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Abstract
Pay-What-You-Want (PWYW), is a pricing strategy increasingly applied in many different industries, both profitable and not. 
This study aims to identify influential cited works in PWYW research, determine the current status, and indicate the extent 
to which influential works have shaped the field addressing this concern, a set of bibliometric analyses conducted in this 
paper. The analysis was carried out on 136 research papers published between 2009 and 2022 have been analyzed based on 
Web of Science Core Collection (WoS) results. In order to identify the most cited authors and works, the co-citation analysis 
was applied. To scrutinize the intellectual structure of the field, bibliometric coupling was applied, to show the network 
structure of the themes, co-word analysis was applied. Building upon the results, this study suggests future research paths.
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Introduction

In today's markets where competition is increasing day by 
day, companies apply alternative price strategies to stay 
competitive. Since Kim, Natter, and Span first introduced 
the Pay-What-You-Want (PWYW) concept in 2009, it has 
been applied by many companies and researched by global 
scholars. As a pricing strategy PWYW allows customers to 
pay any price, including zero, while not allowing the seller 
to withdraw the offer (Kim et al. 2009). Even though the 
possibility of zero payment, research proved that the PWYW 
pricing system is profitable (Chen et al. 2017).

Research on PWYW mainly focuses on the factors that 
cause non-zero payments. We have evidence from altru-
ism (Böhm and Regner 2013), gender (Rennung and Göritz 
2016), contribution to the social responsibility of the seller 
(Nelson and Brown 2010), fairness, income (Gneezy et al. 
2012), satisfaction (Schons et al. 2013), lower price sensi-
tivity (Kim et al. 2009), and contributing to a charity pur-
pose through the purchase (Gneezy et al. 2012), are among 

buyer-related factors that impact payment magnitude. It is 
also well known that several seller characteristics explain 
non-zero payments, including monopoly status (Chao et al. 
2015), organizational reputation (Hofmann et al. 2020), 
sharing revenues with a charity (Stel et al. 2008), and offer-
ing a minimum price.

There are two streams of research on the predictors of 
non-zero payments under the PWYW strategy, including 
consumer and seller-related factors. For example, across 
three experiments, Gneezy et al. (2012) found that identity 
and self-image concerns are essential predictors of payment 
amount under PWYW. Evidence also showed that avoiding 
guilt, a sense of fairness, customer satisfaction, and income 
impact customer behavior (Kunter 2015). The personal 
relationship is also effective on the payment amount. In a 
laboratory experiment, Hofmann et al. (2020) found that 
customers pay more when they closely know each other 
and are observed by someone else. Similarly, Roy and Das 
(2022) found that external influence with the low arousal 
music affects PWYW payment magnitude positively, and 
high arousal music motivates customers negatively in terms 
of higher payment.

The study structurally consists of the following stages. 
In “Methodology” section, the methodological aspect of the 
article is explained. Specifically, the study's research ques-
tions, the bibliometric method, and the protocol followed in 
applying this method are included. “Results” section pre-
sents the analysis results and the science mapping of the 
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literature about PWYW. It specifically includes the results 
of co-citation, bibliographic coupling, and co-word analy-
sis. Finally, in “Conclusions” section, the point of the study 
that deserves particular interest and the conclusions of the 
analysis will be made. Specifically, potential areas for future 
research on the issue of PWYW will be discussed.

Pay What You Want

The PWYW pricing strategy is profitable. In their studies, 
Chao et al. (2019) in which they investigated the effect of 
identifying any minimum payment requirement, compared 
two pricing strategies (uniform pricing and PWYW pricing) 
and found that the firm using the PWYW system also made a 
profit, even though the firm using the fixed price made more 
profit than the firm using the PWYW pricing.

Research shows that demographic factors also matter in 
the payment amount. Santana and Morwitz (2021) discussed 
the role of gender on payment amount, and throughout four 
studies, they found that women pay more than men. Product 
type is an influential factor in the payment amount. Weistein 
et al. (2019) investigated how a reference price affects the 
PWYW payment amount in hedonic and utilitarian product 
types. They found that in the absence of a reference price, 
the amount of payment increased in hedonic products, while 
the amount of payment decreased in utilitarian products. 
Payment visibility, time, or price recommendation are also 
adequate for the payment amount. Christopher and Machado 
(2019) studied four influential factors (price visibility, pay-
ment recipient, payment time, and price recommendation) in 
the payment amount of the PWYW pricing system through 
consumers' prosocial and self-interest motives. In certain 
product types, membership is an influential factor in pay-
ment amount; Gravert (2017) identified that members of a 
book store pay more than non-members.

