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Bundling Strategies, Competition and Market 
Structure in the Digital Economy 

• Introduction 

Gilles LE BLANC 
Cerna, Ecole des Mines, Paris 

and Sticerd, London School of Economics n 

In 1998, AT&T unveiled a daring strategy aimed at transforming its long­
distance company into the first one-stop shop for household communications 
services in the US when it acquired TCI, the country's no.2. cable TV 
provider. AT&T's goal was to win back the access network that it had lost in 
1984 following the dismantling of its monopoly and the creation of the 
regional Baby Bells through the successive acquisition of cable operators 
and local phone companies (amounting to total of over $100 billion). The 
overall vision put forward by CEO M. Armstrong was "to bring the first 
integrated package of communications, electronic commerce, and video 
entertainment services". The expected benefits from a bundled offer are 
twofold: to attract new consumers because the more services in the bundle, 
the greater the consumer's satisfaction and the savings, and at the same 
time, to reduce churn, which is very high in the long-distance business and 
inevitably dents margins 

However, only two years later, in October 2000, AT&T announced that 
the company was to be split into four separately traded stocks: wireless, 
broadband, consumer and business. It was claimed that a formal separation 
would ease strategic internal conflicts and improve each component's ability 
to raise debt and conduct mergers or acquisitions with its own stock 
currency. To many analysts, this spectacular U-turn also meant the 
undeniable failure of an attractive theory (bundling and its marketing 
expression, "one-stop shopping") that was never really put into practice. 
What's more, this trend was reported to be general, making reference to the 
present worldwide wave of divestitures amongst the main telecom players. 
In the UK, the incumbent telco BT, confronted with growing pressure from 
the financial markets during the year 2000, has finally announced a similar 

(')Research supported through a European Community Marie Curie Fellowship 
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decision to dismantle its company and partially float its Internet, businesses 
services and wireless division separately. 

This story illustrates one of the most striking features of the digital 
economy emerging around I nternet and electronic commerce: the 
generalized use of bundled goods and services (the proliferation of flat-rate 
access to all kinds of services and a very large aggregation of information 
goods). At some point, marketing and management pundits asserted that 
bundling was an essential condition for a successful e-business model, and 
put this forward as the central explanation for the massive wave of mergers 
and acquisitions experienced in the IT industries throughout the 1990s. 
However, while the potential for transaction cost savings and economies of 
scale offered by the Internet is widely acknowledged and investigated, much 
remains to be learned about new associated competitive strategies such as 
bundling. This paper is an attempt to explore some of the implications of 
bundling strategies on competition and market structure within and around 
telecom markets. In particular, we will point out the role of bundling telecom 
services with conventional goods or services as an entrance strategy for a 
non-telecom firm coming from an independent market with a large installed 
customer base. 

The underlying motivation for this paper is twofold. First of all, bundling is 
likely to playa major role in the future competitive and industrial landscape 
of telecommunications, although it will probably not be the one that has been 
widely expected, hoped or feared. For example, moving away from a 
bundling approach that is strictly restricted to information goods, we will 
demonstrate its role as a powerful entry device in telecom markets for an 
outside firm. In any case, we clearly need to rigorously review the economic 
rationale of this bundling strategy which was touted as being the marketing 
"killing solution" only a short while ago and is now severely criticized. Taking 
into account the particular characteristics of current competition and the 
industrial structure in telecoms, we are able to suggest an alternative 
rationale for incumbent telecom providers' bundling. Over and above cost 
savings, entry barriers or price discrimination, its primary objective is to raise 
customers' switching costs. Bundling can therefore be viewed as a strategy 
to escape from what may be called the telecoms economic dilemma: huge 
capital investment but low switching costs giving poor market control and 
successful commoditisation, entry and reselling strategies. The telco stock 
market turmoil of the year 2000 actually hides a more fundamental issue: the 
global liberalization of markets in this sector combined with fast 
technological change makes it possible for new firms to enter at almost 
every level of the value chain. In upper segments, this means increasing 
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pressure on prices, and eventually, commoditising capacity and transport 
services. In retail markets, on account of low switching costs and fast 
technological change, telecom companies find it very difficult to retain their 
customers, who are easily able to take out subscriptions with other providers 
offering cheaper or more attractive services - and this gives these firms 
control over the all-important customer interface. As a result, traditional 
telecom operators are torn between these two forces: their network 
infrastructure no longer guarantees control over their final products and 
customers, but since it is still their major asset, they have to continuously 
invest huge amounts of capital to upgrade it and keep up with the 
innovations introduced by the last market entrant. Various strategies have 
been pursued to avoid this situation: external growth (to achieve economies 
of scale and to add new services), the diversification of mobile services to 
better capture customers, the creation of complementary services such as a 
portal and Internet access, and finally, the bundled offering. From this 
perspective, bundling is central to the analysis of competition, market entry 
and market structure in telecommunications. 

Our second motivation is to investigate the micro foundations of the so­
called "convergence" process in IT industries. It is widely considered that the 
most important development in telecommunications is the "convergence" 
and the integration of voice, video, and data into one communications 
technology. Traditionally separate industries such as computers and 
software, telecommunications, Internet, and cable TV are now quickly 
evolving into a single communications industry. So far, this concept is chiefly 
based on technological considerations which illustrate the scope of 
convergence quite convincingly: voice telephony on the Internet, broadband 
access through cable networks, or video delivered on an ordinary residential 
copper line ... However, the economic dimension of this process has yet to 
be systematically explored. The lack of rigorous and homogeneous data at 
industry or firm level is a major obstacle for empirical 10 and econometrics 
studies for the moment. A regional approach is therefore interesting as an 
aggregate proxy. The study of IT employment evolution across the US 
suggests the existence of Jacobs-type diversity externalities, where the co­
location of IT industries (telecom, cable, ISP, data processing, computer 
system, software) fosters employment growth (LE BLANC, 2000). Besides, IT 
cluster creation and development are increaSingly examined from a 
theoretical and empirical perspective (PORTER, 1999; QUAH, 2000, 2001). This 
paper also intends to contribute to this debate by exploring how bundling 
could drive convergence at industry level. When looking for an economiC 
explanation for IT convergence, bundling is actually a logical candidate. 
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Moreover, since it basically boils down to production cost differences and the 
distribution of individual preferences, it provides a practical way of isolating 
"pure" market effects. However, there is a priori no reason to limit its scope 
to IT firms. In order to specify the effective role played by bundling in IT 
convergence, we therefore need to push our analysis one step further. This 
gives an outside firm another reason for considering bundling strategies as a 
means of entering IT markets such as phone, Internet access or cable 
television. 

The paper is organized as follows: the next section surveys economic 
and marketing literature on bundling to specify the changes introduced by 
the Internet and e-commerce. Basic models of bundling commodity products 
with information goods are then described, and the implications for price and 
competition are presented. Then we examine empirical cases of bundling in 
telecommunications and Internet markets. Two different approaches come to 
the fore: i) the bundling of a comprehensive range of communication 
services by telecom firms in order to retain their customers and to protect 
their core markets, ii) the bundling of phone or Internet services with a core 
product by outside service companies to successfully enter the telecom 
market. The conclusion summarizes the general implications of pervasive 
bundling strategies in the digital economy, and in particular, the ensuing 
challenges for the existing regulatory framework, be this sector-based 
regulation or competition law . 

• Economic Motivation for Bundling: a Survey 

Bundling consists in the sale of two or more differentiated products in 
fixed combination in a single package. It can be considered as a sub­
category of tie-in sales, which apply to situations where the sale of one 
product is somehow made conditional on the purchase of another. There is 
no need to illustrate the prevalence of this practice in business life: consider, 
for example, travel companies bundling flights, a hotel, car rental and 
accommodation in a vacation package; restaurants where you choose 
between a set dinner and an a la carte menu; computer offers combining a 
central processing unit, software, display, and a printer at a single price; and 
of course, Microsoft Office and its software applications. Bundling raises a 
number of interesting questions. The first of these is undoubtedly: why? In 
other words, what is the motivation behind bundling two or more goods? 
After this we may wonder whether or not it will be beneficial to society. 
Should the government interfere with the process by regulating and possibly 
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forbidding such transactions? If so, on what legal grounds and on the basis 
of what kind of economic evidence and arguments? The main concern here 
is that bundling could be used as an instrument for extending market power, 
for foreclosure and for monopolizing new markets. These questions have 
spawned a vast array of theoretical and empirical literature. 

We do not intend to systematically review economic literature dealing 
with the causes and consequences of bundling in this section. Rather, we 
suggest investigating how various economic models apply to the 
development of the digital economy, and in particular, how their assumptions 
and main hypotheses fit the case of telecom services and information goods. 
Furthermore, since we are mostly interested in the consequences on 
competition and market structure, there will be no review of the large number 
of (conflicting) results on the welfare effects of bundling in this section either. 

First of aU, it should be noted that there is no shortage of economic 
explanations for bundling. On the contrary, many alternative and/or 
complementary theories are available. The following list gives us an idea of 
some of the incentives that have been put forward for a firm to bundle: 

- to leverage its market power in other markets, reduce rivals' profits 
and drive them out of the market, 

to achieve better price discrimination, 
to save production and transaction costs, 
to deter entry and/or to harm entrants' profitability, 
to credibly commit to aggressive innovative investment and cost­

cutting R&D, 
- to exploit forms of complementarity between components. 

However, these various explanations actually refer to a wide range of 
different models. If we wish to get a clearer picture, we need to look closely 
at the assumptions used. Particular attention should be paid to the following 
three pOints: i) the market structure of each of the goods forming the bundle 
(in each case, monopoly, oligopoly or perfect competition, and then every 
possible combination between them), ii) the correlation in terms of the 
consumers' values for these goods (independent, positively or negatively 
correlated), iii) whether or not complementarity exists in the bundle, be it with 
regard to consumption (system goods, etc.) or production (economies of 
scope). 

The first group of contributions is based on the bundling of goods in a 
monopolistic enVironment, and explores the so-called "leveraging market 
power theory". Basically, this notion, which was developed from a long line 
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of law cases (mostly in the 1940s and 50s), claims that bundling is a 
mechanism used by a firm with monopoly power in one market to 
monopolise a second market. However, due to the lack of convincing and 
rigorous theories to back up this suspicion, the validity of the leverage theory 
was later questioned and successfully discredited by The Chicago School's 
criticism (POSNER, 1976; SCHMALENSEE, 1982). They argue that it is not in a 
monopoly's interest to incite some of its customers to buy the competitively 
supplied product through a bundled offer, when they would not have 
acquired it separately because they value it for less than its production cost. 
Since the tied market is perfectly competitive, the product is sold at marginal 
cost. This means that the bundle can simply be evaluated by just evaluating 
the goods that are supplied monopolistically: does the customer value it 
more than the difference between the price of the bundle and the price of the 
tied goods sold separately? In short, this criticism was publicised as: you 
cannot make two monopoly profits out of one monopoly. Accordingly, the 
motivation for bundling must be found elsewhere and first of all, in price 
discrimination. 

However, over the last ten years, a number of contributions have re­
examined and revived the idea of leveraging monopoly power through 
bundling. First, WHINSTON (1990) pOints out how bundling can be used to 
alter the market structure of tied goods, whenever it departs from the 
perfectly competitive structure devoid of economies of scale that is assumed 
in the critical works mentioned above. When economies of scale and 
strategic interaction (oligopolistic markets) exist, bundling actually turns out 
to be a profitable strategy. In the Whinston model, this is obtained by 
excluding rivals from the bundled market through foreclosure - bundling 
makes it unprofitable for competitors to stay in business and they eventually 
have to exit the market. Some form of credible commitment is needed here 
to sell the goods in bundle form only. The rival firm does not have to be 
excluded when the bundling monopolist is able to strategically exploit its 
anticipated reactions to the introduction of a bundled offer. For example, in 
the case of Cournot-type competition, bundling alone generates a favourable 
response from the rival firm, thereby increasing monopolist profits (CARBAJO 
et aI., 1990). 

