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Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to examine the customer experience towards
thetwomainretail types of point of salein Portugal and what leads them
tochoose between Hypermarkets and Supermarkets.

A model was developed through the formulation of some hypotheses, as a
result of the literature review on related concepts; the data mentioned in
this paper was obtained by a questionnaire applied online to 116
individuals.

The datacollected allow us tosay that people that prefer tohave ahuge
variety of products and brands tend to go to Hypermarkets and that the
higher the positive perception about layout (capacity to avoid breaks
(failures of products on shelves) and good products and brands’ exhibition))
the higher the preference for Hypermarkets; the more people prefer variety,
the less they go to Supermarkets and, if there is a lot of information about
products and brands, associated to an also careless presentation and
exaggeration of products / brands on shelves, it leads consumers to feel
confused... and then they will prefer to go to supermarkets.
Considering the results obtained with our sample we may say that both
hypermarkets and supermarkets’ clients do not want to come across
products failures on shelves (BREAKS); however, according to our sample,
it seems that consumers associate a better category management to
hypermarkets (since this has a positive impact in choosing this type of
store).

Keywords: Consumer behaviour, Commitment, Retail, Merchandising
assortment, Category management, Breaks, Layout

Resumo

0 objetivodesteartigo é examinar aexperiéncia do consumidor nos dois
principais tipos de pontode venda de bens de conveniénciaem Portugale
oqueoslevaaescolherentreoformatoHipermercadoe Supermercado?
Foi desenvolvido um modelo e procedeu-se a criagdo de algumas hipoteses,
em resultado da revisao bibliografica efetuada a varios termos e diferentes
expressoes relacionados com o setor em analise; os dados obtidos neste
artigo foram conseguidos através da aplicacao de um questionario online
para um total de 116 individuos.

Os elementos recolhidos permitem-nos dizer que os individuos que
preferem ter uma grande variedade de produtos e marcas, tendem a fazer
as suas compras em Hipermercados e, ainda, que quanto maior for a
percecao positiva sobre o layout (capacidade de evitar ruturas (falhas de
produtos nas prateleiras) e uma boa exposicao dos produtos e marcas),
maior a preferéncia por Hipermercados; quanto mais os individuos
preferem variedade, menos irdo aos Supermercados e, se existir demasiada
informacao sobre produtos e marcas, a par de uma apresentacao pouco
cuidada e de um exagero de produtos/marcas nas prateleiras, o consumidor
sente-se confuso... pelo que ira preferir fazer as suas compras em
Supermercados.

Considerando os resultados obtidos com a nossa amostra podemos dizer
que, tanto os clientes dos Hipermercados, quanto os dos supermercados,
nao pretendem deparar-se com falhas de produto em linear (BREAKS); de
acordo com a nossa amostra, parece-nos que o consumidor associa uma
maior capacidade de gestdo de categoria as lojas de formato Hipermercado
(umavez que isto tem um impacto positivo na escolha pelo tipo de ponto
de venda.

Palavras-chave: Comportamento do consumidor, Compromisso, Retalho,
Merchandising, Gestao de categoria, Ruturas, Prateleira



1. Introduction

Consumer behavior has changed significantlyin regard to the choice of what is purchased, where, when and how; the evolution and
changes in consumer habits are closely related to the appearance of new technologies and the way the consumer chooses to

purchase.

Nowadays, consumer goods are not only products made available in the marketplace to attract attention, to be purchased, to be
used and consumed in order to satisfy a need or desire (Kotler & Armstrong, 2006), but companies’ goal is to exceed expectations

and to create (positive) emotions in the consumer (Kotler et al., 2011).

The present study focuses on the two main types of point of sale in the Portuguese modern distribution - hypermarkets and
supermarkets- and the different ways they use to communicate with customers as faras showing products and brands is concerned;
this appears to have a considerable influence in the capacity to attract customers who, very often, end up adopting behaviors that

are unconsciously affected by these techniques (picking situations).

Communication is essential in retail, inside and outside the store; the store location, combined with the variety of products and
brands and their exposure are factors that overwhelmingly influences the consumer’s decision to visit and willing to come back
(Rousseau, 2008). Retailers should always bear in mind that their customers’ satisfaction and commitment are keywords to their
own success, therefore, these two concepts must always be considered in management politics and decisions (Kumar et al., 2016;
Messaoud & Deboki, 2016); the current crisis environment highly influences consumer choices and sets very clear rules regarding
their consumption habits and restrictions (Diallo & Kaswengi, 2016) and, as a consequence, International and/or Portuguese

companies must adapt to new realities and trends.

After a qualitative research, we decided to develop a questionnaire to directly ask the final consumers their intentions towards
shopping in the future; in a precise way, how product exposure and categories’ management contributes to positive or negative
perceptionsand, consequently, totheircommitment tothe point ofsaleand decision towards the type of store (eventuallybecoming

loyal to the point ofsale).

