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* &t % 4 # (Conceptual Framework)

HBEEBET“EXUOEBRENTERS B
EFEEOCEKANMRE

B K B KEE HEH
(P W B R TRy 2= B, 2RI 430073)

W OE OEAHER—— AR L ERHE AR AHFFERE, AR, AT —HFF G E F X,
R, A Lk 2 AL H RIS R ARIR L, MATEARRLORE, AREATOEK P 2iE
HRBEREREFTTORRCEIRP”, FERERFOREMNFNEZRN S ARG R SEIK P KA
EAHN A ES, ADBTT ERSHEKRPAA T ARG CHEREN, PRRNSHEE, B HAZ
HEEAR Y RSN T ERAEA N RIEZR(DIEEREL LN E)P, HhEWERBTARRLL
S B e ARt FIRAEREAD T RBBEAERPOEREITH, AERFEERERFTLA
SER PR, AN A AR AR T Ak 6Y Bh Ak Kk

KR EAER, FARCHEKP, RRWCERBE, FEBEITH

%S B849:F713.55

1 HRE=S HHA? ARG ThBERRANSOTA, TLF
KR AT

AR DL SR 15 5%
o TEE L DA AN FRME—AE A, D FR T
AT, MNTEALFE—HABNS RN, E
YN e R EH 4L, B —4A A
GRBLBANEFHAEDE E—iLY, TAR

TE 41 3 2 B T R, 6 A 3 2 Goint
consumption)Z{H W HEAEREE . 4138, TAEF—Fh
LR B e ST I S AR, AT L
O RIS T RSB,

” : i AR E ALY | DRI S AV
[ALT: e R 3 o s TR S R 69 AL FREE 2 514 bl WA RS I R T B 1
F= b2, BT BFEREANG, NG RLET4H WP ] A S = A T 2 2
ERTER AT (b1+b2)? ‘ (Wu et al., 2019). ZEFF RSB, BOR R ) 4l
s 20 N RA N FRIE A, MM RR AT gt b e AT ST I BT L
RIS AR W H T RRAZIE, F4 248 A“AA B, 5 A 1l SR R — ME
LA WA T AR S SRR B 3
(IR AL T a5, DR ANRAEZRIE e ) SRR A AT R R S
WIS THRFH AN TR RHHHERL “FEAS AL 1A MR AT AT e = A JRIAT,
NG AT I B R P AT
e ST ok PR HA 2% A 1 9 9 55 B B

ke H . 2023-01-14 . \ . o
% A I 2 10 B A 5 A R
* [H 5 AR 42 (72272152, 71802192)F e 5 ’“W’ézi ﬁﬁJf?kﬁﬁﬁ;ﬁmﬁi
BHF R & € 101(2722022BY013, 2722023EZ005) % Bl . FRo F9E, Ra/\ﬁ(ﬁﬁﬁﬁnj{#ﬁkﬁiak:@,\
BEEA: HHEE, E-mail: ranyaxuan@zuel.edu.cn SRR BRI AT B R, B A9 9 & 17 A At
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FEAT AAMA R 3 o 32 5:(Simpson et al., 2012), 5
=L EEE RN IA IR FEE AW, 3
AT Z UK ER, A8 98 19 e ok i 8 2
Hgm AR, HG WA mIGE R, R
B P sk i AR R LR e B R B SO0 32 B R
JEUE(HPHESE 45, 2022b), X SR TR KA 43 LA
A o i 5, BRI I SR AR Y P AR R AR
Nof 3 45 B (14 B4 ) (Etkin, 2016; Lowe et al., 2019;
Wu et al., 2019), FfoAR ELHE B2 A7 I 2% Al
T 28 ] S 22 52 7 axX — AR AR IR R, XfE LUTE A
KA W — AR E M R e, =, A
KERPR MBI 2R R, ATEIH 2
PR BRI AS A Sk T 2 i O R B, R AR
EHMEAT . BN, Nikolova 55 A (2018) 4l 18 fE
SRR, ML T ol 5, Ab T30 2 A~ 1A
A AT REMCH A E AT, O ANIETEAT T RE
KRR RGO . B, A XRIH SRR
HEAT AR T2 A B, 2 REEERRTT

g T WA b RS IR A R 1T, ASHESE L)
FF.OHIK P #LS (Mental Accounting Theory)——
— M TR E T IR P AR AT iy
PR R, B A T 2 20 i Sy 4R A0 S IK P
(group mental accounting)”fi¥)FEflii% 4, K Hkv R
AR E SO 2 5 N U A T 2 AR R O B
X ROUHESF SRS . i HE SR,
IF R I 52 W 3 B 3 AR AR S S B AT R, gk
AR BRI P A A0 DR B R A T B 1 — i
PR 25028

MY o el s I | AN T e
ARG —F, MESFKETEHITETF RN, &
PR T <0 B P08 0 55 1) A LN S AT G
fih . 0 S RIS (Thaler, 1999; 28 Z My, %2 S0k,
2007), HARRPE, OB ORISR EE FRIE
S HHGURTEAL T 9808 3h i — Al b i R e
X (Thaler, 1985), & AEE 5 HE T B2 5T A7
BT J ST 1) 48 55 23 AL R DU AR 58 7 00 B S0
LU DGS TN LNl o o B s TN SR S
P ANl a4 A T 5 R A AT . A
SCHR T JET0 BEIK P BT T 0 P 3R T i
Z 4E B P AT O, U0 AR & BN (labeling  effect;
Reinholtz et al., 2015)FI TSN (budgeting effect;
Cheema & Soman, 2006)% . Pitt, ARFFEIN AL
JH P BEE W] LA il S AT 2 g AR BEAEAT O 4R

AT B . BARC AR R Z A
PSR BN DRSO RN P i) BEAE AR 25 e, (R
AT 0 BRI P Y SCHRATS 22 DL R B A R AR
2 (INFBE) N BRI HEATIRTE, WD B LA“REfR>
A N AR T O . AR EE T o 2,
AT e (B0 22 NGB — T 2 D 3R BAT < 3K
L0 B P RRAE, X B R IE R A 2 R EOA
AR D 220 B 2 30 Ao i 2 0 BR8] LA B AT
TEAN[R) IEAT T B 15 57 T R B A 5 B R —
B ARBEVEAT 0 A AR B HE SRS <P R A
IHE A 2 b i AR BEPEAT o (N IR B%) 7 X
X S ] U A AF 50 5 AR UL 3 TSk . IR, AR
S T0 BRI P BRE, ORE LA T 9 g B SR A
PR Ry 22 N A B VR0 BRI 2R S b JE ) ) £
. AR AR O B AR T AT I 2 O B
22, SN PAEA RIS MR BT AL .