It is striking that studies on PWYW are applied in differ-
ent fields (Cui and Wiggins 2017; Kukla-Gryz and Zagór-
ska 2017; Mendoza-Abarca and Mellema 2016; Narwal 
and Nayak 2019; Schröder et al. 2015). This differentia-
tion makes it challenging to look at the field from a general 
perspective. This study addresses this issue by an in-depth 
examination of studies related to the field with the help of 
bibliometric analysis.

Bibliometric analysis reveals a general view of the studies 
that have been done and published on a subject or concept 
(Baumgartner and Pieters 2003; Fereira et al. 2014). Moreo-
ver, bibliometric methods mapping the data obtained from 
scientific databases, reveal the structural situations in the 
related field (Boyack and Klavans 2010).

Methodology

Since PWYW is a profitable payment system (Chao et al. 
2019), it can assume that this pricing mechanism can be 
a critical strategy for many organizations. For actors who 
want to use/research this pricing system, the existing stud-
ies in the field of PWYW must first be determined. Then, it 
should be stated what the intellectual structure and emerging 
literature trends are, and finally, what kind of work can do to 
improve the PWYW payment magnitude in the future. Since 
no literature analysis or reviews on the field has conducted 
to date, this study aims to contribute to this gap by asking 
the following research questions.

• RQ 1 What is the current publication trend, most influ-
ential articles, and journals in PWYW?

• RQ 2 What is the intellectual structure of current 
research?

• RQ 3 a. What are the themes associated with a particular 
line of research?

  b. What are the potential areas for future research?

Based on the research questions, a bibliometric analysis 
will be conducted. The bibliometric analysis uses for inter-
preting unstructured data and mapping out how these areas 
have evolved (Verma and Gustafsson 2020). In this way, it 
provides information for researchers and users who want to 
learn in the field of PWYW to look at the field from a gen-
eral perspective and learn about new research areas (Donthu 
et al. 2021).

This study collects and analyzes bibliometric data on 
PWYW studies for review. For this purpose, the SPAR-4-
SLR protocol was used (Paul et al. 2021).

In the first step of the search, the phrase "pay what you*" 
was used. The search was conducted among author key-
words, keyword plus, titles, and abstracts; 1074 results were 
listed. Keywords alone could be used for the search, but 
some journals do not contain keywords in their publications. 
Each author carefully examined the relevant literature publi-
cations to identify the keywords that allowed the research to 
be carried out. Then with the keywords "pay what you want" 
or "pay as you wish" or "pay as you like" or "pay what you 
will" or "pay as you will" or "pay what you can" or "name 
your own price", the search reconducted. In order to increase 
the validity of the terms (Chabowski et al. 2013), the exact 
search was carried out by all authors with an unbiased eye.

In order to reach the complete results with the keywords, 
both Scopus and WoS databases were examined. Similar 
results were obtained in both databases. However, there were 
too many unrelated publications among the results from the 
Scopus database. WoS database was used because it would 



Bibliometric research of the Pay-What-You-Want Topic  

make the data more reliable. Additionally, the WoS core 
collection is a very comprehensive database for researchers 
(Baier-Fuentes et al. 2021), due to its ability to present data 
from many databases, such as SSCI (the Social Sciences 
Citation Index), SCIE (the Science Citation Index Expanded 
the Science Citation Index Expanded), ESCT (the Emerging 
Sources Citation Index). It has been used as a data source in 
many studies until today (Adler and Sarstedt 2021; Ghorbani 
et al. 2021; Kumar et al. 2019; Li et al. 2019; Rathi et al. 
2022).

The results have limited the types of documents to arti-
cles, review articles, and early access. Since "Pay What You 
Want" was first used as a term by Kim and his colleagues 
in 2009, publications from 2008 and earlier years were sub-
tracted from the results (See Fig. 1).

The research was carried out through publications in Eng-
lish. Since PWYW is a pricing system, results are limited 

to categories on this issue. Categories such as medicine, 
engineering, etc. were omitted from the results (See Fig. 2).