2.Literature Review
2.1. Category Management

It seems that consumers tend to evaluate in a positive way the existence of an adequate portfolio of products and brands inside an
hypermarket or supermarket, according to the store’s positioning and its actual and potential clients (Manolis et al., 1994; Fox et
al., 2002; Chernev, 2003; Daskalopoulou & Petro, 2005; Cachon & K6k, 2007; Briesch et al., 2009; Chernev & Hamilton, 2009; Coghan
& Shaffer,2009; Hamilton & Richards,2009; Selaet al.,2009; Fariaetal., 2012); this category management shall notbe considered
asastatic process, but it must be constantly adapted to the clients’ needs and desires (Kotler & Armstrong, 2006; Rousseau, 2008;
Fariaetal., 2012). Despite considering this general and well accepted idea, it is also important to admit the unquestionable positive
contribution of a careful merchandising assortment to the store ‘success and competitiveness through time (Cachon & Kék, 2007;
Mantralaetal.,2009; Fariaetal.,2012; Kumaretal.,2017); we may consider seasonable promotional actions (ex.: Coffee Fair) and
its direct repercussion on the assortment itself (Beirdo, 2004; Zezone & Buairide, 2005; Rousseau, 2016; Silva, 2009; Faria et al.,
2012) and also the need to constantly surprise the consumer (ex.: Headers; Chimneys; Palettes; Islands; Loyalty Card Actions),
giving more visual impact and buying conditions to products that didn’t have that before (Beirao, 2004; Zezone & Buairide, 2005;

Rousseau, 2008; Silva, 2009; Faria,2012).

When a store chooses to offer a considerable variety of products and brands, it must help consumers to choose the most suitable

ones (Theodoras & Moschuris, 2005; Faria et al., 2012). In other words, when a client finds the time required to search for reduced



information he/she also feels less doubtful about the benefits regarding a particular product or brand and, consequently, feels less

risk associated to buying in that point of sale, developing positive perceptions (Cachon & Kok, 2007).

The main concern of a store’s manager, according to some authors (Huffman & Kahn, 1998; Simonson, 1999; Cachon & Kok,
2007), is to decide between a higher or smaller variety of products and brands (Faria et al., 2012). Kok & Fisher, 2004 in
Cachon &Kok (2007) found that the stores may decideto use management models toorganize the merchandisingassortment
(eg.: CM, ACNielsen, 1999), believing that the variety of products and brands, as well as the variety of prices, influences in a

certain way the number of visitors (people influx) but it may not influence in the choice for a certain point of sale.

Having this in mind, distributors choose to offer an “efficient product range”, meaning, to have on shelves those
products/brands that give them the higher profit margins (Cachon & K6k, 2007); we’re considering a financial management
criterion that leads the departments’ responsible to decrease the number of facings of less profitable or sold products in
order to get the maximum profitability of the available space. This management strategy may provoke a considerable
reduction on the variety of products/brands per category and, consequently, the store may become a less attractive place for
theclients, that may decide to go to another one (Huffman & Kahn, 1998; Simonson, 1999; Cachon & K6k, 2007; Faria, 2012).
This has higher probabilities of happening at the type of stores we are considering in this work: hyper and supermarkets,

places where to buy mass consumption goods (Cachon & Kok, 2007; Faria et al., 2012).

2.2.The Shelves Break throughTime

“At the retail level, the principal difficulty in measuring the cost of a stock out is that it differs as a function of the consumer’s
response to the stock out. Consumers may decide to (1) substitute the item they sought; (2) delay the purchase or (3) leave the
store and either forgot the purchase or search for the item elsewhere. In the long run, stock outs may also affect future patronage
of the store, either by the same consumer or by others influenced by negative word-of-mouth. Understanding the consumers’
reaction to retail stock outs will ultimately lead to better merchandising and inventory management policies” (Zinn & Liu, 2001, p.

49).

The shelfis the scope or boundary formed by the front faces of gondolas, furniture and product display in a store (Rousseau, 2008).
Toeach product a certain spaceis allocated, which can be measured in centimeters or number of facings, that are nothing more and
nothing else than the products’ units visible to the consumer at the forefront of the rack exposure (Rousseau, 2008). The Shelf’s
function is to show the products and attract the consumers’ attention, leading them to buy and, somehow, “talking” with the client

through a pleasant disposition and ordered products, with proper lighting, visibility and easy access (Faria et al., 2012).

“...we only buy what we see” (Rousseau, 2008, p. 220) and, therefore, a minimum of faces on shelves are needed in order to cause
sales (or the product will become invisible to the clients); in other words, there is a minimum number of faces for the products to
be noticed — three, per product — and/or racks with 20 inches (Rousseau, 2008). All these procedures and rules, already tested in
different stores, make it easier to understand the need for adopting an assertive POS management, avoiding any situation of

ruptures/failures (Zinn & Liu, 2001; Cachon & K6k, 2007; Rousseau, 2008; Faria et al., 2012).

