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B o] B8 wuf 7 v|Az] Zeflo]y 5 (71 Q15H vs. 7FA R 7HA) 0] 4| =k] 2] ZbE Mok A of u] 2] = F k]|
S E1371(33% vs. 50%)2F A @A vs. A8 T 2HGIE A DA S ol-gsto] AS5H= Aol AF1o1A4
&7 WA 2] Zeflo] 33 (7FA RIS vs. 7HA1 R 7FR) T &1 71(33% vs. 50%) 7T AH|RFE 2] A ZHe Aok A o] 1]
FFS ot QT ABRFEL33% T3, 50% TR17H 22 7HA 51 &7 WA 2] o] (ol LeEE S ),
A7|17} AR B 9(33%) Bike DRI 7|72 A-9(50%) 0 A2 Aok AT} o Zit), o] duka ol ARl 7y
A Zofe}. SRR SHA T <5 7| Fulf Al P Bl+1)"u )b A T Al Skt El(1+1) 79k 22 ZFA R meE
A A Zelo] F ol e EE S wolls S1A717FAER2 Z-(F A0 A Al sk Bl (2+1))2F 1717 7347 A el
Al SR H(1+1)) 7] AR|RE7 ] 2ok Aok Aol fo]7F A9 §loltt. A0l AlE T3 wjA] 2] Zao]y 37t
ARISH vs. 71217714 o] AlE-HB(FHA vs. A-8A0)oll wheha] AH|ZHE9] 2] 7he HoF Aol m| 2= JgFs Lot 7] 9
A 271 5 o) T vl A 2] Zlo] W - F (A 7 el Al 33% Sl vs. T A Lol A SR E+ ) S SHESR AT
I, AEFIEEA vs. A8A)S TEHFR AAoeint. A7 AT BofE7] wjA)2] Zeloly 3 AE-FE2 A 4" E
oF G o sl FAIZ 02 Folgt AT A G Qs A0 & YERgTh AH|ARE-S <5 A Fuf| A] sk Tl 2+1)7eF 22 7t
A R7HA a2 A 2] o]y f ol lEE] S uf, AlE-R o] A HeH b= AR o] A-gAY o, Ht o
A H-G-S BT}, §hH ol <A 7] FLuf A] 33% 173} -2 A IS HufE WA Z] o]y fof| L EE S
ofli= AlE-FP o W2 AH|RR] hGof Zpol7t gloltt. & AT AVE v S & npAg] ARoA = AE-Fdt elar] Ea
‘golgh Ml &1 WA 2] o] {5 A|Alste], iiE Soio] B8 4= S A o2 ZdfH ). §HHe An|te] ool A=
AA| ) Al oA TR wiA|Z] eflo]r] f-gof] thal] 54} o] 58 Ktk o] A B At wde] @93 o2
Helrt.
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g o 2 g8 r] o] ¢th(Lichtenstein, Burton,
and Netemeyer 1997).
rﬂruﬂzx] ziak = Eg] 7].7_|3 glole r)rookﬁ ﬁgEﬂi

A2 5 ‘thtl(oﬂ HAE &<, ddigh &el, 2
[e]

=2 =
S k2ol ol Al B B ot
e T o Al 1) e EH)o s o=
_/T_ O]q—. “I ﬂE Q-CI)J ’ “qu%}]\' 8]'0]” “E‘]/ﬂ /\.UH”

R
of thigt Bl A= ther EAISH=H], 2 &H*
=So ] X]71—3 = 7]-7:1 o1-o]<>ﬂ EH St uﬂ =] = ]:]]_u_o]-oﬂ
T}H(Chen, Monroe, and Lou 1998; Darke and Chung
2005; DelVecchio, Krishnan, and Smith 2007;
Hardesty and Bearden 2003; Heath, Chatterjee, and
France 1995; Krishna, Briesch, Lehman, and Yuan
2002; Yin and Dubinsky 2004).

T2 YA A0AE 0] AEFUES &
o]7] §J3k 71945 7ke] o] A AshA| WA thakst
FE o] TS HA 2| 7F AL A A A E AL .
AA| rolf G A= g A el Al Sh H(1+1)”
oF e W5 BAHE Bs) st glon
B Yob7PA L “5457, “10+10°3} 22 g 57158
AbE 2 % Giek AT 0 2 FAT T FAL A
SR, TS o] o]y (_t A FHul A] St
L El(1+1) vs. 7 7 0l A] 50% THelyoll whakA 4
HIZFE0] 2 Zfshs @)lel gt 717 v 4= Q)
TH(Li, Sun, and Wang 2007; Sinha and Smith 2000).
AA f+E @A “F 7 Tl Al s T2+,
“QF ) FHul Al SH H(1+1)°9F 22 B Sl o] 2}
F ARG EE B, 2HARE o] A Eelef Hish of
7 2 Zsh=A] A EE A7 2 a st

