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Abstract

The aim of the study is to determine the effect of price sensitivity on the intention of repurchasing in terms
of personality characteristics, and also investigate the extent to which personality characteristics affect price
sensitivity. Accordingly, the research was carried out in line with these objectives. In our research, price
sensitivity, personality traits, socio-demographic characteristics and intention to repurchase were examined
within the scope of marketing. The research was conducted on 519 consumers who consume soft drinks in
Turkey. In the study, it was found out that price sensitivity differs from personality traits only with
Neuroticism, Extraversion and Agreeableness dimensions. Furthermore, it was a variable income level, which
varied according to the socio-demographic characteristics of the participants and the price sensitivity. When
the literature is examined, it is possible that this research is beneficial to practitioners and it contributes to
the academic literature, since there are few studies on the topic.
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KiSiLiK OZELLIKLERi ACISINDAN FiYAT DUYARLILIGININ YENIDEN SATIN ALMA
NIiYETI UZERINE ETKISi

Oz

Calismanin amaci, kisilik 6zellikleri agisindan fiyat duyarhliginin yeniden satin alma niyetine olan etkisini
belirlemek ve kisilik 6zelliklerinin fiyat duyarlihg Gzerindeki etkisini incelemektir. Bu baglamda arastirma bu
amaglar dogrultusunda yuritulmustir. Arastirmamizda fiyat duyarliligi, kisilik 6zellikleri, sosyo-demografik
ozellikler ve yeniden satin alma niyeti pazarlama kapsaminda incelenmistir. Arastirma, Tirkiye'de alkolsiiz
icecek tUketen 519 tlketici Gzerinde gergeklestirilmistir. Calismada, fiyat duyarhihginin kisilik 6zellikleri
arasinda Duygusal Dengesizlik, Digadonikliik ve Uyumluluk degiskenleri ile farkhhk gosterdigi saptanmistir.
Ayrica, sosyo-demografik 6zellikleri agisindan katilimcilarin yalnizca gelir seviyesine gore fiyat duyarhihgina
gore farklilik gésterdigi bulunmustur. Literatiir incelendiginde, bu arastirmanin uygulayicilara faydal olmasi
ve akademik literatiire katki saglayacagini soylemek mimkindidr, ¢lnkl konuyla ilgili az ¢alisma
bulunmaktadir.
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1. Introduction

Price sensitivity is a necessary element for marketing professionals to evaluate the target
market; so it has a big impact on the bottom line or earnings of the company. Porter (1985)
identified two basic competitive strategies that could provide a source of competitive advantage.
These are the differentiation and low cost strategies. A firm can implement a low-cost strategy to
ensure the continuity of its competitive advantage (Santonen, 2007). For this reason, price is an
indispensable factor in consumers' purchasing decisions in low-cost strategies (Silva et al., 2012).
Aliman and Othman (2007) found that price is one of the most important features in purchasing
goods or in daily consumption. Furthermore, in some studies it has been seen that while consumers
make a purchase decision in a category of products in order to maximize utility immediately;
sometimes they pay attention to buying power, then to brand and quality. This is a sign that
consumers have price sensitivity at a certain level when making their choices (i.e. intention to
purchase).

The aim of the study is to determine the impact of price sensitivity on the intention of
repurchase in terms of personality characteristics and to examine the level to which the personality
characteristics impact price sensitivity. Three fundamental contributions are foreseen in our study.
Hence, this investigation goals are below:

o whether price sensitivity affects repurchase intention;
o whether demographic characteristics differ according to price sensitivity; and
o whether the personality characteristics differ according to the price sensitivity.

To accomplish these objectives, a review of previous research was conducted by an exploratory
investigation of category of beverages.

However, despite the widespread literature on these issues, very few investigations have been
done on the price sensitivity of the effects of consumer uncertainty on brand or product quality. It
is surprising when it is taken into account that consumers are more sensitive to price.

The next part of the paper is organized as follows: first, the theoretical background was
summarized, then the hypothesis were developed; in the second part of the the paper the research
methodology was given; in the third part, the data were analyzed; and finally, proposals for
academics and practitioners have been proposed based on the findings and limitations and
research directions for future studies have been presented.