The second group of results shows that bundling can also work as a 
facilitating device, in a completely opposite way. Its potential to reduce 
competition through differentiation is emphasized: creating a bundle enables 
head-on price competition to be avoided in the duopoly market (CARBAJO et 
aI., 1990; CHEN, 1997). Here, bundling amounts to dividing the market 
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between the two firms according to the customers' values for the competitive 
product 

Finally, CHOI (1996, 1998) highlights the importance of considering the 
role of innovation in the analysis of bundling. This is illustrated by the recent 
antitrust case involving Microsoft where the claimed negative impact of tying 
on innovation was one of the main debated issues. Leaving aside the 
traditional allegation regarding monopoly power leverage, competitors and 
the DOJ's antitrust division actually argue that Microsoft's bundling strategies 
(such as an operating system with an Internet browser) stifle innovation. In 
this context, Choi notes that most existing studies are inadequate because 
they focus on static price competition. By adding an R&D investment stage 
in the competition game (to reduce cost production in the final stage), he 
demonstrates that tying could prove profitable as a result of its effect on 
innovation, and the dynamic rents it offers the monopolist. Bundling 
increases R&D incentives in the tied goods market because the gained 
market share enables R&D costs to be spread over a larger scale of 
production. At the same time, an ensuing strategic effect of bundling is the 
lowering, or even eliminating, of a rival firm's incentive to invest in R&D (the 
market foreclosure mechanism thus encompasses R&D and the innovation 
market). As a consequence, the bundling firm is able to capture a larger 
share of the rents created through R&D than its rivals and these dynamic 
gains will make bundling a profitable strategy if they exceed the losses 
generated by stiffer price competition in the bundled market. In this case, 
CHOI (1998) underlines that the exclusion of the rival firm is not necessary. 

Following the criticism on the monopoly leverage idea, focus was put on 
the role of bundling as an instrument for price discrimination. Taking 
STIGLER's (1963) first discussion further, ADAMS & YELLEN (1976) offered a 
seminal contribution which points in the same direction, and through intuitive 
remarks contains most of the key findings demonstrated in later literature. In 
this paper, the authors basically compare separate sales with pure bundling 
(the two goods are only sold in the bundle) and mixed bundling (both the 
bundle and the individual goods are offered) for a multiproduct monopolist. 
Using stylised examples, they show how bundling strategies for two goods 
can be profitable, even in the absence of cost savings. The idea is that 
bundling helps to sort consumers into groups according to their reservation 
prices and reduces the heterogeneity in their valuations. This last point 
typically prevents a firm charging one price from perfectly capturing 
consumer surplus. In addition, the optimal response of pure price 
discrimination has to face several legal obstacles as well as hindrances 
related to implementation (data on individual reservation prices). Bundling 
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can thus be seen to be a very efficient way of putting price discrimination 
into practice. Since it induces consumer self-selection, it is far less 
information-demanding (only the joint distribution of reservation prices 
among the population is required) than the theoretical solution where you 
have to collect the individual customer's willingness to pay for each of the 
goods. At the same time, it also avoids regulations forbidding explicit 
discriminatory pricing (a single price for the package). 

However, if bundling is to be effective, the resale of components among 
buyers has to be prohibitively costly or prevented in some way. The firm 
must actually prevent any reselling from markets with the highest elasticity of 
demand where it is forced to price at a lower level, if it is to be free to charge 
the profit-maximizing price in inelastic markets. When comparing the three 
alternative pricing strategies, Adams and Yellen found several cases where 
mixed bundling is preferred to pure bundling. The reason for this is the basic 
inefficiency of pure bundling, offering a less complete degree of exclusion. 
There is actually a trade-off between the better extraction of surplus and 
complete exclusion. This is particularly the case when production costs are 
high, because there is more of a risk of supplying customers with goods for 
which their reservation price is below that of cost. There is no unique optimal 
result however: the superiority of each strategy depends on the level of costs 
and the distribution of reservation prices. The paper also suggests that 
bundling works best when there is a negative correlation between the 
reservation prices for the individual components of the package. The reason 
is obvious: here, the estimated worth of the bundled offer will actually be 
uniform among consumers and the firm will capture the entire surplus. 

SCHMALENSEE (1984) formalized this finding and demonstrated that it still 
holds true when demands are uncorrelated and even positively correlated. 
He also explicitly developed this classical interpretation of bundling as a 
means of reducing the diversity of buyers' valuations, which helps to extract 
more surplus from the consumers. McAFEE, McMILLAN & WHINSTON (1989) 

examine the conditions under which bundling is an optimal strategy for a 
multiproduct monopolist. One of their main findings is that mixed bundling is 
always an optimal strategy when reservation values for the various goods 
are independent. Focusing on the case of pure bundling, SALINGER (1995) 
introduced the role of cost savings to interact with demand effects and 
proposed a graphical analysis of the economic properties of bundling. He 
explores how bundling profitability depends on the complex interaction 
between demand effects (correlation of reservation prices), the cost of each 
good offered in the bundle, and the savings it allows. He demonstrates that 
the scope of profitable bundling must be extended beyond the classic purely 
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demand-based scenario (low production costs and demands negatively 
correlated): if bundling entails costs savings and component costs are high, 
bundling becomes more profitable when individual demands are highly 
positively correlated. 

Extending the case of an oligopolistic environment examined by 
WHINSTON (1990), NALEBUFF (1999) introduces a third role of bundling: to 
deter the entry of a one-product rival. The bundling strategy is effective in a 
base model with independent valuations and zero marginal costs, even if 
deterrence fails and entry occurs. Selling a bundle makes entry less 
profitable without lowering the incumbent's profits if entry is deterred. And 
should entry occur, the loss to the incumbent is reduced with bundling 
compared to the independent pricing case. Nalebuff demonstrates that the 
gains from entry-deterrence (whether the entrant effectively enters or not) 
largely exceeds those from price discrimination. And unlike price 
discrimination, these entry-deterrence effects work best when the bundled 
goods are positively correlated in value. Here market power serves to 
protect the firm's position in its non-monopoly markets, by deterring entry 
and mitigating the impact of an entrant or existing one-product rival. 

We conclude this review by looking at the specific cases of 
complementary goods (ECONOMIDES, 1993; NALEBUFF, 2000) and system 
goods (MATUTES & REGIBEAU, 1992). Price discrimination plays a minor role 
here because the goods are highly positively correlated in value. The effects 
on competition are far more decisive, however. Given the existence of a 
price externality between the complementary goods, the bundling of different 
components provides an advantage over separate component sellers; the 
first firm to bundle increases its market share and its profits once there are 
four or more products in the bundle. It is then extremely difficult for rival firms 
to create an alternative bundle because the competition between bundles is 
ruinous and would harm them even more. These main motivations and 
effects of bundling are summarized in the following table. 

Adams and Yellen introduced the basic conditions for bundling efficiency 
that later shaped the research agenda on this topic. On the one hand, the 
relationship between the distribution of preferences for each component is 
crucial (negative correlation works best) and on the other, marginal costs 
need to remain low in order to limit the allocative inefficiency imposed by a 
bundled offer which results from. oversupplying or undersupplying a number 
of customers. As a consequence, research has logically focused on types of 
production that have zero or low marginal costs such as information goods 
or software (NALEBUFF, 1999; BAKOS & BRYNJOLFSSON, 1999). In this paper, 
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we look at bundling strategies between information goods and commodities 
and examine cases where one of the production costs is significant and 
valuations independent or positively correlated. 

Table 1. The economic analysis of bundling 

i Motivation I Effects of the bundling strategy I Reference=s'---_~~---i 
I - foreclosure of the bundled market ! WHINSTON, 1990 ; CHOI, I 

! Leveraging market 
I power 

r (exclusionary device) 11996 
i-reduction of competition in the i CARBAJO et aI., 1990 ; 
: oligopoly tied market dynamic I CHEN, 1997 
I - incentives to engage in cost-cutting I CHOI, 1998 

Price discrimination 

Entry deterrence 

i R&D I 

I extraction of the lull consumer surplus 

I -reduces entrant's potential profits 
I - mitigates the impact 01 an effective 
i entry on the incumbent 

ADAMS & YELLEN, 1976 ; 
I SCHMALENSEE, 19B4 ; 

McAFEE et aI., 1989 
WHINSTON, 1990 

I NALEBUFF,1999 

How does the dramatic growth of the Internet, Web users and data traffic 
affect the bundling strategies described above? If we consider digital 
information goods, three key points can be put forward, Firstly, it facilitates 
and simplifies the arrangement of a bundle offer and its real-time dynamic 
monitoring, Secondly, it allows the consumers to easily define the sub­
bundle they prefer themselves (McKIE-KASON, RIVEROS & CAZZALE, 1999). 
Thirdly, it significantly extends the scope of attractive bundling beyond the 
traditional boundaries described in the above-mentioned works. BAKOS & 

BRYNJOLFSSON (1999, 2000) explore this last issue when considering the 
bundling of a large number of information goods by a multiproduct 
monopolist. They find that this is a very profitable strategy for a broader set 
of conditions than expected in literature. If a very large number of goods are 
included in the bundle, consumer surplus can actually be extracted in a more 
accurate and finely-tuned manner - in an infinite bundle, the law of large 
numbers even ensures perfect discrimination, To cope with differences in 
consumers' valuations between some market segments, they introduce the 
idea of a menu of bundles aimed at each segment. Their paper provides us 
with a good starting point for analyzing the role of bundling strategies in 
telecom and Internet markets. They build on the multiproduct monopolist 
approach using the price discrimination stance for bundling as a backdrop. 
While this may be appropriate for explaining the bundling of a telecom firm's 
entire range of its services, we need to introduce oligopolistic structures in 
some of the bundled goods to take into account the competition present in 
these markets. Secondly, Bakos and Brynjolfsson take care to make clear 
that their findings do not extend to physical goods, where marginal costs of 
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production are too high and would destroy the benefits of the large-scale 
bundling. However, we believe that the bundling of a commodity with 
significant marginal cost with information goods is a particularly interesting 
and challenging topic to study. In any case, this approach is essential for 
exploring new emerging pricing practices in telecom industries . 

• Bundling Commodities with Information Goods 

We will now consider the case of a firm (A) which has the monopoly of 
product 1 and sells another good (2) in competition with a rival firm (B). The 
two products are independent and indivisible and the consumer purchases 
one unit of each good at the most. Preference distributions for the two goods 
are perfectly correlated. Consumers' reservation prices are uniformly 
distributed on the interval [0.1). There is no complementarity in bundle 
consumption (i.e. the value of a package containing one unit of each good is 
equal to the sum of the separate values of each good alone), nor on the 
production side ( cbllndie = c] + c 2 ). 

A produces good 1 at marginal cost c (O:S; c :s; 1) and good 2 is an 
information good produced at zero marginal cost. The game is as follows: 
firm A first decides whether or not to bundle goods 1 and 2; then the price 
and quantity of each good and the bundle, if there is one, are determined 
according to the competitive situation existing between firms A and B 
(Bertrand, then Cournot). Following in the footsteps of Carbajo and al. 
(1990), only pure bundling is considered here. In view of the preference 
assumptions, these authors argue that pure bundling is the most profitable 
strategy. Another point to be added is that while mixed bundling is virtually 
almost always superior to pure bundling (McAFEE et ai., 1989), in practice, re­
trading among buyers either has to be impossible or forbidden. This is 
particularly difficult to enforce in our case of an information good which can 
easily be copied and resold. If firm A decides to bundle, it then charges price 
p for the package formed from one unit of each of the goods 1 and 2. If it 
does not, it offers the goods separately with prices pj and Pv . Firm B sells 
good 2 at price P2B. It should first be noted that if it decides not to bundle, 
firm A, which has the monopoly for good 1, typically supplies: 

qj = 1..(1 - c) at price PI = 2.(1 + c), regardless of what happens in 
2 2 

market B. 
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We begin by assuming that firms act as Bertrand price-setters in the 
duopoly market. Without bundling, we obtain a monopoly output for good 1 
(see above) and the price of good 2 is driven down to the marginal cost, i.e. 

zero P21 == P2I1 == 0 . Equilibrium profits are: 

1[ == 2.(1- c \' and 1[B = 0 . 
. 1 4 J 

If firm A now decides to offer a bundle comprising a unit of each good, 

4· 1 
p =="7(1 +c ) and P2B =="7(1 +c). 