“THAE &l y} «H i Ax o] thd] Sawyer and
Dickson(1984)2 “T A E 21”2 7} Q1514 wujf
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¥HH Al skt H(2+1)79 2 K AmE 7ER] 5o}
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=2 H| W5ttt Sawyer and Dickson(1984)2 =2
AHE  o]Z(Prospect Theory)(Kahneman and
Tversky 1979y HFEHO 2 AH|AFS-L 72|57} A
& M= Ho g FEAES O EY 5
7}2 2| Z¥sta1, 7VA QIS w2 Abstof| A= A4
]7\]'7]' =4 FE 6l A&=ske SHEol Eol&
AL &Alo] 7taz z)zFsitha Aottt
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(Light User)= 7FA|F7H] oS0 H k= 7144
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o FAZA el g1/} 9= 72 oYt} Diamond and
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+ WO 72 F7H | S0 e §F el
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T}(Estelami 1997; Morwitz, Greenleaf, and Johnson
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T ZZJ3tcH(Chen, Marmorstein,
Tsiros, and Rao 2012). whatA] o]e} ZH2 =0]F v}
go 2 th-29] 7Hd1-12 Attt
7hd1-1: 7hA oISk mojEE = oo EOl
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wsto] &H|AHSO0| X[A5ts B &t
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Jo] 84 ”%(nonratlonal behav1or)0]
Uebd =& Qlthal gtoh(DelVecchio et al. 2007;
Morwitz et al. 1998; Sinha and Smith 2000).
Morwitz et al.(1998)2 AH|AHE2 A H A2 e} ¥
Qi WL gl A7} ol 2718 A ek
AE A tiAl Fre g oE_Thal SHe(Chen
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gestels] Sl | 8o FAHS 48T
Q1TH(Suri, Monroe, and Koc 2013). A~H|z}2] <]
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Consumers’ Perceived Savings To Promotional Message
Framing Type: the Moderating Roles of
Discount Size and Product Type

Jae Woo Choi*, Yeong Seon Kang**

ABSTRACT

Stronger competition among companies to increase their sales with promotional events has intensified and
various forms of sales promotions have been continuously presented. In this research, we analyze the effects of
promotional framing type (price-oft promotional framing vs. value-added promotional framing) on the degree of
consumer’s perceived saving by using experimental design with considering the moderating roles of discount size
(33% vs. 50%) and product type(hedonic vs. utilitarian goods).

The price discount of the sales promotion strategy has a variety of forms. For example, “percent discount” is a
type of price-off promotional framing and it discounts a certain percentage of regular price. “Bonus pack” is a
type of value-added promotional framing and in the case of “buy two get one free (2+1),” purchasing two
products at regular prices, the third is the advantage of being free.

There exist many comparative studies of percent discount and bonus pack, and the most researchers compared
the perceived attractiveness of these price discount strategies. Even if these price discount strategies provide the
same amount of discount, consumers might perceive differently in accordance with framing of promotion (buy
two get one free (2+1) vs. buy three and get 33% discount).

In Study 1, we investigated the impact of promotional framing type (price-off promotional framing vs.
value-added promotional framing) and discount size (33% vs. 50%) on consumer's perceived savings. When
consumers are exposure to the promotional framing message of “buy two get one free (2+1),” they might feel
confused to calculate the actual discount rate and they want to simplify information processing using more
heuristics (Suri, Monroe, and Koc 2013). In this case, consumers might not want to go through a complicated
process to calculate the actual discount rate and they just focus on promotional message of one item free which is
more convenient information to process. Due to the computational difficulties, consumers will prefer value-added
promotional framing (buy two get one free (2+1)) with the same monetary value rather than price-off promotional

framing (buy three and get 33% discount) (Chen, Marmorstein, Tsiros, and Rao 2012).

* M.S. , University of Seoul, Department of Business Administration
** Associate Professor, University of Seoul, Department of Business Administration, Corresponding Author
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Consumers easily recognize with the focus on “buy two get one free (2+1)” at the time of purchase, focusing on
one item free as a bonus. Similarly, when they were exposure to the message of “buy one get one free (1+1)” at the
time of purchase, they will concentrate on the point of one free extra. Therefore, by emphasizing “one free item”
information, it is possible to process information using a simple heuristic and there can be no difference between
the case of “buy two get one free (2+1)” and the case of “buy one get one free (1+1).” In sum, we suggest the

following hypotheses:

H1-1: In the price-off promotional framing, the degree of saving perceived by consumers will be greater on the
message of “buy two and get 50% discount” compared with the message of “buy three and get 33%
discount.”

