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VR B F b TEr R, T 2% 2 T R 5 Ja M S RN, e PR 5 A A A BE AT 25801 583 ok DL
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il

7 it A T G2 XU B 10 7 i TP A A
SE P P A S Y (Bilkey & Nes, 1982; Han &
Terpstra, 1988; Okechuku, 1994), 5 & ixEZFEM =
a RH EE, TH 2 0 R v T A P T R A B
i (Cordell, 1992), X B\ ¥ A 45 2 [ K 4l [
PR Ak i B2 19 — > 3 2 (Chu, Chang, Chen, &
Wang, 2008). [HIt, b 7e FE Brib R R o an ] BEAIG
BT YR E SON, b ER Al TSN BBk
R TE A —N TR,

CAWTIERB], ARV RO 1Y 55 55 FE B 2352 3]
HoAth )@ PE15 BOAY 52 (Johansson, 1989; Lim, Darley,
& Summers, 1994; Peterson & Jolibert, 1995), —4&
W B, AR N 23 B 7 it A 1T e 328
ik 55 (Elliott & Cameron, 1994; Cordell, 1991); JRJ&
] 200 7 5 B ah B AR 345 0 S B i (Cordell,
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1992; Han & Terpstra, 1988; Tse & Gorn, 1993), #k
1M, XLEE5IR N7 2| T 1R 22 % 3 ) 5 5E (Speece &
Nguyen, 2005), Fischer, Diamantopoulos il
Oldenkotte (2012)38 o 52 56 Uk W, B fdf 4 4 B 52
TH D4 8 B R W SR R BT B A 1 77 i — Sk
A e I R 2 5 A AN T B LR ke R T 4
RN B P PR B9 2 I (Pharr, 2005; Tse &
Gorn, 1993), AftA s IR BLX LT G L5187 2
DX — R R, ST 250 77 b A% Ll R IR
] Ja 1 2 ey X9 2% 25 0 o PEA PR o AR AR
SR

TH 22 B9 VA ok R 2 R IR
AR A 1Y) 25 SR (Goldstein & Einhorn, 1987). M #%
(T L) A2 15 BB A 2801 55 A 1R 1 380 1 1) G ST T HLAE
T 2 PP i A b 2 5 BE A IR 22 i AL .

2 L T = I = A N - )W U0 A
(Shugan, 1980), HHE O FIH R E S TEES

* E R H AR R4 (71272226) . EF HARIE AT TR E BRAEDH (71210003) . Ik A SCHES R 32<70 J5 2% 2 AR H A

AR sRIUR2E<985 TR = HHdg i H ,
KRB, iR, PR RS TR B R R s .
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HATIEN I B M 2 AR, I 2 22 e X LA i
ATPEAN B4 J8 4 I |5 B9 A EE (Bazerman, Tenbrunsel, &
Wade-Benzoni, 1998). EHIEAFIEER T 2 B4 S
AT VA 3 232 2 47175 5 77 3 (Bettman, Luce, &
Payne, 1998) fil {5 B 4% 1iF (Johansson, Douglas, &
Nonaka, 1985540, EARFRIEE 1 -, 7=
s PR ot ) R P 8 5 ) 555 ke 1 ) s M o 9 3
PR PR B R, EC T i A B T P R A A
B A e 7 s B -

A SO DA - A S R SRR, BT (D) 77
149 A9 s R i RELGT >R 5L 1 2500 1) ) 54 2 5 2 %2
SN A -J BB HAS [\ 5 O 45355 =07 =0 LA @
PEA BHREAE 5200 7 FEf 28X, H 2 E ST
77 d A R R PR T 2 AR, DT I8 B 55 0k
TR i H B2 (2)18 2% 38 7E A RS = b 6k
T AR M Y R 75 RE o A M A S Y 2 Dk
B 5 P 2Ry e i A A= A8k

SCE I G PSS AR 5 AN L B R R T
W%, D A oy i, dE—0 3w M
JE G T Ay ) 55 R Yt R A8 02 19 SCHR ;- B O B2 rh
KA -3 B PP A = e S 5 R i i e BIL o oA
KR B G2 45 22 1) Al 7 [ B Ak 1 78 o i o 1) 55
071 T A Y58 ] 2080 18 55 e i (A T 4 A P SR

