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The purpose of this study is to develop a better understanding of inner city consumers by
examining their hedonic and utilitarian motivations behind shopping. A national survey of
inner city and non-inner city consumers was conducted in November 2005. A total of 257
inner city and 411 non-inner city consumers participated in the survey. Data were analyzed
using SPSS and AMOS statistical software. Results showed inner city consumers to have
higher hedonic motivations for shopping compared to non-inner city consumers. A cluster
analysis using mean scores for hedonic and utilitarian shopping motivations produced five
consumer clusters: (a) alpha shopper, (b) economic shopper, (c) beta shopper, (d) functional
shopper, and (e) mission specialist. Findings suggest that the retail environment provides
as an important outlet for inner city consumers who exhibited stronger tendencies to use
the retail environment for entertainment, sensory and intellectual stimulation, and social
gathering. Store evaluative criteria for each consumer cluster are also reported.

Inner cities are economically distressed urban areas characterized by low
household income and high unemployment, however, research conducted by the
Initiative for a Competitive Inner City (ICIC) and The Boston Consulting Group
revealed that inner cities possess over $90 billion in annual retail spending power
(ICIC, 2000; U.S. Inner Cities, 2004). Inner cities have the same percentage of
moderate to middle income households as the national average and eight times more
spending power than surrounding metropolitan areas, yet have been recognized as
an underserved market. Accordingly, the development of strategies to capture the
extensive buying power in an inner city market could be lucrative (Howell, 2004).

Inner cities can be considered an attractive target market for retailers due to
diverse demographics and high density of population. In addition, as many as 30%
to 50% of inner city consumers do not own cars (Loukaitou-Sideris, 2000) and are
less likely to travel to a major suburban shopping center or mall if immediate facilities
adequately satisfy their purchasing and entertainment needs. Thus, there are abundant
opportunities for retail stores (e.g., specialty, department, supercenters, and discount
outlets) and shopping centers (e.g., lifestyle, mixed-use) to provide the “right” shopping
environment to appeal to this valuable market base. Being aware of and incorporating
all aspects of shopping truly allows retailers to be engaged in the community that they
serve.

Traditional research on shopping motivations examines shopping from a
product acquisition, rational, or task-oriented approach (e.g., Batra & Ahtola, 1991;
Babin, Dardin, & Griffin, 1994). The utilitarian aspect of consumer behavior is directed
toward satisfying a functional or economic need (Babin et al., 1994), and shopping
is compared to a task and its value weighted on its success or completion (Hirschman
& Holbrook, 1982). Adapting items from scales developed by Babin et al. (1994),
Kim (2004) found two dimensions of utilitarian motivation, which are efficiency and
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achievement. Efficiency refers to consumer needs to save time and resources while
achievement refers to a goal related shopping orientation where success in finding
specific products that were planned for at the outset of the trip is important.

Through the years, researchers have directed attention to the emotional aspects
of shopping and the need to understand the shopping experience from both utilitarian
and hedonic perspectives (e.g., Bloch & Richins, 1983; Westbrook & Black, 1985). In
contrast to the utilitarian perspective, shopping is viewed as a positive experience where
consumers may enjoy an emotionally satisfying experience related to the shopping
activity regardless of whether or not a purchase was made. The hedonic aspect of
shopping has been documented and examined as excitement, arousal, joy, festive,
escapism, fantasy, adventure, etc. (e.g., Babin et al., 1994; Bloch & Richins, 1983;
Sherry, 1990; Fischer & Arnold, 1990; Hirschman, 1983). Also, the entertainment
aspect of retailing is increasingly being recognized as a competitive tool among retailers
(Arnold & Reynolds, 2003). Using both qualitative and quantitative studies, Arnold
and Reynolds (2003) investigated hedonic reasons why people go shopping and found
six broad categories that motivate shopping: (a) adventure, (b) social, (c) gratification,
(d) idea, (e) role, and (f) value. Adventure shopping refers to shopping for excitement,
adventure, and stimulation. It also refers to experiencing a different environment that
stimulates the senses. Social shopping emphasizes the social benefits of shopping with
friends and family. Gratification shopping refers to shopping as a means to create a
positive feeling, that is, to feel better or give a special treat to oneself. Idea shopping
refers to shopping to gather information about new trends, fashions, and products.
Role shopping reflects the enjoyment felt when shopping for others and finding the
perfect gift. Value shopping refers to the joy of hunting for bargains, finding discounts,
and seeking sales. As such, consumers enjoy shopping for various reasons.