This careful planning is a shared responsibility of the Distributor and the Producer/Supplier; the latter must visit in a periodic way
all the stores where the products are exposed and always inform the Store’s manager in case of failures (BREAKS). A product
disruption at a store (OOS) may lead the consumer to feel uncomfortable and bored for not being able to satisfy a need or desire
(Zinn & Liu, 2001; Cachon & K6k, 2007; Silva, 2009; Yu, 2009); therefore, the consumer may decide to go and buy in another store
(Bell & Latin, 1998 in Cachon & K6k, 2007; Zin & Liu, 2001; Silva, 2009; Faria et al., 2012). In a study developed by Yu (2009), it was

possibleto seethat: a significant number of clients may stop going to a certain store, when facing a product failure, deciding to start



shopping in another one; an also considerable number of clients may decide to come backlater on and, if the failure continues, end
up developing negative perceptions and feelings toward the store; some consumers may decide to buy other products or brands
(ex.: less profitable for the store) or even, substitute products (less profit and negative perceptions, both to the store and to the
supplier); consumers better informed may ask the store’s responsibility for product replacement, creating a negative evaluation of

its efficiency (Silva, 2009).

Zinn and Liu (2001), therefore, argue that estimating the real cost of a product failure on shelves should consider both tangible and
intangible consequences (in Faria et al., 2012). If the tangible aspects are very easy to calculate — fewer margins per article, less
sells-, the intangible aspects creates more doubts and, therefore, demands for a hard and complex task; as already mentioned,
disruptions may create different decisions and thoughtsin the consumers’ minds and provoke negative comments - word of mouth.

Richins (1995) proved that each negative experience, at a (physical) point of sale, creates 11 more comments than a positive one.

The negative impact will be higher if a second or more situations of disruptions occur and are noticed by the client, regardless of
being with the same product/brand or not; this will certainly increase the probability of clients ‘changing store (Zinn & Liu, 2001).
For alongperiod of time, some studies were developed in order to verify the real consequences of product failures on retail; despite
the first studies pointing out just to a decrease on profit (margins), as a result of a non-sell (Zinn & Liu, 2001), already in 1976
Charlton and Ehrenberg decided to apply a qualitative research intending to understand the real effects of product failures in the
consumers’ minds (in Faria et al., 2012). For app. 25 weeks a total of 158 consumers were asked to authorize a group of researchers
to film and analyze their regular shopping trips for detergents and tea; the participants were asked by the researchers to consider
buyingjust one of three pre-established brands (detergent and tea), in order to reduce options and consequent data interpretation

(brands previously defined by the research conductors, in order to allow homogenous options and possible extrapolation).

Disruption situations were created in the visited stores and the reactions were measured; most of the clients decided to choose
another brand and, in a future buying situation, once the stock was ok, they went back to buy the initial brand/choice. Possible
conclusion: facing a failure on a certain product/brand, consumers try to satisfy their need by choosing another similar product.

This study, however, did not consider changing the point of sale (Faria et al., 2012).

Schary and Cristopher (1979) also developed a study in England, this time using beers and creating the conditions for consumers
to consider changing store. They’ve concluded that there were some behavior differences among individuals according to their age
and job occupation; for example, families with the householder having management or direction functions ata companyrevealed a
high willingness to change store and, by acting this way, to be able to satisfy the initial need and get the product and brand they

were wishing to buy.

Nomatterthebehavioritself, we maysat that,according to aconsiderable number of studies developed and investigated by authors,
a product failure (no stock despite having a space on the shelve) is always a negative experience with a negative impact for all
(suppliers, distributors and final clients) and, therefore, mustbe avoided by any point of sale (Zinn & Liu, 2001; Cachon &Kok, 2007;

Yu, 2009, among others).

2.3.The Importance of Offer Variety

“Consumers rank variety of assortment right behind location and price when naming reasons they patronize their favorite stores.
Consumers care about variety because they are more likely to find what they want when going to a store that offers more varied

assortments” (Hoch et al., 1999, p. 527).

Forasignificant number of consumers, stock varietyis a veryimportant factor and a perceived element of differentiation when they

decide for a certain point of sale (Bronigrezyk et al., 1998; Rojo, 1998). It seems to be consensual that consumers like to find at the



stores they decided to visit a certain number of brands they recognize and trust and that this acts as a crucial condition to make

them wish to return (Manolis et al., 1994; Balakrishnan, 2008; Mantrala et al., 2009).

Main issue to bear in mind: no consumer buys if he/she doesn’t feel motivated. Felisoli (1999) and Parente (2000), in Magalhaes
and Borges (2008), state that distributors have to carefully manage their product mix if they want to have their market segment
satisfied and capable to find the products and brands they were expecting to; that’s the only way to avoid negative feelings and
make them wish to return (Kumar et al., 2016; Messaoud & Deboki, 2016). However, to manage the product assortment is the result
of a careful observation of the clients’ behavior, the products’ turnover on shelves and the profit they grant towards the category
and tothestoreitself (Zinn & Liu, 2001; Balakrishnan et al.,2008; Simpson et al., 2008; Gupta et al.,2009). Kahn (2016) highlights
the need to carefully think through the spatial positioning of merchandise and guarantee that each item presented relates to the

assortment context: everything to make it easier for the consumer to buy and decide.

