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DA BRSO, RS S IF 5 H A, 308 3k A 19 7 S 8 0 it B 48k R P S S XU ) BRSO BRI T T F
FE. SEH 1 FWA, TE LA S b 4 I 7 R T AR A A T, X B AR A AR 1
ftrag s AHEC, B0 dh 0 32 07 X TE ™ il 08 A A A (AT B9 B, T Xk 300 7 i B4 (M A e Al 9 B 1), X6 1T i
B pR A A A A XUEE 14 BN S 36 2 R I, GBI il B SIE D RS TH ™ il B Je P A 8 3 T i B 3207
X7 it B4R PPN SR T i 52 5, BB P I U A 7 TR, A AR o U BN, B A A
THAEAT A BERRRE T o A8 B & BBk 474

7 A BUREON PRS2 RS B SR SR AN

B849: C93

] Y 4

77 i B i 2k 3K (product  replacement decisions)
SEAE NATTBGE I b i T WA S8 7 A 3R . f T
KEHOH 7 & 8 T ek B b, BRI 7 i 5 4 )
LI 558 7 i M YD AE G Y B 22 () 8 (Okada,
2001), A WBEFITRAMGE . H5—IrH, LIAERH
P2 R IE R B T VR 2245 e BRAG TI 1 il R Y 3
% 40 A BT 58 & L (Mick & Fournier, 1998;
Mukherjee & Hoyer, 2001; Ram & Sheth, 1989;
Tansuhaj, Gentry, & John, 1991; Simonson & Drolet,
2001), HPAE 57 7 b BE A Wl 2 T 2R A B TR oK, T B
HAJ5ER AT BE BB ET K T (resistance to innovation)
1320, T EHARLEAE R Ll . W AR EE R R T 2
B PO PP . FITAERE A R 22 . BE XS
R AR, A SCHLEE T AT b 48 B A 0 B AR
(endowment effect) B¢, SEUEMFFE = i B 436 o
SE ST X IH 7= S R 7= SN i 22 5, INIRSRC
PR LA TR HE 988 B BB HCRI IR S, 7 Br BEIRAL
N FE BT b B B AR B B VR, R4S A
RS PR R .
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mn Z S, XIS A E DAL B RS Z
AT, X A FE Y T R S i A
(willingness-to-accept, WTA)Z & T Hifi A Ji& & 57
fF (willingness-to-pay, WTP) I LM #% . F—Ii 4
i 1% 52 36 ok 8 B (Kahneman, Knetsch & Thaler,
1990): A7 W AR 1) S 6 21 Bk 7 b B ol mE AR A A
PE(WTA)Z 7.12 6T, A G LRmAEE
W) SIS WA AR AR 8 410 4 FREL(WTP) /& 2.87 32T, i+~
2325 I 2L 25 M MEAR B A% T (2 3.12 3603,
1A WA HE AR 52 56 20 A HS B s I 2 e T A
AR E R A . X R, ARl —
i i 22 BRI Z Y s r g, BPAATE
AW A2 i . BERAN SR H Thaler(1980)
B gy, HO B8 B Al R R T Kahneman Al
Tversky(1979)#2 H i Hij 5 Bili8 (prospect theory) . 22
WA 2t 2 J5, 2B TSR] 1 £ B2 i — 2P 3 ik
T E 8917 #E (Kahneman, Knetsch, & Thaler, 1990;
Knetsch, 1989; Knetsch & Sinden, 1984; Shefrin &
Caldwell, 2001), iz N 117 M AT P N E
ez — o Ak, BIRAUN Z 3 T S AT
JEE BB E AL, 2 5 2 SR A SRS
(Aggarwal & Zhang, 2006; Carmon & Ariely, 2000;
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Chernev, 2004; Nayakankuppam & Mishra, 2005;
Simonson & Drolet, 2004; Zhang & Fishbach 2005),
AN e 3 BEAIF 5T R 22 2 DT 3% 3 A T AR T B A
I AL BE, 55/ T 5 TR AR 0L X 7 i B 4 114 52
e, e = 2 B WA AT & e = B AT 1 — 4k
MR BFSE (Chen, 2008; Zhang & Wang, 2008),
R X7 ity B4 R SR B 5T

