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In this paper, the impact of pricing strategy and pictorial presentation on bundle value is examined across contingency levels.

Specifically, the impact of applying the price reduction to the total price of the bundle (mixed-joint strategy) versus applying the price

reduction to one of the bundled products (mixed-leader strategy) on bundle evaluation is compared for bundles of complements,

substitutes, and independent products (study 1). We also examine how presenting bundled products in the same versus separate images

influences bundle value (study 2). Theoretical and managerial implications are also discussed.

 
 
[to cite]:

Deny Belisle and H. Onur Bodur (2011) ,"Understanding Design Elements in Bundles", in NA - Advances in Consumer Research

Volume 39, eds. Rohini Ahluwalia, Tanya L. Chartrand, and Rebecca K. Ratner, Duluth, MN : Association for Consumer

Research, Pages: 848-849.

 
[url]:

http://www.acrwebsite.org/volumes/1010112/volumes/v39/NA-39

 
[copyright notice]:

This work is copyrighted by The Association for Consumer Research. For permission to copy or use this work in whole or in

part, please contact the Copyright Clearance Center at http://www.copyright.com/.

http://www.acrwebsite.org/volumes/1010112/volumes/v39/NA-39
http://www.copyright.com/


848 / Working Papers

the parent brand to be American Eagle, which was familiar, moderately liked, and perceived as being characteristic of our student population 
(i.e., an ingroup brand); (2) the brand extensions to be backpack (high fit) and bicycle (low fit); and (3) reference group characterizations 
to be “men and women between 18-35 years old from middle and upper socioeconomic classes that are pursuing an undergraduate degree” 
(ingroup) and “men and women between 40-60 years old from a lower socioeconomic class and less than high school education” (dissocia-
tive segment). 

After a brief introduction, participants were asked to imagine that American Eagle had launched a new backpack (high fit) or bicycle 
(low fit), and that this brand extension was being used by the ingroup or dissociative segment (no information about user profile was given 
in the control conditions). They were then asked about their attitudes toward the American Eagle brand and how likely they were to buy an 
American Eagle t-shirt, which is one of the current products sold by this brand; men and women received almost identical pictures of a white 
t-shirt with the American Eagle logo. 

The expected two-way interaction was confirmed both for brand attitudes and likelihood of purchase. Specifically, the use of American 
Eagle backpacks (high fit) by a dissociative segment resulted in lower attitudes toward the parent brand and lower likelihood of purchasing 
American Eagle t-shirts relative to the ingroup condition. On the other hand, the use of American Eagle bicycles (low fit) by a dissociative 
segment did not impact attitudes toward the parent brand and resulted in even higher likelihood or purchasing an American Eagle t-shirt than 
the ingroup condition. 

The results of this first study provide preliminary support for our hypotheses. They demonstrate that the negative affect derived from 
the usage of a brand extension by a dissociative segment may transfer to the parent brand when there is high fit between the parent brand 
and the brand extension product category. They also provide an important boundary condition for the effect of reference groups on brands, 
since no dilution effects emerged in low fit conditions. The implications to managers are mildly optimistic. On the one hand, managers who 
use brand extension as a mechanism to increase consumption within the current target market should be more careful about not extending 
into too dissimilar product categories. But on the other hand, if the main objective is to bring new customers to the parent brand franchise, 
dissimilar brand extensions may be a viable alternative (Milberg, Sinn and Goodstein 2010) that generates lower dilution risks than similar 
brand extensions. 
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Bundling strategy is widely used in today products and services markets. It refers to the selling of two or more products/services 
together at a single price (Stremersch and Tellis 2002). Past research suggests that the contingency level among bundled products (i.e., their 
complementarity, substitutability or independence) influences consumers’ evaluation of the offer. On the one hand, products complementarity 
appears as an essential condition to building successful bundles (Guiltinan 1987). On the other hand, products substitutability is viewed as 
detrimental to bundle value (Venkatesh and Kamakura 2003). Despite the wide array of bundles offered in the marketplace, it is unknown 
whether contextual information provided with the offer such as price and image presentation formats can influence bundle attractiveness, by 
either highlighting products’ complementarity or reducing their perceived substitutability.

Past work highlighted consumers’ use of contextual information when evaluating bundles. Different contextual cues, such as the set of 
alternatives considered as well as their presentation format, can be used as a means to simplify information processing (e.g., Simonson and 
Tversky 1992). In line with this literature, we examine the influence of adopting a mixed-joint pricing strategy where the reduction is assigned 
to the total price of the bundle (Guiltinan 1987; Yadav and Monroe 1993) versus a mixed-leader strategy, where price reduction is applied to 
one of the bundled items only, on bundle attractiveness across contingency levels. We also investigate whether presenting the products under 
the same or in separate images affects consumers’ perceived attractiveness of bundles of complements.

