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Retail Store Shopper Cards: 
Competitive Differentiator?

By Professors Don E. Schultz and Martin P. Block, Integrated Marketing 
Communications, Northwestern University

I. Introduction 

The ongoing discussion between the promotionally driven retailers, that is, 
those who believe in and depend on continual and continuous “deals and 
discounts” for their success, and those who are focused on an everyday low 
price (EDLP) approach continues unabated (Hoch, et al, 1995; Basker, 2005; 
Grant, 2010). Each retailer has its own views, its own data, its own 
management style – and its own financial results. They defend their 
decisions and their approaches with the aggressiveness of  an underfed pit 
bull.  

All sides have developed their own rhetoric about their approach, which they 
present and pontificate on at conferences and seminars around the world. 
Those arguments work quite well until challenged by outsiders. That’s when 
the standard response comes into play: “Trust us, it’s working, but, we can’t 
provide evidence since the numbers are proprietary.” “We can’t share data on 
our results for obvious competitive reasons.” And, so on. Thus, the only time 
industry observers know  something is wrong is when the results are so 
obvious that they can’t be hidden anymore. Witness the disaster of  J.C. 
Penney trying to move from a promotional format to an EDLP approach a 
couple of years ago (Mohammed, 2012; Dailey, 2013), and the recent return 
to a promotional approach. Consider the almost secret discarding of frequent 
shopper cards by Jewel-Osco in the Chicago market this past year 
(Jewelosco.com, 2013; Zorn, 2013). Clearly, the management of  these 
organizations had some fairly strong reasons for these dramatic changes in 
their sales and merchandising policies but, they were seemingly glossed over 
by the slick PR releases or lack thereof.  

This ongoing discussion and debate is what gave us the incentive to take a 
look at retail shopper cards, an area that has generated little academic or 
professional research, at least little that does not seem self-serving or 
cluttered with biased results to support the retailer’s choice. To do so, we 
have used a large U.S. consumer-reported data set, i.e., 1,100,000+ 
responses over a 10-year period (2002-2012). That data set covers 73 fast-
moving consumer goods (FMCG) product categories found in most grocery 
and mass merchandising outlets. The research data includes more than 
1,500 manufacturer brands and innumerable retail brands and locations. If 
anything can provide an unbiased view  of how  consumers feel about, react to 
and use shopper cards, this data set should provide the answers.   
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We have had considerable experience with large, structured and unstructured 
data sets and frequent shopper programs. One of us was an early consultant/
board member of Dunnhumby, the London-based analytics company that 
helped Tesco develop its wildly successful “Club Card” in the 1990s. Things 
have changed – both in retailing and in consumer access to information and 
technology – and, most of all, in customer experience with all types and 
models of consumer product retailing. Just witness the growth of  online 
shopping as one example (www.metrics.com, 2014). Thus, the question we 
sought to answer with this research was: how  do customers feel about store 
shopper cards – and, are they the primary decision-maker when it comes to 
improving or enhancing retail success?    

II. The Study
 

While the previous paragraph makes it sound as if  we set out on a journey of 
discovery based on store shopper cards, such was not quite the case. In fact, 
we were looking through the data set which had been developed by Prosper 
International, in Worthington, Ohio, for other marketing and merchandising 
factors when we discovered that consumer online responses to their Customer 
Intentions and Actions (CIA), BIGinsight.com™, and Media Behavior and 
Influences (MBI) studies showed some interesting trends in retail shopper 
cards.      

As background, Prosper has been collecting consumer response data through 
continuing online studies of reported consumer actions and activities in the 
U.S. since 2001. They have focused heavily on providing data and information 
for most types and forms of  retail institutions. One of their primary supporters 
is the National Retail Federation, for which they provide data and tracking 
information along with insights into the retail field in the U.S. Prosper has been 
kind enough to share their data with us at Northwestern for academic and 
other research projects.  We’ve published a number of  scholarly articles using 
Prosper data (Schultz and Block, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2013a, 2013b) and favor it 
because it is based on a nationally projectable sample of  U.S. consumers 
every time a study is fielded.  

