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ZZAA 71tk 3 (Compeau and Grewal, 1998; Darke and Dahl, 2003).
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(FAA(2) #Fx) 7 HAA FF9 7HX & A &8 (transaction utility) 2
2R Fuj7t4e] WA =7 714 (internal reference price)(i.e., THE 714 &

H7ysl7] 98] wpe& oz AzEet 7FA; Rosch, 1975)H.th A #slch= A}

Ag a7t AN Qe Aeld o5 wE £4L FHT)
Total Utility = Acquisition Utility + Transaction Utility (1)
Total Utility = (Utility of Purchased Good - Purchase Price) = (2)

+ (Internal Reference Price — Purchase Price)
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ol @2 A3yt FAg vE tin UF Aoa AzskA s al(Kivetz
and Simonson, 2003) A¥e] A% F £& Zolzgt AZSA v
(Labroo and Lee, 2006; Schwarz, 2004). A= Z2H]z}= Ao tidt &
A FAL 7FA AFo] 3 M5 E FolA ¥rk(Dhar, 1997; Iyengar
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2 A 490 (Sur, 1996). A AAARE A" oT AP de AL
aH A= AE FE 98 drety A4 0R A EAE AR E =

T2 AF&3cH(Suri and Monroe, 2003). Suri and Monroe(2003)°] w2
28] 2= A ZFE A (perceived quality) 2] 2} 3] A (perceived sacrifice) <]
& B A (trade-off) o] AH=A AFE 7HAE gt g o] g
detol A sk w Fdol dE vt AL BEd & A Avae
ANzgAoz 7MAQRE AEste] 544 A4S A =714 dva F
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{Perceivead Effert}

2| H DR

{Transa&ian Utitity}

b3 2ole 24
{ Acceptability of Price
Discount )

EE gl
{Exaggerated Discount}
V5.

Eh A E
[ Plausible Discount}

2@ FAH s4e gag JAsku ole AdAE B IS
wETh wd A @ele] 49 auAE Adud ge spAew ol

A 7tEA o] ol A A H3 o= AeAA A WA FrhekA WL

TFE3 - R YH ) GFHS PG eole] FEYET AH A (FE
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o qaRinz ANngdAe] A8 uANS A4 AL Aol

[192]= =49 Aads Adune dyEdolr.

AN
{Perceived Effort}

T24E 52

\ (Perceptions of Quality)

I3 atolo] £ 2
(Acceptability of Price
Discount)

Hel=E
{TFransacton Utility)

Al 2b=l 3]
{Perceptions of Sacrifice}
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914
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price)s AAst WHEAZMA S 4. gAF=A7ME S a8
oAl MR A wEHE 7HEAS vttt (Mayhew and Winer, 1992).
BAABNES] 7bE S 22 9
ARAMANA AT = 7HEo2 FaAAA HAEANME (S HsAZ F

9 7tAAH ot (Biswas et al, 1991). & == Ad o AL&3HA

So] JHEAIE L o ez AAFH AT “Regularly $99.99, store
X Sale Price $29.99 (70% Sale)”

AgAel maw Avxles A7l AdgrEA e 286u(El&= Al
AbstH AA7EA S 65% 1) ool HW JuiArE AAlRE A7 S
HAEd Tt oA wx  gevira  dth(Lichtenstein, Grant, and
Janiszewski, 2014). 18|31 &AM A= AA7FAO| A 15 T 25% TAH 7}
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113 95583} AR s

Thaler(1985)¢ll ]38t &AM A= A 7EAE 37}
282 FPsel FARda Pk ASEES PEL PuEEA A
AR % olS(net gains) VS ALEE FE FrhrHAl
o AFARTG Adsiths e LAt AAGUA =7l A
294 slmel ga Az oduach Ad S Boeo] A 2 e
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T2 78 HE2 ZH(1=strongly disagree, 7=strongly agree) & %o
9588 9vd, AYsE 3oz FAHJY. dAEE2 g3 2
t} 5388 SATEOZE= T feel that I'm getting a good quality for
a reasonable price.”, “I think I would be getting good value for the
money [ spend.”, “This product would be a worthwhile acquisition
because it would help me use at a reasonable price..” 5% T4 %™
AYPEg =AHYLE o 7= “Taking advantage of a price deal like this

makes me feel good.”, “I would get lots of pleasure knowing that I
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would save money at this reduced sale price.” 522 FAEAT. 5
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E89 21¥ =% Cronbach’s Alpha=0.942 o2 ddtAel AFE 7]+
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O ALGEES e St avAE A ARE 4 A

o7 AR Jir= L3 vl “This in—ear headphone appears
to be of good quality.”, "This in—ear headphone appears to be reliable.”
A k3| AL B A7 s skl el Asior sk 54 EalE
SAT Aoer 77 ARR AN w9 dAls ved 2
"The advertised price for this in—ear headphone was...”, "I felt that the
store’s advertised price for the in—-ear headphone was...”(1=very low,

