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1. Introduction 

Virtually every day, consumers make purchase decisions, be it in the grocery store around 

the corner, in a restaurant, or in an online shop, to name but a few occasions. One of the fac-

tors that consumers need to take into account when facing a buying decision is the price of 

the product or service. Although one often thinks of price as a single number followed by a 

currency sign, this is not the only price format that customers are exposed to when shopping. 

In fact, sellers have other price designs at their disposal. 

As one of the 4 P’s contained in the classical marketing mix, price is an important decision 

area for marketers. Pricing decisions can be considered as the most influential driver of rev-

enues and profits for several reasons (Homburg, Kuester, & Krohmer, 2013, p. 160), of 

which two should be emphasized. Firstly, pricing decisions can be implemented quickly with 

a fast influence on demand, which stands in contrasts to promotion, distribution and product 

decisions that take longer time periods to be implemented and to be effective. Secondly, 

pricing has a strong impact on consumer behavior, because the price “determines the ‘nega-

tive’ component of the purchase decision process” (Homburg et al., 2013, p. 160). 

According to classical pricing theory, only the total price itself should have an impact on 

consumers’ demand, with higher prices causing lower demand and vice versa. This thought 

is based on the idea that consumers are totally rational and make purchase decisions on the 

basis of an objective product benefit/objective price tradeoff. However, research on behav-

ioral pricing has shown that it is not only the price itself that determines consumer reactions. 

Instead, there is a multitude of other factors which influence individuals’ buying decisions, 

such as consumers’ individual price thresholds (Gedenk & Sattler, 1999) at which price 

evaluations change drastically, or reference prices which customers use as a benchmark 

when evaluating prices (Niedrich, Sharma, & Wedell, 2001). 

Besides, the way in which a particular price is presented can impact purchase decisions. One 

of these price presentation tactics is partitioned pricing (PP
1
). The marketing tactic of PP has 

received considerable research attention over the past two decades. Morwitz, Greenleaf, & 

Johnson (1998) were the first to conduct studies focusing on this particular pricing strategy. 

                                                 

1 For simplicity reasons, the abbreviation PP will also be used to signify “partitioned price” in this paper. 
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They defined PP as a practice whereby firms “divide the prices they charge consumers into 

two mandatory parts, instead of charging one all-inclusive price”. Later definitions are simi-

lar, but added the option of three or more price parts (e.g. Voester, Ivens, & Leischnig, 2016; 

Xia & Monroe, 2004) and introduced the denomination of the core product price as “base 

price” and additional parts of the price as “surcharges”. The key part of this definition is that 

all price components are mandatory, i.e. buyers cannot opt out of individual product features 

that are associated with particular price components. Besides, PP must be distinguished from 

so-called drip pricing, where “consumers see an element of only the price upfront, and where 

either optional or compulsory price increments are revealed as they ‘drip’ though [sic] the 

buying process” (Ahmetoglu, Furnham, & Fagan, 2014). In a PP, the different price compo-

nents are clearly visible from the beginning and their appearance is not separated temporally.  

PP is prevalent throughout different industries. One classical example is the booking process 

of flights, in which the total price is usually partitioned into components such as passenger 

fare, taxes, and domestic or international fees. Another example is the purchase of goods in 

online stores such as Amazon, where shipping charges are often added to the core price of an 

ordered product (Melnik & Richardson, 2010).  

Given this theoretical and practical importance of PP, numerous studies have considered the 

impact of PP on consumer behavior. The general findings about the effectiveness of PP are 

somewhat mixed, with some studies showing a positive impact on outcome variables such as 

consumer demand (Morwitz et al., 1998) or purchase intent (Xia & Monroe, 2004), and oth-

ers finding an unfavorable effect of PP (Lee & Han, 2002). However, the general consensus 

in the more recent studies is that the favorability of a PP strategy depends on different 

boundary conditions, such as characteristics of the consumer. But so far, this domain is char-

acterized by a scarcity of research (Lee, Choi, & Li, 2014).  

In order to obtain a well-grounded overview of the conditions under which PP is effective, it 

is important to analyze additional boundary conditions. This thesis focuses on some factors 

that have not been studied yet in the context of PP, namely math anxiety (MA), product in-

volvement (PI), and attitude toward the selling firm (Af). The research objective is to find 

out whether, and in which way, these factors impact consumer reactions to PP as compared 
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to traditional all-inclusive pricing (AIP
2
). In this thesis, the term AIP is meant to describe a 

price containing only one component, which is equivalent to the total price of the product. 

The master thesis is structured as follows: Firstly, different theoretical rationales explaining 

the effect of PP are introduced and explained, and research hypotheses are deducted from 

theory. Thereafter, the research methodology is described, before the results are presented. A 

discussion of the results and a critical analysis of limitations as well as directions for future 

research follow. Finally, an executive summary concludes this master thesis. 

 

 

                                                 

2 For simplicity reasons, the abbreviation AIP will also be used to signify “all-inclusive price” in this paper. 
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2. Theoretical background and hypotheses 
development 

As suggested by Alexander Rühle in his literature review on PP (Rühle, 2014), research on 

influencing factors of the impact of PP designs on consumer reactions can be divided into 

three main categories: buyer characteristics (e.g. need for cognition), seller characteristics 

(e.g. reputation) and characteristics of the price format/presentation (e.g. absolute/relative 

surcharges). This research focuses on some buyer characteristics that have not been covered 

by previous studies. The reason for this emphasis is that there are few seller characteristics 

expect for reputation/trustworthiness (which have already been studied) that can be manipu-

lated well within the context of a hypothetical purchase scenario. Besides, price format char-

acteristics have been researched extensively in the past. 

2.1 Theoretical rationales explaining the buyer 
characteristics – reaction to PP relationship 

Several studies have considered how attributes of the buyers can influence the effectiveness 

of PP strategies used by selling companies. Many different theories have been used by re-

searchers to explain buyer characteristics and their interaction with customer responses to 

PP. These theories can be categorized based on their prediction about the favorability of PP 

in terms of consumer reactions. 

One commonly used theory is the anchoring and adjustment heuristic (Tversky & 

Kahneman, 1974). It is based on the idea that when making numerical estimations, humans 

tend to anchor on a (potentially unrelated) piece of information in their environment and to 

then adjust their final estimate insufficiently so that they arrive at a biased estimate. Applied 

to PP, the anchoring and adjustment theorem implies that consumers will tend to underesti-

mate the total price of a PP offer based on an excessively high influence of the base price on 

overall price judgments. Ahmetoglu et al. (2014) argue that this theory is the most common-

ly used to explain the effects of PP on consumer attitudes. Morwitz et al. (1998) use this the-

ory to explain their finding that in the aggregate, consumers have higher demand when a 

product has a PP than when it has a single, combined price with the same total cost. They 

find that this increase in demand is caused by a decrease in recalled total costs when con-

sumers are confronted with a PP, which is in line with the predictions of anchoring and  
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adjustment theory. 

Overall, anchoring and adjustment theory suggests a favorable effect of PP on consumer 

reactions such as demand and price estimations. 

Another theory which can be applied to analyze buyer reactions to PP is prospect theory 

(Kahneman & Tversky, 1979; Thaler, 1985). The intuition behind this model is that people 

evaluate outcomes as gains or losses relative to a reference point. These gains and losses are 

rated on a valuation function, which is concave for gains and convex for losses. Besides, it is 

generally assumed to be steeper in the domain of losses than in the domain of gains.  

This theory has negative implications for the effectiveness of PP: If consumers consider the 

prices they pay as losses, dividing a price into different components (segregation) would lead 

to unfavorable consumer reactions because multiple losses are evaluated more negatively 

than one loss of the same absolute size (integration). 

Construal level theory (Trope & Liberman, 2003) has been applied less often in the field of 

PP. According to this theory, people’s construal level differs depending on the temporal dis-

tance to a specific future event. If the event is rather distant, high construal will dominate, 

meaning rather abstract and unspecific mental images of it in consumers’ minds. On the oth-

er hand, if the event is temporarily close, people will adopt a low construal level, implying a 

focus on concrete and specific features of the event.  

The only study connecting the topics of PP and construal level theory was published some 

years ago (Albinsson, Burman, & Das, 2010). They find that evaluations of partitioned vs. 

combined prices do depend, among other factors, on the construal level of consumers. In 

general, low construal level subjects will prefer a combined price presentation, whereas high 

construal level subjects are indifferent between the two presentation options as long as sur-

charges are reasonable. This result is explained by the focus of low construal level consum-

ers on details, i.e. the different components of a PP. Since high construal level consumers 

tend to think in more abstract terms, they will focus less on the surcharges involved in a pur-

chase.  

In a purchase situation, consumers generally have a low construal level, since the actual pur-

chase is temporally close. As low construal is associated with a focus on details, more em-

phasis is attached to the different price components and the price is overestimated. 

In sum, prospect theory and construal level theory can be used to argue for an unfavorable 

effect of PP on buyer responses. 
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Besides, some theories suggest an effect of PP that depends on boundary conditions deter-

mined by the personal characteristics of buyers and that can be positive, neutral or negative. 

One of these theories is the persuasion knowledge model (Friestad & Wright, 1994). This 

model assumes that an agent, possessing knowledge of the topic, of persuasion in general, 

and of the target of persuasion, engages in a persuasion attempt toward the target. The target 

then engages in different persuasion coping behaviors, using its topic, persuasion, and agent 

knowledge. Applied to PP, a company tries to persuade a consumer of buying the offer using 

a PP strategy, and the consumer has to cope with this persuasion attempt. 

Burman & Biswas (2007) use this model to explain their finding that high NFC consumers 

react in a more differentiated way to PP strategies that involve either a reasonable surcharge 

(leading to increased demand and perception of offer value among them) or an unreasonable 

surcharge (causing a decrease in these two dimensions) compared to low NFC consumers. 

Overall, the only generalizable conclusion to be drawn from the persuasion knowledge mod-

el with regard to PP is that depending on how consumers cope with the persuasion attempt of 

PP, reactions might be positive or negative. 

One recent study (Lee et al., 2014) combines the PP strategy with regulatory focus theory 

(Brockner, Higgins, & Low, 2004). The idea behind this theory is that people tend to be ei-

ther promotion- or prevention-focused in general and at a given point in time. When being 

promotion-focused, individuals focus on fulfilling their aspirations, goals, and hopes, where-

as prevention-focused persons try to behave in accordance with their obligations and respon-

sibilities.  

Lee and colleagues find that promotion-focused individuals engage in a more global pro-

cessing of information, whereas prevention focus causes more local thinking. Therefore, PP 

is more effective than AIP for promotion-focused individuals, who do not focus much on the 

details of prices and are therefore assumed to be more susceptible to anchoring and adjust-

ment effects, whereas the authors find no difference in evaluations of partitioned and com-

bined pricing for prevention-focused consumers. 

Although more research needs to be conducted to confirm these findings, one can conclude 

that promotion-focused consumers tend to react favorably to PP, and prevention-focused 

consumers react either negatively or neutrally. 
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A framework which is used to explain the different ways in which consumers process parti-

tioned prices is the cost/benefit framework (Johnson & Payne, 1985). This intuitive model 

suggests that people trade off the (mental) costs of engaging in a particular problem-solving 

strategy against the expected benefits of this effort.  

In their 1998 article, Morwitz and colleagues propose that consumers can apply three main 

strategies when processing PPs: accurate calculations of the total price (highest effort and 

accuracy), use of a heuristic to calculate the total price (medium effort and accuracy), and 

complete ignorance of the surcharge (lowest effort and accuracy). Depending on the subjec-

tively perceived benefit of a more or less accurate price processing approach and the associ-

ated costs, buyers will then opt for one of the three strategies. Besides, one can assume that 

the more mental effort an individual has to expend to process a PP, the more likely he
3
 will 

be to prefer a classical AIP. 

Finally, some research applies attribution theory (Kelley & Michela, 1980) to explain con-

sumer reactions to PP. According to this theory, people constantly try to find causes for the 

behavior of others or themselves, and the perceived causes then impact their own behavior 

and attitudes toward those others or themselves. In general, people can attribute all types of 

outcomes either to themselves (internal attribution) or to someone or something else (exter-

nal attribution). 

Lee & Han (2002) find that overall, attitudes towards brands and retailers advertising with 

PP information are less favorable than attitudes towards brands and retailers advertising with 

inclusive-priced information. Drawing on attribution theory, the authors find that this differ-

ence is larger under external attribution (i.e. when consumers blame the marketer for making 

prices overly complicated) than under internal attribution (i.e. when consumers blame them-

selves for not correctly processing the complex price). Thus, the target of attribution seems 

to be an important buyer characteristic impacting the favorableness of PP. 

A similar approach is used by Bambauer-Sachse & Mangold (2010): On the theoretical basis 

of attribution theory, these researchers find that if consumers perceive the marketer as not 

being responsible for the surcharge, PP leads to significantly higher price attractiveness rat-

ings than AIP, but that this difference disappears if the marketer is responsible. Besides, an 

external attribution of responsibility for the surcharge to the marketer was found to increase 

                                                 

3 For reasons of readability, this master thesis constantly uses the male personal pronoun in cases which can apply both to 

males and females. 
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the feeling of being manipulated by the marketer and perceived complexity of the price 

structure. In line with Lee & Han (2002), external attribution seems to be problematic from 

the marketer’s perspective when using a PP strategy, while internal attribution leads to fa-

vorable outcomes. 

To put it in a nutshell, many different theoretical perspectives have been applied to explain 

the influence of PP on consumer reactions. This research will draw on some of these frame-

works to deduct the research hypotheses. 

2.2 Development of hypotheses 

From an overview of the different studies conducted in the area of PP, which are based on 

one or more of the theories described in chapter 2.1, one can conclude that research has so 

far focused on a rather narrow set of consumer characteristics influencing the effectiveness 

of PP. These include need for cognition, regulatory focus, shipping-charge skepticism, and a 

tendency for external or internal attribution. 

However, these characteristics do not directly take the increased mathematical complexity of 

processing a PP versus one AIP into account. For correctly coping with a PP, consumers will 

need to calculate sums (in the case of absolute surcharges, which this research focuses on). 

Therefore, MA is another consumer trait that is probably related to consumer reactions to PP, 

and research on this variable is needed (Greenleaf, Johnson, Morwitz, & Shalev, 2016). 

2.2.1 Math anxiety 

MA has been defined as “feelings of tension and anxiety that interfere with the manipulation 

of numbers and the solving of mathematical problems in a wide variety of ordinary life and 

academic situations” (Richardson & Suinn, 1972). 

Over the past decades, studies have constantly shown that subjects with high MA demon-

strate lower performance in various types of numerical and mathematical tasks.  

Different explanations have been proposed for why individuals with MA have problems with 

mathematical assignments. One possibility is that math-anxious persons’ working memories 

process information regarding the anxiety when facing mathematical problems, thus leaving 

fewer resources for solving the problem at hand (Ashcraft & Kirk, 2001). An additional rea-
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son suggested by Maloney, Ansari, & Fugelsang (2011) is a less precise representation of 

numerical magnitude in the working memory of high MA subjects.  

One study connected the areas of MA and pricing (Suri, Monroe, & Koc, 2013). Based on 

the assumption that evaluating a dollar-off price promotion requires less cognitive effort than 

judging a percentage-off price promotion, the authors find that high MA participants prefer 

discounts in an absolute format, because MA prevents them from correctly computing net 

prices in the case of a percentage discount.  

However, the particular area of PP has not been studied in its relation to consumers’ MA 

until now. 

Regulatory focus theory (cf. chapter 2.1) is useful to connect the two domains.  

Anxiety in general and MA in particular will prime a prevention focus (Baas, Dreu, & Nijst-

ad, 2008). Thus, it can be assumed that consumers high in MA will be prevention-focused 

when confronted with complex price formats, such as PPs. On the other hand, the regulatory 

focus of individuals with low MA will not be influenced by a PP, i.e. they might be either 

prevention- or promotion-focused depending on circumstances unrelated to the price format. 