2 JEMERAR IR . P ra
A VEFFAIE

2.1 ARRFFESHAR: KE-HEERER

Bl 3 A BRI A, PSR T PN B T AN ],
2 XA AR i 2 Al e 8 5% 7 A TR A Y B2 (Slovie. &
Macphillamy, 1974; Slovic, Griffin, & Tversky,
1990) . 5 Z ALY 0 B 22 BF 5T o 10 i 4 B2 % B
1 (preference reversal) (Tversky, Sattath, & Slovic,
1988). IZHISIN IS - 77 B PEMN K (joint-separate
evaluation mode) 23 XF A AT B9 P 3 i F2 7= A= 5
(Bazerman, Loewenstein, & White, 1992; Hsee, 1996;
Hsee, Lowwenstein, Blount, & Bazerman, 1999): 7
AR b, T [ I X P A R AT PR, TH
B W S HE SR R TP I IR — A, R
FI| W7 (comparative judgment)J& I 7 5 A4 H) W b5
o T DB R T T e 1 145 B AL 31 )5 X (Parker
& Schrift, 2011), PLJ&EYE Ay 57 X BE T84 7 %) F A%
HPEN SR,

(B4 B, 7E— > IR Py R — > e 33
PEATVEAY, T 938 0 R E SR X B A TITAY

PEAT H B (evaluative judgment) sz LA 9 ) Wb ifk:
T 2% 35 6 R 1T DL 28 o Ry 5 il i A5 B Ak B 7 X
(Parker & Schirift, 2011; Johnson, 1984)%f & Y
A B P T A A PR A AR
22 ARREMHFE: BESRE=E

A2 AN [R) A 5 Ak 35 e O A 2 DA 5 e s &7
S, BMWEARIES T REAS TN, B2
Z 2@ A G Br B A B4FE (Hsee, 1996; Nowlis &
Simonson, 1997)H 52

PRAG SCHRRT 7 i Ja MR AE 09 18 AT L4y Sy
BT

— AN . T T AR A SN, 7
J& VAT UM BT B 2 T 43 W2« A B R
LA g ME o w A A PR s i R IR e xE LA A T LA,
AL B 25 RhOCHE | {7 SRS 1Y J8 P (Aaker, 1991;
Keller, 1993), 13k & E 15 if (Parker & Schrift,
2011, Nowlis & Simonson, 1997); X bt & 45 1)
AR B . WMWY . TR, M E S Tk
ATXF By SR, g S A% o

—AEE B, I TSI, 7 E
AT DA B Z2 TR AT X 55, TR0 PR T & A B Rl
W5 B EEAFE . TN RS B A2 E M %
BT ZEESAER, WEE R/, thEfE S
(Hsee et al. 1999), —BKUE, 241438 & AN HE—A>
Ja VE B o3 A R U, XA B PR T PRI PEARAIR,
Z Wi (Hsee, 2000)

ARG D it J 1 1 o R O T e, B TR
P AR SRR RS R U R A Y BT S R Y
FEAE GnAar 78 AN [6] 0 2F A A 2 b 52 i T 2% 5 10 s e
R A3 C, AT 552 i R Y sl 2507 ) 5 355

3 R

3.1 frisSRIREE

MBSk UL, 15 IR E A SCHR, R IR EE T 5
AJg e, A% JE T X A M o e AT 55 e 2 S )
(Nowlis & Simonson, 1997)#R1st 1 AS[A] ot (1) J& PE7E
AFIPER LA BACE BT, AR BRG- E
PEAN AR b A R 1 70 T 32 O TZ R R Y
FRIE ST 2B PP T 55 2 W AHAT . BAORUL: 7247
BIRED, T 9 AR 55 R R AN A B PR, A
WG TH 9 ST IR e f & F R R B, RERSHEAT 5
PPN I AR Y M R A R 7EBR G b, TH
B AT 55 R WA = i HEA T XS L, X B AT 55
BURFE, D, 19 983 S T IR 28 B AT <X LU AR
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PR X EL Y T 4 B K AN B (Parker & Schrift, 2011,
Nowlis & Simonson, 1997), HRILIHEL, 7E/ B
o IS ST ORI Jm M OR L,
i 23 B8 R b 32 B R P8 Ja PR i sl ZEIR S,
4 P 2 BN 5™ AR TR P, 2 RS
an RSN AR DA . R, A5 DL R

