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ABSTRACT

This research provides the first step in examining the effect of product demonstration, as an in-
store promotional tool, on brand value and brand sales. The collaboration with a giant retailer and

a company that facilitates sales promotions enabled the implementation of this research.

The effect on brand value has been measured using a field experiment. Data have been analysed
using an Independent T-test and Linear Regression Analysis. The results indicates that product
demonstration is a valuable and powerful tool that affect consumers’ purchase intentions inside
the store. Although product demonstration and brand value perceptions positively relates to
purchase intentions, participating in a product demonstration does not affect brand value

perceptions.

The effect on brand sales have been analysed using weekly point of sales data of the product
category navigation systems from 2010, 2011, 2012. Data have been analysed using a Simple and
Multiple Linear Regression Analysis. Results indicates that the presence of a product
demonstration increases sales of the promoted brand in the same product category. However the
analysis did not support the negative relationship between the presence of a product demonstration
and sales of non-promoted brands. In addition, a decrease in price sensitivity was not found

significant in this research.

The findings of this study determine sufficient insights that can be used in the practical field,
however, are limited in several ways. In order to overcome these limitations, further research

concerning the effect of in-store product demonstration is required.
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INTRODUCTION

Beggars, artist and street traders typify the center of Amsterdam on a normal weekday in the 19"
century. It was a time where craftsman continued the traditional work of their ancestors. Trading
took place in the middle of the city, where traders and merchants shouted the latest prices of their
traditional made products on informal markets. In a time where people bought their basic
necessities on these informal street markets, enormous crowds can be imagined. Every now and
then, merchants from outside the city introduced new and unfamiliar products and received much
of attention. Mainly they stand on a crate to look over the audience, where the public curiously

listened to their product demonstration.

This way of selling changed over time and became more formal and permanent. The majority of
merchants and traders changed their stand for a store. This became generally known as ’retailing’.
Retailing was simply viewed as a point of purchase, a location where consumers could buy a
product. In the beginning there were not many advertising channels and because of this consumers
only knew what they were told. Therefore, retailers could easily sell their products to the consumer
mainly because the retailer was the only source of information. These traditional stores developed
into enormous shopping malls and shopping itself became a leisure activity. Also the range of
products changed drastically, currently the majority of products that retailers sell come from giant

manufacturers.

The strong position of the retailer, partly due to asymmetric information, changed drastically.
More information sources became available, e.g. the television and radio, and consumers were
more informed than before. However, the main revolution in the retail environment can be
explained by the emergence of the Internet Platform, generally known as the internet. The internet
enabled consumers to find (product) information, share product experiences and compare different
products, brands and even stores. This evolution went even further; e-commerce websites enabled
consumers to buy products on the internet and in many cases for a lower price than in the physical
store. Due to these retailing developments it was no longer sufficient to view the physical store
only as a point of purchase or information source and because of this in-store marketing had to be

reviewed.




In a time where retailers struggling with the online environment and manufacturers face serious
in-store competition, it is necessary to change the rules of the game. Although retailers’ objective
is based on store level and manufactures’ objective is based on brand level, both want to sell their
products inside the store. Physical stores have one main advantage above the online environment;
consumers can interact with the product. Concentrating on this interaction and the emotional
aspect of shopping enhances the ability to be distinctive (Hulten, 2011). There are many in-store
promotion tools that attract consumers towards the product, however, one important tool that
seems to be forgotten in the academic field is in-store product demonstrations. This tool suffices
the marketing strategy of product experience and is already widely used by many manufacturers.
It is noteworthy to consider the similarities between this tool and the product demonstration during

the 19" century.

PRACTICAL RELEVANCE

Manufacturers use a wide variety of sales promotion tools at the point of purchase. The purpose
IS to increase sales and maintain or enhance the competitive position. More and more
manufacturers of durable goods make use of product demonstration as a sales promotion tool.
However, the effect on brand sales and brand value has never been examined. This is noteworthy
because this tool counts the most marketing costs per consumer. Several reasons can be imagined:
(1) marketing managers assume the effectiveness of product demonstration since other
promotional tools, such as special display, have an effect on consumer’s behavior. (2) Because
competitors use product demonstrations, manufacturers have to facilitate the same tool in order to

maintain their competitive position.

The majority of products that retailers sell come from manufacturers. The objective of retailers is
to increase store sales and is therefore partial similar as manufactures. However, retailers are not
always satisfied with sales promotional activities facilitated by manufacturers. Although sales
promotion increase brand sales, it is not necessarily profitable for the retailer. There are several
reasons for this: (1) sales promotion involves substitution effects; this implies that consumers only
switch between brands. (2) If the promoted brand contains low margins, and the promotion is very

effective, than the retailer earns less profit than without a promotion.
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Besides these direct effects on brand sales, sales promotional activities can influence brand value.
Marketing activities can influence brand value perception and the type of activity determines the
direction of the effect. Manufactures and retailers are interested in this indirect effect, because
brand value is important, for instance, to maintain the competitive position or to enhance total
store image. Common interests in the effect of in-store product demonstration on brand value

satisfy the need of this research.

The lack of knowledge concerning the effectiveness of product demonstration in the practical field
motivates a research concerning this tool. The purpose of this study is to examine the effect of in-
store product demonstration on brand sales and brand value. The findings of this research are
valuable for manufacturers and retailers that facilitated or are planning to use product

demonstration as an in-store promotional tool.

ACADEMIC RELEVANCE

Until now, the effect of product demonstration, as an in-store promotional tool, on brand sales and
brand value have never been examined before. According to Gilbert and Jackaria (2002), a few
researchers have paid attention to value adding in-store promotional tools, however, product
demonstration seems to be forgotten. This is noteworthy because this tool belongs to one of the
most expensive marketing tool per customer and has been widely used by manufacturers and

retailers in different branches.

This research aims to set the first step in providing a deeper understanding of the effectiveness of
product demonstrations. The main contribution of this research lies in the combination of a non-
monetary sales promotional tool and perceived brand value. Furthermore, examining the effect on
brand sales of promoted and non-promoted brands including price sensitive elasticity, fills a major
gap in the in-store marketing literature. This initial step will form the basis for further research

concerning this tool.
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RESEARCH QUESTION

The goal of this research is to gain insight into the effectiveness of product demonstration, as an
in-store promotional tool. Prior research indicated that sales promotion can influence consumers’
behavior at the point of purchase. The main purpose of facilitating product demonstrations is to
enhance brand attention and to increase brand sales inside the store. Therefore, this research
examined the effect of product demonstration on brand value perceptions and brand sales which

is formulated in the following research question:

What is the effect of product demonstration, as an in-store promotional tool, on

brand sales and brand value?

12



THESIS STRUCTURE

Chapter 1 reviews existing literature concerning in-store marketing, brand sales and brand value.
Although in-store product demonstration has never been examined before, many researchers have
paid attention towards in-store promotional tools. Therefore, this research reviews prior work on

these promotional tools and the effect on brand sales and brand value.

Chapter 2 provides the conceptual framework of this research, indicating the hypotheses that has
been examined and are based on relevant academic concepts and theories. Examination of these

hypotheses generates an answer towards the main question.

Chapter 3 outlines the methodology and the collection of data used in this research. This research
examines the effect of in-store product demonstration on two fields: brand sales and brand value
and therefore separates this chapter in two studies related to these field. This chapter describes the
research design, conceptualization, operationalization and the processing of the data collection

concerning both studies.

Chapter 4 elaborates on the analysis of the data and results which emerged from the statistical
tests. These test results enables the justification of the hypothesized relationships. Intentionally,
this chapter described an understandable and clear process of the analysis that satisfied the

requirements of justification and repetition.

Chapter 5 formulates the tested hypotheses and additional findings into a general conclusion. This
conclusion serves as an answer towards the research question separated into a theoretical

interpretation and a practical implementation.

Chapter 6 identified the boundaries of this research. Because this research has been subjected to
considerable limitations, it is necessary to describe the influential effects towards the credibility
of the research findings. Moreover, this chapter outlines the importance of further research in

relation to the findings and possible improvements of current research.

13



CHAPTER 1 LITERATURE REVIEW

This research examines the effectiveness of product demonstration as an in-store promotional tool.
Reviewing existing literature on in-store sales promotion, in relation to brand sales and brand
value, will provide a deeper understanding about the area of this research. Figure 1 represents a

comprehensive overview regarding the structure.

Figure 1: Structure Literature Review
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1.1  IN-STORE SALES PROMOTION & TOOLS

This research focusses on product demonstration, an in-store promotional tool used in the practical

field. There is a great lack of academic research on the effectiveness of this tool which makes

reviewing the literature difficult. Gilbert and Jackaria (2002) distinguish value increasing

(discounts and coupons) and value adding (special display, product sampling/demonstration)

promotional tools and indicate the lack of research on value adding promotional tools. Therefore,

this chapter will elaborate on other promotional tools that are important to consider in relation

with this research. The effectiveness of other tools indicates the potential effectiveness of product

demonstration. There are various tools to promote a brand and many of these tools have been

widely examined. This review will focus on special display, price promotions, product sampling

and product demonstration. Table 1 represents an overview of studies that have paid attention

towards these tools and has been reviewed in this study.

Table 1:

Academic Literature: In-store Promotional Tools

Special display

Price promotion

Sampling

Demonstration

In-store display
In-store display and feature advertising
Sales promotion, feature and display

Coupon promotion

The effects of sales promotion in general
Concepts, methods and strategy of sales promotion
Short-term effects of in-store promotion

Long-term effects of promotion and advertising
The effects of store & brand name and price discounts
The long-term effects of price promotion
Alternative price promotional methods

Sales promotion, discounts and couponing
Long-term effects of price promotion

Promoting or discounting a brand

Product sampling

Product sampling
Monetary and nonmonetary promotions
Product sampling

‘Foot in the door’ effect of demonstration
‘Foot in the door’ effect of demonstration
Product demonstration and purchase decision
Methods to reduce purchase uncertainty

Chevalier (1975)
Allenby & Ginter (1995
Kumar and Leone (1988)

Antil (1985)

Blattberg & Neslin, (1989)
Blattberg et al. (1990)
Bemmaor & Mouchoux (1991)
Mela et al. (1997)

Grewal et al. (1998)

Jedidi et al. (1999)
Munger & Grewal (2001)
Gilbert & Jackaria (2002)
Pauwels et al. (2002)
Raghubir (2004)

Bettinger et al. (1979)

Marks & Kamins (1988)
Chandon et al. (2000)
Sprott & Shimp (2004)

Freedman & Fraser (1966)
Pliner et al. (1974)

Scott (1976)

Heiman et al. (2001)
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Special display - is a widely used in-store promotional tool and therefore important to review.
This tool creates store excitement and increases the attention towards the product. Chevalier
(1975) indicated that special display is an important tool to influence the consumer at the point of
purchase. Allenby and Ginter (1995) observed the effects of in-store display and feature
advertisement and indicated that these tools increase the product net utility and decrease the price
sensitivity of the promoted product. Special display inside the store has an individual effect
whereas feature advertisement has a certain effect, when suggesting that consumers already have
brand preferences. Also Kumar and Leone (1988) indicate a positive relationship between sales
promotion, feature and display activities on sales. These findings are important when examining
the effectiveness of in-store product demonstrations. If only a special display generates this effect,

it can be expected that a demonstration creates at least the same effect.

Price promotion - is the most used marketing tool to influence the consumer. There are many
price promotion methods, such as bundling, rebate and free-option (Munger and Grewal, 2001).
This research will only review price discounts and in-store coupons. This promotional tool is very
effective when looking at the short-term, within two months. In the short-term price promotions
have significant effect on brand choice, purchase quantity and category incidence (Pauwels et al.,
2002). Many researchers have paid attention towards the effect of monetary incentives and
indicated a positive effect on store traffic, perceived value for money and purchase intentions
(Bemmaor and Mouchoux, 1991; Blattberg and Neslin, 1989; Grewal et al., 1998). In couponing
promotion retailers can maintain the original price and only the coupon holder can make use of a
discount. According to Antil (1985), couponing has become an important promotional tool for
manufacturers and widely accepted by consumers. There are many couponing forms, however,

they all provide an indirect monetary incentives to purchase a product or brand.

Although price promotion seems to be a very effective tool, there are negative effects in the long-
term. Price discount on a frequent basis increase consumers’ expectations and force the
manufacturer to increase the price discount (Grewal et al., 1998). Increased price promotion
significantly change consumers to be more price and promotion sensitive over time (Mela et al.,
1997). Jedidi et al. (1999) indicated that the effects of price promotions in the long-term have
negative overall effects especially concerning brand equity. More in this line can be seen in the
research of Blattberg and Neslin (1990) and Grewal et al. (1998). Their research showed that
frequent discounts can negatively affect consumers’ quality perceptions. Altogether, price
promotion seems to be a very effective tool to increase sales in the short-term and poorly when it
comes to brand building and expectations. Price promotions are more than just a monetary

function, it is a source of information that consumers use to make a judgment about the product

16



or brand (Raghubir, 2004). Price discounts and in-store coupons are the most used promotional
tools (Gilbert and Jackaria, 2002) and positively affect brand attention, purchase intentions and

behavior. Appendix A represents empirical research on the temporal effects of price promotions.

Product sampling - is a promotional tool which has many commonalities with product
demonstration. Both tools are using (human) endorsers to draw consumers to try products. Also
the purpose of both tools are the same. These tools enable consumers to get familiar with a product
by giving an opportunity to try the product before buying. This way, a consumer can get a short
term usage experience and can create his or her own image. Consumers can experience extrinsic
(price, function) and intrinsic (taste, weight) product features. Sprott and Shimp (2004) supports
this notion and indicates that consumers rely more on intrinsic than on extrinsic cues, if consumers
believe they can confidently judge physical product characteristics that indicates quality.
Although these tools have common features, there are major differences. The purpose of product
sampling is mainly to let consumers taste or try a new product and is more sensory grounded. It
is an effective way to introduce new or unusual products (Marks and Kamis, 1988). Product
demonstration also give consumers the opportunity to try the product, however this tool provides
more functional information and therefore is more cognitive grounded. Because of this, most of
the time product sampling is a tool used in the food-branch, whereas product demonstration is a
tool mainly used for durable goods. Furthermore, in-store product sampling creates brand equity
(Chandon et al., 2000). An important determinant of brand equity is brand image (Keller, 1993),

and, according to Bettinger et al. (1979), sampling can change the image of a brand.

Product demonstration - is an effective mechanism that reduces uncertainty (Heiman et al.,
2001). Consumers can experience the intrinsic and extrinsic cues and therefore can find ‘proof” or
‘evidence’ which will positively affect their purchase decisions. Consumers perceive product
demonstrations as additional sales effort which reduces consumers’ resistance towards the sales
(Freedman and Fraser, 1966; Pliner et al., 1974; Scott, 1976). Therefore, participating in a product
demonstration increases the likelihood that consumers will buy that product. Also because the
information provided from a product demonstration can be seen as information obtained from the
primary source. Another important role of product demonstration is the fact that consumers learn

about the product. This learning process decreases consumers’ uncertainty.
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1.2 SALES PROMOTION & BRAND SALES

In order to enhance or maintain a strong competitive position, manufacturers facilitate
promotional activities at the point of purchase (Blattberg and Neslin, 1989). Previous section
elaborated on different in-store promotional tools and many researchers have found evidence for
the positive relationship between promotional activities and sales of the promoted product at the
point of purchase. Gupta (1988) explored sales increase during a promotion and indicated that
increased sales comes from brand switching (84%), purchase acceleration (14%) and stockpiling
(2%). The decomposition of sales increase due to promotional activities has primarily been based
on price promotions. Nonetheless, this section will provide a deeper understanding concerning
brand switching and cross-elasticity. In light of this research, it can be expected that a product

demonstration increase sales of the demonstrated product, due to these factors.

PURCHASE ACCELERATION

Purchase acceleration is a positive consequence of promotional activities and research indicated
two reasons: buying more products or decrease of purchase time. A promotion can motivate
consumers to buy more of the promoted product in order to obtain a full profit of the promotion
or to buy the product as soon as possible before the promotion ends. These effects have significant
impact on market-share and the profitability of the promotion (Neslin and Shoemaker, 1983).
Neslin et al. (1985) examined the effect of purchase acceleration during a promotion and indicates
that couponing, local retailer advertising, price cuts and advertised price cuts all increase the
quantity, however, only advertised price cuts decreased purchase time. Because purchase
acceleration mainly results from price promotion, this effect of sales promotion will not be

examined in this research.

BRAND SWITCHING

Promotional tools increase sales of the promoted product and therefore are widely used by
manufacturers and retailers. According to many researchers, sales increase due to promotional
activities can be partly explained by brand and category switching. Kumar and Leone (1988)
examined the effect of price promotion, featuring and display for a specific brand that leads to
higher sales for that brand. They indicated that this increase can be explained by in-store
substitution. Moreover, price promotion and featuring were key determinants for store
substitution. Also Gupta (1988) indicated that sales promotions are effective in drawing
consumers from competitors in a product category. This finding is supported by Walters (1991)

who indicates that retail price promotions improve brand substitution within a store. Furthermore,
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the substitution effects are asymmetric which means that the substitution effects differ among

brands. This finding will be discussed in next section.

CROSS-ELASTICITIES

Previous section illustrates how brand switching partly explains the increase in sales caused by
promotional activities. Therefore, some researchers examined the nature of cross-elasticity
between different brands and their promotional activities. The main finding is that the elasticity
between sales promotion and actual sales is asymmetric (Blattberg and Wisniewski, 1989). This
implies that the effectiveness of sales promotion on actual sales differs between brands. Moreover,
Narasimhan et al. (1996) indicates a difference in promotional elasticity among different type of
categories. In addition, the elasticity in categories with a relatively low amount of brands is
significantly higher compared with high number of brands.
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1.3 SALES PROMOTION & BRAND VALUE

Previous part elaborated on the effects of sales promotion towards brand sales, where brand
switching caused by sales promotion is an important determinant. Besides the immediate and
direct effects, manufactures are interested in the consequences towards brand value. Brand value
can be measured by using the concept of customer-based brand equity (CBBE). This section will
first explain this concept and hereafter existing literature regarding the relation of sales promotion

and brand equity will be discussed.

THE CONCEPT OF CBBE

First of all, it is necessary to mention that customer-based brand equity (CBBE) has multiple
conceptualizations. Many researchers have paid attention towards this subject and, as a result,
several concepts of CBBE exist. However, the majority of studies have based their concepts on
two frameworks established by Keller (1993) and Aaker (1996). Therefore, this literature review
will start elaborating on their findings.

Keller (1993, p.2) created the term CBBE and defined it as ‘the differential effect of brand
knowledge on consumer’s response to the marketing of the brand’. This definition contains three
important concepts; (1) differential effect, (2) brand knowledge and (3) consumer response to
marketing. The differential effect involves the difference between consumers response towards
different marketing activities of a brand. Brand knowledge is related to the associative network
model in terms of two determinants; brand awareness and brand image. Brand knowledge is a
node inside the mind of a consumer, where brand awareness is the strength of the brand node
(recall and recognition) and brand image is the relation with other nodes (associations). Together,

brand awareness and brand image form the total brand knowledge (Appendix B).

Aaker (1992, 1996) determined multiple dimensions of CBBE, namely; brand loyalty, perceived
quality, brand awareness, brand associations and other assets (Appendix C). Also, Shocker and
Weitz (1988) confirmed loyalty and associations to be dimensions of brand equity. In line with
this research, Yoo et al. (2000) adopted four dimensions of Aaker’s framework including brand
loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality and brand associations. According to Yoo et al.
(2000), ‘other assets’ is not an important dimension to measure CBBE. Furthermore, they
developed a model which indicates that perceived quality, brand loyalty and brand associations
are core determinants of CBBE. Because brand associations are a much richer concept than
awareness and the number of advertisements will not enhance more brand associations Yoo et al.

(2000) measured brand awareness and brand associations in a mixed form. In light of previous
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findings Lassar et al. (1995) developed a CBBE measurement scale based on five perceptive
dimensions; performance, value, social image, trustworthiness and commitment. The advantage

of their scale is the potentiality to measure CBBE across brands and products.

MARKETING ACTIVITIES & CBBE

Cobb-Walgren et al. (1995) examined the effect of marketing activities on brand equity and, in
turn, brand equity on consumer preferences and purchase intentions. This study indicates that a
greater advertising budget increased the levels of brand equity and, consequently, brands with a
higher equity evoked significantly greater preferences and intentions to buy. In other words, as
can be seen in Figure 2, marketing activities have an interaction effect between brand equity and

purchase intentions.

