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In the intensely competitive retailing sector of the new EU accession countries, retailers often compete on
the basis of diversification or high growth. With high growth, discount pricing is the key. As new member
countries often have households with a low purchasing power, price-based competition is widespread.
However, as these economies grow, retailers will need to diversify away from simply a low price strategy.
Using the case of Lithuania, a sample of multiple retailers is examined from the consumer perspective.
Consumer loyalty, a multiple retailer’s image, differentiation and the idea of a purchasing occasion
appear to be where retailers should focus as they move away from a narrow low price strategy.
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Introduction Economies of new EU member states differ
from those of the elder EU member states in
a number of ways. The most obvious difference
is per capita GDP, which can be 24 times
lower. The poorer new members also have higher
growth rates of per capita GDP, often found
around the world when comparing poor and
rich economies.

While the EU market is quite open, the
industrial structure of many new members

Economies of new EU member-states differ
from economies of elder ones in a number of
characteristics. The most obvious ones include
GDP per capita (lagging behind 2—4 times) and
the rate of economic growth, which significantly
exceeds the growth of the old EU members. The
two characteristics are interrelated, and coun-
tries with lowest GDP levels typically show fast-
est growth rates.
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reflects local conditions, geography and culture.
Retailing is no exception. Low household in-
comes and per capita GDP suggest that retailing
may be constrained by the overall economy.
However, high economic growth suggests that
important new directions are possible as well.
Though retailing was historically under-
developed, new retail chains have rapidly grown,
and now intensely compete with each other.
Understanding  consumer behaviour and
management of the chains is now critical to
understanding where retailing is going. Though
overview and methodology type publications
exist (Kielyte, 2002, Pajuodis, 2005), retailing
of new EU member states is understudied in the
literature.

As an important sector, retailing is attracting
the attention of researchers. During the last
decade, retailing companies increased their role
in distribution channels (Bell, 2002). Some
authors conclude that the overall growth of retail
power has been specifically driven by the growth
of the multiple retailers, which are increasingly
absorbing  some  wholesale  functions
{McGeoldrick, 2002). Development and success-
ful management of private brands also increase
the significance of multiple retailers, since
through this they take part in manufacturing
process (Dekimpe, 2002). Multiple retailers are
also performing the role of gatekeepers within
the channel of distribution (Gilbert, 2003).

Major retail market features include intense
competition and slow growth (Kristensen
et al,, 2001). Some authors have even called the
competition “dramatic™ (Popkowski et al., 2000).
This suggests a need for analysis of consumers’
attitudes towards competition if a retailer is to
remain competitive. Analytical methods here
can vary from a traditional market analysis to a
customer-based approach of using perceived-
risk theory in analyzing store perceptions and
store risks in this context (Mitchell, Kiral, 1999).
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Competition among retailers has also recently
been studied. Studies range from analysis of the
overall power of retailers (Ailawadi, 2001) to
more specific issues such as market segmentation
in retailing (Shaw, Cresswel, 2002; Steenkamp,
Wedel, 2001; Daneels, 1996, etc.), retail
consumers’ behaviour, and satisfaction and
loyalty issues (Murray, 2005; Kristensen, Juhl,
Ostergaard, 2001, Popkowski Leszczyc, Sinha,
Timmermans, 2000, etc.). Almost all these issues
are in some ways related with interaction between
retailers and their customers, directly or indi-
rectly integrating the aspect of competition among
retailers (Migi, 2003; Gonzilelez-Benito,
Mufioz-Gallego, Kopalle, 2005). However, much
of the discussion about retailers’ competitive
strategies remains rather similar to the decades-
old discussion of price versus non-price based
competition among retailers (Morelli, 1998;
Mazumdar, Raj, Sinha, 2005). With new EU
members, there are some more general studies
(Pajuodis, 2005), and some initial ideas are
suggested by the authors of this article
(Urbonavicius, Ivanauskas, 2005). Since there
is an obvious lack of studies on competitive
strategies of retailers in new EU member
countries, authors of this paper aim, at least
partially, to fill this gap. We choose the option to
analyze competitors’ strategies from the
consumer perspective. Insights into consumer
(buyer) loyalty, multiple retailer’s image
attributes, and specific purchasing occasions
allow us to see the current status of competition
among retailers as well as to propose some ideas
for strategy development.

The objective of this paper is to focus on
consumer opinion as we analyze retail competi-
tion in Lithuania.

Authors believe that the customer-based
methodology of competition analysis is rather
universal, and thus can be successfully applied
in the retailing sector. Therefore customer choices



and associations were used for analysis of
retailing clients’ preferences, loyalty and
associations of multiple retailers with certain
buying occasions. These issues are analyzed
in separate paragraphs, which follow a brief
review of Lithuania’s retail market and the
methodological parts of this paper.

1. Scope of the research
and methodology

Among the new EU member-states, Lithuania
represents a good case of controversial influences
of the economy on development of retailing
strategies. Lithuania is the 19th among the EU
countries in terms of population with 0.7% of
the total EU population residing in Lithuania.
The Lithuanian economy is also among the
smallest in terms of total GDP which in 2004
was 18100 million EUR. The 2004 gross domes-
tic product in purchasing power standards (PPS)
was less than half of average EU (EU-25 = 100)
GDP, but ahead of Poland and Latvia. At the
same time, 2004 prices in Lithuania were among
the lowest among all countries (48.6% of the
EU average, measured in comparative price level
indices at GDP levels, including indirect taxes)'.