2 NEIRGENEV ) SRR

2.1 HEHE

LG 55 0 A0 P W S 5 — T 2t
TRV B (Liu & Min, 2020; Etkin, 2016; Yang et
al., 2015), BRI OCHARAE . 55—, “HbK—o
218 B L W A0 R — i O 55 1 48 T BT
B, LA TH S 20 9% 3 T T K 1 R
i AR 5 A AT, NI A 255 1 T A
M (ownership). & =, “IL " ——Z A4 %54 A
o A S B TR — 4 sk IR 55 . DA RS T
T B M [E] 47 52 AR B 2% (Etkin, 2016; Yang et
al., 2015), Ft[A] %4 (Liu & Min, 2020). F:[FE#E4T
TE 14T A e 5 (Nikolova et al., 2018)%5 A7 114 241
e, S5RiE 1 St O Pk .

MAMRRKZELGHIANE R, NS
5. JORMIEN =AM B R T B HE NS S
HmE R . R R R MG R, (DR
FEXRT LT A T 2 A 2 X . R o
TEEET, A IS8 A B 0055 R A PR 5 1y
ISy, Z B IMRIRBE I AR, TR T
WA EF BT EEAH AN R A B X =
NRM AT R, HEEBERNERERIET
TSR, A5G T 2 W A ) TR % . Bk
R T IR EAT R

(D)FEA T8 2% (vs SR II0TH 5% ) (114 2 3 5 Jon i 4
HAERMMED, 6lns5 8 A m AT
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SR T I =W ST R X F A Dl 1000 & s AN (]
A B M SRRAT o BRAESNE R, ok 2R
— AT R R T R O S, T R
TR 285 LT X R SR 1 25 A PR R A T 2 5 R
MZ T, AR S 5 R Z TR
PURTEAT AR 19 20 B, SR T DG 7 T 2% 1 B
450 (Zein et al., 2019), XF ASH R P 19 45 5 A
J TRl BB TR AR OC R T A A O R
JohE, B T SR A R I SR, T L XU
P B 1 T RE A% R A PR 1) 1 28 A 1 A . B
NBE AR B0 00 A 11 2, 6430 B EL A e SR
(7= S RE A R R A . T 0. RORS AR
W R AEAR 2 (I FESiE 48, 2022a),

)FA T B (vs S0 B%) T B9 B i - ok
L SR ZREVE, 5 [ B 4 22 T B o) 42 ek
sl —7 i, AR A5 i 3R A
18 1 AT 1 B 3 1 £ ), o R R S R [
JEME . B FEE LI (Rossignac-Milon et al., 2021),
Ty —J7 1, TSR A ) 22 R e 2l Sk Y
FRAE T A 2 0 BC RN, W 5 & 1T 76 AUl i g —
AN T R 3 Tl 25 R B R M e B 45 5L LAl 2
ARV B 53 B T M AR A, T B TR R S R
OIS Gy 45 5% Z2 R TR PR 1 18I N 38 LA 1 1)
] A5

3)FEA T B (vs FAIIH B%) T A BEVR B BTG
TP IR S5 0 AR R, 0 2 T R R
WESE R AR A o BB 5% 76 45N T 2R B BLlEA T
A H., X I [R] fA 5 A8) B A T 9% I AR R R U
7 IR 55 1 2 AR R S J M R A8 aE — 25 B i
PARTH B 0 R A BRI I (R RESE 45, 2022D) . 14D,
LRI (v D RE L) 7 it AT B TR AR N 6T 3 2
45 JE R U e 1 2 RN Uk

() FEAT T B (vs AN 9%) T AR PSR 1 1)
SVRTTR AR TRk 9k, SR 2R — MK
T 2 NRFITFRG 207 B W R, =L b
5% 55 fiff P e JE AT T B v (R AR D SR ROR B AR
RO, H A RBIR AR 2 E (Gorlin & Dhar,
2012). Tl IR BER P BER R 25, AN 25 5 Bkt
A T I R YR A 0 8 MR A (& R m
KA, AT 338 i ke 556 2ok 2 190 X 85 A 0 2 1 (Liu
etal., 2019). [AIF, BT A BN ARE T DL KR A4
SR BFAE SR R EF S U BB A
I,

22 DEKAER

O ERIK PR ARG B LA R OLHE
JELTEEE RO M GRS . AR T R, R T
MNIEHFTHIRANA R . B B4 K5
43 TE B SR IR 0 BN 0 B (2 B, R
2007; Kahneman & Tversky, 1984), Dl K Af17EH
A TG HR 2 A0 e Xt PR SR RIAR By 1 28 B AT R 1A G
B 4rZE . TUERPEAE (Thaler, 1999).

BRI P BRI A B FR AT S A SRR U A
W4 (D)ARATEACHESRI . Thaler (1985)IA 4.0
HRI P55 05 58 10 28 T 24 P 1 R X I T 4
{19 7R 7] %% £ M (non-fungibility), B AT £ 4 3
B8R R RN FH 3% B AN [ 40 0 15 S AH L R I P, R
[i] W AT 19 i R T I 20 AR 1 1 LRI, 4 R A T
J1 2 A G R . (2) 5 R I T iz AL
LIPSV R S S (2N =Y | Y N [ B B3 )
|(Thaler, 1985). Af1#E#EAT .03 7 (1932 52 A,
FR R A AR R R AR 5k . AR
8 SREE PR RO A B R Ak, T R R SR B Y
TR, it =4k 3 T (hedonic editing)”,

LTS ] A D R AR TR, 0 B
T R G A R N AR BT g, Horp
e oy 0 LI 2 <R 5 AR R T AR N (2 L
R Do PRERNREFE AN SRR ERIE . 1H2Y
S B O AR TR, X0 B PR AT 4 2K,
FE N EASER bR (Kahneman & Tversky,
1984; ZE7A, v 3C#e, 2007), JESCEl«L L]
i H ¥ (Reinholtz et al., 2015), TN J&H AA]
TEH U SRR, U BRI P A 4% 100 R R A E WA
) F7 38 B HAH B 00 (Heath & Soll, 1996), Afi14:
= e e BEOAS [R] K P (1% 2 780 2 T AS ] 80830 114 il
F H K P 700 A 45 )5 22 19 31 2% B 0K (Cheema &
Soman, 2006; Shefrin & Thaler, 1988) . & i FiHH &
B, 0B B Y B A AR AT 32 B O N BE
TN R IR, AR A ST O T AE A T R
B2 T 0 BRI P2 AT S 0 9 B AR B AT
Fo A RTFOHIK AL ABORITEEE T N
SCHRAR I R 2256 R N0 AR B G &R (R HE
SR B AN LRI BE) (Garbinsky &
Gladstone, 2018), HHEAh B BALH I ZM M —4~
PSRN, AP RBIF A 2 21 .
23 WRIERSVINFE

