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ABSTRACT

This study aims to explore effective price-related promotion strategies for sustainable fashion brands. First,
based on customer value theory, this study tested customers’ promotion favorability towards price discounts
and bundle package options. Next, this study used a structural model to examine promotion favorability, per-
cetved risk, brand credibility, and authenticity. A between-subjects experimental study was designed by devel-
oping stimuli in which a discount rate of 10%, 30%, and 509%, and the beneficiaries of additional items in
bundle packages(purchasers and non-profit organizations) were manipulated. A total of 420 Chinese subjects
participated in the experiment by responding to an online survey questionnaire. The ANCOVA results
showed that promotion favorability was the highest when discount rates were at 30% and 50%. In bundled
package analysis, when the additional item was given to the purchaser, the favorability rate was higher than
that when the item was given to a non-profit organization. Moreover, a structural equation model indicated
that promotion favorability reduced customers’ perceived risk, which in turn increased brand credibility and
authenticity. The findings of this study have a wide range of implications for academic research and the

management of sustainable fashion brands.

Key words: brand authenticity(E-2 = Z1A A, brand credibility(B A= A1 F] ),
perceived risk(XZ+E 9] E), promotion favorability(ZZ2FE A S 7HE),

k3]
=
price promotion(7}4 Z & TA),

B R 4AEe PERY AR,

Corresponding author: Sojin Jung, e-mail: sjung@khu.ac.kr


https://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.7233/jksc.2023.73.5.001&domain=http://kjournal.co.kr/&uri_scheme=http:&cm_version=v1.5

fRffi 55734 59

L M2 Rl gl 2842 sl TAL A whE
% gt} o= Awdoz DAt Bit ARA
A7 Aol g AN 2 Ay 3 AYEES Yojmels ARE AP 4 Aok
o)4jo] FAHWA A&7bse Aol et AL AaAAe] 2 ZEEA Az gE dTs
2 QF7F Z71E 2 Y} AR A&7 A F2 714 ZE2RA9 FA44 =W (Choi, Hwang,
Fo A3 2 JfEoE B2 A7HH H] o] 49 & Lee, 2021: Sao, Kim, & Park, 2022)% %3
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olth(Huh, 2021). olelgF A& sl ¥ W, A Zs15e AANAss} e B4e 44 3
£V5HS xe A BAS AT HE 29 #e APE SEG g B RESES
o zula AAe] ZosA ALY Ao HY 3 AMBACE FRH slF Ty ALS o
Azsa HABAES] E34 744 ZTEEHG  oluy] sste] APUAS AU B A7
We) 12eTA St 2AH 2R 03 2 A4, A7bse o)
N7 ZERAS BASS 2vAeA AT ABdse s4d zZaRAd §36 BE Zzeg
= oRAe welel AE AF olgd RAH  Epme] oS Foluth B AR AE AH
Al aas 27t APHEE s AE P SO E(Zeithaml, 1988)S LA 44 ZEE
Y EE AT PEGES SRS oY AW A §3< FTadSd wE 9)x Ao
0% AL wYdN F23 ATe FPFG B YT, T 487 2047 AReE z2R
(Kim & Jung, 2019). A% A4 714 =2 A 5959 o2 walia ik =4, 717
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U]z} 7FA] (customer value) & <AE 3 A&7 d BN ES] 7pA S HE B 7)1A] &3}

24 Fol FHET £ AT 7HAA A A #HA7F B Hastele Zo] d4olzt & &
ZERA F /A1 HE H71A A= a3 UL, A&7Hse Avle] AHAME AFTHF
o s YolHgkth 718 Qs AL o 1EFL FE AT
VA ZERALE WVHCE ) Vs E = A8 A TEE Aol FR&rhE HdA
ol=Hl &3Ao|tH(Kim & Lee, 2020). &% 7] (Fletcher, 2010), A%7hsd oA IFHEL
7HEet 7t Z2RAS Aygsrhe FoA & A 8ozt & 4 vk (Fuxman, Mohr,
Aol A AIZE SbEkE frdete] FujAAS AT Mahmoud, & Grigoriou, 2022). 3kAI%F =38k 7}
T UL ANEE I §9 EE UE BdE ¥ A ZERAZ A&7Mse fABAE] FE A
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A He F H19s aigeg vzt 7ixe] 4
7} AR HY o]E A& 07 ‘AH|A 7FA] =4H]

A7F QA G F B/aHATL ARSA G F

hun, 2021), A34& o2
= A7AHE Ak ol A
HOoZ Qlsle] AHRESo] 3

2 olgld & dow(Kukar
&

4
%9
|o
2 %
—
3

™ Re
(@]

& ARHoz vAE A

el
7} £t (Han, 2021: Song & Li, 2019).