For individuals with very low MA, PP might even prime a promotion focus, since these in-

dividuals enjoy mathematical calculations. Given the finding of Lee et al. (2014) that PP is 

effective for promotion-focused individuals, but that there is no difference in evaluation of 

partitioned and combined pricing for prevention-focused consumers, the conclusion is that 

consumers lower in MA will react more positively to a PP strategy than consumers with high 

MA. 

Another theoretical framework which can be used to fortify this hypothesis is the 

cost/benefit framework (cf. chapter 2.1).  

For subjects with high MA, the mental costs associated with the necessary calculations for 

processing a PP are higher than for low MA individuals. Hence, given the same benefit re-

ceived from a PP (e.g. transparency, increased salience of different product benefits), con-

sumers high in MA will achieve a lower benefit-costs differential than consumers with low 

MA. Practically speaking, high MA individuals will put more emphasis on the complexity 

aspect related to PP, rather than the transparency side. Therefore, subjects high in MA will 

evaluate PPs more negatively than their less math-anxious fellows. 
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On the other hand, no calculations are necessary in the case of a standard AIP. Not the sim-

ple exposure to numbers alone primes MA, but the necessity to manipulate numbers in cal-

culations and numerical problem-solving. Therefore, price evaluations for AIPs should not 

differ as a function of consumers’ MA.  

These thoughts lead to the following hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 1a: The higher a consumer’s MA, the lower the purchase likelihood of a product 

sold with a PP. 

Hypothesis 1b: The higher a consumer’s MA, the lower the evaluation of a product sold 

with a PP. 

Hypothesis 1c: The higher a consumer’s MA, the lower the perceived price fairness of a 

product sold with a PP. 

Hypothesis 2: The level of MA is not related to (a) purchase likelihood, (b) product evalua-

tion, and (c) perceived price fairness for a product sold with an AIP that is identical in sum. 

2.2.2 Product involvement 

Besides, it is striking that a classical construct from marketing theory, PI, has not been con-

nected to the PP literature stream so far. 

PI has been defined as “a person’s perceived relevance of [an] object based on inherent 

needs, values, and interests” (Zaichkowsky, 1985). As stated by Atkinson & Rosenthal 

(2014), “more relevant products draw consumers’ attention and yield more motivated pro-

cessing”. 

Richins & Bloch (1986) emphasize the importance of differentiating between situational and 

enduring involvement. Situational involvement only persists for a short period of time, and 

can vary significantly, whereas enduring involvement is “independent of purchase situations 

and is motivated by the degree to which the product relates to the self and/or the hedonic 

pleasure received from the product”. This research focuses on enduring involvement, i.e. 

long-term involvement with the product category. 

Individuals’ involvement with a product can be described as a point on a continuum, ranging 

from low to high involvement. Generally, it is assumed that consumers with high  
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involvement (HI) search for information about products more intensively (Suh & Yi, 2006), 

are more attentive and motivated to process all types of product-related information  

(Belanche, Flavián, & Pérez-Rueda, 2017), and are more likely to be influenced by the ar-

guments and content provided by the seller (Atkinson & Rosenthal, 2014). 

Some studies have connected the domains of pricing and PI. 

Lichtenstein, Bloch, & Black (1988) find that consumers more highly involved in the nega-

tive aspect of the purchase (price) compared to the positive element (product) may be more 

price-conscious for this product category, and more likely to view price in its negative role. 

Conversely, consumers highly involved with the product will focus more on its benefits than 

on its price. The same argument is used by Ofir (2004).  

Research has not yet considered the possible interplay of PP strategies and consumers’ PI. 

To connect the two subjects on a theoretical basis, the elaboration likelihood model (ELM) is 

a useful approach (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). According to this theory, there are two ways in 

which an individual can process a message: The central route is used when a person is highly 

motivated to think about the message. The individual will then process the message deeply, 

focusing on the quality of the message arguments. On the other hand, if a consumer is not 

motivated to consider the message intensively, he or she will engage in a rather superficial 

processing of surface features of the communication. This is the peripheral route. 

In a purchase situation, HI individuals will follow the central route. The detailed processing 

of information on this route could mean that HI consumers will evaluate many cues in addi-

tion to the peripheral price cue, such as the brand, size, form, description etc. of the product. 

The more cues a consumer reviews, the less of a role price plays, be it a PP or an AIP. Be-

sides, since the product itself is very important for a consumer who is highly involved with 

the category, focusing only on price is not a sensible strategy for HI individuals. These ideas 

are in line with Ofir (2004), who suggests that the central route in the ELM means that con-

sumers focus more on product benefits than price, and that consumers high in PI are less 

concerned with price compared to low PI individuals.   

Independently of this idea, HI consumers’ higher mental effort implies that they focus not 

only on the overall price, but also on the different price components in a PP, which are asso-

ciated with different (product) benefits. This might make salient product benefits that the 
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consumers were not consciously aware of, leading to higher product benefit evaluations and, 

as a result, higher price fairness perceptions (Xia, Monroe, & Cox, 2004). 

However, it is also possible to argue for an opposing assumption: Given that a PP consists of 

several prices rather than only one price, price represents more of the available cues for a HI 

consumer in a purchase situation. This would imply that price plays a relatively larger role in 

the purchase and that HI consumers become more price-sensitive compared to the situation 

in which the same product is sold with an AIP. As a result, HI consumers would react more 

positively to an AIP than to a PP, because the increased price sensitivity triggered by a PP 

would lead to a decrease in willingness to pay. 

For low involvement (LI) consumers, the ELM suggests that they will concentrate only on 

peripheral cues. Apart from the brand, the most striking peripheral cue for a low PI consum-

er being confronted with a PP is the unusually high number of prices to be paid compared to 

the standard situation of an AIP. Based on the numerosity heuristic (Carlson & Weathers, 

2008), low PI individuals are then likely to infer a high total price from the increased number 

of prices to be paid, causing more negative reactions to a PP. 

Finally, the finding that HI consumers focus more on product benefits than price suggests 

that one can expect a positive main effect of involvement on purchase situation evaluations: 

Independently of price format, HI consumers are expected to evaluate a given product/price 

buying scenario more positively than LI consumers. 

It results: 

Hypothesis 3a: The higher a consumer’s involvement with the product, the higher the pur-

chase likelihood of a product sold with a PP. 

Hypothesis 3b: Both low and high involvement consumers are more likely to purchase a 

product sold with an AIP than with a PP. 

Hypothesis 4a: The higher a consumer’s involvement with the product, the higher the prod-

uct evaluation of a product sold with a PP. 

Hypothesis 4b: Both low and high involvement consumers evaluate offers sold with an AIP 

more favorably than offers sold with a PP. 
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Hypothesis 5a: The higher a consumer’s involvement with the product, the higher the per-

ceived price fairness of a product sold with a PP. 

Hypothesis 5b: Both low and high involvement consumers perceive higher price fairness for 

products sold with an AIP than for products sold with a PP. 

Hypothesis 6: The higher a consumer’s involvement with the product, the higher (a) pur-

chase likelihood, (b) product evaluation, and (c) perceived price fairness, independently of 

price format. 

2.2.3 Attitude toward the selling firm 

Af is a frequently used construct in empirical research in the domain of business. It describes 

a “relatively stable opinion containing a cognitive element and an emotional element” (Wade 

& Tavris, 1990) that an individual consumer holds toward a particular firm. Af is typically 

used as a dependent, outcome variable, and not as an independent, predictor variable, as in 

this research. One example of a whole research area that usually employs Af as a dependent 

variable is business ethics, where consumer attitudes toward the firm in reaction to certain 

corporate social responsibility activities of the company are measured (Folkes & Kamins, 

1999; Groza, Pronschinske, & Walker, 2011). 

The halo effect concept can be applied to explain how Af should impact consumer attitudes 

toward PP. It describes a situation in which overall assessments of an object lead to biased 

evaluations of its individual attributes. For example, an overall friendly and warm behavior 

of a person can lead to positive evaluations of other personality traits (Nisbett & Wilson, 

1977). This idea can be transferred to evaluations of companies (Coombs & Holladay, 2006). 

If the consumer has a prior favorable attitude toward the selling firm, the halo effect will 

prime him or her to process marketing messages sent by the company (e.g. price) in a biased, 

positive way (Keller, 1993). In support of this rationale, research has found that consumers 

who identify with a company generate significantly more positive than negative thoughts 

about it (Einwiller, Fedorikhin, Johnson, & Kamins, 2006). 

Hence, if such a consumer is confronted with a PP, at least two positive effects will occur as 

compared to an AIP: Firstly, he will react positively to the increased price transparency com-

ing with a PP, as he receives more information about how the price is composed. And sec-

ondly, he will like the split-up into different offer components, because it makes the different 
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benefits delivered by this product (and indirectly by its selling firm) more salient. On the 

other hand, the negative price complexity aspect coming with the necessity to calculate a 

sum is assumed to be largely ignored by a consumer with positive Af. 

The reverse will hold for consumers with a negative general attitude toward the company. 

For these individuals, the halo effect will cause negatively biased evaluations of the PP for-

mat, and they will likely focus on the disadvantages of a PP. For example, they will be an-

noyed by the higher arithmetic complexity entailed by a PP and the larger number of prices 

to be paid. Also, it might be that these negatively biased consumers feel an information over-

load compared to the traditional price format or are less willing to process the information. 

Evaluations of an AIP should not be influenced by the consumer’s attitude toward the seller, 

since this price format is the standard and should therefore not trigger specific psychological 

responses that might include a halo effect.   

Alternatively, it seems reasonable to hypothesize that there is a direct effect of Af on evalua-

tions of the purchase situation, such that consumers with a positive Af will rate an identical 

AIP buying scenario more positively than consumers with a more negative Af. This idea 

could again be supported by the general research finding that individuals with a positive Af 

tend to evaluate marketing activities of this firm more favorably. 

Overall, this implies that consumers with a positive Af will prefer a PP to an AIP price, due 

to the triggering of the halo effect in case of the more unusual PP format. By contrast, indi-

viduals with a negative Af will prefer the AIP, since this standard pricing format is less likely 

to cause additional psychological processes which would be biased by a negative halo effect.  

Hypothesis 7a: The more favorable a consumer’s general attitude toward the selling firm, 

the higher the purchase likelihood of a product sold with a PP. 

Hypothesis 7b: The more favorable a consumer’s general attitude toward the selling firm, 

the higher the evaluation of a product sold with a PP. 

Hypothesis 7c: The more favorable a consumer’s general attitude toward the selling firm, 

the higher the perceived price fairness of a product sold with a PP. 

Hypothesis 8a: Consumer attitude toward the firm will not influence (i) purchase likelihood, 

(ii) product evaluation, and (iii) perceived price fairness of products sold with AIPs. 
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Hypothesis 8b: The more favorable a consumer’s general attitude toward the selling firm, 

the higher (i) purchase likelihood, (ii) product evaluation, and (iii) perceived price fairness 

of products sold with AIPs. 

Hypothesis 9a: Consumers with a positive attitude toward the firm exhibit higher (i) pur-

chase likelihood, (ii) product evaluation, and (iii) perceived price fairness when the product 

is sold at a PP rather than at an AIP that is identical in sum. 

Hypothesis 9b: Consumers with a negative attitude toward the firm exhibit lower (i) pur-

chase likelihood, (ii) product evaluation, and (iii) perceived price fairness when the product 

is sold at a PP rather than at an AIP that is identical in sum. 
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3. Methodology 

In order to test these hypotheses, an experiment was conducted using an online survey. The 

survey was created using Sawtooth Software, including randomization and skip logics to 

create an experimental design. Participants were ensured that their answers are entirely 

anonymous in order to decrease biases in answer behavior and increase respondents’ frank-

ness (Sierles, 2003). Besides, they were told that completing the survey will take 10 minutes, 

which is considered as a reasonable length leading to good response rates (Galesic & Bos-

njak, 2009). Moreover, such a relatively short length has been shown to reduce drop-out 

rates (Ganassali, 2008). 

3.1 Scenarios 

In the core part of the survey, respondents were presented with two scenarios.  

In the first scenario (the HI scenario), participants were asked to imagine purchasing a new 

Apple laptop. The product information about this new laptop was identical for all of the re-

spondents, but they either saw a PP or an AIP for the product. For a screenshot of one exem-

plary scenario, please consider figure 1 at the end of this chapter. 

The second scenario (LI scenario) described the purchase of ice cream at McDonalds. Again, 

the product information about the ice cream was identical for all of the respondents, but par-

ticipants either saw a PP or an AIP for the product. 

The programming logic behind the survey ensured that participants were faced with exactly 

one price condition for each of the two products. Besides, the order of product appearance 

was randomized to avoid order effects. This leads to the four treatment conditions depicted 

in table 1 below. 
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Table 1: Experimental design of core survey part with four treatment conditions 

Product type 

Price format 

Laptop 

Partitioned price 

Laptop 

All-inclusive price 

Ice cream 

Partitioned price 

Ice cream (PP) 

Laptop (PP) 

Ice cream (PP) 

Laptop (AIP) 

Ice cream 

All-inclusive price 

Ice cream (AIP) 

Laptop (PP) 

Ice cream (AIP) 

Laptop (AIP) 

 

Besides, the survey contained two more scenarios related to booking a flight online. One of 

these scenarios contained a PP with easy-to-add numbers, while the flight in the other sce-

nario was sold at a PP with odd, hard-to-add numbers. Again, participants were randomly 

presented with one of the two scenarios. This scenario was included at the end of the survey, 

since it was not the key part of the research, and since the likelihood of completing a set of 

questions is higher in the beginning than at the end of a web survey (Galesic & Bosnjak, 

2009). Besides, answer quality has been shown to decrease with a later question position in 

the questionnaire (Galesic & Bosnjak, 2009). Thus, in the case of a low number of complet-

ed participations, it is possible to include respondents ending the survey at the point of the 

final scenario in the final effective sample. 

A complete overview of the scenarios is contained in the appendix. 

 

Figure 1: Screenshot of exemplary scenario – Scenario 1: HI, PP 
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3.2 Dependent variables 

After seeing each of the scenarios, survey respondents were first asked to state the total price 

of the offer. This question was asked to ensure that participants had read the scenario care-

fully, but also to find out if PP causes a lower accuracy in price memory, as indicated by 

prior research (Morwitz et al., 1998).  

Then, respondents answered questions about their perception of the offer. In particular, they 

were asked to fill in scales related to three dependent variables: purchase likelihood, product 

evaluation, and price fairness. 

Purchase likelihood was measured with 3 items on a 7-point Likert scale, which was taken 

from Homburg, Totzek, & Krämer (2014). 

Product evaluation was quantified on a 2-item, 7-point semantic differential scale based on 

Lee et al. (2014).  

Price fairness was measured using 4 items on a 7-point Likert scale, again taken from Hom-

burg et al. (2014). 

These three dependent variables were chosen because they have been applied as outcome 

variables in past pricing research frequently (e.g. Feurer, Schuhmacher, & Kuester, 2015; 

Xia & Monroe, 2004) and because they were supposed to provide a broad picture of re-

spondents’ perceptions related to the scenario. The decision to use 7 points on all of the 

scales was made because this is the most common scale type in practice – “seven plus or 

minus two is the usual recommendation” (Biemer, 2004, p. 46).   

All of the measures are contained in the experimental questionnaire within the appendix. 

3.3 Independent variables 

After evaluating the two main scenarios, survey respondents answered questions related to 

three independent variables: PI with laptops and ice cream, attitude toward the firms Apple 

and McDonalds, and MA. 
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PI was measured on a 3-item, 7-point semantic differential scale taken from Kim (2006). The 

scales used were identical for involvement with laptops and involvement with ice cream, but 

contained a headline which informed participants of the category under consideration. 

Af was quantified with a 3-item, 7-point semantic differential scale containing three ques-

tions about the company under consideration. This measure was adapted from Folkes 

& Kamins (1999). The scales differed slightly between attitude toward Apple and attitude 

toward McDonalds to ensure that the three questions are logically connected to the respec-

tive firm. 

