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Abstract

Purpose - Multi-dimensional prices comprise multiple compo-
nents such as monthly payments and a number of payments
rather than a single lump-sum amount. According to previous
studies, an increase in the number of price dimensions leads to
a massive amount of cognitive stress resulting in incorrect cal-
culation, and deterioration in the consistency of the price
judgment. However, an increase only in the level of complexity
of calculating multi-dimensional prices does not always result in
a corresponding decrease in the accuracy of price evaluation.
Since diverse variables could affect consumers' purchase-deci-
sion-making process, the results of price evaluation would be
different. In this study, an empirical analysis was performed to
determine how the accuracy of price evaluation varies depend-
ing on the extent of the complexity of price dimensions using
product involvement and brand preference as moderating
variables.

Research design, data, and methodology - A survey was con-
ducted on 260 students, and 252 effective responses were used
for analysis. The data was analyzed using t-test, one-way
ANOVA, and two-way ANOVA. In this study, six hypotheses
were developed to examine the effect of product involvement
and brand preference on consumers' evaluation effort of multi-di-
mensional prices.

Results - As the number of price dimensions increased, accu-
racy of price evaluation appeared to be low in high involvement,
as expected. However, it showed no differences in price evalua-
tion effort when the level of complexity of calculating multi-di-
mensional prices is low. When a small number of price di-
mensions are presented in both cases of high and low involve-
ment, accuracy of price evaluation is much higher in a weak
brand preference. On the contrary, a strong brand preference
enhances an accuracy of price evaluation only in case of low
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involvement when the number of price dimensions is increased.
An interaction effect of product involvement and brand prefer-
ence on consumers' evaluation of multi-dimensional prices did
not exist irrespective of the level of complexity of calculating pri-
ces being high or low.

Conclusions - When the number of price dimensions is small,
consumers' effort for price evaluation shows almost no differ-
ence without the moderating effect of involvement, and a weak
brand preference leads to a higher accuracy of price evaluation
in an effort to make the best selection. No interaction effect of
product involvement and brand preference was found except for
a main effect of brand preference. When a price is composed
of multiple dimensions rendering it more difficult to calculate the
final price, the effort for price evaluation was expected to de-
crease only slightly in case of combination of high involvement
and strong brand preference. This is because people have a
higher purchase intentions and trust for that particular brand.
However, the accuracy of price evaluation was much lower in
cases of high involvement, and there was no interaction effect
between product involvement and brand preference except for a
main effect of involvement and brand preference, respectively.

Keywords: Multi-Dimensional Prices, Product Involvement,
Brand Preference.

JEL Classifications: D12, D30, M31.

1. N2

OIS 2O0FoA 70 2ot THdet O|#=0f Ciet G7tes 2
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o220 MstA ZIRUACE O|et 20| MEO|Lt MH|A 7h2o| BH
= thed| oY Jtdo= HAESHA| 2 oy ZHel ZHARRA(Y,
Fga sz pHE JHEE  CHARAZHE(multi-dimen-
sional prices)O|2t1 SHCHEstelami, 1997).

AHXPZE CHEHECE NME|El 742 FI15to X|E8ioF S
&= H|&(net cost)2 ALSH?| Ui =AHHYEE ZEolof s,
Ol AH|XIZ 3toE + 7tA(net price)2 TS| I8 £73
SEfo| A=Y E £=3sliof &2 <o|O0|stCHEstelami, 2003). =
“Er7H4 $139, $20 &ol"o| Iptof M wWiAl($139-$20)2, 2470
7t & $249H 270 oM FH($239%x2471E)S AHslof SHCf
SHX|2E H7t4oiM %etel, Hrotdo| Ma(%)Fot Er7H40
HiSHH] =71 XSkt 2|A7140] Ata £of SaF 20| 7HAXt
O] &IHE4+E AH[Xt= OS S8 AksH M siof sh=0| O]
2 Qlef At QXM AEYAE B 1 2= R ALt
H e Yl mentally) 22 £WE 50 SI0M 2ot
AAHS SHA| | 12(Estelami, 2003), 7pATct ZAato| A@Mo| Z
ASHA E|H(Herrmann & Wricke, 1998), £3| 30%x LjQ|Z2 &1
AIZtO] ZE2 TVL} 2tC|eQt 22 O|C|ojs AH|Xte| MA&A it &
HE O XBHSHA EICH= Z40|CHEstelami, 1999).

7|EQ| CIAHAZHA #tE AR = CHXpRIZEE0] Cigt AH|Xf
o 7HARE HdIPE S HYSIHM SJAFEHEO| U0 7Y 2%t
7AXRE FAQIK| s 21219| 7HAXIRe| &0 W} THAX|
Zto| Hebd Sl ROjo|AAEo| OjX|= Fake| Xt0|& HYHSH=C
FE TS HFL JCE B9 FHAXRIL| =7t BIFETE AH|
e CHHEZHAE O|dE 2 EIWSHA| XRSHA E[of 7+AX|Z0|
YeSiR] A2 Znt CheERbEl JHEEE ZEE ARESICHD SR
1, thegtE 74 g Mool 3850 HAnE HoFEQUC)
&, O 7132 "orke M AH[XE QIX|E 39| A4S XA
oSt StCt= ZAO|CHJacoby et al., 1977). SFX|Bt O|2{st 12
=2 =5517] /o AF8E B=& XoHE0|7| WZ0f AH|X}of
CHS CEAHRZEA Ll QIX|E 2 HE 23| Olsist7|oll= F2|7f
£ F UL F, CHXRAZHE EI71E {9t AH[RRe| QX382 £
ot B0 FoZ ot FatE 4= QCh

Estelami(2003)= CHAIRIZIA QIHE HIISI= AH[AF 5E9|
dree #ozof o =HE = ASS HZoHQcth ol HH
B =F0| oW QIX|&2S0| ZII6IHM THA-E XNe(of of
of Huwlo| S A 2oStA /1, ofoj Hrsf Xatof AH|X}
= Jnzt +=F0| MHFMoE 7| MEO JHEIIE T QK|
X HZ BO| 7|20|X| ¥=Ct= Ao|CL