2. Theoretical Background
2.1. Price

In the literature, there are many definitions about price. Monroe (1990: 5) defines price as “the
amount of money we must sacrifice to acquire something we desire”. Voss and Seiders (2003)
stated that price is a powerful managerial tool affecting product / brand image, own capital,
position and purchasing. This is because price, which is one of the 4Ps of the marketing mix
strategies, is accepted as the basic component of value. Needless to say that, price attracted the
attention of research that resulted in a rich literature base.

According to Kotler and Keller (2006), pricing factors include: cost of goods / services sold,
administrative costs, advertising and promotional expenses, market competition, economic status
and perceived quality of the product. Strategies for determining prices are based on pricing
strategies. These strategies are: cost-oriented pricing strategy, competition-oriented pricing
strategy and demand-oriented pricing strategy (Cravens and Piercy, 2009, Kotler and Keller, 2006).
All this shows itself at the price of the last product. If this price is low or high, it is reflected in
consumers' purchasing decisions.
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During the boundless and free trade competition, companies competing in the marketplace
must make great efforts to establish and maintain competitive advantage if they want to survive,
succeed and grow (Hamel and Prahalad, 1993; Porter, 1985, 2008). In this case, market quotations
must consist of reasonable prices, good quality and good services (Aaker, 1992, Kotler and Keller,
2006). In all of these cases, it is seen that pricing is an important component that causes firms to
gain competitive advantage. As a matter of principle, it is assumed that price is an effect in the
consumer’s decision-making process (Gijsbrechts, 1993).

When considered from a consumer’s point of view, the price indicates the amount consumers
should give up to buy goods / services (Zeithaml, 1988). Many consumers view the price as a quality
signal that reflects their classical intellect that "you get what you pay for" (Erickson and Johansson,
1985). According to Zeithaml (1988), consumers cannot remember real product prices. Instead,
consumers codify the price in a way that is meaningful to them.

Moreover, the price may be perceived as monetary sacrifice as a measure of ability to pay. This
means that, consumers should change their monetary sacrifices with offers when they evaluate
the products. If consumers perceive that proposals are good value, that is, they will evaluate the
money they have to pay, and they will be willing to buy it (Cram, 2008; Zeithaml, 1988).

2.2. Price Sensitivity

In today’s market, pricing strategies have an important place in the competitive advantage of
companies. The price represents the amount of money that consumers have to pay to get offers
they want to buy. Consumers are sensitive to the prices of things they have to pay. This is called
price sensitivity.

The concept of price sensitivity is based on the analysis of economic theory and price elasticity.
That is, as a consequence of the percentage change in the price, the percentage change in the
quantity units is a matter of course (Diamantopoulos, 2003, Boonpattarakan, 2012). In general,
"price sensitivity" is often used synonymously with "price elasticity" (Link, 1997), and therefore
both of the terms are used synonymously in our research. Sensitivity of demand refers to how
sensitive a product or service is in terms of volume for price changes. Sensitivity is an important
tool in pricing strategies (Tucker, 1966). The concept of price elasticity of demand was developed
by Alfred Marshall in his book Economics Principles in 1890. In general, price sensitivity is an
essential tool in the analysis of goods and services demand and in understanding decision making
processes related to pricing, investment and planning. Nowadays, this concept is a central issue
when the demand is analyzed from a microeconomic point of view. The concept of "Price
sensitivity" was first investigated by Gabor and Granger (1966). The authors make a research to
determine the upper and lower price limits of some inexpensive products. As a result of this study,
it was determined that the gap between the upper and lower price limits did not affect the
purchasing intentions of the consumers, but rather affected the purchasing amount.

