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Cover Letter 
30 November 2020 

Dear GIBS Project Publish Committee,   

 
Re: Journal selection strategy – Journal of Consumer Behaviour 
 

The Journal of Consumer Behaviour is published by Wiley (John Wiley & Sons, Inc) 

and is categorized as a Marketing Journal by the Association of Business Schools 

Academic Journal Guide 2018 with a 2-star ranking. In 2019, the journal holds an 

impact factor score of 1.708 (Clarivate Analytics, 2019 Journal Citation Reports) and 

in indexed by SCOPUS (Elsevier), EBSCO Publishing, ProQuest, Clarivate 

Analytics, CABI, KG Saur and APA.  

 

The Journal of Consumer Behaviour is targeted towards the promotion of consumer 

behaviour, consumer research and consumption research that are both theoretical 

and empirical and are anchored in social sciences understanding. The journal adopts 

a widespread view on topics related to consumer behaviour and research that are 

either at the leading edge of innovation and contest extant literature.  

 

The research article proposed constitutes original empirical research and 

investigates the effects of brand loyalty and programme loyalty in low-income 

consumer groups. This research fundamentally replicates a European study within 

the low-income consumer base and contests the previous findings to prove that 

low-income consumers exhibit differences in behavioural and attitudinal 

characteristics on the outcome metrics related to preference, intention and 

purchase behaviour. By finding that the outcomes of Sales, Price Premiums, Share 

of wallet and Share of visits are mostly impacted by Brand loyalty, this research 

contributes to the body of knowledge that influences both academics and 

practitioners alike. Thus, the article was well matched with the Journal of Consumer 

Behaviour. The article follows the journal’s author guidelines with a plan for possible 

publishing in early January 2021 

 

Yours sincerely, 

Sagar Sen, MBA Student 2020 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
 

2.1 Introduction  

This chapter details the relationships and findings, both convergent and divergent, 

in the literature that highlight the ability of brand loyalty and loyalty programmes to 

influence preference, intention and purchase behavioural outcomes in low-income 

consumers. The detailed review of the effectiveness of brand loyalty and loyalty 

programmes in low-income consumers is constructed in four sections: low-income 

consumer behaviour; understanding loyalty; antecedents of loyalty as key 

constructs; and behavioural and attitudinal elements. This chapter concludes by 

evaluating and emphasising the hypothetical model and moderating constructs.  

 

Loyalty programmes and their effectiveness to drive repetitive purchase behaviour 

has been researched in great depth in extant literature. However, their ability to 

produce outcomes related to preference, intention and purchase behaviour in low-

income consumers remains inconclusive, particularly for firms in emerging markets 

having to decide between investing in brand loyalty or and loyalty programmes. 

Although the debate on the effectiveness of brand loyalty versus loyalty 

programmes has been thoroughly exhausted (Evanschitzky et al., 2012), this 

research aims to consider the consequences of behavioural and attitudinal loyalty 

derived from low-income consumers in emerging markets. The extant literature and 

research conducted in Europe (Evanschitzky et al., 2012) concludes that brand and 

programme loyalty exert various effects on the consumer loyalty outcomes above. 

By fundamentally repositioning this research, there exists a gambit of postulating 

new outcomes through a re-examination of the brand loyalty that inherently exists 

in the purchasing decisions of low-income consumers (Barki & Parente, 2007).  

 

The low-income segment in South Africa provides a unique lens through which to 

examine the effectiveness of well-established loyalty programmes within the large 

retailer sector, where uptake within the low-income segment is on the increase 

(Cromhout & Netto, 2020). When considering investments in loyalty programmes 

for low-income consumers, firms in emerging markets must understand the 

underlying drivers of preference, intention and purchase behaviour by differentiating 

between brand loyalty and programme loyalty to maximise returns on marketing 

spend (Evanschitzky et al., 2012). This research will consider the attitudinal and 
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behavioural loyalty factors that contribute to the body of knowledge on the 

effectiveness of loyalty programmes in low-income consumers. 

 

2.2 Low-income consumer behaviour  

The purchasing behaviour of low-income consumers in emerging markets is 

fundamentally different to the purchasing behaviour of consumers in more developed 

nations (Barki & Parente, 2007). This segment comprises an estimated 4 billion 

people worldwide, defined by a few characteristics adjusted for local market 

conditions, earning incomes of less than US$20 per day that usually supports 

multiple family members (Gupta & Srivastav, 2016). These consumers are generally 

described as highly price sensitive (Barki & Parente, 2007; Devpersadh-Oodith, 

2018), particularly in sub-Saharan Africa, where 80% of their income is spent on 

basic consumption (King & Lynghjem, 2016). However, this notion is contested, as 

brand loyalty constitutes 65% of their purchase decisions (Allan, 2013) because of 

factors such as compensation of dignity, personalised relationships, aspirational 

elements of social acceptance, value elements such as consistent quality, and an 

avoidance of the risk of failure (Allan, 2013; Barki & Parente, 2007).  

 

Another key consideration that differentiates attitudinal and behavioural loyalty 

outcomes for low-income consumers in emerging markets is the socioeconomic 

lexicon. These subsistence or transition marketplaces are characterised by limited 

governmental and societal support, uneven infrastructure, weak formal support 

structures and institutions for workers’ rights (Chipp et al., 2019), and pending 

burdens such as healthcare that curtail spending on other basic consumptions 

(Devpersadh-Oodith, 2018).  

 

The cautious, brand-loyal behaviour of low-income consumers highlighted above 

provides the argument for the differentiation of this segment. With generally low 

levels of education and literacy, these consumers distinguish between brands 

through packaging sizes, colours, trademarks and logos to leverage visual cues in 

determining high-quality products (Devpersadh-Oodith, 2018). Thus, the 

development and implementation of loyalty programme for the low-income market 

cannot be premised on the data and outcomes of intention, preference and purchase 

behaviour of extant literature from Europe or the United States. 
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2.3 Understanding loyalty  

To investigate the drivers of intention, preference and purchase behaviour in low-

income consumers, these outcomes are classified as overall customer loyalty 

(Evanschitzky et al., 2012). Customer loyalty is the cornerstone of marketing 

scholarship, and enables practitioners to differentiate and build long-term 

relationships (Sarkar Sengupta et al., 2014). The definition of customer loyalty 

outlined in this research demonstrates both behavioural and attitudinal components: 

“Customer loyalty is viewed as the strength of the relationship between an 

individual’s relative attitude and repeat patronage” (Dick & Basu, 1994, p. 99). Yi et 

al. (2003) explore the concept of consumer loyalty as an amalgamation of two 

theoretical constructs in brand loyalty and programme loyalty that affect a firm’s 

performance. The authors define brand loyalty as possessing a positive feelings 

towards the company brand, and program loyalty as possessing a positive feeling 

towards the overall benefits that the loyalty programme provides (Yi & Jeon, 2003). 