H1: 7E7r B, W 238 i i £ 22
Bk PR E e o ; FER G R, T 2
mn PEHT 522 B AR SR L AR

SR BRAT 5C T IFAN AR5 ok 1 %00 14 F 5
Hr, Chu Z5(2008)075 th 5 Z M i 45ie, Tk
Hys TEBRA B, T 2 7 P A2 3k U
A 2 B R, X — P JE AR, 22N
Chu 5% (2008) #& 4 AT 3 i 1 fR & (evaluability
hypothesis) (Hsee, 1996, 2000; Hsee et al., 1999;
Yeung & Soman, 2005), MJEMER 2R %, B
IR A 2 O0r i PEACEE 7 FC A 50 o AT TN PR AR

(Hsee, 1996, 2000; Hsee et al., 1999; Yeung & Soman,

2005) 2 & T & PE T PP 15 8 1 19 22 S o] T 5
PEAEA R A A R0 . BB, e
PR AT P15 80 22 /0 2 D T 2 3 78 R A =X
PR3l e P B AR A G TR - R K
o, I R S EREE PTIPE B Y X 7
AT HIW, FERRGRE 1 9% 35 D) o XoF b ]
KA B M (R AR . X RD LB AS AT P S
BRI 2 S FIWr . I, B G HI s =
o 2 A ST T PN A B A B JE A T R A AL
Hi (Hsee, 1996, 2000; Hsee et al., 1999),

(HAF T R, AR R M- 55 e 25 I A
SE AT VR PR, N P B T B AR AR R
PO T T P B A A YRR AE XA [R] PR R =
JE PERRA 2 XA B T AP IS AT H X E
G or B A S AF B S A B & i AT iR R
(Bazerman et al., 1999), H7E[R|—FhBL4 I, "IHE
AR EE e . I, A SCEE B 2R BT S B R FRE
giask, St kR B EOR R B, et LY
72 RPN TR PPAS 52 2 v T MR A 1) 52 i

77 i A A 5 R IR AN A BT, XA OL T,
J& M IR E B i b 25 R A 2 i O R AR
HR R R RAL 7 e B AT PR R R W,
TP PR B 2, 73 Biilrh, I 2% 3 iR
MR T B R A, 7RIS, T
73— @ P H K B9 AL EE (Hsee, 2000;Yeung & Soman
2005) . FEiZBISHEWr, a0 2 R mE I 2 A7

kB VERE G R, B A B 51k 1 AR
SR, BN, fEarea X, T S ST A
Wi @ Z R REE, AR IR Tk IR E
P ZACE , I, 751 PV R

H2: 3G IO 4 30 FLE S A BB, 7840 A=t
o, TH P B PR S A2 B AR JE A Y 5
TR AA b, T 98 19 7 WA 32252 3R U
J& Pk Y 5 ]

32 mhE5kRIEE

ok Y R e 1 R ot S M [RT LE EEE, HT
FRE T EM2ER (Nowlis & Simonson, 1997), ff
DL PR AE 7 T B RRE AR [R], phie b 22 i ok
HASTA]

T FRAT PP AR R, R T 1 A A DG B E T
JE TN A B R 2, SRR RN E B
Z, e B, AR I T % m B OR
(Hsee, 1996, 2000; Hsee et al., 1999), Chu %£(2008)
AR 5 R YR I AH LU 2% 3 0 A G o R RR T 22,
B, s IR E R e 2, b, SR DT
1A =