TEDAE R ™ i BT, 28 A I S 2%
S TH P S A BB 1Y, A I 33 B AR
Mo KT liAS . Cripps #1 Meyer(1994)
DL SOSOT BB BB E R BHE S IR, BF98 T4k iy
B T ) 8, 45 5 R Ak 2 HEIR HE A TR A5 3K
I MEALE A . Cripps #1 Meyer A 4l B IH %
A MUK, M HSBOMUR, XAFE R POE:
fiE . Okada(2001)>k 1] 75 Cripps #1 Meyer(1994)
AN 7 AT SE T 2 5 X T O 9% i i B 4[]
L, SR, T O FSAS (1) U v T S BR
AT, T 2 AR R IH S A O B R R
B R R W SR L Okada(2006)3E— 4
WEFE T 77 b FH AR AR R R, 250 B, R T 0 JAR
APIFEAE, TH P& EAmeF T8 5 H P SR
T o FIRBF TR T I T 3K T P T
PO BRA b, JF A X RO B 2 13K 5
BERLFRIH b i o A, XSRS % 8L
T L BRSA, R TR AT BRI, (Y # AR A7 7
an SRR BIFSY, T DAL B 3K S2 XU T g 7 A 0
PHSAS, DT Jonn 4 T il 22 7 o B 4l A o g ke
L

77 it S Ao AR BT 3 IR ok i B A T R
JFEARRBE W, M2 A ZEEMASHEN
(Gourville, 2006) . 3 A2 PK A7 [H 7 i R8T 7™ it A2 P A4~
ANFEEP G, AAREBPATT, HIm& A S BN
(6] 1) BEIRASO N, o DA TH P S B0 £ B2, B IR AR N 2 S
T B S H 7 BT BE 8 4 32 AN A% (WTA) 2
fa TIE W REAE 432 09 ks o AHI, A RAR R ™ i
(32T R AU AT 3, AT TRERS S IH 7™ i 42 43t
TR A CRALL T IR S A A%, WTP) s 23 41K
TEHATIGMAS . XIF, TH STE 7 o e 72
A 2 I MR Y BRSNS — T T, MR
i (AR BE TR, TH 2l 5 B 0 S I S8 7 o | A A
(WTP)— it 2 I 32 7 B B 2 AN A (WTA), X
B3I 7 i L 2 L 0 AR Y BORRAS N B4 . R Bk
RN, AR AAE 7 i 4 B v, AL 2
B — Y BEON 72 A AR - Gourville(2006) % 42 H

TR AR, DA™ i e O R T 2 F B R
TF & AR ) BETRAL N By, (H R At A 21 740
KM SEUERT B o A SCHAY™ Ji LA A B IR0 T 5
A3 BT 7 gt T A8 3 R v S SO0 % TH P 5 R 7
Ak P 22 7 o FRATT 2 T LR A 1 PR 2 10 2 T A
B A ST TH = S B kA v A A g, X
B A A AR A A B, B A e S2
FE LLTH 3580 1 2l A% TH 7™ i i A0 A B A AR A i i
], AT 5807 i B s A e A e i ]

BT G 3K 323Uy T8 A A% (WTP) Fld2: 32 i
F& (WTA) Z [BIFF 7 1Y 22 5 2 4, — L2235 (Carmon
& Avriely, 2000; Nayakankuppam & Mishra, 2005),
TG S X Bl 22 57 7= A TR IZ R R R, R B
BN FETE CHLBE . Carmon F1 Ariely(2000)3A Jy, #ni
RARF AL G A FA VTR E, K275 [ —4)
mn A IEAE ST B SR A S Y, (HSEER E A H B
TANGE G, 7= A X A BRG ) SR R DR [ T 3K 52 0
75 %5 4 & 4 1 (attributes) B 0N — 2, dE T %)
O ME R WA TR PR, SR AN EE AR 17T
I, ARMEFR 2 3K 32005 Al (B 22 S 0 B AL, S )
i B4 Ja M R BE 0 BT A RE 8 A5 B T NG R 458
Carmon Fi1 Ariely(2000)3Z k5 Uk T X} F [7] — ¥ i1,
SE ST W T AN R @, X T80T WU XY
S AT(E 1Y 2% 5. Nayakankuppam F1 Mishra(2005) 4,
R, AXS T LTI, 32070 RS B 1 Ja s
Ik g M PP T AT S S AR PR, X
W i %) Ja T T A 2 1B B2 R0 T M A 18 45 2 IR
G AR SCLY LA RBESE, Wi o e A
R SIS XU o P I R B 8 TR AT
5%, FATTHE— 2B ™= i 0 3K T TH 7 i ) s
VP TR 3207, AT TR 7 i 64 J PR 1
WA B = a2 7, RSS20 X I8 M A PRt
FFAEZALT BN I BLAR

