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(bR R AR B S TS TAERE, dbaT 100083) CIEHR I F LR E MR, L 100084)

B OE TSRO R G, T A SRR I AN AT AN T R0 T 2 X AR R AT
AL BEFEAE AR, PR A AR AR T R AL A S | 7 S BRI RV AR o LB A AR ™ R Y
WSKAB A, v A Ff A T Rt 1S AR B SR TR AR Bl OIS 0 (5E38 1), U AETIT R R=A
AR E SR TR BRI IR, T RS e T BRI e B T M D R e, RLRE AT LA
WIPERYREIT, B o m P E BT R IR R P L RN, S50 2; 2 Ll ARG, 5086 3)uli m (TR Ar e
WA, S5 2), TR R A AT A I ek g

K HEA
SZEE  B849: F713.55

{5

FENGY R R, I 2 B 38 B 7 S AN ]
WOSERY B, LLanAEs = B BE L T R BRE 7 i 2
il A I ] CUPRPLIR s 89y m i AR H A 5 )
7= i AN F BAS o AT BHE W, TR S Y
SR AN 8%~10%, ARAIE (Y B BT K - ) 3k 2]
35% (Kim & Lennon, 2011), BLEf, R =6 A0 g
P, ABAEAE AR MR AT L X 287 i 5 B 2
YER T 5015 B R Go ik M2 W 25 4 04 R Byl 15
i B 4 (Ku, Kuo, Fang, & Yu, 2014; Chuang, Oliver,
& Liu, 2015; Kivetz & Simonson, 2000; Pratkanis &
Farquhar, 1992), HTl, 2#EATEH S5 T 5 0
B X8 BT A5 B AR SN Y A U 2R, AL A 7
R JERTE R 2 R AT AR, Mk
BE R 2R T 77 AR 052 e 3 95 K Pratkanis #l
Farquhar (1992)ftH T H 25 IR R, &I AEZL LY
W51 F3%8 7 7 (attraction effect, Huber, Payne, & Puto,
1982), & It e T A e B R 15 I Ak 3 A S A3z £ 32
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e

ek HH: 2017-11-21

Prder= st AnARA RAIhSE TP ks

5| 1 (vs AAETF @ A ks, Bb)E,
TG B RN A SR GT R G TF 22 M 2 1 T 5 | J130
J¥i(e.g., Choplin & Hummel, 2005; Pettibone & Wedell,

2007; ZFEARHE, W%, &F 01, KPR, 2017), &4

58 V6 BN 358 3800 1) 53 — Tl 248 B Tl ——FT R Ak
J¥ (compromise effect). 5% |, K2 EH HAMREIN
Yr & Wi1n (e.g., Simonson, 1989), W74 Ay H %
o W BT S L. B4, PrR WA Al 4540
far sz i 2% # 5 SLny ik £Rr FERALELE 40 %
e PR 26 A WO 7 A 900K 38 3 b2 1 5 iR X ik
[ Al Jre R 2
1.1 FERAAERE

7= i B B AN AT 45 (unavailable) R B 52, 8 FR
A ERGE (stock-out) . Bl £ (out-of-stock) ol & F= i HE AL
(phantom) (e.g., Chuang et.al, 2015; Pettibone &
Wedell, 2007). 7= & AS B 15 (%) J R o] BE A2 v 75 2R
BN BRI B —SEMER, AT R ARt s, il
A A B T A YUK S SR s FR A e it
I A5Cae R N IF ] o TCIe S R AT, I 2 3 e T

* E K HRBIFE IS FIRH (71302165, 71531013, 71471015, 71472104, 71772104) L K i ek A ERMIF R m9 %5 b .
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XF AR — PR A PRI B, RSB BT SE R I
Tk, BHAGEEMRAT I, CAHITRERY, ™
i AN AT A 2 1) W S AR b AR BRI A 55, TR P A
B A R 2 ), B4 B TR 7 it ) R A
AT EE (Jung & Kellaris, 2004; Gierl & Huettl,
2010), ANATAG ™ i B A7 TE 3 23 X A AT A5 7 i 1
W SEAT M7 e RGP, B an 2 BLsk B2 15 B 25
fAARARL™ it Aok BEAT W5 g, 4 v T 20 0 AH A
iy P8 ) SI B5 36 JER R ) 5K 7 J2 (Ge, Messinger, & Li,
2009). FEIX NI, 2 ATEH SR T 52T 28 &
X R B4R B A SNy B2 TR 2R, A4 7 i R R
JEEERER . HAEERAITREE . Hd, A
R EEARE R PSR BRI R
ARASE | LI 5 4 A 4% (Campo, Gijsbrechts,
& Nisol, 2000; Sloot, Verhoef, & Franses, 2005); J&
BN R E RS IR . TR AR RS
B RS ZKOF- | il R 45 (Campo et al., 2000; Sloot
et al., 2005); T4 %3 IR FE 2L i Ll AR
HRISRIE | WKL . XU L RE (T 7] 45 (Fitzsimons,
2000; Huang & Zhang, 2016; Jung & Kellaris, 2004;
Kim & Lennon, 2011); 175K R EEMHERE]E 7
WASEHICEE . A% T BRI ) AP 28 55 (Campo et al., 2000).
SR, FRATR 115 F 28 7 7 A R 2 e i i 2 L /0
FSL L, PEPEAEA AN RN 2 e I T
A7 AR 5E 2 b i 2 L[] E, R A 17 5% 2400 (context
effect), TR 32 B ALFE W 5 | I3 R0 A L0,
BRI B R FIsE A /) 800 (Sheng, Parker,
& Nakamoto, 2005; Hedgcock, Rao, & Chen, 2009),
FIRT, 27 5050 T M 0 1 BE RO i 58 & v Tl
5] J1%% i . Pratkanis Fl Farquhar (1992)4# H “HE 7 i75
%> (phantom decoy)ME& K AHE AT AYEI, I
WS T REAL o5 AL IEITURT P VeI (e 4 (4 520 o AV o
PLEICaniE 1 fizs, W AFEA A 1559 e
YT Al Y o i — A (A), 55— B)HE A
e WFFER B, ME AL 5 D0 TN 3 Ak T AR b AL
PEWM 1 g, BV TN RIS AT A7 7R, TERT
Al A BB 4R, AT 2 Ao A3 =Rl BLE AT LI
filt X AR XS R FEAL o5 PR, A0 FE 8 B AL, A
LR CFIAI XL B 6 (Pettibone & Wedell, 2007).
JE BRIy, A7 i s Pk 1 Ay A
B, AT 4 K B R PSR A, S EAATTXS
Rl A 724 SR A4 i 4 (Pettibone & Wedell, 2007).
AR RBIS A, AMEZm AL,
A MEPES ATINALIAY A DI (Pettibone &

Wedell, 2000). AH XL R 7 D] 95458 2 J it 1)
(loss aversion), ZH8 A’, B A 7EPIAN R LAY
/N TR AL B, BT B 82 WA (Tversky &
Simonson, 1993). M5, ZEHRHELFQ017)HE—F T
YT AL DL Y AR A, A L R A PR
N 1 S8 S PR AE AR

