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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

§1.1 Motivation 
Consumers have to choose between different stores on a daily basis when making their purchases. As every customer at least once in his life faces the problem of making a trade-off between one store or another, store choice or the intention to shop at a store is a very accessible topic. In addition store choice is a widely discussed subject in the marketing literature. Therefore this topic caught my interest.  
Store choice is driven by many different factors under which the aspects of the cost of shopping, such as money, time, effort and risk (McGoldrick 2002). However, there are several other factors that play an important role in the store decision process, namely store attributes. These are elements of a store such as good service, a pleasant environment, high product quality and convenient opening hours. According to previous research, a direct relationship exists between store attributes and the consumer’s intention to shop at a store. As this relationship has been examined in numerous previous research studies, the aim of this thesis is to investigate whether certain variables have a moderating effect on the relation. These variables include the type of good, i.e. whether a product is a convenience, shopping or specialty good, that is being purchased and whether the consumer enjoys shopping or only shops because he needs a certain product, i.e. whether he has a hedonic or a utilitarian shopping value.
§1.2 Scientific and social relevance 

Much research has been completed on the relationship between store attributes and the intention to shop at a store. How the effect of store attributes on store choice differs for convenience goods, shopping goods and specialty goods is an unexplored area of research however. The same is true for the potential moderating effect of shopping value on the relationship between store attributes and store choice. This thesis is an extension to the available literature and research studies on store choice, convenience, shopping, specialty goods, and shopping values. As it provides new insights into the relationship between store attributes and intention to shop by investigating several moderating variables, it is scientifically relevant. 
Retailers spend a great deal of time and money on setting the right prices and formulating the best promotion strategies in order to attract as many consumers as possible. Therefore they are interested in being aware of how consumers make their decision for a certain store and by what factors their intention to shop somewhere is influenced. Store managers want to distinguish which store attributes are important for which type of good. Questions that are important for retailers include whether store image is more important for convenience goods than for specialty goods. Additionally they want to have knowledge of what role the shopping value of a consumer, hedonic or utilitarian, plays in the decision to shop at a store. It is enormously useful for retailers to understand the behaviour of their consumers, which makes this thesis socially relevant. Once retailers are aware of what the moderating effects of convenience, shopping and specialty goods and shopping value on the relationship between store attributes and intention to shop are, they will be able to anticipate on the behaviour of their consumers and eventually increase revenue.

§1.3 Research question 

In this thesis, the moderating effect the type of good and shopping value have on the relationship between store attributes and intention to shop will be investigated. Much research has been done on the topic of store choice, however the focus in the available literature is mainly on the effort consumers extend on convenience, shopping and specialty goods (Bloch 1983, Murphy and Enis 1986) and on the reasons why consumers visit a certain store i.e. consumer behaviour. Little research is available on the impact of store attributes on store choice across different types of goods and shopping values.

Convenience, shopping and specialty goods are available in different types of stores, meaning store choice for these goods is almost per definition different. In order to minimize this problem, two stores offering all three types of products were selected for research. In this way it is possible to examine how the effects of store attributes on intention to shop differ for the three products. As consumers with different shopping value place diverse importance to each store attribute, the moderating effect shopping value has on the relationship between store attributes and intention to shop will be investigated as well. The research question which provides the basis for this thesis and will be answered using appropriate research is: 
How does the moderating effect on the relationship between store attributes and intention to shop at a store differ between convenience goods, shopping goods and specialty goods and between consumers with hedonic and utilitarian shopping value?
The next chapter provides a theoretical background on store choice, the three types of goods and shopping value. The hypotheses are stated and supported by relevant literature in the third chapter. Chapter 4 explains the methodology used to complete the research. After analysing the data using regressions in the fifth chapter, conclusions are drawn in the sixth chapter. Chapter 7 states limitations to the research and provides implications and suggestions for further research.
CHAPTER 2
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
The definitions of convenience, shopping and specialty goods were created by Copeland in 1923. Numerous authors e.g. Holton, Luck and Bucklin have criticized the original definitions, resulting in a serious debate. In this chapter the ongoing discussion about the exact definitions of convenience, shopping and specialty goods will be reviewed. In addition the two types of shopping value, hedonic and utilitarian, will be examined.   

§2.1 Store choice 
Store choice is the outcome of the decision which store a consumer goes to. “It results from a process whereby information on various alternatives is evaluated by the consumer prior to the selection of one of these alternatives”
. The traditional assumption on store choice has been that consumers evaluate each store in terms of the benefit they receive from choosing that store and accordingly choose the store which maximizes their benefit. An alternative assumption to this traditional view is that the intention to shop at a store results from a sequential decision process. In this process a cluster of similar stores is selected at first, where after one store out of this cluster is chosen for shopping
. In this way, consumers are more efficient as they do not have to evaluate all possible stores but only the ones from within the cluster. 
According to McGoldrick (2002), “reasons for selecting a store are normally expressed in terms of the positive store attributes which help to fulfil shoppers underlying motives”
. Store choice depends on the evaluation of store attributes, of which there are numerous. According to the value equation (Figure 1)
, the store decision process is a trade-off between money, or the ‘cost’ of shopping and other non-price attributes. The ‘cost’ of shopping consists of money, time, effort, stress and risk. Non-price attributes are product quality, choice and availability, convenient shopping hours, good service and a pleasant environment. 
FIGURE 1

Value Equation
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The focus in this thesis is on the non-price attributes and how the relationship between these attributes and store choice is influenced by several moderating variables. As there are numerous non-price attributes, six were selected for this research. Store convenience, store image, store location, product price, in-store promotions and product quality will be described further in Chapter 3. 
§2.2 Types of goods

In his article Relation of Consumers' Buying Habits to Marketing Methods, Copeland (1923) distinguishes three types of goods; convenience goods, shopping goods, and specialty goods. This distinction was made with the intention to develop a guide with marketing strategies for manufacturers (Bucklin 1962). As Copeland’s definitions originated in 1923, the definition of the three types of goods altered over the years. Several authors challenged the original definitions resulting in a continuous debate. In 1958, Holton slightly modified the definitions. In reaction to these adjustments, Bucklin wrote an article presenting new definitions. The ongoing debate between amongst others Holton, Luck and Bucklin on the definitions of convenience, shopping and specialty goods will be discussed in the next paragraphs. 
§2.2.1 Convenience goods 

Over the years, the definition of convenience goods has been slightly modified. The original definition of convenience goods by Copeland (1923) is: “convenience goods are those customarily purchased at easily accessible stores”
. The consumer is familiar with convenience goods and as soon as the want for the good is recognized, the demand becomes clearly defined in the consumer’s mind and immediate satisfaction is essential. Convenience goods are “repeat” purchases that are usually purchased at locations near the consumer’s home or work. Examples of convenience goods are shampoo, tooth paste, coffee and bread.
The American Marketing Association described convenience goods in 1948 as “those consumers’ goods which the consumer usually purchases frequently, immediately, and with a minimum of effort”
. According to Kotler (2005) convenience goods are divided into staples, impulse goods and emergency goods. This distinction will not be discussed in this thesis.  
Holton (1958) found the distinction between the three groups imprecise and unclear and therefore created new definitions including the perception of consumers of the cost of shopping in order to obtain a product. He states that goods which may be convenience goods to some consumers may be shopping goods to others. Therefore the definitions of convenience and shopping goods differ for every consumer, largely depending on income. A consumer with a high income may place less value on money saved by making price comparisons. He suggests a new definition for convenience and shopping goods in order to remove these ambiguities. Convenience goods are “those goods for which the probable gain from making price and quality comparisons among alternative sellers is thought to be small relative to the consumer’s appraisal of the searching costs in terms of time, money and effort”
. Holton believes this definition is more concise and proposes that consumers often unconsciously outweigh the benefits of shopping against its costs. In addition, several convenience goods are purchased infrequently in contrast to Copeland’s original definition. 
In 1959, Luck reacted to Holton’s article by agreeing with the convenience goods definition suggested by the latter. Bucklin (1962) redefined the definition of convenience goods. According to him, convenience goods are “those goods for which the consumer, before his need arises, possesses a preference map that indicates a willingness to purchase any of a number of known substitutes rather than to make the additional effort required to buy a particular item”
. He classified consumer shopping efforts into two categories; shopping and non-shopping goods. For shopping goods the consumer formulates a new solution to his want whenever it is stimulated, whereas for non-shopping goods the consumer uses stored solutions to satisfy a want. Non-shopping goods are divided into convenience and specialty goods. Convenience goods are goods where the consumer is indifferent between several alternatives and will not search for substitutes after having found the product at the best reachable store. Kleimenhagen (1966-67) examined how actual shopping behaviour relates to the shopping efforts implied in the consumer goods definitions by Copeland. The research was completed in terms of time spent at the shopping centre, distance travelled to the centre and the number of stores visited at the shopping centre. The data supports the consumer behaviour suggested in Copeland’s definitions. 
§2.2.2 Shopping goods

According to the original definition by Copeland (1923), “shopping goods are those for which the consumer desires to compare prices, quality, and style at the time of purchase”
. The consumer desires to compare shopping products in several stores. In contrast to convenience goods, the exact product is not clearly defined in the mind of the shopper by forehand. In addition, the immediate satisfaction of the want is not as essential as for convenience goods. The purchase of the product can be postponed after the need for the product arouses. Shoes, furniture, and fashion are examples of shopping goods. 
The American Marketing Association defined shopping goods as “those consumers’ goods which the customer, in the process of selection and purchase, characteristically compares on such bases as suitability, quality, price and style”
. Shopping goods or comparison goods are divided into homogenous and heterogeneous shopping goods by Kotler (2005). 
Holton (1958) suggests another definition for shopping goods: “those goods for which the probable gain from making price and quality comparisons among alternative sellers is thought to be large relative to the consumer’s appraisal of the searching costs in terms of time, money and effort”
. This is reverse for convenience goods, where the gain from comparing products is small.  Luck (1959) in reaction to Holton (1958) has the same opinion as the latter on the definition of shopping goods. Bucklin (1962) defines shopping goods as: “those goods for which the consumer has not developed a complete preference map before the need arises, requiring him to undertake search to construct such a map before purchase.”
 The consumer formulates a new solution to his want each time it stimulated. The effort of searching differs depending on how intense the desire for the product is. The original definition of shopping goods has not been modified as much as the ones for convenience and specialty goods. 
§2.2.3 Specialty goods 