Consumers are split up into three groups according to their reservation 
values: when they have high value, they buy the bundle; those with medium 
reservation prices buy good 2 from B; the rest is excluded from the market. 
This division allows firm B to raise its price above the nil marginal cost and to 
make positive profits. In return, the same differentiation allows firm A to set a 
price for the bundle which is higher than the price of the separate 
components when no bundling is used. The output for monopolist good 1 
also increases. Profits become: 

1[A =_1 (4-3c) and 1[B ==2..(I+c). 
49 49 

Bundling brings about an increase in the price and the profits of firm B 
(though the volume of its sales is reduced if c S 0.75). For firm A, the 
difference in equilibrium profits with or without bundling is: 

1 ,1 , 1 ( ') 
d1[ \ = -(4- 3ct --(I-ct = - 15 + 2c-13c- , 

. 49 4 196 

which is always positive since c s 1.15. Interestingly enough, in this 
particular case, the change in aggregate welfare: 

d·W =_1_~-JOc-19c2) is ambiguous; it will remain positive while 
392 

c s 0.47 

Let us now consider Cournot-type quantity competition in the goods 2 
market without bundling. Cournot duopoly outputs are: 

1 1 
q2.1 = q2B ="3 and P2.1 = PlR == 3' 
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. h h '1" If 1 (l2 1 whlc means t at eqU/ Ibnum payo s are 11:., ="4 1 - C J and 11: B = '9' 

If firm A decides to bundle, we obtain the following equilibrium output 
levels: 

1 1 
(2 = -(3 - 2c), q2B = -(2 + c). 

7 7 

Package price P = 2..(2 + c) and PB = ~2 + c). 
7 7 

With bundling, 11: , = .2..(3 - 2c l2 and 11: R = .1...(2 + c 'Y. 
'49 J D 49 J 

Bundling is profitable for firm A if rJ1/:. = _1_(11 + 18c-153c2
) ~ O . 

. " 1764 

This condition is satisfied for c ~ 1 ,I 3 . 

In this case, 1..(3 - 2c)~..!..(I - c); 
7 2 

bundling reduces the output for monopoly good 1. However, its main 
effect here is to increase firm A's production of good 2: 

1 1 
q'A =Q=-(3-2c)~-. 
- 7 3 

The typical Gournot response for firm B is to reduce its output. Finally, for 
c ~ 1/3 , overall production rises in the bundled market: 

( Q2 = h\ + q2B =.0 ~(5 - c) ~ %) 

and the price goes down. As a result, bundling is profitable for firm A 
because it gives it a greater share of the larger duopoly market. It also 
significantly reduces the rival firm's profits at the same time. These points 
can be illustrated by a simple numerical example. With c = 0.1, bundling 
raises firm A's profits by only 2 percent but firm B's profits fall by 20 percent, 
from 0.11 to 0.09. Depending on the level of fixed and sunk costs, it may no 
longer be profitable for firm B to stay in the market. What we have here is 
the strategic dimension of bundling in the presence of sunk costs, making it 
unprofitable for the current rival to stay in business. Thus the competitor is 
either driven out of the market (WHINSTON, 1990), or market entry is deterred 
by lowering its potential profits below entry costs (NALEBUFF, 1999). 
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The results of this basic bundling-with-an-information-good-model are as 
follows: With Bertrand-type competition in the duopoly market, bundling is 
always profitable for both firms. Bundling actually works as a differentiating 
mechanism here for the monopolist's product, enabling both firms to avoid 
head-on price competition and to raise their price above cost. The 
mechanism is different in the case of Cournot competition, and involves, as 
always with these competition assumptions, the question of credible quantity 
pre-commitment. Bundling gives off this kind of signal because where 
duopoly products are concerned, the monopolist's announced output is 
higher than that of given output for its rival. We do not need to refer to the 
sunk costs associated with the design and advertising of a bundled offer 
here, nor the adjustment of the production process (WHINSTON, 1990; 
CARBAJO et aI., 1990; CHOI, 1998). This in fact happens logically when the 
duopoly product's Cournot output is lower than the sales vOlume of the 
monopoly good. But since the quantity of packages produced for equilibrium 
will be set between these two levels, it implies that the monopoly will try to 
sell more of the duopoly than before. To sum up, these two bundling 
approaches are quite the opposite: in the first Bertrand case, it is possible to 
reduce the intensity of competition on the bundled market through 
differentiation, while in the Cournot case, bundling is chosen by firm A in 
order to credibly pre-commit itself to a higher production level in this market. 

To better understand the changes brought about by this specific kind of 
bundling, we will now compare it with the case where duopoly good 
production cost is C , which is equal to the monopoly good cost. With 
Bertrand competition assumptions, this means that the gain from bundling is: 

f)'IT = 22...(1- cJ. 
j 196 

When C.::; 1 , this is always lower than what firm A gains by bundling with 
an information good. Figure 1 below compares the increase in profits 
resulting from bundling with an information good (thin line), and with a good 
that has the same marginal cost C (thick line). Moreover, measured as a 
fraction of the former profit level, the gain is constant and equal to 30% in 
the latter case. On the other hand, information good bundling profitability 
increases with high production costs (e.g. 100% with c = 0.5 ). This finding 
supports new bundling strategies very strongly because it extends their 
viability beyond the usual limits of very low production costs. 
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Figure 1. Information good bundling profitability compared with commodity bundling 

Bertrand competition) 

0.1 

0.2 

In a Cournot environment. 

0.4 0.6 

11 
()lrl=~-:-(l-c). 

" 1764 

0.8 

The situation is different here since bundling is always profitable for firm 
A when goods' production costs are equal. On the contrary, bundling with an 
information good will only be profitable, as we saw before, if c $ 1/3 . 
Therefore, firm A will only be better off if it bundles its monopoly good with 
an information good rather than with a good of equivalent cost where 
c $ 0,24 (see the figure below with the same conventions as before). 

Figure 2. Information good bundling profitability compared with commodity bundling 

(Cournot competition) 

1I008 

0.2 
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To sum up, if the production cost of the monopoly good is not too high, 
bundling this good with an information good dominates the strategy of 
bundling with a good of similar cost. 

As we have seen, the key factor concerning the outcome of a bundling 
strategy is how the demands for the separate goods are transformed into a 
demand for the bundle. To better understand this, SALINGER (1995) 
introduced the interesting idea of the "aggregated components" demand 
curve (vertical sum of the demand curves for each good forming the bundle), 
which allows a direct graphical analysis of the competitive effects of 
bundling. Let us consider once more two goods 1 and 2 that might be 
bundled with consumers' reservation prices uniformly and independently 
distributed on the interval [0.1). The individual demand curves for each good 
are linear: 

The bundle demand (one unit of each good and only pure bundling 
considered) is: 

0h'~ ==l_..!.Pl, 0::::; P::::; 1 and Qh dJ ==l(2_PV-, 1<P<2· 
- wlUle 2 " U11 e 3 } - -

The aggregated components demand curve is obtained by setting 

ql = q2 = Q"gg,' and 

P 
"R!<' 

1 = PI + P2' Then 0 == I--P 
-- ag%,', 2 aggr 

Comparing these two curves helps us understand the benefits of 
bundling for the firm by directly comparing the quantities it would sell (and 
then the revenues it would get by selling components separately) for a given 
bundle price. In the case of independent linear demands, there are two 
segments: in the first one, large quantities, the bundle demand curve is 
above the aggregated components demand curve; then the curves intersect 
and we have the opposite result for smaller outputs. For bundling to be 
profitable, we must logically be in the first region. However, we must also 
check that the sum of the separate profit-maximizing prices for each good 
does not fall in the range where aggregated component demand exceeds 
the demand for the bundle. If this were to happen, the firm would prefer to 
sell the two goods separately. Salinger demonstrates that bundling is 
profitable if the common marginal cost of the goods remains low (c ::::; 0.14). 
This finding can be extended even further to explore the role of cost savings 
in the profitability of bundling. Actually, when the reservation prices for each 
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good are positively correlated, the two curves described above almost 
coincide; any small cost saving from bundling then automatically makes this 
strategy profitable for the firm. And this even holds true with higher 
production costs. 

While the first basic model presented in this section may be useful for 
examining a telecom firm's bundling of information services with its core 
services, the second Salinger model appears to be particularly suited to the 
case of bundling different telecom services where demands are likely to be 
somehow positively correlated and production costs are definitely not zero. 
We are already able to paint out that the success of this kind of bundling 
crucially hinges on the effective achievement of cost savings in bundle 
production and sales . 

• The Case of Telecoms and Internet Access 

In this section, we examine the practical use of bundling communications 
services by telecom (and non telecom) firms. We focus on two distinct 
cases: the bundling of telecom providers' entire range of services to offer 
one-stop communications shopping, and outside service companies (e.g. 
utilities) bundling phone and Internet services with their core product. The 
first strategy is aimed at regaining customer control (giving continuous 
access to usage data, preferences, records), reducing churn, increasing 
switching costs, leveraging market power (in so far as presented above) and 
deterring new entrants in the bundled markets. The second one uses 
bundling as a tool for entering the telecom market, and is indicative of a 
radical change in the strategies used by utilities in that field. Up until now, 
the latter's telecoms activities were in fact focused on the infrastructure side 
and the development of their electricity, gas or pipelines network through the 
deployment of fibre-optic capacity. A retail telecom offer bundled with utility 
supply works on an entirely different model, and requires no investment in a 
proprietary network. In order to be able to do this, utilities have negotiated 
large wholesale contracts with major telecom providers (exploiting their huge 
customer base as a potential outlet) and resell the services to their 
customers in a bundle. 

The bundling of utilities' services by telecom firms is well illustrated by the 
AT&T story described in the introduction. This is clearly not an isolated case. 
In 2000, most of the telcos contemplated offering their customers the 
broadest possible bundled service offering at some paint or other: fixed 
telephony, mobile, cable TV and Internet access in a single connection. For 
instance, in spring 2000, Owest Communications began selling unlimited 
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dial-up Internet access bundled with long distance telephony, online 
conferencing, and "a whole suite of Web-enabled services" under the "Total 
Package" brand name. So far, these packages have only enjoyed mixed 
success, well below initial enthusiastic expectations. A US survey in 2000 
(Yankee Group) found that only 24% of consumers get local and long­
distance services from the same company (which would be the expected 
basic level of bundling), 3% have bundled telephone and cable, and only 1% 
have bundled telephone, cable and Internet access. This may only be a 
temporary transitional period, but still it is interesting to compare this result 
with other experiences of bundling within a single telecom service that have 
proved quite successful. 

Bundling was actually introduced in telecoms at roughly the same time in 
Europe and in the US via mobile phones (monthly subscription including a 
given number of hours of communication) and flat-rate Internet access 
respectively. Interestingly enough, the argument put forward to explain its 
success is quite different from the traditional reasons for bundling discussed 
previously and involves the consumer's preference for simple pricing. While 
theory claims that usage-sensitive (time in the case of communications) 
pricing is more effective and efficient, the fact that all the main US ISPs 
switched to flat-rate subscriptions in 1996 allows us to think otherwise. In 
less than a year, Internet usage per person tripled, and this pace could have 
even been more dramatic had there not been capacity constraints restricting 
potential demand (see the following figure based on Odlyzko, 2000 and AOL 
company data). 

Figure 3. AOL users' average consumption (minutes per day) 1995-2000 
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International reviews shows that flat rates have played a key role in 
stimulating usage and pushing Internet penetration everywhere. Europe 
experienced a similar situation in 1999-2000 following intense lobbying by 
companies and consumers associations ("Free the Net" campaign by the 
Times in the UK in autumn-winter 1999 and "Arreter les compteurs" (Stop 
the Clock) campaign by AOL one year later in France). The reason for the 
flat rate's success appears to be linked to a strong consumer preference for 
simplicity and previsibility. The flat rate actually helps reduce information 
asymmetry (fear of being cheated by the access service provider), saves 
mental transaction costs, and provides a guarantee against a sudden and 
uncontrolled rise in consumption. This suggests that the current bundled 
approach is perhaps still incomplete or premature in the telecoms sector, 
and should first try to generate similar changes in consumers' evaluations to 
stimUlate demand (see JOHNSON et ai., 1999 for interesting insights from the car 
market). In this respect, convergence should not be mistaken as being a 
mere aggregation of various communication services into one bill. A more 
sophisticated integration, customization and pricing of these services is 
needed to meet specific customer needs. This may eventually turn out to be 
telecom providers' sole comparative advantage in a market where service 
price and reliability no longer give a decisive edge because competitors are 
all offering pretty much the same thing. 