JE 1

°A

*B

JR¥E2
R ST

1.2 RB
25 G AR YT RN 1 R IR o W R AN
JEFE IR PR A NI TR AT 5 R A 3 TR (T
— A BEIEAT T A T JE M R, AR S
— B AL T A H), T g e T s E A
R i Ja M R T, TR ERIT R A TS . Al 2 TR,
] I B 7E4E S A, B, C Bk FE R AT A
H1Co AR R A A7 PR30 A = b B TC vk i e 4 2
VEIVUHR G A ], TR I R BRI 1) AN 2o 28 I 14 13
Fil; 2) 5 & AT AR 200 A AU PE K- Te 22 575 3) A asaly
7= it Ja M A AR X R 2K
JEHEL

s A
*B
o C

*D

JRYE2
K2 b

T 0% H KA e BT I WO T X
FEA B 1) 3% (Simonson, 1989), & 2 F/R, TERT
ANBIEFE T, BRI B AL C A% s M, 7
{A, B, C}HI{B, C, D} G B/ 5115 %0 B
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WA BUELE SRR 7 PR S R BB B P vk 627

FHXTF eI C M BERE LR, T2 T =Y
Ko WARBESRE B 2 T XA G %, At
AL B 7EE S (A, B, CY B AY ML Ao K
FHLESE (B, C, Dy BB MER . AT HEBIR
A EIE, TR AR AR RE T Ak
0L, PrR ek e, IR R R X
S0, WBRRA AT REME . KRB R, P
B TURE 8 MR R I AT HE P A I M 2 TR A
B} T ] 1if A9 B 56 P 28 (e.g., Dhar, Nowlis, & Sherman,
2000; Khan, Zhu, & Kalra, 2011), 4752yl ]
{14 J5 PR B8 R R 5 42 37 At N P B O DOk
RARTHUR), EEEE X TIr& 7 B L — P4
Ft(Dhar et al., 2000; Bk, BAoE, 2013). T E T
LI EIE R R TE T e B TR #h %€ (Simonson,
1989).,

1.3 RKIMRE

MG SEAEAE— ALK A 5] B 7 A= PR 5 e LA
| AAHZS 0 (incompatible responses) AR (Berlyne,
1960), P35 1% (decision conflict)if % 5 P 5 i 72
R RS, AR DBE S R E . AN B
BT 5 (e.g., Armitage & Arden, 2007), AfI17E
BAFIC RS KU FIANE . 21T A0 T R R 1 AN
T 2 TR ME U Ry, it & B 3 e 3R TR X (difficulty),
PSR S Bl 2 MoK o K 1T B AT SR R,
S RUEAEES A RS S A PR LB N7 BT) R1(1p AL T 175
147 M (e.g., Dhar & Nowlis, 1999),

TR SR M 5E, AATT4s TR AT LUK vh 2 8k 1y
D7, GBEAT RS AT R R s R R
RS TI Y EL AT U AR 7 Y B R (AR DR 2 PR 8
iGN, 7 5T AU A% AR P 2 [BSRCE (tradeof),
LSRR B LA e, AR ETRE, AR R e
(deferral) (Dhar & Nowlis, 1999); it Kk #EAE S
SEUH I BR FIME RN o oS, SRS P Akt
G B D ask 25 100 B[] RO 3 T T80 35 %60 i A 358 T 1) 4
I HE 5, BRI SE B HL(Xu, Jiang, & Dhar, 2013).
WG, 4 THR R IEAE TR Z 1.0
P ¢ JH (psychological resources), Afi]12KH R %
KLEZRMIIR . KRR, TR pge &l
TH PR E R B R & B PR B, Bk FA e 7o
43 # 1 3Z H¥ (justifiability) 9 5 %€ (e.g., Shafir et al.,
1993). Bl 4N, T 55 T BE b (BI85 5K b (1
BOMIEREF G, B A o 0 AR R ATE
AT R S e YRR &K (e.g., Fishbach &
Dhar, 2005; Kivetz & Simonson, 2002); ¥ T2 HEHE

WA SIS0 S B 4T ot R ) e PP i, 5 BRACEE ih E 8
WA T0UI01 5 M T R TV 2% K 10k P (Inman. &
Zeelenberg, 2002); TH X A7 7E 2 N ETAT G 9 &
WK SHLIY R R R b 5e, & BAL Bt PeE TIH 3
[ 5 B 42 (Levavy, Kivetz, & Cho, 2010).

PR BB U B i Y BT A A
4k (e.g., Khan et al., 2011), A SCHTA BF5E %11
FEI 58 5T 42t AN A T AN SR PR R TT,  EAUIFSE B 52 1%
FRPENG AT, ARSI SR Ol . 5 g —A
PR S, AR — MRS AR AL FURI(A)  — i
WA 5 il BT 3 T (C) A —A> T I A A t i 2 Jo E #4
AbTF R RLRZS B E(B) . 7 A FI C 4l B %
EEH, ATEMs EEAMRHA MR FAAESH
C WFEMNAR 5 HAFAE S FamTE B & E AR, w
H NIRRT F R, R T SRR
Y, TEREI B S e R & BUBOESE, ook
WA ZUAL HE BB R, AT T A AU 57 R B e 1 e T 1Y)
PRI Z R I 25 #(e.g., Festinger, 1962),
PO AR OF 5 F1vh %€ (Dhar, 1997; Shafir &
Tversky, 1993), fifi %4 2 B HURG B ST R T #E
(e.g., Hedgcock et al., 2009; Luce, Payne, & Bettman,
1999). [RJIF, JEH 4 7K -2 BE I R/ INB AN ]
P2, Festinger (1962)48 i, JEAI k5 B4
FEPE RTINS 0 ; Chatterjee A1 Heath (1996) L4
Wang, Novemsky, Dhar Fll Baumeister (2010)Jfff5¢
R 1 AN [) s M A PR T AR e SR v o8, 4521
R A IEMICOCR . Wi, Rk (&
PO, IR e T4 Mt =2 ] 1) A 35 25 St AR 422
T, T S P AR Y BRSBTS S
ST AL 0% (1.0 BERC IR AR B/ ISRk 3 2 ) 2
SRR, IR AR T BT R LA Z B
TRAY 25 3, DR T H R RN 2R SR e S RO BRI #E K
PR i o Khan 45(2011) I ) F A R KSF-202E T 3
T [a] (R SN AR, WFSE A BE, eI [a] i 2% TR
RLPEBR T, TH 2 R B PSR 2 N
1.4 T RIETIER 55 89 520