MA was measured on a 12-item, 7-point Likert scale (the Fennema-Sherman Math Anxiety 

Scale) taken from Yeo (2004). 

It should be noted that a “Don’t know” option was not provided on any of the scales, since 

the inclusion of such an answer is only recommended if respondents can be assumed to have 

little knowledge of a particular topic (Patten, 2014, p. 35). This is not the case for the ques-

tions included in this research.  

All of the measures used for the independent variables are contained in the appendix. 

3.4 Control variables 

At the end of the online survey, participants provided information on some demographic 

control variables. It is generally recommended to ask demographic questions at the end of a 

questionnaire because in this way, data about the key research questions can be collected 

even if participants exit the survey at that point. The reason why respondents tend to quit a 

questionnaire when being asked demographic questions is that these questions are person-

al/sensitive and often perceived as unrelated to the rest of the questionnaire (Patten, 2014,  

p. 28). 

The demographic variables included gender (male/female), age (open answer), occupation as 

a student (yes/no) and nationality (Norway/Sweden/Denmark/Germany/France/Other Euro-

pean/Rest of the world). Based on the structure of the convenience sample, it was expected 

that respondents would be mostly young (18 – 30) students from Europe, with Norway and 

Germany being particularly common nationalities. This demographic part was kept short, 

because “the more demographic questions [one asks], the more likely it is that respondents 
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may view the questionnaire as being intrusive” (Patten, 2014, p. 23). Besides, the limited 

collection of demographic data ensured that it was not possible to identify individuals. 

The complete experimental questionnaire is contained in the appendix. 

3.5 Data collection 

Data was collected over a period of two weeks (April 21
st
 – May 5

th
) from a convenience 

sample of mostly student participants. Participants were recruited via personal messages, 

which asked them to support the research project by participating in the study, to which a 

link was provided. Follow-up messages were sent to those individuals who had not con-

firmed their participation in the experiment after the first week. Additionally, general posts 

in online student groups were used, again containing the study link.  

The first recruitment strategy offers the advantage of a higher response rate, since personally 

addressed requests tend to cause a higher willingness to participate in a survey (Patten, 2014, 

p. 2). On the other hand, each individual request leads to only one response to the survey, 

making this option less effective in absolute terms. By contrast, the second recruitment 

method is useful because it addresses a high absolute number of potential participants, 

whereas the response rate can be expected to be lower than for individual messages. In order 

to benefit from the advantages of both recruitment strategies and mitigate their disad-

vantages, both were used in combination to obtain study respondents. 

In total, 80 completed studies were recorded. This includes two cases in which respondents 

did not provide their demographic information on the last survey page. Since the demograph-

ic variables are solely control variables and are not expected to have a significant impact on 

the outcome variables, it seems reasonable to include these two cases. There were only two 

cases of respondents quitting the survey at the point of the final flight scenario. Although it 

would thus be possible to include them in the main analysis, it was decided not to do so in 

order to achieve consistency and because these two participants were probably less involved 

with the experimental survey. Some of the remaining cases were discarded based on the fol-

lowing two criteria: 

a) A total time of less than five minutes being used for completing the study, indicating a 

“click-through” behavior without sufficient attention 
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b) Obvious answer patterns, e.g. the consistent choice of the same level of agreement (e.g. 

only 5s) on multiple Likert scales or highly contradictory scores on different items of one 

scale 

Four cases were sorted out based on criterion a). Besides, in the case of the MA scale, 10 

cases were removed due to answer patterns which became obvious because of the inclusion 

of reverse coded items on the scale. These patterns are not surprising, since the MA scale 

contained 12 items in total, and since longer scales can lead to lower response quality be-

cause they often overtax participants’ endurance (Burisch, 1997). By contrast, all of the other 

scales contained only a few items. Since answers on the other scales appeared reasonable, 

the 10 mentioned cases were only excluded for analyses including MA as a predictor varia-

ble.  

The final effective sample thus consisted of 76 responses, but was reduced to 66 for some 

analyses. 

3.6 Sample description 

72 out of the 74 respondents who provided demographic information were students. There-

fore, it is reasonable to call the sample a convenience student sample. Besides, 72 respond-

ents were in a typical student age between 19 and 28 years, with two notable outliers of par-

ticipants aged 38 and 66, respectively. The average age was 24.24 years, with a standard 

deviation of 5.517. 

Moreover, 60.8% of participants were male, and 39.2% female. 85.1% were Europeans, with 

Germany (43.2 %) and Norway (16.2 %) being represented strongly. For a graphical over-

view of the gender and nationality structure of the sample, please consider figure 2. 

46 of the participants were presented with the PP laptop scenario, and 30 saw the AIP laptop. 

Besides, 37 respondents saw the ice cream with a PP, and 39 were exposed to the ice cream 

AIP condition. Finally, 36 participants saw the “normal” PP for the flight scenario, and the 

remaining 40 individuals were presented with the “strange” PP for the flight, characterized 

by uneven numbers. 
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Figure 2: Sample structure in terms of nationality and gender 

3.7 Data preparation process 

In order to prepare the data for analysis, several steps were taken. 

Firstly, irrelevant variables collected by Sawtooth, e.g. automatically captured randomization 

variables, start and end time stamps, or time spent per screen, were removed from the SPSS 

interface to increase the clarity of data. 

Secondly, the open answers provided by respondents in the price estimation field following 

all of the scenarios were transformed into a consistent, numerical format. 

Thirdly, the variables were defined in the variable view of SPSS. In particular, the data type 

was set to numeric for all of the variables, and the metric measure was chosen for all varia-

bles except for the demographic data. This implies that the Likert scales used to capture 

many of the variables were assumed to be interval-scaled, as is common practice in research 

(Boone & Boone, 2012; Carifio & Perla, 2007). 
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Fourthly, in the case of the items used to measure MA, the reverse coded items were trans-

formed so that high scores represent high MA for all of the items. The syntax used to achieve 

this transformation is  

COMPUTE MathAnxiety_r? = 8 – MathAnxiety_r?_reverse. 

where “?” represents the respective item number. By applying this code to the six reverse 

coded items on the scale, a consistent interpretation of scale items was ensured. 

Fifthly, the reliability of the different scales was controlled by calculation of Cronbach’s 

Alpha and item-to-total correlations with SPSS. All of the scales had an Alpha value of more 

than 0.7, indicating high scale reliability throughout the questionnaire. This good scale relia-

bility was to be expected since all of the scales have been validated by previous research. 

Sixthly, for the purposes of data analysis, the scale items were averaged to create a compo-

site score per participant for the different variables captured. 

Seventhly, a check for multicollinearity was performed to ensure that there are no unex-

pected linear relationships between the three independent variables. This test was possible by 

entering MA, PI with the respective category, and Af for the respective firm into a regression 

model and then considering the variance inflation factors. All of the factors were just slightly 

larger than 1, indicating that multicollinearity is not a problem in this dataset.  

Finally, Pearson chi-square tests were conducted to control whether the demographic distri-

bution of participants to the PP and AIP cases of the respective product is in line with the 

overall demographic structure of the sample. This is the case for both gender  

(χ
2

Laptop = 0.014, p > 0.1; χ
2

Ice cream = 0.981, p > 0.1) and age (χ
2

Laptop = 16.283, p > 0.1;  

χ
2

Ice cream = 10.136, p > 0.1). Therefore, one can assume that potential effects of gender or 

age on the differential evaluations of a PP and AIP for either of the two products are not due 

to differences in the distribution of these two variables for the two price format conditions. 

For nationality, a slightly significant deviation from the expected distribution was found in 

the laptop case (χ
2

Laptop = 12.866, p < 0.05), but not in the ice cream case  

(χ
2

Ice cream = 4.898; p > 0.1). Overall, the assignment to the different treatment conditions is 

in line with the demographic structure of the sample. 
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4. Results 

This chapter begins with a short analysis of the final effective sample structure with regard 

to the main research variables. Afterwards, the hypotheses are tested in the core section. Fi-

nally, the findings of some additional exploratory research are presented. 

4.1 Sample structure with respect to the assumed 
independent variables 

In order to be able to interpret the results of later statistical analyses, it is important to be 

aware of the structure of the sample when it comes to the three presumed influencer varia-

bles MA, PI, and Af. 

4.1.1 Math anxiety 

With a minimum of 1, a maximum of 6.5, and a mean value of 2.96, a first glance indicates 

that respondents are distributed relatively equally in terms of their level of MA. However, a 

histogram of MA scores reveals something different: The distribution of MA levels clearly 

leans toward the left hand side of the histogram, i.e. the overall sample can be described as 

characterized by below-average MA. This becomes especially evident when comparing the 

histogram (figure 3) against the normal distribution, which would predict a larger number of 

respondents with a MA level in the range of 3 to 4. Thus, the distribution of MA scores can 

be said to be right-skewed. Although it would be possible to correct for this by use of a log 

transformation, it was decided not to do so as “the results of standard statistical tests per-

formed on log-transformed data are often not relevant for the original, non-transformed data” 

(Feng et al., 2014). 

The distribution tendency can also be discovered from a grouping of MA scores. When ap-

plying a structure of the three groups low MA (1 ≤ MA ≤ 3), medium MA (3 < MA ≤ 5), and 

high MA (5 < MA ≤ 7), 62.1% of respondents fall into the first group, and only 9.1% belong 

to the last group (cf. table 2). One possible explanation for this is that many of the respond-

ents are business students, who are used to regular calculations as part of their studies. 
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Table 2: Grouped math anxiety scores 

 
Frequency Percent 

Cumulative  

Percent 

 Low math anxiety 41 62.1 62.1 

Medium math anxiety 19 28.8 90.9 

High math anxiety 6 9.1 100.0 

Total 66 100.0  

 

 
Figure 3: Sample structure with regard to math anxiety 
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4.1.2 Product involvement 

For PI, it must first be controlled whether the priming of significant differences in involve-

ment by the use of laptops (presumably HI) and ice cream (presumably LI) was successful. 

A descriptive table (cf. table 3) confirms the success of the manipulation: Both the mean and 

median involvement for laptops are, with a value of around 5.6, higher than the ice cream 

involvement (mean and median: 4). The significance of this effect is also shown by a one-

sample t-test of laptop involvement against the ice cream mean of 4 (t = 12.524, p < 0.001). 

Besides, the quartiles clearly confirm this trend: 75% of the involvement scores for laptops 

are above 4.75, i.e. a clear majority of respondents considers laptops as a HI product. By 

contrast, 50% of the scores for involvement with ice cream are below 4, indicating relatively 

low involvement, and only 25% of participants score higher than 5.33 on the ice cream in-

volvement scale, which is associated with relatively high levels of involvement. 

Overall, the data indicates that it is adequate to label the laptop scenario as “HI scenario” and 

the ice cream scenario as “LI scenario” for the purposes of this research, a labeling which 

will be used regularly in later parts of this thesis.   

Table 3: Descriptives for product involvement 

 

Product Involvement 

Laptop 

Product Involvement 

Ice Cream 

N  76 76 

Mean 5.6272 4.0000 

Median 5.6667 4.0000 

Standard Deviation 1.13264 1.69181 

Minimum 2.67 1.00 

Maximum 7.00 7.00 

Percentiles 25 4.7500 2.4167 

50 5.6667 4.0000 

75 6.5833 5.3333 

 

Histograms (cf. figure 4) reveal that the distribution of scores for involvement with laptops is 

very narrow, with a small standard deviation, and concentrated in the medium to high in-

volvement area. This can be explained by the fact that a clear majority of students own lap-

tops and use them as an important tool for both their studies and their private life.  
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For ice cream, the distribution is much more spread out, with a higher standard deviation. A 

possible explanation might be that some students do not consume ice cream on a regular 

basis, whereas others might like ice cream a lot and might therefore be relatively involved 

with this product. 

 
 

Figure 4: Histograms of scores for PI with laptops and ice cream 
 

4.1.3 Attitude toward the selling firm 

The respondents’ overall attitudes toward the selling firms Apple and McDonalds can be 

summarized in the following way: Apple is the more popular, but also the more controversial 

company. Both the mean and the median score for attitude toward Apple are higher than the 

respective scores for McDonalds (cf. table 4), and the same holds for the standard deviation. 

Interestingly, both attitude toward Apple and attitude toward McDonalds exhibit a range 

from 1 to 7, i.e. there is deep attachment as well as resentment to both of the brands in this 

student sample. For a visual representation of the corresponding histograms, please consider 

figure 5. 

 

 

 

 



 28 

Table 4: Descriptives for attitude toward the two selling firms 

 

Attitude toward 

Apple 

Attitude toward 

McDonalds 

N  76 76 

Mean 4.4912 3.8070 

Median 4.6667 4.0000 

Standard Deviation 1.55442 1.26522 

Minimum 1.00 1.00 

Maximum 7.00 7.00 

Percentiles 25 3.3333 3.0000 

50 4.6667 4.0000 

75 5.6667 4.5833 

 

 

 
Figure 5: Histograms of scores for attitude toward Apple and McDonalds 

4.2 Test of hypotheses 

Classical hypothesis testing formats such as different variations of the t-test theoretically 

require a normal distribution of the dependent variable data. Shapiro-Wilk tests conducted 

prior to hypothesis testing revealed that the assumption of normal distribution is violated for 

most of the outcome variables. Therefore, the use of non-parametric tests such as the Mann-

Whitney U test would generally be required. However, past research has shown that para-

metric tests in general and t-tests in particular are robust to deviations from the normality 

assumption (Edgell & Noon, 1984; Sullivan & D'Agostino, 1992). Therefore, the classical 

parametric tests will be applied throughout this research. 
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4.2.1 Math anxiety 

Hypothesis 1a states that the higher a consumer’s MA, the lower his purchase likelihood of 

a product sold with a PP will be. 

In order to check for this assumed linear relationship, it is necessary to calculate a linear re-

gression model for the measured variables MA as independent variable and purchase likeli-

hood for laptops and ice cream offered with a PP as dependent variables. H1a can be sup-

ported neither by the HI scenario (R
2
 = 0.015, F = 0.592, p > 0.1) nor by the LI scenario  

(R
2
 = 0.07, F = 2.097, p > 0.1). 

According to hypothesis 1b, higher MA will be associated with lower product evaluations 

when products are sold with a PP. This hypothesis is not confirmed by the HI scenario  

(R
2
 ≈ 0, F = 0.02, p > 0.1) or the LI scenario (R

2
 = 0.051, F = 1.508, p > 0.1). 

Finally, hypothesis 1c states that the perceived price fairness of products sold with a PP de-

creases with increasing MA. This assumption cannot be strengthened either based on the HI 

scenario (R
2
 = 0.007, F = 0.279, p > 0.1) or the LI scenario (R

2
 = 0.155, F = 5.141,  

p < 0.05). Interestingly, the significant regression coefficient for the LI scenario is positive, 

indicating higher perceived price fairness of the PP ice cream with higher MA. 

In summary, hypothesis 1 with its three sub-hypotheses cannot be supported based on the 

collected data, i.e. there seems to be no negative linear relationship between MA and con-

sumer reactions to the PP format as measured by the three outcome variables. For an over-

view of the findings about the relationship between MA and reactions to products offered 

with PPs, please consider table 5 below. 

Table 5: Linear regression results for MA and outcome variables for  
HI scenario (grey) and LI scenario (white) with a PP 

 

Purch Likelih 

Laptop PP 

Product Eval 

Laptop PP 

Price Fairne 

Laptop PP 

Purch Likelih 

Ice PP 

Product Eval 

Ice PP 

Price Fairne 

Ice PP 

Math 

Anxiety 

R
2 

.015 .000 .007 .07 .051 .155 

F .592 .02 .279 2.097 1.508 5.141 

p >  .1 > .1 > .1 > .1 > .1 < .05 
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Hypothesis 2 postulated that the level of MA is not related to (a) purchase likelihood, (b) 

product evaluation and (c) perceived price fairness of products sold at an AIP that is identi-

cal in sum with the PP. 

