schema congruity as a basis for product evaluation[END_REF][START_REF] Schank | Scripts, plans, goals and understanding: an inquiry into human knowledge structures[END_REF][START_REF] Sherman | Stereotype efficiency reconsidered: Encoding flexibility under cognitive load[END_REF]. Since order-effects are considered the result of an attention bias (e.g., [START_REF] Biswas | Making judgments in a two-sequence cue environment: The effects of differential cue strengths, order sequence, and distraction[END_REF][START_REF] Biswas | How the order of sampled experiential products affects choice[END_REF][START_REF] Biswas | Making choices while smelling, tasting, and listening: The role of sensory (dis) similarity when sequentially sampling products[END_REF][START_REF] Carney | First is best[END_REF][START_REF] Glanzer | Two storage mechanisms in free recall[END_REF][START_REF] Li | When the best appears to be saved for last: Serial position effects on choice[END_REF]MacFie, Bratchell, Greenoff, & Vallis, 1989;[START_REF] O'brien | Saving the last for best: A positivity bias for end experiences[END_REF], being guided to follow a congruent evaluation process should not influence attention and therefore result in order-effects-in-choice.

To the contrary, experiencing events and completing tasks that are incongruent with what is normally expected can increase the level of attention towards the task at hand [START_REF] Braun-Latour | Mood, information congruency, and overload[END_REF][START_REF] Hsu | Script comparisons during service encounters in fast-food chains[END_REF][START_REF] Fitzsimons | Nonconscious influences on consumer choice[END_REF][START_REF] Meyers-Levy | Schema congruity as a basis for product evaluation[END_REF][START_REF] Schank | Scripts, plans, goals and understanding: an inquiry into human knowledge structures[END_REF]. This concept is engrained into marketing, where advertisers use incongruent information and messaging to increase attention towards their ads (e.g., [START_REF] Lee | Manipulating ad message involvement through information expectancy: Effects on attitude evaluation and confidence[END_REF][START_REF] Noseworthy | The effects of ad context and gender on the identification of visually incongruent products[END_REF] and products (e.g., [START_REF] Clemente | The effects of perceived product-extrinsic cue incongruity on consumption experiences: The case of celebrity sponsorship[END_REF][START_REF] Noseworthy | The role of arousal in congruity-based product evaluation[END_REF]. Primarily, incongruent tasks are more difficult and require more processing capacity [START_REF] Hong | The effects of consumer prior knowledge and processing strategies on judgments[END_REF][START_REF] Sherman | Stereotype efficiency reconsidered: Encoding flexibility under cognitive load[END_REF]. Because of this, incongruent tasks typically take more time to complete (e.g., [START_REF] Braun-Latour | Mood, information congruency, and overload[END_REF][START_REF] Meyers-Levy | Schema congruity as a basis for product evaluation[END_REF][START_REF] Noseworthy | Looks interesting, but what does it do? Evaluation of incongruent product form depends on positioning[END_REF], with the increased time reflecting how much attention is required to process information and make judgements in these cases [START_REF] Fazio | Multiple processes by which attitudes guide behavior: The MODE model as an integrative framework[END_REF][START_REF] Logan | On the use of a concurrent memory load to measure attention and automaticity[END_REF][START_REF] Dean | Presentation order effects in product taste tests[END_REF]Pandelaere et al., 2010;[START_REF] Payne | Adaptive strategy selection in decision making[END_REF]. In addition to this, heightened attention is known to reduce numerous attentional biases in choice [START_REF] Bettman | Constructive consumer choice processes[END_REF][START_REF] Kahneman | A perspective on judgment and choice: mapping bounded rationality[END_REF], which again, are believed to be the underlying causes of order-effects-inchoice in general [START_REF] Biswas | How the order of sampled experiential products affects choice[END_REF][START_REF] Biswas | Making choices while smelling, tasting, and listening: The role of sensory (dis) similarity when sequentially sampling products[END_REF][START_REF] Hogarth | Order effects in belief updating: The belief-adjustment model[END_REF][START_REF] Holyoak | Bidirectional reasoning in decision making by constraint satisfaction[END_REF][START_REF] Lynch | Memory and attentional factors in consumer choice: Concepts and research methods[END_REF][START_REF] Macfie | Designs to balance the affect of order of presentation and first-order carry-over effects in hall tests[END_REF][START_REF] Mantonakis | Order in choice: effects of serial position on preferences[END_REF][START_REF] Russo | Choosing an inferior alternative[END_REF]. Therefore, being guided to follow an incongruent, and therefore unnatural, evaluation process should increase attention to the entire task, and this increased attention should subsequently reduce the likelihood of an order-effect. More formally, H3: Among HCK consumers, attention mediates the effects of congruence/incongruence on order-effects. Specifically, guiding HCK consumers to use their congruent (pairwise) versus incongruent (isolation) strategy decreases how much attention they pay to the choice task and subsequently increases the order-effects observed in their choices.

