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TE HHATE R, T 9% 2 TG 35 25 R 2 R G B Rl DR . 2590 2 8 A 0 (9 B R I, AT 22k
Py BN o BT I, ARSCE I = AN SRR 1V B 55 0 R X 9 WS R R . o, S — A
SEH o R AP R R XS R, KBS AR AR T i W KR, O AR S TR A2 Al
JEPHOX — R A N TE U o S50 =38 5 O A dh 28, TEWTAR XS TSR, 85 A T AT AR i A I S
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1 [Aideih

TEHE AR, AW S &R &N A
AW R, BN TAEIRRIRIN, EHAEE i
ST B, VERRAR B IE R I B Al 2 SRR I B
&, ARSI ML EAAEROR 51 2 & 1 AT
BEASE, 7EZW 5B, bk, X
T A Feda il /9 B 5T AR I 25 A B i o O B
2 RT3 8 B A WE 90 40 Y 2L ) (Dhar &
Wertenbroch, 2000; Ferraro, Shiv, & Bettman, 2005;
Xu & Schwarz, 2009; ##5HT 4%, 2010).

FEMIG F A B DRET, AATH 5 B A PIHER
Bil, /5 SR R n 2 A s o 94,
7 T I W) SE e I, AT 23 IRz B AT R ) i
(Prelec & Herrnstein, 1992), A& AR & H IR
i B AR AT 977 AR 5 4R B ((Giner-Sorolla, 2001).
HIE, o KA EAHER, AT SRR G
PR, AT A OSBRI 57 . XA
H BYFE AR, ) an 8%y s 3 5 9 3R B (Kivetz
& Zheng, 2006), i H F&42 il i i) (Fishbach &
Dhar, 2005), A% (Khan & Dhar, 2007)%: ., #Xifi,
ot F W BIE ST R A vh T B B IR AR R AR
AN B PR PRI S, BE 2 DG TE T 2 1Y
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PRI, XTI 2% 3 I SRR SR, R 2 A A SR
1, A6 B v S AN R R (Wil lingness-to-Pay ) 24 4 iiF 5%
WEER D ik, APPSR T E S E A RS b
—AH AR, BRI 2% 5 4% ) AR B X A1 45
B WA 3K (e v SN R, WS ) 4 ) ) 5
L AN, ABFSEIR DT T 2 1% R
JEE X T i 3 W S R IR R i e AR 1 5%
FEPE, SO —MISCUe AP, A TS R,
1R 8% AR S 4 AT R s R, R
TE B 7 R 0 AR Ak 2 S B0GX — S Y N E SR T
SEEG =, A R S, ASBIESEUE B AR X
S, 4% % AT EE 5 i 118 ) S R 1) 5 )
R,
11 A HRIEH R R
o ROTIEN], — ok, ATk R B 3K
PR BAR, M2 it e 3 3w AT 8 7= A
71 9B ALK (Giner-Sorolla, 2001; #f#iks, 2007)., 0
S, AR — AN B E A PR S R T A 2 a7 B AR
RIS o T AKEN 2% 1 FRAa il s L S e A
KA AT R, BIRZHE bR E TS
Al B SE SCH R AR i, T AR Y — 2
HZ, AATTHTIAY B R AT 25 ma f5 0 B 3
Pl 258
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HRIEAT AN RIS RER,  H bR 5 il sl # A i A
2 4 () Ly 2 AR AT e A 2 b B SR ST Y H
bro TERARBAT A, XAIRRINHETHIN A K
P i N 73 AT AUH £ 52 5k (earn the right to
indulge),

Hr, A —LeWFE T I 2 AMTTE R — B Fed2
il Bk H A B AT A —2 724 . 140 Fishbach A1 Dhar
(2005) 45 ti, AR AR B A7 o0 PR R s ik H
bR, W 2E SR BT AR AN 21T
Ry A R N 58 B H bR, AT 2 T A A R B9 AT
eI iz e #ie i &) o [N, Khan 1 Dhar (2007)
FER], AR AMTBIRTT R R = A B 5 FE
R, XFRR R A FTE GO 2 LE AT A BORIE
FET R AAT A N A C (self-indulgent ).