L [l JBE LA Sk, FRAT R BUEA A eI
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R 1 ARERIN S WU R AR 5K ST kil B
S

O e o EENE
Thaler, 1999 FHE T B TG IV 0 855 2 AT SIS 736 7 20 B0
I Thaler, 1999 Wi AT R AL SRR AT S AR 9
s, Reinholizetal 2015 SUMN S SRR MARLA R NI T IR F RSB0
IR A W AN A B IO B ), T2 I %
W ok
Chuang etal., 2012 BRI oo g\ o 950670 529 Rl 2 TR 56
Soman & Gourville, gy vy DI PRI LT ARTAEA B BUROBSES, (0]
2001 PRI M2 12 ok 0 7 T 1 00 9%
et 1990 gy AT ERURLL U P B AT, L R B R R 2
’ BRI e g e o B AR
B a0 gy TR B IS S 0 5 B BT A
o . PRI i F 2 2, AT 6 2P A5 A P 0 95 T

Cheema & Soman,

T BRI P FEAE PR E FIBIL . — 2 W AR 119 St S i 23 B4 [ 1)

i A BB
2006 SREMTIR s — R B T P R S L 1
Loweiro & Haws, g VPRGN RIM GGl 2 LT A RS B L
2015 B s f o T

BRI . AEH NS

MBI EMT AR H—, AT
AT D SE SO RER, A5 R F 5 (S0RE oA
HWFFEF B, BRERRE PR 8952 AR (A 42
) o AHEREIT . BSR4, AR ILA I 25T 5
HLE S A T A [F]” B FE AR R B B = o 2
=, DVERRIEXT E T A T B A A 2, (R
BARGIRBONTW, 2R —RENMRE, LT
PIE A S R — G — B . R RELE]

NATHEIEA I B 5 T 22 A R 90 5 i
PR AR BAPEAT R, R R . 2, =
SR PRHINME. AR bR SCRR BT, o PRI
& AT LA BB AT AE S A 1 2 T A9 AR BEEAT
o BARME, AIEIAH 5T 2400
WP 2 Lk < I AR AR, b2 ih T AR AR D A
S SO R ORI SO 1, T B0 BRI P Y
CHUR AR R, FEONATE A 9T B
OERZE, W — RS AR BT . ST
A SCHRAYIR %, AWFTOHs : S —, Tk
PG, 7 220 A S E S T RRIE Y <SR A
BRI PR S, ARG BRI A S —
FEA T DA T Eh I B Y O 250 B, B <R
Pt R 2275 56 =, TEdR AL O B 22 1 R AL
e RO R i R AT A B SR Y
EEPEAT N

3 R

AT UL T 0 B B, F LA T 2
il 22 N <SR PR O B 3R FH S 00 0 g e 2
fE, 8RR T S Ry e KA .O IR AR 25, BT
10 BAILTR 43 A< A A Fn Ry | C i A 2
5L REE BIAT RO, I 5307 AT BRI 15 A8
WE 1 PR,

3 EGLERKPAATEFTERRANL D

BiRENEMIZE

TR W A S T g AL BRI A
N =Y IREL LR R e s R URE S NN
“fETHANBCWAERE, KA T E 2 AR
A+Z NEHH I 207 X AnE 2 prw), IR
5 S (R — A A+— AT M o
(Bpe— ABA+Z NEHI) . STlREH 2 (B <2 A
BA+— NI XAk FE T, FeAT3 kg
PO BRI B M A, 2 e A T B A o SR O A
FACH IR o (EAR — 2002, ORIk - B
WHA LN A EER A, T B A (0 Bk
FIFHEREAEREZ L. ()S5FRL 0 =iERKH
PRI b B3O e RACAS R], O 3K P 398 06 1
T E S SR A5 5 0%, 2R 3% B 45 2R
T, AR IR S RRIE(Tversky & Kanhneman,
1991); (2)5 L2400k F (8] 4: 8 T LIAH BB 5 5%
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AR N
ALE Y iR B R
« BERSTHR T < AL T4
< ARG S
W SERDIR S R
S Bvs. B 2 S i
apors
. RRKA « THE R AT
< BHEREA - BRI
kTR
B 1 BRCRE S RIESE A ORI . % s
P BANK ERDIE
BIE: OEABEERARS;
FERRIINY 2% S (QZAIIA 7= AL
=2 CEABA cBNBA
« — AfdH YN
B SCREHER RN Wl: TEEaA—E T
W — M) — TR
g2 S 7
—A C—ABA — AEEA
« — AfilH PN
B1: AL ®l: —NE TR,
BFBEAA SYEELRTR AT N )
Y X IR TN

B2 Zlim A i e i <R 0 LK P A (BORBR IR . 1R 35 B45)

BAF, AFRLOHEM P 2 A AT U (Thaler,
1985); )AL 2 0 A TR R I E T, JFL
A A C RIS IAT . SR S0 3B 7 o T AR
WIRS, TR A4 Rk, #F W7 A 8 S sl BT
P47 4 (Cheema & Soman, 2006) . FE T 45 440> H
T P AR AR, AT 4R Hh A T 2 A e SR U AT
RER BB A O HIR 24 .

RO HUZ RPN 2P KA B/ K .
JE SR I A 7] (Ma & Roese, 2014; Schwartz
etal., 2002), HAINM ELERILALE 3 Fh:

(D)0 7 ZRYAHEEFN LB (Schwartz et al., 2002;
Nenkov et al., 2008), AN BB R BE L Y A ik
FPRAREGENESE, Q) mbriE, MASTER
P b TE A XA R A AR (3) TR R IR M,
BIARXETE AR 22 28 08 H SR e 4 . B RABAS AL AT LA
BRI 2E 5, AT DUA R 2 1 5 T i ke 1)
YL M (Ma & Roese, 2014), Ma Fll Roese (2014)
8 3 T 27 I 19 e A o B Ay e KA S 4 =X
i R B SRR AR R B AR UL AT RE LA
V&7 FE R 1) By 2H R, O TT RE XS HABAR 58 T Y
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T3 R RS R o e KA O B 32 BT T
AR SR Y | FEARE R | GETEAT N AT
TR SRAT AR ST, (HIXSeF 5 2 7% I T kSR ad e
P AEE R, B KT PSR MR DL SR G Y 15 5
(EPERIES &S A T