However, the key question of the importance of each in determining overall consumer 

loyalty – and hence the outcomes of intention, preference and purchase behaviour in 

low-income consumers – remains to be answered. 

 

As customer loyalty is the ultimate objective of both constructs, each represents 

either the attitudinal and behaviour elements as key in achieving customer loyalty 

(Kumar et al., 2013; Kumar & Shah, 2004) in actual purchase behaviour 

(Evanschitzky et al., 2012). However, the extent of the effects of loyalty programmes 

in building customer loyalty is mixed (McCall & Voorhees, 2010). Cant & Du Toit 

(2012) observed little evidence to support increased consumer loyalty behaviour as 

a result of loyalty programmes in the South African market. This observation, 

particularly as it relates to the behavioural aspects of decision-making in purchasing, 

directly contradicts the outcomes of European study on the effectiveness of retail 

loyalty programmes (Evanschitzky et al., 2012). It supports the claim that low-

income consumers in emerging markets have different behavioural and attitudinal 

characteristics that must be accounted for when researching the effectiveness of 

loyalty programmes and comparing them to the outcomes of brand loyalty, and 

considering how they each influence long-term consumer loyalty (Chinomona & 

Sandada, 2013; Evanschitzky et al., 2012; Verhoef, 2003). 

 

To further investigate the consequences of programme and brand loyalty on 
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customer loyalty, we must consider these constructs within the paradigms of 

attitudinal and behavioural loyalty. Attitudinal loyalty is complex. It has an impact on 

a customer’s commitment to and perception of the brand with regards to self-identity 

through social equity theory (Kang et al., 2015). These favourable attitudes have 

roots in the customer’s emotional and psychological states, which regulates the 

relationship between the customer and the provider, and is the basis for brand 

loyalty (Gundlach et al., 1995; Kumar et al., 1995). In contrast, behavioural loyalty 

is defined in terms of repetitive purchase behaviour (Dorotic et al., 2012), and is 

economically motivated through incentives and rewards (Evanschitzky et al., 2012). 

Customers who are loyal to programmes might not exhibit favourable attitudes 

towards a particular provider. Their purchase behaviour is governed by the 

economic benefits they receive (Evanschitzky et al., 2012), and is devoid of any 

emotional attachment, which is often referred to as spurious loyalty (Dick & Basu, 

1994). Evanschitzky et al. (2012) enhance the contributions of attitudinal loyalty to 

represent brand loyalty, whereas the repetitive nature of behavioural loyalty is seen 

to represent programme loyalty.  

 

Extant literature fully supports the direct influence of brand loyalty on long-term 

customer loyalty (Chinomona & Sandada, 2013; Evanschitzky et al., 2012; Verhoef, 

2003). This literature posits that brand loyalty governs elements such as intention, 

preference and long-term purchasing habits, while questioning the effectiveness of 

loyalty programmes to generate customer loyalty (Cant & Du Toit, 2012; McCall & 

Voorhees, 2010). However, the effectiveness of loyalty programmes has been 

evidenced through empirical research (Kim et al., 2013; Lewis, 2004; Liao et al., 

2014; Meyer-Waarden, 2008), with Uncles et al. (2003) arguing that attractive 

loyalty programmes may encourage customers to build relationships with the 

programme rather than a specific brand. Some academic literature has even argued 

that loyalty programmes play a significant role as a mediating variable to profitable 

customer loyalty (Kang et al., 2015; Kim et al., 2013; Kumar et al., 2013). The 

implication is that loyalty programmes have both significant and insignificant 

correlations with consumer loyalty based on the market environment, consumer 

preferences for polygamous loyalty (multiple loyalty cards), and the design of such 

programmes (Cant & Du Toit, 2012; Noel et al., 2012). 

 

 



 

6 
 

The benefits of loyalty programmes clearly have a positive effect on repurchasing 

behaviour. However, if there is no emotional attachment to the brand or there is an 

overdependence on programme relationship, competitors in the same multivendor 

loyalty programme face the prospect of programme substitution or transfer to 

another loyalty programme offering similar benefits (Evanschitzky et al., 2012; 

Meyer-Waarden, 2008). One school of thought suggests that loyalty programmes 

merely reward existing loyalty rather than creating additional customer loyalty 

(Berman, 2006), whereas another school considers them to be too costly to be 

profitable (Dowling & Uncles, 1997). Ultimately, it is evident that both constructs 

have important roles to play in building customer loyalty, particularly among low-

income consumers.  

 

Based on the differentiating nature of these constructs, it is expected that their 

antecedents would be markedly different. To gain a deeper insight into the two types 

of loyalty, a conceptual model is derived from literature that explains the constructs 

in terms of social exchange theory, equity theory and relationship marketing theory 

(Evanschitzky et al., 2012).  

 

To understand the emotional connections that some brands have with customers, 

social exchange theory between a firm as the provider and the customer explains 

the affective bonds (Evanschitzky et al., 2012). The key mediating variable model 

in relationship marketing explains how trust and commitment are key constructs, 

from an emotional standpoint, in driving customer acquisition and propensity to 

leave, as well as in reducing uncertainty (Morgan & Hunt, 1994). Dick & Basu (1994) 

propose a framework for attitudinal loyalty in which factors such as post-purchase 

satisfaction contribute significantly to repeat purchase behaviour and positive 

consumer emotional responses. 

 

In contrast to the above, programme loyalty is underpinned by economic 

considerations. Equity theory explains the logical, value-based trade-offs and cost-

benefit analysis that customers undertake (Evanschitzky et al., 2012). Kim et al. 

(2013) find that monetary savings, entertainment, recognition (special treatment) 

and social benefits are significant predictors of programme loyalty, and more 

fundamentally, from a behavioural perspective, that programme loyalty strongly 

mediates the effects of these elements on customer loyalty. According to this 
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behavioural perspective, monetary benefits directly predict customer loyalty in terms 

of purchase behavioural outcomes (Dowling & Uncles, 1997; Kim et al., 2013). 

However, many loyalty programmes have failed in recent years due to a lack of 

focus on perceived customer benefits (Mimouni-Chaabane & Volle, 2010). 

Successful loyalty programmes have produced improved relationships and 

improved purchase behaviours in the retail sector (De Wulf et al., 2001). Although 

programme loyalty is economic in nature, the perception of a benefit seems to be 

just as effective. The following section outlines the key elements of loyalty 

programmes so that we may understand their effectiveness, design and 

development in a more meaningful way. 

