If you think you can't trust a salesman to tell youthe truth, try talking to a

shopper.

By Peter Wilson

Abstract

Up to 80% of shopping decisions are made subconslygigScamell-Katz, 2006). |
will question the validity of utilising conventioheesearch methodologies that elicit
post-rationalised responses when compared to mesaetiactual shopping behaviour.
Retail marketers are embracing the insights gdired shopper research that provide
accurate measures of shopper behaviour. | intenshow what the risks are of
utilising the inappropriate methodologies to measygurchase decision-making

without taking into account the role of the subadmss in this process.



Introduction

“Not every discovery can be accounted for in theneananner, and procedures that
paid off in the past may create havoc when impasedhe future” (Feyerabend,
1988)

Take a moment to imagine yourself as a typicalaeserespondent. You are at home
one evening, perhaps bathing the children or pnegatinner for the family. The
phone rings and a charming voice on the other énldeoline convinces you to give
up 15 minutes of your precious time to play bagbeass of your last shopping trip to
your local supermarket. At this juncture, the dieh are calling you from the
bathroom or there is a pot boiling over on the stoBe that as it may, you agree to
reflect back on the reasons why you chose to be#m of baked beans that you did,
what other brands you considered before making gborce, and whether there was
any point-of-sale material that influenced yourghase in any way. Now one might
argue that in the case of the tin of baked be&esetis a good chance that you knew
exactly what brand you were going to buy, and yaobably didn't look at
competitive offerings, let alone any point-of-salaterial. But what about that bottle
of wine that you bought for the dinner party yourgvéaving? We know that the
wine category is one that enjoys higher levels rifagiement in-store than perhaps
that of tinned foods, and for this reason the cexigkes around the decision-making
process come to the fore. The question is - canrgally play back exactly what
happened in-store to the point where you made ¢lesidn to buy that particular tin
of baked beans or bottle of wine? Do you know #yaghat brands you considered
before making your final choice, or can you rememnibéhere were any particular
influencers in-store that led you to make the denigou made? Did you even think

about why you made the decision you did?

Picture yourself now as the candidate responderarfcaccompanied shop exercise.
The researcher will accompany you as you go about shopping exercise and make
notes or capture the brands that you interact wiith those that you ultimately buy.
You remember that you need to stock up on shampdotlzerefore proceed to the
hair care aisle. With the rise in inflation andvext economic pressures having an

impact on your disposable income, you have recesithsen to trade down in many



categories, including shampoo. But this particutdmopping trip is different.
Someone is keeping a close eye on your purchasksagbe, subconsciously, you
wouldn’t want them to believe that you are beingfthh So the premium brand
shampoo ends up in the shopping trolley and thepmdrealternative that you have
been using for the last three months is left ondielf. After all, the incentive you
will be given by the researcher after your shopping will cover the additional

amount you paid for the premium brand of shampoo.

Lastly, you are invited to a focus group discussiém this discussion, the moderator
asks you about your attitudes to supermarket @ilatiel goods. As you are now in
the company of strangers, there is a chance thatwib downplay the private label
offerings in favour of premium branded alternativéss order to appear more
discerning. In addition, the moderator may pregentwith some concepts for a new
promotion soon to be launched in your favouriteesagarket. You are asked whether
you would notice the point-of-sale material in-st@nd whether it would influence
your purchase decision. The answer possibly wéllaim unequivocal yes on both
counts and you may very well mean it, but willéaHy catch your attention in-store?
In all likelihood, you will walk straight past itsayou focus on your shopper mission.
In a study conducted by TNS Magasin for a grocetgiler, in which a buy-one-get-
one-free promotion was located at a gondola enda# found that only one-third of
shoppers who selected from the gondola end pickeda usecond pack. They
recognised that there was an offer but failed te ten what the offer was (TNS

Magasin, Grocery retailer — whole store study: ifighand interviewing, 2003)

These examples illustrate how a poorly executeelres plan can render some vastly

inaccurate insights.

As researchers, we have traditionally preoccupiecelves with the consumer and
the relationship that they have with brands. Weehhistorically fed back to our
clients measures of brand salience, and usagetttudiaal behaviour, as a means of
establishing the strength of a client’s brand witthe variety of brands available to
the consumer. While this information is criticaligportant in developing marketing
strategy, it may miss some of the opportunities ahdllenges presented by the

purchase decision itself. We have spent littleetifocusing on the shopper, who



could indeed be the consumer or one who is shoppmgpehalf of the consumer.
Whilst we acknowledge that the shopper plays amreaos role in terms of the brand
selected at the shop shelf, we have preoccupiestivars with the ultimate consumer,
in the belief that the loyalty displayed by the somer to the brands that they use,
plays the over-arching role as far as brand chaicéhe shop shelf is concerned.
There are some who believe that an average of T8taad choices are made at the
shop shelf (POPAI, 1995). Whilst we should notcdist that a shopper’s brand
equity predisposition will ultimately impact on thhoices made at the shop shelf, we
absolutely cannot ignore the role of the shopper the impact they have on brand

choice.

