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Abstract | Past bundling research emphasized the economic logic of the strategy and there was

relatively little study considered consumers’ evaluation of bundling. We based on
consumers’ purchase intention to discuss the effect of price bundling, and designed the
experiments to test the impact of substituted/complementary components and involvement.
In our findings: Consumers’ purchase intention of mixed bundle pricing is higher than
other pricing strategy, and the component pricing is the worst. Complement is not
adaptive for pure component pricing, and the off% is less for bundle pricing. Pure bundle
pricing would minimum consumers’ purchase intention of subsitiution, and the discount
deal of bundle has to be more. There is the interaction between involvement and price
bundling. The pure bundle pricing of two low involvement components would have better
performance.
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