
TMversify 
Microfîlins 

International

1.0 I f »  II*
IH22. 11III2  2

1.1
:  iis, llllim

1.8

1.25 III 1.4 1.6

M IC R O C O PY  RESOLUTION T E ST  CHART 
N A T IO N A L  B U R E A U  O F  S T A N D A R D S  

S T A N D A R D  R E F E R E N C E  M A T E R IA L  1010a  

(A N S ! a n d  IS O  T E S T  C H A R T  N o . 2 )

University Microfilms Inc.
3 0 0  N. Z eeb  Road, Ann Arbor, MI 48106





INFORMATION TO USERS

This reproduction was made from a  copy of a m anuscript sent to us for publication 
and microfilming. While the m ost advanced technology has been used to pho­
tograph and reproduce th is  manuscript, the quality of the reproduction is heavily 
dependent upon the quality of the material submitted. Pages in  any m anuscript 
may have indistinct prin t. In all cases the best available copy has been filmed.

The following explanation of techniques Is provided to help clarify notations which 
may appear on th is reproduction.

1. M anuscripts may not always be complete. When It Is not possible to obtain 
m issing pages, a  note appears to Indicate this.

2. When copyrighted materials are removed from the manuscript, a  note ap­
pears to Indicate this.

3. Oversize materials (maps, drawings, and charts) are photographed by sec­
tioning the original, beginning at the upper left hand com er and continu­
ing from left to right In equal sections with small overlaps. Each oversize 
page Is also filmed as one exposure and Is available, for an  additional 
charge, as a  standard  35mm slide or In black and white paper format. •

4. Most photographs reproduce acceptably on positive microfilm or micro­
fiche b u t lack clarity on xerographic copies made from the microfilm. For 
an  additional charge, all photographs are available In black and  white 
standard  35m m  slide format.*

*For more information about black and white slides or enlarged paper reproductions, 
please contact the Dissertations Customer Services Department

M

"Doiwrshy 
M icrafihiis 

. Jhtemational





8602720

Trittipo, Tom Loren

A STUDY OF PRODUCT INFORMATION AS IT RELATES TO RETAILERS 
AND ADULT CONSUMERS

The University of Oklahoma Ph.D. 1985

University
Microfilms

! nter n ât i O n SI 300 N. zeeb Road, Ann Arbor, Ml 48106





PLEASE NOTE:

In ail cases this material has been filmed in the best possible way from the available copy. 
Problems encountered with this docum ent have been identified here with a  check mark V

1. Glossy photographs or p a g e s .

2. Colored illustrations, paper or p rin t______

3. Photographs with dark background_____

4. Illustrations are poor copy_______

5. Pages with black marks, not original copy.

6. Print shows through as there is text on both sides of p a g e .

7. Indistinct, broken or small print on several pages ^

8. Print exceeds margin requirem ents______

9. Tightly bound copy with print lost in sp ine_______

10. Computer printout pages with indistinct print

11. Page(s)_____________ lacking when material received, and  not available from school or
author.

12. Page(s)_____________seem to  b e  missing in numbering only as text follows.

13. Two pages num bered  . Text follows.

14. Curling and wrinkled p ag es_

15. Dissertation contains pages with print at a slant, filmed a s  received_

16. Other___________________________________  ________________________  _________

University
Microfilms

International





THE UNIVERSITY OF OKLAHOMA 

GRADUATE COLLEGE

A STUDY OF PRODUCT INFORMATION AS IT RELATES 

TO RETAILERS AND ADULT CONSUMERS

A DISSERTATION 

SUBMITTED TO THE GRADUATE FACULTY 

in partia l fu lfillm ent of the  requirem ents fo r the  

degree of 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

By

TOM LOREN TRITTIPO 

Norm an, Oklahoma 

1985



A STUDY OF PRODUCT INFORMATION AS IT RELATES 

TO RETAILERS AND ADULT CONSUMERS 

A DISSERTATION 

APPROVED FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF ADULT EDUCATION

N COMM



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

G ratitude  is sincerely expressed to  Dr. M ichael Langenbach who served as 

chairm an of the doctoral com m ittee  and d irec to r of th is study. His sincere 

in te rest and valuable assistance throughout th e  doctoral program  are  

acknowledged with appreciation. A sincere expression of g ratitude  is also 

extended to  Dr. Sally Caldw ell, Dr. G ary G reen, D r. Lloyd J .  Korhonen and Dr. 

Donald S. Udell for serving as members of the  doctoral com m ittee .