Study 3: Evaluation Guidance During Music Sampling

Study 3 had two primary objectives. The first objective was to provide evidence for the underlying mechanism of attention in diminishing order-effects by being guided to follow an incongruent evaluation process (H3). Whereas the procedure used in Study 2 was tightly controlled in terms of the timing of the tasting procedure, we predict that when left freely to sample, evaluate, and choose at their own pace, the amount of time will fluctuate depending on whether the guided evaluation is congruent or incongruent with participants' natural processing strategy. This prediction rests on two assumptions. First, the more incongruent a task, the longer it will take to resolve (e.g., [START_REF] Noseworthy | Looks interesting, but what does it do? Evaluation of incongruent product form depends on positioning[END_REF]. Second, the amount of time is an indication of their level of attention directed towards that task (e.g., [START_REF] Payne | Adaptive strategy selection in decision making[END_REF]. Therefore, consistent with our theorizing, HCK consumers should take longer to complete the choice task when following an incongruent (isolation) versus congruent (pairwise) evaluation process. The second objective was to broaden the generalizability of these findings and test whether these findings hold outside of the context of wine. As such, Study 3 tested these predictions in the context of music sampling.

Participants, Procedure, and Design

One hundred and eighty-three participants recruited from Amazon Mechanical Turk (Mage = 38) were recruited to participate in a song sampling and choice task. All participants listened to the first 30-seconds of five songs, chose a favorite, and filled out a 10-item self-perceived popular music knowledge scale (adapted from the [START_REF] Kleiser | The dimensions of consumer expertise: A scale development[END_REF] product category expertise scale; α = 0.93).

To control for variations in song preference based on melody, lyrics, instrumentation, and gender of performer, all five song samples were cover versions of the same song (Leonard Cohen's Hallelujah) performed by solo men on an acoustic guitar. All audio clips were taken from Youtube.com (no video, audio only), and to control for popularity, each had between 20,000 and 50,000 views at the time of retrieval. Initial search resulted in ten versions of this song that met these criteria. A pretest (n = 150) helped identify five song samples from these ten that did not vary in terms of recording quality (F(4, 145) = 1.95, p > .10), singer quality (F(4, 145) = .851, p > .45), guitar playing ability (F(4, 145) = 1.77, p > .10), liking of the cover (F(4, 145) = .40, p > .80), and positive emotions (F(4, 145) = .35, p > .80).

Similar to Study 2, we employed a 2(Guided Evaluation Questions: Isolation vs. Pairwise) between-participant X Continuous (Music Knowledge) design. An additional "noguidance" condition was also manipulated between participants but was not included in the analysis2 . Despite controlling for many similarities across the song samples, presentation order of the song samples was randomized for each participant. Participants followed an identical procedure to Study 2 in both the Isolation and Pairwise conditions. However, there were two primary differences. First, this study involved sampling songs and not wine. Second, participants were left freely to listen, evaluate, move on, and choose their favorite at their own pace. This was crucial for understanding the role of attention in following incongruent strategies, and the role that attention has on order-effects. Specifically, the amount of time it took each participant to listen, evaluate, and choose their favorite song was measured as an indicator of the amount of attention required to complete the task.

