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ABSTRACT 

 

Understanding brand switching behaviour enables companies to attract new consumers, 

win back lost ones and ultimately strengthen the relationship consumers have with brands. Sales 

promotions have been identified as a key driver for consumers switching brands and use a 

significant share of the total marketing expenditure. Whilst a fair amount of research has been 

conducted on the effect of sales promotions on brand switching behaviour, limited research has 

been conducted on the behaviour that follows once consumers have switched brands. This study 

identifies consumers’ post-switching behaviour, specifically the likelihood to stockpile after a 

consumer has brand switched in the understudied South African Bottom of the Pyramid market. 

Positive significant relationships were identified between all the constructs and it was found that 

the type of sales promotion did not moderate the relationship between sales involvement and 

brand switching. Brand switching did, however, mediate the relationship between sales 

involvement and stockpiling. 

 

Keywords: Sales Promotions, Brand Switching, Stockpiling, Coupon, Price Discount, 

Competition, Bottom of the Pyramid (BOP), South Africa 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Sales promotions form an integral component of any business’s marketing 

communication strategy (Sun, Neslin & Srinivasan, 2010; Müllerová, 2011). Sales promotions 

essentially use incentive-based methods in an attempt to directly stimulate consumer buying 

behaviour in order to generate immediate sales (Raju, 1992). According to Nielsen (2014), 

consumer product companies spend approximately $1 trillion per year on promotions. The use of 

sales promotions are especially crucial in the highly competitive fast moving consumer goods 

industry, where different techniques of sales promotions help to tap into new segments and 

increase the size of their customer base (Obeid, 2014). Despite the widespread research 

conducted on sales promotions and its effect on brand switching, limited research has been 

conducted on the behaviours that result after consumers have decided to switch brands. Post-

switching behaviours include increased purchases, repeat purchases as well as stockpiling.  
As most customer loyalty models have their roots in developed countries, a call has been 

made for marketing practitioners and researchers to develop scales relevant to BOP consumers 
(Makanyeza, 2015). At present, there have been multiple warnings to be cautious when applying 
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research findings across the income divide (Pentz, Terblanche & Boshoff, 2013; Douglas & 
Nijssen, 2003; Simpson & Lappeman, 2017). 
 

Brand Switching 
 

Studies have identified that even the most loyal of consumers display brand switching 

behaviour (Hans, Hoyer & Inman, 1996; Ehrenberg, 1988; Trivedi & Morgan, 2003). The studies 

that show how much pressure is placed on the loyalty concept is growing. Shukla (2004) found 

evidence that brand attrition is growing every year as a result of marketplace saturation and 

Kusek (2016) even declared loyalty dead. While this declaration is arguably premature, 

companies have a great need to understand the motivation for consumer propensity to switch 

brands since they spend a significant amount of time, money and effort investing into brand 

building (Vani, Babu & Panchanatham, 2010).  
A study by Mazursky, labarbera and Aiello (1987) utilised self-perception theory to 

analyse consumer brand switching behaviour. The study identified intrinsic and extrinsic 

motivations as the two facets that drive brand switching. A wide variety of products play an 

important role in the intrinsic motivations for brand switching and the resulting behaviour can be 

the consequence of either curiosity or attribute satiation (Sheth & Raju, 1974; mcalister & 

Pessemier, 1982; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Inman & Zeelenberg, 2002). 
 

Sales Promotion 

 

Although intrinsic motivation is clearly an important type of motivation, most of the 

activities people partake in are not intrinsically motivated, but rather extrinsically motivated 

(Ryan & Deci, 2000). A study by Van Trijp, Hoyer and Inman (1996) stated that many brand 

switches occur not because they are intrinsically rewarding but because they are key to attaining 

or avoiding another purchase or consumption goal (extrinsic motivation). Sales promotions are a 

widely used extrinsic means to create switching behaviour (Mazursky et al., 1987; Shukla, 2004; 

Kahn & Louie,1990). Mazursky et al. (1987) further stated that individuals who face tight 

financial constraints are more easily swayed by extrinsic motives to switch such as sales 

promotions. 

 

Post-Switch Stockpiling 

 

The post-switching behaviour for this study focuses on stockpiling. According to Ndubisi 

and Chiew (2006), when a consumer purchases more of a product than they would have in the 

absence of a promotion, they are less likely to purchase a competitor’s product (as they are 

temporarily taken out of the marketplace for that product). Bell, Chiang and Padmanabhan 

(1999) found that the nature of a product category determines whether a consumer is likely to 

stockpile or not. Raju (1992) previously revealed that the magnitude of a sales promotion had an 

effect on consumers’ behaviour to stockpile and offering a discount of a larger degree was more 

likely to induce stockpiling. As a result, this study investigated whether the type of sales 

promotion had an effect on consumers’ likelihood to switch brands and then stockpile. Since 

storability of a product also facilitates stockpiling behaviour (Raju, 1992), this study focused on 

the storable product category of skincare. 
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                  BOTTOM OF THE PYRAMID (BOP) CONSUMER BEHAVIOUR 

SouthAfrican BOP Consumers 
 

The Bottom of the Pyramid (BOP) is a term now commonly used to explain the poorest 

but largest socio-economic population group. In recent years, the BOP has attracted much 

attention due to the sheer size (4 to 5 billion people) and its estimated US$ 1.3 trillion buying 

power (Prahalad & Hammond, 2002; Pitta, Guesalaga & Marshall, 2008; Simanis & Duke, 

2014). The BOP has received a growing level of interest among researchers (Kolk et al, 2013), 

although many gaps in understanding BOP consumer behaviour exist (Makanyeza, 2015).  
Research shows significant complexity when observing BOP consumer loyalty due to 

resource constraints and trust (Blattberg, Briesch & Fox, 1995; Simanis, 2012; Kwon & Kwon, 

2007). For example, a study by Kumar and Singh (2008) identified income as playing the most 

influential role on affecting brand choice within the BOP segment. According to Kumar and 

Singh (2008), low-income consumers look for value for their money but often not at the expense 

of an unknown brand. Kumar and Singh (2008) also state that as the income of a consumer 

increases so does their preference towards specific brands. Gerald (2011) also found BOP 

consumers to be likely to brand switch because they are convenience seekers.  
Although estimates vary, at least 35-70% of South Africa’s population is considered 