Hy: TErBrh, I 908 ny = i 2252
S B Ry, RS RI R, T 2 A
PP 32 257 3 R U5 1] 1 i 5

FESZUE AT, Chu 45(2008) 24 1 g 52 il et (L ok
J5 ED (5 BB, VREE A H W2 ™ o 10 o &2 X & A
U e Ve AT PR RS B A T . SR, AT
PEA PR BB T 48 09 8 PR T PR ABUE BRI AN SR —
ST PE R W, TS PR A B OC Tz B M
TR, Bz m R Tl . R/ IME TR KAE
B PR RME 5341, A SATART T DAFS B PF-p 25 1
ZJE S A (5 B (Hsee, 1996, 2000; Hsee et al.,
1999), H I, 78 SCHE LK R K IR Hsee (1996,
2000)#1 Hsee 45(1999)AIME, HIVE FIRITRNS & 1k
CIRSR IR EPS e wnlll g8
33 BHEREE5EREAERN

AR A, T8 PR AT RN (5 B R0 BT PR Ay
TEIFEAS IR [ A4S, A] LU#E o R X n 28 b4 7
I AE (Parker & Schrift, 2011; Nowlis & Simonson,
1997),

(DM b, AT DL a3 0 5t — & o 09 o] PEAr
PEAF B, 1 fE B AR5 T 47 PP (Hsee et
al., 1999), flln, 3 hnxy ih AE B B (R HE
#4%) (Hsee, 1996; Hsee & Leclerc, 1998; Hsee et
al., 1999), LB, H4E AT PR AR HEWT, 7605



1384 i Bt}

EE ¢

45 &

B, S BT BB 2 XTI 2R 1 T 7 AR
TR, FERR G A N 5 Z A s 1 DU
ik

H: 380077 i (%) & R Pk B T AR PR AR B, 7E
e, T SR A A SR A 2 R
AIsZA FEBCA R rh, T 2 I P 222
F A VA [ P s

M5 b, AT DA G AR B — e P 2 T
3, AR %R T (5 B8R (Parker & Schrift, 2011;
Nowlis & Simonson, 1997). 415Kk I & 1 i 44
FRIE R R, S m AR AR o HR A i -
RS e b, 73 s mirh, o s PE XTI 2
PPN R 2T FERR G B, i TORIR
] Jw P AR R B Ok, %5 8 2R At JFOR 1Y
ARV S X LR L, BT DA, ke iR JE
X B 7 it PR B SE e 2 1G5 . AL, AR LA
ik

Hs: Bk it e v LB IE U 51, TR0 AR
Aorf, TP B VT 3B AZ B RE M S
TEER AR, T2 1 PR 2 BRI
Ja& P I R )

4 BTk

ARG 3 A IESE I 5 AL, o B R HTE
ot Jag A S b CRUE EME RIS (5 B . RIEEE
SRS R, FE A L o RN Sk I R T 1 X
B T B A i AR A
4.1 WER—: REEFMNIE

A5 0 B TE T 5000 24 3 9% & 1 7 i ok
U8 5 B A5 B, ASFEARL b, 3w s
X 3% 3 7 i A B S M R

FEIE I AR, BFFEE i T 28 E Bk
R B RE 4 [ ZAE S F AL A ok Y 2R A T T
A 96 IR 2EASH TN 45 50K, M0
1 9 38 B (M=4.78), AR &R (M=2.31), —
HERDE, =15.14, p<0.01, K, L EHCER
TR g A A ok 1 ) o 95
4.1.1 XW—

(ORI 5 S g izt

WSRO R 2 A PR SR I
K, 128 NS5 T 58 SR EE WAL, 5L
bR 5 AEh 124 N, 46% N4,

R . 5 IR SN GONTEARL E A, SER R
FL AL I P2 AR 3 R I 7, LT AL B

PR AL, G H g EN, ik A BV A
3200 G, B HLAMHLEAS K 2200 JC; it iz AL
& [ (B RS ) & Fl“made in” 25 H = SR IR S B

SRR s e L EC R 3 A g S b B
BV S3 BTN A FIAr BSR4 B, SEEG T
G, RO AR AT B B SR H AL, SR
Jo B ARG S AE B . AEBCE TP S, [FIRT 4
Hh A L AL B AE DG AR B OR IR FEIE B A 515 E);
BTN b, Bl HARE 2 —Fh e AL A X B
MIFHOCAR B o B, BRI H BT A 210 AL
BEATPEHY, I8 AR 1 O I R 48O 72 TFAR
R (1 R — A EE, 6 FandEwE
%) (Parker & Schrift, 2011),