There are several definitions in the literature about price sensitivity. According to Tellis
(1988:331), price sensitivity is defined as how consumers will change their purchases depending
on the change in the price of a product. Briefly, price sensitivity is about how consumers perceive
price differences or variations in products/services and, at the same time how they will react to it.
According to Wakefield and Inman (2003), price sensitivity is usually related to price changes.
Miller (2006) defines price sensitivity as the consumer's awareness of what the consumer perceives
as a cost window to buy a particular product or service. Price sensitivity indicates a change in
consumer's wishes as a result of a price reduction or increase. Diamantopoulos (2003) defines price
sensitivity as an awareness of consumers' perception of the form of costs for a particular product
or service consumers want to buy. As can be seen, in most definitions, price sensitivity is defined
in terms of payments for products or services consumers want to buy. If the price is perceived as
too high, consumers may be reluctant and hesitate to buy. On the contrary, if the price is
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considered reasonable and relevant, consumers will be willing to pay these bids (Boonpattarakan,
2012).

If the category is taken as a basis, the customer has a certain level of price sensitivity for all
product and service categories. If the firm makes a small price change, the firm can have a
significant influence on the revenue. When assessed in this respect, marketers are trying to
understand the price sensitivity of target customers (Goldsmith, Flynn, and Kim, 2010). According
to the literature, it is possible that price sensitivity is specific to the situation. In a study done,
consumers were found to be less sensitive to the purchase of hedonic products. Nevertheless,
consumers have been found to be more susceptible to the purchase of utilitarian products
(Wakefield and Inman, 2003). According to Wakefield and Inman (2003) for example, hedonic
versus utilitarian purchases constitute the factors that can cause shifts in social impact, time
pressure, seasonal effects, shopping environment (eg crowd) and even mood price sensitivity.
Furthermore, in other studies (Simonson, 1989), it has been shown that shoppers are making their
choices according to the others' beliefs if they shop in the presence of others and that purchasing
is socially risky (Midgley, 1983). Product involvement is also relevant for price sensitivity in that it
is inversely related to price sensitivity: product involvement leads to brand loyalty and brand
loyalty diminishes price sensitivity (Wakefield and Inman, 2003).

Lichtenstein, Ridgway and Netemey (1993) shows that, at least some of the product categories
have pointed out to others that the prestige price sensitivity or price sensitivity is negatively related
to the buyer due to perception. Given the theoretical expressions and empirical evidence, it has
been found that there is a negative correlation between consumption and the price sensitivity of
consumption and status. In a study it is suggested that consumption of status was negatively
associated with clothing, price sensitivity (Goldsmith, 2010) was found to decrease in clothing,
prices increased sensitivity to consumer desire for status. In this study by Ramirez and Goldsmith
(2009), it has been shown that the participation of clothing increases depersonalization by its
influence on perceptions of consumer innovation, brand loyalty and brand equity. It should also be
noted that sales promotions may increase the price sensitivity (Aaker, 1991:11). Consumers often
use price as a clue to product quality to justify paying higher (Lichtenstein, Ridgway and
Netemeyer, 1993). Aaker (1991) notes that small effects such as colors, package design and brand
name can also affect how much consumers will pay for many types of goods. Other than these,
market factors that are not controlled by market factors can also affect price sensitivity.

When considered in this respect, price sensitivity concerns the price a customer is willing to
pay at a particular time (Renison and Hardt, 2008). Consumers intend to pay higher prices in case
of an emergency, when buying gifts or on holiday. For example, people who spend time with
friends will be less responsive (Dickson and Sawyer, 1990).

2.3. Personality Traits

Personality traits used in different areas of social sciences have been studied for many years.
This topic, which is mostly worked on by many researchers in the field of psychology, is also of
interest of the marketers. Understanding the consumers' characteristics and developing
appropriate marketing strategies are very important. In today's psychology, an important
consensus has been reached regarding the identification of personality traits based on five factors.
There are important studies in the literature related to the five factor personality traits (e.g. Costa
and McCrae, 1992, 1995; De Raad and Schouwenburg, 1996; Digman, 1990; Furnham, 1996, 1997;
Goldberg, 1990; Goldberg and Saucier, 1995).

Significant findings emerged from verbal research on personality traits and its structure
(Goldberg, 1993; John, 1990; Saucier and Goldberg, 1996). This finding is known as five-factor
personality traits. Personality traits, which are a five-factor structure, are called Big Five (Goldberg,
1981), which can capture most of the variance in personality traits. Goldberg (1981) made an
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introduction to linguistic analysis and created a new field for many personality researchers, and
then found this knowledge in relation to the field of personality descriptors.