Naturally, low levels of GDP and PPS can be
evaluated as very unfavourable indicators for
development of retailing. The low price level
also hampers retailing growth, but this indicator
can be considered both as a cause and effect in
that it can cause a slowdown of the development
of retailing companies and increase price com-
petition, but also by itself can be a result of
aggressive discounting, used as the main tool in
competition among retailers. In terms of GDP
growth, as Lithuania is repeatedly one of the

Eurostat: Portrait of the European Union 2006. Luxem-
bourg: Office for Official Publications of the European
Communities, 2005.

fastest growing EU economies (6.7 in 2004, 7.0
in 2005)?, retailing has a great promise.

Another unique feature is found within
Lithuanian retailing sector. Retailing sales in
terms of both food and non-food items are
growing by more than 10% annually. In 2002
and 2003, Lithuania’s retail turnover growth rate
significantly exceeded the average retail sales
growth rate of the EU-25 as well as Latvia and
Estonia®. In 2004, sales volume of Lithuanian
food retailers was 2085 million EUR. This growth
was correlated with an increase of average selling
space per retailing outlet from 91.1 m? in 2000
to 122.2 m? in 2004. With a declining population,
this resulted in retail trade space per thousand
inhabitants increasing by 45%.

While the total number of retailing outlets
decreases, the overall selling area of existing
retailing outlets constantly increases. This is
because Lithuanian food retailing is dominated
by strong and constantly growing multiple
retailers mainly developing supermarket format
stores. The share of product sales in super-
market/hypermarket format outlets in 2004 ex-
ceeded 50%, reflecting a high the speed growth
(share of sales in these outlets grew by 10%
during less than 4 years). Multiple retailers basi-
cally belong to four ownership groups, out of
which only one is not developed domestically.
Four multiple retailers play the major role in
food retailing: VP Market, Palink, Norfos maz-
mena and Rimi Lietuva. In 2004, consolidated
tumnover of those four retailers was 1 680 mil-
lion EUR accounting for 45% of retail tuarnover
(excluding from the total sales motor vehicles
and motor fuel). The four companies employed
20% of retail sector employees. All four largest
multiple retailers are among the 30 largest

Based on infromation of the Lithuanian Statistics

Department,  hitp://www std.It/en
3 EUROSTAT data, http://epp.curostat.cec.ewint/pls/
portal.
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Lithuanian employers and among the 30 largest
companies in terms of sales.* This shows the
importance of the largest multiple retailers not
only in the Lithuania’s retail sector, but also for
the whole economy.

All major retailers are operating/developing
operations both in Lithuania and in markets
of other (not only neighbouring) countries. In
many instances, management of these multiple
retailers is based on fast learning and overall
business skills rather than on formal specialised
education or rich industry experience. There-
fore competitive strategies typically are rather
flexible, not always well defined, and often domi-
nated by pricing arguments.

In these conditions, comparison of strategies
of multiple retailers seems to suggest analysis
from the standpoint of consumer perspectives
rather than components of strategies themselves.
This seems to be more applicable than applying
well-known general models that look at
competitive forces as a whole (Porter, 1985),
the strategic aspect of competition, overall clas-
sification of types of competition (Henderson,
1980; Kotler, 2003), OR definition between the
current and potential competitors (Kotler,
Keller, 2006), etc. Applying the market concept
of competition allows analysis of distinct
competitors (Best, 2004). Based on it, two
approaches are typically used for identification
of specific competitors and evaluating how close
they are (Aaker, 2001):

o Strategic groups approach.

o Customer-based approach.

Strategic groups approach can be described
as looking into a competitive situation from the
standpoint of a company (one of the competi-
tors). Expert opinions are used to group similar
competitors into consistent groups, which later

4 Based on infy ion of the Lithuanian S
Depariment, Siwww, /¢
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on can be analyzed across various dimensions
(Mockus, 2003). Though this method allows
disclosing specific characteristics of every group,
analyzing their competitive advantages, strate-
gies, assets and competencies, it just partially
reflects the attitudes and possible reactions of
direct retail customers.

The customer-based approach suggests eva-
luating competition from the standpoint of
customers, concentrating on their behaviour
patterns and choices. This approach allows
identifying distant and indirect competitors,
discovering new priorities and attitudes 6f cus-
tomers towards specific aspects of competing
offerings. The customer-based approach allows
also tracking customer choices of different brands,
companies or product types. It can also be
directed towards analysis of product-use asso-
ciations for identifying and understanding
product use occasions or applications. In some
way, multiple retailers and their complex
services themselves represent brands that are
comparable with brands of individual products.
Though some authors questioned this issue, Jary
and Wileman (1998) concluded thal retail brands
are “The Real Thing”, although differing from
product brands *“not least because of the diffi-
culty of managing the multiplicity of attributes
of a retail brand”. In other words, customer
attitudes and preferences towards multiple
retailers’ offerings can be analyzed in a similar
way as in other cases, though retailers’ offerings
are more complex and harder to manage.

In this paper, we analyze competition among
multiple retailers based on two aspects:

1. Competition among differently named
chain stores — this aspect corresponds with
customers’ choices among different brands.

2. Competition among multiple retailers in
different shopping occasions — this aspect
corresponds with analysis of product or
service use associations.



This type of analysis is rather new for Lithuanian
retailing, because no literature has yet applied
such a “double” evaluation technique before.