The buyer decision process involves processing and evaluating information.
Consumers apply a variety of criteria when evaluating purchase alternatives. The set
of criteria employed by consumers may vary in importance or impact decision making
in different ways. The criteria employed by consumers may be based on attributes
and benefits of a particular product being considered for purchase or from the stores
where they shop. Store evaluative criteria are defined as attributes buyers seek from
the stores in which they shop (Williams & Slama, 1995). Examples of store attributes
include good value and prices, wide selections, ease of returns, competent salespeople,
store reputation, convenience, prestige, and social reference value (Williams & Slama,
1995). Prior research on purchase decision criteria provides evidence that the relative
importance of evaluative criteria may differ based on personal factors such as social
class, gender, and relative income level (Williams, 2002).

Although surveys exist that examine the demographic characteristics and
shopping patterns of inner city consumers, they do not capture how shopping may
be a fun or enjoyable experience in their everyday lives. Retailer strategies based on
fulfilling the practical or functional needs of consumers fail to consider the potential
of the full shopping experience. This study fills this void by examining both the
hedonic and utilitarian shopping motivations of inner city consumers. In addition,
store evaluative criteria in conjunction with shopping motivations are examined to
better understand consumer expectations of retailers.
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Research Purpose

The purpose of this study is to develop a stronger understanding of inner
city consumers by examining their hedonic and utilitarian motivations behind
shopping. The hedonic and utilitarian shopping motivations of inner city consumers in
comparison to non-inner city consumers were examined. By identifying the variations
in the shopping motivations of inner city and non-inner city consumers, retailers will
be better able to address the needs of consumers specific to the inner city through
focusing on and emphasizing various aspects of retailing that support their underlying
motivations. Figure 1 illustrates the study process, where both inner city and non-inner
city consumers are grouped based on hedonic and utilitarian shopping motivations
and profiles are developed using shopping motivations, inner city versus non-inner
city status, demographics, and spending patterns. Also, store evaluative criteria across
consumers groups are examined. Finally, unique characteristics pertaining to inner
city consumers are discussed.

Consumer profiles

Shopping motivations

Hedonic shopping motivations Hedonic motivations
Adventure Utilitarian motivations
Social Demographics
Gratification Age

Consumer groups
Idea Gender
Role Ethnicity
Value Occupation
Education
_—

Utilitarian shopping motivations Spending pattems
Achievement Store evaluation criteria
Efficiency

Figure 1. Development of consumer profiles based on hedonic and utilitarian shopping motivations.
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Data Collection

A national survey of inner city and non-inner city consumers was conducted
using a randomly generated consumer mailing list purchased from a data marketing
company. The mailing list was generated from Acxiom’s InfoBase database, which
integrates information from over fifteen of the nation’s top data sources, and is multi-
verified, ZIP + 4 coded, and cleaned (USADATA, 2006). Inner city census tracts
identified by the ICIC were used to filter consumers, where inner city is defined as
areas with: (a) 20% or higher poverty rate or poverty rate of 1.5 times or more than the
Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA); (b) median household income of half or less of
the MSA; and (c) unemployment rate of 1.5 times or more than the MSA (ICIC, 2004).
A non-inner city consumer mailing list, excluding census tracts identified as inner city
areas, was also generated.

The questionnaire consisted of questions concerning: (a) hedonic and utilitarian
shopping motivations, (b) store attribute preferences, (c¢) household spending for select
items during the past week, and (d) personal information (e.g., age, gender). The
hedonic and utilitarian items were adopted from questions developed by Arnold and
Reynolds (2003) and Babin et al. (1994). Items used to measure shopping evaluative
criteria were partially adopted from Williams and Slama (1995). Questions concerning
hedonic and utilitarian shopping motivations and store attribute preferences were
measured on a 5 point Likert type scale.

A total of 9,986 surveys and a survey reminder postcard distributed two
weeks later after the survey, were mailed to 4,993 inner city and 4,993 non-inner city
consumers in November, 2005. A total of 257 questionnaires were returned from the
inner city mailing list and 411 from the non-inner city mailing list. Of the total surveys
mailed, 396 were returned with no forwarding address from the inner city mailing
list and 205 from the non-inner city mailing list. Taking into consideration the non-
deliverable surveys, the response rate was 6% for the inner city mailing list and 9%
for the non-inner city mailing list. For data analysis, a total of 662 questionnaires 255
from the inner city and 407 from the non-inner city, were usable. Overall, a higher
percentage of females (67%) responded to the survey for the inner city group and 71%
for the non-inner city group (see Table 1).

