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Abstract- Consumer’s decision making is typically based on value judgment. However this judgment is commonly biased 
by factors that are not directly related to costs and benefits of the product. Instead, judgment is often based on heuristics and 
information that stand out. In this study we focused on three factors known to bias judgment and tested their joint influence 
pattern on price evaluation. Consumers’ (in)sensitivity to product’s costs was tested as function of: anchoring (i.e. given vs. 
non given products’ price), availability heuristic (i.e. availability of the different product costs prior to price judgement) and 
the degree of psychological distance (operationalized as abstract versus concrete framing of the costs). Participants were 
asked to assess what they considered a fair price and the price they would be willing to pay. The results indicated that when 
anchoring is enabled, price judgments are sensitive to the anchor but insensitive to availability and psychological distance. 
When no anchor is offered, an availability and psychological distance influence different aspects of value judgment. 
 
Index terms - Judgment, consumers, anchoring, availability, psychological distance, fair price 
 
I. INTRODUCTION 
 
One of the main factors influencing consumers’ 
decision making is value-judgment (Monroe, 1990). 
This judgment depends on the perceived gains or 
losses relative to reference prices (Simonson & 
Drolet, 2004). Forming an accurate judgment requires 
integrating information from all relevant factors 
influencing these gains and losses as well as the 
different aspects of the product. This type of 
integration is based on complex information 
processing and is an effortful task (Payne, 1976). It is 
well documented that due to this processing effort 
(Simonson, 1993), consumers’ judgment is 
commonly biased by factors that are not directly 
related to costs and benefits of the product. Hence, 
instead of performing an algorithmic analysis of 
relevant information, judgment is often based on 
heuristics, information that stand out of the decisions’ 
context (Bettman, Luce, & Payne, 1998; Blair & 
Landon 1981; Della Bitta, Monroe, & McGinnis 
1981; Mandrik, 1996).  
This study was aimed to test the joint influence of 
three factors known to bias judgment - anchoring, 
availability and psychological distance, on value 
judgment (indicated by willingness to pay for the 
product and estimation of fair price). Below we 
review each factor and its relation to consumers’ 
decision making and directly test their influence.  
 
II. ANCHORING HEURISTIC AND 
CONSUMER’S BEHAVIOR 
  
As stated above, consumers do not process all of the 
relevant information necessary for accurate price 
judgment. Studies have shown that one of the 
common shortcuts for overcoming the missing 

