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Comparative Price Advertising: An Integrative Review

Larry D. Compeau and Dhruv Grewal

After two decades of research, public policymakers, researchers, and managers still have
questions regarding the use, abuse, and overall effectiveness of comparative price
advertising. Using an integrative review of the literature as a basis, the authors examine the
state of substantive knowledge regarding comparative price advertising effects. They use
meta-analytical procedures to assess the effects of (1) presence of an advertised reference
price, (2) advertised reference price levels, and (3) advertised sale price levels on
consumers’ internal reference price, perceived value, price offer believability, purchase
likelihood, and search intentions. Evidence indicates that comparative price advertising is a
powerful advertising tool, with a strong opportunity for deception, that requires careful
management and monitoring.

r I Yhe use of comparative price advertising is wide-
spread. An advertised reference price (e.g., regular
price, original price, manufacturer’s suggested price)

suggests that consumers will save money, that they will “get
a deal.” Advertisers often appeal to this desire to “get a
deal” by comparing the offering price (e.g., sale price) with
some higher reference price (e.g., regular price), thereby
making the offered price more attractive. Whether con-
sumers actually save money depends primarily on the valid-
ity of this advertised comparative reference price.

Studies during the past 23 years have attempted to explain
consumers’ responses to the inclusion of comparative refer-
ence prices in advertisements. Grewal and Compeau (1992)
qualitatively review 28 studies and integrate Federal Trade
Commission (FTC) guidelines to assess the informativeness
or deceptiveness of comparative price advertising. They
conclude that there are incentives for advertisers to use
inflated reference prices because the effect of these exag-
gerated prices is strong. They did not assess, however, the
empirical studies quantitatively. Thus, the robustness of the
effects of reference prices has not been established. More-
over, since their article was published, many more studies
have been conducted. The increased research attention is
due, in part, to theoretical developments providing testable
hypotheses (Monroe and Chapman 1987; Thaler 1985;
Urbany, Bearden, and Weilbaker 1988) and heightened
awareness of their deceptive potential (Grewal and Com-
peau 1992).

Meta-analysis has been used in marketing to synthesize
results of prior research, even when only a small number of
studies is available, to examine certain effects (e.g., Brown
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and Stayman 1992; Rao and Monroe 1989; Szymanski,
Bharadwaj, and Varadarajan 1993). Biswas, Wilson, and
Licata (1993) provide an important first step by conducting
a meta-analytical review of the reference price literature. In
the course of reviewing 26 studies, they use meta-analysis to
assess the overall significance of reference price advertising
from empirical results of 12 studies; however, the effect of
advertised reference price on a given dependent variable
(e.g., perceived value, purchase intentions) was not pre-
dicted or examined. Thus, we build on Grewal and Com-
peau’s (1992) qualitative review and Biswas, Wilson, and
Licata’s (1993) integrative review and highlight how prior
research results, integrated and taken together as a whole,
can help policymakers and managers reduce deception.

The FTC and most states suggest that three elements must
be demonstrated before an advertisement is deemed decep-
tive (Preston 1992). The first evidentiary burden pertains to
identifying the claims the advertisement conveys to con-
sumers. Comparative price advertisements, in general, con-
vey an advertised reference price (ARP), which suggests
that a deal is being offered. The implication is that the sell-
ing price (SP) is lower than what consumers might have
paid had they shopped at some other time or store.

The second evidentiary burden discussed is the veracity
of the claim. The advertisement must be shown to be false
in some manner. This burden typically is handled by chal-
lenging the truthfulness of the ARP (see for example, State
of New York v. Sears, Roebuck & Co., New York State
Supreme Court, Erie County, 13709/89; State of Marvland
v. The Hecht Co., Maryland Circuit Court, Montgomery
County, Civil Case No. 11256; State of Colorado v. The
Mays Department Store Company, Denver District Court,
89CV09274; State of North Carolina v. J.C. Penny Com-
pany Inc., Wake County Supreme Court, North Carolina, 89
CVS 11819; see also Compeau, Grewal, and Grewal 1994;
Kaufmann, Smith, and Ortemeyer 1994).

For the third evidentiary burden, the deception must be
material; “that is, [the advertisement must have] the poten-
tial to affect consumers’ purchasing decisions” (Preston
1992, p. 58). Therefore, even though an advertisement may
be deemed untruthful (e.g., the prices advertised are ficti-
tious), it matters little if the deception is not material, that is.
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258 Comparative Price Advertising

if consumers are not harmed (e.g., Kraft Inc. 1991). If the
meta-analysis demonstrates clear, convincing, and robust
effects of comparative price advertising on consumers’
search and purchase behavior across many conditions,
including different contexts and methods, then a link to
materiality is demonstrated.

In summary, in this article, we report an integrative
review using meta-analysis of comparative price advertising
research to (1) synthesize current substantive findings; (2)
probe for any inconsistencies across the studies; (3) provide
a benchmark, a single source of summary information on
comparative price advertising for public policymakers,
managers, and researchers; and (4) draw public policy
implications. In the next section, we develop a conceptual
framework.

A Conceptual Framework

Prior studies have adopted and adapted several theories to
explain and predict the effects of comparative price adver-
tisements on a broad spectrum of consumer responses (for a
description of the studies, see Appendix A). Our conceptual
framework suggests that an ARP in the context of a com-
parative price advertisement provides a point of reference to
judge the offer and sale price (Figure 1).

The Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM; Petty and
Cacioppo 1981) suggests that consumers using the central
route of processing compare the ARP to an internal refer-
ence price (IRP). They then make the adjustments in their
IRP that are predicted by Adaptation Level Theory (Helson
1964) and Assimilation-Contrast Theory (Sherif, Sherif, and
Hovland 1961).! [f the ARP is not too far from consumers’
IRP range (i.e., in the latitude of acceptance), it will shift
their range toward itself (Lichtenstein and Bearden 1989).
For example, a consumer might have a category for video-
cassette recorders (VCRs). Attached to that category might
be an IRP range of $250 to $450; if the consumer is exposed
to an ARP of $200, the IRP shifts downward from $250 to
$200. If the consumer encounters an ARP of $500, it shifts
the range upward from $450 to $500. Both of these exam-
ples show how the ARP is assimilated into the IRP range
(i.e., an assimilation effect).

A contrast effect occurs when the entire IRP range shifts
in response to an ARP and produces different judgments
and categories (Monroe, Grewal, and Compeau 1991;
Ozanne, Brucks, and Grewal 1992). For example, a con-
sumer might be exposed to an ARP ot $800 for a VCR. It is
likely that consumer will contrast the product from the cat-
egory called VCRs and now form two categories, the origi-
nal called Regular VCRs and the other called High-End or
Professional VCRs. The range of IRPs also would shift,
such that the [RP range for Regular VCRs would be lowered
to $200 to $350 and that for High-End VCRs set at $600 to
$1,000. Alternatively, the ARP might be ignored and would
not shift the IRP.