2 SLE1
21 HBH#®

S 1A H AR B LR T 50 R, KL
X7 X8 TH 7= 5 R 7= S BB AR 1 22 5, K g 7E ™
il S 0 2 T 8 R L IR A
22 Ak
221 #Wik WU RS 19~24 B AR
ARG A, SAECh 241 N, H AR 181
N, BFFEAE 60 N; B4 145 A, Ltk 96 A A sk
PRSI SR ATSE, AR H .



8 1] TEANAN A5 BRSO X 7 i B 5 DR B B 5 ) 739

222 it SRR SRR R AR SR A AR Y
FHLo R 3x2 A B, = A AR50 5L
OB ™ ah K T7 4 OB ah 3207 RIS R ) L
Al S G ™ dh o IHP= k) o Hoh, 7= il K07 4

BERCFE A B H 77 AT LA BT 16 30 (7 i SE 4,

ZHRNBCN 79 N Fm i Sz O7 HAESZ IH ™ S Y
DAUHBOHTE 8, A ANECh 77 N X BRI
W s v ST 0 57 3 EVEASTH ™ SR i, ANECH
85 N o PRI A% 1 SRy i TH 77 il R 7™ i 1 S0 ER A0 A
(B, B —2H Al I 08T 7 W R TH 7P 5 B A0 A A T
W

2.2.3  RIEAFRE SR A SIS AR Sy 52 5 0 R
PR, SR 98Bl v B R X S B 4 AR T
AE S50 R I AT B 2 T ot L A7 5 1) A v o) TR
SCAS ER A% (WTP) RIS R B2 32 10 I A% (WTA) 5 T
%7 LLAY B9 BF 98 % 1T (Aggarwal & Zhang, 2006;
Carmon & Ariely, 2000; Chernev, 2004; Nayakank-
uppam & Mishra, 2005; Simonson & Drolet, 2004;
Zhang & Fishbach, 2005),

XTI SR, TH P il SR Rk
RAEWAERTESE T —3 T, 45 TRCE . S Al
TG, Bt sOR S BAR . BCE BT
ML, IFUEBHIEAESEAT AR BG83 SRS L3 i
3K 7 41 B A S B (R B R DL 2 D R AT IR IH AL,
IR BB RSP T LE DB

XL M E, kgl A 2

AT L 2R, IEFESEAT DL SO T 4G5 o)

SRIGE T 5Ll —RE0HT . IHTFHLE SR, )
SEJT B IR AT IR A HFALAS R 20, iR
BEAZWHTFHILHENEZEZ D,

Z: WAL 1Y 0] 36 X6 TH - HIL AU FHL IR R S5
SIHAMPAE AR, AR ZAFE T I E LIH
BRI 5, [l IR 2 R ZH A el B A sl 753K 7
AN 3 78 32 07 19 A BE 8 s PEA TH - LA 0L
14 T 04
224 BEF LEABRERFHEAIAEE, R
M—xt—myeg iy, LR Bh gL, Bk
WP E S A FHLEE T, R )E ik salIE
B =ASERA 0 7 3 2R i R ) T A O 4 A
FEH A3 0T, X = ASFR S ELFE XEHT 7 i R B R
YT RAEFREE | XL G RR B . ool
77 B R A £ 5 | T Manning 48 A (1995) Y
SCHk, et 7 AN AR E, I g R
R HUFEM A BE I SR AR ST A B, X LAY AR AR