 

2.4 Effectiveness and understanding of Loyalty programmes 

 

The American Marketing Association defines loyalty programmes as “continuity 

incentive programmes offered by retailers to reward customers and encourage 

repeat business” (Dorotic et al., 2012, p. 218). Although, traditionally, research into 

loyalty programmes and their effectiveness has focused largely on their design 

(Bijmolt et al., 2010; Dorotic et al., 2012; McCall & Voorhees, 2010), recent studies 

have demonstrated their contribution to customer loyalty (Chaudhuri et al., 2019; 

Liao et al., 2014). Evidence suggests that firms with loyalty programmes have 

managed to improve capabilities that govern customer relationships  and as such 

show better sales and gross profits (Chaudhuri et al., 2019). Building customer 

loyalty and improving the competitive positions of firms by attracting new customers, 

promoting repetitive purchasing behaviour and increasing transaction sizes tends to 

be the primary objective of loyalty programmes (Breugelmans et al., 2015; Liu, 2007; 

Voorhees et al., 2015). But Dowling & Uncles (1997) find that high costs might 

hamper the profitability and strategic effectiveness of programmes (Liu, 2007). As a 

consequence, firms must consider reward design factors such as type and timing of 

rewards (Dowling & Uncles, 1997) when developing their loyalty programmes. This 

further enables them to counter the threat of substitution from polygamous loyalty 

(Cant & Du Toit, 2012).  

 

To be successful among low-income consumers in an emerging market, loyalty 

programmes need to link this design to the considerations of low-income consumers. 

Alongside income levels, to segment consumers for market targeting so that 
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aspirational and motivational factors are considered, Dahana, Kobayashi & Ebisuya 

(2018) propose that firms should consider factors such as psychographics, living 

standards, consumption and buying behaviours. Although the majority of low-income 

consumers prefer direct, immediate rewards (Cromhout & Netto, 2020;  Radder, Van 

Eyk & Swiegelaar, 2015), the type of reward can be direct or indirect (cash or points), 

and the timing immediate or delayed (Dowling & Uncles, 1997). However, Montoya 

& Flores (2019) argue that instant promotion or redemption in loyalty programmes 

should be avoided as the effects on purchasing behaviour and quantity increases 

are only short term (Zhang & Breugelmans, 2012). This explains why many low-

income consumers in South Africa are not attracted to points-based retail loyalty 

programme offerings that target medium- to high-income groups with high barriers to 

entry. These programmes are fundamentally misaligned with the low-income 

segment in that they lack viable rewards outcomes; provide irrelevant, impersonal 

offers; and don’t ensure that points remain valid for an extended period (Cromhout & 

Netto, 2020). 

 

Design factors such as membership requirements can assist the uptake of loyalty 

programmes (Bijmolt et al., 2010). Although membership requirements with 

associated fees have shown to increase sales and gross profit as a result of creating 

vested interest in the programme (Chaudhuri et al., 2019), these also serve as a 

barrier to entry for low-income consumers (Cromhout & Netto, 2020). Local 

consumer preferences and cultural dynamics play a pivotal role in the success of 

loyalty programmes. Gender (Cromhout & Netto, 2020) and cultural power-distance 

(Thompson & Chmura, 2015), for example, demonstrate that consumer preferences 

for rewards – particularly exclusive treatment in high power-distance markets – align 

with low-income aspirational tendencies (Barki & Parente, 2007). The design and 

continual measurement of the effectiveness of loyalty programmes alongside an 

alignment with the attitudinal behaviours of consumers provides a competitive 

advantage (Breugelmans et al., 2015). Steinhoff & Palmatier (2016) emphasise that 

clarity of benefits, exclusive and tangible rewards are key mediating variables in 

determining the performance of loyalty programmes.  

 

From the understanding of brand loyalty, programme loyalty and the theoretical 

deductions of each construct discussed above, we can conceptualise a model of the 

driving forces of each construct. Relationship and emotional factors such as trust, 
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satisfaction and company commitment are posited as the driving forces of brand 

loyalty, whereas social benefits, special treatment and overall programme value are 

the driving forces behind programme loyalty. The theoretical model below unpacks 

these driving forces in the context of low-income consumers and hypothesises and 

assesses the differential impact these two constructs have on consumer loyalty, 

particularly aspects of consumer preference, intention and purchase behaviour. 

 

2.5 Conceptual model and research hypotheses 

 

2.5.1 Brand loyalty as a construct 
 

Brand loyalty can be thought of as a hybrid construct, a mediating variable that 

allows the attitudinal loyalty of consumers to translate into intention, preference and 

purchase behaviour. Evanschitzky et al. (2012) argue that antecedent drivers of 

brand loyalty include emotional, psychological and relationship factors such as 

company commitment (psychological attachment) (Chinomona, 2016; Kang et al., 

2015; Morgan & Hunt, 1994), company trust (Chinomona & Sandada, 2013; Morgan 

& Hunt, 1994) and company satisfaction (Matthews et al., 2014). However, frequent 

use and interaction play an important role, with heavy purchase consumers tending 

to be more brand loyal (Sheth & Koschmann, 2019). In South Africa, brand 

communication and image has positive effects on brand trust with consumers, 

serving as a mediator to brand loyalty across various income groups (Chinomona, 

2016). In effect, brand loyalty is a composite construct that measures the 

consumer’s relationship and attitudinal responses to the brand, and positively 

influences consumer loyalty. 

 

2.5.2 Drivers of brand loyalty 

 

Brand commitment 

 

Commitment is defined as “the enduring desire to maintain a valued relationship” 

(Moorman et al., 1992, p. 316). It is a key antecedent for brand loyalty (Chinomona, 

2016; Evanschitzky et al., 2012; Kang et al., 2015), and is a key construct in the 

relationship marketing theory (Morgan & Hunt, 1994) that has evolved from social 

exchange theory (Emerson, 1976). Because commitment also plays an important role 
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in consumer behaviour as the foundation to psychological attachment (Verhoef, 2003) 

and personal identification with the firm (Kang et al., 2015), it leads to additional 

altitudinal loyalty benefits such as price tolerance and share of visits (Delgado-Ballester 

et al., 2001). If a customer has the commitment and desire to maintain a relationship 

with a provider, they will inherently be loyal to that provider’s brand. We can thus 

hypothesise that: 

 

H1: Company commitment has a positive effect on company loyalty. 

 

Brand trust  

 

Trust is defined as “willingness to rely on an exchange partner in whom one has 

confidence” (Moorman et al., 1992, p. 315). Similar to commitment, the construct of 

trust is derived from the key mediating variable model in relationship marketing 

(Morgan & Hunt, 1994) that has evolved from social exchange theory (Emerson, 

1976). In the retail environment specifically, trust is viewed as the basis for customer 

loyalty (Zeithaml et al., 1993). Although the relationship effects between trust and 

brand loyalty has been well established even in the South African retail context 

(Chinomona & Sandada, 2013), it has further positive relationships with customer 

loyalty (Delgado-Ballester et al., 2001), and is a fundamental foundation for both 

attitudinal and behavioural loyalty (Harris & Goode, 2004). Trust in a brand will 

ultimately lead to long-term brand loyalty. We can thus hypothesise that: 

 

H2: Company trust has a positive effect on company loyalty. 

