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A

Abstract

This research evaluates the impact of different sales promotion tools, namely . bric
! ¢

discount, Product demonstration/sampling, buy one get one tree (bonus pack) -
. M

sweepstakes, on five consumers’ behavioral responses (product trial, brand S“i'\k‘hm

stockpiling, purchase acceleration and spending more) for buying convenience Prodyg,
ls

from supermarkets in Alexandria and Cairo. A total of 300 selected customers/ Shoppe;.
>y

were surveyed using a structured questionnaire.

Findings: the results showed that price discounts and buy-one-get-one-free offerg ang
were found to be the most effective for encouraging stockpiling, purchase acceleratjy,
and spending more. In-store demonstrations/sampling came third place in specificy),
encouraging product trial. On the other hand, sweepstakes and games were found to b.e

not effective at all in inducing the four behaviors investigated in this study.

Keywords: Price discount, In-store demonstrations, Buy one get one free, sweepstakes

Product trial, purchase acceleration, stockpiling, brand switching, spending more,

Egyptian Customers.
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NIRODUCTION

8 ercely competitive marketplace, brand managers strive to understand the impact of

sales promotlons on consumers in order to design suitable and effective marketing

camp
pudget
that cons¥
o purchase and purchase now.

aigns. Consumer promotions now account for almost a quarter of the marketing
of consumer product companies. I'rom the consumer point of view, this means

mers are being bombarded by consumer promotions aimed at persuading them

Therefore, it is necessary for marketers to understand which promotional tool is relatively
more effective in obtaining a given behavioral outcome which will help them increase
their sales Dy offering the right promotional tools to stimulate the desired behavioral
ponse from consumers. Hypermarket, Supermarket, and Discounters in Egypt
increased at a compounded annual growth rate (CAGR) of 7.5% between 2003 and 2008.

In addition to the fact that Food and Grocery market sales accounted for a.90.3% share of

Ies

the  hypermarket, supermarket, and  discounters format in  2008.
one of the most popular and

(www.companiesandmarkets.com). Sales promotions is

common tools that are extensively used to attract consumers to adopt certain behaviors

inside supermarkets.
1

previous studies that have been conducted discussing consumer

Bawa and Shoemaker, 1987 and 1989; Blattberg and

There are many
responses to sales promotions (e.g.,
Neslin, 1990; Leone and Srinivasan, 1996; Huff and Alden, 1998). However, there has
been much emphasis on coupons at the expense of other equally important promotional
tools such as bonus packsand price discounts. Coupons in general are not a very common

promotional tool used in Egyptian supermarkets and convenient stores. This is why this

study investigates the impact of other commonly adopted tools namely; price discounts,

bonus packs (e.g. buy one get one free) product displays/sampling and sweepstakes on

five main behavioral responses; brand switching, stockpiling, purchase acceleration

(buying earlier than planned), product trial and spending more. Previous research has

shown that sales promotion can encourage such behavioral responses (Shi et al,, 2005).
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the rclationship betweer different sales pmmOtiQn
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' ) : earch has not |j
This resea mers in Egypt Since previous Ies nkeq the
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stion is proposed: What is the impact f sal

ge of behavioral response iy i
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jon device
full range of sales promotion d

owing research que
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tian context, the fo AL
i g pehavioral responses i Egvpr
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promotion tools on consumer

objectives:

the research has two0 main ’ |
t00l in inducing each of the G

More specifically, .
iveness of each specific

1. Evaluate the effect

behaviors.

2. Evaluate the effectiveness of the four promotional tools in Inducing individy,

buying bebaviors.

PRIOR LITERATURE

The growth of research in the use of sales promotion as a marketing strategy is associated
~ with the proliferation of super and hyper markets for selling convenient products and the

drastic changes in shopping patterns for consumers around the world.