BOP, where this market has been reported to be worth US$ 40million (Chipp, Corder & 
Kapelianis, 2012, World Bank Group, 2016, Mahajan, 2014, Simpson & Lappeman, 2017) 
 

South African BOP Responsiveness to Three Types of Sales Promotions 

 

A large portion of South African BOP consumers travel to the nearest supermarket once a 

month to purchase their groceries in bulk (D’Haese & Van Huylenbroeck, 2005). These 

consumers are therefore likely to be responsive to sales promotions and possibly stockpiling, as 

they intend on buying large amounts of goods (Variawa, 2010) and are not as financially 

constrained as they are towards month end (Anderson, 2006; Skenjana, 2013). Three specific 

types of sales promotions that are relevant to the South African BOP market have been used in 

this study. The promotions are coupons, price reductions and competitions. 

 

Coupons 

 

According to Leibtag and Lynch (2007), coupons are used within the BOP market 

because they help persuade low-income consumers who are price sensitive to experiment with 

new products and brands, and ultimately even switch their brand loyalty. Coupons are easily 

available and redeemable at all of South Africa’s main low-cost retailers and Nielsen recorded 

South Africa as distributing approximately 100 million coupons, with 11% of them actually 

being redeemed (Foxall, 2014). 

 

Price Reductions 

 

BOP consumers worldwide are actively seeking out price reductions, and South Africa is 
no different (mcneill, et al., 2008). Consumers are more likely to purchase their first choices in 
the beginning of the month when income is received, but once BOP consumers get to the middle 
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of the month, price reductions become even more attractive as a means to promote brand 
switching (Durham, 2013). 

 

Competitions 

 

According to South African consultancy livemoya (2014), competitions as a sales 

promotion technique bring about value and a sense of community and culture to consumers’ 

lives. A brand competition can be a sweepstake, which gets consumers to submit free entries into 

a lucky draw to win prizes or giveaways, or a contest, where consumers interact with the brand 

and perform various activities (Kotler and Armstrong, 2015). BOP consumers often do not have 

the budget to try new brands and so competitions allow them to have a personal experience with 

the brand and experiment for no additional costs, which is something essential for marketing 

practitioners to implement. 

 

The South African Personal Care Industry 

 

Personal care items form a significant part of South African BOP monthly expenditure 

(UUISM Majority Report, 2012). Like other emerging markets, South Africa has experienced 

growth in the personal care industry through increased penetration (Durham, 2013). In 2011, the 

South African personal care industry maintained double digit growth in terms of volume 

(Euromonitor, 2012). The storable nature of skincare products (body soap, body lotion) makes 

them an ideal subject to study stockpiling behaviour (Bell et al., 1999). 

 

RESEARCH QUESTION 
 

The following research question was formulated: What is the effect of sales promotions 
on Bottom of the Pyramid consumers’ brand switching behaviour and their likelihood to 
stockpile once they have switched brands within the skincare category?  
To achieve this, the study proposed the following primary objectives: 

 

To determine the effects of sales promotions on Bottom of the Pyramid consumers’ 
buying behaviour in the skincare category. 

 

The following secondary objectives are derived from the primary objective: 

 

 To determine the effects of sales promotions on brand switching behaviour in the Bottom of 
the Pyramid market in the skincare category.

 To determine the likelihood of the Bottom of the Pyramid market to stockpile once they have 
switched brands within the skincare category.

 To determine whether the type of sales promotion affects the relationship between sales 
promotions and the brand switching behaviour of the Bottom of the Pyramid consumer 
buying behaviour in the skincare category.

 To determine whether brand switching influences the relationship between sales promotion 
and stockpiling for the Bottom of the Pyramid consumer when buying in the skincare 
category.
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Once marketers have a better understanding of the effects of sales promotions on brand 
switching and the likelihood to stockpile once they have switched brands, it will be easier to 
attract new customers and retain existing ones. 

 

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

 

Sales Promotions as an Extrinsic Motivation to Switch Brands 

 

Sales promotions enhance the product value by providing a benefit that goes beyond the 

product’s functionality and they also directly stimulate consumers’ motivation to switch brands 

(Müllerová, 2011). Literature suggests that sales promotions tend to have more of an influence 

on consumers with a high preference towards a brand compared to that of consumers with a low 

brand preference (Sun, Neslin & Srinivasan 2010; Müllerová, 2011). A study by Mei-Mei et al 

(2006) states that brand switchers are those consumers who are most influenced by sales 

promotions and that brand loyal consumers in contrast are influenced by the brand image (Mei-

Mei et al., 2006).  
According to research by Omotayo (2011) sales promotions make consumers more price 

sensitive in the long-run, and can devalue a brand as price acts as a value indicator. According to 

Obeid (2014), repeated price promotions can increase the likelihood of brand switching as 

consumers specifically seek out deals. A study by Nagar (2009) revealed that the product 

category in which a promotion takes place also influences the switching behaviour of consumers. 

Alford and Biswas (2002) found that income was an important factor influencing the price 

consciousness of consumers and therefore their brand switching behaviour when confronted by a 

price promotion. Additionally, products that exist in a higher competitive industry where there 

are a close number of substitutes were shown to experience higher degrees of brand switching 

behaviour as they are more influenced by other competitors to alter their price offerings (Raju, 

1992). This study therefore proposes the following hypothesis: 
 

H1 Sales involvement positively affects consumers brand switching behaviour. 

 

The literature above has outlined that sales promotions are known to cause post-switching 
behaviours such as increased purchases, repeat purchases as well as stockpiling (Gupta, 1988). 

The post-switching behaviour that this study aims to focus on is stockpiling and will be 

discussed in the section to follow. 

 

Stockpiling as a Post-Switching Behaviour 

 

Stockpiling is defined as a purchasing activity in which an individual acquires a large 

accumulated supply of a good for the future (Ailawadi, Gedenk, Lutzky & Scott, 2007). 