Figure 2: Marketing Activities and Brand Equity

Advertising and
Other
Information
Sources
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Source: Cobb-Walgren et al. (1995, p.29)

Yoo et al. (2000) developed a conceptual framework that shows how marketing activities can
affect brand equity. They consider perceived quality, brand loyalty and brand associations with
strong brand awareness as dimensions of brand equity. In their research they argue that any
marketing activity has the potential to have an effect on brand equity. Their results show that price
promotions have a negative effect on brand equity in the long-term. Frequently advertising leads
not only to higher brand awareness and associations but also to higher quality perceptions. They
suggest that higher quality perceptions lead to strong brand equity. Increased CBBE enhance value
to the customer and to the firm (Figure 4). Therefore, brand managers need to think their marketing
strategy through.

21



Figure 3: Marketing Efforts and Brand Equity
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Also Villarejo-Ramos and Sanchaez-Franco (2005) examined the effect of advertisement and
price promotion on brand equity. They indicated that advertisement has a significant positive
effect on perceived quality, awareness and image, whereas price promotion had a significant
negative effect on perceived quality. This negative effect has been supported by Gedenk and
Neslin (2000); they examined the effect of retail promotion on future brand loyalty via purchase
event feedback. The results of their study indicated that in-store price promotional activities have
a negative effect on purchase event feedback. In contrast, non-price promotional activities turn
out to have a significant positive purchase event feedback. Furthermore, high marketing
expenditures have a positive effect on consumers’ quality perceptions of a brand (Kirmani and
Wright, 1989; Cobb-Walgren et al., 1995; Milgrom and Roberts, 1986).

DIMENSIONS OF CBBE & PURCHASE INTENTIONS

It is interesting to see how marketing activities significantly affect CBBE. In addition, how
marketing activities moderates this relation. The question why CBBE is important remains
unclear. As already can be seen in the research, CBBE positively affect consumers’ purchase
intentions. Purchase intention is a widely used concept to measure certain effects in the marketing
environment. The main interest in this concept is the beneficial relation towards buying behavior.
Various researchers have determined a positive relationship between purchase intention and
purchase behavior (Morwitz and Schmittlein, 1992; Morwitz et al., 1996). Purchase intentions can
be used to analyze marketing decisions. Despite limited academic research concerning the total
concept of brand equity and purchase intentions, there are studies concerning the individual

dimensions of brand equity and purchase intentions.
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Prior research indicated that purchase intentions increases through higher quality perceptions
(Tsiotsou, 2006). In light of this research, viewing perceived quality as an attitude also has an
effect on purchase intentions (Carman, 1990; Boulding et a., 1993; Parasuraman et al., 1985, 1988;
Zeithaml, 1996). In contrast, there are academics who reported an indirect relation of perceived
quality and purchase intentions, because satisfaction mediated this relation (Cronin and Taylor,
1992; Sweeny et al., 1999). Considering these contradictions, Bou-Llusar et al. (2001) examined
the relation between perceived quality and purchase intentions and indicated three main
conclusions: (1) perceived quality has an important positive main effect on purchase intentions;
(2) a part of this effect can be explained by the overall satisfaction rate; (3) there is no interaction
effect between perceived quality and satisfaction. Therefore, it can be concluded that perceived

quality is an important dimension of CBBE when considering purchase intentions.

Esch et al. (2006) examined the relation of brand knowledge on current and future purchases.
They indicated that brand image (associations) directly and brand awareness indirectly affects
current purchases. Both dimensions did not affect future purchases. O’cass and Lim (2002)
examined non-product-related associations towards purchase intentions. They used the constructs
of Keller (1998) which are price, user & usage imagery, brand personality and feelings &
experiences. The findings indicate that brand associations can influence the purchase intentions.
Prior research indicate that brand awareness or the position of a brand in the mind of a consumer,
is positively related to the intention to buy that brand and positively relates to the relative quantity
purchases of that brand (Wilson, 1981; Burke and Schoeffler, 1980). The position of a brand in
consumer’s mind influenced the preferences and intention to buy that product (Woodside and
Wilson, 1985). Brand awareness contributes to consumers’ value judgments which in turn increase

the purchase intentions and decrease the search behavior (Oh, 2000).

Brand loyalty negatively affects brand switching and increase brand preferences which in turn
leads to increased purchase intentions. Hong and Cho (2011) examined the role of trust and
attitudinal loyalty on purchase intentions in the online environment. They indicated that attitudinal
loyalty, increase by trust as a mediator, positively affect purchase intentions. Their research
determined attitudinal loyalty to be an important driver of purchase intentions.
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Brand trust is a key determinant concerning the intention to buy. When consumers do not trust a
brand or product they most probably will not buy this product or brand if there is an outside option.
Confidence is an important factor of trust as can be seen in the definition of Delgado-Ballester
(2003). Prior research already indicated that confidence has a positive relation towards the
intention to buy (Sheth, 1969; Bennett and Harrell, 1975). This relationship is justified by Laroche
and Sadokierski (1994) as they indicated that the intention of investment is influenced by the

confidence in the investment.

In a more recent study, Laroche et al. (1996) indicated that confidence is one of the determinants
of purchase intentions. They argued that managers need to enhance the confidence towards a brand
by providing the consumer product related information or a direct- product experience. In line
with this finding, Chang and Wildt (1994) examined the influence of price and non-price product
information on purchase intentions. Their results indicate that the influence of price on perceived

quality decreases when direct product information is presented.
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INTRODUCTION TO THEORY

As can be seen in the literature review, sales promotion is an important marketing strategy to
increase brand sales and brand value. The consequences of sales promotion, considering these
orientations, are widely examined. Despite these explorations, there is a great lack of empirical
findings concerning product demonstration as a promotional tool. Therefore this research

examines the effect of product demonstration on brand sales and brand value.

This research will be completed in cooperation with a giant retailer and a company that facilitates
product demonstration inside the store. They are mainly interested in the short-term effect of
product demonstrations which explains their support in providing access to internal data. In light
of these interests and considering the lack of literature on this topic, this research will add great

value towards the scientific and practical area.

As can be seen in the literature review, sales promotion has a significant interaction effect between
CBBE and purchase intentions. In line with this finding, this research will first examine the
relationship between product demonstration, the intention to buy and the equity of a brand. In
order to measure the effect of product demonstration, a field-survey is necessary to collect reliable
data.

Hereafter, the immediate effects of product demonstration will be measured. As can be seen in the
literature review, sales promotions have significant effect on brand sales. Therefore, this research
will examine the effect of product demonstration on brand sales. In order to measure this effect,

internal weekly point of sale data is necessary.

The next chapter will elaborate on the proposed relationships concerning brand sales and brand
value. These relationships will be supported in reference to existing literature that have paid

attention to sales promotion, CBBE and purchase intentions.
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CHAPTER 2 THEORY

This research examines the effectiveness of in-store product demonstration as a promotional tool
on brand sales and brand value. First this chapter will present a conceptual framework that will
provide a comprehensive overview (Figure 4). Hereafter the proposed framework will be

explained. Because this research conducts two studies, both will be handled separately.

21 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Figure 4: Conceptual Framework
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22 HYPOTHESES

As can be seen in the theoretical framework, this study examines the relationship between product
demonstration, CBBE and purchase intentions. These different relationships will be explained and

corresponding hypotheses will be discussed.

PRODUCT DEMONSTRATION

In-store marketing activities, as can be seen in the literature review, increase brand preferences
and purchase intentions (Chevalier, 1975; Kumar and Leone, 1988). Purchase intentions are
affected by positive store experience (interesting store display), rather than bad experiences
(Swinyard, 1993). Therefore is can be expected that product demonstration also positively affect
purchase intentions. One of the main determinants of purchase intention is confidence, which is
the opposite of perceived risk or uncertainty (Howard and Seth, 1969; Bennett and Harrell, 1975).
Information that is useful and valuable to consumers can serve as risk reducing (Hansen, 1972).
Product demonstrations provide intrinsic and extrinsic cues which reduces consumer purchase
uncertainty (Heiman et al., 2001). In light of these findings, this research hypothesized the

following relation:

H1 | In-store product demonstration has a positive effect on consumers’ purchase
intentions towards the demonstrated brand.

CUSTOMER-BASED BRAND EQUITY

Purchase intentions can be explained by the position of the brand in consumers' mind (Woodside
and Wilson, 1985). Cobb-Walgren et al. (1995) determined and indicated the effect of brand equity
on purchase intentions. Therefore this research suggests that brand equity, perceived by the

consumer, is related to consumers’ purchase intentions.

H2 | Customer-based brand equity has a positive effect on consumers’ purchase intentions
towards that brand.
This research determines perceived quality, social image, brand attachment and trustworthiness
to be the perceptual dimensions of CBBE. Therefore, subhypotheses have been developed that

includes the dimensions of CBBE.
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When consumers perceive a product to be of high quality, compared with other products, the
intention to purchase that product will be higher. Prior research already supports the positive
relation between perceived quality and purchase intentions (Tsiotsou, 2006; Carman, 1990;
Boulding et al., 1993; Parasuraman et al., 1985, 1988, 1996; Yoo et al., 2000). Therefore, this

research hypothesizes the following relationship:

H2a | Perceived quality towards a brand has a positive effect on consumers’ purchase
intentions of that brand.
Consumers that perceive a fit between product/brand associations and the image that holds their
social group, will have a higher intention to purchase a brand. Considering the findings of O’cass
and Lim (2002), in which they conclude a positive relationship between non-product-related
associations and purchase intentions, it can be expected that a positive social image towards a
brand will have a positive effect on consumers’ purchase intentions to that brand. In light of these

findings, this research hypothesizes the following relationship:

H2b | Social Image of a brand has a positive effect on consumers’ purchase intentions of
that brand.
Brand attachment is the emotional bond between a consumer and a brand and involves special
feelings. When consumers have special feeling towards a brand it affects their purchase decision
and the intention to purchase that particular product. Esch et al. (2006) examined brand attachment
with brand satisfaction and brand trust as components. According to their results, brand
attachment significantly affects current and future purchasing. In light of these findings, this

research hypothesizes the following relationship:

H2c | Brand attachment towards a brand has a positive effect on consumers’ purchase
intentions of that brand.

When consumers are at the point of purchase, they face a wide range of products and brands in
each category. When consumers perceive a brand to be trustworthy it can be expected that the
intention towards this product or brand would be higher than otherwise. Brand trust reduces the
uncertainty when consumers are in vulnerable situations, they can rely on the brand they trust
(Erdem et al., 2004). In light of these findings, this research hypothesizes the following
relationship:

H2d | Trustworthiness towards a brand has a positive effect on consumers’ purchase
intentions of that brand.
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INTERACTION EFFECTS

The main purpose of this research is to find evidence for the interaction effect of product
demonstration between CBBE and purchase intentions. The hypothesis described before propose
positive individual relationships between in-store product demonstration and purchase intentions.
Measuring these single effects enables this research to examine the role of product demonstration

on these single effects.

According to Yoo et al. (2000), any marketing activity has an effect on brand equity and, in turn,
on purchase intentions. Price related promotions negatively affect the equity of a brand, whereas
non-price promotions such as special display of product sampling increases brand equity. Because
consumers already have a brand equity perception which positively affects their purchase
intentions, it can be expected that a product demonstration moderates this relationship. Product
demonstrations can characterize as a non-price promotion, this effect should be positive. In light

of these findings, this research hypothesizes the following moderation effect:

H3 | In-store product demonstration has a positive interaction effect between brand equity
and consumers’ purchase intentions.

Considering the proposed relationship between product demonstration and purchase intentions, it
can be expected that consumers who are highly involved with the purchase process will be very
pleased with the presence of a product demonstration.

H4 | In-store product demonstration has a higher positive effect on consumers’ purchase
intentions for high involved than for low involved consumers.
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BRAND SALES

This research suggest that sales of promoted brand due to promotional activities increase sales of
that brand. Prior research already indicated that sales promotion increase purchase acceleration
and that these effects have significant impact on market share and the profitability of the promoted
brands (Neslin and Shoemaker, 1983; Neslin et al., 1985). The increase in sales due to promotional
activities can partly be explained by in-store substitution (Kumar and Leone, 1988; Gupta, 1988).
In line with this research, it can be expected that a product demonstration in a product category

increase the sales of the promoted brand and decrease sales of non-promoted brands.

Sales of promoted brands are higher during the presence of an in-store product

HS demonstration of that brand.

Sales of non-promoted brands are lower during the presence of an in-store product

H6 demonstration of competitive brands.

CROSS-PRODUCT SALES

Prior research confirms the fact that promotional activities increase sales, however, this effect
differs among brands (Blattberg and Wisniewski, 1989; Narasimhan et al.,1996). Therefore this
research examines the cross-product sales by measuring the promotional elasticity among
different brands in the same product category. This research suggest that the presence of a product
demonstration decrease the price sensitivity of promoted brands. In other words, the negative
relation between price and sales will decrease during the presence of a product demonstration for

promoted brands.

The presence of an in-store product demonstration decrease price sensitivity for

H7 promoted brands
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CHAPTER 3 METHODOLOGY & DATA

This chapter outlines the methodology and data collection of this research used to test the
hypotheses in the proposed conceptual framework. Because this research conducts two studies
which are different in their methodology and type of data, both will be handled separately. Before
elaborating on these two studies, first the contribution of external parties will be discussed.

EXTERNAL CONTRIBUTION

This research has been conducted as a thesis requirement with the support of the Mediamarkt
Rotterdam' and Hamilton Bright B.V!'. To understand their contribution in this research, Figure 5
displays the relationship between these companies. The objective of the manufacturer is to
increase brand sales and value by influencing consumers at the point of purchase using
promotional tools. A commonly used promotional tool is product demonstration which, most of
the time, are provided and facilitated by Hamilton Bright B.V. The Mediamarkt, in turn, provides
the location (couple of meter shelve space) where product demonstration can take place in order
to increase sales. Their contribution consists of the approval in a field-based survey inside the
store, data provision concerning weekly point of sales data and dates of facilitated in-store product

demonstrations.

Figure 5: Network of Companies Related to In-store Product Demonstrations

Product
Demonstration

Hamilton Bright
B.V.

" A giant retail company specialized in consumer electronic goods situated in Rotterdam
i A company that facilitates in-store sales promotional activities for manufactures in the electronica branch
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3.1 STUDY1

The purpose of study 1 was to test the hypotheses that incorporates the effect of in-store product
demonstration related to brand value and purchase intentions. This section describes the research
design, variable measurement, conceptualization, operationalization and research instruments.
Hereafter, data collection of study 1, including field of research, product of the demonstration,
respondents, data processing and limitations are discussed. In order to outline the implementation
of this study, Figure 6 visualizes the steps that have been followed.

Figure 6: Study 1: Methodology & Data
Methodology Data
[ Research Design Field of Research
Research Variables Product Demonstration
Conceptualization Respondents
Operationalization [ Data Processing ]
v l
Research Instruments ] [ Limitations ]

RESEARCH DESIGN

The purpose of this study is a descriptive research to describe the effect of a product
demonstration. This implies that the promotional tool and its effect were observed and described.
As suggested, product demonstration has a single effect on purchase intentions and an interaction
effect between CBBE and purchase intentions. This means that brand equity and the consumers’
purchase intentions are measured on an individual level. The units of analysis, individuals in this

study, are also the units of observation.

This research collected data from respondents more or less at the same time and therefore can be
characterized as a cross-sectional study. According to Sherman and Smith (1997), collecting data
in a natural setting increases the validity of the data.
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RESEARCH VARIABLES

Table 2: Study 1: (In) Dependent Variable Description

Dependent Variable Description Measure
[PI] Purchase Intentions Likert scale 1-7

Independent Variables

[CBBE] Customer-based brand equity | Average of dimensions
[CBBE-PQ] Perceived Quality Likert scale 1-7
[CBBE-SI] Social Image Likert scale 1-7
[CBBE-BA] Brand Attachment Likert scale 1-7
[CBBE-BT] Brand Trustworthiness Likert scale 1-7

[PD] Product Demonstration Yes or No

Interaction Variables

[PINV] Purchase Involvement Likert scale 1-7
[PD] Product Demonstration Yes or No
[GENDER] Gender Man or Woman
[AGE] Age Category scale
[INC] Income Category scale
[EDU] Education Category scale

CONCEPTUALISATION

In order to careful deliberate observations of the real world to describe the effect of product
demonstration in terms of attributes composing a variable, the conceptualization and
operationalization to measure the variables are discussed in this section. The variables studied in
this research do not have a single unambiguous meaning and therefore are conceptualized.
Considering these concepts of the variables, this research defined nominal definitions which are

applicable for this research.

[PI] - In this research purchase intentions will be used as a dependent variable to measure several
relationships concerning the proposed concept. Purchase intentions, instead of actual behavior is
often used to measure marketing effectiveness (Hoch and Ha, 1986). According to Bagozzi et al.
(1979) and Ostrom (1969) are purchase intentions or behavior intentions the tendencies of
personal actions relating to an object or brand. A widely used definition concerning purchase
intentions is ‘the person’s motivation in the sense of his or her conscious plan to exert effort to
carry out a behavior’ (Eagly and Chaiken, 1993, p.168). In relation to this research, purchase

intention is the willingness or motivation to purchase a product in the future.
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[CBBE] - CBBE can be viewed from different perspectives, however, researchers commonly
agreed the multidimensional concept of CBBE. One of the few researchers that include both
attitudinal and behavioral dimensions of CBBE is Aaker (1991) and defined awareness,
associations, perceived quality, loyalty and other proprietary assets as core dimensions of CBBE.
Combining both consumer perceptions and actions into one CBBE measure has its advantages
because attitudes alone are a less powerful predictor of marketplace behavior (Cobb-walgren,
1995). However, consumer behavior is driven by the perception of a brand and because behavioral
measurements lack in analyzing what actually drives brand equity in the mind of a consumer, this
research will only focus on the perceptual dimensions of CBBE. Therefore, this research
determine perceived quality, social image, brand attachment and (brand) trustworthiness as
dimension of brand equity based on the studies of Yoo et al. (2000) and Lassar et al. (2000).
Because brand awareness has an indirect effect on purchase intentions and, considering the
arguments of Yoo et al. (2000) to measure brand awareness and brand associations together due
to the relative unimportance of brand awareness when examining marketing activities, this

research will not examine brand awareness.

[CBBE-PQ] - According to Zeithaml (1988, p.3) perceived quality can be defined as ‘the
consumers’ judgment about a product’s overall excellence or superiority’. Perceived quality is a
judgment made within a consumer’s evoked set, that is, these evaluations often take place in a
comparison setting. The advantage of perceived quality, as a higher level of abstraction, is that it
can be generalized to category products. In relation to this research, perceived quality is the overall

judgment about a product in relation to a brand that takes place at the point of purchase.

[CBBE-SI] - Lassar et al. (1995 p.13) defined social image as ’the consumer’s perception of the
esteem in which the consumer’s social group holds the brand. It includes the attributions a
consumer makes and a consumer thinks that others make to the typical user of the brand.’ In
relation to this research, social image is conceptualized as the consumers’ perception about the

brand in relation with the social group that would use or consume this brand.

[CBBE-BA] - This research considers brand commitment as a feeling towards a brand. Lassar et
al. (1995) uses the same concept of attitudinal loyalty by separate commitment as a feeling and
commitment as an action. Brand attachment is the relative strength of a consumers’ feeling
towards a brand. Brand attachment is defined as an emotional target-specific bond between a
person and a specific object (Bowlby, 1979, 1980). In line with this research, brand attachment is

the emotional bond between a consumer and a brand and this bond involves special feelings.
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[CBBE-BT] - Lassar et al. (1995 p. 13) defined trustworthiness as ’the confidence a consumer
places in the firm and the firm’s communications and as to whether the firm’s actions would be
in the consumer’s interests’. In line with this research, trustworthiness is the consumers’
perception about the confidence and trust towards the company that stand behind the product and
brand.

[PINV] - There are many definitions of consumer purchase involvement. However, many
researchers indicate that high involvement implies the personal relevance or importance
(Greenwald and Leavitt, 1984). Bloch and Richins (1983) adjusted involvement into perceived
importance. Therefore, this research defined consumer involvement as the perceived importance
of a particular purchase. This implies that, when consumers think the purchase is unimportant,

they are uninvolved.