Studies on personality traits have been developed and tested on different demographic
characteristics in different countries. Costa and McCrae (1988) noted that although theories of the
effects of aging on the personality are interesting, they have not relied on long-term follow-up
work. In the majority of the studies performed by the researchers involved five factors, five factors
resembling the standard five were found. McCrae and Costa (1985) examined adjective scales and
questionnaire measures in an adult sample where peer scores were available on parallel
instruments, and showed that they converge between the five factors in both observers and
instruments. Similar findings were found by Goldberg (1989) and Trapnell and Wiggins (1990).
Along with that, note that the Big Five structure does not imply that personality differences can be
reduced to only five traits. The Big Five dimensions represent personality at the highest level of
abstraction and each dimension contains many different and more specific personality traits (Costa
and McCrae, 1995; John, 1990).

With regards to personality traits in the literature, the Big Five Personality Factors may have
been a source of inspiration for recent years. According to the Big Five Personality Factor model,
the basic structure of personality is divided into five factors (Bipp, Steinmayr, and Spinath, 2008:
1455). These factors are: Neuroticism (N), Extraversion (E), Openness to Experience (O),
Agreeableness (A), and Conscientiousness (C).

The characteristics of these five factors are also different. Based on the literature (Costa and
McCrae, 1995; Busato, Prins, Elshout and Hamaker, 1998, Benet-Martinez and John, 1998), the
differences between these factors can be summarized as follows:

e Neuroticism (N). This factor defines the degree to which people experience negative
emotions. That is, neuroticism contradicts a wide range of negative effects such as
emotional stability, anxiety, sadness, irritability and nervous tension.

e Extraversion (E). The extraversion factor attracts people to tend to be sociable, to have
positive emotions and to a high degree of activity. This factor is characterized as
dominance, activity and energy, insight, expressiveness, and positive emotions.

e Openness (0O). This factor, called experiential openness, is associated with sensitivity to
new ideas, preference for various senses, and intellectuality. This factor, called
experiential openness, is linked to sensitivity to new ideas, intellectuality, and preferences
for various senses.

e Agreeableness (A). This factor is associated with a tendency for satisfaction, self-sacrifice,
trust and friendliness. Aggressiveness, prosocial orientation contrasts with hostility
towards others and includes features such as altruism, tendermindedness, trust and
humility.

e Conscientiousness (C). This factor relates to the qualities to reach, to be self-sustaining,
to be persistent and to be reliable. The conscientious factor explains the socially predicted
impulse control that facilitates task and target behavior.

2.4. Repurchase Intention

Loyalty is regarded as multiple dimensions, such as customer retention, repurchase, and
recommendation to others (e.g., Kim et al. 2009; Srinivasana et al. 2002). Among these factors,
repurchase intention is regarded as a main and a clear appearance of loyalty with the most direct
mention on financial returns. Therefore, behavioral intentions are highly desired by the vendors
and are also commercially viable (e.g., Oliver 1999; Otim and Grover 2006). The behavioral
dimension of loyalty can be due to cognitive or affective dimension. But this can only reflect the
intention and not reflect the product's liking (Evanschitzky and Wunderlich, 2006; Han and Back,
2008). For this reason, although it is not trusted to measure loyalty to a product, it can be used to
determine the intention to repurchase (Han and Ryu, 2009). Customer's intention to repurchase is
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determined by the behavioral component related to the determination of the client by the
cognitive component or the affective component (Back, 2005). Generally, repurchase intention is
to repurchase from the same product, taking into account the individual's current situation and
possible circumstances.

There are also studies in the literature on the internal reference price, which consumers have
paid for the same product in the past (Winer, 1986; Mayhew and Winer, 1992; Rajendran and
Tellis, 1994; Kalyanaram and Winer, 1995). Consumers have also improved their personal price
forecasting rules, allowing them to compare this price with a normal price based on previous
purchasing experience. When examined in this regard, consumers can use price as a reference
when they think price increases repurchase decisions, since consumers' focus and complementary
prices can represent the past price paid for certain items (Mayhew and Winer, 1992).