If consumers are not motivated to process information
centrally (low involvement) or do not have the knowledge to
do so, peripheral processing will occur. The consumer relies

IThe IRP. though often conceptualized as a mathematical point, can be a
range of values that constantly adapts to stimuli and cues (Monroe, Grewal,
and Compeau 1991).

on a simple comparison between the ARP and the selling
price. One implication of the ELM is that low-involvement
(and most likely, low-knowledge) consumers are more sus-
ceptible to exaggerated or inflated reference price claims
and the associated deception.2

Thaler (1985) suggests that the overall value of a price
offer is contingent on two comparisons. The value of the
acquisition of the product itself involves a comparison of
what the consumer gets relative to what is given up (Grewal,
Monroe, and Krishnan 1998). The value of the deal, or
transaction value, involves a comparison of a reference price
(highly involved consumers are more likely to use IRP, and
less involved consumers are more likely to use the ARP)
with the selling price. If the deal is judged acceptable, a pur-
chase is made; if not, additional search will take place (Gre-
wal, Monroe, and Krishnan 1998; Urbany, Bearden, and
Weilbaker 1988).

Conceptual Issues Pertaining to the
Dependent Variables

Several conceptual issues emerge from our examination of
prior research. One of the most critical is a lack of consen-
sus regarding the conceptual definition of key dependent
variables.

Internal Reference Price

Thaler (1985) defines an IRP as an expected or “just” price.
This definttion is only one of many possible internal repre-
sentations of reference price. An IRP also can be some aver-
age of the range of prices for similar products (Emery 1970).
Furthermore, IRP can be defined conceptually as a range of
expected prices (Gabor and Granger 1961; Lichtenstein,
Bloch, and Black 1988; Monroe 1971; Urbany and Dickson
1991), an aspiration price, a particular market price remem-
bered, an average price paid (Klein and Oglethorpe 1987).
or an expected future price (Jacobson and Obermiller 1990).
The conceptualization of IRP as a point estimate of some
expected price is only one alternative representation.

Several studies have measured IRP (see Appendix A).
Some employ alternative measures to capture the construct
(e.g., Biswas and Blair 1991; Lichtenstein and Bearden
1989; Urbany, Bearden, and Weilbaker 1988). Urbany,
Bearden, and Weilbaker (1988) consider IRP an “expected
price range,” indicated by subjects’ perceptions of the high
and low market prices. This definition is similar to Mon-
roe’s (1984) *“acceptable price range.” However. the
expected price range might include prices that are not
acceptable. More research is needed on how a reference
price is represented and stored in memory. Furthermore,
research must address whether the very act of measuring it
influences or generates responses.

Price expectations also should integrate the consumers’
knowledge regarding all relevant products and prices,
including competing brands (Rajendran and Tellis 1994).
The literature on price expectations suggests that an expec-
tation is an integration of all relevant information (Grewal,
Monroe, and Krishnan 1998). Consumers may have an
internal reference point that consists of some other price

*We thank an anonymous reviewer for this conceptual link.
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Figure 1. A Model of Reference Price Processing
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(e.g., the last price paid). This IRP should hold less sway
than the consumers’ range of expected prices because it
takes into account less information. For example, a con-
sumer might be traveling and pay $3.00 for a small tube of
toothpaste at a hotel gift shop. The consumer might have a
price expectation range of, say, $1.75 to $2.50 for a large
tube of toothpaste. Although the $3.00 price last paid is
likely to be remembered for some time by the consumer, it
is unlikely that it would be used to judge the value of future
price offers.

Perceived Value of the Offer

Monroe and Chapman (1987) suggest that the perceived
value of the offer is composed of acquisition and transaction
value. Acquisition value represents the product value and
depends on the trade-off between the product’s benefits and
its costs (Monroe 1990; Zeithaml 1988). Transaction value
represents the value of the deal and depends on the compar-
ison of the reference price (external or internal) and the SP
(Grewal, Monroe and Krishnan 1998).

Although some research has focused on perceived sav-
ings as an indicator of perceived value (Blair and Landon
1981), other research has employed multiple measures in the
form of perceptions of worth, price acceptability, savings,
and value for the money (Berkowitz and Walton 1980; Della
Bitta, Monroe, and McGinnis 1981; Lichtenstein, Burton,
and O’Hara 1988). Although it seems prudent to use multi-
ple indicators, there is little theoretical support for how these
indicators relate to the perceived value construct. Recently,
Grewal, Monroe, and Krishnan (1998) suggested that trans-
action value is an antecedent of acquisition value, and acqui-
sition value is akin to overall value. Although their opera-
tionalizations are more complex to measure than some alter-
natives, this conceptualization allows for finer discrimina-
tion in the overall values that different consumers attach to
a comparative price advertisement.

Believability of the Price Offer

One potential mediator of the effect of a comparative price
offer is its perceived believability. Ostensibly, the more a
consumer believes the price offer is truthful, the greater its
effect is. Moreover, the credibility of the source (e.g., mer-
chant, manufacturer, spokesperson) may influence the
believability or truthfulness of the price promotion (Petty
and Cacioppo 1981). This latter issue is complicated by the
awareness that, for any given communication (advertise-
ment), there may be more than one associated source. If a
store is advertising a brand item, then both the store and the
brand may be considered sources of the message. The con-
ditions in which consumers rely on one source more than
another in assessing the believability of the comparative
price claim need examination.

Prior research has conceptualized believability as either
global (e.g., Kamins and Marks 1988) or of the price reduc-
tion only (e.g., Lichtenstein, Burton, and Karson 1991). The
research does not indicate clearly which price(s) consumers
believe, the ARP, the SP, or both. Further research should
examine the potential multidimensionality of the believabil-
ity of the price offer; research should measure specifically

the believability of the ARP, the advertised sale price
(ASP), and the price reduction (i.e., ARP — ASP).

Purchase Intention

Purchase intention, or willingness to buy, has been defined
as the consumer’s likelihood of purchasing the product
(Dodds, Monroe, and Grewal 1991). Dodds and Monroe
(1985) suggest that willingness to buy is a behavioral ten-
dency that the consumer will purchase the product. Prior
research predominantly has used purchase intention (e.g.,
Bames 1975; Keiser and Krum 1976) rather than actual
choice (cf. Moore and Olshavsky 1989; Varadarajan 1986).