[PD] - In this research a product demonstration is conceptualized as a promotional tool in which a
person demonstrates a product at the point of purchase. The purpose of facilitating product
demonstration is to enhance or maintain brand value and brand sales. During that product
demonstration, consumers can see and even try the product, which ordinarily only can be seen on
the shelf. The demonstrator can be recognized by the clothing, because of the labeled shirt. Mainly
the product demonstration is strategically located inside the store near to the stock and store traffic.
The product demonstrator approach consumers to demonstrate the product and to provide extra

information on the use of that particular product.

This research examines the influences of consumer characteristics concerning the suggested
relationship between product demonstration and purchase intentions. This includes the Age
[AGE], Income [INC] and Education [EDU] variables. Logic category scales were developed in

which respondents can indicate their characteristics.

OPERATIONALIZATION

Previous section elaborated in the (in) dependent variables and specified the concepts to be
studied. The meaning of these variables in this study are partly determined on how these are
measured. This study used a field-based survey and this research instrument will be discussed in
next section. In order to operationalize the research variables, questionnaire items has been
determined. Because prior research already explored the relationship between CBBE and purchase
intentions using a questionnaire, the operationalization of the variables have been based on these

valid multi-item scales. Table 3 represents these multi-item scales.
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Table 3:

Operationalization of (in) Dependent Variables

Variable

[P1]

[CBBE-PQ]

[CBBE-SI]

[CBBE-BA]

[CBBE-BT]

[PINV]

Multi-ltem Scale

I will buy this brand/product in the near future
If | need this product I will choose this brand
If | had needed this product, | would not have choose this brand (r)

Next year, | will buy this brand when | need this product

This brand has high quality

This brand gives high value for money
This product is very functional

I think that this brand is very reliable
This brand is of very low quality (r)

The brand/ product fit my personality

I would be proud to own a product of this brand

This brand will be well regarded by my friends or/and relatives
This brand will negatively affect my image (r)

In its status and style, this brand matches my personality
Seeing this brand, | am very likely to grow fond of it

I will choose another brand if this one is out of stock

For this brand | have positive personal feelings

With time, | will develop a warm feeling towards this brand

In regard to consumer interests, this company seems to be very caring
I believe that this company does not take advantage of consumers

I consider the company and the people who stand behind this brand to
be very trustworthy

This type of product is very important to me
For me, this product does not matter (r)

This product is an important part of my life

I choose this type of product very carefully
Which type of product | buy, matters to me a lot

Choosing this product is an important decision for me

Alpha

0.934

0.93

0.77

0.83

0.79

0.80

Study

Taylor
and

Baker
(1994)

Lassar et
al.
(1995)

Lassar et
al.
(1995)

Lassar et
al.
(1995)

Lassar et
al.
(1995)

Mittal
(1995)
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INSTRUMENTS

To measure the different variables, this research conducted a field-based questionnaire as can be
seen in Appendix D-1. This questionnaire exists of multi-item scales and measured using a 7 —
point Likert scale. The measurement scales in this questionnaire are adopted from prior academic
studies and are checked on their reliability and valid ability (Table3). The use of a paper-pencil
questionnaire was based on the flexibility of data collection procedure inside the store. To collect
relevant data, it is important to ask consumers’ perceptions direct after the participation of a

product demonstration.

FIELD OF RESEARCH

This study has been executed in cooperation with a giant retailer situated in Rotterdam. This
retailer is the largest retailer specialized in consumer electronic goods and facilitated the most in-
store product demonstrations compared with other electronic retailers in the Netherlands. Because
of this, valuable data for this study has been collected in this company. In order to accomplish
cooperation, this retailer has been convinced of the need of this study. In return for the final results
of this study, in addition the managerial implications, this study gained access concerning the
collection of the data inside the store. In August 2013, the retailer granted access to collect the
data inside the store. This research carefully explored the field of research and considered two
types of product demonstrations. (1) Product demonstrations on a frequent basis in a shop-in-
shop'". The first picture in Appendix D-2 displays a permanent shop-in-shop of Acer, Sony and
HP. (2) Product demonstrations facilitated on a non-frequent basis in which a product is removed
from the store shelve and demonstrated near to the stock of that product. In order to collect
valuable data concerning the effectiveness of a product demonstration, this study considers only
the second type of in-store product demonstration. In addition, to capture the effect of a pure

product demonstration in which a product normally cannot be experienced.

i A concept in which a retailer rents a part of the retail space to be used by a different company to run another
independent store.
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PRODUCT DEMONSTRATION

In August 2013, no in-store product demonstration took place. Therefore, this research faced some
difficulties in the collection of data and the amount of respondents. However, in the first week of
September 2013, BabyL.iss, a manufacturer of curling irons, facilitated product demonstrations of
a new product type the Babyliss Secret Pro. The second picture in Appendix D-2 displays the
product demonstration. As can be seen in the picture, the product has been removed from the

shelve and consumers can try the product with the help of a demonstrator.

RESPONDENTS

Primary data has been collected from random customers in this product category. Consumers, who
entered the store, did not know if, and when there was a product demonstration. Participants of a
product demonstration were approached and asked to fill in the questionnaire. The respondents
who did not participated in a product demonstration were approached in the same product category
on the days when there was no product demonstration. These two groups filled in the same
questionnaire and in total fifty respondents have been collected. Twenty-five respondents that
have participated in the product demonstration have answered all the questions in the survey. In
order to capture the effectiveness of this product demonstration, twenty-five respondents that have

not participated in a product demonstration answered the same questionnaire.

DATA PROCESSING

The filled in paper-based surveys have been digitalized and processed using statistical software
IBM-SPSS. First the individual effect of the product demonstration on purchase intentions has
been analyzed using an ANOVA and a Simple Linear Regression test. Hereafter the individual
effect of brand equity on purchase intentions have been analyzed using a Multiple Linear
Regression test. The interaction effect of product demonstration between brand equity and
purchase intentions have been analyzed using a Multiple Linear Regression test including the
variable product demonstration as a dummy variable. The analysis and results are extensively

described in the next chapter.
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LIMITATIONS

The methods and data collection used in this study has been subjected to considerable limitations.
First, this research used a cross-sectional research design. Measuring the brand equity perceptions
of consumers before and after an event would measure the effect on an individual level that
increase the validation of the generalizations. Second, due to the limited product demonstrations
during this study related to the timeframe of this thesis, a small sample size has been collected.
Third, the product of the demonstration in this study was focused on young female customer.

Because of this, no male respondents have been collected.
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3.2 STUDY 2

The purpose of study 2 was to test the hypotheses that incorporates the effect of in-store product
demonstration related to brand sales of the promoted brand and competitors brands. This section
describes the research design, variable measurement, operationalization and research instruments.
Hereafter, data collection of study 1, including field of research, product of the demonstration and
respondents, data processing and limitations are discussed. In order to outline the implementation

of this study, Figure 7 visualizes the steps that have been followed.

Figure 7: Study 2: Methodology & Data
----------------- Methodology m“mmData -
[ Research Design [ Field of Research ]
' |
[ Research Variables | [ Data & Processing ]
| ‘ .
[ Operationalization | [ Limitations ]

RESEARCH DESIGN

The purpose of this study is a descriptive research to describe the effect of a product
demonstration. As suggested, product demonstration has a positive effect on brand sales of the
demonstrated product and a negative effect on brand sales of competitors. In order to measure this
effect, internal sales data have been used to examine the differences in amount of sales with and
without the presence of a product demonstration.
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RESEARCH VARIABLES

Table 4: Study 2: (In) Dependent Variable Description

Dependent Variable Description Measure
[Sales (i)(1)] Actual Sales Scaled

Independent Variables

[Price (i)(1)] Av. Price in € Brand i Scaled
[CPrice (i)(1)] Av. Price in € Brand # i Scaled
[PD (i)(1)] Product Demonstration Dichotomous

Dummy Variables
[PD(t)]*[Price (i)(1)] Interaction effect Yes or No
[PD(t)]*[Com_Price (i)(t)] | Interaction effect Categorical

OPERATIONALIZATION

Previous section displayed the (in) dependent variables. In order to operationalize the research
variables, point of sales data has been used. As can be seen in Table 7, this study used the logarithm
of the scaled variables. The use of logarithm scales prevents the misinterpretation of the change
in sales due to product demonstration. In addition, a sales increase of one unit does not show if
this is an expensive or inexpensive product. This study use a logarithm with a base value of ten.

Using brand price and competitors brand price as independent variables enables this study to
incorporate interaction effects of product demonstration and these prices. These interaction effects

provides the impact that product demonstration has on brand sales.

FIELD OF RESEARCH

This study has been executed in cooperation with the same retailer as study 1. In August 2013, the
retailer granted access to collect internal point of sales data. Because this retailer did not archived
information of the conducted product demonstration, this data alone was not sufficient enough to
execute this study. Also, choosing appropriate point of sales data without this knowledge was not
possible. Because of this, data concerning the dates of conducted product demonstrations in this
store has been accomplished via the support of the largest sales promotion company in the
Netherlands. This company facilitates promotional activities for manufacturers inside the store.
According to their data, in-store product demonstrations took place in several product categories.
In order to select appropriate data for this research, the following steps have been followed as can

be seen in Figure 8.
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Figure 8: Field of Research: Preliminary Steps

The first step that has been followed was the exploration of conducted in-store product
demonstrations. This dataset contained a large set of dates, types of product demonstrations and
many different types of demonstrated products and brands. Each product demonstration has been
analyzed and weighted on the usefulness for this study. The selection during this step was mainly
based on the amount of conducted product demonstrations and the type of demonstration.
Recalling from previous study, product demonstrations inside the shop-in-shop are not appropriate
for this study. Hereafter, product demonstrations have been selected based on the product
category. In addition, some product categories are not valuable to examine the effect of a product
demonstration. For example, when many different brands demonstrate their products at the same
time in the same product category, the effect of a product demonstration is difficult to examine.
Another selection criterion was related to the product, because consumers can try the product also
without the presence of a demonstration, for example a television. After the selection of the
product categories, brands have been selected. In addition, there are many different brands in a
product category, however, some brands are not interested to incorporate in this study. Therefore,
the four main brands in a product category have been used in this study. Finally, previous steps

enabled this study to select appropriate internal point of sales data.

DATA & PROCESSING

Previous section formulated the steps that have been followed in order to select appropriate data
related to study 2. Ultimately, this study selected the product category navigation systems with
the four main brands Garmin, Mio, Navigon and TomTom. Because product demonstrations
mainly took place at Saturdays, weekly point of sales data has been collected in 2010, 2011 and
2012. During this timeframe, products of Mio and TomTom have been demonstrated.

Point of sales data are collected in September 2013. The data have been pulled from ERP — SAP
system, software widely used in many businesses. A limitation of this customized software
program was the acquisition of weekly sales data. In practice each Saturday has been drawn from
the system separately. This study developed a single Excel document including the original
datasets of 2010, 2011 and 2012. In order to use the data in this study, hundred-twenty data points
have been deleted because of zero sales value. Hereafter twelve extra data points have been deleted
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from the dataset, because of a yearly price promotion (21 percent discount), which finally leads
to a dataset of 488 data points. The remaining dataset has been analyzed using a Multiple Linear

Regression to test the hypotheses related to study 2.

LIMITATIONS

The methods and data collection of this study contains considerable limitations. First, this study
used internal sales data of a giant retailer that have been selected by exploring the dates of product
demonstrations that took place inside this store. However, examining also other retailers would
provide a better analysis of the effect of in-store product demonstrations. Second, the product
category navigation systems was the best selection in this situation, however, examining the effect

in different product categories would provide a deeper understanding of this effect.
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CHAPTER 4 ANALYSIS & RESULTS

41 STUDY1

DATA DESCRIPTION

In order to provide a comprehensive overview concerning the data used in this study, a frequency
table has been conducted (Appendix E). This table provides a deeper insight on the data collection
concerning the characteristics of the respondents. In addition, all forty-four respondents were
female this was not really strange, because a curling iron was demonstrated. 50% of these females
participated in a product demonstration and 50% did not. Almost 80% of all the respondents were
younger than thirty. This explains the income level, because almost 50% of the respondents had a
salary of less than 20.000 euro a month. The same relation can be drawn from the education level,
more than 50% of all respondents had an education level below bachelor. Altogether, 70% of the

respondents did not planned to purchase a product in the manipulated product category.

RESULTS & ANALYSIS

Several statistical tests have been conducted to test the theoretical framework presented in Chapter
3. The purpose of this section is to analyze and interpret the data in an accurate, reliable,
comprehensive and verifiable manner. In order to insure these requirements, each paragraph
includes a heading that represents the meaning of the conducted statistical test. The statistical test
has been performed using statistical software SPSS. Before the statistical test are performed, all
necessary assumptions are measured. Each paragraph elaborates on the analysis and describes the

interpretation of the measurement results in an adequate and comprehensive way.

First, some simple statistical tests were conducted in relation to the mean, sums of squares,
variance, standard deviations and covariance. These measurements provide a deeper insight
concerning the relation between CBBE and purchase intentions within and between two groups.
Second, this research conducted a normality test, to test whether both groups were normal
distributed. Third, a Levene’s test and an Independent Two Sample T-test have been conducted to
measure if the means of both groups were significant different. Hereafter a Simple Linear
regression model has been performed to support the previous findings. Fifth, a Multiple Linear
Regression has been conducted to explore the relationship between CBBE and purchase

intentions. Hereafter an Explanatory Factor Analysis has been conducted to measure underlying
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relationships between the independent variables. Finally, regression measurements are used to

determine the proposed interaction effects.

SIMPLE STATISTICAL TESTS

As can be seen in Appendix F, the covariance between brand equity and purchase intention is
positive, this indicates that as one variable deviate from the mean, in this case CBBE, the other
variable deviates in the same direction, in this case purchase intentions. Moreover, the correlation
coefficient, or in other words the standardized covariance, is positive and near to +1. This indicates
that brand equity and purchase intentions are positively correlated with a large effect. This
research examines the effect of a product demonstration, therefore this study carried out the same
statistical measurements in both groups. Table 5 provides a comprehensive overview of the simple

tests concerning both groups.

Table 5: Simple Statistical Measures
Measurement Participated Not Participated
[CBBE] [PI] [CBBE] [PI]
Mean 5.87 6.06 4.57 3.84
Sum of squared errors 10.07 10.74 10.81 28.07
Variance 0.51 0.51 0.51 1.34
Sample Standard Deviation 0.71 0.72 0.72 1.16
Population Standard Deviation 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.25
Covariance 0.32 0.59
Correlation Coefficient R 0.62 0.70

Table 5 displays an extremely different mean of purchase intention in both groups, which indicates
that consumers who participated in a product demonstration, on average, indicate higher intentions
to buy that product. The covariance in both groups are positive, however, the covariance in group
1 seems to be lower than group 2. This implies that brand equity and purchase intentions are
positively correlated, however this effect is larger in the group that did not participated in a product

demonstration.
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TESTING NORMALITY

Before examining the differences between the mean of both groups, first both groups need to be
tested on their normality, which is, testing whether their distribution is normal. This research used
a Kolmogorov-Smirnov and a Shapiro-Wilk test to examine if the distribution of the groups as a
whole differentiates from the mean. In Appendix G the output of these tests concerning CBBE
and purchase intentions are presented. The test results indicate that only for purchase intentions
in group 2 (Participation) the p-value is below 0.05 for the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, however,
the Shapiro-Wilk test indicates a p-value > 0.05. The Shapiro-Wilk test is a good measure in
relation with a small sample size, therefore this research assumes both variables in both groups to
be normal. Because both tests examine the null hypothesis of a normal distribution, the
measurements indicate a normal distribution of CBBE and purchase intentions of both groups.
Also the Q-Q plots of both variables in both groups indicates a normal distribution, the observed
values are plotted around the straight line. These tests have satisfied the assumption of a normal

distribution and therefore parametrical test can be used.

COMPARING MEANS

Previous test indicated that both groups of both dependent variables have a normal distribution.
However it would be interesting to test if the spread of scores of CBBE and purchase intentions
is the same when the mean of both groups increases. To test the equality of the means of both
groups and both variables, a pretest concerning the homogeneity of variances is necessary. There
is a rule of thumb to examine the homogeneity of variances by calculating the highest variance
and divide this with the lowest variance. When this ratio is smaller than two, it is safe to assume
both variances are equal. As can be seen in Table 3 the variance ratio of group 1 (0.51/0.15) would
be one and the ratio of group 2 would be more than two (1.34/0.51). Therefore the variances of
both groups concerning CBBE and purchase intentions have been tested using a Levene’s Test for
Equality of Variances measure.

This test have been conducted together with an Independent Sample T-test and are presented in
Appendix H. The test results indicates that the variances of both groups concerning CBBE are not
significant different (Appendix H-1). This implies that the null hypothesis of equal variances may
not be rejected and equal variances must be assumed. As can be seen in the Independent Sample
T-test (equal variances assumed) the mean is significant different in both groups. This implicates
that consumers who participated in a product demonstration and consumers who did not

participated perceive CBBE significantly different.
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The same test has been conducted concerning the mean of purchase intentions. As can be seen in
Appendix H-2, the variances of both groups concerning purchase intentions are significant
different and thus equal variances are not assumed. As can be seen in the Independent Samples T-
test (equal variances not assumed) the mean is significant different in both groups. This implies
that consumers who participated in a product demonstration and consumers who did not
participated have a significant different intention to buy. These measurements indicate that CBBE
and purchase intentions are positively correlated and that product demonstration plays an
important role towards perceived brand equity and the intention to buy. The next analysis

elaborates on the relation between product demonstration, CBBE and purchase intentions.

LINEAR REGRESSION ANALYSIS

So far, CBBE and purchase intentions concerning consumers who participated and consumers
who did not participated in a product demonstration are analyzed and compared. Previous tests
indicated that CBBE and purchase intention significantly differ between both groups. Besides
comparing means, this study examines the direct relationship between product demonstration,
CBBE and purchase intentions. This research suggests that product demonstration and CBBE have
a significant individual effect on purchase intentions (H1 & H2). In order to analyze the
relationship between product demonstration and purchase intention, a Simple Linear Regression
model has been conducted. Furthermore, CBBE consists of multiple dimensions and this research
will therefore analyze the individual dimensions on CBBE and purchase intentions. In other
words, this research will explain the variation in purchase intentions as much as possible on the
basis of the variation of the individual dimensions of CBBE. In order to test this relationship, this
research performed a Multiple Linear Regression model. This section will examine if the proposed
regression model is a good representation of the collected data.

PRODUCT DEMONSTRATION & PURCHASE INTENTIONS

In order to provide a deeper insight in the relationship of product demonstration on purchase
intentions, a Simple Linear Regression has been conducted. The SPSS outputs concerning this test
are presented in Appendix I. This study developed two tables that provide a comprehensive
overview of the regression test results. Table 6 represents test results concerning the regression

model and Table 7 represents the test results concerning the regression coefficients.

H1: In-store product demonstration has a positive effect on consumers’ purchase
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As can be seen in Table 6 the variation of product demonstration explains 57.2 % of the variation
of purchase intentions. This means that 42.8% of the variation in purchase intentions cannot be
explained by product demonstration. There is a good fit between the assumed Simple Linear
Regression model and the data: the F-value is 58.453 with a significance level of less than 0.05.

The regression model overall predicts consumers’ purchase intentions significantly well.

Table 6: Regression Model: Product Demonstration
Model Summary ANOVA
R Square Adj.R Square P-value F-value P-value
Model 1 582 572 0.000 58.453 0.000

The Pearson correlation and the ANOVA results indicate that the regression model, overall,
predicts purchase intentions very well. However, these statistics do not measure the individual
contribution of the variables in the model. In this case, there is only one variable, therefore it can
be expected that the variable is a good predictor. Because the regression has been based on the
original data, the unstandardized regression coefficients are important to consider. In this model,
the regression coefficient product demonstration significantly contributes to purchase intentions

with a significance level of <.001.