O =7 =2 AHXH= siY MB(Ci4h)o] ApMoA i< S8
st 2 Q0IE 7HX|n Uk QIAlskm, AIEOf CHet ZA =7t
37| 20| xMe| MEF Es= EUME FOjMEH ZQst HEE
HLOI 582 B, FEMZ| 10 &30 L38Z =
MES| FOjeAtAdEE LHRICE Ol &df AH[X= FOf & HZ
TRt FojaEo| M2 X|ZE S xAztetad] & Aol o}
2tAM D20 AH|[XH= A{20{e] A0 H|oH CHAHAZHE FEKNE|
£ 8ol 7142 Frreo| Ao East i=d XEESS SN
o= FOAZICID FEE = UCt SHA|TH CERRIZEE S KHRIO|
SI1510 AH|XP7F =~dslof St= Z7tAEIE aFHo| HS S5t
Ol2{eTl M=ol %|F X|27HA0| CHst 12t0] AH|Xe| QIX|
0| Hlgsty BItg A7t BEE Zart ok F, 10
AH|RIS| FRE CHARAZIASl S8 +=F0| =2 Ijf QAXE A
EATL O F7tE0 Z2|AE! HiH(heuristic method)o 2|3}
7HAEIL7L O|RO|E = USE 7|EFF Zotof 78ty =2
= QA7| MZO|Ct HtH X2 AH|XIS| ZL CHX| oIt &
7| WE0| CEXFRIZHE &I o) MifEcz QXA LHE

HO= X7 7|20l=X[0f et At ERIPLt AtRECH

o[t ZO| CHAHRZIES 28 +&0| =1 RE [ 7487t
of O oo ZE2NE 2M0| A0 £ CHE Bl 2
HEMS O o2t O =FEz ks A0[7h ACkD FFY 5+ U=
O, 2EHEMdS = AH|XRS| FOHC/AF 2FRFIOA FOioE &
g0 & g 0|X|7| MZO[Ct. O|of el o=t CHARI7E
Aol Y 70| s¢st =AM EHEMS O Maf 7+
B et Xl o Xto|7t A=XIE HHols A= 2|
7t QUCH SHC.

= AFOME =EEFEA HE0| = HMEMSEIE &
HIARS| CHRHRIZEA SEXM2|aHg0 DXl XY &59| +F,
tAEIte| YedE HISEMS Sl HolLAt 5o ofof| o
ATZIO| AJAFHO| CHol EE2SHRUCE

=
=

=
—_

N

oj2x 1& % 7td 28

2.1. CEXFRI 7424 (Multi-Dimensional Prices)

CIXHZIA2 BH 7140] otd 2 HRE, & YR+ S
0| Q42 FHE 7t F o MEQ =Xt 0|z FYE
72 o|0[3tCHEstelami, 1997). [2tA| AH|XH= &= H|8(net
cost) L= AT FOZIAES AU Qs At YEE ZHsH{of
St S, R, W SO MEIPYES #ASHOF Soh CHRREZE
A2 Chait 20| Chfel HME 712 & A2, 271| 7HAXH
(A9t B2z FHEECIL & If (AB), (A+B), (Ax[1-B/100]),
(AX[1+B/100]), (AxB), (A/B)2| HA o= ZTE £ AUCh ojLf 7
deL2M F7H, gelds, HAHIE, 2el8(%) FIHM, &
g7, gYsls FAY 714 S0l HEE £ UCKEstelami,
2003).

Gourville(1998)= =& 7h0) het AH|[Xte| HI7HsE0| £
ZS|Ctn St 10, Capon and Kuhn(1982)2 X|E0| A2 CHE 7t
HAEO|M Ciet m7|X2 HAIE Of 2H[R= & o)
(best buy)E Z°Ys=0| 0§ 2Pt BELS 517 ELhs AS
HO{FQIC}. Della Bitta et al. (1981)2 37+, MYU7tA, gol
8, 28 Sof Cidst 7t =gzdof mat aH(xte| 714 Y
7t AMla"Moz EEbEictn SHACh ESH Q1ZHo] |71 &
20| KSRl mafEt W A | Akmental arithmetic)o| Q7
El= 540 XHHE 7H40] ME8Y 3 S 7Y A8
O IpEsE7t A2|0, O|2(3t upRshes EHEHnL OJARAY IPgof 2
o] R¥Ent AXH AEHAE LYA|ZICKDehaene, 1992;
Hitch, 1978). 0|2t Z0| MH A0 OJSHH CHAIRZIAS| 0|
EO0IEE 7HATE0| 2Ee6iyS & = AR, HEHH 0f
Qo] Al JHAEIE 2o Y2 OIE 5 U= CHYd B
2 UOKSIR|= UQUCH [2tA Estelami(2003)7F HAZIUE Boje
of 7|E AFOIM= CHEX| URE BHEMSEE ZHUE X
8310 JeHOo| A0|E =ESIL HASHCEMN CHHRIZHAOl Cf
ot AH|Xe| HW7F =S MEIhE A= 227t /S Ao

2.2. H|E32H0{ E(product involvement)

2o = (involvement)= £ CHAS0 CHot AH|XtQ| JHoI& 2t
AY E=E 2|0/5H=0, Krugman(1965)2 =0{71 &0l 7
CHAYOl  CHSE X222l 74Q1™ =9 M(perceived personal im-
portance) fE= il T(interest), 2 FOITI A0l EF Ty
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Off CHst X|Ztel 7HQIA 2t (perceived personal relevance)O|z2t
1 FoPBttt &, 8 JEoM EF A=0 2l FEE X%
EjolY FeN HE, BAE £ Y SE0ED & £ 9
Ch 53] #o=s JUHQl 7ig22M 742, MS&(the), 221
=0 a2t 2toj~=0| H2tX|H(Peter & Olson, 1993), fEo &

Oes X=FEa 712l 2t d=Ego| ZMEN Z2/E d=
(physical object)0| ZC{2tE O[0f CHot HOjs=F2 ot 7HelA
Xo[of| w2} Ct2A| LtEF-CHZaichkowsky, 1985). A=2Xo=z 2t
O 712l CHa S dgol g2t g 4= QAUCKKIm & Cho,
2008).