Results were double-checked by each author. Because 
some publications may be featured more than once, or there 
may be problems with authors' names. The authors' names, 
titles, and abstracts in the results were checked one by one 
to eliminate these possibilities. Then, data ready for analysis 
was obtained.

Articles, review articles, and early access were included 
in the study, and other publication types were excluded from 
the results. Articles are included because they have consid-
ered with the peer review system (Kumar et al. 2022; Paul 
et al. 2021).

A bibliometric analysis approach was adopted for the 
analysis of the 136 results obtained. The bibliometric analy-
sis approach is frequently used by researchers (Ellegaard and 
Wallin 2015) in systematic reviews in the fields of business 

Figure 1 Procedure of the study based on the SPAR-4-SLR Protocol. 
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Fig. 1  Procedure of the study based on the SPAR-4-SLR Protocol
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and management, as it allows objective evaluations (Baker 
et al. 2020; Donthu et al. 2021).

In order to answer the research questions, the following 
bibliometric analysis were applied in this study; for RQ1, 
co-citation, for RQ2, bibliometric coupling, for RQ 3a, co-
occurrence (= > co-word).

The research was conducted using one of the most com-
monly used software (Pan et al. 2018), VoSviewer version 
1.6.18, to identify clusters and their reference networks. 
VoSviewer is an effective open-source software for creating 
bibliometric maps and provides a graphical representation 
of the results obtained (Van Eck and Waltman 2010; Walt-
man et al. 2010).

Results

Co‑citation analysis

For research question 1, the most cited authors and most 
cited studies were identified by co-citation analysis. Co-
citation analysis uses citation dynamics to link documents, 
authors, or journals (Zupic and Čater 2015).

In the study, co-citation analysis was performed on 136 
articles about PWYW. It examined co-citation pairs among 
the most cited works, with three or more citations in analy-
sis. The list of the most cited authors can be seen in Table 1, 
and the list of most cited studies can be seen in Table 2. 
Tables 1 and 2 show the most cited authors and researchers 
in the field of PWYW and express their contributions to 

shaping the field. It can be observed that the results obtained 
in Table 1 match those obtained in Table 2.

Although the issue of PWYW is relatively new, it is unde-
niable that quite research has been done until today. Consid-
ering the results, it stands out that the author who has done 
the most cited work is Kim (2009) and her colleagues' study 
(Kim et al. 2009) (see Table 1 and 2). Since Kim and her 
colleagues are the first scholars to mention the issue, this 
result can be expected. Additionally, three of her and her 
colleagues' works are included in the top list of the most 
cited articles (Kim et al. 2009, 2014a, b).

The second most cited author is Gneezy, A. in Table 1 
and their work (in Table 2) still seems to influence the area 
(Gneezy et al. 2012). Gneezy has a powerful influence in the 
field, as her work with her friends in 2010 also ranks third 
in Table 2 (Gneezy et al. 2010).

Regner is the third most cited author in Table 1, and his 
study with Traxler (Regner and Traxler 2012) is ranked as 
the fourth most cited work in Table 2.

The Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 
include the second most cited article, Gneezy et al. (2012), 
which examined the role of identity and self-image on 
PWYW.

The third most cited work is in the Science; Gneezy 
et al. (2010) studied the issue of PWYW regarding social 
responsibility.

Overall, in Table 1, 28 authors listed were cited at least 
19 times. In Table 2, 19 articles are listed which were cited 
at least 17 times. All these authors in Tables 1 and 2 have 
contributed to shaping the PWYW literature.

Fig. 2  Science categories of the PWYW 
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The first journal to publish on the issue of PWYW was 
the Journal of Marketing; Kim et al. (2009) first mentioned 
the issue as a new price mechanism in which the customers 
have the initiative.

Table 3 shows the list of journals contributed to the field 
PWYW. According to Table 3, the journal with the high-
est number of articles on PWYW is the Journal of Busi-
ness Research, with 13 articles. Journal Of Behavioral and 
Experimental Economics is the second in publications with 
12 articles. After JBEE, the number of articles published 
by journals is halved. Journal of Revenue and Pricing Man-
agement and Management Journal are the third with the 6 
articles.

There are some contradicts between most cited authors 
and most published journals. In Table 2, the work of Kim 
et al. (2009) is most cited in the Journal of Marketing, how-
ever there are two articles in this journal about the issue 
PWYW.