 

Brand satisfaction  

 

Satisfaction is defined as the post-purchase evaluation driven by the purchase 

experience and consumption feedback (Anderson et al., 1994). The causal 

relationship between satisfaction and loyalty has been explored by many academics 

(Matthews et al., 2014). Brand satisfaction is asymmetrically linked with brand 

loyalty, but is a strong predictor of consumer loyalty, particularly preference and 

purchase behaviour based on past experience (Oliver, 1999). Harris & Goode 

(2004) define post-purchase brand satisfaction as a key antecedent for brand 
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loyalty. Post-purchase satisfaction is a strong predictor of future purchase behaviour 

and loyalty towards a brand or firm. We can thus hypothesise that: 

 

H3: Brand satisfaction has a positive effect on company loyalty. 

 

2.5.3 Programme loyalty as a construct 

  

Programme loyalty can be thought of as an overarching construct that acts as a 

mediator between customer loyalty and the various programme elements and 

benefits. The relationship between programme loyalty and a firm’s profitability is 

developed through social benefits, special treatment and the perceived value of the 

programme (Evanschitzky et al., 2012; Kim et al., 2013). When designing loyalty 

programmes, a firm must consider its perspective on customer participation rates, 

as well as the customer’s perspective on perceived benefits (Voorhees et al., 2015). 

These perceived benefits can be in the form of utilitarian benefits (monetary 

savings), hedonic benefits (entertainment) and symbolic benefits (special treatment 

and social benefits) (Mimouni-Chaabane & Volle, 2010). In essence, the construct 

of programme loyalty comprises the behavioural responses of consumers based on 

their affiliation and relationship with the programme, leading to long-term consumer 

loyalty. 

 

2.5.4 Drivers of programme loyalty 

 

Social benefits  

 

Social benefits promote a sense of belonging for certain groups that share similar 

values or gain similar privileges (Meyer-Waarden, 2008; Mimouni-Chaabane & 

Volle, 2010). They are psychological in nature. Mimouni-Chaabane & Volle (2010) 

classify social benefits as symbolic, fulfilling consumers’ underlying need for social 

approval and personal expression (Keller, 1993). Social benefits positively relate to 

the level of relationship commitment (Goodwin, 1996) by enabling a sense of 

community and social structure through shared rewards and incentives (Dowling & 

Uncles, 1997; Liao et al., 2014), ultimately leading to overall consumer loyalty 

(Evanschitzky et al., 2012; Kim et al., 2013). As social bonds are difficult to 

duplicate, social benefits that bridge the relationship between customers and firms 
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provide those firms that are able to develop them a significant competitive 

advantage (De Wulf et al., 2001). In low-income consumers, this is related to their 

aspirational tendencies and the desire for social acceptance (Allan, 2013; Barki & 

Parente, 2007). We can thus hypothesise that: 

 

H4: Social benefits have a positive effect on programme loyalty among low-income 

consumers. 

 

Special treatment  

 

To avoid the underlying costs associated with cash-related discounts, loyalty 

programmes seek to provide non-cash rewards to members on special occasions 

(Evanschitzky et al., 2012). This special treatment provides a platform for strong 

relations (Mimouni-Chaabane & Volle, 2010) and is the basis for improved customer 

loyalty (Gwinner et al., 1998), as well as the overall attractiveness (Wirtz et al., 2007) 

and commitment towards the loyalty programme (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2002). 

However, competitor offers (Evanschitzky et al., 2012) may undermine the effects 

of special treatment and recognition, resulting in tiered retail programmes having 

little effect on the feeling of exclusivity (Arbore & Estes, 2013). Overall, special 

treatment improves the commitment, relationship and customer loyalty towards the 

programme, compensating for dignity deficits and low self-esteem in low-income 

groups (Barki & Parente, 2007). We can thus hypothesise that:  

 

H5: Special treatment has a positive effect on programme loyalty among low-income 

consumers. 

 

Perceived value  

 

Perceived programme value is based on equity theory, and is defined as the overall 

assessment of costs and benefits related to the programme (Evanschitzky et al., 

2012). Although loyalty programmes provide various types of benefits, including cash 

rewards, free services and free products, these come at a high cost (Teng et al., 2012). 

For low-income consumers, perceptions of value are linked to instant cash-based 

rewards (Cromhout & Netto, 2020). However, this price-sensitive response and 
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comparison to competitors (Evanschitzky et al., 2012) could also have an impact on 

the effectiveness of loyalty programmes (Cedrola & Memmo, 2010). Yang & Peterson 

(2004) argue that perceived customer value differentiates loyalty programmes from 

competitor programmes, and contributes positively towards the intention and purchase 

behaviour of customers, and programme success (Dowling & Uncles, 1997). In 

evaluating the type and timing of rewards and their relative impact on the value 

perceptions and overall customer loyalty, Yi et al. (2003) suggest the significance is 

casual. The underlying proposition this yields, based on their preferences, is that the 

value perceptions of low-income consumers will yield greater levels of loyalty 

programme. We can thus hypothesise that: 

 

H6: Value perception has a positive effect on programme loyalty among low-income 

consumers. 

 

2.6 Attitudinal and behavioural consequences of loyalty 
 

The constructs of brand loyalty and programme loyalty, as well as their antecedents, 

have been well defined through the above discussion. To hypothesise the model of 

this research and determine the constructs’ influence on intentions, preferences and 

purchase behaviour, we must define how these outcomes will be measured. 

Intentions and preferences are measured through three dependant causal 

variables: price premiums, share of wallet, and share of visits. The variable of price 

premiums demonstrates both intentions and shopping preferences as it measures 

a firm’s brand loyalty and programme loyalty against competitors offering similar 

products (Kim et al., 2013). Share of wallet is a measure of intention that indicates 

the split between competitor stores as a percentage of the overall spend on the 

basket of goods (Evanschitzky et al., 2012), whereas share of visits is correlated 

with consumer preference for a particular provider. Unlike share of wallet, which is 

concerned with spend, share of visits measures the ratio of trips to a particular firm 

versus the total number of similar trips undertaken for similar purposes 

(Evanschitzky et al., 2012; Kim et al., 2013). Actual purchase behaviour, however, 

cannot be measured with preferences or intentions; actual sales data are required 

to predict future sales. In developing the model, we are merely attempting to justify 

and attach these outcomes as a result of either brand loyalty or programme loyalty. 
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Because behavioural loyalty focuses on actual purchase behaviour and repeated 

patronage (Dowling & Uncles, 1997; Meyer-Waarden, 2008), it lacks emotional 

attachment with the brand or service provider (Breugelmans & Liu-Thompkins, 

2017). From a behavioural loyalty perspective, the effect of loyalty programmes has 

a positive correlation on share of wallet (Meyer-Waarden, 2008), and also 

significantly contributes to a firm’s profit and future sales (Evanschitzky et al., 2012; 

Kim et al., 2013). 