information is the use of reference prices (Adaval & 
Monroe, 2002; Ariely, Ockenfels, & Roth, 2004; 
Biswas & Blair, 1991; Herr, 1989; Simonson & 
Drolet, 2004). Reference prices may be based on the 
products current price (Black & Diaz, 1995; Bokhari 
& Geltner, 2011), on consumers memory and prices 
previously encountered (e.g. Monroe, 1971, 1984), on 
advertisements (e.g., Blair & Landon 1981; Della 
Bitta, Monroe, & McGinnis 1981; Wu & Cheng, 
2011) and on manufacturers’ suggested retail price 
(Biswas & Blair, 1991). This type of biased judgment 
is known as anchoring, and is defined as a process in 
which people make estimations by starting from an 
initial value, an arbitrarily chosen reference point 
(anchor). Value judgment is then insufficiently 
adjusted away from the reference point toward the 
real value (Chapman & Johnson 2002; Tversky & 
Kahneman, 1974). Interestingly, even when the 
reference price is perceived as implausible, its biasing 
effect is not attenuated (Lichtenstein & Bearden 
1989; Urbany, Bearden, & Weilbaker, 1988). 
Moreover, when the reference point is based on 
incidental numbers unrelated to the product, 
anchoring effects may occur. This effect is enhanced 
when consumers hold weak internal reference prices 
for the target product (when a strong internal 
reference prices exists, the external reference price 
must be relevant to the product and resemble a price; 
Dogerlioglu-Demir & Koçaş, 2015). It is therefore 
clear that anchoring drastically influence price and 
value judgments. Hence, the effect of this bias should 
be carefully considered when deciding whether or not 
to present products prices.   
III. AVAILABILITY HEURISTIC AND 
CONSUMER BEHAVIOR 
Another strategy commonly used for reducing the 
effort involved in forming value judgments is to 
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induce a response based on available information, 
while ignoring other more relevant factors (Shah & 
Oppenheimer, 2008). The amount of information 
sought for the judgment process is typically small 
relative to the amount of accessible information (see 
Jacoby, 1975). Thus, consumers avoid the 
information-integration effort by reducing the amount 
of information considered in the evaluation process. It 
has been shown that consumers seek to process as 
little data as necessary in order to make satisfactory 
decision. As a result, information that is not available 
will not be considered even if it is essential for an 
accurate evaluation (Haines, 1974). This phenomenon 
is termed "Principle of Information Parsimony", 
implying that consumers will not devote resources to 
ensure that their evaluation is accurate. Rather, they 
will utilize heuristic strategies in order to reduce the 
amount of information they must search and evaluate, 
at the cost of inaccurate evaluations (Payne, 1976; 
Shah & Oppenheimer, 2008; Tversky & Kahneman, 
1974). 
When the task involves evaluation of a product, as in 
consuming, this strategy is explained by the 
availability-valence hypothesis (Tybout, Sternthal, & 
Calder, 1983), elaborating the availability heuristic 
proposed by Tversky and Kahneman (1973). While 
the availability heuristic refers to judging the 
probability of an event by the ease with which 
instances or occurrences can be brought to mind, the 
availability-valence hypothesis explains evaluative 
judgments (Kisielius, 1982). The availability-valence 
hypothesis states that consumers' evaluations are 
influenced by the valence of the product-relevant 
information available in memory at the time of 
judgment (Hannah & Sternthal, 1984). The 
availability of different aspects of the product 
depends on two factors: elaboration effects (Bower, 
1972; Nisbett & Ross, 1980) and recency effects. 
Elaboration effects include situations where 
associations or linkages to a concept become 
elaborated (Bower, 1972). Elaboration can occur 
when new information is associated with a concept 
for which people have many associations already 
stored in memory. Namely, a new connection 
between a well-known concept and new information 
would be created. This connection "competes" with 
already existing stronger connections between the 
concept and different pieces of information. The 
second factor, recency, is a characteristic of memory, 
which appears to operate on a last-in-first-out basis, 
so that more recently processed information is more 
readily available (Higgins, Rholes, & Jones, 1977). 
Therefore, the valence of elaborated information 
available shortly before purchase will drastically 
impact the evaluation of the product. Manipulating 
availability is frequently implemented by increasing 
the vividness of the product. Vividness can be 
increased by pictorial representation (TV), an 
auditory description, or instructions to imagine the 
product (Kisielius & Sternthal, 1986). Other factors 

influencing products availability are the context (for 
example a brand name) (Shah & Oppenheimer, 
2008), the complexity of the presented information 
(less complex leads to increased availability) (Shah & 
Oppenheimer, 2007), and the familiarity of the 
information (higher familiarity will increase 
availability) (Axsom, Yates, & Chaiken, 1987). It is 
therefore not surprising that consumers tend to ignore 
important information such as "background" costs of 
a product (research and development expenses, for 
instance). As these costs are not elaborated, they are 
not included in the context, and integrating them in 
the value judgment is a complex effortful process.  
 