Table 7: Regression Coefficients: Product Demonstration
Coefficients Collinearity indicators
Unst. Coeff.  T-value P-value Tolerance VIF
Constant 3.841 18.741 0.000
Demonstration 2.216 7.645 0.000 1 1

Purchase intentions = 3.841 + 2.216 * Product Demonstration + e

For the interpretation of this statistical valid model, it is important to consider that the variable
product demonstration is a dummy variable. In addition, if consumers participate in a product
demonstration, the intention to buy will increase with 2.216 units, which is significantly more than
when consumers do not participate in a product demonstration. Based in the results of the

Pearsons’ correlation and Simple regression analysis, H1 is accepted.
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CBBE AND PURCHASE INTENTIONS

The proposed linear relationship between brand equity and purchase intentions has been
decomposed in four sub-hypotheses as can be seen below. A Multiple Linear Regression model
has been conducted to examine these relationships. The dataset in which this regression analysis
has been performed was structured with the set-up of cross-section data.

Perceived quality towards a brand has a positive effect on consumers’ purchase
ea intentions of that brand.

Social image of a brand has a positive effect on consumers’ purchase intentions
2b of that brand.

Brand attachment towards a brand has a positive effect on consumers’ purchase
riee intentions of that brand.

Trustworthiness towards a brand has a positive effect on consumers’ purchase
Had intentions of that brand.

In order to test how brand equity affects purchase intentions, a Linear Regression Model has been
proposed in which individual dimensions of brand equity predict the outcome variable intentions.

This study proposed the following regression model:
[P1] = BO + B1[CBBE-PQ] + B2[CBBE-SI] + B3[CBBE-BA] + B4[CBBE-BT] + ¢

According to the rule of thumb, it is important to have at least five times the numbers of
observations as parameters to be estimated. Other researchers argue that a minimum of 15
observations per predictor is sufficient. Green (1991) developed two rules of thumbs for the
minimum acceptable sample size for the overall fit of the regression model (R"2) and to test the
individual predictors within the model (‘beta’). The sample size in this research (44) is not
sufficient according both rules, thus, when interpreting the SPSS outputs it is important to take

this into account.

As can be seen in the Scatterplot (Appendix J-1) all relevant variables have been taken in
consideration. The points are widely divided in the graph and the points in the graph do not display
any clusters. In order to test additive relationships between the independent variables, six full
models have been examined (Appendix J-2) and no interaction was found significant. Because the
data collection has been executed based on paper and pencil manner, the respondents answered
the survey questions independently. As can be seen in the Histogram and P-P plot (Appendix J-
3), taking into account the limited respondents, this study assumes that the residuals are normal

distributed. Although the distribution seems to be negative skewed, previous section (comparing
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means) performed a normality test using a Kolmogorov-Smirnov and the Shapiro-Wilk test
(Appendix G). These results indicate a normal distribution of both groups. Concerning the
homoscedastic assumption, as can be seen in the scatterplot concerning the missing values, this
graph does not display a pattern (Appendix J-1). This implies that the residual has the same
variance for every value of the independent variable. In Appendix J-4, the partial regression plots
provide a better insight on which variable contributes to homoscedasticity. Perceived quality and
brand attachment both seems to have the most positive patterns compared to social image and
trustworthiness. It is important to account for outliers. Therefore this research performed a table
with observations for which the difference between the actual and the predicted value for the
dependent variable does not lie in the range of 2.5 standard deviations of the mean residual. As
can be seen in the Casewise Diagnostics (Appendix J-6), three observations are out of this range.
However, this test determines values with a critical value of +/- 2. Therefore, no outlier has been
deleted. Furthermore, the Boxplot does not show any outlier. A bivariate correlation test has been
conducted, as can be seen in Appendix J-5, and indicates a large multi-collinearity is a problem.
All variables differ significantly from zero and all of them are greater than 0.6. This is important
when interpreting the test results, because high correlation between the independent variables can

affect the outcome of the regression analysis. This problem will be explored after this section.

REGRESSION MODEL & COEFFICIENTS

The Multiple Linear Regression test results are represented in Appendix K. Important indicators
of the estimated regression model can be seen in Table 8. The variations of the individual
dimensions of brand equity explain 70 % of the variation of purchase intentions. This means that
30% of the variation in purchase intentions cannot be explained perceived quality, social image,
brand attachment and trustworthiness towards a brand. There is a good fit between the assumed
Simple Linear Regression model and the data: the F-value is 26.027 with a significance level of

less than 0.05. The overall regression model predicts consumers’ purchase intentions significantly

well.
Table 8: Regression Model: Brand Equity
Model Summary ANOVA
R Square Adj. R Square P-value F-value P-value
Model 1 727 .700 0.000 26.027 .000
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Although the test results indicate a good fit between the proposed model and the data, previous
section indicated high correlation between the predictor variables. Because multi-collinearity
among the variables affects the results of the regression measurement, the individual regression
coefficients cannot be interpreted. As can be seen in the collinearity statistics, all variables have a
VIF above the 1.5, which implies that the independent variables are highly correlated with each
other. The collinearity diagnostics indicates a strong presence of multi-collinearity of brand
trustworthiness (condition index >30). Furthermore, the Eigenvalue of social image, brand
attachment and brand trustworthiness are extremely low, which implies that these are responsible
for the multi-collinearity problem. Finally, all variables have a tolerance level below 0.50, which
means that they all are responsible for this problem. In addition, perceived quality, social image

and brand attachment have a very low tolerance level of less than 0.30.

Because high correlation between predictors affects the meaning of the regression coefficients, it
IS necessary to find a statistical solution for this problem. Therefore, an Exploratory Factor
Analysis (EFA) has been conducted to see if the correlated variables are driven by a common
underlying variable or underlying variance structure. Because the measurement accounts for all
of the variance, including the variance in the correlation coefficients and error variance, a Principal
Components Analysis (CPA) has been conducted. The EFA with a CPA will be discussed in the

next section.

EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS

One of the assumptions to run a factor analysis is the size of the research sample. As discussed in
step 1, the sample size regarding this study is not large enough. However, in situations where the
sample size is small, assigning variables to a specific factor with a large factor loading is sufficient.
Because the factor loadings are related to the sample size, in this case forty-four, this research will
use a minimum factor loading of 0.7. In addition, variables that do not correlate with other
variables need to be excluded before running the analysis. As discussed in previous section

considering the multi-collinearity assumption, all variables are correlated with each other.

The independent variables that contain high correlation among each other are grouped variables.
Brand equity has been measured using 4 dimensions; perceived quality, social image, brand
attachment and brand trustworthiness. Because the EFA has been conducted to incorporate the
multi-collinearity problem, this research chooses the orthogonal rotation. This method will create
uncorrelated factor scores that can be used in further analysis. The test results concerning the EFA

can be found in Appendix K. Table 9 represents the key findings concerning this measurement.
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Table 9: EFA: KMO & Bartlett’s Test
KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity

Approx. Chi- Square DF  P-value
0.809 139.153 6 .000

As can be seen in Table 9, the value of the KMO measure is above the 0.5 which indicates that a
factor analysis would be an appropriate measurement. The significance level of the Bartlett’s test
of sphericity indicates relationships between the variables (Sign < 0.05). Furthermore, the
Correlation Matrix in Appendix K displays a determinant that is higher than 0.0001 (0.33), which
implies that there is no high correlation among the variables and that conclusions can be drawn

from the analysis.

Table 10: EFA: Total Variance Explained
Component Eigen Values Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
Total % of Var. Cum. Total % of Var. Cum.
1 3.296 82.395 82.395 3.296 82.395 82.395
2 .366 9.151 91.546
3 203 5.071 96.617
4 135 3.383 100.000

Table 10, displays the test results of the EFA measure and indicates one underlying factor after
extracting all factors with eigenvalues greater than 1. This factor explains 82.4% of the total
variances in the four variables. Appendix K represents the Communalities, Component matrix and
Screeplot. As can be seen in the Communalities table after extraction, the values are higher than
0.7, which implies that the retained factor explains at least 70% of the variance of the variables.
All values seem to be relevant for the definition of the factors (lowest value is 0.749), thus, no
value need to be eliminated. The Screeplot displays the elbow above the two factors. However,
the EFA, with Kaisers Criteria of Eigenvalues >1, indicated 1 underlying dimension. Because the
second factor is 0.366 and is close to the third factor, it can be concluded that the four dimensions
of brand equity have 1 underlying factor which implies that the individual brand equity dimensions
measuring the same thing. Although this study contains a low sample size, the higher the loadings

on a factor the smaller the sample size can be (Field, 2000).
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LINEAR REGRESSION BASED ON FACTORS

Earlier Multiple Regression measurement, concerning the relationship between the four
dimensions of CBBE and purchase intentions, indicated high multi-collinearity. Therefore an EFA
with a PCA has been conducted and one underlying dimension has been found. To analyze the
relationship between CBBE and purchase intentions a Linear Regression has been performed
based on the underlying factor. The Factor score has been saved using the Anderson-Rubin

method. The SPSS outputs concerning this measurement are presented in Appendix M.

Before testing the linear relationship between the factor and purchase intentions, first the
reliability of the variables has been examined. In addition, a Cronbach’s alpha has been
determined to measure the extent to which the scale measures one underlying factor or construct.
As can be seen in the ‘Reliability Statistics’, the alpha contains a value above the 0.8 which implies

a strong underlying factor.

As can be seen in Table 11 the variation of factor 1 explains 68.8% of the variation of purchase
intentions. This means that 31.2% of the variation in purchase intentions cannot be explained by
the underlying factor. There is a good fit between the assumed Simple Linear Regression model
and the data: the F-value is 95.719 with a significance level of less than 0.05. According to the
significance level of the F-test, the coefficients other than the intercept are significant different

from zero. The regression model overall predicts consumers’ purchase intentions significantly

well.
Table 11: Regression Model Based on Factors: Brand Equity
Model Summary ANOVA
R Square Adj.R Square P-value F-value P-value
Model 1 695 .688 .000 95.719 .000

In this case, there is only one Factor, therefore it can be expected that the variable is a good
predictor. In this model, the regression coefficient product demonstration significantly contributes

to purchase intentions with a significance level of <.001.
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Table 12: Regression Coefficients: The Factor Brand Equity

Unst. Coeff. Stan. Coeff. T-value P-value
Constant 3.841 39.985 .000
Brand Equity 2.216 0.834 9.784 .000

Purchase intentions = 3.841 + 2.216 * Brand Equity + e

For the interpretation of this statistical valid model, it is important to consider that the independent
variable which is the underlying factor of the dimensions of brand equity. Because these
dimensions of brand equity seem to measure the same thing, these have been taken together. In
addition, if brand equity perceptions increases by 1 unit, than the intention to buy will significantly

increase with 2.216 units. Based on the results of the Pearsons’ correlation and Simple regression

analysis, H2 is accepted.

PRODUCT DEMONSTRATION AS MODERATOR

Previous tests indicated that product demonstration significant and positively affect purchase
intentions. Previous section indicated that one underlying factor incorporates all four dimensions
of brand equity. This study examines the interaction effect of product demonstration between the
relationship of CBBE and purchase intentions.

H3 | In-store product demonstration has a positive interaction effect between brand equity
and consumers’ purchase intentions.

Previous tests determined a significant and meaningful regression model of brand equity and
purchase intentions, based on one factor. To measure the interaction effect, a restricted and a full
model has been performed. The restricted model (model 1) includes the independent variable
brand equity (factor 1) and the independent variable product demonstration. The interaction effect
of the latent factor and product demonstration has been added in the full model (model 2). In
addition, the independent variable Factor 1 has been standardized (Factor scores are saved using
the Anderson-Rubin method). The test SPSS test results are represented in Appendix N and Table

13 and 14 represent important findings.
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Table 13:

Regression Model: Brand Equity & Product Demonstration

Model 1
Model 2

Model Summary ANOVA
R Square Adj. R Square P-value F-value P-value
763 752 .000 66.130 .000
779 762 102 46.959 .000

As can be seen in Table 13 the variation of model 1 explains 75.2% of the variation of purchase
intentions. In relation to previous test, this implies that the model including product demonstration
and brand equity explains more of the variation of purchase intentions than the single effects.
There is a good fit between the assumed Simple Linear Regression model and the data: the F-
value is 66.130 with a significance level of less than 0.05. According to the significance level of
the F-test, the coefficients other than the intercept are significant different from zero. The
regression model overall predicts consumers’ purchase intentions significantly well. The full
model (model 2) that includes the interaction between product demonstration and brand equity,
explains 76.2 % of the variation of purchase intentions, however, not significant. In addition, the
variation of purchase intentions cannot significantly explained by the variation of product
demonstration, brand equity and the interaction between these variables. The ANOVA indicates
that the model, overall, predicts the outcome variable significant well (p-value < .05). However,
model 1 includes a higher significant F-value meaning that the initial model significantly

improved the ability to predict the outcome variable better than the new model.

Table 14: Regression Coefficients: Brand Equity & Product Demonstration
Model 1 Unst. Coeff. St. Coeff. T-value P-value
Constant 4.426 23.576 .000
Brand Equity .862 .586 5.607 .000
PD 1.045 .360 3.441 .001
Model 2 Unst. Coeff. St. Coeff. T-value P-value
Constant 4.596 21.898 .000
Brand Equity 1.111 756 5.245 .000
PD 1.048 .361 3.524 .001
Brand Equity * PD -503 -211 -1.674 102
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In model 1, the regression coefficients brand equity (factor 1) and product demonstration
significantly contributes to purchase intentions with a significance level of <.05. Therefore, the

unknown factors in the proposed regression model are determined and the model can be filled in.

Purchase intentions = 4.426 + 0.862 * Brand Equity + 1.045* PD + e

The first value is the constant term and gives the predicted value of purchase intentions when all
predictors are zero. The second coefficient is significant and indicates that an increase of 1 unit in
brand equity perceptions would positively increase purchase intentions with 1.290 units, while
holding the other coefficients constant. The third coefficient is also significant and indicates that
participating in a product demonstration positively increase the intention to buy the product with
0.885 units, while holding brand equity constant. In model 2, the interaction effect between
product demonstration and brand equity is not significant, however the regression coefficients
product demonstration and Factor 1 remains significant. Therefore H3 is rejected.

INVOLVEMENT AS MODERATOR

This study suggests that the strength of the relation between product demonstration and purchase

intention depends on the level of purchase involvement.

H4 | In-store product demonstration has a higher positive effect on consumers’ purchase
intentions for high involved than for low involved consumers.

To measure the interaction effect, a restricted and a full model has been performed. The restricted
model (model 1) includes the independent variables brand equity (factor 1), product demonstration
and purchase involvement. The interaction effect of the product demonstration and purchase
involvement has been added in the full model (model 2). In addition, the independent variable
brand equity has been standardized (Factor scores are saved using the Anderson-Rubin method).

The test SPSS test results are represented in Appendix O and Table 15 and 16 represent important

findings.
Table 15: Regression Model: Product Demonstration & Involvement
Model Summary ANOVA
R Square Adj. R Square P-value F-value P-value
Model 1 792 777 .000 50.884 .000
Model 2 .803 778 .354 31.057 .000
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As can be seen in Table 15 the variation of model 1 explains 77.7% of the variation of purchase
intentions. In relation to previous test, this implies that the model including product demonstration,
brand equity and purchase involvement explains more of the variation of purchase intentions than
the single effects. There is a good fit between the assumed Simple Linear Regression model and
the data: the F-value is 50.884 with a significance level of less than 0.05. The regression model
overall predicts consumers’ purchase intentions significantly well. The full model (model 2) that
includes the interaction between product demonstration and brand equity and between product
demonstration and purchase involvement, explains 77.8 % of the variation of purchase intentions,
however, not significant. In addition, the variation of purchase intentions cannot significantly
explained by these independent variables and the interactions. The ANOVA indicates that the
model, overall, predicts the outcome variable significant well (p-value <.05). However, model 1
includes a higher significant F-value, meaning that the initial model significantly improved the

ability to predict the outcome variable better than the new model.

Table 16: Regression Coefficients: Product Demonstration & Involvement
Model 1 Unst. Coeff. St. Coeff. T-value P-value
Constant 6.075 8.441 .000
Brand Equity 1.290 233 5.547 .005
PD .885 .296 2.992 .000
Involvement -.342 .145 -2.364 .023
Model 2 Unst. Coeff. St. Coeff. T-value P-value
Constant 6.254 7.212 .000
Brand Equity 1.502 .1.022 5.263 .000
PD .397 137 .284 778
Involvement -.351 -.316 -1.967 .057
Brand Equity * PD -.564 -.237 -1.130 .266
Involvement * PD 114 214 -.368 715

In model 1, the regression coefficients brand equity (factor 1), product demonstration and
purchase involvement significantly contributes to purchase intentions with a significance level of
<.05. Therefore, the unknown factors in the proposed regression model are determined and the

model can be filled in:

Purchase intentions = 6.075 + 1.290 * Brand Equity + 0.885* PD — 0.342* Involvement + e
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The first value is the constant term and gives the predicted value of purchase intentions when all
predictors are zero. The second coefficient is significant and indicates that an increase of 1 unit in
brand equity perceptions would positively increase purchase intentions with 1.290 units, while
holding the other coefficients constant. The third coefficient is also significant and indicates that
participating in a product demonstration positively increase the intention to buy the product with
0.885 units, while holding brand equity constant. The fourth variable is also significant and
indicates that an increase in purchase involvement with 1 unit decreases the intention to buy the
product with 0.342 units.

In model 2, the interaction effects between product demonstration and brand equity and between
product demonstration and purchase involvement are not significant. The regression coefficients
product demonstration and Factor 1 remains significant, after including an interaction effect

between in the model. Therefore H4 is rejected.
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42 STUDY 2

Study two examines the effect of in-store product demonstration on actual brand sales. As can be
seen in Chapter 3, a positive relationship has been proposed between product demonstration and
the amount of sales. Also, it has been suggested that product demonstration decreases the sales of
competitive brands in the same product category. This chapter will test these two propositions

with point of sales data on a weekly basis.

DATA DESCRIPTION

Test results of the data exploration can be seen in Appendix P. After the adjustments the dataset
contained 488 data points which are the sales of four brands in the product category Navigation
Systems on all Saturdays during 2010, 2011 and 2012 in the Mediamarkt Rotterdam. In total, one
out of ten Saturdays there was a product demonstration. The dataset contains sales of Garmin,
Mio, Navigon and Tomtom. As can be seen in Figure 9, the Pie charts indicate the market share
of each brand in each year.

Figure 9: Percentage of Total Sales
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The Pie Charts display the four brands and their sales in comparison with the total sales of these
four brands. In 2010 and 2011, all four brands seem to have approximately the same amount of
sales. In 2012, the amount of sales of Navigon decreased, whereas Garmin and TomTom sold
more products. In relation to the price, Descriptive Statistics have been conducted to give analyze
the differences in price level between the four brands. Garmin (193.211) and TomTom (158.810)
have the highest average price and sold the most products in 2012. Boxplots have been performed
representing the distribution of sales per brand. The Boxplots of Garmin, Mio and Navigon do not
display a symmetrical distribution and their values are more clustered at the low and of the

distribution.
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Figure 10: Brand Sales Over Time
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Figure 10 displays the sales of each brand over time, which provides another view of the sales
directions. As can be seen in the pie charts TomTom has the highest amount of sales in percentage
in 2012, however, when viewing the graph the sales of TomTom seems to drop over time. It is

interesting to see how the sales of Navigon and TomTom both drops in parallel.

Table 17 : Mean Price & Sales in 2010-2012

Garmin Mio Navigon TomTom
Mean Price 189.4 114 136.9 159
Mean Sales 3.42 3.60 5.77 12.88

As can be seen in Table 17, Mio is the lowest priced brand whereas Garmin is the highest prices
brand. It is noteworthy to see that both of these brands have the lowest mean sales over the three

years of data. TomTom has the highest mean sales.
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RESULTS & ANALYSIS

Several statistical tests have been conducted to test the theoretical framework presented in Chapter
3. The purpose of this section is to analyze and interpret the data in an accurate, reliable,
comprehensive and verifiable manner. In order to insure these requirements, each paragraph
includes a heading that represents the meaning of the performed statistical test. The statistical test
has been performed using statistical software SPSS. Before the statistical test has been performed,
all necessary assumptions are measured. Each paragraph elaborates on the analysis and describes

the interpretation of the measurement results in an adequate and comprehensive way.

First, several normality test has been conducted to test whether the distribution of log-sales on
brand, year and group level are normal. The results of these analyses indicate whether the
assumption of normality can be fulfilled. Second, a Levene’s test and an Independent Two Sample
T-test have been conducted to measure if the sales during the presence of a product demonstration
significantly differ compared with sales without the presence. After this, a Linear Regression
Analyses have been performed to support the relationship between the presence of a product

demonstration on brand sales and competitors’ sales.