Competition among multiple retailers was
analyzed using a sample of multiple retailers
operating in Lithuania, selling food products
plus various non-food items (hereafter called
“multiple retailers” or “chain stores”). This
sample was used because:

« multiple retailers were rapidly developing
their activities during several past years in
Lithuania and play an important role in the
economy;

e competition among multiple retailers is
more intensive compared to chain stores
operating in other retail sectors in Lithuania;

o since the majority of Lithuanians frequently
buy from multiple retailers, most people
can respond to questions about these firms.

The empirical research was designed to test

three major hypotheses:

H1: Customers are loyal to only one store or
a single chain of stores.

H2: Multiple retailers have distinctive
differences among themselves, and
these differences predetermine their
competitive advantages.

H3: Similar multiple retailers compete in a
distinct shopping occasion.

Empirical evidence was collected using two
surveys. The first one (qualitative) included sets
of in-depth interviews with customers. The
second survey was a quantitative survey of the
Lithuanian population. The series of in-depth
interviews were used as a pilot survey for develop-
ment of a detailed questionnaire. At the same
time, information from the in-depth interviews
was used for qualitative interpretations of some
quantitative findings.

The in-depth interviews with multiple retailers’
clients were performed during July-August of 2004,
and included seventeen respondents. Those re-

spondents varied in terms of their demographic
characteristics, had different income, and were
buying larger part of food and non-food
products for their families or households.
Respondents for the in-depth interviews were
selected from three largest cities of Lithuania
(Vilnius, Kaunas and Klaipeda).

The quantitative survey was performed in
August 2004. It was part of the National Omni-
bus survey, which was performed by the public
opinion and market research company Baltijos
tyrimai. The survey included 1014 respondents
aged between 15 and 74 years. The research
company ensured that the structure of the sample
matched the main socio-demographic charac-
teristics of Lithuania’s population as a whole.
Data were analyzed only for descriptive statis-
tics and development of image profiles, which
was sufficient for testing our hypotheses.

2. The research findings
2.1. Competition among chain stores

In-depth interviews indicated that most customers
of multiple retailers usually have a set of several
stores they shop at. Analysis of the data revealed
that the majority of multiple retailers’ clients
(almost 63 percent) are not loyal to any single
store and prefer buying in several of them. Only
about 15 percent of clients can be treated as
loyal to a single favourite store. For 12 percent
of clients, there is no difference where to buy,
therefore they do not have any favourite stores.
Ten percent of respondents had no opinion or
did not answer this question. In depth interview
data suggest that customers are not loyal to one
favourite store, because they select one or
another store from a set of their favourite stores
according to their needs and desires in a specific
situation. Therefore the first hypothesis saying
that “customers are loyal to only one store or a
single chain of stores” should be rejected.
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Analysis of survey data showed which mul-
tiple food retailers are the most popular among
Lithuanian customers. These include Saulute,
Norfa, Iki and Maxima chains of stores (see
Table 1).

These findings also reveal that a large
number of stores in a particular chain are not
associated with a greater popularity. For example,
the percentage of customers who are most
frequently buying in the Norfa and /ki chains
don’t differ much (2 percent), while the number
of Norfa stores is larger than the number of /ki
stores by almost 30 percent (at the end of
December 2004 the Norfa chain had 87 stores
(Elta, 2004) and the /ki chain 67 stores (Delfi,
Elta, 2005)). Another example: the Pigiau grybo
chain has two times more stores than the Maxima
chain (at the end of December 2004 the Pigiau
grvbo chain had 51 stores (Delfi, Elta, 2005),
while the Maxima chain had 25 stores (Elta,
2004)), but the percentage of customers most
frequently buying in the Pigiau grybo chain is
considerably less than the number of customers
who prefer Maxima. Therefore we show that the
popularity of a chain store among customers
does not directly depend on the number of stores
in a particular chain, but rather is influenced
by numerous other factors. Based on in-depth
interviews, we find these factors to include
customers’ opinion about a particular chain store,
customners’ perceived quality of retail services
provided in a particular chain store, or customers’
impression about how well their needs are satis-
fied in a particular chain store.

Since buyers typically have one more or less
preferred retail chain (where they shop most
often), the set of its closest competitors includes
stores where the same person buys relatively
often. These alternative shopping places can
be seen as closest possible substitutes for the
place of the most frequent shopping. Therefore
further analysis is based on the linkage between
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Table 1. Chains of stores where customers shop most

Jfrequendy
Chains Percentage of customers who
of stores | ™% frequently buy in this
chain of stores
Saul 19.7%
Norfa 14.9%
Tki 12.6%
Maxima 10.5%
Rimi 3.5%
Minima 3.3%
| Pigiau grybo® 33%

the list of preferred multiple retailers (where
customers buy most frequently) and the list of
other visited multiple retailers (where the same
customers also buy relatively frequently).
Results of this comparison are shown in Table 2.

In the top-horizontal line of Table 2 we can
see a list of chain stores where the customers
shop most frequently. The left column lists chain
stores which the same customers also visit often
(respondents could indicate as many of the chain
stores as they wanted). Percentages in every
column show the number of buyers who are
frequently shopping in other specific chains. In
other words, it shows which chains are competing
for the same customer. For example, almost one
third of customers who most frequently shop
in Saulute also frequently shop in /ki and Nor-
fa chain stores. About one-sixth of Saulute
customers also frequently shop in Maxima
and Pigiau grybo chain stores. Based on this, we
can make a conclusion that Saulute mainly
competes with the ki, Norfa, Maxima and Pi-
giau grybo chain stores (named in the order of
decreasing importance).

