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i E HFOUTALHEAGHFRGERDN AR R THEARRK), LS B RGN B LEE BN YL
BARG A AN EREGRR T EY R, CARREAN ARG ENEFRERL TR LT L0, PR
Prie R Fn R, Wtk e At ML R R 5 A 0 S BALH), A RRAR BN 2 R LB A ey
K, Ao, ARt RE CERETZRMER B GARSMH, Mt RGH TR RILERL LG
BREMH., AROFATIOAARRAAREAY | REAALSLL, “BDR-RE"5“Dk-RE". 2EFALSTE
el 2 BEATIRNAF R, AT AL I B AL A Fo 5 4 A0 KSR 04 /) B 3 — IR & BB AU 49U
TR L FRAMAA T B RBNL”, R ENRA LR RRE X MHE R,

KEIR O H R, BMAzr, RRp, g, RBARM

285 B849: F713.55

1 5|

B, fREE NSO R EERS . bRt
. A2 TAET, RATREATTECF . Bl
BT BAEAE, FRATTRT LA 5 A R A S b
)Mo BT AE AT PO BRSO . i,
B 23 JR B B X A [R)ARE A 1 B e IR A (SR
i, G, 2018), A AT« 45 BT A 4
T B & — M BE M 19 )R HE (Schindler & Kirby,
1997), T A A% LAZT <07 45 J2 1) 7 o U 2% 45 7 T
P — P B B EE (Stiving & Winer, 1997),
BeAh, SCALT i 2 W BOF R IR 0 R, R
M ST . B, 7R E SO BT, B
“Q7IE T M AYGRAE, AL <4 W2 A5 A RAE
2RI 45 (2019) 1E Hh [ 57 IS & B, 7 s
T, RS T M B
T AT, AEECE A R T O AR
T—BfEE.

il

TEMT 52T, A SO0 XTI 2 ik 3K 1Y
B, FERZECFET, B0 BA X T
fils A SR BAYHFAE . EEARPIAE B AN im . B —, X
FEO P A O BER AR N B/ MY (Pinhas & Tzelgov,
2012); 55—, AHXTHAD B A%, BF<0TEAEL
AT . B e, Al 8RBT DL S IS AR
WP BRI R, el BSEAE TR P IRAT
AT DA SEJUAS SR, (HAITO I 38 <03, H
W, HoAlh B SRECAE Lds 22 S, T LU S AH BR Y
T2k Tl Z AR EOC R (HEEF 0" H)
BT XA L I X, — A0 Bk LA At
HARECER ]y <0, I3 — 7 TR0 AN BB AE S B B
o BT LRIRHE, B0 X Sk 4k
W, HARMIE, ASCRISCH: M/7E 2 & 17 Wit
P HEF [ KRB “FEMAF AN (zero-prince
effect; Shampanier et al., 2007)F1“Z% Lb & 5L N
(zero-comparison effect; Palmeira, 2011), 75 Z 5 1A
B JE, B0 A R LLE M S Wiy gy =X B,
PG, 45K E A SRR A e, BARIA B

Weks 4 2022-07-18 B IEF 0, (HERFARGHEBEWRE ML A
* DU P 2f A R A R T H (SC22B013), PR A7 “0, Palmeira I Srivastava (2013)7E 4 2 sk

K 2 A SCH SRR O 4 AN AN AT e T T e A N SN
3 ﬁ}f/\ EFI § X 5 7'/{ | A \‘J‘ =
(2018RW006), # t‘ﬁ WAL H SRR E A ME/J T ﬁE;Q bS] XJL“m, 'ﬁEﬂ] I}hﬁu X2

(14XJC630005) % Bl . b TS o R G B8 R T I S R T W 25 e, A
WIEEH: THE, E-mail: t-wang@163.com AT ULUF IR iR ks 55 R T4 9% .
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WHSRYHHE S TSR, B RS
BB A R T 2 o R o P U 3 e 1 R A B
H0 SR (810 4 5 e P o T L AR BLI AR R 5, BRI AE B
¢ 27 AT I8 T R A TR Y (attribute) — 17
(Palmeira, 2011; Mao, 2021 $81% i 1=, M4 A8 F
“O” X T P P 5K R A R AL S IR S A AR
MIBYER G, RIS TMAEXTTH sk
F14) 5% M R 25 Jeg P X T % DSR4 T IR B
FEO M RRE, EE A5 0 N s T ok
B £ B & BT ZE A #% 3100 (the  zero-price effect;
Shampanier et al., 2007)F1% H B34 b (the zero-
comparison effect; Palmeira, 2011), 4%t #&H — <
TRi S 2 R o B RZAHOG, TEIH SR USRS,
FMAGBO IR . RO AR T D, T AR
b SR AN B AR B L B A OV, R AR T
B FE LB D, AR A (e B ) B o B 4% L A1)
HEINE ISR o ARG SN L AR BLAE B SRR
PG s R SR 25 H bR R R 28 5 2 I 0 7
AR S A o T2 OO A2 — P I v ) 3R
%, BB S )i J@ P> (desirable attribute) MAR
JINE TE B/ N B 0B, 3% R A Bl s R Y A8 S T
AN, KR AR B PE” (undesirable attribute) A
AR/INE TE BR8N B <O, 2R b B 4 1Y LA
b AEErh, FRATAT LB — e iiort) &
A o< R, —EE kKT HaE g
7= 0 BT AT o (H R H BB I A AE FI UL,
X E A% 1T e 23 R AR I 260”4 77 i 4 0 SE 1Y
Lo m T 00 RN 1 TR A T v A
JIr LA F 240 6 280 I LB N 1 B 8 B A —
FE Y SE B A FRIS N E

RSO 1 e 4 AR SBONE Y P9 R B A R

IE MG 28 At 2 M09 0 AR B R L IS 00 BRAL
il ; SRR E LB I N, 932 TS IRK
L ST L AT AR R o I AE BE SR L i — 2P 1
R P RDRIONE 130 A, B JE X R SR R R R
Py AR

2 EEFC0”XE i BRIR R Y S0 K H AL

2.1 FEMEITE B RRAH I
TR W LI B R o R A R
af I, 2 SR B il O 2 36 1 D7 LA 5 13
B, B, PR PSR BRIELISR, 4
RAEfE s th i A Z MR BB B4 EA RIS,