Stockpiling is not only beneficial from the perspective that it increases consumers’ consumption 

rates but also from the perspective that it prevents or delays consumers from switching to 

competitors brands within the marketplace (Ndubisi & Chiew, 2006). A study conducted by 

Gupta (1988) as well as by Hong, mcafee and Nayyar (2002) suggests that already loyal 

consumers are more likely to stockpile when their desired brand is on promotion. According to 

Krishna (1994), brand switchers do not have as strong a desire to stockpile as loyal consumers as 
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they are governed by the fact that there will be some other brand on promotion. In contrast, a 

study by Ailawadi et.al (2007) found that deal prone consumers and not brand loyal consumers 

are more likely to stockpile. In addition, when a consumer purchases more of a product than they 

would have in the absence of a promotion, they are less likely to purchase a competitor’s product 

as they are temporarily taken out of the marketplace (Ndubisi & Chiew, 2006). Based on the 

contradictory findings above, this study proposes the following hypothesis: 
 

H2 There is a relationship between brand switching and stockpiling. 

 

The next section will discuss the effects various types of sales promotions have on 
consumers’ buying behaviour, in particular their brand switching behaviour. 

 

The Effects of Different Types of Sales Promotions on Consumers’ Brand Switching 

Behaviour 

 

Research suggests that consumers react differently towards different types of sales 

promotional techniques (Salvi, 2013). A study conducted by Salvi (2013) found that discounts as 

well as price reductions positively influences consumers’ brand switching behaviour. A study by 

Nagadeepa, Selvi and Pushpa (2015) suggests that in-store specials and displays were more 

likely to induce consumers to switch brands, whilst coupons and other out-of-store promotions 

were more likely to attract loyal consumers of that brand. Nagar (2009) found that free gifts 

amongst the various forms of sales promotions such as competitions, price discounts, coupons as 

well as free samples had the greatest effect on influencing consumers to switch brands. It is 

evident from the above mentioned literature that the decomposition of the effects of different 

types of promotions may differ and that further research is needed in order to reconcile findings. 

In light of the insights drawn from the aforementioned literature it can be deduced that sales 

promotions affect a consumer’s brand switching behaviour, hence, it is proposed that: 
 

H3 The type of sales promotion moderates the relationship between sales promotion and brand 

 switching. 

 

The following section will address the behaviour of consumers once they have switched 
brands which resulted through a sales promotion. This section will specifically look at the 
stockpiling intention of consumers as a post-switching behaviour once they have switched. 

 

The Effect of Brand Switching on the Relationship Between Sales Involvement and 

Stockpiling 

 

A study compiled by Gangwar, Kumar and Rao (2013) suggested that brand switching 

consumers were less likely to engage in stockpiling in response to sales promotions than brand 

loyal consumers. This study explains that brand loyal customers get more benefit from 

stockpiling than brand switchers due to the fact that they do not intend to make use of future 

promotions by competing brands (Gangwar et.al, 2013). In addition to this, a study by Teunter 

(2002) discovered that sales promotions can affect consumer behaviour in the long run as 
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repeated promotional price cuts can lead to brand devaluation. In light of the above, this study 
proposes the following hypothesis: 
 

H4 The relationship between sales involvement and stockpiling is mediated by brand switching. 

 

A visual representation of the aforementioned hypotheses is illustrated in the conceptual model 

below: 
 

Figure 1 

THE CONCEPTUAL MODEL ILLUSTRATING THE STUDY’S PROPOSED HYPOTHESES  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

RESEARCH METHOD 

 

Overview of the Data Collection 
 

Sathish, Kumar, Naveen and Jeevanantham (2011) used a descriptive research design 

method to study the effects of promotion on brand switching within the cellular mobile industry 

in Hong Kong. Additionally, Vani, Babu and Panchanatham (2010) used a single cross–sectional 

research design to analyse the effects of promotions on consumer behaviour within the 

toothpaste product category. Due to the nature of the skincare category being a highly 

competitive one (Unilever, 2015), this study was based on the research design employed by the 

aforementioned studies.  
Data collection took place in Khayelitsha urban township in Cape Town, South Africa. 

Khayelitsha was founded in 1983 as a result of the Apartheid regime’s enforcement of various 

segregation acts and is now one of South Africa’s youngest, and fastest growing townships. 

Population statistics have been estimated to range from 400 000 to 800 000 people (Coetzer, 

2011), where more recent studies estimate a range from 1 million to 1.6million people (Strategic 

Development Information and GIS Department, 2013). Khayelitsha is located 30 kilometers 
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From the Cape Town city center. Generally females are responsible for household grocery 
shopping, however to avoid bias results, this study was not limited to females as males 
occasionally partake in the household’s grocery shopping too (Hatch, Becker & Van Zyl, 2011).  

The study used non-probability sampling techniques to sample respondents from 

Khayelitsha in Cape Town. This method allows respondents to be chosen both arbitrarily or 

consciously and is generally known to produce reliable estimates (Malhotra, 2010). A sample 

size of 193 was used for this study. A sample size of this magnitude helped control for the 

generalization problem associated with convenience sampling (Malhotra, 2010). The study by 

Sathish et al. (2011) used a sample size of a similar magnitude to examine the effects of 

promotion on brand switching. 
 

Scale Development 
 

The Cronbach Alpha values for the scales in this study ranged from 0.76 to 0.88, 
rendering them all reliable.  

The first scale used was a 7-item brand switching scale. This scale originated from a 

larger scale developed by Raju (1980). The scale is called Exploratory Tendencies in Consumer 

Behaviour Scales (ETCBS) and comprised of 39 items in total (Raju, 1980). The scale measured 

consumer behaviours such as repetitive behaviour patterns, innovativeness, risk taking, 

interpersonal communication and brand switching (Raju, 1980). Raju (1980) stated that the items 

used in each of the categories could be summated to form an overall score for that category. The 

brand switching scale was therefore taken from the ETCBS scale. Scoring on the Likert scale 

meant that respondents disagreed with the particular statement, whilst a high score meant the 

opposite. Two items however, namely questions 9 and 10 were both reversed scale items. 