Table 1
Consumer Characteristics by Gender
Inner city Non-inner city
Gender f % f %
Male 80 31.37 114 28.01
Female 172 67.45 290 71.25
Unknown 3 1.18 3 0.74
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Sample Characteristics

Overall, the age distribution of the respondents was similar across the inner
city and non-inner city groups. The mean age for the inner city group was 49 years of
age and the non-inner city group was 52 years of age. The inner city group showed a
slightly higher percentage of respondents in the 26 to 35 years of age group (14% for
inner city and 10% for non-inner city) and 36 to 45 years of age group (18% for inner
city and 17% for non-inner city). The non-inner city group showed a slightly higher
percentage for consumers who responded that were over 65 years of age (15% for
inner city and 19% for non-inner city).

In terms of the consumers’ marital status, 58% of the inner city consumers were
single, whereas 68% of the non-inner city consumers were married. For household
type, the inner city group had a higher proportion of single parents with children (14%)
and the non-inner city group had a higher proportion of consumers who were married
with children (37%). In terms of consumers’ ethnicity, 50% of the respondents from the
inner city group were Caucasian and 39% were African American. For the non-inner
city group, 90% of the respondents were Caucasian. An overwhelming majority of the
respondents were citizens of the United States. The education levels of consumers who
responded to the survey were quite similar. For both groups, over a third of the sample
had completed a bachelor’s degree. In terms of annual income, the mean for inner city
consumers was around $35,000 and the mean for non-inner city consumers was around
$50,000. In terms of occupation, over a third of the sample were in the management,
professional, and related occupations group category. Based on the consumers who
participated in this survey, inner city consumers spent more dollars on all surveyed
categories except for items for the home

Data Analysis and Results
Hedonic and Utilitarian Shopping Motivations

Confirmatory factor analysis of hedonic and utilitarian shopping motivations.
In order to validate the measurement properties of the hedonic and utilitarian shopping
motivation attribute scale, an iteration of confirmatory factor analyses was conducted
(Anderson & Gerbing, 1988; Gerbing & Anderson, 1988; see Table 2). A 24 item,
and eight-dimension confirmatory factor model was estimated using AMOS 5.0,
and inspection of fit indices were above acceptable thresholds (x> = 865.52, df =
224, p = .000; GFI = .90; CFI = .92; and RSMEA = .06). Convergent validity of
items were confirmed by sufficiently large factor loadings (.54 to .94) and significant
t-values (9.74 to 33.63). Internal reliability was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha.
Reliabilities for all factors ranged from .60 to .89. In testing for discriminant validity
among the factors, all interfactor correlations between two constructs were found
to be smaller than the calculated average of the variances for the two constructs
(Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Confirmatory factor analyses successfully validated the
items used to measure the six hedonic and two utilitarian shopping motivations.
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Multivariate analysis was performed to examine the shopping motivations of
inner city versus non-inner city consumers (see Table 3). Also, gender effects were
examined. Wilks’ Lambda was significant for inner city status (F=4.60, p <.001) and
gender (F = 10.72, p <.001). A gender difference between males and females were
found across all shopping motivation variables for the combined inner city and non-
inner city data. A significant difference was found between inner city and non-inner
city data for all but one hedonic motivation, value shopping. For these constructs,
results showed inner city consumers to have significantly higher hedonic shopping
motivations. There were no differences in the utilitarian shopping motivations between
the inner city and non-inner city data.

Cluster analysis of consumer group. Cluster analysis was conducted to
examine consumer groups based on hedonic and utilitarian shopping motivation
scale. A two-step clustering approach was employed using both hierarchical and non-
hierarchical methods (for a discussion on cluster analysis, see Hair et al., 1998). First,
using the mean scores representing each of the hedonic and utilitarian motivation
dimensions, a hierarchical cluster analysis was performed using Ward’s method and
squared Euclidian distances. Ranges of three to six cluster solutions were tested and
an examination of the dendogram and agglomeration schedule produced support for a
five-cluster solution.

Next, using the hierarchical cluster centers as initial seeds, a k-means cluster
analysis was performed. The final assignment of cases to clusters resulted in five
clusters of n,=112, n,=137, n,=144, n =89, and n=180. As part of the analyses,
ANOVA models showed a significant difference in means across the five clusters
(F values ranging from 45.35 to 274.89). Table 4 provides the cluster means of the
summed motivation scales under the column labeled “specified seeds,” and results
from Tukey post hoc tests illustrating differences between specific cluster means.