Results

We used Hayes (2018, model 7) to test H3 (moderated mediation model). In our model, the dependent variable is choice (1 = choice of first or last in the sequence, 0 = otherwise), the predictor is the guided strategy (1 = Pairwise, 0 = Isolation). The mediator is attention to the choice task (proxy as time spent, in seconds, on the task), and the moderator to the predictor to mediator path is music knowledge (mean centered). See Figure 2 for process model and results.

(Insert Figure 2 about here) Table 3 shows the regression results for the predictor to mediator link (with knowledge as the moderator). We find that, consistent with H3, guiding with a pairwise (vs. isolation) strategy did not change attention to the task among participants of average knowledge (mean centered knowledge = 0; β = 11.36, p = .422) and the effect decreased among the HCK participants (Interaction β = -47.10, p < .001). Spotlight analyses show a decrease in attention among participants whose knowledge scores are +1 SD above the average and who are guided with a congruent (pairwise) versus an incongruent (isolation) strategy (β = -49.25, p = .015). Inversely, there is a significant increase among participants whose knowledge scores are +1 SD below the average and who are guided with a pairwise strategy (β = 71.98, p < .001).

(Insert Table 3 about here)

Table 4 shows the regression results for the predictor to the outcome link with the mediator as the covariate. We find that attention reduces order-effects (β = -.004, p = .020) establishing the mediator to outcome link, and, controlling for attention, guiding consumers with a pairwise (vs. isolation) strategy does not change order-effects (β = -.057, p = .851).

(Insert Table 4 about here)

Finally, Table 5 shows the conditional indirect effects. Among HCK consumers (+1 SD above the mean), the 95% bootstrapped confidence interval for attention's indirect effect on order-effects following a pairwise strategy (-49.25 x -.004) does not straddle zero (.004, .615), supporting H3. Inversely, the 95% bootstrapped confidence interval for attention's indirect effect on order-effects among LCK consumers (+1 SD below the mean), following a pairwise strategy (71.98 x -.004) does not straddle zero (-.721, -.057), also supporting H3. This is further supported by the 95% confidence interval for the index of moderated mediation not spanning zero (.033, .485).

(Insert Table 5 about here)

Discussion

Study 3 shows how attention can account for the differential susceptibility of HCK consumers to order-effects (H3) found in Study 2. When we forced the HCK consumers (+1SD above the mean in category knowledge) to follow an isolation strategy, which was arguably not consistent with their natural strategy, they increased attention to the task and showed less orderrelated biases in their choices (38% probability of selecting the first or last in the sequence).

When we instructed them to follow the pairwise strategy (which should be more natural to them as demonstrated in Study 1), we found that attention decreased and showed more order related biases in their choices (73% probability of selecting the first or last in the sequence). For LCK consumers (+1SD below the mean in category knowledge), guidance had the inverse effect on order-effects. Specifically, guiding LCK consumers to follow an isolation strategy, attention decreased and showed more of an order-effect (71% probability of selecting the first or last in the sequence). However, when guiding LCK consumers to follow a pairwise strategy (which should be less natural to them in comparison to their HCK counterparts), their attention increased, and they showed less of an order-effect (31% probability of selecting the first or last in the sequence).

General Discussion

Summary and Conclusions

Consumer researchers have spent a considerable amount of resources identifying the biasing effects of serial position on choice, but they have done little to identify practical interventions that can reduce or enhance this bias. This becomes particularly relevant when training salespersons in strategies when interacting with consumers. The present set of studies highlights what salespersons can do to influence the likelihood of order-effects-in-choice, testing the effect of two common salesperson strategies. Specifically, whether salespersons guide consumers to evaluate items from a choice set using an isolation ("how do you like that one?") or pairwise ("which do you like better between these two?") evaluation process.