7=very high). A Z}%54d 39 AFEE FHs Ay Cronbach’s
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y_of Price
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o] bolel Rtk Sdth([£3] #x). wekA 7HA Rl A e 2%}

AAol Fodd Ae sk anjabe] @le] Bk =ale] A 7HA

Gl FAA e v & 5 o] vk vl 2, 7Hdle] 717

eI N R ==
RE57 [ Mt | m2 | EEEM| URE | F2t |Ros
Efcrer
sfoioon | 83 | 389 | 127 | mearg
e oy | 1411 0.000
8I-J6|?>76)0) 78 4.61 1.17 159
[3%2] g5880 st 71452l =84 v
Slo=0 | A= BZ | EXEX]| NSS | Fat | 9oEs
('\éo(ﬂ‘ékeg'éﬁ 67 | 425 | 130 | geins
& et 022 | 0639
= Cf
Skeptics &t 97
oSy | 32 | 43| 122

[

=<

3] &5 &a 89 3k Skeptics VS. Non-skeptics F ¢+ H| 1l

25 A L



- 7ha2el A

Aol Elweel mel gebd Aolthebe /HN2E AAT & AT
T 2de BAACE F9H FYow[F(1,157)=16.37
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7Hd3e] A pEA N A4 de] wizhasE HAsE7] d Bootstrape
ol &3t wiZlgy AAE HASYtH(Hayes 2012; 5000 Bootstrap per
sample; PROCESS Model 4). & AFtoA] dukdg oz o] AlE3l=
Baron and Kenny(1986)¢] AW HES AFESA] &2 olf+ wWi/iWHTE
STAHOR HHWUSF} FEHAF AA ] WEo] W AY, F5o] wisf¥
F7F A= A A ZAE FEA FS U7 wiE ol tH(Rucker
et al, 2011). W24 Baron and Kenny2] %S H 93 Bootstraph2] <=

A BAAT AZ4EAD A28 el A g Aol

o
4

Fe[d8ave] A= =07131, 95% A FIHLLCE 02919, ULCL
1.1344), 7t s e A=ZOAZEFA; 5=-06808, 95% A= FZHLLCE
-1.0085, ULCL: -0.4312), @A17+38]A; p=0.6911, 95% A% ZHLLCL
0.4208, ULCL: 1.0389)], 18]l A a&[AH ez 4= 5=0.9201, 95%
A FZHLLCE 04077, ULCL 1.4324), 7+ &3e] A=20OAZ4Ed; 8
=-0.5381, 95% A1%ZHLLCL: -0.8294, ULCL -0.2945), @*A 73 4; 3

0(

<

=0.4328, 95% 412 F-7HLLCL 0.1336, ULCL: 0.8267)]° "A+= &3&
wuiZista S-S EA AW viEsEEY] WEE B Al AR
P9 = 7k E<lo] AW F8o v = FAH R JYNA= &
=0 AR 5583 AWEE dF= v wEA 7pEsE

AR E o vifad Hy A= [294], [295]9F 2o}
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X2= 22

{Perceptions of Quality) B - 0.6384

Jrageie =24
{Acceptability of Price
Discount )

s=E58

=2

{Acquisition Utility)

f=0.7131

)
£ — —1.5845

N2t o]
{Perceptions of Sacrifice)

£ — —0.436Z

[234] vl & HA R SE28)

A2 =

{Perceptions of Quality)

-)

13 gole] 282
{Acceptability of Price
Discount }

Hellsg
{Transaction Utility)

£ —0.9201

AlZHE B M
{Perceptions of Sacrifice)

[Z295] wi7RE s A8 (AHEE)

F7HH o R & AFolM e A AzFEde] 2HE v = A
o] 595 zZr=HA Ay H T (Hayes 2012; 5000 Bootstrap per sample;
PROCESS Model 8). &H]7te] =& AQEagoAvt 2Hdaaisg 714
ng Zd9 ey J3ALS AHago disiAvr A=A 447
ZH9 wihay dAoNAM A AR FostA Fkom[E=EE v
MEe: Az Ay, =-0.0123, 95% 412 77HLLCLE -0.2004, ULCEL
0.2315)], A 4#Edw =49 vAEdE 7HA= Aoz etz dd

i E R A AEE; =0.3547, 95% AlEFZHLLCE  0.1098, ULCL
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Please read the following scenario carefully and answer the
questions.