“The industry has come to realize that the consumieo uses the product may not be
the one purchasing it (e.g. a mother buys the dehea her children consume). Some
companies refer to this as the ‘chooser’ (shopperd the ‘user’ (end consumer). In
some instances these are different human beinggher instances they are the same
person. Understanding this differentiation enabiesrketers to develop appropriate
strategies with the most effective mix of media amebsaging to target the right
segments of consumers and shoppé@&VA/Deloitte, 2007).

Figure 1 highlights the differences between whatmgortant for a consumer of
coffee versus what is important for a shopper dfeeo In essence, the jar of coffee

has to play two roles — one for the shopper, ardfonthe consumer.
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Ease of opening coffee The shape of the jar on the
shelf

Width of jar opening to get the

spoon in Colour of the lid

The aroma when the seal is The picture on the label

broken

The brand name

Figure 1: Differences between coffee consumers andffee shoppers

Due to the preoccupation we have had with consumezshave applied traditional
consumer-based thinking to the research we condlitistshoppers. It is my belief
however, that shoppers should be treated differetle to the big influence of
subconscious behaviour on decision-making, andotiveer it has over the ultimate

purchase decision in-store.

“The importance of the store is not to be undereated and this can be achieved by
integrating the store into the marketing mix by ocmmicating effectively and
creating value for the shopper. The key is to thanfirst moment of truth, that is to
say, get and keep the attention of the shoppehatpoint of purchase where a

massive 70% of buying decisions are ma@&iegandt, 2006).

If this is the case, the responsibility of markgtiesearch practitioners should be to
ensure that the most appropriate shopper reseagtinodologies be applied for the

collection of data.

In his article entitled ‘Marketing in the Era of hg-Tail Media’, Joel Rubinson
(Rubinson, 2008) highlights six challenges marlseetard media companies face. One
of these is research relevance. He mentions thditibnal survey and qualitative
research are not the only sources of informatiamh iasights about consumers that

marketing can turn to. In addition, he states thegearch needs to embrace



integration, broadening its scope to include behaal analytics. Does this mean
that marketers will become more discerning in themdorsement of research
methodologies, and ultimately marketing researchpkers? If so, marketing

research suppliers will be under increasing pressoirrender accurate and reliable

insights off the back of relevant research methagiek.

If Sir David Ogilvy (Ogilvy, 1963)s correct in his statement that “the consumer does
not behave as he says, he does not say what Hes tlind he does not think as he
feels”, then the research community need to ensha¢ they are utilising the

appropriate tools to capture the essence of tiismwscious behaviour.

| have therefore chosen to critically evaluate ttode of traditional research

methodologies by comparing some of these to acheasures of shopper behaviour,
and thereby to establish whether there are incemgi®s between what shopper
respondents tell you via their post-rationalisecblections versus what we note of

their actual behaviour in-store.

Rationale for the study

Having witnessed several case studies of the diffar between what the shopper did
and what the shopper said she did, | decided tcagimin an exploratory journey of
my own, in which | could compare data within thenfioes of a study that
incorporated multiple methodologies. It is my emd®ur therefore to determine
whether there are in fact differences between wimatrespondent tells us and how

they behave in the retail environment.

Let me share some of the case studies | have bggased to via research conducted

by TNS Magasin, a specialist shopper research @gton in the United Kingdom.

Firstly, based on the fact that 80% of shoppergpshe same store every week, a
cognitive map is learned of the store, in otherdsowe grow accustomed to the
layout of the store and where to find differentegatries in relation to each other
(TNS Magasin, Whole store study for a FMCG manufiat filming and exit

interviews, 2006). It would consequently be easydentify where the bread and

milk are located, based on our knowledge of theouayof the store. With this



behaviour in mind, it was with great interest thiarned of a study conducted for a
supermarket retailer in the UK, in which the filgirof 400 shoppers took place,
together with an exit interview. In the exit inteaw, shoppers were asked how much
of the store they had covered. Twenty-five pereesponded that they had browsed
through the whole store. In reality, only 2% cadmore than half the store (TNS
Magasin, Whole store study for a FMCG manufactuigmning and exit interviews,

2006). The explanation for this is that shoppeesrt a map of the store and the
categories they regularly visit. If a shopper doet have pets at home, they would
see little need to visit the pet food aisle. Iadtethe shopper will visit only the

categories relevant to them, and therefore thiakitey have covered the store.