Across three experiments, two product domains (wine and music), and various sample types (wine industry experts, community members, students, and online panel participants), we investigated the natural processing strategy of HCK consumers, the impact of guiding them to follow a congruent versus an incongruent strategy on order-effects, and the underlying mechanism of this effect. Specifically, Study 1 provided evidence that HCK consumers feel that being guided to follow a pairwise evaluation process is relatively less difficult, less complex, less effortful, and overall more natural. This finding suggests that following a pairwise process is more congruent with the natural process used by HCK consumers. Extending these findings, Study 2 explored how guiding HCK consumers to follow this congruent pairwise process compared to an incongruent (isolation) process influences order-effects. Results showed that being guided to follow the incongruent (isolation) evaluation process decreased the likelihood of an order-effect compared to the congruent (pairwise) evaluation process. Finally, Study 3 provided evidence for the cause of this effect, with findings suggesting that following an incongruent (isolation) evaluation process increases attention (i.e., spending more time on the sampling and choice task), and that this increased attention diminishes order-effects.

Theoretical Implications

Our research makes several contributions to the understanding of order-effects-in-choice, and the influence of consumer-salesperson interactions on end-of-sequence choices. Broadly, prior research examining order-effects has focused on demonstrating the robustness of serial position on influencing choice when a person samples, evaluates, and makes a choice on their own (e.g., [START_REF] Biswas | Making choices while smelling, tasting, and listening: The role of sensory (dis) similarity when sequentially sampling products[END_REF][START_REF] Biswas | How the order of sampled experiential products affects choice[END_REF][START_REF] Coney | Order-bias: The special case of letter preference[END_REF][START_REF] Bruine De Bruin | Order effects in sequentially judged options due to the direction of comparison[END_REF][START_REF] Dean | Presentation order effects in product taste tests[END_REF][START_REF] Li | When the best appears to be saved for last: Serial position effects on choice[END_REF][START_REF] Mantonakis | Order in choice: effects of serial position on preferences[END_REF][START_REF] Miller | The impact of candidate name order on election outcomes[END_REF]Pandelaere et al., 2010). The general consensus from this prior work is that the first and last item in a choice set are typically preferred, whereas items sampled in the middle of the sequence are disproportionally preferred less. The results of these prior studies have found that the features of the items in the choice set as well as the characteristics of the chooser play an important role. For example, prior research has demonstrated how the desirability of options [START_REF] Biswas | How the order of sampled experiential products affects choice[END_REF], similarity between options [START_REF] Biswas | Making choices while smelling, tasting, and listening: The role of sensory (dis) similarity when sequentially sampling products[END_REF][START_REF] Bruine De Bruin | Save the last dance for me: Unwanted serial position effects in jury evaluations[END_REF][START_REF] Bruine De Bruin | Save the last dance II: Unwanted serial position effects in figure skating judgments[END_REF][START_REF] Bruine De Bruin | Order effects in sequentially judged options due to the direction of comparison[END_REF], and size of the choice set [START_REF] Mantonakis | Order in choice: effects of serial position on preferences[END_REF] influence order-effects.

Furthermore, the category knowledge [START_REF] Mantonakis | Order in choice: effects of serial position on preferences[END_REF], prior experiences (Pandelaere et al., 2010), and choice heuristics [START_REF] Carney | First is best[END_REF][START_REF] O'brien | Saving the last for best: A positivity bias for end experiences[END_REF] of the chooser can also influence order-effects. In extending this prior work, we introduce the role and influence of a third-party guiding the sampling and evaluation process. Such a possibility is common in retail and sales environments, with a salesperson asking questions to guide the consumer during the sampling process. We find that when questions are asked in a way that are considered congruent to how a consumer evaluates samples naturally, order-effects will result.

However, if guidance questions from this third-party are incongruent, attention elevates, and order-effects dissipate. probability of order-effects decreased. As we demonstrated in Study 3, this is the result of increased attention (i.e., more time) directed towards the sampling and evaluation task. These findings are consistent with those of prior order-effects research that highlight the role of attention biases in driving order-effects (e.g., [START_REF] Biswas | Making judgments in a two-sequence cue environment: The effects of differential cue strengths, order sequence, and distraction[END_REF][START_REF] Biswas | How the order of sampled experiential products affects choice[END_REF][START_REF] Biswas | Making choices while smelling, tasting, and listening: The role of sensory (dis) similarity when sequentially sampling products[END_REF][START_REF] Carney | First is best[END_REF][START_REF] Glanzer | Two storage mechanisms in free recall[END_REF][START_REF] Li | When the best appears to be saved for last: Serial position effects on choice[END_REF][START_REF] Macfie | Designs to balance the affect of order of presentation and first-order carry-over effects in hall tests[END_REF][START_REF] O'brien | Saving the last for best: A positivity bias for end experiences[END_REF].