On the other hand, when Tables 2 and 3 evaluate together, 
there seems a balance in terms of citation. For example, 
the most frequently cited journal is the Journal of Business 
Research with three articles; Johnson and Cui (2013) worked 
on the external reference price for the payment amount. 
Kunter (2015) studied the customers' motivation factors. Roy 
(2015) discussed the effect of internal and external reference 
prices on PWYW. At the same JBR has the maximum num-
ber of articles published in PWYW. Similarly, the second 
most frequently cited journal is the Journal of Behavioral 
and Experimental Economics, with two articles (Chao et al. 
2015; Soulea and Madriga 2015). The Journal of Revenue 
and Pricing Management is also the third in Table 3.

Bibliographic coupling

For research question 2, the intellectual structure of current 
research was scrutinized by bibliographic coupling. Since 
the PWYW issue is relatively new, there could be some sub-
fields not cited enough (Vogel and Güttel 2013). That is why 
bibliometric coupling analysis was conducted for mapping 
research fronts and smaller subfields (Zupic and Čater 2015) 
that are not cited enough to make a calculable link by co-
citation analysis.

In order to determine the intellectual structure of the field, 
the most cited documents, authors, institutes, and countries 
in the field were determined with bibliometric Coupling 
analysis (See Figs. 3, 4, 5).

In Fig. 3, the most cited documents are Kim et al. (2009), 
Gneezy et al. (2010),and Gneezy et al. (2012). These results 
are consistent with the co-citation analysis shown in Table 2. 
However, in terms of the most cited authors, the first three 
names are Kim (2009), Gneezy (2010), and Gneezy (2012). 
These results are slightly different compared to Table 2 
because, unlike co-citation, bibliographic coupling uses the 
number of references that two documents share (Vogel and 
Güttel 2013).

Table 4 shows the country list of the PWYW. Accord-
ingly, the USA (Chao et al. 2019; Santana and Morwitz 
2021; Tudon 2015) and Germany (Bitsch et al. 2020; Kim 
et al. 2009, 2014b) are the countries that contributed to the 
field most. India, Australia, England, and China are other 
countries that have the documents most.

In terms of the institute (See Table 5), the university that 
has the most influence in shaping the field is Curtin Univer-
sity (Rabbanee et al. 2022; Roy, et al. 2021), University of 

Table 1  Most cited author in 
PWYW literature

No Author Citations Strength No Author Citations Strength

1 Kim, J. Y 158 1846 15 Soule, C. A. A 26 381
2 Gneezy, A 138 1663 16 Kahneman, D 30 369
3 Regner, T 94 1250 17 Mazumdar, T 26 360
4 Riener, G 53 750 18 Schons, I. M 23 350
5 Roy, R 46 666 19 Leon, F. J 23 338
6 Schmidt, K. M 43 594 20 Spann, M 28 333
7 Johnson, J. W 42 582 21 Chao, Y 26 329
8 Jung, M. H 33 494 22 Mak, V 21 319
9 Fehr, E 37 470 23 Azar, O. H 23 309
10 lynn, M 31 458 24 Greiff, M 19 291
11 Gautier, A. A 32 436 25 Rabin, M 19 274
12 Kunter, M 29 401 26 Cialdini, R. B 20 256
13 Jang, H 26 388 27 Heyman, J 19 239
14 Ariely, D 26 383 28 Charness, G 19 229
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Table 2  Most cited articles in PWYW literature

No Author(s) Year Title Citations Strength Journals

1 Kim, J. Y., Natter, M., and Spann, 
M

2009 Pay what you want: A new partici-
pative pricing mechanism

90 733 Journal of Marketing

2 Gneezy, A., Gneezy, U., Riener, G., 
and Nelson, L. D

2012 Pay what you want, identity, and 
self-signaling in markets

67 628 PNAS

3 Gneezy, A., Gneezy, U., Nelson, L. 
D., and Brown, A

2010 Shared Social Responsibility: A 
Field Experiment in Pay What 
You Want Pricing and Charitable 
Giving

62 558 Science

4 Riener, G. And Traxler, C 2012 Norms, moods, and free lunch: 
Longitudinal evidence on pay-
ments from a Pay What You 
Want restaurant

47 480 The Journal of Socio-Economics

5 Kim, J. Y., Kaufmann, K., and 
Stegemann, M

2014 The impact of buyer–seller rela-
tionships and reference prices on 
the effectiveness of the pay what 
you want pricing mechanism