IV. CONSTRUAL LEVEL THEORY 
IMPLICATIONS –PSYCHOLOGIAL 
DISTANCE AND CONSUMER’S BEHAVIOUR 
 
Apart from deciding which information should be 
available for consumers, we propose that it is also 
important to consider the way this information is 
presented. The way we perceive and think of 
information is sometimes conceptualized as 
“psychological distance”, which is a central term in 
the Construal Level Theory – CLT (Trope & 
Liberman, 2000, 2003a). According to CLT, people 
generate their preferences and choices of different 
objects based on their thinking of objects, i.e. objects’ 
construal, rather than the objects themselves. 
Psychological construals capture the way individuals 
perceive, comprehend, and interpret the world around 
them (Trope & Liberman, 2010). Furthermore, 
according to CLT, while direct experiences are 
reflected in concrete thinking, considerations of 
objects or experiences remote in time, place, or social 
distance yield an abstract way of thinking (Liberman 
& Trope, 2008; Trope & Liberman, 2010). The later 
allows for higher, more coherent, and super ordinate 
mental representation (Trope & Liberman, 2010). 
Interestingly, there is a two-way influence between 
psychological distancing and abstraction: as 
psychological distance increases, construal becomes 
more abstract, and as we perceive things in an 
abstract manner, we distance them psychologically 
(Liberman & Trope, 2008).  
Psychological distancing was said to influence 
various daily perceptions and judgments including 
consumers’ behaviour (Liberman & Trope, 1998; 
Trope & Liberman, 2003b). Trope, Liberman and 
Wakslak (2007), indicated relations between 
psychological distance (defined by time) and saving, 
investing in goods, or buying things for future use; 
psychological distance defined by social relations was 
found to influence the way people advise others or 
buy them presents; and psychological distance 
defined by spatial distance was indicated to impact 
shopping via the internet.  
As this relation is a two-way relation it is possible 
that presenting products’ features in an abstract or 
concrete manner will influence their perceived 
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distance and as a result, the way they are evaluated. 
While a concrete representation elaborates the 
products’ details, an abstract representation comprises 
mainly information about the overall meaning of the 
product (Semin & Fiedler, 1988; Trope, 1986, 1989; 
Trope & Liberman, 2010) and emphasizes its central 
and/or desirable features (Liberman & Trope, 2008). 
Each type of representation may lead to a different 
perception and valuation of the product. For example, 
when asking participants to evaluate products’ costs, 
representing the product by its components and their 
specific prices, may lead to a different representation 
and valuation compared to a more abstract 
representation. A possible outcome is that potential 
consumers will be more willing to pay for a product if 
they will be presented with a concrete, low-level 
product representation that decreases the 
psychological distance.  
 
V. THE PRESENT STUDY 
 
In summary, the three factors presented here can 
drastically bias consumers’ judgment. It is also 
possible that many situations involve the influence of 
more than one factor. While their separate influences 
have been documented, their interaction is rarely 
tested in the context of consumers’ judgment. Hence, 
in the present work we manipulated anchoring (by 
either presenting the products’ general price or not), 
availability (by either presenting few well-known 
background component costs or elaborated 
background costs) and level of representation 
abstraction - concrete vs. abstract representation (by 
either asking participants to evaluate the products’ 
components prices or not) and tested their effects as 
well as their interaction. 
 
Experiment 1 
In this experiment we tested the influence of 
anchoring, availability and level of presentation 
abstraction and the interaction between them, on 
product value judgment as indicated by willingness to 
pay and estimation of fair price.  
 
Method 
Participants. 300 BA students participated in the 
experiment as part of their course requirements (211 
women and 89 men; mean age = 28.75, SD = 5.89), 
randomly assigned to 12 experimental conditions. 
50% of the participants were behavioural studies 
students, thirty-eight percent went to law school, and 
twelve percent attended other schools (management 
and humanities).   
Design. The experiment consisted of a 3 (high 
anchor, low anchor, no anchor) X 2 (concrete vs. 
abstract cost framing) X 2 (low availability vs. high 
availability cost framing) experimental design.  
Procedure and Measures. The participants signed 
up for a study regarding “consuming issues”. An 
experimenter explained that the study would involve 