This conclusion is reinforced by the parallel move observed in the utility 
sphere where players are entering the telecom market as bundle resellers. 
Bundling supports a new entry strategy in this instance. Utilities' involvement 
in the telecom market is not new, but their focus was initially on the 
deployment of transmission capacity and the wholesale of bandwidth. The 
case of Williams, one of the largest gas-pipeline companies in the US, is 
particularly instructive. Williams first entered the telecommunications market 
in 1986 by placing fibre cables in decommissioned petroleum and gas 
pipelines. A new company called WilTel was created and the network was 
rapidly expanded through new construction projects and the acqUisition of 
several local fibre-optic networks until it became the country's fourth largest 
long distance network. Other energy companies like Enron and Duke Energy 
soon followed in the pioneer's footsteps and made the move from energy to 
a fibre network. In 1995, the telecom venture was sold to the retail provider 
LDDS, which became WorldCom, and Williams only kept a segment of the 
network (refocused on video transmission) and its business services activity. 
In 1998, when the three-year non-compete agreement with WorldCom 
expired, Williams Communications re-entered the wholesale telecom market 
as a "carrier's carrier" with the largest US broadband network project 
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(33,000 fibre route miles connecting 125 cities by 2001, new generation 
optical networking technologies and equipment to carry any combination of 
Internet, voice, data and video services). Customers include long distance 
telcos, CLECs, Internet service providers, media companies, and utilities. In 
2000, the energy group generated more than 20% of its revenues from 
telecommunications. While focusing exclusively on the wholesale market 
and the supply of network services to telecorn carriers, Williams also saw a 
major opportunity for growth in helping utilities enter the telecoms sector. It 
holds a minority interest in UtiliCom Network, a company that specializes in 
supporting and managing electric and gas utilities' telecom diversification, 
and leveraging their brand and customer base to successfully enter this 
market. 

This is exactly the same strategy that British Gas implemented in the UK 
in 2000. In autumn 2000, the company introduced a comprehensive telecom 
services offering combining fixed telephony, mobile and Internet access. Its 
objective is to duplicate utilities' successful entry into the deregulated 
electricity market in 1998-1999 (3 million customers in 2000) and British Gas 
aims to attract one million customers by the end of 2001. Technically, this 
offer is based on a set of strategic alliances with major providers: Vodafone 
for mobile services, Torch Telecom (Kingston Communications) and Cable & 
Wireless for residential phone and Internet services. In this specific offer, 
bundling takes the form of lower rates which are conditional to subscription 
to other British Gas services: free minutes of voice communications every 
month for electricity customers (which both stimulates the demand for 
telecoms as well as electricity services), lower Internet charges and a 
shorter minimum term contract for fixed phone customers (e.g. 3 months 
instead of 12) using a mobile. However, the cornpany plans to experiment 
with wider bundles in the future, and thus make the most of its entire range 
of services . 

• Conclusion 

This preliminary research allows us to define the questions and topics 
that require further analysis more precisely in order to better understand 
bundling's potential in telecoms and Internet services. First of all, the 
differences between the relative failure of communications bundles in 2000 
and the success of earlier experiences in mobile and Internet access 
services must be carefully examined. Is this the result of the poor economic 
and financial environment for telecom firms at that time? Or are there more 
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fundamental issues at stake? One direction for research is certainly to 
examine the impact of bundling on production costs (potential for economies 
of scale and scope) and consumer evaluation. With regard to this last point, 
the role of the psychology of consumer judgment should not be 
underestimated and mental accounting principles could prove to be a fruitful 
approach for exploring when and how bundling offers might modify 
consumers' uses and preferences. Secondly, it would be interesting to 
model the mechanism for leveraging a large customer base (significantly 
captured through high switching costs). This actually turns out to be a central 
element in utilities' telecom market entry strategy, rather than the usual 
monopoly capacity to determine price and quantity. 

Lastly, the pervasive bundling strategies associated with the digital 
economy raise two significant and complex issues for regulators and policy 
makers: i) the juxtaposition of services typically offered by traditionally 
monopolistic, regulated industries with those offered by unregulated 
competitive companies, with the added risk of mixing several sector-based 
regulations in packaged offerings and business activities (with utilities or 
banks selling telecom services), Ii) the possible leverage of monopoly power 
in new emerging competitive markets (especially of information goods) by 
companies enjoying, or close to enjoying, a monopoly in one segment of the 
telecom markets\ (incumbent phone providers in local telephony, backbone 
Internet providers, vertically integrated cable companies). In any case, this 
discussion illustrates how bundling will undoubtedly playa crucial role in the 
analysis of competition, market entry and market structure in 
telecommunications and Internet-related industries. 
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PENGARUH BUNDLING STRA TEGY 
TERHADAP KEUNGGULAN BERSAING 
(Studi pada Industri Percetakan di Kota Semarang) 
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Abstraksi 
Bundling Stralegy. merupakan salah satu altemalif populer dalam slralegi 
pemasaran. Agar polensi bundling stralegy dapal bordaya secara oplimal, 
maim anteseden dan karak/oristik stratogi tersebut /larus dipahami dan 
dikelola dengan baik. Tulisan ini mengupas permasalailan kekaburan 
pemahaman dan kesenjAngan l'lDsil pone lilian pengaruh penerapan 
bundling stralegy dan hal yang mclingkupinya terhadap keunggulan 
bersaing perus(lh(lan. Inkonsistensi do fin is i, tOtnU1lIJ, clan hasil penelilian 
tentang pengaruh buneJling stmlegy tela/l mer,imbllJlulfl kesimpangsiuran 
persepsi pelanggan pada product bundle ilu sondiri. Padahal persepsi 
penghematan akan nilai bundle men/adi sobuah jembatan emas dalam 
menuju pemenangan persaingan pasar yang borkolanjulan. Uji empirik 
dilakukan dengan kuesioner kepada 100 manajer perusahaan percetakan 
di Kola Semarang dengan menggunakan teknik analisis Structural Equation 
Modeling.Dan ternyala ditemukan fakta bahwa secara umum lerdapal 
pengaruh signifilwn antara kinerja bundling strategy terhadap persepsi 
penghemalan polanggan dalam mewujudkan keunggulan bersaing. Pada 
bagian akhir, direlwmendasikan sebuah kerangka kerja bundling strategy 
dalam pasar kompetitif. 

Kala Kunci: Bundlo - Persepsi Konsumen - Keunggulan Bersaing 

Semakin besarnya ekspektasi 
pelanggan, semakin kerasnya pasar, 

dan semakin seringnya perubailan bergulir 
di berbagai bidang lelah rnernai<1>a 
perusahaan (dan pLlfa pemasar) 
menerapkan strategi yang krealif untuk 
dapat berkompetisi. Sebagai konsumen, 
kondisi ini tentu sangat mengulltungkan 

Penulis adalall searang wirausalJawan di 
bidang jasa peercekatan dan distribusi 
produk Ilerbal. 

karena kebutuhan dan keinginannya 
semakin terpenuhi. 

SaJt ini, kCJnlen (ap;] yang ditawarkan) 
hanyal:lh stratcgi dassr dalam persaingan 
pasar. Konteks (bagaimana 
menawZlrkannya) adalah formula 
pemenang<ln pasar yang sesungguhnya 
(l\artaj3ya, 2002). Pemasar harus 
membuat konsumen merasa nyaman (feel 
good), atau bahkan merasa dahsyat (feel 
great), untuk membuat pil<iran positif di 
benaknya. Oleh karena itu, produk atau 
konten yang baik harlls dilengkapi dengan 
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konteks yang baik pula dalam 
memenangkan persaingan. 

Formulasi strategi pemasaran 
mengalami banyak penyesuaian sebagai 
reaksi alas kondisi faklual yang ada. 
Bauran pemasaran yang dalam banyak 
buku teks dikategorikan dalal11 level 
strategis, dalam perkembangannya 
mengalami degradasi level, dan 
kecenderungan yang banyak 
dikembangkan saat ini menCmpEltk8nnYEl 
dalam tingkatan taktis. Paham ini bisa 
disirnpulkan dari perkembangan pemikiran 
Kotler dalam tulisanya bersama Hermawan 
Kartajaya "Repositioing Asia: from Bubble 
to Sustainable" yang berbeda dengan 
teorinya dalam buku "Marketing 
Management" terbitan Prentice Hall pada 
beberapa edisi awa!. 

Strategi bundling adalah salah satu 
altern'atif populer dalam strategi pemasaran 
(Johnson et ai, 1999,p.129), Dalam 
bahasan teori, bundling strategy berada 
dalam wi/ayah teori (straIegi produk 
ataupun harga. Definisinya sendiri 
bervariasi. Stremersch dan Tellis (2002, 
p.56) mengurai in~onsistensi definisi 
strategi bundling dengan mengutip 
beberapa paparan, seperti: ,.\dams dan 
Yellen (1976, p.475) yang mendefinisikan 

'bundling sebagai menjual barang dalam 
paket, Guiltinan (1987, pJ4) yang 
mengartikan bundling sebagaj praktek ~ 
pemasaran dua atau lebih produl< dim atau 
jasa dalam satu paket dengan harga 
khusus. Kemudian Yadav d:m Monroe 
(1993, p.350), mengartikan penjualan dua 
atau lebih produk dan atau jasa dengan 
harga tunggal. 

Inkonsistensi ini menjadikan legalitas 
bundling menjadi kabur dan bisa 
berdampak pada implikasi yang kurang 
menjurus. Perbedaan pengertian produk 
dan bundle pun muncul di kalangan peneliti 
terdahulu. Salinger (1995, dalam 
Stremersch dan Tellis (2002, p.56)) 
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memperlakukan sepasang sepalu sebagai 
sebuah bundle sepatu kanan dan sepatu 
kiri. Telser (1979, dalam Stremersch dan 
Tellis (2002, p.56)) menyebut sebuah mobil 
sebagai sebuah bundle bag ian-bag ian 
yang berbeda, Jaeperti me sin, roda, dan 
yang lainnya, 

Tujuan diJri imp!'Jlm~ntasi bundling 
slralogy juga bermQcom-macam. Menurut 
Simon & Fassnacht (1083, pAD3) adalah 
!J)C11gC!ks{:1IoitJsi potcnsial profit dan 
mem<iksilllalJ<(l,l profit dalarn perusahaan 
(multi produk). Prmdapat tersebut 
n1enyiratkan kepentingan dan fungsi 
strategi bundling yang biasa 
diimplementasikan dalam kerangka waktu 
yang relatif berjangka pendek dan dalam 
lingkup yang, Uuga) relatif sempi!. 
Kemudian Ansari dkk (1996, p.86) yang 
meneliti praktek bundling dalam 
perusahaan non profit menyinggung 
tujuannya untuk rnemaksimalkan 
pemakaian SU8tU subjek agar tidak defisi!. 
Dorothy (1993, p.29) secara lebih luas 
menyatakan manfaatnya untuk kinerja 
perusahaan melalui keunggulan bersaing. 
IBM mem-bundle produknya untuk sebuah 
tujuan positioning (~Jowen, Scannell, & 
Gardner, 1999, p.S). Produk/jasa yang 
relatif sulit didiferensiasi (misalnya 
perangkat keras LJlltU/( I\ornpuler pribadi) 
dapa! pula mengguno!<an strategi bundling 
somata-mala untu\< tujuan reduksi biaya 
kepenlilik<Jn (JaikumQI', 1995, p.39). 

0: SISI lain, kesesuaian strategi 
pemasaran dalam dirnensi waktu maupun 
tahapannya harus menjadi sebuah sinergi. 
Stfategi bundling yang dalam banyak 
penelitian memanfaatkan kepJ.illJ.~.fln 

'transaksi sebagai objek pengamatannya 
haruslah diperdalam lagi pengaruh atau 
hubungannya dalam lingkup yang lebih 
berjangka panjang. Apakah hasil-hasil 
penelitian terdahulu mempunyai 
kesesuaian bila dihubungkan dengan 
kerangka waktu yang berbeda? Tentu 
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suatu penelitian lanjut sJngat perlu untuk 
dilakukan. 