BEA HEALYT IR B A, PR3 B ok
R o o kA BE R AT A, CHERRE,
PRI A FI C Z [8] R 22 S AR B R4 5 (A, B, C}
BRI, B oyhEES BBy BAETS A A C
(1 22 S 16 T A PRI AR Y Lo A =z P O R, A
F1C K Bl A0 A B 355 12 70T (extreme option) (Simonson
& Tversky, 1992; Simonson, Nowlis, & Lemon, 1993),
PROHAS SCIN Ry, BAR P R ITUAR ), (B A7 7E 4 R 3 10
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B A Fl C &k B AR st A 57, B 25 5 HR,
TH I PR KO R . R, SRR
VRS AT AT, SRR R AT LA b o8 B AS B R SR
PrRkmit?, AR R AR EAE, 5
AIBEH T e 8E Atz BIRR G, T 9% AR Ok Ll
J&(Morimoto & Chang, 2006), JE &, BEER T
) M 55 o o 4 it — A

AV, g8 T e st m vk, B
J&F e E v, R R ] e Ce.g,
Hsee, 1996; Carmon et al., 2003), ##% J7 i 19 H
SE R . BB, TR T A O S A AR
W BAT = ANEA E 1, Ha 1 Hoch (1989)48 Y, e
BOMIFE 7 & B P A A Z A A ek, it i Y
B ER S AE BRI M, ALFE i RN A 4
JEE | VPAR 25 T 4 B DL R 2 45 A Y S A I T
B 1PHr . Muthukrishnan, Wathieu Fl Xu (2009)45 1},
— PR 10T B AR A A BT R Y AR RE,
FUR KRB — A B A 9 A X R], RO ) W
AFEROR M, TR KLk (ambiguity aversion) [
T e, NATTHE i 2 i 4 e, TR Ay i 38t L R 0 34
SER AT T B R BT AR 0 o R, RS ARRAAY 7 A 1)
WrAs S BARA, ot %) 25 SRR RO, T v o
i AL TE S BT b RO OL R, s Ty AL T TR 4
P, dE—2, CAURNERY, M TEOMIM:, e
HR SSRGS FF . Trautmann, Vieider
Fl Wakker (2008)% B1, 475 2 1] fibh A fiff e U 3 ik
PRI, AR A KT G 2 P = o A EL RO, B
B P N7 AR B sl DR 17 el e o o 4 AR il it
Hh, AEPEBIMIE BRI E IR SR REE, K AE
22 ()N 0 %% P (Baumeister, Sparks, Stillman, &
Vohs, 2008). 454 T 2L IA A] 15 i 35 46 T e 3 v
58 PR oS THFERR 2 1O BRBE IR S BOTTR
PHER A AP SN L 7= SR VAN A LT AR T
W T AASRT . LA AR T R B 220 B R EL TR
B8 G A B SRR IR, A, R
PRI AT AR, I 9% 2 0 1] T e 136 EL A 2 PR P 3
(RIS, B a0 B

H1: 767 i 8 50 114 5 2 R A% A7 76 U 56 R 1Y
PrREFRESE, HIrRETONAI G0, JHHEE
{00 ] FREBRARAN AR5, TR S AR

WEFE T 5, S5 R A% A M %) B
TR E 52 M R SR T SRR i 5 K, BRI o 5 U s —
52 M PR B (A ASORI R A ] o BT R e TS AT 1542
AN A P B R, FTER AR R R T I A

FE—E RO . Wt ud, R4 Rk A T 15
P TIPSR vhge,  FLH 9 30T R e AR
RT3 AT ), L2 SR SO DV 5 A T (SR
PERAR), P oA 25 T RO L skt 1 45 S 46 )
1717 [0 3 JBT g o5 00 %) 77, R Ay I o JB a7 it A
IANTAEAETE Z IR ETE, B, s PP iR
R I35 RS P G AT 5 AR AN AR R At A 4 22 1) £
YERICR . AR, SR BT E S A4
B, BB A LI 2% (e.g., Ha &
Hoch, 1989), 4B IFM BUBRIMEREAIR, BEFRARAN
AR B H s, M BRI KOS, T SR
PERECM AR B AN I T REPEIE — 248 8 . WA A%
Wl A AP BT I ARSI, 4R DL R

H2a: Y50 EBOMI MG PR, Pr R Emian]
PR AR RS AR P R S A ST A T s

H2b: YT AU PEA B s, P Rk miAs )
R TARAN % A 0 2 P B R 4R FHE i — 2P
B

H3: JLR W 5KV EAT R B U AT 45X 7] 15 1%
T SE 5 R )5 e v B A AR

WHTRTIR, PS5 ] & T 1K 2 38 X I (vs.
RO 25 19 4 . Mishra, Umesh il Stem (1993)
R BN 7 it SRR AT T 7 R PR T 2 8
/>3 B B RGN (IR, Sheng %6 A (2005) % BE, 1M
BRE XS 7 A, BN ] T RE PR R R,
LR VE, 77 i RN B A% 7 A R, B
A TR T 9% 38 045 5 R TR MR A IR 2
YA X 43, AT 25 5 o A [ Jag P K SP- Al AN A
BRI o PRI, ST RIS, A 5
sl TR TH 2% 38 (vs. AN AR i I TE 2 B TE A )
XEA R 7= it T W AR, B /Db ™ A e ih 28
SR, T /Dl D ISR R A T A o AR L R R

H4: 757 S BRI 5T 2 AN AR A7 AR B G R 1Y)
PrRE PR G B, YT RETOR A0, AT
Al TR (T S, A T2 R R AT 2
PR ISR, BRI AR A B AT BEPETEAR

25 b, AWFIE AR SR LA R e 3R vh 58 S 3ie
o7, A =N SEIE I 2R ik ST BRI
FIA XSV 2 I S (UL 3). 928 1 A ST
FTERIR TR THIC A 2 AT P e 280
2 43 Ik G i B VAN RSk Ay, SRR
A = TR AG (BRI RR B, 5050 3 M kA &
AP R X 43 H BT i T Ok TRl S50
3 SR A 55 T 5 o S 1 A RN



55 WU R G B B T 2 ik 629
‘ ese g ‘ B R A
GRFREN
| mmEewmin | Ik s
s iR |

K3 ARSCHFFTHEZR

2 SEER 1. PJrREIUAATEXIR T
A 1B I i 4 %) 52 W)

SCH 1R HBYRASES H, B4 A Al
PRI, V5 2% & A ] T PR PR, TR
CINIE=2 A
21 XWAHZE

THEREH 362 AR (A4 182 &)W TRHE
BUORSINT 9280, SRR R E R AL B &1, rf
S 5EPIEHLABCE] 3 AR BISLE AL . ERN A%
TRPERE RGP i (P2 Fh T A) . M AR T 2 R RE Y
Pr = fhGET B M % = M RE 1Y 7= GE ST C)
ol 51 B i 2 1€ 7 9 Ao v x4 £ A F < o o B
A. B, CHy/=ffE B, Easmei B e, Hik
FEAY P RYIEIN A FIGETH C — 3% Z AT PR (FR R
“Pr /IR AIAGLL"); {UF BIEI A FIET C 1Y)
iR R, JRTE A Z AT B (PR X IR AL