HNETo = MEB0| g AH[XRe| 2ol HEEAM 09| Of
o2 NMECE Aot Aoz Moot MEIIH n2|of CHot AH|X}
7Helol X|zt=l fHMI ZQM S o|0|stH(Greenwald & Leavitt,
1984; Krugman, 1965; Petty & Cacioppo, 1981), 7iQIo| LiXH=I
L|=(needs), 7tX|, BAZ 7|dto 2 C{AZ(object)to| 2N I
= 240 st 7ielel =Xl =242 o|o|stCHZaichkowsky,
1985). Z0j=Fo| &1 H20| mat DEk0(high involvement)Qt
X2&to(low involvement)2 ZU0jE == FLES = L} 1&g
SEfOM= s MBS0 CHe AHXte| Ol A7| MEo| HEF
e HHE HIto| et §EE O ROl o, #d HE
£ HO MBS0 ssXH2=z BAMSIY XN2lsta, Foje[AtEEO|
X YRS 420 thist X|ZE f/¥ol AM, METofAl 23
EMsEE gdotA Eloh £t 2=t =2 MEof oigh &
no| =KW 2ot 722 FOIE 7|20/ 0| dzstA =t
(Kim & Cho, 2008). 0|0 Hisf MEt AMEHO|M= AH|XIC| EH
CHatoll Chot ZHRIF QI 2ot ZR4d, d2|n ERE FOieA
20| CHet X|[ZHEl fIRo| HfMez Zom, FOjolAtAo
=2t dEX2| oPEo| Cfsf A3EQl Ejf=E Hol|1, FOiXE
IF AH|XF XpAQ| Xpop7yEatel AHEhgo| EfC.

2.3. EiE MG E(brand preference)

EUHEMS = AH|XO| OIE£0M 5 EME Ciot 29|
= OfEel = E LEHi= X|EEM CHE MEHO| THOHSDf H
mah I dOjFes £ BEUEE O M35 Tle HEN HE
O|H, CHE OHoHY HAE HCOF EF HUMCE HZ M3t O
HO| FoistH= dEo|2tl g 4= UCKJacoby, 1971). F, AH
Xp7F FOHAIE oo 2IX|E oz EMES FoM EF BHE
Ol CHot OfEte| H=7t A oy EHEE O TO| FOiSHA &
= B2t & == QUCL Ol HI|otH EYEMsrs EF E
MEO| Cfet HSH HHS(BtET00)EE otLEt A Bha(=o
XN ElE)o=2A ™HOolE £ QUCKChen & Hwang, 2014). E2HE Ef
T AH[XRZE QX|St Qe ETHEO| Cfp MEFNQI HILEAM
TOiCAZE SRt dgs OX[1 FHRNE LHAF|IEZ
oA SEEC EME EEE HoFE A2 R SISt
(Yi et al., 2012).

Kotler(1985)= EMEMS0f Cfst 4| 71X Fek@Qleoz |
=, TOiXE, FO4XE A=ELE MABIRL, SN HEZS-H
= ME2l 74, 23, CIArQlal Ay, Mzl dat ol ZohEIct
n It &, EHE Y0 oW AH[KIOA MELES E
ooz MzEet O £ MHEEE £0 £ = UCHHwang,
2013). E3t HAMCO|O|X|Qt EMEMS=to| TA O ek Ml
Ao oI5tH AH|XPF £ EWME Cis] =o|XQl O|O|X|E
ZHK|2 U= E2 ME Al SiY EHEE MEISH, S Oo|HQl
B7HE WEe=EMN BMEo ofet 22 R Mk, 121 Fojo|
EJt SAME|0o|ZICHAlreck & Settle, 1999; Ogba & Tan, 2009).

Olt &0 AH|XH= ME AHM|Q] &40 o|FESHY MEZ2| 7t
X E EIKSHA| gt FOjolA ZFIVH0|M EHEE WA Q145
7| 2o BEHELL Fmo| £dof 2 o|d|X|of IAH S|ESHA
ZICHCho, 2013).

SN EH BHEMS ol Xjolof w2t oozt FHatd
ol CEAHRAZHA0| CHEE H7H=Ho|= XHO|7t /US A2E oFL
=0, O|EHH Mz=7 4ot HEHE0]| CHo{M nbAHSE &gk off
A, 42|, 2|1 2o|F 0|0|X|& 7HK|1 FLO§e|At7t & AEHO|
D2 MOHOZE Jt40| E46t0 O HHEQ| JAEHIIE ¢
of ZIXStn F=IHEQl L HES AFSIX| 2 Aol2ts AO|CE o
X|2t CEXFRIZHAS| HIHIPYO| A&Xo 2 Ife SEGiE 42 &
HEMD O] REZ 7L Ko7t JeXle A-EY It ULt
AR EICE

24. 7t8 AH

= AT0ME MBS BMEMS O Mt CHRHRIZHA
Totof oist AH|Xte] QXSO 4=FO0| Ot Xto|7h A=K
2EENE SOl Bro| Al ottt MAATFOIMAE CEAHEZEA Kt
®el w7t S5 2T X274 &7t odgs 4 =e
o, MZol st 2BA} HOE7E 22 B9 ST AMEBES
XA £[0f o2 BME Fo| HA BEHSID H|WSto] EILE U
2lct & 4= QACh SEA|ZE CEXFY 7bA2l +=F0| HOMMA HF
X27HA0f ot AEA o] iR STE Mo XTiste] 2IX| e
82 dFol=Al H=0 o7t HOd 50 EHEMS O]
ZE=I G0 XSl 30| dEH2E H2X|E 20|
a ZoE 2MOPAA; Stoh O|ob 20| CHRRRIZEA E7Ho| Lo
2H[Ae] 2X|gs +E0 OX= HE2oEet EHEMS I
ZEFME mefstr| fs| <Figure 1>1p Z0| AFLRYZS HMA[SH
ALY