Another expression of the inconsistencies betwéenanalyses of actual behaviour

versus post-rationalised reflections of behaviauexpressed in Figure 2. In this

study, which again combined filming with an exitarview, a deodorant shopper was
asked about his levels of planning. He claimedlteays buy the same product and
spent very little time in the deodorant categohy.fact, he declared that he moved in

and out of the aisle quickly. The filming footagevealed that he interacted with at

least three deodorants on the shelf. With ondefdeodorants, he removed the cap
and sprayed the deodorant into the air to smell ftagrance (TNS Magasin,

Deodorant study for a FMCG manufacturer: Filming awit interviews, 1999).

Figure 2: Deodorant shopper

In a study conducted in the home entertainmengoayein 2007, a third of shoppers
claimed that price helps them to make a purchasisida. Via the eye-tracking data

it was discovered that fewer than 5% of all fixasowere on price (TNS Magasin,

! The eye-tracking methodology will be explained em@®Research methodology applied’



Home entertainment study for a home entertainmagnplger: filming, exit interviews,
eye-tracking and in-depth interviews, 2007).

The difference between actual store behaviour avat-gationalised reflections of

behaviour is perfectly illustrated in this shopptudy (TNS Magasin, Shopper study
conducted for a FMCG company: filming and exit mtews, 2006). Respondents

were asked, via an exit interview, approximatelwhong they had spent in the store.
This was compared to filming data in which the giefs actual time in the store was
measured. Figure 3 clearly illustrates the diffieee between the data derived from
the exit interview and the filming data. After 8bnutes, shoppers believed that they
spent more time in the store than they actually ditlis suggests that the experience

was not enjoyable for them.
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Figure 3: Perceived time spent in store versus aclitime spent in store

Against the backdrop of Malcolm Gladwell’s bestlisgl book, Blink: The Power of
Thinking Without Thinking (2005), it is fascinatifgpw respondents have the ability

to over-rationalise their behaviour in the procekplaying their experiences back to



an interviewer. It was in Blink (2005), that Glaelvintroduced the world to the
concept of ‘thin-slicing’, or the ability to seleethat is important from a limited
frame of reference, or in other words decisions enawl the spur of the moment are

often equal to or better than those that were plextéy a logical thought process.

Research methodology applied
In order to obtain a comparative measure of adiehbviour versus that obtained by
gualitative probing and post store visit interviewdata from a recent multi-phase
study conducted in South Africa was analysed. #dieg retailer in South Africa
wanted to assess the impact their new generatioressthad on the customer
experience, with the following primary objectivermnd:
To understand and measure the effect of the @santade from the old
generation shops to the new generation shops orcuk®mer’s shopping
experience
To this end, a multi-phase qualitative/quantitatresearch approach was applied.
The methodologies applied were in-depth intervidilising, eye-tracking, store exit
intercept interviews, and a post-shop CATI intemwie Details of each of the

methodologies follow.

In-depth interviews: Customers, who had visited the store at leasttimes in the
preceding year, were recruited. In-depth intergiemere conducted on-site in the
new generation stores. During the interview, #spondent was presented with video
footage of the old generation stores in order tovipgle the respondent with a
comparative context. A total of 11 in-depth intewwvs were conducted with

customers in the new generation stores.

Filming: Small static cameras were installed in the ceiliighe store. Twelve

cameras were used to ensure coverage of the sStbeecameras filmed shoppers over
a seven-day period to ensure coverage of all tgageriods and days of the week.
Footage was recorded onto a digital recording tadmch was located at the store. By
using this form of observational research, the nahtoehaviour of shoppers could be
analysed, as it did not interfere with shopper beha in any way. Prior to the

commencement of the filming phase, a site survey eamducted to firstly discuss the

logistics of the study with the store manager awbadly to assess the layout of the



store to ensure that the cameras were installetienappropriate areas to provide
complete coverage of the store. At this stagenang plan was agreed upon for the
installation of the cameras to ensure little or disruption of trading. Once the
cameras had been installed, and prior to the coroemeent of the filming phase, a
sign was placed at the entrance to the store tfyrabtoppers that filming was taking
place for research purposes. Figure 4 providewitls an example of the type of
footage acquired via the filming phase. For theppses of this research, 150

shoppers were filmed and analysed in terms of theiaviour in the store.