Copeland (1923) defines specialty goods as: “those goods which have some particular attraction for the consumer, other than price, which induces him to put forth special effort to visit the store in which they are sold and to make the purchase without shopping”
. The consumer determines the exact product and the store at which the product will be purchased in advance. He has to exert special effort in order to reach the store where the specialty good is sold as specialty goods are not available at easily accessible stores in contrast to convenience goods. As with shopping goods, the actual purchase of the specialty good may be postponed for a while after the need has aroused. Perfume, cars and watches are examples of specialty goods.
The debate on the definition of specialty goods has been enormous and the original definition has been modified the most, which can be explained by the increase in income and living standards over the years. The American Marketing Association defines specialty goods as “those consumers’ goods on which a significant group of buyers characteristically insists and for which they are willing to make a special purchasing effort”
. Specialty products have unique attributes or brand identification. 
Holton (1958) states that the specialty goods classification overlaps with the other two and cannot be distinguished from convenience nor from shopping goods. For some individuals, convenience and shopping goods may at the same time be specialty goods. A key characteristic of a specialty good is making a “special purchasing effort” in order to obtain the product. Holton believes a distinction needs to be made between the willingness to make this special purchasing effort and the necessity of making it. He argues that specialty goods are convenience or shopping goods that face a limited market demand. Therefore they are available in relatively few stores which results in the consumer having to exert a special purchasing effort in order to obtain a specialty good. He defines specialty goods as “those convenience or shopping goods which have such a limited market as to require the consumer to make a special effort to purchase them”
. 
Luck (1959) reacts on the specialty goods definition by Holton (1958). He disagrees with the minor importance of specialty goods and does not believe the distinction between shopping and specialty goods should disappear. He defends his opinion with four statements on the nature of specialty goods. Holton states that specialty goods can be brands as well as goods. According to Luck, a brand cannot be a distinct good. Second he invalidates that specialty goods have limited market demand and are therefore only available at relatively few stores. Manufacturers of specialty goods are selective and only sell through authorized dealers, resulting in only a few stores being permitted to offer specialty goods. Therefore the consumer needs to make a special purchasing effort. Thirdly, Luck comments on whether it is the willingness or the necessity to make a special purchasing effort. He believes it is not always a necessity to make a special purchasing effort for a specialty good, but sometimes it is the willingness of the consumer to do so. Lastly, Luck believes specialty goods is a separate classification that does not overlap with the other two groups. Therefore specialty goods are of great importance and should not be removed from the classification. 
Holton (1959) comments on Luck’s criticism on his definition of specialty goods. He did not intend to declare the nonexistence or insignificance of specialty goods. The point of his article was to show that the convenience and shopping goods distinction is measured in one dimension, whereas specialty goods are measured in another dimension, also taking into account brands. Specialty goods are not limited in demand, they are just more limited in demand than convenience and shopping goods. By no means does he want to exclude specialty goods from the marketing literature. 
Bucklin (1962) makes a distinction between shopping and non-shopping goods, with specialty goods belonging to the latter category. According to him, “a specialty good is a good where the consumer only sees one brand as being capable of satisfying his needs”
. A preference map exists in his mind, indicating the consumer is willing to exert additional effort to purchase the wanted item instead of buying a substitute at a more accessible store. Kleimenhagen (1966-67) assumes the consumer has full knowledge of the wanted product in advance, as is the case with convenience goods. He is willing to extend considerable effort in order to obtain the product by travelling a far distance in order to reach the specific store where the product is offered. In addition, the consumer does not accept a substitute and will delay his purchase until he has found the desired item. Consumers usually do not shop for alternatives and only accept one brand. The definition of specialty goods has been altered continuously, true is however that purchasing specialty goods requires more effort than convenience and shopping goods. 
§2.3 Shopping value 
In addition to studying the three moderating variables convenience, shopping and specialty goods, the potential moderating effect of shopping value on the relationship between store attributes and intention to shop will also be examined. Many definitions of value have been formulated and were reviewed by Zeithaml (1988), such as “value is price”, “value is the trade-off between costs and benefits” and “value are all factors, both qualitative and quantitative, subjective and objective, that make up the complete shopping experience”
. These definitions do not correctly resemble shopping value as shopping does not only account for functional utility but for some consumers is a fun experience. Therefore the definition of value by Holbrook and Corfman (1985) is the most valid for shopping value. According to them value is a preference experience that is interactive and relativistic. It characterizes a consumer’s experience of interacting with some object, being either a thing or event
. According to Babin, Darden and Griffin (1994) consumers evaluate shopping experiences along two dimensions representing how valuable the time spent shopping was. As a result, two different shopping values emerged in the marketing literature; the hedonic and the utilitarian shopping value. According to Hirschman and Holbrook (1982) consumers are either “problem solvers” meaning they will only buy what they need or seeking for “fun, fantasy, arousal, sensory stimulation, and enjoyment”
 thus experiencing shopping as fun. Both shopping values are discussed in the next paragraphs.
§2.3.1 Hedonic shopping value 

Consumers with a hedonic shopping value experience shopping as an adventure and consider it entertainment. According to Babin, Darden and Griffin (1994) these people buy so they can shop, they do not shop so they can buy
. Hedonic shoppers often act spontaneously; they buy because they love shopping. Hirschman and Holbrook (1982) state that a hedonic response to a shopping trip occurs if the consumer is emotionally aroused from the shopping itself and not from completing the goal of the shopping trip. Babin and Darden (1995) explain that consumers experience shopping in two different ways, according to how valuable they rate their time shopping. They experience shopping as hedonic when the value they receive from shopping is provided by the shopping trip itself and not by satisfying a pre-specified target. Hedonic value is related to how worthy consumers find the shopping experience, besides the task-related motives that need to be fulfilled
. Hedonic value is more subjective and personal than utilitarian value. 
§2.3.2 Utilitarian shopping value 
Utilitarian shoppers shop because they require a specific item. Utilitarian value reflects the instrumental benefits of shopping, consumers are concerned with purchasing products in an efficient and timely manner in order to achieve their shopping goals with a minimum amount of irritation and effort
. According to Babin, Darden and Griffin (1994) “a utilitarian motivation results from some type of conscious pursuit of an intended consequence”
. Utilitarian shoppers, who receive their shopping value from accomplishing the consumption goal that stimulated their shopping trip, are often described as being rational and task-related. Shopping trips are perceived as work and utilitarian consumers just want to achieve their goal as efficient as possible.
CHAPTER 3
HYPOTHESES
This chapter states the hypotheses supported by relevant literature. Figure 2 depicts the conceptual model on which this research is based and by which the hypotheses are described. 
FIGURE 2
Conceptual Model
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In general the relationship between store attributes and the intention to shop at a store is positive. If a store attribute increases or improves, the intention to shop at the store increases accordingly. For product price this relationship is reversed as an increase in price usually results in a decrease in intention to shop. Figure 2 illustrates that the relationship is moderated on one hand by the type of good, i.e. convenience, shopping or specialty good and on the other hand by shopping value, i.e. hedonic or utilitarian.

Three store attributes are store features; store convenience, store image and store location. The other three are product features; product price and in-store promotions and product quality.  Hypotheses 1-3 concern store features and 4-5 product features. Each hypothesis consists of two elements, a and b. Hypotheses a regard the types of goods and are stated in a comparative manner. The effects of convenience and specialty goods are being compared to the effect of shopping goods, as shopping goods are classified in between the other two products and will therefore function as a base. Hypotheses b concern shopping value. 
For convenience, shopping and specialty goods, some store attributes are of greater importance, resulting in a larger (positive or negative) moderating effect. For convenience goods store convenience, store location, price and in-store promotions are important. For shopping goods, as the definition suggests, product price and quality play an important role and for specialty goods store image and product quality are essential. These implications are related to how much effort consumers are willing to extend for a certain product group. “Effort is defined as the objective amount of money and time it takes to purchase a product” and can be measured in quantifiable terms; dollars and units of time
. Consumers extend the least effort on the purchase of convenience goods, slightly more for shopping goods and the most effort for specialty goods. 
§3.1 Store convenience

Store convenience refers to how convenient the features of a store are and may also be described as shopping ease. It includes aspects such as how fast the check-out is, how easy it is to move through the store and how easy it is to find products at the store. 
FIGURE 3

Hypothesis 1
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H1a: The relationship between store convenience and intention to shop is more positive for convenience goods than for shopping goods and less positive for specialty goods than for shopping goods. 
H1b: For consumers with hedonic shopping value, the relationship between store convenience and intention to shop is less positive than for consumers with utilitarian shopping value. 
Ad H1a: Convenience, shopping and specialty goods positively moderate the relationship between store convenience and intention to shop. The hypotheses are based on the assumption that consumers extend the most effort for specialty goods, less effort for shopping goods and the least effort for convenience goods. Murphy and Enis (1986) state that convenience goods are defined as the lowest in risk and effort. Consumers do not spend much money and time on these products. Therefore the relationship between store convenience and store choice will be reinforced the most by convenience goods. The more convenient a store is, the more likely a consumer is intended to buy a convenience good at the store. For shopping goods, buyers are willing to spend a significant amount of time and money in searching for and evaluating these products, more than for convenience goods. Therefore store convenience has a positive, yet relatively less positive, moderating effect on the relationship between store convenience and store choice. For specialty goods, consumers are willing to extend the highest level of time and effort suggesting they do not mind shopping at an inconvenient store, which is rather unlikely. The relationship between store convenience and store choice is positively moderated by specialty goods, however the effect is weaker than for shopping and convenience goods. 
Ad H1b: As Figure 3 depicts, the relationship between store convenience and intention to shop is more positively moderated for consumers with utilitarian shopping value than for consumers with hedonic shopping value. According to Childers and Carr (2001) consumers with a utilitarian shopping goal are concerned with purchasing products in an efficient and timely manner. They want to achieve their goal with a minimum of irritation and effort. As an inconvenient store can be an irritating factor, utilitarian shoppers will very much appreciate a convenient store. Therefore the more convenient a store is, the more likely a consumer with a utilitarian shopping goal will choose this store. Store convenience is important for hedonic shoppers as well, as they enjoy shopping and consider it entertainment. An inconvenient store may destroy the fun experience. Hedonic shopping value will therefore positively moderate the relationship between convenience and store choice as well, but in a reduced manner. 
§3.2 Store image 

Store image consists of many elements such as quality and reputation. Martineau defines store image as “the way in which the store is defined in the shopper’s mind, partly by its functional qualities and partly by an aura of psychological attributes”
. Functional qualities are price and store layout, whereas psychological attributes are feelings such as warmth, friendliness and excitement. 
FIGURE 4

Hypothesis 2
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H2a: The relationship between store image and intention to shop is less positive for convenience goods than for shopping goods and more positive for specialty goods than for shopping goods. 

H2b: For consumers with hedonic shopping value, the relationship between store image and intention to shop is more positive than for consumers with utilitarian shopping value. 
Ad H2a: Consumers are more concerned about the image of a store when purchasing specialty goods than when buying convenience goods. The purchase of groceries at retail stores such as Aldi and Lidl is becoming more accepted. For convenience goods, consumers tend to choose stores on the bases of price instead of image. Image is the way in which the store is defined in the shopper’s mind. According to Tauber (1972) the shopping environment may influence a consumer’s decision to shop in a specific store. The debate on the definition of specialty goods between Holton and Luck also provides support for the hypothesis. Specialty goods have a specialty characteristic which can take the form of an "image . . . that the manufacturer has created"
, for example through advertising. The image a consumer has in his mind when purchasing a specialty good is important. Therefore specialty goods will have the largest positive effect on the relationship between store image and intention to shop. 
Ad H2b: As depicted in Figure 4, the effect of hedonic shopping value on the relationship between store image and intention to shop is more positive than for utilitarian shopping value. Utilitarian shoppers shop for products they need and will place less importance on store image as long as they are able to acquire their products in an easy and timely manner (Childers and Carr 2000). Hedonic shoppers on the other hand shop for fun and will not experience shopping at a store with a negative store image as a fun experience. Therefore, the better the store image, the more likely hedonic shoppers are to visit the store. 
§3.3 Store location 
Store location implies whether the store is located close to the home of the consumer. In previous research (e.g. Kleimenhagen 1966-67) store distance has been measured in units. In this research the focus is on consumer perception of the distance travelled. Some consumers consider 10 minutes of travelling to a store as long whereas others find a store 15 minutes away close to their home. 
FIGURE 5

Hypothesis 3
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H3a: The relationship between store location and intention to shop is more negative for convenience goods than for shopping goods and more positive for specialty goods than for shopping goods. 
H3b: For consumers with hedonic shopping value, the relationship between store location and intention to shop is more positive than for consumers with utilitarian shopping value.
Ad H3a: According to Copeland (1923) consumers are in the habit of purchasing convenience goods at stores located conveniently near their home or work. Other theories of shopping behaviour suggest that the type of good being purchased influences the willingness of the shopper to travel. Travel time is assumed to play a dominant role in decisions about convenience shopping and an important but not dominant role in comparison shopping (Handy 1992). Kleimenhagen (1966-67) states that “individuals who identify convenience goods as their main item tend to travel lesser distances than those identifying shopping or specialty goods, while those individuals who identify specialty goods tend to travel the greatest distances of all”
. The further the store is located from a consumer’s home, the larger the distance the consumer has to travel and the more effort he has to extend. Therefore convenience goods have a negatively moderating effect on the relationship between store location and intention to shop because the shorter the distance to the store, the more likely a convenience shopper is to visit the store. Specialty goods will positively influence the relationship between store location and intention to shop as specialty goods shoppers are willing to travel a long distance to obtain their purchases.  
Ad H3b: As depicted in Figure 5, consumers with utilitarian shopping value will negatively influence the relationship between store location and intention to shop, whereas there is no effect for consumers with hedonic shopping value. This is derived from the statement that utilitarian shoppers are willing to make their purchases in a timely and efficient manner with a minimum of effort and irritation
. The further away a store is located, the less likely consumers with a utilitarian shopping goal are to visit the store. As hedonic shoppers see shopping as a fun experience, they are willing to exert additional effort in order to improve the enjoyment of the shopping trip, meaning they will travel a further distance if this increases the joy of their shopping experience. 
§3.4 Product price and in-store promotions