A — LR 7R T AATTEA [R] 342 i B
H s or J& AT R . Filn, Kivetz Fil Zheng (2006)
it — R SR K B U A O 55 (Effort) 5
LT (Excellence) #1523 $i v Al A1 258 45 =5 2R o i 1]
e, JF HX A VR XS T = 5 SRR i 58
SRIETE, (HIZWARIE 28 iR A O Ry %5 I 2
WA TT BAG i, W05% ) B U RT e 5 AR i 7 AR
A IE AR 44 % . 84, Laran il Janiszewski
(2009) fE—ASEEa b R, AAT7E I £ ) A
CX I HRIE S 2 Jn, A Hae R B X T35
% b R Z 0

73— KB RWATHINSE L) Baumeister X
FR 1 %) Ego Depletion #ligs, fbfililhy, HIHEZ
B9 A B A G172 A — B8 70 1 H B il DU,
T 23 52 W0 B #2519 3 45 6117 4 (Baumeister,
Bratslacsky, Muraven, & Tice, 1998; Muraven, Tice,
& Baumeister, 1998; Vohs & Heatherton, 2000) .
Vohs et al. (2008) i#f—248 t, Fah Ml FR 4
VA AR Y A2 A — S B, A5 AN THEEAT 8 R
Z A AN RERLE b EAT A B i

HARBIARDFSE, FATHT 0 — > T ARl 2
TH DA S b S A T 28 A0 A il o IXFERY—
IR IFA R I 2 FFE 2 1 — &R0 A Fe s
BT, T2 PR AT 2 AT S5 0 AR T AR T
TPE S s AR, A MATIAh A A BH . AL
NFERMEIR, TS N TAEZ G, ANMT4E0E B
C7E | FefEd IS TAR KA, AT AR 7
Hopts B FA=HIFH FARF—Er) At HIniii 2
W B E b M S A 2 0, Horh—
NEET R TN, RETAHFNE

CERE . BTLA, YU 23 — 8 R B LT P42 i 3K
P2 F R, A AT R B AT SR, XA AR Y
KVE R B REAR, A R — ™ i S AN T S A A
BRIk, FRATTHR 1 DL ik

Hl HUMEREHEBRTFRESTRERENR
FRE, BHASERSMNTIZFROMEEE.
12 Z=RMMALARRUEIRE

5K RIS R T 3 A A — R AR
Wy Ar26 . BARRTE, ARG 2SS el ATETE
FURE BRI 300, B0 =2 0K M 0 ey TR SR AZ 1 7
fh” (Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982). fitH Hu{#i F %=
SR, NATTHE A6 FH S s B 3 o B DA
P AR —Rk 2 A C B, 808 2R bR T
%W T. B (Strahilevitz & Myers, 1998).,

BRI %4 00 H R ARG, 50K SRS A
Z ) S X 2 — . AR A R R
(Berry, 1994; Maslow, 1970; Weber, 1958) . 7£ 4 #i 11
SRS TR BRI T, U SR TA AR
N 1 S I e 0 S i i = R A R
(Maslow, 1970), 764 PRI TR T, MR
2B NEGE B A 71 9R R (Kivetz & Zheng, 2006) .

IR AR AR IR, (AR el
A e A A SRR S FH A T BB AS BB R T 2R U AR,
HREEMFEH R E KA . Frid, FHE
(2007) 4 H TF 2% 25 A AT 52 A it RS & A O U
FERHAR AT BB Al — A~ LR s & U P R . X
SRR AR A BT P A A R, BT LT
TG ] T A 9 2 AR R — A B

G55 Z AT AT, FRATAT LA 2, AH B S A,
NATTAE B8 M) 3 22 O it B 1) 67 SRR 5 B, T 4% )
Xof B TR A APROG 2 OR S BB e, BT — L
THPRE B TS IE S B R, AH LSS, A
XoF 5 U i B4 9 B 0k R R RS T S AT AR R A A T
WENAR L, FE, FRATIR S T R

H2 #HXYFZA@ AR FANMEZERR
MMXERENEMEKX.

2 1 BB E
YAl

21 WA

AW S 5H R E KR 45 24 A5
2 MRS YAERY A 19 B MBI AR 36%
EF M, 64% Lot A A N A SCECIA ST
1000 JC LA 5 57%, 1000 sl |5 43%.