Sales promotion has been defined as ‘a direct inducement that offers an extra value o
incentive for the product to the sales force, distributors, or the final consumer with the
primary objective of creating an immediate Sale’ (Haugh, 1983), Belch and Belch (2003)
have proposed a similar definition. Totten & Block (1994) stated that the term sales
;.Jromot'ion refers to rr.1any kinds of selling incentives and techniques intended to product
immediate or short term sales effects. According to Shimp (2003), sales promotion refes

to any incentive used ] i
by a manufacturer to induce the trade (wholesalers, retailers, o

embers) and/ or consumers to buy a brand and to encourage the sal¢

force to aggressively sell it. Retailers

also use promoti . '
' i motional i ragt
desired behaviors from consumers ncentives to encourag
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definitions of sales promotion have a common viewpoint: they all involve a

The M3 e
remporary and tangible modification of supply, for the ultimate goal of direct impact on
he pehavior of the consumer, retailer or sales force. Within the marketing mix, sales
promOiion has one of the strongest impacts on shori-term consumption behavior (Laroche
ot al. 2003). It is more short-term oriented and capable of influencing behavior. It is an

‘action-focused’ marketing event (Blattberg & Neslin 1990).

gales promotion primarily has sales objectives; this Justifies the tendency of companies to
invest a large part of their budget on these actions. The intention is to give the product
greater appeal and value. The objectives of sales promotion will be reached to greater
extent when the consumer does not expect it. If the consumer is capable of anticipating
when a sales promotion action will take place, the results obtained will decrease. The
sales promotion technique to be developed will be different depending on the objectives.
There is a wide range of possibilities. For example Brassington and Pettit (1997)
classified sales promotion techniques as being either: Money based, Product-based,

Gift-, prize- or merchandise-based or Store-based.

Although the work of Gilbert and Jackaria (2002) goes some way towards comparing
consumer behavioral response to a numbeér of saies promotion tools, none of the previous
studies of sales promotion has actually compared the full range of behavioral responses

across the full range of sales promotion techniques except for a study by (Shi et al., 2005)
in Hong Kong.

Consumer’s Sales Promdtion Tools
A price discount is a temporary reduction of the list price of the product. The major

Strategic goal of a price discount is to discriminate between informed and uninformed
consumers, or between loyal users and switchers. Research suggests that price discounts
are Particularly effective in inducing purchase acéeleration and product trial (Gilbert &
Yackaria, 2002). There is a well-developed literature explaining the demographic and
PSychographic characteristics of the deal-prone segment (Bawa & Shoemaker, 1987a;
Blattber & Neslin, 1990). An emerging view is that psychographics play a direct role in
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i determine cop
deal proncness and ~demographics heilp Sumers‘
- . g
determining  de

psychographics (Ailawadi ef al. 2001).

K - o r S te
G h as sweepstakes (known as ‘lucky draws’) are used by supermarkets ty Allrag
ames suc stakes .
ffic. People participate in these games for reasons such as the perceived value o the
traffic. . - b |
prize, or perceived fun and interest (Ward & Hill, 1991). This particular sales Promog,,

tool has received limited research. It is also not very popularly used in Egypt COmpare o

other promotional tools.

Product demonstrations/sampling is widely used in Egyptian supermarkets, €specially g,
promote new product ideas or new brands. In their study, Ram and Sheth, ( 1989)
indicated that product demonstrations help reduce the resistance of consumers to ney,
products by lowering functional and psychological barriers thus €NCOUraging prodyg
trial. However, Gilbert and Jackaria, (2002) found that a free sample as a Promotiong|

offer had no significance on product trial, whereas Pramataris et gl. (2001); Fill, (2002
and Shimp, (2003), have shown otherwise.

)

1gnificant link

did not. Laroche et al., (2003)

Behaviorai responses to Promotional Tools

Looking first at brand switching, 5

; the brand wjj want to acquire it becaus
i0
I (Gupta, 1993), However, Brandweek, (199
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eopl ‘ ‘ '
o) that some Peop e. who change brand due 10 4 promotion change back to their
rite brand when buying that category of product Jaer. Gupta, (1998), and Bell ef af
: ! ell et al,

fav :
(1999) bave examined the magnitude of the brand switching effecy

dyn

majOfi

° at least relative to
amic effects such as stockpiling, and have found that brand swilching accounts for th
. accounts for the

ty of the current period promotion effect.