Practical Implications

From a practical perspective, our research can benefit managers, consumers, and consumer advocacy groups. Broadly, our results make it possible to recommend an easily applicable intervention that salespersons can use to reduce or even enhance the biasing influence of serial position on choice for consumers. Specifically, when potential customers are evaluating a choice set, salespersons can assist them either by asking them to evaluate each option following isolation processing (e.g., "how would you rate this sample?" or "how do you like this one?") or by asking them questions that align with pairwise processing (e.g., "which do you like better between these two?"). If potential customers are experts in the given category (i.e., HCK consumers), then guiding them to follow a pairwise process will enhance the likelihood of ordereffects, therefore, shifting preference for either the first or last item in the choice set. If managers are looking to increase the sales of specific items, employing this strategy and placing these items either first or last in the sequence will help accomplish this goal.

Marketers and sales associates who operate in an environment where consumers are likely to sample/test before buying (e.g., retail, food, trade shows, wineries) should consider the product category knowledge of the potential consumer before deciding on how to guide the consumer through the sampling process. To visualize the potential impact and the practical relevance of these findings, it may be useful to imagine the following scenario. Imagine visiting a winery where the winery staff are trained in the implications of the present research. After some quick discussion, one of the tasting room staff determines that you are very knowledgeable about wine. In an effort to make the largest sale, the staff member provides you with several samples, strategically placing the two most expensive wines first and last in the sampling sequence. After each sample, the staff member asks you to compare each wine to the current favorite (i.e., pairwise processing): "Which wine do you prefer, this one or that one?" The findings of the present research would suggest that the first and last wines will be disproportionally preferred. The purpose would be to "nudge" consumers towards purchasing a wine presented either first or last in the sampling sequence.

Inversely, such tactics can also be used to benefit consumers, by helping them make decisions unbiased by serial position. Specifically, if a salesperson were to guide HCK consumers through an isolation process, our results suggest that the likelihood of an order-effect will diminish. Given that order-effects are common when individuals are making choices on their own without any guidance, salespeople can take a positive role in the consumer choice experience. Specifically, helping consumers make choices and assessing products in a way that is unimpeded by the biasing effects of serial position. In this case, it is necessary that salespeople are motivated to maximize consumer value and satisfaction, rather than maximize their sales and commissions.

Employing guidance strategies to remove order-effects can also be useful when firms are seeking objective consumer feedback on preference and quality. Specifically, marketers and consumer researchers may typically control for order-effects by counterbalancing option presentation. However, in some cases, counterbalancing might not be optimal. For example, in a wine or beer sampling scenario, firms typically present lighter options first (e.g., white wines and light beers), followed by more darker options (e.g., red wines, dark beers). Firms would argue that counterbalancing these options would be suboptimal because if darker options are sampled first, this will overpower the senses, making subsequent lighter options seem tasteless by comparison. In such cases, employing the appropriate sampling guidance questions proposed in this current study would suggest that order-effects would be reduced, in lieu of counterbalancing option presentation.

Following the same example as above, firms can implement a simple sampling strategy, but this time motivated to reduce order-effects. Specifically, if a consumer is knowledgeable about wine, after each sample the tasting room staff member can ask, "How would you rate this sample?" Therefore, guiding them to follow an isolation process, rather than a pairwise process.

Our findings would suggest that this strategy will elevate the consumer's attention to the sampling task, as following such a process is incongruent with their natural strategy. It is this increased attention that will then diminish the biasing influence of serial position on preference and therefore diminish the likelihood of order-effects-in-choice. Together, the results of our research provide managers with relevant information for developing strategies to either nudge consumers towards choosing a specific item in a choice set or to help consumers make more rational choices that are unbiased by serial position.