One of  our continuing interests has been the changing nature of retail and in-
store promotion. That is: how  and why have new  sales promotion approaches 
emerged while others have declined? How  do consumers react to or ignore 
various promotional methods and tools, most especially the in-store 
promotional activities that have become so prevalent? It is these types of 
questions we find interesting and useful for all levels of marketers.  

Quite simply, we are big believers in the importance of “last few  feet of 
marketing success” found in the retail store (Schaffer, 1960; Baker, et al, 1992; 
Wu and Chen, 2000). This concept, which has been popularized by marketers 
such as Procter & Gamble, Unilever, Colgate and others (Gerba, 2005; Neff, 
2009; AdWeek, 2009), seems more appropriate in today’s world of  hurried and 
harried shoppers and shopping. Additionally, those topics seem to be on every 
manufacturer and retailer’s discussion list now  that “shopper marketing” has 
been discovered by the trade press and seminar organizers (Neff, 2007; 
Shankar, et al, 2011; Lucas, 2012).

As background, the two authors of this paper have written seven books and 
innumerable articles on sales promotion (Schultz, et al, 1998; Schultz, 2005; 
Schultz and Block, 2009, 2010; Schultz and Block 2011, 2012), so our goal 
with this study was one of updating rather than discovery. We knew  what 
historically had worked in in-store promotion, what had been widely promoted 
and failed and much of the “stuff” in between. Further, we had developed 
several papers on the impact of  “prior-to-store-visit” by consumers exposed to 
traditional media marketing activities and the “during-store-visit” promotional 
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activities that manufacturers and retailers use to try to influence shoppers 
while in the store (Schultz and Block, 2011; Schultz and Block, 2013). What 
attracted our attention in this data set was something we didn’t expect – the 
consumer-voiced interest in retail store shopper cards.   

III. The Data Set 

The data set we used for this particular study was one that we have 
aggregated based on 10 years of data gathered by Prosper International from 
individual online responses to their questionnaires. We should note here that 
the authors did all of  the aggregation work and analysis. Prosper simply made 
the data available to us.  

We combined two Prosper data sets for this analysis. These included the 
monthly Customer Intentions and Actions (CIA) online studies, which are 
based on some 8,000+ customer responses per month on what respondents 
say they did in terms of product purchases the previous 30 days and what they 
expected to do the next 30, 60 and 90 days in eight broad retail product 
categories and a number of  other consumer-reported activities. The eight 
major product categories represented in the CIA data encompass the majority 
of products purchased at retail, i.e., apparel, autos, electronics, fast food, 
g rocer ies , hea l th and beauty a ids , home improvement , and 
telecommunications.  

Given that the CIA data is gathered monthly, it is possible to track and monitor 
consumer changes and adaptations to both retailer and manufacturer brand 
activities. Further, the data report past consumer activities and provide a view 
of what is likely to come. Thus, the CIA data provided the consumer response 
base for the research. On that CIA data, we overlaid results from the Prosper-
generated, semiannual Media Behaviors and Intentions (MBI) studies, which 
have been conducted since 2002. The MBI studies are based on media and 
promotional usage as reported by consumers. That includes time spent with 
the media forms tracked in these studies, the reported influence these media 
forms have on consumer behaviors and other useful customer insights. These 
studies are based on consumer reports of the media forms they used, the 
amount of  time with each (31 external media and 23 in-store activities) and 
most importantly, the influence each of  those media forms had or consumers 
believe they had or will have on the products they previously purchased and 
those which they anticipate purchasing in the future. It is the combination of 
these data sets and the aggregation of consumer-reported feelings and 
behaviors that makes this data set so unique.  