Finally, to validate the five-cluster solution derived above, a k-means cluster
analysis with random initial seeds was performed on the six hedonic motivation and
two utilitarian motivation scales. Table 4 provides a comparison of the “specified
seeds” versus “random seeds” k-means cluster solution. The cluster sizes and means
are very similar, providing evidence of the stability of the five-cluster solution.
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Shopping Motivation of Consumer Groups

The characteristics of each cluster were examined based on the cluster means
and the following labels were developed:

1. Cluster 1, the alpha shopper, emerged as the leader of the shopper group with
high scores for all hedonic and utilitarian shopping dimensions.

2. Cluster 2, the economic shopper, showed strong scores for the two utilitarian
shopping motivations, achievement and efficiency, and one hedonic shopping
motivation, value shopping.

3. Cluster 3, the beta shopper, showed relatively high means (second to the
alpha shopper) for hedonic and utilitarian shopping motivations, except
for two hedonic shopping motivation dimensions, social shopping and idea
shopping.

4. Cluster 4, the functional shopper, showed only high mean scores for the
utilitarian shopping motivation dimensions.

5. Cluster 5, the mission specialist, showed high mean scores for the utilitarian
shopping motivation dimensions and two hedonic shopping motivations
dimensions, role shopping and value shopping.

Characteristics of Shopper Groups

Table 5 provides a statistical summary of the consumer clusters. The following
summaries highlight the main characteristics of the various shopper groups.

Alpha shopper. The alpha shopper is the most enthusiastic shopper with high
levels of motivation in all aspects of shopping. Twenty-three percent of the inner
city consumers were alpha shoppers, compared to 13% for non-inner city consumers.
Approximately 19% of the female consumers were alpha shoppers, compared to 11%
of'the male consumers. A high percentage (35%) of alpha shoppers were 18 to 25 years
of age, and compared to the rest of the shopper groups, less than 10% of the consumers
56 to 65 years of age and over 65 years of age were described as the alpha shopper.
In terms of ethnicity, 34% of the African Americans were alpha shoppers compared to
14% of both the Caucasians and Hispanics. In terms of marital status, the proportion
of married versus single alpha shoppers were almost equal and only 19% of the single
consumers and 29% of the single consumers with children were alpha shoppers.

Alpha shoppers were less educated, containing a higher percentage of
consumers that did not have a college degree; only 12% of consumers with bachelor’s
degree were alpha shoppers. Also, fewer shoppers with master’s degree (6%) and
doctoral or professional degrees (15%) were categorized as alpha shoppers. A quarter
of consumers whose occupation was in the production, transportation, and material
moving occupation category were alpha shoppers. Income levels show 31% of the
shoppers with under $15,000 income to be alpha shoppers. Other income ranges
showed less than 20% of consumers within each respective income range to be alpha
shoppers. Only 7% of the consumers in the $125,000 to $149,000 and $150,000 to
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$199,999 income ranges were alpha shoppers. Alpha shoppers reported the highest
average spending for apparel ($176 per week) compared to other consumer groups.

Economic shopper. The economic shopper is a rational shopper who is price
sensitive and considers the functional aspects of shopping to be important. A quarter of
the non-inner city consumers were economic shoppers compared to 14% of inner city
consumers. Close to a quarter of the male consumers (24%) were economic shoppers
compared to 20% for female consumers. A very small percentage of shoppers in the
18 to 25 year age group were economic shoppers (8%). Over 25% of the consumers
in the 36 to 45 and 56 to 65 years of age group were economic shoppers. Only 22%
of Caucasians and 11% of African American consumers were economic shoppers.
Twenty-three percent of married consumers were economic shoppers.

Economic shoppers were the highest educated, with 28% of consumers with
a bachelor’s degree and 29% of consumers with a master’s degree in this shopper
category. Twenty-nine percent of the consumers in the farming, fishing, and forestry
occupation category and 24% of the consumers in the management, professional, and
related occupation category were economic shoppers. A third of the consumers in the
$50,000 to $74,000 and $150,000 to $199,999 income ranges were economic shoppers.
There were no product categories where the economic shopper spent more dollars per
week on average.

Beta shopper. Similar to the alpha shopper, the beta shopper has strong
shopping motivations for most dimensions but not as high as alpha shoppers.
Approximately 25% of the inner city consumers were beta shoppers, compared to
19% of non-inner city consumers. Approximately a quarter of the female shoppers
(24%) were beta shoppers compared to only 17% for male consumers. Similar to alpha
shoppers, beta shoppers were younger in age. Twenty-seven percent of the consumers
were 18 to 25 years of age and 29% of the consumers were 26 to 35 years of age. Beta
shoppers consisted of twenty-nine percent of African American consumers, 28% of
Hispanics, and only 20% of Caucasians. A higher percentage of single consumers were
beta shoppers, as 29% of single consumers that were either never married, or divorced
or separated.