ARG 4 DMESH, ST Park fFEH
(1981) Ayl 1 7 ¥, BT FHLAY ERR N 45 5
MEH, MR EREEERIGTFINGEE .. 26
ZH I RE S A BT AL ML | SR SRR T B
FHLIBLSs S S B 4 fn 2408 Tl . 2
HRIAE Z T Thae. & TRk HZ RN
B AL T SRR, IS X H TP FHL
AIAG A o REA B 1 S S0 ot BRFERT Sl 3 ~ 6 234,
23 HREHH
231 EHEE  wallHa FOL, oA FOUE
&, RS aiEn . RAEDEMIE
(Chernev, 2004; List, 2003; 2004), #{ ik Hr 7= fhia
B . TOGEREE | X FHLCHE R A Al
RERZ AT I 45 5 1, PR G 75 i LA 36 sl 4 il o %of
M EAE AT F 8 s, KMO b 091, £it
J7 ZE R RE LU ) 63.81%, 4555 H B4 417 0.5 LA
b, HFZREIX5REF, =4+ Cronbach’s o4y
5124 0.89. 0.85. 0.81, UBLHH = AMEE I A &
RAF A5 BE RO, BES RIS R AA 800 . TS
JEXRRNBOR, ATRMEYENE R = &0
RASTE AT 00T o R YR R IR B AR Ak 27
PIAE B F 9T h A 8 Z2 v 1 (1 4, Moreau, Mark-
man, & Lehmann, 2001; Mukherjee & Hoyer, 2001),
S WOR, TE = SEE A 2 HE 7 B Y R
(F(2, 238)=1.08, p>0.05). Xt FHLABEFLE (F(2,
238)=1.21, p>0.05) . X} F L & & & & (F2,
238)=1.16, p>0.05)¥J¥% A W& W25, ANRILLHH
B N TERR AR — B0 o TH = fb R0 = i 2 X6 3K
J7« SEJ5 R 2H A AR AN AT RS 58 kR T 25 3R IR
(levene=0.93, p>0.05; levene=1.05, p>0.05). [H*
FUH ™= s K-S R i s e 1747 A IE Ao A
(Z=1.33, p>0.05; Z=1.27, p>0.05), X it IHHE & &
HEAT T 225307
232 R XHES BT BOR, BT ESE T
JE A W IH T i B I 4 4% (WTA, M=214.56,
SD=142.43) i 3 & T8 7= b 32 7 I8 B S A B B
A% (WTP, M=165.58, SD=103.64), F(1, 155)=3.31,
p<0.05, i ELAH ™ it 3K J7 J 254232 1 1H ™ i S A1y
FEAE 0.1 & 3 MK P T 3 T IR ) A
(M=171.18, SD=115.48), F(1, 163)=3.02, p<0.10, X
FECZH PPAG A TH 77 b 0 48 A0 T80 77 i 3K 5 S 7 22
] (AN 1 frR).

XEH 2 S B AT S, B K T TR A Y
%5 MM (WTP, M=1240.51, SD=325.03) it 1k T
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B i S T B2 i A N A% (WTA, M=1379.78,
SD=267.71), F(1, 155)=3.46, p<0.05, i H. 3" il
7 B B2 (IR A ABTE 0.1 B 3 MK T 3
1 T X B2 G BF Al M 4% (M=1287.65, SD=339.20),
F(1, 161)=2.96, p<0.10. XIH&LEIPAL (195 7= S A ks
AT KT IS 7 Z RN (A 1)

FATHE— 2R I 22500, FEFEHIE1HT 8 2
B PO MBAEEE . PO EENE LT
S3ATRT P 3K 32 U7 TE 9 R A A 7 TR A ik
FEER . WRERERMNE 1 PR), 7EEHT =
AN 22 S S S U AR TH 7= i 30052 40 A R 7 b
WM EIA R ENZER . EHAENE S EE .
FHL BRI | XL O FR B 45 — A8
SO TFHLAY R A O A B RS, X SR
SE LR, S [RAL0 A B AE AT AR A (S
WA 22 3] B = A AR 52, SES2 N7 7 IH = i
FUB = RS F R B 2R,

I L%
A
1400 1379.78
9
1350 R
13001 128765
—“’.’
~enl 124051 _--—~ )
1250 P BTHL
= 1200 |-
& ' L
=
s L 21456
IHT-#L
200 |
175
165.58
150
| | | >
PR i Af BE 4] FEYNSh e

B 8™ i 3K 32005 %8 IH AL FAHLE I 2 ks

x1 HAFERBENEHHEESR

[R5 i [ERa Y MS F p 1H
L1527 86292.07 3.841 0.05
LR IERC S =Y 4846.61 0.216 0.64
[F 7™ i A A FHL= i AR 3157.071 0.141 0.71
XPHFHL O TR 3471.149 0.039 0.84
TR T 516414.662 22.984 0.00
Sy Eyi 692071.26 7.701 0.01
LI RIERC S =97 12513.65 0.139 0.71
B a0 AR 7 AT 65292.59 0.726 0.40
X T ML G T R 3471.15 0.039 0.84
AR T 18826716.14 209.481 0.00
233 it DIEMBEIEIA R 77 i 0 2R R B R LR BFFR R, fELLHEHE S, 77 Sk