Any time the products’ offer strategy is defined, based on the variety of brands and products per category, the Distributor knows,
on the one hand, that introducing novelties, in a periodic way, demands for the right evaluation about the real benefits they will
bring to clients. On the other hand, also taking off some products with fewer sales must be considered, so that assortment
management leads to more profit and to the proper use of the physical space available, while satisfying the clients’ expectations.
Decisions concerning increasing the variety of offer must be supported by carefully studying the consumers’ behavior — the store’

clients — and, also, the competitors’ attitudes (Messaoud & Deboki, 2016).

As far as products’ assortment is concerned, literature on marketing states that offering a considerable variety has a positive and
unquestionable benefit on the final consumer (Chernev, 2003; Messaoud & Deboki, 2016), since it reduces monotony in the buying
process and allows the individual to feel that he is in control of the process itself: no matter the criterions chosen, the client has the

final decision on what to buy in order to satisfy a need or desire (Faria, 2012).

Alot of studies were developed in the last years, trying to understand if, in fact, brands and products variety induces more positive
or negative feelings. Some authors concluded that a higher variety of brands and products may lead the client to negative feelings,
due to some confusion and difficulty to choose (Manolis et al., 1994); other studies seem to prove that the majority of consumers

base their buying decision upon a maximum of 3 or 4 brands per category (Ehrenberg et al., 1990; Uncless et al., 1995).

Foxalland Schrezenmaier (2004) developed astudy on the English consumers and concluded that the process of choosing a product
or service is based on the two products’ dimensions — symbolic and functional-; as a consequence, one may state that there are
consumers that buy only premium brands (over evaluating the symbolic aspect) and others that exclusively buy cheaper brands
(preferring the functional aspects). The majority of persons, however, end up choosing a mix of brands and products — Premium
and Low Cost — and, therefore, if a store wants to be an interesting an competitive place where to shop, must have a considerable
variety of products and brands, with different price ranges (Berkowitz & Walton, 1980; Ehrenberg et al., 1990; Uncles et al., 1995;
R0j0,1998; Zin & Liu, 2001; Daskalopoulou & Petro, 2005; Balakrisnanetal.,2008; Mittal etal.,2008; Simpson etal.,2008; Gupta

et al., 2009; Langer& Rolim, 2009).

Despite the apparent confusion and/or difficulty to determine the right and magic formula, it seems to be consensual among
investigators that the answer relies upon the clients, those persons that are, in fact, the wanted market segment of the store itself
(Zinn & Liu, 2001; Daskalopoulou & Petro, 2005; Kotler & Armstrong, 2006; Mittal etal., 2008; Nagle & Hogan, 2008; Guptaetal.,
2009). It seems to be generally accepted that any Product or Category manager must carefully plan the products’ mix, because only
by doing this can the store guarantee that it is offering wanted products and brands that are understood as capable to answer
properly to the clients’ demands, needs and desires (Zin & Liu, 2001; Daskalopoulou & Petro, 2005; Silva, 2009). This assortment

management must be developed in an integrated way with all the various elements of the marketing mix and always coincident



with the competitive argument — Differentiation item(s) — that the brand decided to use (ex.: aggressive promotional actions using
loyalty cards, coupons, special exposure along the store, brands and products variety, gifts’ offering, conquests, competitive price

and so on).

It seems to be crucial for stores’ responsible to be able to understand how people perceive assortment variety and how do those
perceptions about variety and non-failures influence the degree of satisfaction and make clients want to come back and establish a
relationship through time with the point of sale (Hoch et al., 1999, in Faria et al., 2012). In fact, there is a significant number of
authors that developed specific studies on consumer behavior that indicated that perceptions about variety of offer are important
determinants for developing on clients positive attitudes and behaviors, meaning, making them choose a certain store based on

those criterions (Arnold et al., 1983; Craig et al., 1984 in Hoch et al., 1999; Gupta et al., 2009; Silva, 2009).

2.4.Consumers reaction tovariety

As consumers, certain persons may prefer stores with more variety of products and brands (Baumonl & Ide, 1956 in Faria et al.,
2012; Berkowitz & Walton, 1980; Ehrenberg et al., 1990; Uncles et al., 1995; Rojo, 1998; Hoch et al., 1999; Zin & Liu, 2001; Kotler
&Armstrong, 2006; Balakrisnan,2008; Mittal etal.,2008; Simpsonetal.,2008; Nagle & Hogan,2008; Grutaetal.,2009; Langer &
Rolim, 2009; Silva, 2009) because (1) they enjoy going to a store and finding everything they want, (2) they like to be able to choose
among a considerable number of products and brands, without being restricted to the stores’ offer (3) they prefer to diversify their
shops, from timeto time, especiallyif they recognize a good quality-price relationship (some promotions, forinstance); on the other
side, as already mentioned, there are also some persons that find it hard to decide when they face a huge variety of products and
brands, per category (Sproles & Kendall, 1986; Sproles & Sproles, 1990; Manolis et al., 1994; Iyengar & Lepper, 2000; Chernev,

2003; Iyengar et al., 2004; Schwartz, 2004; Berger et al., 2007; Chernev & Hamilton, 2009).