Consumer stockpiling is a fundamental consequence of sales promotions (Neslin, 2002)
[t oocurs because the promotion induces consumers to buy more than they would have'
otherwise (Blattberg et al., 1981; Neslin ef al, 1985). so consumers end up with more
quantity than they would have had in the absence of the promotion. Stockpiling can be
induced because stockpiling consumers are motivated to trade off inventory carrying cost

(o get a better price (Blattberg ef al. 1981; Krishna, 1992).

purchase acceleration means that a customer purchases a product at an earlier time than
planned (Shoemaker, 1979) as the result of a sales promotion, for reasons similar to those
of the stockpile (Aggarwal & Vaidyanathan, 2003). Sales promotions can encourage
consumers 0 either buy large quantities of the promoted product or buy that product at an
earlier time. Both these are outcomes and examples of purchase acceleration. Davis e al.,
(1992) was among the first researchers in marketing to demonstrate temporal purchase
acceleration as a consequence of promotion. Wilson, (1984) demonstrated that deal
purchases typically involved multiple units (larger quantities). Shoemaker (1979)
examined both temporal as well as quantity acceleration in his study. Blattberg et al.
(1981) reconfirmed shoemaker’s findings for four different product categories. They
showed that promotions shortened purchase time as well as increased purchase quantities.
/
s when used strategically not only increases brand awareness, but

Sales promotions tool
also encourage customers to try new products. Price promotion does influence new
product trial (Brandweek, 1994).. In a different study, Ehrenberg er al. (1994) found that
the short-term peaks in sales were due primarily to purchases made by occasional users of
a brand rather than by new customers. Furthermore, the study concluded that these

occasional users, after taking advantage of the price reduction, would most likely return
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ion : oduct trial.
between price promotion and produc

omer s p i with trying a new, less familja,
wer th tomer’s perceived risk associated with trying s,
lower the cus

for the first time (Blattberg ef al. 1981). Blackwell and col.leagues -a;gUed that .
products are more likely to succeed when consumers can e-xpe‘nment with or try the ; de,
on a limited basis, with limited financial risk. Product trial involves aC.tugflly trying .
using a product (Kardes, 1999). According to Peter and Olsen (1996), triability refers ,

the degree to which a product can be tried on a limited basis or divided into Sy
quantities for an inexpensive trial. Banks (2003) wrote that with sales promotion, brang

have a chance to quickly affect consumer choice and behavior by adding valye g

via samplipg
consumers may also spend more as they might purchase regulyy
priced items in addition to the promoted merchandise when the
a promotion (Mulhern and Padget, 1995). |

an on pack offer, by achieving incremental display or by encouraging trial
or couponing. Finally,

Y are attracted to store by
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four mog
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e | ' motional {oo]g
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m- =

product dlsplay/szunpling and

-wGLP51“keS/gunc » and understand their impact oy Consumers® hehayi
® DChavior

Iude | al responses,
Such behaviors include brand switching, stockpiling, purcha

S¢ acceleration, produyct trial
consider (he lollowmg rese

ding more. More specifically,
and spending y arch mode|-

Figure 1: Research Framework

L 3 In-store =
| / roduct iyt
I ;d lsp a e lF Product Trlal

Sweepstakes/
ames

i ""‘r.t; 19
d

Source: Deduced fromn (Yi Zheng Shi, Ka-Man Cheung & Gerard Prendergast, 2005) and (Nel son Oly

Ndubisi, and Chiew Tung Moi, 2005)
}

Based on the above model and previous studies the following hypotheses have been

derived:

The effectiveness of individual promotional tools
be analyzed
The effectiveness of the promotional tools used by Egypt supermarkets can y

i i ing behaviors
in two different ways. The first is by comparing the five different buying

T



induced by individual promotional tools. Through this comparison, the five behavi,
)]‘S 1

o i I
anked, and thus the effectivencss of ]

. -

yonse to each of th

resyp
¢ tool in inducing cacl

¢ four tools can be r
) of the four behaviors will be identified.

specifi
cant difference among consumer behavioral respoy
SC")

. Hla: There is a signifi

induced by price discounts
umer behavioral respong
S€g

H1b: There is 2 significant difference among cons

induced by free samples
. Hic: There is a significant difference among consumer behavioral response

induced by sweepstakes
. Hld: There is 2 significant difference among consumer behavioral responses

induced by buy one get one free offers

second hypothesis:
d with comparing the effectiveness of the four

he second hypothesis 1S concerne
nducing individual buying behaviors. The four tools will be ranked

yromotional tools in 1
duced by each. This highl

n terms of the behavior in ights which tools are most effective

n inducing one specific behavior.
s a significant difference among the brand switching response

. H2a: There i
induced by the sales promotion tools.