ARG W AN A (1 2R Iy I 94 0 R kB Y
G P . IRZBAE 45 (bundle promotion) 7 it 5 B
a8 D K B 2R HA{H (freemium) = FHE 2
2.1.1 RBENFSIEFNEZIN: SNHEBMHSE
T LR AR T 2 A 2 R 28 B R L 22 R
PEPE—AHEAT 3K . F M A RN (zero-price effect)
HiJ& Shampanier %% A (2007)7E 22 /™R bl 28 85 10 b
KT, fENFRIEL T LR B (standard
economic model; Shampanier et al., 2007))“F52”
PR . ARIEIRELPT IR, I 23 R AR
T i B 740 25 (net benefit) (W28 Ik 25 AR ) i KAk
JR U R AT RN, X LR 24 2 Bl (B an T A
T B 1 A (BIDV 2% 3 8% Y B AR ) 46 o A TG B
NS A O (W S N VAR -2 ol G A ]
Shampanier % A (2007)WF 5 A1 7R T A —BH)
MG, BVEMAERON o MRITZRL, 2. R
PR T ot LA ) e AT, e IR 0 T %) B
RE <0 BI f 2, 17 v 1 SR AR A (EL S A Ol
Re0”EE, T SR AR A2 th AR Ak, SR BT X e
PSR IRLE . FEICFEIE T, X TR
T A BT SR T e — T, R
KM 5 TN AR B 45 I A K T = 0 i
REA o T Sk v 57 PRI, A ) e 2 S R
VPR 4F, M B T S o A T IR R
4., Shampanier 25 A7EHAF 58 19 5256 — o 45 8
S =TG5S, AT 5 AL TE = AR R
FR, A= AT IR R . X A A I
WA 5 58 ST BRI LA 1 3250 1A e 8 A, L
EMHR: A 27 53 vs. IRINHE 2 32435
FTE 26 L3 vs. IRHTAE 1 3648, mif kg 25 &
a5 vs. IRHTHE 0 4. A s B A X =T
T AT IR R (B N BT, 2 3K () I A
BTG5S, BORAMSE? M1 oY 45 5% & AE
AR5 5 S R AR <O P AL 2Z (7], 30 3K 15 (1)
A% T 5 3 B L ) T 0 2 25 S . AR IR T 5

" R ATT7EJE SCUL Shampanier Z5(2007) 74 H I kg 2%
RS JE 2B R < A 2 R, B RS AT R
A A LAY 77 5 A A D0 e, ML 9 e e
JF M 7 £ 25 A B 8 0 O 7 AR A9 7 8 40 3 9% 3 L A48
JESE IO ARRIRR | LA Bt B (LB 5T 1 5 0 W 2
PRI R R TTTOK  24  SCRR L AR AE BRI 0 s, (HIER
o ERBFIEIE R BRI (I Fan et al., 2022), A X 46
BRSO A e A SCHE R 2
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HIH S R 0”2l BERRARM A% I 5w 7 1 g L A5 A
BEE TR ZIEEE T AT Y
“EM AR IS, BIAEARH 15 5 1 R 2207
i, BRI RS I 58 07 A N E s 2 (O
Yo AT AR B I SE S s (SR ) HHERR T
A8 5y A (transaction  costs) 7] g 7= A A4 52 W (32 58
)M ESE TS — AR, I T RN
BN I AFFE - Driouchi Z£ 201 DAEHLE T 51 &=
HE T Shampanier Z5(2007)19 555, SLI04h R £
B, B o 28 s R R E 2 ey, BIE
rAg o L BRI TR S e o eAh, TE AR
5B Wi 2% ) B (Drake et al., 2021). b )y 25 585 i
J#(Ching et al., 2022)F1J 45 & 55 (Ben-Shahar &
Ash, 202183k ot & BT Z0 A6 SN AR AE o T
[ YA 2 3 B0 IR T 2240 48 RN 9 77 AE (D i 4T
%, 2019),

FARFHE S 015 50 22 103 2% 3 18 B i i,
{H 2] BE &A% i S 1 B TR SR I . Ariely
SENQOI)EHAFE b (250 =), KR tedd b iy
RSB B 1, WAL G2 24 P 2o R AN A%
BB N0, 455K E IR G 2 4 R SR Bl i
BRI TR e 2, HRAM L TAE R vh 4,
B D R O R A AL R, O
HF Wi /D TAE R o . X EIRE,
RO B 22 1Y) 30 2% 2 D I S 28 i o, (R BNV
BB XL T K LKA, AN T AR B0
T ) ST SR R R TR Y

LR LRTR, BARKRE B is iR E N0
A FAN RGO, AT TE 200 N kR R %R A
(Shampanier et al., 2007), {H &30 SE B 212
12 0/ (Ariely et al., 2018),
2.1.2  HEGHME S P H BN SRR

FHLE T HEAS B SN AR & 07, FHH LK
1 OLIEA SR SR T S B AR R AT IR R, A
SO S 2 AR A AR PR A R 2 (R 4 v 1 A e e
SR AR TR S, SR A R
SE A W% B S AT Y, IR H AR
H #5 7 & (focal product), B kA #l 3l 4 R bt 9k
PR 5 28 G 5 (gift) . T B UL A2, ARGR 4 B
AP BR T 4 H AR SR S8 e 2 S s B, e
—FE LR 4 B AR AT S 2R AR e e R, (H U
IR B B B (IR 20 R ) B B AR 2 A
JE I A (T SOR 3 R B UK Sy 4B 842 45 v i 4y

FBER), ZEIRNSRAE BT T, I 9 L RR Rl A I
S H bR SR IR SRR A, A A AR
YA G o MBI T 5 T 04K 2000 BF 52 4k
28 T F M 4% RN 4 M3 5K (Shampanier et al.,
2007), RIFEBE & 2R SBLLA vl 6 75 o 25 40
Hr, JEAEH o — N0 G041 A B BR85S A0 A
“O”J5, WAL BT B X 450 S8 4B 0 1 4 L 31
14975 A SR B0 AN A R o

(1) HRZBAE A i) o B I it X WA K F R 1 5 1)

R GE AL B T 1) G B I 2 R i T 2 X IZ AR
LG W KRR . B A RN S A e I A A
sty T B S A A B o 0 U D SRR R ) < S 2 4
WY (HRBES FH T T EMARTF R AREA,
FEHR B AL 4 1) G 2 I T A X Pt & B T M s K
I BYFETE o Nicolau 1 Sellers (2012) AT JE 1T K
FoE T 5, BERIMGLILHS A T M AR RON . ]
PREEPTASG L B (8] (H AR B D) MMM A AN AR, FEse
R TG L4 (45 i ) e 40 6 5 o ) 1) 4% L 38 R —
AR P IRENEN N0 WITEMHE: MG
Pzl 24 BRoT, F48 6 MG, TININ . B i) 22 BROT,
WA 4 BKOT. B PN S B4 rh AR 9 R
Yok 2 BROG), i Bl A AR 46 4 A il 1 4% L
51 114 725 A A 50 T0F 2 A1 46 205007 A 75, 4R 6 1 A A
KPP REB, 2 1)K RE R K07
WRIC2ZH, B T AN S 0 SRR 1 0L TC B
My 225, (R0 T W05 09 A8 M0 i [ <07 RROTHT,
AEXT T MO s, BT 1 i E R R E
AR P K R o X 10 U] e 5 T i 2 G I 9%
ZHNGP A G (L5 )0 WA 3K B o AR AR 5T Hh (Y Y
sty (B A T i R IR 28 78t ) 0 90 B AS s (RIS T
50 BRIT), I Baumbach (2016)% HAFSTRM4ME
B R O T A R R R R T A B A A
BAONE o ABATT LA S 354 (s T o ) ST 4R 8 9 2 il
RO (B AR GE R ) MBI A 5, ARSI, R
EREE GBI SR . X RS IRE
WA 28 1 AR T AT A R s (O R0 44 8 ) 28 8 ) s A0
Tl it (O 24 2 T 2R 9 ) 1) S5 00 I8 A AR R A A 28K
o MATRYBFIR G5 L I, BV 2 A R
BRI G, B AR b s . BIAEREE
R A 5 22 G2 14 A A 100 RK TR 28 0 BRIT (55
Mo RGEHUF FE, M 400 BRICREIRE 300
WRTT), BEFEG LR IR0 7 S N A 24 i R 58
BAIATR 28 2 B Bt L 9] S 3 o
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THEBAL 55 =P ) G 2 4 S A RE %3 o H R Ay
& LB R RV 2 NGB A 0 W SE R, A fg
S b () B bR R R 04 I B A BN T 2
SEHR 82 A 1 2 BT = AR W TE A 2 . Chandran
il Morwitz (2006)7EHHZP4R 85 (62 7 B % i il F
LRI, Aok 20 ¢ BARE &R R A
TR . (vs IE TR SO, ZESrFndl (2562 44 it pk
R0 i SN, bR 6 T o
F A L AT B R HR B e L R
AR L RSP B BB R o g &), H
o T it 140 97 T R 05 BT AR 0 2 1 iy K
EERTE sy