Bundling strategy menghasill<an profit 
yang lebih tinggi dibandingkan unbundling 
(Guiltinan, 1987, p.82). Tetapi menurut 
Koschat dan Putsis Jr, (2002, p.262) justru 
sebaliknya, unbundling justru lebih 
menguntungkan karena menghasilkan 
pendapatan yang lebih tinggi. Mahajan & 
Venkatesh (1993, p.505). Schamalensee 
(1984, dalam Mahajan & Venkatesh, 1993, 
p.505), serta Ansari dkk (1996, p.90) 
menemukan fakta bahwa pure bundling I 
memang lebih baik dari unbundling, tetapi 
mixed bundling merupakan strategi terbaik. 
Bundling strategy yang dalam banyak 
penelitian pad a end-user dapat 
memberikan profit, ternyata memberikan 
pengaruh negatif terhadap perilaku 
konsumsi (Soman & Gouville. 2001. p.42). 

Penelitian tentang pellgaruh bundling 
terhadap kinerja pemasaran secara umum 
telah banyak dikupas Dan seperti yang 
telah diuraiakan di atCls, temuannyil 
bervariasi. Hanya selja. sebagian besar 
mengambil pengguna akiw sebagai objek 
penelitian. Kemudian banyak pula yang 
sekedar memfokuskan pada hierarki 
penjual-pembeli tanpa memperdalam 
bahasannya dalam latar kompetisi. Dan 
dari telaah awal atas kesenjangan fakta 
serta hasil penelitian di atas, dapat 
disimpulkan bahwa urgensi penelitian 
pengayaan relatif layak dan mendesak 
untuk dilakukan. Tentunya untuk 
mendukung integrasi perencanaan dan 
manajemen pemasaran stratejik yang 
semakin berkualitas 

Oleh karena itu. tulisan Ini rnengambil 
fokus bahasan pada permasalahan 
kaburnya pemahaman dan kesenjangan 
hasil penelitian pengmuh penerapan 
strategi bundling dan hal yang 
melingkupinya terhadap keunggulan 
bersaing suatu pel'tlsallaan Kemudian 
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lJundling Strategy dall Keunggulan Bersaing 

tujuan tJ."l1l.1nl d8ri penelitian ini ad.loih 
rnenganalisis optirnalisasi penggunaan 
/JuncJling striltegy daiam pasar kompetitif. 

Teluah Pustaka dan Hipotesis 

I(arakteristik Bundling Strategy 

Stremersch&Tellis (2002, p.57) meng­
klasifikasikan bundling strategy dalam dua 
dimensi kunci. Yang pertama adalah 

v bundling focus, di mana kontennya adalah 
price dan product bundling. Kemudian yang 
kedua adalah "bundling form yang bisa 
beriJpa pure bundling, pure unbundling, 
atau mixed bundling. Price and product 
bundling adalah strategi independen, 
dimana perusahaan dapat mix dan match 
untul< rnenyikapi permintaan konslJmen. 
Sedangkan mixed .bundling merupakan 
kombinasi dari pure bundling dan pure 
U/1iJllI7(/linfj stmlegy. 

Ral1gkurnan isti!ah, definisi, dan contoh 
bundlino tampak dalam tabel 1 di bawah 
Inl' 

Tabel1 
Istilah. Definisi, dan Contoh Bundling 

istilah 
Bundlin 

-'-'- ~ --- .. 
Definisi 

Price 
Bundlin 

9 "fJenjUalan dua atau lebih 
produk terpisah dalam 
salu paket 
Ponjualan dua atau lebih 

9 produk terpisah dalam 
satu paket dengan harga 
diskon. tanpa integrasi 

__ 2!.o..c!uk 
Produc 
Bundlif 

t Integrasi dan penjualan 
)9 dua atau lebih produk 

terpisah dalam satu paket 
dengan satu atau 

.. _ l?'Oberap~ ha~.'1 ____ .. _ 
ISlrategi di mana 

UIf2 e!.u~~l~~.!! han lQ._ .. 

Contoh 
Kompute 
r 

Berbagai 
kemasan 
sereal 

Mullimed 
ia PC, 
Sound 
System 

Bundling 
of 
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Istilah Definisi 
menjual secara bundle 
dan tidak (semua) produk 
secara terpisah 

Mixed Strategi di mana 
Bundling perusahaan selain 

menjual secara bundle 
juga menjual (semua) 
I produk secara terpisah 

Contoh 
tabulatin 

9 
machine 
s 
Telecom 
Bundles 

1 __ _ 
Sumber: Stremersch&Tellls (2002, p.57) 

Persepsi Penghematan 
Meski segmen menengah ke atas 

seringkali tidak begitu memperhatikan 
harga dalam perilaku pernbeliannya, 
namun secara umum tentu pelanggan 
akan memilih produk yang lebih 
memberikan pengllGrnat<:lfl <ltas 
pembelanjaanya jika kualitas prod uk yang 
ditawarkan produsen relatif setara. 
Kemudian merujuk teori penawaran klasik, 
di mana jika harga tinggi maka kuantitas 
permintaan pasar akan turun, maka 
produsen tidak bisa main-main dengan 
kebijakari harga yang diterapkannya. 
Apalagi . suasana persaingan sekmang 
semakinkf?tas bahkan semakm tldak 
terliha! (Kartajaya, 2002, p.22). 

Pengertian penghematan dalam 
konteks penelitian ini didasarkan pada 
konsep dasar yang berupa nilai yang 
didapat dari hasil bagi keuntungan total 
dan pengorbanan total dalam setiap 
transaksi. Dari lelaah pendahulual1 serla 
konsep yang ditulis Yadav & Monroe 
(1993), Kartajaya (2002), dan LEHllbert & 
Burduroglu (2000) dapat ditelaail beiJcrapo 
inti dari pel'sepsi pengilematal1 yang 
relevan dalam penelitian ini. 

Setidaknya ada tiga dil11ensi y811g 
d8pat melatarbelakangi perscpsi 
penghematan konsumen. Yang pertama 
adalah penghematan dari harga bundle 
dibandingkan harga prod uk tcrpisah. 
Kemudian yang kedua adalah 
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penghernatan atas biaya total untuk 
mendapatl<an produl< tersebut (yang berarti 
harga hanya menjadi salah satu 
komponennya). Dan yang ketiga 
penghematan dalam mendapatkan produk 
terse but dalam latar pcrsaingan (bisnis). 

Keunggulan Bersaing 
Ajaran Porter (1980) tentang strategi 

generik untuk keunggulan bersaing yang 
terdiri dari: I<eunggulan biaya, diferensiasi, 
dan fokus masih relevan untuk dijadikan 
acuan utama konstruk pGnelitian ini. 
r(eunggulan bersaing adalah jantung 
kinerja perusal1aan d,ilam pJsar bersaing. 
Sila perusahaan kemudian mampu 
menciptilkan keunugulan melillui salqlil 
satu dari kolioa stl·::lcOi gel1ol-il< tersebut, 
rnaka ini berarti kounggulan bersaing 
didapJtkannya (Aaker,189B). 

Istilah keunggulan bersaing menurut 
Day dan Wensley memiliki setidaknya dua 
arti berbeda namun berhubungan (Droge 
dkk, 1995, p.669). Arti pertarna berfoku~ 
pada Il;eunggulan (supe/iority) dalam skJlI 
dan atau sumber daya (resources), 
sedangkan arti kedua adalah mengenai 
keunggulan dari hasil kinerja (performance 
outcomes). Ketrampilan dan sumberdaya 
ini merefieksikan pol a investasi masa lalu 
untuk mempertinggi posisi kompetitif. 
Kelangsungan POSISI unggul Inl 
membutuhkan Llsaha untuk menciptakan 
hambatan agar tidak Illudah ditiru. Karena 
usaha poniruan itu secara tcrus menerus 
dilakukan oloh posaing, mak8 perusa!laan 
Ilarus toru,; borilwostJsi untul< 
I11cmpCliilllan!cn :\i,ilI rnoningkatkan 
kcungsulannya -ladi, penciptaan 
kcungc;ulan ber~;,Jing il1i merupakan proses 
yclng borlangsuf1O terus-l1lcner~s. 
Kemudian, keunugulJn bersalng 
seharusnya dipandang sebagai proses 
dinamis I<etimbang sebagai hasil akhir. 

Aspek-aspek dasar dari keu~ggulan 
bersaing berkelanjutan yang dlsajlkan 

-------_+t 114 



dala~, ,~e-a:'J' C';',a:"',3Jemen strateJIK (Hall, 
1994 da1am Ferdinand 2C02) adalah 
sustainabilitas dari atribut kunci sebuah 
produk dan durabilitas daripada 
superioritas sumber d8ya intangible alas 
apa yang dimiliki pesaing Maka dimensi 
dari keunggulan bers8ing berkelanjutan 
adalah durabililas (daya tahall 18ma), 
imitabilitas (tingkat l<estllit<J1l untuk dap8t 
ditiru), dan tingkat kcmudahan untuk 
menyamai 8set-aset stmterik y,mg dimiliki 
perusahaan 

Product Bundling Strategy dan 
Persepsi Penghematan 

Secara lebih mendalam, Stremerscil 
dan Tellis (2002) mengulas hasil 
penelitiannya tentang beberapa perbedaan 
price dan product bundling dalam 
hubungannya dengan persepsi 
penghematan, Bahwa manajer dapat 
menggunakan price /Jundling dengan 
mudah untuk durasi waktu pendek 
Sedangkan product /)LJndling lebih 
merupakan strategl diferensiasi )angka 
panjang, Deng8n kat8 181n, reslka dan 
persepsi yang ll1uncul dari konteks 
bundling bisa berbed<l S8m3 sek311 

Item sebuah bllndel nlempcngarulll 
evaluasi bundel See8! a keseluruh<ln (G8Ct 
et ai, 1990), Hal ini dap8t ciiartikall bahwa 
hanya bundle yallg bellm-bellar bemil,' i 
atau memberikan penghernatan yang 
signifikanlah yang akan dipilih konsumen di 
era kompetisi seperti sekarang ini 

Peneliti lain dalam waktu yang hampir, 
bersamaan mengembangkan rekomendasi 
strategi pricing bundle untuk bundle yang 
berbasis pada segmen keuntungan dalam 
given market (Hanson dan Martin, 1990). 
Di mana untuk membuat persepsi 
penghematan yang signifikan, harga at 
discount diyakini akan meningkatkan 
keuntungan melalui pendongkrakan 
volume penjualan Namw' hagaimanapun, 
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pefsepsi yang baik akan terbangun lebih 
abadi bila nilai sesungguhnya (konten) 
prod uk dan harganya memang signifikan, 
Maka Eppen, Hanson, dan Martin (1991) 
mcngingatkan bahwa perusahaan 
sebaiknya tidak menggunakan bundle 
hClllya sebagai tipu muslihat pemasaran 
belaka. 

Persepsi penghematan dalam bundle 
items jir::-; dibeli secara terpisah dan 
persepsi penglrematan tombahan dalam 
bundle akan ditunjukkan oleh pembeli 
sebagai dua penghematan yang terpisah, 
dan setiapnya secara signifikan 
berpengaruh positif terhadap nilai transaksi 
total (Yadav&Monroe, 1993). 

Persepsi penghematan pembelajaan 
produk bundle lebih besar daripada 
perseps! penghematan pembelajaan 
produk tunggal Pengaruh setiap 
penghematan Juga ditentukan oleh 
besamya penghematan yc\llg lain, Reduksi 
harga penjualan ilem individual untuk 
meningkatkan persepsi penghematan 
dapat dilakukan tidak hanya dari iter!1::Dya 
tilpi dan bundlenya. Dan sesungguhnya, 
"ellntungan penjual bisa didapat dari 
!Julle/le dan unbundle sama bagusnya, 

Dan uraian tersebut, hipotesis yang 
dlrUnlll:-:kclil adalah 
liilJDiOSiS 1 Semakin tinggl inlensitas 
aplihasi proc/uct bundling strategy, maka 
semakiil Iinggi pula ponghemalan yang 
dipersepsilw/) pe/anggan 

Mixed Bundling Strategy dan Persepsi 
Penghcmatan 

Bundling adalah produk baru, pasar 
baru, dengan resiko yang rendah (Garry 0, 
Eppen et ai, 1991). Bundling adalah 
sistesis baru untuk marketing (Stefan 
Stremersch & Gerard J. Tellis, 2002). 
Bundling up for succes (Larry Chambers, 
1992) Dan masih banyak lagi tesis yang 
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memuji pemakaian bundling startegy. 
Namun bagaimana konsumen memandang 
dimensi bentuk bundling strategy dalam 
hubungannya dengan penghematan yang 
mereka dapatkan? 