S incere thanks are  extended to  Dr. R obert N. G ray who encouraged and 

counseled the w riter throughout the  doctoral program . G ra titude  is also extended 

to  Dr. J im  Tarr for his advice and suggestions given during th is research p ro jec t.

A ppreciation is expressed to  the  various ow ners/m anagers of the  re ta il 

hardw are sto res for th e ir  cooperation in th is research  p ro jec t.

A ppreciation is also expressed to  Mrs. M ichele Panick for her patience and 

diligent e ffo rts  toward the  preparation and com pletion of th e  m anuscript.

A final expression of g ra titude  is extended to  C aroline E. Appis, my wife, 

and also my fam ily fo r the ir patience, encouragem ent and support.

Ill



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

M anuscript to  be subm itted  for publication

A B ST R A C T ..................................................................................................................... v

INTRODUCTION ........................................................................................................ 1

RELATED R E S E A R C H ...............................................................................................2

INFORMATION S O U R C E S -H Y P O T H E S E S .......................................................3

METHOD ....................................................................................................................  5

RESULTS AND A N A L Y S IS ...................................................................................... 8

DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY ........................................................................... 12

R E F E R E N C E S ........................................................................................................................ 20

APPENDIX A. P ro s p e c tu s ...............................................................................................22

APPENDIX B. Survey I n s t r u m e n t .............................................................................47

APPENDIX C . Sam pling I n fo r m a t io n .........................................................................57

APPENDIX D. Sam pling In fo r m a t io n .........................................................................59

APPENDIX E. Sam pling In fo r m a t io n .........................................................................61

APPENDIX F . Sampling In fo r m a t io n ......................................................................... 63

APPENDIX G. Sales C alls  Ratings—Pow er T o o l s .................................................. 65

APPENDIX H. Sales C alls  Ratings—Hand T o o l s ...................................................67

APPENDIX I. Rank O rdering of Inform ation S o u rc e s ..........................................69

APPENDIX J . M easures of M anufacturer P o w e r ................................................... 71

APPENDIX K. M easures of Adult C onsum er I n f o r m a t io n ................................. 73

APPENDIX L. Sum m ary S ta tis tics  ..........................................................................75

APPENDIX M. M ultiple C h a n n e l s .............................................................................. 97

IV



A STUDY OF PRODUCT INFORMATION AS 
IT RELATES TO RETAILERS AND ADULT CONSUMERS

A bstrac t

M anufactu rers  in the  m arket environm ent a re  confronted w ith th e  problem 

of channel m em ber com m unication, persuasion of these m em bers to  buy 

m erchandise and properly educating th e  adult consum er to  purchase the  

m anu factu rer’s products. P roduct com plexity could have an e ffe c t  on the  

re ta ile rs ' im portance  of m anufacturer rep resen ta tives ' sales calls. In a survey of 

100  re ta il  hardw are sto res, ratings w ere obtained fo r power and hand tools in 

th re e  areas: product com plexity, re ta ile rs ' im portance ratings of re ta ile rs  in

dealing w ith  m anufactu rer rep resen ta tives, and fo rm er adult consum er feedback 

in form ation . M easures w ere obtained fo r six teen d istinct situations. R esults 

ind icated  th a t  m anufactu rer rep resen ta tiv es  for hand tools a re  perceived as 

poorer sources of inform ation than power tool m anufacturer rep resen ta tives in 

th e  f irs t tw o areas . The consum er was found to  be an im portan t inform ation 

source in both hand and power tool groups in th e  th ird  a rea . A significant 

d iffe rence  was found betw een product groups and th e  im portance of m anufactu rer 

rep resen ta tiv es ' sales calls to  th e  re ta ile r. The findings suggest train ing  program s 

fo r re ta il  personnel should include d iffe ren tia ted  recom m endations concerning 

high and low com plexity  tools. The influence of m anufacturer power, hardw are 

s to re  re ta ile r  dependence and s to re  identifying inform ation w ere also studied.



INTRODUCTION

The m arketing  channel consists prim arily  of m anufacturers, w holesalers 

and re ta ile rs . E ach m anagem ent level is only concerned w ith suppliers and 

custom ers who conduct business a t th e ir  respective  channel level. These 

channel m em bers bargain  aggressively and destructively  w ith each o th e r, sever 

business relationships a rb itra rily , generally behave in a highly independent 

m anner and have no s tra te g ic  com m itm ent to  a channel system , according to  

Mason and M ayer (1984).

Mason and M ayer (1984) also see a t  th e  top level the  m anufactu rer 

perform ing th e  functions of product resea rch  and developm ent and m ass m edia 

advertising as p a rt of th e  conventioned d istribu tion  s tru c tu re . W holesalers a t  the 

second level can best be charac te rized  as in te rm ed ia te  d istributors who provide 

inventory m anagem ent, warehousing, delivery , product assortm ent and often  

c red it to  the  re ta ile r .