Search Intention

Search intention has been defined as the consumer’s inten-
tion to search for additional information before making a
purchase (Della Bitta, Monroe, and McGinnis 1981).
Urbany, Bearden, and Weilbaker (1988) focus on search
benefit and define it as the improvement in value or price
that the consumer believes can be obtained by searching
(Stigler 1961). Ostensibly, the better the current price offer
(or deal), the lower the need to continue searching, because
the benefit of additional search is reduced given the lower
likelihood of finding a better deal and the additional search
costs. Therefore, both costs and benefits are integral com-
ponents in a consumer’s decision to engage in additional
search. A conceptualization of search that incorporates mul-
tiple components (search costs, benefits, and intention) is
needed. Consumers may search for a variety of information,
in addition to just getting a better deal. Search benefits may
need to be broadened to include these types of search (e.g.,
whether the product fits needs). Search intention alone only
provides a measure of the likelihood that a consumer will
continue to seek a lower price. It does not capture the rea-
sons for this intent, including whether the search costs are
too high or the benefit too small. Thus, the effects of com-
parative advertisements on search costs, search benefits
(both price and nonprice), and overall intentions to under-
take further search need assessment.

Hypotheses

Presence Versus Absence of Advertised External
Reference Price

Prior research has examined whether the presence or
absence of an ARP in an advertisement influences consumer
perceptions (e.g., Blair and Landon 1981; Keiser and Krum
1976; Liefeld and Heslop 1985). A central public policy
issue pertains to whether the presence of the ARP enhances
the value of the offer, attenuates search process, and results
in consumers spending more on the product than necessary
(by not buying it at the lowest price). From a public policy
perspective, these eftects should be welcome, as long as the
ARP is bona fide. The comparative price information helps
consumers attach a value to the offer and could result in sub-
stantial savings in money, time, and effort. However, if the
ARP is fictitious, then the advertisement is deceptive, poten-
tially can be harmful to consumers, and is in need of further
scrutiny.
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According to our framework (which builds on prior mod-
els, including Grewal and Compeau [1992], Grewal, Mon-
roe, and Krishnan [1998}], and Urbany, Bearden, and Weil-
baker [1988]), the presence of a higher ARP should result in
an upward shift in the [RP, which will create increased per-
ceptions of value and purchase intentions. This higher ARP
also should result in reduced believability (because it is fur-
ther from both the IRP and the SP) and intent to search
(because the consumer will believe that it would be difficult
to do any better). We hypothesize that

H,: The mere presence of an ARP in a comparative price adver-
tisement (a) increases consumers’ IRP, (b) increases con-
sumers’ perceptions of value, (c) increases consumers’ per-
ceptions of believability, (d) increases consumers’ purchase
intentions, and (e) decreases consumers’ search intentions.

Advertised Reference Price Levels

Another key public policy issue is how the level of the ARP
affects consumers. Results of studies that examine this issue
provide evidence pertaining to the role of the ARP (and if it
was inflated or fictitious) and consumer perceptions and
intentions (e.g., Berkowitz and Walton 1980; Biswas 1992;
Della Bitta, Monroe, and McGinnis 1981; Moore and
Olshavsky 1989). If these reference prices are fictitious, it
would be useful to assess the magnitude of the deception.

We predict that the higher the ARP, the higher con-
sumers’ estimates of their IRP, perceptions of value, and
purchase intentions will be. However, the higher levels of
ARP are likely to reduce the believability of the offer and
search intention. When we compare H, with this hypothesis
for varying levels of ARP (H,), the predicted effect on
believability for the mere presence of a reference price
might seem counterintuitive. However, studies typically
have compared an advertisement that simply indicates that
an item is on sale with an advertisement that also presents an
ARP. Thus, believability should be enhanced when some
additional information about the product’s regular or list
price is provided, compared with cases in which only a price
labeled as on sale appears (H|), whereas believability should
decrease as the level of the ARP is increased. Thus, we
hypothesize the following:

H,: As the level of an ARP in a comparative price advertisement
increases, (a) consumers’ [RPs increase, (b) consumers’
perceptions of value increase. (c) consumers’ perceptions of
believability decrease, (d) consumers’ purchase intentions
increase, and (e) consumers’ search intentions decrease.

Note that the prediction for the effects on believability is the
reverse of H;. When the ARP is always present but increas-
ing. it leads to lower believability because it moves farther
from the [RP and SP.

Advertised Selling Price

In addition to different reactions in response to different lev-
els of ARP, consumers also may react differently if the ARP
is constant but the SP is changed. The SP will be compared
with the [RP (which may have been influenced by the ARP)
to judge the offer. As the SP decreases and moves farther
from the ARP, consumers attach more value to the deal,

believe the offer less, increase their intent to purchase, and
decrease their intent to search. However, the SP also may
influence the IRP, producing a downward pressure on it as
the SP is lowered.

In the presence of a higher ARP, this SP should have a
smaller effect on the IRP because consumers are likely to
view the ARP as the “normal” or real price (at least, that is
what the advertisement suggests) and the “sale” price as
unusual or abnormal, which is why it is on sale. This effect
may not hold, however, if consumers are exposed constantly
to the sale price and learn to disregard the ARP. Thus, in
general, lower SPs should result in more favorable
responses (Lichtenstein and Bearden 1989; Lichtenstein,
Burton, and Karson 1991). As the SP decreases, consumers’
perceptions of value and purchase intentions should
increase. Alternatively, IRP, believability, and search inten-
tions should decrease.

Hj: As the level of an SP in a comparative price advertisement
decreases, (a) consumers’ IRPs decrease, (b) consumers’
perceptions of value increase, (¢) consumers’ perceptions of
believability decrease, (d) consumers’ purchase intentions
increase, and (e) consumers’ search intentions decrease.

Method

The studies used in this meta-analysis were identified by a
computerized search of the Psychlit database, a manual
search of periodical indices, the “invisible college™ tech-
nique (i.e., colleagues working in this research area pro-
vided references, full bibliographies, and copies of studies)
(Cooper 1984), and an issue-by-issue search of six journals
(Journal of Marketing, Journal of Marketing Research,
Journal of Consumer Research, Journal of Public Policy &
Marketing, Journal of Retailing, and Journal of the Acad-
emy of Marketing Science) and two series of proceedings
(American Marketing Association and Association for Con-
sumer Research). We also performed an ancestral trace of
references in a recursive manner as each article was identi-
fied. In total, 38 studies were identified for inclusion in the
meta-analysis. The meta-analysis examines 15 central rela-
tionships.3 including the effects of presence and absence of
reference price and levels of reference price and SP, which
resulted in 86 effect sizes, as measured by eta. Eta is a cor-
relational index, calculated as the square root of the propor-
tion of variance accounted for. It is analogous to a correla-
tion coefficient (Rosenthal and Rosnow 1984). For a com-
plete discussion on calculating and using eta as an effect
size indicator, see Hedges and Olkin (1985), Hunter,
Schmidt, and Jackson (1982), and Rosenthal (1984).