The data strengthens all of these sub-hypotheses, since there are no significant regression 

models for MA and any of the three outcome variables. This holds for both the AIP HI and 

the AIP LI case (cf. table 6). Overall, hypothesis 2 is fully supported by the data, although 

the classical statistical admonition that the lack of a significant linear regression model does 

not imply the non-existence of a relationship between two variables should be mentioned. 

Table 6: Linear regression results for MA and outcome variables for  
HI scenario (grey) and LI scenario (white) with an AIP 

 

Purch Likelih 

Laptop AIP 

Product Eval 

Laptop AIP 

Price Fairne 

Laptop AIP 

Purch Likelih 

Ice AIP 

Product Eval 

Ice AIP 

Price Fairne 

Ice AIP 

Math 

Anxiety 

R
2 

.003 .073 .009 .000 .046 .011 

F .072 1.899 .226 .005 1.636 .388 

p > .1 > .1 > .1 > .1 > .1 > .1 

 
 

4.2.2 Product involvement 

According to hypothesis 3a, the purchase likelihood of a product sold with a PP increases 

together with the consumer’s involvement with the product category.  

This hypothesis cannot be confirmed by a linear regression for the HI PP scenario  

(R
2 

= 0.051, F = 2.379, p > 0.1), whereas the LI PP scenario provides support for H3a  

(R
2 

= 0.183, F = 7.859, p < 0.01). Thus, H3a can be partly supported with respect to the LI 

purchase situation. 

The alternative hypothesis 3b assumes that both low and high involvement consumers are 

more likely to purchase a product sold with an AIP than with a PP. In the HI case, this hy-

pothesis cannot be confirmed by a two-tailed t-test, since the difference in purchase likeli-

hood between the laptop sold with a PP vs. with an AIP is not significant (t = 1.747,  

0.05 < p < 0.1). In fact, the test result shows that the opposite might be correct, since given 

the positive t-test statistic and a p-value of less than 0.05 for the one-tailed test, the conclu-

sion is that purchase likelihood for the PP product is higher than for the AIP product.  

For the LI scenario, a two-tailed test shows that there clearly is no significant main effect of 
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price format, with the mean purchase likelihood in the PP and AIP group being almost iden-

tical (t = 0.063, p > 0.1). Overall, there is no support for hypothesis 3b. 

Hypothesis 4a states that the higher a consumer’s involvement with the product, the better 

the evaluation of a product sold with a PP will be. In the HI case, this hypothesis is clearly 

strengthened by a linear regression (R
2
 = 0.143, F = 7.348, p = 0.01). However, the regres-

sion model is not significant in the LI scenario (R
2
 = 0.025, F = 0.915, p > 0.1). Thus, H4a 

can be partly supported by the HI purchase situation. 

Hypothesis 4b contains a somewhat opposing assumption, namely that both LI and HI con-

sumers generally evaluate AIP products as more attractive than PP products. Interestingly, 

the data indicate that the exact opposite is true for the HI product: A two-tailed, independent 

samples t-test shows that product evaluations are significantly higher when the laptop is sold 

at a PP compared to the AIP (t = 2.287, p < 0.05). For the LI offer, however, there are no 

significant differences in product evaluation between the PP and the AIP treatment condition 

(t = -0.47, p > 0.1). Overall, hypothesis 4b cannot be supported, since there is no statistical 

evidence for a generally higher product evaluation by consumers for AIP vs. PP products. 

The idea of hypothesis 5a was that the higher a consumer’s involvement with the product, 

the higher the perceived price fairness of a product sold with a PP will be. For the HI case, a 

linear regression cannot strongly confirm this hypothesis, as the model is slightly insignifi-

cant (R
2
 = 0.064, F = 3.001, 0.05 < p < 0.1). In the LI scenario, there is clearly no good lin-

ear regression model that describes the relationship between involvement with the product 

and perceived price fairness (R
2
 = 0.001, F = 0.039, p > 0.1). Therefore, hypothesis 5a is not 

supported by the data.  

It should be noted that hypotheses 3a, 4a and 5a could also be controlled by a one-way 

ANOVA in which respondents are assigned to groups based on their PI score. This leads to 

similar results as the regression analysis. However, the application of ANOVA to the col-

lected data is less sound from a methodological point of view. This is because the groups 

which would need to be created (such as PI value 1-3: group “Low PI with the category”, PI 

value 3-5: group “Medium PI with the category” etc.) are clearly different in size and/or in 

variance of the dependent variable data. Although the former problem could be resolved by 

splitting the sample into a number of equally sized groups ordered by PI values for each cat-

egory, this would make a respondent’s assignment to a particular group less meaningful. 
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Hypothesis 5b states that both low and high involvement consumers perceive higher price 

fairness for products sold with an AIP than for products sold with a PP. The data show that 

the opposite holds for the HI product: Price fairness evaluations are significantly higher 

among those respondents who saw the PP than among those who saw the AIP (t = 2.736,  

p < 0.01). For the LI scenario, a one-tailed independent samples t-test confirms the hypothe-

sis (t = -1.769, p < 0.05). Therefore, there is partial support for H5b. 

In summary, the test results for H3 – H5 reveal that consumers have a preference for the PP 

format over the AIP format in a HI purchase scenario, whereas there seems to be no overall 

difference in the evaluation of price formats for a LI situation.  

For a better overview of the differences between the outcome variables for the AIP and PP 

cases, please consider figure 6 and 7 below. Notably, all of the outcome variables in the HI 

case display significantly higher mean scores for the PP. By contrast, figure 7 visualizes the 

fact that there are no significant differences in the mean scores between the PP and AIP LI 

scenario, with the exception of higher price fairness of the AIP LI product. 

 
Figure 6: Differentiated reactions to the HI product offer with PP and AIP 
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Figure 7: Differentiated reactions to the LI product offer with PP and AIP 

Hypothesis 6 predicts a positive main effect of PI on purchase likelihood, product evalua-

tion, and perceived price fairness, that was supposed to be independent of price format. To 

test this hypothesis, a regression of the combined PP and AIP involvement scores on the 

combined PP and AIP scores for the three dependent variables was calculated for both of the 

products.  

For the HI case, H6 cannot be supported, since none of the three regression models is signif-

icant at the 5% level (cf. table 7). However, H6 is mostly supported by the LI scenario. In 

particular, there is a powerful regression model for PI and purchase likelihood (R
2
 = 0.295, 

F = 30.899, p < 0.001) as well as for PI and product evaluation (R
2
 = 0.136, F = 11.604,  

p = 0.001). Only the regression model for PI and price fairness is insignificant (R
2
 = 0.017, 

F = 1.249, p > 0.1).  
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Table 7: Summary of regression models for product involvement and the 
three dependent variables for the combined HI and LI scenario 

 

Purchase Likeli-

hood Laptop 

Combined 

Product Evalua-

tion Laptop  

Combined 

Price Fairness 

Laptop  

Combined 

Product Involvement  

Laptop 

 R
2 

.015 .038 .013 

F 1.127 2.904 .949 

p > .1 .05 < p < .1 > .1 

 

Overall, H6 cannot be confirmed by the data for the HI product category, but is largely sup-

ported for the LI category. 

4.2.3 Attitude toward the selling firm 

Hypothesis 7a postulates that the more favorable a consumer’s general attitude toward the 

selling firm is, the higher his purchase likelihood of a product sold with a PP should be. This 

hypothesis is strongly supported by the data on the HI product sold by Apple, since a signifi-

cant regression model for AApple and purchase likelihood of the MacBook sold with a PP is 

calculated (R
2
 = 0.369, F = 25.688, p < 0.001). However, H7a is not supported by the LI 

case (R
2
 = 0.066, F = 2.46, p > 0.1). Thus, H7a is partly supported with regard to the HI 

purchase situation. 

According to hypothesis 7b, product evaluations in a PP scenario will increase together with 

a consumer’s general attitude toward the selling firm. Again, the HI scenario supports this 

assumption, since a significant regression model for AApple and the product evaluation of the 

HI offer exists (R
2
 = 0.233, F = 13.346, p = 0.001). By contrast, the LI scenario fails to sup-

port H7b (R
2
 = 0.045, F = 1.667, p > 0.1). To sum it up, H7b is partly supported with regard 

to the HI case, similarly to H7a. 

Hypothesis 7c states that with an increase in attitude toward the selling firm, the perceived 

price fairness of a product sold with a PP by this company will rise as well. Strong support 

for this hypothesis is provided by the HI scenario, with a highly significant regression model 

 

Purchase Likeli-

hood Ice Cream 

Combined 

Product Evalua-

tion Ice Cream 

Combined 

Price Fairness 

Ice Cream 

Combined 

Product Involvement 

Ice Cream 

R
2 

.295 .136 .017 

F 30.899 11.604 1.249 

p < .001 .001 > .1 
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(R
2
 = 0.383, F = 27.348, p < 0.001). As for H7a and H7b, the LI case fails to strengthen 

H7c, since the regression model is insignificant (R
2
 = 0.049, F = 1.801, p > 0.1). Overall, 

H7c is partially supported. 

The overall conclusion is that while the PP HI scenario provides clear evidence of the im-

portance of Af as a predictor of consumer reactions to PP, the PP LI scenario does not sup-

port this insight. Thus, H7 is partly supported by the HI scenario.  

This is graphically illustrated in figure 8 and 9 below. For these illustrations, participants 

were split into groups based on their attitude toward the firm (1 ≤ Af < 3: negative attitude;  

3 ≤ Af < 5: moderate attitude; 5 ≤ Af ≤ 7: positive attitude). Notably, figure 8 makes it appar-

ent that all three evaluations of the HI product increase from the negative attitude to the 

moderate attitude to the positive attitude toward Apple group. By contrast, figure 9 reveals 

that evaluations of the LI product partly decrease from the negative attitude to the moderate 

attitude toward McDonalds group, before they strongly increase in the positive attitude 

group. It should be mentioned, however, that figure 9 is based on a smaller number of cases 

than figure 8 (37 vs. 46). 

 

 

Figure 8: The impact of attitude toward the selling firm on  
different evaluations of a PP HI product 
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Figure 9: The impact of attitude toward the selling firm on  
different evaluations of a PP LI product 

According to hypothesis 8a, consumer attitude toward the firm will not influence (i) pur-

chase likelihood, (ii) product evaluation, and (iii) perceived price fairness of products sold 

with AIPs.  

The HI scenario strengthens H8a with regard to (iii), since the regression model is insignifi-

cant (R
2
 = 0.045, F = 1.317, p > 0.1). However, it contradicts H8a (i), since a significant 

regression model for AApple and purchase likelihood of the AIP HI product is calculated  

(R
2
 = 0.229, F = 8.295, p < 0.01). Besides, regarding (ii) product evaluation, the regression 

model again shows a significant positive effect of AApple (R
2
 = 0.148, F = 4.854, p < 0.05).  

Results of the test of H8a are similar for the AIP LI scenario. The regression model for 

AMcDonalds and (iii) perceived price fairness is insignificant (R
2
 = 0.07, F = 0.252, p > 0.1). 

On the other hand, there is a significantly positive linear relationship between AMcDonalds and 

(i) purchase likelihood of the LI product (R
2
 = 0.174, F = 7.768, p < 0.01). The regression 

model for (ii) product evaluation is close to being significant (R
2
 = 0.086, F = 3.502,  

0.05 < p < 0.1).  

To sum it up, H8a (iii) is clearly strengthened by both of the scenarios, whereas H8a (i) and 

(ii) cannot be supported. While perceived price fairness is apparently not directly influenced 
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by Af in the case of AIPs, purchase likelihood and product evaluation are. This conclusion is 

largely supported by both the HI and the LI scenario. 

The opposing hypothesis 8b postulated that the more favorable a consumer’s general atti-

tude toward the selling firm, the higher (i) purchase likelihood, (ii) product evaluation, and 

(iii) perceived price fairness of products sold with an AIP will be. Since this hypothesis is 

almost the exact opposite of H8a, no further analysis is necessary to conclude that H8b is 

partially supported with regard to (i) purchase likelihood and (ii) product evaluation. 

Hypothesis 9a states that consumers with a positive attitude toward the firm will exhibit 

higher (i) purchase likelihood, (ii) product evaluation, and (iii) perceived price fairness when 

the product is sold at a PP compared to a monetarily identical AIP.  

To test this hypothesis, participants with a score of less than 5 on Af were filtered out, before 

an independent samples t-test was used to compare reactions to the AIP and PP scenario for 

each product. 

The HI scenario mostly confirms H9a. For (ii) product evaluation (t = 2.562, p < 0.05) and 

(iii) price fairness (t = 4.117, p < 0.001), the t-test shows a significant difference, with the 

scores in the PP group being higher than in the AIP group. For (i) purchase likelihood, the 

effect goes in the same direction, but is significant only at the 10% level (t = 2.023). 

In the LI scenario, the descriptive statistics show that the mean scores are again higher in the 

PP group than in the AIP group for all of the three outcome variables. However, none of the 

differences are significant, which is due to the small sample size of only 11 participants who 

reported a high AMcDonalds. 

Thus, H9a is partly supported. 

Hypothesis 9b assumes that consumers with a negative attitude toward the firm exhibit low-

er (i) purchase likelihood, (ii) product evaluation, and (iii) perceived price fairness when the 

product is sold at a PP rather than at an AIP that is identical in sum. 

For the test of this hypothesis, all respondents with an Af of less than 3 were considered. 

The HI scenario fails to strengthen H9b, since none of the three tests for difference in mean 

yield significant results.  
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The same holds for the LI scenario. As a result, H9b cannot be supported. 

Overall, while the data indicate that consumers with a very positive Af tend to prefer the PP 

price design to the AIP price format, no evidence could be found for a preference of negative 

Af consumers for the AIP format. 

4.2.4 Summary of the hypothesis testing 

A summary of the test results is presented in table 8. It provides an overview of all of the 

hypotheses and the results of their testing. Besides, for the partially supported hypotheses, 

information on which case strengthened them is provided. 

Table 8: Overview of hypotheses testing results 
 

Number Hypothesis Result Supported by scenario 

H1a 

 

MA           Purchase Likelihood PP  
 

H1b 

 

MA           Product Evaluation PP  
 

H1c 

 

MA           Price Fairness PP  
 

H2a 

 

MA           Purchase Likelihood AIP  
 

H2b 

 

MA           Product Evaluation AIP  
 

H2c 

 

MA           Price Fairness AIP  
 

H3a 

 

PI              Purchase Likelihood PP () LI 

H3b 

Purchase Likelihood AIP >  

Purchase Likelihood PP (independent of PI)  
 

- 

- 

- 

+ 
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H4a 

 

PI              Product Evaluation PP () HI 

H4b 
Product Evaluation AIP >  

Product Evaluation PP (independent of PI) 
 

 

H5a 

 

PI              Price Fairness PP  
 

H5b 

Price Fairness AIP >  

Price Fairness PP (independent of PI) () 
LI 

H6a 

 

PI              Purchase Likelihood (independent of 

price format) () LI 

H6b 

 

PI              Product Evaluation (independent of 

price format) () LI 

H6c 

 

PI              Price Fairness 

(independent of price format)  

 

H7a 

 

Attitude               Purchase Likelihood PP () HI 

H7b 

 

Attitude               Product Evaluation PP () HI 

H7c 

 

Attitude               Price Fairness PP () HI 

H8a (i) 

 

Attitude            Purchase Likelihood AIP   

H8a (ii) 

 

Attitude            Product Evaluation AIP () LI 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 
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H8a (iii) 

 

Attitude            Price Fairness AIP   

H8b (i) 

 

Attitude               Purchase Likelihood AIP   

H8b (ii) 

 

Attitude               Product Evaluation AIP () HI 

H8b (iii) 

 

Attitude               Price Fairness AIP   

H9a 

 

Positive Af               Preference of PP over AIP () HI 

H9b 

 

Negative Af               Preference of AIP over PP   

 

4.3 Further exploratory data analyses 

Apart from the key research hypotheses, additional exploratory analyses were conducted in 

order to (a) take a closer look at the flight scenario and at the respondents’ price estimations 

for all of the three scenarios to see if relevant effects can be discovered and (b) find potential 

relationships between the three predictor variables that have not been covered by the hypoth-

eses. 