 

Attitudinal elements of loyalty focus on the emotional and psychological impact of 

loyalty on customers (Oliver, 1999). Loyalty programmes can influence psychological 

attachment of consumers to a firm, and increase share of wallet through increased 

purchase frequency and overall basket sizes (Liu, 2007; Wirtz et al., 2007). The impact 

of this loyalty tends to be long term and directly affect the relationship customers have 

with providers (Kim et al., 2013). 

 

The two key constructs of brand loyalty and programme loyalty relate directly to 

a firm’s long-term performance and economic profitability. Through the 

personalised treatment of customers – answering not just the ‘what’ but also the 

‘how’ – loyalty programmes engage and form relationships with customers to 

maximise a firm’s profitability (Steinhoff & Palmatier, 2016). Developing 

emotional attachments to the brand through the use of loyalty programmes can 

also make loyalty programmes financially successful (McCall & Voorhees, 2010).  

Based on the above discussion of the extant literature, both brand loyalty and 

programme loyalty contribute positively towards overall customer loyalty and its 

related outcomes. We can thus hypothesise, regardless of income, that:  

H7: Brand loyalty has a positive effect on price premium, share of visits, share of 

wallet and purchase behaviour for low-income consumers. 

 

H8: Programme loyalty has a positive effect on price premium, share of visits, share 

of wallet and purchase behaviour for low-income consumers. 

 

We have established the outcomes of our two key constructs and the expected 

positive impact of brand loyalty and programme loyalty on overall consumer loyalty. 

But we still have to answer our fundamental question: which of these has a greater 
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impact on individual outcomes? For low-income consumers, brand loyalty is a 

strong predictor of purchase behaviour due to their avoidance of the risk of failure 

(Barki & Parente, 2007). Furthermore, we can assume that the attitudinal 

components of brand loyalty influence relationship-led factors such as price 

premiums, share of wallet and share of visits (Dick & Basu, 1994; Evanschitzky et 

al., 2012; Kim et al., 2013; Liu, 2007). South African loyalty programme data, 

however, contradicts this, placing programme loyalty as a major driver in store visits 

even without purchases (Cromhout & Netto, 2020). We can thus hypothesise that: 

 

H9: The relative differential effect of brand loyalty on price premium, share of wallet 

and purchase behaviours is stronger than the effects of programme loyalty on 

these behaviours for low-income consumers. 

 

H10: The relative differential effects of brand loyalty on share of visits behaviour is  

weaker than the effects of programme loyalty on this behaviour for low-income 

consumers. 

 

Conceptual model 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Conceptual model of customer loyalty outcomes 



 

16 
 

Chapter 4: Proposed methodology and design  
 

The following chapter outlines the methodology and design of the research study 

conducted. A full description of methodological choices is provided including the 

justifications for various rationale. The research design elements, the population, 

unit of analysis, sampling method and size, measurement instruments, data 

gathering procedure, analysis approach and the limitations of the research are 

detailed extensively in this chapter. 

 

4.1  Research design  

 

This research study was intended to measure the effectiveness of behavioural and 

attitudinal loyalty constructs in preference, intentions and purchase behaviour 

outcomes within the segment of low-income consumers. When assessing the 

effectiveness of programme loyalty versus brand loyalty as mediators for overall 

customer loyalty and firm performance, four dependant variables alongside the 

antecedents of programme and brand loyalty were considered (Evanschitzky et 

al., 2012). As such, the researcher adopted a positivist philosophy for the study 

with the aim of discerning relationships been observed and measured variables of 

cause and effect, and supporting a prior causal scheme discussed in the literature 

review (Evanschitzky et al., 2012; Saunders & Lewis, 2012; Zikmund, Babin, Carr, 

& Griffin, 2010). 

 

A deductive approach was adopted as the researcher was seeking to answer 

research questions and hypotheses based on existing consumer behaviour and 

loyalty models. Furthermore, the research seeks to question the application of the 

theory in low-income consumers and investigate the causal outcomes linked to brand 

loyalty and programme loyalty. Deductive reasoning is the process of drawing 

conclusions from first principles via the use of a logical process (Zikmund et al., 

2010). 

 

For the purposes of this study, a similar conceptual model from a European study 

was adapted from extant literature but modified for the use in low-income 

environments based on both existing literature and practitioner reports. The 
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hypotheses were logically derived from existing literature like Evanschitzky et al., 

(2012) and Kim et al. (2013).  

 

This study leveraged a mono-method quantitative approach (Saunders & Lewis, 

2012) that supported objective measurement via a single data collection method 

face-to-face questionnaire survey. This was fundamentally different to the European 

studies by Evanschitzky et al., (2012) and Kim et al. (2013) where a mixed method 

approach for data collection was used. This research leveraged no secondary data 

sources (Zikmund et al., 2010)    

 

The quantitative approach was chosen to enhance the validity, reliability and 

generalisability of the study (Bryman et al., 2008) as well as to statistically test the 

theories presented in the literature review reflecting behavioural and attitudinal 

loyalty measures and their impacts on program loyalty, brand loyalty and the 

outcomes of consumer loyalty including firm performance. 

 

The research purpose is considered explanatory as it seeks to understand the casual 

relationships between variables (Zikmund et al., 2010). As primary data was 

collected through face-to-face questionnaires, statistical tests are required to 

reinforce the use of explanatory power required in the research design (Zikmund et 

al., 2010). Furthermore, the research seeks to leverage an existing theoretical model 

to explain its application in the environment of low-income consumers. 

  

A survey strategy will be used to evaluate the loyalty constructs and their 

antecedents both individually and collectively in relation to their mediating effects and 

dependant outcome variables. The majority of studies in this field have used 

questionnaire surveys to collect data (Chinomona & Sandada, 2013; Evanschitzky 

et al., 2012; Kim et al., 2013; Radder et al., 2015). In order to support the data 

collection effort and target a large sample size within a short space of time during 

face-to-face data collection interviews, structured survey questions were used to 

measure existing defined constructs developed from literature (Zikmund et al., 2010). 

 

As the purpose of this research was to evaluate the impacts of loyalty drivers on 

consumer intentions, preferences and purchase behaviours at a relevant point in 
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time (Saunders & Lewis, 2012; Zikmund et al., 2010), a cross-sectional study is 

proposed (Evanschitzky et al., 2012; Kim et al., 2013). 