The education levels of beta shoppers varied. Close to a third (32%) of con-
sumers who did not graduate from high school were beta shoppers, and 20% to 26% of
shoppers who had some college (e.g, associate’s, bachelor’s, or master’s degree) were
beta shoppers. By occupation, 41% of the consumers who were in the sales and office
occupations were beta shoppers. In terms of income, approximately one quarter of the
consumers in the $15,000 to $24,999, $25,000 to $34, 999, and $75, 000 to $99,999
income ranges were beta shoppers. Forty percent of the consumers in the $125,000 to
$149,999 income range and 47% in the $150,000 to $200,000 income range were beta
shoppers. In terms of purchases, beta shoppers held the highest spending level for all
listed product categories except for apparel (including shoes) and sporting goods/toys/
books/CD.
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Functional shopper The functional shopper considers the utilitarian shopping
motivations, achievement and value to be most important. Fifteen percent of non-inner
city consumers were functional shoppers, compared to 12% for inner city consumers.
A high percentage of male consumers (27%) were functional shoppers compared to
only 8% of female consumers. A higher percentage of consumers over 35 years of age
appeared to be functional shoppers. In terms of ethnicity, over half (56%) of the Asian
consumers were functional shoppers compared to 5% of African American and 7%
of Hispanic consumers. A higher percentage of single and widowed (22%), married
(15%), and married without children (2%) consumers were functional shoppers.

Over a third (37%) of consumers with doctoral or professional degrees was
functional shoppers. In terms of occupation, over half (54%) of the consumers who
were in the construction, extraction, and maintenance occupation categories, and 21%
in production, transportation, and material moving were functional shoppers. Also,
more consumers in the upper income ranges were functional shoppers, with 40% of
consumers in the $125,000 to $149,999 income range, and 22% in the $150,000 to
$199,999 income range. Compared to other shoppers, the functional shopper reported
a lower spending on groceries and snacks, candy, soft drinks, etc.

Mission specialist. The mission specialist is high on the utilitarian shopping
dimension and more price sensitive than the economic shopper. In addition, an
important reason aspect of shopping for mission specialists is to shop for others. The
mission specialist shopper group had a high percentage of inner city (26%) and non-
inner city shoppers (28%). This type of shopper was well distributed across all age
groups, genders, and household types. Interestingly, the lowest percentage of mission
specialists was found among the Asian consumers (6%). A slightly lower percentage
of single and never married consumers were mission specialists (18%).

Forty-two percent of high school graduates were mission specialists, and 24%
to 32% of consumers who had some college, or an associate’s, bachelor’s, or master’s
degree were in this shopper category. With the exception of two occupation categories
(i.e., sales and office occupations and farm, fishing, and forestry occupations), a
majority of respondents were in various occupation categories. Approximately 39%
of consumers in the $100,000 to $124,999 income range were mission specialists
compared to only 19% of consumers in the $75,000 to $99,999 income range. Overall,
a high percentage of consumers with household incomes of $50,000 and under were
mission specialists. In terms of household spending, mission specialists spent a lower
amount of money on all product categories except for groceries and snack, candy, soft
drinks, etc.

Volume 13, Number 1, 2006



69

Using Shopping Motivations to Profile Inner City Consumers

001 €C £r0¢ L S5 4 I 8LYE 8 60°9C 9 S 4 I EELLT0)

001 101 0861 0¢ 06'6 01 69°0¢ §3 9L€T ¥C y8°G1 91 s)npe jo dnoin
001 SCl 0T'1¢ 6¢ 08°0C 9C 0091 0¢ 09'1¢ LT 0¥'01 €l USIP[IYD INOYIIM PILLIBIA

001 80T 0t’LT LS 05Tl 9¢ €891 93 (444 IS SL'8I 6¢ USIP[IYD HIM PILLIBIA

001 9¢ 0S°LE 1C LS'E 4 961 1 1L°01 9 LS8T 91 UQIPIYD im Juored o[Surg

001 124! 19°€C 143 L6'ST €C 69°SC LE L6'ST €C SL'8I LT s[3ulg
ad£y proyesnoy

001 8LE 01°6C 01t 80°S1 LS ST81 69 18°¢€C 06 9L €l [4S poLLBIA

001 8% L9°9T Cl e 01 €eel 9 9¢°¢1 L e 01 PomopIM ‘o[3urg

001 11 86°0¢ LE 199 8 £6'8¢C S¢ 9¢'L1 1C €591 0¢ pojeredas 10 padIOAIp ‘O[Surg

001 41! 98°L1 0¢ 19711 €l 9t°6C €€ 81°61 L1 68°ST 6T POLLIEW I0AJU “DSUIS
snye)s eIl