XA R A B 22 AT BER A TR TE B
PN SRR Bl Ak 3, AT 2R A AR R A
T (DRI A UE A Sy, miXTCA
TH B [ A S AR RO BRI P R B0 TR
ALV E A RS 5] (i — A & L — B,
ol KL AR AR S (. 2 AL B C
JEFEIGR D, B — I A AR AL NN . 2
S4B e A X — AN B SR, AR
KPR AL S, TR S
PRAFPSRT R . 5 PR R A, AT
SR 2 B A AORE S — AN T UO B
LB, B e e S A T
WL B, ()RR ARSI 5 2 5 e SR 7
RN GE; Q)RS - FEARS G IR &
P R 2

ARSI T P P T i, ARG A B
T P R AR T R S S R A SRR . BT S
PRI P (vs. BRI PO, AR A
RIRE 3 S gy TSR A S A, LR MR DR SR AT
I <ANBRE TR, DA AT AE T B R A0 B
227 o X — ANl E PR BAR R BN (1A 3):
(1) B AR 2% B 0% 22 8] /9 i 4F A7 16 5% 50 ¥k (The

RIRAT
« TR IRREAR L)
o EEST AR EK
ll%;%m ”» "
« JE [ P i
OERGHEA [T | BHASE S SR
« JERIM AR SRFFFRN NG
REE
« SRR
R REE R
FAER N EA R AT HE

Heterogeneity Problem), B % — N AMAIATERERR
T A C LS A 5L R LT (Mann, 2020); (2)Rf
A P O B T B B AR M (The Aggregation
Problem), BP&— A MAFFAEREH MWW S
B U] A K LA 2270 AR S WA T A i R 4
H ) (Eliaz et al., 2006) . FH T34 11 2% o B9 AR
RS 5N, X EEORH E PR B A GO
FRAIL 1 AN Mo 2 B A 1 740 3 A% 3 F e 3R T
(Eliaz et al., 2006), T H 235 5 51 % 3 7 2%
12 5 FPEH (Mann, 2020)

FH T D 22 [ 94 S5 SO P R S A A e
TH PR E R T 5w IR e ph AT T B 1 5 R B AN B
FETE, PRI RO, HAR R
VIR ZAYE B ——mbrifl . DR EE . XA e
R R HLES (Ma & Roese, 2014), B S84 &
PRUELERE, e R AL B YEAE S 7 v AL S AR B IR
SRR SR B A 25 S B .0 PSR o Luan %5
AN Q018) W 5T 45 R R W e KA EATE A T &
(B Y 7= A B R B B R sl & R AR, RIAH B
TRIEHSEEMBEF A DM PR, Bk
AU i 2 2 88 T 2 ) PR RS B R I A R 1Y
o HATTE UL, B KA ) 2 i 2 SR 3 A T B
P R T4 A (81 ) R T 471 (S B2 3 T T A5 11 19
%% J7)H B AE T-FiT#% (Luan & Li, 2019). Hk, Mk
FEMEMAERE L &, SRR s PR RS R ik
S PRIME RS B i 68 (Kim & Miller, 2017), P4
R XF— R 5 7= i Ko AR M E B, B R Rk

SR OEKFR
I TH R

B Z U
WS
(The Heterogeneity

Problem) i

—>| “RAN” DERE

BRI LA
BRI
(The Aggregation
Problem)

AT PR AR A BRI A E

3 AR UK P LA TR AT B i B Al B i 22 TR AL (BORRR IR . AR SLAE)
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A0 o) 1) I 3 A L TR A ) BT B R TR
MEfg il R RiG, HREAAR LSFEAC
PEEEEB L, (RN EFENY HTHEMA M
BIRACHT, AR 9 SR A A
Dar-Nimrod % A (2009)3iEH T fe K AL I8 & 30
G A 5 A P R VR SR B RO R M B AR, EIAHLL T
B /N T, At AT UK AT Y K R o
FEk, T E4FH A 2 h 2 5 A& tT
R RAE AT A . RS A S 5 AT
R RS BB RE T, ARFRMEIAS 5 AR
) S5 T A AR R A I ML) P ASR P, A  A
Tk R IO P 5 BAR 1 R 2 i A% 2 55 N O T I ) AN
FEPE, JAE AL 1 4 S AT 0 9k A) ) i
KA 0 PR 22 o

Rl 1 ARSI R, KRR R EE S F
HCRARMNC A £, BARKIAAG R L HIFE R
FEAEA B ik R AR Ao L ER
32 “AHMANHEFEE—SEEEILSHLIRE

EALAT MAE N —Fh BB AT R, ek
RIATH B ARG A B E ) — . AR
i, fLRWSEC 2k B8 — B KMk,
EACEZEE M FEBWORIEZ—, THE—F
FEMIHE AT . BTL LIHE MR, FR%
t———Fth Z AR & 4L 7720 R
TR A A ] e B, AR Ak B R B .
BN, iK/R I (Walmart) B 8 H T ALY 3 eGift
L HE L “Group Gifting Made Simple”' BY3fiE,
A L TE 24 AR D — A Nk — 4L (i Ak
HAL% . @540 . 8O 4L 55); W b
(Amazon) Bt 25 LI fE, 7T LIZ AWK —f3 4L
Yk X 4, I A I T & F I 2,
5 @ (eBay) W 1 T “Group Gift"§i%3h°, & %M
K. FANALL—RAH N % — ALY, IFiarde
1R A5 #f (collection envelope), k2 k4L #& # 4k
SR JE W SEALY) -

[ o 80 6 AL SCRR, R R IR Tk ALAT
N R R 3 (Steffel & Le Boeuf, 2014), fuffi%
ALFBE R AR 5) o oL R oL & A
O RALE—WORLAE JC R (AR 8 R ) LA AR

'https://www.egifter.com/group-gifting
“https://www.amazon.com/gp/help/customer/display.html?nod
eld=GCVFZTD8YKJAMD6B
*http://www.ebay.com/blogs/stories/buying-group-gift-ebay-way

HZE T H). SR, XA Tk 4L #H b —
NI HTEE, 20 TS h F & kL& 2 N
MEMREALE S . A7 R ERIEAL (vs. A% L) 2
5 LN ] 52 Wi 26 AL A SR A 0] 8, 348 1 AR R
I, WF5E 2 I TR AL ——— P dL LI A
ML T AR B, R R AR L AL (vs. B AL ) X
ALYITERS . g5 6 8 04 R e AL AN B4