Figure 4: Observational research using the filmingnethodology

Eye-tracking: Eye-tracking uses specialised technology tdktthe movement of the

cornea of the eye. The technology has been adémtesthopper behaviour research
in the form of a pair of glasses that are worn bgppers as they shop. A small
camera is attached to the glasses to record thee seéhilst another small camera
records the movement of the respondent’s pupile & movement is tracked with
an infra-red beam that is reflected off the corné&ure 5 shows an example of the

eye glasses that respondents wear as part of ghizaoking process.

Figure 5: E-trackin apparatus
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The data from these two cameras is then captured emall hard drive secured
around the respondent’s waist. A sample of 20aedents over the age of 18 was
recruited via intercept interviews, as they entdhedstore. Respondents were given a
cash incentive to participate in the research. pRegents were never made aware of
the objectives of the study, in fear that this wiblglad to a bias in their behaviour in-
store. Each respondent then had to be calibratied a five-point calibration process
to pin-point a respondent’s exact fixation poirkhis ensures that the eye-tracking
technology is set according to the shape and sizéhe respondent’s eye. A
technician was present for each and every ‘eyéctrimcensure the accuracy of the
calibration and ultimately the footage. Membershef retail staff were asked to treat
the respondents as normal customers. Upon complefithe eye-tracking in-store,
all data was captured off the hard drive and maywadtched frame by frame. In this
instance, a frame represents 112&f a second. A fixation was recorded if the
respondent fixated on the same point for a mininafr3/25"s of a second. It has
been established that the brain has the abilityetpster a piece of information at
3/25"s of a second (Rayner, 1998jigure 6 shows an example of the outputs derived
from this form of eye-tracking and highlights thecaracy with which the fixations

are measured.

Figure 6: Eye-tracking outputs

How our eyes work

To appreciate the relevance of this eye-trackinghodology, it is important to
understand how the eye works. The human eye h&suial field of about 200° but
the highest number of light sensitive cells onristina are located in the area called
the fovea; this is the only part in our eyes whewe are able to get a sharp and

colourful image (about 1-2° of our vision). This referred to as foveal vision
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(Rayner, 1998 and Hunziker, 2006). Figure 7 indisahe location of the fovea in

relation to the cornea.

Figure 7: Location of the fovea (Rayner, 1998)

Rods and cones contribute towards sight; conesdapted to detect colours, depth
and intensity, and function well in bright lightpds are more sensitive, but do not
detect colour well, being adapted for low lightah 2007, a third photoreceptor class
was isolated in rodless, coneless humans, whesastfound to mediate circadian
rhythms, pupil reactions and a basic responsegta intensity (Zadai et al, 2009).
The foveahas a high concentration of cones; its centre i&éh almost exclusively
cones. Our perception is slightly larger thandhea of foveal vision. When we are
reading text, we can read about 12 to 15 lettetbeaight and three to four letters to
the left, which suggest that there is a percempahof about 18 letters around the
fixation point (Rayner, 1998). Figure 8 portraigsstfield of vision.
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Figure 8: Field of vision

There are around 10 different types of eye movem#® most important are
saccades, fixations and smooth pursuit. A fixatsowhen the eyes stop to focus; the
length of these stops is 100-600 milliseconds (s@®0ms when viewing a scene)
and during this stop, the brain begins to processaV information (Rayner, 1998).
A saccade is when the eyes quickly jump; the leragftithese saccades is 20-40
milliseconds and during this, the eyes do not sefarmation. Smooth pursuit is
when the eyes follow swift movement (likely to beriaontal) without saccading
(Rayner, 1998 and Thier, 2005). It is possiblentove our covert attention (the
attention of the mind) around the entire visualdfievhen our eyes are at rest.
However, our foveal vision is usually a valid meastor determining the target of
our covert attention as our brain can process ligly information from complex
stimuli (like packs) outside the fovea (Pieters &viedel, 2007). Peripheral vision is
only able to process movement and contrast. Thkcey pattern in the examination
of pictures “is dependent not only on what is shawnthe picture, but also on the
problem facing the observer and the informationt the hopes to gain from the
picture” (Yarbus, 1967). “Records of eye movemesi®w that the observer's
attention is usually held only by certain elemeotshe picture. Eye movements
reflect the human thought processes; so the ob&emmught may be followed to

some extent from records of eye movements (the gtitolaccompanying the
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examination of the particular object). It is e&syletermine from these records which
elements attract the observer's eye (and, conseygueis thought), in what order, and
how often" (Yarbus, 1967).