Product

Involvement

‘ Consumer's
Price - Effort of
Dimensions Price
Evaluation
Brand
Preference

<Figure 1> Research Model

241, Chxp@7Zo] AHIN +E0| 2 HEBOzo| ¥

=OAUTOA HHEATO| AH|Xb= QI7He] BEKZ| SO

U7| W20l SEet CHRZEE FEE QX5 ME|gof

g o2iES Hen Mol FoeMEES WEl=H 7

slsh THEHS SHCKCapon & Kuhn, 1982). 23 7hz9| Chbeld

2 379 2H[A= HestE RE|AHO| oESTLE AS € F

G, O|Tjo| Estelami(2003)2] X|QbHZ BO{Z7} CHxhel7t2i0)
H

|xte] Erts=at |0 MMl =ERME 74K /A

O rot
ot © M
N

Mr 230 Coxy

£ 20|2@ dT0l#Etn MZIEIC. HolE B3 ARl
Mg, D0 AHKHE AR Z|HfElES IrjsiAlz|s Mol

[
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TOHCHOE MElS ol B2 £d&5S 1ostn FoieAEHo|
Q3 dE BMEI|I0F 31 ssFeE FJHE NE[6| WEo
7H4, ME54 St 22 SHttM(central cue)e| &2 O I
A =0 BHH X0l AH|XH= FHHEEMO| F7|2F LHO| =5
Ho| FEMZ|IFEE theslstd{e =8 7HX|D e8=E
Ojelel EfE, OHEW =T St Z2 H[Z7}AEQl FHEEA
(peripheral cue)dj| olsf O R S F=CHPetty & Cacioppo,
1986). [MZtAM X AHXH= 714 S4F 22 Sd-E0| CHot
0| dijEer I QXA 85 H 7|2etts AOICL &
HAAFOIMME 7440 A7t JI6t0 =JHQ 744HoF 1t
Ho| O STSHX|H Do AH|XL HA| XSOl SHAE =
SR Rt FE|AEO| ofst ZHAEIt0)| W2t XF 07+
Aitol Hetdo| HojRICtn FEg 4= QCt =20 eIt &
2 420k 7tA9| CiXHlE0| =OtX|H 7tAEIIe| Hehdol| I
HOX|X| 2 CHAHAIMO| 2 WHete| Xjol= AX| Y2 AOICt F,
XMEoolM oIX|gsel 4 =2 130 ME0 Hish AiHo=
MOt oM EM, Ol ZtAEIIe| HebdE AU 78RR &
I naoje| dLELCH & Z0l2t= ZO|Ct oof 2} ChEut &
2 7tdE EHSIRULCE

[

[N = s

<H1> CHGIZlZo| 22 20| W2 1 IR0l HE of
o J124m7L w2o] o 2 Ho|C,

<H2> CHRIZlZo| 22 +Z0| &2 0 IR0 HEJ o
o J124EL w2jo] o Mg ZHo|ch

242 CHII7IO| Xt +70) 2 SHEMSEO|

AH|XHE FOHQIAL ZFAIE ofFo| FME FOjd=a 2
Mz =0 g2 &2 /=, ME FoiAl 2EAHo| PHEHE =22
EE TFoigte s 20| A1, ol2at oM BE-EMS =T}
FMz[of iy BEUMEE Moo= AMO| LMEICHAlreck &
Settle, 1999). fEot AH|Xt7} XHAO| MzsHe HMEE FOig
o= 7tadsto) MOiMe2 E QIASH Mzl =2 £
ME2 FOfeCtl St o|AE2 M=o HHEZ R XA
o 878 FZAAFE MEQ &4 &S0 ofgt 2ol HF 2
Ct= A& 9lO|stCHKrishnamurthi & Raj, 1991). 0|2{st AfAME2
HHEMSETL Zdot 42 oY MEQ SEO| st MEet o=
Ol § 3EE HONo=E 7tA0 Edstl HEMHENSEIL Aot
42 HUECR JH4o| 2, & B EU%ICHe A2 BTt

o 0> T
g 5 QUoh &, ORRVIALl /G0l "ol XF X2t
of CHSH Ah=X A 4to] Yoz O[5t EMEMS =T} ofct

ROl ChoiM HT7HHS THs Hefe] A(BIHetol 23 7t
Axzio| S230| et TOHOIFE LD & & YT H
o|ct.
BB CHXPRIZIZO| $70| 0t TPRALS AT Mz
SRR SUEMSEO| KO} YCetE 2T BE 4
S

=
=
=

ATl RYeHE EHATE Sl o5 + UK
g HEe MYY =HE2 SHMcMS o wet Xto|7t 7| WE
of 7tA87t =30| ZAdiHete BHENSEo] -0 o}
2t gagle AXL=Ho ¥2 K07t US A2z FEEHLM F,
BHEHS=oF Zot MBS0 Ciet AH[Re] FOiAlE =7| ME
of 7HAof CEXHAEo| H2 42t Hludls M XF K= 748
7tof S0l QAX|=Ho| HAF2 3K §L, BHMEMSETIL of
oF M0 CHet FOHelAbE 27| HE0| EHS ofsT MEahy
= AMOFE ot JEM XF X2 7HHEIIE St 2R

N |0

2 JuiHez oS IA #ag AOIch ol w2t ChZat
Mo

| &
0| 7tad= 2Eot

m

<H3> CHHZI2O| Y 70| L8 If SUCMBET} of
8 Z20| AH[XI| 7AW} =20 O 2 ZHoICk

<H4> CHRHAZEAS| SEY +F0| 2 I BEHEMSEIL &
ot 0| 2Rt 7HAE7 80| § F AO|Ch

—

243 MEZHOEt HEHEMS O] ¥THE Tt

o

= AFOME CHRRIZHAS] BRY 50| &L 2 &%
oA 2ol 8! BMEMS T 7hA4EoLe Fedol OjXl= =3
zato] xto|7t A Aol AFIHEE &7|et 20| EF5Ho]
TAOLOAL SFICE O|et ZO| CixtpIZtASl &Y +E8= &
Ol=et EAHEMSEO| 2t 242 AZS 7|EAFC| 2UE E
thz 7+F8e W & 749 =EHS 2| M2 Igs OXE 4=
48 =27t Atks AS MASHEA ohgar 22 7tds 2380
Cﬁl:l-
ALt