H1-2: In the value-added promotional framing, there will be no difference of consumers’ perception of savings
between the message of “buy two get one free (2+1)” and the message of “buy one get one free (1+1).”

To verify these hypotheses, we designed 2 (price-off promotional framing vs. value-added promotional
framing) X 2 (33% vs. 50%) factorial between-group experiment. In order to present the hypothetical situation,
we used a scenario that a participant would be in contact with the sales promotional message by setting a leaflet of
a grocery store as an experimental stimulus. We measured the perceived savings as our dependent variable. Using
the analysis of variance (ANOVA), we analyzed our experimental results.

As a result of the ANOVA analysis, we found the statistically significant interaction effect on the degree of
perceived saving by the promotional framing type and the discount size (F(1,79) = 4,098, p < 0.05). The

following <Figure 1> shows our results.
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<Figure 1> Effect on the perceived savings by the promotional framing type and the discount size
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Consumers had more favorable response when offering 50% discount (M = 4.920) compared to 33% discount
(M =4.048). So, H1-1 is not rejected(F(1, 79) = 6.843, p < 0.05). On the other hand, in value-added promotional
framing such as 2 + 1 (buy two get one free) and 1 + 1 (Buy one get one free), there was no difference in consume
responses between 2+1 (M =4.275) and 1+1 (M =4.175). So. H1-2 is not rejected(F(1, 79) = 0.084, n.s.).

In Study 2, we investigated that two types of promotional framing messages (buy three and get 33% discount
vs. buy two get one free (2+1)) affect on the degree of consumer's perceived savings depending on the product
type (hedonic vs. utilitarian goods). In the case of value-added promotional framing with a hedonic product, it
takes a long time and effort to interpret the promotional message. When consumers look at the message of “buy
two get one free,” consumers are relatively using more time to process its information, and then consumers
perceive that the gain is smaller than it will be like. Therefore, in the case of hedonic products, it can be expected
that value-added promotional framing is less attractive.

In the case of utilitarian goods, there is a part that can be justified in purchasing practical materials, the degree
of guilt is weak. In the case of utilitarian goods, we pursue the convenience of the purchasing process rather than
monetary benefit. If the messages of “buy three and get 33% discount” and “buy two get one free (2+1)” are
presented to the consumers, consumers will show positive attitude to “buy two get one free (2+1)” because it
communicate the point of one free extra which is easy to process its information. In the study of Mishra and
Mishra (2011), they classified unhealthy foods as a hedonic good, healthy foods as a utilitarian goo, and
compared the sales promotion. In their results, when purchasing a hedonic good (unhealthy foods), consumers

prefer the price-off promotion, not the bonus pack. In sum, we suggest the following hypotheses:

H2-1: In the price-off promotional framing, consumer's perceived savings will be greater than at hedonic goods
than utilitarian goods.

H2-2: In the value-added promotional framing, consumer’s perceived savings will be greater than at utilitarian
goods than hedonic goods.

To verify these hypotheses, we designed 2 (price-off promotional framing vs. value-added promotional
framing) X 2 (hedonic vs. utilitarian goods) factorial between-group experiment. As in study 1, in order to present
the hypothetical situation, we used a scenario that a participant would be in contact with the sales promotional
message by setting a leaflet of a grocery store as an experimental stimulus. In order to control the brand effect, we
mentioned only product categories such as perfumes and shampoos, without displaying the brand to the stimulus.
Participants who participated in the study 1 restricted the participation of the experiment 2. We measured the
perceived savings as our dependent variable. Using the analysis of variance (ANOVA), we analyzed our
experimental results.

As a result of the ANOVA analysis, we found that the promotion framing type and product type have a
significant interaction effect on the consumer's perceived savings (F(1,117) = 5.761, p < 0.05). The following

<Figure 2> shows our results.
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<Figure 2> Effect on the perceived savings by the promotional framing type and the product type

In the case of value-added promotional framing like “Buy two get one free”, participants showed more
favorable responses with utilitarian goods(M = 4.750) compared to hedonic goods (M = 3.833). So, H2-1 is
rejected (F(1, 117) = 0.029, n.s.). In the case of price-off promotional framing like “Buy three and get 33%
discount”, there was no difference in consume responses between utilitarian (M = 4.108) and hedonic goods (M =
4.065). So, H2-2 is not rejected (F(1, 117) = 12.604, p < 0.001).

Based on the results of this research, marketing practitioner can increase revenue by applying different
promotional framing depending on discount size and product type. From the view of consumer side, consumers

should consider the loss and gain of promotional messages in more detail at the time of actual purchase.

Keywords: Value-added Promotion, Price-off Promotion, Promotional Framing, Discount Size, Product Type,

Consumer’s Perceived Saving