The price of a product includes “money costs, opportunity costs, energy costs and psychic costs”
. The required effort in order to obtain a product is part of the price as well. In general, if product prices at a store increase, the intention to shop at the store decreases. This is not accurate for all type of products as price is related to other factors such as quality and branding. In-store promotions are price promotions, e.g. getting a price discount or buying one product and getting another one for free, usually resulting in a price decrease. In general consumers react positively to in-store promotions.
FIGURE 6
Hypothesis 4
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H4a: The relationship between product price and intention to shop is more negative for convenience goods than for shopping goods and more positive for specialty goods than for shopping goods. This is also true for in-store promotions i.e. a decrease in price. 
H4b: For consumers with hedonic shopping value, the relationship between product price and intention to shop is less negative than for consumers with utilitarian shopping value. This is also true for in-store promotions i.e. a decrease in price.
Ad H4a: According to Holton (1958) the probable gain of making price comparisons among different sellers is small for convenience goods. Convenience shoppers do not visit a variety of stores in order to obtain the lowest priced products and will usually shop at one single store offering the lowest prices. Therefore product price will have a negative effect on store choice for convenience goods; if the price of a convenience good increases, consumers are less likely to choose the store that offers the higher priced product. The definition of shopping goods by Copeland (1923) states that consumers desire to compare shopping goods on the bases of price, quality and style at the time of purchase. Consumers will purchase a shopping good of the same quality and style at the lowest available price. If price increases, consumers will not choose the store offering the higher price. Copeland defines specialty goods as “those which have some particular attraction for the consumer, other than price…”
. The relationship between product price and store choice is not influenced by specialty goods. The hypothesis is supported by Murphy and Enis (1986) who state that convenience shoppers are willing to spend the least amount of money, comparison shoppers a slightly larger amount and specialty shoppers will spend the largest amount of money on their desired products. As in-store promotions are comparable to a decrease in price, the relationship between in-store promotions and intention to shop is moderated in the same way for all types of goods as in the case of a decrease in price.
Ad H4b: According to Babin, Darden and Griffin (1994) low product prices can create both hedonic and utilitarian shopping value when the required product is available in the first store visited. Utilitarian shoppers experience shopping value because the product is acquired easily and hedonic shopping value is created from “bargain-related hedonic responses”
. Utilitarian shoppers shop because they need a certain product extending a minimum amount of effort. As effort consists of money as well as time, utilitarian shoppers are less likely to visit a store where product prices increase as this increases the amount of effort they have to exert in order to obtain the product. As hedonic shoppers shop for fun, product price is of less relevance because they are willing to exert more effort and visit various stores to obtain the lowest prices. Therefore hedonic shopping value will negatively moderate the relationship between product price and intention to shop, but less than for utilitarian shoppers. In-store promotions create “smart shopper feelings”
. Consumers are pleased when they receive a discount because in-store promotions result in a lower price. The more in-store promotions, thus the lower the price, the more likely consumers are to visit the store.
§3.5 Product quality
Product quality is defined in various ways. It relates to how well the product features and characteristics are able to satisfy a consumer’s wants and needs. 
FIGURE 7
Hypothesis 5
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H5a: The relationship between product quality and intention to shop is less positive for convenience goods than for shopping goods and more positive for specialty goods than for shopping goods. 
H5b: For consumers with hedonic shopping value, the relationship between product quality and intention to shop is less positive than for consumers with utilitarian shopping value. 
Ad H5a: As depicted in Figure 7, convenience, shopping and specialty goods all have a positive moderating effect on the relationship between product quality and intention to shop. According to Holton (1958) convenience and shopping goods are compared on the bases of quality and price, where the gain of comparing is the largest for shopping goods. This suggests that if the quality of a product increases, convenience and shopping goods shoppers will purchase their products at the store that offers the highest product quality. As specialty goods are unique purchases for many consumers, requiring a large amount of effort, i.e. money and time, the quality of the good will be of great importance. Specialty goods are not purchased repeatedly but only a few times in a consumer’s life. Therefore quality is the most important when purchasing specialty goods as the good needs to last for many years. 

Ad H5b: Product quality is important for both utilitarian and hedonic shoppers resulting in both shopping values having a positive moderating effect on the relationship between product quality and intention to shop. The utilitarian shopping value effect will be slightly stronger as utilitarian shoppers shop because they require a certain product and will therefore value the quality of it very much. As hedonic shoppers shop for fun and occasionally purchase products spontaneously, they will not always place as much worth on the quality of the product but rather on the joy of obtaining the product during the shopping trip. 
CHAPTER 4
      METHODOLOGY 
This chapter describes the methodology that was utilized in order to carry out the research. A survey consisting of ten questions with several sub questions was developed to obtain the data. The survey contained questions on the store elements of De Bijenkorf and HEMA, on the intention to shop at these stores and on shopping value to test whether people are hedonic or utilitarian shoppers. The survey can be found in Appendix 1. 
§4.1 Marketing scales  

The items in the survey were developed using several scales from the Handbooks of Marketing Scales. As the research consists of five hypotheses, each including a different store attribute, the survey contains questions regarding each store attribute. For the first hypothesis concerning store convenience, a scale named “Convenience (Shopping Ease)” developed by Saegert, Hoover and Hilger (1985) was used. The scale has a very high reliability as its alpha is .84. It contains seven questions about shopping ease, which were all included in the survey. The original scale consists of a five-point Likert scale ranging from unimportant to very important. The scale was modified into a seven-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. For the third hypothesis regarding store location, one question about store location from the previous scale was used, as there is no separate scale for location. 
The questions concerning store image were developed using a scale named “Store Image” developed by Wu and Petroshius (1987). The alpha of the scale ranges from .77 to .91 implying it is highly reliable. The scale was not modified and all 13-item seven-point Likert scale questions were included in the survey. One additional question on store cleanness was added. This question was derived from the scale “Store Image (Pleasantness)” developed by Baker, Grewal and Parasuraman (1994) with an alpha of .81. Because the “Store Image” scale includes several items on product quality, this scale was used for the fifth hypothesis as well as it includes the same items as the separate scale on product quality named “Quality (Store’s Products)” developed by Saegert, Hoover and Hilger (1985) with an alpha of .76. 
The hypothesis concerning product price and in-store promotions was tested using a scale named “Store Pricing Importance”, also developed by Saegert, Hoover and Hilger (1985). The alpha for this scale is .66, rounded off .7, meaning it is sufficiently reliable. All three five-point Likert scale questions were included in the survey. The scale was modified to a seven-point Likert one, from strongly disagree to strongly agree.
In order to investigate whether consumers have a hedonic or utilitarian shopping orientation, the scale named “Shopping Value (Hedonic)” developed by Babin, Darden and Griffin (1994) was used. With an alpha of .91 this scale has a high reliability. It consists of eleven five-point Likert scale questions. Because the original scale consists of questions about one specific shopping trip, the questions were slightly modified to ones that are applicable to shopping trips in general. In addition the Likert scale was altered into a seven-point one ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. 
§4.2 Respondents   


The survey was distributed amongst approximately 300 people. It was completed by 126 respondents, of which 116 partially completed the survey and 97 completed it in a serious manner by answering all questions. Several respondents stopped completing the survey after the questions about De Bijenkorf. One reason for this occurrence could be that consumers found the survey required too much time. In addition, the questions about De Bijenkorf and HEMA were exactly the same, thus some respondents might have lost their interest in the survey. 

The main target group of the survey was fellow students. The average age of the respondents cannot be calculated, as the survey consisted of seven age categories. Table 1 shows the percentage of respondents for each age category. 68% of the respondents are younger than 30 years and none are older than 70 years. 
TABLE 1

Age Categories Respondents
	


	Category (in years)
	Number of respondents (%)

	


	< 20
	14

	21-30
	54

	31-40
	06

	41-50
	04

	51-60
	13

	61-70
	09

	> 70
	00

	




Of the 97 respondents, 42 are male and 55 are female. With 57% of the respondents being female and 43% being male, this is an almost equal distribution amongst the sexes. This distribution implies a representative reflection of the population, as men in general have a more utilitarian shopping orientation than women.
§4.3 Stores and products   


In order to create more variation within the data and obtain a more representative reflection of how convenience goods, shopping goods and specialty goods moderate the relationship between the store attributes and intention to shop, two different stores were included in the research. The survey contained 23 identical questions on store attributes for De Bijenkorf and HEMA.
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	De Bijenkorf is a premium department store with many international A-brands. It also has its own private label.
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	HEMA is a department store which sells many of the same products as De Bijenkorf. HEMA only offers its own private label. 


For each type of good, two representative products which can be purchased in De Bijenkorf as well as HEMA were selected. Bread and shampoo were chosen to represent convenience goods, sunglasses and a twilight lamp to represent shopping goods, and a watch and wine to represent specialty goods. As discussed in Chapter 2, the discussion about the exact definition of shopping and specialty goods is ongoing. The boundaries between a shopping and a specialty good remain unclear. In order to obtain the respondents’ opinion on what they believe a shopping or a specialty good is, several statements containing Copeland’s definitions of the three types of goods were included in the survey. The respondents were asked to either agree or disagree with the statements. Using a T-test the averages of the statements for each type of good were calculated. The results are shown in Figure 8.
FIGURE 8
Averages Types of Goods
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The numeric averages for the statements for each type of good are depicted in Table 2. In the survey, 1 resembled disagreement with the statement and 2 agreement with the statement explaining why the numbers in Table 2 are all between 0 and 2. Figure 8 and Table 2 both imply that some products can be classified as being more than one type of good. Most respondents classify wine as a shopping or convenience good rather than as a specialty good. A watch is categorized as being both a shopping and a specialty good. The results of the statements support the literature on the types of goods because according to many authors shopping and specialty goods are very closely related. The distinction between shopping and specialty goods is becoming more vague over the years. One reason for this occurrence is the increase in average income. Therefore consumers view some specialty goods as shopping goods. 
From the answers to the statements it becomes evident that wine is not classified as a specialty good by most consumers. Therefore the data for a watch will be used to represent the category specialty goods. Bread will represent convenience goods, as this is clearly classified as a convenience good according to Table 2. Sunglasses will represent shopping goods, even though sunglasses can also be classified as a specialty good. 
TABLE 2
Averages Types of Goods
	


	
	Convenience good
	Shopping good
	Specialty good

	


	Bread
	1.84
	1.56
	1.21

	Shampoo
	1.73
	1.67
	1.24

	Sunglasses
	1.07
	1.90
	1.84

	Twilight lamp
	1.10
	1.75
	1.76

	Watch
	1.02
	1.92
	1.91

	Wine
	1.68
	1.79
	1.41

	



§4.4 Method   
In order to examine which survey items belong together, a factor analysis was completed for the questions regarding store attributes and shopping value. The output can be found in Appendices 2 and 3. The factor analyses were executed separately for De Bijenkorf and HEMA, with Eigenvalues larger than 1. Varimax rotations were used assuming all factors are independent. Correlation in the data was not taken into account. Not all survey items in the factor analysis were the same for De Bijenkorf and HEMA, therefore only the items that belonged to the same component for both stores were inserted in a factor in order to obtain the same constructs for both stores. This resulted in 10 of the 23 survey items on store attributes being used in the factors. For store attributes, five factors emerged out of the factor analysis; store convenience, store image, store location, product price and in-store promotions, and product quality. It became apparent that in-store promotions are very closely related to product price. Therefore these hypotheses were combined into one. 
The factor for the first hypothesis, store convenience, consists of the elements fast check-out and the ease of moving through the store. The factor store image, the second hypothesis, is based on whether the store has well-known brands, an attractive lay-out, is nice inside, is prestigious and attracts upper-class customers. The third hypothesis, store location, consists of the element how close the store is to the home of the customer. The factor product price and in-store promotions, the fourth hypothesis, is based on whether the store has low prices, lots of specials and helpful ads. The last store attribute factor, product quality, consists of survey items on how well-dressed, knowledgeable and helpful the shop assistants are and how good the service in the store is. 
For shopping values, two factors emerged out of the factor analysis (Appendix 4). Of these factors only the first factor was used for further investigation. The factor named shopping value consists of 8 of the 11 survey items on shopping value. The elements that were excluded from the factor are feeling the excitement of the hunt while shopping, being able to forget problems and feeling a sense of adventure while shopping. The survey items regarding shopping value were questioned using a seven-point Likert scale. The further the consumer’s answers are towards seven, the more hedonic he is. The average for the shopping value factor is 4 (Appendix 6), meaning consumers on average do not have a strong hedonic shopping orientation nor a strong utilitarian shopping orientation.  
After the factors for store attributes and shopping values were analysed, new variables were computed. This was done by adding together the elements that belong to each factor. This new value was divided by the amount of factors in order to create the new variable. Dummy-variables were created for convenience, shopping and specialty goods as well as for De Bijenkorf and HEMA. These dummy-variables were used to create interactions between the store attribute factors and the type of good by multiplying the dummies with the store attribute factors. Interactions were also made for shopping value by multiplying the store attribute factors with the shopping value factor. At first this was done separately for both stores, where after the interaction effects of the two stores were added together in order to obtain one combined variable for each store attribute including the data for both stores. 
The dataset was expanded six times in order to create the dependent variable named intention to shop. For each respondent, the intentions to purchase each type of good at both stores were put underneath each other in the data file. After the new variables were created, several regression analyses for each hypothesis were executed in order to observe the significance of the interaction effects. The regression outputs are depicted in Appendices 7-11. The main effects, namely the types of goods and the store, i.e. De Bijenkorf or HEMA were included in the regression analyses. Because several dummy-variables were created, shopping goods were not included in the regression as this variable was used as the base variable and the effects of convenience and specialty goods were compared to the effects for shopping goods. In addition only one store was included as a main effect in the regression analysis and the other one was used as the base variable. 
The reason for examining two different stores was to create variation and in order to generalize across these stores. For several hypotheses however the interaction effects between the type of good and store attribute were not significant for the two stores combined. Therefore separate regressions were performed for each store in order to observe whether the interaction effects would be significant per store. Several separate regressions were carried out to examine the interaction effects regarding shopping value as well. 
CHAPTER 5
ANALYSIS OF DATA
In this chapter the survey results and the significance of the moderating effects on the relationship between store attributes and store choice stated in the hypotheses will be examined. 