Untuk menguji nilai penghematan atas 
transaksi bundle, terlebih dulu harus diingat 
tipe atau bentuk bundling, yakni pure atau 
mixed (Adams dan Yellen, 1976). Dalam 
pure bundling, hanya sebuall bundle dari 
items-Iah yang ditawarkan untuk diJual, dan 
pembeli tidak mempunyai keS81llpat3n 
(pilihan) untuk berbelanja dalam kemasan 
satuan. Dalam strategi mixed bundling, di 
lain sisi, pembeli dapat menentui<an untuk 
membeli harga bundle ataupun harga 
satuan (Adams dan Yellen, 1976 dan 
Schamelensee, 1984). 

Menurut Yadav & Monroe (1993), 
bundling dipersepsikan memberikan 
penghematan pada pembeli daripada 
pembelian satuan. Akan tetapi efeknya 
masih dipengaruhi besarnya penghematan 
yang lain. Karena dati sebuah perspektif 
metodologikal, pengaruh yang lebih besar 
dari penghematan bundle bisa juga 
dihasilkan dari perbedaan dalam kekuatan 
manipulasi eksperimental si penjual. Ini 
berarti persepsi penghematan yang telah 
dirasakan pembeli sewaktu-waktu clapat 
berubah, bahkan mungkin drastis, bila 
bundle tidak dikemas untuk sebuail paket 
'nilai' dan hanya untuk tUjUZHl tlzmsaksi 
sesaat. 

Temuan Yadav (1994) mengatakan 
bahwa pembeli akan secara terus menerus 
(meskipun tidak selalu secara sistematis) 
menguji setiap item dalam bundle apakah 
'nilai' yang didapatkannya benar-benar 
memberikan keuntungan maksimal atau 
tidak. Maka tampak jelas bahwa persepsi 
penghematan atas bundle adalall kunci 
keberlanjutan sukses bundling yang 
banyak direkomendasikan untuk tujuan 
kinerja pemasaran 

I<euntungan awal dari sebuah bundling 

strategy dalam bisnis software hasil 
penelitian yang dilakulwn oleh Craig (1995) 
adalah lebih murah, lebih mudah dibeli, di­
instal, dan di-test. Jaikumar (1995) 
menyimpulkan fakta penelitiannya bahwa 
produk/jasa yang rclalif sulit didiferensiasi 
(misalnya hardware untuk PC) dapat pula 
menggunakan bundling strategy semata­
mata untuk tujuan reducing cost of owning 

8eberapa uraian di atas 
menempJtilkan pcrsepsi penghematan 
pelangg,Jn atas pembolian bundle sebagai 
sesuatu yang substansial. Oleil karena itu, 
hipotesis yang dirumuskan adalah : 
I-lipotesis 2 Semakin linggi intensitas 
aplil<asi mixed bundling strategy, semakin 
tinggi pula penghematan yang 
dipersepsikBn pelanggan. 

Product Bundling Strategy dan 
Keunggulan Bersaing 

Salinger (1995) memoresentasikan 
sebuah analisis bundling yang 
mengkombinasikan pengaruh biaya dan 
jumlah permintaan sokaligus. Dan ternyata, 
bundling memano menjadi lebih 
menguntungkan, bila mampu rnereduksi 
biaya yang lebill rondah.. Ketika 
permint8f1n untuk komponen - komponen 
yang tidak clibundlG relatif tinggi, dan 
konsurnsi biayo untuk komponen yang 
unbundled rnemang lebih tinggi. Tcmuan 
ini tentunya secar-a kontras berbeda 
dengan analisis bundling yang berbasis 
permintaan murni, di mana praktek 
bundling akan lebih profitable ketika biaya 
per komponennya rendah dan 
pennintaannya pun berkorelasi negatif. 

'Sebuah studi yang dilakukan oleh 
Bakos dan Brynjolfsson (2000) 
menunjukkan bahwa bundling dapat 
menguritungkan bila biaya marjinalnya 
memang sangat rendah, bahkan dalam 
lingkup jaringan sel,alipun. Lebih lanjut 
kedua penelili itu memetakan tipe 
kompetisi yang berbeda, termasuk di 
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da:am,'lya :ln9~u;:; KerJa hulu dan hilir 
produksi, yakni pada latar persaingan 
antara penjual bundle dan penjual satuan, 
serta persaingan antar penjual bundle. 
Dalam pasar kompetitif, strategi mixed 
price bundling lebih dominan daripada 
strategi pure price bundling. Kemudian 
ketika berbicara product bundling dalam 
pasar kompetitif, mClka mixed bundling 
tidak hanya mcndominasi pure bundling, 
namun juga unbundling Hal ini sangat 
beralasan karena muncul dengan 
dilatarbelakangi kondisl di mana objek 
penelitian yang dilakukan di tingkat 
suppliers (hampir) tidak mung kin 
menjalankan praktek unbundling pricing 
strategy. 

Hasil penelitian Matutes & Regibeau 
(1992, dalam Stremersch dan Tellis, 2002) 
menjelaskan bahwa perusahaar tidak 
dapat mendiferensiasikan dirinya dari 
kompetitor dalam pasar yang Kompetitif 
dari oligopoli ke kompetisi sempurna 
dengan price bundling Jika pure price 
bundling lebih profitable strategi ini akan 
mendorong kompetitor untuk menawarkan 
bundled dan unbundled sekaligus. Strategi 
mixed bundling ini lebih atrak!if untuk 
konsumen dan tentunya secara konsekuen 
akan mengambil alih pallgsa pasar 
perusahaan yang masih mengandalkCln 
praktek pure price iJlIllciling Dari uraian di 
atas, hipotesis yang dirullluskan adalah: 
Hipotesis 3 Semakin tinggi intensitas 
aplikasi product bundling strategy, maka 
semakin tinggi pula kellnggulan bersaing 
perusahaal1. • 

Mixed Bundling Strategy dan 
Keunggulan Bersaing 

Bundling merupakan satu dari tujuh 
perilaku usaha yang dapa! 'mengacaukan 
kemapanan bisnis' (Smith. 2000). Paun 
(1993) membagi \iga tipe implementasi 
perusahaan yang berkenaan dengan 

fJlllldlil1J; SII'oleK}' dall KCllIIggliioll Bcrs;;:I1;; 

bundling strategies, yakni pure bundling, 
unbundling, dan mixed bundling. Hal-hal 
yang mempengaruhi keputusan inisial 
untuk membundle atau tidak, adalah fungsi 
customer, ling kung an, perusahaan, dan 
faktor produksi 

AI8san logis dibCllik strategi bundling 
Cldalah kemampuan meningkatkan kinerja 
perlls8haan dalam menciptakan 
compelitiva advantage dan kemudian 
pcrtimbangom ekonornis dalam aplikasi 
bundling strategy unluk mendapalkan 
keuntungan dari diskriminasi harga, 
peningkatan diferensiasi produk, 
peningkatan customer value, dan 
peningkalan entry barriers. 

Peneliti yang cukup tegas menunjukkan 
perbedaan pengaruh price dan bundling 
strategy Stretemersch dan Tellis (2002). 
8ahwa dalam pasar kompetitif, sebuah 
strategi mixed price bundling lebih dominan 
daripada strategi pure price bundling. 
Kemudian ketika berbicara product 
bundling dalam pasar kompetitif, proposisi 
yang diajukan adalah bahwa mixed 
/Jundling tidak hanya mendominasi pure 
bUlldling, namun juga unbundling. Hal ini 
s8ng8t beralasan karena proposisi tersebut 
mUllclJl dengan dilatarbelakangi kondisi di 
m,lII<l objck penelitian yang dilakukan di 
tillClkat suppliers (hampir) tidak mungkin 
I11cnja!,lllkan pl'3ktel, unbundling price 
sln/egy 

Bundle dapat mengeliminasi biaya 
inforrnasi optimalisasi suplai, sedang 
unbundle dimungkinkan dapat meredui<si 
biaya bila biaya informasi optimalisasi 
suplai kompetitif 8eberapa hal yang 
rnenentuk8n tujuan regulatori yang lain, 
kuantitas variabel, biaya yang 
mengilcutinya. proporsl variabel, dan 
kondisi kornpetisi. Pilihan suplai bundle 
atau unbundle tidak dapal ditentukan 
hanya dari unsur biaya/keuntungan yang 
didapatkan secara general. Ada beberapa 
faktor yang disebutkan dalam temuan 
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penelitian yang Ikut rnenetukan pilihan 
terbaik (Gilbert dan Riordan 1995) 

Hasil penelitian Matutes & Regibeau 
(1992, dalam Stremersch dan Tellis 2002) 
menjelaskan bahwa perusahaan tidak 
dapat mendiferensiasikan dirinya dClri 
kompetitor dalam pasar yang kompetitif 
dari oligopoli ke kompetisi sempurna 
dengan price bundling. Jika pure price 
bundling lebih profitable, strategi inl akan 
mendorong kompelilor untuk menawark;ln 
bundled dan unbundled sekaligus. Strategi 
mixed bundling ini lebih atraktif untuk 
konsumen dan tentunya secara konsekuen 
akan mengambil alih pangsa pasar 
perusahaan yang masih mengandalkan 
praktek pure price bundling. 

Unbundling strategy lebih baik daripada 
pure bundling strategy, namun mixed 
bundling adalah strategi terbaik Tidak ada 
relevansi antara mixed bune/ling sebagai 
strategi terbaik dengan pengernbangan 
kanibalisasi satu produk dengan yang 
lainnya. Untuk memaksirnalkan profit. 
mixed b'undling strategy dapat dilerapkan 
oleh perusahaan Mixed bundling hanyalah 
cara penyajian ke pelanggan, dan oleh 
karenanya tidak dapat meng03nlikan 
produk sebagai konten (Mahajan d:Jrl Vijay. 
1993). 

Pad a non profit orgnnizalion. pure 
I)undling lebih menDuntuilO!-;<lIl 
penerapannya, dibnndingkan pure 
component. Hal ini berkebalikan dengan 
temuan di profit organization, dimana pure 
component lebih baik daripada pure 
bundling. Namun baik di profit rnaupun 
nonprofit organization, mixed bundling 
menjadi pilihan stralegi lerbaik. Ada 
perbedaan dan persamaan pengaruh 
penerapan bundling strategy di profit 
organization dan di non profit organization 
(Ansari, Siddarth, dan Charles. 1996) 

Bagi perusahaan generalis. 
inkompatibitas dengan pure (product) 
bundling strategy lebih baik dilerapkan bila 

satu komponen less differentiated dengan 
yang lain. Narnun bagi perusahaan 
spesialis yang tidal, rnenerapi<an product 
bundling, inkornpalibilitas lebih 
rnemberikan kelelu3S<l3n dalam strategi 
harga, bil8 53tu !~oi'(1poncl1 undifferentiated 
dengan yang lain. F'erlx~C:8an optimalisasi 
pengaruh posilir PCrlC!'i!jJc,ri ~(Qrnpatibilitas / 
inlwrnpatibilitc;s cJ;·.il pum bundling I 
unbundlin[! sir-Dingy (J;::!;ml memenangkan 
persa:ngan ,"d il Ie; I, torletak pada 
c1iferellsiasi procJuk d'.:n "ifat perusahaan, 
spesiali5 atau 0cn2ii:;iL; (Denicolo,2000). 

Anderson dan Leruth (1993) 
menyajik,lI1 beberapa keuntungan 
perusahaan yang mentransformasi 
unbundling ke mixecl bundling strategy 
dalam lingkungan kornpetitif yang tinggi. 
Karena mixed bundling mampu menyajikan 
banyak keleluasaan i\epClda pelanggan 
untuk memboli procluk I jas" secara bundle 
ataupun satuan, (Jan tidak semua 
perus:3haan mempraktekkannya dengan 
komposisi harga ),ang sama, maka 
hipotesis yang dirurnus:~3n adalal1 sebagai 
berikut : 
I-lipotesis 4 Semakin tinggi intensitas 
aplilwsi mix8ei bundling strategy, maka 
selT)[J'rin tingai pulu /;ounggulan bersaing 
perusallAan. 

