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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(t1EZ13), male cosmetics(FJ37FF), price level(7H4 55F),
price sensitivity(7F4 ¥ 7 %), purchasing behavior(7-m 2§ 5)
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ATHKim, 2012). &3 =] HHERE &2 S8 ol AuEE o] uVt gl AR Helt:
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ol wal YA o RHALel HelT Akx]. Sth(Park & Kim, 2014, p.205). FaAtel <& Al
#EFY #HFE F Jang, Hwang, & Jeon(2007) AE FLR Tl anAgel A, £
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2Ee 218 ) %7} =4 Ve A B ostel wet AztE ZhAC e BErr @
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Kim & Park(2003)0] wzm 7pAw7Ee] 99w oW agxd /MEd AFS A WER st
g ao)2 UE= Wiz Auy sAu g S5 Z1e doh IS AEFS FAAFELS] AU F
N A 4 WHEE a¥Eo 2 4¥Eo] o4 Lo weh Fasty JHA A AdEE AEe
He)7} Quhy sk 1 = AR Yale] 7t FAFeI i, 2 FosL THTF W AFS
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s ALY sbAnn we avdYe AFs TSR T e AHASE HE shve
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& Srivastava, 2008). 5. 7FA thal Azete Al T THALE ANE T odn AAE HAE
Lo gL R BLo|Ao] =& w77} v 2 WE(mixed - leader bundle), &x}& Y21t %
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Arzz AE FAL ol AL ugsA 1Es S ¢ A3397 Ak T2y Heath, Chatterjee,
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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] SlE 2 F3 F AL T dAEA 3) A ES e
or, WeEgo FA HAPAF(Park, 201la: Lim, GASAE] 1AL ZE 2R} AES Ao}
2012) 9 AA sHFE Al 7 RIMsHA AR 7] 918 &4 % o, /b4 BAZe x4
H g EQ 50%=E T FS AT v PEIYL 7/bE BATe Rsd B
AFEe AREE AFES G sEE AR = AR 95te] oHRAIE AANFGon 1
£ XA Park(2008) 3% Lee & Kim(2011)¢] A+ Az GASAE vAT = AAFZ7 7717 B
= Fasksieh ol wet 7P wol AR EI e 2 HJo] A7td BAtz AAHA
NZAEQ 2718 FAZEOE ThSoF wo| AL
He AAEQ] FAYEE FAFLE HASAT NES R
HESQ F8 AFE ZZEFE Park(2011b) ¢
A7E ilj;i;jp}]—:lit aﬁj—;: ir;L /\)j FAA LGS Aol Aztske AFe 94,
= HA° . — u= T T
iy I 2ol g Aud 7to) th(Aaker, 1992). ¥ A7
(X1 7 A AF 34 F 50%E<. YH ve = , .
N e - A& Grewal, Monroe, & Krishnan (1998)¢] 371
TFjad zUTo R AL AT S EF2 F o ] s s
e 5 H7E HeE SAeith

=) = Z - -
4, MSIEX} ol 2MdhH
A i 90R F OAFS WA s 2 SEEA TeF
A0 & 3 FA7ME AN 1) du] 2t

WA 2 A ARl AAY FAsHEES A%
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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
VONIN 54 3.04(1.15) 3B
5 001
{Table 5> preference pre-check for male cosmetic brand
Brand N Mean(SD) t-value
LAB SERIES 54 3.24(1.21) L7
VONIN 54 2.85(1.14)
3] flste Mg, AB71A9e] 20~300] Ed54 el V. A3rZ 0} 2 &
A oy AEXANE AABIAT $AXHSE ek
2224759 2013 skl BAAEE HE=R 1. 20 AZE BA 9 XA A
W& A9 BAE7|ECE ) A P SsgEel
tet WMERE st AAHT gEA Telske 57 B D) F5uee AL 24
A= (F e, 2, HHSD, mAy, FAYR)E 74 AZ TEHF s 74 S FE
Atk AAE FYSEE BHATE gides AT A5 S ANEHT O A% F4X BE=
dArly} I7t2 Ql)EleA], BT ey 594 37 Ee7ke) Cronbach’a AlSE 0932 Yeh wj$-
AAE 54 HAE HEE ARt Ao met =S NFEE B
SO EAAFHOZE o7t floH, IR QA s}
—t—ZMl o g i} 17} Ter}ﬂl %4% T H¥EE A 2) 7w Ee] AHE B 2 Ak A 23}
stat7]el] oA S FE o AFE A AA
oﬂu]a} ioﬁ Adzéfa % BAEES HET 9 selch AAAuAEe] % 67 287+ Cronbach’ad
o w ZAEL AR AFsHon, 2aE A 21 07372 U HEA AT = Aoz
AR B M2 HE T2 FU AN gebdt, 2Elael siAugEd geh Aute
ARG ARGeT s s AER 671
D =4 gaol o Wake PN AeARsE 9
& A A M=, A71A9 e 20~300 59l 350 ol slPets Swe Alelsle, 294
A Z 2668 A E HAES AN o] & HlE 99 ghol 367 olAtel Awre AR E 73
EAAS SEH 1d ol sFFE A del o wo g Z9F ulE ofef e el 333 o A
= oY S 11RE AYsty, /HEUtE S99 o JANRE AAGo 7 TEIGT 1 A3 7}
o dMFetes HEE AL 21475 HFTEH ANLE THES 509%(1099) 2, 7HE94% A
Z43i9th AsEAL SPSS 180 54 Z239g Ae 491%(105%) 2 relth
o]-g3te] T-test, A& £4, 3¢ EAFEA (3-way
ANOVA)E& A8t 3) FAAFY HF 5 E A 2%
2 AT e GASEEY HEFE AR @
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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
i 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
et 3.21 (0.99) 3.09 (0.99) 3.10 (0.99)
ensi-
tivi 2.85 (1.04) ‘ 2.50 (0.92) 2.836 (0.96) ‘ 2.63 (0.93) 2.835 (1.00) | 2.57 (0.93)
Wity | Low
2.50 (0.99) 2.75 (0.95) 2.71 (0.97)
T 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
2 2&E BACTE a7 s AUHA SR QA EE 7} B9 3ok ztolzt QlEA] Hws]
A ZAR) 98 t-test AFE AAISHA UK Table testAS AAEAT O A, T HAEE
6. 1 Ax, IHABARE(FAHR) S A7tAEA T g Fomgk Aol Holx FUrh(t=111,
S(RY)7F 7HEA A for gt o)k e AL ns.). ool & AFX e AAIE Z7H4 EAE9 A
2 YeSTH(T=895, p{.001). olel uwie} 7tA B 7t BAREE SoEdge AW 29HA
T(M=348)7} A7MABA=(M=277)8t 172 SHAETEAN B ZA AMRsE R FEUt