T8 2T NAT T R BB AR & I WF5E (Wang et
al., 2010; Simonson & Tversky, 1992), 5258 1 & 1T
TR AR BN 42 Bl 55 PR RR = SR PRI B . K S
BE) BN AR S s BRI T B S — S AL,
TR = AL AL, e e — I3, i
FF20 B 32 b 4w B I W SE P, 182 g SR —
A7 YR BEI AL 7= i fE B S =kl —
H, KT E B bR T HETL A, [H
I BELE IR A I C Pk, X HRAL M e B B 0
BB T B S — R EARS AL, % DL PR L
TUEOGER, P g PP — AT S8 LS 5 %)
— o AR T SRR
22 HIEHSMEER

A B IE LN 1 R o A H TR AR AR
PEREIE I (13.3%) Rl M At v 4k BB 1L I (40%), T &%
Y b T A5 P AR Y BT B 3 IR R Y AT R M TR K
(46.7%), AR ERULL(A, B, C HIEFEHER)
A 11.7%, 48.3%F1 40%). [RIE, Lo =4l ({A,
B, CHFIX AL ({A, C}), ST AWML R —3%,

L6 M A R0, T BRI A £ AR IR I
A LE T B AE BB 2 A M B CBUS AR PIL A AT C BYFE XS
Wi 45, TEEHEE (A, CIFI{A, B, C}H4r51K
46.7%F1 25%, y* (1) =4.11, p< 0.05; FHZENH A F
C AT T 345, 4331 37.9%F1 19.4%, i (1) =
3.56, p<0.07),

MR HL, X RETA T RAL({A, B ran,
CHFIX IR ({A, CHEIEHEAT logistic [P1IH73#T,
PRI AR 1 S W SR (0 AR m s BTk It €, 1 40K
AN RIET A), B2 LA, Bras,
CYER({A, C})FI™ 52 B AL R 42 Ml 55 ) o
EIR R, BEFRAEZON M ER B E (Wald = 7.43,
p<0.01), MHEFXIEA, PrRETATIFH A B
IO () SF- P A R IR T 19.4% () (1) = 9.43, p <
0.01), WHELZEUL, HITREFEATRH, A&
O TR B AR RS . Bk UL, Y
FHBL A BRI BEMER N 46.7%, 1T RIETA
AIAHEEE T, A BEEERIINE 66.1% (o (1) =
4.70, p < 0.05). FHZEEMRSS B SS 55 A — 2L,
AN A T FE S TR AN S8 70 ) 4 5 DA 37.9%38 i
FT 58.1% (% (1) = 4.86, p< 0.03), EHEELBIF
7P 2R A 2 8] B9 A2 BAE RS W3 (Wald = 1.39,
n.s.). H1 f33]57FE,

F1 W VITRETERE XN R T RBUE R R0

i Ykt IR %R SR A o= ikdA
{A, C} {A, Bsun, C} {A, B, C}
BASHIHL  N=60 N =62 N =60
A 46.7 66.1 133
B 46.7
C 53.3 33.9 40.0
FHA M55 N=58 N =62 N =60
A 37.9 58.1 11.7
B 48.3
C 62.1 41.9 40.0

T AEPTA AR, A SRR IR BRI LE IR, B AAR B4 4T
Je FIR BT, C A2 v B A 1B
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30 S 2. JRETEAEBOMITERTETY  To%. StRRM 2 TR A ve ) x 2

TEH

SR 2 R ATR AN A AR RO By AR,
WﬁﬁﬁﬁTT S RN A B PEAER, T
P& AT BT R VAN AP AE — € MBI M . S0 2 A4S
PIASTFS2H H2A A H2B, 354G 16 o 2 1A Ao A
WIPEA B AR A BT S i, S 2 e ik 53 % TR
i A 2 A B 5 T B 1 B8 T P U o A )07 e 0 5353
FISESR . S 2A SR H R ZBURAT 70 ok AR ™ i
BTt iTAL BRI R B, B AN BOBFR R, St
(1R 7 it JoT 2 DAY 2 R AR B 2 4 TSR 2 1) A R 1%
(Ha & Hoch, 1989; Dhar & Simonson, 1999), X itt, A<
SCINH 2 459 B o B A L B A TN R R
IF, BT IFA A ASEA E PR AT, PR e T ke B0
AR s A At i 4 1) i A FHAE o T 0538 o 92 6 2B
W3z P Sl 0 7 it Bt i S 4, R ik — 2D B N B i T
IR PE . ARG R, 2415 B2 LIVE R (range)
T AR AE B 808 (precise number)AYTE 45 i, HoAfr
L W PR AR A K R K38 Tl (e.g., Dhar & Simonson,
2003; Ang, Leong, & Tey, 1997; Krishna, Briesch,
Lehmann, & Yuan, 2002; d’Astous & Landreville,
2003; Yao & Chen, 2013), f|4ll, Dhar 1 Simonson
(2003) &3, HHLLT=IEMTTFH R 4 B (WYIFRA
%), IR 3~5 B> (U FIRE ) m 1 5
HH BB, FEM SR T E 2 AR R RS
(choice deferral); Yao Fll Chen (2013)HF5% T i #% Y
U FRIB (WA A HLAR M 4%, e.g., Stafford & Stafford,
2000), WFFERM I TIrdnh 5~7 Jrote<driny 6
YT BY B i 238 S g RO, 5 BOTE = ASOR AIL skk F e
RARE T, Hi—F AR KR AL B 5| I T
JE# . B, ARG, BT B DA
MRS DIEUE I X BUR, BT & PPAL 09 AN B 2 P

(B RREAT /0 A vs. 0) + 2 (kg4 mi%it, &
5EYHALELE] 6 AR .

SEH 2A Pk BRI G S SN 1 A,
G =R (A, B, C}) . IrRETUA A1 ({A,
B, CHFINTIREE({A, C}), Hrh A fRFARMIL T
eI, B AARITH LT, C E SN = LD, S5
2A MR SIE S 1 AR, ASH AR 2A
(9 SR B S Bk — kI v 7 eAb, SEER Al —2F
Pk HREE B B ERE R AR 5 B, S Ah— 2k
IR RRARAT L G0 P i B i I AT (R B, A
T BRGSO A S 1, XS 585 &
B TR A IR A R R (I 2 )
YERZ7%, ek AT T 33X JLRES 58 0 10 & 5 T
PEP A RT3 (1~100 207, &5, VE NI
55, AR LT =AM B 0572 5078 8 i vFAh
AN 2 P A & (Cronbach’s o = 0.78): “FRAEH #
JE HOXEI Y BRI (1 = E2ARE, 9= 5%
) “BAE 2 KRBRE L A O Reii T4 8
MERE? (1 = EFATIE, 9 = JEFIHE)”; Xt
H O 7E 5T AL A% 2Z 0] BT AR A B A {0052 (1 =
FTe¥E D, 9 = 5E2AE0)” (Muthukrishnan &
Kardes, 2001),

312 HEINMELER

B EBEEOLINER 2 FiR. &%, 558 1
AT, Gt Fe i =41 ({A, B, CHAIXFIE4L({A,
C}), FATUEL R T A oy (B DR AK N, AR A A& A
JE BRI A RIS A% = BT C 3 B AR
VEBEME R 25 T R BRI Y i A & A 2 AR Ak,
T A LRI (40% vs. 21.1%, ¢* (1) =
3.80, p < 0.05), ¥ &EToEL ZK T EI47(36.7% vs.
18.5%, x* (1) =2.86, p=0.072 (*A2)).