Effects of Method Factors

Difterences in method often are cited to explain variances in
the results across studies in a given research area (Appendix
B). We tested the effects of method factors on the magnitude
of effect sizes across the 38 studies. Because of the large
number of relationships examined across these 38 studies,

3We also examined the effects of store and brand name but do not report
them here because too few studies were available to test across most cells
and the theory to develop hypotheses still is developing. Clearly. there is a
need for research examining these effects.
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Comparative Price Advertising

A Quantitative Assessment of Substantive Results

Table 1.
95% Confidence
Interval File Drawer N
Average
Hypothesis N Eta Lower Upper .05 .10 a5
Presence Versus Absence of ARP
H,,: PARP—IRP 5 .26 .03 .50 2 8 4
H,,: PARP—PV 5 21 .03 .39 16 6 2
H,.: PAR—>BEL 1 .29 NC NC S 2 1
H,4: PARP—PI 10 -.03 -.01 .08 NC NC NC
H,.: PARP-SI 3 9 b7 .09 25 7 2 1
Level of ARP
H,,: ARP—IRP 7 29 14 44 43 17 8
H,,: ARP—PV 6 .25 .10 41 28 11 5
H,.: ARP—BEL 4 21 -24 .65 NC NC NC
H,4: ARP—PI 6 A1 .01 .19 7 1 NC
H,.: ARP—SI 4 A2 .03 21 6 1 NC
Level of Advertised SP
H;,: SP>IRP 6 25 2 37 24 9 4
Hs,: SPPV 8 i35 22 48 48 20 11
H;.: SP>BEL S .10 .01 .09 5 NC NC
Hs4: SP—PI 8 21 A .24 26 9 3
H;,.: SP—SI 7 27 16 31 31 12 6

PARP = presence versus absence of advertised reference price,
RP = advertised reference price,

SP = advertised selling price,

IRP = internal reference price,

PV = perceived value,

BEL = perceived believability of price offer,

PI = purchase intentions,

SI = search intentions, and

NC = not calculated.

few effect sizes are available to test many of the method
variances. Therefore, we performed exploratory tests on
method differences when data were sufficient.

Our meta-analysis of the 38 studies for the proposed 15
relationships resulted in 86 effect sizes. Our exploratory
analysis suggests that methodological factors at the overall
level, such as use of manipulation checks, type of advertise-
ment, and order of price information, did not aftect the mag-
nitude of the effect sizes.* Unfortunately, we could not
assess the impact of other variables (e.g., type of IRP mea-
sured, design, measurement of purchase intention versus
choice) because of the restrictive cell sizes.

Results

A summary of the substantive results of the 38 empirical
studies that examine comparative price advertising is pro-
vided in Table 1. Although 38 empirical studies have been
conducted, certain relationships have received little atten-
tion. As we previously mentioned, the dearth of studies

*The magnitude of the effect size did not vary as a function of whether
the study conducted a manipulation check (X, yic = -19, n = 45 VErsus
Xue = -23.n =40, gy = —1.24, p = .22), the nature of advertisement (Xcey)
20, n = 8 versus X jutmed = -20, n =77, tgyy = .00, p > .9), or order of
price information (Xgpsp = . 17. n = 6 versus Xgprp=-22. n =41, t36 14y =
—-1.63. p = .11 [unequal variance t-test]).

examining the effects of store and brand name did not allow
for complete examination. The quantitative assessment of
the research results in terms of the size of the measured
effects is expressed by 1 (Rosenthal and Rosnow 1984).
Table 1 is organized according to three key independent
variables: (1) the presence or absence of a comparative
external reference price, (2) the level of the advertised com-
parative reference price, and (3) the level of the SP. The fol-
lowing discussion of the substantive findings therefore is
organized according to these three independent variables
and their effects on the five foremost dependent variables:
(1) IRP, (2) perceived value of the offer or deal, (3) believ-
ability of the offer, (4) purchase intention, and (5) search
intention.

Because our primary objective was to examine whether
comparative price advertising was effective, we calculated
the simple average effect size estimate (n), the 95% confi-
dence interval (CI) (Hunter and Schmidt 1990; Rosenthal
1984), and the file drawer N, which indicates how robust the
results are (Rosenthal 1984). If the 95% CI does not include
zero, the relationship under examination is significant.

The file drawer N provides an assessment of how vulner-
able our analysis is to future null results. It represents the
number of studies that have not been published because of
null results that would be needed to bring the significant
effect (i.e., the simple average n in Table 1) down to a tar-
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geted 1) level (three levels were examined: .05, .10, and .15).
For example, to bring the significant effect of ARP on buy-
ers’ IRP from an n = .26 to n = .05 would require that 21
null results be uncovered and added to our analysis. In Table
1, we summarize this information.

Homogeneity Tests

Following procedures suggested by Rosenthal and Rosnow
(1984), for each hypothesis, we tested the various effect
sizes for homogeneity.5 If homogeneous, they were com-
bined, and a 95% CI was calculated to assess support for the
hypothesis (see Table 1). The tests disclosed that there was
a consistency of results for most of the relationships exam-
ined. Thus, the seemingly inconsistent results in terms of the
magnitude and direction of the effects reported in the
research are misleading. The differences can be attributed to
the distribution of effects over the population.

Substantive Results

We present the substantive results in Table 1; they are fairly
self-evident. Cells in which the CI does not include zero
demonstrate that the average effect size is significantly dif-
ferent from zero.

H,

The results support hypotheses H;,, H,;,, and H,,; the pres-
ence of an ARP in a comparative price advertisement
increases consumers’ [RP and their perception of value and
reduces their intentions to search for a lower price. Only one
study examined whether the presence of an ARP affected
consumers’ believability of the price offer (H,.), and thus,
this hypothesis is not tested or discussed. Eleven effect sizes
were found that examined H 4, that is, whether the presence
of an ARP enhanced consumers’ purchase intentions. The
11 effect sizes were not found to be homogeneous. When we
eliminated the effect from Varadarajan’s (1986) study, the
resulting 10 effect sizes were homogeneous and do not sup-
port the hypothesis (average n = -.03, CI = -.01 t0 .08). A
possible reason for Varadarajan’s (1986) unusually large
effect size (n = .31) is that his field study used actual pur-
chase as the dependent variable and not purchase intention
(which was used by the other studies). Thus, the differences
between purchase intentions and purchases warrant addi-
tional research.

