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ABSTRACT

This study was intended to investigate the influences that consumer’s price sensitivity, bundle
discount type, and price level of the male cosmetics have on consumer attitude. The design of
this research was comprised of 2x2x2 mixed design studies. The first element was high price sen-
sitivity vs. low sensitivity, the second element was the bundle discount type (mixed leader vs.
mixed-joint), and the third element was the price level of male cosmetics (high-price brand vs.
low-price brand). The results of this study showed that price sensitivity, bundle discount type and
price level of male cosmetic had a statistically significant interaction effect on the consumer’s qual-
ity perception. The quality perception of low-cost brands for high price sensitivity/mixed-joint
bundle group was low. The quality perception of low-cost brands for mixed-leader bundled
groups did not change significantly even when the price sensitivity became higher. However, it
can be seen as the same result that the overall value is higher when suggested the price in-
formation in Mixed-leader bundle than Mixed-joint bundle. In particular, this study suggests that
price information should be presented in mixed-leader bundles for high price sensitivity and low
cast brands.

Key words: bundle discount type(HHEZUF3), male cosmetics('F7 84 F), price level(7FHH 5 F),
price sensitivity(7}4 R 7 %E), purchasing behavior(7-7 8 &)
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(Table 1) list of measurement for price sensitivity

list of measurement

1. In general, the price of buying cosmetic is important to me

2. I am willing to do to extra effort to find the lower prices.

3. I will shop at more than store to take cost-benefit of low prices.

4. T will purchase a product that does not exceed the amount expected when shopping cosmetic.
5. if rising price of cosmetic that i want, I will not buy it.

6. if i think the price of cosmetic is expensive, 1 will dither to buy it.

(Table 2> Bundle discount type

Bundle discount type Typical frame
Mixed-leader bundle “Pay $X for B when you buy A at the normal price”
Mixed-joint bundle “Pay $Y when you buy both A and B”

{Table 3> list of measurement for quality perception

list of measurement

1. The bundled cosmetic appears to be of great quality.
2. The bundled cosmetic appears to be reliable.
3. The bundled cosmetic appears to be outstanding.

at7] S1a 2 Z3 F HAS T HAEA 3) HAAES e
om, MEEY #A YA (Park. 201la: Lim, YA AL 1ASFRS AnR7} AZS Boha)
2012) 9 AA 3FE A 7 RIMEA AR 7] 98 24 Z sholn, 1714 BATY) A7A
O £ 50%E ¥ FE& HAAEATH AT pRIYL 7714 BATe ArH B
AFge] AHEE AFES de EE AR == AR et G RANE AAEgen, 1
£ AR Park(2008) 3 Lee & Kim(2011)9] <1+ Az GASAE BAE 2 AAEZ7}F 244 B
& sk ol wel 7P ol AREY SlE T2 HYo| A7tA HAtE AAHYT
NZAFN 270& FAFLE, 22 Bo] A
HE AHAIES] FAAEE FAFORE AR 4) E22)7}
HEsdd 739 Asw 2FAETE °
R RS W T kol A FAAZE 2 Az AF SAH, 95
ATE FAEHTh PAE Y HE T3 2K ) ~
- . ol thh Antd Hrbolth(Aaker, 1992). ¥ Aol
[(X] 7 A AF 204 F 50%2<. Y v, = ‘ a
. N o - A& Grewal, Monroe, & Krishnan (1998) <] 371 &
TFHEd 29708 272 A7t FAH EF2 E e . s s
- = _ e 50d EFE AR S5t
Ql7tell AAIEIY, YAE XQQE WHE F34E 27

il Z
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(Table 4> manipulation pre-check for price leval of male cosmetic brand

Brand N Mean(SD) t-value
LAB SERIES 54 3.81(0.95) "
3-83*>ﬁ>ﬁ
VONIN 54 3.04(1.15)
%0 001
{Table 5 preference pre-check for male cosmetic brand
Brand N Mean(SD) t-value
LAB SERIES 54 3.24(1.21) 172
VONIN 54 2.85(1.14) ’
871 Sistel A2, 71499 20~300 =54 V. o4z} 2! &k
A o] ARZALE AASGAL SHHOE AFU
ARAATA] 20139 shwb] SAAEE HEE 1. H20] A2 BN gl ZXEA
ME A9 HAS/FEOR W A BAEEEE
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(Table 6> Manipulation check for price level of male cosmetic brands