(D)IEAL 7 2 AL PSR 11 5 i

AL FE N B3 AE L b P o — R AR Y A
R E WAL RIS, W T ALY
ML, T I W R RAE, SRR ALE AT
SR . B, ZAEALE HIARIHL A
B, ZALRALE A AL, DT A
HARBEE, =, ZUEALERLEBTE—DILY
(T RA Ry — AR A = ik oL, AR 24
ALY TR B L PR, AEAR IR ALT, 200k AL
K O R BRI P A SR IR A A 10 BRI
1, R AN ATRERI A, IR A Z AR N
S AR BRI P AT AL R SR . I TR, Y
AR PG M0 B0 P iEA T USRI, A1 25 i Al
S JE FAERTA . A X R CHIKF (malleable
mental accounting) A5 4E H, AMT&K T A
WS L T EE S H YO BRI P (Cheema & Soman,
2006) X FISC S A RORI P4 23 52 e A AR Co IR P
WP AR, AT AR AT B O AN B 1T
SR F A B AR R B, FEEIREALH, A
ATTHF Al Al 2o 95055 1 SORYH 1 (D AN A b N B
R AL ) DA B KT S5 2 25 SR (0 AN S (B R
B 2 D% B — S 2 AL R R ), A
S BRI P 5 e g B A O T P A 3 R ol S R
PR ——RIORIR AL B L . B RIRAL TR . )
BB BARIGAT R, AMTSBEmALY IF 88 (T3
W), WARGFE R . AR ALY . DIITRS
L1 S, ANRIRINS Bl AL RS
bl Fl b2, MABATEEMIEALG, M0 B ZeTT 4 2
KF(b1+b2),

WHTRTR, “fe RO B 22 2 i B 1A%
AL (vs B R AL) X ALY PSR 1 S itk 2 50 . i 2 T
¥ CLUE S “WOAL 2 1A T A 1 ALAT Ol 1) G 0K 5
J1(Steffel & Le Boeuf, 2014), B AT EE 19341,
g R BLE B B . TEERRALE, 24
PEALE DL — B S O SEAT ALY WA SR 2% .
BHFEAE I, AR — GRS AR &0 BT
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TR MALY o AHECT Bk AL, RARIEALSSIE
AN N2 i R, SfAl— o HGE it
ALY — A T SR RAL R — AR AR
ft R, WG A R R B Oy, AT
AR 23 TR ORI SR 376 i) A A0 BRI P B 05 . PRI,
BERIE AL (vs BRI AL) T 58 2o 4 THAS PR Tk AL
SR (% — I TEA B L ALY), B K
ACBE, DT EAE A3 0 48 A B R 4o HH
i, PR B 1 AR 2

BRi% 1480 T Rkt AL, EREALAMESF(a)
AU T4 3 A B(b) ks ZA %0 J1 #9704

BRi% 2: RSB P A EAREAL(vs. R iE
FL) AT AL R TR

()iRAL I XL PR I T A A

PR T AR AL “dpe Ak 0 B AR 119 322 84K
T W AR 2 —— 2 AL AL A AL
L, NI 22 6 LA A 23 0 A 0 SR AL A T
LY, BEATR SRR 1 AR 2 A RGT
R IR T 3G R ALAE R . X AL B Ay 43 g A
(communal) F13Z 5 il (exchange) FI i 28, Hipdtf
B 50 25 AL R R IR SO S Y B Y, Rk
WM B, Miscs 8B MRk ALE N T il
ALY ARAS MR, ALY A A e B 1Y (Ward
& Broniarczyk, 2016), il N, &R 2%AL0 A4 A £
Hiy, Bkl hzZ M ER, %40 H &
NI 26 R 0 A o R DG —— 3G Ak AL B A Y
AL G AL B s A A #1222
AL AR AL TG T Y H B FA 25 R0 28 4 .

XA A E Bk AL, SR AL S nsE Xk
ALZE R S B (3% — 1 T B SCRIAL ), AT
(A5 B A4 IK AL (vs. BRBIRR AL ) H AN 2 I A i B2
B P RN 3R, ABIALY TR .
W RIALY . 5z, A %40 B S5
PR ALY B KA RN o SR T, 22 5 4 H 1Y
AL, KAL) T & A A 4, R
ZHRFHA . UHIEIABRESE T, SRR
L E G 10 1Y S AL 25 TE ™ 12 (Dzhogleva &
Lamberton, 2014), [, F T2 5 8 H B )% AL,
A LE AR AL, R AR AL B A ALY o A B 2
TR, B

g 3: FEALAMCGEA R vs. L HA)AT &
RiZAL(vs. ok A AL AP AL F G H . BAR T
T, (% EALE A LA BEAL R ar, BAREA

(vs. 1A FL) S5 . ZH A T4, (b) L%
A Hh R HREA B e ay, FAREAL(vs. B AR E
AL)F B AR A AL T4 .

53 (oint)” 5% YJAH OC I BEAR FRAE TR R &
S A (entitativity) . SRR 22 A (ORI B
TN Ry — A~ ELIE ST A7 AE B B USSR (entity) 9
TR, MR M5 —1 (oneness) (Campbell, 1958),
TARPE R — A E R, —HRECE N — 2L
MR EBE S, J—wEc— P —BRZ A4
LN T By R = W1 S I 1 VAL S = 9 i = N
SCARPE LS E B LU LR R . BRI
(groupness) . AH{LE: (similarity) 1 3 44 (agency).
M2 NP — Lot [m] @ e, anAaeibE . 42y
HARYE . MFESERIL R BARSE, % AR
etk RZ, LRS-, SRk, oA
FERW, Y — AT STARPE S i, FER Y
KEATRE . GEERY . BES—, MAfkil
B3 ) SR U i J%th B 5 (Vanbergen et al., 2020),

HE— 2P b, AL IR 0 SR 2 AR AR
AL(vs BRI R L) SAL Y PR I R R o M ERKEAL
th 2 AR ALE R SR m T, AT —FHER S
2 e Al 6 AL GO BEIK P TR ALY s i, TR
PIIIR R R A S = AN NG =0 TN Ll U 1=
55— T O e A AR I R A A BRI Y, AT
AR AR K AL (vs. B R AL) S BT KAL)
T TR AR G DA R NI AL R . A
Hi, YR AL M SRR RET, AT 25
AR, S EMACOHEK T, A B
T P 1) SR AR << B Ak D 22 2 Ry DGR F B R Ak
(Ma & Roese, 2014), BLE, FEAREFL(vs BLAME L)
R BOEARM ALY T4 . 45 b, R IRk

