
2018 Sport Marketing Association Conference (SMA XVI) 

Dallas, TX October 24-26, 2018 

  

 

Pricing of Obstacle Racing: An Examination of the Use of Price Tiers in Participant Sporting Events 
 
Jason Reese, Stephen F. Austin State University 
 
Thursday, October 25, 2018 25-minute oral presentation 
9:30-9:55 AM, Ballroom D1 (including questions) 
 
This study investigates consumer perceptions and behaviors related to an annual fundraising obstacle racing event in 
the south region of the United States. The purpose of this study is: a) to examine a case of an annual participant 
focused obstacle sporting event and better understand the cause of declined participation, and b) determine the 
most appropriate pricing strategies for participant sporting events like these. 
 
For events like the one being investigated in this study, price tiers can be set up based on the registration date. 
Regardless of the product being offered, price tiers are defined as “the variety of prices that are typically offered at 
any given time” (Moe & Fader, 2009, p. 74). Moe and Fader (2009) also suggest, “failure to account for price tiers 
can lead to exaggerated inferences about the role of price over time” (p. 73). 
 
The associations and emotions customers have when they evaluate the price they paid is the foundation of price 
fairness (Xia, Monroe, & Cox, 2004). Price fairness is defined as “a consumer’s assessment and associated emotions 
of whether the difference (or lack of difference) between a seller’s price and the price of a comparative other party is 
reasonable, acceptable, or justifiable” (Xia, et al., 2004, p. 3).  
 
Research Questions 
 
Based on the aforementioned literature and the current participation problem facing the event being studied, the 
following research questions were developed: 
• Is the reason for the decline in participation across the three years of study due to problems with event elements 
and consumer perceptions?  
• Does the price tier system currently being used for registration appropriate for the event promoters, considering 
consumers perceptions of price (fairness and sensitivity)? 
 
Methodology  
 
The obstacle racing event is organized and promoted by a junior chamber organization with the purpose of giving 
back to the local community. Throughout the year, the organization creates and manages 6-8 fundraising events, 
with this obstacle race bringing in over half of their revenue for the year. This event is held on a property located on 
the edge of city limits (population 34,000). 
 
The sample in this study consisted of participants of an annual obstacle racing event across a three year period, from 
2015-2017. A fourth year of data is being collected immediately after April 14th, 2018 event and will be included in 
the presentation if accepted. The sample consisted of 143 runners in 2015, 87 runners in 2016, and 96 runners in 
2017. Each year the data was collected from participants using an online survey-linked questionnaire.  
 
The measures used in this study were developed based on extant literature (see literature review and more to be 
presented if accepted). According to the Cronbach’s alpha tests, no issues with internal consistency were found. 
 
Results 
 
To help answer research question 1 (reason for decline in participation), a multivariate analysis of variance was 
conducted. The dependent variables included overall event satisfaction, obstacle satisfaction, price fairness, 
perceived value, and knowledge of the non-profit promoter. The analysis revealed there was indeed a significant 
multivariate effect, Wilks’ λ = .925, F (10, 500) = 1.999, p = .032.  
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The results from the univariate statistics indicated that all dependent variables were not significantly different from 
year to year, except price fairness. Differences in price fairness perceptions between years was examined using the 
Duncan post hoc test, revealing the mean score for the 2017 group (M = 5.78) was significantly lower than 2016 (M 
= 6.12) and 2015 (M = 6.10), but the 2016 and 2015 score did not significantly differ from each other. 
 
To help answer research question 2 (price tier effectiveness), an analysis of variance was conducted. Results show 
that the effects of the registration date on price sensitivity is not significant, F (3, 254) = .355, p = .785, partial η2 = 
.004. Results indicate that the mean scores for runners in the four registration periods did not differ significantly 
from each other. The mean scores ranged from 4.60 to 4.83 (with 7 being very price sensitive). 
 
Results from a second analysis of variance show that the effects of the registration date on perceived price fairness is 
significant, F (3, 257) = 3.125, p = .026, partial η2 = .035. Results indicate that the mean values for those that 
registered before the first price increase (M = 6.25) are significantly greater than the values for those that registered 
in the final two price higher tiers (both M = 5.85). However, those that registered before the second price increase 
(M = 6.17) did not differ significantly from the any other group.  
 
Discussion  
 
Those that registered before the first price increase (M = 6.25) are significantly greater in their price fairness 
perceptions than the values for those that registered in the final two higher priced tiers (both M = 5.85). When 
grouped based on registration date, the price sensitivity of runners is not significantly different between groups.  
 
If you couple the findings above (lower price fairness perceptions as the event gets closer and no significance in 
price sensitivity between registrations), one could argue that the price tiers for this event promoter are not needed. 
In other words, if the price fairness is decreasing as the price goes up, but the price sensitivity is constant, why have 
price tiers at all? Two issues may arise with this change: 1) the runners will just wait to the last minute to register, and 
2) the price fairness will be lower for every runner, instead of just those that register later. These two issues will be 
addressed if accepted. 
 
In 2018 the event promoters chose to eliminate the price tiers and instead implement various price promotions early 
on in the registration process. Preliminary results from the registrations indicate this decision may have contributed 
to higher revenue. However, registrations are still occurring (at the time of this abstract submission). Results of the 
changes in revenue and consumer price perceptions (e.g. price fairness and sensitivity) will be presented if accepted. 
Implications and limitations of the study will be presented if the abstract is accepted for presentation. 
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