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EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Past research has shown that consumers have inconsistent 

preference over time in interdisciplinary areas such as behavioral 
decision making (e.g., Thaler 1981), self-control (e.g. Rachlin 1995), 
and delay of gratification (e.g., Mischel, Shoda, and Rodriguez 
1989). Construal-level theory (CLT, Liberman and Trope 1998; 
Trope and Liberman 2000, 2003) proposes that people’ preference 
is time-dependent due to their tendency to focus on different aspects 
of future events depending on the time frame. People put more 
weight on the desirability-related aspect of a distant future event 
and like options with high desirability, whereas they focus more 
on the feasibility-related aspect of a near future event and prefer 
options with high feasibility (Trope and Liberman 2003). As a 
result of this inconsistent preference over time, consumers might 
regret their choice, have lower satisfaction and not redeem their 
committed choice (Soman 2003). Thus, knowing how to overcome 
this preference inconsistency is crucial for both consumers and 
marketers. 

How can consumers overcome their preference inconsistency? 
Prior research has demonstrated some moderators which help people 
overcome their inconsistency such as practicing or planning distant-
future tasks in full detail (Gollwitzer 1999; Trope and Liberman 
2003), switching their attention away from the concrete qualities of 
the immediate temptation and focus on its abstract qualities in the 
long term (Baumeister and Heatherton 1996; Hoch and Lowenstein 
1991; Mischel, Shoda and Rodriguez 1989), and using two different 
mental simulations—process vs. outcome simulations (Zhao, 
Hoeffler, and Zauberman 2007). Our research extends research on 
preference consistency over time and proposes that introducing 
price information or simply increasing people’s price sensitivity 
leads to preference consistency over time due to the increased 
importance perception of product quality. We report findings from 
four experiments to support our predictions.

To test our proposed predictions, experiment 1 used two 
software packages from Zhao et al. (2007). We manipulated the 
prices of software packages as free of charge, $10, or $200. We 
replicated prior literature, illustrating that people have inconsistent 
preference over time for a free product (i.e., a higher preference for 
higher-desirability (feasibility) option in the distant (near) future). 
However, having price information (e.g., $10 and $200) increased 
preference towards the higher-desirability option in the near future 
which led to preference consistency over time. 

Experiment 2 aimed to generalize our findings to a different 
consumption situation (i.e., the choice of a desk) and test the 
mediating role of perceived quality importance. Again, we found 
that preference inconsistency obtained from no price conditions 
was overcome in the price conditions. Furthermore, our mediation 
analyses revealed that the perceived quality importance mediated 
the interactive effect of time and price on relative preference 
between two options. 

The objective of experiment 3 was to address an alternative 
process for the intertemporal preference consistency with price. 
One possible account is the pain of paying (Prelec and Loewenstein 
1998; Rick, Cryder, and Loewenstein 2008). One may argue that 
when people see the price information of a product, they might 
feel painful by realizing how much they have to pay to obtain the 
product. And it is this pain of paying that led to a desire to get the 
best features to make up for the cost. If this were true, the effect 
of price information on preference consistency over time should 

vanish if we remove the pain of paying. To test this idea, we used 
a scenario of winning a prize (e.g., a digital camera) from a lottery 
rather than paying for it themselves. Even for the prize product, 
we still found the intertemporal choice and preference consistency 
in price conditions as opposed to no price conditions. As long as 
people know the price of product, whether they purchase the product 
or obtain it as a prize does not matter. This finding suggests that 
the driver of the intertemporal preference consistency is not the 
pain of paying.

Although we replicated the effect of price on intertemporal 
preference in different product domains throughout experiments 
1 to 3, one may still claim that giving the same price information 
for two different products is problematic. Experiment 4 intended 
to address this issue by having participants to be sensitized to 
price, instead of providing a specific price. To manipulate price 
sensitivity, we used two surveys—purchase history (e.g., listing 
their purchase items and prices) and price surveys (e.g., indicating 
their WTPs for three products). We expect that this manipulation 
would make participants more sensitive to price and cause them to 
process the descriptions of products in a similar way as they have 
price information. Thus, even though they do not have the price 
information of the target products (i.e., restaurants), we believe, 
the price sensitivity manipulation will give rise to intertemproal 
preference consistency. The results of experiment 4 showed that 
participants who were sensitized to price were more likely to be 
consistent in their choice and preference over time than those who 
were not.

Taken together, our findings showed that including price 
information leads to preference consistency across near future 
and distant future. Across four experiments, we obtained the same 
results in different product domains (e.g., software, desk, digital 
camera, and restaurant), and showed increased perception of quality 
importance as the underlying mechanism. Further, we demonstrated 
that this effect held for an extremely low or high price (experiment 
1), just a regular price (experiment 2), a price that people actually 
didn’t need to pay out of their own pocket and thus did not incur 
personal pain of paying (experiment 3), or when no specific price 
information was even given other than the fact that people’s price 
sensitivity was increased (experiment 4).

We believe that this research make several important 
contributions. First, it contributes to extend our understanding of the 
underlying mechanism for inducing preference or choice consistency 
over time by demonstrating that price information itself or price 
sensitivity helps people make consistent decision, which may reduce 
their regret from their choice and increase their satisfaction. Second, 
contrary to previous literature on framing effects in pricing which 
has shown preference reversals, this research illustrates a positive 
role of price by making people consider desirability information 
(e.g., the quality of a product) even if the decision is for near future. 
Thus, price information can be a useful cue which induces decision 
consistency over time.
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