2.5. Consumers’ buying behavior — Commitment and Loyalty to the Point of Sale

After buying a product or service any consumer will establish a comparison between the final result (benefit) and what he/she was
expectingtohaveinreturn. Ifthe product or service matches expectations, the consumer gets predisposition to re-purchase and/or
return to the point of sale — commitment. In other words, the client develops the wish to establish a habit — keep coming back and
buying available products or services (Oliver, 1993; Gotlieb et al., 1994; Richins, 1995; Hill, 1996; Garbarino & Johnson, 1999; Seth

etal., 1999; Shir & Huber, 2000; Soscia, 2002; Mittal et al., 2008) which, in fact, is the antecedent to the so wanted loyalty.

Ontheotherside,if consumers feel disappointed, because the real benefit falls short of the expected benefit, this feeling makes them
think that the decision procedure was incorrect; as a result, their confidence in the point of sale and in the brands available will
decrease and, in the future, will tend to consider other alternatives - products, services or stores (Oliver, 1993; Shir & Huber, 2000;

Faria et al., 2012; Kumar et al., 2016).

“Commitment matches the emotional and psychological connection with a brand before the consumer is able to determine that his
repeated buying behavior derives from a sense of loyalty” (Vieira, 2011, p. 15). In this study, when we consider commitment to the
storewe’vefollowedthe affectiveand/or Emotional commitment, asmentioned by Geyskensetal.,1996: the person wishesto
have a relationship over time and, consequently, chooses a certain store where to go most of the time (Bon & Tissier-Desbordes,

2000; Alturas, 2003; Ponzoa, 2007; Ferreira et al., 2011).

For some authors, more than just commitment is the possibility to have loyalty clients; in other words, when a brand or a point of
sale is capable to satisfy customers, they are likely to become faithful, meaning a satisfactory turn leads to repeated purchases and
may resultin purchases by habit or trust which, in turn, can be a synonym of customer loyalty (Assael, 1992; Oliver, 1993; Bloemer

& Kasper, 1995; East, 1997; Castro & Cabinet, 1999 in Molinero, 2010; Neal, 1999 in Molinero, 2010; Tissier-Desbordes Bon,



2000; Ponzoa, 2002 in Molinero, 2010; Alturas, 2003; Liang & Wang, 2008 in Molinero, 2010; Ashley & Varky, 2009 in Molinero,

2010; Kumar et al., 2017).

In order to be able to talk about loyalty clients we need to see, at the same time, an attitude - they come back, they buy again -,
commitment — desire to keep coming back and buy and the capacity to recommend to others their experience (Bloemer & Ruyter,
1997; Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001; Fullerton, 2005; Matteietal.,2006; Mittal etal.,2008; Fariaetal.,2012; Kumar, 2016; Mallika,

2015; Messaoud & Deboki, 2016).

3.Conceptual Model

This work is about the process of choosing a point of sale in the Portuguese retail area; we’ve decided to analyze this business area
because, due to the strong economic crisis that we areliving today, in Europe and abroad, we thinkit is crucial to clearly understand
where do consumers decide to buy the essential goods — commodities — for their daily life. This question was derived from the

literature review (Diallo & Kaswengi, 2016; Costa, 2017).

Moreover, it is also a market area that implies a significant number of transactions per day, a considerable number of brands and
available products in order to satisfy the needs of an also considerable number of persons and, of course, a very competitive sector

that uses different marketing and communication strategies so that they are able to catch and keep the individuals’ attention.

3.1. Methodology used and Hypothesis for research
Thebibliographic review and actual information about the Portuguese market — retail -, lead us to create the following hypothesis:

Some studies seem to show that the variety of options can influence the consumer’s process of choosing a point of sale in two ways.
In fact, a considerable number of research suggest that, having the possibility to choose among a group of various alternatives
increases the individual’ satisfaction and, consequently, those stores with a wide assortment of products and brands leverage the
probability of consumers finding options to their preferences and needs (Berkowitz & Walton, 1980; Ehrenberg et al., 1990; Rojo,
1998; Hoch et al., 1999; Zin & Liu, 2001; Kotler & Armstrong, 2006; Balakrisnan, 2008; Mittal et al., 2008; Simpson et al., 2008, Nagle

& Hogan, 2008; Gruta et al., 2009; Silva, 2009; Messaoud & Deboki, 2016):

Hz1: Given several alternative retail outlets, people that prefer to be exposed to a huge variety of products and

brands available prefer to go to hypermarkets.

Despite the considerable number of studies concluding that the variety of products inside a store seems to be the best alternative
for the consumer, some studies also showed that he/she my feel a certain difficulty to choose in front of too many options (Sproles
& Kendall, 1986; Sproles & Sproles, 1990; Manolis et al., 1994; Dhar, 1997; Iyengar & Lepper, 2000; Chernev, 2003; Cherney &

Hamilton, 2009; Khan, 2016). If so, it is possible to expect that:

Hz2: Given several alternative retail outlets, people that prefer to be exposed to a limited variety of products and

brands available prefer to go to supermarkets.

