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Introduction

Despite the resources spent on market research,

80% ot new offerings fail!

And, many loyalty programs fail to

meet retention goals

Where 1s the disconnect between

customers and companies?
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Introduction

Most companies do not understand the mind of the

consumer.

Most companies do not understand the feelings and
attitudes of the consumer.

And, by extension, most companies do not understand
how mind and feelings interact to contribute to consumer

brand loyalty.

E University of Maryland University College



The Mind of the Consumer

eConsumers are not rational.

*Consumers have poor memorties.
*Consumers do not think in a “linear” way.

*Consumers do not always have access to the “good
reasons’ for their behavior.

*Certain concepts, ideas, and attitudes are cognitively
linked in the consumer’s mind.
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The Mind of the Consumer

One method to gain a “picture” of the mind of the
consumer is the Galileo Spatial-Linkage model.

*Offers a structural model of attitudes in which changes in
the model predict attitude change.

* Assumes all behavior is determined by se/f concep?, which
consists of individuals’ understanding of their relationships
to the social objects which make up the situations through
which they move...attitudes do not exist in a vacuum and
they are not static.
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Galileo Spatial Linkage Theory

Galileo cognitive space 1s a set of psychological distances
between every possible pair of concepts that are relevant
to, and should be included in, the space.

The importance of generating a space of accessible beliefs
cannot be overestimated. ..accessibility influences
attention, degree of message processing, perceptual biases,
and responses to the attitude object (Roskos-Ewoldson,

1997). ...

How can we 7ot consider all accessible relevant concepts
in our measurement of consumer attitudes?
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Galileo Spatial Linkage Theory

200
150
100 1
it .
@8‘86 qitten s quuAﬂes
50 T [ ] ]
like
et
0 A
neeids needs wants
u . Wants
-50 food sRepmeg 4
food =
A
-100 -
-150 1
-200 [ [ [ [ [ [ [
-200 -150 -100 -50 0 50 100 150 200

Figure 1: 2-D Galileo representation of basic consumer concepts

The objects in the neighborhood include necessities (needs, food, clothes)
and non-necessities (wants, gifts, luxuries), an evaluation (like) and the self (good).
This scattergram is an overlay of the first two real dimensions of two Galileo
aggregate space plots in a message (4) and control (M) condition.
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Galileo Spatial Linkage Theo
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Figure 2: 3-D Galileo representation of fast food neighborhood
The objects in the neighborhood include the restaurants (McDonald’s
Burger King, Subway and Domino’s), several of their attributes (hot, fattening,

b

healthy, fresh, fast, convenient) and the self (yourself).
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Galileo Spatial Linkage Theory and The Consumer Mind

Consistent with spreading activation — Attitudes are links
between nodes representing the attitude object and the
evaluative re SpOIlSC (e.g., Anderson, 1983; Devine, 1989; Fazio, 1986; Smith, 1998)

Consistent with neuroscientific philosophy — The neural
circuitry of our experiences reflect specific mechanical
processes in the brain; and the brain, like all other

objects, 1s a structure operating under physical laws g,
Cunningham, Raye, & Johnson, 2004; Wood, Romero, Knutson, & Grafman, 2005; Voron, 2004)

Consistent with network analysis — Macro-patterns can
reveal characteristics of the network even if not all
micro behaviors are known (e.g., Buchanan, 2002; Watts, 1999)
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Consumer Feelings and Attitudes in Action

*Shopping Momentum (Dhar, Huber, & Kahn, 2007)

Shopping Momentum occurs when an initial purchase
provides a psychological impulse that enhances the
purchase of a second product. It is posited as a mind
set/decision making phenomenon.

mEnjoyment and Entertainment (Byrne, 2003; Martineau,

1958; Rook & Gardner, 1993)

Once 1n the store, people shop — and consequently buy --
because it is pleasurable.
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Consumer Feelings and Attitudes in Action

m Materialism (Troist, Christopher, & Marek, 2000;
Watson, 2003)

People with a materialistic orientation are likely to
purchase more than their intended list.

m Self-control (Beatty & Ferrell, 1998; Rook, 1987; Vohs
& Faber, 2007)

Unintended buying results from a decrease in self-
regulatory resources.
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How Can Marketers Use this Information?

A deep understanding of consumers enables marketers to
find common behavior motivations.

The deeper you dig into consumer’s thoughts and feelings,
the more commonalities among consumers that you

find....

And therefore, the more able you are to meet their rea/
needs.
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Less Counting, More Courting

Traditional Customer Relationship Management:

*Database driven — necessarily quantitative in a
reductionist way

*Counts visits, purchase type, dollars spent

*Counts “longevity”

*Calculates “profitability”
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Less Counting, More Courting

“Hearts and Mind” Customer Relationship Management:

*Data driven, but not reductionist
*Higher quality data
*Better revelations about consumers
*Calculates attitudes, suggests motivation

* Articulates authentic consumer needs that they might not
be able to explicitly state themselves

* Allows companies to nurture relationship with
consumers
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