10 4 WIS B AR X 9 o A L R A R 1213

H T SRR —, S — R T T AR A ] A
MBI, rA N2 58P ECE) 2 A4
[P SEge 2l . Forh s LA MRS AL, 55 241k
8RR . TEAR SIS, FRATIRIN 2 S 5S )
R EEFIAR XS 85 I FRIE o BT A w il o 2 Al m) A A
)3 1) 2R 20 (9 A2 2T ) o X THIRSS IR —4H,
TR N A (] 27 R B B 0 TC A8 8~16 136 1)
2, ARPEROI AT S, RBEREAL B 9 A~ )
Grn, X TS IR, ol e A
A A HRE B AL A 2~10 )2k, MRRAREY
BEMLTY &, IRBBEDL > B 9 A3k ) 2R~ o i il
AR 2209 TAERXT L, AN [FIA A #= A= AS Rl 1Y
AFXF 8% 77 2 BE SRR o S 6 %) SR ) R — & i L T
Lindt ¥ 5615 58 0 o 7 IV 2 3 sk O, FR
MTAEA S g b e £ 1 I 3K B P ARG AR R M i 2
i —— Py R AT R, E R E IS
5 e BB R S B A

FHBARTRF AT B ek il 9 A4~ iE
Mg, HA s [E SE 50 A B AT 3 ) 25 Y
Hoga—r, FOZH Ao T HAD [F 7 1 TAE R/ 21
AN ] (CHAth A 58 1 8~16 4~/ HAth A 58 1 2~10 1) 4%
TR 590 T o 3% Lindt A3k T 52 )
B8 (FE P FPG B0 A5 S ARTR), SR 1)) 4 i
2 PR R NI RIS 5L ) S 2 0k TR IS A A
ZJa, M B A2 DG T ) S A R R [R] R 3 [l AR
SR A 23 PR R ) K 3K ke 3 Lindt A 1E T 5w 711 7
AR TSR, MATIES TR S T T L
PRS0 N RIS R R, RN Rl R s, e
P N X S 2 5 3 RN R
22 HR5WE

A, BARANIRSCE A B S i & R Y
TSR], PRI A 25 R UL 25— LN RN T
BRI AZ B AR XS 8% T AR BE o AR L5 o At [m] 2=
i 8~16 A>3k m) 2k > A g, B4 e HE At [R] 27 ik
2~10 Mg o B R B TS
FREM gsnmy = 2.52, SD = 1.86, vS. M sxame =
4.30, SD = 2.57; F (1,42) = 6.827, p < 0.01).

HWK, FRATEAE T s — 8% o R BE X I 9
WK RS2 o fEAR S D, AR RO TH 2R3 Y
T AR, AR RS AR (5 vsAR). AN
1 R, TEm 5 IR EE Bl ) e ey S A 2
THEARSE IR E T 9 A e i AT B IR (M s =
54.57 vS. M 5 pme = 82.46; F (1,42) = 3.295, p <
0.05). ZARUEW, SRS R R BOLHI L, =%

TR BE RS SRR O R A S R
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fI5s TR i 8E R
Fl1 S — R R 55 )RR T X 7 11
e AT R R LA

LR, FRATTHE A 50 171 R SR 5% I B B X e
XA RS R A ERT . AR Sobel (1982)
()7 R X — AR T, B v AT R B S A
A, 85 HRREEAE N A AR AR BNE, SRR SS )
FEBE RS2 5 19 (p < 0.05). ARJ, 6 R E
R b, 85 RREEAE S A AR R M NH, Z5 2R
UF B S% R %o 6 R IR ) s i) S S 1), BDS% ) A
JEbE, AREGEK(p < 0.05). AW, FATH e
AT RIBAE A AR G, TR A Sy 1 AR e AR A ]
VA, IE B SR IO e e S AN R R R S e 3, B R
JRIg S, AR EUBK(p < 0.05). HeJE, FATH
%R R AR SRR R AR R F AR R, DA S A
JEAE A &, RIS B HRERN A
i E (P > 0.15), i fi R mAA EEp <
0.05). FrLA, 1R IR0 i 76 8% 00 B8 B X B v S AP AR
PSR RS 3 2 i A VEFH (UL 2, Sobel Test: p <
0.05) . 1= %% J1 2 i 4 b 25 AT T 9% 38 W S 7= i B 1)
AR, AT i A % 7= il 1 e v S A R D