answering questionnaires, and that the participants 
were expected to give honest answers representing 
their actual feelings and thoughts. Participants signed 
a consent form and answered the questionnaire. After 
completing the questionnaire, all participants were 
debriefed. As we intended to present the product cost 
prior to measuring the dependent variables, we first 
provided the participants with a short description of 
the product and the cost invested in its production. 
Then we assessed the participants’ attitudes toward 
what they considered a fair price and the price they 
would be willing to pay.    
The same product description was presented for all 
participants: An allegedly forthcoming version of a 
Smartphone:  
“Recently, one of the big companies developing 
smart phones launched a new Smartphone. Below is a 
description of the company’s investment in the 
production of this smartphone. Please read it carefully 
and answer the following questions”. 
 Anchoring manipulation. In the low and high anchor 
conditions, the questionnaire included an additional 
line stating the overall manufacturing cost, 1500 NIS 
for the low anchoring condition and 2500 NIS for the 
high anchoring condition (approximately, $390, 
$650, respectively). This line was added at the end of 
the product description, before the presentation of the 
dependent measures. This line was omitted in the no-
anchor condition.  
Availability manipulation. Following the description 
we presented a list of cost components. In the low-
availability condition this list included five cost 
components - components that we assumed are 
perceived as relatively central by potential consumers 
and therefore basically available and accounted for in 
price judgment: (1) touch screen and case; (2) 
electronic components; (3) operating system; (4) 
sound system and camera; (5) internet connectivity 
and apps. In the high- availability condition, five 
additional cost components (besides the first five) 
were included, which we assumed are perceived as 
relatively peripheral, and therefore basically less 
psychologically available and less accounted for 
when performing price judgment: (1) manufacturing 
(including machine operation and abrasion), 
assembly, and packaging of the device; (2) factory 
costs and maintenance (rent, property tax, electricity, 
water); (3) external software and hardware 
development; (4) manpower (employees at various 
expertise and ranks, accountants, lawyers); (5) 
advertisement and marketing.  
Level of abstraction manipulation. In the concrete 
condition, participants were asked to estimate and 
write near each mentioned component its cost in NIS. 
We asked the participants to write their estimations of 
the costs rather than give them the exact costs in 
order to avoid anchoring for the components (as 
stated above, anchoring was manipulated for the 
products’ general price, but not for its components). 
In contrast, participants in the abstract condition were 
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only asked to read the list of cost components without 
estimating their costs.  
Dependent measures. (1) Fair price estimations: fair 
price was assessed by the answer to the question “In 
your opinion, what would be considered a fair price 
for this Smartphone?” “1,000 NIS”; “1,500 NIS”; 
“2,000 NIS”; “2,500 NIS”; “3,000 NIS”;  or “other”.  
(2) willingness to pay for a product: willingness to 
pay for the product was assessed by the answer to the 
question “How much would you pay for this 
Smartphone?” “0 NIS”; “1,000 NIS”; “1,500 NIS”; 
“2,000 NIS”; “2,500 NIS”; “3,000 NIS”;  or “other”. 
  
Results and Discussion 
A three way ANOVA analysis indicated that the only 
significant effects were the anchoring main effects on 
both dependent measures, fair price estimations (F (2, 
288) = 1228.62, p =.00) and willingness to pay (F (2, 
288) = 928.12, p =.00). Tukey HSD test revealed that 
mean fair price estimation in the high anchoring 
condition (M=2854.46; SD=453.13) was higher than 
in the low anchoring condition (M=1781.55; 
SD=329.80) and both were significantly higher than 
estimations in the no-anchor condition (M=1450.17; 
SD=549.71). Similar differences were found for the 
willingness to pay -dependent measure where again 
participants were willing to pay higher prices in the 
high anchoring condition (M=2587.06; SD=641.64) 
compared to the low anchoring condition 
(M=1612.99; SD=346.82) and even less in the no-
anchor condition (M=1230.00; SD=578.29). 
No other main effects (i.e. availability, level of 
abstraction) and no interactions between the factors 
were found. While most of the non-significant effects 
showed no trend (F<1) the double interaction 
between anchoring and level of abstraction on the 
willingness to pay dependent measure, revealed a 
possible trend (F (2, 288) = 2.38, p =.17) indicating 
that on the anchoring conditions there were no level 
of abstraction effects, but when no anchor is 
introduced concrete presentation increased 
participants willingness to pay for the product (but 
not their estimation of fair price).  This result may be 
interpreted as indicating that when anchoring (in this 
case a reference-price) is presented it controls 
participants’ judgment and eliminates other factors’ 
influences. However, when anchoring is not 
presented other factors may be relevant again in 
forming judgment. 
 