H,

Including a reference price provides the consumer with a
point of comparison by which to judge the lower offering
price. The meta-analysis results indicate that, as the level of
the ARP increases, consumers’ IRP, perceptions of value,
and purchase intentions also increase, and their search inten-

SWe assessed the statistical homogeneity of the effect sizes by first cal-
culating the associated Fisher z appropriate to each of eftfect sizes (eta, n),
and N - 3, where N is the number of sampling units on which each effect
size 15 based. Then we obtained the statistical significance of the homo-
geneity of the effect sizes from a chi-square computed with the following
formula (see Brown and Stayman 1992 Rosenthal and Rosnow 1984):

N, - 3Nz - 2)?] 1s distributed as y2 with K - 1 df,
where Z is the weighted mean z as follows:

7 =X(N; - 3)z//Z(N; - 3).

tions for a lower price decrease (i.e., support for H,,. Hyy,
H,4, and H,.). The expected negative effect on believability,
however, was not supported. Although prior research does
not make any definitive prediction whether the level of ARP
increases or decreases the believability of the price offer, we
based H . and H,. on the notion that, as the ARP moves far-
ther and farther from the SP, it becomes less believable
(Biswas 1992; Gupta and Cooper 1992). The results of the
meta-analysis of four effect sizes does not support a rela-
tionship between the level of the ARP and the believability
of the price offer (average n = .21, CI = —.24 to .65).

Hj
The results also support Hs, .; as the SP decreases, con-
sumers’ IRP, believability of price offer, and price search

intention decrease, whereas their perception of value and
purchase intention increase.

Discussion

In this review, we summarize and critique the conceptual,
methodological, and substantive domains of the compara-
tive price advertising research. We next discuss implications
for public policymakers, limitations of the meta-analysis,
and avenues for further research.

Public Policy and Managerial Implications

We believe that the use of meta-analysis is a powerful tool
to study public policy issues. It provides a comprehensive
integration of the extant research and enables researchers to
draw conclusions from seemingly disparate results. In this
research study, we focused on whether the ARP provided in
a comparative price advertisement enhances buyers’ [RP
estimates, value perceptions, and purchase intentions and
lowers their search intentions. The results largely support
the hypotheses.

Examining the results of various studies individually
would suggest that many of the studies contradict one
another. Thus, marshaling the evidence from this meta-
analysis into a courtroom can offer clear and substantial evi-
dence that incorporates the results from all known studies in
a research area. Furthermore, the results of such meta-ana-
lytical reviews can be used to counter legal tactics, such as
muddling an issue with seemingly different results from dif-
ferent studies to support one claim or another, or to intro-
duce confusion or reasonable doubt.

This meta-analysis illustrates that the magnitude and
homogeneity in effect sizes leaves little doubt that compar-
ative price advertisements work. That this eftect is unaf-
fected by vast differences in methods suggests that it is
robust. Overall, the potential for deception seems rife
because external reference prices have a strong influence on
consumers, even when they are exaggerated (see also
Urbany, Bearden, and Weilbaker 1988). The effects on
believability are not supported by our meta-analysis in gen-
eral, and the one significant effect we were able to identify,
the effect of SP on believability, was quite small for a men-
tal response variable (.10). These results no doubt are due,
in part, to the small number of effect sizes available.

The average sizes for the external reference price etfects
are smaller than those for the effects of the SP. This suggests
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that the adverse effects of reference prices may not be as
severe as previously suggested (Keiser and Krum 1976).
The magnitude of the average effect sizes suggests that con-
sumers are more responsive to reductions in SPs than to
increases in ARPs. This effect indicates that consumers
place a greater value on reducing the monetary sacrifice rep-
resented by the SP (reducing the loss) than on increasing the
value of the deal (increasing the gain). Public policymakers
can rely on consumers to offer some defense to the wide-
spread use of grossly exaggerated reference prices.

Nonetheless, an inflated and/or false ARP is likely to
enhance consumers’ IRP estimates and ultimately increase
perceptions of value and likelihood of purchases and reduce
search. When ARPs are inflated, they are always deceptive.
It is difficult, however, to determine the veracity of different
types of advertised comparative prices, some being more dif-
ficult to judge than others. “Regular price” appears somewhat
easier to verify because consumers can examine the histori-
cal price offerings and actual sales to judge whether a regular
price is bona fide; however, that perception is misleading.

Policymakers encourage retailers and advertisers to pro-
vide consumers more information so they can assess the
truthfulness of these advertisements better. However, there
is something wrong in the legal logic that suggests that dis-
closing a deceptive practice compensates for the deception.
Advertisers that inflate the savings associated with the com-
parative price claim will be hesitant to disclose the decep-
tion openly, truthfully, completely, and in a compelling
manner; advertisers that do not inflate the comparative price
claim do not need to provide additional information. More-
over, advertisers recently have attempted to protect them-
selves against deceptive advertising charges by skillfully
disclosing the methods used to develop the ARP; however,
this tactic is woefully inadequate (Colorado v. Mays
Department Store 1990). Explaining the deceptive manner
in which the inflated ARP was formed does not mean that
consumers are not harmed. Much of the time, this disclosure
is hidden in small print as a footnote buried in vague and
confusing language. Some consumers even may interpret
this disclosure as testimony to the veracity of the compara-
tive price claim.

Aggressive legal actions against deceptive ARPs may
serve as a deterrent from future abuses (see the review of
recent cases in Compeau, Grewal, and Grewal 1994); how-
ever, the inconsistencies from state to state in the nature of
the regulations and the general lack of vigor in identifying
violations and aggressively prosecuting violators suggest
that federal enforcement efforts should be stepped up to
complement the states’ efforts. As consumers who are sen-
sitized to this area because of our research interests, we find
inflated comparative price claims in advertisements on a
regular basis, with apparently no concern for potential legal
prosecution. Although it appears that current laws are ade-
quate, a lack of a highly visible and vigorous enforcement
suggests that the federal government should take the lead in
educating sellers about the FTC guidelines and then aggres-
sively enforcing them. A push for simple disclosure, though
it would require less effort and money, is likely to be inef-
fective. Moreover, before pursuing such disclosure as a rem-
edy, policymakers must determine what kinds of disclosures
reduce the potential for deception, such as retailers inform-

ing customers about the duration of the sale, the schedule of
sales they plan to run during the year, and so forth. Not all
forms of disclosures actually assist the consumer in judging
the veracity of the claim.

The findings from the meta-analysis suggest that compar-
ative price advertising can be an effective tool for managers.
Simply put, the mere presence of an ARP increases con-
sumers’ [RP and, thus, their perceptions of value and intent
to purchase. From a managerial perspective, the use of com-
parative price advertisements conveys to consumers a
higher value for a product that currently is selling at a lower
price. In one respect then, it is an attempt to “counteract” the
possible lowering effect of the SP on consumers’ quality
Jjudgments, while preserving the lower SP’s ability to reduce
the perception of the monetary sacrifice. It has been demon-
strated that this lower SP also can reduce a consumer’s IRP.
Ironically, though dropping the SP may increase consumers’
perceptions of value, because of the lower sacrifice, it also
may reduce value perceptions because of lower quality per-
ceptions and a comparison with a new, reduced IRP. Thus,
the net effect of lowering the SP depends on the extent to
which consumers allow the SP to influence their quality per-
ceptions and IRP, an issue not addressed by prior research.