 

The second scale in the questionnaire was a 6-item scale used to measure consumers’ 
tendency to buy brands that are on sale and is called ‘Involvement in Sales.’ The scale was used 

in a study done by Lichtenstein, Ridgway, and Netemeyer (1993). A low response on this scale 
indicated that respondents were not involved in sales promotions, whilst a high score indicated 

that they were.  
The next scale used a three-item Likert scale to measure a consumer’s attitude towards a 

specific type of sales promotion. This scale is called Attitude toward the Sales Promotion 

(Exploration). The scale originated in a study done by Chandon, Wansink and Laurent (2000). 

For the purpose of this study, this scale was repeated three times relating to three different types 

of sales promotions namely; coupons, price reductions and competitions. A low score on the 

three questions regarding the specific type of promotion indicated that a respondent was unlikely 

to respond to this type of promotion, whilst a high score indicated that they were.  
The last scale in this study was used to measure stockpiling. This scale is a two-item 

scale that was first used in a study by Laroche, Pons, Zgolli, Cervellon and Kim (2003). Scoring 

high on this scale meant that respondents were likely to stockpile on the brand that they switched 

to, whilst scoring low meant that they weren’t likely to stockpile. The data collection procedure 

is a vital aspect for any study. The fieldwork necessary for gathering data from the outlined 

target population will be discussed below. 
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RESULTS 

 

The sample of 193 respondents consisted of 51.8% males and 48.2% females ranging 

from ages 17 to 66 years old. The mean age was 28 years old with a standard deviation of 10.09, 

indicating that respondents varied significantly in age. The mean household size of the 

respondents was 4.46 with a standard deviation of 2.1. The household size of the respondents 

ranged from 1 to 11. Majority of the respondents (53.9) did their monthly shopping towards the 

end of the month as opposed to the beginning (30.1%) and middle (16.1%) of the month. 

Respondents were asked to identify which brands of soap and body lotion they considered to be 

their regular brand. Sunlight (35%) dominated the soap category followed by Protex (22%) and 

Nivea (28%) dominated the body lotion category followed by Vaseline (19%). Table 1 

(Appendix B) illustrates the remaining composition of the preferred brands. The next section will 

discuss the mean values obtained for the summated scales, as well as their standard deviations.  
In order to determine the mean and the standard deviations of the constructs, each 

individual scale was summated. The results for each summated scale are shown in the table 
below. 

 

 

Table 1 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF THE DATA  
CONSTRUCT PRODUCT TYPE MEAN STANDARD 

   DEVIATION 
     

SALES Both 4,23 1,65  

INVOLVEMENT     
     

BRAND SWITCHING Soap 3,71 1,10  
     

 Body Lotion 3,72 1,15  
     

STOCKPILING Soap 3,39 1,91  
     

 Body Lotion 3,39 1,88  
     

COUPON Soap 3,56 1,80  
     

 Body Lotion 4,09 1,91  
     

PRICE DISCOUNT Soap 3,83 1,88  
     

 Body Lotion 3,50 1,91  
     

COMPETITION Soap 4,09 1,92  
     

 Body Lotion 3,85 1,83  
      
 

All the scales follow a 7-point Likert scale with means that ranged between 3 and 5. On 

these scales, 3 means ‘somewhat disagree’, 4 means ‘neutral’ and 5 means ‘somewhat agree’. A 

high standard deviation indicates that the responses differ significantly from the mean value, 

whilst a low standard deviation implies the opposite. The sales involvement, stockpiling, coupon, 

price discount and competition scales all had high standard deviations as shown in Table 2 

above, whilst brand switching had a low standard deviation.  
The summated sales involvement scale obtained a mean value of 4.23, indicating that on 

average, respondents remained neutral towards the statements regarding their involvement in 

sales promotions. The summated scale measuring brand switching for soap obtained a mean 

value of 3.71 and for body lotion, a value of 3.72. On average, respondents remained neutral 

towards statements regarding switching their brand of soap and body lotion. The summated scale 

measuring stockpiling for soap and body lotion both obtained a mean value of 3.39, 
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Indicating that on average, respondents tended to somewhat disagree with the statements 
regarding stockpiling.  

The summated scale measuring the respondent's use of coupons when purchasing soap, 

obtained a mean value of 3.56, whilst body lotion obtained a mean value of 4.09. This indicated 

that on average, respondents remained neutral towards the statements regarding the use of 

coupons for purchasing both soap and body lotion. The summated scale for price discount for 

soap obtained a mean value of 3.83 and 3.50 for body lotion. These mean values indicates that on 

average respondents remained neutral towards statements regarding purchasing either soap or 

body lotion due to price discounts. The summated scale for competition as a type of sales 

promotion for soap, obtained a mean value of 4.09 and for body lotion, a mean value of 3.85. 

This indicated that on average respondents were neutral towards statements regarding purchasing 

soap or body lotion due to a competition. 

 

Scale Reliability and Validity 

 

Reliability refers to the degree to which the measurements of the constructs under 

examination are not affected by random error (Malhotra, 2010). A measure is valid if it measures 
what it is supposed to measure, and does so without including other factors (Malhotra, 2010). In 

this study, internal consistency reliability was tested using Cronbach alpha and factor analysis for 

validity. These tests are discussed below. 

 

Cronbach alpha values 

 

Cronbach alpha was used to assess the internal consistency reliability of the scales used 

in this study. This was done in order to ascertain whether the constructs used are repeatable 

(Malhotra, 2010). The traditional cut-off value used in this study in order for the scales to be 

considered reliable was 0.7. This is an acceptable value as stated by Malhotra (2010). Initially 

the Cronbach alpha values for brand switching of soap and body lotion were 0.57 and 0.64 

respectively, which is below the traditional cutoff value of 0.7. However, when the reverse scale 

items (questions 10, 11, 34 and 35) were removed the overall reliability of the scale improved. 

From Table 3 below, it can be deduced that all scales were reliable in that they displayed 

Cronbach alpha values that exceed the cutoff rate. Therefore all of the scales were approved to 

be used in this study (Malhotra, 2010).  