4.3.1 Flight scenario 

The flight scenario was added to the two main research scenarios (laptop and ice cream) with 

the goal to find out if consumers react differently to a PP that consists of relatively even 

price components compared to a PP composed of highly odd numbers which should hamper 

calculations.  

 

 

+ 

+ 

+ 
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An independent samples t-test comparing the mean values for the three outcome variables in 

the “strange PP” and “normal PP” group can be used to answer this question. The test finds 

that there are no significant differences in any of the three variables between the two groups 

(tPurchLikelih = 0.076, p > 0.1; tProdEval = 0.209, p > 0.1; tPriceFairness = -0.639, p > 0.1). This test 

result is not surprising given the striking similarity in means of the three dependent variables 

which are depicted in a descriptives table below (cf. table 9).  

Table 9: Descriptive statistics for the outcome variables in the flight scenario 

 Group Flight N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Purchase Likelihood Flight Strange PP 40 5.1875 1.24618 .19704 

Normal PP 36 5.1667 1.13669 .18945 

Product Evaluation Flight Strange PP 40 5.3500 1.19400 .18879 

Normal PP 36 5.2917 1.23274 .20546 

Price Fairness Flight Strange PP 40 4.9438 1.07042 .16925 

Normal PP 36 5.1111 1.21221 .20203 

 

Besides, the flight scenarios can be used to check whether the null findings regarding the 

impact of MA on the three outcome variables can be confirmed for a third time. A regression 

analysis leads to some highly surprising results: In the case of the “normal” PP flight with 

rather even numbers for the three price components, there are significant negative regression 

coefficients for MA and purchase likelihood (B = -0.373, β = -0.527, p < 0.01), product 

evaluation (B = -0.422, β = -0.519, p < 0.01) and price fairness (B = -0.382, β = -0.46,  

p < 0.05). However, there are no significant models for MA and any of the three variables 

for the “strange” PP flight with odd price components. For an overview of the corresponding 

regression results, see table 10. 

In short, the results indicate that there are no general differences in preference between a 

rather simple and a more complex design of a PP. However, the data also show that MA is 

negatively related to consumer reactions in the case of the comparatively easy to calculate 

PP. 
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Table 10: Results of a regression analysis for MA and three outcome  
variables for different types of PP 

 

Purchase Likelihood  

Flight Normal PP 

Product Evaluation 

Flight Normal PP 

Price Fairness 

Flight Normal PP 

Math Anxiety R
2 

.278 .27 .212 

F 10.762 10.343 7.522 

p < .01 < .01 < .05 

    

 

 

Purchase Likelihood 

Flight Strange PP 

Product Evaluation 

Flight Strange PP 

Price Fairness 

Flight Strange PP 

Math Anxiety R
2 

.005 .001 .027 

F .188 .022 .941 

p > .1 > .1 > .1 

4.3.2 Price estimations 

The first question following the three scenario presentations asked participants to recall the 

total price of the offer they had just been presented with. Respondents’ answers to this ques-

tion provide the opportunity to explore whether there are significant differences in the accu-

racy of price estimations between the PP and AIP groups for one particular product. To an-

swer this question, a variable containing the difference between actual price and price esti-

mation for each participant was created.  

An independent samples t-test for the HI case does not show significant differences  

(t = -1.101, p > 0.1) between the average deviation in the PP and the AIP group. However, 

the descriptive statistics showed that there is an influential outlier in the PP group (who un-

derestimated the price by 700€). After excluding this case from the t-test, the result indicates 

even more strongly that there is no notable difference in price estimations between the two 

groups (t = -0.394, p > 0.1).  

For the LI case, results were similar, with no clear differences in price recall accuracy be-

tween the PP and AIP group (t = -0.87, p > 0.1). 

Finally, it is interesting to take a closer look at the price estimations in the flight scenario. 

Here, both scenarios contained a PP, with one of them including relatively even price com-

ponents, and the other one consisting of uneven prices.  

A first analysis shows that again, there is no significant difference between price estimations 
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in the two groups (t = 0.828, p > 0.1). However, the descriptive statistics revealed that, as in 

the laptop case, there was one influential outlier (price estimation of 500, correct price 

55.99). Removing this outlier from the sample did not lead to a significant result anyway  

(t = -1.130, p > 0.1). 

Overall, the results seem to imply that there is no impact of either an AIP vs. PP or a normal 

vs. complex PP format on the accuracy of price estimations. This conclusion should not be 

over-interpreted, however, as will be explained in chapter 5.  

Another question that arises from the collected data is whether MA has an impact on the 

accuracy of price estimations. Since there is no theoretical reason to assume that MA im-

pacts the recall of prices in the AIP scenarios (where no calculation is necessary), this analy-

sis only includes the PP scenarios. Furthermore, only the flight scenario is considered, since 

price estimations in the laptop and ice cream scenario were highly precise among the PP 

respondents: 41 out of 46 respondents exposed to the laptop PP scenario reported the correct 

price of 2,199€ or a price of 2,200€ which can be considered correct as well. Besides, 28 out 

of 35 individuals in the ice cream PP scenario recalled the exact price of 2.49€ or the round-

ed price of 2.50€. As a result, there is not enough variation in these two groups to conduct a 

meaningful analysis of the relationship between MA and accuracy of price estimations. 

For the flight scenario (both types of PP included), the correlation between MA and the ab-

solute deviation from the correct price estimation was calculated. However, no significant 

relationship was to be found (r = -0.096, p > 0.1). Thus, the data fail to provide any evi-

dence for a linear relationship between MA and the accuracy of price estimations. 

4.3.3 Further tests of the independent variables 

In order to obtain a more generic view of the data and discover potential relationships that 

were not covered by the hypotheses, a generalized linear model (GLM) was set up to check 

for direct effects of and interaction effects between different input variables. The model was 

run for all of the 12 dependent variables, i.e. purchase likelihood, product evaluation and 

perceived price fairness for the PP HI, AIP HI, PP LI and AIP LI scenario. It included the 

following predictors: gender (as a factor) and age, MA, PI, and attitude toward the firm (as 

covariates). Nationality was not included because the small sample sizes per nationality 

group mean that it is not reasonable to draw conclusions from this factor (as opposed to stud-

ies which include only respondents from two nationalities with good sample sizes for each, 
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where such analyses are more meaningful). All potential interaction terms (excluding the 

gender x age interaction) were included in the model. The analysis was run for the reduced 

sample of 66 cases. 

4.3.3.1 Results for the PP HI product 

For the purchase likelihood of the PP HI product, two variables have a significant main ef-

fect: Gender (Bmale = -4.921, p < 0.05) and PI with laptops (B = 6.336, p < 0.01). Besides, 

the positive main effect of age is significant at the 10% level (B = 1.027). 

Regarding interaction effects, a highly significant negative interaction term between MA and 

PI with laptops was found (B = -0.465, p < 0.01). Moreover, a strong negative interaction 

between age and PI with laptops results from the data (B = -0.284, p = 0.001). Besides, a 

significant interaction term exists for gender and PI with laptops (Bmale = 1.057, p < 0.01). 

Two interactions are close to being significant with p-values in the range of 0.05 – 0.1, 

namely gender x MA (Bmale = -0.502) and MA x attitude toward Apple (B = -0.192). 

The relationship between product evaluation of the PP HI offer and the proposed factors and 

covariates involves one significant direct effect, namely the positive effect of PI with laptops 

(B = 4.767, p < 0.05).  

Besides, it exhibits three highly significant interaction terms, namely age x attitude toward 

Apple (B = 0.149, p < 0.05), age x PI with laptops (B = -0.177, p < 0.05) and MA x PI with 

laptops (B = -0.404, p = 0.01). Besides, the interaction gender x PI with laptops is close to 

reaching significance (Bmale = 0.608, 0.05 < p < 0.1). 

For price fairness of the HI product sold with a PP, the only significant main effect of the 

independent variables was again PI with laptops (B = 5.429, p = 0.01). 

Besides, there were two significant, negative interaction terms: Age x PI with laptops  

(B = -0.189, p < 0.05) and MA x PI with laptops (B = -0.303, p < 0.05). Besides, the inter-

action gender x attitude toward Apple was significant at the 10% level (Bmale = -0.45). 

4.3.3.2 Results for the AIP HI product 

Purchase likelihood of the AIP HI product case cannot be described well by a GLM, as indi-

cated by the non-significant result of the Omnibus Test in SPSS. Adding to this, none of the 

parameter estimates for the main effects and interaction effects is significant at the 5% level. 
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For product evaluation of the AIP HI offer, the Omnibus Test again indicates that the fitted 

model is not necessarily better than the intercept-only model. However, there are some sig-

nificant main effects: Attitude toward Apple (B = 7.161, p < 0.01) and PI with laptops  

(B = 3.265, p < 0.05) have a positive direct effect on product evaluation. Besides, the effect 

of gender was significant (Bmale = 8.791, p < 0.01). The positive main effect of MA is signif-

icant at the 10% level (B = 2.357). 

Moreover, a significant negative interaction between gender and MA was found  

(Bmale = -1.079, p < 0.001). The negative interaction between gender and PI with laptops was 

significant as well (Bmale = -1.25, p < 0.01). MA and attitude toward Apple were character-

ized by a negative interaction term (B = -0.417, p < 0.05), as well as attitude toward Apple 

and PI with laptops (B = -0.79, p < 0.001). 

The Omnibus Test again yielded an insignificant result for price fairness of the AIP HI prod-

uct. The parameter estimates revealed a positive main effect of MA (B = 1.828, p < 0.05) 

and PI with laptops (B = 3.889, p < 0.01). Besides, the negative direct effect of age was sig-

nificant at the 10% level (B = -0.396). 

A significant gender x attitude toward Apple interaction was found (Bmale = 1.115,  

p = 0.001). Besides, the negative interaction between gender and PI with laptops was signif-

icant (Bmale = -1.531, p < 0.01). Finally, a negative interaction was discovered for MA and PI 

with laptops (B = -0.434, p < 0.05). 

For a summary of the generalized linear models regarding the HI product dependent varia-

bles, please consider table 11. It should be noted, however, that only the findings for the PP 

price format are highly diagnostic, since the Omnibus Test result was significant only for 

this price format. A positive interaction involving gender means that males had a positive 

parameter estimate compared to females. Only parameter effects significant at the 5% level 

are included. 
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Table 11: Overview of GLM results for the HI product scenario -  
bold print: positive effect or interaction, normal print: negative effect or interaction 

 

Purchase 

Likelihood 

PP 

Product 

Evaluation 

PP 

Price  
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4.3.3.3 Results for the PP LI product 

The same analysis was conducted for the LI scenario, using attitude toward McDonalds and 

involvement with ice cream as covariates. 

The Omnibus Test of model fit was again insignificant for purchase likelihood of the PP LI 

product. A significant direct predictor of the purchase likelihood of the PP LI product is  

PI with ice cream (B = -6.53, p < 0.05), surprisingly with a negative coefficient. 

Besides, a significant interaction term was found for age and PI with ice cream (B = 0.251,  

p < 0.05) as well as for attitude toward McDonalds and PI with ice cream (B = 0.168,  

p < 0.05). Moreover, a negative interaction of age and MA was close to being significant  

(B = -0.105, 0.05 < p < 0.1). 

For product evaluation of the LI product offered with a PP, the Omnibus Test again revealed 

that the GLM might not be a good prediction tool for this variable. Once more, PI with ice 
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cream was found to be a highly negative direct predictor of the dependent variable  

(B = -6.446, p < 0.001). Besides, the main effect of MA was significant at the 10% level  

(B = 4.44). 

The two interaction terms age x MA (B = -0.12, p < 0.05) and age x PI with ice cream  

(B = 0.245, p < 0.001) were significant. Moreover, the positive interaction term of PI with 

ice cream and attitude toward McDonalds was significant at the 10% level (B = 0.124,  

0.05 < p < 0.1). 

For price fairness of the PP LI product, the Omnibus Test was significant (p < 0.05), indicat-

ing a good predictive power of the calculated GLM. The only significant (and surprising) 

main effect was the positive effect of MA on price fairness (B = 6, p < 0.05). 

Besides, a number of interactions were significant. Firstly, the interaction between gender 

and attitude toward McDonalds was strong (Bmale = 0.869, p < 0.001). Secondly, and surpris-

ingly, the interaction term for MA and attitude toward McDonalds was significant  

(B = -0.541, p < 0.05). Thirdly, MA and PI with ice cream interacted significantly  

(B = -0.334, p < 0.05). And fourthly, there was a highly significant interaction between atti-

tude toward McDonalds and PI with ice cream (B = 0.162, p < 0.01). Besides, the interac-

tion term gender x PI with ice cream was almost significant at the 5% level (Bmale = -0.493, 

0.05 < p < 0.1). 

4.3.3.4 Results for the AIP LI product 

For purchase likelihood of the AIP LI product, the Omnibus Test was highly significant  

(p = 0.01), indicating a good model fit. A couple of direct effects were found: Age had a 

significant positive parameter (B = 1.136, p < 0.05), as well as gender (Bmale = 4.092,  

p < 0.05). Besides, the positive direct effect of AMcDonalds was significant at the 10% level  

(B = 6.26). 

The only significant interaction term in the GLM was gender x attitude toward McDonalds 

(Bmale = -1.162, p < 0.05). The negative interaction of age and attitude toward McDonalds 

was almost significant (B = -0.216, 0.05 < p < 0.1). 

A good GLM was also calculated for product evaluation of the AIP LI product, with an Om-

nibus Test p-value of less than 0.05. However, there were no significant direct or interaction 

effects among the parameter estimates. This indicates that although the individual main  
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effects and interaction terms are not very strong, the overall model is a good tool for predict-

ing product evaluation scores based on the input variables. 

For price fairness of the AIP LI product, the Omnibus Test did not yield a significant result. 

Besides, there were no significant direct effects of the factors and covariates. 

However, two parameter estimates of the interaction terms were significant. Firstly, there 

was an interaction between age and PI with ice cream (B = -0.072, p < 0.05). Secondly, and 

very surprisingly, a significant interaction term for MA and attitude toward McDonalds  

(B = -0.273, p < 0.05) was found. The positive interaction between age and attitude toward 

McDonalds was slightly insignificant (B = 0.268, 0.05 < p < 0.1). 

A summary of the GLM results for the LI purchase scenario is presented in table 12. Note 

that Omnibus Tests were only significant for price fairness PP, and purchase likelihood and 

product evaluation AIP. Therefore, only these results should be considered as highly mean-

ingful when it comes to interpreting the data. 

Table 12: Overview of GLM results for the LI product scenario -  
bold print: positive effect or interaction, normal print: negative effect or interaction 
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The implications of these results will be discussed in the following chapter. 
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5. Discussion of findings 

While some of the results discussed in chapter 4 correspond with the research hypotheses, 

others fail to support the assumptions. Based on the theory developed in chapter 2 as well as 

additional ideas and findings from other research, the main results are examined in this chap-

ter. 

5.1 Math anxiety 

The first independent variable included in this research is MA. This chapter discusses the 

findings about the impact of MA on evaluations of PPs and AIPs and the additional findings 

from the exploratory research chapter. 

5.1.1 Math anxiety and partitioned prices 

The linear regressions revealed that as opposed to H1a – H1c, there is generally no signifi-

cant negative impact of MA on PP evaluations, which were measured by the three dependent 

variables purchase likelihood, product evaluation, and price fairness. 

One possible explanation for this result can be found in the sample structure: The sample 

was characterized by a low variation in MA, with most participants having low to moderate 

MA. This makes it more difficult to find significant relationships, even if these might exist in 

the overall population. It can be assumed that respondents with low to moderate MA had 

little difficulty performing the necessary additions by mental calculation. 