Pcrsq)si f'cnnht:tn;;j;';l dSIl I<eunggulan 
8crf;ain iJ 

Customer satisfaction, customer value 
added, total cost, profitability, strategic 
profit, dan shareholder value adalah faktor­
fal<lor yano sccara signifikan 
mempenoaruhi value of logistic. Value of 
logistic sendiri nlempcngaruhi economic 
value added pad a empat wilayah: 
pendapatan, biaya operasi, modal kerja, 
dan aset tetop. Manajer harus memahami 
karaklerislik seti8p c!imensi yang 
mempengaruhi value o( logistic agar tujuan 
memperoleh economic value added yang 
optimal dapat tcrpenuhi (Lambert & 

Jurnal Sains Pemasaran l[1donesi3 ~~--~ .. --- -.. -.---... ---~---.-... --.- ... --.-.-~ 118 
• 



Burduroglu, 2000), Ur<lic:m di alas tampa!; 
relevan dengan perscpsi penghematan 
yang dirasa analog dcng;:]rl custom~r value 
added dimana spre[)d-nya berpongaruh 
positif terhadap spread of economic value 
added, 

Yadav dan Monroe (1993, haL 356; 
menjelaskan bahwa bundle strategy dapat 
mereduksi biaya. Jika dihubungakn dengan 
tori klasik Porter (1980) dan Aaker (1998), 
kondisi ini mengindikasikan sebuah modal 
keunggulan bersaing. Meski terdapa: 
perbedaan dalam dasar dan kerangka pikir 
hasil-hasil penelitian di atas, namun 
persepsi penghematan yang lebih 
mengacu pada konten dan konteks prod uk 
lebih dipandang sebagai sebuah keputusan 
taktikal manajemen pemasaran. Sedang 
penelitian Yadav dan Monroe (1993, hal: 
356) dan Denicola (2000) yang 
memandang dalarn kerangka stratejii; 
secara senada mengisynratkan persepsi 
penghernatan sebagai nilai dalam 
keunggulan bersaino 

Maka hipotesls yang diajUKJn adalah 
Hipotesis 5 .' Semahin /tlJrH]1 pcnghemo/(lf} 
yang dipersepsik[)1l pelonggan, maka 
semakin tinggi pul[) keunggulan bersainJ 
perusaiJaan. 

Model Penelitian 
Kerangka rnodel teoritis yang akan 

dikembangkan dalarn penelitian ini tarnpak 

I 
I 
I 
! 

f-

P 

· .,., ,";'::,' Sil'Cicgy dml Keungg,J/all Bersaing 

::?2 :,~;r ~. jvlodel Penelitian 

..--- ----~, 

, ,'),'!:,:::C/ 

Tabel2 
Dimensl penelltlan 

Varia bel Indikator Simbol 
._-"----_._--

Daya saing harga X1 
Product Jaminan kualitas 
BUlldling dan X2 
Strategy ~ ___ kompatibilitas 

(PBS) Optirnalisasi 
X3 

.~-- bundle item 
.- . 

I Kclcluasaan 
X4 Mixed I rnemilih 

Bundling I· 
Keleluasaan I 

Strategy : subsitutif 
X5 

(MBS) -"" Spec-up/down X6 
- - .. _ .. _ .... ,-_._- ,-

Persepsi 
Harga item 

bundle 
X7 

engiJematan 
-_ ... 

Biaya X8 
(CS) Komparasi 

X9 , pesaing 
---"" --'-----r--

dalam garnbar 1. Kerangka rnodel teoritis K I Durabilitas X10 eunggu an 
f-tersebut rnenyajikan suatu pengernbangan 

model pengaruh product bundling strategy 
terhadap persepsi penghernatan dan 'I 
keunggulan bersaing, sorta pengaruh 1._ 
orientasi mixed bundling terhadap persepsi 
penghernatan dan keullggulan bersaing. 

Bersaing 

(CA) 

- .. -.-.- .-.- .. ~- - ,._-.-. 

Irnitabilitas X11 

Kemudahan 
X12 

menyamai _ .... 
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Untuk mengukur setiap variabel pada 
model, maka konstruk diindikasikan dalam 
tiga dimensi-dimensi pengukuran. Adapun 
secara lengkap, dimensi konstruk dalam 
penelitian ini disajikan dalam tabel 2. 

Pengujian Hipotesis 

Matrik kovarian digunakan sebagai 
matrik input. Sedangkan teknik estimasinya 
adalah maximum likelihood, Dari hasil 
anal isis faktor konfirmatori dapat diketahui, 
bahwa setiap indikator mampu 

menjelaskan variabel yang diwakilinya, 
Kemudian dari uji model penuh dalum 

SEM diketahui bahwa ilipotesis 1 ,2,4,dan 5 
terbukti signifikan, 

Sedangkan hipotesis 3 tidak terbukti, 
sehingga kalimat hipotesis ditolak, Adapun 
goodness of fit-nya mampu memenuhi 
syarat cut of value-nya, kecuali nilai AGFI 
yang marjinal. Kesesuaian model pun 
dapat dibuktil<an dengan parameter 
estimasinya yang mempunyai nilai critical 
ratio di atas ±1,96, Secara grafis, output 
dari ;:Jplikasi AMOS 1\ ,01 tersaji dalam 
garnbar 2, 

Gambar 2 
Kcluuran LJji Model Struktural 

--- ----------------------------_._----_ .. ------_._---, 

STRUCTURAL EQUATION MODEL Uji Hipotesis 
OF BUNDLING STRATEGY Chi-Square=61.059 

(PBS) 
--~~ 

57 

@ -.!x7h;, 76 

71 

(('!_" .. / x81-4
85 

,87 
75 

~9~x9~ 
. 65 

(~tJ>-1 x41~ 
'z 11 

30 

\ (i ,24 

( CS 
?,ir 

,I 

29 . 

...... ~ 

:MBS) 
,80 

_64 

(g§ .~ x6.1~ 
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.18 

.53 
35 

I~ r::: 
.;2;) . 

Probability=.098 
CMIN/OF=1.272 

P,GFI=.860 
GFI=.914 
TLI=.969 
CFI=.978 

RMSEA=.052 
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Dari hasil uji ilSUIllSi norrnalitas dilt;.J, 
evaluasi outliers, eV81u8s1 !I;II/ticollinoarity 
dan singularity, sertil u"()<in("~s of fll d3p~t 
dipastikan tidak tcrrlnpnt kcmunoi<in.11l 
muncu/nya masalah icJontlfikasi. Model 
penelilian pun dapal clikatilkan 
representative kamna nil3i standard 
residual covarlace-nya yang kecil, 
kemudian reliable karena nilai cut of value­
nya yang lebih besar dari 0,70 dan 
variance extract yang lebih besar dai 0,50. 
Temuan dan Kesimpulan 

Pene/itian ini telah menghasilkan 
temuan yang cukup penting. Secara 
umum, intensitas aplikasi buncl/ing strategy 
berpengaruh positif terhadap persepsi 
penghematan pelanggan dan derajad 
keunggu/an bersaing. Detilnya adalah 
sebagai berikut: 
1.Terdapat pengaruh positi! intensitas 

aplikasi product bundling strategy 
terhadap persepsi penghematan 
pelanggan. Hasil Ini mendukung 
penelilian yang I",lah dililkuknll 
sebe/umnya oleh Eslel,ll11i (1 (90) p8da 
objek penelitiannya di pas:;r kOlllputor 
pribadi, di milnil persollal COlllfJIltOi 
iJundle secma signifik3il rnCillf1Cng;lruill 
persepsi penghematall pelZlllggiln 
Penerimaan hipotesis inl pun selaws 
dengan temuan Yadav dan Monroo 
(1993), di mana persepsi penghcmatan 
dalam pembe/anjaan product bllndle 
lebih besar daripada perscpsi 
penghematan atas pembelanjaan produk 
terpisah. 
Harga at discount yang menjadi salah 
satu ciri khas dari product bundla juga 
menjadi dimensi pendukung dari 
rekomendasi yang dikembangkan 
Hanson dan Martin (1990), di mana 
konten produk yang dikemas dengan 
harga yang murah diyakini akan 
meningkatkan keuntungan perusahaan 
me/alui pendongkrakan volume 
penjualan. Adapun volume ponjualan ini 
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diasumil«l11 S()b~g3i lingginya respon 
pclangg;m PJda kcpuZls,;n produk I jasa, 
yang salill1 satun),;,! ndal3h kepuasan 
paeia pcngIWn181:::n Y;ll1g dipero/ehnya. 
Diln pc:ndapot Stromersch dan Tollis 
(2002) yang rncnompatkan persepsi 
pelanggan dill1 pCl1gilematannya sebagai 
kunci keberhasilan product bundling juga 
terbukti dalam pene/itian ini.Temuan 
dalam penelitian Inl sekaligus 
membantah Icmuan l<o3chat dan Puts is 
Jr (2002) yang menyatakan bahwa 
unbundling menghasilkan pendapatan 
yang lebih linggi. 
Oleh karena itu, berdasar hasil uji 
empirik, . secCira meyakinkan dapat 
disimpulkan bahwa semakin tinggi 
intonsitas aplikasi product bundling 
strategy maka semakin tinggi pula 
penghematan yang dipersepsikan 
pelanggan. 

2Terdapat pongaruil positif intensitas 
aplikasi mixed I)undllng strategy torhadap 
porsepsi ron(]ilOrnntiln pelanggan. HasH 
ini mendukun(] peneliti<ln yang telah 
dilnkukan scbclumnyo olell Craig (1005), 
yai 19 monelili rada prod uk software 
kornputcr, clilll Jai!(l.!'lmr (1005) pad a 
prC'duk Iwrdware IWlllputor. Bahwa 
mixed tllJl1dling strategy yang 
menawarkall penjualan secara saluan 
dan bundle sekaligu3 akan semakin 
memperketat persaingan harga karena 
suiitnya karakter produk 
didiferensiasikan. 
Jika konsep dalam mixed bundling 
strategy mendasarkan pertimbangan 
pendekHtan cost-benefit yang dirasakan 
oleh konsumen, maka perilaku konsumen 
untuk membeli bundle secara olomatis 
re/alit terdongkrak. Akan tetapi dapat 
diartikan pula, bahwa pembelian satuan 
pUil, bila dilata atall ditawarkan dengan 

'mempeliimba,lgkan pendekatan cost­
bOll(lfit, rnaka peliJnggan akan telap 
menterjemahkannya sebagai sebuah 
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bentuk penghematan. Efek yang lebih 
jauh lagi, citra produk I jasa yang dijual 
secara bundle dan satuan seara 
bersama-sama akan terangkat 
bersamaan. 
Pemikiran mendesaknya mixed bundling 
strategy untuk diterapkan dJlam 
perusahaan seirama dengan peringatan 
yang disampaikan Yadav (1994) yang 
menyatakan bahwa pembeli akJn ~;ecara 
terus menerus (meskipun tidak selalu 
seeara sistematis menguji setiap item of 
bundle apakah 'nil ai' yang didapatkannya 
benar-benar memberikan keuntungan 
(penghematan) yang optimal atau tidak. 
Oleh sebab itu, secara umum dapat 
disimpulkan bahwa semakin tinggi 
intensitas aplikasi mixed bundling 
strategy. maka semakin tinggi pula 
penghematan yang dipersepsikan 
pelanggan. 