There is a significant differenc

e among the purchase acceleration responst

- H2b:
induced by th

H2c: There is & significant

e sales promotion tools.

difference among the stockpiling response induced by

the sales promotion tools.
nduced

nificant difference among the product trial response 1

. H2d: Thereisa sig
by the sales promotion tools.
a significant difference among th

i . d
e spending more response induce

. H2e: There is

by the sales promotion tools.
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ing and Datd C ollection:

Sart!
At otal final samp

pecifically in Cairo and Alexandria as they possess the largest number of

le of 300 shoppers have been surveyed using a structured questionnaire

. s
. Egypt and ‘ hey p |

er and hyper markets for food products. The questionnaire was administered face to
sup

face with rcspondenls to ensure a high response rate, accurate sampling and a minimum
ac

of 1

expland
D 103). Scale items for the promotional tools and behavioral responses were selected

nterviewer bias, while permitiing interviewer assessments, providing necessary

tions and giving the benefit of a degree of personal contact (Oppenheim, 1992,

based on a previous study by Gilbert and Jackaria (2002). A five point Likert scale
(1=stmngly disagree to S=strongly agree) was used to indicate the respondents behavioral
response t0 each of the three sales promotion tools. A total of 344 questionnaires were
distributed and only 300 were returned which represents a response rate of 87%. The
respondents ~ were defined as ‘supermarket shoppers’. Shoppers who visit
super/hypermarkets on a regular basis were interviewed. The interview was conducted

with the decision maker in the family the family was considered one unit.

The alpha coefficients relating the four behavioral responses to each tool were: price
discount 0.75; product demonstration/ sampling 0.83; sweepstakes and games 0.92;

bonus packs 0.82, all quiet satisfactory.

RESEARCH FINDINGS

Before discussing the findings of our hypotheses testing the following tables demonstrate

the actual sample structure for the study.
!

Table 1: Gender

?
ot i Frequency | Percent
Male 08 32.7
Female 202 67.3
____Total 300 100.0

19



Table 2: Age
'/w
21-25Yrs 43
26 - 30 ¥rS 77 25 Z)
31— 36 Y18 36 12‘3
36 - 40 ¥'S 7| 12
41-50YrS . 26.3
More than 76 0
o.yrs s00 | 100
| tol L —
Table 3; Occu ationp  ____——— |
Frequency | Percent |
: 84 28.0
Housewife 22 7.3
Private Business
Professional 20 6.7
(Doctor,
Lawyer...etc)
Employee in Public 30 10.0
Sector .
Employee in Private 144 48.0
Sector
Total 300 100.0
Table 4: Education
?ﬁ*
Frequency  Percent
University Graduate 221 3.7
Competed high School 2 7
Diploma Holder 10 3.3
Completed Masters 37 12.3
Completed PHD 13 43
Others 17 5.7
Total 300 100.0
Frequenc Percen
et T s
Mgmed 189 63.0
Widowed '
. " 27
Divorced 9 3'0
Total ;
300 100.0




4bl 6: Month ' Household Income

o
Fre !
|_—Tass than 1000L.E. quencga Percent |
1001 - 3000L.E 5 ;;0
3001 — 6000L.E. 95 | 33-7 |

5001 — 9000L.E. 51| 17'8
More than 9000L.E. 31 | 10-3 |
)“' 300 1000

Majority of the sample are females, given the fact that that they are the main decision
makers 10 the household when it comes to food and convenient products in general

Most of which are mar ried mainly belonging to middle age brackets as well as nllothers
belonging to high age brackets (above SOyears). This is also consistent with the
occupation segmentation which is mainly skewed towards housewives and employees in
the private sector. Majority of the sample are university graduates (74%) mainly
belonging to middle income brackets. Although many super and hyper markets have
become attractive shopping points to low, middle as well as high income brackets due to

the product variety and assortments that they hold as well as the special offers and

extensive use of sales promotions to specially attract lower income bracket families.