Besides, research has shown that math skills are positively correlated with need for cognition 

(Simon, Fagley, & Halleran, 2004). Since the overall sample mainly consists of subjects with 

moderate to good math skills, this could also imply a relatively high average need for cogni-

tion among the participants. Need for cognition, in turn, is positively related to evaluations 

of PPs with reasonable surcharges (Burman & Biswas, 2007). This cascade of relationships 

could explain why for this particular sample characterized by below-average MA, there is no 

negative linear relationship between MA and evaluations of a PP purchase situation. 

Another important aspect to consider is that today, a simple addition can be done with little 

expenditure of time using a calculator, which is an integrated app in many mobile phones. 

The fact that such a tool is quickly available might be a remedy for potential MA symptoms 
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of more math-anxious individuals, since the opportunity of a quick electronic calculation 

lowers the mental costs of calculations for subjects high in MA. 

Overall, due to the sample structure, the discovered null effect of MA on PP evaluations 

should not be over-interpreted or regarded as generalizable. However, it might be an indica-

tion that sellers do not need to be overly worried about the MA level of their customers when 

considering the introduction of simple, additive PPs.  

One finding in the context of MA and products sold with a PP was very surprising: In the LI 

scenario, perceived price fairness increased together with respondents’ MA, as revealed by a 

linear regression. This would imply that highly math-anxious participants tend to judge the 

PP of the ice cream as fairer than less math-anxious individuals. The finding was also con-

firmed by the corresponding GLM, which included a significantly positive main effect of 

MA on price fairness. There is no apparent theoretical explanation for this result. However, 

this particular finding is not necessarily meaningful, since only 28 participants were in the LI 

PP group after removal of some of the cases due to answer patterns on the MA scale. Be-

sides, the result is not robust to changes in the considered sample: After removing only one 

participant who scored very high on both MA and perceived price fairness of the PP LI 

product, the regression model was no longer significant. 

Another interesting result with regard to MA was that in the flight scenario, which was pri-

marily added to study the impact of different numerical designs of a PP, MA had a signifi-

cant negative effect on the three outcome variables for the “normal” PP with rather even 

price components. However, it had no effect for the “strange” PP with rather odd addends. 

This finding is even more notable since only 30 participants were part of the “normal” PP 

group (vs. 36 in the “strange” PP group), and the effect of MA was still significant.  

An explanation one could think of is an incidental difference in the distribution of MA 

scores between the two groups. However, an independent samples t-test showed that there is 

no significant difference in mean or variance of MA between the “normal” and the “strange” 

PP group. Therefore, this surprising finding must be explained based on the difference in PP 

design. One could imagine that for the “normal” PP, participants high in MA realized that 

they should be able to mentally calculate the total price, but had problems doing so, leading 

to frustration and lower evaluations of the purchase situation. For the “strange” PP, partici-

pants might have agreed that calculating the sum requires quite some effort (or even the use 

of an electronic calculator), independently of MA. Obviously, this explanatory approach is a 
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little far-fetched. It might also be that variables not captured in this study differentiate mem-

bers of the two flight groups, e.g. involvement with flights or aerophobia. 

Overall, there seems to be no apparent explanation for this finding, and future research on 

this topic, using larger samples, is needed to confirm or refute this surprising result. 

5.1.2 Math anxiety and all-inclusive prices 

As hypothesized in H2, regression analysis revealed no impact of MA on evaluations of 

AIPs. This was to be expected because AIPs are characterized by the fact that they contain 

only one price component – the total price – and that consumers therefore do not have to 

perform any calculations for processing them. As a result, MA does not play a role for eval-

uations of AIPs. For reasons of completeness, it should be noted that a GLM for the predic-

tion of price fairness in the HI scenario showed a significant positive direct effect of MA. 

However, the clearly insignificant Omnibus Test (p = 0.36) for this GLM shows that this 

finding cannot be relied on with sufficient certainty. Therefore, this result does not cast 

doubt on the strong support found for the research hypotheses. 

5.1.3 Findings about math anxiety from the exploratory analysis 

One finding from the exploratory analysis was that there is no relationship between MA and 

the accuracy of price estimations in case of a PP. However, this result cannot be considered 

as very reliable because of participants’ option to restart the survey and/or to use a calcula-

tor. Moreover, the quality of price estimations was generally very high throughout the sam-

ple. Therefore, only a few cases of deviations from the correct price could actually be in-

cluded in the analysis, so that the result is not very powerful.  

Another result was a significant negative interaction between MA and PI with laptops in a 

GLM for most of the dependent variables in the PP and AIP HI case. Although MA did not 

have a significant direct negative effect on the dependent variables in these cases, it thus has 

an indirect effect by being associated with lower PI with laptops, for which a main effect 

was found. The interpretation is that more math-anxious individuals tend to be less involved 

with laptops, and vice versa. One possible reason for this finding is that laptops are often 

used for calculations by students, e.g. in programs such as Microsoft Excel, IBM SPSS, or 

Stata. Individuals who try to avoid mathematical calculations due to their MA might there-

fore also be less interested in laptops. An explanation based on prior research is that MA has 
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been shown to be positively related to computer anxiety (Gressard & Loyd, 1987; Raub, 

1981). It is likely that computer anxiety, in turn, is negatively related to PI with laptops. 

Besides, the significant negative interaction of MA and attitude toward the firm for price 

fairness of the PP and AIP LI product as well as product evaluation of the AIP HI offer was 

striking. In relation to the LI scenario, this finding implies that with higher MA, the AMcDon-

alds decreases and vice versa in the context of price fairness. In case of the HI purchase sce-

nario, the interaction implies that individuals with higher MA tend to have a more negative 

AApple. Since AApple has a positive main effect on product evaluations in the AIP scenario, this 

implies that MA has an indirect negative effect on the evaluation of the product. These re-

sults are hard to explain on a theoretical basis. It is particularly surprising that two of the 

three significant interaction terms appear in AIP cases, for which there is no reason to as-

sume that MA plays a role.  

5.2 Product involvement 

The second predictor variable included in this research is PI. This chapter discusses the find-

ings about the impact of PI on purchase likelihood, product evaluation, and perceived price 

fairness as well as the additional findings from the exploratory research chapter. 

5.2.1 Product involvement and purchase likelihood 

Regression analyses revealed that the purchase likelihood of a PP product increases together 

with PI in the LI case, but not in the HI case, which only partly confirms the research hy-

potheses. One possible explanation for this finding is based on the distribution of PI scores: 

There was a much higher variation in PI for the LI scenario compared to the HI scenario. 

Therefore, it is more difficult to find effects for the HI scenario. A more theoretical explana-

tion is based on the price levels of the two offers: Since the PP of the HI offer (2,199€) is 

very high (both in sum and in terms of its price components), purchase likelihood might be 

determined more by the simple availability of the necessary financial means to a respondent 

than by his PI with the category. By contrast, the price is very low for the LI offer (2.49€), 

and thus poses no financial risk to respondents. As a result, PI is a more dominant factor in 

the determination of purchase likelihood for the LI offer. 
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However, the results found with the GLM (based on the reduced sample of 66 respondents) 

are quite different: For purchase likelihood of the PP HI product, the GLM revealed a strong, 

significant positive effect of PI with laptops. This is a notable result, since the Omnibus Test 

result for this variable was highly significant. Besides, and very counterintuitively, the GLM 

found a negative main effect of PI with ice cream on purchase likelihood of this PP LI prod-

uct. In this case, however, the GLM did not have a good quality, so that the latter finding can 

be ignored. Overall, the GLM strengthens the original research hypothesis: PI is positively 

associated with purchase likelihood when a product is sold with a PP. 

Another interesting finding was that under HI, purchase likelihood is higher for the PP prod-

uct than for the product with an AIP that is identical in sum. A likely reason for this result is 

that the mentioning of the different product components in the PP makes the product benefits 

more salient (e.g. respondents might associate the mentioning of “software” in the MacBook 

PP with powerful and user-friendly software delivered by Apple). Adding to that, a PP might 

seem less overwhelming than an AIP in a high price case due to a mental anchoring on the 

first price mentioned (“Hardware: 1,499€” vs. “MacBook: 2,199€”), and the high price 

might also be perceived as more adequate when it is split up into its different (prod-

uct/benefit) components. Besides, the finding is in line with prior research showing that PPs 

are preferred to AIPs when the additional price components in the PP are relatively low in 

comparison to the core component price (Sheng, Bao, & Pan, 2007). 

As opposed to this, there is no difference in purchase likelihood between the PP and AIP 

scenario in the LI purchase situation. The reason for this finding is probably that the low 

price in the LI situation (be it an AIP of 2.49€ or three components summing up to 2.49€) 

means minimal purchase risk, and that in such a situation, the price format does not influ-

ence purchase likelihood. 

Overall, the main insight is that in a HI and high price scenario, the use of a PP strategy has a 

positive impact on purchase likelihood relative to the application of a classical AIP strategy. 

By contrast, price format plays less of a role in determining purchase likelihood in a LI and 

low price buying situation. Besides, for a given PP purchase situation, higher PI with the 

category under consideration is generally associated with higher purchase likelihood. 
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5.2.2 Product involvement and product evaluation 

The evaluation of a product sold at a PP was found to increase together with PI in a HI sce-

nario, but not in a LI scenario. In fact, the GLM even indicated a negative effect of PI on 

product evaluations in the PP LI scenario, although this particular fact should not be over-

interpreted since the corresponding GLM did not pass the Omnibus Test.  

One possible explanation is that people very highly involved with laptops might generally 

have a very positive attitude toward Apple MacBooks, as these are often considered as 

“computers for professionals”, leading to higher product evaluations. These higher product 

evaluations are further increased by the high salience of product benefits in a PP.  

On the other hand, when it comes to ice cream, McDonalds is not a brand renowned for that 

product category, so that highly involved ice cream enthusiasts do not evaluate McDonalds 

ice cream particularly positively. This might be different for other brands that are famous for 

their ice cream offer. Besides, two of the product components in the PP LI case can be con-

sidered as providing little consumption benefit (i.e. topping, cone/cup), and are probably 

perceived as such by both highly involved and less involved consumers. Since consumers are 

more sensitive to the price of components offering low benefits (Hamilton & Srivastava, 

2008), this might indirectly lead to non-increasing product evaluations independently of PI 

in the LI purchase scenario.  

Similarly to the case of purchase likelihood, it was found that under HI, product evaluations 

of a PP offer are higher than product evaluations of an equivalent AIP offer. The reasoning 

behind this result might be similar as well: The price split-up into different components in 

the PP case makes the product benefits more salient and thereby, the product becomes more 

attractive despite its high price. This effect is enhanced by the high quality of the secondary 

product components in the HI scenario. Research has shown that PP increases product evalu-

ations compared to AIP when the secondary attributes are attractive (Bertini & Wathieu, 

2008). 

By contrast, the high price is not visibly justified by multiple product benefits in the AIP 

case, leading to relatively lower product evaluations. 

Another result that was in line with the PI – purchase likelihood findings was the null effect 

of price format on product evaluations in a LI scenario. An explanation for this outcome is 

that given the low total price of PP and AIP offer and the relatively low value of product 

components (e.g. in this case: cone/cup, topping), dividing the price into components does 
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not have a positive effect on product evaluations. Instead, the most important factor for 

product evaluations is probably the liking for the particular product type offered. 

The insight that PPs lead to generally favorable consumer reactions in the HI scenario, but 

have no notable impact in the LI scenario, can also be explained based on attribution theory. 

Research on PP and attribution theory has shown that customers prefer PPs to AIPs if they 

perceive the marketer as not being responsible for the surcharges, but are indifferent if the 

marketer is responsible (Bambauer-Sachse & Mangold, 2010). In case of the laptop, all of 

the three components (hardware, software and accessories) are integral components of the 

product, and it is thus likely that respondents did not attribute responsibility for the software 

and accessories “surcharges” to the marketer. On the other hand, the “topping” component in 

the ice cream scenario might be considered as a surcharge attributable to the marketer, since 

having ice cream without a topping is not uncommon. This might be one additional factor 

explaining the differential findings for the HI and LI scenario. 

The main conclusion to be drawn is that product evaluations can be increased by selling a 

HI, high price product at a PP rather than an AIP. However, there is no notable effect of 

price format on product evaluations in a LI, low price situation. 

5.2.3 Product involvement and price fairness 

Price fairness was the only outcome variable which neither increased together with PI in the 

HI PP scenario, nor in the LI PP scenario, according to the linear regression results. One 

potential reason could be that PI might not have an impact on price fairness perceptions at 

all, since respondents might have a certain internal reference price for both product catego-

ries in this research, which does not necessarily depend on their level of PI with the catego-

ries.  

However, it should be noted that the effect of PI on price fairness was significant at the 10% 

level for the HI scenario, which indicates at least a tendency that people more involved with 

an HI product also have a higher willingness to pay for it. This trend from the regression is 

supported by the GLM, which includes PI with laptops as a significant direct positive predic-

tor of perceived price fairness in the PP HI scenario. Although this tendency might theoreti-

cally also exist for a LI product such as ice cream, McDonalds is not known for high quality 

in that product category. Thus, people more involved with ice cream might not be willing to 

pay a price premium for McDonalds ice cream compared to less involved consumers.  



 56 

Besides, one result was that in a HI situation, price fairness is perceived as higher for a PP 

than for an AIP. The reasoning for this finding is similar to the above explanations regarding 

purchase likelihood and product evaluation. While this positive effect of PP relative to AIP 

on price fairness perceptions in a HI situation is a new finding in the consumer segment, a 

similar result has already been obtained in a business-to-business purchase scenario (Fergu-

son, Brown, & Johnston, 2017). 

One outcome that differed between price fairness and the other two dependent variables is 

that under LI, price fairness of the AIP product is perceived as higher than price fairness of 

the PP product. In fact, this is the only instance of an outcome variable being significantly 

higher for AIP than for PP. A possible reason for this result is that consumers make use of 

the numerosity heuristic under LI (cf. chapter 2.2.2). When the overall price is low, splitting 

it up might make the product seem more expensive. This idea matches the finding of Hom-

burg et al. (2014) that customers exhibit a “bias toward simplicity”. Additionally, respond-

ents might find it strange or unfair to pay separate prices for rather simple, low benefit com-

ponents of an ice cream, causing lower perceived price fairness. This is in line with research 

showing that consumers are more sensitive to the price of low-benefit components in a PP 

(Hamilton & Srivastava, 2008). Besides, prospect theory might provide an explanation, in 

the sense that respondents perceive multiple component prices to be paid for relatively low 

value components as more negative than paying one price of the same total amount for the 

overall product.   

All in all, the results for price fairness confirm the positive effect of a PP format on consum-

er reactions to a HI, high-price offer. Besides, they provide the additional insight that in a LI 

scenario, a traditional AIP tends to be perceived as fairer than a PP. At the same time, one 

must conclude that for a given PP purchase scenario, the positive impact of an individual’s 

PI with the category on price fairness perceptions is only marginal. 

5.2.4 Main effect of product involvement regardless of price format 

Interestingly, there was no main effect of PI on purchase likelihood, product evaluation, or 

perceived price fairness in the HI scenario, when the two different price formats are consid-

ered together. This overall finding from a regression analysis is relatively meaningful due to 

the large sample (n = 76) used. The most obvious reason for this result is that the high price 
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of the HI product means that not PI, but financial endowment, plays the most important role 

in the overall sample for any evaluations of the laptop. 

However, a main effect of PI on purchase likelihood and product evaluation that is inde-

pendent of price format was discovered by a regression analysis in the LI case. This finding 

can be explained by the less important role that a price plays when it is low, no matter if it is 

a low PP or a low AIP. When price is relatively less important, PI becomes a relatively more 

relevant factor for evaluations of a product offer. Hence, it is not unexpected that individuals 

who are more involved with the LI category are also more likely to purchase a product from 

this category and evaluate it more favorably. 