TESTING NORMALITY

A normal distribution is an assumption for many parametrical tests. This research examines the
effect on brand sales and therefore tests whether the distribution is normal. The results of the
normality tests are represented in Appendix Q. This study first tested the normality of the original
variable actual sales.

In order to analyze the distribution of total sales a Histogram, Boxplot, Q-Q Plot and Frequency
table have been conducted (Appendix Q-1). The Histogram indicates a positively skewed
distribution. The Boxplot indicates an asymmetric and positively skewed distribution, in which
the sale scores are more clustered on the low end of the distribution. As can be seen in the Q-Q
Plot, the observed values are not plotted around the straight line, indicating non normality. The
Frequency Table provides a deeper insight concerning the distribution of the variable sales. The
table indicates a skewness with a z-value of 14.15 (1.604/.111) and a kurtosis with a z-value of
13.33 (2.945/0.221). Both values are higher than 1.96 and indicate a significant positive skew
distribution. Considering the normality, both the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) and a Shapiro-Wilk
(S-W) test indicate that the distribution of actual sales is not normal.
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LOG TRANSFORMATION

In order to enhance a better distribution, this study took the logarithm of the sales variable. In
addition, the Log10 was the best method in comparison with the LN, Squared Root and Reciprocal
method. This transformation reduces positive skewness. The results of the normality tests

concerning the transformed variable are presented in Appendix Q-2.

A Histogram, Boxplot, Q-Q Plot and Frequency table has been conducted in order to provide a
deeper understanding of the distribution of the logarithmic variable sales. The Histogram still
indicates positive skewness, however less than before the transformation. The Boxplot shows a
better distribution, without any possible outliers. The Q-Q Plot of the logarithmic variable presents
a better distribution; the observed values are better plotted around the straight line in comparison
with the Q-Q Plot of actual sales. As can be calculated from the Frequency test results, the z-
score of the skewness is 1.85 (0.205/0.111) and the kurtosis is 4.34 (-0.937/0.221). This implies
that at a significance level of 0.05, this distribution does not contain a significant skewness
(1.85<1.96). The results of the K-S and S-W tests still indicate a normality problem (p-value <.05).

EXPLORING NORMALITY

Previous section tested the normality of actual sales and indicated a non-normal distribution. Also
after the transformation, the distribution of sales remained not normal. This section elaborates on
several tests that have been conducted to provide a deeper insight into the distribution of log-sales
related to brands and years. A comprehensive table has been developed that provides a clear

overview.

As can be seen in the upper side of Table 18 (next page), the test results still indicate that the
distribution of sales of the four brands together is not normal in 2010, 2011 and 2012. Looking at
the individual brands, only the sales of TomTom is normal distributed in each year separately and
in all years together. Sales of Mio is normal distributed when considering the year 2011 and

Navigon when considering 2010 and 2011.
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Table 18: Normality Tests Results: P-values of Sales

SALES 2010 2011 2012 All Years
ALL BRANDS .000 .000 .001 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
GARMIN .000 .000 .002 .002 .079 .012 .000 .000
MIO* .016 .002 .032 102 .000 .000 .000 .000
NAVIGON .032 .326 .037 .068 .074 .060 .000 .003
TOMTOM* .085 294 .200 911 .200 764 .090 251
SALES All Years

Mio Group 1 Mio Group 2 | TomTom Group 1 | TomTom Group 2
K-S SW | KS SW | K-S S-W K-S S-W

TOMTOM .200 .996 200  .071 .200 359 200 071
MIO .200 .982 .000  .000 .200 128 .000 .000
GARMIN .075 122 .000  .000 .200 138 .000 .000
NAVIGON 115 692 001 .012 .200 .706 .001 012

*Associated with product demonstrations | Group 1: Treated | Group 2: Not Treated |

In the lower end of the table the normality test results concerning the sales of each brand are
represented. In addition, only Mio and TomTom facilitate product demonstrations. As can be seen
in the table, the amount of sales during product demonstration (group 1) of each brand is normal
distributed. Furthermore, the sales of TomTom is normal distributed in both groups. This implies
that sales during the presence of a product demonstration and without the presence of TomTom is
normal distributed. Altogether, this table provides an overview of the normality test results and

further analysis will refer to this table.

COMPARING MEANS

In order to test whether sales significantly differs during a product demonstration, Independent
Sample T-tests has been conducted. This study suggests that sales are higher for promoted brands
and lower for non-promoted brands, during an in-store product demonstration. In order to capture
a pure effect of a product demonstration related to one of the brands, this study controls for the
promotion of another brand. In other words, this study considers the possibility that, for example
when examining sales of Mio, it could be that when Mio does not promote their brand, during that
time TomTom does. This would affect the test results and therefore variables have been created

that controls for the presence of a promotion of one brand, when examining the other.
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PRODUCT DEMONSTRATION & SALES

This study suggests that the presence of an in-store product demonstration shows significant
differences in amount of sales of the promoted and non-promoted brands. A Simple Linear
Regression has been performed based on the category independent variable product demonstration
and sales of each brand as dependent variable. The test results are represented in Appendix R.

H5: Sales of promoted brands are higher during the presence of an in-store product
demonstration of that brand.

H6: Sales of non-promoted brands are lower during the presence of an in-store product
demonstration of competitive brands.

Eight Simple Linear Regression models have been conducted in order to examine the differences
in sales of TomTom, Mio, Garmin and Navigon during a product demonstration of TomTom and

Mio. Table 19 provides a comprehensive overview of the test results.

Table 19: Simple Linear Regression: The effect of PD on sales

MIO DEMONSTRATION TOMTOM DEMONSTRATION
Intercept Coefficient P-value Intercept Coefficient P-value
GARMIN .568 -.066 433 .568 .056 468
MIO 565 301 .000 .565 -.081 .259
NAVIGON 740 -.012 .892 .740 114 319
TOMTOM 1.074 .021 134 1.074 191 .003

As can be seen in the table above, the p-value indicates if the regression coefficient is significantly
different than zero and thus have an effect on the outcome variable. This tables indicates that the
average sales of the promoted brands (Mio and Tomtom) are significantly different when that
brand has been promoted. In addition, regression coefficients of both brands are significant
positive, which implies that the presence of a product demonstration increase sales of that brand.
Another interesting finding is that the effect of a product demonstration for Mio is higher (.301)
compared with TomTom (.191).

The amount of sales of the non-promoted brands are not significantly different during the presence
of a product demonstration. In fact, the average sales of Garmin and Navigon seems to be higher
during a product demonstration of TomTom. Previous section indicated that sales concerning
Garmin, Mio and Navigon do not contain a normal distribution. The violation of the normality

assumption can affect the test results. However, because sales of TomTom is normal distributed,
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this study find reliable evidence for both hypotheses. Therefore, this study accepts H5 and rejects

H6.

LINEAR REGRESSION ANALYSIS

Previous tests showed that the amount of sales significantly differs of promoted brands during a
product demonstration. Besides comparing means, this study examines the relationship between
product demonstration, brand sales and competitor sales. This study suggests that product
demonstrations increase brand substitution. That is, drawing consumers from one brand to another
brand using promotional tools. This substitution effect has been measured using a regression
model that determines price-elasticity.

SUBSTITUTION EFFECT

This study suggests that the presence of an in-store product demonstration decrease the price
sensitivity of promoted brands. A Multiple Linear Regression Analysis has been used and test

results are represented in Appendix S.

H7 The presence of an in-store product demonstration decrease price sensitivity for
promoted brands

The choice to use market-share as dependent variable instead of sales can be explained by the
usefulness of the model. It is important that the model and the coefficients, based on theoretical
groundings, are appropriate to test the hypothesis. As can be seen in Appendix S, regression
coefficients concerning the dependent variable sales do not follow these theoretical arguments,
even when controlling for brands. In addition, the regression coefficient of price (L_Price) should
not be positive. Because, when price increases, the sales should decrease. The coefficients
concerning market-share do follow these theoretical arguments and therefore market-share has

been used as dependent variable that enables to test the hypothesis.

(Market-share, i,t) = B0 + B1*Log (Price, i, t) + B2*Log (Price, j, t) + B3*(PD, i, t) +
B4*[ Log (Price, i, t)* (PD, i, t)] + B5*[ Log (Price, j, t) * (PD, i, t)] +
B6*GARMIN + B7*MIO + B8*NAVIGON + e
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Table 20: Variable Explanation

(Market-share, i, t) Market — share of Brand (i) on Time (t)

Log (Price, i, t) Price of Brand (i) on Time (t)

Log (Price, j, t) Average Price of Competitors of Brand (i) (CPrice) on Time (t)
(PD, i, t) Presence of Product Demonstration of Brand (i) on Time (t)
GARMIN Dummy variable of the brand Garmin: 0 no 1 yes

MIO Dummy variable of the brand MIO: 0 no 1 yes

NAVIGON Dummy variable of the brand NAVIGON: 0 no 1 yes

The advantage of this model is that it measures the effect of a product demonstration on market-
share, taking the prices into account. In addition, if the price of a brand increase, market-share of
that brand will decrease and if the price of competitors increase, the market-share of a brand will
increase. These relationship also apply vice versa. In relation to product demonstration, when the
interaction effect with brand price is significant, it implies that the effect of brand price on brand
sales differs depending on the presence of a product demonstration. In other words, this study
suggests that consumers are less price sensitive during the presence of a product demonstration.
The other interaction effect works vice versa, in which this study suggest that consumers are more
price sensitive towards competitors when a product demonstration is present. This gives the
opportunity to explain the substitution effect in light of price elasticity. Furthermore, three dummy
variables have been added into the model. These dummy variables control for the brands. This is
necessary because different brands have different effects. In addition, it can be expected that the
price sensitivity for Mio is much higher than for TomTom, because the brand TomTom is much

stronger.

As can be seen in Appendix S, the Scatterplot indicate that all relevant variables has been taken
in consideration. The points are not widely divided in the graph and the points in the graph display
no groups or clusters. In relation to the residuals, this study assumes that the observations have
been made independently of the others. As can be seen in the Histogram and Normal P-P-plot, the
residuals are more of less normal distributed. However, the normality test results of the
standardized residuals indicate that the standardized residuals are not normal distributed (sign. <
0.05). Considering the partial graphs, all variables seem to violate the assumption of linearity. As
can be seen in the Collinearity Diagnostics and the first Correlation Matrix, the absence of multi-
collinearity assumption has been violated. In addition, the Collinearity Statistics in the
Coefficients table indicates extreme high VIF values for product demonstration and the interaction

terms. This is a problem, because the interaction variables are important in this study.
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ADJUSTMENTS

In order to solve the correlation problem, this study standardized the independent variables using
the subtract-mean method. The advantage of this method is that it does not affect the interpretation
of the coefficients. A Bivariate Matrix has been conducted concerning these adjusted variables
and indicate a significant drop in correlation between the independent variables. In addition, this
problem has been solved. Furthermore, three extra data points have been deleted from the dataset
because of non-useful or unrealistic values: (1) Price of Garmin was unrealistic (570 euro) on 12
May 2012, (2) competitor average sales was 0 of brand TomTom on 24 March 2012, (3)
competitor average sales was 0 of brand TomTom on 6 October 2012.

REGRESSION MODELS & COEFFICIENTS

The proposed regression model has been tested and the result are presented in Appendix T. In
order to explore the contribution of the interaction effects, a restricted and a full model has been
performed. The restricted model includes the independent variables product demonstration, price
and competitor price including the dummy variables that control for the brands. The interaction
effect of product demonstration and both prices have been added in the full model. Table 21 and

22 displays important findings regarding the model appropriateness and the regression

coefficients.
Table 21: Regression Model: Market-Share
Model Summary ANOVA
R Square Adj. R Square P-value F-value P-value
Restricted 674 670 .000 164.666 .000
Full 676 670 .000 123.715 .000

As can be seen in Table 21 the variation of model 1 explains 67% of the variation of sales. There
is a good fit between the assumed regression model and the data: the F-value is 164.666 with a
significance level of less than 0.05. According to the significance level of the F-test, the
coefficients other than the intercept are significant different from zero. The regression model
overall predicts the sales significantly well. The full model (model 2) that includes the interaction
between product demonstration and price, explains also 67% of the variation of sales. The
ANOVA indicates that the model, overall, predicts the outcome variable significant well (p-value
<.05). Altogether, the proposed models seems to be a good fit. This study is more interested in
the individual regression coefficients because the significance level of these coefficients indicate

whether the hypothesis should be accepted or rejected.
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Table 22: Regression Coefficients: Market-Share

Restricted Model Unst. Coeff.  St. Coeff. T-value P-value
Constant 582 50.448 .000
PD 073 .087 3.212 .001
Log (Price) -.100 -.060 -1.791 .074
Log (CPrice) .052 .018 .641 522
Garmin -.395 -.694 -22.154 .000
Mio -.447 -.862 -23.622 .000
Navigon -.363 -.663 -20.689 .000
Full - Model Unst. Coeff.  St. Coeff. T-value P-value
Constant .583 50.305 .000
PD .067 .079 2.849 .005
Log (Price) -.101 -.060 -1.781 .075
Log (CPrice) .026 .009 316 752
Garmin -.397 -.697 -22.124 .000
Mio -.449 -.865 -23.596 .000
Navigon -.364 -.664 -20.694 .000
Log (Price) * PD 414 .036 1.318 .188
Log (CPrice) * PD -.088 -.010 -.358 720

As can be seen in Table 22, the main independent variables product demonstration and brand
effects in the restricted model seem to have a significant effect on market-share. The variable
product demonstration (PD) significantly predicts the dependent variable market share. The
positive sign indicates that when product demonstration is present, market share will increase with
.067 units. The regression coefficients price and competitor price do not significantly contribute
in this model. The full model 2 includes the interaction variable of product demonstration and
price. The test results indicate that the interaction of product demonstration and price (.188>0.05),
and product demonstration and competitor price are not significant (.720>0.05). The coefficients
concerning the brands Garmin, Mio and Navigon are significant in both models. The negative sign
of these coefficients implicates that these brands negatively contributes to market-share compared

with TomTom. Because the interaction effects are not significant, this study rejects H7.
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CHAPTER 5

GENERAL DISCUSSION & IMPLICATIONS

This research examined the effect of product demonstration, as an in-store promotional tool, on
brand value and brand sales. The findings are extremely valuable for the academic and practical
field, since the consequences of this tool have never been examined before. Two different research
designs have been used to measure the effect on brand sales and brand value and several findings

can be drawn from the analysis. These findings contribute as an answer towards the main question

and hereafter, managerial implications will be described.

MAIN QUESTION & HYPOTHESES

brand sales?

What is the effect of product demonstration, as an in-store marketing tool, on brand value and

Table 23 : Hypothesis Supported

H1 | In-store product demonstration has a positive effect on consumers’ Yes
purchase intention towards the demonstrated brand.
Customer-based brand equity towards a brand has a positive effect on

H2 , . . Yes
consumers’ purchase intentions towards that brand.

13 In-store product demonstration has a positive interaction effect between No
customer-based brand equity and consumers’ purchase intentions.

U4 Purchase involvement has a positive interaction effect between in-store No
product demonstration and consumers’ purchase intentions.
Sales of promoted brands are higher during the presence of an in-store

H5 . Yes
product demonstration of that brand.
Sales of non-promoted brands are lower during the presence of an in-store

H6 . - No
product demonstration of competitive brands.

H7 The presence of an in-store product demonstration decrease price sensitivity No

for promoted brands
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THEORETICAL INTERPRETATION

There are a number of important conclusions that can be drawn from this study. Since the main
question consists of two facets, the conclusion has been separated into brand value and brand

sales. It is important to consider the findings within the context and boundaries of this research.

BRAND VALUE

A product demonstration is a valuable promotional tool to influence consumers at the point of
purchase. The analysis presented in this research indicates that participating in a product
demonstration significantly increase consumers’ purchase intentions, however, does not affect the

level of perceived brand equity.

The analysis have been based on an actual field experiment where twenty-two consumers
participated in a product demonstration and twenty-two consumers did not. The variables were
measured in a giant electronic store, during and without the presence of a product demonstration

in the product category curling irons.

Brand value perceptions were measured using a customer-based brand equity approach with four
dimensions: perceived quality, social image, brand attachment and trustworthiness towards a
brand. The analysis clearly identified one underlying dimensions and grouped the four dimensions
of CBBE into one factor. This research revealed that the level of brand equity perceptions
determines the level of purchase intentions. In other words, consumers’ brand equity perceptions

are positively related to consumers’ purchase intentions.

Product demonstration is a valuable and powerful tool to affect consumers’ purchase intentions
inside the store. Although product demonstration and brand value perceptions positively relates
to purchase intentions, participating in a product demonstration does not affect brand value

perceptions.

Furthermore, the analysis indicated that the level of purchase involvement does not have a
significant interaction effect between product demonstration and purchase intentions. In other
words, participating in a product demonstration increases the intention to buy the demonstrated

brand, regardless of the level of purchase involvement.
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BRAND SALES

This research confirms that the presence of a product demonstration increases sales of the
promoted brand in the same product category. However the analysis did not support the negative
relationship between the presence of a product demonstration and sales of non-promoted brands.

In addition, a decrease in price sensitivity was not found significant in this research.

The analysis have been based on three years weekly sales data of four brands in the product
category navigation systems. Sales of the brands Garmin, Mio, Navigon and TomTom have been
analyzed during and without the presence of a product demonstration in that product category. In

addition, Mio and TomTom facilitated product demonstrations on an occasional basis.

The test results indicate that the average sales of the promoted brands are significantly higher
during the presence of a product demonstration of that brand. Moreover, the increase in sales
differs among promoted brands. This implies that a product demonstration in general increases
sales, but the effectiveness differs among brands. It is not a surprise that the effectiveness of
promotional activities are higher for Mio than for TomTom, because it can be expected that

promotional tools are more effective for less known brands than for strong brands.

Another interesting conclusion is that the presence of product demonstration of a brand does not
affect the sales of non-promoted brands. In fact, although the findings were not significant, the
some non-promoted brands sold even more products during the presence of a promotion. This is
noteworthy, because it can be expected that the sales of non-promoted brands should drop when
facing a promotion. Finally, it can be conclude that the presence of a product demonstration of a

particular brand, does not negatively affect the sales of non-promoted brands.

Finally, this research tried to find the price-elasticity during the presence of an in-store product
demonstration. Including the presence of a product demonstration, the price of a brand, the
competitors prices and the interaction between these variables enables to measure the substitution
effects during the presence of a product demonstration. Unfortunately, the interactions in the
proposed model were not significant. This implies that the presence of a product demonstration
does not affect price sensitivity and thus does not affect the relation between price and sales. In

other words, this tool does not influence consumers’ behavior towards price.
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COMPARISON WITH PRIOR RESEARCH

The propositions that have been tested in both studies are based on prior research. It is therefore
important to compare the rejected hypotheses in this study that have been find significant in prior
studies.

This research proposed a positive interaction effect of product demonstration on brand value and
purchase intentions, because prior research indicated that high advertising expenditure significant
affect brand value perceptions. Because product demonstration is a very expensive in-store
marketing tool, it can be expected that this tools also affect brand value perceptions. Yoo et al.
(2000) indicated that high advertising spending are positively related to high brand equity
perceptions. This study examined the differences in brand equity by analyzing consumers’ brand
equity perceptions with and without the presence of a product demonstration. Therefore, it could
be expected that consumers perceive a product demonstration, facilitated by manufactures
increase their value perceptions of that brand. There are two overall differences which may cause
the different research outcomes. (1) This research used three product categories with twelve
different brands, which is a broader research array and therefore the outcome is more reliable. (2)
This research argued that frequent advertising leads to an increase in brand equity, whereas this
research used a cross-sectional analysis where only one point in time has been considered. Cobb-
walgren et al. (1995) also indicated that high advertisings spending are positively related to brand
value perceptions and purchase intentions. Their research used two different brands in from a
service category. Also, they examined the effect of advertising spending over a time period of ten

years. These main differences may cause the differences in the outcome.