IR BIFGEER SR JCHE SR 5 Y S 2l I okt
IR A MK BB AE . (B A B 5T R,
TGP B X o e 2R I A B IR R RE IR T B
HIA KR IR o A LG F o 2R 5, BB R
Mg AR/IMEAE OB, T4 P B XS H G 2R A
T UF ) ) S 25 ¥ (deal evaluation), Mao (2016 )4 1X
FIAB T T 14 48 26 412 55 458 2CPR g G AE PR A 55 10+
(token promotional pricing)# =, RI#IE 455 1)
MRS AR /MR AR <0 — FR 64 B A il A%
T AABLCE AR OB & IR 5, BT RNAE
1R 55 CRECHB 8 7 o ) (R AN A A S B ) R 3R (A A
FAFOL: HFk. 0.01Y . 0.1Y, 1Y, 10Y . 50
Y . 100Y), 7ERIESEAEBIE, 1R BT iR
HEMWLERE, ERER, BTHNFREH
B kg A/ MBAE“O”IF0.01Y (0.1 Y FI 1Y), Bk
Xof 4 46 4 A 0 I S S B B T T RN A IR 5
(BARGE T ) A0 B, FFH A4 5“10Y | 50
Y. 100Y " =HZFHBHEWLESETREER.
Kt Mao £ i ZEHR R 024 o, (AR MAR B 4
MR R R A . R E N
Pl B2 A RGP B A T A e
B AR AR A B AR AR G — AT T
LR, e IR G 2l I A R R AE MR 4 M A AR =X
XFF I B A S R A R, HY
WS TR M 2 L R R (Ma et al.,
2018),

L5 Ak, T R 0O AR A AE TR A A A
Kz, BARKI G2 5 G0 BRI 2% &
FTZARGRLH 2 i 3K 7 L (Baumbach, 2016; Nicolau
& Sellers, 2012)Ff HAEZE i B A5 & 1) 4 1 o i
{5 B 4iH 46 40 & W) % 2 2 A4 1 B 5% T (Chandran

& Morwitz, 2006). {HALA 227 (Mao, 2016)F2 i T
T GBAL 5 1) G AEPELL 55 M A% AL T B 2 41 1Y
G2 AL, ST LS 5T &2 Y
PR E R o (0 A% R A/ MEE <O, 28 35 X5 4
YR 2H G 1) W 3K R TN SR TR R e 9 Y
T HEAh, A X 25 ZEHR SR A A AR A L A
¥ (Ma et al., 2018)ULHA, 2% 5 A ZLAF P 1 4
M8 AR R I 9% 35 I S R R A T TG S 3 2 5
BT,

(2) HRPLEES Y S 2RI TS AN T AL 5 R

R AL B v i) S 2 I o AR BRI B X
ZINGP A G B SR R, (R YR B4 RS,
T 2 & T B8 23 I Al S 9% 89 A 19 A {1 o Raghubir
(2004) 5 T L4 03 09 4 18 47 11 4R Ui (the  value-
discounting hypothesis) & B, ¥ Z:4E A e 2% 8 5
F 28 105 £ 52 e T 3% 2 R R AN (BRI, T 2%
BRI SR B, S AR R A A (L
HRAF I8 HOCTE T % 2% W 5t % 3 B S0 19 52
W, LA 2= — 2 T T AR SRR B b, St
8 5 X E AR RSO 8 4 A LA Y
Kamins %5 A (2009)% B, WNSGHE04E &5 A9 H bx
TR ot RO i Ay () 2 TR £ 7 B, T A (B
Y0 Wi 2 320 2 6T B AR R L DL SR
BN GPAA AR E TG T, BT EATE
P

IR ARG 0 G T AR AR B B A (R A
M52 o {852 Palmeira FlI Srivastava (2013)1A K
SEAR SR G v (% B RS T A% S e 2 R
RLH A A 2 I O A (TP AL L AT R BT
NG BE T HER 04 5 2 I 5 48 D7 SR A DR R AR
BB S A, 02 AT B bR 0 R AR e
Brig, XHmg S AT

RIS 2 T LA B B 2518 DG s A
T, 2 E R DR A 5 b e 2 W 0 Ak
(Kamins et al., 2009; Raghubir, 2004)if L)L HFx
T fm B #% (Palmeira & Srivastava, 2013) 4%k
00 S B . T AT M C SR — 5, BT
EFANH— TR
2.1.3 BRFREERHEMIRIL

2R 22 15 ) ol %o 7= A0 IR 55 oK FH B 2%
3 (freemium) 9 B ML AR X, B R) B 4R 42 A
it Ty BE 1 fie 3% RRAS A0 A 42 38 T BE 1Y A 9% R A
(Guetal,2018), Lehn, %FF3FREAME, FFRA
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A DAWT —38 53 5 SR, AFRAST 2% AR Re 0% T T A i
SRRV EZ S TERS . AR % o (AR
KB TR fl g8 miFp ik AR A, IIRT
PR B DR A, ER 25 7 S 2 WA 1 R Al -
WA SE AT 2 R AR 4 L 491 (RIS 2% 3 A 38 2R & % T
KEAECF TSN E, R NA 3%5] 5%
(Koch & Benlian, 2017), iX —#F5r 45 UL, TH %%
AR LS e 2 RRAS B BT R . S B (T
T B AR N T AR IR T 2 A AR AN 28 L3
7 (Shampanier et al., 2007), Rl H& XU &5 1w MY
IR0 N AE ST, AR IH 28 e 4 G O WLAS LL B3]
S AL SR B AN AR RLN . e e H(E T = T A
T R Z BT RS 87 . BT 2N
SIS 2 AR AR BT T AR B A £ B2 X S e M (Y
BN BN R RN B IT T W5 (Hiittel et al., 2016;
Hiittel et al., 2018; Niemand et al., 2015),

(1)VF 2 8 3% RRAS BN 21 3 =7 1R I 25

R 9T 3 W A % AR 23 15 I 9 3 %o G g gk
Nk 5 (Hiittel et al., 2016; Hiittel et al., 2018;
Niemand et al., 2015), 4N, Hittel ir;"‘fp}\(2018)?’£
FAFR (L — )i el AT & RSB
SEIAE S5, AEHRTE 1&8 GERIARAS B IR 55 8 4
1 ERTG, SERERRA RSB 8 BOT)EE 0&7
GEREMUA RS AN 0 BRIT, S8 MAS W IR 45
BEMh 7 BROT) PR SR N e RE, SR ERHTE 0&7
5T BE R FE Ak WA iR 55 9 B bl A 2 KT
1&8 A NI LU, UhHH T Z M A% 2800 7E S 2
ERR PR . AR5, BRI BTN E
Y A% B Atk RSCAS 1A A% 1 Al RRCAS 1Y) 32
t, SEARFWRMAR ST AR F 0z
R TN SAT I FE IS