Results of this analysis of competition among
multiple retailers show that competition for the
same buyer is going on not just among retailers
of the same format, but also among retailers

3 Currently operates under the logo Leader Price.



Table 2. Cross tabulation of competing multiple retail.

Other freq ly used Preferred retailers (where customers shop most frequently)

m’::::::;'::i::;s Saulute | Norfa Tki Maxima Rimi Minima l;'g::
Tki 273% | 23.7% 54.7% | 554% | 343% 7.5%
Saulut 432% | 283% | 212% 55% | 22.9% | 41.4%
Maxima 165% | 258% | 354% 51.2% | 28.6% 6.1%
Hyper M. 3.0% 7.9% 9.4% 5.6% 7.3% 5.7% 0.0%
Other indep retailers 29.9% | 248% 18.3% 19.6% 3.2% 5.7% 18.4%
No answer 10.9% 2.5% 6.1% 4.4% 0.0% 0.0% 6.1%
Norfa 26.7% 21.6% | 21.8% 114% | 45.7% 19.2%
Mini) 3.5% 9.3% 7.1% 3.7% 2.4% 3.0%
Media 4.0% 6.6% 15.0% 0.0% 12.4% 5.7% 18.2%
Rimi 3.3% 5.9% 193% | 33.4% 5.7% 2.2%
Pigiau grybo 13.0% 12.0% 4.2% 5.6% 6.6% 5.7%
Aibe 3.8% 3.2% 0.5% 1.6% 1.9% | 343% 0.0%
Eko 1.6% 1.6% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 11.4% 0.0%

of different formats. For instance, Maxima
competes with fki. On the other hand, results
show that /ki competes with the Saulute chain
of discount stores and the Minima chain of
convenience stores competes with the Norfa
chain of discount stores. One more thing should
be mentioned here — stores of different formats
operated by the same retail company also
compete for the same customers. For example,
the retail company VP Market is the operator
of the chain stores Minima, Maxima and Sau-
lute. From the results shown in Table 2 we
can see that the three chain stores compete for
the same clients, i.e. there is some degree of
cannibalization®.

Besides that, the results in Table 2 show that
the concept of customer share is important in
competition among the multiple retailers, because
several multiple retailers are dividing among
themselves expenditures for similar products of
the same customers. As in other countries, these
results confirm findings of previous research
showing that consumers divide their purchases

& These retailing chains are currently in the process of
integration under the Maxima name.

across different outlets (Migi, 2003). These
general findings allow moving further and
assessing more specific characteristics that
make retailers similar or different in customers’
evaluations. These differences could serve as a
basis for competitive advantage of particular
retailers.

2.2. Competitive advantages
of multiple retailers

In-depth interview data show that the customer’s
decision where to shop is based on evaluation
from two to eight image attributes of stores.
Survey data allowed evaluating which specific
image attributes are the most important for
customers when they select a store for shopping.
The most important image dimensions for
clients of multiple retailers are shown in Table 3.

During the survey, respondents were asked to
evaluate the image of their favourite store on
each of the image attributes on a seven-point
semantic differential scale. Based on respondents’
answers, we developed and analyzed image
profiles for each of the four most popular
chain stores on the six most important image
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attributes (see Fig. 1). This helped evaluating
competitive advantages of the most popular
multiple retailers.

The first immediate conclusion that comes
from the analysis of image profiles is that the
four most popular multiple retailers are very
similar. In other words, they lack any clearer
differentiation in terms of the six major attributes.
This is possibly a consequence of implementing a
low price strategy. Second, customers’ evaluation
of all six image dimensions is above average,
which means that customers’ opinion about the

Table 3. The most important image attributes
of multiple retailers

Percentage of customers
Image attributes saying that this attribute
is the most important’
Product prices 80.9%
Product quality 59.1%
ProFIuct assortment 14.4%
variety
Store location 24.4%
Quality of services 16.8%
Price: discounts and 15.6%
special offers

7 Respond had to indi
image altributes.

three most important

most popular multiple retailers is quite positive.
Third, none of multiple retailers have absolute
competitive advantage over rivals in all six image
attributes. the Sawluté and Norfa chains have a
competitive advantage in terms of prices. The
Maxima and Iki chains have a little competitive
advantage on product quality. The Maxima chain
is a leader in assortment variety. The Maxima
and Jki chains are a little better than the others
on store location. Again, the Maxima and Iki
chains have a competitive advantage in the quality
of services. And finally, the Maxima chain has a
competitive advantage on price discounts and
special offers.

According to these results, the second
proposition stating that “multiple retailers have
distinct differences among themselves, and these
differences predetermine their competitive
advantages” is wrong.

We can come to a conclusion that while none
of the most popular multiple retailers has
absolute competitive advantages over rivals
on the six most important image attributes,
the Maxima chain of stores seems to have the
best overall competitive position. This chain
was evaluated by customers better than the
competing chains on all image attributes except
product prices. The Ik chain of stores would be
in the second place, and its com-

7.0 ... .o .
60 petitive positions are only a little
’ worse than of the Maxima chain.
5.01 However, since the differences
40 among retailers are relatively
30 small, the above analysis does not
2,0 —— Saulute Iki —| allow indicating the key factors
1,0 —m Norfa | —%— Maxima that predetermine success in
0,0 T T T T - competition. Therefore we pro-

& ) ) & & e ; :
& o.,}\ 4\0 Q\‘b A\e & ceeded to evaluation of competi-
eb“s}Q °<>°' é\\"\ G}o@ & t-)é‘o tion among multiple retailers,
] q's°b & &s‘\ Q'&g‘ using the aspect of retail services
< . .

o use associations, making one more

Fig. 1. Multiple retailers’ image profiles
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same question why particular chain stores are
popular among customers.