Experiment 2 
In order to clarify whether the results of Experiment 
1, indicating only anchoring influences, are due to 
lack of influence of the other two factors, or lack of 
statistical power, in Experiment 2 we further tested 
the possibility that the presence of an anchor changes 
the judgment process and overrides other factor’s 
effects which are not as strong as the anchoring 
effect. Hence, in this experiment we tested only 
availability and level of abstraction influences on 

judgment. Importantly, in order to better evaluate 
availability influences, we added a baseline condition 
which did not include any mention of the product 
components, enabling testing the influence of merely 
mentioning product components as opposed to low 
and high availability conditions tested in Experiment 
1. 
 
Method 
Participants. 48 BA students (123 women and 25 
men; mean age = 23.67, SD = 1.89) participated in 
the experiment as part of their course requirements. 
Eighty-six percent of the participants were 
behavioural studies students, 13% went to law school, 
and one percent indicated other schools (management 
and humanities).   
Design. The experiment consisted of 2 (concrete vs. 
abstract cost framing) X 2 (low availability vs. high 
availability cost framing) experimental design. In 
addition, a control “non-available” condition was 
included. In this condition  no product components 
were mentioned. 
Procedure and Measures. Procedure and measures 
were similar to the availability and level of 
abstraction conditions with no-anchor in the 
Experiment 1, except for an additional non-available 
control condition which included only the description 
of the forthcoming version of the Smartphone without 
the components list. We note that this condition was 
relevant only for the availability assessment as 
omitting the components list did not allow for level of 
abstraction manipulation. The dependent measures 
were similar to Experiment 1.   
 
Results and Discussion 
For the analysis, we used a one-way ANOVA 
including the baseline group for testing the 
availability influences and a two-way ANOVA for 
testing the level of abstraction influences and the 
availability X abstraction interaction. Results are 
presented separately for each dependent measure. 
 
Fair price estimations. The one-way ANOVA 
revealed a significant effect of cost components’ 
availability F (2, 145) = 5.19, p <.01, indicating that 
merely mentioning costs resulted in higher fair price 
estimations compared to no costs information. Post 
hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test revealed 
that mean fair price estimations in the high 
availability condition (M=1954.46; SD=543.33) and 
in the low availability condition (M=1987.06; 
SD=635.10) were significantly higher than 
estimations in the non-available condition 
(M=1600.00; SD=443.34).  
 
The two way ANOVA revealed no main effect for the 
level of abstraction nor an interaction between level 
of abstraction and availability, indicating that a 
concrete presentation had no advantage over an 
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abstract presentation either for high or low 
availability.  
Willingness to pay for a product. Availability did not 
influence the willingness to pay for a product 
measure (F (2, 145) = .73, p=0.59). 
The two-way ANOVA revealed a main effect of 
abstraction F (1, 114) = 9.42, p =.008 indicating that 
participants were ready to pay a higher price in the 
concrete versus abstract condition (M =1807.01, SD 
= 532.72 and M =1466.39, SD = 651.71, 
respectively). Again no interaction was found F (1, 
114) = 2.02, p=0.41, indicating an additive effect.   
 