001 (44 L8'6C 8¢l 8S°L 93 yove Cll 876l 06 £8°81 L8 Srewd

001 ¥61 €1I'1e v LT €S 6¥°91 [43 IL€T 9y YeTl cC SN
Iopuon

001 48! LO'8C [43 06l (44 18°C¢ 9T SO°I¢C YT LL'8 01 §9 PAO

001 144! STIE Sy 61°¢l 61 e [43 69°SC LE Y9°'L 11 §9-9¢

001 691 0t'8¢C 8 9T'L1 6C 86°C1 LT €81 §3 c1oc 143 SS-9Y

001 LOT 9¢°¢C 94 8¥'L 8 0S°1¢ €C 01°LT 6C 9¢°0¢ (44 Sy-9¢

001 L 6€9¢ 61 6'9 S L1°6C 1C 68°¢l 01 19°¢C L1 §€-9C

001 ()4 00°0C 8 0001 14 0S°LT 1T 0S'L € 00°s€ 14! ST-81
dnoi3 o3y

001 LOY 10°8¢C 148! Syl 6S 9161 8L 90°ST 01 LTEL %S Ay1o Touur-uoN

001 GscT 88°6T 99 9L'T1 0¢€ 88T 99 eLEl 93 SLTT 8¢S Ao Touuy
snyeys A310 Jouug

% A % S % S % S % S % S so[yoxd 1owmnsuo?)
Js1e1oads uorssIw [euonouny JIWOU09d eyde
7oL 1G 19ISN[D  19ISn[) HpeIN o) FacNile) RREIN (o)

sdno.x) 423sn]) Jo SaJ1f04] A2UNSUO))

¢ 9lqeL



Journal of Shopping Center Research

70

001 Sl L99 I £9°9 I L9 L L9'9T b €C°€l z 000°00T$ 2920
001 Sl €6°€l z €eee S €6°€l 4 €ece S L9'9 I 666°661$-000°0S TS
001 Sl L9°9 I 000 9 000 9 99 I L9'9 I 666°671$-000°ST1$
001 6¢ 9b'8¢ S 9z°01 b S6'LI L 15702 8 8Tl S 666°7C1$-000°001$
001 6S 19°81 1 v9'81 1 WSt S1 €L€T Il 96°€l 8 666°66-000°SLS
001 0zl €8°07 ST L9°T1 Il €681 w €ece ob €8°S1 61 6667L$-000°0S$
001 9z1 91°0¢ 8¢ 6V'€l L1 ST8I €T ww 8T L8'ST 0z 666°6v$-000°S€$
001 8 $6°0€ 9z 0611 01 00°ST Iz 671 4l 98'L1 S1 6667€$-000°5T$
001 8 €897 w@ 9L°6 8 LT6T vz €91 4l 1561 91 666'77$-000°ST$
001 89 6T°S€ T 78'8 9 81°91 1 78'8 9 88°0¢ Iz 000°ST$ 3pun
Quioduy
001 Lz 1841 v YO'LE 01 1841 v 7581 S 1871 b 22130p [euorssajoid 10 [e10300Q
001 28 6£%T 0z 1561 91 €L°07 Ll LT6T T 019 S 22189p s, 10)sBN
001 LI 98°$T Sk L0°TI 1z 1v'ee 6€ 91'8T 6 611 0z 22139 51019108
001 8¢S 9L°TE 61 L0°TI L 69°0¢ al 6L€1 8 69°0C z 02159p 5,91819085Y
001 81 81T th 68°6 81 LE9T 8k €T61 s¢ €€°0T Lg 2213ap ou ‘a3a]]00 awog
001 101 85I o 88°11 4l L8°TI €1 066 01 9L'€T T ayenpess [0oyos YSIH
001 1€ €191 S 061 b 9z°TE 01 06°C1 b 18's2 8 ajenpeis [0oyos Y31y e JoN
uonednpy
001 ST 000T ¢ €eee S 000T € €e°€l z €E€l z oN
001 9t9 vTLT 9LT 00°€T 8 €817 i 06°0C sl €0°LT 011 SN
drysuaznio seyels pajyun
001 S1 000T € 000 0 €ece S 00°0% 9 L9°9 I 710
001 6T €0'I¢ 6 069 z 65°LT 8 69°0C 9 6LEl v oruedsrpy
001 901 SL'0T w wy S $T6T 1€ €1l u 96'€€ 9¢ UBOLIOUIY UBOLY Y
001 91 $T'9 I $T'9s 6 0$°T1 z 05Tl z 0S°ZI z ueisy
001 L8t SL'ST vl 6671 €L 1561 $6 65°TC 011 LUYI 69 uerseone)
Koty
% oA % f % f % f % S/ % S/ sogoxd sowmsuo)
jsiferoads uorssiw [euonouny SIWIOU09d eydpe
[E10L g IsnH BASIN] L RIS D gD L1 IeIsn D

