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The Influence of Product Price and Time Press on the Consumer Confusion

of Percent Differences
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Abstract

The present study aimed to investigate the factors influencing the occurrence of consumer confusion of percent

differences. A total of 186 college students participated in this study. The results were as follows: (1) For Chinese

subjects the consumer confusion appeared but it’s influenced by time pressure and product price. (2) Under the

condition of limited time the consumer confusion of percent differences appeared; whereas under the condition of

sufficient time the confusion was not found. (3) Under the condition of low price product the consumer confusion

of percent differences appeared but under the condition of high price product the confusion did not occur.
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