The sample for all of these studies is gathered through an online survey based 
on the email addresses of a very large external database of U.S. adults aged 
18+. Once responses have been gathered, they are passed through a 
computer algorithm that simulates the same age and sex variables used by the 
U.S. Census Bureau to generate nationally representative samples of the 
overall population. The output of  each study, therefore, is a weighted and 
balanced, nationally projectable sample of the total U.S. population. Having 
worked with this data for the past 10 years, we feel quite positive that these 
samples and projections reflect what customers actually do in the marketplace 
since variations tend to disappear given the size of the sample and continuous 
tracking of  responses. While it is true that these are consumer-reported actions 
and activities, the sheer size of  this type of census data removes many of the 
statistical variations found in much consumer research.   

The combination of these two data sets resulted in a massive customer 
response database. It represents 1,100,000+ individual responses covering 71 
product categories found in food, drug, and mass merchandise retail outlets 
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across the country and has been longitudinally tracked for 10 years 
(2002-2012). (See Exhibit 1, which illustrates the product categories tracked 
for this study.)   

Exhibit 1. 71 Product Categories with Brand Information (Total of 131 Categories).

Air Fresheners Antibacterial Hand 
Sanitizer

Baby Wipes and 
Towelettes

Bathroom Cleaners Bottled Water/Flavored 
Water

Toddler Training Pants

Dish Detergents Carbonated Beverages Chicken and Turkey

Dishwasher Detergents Drink Mixes Dinner Entrees

Glass Cleaners Energy Drinks Fish and Seafood

Paper Towels Sports Drinks Pizza

Bleach Insect Repellant Vegetables

Fabric Softener Suntan Lotion Aluminum Foils

Laundry Detergent Antibacterial Soap Disposable Containers

Stain remover Body Wash Food Storage Bags

Anti-perspirant Facial Cleansers Napkins

Facial Tissue Hand Moisturizer Non-disposable 
Containers

Razors Cosmetic Line Paper Plates

Shampoo Breakfast Cereal Plastic Wraps

Anti-perspirant Breakfast Bars Antacids

Toilet Tissue Candy Cough Medicine - Adult

Coloring/Rinses Ice Cream/Frozen Yogurt Cough Medicine - Child

Conditioner Popcorn Cold & Flu Medications - 
Adult

Hairspray Salty Snacks Cold & Flu Medications - 
Child

Mousse/Styling Gel Baby Diapers Fiber Supplements or 
Laxatives

Mouthwash and Dental 
Rinse

Baby Bottles Pain Relievers - Pills or 
Capsules

Toothbrushes Baby Formula Pain Relievers - Creams, 
Ointments, Patches

Toothpaste Baby Food Sinus or Allergy 
Medications

Bath Soap Baby Shampoo
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The data set encompasses 1,529 individual manufacturer brands across all 
retailers. Of greatest value, however, is the longitudinal nature of the data. For 
example, we can see the introduction, development and use of  various social 
media since their introduction in 2007, and we can see the impact of the 
2008-2009 recession on changed consumer-reported brand buying and 
response to consumer promotions among a host of  other variables. Most 
importantly, for this study, it is possible to identify the changing nature of 
customer responses to sales promotion activities over time, that is, how  some 
tools become “hot” while others “cool off.”  The end result of all this analysis is 
a fairly clear picture of  what retailers have done, what customers have done 
and the connects and disconnects between the two.  

IV. Findings

As stated earlier, we set out initially to investigate the effect and impact of 
various in-store promotional tools and how  those have changed during the 
past decade, all from the view  of  the customer. In this study, we focus primarily 
on the 23 in-store promotional tools and their preference and use, as reported 
by consumers.  

As is becoming increasingly important in big data analysis, we did not start 
with hypotheses that we wanted to prove or disprove. We did what is so 
common in big data research today – we let the data guide our investigation. 
Academically, this is a form of  “grounded theory” development (Goulding, 
2005; Corbin and Strauss, 2008), where the theory comes from the data, not 
from the imagination of the researcher. The basic question we asked, and 
hoped the data could provide answers for, was: what sales promotion tools 
have grown or declined in customer impact and value in the FMCG categories 
over the past decade?  