3. Research Methodology
3.1. Hyphothesis Development

Hypotheses were formed within the scope of the purpose of the study. We have developed 3
hypotheses based on previous studies in the literature. These hypotheses and the literature on
which they are based are given below.

The first hypothesis suggests that customer price sensitivity differs considerably in terms of
demographic variables. There are studies between socio-demographic characteristics and price
sensitivity in the literature. There are different results in these studies. In one of the studies done
(Munnukka, 2005), none of the demographic variables gave a positive result. Accordingly, it is
stated that demographic variables can not be used to estimate the price sensitivity levels of mobile
service customers. In another study (Gupta, 2011), it was determined that only sex has a significant
effect among demographic variables. In marketing, the results between price sensitivity and socio-
demographic characteristics are significant.

That is, a consumer may be affected by information about the price and price sensitivity of a
particular product or service. This inherently depends on the demographic characteristics of the
consumer. Demographic characteristics such as income, marital status, age and gender usually
affect the price sensitivity and price perception of a person. For this reason, these features are
often used for market segmentation (Munnukka, 2008). Therefore, the following hypothesis is
offered:

Hypothesis 1. Price sensitivity can be significantly explained by a customer’s demographic
variables. This difference would be changed by (a) gender, (b) marital status, (c) age, (d)
education level, (e) profession and (f) income level.

The second aim of this research is to investigate whether the personality characteristics differ
according to price sensitivity. There are limited studies about this topic in the literature in which
the Big Five structure is used to predict consumer behavior (Casidy, 2012). A thorough review of
the literature reveals that none of the previous studies in this area have examined the relationship
between Big Five personality traits, price sensitivity, and repurchase intention.

Only a few studies have found that there are variables of prestige sensitivity and personality
traits. Prestige sensitivity is defined as “favourable perceptions of the price cue based on feelings
of prominence and status that higher prices signal to other people about the purchaser”. This
means that people with high prestige tend to avoid purchasing products that are thought to be of
poor quality. Since price sensitivity and personality traits are very important variables in the field
of marketing, in our study we analyzed whether there is a difference between them. Therefore,
the following hypothesis is offered:

Hypothesis 2. Price sensitivity can be significantly explained by a customer’s personality tratits.
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Price sensitivity can be explained by personality traits of a consumer. The price of the product
is thought to be an important factor of the purchasing decision making mechanisms of consumers.
Because, the price can give information to consumers about the quality of the product/ service
(Erickson and Johansson, 1985). It is possible to explain, if the price of a product / service is
perceived reasonably, consumers may intend to purchase more (Grewal, Krishnan, Baker, and
Borin,1998).

Nowadays, price also plays an important element in guiding choice to purchase among
consumers (Silva et al., 2012). When a consumer considers price, they tend to be sensitive to price
changes (Noh et al., 2013). In addition, price sensitivity is inconsistent from one person to another,
as consumers have the ability to change the consumer purchasing pattern (Noh et al., 2013), as
well as it also influenced purchase intention.

When previous studies were examined, it was seen that some studies focused on determining
the basic predecessor variables of the repurchase intention (Zahorik and Rust, 1992; Storbacka et
al., 1994; Hocutt, 1998). Nevertheless, it has been determined by many researchers that customer
satisfaction and attitude are among the important pioneers of the repurchase intent (Oliver, 1980,
1981; Bearden and Teel, 1983; Roest and Pieters, 1997). Taking all this into account, we have
developed the following hypothesis to examine whether price sensitivity in our study affects
consumers’ repurchase intentions. Hence, the following hypothesis is offered:

Hypothesis 3. Consumers’ price sensitivity has a positive influence on repurchase intention.
3.2. Measures

The survey instrument has four variables. There are price sensitivity, repurchase intention,
personality traits, and socio-demographic factors. The scale of price sensitivity (nine items) was
adopted on the studies of Lichtenstein, Ridgway and Netemeyer (1993), Sproles and Kendall
(1986), and Maxwell (2001). The price sensitivity score of each participant was determined by
calculating the average of the nine-item responses of that person. Higher score indicated higher
price sensitivity, and lower score indicated less price sensitivity. In this study, a three-item scale
was used to assess the intent of repurchase intention. The scale of repurchase intention was
adopted and modified from Fullerton (2005). Finally, five factor personality trait scale was
measured with the items proposed by Benet-Martinez and John (1998).