2.3. Competition of multiple retailers
in different shopping occasions

Results of in-depth interviews with customers
of the multiple retailers have shown that there
are several shopping occasions when customers’
behaviour is significantly different. Those
shopping occasions disclose different needs,
preferences and habits of customers. Customers
have also noticed that their shopping behaviour
and habits usually can be linked to several shop-
ping occasions in parallel.

Survey data analysis showed that a large part
of buyers agree that their behaviour reflects a
certain buying occasion (Table 4).

These results tell a lot about customers’ shop-
ping behaviour and habits. A large number of

. .
PPINE

Table 4. Links b
and multiple retailers’ customers

Percentage of
customers relating
Buying occasion their behaviour to
this shopping
occasion®
Buying food products in small
quantities every day or almost 66.9%
every day
Buying food products in
larger quantities once a week
or several weeks together with 2.0%
necessary non-food items
Buying ready to use meals or
precooked foods 20.7%
Buying clothes and footwear
in :haﬁl stores 18.5%
Buying the highest quality and
luxury food products in chain 27.8%
stores
* R dents could indicate several sh

P

characteristic of them.

customers prefer buying food products in small
quantities, but often. Those customers value the
quality and freshness of food products. Almost
one-third of customers prefer saving time and
having possibility to select products from a large
variety. Therefore they buy large quantities of
food products, but once a week or once per
several weeks. Surprisingly, quite a big part of
customers buy the highest quality food products
and precooked foods. Those customers are
saving time for food preparation at home and
have exclusive needs for food products and
their quality. One-fifth of people buy clothes
and footwear together with food products. Those
customers often are price-sensitive and not
requiring high quality of clothes and foot-
wear. This allows stating that multiple retailers
also compete with specialized apparel and foot-
wear retailers, and even with catering service
providers.

During the survey, customers also indicated
chains of stores which in their opinion were the
most suitable for each of a shopping occasion
(Table 5).

It is noticeable that several types of chain
stores compete for attention of clients when they
buy everyday food products. Competition in this
case involves supermarkets, convenience stores
and discount stores. All those chain stores have
one common feature — they are small or
medium-sized. Supermarkets and hypermarkets,
(1. e. larger stores) compete in buying larger
quantities of food products and necessary
non-food items. Only the largest stores — hyper-
markets Hyper Maxima, Maxima, Hyper Rimi,
together with /ki supermarkets — can be suitable
for buying precooked foods and luxury food
products. And finally, only the largest stores are
considered suitable for buying clothes and foot-
wear.

These results also provide the background
for a possible evaluation of how expenditures of
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Table 5. Chain stores suitable for different shopping
occasions

Chain stores which
Shopping occasion are most suitable
for this shopping
occasion
.Buy ing food p.n.)d ucts Saulute, Norfa, Iki,
in small quantities every Pigiau grvbo, Minima
day or almost every day gl gryoo,
Buying food products
in larger quantities once | Maxima,
a week or several weeks | Hyper Maxima,

together with necessary | Hyper Rimi, Iki, Norfa

non-food items

Buying ready-to-use Maxima, Iki,

meals or precooked foods | Hyper Maxima
Buying clothes and Hyper Maxima,
footwear in chain stores | Maxima, Hyper Rimi
Buying the highest Hyper Maxima,
quality or luxury food Maxima, Iki,
products Hyper Rimi

the same customer are divided among different
chain stores. For example, if the same customer
every week does several small-scale shoppings
in a convenient store and once per two weeks he
(or she) does large-scale shopping in a hyper-
market, we can guess that the major part of his/her
expenditure for food products and various non-
food items will be left in a hypermarket.

In general, we can conclude that the same
customer sees different sets of potential shop-
ping possibilities depending on a specific buying
occasion. On the other side, various multiple
retailers and store formats are differently
evaluated in terms how suitable they are for
different buying occasions. Therefore we can
state that multiple retailers not only compete
for particular customers, but also for customers
on particular shopping occasions. In this case,
the third proposition that similar multiple
retailers compete on distinct shopping occasions
seems to be right.
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3. Conclusions and implications
for further research

The major purpose of the paper was to analyze
competition among multiple retailers in a small
but rapidly growing economy of the new
EU member-country group, and to develop
propositions about the competitive strategies
of retailers that are influenced by specific
economic conditions. Because of the scope
and methodology, the research findings are of
exploratory nature.

Based on the analysis, the authors hypothesize
that in a small and fast developing economy
buyers (customers of multiple retailers) are not
loyal to a single store or single retailer. Instead,
they typically have several preferences, and only
a relative loyalty to a few retailers at once can
be defined. In this case, certain retailers can
attempt increasing their share of a customer’s
shopping rather than develop loyalty in a
classical understanding of the term.

