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One of the major reasons for fierce competition among firms is 

that they strive to increase their own market shares in the same mar-

ket with similar and apparently undifferentiated products in terms of 

quality and perceived benefit. Due to such changes in the marketing 

environment, differentiated after-sales service and diversified promotion 

strategies have become more important in the race to gain a com-

petitive advantage.5)6)7)

Price discount is one of the popular promotion strategies that most 

retailers use, especially to increase sales, but offering a price discount 

does not always lead to the expected result. If marketers apply an 

identical price-promotion strategy without considering the characteristic 

differences in products and consumer preferences, the discounted price 

itself may make people skeptical about the quality of the product. 

Moreover, the changes in perceived value may appear differently de-

pending on factors such as consumer involvement. This implies that 

variables such as the level of consumer involvement, brand loyalty, 

and external reference prices, in reality, would have different effects 

on how consumers perceive the value of price discounts.

The variables that affect consumers' perceived values and buying 

decisions are diverse and complicated. Several studies have examined 

the effects of such variables as external reference price, selling price, 

and brand on consumers' perceived value of products. Results have 

not shown consistent patterns. Therefore, we must note that the fac-

tors affecting consumers' value perceptions and buying behaviors are 

diverse and that the results of studies on the same dependent variable 

come out differently depending on what that variable is.

This study focused on the level of consumer involvement as a sa-

lient variable that supposedly affects the perceived value of a product, 

willingness to buy, and search intentions. We tried to examine wheth-

er a price discount affects the perceived value such as perceived ac-

quisition value and perceived transaction value in different ways de-

pending on the level of consumer involvement. In addition, we pro-

posed managerial implications that marketers need to consider as a 

whole, for instance, product attributes, brand loyalty, and involvement 

and then established a differentiated pricing strategy, case by case, in 

order to effectively enhance consumers’ perceived values.

As a result, we found that perceived transaction value positively 

affects perceived acquisition value and when discounting the price of 

a high-involvement product enhances the consumer’s willingness to 

buy, but perceived acquisition value does not affect the search in-

tentions significantly.

In the case of discounting prices of low-involvement products, on 

the other hand, the perceived transaction value has a positive effect 

on the willingness to buy, but the negative effect of perceived ac-

quisition value on the search intentions was not significant. We sup-

pose that people doubt a product's quality because of a declined per-

ceived quality derived from a price discount. Even though the price 

discount enhanced the transaction value, people eventually increased 

their level of searching for additional product information.

From the results of this study, we suggest that marketers ought to 

establish an appropriate value-enhancing strategy based on the under-

standing of which perceived value consumers rely on more when they 

conduct purchasing behavior because consumers perceive the degree 

of importance of acquisition value or transaction value differently, de-

pending on their level of involvement.

Key words : perceived value, perceived acquisition value, perceived 

transaction value, consumer involvement 
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