The adaptation of the scale to Turkish was done by Stimer and Stimer (2005) within the context
of Turkey in a study (Schmitt etc., 2007) on the profiles and patterns of self-definition of people
within 56 countries. All scales used in the study were adapted to the five-point Likert scale ranging
from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree.

3.3. Design

We use one product category to represent potential uncertainty and sensitivity to such
uncertainty. The category is beverages category such as soft drinks, fruit juice, energy drink,
gaseous, and non-carbonated soda. The reason why the research design is made in the beverage
category is that it is decided to make a purchase by oneself without being under the influence of
others.

All the scales items are originally in English but the questionnaire were translated into Turkish
by us. Prior to conducting the final survey, the developed questionnaire underwent pretest. Some
grammatical modifications and other arrangements were done to some questions after the
pretest. The final questionnaire included 66 questions.

4. Data Analysis and Results

In the analysis of the data, SPSS 25.0 program was used and independent t test, ANOVA and
regression analyzes were performed.
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4.1. Sample Characteristics

The participants were a random sample from Turkey. Since this study focuses on beverage
category products, at least once a month drinkers from these beverages were invited to complete
the survey.

Table 1: Profile of the Sample

Characteristics N %
Gender
Male 184 35,5
Female 335 64,5
Marital Status
Married 138 26,6
Single 370 71,3
Divorced 11 2,1
Age
16-25 203 39,1
26-35 229 44,1
36-45 69 13,3
46-55 14 2,7
56-65 4 0,8
66 and over 0 0
Educational Level
Primary School 1 0,2
High School 14 2,7
College 14 2,7
Bachelor 228 43,9
Graduate 262 50,5
Profession
Student 183 35,3
Housewife 16 3
Retired 3 0,6
Private Sector 137 26,4
Public Sector 110 21,2
Other 70 13,5
Income Level (Turkish Lira)
1000 and below 184 35,5
1001 - 2000 91 17,6
2001 - 3000 77 14,8
3001 - 4000 81 15,6
4001 - 5000 47 9
5001 and over 39 7,5

A total of 562 respondents responded the questionnaire. Of these, 519 participants (92.7%)
continued until the end of the survey, indicating that they consumed at least one of the categorized
beverages such as beverages, fruit juices, energy drinks, gaseous and non-carbonated soda, 41
participants (7.3%) did not complete the questionnaire, 1 participant (0.2%) completed the
questionnaire half-way. Our research has been analyzed on the basis of the responses of 519
participants. Information on the socio-demographic characteristics of the survey participants is
given in Table 1.

4.2. Reliability Analysis

Internal reliability of a measurement is utilised in multi-item scales, and it turns to its
consistency. Estimates of reliability based on the average correlation among items within test,
concern internal consistency. Internal reliability refers to whether those items are internally
consistent or whether the items that constitute the scale are measuring a single concept (Hair,
Black, Babin, Anderson and Tatham, 2006).
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Principal components analysis with Varimax Rotation produces the dimension of differentiation
which was used in order to confirm the scale for construct validity. To define if the subscales were
suitable for factor analysis, KMO test was used. The Bartlet Test of Sphericity, in which it is
examined if the subscales of the scale are inter-independent, and the latter is the criterion KMO
(Kaiser-Meyer Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy, KMO) (Kaiser, 1974).

Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha is the most popular indicator of internal consistency that was
utilised in this study to evaluate the reliabilities of measurement scales adopted (Hair et al, 2006).
Nunnally (1978) suggested that an acceptable level of coefficient alpha to retain an item in a scale
is at least 0.70 score. Furthermore, based on satisfactory standard (a>0.70) suggested by Nunnally
(1978), the present study found a very high internal consistency reliability for the all variables.

Results from the reliability analysis presented in Table 2 indicated that the number of items,
the overall mean score, standard deviation (SD), Cronbach’s alpha, KMO and Total Variance
Explained.