(ponunuod) ¢ 31qe],

Volume 13, Number 1, 2006



71

Using Shopping Motivations to Profile Inner City Consumers

cLel ¥6'6 6¥'vC elel ¥9°0C “010/ULIP 1JOS/ApUED/SyoRUS

86'¥C1 €901 L8161 91'6€1 €v'SS1 SILI90010)
S9'¢ €9°L 16°01 1€9 €v'6 sourzeSew pue siodedsmoN

Sl 9103S3NIp/
S1°0CT 0$°ST €TLY 8L°9T S6€€ s1onpoid 9183 [RUOSIOJ
1€°8 vT 0l 6€°6C 85Tl 09'%C SOTOWIS0)
S6'LI £5°6C 7o 9r'ST 0L'Tr *030/S(1D/$3[004/s403/sp003 Funrods
9°¢1 90°LI ST6L 6SLT 86'8% SYI3 pue spIed Funodin
01'LS 0¥'98 SH'891 SLTTI At awot Y} T0J SWa)Y
LLLS L9TL eyl vLES 95°9L1 (seoys Surpnour) joreddy

9am jsed o) ur Juads proyasnoy (§) Junowe Ie[joq

001  S8I €167 ss 61°6 L1 ¥$°0T 8¢ 801 6€ 961 9¢ Yo
suonednooo Jurrow [erIjewr
001 T 00'ST 9 €8°07 S L9°91 ¥ 0S°Cl € 00'ST 9 pue ‘uoyeyodsuel ‘uononpold
suonednooo dourujUIBLL
001 €1 LLOE ¥ 8¢S L 000 0 000 0 8€S1 z PUE ‘UONOBIXS ‘UOHONLSUOD)
suonednooo
001 L1 9L'11 z S9'LI € 1762 S 16T S 9L'11 z Ansaioy pue ‘Surysy ‘Sururre
001 89 ILb1 01 seL S SI'1¥ 8T 9077 SI 1Lb1 01 suonednad0 20yjo pue safes
001 L9 yeIeg 1T Wl I 6£7TC ST €€l 6 Wl 11 suoyednaso aotAles
suonednooo pajefal pue
001 62T 1§12 €9 or¢l 0€ $9'61 St wove ss st 9¢ ‘[euotssajoid ‘JuswaSeuriy
uonednooQ
% A % S % S % S % S % S sa[yoid Jownsuo)
10 Js1[eroads uorssiu [euonouny ©)0q JIWOU09d eydpe
1#0L G 1Isn[) R acNile) i€ 1ISN[) Fa=tile) REeNilfe)

(panunuod) g a1qe],



72 Journal of Shopping Center Research

Store Evaluative Criteria

Store evaluative criteria were measured to further the understanding of
consumers’ shopping behavior and their shopping motivations. As shown in Table
6, correlations showed some differences in store evaluative criteria between inner
city and non-inner city consumers. Inner city consumers had a higher tendency to
prefer stores that had a prestigious reputation, stores that were well-liked by people
they knew, and stores that stocked upscale brands (p < .05). Examining store
attribute preferences based on shopping motivations provided more information
related to possible differences between inner city and non-inner city consumers.

Shopping motivations and store evaluative criteria. Results from correlation
analysis between shopping motivations and store evaluative criteria items report
moderate (p < .05) to strong (p < .001) correlations for many items (see Table 6).
In terms of the utilitarian shopping motivation, efficiency and achievement were
significantly correlated with all but one store evaluative criteria item. It appears that
consumers with high utilitarian shopping motivations have high expectations for more
store attributes.