2 AFdME A&7tsAS Ax2s A 29

Q2’0 W 2= oo o] o) +) O
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Z~8]2F 7FA] (customer value) &

<72 & AE7FsE AABAES] A HE A71A &3

(An & Park, 2022), 98] AFS FAlol Fost
sl dEAZo|th(Lee & Park, 2019).
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2 (Kim & Kim, 2021), &HAENA SHlE
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(2020) 2] AT E H|AA A o] 5o] FEolrhe
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2 ool o AsEte AMde] 8RBl gl
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Wk ohyel 2 wiAg 2y, FHe] Hrh 5
EME EAE 4 tH(Shin & Hwang, 2021).
oo Bzl 7}A Z2RAM o] HA;AT -4
A BAPA YT HH ASE ALRHH
BAE AF(Brand trust) & Silg B;Zo] o
AE 715s AYE FhF & vty aRjREol
U= A8’ 498 4 IHKim & Choi, 2022).
W, AP RE, RARS nE Ay

%— -
22 AHHEY Lee & Kang
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2 & 4 Jti(Hwang & Han, 2022). Agmeka,
Santoso(2019) = 28| A7 H 9 A
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AZ}shE 73 ARAbE sd BT g AlF
S YASA =, Bernarto, Berlianto, Meilani,

Masman, & Suryawan(2020)= gFeF 2@l =7}

g A7 TP AvAE A7E A8
LA 93 Ao BAse] A4 o7
e XA BT B 2HE A Bk 8
Atk AHBAE} A&7H5H F7E F29 3
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Yo Do, 4EF} vAse] ouxd ma
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{Fig. 1> Research Model
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282 71A] (customer value) &

Convenient life
Natural plant dyeing
It's like living in nature

<Fig. 2> An Example of Stimulus (Price Discount: 10%)
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98 o x&71538 o FAF (Sustainable Apparel
Coalition, SAC)¢] ¥®E3l= 311 A4(Higg Index:
oAF AAE Adstsd Bvte 3 RE 89
< Yehd X)) 71EE 948 ALY Ad
%ﬁ%% 4%3}@ 3873011

Bge 74 gowAE
S BAEYT Eol
RPN S

9 1T
)

G
o
re
>

2
ouz AFIIAEC] A Y] T3] EY
3 AEE FEY ZY YRAYEFS HoFH
Fv & Rdo] mjgd wal 48 Bkgo] 2}
o7} & & Auke APATF AHE IAR FA
B dF2 HAFA &L ouAE A
t}, #3 AgdlE ‘Convenient life, ‘Natural
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50%391, 1+1(FmiA), 1+1( 715)-0] e
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ofj
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o 0 AN AFE F @ AR FANE )
Hol o] A AFEL B F APe| SYY &
LS stk 1 A F 48258 AR A
H9 o] T BANE $Y 2 2 Lo
X BT 2o RS AT 2 4205 HE
A AFE F 47 AF BN ARE G
5ict

A S 7% (promotion favorabﬂlty
& Park(2015) 9] Aol AHEH 3%3 (e, The
promotion of this brand makes me feel good.)&
oA Bl £, Bgkete] ARgEiTh =4,
Aztd 9 (perceived risk) S A &7153E o)A
AFE FuA =7A He A9FAHEER Gosta
Park & Han(2001)9] A-elx AMEE 373H(d.
I'm afraid that the products of this brand are
not as good as expected.) & AHE3FITh AlA, B
#H= ANFE(brand credibility) & H:Z WOH
AE ARG LR B ol

at7] 918 Kim(2016) ¢ dAFolA ALgE 8
(all. T trust this brand.) & AFHE3FATH WA,

T XA A (brand authenticity) 2 2:E=¢] HAstz}

—‘l‘l‘

{n: M J[N
0% ox,

£

2218 v AR7)E QA= AEE Ju(2016)9] A
TolA AME-¥ 4738H(d. The brand seems to

have a clear philosophy that it wants to keep
the promises it has made with its customers.) &
Agad EQadn, B 44 meed Bis
A2Hzre] 7HA RIZTEY] JEFs wethe A9
TE Fso)(Park, Nam, & Lee, 2020), 7}4
NAES BA WEE 2PRAT
( A7 N ALEE 67 2

Fag=p=2 ';Ga}Oﬂ

Kim & Hwang
Z3) 714
74 YAE
* A=vl$ a9
z Z’ﬁﬂi’ir/}. “V]”#S?._ ottzte] QTLEAA
5% 9 93 258
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BTl AR WG/1HL Fo ek £HE F F
Folz Wejol Hth M) FAHL H313]
detel BFol9} FHolo] BF SES 22l0] Wl
of 4F Fa3 dFolz AuE AP 2L
Histe] o4 g $E-S thl FR3E FA4L 7
Ak