 

The questionnaire survey was administered physically on a tablet device outside of 

a large retail supermarket store belonging to a large chain well known for 

administering the largest membership loyalty programme in South Africa. To remain 

anonymous, the surveys were self-completed by the consumers similar to extant 

literature (Evanschitzky et al., 2012), although always under supervision to assist 

with comprehension, language or technology issues that respondents faced. The 

constructs and the items relevant to each construct in the survey were adapted 

directly from extant literature as the sole measurement instrument (Evanschitzky et 

al., 2012; Kim et al., 2013) The selected store was Pick n Pay in the low-income 

neighbourhood of Orange Farm, Soweto. The physical interactions with respondents 

occurred outside the store within public areas.  

 

4.2 Population  

 

The population for the proposed research is defined as low-income consumers (Barki 

& Parente, 2007) who are enrolled in a multi-partner loyalty programme of a large 

retail supermarket chain (Evanschitzky et al., 2012). With the population size of the 

loyalty programme already known to be approximately 8 million consumers, living 

standard measurements (LSM) was applied based on monthly income reported to 

distinguish low-income groups. This was found to be inconsequential as almost 98% 

of respondents were low-income consumers. The sample population was thus 

represented by the average consumer base of a typical supermarket store which was 

found to be approximately 350,000-400,00 consumers per month (MSCI Inc, 2019; 

Pick ’n Pay, 2020) .This was effectively the qualifying criteria for the research and 

income level thresholds reported were compared with the consumer data on monthly 

spend at the retailer such to ensure accuracy (Evanschitzky et al., 2012; Kim et al., 

2013; Radder et al., 2015). The research did not classify gender or race for ethical 

and standardization purposes. The population of the low-income consumer group 

was further reduced to a specific store in a low-income neighbourhood to ensure the 

best probability of interacting with low-income consumers when sampling. The 

grocery retail context is defined by low-to-medium levels of involvement particularly 
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around household consumer goods that served as the reference category 

(Evanschitzky et al., 2012).  

 

4.3 Unit of analysis  

 

This research seeks to investigate the constructs related to the drivers of behavioural 

and attitudinal loyalty among low-income consumers. The independent variables will 

be analysed at an individual level of aggregation. These include the antecedent 

constructs of brand commitment, brand trust, brand satisfaction, programme social 

benefits, programme value and programme special treatment, as well as intention, 

preference and purchase behavioural outcome impacts such as willingness to pay a 

premium, share of wallet and share of visits (Evanschitzky et al., 2012). An important 

point to note on the unit of analysis is the basis of loyalty measurement, either 

towards a loyalty programme or company brand, is broadly based on the psyche of 

the individual consumer. However, it should be noted that individual-level inferences 

on consumer behaviour have firm-level implications (Evanschitzky et al., 2012) 

 

4.4 Sampling Method and Size  

 

The sampling frame for this research was consumers a retail store (Pick n Pay) in a 

low-income neighbourhood. This store is part of a larger Pick ‘n Pay chain that has 

with the Smart Shopper loyalty programme. The non-probability purposive sampling 

technique was used, as per Zikmund et al. (2010) as the study leveraged judgement 

to select a sample based on specific reasons. Only consumers who met the low-

income threshold of ZAR 10,000 per month maximum income were selected as 

viable datapoints and the study was conducted in a fixed pre-determined low-income 

neighbourhood (Orange Farm, Soweto) to increase the probability of ensuring the 

criterion was met. Since the researchers had no previous interactions with 

respondents, an opportunistic convenient sampling technique was used (Zikmund et 

al., 2010). This was also fundamentally due to the low-cost of interactions and 

providing questionnaires to footfall at the store (Zikmund et al., 2010) 
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After ensuring that the population adheres to the criterion of low-income consumers 

in an active loyalty programme, the representative sampling technique was applied 

together with quota sampling to ensure that income level, average monthly spend, 

and age quotas are met. This purposive sampling ensured that the data collected on 

the subgroup of low-income consumers reflects minimum skewness, making 

differences and similarities in behavioural characteristics more apparent (Bell, 

Bryman & Harley, 2018).  

 

Sample size is an indication of overall “statistical power” (Hair et al., 2018) and in 

order to perform the Structural Equation Modelling analysis detailed below in Section 

4.7, the overall sample size to be used according to Hair et al. (2018) and Pallant 

(2020) was N = 50+8X (where N represents the sample size and X represents the 

number of survey questions or unique items). Since the measurement questionnaire 

described below had 34 unique questions as ‘items’, a sample size of 322 

respondents were required. However, to ensure the complete representation of the 

entire population at the 95% confidence level. After factoring in time and cost 

variables alongside precision and sampling error requirements, the researcher 

determined the desired sample size to be between 370 and 390 respondents to 

ensure statistical consistency in applying inference in the analysis phase (Bell, 

Bryman & Harley, 2018). In total 384 samples were collected but approximately 10 

samples had to be removed due to various errors. Evanschitzky et al. (2012) had a 

significantly larger sample size of 5 189, and Liu (2007) had a sample of 1 000 

randomly selected loyalty programme members. 

   

To reduce the overall sampling error, the degree of variance, the degree of precision 

and the tolerable margin of error was used to determine the sample size (Saunders 

& Lewis, 2012; Zikmund et al., 2010). However since sampling occurred within a 

specific low-income consumer base, issues of construct discriminant validity will 

occur due to the nature of both the construct relationships and the similar profile of 

respondents that low the degree of variance (Hair et al., 2018; Zikmund et al., 2010).  

 

4.5 Measurement instrument  

 

A questionnaire survey acted as the measurement instrument for the key constructs 

and relevant individual items (questions) of the research. The development of the 
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questions asked relevant to each construct were adapted from Evanschitzky et al. 

(2012) with full permission of the researchers. These researchers tested the initial 

item pool in qualitative interviews, focus group discussions, and a pre-test among 

500 store customers to ascertain the validity and consistency of the questionnaire in 

relation to the key constructs. A key assumption of this research was that the 

questions (Individual items) that developed the constructs based on extant literature 

in European consumers at a supermarket retailer were consistent with and 

appropriate for South African low-income consumers within a similar retail context 

(Evanschitzky et al., 2012). The survey questionnaire used a multi-item, seven-point 

Likert scale, with 1 reflecting strongly disagree (very unsatisfied/poorest value) and 

7 reflecting strongly agree (very satisfied/best value). The questionnaire additionally 

included an introductory clarification question aimed at understanding the 

respondent’s validity as a low-income consumer based on estimated monthly gross 

income developed from Living Standard Measurement (LSM) questionnaires 

(Radder et al., 2015). 