The most popular multiple retailers in
Lithuania are Saulute, Norfa, Iki and Maxima.
The popularity of these chain stores does not
depend on the number of stores in a chain, but
rather on favourable customers’ opinions and
their positive impression about the high quality of
retail services and good satisfaction of their needs.

Multiple retailers of the same format and
multiple retailers of different formats compete
for the same clients and share of their expendi-
tures. Moreover, even differently named chains
that are operated by the same retail company
compete for the same customers thus producing
cannibalization effects. This observation is
related with the unclear differentiation of
retailing chains. This also suggests that needs
and requirements of customers are not homo-
geneous or vary depending on the purchasing
occasion.

Another important observation is that mul-
tiple retailers in Lithuania are not really differ-



entiated. From the customers’ perspective, none
of them have specific differences of clearly
identifiable advantages over the others. The Maxi-
ma chain seems to have the strongest competitive
position, but the ki chain store is not far behind.

We conclude that under conditions of a small
and price-sensitive market, retailers cannot afford
a strict market targeting and differentiation on
the basis of different groups of buyers. Instead,
they need to attract the same clients. One way of
doing this is specializing in being advantageous
in certain purchasing occasions (buying for a
daily consumption, buying for whole week, etc.).
The research showed that buyers can well define
different shopping occasions and describe their
specific needs and requirements in every one

REFERENCES

Aaker, D. A. (2005). Strategic market management.
Seventh edition. New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc..
356 p.

Ailawadi, K. L. (2001). The retail power-performance
conundrum: what have we leamed? Journal of Retailing,
Vol. 77, Issue 3, p. 299-319.

Bell, R. (2002), Competition issues in European
grocery retailing. European Retail Digest, Issue 39,
p. 27-37.

Best, R. J. (2004). Market-based management. Third
edition. Upper Saddle River, New Jersey: Prentice Hall,
401 p.

Danneels, E. (1996). Market segmentation: normative
model versus business reality. European Journal of
Marketing, Vol. 30, Issue 6, p. 36-52.

Dekimpe, M. G. (2002), Lessons to be leamnt from
the Dutch private-label scene. European Retail Digest,
Issue 34, European Regional Review, p. 33-35.

Delfi, Elta. “Norfos maZmenos” apyvarta iSaugo
48 proc. (interactive). Reviewed 24 January, 2005. Access
through the Internet: http://www.delfi.lt/archive/
index.php?id=5897339.

Elia, “Norfa” atidaré pard ¢ Birzuose (i ive).
Reviewed 30 December, 2004. Access through the Internet:
hutp://www delfi.lt/archive/index.php?id=5737379.

Elta. “VP Market” Marijampoléje atidaro “Maxima”
(interactive). Reviewed 21 December, 2004. Access

of them. This opens opportunities to specialize
on this basis in addition to traditional ways of
differentiation.

There are also some implications for further
research. Analysis of shopping behavior on
different shopping occasions has just been started
and needs to be developed further. We believe
that future research would be helpful for a better
understanding of customers’ behaviour and
increasing their satisfaction and loyalty. Another
research direction is competition analysis based
on customer attitudes in other retail sectors.
This could help evaluating competition in
other retail sectors and comparing the possible
differences of competition in different retail
sectors.

through the Internet: http://www.delfi.lt/archive/
index.php?id=5689228.

Gilbert, D. (2003). Retail marketing management.
Harlow: Pearson Education Limited, 457 p.

Gonzilelez-Benito, O., Muiioz-Gallego, P. A,
Kopalle, P. K. (2005). Asymmetric competition in relail
store formats: Evaluating inter- and intra-format spatial
effects. Journal of Retailing ; Vol. 81 Issue 1, p. 59-73.

Jary, M., Wileman, A. (1998). Managing retail brands.
In Hant, S., Murphy, J. (Eds), Brands: the New Wealth
Creators. Basingstoke: Macmillan Business, 246 p.

Kielyte, J. (2002). Food Retailing in Transition: An
overview of the Baltic countries. European Regional
Review. Issue 33, p. 52-54.

Kotler, P. (2003). Marketing management. Eleventh
edition. New Jersey: Pearson Education, Inc., 706 p.

Kotler, P., Keller K. L. (2006). Marketing management.
12th edition. Upper Saddle River, New Jersey: Pearson
Education, Inc., 729 p.

Kristensen, K., Juhl, H. J., Ostergaard P. (2001),
Customer satisfaction: some results for European
retailing. Total Quality Management, Vol. 12, No. 748,
p. 890-897.

Migi, A. W. (2003), Share of wallet in retailing: the
effects of customer satisfaction, loyalty cards and
shopper characteristics. Journal of Retailing, Vol. 79,
p. 97-106.

93



Mazumdar, T., Raj, S. P, Sinha, I. (2005). Reference
Price Research: Review and Propositions Journal of
Marketing Vol. 69, 84-102.

McGoldrick, P. J. (2002). Retail marketing. Maiden-
head: McGraw-Hill Education, 658 p.

Mitchell, V.-W,, Kiral, H. R. (1999), Risk p

Popkowski, L., Peter, T. L., Sinha, A., Timmermans H.
(2000), Consumer store choice dynamics: an analysis
of the petitive market for grocery stores.
Journal of Retailing, Vol. 76, p. 14-28.

Porter, M. E. (1985). Competitive advantage: creating

-3
inl B

of UK grocery p The International
Review of Retail, Distribution and Consumer Research,
9:1, p. 17-39.