Another proposition that has been rejected in this current research is the proposed promotional
elasticity of in-store product demonstrations. In addition, the presence of a product demonstration
increase sales of the demonstrated brand and decrease sales of non-promoted brand, but differs in
its effect when taking the price of the products into account. According to Blattberg and
Wisniewski (1989) and Narasimhan et al. (1996) differs the effect of sales promotion between
brands. One main difference between this research and their research is the fact that they examined
price promotions and display accompanied with price discounts. Next to this difference, they also

use impulsive products and a wide variety of products and brands.
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PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS

There is a great lack of evidence concerning the effectiveness of in-store product demonstration
in relation to consumers’ purchase intentions. The findings of this study provide a deeper
understanding towards in-store product demonstration and is of great value to manufacturers and
retailers. The findings of this study determine sufficient insights that can be used in the practical
field.

Managerially, within the context of the study’s limitations, the findings suggests that the
deployment of product demonstration as a promotional tool increases consumers’ purchase
intentions towards the demonstrated product. This is a valuable conclusion, especially because a
pure product demonstration is not associated with any price incentives. As can be seen in the
literature review, price promotions contain long-term negative effects. Therefore, in-store product

demonstration is proven to be a valuable sales promotion tool.

Prior research already indicated that brand value perceptions, using a customer-based brand equity
measure, are positively related to consumers’ purchase intentions. This study supports this notion,
however indicates that product demonstration does not have an interaction effect between this
relation. Brand managers can take this valuable fact into account when implementing a product

demonstration as an in-store marketing tool.

The analysis of this study revealed that sales increase during the presence of a product
demonstration for the promoted brands. Therefore this research confirms that product
demonstration satisfies the original objective, to increase sales. Furthermore, this result is valuable

for manufactures because it supports their choice to facilitate product demonstrations.

The presence of a product demonstration does not affect sales of non-promoted brands. For
manufactures this outcome is very important, because in many cases manufacturers use sales
promotions to defend their competitive position inside the store. If this tool does not affect non-
promoted brands in the same product category, than the choice to facilitate product demonstration
is purely based on sales enhancement and not based on defending a competitive position. This
finding is also important for retailers. In addition, if a product demonstration decrease sales of
non-promoted brands and if these non-promoted brand contain higher margins, the risk exist that
the total profits for the retailer would be lower due to the presence of this tool. The findings
indicate that this is not the fact and therefore retailers can be less careful in selecting product

demonstrations in their store.
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CHAPTER 6 LIMITATIONS & FURTHER RESEARCH

Although this research provides useful findings, generalizations from this study are limited in
several ways. In order to overcome these limitations, further research concerning the effect of in-
store product demonstration is required. Before elaborating on future research implications, first
the limitations will be discussed. Because this research used two different research designs with

different datasets, limitations concerning these studies will be

LIMITATIONS

STUDY 1

In this study the effect of in-store product demonstration on brand value has been explored. In
order to measure the effect of this tool, a field-based survey has been used to measure consumers’
perceptions concerning brand equity and purchase intentions. The presence of a product
demonstration inside the store is necessary to incorporate the effect on purchase intentions and
brand value perceptions. To satisfy this requirement, this study collected data inside the store of a
giant retailer where many product demonstrations take place. During the collection period, not
many product demonstration took place and therefore the amount of respondents was limited. Due
to time restrictions, data has been collected concerning a product demonstration of a curling iron
and therefore, only female respondents filled in the survey. Analyzing the effect of this tool across

a broader array of stores and product categories will provide a more diverse context.

Also, the multi-item scale used in the survey was based on prior research that validate the
measurement scale concerning brand equity, purchase involvement and purchase intentions. The
researcher of this study believes that developing a customized multi-item scale to measure the
effect could be more effective.
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STUDY 2

This study examined the effect of product demonstration on brand sales, competitor sales and
cross-product sales. In order to measure these effect, weekly point of sales data has been analysed.
The secondary data has been provided by a giant retailer that used product demonstrations in 2010,
2011 and 2012. Dates concerning the presence of a product demonstration in that store was
provided by a giant company that facilitates these promotional tools. In order to select appropriate
data for this research, both datasets have been compared. This research took into account the
different product categories inside that store, because some product categories were associated
with other promotional tools in 2010, 2011 and 2012, which could affect the examination.
Altogether, the product category navigation systems have been analysed. However, in order to
generalize the effect of this tool, a broader array of stores and product categories would provide

better insights in the effect of this tool.

The weekly point of sales data has been explored and several cases have been deleted because of
yearly discounts in that store. However, the fact remains that in that product category during that
time other promotional activities or incentives could be present. Due to the lack of knowledge,
this has not been taken into account. Furthermore, no information was available on the product
demonstration itself. In addition, this study did not control for the gender, cultural differences or
experience level of the demonstrator. It could be that a female demonstrator with a lot of
experience is more effective. Also the data analysis was subjected to several limitations. First of
all, the dependent variable sales was not normal distributed. This study conducted several

parametrical test and therefore violated the normality assumption.
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FURTHER RESEARCH

This research made the first small step in examining the effect of product demonstration, as an in-
store promotional tool, on brand value and brand sales. Since this tool is widely used by many
manufacturers and retailers and because this tool counts the most costs per consumer, further

research concerning this tool is necessary.

First of all, although the findings provide theoretical and substantive explanations, they should be
considered in context of the limitations and boundaries of this study. The limited sample size of
the first study can easily overcome by taking into account the periods in which the most product
demonstrations take place. In addition, the presence of product demonstrations are very limited
in January, February, July, August and September.

In order to generalize the effectiveness of this tool, it is better to analyse the effect in different
stores and different product categories. However, it is very important to consider the fact that
stores are subjected to various in-store marketing tools and to measure a pure effect of product
demonstrations, further research should control for these influential factors. This is the reason why

this research examined a small product category including a few brands.

It would be interesting to measure the effect of product demonstration with different types of
demonstrators. It can be expected that differences in gender, cultural or the level of experiences
of the demonstrator moderates the effect on brand value and brand sales. Furthermore, examining
the effectiveness of product demonstrations on different days would provide a deeper
understanding of the usefulness. Finally, it would be interesting to explore the effectiveness of

product demonstration in combination with other promotional tools such as price promotions.
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APPENDIXES

APPENDIX A: TEMPORAL EFFECTS OF PRICE PROMOTIONS

Table 1
EMPIRICAL RESEARCH ON THE TEMPORAL EFFECTS OF PRICE PROMOTIONS
Brand Choice Purchase Quantity Category Incidence
Immediate Effects Gupta 1988 Gupta 1988 Gupta 1988 (liming)
Chiang 1991 Chiang 1991 Chiang 1991
Krishnamurthi, Mazumdar, and Raj 1992 Krishnamurthi, Mazumdar, and Raj (1992) Chintagunta 1993
Chintagunta 1993 Chintagunta 1993 Bucklin, Gupta, and Siddarth 1998
Bucklin, Gupta, and Siddarth 1998 Bucklin, Gupta, and Siddarth 1998 Bell, Chiang, and Padmanabhan 1999
Bell, Chiang, and Padmanabhan 1999 Bell, Chiang, and Padmanabhan 1999 This study (category consumers)
This study (choice share) This study (average quantity)
Adjustment Effects Lattin and Bucklin 1989 Mela, Jedidi, and Bowman 1998 Mela, Jedidi, and Bowman 1998
Greenleaf 1995 Ailawadi and Neslin 1998 Jedidi, Mela, and Gupta 1999
Erdem 1996 Ailawadi. Lehmann, and Neslin 2001 This study (category consumers)
Papatla and Krishnamurthi 1996 (market share)
Mela, Gupta, and Lehmann 1997 This study (average quantity)

Ailawadi and Neslin 1998
Foekens, Leeflang, and Wittink 1999
(brand sales)

Jedidi, Mela, and Gupta 1999
Van Heerde, Leeflang, and Wittink 2000a
(brand sales)

Ailawadi, Lehmann, and Neslin 2001
{market share)

This study (choice share)

Permanent Effects Dekimpe, Hanssens, and Dekimpe, Hanssens, and This study (category consumers)
Silva-Risso 1999 (brand sales) Silva-Risso 1999 (category sales)
Bronnenberg, Mahajan. and Nijs et al. 2001 (category sales)
Vanhonacker 2000 (market share) This study (average quantity)

This study (choice share)

Figure 1 — Pauwels, Hanssens and Siddarth (2002)

APPENDIX B: DIMENSIONS OF BRAND KNOWLEDGE

BRAND
AWARENESS

Non-Product-Related

BRAND
KNOWLEDGE

Figure 1 — Keller (1993)
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APPENDIX C:

HOW BRAND EQUITY GENERATES VALUE

Brand equity

—I Brand loyalty |—p

[=TEa-M  How Brand Equily Generates Value

Reduced marketing costs

Trade leverage

Attracting new customers
* create awareness

* reassurance

Time to respond to compeatitive
threats

L

—I Brand awareness

>

Anchor to which other
associations can be attached

Familiarity=liking
Signal of substance/commitment

Brand to be considered

Provides value to customer by
enhancing customer's:
* Interpretation or processing of
information
= Confidence in the purchase
decision
+ Use satisfaction

Perceived quality

-

Reasontobuy
Differentiate or position
Price

Channel member interest

Extensions

Erand associations

-

Help process and retrieve
information

Differentiate or position
Reason-tobuy

Create positive attitude and
feelings

Extensions

Provides value to firm by
enhancing:

* Efficiency and effectiveness of

markeling programs

» Brand loyalty

» Prices and margins

* Brand extensions

* Trade leverage

+ Compelitive advantage

Other proprietary
brand assets

= Competitive advantage

Figure 1 — Aaker 1992
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APPENDIX D: FIELD-BASED QUESTIONNAIRE

D-1

The following statements and questions are related to “The Babyliss Curling Iron’
Please indicate (encircle) whether you agree or disagree

Disagree <> Agree
I will buy this brand/product in the near future? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
If I need this product I will choose this brand 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
If I had needed this product, I would not have choose this brand 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Next year, I will buy this brand when I need this product 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Disagree <> Agree
This brand has high quality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
This brand gives high value for money 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
This product is very functional 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I think that this brand is very reliable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
This brand is of very low quality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Disagree <> Agree
The brand/ product fits my personality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I would be proud to own a product of this brand 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
This brand will be well regarded by my friends or/and relatives 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
This brand will negatively affect my image 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
In its status and style, this brand matches my personality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Disagree = <-—> Agree
Seeing this brand, I am very likely to grow fond of it 1T 2 3 4 5 6 7
I will choose another brand if this one is out of stock 1T 2 3 4 5 6 7
For this brand I have positive personal feelings 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
With time, I will develop a warm feeling towards this brand 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Disagree €<-— Agree
In regard to consumer interests, this company seems to be very caring 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I believe that this company does not take advantage of consumers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I consider the company and the people who stand behind this brandto 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
be very trustworthy

Disagree <> Agree
This type of product is very important to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
For me, this product does not matter 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
This product is an important part of my life 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I choose this type of product very carefully 1 2 3 4 5 6 7




Which type of product I buy, matters to me a lot 1 2 3 4

Choosing this product is an important decision for me 1 2 3 4

Did you participate in a product demonstration?
O Yes O No

Did you planned to purchase this product?
O Yes O No

What is you gender?
O Man O Woman

What is your age?
O Younger than 18 0O 19-29 O 30-39 O 40-49 O 50-59 O Older than 60

What is your income on a yearly base?

O Less than 10.000 O 10.001 —20.000 O 20.001 -30.000 O 30.001- 40.000
O 40.001 -50.000 O More than 50.001 O No answer

What is you highest level of education?
O High school O Bachelor O Master O Higher than Master

D-2
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EDUCACTION AGE
Curmulative
Frequanty | Percant | valid Percent | - Pevamt Froguency | Percent |validPercent |  Percent
Valid  Widdelbare 13 265 295 205 vallg <18 12 a3 7.3 3
MEOD "o 07 27 . 1920 3 523 523 795
HED 16 36.4 6.4 886 -39 4 a1 a1 88
wo 3 . . 955 40-43 4 a1 a1 ar7
w0 2 15 48 1000 50-58 1 23 23 1000
Total a4 100.0 100.0 Total 44 100.0 100.0
PD
Cumulative
IHCOME Frequenq Parcent Walid Perceni Percant
— Valld Mot Participals 2 500 500 50.0
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent Panticipate 22 50,0 5000 100.0
Valid  <10.000 16 6.4 364 4 Total 44 1000 1000
10,001-20,000 5 114 1.4 a7
1- 4 1 1
20.001-20.000 9 9, 568 PLANNED
30.001-40,000 4 91 a1 659 -
Cumulative
40.001-50.000 1 23 23 £8.2 Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
=50,001 2 15 45 727 Valid ot Planned el 705 05 05
No Answer 12 73 73 1000 Planned 13 205 105 100.0
Total m 100.0 1000 Total a 1000 1000
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APPENDIX F:

PRE-ANALYSIS

Measurement Equation [CBBE] [PI]
Mean - [ X 5.23 4.95
N
Sum of squared errors — SS Z(x —x)? 40.44 92.82
Variance — S"2 M 0.94 2.16
P
Sample Standard Deviation - S oo 0.97 1.47
Population Standard Deviation - SE E“%‘” 0.15 0.22
Covariance BE*PI LI -0 - 1.16
) . LEx-D0 -y
Correlation Coefficient R s " 0.81

APPENDIX G: TESTING NORMALITY
Tests of Hormality
kolmogorow- Srmirnowd Shapiro-vwillk
PD Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
CBBE Mot Participate 120 22 2007 R=] a0 22 484
Participate 181 22 200" 933 27 1349

a. Lilliefors Significance Carrection

Normal Q-Q Plot of CBBE
for PD= Not Participate

Expected Normal

Expected Normal

Observed Value

* This iz a lower bound of the true significance.

Normal Q-Q Plot of CBBE

for PD= Participate

45

Observed Value
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Tests of Normality
Kaolmogorow-Smirnoyd Shapiro-Will;
PD Statistic of Sig. Statistic of Sin.
TOT_Pl Mot Participate 61 22 41 55 22 2394
Farticipate A87 22 044 B24 22 0845
a. Lilliefors Significance Caorrection
Normal Q-Q Plot of TOT_PI
for PD= Not Participate Normal Q-Q Plot of TOT_PI
for PD= Participate
.
N
1_
N
g 3
£ o E o
= s °
- -4
E"' 7 E’. 1
w ]
En 2
-3 -3
1‘ é 3‘ 3 % |3I ,l 4‘5 SID SIS E‘n EIS T‘D 7‘5
Observed Value Observed Value
APPENDIX H: COMPARING MEANS
H-1
Group Statistics
5id, Error
PO il Mean | Stdl. Deviation Wean
CBBE Mot Paticipate 17| 45748 71746 15296
Participate 22 | 5.8866 71387 15122
Independent Samples Test
Leveng's Test for Equality of
Wariances et for Equality of Means
95% Confidence Intenial of the
Difference
Wean Std. Error
F Big. t df Sig. (-tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
CBBE  Equalvariances 039 B45 | -B0TH 42 oo 131174 21580 174724 - 87625
assumed
Equal variances not -B.079 | 41.999 oo 131174 21580 174724 - 87625
assumed
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H-2

Group Statistics
Std. Errar
PO i Wean Stdl. Deviation Wean
TOT_PI - Mot Patticipate 22 3.8408 1.15611 24548
Participate 22 £.0568 71518 15248
Independent Samples Test
Levene's Test far Equality of
Yariances tHest for Equality of Means
95% Confidence Interval ofthe
Diffetence
Mean Std. Error
F Sig. 1 df Sin. (2-tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
TOT_PI  Egualvariances 5.368 025 -T.H45 42 non -2.21581 28983 -2.80082 -1.63100
assumed
Equal variances not -7.645 35.020 non 221591 28983 -2.80429 -1.62753
assumed
Model Summary
Change Statistics
Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dft df2 Change
1 763° 582 A72 96127 582 58,453 1 42 000
a. Predictors: (Constant), PD
ANOVA®
Sum of
Model Sguares df Mean Square F Sig
1 Regression 54.013 1 54.013 58.453 000®
Residual 38.810 42 924
Total 92.622 43
a. DependentVariahle: TOT_PI
b. Predictors: (Constant), PD
Coefficients®
Standardized
Lnstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Maodel B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 384 204 18.741 .0oo
FD 2.216 .2490 763 7.645 .0oo 1.000 1.000

a. Dependent Variable: TOT_P
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APPENDIX J: CHECKING ASSUMPTIONS
J-1
Scatterplot
Dependent Variable: TOT_PI
3
B o ’ =
ER
é o
- 1 o
5 o ° ] Qo o
E o® w % o° o o
E N 00‘:‘ o © . o o
o
-
T T T T
2 1 0 1
Regression Standardized Predicted Value

J-2

[PI] = BO + B1[CBBE-PQ] + B2[CBBE-SI] + B3[CBBE-BA] + B4[CBBE-BT] + ¢

Model Summany®

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square
Model R R Sguare Sguare the Estimate Change F Change dr1 of2 Sig. F Change
1 8534 T27 700 80537 T27 26.027 4 39 .ono

a. Predictors: (Constant), TOT_BT, TOT_SI, TOT_BA, TOT_PQ
b. Dependent Variable: TOT_FI

[PI] = BO + B1[CBBE-PQ] + B2[CBBE-SI] + B3[CBBE-BA] + B4[CBBE-BT] + B5[CBBE-PQ] *[CBBE-SI] + e

Model Summanry™

Change Statistics
Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square
Model R R Sguare Sguare the Estimate Change F Change drl df2 Sig. F Change
1 .B534 727 Foo 80537 727 26027 39 patuli]
2 a54b T4 (B93 81267 oo 208 a8 (a1

a. Predictars: (Constant), TOT_BT, TOT_SI, TOT_BA TOT_PQ
b. Predictors: {Constant), TOT_| EIT TOT_ SI TOT_ BA TOT_PQ, TOT_PGQ__TOT_SI
c. Dependent Wariable: TOT_FT

[PI] = BO + B1[CBBE-PQ] + B2[CBBE-SI] + B3[CBBE-BA] + B4[CBBE-BT] + B5[CBBE-PQ] *[CBBE-BA]+ e

Model Summary”

Change Statistics
Adjusted R Std. Errar of R Square
Model R R Square Sguare the Estimate Change F Change dfl of2 Sig. F Change
1 8532 F27 ] 80537 T27 26.027 4 38 .00o
2 as4b 730 694 81256 .00z 312 1 38 579

a. Predictors: (Constant), TOT_BT, TOT_SI, TOT_BA, TOT_PQ
b, Predictors: (Constant), TOT_BET, TOT_SI, TOT_BA, TOT_PQ, TOT_PQ__TOT_BA
c. Dependent Variahle: TOT_PT

[PI] = BO + B1[CBBE-PQ] + B2[CBBE-SI] + B3[CBBE-BA] + B4[CBBE-BT] + B5[CBBE-PQ] *[CBBE-BT]+ ¢

Model Summany®

Change Statistics
Adjusted R Std. Errar of R Sguare
Mode| R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dfl drz Sig. F Change
1 .ga32 27 .Fon 80537 T27 26.027 39 .00
2 gazb F2T B9 81589 .ooo .ooo 38 999

a. Predictors: (Constant), TOT_BT, TOT_SI, TOT_BA TOT_FQ
b. Predictors: {Constant), TOT_ EIT TOT_ SI TOT_| EIA TOT_PQ, TOT_Pa__TOT_BT
c. Dependent Yariahle: TOT_FT

[PI] = BO + B1[CBBE-PQ] + B2[CBBE-SI] + B3[CBBE-BA] + B4[CBBE-BT] + B5 [CBBE-SI] *[CBBE-BA]+ e
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Model Summary”

Change Statistics
Adjusted R Std. Errar of R Square
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change
1 .a534 T2T .Foo a0s3r F2T 26.027 4 349 .aoo
2 asgh T3z BO7 204908 -aos 643 1 38 428

a. Predictors: (Constant), TOT_BT, TOT_SI, TOT_BA, TOT_PQ
b. Predictors: {Constant), TOT_BT, TOT_SI, TOT_BA, TOT_PQ, TOT_SI__TOT_BA
c. Dependent Wariable: TOT_PI

[PI] = BO + B1[CBBE-PQ] + B2[CBBE-SI] + B3[CBBE-BA] + BA[CBBE-BT] + B5 [CBBE-SI] * [CBBE-BT] + ¢

Model Summary”