AZEe gsgon, dHRIE H5E 23

T A

o] Fe7t glvkal A=

T B drddde BAE dSdAe d¥Es
el ARERE A7HABRAE(FAZ2) e ATAEA
E(2)7E 22 avkst AZtR A4sitete, 74 B
AEd W o= Zol7k TAFGH, HAE] &
izt 7HAe] wE FuigEdl e & F e
fgol girk mebA 2 Arelre Al AgR
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{Table 9> Variance analysis of the quality perception
Variance S8 df MS 3
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
A*B*C 1.78 1 1.78 7.28%*
Error 51.97 213 0.34
Total 214
#6001, ** K01, *pKX.05
{Table 10> Simple interaction effect of bundle discount type, price sensitivity
Variance 9 df MS &
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
& HAd BEUA Aoln, 39 WFEA S A A A, NAANRE LA FAA ] fon|
= (Table 9l Al A5} Th. g o7t de ALE YEETHFL108=3.99, p<
(Table el wWE2W, 7FARAE(F1.212=18.00, 05). ¥, 7HANAE AZ¥deMe FLAZ
pC001) ¢+ FAsHEES 7HAF(F1.213=18.56, p¢ Jugk zol7b vEbA] FTHEFLI04=1.18, ns.).
0DE FEAL FAA et THY MET  AANRE TAWe] SaE A WEY f
3 HF(F1213=054, ns)<= FAAZ Fog o o] g2t 2y WEM=321)° 3 2= =
TS AR GE AR Yehy HIL RREAHCE JNE WE(M=309)Btt FZA7to] ¥ 2 AoR
A A ¥ AT Uetskom, ol F i o)del A oA A
(Table HE ZHEH, 7HADAEL HETY F A AHeE 1 2HEYE AFde FAF
gol AeAg adt de AR Ye(FL213= o] 7HARY v AnEE S AlF FAEFS 7t
473, pC05), H2&= A==t old wa} 7HARZ Aol o Wt 7tAS ZElste AA e Aol

Srivastava, 2008: Lim, 2012) ¢} 4x&c} 7147
Tt =2 AR AS, 7]

24 AZsel WEd

T AE T A 2

F4< ¢



Nkt 25664 25%

(Table 11) Simple interaction effect of bundle discount type, price level, price sensitivity

Variance SS df MS IE
. p—
wo |1 [ w |
5 o
o | [ [
*X.05
(Table 12> Simple main effect of 3way-ANOVA interaction
Variance SS df MS &
Price Level
at Bundle Discount Type (Mixed-leader bundle) 0.90 1 0.90 2.42
at Price Sensitivity (H)
Price Level
at Bundle Discount Type (Mixed-joint bundle) 771 1 7.71 16.08%**
at Price Sensitivity (H)
#5001
Bes] AAG Aol ¥ 22 FAE YA e WHESS =5 9 714 7 F3
Zolet M Ett. Al 2y MEL FAIF A% Z}ol & FEAERITY e AoE U
7HAo s dvigd HE] YiE ZRAE WA= STHEFL109=453, p.05). ol wat frejuer 4
FAFE U8 7R AAHAY] P Y g 45 w7 dd 9 Fad B4
E ZE HMEdA e 7HA-Fd 94=E 744 A3, I A (Table 12y A A8kt
A7t et oz Alg ¥ o9 AfE E3) (Table 12>} <Fig. D= AHEH, 7ML
THARNGRETE AEHoR SUMEE AgelA HES oA HET GASEES THAFEol
Ql #FS AT of A7) o] s Y= F2A = Aol 7} Aoz ye
gH MES AREEoF ditke AFE AR E AT St w7t e EESR=g=
Eig=s Wwed T 5H FEd W FEAL
&3l (Table 99 Aol zro], FZAZel glo] Aol 7} o2 & u 2 Yeut
HARNAES AEDQ] 8, SAEE 7HaTrE (F1,108 ns.). . 7t A Aol A+
el froleh At AeAE 2t e AR U HEde BlAE ZE W w A 7AE
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