7 3 1 48 56 25 o 451 2K DR 7= A= 98 45 4 F (Okada,
2006; List, 2003; 2004), BPA[H] ™ &2 & AT 4
5 0 R LA 2R RO R AR SR AN R A, BT T 7 o ) 284
AR A T REXTEE S R, FEARE R A A
ZH[B) = i AR R B A B R, b T
i A 225 Y G B 4t RS 4R R A 0 b 4 R
—3 ., 5 —J7 1, Chernev(2004)J#FsE %M, H
P 3 7] (goal orientation) s 5% I 24 B 1) I 45 72 &
X 7R AR B T 7 B R S O LR AR
ST N FETE BERAL N Ty T 2R IR AN A A o AR IR BT
TR B 2 B R T ALY O T A B A A8
DIKE 36 AP i, 25 S5 o BT I B R S 5 2
o BRE TR REARN

7 AT LA 32 0 S TH 77 il ) 4 4 (WTA) 22 88 35
TR S O B RS B IH P SR (WTP), X R
B IH™ a4 T B 7 e — PP L, A7 7E B
JSER) o RV AE, B 7= i ST SR TR 2 1 VR A (WTA)
B TR A B ST (WTP), 5t 22 B ™
it SR 7 B —Fh BT, oA BURRON . (At
FATIRUE T A7 i e R, AP E — R AR
BRASONE, 3o Aol SR A 107 A (B A 37 7 il <K 7 B
FEIHD™ dh, QR T 5 3205 B dh o 7351,
SIFTR R, 7K DT AT LS B TH P S TR A
02 2 T X IR B T PG o ks, X S B 3R W
R A AR LUH B & s, T it 2 HA0 A 7
A B, AR BECEON . SR 1 IE 1 RTIASR Y
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iz,
3 SLEG 2

31 BHH

S 2 B H B JE AAT e LA TH B3 19 3 H S8 Sz 30
T %0 SRR PR (4 22 S, R R A T i
i rf i 22 E ELRAL Y
32 A&
321 #i oAb IR AR 19~21 Z Rk
Bz, BRFEARBECN 120 A, HbHEAET75 A, &
A 45 N T AR R S a5, B HI
SEE E Y.
322 ®it EHCEAMHNAERKZMEICAR
R RSB 7= o SR 2x2 WIRA B, AN AR
0 ) R S 2 ) GBI K T AL B ST A
PR RN CH T b THPR ) o e, B K T
NECH 59 N, =iz r el ANECh 61 N, AR
AT E PR RN AS, B —2H AR A A
[H 7> it B JE PR AT PPAT,  [RDEsE &5 HS ST ER 1 M s o
323 RIMMEL  TEHHE S ICAS HLiK Y SE R JE
Z A AE A T R AT T e, e g %k
50N, FET R E MR R A E M, T
Yt A5 VI EI A3 AT BE BT W PO F B S, IR i
Bo'E . DIRE . A A . MR A 7 2R
ot F Ll 0T T E G R T A 1 Ja M R A T VRN
(R R FH I S5t IR A8 A Sy S0 A BRS¢ )
G AEESEER.

SIS A IE SR 5 S — AR IR A R,
S VAHAOH G 3l o TH FL G A1 2 25 IS4 | e
EORH IHFR A IH A G o B i A SR 45 Bd
BB AR o SRS LB A S X TH R ik
FIUHT I 25 0 MR AT PR (7 SRR R R), JF
25 AN A
324 BF LR RZREHEE, RN
B A0 05 OS54 o i St ) gl 2 A 41
Al fl st e A g, IR RE R R &EILARH
PSR A SRR nw=a - b U S N S = ey
ZH RS2 7 21 ) B SR T 6 TH 7 OB R A 8
PERPEAY, IT45 HAH L A B EEAN A%
33 HREHH
331 ITHIE A S gl A 5
S B ICA LN, IR EICA RN, &5
YRR o XF TH 7 & FGET 7™ i %) J8 PR PPAN (A T A
Forpr, 458 B8 KMO & 0.79, Bit i 2R