Iv. 23 2 =9
1. ZAF CHAARS| QI EAHIH S4

4207 ¢ ZAF oidAre] AEEAA A
HE7] Slste] A, AF, s, 934 Mdas
o W M= B4 AAsdh =
TS 46.0%% 193, A4 54.0%0 227TH L
Z oJAe] ugol 2F H BT A% W 30
A -394 7F 2069 (49.0%), W+ 1841-2941 7} 136
(324%)°] ¢22 vty 38 it A%
3 Z9o] 2867 (68.1%) 22 AA 68% °l4S
AA AT SEAL 4 it AJAASES 100%F
2 o200 v 86T (44.3%)°] 7V¢ &

wol 1
2 uge S AoE

Py

2. Z82E MR = 3 EEE 2Y

SARY] AFE B GRS gotiry] s
o, Amos 260 ZEIHE ARE3te] Q13 29
TAL AANEH & drRFdAME 2= A
gl F B 05 vnre] W2 @Rt
o] &elo], olE TFE AAT ¥, v A
LRAPA S HAEATKTable 1. 1 A% AR
P AT Aoz Yepth(y* =202.93. df=98.
.00, CFI=.97, GFI=.94, RMSEA=96). 34 &
Fo e 2ldlM 2978kl 05(0.63~0.87)
o], CR 2 EF 0.7 °1%3(0.79~0.89), AVEE
71EA 059 7HAAY 055 7331(0.48~0.71) 8k
ALz veh JFedds AV fle AL
2 gdesith =3 AHEE A HEdEE
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[eAn)
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=2
TAFE(AVE) Al #el Mdszt 4

gEg 24 dehleAE g 2

2812} 7FA] (customer value) & ZAE ¢ A &H7Hee sfABHEL 7HAERIF HE H7|A] &3
{Table 1> Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results
Factor Item Unstd. Std. S.E. t D CR AVE
The promotion of this brand makes me feel 1.00 0.78 ~ ~ ~
good.
Promo?lgn The promotion of this brand brings a lot of 195 087 007 1858 « 088 071
favorability pleasure.
The promotion of this brand gives me 131 087 007 1845 "
pleasure,
I Fhmk it’s dangerous to buy products from 1,00 0.63 ~ ~ ~
this brand.
Perceived I am afraid that the product price of this "
risk brand is higher than that of other brands. 130 077 011 1190 079 0.56
I'm afraid that the products of this brand 138 0.83 013 1101 w
are not as good as expected.
This brand has great expertise. 1.00 0.73 - - -
I trust this brand. 1.25 079 0.08 16.10 *
This brand is honest. 1.18 078 0.08 15.76 *
Brand
s This brand makes truthful claims. 1.05 0.77 007 1542 * 0.89 0.56
credibility
This jbrand has a great amount of 111 072 008 1462 "
experience.
This brand is skilled in what they do. 1.08 0.71 0.08 14.33 *
The brand seems to have a clear philosophy
that it wants to keep the promises it has 1.00 0.72 - - -
made with its customers.
I think this brand shows an identity that 105 0.74 007 1444 w
represents them.
Brand e brand doesn't ¢ hat 079 048
authenticity 16 Pranc coesnt seem o sAY WHSL €A O 90 063 008 1217 ¢ ‘
can't be done.
When making promises with customers, the
branq 1‘s likely to keep its pride and keep its 0.94 067 007 1288 "
convictions rather than curry favor with
consumers.
*1X0.001
(CR, Construct Reliability) % Chronbach’s alpha (Table 2), EHE AFr9l BT FGA7H
A4S QBT I Ak BE WadA 070 ABIAZE NZE 2& A0 o, B
o4l AR TS Chronbachs alphaghd 7b4  BAEE ART g3 MZHGS 0 vEE g2
L AL gAse] B SARYY NHTE B4 /b4 WEHPES T HAA g Ao W9
b e AL gdsn wEERAS AP a4
JalA 7 RS yRaA B4 4N
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{Table 2> Correlation and Assessment of Discriminant Validity

N=420 fzifz%tl‘l?;, Perceived risk  Brand credibility aut]i;rtliity
Promotion favorability 0.842
Perceived risk -0.22* 0.75
Brand credibility 0.60* -0.36* 0.75
Brand authenticity 0.55* -0.30* 0.70* 0.69

*1X0.001

a. Bold numbers represent the square root of AVE for constructs.
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