—_

<H5> CHAMRIZIZO| 2R 4F0| We O HEDO T &
CHSEE CHHI7HE Bohe ol Mot Cfs) Awat
£ Bt g Zolck

<H6> CHAHRZEAS| SEY +F0] =5 I XS0 =2t 22
Hoes CIARRZEE B7HeEo| Bistof Ofs) d=%f

34, Bzo| REH Ho| gl =X

2 o0|AMQ] H4EL 7H 2|FHE ML (Likert Scale)o] O|3|
Y RAeH(1=18 SoIsHA| =Lt 7=THHC2 Fo3ir}), #
1 MAT ZotE HiEe R Z2h ApH=0]| st Folot Hg4t

32, HBaoxe

2o £ HEOLt MBS0 2Tt X|ZHE XS0 2fsy
SEE Ve Zod XAEE Es AR +=FEEZ 20/5H=
o, ME2cE MEO st 2AUEZ2M HE ZHE22(0f o
ob AH|XE JHelel X|ZtEl #AEN SQd0|2tn FoSHALE
Zaichkowsky2| Pll(Personal Involvement Inventory)= 77 ©|0|X}
ol Mo ogt 20749 o2 FHEof L, 140F(1407H
DHE=2071 E=Ex7E)0| 2TYSE 00 AHXE 2RE|E=0,
o HEE el Pl }E2 =55 & AEEQ ooVt 0 &
Aot @=E7|2] Z2ot F2 1279 dFE FISHRUCHLee,
1990). 0|2 AHE AIZAIO|ME= ZaichkowskyQ| Pl Z™sH=2
1274 & 774 &=2 AH8%H0] #OZE HHSIRL, o] HEAL
£ 510 & ZAM= 4712 2=2E HHIIICE
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MHAFO MO TS ZHR 2T

Cist = o|xol Ef=atn Folstn szt =M =0
L8, MEEE, Jd2l3 O|0fX| ZZHEE JHX|1 HHSIC)
dgEse LA Yatd(internal 2  LIEHE
Cronbach's Alpha Z}0| 0.70 O|AO|3 UHIMOoZ 42 JHssh Al
2| £xQe Zorst [ (Hair et al, 1998), = o7}
0.861~0.931 AfO|2Q| ZfZ ZHX|1 QUOf AME[Z=7} MES =2 A
2 ¢ = Ot MEBDOEe EMEMTEO| SFEFAEN LM
(Cronbach's Alpha)= <Table 1>1f ZC}.

)
rot
o T
]
4 1o 2

<Table 1> Measurement of Variables and Reliability Analysis

Cronbach's
Alpha

This product is very important to me. | High | Low

Constructs | No. Construct Measure Statements

This product means a lot to me.

Product

Involvement 4 This product is very useful to me. 0.904 |0.931

| am interested in this product very
much.

| think the quality of this product is

quite excellent. Strong| Weak

Brand

Preference 3 | | think this product is very reliable.

| think the image of this product is 0.861 0.896
pretty good.

3.4. AH|K}O| 7}HTI}

CIRHRIZHAS] =22 =H2Ioto MAE HME 7 Z=0| Chsy
2R 7HAEIH S0lE 3ol Fhatl Folstilen, =
HE2 AH|XPZF CHARRIZIA S Aote] Lot 2ot 2T X
=7HE AMSIEXIE FYOHRACE =AY gAh2 7IEL= 1T
Y KO F1 FIHAS 7™ HEO o oA = &
g = SIHALE

35, Aot KR4

2 gFoMel HEE2 2CHNRIZHY =& 1/K) x (B0 E:
/M) x 2BEHEMDE: Z/ohE =etdddA el dAlE 7HXH
(T 871o Mz dY), LAt 2 A0 AR BO=
=4 NEL BEWHEMSE FH HUME = <Table 2>9F Z0|
TRk
<Table 2> Experimental Stimuli

; Pr|c<-_3 Involvement / Product Brand Frgiziere

Dimensions e

, Samsung Galaxy | strong

i High / Smart Ph

High 9 ma one Pantech Vega weak
Montblanc stron

Low| Low / Fountain Pen 9

Parker weak

HEE2 HO REFEHO| o75H0] ME4X COistu(shy

2lydez WS, 4220 et S
Yot OBiE &1 dl EEddS =017] flok =
AlSHRD, Bojzet HMEMSES 7H HER SFot £
AzE SAME SIACE MEHOE i MESE 2
=0| 42 SAH2Z FAHY A0|7t AEXE TtestE
| A Z1f <Table 3>1f <Table 4>2f 20| 2= [9|XQl
| 2IOISIRILCE

=

Zt ofm fot rn > 1o A

N
30
oor
mjo

<Table 3> Descriptive Statistics and t-Test (Involvement)

Std.
Involvement Std. | Deviation Sig.
Product | N [ M | peviation|  of U 9 | wo-sided)
Means
High/Smart | o | 568 | 711 | 159
Phone
: 5721| 19| 000
Low/Fountain | o | 3 16 | 1943 | 435
Pen

<Table 4> Descriptive Statistics and t-Test (Brand Preference)

Std.
Std.  |Deviation Sig.
Brand | N \Mean o iation|  of t ] 9 wo-sided)
Means
Samsung | 5, | 533 | 1491 | 333
Galaxy
4746| 19 | .000
Pantech | 50 | 354 | 1263 | 282
Vega
Montblanc | 20 | 6.05 | 1.213 | 271
6.752| 19 | .000
Parker | 20 | 438 | .934 209