 

Table 2 

CRONBACH ALPHAS FOR EACH CONSTRUCT 

CONSTRUCT PRODUCT TYPE CRONBACH ALPHA 
   

SALES PROMOTION Both 0,891 
   

BRAND SWITCHING Soap 0,785 
   

 Body Lotion 0,821 
   

STOCKPILING Soap 0,755 
   

 Body Lotion 0,732 
   

COUPON Soap 0,891 
   

 Body Lotion 0,934 
   

PRICE DISCOUNT Soap 0,902 
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 Body Lotion 0,915 
   

COMPETITION Soap 0,795 
   

 Body Lotion 0,804 
   

 

Factor Analysis 

 

The goal of factor analysis is to explain the variance in the observed variables by using 

underlying latent factors (Habing, 2002). For the sales involvement scale, 1 factor was extracted 
with an eigenvalue of 3.91, which is greater than 1 as Kaiser’s criterion was used. This factor 

explained 65.21% of the variation in the data.  
For the stockpiling scale for soap, 1 factor was extracted with an eigenvalue of 1.61, 

which is greater than 1 as Kaiser’s criterion was used. This factor explained 80.41% of the 
variation of the data. For the stockpiling scale for body lotion, 1 factor was extracted with an 

eigenvalue of 1.58, which is greater than 1 as Kaiser’s criterion was used. This factor explained 

78.87% of the variation of the data.  
For the brand switching scale for soap, 2 factors were extracted with eigenvalues of 2.83 

and 1.30 which are both greater than 1 as Kaiser’s criterion was used. Factor 1 explained 39.04% 

and factor 2 explained 20.03% of the variation in the data. Together this explained 59.07% of the 

variation of the data. The two reverse score items for soap, questions 10 and 11, loaded onto 

factor 2 whilst all the other questions loaded onto factor 1. For the brand switching scale for 

body lotion, 2 factors were extracted with eigenvalues of 2.98 and 1.37 which are both greater 

than 1 as Kaiser’s criterion was used. Factor 1 explained 41.98% and factor 2 explained 20.15% 

of the variation in the data. Together they explained 62.13% of the variation in the data. The two 

reverse score items for body lotion, questions 34 and 35, loaded onto factor 2 whilst all the other 

questions loaded onto factor 1.  
For the coupon scale, 1 factor was extracted with an eigenvalue of 2.47 which is greater 

than 1 as Kaiser’s criterion was used. This factor explained 82.20% of the variation in the data. 

For the price discount scale for soap, 1 factor was extracted with an eigenvalue of 2.51 which is 

greater than 1 as Kaiser’s criterion was used. This factor explained 83.59% of the variation in the 

data. For the competition scale for soap, 1 factor was extracted with an eigenvalue of 2.51 which 

is greater than 1 as Kaiser’s criterion was used. This factor explained 71.52% of the variation in 

the data.  
For the coupon sale for body lotion, 1 factor was extracted with an eigenvalue of 2.65 

which is greater than 1 as Kaiser’s criterion was used. This factor explained 88.29% of the 

variation in the data. For the price discount scale for body lotion, 1 factor was extracted with an 

eigenvalue of 2.57 which is greater than 1 as Kaiser’s criterion was used. This factor explained 

85.85% of the variation in the data. For the competition scale for body lotion, 1 factor was 

extracted with an eigenvalue of 2.17 which is greater than 1 as Kaiser’s criterion was used. This 

factor explained 72.31% of the variation in the data. The following section uses inferential 

statistics to examine the proposed relationships in this study. 

 

Inferential Statistics 

 

This study aimed to look at the relationship between sales involvement and consumers’ 
brand switching behaviour, and their intention to stockpile thereafter for both soap and body 

lotion. Bivariate correlation tests were therefore used to test the relationship between sales  
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involvement and brand switching, as well as between brand switching and stockpiling. Before 

any relevant tests for correlations could be run, the assumption of normality had to first be tested. 

To test for normality, a Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was conducted, as the sample size (193) was 

greater than 50. The null hypotheses for the respective variables, is that they are normally 

distributed. It was found that all of the scales had a p-value less than 0.05, indicating that the 

scales were not normally distributed. Subsequently, the skewness and kurtosis values for the 

constructs were taken into account. All the values for skewness ranged between -1 and 1 and the 

kurtosis values between -1.5 and 1.5, therefore rendering all the scales normal. As a result it can 

be concluded that the data is robust enough to conduct non-parametric hypotheses tests. The 

Pearson’s correlation coefficient test was conducted to test for the correlation between the 

constructs. The following section discusses how a bivariate correlation test was run to test the 

relationships between sales involvement and brand switching as well as stockpiling. 

 

Bivariate Correlations Test 

 

The nature of the study required that a bivariate correlations test be run to test the 
proposed hypotheses. Results can be found in Table 4 below.  

 

Table 3 

BIVARIATE CORRELATIONS TEST RESULTS 

Hypothesis  Relationship Product type  Pearson’s P-value Significant / 

     correlation  not 

     coefficient  significant 
        

H1  Sales Involvement Soap  0.30 0.00 Significant 

  →  Brand Switching Body Lotion  0.33 0.00 Significant 
        

H2  Brand Switching Soap  0.24 0.00 Significant 

  →  Stockpiling Body Lotion  0.35 0.00 Significant 
       

All hypotheses were tested at a 1% level of significance (α=0.01)    
      

Hypothesis 1 proposed that:      

H1 Sales Involvement positively affects consumers brand switching behaviour.   

 

From Table 4 above, it is seen that the relationship between sales involvement and brand 
switching behaviour is significant for both soap and body lotion. The null hypothesis, which 
suggests that no relationship exists between the proposed variables was rejected at a 1% level of 
significance with a p-value of 0.00 for soap as well as body lotion. Therefore, the research 

hypothesis, H1, is supported and with correlation coefficients of 0.30 and 0.33, it can be 

concluded that the relationship between sales involvement and brand switching is positive, but 
weak for both soap and body lotion respectively. From the above it can thus be concluded that 
the greater an individual’s involvement in sales promotion, the more likely they are to brand 
switch for both soap and body lotion. Therefore hypothesis 2 proposed that: 

 

H2 There is a relationship between brand switching and stockpiling. 
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From Table 4 above, it is seen that the relationship between brand switching and 

stockpiling is positive for both soap and body lotion. The null hypothesis which 

suggests that no relationship exists between the proposed variables was rejected at 

a 1% level of significance with a p-value of 0.00 for soap as well as for body 

lotion. With a Pearson correlation value of 0.24 for soap and 0.35 for body lotion, 

the relationship between brand switching and stockpiling is weak, but positive for 

both product types. It can therefore be concluded that brand switchers do in fact 

stockpile for both soap and body lotion. The remaining hypotheses relate to the 

mediation effect of brand switching as well as the moderation effect of the type of 

sales promotion. In order to test these effects regression test were run. The results 

from the regression are discussed in the section to follow. 