§5.1 Descriptive statistics 

Table 3 shows the averages for the survey questions on store attributes for De Bijenkorf and HEMA. 

TABLE 3
Statistics Survey Questions De Bijenkorf and HEMA

	


	Survey question 
	De Bijenkorf
	HEMA

	


	The store has fast check-out
	4.41
	4.59

	It is easy to move through the store
	5.02
	5.06

	It is easy to park at the store
	4.22
	3.58

	The store is nice inside
	5.64
	4.28

	It is easy to find products at the store
	5.03
	5.15

	The store is close to my home
	3.77
	5.57

	The store has low prices
	2.76
	5.64

	The store has helpful ads
	4.31
	5.27

	The store has lots of specials
	4.73
	5.22

	The store has a pleasant atmosphere
	5.47
	4.68

	The store has well-known brands
	5.93
	2.86

	The store has high quality products
	5.91
	4.52

	The store has good service
	5.27
	5.07

	The store’s shop assistants are well-dressed
	5.30
	4.17

	The store has knowledgeable shop assistants 
	4.95
	4.53

	The store has an unlimited selection of products 
	4.29
	4.02

	The store has helpful shop assistants
	4.95
	4.87

	The store attracts upper-class customers
	5.29
	2.94

	The store has an attractive lay-out
	5.38
	4.10

	The store is prestigious 
	5.14
	3.24

	The store has informative advertising
	4.57
	4.90

	The store is pleasant to shop in
	5.30
	4.91

	The store is clean 
	5.58
	5.04

	



De Bijenkorf scores better on the variables concerning image, such as being prestigious, attracting upper-class customers and having a pleasant atmosphere, whereas HEMA’s scores are higher for low prices and being close to consumers’ homes. These results very well resemble the nature of the stores and the general view consumers have of De Bijenkorf and HEMA. 
Table 4 shows the intentions of the respondents to purchase each product at either De Bijenkorf or HEMA. From this table it becomes evident that for convenience goods, customers are more likely to go to HEMA whereas for shopping and specialty goods they prefer visiting De Bijenkorf. These intentions are related to factors such as image and quality depicted in Table 3. 
TABLE 4
Intention to Shop
	


	
	De Bijenkorf (in %)
	HEMA (in %)

	


	Bread (convenience good)
	00.65
	12.41

	Sunglasses (shopping good)
	30.80
	10.89

	Watch (specialty good)
	30.54
	08.16

	



§5.2 Store convenience

H1a: The relationship between store convenience and intention to shop is more positive for convenience goods than for shopping goods and less positive for specialty goods than for shopping goods. 
Consumers place relatively more importance on store convenience when purchasing convenience goods than with the purchase of shopping and specialty goods. Table 5 depicts the regression output for store convenience for De Bijenkorf and HEMA combined. The interaction effects between convenience goods and store convenience and between specialty goods and store convenience are not significant. The table includes some useful information about shopping at De Bijenkorf or HEMA. The B-value 10.781 for the variable ‘De Bijenkorf’ indicates consumers are almost 11 times more likely to visit De Bijenkorf than HEMA for all three types of goods. This corresponds with the intentions to shop at each store depicted in Table 4. The value of ‘De Bijenkorf’ variable should be the same throughout all regressions as is the case with the B-value 10.787 for the variable ‘De Bijenkorf’ in the regressions regarding shopping value (e.g. Table 8). Due to strong correlations with other variables such as the types of goods, the value is not the same in every combined regression for De Bijenkorf and HEMA. 

TABLE 5
Regression Output Store Convenience
	


	
	Unstandardized

coefficients
	Standardized

coefficients 
	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	B
	Std. error
	Beta
	t
	Sig.

	


	Constant
	9.700
	7.761
	
	1.250
	.212

	Store convenience
	.702
	.790
	.046
	.888
	.375

	Convenience goods x store convenience
	-1.050
	1.856
	-.102
	-.566
	.572

	Specialty goods x store convenience
	.606
	1.856
	.059
	.327
	.744

	Convenience goods
	-10.271
	9.155
	-.202
	-1.122
	.262

	Specialty goods
	-4.380
	9.155
	-.086
	-.478
	.633

	De Bijenkorf
	10.781
	1.974
	.225
	5.462
	.000

	



Table 6 shows the regression output for store convenience for De Bijenkorf. The interaction effect between convenience goods and store convenience is significant at .000. The effect between specialty goods and store convenience is not significant. The Beta-value -.476 for the variable ‘Convenience goods x store convenience’ implies the relationship between store convenience and intention to shop is significantly more negative with the purchase of convenience goods than with shopping goods implicating store convenience is relatively less important for convenience than for shopping goods. 
TABLE 6
Regression Output Store Convenience De Bijenkorf
	


	
	Unstandardized

coefficients
	Standardized

coefficients 
	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	B
	Std. error
	Beta
	t
	Sig.

	


	Constant
	-1.649
	5.180
	
	-.318
	.750

	Store convenience De Bijenkorf
	2.871
	.924
	.124
	3.107
	.002

	Convenience goods x store convenience
	-6.270
	.882
	-.476
	-7.109
	.000

	Specialty goods x store convenience
	.672
	.882
	.051
	.762
	.446

	Convenience goods
	-.412
	3.075
	-.008
	-.134
	.893

	Specialty goods
	-3.087
	3.075
	-.061
	-1.004
	.316

	De Bijenkorf
	19.628
	3.015
	.410
	6.510
	.000

	



Table 7 illustrates the regression output for store convenience for HEMA. As for De Bijenkorf, the interaction effect between convenience goods and store convenience is significant at .000. The effect for specialty goods is not significant. The Beta-value .453 for the variable ‘Convenience goods x store convenience’ implies store convenience is relatively more important for convenience goods than for shopping goods, suggesting the relationship between store convenience and store choice is relatively more positive for convenience goods than for shopping goods. Overall Hypothesis 1a is not supported. 
TABLE 7

Regression Output Store Convenience HEMA
	


	
	Unstandardized

coefficients
	Standardized

coefficients 
	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	B
	Std. error
	Beta
	t
	Sig.

	


	Constant
	37.786
	5.165
	
	7.315
	.000

	Store convenience HEMA
	-1.334
	.909
	-.059
	-1.468
	.143

	Convenience goods x store convenience
	5.921
	.882
	.453
	6.715
	.000

	Specialty goods x store convenience
	-.588
	.882
	-.045
	-.666
	.505

	Convenience goods
	-29.416
	3.106
	-.579
	-9.472
	.000

	Specialty goods
	-.090
	3.106
	-.002
	-.029
	.977

	HEMA
	-19.283
	3.043
	-.403
	-6.337
	.000

	



H1b: For consumers with hedonic shopping values, the relationship between store convenience and intention to shop is less positive than for consumers with utilitarian shopping values. 
Table 8 illustrates the regression output for the moderating effect of shopping value on the relationship between store convenience and intention to shop. The effect is significant at .023. The Beta-value .119 for the variable ‘Hedonic shopping orientation x store convenience’ suggests store convenience is relatively more important for hedonic shoppers than for utilitarian shoppers meaning the relationship between store convenience and store choice is significantly more positive for consumers with a hedonic than for consumers with a utilitarian shopping orientation. Hypothesis 1b is not supported. 
TABLE 8

Regression Output Store Convenience and Shopping Value

	


	
	Unstandardized

coefficients
	Standardized

coefficients 
	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	B
	Std. error
	Beta
	t
	Sig.

	


	Constant
	7.285
	6.420
	
	1.135
	.257

	Store convenience
	-.397
	.788
	-.026
	-.503
	.615

	Hedonic shopping orientation x 

store convenience
	.189
	.083
	.119
	2.275
	.023

	De Bijenkorf
	10.787
	2.050
	.225
	5.263
	.000

	



§5.3 Store image

H2a: The relationship between store image and intention to shop is less positive for convenience goods than for shopping goods and more positive for specialty goods than for shopping goods. 

Store image is more important for specialty goods than for shopping and convenience goods. Table 9 depicts the regression output for store image. The interaction effects between convenience goods and store image and between specialty goods and store image are both significant at .000. The Beta-value  -.705 for convenience goods indicates the relationship between image and store choice is significantly more negative for convenience than for shopping goods implying image is relatively less important for convenience than for shopping goods. The Beta-value .544 for specialty goods indicates specialty goods have a significantly larger positive moderating effect on the relationship between store image and intention to shop. Image is relatively more important when buying specialty goods than when buying shopping goods. Hypothesis 2a is supported.  
TABLE 9

Regression Output Store Image

	


	
	Unstandardized

coefficients
	Standardized

coefficients 
	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	B
	Std. error
	Beta
	t
	Sig.

	


	Constant
	-15.168
	8.836
	
	-1.717
	.087

	Store image
	3.448
	.912
	.166
	3.779
	.000

	Convenience goods x store image
	-7.531
	1.572
	-.705
	-4.791
	.000

	Specialty goods x store image
	5.806
	1.572
	.544
	3.693
	.000

	Convenience goods
	18.552
	7.414
	.365
	2.502
	.013

	Specialty goods
	-27.566
	7.414
	-.543
	-3.718
	.000

	De Bijenkorf
	11.937
	2.535
	.249
	4.710
	.000

	



H2b: For consumers with hedonic shopping values, the relationship between store image and intention to shop is more positive than for consumers with utilitarian shopping values. 
Table 10 depicts the regression output for store image and shopping value. It includes the results for store image for De Bijenkorf and HEMA combined. The interaction effect between hedonic shopping orientation and store image is not significant. Separate regressions were carried out for each store. 
TABLE 10

Regression Output Store Image and Shopping Value

	


	
	Unstandardized

coefficients
	Standardized

coefficients 
	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	B
	Std. error
	Beta
	t
	Sig.

	


	Constant
	-14.290
	8.319
	
	-1.718
	.086

	Store image
	2.207
	1.067
	.106
	2.068
	.039

	Hedonic shopping orientation x 

store image
	.145
	.091
	.082
	1.589
	.113

	De Bijenkorf
	10.787
	2.032
	.225
	5.309
	.000

	



Table 11 shows the regression output for De Bijenkorf. With a significance of .062 the interaction effect between hedonic shopping orientation and store image is not significant. 
TABLE 11

Regression Output Store Image De Bijenkorf and Shopping Value

	


	
	Unstandardized

coefficients
	Standardized

coefficients 
	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	B
	Std. error
	Beta
	t
	Sig.