The th ird  level is the  re ta ile r  who norm ally provides prom otion, 

d istribution and even inventory  functions a t  th e  local level. The re ta ile r  deals 

d irectly  w ith the  consum ers and m ust recognize th e ir  m otives for buying the 

products.

Superm arket News (1982) reports th a t  lack  of cooperation and conflic t a re  

common betw een channel m em bers. C om m unication is poor because the various 

levels of the  channel do not see them selves as pursuing common goals.

Brown and Stoops (1982) s ta te  power is o ften  used by channel m em bers to  

respond to  channel con flic t. Power, in its  genered use, refe rs  to  the  ab ility  of a 

channel m em ber to  contro l the  m arketing product mix variables of another 

m em ber.

- I-
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R e ta ile rs  m ust rea lize  the  adult consum er's need for adequate  product 

inform ation. A dequate inform ation  from  th e  m anufactu rer concerning product 

com plexity m ust be provided to  th e  re ta ile r  before a  purchasing decision is 

made. O w ners/M anagers can m ake inform ation available to  consum ers in a 

varie ty  of ways to  guide them  in th e ir  product search. Adult consum ers in turn  

receive product in form ation  from  sources dom inated: by th e  m arket, th e  

governm ent and consum er product rating  agencies.

RELATED RESEARCH

Two studies have ind icated  th a t  salesm en represen ted  the  m ost im portan t 

source of inform ation a t  all stages of th e  product adoption process and 

nonpersonal sources such as trad e  association  and journal advertising declined in 

im portance from  aw areness to  adoption. (See M artilla , 1971; W ebster, 1970). 

Luff man (1974) studied source im portance utilizing th e  qualifying, determ ining 

and confirm ation phases and concluded th a t nonpersonal sources of inform ation 

i.e ., trad e  journals and tra d e  d irec to ries , w ere m ost im portan t in the  qualifying 

stage. Personal, on -site  visits and salesm en con tac ts  w ere th e  m ost im portan t 

fac to rs  in the  determ ining and confirm ation phases.

Kollinger (1963) assessed th e  sciles e ffe c ts  of industrial advertising and 

found th a t advertising does increase  the  effic iency  and reduces the costs of 

personal selling. M orrill (1970) found th a t industrial advertising had a  positive 

e ffec t on buyer ratings and m arket share fo r the  suppliers' products.

Numerous studies on m anufactu rer power have indicated  th a t  i t  is derived 

from two sources: coercive and noncoercive. (Hunt and Nevin (1974) E tgar

(1976), and Lusch (1976).) According to  H unt and Nevin (1974), E tgar (1976) and 

Lusch (1976) coercive sources w ere significantly  re la ted  to  th e  am ount of
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channel m em ber conflict while noncoercive sources were negatively related  to 

th e  am ount of channel m em ber conflict.

P rom otional s tra teg ies  by channel m em bers change according to the 

c h a rac te ris tic s  of th e  product being m arketed . Studies support th e  theory th a t 

shopping goods require  a  g rea te r use of personal selling by re ta ile rs  while 

convenience goods a re  prom oted a t  all levels of d istribution. (See H olton (1958), 

Bucklin (1963), M iracle (1965), and Buell (1976).)

Anderson and Jolson (1973), D orris and Tabrizi (1978), and Crosby and 

Taylor (1981), conclude th a t adults m ake their product choices based upon 

expecta tions, proper com m unications, perception and cognitive learning. 

Anderson (1973) believes th ere  is a com m unication gap present a t  th e  retail level 

th a t a ffe c ts  th e  judgem ent of the  adult buyer.

D orris and Tabrizi (1978) conclude th a t buying perceptions will vary among 

consum ers according to  the ir age, lifesty le  and in te rests . Crosby and Taylor 

(1981) contend th a t  product inform ation properly diffused has a  profound impact 

upon cognitive learning and consum er choice.

A study by Apps (1980) suggests th a t people a re  increasingly m ore aw are of 

th e ir  rights as consum ers. They complain about shoddy goods and poor quality 

serv ice. People are  m ore carefu l about what they buy in the f irs t  p lace, whether 

i t  be goods or serv ices.

