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The Effect of Self-Bundling vs. Bundle Packaging on Variety
Seeking Behavior: The Role of Consumer Knowledge

Liang Li*, Se Bum Park**

ABSTRACT

Bundle promotions such as 'buy 4 for $10' and 'buy 6 and get $3 discount' have been frequently used for
different product categories in the markets worldwide. Included in the bundle promotions are bundle packaging in
which products that help achieve specific marketing goals (e.g., inventory control, brand exposure) are sold as
one package and self-bundling in which consumers themselves construct a bundle of products customized for
their own needs and preferences. Indeed, bundle promotions have contributed to substantially increasing the sales
of imported beer products sold in convenience stores and large discount retailers in South Korea in a short span of
time. On the other hand, consumers may seck greater variety from a product bundle as the number of products
included in the bundle becomes higher. Also, studies on consumer variety seeking maintain that consumers tend
to seek greater variety when their knowledge about a target is low (vs. high) and when exposed to self-bundling
(vs. bundle packaging). The current research thus intends to investigate whether two popular bundle promotion
strategies, self-bundling and bundle packaging promotion, have asymmetric effects on consumer variety seeking
behavior depending on the level of consumer knowledge about a target brand.

Toward this end, we conducted an experiment in which 456 adults in China(72% males, 27.1 of age) recruited
from the WeChat SNS participated in return for small monetary reward. The current research employed a
2(bundle promotion: self-bundling vs. bundle packaging)x3(consumer knowledge: low(specialty imports brand),
medium(mass imports brand), vs. high(domestic brand)) between-subjects full-factorial design. First, the bundle
promotion factor was manipulated by asking participants to either construct their own 6-pack beer bundle in the
self-bundling condition or choose one 6-pack beer bundle from five different beer bundle packages recommended
by a local retailer in the bundle packaging condition. Second, to manipulate the consumer knowledge factor,
participants were asked to construct their own 6 can bundle(self-bundling) or choose one out of 5 different bundle
packages(bundle packaging) while given a set of 3 domestic beer brands(Tsingtao, Harbin, Yanjing) vs. 3 mass
imports brands(Budweiser, Heineken, Carlsberg), vs. 3 specialty imports brands(Schwanenbrdu, Kaisarking,

Boddington’s), that would represent the high-, medium-, and low-knowledge about a target product respectively.

* Graduate Student, School of Business, Yonsei University
** Associate Professor of Marketing, School of Business, Yonsei University
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<Table 1> Experimental Condition Example

Consumer Knowledge Self-Bundling Bundle Packaging
(a)Harbin6
High-Knowledge Ha'rbin ) (b)Harb.in4/Ts'ingtaol/YanJ'.ingl
(Domestic) Tsmgtao () (c)Harbl.n3/TS{ngtaOZ/YanJ.llng1
Yanjing () (d)Harbin3/Tsingtaol/Yanjing2
(e)Harbin2/Tsingtao2/Yanjing2
(a)Heineken6
. Heineken () (b)Heinekend4/Budweiserl/Carlsbergl
Me(?\z;r;ls-llir;lg(\:;lt:;lge Budweiser () (c)Heineken3/Budweiser2/Carlsbergl
Carlsberg () (d)Heineken3/Budweiser1/Carlsberg2
(e)Heineken2/Budweiser2/Carlsberg2
(a)Kaisarking6
Low-Knowledge Kaisarking ) () (b)Ka?sark.ing4/Schwanenbr§u1/Bodd'ington”s1
(Specialty Imports) Schwgnenbr’au () (c)Kal.sarklhng3/Schwanenbrz.i.uZ/Boddl.ngton sl
Boddington’s () (d)Kaisarking3/Schwanenbriul/Boddington’s2
(e)Kaisarking2/Schwanenbridu2/Boddington’s2

After participants constructed or chose the beer bundle, they indicated the extent to which they had knowledge
about a target brand, and the degree to which they were satisfied and confident with the chosen beer bundle for
manipulation and control check purposes. Lastly, we counted a total number of different brands chosen from the
given set of 3 domestic vs. 3 mass imports vs. 3 specialty imports brands of beer in the self-bundling and the
bundle packaging condition, and then calculated the total variance among the 6-pack beer bundle so as to create

an index for consumer variety seeking behavior.

