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ABSTRACT

Price presentation can be one of strategic marketing initiatives that can be practiced in fields. Among
numerous research in price presentation, this research focuses on partitioned price presentation. In
previous research, the positive effect of partitioned price was revealed, but in this research moderation
effect was found in the effect of partitioned price on consumer responses. Specifically, partitioned price
effect differed according to individual differences such as thinking style and regulatory focus. As a
result, holistic thinking style revealed higher trial intention in all-in-one price condition than in
partitioned price condition. But there was insignificant difference in trial intention between all-in-one
price condition and partitioned price condition for analytic thinking style consumers. For holistic
thinking style consumers, price attractiveness mediated in the relationship between price presentation on
trial intention. Second, for regulatory focus, chronically promotion focused consumers revealed
significantly higher purchase intention in partitioned price condition than in all-in-one price condition.
On the other hand, prevention focused consumers revealed significantly higher purchase intentions in
all-in-one price condition than in partitioned condition. Mediation effect was tested in the effect of the
interaction of price presentation and regulatory focus on purchase intention and found that price
attractiveness mediated the relationship.

This research contributes in the way that it expands the area of price presentation, especially
partitioned price, and also contributes practically for giving useful information related to price

presentation methods according to individual differences.

Keywords: Partitioned Price, All-in-one Price, Thinking Style, Regulatory Focus, Trial Intention,
Purchase Intention, Price Attractiveness
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{Figure 1) Comparison of Trial Intention according to Price Presentation and Thinking Style
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(Table 1) ANOVA Results of Price Presentation and Thinking Style
(Dependent variable: Trial Intention)

Independent variable SS df MS F p-value
Price presentation(A) 3.508 1 3.508 1.538 0.217
Thinking style(B) 1.221 1 1.221 0.091 0.087*
AxB 13.426 1 13.426 6.035 0.162
Error 82.309 37 2.225

 p .01, p (.05, *p<.10

Muazag=4.94, F> 1, p<.1). 7FEAAAE2 2 Afa
WA HoAs 59E Hoks ul felsiAl ¥
VERITHE Y (1, p) . 1), A% 24E g8 thx24 s
AN AR AT H Al o] gl E7HA
Al 20l ARl ot BAIF o= feldA A e
S Mz =5.67 vs. Mzain=5.03, F(1, 161)=
2.99, p=.086) ((Figure 1) 2=x). wabd 7 1-1
o] ARt EAFolAH Alagle] A9 tlwA
A7 B3 209 B87HE 270 Aole] ARl e
el et Aol fle Ao YERITH Mg =4.92 vs.
Maai2=4.96, F(1, 161)=0.016. p» .1) (Figure 1)
2x). wEhd 7 12 ARER @9

2 AqelM 7R ARl kAT gRRke]
o 7SS 59E SH3IA (Table 2)04 Be

B87tA vs.

nfe} o] XA 714

ZoA Ao Al oAtk AA R ¥
$ 71wk 115290 w7 219, vl 2 e
7P B 3e ek Bavld 2o dAFel A
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A G B, BEE 2 BTl F Al
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of3t Aol & Kol o2 YePITH (7 8 dwnzag =
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(Table 2) Difference in Price Recall according to Price Presentation and Thinking Style

Price Thinking Actual total Recalled Price difference Difference in %
Presentation style price Price (Recalled price -
actual total price)
all-in-one price Holistic 18,628 +#128 Recalled 0.7% higher
(%18,500) Analytic 18,500 18,213 -w287 Recalled 1.6% lower
Partition price Holistic ' 16,620 -%1,880 Recalled 10.2% lower
(%16,000+2,500) Analytic 19,632 +w1,132 Recalled 6.1% higher
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(Figure 2) Comparison of Price Attractiveness according to Price Presentation and Thinking Style
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(Figure 3) Mediation Analysis of the Price Presentation on Trial Intention with Holistic Thinking Style
(Mediation variable: Price Attractiveness)
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(Figure 4) Comparison of Purchase Intention according to Price Presentation and Chronic Regulatory Focus
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(Table 3) ANOVA Results of Pice Presentation and Chronic Regulatory Focus
(Dependent variable: Purchase Intention)

Dependent variable SS Df MS F p-value
Price presentation(A) .010 1 .010 .006 .940
Regulatory Focus(B) 1.828 1 1.828 1.044 .310

AxB 15.737 1 15.737 8.990 .004***
Error 155.806 89 1.751

" p(.01, ™p(.05, "'p(.10
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(Table 4) Comparison of Price Recall according to Price Presentation and Chronic Regulatory Focus

Price Regulatory Actual Recalled Price difference Difference in %
Presentation Focus total price Price (Recalled price -
actual total price)
all-in-one price Prevention w19,556 w1,056 Recalled 5.4% higher
(#18,500) Promotion 15,500 17,250 -%1,250 Recalled 7.2% lower
Partitioned price Prevention ' 16,638 -%1,862 Recalled 11.2% lower
(%16,000+2,500) Promotion #16,500 -#2,000 Recalled 12.1% lower
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(Figure 5) Comparison of Price Attractiveness according to Price Presentation and Chronic Regulatory Focus
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(Figure 6) Mediation Analysis of the Interaction of Price Presentation and Regulatory Focus on

Purchase Intention (Mediation variable: Price Attractiveness)
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