	


	Constant
	-13.435
	7.856
	
	-1.710
	.088

	Store image De Bijenkorf
	3.308
	1.615
	.101
	2.049
	.041

	Hedonic shopping orientation x 

store image
	.273
	.146
	.092
	1.869
	.062

	De Bijenkorf
	10.787
	2.031
	.225
	5.311
	.000

	



Table 12 depicts the regression output for HEMA. With a value of .036 the interaction effect is significant. The Beta-value .125 implies hedonic shoppers place relatively greater importance on store image than utilitarian shoppers and the relationship between image and store choice is significantly more positively moderated by consumers with hedonic shopping value than by consumers with utilitarian shopping value. Hypothesis 2b is not supported. 
TABLE 12

Regression Output Store Image HEMA and Shopping Value

	


	
	Unstandardized

coefficients
	Standardized

coefficients 
	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	B
	Std. error
	Beta
	t
	Sig.

	


	Constant
	15.865
	4.435
	
	3.577
	.000

	Store image HEMA
	-.299
	1.644
	-.011
	-.182
	.856

	Hedonic shopping orientation x 

store image
	.476
	.227
	.125
	2.101
	.036

	De Bijenkorf
	-10.787
	2.047
	-.225
	-5.270
	.000

	



§5.4 Store location

H3a: The relationship between store location and intention to shop is more negative for convenience goods than for shopping goods and more positive for specialty goods than for shopping goods. 

Consumers are willing to travel further for specialty goods than for shopping and convenience goods. Table 13 depicts the regression output for store location. The interaction effect between convenience goods and store location is significant at .019 while the interaction effect for specialty goods is not. The Beta-value .258 implies the moderating effect on the relationship between store location and intention to shop is significantly more positive for convenience than for shopping goods, whereas the hypothesis suggests a negative relation for convenience goods. This implies consumers are willing to travel relatively further for convenience goods than for shopping goods. In order to test the hypothesis, separate regressions for De Bijenkorf and HEMA were performed.
 TABLE 13

Regression Output Store Location
	


	
	Unstandardized

coefficients
	Standardized

coefficients 
	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	B
	Std. error
	Beta
	t
	Sig.

	


	Constant
	8.666
	4.805
	
	1.804
	.072

	Store location
	.696
	.491
	.070
	1.417
	.157

	Convenience goods x store location
	2.512
	1.071
	.258
	2.345
	.019

	Specialty goods x store location
	1.873
	1.071
	.193
	1.748
	.081

	Convenience goods
	-27.125
	5.587
	-.534
	-4.855
	.000

	Specialty goods
	-10.335
	5.587
	-.203
	-1.850
	.065

	De Bijenkorf
	13.064
	2.131
	.273
	6.130
	.000

	



Table 14 shows the regression results for De Bijenkorf. The interaction effects for both convenience goods and specialty goods are significant at .000. The Beta-value -.322 for convenience goods implies the relationship between location and store choice is significantly more negative for convenience than for shopping goods, suggesting consumers are willing to travel relatively less for convenience goods than for shopping goods. On the other hand the Beta-value .218 for specialty goods implies that location is relatively more important for specialty goods than for shopping goods. The positive relationship suggests consumers are willing to travel further for specialty goods than for shopping goods. The results for De Bijenkorf are in accordance with Hypothesis 3a. 
TABLE 14

Regression Output Store Location De Bijenkorf

	


	
	Unstandardized

coefficients
	Standardized

coefficients 
	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	B
	Std. error
	Beta
	T
	Sig.

	


	Constant
	8.885
	3.104
	
	2.862
	.004

	Store location De Bijenkorf
	1.655
	.498
	.143
	3.322
	.001

	Convenience goods x store location
	-4.543
	.821
	-.322
	-5.533
	.000

	Specialty goods x store location
	3.074
	.821
	.218
	3.744
	.000

	Convenience goods
	-6.314
	2.771
	-.124
	-2.279
	.023

	Specialty goods
	-7.554
	2.771
	-.149
	-2.726
	.007

	De Bijenkorf
	12.716
	2.565
	.266
	4.958
	.000

	



Table 15 shows the regression output for HEMA. The interaction effect between convenience goods and store location is significant at .000. The Beta-value .447 implies the relationship between store location and intention to shop is significantly more positively moderated by convenience goods than by shopping goods suggesting consumers are willing to travel further for convenience goods than for shopping goods. Hypothesis 3a is not supported. 
TABLE 15

Regression Output Store Location HEMA
	


	
	Unstandardized

coefficients
	Standardized

coefficients 
	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	B
	Std. error
	Beta
	T
	Sig.

	


	Constant
	24.144
	5.637
	
	4.283
	.000

	Store location HEMA
	1.268
	.889
	.057
	1.427
	.154

	Convenience goods x store location
	5.109
	.775
	.447
	6.595
	.000

	Specialty goods x store location
	-.793
	.775
	-.069
	-1.023
	.307

	Convenience goods
	-29.317
	3.111
	-.577
	-9.423
	.000

	Specialty goods
	.685
	3.111
	.013
	.220
	.826

	HEMA
	-18.701
	3.061
	-.391
	-6.108
	.000

	



H3b: For consumers with hedonic shopping values, the relationship between store location and intention to shop is more positive than for consumers with utilitarian shopping values.
Consumers with a hedonic shopping orientation are willing to travel further than consumers with a utilitarian shopping orientation if this increases their shopping experience. Table 16 depicts the regression output for store location and shopping value. The interaction effect between hedonic shopping orientation and store location is significant at .016. The Beta-value .143 implies store location is relatively more important for hedonic than for utilitarian shoppers suggesting hedonic shoppers are willing to travel further and the relationship between location and store choice is significantly more positive for consumers with a hedonic than for consumers with a utilitarian shopping orientation. Hypothesis 3b is supported. 
TABLE 16

Regression Output Store Location and Shopping Value
	


	
	Unstandardized

coefficients
	Standardized

coefficients 
	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	B
	Std. error
	Beta
	T
	Sig.

	


	Constant
	-1.062
	4.262
	
	-.249
	.803

	Store location
	.434
	.586
	.044
	.741
	.459

	Hedonic shopping orientation x 

store location
	.202
	.084
	.143
	2.422
	.016

	De Bijenkorf
	10.787
	2.028
	.225
	5.320
	.000

	



§5.5 Product price and in-store promotions

H4a: The relationship between product price and intention to shop is more negative for convenience goods than for shopping goods and more positive for specialty goods than for shopping goods. This is also true for in-store promotions i.e. a decrease in price.
Table 17 depicts the regression results for product price and in-store promotions. Initially these store attributes were two separate hypotheses, however the factor analysis output (Appendices 2 and 3) pointed out that product price and in-store promotions are very closely related resulting in a combined hypothesis. The interaction effect between convenience goods and product price and in-store promotions is significant at .000. The Beta-value .665 implies a significantly more positive moderating effect on the relationship between product price and intention to shop for convenience goods than for shopping goods. An increase in price leads to a relative increase in intention to shop. The interaction effect between specialty goods and product price is not significant. 
TABLE 17

Regression Output Product Price and In-store Promotions
	


	
	Unstandardized

coefficients
	Standardized

coefficients 
	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	B
	Std. error
	Beta
	T
	Sig.

	


	Constant
	-2.646
	8.674
	
	-.305
	.760

	Product price
	1.878
	.944
	.097
	1.989
	.047

	Convenience goods x product price
	6.950
	1.972
	.665
	3.524
	.000

	Specialty goods x product price
	-.739
	1.972
	-.071
	-.375
	.708

	Convenience goods
	-47.860
	9.545
	-.942
	-5.014
	.000

	Specialty goods
	1.973
	9.545
	.039
	.207
	.836

	De Bijenkorf
	13.595
	2.416
	.284
	5.628
	.000

	



Table 18 depicts the regression output for product price and in-store promotions for De Bijenkorf. The interaction effect between convenience goods and product price is significant at .000. The Beta-value 
-.473 for convenience goods implies the relationship between price and store choice is significantly more negative for convenience goods than for shopping goods. An increase in price leads to a relative decrease in intention to shop. The interaction effect between specialty goods and price is not significant.
TABLE 18

Regression Output Product Price and In-store Promotions De Bijenkorf

	


	
	Unstandardized

coefficients
	Standardized

coefficients 
	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	B
	Std. error
	Beta
	T
	Sig.

	


	Constant
	-6.122
	5.460
	
	-1.121
	.263

	Product price De Bijenkorf
	4.573
	1.173
	.154
	3.898
	.000

	Convenience goods x product price
	-7.394
	1.046
	-.473
	-7.072
	.000

	Specialty goods x product price
	1.183
	1.046
	.076
	1.131
	.258

	Convenience goods
	-.435
	3.068
	-.009
	-.142
	.887

	Specialty goods
	-3.867
	3.068
	-.076
	-1.260
	.208

	De Bijenkorf
	19.093
	3.017
	.399
	6.329
	.000

	



Table 19 shows the regression output for product price and in-store promotions for HEMA. The interaction effect between convenience goods and price is significant, yet the effect between specialty goods and price is not. The Beta-value .468 suggests a significantly more positive relationship between price and store choice for convenience than for shopping goods. As the relationship is assumed to be negative, the hypothesis is not supported for convenience goods for HEMA. The hypothesis states no interaction effect for specialty goods, which is supported by the results in Tables 17-19. Overall Hypothesis 4a is not supported.  
TABLE 19

Regression Output Product Price and In-store Promotions HEMA

	


	
	Unstandardized

coefficients
	Standardized

coefficients 
	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	B
	Std. error
	Beta
	t
	Sig.

	


	Constant
	16.936
	7.043
	
	2.405
	.017

	Product price HEMA
	2.733
	1.200
	.089
	2.277
	.023

	Convenience goods x product price
	5.527
	.811
	.468
	6.812
	.000

	Specialty goods x product price
	-.555
	.811
	-.047
	-.684
	.494

	Convenience goods
	-30.104
	3.136
	-.593
	-9.598
	.000

	Specialty goods
	-.004
	3.136
	.000
	-.001
	.999

	HEMA
	-19.684
	3.107
	-.411
	-6.334
	.000

	



H4b: For consumers with hedonic shopping values, the relationship between product price and intention to shop is less negative than for consumers with utilitarian shopping values. This is also true for in-store promotions i.e. a decrease in price.
Table 20 depicts the regression output for product price and in-store promotions and shopping value. The interaction effect is not significant. Separate regressions were performed for each store.
TABLE 20

Regression Output Product Price and In-store Promotions and Shopping Value 
	


	
	Unstandardized

coefficients
	Standardized

coefficients 
	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	B
	Std. error
	Beta
	t
	Sig.

	


	Constant
	-13.191
	8.092
	
	-1.630
	.104

	Product price
	1.993
	1.000
	.103
	1.992
	.047

	Hedonic shopping orientation x 

product price
	.139
	.087
	.083
	1.603
	.110

	De Bijenkorf
	10.787
	2.032
	.225
	5.309
	.000

	



Table 21 shows the regression results for De Bijenkorf. The interaction effect between hedonic shopping orientation and product price and in-store promotions is not significant. 
TABLE 21

Regression Output Product Price and In-store Promotions De Bijenkorf and Shopping Value 
	


	
	Unstandardized

coefficients
	Standardized

coefficients 
	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	t
	Sig.

	


	Constant
	-1.013
	5.420
	
	-.187
	.852

	Product price De Bijenkorf
	1.388
	1.688
	.047
	.822
	.411

	Hedonic shopping orientation x 

product price
	.381
	.198
	.109
	1.923
	.055

	De Bijenkorf
	10.787
	2.039
	.225
	5.290
	.000

	



Table 22 shows the regression results for HEMA. With a value of .047 the interaction effect between hedonic shopping orientation and product price and in-store promotions is significant. The Beta-value .100 implies a significantly more positive relationship between price and store choice for consumers with a hedonic than for consumers with a utilitarian shopping orientation suggesting price is relatively more important for hedonic than for utilitarian shoppers. Hypothesis 4b is not supported.

TABLE 22

Regression Output Product Price and In-store Promotions HEMA and Shopping Value 
	


	
	Unstandardized

coefficients
	Standardized

coefficients 
	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	t
	Sig.

	


	Constant
	4.669
	7.227
	
	.646
	.519

	Product price HEMA
	1.946
	1.535
	.064
	1.268
	.205

	Hedonic shopping orientation x 

product price 
	.297
	.149
	.100
	1.992
	.047

	De Bijenkorf
	-10.787
	2.039
	-.225
	-5.290
	.000

	



§5.6 Product quality 

H5a: The relationship between product quality and intention to shop is less positive for convenience goods than for shopping goods and more positive for specialty goods than for shopping goods. 