3.Tidak terbukti secara statistik, pengaruh 
intensitas aplikasi product bundling 
strategy. terhadap keunggulan bersaing. 
Kesimputan ini diambil dari fakta statistik 
yang menunjukkan kecilnya pengaruh 
mixed bundling strategy terhadap 
keunggulan bersaing seeara langsung 
dengan derajat kepereayaan yang juga 
rendah (margin of error yang til7ggi). 
Meski demikian, temuan ini mcmang 
tidak bisa dikatakan berseberangan 
sccara kontroversial dengan pendapat 
Stremersch dan Tellis (2002), di mana 
menurut mereka, aplikasi product 
bundling strategy menjadi salah satu 
elemen kunci dalam memenangkan 
persaingan pasar yang semakin 
sempurna. 
Dalam model penelitiannya, Stremersch 
dan Tellis (2002) menempatkan 
pengaruh lang sung product bundling 
strategy terhadap keunggulan bersaing 
yang sejajar dengan pengaruh langsung 
persepsi penghematan pelanggan 
terhadap keunggulan bersaing. Ini tentu 
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berbeda dengan model yang 
dikembangkan dalam penelitian ini. Maka 
wajar saja bila dalam analisis pengaruh 
langsung persepsi penghematan 
terl1adap keunggulan bersaing tidak 
signifikan, namun pengaruh tak 
langsungnya melalui variabel intervening 
persepsi persepsi pclanggan menjadi 
signifikan. 
Temuan ini menj8c1i semakin menarik, 
karen) hasil penclltian ini seeara lebih 
tegas berseberangan temuan Bowen, 
Seanell, dan Gardner (1999) pada studi 
kasusnya di IBM, di mana implementasi 
product bundling strategy merupakan 
jalan menuju positioning. Bila kinerja 
pemasaran menjadi varia bel intervening 
pengaruh bundling strategy terhadap 
keunggulan bersaing dalam perspektif 
kebijakan prod uk dan harga, terbukti 
pengaruhnya relatif cukup signifikan. 
Temuan peneliti lain yang juga tidak 
signifikan adalah hasil penelitian yang 
ditelurkan Guiltinan (1987), di mana 
praktck bundling strategy berpengaruh 
secar positif terhadap kinerja pemasaran. 
Justru penelitian ini relatif senadadengan 
temuan Koschat dan Puts is Jr. (2002) 
yang rnenempatkan ullI)undfing strategy 
sebagili indikator keberhasilan kinerja 
pernasaran daripada bUilding strategy. 
Oleh I;arena itu, berdasar hasil uji 
empirii<, dapa! c1isimpulkan bahwa 
intensitas aplikasi product bundling 
strategy ternyata tidak dapat 
mempengaruhi keunggulaan bersaing 
perusahaan secara lang sung. 

4.Tefdapat pengaruh positif intensitas 
aplikasi mixed bundling strategy terhadap 
keunggulan bersaing perusahaan. Hasil 
ini mendukung penelitian yang telah 
diiakuKnn sebelumnya oleh Matutes dan 
RegibeC1u (1992) yang menjelaskan 
bahwa mixed bundling strategy lebih 
atraktif untuk konsumen dan oleh 
karenanya secara konsekuen akan 
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rnengarnbil aliil pallgsa pasar 
perusahaan yang 1ll3sih mengcllldalk81l 
praktek pure bunclling strategy. Hal ini 
sangat relevan dengan kecenderungan 
fakta bisnis secaril rnakro l)ahw3 pasar 
yang semakin kompetitif dari oligopoli ke 
persaingan sempurna telah memaksa 
para kompetitor untul( menawarkan 
produk bundled dan unbundled 
sekaligus. Dan kondisi ini pun secara 
meyakinkan juga sen ada dengan 
pernyataan sebagai sebuah 
kecenderungan yang 'mengacaukan 
kemapanan bisnis' (Smith, 2000). 
Menurut Gibert dan Riordian, 1995), 
pilihan suplai bundled I unbundled tidak 
dapat ditentukan hanya dari unsur biaya / 
keuntungan yang didapatkannya secara 
general. Ini berarti bahwa faktor-faktor 
yang lain yang disebutkan dalam 
pnelitian mereka jugC' rnenjadi penentu 
keputusan pili han atas pembelian. Oleh 
karena itu, penawaran produk / jasa 
dengan mixed bundling dapat diyakini 
cukup efektif digun~1kan sebagai sarana 
untuk memenangkan persaingan di lintas 
ceruk pasar yang ada. 
Denicolo (2000) memang tidak secara 
tegas menomorduakan pilihan aplikasi 
mixed bundling strategy, namun dalam 
sudut pandang jamin<Jn kualitas dan 
kompatibilitas bagi perusahaan spesialis, 
pure bundling strategy yang menjadi 
kontra mixed bundling strategy lebih 
direkomendasikan. Akan tetapi bagi 
perusahaan generalis, plihan mixed 
bundling strategy memang dapat 
diandalkan dalam usaha memenangkan 
persaingan pasar. 
Secara umum, berdasar hasil uji empirik, 
dapat disimpulkan bahwa sernakin tinggi 
intensitas aplikasi mixed bundling 
strategy maka sernakin tinggi pula 
keunggulan bersaing per·usahaan. 

5.Terdapat pengaruh positif persepsi 
penghematan pelanggan terhadap 
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kounO!Jlll:Jn bersainr) perusailaan. Hasil 
ini l110licJukung peneli!ian yang telah 
diiai(Ui(81l sebelumnya oleh Yadav dan 
Monroe (1993) serta Denicolo (2000) 
yang memberikan kesimpulan dalam 
kerangka stratejik, di mana persepsi 
pengheillatan pelanggan merupakan nilai 
d8ri keunggulan bersaing. 
Hasil penelitian dalam uji hipotesis ini 
relevan dengan teori Porter (1 S)80) 
tentang konsep keunggulan bersaing 
yang dapat didapatkan dengan 
keunggulan biaya, yang tercermin pada 
keb:jakan harga jual yang lebih murah. 
Kemudian hasil dalam penelitian ini juga 
relevan dengan bahasan value of logistic 
yang dengan sendirinya mempengaruhi 
economic value added, yang merupakan 
indikasi keunggulan stratejik perusahaan 
dibanding pesaing dalam perspektif 
sustanaibilitas bisnis (Lambert dan 
Burduroglu, 2000). 
Droge dkk (1995) juga menegaskan 
bahwa superioritas atau keunggulan 
dalJm rHlsii kinerja Illeupakan salah satu 
petunjuk keunggulan stratejik 
perusahaan dalam kancah persaingan. 
Dengan penghematan yang dirasakan 
oleh pelanggan sebagai salah satu hasil 
aplikasi sebuah stategi, maka 
perusahaan akan sangat diuntunglcan 
oleh citra korporat yang positif. 
Dari uraian di atas, dapat ditarik sebuah 
kesimpulan bahwa semakin tinggi 
penghematan yang dirasakan pelanggan, 
maka al(an semakin tinggi pula 
keurrggulan bersaing perusahaan. 

Illlplikasi 
Dari temuan dan kesimpulan atas hasil 

penelitian ini, rnaka dapat diimplikasikan 
beberap'a hal sebagai berikut : 
1. ['v1eiiilat positifnya pengaruh product 

bundling "lmteoy terhadap persepsi 
pengilematan pelanggan, mcrka 
perusah,lan hmus benar-benar dapat 
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menyusun sebuah bentuk penawaran 
prod uk I jasa yang mempertiml:Jangkan 
niali penghematan pelanggan. Dalam 
perspektif Inl, secara otomatis 
keunggulan bersaing perusahaan akan 
menjadi outcomes dengan proses yang 
sinergis. 

2. Perusahaan akan kurang 
mendapatkan keberhasilannya dalam 
memenangkan persaingan pasar mela!ui 
pencitraan penghematoln pada 
pelanggan, semata-mata hanya dengan 
penawaran bentuk bundle belaka. 
Bagaimana cara rnenyampaikan 
penawaran product bundle kepada 
pelanggan tetaplah menjadi bag ian yang 
tidak terpisahkan da!am proses 
pemenangan pasar. Hal ini dapat 
dicermati sebagai sebuah bentuk 
antisipasi kecenderungan persaingan 
pasar yang semakin sempurna. Oleh 
karena itu, menawarkan produk I jasa 
kep.ada pelanggandengan cara bundled 
dan unbundled sekaligus harus diyakini 
dapat membentuk respon positif dari 
pelanggan, yang ujung-ujungnya ak.an 
menjadi kekauatan utama dalam usaha 
memenangkan persaingan pasar. 

3. Konsepsi isi product bundle tidak 
seharusnya serta merta 
mempertimbangkan faktor-faktor 
pemenangan pasar seC8ra langsung, 
karena berdasar hasil penelitiolil tcrbukti 
tidak signifikan. PembangurliJn persepsi 
penghematan pelanggan ad81ah sebuah 
tahapan yang tidak boleh clilov,atkan dan 
harus dikaji secara serius oloh manajer 
pemasaran perusahaan dalam rangka 
memenangkan persaingan pasar yang 
semakin ketal. Jika tahapan ini telah 
dilakukan, maka umpan bailk dari 
pelanggan yang berupa respon atas 
persepsi penghematan yang 
dirasakannya dapal dikelola sebagai 
dasar yang akurat untuk tujuan sebuah 
keunggulan bersaing. 

'.'f\j_~r;,n'""'''~_f'~'lfj'''. :n,;o_ 

4. I Berbeda dengan tahapan 
penyusunan product bundling, di mana 
keunggulan bersaing menjadi tahapan 
yang tidak perlu diperhatikan secara 
langsung, maka dalam cara 
penyampai::ln ke pelanggannya, sebuah 
product bundling harus memperhatikan 
pembangunan persepsi penghematan 
pelanggan dan keunggulan bersaing 
sekaligus sebagai dua tujuan yang 
dipertimbangkan bersamaan. Meski 
persepsi penghematan secara otomatis 
akan mengilasiikan keunggulan bersaing 

'perusahaan, nal1lun kajian pemenangan 
pasar tetap harus ciililkukan pada 
tahapan yang lebiil dini. Hal ini dilakukan 
dalam rangka menyusun sebuah 
akumulasi kekuatan yang lebih besar 
dalam menghadapi pesaing dengan tetap 
memberikan kepuasan alas 
penghematan yang didapatkan 
pelanggan. 

5. Keseluruilan proses dalam usaha 
pemenangan pasar harus dipandang 
sebagai sebuah sinergi strategi yang 
sistemalik dan tidak terputus. Dan salah 
satu cara agar optimalisasi proses dapat 
berimbas secara penuh pada optimalisasi 
hasil, perr,belajaran yang terus-menerus 
pada perkembangan bisnis secar mikro 
c~an makro harus dilakukan dengan 
serius, tanpa menges3111pingkan faktor­
faktor eksternal yang relevan dengan 
misi dan tujuan bisnis. 

I~(:terbatasan PelWlitian 
Hasil penelitian ini mempunyai potensi 

bi<.'s karena lidak rnenggunakan objek 
penelilian dalam seklor produk fisik seperti 
beberapa i)eneliti lerdahulu. Kemudian 
proporsi ukuran perusahaan yang dapat 
dipandahg limpang, karena jumlah 
perusahaan yang berskala besar yang 
menjadi objek penelitian sangat sedikit 
dibandingkan jumlah perusahaan berskala 
mengail dan keei!. sementara implementasi 
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strategl product bum111119 tllsa Jaol akan 
lebih dapat dipraktekar. secara lebih 
disiplin dan akurat pada perusahaan 
besar.Selain itu, penelitian ini hanya 
memfokuskan bahasan pada tema hierarki 
bundling strategy persepsi penghelllatan 
pelanggan keunggulall bersaing. Bahkan 
persepsi pelanggan hanya merupakan 
pendekatan yang dilakukan penJualnya 
(perusahaan), sehingga preferensi manajer 
pemasaran secara pribadi dan dalam 
kerangka representasi perusahaan relatif 
sulit dihilangkan secara penuh dan tentu 
saja mengurangi kadar akurasl penelitian. 

Agenda Penelitian Mendatang 
Ada beberapa bahasan peneBtian yang 

dapat dilakukan di masa yang akan datang. 
Misalnya saja, kondisi dimana faktor-faktor 
yang menjadi nilai bagi pelanggan tidak 
hanya penghematan yang didapatkannya. 
Kemudian. akan lebih komperehensif bila 
intervening variable dan pengaruh bundling 

. strategy terhadap keunagulan bersaing 
adalah persepsi nilai yang dipertimbangkan 
pelanggan Fokus penelitian pada price 
bundling luga sang at Denting untuk 
dilakukan di rnaS8 y8119 akan datang 
Berkenaan dengan obJck Ilenelitian, studl 
pada industri manufakhJl vang berbasis 
produksi juga cukup penting untuk 
dilakukan. Sasaran f,Jenelitian pada 
perusahaan yang mernfok uskan diri pada 
pasar korporat pi JI 'nenank untuk 
dilakukan 
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