(2)28 I 4

FH Martin, Seta 11 Crelia (1990)%1 Meyers-Levy
F1 Tybout (1989)45 & il i 7 ity PEA £ 28 X ) £ 7
WHPMIE . BEN 7 AIH, REREMN, &
F R BRI ZR AT AR — AR, S 2 R
Bl 76.05%, £ F 2 H S T 0.6, HERA
R EERECH 0.72, BLEIAS B R AN 25 2 T D)4z
Z W,

Q&R 51T

BRI . S8 Parker Ml Schrift (2011)
AR, A U i 1 1) AR i R A SR R Y
EEAGY o H50 s 0Bl T ol s ) e
FUEE, A3 B50BRAEC D)l 3 3> 400 4% Ja i o s A AR
AR R T 22T R, g i i A X 2
i E R TEABEX P MHIEWM 55=2.19, M ws=
—1.72; F(1,123)=199.69, p<0.01), 7E4> B A, 1
B 5 W T ok U5 R M Y B (M=5.01, SD=1.04)
T AR ) AR (M=2.80, SD=1.24); TEBEAHEL
L I 2 T ok R E R M 0 BB M (M=2.86,
SD=1.34)Z AL F 4% (M=4.58, SD=1.07).

HBEHIFMOW: 768 LA W S FOA [,
FECT WA - s, g AL P AN K
AT R B 1 TR, fEar i, I
K HEEMBEMILES T T BT HEN M £=4.97),
XFFok AR B LSS T T B ZE N (M w=
2.86), H2ZER B ¥, =14.45, p<0.01, 7EBES R A,
TH D X LI PPN R A T R, %ok [ RS 1Y
HAHLZS T T 8P TP (M «=3.89), Xk B 3EH
M HALILES T TR 2ZE WM (M =2.55), HZER W
=, =13.71, p<0.01, B 1 152 TUEH

AR AT PR PR, 77 it R PR B R R 2
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AN TR RE I 2 RO Z3IC o 2400 93 T 0 7
PR R L AN A S I, A RN A A S 1 1 T
PR BUAE B (HPBE e 19 (B 15 ) (Hsee, 1996;
Hsee & Leclerc, 1998; Hsee et al., 1999), SZ46— )
SURTIREUA AP, ER kA, Hitk, Fe4]
1 i S ORI IX — IS .

6.0

5.5+
5.0+

497
4.5
%; 4.0 3.89
og 3.5+ 586
3.0 :
: 2
Ez& m EE
o 2.04
1.5
1.0
0.5
0

55
g
S PR BEa

P
K1 Whoe—sie—45

412 W=

7% R R 25 S 0 RO BB AT RE 4 ) S B 4
A EE IR, SE A R ATT S ISP AN 2215 55 500
J65 1000 JGH 2%,

ST A: 500 TER

(D)FTE Tt

AR IR R« Bl DA e [ R i 2 A iR AR
Mk, & 111 AS5 755, iR iLsrmes) 3
g s, BIBRWA M NS, LS5 A A8Ch
106 N, 47% R,

TEME: HlEEERTIENE, s %
Hsee (1996) M Miiz:, 223K g %) 3 118 78 f AL
B D i v, 36 R (B ) Y R4 <R AE 2900
(2400) 7 1 HLALAIL 19 (o8 B AR B (S E A ALK
2900 JT; BEHEMHLN 2400 JO)HATITAQ L
“SERANT R, 6 [RFRAERIERE).

LI RAR A H AR S S ——FL
AR, X = A ks (5 BB, iy
L EAALR AR B . AR AU AR I TR
HOEA, T LALLM As — i 7E 1800 JTE
4000 JCZIA]™, R AR 2% 5 i AR MR BT,
A BOR A — A 2 T A ) faf BRI, 8k 1900
JG. 2300 JG. 3000 JG. 3800 JLiX 4 Mk Y & 5
FRPETEATFT 4, W2 10 43, 8ok, RERMAS
A B B e RO R M R L R TN