Bi% 4: ZO0EALF 00 STARME IR T R AR AL
(vs FtE AL ALY B . BURTIT R, ()42
Pk AL M SR T R, SRR AL (vs BRI % AL)
FECE S ABALY A (b)Y 20kl E 1S
PRPEAGET, SR AL (vs. 506 AL ) I T B AR
N BALY I8
33 “HERHEBEBREE—S ABESY

TIREF

DA I 2 ETHR A A S0 BT 2 2 AR I i
WILEIZ — BN, SN AA il — A EE
HAEWE . LA . L E R T SR
MRV, S P AT RS B . 7R AT AR
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H, AT B AR R SR, SR B, SR A i
5o WA X TEMIHRWIR 285 Tk
B (Liu & Min, 2020), Z0g& T “H: 750 —4% 4
YHBAT R, R, ABFSTIE— 23 TR
PRPF B 0T D8R B ——— e I ST T i 1A 507
S, BT IEA T 2R (vs BT B X TR T
P ORBAE T L SR B B ST R R A 1 R
WEl ML 1 R 30 B A

()2 A\ DFE5%5 W 3K AR 27 K4 2 i)

PEEAAE 5N A9 AT 2 (vs BN 2% 2> AT
R RN R e N e LA N R L -7
W) e RO BBR ZURE B B R = Fh(Winet et al.,
2022): Hi—, MEERE, Bl migaE v .
TR EE; £, PAREE, s K k(vs.
RO M X ZRAATRE, LR O
9=, AR AR 2 (vs A 2 AT A
ISR SR, AN AR I SE A A S RS
B FRAR 0 AR Ry AR < FRATT A S A
TR AR B SRS 5 i A RIS 25 Ak i,
EMABSH R sh AT WA, TTLILE R H
HEA MG, WHEST, 3SR 5SMAk
B H 45 G AR Y AR, Bk
AbC B, HET = A AR BT B AT . 5 L, FEBRCK
A0 ] T, AT 43 0 R TR R AR 2
LR DR o RN R N DA ek U R ER % N ol ) 1
Bl DIFFRZHE1 2 M, NSRFVNRAE SRR EA
RNGEBEHEATIE SR m), 3 TRBHE . W
FEALT =2 A2 TEMORREL . s I S T A SR AR 1Y
B, FRINRIE

BRIZ 5: A T (vs. 105 ) AR 1T K e &
89 AR 3608 3 () I Aw AR 4T R 0 T b L (b) B hm A A 5%
A6y B E R

SRR B B B R A O B RE S A LA T 3R (vs.
B b 3 B T 2O R A R A S T T % i 4 AR
BORSCER g AR TR, P RRIT A
{5 15] (exploration motivation)g “dx KAk 0r Bl 22
BYMNTEI AT Ry A . AT 2T By L 5 IS8 2 ot
R ALT, FHILFIARMN F LR, N kT
e R 11 A B 00 SRR (B3l 7 B A A SR )
), rEEERICRP BT RS AR RIS —
WHEAY I RTERZFEN . AN EEE
RIS SSRGS, X B 2 E A AR
B 7 A TR A TR D] (Winet et al., 2022), A7

BB 5 A5 AR AR AR A R G E SR G 1 S
AN N L E N R N8 S B e s e S
e EbFA A T 9% 0 2 S S B 5 1) e R A0 B

AR T B 2%, AT 3% R i< G AR R AE
R T AR B S 220 BEEh AL, BEIRE Y T i3
TEAAC PNl BT 223t 1 9 0 7 i SR B i, XA
o A b N 28 56 1% 35 30 4 55 R < FRATT ik — A AR
AL, TS0 AE ZREE T SR A (LRI S0)
D @ Rt SRy i =X AN C NS W SN /AN
7 b JE PR A AR G R . <l AR O B R
T X E 7 56 B8 4R O HE AT BT, Y
PITE ShHIL I 7E T 10 Ak B A4 1 1 2% 142 55 (Nenkov et
al., 2008).

Foe KA B AR BF S S e ) 79 0 R] A
BEfRE . S —, REEMEHE . BARGH Ty
BT A —EfeEt, (SRR AR
SR, T AT A B AR B A AR AR A 1Y 7 i AR
%5 T BEXTHEIRIN & & —UCE A AL . % 25T
TERH, LA 2 (vs M 2 5 SO 8 52 P 19 31
BeAm s, XFHTar AR = S A B I RE (e
IRk . 2O R S BB BT RE) (Schultze
et al., 2019). XA AN P N A R A 1 =
ST TR R < T 5 R0 B O T AR AR B (Lee &
Qiu, 2009), 7 & KA FRE R T AATE B B AL %
XTANH 8 N A BB . BN, Winet 55(2022) & 3,
ML R R AT S HER T, A2 AR IRRN
filto B, BCERIEIARR . WEREHIHET
BT H K LLAN E B B A, W HA
XU (FLRE 8% Jin R 52 AR M AR 56 14 7= it SR 95 A o
F AT o DT SR R RS 1 AR, R
B TR AR SR G B T L AR
BIL 7 otk ) 308 o A R U B A 30 e A A w8 K 1 1
Mo FR B IC L, XA AR R OB T S AR 22
EELRAE NSO o PR, R T 2R (vs BN T 2R
S AR A AR i do TR R )2 T ) A R N 2
BIRT . 28 b, $R IR .

RI% 6: = K AL 2 P A A7 0H 9 (vs. k4
) 5d(a) R A AR S . (b)5® AL B E R AR 4T 49
AN

(2)Z A BT T 0 LW AT 1930 A 544

FH B B0 3K 199 T 9% 25 SRR T B R Ak 0
PR R 132 5, DR AR AT 4 B AR (B B T
AR BT 55 0 A — TR SR o e RSN v, A
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A2 A C A I NS AT S i P o
T 2, CH rh R I 56 R AN 2 I A F R
N o NATTAEAE T R) 1 24088 22 4 A I A, A
AR A A — A B 2 3 AT A2 S 1) (R 9T B AT,
AT B i 6 4 T e = A B R SR B Y 5 24
S SR, 58 A AE — 5 I 7R 1 58 U 3 4R A L 5%
IR AT T S 1) (4 TR H AR, AT I i o&
TP RE P A2 TH ARG R G4 (Fei et al., 2020), Jf
H, RS m g 383 B b5 00 4 = 5k sh Al % A
i, L, RN (vs AR —EPrnt, A&k
SO | e Il N RS L & R A N (1R
PEAUE 50T I LA T 2 (vs. BT 9% ) X TR
Pl e 0 58 LU R R O e P 5 T e 55 4, ELEE
I s A S B R = . 28 B SRR