You really like listening to music while walking. You usually use expensive
in-ear headphone because you have sensitive ear. However, your in-ear
headphone was suddenly broken yesterday. You want to buy a new
product as soon as possible. Before going shopping, you are looking for a
suitable product on the internet. During a search, you see the following

ads.

Price: Regularly $99.99, Store X Sale Price $79.99 (20% Sale) [$29.99 (70%
Sale)]

Quaterbacked by a dynamic 9mm driver system, o0oo's noise-insolating
earbuds promote rich clarity and a smooth sound stage that
compliments its sophisticated fashion. The o000's support acoustic
engineering and passive noise reduction to enjoy crisp audio at low
volume levels: distortion-free

You are planning on going to store X to speak with the salespeople before

you buy it. To your surprise, an internet search reveals that store X is
located just down the road from where you stay [half way across town).
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Perceived Effort
(Kim and Labroo, 2011)
Cronbach’s Alpha=0.893

1)
2)

=

Going to the store is effortful
Going to the store is bothersome
strongly disagree, 7=strongly agree)

Perceived Believability
(Urbany, Bearden, and
Weilbaker, 1988)
Cronbach's Alpha=0.835

1)

2)

(7=

| do not believe that the amount of this advertised
reduction is a truthful claim.

Consumers purchasing the earphone at the
advertiser's store will not save as much as the ad
claims.

strongly disagree, 1=strongly agree)

D e 1

Perceptions of Quality
(Suri and Monroe, 2003)
Cronbach's Alpha=0.871

1)
2)
3)

This earphone appears to be of good quality

This earphone appears to be reliable

How certain are you that this earphone will perform
satisfactorily(certain-uncertain)

Perceptions of Sacrifice
(Suri and Monroe, 2003)
Cronbach's Alpha=0.920

1)
2)
3)

The advertised price for this earphone was

| felt that the earphone was

| felt that the store’s advertised price for the
earphone was

(1= slightly low, 7=extremely low)
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Acquisition Value
(Grewal et al., 1994)
Cronbach’s Alpha=0.967

1)
2)

3)
4)

5)
6)

7)
8)

9)

At the sale price, | feel would be getting my money's
warth.

| feel that I'm getting a good quality for a reasonable
price.

I'm confident that I'm getting quality features.

I think | would be getting good value for the money |

spend.

| think that it is good value for the money.

| feel that acquiring it meets both my high quality
and low price requirements.

| think that the sale price conveys good value.

I would value this product as it would meet my
needs for a reasonable price.

This product would be a worthwhile acquisition
because it would help me use at a reasonable price.

Transaction Value
(Grewal et al., 1994)
Cronbach’s Alpha=0.942

1)

2)

Taking advantage of a price deal like this makes me
feel good.

| would get lots of pleasure knowing that | would
save money at this reduced sale price.

Beyond the money | save, taking advantage of this
price deal will give me a sense of joy.
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Abstract

The Effect of Consumer Effort on

Perceptions of price Promotions

Park, Taewon
Department of Business Administration
The Graduate School

Seoul National University

Price promotion is used for variety purpose such as increasing sales,
responding competitive’s discount, and market penetration. whatever
goal 1s price promotion aims to increase sales. To increase sales,
companies should make the deal attractive to maximize consumers’
benefit. Therefore, discount context, it 1s common sense that
companies reduce consumers’ effort and give convenient shopping
experience. Recently, however, some companies are acting contrary to
these common sense. For example, In these companies, their
consumers should type special coupon or scan QR codes to buy
products at a discounted price. In the current article, I study a reason

that some companies are doing contrary to common sense.
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As a result of this study, I found that price play a negative and
positive role in assessment of a deal value because price serves not
only as an indicator of sacrifice but also as an indicator of quality.
Consumers didn't evaluate the deal favorably all the time when
discount rate is high in this study. Also this study discovered that
consumers tend to interpret their effort depend on acceptability of price
discount. If there is a big discount enough to evoke anxiety about
quality, consumers’ effort reduce the anxiety. On the contrary, If price
discount level is moderate, consumers’ effort has negative effect to
transaction utility. Through these discoveries, this study may provide

theoretical and managerial implications to marketers.

Keyword: acceptability of price discount, effort, perceived sacrifice,
perceived quality, acquisition utility, transaction utility

Student Number: 2013-20484
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