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Introduction  
 
Partitioned Pricing (PP) is a pricing strategy where a seller separates the total price of a product into two or more 
components (Voester, Ivens, & Leischnig, 2015). All-inclusive pricing (AIP), on the other hand, amalgamates prices 
and fees into a single component. Sport tickets use PP because they are often re-sold on platforms that charge a 
compulsory processing fee. PP can produce negative consequences for firms with low brand equity (Carlson & 
Weathers, 2008; Eggers, Eggers, & Kraus, 2016) –and by extension, startup firms that must overcome the ‘liability 
of newness’. Sport consumers act in economically irrational ways (Stewart, Smith, & Nicholson, 2003), eschewing 
traditional demand functions. Two important questions arise from these frameworks: Must sport startups overcome 
the same ‘liability of newness’ as other startups? If not, is sport an especially attractive industry for entrepreneurs? 
The answers to these questions have branding implications for sport entrepreneurs. 
 
PP and Brand Qualities 
 
The theories underpinning PP research highlight the risks of using PP. Prospect theory (Kahneman & Tversky, 
1979) purports that each introduction of an added price component represents a financial sacrifice. The cumulative 
loss effects of multiple sacrifices is worse than the loss effect of one larger sacrifice—resulting in a higher perceived 
total price (Bertini & Wathieu, 2008) and a decrease in purchase behavior. Another perspective, attribution theory 
(Weiner, 1986), relates to consumers’ perceptions of why there is a need for additional surcharges. When consumers 
perceive surcharges to be the result of an especially covetous business model, negative brand associations result (Lee 
& Han, 2002). 
 
PP’s negative effects on purchase intention can be exacerbated for firms with low brand-equity (Carlson & 
Weathers, 2008). An extension of this thinking concerns its application to entrepreneurship. Startup firms (e.g., 
‘startups’), can be associated with positive qualities like innovation and creativity, but a significant hurdle they face is 
overcoming their ‘liability of newness’ (Stinchombe, 1965). The liability of newness is a phenomenon whereby 
consumers are skeptical of startup brands—even when the expected value they can deliver is the same as 
incumbents (Khaneman & Tversky, 1979; Rogers, 1995). This skepticism is due to higher perceived uncertainty 
about the startups’ products, business model, customer service, etc. 
 
Sport Consumer Behavior 
 
Consumer behavior in most industries is rooted in economic theories of demand. Consistently, consumers make 
value-maximizing decisions that are constrained by a budget (Harbaugh, Krause, & Berry, 2001; Varian, 1982). 
However, sport consumer behavior (SCB) has been identified as a potential boundary condition for consumers’ 
economic and emotional rationality (Stewart, Smith, & Nicholson, 2003). Models of SCB distinguish between 
rational and irrational SCB (Ferrand & Pages, 1996; Holt, 1995; Hunt, Bristol, & Bashaw, 1999; Quick, 2000). 
Collectively, studies in this stream of research have documented instances of highly-identified sport consumers’ 
consumption choices being unaffected by objectively lower and more uncertain value propositions. 
 
Hypotheses 
 
Prospect theory (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979) and attribution theory (Weiner, 1986) dictate that PP should have 
negative effects on perceptions of price fairness, purchase intentions, and purchase behaviors. Therefore, 
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Hypotheses 1 is proposed: 
 
H1: Utilizing a PP strategy will be associated with lower consumer perceptions (three measures: brand affection, 
purchase intentions, and perceived price fairness). 
 
Theories about startups’ liability of newness dictates that new firms should face branding challenges more so than 
incumbents (Khaneman & Tversky, 1979; Rogers, 1995; Stinchombe, 1965). From this, H2 is proposed: 
 
H2: Ticketing incumbents will have higher consumer perceptions than ticketing startups. 
Last, the theoretical frameworks that inform H1 and H2 are combined to generate Hypotheses 3 and 4: 
 
H3: Ticketing startups that use PP will have the lowest consumer perceptions. 
 
H4: Ticketing incumbents that use AIP will have the highest consumer perceptions. 
Finally, theories about the uniqueness of sport consumerism imply that highly-identified sport consumers are less 
likely to be impacted by price strategies, since their primary motivation is the consumption of the sport product at 
the expense of economic rationality. Therefore,  
 
H5: The relationships in H1-4 will be weakened for highly-identified sport consumers 
 
Methods 
 
This investigation utilized vignettes to prime respondents. The vignette consisted of an introductory section and a 
series of nine images designed to mimic the use of a mobile ticketing application. Respondents were asked to move 
through the series of images that followed, while observing the branding, pricing, and usability of the application. 
 
Throughout the nine images, two components were modified. In one set of images, the application was branded 
using a popular ticketing platform’s marks and logos. In another set, the images were branded using a fictitious 
ticketing startup’s name, logo, and marks. In both sets of images, the color palate remained consistent and neutral. 
Two more sets of images were generated corresponding to each type of pricing strategy. The PP version showed an 
initial price ($47) and then an additional Service Fee ($22) upon checkout. The AIP version displayed the total price 
($69) in all stages. 
 
Data will be collected using MTurk and then analyzed using OLS regression (barring any abnormalities in the 
distribution of the three outcome variables). 
 
Implications 
 
Academically, this study expands on research related to prospect and attribution theories. For current and aspiring 
sport entrepreneurs, the marketing and legal implications are clear. Understanding how PP affects sport consumers’ 
feelings about sport startups’ can help them preserve brand equity, which comes at a premium. Of course, the 
alternative could be true—sport consumers may not be dissuaded by the uncertainties imbedded in startup brands. 
Therefore, aspiring entrepreneurs may find that sport represents the most attractive industry in which to compete 
due to fans’ propensity to consume irrationally. Second, sport entrepreneurs must keep the legal implications of their 
pricing strategies top of mind. Startups may be subject to false advertising investigations by the Federal Trade 
Commission or lawsuits for deceptive pricing strategies. Given the lack of resources available to startups and the 
track record of legal hurdles faced by incumbents in this space, it could mean the difference between success and 
failure. 
 