For the hedonic shopping motivations, while many store evaluative
criteria items were significantly related to each hedonic shopping motivation, some
store evaluative criteria items showed relationships with only specific constructs.
For example, good value and prices were not related to social and idea shopping,
knowledge level of salespeople was moderately related to role and value shopping,
finding merchandise quickly was not significantly related to idea shopping, and quality
of products was significantly related to role and idea shopping. On the other hand,
store reputation, friendliness of salespeople, stocking well-known brands and the latest
items, and store prestige were significantly related to all hedonic shopping motivations.

Cluster groups and store evaluative criteria. Store evaluative criteria were
examined for each consumer group. Overall, each consumer group showed high
preferences for each store evaluative criteria items (see mean scores in Table 7).
However, variations in response by shopper type were evident. Only one item had
a mean score below 3.00; store prestige was rated low by the economic shopper and
functional shopper. Interestingly, alpha shopper rated each store evaluative criteria the
highest across all items and the functional shopper rated each store evaluative criteria
item the lowest. Post hoc tests showed significant difference in ratings between the
alpha shopper and functional shopper as well as among other shopper groups for
various store evaluative criteria items. For example, although high for both shopper
categories there was a significant difference in the preference for good store value
/prices between the alpha shopper (M = 4.56) and functional shopper (M =4.22). Also,
in term of importance of store reputation, there is a significant difference between the
alpha and beta shoppers versus the functional shopper.
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Conclusions and Implications for the Inner City Consumer

A smaller number of inner city consumers compared to non-inner city
consumers participated in this survey. Also, a higher number of surveys were non-
deliverable and returned for the inner city sample. Similar to the non-inner city sample,
a higher proportion (67%) of females responded to the survey. The inner city consumer
sample was slightly younger with a higher proportion of individuals that were not
married and single parents with children. As expected, only half of the respondents
from the inner city group were Caucasian and a high percentage (37%) of consumers
were African American. Although the education level of inner city consumers who
responded to the survey was similar to the non-inner city sample, their income was
lower and household spending was higher.

The inner city consumer has a higher level of hedonic shopping motivation
compared to the non-inner city consumer. Inner city and non-inner city consumers did
not differ in terms of the economic or functional aspects of shopping, such as seeking
value, having a sense of achievement, or being efficient. The inner city consumer
has a higher level of hedonic shopping motivation compared to the non-inner city
consumer. Inner city consumers have different motivations for shopping that may
be more entertainment and “fun” based, suggesting that inner city consumers may
frequently use shopping for their leisure activity. Thus, inner city consumers perceive
shopping as more than something purposeful or goal-oriented, rather, they view it as an
“experiential activity,” where shopping is considered a source for stimulation, ideas, to
feel good, and social interaction.

Three-quarters of inner city consumers were categorized into three consumer
groups: (a) alpha shopper (23%), (b) beta shopper (26%), and (c) mission specialist
(26%). These consumer groups confirm inner city consumers’ tendency to enjoy
shopping for various purposes. The alpha and beta shoppers are the consumer groups
with high mean scores for both hedonic and utilitarian shopping motivations. The
mission specialist is well represented in both the inner city and non-inner city and is
goal-oriented and is purposive and value-oriented, yet enjoys gift shopping for friends
and families.

This study confirms that inner cities hold a dynamic consumer base. Asa source
of stimulation and entertainment, the retail environment offers inner city consumers
an outlet to incorporate shopping into their leisure time. The retail environment also
serves as a convenient place to spend time together with friends and families. In order
to help optimize inner city consumers’ shopping experience, retailers must provide an
entertaining and fun atmosphere that encourages exploration and inquiry.

The high percentage of alpha shoppers and beta shoppers in the inner cities
indicates that inner city consumers hold high expectations for products, customer
service, store prestige, brand recognition, and value. In addition, their higher household
spending tendencies on apparel, gifts, and sporting goods, compared to non-inner
city consumers, provide insight into their needs for well-known brands as well as for
variety, and unique, and trendy merchandise.
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Thus, malls, shopping centers, shopping districts, etc. hold a critical role in
the inner city. As inner city consumers spend more time in shopping environments,
opportunities abound for retailers to serve this market. However, these profitable
opportunities must be balanced by a sense of responsibility for the community. As retail
establishments in the inner cities are welcomed by inner city consumers as an outlet
for entertainment and stimulation, retail establishments should think of themselves
not only as a means to deliver goods to market but also strive to become authentic
members of their community.

Limitations

This study is based on information voluntarily provided by residents living
in the inner city and non-inner city areas. Thus, the sample contains potential biases
toward English speaking consumers who participated in this survey. Also, a higher
proportion of respondents tended to be female. For the inner city group, a relative high
percentage of Caucasian consumers (50%) responded to the survey.
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