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1. Introduction

According to existing researches, the price
that a seller wants to accept(willing-to-sell
price: WTS) for a product is different from
the price that a buyer wants to pay(willing-
to-pay price: WTP). Several reasons for this
difference between WTS and WTP include
the psychological reason that seller and buyer
perceive the value of the product from dif-
ferent perspectives, as well as the economical
reason where a seller simply wants to gain
more monetary benefit and a buyer wants less
monetary loss(Bar-Hillel and Neter 1996;
Herberlein and Bishop 1985; Kahneman and
Tversky 1979: Kahneman, Knetsch, and Thaler
1990; Thaler 1980; Tversky and Kahneman
1991).

However, the gap between WTS and WTP
don't always show up on scale. In some cases,
the gap can be narrower but also broader. So,
past research suggests that the reason for
difference between WTS and WTP is due to a
differential anchoring effect(Simonson and
Drolet 2004).

Therefore, this study examines the genera-
lizability of the existing research in an on-line
auction situation which suggests that there
exists a gap between WTP and WTS. At the
same time, this study also identifies and
examines the potential moderating factors for
the effect such as product type and consumer’s

goal orientation,

II. Theoretical Background and
Hypothesis

Past consumer researches show that there
exist a gap between WTP and WTS about
the same product due to the endowment effect
and consumers’ loss aversion propensity(Bar-
Hillel and Neter 1996: Kahneman and Tversky
1979; Tversky and Kahneman 1991; Thaler
1980). That is to say, according to the basic
idea of consumer’s loss aversion propensity
letting of an item is more painful than not
obtaining this same item. The gap between
selling and buying prices reflects this difference
in pain(Kahneman and Tversky 1979; Tversky
and Kahneman 1991). Moreover, Carmon and
Ariely(2000) states that consumers have a
tendency to focus on forgone outcomes in ex-
change. Focusing on forgone outcomes, sellers
focus on forfeiting the item whereas buyers
focus on the expenditure. Buying prices tend to
be more heavily influenced by reference prices,
whereas selling prices tend to be more heavily
influenced by forgoing possession of the
product. So, some aspects of the exchange
have higher on buying prices than on selling
prices. We therefore propose the following
hypothesis,
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(Table 1> Analysis of Variance(ANOVA) Results

Dependent Variable: Acceptable prices(a monetary unit: a thousand won)

Source Mean df. MS F-value
A, Negotiation condition : 1 83232.019 16.586™**
S‘;Z?gg ggﬁﬁ 207.262
236.484
B. Product type: 1 15515.549 3.092*
Hedonic Zrl:iuct ggggi
Utilitarian product ‘
C. Consumer's goal orientation: 1 233.086 0.046
Promotion g(g)al 312?1:
Prevention goal '
Ax B 1 58777237 11.713***
Ax C 1 27257.384 5.430**
Bx C 1 1152685 0.632
Ax Bx C 1 3859.553 0.381
Error 246 5018.312

* p<l, ** p<05, *** p<o1

significantly greater when consumers have
prevention goals than promotion goals. Hence
H3 is also supported.

V. Conclusion

This study verified the possibility of
generalization in terms of consumer's WTP
and WTS measured in existing studies through
the situation of on-line auction which is a new
distribution channel to consumers. We also
aimed to expand the realm of existing studies
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by defining moderating variables and examining
their effectiveness.

If we examine specific results of this study,
firstly, we could generalize the existing study
which shows WTS is higher than WTP
(Simonson and Drolet 2004) in on-line auction
which is new exchange situation. Secondly, we
discovered that a gap between WTP and
WTS changes according to the type of a
product. In case of a hedonic product, price
negotiation is more difficult because of low
WTP but high WTS. Thirdly, a gap between
WTP and WTS also changes according to

consumer's motivational orientation. If con-



sumers have a prevention goal, price nego-
tiation is more difficult because of low WTP
but high WTS,
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