 

The Moderating Effect of Type of Promotion 

 

A multiple regression model was tested to investigate whether the association between 

sales promotion and brand switching was moderated by the type of sales promotion. A moderator 

is a variable that affects the strength and/or the direction of the independent variable and 

dependent variable (Malhotra, 2010). As established, a number of studies have found that sales 

involvement is positively related to brand switching (Sun et al, 2010; Müllerová, 2011, 

Omotayo; 2011). Moreover, Salvi (2013) indicated that the type of sales promotion moderates 

the link between sales involvement and brand switching. Therefore the following hypothesis was 

proposed: 
 

H3 The type of sales promotion moderates the relationship between sales promotion and brand 

 switching. 

 

A sales involvement-by-promotion type (e.g. sales involvement*coupon) interaction term 

was created for both soap and body lotion. The interaction term along with the two predictors 

were entered into a simultaneous regression model. From table 5 below it can be seen that the 

interaction term was insignificant for all three types of promotions for both soap and body lotion, 

indicating that the type of sales promotion did not moderate the relationship between sales 

involvement and brand switching for both product types. For this reason, the moderating effect 

of the type of sales promotion was excluded from the final model.  

 

Table 4  
STATISTICAL RESULTS OF THE MODERATING EFFECT OF TYPE OF SALES PROMOTION  

 BETA P-VALUE T-STAT SIGNIFICANT/ 

INSIGNIFICANT  
INTERACTION Soap -0.15 0.51 -0.67 Insignificant 

COUPON 
     

Body Lotion -0.14 0.48 -0.70 Insignificant 
      

INTERACTION Soap -0.22 0.38 -0.87 Insignificant 

DISCOUNT 
     

Body Lotion -0.11 0.67 -0.43 Insignificant 
      

INTERACTION Soap 0.22 0.35 0.94 Insignificant 

COMPETITION 
     

Body Lotion 0.38 0.10 1.67 Insignificant  
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The Final Model 

 

The output in table 6 below shows that the model for soap reports an R
2
 Value of 0.18, 

indicating that 18% of the variation in stockpiling is explained by the model. The adjusted R
2
 

indicates that, adjusting for including extra variables, the model explains 17% of the variation in 

stockpiling. The R
2
 Value of 0.19 for body lotion indicates that 19% of the variation in 

stockpiling is explained by the model. The adjusted R
2
 indicates that, adjusting for including 

extra variables, the model explains 18% of the variation in stockpiling. ANOVA was then run to 
test the overall significance of the model for both soap and body lotion. From table 6 below, it is 
seen that with a p-value of 0.00 and F-stat of 20.35 and 22.02 respectively, both the soap and 
body lotion models are significant. Since both models were significant, the following model 
equations were proposed: 

 

Stockpilingsoap = B0 + B1 (Sales Involvement) + B2 (Brand Switching) 
 

Stockpilingbody lotion = B0 + B1 (Sales Involvement) + B2 (Brand Switching) 

 

Table 5 

SUMMARY MODEL FIT RESULTS 

 Model Summary  ANOVA  
     

 R
2 

Adjusted R
2 

F-stat p-value 

Soap 0.18 0.17 20.35 0.00 
     

Body Lotion 0.19 0.18 22.02 0.00 
     

 

 

Multiple linear regression using the forced entry method was then run to test whether 

sales involvement and brand switching explained a significant amount of the variation in 

stockpiling for both product types. One of the assumptions for regression is that no perfect 

multicollinearity may exist in the model (Malhotra, 2010). The VIF statistics in Table 7 below 

indicates that there is no multicollinearity as all of the scales are closer to 1 than to 10. The 

Tolerance statistics are also above the 0.2 mark, further indicating the lack of perfect 

multicollinearity. 

 

Furthermore, based on the output in Table 7 it is seen that both independent variables, 
sales involvement and brand switching are significant at a 5% level of significance (p-value < 

0.05) for both soap and body lotion. The full standardized regression models for both product 
types are therefore as follows: 

 

Stockpilingsoap = 1.04 +0.32(Sales Involvement) + 0.18(Brand Switching) 
 

Stockpilingbody lotion = 1.04 +0.21(Sales Involvement) + 0.32(Brand Switching) 

 

For soap, Sales Involvement had the greatest influence on stockpiling as the standardized 
beta coefficient is the largest (0.32). For body lotion, brand switching had the greatest influence 
on stockpiling as the standardized beta coefficient is the largest (0.32). 
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Table 6  
STATISTICAL RESULTS FOR FITTED MODEL  

 PRODUCT BETA T-STAT P-VALUE COLLINEARITY 

 TYPE    STATISTICS 
       

     TOLERANCE VIF 
       

CONSTANT Soap 1.04 2.65 0.01 - - 
       

 Body Lotion 1.04 2.70 0.01 - - 
       

SALES Soap 0.32 4.62 0.00 0.89 1.13 

INVOLVEMENT       

Body Lotion 0.21 3.07 0.00 0.91 1.10  

       

BRAND Soap 0.18 2.60 0.01 0.89 1.13 

SWITCHING       

Body Lotion 0.32 4.71 0.00 0.91 1.10  

       

Dependent Variables: Stockpiling Soap and Stockpiling Body Lotion  

 

The final step in determining the final model involved analyzing the mediation effect of 

brand switching in the model. A mediating variable transmits the effect of an independent 

variable on a dependent variable (Mackinnon, Fairchild & Fritz, 2007). For this study three 
variables namely; sales involvement, brand switching, and stockpiling were analyzed. This study 

proposed that sales Involvement directly affects their stockpiling behaviour through the 
mediating cause of brand switching. Therefore the following hypothesis was proposed: 

 

H4 The relationship between sales involvement and stockpiling is mediated by brand switching. 