Table 23 depicts the regression output for product quality. The interaction effect between convenience goods and product quality is not significant, but between specialty goods and product quality the effect is. The Beta-value .678 suggests quality is relatively more important for specialty goods than for shopping goods and the relationship between quality and store choice is significantly more positive for specialty than for shopping goods. Hypothesis 5a is supported for specialty goods. In order to analyse the effect for convenience goods, regressions for each store were performed separately. 
TABLE 23

Regression Output Product Quality

	


	
	Unstandardized

coefficients
	Standardized

coefficients 
	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	t
	Sig.

	


	Constant
	5.099
	9.461
	
	.539
	.590

	Product quality
	1.200
	.931
	.069
	1.289
	.198

	Convenience goods x product quality
	-3.346
	2.251
	-.327
	-1.487
	.138

	Specialty goods x product quality 
	6.926
	2.251
	.678
	3.077
	.002

	Convenience goods
	.952
	11.165
	.019
	.085
	.932

	Specialty goods
	-35.067
	11.165
	-.690
	-3.141
	.002

	De Bijenkorf
	10.076
	2.065
	.210
	4.880
	.000

	



Table 24 shows the results for De Bijenkorf. The interaction effect between convenience goods and product quality is significant, but the effect for specialty goods is not. The Beta-value -.474 implies a significantly more negative relationship between product quality and store choice for convenience than for shopping goods, suggesting if quality increases the intention to shop for convenience goods decreases. These results do not support Hypothesis 5a as the relationship between quality and intention to shop is assumed to be positive for all types of goods. 
TABLE 24

Regression Output Product Quality De Bijenkorf

	


	
	Unstandardized

coefficients
	Standardized

coefficients 
	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	B
	Std. error
	Beta
	t
	Sig.

	


	Constant
	-4.853
	6.752
	
	-.719
	.473

	Product quality De Bijenkorf
	3.320
	1.192
	.109
	2.786
	.006

	Convenience goods x product quality
	-5.840
	.841
	-.474
	-6.943
	.000

	Specialty goods x product quality 
	1.004
	.841
	.082
	1.194
	.233

	Convenience goods
	-.244
	3.122
	-.005
	-.078
	.938

	Specialty goods
	-4.077
	3.122
	-.080
	-1.306
	.192

	De Bijenkorf
	19.080
	3.090
	.398
	6.175
	.000

	



Table 25 depicts the results for HEMA. The interaction effect between convenience goods and product quality is significant. The Beta-value .495 suggests quality is relatively more important when purchasing convenience goods than for the purchase of shopping goods implying the relationship between quality and store choice is significantly more positive for convenience than for shopping goods. Hypothesis 5a is not supported.
TABLE 25

Regression Output Product Quality HEMA
	


	
	Unstandardized

coefficients
	Standardized

coefficients 
	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	B
	Std. error
	Beta
	t
	Sig.

	


	Constant
	26.860
	5.603
	
	4.794
	.000

	Product quality HEMA
	1.171
	1.068
	.044
	1.097
	.273

	Convenience goods x product quality
	6.835
	.932
	.495
	7.333
	.000

	Specialty goods x product quality 
	-.207
	.932
	-.015
	-.223
	.824

	Convenience goods
	-30.816
	3.097
	-.607
	-9.951
	.000

	Specialty goods
	-1.022
	3.097
	-.020
	-.330
	.741

	HEMA
	-20.838
	3.047
	-.435
	-6.838
	.000

	



H5b: For consumers with hedonic shopping values, the relationship between product quality and intention to shop is less positive than for consumers with utilitarian shopping values. 
Table 26 depicts the regression output for product quality and shopping value. With a value of .030 the interaction effect between hedonic shopping orientation and product quality is significant. The Beta-value .104 suggests product quality is relatively more important for hedonic shoppers than for utilitarian shoppers implying the relationship between quality and store choice is significantly more positive for hedonic oriented shoppers than for shoppers with a utilitarian orientation. Hypothesis 5b is not supported. 
TABLE 26

Regression Output Product Quality and Shopping Value

	


	
	Unstandardized

coefficients
	Standardized

coefficients 
	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	B
	Std. error
	Beta
	t
	Sig.

	


	Constant
	-5.243
	7.397
	
	-.709
	.479

	Product quality
	.952
	.841
	.054
	1.132
	.258

	Hedonic shopping orientation x 

product quality
	.174
	.080
	.104
	2.170
	.030

	De Bijenkorf
	10.787
	2.041
	.225
	5.285
	.000

	



CHAPTER 6
CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION
In this chapter conclusions to the analyses performed in the previous chapter are drawn. Explanations will be provided as to why several hypotheses were not supported by the data. 
In Hypothesis 1a a positive moderating effect on the relationship between convenience and store choice was assumed to be present for all types of goods, with the effect being the strongest for convenience and the weakest for specialty goods. The interaction effects are not significant in the combined regression. De Bijenkorf and HEMA regression both contain significant effects for convenience goods, one implying a negative and the other a positive effect. The hypothesis is not supported as the effect only works as expected for convenience goods at HEMA. Store convenience is not significantly more important with the purchase of convenience goods than with the purchase of specialty goods. Consumers appreciate a convenient store when purchasing all three types of products and will not necessarily exert more effort for specialty than for convenience goods. As shown in Table 3, both De Bijenkorf and HEMA are given high scores for convenience. Most stores today are convenient meaning consumers are used to convenience. The data suggests the moderating effect on the relationship between store convenience and intention to shop does not differ for the three types of goods and store convenience is important with the purchase of all goods. 
Utilitarian shoppers were assumed to place more value on store convenience than their hedonic counterparts in Hypothesis 1b. The data however implies a more positive moderating effect for hedonic than for utilitarian shoppers suggesting consumers with hedonic shopping value prefer to shop in a convenient store and achieving their goal in an efficient and timely way as well. This result implies the variable shopping value includes more than just hedonic or utilitarian value. Hedonic shopping orientation also represents the fact that consumers who enjoy shopping in general are more sensitive to all aspects of shopping under which store convenience. Otherwise it is difficult to interpret that convenience becomes more important for hedonic shoppers. The moderating effect on the relationship between convenience and store choice does not differ between hedonic and utilitarian shopping value.
Hypothesis 2a suggested a positive moderating effect for all three types of goods, with store image being the most important for specialty goods. The interaction effects for convenience and specialty goods are significant. The effect for convenience goods is negative, suggesting image is relatively less important when purchasing convenience than shopping goods. For specialty goods the effect is positive meaning the image a consumer has formed in his mind about the store is relatively more important for these goods. As illustrated in Table 4, consumers are more likely to purchase specialty goods at De Bijenkorf than at HEMA, which is in line with the much higher score De Bijenkorf receives on its image. Even though consumers are more likely to purchase groceries at low-image stores nowadays, the image remains an important aspect when buying specialty goods. Hypothesis 2a is supported. 
Hedonic oriented consumers value store image more than utilitarian shoppers. The interaction effects for De Bijenkorf and HEMA combined and for De Bijenkorf are not significant. For HEMA the regression suggests a significantly more positive effect on the relationship between image and store choice for hedonic than for utilitarian shoppers. Hypothesis 2b is supported for HEMA implying image is relatively more important to hedonic shoppers. The combined regression however shows the moderating effect on the relationship between image and store choice does not differ between hedonic and utilitarian shopping value. 

For the purchase of convenience goods consumers are not willing to travel far whereas for specialty goods consumers will travel large distances as stated in Kleimenhagen’s (1996-67) research. The interaction effect for convenience goods is significant implying consumers are willing to travel relatively further for convenience than for shopping goods. The De Bijenkorf regression provides a significant negative interaction effect for convenience goods and a positive effect for specialty goods. In contrast, the HEMA regression shows a positive moderating effect for convenience goods. As the three regressions for store location all provide different effects than expected, Hypothesis 3a is not supported by the data. One reason for this is the way store location was questioned in the survey, namely by asking the consumer if he found the store to be close to his home instead of stating the answer in kilometres or time. This may have resulted in consumers interpreting closeness in different ways leading to a different effect. The data suggests that the moderating effect on the relationship between location and store choice does not differ between the type of good being purchased and consumers do not significantly travel further for one particular good.

If travelling further increases the joy of their shopping experience, hedonic shoppers will travel further than utilitarian ones. The interaction effect between store location and hedonic shopping orientation implies a significantly more positive effect on the relationship between location and store choice for consumers with hedonic shopping value than for consumers with utilitarian shopping value. Hedonic shoppers will travel relatively further than consumers with a utilitarian shopping orientation as they are willing to exert extra effort in order to increase the joy of their shopping trip in contrast to utilitarian ones who want to shop in an efficient and timely manner. Hypothesis 3b is supported. 

Hypothesis 4a expects a negative moderating effect on the relationship between product price and in-store promotions and store choice for convenience and shopping goods and no effect for specialty goods. The regression shows a significant positive moderating effect for convenience goods, suggesting an increase in price increases the intention to shop. This relationship does not work as expected and is rather unlikely. The De Bijenkorf regression implies a significant negative interaction effect for convenience goods, supporting the hypothesis whereas in the HEMA regression the effect is reversed. In all three regressions specialty goods do not have an effect on the relationship between price and store choice, which supports the hypothesis. For convenience goods the hypothesis is not supported perhaps because price is strongly related to other factors such as branding and quality. In addition, promotions do not only represent a decrease in price but also account for the emotional arousal consumers obtain from discounts. The data implies the moderating effect on the relationship between price and store choice does not differ between the types of goods. 

The relationship between price and store choice is more negatively moderated by utilitarian shoppers than by hedonic ones as these are willing to spend less effort, i.e. time and money, on their purchases. The regressions for the two stores combined and for De Bijenkorf separately both do not show significant interaction effects. The interaction effect in the HEMA regression implies a significant positive moderating effect on the relationship between price and store choice, in contrast to Hypothesis 4b. This implies the intention to shop for consumers with a hedonic shopping orientation increases when price increases. The effect of “bargain-related hedonic responses”
 is not as strong as expected suggesting the variable shopping value represents more than just the elements fun and utility. The moderating effect on the relationship between price and intention to shop does not differ between hedonic and utilitarian shopping value. 

The relationship between product quality and intention to shop is assumed to be positively moderated by all three types of goods. In the combined regression the interaction effect for specialty goods is significant suggesting product quality is relatively more important for specialty goods than for shopping goods, supporting the hypothesis. The De Bijenkorf regression shows a negative moderating effect for convenience goods and HEMA a positive effect for convenience goods. These contradicting effects reinforce the result that Hypothesis 5a is not supported by the data. The moderating effect on the relationship between quality and store choice does not differ between convenience, shopping and specialty goods. This suggests quality is important with the purchase of all types of goods. As the distinction between shopping and specialty goods is disappearing and consumers purchase specialty goods more often than in the past, quality always plays an important role. 


Because hedonic shoppers often make spontaneous purchases, quality will be of less importance to them. The interaction effect between product quality and hedonic shopping orientation is significant suggesting a more positive moderating effect on the relationship between quality and store choice for consumers with hedonic than for consumers with utilitarian shopping value. Quality is important to consumers with a hedonic shopping orientation as well again implying shopping value represents more than just a hedonic or utilitarian aspect of shopping. Hypothesis 5b is not supported as the moderating effect on the relationship between quality and store choice does not significantly differ between hedonic and utilitarian shopping value. 
In conclusion, neither between the types of goods being purchased nor between the shopping values of the consumer do the moderating effects on the relationship between store attributes and intention to shop strongly differ. Most stores are highly convenient resulting in store convenience playing an important role with the purchase of all three types of goods as consumers are accustomed with convenient stores. Image relatively has the most positive moderating effect for specialty goods as it is relatively more important for specialty goods than for shopping and convenience goods. Consumers are becoming more mobile and consumers do not travel significantly further for specialty goods than for shopping goods. Price does not have a significant more moderating (negative) effect for specialty goods than for convenience goods as presumably due to the economic recession price is a critical factor with the purchase of all types of goods. As consumers have high quality standards, quality is important for all types of goods and therefore the moderating effect on the relationship between quality and store choice is not significantly the most positive for specialty goods as specialty goods are being more repeatedly purchased than in the past. 