Finally, implementing these guidance strategies to increase the likelihood of ordereffects, therefore biasing choice, is of particular interest to consumer advocacy groups. Broadly, in identifying choice biases and salesperson strategies for amplifying such biases, it is also important to highlight the ethical concerns surrounding these implications. Some advocacy groups suggest that the idea of nudging and choice architecture in general is unethical as it may undermine consumer welfare, autonomy, and dignity (see [START_REF] Rebonato | Taking liberties: A critical examination of libertarian paternalism[END_REF][START_REF] Sunstein | The ethics of influence: Government in the age of behavioral science[END_REF] for critical examinations of these ideas). Specifically, by implementing sales strategies that take advantage of a consumer's psychological biases to influence choice may diminish consumer welfare by decreasing the likelihood that they choose the option that is best for them. It may also remove the perceived freedom of choice and potentially impede a consumer's self-respect as they may feel fooled for allowing themselves to be influenced in such a way. Consumer advocacy groups who have mandates to protect and inform consumers of such practices, such as the Better Business Bureau (www.bbb.org) or the Consumers' Association of Canada (www.consumer.ca), should seek to educate the public on order-effects and the sales strategies that could be used to exploit them. These groups can further advocate that firms use these sales strategies to serve the interests of the consumer by diminishing order-effects, rather than the short-term profit interests of the firm.

Limitations and Future Research

These findings are not without limitations, and they suggest many possibilities for future research. One important issue is our use of a five-item choice set in testing our predictions. It is possible that the size of the choice set can influence order-effects-in-choice (e.g., [START_REF] Mantonakis | Order in choice: effects of serial position on preferences[END_REF]. Therefore, future research could clarify the results of our study by varying the length of the choice set. Additionally, the objective of our study was to simply demonstrate whether an order-effect emerged or not, not to determine what type of order-effect emerged (e.g., primacy or recency effect). Despite this limitation, future research could build on our conclusions to explore differences between types of order-effects. Furthermore, in testing our predictions, we aimed to keep all items in the choice set to be as identical as possible. For Study 2, all wine samples were identical. For Study 3, music samples, while counterbalanced, were still very similar. This enabled us to control for many different external factors in quality variations on choice, and instead isolate the effect of serial position on choice. However, prior research has highlighted the importance of the differing characteristics of items in the choice set in biasing choice to the first or the last item in the choice set (e.g., [START_REF] Biswas | Making choices while smelling, tasting, and listening: The role of sensory (dis) similarity when sequentially sampling products[END_REF][START_REF] Biswas | How the order of sampled experiential products affects choice[END_REF]. Therefore, future research could look at how evaluation guidance questions can also influence order-effects when the characteristics of the choice set are also manipulated. For example, if the options in the choice set are similar versus different, desirable versus undesirable, experiences versus products, and so on.

Additionally, we focused primarily on the influence of guidance of HCK consumers on order-effects and therefore did not directly theorize how guidance influences LCK consumers. However, beyond our predictions and positioning of the current paper, both Study 2 and 3 also show variations in order-effects for LCK consumers depending on the guidance strategy. Specifically, results demonstrated the inverse effect, that for LCK consumers, being guided to follow a pairwise (vs. isolation) strategy diminished the likelihood of order-effects (Study 2) and that this effect was also mediated by an increase in attention (Study 3). It is possible that this pairwise process, like the isolation process for HCK consumers, is not congruent with the natural processing strategy of LCK consumers. While beyond the scope of the current theorizing, future research can further examine the influence of evaluation guidance on LCK consumers more specifically.

In general, numerous factors in a sampling environment can vary, and prior research has extensively investigated how both different characteristics of the options in the choice set, and -.004 .002 .020 Note. 1 Guided Evaluation Questions (0 = Isolation, 1 = Pairwise). 2 Amount of time in seconds to complete the task 
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 12 Figure 1. Parallel mediation model of wine knowledge on the perceived naturalness of being guided to follow a pairwise process through the perceived effort, difficulty, and complexity of the pairwise process.