Store exit interviews: Upon completion of the eye-tracking exercise, tle 2
respondents were asked to participate in a shienview of no more than 10 minutes.
The interview gave the respondents the opportuoityplay back’ their experiences
in-store. The questionnaire was consequently dedigccording to this framework:
Measuring the ease of navigation around the store

Attribute association, based on the store visited

Point-of-sale material noticed upon approach tostbee

Point-of-sale material noticed in-store

O O O o o

Association of the retail brand with a big Southriédn sporting event
(the retail brand is a big sponsor of a South Afmisporting event and
this association was featured prominently in-store)

Reasons for visiting the store

Frequency of visiting the store

Behavioural statements

o O O o

Demographic questions to record gender and ethoigpg

Post-shop CATI interview: Data was extracted from a quantitative telephonic
tracking survey, which measures customers’ attgualed perceptions regarding the
service that they received from the retailer. $hevey has been designed to collect
data for a period of 11 weeks on a biannual basaisiational and regional level. Past
seven day visitors to the store are interviewedr abe telephone about their
experiences when visiting the store. For the psepoof this research, data was
extracted from this study for store visits that Vdolave taken place whilst the
filming, eye-tracking and exit intercept intervieesearch was being conducted. The
data was filtered on the particular store that fomme focal point of this research.

The number of interviews conducted during the dttime was 60.

Questions common to both the store exit interviehage and the customer
satisfaction phase were analysed alongside dateedefrom the filming and eye-

tracking phases, and insights obtained from thditgtige in-depth interviews. The
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data from the interviews was compared to data fteenfilming and eye-tracking to
determine whether there were any differences betwéet the respondent saw and

what they told us they saw.

Figure 9 provides a diagrammatic summary of thieedsht methodologies applied in

the study.

In-store _
filming Eye-tracking

150 shoppers 20

11 in-depth
interviews —>

in store filmed respondents

CATI study Exit interview
60 20
respondents respondents

u‘—_—‘

Figure 9: Summary of research methodologies applied

Research findings

As multi-phase research was conducted, plenty pbdpnity was provided for the
comparison of data captured from filming of actb@haviour (filming and eye-
tracking) and data derived from interviews conddatéth shoppers. What follows is

a comparison of these data sets.

What did shoppers see before entering the store v&rs what they told us they
saw?

The in-depth interviews yielded some interestingights regarding the window
displays. Respondents were very complimentary abwa design of the window
displays. Many highlighted the window displaysoag of the notable improvements
made to the store via the new store design. Somtheo respondents in fact
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mentioned how much they enjoyed watching the windisplays before entering the
store. Some of the respondents believed that mgoailvertisements would be more
effective in catching the attention of the shoppehjlst others mentioned that they
were more likely to read bold posters with fewesstripts. Smaller subscripts were

seen to be an effort to read and therefore not neagler-friendly.

“The display looks modern. You can see it nice elearly. When | stood outside,
the information presented was sufficient withowddirg to enter and enquire”

(in-depth interview respondent)

Whilst this exercise yielded positive feedbacktfo client on their window displays,
the question had to be asked, “How many peoplsegeg the window display?” Via
the eye-tracking data, the answer was not very manyact, only six of the twenty
of the eye-tracking respondents (30%) looked attimelow displays prior to entering
the store. This is consistent with studies coretli@lsewhere in the world. It has
been found that shoppers are in navigational moide {@ entering the store, look for
stimulation through store entrances and merely cglaat store windows (TNS
Magasin, Retail outlet study for a fashion retaiféming and exit interviews, 2000).
Store entrances provide shoppers with an oppoyttoigauge the offer and look for
something to entice them into the store. Storedauvs on the other hand, function at
least in part as a guide to where the entrancéNS (Magasin, Retail outlet study for
a fashion retailer, filming and exit interviews,(). In a study conducted by TNS
Magasin in the United Kingdom, for a clothing réai which incorporated in-depth
interviews and the eye-tracking methodology, it wascluded that:

The structure of the store is heavily fixated

Mannequins receive the highest number of fixations

Other elements of the window receive very few fxas, with the store

fascia being rarely fixated

The limited spontaneous recall focuses on prodspecifically; however,

consumers say that the windows give them a geimepaiession of the store

Prompted reactions to the window display are unesidtstic, until the

shopper is asked to stand in front of the windowhen, they will discuss

POS and product; however, this level of involvementot part of the
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normal shopping process (TNS Magasin, Retail owtatly for a fashion
retailer, filming and exit interviews, 2000). This consistent with the

findings from the South African research study undgiew in this paper.