Manolis et al. (1994) decided to analyze the influence of the store’s image in the intention to come back, giving special attention to
agood product selection and to the inexistence of product failures. Some other studies (Zinn & Liu, 2001; Zezone & Buairide, 2005;
Cachon & Koh, 2007; Rosseau, 2008; Felisoli, 1999; Parente, 2000 in Magalhades & Borges, 2008; Silva, 2009; Yu, 2009) seem to
prove that distributors decide to offer a certain variety of products and to avoid failures because they want to satisfy clients and
promote loyalty, knowing that each person considers the cost of having to look for a certain product in another point of sale. A
product failure on shelves may create a sense of frustration on clients and lead them to buy in another store (Cachon & Kok, 2007;

Silva, 2009; Yu, 2009):



H3: Consumers with a positive perception about stock management and that give a considerable importance to this

aspect of store management tend to buy at Hypermarkets.

H4: Consumers with a less positive perception about stock management and that don’t give a considerable

importance to this aspect of store management tend to buy at Supermarkets.

3.2.Model for Research — Scheme

Products/
Brands
Variety

Supermarkets/
Hypermarkets

H3&H4

3.3.Objective(s)

Since we are living a national and international economic crisis, we think it is very important to understand the factors that
consumers consider when choosing where to buy the daily products they need to survive/exist — commodities. If price, by itself,
seems to be a very important issue nowadays (notice the constant and aggressive promotions between competitors), what else

matters?

Wewant to understand if the assortment and general layout have an influence on the consumers’ decision process towards a point

of sale, in the retail area.

We also try to understand how can the different players show themselves as the right choice, specifically which differentiation

aspects, as far as assortment and layout, shall they enhance (or not)?

4.Methodology, Data founded and Discussion
4.1. Methodology, Measures used, Scales and Necessary Adjustments

The research followed a quantitative, descriptive and casual approach; hypotheses were created after gathering some secondary
information and doing a bibliography research. Questionnaires applied to a sample of final consumers. Data processing was done

using the SPSS 2000.

Sincetheresearchisbased on mass consumption goods availablein retail stores, the population was defined as everyone who made

atleast one purchase in a supermarket or hypermarket in the last month. The sampling method was convenience.

*  STOCKS- Shelves’management, variety of offerand general storeimage and information about products and services; the
stores’ layout and the variety of brands and products seem to strongly influence the consumer’s mind and, consequently,
the intention to keep coming back to a certain store. In this research we’ve decided to adapt the Dickson and Albaum scale
(1977) — factors related to the creation of a clear image of the store and the choosing decision by the individual — and the
Sproles and Kendall Scale (1986)/Sproles and Sproles (1990) — the relationship between product and brands variety and
a pleasant and easy shopping experience for consumers and consequent intention to return.

*  BREAKS — With this expression we intend to refer to failures on shelves (the consumer does not find the products he/she

was looking for - OOS). We need to understand the importance given by the final consumer to a proper assortment



management adopted by the store’s responsible. In a direct way: what is the real reaction of a client when he/she faces a
break on one or more of the products he/she was looking for? And does the reaction cause a certain behavior (preference
for the store) and or commitment? In the present study we’ve decided to base our questions on the Manolis et al. (1994)

previous research, since it is easy to adapt to the modern distribution.

4.2.Summary of Hypothesis, Variables and Scales

Table 1 - Hypotheses vs Variables vs Scales

Hypothesis Description Variables Scale
Ttisexpected that, in front of different assortment politics, individuals tend to Stocks/Variety of Dickson & Albaun, 1977
tand2 show different preferences as far as the type of store in concerned Assortment Sproles & Kendall, 1968
p yp i Sproles & Kendall, 1990
Ttisexpected that, when facing product’s failures (Breaks) and less efficient stock
3and4 management policies individuals tend to show different preferences as far as the Breaks Manollis et al., 1994

typeofstore concerned.

4.2.1. Our Sample

The Questionnaire was applied on Facebook, and resulted on a sample of 116 valid answers. The sample mainly consisted of female
individuals(79,8%),showinga cohabitation between 2-4 members (777,8%). Asmall percentage ofindividualsreported amonthly
income higherthan 2500 € (only 4,9%) and a considerable percentage of householdsidentified amonthly income between 500 and

1000 € (26, 4%); 19,0% of the individuals have chosen not to answer.

Data considering cohabitation seems to corroborate our previous reading of a current trend of the Portuguese society and that

lies in the late abandonment of parents' house by the young and young-adults (Moreira, 2016).

4.3. Variables and Statistic Analysis
¢ STOCKS (VO: Variety of Offer)

A Factor Analysis, using the principal components method with varimax rotation was performed including the items of Variety of
Offer. The values for KMO (0,760) and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (df=15; p=0,000) revealed that data were adequate for this
procedure. The Factor Analysisrevealed two components, with a total variance explained of 69,187% (see Table 2). Component
1groups the variables that reveal a sentiment of confusion and difficulty to choose when exposed to a lot of products, brands and
information (Risky). Component 2showstheopposite, i.e.,consumers’preference for storeswith manyproducts and brands from
where to choose (Riskless). The reliability analysis revealed that component 1 has a strong reliability, while component 2,

although lower, is within acceptable limits (Hair et al., 2006).