FEARSZE H, FRATTR AT B T AR R 0k
WURZ RN S% F1 Ko R TR B 82 3R AT TAE
RIS T B KA L, SE i sg s 2 &
e AT . FRATLAB R Y d5 i AT R R R
Arde, DARERsZ B 00 8% ) B AR S 1 A8 5 14T [l
Ho S5 En, BieRaz 2100 8% 1 R 1) 328500
¥, 1(42) = 5.06, p < 0.0, AT [FI i LA ik 4 67 5 J%
FERPRAR R, B ER sz 21 8% B AR S B AR i i
P . S5 R RRE R, Bz 20 8% 1 R 1)
TR B3, 1(42) = -1.69, p < 0.05. AL, FATxF
AEXT A f A4 O\ 4 ff A2 5 i 17 9 9 5 I 1 8%
JIRREE, T HAX —5% R B T 2
B 00 R IR 5 2 A R
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Total effect: b= 0.267# (direct effect b =0.159)

BT HERAQIEI

doe il S

h=-0.326*%

b=-0.395%

&2 S — b 2 S SRR T A4 ]
E: *p<0.05

ZE LR, S — AR SRR T IRATTY
ik —. SRR, BN HXTE S E A
P, 0l o T 3K R M (e s S R ) A W
Wi, AHECEARI S IR RS, AR = i 8% ) R B
RS ST E S A . TULREIRE, A
— R S R R, S% T RE E RRAIL T AATTIRE A T 2
FEAE R SRR, PRI AT A A B R Sk S A
=T

SRS — P25 R0 AT T b — P e, BIAH XS
(4 v 8% R Rl BB XS B T A% Ego Depletion, A
e AT 2k A 3= . T HERRIX AR RS, FR AT
TER TR 5 I A— D ST SRME, R
SN TH S R IR A AR WSS, SR HERRIX
— MR TTRE . S34h, TR — R IRATR A &
W S 8 S TP I B v SO AT RS, AR ORI SE g
FATE AN S 25 v g HoAl AR e v s 2,
WY, WSETTREE, WK A 4545

3 SEE 2 B AREERT AR B
Hp Al

31 EKWHE

ARSI S 5H IR REN 51 4224, b
MR- 4E8 R 21 % MBI 31%02 F 1%,
69%; e L E; B H AN ANl CRCU A 434 2 1000 JT
PR 5 68%, 1000 JCLA |5 32%.

TESRS v, FRATR S )RR B A RN 5 S0 00—
AHTE, BRIl E Az 2 A X 5% ) R . T S5
e S NGl P

B—, WAL S BGE M) Z )5, #in T
— MBI, WAL RN S E AR A
RIEHUESS, MR PFEgi ] o B4 R A0 s 225
A 10 AN BRI PE LR ) AR PSR T T, AT
TG ARSI B AT 45 A SAN S SO R B — A AT
SEBREE SR SC ], FRATTR ) B IR D 2 ) 2
Baumeister % A (1998)3L 4 3 H YT 55 . Baumeister

2 N(1998)INH, X BF 745> T BRI sh [ i
Hl g ok iR )1, TR ego depletion 2[R A
IFEX —Z 2 R . RATEARM S H, R
X — T 55 K 3 A X 8% 7 B B R A 43 1 Rk AN [
T2 1) ego depletion., Q5L AH X 5% ) 2 1 25 16 1Y, ego
depletion, FEARAATAY A FEEHITEIE, FRATHH U
FEN NATTHEAS R AR X 8% 7 F2 JE N AR x4 55 h i 3R
A B EEES ., MR ego depletion - AAFLE,
PR IZAT S5 TH IR SFETEZE

S5, FRATIBR TR 2 A de e SO AT R,
R 7R R A TR K 7, A SEAR T Y
ATREME(L = HEASMEE, 7 = HESWL)", L
R QSR g Sk, SR BRI KR 2 LR Sk " AE
(1A, AT 22 05 T SR A I 55 0 Xo 4 9% 2 W) <K o it
PR S

8=, FRATAEA L5 b 4R A Y 7 it SR A
ey —ANF . FEASI S, TR 45w ) R T
A Lee i M ER 0D .

32 HR5IHE

TG, BRI R, AH A A ] 2 i
8~16 /it m) 45 I, W At [F] 45 2-10
AT A 5k ] ) B I R B T N B ) R
(M g nme = 2.77, SD = 2.10, vS. M g5 m = 6.48, SD =
2.42: 1 (49) = —5.855, p < 0.01).