There were, however, some congruencies between tiwatspondents said via the
in-depth interviews versus what we have derivedhftbe eye-tracking phase of the
study and eye-tracking trends overall. Respondémtshe in-depth interviews

highlighted the need to make the signage outsigetibres bigger and more visible to
the shopper. In addition, respondents requestddtib signage should be at eye level

instead of higher up over the entrance to the store

“If 1 don't look up | will not know that this is axxX shop. Maybe that sign should
move down a bit. Maybe some more xxxx on the wiidd’ou can't see that unless

you are coming from far away(in-depth interview respondent).

The eye-tracking data revealed that not one respurfckated on the store logo above
the door. There is some truth in the old retail adage thge ‘®vel is buy level'.
Siemon Scamell-Katz (2006) draws from eye-trackimogms generated from more
than 20 eye-tracking studies, and indicates that leyel is in fact 15-30 degrees
downward, i.e. between waist and chest height.s Thiexplained by the mere fact
that the head is quite a heavy part of our bodies, we humans therefore tend to
relax by dropping our heads slightly downward. Y2@09) established that the adult
head above vertebra C3, with no hair, weighs beatwe® kilograms and 5 kilograms,
constituting approximately 8% of the whole body maBigure 10 illustrates the 15-

30 degree angle from the point of view of the agershopper.

%2 The name of the client has been retained to protadidentiality.
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Figure 10: Eye level explained

Upon analysis of the post eye-track exit intervigwyas interesting to note that six of

the respondents (30%) did not notice anything i@ Window displays.

This is

congruent with what was found in the eye-trackiradad i.e. low levels of visual

intensity directed to the windows. Findings regagdooint-of-sale material at entry

were also similar. The 69% of fixations on poifisale material were attributed to

only six of the respondents (30%). Of the 16 fxas on or through the window, 11

of these fixations were on point-of-sale matenmathe window. Tables 1 and 2 put

this data into context.

Summary of Fixations — Type - No. Sample| % Fixations
Approach to enter store
POS 6 69%
Produc 3 19%
Sevice Counte 1 6%
Shop Assistant 1 6%
Total 20 16

Table 1: Eye-tracking data — fixations by type - pproach to enter store
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Summary of Fixations — POS Type | No. Sample| % Fixations
— Approach to enter store
Window Sticke 2 36%
Poste 3 27%
Service Counter Information Stand 2 18%
Doormat 1 9%
Mural 1 9%
Total 20 11

Table 2: Eye-tracking data — fixations by POS type- approach to enter store

The exit interview data reflected that nine of tlespondents (45%) noticed some
form of point-of-sale materidlin or through the window. Whilst point-of-sale
enjoyed the highest levels of recall, the fact stinains that many of the respondents
who wore the eye-tracking glasses failed to nadicgthing in the window display or
struggled to articulate too much information on wtieey recalled. “TV screen”,
“Adverts”, and “Stickers on the door” were somettoé verbatims captured from the

open-ended question in the exit interview.

What shoppers saw in-store, what they told us thegaw in-store, and what they
said was important to view in-store?

For this part of the analysis, | have chosen to pama the qualitative data with the
eye-tracking data. In addition, | have analyseel data from the CATI study, to
determine whether there is any incongruence adrassnethodologies. Firstly, the
data derived from the CATI study was compared &dhe-tracking data in terms of
what was noticed in-store. Aided recall figurestaited from the CATI study
indicated that 33% of past seven day shopperseirstibre recalled seeing pictures or
signs associating the retail brand with a majortapgp event in South Africa, while
58% recalled seeing an area in-store that higlddjtttne of the retail brand’s core
offerings (something that they have spent a vastuamof money supporting through
mass media communication), and 63% recalled seeibig screen in-store. Figure
11 indicates the difference between the data dérfieethe CATI study and the data
derived via the eye-tracking methodology, wherebg tecall percentages are

compared with the number of respondent fixations.

3 For the purposes of this study, point-of-sale nialténcluded products on the floor, floating diga
pillars, window stickers, wall displays, muralsabded door mats, cabinet displays, informationdstahig
screens, and posters
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Figure 11: Recall versus number of respondents whioxated