TABLE 1

 1 Linear regression analysis of wine knowledge on normality, effort, difficulty, and complexity for following a pairwise process Note.1 Wine Knowledge[START_REF] Hughson | Perceptual and cognitive aspects of wine experts[END_REF]. p-values reported in parentheses

		(1)	(2)	(3)	(4)
		Normal	Effort	Difficulty	Complexity
	Constant	4.056	3.006	3.053	3.073
		(.000)	(.000)	(.000)	(.000)
	Wine Knowledge 1	.193	-.208	-.108	-.250
		(.000)	(.004)	(.044)	(.002)

TABLE 4

 4 Binary Logistic Regression Analysis of Impact of Guided Evaluation Questions and MusicKnowledge on Likelihood of Order-Effects-in-Choice with Attention as a Covariate

	Predictor

Although not reported in the manuscript, details of two other similar tests are reported in the supporting information Appendix C and D. One in the context of wine choice and the other in a more technical domain (smart phones). Both post-tests show consistent results that as knowledge in the product category increases, so does preference to follow a pairwise process.

While the control condition is not included in the analysis, comparing the pairwise and isolation conditions while including this no-guidance condition yields similar and consistent significant results. The analysis containing this condition is included in the supporting information Appendix F.

the consumer who is choosing, can influence order-effects. Investigating how guidance questions from a third-party may interact with these variations have yet to be explored. Moreover, how might differences in the third-party themselves further interact with these effects? The current employed a research design that maintained the guidance questions to only differ on the type of evaluation process (pairwise vs. isolation). However, what if the characteristics of the third-party who is guiding the sampling process also varied? For example, what if the individual guiding the sampling process is similar versus dissimilar to the chooser? Or perceived as an expert versus novice? Or they are part of a desirable versus undesirable reference group? It is possible that such variations in the characteristics of the third-party guiding the evaluation process can enhance or diminish the likelihood of order-effects even further. Overall, the introduction of a third-party in a sampling scenario and how they can influence order-effects has yet to be deeply explored, therefore more research is needed in this area.

We also find support for the moderating effect of product category knowledge of the consumer, extending prior order-effects research [START_REF] Mantonakis | Order in choice: effects of serial position on preferences[END_REF]. Specifically, [START_REF] Mantonakis | Order in choice: effects of serial position on preferences[END_REF] suggested a pairwise process to explain the presence of order-effects for HCK consumers. The results of our three studies provide support for the theory proposed by [START_REF] Mantonakis | Order in choice: effects of serial position on preferences[END_REF] in two ways. First, in Study 1, we presented a scenario where participants are guided through a pairwise process, being asked to compare each newly presented option in a choice set back to their current favorite. The results support the notion that HCK consumers find this pairwise process to be less effortful, difficult, complex, and overall more natural as compared to LCK consumers. These findings support [START_REF] Mantonakis | Order in choice: effects of serial position on preferences[END_REF] by providing empirical evidence to the suggestion that HCK consumers "are likelier to make pairwise-comparison tests than low-knowledge choosers are" (p. 1312). Second, Studies 2 and 3 showed that guiding HCK participants to follow a pairwise (vs. isolation) process during a sampling task influences end-of-sequence choice in both wine tasting (Study 2) and music sampling (Study 3). Together, these results support the pairwise evaluation and choice process proposed by [START_REF] Mantonakis | Order in choice: effects of serial position on preferences[END_REF] as the process used by HCK consumers that helps explain the existence of order-effects. Furthermore, our results extend the theory proposed by [START_REF] Mantonakis | Order in choice: effects of serial position on preferences[END_REF] by highlighting the role of attention in this process. Specifically, we found that the probability of order-effects occurring was greater when guided evaluation questions were congruent with HCK consumers' natural evaluation and choice process (i.e., HCK consumers following pairwise processing). Since these evaluation processes are natural and familiar, less attention is required for the evaluation task overall. However, when this natural choice process was disrupted by participants being guided to follow an incongruent evaluation process, we found that the