36. MY 9 AyEK

2 AFolMel ddAof w2t WHE 87| MEZAEEHE
2 ORI, ®MEE0E, 2l EHEMD E =50 mME 4
HIXte| 7t &7t QIX|g=2| A0|E M5t7| fIdi Ch2a &0
HES TIHSIACE A CERHIZHY =200 e %5 7t4 Bt
ZNE w5 ZESHD, EMEMSEO| 5101 W30 Wl A
X2t 7|E0 dEHe2 =850 QU= TOH7IHL| XHO[of 2[sY
HEZITL A=EHX] RER BOEE A XASES(AOEE, O
HE)Q| 71HS =Yt HHSIQCE CHE7HE =FS =AY
O UA0| IXpR-T0jel Zo|M XE7H2A(750,0008)=2 T
2(31,00020x228])+ M g-2(100,000))+3 £ 0| XH30,0008)- T
gtol1(62,000)2| TR, NAL-KE0o] ZE0|ME HMEZHA
(330,0009)=8 &= (48,000x7S|)+ASES 2(4,5002)+E5 £
EO|XH(14,5008))- T+ £ SH1(25,000) 2] +HOEA FH, Hd, O
2|0 WHo| SEoh MEIPEE AX|EE SIRACE o M-
2ojo] ZoM= MZ7H4(750,000))=2 2FF(35,0008x21
2|)+MH3(85,0008))-EEEQI(70,000R)2| FHLE, MAHR-K 2t
oo ZE0|M= HME7H2(330,000))=2 <5 3(46,0004x8%()+
L 2HOIXK7,000/)-EH5S01(45,000¥)2] FHREM APy
FotATE a4 7H4e JdUideE thegtA|ZIch

HExHERE PHE HEXE HiZS = HEEWS)L 7t4

48

k1
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FEE A 50~60= ZiE SA ofRAL, TIAX| X|A|Of k2t
20| Sot=% oIRACt & 26082 HEXS 2|+otn HF
=g SEE77I gAY 52 H+E LEHez mI(St EEX
8RS MQIAF 25285 XTHo=Z = 2o dTATFN AME
SHALCE

Al=
4. 23

Al M Zq}

=
== =
41. 7bd 19| HAH

ATIIE 12 FAEoP| 23 SEER t AYS Al Zut 1
ool XS0 CHet 7HAEI7HE@=5.002)2t Mzl HMF0| tiet 7t
ABINB@=5177) ko] Ba Ko|o] Ciet  RoEO|
801(F=1.310)2 F Tt 7ko| Ko7t gle= N2 LIEHILCE Of
of w2t = 7hEe 7IAEQ 24Z0tE <Table 5>9F LT}

<Table 5> Result of t-Test (Low price dimensions-Involvement)

Mean Std. Deviation

Low High Low Hi
 Low gh Low | ¢ Result
Dimensions| Nvolve | Involve Involve | Involve p

-ment -ment T i,

(n=65) (n=62)
Price | 5002 | 5177 | 1.9503 | 1.8334 |-253|.801[ReIeCt
Evaluation d

Do) AR P9 HMo| ROHNES 9P HHI 2o B
MENN 91Fol HoxjEl IYS Sop7| 2o J1EItel ey
O KTO| AH|XIRC} Of £2 HOE HERHOL} 98l Dotk
X0 2 HEO{oMl 20| B Of 2 HOE LIEITL T}
o] $70| 22wl ML7M0| O[RE ojEo| $ED}
Bot, 5 Bol=o| ZHHITE §0| JHWIIS §Ist 2o
of Xfo|7t QALY BHEMSEe] THI HEe we
o= wer,

X 02 4o

42. 74 29| HAH

SgHE2 t 820 220 B0 gt 7t 7HEw=3.935)
oF Mzt HMFol Chet 7HAE7HEw=4.651) 7te| B X0|0f
et wel+==0| .048(F=.007)2 &= ZTH ZF Xo|7t Yo Jtd
oot Zo| DRAUA HAEI 30| H2 A= LIERLC,
ofof 2t & 7td2 XA M ZnH= <Table 6> ZLH.

<Table 6> Result of t-Test (High price dimensions-Involvement)

Mean Std. Deviation

High High Low
Dimensions| Involve | Involve
-ment | -ment
(n=62) | (n=63)

High Low t | p | Resul
Involve | Involve
-ment -ment

Price

Evaluation 3.935 | 4.651

2.0714 | 1.9357 [-1.995|.048 Supported

CHI710] Aelo] O0F M=TPHo| BT Z2 Nl
L KOO A A TTIe| o] BE WoiHOD OIS f
2 <Figure 2>0fAjQt 20| J1HHBO| HTfXOR STYS X

=
=

r

=
=OHA| ®eb Zut #4420 B§ 3 LEtRES € + Ut

—#— High Involvement

—-4—- Low Involvement

4.7 4

4.4 -

3.8 4

3.5 T

Low Price
Dimensions

High Price
Dimensions

<Figure 2> The effect of product involvement and price dimensions on
price evaluation

43. 7t4 39| A

CRHRIZFASl 22H 0| Hm npojol AP BUEMsE
7b JHAEotel Hetd HEo| OjXl= 2ol XO|E t BHE &
Sto] M3 Zut SAXCZE ROTH AR LIEFHOM(F=2.322,
p<0.05), X&0{o| HAROME 7tAEI0| Cist HAHEMS |
g0 Ko7t SAMOR QoI HOE LIEFICHF=1.313,
p<0.05). &, M= =7t ofct AR0|M JtAEILe| ool LS
=2 A € F= el 7td 32 XX 4 F10H= <Table
7>1f <Table 8>1f ZC|.