42 442 Marketing Letters

6 Regner, T., and Barria, J. A 2009 Do consumers pay voluntarily? 
The case of online music

51 437 Journal of Economic Behavior & 
Organization

7 Johnson, J. W. and Cui, A. P 2013 To influence or not to influence: 
External reference price strate-
gies in pay what you want pricing

41 429 Journal of Business Research

8 Schmidt, K. M., Spann, M., and 
Zeithammer, R

2015 Pay What You Want as a Market-
ing Strategy in Monopolistic and 
Competitive Markets

39 399 Management Science

9 Gautier, P. A. and Klaauw, B. V. D 2012 Selection in a field experiment 
with voluntary participation

32 312 Journal of Applied Econometrics

10 Kunter, M 2015 Exploring the Pay What You Want 
payment motivation

29 300 Journal of Business Research

11 Jang, H and Chu, W 2012 Are Consumers Acting Fairly 
Toward Companies? An Exami-
nation of Pay What You Want 
Pricing

25 280 Journal of Macromarketing

12 Soulea, C. A. A. and Madriga, M 2015 Anchors and norms in anonymous 
pay what you want pricing 
contexts

26 276 Journal of Behavioral and Experi-
mental Economics

13 Schons, L. M., et al 2014 There is nothing permanent except 
change analyzing individual price 
dynamics in pay what you want 
situations

23 265 Springer Science

14 Leon, F. J., Noguera, J. A., and 
Sanchez, J. T

2012 How much would you like to pay? 
Trust, reciprocity and prosocial 
motivations in El trato

23 240 Social Science Information

15 Mak, V., Zwic, R., Rao, A. R., and 
Pattaratanakuna, J. A

2015 Pay what you want as threshold 
public good provision

18 209 Organizational Behavior and Human 
Decision Processes

16 Ariely, D. Bracha, A., and Meier, S 2009 Doing Good or Doing Well? Image 
Motivation and Monetary Incen-
tives in Behaving Prosaically

19 200 Psychol Mark

17 Chao, Y., Fernandez, J., and 
Nahata, B

2015 Pay what you want pricing: Can it 
be profitable?

20 195 Journal of Behavioral and Experi-
mental Economics

18 Roy, R 2015 An Insight into Pay what you want 
Pricing

16 194 Journal of Business Research

19 Kim, J. Y., Natter, M., and Spann, 
M

2014 Sampling, discounts or pay what 
you want: Two field experiments

17 184 International Journal of Research in 
Marketing
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California (Jung et al. 2016), Goethe University Frankfurt 
(Kim et al. 2009; Natter and Kaufmann 2015), and Munich 
University (Riener and Traxler 2012; Schmidt et al. 2015).

Co‑word analysis

In order to answer research question 3a, a co-word analy-
sis was performed. Co-word analysis shows the network 
of themes that express the conceptual structure of a field 
and the relationships in this network (Börner et al. 2003). If 
words are used frequently in the document, there is a close 
relationship between these words and other related concepts 
(Zupic and Čater 2015).

In order to avoid different spelling or writing of the same 
word or phrases, keywords were carefully examined, and 
different forms were corrected and rewritten as a single 
form. For example, it was observed that the word string 
"pay what you want" was written as "pay-what-you-want" 
or PWYW, and all of these forms were rewritten as "pay 
what you want".

PWYW is a pricing strategy, which can be seen in Fig. 6. 
Additionally, it stands out that the primary concern in this 
pricing strategy is to determine the factors that affect the 

amount of payment. For example, existing of internal–exter-
nal reference prices (Gross et al. 2021; Rabbanee et al. 2022; 
Roy et  al. 2021), information (Carter and Curry 2010; 
Feldhaus et al. 2019), altruism (Mak et al. 2015; Proeger 
and Blankenberg 2017; Sharma and Nayak 2020), fairness 
(Sleesman and Conlon 2017; Tripathi and Pandey 2019).

Figure 6 shows the themes of these 136 articles. It can be 
observed that, in terms of methodology in PWYW, mainly 
the field experiment model is using (Kahsay and Samahita 
2015; Ma et al. 2022; Park et al. 2017; Proeger and Blank-
enberg 2017).