Bk 72.02%, 1H™ & FUE ™ i @4 IR R T
AT, &4 MM KT 0.7, Cronbach’s o434l
S 0.86. 0.88, iX &M IH ™ & FHT ™= i 1) J& PR
ARG BRI . B TS B IR B EER, e
J& 1 2 B T FRATT R T A T M S BE AR Sk TH =
s U 7= it Ja R B AR AR
332 LR E IR S KSR X H A
il T F G ) B R AN A AT 40 AT, DA IE SRS 1Y
SR AraE R EoR, YA IHEE LA I B
ST DA SZ 0 e A TH R IR BT SN A% o 3823.73 It
(WTA, SD=1409.00), 3 & T2 B E X
A5 B v A AR A (WTP, M=3148.36, SD=1115.12),
F(1, 119)=8.51, p<0.01; /= kb 3K J5 Ig & 32 A4 i #
Bkl 7916.95(WTP, SD=831.73), i Z 1% T 5t
7 i 32 7 T A 2 0 B AN K (WTA, M=8273.75,
SD=964.70), F(1, 119)=4.70, p<0.05, [iR/rHr4hH
P RE TS5 1 S, RS T A 1H
P, TH T SRR T AT B IR S
PAAH™ 5, B S ECA T AT B, AR
B Y8 o) i v A AR 2 OLER 1) SR AR

FETORIA AT B PN 5. B 2 BR T
JEPEVEA 25 S, B b S % T F i ) g 2 T
fr W 2 T T B 32 U5 (Mo=3.44, SD=1.34;
My=2.75, SD=0.99; F(1, 119)=10.47, p<0.01), [&]M}
I it B S T X6 R G Y S PR PE AN 2K T R
Wl 1 32 7 (Mo=6.11, SD=0.94; My=6.50, SD=1.18;
F(1, 119)=4.03, p<0.05), iX—&k 353 200 B =
$5 52 19 M i (WTA) FITER B2 SAS 19 4 4% (WTP) J& —
;.

A 6.50
6.50 ]
611 __-=77
6.00 o
= L & ———@ i fii
§ 350 o——e |HM
3.44
3.00
2501 2.75
| 1 .
e by B SETT

P12 7 i S SR %8 TH FRL R A i ) P37

3.4 itig

SR 2 W, 7 SK ST R TH 7 R
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RN A R AATE D 1 22 5710, X —45 R 5500
1 2—30y, Xt — PRk 7 e i 4l f v
SEAFTERUE BLRAN Y, [T, S22 Sk T
SIS U X TH 7 it AR 7 i ) @ YR PR B A B 2R
80T BERRAG N BO4FAE . a4 IR Carmon A1 Ariely
(2000) A Az Nayakankuppam #1 Mishra(2005) ) W s,
NATTXS i Jes P DA 1Y) 25 SR 0 B A5 7 AR H 2 1Y
KV, B2 FRATAME A BN 4 3K 23U % IH ™
s FIUHT 7 b ) 8 PR PEA 0 B T 2T 0 B A 1Y
TERALN o 3k Fe W SK S XUy 7R 45 HRT IH 7= i (1 3 22
Wragit, SxIHEIF4 1 B IROIERE, X R B 3R 0%
TR A A E S 2 05 6 7= it @ A B PE A b o XLk
B, S AP T SRS R i AT TR
AT AR ) T v A [ O A R e
117 3 AV ML TP BRS040 8 i s v, X R e
VRN I 22 S S 30 T 9 o 0 BN AR PR 19 22 5

4 LGk

PIAE B9 WIF 58 X6 LR A0 2647 T 35 F (Aggarwal
& Zhang, 2006; Carmon & Ariely, 2000; Chernev,
2004; Nayakankuppam & Mishra, 2005; Simonson &
Drolet, 2004; Zhang & Fishbach, 2005), Jf-4&i T 1
B H S IH = i .0 BR AR (Cripps & Meyer, 1994;
Okada, 2001; 2006), AKX AAHFFEXS LATE BB 5E i 47
THiE, 53] T LU BT Es