As with the purchase of convenience, shopping and specialty goods, the moderating effect on the relationships between store convenience, location, price, quality and intention to shop do not significantly differ between hedonic and utilitarian shopping value meaning these attributes play a relatively important role for hedonic as well for utilitarian shoppers. Hedonic shoppers are willing to travel further than their utilitarian counterparts if this increases the joy of their shopping experience. 
Table 27 provides a summary showing which hypotheses are supported by the data and where the moderating effect on the relationship between store attributes and the intention to shop at a store differs between convenience, shopping and specialty goods or between hedonic and utilitarian shopping value.
TABLE 27

Support of Hypotheses

	


	Hypothesis
	Supported
	Not supported

	


	1a
	
	X

	1b
	
	X

	2a
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	2b
	
	X

	3a
	
	X

	3b
	[image: image10.png]



	

	4a
	
	X

	4b
	
	X

	5a
	
	X

	5b
	
	X

	



CHAPTER 7
LIMITATIONS, IMPLICATIONS AND FURTHER RESEARCH

§7.1 Limitations

The research contains several limitations. As only 86 respondents answered all survey questions, the survey perhaps acquired too much time. Some respondents may have lost their interest in the survey after several questions and filled in a random answer. Therefore some survey results may not be reliable. Because half of the respondents are students, the data may not be diverse enough. The products used in the research may not have been representative enough for their categories as sunglasses can be classified as shopping as well as specialty goods. In addition bread is not sold at all De Bijenkorf stores resulting in the intention to purchase convenience goods at this store being so low. 
§7.2 Scientific implications 

The original definitions of convenience, shopping and specialty goods date back to 1923 and did not undergo severe modifications since then. The answers to the survey questions on the statements of the definition of goods reinforce that the distinction between shopping and specialty goods is fading. As consumers classify many products as both shopping and specialty goods and sometimes as convenience goods as well, the definitions of the types of goods should be revised and new classifications should perhaps be made.  
§7.3 Managerial implications 

The image of a store plays an important role in the store choice process for specialty goods. Stores offering these types of goods should therefore particularly focus on their image as this will increase the intention for specialty shoppers to visit the store. As the mobility of consumers has increased, location is not as crucial for the intention to shop at a store any longer. When building a new store, location should not be considered as the most important decision factor. Quality is important for all types of goods. Managers should therefore always warrant the quality of their products. 
§7.4 Further research  

In further research more representative products for each product category should be used and perhaps research should be done on stores that are more similar to each other also taking into account brands. In addition, the amount of respondents should be enlarged. This will increase the reliability and representativeness of the data. The research on how shopping value moderates the relationship should be extended as shopping value in this research represented other effects than just the aspects of fun versus utility.
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APPENDICES 
Appendix 1: Survey 
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Dear all,

For my master thesis I want to investigate how store choice varies across different products. The survey
contains 10 questions and will only take several minutes.

Thank you in adviance.

Please indicate how much you agree with the following statements about De Bijenkorf:

strongly

disagree  SCoNOY

De Bijenkorf has fast check-out (kassa) o
It is easy to move through De Bijenkorf

Itis easy to park at De Bijenkorf

De Bijenkorf is nice inside

Itis easy to find products at De Bijenkorf

De Bijenkorf is close to my home

De Bijenkorf has low prices

De Bijenkorf has helpful ads (advertenties)
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De Bijenkorf has lots of specials (promotions,
speciale aanbiedingen)

De Bijenkorf has a pleasant atmosphere
De Bijenkorf has well-known brands.

De Bijenkorf has high quality products
De Bijenkorf has good service

De Bijenkorf's shop assistants are well-
dressed
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De Bijenkorf has knowledgeable shop
assistants

De Bijenkorf has an unlimited selection of
products
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De Bijenkorf has helpful shop assistants

De Bijenkorf attracts upper-class customers.
De Bijenkorf has an attractive lay-out

De Bijenkorf is prestigious

De Bijenkorf has informative advertising

De Bijenkorf is pleasant to shop in
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Please indicate how much you agree with the following statements about HEMA:
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disagree
HEMA has fast check-out o

Itis easy to move through HEMA

o

Itis easy to park at HEMA

HEMA is nice inside

Itis easy to find products at HEMA
HEMA is close to my home

HEMA has low prices

HEMA has helpful ads

HEMA has lots of specials (promotions,
speciale aanbiedingen)

HEMA has a pleasant atmosphere
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HEMA has good service
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HEMA has an attractive lay-out
HEMA s prestigious.

HEMA has informative advertising
HEMA is pleasant to shop in

HEMA is clean

What is the chance (in %) you will buy the following products at De Bijenkorf the next time you

Bread

Shampoo

Sunglasses

Twilight lamp (schemeriamp)
Watch

Wine
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What is the chance (in %) you will buy the following products at HEMA the next time you will buy them?

Bread
Shampoo
Sunglasses
Twilight lamp.
Watch

Wine

Please fill in whether you disagree or agree with the statements about the following products:

disagree
1usually buy bread frequently, immediately and with a
minimum of effort

1 usually buy shampoo frequently, immediately and with
a minimum of effort
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1 usually buy sunglasses frequently, immediately and
with a minimum of effort

Tusually buy a twilight lamp frequently, immediately and
with a minimum of effort

1 usually buy a watch frequently, immediately and with a
minimum of effort

1 usually buy wine frequently, immediately and with a
minimum of effort

Please fill in whether you disagree or agree with the statements about the following products:

disagree

1 usually compare bread on the bases of quality, price
and style

1 usually compare shampoo on the bases of quality, price
and style

1 usually compare sunglasses on the bases of quality,
price and style

1 usually compare a twilight lamp on the bases of quality,
price and style

1 usually compare a watch on the bases of quality, price
and style

1 usually compare wine on the bases of quality, price and
style
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Please fill in whether you disagree or agree with the statements about the following products:
(Making a special purchasing effort is for example when you visit different stores and travel a far distance when
buying a certain product.)

Tam wiling to make a special purchasing effort when I
buy bread

Iam wiling to make a special purchasing effort when I
buy shampoo

Iam wiling to make a special purchasing effort when I
buy sunglasses

1am willing to make a special purchasing effort when I
buy a twilight lamp

1am wiling to make a special purchasing effort when I
buy a watch

1am wiling to make a special purchasing effort when I
buy wine

Please indicate how much you agree with the following statements about shopping:
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disagraé

Shopping is truly a joy (e}
1shop, not because I have to, but because Iwantto O
Shopping feels like an escape o

Compared to other things I can do, shopping is truly O
enjoyable

Ienjoy being immersed in exciting new products [¢]
(immersed = ondergedompeld)

1 enjoy shopping trips for their own sake, not just for O
the items I may purchase

Thave a good time while shopping because Iam able O
to act on the "spur of the moment” (spontaneously)

While shopping, I feel the excitement of the hunt (e}
While shopping, I am able to forget my problems o
While shopping, I feel a sense of adventure o

[e]

Shopping is a very nice time out

[}

disagrée

o

O
o
o

neutrar

o

o
[e]
o

What is your gender?”

Omale
Ofemale
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10.

To which age category do you belong?”

O<20 years

021-30 years
O31-40 years
O41-50 years
O51-60 years
(O61-70 years
O> 70 years

Thank you very much for filling in my survey!
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Appendix 2: Factor analysis De Bijenkorf
	Rotated Component Matrixa

	
	Component

	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	High_quality_products_De_Bijenkorf
	.818
	
	
	

	Brands_De_Bijenkorf
	.744
	
	
	

	Layout_De_Bijenkorf
	.716
	
	
	

	Nice_De_Bijenkorf
	.626
	
	
	

	Prestigious_De_Bijenkorf
	.563
	
	
	

	Clean_De_Bijenkorf
	.550
	
	
	

	Upper_class_customers_De_Bijenkorf
	.484
	.408
	
	

	Atmosphere_De_Bijenkorf
	.469
	
	.430
	

	Close_to_home_De_Bijenkor
	.423
	
	
	

	Helpful_assistants_De_Bijenkorf
	
	.779
	
	

	Knowledgeable_assistants_De_Bijenkorf
	
	.762
	
	

	Well_dressed_assistants_De_Bijenkorf
	
	.637
	
	

	Service_De_Bijenkorf
	
	.602
	
	

	Parking_De_Bijenkorf
	
	.513
	
	

	Selection_of_products_De_Bijenkorf
	
	.492
	
	

	Fast_checkout_De_Bijenkorf
	
	
	.705
	

	Pleasant_De_Bijenkorf
	
	
	.704
	

	Easy_to_find_products_De_Bijenkorf
	
	
	.657
	

	Easy_to_move_De_Bijenkorf
	
	
	.600
	

	Helpful_ads_De_Bijenkorf
	
	
	
	.764

	Price_de_Bijenkorf
	
	
	
	.619

	Specials_De_Bijenkorf
	
	
	
	.534

	Informative_advertising_De_Bijenkorf
	
	
	.412
	.465

	Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

	a. Rotation converged in 8 iterations.


Appendix 3: Factor analysis HEMA

	Rotated Component Matrixa

	
	Component

	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	Helpful_assistants_HEMA
	.857
	
	
	

	Service_HEMA
	.788
	
	
	

	Knowledgeable_assistants_HEMA
	.747
	
	
	

	Well_dressed_assistants_HEMA
	.583
	
	.450
	

	Clean_HEMA
	.547
	
	
	

	High_quality_products_HEMA
	.454
	.417
	
	

	Informative_advertising_HEMA
	.448
	
	
	

	Price_HEMA
	
	.633
	
	

	Specials_HEMA
	
	.608
	
	

	Helpful_ads_HEMA
	.503
	.606
	
	

	Easy_to_find_products_HEMA
	
	.579
	
	

	Parking_HEMA
	
	.532
	
	

	Pleasant_HEMA
	.521
	.528
	.411
	

	Prestigious_HEMA
	
	
	.723
	

	Brands_HEMA
	
	
	.649
	

	Nice_HEMA
	
	
	.578
	

	Upper_class_customers_HEMA
	
	
	.569
	

	Layout_HEMA
	.429
	
	.522
	

	Close_to_home_HEMA
	
	
	-.479
	

	Atmosphere_HEMA
	.427
	.425
	.473
	

	Selection_of_products_HEMA
	
	
	
	

	Fast_checkout_HEMA
	
	
	
	.832

	Easy_to_move_HEMA
	
	
	
	.807

	Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

	a. Rotation converged in 8 iterations.


Appendix 4: Factor analysis shopping value 

	Rotated Component Matrixa

	
	Component

	
	1
	2

	Shopping_is_a_joy
	.917
	

	Shopping_is_a_want
	.904
	

	Shopping_is_enjoyable
	.843
	

	Enjoy_shopping_for_the_trip
	.701
	

	Shopping_is_a_nice_timeout
	.696
	.425

	Spur_of_the_moment
	.660
	

	Shopping_is_an_escape
	.520
	.506

	Immersed_in_new_products
	.491
	

	Forget_problems
	
	.869

	Shopping_is_an_adventure
	
	.857

	Shopping_is_a_hunt
	.483
	.699

	Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

	a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations.