As it is one of the primary methods of science mapping 
and visualization (Thijs et al. 2013), this study contributed 
to the science mapping of PWYW by bibliometric analy-
sis. Until 2012 PWYW research remained scarce, with a 
minimum number of publications. Only three articles are 
published (see Fig. 7). However, since then, the publication 
number has been increasing. So, it can be assumed that the 
PWYW issue is an emerging field and a considerable num-
ber of areas that need to be researched.

This study analyzed co-citation, bibliographic coupling, 
and co-word analysis of research on PWYW and showed 
how the field had been shaped until now.

Table 3  Top journal list of the PWYW 

No Journal Record count

1 JOURNAL OF BUSINESS RESEARCH 13
2 JOURNAL OF BEHAVIORAL AND EXPERIMENTAL ECONOMICS 12
3 JOURNAL OF REVENUE AND PRICING MANAGEMENT 6
4 MANAGEMENT SCIENCE 6
5 MARKETING LETTERS 5
6 MARKETING SCIENCE 5
7 JOURNAL OF RETAILING AND CONSUMER SERVICES 3
8 MARKETING INTELLIGENCE PLANNING 3
9 APPLIED ECONOMICS LETTERS 2
10 ASIA PACIFIC JOURNAL OF MARKETING AND LOGISTICS 2
11 ECONOMICS LETTERS 2
12 JOURNAL OF ECONOMIC BEHAVIOR ORGANIZATION 2
13 JOURNAL OF ECONOMICS MANAGEMENT STRATEGY 2
14 JOURNAL OF MARKETING 2
15 JOURNAL OF MARKETING RESEARCH 2
16 JOURNAL OF RETAILING 2
17 JOURNAL OF THE ACADEMY OF MARKETING SCIENCE 2
18 MANAGEMENT MARKETING CHALLENGES FOR THE KNOWLEDGE SOCIETY 2
19 PROCEEDINGS OF THE NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES OF THE USA 2
20 ACCOUNTING PERSPECTIVES 1
21 ASIA PACIFIC JOURNAL OF OPERATIONAL RESEARCH 1
22 AUSTRALASIAN MARKETING JOURNAL 1
23 B E JOURNAL OF THEORETICAL ECONOMICS 1
24 BERICHTE UBER LANDWIRTSCHAFT 1
25 BUSINESS HORIZONS 1
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Conclusion

This study provides a potential basis for future research-
ers interested in this field whose papers have contributed to 
shaping the field of PWYW. And with this aspect, it tried to 
answer the research question 3b.

The first thing that stands out in PWYW studies is that the 
field has not been adequately evaluated regarding marketing 
theories. For example, Gneezy et al. (2012) discussed the 
issue from the perspective of social norm theory. Accord-
ingly, if unselfish behaviors are essential in the markets, 
how does this situation work in actually? And they found, 
at least in part, that people want to maintain their sense of 
being good and fair. However, if the subject is considered 
with the Social Dilemmas Theory (SDT) (Dawes 1980), it is 
possible to obtain different results. Future researchers may 
consider the issue from the view of SDT because, accord-
ing to SDT, individuals gain a higher income when she/
he makes a choice individually compared to a collaborative 
social choice.

In his study investigating the effects of the presence of 
IRP (Internal Reference Price) on the willingness to pay, 
Roy (2015) emphasized that this might be a result of adap-
tation level theory (Helson 1964) and assimilation-contrast 

theory (Sherif and Houland 1964). In his study, he con-
cluded that the presence of IRP reduces the willingness 
to pay. However, this situation can also be evaluated with 
Construal Level Theory (CLT) and different results can be 
obtained. Because, according to CLT (Trope and Liberman 
2010), when people try to make decisions about the future 
or try to understand the thoughts of others, they do so by 
remembering their past experiences, making predictions 
about the future, or calculating the reactions of others.

Various methodologies can be used in a literature review 
of a field. Future studies may focus on other models (like 
systematic literature reviews or meta-analyses). In particular, 
the meta-analysis approach will help determine the quanti-
tative structures (Maseeh et al. 2021) of the studies in the 
field. Because determining which antecedents and mediators 
(if any) are influential on payment amount are used in the 
studies and how the relationship between these variables is 
examined will make an essential contribution to shaping the 
field (Jaramillo et al. 2005).