Change Statistics
Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square
Model R R Sguare Soguare the Estimate Change F Change df1 of2 Sig. F Change
1 8534 F2T 7o Rl 2T 26.027 4 38 Rululi]
2 szt F28 EB92 B14a7T .oon Rkl 1 38 [GE4

a. Predictors: (Constant), TOT_BT, TOT_SI, TOT_BA, TOT_PQ
k. Predictors: fConstant, TOT_BT, TOT_SI, TOT_BA, TOT_PQ, TOT_SI__TOT_BT
c. Dependent “ariable: TOT_FI

[PI] = BO + B1[CBBE-PQ] + B2[CBBE-SI] + B3[CBBE-BA] + B4[CBBE-BT] + B5 [CBBE-BA] *[CBBE-BT]+ e

Model Summary™

Change Statistics
Adjusted R Std. Error of R Sgquare
Model R R Square Sguare the Estimate Change F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change
1 8534 T2 .roo 80537 72T 26.027 4 28 .0oo
2 8560 733 698 80767 .aos 778 1 28 383

a. Predictars: {Constant), TOT_BT, TOT_SI, TOT_BA, TOT_Pi
b. Predictors: (Constanty, TOT_BT, TOT_SI, TOT_BA, TOT_FPQ, TOT_BA_ TOT_BT
c. Dependent Yariable: TOT_PI

Histogram

Dependent Variable: TOT_PI Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual

Dependent Variable: TOT_PI

Mean = 7 62E-16 1o
Std. Dev, = 0.952
=44

o
1

Y

Frequency
Expected Cum Prob

HEERESh N

T
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Regression Standardized Residual

Observed Cum Prob
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J-4

Perceived Quality

Partial Regression Plot
Dependent Variabie: TOT_FI

Social Image

Partial Regression Plot
Dependent Varlable: TOT_PI

E. 0 go &
¥ X 6
) TOT PO " " ) TO:I_SI ! h
Brand Attachment Brand Trustworthiness
Partial Regression Plot Partial Regression Plot
Dependent Variable: TOT_P| Dependent Variable: TOT_PI
@ 1004 ‘
od @ ° o
o o ¢
B RE ) y y R T 5
Correlations
TOT_FPQ TOT_SI TOT_BA | TOT_BT
TOT_F@ Fearson Correlation 1 |z Taa TBE
Sig. (2-tailed) .o0oo 000 Nlal}
] 44 44 44 44
TOT_SI Pearson Correlation ez1™ 1 ez17 B58"
Sig. (2-tailed) Nulul} 000 Nululi}
] 44 44 44 44
TOT_BA Pearson Correlation ECEN 821 1 F11T
Sig. (2-tailed) Nilil} .o0oo Nlal}
] 44 44 44 a4
TOT_BT  Pearson Correlation FBE 658" T 1
Sig. (2-tailed) Nulul} .0oo 000
] 44 44 44 44
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {2-tailed).
Casewise Diagnostics®
. Fredicted .
Case Mumhber | Std. Residual TOT_FI Walue Residual
10 2110 g.50 4.8009 1.69906
33 2.40 475 2.8164 1.93356
43 -2.236 2.00 3.8005 -1.80052

a. Dependent Wariable: TOT_PI
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APPENDIX K:

MULTIPLE LINEAR REGRESSION ANALYSIS

Model Summanﬁj

Change Statistics
Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square Sig. F
Model R R Square Square the Estimata Change F Change dft df2 Change
1 B53® 27 700 B0B37 727 26.027 4 39 .000
a. Predictors: (Constant), TOT_BT, TOT_SI, TOT_BA, TOT_PQ
h. Dependent Variable: TOT_PI
ANOVA®
sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 67.526 4 16.8682 | 26.02 .ooo®
Residual 25296 35 649
Tatal §2.822 43
a. Dependent Variable: TOT_PI
b. Predictors: (Constant), TOT_BT, TOT_SI, TOT_BA, TOT_FQ
Coefficients
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance WIF
1 (Constant) -1.935 715 -2.706 .010
TOT_PQ 8B5S 267 598 3.307 .00z 213 4.694
TOT_SI 143 22 108 538 526 244 4103
TOT_BA 269 21 207 1.277 .208 267 3751
TOT_BT -025 197 -018 -128 .Bag 358 2.807
a. Dependent Variable: TOT_PI
Collinearity Diagnostics®
Condition Yariance Proportions
Model  Dimension | Eigenvalue Index (Constant) | TOT_PQ TOT_SI TOT_BA | TOT_BT
1 1 4,944 1.000 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
2 029 13.164 70 .00 03 A0 .00
3 014 18.796 A2 .00 18 05 il
4 .oog 24136 A3 10 36 83 .00
] 005 32.588 .04 B9 46 02 35

a. Dependent Variable: TOT_PI
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APPENDIX L:

EFA: PRINCIPAL COMPONENT ANALYSIS

KMO and Bartlett’s Test

Component Matrix®

a. Measures of Sampling Adequacy(MSA)

Camponent
1

TOT_FPQ 837
TOT_SI1 A1
TOT_BA 916
TOT_BT .B66
Extraction Method:
Principal Component
Analysis.

a. 1 components
extracted.

Scree Plot

Component Analysis.

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. R={n]e]
Bartlett's Test of Approx. Chi-Square 1391563
Sphericity df &
Sig. Qoo
Correlation Matrix®
TOT_SI TOT_BA TOT_BT TOT_PQ
Correlation TOT_SI 1.000 821 B58 a2
TOT_BA B2 1.000 711 7849
TOT_BT 658 711 1.000 .TBE
TOT_FPQ a1 789 786 1.000
a. Determinant=.033
Anti-image Matrices Communalities
TOT_SI TOT_BA | TOT_BT | TOT_PQ
Anti-image Covariance  TOT_SI 244 128 029 -108 Initial Extraction
TOT_BA -128 267 o078 - 039 TOT PO 1.000 a7a
TOT_BT 029 .07vg 356 -139 -
TOT_POQ -108 039 139 213 TOT—SI 1.000 830
Anti-image Correlation  TOT_SI 7867 -.501 .099 -474 TOT BA 1.000 839
TOT_BA =501 8407 -.255 - 165 -
TOT_BT .099 -.255 826 -804 TOT—BT 1.000 749
TOT_PQ -474 -165 - 504 791° Extraction Method: Principal

Eigenvalue
"
1

T
2

T
3

Component Number

Reproduced Correlations

TOT_PQ | TOT_SI | TOT_BA | TOT_BT
Reproduced Correlation  TOT_PaQ .argd 243 2488 a1
TOT_SI 853 8309 834 .ra8
TOT_BA 858 834 B394 7a3
TOT_BT a1 .ra8 ek 7499
Residual® TOT_Pa@ -.032 -.069 -.025
TOT_SI -.03z2 -013 -3
TOT_BA -.069 -013 -.082
TOT_BT -025 -3 -.082

Extraction Method: Principal Caomponent Analysis.

a. Reproduced communalities
h. Residuals are computed between observed and reproduced correlations.
There are 3 {50.0%) nonredundant residuals with absolute values greater than

0.05.
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APPENDIX M:

LINEAR REGRESSION BASED ON FACTORS

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha Based
on
Cronhach's Standardized
Alpha lterms M of lterms
927 928 4
Model Summary
Change Statistics
Adjusted R Std. Errar of F Square
Model R F Sgquare Sguare the Estimate Change F Change df dr2 Sig. F Change
1 8342 BA5 Baa 82087 Bas 957149 1 42 000
a. Predictors: (Constant), A-R factor score 1 for analysis 1
ANOWAP
Sum aof
nModel Squares df Mean Square F Siag.
1 Regression 64514 1 E4.914 95.719 .gon2
Residual 28,308 42 Br4
Total 92822 43
a. Predictors: (Constant), A-R factor score 1 for analysis 1
b. Dependent Variable: TOT_PFI
Coefficients®
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefiicients Coefiicients Collinearity Statistics
Maodel B Std. Error Beta 1 Sig. Tolerance WIF
1 (Constant) 4.949 124 39985 .ooo
REGR factor scare 1 for 1.225 125 834 9.784 .ooo 1.000 1.000
analysis 1

a. Dependent Variable: TOT_FI

APPENDIX N: MODERATION: PRODUCT DEMONSTRATION
Model Summary
Change Statistics
Adjusted R Std. Error of R Sguare
model R R Sguare Sguare the Estimate Change F Change df df2 Sig. F Change
1 8744 TH3 782 73194 TB3 BG6.130 2 11 iy}
2 aeat 778 TE2 T1637 015 2802 1 40 102
3. Predictors: (Constant), PD, A-R factor scaore 1 far analysis 1
b. Predictors: {Constant), PD, A-R factor score 1 for analysis 1, Factor1 _Demn
ANOWVA~
Surm of
Model Squares of Mean Sguare F Sig.
1 Regression T0.8av 2 35,4249 66,130 .non?
Residual 21.9645 41 436
Total 92822 43
2 Regression 72294 3 24,098 46,949 .onnb
Residual 200527 40 A13
Total 92822 43

a. Predictors; (Constant), PD, &-F factor score 1 for anakysis 1
b. Predictors: (Constanty, PD, A-R factor score 1 for analysis 1, Factarl_Demoa
c. Dependent Yariahle: TOT_PI
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Coefficients®

Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefiicients
Model B Std. Error Beta 1 Sig.
1 {Zanstant) 4426 188 23ETE ooo
A-R factor score 1 for 862 154 586 4.607 .ooa
analysis 1
PO 1.045 304 360 344 001
2 (Canstant) 4.596 210 21.8498 .ooo
A-R factor score 1 for 1111 212 il 5245 .ooa
analysis 1
PO 1.048 2497 361 3524 001
Factor!_Demao -.A03 301 -2 -1.674 02
a. Dependent Wariahle: TOT_PI
APPENDIX O: MODERATION: INVOLVEMENT
Model Summany®
Change Statistics
Adjusted R Std. Error of R Sguare
Model R R Square Souare the Estimate Change F Change df df2 Sig. F Change
1 .8qna Faz JTT BO413 Faz a0.a84 3 410 .oon
2 gagh an3 78 B92498 11 1.066 2 33 354
a. Predictars: {Constant), TOT_FINY, PO A-R factor score 1 for analysis 1
h. Predictors: (Constant), TOT_PINY, PD, A-R factor score 1 for analysis 1, Factor! _Derno, Piny_Demo
¢, Dependent Variable: TOT_PI
ANOWVAS
Sum af
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig
1 Rearession T3.550 3 24517 50.854 .oon2
Residual 19272 40 452
Total az.522 43
z Regression T4.574 [ 14,815 31.057 .ooob
Residual 18.2449 an 480
Tatal az.a22 432
a. Predictors: (Constant), TOT_FPIMNY, PD, A-R factor score 1 for analysis 1
b. Predictors: (Constant), TOT_FINY, PD, A-R factor score 1 for analysis 1,
Factari_Demo, Pinv_Dermo
c. Dependent Yariable: TOT_PI
Coefficients®
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Canstant) G.075 Jz0 8441 Rulali]
FO Bes 2495 305 2.992 005
A-F factar score 1 far 1.290 233 8ra 5.847 Rulali]
analysis 1
TOT_PIRY =342 145 -.308 -2.364 023
2 (Canstant) 6.2594 86T 7212 Rulali]
FO 347 1.398 13r 284 g
A-F factar score 1 far 1.502 285 1.022 5.263 Rulali]
analysis 1
TOT_PIMY =391 78 ERcal: -1.967 asv
Finv_Dema 14 304 214 368 714
Factar!_Dema -.864 4499 - 237 -1.130 266

a. Dependent Wariable: TOT_PI




APPENDIX P: DATA EXPLORATION

Brand .
Price
Cumulative —
Fraquency | Percent | Walid Percent Percent Brand Mean I 5td. Deviation
Valid  GARMIN 99 20.3 20.3 20.3 GARMIMN 189.366 98 481934
MO 128 262 6.2 46.5 Mo 113.964 128 30.2947
RAVIGOM 109 223 2.3 524 NAVIGOM | 136.915 109 41.3340
ToMToM 152 311 31 1000 TOMTOM | 159.033 149 19.6124
Total 488 100.0 100.0 Total 148.276 484 457345
Statisti[:sa Staﬂsticsa
Sales Sales
N Valid 89 (W valid 128
Mizsing 0 Missing i
Mean 342 1| Mean 350
Stol. Error of Mean 345 Stal. Errar of Mean BT
Median 200 | [ Median 3.00
Mode 11 Mode 1
Std. Deviation 3.434 Std. Deviation 2.960
Variance 11.788 | | variance a7E
Skewness 3216 | | Skewness 2224
Std. Error of Skewness 243 Std. Error of Skewness 214
Kurtasis 14133 Kurtosis £.715
Std. Errar of Kurtosis A1 Std. Errar of Kurosis 425
Range 21 Range 18
Minimum 1 Minimum 1
Maximum 22 Maximum 17
gum 338 gum 461
3. Brand = GARMIM a. Brand = MIO
ioti a
Statistics Statistics®
Sales Sales
M Walid 152 M Walid 108
Missing 0 Migsing 0
Mean 12.88 Mean 877
Std. Errar of Wean 538 Std. Errar of Mean ATH
Median 12.00 Median 4.00
Made 7 Maode 22
St Deviation BE20 Std. Deviation 4973
Variance 47,045 Variahte 24734
Skewness 1100 Skewness 1825
Std. Error of Skewness 2
Std. Errar of Skewness 1497
) kurosis 4600
Kurtosis _ 18221 | g, Enor of Kurosis 450
Std. Errar of kurtosis LY Range 27
Range 3 Minirmurm 1
Minirrurn 2 Maximum 28
Maxirmurm 40 Sum 29
Surn 1958 a. Multiple rodes exist. The smallest

walle is shown
3. Brand = TOMTOn b. Brand = NAYIGON




Descriptive Statistics®

] Minimum | Maximum Sum Mean Std. Deviation
Price 499 1031 a70.0 191279 193211 £1.3381
Yalid M {listwise) 499
a. Brand = GARMIM
Descriptive Statistics®
& Minimum | Maximum Sum hean Std. Deviation
Price 128 28.0 299.0 14588.0 113.9649 392047
Walid M (listwise) 128
a. Brand = MIO
Descriptive Statistics®
M Minimurm | Maximum Sum Mean Std. Deviation
Price 109 ro.0 arra 149237 136.9145 41.3340
Yalid M (listwise) 109
a. Brand = NAVIGOMN
Descriptive Statistics®
I Minimurm | Maximum Sum Mean Std. Deviation
Price 152 1079 2335 241391 158.810 201307
Walid M {listwise) 152
a. Brand = TOMTOM
GARMIN MIO NAVIGON TOMTOM
36T
40 o
359
(=]
307 252
-
253
o
30
w*
20 *8? 298
103 123 QDD
1= g8
166
10 o 163176
o143
I l
o
T T T T
Sales Sales Sales Sales
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APPENDIX Q:

TESTING NORMALITY

Frequency

104
80 Wean = 6.94 4 ey
Stel. Dev. = 6.367
N =488
I T
1 455
8
607 kil 1653 185
I 0
B1 248
o]
145
429897
407 by
20 17
o ! | I'H‘T a : R —
0 10 Eil kil 50 n
Sales Sal\ss
Statistics
Sales
N Walid 438
Missing 0
Normal Q-Q Plot of Sales Mean 5.4
] Stdl. Error of Mean 288
Median 5.00
Mode 1
.
Stol. Deviation B.367
£ Variance 40,537
o
z . Skewness 1.604
Q
g 5td. Error of Skewness RN
ii Kurtosis 2845
0 Std. Error of Kurtosis 221
Range 38
Minirnum 1
- Maximum 40
—1‘0 W‘D 3'0 4ID S‘D Sum 338?
Observed Value
Tests of Hormality
Kolrmogorow-Srmirnod Shapiro-wWilk
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sii.
Sales ATE 483 .oon 830 488 .0on

a. Lilliefars Significance Carrection
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Q-2

Histogram
80 Mean = 78
Std. Dev. = 327
_ N=488
150
60
>
g L
o
3
g 407 1007
'S
A
20
S
: 0 1‘DD 1‘50
Log_Sales Log Sees
Statistics
Log_Sales
M Walid 488
Normal Q-Q Plot of Log_Sales Missing o
3 hean TTE2
Std. Errar of Mean 01481
N Median Frez
Maode .30
= Std. Deviation 32725
E ]
! Variahce 07
i Skewness 205
2 o] Std. Error of Skewness A1
" Kurtosis -.237
N Std. Error of Kurosis 21
Range 1.3
Minimurm 30
7 Maximum 161
oS o u Sum CF= s
Observed Value
Tests of Normality” Tests of Normality®
Kolmogarow-Srirnoya Shapirc-iilk Kolmogarow-Smirn oy Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic df 5ig Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
Log_Sales 10 165 aoa A4 165 000 Log_Sales 092 177 0o 966 177 .0oa
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction a. Lilliefors Significance Carrection
h.ear=1 h.Year=2
2012
Tests of Normality®
Kolmogarow-Smirnovd Shapiro-wilk
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
Log_Sales 133 146 .ooo A4 146 .aon

a. Lilliefors Significance Carrection
h.Year=13
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TOTAL LOG-SALES IN ALL YEARS

Tests of Mormality

Kolmogorow-Smirnoyd Shapiro-wilk
Statistic df Sin. Statistic df Sig.
Log_Sales 04 488 0aan 854 4338 aan
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
Tests of Normality®
- — Tests of Normali
Kolmogarow-Smirnoyd Shapiro-Wilk d
— - — " Kal =Smi 3 Sh itk
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig pimagorn: smimey apiro
o0 54 ] T 0 750 7 00 Statistic df Sig Statistic df Sig
0g_Sales . . .
- Log_Sales 148 44 016 806 44 .00z
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction " — "
b.Year=1, Brand = GARMIN B oS S cane Correction
Tests of Normality™ Tests of Normality
Kolrmogorgv-Srmirnoe? Shapiro-Wilk Kolmogoroy-Smirmoyd Shapiro-wilk
Statistic df Sig Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sin Statistic df Sig.
Log_Sales A a0 .03z 874 a0 326 Log_Sales A7 a0 083 973 al 294
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
b ¥ear=1, Brand = MNAVIGON h.%ear=1, Brand = TOMTOM
Tests of Normality” Tests of Normality”
Kalmogoroyw-Smirmoy? Shapiro-wilk Kolmogorow-Smirnoy3 Shapiro-wilk
Statistic dof Sig. Statistic df Sig. Statistic df iy Statistic of Sig.
Log_Sales 203 R nnz a7e a2 0oz Log_Sales 133 48 03z (460 48 A0z
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
h.Year= 2, Brand = GARMIMN b.vear= 2, Brand = MIO
Tests of Normality™ Tests of Normality®
kolmogoroe-Smirnoyd Shapiro-wilk Kalmogaorov-Smirnoy? Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic dr Sio. Statistic df Sig. Statistic ot Sig. | Statistic ot Sig.
Log_sales 134 46 037 954 45 068 Lo _Sales 083 o 200 289 o Sl
o — - . Lilliefars Significance Correction
a. Lilliefars Significance Carrection 2 This i 3 lovar bound ofthe true si
i - . ghificance.
b.Year= 2, Brand = NAVIGON b Year= 2, Brand = TOMTOM
Tests of Normality Tests of Normality”
Kolmogorow-Smirnoy? Shapiro-wWilk Kolmogorow-Smirnovd Shapira-yilk
Statistic df gig. Statistic df iy Statistic of Sig. Statistic of Sig.
Log_Sales 123 46 079 934 46 012 Log_Sales 214 36 000 845 26 .ooo
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
h.Year= 3, Brand = GARMIMN b.Year=3, B[’gand:NHO
Tests of Hormality”
Tests of Normality™
Kolmogoroy-Smirnay? Shapira-Wilk
- i a iro-"
Kolmogoray-Snirnoy Shapiro-Wilk Siatistic ot i, Statistic ar Sig.
Statistic of Sig. Statistic of Sig. Ton_cales G = BT oo =] 5a
Log_Sales 224 13 074 874 13 080 - —
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction

a. Lilliefors Significance Carrection
h.Year= 3, Brand = NAYVIGOMN

= Thig ig a lower bound of the frue significance.
b.¥ear= 3 Brand = TOMTCNM
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LOG-SALES OF EACH BRAND IN ALL YEARS