PR B (TR A 52 [ <8 mg > 7 A LA i H v i
He4%; FRIEHE 2900<2400>7E HL ML 4% H A HES )
HATHT 415

Q)FRI G 55

AP B R A . 25 o, SRR E R
BRI PEM S B h 4.22, Mg B AT PEM M5 B
9510 474, Wit 25 W3, =3.188, p<0.05,

Q&R 51HE

BTG . SIS 5 v IR R ) 4
FERM . FTPE IR BN, TR B,
TH 205 2T AT PP PR A5 B 2 00 e M B RA R, (H
SEE IR RS, T 2R R Tk IR
P ) B (M=4.81, SD=0.89) 7 T & it 5 5%
(M=4, $D=0.93); TEBEG AL, TH 2834 Tk I
[ i P Y B M (M=4.38, SD=0.97)t 5 & T M #%
(M=3.65, SD=1.08).

HBRHFITMRLE . ZZm (LK 2), 760 Bk
Aorp, VPR E XK B 2L E R AHLES T T R
Br(M +=4.67), XFT kBB BERILLS T T2
IPEO (M w=3.67), H2:5 13 (=7.17, p<0.01), 7E
WA R, W2 X AL RN IR & 2R I
Xk A 35 E W AHLL T T B PEAN (M 2=4.39),
XK B 1 LSS T T B ZE IR (M £=3.77),
H2ZER8E =71, p<0.01), B 2 15350 L.

Z B AT EXT 500 JoA 220U, AR IR
i AL AR AR A, PRI 1000 TG4 22 R %)
ZHAT TR T B,

6.0
5.5
& 451:2— 4.67 439
5 4.0 3.67 3.77
o2 3.5
% 3.0
s m %[
5220 Pt
1.5
1.0
0.5
0

Sy BB

P
K2 Whoe—s88 = A 451

LG B: 1000 TES

(DSEgwTT

R 3 . WA P B R 2R 2 A rp iR 4R
Mk, 3129 AS5 758, gL ECE] 3
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st SIBRIEA SRR, LS5 AECh
122 N, 52% R H:

SLIRAE . MR AR TR, AR SO A
PR g 5 FE E AL 3200 U6, RS HL AL 2200 JC.
Xk P A% 1 B T EA I AR T A SR 1900 G
2100 JG. 3300 JG. 3800 JGiX 4 S #& Y 5 SRR
HATAT 8, W2 10 43, Jrdiuss, RRMA%
Bto B E EE MR | R E M
JENToTi W A

()G 2

AT A BRI . 45 R, VR s 1
H AT 5 B350 3.25, Mg By Al PEM (5 B &
154510 4.78, Wit 25 W3, =10.38, p<0.01,

G)a R H51hHe

B . e Bizlrp, I 235 0 e 1k
WAL S5 S 5508 — A —2, B, 7R IR = e
Y B P (M=4.14, SD=1.05) 75 T 4 A% Y & 5 Pk
(M=3.09, SD=1.16), 535 — A AN[FEN2, KRG
B b, B T R U i M 1) R (M=2.78,
SD=1.28) (K T % (M=4.20, SD=1.04), H/re5t
AR 2L 0 2 R TECA B AR E (M s
=1.04, M ws=—1.50; F(1,121)=123.42, p<0.01)

HBRE ML ZHEE (WA 3), 7E5r Bk
Ao, TR FE R A 26 E MRS T TR
Br(M +=4.37), XFTK H B BRRILLG T T 2ZE
PPN (M «=2.74), H2:5 W3 (=10.65, p<0.01),
FERR G, T 2B X AL I R A T s,
Xk B AL T TR IR (M w=4.11),
Xk [ 22 B HEANLEA T TR Z T (M £=2.72),
H2E5 W5 (=9.81, p<0.01), R 2 REFEISLHFo

6.0

5.5

>0 437
& 45+ . 4.11

B 4.0

IE 35—
3.0 274 272

g 2.5 m K

ST 2.0 R

1.5+

1.0

0.5+
0

IresEa 1 SER SN

P

B3 Wi —35 . B4

PSR SRR, AN IeA S 22 5 an ], 4

A 2 TRV A B B 22 I, 1 9% 2 BV R I B8 22
FeRLJE P B E A5 B, e Barh, 2 E I
T B A B R SR AN . BRIEZ AN, M RETS
TERR AR G, Z R 2SR R/, R
AW 22 5 G RIS, A A BETEIR S A P I 5