(2)TH 2B X G B R ARIN B TE AR AR 52 T AR

L PR RA R IR IR R X R R
3%, Dallas 1 Morwitz (2018)45 H! Fir i it 6 2% R A
B, TMCRATEL T A, AP
15 8% 75 ZL AL i 5% T AL AR (non-monetary  costs,
NMCs). i, ok RAny P & Z i in e 20
RN E ) AR ST T NAS . A X R
KR R <th i 2% (pseudo-free) " T it o 1117 24 LAl il A
Yo BRI, B3 XX e R B T AR A BT A
Hiittel % (2018)ffi FH )™ 4542 APk 12t 3 T 2= 4 il XoF
T2 (vs. AR S 2% JE RN R A B0 2 A9 R 48 T AR,
25 S 2R I T 9 1) S A S 21 Y B

JRATEAR . T B Ik BT REAE T R 28 T
BB RRAS Hh A BELe AR B T AR, Hiittel S5 76 J5 22
Sz 50 v L A A A AP 7 o A A R Y )
HE AR, AR ERY, ERRA TSR
o, ok ENKASETREER ., B
AT DA 4518, H 9% 2 T BUH 98 5 18 2 )
BT T RLAR, 1T ELaX AR N A B R BT T A
FEA IR g 1 2 5 %) 22006 Fir 5 20 (Hiittel et al.,
2016; Hiittel et al., 2018; Niemand et al., 2015), &
Pk R R AR BT T AR T — o B A,
TH Bl 2 ax SO e 2 B i A A LR Y B 9%
T il —FE X} fF(Dallas & Morwitz, 2018).,
2.2 FMEEH O IEYLE

A F 43 B I 4 (affect) Al 41 23 HL T (social
norms) 1Y 1 BEF 4 RO 5 I 00 BRAILR]
2.2.1 (B

TG RO TT RS2 T 2 0 4 S 3
B o RSP (dual-process theory)ihhy, K4
RFAL S5 R EEIRNRSE 1 g, mitsd
FEREEE RS 1 Xk id B r=4: 52 I (Kahneman,
2011), Shampanier 5 (2007)IA N 1% 45 it 66 1 2%
R P RN DFEMHE 5]
T 98 B BG4 2)78 0 2oBg X A BRI
AT ZIE PR . FIL2EE AT IR X X P A~ it
TR A WL AT I IE

KA TR SR 2 5T 2 1 AU
&4, 7R MR 5 T, Shampanier 55 A (2007)
BRI R A% R, SR E LR 5 X
I Y R . A5 IR R UM LE T AR S 2 R
i, BT T B T A T R A 0 R T
A Hof 2= F X X — S5 g AT I, I AT
BT T Bk B (Driouchi et al., 2011; TRiHRLT &,
2019) . #if 4812 44 (Baumbach. 2016; Nicolau &
Sellers, 2012)3k & i 2% 3% & (Dallas & Morwitz,
2018; Hiittel et al., 2016; Hiittel et al., 2018)1, &
M i B 23 3 B0 B R B 45

RS S HE T Shampanier %5 A (2007)
FE RS — Ak AR, BIEZAN A8 X T FRARC 45 13K
o SR, T 45 R R AN AR O, T R
Shampanier %07 5 W5 AN AT aiEk, Kol
B2 HE LI O 2 2 7 A T B 4, (H 2
USRI 98 8 I M5 2 g A DR B AIRE, 14
TR TV i B AN M SO I 7 A o DRI IOK T 15 45 i
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B A BN EIE AT D 22 H TTAT
b R B A 0 A B SRR AR R I, 1 4
BB A B R T Y, BIYE 9% &0 i A
k&5 R R % 46 T 5 Se Dk i 2 o

TEAT A BL2#Z 1, Shampanier 55(2007) (SL56
75N Ry N SR 4 A R Y 2 AN R BT 1Y,
T 0 A & 2 BT R 2 0 55 A A A8 EE &
AR S TR R, TERR AT SRR, ik
— 0 A AR 5 X O 0 B O AR ) R LA
WP RE S AT T IR R TR . BRI —
26 3 T B BRGS0 o
Wl 1, 2w al Al P S HPE % 3 A R AT D3R
ZJa, EMAERNRIER T, Xt —ERE LR
FEUL W] T S48 2800 SR R A IR B Y . SR,
AR T A AR R 25 152 . i Hiittel 55
(2018)TE AR 2 A H 5 5 T AW ST I B HEIESE T IE
JE BRI 1 2 3 B0 2 R e 2 R A TR
P 2 AR /NI A B T AR, N (A5 2 R
i e 4 B B A

M AR TI, A FHER THEMER
BTSRRI 2 B R . Votinov 25(2016) & 5
FEHH O B i G- 2 A8 55 05 B R ) e 2 I 4% 1 R AH
XK, IFH AN Z A 0N S2 R e 3R O R v A I R
PPAG BTIR BN Y o [WIRE Ma 5 A (2018) R FI = {140 ¢
Hi{if (event-related potentials, ERPs)$% R WFFT M5
HEZRAEAT B AL BRI SE e SR s R P VR T, 45
FRANAE 0 1 I 2 T SOk R 3 77 A6 T A 0 FR AR
17 285 T HE B DR SR 1 77 2F

BR T LR SCUERESE, T PR A I 5T A
SZFET Shampanier 55 A (2007) T2 H 917 46 fff B
A% — it F2 . Schneider Al Coulter (2015)3%: T XX
Z 4 B2 (Kahneman, 2011), &% — it g ok o 72
2 T OB R 4 AT 4l M AE 42 (dual  process
evaluability framework)¥ fif B 25 4 # %N H I 26
HIAVET o AR GE] AL PEAE S DS s #2 03h =
BB RTVEAR B B (evaluability stage). AbFR
[ B (process stage) F1BEPEHT Bt (choice stage) . IAHE
BTN Ry T B 3 A VT PPA A B B o X AN S I AT
FTTPAR P L, BT P A 2 T ] ) 22 SRR 4y
% (categorically) I (1A [A] i jZ 14 & (incrementally)
L BATR] o, A KRS e 3R v, A XU TS JRURS:
B PR, BEAEAR EMES; MMy
RIS R ) XU e 3G 1 AN TR], B AR T IX.