<Table 7> Result of t-Test
(Low price dimensions-High involvement-Brand preference)

Lew Mean Std. Deviation
Pmensions Preferen| Preferen Preferen|Preferen
H_~ A . . - - t p Result
19 strong) | (weak) | .- )
Involvement ((n=329)) §n=33; (strong) | (weak)
Price | 4594 | 5576 | 2.0924 | 1.6961 -2.082) .041 |Supported
Evaluation
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<Table 8> Result of t-Test
(Low price dimensions-Low involvement-Brand preference)

Std. Deviation

Low Mean
Dimensions |Preferen|Preferen Preferen|Preferen
) <€ -ce - ce t p | Result

Low (strong) | (weak) |, . )
Involvement | (n=30) | (n=32) | (SON9)| (weak)

Price | 4700 | 5.625 | 1.9502 | 1.6214 [-2.036 .046 [Supported
Evaluation

44. 7} 49| AX

Chrtg7bzo] BaM 40| &1 n@olY [ BACHSET)
JtHEIte et Heof OjXle @tel Aol t ZEE E30]
SMs Zn EXNoz SoHox 2o Aoz LfEtgrt
(F=0.002, p>0.05). B3 HME0{o| HR0JME SMZI BAUCH
Sgo| FIt USe U 4 AUCKF=3.363, p<0.05). MSEt 2
S A201M J1HEIe| HetHo| TS &2 Zolats M 4t
OO MO K| X|S|AUD EAMZAD= <Table 9>} <Table 10>}
2.

<Table 9> Result of t-Test
(High price dimensions-High involvement-Brand preference)

High Mean Std. Deviation
DimenSionSPreferen-Preferen-P earen o
oo o [Preferen-Prefereny b | Result

High | (strong) | (weak) |, .°© e
Involvement| (n=31) | (n=31) (strong) | (weak)

Price

Evaluation 4.065 | 3806

2.0966 | 2.0723 | .487 | .628 Rejected

<Table 10> Result of t-Test
(High price dimensions-Low involvement-Brand preference)

High Mean Std. Deviation

Dimensions preferen|Preferen
‘ ce ce

Low | (strong)| (weak)

Involvement| (n=30) | (n=33)

Price
Evaluation

Preferen|Preferen| ¢
-ce -ce
(strong) | (weak)

p Result

5.467 | 3.909 | 1.4794 | 2.0212 |3.461| .001 |Supported

CIAHRIZEAS] XHO] =2 I (AEO+M=E H)9| B2 7H4
Ftel 3=go| OgEL 2 Fo= Z4(4.594-4.065)51 A1,
(Ao+is e of) HRUME F=go| BOE Z4(5.576—3.806)
= ZBIRIcE 2iHezE E-EMS YL Lot 9 F2HI0|
TRE22E 2 A2 LERX|T SAXH2Z FO[HQ A0
7t @l= Ae= UERKCH<Figure 3> FX). ZEHo=Z HOZ7}
ECEt: HUMEMSEIL ofol HF 5, FOSAL HHiX2=z
2 M0l Cheld =& 7HAA IPES AXRIBMIEX| o047t
A4S Bt 2o40| dddez OS HOFD, MzEJ gt
MEME CHAREZEAC| E2Hpgo| ofeiz Me XY AER
& J7t0f o2l g=hgol H 3 gast A2z Al=Eh HHE
Mo SEoME oSUE At 20| EHEMSETL Lot ME

[

OlM 7HAEIle| MetMo| O &Cte %2 ol
(<Figure 4> %x).

6 —@— Strong Brand
Preference
—+= WeakBrand
53 9 Preference
5
4.5 4
i
3.5 T
Low Price High Price
Dimensions Dimensions

<Figure 3> The effect of brand preference and price dimensions on
price evaluation (High Involvement)

6 —@— Strong Brand
Preference
—-4&— WeakBrand
3.3 1 Preference
5
4.5 -
4
25 T
Low Price High Price
Dimensions Dimensions

<Figure 4> The effect of brand preference and price dimensions on
price evaluation (Low Involvement)

45. 7t4 59 AH

CIHRZEAS| 57 +=F0] B2 I 7HA3E7I0| Chet Ao =
o HHEMZ ROl BME ABSHY| 2t O|yELHEA(two-way
ANOVA) ZiH<Table 11> #=x) HIMEMSE Zatdt EX|sH=
Ao 2 LIEIGCHF=8.452, p<0.05). HH ZJAEZo|l FZit
(F=0.056, p>0.05) 5! Tzt EMCEMSEOl AMTEE Fif
(F=0.008, p>0.05)= SAHXHLE |o|ZHO|X| &t ASE LIEHL}
7t8d5= 7| 2Z+E|QICH<Figure 5> &=X).
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<Table 11> Tests of Between-Subjects Effects (Low Dimensions)

Dependent Variable: Price Evaluation

o2 FOISH| Xt ZuKHF=3.505, p>0.05) 5 E0| 7HE62 X|X|
EICtD 2 4= QICKH<Figure 6> & X).

Type Il
SUEE Sﬁ)’n o df SMszrr]e = Sig. <Table 12> Tests of Between-Subjects Effects (High Dimensions)
Squares : D dent Variable: Price Evaluati
ependent Variable: Price Evaluation
Corrected 29.145a 3 9715 | 2848 | .040
Model Type Il M
ean .
976.1 Source Sum of df Square F Sig.
Intercept 3329.927 1 3329.927 70 .000 Squares q
Involvement 192 1 192 .056 .813
Corrected a
Preference 28.831 1 28.831 | 8452 | .004 Model 55.144 3 | 18381 4.889 | .003
Involvement *
Preference 026 1 026 008 | .931 Intercept 2321.059 | 1 | 2321.059 | 617.380 | .000
Error 419.579 123 3.411 Involvement 17.670 1 17.670 4700 .032
S TOtat' . 3796.000 | 127 Preference 25.724 1| 25724 | 6842 | .010
O'I':I;:Ie 448.724 126 Involvement *
a. R Squared = .065 (Adjusted R Squared = .042) Preference 13477 1 13477 3.505 064
Error 454.904 121 3.760
— Strong Brand Total 2817.000 125
Preference
il - Corrected 510.048 124
e —A— WeakBrand Total
s T = ) Preference a. R Squared = .108 (Adjusted R Squared = .086)
5.2 4
6 —@— Strong Brand
49 - Preference
—+h— WeakBrand
4.6 - .\. 33 1 Preference
43 4 5 |
4 T
LlowInvolvement  HighInvolvement 4.5 1
<Figure 5> The interaction effect of product involvement and brand
preference on price evaluation (Low Price Dimensions) 4
br———
———— -h
CHXFRIZEZo| XHRIEO| RE M= 71AB7Ie] A=argo| AT
35 T