(1) 77 il B A A v A A 2 DU BLRKARON o
77 it 3K 7 E W S 7 it B ST A AR AR, R Es
JHCFE TH 7 i i e 2 i M v o AR, ™ i
(RS2 5 7 L0 B 7 i I B 4 2 AR s, (Rl
FE RS AT TH P S T HE A RS A o X U B 7E 7 i
S R R R S 32 BT R I 7 i R 7
SETAN P o3 R B T BERARON o 3K — BT 4
W, AR FRATT 4 RE AL S8 1 S5 A 5 48 BRE SR A BT
P B3 B AT RE BN 22, X B T SRR T
A 75 TSR ST 1O B

(2) B w332 BT R ks AF A B2
Sto TR St AR rh B SR S S A
st F AN AR S 5 B RS 80 25 3K 7 IO A 0 0 BRSCAS,
2 SE T TS IH T S DB SAS . S IE R, B
i S 77 JE R A2 BT 0 M 2 B BN RS I |
BT O AR, BRI AR IH 7 i R 40 B
JEAS o X R IAR Y 25 S0 T BERELAS 22 & iy kA, A
TR 3K 77 BHAR R R B2 R N . 55 4h, (EARTE R
18 2 3 S X7 PP 7 A s B O AN 58 4 ik 4k 2 WL

BB, O BRRAS & S S BT PEAE A% I 2 2R

(3) 77 AP Y 25 T AR B AN 1)
FRAE o DAAE B9 5 10 20 7 it Jes 1 5 BB 1 =2 1]
i) 5% Z& (Carmon & Ariely, 2000; Nayakankuppam &
Mishra, 2005), ASCHJE T LIFERIARSY, K BLAE ™=
i B e R AR S S XU X PR A A R
HHOOUER BRSO AR, B i A S T X B i )
Ja& HEPE R AKX B O R TH ™ 5 BN R e, B
P S T 0 T PR TR A R T X TH R
JE MV B, 3 18 BH K 32 005 X 77 i Ja M B 1A
S ARG Z () AR R A OCHRYE, 2 ™ il Sk
D7 () & PR VAN XoF B v o A% Ak H 22 TR A TE T AY
S

IR TS R BN TR A A
Ja R o B, R R AR R A
AR KRR BE b Bk T 3K J7 T8 33 TH 772 i 1400 R AR R
AN, U OB SA T S, B R B R, A
W, S O N Rl R . SR TR A
S 77 TR BRARSE J7 i 75 TH 7= f (RO B AR o HOR,
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Endowment Effect on Product Replacement Decisions
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Abstract

Endowment effect theory postulates that there is a gap between the prices which a buyer is willing to pay
for and a seller would ask for. Consequently, the compensation that people ask for during product replacement
usually exceeds the price one would like to offer. In this study, we attempted to investigate the behaviors of sel-
lers and buyers during the process of product replacement.

In two trade-in experiments, we tested the hypothesis that a buyer of a new product would overvalue the
product that he owns and undervalue the new product, while a seller of a new product would undervalue the in-
cumbent product and overvalue the new product. Similarly, buyers of a new product would overvalues the in-
cumbent product and undervalues the new product, hence the double-endowment effects during the process of
product replacement.

Two hundred and forty one college students participated in the Experiment 1. The participants were ran-
domly assigned to each of the following 6 scenarios (3 by 2): role (3): buyer seller and control; product (2): in-
cumbent and new product. They were asked to fill in appropriate prices for an old product and a new product
after a description of the trade-ins. In Experiment 2, one hundred and twenty college students were recruited and
randomly assigned to one of the following 4 scenarios (2 by 2): role (2): buyer and seller; product (2): incumbent
and new product. They were asked to rate the product using with the same methods as experiment one.

The study showed that endowment effect not only existed in buyers but in sellers, indicating double en-
dowment effects exert significant influence on new product replacement decisions. The results also revealed a
gap between the subjective value of incumbent and new products from buyers and sellers, which could partially
explain consumers’ resistance to innovation. Current findings imply that successful launch of a new product is
largely decided by consumers’ mental cost of losing the incumbent product. Therefore sellers should try to re-
duce or eliminate this mental cost in order to improve the replacement rate. We should note that sellers tend to
overvalue the benefits of their new products, which could impede the product replacement process as well.

This study offers an explanation for innovation resistance phenomenon in consumer psychology and helps
us with better understanding of the endowment effect. Current findings also provide significant insights for new
product development in marketing business.

Key words product replacement; endowment effect; willingness-to-sell; willingness-to-buy