o ARAE T PEAG PR Y B, S e IR AE 4326
(&) ERARE, B4 F W RS e
ey B (R ), DRI A A B B 3R 43 R B
1% 28 (B R GEHEAT SR, NI BUE e P Be
HE L B (R ) ) R SR o M 8 AR T HE SRR fit
FMARBON PG AE o TERTPEAG B B, F AN
AR/ N Y AE AN 2 BN AR TEAS BT b A 22 52,
RO BT o B AXHH e &, —H s H)
Wi 43 TR BRI DAAE AL BRI BV 2% 3 23 I8 B IS 44
RGEHAT PRI, T B 5 [ B 32 3401 2R IR
W (loss-averse) W FZ MR, A REUT FAMNHE RN 1Y
A

g5 LR, TR TR 9 B BRI 4%
B3 TS —B f (Dallas & Morwitz, 2018;
Driouchi et al.,, 2011; Hiittel et al., 2018;
Shampanier et al., 2007; 4L %, 2019;), IFH
TH P 2o X Tl 26 1 4 T T 5 22 1Y D O (Hiittel
et al., 2018; Ma et al., 2018; Schneider & Coulter,
2015; Shampanier et al., 2007; Votinov et al.,
2016) PHIHLTTE 45 REAS A T2 (M S8ORE 7 2
222 HEME

BR T DI 285 R4 1 B2 X Z5 A0 M8 800 R AT it R
WA F & WAL S HLTE (social norms) A% A B X6 254y
K& AT R . At VTR, AEREFPRRE 1Y
TECT, BE A RO 3 A AT ARG B o AR U
(Cialdini & Trost, 1998),

WHT AR, Hittel 25(2018)i i 52 46— A1 52 5
TRBL, MR TSRS, G B RRAS IR T B
X AR BT TRUAS (9 4 < 7 A A B R
RN o AEJE A AT A 0H 2 23 O B /Ny R 17
A WE? VEE AN B (reciprocity) iy 78 H:
HR TR - BTIE B B B AR T <A BIR LE 5 Bl
i3 H 2 BN (Gouldner, 1960), Hiittel 51\, 4
TH OB ARAG T R S, SOk E A,
7596 2 A B B T W T A R BT B 2
[, AN T I 28 B xRS A (il an . 75
B AR WL AR, BT T MR

HIRAFIER, BB S 2 A
WA 3K B B8 R it o AR A W98 3R W [+ 23 RS
TR I A—FE . Cialdini 55 A (1990)
BEat SR A P S 538 M Y (descriptive
norm, fili A& /5 A M) A48 A M HEE (injunctive
norm, N i%Z/EAM). Ariely 28 A (2018) M HiiAE
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AT A SR A E R &, AL
SRR FHREA AL SR, T R TR
A Mt ST . TN AL SRR S 0 0 1 SE A
PR R B, R R i N L (0 e 2
PR S AFLEL, (HR B TR 2 2 500
SE AR S T BN, E o RBGE 2R
FE e A,

O T S W= /B NS D R 1
& &5 0L HE AT R, AT IA Ch B (Hiittel et al.,
2018)FI#L 5 (Ariely et al., 2018)7] LI BEZ M 4%
SRS B P A, T s T G R T S 2 A K
B8/ M Ariely et al., 2018), (B MEA B2
— A AEE Iz BRI ELAS [ A 2 R TE X 7 2%
HAT IS A —FE (Ariely et al., 2018), it
R BT FE W] LA — 20 XA [l 9 4 23 BLTE A TR
B, NEREFMAR RN B I Z R
23 ERMEMHEHBRENZE: FEERM

FEH BB R U, A8 H A SIS A
[F] I, s Jo B R () I B R ) B3, B 5
B REIXFEND? 32 %] Shampanier %5 A (2007)0)5
&, Palmeira (2011)KF 50507 19 R S 5 045
N B SR, KR T BN, RIYE
P (I BUR) MAR/NMEAE <0728 <07 i, & &
TR A L PR A A —— BT (), TH 9
HEEN XK (EAR) o flh 4 B 24 78 5 19 I — SR T
AR /N IE AR <07 B, BRAR W 1 i T i
BB TR, (AR e B R & R L R R
o A i TS LSt R B, YR A —
Jo P FR AR /N8 TE R0 0B, BTSN TR
WA EL . T X RS A Z R R A 2R BT
W V2 o PR 4 <t Ja vk B AR/ 1 IE 508
07, HEINHEIE R HL ] SRR M B AR /N IE AR
AR 07, Wk D BEIE R L — R L B O
LN

AFETT S B LS R s, 78
RN AR R PRSI EMIMS . Graham Fl
Mohr (2014)& 8, MR EMIMRERLE R 0
B3| 3 BEHMERRSBER)N, SRl
g, BP0 2B 1 EERTEZmME, mA
BRI 0 2B 1 2 EMERE, B2
R E R RBEUCI N 1 B3 4 B (B8
RN g OB, XA R E I E R, A
a2, HEM N B iR .

B FE BB AN LI ES, A+ —4
H R E, BT LA 2 IR e E XA IS, |
FEAETH B R 2 GBI S L RN I AEAE
(Graham & Mohr, 2014; Palmeira, 2011), [ L%}
TERILER N MFRETFEE L% EH S 5k,
24 FIERBEMYLE: SBREH

F @ P E o 5 e I 2 A 0 LB R, SRR
W7 3% 9K . Kahneman Al Tversky (1979)#2H 9
A 5 P8 (prospect theory)tA A, AT Wi 25 Fi
WA AR S TR Y, RIS B AR i (reference
dependence), g v, AT — A PR g5 1
TP RIR, BOR T XA S5 R 5 WS 2 RS
1TEE, BNk 10 STAH L TR 0 ST RIFAER, H
SEHH LTI 20 JURURIRGE R o SR S IRAR
YRIRATT U007 40 W e 5 285 SR I B3, B 7E T 2 i
B, ATASCE WA B 5 4, i B R i
BLHN Wi Z2 /D W IR TR a2 2 AT D4 o 9 224
25 Bk 4% 22 5 (absolute  difference;
Biswas et al., 2013)F14H %} 22 57 (relative difference;
Hsee et al., 2009). #ilan: #EMHAE X MY, i
AT 22 F R X-Y, MAHX2Z 52 XY,

HEF SR K& DR Fh 2 R RE e s
ERIWLAL, Palmeira (2011)INNy, T2 H1E AR
) i o 1 J P 22 S i, TR IR T AR 25 %,
A XT 2 57 o IXEE BN ™ AR Y TR o
BT 0" IMNEE N BR S, Heo”BR MR fT4EZE
FBCF AR <0, BRI, “0”JCikgi T AIXT 22 55 1)
te#s, MIEETE 3 R 5T A i i 2 |
Ko UL, H5—AN AR/ I EBOHE LR, 3 2 AT
VL7 B b DA B 4 A AR X 25 5, 50" HH L
B, T %% 5 J0 Tk U T PR A B AR B A
XP2ER . i, RS —AENes s A L,
XF =R, SEA 1R, R
7 b JB X A JBPEAR G, H <0 B, 3R A
BB W] ik, BRI LA 1, 3 2% 35 23 T fi
G HAE R0 it [, X T AN IRE e, YA
VT, T 3% BEAE i M b B X A i AR AT,
B g0 i, X FP LI BB 2 B, PR A b
{E407, TH2E SR L ILE 1B o DA™
AT SCRT R < F LR RN 7, BT TR 2,
Palmeira 75459505 IR M v i 2100, TSE 45
O IR M T AT BN SR, 4RI iiF g
RONVIH R o XU, TE RS 1 LA AR 25 R
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UL, W5 T Bl X iz 4 B A 3 9 e K
R, AT ARG T R Al 7R ISR b Y 22 S X R B 1Y
M, BRZCRECT F LB B A . B AT W
Z: BRI 7 A 22 LU 10 BRBIL AR