BRig% 7: RAERAA vs. TA)HEF AW
F(vs. BRI RS R KA Hoh, XL A
HERAEMAZ K AR, 2K K (vs. £
BH )AL A R RAL S, S ROH R
T B AR T,

B R —AN N T2 SO il e S Ak 22 5 11 i 4
B R E SRR B St S E R E
WA B, 5 2Z A 1A N ORI A AR
PRSI, S oi A A R AR . 1
AMARJZT b, AR5 A A T2 ORI A, S+
AR 3 SO 00 F A T 5 )81 A 4% R AT A 1 o 2
P (Markus & Kitayama, 1991), f1H [ A ik 55 74
R /NTR . LA R AR . 5 SR IEAS EORU M ST A
N ZE SCSCARARRE, B0 3 SCSCb 8 i i e —Fh %
Tt gEH, RIS RAM S, BF
W R, AR 3 O SR T AR S 5 I
i B N, FE s AR ORI A
S AR EGE A B 5 A e R, Ak
B & W8 5 4R8N 1] 4 1 — 38 2> (Markus &
Kitayama, 1991), "] i, N A—8EK = L& 0FT
SERFIGEA T vs BT 3 5 FoR b0 B 7]
MXFR. PAEEET, A HER ki
TR AR I A SR Y fe RO B B 55 1k, SR T 2R
B PR BB KA D PN AE B 25 5, PR ILIR
R -

BRi% 8: NMA—LKRELAAT EAE R (vs.
BEER) SRR CEZ MG LR, LKkm T,
(@)X AAESUH T &, A K R ER
XA CHEEFRBFEF; (b)AFTHAKZ UK K

F, EAEEAATREMER, &S AFRAY
BRI, #tm A I R AR B ARET

4 EHESeIE

A B H AR I PR DL A — R 2
B, ZRATHAREMI AN ZXE, S5
U N N TS SR SR AP - E A VAR . &< ]
25— Bl 1 B 5 B2 (Etkin, 2016; Liu & Min,
2020). AT PRORE T L IL A A AR
JE Pk, Hoh R RIS A S AN W K%
mk iR AT — e My, RERIETAES S ET
5 MR R A PR AL B T A T SR
MR T L 2 5IREHE | el 2 & H 5 m
R R AR J5 R =R BGE, SR, IA F 58 iR
P ok, = A I T 2 — AL R AE A R 5
PR E, H 50N 2% W0 2 R 0 R .
J T RPGIZ A, A 5 T L BRI P B E,
AT B 200 1 g S A PR P B SRR G2 B OB
HyoR I fE O 25 N U 3L T P41k
T F b X 45 B Ot HR 2 5 25 5 By g b A 145
o AR I PRI R e T B R S SR AT,
TSR A0 BRI P B A A SR A R SR T 2
— etk w22 OB, T, AR RS T S I
KA 0 B A 25 1) SRk 2 8 1, A A Al
F O P BB T I SR BT N 2T
KRN, LG AR AL DE I Y, I AT Hoh
b

e, AHEIE LA W2 O Sk A, WRAGH
B T AN AE AT 0 B () 2 B ALO BRALRL, DL R
M4 7 5 107 6T SR o T BRI T 2 ks S T
PRI — AT 55, BT AR FE 5, A5k
A TR B A S 25 S, AR AT ML BLIK
FVERAE B AR B B AT T 2R g R AR O B 22,
W 5 A0 DR AR A A4 . B,
FHSME AR &R, LA HHC 2B
BB SR G, AHIESE 0 P9 25 s A AT
KRBT AR R HRON, #AE S, e
HHNE . A ST T 2 g o AR R R g [
R IWFIE 28 L3 0 B, AT T LT WA 174 E 4
2T RS A T 2 BRI AR i S
T P I R RN 56 FR R A R (8 R Y R
BlINS5EH WA NRRAnEE . AEERE . AR
PRI P ) ke 56 45 5L 1 2 (Nikolova et all., 2018;
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Dzhogleva & Lamberton, 2014; Yang et al., 2015) .,
KL R T A T e S ™ il 28 B i 4f
(Garbinsky & Gladstone, 2018). ¢ ZRRFINf L FE
AL 1 52 i (Etkin, 2016) . 11 2% Ff1 €563 i - B i
f/E FH (Liu & Min, 2020) . B 1AL XH O fef- ST £ 11
fEF (Wu et al., 2019) R F R E, FiRBFIEHR
JE NIV S B3 AR RE R, AR TEAR ST
T 2% N B A SR 9T (B EBIE 55, 2022a, 2022b),
B BT B A A I 2 A SRR DG AH S5
SR SR BE R T LR, THE S T S e A
JBT 2 AR5 W A A4 8 R AR UE LA AR B 94T
TP, A SR A IR AR T A T 2 R AE T |
KRWAT R 22, JE— B T A ST A
PR BN, JF H, WS, —Jr i, A
FEHE 0 AT 58800 BR A8 F B A M SR K
PRAESCEAR T i, AT SEAT Jy B
i H Y5 AT S AT B S | A W ST RO, I 4R
th AT RE Y B HESR M, A B ) A IR 5 | B A
BRI S B AT . B 2 ARALAE IR S R
FWR, AW MM 48 g2 RO B P
AR SE:, B AE TR AT A 2 i B O BEAL R,
BT OIS A R, Ok IS RS
CARRET 40 R, & T =N KRENE, WK
4, FE—WrBUE 1980 45 1990 4F, OBk P
W& FE W] . Thaler T 1980 4F 14 Y 42 Hi “Psychic
Accounting (:U> 3 Py (9 A8 R i R T8 AR 3%
[, Kahneman Fl Tversky (1984)Bfi )5 £2 1 “Mental

Accounting”#:%, Thaler F 1985 4=1F 247 H 0 B
W BRI, JF 2R G0 Hh B AR T 0 BRI P Y G AL
Wl 55— Bo 1990 4R 2000 48, S0 BRIk
HE I BGA B . X —BrBUEE I R EESEE A
ATTAnAar g BRI P BEAT 2026 L g A BRI P
X F 85 STV DA B AATTPPAG O BRI P 7y A
HATHF5E (Thaler, 1999), 55 =B Bt /& 2000 4F £ 4,
SO BRI P S Tz T B, X — B Bl B
T S B SE X R EINE sz N TR
BTSSR T 2 b, filtnsEdt2s
PRSI IT (Peetz & Howard, 2021), i Z R 45 544
I (Chuang et al, 2012), #R1fT, BALBRIK ' 3C
BREE T T AN Z WA 4028, R0 A 2247
BRI, ARV (Kahneman & Tversky, 1984;
Kivetz, 1999; ZEZAM, ¥ 3CH, 2007)FT AR
(Cheema & Soman, 2006; Shefrin & Thaler, 1988),

