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Yield Management I

Definition

selling the right product to the right customer at the right time and 

right price (Kimes, 1989)
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Yield Management II

Price Management:

is the ability to offer discounted rates for limited periods of time to 

selected group(s) of customers (Kimes, 1989)

Capacity 
Rules behind prices Reference price
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Capacity 
management

Increase demand during 
low-peak periods

Real-time adjustments

Rules behind prices

Establish rate fences 
(policies)

Tangible vs. intangible 
rate fences

Reference price

Rate fences as a 
justification

Logical, transparent

Fairness and customer 
satisfaction



Yield Management III

Requirements:

Perishable but 
relatively fixed 

inventory

Advance sales 
possibility
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inventory

Heterogeneous 
demand that 

can be 
segmented

No possibility 
to shift among 

segments
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The Case Study: The Arena I

General outlook:
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The Case Study: The Arena I

General outlook:

• Opera festivals in summer
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The Case Study: The Arena I

General outlook:

• Opera festivals in summer

• Up to 15,000 customers

• Fixed number of performances 
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2010:
50 performances
9,000 customers/performance
Occupancy rate: 62%



The Case Study: The Arena II

Ticket sale procedures:
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Arena’s 
ticket office

Arena’s 
website

Other 
channels



The Case Study: The Arena III

Ticket sale procedures:

Already established rate fences
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Already established rate fences

Day of 
consumption

Type of 
performance

Young, 
elderly, 

customers 
with 

disabilities

Type of seat
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Research questions (RQ):

1. How do customers judge rate fences?

2. Which characteristics can influence their opinions?

Methodology I

Hypotheses:

Directionality of statement: fairer when presented as 

discount

Familiarity influences fairness: fairer when more familiar

Customers’ characteristics influence their opinions
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Methodology II

Research design:

• Customers who had already purchased an unnumbered 

Population
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• Customers who had already purchased an unnumbered 
ticket, waiting for the opera to begin

• Fairness, familiarity and respondents’ characteristics

• Likert scale

• 2 versions (discount vs. surcharge)

• 15 rate fences

Survey



1. June and 
September

2. Weekdays 
and weekends

3. Presence of a 
bank holiday

4. Seat location

5. Performance 
6. Simultaneous 

vs. separate 7. Coupons
8. Age and 

customers with 

Methodology: The Rate Fences (Policies)

5. Performance 
type

vs. separate 
purchase

7. Coupons customers with 
disabilities

9. Loyalty 
customers

10. Frequent 
customers

11. Companies’ 
employees

12. Time of 
purchase

13. Group 
tickets

14. Reservation 
possibility

15. Refund 
possibility
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Results & Implications: RQ 1
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Results & Implications: RQ 1
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Results & Implications: RQ 2
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Hypotheses:

Directionality of statement: fairer/more familiar when 

presented as discount

Results & Implications: Hypotheses testing

Familiarity influences fairness: fairer when more familiar

Customers’ characteristics influence their opinions
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Results & Implications: What then?

The next steps

Solve  
problems 

cannibalization 
and re-sales

Attention to 
customer 

satisfaction

Already 
implemented 
rate fences

Open issues
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and re-sales

Relevant 
segments

Include name 
on ticket and 

display 
documents

Only fair and 
familiar 
policies

Fully inform 
customers

4. and 8.: ok!

15. rephrase 
it as a 

discount

Overbooking 
system?

Cancellation / 
rebooking 

fees?
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Limitations & Further Research

Limitations

• Only price-
sensitive 

Further research

• More 
comprehensive 
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sensitive 
respondents

• No data on 
customers

• Cannibalization: 
were they 
entitled?

comprehensive 
study about 
customers

• Over time

• Extent of 
discounts

• Motivations



Investigation on the Perception of Yield 

Management Policies by Visitors of a 

Cultural Heritage Institution

The Case of the Arena in Verona

ISCONTOUR 2014



El Haddad, R., Roper, A., & Jones, P. (2008). The impact of revenue management decisions on 

customers’ attitudes and behaviours: A case study of a leading UK budget hotel chain.

Ingold, A., McMahon-Beattie, U., & Yeoman, I. (2001). Yield Management: Strategies for the 

service industries (Second ed.). London: South-Western, Cengage Learning.

Kahneman, D., Knetsch, J. L., & Thaler, R. H. (1986). Fairness as a Constraint on Profit 

Seeking: Entitlements in the Market. American Economic Review , 76 (4), p. 728–741.

Kimes, S. E. (1989). The Basics of Yield Management. Cornell Hotel and Restaurant 

Administration Quarterly 30 (4), p. 14-19.

Kimes, S. E. (1994). Perceived fairness of yield management. The Cornell Hotel and Restaurant 

Bibliography

Kimes, S. E. (1994). Perceived fairness of yield management. The Cornell Hotel and Restaurant 

Administration Quarterly, 35 (1), p. 22-29.

Kimes, S. E. (2008). A Consumer’s View of Restaurant Reservations Policies. Cornell Hospitality 

Report, 8 (1).

Kimes, S. E., & Wirtz, J. (2002). Perceived fairness of demand-based pricing for restaurants: 

variable pricing in restaurants. Cornell Hotel & Restaurant Administration Quarterly, 43 (1), 

pp. 31-38.

Susskind, A. M., Reynolds, D., & Tsuchiy, E. (2004). An evaluation of guests' preferred 

incentives to shift time-variable demand in restaurants. Cornell Hotel & Restaurant 

Administration Quarterly, 45 (1), pp. 68-84.

Writz, J., Kimes, S. E., Ho Pheng Theng, J., & Patterson, P. G. (2003). Revenue Management: 

Resolving potential customer conflicts. Journal of Revenue and Pricing, 2 (3), p. 216-226.

ISCONTOUR 2014



Average Occupancy Rate

66%
63%

70%

63%

55%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

ISCONTOUR 2014

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013



Income generated by sales channel
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