3 HFCOZMmERRRHNDFREH

31 FMBUMABREYE

H T2 F 2 A% RN 0 A5 oY =0
h =2 B TR MMMAS . BB ET
BRI B O T O N E

MRS 1 BE, Murata (2017)J& T Shampanier
(2007) K FEMAEAN <2 m, 18T
TSN 130 FE A, R B gk i 22 2
(B, sy, BB, B R RANLAE)
AN A TE AT 45 A BB A8 11 555 0 25 0 DR T A% AL
PR L B A, K RN A AN 2 A
ME=ABEEAERX: RO S0 EN R X) .
EMTISEM A CEN Y = aX, a > DAIENT
v BT 41142 A0 550G 1 1 A A Y O R CH AN R
PrEMmIE R Z 0, X5 Y-Z R R). fE&E L
MY-Z > XH, HE X BBK, it a R/
fil, FEMAE RN ER 23T e o AR B T 10 34 17 45 Xt
FEM AR RN (19 B ABC L M, Al A an 2R X ad /),
IBAAR/INE X 23R B AR 1 28, AT ™
AEFMARFON, F LR X 00255 F AN
WM. M Y-Z =X, RE a B/, Tt XMW
KNG, TR AR RSS2 TH R o (B IR a
R, BAXMRKE a SR FRRAE 2,
M= A 22800, BRI A0SR s/ a )2 1 55 2 A
MR o SRIMTATA X 5 a AR/ R SIS,
VER IF A A 32 AR 4 B STUE I 5T, R k2 AT
FART UM X 5 a BR/NRHE 2 0520
J& B ERIS AL

B SR 25 AN SR . TR M A%
SOV Y 4 ML y5 2 (Shampanier et al., 2007), Hossain
F Saini (2015)7F HAF5¢ By 52 3% = b b2 52 F Y
(utilitarian) B & (61 40, 7K 2R ¥ hi) A0 = R R
(hedonic) B &t (B 40, 75 50 7)) X5 Z= A0 % 55007 14
TAEH, RMAHLL FCHMES, ZREHES
TR BN MG NG o T2 PR A T 2 5 % S FH Y R
R FH 2 AN KA 2 1) AR — ] 25 A A0 D ) 3
TPYCsR, M FERBE S SEZ M RAE S S
[H Z #4745 (Pham, 1998). IAl, 52 MM &,

HARATA Shampanier %5 A (2007) /742 H 1 DL R
5 2% itk B 2 A A% RN 1Y 5 A e (BRI 2 o
2B AN AR 5 S 1 R 155 2 BB T J5 e ok
LR E] T Z 3HF, {2 Driouchi %5 A (2011)
i %5 Shampanier % A B 58 70 2R 15 2[Rl HE
M45 5 . Driouchi 58 NIAR, ZFTLIAREE & I
Shampanier % A\ RYSLIRZ5 IR, 1T RESE BN A 1F
R B RS 28 BUR—2 . #E Driouchi 5 A MY
WEoE o, Al A R R (S B R ), ]
Shampanier 55 A 579235 58 07 (2 SR BRI )
K1, Driouchi 45 A SL560 45 AU R /R E T, ANIFH)
TR it 2 R T R 3 5 5 M 15 4 AR R R 7Y
AR, T B AN RO

WA T P DI R IR TIRE .
H BT REor WSS 4R b TR R A B b i
“EAHE BN (1.0 FEHL ] (Dallas & Morwitz, 2018;
Dinsmore et al., 2021; Kanat et al., 2016; Niemand
etal., 2019; O’Brien, 2022), A 2#FHWIE T H 30
A (free mentality; Lin et al., 2013) I 4 — i & 4
Wi (price-quality inference; Lichtenstein & Burton,
1989) X 2= 4% R8N A 71 15 VE I (Kanat et al., 2016;
Niemand et al., 2019; O’Brien, 2022), % %02
UNSUIR R EaT e IR iR L = R i
M s — J5T 4 DR A Ry S5 R AR BT b G R 1Y
—FhE M . G140, Niemand %5 A (2019)7E 1 3£
AR A ER S SR, I R A [ it
AR 55 4 B 9 0 S T AR 5T 4 T, IR SE A 2O
A — 5T it HE DRI 25 A s 2500 ) 9811 A T A
ORI P A 2O S R T AN — TR T
R 2 S B A b g < AN A RN B 23 77 A T AR
g — BB HEWTOR T 5 20 0, T4 A0 4% 200
SBHI S E IR . BR TR TR S0 A M
M6 — BT BRI B 5T, oA W 5 G 1 A0 2 A
F FAMNAR RN BIFE R o AN, AES )R T
RN A R BRI s 2K A 2 XU
HEAE VA 5 ZX M #5500 (Dinsmore et al., 2021), tAh,
Dallas Fl Morwitz (2018)& 3 >4 1 i & 56 3 IE 52
A S I, 2 AR, P2
5511 B X S S RAS (5 2, AT 55 T R AN A%
3.2 FHRHMMHHFEE

HHT, 28R 1 i L B0 Rk £
FUOPANBECNBEEREL, S2mR 1 IH B X IR 4E B A
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P2 SRR, NMEISS T x4 B EN, =
BT F BN Y PE A (Palmeira, 2011), F=T L,
Mao (2021)1A R T ER 45 78 % 35 $2 it 2 A~ BE T E A7
PR, B AE B 23k . MR AE R
7 T8 T ) 34 430 R v M JFE Al S 00 1) 2 T LA
BEBUEANAEERESEE, 858 EH, Y
TN ZE TS, I 2 BRAE 1 1 LAt 5 T 4R
S A B R R 22 5, DT (A9 2 L A O T
%o P Mao A5 3, #EI0SE AR HhiE 2 E R
AT A PS8, 0124 T 6 22 35 20
MR BRART, BN s A 2 i B,

4 BEMEE

GO BRI A TR 28T (N ) 2 ] S
(RAEME, Pk, 2018), LAl 4 ik, fE
i S5 T <0 X T PSR AR R . HETE
i WF 58 AT A 2 J3E A BF 5 B80T 07 KT 9% PSR 11
. MASEEEREMELERE . X T MARLERE, TG
WAERT AR . IR E 40 R R T 5T,
ORI T BANAERLNL o AR RN Y A T A2 1 2
T A B R N B TR vl 5 (BT E 1Y)
250 25 AR ) o R XF A A A8 A BEAL
(R IIF 5 2 A v T 19 2 R R 2 R 3 T A 4K
FLXHI 26 fi B BT LA E s, TR Ak 2 R A
BRI GE e AT B0 TR gERE, Wl T
BLOE R IR ——F LA N, H AT A 3 A A
h 2 AR S R O o i — 20, ARSCH T
TN SN TN LRI 1) 31 A o A BL LR
EEF N AR BIBFFT AT LA LL R LA D5 T B
4.1 AEHRER I ENIE NS00

UNHTFT &, Hossain 1 Saini (2015)AHFFE 2% M
EIRBUR A (AN, Y5507 2x Ve S TR R (4o,
IKIFUD L) 7= A o G P AN AR N o X R T
SR TH B SRS A G, UG 245 2 i e 2
SR 7 AR RS RN () L] (Hossain & Saini,
2015), A AT 0] LA 58 HA 7 i 28 BT A
BN = A AT A, FEH AT DL — 2B R Hop
RIS AL o B an, AT — B i, A& S
il P s R BRSO A A TE T
B B R A &SRR IERA N
INEEDIRE AR A TG AT S (PN SE, 2020), JEH
MR E W SLBAL MR T RS A B B &y
(Grossman & Shapiro, 1988), FH& X f /R TH