AR, B2 BT R O BN AR 0 4 B, AR R RV AL R 6 A
YK, (M = 6.18 SD = 1.92). & & T & KR4
31 X 2A: ERREITFMAIATIER (M =5.12 SD = 2.30, t (350) = 4.68, p <.001), At
3.1 FWAHE ARSI 5630 3 4 R B R PR i Ok R AIG B
350 ZAUFRHE KA AR E R IR ZE R S MR R IR RTI . #F ok, B H2A,
#2 FW2A EREEFHNBBIER
S %I FIF TS % Ai L R T4
{A,C}N=60  {A,Bsun,C} N=60 {A,B,C}N=60 {A,C}N=58 {A Brus, C}N=58 {A,B,C}N=56
A 36.7 65 8.3 40 36.7 13.3
B 55 36.7
C 63.3 35 36.7 60 63.3 50

IE: TERTA AR, A ARRATN TG A, B FRIR R A% A0S A 1300, C AR i TR Y e 100
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DAL= SRR O R AR 5 (0 AR C, 1 ARk
T A), DAY= SR a3 (n] A5 SOR i) i K
i T o (B ) A AR &, X R A ] 1541
({A, B, CHFIXRRAL({A, CHEPEIETT logistic
WA53HT . 32045 5 H2A AH—3%, rfikminl 3k
RS LR B BE N EAE-H MWl =
5.97, p<0.05). EARKUL, TEFREITHMESH
iF, AHE TR (A, C), AR (A, B s,
C ) B AU i) T B B A (65% vs. 36.7%, % (1) =
9.64, p < 0.01), H1 FRRAFENEE; SR, FA7E LK
JE AL, W2 XA (A, CHRIERREE (A,
B swn, CHELMMME M A BRI P #E 22 7 (40%
vs. 36.7%, y* (1) = 0.14, n.s.). PrEpghh T #PEWald =
2.95, ns) M & ZE BRI (Wald = 2.95, n.s)i £3L
V&I %N E

ST 2A INEGAIE T H2A, 4TI R AT 3k
FREF, AR BT DTN B RBORI MR AR, R X TR
Mg AR it 110 O 2 e Bl = B AP T 2
32 I 2B: RERseEAIETER
321 ZEBAHE

360 ZIHERZFEMABAES I T 5255 (5 4 202
D)o SLHCRA 2 T REIELT . A vs.T0) x 2 (T
WRB T B vs B + 2 (CakdD AT
S 5H WL BLE) 6 A4

SE5G 2B TR E R AR G R 5 05 1 AH A,
fFE =LA, B, C}). PrEEIHATTISEA, B s,
CHRIXIREE({A, C}), Hr A fURMRH IR BT IE S,
B QRS H kI, C AR S BTk, S8 2B 48
FESE 1 EARME, RREMELE 2B %Y
H AR — K RO, 0w o 2 2l A
FEVRIN AR W . HeAh, —22 53505 ek B 5
AR RIS B A, 3 Ab— 2P Ak 5 Al
TG . (AR TER AR, mX I B R, A5
TR P ) N 25 0 L T A Yy, fan,
AT ] FIA R “3~5 YU E B B4 T 3
B9, ARTF A 4 B9, Hit, ZRTTKEAH S
FRHE B 50 N8 0 30 PRl P o et 22308, I >4 45 1

BT WY 7K P45 Tk sh Y5 Bl Y T BR(Dhar & Simonson,
2003) o A LI (14317 A R PR B KB (7%~9%)
5K A BB A 25 (9%), A1 EL T4 B R i B (l,
25 SR IV RIS, 5 DT AR

322 HBESMELER

B EBRE LA 3 i, 1B, MR
DR BUETE 45 sk, A TR (A, C), B
T A FEZEPRE (A, B, CLHEEREIMER B 1 =
(38.3% vs. 56.7%, x* (1) = 4.04, p< 0.07), H1 F-K5
AR B, DA R BRI G0 AR (0 R iR
T C, 1ARERIEI A), DAT R i 15 AT A5 (AT 15 5%
AN AT A ) RIS ik 7 SCKS i O A 28 B, X
PrE I AR T4 ({A, Brwu, CHFIXTIRLL({A, C})
AR HEAT logistic MM IR IR, i3RIk TT
K EROV B Wald = 11.27, p< 0.01), 4>
22 A2 HAEH B E (Wald = 13.79, p< 0.01), H
Aok ul, ST EETORN AT, XF e 4% R DL R B
KA UABUEIE UG5 i R PRI 00, AR A% 1L A
T T 5 8 1 LAYE B 3 45 B 4 38 138 A e o i —
AR E(75% vs. 56.7%, x* (1) = 4.48, p = 0.054),
H2B 75 5| 32 4%,

SEHS 2A FNSEES 2B AR [ABARA, 7 7 it
HOH T F MR AR A, SR EAE T A% ot it
P & AR AN 1 AR AR AEAS R BRI AT, PR
PEWUR RIS, 19 9% 35 45 T R e 15 B A 1 P L 3
AIRET, T f (7 LI T A T 2T 5 A S R o i o o
PB4 T B PR B A AR AR T AR Ak

4 30 LA
11 R RIS 6 1

N T RIS S ITUAS Al A3 550 (Y N AERL B, 5
50 3 A 0T B 7 et R A 1R T A R S i S Y
VR o T 98 7 il R LA T 23 208
B LR, e 2 G BE AR T 9 il ad 2
ST R R, L b R AR T 20 A
B EARREE NH A R, DLRERS Y Bl i T 3k
Fr5 HFR - WA RS RIBE ) o BRI, TH 2%

£33 LRIBIFRREREARNWIATIER

) % I [ % FEHREE
HEIR
{A,C}N=60 {A,Brus,C}N=60 {A,B,C}N=60 {A,C}N=60 {A Bruus,C}N=60 {A, B, C} N=60
A 43.3 75 21.1 383 56.7 20
B 42.1 45
C 56.7 25 36.8 61.7 433 35

T TR, A RRATBURA IR, B AR BT AR AR P R, C AR BUS O RO T i o
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P IEH | AT ARAS B S LA TR AR AR, 2
SLHTR A8 T 9% 35 % B 2 48 19 7 b A B R 2256
W EHEREE . 2% Clarkson, Janiszewski il Cinelli
(2013)5 X FiH B LML IR oY, 525 3 [l
]2 5 0 RT E  b TR
4.1 ZWHZE

600 &L Hi B K 2E ) MBA [F]Z4300 T 525
(A 485 #). SLER B HRAM BT, AL
REPEEE RIS, 430 iR BE({A, B, C}). P1E
PRI T 13 FE({A, By, CHFIXTIREE (A, C}), H
o AR B e 0, B AR vk, C UK
W BRI, SC5G 3 35 18 55080 1AM, A~
A A2 S50 3 I B st — 3R L0 A 2, it )&
PEIE AT A A A TR I AR