In terms of testing variables, both quantitative and quali-
tative methods can be used. The analysis results show that 
the variables in PWYW were generally tested by the field 
experiment method. Although field experiment is a very 
valid and effective method to test this kind of relationship, 

Fig. 3  Most cited documents
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the fact that many different variables can be examined in the 
field requires diversification of the methodology. For exam-
ple, the effects of the part-time or full-time employment sta-
tus of customers on the amount of payment can be tested by 
field experiments and survey methods. This may be in the 
form of verification/falsification of the structures applied 
field experiment by survey, or sometimes verification/falsifi-
cation of the variables applied survey by field experiment. In 
his study, Roy (2015) investigated the effect of "satisfaction" 
on the amount of payment with the survey method. Future 
researchers could test these or similar effects in a laboratory 
setting or by observing real customers in the field.

Given that PWYW is a pricing strategy, researchers can 
focus on more interdisciplinary factors. The effects of differ-
ent antecedents on the payment amount can be researched in 
different sectors. For example, the effects of psychological 

factors (hope, trust, etc.), sociological factors (shopping 
trends in the region, education level of customers, etc.), or 
economic conditions of consumers (work-income status, 
etc.) can be investigated.

As a pricing strategy, PWYW seems profitable. However, 
it can be argued that even though people can pay more when 
they are informed about the impact of their payment, it is 
still less profitable than posted prices (Schmidt et al. 2015). 
Since the competitive advantage of the PWYW pricing 
strategy can be mentioned as there is a risk of elimination 
from the market for sellers using posted price (Gneezy et al. 
2010), the best pricing strategy may be using the PWYW 
and posted price together. For example, to attract custom-
ers' attention, the PWYW pricing system can apply to some 
basic products, and posted pricing mechanism can apply to 
higher-cost products.

In PWYW studies, mainly two research styles come 
forward. Some studies have investigated the effects of an 
existing situation on the amount of payment (gender, age, 
education). For example, Santana and Morwitz (2021) stud-
ied the effect of gender on the payment amount. The result 
of their study shows the current situation. However, some 
studies aim to increase the amount of payment by manipula-
tions applied to the antecedents. For example, Hoffman et al. 
(2020) discussed the "closeness effect" in their study. They 
observed that buyers pay more when they are close to other 
buyers during payment.

Managers can focus on identifying the main situation 
because it is vital to create strategies according to this. 
However, the intervention to the independent variable is 
also critical because it will allow the managers to intervene 
in possible problems in the work process. For example, a 
manager can determine the product group he wants to sell 
by examining the existing structure. After the structure is 
created, it can examine the variables that will increase the 
payment amount and determine its strategies according to 
this structure.

This bibliometric analysis has a few limitations. First, 
although the data has been meticulously studied, all the data 

Table 4  Country list of the PWYW 

No Country Document Citations Strength

1 Germany 29 728 12,162
2 USA 37 863 12,094
3 India 9 29 5059
4 Australia 8 81 4683
5 England 7 75 2885
6 China 7 20 2472
7 Spain 5 57 2367
8 South Korea 5 61 2351
9 Portugal 4 10 1772
10 New Zealand 3 24 1623
11 Sweden 2 18 1345
12 Thailand 2 23 1345
13 Netherlands 3 141 1309
14 Brazil 2 2 1185
15 Canada 2 1 1153
16 Poland 2 2 986
17 Austria 2 17 707
18 Switzerland 2 75 568

Table 5  Top Institute list of the 
PWYW 

No Institute Document Citations Strength

1 Curtin University 6 71 1213
2 Bond University 3 13 852
3 University of California Berkeley 5 378 638
4 Goethe University Frankfurt 4 297 594
5 University of Munich 4 101 536
6 Kent State University 5 84 516
7 University of California San Diego 4 341 510
8 Max Planck Institute for Chemical Ecology 3 213 377
9 University of Louisville 4 59 343
10 University of North Carolina 3 14 145
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obtained for the study includes articles published in English. 
However, other articles may be published in other languages 
and contribute to the field. Secondly, keywords, titles, and 

abstracts are used for the searching criteria, but some publi-
cations did not use the word "Pay-What-You-Want" in these 
parts, but it may still be related to the field. Hence, some 

Fig. 6  Themes of the PWYW 
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articles were missed. Finally, the data was obtained from 
the WoS database in this study. Although WoS is one of the 
most comprehensive databases in the world in terms of pub-
lications, analyses including other databases (like Scopus or 
Dimensions) can use in order to obtain more de facto results.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attri-
bution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, adapta-
tion, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long 
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, 
provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes 
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the article's Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
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