B3 WAL A B O M B O A SRS I E
(social symbolic value; P 5%, 2020), [F ik, N
REL M RIRGE, HHETRRSIANZE L
TCIE TR A 0 B3 i, T i 55 %6 0 O
WPAREE . i, ERIBREE ST, WERFEF(H
B ot ) BT 8 3% B 25 42 O T 48 (vs. R R AG AT
Pl T49), HRHZE L T4 R0 21 2%
HW A A  AE STEoR, H g
A BEREAROOT FE Ay Dt 4, DT I 58 AR 2800 .
AT, 556, MR LS55 0 (H (P
4, 2020) T g /2 i B 5 45 b 11 0% FE AN A %L i) B
WHLH

gi BTk, W TR SRR AR, O A
& BN T REAG AN [F] 0 52 ), BGOSR B B B
il o AT ST AT AR LLAR R A [ S B RS 5L IH 2% 55t
T AN A RO K T S e L
4.2 AEHESIERNENBUEAIERAE

Ariely (2008)IAN, MR¥ R & Eit, AM12
SV TR . X — W, BEgE
A~ BF 98 Fr ED 3E (Gneezy & Rustichini, 2000;
Heyman & Ariely, 2004), B2 i g <0”msf, #t
SR 52 T B RO . AN HG P, AR A
Ariely Z5 AN (2018)WHIFY, A [a] B4t 23 B3 () 4n
AL ) 26 SR AN A 09 52 e v B AN TR A
PRI IR St B 0 52 AT LA R ) )+ s B FE 2 i
PARER 878 S el U N G (GNPl R RPN E A
£ iU AN E -8 € AT SO -2 Y]
HysZm il thE S E R T, A1 EEE A
1% 06 ORI F, 3R 52 0 631 9% SU0R TR B
“IHFIH %% (face consumption; Li & Su, 2007; #R
EAF, 2009), AIEHRAT AT E AT ST
PRI T TV 2% ZE M A% 2800 (9 52 1) o 9 an, 3 5%
HWRAC DN ANLEE, TSRS A Rt
I it )41 2 SR B () A R B B ROBHAY | MR
FIRG AR BRI EAT), RGBT & TN AR
N Y TIE . BRI, QSRR R A — R SR (191 3
BWLPOE, HFRTEAKRI”, UEAEN
KFACHET", TTREASEFIRER, et
TSR RIS R T o TP 1H T 28X B A5
RN Y R [R) RERE A R R B TE Z I S w2
HOBRT BRIl RIE Y R, FECRRALIIE O
Vs N, IH 3 A n] BEAS 23 JR B D X 4 2 i
Pt 33 R Ay Gn SR 326 25 At N ) #L A A 5 B 9
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T TS, AT RE 2 Lh R AL R T AR M &
1o FrATERTE 22375, F M i &00 o vl B
ZHR .
43 “ME-MK>. “MIE-RE"EZME R

i B AT AR R 8 S T o Tl R 1) 4 R 2K
Al DLAR 7 5 B9 5 i (Bornemann & Homburg,
2011; Chang et al.,, 2015; Dodds et al., 1991;
Niemand et al., 2019). FAHE RN (1) H 25 AT
X A S5 A T it B D 43 i A O (Shampanier
et al., 2007), 3 i 4 (14 5 INAR AT BEVH T A A1
e —mkof, M TFEENHREARE
(Tversky & Kahneman, 19915 AATxT 4 545 2k
0B G B R A A S B P A B, A
7 A T M RN SR o5 — T3 T, s 38 5 7
i BT RRIE R o A A B T TR R A H B A
L (Rt A BORERLN ™, £R3R UL B 45, 2022).

T O BT AR Rk BRI SeE A
AE WA SE e 3R If 23 7E M A% T R AE 14«4 BB 2R
“T R T 2 AT AT (trade-off; Dodds et
al., 1991), X Fft AU ] E 23 52 W) AN A% A48 . T
BTk, X THCFR A, R e o
(vs. M A% — ot " HE 18 ) 23 4 5 (1) 55 ) 500 A% R0
(Niemand et al., 2019), JGZWMRik—+ 5%
Niemand % NG, 7EHABA R 2B R 5
(B ok . BB M)t T, [R5 %
“HrAx - G Mrag - B PR M T R AU
XM RN (5L, S HE— 25, T SRR A%
=45 57 R A% — T 1 Y AN A 2 32 3 At PR 3 )
400 PR 8% (Bornemann & Homburg, 2011)F18 5%
f£4-25 %) (Chang et al., 201519540, H i, K%k
AR BIF 5 340 TT S AN TR b 2R HG Al PR 3R 0 <A
> R AR S, T X SR A N T AR
Ef- AU
44 REFIEEZTNRIAEPHIEA

AR 5T T LR — 25 A PR R 2R AT F
F, Bl R HEEMER Y B (draft-
diffusion model)fiff % Hi 45 RN i AR A AT RE ) AT
FOTI] . EEERY WA (attention draft-diffusion
model) I\ A PR & — BB, JORE S AW
WCRIESE, B30 3 — A e I EGA B R, A
S A PR A AL, TR A TS WA Ao B R et i
AP AT 19 (Krajbich et al., 2012), W5 HELEE
f14) 36 71 00 AT BE 4%k 1 (Ashby & Rakow, 2016), B

AWK I B IES Y B s T sk 2 h
(Krajbich et al., 2012), P A< Sk o] DA 2 i 4
FA R A AR AN HEATREFE, T RESE A RS TR
U S R TR, AR 8 380 ) 38 ) 1 1
PR AR WA SEAT Ry, ST MRS RO Y R A
I A BE A2 ZE A A% TR i 10 18 A LG T A i AR,
AT 5 BOR TR 25 5 52 0, k10 7™ A ) SR AT
K, RETENMN . RRFENTT LURRE
BAEFMERN T RTER
4.5 XTFLLBROR AP ebb B ML B R N EAF

5 LUK SR T 21 AR X R o ke L B
AR B TS IR T AR B — R R R A
FERFFE R, BFSE 4 (Palmeira 2011)23 [Al i S B4
B AR — A T A AR M (MR, — Bl S JE
H5EHX, GFETZBEER 0 HIE0E L
Iy — M E AR R E A, R SR AT
B ORFEAE HAALHE 0™ (BARZ 2T 30), H
YRR T 3k T8 2% 35 8 WA T 22 ) 7 AR AU o
PR 1Y 7 AR BRI R T 2 E AR 5 2R R
Ja T (A ) AR X 25 S5 b BT VE Y b3S 5 SR T, XA
HREXNZM T RWEEEE RGBS EHE
Z: 5P (M AR AU g JH T B Y <35 5¢),
X BN T AR A I I RIFFE AT L) G
— B, BETHAF BN TR ER, [Ff
FER Y EIRPIA B S RN R, TE
BCRREE T, AT LA B 45 i DG e A5 0 R0 55 24 1) 4R 5
2 R LB < L R Y B
4.5.1 HHTEREI LB WRRE