<Table 2> Manipulation and Control Checks

Self-Bundling Bundle Packaging
. Specialty . Specialty
Domestic Mass Imports Domestic Mass Imports
Imports Imports
4.55 4.29 3.67 4.75 4.47 3.84
Level of Knowledge (.90) (1.18) (1.35) (91) (1.04) (1.19)
Satisfaction 5.20 5.00 4.53 4.94 4.78 4.19
(1.74) (1.79) (1.37) (1.50) (1.60) (1.58)
Confidence 5.50 4.80 4.43 5.14 4.59 4.09
(1.42) (1.86) (1.54) (1.41) (1.64) (1.69)
Cell Size 60 61 60 90 92 93

Note.- Numbers in the parentheses are standard deviations.

As shown in <Table 2>, a 2(bundle promotion: self-bundling vs. bundle packaging)x3(consumer knowledge:
low(specialty imports brand), medium(mass imports brand), vs. high(domestic brand)) ANOVA on the level of
consumer knowledge revealed that the level of consumer knowledge about a target beer was greater in order of
domestic, mass imports, and specialty imports brands, regardless of the type of bundle promotion. Similarly, the

same was true for the level of satisfaction and confidence about the chosen beer bundle. Taken together, the
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findings confirmed that our manipulations were successful.

As shown in <Figure 1>, a 2(bundle promotion: self-bundling vs. bundle packaging)x3(consumer knowledge:
low(specialty imports brand), medium(mass imports brand), vs. high(domestic brand)) ANOVA on the variety
seeking index found a significant main effect of the bundle promotion factor, demonstrating that self-bundling
was more likely than bundle packaging to enhance consumers’ variety seeking behavior. Also, the same ANOVA
revealed a significant main effect of the consumer knowledge factor, indicating that participants sought greater
variety from the specialty imports brands(low-knowledge) rather than from the domestic brands

(high-knowledge) and the mass imports brands(medium-knowledge).

10

sas |553] [ 6.54]
542
2
1.90
0

High (Domestic Brand) Medium (Mass Imports) Low (Specialty Imports)

High; 12=Low)
o

Variety Seeking Behavior
(0:
IS

Level of Consumer Knowledge
Self-Bundling  m Bundle Packaging

<Figure 1> How Self-Bundling vs. Bundle Packaging Affects Variety Seeking Behavior Depending
on the Level of Consumer Knowledge

In addition, the findings showed that the level of variety sought was no different for the domestic brands about
which participants had a high level of knowledge whereas they started to seek more variety as their level of
knowledge about the target beer brands became lower. Most importantly, the findings exhibited that participants
sought the greatest level of variety from the specialty brands of beer when they were able to construct their own
beer bundle, providing supporting evidence for our main hypothesis that consumers who have a lower level of
product knowledge would seek greater variety in the self-bundling compared to the bundle packaging condition.

In conclusion, the current research adds some meaningful contribution to the field of consumer variety seeing
behavior. While bundle packaging relative to self-bundling can decrease consumers’ variety seeking behavior,
consumer knowledge may moderate the effect. Also, the current research offers important implications about
bundle promotions in that marketers need to take into consideration consumer knowledge when designing the
right bundle promotion for their brand. For example, a retailer may increase the level of variety in the bundle
packaging or simply run a self-bundling promotion when most consumers possess little knowledge about a target

brand and thus try to seek greater variety from product bundles.

Keywords: Bundle Promotion, Self-Bundling, Bundle Packaging, Variety Seeking, Consumer Knowledge