Figure 11 shows discrepancies between the CATalath and the eye-tracking data.
From the outset, it appears that there are coiwaltbetween the CATI study data
and the eye-tracking data, particularly when oraksoat the comparisons of the data
for the major sporting event and the core offeriltgs important to note that both the
major sporting event and the core offering enjoystvamounts of marketing

communications support and this may have an impacthe aided recall figures

achieved. There is a vast difference betweenittedlaecall measure and the fixation
measure for the big screen. This reading is quitecerning, as it indicates that 63%
of the CATI sample recalled noticing the big scre@ethe shop, but only three of the
eye-tracking respondents (15%) actually looked.aRemembering that this was an
aided recall question, it appears that the majaftyespondents in the CATI study

assumed that they had seen the big screen, wheffent there is a good possibility

that this was something that they did not noticéhim store. The CATI study data
leads us to assume that there is a vast amountvafataim expressed by the

respondent, which could be partly attributed to thet that the responses were
prompted in this particular study. Admittedly,dmpect the respondent to recall what
they noticed in-store after a minimum of seven dags lapsed since their store visit,
is both unrealistic and ambitious. This is oftbe fapproach taken with advertising

tracking studies, which are flawed for the samsoea
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Upon closer inspection of the eye-tracking datayas found that of the sample of 20
respondents, only six people (30%) looked at tloenptional material associated with
the retail brand’s sponsorship of the sporting gvéen people (50%) looked at
posters promoting the core offering, and three [@e(ib%) looked at the big screen.
| stress that | have purposefully distinguishedveein ‘looking at’ and the percentage
of total fixations for each of these items, whehe troportions of fixations are
comparably low (2%, 19% and 5% respectively). Fgu2 diagrammatically

portrays these differences.
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Figure 12: Recall versus number of respondents whfixated and percentage of

fixations

Figure 12 provides a very clear comparison of weapondents are looking at in the
store, compared to what, if anything is attractmgh levels of visual interest. The
difference between the number of respondents Igokinthe major sporting event
material and the amount of ‘dwell time’ it is redeq, are quite broad. While 30% of
the respondents looked at the major sporting evextérial, it only enjoyed 2% of the
fixations in-store. One can therefore deduce thiatarea enjoys very low levels of
visual impact. The core offering generates thetraosount of visual interest from
the respondents, with 50% of the eye-tracking redpots looking at the area and
19% of all in-store fixations being attributed teetarea. The interplay between those
who looked at the big screen and the portion ddtfons it receives, is a lot closer

than for the major sporting event and core offeringhile 15% of the respondents
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looked at the big screen, it generated 5% of wditfons in-store. Again, we see a vast
difference in the data derived from the eye-tragkmersus what was generated from
the aided recall question in the CATI study. Wlee looks at the data from the exit
interview, the issue of the post-rationalised resgobecomes even more apparent.
The exit interview questionnaire featured the sammestions as those that were
analysed in the CATI study, except that the respengere unprompted. Figure 13
depicts the comparison of this data with the resiutim the CATI and eye-tracking
phases of the study.
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Figure 13: Aided recall, spontaneous recall, andxXations

The spontaneous recall data derived from the ex#rview does yield a more
accurate comparison to the eye-tracking data. Thiexplained by a couple of
factors:
The interview takes place immediately after theit\is the store and the
respondent’s recollections of what they saw areefioee fresh in their minds.
The responses are unprompted, which therefore ren@lemore accurate
picture of what they recall seeing and also limaity possible ‘halo effect’ by
a prompted awareness question.
There are, however, significant differences betwéledse post-rationalised and
cognitive measures of behaviour versus the measoirezctual behaviour. The

comparison of the three sets of data highlightsgbee in terms of capturing real and

22



accurate data about what people notice in-storsugerelying on the respondent to
cognitively play back what they believe they saw.

When comparing the qualitative insights, deriveahfrthe in-depth interviews, with

the eye-tracking, filming, CATI, and exit interviewata regarding the product
displays in the store, the distinction between vehegspondent is prompted to look at,
versus what they actually saw, becomes apparemt.thé in-depth interviews,

respondents declared that the product displays \iaranore visible in the new

generation stores. The layout of these new geparatores was believed to facilitate
easy viewing, particularly whilst waiting in a qeear walking around the store. The
glass and chrome displays were seen to be eyehtgtdo the extent that many
respondents mentioned the eye-catching produclagisgpontaneously. The product
displays were seen to be modern and open. Mogpbmeents believed that the

products featured in the displays were ‘well-spacéghrly visible and uncluttered'.

“The neatness of the displays is just as well divom the outside. The displays are
different now, it looks better than the old-fast@drdisplays they had. You don'’t see
these glass boxes every day. It is somethingeliffe..It is in a more modern style”

(in-depth interview respondent).