SR WS BE PR I, B AR S [ 24 b HIRUK
(AP - B30 LSt TURh AT A A7 1 =
EH DT, 9 = EH 2L, TEFZ ARSI
SE—WRKLAHEEIE? 1 = RDWE, 9 = LHIE,
TIE W 2 A A — IR A7 1= R0, 9 =
ZoH My, L TR T A 2 ) A DG R
TR, e — AL AT T LR, A
FFE BILOR AW S 25 TR AE 08 X 1 45 24570 Jin
PIFEAL, 1 = B ARFE, 9 = JEH FAE) (Clarkson
etal., 2013), fcJi, BRI PR wh o KO- (B AE L
AN BRI Z [ AT I I, 76 2 KRR S 7 )i,
1 = Z&AFE, 9 = EWTE, BHEZKEE L
WafE BB s BB Y, 1 = FER IS, 9 =
AEH # ) (Muthukrishnan & Kardes, 2001), 5%
BERENLAT LS 3 AR, I HAERRES G, 4
B —A/NALAE RN S 5N S7 . TR I,
Ll TR 5 P SR i 5 ) T ] 28 05T of A g N
pRTES N
42 HER5HH

e, HE % MAH (Cronbach’s o = 0.88)5
FILENTE (o0 = 0.90) = BEAHE(r = 0.61, p < 0.05), 15

Y5 Clarkson 55 A (2013) A8, L&A 30 TR
TR I T T Ll AR (o = 0.79) (M =
4.69 SD = 2.00), JHIH P Ll NiRIE T Spotlight
DB A Ry Ay A i, BGE IS M + 1 RS
P A{HEF% (Spiller, Fitzsimons, Lynch, & Mcclelland,
2013), FFRHAR T — b5 o 22 10 B 2 % R ol N
P, BT — A b e 2 A G iAo &l
HEEE, J5H A BT R R T

520, K IR R EIE GRS A R D
W50 O BRI o 32 18 Zhao, Lynch F1 Chen (2010)
B AR ST R F, 2B Preacher, Rucker
F1 Hayes (2007)#2 i ) Bootstrap J5i%, K o4&
PR M 2E (o = 0.88) A H AR o Bl 4 SRR W,
JER TR TR I 98 HE T R 3 THUAS W A 00 R B o8 4
FRA %50V (total indirect effect = 0.8154, SE = 0.3195,
95% CI1[0.2355, 1.4775], FEASE N 5000), H3 7533
XHFo

FEROR, KI0TH 93 Ll R X A R TN A]
FRRONL VE T VE T, 44 B R S A I R T AR
FHRS 36 88 P EA TR 30

IR 1, K IH 2% Rl R T R R WU ]
B 5 A R SR ER . A B
HARVHNH B3 Lol MR E R e | AS i, Seitasdl
MIEEER DLW 4). LA™ S B0 00k R A% 6 (0
REFBET C, 1 ARFEIETH A), LIYT =5l 5]
PR BN AT R 8 3 Bl AR B s E B ) B
AR, WHT R ETUR TS LL({A, B sam, C})FIXS &
H{A, CHEIRIEFT logistic [AIJT43H7 . 453 B,
WA A AR A BAE A B (Wald = 4.39, p < 0.05),
T ERON A E (Waldsasmann = 1.85, NS
Walds s camn = 0.93,n.8), #HE—H00r, tHHL Tk
FREE (A, C}, Ll R A T 2 3 T AT IR PR AR
{A, B, CyHEMI TR A (42.9 % vs.
70.2%, x* (1) = 8.58, p < 0.01); T & AR F= 5 1
TH A, PRI T 15 B A A8 AT A% 32 5 I &7
(35.2% vs. 34.5%, ¥* (1) = 0.01, n.s.),

YR 2, RIS 9% Ml RO T R i AT A

x4 TR IHEBHFEUMRMIATIER

) % Tk IR > %L AR F
BriA
{A,C}N=56 {A,Bran,C}N=57 {A,B,C}N=46 {A,C}N=54 {A Brau, C}N=58 {A, B, C} N=60
A 429 70.2 10.9 35.2 345 133
B 56.5 35
C 57.1 29.8 32.6 64.8 65.5 51.7
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PSR w5 S R BT EH o AT R T 45 1k
FNE 8 Ll R S — A B IR | AR i, DARSR
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(1,226) = 5.90, p < 0.05; P& /= 5] 531X} ge 5 wh
S RN B3, F(1, 226)=7.90, p < 0.01; 2%
F L R PSR S 1) LN B, F(1, 226)
=17.13,p<0.01,

YR 3, K IH B LMk TR PSR v S AE AT
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DL B 35 19 38 B IR 3R ovh 28 J (M) Sy [ A8
DI S e Fe 4 RS 1, M logistic [m] 45
AU ZE I FEIH, Yok i & B2 A i 2 (Wald = 53.94,
p < 0.01), Hr#& eI Al F5M:FIH 9% & Bl AR I 28
HIAREMWad = 1.21, n.s.), —F M FERVA T
ZWaldyyxmmrme = 0.77, N.S.; Waldysx sumn = 0.46,
n.s.). ZMFFEAE R UL, T 283 Ll R R 1
THUAS T ARG HAT PR 5 VR A < 1 6 R TN ] 45,
FHEE T S AR D I 2 5, A 8 7 i R
(AT D TSR i g IR AR, S BRI AR Al A ]
AEE IS, H4 15 20 B0E . [RIAE— 25 B T Yesk np
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5 HE

50 HIRZVUEEENX
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A BE R, v A5 A A v A T SR R TN T AR
ERTHIRANAE B S 5] (LK 1), HIRERREET
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IRERAEL FITHr, 20 2A; 2085l AR,
S 3) R i (A AR B S L, SE5 2B), TR
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FEH

B, AU T RIS, EE
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Jrik, BEI (6] Y PR 2 RO, SR TR B Y
TR IRk R, PR A T SR Y B P O &
M P TR B — R M 2 A R a2
H— BT L )4 #(Wang et al., 2010), K 1 $ R
ASCHRRTE, TEEA T RJR R e RS
B, PrR IR SO AT RS BO8 S AKCE R A%
AR LT o AW 5T AT DL JEAE N R 3L 30 2 (8] 1) 5T
2 LM A RO, Bl K& BE i
Fr BB EETE LT, X 47 WA Al 15200 i 47 i —
HL R . SV, ARSCHBESY T A& =AYt
PR, ACRWISE AT LA it i 3] e 101 o 22 ) 150
—J7 T, BHZREW A RESS b T T R BRI A



634 N B

*# it %514

A B FRAR R b5, 5 —Tr i, ARZ PRI —A>
PEI R G GT, P AE- S B HEE R i T A T
HOEIR TRl TNTESS R U LAY LN A L ES SR AN Ol
FEIE— AT R A T

2 £ x #

Ang, S. H., Leong, S. M., & Tey, W. L. (1997). Effects of price
reduction sale ads on consumer responses. Pricing Strategy
and Practice, 5(3), 116-125.