As shown in Exhibit 2, of the three primary in-store promotional tools, i.e., 
coupons, in-store displays and shopper cards, only shopper cards have been 
growing in terms of consumer purchase influence over the 10-year period. 
Interestingly, this store shopper card growth began about the same time as the 
introduction of the new  forms of social media and was perhaps influenced by 
the banking crisis, the growth of  unemployment, the decline in housing prices 
and other economic factors. While all these factors and others likely 
contributed to the results found, we are unable to identify any causality simply 
because of the structure of the gathered data.   

Exhibit 2. Promotion Influence Trends.
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Clearly, shopper cards are growing in importance given these longitudinal 
results. The question is, why?  
We found some understanding for the answer to this question when we 
compared the correlations of brand preferences and promotional influences in 
the data set for the 10-year period. That is shown in Exhibit 3. 

Exhibit 3. Correlations with Brand Preferences and Promotional Influences 
2005-2012.1 

In other studies using this same data set, we have found a very strong growth 
in consumer-reported “No Brand Preference.” This comes about when 
customers are asked: “What brand in (product category) do you prefer?” That 
response was found for a large majority of all the brands in the 71 product 
categories tracked. It seems to be impacting and affecting almost every 
manufacturer brand found in the study.  

The chart above is really quite simple. It reports on consumer responses to the 
question above: “What brand do you prefer in (X) product category?” As 
shown, customer responses represent three basic forms.  

• No Brand Preference in the product category
• A Preference for the Leading Brand in the Category  
• A Preference for a Secondary Brand (any brand not a Leading 

Brand is considered secondary) 

The correlations were calculated from the MBI data sets when we combine 
brand preference with media form most used and media form with most 
influence among consumers. While the data set contains 54 (31 external, 23 
in-store) media variables, the chart above is restricted to (a) the two major 
external media forms, i.e., television and Internet and (b) the four primary in-
store promotional tools, i.e., grocery coupons, inserts (newspaper or direct 
mail), special displays (primarily in-store), and shopper cards. 

As can be seen, television continues to dominate external consumer influence 
as the leading promotional tool. Grocery coupons and special displays are 
rated highly for the leading brand while almost all media forms have a positive 
correlation with secondary brands (with the exception of  inserts). Thus, while 
TV influences leading and secondary brands, the Internet is the only 
promotional tool that positively correlates with the leading brand while all 
promotional tools are positively correlated with secondary brands (with the 
exception of  inserts). What is most surprising is the very positive correlation 
between shopper cards and secondary brands. All the correlations are positive 
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with the exception of inserts. Alternatively, all correlations with “no brand 
preference” are negative with the exception of  inserts, which is positive. We 
cannot, at this point, explain this relationship of  inserts to the three choices 
available to respondents, but plan to investigate this in detail in additional 
studies.  

From the calculations of these correlations, it seems clear that shopper cards 
play an important role in overall success of  manufacturer brands in retail 
outlets. To gain further insight into this phenomenon, an additional study was 
developed which is described below.  
 
V. Adding to the Data Set 

In an attempt to further understand these rather surprising results, a second 
ancillary study was conducted in May 2013. That was done through a 
specialized study conducted through the American Pulse methodology also 
offered by Prosper Insights and Analytics. This is a one-time, single-focus 
study done online with the same sampling and classification techniques as 
used in the other, larger studies. This study is based on 2,638 responses, 
which again were screened through the U.S. Census-type algorithm to assure 
a nationally representative sample of the U.S. population.  

In this study, questions were focused only on store shopper cards. One of the 
questions was: “Among the promotional techniques listed below, which have 
the most influence on your purchasing of consumer FMCG products?” The 
results of that additional research study are shown in Exhibit 4 below.  

Exhibit 4. Promotion Technique Influence.