Another significant finding is that lowering the SP
appears to have a greater impact on consumers’ perceptions
of value than increasing the external reference price does.
That is, there appears to be an offsetting influence that con-
strains the effect of higher reference prices, but not of lower
SPs. This effect is plausible, however, only when consumers
have some basic knowledge of price ranges. That is, given
some knowledge of general price ranges, a decrease in an SP
will produce a greater effect than an identical increase in the
ARP. A question remains as to whether a floor exists for this
effect.

Managers should maximize the effect of the ARP on the
IRP and minimize the impact of the SP on the IRP. One way
to accomplish this is to differentiate the SP from the actual
value of the item as much as possible, striving to emphasize
that the SP is a unique offering, not reflective of “normal”
circumstances. [tems that appear on sale a good deal of the
time are likely to provide a greater impact of the SP on the
IRP. That is, a consumer’s IRP likely will approximate the
sale price after he or she repeatedly sees the item at that sale
price, and perceptions of value will not be affected greatly.

Limitations and Directions for Further Research

In this review, we examine a small group of variables
prominent in the literature. Other variables have been inves-
tigated (e.g., source credibility, store, brand) and, with addi-
tional data points, should be examined in subsequent
reviews. The lack of a significant effect for the level of the
external reference price on believability also may be due to
a limited number of effect sizes or to the alternative opera-
tionalizations of the price offer believability construct.
Additional research should explicitly incorporate the
simultaneous examination of ARP, SP, and their interac-
tions on the various dependent measures (e.g., 3 x 3 with an
absent level, two levels of increasing ARP, and two levels of
decreasing SP).6 In addition, research must address the

6We thank an anonymous reviewer for making this suggestion.
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effects of ARP relative to individual subjects’ IRPs (e.g.,
above, at-level, and below) using a pre- and postresearch
design.

Although public policy implications can be gleaned from
a meta-analysis that examines theory-testing research, there
is a need for research that specifically examines some of the
issues we raise with regard to potential deception. Studies
directly examining and measuring deception would be most
useful in determining the conditions in which comparative
price advertisements are more likely to deceive consumers.
One method that could be used to measure deception is to
measure specifically the shift in IRP in response to inflated
and fictitious levels of ARP.

Manipulations of involvement, knowledge, time pressure,
product type, level of advertising expenditure, and frequency
of comparative price advertising could help significantly in
understanding these variables’ effects on the likelihood of
deception. Understanding the effects of comparative adver-
tising in conditions of high versus low involvement would
provide a more comprehensive test of our conceptualization.

There is also a need for longitudinal investigation into the
longer-term effects of repeated exposure to comparative
price advertisements. Although the data hint at diminishing
returns, we simply do not know at this point whether con-
sumers become desensitized to ARPs over time. We expect
that comparative price advertising would lose its distinc-
tiveness over time if overused.

Prior research has attempted to distinguish between an
ARP supplied by a manufacturer (e.g., manufacturer’s sug-
gested list price) (Ahmed and Gulas 1989; Blair and Landon
1981; Liefeld and Heslop 1985) and one supplied by a
retailer/merchant (Lichtenstein and Bearden 1989). Because
these different reference prices evoke different levels of
source credibility, there is a need for a conceptual distinc-
tion between the source of the reference price claim and its
effect on price perceptions. One limitation of our meta-
analysis was that, due to a lack of studies, we could not
examine the role of different reference prices (or semantic
cues).

Other issues in need of further research include the effects
of brand and store image. What little research exists indi-
cates that these variables may have key roles in consumers’
responses and moderate the effects of reference price. The
exact nature and impact of these roles, however, cannot be
established currently. Additional research is needed to
incorporate the price—quality relationship in predicting and
understanding the effects of the reference and selling price.
Finally, this research also can be extended by including a
review of dissertation abstracts in the database of studies to
be examined.

References

Ahmed, Sadrudin A. and Gary M. Gulas (1982), “Consumers’ Per-
ception of Manufacturers’ Suggested List Price.” Psychological
Reports, 50 (2), S07-18.

Barnes, James G. (1975), “Factors [nfluencing Consumer Reaction
to Retail Newspaper ‘Sale’ Advertising,” in Combined Proceed-
ings of the American Marketing Association, Vol. 37, Edward
M. Mazze, ed. Chicago: American Marketing Association,
471-77.

Bearden, William O., Donald R. Lichtenstein, and Jesse E. Teel
(1984), “Comparison Price, Coupon, and Brand Effects on Con-
sumer Reactions to Retail Newspaper Advertisements,” Journal
of Retailing, 60 (Summer), 11-34.

Berkowitz, Eric N. and John R. Walton (1980), “Contextual Influ-
ences on Consumer Price Responses: An Experimental Analy-
sis,” Journal of Marketing Research, 17 (August), 349-58.

Biswas, Abhjit (1992), “The Moderating Role of Brand Familiar-

ity in Reference Price Perceptions,” Journal of Business
Research, 25 (3), 251-62.

and Edward A. Blair (1991), “Contextual Effects of Refer-
ence Prices in Retail Advertisements,” Journal of Marketing, 55
(July), 1-12.

, Elizabeth J. Wilson, and Jane W. Licata (1993), “Refer-
ence Pricing Studies in Marketing: A Synthesis of Research
Results,” Journal of Business Research, 27 (3), 239-56.

Blair, Edward A. and E. Laird Landon Jr. (1981), “The Effects of
Reference Prices in Retail Advertisements,” Journal of Market-
ing, 45 (Spring), 61-69.

Brown, Steven P. and Douglas M. Stayman (1992), “Antecedents
and Consequences of Attitude Toward the Ad: A Meta-Analy-
sis,” Journal of Consumer Research, 19 (June), 34-51.

Burton, Scot and Donald R. Lichtenstein (1988), “The Effect of Ad
Claims and Ad Context on Attitude Toward the Advertisement,”
Journal of Advertising, 17 (1), 3—-11.

Chapman, Joseph D. (1987), “The Impact of Discounts on Subjec-
tive Product Evaluations,” doctoral dissertation, Virginia Poly-
technic Institute and State University.

and Kent B. Monroe (1990), “The Framing Effects of
Alternative Price Promotions on Buyers® Subjective Product
Evaluations,” working paper, Department of Marketing, Ball
State University.

Colorado v. May Department Stores Co. (1990), 1990-2 Trade
Cas. (CCH) Par. 69, 163 (Colo. Dist. Ct.).

Compeau, Larry D., Dhruv Grewal, and Diana S. Grewal (1994),
“Adjudicating Claims of Deceptive Advertised Reference
Prices: The Use of Empirical Evidence,” Journal of Public Pol-
icy & Marketing, 14 (Fall), 52-62.

Cooper, Harris M. (1984), The Integrative Research Review: A
Systematic Approach. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications.

Della Bitta, Albert J., Kent B. Monroe, and John M. McGinnis
(1981), “Consumer Perceptions of Comparative Price Adver-

tisements,” Journal of Marketing Research, 18 (November),
416-27.