Armitage, C. J., & Arden, M. A. (2007). Felt and potential
ambivalence across the stages of change. Journal of Health
Psychology, 12(1), 149-158.

Baumeister, R. F., Sparks, E. A., Stillman, T. F., & Vohs, K. D.
(2008). Free will in consumer behavior: Self-control, ego
depletion, and choice. Journal of Consumer Psychology,
18(1), 4-13.

Berlyne, D. E. (1960). Conflict, arousal, and curiosity.
McGraw-Hill series in psychology. New York, US.

Campo, K., Gijsbrechts, E., & Nisol, P. (2000). Towards
understanding consumer response to stock-outs. Journal of
Retailing, 76(2), 219-242.

Carmon, Z., Wertenbroch, K., & Zeelenberg, M. (2003).
Option attachment: When deliberating makes choosing feel
like losing. Journal of Consumer Research, 30(1), 15-29.

Chatterjee, S., & Heath, T. B. (1996). Conflict and loss
aversion in multiattribute choice: The effects of trade-off
size and reference dependence on decision difficulty.
Organizational Behavior & Human Decision Processes,
67(2), 144-155.

Choplin, J. M., & Hummel, J. E. (2005). Comparison-induced
decoy effect. Memory & Cognition, 33(2), 332-343.

Chuang, H. H. C., Oliva, R., & Liu, S. (2015). On-shelf
availability, retail performance, and external audits: A field
experiment. Production and Operations Management,
25(5), 935-951.

Clarkson, J. J., Janiszewski, C., & Cinelli, M. D. (2013). The
desire for consumption knowledge. Journal of Consumer
Research, 39(6), 1313-1329.

d’Astous, A., & Landreville, V. (2003). An experimental
investigation of factors affecting consumers’ perceptions of
sales promotions. European Journal of Marketing,
37(11-12), 1746-1761.

Dhar, R. (1997). Consumer preference for a no-choice option.
Journal of Consumer Research, 24(2), 215-231.

Dhar, R., & Nowlis, S. M. (1999). The effect of time pressure
on consumer choice deferral. Journal of Consumer
Research, 25(4), 369-384.

Dhar, R., Nowlis, S. M., & Sherman, S. J. (2000). Trying hard
or hardly trying: An analysis of context effects in choice.
Journal of Consumer Psychology, 9 (4), 189-200.

Dhar, R., & Simonson, 1. (1999). Making complementary
choices in consumption episodes: Highlighting versus
balancing. Journal of Marketing Research, 36(1), 29-44.

Dhar, R., & Simonson, 1. (2003). The effect of forced choice
on choice. Journal of Marketing Research, 40(2), 146-160.

Festinger, L. (1962). Cognitive dissonance. Scientific
American, 207(4), 93-107.

Fishbach, A., & Dhar, R. (2005). Goals as excuses or guides:
The liberating effect of perceived goal progress on choice.
Journal of Consumer Research, 32(3), 370-377.

Fitzsimons, G. J. (2000). Consumer response to stockouts.
Journal of Consumer Research, 27(2), 249-266.

Ge, X., Messinger, P. R., & Li, J. (2009). Influence of soldout
products on consumer choice. Journal of Retailing, 85(3),
274-287.

Gierl, H., & Huettl, V. (2010). Are scarce products always
more attractive? The interaction of different types of
scarcity signals with products’ suitability for conspicuous
consumption. International Journal of Research in
Marketing, 27(3), 225-235.

Ha, Y. W., & Hoch, S. J. (1989). Ambiguity, processing
strategy, and advertising-evidence interactions. Journal of
Consumer Research, 16(3), 354-360.

Hedgcock, W., Rao, A. R., & Chen, H. (2009). Could Ralph
Nader’s entrance and exit have helped Al Gore? The impact
of decoy dynamics on consumer choice. Journal of
Marketing Research, 46(3), 330-343.

Hsee, C. K. (1996). The evaluability hypothesis: An
explanation for preference reversals between joint and
separate evaluations of alternatives. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 67(3), 247-257.

Huang, Y. H., & Zhang, Y. C. (2016). The out-of-stock (OOS)
effect on choice shares of available options. Journal of
Retailing, 92(1), 13-24.

Huber, J., Payne, J. W., & Puto, C. (1982). Adding
asymmetrically dominated alternatives: Violations of
regularity and the similarity hypothesis. Journal of
Consumer Research, 9(1), 90-98.

Inman, J. J.,, & Zeelenberg, M. (2002). Regret in repeat
purchase versus switching decisions: The attenuating role
of decision justifiability. Journal of Consumer Research,
29(1), 116-128.

Jung, J. M., & Kellaris, J. J. (2004). Cross-national differences
in proneness to scarcity effects: The moderating roles of
familiarity, uncertainty avoidance, and need for cognitive
closure. Psychology & Marketing, 21(9), 739-753.

Khan, U., Zhu, M., & Kalra, A. (2011). When trade-offs matter:
The effect of choice construal on context effects. Journal of
Marketing Research, 48(1), 62-71.

Kim, M., & Lennon, S. J. (2011). Consumer response to online
apparel stockouts. Psychology & Marketing, 28(2), 115—
144.

Kivetz, R., & Simonson, I. (2000). The effects of incomplete
information on consumer choice. Journal of Marketing
Research, 37(4), 427-448.

Kivetz, R., & Simonson, I. (2002). Earning the right to indulge:
Effort as a determinant of customer preferences toward
frequency program rewards. Journal of Marketing Research,
39(2), 155-170.

Krishna, A., Briesch, R., Lehmann, D. R., & Yuan, H. (2002).
A meta-analysis of the impact of price presentation on
perceived savings. Journal of Retailing, 78(2), 101-118.

Ku, H. H., Kuo, C. C., Fang, W. L., & Yu, Y. W. (2014). The
impact of retail out-of-stock options on preferences: The
role of consumers’ desire for assimilation versus
differentiation. Marketing Letters, 25(1), 53-66.

Levav, J., Kivetz, R., & Cho, C. K. (2010). Motivational
compatibility and choice conflict. Journal of Consumer
Research, 37(3), 429-442.

Li, D. J., Zheng, J., Jin, H. Z., & Zhang, C. B. (2017). A study
on phantom decoy effects of consumer decision-making
context cue-based on priming strategy model in double
attribute space. Management Review, 29(6), 189-201.

(AR, A%, 0T, KR, (2017). I e AR 5L
2RI HE AT S ROV FE——% T 0BUR A 25 18] 3 5K
iR BHEIFS, 29(6), 189-201.]

Luce, M. F., Payne, J. W., & Bettman, J. R. (1999). Emotional



%5 Wk

WA BUELE SRR 7 PR S R BB B P vk 635

tradeoff difficulty and choice. Journal of Marketing
Research, 36(2), 143-159.

