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1
1.000 — — — — — — —
-0.319™* 1.000 — — — — — _
0.286™* 0.053™ 1. 000 — — — — —
-0.079™ | 0.360*%| 0.099*%  1.000 — — — —
0. 143 0.126™% -0.002 | -0.041 | 1.000 — — —
0.220*% =0.055* | 0.071| -0.046"| 0.004 1.000 — —
0.246™* —0.083™ | 0.077*| -0.024 | —0.028 0. 153 1.000 —
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The Boomerang Effect of the Low-discount
Consumption of Online Two-sided Market

DONG Xiaosong' LIU Tingjie> ZHAO Xing’

( 1. School of Economics and Management Nanchang University Nanchang Jiangxi 330031;
2. School of Economics and Finance Xi’ an Jiaotong University Xi’ an Shaanxi 710061;
3. College of Tourism and Urban—rural Planning Chengdu University of Technology Chengdu Sichuan 610059)

Abstract: Based on the boomerang effect theory and online two—sided market perspec—
tives this paper analyzes the consumer behavior data of 3 626 users from Bestpay of China
Telecom to introduce the impact differences of low discount on the sales of essentials and
non—essentials and investigates its moderating effects of online channel merchant scale and
initial pricing on the relationship between low discount size and product sales. This paper finds
that in the purchase of non—essentials and within 15% discount the discount level and the
product sales show a significant “U” curve relationship. In addition further exploration shows
that the online purchase channel and the merchant scale of two—sided market will significantly
strengthen the boomerang effect while the initial pricing changes from low to high will signifi-
cantly weaken it. The conclusion remains unchanged after the analysis of the sample self se—
lection by Heckman test. In short the conclusion of this paper broadens the research boundary
and application scope of the relationship between low discount size and product sales enriches
the theoretical research on the boomerang effect and provides new empirical evidence for mar—
keting managers about the strategies of price promotion and channel selection.

Keywords: Low Discount Size; Boomerang Effect; Online Channels; Merchant Scale;

Initial Price
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