Testing the Hypothesis

A two-step Statistical analysis was carried out
research hypotheses. First, repeated measures ANOV

variables. If the results of the test indicated a significant differen
tests to isolate the source of the difference.

h of the

for making the comparisons and testing the
A were used to compare the

ce among them, the

second step was to conduct paired-sample #-
rocess, the five different buying behaviors induced by eac

Through this two-step p
the four tools on each individual buying

four sales promotion tools, and the effect of
behavior, were ranked, and the differences among the variables were determined.

The results of this analysis are shown in Table 7, 8 and 9.
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i [ -lk,s Lﬂmbda

T~
wilk’s Lamdba {P<0.05%)

‘ pling/ sweepstakes buy one |
i product sam |

Price ]
Discounts Demonstrations to |

15 : O 69*

78" * 0.65 '
.
i havior ~ 0.78* 0.73 |

Buying Beha -

. J 2 9 i d
Table 8: Repeated Measures ANOVA- Buying Behavior (W ilk’s Lambda)
: Rep

. . ——
Wilk’s Lamdba (P<0.05%)
Brand Purchase Stockpiling Product Spend
i i M
Switching Acceleration Trial ore B
% 79* 0.80* |
\PromotionalTools 0.68* 0.77* 0.83 0

Table 9: Mean Behavioral responses to the Sales Promotion Tools

Price In-store Sweepstakes | Buy one
discount | demonstration get one
free
Brand
switching 244 |  2.88'2 2.147® 2.63%b
Purchase
acceleration 3.66 :a 2.80™ 2417 3.48'
Stockpiling | 3.55 @ 2.85™ 246™ 3.26™
Product trial | 26628 2,997 216 2672
Spend more 3.25 ™ 2.68™ 2.29™ 2.89%
Total 15.54 14.20 11.46 14.93
Average 3.11 2.84 2.29 2.99
a: 1* highest significant mean ‘

b: 2™ highest significant mean

S among the five buying behaviors for

1t 1s indicated in taple 7 (significant Wilk’s Lambda,
tests were then cond

each sales promotional tool as

P<0.05). Paired- sample ¢-
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e discounts, it can be seen that the

fot priC Ive behaviorg induced by price discounts can

divided into two groups. The first group
be

includes purchage acceleration (mean= 3.66),
gockpiling (mean=3.55)

, and spending  more (mean= 3.25).

These means are
ificantly different from those of the second group com
signt

posed of product trial ymean=
2.66) and brand switching (mean= 2.44). This indicates that customers feel that price
jiscounts are more effective in inducing the behaviors of the first group than those of the
second group. Hla is supported,

In-store demonstrations and product sampling have been recently commonly used in
-$

Egyptian super and hyper markets attempting to attract shoppers to try new brands and

ducts. However, by means of paired —sample t-tests, it was found that consumers do
pro .

t consider in-store demonstrations/sampling very effective in inducing the five buying

no

behaviors. They were more effective in inducing product trial (mean=2.99) as compared
e .

to the other behaviors as it’s clear from table 9. Thus H1b was not supported.

Regarding sweepstakes that are usually presented in the Egyptian market ifl the.form of
contests and less commonly games, there seemed to be no significant triggering of da
specific behavioral outcome as it is clear from table 9, again Hlc was n'ot su}jporlte f;
Finally, bonus packs like for example buy on get one free, The fesults of Paired-samp <-: !
tests showed that bonus packs were most effective in inducmg purchase accelira:;n
(mean=3.48) followed by stockpiling (mean=3.26) and sp-endmg more (meaz;—i.ranz
However they were less effective in inducing product trial (mean=2.67) an

switching (mean=2.63); to conclude H1d is supported.