Table 2: Standard Deviation, KMO, Cronbach o and Total Variance Explained of the Constructs

Construct Name No. Mean SD Cronbach KMO Total Variance
item a Explained
Big Five 32 112,36 10,755 0,717 0,862 48,677
Price Sensitivity 9 27,95 6,818 0,796 0,852 47,174
Repurchase Intention 3 12,09 2,716 0,831 0,690 75,102

4.3. Validity Analysis

The Big Five Personality Characteristics Questionnaire was asked in all 44 items. As a result of
statistical analysis, Big Five Personality Features were collected under 5 factors and 32 items.
Factor analysis was conducted for 9 expressions in the questionnaire about Price Sensitivity. All the
items showed high factor loadings. Factor analysis was performed for the total of 3 items related
to Repurchase Intention. As a result of the analysis, 3 items showed high values. Some details of
the factor analysis are presented in Table 3.

Table 3: Explanatory Factor Analysis for Variables

V1 V2 V3 V4 V5 V6 V7 V8
Big Five Personality Traits
Conscientiousness
N1 ,735
N2 ,729
N3 ,725
N4 ,657
N5 ,653
N6 ,650
N7 ,621
N8 ,602
N9 ,596
N10 ,572
N11 ,521
N12 ,503
N13 ,440
Neuroticism
N1 ,692
N2 ,686
N3 ,679
N4 ,649
N5 ,631
N6 ,550
N7 ,529
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N8 ,453

Extraversion

E1l ,795

E2 ,709

E3 ,629

E4 ,582

E5 ,486

Openness

01 ,694

02 ,655

03 ,653

Agreeableness

Al ,722

A2 ,638

A3 ,451

Price Sensitivity

P1 ,885

P2 ,871

P3 ,824

P4 ,808

P5 ,623

P6 ,585

P7 ,494

P8 ,479

P9 -,409
Repurchase Intention

R1 0.909
R2 0.855
R3 0.834

4.4. Hyphothesis Testing

In order to test the H1 hypothesis, t test and ANOVA analysis were applied. In the study, it was
tested whether there is any difference between the Price Sensitivity of the consumers according
to their socio-demographic characteristics. In this direction, participants were tested for t-test to
test the gender differences. There was no difference between consumers' perceptions of their
price sensitivity with respect to their gender (p = 0.867). An ANOVA analysis was conducted to
determine the difference between consumers' marital status, age, education level, profession and
income level variables. According to the results of the analysis, there was no difference between
the perceptions of the consumers about the price sensitivity in terms of marital status (p = 0,124),
age (p =0,073), education level (p = 0,704) and profession (p = 0,061). In addition, income levels (p
=0.040) were found to show difference between the perceptions of price sensitivity.

In order to test the H2 hypothesis ANOVA analysis were applied. In the study, it has been tested
whether there is any difference in price sensitivity between consumers' personality traits. It was
determined that there was a difference between Price Sensitivity and Neuroticism (p = 0.004),
Extraversion (p = 0.026) and Agreeableness (p = 0.036). It was also found that there was no
difference between the Conscientiousness (p =0,229) and Openness (p = 0,318) variables and price
sensitivity.

A simple regression analysis was performed because there is a dependent and an independent
variable in the study. In the ANOVA table of this model, the F-value was 0.118 and the p-value (sig.)
was 0.732 (Table 4).
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Table 4: ANOVA (The Regression Analysis for the Influence of Price Sensitivity on Repurchase

Intention)
Model Sum of df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
1 Regression 2,597 1 2,597 3,181 0,075°
Residual 422,111 517 0,816
Total 424,708 518

a. Predictors: (Constant), Price Sensitivity
b. Dependent Variable: Repurchase Intention

Then, it was tested whether the coefficients in the equation before the regression equation
were individually significant or not by t statistic. Thus, it is found that the model obtained from the
constant t was 27,883 and p value (sig.) was 0,000, and the Price Sensitivity variable’s t value was
-0,343 and p value (sig.) was 0.732 (Table 5).