It is proposed here that using a mixed-joint pricing strategy is likely to emphasize complementarity among items, which essence is the 
joint use of products. It should therefore yield to a higher bundle attractiveness perception for bundles of complements as compared to a 
mixed-leader strategy. On the other hand, mixed-leader pricing strategy is expected to be beneficial to bundles of substitutes. Coherent with 
Blattberg and Wisniewski’s (1989) findings, a mixed-leader strategy is expected to increase dissimilarity between substitutable products. Ap-
plying a reduction on only one product in a bundle composed of two equally-priced products makes the prices of these products different. As 
a result, products’ similarity is reduced, therefore leading to a higher assessment of bundle attractiveness than when a mixed-joint strategy is 
adopted. Finally, these pricing strategies are not expected to differently influence the assessment of bundles of independent products. 
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To test our predictions, a first study was developed using a 2 (pricing strategy: mixed-joint (MJ) vs. mixed-leader (ML)) × 3 (contingen-
cy levels: complements, substitutes, independent products) between-subjects design. Three bundles of two equally-priced products differing 
in terms of contingency levels were chosen based on a pretest. The primary product of this triplet was identical across the three combinations. 
Three different add-on products determined bundles’ contingency level. Each of the 150 participants evaluated one bundle offer, which was 
briefly presented with a picture of the products. An identical price reduction amount was applied to each bundle. However, the price reduction 
was presented either in a mixed-joint or in a mixed-leader format. Bundle description was immediately followed by 7-point scales measuring 
transaction value, willingness to buy, and discount attractiveness.

A MANOVA with transaction value, willingness to buy, and deal attractiveness as dependent variables revealed a significant multivariate 
interaction between price bundling strategy and products’ contingency level (F6, 276= 4.81, p <.01). Items’ preference and price consciousness 
did not have a significant influence on the dependent variables.

As expected, higher perceived transaction value (MMJ = 5.33 vs. MML = 4.45; F(1,46) = 7.00, p = .01), willingness to buy (MMJ = 5.16 vs. 
MML = 3.86; F(1,46) = 12.02, p < .01), and deal attractiveness (MMJ = 5.04 vs. MML = 4.24; F(1,46) = 3.65, p = .06) were reported for the bundle 
of complements when the identical price reduction amount was presented under a mixed-joint than under a mixed-leader format. Similarly, 
for the bundle of substitutes, higher perceived transaction value (MMJ = 4.21 vs. MML = 5.03; F(1,45) = 4.16, p < .05), willingness to buy (MMJ = 
3.75 vs. MML = 4.68; F(1,45) = 4.24, p < .05), and deal attractiveness (MMJ = 3.33 vs. MML = 5.32; F(1,45) = 23.99, p < .01) were reported when the 
price reduction was presented under a mixed-leader than under a mixed-joint format. Finally, as expected, no significant difference between 
the two strategies was found for the bundle of independent products. These results support our predictions and suggest that price bundling 
strategy effectiveness depends on bundled products contingency level. 

In study 2, we extend these context effects to the visual presentation of the bundle itself. Based on Fishbach and Zhang (2008), we expect 
that presenting products under the same image enhances their perceived complementarity more than presenting them under separate images. 
Therefore, presenting bundled products under a same image format is expected to lead to higher bundle perceived attractiveness than present-
ing products under a separate images format. 

Fourty-two participants evaluated a bundle offer of complementary products presented in a mixed-joint format along with an illustration 
of the products that are either presented in the same photo or in two separate photos. As expected, higher perceived transaction value (MSI = 
4.48 vs. MDI = 3.68; F(1,40) = 3.89, p = .05), willingness to buy (MSI = 3.91 vs. MDI = 2.93; F(1,40) = 4.11, p < .05), and deal attractiveness (MSI = 
4.57 vs. MDI = 3.71; F(1,40) = 4.20, p < .05) were found when the bundle offer was presented under a same image than a separate images format

This research provides evidence that perceived attractiveness of a bundle can be positively affected by contextual information present in 
the bundle offer. This is, to our knowledge, the first research that examines the impact of products’ contingency level on price framing effect 
in a bundling context. Our results suggest that the superiority of a mixed-joint or mixed-leader strategy is contingent upon bundle composi-
tion. In addition, this research innovates by demonstrating that contextual information, not related to price (i.e., image presentation format), 
can also influence bundle perceived attractiveness.
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Perceived Difficulty of Manufacturing the Extension and Extension Evaluation:  
Do Perceptions of Complementarity and Substitutability Matter?
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Brand extension – using an established brand name to enter a different product class – is frequently used by marketers to enter new 
categories (Aaker and Keller 1990). A good proportion of research in brand extension has focused on understanding the factors that influ-
ence consumers’ attitude towards the extension product, including the perceived fit of the extension with the parent brand (Aaker and Keller 
1990; Mao and Krishnan 2006). Mariadoss et al. (2010) note that despite the advances made in understanding influences on the attitudes 
towards the extension, a primary focus in extant research has been on the characteristics of the parent brand. In this research we extend the 
work of Mariadoss et al. (2010) to investigate two important characteristics of extension brands that may influence the relationship between 