Appendix 5: Averages factors De Bijenkorf and HEMA 

	One-Sample Statistics

	
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Quality_De_Bijenkorf
	86
	5.1453
	.79193
	.08540

	Quality_HEMA
	86
	4.5494
	.89674
	.09670

	Image_De_Bijenkorf
	86
	5.4907
	.73671
	.07944

	Image_HEMA
	86
	3.4907
	.87240
	.09407

	Price_De_Bijenkorf
	86
	4.0116
	.81079
	.08743

	Price_HEMA
	86
	5.3682
	.78720
	.08489

	Convenience_De_Bijenkorf
	86
	4.7384
	1.04241
	.11241

	Convenience_HEMA
	86
	4.7791
	1.07267
	.11567

	Location_De_Bijenkorf
	86
	3.9419
	2.08273
	.22459

	Location_HEMA
	86
	5.5000
	1.08194
	.11667


Appendix 6: Average factor shopping value 

	One-Sample Statistics

	
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Shopping_value
	86
	4.0073
	1.26830
	.13676


Appendix 7: Regression outputs store convenience 

De Bijenkorf and HEMA
	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	9.700
	7.761
	
	1.250
	.212

	
	Store_convenience
	.702
	.790
	.046
	.888
	.375

	
	Convenience_good_x_convenience
	-1.050
	1.856
	-.102
	-.566
	.572

	
	Specialty_good_x_convenience
	.606
	1.856
	.059
	.327
	.744

	
	Convenience_good
	-10.271
	9.155
	-.202
	-1.122
	.262

	
	Specialty_good
	-4.380
	9.155
	-.086
	-.478
	.633

	
	De_Bijenkorf
	10.781
	1.974
	.225
	5.462
	.000

	a. Dependent Variable: Intention_to_shop


De Bijenkorf
	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	-1.649
	5.180
	
	-.318
	.750

	
	Convenience_De_Bijenkorf
	2.871
	.924
	.124
	3.107
	.002

	
	Convenience_good_x_convenience_De_Bijenkorf
	-6.270
	.882
	-.476
	-7.109
	.000

	
	Specialty_good_x_convenience_De_Bijenkorf
	.672
	.882
	.051
	.762
	.446

	
	Convenience_good
	-.412
	3.075
	-.008
	-.134
	.893

	
	Specialty_good
	-3.087
	3.075
	-.061
	-1.004
	.316

	
	De_Bijenkorf
	19.628
	3.015
	.410
	6.510
	.000

	a. Dependent Variable: Intention_to_shop


HEMA
	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	37.786
	5.165
	
	7.315
	.000

	
	Convenience_HEMA
	-1.334
	.909
	-.059
	-1.468
	.143

	
	Convenience_good_x_convenience_HEMA
	5.921
	.882
	.453
	6.715
	.000

	
	Specialty_good_x_convenience_HEMA
	-.588
	.882
	-.045
	-.666
	.505

	
	Convenience_good
	-29.416
	3.106
	-.579
	-9.472
	.000

	
	Specialty_good
	-.090
	3.106
	-.002
	-.029
	.977

	
	HEMA
	-19.283
	3.043
	-.403
	-6.337
	.000

	a. Dependent Variable: Intention_to_shop


Shopping value De Bijenkorf and HEMA
	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	7.285
	6.420
	
	1.135
	.257

	
	Store_convenience
	-.397
	.788
	-.026
	-.503
	.615

	
	Store_convenience_x_shopping_value
	.189
	.083
	.119
	2.275
	.023

	
	De_Bijenkorf
	10.787
	2.050
	.225
	5.263
	.000

	a. Dependent Variable: Intention_to_shop


Appendix 8: Regression outputs store image

De Bijenkorf and HEMA

	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	-15.168
	8.836
	
	-1.717
	.087

	
	Store_image
	3.448
	.912
	.166
	3.779
	.000

	
	Convenience_good_x_image
	-7.531
	1.572
	-.705
	-4.791
	.000

	
	Specialty_good_x_image
	5.806
	1.572
	.544
	3.693
	.000

	
	Convenience_good
	18.552
	7.414
	.365
	2.502
	.013

	
	Specialty_good
	-27.566
	7.414
	-.543
	-3.718
	.000

	
	De_Bijenkorf
	11.937
	2.535
	.249
	4.710
	.000

	a. Dependent Variable: Intention_to_shop


Shopping value De Bijenkorf and HEMA
	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	-14.290
	8.319
	
	-1.718
	.086

	
	Store_image
	2.207
	1.067
	.106
	2.068
	.039

	
	Store_image_x_shopping_value
	.145
	.091
	.082
	1.589
	.113

	
	De_Bijenkorf
	10.787
	2.032
	.225
	5.309
	.000

	a. Dependent Variable: Intention_to_shop


Shopping value De Bijenkorf 

	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	-13.435
	7.856
	
	-1.710
	.088

	
	Image_De_Bijenkorf
	3.308
	1.615
	.101
	2.049
	.041

	
	Shopping_value_x_image_De_Bijenkorf
	.273
	.146
	.092
	1.869
	.062

	
	De_Bijenkorf
	10.787
	2.031
	.225
	5.311
	.000

	a. Dependent Variable: Intention_to_shop


Shopping value HEMA
	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	15.865
	4.435
	
	3.577
	.000

	
	Image_HEMA
	-.299
	1.644
	-.011
	-.182
	.856

	
	Shopping_value_x_image_HEMA
	.476
	.227
	.125
	2.101
	.036

	
	HEMA
	-10.787
	2.047
	-.225
	-5.270
	.000

	a. Dependent Variable: Intention_to_shop


Appendix 9: Regression outputs store location
De Bijenkorf and HEMA

	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	8.666
	4.805
	
	1.804
	.072

	
	Store_location
	.696
	.491
	.070
	1.417
	.157

	
	Convenience_good_x_location
	2.512
	1.071
	.258
	2.345
	.019

	
	Specialty_good_x_location
	1.873
	1.071
	.193
	1.748
	.081

	
	Convenience_good
	-27.125
	5.587
	-.534
	-4.855
	.000

	
	Specialty_good
	-10.335
	5.587
	-.203
	-1.850
	.065

	
	De_Bijenkorf
	13.064
	2.131
	.273
	6.130
	.000

	a. Dependent Variable: Intention_to_shop


De Bijenkorf

	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	8.885
	3.104
	
	2.862
	.004

	
	Location_De_Bijenkorf
	1.655
	.498
	.143
	3.322
	.001

	
	Convenience_good_x_location_De_Bijenkorf
	-4.543
	.821
	-.322
	-5.533
	.000

	
	Specialty_good_x_location_De_Bijenkorf
	3.074
	.821
	.218
	3.744
	.000

	
	Convenience_good
	-6.314
	2.771
	-.124
	-2.279
	.023

	
	Specialty_good
	-7.554
	2.771
	-.149
	-2.726
	.007

	
	De_Bijenkorf
	12.716
	2.565
	.266
	4.958
	.000

	a. Dependent Variable: Intention_to_shop


HEMA

	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	24.144
	5.637
	
	4.283
	.000

	
	Location_HEMA
	1.268
	.889
	.057
	1.427
	.154

	
	Convenience_good_x_location_HEMA
	5.109
	.775
	.447
	6.595
	.000

	
	Specialty_good_x_location_HEMA
	-.793
	.775
	-.069
	-1.023
	.307

	
	Convenience_good
	-29.317
	3.111
	-.577
	-9.423
	.000

	
	Specialty_good
	.685
	3.111
	.013
	.220
	.826

	
	HEMA
	-18.701
	3.061
	-.391
	-6.108
	.000

	a. Dependent Variable: Intention_to_shop


Shopping value De Bijenkorf and HEMA
	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	-1.062
	4.262
	
	-.249
	.803

	
	Store_location
	.434
	.586
	.044
	.741
	.459

	
	Store_location_x_shopping_value
	.202
	.084
	.143
	2.422
	.016

	
	De_Bijenkorf
	10.787
	2.028
	.225
	5.320
	.000

	a. Dependent Variable: Intention_to_shop


Appendix 10: Regression outputs product price and in-store promotions
De Bijenkorf and HEMA

	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	-2.646
	8.674
	
	-.305
	.760

	
	Product_price
	1.878
	.944
	.097
	1.989
	.047

	
	Convenience_good_x_price
	6.950
	1.972
	.665
	3.524
	.000

	
	Specialty_good_x_price
	-.739
	1.972
	-.071
	-.375
	.708

	
	Convenience_good
	-47.860
	9.545
	-.942
	-5.014
	.000

	
	Specialty_good
	1.973
	9.545
	.039
	.207
	.836

	
	De_Bijenkorf
	13.595
	2.416
	.284
	5.628
	.000

	a. Dependent Variable: Intention_to_shop


De Bijenkorf

	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	-6.122
	5.460
	
	-1.121
	.263

	
	Price_De_Bijenkorf
	4.573
	1.173
	.154
	3.898
	.000

	
	Convenience_good_x_price_De_Bijenkorf
	-7.394
	1.046
	-.473
	-7.072
	.000

	
	Specialty_good_x_price_De_Bijenkorf
	1.183
	1.046
	.076
	1.131
	.258

	
	Convenience_good
	-.435
	3.068
	-.009
	-.142
	.887

	
	Specialty_good
	-3.867
	3.068
	-.076
	-1.260
	.208

	
	De_Bijenkorf
	19.093
	3.017
	.399
	6.329
	.000

	a. Dependent Variable: Intention_to_shop


HEMA
	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	16.936
	7.043
	
	2.405
	.017

	
	Price_HEMA
	2.733
	1.200
	.089
	2.277
	.023

	
	Convenience_good_x_price_HEMA
	5.527
	.811
	.468
	6.812
	.000

	
	Specialty_good_x_price_HEMA
	-.555
	.811
	-.047
	-.684
	.494

	
	Convenience_good
	-30.104
	3.136
	-.593
	-9.598
	.000

	
	Specialty_good
	-.004
	3.136
	.000
	-.001
	.999

	
	HEMA
	-19.684
	3.107
	-.411
	-6.334
	.000

	a. Dependent Variable: Intention_to_shop


Shopping value De Bijenkorf and HEMA
	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	-13.191
	8.092
	
	-1.630
	.104

	
	Product_price
	1.993
	1.000
	.103
	1.992
	.047

	
	Product_price_x_shopping_value
	.139
	.087
	.083
	1.603
	.110

	
	De_Bijenkorf
	10.787
	2.032
	.225
	5.309
	.000

	a. Dependent Variable: Intention_to_shop


Shopping value De Bijenkorf 

	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	-1.013
	5.420
	
	-.187
	.852

	
	Price_De_Bijenkorf
	1.388
	1.688
	.047
	.822
	.411

	
	Shopping_value_x_price_De_Bijenkorf
	.381
	.198
	.109
	1.923
	.055

	
	De_Bijenkorf
	10.787
	2.039
	.225
	5.290
	.000

	a. Dependent Variable: Intention_to_shop


Shopping value HEMA
	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	4.669
	7.227
	
	.646
	.519

	
	Price_HEMA
	1.946
	1.535
	.064
	1.268
	.205

	
	Shopping_value_x_price_HEMA
	.297
	.149
	.100
	1.992
	.047

	
	HEMA
	-10.787
	2.039
	-.225
	-5.290
	.000

	a. Dependent Variable: Intention_to_shop


Appendix 11: Regression outputs product quality 
De Bijenkorf and HEMA

	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	5.099
	9.461
	
	.539
	.590

	
	Product_quality
	1.200
	.931
	.069
	1.289
	.198

	
	Convenience_good_x_quality
	-3.346
	2.251
	-.327
	-1.487
	.138

	
	Specialty_good_x_quality
	6.926
	2.251
	.678
	3.077
	.002

	
	Convenience_good
	.952
	11.165
	.019
	.085
	.932

	
	Specialty_good
	-35.067
	11.165
	-.690
	-3.141
	.002

	
	De_Bijenkorf
	10.076
	2.065
	.210
	4.880
	.000

	a. Dependent Variable: Intention_to_shop


De Bijenkorf
	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	-4.853
	6.752
	
	-.719
	.473

	
	Quality_De_Bijenkorf
	3.320
	1.192
	.109
	2.786
	.006

	
	Convenience_good_x_quality_De_Bijenkorf
	-5.840
	.841
	-.474
	-6.943
	.000

	
	Specialty_good_x_quality_De_Bijenkorf
	1.004
	.841
	.082
	1.194
	.233

	
	Convenience_good
	-.244
	3.122
	-.005
	-.078
	.938

	
	Specialty_good
	-4.077
	3.122
	-.080
	-1.306
	.192

	
	De_Bijenkorf
	19.080
	3.090
	.398
	6.175
	.000

	a. Dependent Variable: Intention_to_shop


HEMA
	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	26.860
	5.603
	
	4.794
	.000

	
	Quality_HEMA
	1.171
	1.068
	.044
	1.097
	.273

	
	Convenience_good_x_quality_HEMA
	6.835
	.932
	.495
	7.333
	.000

	
	Specialty_good_x_quality_HEMA
	-.207
	.932
	-.015
	-.223
	.824

	
	Convenience_good
	-30.816
	3.097
	-.607
	-9.951
	.000

	
	Specialty_good
	-1.022
	3.097
	-.020
	-.330
	.741

	
	HEMA
	-20.838
	3.047
	-.435
	-6.838
	.000

	a. Dependent Variable: Intention_to_shop


Shopping value De Bijenkorf and HEMA
	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	-5.243
	7.397
	
	-.709
	.479

	
	Product_quality
	.952
	.841
	.054
	1.132
	.258

	
	Product_quality_x_shopping_value
	.174
	.080
	.104
	2.170
	.030

	
	De_Bijenkorf
	10.787
	2.041
	.225
	5.285
	.000

	a. Dependent Variable: Intention_to_shop
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