 

In an effort to link the reliability and validity of the questionnaire in developing the 

constructs, Evanschitzky et al. (2012) measures the constructs through an integrated 

theoretical lens that takes into account Cronbach alpha (inter-item reliability 

variance), construct reliability (across constructs variance known) and average 

variance extracted (testing convergent and discriminant validity) (Hair et al., 2018). 

As the constructs and items were replicated for this study with proven reliability and 

validity, there existed no rationale for a pilot testing process (Evanschitzky et al., 

2012). The results of the confirmatory factor analysis suggested valid and reliable 

scales of measurement, and the discriminant validity of the constructs was reviewed 

by the average variance of each construct that exceeded the shared variance with 

all other constructs. In a quantitative study of this type, the proposed methodology is 

acceptable provided that the validated instrument of measure is statistically robust 

and the questionnaire was fit for use (Evanschitzky et al., 2012; Hair et al., 2018; 

Zikmund et al., 2010). 
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4.6 Data gathering  

 

The researcher engaged with a large South African retailer that has a substantial 

national footprint and a loyalty programme that tracks sales and purchasing data. 

However due to company policy this data was not available for the research. The 

researcher then adapted the questionnaire to include specific monthly sales data 

directly from the respondent and measured their future spend habits through 

willingness to either increase, decrease or maintain spend. The researcher then 

received the final ethical clearance. The researcher additionally requested 

permission from a supermarket retail store in a low-income neighbourhood to 

conduct the survey over three (3) days outside of the store. As this was a free to use 

public area no concerns were raised. 

 

Primary data was gathered through supervised self-completed surveys at the 

selected store (Saunders & Lewis, 2012; Zikmund et al., 2010). The questionnaire 

was fully electronic and loaded on multiple tablet devices through Google Forms for 

the ease of enablement.  

 

Although the construct and content validity of the questions and questionnaire is 

assumed from the literature (Evanschitzky et al., 2012), the clarification questions 

and the questionnaire design were thought out carefully in order to be easily 

understood and interpreted by low-income consumers. The questionnaire was also 

optimised for a tablet screen, as well as the Likert scale selection functionality that 

had simple selection buttons and would not generate the next question until the 

current question was answered in order to prevent data collection errors (Saunders 

& Lewis, 2012; Zikmund et al., 2010)  

 

The researcher performed a pilot test of questionnaire with ten (10) family members 

as potential respondents to ensure consistency in functionality, determine the 

average time taken and correct any misinterpretations from the original 

questionnaire, which was developed for respondents in Europe. An advantage of 

Google Forms is that it is cloud based and fully online and provides the survey 

answers in an electronic spreadsheet with basic data analytics. 
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4.7 Analysis  

 

The categorical and original nature of the data from the survey, was first visually 

inspected for any errors, lack of consent and that all data was indeed as per the low-

income criterion. The Google Data Analytics function provided a brief visual guide to 

the possible variance, skewness and normality issues that might be faced. The data 

was exported for analysis to the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 

statistical tool. The survey data was then coded to ensure statistical tests can be 

completed across both categorical and continuous data. Descriptive statistics was 

created in an exploratory manner such that key variables, items and constructs could 

be analysed. To ensure the normality of data, both the skewness and kurtosis of the 

individual items were evaluated for sufficient normal distribution of the data (Hair et 

al., 2018; Pallant, 2010; Zikmund et al., 2010). Additionally, the Shapiro-Wilk and 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests for normality were performed. 

 

Using the boxplot method, univariate outliers were removed from the dataset 

(Pallant, 2010). Furthermore, multivariate outliers were addressed using the 

Mahalanobis Distance and the p-value of the right-tale of the chi-square distribution 

(Hair et al., 2018). Construct Reliability was accessed with inter-item correlations that 

developed a Cronbach’s Alpha co-efficient. To ensure good reliability, some items 

(questions) were deleted to improve the construct’s Cronbach Alpha (Hair et al., 

2018; Zikmund et al., 2010). In order to understand convergent and discriminant 

validity, both an Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor 

Analysis(CFA) was performed (Hair et al., 2018).  

 

The EFA test is performed to explore possible immature variable structures and their 

interrelationships(Hair et al., 2018) and 2 key statistical tests and visual inspection 

was applied to understand the interaction of the variables loading on various unique 

factors (Hair et al., 2018; Pallant, 2010). The first statistical measure was the Kaiser-

Meyer-Olkin (KMO) that tests appropriateness of data (adequacy) and the second 

was Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity that tests-inter item correlations through an identity 

matrix hypothesis providing a p-value that should be significant to disprove the 

identity matrix hypothesis (Hair et al., 2018; Pallant, 2010). To ensure the convergent 

validity and discriminant validity of the data, a Principal Component Analysis (PCA) 

was applied as the dimension reduction technique such that maximum variance was 
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captured within a minimum number of factors (Hair et al., 2018). The PCA extraction 

method with Kaiser’s criterion (eigen values greater than 1) leveraged the Oblique 

Direct Oblimin factor rotation method due to existing correlations between similar 

factors that are not independent due to the similar nature of the variables and factors 

in consumer loyalty literature (Hair et al., 2018). The   recommended factor loading 

of minimum 0.3 per item (sample size greater than 350) for convergent validity was 

examined (Hair et al., 2018; Pallant, 2010). For discriminant validity, visual 

inspections of the pattern matrix was performed such that  cross loading differentials 

between primary and secondary loadings should be greater than 0.2 and factor 

correlations should not exceed 0.7 such that shared variance does not exceed 50% 

(Hair et al., 2018). Finally the Harmon’s single factor test (Zikmund et al., 2010) was 

performed to ensure Common Method Bias (CMB) in data collection was not present 

such that all loadings onto a single factor (usually the first factor) did not exceed 50% 

of the total variance explained (Hair et al., 2018; Pallant, 2010; Zikmund et al., 2010) 

 

The CFA is generally used to confirm previously validated structure of a set of 

variables (Hair et al., 2018; Pallant, 2010). The IBM SPSS AMOS package was 

utilized to test the construct reliability, convergent validity and discriminant validity of 

the dataset. The construct reliability should be greater than 0.7 similar to Cronbach’s 

Alpha, and the Average Variance Extracted(AVE) should be greater than 0.5 to 

dismiss convergent validity (Hair et al., 2018). To determine discriminant validity in 

the dataset, the square-root of the AVE should be greater than any inter-construct 

correlations (Hair et al., 2018; Pallant, 2010). Finally, model fit was assessed such 

that Comparative Fit Index (CFI) was greater than 0.9, Root Mean Square Error of 

Approximation (RMSEA) was less than 0.08, Standardized Root Mean Square 

Residual (SRMR) was less than 0.08, p-value for the model was greater than 0.05 to 

ensure and Chi-Squared divided by the Degrees of Freedom (DF). To capture the 

common variance in in the observed variables from CMB of face-to-face data 

collection, a Common Latent Factor was introduced to access the difference between 

the fully constrained and unconstrained models (Hair et al., 2018). 