Mockus, D. (2003), Do you really know what the
compelition is doing? Journal of Business Strategy,
Jan/Feb 2003, Vol. 24, Issue I, p. 8-11.

Morelli, C. (1998). Constructing a Balance between
Price and Non-Price Comp in British Multipl
Food Retailing 1954-64. Business History, Vol. 40,
No. 2, p. 45-41.

Murray, K.B., (2005). Skill-Based Habits of Use and
Consumer Choice. Advances in Consumer Research.
Volume 32, p. 36-37.

Pajuodis, A. (2005) Prekybos marketingas. Antras
leidimas. Vilnius, Eugrimas, 191p.

and
Free Press, 75 p.

Shaw, M., C for retail
brands. Journal of Targeting, Measurement and Analysis
Jfor Marketing. Vol. 11, 1, p. 7-23

Steenkamp, J-B. E. M., Wedel, M. (1991). Segmen-
ting Retail Markets on Store Image Using a Consumer-
Based Metodology. Journal of Retailing, Vol. 67, No 3,
p. 300-320.

Urb

g superior performance. New York: The

I, P. Standard

El

iius, S., | kas, R. (2005). Evaluation
of Multiple Retailers’ Market Positions on the Basis of
Image Attributes Measurement. Journal of business
economics and management, Vol. 6, No. 4, p. 199-206.

Zyman, S. (1999). The end of marketing as we know
it. New York: HarperCollins Publishers, Inc., 247 p.

PARDUOTUVIY TINKLY KONKURENCIJA MAZOS, TACIAU
SPARCIAI BESIPLETOJANCIOS EKONOMIKOS SALYGOMIS

S. Urbonavidius, G. Brock, R. Ivanauskas

Santrauka

Konkurencujos anahze yra svarbi visoms jmonéms, tarp

ir vertinant pirkéjy poZiiirj | maZmeninés prekybos imo-

ju ir maz veiki itin intensyvios  niy konkurencijq.
konk ijos rinkose. Lietuvoje veikian¢ios maZzmeni- Plrkejq pozwrls i konkurencija pasirinktas teoriniu
nés prekybos j iki 3iol daugiausia démesio skyré psnyje nagrinéj maz

diversifikuoti veiklg arba intensyviai plétrai ir konku-
ravo maza kaina. Tadiau sparti Lietuvos ekonomikos
plétra ir gyventojy perk galios dideéji maz-
meninés prekybos jmones vers keisti poZiiirj ir ieSkoti
naujy konkuravimo budy.

Siuolaikinéje marketingo literatiiroje pateikiama jvai-

prekybos imoniy
konkurencijos vertinimo metodikos pagrindu. Pirkéju
pozitris | konk ija gali biiti i3skaidytas { dvi dalis:
poziiiris | mazmeninés prekybos jmoniy vardy konku-
rencijq ir pirkéjy samongje egzistuojancios jmoniy aso-
ciacijos su tam tikromis pirkimo progomis. Pirkéjy
pozidiris | mazmeninés prekybos {moniy konkurencijg

riy 1j veninimo dy. Viena i§ galimy- taip pat siejamas su pirkéjy dalies arba pirkéjy iSlaidy
biy yra konk ijos ver is pirkejy po- dalies, tenkancios jmonei, peija, kuri gali bati
Ziariu. Iki Siol atllkta gana nedaug tyrimy, ) glaudziai siej su pozici imo § pcija.

konkurencijos vertinimg pirkéjy poziiiriu, imonés kllen- Tyrimy, kuriy Itatai pateikiami ipsnyje, tiks-

ty dalies koncepcijg ir jvaizdzio formavimo bei valdy-
mo koncepcija. Sis straipsnis i§ dalies uzpildo minéta
spraga. Jo tikslas — atskleisti konkurencijos maZmeni-
néje prekyboje vertinimo ;ahmybes remiantis mazos

Salies sparciai besiplétoj k ikos pavvzdziu
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las — remiantis pirkéjy poziariu, jvertinti konkurencijq
tarp parduotuviy tinkly. Tvrimy objektas — Lietuvoje
veikiantys parduomviy tinklai, prekiaujantys maisto ir
ivairios paskirties ne maisto prekémis. Toks tyrimy
objektas pasirinktas todél, kad minéty parduotuviy



tinkly plétra pastaruosius kelerius metus buvo labai
sparti ir konkurencija tarp jy yra labai aktyvi. Be to,
dauguma Lietuvos gyventojy daZnai perka tinkly par-
duotuvése ir gali iSsakyti pagrista nuomone apie jy
charakteristikas ir savo prioritetus.

Straipsnyje pateikiami dvieju tyrimy, atlikty 2004 m.
liepos—rugpjiic¢io ménesiais, rezultatai. Pirmas tyrimas —
giluminiai interviu su parduotuviy tinkly pirkéjais. Jie
buvo skirti pasiruosti kiekybinei apklausai (atliko Zval-
gybinio tyrimo vaidmenj), taip pat pateiké kokybing
informacija, kuri padéjo interpretuoti vélesnio kieky-
binio tyrimo rezultatus. Antras tyrimas - reprezenta-
tyvi Lietuvos gyventojy apklausa. atlikta kaip dalis
Nacionalinio omnibuso tyrimo. Tyrimy metu surinkti
duomenys buvo analizuojami apskaléluopnt apra§o-
mosios statistikos rodiklius — ir