VI. GENERAL DISCUSSION 
 
The present study tested the influence of the 
interaction between anchoring, availability and level 
of representation abstraction on a product value 
judgment. Interestingly, when a price anchor is 
available participants anchor their judgment to the 
anchor regardless of cost components availability and 
the level of representation abstraction. This result 
pattern was found for the participants’ willingness to 
pay for the product as well as for the estimation of 
fair price.  
When a reference price for anchoring is not available, 
merely mentioning cost components influenced 
participants' judgements of fair price estimations. 
This finding indicates that costs availability is an 
important factor in consumers' evaluations of what is 
perceived as fair monetary value. However this factor 
did not influence their willingness to pay for the 
product. A reversed pattern was found for the level of 
abstraction. While it had no influence on fairness 
estimations, it affected participants’ willingness to 
pay for the product. Interestingly, no interaction was 
found between these factors.   
Taken together the findings of this study indicate that 
factors biasing products value and their cost differ 
both in the intensity of their influence as well as in 
the aspect of the judgment they effect. Our results 
imply that anchoring influences are drastic and may 
override the impact of other factors known to bias 
judgment. This notion emphasizes the importance of 
carefully considering the presentation of prices on 
products and stresses the large impact of other types 
of anchoring, as previous encounters with the 
product, prices suggested by advertisements, 
manufacturers’ suggested retail price and so on. 
Moreover, using an anchor may serve as a 
mechanism for avoiding biases due to other factors 
and a method for overcoming consumers’ tendency to 
avoid algorithmic analysis of all the relevant 
information. While anchoring influences on judgment 
are well studied (Bokhari & Geltner, 2011; 
Lichtenstein & Bearden 1989; Simonson & Drolet, 
2004), in this study we found that its influences are so 
drastic that they may attenuate other factors’ 
influences and control consumers’ judgment.  

On the other hand, at the absence of a clear reference 
point, different aspects of price judgment are biased 
by different factors. The present findings 
demonstrated the influence of increasing consumers' 
awareness to different aspects of the invested costs in 
producing and marketing a product on fair price 
estimation aspect of judgment. Past research has 
shown that enhancing relative accessibility of 
favorable information relevant to the product 
influences consumers' attitudes and behaviors toward 
it (e.g. Tietje, 2002). The present study makes an 
additional step in understanding consumer behavior 
by showing that the mere information on costs, rather 
than a specific elaboration and number of cost 
components, may lead to higher fair price 
estimations. It is possible that feelings of price 
unfairness related to goods or services by potential 
consumers might be due to their unawareness of the 
multiplicity of the costs. Practically, that should lead 
to the conclusion that some indication of the costs 
involved might be beneficial when marketers are 
confronted with a general feeling that their prices are 
excessive. 
The willingness to pay for a product aspect of 
judgment was influenced by the level of abstraction. 
When using concrete representation of costs, 
consumers’ willingness to pay for the product 
increased dramatically. As stated earlier, this effect 
can be interpreted in terms of psychological distance. 
An abstract cost representation may distance the 
consumer from the monetary value of the product. 
Such cost representation may decrease accurate 
evaluations of the costs, in other words decrease 
"costs sensitivity". In contrast, when costs are 
presented in concrete form, the consumer will be 
more aware, and therefore sensitive to various costs 
invested in the product.  
General consideration of the results, together with the 
lack of interaction between availability and 
abstraction, reveals an interesting pattern of 
dissociation between the factors' influences. While 
information availability influences only fair price 
evaluations, concreteness of the presented cost 
components, but not their availability, influenced the 
willingness pay for the product. A possible 
explanation for this results pattern concerns the 
difference between defining a product’s price as fair, 
and readiness to buy the product. Certain consumers 
could believe that although fairly priced the product 
is still too expensive for them. Others could think that 
a specific type of product does not fit their needs. 
Conversely, one might decide to purchase a product 
at a given (but seemingly exaggerated) price, because 
he or she has no alternative. In other words, judgment 
of price fairness is not necessarily dependent on 
individual circumstances. When it comes to judge the 
fairness of a price for a product, awareness of the 
existence and the multiplicity of the associated costs 
to the supplier seem to be the determining factor. 
However, when it comes to willingness to actually 
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buy it, it is the feeling of monetary value that is going 
to play a bigger role. The higher the presumed value 
of the presented costs (i.e. concreteness), the higher 
the price a consumer will be willing to pay for it.  
Further research on other types of tangible products 
and services, should assess the generality of our 
findings. Accordingly, the presented experimental 
design may be used to examine potential consumers' 
sensitivity to the costs of different products and 
services. It may be that in the case of services, 
diminished psychological distance toward the 
service's costs following concrete costs representation 
will have a higher effect on the perceived fairness of 
the price. The reason for that may be an additional 
aspect of the costs' components relevant to the 
service's price, which are "personal costs" like time, 
education etc., that the provider has invested in 
acquiring the required skills (e.g. a doctor or a 
lawyer). 
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