Table 5: Coefficients (The Regression Analysis for the Influence of Price Sensitivity on
Repurchase Intention)

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta
1 (Constant) 3,741 0,168 22,331 0,000
Price Sensitivity 0,093 0,052 0,078 1,784 0,075

a. Dependent Variable: Repurchase Intention

At the same time, it was found that there is a weak positive correlation between Price
Sensitivity and Repurchase Intention relative to the R = 0.078 value of the regression model. The
explanatory power of the model is that R2 = 0,006, so the Price Sensitivity variable does not explain
the Repurchase Intention variable (Table 6).

Table 6: Model Summary (The Regression Analysis for the Influence of Price Sensitivity on
Repurchase Intention)

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate
1 0,0782 0,006 0,004 0,90358
a. Predictors: (Constant), Price Sensitivity
b. Dependent Variable: Repurchase Intention

Table 7 summarizes the findings of the study. A total of 12 hypotheses (three hypotheses and
their nine sub-hypotheses) were tested. Four out of twelve hypotheses were supported (Hzis, Haa,
H2d, H2e). However, another eleven out of thirteen hypotheses were rejected.

Table 7: Result Table of the Tested Hypotheses

Hypothesis Result
Hia Price sensitivity can be significantly explained by a customer’s Rejected
demographic variables. This difference would be changed by gender.
Hip Price sensitivity can be significantly explained by a customer’s Rejected
demographic variables. This difference would be changed by marital
status.
Hic Price sensitivity can be significantly explained by a customer’s Rejected
demographic variables. This difference would be changed by age.
Hig Price sensitivity can be significantly explained by a customer’s Rejected
demographic variables. This difference would be changed by education
level.
Hie Price sensitivity can be significantly explained by a customer’s Rejected

demographic variables. This difference would be changed by profession.
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Ha¢ Price sensitivity can be significantly explained by a customer’s Supported
demographic variables. This difference would be changed by income
level.
Haa Price sensitivity can be significantly explained by Neuroticism. Supported
Hap Price sensitivity can be significantly explained by Openness to Rejected
Experience.
Hac Price sensitivity can be significantly explained by Conscientiousness. Rejected
Hag Price sensitivity can be significantly explained by Extraversion. Supported
Hae Price sensitivity can be significantly explained by Agreeableness. Supported
Hs Consumers’ price sensitivity has a positive influence on repurchase Rejected
intention.

5. Conclusion

Understanding the price sensitivity of the consumers has great importance in determining the
pricing strategies in terms of the business. For this, it is necessary to measure the price sensitivity
of consumers in different product categories. Findings and their implications are discussed as
follows.

A t-test analysis was conducted between socio-demographic characteristics and Price
Sensitivity. The analysis showed that gender, marital status, age, education level, occupation and
income level and Price Sensitivity were significantly different only in terms of income level.

T test was conducted between Personality Characteristics and Price Sensitivity. It was found
that there is a significant difference between Neuroticism — Price Sensitivity, Extraversion - Price
Sensitivity and Agreeableness — Price Sensitivity in the five factor personality traits. There was no
difference between Conscientiousness — Price Sensitivity and Openness — Price Sensitivity.

In this context, price sensitivity of the consumers in the beverage category was measured in
this study. In Turkey, the effect of price sensitivity on the intention to repurchase was measured
based on the data obtained from consumers. As a result of the analysis, it has been determined
that the price sensitivity of consumers in the beverage category does not affect the repurchase
intention.

This study has a number of limitations. First, the research participants consisted of consumers
with 94,4% undergraduate and graduate level education (43,9% university, 50,5% with masters
and doctorate) and therefore can not be generalized. Second, the design of the questionnaire was
made in the beverage category, which is a lower category of price, in order for the purchase
decision to be made by consumers themselves. According to the researchers, this has led
consumers to think that they will not be sensitive to the price of the products in this category.
Because, in this context, there are no studies of consumers' behavior and subconscious thoughts,
the results are not comparable.

Future studies should measure price sensitivity at an equal level of education. The search for
the effect of consumers' price sensitivity on the repurchase intention in different product
categories provides for the discussion of such research. At the same time, it should be investigated
whether there is a difference between consumers' personality traits and price sensitivities in
different product categories. Furthermore, consumers need to measure the price sensitivity and
its effect on repurchase intention by means of qualitative research methods and unconscious
measurement techniques, rather than by the questionnaire method.
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