The eye-tracking data revealed that whilst 17 ef208 respondents (85%) fixated on
the product displays, only 20% of the fixationssiore were on product displays.
Whilst respondents in the qualitative research wesey complimentary of the
product displays on the floor, particularly in teynof their accessibility whilst
gueuing or walking around the store, the produspldys on the floor only attributed
to 29% of all fixations on product displays in @tere. Interestingly, it was 13 of the
20 respondents (65%) that generated 29% of fixationBy contrast, fewer
respondents (eight of the 20 or 40%) looked atwvilafl displays, yet 49% of all
fixations on product displays in the store wereilaited to the wall displays. In
summary, the wall displays enjoyed the highest alismpact of all the product
displays in-store. Table 3 indicates the relapeetions of fixations attributed to the

different types of product displays in the store.
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Summary of No. of %
fixations — Product respondents Fixations
displays
Wall display 8 49%
Products on floor 13 29%
Cabinet display 15 22%
Floating display 4 1%

Table 3: Fixations on product displays

Upon inspection of the filming data, a similar stonfolded to what was seen in the
eye-tracking data. Table 4 reveals the relatively levels of engagement with the

product displays in the store.

Sequence of areas interactéd % sample
Product display only 14%
Account payments counter then product displg 13%
Product display then account payment counte 7%
Service counter then product display 4%

Table 4: Filmed data: product displays

When these actual measures of where shoppers aventhte store and what they saw,
are compared to the post store visit interview datdifferent picture is drawn of what
shoppers noticed in the store. Eighty percenhefsample in the CATI study recalled
that there were products and services advertisdddaplayed in the store. When
prompted on which products and services were beifigred at the shop, 68%
mentioned the appropriate products and accessolfieme was to analyse the CATI
study data alongside the results of the qualitativeéepth interviews, one may believe
that the product displays have visual impact atrdettshoppers to them. In fact, one
might believe that 68% of the shoppers are awarth@fproducts and services on
offer based on an interaction with the productldigp The exit interview data, again,

is a more accurate rendition of what shoppers edtin-store with only four of the 20

* Interactions are defined as those moments wheshiieper actively engages with the fixture
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respondents (20%) mentioning that they saw a piodigplay on their recent visit to

the store.

Conclusions
Researchers simply cannot rely on consumer resdaraienerate insights about
shoppers. While consumer research plays a vitalinodetermining where the brand
sits in the mind of the consumer and whether ihdeed being used, there is a need
for a more holistic view to be taken of marketimgearch, in which the interaction
between the brand and the shopper needs to be stool@ér There is also a
fundamental difference between the ways that shsppehave in-store versus what
they are able to play back to a researcher viaiessef post-rationalised responses.
Qualitative research in the form of in-store fogusups or in-depth interviews
(as used in this study), is a very good way of usta@ding how shoppers feel
about different aspects of the in-store experienthis kind of research can,
however, focus on the wrong insights if it is ugedolation.
Post store visit interviews should happen as sdver dhe store visit as
possible, as the ability to recall the shop and twhas noticed in-store
diminishes over time and prompts are thereforeirequo remind the shopper
of their experience. These prompts can rendercurate insights as other
external variables can impact on the accuracy efdata (for example, the
halo effect and mass media communication). Prothpézollections of
behaviour can in fact lead to gross over-claim.
Interviews alone are not a solution recommendedtiopper research as they
do not allow for any measure of actual behaviowhat people do and what
people say they did are often two different thingd/e are not consciously
aware of most of our behaviour in-store and theeefbis difficult for us to
reflect on our behaviour when required to do so.
The role of window displays needs to be carefulbnsidered. The data
illustrated that shoppers are clearly in navigatlanode when approaching a
store. Their mission dictates their behaviour asch consequence, much of
the visual impact of window displays will be losthe nature of the mission

will dictate whether a store window is noticed ot (mission shopping versus
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browsing). Generally speaking, shoppers glanceimdow displays but look
through store entrances to gauge the offer inside.

Signage and point-of-sale material placed too lagbve the shopper’s head
will not be noticed. In this study, the front dasdgnage above the store front
door bears testimony to this fact.

No consistent patterns arose when comparing ash@per behaviour with
recall data. In the case of the post-shop CATd\stthe interview took place
too long after the shop to yield any meaningfuighss.

By comparing the number of respondents who fixadadan item with the
percentage of overall fixations the item receives, are able to derive a
measure of visual impact for the item.

By using one or a combination of the wrong reseamdthodologies, a
completely skewed picture of reality can be presernbd the researcher. In
any mixed methodology shopper study, a measuretohbbehaviour has to

be included if any value is to be placed on theaash findings.

In closing

This paper serves to highlight the inconsistenwiils the results of shopper research
when consumer-based methodologies are appliedhdfwesearch needs to be done
to identify the shortcomings of consumer researbRmit comes to assessing shopper

behaviour in-store.
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