Table 2 - Component Matrix (VO Factor Analysis)

Rotated Component Matrix»

Component
1 2

There are stores with so many brands to choose that I get confused. ,823

The more information I find about products the more difficult it seems to choose the right one. ,833
Idon’tidentify myself with stores with few products on shelves. ,828

I prefer stores with less products to choose from. 574
Alotofinformation about products and brands make me feel confused. ,910

I prefer stores with huge variety of products and services because I feel that I can always find what I want. ,763
Cronbach Alpha ,832 ,516
Variance Accounted For 49,719% 19,469%

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 3iterations.

*  BREAKS (STOCK-0OUT)

Asadichotomousscale, we used a generically analysisreferred to as Optimal Scaling procedure, that assigns numericvaluesto each

of the categories of qualitative variables, making possible the use of the standard methods of an ACP.

The first procedure showed that the item number 5 had a Discrimination Measure less than 0,5 (0,395) so, we proceeded to a 2nd
procedure, excluding this variable.

The result reveals two dimensions (or factors) with a eighenvalue > 1; the first dimension has 51,9% of the total variance and the
second one has 27,5%.

Tabel 3 - Variance (OC — Breaks/Stock Out)

Variance Accounted For

Dimension

Total (Eigenvalue) Inertia % of Variance
1 2,075 ,519 51,872
2 1,101 ,275 27,522
Total 3,176 ,794
Mean 1,588 ,397 39,697

First Dimension (Layout) groups together items 2 (the store has a good or bad product exhibition), 3 (the store causes a good or
bad general impression) and 4 (the store seems to do a good or bad stock control of the products on shelve) and the Second
Dimension groups item 1 (the store has huge or small variety of products. The first component is about product exhibition and

presence on shelves and was named “Layout”. The second component is variety perception and was named “Variety”.

Table 4 - Discrimination Measures

Dimension
" Mean
1-Layout 2-Variety

The store has a high or low variety of products? ,845 ,439
The store has a good or bad products ‘exhibition? ,842 ,424
The store causes a good or bad general impression? ,656 ,362
The store seems to have a good or bad stock control of the products on shelves? ,544 ,363
Active Total 2,075 1,101 1,588
% of Variance 51,872 27,522 39,697

The factor scores were saved as transformed variables for later use in the Regression Analysis.



*  REGRESSION ANALYSIS - Hypermarket

Aregression analysis was performed using as dependent variable the Preference for Hypermarkets and as independent variables
the two dimensions of the variety of offer (Excess of Products — Risky- and Brands and Deficit of Products and Brands - Riskless)
and the two dimensions of the Optimal Scaling (Layout and Variety). The conceptual model presents a direct influence of two
independent variables on a dependent variable. Also, there are no mediating variables considered. This is the reason why the

regression analysis was suited for the present analysis.
ANOVA reveals that the Model is statistically significant (Sig. p<0,000). Overall, the explanatory power of the model is 21,6%.

Table 5 - Model Summary®

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate Durbin-Watson

1 ,497° ,247 ,216 ,907 1,573
a. Predictors: (Constant), Variety, Deficit of brands and products, Excess of brands and products, Layout
b. Dependent Variable: I prefer to shop in Hypermarkets.

On one hand, lots of products and brands has a positive impact in the preference for Hypermarkets (f =372; p=0,000). In other
words, consumers preferring a huge variety of products and brands tend to go to Hypermarkets. On the other hand, the confusion
and choice present a negative impact (f =-0,230; p=0,011): despite preferring to have more variety, if the store does not present
clear information and visibility clients may feel confused. Layout has a positive impact, that is, the higher the positive perception
about layout, the higher the preference for Hypermarkets (f =0,181 and p=0,046). Variety does not have a statistically significant

influence in preference for Hypermarkets.

Table 6 — Coefficients?

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients .
Model t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 3,423 ,000 37,863 ,000
Confusion and choice -,232 ,089 -,230 -2,592  ,011

1 Lots of products and brands to choose ,377 ,090 ,372 4,194  ,000
Layout ,195 ,096 ,181 2,022 ,046
Variety ,172 ,006 ,160 1,789  ,077

a. Dependent Variable: I prefer to go shopping to Hypermarkets.

*  REGRESSION ANALYSIS - Supermarket

The second regression analysis model looked specifically for perceptions about supermarkets. ANOVA reveals that the model is
statistically significant (Sig.=0,000). The model has an explanatory power of 15,3% (the reduction on the preference for

Supermarkets is explained in 15,3% by these variables).

Table 7 - Model Summary®

T Std—Frroroftre
Model R RSquare AdjustedRSquare Durbin-Watson
Estimate
1 4327 ,187 ,153 ,954 1,849

a. Predictors: (Constant), Variety, Layout, Deficit of brands and products, Excess of brands and products
b. DependentVariable:Iprefertoshopin Supermarkets.

The excess of products and brands has a negative impact on the preference for supermarkets ( =-0,305; p=,001). Variety of
products and brands has also a negative impact ( =-0,305; p=0,001). In other words, the more people prefer variety, the less they

goto Supermarkets and theless they want to be exposed to alot of alternatives, the more they will decide to go to this type of stores.



Tabel 8 — Coefficients?