 

In step 1 (see Figure 2, Appendix C) of the mediation model, the regression of sales 

involvement (X1) on stockpiling (Y) ignoring the mediator (path c), was significant for both soap 

and body lotion. For soap, B1 = 0.38, t(191) = 5.74 and p-value = 0.00. For body lotion B1 = 
0.31, t(191) = 4.44 and p-value = 0.00. Step 2 of the regression showed that the effects of sales 

involvement (X1) on the mediator (path a), brand switching (X2), was also significant for both 

soap and body lotion. For soap, B2 = 0.34, t(191) = 4.93 and p-value = 0.00; and for body lotion 

B2 = 0.30, t(191) = 4.29 and p-value = 0.00. Step 3 showed that the relationship between the 

mediator, brand switching (X2) and stockpiling (Y) (path b) was significant for both soap and 

body lotion. For soap B3 = 0.29, t(191) = 0.42 and p-value = 0.00 and for body lotion B3 = 0.39, 
t(191) = 5.76 and p-value = 0.00. The last step of the mediation process involved testing all paths 

in the model. It was revealed that sales involvement (X1) was still a significant predictor of 

stockpiling for soap B4 = 0.32, t(191) = 4.62 and p-value = 0.00 and for body lotion B4 = 0.21, 

t(191) = 3.07 and p-value = 0.00. However the value of B4 for soap and body lotion was less 

than B1 indicating that brand switching (X2) does in fact partially mediate the relationship 
between sales involvement and stockpiling. From the discussions above, this study proposed the 
following model: 
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Figure 2 

THE FINAL MODEL  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

NOTE: the dashed line indicates an insignificant path. 

 

All of the relationships proposed in this study were significant except for the moderating 

effect of the type of sales promotion on the relationship between sales involvement and brand 

switching. The Pearson’s correlation values of 0.30 and 0.32 observed in the model above 

indicate that the relationship between sales involvement and brand switching was indeed 

significant for both soap and body lotion. It is important however to note that this relationship 

was weak.  
The next step was to then test the full model with stockpiling set as the dependent 

variable and sales involvement and brand switching as the independent variables. From the 

model above, it is seen that holding all else constant, a one unit increase in sales involvement, 

will increase stockpiling for soap by 0.32. Additionally, holding all else constant, a one unit 

increase in brand switching, will increase stockpiling for soap by 0.18. For body lotion, holding 

all else constant, a one unit increase in sales involvement, will increase stockpiling by 0.21. 

Additionally, holding all else constant, a one unit increase in brand switching, will increase 

stockpiling by 0.32. The following section will discuss and make concluding remarks based on 

the results above. 
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DISCUSSIONS AND THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS 

 

Hypothesis 1 

 

This hypothesis proposed that sales involvement positively affects consumers’ brand 

switching behaviour. The analyses conducted found this relationship to be significant for both 

soap and body lotion and it was therefore concluded that sales involvement had a positive 

relationship consumers’ brand switching behaviour. The positive relationship above is supported 

in a study conducted by Shukla (2004) who found that extrinsic factors such as sales promotions 

motivated consumers to switch brands. Furthermore, a study by Kahn and Louie (1990) supports 

this finding. Kahn and Louie (1990) stated that extrinsic incentives did encourage brand 

switching for short periods of time. BOP consumers are known to actively seek out price 

reductions due to their financial constraints. A study by Durham (2013) discovered that survivors 

were only brand loyal when they could afford to be and more likely to purchase their first 

choices. 

 

Hypothesis 2 

 

Hypothesis 2 of the study proposed that brand switching has a non-directional influence 

on stockpiling. From the analysis conducted it was found that the relationship between brand 

switching and stockpiling was positive and weak for both soap and body lotion. This finding is 

supported by Ailawadi et al. (2007) who found that deal prone consumers and not brand loyal 

consumers are more likely to stockpile. The respondent’s household size could be a possible 

reason behind them stockpiling once they have brand switched. The mean value for household 

size was 4.46, indicating that on average respondents were more likely to buy in bulk to 

accommodate the number of individuals residing in each household. This finding was further 

supported by D’Haese and Van Huylenbroeck (2005) who suggested that a large portion of 

Survivors purchase their groceries in bulk. Furthermore stockpiling allows consumers to take full 

advantage of the sales promotion and maximise the benefits offered by the promotions. 

 

Hypothesis 3 

 

This hypothesis proposed that the type of sales promotion moderated the relationship 

between sales involvement and brand switching. The regression analysis found that the 

interaction term (Sales Involvement*Type of Promotion (e.g. coupon)) was insignificant for both 

soap and body lotion and thus the type of sales promotion had no moderating effect. This result 

is in contrast to Dodson, Tybout and Sternthal (1978) who conducted a similar study for 

margarine and flour. According to these researchers, media-distributed coupons and price 

discounts significantly impacted a consumer’s decision to switch brands for both margarine and 

flour (Dodson, Tybout & Sternthal, 1978). The rationale for coupons not affecting an individual's 

brand switching behaviour could be that coupons require effort to be redeemed (Henderson, 

1985). Additionally, competitions require moderate effort in that a consumer's details are 

necessary to enter the competition and some respondents may not always be willing to share this 

information, hence this type of promotion did not play a role in the decision to switch brands. 

The most surprising result was that price discount did not moderate the proposed relationship 

because such a discount has little to no effort to redeem. Potential rationale for this finding could 
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be that the low price caused by the discount affects an individual's perception of the products 
quality. This rationale is supported by Obermiller and Wheatley (1984) who found that the price 

of a product is indeed positively related to the perception of quality of the good, particularly 

when price is the only information available. 