AR SR — AT 15 SR D <0 7 AT LA
L S AAFAEZ IR R 7 TR BOZ R %
Ja PR (R 25 0 J& R ) b DR A B S 4T e
X7 T 0 AR R ) O — S AT LA
T 330 2 750 T LA R 2 L B 1 7 A2 7 R X
Sepa) B, W] LA S5 VT BB (structural alignment
model; Gentner & Markman, 19970441 A 747 B
o ZBEERLA, T2 E AR X AR [
R AT, BT 58 A A E 2 A, BT L
TEAE 22 J 1 JB Pk 43 A W2 . W] L6 & 1k (alignable
attributes) FIA 1] HLJ& M (nonalignable attributes),
I Rds, ARG HEfAE2E RS
PE; AT LGS MR de, FRLbpbmi A, Al
PRI RTEA (R BN . 558 K AR (A & 500ml)
R AR (25 5 300ml), 7625 5 AL 1777 2%
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Yo FEIET BN LEME, B HEHMA
ALK AR ST, TR IR DRI T =& 1A 1T L&
P, BCOH HA R R AR R DI AE . Zhang
Markman (1998)i — & M IA B¢ 5 1Y £ B2 X AT LY
JEERUAR T & PEUEATIE S, J BT 3% X il b
Ja M 2 IR 22 5 1 LA TH AR B D A R B IR, AT
AT L i 1 22 ) 1) 22 5 7 R SR s R v o 0 R Y
FOEE, A3 2 A 2 S ) AR T R
[] 22 S AT IR

BT LIRS R DT AR B WL AT, PR R
R B EA AT LB, A5 E
M A AT L 1, T DA O A R L R . LA
Palmeira (2011)BF5E Bl >R HI B RR W3 e 4575 557 9 491
TH 2% 7E P9 AR 5 (I I 2 ek R 5k AT R 4 )
ZlmksE, H—4l: R A& R 1g
#: 90 o) 5MRY B (IR & & 10, #HE=: 30 g);
BT MU A BT E: 0g #I&E: 90 g)
S5y B (Bt 10g MEE: 30g). MR
FIR T LA N, BARE L EEE b A BRYH IR
WIS —d A BRI A, (R 2 AE
AP ERE A AN E B E N TR
HEEE A MBI, T 3E 45 R VG AR R M R 1 3R
%, b, RU A 58RUY B IR &
FIly 25 BB 8 T ol L@ vk, BB A T S SRR
AN B ER 10 i g ) 2% 5 4 T o R AT R, A
T A AL e85 o RAESE —divh, FRYS A 78R
i @ oA, B IR, MRy B H)
Ao @, Rk, 5 dl g
J&FA L E M T 9 2 PR AR i & AR
YL TP YA FE (Zhang & Markman, 1998), %MK
Bl X — B MR TR, R S
IR EFRR Y B, HET S MR ST, M
Wy A BYHBIGAX T —41) PR O, it
BT RTIR A F LA N, BB AR &L AR
A TR LA —4h A BRI Bt B 4, (R
TP e Al kR A Y LA B i 2 N T
B A A,

LI SR ISR S AR /N B 1E B A e 0,
U /N B S B ) BB AR R, FH 4 R DG A fi
P BN o SR T2 RN 1) 35 B 7 M
AR/ TEH0AE S <0, 38 i 8 46 1 1L 4517 3% — oy
T, DRI 4 g DG A R A T B R 8 A R X — 1
M. [FIREfE Y% Palmeira (2011)RF5E TR FH 1o

MEBLZE LRI 0 o T8 9% 35 75 PR AR B AL =22 T B 4,
Si—fH . WIMERL A (Bird& 75 36Tt SR tunmE
50 FO) S MAENL B (M % . 50 EIG; HIRMIMED S
vy, S AMNMERL: IIHENL A (4% . 75 80T;
RME S . 50 ) SMIMHERL B (4% . 50 3ETT; R
T . 0 ). MIBATRE LA, BARK
WL 55 —2H v MERL B AR T A 4 v ummMERL B,
{EZ T P AL h A B 1Y LU 202 1 2
KTHE A5 B LGB, 2546 VT BRI AR
e MG . e —4h, mnMERL A Sk
Bl B U ag > Filede S e ©# 8 T 0T Le s 1k,
T4 B35 3 LR 6 25 SR A% R0 G B i &3
PR RS T AU, AL R (HAES — b, B
Tt e T TR LR (MESL A
RONME @ inMERL BefegimnME T 0, G
ZIEE), TP 2 K UL R f S M e Dok
WA, AR AN Y B AT IR SR, A
THPH SE WL MENL B, #F I S80S 5
T, FEEEIMENL B A H ) (R T 5 — 4L HE i i
TG FUE I T AN, B AR 5
— P unEENL B LTS A oneEdL B, (HRTH
PeHE AR A PR BEONMEL B Y LA 2 R T AR
—H rEEEEL B Y LA

TR R R R DLR B, TCiR R R
AR /IS TE BB 1407, /N4 18 455 1) L 1] 73 2
“Uf Ja P AR /NG IEBAE g c0°, 3G B R Y LY
17, 254 DG FC A D K i 6% T8I0 A A B 2 LE AR
NI R, RRRBFIE AT LIRS, Fm
W E 2B P ANAEAE, TR 2 AR AT
Lo, HE T BOR LA i 7 A
452 FHRRBI LB HBRRE

5% 24 5| 45 B (equate-to-differentiate model) /&
— ¥ P SR AR 3 S LU AR T = ) 4 3 25 Sk
7 AP TR B A A R TR, AR R PSR 3 TR T
Xif AU AT (trade-off) B, 2R FH AY 2 5 { (dominant) 5%
WS, BIVANSR AN ETR ALY, T o o LA
YeFE ) 22 57 KD, <FRR 22 R/ N 4ERE, hiAE DS
— N EFBRRWYEE LT R (LES
2018).

TEZR BN, T Pk (PSR 4 ) 2% 7
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Zero in consumer decision-making: The zero-price effect and
the zero-comparison effect

YANG Zhichao, WANG Ting
(School of Economics and Management, Southwest Petroleum University, Chengdu 610500, China)

Abstract: The number “zero”, owing to its features as being the minimum natural number and non-divider,
influences consumer decision-making through its combinations with the price and attribute dimensions of
products. Extant research has shown that zero price and zero attribute of products influence consumer
decision-making. That is, the zero-price effect and the zero-comparison effect. Affect and social norms are
the underlying mechanisms of the zero-price effect, whereas reference dependence is the underlying
mechanism of the zero-comparison effect. Product price, product type, and consumer psychology are the
boundary conditions for the zero-price effect. The number of choice options is the boundary condition for
the zero-comparison effect. Future research can advance the zero-price effect area by centering on how
product type, social norms, price-sacrifice and price-quality, and attention influence the zero-price effect.
Future research can advance the zero-comparison effect area by investigating the “comparison mechanisms” from
the perspectives of structural alignment model and equate-to-differentiate model. Furthermore, future
research can investigate the association of the zero-price effect and the zero-comparison effect by exploring
whether price can be seen as an “undesirable” product attribute.

Keywords: consumer decision-making, the zero-price effect, the zero-comparison effect, affect, reference

dependence