On the other hand, the second hypothesis focused on th ? effediv?ess O\ie]:-:eozjlt;:'l:;
tols in inducing individual behaviors. The same analytfcal procer:r]efo i e
like the first hypothesis. Again repeated measures ANOVA w::on tools. The results
¢ach buying behavior was affected by the four sales p-r 0::1 tools for each buying
indicated significant differences among the four promotion

3haU 1 i 2 d 0.05). [ a]red' Salnp
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ns of the four pmmolional tools i”ducq
<(

he mea
(- tests were then conducted t0 compare the
by each type of buying behavior:
' ired- e t-test; co .
Starting with brand switching and after running paired sampl ; comparing
C -
s showed similar means across all promotional tools (p

g (all means below 3), therefore H2a wag -

relative effectiveness of the tool
t that stron

e effect of purchase accelerati
d can be divided into two groups. The first grouy

the brand switching effects is no
supported. On the other hand th on induced by the four
promotional tools was significant an
consists of purchase acceleration effects induced by price discounts (mean=3.66) g
bonus packs (mean=3.48). These effects

induced by in-store product demonstrations

games (mean=2.63). H2b is supported.

are significantly stronger than the effe

(mean= 2.88) and finally sweepstakes anq

Stockpiling effects of the four promotional tools showed a pattern similar to that of
purchase acceleration effects: that is, price discounts (mean= 3.55) and bonus packs (buy
one get one free) (mean= 3.26) were considered the most effective tools in inducing
stockpiling. The responses to these measures are significantly different from the
responses for the other two tools; in-store-demonstrations (mean= 2.85) and sweepstakes
(mean= 2.46). As for product trail all means scored below 3 with in-store demonstrations

highest (mean=2.99) followed by the other three promotional tools. So, H2¢ and d are

supported.

Finall ired-
e y, paired- sample t-tests found that all the promotional tools were significantl
ifferent fi yre _ significantly
: rom each other in inducing respondents to spend more. Price di
mean=3.25 . . Price discounts
) were considered the most effective, followed by bonus packs/ b (
cks/ buy one ge

one free offers = = Wi
(mean=2.89). In-store demonstrations (mean=2.68) and taxes
9 .68) sweepstak

(mean= 2.29) were less effective. H2e is supported

~

Overall, price di
» price discounts was ;
considered the most effective promotional tool (overal
ool (ov

mean=3.11) as it’s cle 9. f uy
ar from the last row in table 9, followed by b ks/buy 01
, foll onus packs 0

get one free (ove
rall mean=
2.99). Consumers claimed that these t tion
wo promotio
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aiitts effietive ik 3 "
uctl\”"es are ( fective in mduung most of the desired buyj bel
e | $ uymg behaviors '

I s 15. In-store

450 S"anom/sdmphng (overall mean= 2.84) wag ranked the thj d it

.] | - - rd most effective too] |

ducing the five buying behaviors and ﬁnally swccpstakcu/kam ( i

fi >rgames (overall mean=2.29

. )

were considered the least effective.

pISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The proliferation of supermarkets, hypermarkets and food chain stores in Egypt and th

Arab Region has tempted marketers to better tailor their offerings to their t;u-::t erk[ef
and attempt to understand their behavior and perceptions towards shopping fo:
convenient goods in general. This research has investigated the effectiveness of four
promotional tools commonly used in Egyptian super and hyper markets to induce various

forms of buying behavior.

Looking first at price discounts, the results showed that they were more effective in
inducing shopper’s behavior in general; more specifically they are most effective in
encouraging purchase acceleration (to buy earlier than planned), stockpiling and spending
more. This is consistent with the findings of (Gilbert & Jackaria 2002, and Neslin ez al.
1985). On the other hand price discounts were found to be least effective in inducing
brand switching which is consistent with the findings of Shi et al., (2005). However it is
inconsistent with the findings of (Begon™a Alvarez and Rodolfo Va'zquez Casielles.

2005) who found that immediate price reductions (price cuts) exerts a greater influence

on the brand choice process.

Egyptian consumers perceive price discounts as the most obvious form of saving that is

simple and most straight forward compared to other promotional tools; as shoppers need

only compare the value of the offer with the reference price With a country suffering

from high levels of illiteracy, constant price incre
price cuts is the most believable and logical form of savin
Egyptian consumer. Similarly bonus packs as buy one get one fre

also appealing to Egyptian consumers and shoppers as it induces the sam
Wwith bonus packs, consumers know

ases and high unemployment rates; real
g from the point of view of the
¢ offer were found to be
e behaviors as