HWR, AR RRIEN T80T = 85 IR ET
{14 B e S AN R 2 v TS AR T W R
SCATETE(M g5 =116.88 vs. M s me= 204.20; t
(49) = -2. 75, p < 0.05), ZEHUEHH, HK%% S FEfE
AR AH L, e 85 R B A ko S R R S A
[=%

3 Ao A — S S AR AR, FRATT A
TTE B 4% IR T B ] T IS (M s =
15.4% (4/26) VS. M s ne = 52.0% (13/25); 42 (1) =
7.69, p < 0.01), AT KAYATHEHEIEITEZ = (M s =
2.54vS. M s pm = 3.44: 1 (49) = -1.85, p < 0.05), If:
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U R B B I SAZ 7 (M s = 7.7% (2/26) vs.
M ssnme = 25.0% (6/24); 42 (1) = 2.78, p < 0.05),

Fiob, FRATI A T WA SIS A5 1 T B B
WA PR, ZR R, WA TE IR 2]
RS R (E A R) B B35 20 (M esmme = 5.73 Vs.
M s nme = 6.12; t (49) = —0.67, p > 0.20), X BTk
7 %5 AR X %5 5 %8 BE B 9N I A AR K ego
depletion 125, MIMHEER T ego depletion iX—
R

AL, SRS Tk, SR E S
PR ANATRE ™ Sl ) W S B, T HLIX — 52w AN S
RIS %5 J1 38 1 1 AT ego depletion, iz Ky %5
FIREAR T NATHE NG SE 2ok A8 v i A7 SR 8%, DT B SR
WA S 7 it R A 7 o S A A o

B ROk, FRATKRE I 55 A S0 5 7
T 4% 7 B S e A R R o

4 K3 AL ZERTSE IR
M) F4) 98 5 4

41 KWHZE

RIS 53 IR 149 22524 il
MR 4E8 R 22 % R34 65%: F 1%,
3%t L, 2E oA N ARHE T3%, WEEE 27%;
B A NAT LB Sr A 1000 JELAF 5 62%,
1000 st b I 38%.

R TR L, LR TR T 28 R
I vs.) x 2072528 . AR S vs S i) 4 B 4%
Tho B MSE8G 2 58 9L FL 2] 4 AR Y 52
BofH . Hh o 1 ZHONARSS R R S AR A, AR
2 N IR S A, LR 3 Ak
B TIRERE R IR R, 5 4 R B IR S
SRan AR . YR ZATROARGY, AR R AT DIAE S BF
FIRERE A, T LA S B0 T o B ik (FE A 2
A2 ) JE R S8 AR b A e T 31 3 UER A2 SR [6] 9 8%
FREE o, FERAEPIAS /N 58 BV 9t SO AIG
BN, JF7SAE 10 /N8 BRI 8 SR R
5 AR o R P AR A H I R — A,
VOB 251 DVD (& % Prada 1) 3% 8 X 8
FTRLN ) CEZE ) (I £ ) (M)
5#B).

S BARFRF AT . E ety el — i R
i BRI IR RN E T —
AL o 58 B LAY G T VR JE R B9 B> /B /10
AN o SEAEML IR, SR T H v B T 15 K O (T S

BFR), R7EM FH R E R FERE . Tk,
) Hp R TIZ B2 R 5] DVD N AN A,
SR IEB AT JOE L R DVD IS i A+
HIE.

ST IR P S A AR, AR SRR
[ R T PR i o X T C s dL, FRA15E ikt
WA — LS S 7, AR I8 R DVD 1
H AR 48 S e i W i K F”, FEXT DVD ik,
AT T EX T2 SOE MR B, e anii T LR
B2, ATRAZRIWT 1%, XA, A1l ek
WA — L R S R, T H AR 38R DVD 1Y
H a2 EmE, miExt DVD sk, &4
S TR AR TE, A BE AT LA ZEAR T A
RV, ST LB I L8 28 17 45 R st 6 22 i, 78 4014
i SR A

ARSI 08w e 11 R AR 5 S 56— M ] - B
AR M5 — AR, RATESLLE =
K2 FE A A X ], AN 1 6] 150 JT, % 10
JEA—Y, TR AL A 127 S A M AR
BBl (ED 1~10 J¢, 11~20 JC, ..., 141~150 JT). #ik7e
WEMIZ )G, BIHE T — SR 56 K A 1 RHE
G, fEInl e, SEER A A U B FR R
.
42 HR5HE