The results of  this additional study should be read as: 55.8 percent of all 
respondents reported coupons in newspapers and inserts influence or greatly 
influence their purchases of consumer products sold in grocery or mass 
merchandiser retailers. Product samples delivered to the home influence or 
greatly influence their purchases, according to 48.5 percent of respondents, 
and so on.  

Of  particular interest here is that the use of store loyalty cards is the fourth 
ranked promotional technique with 47.7 percent of respondents saying the 
cards either influence or greatly influence their purchases in the retail stores. 
As can be seen, the store loyalty card outranks the traditional and widely used 
tools of shelf  coupons, premiums, in-store flyers and even in-store special 
displays. All of those have been widely used by retailers for a number of  years.  
What seems most important in this data is the promotional impact that store 
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loyalty cards have as an overall influence on shopper activities in the various 
retail stores. Clearly, the store loyalty card is performing very similarly to the 
various sales promotion tools retailers have employed for years, yet, they 
seem to be ignored in most academic and professional research.  

In addition, two other relevant questions were asked in this May 2013 study, 
i.e., How  many store loyalty cards do you hold? and What percentage of  your 
purchases in the store category requested is made using that store loyalty 
card?  Results of those questions are shown in Exhibit 5.

Exhibit 5. Store Loyalty Cards. 

As can be seen, the average respondent has a total of 4.86 cards, with the 
grocery card representing the largest number at 1.95. More important, 
however, is that on average almost 50  percent of all purchases in grocery, 
drug and other stores are made using the card. Clearly, the presence of and 
use of  the store loyalty card has an impact on consumer purchases. The 
question, of course, is:  What does all this mean? We speculate on this in the 
final section of this paper.

VI. What Does All This Mean?

Clearly, from this data, it appears retail store cards have a major and growing 
influence on consumer purchases in the stores where they are used. Thus, the 
paucity of research on these cards being so limited, especially research that 
looks at store cards from the view  of the customer, appears to be a major 
oversight by the research community. Thus, this paper hopefully will serve as a 
call for all researchers to devote more time and effort to understanding the 
import and effect of store shopper cards going forward.  

From this preliminary research, however, it does seem possible to draw  some 
managerial conclusions immediately and for the near term. These include: 

A. Clearly, there are some synergies and interactions between and among 
the various promotional tools being used in-store by both retailers and 
manufacturers. With more than a dozen in-store promotional tools 
reported as being influential among at least one-third of all shoppers 
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(see Exhibit 4), greater understanding and knowledge about how  and in 
what way these various promotional activities can and should be 
“mixed and matched” to optimize their individual and combined impact 
is needed by both retailers and manufacturers. In this report, we have 
treated each promotional tool separately but clearly, from the view  of 
the customer, they likely are not.      

B. In our earlier studies on “no manufacturer brand preference” (Schultz 
and Block, 2013a, 2013b), we found that loyalty to the manufacturer 
brand seems to be increasingly replaced by loyalty to the retail store. In 
other words, consumers seem to be saying “I will let the retailer make 
the initial manufacturer brand decisions for me. I’ll simply select from 
among the set of manufacturer brands the retailer has chosen to 
stock.”  If this is truly the case, and this study seems to reflect that view 
based on the growing importance of  retail store cards, this shift in 
loyalty from the manufacturer brand to the retailer brand is a major 
change in the ongoing relationship between these two business 
partners. This clearly deserves more research and study. 

C. If the above supposition is true, it is likely retailers should be putting 
much more promotional emphasis on their retail store cards than is 
presently the case. Too often, in retail promotions, it seems the store 
card is presented as a necessary evil to consumers while consumers 
seemingly do not have this same view. Consumers see the card as a 
useful tool in gaining and using promotional offers from those specific 
retailers which creates an ongoing opportunity to build ongoing 
customer relationships. Indeed, the retail shopper card is truly the one 
representative factor that can bring together and represent the retailer’s 
brand. It is unique for the retailer and can and should be a major tool in 
the ongoing battle for retail dominance. We see some evidence of that 
in the success of  Kroger and Macy’s in their use of  the shopper card to 
differentiate themselves from their competitors.  