 

In line with Evanschitzky et al. (2012), the measurement of the research is based on 

the marginal effects. As such, both the Structural Equation Modelling(SEM) and the 

the three-stage least square (3SLS) regression model could be used as there existed 

negligible difference between the outcomes to test the hypothesis (Evanschitzky et 
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al., 2012; Hair et al., 2018). Likewise, the majority of existing literature that justifies 

the use of SEM results (Evanschitzky et al., 2012; Kim et al., 2013). Another rationale 

for analysing data in this manner, as per the literature, is to enablement of measuring 

standardized regression coefficients such that unit impacts can be analysed. The use 

of the SEM model requires the measurement of multicollinearity in order for Variance 

Inflation Factors to remain below 3 (Hair et al., 2018). Tests for Linearity in the data 

between dependant and independent variables was assessed as this an underlying 

assumption of some statistical tests like regressions and correlations (Pallant, 2010). 

Finally, a test for Homoscedasticity was performed to determine the homogeneity of 

variance in the dataset via scatter plots (Pallant, 2010; Zikmund et al., 2010). 

 

4.8 Quality controls  

 

Controlling the quality of the data was of the utmost importance. As previously stated, 

key actions for data quality measures are summarised as follows: 

• The survey will be available in English and isiZulu versions with translators so that 

all respondents understand both the consent form and the questions. Supervised 

but self-completed surveys to ensure anonymity and support.  

• Questionnaire development and testing to reduce ambiguity and enhance ease of 

understanding. Qualifying questions to determine income category.  

• Validation of questions to ensure statistical rigour in the context of construct 

development. 

• Location of store selected in line with low-income consumer base. 

• Minimum quotas to ensure that age and other biases are filtered out. 

• Clear sample frame and sampling techniques to ensure sufficient data points, and 

targeted and focused efforts. 

• Large dataset of surveys to reduce margin of error and ensure ‘statistical power’. 

 

4.9 Limitations  

 

A key limitation of this research is the focus on low-income groups that places limits 

on the insights of a broad spectrum of consumer groups in South Africa. Another 

limitation is that the research was conducted in a fixed location, fixed industry type 

with low customer involvement, short purchase cycles and a fixed data collection 
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method (Evanschitzky et al., 2012; Zikmund et al., 2010), which may cause 

skewness, variability and common method bias that limits general applicability. Since 

intra-programme competition is limited in Pick ‘n Pay Smart Shopper, the 

differentiation between the two loyalty constructs could have been limited 

(Evanschitzky et al., 2012). As such, the impacts of brand loyalty and loyalty 

programmes on firm performance might differ based on competitive environments 

(Evanschitzky et al., 2012). This study does not consider marketing effects and 

business practices, and the attitudinal data is from a cross-sectional point in time – 

during the Covid-19 pandemic. It is possible that a more longitudinal view could yield 

more accurate results (Evanschitzky et al., 2012; Saunders & Lewis, 2012; Zikmund 

et al., 2010). By rationalising self-reported behavioural intentions as a proxy for actual 

future purchase behaviour, this study may introduce a degree of bias (Evanschitzky 

et al., 2012)Finally, no constraint has been placed on the interplay between the two 

mediators, brand and programme loyalty, as they correlate, even if it is in an 

insignificant way (Evanschitzky et al., 2012). Further research should consider 

additional behaviour indicators on the outcomes of preference, intention and 

purchase behaviour such as basket sizes, margins of each product purchased and 

customer lifetime value.  
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Research Questionnaire 

 
Multi-item seven-point Likert scales anchored at 1 = strongly disagree (very unsatisfied/poorest 

value) and 7 = strongly agree (very satisfied/best value) is to be used. 

 
Pre-Questions 

Do you Agree to answer the Survey and provide consent? * 

Are You Older than 18 years old? 

Is your Monthly Income > R10,000?  

 

Brand Satisfaction 

I am satisfied with the relationship I have with this Pick 'n Pay  

I am happy with the efforts this retailer is making toward customers like me  

 

Brand Trust 

I have trust in Pick 'n Pay  

Pick 'n Pay gives me a feeling of trust  

 

Brand Commitment 

Even if Pick 'n Pay was more difficult to reach, I would still be keeping buying here  

I feel committed towards Pick 'n Pay  

I am willing "to go the extra mile" to remain a customer of Pick 'n Pay  

 

Brand Loyalty 

I would repurchase all my household products from Pick 'n Pay  

I would recommend Pick 'n Pay to friends and family  

Pick 'n Pay is my first choice when it comes to purchasing household-products  

 

Programme Special Treatment 

As I am a member of Smart Shopper Card, they do services for me that they don't do for 

most customers  

As I am a member of Smart Shopper Card. I get discounts or special deals that most 

customers don't get 

As I am a member of Smart Shopper Card, I get better prices than most customers* 
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As I am a member of Smart Shopper Card, I am usually placed higher on the priority list 

when there is a waiting list  

 

Programme Social Benefits 

I have developed a friendship with the staff at Pick 'n Pay store  

I am familiar with the employees who at Pick 'n Pay store  

I am recognized by certain employees 

They know my name  

I am glad to meet other shoppers (Friends & Family) at Pick 'n Pay  

 

Programme Value 

The proposed rewards have high cash value  

The Smart Shopper card and points is easy to use  

The Smart Shopper rewards are what I want  

It is highly likely that I will get the Smart Shopper rewards  

 

Programme Loyalty 

I like Pick 'n Pay Smart Shopper loyalty programme more than other programs (e.g.: 

Checkers X-Save or Clicks)  

I would recommend the Pick 'n Pay Smart Shopper to others  

I have a strong preference for Smart Shopper programme 

Willingness to Pay a Price Premium 

I am willing to pay a higher price for brands at Pick 'n Pay than at other retailers 

The price of Household goods would have to go up quite a bit before I would switch to 

another retailer  

I am willing to pay a lot more for household-products at Pick 'n Pay  

 

Future Sales (Proxy) 

Approximately how much do you spend at Pick 'n Pay per Month?  

Will you continue to spend the same at Pick 'n Pay in the next few months?  

Will you increase your purchase at this retailer?  

 

Share of Wallet 

How often do you buy Household-products at retailer Pick 'n Pay compared to other 

retail stores? (%)  
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Share of Visits 

Of each 10 times you go shopping. how many times do you select Pick 'n Pay?  

 

 

Adapted from Evanschitzky et al., (2012) with full permission from the author 
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