B, BRI R4 R, S2u8 — TR
THOAREZ R NS R M A CARE T
24/ E AR B, AR A CURIRAE T 104/
s 58 A MV BB AN B B (M s me =
3.26, SD = 2.47, vS. M 455 5mi = 6.99, SD = 2.40; F (1,
143) = 79.20, p < 0.001). [FMf, HARAS[A] S5
AR B R 2 R — 7 S (RIE L DVD), 5
5 Z I ER TR T 2RI . 2
HXTFHE R DVD BYIE 2 H bR 52 s 0B oy
VLK B, B0 FIZ 95 2 DVD Y 52 AR PR Ik
I AT 20 2 B b T B O X T[] —
BB LY DVD MY AR PRI (1 ARRIER S5, 10
fRFIEH SR M s = 4.20, SD = 2.08, vs. M 4=
6.88, SD = 2.16; F (1, 141) = 57.02, p < 0.001).

FWR, FRATVE T8 9% 3 1 o s SO A R A S
A, DASS IR (R vsAIR) A= S 251 (ST b vs.
AR UL e AT R 22 BAE I AE S A AR i AT
ANOVA 73Hr. 53RN, 77 i f%s J1fE R Y
= HAE A B35, F(1,145)= 2.856, p < 0.05, &l 3 it
R, TESCG CEYETE RS DVD)IIAAIETR, %5 i
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% 4R 43 4%

Xt T 28 & B AT B R A A B M s pme =
4.11, SD = 2.81, vS. M g5 = 3.94, SD = 2.47; F (1,
72) = 0.07, p > 0.40); tHX, FEZE R (FEEH 5 DVD)
RS, B0 B b 2 4 e 1T 9% 8 A e S AT
B E(M see = 3.08, SD = 2,53, vs. M ssme = 4.37,
SD = 2.62; F (1, 73) = 4.67, p < 0.05).,

57 | Rk s O W55 F
) 437
4.5 411
394
4 1
> 3.08
3 -
25
2 -
15
I » —
ARG 92T

P 3 S — oA ] B4 S 6 4L ) R A
T i SO R P A

TEASZE A, FRATTR A R R 37 5ok A
BRI 5% AR . R TR B R TR AT T AR
B[] R R s i) T e s az 31 1) %% SRR, kT 5
T IH P e AT R IE s, RATAZ R4l
TH 2% 0 de e ST R A R AR o, DA Rk 37 3]
%% IREREAE A AT 1T . 4550 8K, Bt
JEAZ B I 55 R BE Y 200 2, t(72) = 1.65, p =
0.05. FRATIF] Ak LA EE S i 4L 7 9 3 A9 B SR8 A TR
Ap g, B Az B A 8% R AR S A AR B AT IR
H. 25 FEFE R, BRIz 21 A9 %% SRR RE 0 3L
3, 1(72) = -1.90, p < 0.05, FeAi 1% 52 2H
TH P H B SC T RIFER o3BT, S5 BN, Ptk
2 3 (%% 1 R B T I A R T 2 A B
{7 JE(t (69) = —0.31, p > 0.3), [AIAfd %A W5
Wi 3 2% 2 10 17 SRR (t (69) = 1.22, p > 0.1), FFLA, T
IFEMR R 5 X TAFE i A4 9\ 0 ff 2 52 i) 17 9
P B BN RN WSS TR, ARG —5%%5 R i L 2
FZR T S AR A T S 2L £ GBI B AT R

ZE PR, S S AR S R T IRATH
i =, BUAHXTFSCH G, 85 00 AT 22 4R
{14 B e S AT R B (3K ) A2 i T K X 5T 9%
W) 3K R I TS ) A A TR R R B
SR CYB IR EERARET, THEBA R
PHER o0 P AR, DR AT TR 2 5 i ) B o S A

R, T 55 R I, 9k A A P
Mk A C 52—, TIN5 i 59 e g S A
R AR, XPT ST, T 9 K e AT
— A A A TR IR (S R AR B e — R4
AOBELE), BT LSS T 852 AP