EAF—FE A2, OFI P 38 b Y FR 28 3% R
R T 280 0 8 TG 1 4% 1] 2 A T 2% (vs. BRI A
POXS e KA BRAGZ M o 130, IR 2R84 £
B, A R LR — R, RS Ay /4R
P B AR 28 23 Q] 52 e T B DR B A 1A
OB TS R IEITEE AT R B AR 45 B ]
REcs RIS R, Wl REs ALK
(Lee & Qiu, 2009), Hrr, Gkttt 2 1EH]
S DN NEERE S N ep o S Al = 1 AUAY TR S
Ry <t 23 B FTIA S A AT 4R 1A 155 5t vh 2 3
AN AATH o X B SR AFAEAR TS, AT DL

Kahneman & Tversky
Thaler EHYH Kahneman & Tversky IEFAR OB
“Psychic accountirig” B YK LA “Mental accounting” FRIE LA R OIRIK P Shefrin & Thaleri
RS RETTBLIR AL SR L HRI BEIM H A A R R
1980-1990 * —)A(— —)é(- _)A(_
@{%ﬁ%&éﬁéﬁ 19804 19844F 19854 198842
L2 d Thalerk 3
“Mental accounting matters”—3C Heath & Holl
BB T 2050 KT O IRIK Tversky Tk % E-VIZN
1990-2000 E"ﬂﬂ?%ﬁ%tﬂlbﬂiﬂlﬂﬁlﬂ?%%ﬁ PvSiiil Jabs E@%giﬂj
S oya: ANA — > 1y
AL PR BQYEEEI‘Jll U FIARIZ) 5 BYA
3 o
RARE 1994 19964F  19954F 19944F:
20004F Leclerc, Schmitt & Dube
Shefrin&Statman{ B i RO EL R P
AT AR A S ZERMERL

2000-F14~

HEAGOERME S Levav & McGraw
NG RIEECEES

A BHIR IR
TR B

20074F 20094F

B4 e BRI P S AL (BORR IR . 1R BLEE)
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A2 T A 285 550 T6 5 T Il 28 o 3 2 %)
e KA A 22 1 52 0 o ASBIF 5 i 1 2 4% 00 B ik
FORLA R AR A D B P ST, B R
il 2 P T S A B ) R R e SRR, A
RN 70 BRI B 7E 82 AR 2 T A 9T 25 H o
R TR R S AT R B AL, AR SR WU
PRUC SR A AH DGR TR 2, SR B AR 1 Ty 14
N Y NIRS LG RNUTAE 73

AN, AWM T TR W e R Ak C B R E
HE, WA RO MRS EZ A5
ISR B OO T R e RE, X S Al AR A B
IR MEE SR | AR 15 5 A 3 UL (Tyengar et al., 2006;
Zhu et al., 2017), {HJ&h2 Bk 2 355 02 1k
Z RN L0 JEHE . A R S U 44 (Chowdhury
et al., 2009). A5 52 ) 5 KAk 3R IE ALY BT
B R A B TR TSR S 48 48 SO B S R B
{HEA 5 F 7B AW & B0 58 2 A 45 5 (41
#% . iR . ARMEIKTE; Purvis et al., 2011;
Oishi et al., 2014; Stillman, et al., 2018} &, &4+
WHRARF T PR X4 (Luan et al., 2018) , PR IFIE
(Luan & Li, 2019) % e RALCIRAYE I, dA 2%
2 AT LA e R i D < B e T H b
S8 U 55 T 82 4 R 1 R A BB RO I
B M (Ma & Roese, 2014), ASHFIT 4L T —A4N0r
FORE AR, RO LIS 2 NECH R 5 R AT,
T Z NS 510 I b S ik R R O B
7=k

BJa, AUEHRE T IR . G, &
SREAT Dk O BRI P BCE R 5, (R AU
TR AN AR 2 T P A St ), ) DA AR )2 TR B i O
PRI P RS TR L, BIVAEAC BRI P s
W, 4 A A IR 5 1) A Ok FE SURIOG B o . K,
AR5 S DAL T B R AT T T AT ] KR AR 25 5
— [ AT, BRI o — A an Ak g I 2R
BERAL BURRIE AN S L . SC R IR . ARy
KV 85 ) 23 6F T B 25 118 TR SR o e B AR P S )
Bilan, A BRI, A TR — AN 56 R E I 1Y
IR A — 2 B, FOG R 2R B I A — & R
MR EFEATREEEN A CAH MR RS
(Lowe et al., 2019), HILER, EERXRTHILH
T 2R P ] RE 22 LALSR BRI £ 5 =,
W WFFE LR HE T BIBR T I8 947 0 LM FL A R (4
PN, HEUT i BN A VE LA 3 2

3L e A S A T2 4k, 25 WG 1R
MART SN EARETA R EZ 0501
AR FJE, ARSI TG 2
UNCPN=ALSPNGS S a8 3 SRR S i
HIOLTHBHUEER 2GR, h NS EMAYEZ)
JIT AL B B A A T 2 1 BRI A AT A i 2 7
A X ) R EAR AR KRBT E
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The maximizing bias and behavioral effects of joint consumption:
A perspective of group mental accounting

RAN Yaxuan, CAI Hui, ZHANG Yunhan, HAN Xinying
(School of Business Administration, Zhongnan University of Economics and Law, Wuhan 430073, China)

Abstract: In the light of social development and technology advance, joint consumption—a kind of
consumption in which multiple consumers jointly share the cost and the final product—becomes more
frequent and engenders new phenomenon. However, extant literature mainly focuses on examining the
effects of typical factors in joint consumption (e.g., genders, roles), while neglecting the basic underlying
characteristics of joint consumption (e.g., the key difference between joint consumption and individual
consumption). To fill this gap, the present project based on mental accounting theory proposes a new
construct—group mental account. We illustrate the decision-making process of joint consumption as a
collection of multiple people’s group mental accounts based on certain rules. Thus, joint consumption would
lead to a maximizing bias according to the mental accounting theory. Based on the rationale of maximizing
bias, the present project examines consumers irrational behaviors and corresponding psychological
mechanisms and boundaries under two major joint consumption contexts, including group gift giving and
joint purchase. The present research contributes literature in joint consumption and mental account theory,
as well as providing marketing strategies to promote healthy and sustainable consumption.

Keywords: joint consumption, group mental accounting, the maximization bias, irrational behaviors