Diamond, William D. and Leland Campbell (1988). “The Framing
of Sales Promotions: Effects on Reference Price Change,”
Advances in Consumer Research, Vol. 16, Thomas Srull, ed.
Provo, UT: Association for Consumer Research, 241-47.

and Abhijit Sanyal (1990), “The Effect of Framing on the
Choice of Supermarket Coupons,” in Advances in Consumer
Research, Vol. 7, Marvin E. Goldberg, Gerald Gorn, and
Richard W. Pollay, eds. Provo, UT: Association for Consumer
Research, 488-93.

Dodds, William and Kent B. Monroe (1985), “The Effect of Brand
and Price Information on Subjective Product Evaluations,” in
Advances in Consumer Research, Vol. 2, E.C. Hirschman and
M.B. Holbrook, eds. Provo, UT: Association for Consumer
Research, 85-90.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



272 Comparative Price Advertising

. and Dhruv Grewal (1991), “The Effects of Price,
Brdnd and Store Information on Buyers’ Product Evaluations,”
Journal of Marketing Research, 28 (August), 307-19.

Emery, Fred (1970), “Some Psychological Aspects of Price,” in
Pricing Strategy, Bernard Taylor and Gordon Wills, eds. Prince-
ton, NJ: Brandon/Systems, 98—111.

Friedman, Hershey H., Phillip E. Weingarten, Linda W. Friedman,
and Ralph Gallay (1982), “The Effect of Various Price Mark-
downs on Consumers’ Ratings of a New Product,” Journal of
the Academy of Marketing Science, 10 (Fall), 432-37.

Fry, Joseph N. and Gordon H. McDougall (1974), “Consumer
Appraisal of Retail Price Advertisements,” Journal of Market-
ing, 38 (July), 64-67.

Gabor. Andre and Clive W.J. Granger (1961), “On the Price Con-
sciousness of Consumers,” Applied Statistics, 10 (November),
170-80.

Gotlieb, Jerry B. (1990), “Communicating Price-Quality Relation-
ships,” Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 20 (5), 404-23.

and Alan J. Dubinsky (1991), “Influence of Price on
Aspects of Consumers’ Cognitive Processes,” Journal of
Applied Psychology, 76 (4), 541-49.

and Cyndy T. Fitzgerald (1990), “An Investigation into the
Effects of Advertised Reference Prices on the Price Consumers
Are Willing to Pay for the Product,” Journal of Applied Business
Research, 6 (1), 59-69.

and Dan Sarel (1991a), “Comparative Advertising Effec-
tiveness: The Role of Involvement and Source Credibility,”
Journal of Advertising, 20 (1), 38-45.

and (1991b), “Effects of Price Advertisements on
Perceived Quality and Purchase Intentions,” Journal of Business
Research, 22 (3), 195-210.

and John E. Swan (1990), “An Application of the Elabora-
tion Likelihood Model,” Journal of the Academy of Marketing
Science, 18 (Summer), 221-28.

Grewal. Dhruv (1989), “The Effects of Intrinsic, Extrinsic Cues
and Reference Prices on Buyers’ Perceptions of Quality and
Value,” doctoral dissertation, Department of Marketing, Vir-
ginia Polytechnic Institute and State University.

and Larry D. Compeau (1992), “Comparative Price Adver-
tising: Informative or Deceptive?” Journal of Public Policy &
Marketing, 11 (Spring), 52-62.

, Kent B. Monroe, and R. Krishnan (1998), “The Effects
of Price Comparison Advertising on Buyers’ Perceptions of
Acquisition Value and Transaction Value,” Journal of Market-
ing. 62 (April), 46-59.

Gupta, Sunil and Lee G. Cooper (1992), “The Discounting of Dis-

counts and Promotion Thresholds,” Journal of Consumer
Research, 19 (December), 401-11.

Hedges, Larry V. and Ingram Olkin (1985). Statistical Methods for
Meta-Analysis. Orlando, FL: Academic Press.

Helson, Harry (1964), Adaptation Level Theory. New York:
Harper and Row.

Hunter, John E. and Frank L. Schmidt (1990), Methods of Meta-
Analvsis: Correcting Error and Bias in Research Findings.
Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications.

and Gregg B. Jackson (1982), Meta-Analysis:
Cunm/armg Research Findings Across Studies. Beverly Hills,
CA: Sage Publications.

Inman, I. Jeffrey, Leigh McAllister. and Wayne Hoyer (1990),
“Promotion Signal: Proxy for a Price Cut?” Journal of Con
sumer Research, 17 (June), 74-81.

Jacobson, Robert and Carl Obermiller (1990), “The Formation of
Expected Future Price: A Reference Price for Forward-Looking

Consumers,” Journal of Consumer Research, 16 (March),
420-32.

Jones, Edward E. and Keith E. Davis (1965), “From Acts to Dis-
positions: The Attribution Process in Person Perception,” in
Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, Vol. 2, Leonard
Berkowitz, ed. New York: Academic Press, 219-66.

Kahneman, Daniel and Amos Tversky (1979), “Prospect Theory:
An Analysis of Decision Under Risk,” Econometrica, 47
(March), 263-91.

Kalwani, Mahohar U. and Chi Kin Yim (1992), “Consumer Price
and Promotion Expectations: An Experimental Study” Journal
of Marketing Research, 29 (February), 90-100.

Kamins, Michael A. and Lawrence J. Marks (1988), “An Exami-
nation into the Effectiveness of Two-Sided Comparative Price
Appeals,” Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 16
(Summer), 64-71.

Kaufmann, Patrick J., N. Craig Smith, and Gwen Ortmeyer (1994),
“Deception in Retailer High-Low Pricing: A Rule of Reason
Approach,” Journal of Retailing, 70 (Summer), 115-38.

Keiser, Stephen E. and James R. Krum (1976), “Cénsumer Per-
ceptions of Retail Advertising with Overstated Savings,” Jour-
nal of Retailing, 52 (Fall), 27-37.

Kelley, Harold H. (1967), “Attribution Theory in Social Psychol-
ogy,” in Nebraska Symposium on Motivation, David Levine, ed.
Lincoln, NE: University of Nebraska Press, 192-238.

Klein, Noreen M. and Janet E. Oglethorpe (1987), “Cognitive Ref-
erence Points in Consumer Decision Making,” in Advances in
Consumer Research, Vol. 14, Melanie Wallendorf and Paul
Anderson, eds. Provo, UT: Association for Consumer Research,
183-87.

Kraft Inc. (1991), Docket No. 9208 (Jan. 30), 1991 FTC Lexis 38.