5 R4 51e

Bifi 5 1 45 2255 0 % JR RN S A i IR, B4R N L
PAAEAT AT B R 58 0 %% 0 . TAESS IR B i A2 by
K TARZW ST N R, ey E 8o ok
TIPS . AN — R, SRR
PR NS S8, WER T IR o 8% Dk N B A AT
A AT IR, B LASS ) 2552 M A ATTRE 7 it i 1
SR, TR — Mg —rh, FRATR AL %%
TR B A AT BS S K, EESS ik
AT R W 3™ i, IF HRE R R ™ S S AN B =
#Hs, [FERTHHERR T Ego Depletion i Fhmf g 1 fir B,
UERY T e gR R VR . e S =, FRAT)
KB, AHE TSR, B TR 2R A A K B R
AL N

AHIFFE A S BT R 32 ZEARIAE LU BN T 1
B, ARWUPGEIHRE TOCT AR WY, B UER
BT 85 756 T8 2 3 WK B A2 o 2o K ai o
ERAE v 118 2 17 3 458 ) v =2 2 o RS o Y PR
MEEFEAFSY, T2 HOCTE TR . AW 5 iR
T I S E IR T RS, B8 T X
T AT 3L R IR 52 e, ARG 2 R sk, 1y
S RIS ST USRS . 55 =, BR T JRIR S I %t
TP AE WK B LS R, AP FEIEIE T 7
SRR AR AL R X — S e A AR R, 38 T AT
TH D A i I AE O BRAILR Y T A

AWFFEIR X A R — W R o AT
JEAT, 8 P SR A Ml P 5 ) A R Ay, AR
JB5E 25 14) AN [v) e v S AN R IR R AT 25 Ak e i AR T
AV 5 & A A . Rk, ARWFSE AT LR S
R EM TN, BAREENSLEE X, #ln
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The Impact of Effort on Consumers’ Purchase Decisions
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Abstract

Consumers often face various self-control problems in their everyday life. Without good justifications,
engaging in self-gratification may evoke guilt, consequently consumers only allow themselves to relax their
self-control when they have compelling justifications. Past research has shown that there are several kinds of
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justifications (e.g., effort, excellence, virtuous behavior, self-control goal progress, etc.) which lead to
self-gratification. In this study, we attempt to investigate the impact of effort on consumers’ purchase decisions,
especially, their purchase decisions related to self-control.

In three studies, we tested the hypothesis that high versus low effort would lead individuals to relax their
self-control, which is, more willing to purchase and higher willingness to pay (WTP), and this effect is driven by
the change in the guilt of consumption. Furthermore, compared to utilitarian products, this effect is more
significant for hedonic products.

In studyl and study 2, we aimed to test the basic influence of effort on consumers’ purchase decisions. The
studies adopted a 2-condition (high effort versus. low effort) between-subject design. Though all participants
were required to finish the same amount of work (constructing nine sentences), we manipulated the comparative
effort (the work given to other participants) to change their relative effort perception. After they finished the
sentence-construction task, they were asked to make purchase decisions for a box of chocolate (Study 1)/a purse
(Study 2). We then examined their feeling of guilt after they gave their WTP, willingness to purchase, purchase
possibility and time preferred to purchase. The results indicated that high versus low effort perception caused
lower guilt, and then led participants more likely to purchase and give a higher WTP for the given product.

In study 3, we examined the moderating effect of product category. Participants were randomly assigned to
one of the four conditions in a 2 (effort level: high vs. low) x 2 (product category: hedonic vs. utilitarian)
full-factorial design. The target product in this study was identical in all conditions; except that we changed
participants' consumption goal (study vs. entertainment) to manipulate the perceive product category (utilitarian
vs. hedonic). The results support our hypothesis, which is, the positive effect of effort on consumers’ WTP is
more significant when participants were considering purchasing the same product for a hedonic consumption
goal than for a utilitarian consumption goal.

Our findings provide significant insights for the research on self-control. Especially, when past research on
consumers’ justification for indulgence mainly discuss the product choice between different categories, our
research examines the impact of effort in a much more relevant marketing domain — purchase decisions. Besides
demonstrating the basic effect, our research also sheds lights on the underlying mechanism, which may benefit
future research on consumers’ self-gratification process. It also provides practical implications for companies’
pricing strategy and consumers’ purchasing decisions.

Key words effort; self-control; purchase decisions; hedonic products; utilitarian products