St = 5N
42 WR=—. KEEFMZE

W9 300 3 NS SC — AR A I Y R R
] R0t L P AN R ASE =X e X T 2% 3 7 PR Y
SER) ;S TR R A B A [R] O O R VR A
SR A TR N, A S5 LR B TR B X
T R A 1 TR

Rt 2 RIS AE R — b, W9 4]
ST I — Sy 2 I ER 532 A YA R AR 1Y 7 A AR
Ry S5 R, SRy R SR U LI G R AR DA 1 B
Yo WHREEET 5 MRIEEERE . HA, HE .
FKE . wHEHM S AFHLEEAE . HE . BIR
R RIEEAF B 65 AT 1 #iilid.
Hidp ) ) 4 2 B8 Meyers-Levy #1 Peracchio
(1995) % Peracchio #l Meyers-Levy (1994, 1997)/%
2 (Cronbach a.= 0.83), [F|F:A1$E 8 ]I, R
6 SATAr . ARPEIIA LR, T i =
BEAHAM 2=4.76, M 1+=4.62), Sl A BALHEN
FEAE A SZE RN PL(M 5ee=2.13, M 21:=2.36)
42.1 LH—

(1)SE5r it

AR IR HE . Wl A R R A i 2 A TP iR AR
M, 3120 AS 5T 5586, SIFREEATEENNE,
LIRS 5 ANECN 115 N, 46% R,

SRIGREE . SLU S AP A Bk T . B ik
B IS = SOk IR EE 2R I R . — A
s, #A7IEASL R, ERCEEge, BB LS B
F| 3 P SR ORG TR A . BT A A R 0T
4l B). SEEFFIRET, ZERGH AT FE B
W SKEFAL, JFBRE™ a G B O™ il A RIEECYENEE,
mn O A R B ORVREECH H AR, SR R
) RS PRI S b, 2 [RIE 2R FHLRAH
KAFE; TESEIEN AT, RigdE B —FTFHLA A
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Abstract

It is well known that the origin of product has an impact on consumer product evaluation and consumers
typically treat products made in developing countries less favorable. Therefore, it is important for firms to
develop effective strategies to reduce possible damage caused by negative country-of-origin (COO). Previous
studies have found that many attributes of product could influence the strength of COO, especially brand and
price. Some researchers pointed out that strong brand and low price could effectively reduce the influences of
negative COO. However, consistence about this conclusion has not been reached..According to theory of
constructive preferences, the formation of consumer preference is more like architecture, rather than like
archaeology. Consumers prefer to build defensible set of values, instead of uncovering values that are already
there. There are two important factors which can influence the process of constructing preferences: (1) methods
for eliciting preferences; (2) the characteristics of attributes. Based on the theory of constructive preference, this
study tried to explore (1) can the relationship between brand and COO and the relationship between price and
COO really be affected by the join-separate evaluation mode and the characteristics of attributes? In which

evaluation mode, consumers usually weigh brand and price more heavily, which can reduce the effects of COO.
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(2) Can the amount of evaluable information and the changes of attribute influence the weight assignment?

To examine the hypotheses, two studies with five experiments were designed. In study one, a 2 (COO: good
and bad) x 2 (product price: high and low) between-subject design was adopted. ANOVA analysis was
conducted and the results showed that in joint evaluation mode, consumers weight price more heavily, which
reduces the negative influences of a bad COO. Price differential moderates the relationship between price and
the effects of COO. In separate evaluation mode, the result was reverse that consumers weight COO more
heavily and think the product with a good COO is more favorable.

In study two, a 2 (COO: good and bad) x 2 (product brand: strong and weak) between-subjects design was
adopted. ANOVA analysis was conducted and the results showed that brand cannot reduce the influences of
COO on product evaluation in both evaluation modes. However, increasing the amount of evaluable information
of brand or using sorting instead of specific name to present the country of origin of product would make

consumers weight brand more heavily in separate mode.

Key words preference constructive theory; join-separate evaluation mode; enriched attribute; comparative

attribute; the evaluability information