5.2.5 Findings about product involvement from the exploratory 
analysis 

The GLM calculated for the exploratory analysis revealed some interesting interaction terms 

involving PI. 

One interaction effect that occurred for several outcome variables was the age x PI interac-

tion. In the case of the HI, PP product, a negative interaction between age and PI was found. 

This indicates that younger participants tend to be more involved with laptops than older 

ones. Although age had no significant main effect on any of the outcome variables for the HI 

case, the interaction implies that it has an indirect effect via PI with laptops. Interestingly, 

this interaction term was not significant for the AIP laptop. However, this difference be-

tween PP and AIP should be considered carefully, since the GLMs for the AIP HI scenario 

did not exhibit significant p-values in the Omnibus Test, whereas the PP GLMs were power-

ful. Also, this particular interaction must be seen as specific to laptops, and cannot be gener-

alized to other HI products. 

Besides, a positive interaction of age and PI was found for two of the outcome variables re-

lating to the LI PP scenario, i.e. older participants are, on average, more involved with ice 

cream than younger individuals. But again, these interactions should be considered with cau-

tion, since the corresponding GLMs failed the Omnibus Test. 

Another noteworthy interaction term was found for gender and PI in the HI scenario. In par-

ticular, it was found that with regard to purchase likelihood of the PP laptop, males are more 

involved with this product category than females. However, for product evaluation and price 

fairness of the AIP laptop, females were found to be more involved with laptops. Since these 
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findings are contradictory, it is important to consider the quality of the corresponding GLMs: 

While the GLM for purchase likelihood of the PP laptop exhibited a highly significant p-

value in the Omnibus Test, the GLMs for AIP product evaluation and price fairness did not. 

Therefore, the conclusion more likely to be correct is that males in the sample are more in-

volved with laptops than females.  

Finally, a positive interaction was found for attitude toward McDonalds and PI with ice 

cream with regard to purchase likelihood (low quality GLM for this variable) and price fair-

ness in the PP situation. The interpretation of this interaction is that people with a more fa-

vorable attitude toward McDonalds also tend to be more involved with ice cream. However, 

it is again incoherent that this effect is found only in the PP LI scenario, but not in the AIP 

LI scenario. 

A negative interaction between AApple and PI with laptops was found in the GLM predicting 

product evaluation of the AIP HI product. The counterintuitive finding that people who like 

Apple are less involved with laptops is relativized by the fact that the corresponding GLM 

was not significantly better than the intercept-only model. 

5.3 Attitude toward the selling firm 

The final independent variable used in this thesis is attitude toward the selling firm. In this 

chapter, the impact of attitude on the three dependent variables, the relationship between 

attitude and preferences for PP vs. AIP, and the additional findings from the exploratory re-

search chapter are discussed. 

5.3.1 Attitude and purchase likelihood 

One key insight regarding the relationship between Af and purchase likelihood is that the 

purchase likelihood of a PP product increases with Af in a HI buying situation, but not in a 

LI case. A possible explanation can be found in the sample structure with regard to AApple: 

Apple is the more controversial brand as compared to McDonalds, which is why it is easier 

to find effects of Af in the HI case. A theoretical reason for this result is that the selling firm 

and its brand are very important for purchases that constitute a big financial risk, since 

brands can serve as risk reducers (Aaker, 1991). Thus, the image of Apple as a company 

selling high quality technological products can reduce the high financial risk associated with 
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the scenario price of 2,199€. By contrast, in a LI, low price purchase situation, the brand of a 

selling firm is less important since the consumer is facing little purchase risk.  

In the AIP case, purchase likelihood was again found to increase with Af, but this time for 

both the HI and the LI product. While the reasoning for this effect in the HI case is the same 

as above, it seems less intuitive that the same result occurred for the LI AIP scenario. There 

are two potential causes of the significant finding in the LI case: One idea is that the numer-

osity heuristic, which consumers might use under LI and which might lower the impact of Af 

on purchase likelihood for the PP scenario, does not apply here. Another explanation could 

be that the AIP format increases respondents’ attention to the brand (rather than the price and 

its components), which might cause a higher impact of Af on purchase likelihood in the AIP 

LI scenario compared to the PP LI case. 

Overall, one can conclude that establishing a positive image of the company and its brand in 

the marketplace and thereby increasing consumer Af, gives companies the opportunity to 

maximize purchase likelihood among their consumers and makes customers less sensitive to 

price format. Put differently, companies with a very positive Af in the public do not need to 

be afraid of experimenting with PP and AIP formats, as this will not impact purchase likeli-

hood negatively, and a positive effect can be expected for PP HI products. 

5.3.2 Attitude and product evaluation 

As for purchase likelihood, product evaluation was found to increase together with Af in the 

HI scenario, but not in the LI scenario. This was the case for both the PP and the AIP format. 

Again, one reason for this outcome could be the more varied distribution of attitude scores 

for the HI product firm Apple. Another explanation more specific to the scenario is that the 

MacBook constitutes a product often praised by Apple enthusiasts and almost symbolizing 

the brand. This could cause a strong alignment between AApple and product evaluations. On 

the other hand, ice cream as a product category does not have such a strong connection to the 

McDonalds brand, which is why there is no significant tie between AMcDonalds and product 

evaluations for the ice cream. A more general explanation of this finding is that consumers 

have generally been found to be less brand-sensitive and brand-loyal in LI purchase catego-

ries (Amine, 1998; Lachance, Beaudoin, & Robitaille, 2003), which could explain the lim-

ited influence of Af on product evaluations in a LI buying situation.  



 60 

5.3.3 Attitude and price fairness 

The experiment also showed that perceived price fairness of a PP product increases with Af 

in the HI scenario, but not in the LI scenario. Besides, if the HI product is instead sold at an 

AIP, the effect of Af on price fairness is no longer significant. 

The differentiated findings regarding the HI scenario can be explained in the following way: 

Respondents with a favorable Af might react particularly positively to the split-up into price 

components in case of a PP, since they perceive these components as entailing high benefits 

(e.g. high quality of MacBook software). These different benefits are not salient when the HI 

product is sold at an AIP, and as a result, even company enthusiasts do not perceive the high 

price positively. Adding to that, an AIP leads to a higher focus on the large total price of 

more than 2,199€ as compared to the PP situation where the largest single price component 

is 1,499€. 

The null findings for the relationship between Af and price fairness in the LI scenario can be 

explained by the low price level which means that Af is not that important for evaluating 

price fairness, but rather the personal interest in ice cream and willingness to pay. 

5.3.4 Attitude and preferences for PP vs. AIP strategies 

The data revealed that in a HI purchase situation, consumers with a very positive Af clearly 

prefer the PP design over an equivalent AIP. As outlined in chapter 2.2.3, this can be ex-

plained by the high salience of the high benefit product components (e.g. Apple software) in 

the PP, which customers who like the selling firm will appreciate strongly. Besides, a per-

ceived increase in price transparency might have played a role. 

Although the data on the LI buying scenario could not statistically support the finding from 

the HI case, the means hinted at a similar effect direction. Therefore, the preference of con-

sumers with a very positive Af for a PP in a LI situation should be underscored by future 

research with a larger sub-sample. 

At the other end of the spectrum, consumers with a negative Af did not exhibit a significant 

preference for the AIP design, neither in the HI nor in the LI case. An explanation for this 

finding could be that as opposed to the predictions of the theoretical part, respondents did not 

have problems with the arithmetic tasks involved in a PP and did not experience an infor-
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mation overload. This is because the sample was characterized by low MA. As a result, the 

priming of a negative halo effect was not as impactful as projected, leading to indifference 

between the two price formats. 

5.3.5 Findings about attitude from the exploratory analysis 

Interestingly, the GLMs (based on the reduced sample of 66 participants) did not show sig-

nificant direct effects of Af on the outcome variables (with the exception of product evalua-

tion of the AIP HI product, for which the GLM had low predictive power). 

However, a number of interaction terms included Af. Since some of them have already been 

discussed in chapters 5.1.3 and 5.2.5, only the remaining interactions are considered in this 

part. 

One interesting interaction term appeared in the GLM for product evaluation of the PP lap-

top, namely a positive interaction of age and AApple. This indicates that older people tend to 

like Apple more than younger people.  

Besides, some interactions relate to the relationship between gender and Af. There is a posi-

tive interaction term for gender and AMcDonalds for price fairness of the PP LI product, but the 

same interaction term turns out negative in the GLM predicting purchase likelihood of the 

AIP LI product. Since both GLMs are good predictors of their corresponding target variables 

according to the Omnibus Test, the data does not yield a clear insight on whether males or 

females prefer McDonalds. 

A positive interaction was found for gender and AApple in the GLM predicting price fairness 

of the AIP HI product, which would indicate that males have a higher AApple than females. 

However, since this interaction term appeared only for this variable, and the corresponding 

GLM was not significantly better than the intercept-only model, this conclusion should not 

be generalized. 

5.4 Two different types of partitioned prices 

The flight scenario was included to test the effect of two different types of PP (that were 

identical in sum) on consumer reactions. One of these PPs was composed of relatively even, 

mentally easy to add, numbers (20 + 26.89 + 9.10). The other PP consisted of rather odd, 

hard to add, numbers (19.61 + 26.45 + 9.93). Interestingly, there were no significant differ-
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ences at all between the three dependent variables for the two PP versions. At first glance, 

this finding implies that when partitioning prices into different price components, companies 

do not need to worry about the difficulty of additions resulting for the customer. The result 

indicates that consumers do not “punish” selling firms for relatively complex PP designs 

compared to relatively simple ones (at least for the case of three additive price components). 

A possible explanation could be that remarkably “odd” price components in a PP are per-

ceived as more accurate or transparent by consumers, who might think that these numbers 

reflect actual costs. This might compensate for the higher complexity of calculations which 

become necessary for the customer. It could also be the case that consumers tolerate the 

“odd” PP because these pricing structures are very common in the product category of flights 

which was used in this research.  

Anyway, this finding should not be considered as generalizable before other studies have 

been conducted on this, since the sample scored very low on MA. Besides, the possibility of 

using calculators (or accurate mental calculations, which are easier for less math-anxious 

individuals) renders the difficulty of the addition caused by the complexity of the PP irrele-

vant. 

5.5 Impact of partitioned prices on accuracy of price 
estimations 

The data did not provide evidence of differences in the accuracy of price recall after expo-

sure to a PP vs. exposure to an AIP - neither for the two core scenarios, nor for the additional 

flight scenario. The obvious conclusion one could draw from this result is that consumers are 

able to accurately recall prices independently of price format, and that a PP does not reduce 

the accuracy of price estimations despite the higher mathematical complexity involved in 

calculating the total price as the sum of a number of price components. 

However, it must be said that this conclusion is not valid, since the finding on price estima-

tion accuracy is not necessarily reliable, and surely not generalizable: Firstly, participants 

had the option to re-start the survey after realizing that their price memory is being tested, 

and to be particularly attentive to price on their second attempt. Secondly, they could not be 

prevented from using calculators (which might even be installed on the same device on 

which they completed the experiment). And thirdly, as already mentioned, the sample was 

characterized by low MA, implying a generally high ability to conduct mental calculations.  
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6. Limitations and future research 

The research conducted in this master thesis is subject to several limitations, which open up 

avenues for future research. 

To start with, the effective sample size of 76 is rather small. Besides, 10 participants had to 

be removed for all analyses pertaining to MA, which further reduced the number of respond-

ents, making it more difficult to find significant effects. Therefore, future studies should be 

based on a larger sample to obtain more generalizable results, which could be achieved by 

offering financial incentives (James & Bolstein, 1990) or by cooperating with professional 

providers of respondent pools. 

Besides, one shortcoming of this study is that participants were distributed unequally to the 

HI scenarios, with 46 being exposed to the PP scenario and 30 seeing the AIP scenario. Due 

to the significantly different cell sizes, it is problematic to compare the groups. Besides, re-

sults from the larger group, i.e. the PP HI group, are more meaningful than conclusions 

drawn from the smaller sub-sample, the AIP HI group. Future studies could avoid this prob-

lem by collecting more respondents, which leads to more equally sized groups based on the 

law of large numbers (Freudenthal, 1972). Another option is to use a software tool that au-

tomatically ensures identical or almost identical cell sizes for different treatment conditions.  

A further limitation of this research is the low variation in one key independent variable, 

MA. The distribution of this variable was clearly not normally distributed, and an overpro-

portional percentage of respondents exhibited low or moderate scores on this measure. This 

can be explained by the fact that the sample contained many business students, who are ac-

customed to frequent mathematical calculations from their studies. The small variation in 

MA makes it more difficult to find the hypothesized effects of the variable in this sample. 

Related to this aspect, the study is based on a convenience student sample instead of the sta-

tistically ideal random sample of consumers. In particular, mostly young participants in the 

age group of 18 to 30 with a business background participated in the experiment. Therefore, 

the findings are not necessarily generalizable to the overall population of consumers, i.e. 

they potentially lack external validity (Kam, Wilking, & Zechmeister, 2007). Future studies 

should therefore use research funds to cooperate with a professional provider of randomized 

study participant pools.  
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Moreover, regarding the independent variable PI, although the manipulation of PI by using a 

laptop scenario (HI) and an ice cream scenario (LI) was successful in light of the significant-

ly different PI means, these means were not as different as would have been ideal. While the 

distribution of PI scores for laptops was concentrated in the moderate to high involvement 

area, the distribution of PI for ice cream was more varied than expected, with some partici-

pants reporting HI with ice cream. As a result, the distinction between a HI and a LI scenario 

was not as clear as would have been optimal. 

Potential decreases in the validity of the results are also possible because the access link for 

participation in the experiment was standardized. This was done in order to make it possible 

to use publicly visible and accessible survey access links in online groups. The drawback is 

that it was not possible to prevent repeated participations of individual respondents. More 

importantly, the study subjects were able to quit the questionnaire at any time and restart it 

later. Interestingly, 36 out of 53 collected instances of quitting the experiment occurred on 

one of the four price estimation pages related to the laptop (PP and AIP) and ice cream (PP 

and AIP) scenario. Although this might be coincidental in some cases, it is reasonable to 

assume that some participants quit on this page because they had not paid attention to the 

price and then restarted the experiment, this time being attentive to price. This might partial-

ly explain the surprisingly high precision in price recall. Overall, the null findings about 

price estimation accuracy in PP vs. AIP scenarios (cf. chapters 4.3.2, 5.5) should not be con-

sidered as sound. Future studies can prevent this problem by sending out individualized links 

to respondents and using functionalities which prevent respondents from quitting and restart-

ing the questionnaire. 

A similar problem is that participants could not be prevented from using calculators due to 

the study design as an online experiment. This might have increased the general level of ac-

curacy of price estimations. It would be interesting to conduct similar research in the form of 

a laboratory experiment, where it can be ensured that participants do not have access to elec-

tronic calculation help. This might lead to different results for the outcome variables and for 

price estimation accuracy. 

A more general precaution relates to the dependent variable “purchase likelihood”. This var-

iable only measures a behavioral intention, i.e. high purchase likelihood does not imply that 

respondents would actually purchase the corresponding product in a field scenario. In fact, 

research in psychology and business has consistently shown that there is a significant inten-
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tion-behavior gap (Sheeran, 2002). Besides, since respondents only saw a short description 

of product features and a symbolic image, all of the answers for the dependent variables are 

based on very limited information. In an actual buying situation, consumers have access to 

more information about products (e.g. more detailed information about product features, 

possibility to touch the product, option to compare it to alternative products). Therefore, 

evaluations such as purchase likelihood are more valid in a real-life setting. As a conse-

quence, future researchers should conduct field studies to provide evidence of price format 

effects in an actual purchase situation. This would also be interesting because the construal 

level of consumers is probably lower in a real purchase situation compared to an online sce-

nario without an actual purchase option, and lower construal has been shown to lead to less 

favorable reactions to PP strategies (Albinsson et al., 2010). 