Leigh, James H. and P. Rajan Varadarajan (1991), “Consumers’
Behavioral Responses to Alternative Coupon Price Promotions:
A Field Study in a Fast Food Retailing Context,” in Proceedings
of the 1991 Symposium on Patronage Behavior and Retail Strat-
egy: The Cutting Edge II, William R. Darden, Robert F. Lusch
and J. Barry Mason, eds. Baton Rouge: Louisiana State Univer-
sity, 133-45.

Lichtenstein, Donald R. and William O. Bearden (1988), “An
Investigation of Consumer Evaluations of Reference Price Dis-
count Claims,” Journal of Business Research, 16 (2), [-12.

and (1989), “Contextual Influences on Perceptions
of Merchant-Supplied Reference Prices,” Journal of Consumer
Research, 16 (June), 55-66.

., Peter H. Bloch, and William C. Black (1988), “Correlates
of Price Acceptability,” Journal of Consumer Research, 15
(September), 243-52.

, Scot Burton, and Eric J. Karson (1991), “The Effect of
Semantic Cues on Consumer Perceptions of Reference Price
Ads,” Journal of Consumer Research, 18 (December), 380-91.

, and Bradley S. O'Hara (1988), Marl\etplace

Attnbuuons and Consumer Evaluations of Discount Claims,”
Psvchology and Marketing, 6 (Fall), 163-80.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Journal of Public Policy & Marketing 273

Liefield, John and Louise Heslop (1985), “Reference Prices and
Deception in Newspaper Advertising,” Journal of Consumer
Research, 11 (March), 868-76.

May Department Stores Co. v. Colorado (1993), 863 P.2d 967
(Colo. S. Ct.).

Mobley, Mary F., William O. Bearden, and Jesse E. Teel (1988),
“An Investigation of Individual Responses to Tensile Price
Claims,” Journal of Consumer Research, 15 (September),
273-79.

Monroe, Kent B. (1971), “Psychophysics of Price: A Reappraisal,”
Journal of Marketing Research, 8 (May), 248-51.

(1984), “Theoretical and Methodological Developments in
Pricing,” in Advances in Consumer Research, Vol. |1, Thomas
C. Kinnear, ed. Provo, UT: Association for Consumer Research,
636-37.

(1990), Pricing: Making Profitable Decisions, 2d ed. New
York: McGraw-Hill.

and Joseph D. Chapman (1987), “Framing Effects on
Buyer’s Subjective Product Evaluations,” in Advances in Con-
sumer Research, Vol. 14, Melanie Wallendorf and Paul Ander-
son, eds. Provo, UT: Association for Consumer Research,
193-97.

. Dhruv Grewal, and Larry D. Compeau (1991), “The Con-
cept of Reference Prices: Theoretical Justifications and
Research Issues,” working paper, Department of Marketing,
University of [llinois.

and R. Krishnan (1985), “The Effects of Price on Subjec-
tive Product Evaluations,” in Perceived Quality: How Con-
sumers View Stores and Merchandise, Jacob Jacoby and Jerry C.
Otson, eds. Lexington, MA: Lexington Books, 209-32.

Moore, David J. and Richard W. Olshavsky (1989}, “Brand Choice
and Deep Price Discounts,” Psychology and Marketing, 6 (Fall),
181-96.

Oglesby, Bobbie D. (1984), “Price and Semantic Cues’ Effect on
Perceived Quality and Attitude,” in Marketing Comes of Age,
David M. Klein and Allen E. Smith, eds. Boca Raton, FL:
Southern Marketing Association, 308-12.

Ozanne, Julie L., Merrie Brucks, and Dhruv Grewal (1992), “A
Study of Information Search Behavior During the Categoriza-
tion of New Products,” Journal of Consumer Research, 18
(March), 452-63.

Petty, Richard E. and John T. Cacioppo (1981), Attitudes and Per-
suasion: Classic and Contemporary Approaches. Dubuque, [A:
Wm. C. Brown Company Publishers.

Preston, Ivan L. (1992), “The Scandalous Record of Avoidable
Errors in Expert Evidence Offered in FTC and Lanham Act
Deceptiveness Cases,” Journal of Public Policy & Marketing,
t1 (Fall), 57-67.

Rajendran, K.N. and Gerard J. Tellis (1994), “Contextual and
Temporal Components of Reference Price,” Journal of Market-
ing, 58 (January), 22-34.

Raju, P.S. and Manoj Hastak (1983), “Consumer Response to
Deals: A Discussion of Theoretical Perspectives,” in Advances
in Consumer Research, Vol. 7, J. Olson, ed. Ann Arbor, MI:
Association for Consumer Research, 296-301.

Rao, Akshay and Kent B. Monroe (1989), “The Effect of Price,
Brand Name, and Store Name on Buyers’ Perceptions of Prod-
uct Quality: An Integrative Review,” Journal of Marketing
Research, 26 (August), 351-57.

Rosenthal, Robert (1984), Meta-Analvtic Procedures for Social
Research. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications.

and Ralph L. Rosnow (1984), Essentials of Behavioral
Research. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Sewall, Murphy A. and Michael H. Goldstein (1979), *“The Com-
parative Price Advertising Controversy: Consumer Perceptions
of Catalog Showroom Reference Prices,” Journal of Marketing,
43 (Summer), 82-92.

Sherif, Muzafer, Carolyn Sherif, and Carl 1. Hovland (1961),
Social Judgment: Assimilation and Contrast Effects in Commu-
nication and Attitude Change. New Haven, CT: Yale University
Press.

Stigler, George J. (1961), “The Economics of Information,” Jour-
nal of Political Economy, 69 (June), 213-25.

Szymanski, David M., Sundar G. Bharadwaj, and P. Rajan
Varadarajan (1993), “An Analysis of the Market Share—Prof-
itability Relationship,” Journal of Marketing, 57 (July), 1-18.

Thaler, Richard (1985), “Mental Accounting and Consumer
Choice,” Marketing Science, 4 (Summer), 199-214.

Tversky, Amos and Daniel Kahneman (1981). “The Framing of
Decisions and the Psychology of Choice,” Science, 211 (Sep-
tember), 453-58.

Urbany, Joel E., William O. Bearden, and Dan C. Weilbaker
(1988), “The Effect of Plausible and Exaggerated Reference
Prices on Consumer Perceptions and Price Search.” Journal of
Consumer Research, 14 (June), 95-110.

and Peter R. Dickson (1991), “Consumer Normal Price
Estimation,” Journal of Consumer Research, 18 (June), 45-51.

Varadarajan, P. Rajan (1986), “Consumers’ Behavioral Responses
to Coupon Price Promotions: An Empirical Inquiry,” in AMA
Educators' Proceedings, Vol. 52, Terence A. Shimp et al., eds.
Chicago: American Marketing Association, 211.

Zeithaml, Valarie A. (1988), “Consumers’ Perceptions of Price,
Quality, and Value: A Means-End Model and Synthesis of Evi-
dence.” Journal of Marketing. 52 (July), 2-22.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