. : : _ how much
price discounts but with lesser impact.
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more they can get from the deal. Maybe the only drawback is that they )y by ”
i Urg

quantity than they actually need at (the moment and also the hassle of Motape M

consistent with the findings of Gilbert and Jackarta (2002) and Shieral (2005

The other two tools namely in-store sampling or product demonstations and sy, Ptk
(games) were found to be not so effective in encournging consumers gy ""‘l'hv[‘
towards specific behaviors. Actually the only obvious behavior induce by in op,
sampling/demonstrations was product trial. This is consistent with the finding, 4
Pramataris e ol. (2001) Ndubisi and Chew, (2005), who found that producy S0Pl
had a significant impact on product trial. This kind of promotional tool has becoyy, Very
commen at Egyptian super and hyper markets. However, marketers should (hing aboy
more creative and innovative ways for utilizing this tool inside and outside s(oye like
sending free tasting samples of new products to loyal customers. Attractive IN-50re
display practices are necessary to gain the greatest sales from product trial. On the other
hand, sweepstakes and games are relatively less effective in inducing the four larpet
buying behaviors. This is due to the fact that while sweepstakes and games add
excitement and fun to the supermarket shopping experience, consumers realize tha (he

chance of winning a substantial prize is slim.

This study has also focused on behavior responses of Egyptian shoppers and
consumers. The primary goal of most sales promotion campaigns is to
immediately increase sales. Therefore, the behaviors of purchase acceleration,
stockpiling and spending more are the most desirable for super/hyper markets.
This study has found that in general the promotional tools commonly used in
Egypt are effective in this regard. Overall, the four promotional tools studied were
considered less effective in inducing brand switching which is inconsistent with
the findings of Gupta (1988), Chintagunta (1993), Chiang (1991), Bucklin et al.
(1998), and Bell ef al., (1999) who have examined the magnitude of the brand

switching effect, at least relative to dynamic effects such as stockpiling. and have

found that brand switching accounts for the majority of the current period

promotion effect. There may be other reasons for consumers to switch to othef
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ike for ex: a bad e ' '
prands like example a bad experience with a brand and not 1l
necessarily sales

”. iOllﬂI 0()1\.\\. }'Ul’l]lt?l'ln 'C ].‘ ]P I Su I > e l()

change and should be induced with more conviiicing reasons to switch P
: switch to other

. l E l 4

have become branded like rice, sugar, oil, jam and bread

The overall, findings of this rescarch are very relatively consistent with findings
of research conducted in similar countries to Egypt such as Hong Kong and
Malaysia and inconsistent to studies conducted in different countries such as the
UK and the States. The ranking of the four promotional tools in terms of their
effectiveness in inducing the desired behavior suggests that consumers prefer

tools that are simple and need less involvement.

MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS AND FUTURE

———

RESEARCH

-————————-

The results can help marketers appreciate which tool is relatively more effective in

obtaining a given promot
the right promotional tools to stimulate the desir

. 1y s . . . -
ional outcome which will hence increase their sales by offering
ed behavioral response from consumers.

Therefore marketing managers need to carefully plan their promotional budgets and the

allocation of the budget over different forms of promotions. For example, promotions that

emphasize price discounts, free sample, and buy one get one free offers are likely to be

more effective than sweepstakes.

e to communication objectives as well as the sales

Sales promotion could contribut
that proposed by Vakratas and Ambler

objectives, therefore future research similar to

(1999) in the advertising domain is recommended to measure
ffects of sales promotion. Product price sho

onal drivers of behavioral responses may

otional drivers of highly priced

the interaction between the

communication and behavioral e uld also be

included in the variables as various promott

differ with respect to product price, for example prom
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differ from Jow price items. Theretore. it 1s recommended thg t
i ice 1 - Utiy,

moderation effect of product price 10 order to see if the g}, 2
7 .;(‘:r"/r‘

oss product values.

items, might
h examine the

researc
gcncralizcd acr

effects could be
tools on consumers’
‘ rs’” beha.:

he effect of sales promotional

h can be conducted
s and insights into which tools
T€ moy,

research focused on t
on the services sector
or f){fm

ts only. Future researc

rovide different finding
dustries and can trigger different kinds of bep,
a"’irJl'al

Finally, this
convenience produc
roduct categories that can p

p
o which products, services or in

relevant t

response.
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