Future studies could also take a further look at some of the surprising findings of this re-

search that could not be explained on a theoretical basis. In particular, the significant interac-

tion term of MA and Af for the LI product should be validated by additional research, using a 

different type of LI product and a different company brand.  

Another interesting result that should be considered in future studies is the null finding re-

garding the effect of the two different PP formats. For example, researchers could increase 

the number of price components to four and/or focus on a different product category in order 

to confirm or cast doubt on this result. Besides, it would be interesting to test whether con-

sumers perceive higher price transparency for an “odd” PP compared to a “normal” PP – this 

could explain the fact that consumers did not react negatively to this type of PP in this study. 

One typical danger associated with questionnaire-supported research is common method 

variance. This describes a situation in which responses are biased because the independent 

and the dependent variables are measured with the same research instrument at almost the 

same point in time, using the same respondents (Chang, van Witteloostuijn, & Eden, 2010). 

However, some researchers argue that this problem is overestimated (Spector, 2006). To 

avoid this potential issue, scholars could send out questionnaires regarding the dependent 

and assumed independent variables separately with some temporal distance. 

Furthermore, this thesis focuses on only two specific product categories and two specific 

sellers. Although this experiment successfully manipulated PI by presenting one LI (ice 

cream) and one HI product (laptop), it would be of interest to see if the results can be con-
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firmed for other product categories and other sellers. Another interesting research avenue is 

the differential effect of a PP strategy for identical products that are branded vs. unbranded.  

It should be noted that the PP presentation in the scenarios did not include a total price after 

the price components, but instead informed participants that the total price is the sum of the 

price components. This PP design was selected to maximize the assumed impact of MA, 

because it forces respondents to make calculations. Future studies might include a similar 

experiment, but provide the total price below the price components. Given that this research 

found almost no negative effects of a PP without a total price display on consumer percep-

tions, it is possible that a PP including the total price leads to even more positive reactions. 

This would be in line with previous research, in which a larger number of price components 

was used (Carlson & Weathers, 2008).  

Moreover, an analysis of the effect of more complex PP designs is worthwhile, e.g. relative 

surcharges expressed as a percentage of the base price instead of the absolute, additive sur-

charges used in this study. Among the PP design options, an additive PP requires the com-

paratively lowest evaluation effort (Estelami, 2003). 

Related to this, another variation of this study could change the relative share of price com-

ponents in the total price. In the two core scenarios used in this study, the first price compo-

nent shown was clearly the largest, and was followed by two smaller prices. This could be 

changed in future research, e.g. by presenting the largest price as second or third price com-

ponent, or by splitting a price up into several relatively equal price components. 

Finally, qualitative research on the subject of PP has the potential to yield some additional 

and more detailed insights on consumer perceptions of different price formats. Especially 

with regard to the differentiated findings on price fairness and its interplay with PI and price 

format (cf. chapter 4.2.2 and 5.2.3), it would be interesting to get insights into consumers’ 

thought processes when evaluating the fairness of an AIP vs. a PP. Relevant questions might 

be: How do the criteria for consumers’ price fairness evaluations differ between a PP and an 

AIP? Which criteria have the strongest impact on the final price fairness evaluation of a PP 

vs. AIP? And how do the criteria and their importance differ between a LI and a HI purchase 

situation?  

For example, the finding that consumers perceive an AIP as fairer than a PP in the ice cream 

purchase scenario, but the opposite holds for the laptop scenario, might indicate that the ap-
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plicability of prospect theory to PP depends on the benefit level of product components. This 

is a very interesting subject for future research.  
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7. Conclusion/executive summary 

The objective of this master thesis was to research the impact of three buyer characteristics - 

MA, PI, and Af - on consumer reactions to PPs and traditional AIPs. 

MA was found to have no direct effect on evaluations of a purchase scenario measured in 

terms of purchase likelihood, product evaluation, and price fairness. This null finding holds 

for both HI and LI purchase situations and both PP and AIP format. 

However, one surprising finding indicates a need for further research, namely the negative 

effect of MA on consumer reactions in the flight scenario with a “normal” PP with even 

price components. 

PI was shown to have a positive impact on purchase likelihood and product evaluation in a 

LI purchase situation (and likely also under HI, as indicated by the GLMs), independently of 

price format.  

When considering the purchase of a LI product, AIP is perceived as the fairer price format 

compared to PP, but the differences in purchase likelihood and product evaluation between 

the two price formats are only marginal. 

Most notably, for the HI scenario, PP was found to lead to significantly more favorable con-

sumer reactions than AIP in terms of all of the three outcome variables. 

Af is an important determinant of consumer reactions to PP HI product offers, as higher Af 

leads to more favorable reactions under HI conditions, and consumers with a very positive 

Af prefer PP to AIP. On the other hand, the impact of Af on reactions to PP LI offers is less 

clear on the basis of this research. 

Moreover, Af was shown to have a positive impact on purchase likelihood and (to a smaller 

extent) on product evaluations in AIP purchase scenarios, independently of the involvement 

level associated with the product offer. 

Additional interesting findings were the null effect of the numerical complexity of an addi-

tive PP on customer reactions as well as the lack of a difference in price estimation accuracy 

between PP and AIP formats of the same product offer. These results must be considered 

with caution, however. 

One key insight for managers is that they have the opportunity to improve consumer reac-

tions by introducing PPs for expensive, HI products that consist of separable, high benefit 
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components. By contrast, traditional AIPs are recommendable for inexpensive, LI products. 

Besides, business leaders should remember the importance of increasing consumers’ Af in 

order to lower their sensitivity to different price formats. 
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V. Appendix 

V.I. Complete experimental questionnaire 

Remark by the author: Different pages in the survey are formatted like this (e.g. “Start page” 

below). Participants did not see any titles on the survey pages. Variable names are format-

ted like this. They were not visible to the study participants either. 

Start page 

This survey is part of my master thesis at Norges Handelshøyskole, Bergen/Norway. Your 

response to it will be a much appreciated contribution to my work. All of your responses are 

treated entirely confidentially. Your answers are anonymous and it is not possible for me to 

identify you. Therefore, please answer all of the questions honestly, based on your personal 

opinion. Completing the survey will take you only about 10 minutes. Thank you very much! 

Scenario HI PP 

Imagine that you are browsing through an electronics store because you want to buy a new 

laptop for your studies. One product catches your attention: The new MacBook has just been 

released by Apple, offering numerous improvements compared to the old version, for exam-

ple improved graphics, brighter screen, higher processing speed, and lower weight. 

 

Looking at the price tag, you find the following price: 



 XIV 

Hardware 1499€ 

Software 600€ 

Standard accessory 100€ 

The total price is the sum of the three price components. 

Scenario HI AIP 

Imagine that you are browsing through an electronics store because you want to buy a new 

laptop for your studies. One product catches your attention: The new MacBook has just been 

released by Apple, offering numerous improvements compared to the old version, for exam-

ple improved graphics, brighter screen, higher processing speed, and lower weight. 

 

Looking at the price tag, you find the following price: 

MacBook 2199€ 

Scenario LI PP 

Imagine that you are looking for a dessert at McDonalds. One product catches your atten-

tion: Ice cream with a topping served in a cone or cup. You can choose between vanilla, 

strawberry and chocolate flavor and between a chocolate lens, caramel sauce and crispy nut 

topping. It is not possible to purchase the ice cream without topping. 



 XV 

 

Looking at the price display, you find the following price: 

Ice cream 1,50€ 

Topping 0,89€ 

Cone/cup 0,10€ 

The total price is the sum of the three price components. 

Scenario LI AIP 

Imagine that you are looking for a dessert at McDonalds. One product catches your atten-

tion: Ice cream with a topping served in a cone or cup. You can choose between vanilla, 

strawberry and chocolate flavor and between a chocolate lens, caramel sauce and crispy nut 

topping. It is not possible to purchase the ice cream without topping. 

 

Looking at the price display, you find the following price: 

Ice cream with topping served in a cone/cup 2,49€ 

 

 



 XVI 

Page before the second treatment scenario 

Next, please consider the following scenario... 

Page after exposure to each of the two treatment scenarios 

Please provide some information on your perception of this offer. 

Dependent variable page presented after exposure to each of the two scenarios 

Price estimation 

Please state the (total) price of the offer you just saw. (“total”: only HI PP offer) 

_________________________ 

Purchase likelihood 

Again, imagine that you are going to buy a laptop for your studies. Please report your opin-

ion on the following statements. 

 

Product evaluation 

Overall, the offer is... 

 

 

 

 

 

 Very low Very high 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The likelihood of me purchasing the product is... □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

My willingness to buy this product is… □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

The probability that I would consider buying this product 

is… 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Very unattractive Very attractive 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Very undesirable Very desirable 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
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Price fairness 

Please report your level of agreement with the following statements. 

 

Page after fill out of dependent variable page for both of the scenarios 

Please provide some more information about your attitudes on the following pages. 

Independent variable page for HI scenario 

Involvement with product category “laptops” 

Please report your opinion on the following statements with regard to the product category 

“laptops”. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Do not agree  

at all Totally agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The price of the product is fair. □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

This is exactly the price that I expected to pay for the value 

I get. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

The price of the product is acceptable for the value that I 

receive. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

The product is worth its money. □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

I attach no importance to 

the product 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ I attach great importance to 

the product 

I am not at all interested in 

the product 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ I am very interested in the 

product 

I am indifferent to the 

product 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ I am not indifferent to the 

product 
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Attitude toward selling firm Apple 

Please answer the following questions with regard to the company Apple. 

 

Independent variable page for LI scenario 

Involvement with product category “ice cream” 

Please report your opinion on the following statements with regard to the product category 

“ice cream”. 

 

Attitude toward selling firm McDonalds 

Please answer the following questions with regard to the company McDonalds. 

 Very negative Very positive 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

How negative is your attitude toward the company? □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

 Very bad Very good 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Do you think the company that manufactures the Mac-

Book is a bad or a good company? 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

 Definitely not Definitely 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Are you likely to purchase other products made by Apple? □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

I attach no importance to 

the product 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ I attach great importance to 

the product 

I am not at all interested in 

the product 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ I am very interested in the 

product 

I am indifferent to the 

product 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ I am not indifferent to the 

product 

 Very negative Very positive 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

How negative is your attitude toward the company? □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

 Very bad Very good 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Do you think the company that offers this type of ice 

cream is a bad or a good company? 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 



 XIX 

 

Independent variable page for MA 

Math anxiety 

Now, I would like to gain some inside into your attitude toward maths. Please report your 

level of agreement with the following statements. 

 

Page before final scenario 

Now, please consider this final scenario. 

 

 

 

 Definitely not Definitely 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Are you likely to purchase other products offered by 

McDonalds? 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Please report your level of agreement with the following 

statements. 

Strongly  

disagree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I am usually at ease during math tests.  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

A math test would scare me. (R) □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

I do not usually worry about being able to solve math 

problems. 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

I seldom panic during a math test. □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Math does not scare me at all. □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

I get a sinking feeling when I think of trying difficult 

math problems. (R) 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

It would not bother me at all to take more math courses. □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Mathematics usually makes me feel uncomfortable and 

nervous. (R) 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

My mind goes blank and I am unable to think clearly 

when working mathematics. (R) 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Mathematics makes me feel uncomfortable, restless, irri-

table and impatient. (R) 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

Mathematics makes me feel uneasy and confused. (R) □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

I am usually at ease in math lessons. □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
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Scenario flight “strange” PP 

Imagine that you are going to book a short-haul flight online. 

 

At the last stage of the booking process, you are shown the following price: 

Fare 19,61€ 

Taxes 26,45€ 

Domestic/international fees 9,93€ 

The total price is the sum of the three price components. 

Scenario flight “normal” PP 

Imagine that you are going to book a short-haul flight online. 

 

At the last stage of the booking process, you are shown the following price: 

Fare 20,00€ 

Taxes 26,89€ 

Domestic/international fees 9,10€ 

The total price is the sum of the three price components. 

Dependent variable page presented after exposure to one of the two flight scenarios 

Cf. page XIV – XV 
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Demographic information page 

You are almost done. To conclude the survey, please provide some demographic information 

about yourself. 

Gender 

 

Age 

What is your age? 

___________________ 

Student 

 

Nationality 

 

End page 

Your response has been recorded. Thank you very much for your time! 

What is your gender?  

○ Male 
○ Female 

Are you a student? 

○ Yes 
○ No 

What is your nationality? 

○ Norway 

○ Sweden 

○ Denmark 

○ Germany 

○ France 

○ Other European 

○ Rest of the world 
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V.II. SPSS outputs 

V.II.I. Description of the sample 
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V.II.II. Tests for scale reliability for independent variables 

Math anxiety 

 

 

 



 XXIV 

Product involvement with laptops 

 



 XXV 

Product involvement with ice cream 

 



 XXVI 

Attitude toward Apple 

 

 



 XXVII 

Attitude toward McDonalds 

 



 XXVIII 

V.II.III. Test for scale reliability for dependent variables 

Laptop PP and AIP  

 



 XXIX 

 



 XXX 

 



 XXXI 

 



 XXXII 

 



 XXXIII 

 



 XXXIV 

Ice cream PP and AIP 

 



 XXXV 

 



 XXXVI 

 



 XXXVII 

 



 XXXVIII 

 



 XXXIX 

 



 XL 

Flight strange and normal PP 

 



 XLI 

 



 XLII 

 



 XLIII 

 



 XLIV 

 



 XLV 

 



 XLVI 

V.II.IV Test for multicollinearity 

 

 



 XLVII 

V.II.V Test for demographic differences between groups 

 



 XLVIII 

 



 XLIX 

 



 L 

 



 LI 

 



 LII 
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V.II.VI. Outputs regarding the sample structure with respect to the 
independent variables 

Remark: Only the outputs that were mentioned, but not presented in the main part of the the-

sis, are included here. 

 

 



 LIV 

V.II.VII. Tests for normal distribution of dependent variable data 

Laptop PP and AIP 
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 LVI 

 

 

 

 



 LVII 

Ice cream PP and AIP 

 

 

 

 

 



 LVIII 

 

 
 

 



 LIX 

 

 

 



 LX 

Flight strange and normal PP 

 

 



 LXI 

 

 

 



 LXII 

 

 

 



 LXIII 

V.II.VIII. Outputs related to hypothesis testing for MA 

 



 LXIV 

 



 LXV 

 



 LXVI 

 



 LXVII 

 



 LXVIII 

 



 LXIX 

V.II.IX. Outputs related to hypothesis testing for PI 

 



 LXX 

 

 



 LXXI 

 



 LXXII 

 

 



 LXXIII 

 



 LXXIV 

 

 



 LXXV 

 



 LXXVI 

 



 LXXVII 

 



 LXXVIII 

 



 LXXIX 

V.II.IX. Outputs related to hypothesis testing for Af 

 



 LXXX 

 



 LXXXI 

 



 LXXXII 

 



 LXXXIII 

 



 LXXXIV 

 



 LXXXV 

 

 

 



 LXXXVI 

 

 

 

 

 



 LXXXVII 

 

 

 

 

 



 LXXXVIII 

V.II.X. Outputs related to the exploratory analysis for the flight 
scenario 

 

 

 



 LXXXIX 

 

 



 XC 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 XCI 

 



 XCII 

 

V.II.XI. Outputs related to the exploratory analysis for the accuracy 
of price estimations 

 

 



 XCIII 

 

 

 

 



 XCIV 

V.II.XII. GLM outputs 

 

 



 XCV 

 



 XCVI 

 



 XCVII 

 



 XCVIII 

 



 XCIX 

 



 C 

 



 CI 

 



 CII 

 



 CIII 

 



 CIV 

 



 CV 

 



 CVI 

 



 CVII 

 



 CVIII 

 



 CIX 

 



 CX 

 



 CXI 

 



 CXII 

 



 CXIII 

 



 CXIV 

 



 CXV 

 



 CXVI 

 



 CXVII 

 



 CXVIII 

V.II.XIII. Check for differences in MA distribution between two flight 
groups 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