pasiilymai (iSvardyta svarbos mazéjimo tvarka). [verti-
nus parduotuviy tinkly jvaizdzio profilius, paaiskéjo,
kad tinklai néra aidkiai diferencijuoti. Be lo, né vienas
i$ populiariausiy tinkly neturi absoliutaus konkurenci-
nio pranasumo. Galima lelgn, kad ,.Maxima" parduo-
tuviy tinklo konk i icijos yra geri

taciau .Jki* tinklo konkurencmes pozicijos yra gana
artimos ,,Maxima*“ tinklui,

Tyrimy rezultatai, atskleide, kad dauguma pirkéjy
néra lojalis tik vienai pard vei arba pard viy
tinklui ir kad tiek to paties tipo, tiek ir skmlngq tipy
parduotuviy tinklai konkuruoja dél to paties pirkéjo,
skatina ieskoti naujy pirkéju elgsenos modeliy, kurie
paaiskinty tokius pirkéjy elgsenos ypatumus. Vienas i§
galimy paaiskinimy galéty biti susijgs su pirkéjams

naudojant jvaizdzio profilio meloda.
Atlikty tyrimy rezultatai atskleidé, kad dauguma
pirkéju (bevelk 63 procenlal) néra lojalis tik vnenm

budi pirkimo prog Tyrimy nustatyta, kad
dalis pirkéjy perka prekiu mazesnj kieki, bet daZnai,
kita dalis — didesnj kieki, bet re¢iau, kai kurie pirkéjai
parduotuviy tinkluose perka ne tik maisto prekes, bet

pard ei. Jie p i turi kelias
tuves, kuriose daznal perka. Lojaliais vienai pnrduolu-
vei galima laikyti tik apie 15 procenty pirkéjy. Todel
marketingo priemoniy, kuriy poveikis pagristas dideliu
pirkejy lojalumu, naudojimas $iuo atveju néra tikslingas.
Populiariausi pirkéjy tarpe parduotuviy tinkiai —
wSaulute®, Norfa®, ,Iki“ ir ,Maxima“ (iSvardyta popu-
liarumo mazéjimo tvarka). Parduotuviy tinklo popu-

ir drabuzius bei avalyng. Taip patenkinami jvairis pir-
kéju poreikiai. Pirkéjai taip pat nurodé, kokie parduo-
tuviy tinklai tinkamiausi kiekvienai i§ pirkimo progy.
Paaiskejo, kad maisto prekiy pirkti nedidelj kiekj, bet
daznai geriausia vidutinio dydzio bei nedidelése par-
duotuvése — supermarketuose, kasdieninés paklausos
prekiy parduotuvése arba pigiy prekiy parduotuvése.
Maisto prekiy pirkti didesnj kieki, bet reciau tinka-

és didelés pard - supermarketai, ir hiper-

liarumas nepriklauso nuo ji sudaranéiy pard viy
skaiiaus, o grei¢iau nuo pirkéju nuomonés apie tinkla,
jo teikiamy paslaugy kokybés bei {spiidzio, kaip gerai
tinklo parduotuvése patenkinami pirkéjy poreikiai.
Dél ty paciy pirkejy ir ju islaidy prekéms {sigyli
konkuruoja ir to paties tipo (pvz., supermarketai), ir
skirtingo lipo (supermarketai ir pigiy prekiy parduo-

marketai. Tos pacios parduotuvés tinkamiausios pirkti
drabuzius ir avalyne.

Taigi p iy tinkly konk ijos vertini
remiantis pirkejy pozitriu teikia galimybg nustatyti,
kokie tinklai konkuruoja dél wy paciy pirkéjy bei jy
islaidy ir kokie tinklai konkuruoja tam tikromis pirki-

tuvés arba kasdieninés paklausos prekiy p vés ir
pigiy prekiy parduotuvés) parduotuviy tinklai. Be to,
del ty paciy pirkéjy konkuruoja skirtingo tipo tinklai,
priklausantys tai paciai imonei. Sig isvada galirna susie-
ti su nedideliu pirkéjy 1 d i arba par-
duotuviy tinklui. Be to, §| |§vada gali reik$ti, kad to
patles plrkejo poreikiai néra homogeniniai, todél viena
p arba p iy tinklas negali patenkinti
visy poreikiy.

Plrkejams svarbmusn jvaizdzio poZymiai, | kuriuos
g pi T vg, yra prekiy kai-
nos, kokybe, asorti ivairové, parduotuvés vieta,
pirkéjy aptamavimo kokybé ir nuolaidos bei specialiis

atsiz

{teikta 2006 m. sausio mén.
Priimta spausdinti 2006 m. vasario mén.

mo progomis. Tatiau, autoriy nuomone, straipsnyje
pateikti atlikty tyrimy rezultatai vertintini tik kaip
sudétingy konkuravimo ir pirkéjy elgsenos problemy
nagringjimo pradzia. Norint geriau suprasti pirkéju elgse-
na skirtingomis pirkimo progomis, biitina atlikti 1oles-
nius tyrimus, kurie padétq liksliau nustatyti pirkéjy
1 skirtingomis pirkimo prog jver-
nntl, kalp butq galima pagerinti pirkéjuy poreikiy pa-
tenkinima ir padidinti jy lojaluma. Tai sudaryty prie-
laidas padidinti parduotuviy tinkly i$skirtinuma ir at-
verty galimybes nuo konkuravimo kaina pereiti prie
konkuravimo remiantis kitais marketingoe komplekso
elementais.
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