D. Given the apparent strength of the store shopper card for secondary 
brands, it would seem that both manufacturers and retailers could profit 
from a more disciplined and well managed approach to the promotional 
tool for this increasingly large number of manufacturer brands. For the 
secondary brand manufacturer, the use of shopper cards could be an 
effective means for competing with the leading brand, allowing much 
more focused promotional efforts delivered by retail groups. It would 
seem to offer an attractive alternative to trying to complete with the 
major brands in the overall market. For the retailer, additional emphasis 
on retail store card promotions might be more effective for secondary 
brands than for the leading brand. That could mean a shift in emphasis 
if that path is taken.   

E. For leading brands, the lack of consumer influence of  store shopper 
cards on their sales might well suggest a shift in emphasis away from 
in-store and retailer promotions to one of building up their own brand 
through other means than deals and discounts in the stores. What 
seems clear from this data is that television advertising, while 
seemingly under siege by the social media alternatives, still seems to 
represent a major promotional tool for these leading brands today and 
into the immediate future.      

This study, while based on substantial consumer-reported evidence, is still 
exploratory. The findings have been developed based as much on serendipity 
of the initial findings rather than on a pre-planned data analysis. In this case, 
only FMCG products were investigated and only those sold in grocery and 
mass merchandising situations. We have additional date for other types of 
retailers and other product categories such as apparel and electronics. That 
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will likely be our next step in learning more about how  these retail cards are 
used by consumers.  

In spite of this limited view, the results of this analysis seem clear. This study 
has added substantially to what we know  about how  customers use and view 
store shopper cards in grocery and mass merchandising firms and this 
promotional technique is and continues to be a major factor in the minds of 
customers and consumers. That’s important since clearly only customers have 
money and only they decide what they will buy and what will influence them in 
making those purchasing decisions. What seems quite evident is the need for 
additional and more detailed research on the role store shopper cards play in 
the overall retail marketplace.

Works Cited:

AdWeek (2009) http://www.adweek.com/news/advertising-branding/draftfcbs-
lucas-shopper-marketing-more-just-shelf-talkers-105860.
Baker, J., Levy, M., & Grewal, D. (1992), An experimental approach to making 
retail store environmental decisions, Journal of Retailing, 68 (4), 445-462.
Basker, E. (2005), Selling a cheaper mousetrap: Wal-Mart's effect on retail 
prices. Journal of Urban Economics, 58(2), 203-229.
Corbin, J., & Strauss, A. (Eds.) (2008) Basics of Qualitative Research: 
Techniques and Procedures for Developing Grounded Theory, Sage, 
Thousand Oaks, CA.
Dailey, W. R. (2013). More Small Business Lessons from J.C. Penney 3.0 
http://smallbusiness.foxbusiness.com/marketing-sales/2013/03/20/more-small-
business-lessons-from-jc-penney-30/.
Gerba, B (2005) http://www.wirespring.com/
dynamic_digital_signage_and_interactive_kiosks_journal/articles/
Using_in_store_advertising_to_win_the_First_Moment_of_Truth__FMOT_-247
.html.
Goulding, C. (2005) Grounded Theory, Ethnography and Phenomenology: A 
Comparative Analysis of  Three Qualitative Strategies for Marketing Research, 
European Journal of Marketing, 39(3/4), 294-308.
Grant, R.M. (2010). Contemporary strategy analysis and cases: text and 
cases. Wiley.com.
Hoch, S.J., Kim, B.D., Montgomery, A.L., and Rossi, P.E. (1995), Determinants 
of store-level price elasticity, Journal of Marketing Research, 17-29.
Jewel-Osco (2013) http://www.jewelosco.com/2013/12/hey-dominicks-
customers/.
Lucas, J. (2012), Shopper Marketing, the Discipline, the Approach, Shopper 
Marketing, Kogan Page, London Pgs.13-20.
Metrics.com (2014) http://www.wwwmetrics.com/shopping.htm.
Mohammed, R. (2012). J.C. Penney’s risky new  pricing strategy, Harvard 
Business Review, http://blogs.hbr.org/2012/01/understanding-jc-penneys-
risky/.
Neff, J. (2007). What's In Store: The Rise of Shopper Marketing, Advertising 
Age, 78, 1-2.
Neff, J. (2009) http://adage.com/article/news/retail-p-g-focuses-shopper-
marketing-ad-agencies/139127/.
Prosper Business Development: http://www.goprosper.com/.