Mishra, S., Umesh, U. N., & Stem, D. E. (1993). Antecedents
of the attraction effect: An information-processing approach.
Journal of Marketing Research, 30(3), 331-349.

Morimoto, M., & Chang, S. (2006). Consumers’ attitudes
toward unsolicited commercial e-mail and postal direct
mail marketing methods. Journal of Interactive Advertising,
7(1), 1-11.

Muthukrishnan, A. V., & Kardes, F. R. (2001). Persistent
preferences for product attributes: The effects of the initial
choice context and uninformative experience. Journal of
Consumer Research, 28(1), 89-104.

Muthukrishnan, A. V., Wathieu, L., & Xu, A. J. (2009).
Ambiguity aversion and the preference for established
brands. Management Science, 55(12), 1933-1941.

Pettibone, J. C., & Wedell, D. H. (2000). Examining models of
nondominated decoy effects across judgment and choice.
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes,
81(2), 300-328.

Pettibone, J. C., & Wedell, D. H. (2007). Testing alternative
explanations of phantom decoy effects. Journal of
Behavioral Decision Making, 20(3), 323-341.

Pratkanis, A. R., & Farguhar, P. H. (1992). A brief history of
research on phantom alternatives: Evidence for seven
empirical generalizations about phantoms. Basic & Applied
Social Psychology, 13(1), 103—122.

Preacher, K. J., Rucker, D. D., & Hayes, A. F. (2007).
Addressing moderated mediation hypotheses: Theory, methods,
and prescriptions. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 42(1),
185-227.

Shafir, E., Simonson, I. & Tversky, 1. (1993). Reason-based
choice. Cognition, 49(1-2), 11-36.

Sheng, S. B., Parker, A. M., & Nakamoto, K. (2005).
Understanding the mechanism and determinants of
compromise effects. Psychology & Marketing, 22(7), 591-
609.

Simonson, I. (1989). Choice based on reasons: The case of
attraction and compromise effects. Journal of Consumer

Research, 16(2), 158—174.

Simonson, 1., Nowlis, S., & Lemon, K. (1993). The effects of
local consideration sets on global choice between lower
price and higher quality. Marketing Science, 12(4), 357-
377.

Simonson, 1., & Tversky, A. (1992). Choice in context:
Tradeoff contrast and extremeness aversion. Journal of
Marketing Research, 29(3), 281-295.

Sloot, L. M., Verhoef, P. C., & Franses, P. H. (2005). The
impact of brand equity and the hedonic level of products on
consumer stock-out reactions. Journal of Retailing, 81(1),
15-34.

Spiller, S. A., Fitzsimons, G. J., Lynch, J. G., & Mcclelland, G.
H. (2013). Spotlights, floodlights, and the magic number
zero: Simple effects tests in moderated regression. Journal
of Marketing Research, 50(2), 277-288.

Stafford, M. R., & Stafford, T. F. (2000). The effectiveness of
tensile pricing tactics in the advertising of services. Journal
of Advertising, 29(2), 45-60.

Trautmann, S. T., Vieider. F. M., & Wakker, P. P. (2008). Causes
of ambiguity aversion: Known versus unknown preferences.
Journal of Risk and Uncertainty, 36(3), 225-243.

Tversky, A., & Simonson, I. (1993). Context-dependent
preferences. Management Science, 39(10), 1179-1189.

Wang, J., Novemsky, N., Dhar, R., & Baumeister, R. F. (2010).
Trade-offs and depletion in choice. Journal of Marketing
Research, 47(5), 910-919.

Yao, Q., Chen, R., & Zhao, P. (2013). Precise versus imprecise
promotional rewards at small probabilities: Moderating
from purchase value and promotion budget. European
Journal of Marketing, 47 (5-6), 1006-1021.

Xu, J., Jiang, Z. X., & Dhar, R. (2013). Mental representation
and perceived similarity: How abstract mindset aids choice
from large assortments. Journal of Marketing Research,
50(4), 548-559.

Zhao, X. S., Lynch, J. G, & Chen, Q. M. (2010).
Reconsidering Baron and Kenny: Myths and truths about
mediation analysis. Journal of Consumer Research, 37(2),
197-206.

Quality or price? The effect of stock-out middle option on consumer choices

YAO Qing'; CHEN Rong’
(* Donlinks School of Economics and Management, University of Science and Technology Beijing, Beijing 100083, China)
(* School of Economics and Management, Tsinghua University, Beijing 100084, China)

Abstract

Consumers in real world sometimes face situations in which information about unavailable products is still
present in the decision contexts. For example, consumers may find that certain options are sold out and thus
marked by an out-of-stock stamp in such a way that consumers can still examine their attributes information.
Traditional models of consumer choices have assumed that the addition of an unavailable alternative to a choice
set has no impact on the shares among the original alternatives. However, recent studies on asymmetrical
dominance choice sets suggest that adding an alternative that asymmetrically dominates a targeted alternative
and is declared to be unavailable increases preference for the target in the original choice set. Three categories of
theories, range-weighting, similarity-substitution and relative-advantage, have been used to explain the
phenomenon.
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Despite prior research interest in extending attraction effect in unavailability context, little is understood
about how unavailable options influence preferences among available options in other choice settings. Dominant
literature have advocate for the preference for the compromised option in a three-option set. Thus, it is typical
that the unavailable option is the compromised one. The above three explanations all fail to predict the
preference on the remaining options in this situation.

We propose that consumers are experiencing increasing decision difficulty or feeling greater conflict
deciding in the unavailable compromise set than in the two-option set, and thus are likely to alleviate this
negative task-related emotion by engaging in conflict-reducing heuristics. In particular, if choice of the
compromise option that is associated with smallest maximum error or likelihood of being criticized is
impossible, consumers forced to make difficult trade-offs among extremes are likely to rely more on the
unambiguous attribute in the evaluations, because unambiguous outcome is associated with a lower likelihood of
criticism. Thus, consumers seek to guarantee (avoid) advantages (disadvantages) of their selected option in
precision rather than in ambiguity. Based on findings that attributes in quantitative nature (e.g., price) are easier
to trade-off than attributes (e.g., quality) in qualitative nature, we predict that the relative preferences for
low-quality, low-price option which has a precise and certain advantage will be stronger in presence than in
absence of an unavailable intermediate option.

Study 1 establishes that the addition of an unavailable compromise option into a two-option local set can
increase the relative share of the cheaper option. In Study 2, we demonstrate that the degree to which the quality
advantage (disadvantage) can be ambiguously evaluated moderates this effect. When the value of quality
becomes less ambiguous to evaluate (providing experts’ quality evaluations, Study 2A) or more ambiguous to
evaluate (describing product quality by a range of performance, Study 2B), the effect that the cheaper option
fares better in the unavailable middle option set attenuates or strengthens. Study 3 further examines the
underlying mechanism by testing the moderating effect of consumer product knowledge, and the mediating
effect of decision conflict. We conclude with a discussion of the theoretical and managerial implications.

Key words compromise option; unavailable; decision conflict; consumer preference