Tests of Normality® Tests of Normality®
Kolmogorow-Smimay3 Shapiro-Vilk Kolmogorow Smithav Shiapiro-iilk
Statistic df Sig Statistic f Sig Statisfic of Sig. | Statistic if 8ig.
Log_Sales 178 a9 I 835 a9 000 Log_Sales 138 128 000 A% 123 il
a. Lilliefors Bignificance Correction a. Lilliefors Significance Corection
b. Brand = GARMIN b Brand=MI0
Tests of Normality” Tests of Normality”
Kalmogoro-Stimoy? Shapirg-ilk Kalmogorov-Grmirmay? Shapirg-ilk
Statistic of Si. Statistic if gig. Statistic of Sig. | Statistic of Sig.
Log_Sales 123 109 oo 862 109 003 Log_Sales 067 152 090 089 152 251
a. Lilliefars Significance Correction a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
b Brand = NAVIGOMN b, Brand = TOMTOM

NORMALITY OF BRAND SALES WITH AND WITHOUT PROMOTION

LOG-SALES TOMTOM - TOMTOM PROMOTED

Tests of Normality®
Tests of Normality®
Kolmogorov—Smirnovb Shapiro-Wilk T
— - — - Kaolmogorov-Smirnov Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. perm—— pr o Statistic pr Sio
5 5 5 : .
Log_Sales 182 13 200 932 13 359 Log_Sales 067 119 200 980 19 o071

* This is a lower bound ofthe true significance. * This is a lower bound of the true significance.
a. Brand = TOMTOM, Demo_D_TomTom_controlforMio = Demao a. Brand = TOMTOM, Demo_D_TomTom_contralforiio = Mo_Demo
b. Lilliefars Significance Correction b. Lilliefors Significance Corraction

LOG-SALES TOMTOM — MIO PROMOTED

Tests of Normality® Tests of Normality”
Kolmagorov-Smirnov® Shapira-Wilk KolmogorowSmirnoy® Shapira-Wilk
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. Statiste | df | Sig. Statistic | ar | Sig.
Log_Sales 21 12 -200 888 12 986 Log_Sales 067 | 119 | 200 980 | 118 | .07
*.This is a lower bound of the frue significance. * This is a lower bound of the true significance.
a. Brand = TOMTOM, Demo_D_Mio_controlforTom = Demo a. Brand =TOMTOM, Demo_D_Mio_contralforTom = Mo_demo
b. Lilliefors Significance Correction h. Lilliefors Significance Correction

LOG-SALES MIO — MIO PROMOTED

Tests of Normality®
Kaolmogorov-Smirnov® Shapiro-Wilk Tests of Normality”
Statistic df Sig Statistic df Sig KEI|I’11DQDIDV—SI’11iII’1DVh Shapiro-Wilk
Log_Sales A28 12 200 979 12 982 Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
* This is a lower bound of the true significance. Log_Sales 160 95 .000 .907 EL] .000
a. Brand = MIO, Demo_D_Mio_controlforTom = Demo a. Brand = MIQ, Demo_D_Mio_controlforTom = Mo_demao
b. Lillisfors Significance Correction b. Lillisfors Significance Correction

LOG-SALES MIO — TOMTOM PROMOTED

Tests of Normality™ Tests of Normality®
Kolmogorow-Smirnoy® Shapiro-Wilk - =
g P Kolmogorov—Snurnovb Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. — - — -
Tog_Sales o7 0 200 578 0 128 Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.

* This is a lower bound of the true significance Log_Sales 160 98 000 07 98 000
a. Brand = MIO, Demo_D_TomTom_controlforMio = Demo a. Brand = MIO, Demo_D_TomTom_contralforMio = No_Dema

h. Lilliefors Significance Correction h. Lilliefors Significance Correction

LOG-SALES GARMIN - MIO PROMOTED
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Tests of Normality®

Tests of Normality®
Ko\mogol'ov—Smimovb Shapiro-Wilk Kolmogorov-Smirnov? Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic df Sig. Statistic dr Sig. Statistic | df | Sig. Staistic | df [ Sig.

Log_Sales 251 10 078 878 10 122 Log_Sales 167 | 73 | 000 881 | 73 [ 000

a. Brand = GARMIN, Demo_D_Mio_controlforTom = Demo a. Brand = GARMINM, Demo_D_Mio_controlforTom = Mo_demao

b. Lilliefors Significance Correction b. Lilliefors Significance Correction

Tests of Normality®
Kolmogorov-Smirnov® Shapiro-Wilk Tests of Normality”
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. Kolmogorov-Smirnoy® Shapiro-Wilk

Log_Sales 188 12 -200 895 12 138 Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.

* This is a lower bound ofthe true significance. Log_Sales 87 73 .0oo ge1 73 .0oo

a. Brand = GARMIN, Demo_D_TomTom_controlforMio = Demo a. Brand = GARMIN, Demo_D_TomTom_contralforMio = Mo_Demo

h. Lilliefors Significance Correction b. Lilliefors Significance Correction

Tests of Normality® Tests of Normality®
Kolmogorov—Smirnov" Shapiro-Wilk KDIngorov—Smirnovb Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.

Log_Sales 214 12 15 854 12 692 Log_Sales 134 83 oo 861 B3 012

a. Brand = NAVIGOM, Demo_D_Mio_controlforTom = Demo a. Brand = NAVIGON, Demo_D_Mio_controlforTom = Mo_demo

b. Lilliefars Significance Correction b. Lilliefors Significance Correction

Tests of Normality® Tests of Normality®
Kolmogorov-Smirnov® Shapiro-Wilk Kolmogol'o\r—Smirnovb Shapira-Wilk
Staistic | dar | sig [ stetsic | ot [ Sig Statistic o Sig. | Statistic o Sig.
Log_Sales 226 | T[] a0 847 | 1] e Log_Sales 134 83 001 961 83 012

* This is a lower bound of the true significance

a. Brand = NAVIGOM, Demo_D_TomTom_controlforMio = Demo
b Lilliefors Significance Correction

a. Brand = NAVIGON, Demo_D_TomTom_controlforMio = Mo_Demao
b. Lilliefors Significance Correction

APPENDIX R:

COMPARING MEANS

GARMIN — DEMO MIO

Model Summary™

Change Statistics
Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square
Model R R Square Sqguare the Estimate Change F CThanage cif1 df2 Sig. F CThange
1 087" .0o0g -.005 24854 .00g 621 1 81 433
a. Brand = GARMIMN
b. Predictors: (Constant), Demo_D_Mio_controlforTom
ANOWA=®
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig
1 Regression 038 038 B21 .433°
Residual 5.003 81 062
Total 5042 az
a. Brand = GARMIMN
b. Dependentvariable: L_Sales
c. Predictors: (Constant), Demo_D_Mio_controlforTom
Coefficients™ "
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Eeta t Sig Tolerance WIF
(Constant) 568 .02a9 19.512 .0oo
Demo_D_Mio_controlforT -.066 084 -.0a7 -.788 433 1.000 1.000
om
a. Brand = GARMIMN

b. Dependent Variable: L_Sales
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GARMIN - DEMO TOMTOM

Model Summary®

Change Statistics
Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dft df2 Sig. F Change
1 0778 008 -.006 25275 006 4490 1 a2 486
a. Brand = GARMIN
b. Predictors: (Constant), Demo_D_TomTom_controlforMio
ANOVA™®
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 0 1 0 4490 486°
Residual 5.238 82 064
Total 5.2649 83
a. Brand = GARMIN
b. DependentVariable: L_Sales
c. Predictors: (Constant), Demo_D_TomTom_controlfarMio
Coefficients™®
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefiicients Coeflicients Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Eeta t Sig. Tolerance WIF
1 (Constant) 568 .030 19187 .ooa
Demo_D_TomTom_contr 057 082 .77 700 486 1.000 1.000
olforMio
a. Brand = GARMIN
b. Dependent Variable: L_Sales
Model Summary®
Change Statistics
Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square
Madel R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dft df2 Sig. F Change
1 398° 159 151 21824 159 20.359 1 108 .0oo
a. Brand=MIO

b. Predictors: (Constant), Demo_D_Mio_controlforTom

ANOVA*
Sum of
Model Sguares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 870 1 870 20.359 .ooo®
Residual 5144 108 048
Total G114 109
a. Brand=MIO
b. DependentVariahle: L_Sales
c. Predictors: (Constant), Demo_D_Mio_controlforTom
Coefficients™®
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Madel B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance WIF
1 (Constant) 565 022 25617 .ooo
Demo_D_Mio_controlforT 30 067 398 4512 .0oo 1.000 1.000
om
a. Brand=MIO

b. DependentVariahle: L_Sales
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MIO - DEMO TOMTOM

Model Summary®
Change Statistics
Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square
Madel R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dft df2 Sig. F Change
1 110° 012 003 21439 012 1.288 1 106 259
a. Brand = MIO
b. Predictors: (Constant), Demo_D_TomTom_controlforMio
ANOVAZ"
Sum of
Madel Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression ] 1 ] 1.288 .254°
Residual 4872 106 046
Total 4931 107
a. Brand = MIO

b. DependentVariable: L_Sales
c¢. Predictors: (Constant), Demo_D_TomTom_controlforMio

Coefficients™"°

Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Madel B Std. Error Eeta t Sig. Tolerance WIF
1 (Constant) 565 022 26.076 .000
Demo_D_TomTom_contr -.081 .07 -110 -1.135 .259 1.000 1.000
olforMio
a. Brand = MIO

b. DependentVariable: L_Sales

NAVIGON - DEMO MIO

Model Summary®

Change Statistics
Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dft df2 Sig. F Change
1 014° ] -.011 27438 .ooo 018 1 93 8oz
a. Brand = NAVIGON
h. Predictors: (Constant), Demo_D_Mio_controlforTom
ANOVA™P
Sum of
Model Sguares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 001 1 .001 019 892¢
Residual 7.002 93 075
Total 7.003 94

a. Brand = NAVIGON

h. DependentVariable: L_Sales

c. Predictors: (Constant), Demo_D_Mio_controlforTom

Coefficients™®
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Madel B Std. Error Eeta t Sig. Tolerance WIF
1 (Constant) 740 030 24 560 .ooo
Demo_D_Mio_controlforT -012 .08s -.014 -137 892 1.000 1.000
om

a. Brand = NAVIGON
b. DependentVariable: L_Sales
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NAVIGON- DEMO TOMTOM
Model Summary®
Change Statistics
Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square
Madel R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dft df2 Sig. F Change
1 106" 01 .0oo 28967 01 1.005 1 88 319
a. Brand = NAVIGON
b. Predictors: (Constant), Demo_D_TomTom_controlforMio
ANOVA®P
Sum of
Madel Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression .0g4 1 .0g4 1.005 31g9°
Residual 7.384 83 .084
Total 7.468 aa
a. Brand = NAVIGON
b. Dependent Variahle: L_Sales
c. Predictors: (Constant), Demo_D_TomTom_controlforMio
Coefficients™®
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 740 032 23.264 .0oo
Demo_D_TomTom_contr 114 114 106 1.002 3149 1.000 1.000
olforMio
a. Brand = NAVIGON
b. Dependent Variahle: L_Sales
TOMTOM - DEMO MIO
Model Summary®
Change Statistics
Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square
Madel R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dft df2 Sig. F Change
1 030" .o -.007 .20829 .o 16 1 127 734
a. Brand = TOMTOM
b. Predictors: (Constant), Demo_D_Mio_contralforTom
ANOVAZ"
Sum of
Madel Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression .005 1 .005 16 734°
Residual 5.510 127 043
Total 5515 128
a. Brand = TOMTOM
b. DependentVariable: L_Sales
c¢. Predictors: (Constant), Demo_D_Mio_controlforTom
Coefficients™"
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Madel B Std. Error Eeta t Sig. Tolerance WIF
1 (Constant) 1.074 019 55.755 .0oo
Demo_D_Mio_controlforT 021 063 030 340 734 1.000 1.000
om
a. Brand = TOMTOM
h. Dependent Variable: L Sales
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TOMTOM - DEMO TOMTOM

Model Summary®

Change Statistics
Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square
Madel R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dft df2 Sig. F Change
1 2570 066 054 21048 {066 8.0964 1 127 003
a. Brand = TOMTOM
b. Predictors: (Constant), Demo_D_TomTom_controlforMio
ANOVA®®
Sum of
Madel Squares df Mean Sguare F Sig.
1 Regression 397 1 397 89.964 ik
Residual 5627 127 044
Total 5.024 128
a. Brand = TOMTOM
b. DependentVariable: L_Sales
¢. Predictors: (Constant), Demo_D_TomTom_controlforMio
Coefficients™"
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Madel B Std. Error Eeta t Sig. Tolerance WIF
1 (Constant) 1.074 .01 85172 .ooo
Demo_D_TomTom_contr 81 064 257 2804 .00z 1.000 1.000
olfarMio

a. Brand = TOMTOM
b. DependentVariable: L_Sales
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APPENDIX S: CHECKING ASSUMPTIONS

DEPENDENT SALES
Coefficients®
Standardized
Unstandardized Coeflicients Coeflicients

Madsl B Std. Error Beta t Sig.

1 {Constant) 740 (389 1.801 058
Demo -531 1576 -.442 -.337 736
L_CPrice 144 144 036 1.002 3T
L_Price 007 A0 .003 065 548
L_Price_PD -5049 A40 -.810 -1.158 248
L_CPrice_PD B33 561 1.515 1.485 138
Garmin -504 032 -621 | 15722 000
Mio -h22 034 -7058 | -15.350 000
Mavigon -342 0 -438 | -10.888 000

a. Dependent Variahle: L_Sales

DEPENDENT MARKET-SHARE

Coefficients®
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients

Model B Std. Error Beta 1 Sig.

1 (Constant) 743 218 3411 .om
Demo -.639 882 - 760 -725 469
L_CPrice 026 083 E] 316 7h2
L_Price =101 056 -.060 -1.781 .07a
L_Price_FD -.088 246 -225 -.358 720
L_CPrice_FD 414 314 1.073 1.318 REE]
Garmin -.397 018 - 697 -22124 .000
Mio -.449 018 -B65 | -23.596 .0o0
Mavigaon -.364 018 -664 | -200694 .0o0

a. Dependent Variahle: MarketShare

Correlations

MarketShare Demo L_CPrice L_Price L_Price_PD | L_CPrice_PD

Pearson Correlation  MarketShare 1.000 165 -1 165 60 154
Demo 155 1.000 055 -024 .999 .999

L_CPrice =111 .055 1.000 =201 .055 064

L_Price 165 -.024 =201 1.000 -016 -.024

L_Price_PD 160 .989 055 -016 1.000 .998

L_CPrice_PD 154 .989 064 -024 .998 1.000

Sig. (1-tailed) MarketShare . .0oo .0o7 .0oo .0oo .0oo
Demo .0o0 . 113 302 .0oo .0oo

L_CPrice .0o7 113 . .0oo 18 .082

L_Price .000 302 000 . 364 300

L_Price_PD .0o0 .000 115 364 . .000

L_CPrice_PD .0o0 .0o0 .082 300 .000 .

N MarketShare 484 484 484 484 484 484
Demo 434 484 484 484 484 484

L_CPrice 484 484 484 484 484 484

L_Price 434 484 484 484 484 484

L_Price_PD 434 484 484 484 484 484

L_CPrice_PD 484 484 484 484 484 484
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Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual

Histogram
Dependent Variable: MarketShare 10 Dependent Variable: MarketShare
Mean = 9.32E-16
60— ™ Std. Dev. = 0.995
N=454
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Coetticients™
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collingarity Statistics
Madel B 5td. Error Beta t 3ia. Zero-order | Partial Part Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 370 (365 1.014 am
Demao -1.263 140 -1.502 -.847 97 155 -039 -037 001 | 1607.871
L_CPrice -.261 135 -.090 -1.831 054 -1 -.088 -.085 294 1118
L_Price 228 077 136 2.958 003 165 134 AN 924 1.082
L_Price_PD 730 A3 1.861 1.766 07s 160 0 078 002 | 568.343
L_CPrice_PD -075 529 -194 -141 R-1E 154 -.006 -.006 om 966.509

a. Dependent Variable: MarkatShara
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Tests of Normality

Kaolmaogorav-Smirnav® Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
Standardized Residual 069 484 .0oo 584 4384 000
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
AFTER CENTRALIZING
Correlations
CM_L_CPrice CM_L_Price_
MarketShare Demo CH_L_Price | CH_L_CPrice _PD FD

Fearson Correlation  MarketShare 1.000 1565 165 =111 -.002 .0&87
Demo 1585 1.000 -.024 055 200 -.118

CM_L_Price 165 -.024 1.000 =201 -012 184

CM_L_CPrice =111 045 -.2m 1.000 256 -7

CH_L_CPrice_PD -.no2 .200 -m2 256 1.000 - 065

CM_L_Price_PD 087 -118 184 =017 -.065 1.000

Sig. (1-tailed) MarketShare . 000 000 007 485 028
Demo .00n . 302 113 .0oon .0os

CM_L_Price .00o 302 . .oon 393 .0an

CH_L_CPrice oav 13 .oan . .oon 354

CM_L_CPrice_PD 485 000 3493 .00o . 0786

CM_L_Price_PD 028 005 000 354 076 .

M MarketShare 434 484 484 434 484 484
Demo 434 484 484 434 484 484

CM_L_Price 484 484 484 434 484 484

CH_L_CPrice 484 484 484 434 484 484

CM_L_CPrice_PD 484 484 484 4384 484 434

CM_L_Price_PD 434 484 484 434 484 484
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APPENDIX T:

MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS

RESTRICTED MODEL

Model Summarf'

Change Statistics
Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dft df2 Sig. F Change
1 4218 674 670 13159 674 164.666 4 AT7 000
a. Predictors: (Constant), Mavigon, CN_L_CPrice, Demo, CN_L_Price, Garmin, Mio
b. DependentVariable: MarketShare
ANOVA®
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig
1 Regression 17108 & 2.851 | 164666 000°
Residual 8.260 477 .0m7
Total 25368 483
a. DependentVariable: MarketShare
b. Predictors: (Constant), Mavigon, CN_L_CPrice, Demo, CN_L_Price, Garmin, Mio
Coefficients®
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Caollinearity Statistics
Madel B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance WIF
1 (Constant) 582 012 50.448 .0oo
Demo 073 023 .0a7 3113 .001 185 146 .084 827 1.078
CM_L_Price -.100 056 -.060 -1.791 074 165 -.082 -.047 615 1.625
CMN_L_CPrice 052 081 018 B4 522 =111 .029 .07 873 1.145
Garmin -.395 .018 -.694 | -22.154 .0oo -.296 -712 -.679 695 1.438
Mio -.447 .019 -.B62 | -23.622 .0oo -.388 -734 -.B17 813 1.950
Mavigon -.363 018 -.663 | -20.689 .0oo -.201 -.688 =541 664 1.505
a. DependentVariable: MarketShare
FULL MODEL
Model Summanﬂ3
Change Statistics
Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dft df2 Sig. F Change
1 8229 676 670 3160 676 1237158 g 475 .0o0o
a. Predictors: (Constant), CM_L_Price_PD, CM_L_CPrice, Mavigon, Demo, CN_L_Price, CN_L_CPrice_PD, Garmin, Mio
b. Dependent Variable: MarketShare
ANOVA?
sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig
1 Regression 17141 g8 2143 | 123718 000®
Residual 822 475 017
Total 25.368 483
a. DependentVariable: MarketShare
b. Predictors: (Constant), Ch_L_Price_PD, CH_L_CPrice, Mavigon, Demao,
CM_L_Price, CM_L_CPrice_PD, Garmin, Mio
Coefficients®
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Collinearity Statistics
Madel B Std. Error Eeta t Sig. Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance WIF
1 (Constant) 583 012 50.305 .0oo
Demo 087 023 079 2.849 .00s 155 130 074 884 1131
CM_L_Price -0 056 -.060 -1.781 075 165 -.081 -.047 603 1.659
CMN_L_CPrice 026 083 .00a 316 752 -1 .018 .0os 821 1.218
Garmin -.397 018 -B97 | -22124 .0oo -.296 -712 -.578 687 1.455
Mio -.449 019 -.B65 | -23.596 .0oo -.388 -.735 -B17 508 1.970
Mavigon -.364 018 -.664 | -20.694 .0oo -.20m -.689 -.541 663 1.509
CM_L_CPrice_PD 414 314 036 1.318 188 -.002 080 034 .92 1121
CMN_L_Price_PD -.088 246 -.010 -.358 720 087 -.016 -.009 937 1.068

a. Dependent Variable: MarketShare
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