http://www.adweek.com/news/advertising-branding/draftfcbs-lucas-shopper-marketing-more-just-shelf-talkers-105860
http://www.adweek.com/news/advertising-branding/draftfcbs-lucas-shopper-marketing-more-just-shelf-talkers-105860
http://www.adweek.com/news/advertising-branding/draftfcbs-lucas-shopper-marketing-more-just-shelf-talkers-105860
http://www.adweek.com/news/advertising-branding/draftfcbs-lucas-shopper-marketing-more-just-shelf-talkers-105860
http://smallbusiness.foxbusiness.com/marketing-sales/2013/03/20/more-small-business-lessons-from-jc-penney-30/
http://smallbusiness.foxbusiness.com/marketing-sales/2013/03/20/more-small-business-lessons-from-jc-penney-30/
http://smallbusiness.foxbusiness.com/marketing-sales/2013/03/20/more-small-business-lessons-from-jc-penney-30/
http://smallbusiness.foxbusiness.com/marketing-sales/2013/03/20/more-small-business-lessons-from-jc-penney-30/
http://www.wirespring.com/dynamic_digital_signage_and_interactive_kiosks_journal/articles/Using_in_store_advertising_to_win_the_First_Moment_of_Truth__FMOT_-247.html
http://www.wirespring.com/dynamic_digital_signage_and_interactive_kiosks_journal/articles/Using_in_store_advertising_to_win_the_First_Moment_of_Truth__FMOT_-247.html
http://www.wirespring.com/dynamic_digital_signage_and_interactive_kiosks_journal/articles/Using_in_store_advertising_to_win_the_First_Moment_of_Truth__FMOT_-247.html
http://www.wirespring.com/dynamic_digital_signage_and_interactive_kiosks_journal/articles/Using_in_store_advertising_to_win_the_First_Moment_of_Truth__FMOT_-247.html
http://www.wirespring.com/dynamic_digital_signage_and_interactive_kiosks_journal/articles/Using_in_store_advertising_to_win_the_First_Moment_of_Truth__FMOT_-247.html
http://www.wirespring.com/dynamic_digital_signage_and_interactive_kiosks_journal/articles/Using_in_store_advertising_to_win_the_First_Moment_of_Truth__FMOT_-247.html
http://www.wirespring.com/dynamic_digital_signage_and_interactive_kiosks_journal/articles/Using_in_store_advertising_to_win_the_First_Moment_of_Truth__FMOT_-247.html
http://www.wirespring.com/dynamic_digital_signage_and_interactive_kiosks_journal/articles/Using_in_store_advertising_to_win_the_First_Moment_of_Truth__FMOT_-247.html
http://www.jewelosco.com/2013/12/hey-dominicks-customers/
http://www.jewelosco.com/2013/12/hey-dominicks-customers/
http://www.jewelosco.com/2013/12/hey-dominicks-customers/
http://www.jewelosco.com/2013/12/hey-dominicks-customers/
http://www.wwwmetrics.com/shopping.htm
http://www.wwwmetrics.com/shopping.htm
http://blogs.hbr.org/2012/01/understanding-jc-penneys-risky/
http://blogs.hbr.org/2012/01/understanding-jc-penneys-risky/
http://blogs.hbr.org/2012/01/understanding-jc-penneys-risky/
http://blogs.hbr.org/2012/01/understanding-jc-penneys-risky/
http://adage.com/article/news/retail-p-g-focuses-shopper-marketing-ad-agencies/139127/
http://adage.com/article/news/retail-p-g-focuses-shopper-marketing-ad-agencies/139127/
http://adage.com/article/news/retail-p-g-focuses-shopper-marketing-ad-agencies/139127/
http://adage.com/article/news/retail-p-g-focuses-shopper-marketing-ad-agencies/139127/
http://www.goprosper.com/
http://www.goprosper.com/


11

Store Shopper Cards 
(cont’d.)