Brand N Mean(SD) T-value
) LAB SERIES (H) 214 3.48(1.05) -
Price level 8.95%**
VONIN (L) 214 2.77(1.11)
(Table 7> Preference analysis of male cosmetic brands
Brand N Mean(SD) T-value
) LAB SERIES (H) 214 3.01(1.09)
Price level 1.11
VONIN (L) 214 2.86(1.04)
(Table 8> The mean and standard deviation of the quality perception
Bundle Discount Type
) Mixed-leader bundle Mixed-joint bundle Total
Variance
Price Level
High price Low price High price Low price High price Low price
) 3.28 (1.00) 3.15 (0.99) 3.28 (0.97) 2.91 (0.98) 3.28 (0.98) 3.03 (0.99)
Price High
Sensi 3.21 (0.99) 3.09 (0.99) 3.10 (0.99)
ensl 285 (100 | 250 (0.92) | 286 (096) | 263 (093) | 285 (1.00) | 257 (0.93)
tivity | Low
2.50 (0.99) 2.75 (0.95) 2.71 (0.97)
o] 3.07 (1.04) ‘ 2.83 (1.01) 3.07 (0.99) ‘ 2.77 (0.96) 3.07 (1.01) | 2.80 (0.98)
ota
2.94 (1.03) 2.90 (0.98) 2.94 (1.01)
( ): standard deviation
3 2% BUEs 3AR AZbHoR AAHE 7 BAEe] g o7t QA wlmar] $a)
A 28] HEl t-test HES AAISTKTable t-testAZ S HAAEIEY. 1 23 F BEHEE 59
6. 1 A% LAABAS(JALZ)S AABA o] Qo] KIu@ Ao]E Hold Qftrhi=111,
SR ARz felud Aol7h gk A ns). o] ¥ MEAC] AAE 274 BAse} A
2 Ut =895 pCO0D). ol weh S/bABA 14 HASE Selmeks sAwsd L@ o
(M=348)7} AZMABNE(M=277) 20t 37t=2 S FAETEA 2 AP AR 2 FEvt
AZge Fasgon, TR H45E 28 oy Bvsan.
o] F-g7} %ithi A= ATk
T B ArorMe EAE Agelre dde 2. SMEAE | LS ZEIX|2 BAM
A AMESE ITABME(PAEX) e ATMAEA
(1) 7} zhz kel At adsigels, 7t B 2 dATes /HENgES HETSY /3, A
St g sow Aols xﬂdm nare 5 F HASEC 2uAe FAAZA oud 98
JEst Mo W2 TujEEe] deke = = g A=A 39 EAREA (3-Way ANOVA) S =2 74
98o] 9t} wakd B o 1{_ Ao A2 31tk (Table 8> Al Wole] wE E&X]Zto oj



HARESE MEY K, GASAEY AF5E0l FAAG vAE G
(Table 9> Variance analysis of the quality perception
Variance SS df MS F
Price Sensitivity (A) 42.20 1 42.20 18.00%**
Error 497.20 212 2.34
Bundle Discount Type(B) 0.14 1 0.14 0.54
A*B 1.78 1 1.78 4.73*
Error 79.97 213 0.38
Price Level(C) 15.45 1 15.45 18.56%%*
A*C 0.03 1 0.03 0.03
Error 192.72 213 0.90
B*C 0.26 1 0.26 1.05
*B*C 1.78 1 1.78 7.28%*
Error 51.97 213 0.34
Total 214
001, **pC 01, *p<.05
{Table 10> Simple interaction effect of bundle discount type, price sensitivity
Variance SS df MS F
Bundle Bundle Discount Type at Price Sensitivity (H) 1.43 1 1.43 3.99*
error 38.82 108 0.36
Bundle Bundle Discount Type at Price Sensitivity (L) 0.47 1 0.47 1.18
error 41.03 104 0.39
§ Badt BEAR Ao, 39 WY A% , SAGNN FAA L f2lv)

= (Table 9ol AN 32T,
(Table 9ol W=, 71AUNAE(F1.212=18.00,
p<.001) < ”’H—a}’q’io 7t (F1.213=1856, pS
W01 & FE 40 »}E}w I MEY
9l #3(F1.213=054, ns)< 2
be oA WE ASE deh) HIE HEACE
AA 5 A,
(Table )& 4958, HAUEs} WSS &
go 454e A7} 2lE A
EE

of

=} E'i%%“ﬂ %635% 01%@@&%011 & e
2248 B4 AAskslen, 1 A= (Table 10
7 2t

2 JETHFL108=399,

AR kol M

o L EE

R T
ojmgt Aol7b vehuA tth(F1.104=1.18, ns.).
THARAE A &ote avlae Wegd
3o gt gy "HEM=32D°] & Y= =
JE HEM=309) B} FHA 7o E1 = Aow
Uehstom, ol F A o)de AFS A AP
A AUHeR 2 avFEE Xﬂ%ﬁ—‘:— FAF
o] AT W2 LHEE S Algshe FAF] 7t

[e]

_IE

83t AAE= Ao
28] A (Monroe, 1971: Hamilton &

Srivastava, 2008: Lim, 2012)¢} 93t} 714907
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(Table 11> Simple interaction effect of bundle discount type, price level, price sensitivity
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