Mo= golspy| W2 Tolzo| +FT P eIxlS2
Sl LjojA| 712iBtol SOl o] 90| HIZYH 2o X
SICh 9 RojolA 2Ol 3A FES OjXl= BACMBEo|
2Tt NTIE ROINOl HOR LIEIA|S ZNoR & wa
Zto] 4BEg BILE Gt %S 2 & YT

46. 7t 69| AY

CIAHRIZHE ol S8 +=F0| &2 I 744 EIto]| CHst o=
o BMCMSEO BIE B AT Ol AN (wo-way
ANOVA) ZTb= <Table 1259} ZtOO, oI 0| Z% IKF=4.700,
p<0.05)9} HAHCMSTOo| ZHIHF=6.842, p<0.05)= Q= ZHO
B2 LIEHSX|TH HO=et EMEMSEO| 4328 Tils SN

Low Involvement High Involve ment

<Figure 6> The interaction effect of product involvement and brand
preference on price evaluation (High Price Dimensions)

SMZIe 20| CHIAZIZHO| BIIE I3t MBTIFYO| of2i
A9 Pojmot HUSMSEO| BIF 242 EXfots UOE Ligt
SRS F B 7to] MBAE BIs SAHoE Q06K Lt
= 242 SOISIoIt 5, CPHIH0l HORA JHHTIt0| Sols o
xi=2o| 90| BOFY Wolls £ B4t SUNORM IS ol
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CIAHRIZHAS] S8 +F0| E0tEsE 7HAE7Ie| Fey0|
YAEICHE AMd2 7|EQ AFZNE Sdf golg & UA/UKX|TL
= ATO0ME CHRHEZIAS| +EEE NEFH0 et e :
of et Z7HAEIE fleh aHRRe| AX|ESO
2T =Mool E4Zu= thaat 2k

AW, 7tASl XAHEgo| W W 10 MFOf et 787t
CIXES0| O 2 A= OBt FolHel Ko7t gl= A
O LIEFRED, Ol XHgol Hop a7 Lo] 803k &
Me 2okl =Zsat glo] 7HAE7HE figt QXZSo| XHo|7}
BIACH At=EICH

=M, 7tA2 KEo] == M Do HFZo| et 714 B
eIx[gsol o HE ZAolgtes 7HE2 #4220 XX[ERACh. =&
§0| =ORMRX|ZE 7HA0| BN Faeh Xo] HZof Cist o
Ngs2 2% oot 9, ALsHo| Ao X oo
Me 3 #a%0| ez O 2 As &old 5+ AU

MRy, 7tAS| AQ0| W2 I HMEMS =Tt ofsh HFof O
ot 7tAE7e] =gol H Artts 7HE2 SAN2E Rfelst A
o2 UEIHC ZAATFAMLL 20| M7t Zoh 2ME0] Cf
i S20 it Al=|7t Zotn Fojel=7F 322 JHA0f )
Hoz Eg%to 7tAE7tel 30| A TRIHA| BEX|T CHA}
#7H4 Eoh EY I BMENS R of BRE VeH
ghot JtAEILE BI3SR AT FOIOR(EM2l FOiCiehE o
Chetth= 0|k

S, 7tAo AHAH0| =2 W BEMEMS L Zot HF0 o
ot 7HAE7 AXZ2Ee &0 © E Ao|2ts 7HE2 Mo A
SOME Fol0jet A7t LIEFGCE D200 E M=ot Zot
HMEol s Foieleet M2|=2F 37| 0] 7+A87F 2Pg0|
OIHYME QXSS +&0| A Z2oH| e A= oI5
A2 2= ST dEiards S55HA 2ot A2z HEECH

CHAR, 7142 AAQ0| 2 I CEXHZHE B2t fleh 28|
Ate| QIXgE Hoto] MFEO = HUEMSEO| YSHE B
= fle ALZ LIERCE 7HHE7EE flet M=1rdo| 0%
R0 o= RS AXZS +FE2| X0|7t gtk AS
oF A OI[:l.
= T A=l

OlAm, 7tA2l AAFO0| =5 Wole CIHRI7IE EIHE 9
2H|AO| QXS Blgtof HFHA =t EHEMSEO| 4258
2ite Ye ASR LIERHX|E HERANEet BMEMSZO F
vite 42 EXgE € + AUCL 7HHEIIE flet HEargol
OlZiE Wole & HM7t SEHZU Fdgs DAL= AS
oI5t ALt

= ATF0Me SAYE EESHL 0| 7|tz & FHO
Chet o= ol wekof oishM Chaar 20| MARA; ottt X
M, WAE 2S+ECELS), MY, 2H MET St 22 H
7t YRR @RV WE HEEM Zavt ZE AB HE
2H[Ate] HAEHE 2ENCR Aot 27| FE|7t
HECID TEHEIDE oS S0, STHR {7 A0fM 740
OiX| e Bfc 2 A7 280N HES SEHE oHX
B*E 7ksg0l ALt = £ ALk =M, 22 SEAKH20CH~50
thel Efnch HHE holy dhs(2l)s2| XO|E 1eoHA| &
Of ef=gl Mt EEE 7Hs8S Mg = glth AW, &
Aol Lioj227t o] EME0 et M2k Ko7t s &+ AU
Ch & &2 52 d=sts 2B Tyl glo] o|ofX|et =70

2t FLOjst= AdSkswitching loyals)0] ACHECE 37| I{E0|

2 Q| MEANEE, B
NEI2)0l 7| erEyetol A
gozM SU Zilo| SH0RE o) 2 Wes Uckn ©
ChelC}
| My .
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