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients

Model - T Sig.

B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 2,031 ,005 30,874 ,000
Confusion and choice ,284 ,004 ,279 3,016 ,003
1 Lots of products and brands to choose -,312 ,004 -,305 -3,312 ,001
Layout -,068 ,005 -,066 -,722 ,472
Variety -,124 ,095 -,121 -1,311 ,193

a. Dependent Variable: 12. I prefer to go shopping at Supermarkets.
4.4. Conclusions
There are differences between consumers that prefer Hypermarkets and those that prefer Supermarkets.

Consumers that prefer to have a huge quantity of products and brands tend to go to Hypermarkets and the higher the positive
perception about layout (capacity to avoid breaks and good products and brands ‘exhibition) the higher the preference for

Hypermarkets.
Oppositely, the more consumers prefer variety, the less they go to Supermarkets.

The regression analysis revealed that consumers perceive differently the two types of retail stores, hypermarkets and
supermarkets: itis a fact that Hypermarkets have a huge capacity to offer a high variety of products and brands (stores with a sales
areasuperiorto 2.500 m2, according to Rousseau, 2014) and, therefore, they also developed a better stocking management, having
aclear product presentation that makes it easy for consumers to choose, allowing them to feel that, in such stores, they can always
find what they are looking for — or, at least, some product that can momentarily replace the first choice, without having to go to
other stores. Hypermarkets, therefore, put on the individual the final decision (he/she has the right to choose, to decide among a

considerable number of alternatives, not having to being restricted to what the store has to offer).

Some authors refer to this variety of products and brands as “one-stop shopping” (Zameer & Mukherjee, 2011; Faria et al., 2012),
meaning fewer visits to retail outlets and, consequently, less costs associated (Faria et al., 2012). Lower available income and a
willingness to quickly realize the act of purchase lead consumers to this position, namely to prefer stores where the probability to
find everything they need (or, at least, a possible replace for) is high. Moreover, consumers develop trust and attention to the point
of sale where they recognize the professionals’ (marketers, product managers, store directors in general) capacity to fulfill the

promises they make, being variety one of the possible promises (Darke et al., 2010).

There are also a considerable number of consumers that prefer to be exposed to a small number of products and brands, so that
their range of choice is reduced which makes them feel less confused and less prone for picking purchases situations and risk. In
this context, supermarkets are the favorite stores for this type of consumer (stores with a sales dimension between 400 and 2.400

m?2).

Another important issue to be considered is the absence of ruptures (generally referred to as Breaks or OOS). Many studies reveal
that product availability in stores derives from a correct stock management policy and an efficient shelve management with a
consequent product spare capacity (Van Nierop et al., 2008; Chopra & Meindl, 2007 in Aastrup & Kotzab, 2009; Trautrims et al.,
2009; Dark et al., 2010). It is consensual that not being able to find a certain product at a store results in a negative experience that
can lead to less suitable perceptions in the consumer’s mind and may imply a non-sale, both for the supplier and the distributor:
“...by the third time a product is found to be OOS, less than one-third of all consumers are still willing to substitute; the remainder

prefer to change the store or do not purchase” (Trautrims et al., 2009, p. 240).



Considering the results obtained with our sample, we may say that both hypermarkets and supermarkets clients do not want to
come across products failures on shelves. However, according to our sample, it seems that consumers associate a better category

management to hypermarkets (since this has a positive impact in choosing this type of store).

Anotherimportantissueto havein mindis the clear exhibition and information about brands, products and prices, since confusion

is something that the consumer wants to avoid, regardless shopping at Hypermarkets and/or Supermarkets.

4.5. Practical Implications

All these findings offer important insights for modern distribution players (retailers) and their suppliers: the need to avoid breaks
(O0S) and, also, the need to understand that our actual clients are very active, well informed and with a growing consciousness of
the need to save money (avoiding the expenses associated to go to another store to find a certain product they weren’t able to find

at the usual point ofsale).

Despite the differences between hypermarkets’ clients (prefer variety of products and brands) and supermarkets’ clients
(considerable variety leads to confusion), the capacity to offer what they initially promised is essential to make clients wish to come
back — commitment — and even become loyal: “... retailers can streamline back and end operations to improve efficiency (e.g., by
streamlining sourcing, or managing inventory levels for optimal turnaround)... retailers have also sought to enhance the store
environment in a manner that reduces costs and increases profit” (Sorescu et al., 2011, p. 7), as well as to manage variety of offer
avoiding confusion and the perception of risk must be achieved: sinaleticand merchandising materials mustbe used, both in Hyper

and Supermarkets, so that to avoid any sense of confusion in the clients’ minds.

4.6. Limitations and Recommendations for future work

The most important limitation one may say is the sample used, due to time constraints; a larger sample, representing the national

consumer, will allow solid conclusions.

Werecommend a study just analyzing that the best practices do reduce confusion and risk in the buying process, and to verify store
preferenceincluding othervariables related to, for instance, Sensorial Marketing in the point of sale (and not just the variety, layout

and stock’s management, whichlead ustoverylowRz2). Theimportance nowadaysis to create positive experiencesin the consumer.
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