 

Hypothesis 4 
 

This hypothesis proposed that the relationship between sales involvement and stockpiling 

was mediated by brand switching. The regression output indicated that the beta score for the 

relationship between sales involvement and stockpiling decreased from 0.38 to 0.32 for soap and 

0.31 to 0.21 for body lotion. It was then concluded that brand switching partially mediated the 

proposed relationship. This finding is supported by Gangwar et.al (2013) who concluded that a 

consumer’s brand switching behaviour impacts whether or not they will stockpile once a sales 

promotion has taken place. One possible explanation for individuals stockpiling in the presence 

of sales promotions is that the shelf life of both soap and body lotion is stable compared to other 

perishable goods. A study conducted by (Hoek & Roelants, 1991) found similar results and 

concluded that individuals were more likely to stockpile washing powder and cereal compared to 

fruits due to the short shelf life of fruits.  
The positive relationship found between sales promotions and stockpiling could also be 

explained through the community-oriented nature of South Africa’s BOP consumer market. 

These individuals often practice collectivism in the form of stokvels. The strong presence of 

communities and stokvels within this market could provide a possible explanation for stockpiling 

given that these individuals come together and make payments towards a common fund. These 

funds are then made available for these groups to make bulk purchases with the intention of 

generating savings. Furthermore, because of financial constraints faced by the BOP market, the 

bulk buying caused by sales promotions is not always on their preferred brands. This finding 

further reiterates that brand switching does indeed mediate the relationship between sales 

involvement and stockpiling. The following section discusses the implications that the results 

and finding of this study have on marketers. 

 

MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS 

 

The results of this study revealed that sales involvement was positively correlated to 

brand switching behaviour, meaning that individuals were fairly exploratory in their shopping 

behaviour. Essentially, switching brands means that the brand that is being switched to is gaining 

market share during that period. What marketers should aim to do is maintain this market share 

by ensuring that the consumers who switched to their brands continue to buy that brand in future. 

Additionally, results indicate that once brand switching occurred, some consumers stockpiled on 

the new brands. Marketers should therefore focus sales promotions on goods that are stockpiling 

friendly for example small in size and non-perishable.  
An interesting result obtained from this study is that type of promotion was found to have 

an insignificant moderating effect on the model in the study. The three different promotion types 

namely coupon, price discount and competition displayed an insignificant moderating effect for 

both soap and body lotion. This finding suggests that marketers and brands alike should not place 

significance on one type of promotion over the other. This is not to say that promotions should 

be neglected all together. FMCGs should therefore conduct further research into which 

promotion type suits the BoP market best. 
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Furthermore, this study gathered that the majority of the respondents conducted their 

shopping towards the end of the month (53.9%) and beginning (30.1%) with the least (16.1%) 

doing their household shopping during the middle of the month. It is thus suggested that 

companies run their promotions towards the end of the month and extend these promotions into 

the beginning of the next month. Although focusing on beginning and end of month, companies 

should not neglect mid-month promotions. These promotions should target consumers that are 

doing replenishment shopping. In addition to this, an interesting finding that was divulged is that 

a large percentage of males from the sample (51.8%) were responsible for their own household 

shopping with regards to purchasing both soap and body lotion. This suggests that companies 

should not discriminate between males and females when promoting either soap or body lotion. 

Both genders were responsive to sales promotions. This is in contrast to widely held beliefs that 

females are mostly responsible for household shopping including that of personal care items 

(LiveMoya, 2014).  
Lastly, in each product category, data gathered highlighted that there were dominant 

brands purchased by a large share of the sample population. Sunlight soap has a dominant share 

within the market of 35% followed by Protex with 22%. Whilst the dominant brand of body 

lotion was Nivea with 28% of the market followed by Vaseline with 19%. These brands should 

continue to promote their products in order to maintain and protect their share of the overall 

market which is becoming increasingly saturated. Additionally, in order for these leading brands 

to remain competitive, marketers need to constantly monitor the promotional activities of their 

competitors. Moreover, FMCGs can use sales promotions to enter new market segments and 

increase the size of their consumer base. 

 

LIMITATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

 

First, this study only focused on BOP consumers in Khayelitsha (Western Cape, South 

Africa). This therefore limits the generalizability of the study across geographical locations such 
as other township areas and provinces around South Africa. In addition to this, the use of a non-

probability sampling to select respondents creates a high risk that the sample may not be 
representative of the larger target population at hand (Malhotra, 2010).  

Second, the study failed to look at the physical attributes of products and the influence 

this may have on individuals’ stockpiling tendencies. For example a study by Narasimhan, 
Neslin & Sen (1996) showed that brands that can be easily stockpiled received a higher response 

from promotions. However, Raju (1992) concluded that bulkiness and perishability both reduces 
the likelihood of consumers’ stockpiling.  

Third, the target population, consisting of lower income consumers in South Africa is 

characterised as having low literacy rates, especially in English (HDA, 2013). A study by Human 
et.al (2011) found that the lack of English proficiency amongst respondents accounted for 

various interviewer biases present in the study such as interviewers providing biased 
explanations.  

Future research could build on the results found in this study through researching the 

effects of the size of the promotion as well as through the inclusion of other types of promotions. 
For example, a study by Lowe (2010) has shown that consumers prefer promotions such as price 

discounts more when it comes to low-brand awareness products. Researchers could thus benefit 
significantly by examining how individuals with varying degrees of brand loyalty differ in terms 
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of price consciousness and therefore their responsiveness to sales promotions (Kumar & Advani, 
2005).  

Future research could also help determine whether an individual's level of responsiveness 

to sales promotions varies during the month. According to the UCT Unilever Institute of 
Startegic Marketing’s Majority Report (2012; 2014; Simpson & Lappeman, 2017), low-income 

consumers are often forced out of their loyalty due to their financial constraints and as they 
become more cash strapped at varying times of the month.  

Type of and location of residence has also been found in a study conducted by Blattberg 

et al. 1978 to be related to an individual’s likelihood to stockpile. This study did not aim to look 

at residence type which could hold valuable insights for future researchers with regards to South 

Africa’s BOP market. Similarly, the positive relationship between response to promotions and 

household size has been the most consistently found according to Mittal (1994). Future research 

could therefore further examine this relationship between household size and sales promotions 

responsiveness. This possibility could be expanded to study different product categories. A study 

conducted by Bell et al. (1999) showed that consumer’s likelihood of stockpiling once exposed 

to a sales promotion differed across households and product categories. 
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