Don E. Schultz is Professor 
(Emeritus-in-Service) of 
I n t e g r a t e d M a r k e t i n g 
C o m m u n i c a t i o n , 
Northwestern University, 
Evanston, IL. He is also 
president of the global 
marke t i ng consu l tancy 
Agora, Inc. 

Martin Block is a Professor 
of Integrated Marketing 
C o m m u n i c a t i o n s a t 
Northwestern University, and 
is currently sector head for 
Entertainment and Gaming. 

Shaffer, J.D. (1960), The Influence of  “Impulse Buying” or In-the-Store 
Decisions on Consumers' Food Purchases, Journal of Farm Economics, 42(2), 
317-324.
Schultz, D.E., William A. Robinson and Lisa Petrison (1998) Sales Promotion 
Essentials, 3rd Edition, Crain Books, Inc., Chicago, IL.
Schultz, D.E. and Smith, S. (2005) How  to Sell More Stuff!, Dearborn Trade 
Publishing, USA.
Schultz, D.E. and Block, M.P. (2009) Media Generations: Media Allocation in a 
Consumer-Controlled Marketplace, Prosper Publishing, Worthington, Ohio.
Schultz, D.E. and Block, M.P. (2010) Retail Communities: Customer Driven 
Retailing, Prosper Publishing, Worthington, Ohio.
Schultz, D.E. and Block, M.P. (2011) Understanding Customer Brand 
Engagement Behaviors in Today's Interactive Marketplace, Micro & Macro 
Marketing, Number: 2, 227-244.
Schultz, D.E. and Block, M.P. (2011) How  U.S. consumers view  in-store 
promotions. Journal of Business Research, 64(1), 51-54.
Schultz, D.E. and Block, M.P. (2012) Re-Thinking Brand Loyalty in an Age of 
Interactivity, presented at the International Conference on Research in 
Advertising (ICORIA), Stockholm, Sweden.
Schultz, Don, E. and Block, M.P. (2013a) Killing Brands … Softly, Journal of 
Brand Strategy, Forthcoming, Vol. 2, No. 3.
Schultz, Don E. and Block, M.P. (2013b) Brand Preference Being Challenged, 
presented at 3rd International Consumer Brand Colloquium, Winter Park, 
Florida.
Schultz, D.E. and Block, M.P. (2013) “A New  Measure for Managing Brands in 
an Interactive Marketplace” presented at CADM Roundtable, Chicago, Illinois, 
May 9, 2013.
Shankar, V., Inman, J.J., Mantrala, M., Kelley, E., and Rizley, R. (2011), 
Innovations in shopper marketing: current insights and future research issues, 
Journal of Retailing, 87, S29-S42.
Wu, C., and Chen, H.L. (2000) Counting your customers: Compounding 
customer’s in-store decisions, interpurchase time and repurchasing behavior, 
European Journal of Operational Research, 127(1), 109-119.
Zorn, E. (2013) http://blogs.chicagotribune.com/news_columnists_ezorn/
2013/06/carded.html.

http://blogs.chicagotribune.com/news_columnists_ezorn/2013/06/carded.html
http://blogs.chicagotribune.com/news_columnists_ezorn/2013/06/carded.html
http://blogs.chicagotribune.com/news_columnists_ezorn/2013/06/carded.html
http://blogs.chicagotribune.com/news_columnists_ezorn/2013/06/carded.html