INFORMATION SOURCES-HYPOTHESES

R eta ile rs  serve  as an inform ation source fo r consumer products, especicilly 

when the  cost fo r these products begins to  increase. One of the  m ajor reasons 

inform ation  becom es m ore im portan t is the  fa c t th a t  the  product's use must be 

explained to  th e  consum er. H ardw are store owners and m anagers depend on 

m anufactu rer rep resen ta tiv es  to  make th is product inform ation available. Upah
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(1979) found th a t  when the  product becom es m ore com plex th e  am ount of 

p roduct in fo rm ation  necessary increases. Product in form ation  also could a ffe c t 

th e  im portance  of personal selling by the  re ta il ow ner/m anager. R e ta ile rs  have 

a  need fo r p roduct inform ation. As products becom e m ore com plex the  need fo r 

in fo rm ation  increases. A b e tte r  understanding of th e  products would benefit and 

guide th e  re ta ile rs  in th e ir  purchases from  the  m anufactu rer. Expanded breadth  

of the  p roduct line may be a  fa c to r  influencing the  re ta ile rs ' perception  of the  

im portance  in m anufactu rer rep resen ta tives sales calls . M anufacturer 

rep re sen ta tiv es  could assist re ta il ow ners/m anagers in se lec tion  of c o rre c t 

inventory  levels , demand fo recasts  for a  specific product and even provide 

prom otional o ffe rs  th a t  accom pany the  product.

Sales co n ta c ts  by m anufactu rer rep resen ta tives becom e the  prim ary 

m ethod of d istribu ting  product in fo rm ation  to  the  re ta ile r . The re ta ile r  m ust 

decide which inform ation  source is im portan t in the  buying decision process. 

F eedback  from  form er adult consum ers could provide the  re ta ile r  with 

inform ation  necessary  to  make fu tu re  purchasing decisions. T here is also a 

com m unication gap a t th e  re ta il level th a t  a ffec ts  th e  judgem ent of the  adult 

buyer (Anderson 1973). The re ta ile r  m ust choose from  m anufacturers ' sales 

c o n ta c ts  or feedback  received  from  form er adult consum ers.

M iracle  (1965) and Buell (1976) both pred icted  a rela tionsh ip  betw een the 

m arketing  of the  product and the  use of personal selling by th e  m anufactu rer 

rep re sen ta tiv e  and re ta ile r  due to  the  products' techn ica l com plexity . When 

products becom e com plex, re ta ile rs  need more and b e tte r  inform ation to  aid 

them  and adu lt consum ers with th e ir  purchases. For th is  p a rt of th e  study, the  

following hypothesis was tested :
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H j; R e ta ile rs  will judge personal selling to  the adult consumer as a  

sign ificantly  m ore im portan t source of inform ation when 

product com plexity  is high than when product com plexity is low 

(Upah 1979).

M anufactu rers will p lace m ore emphasis on personal selling as 

opposed to  advertising when products becom e com plex according to  

M iracle (1965) and Buell (1976). Both theorists  also point out th a t 

d istribu tion  is m ore d ire c t for products higher in com plexity. High 

com plex p roducts should re f le c t m ore em phasis on personal selling and a 

higher num ber of sales calls  by m anufactu rer represen tatives' as com pared 

to  low com plex products. The following hypothesis was tested :

H 2 : T he frequency of personal sales con tacts betw een 

m anufactu rers  and re ta ile rs  will be g rea te r fo r products high in 

com plexity  than  fo r products low in com plexity (Upah 1979).

P roduct in form ation  properly diffused has a profound im pact upon 

cognitive learn ing  and consum er choice as noted by Crosby and Taylor 

(1981). C onsum ers in tu rn  could use th e  product inform ation to give buying 

advice to  th e  re ta ile r . The re ta ile r  should be concerned with consum er 

purchase decisions in re la tion  to  product com plexity . The following 

hypothesis was tested :

H3 : F o rm er adult consum ers will be viewed by re ta ile rs  as an

im portan t source of in form ation  in e ither com plexity ca tego ry  

i .e . ,  re ta ile rs  will consider feedback  received from fo rm er adult 

consum ers m ore im portan t for products high in com plexity than  

fo r products low in com plexity.

METHOD

T esting  of the  hypotheses was conducted through a telephone survey and
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personal in terview  of 100 re ta il s to re  owners and m anagers in a  South C en tra l 

s ta te . N inety percen t w ere con tac ted  by telephone and te n  p ercen t w ere 

personally in terv iew ed.

The R e ta il Environm ent

The re ta il hardw are sto re  has a  large product assortm ent in te rm s of 

product com plexity. Specifically , power and hand tools in the  $20 to  $40 price 

range w ere chosen fo r th is  study. To insure a higher cooperation ra te , 50% of 

the respondents w ere asked questions pertaining only to  power too ls and 50% 

pertaining only to  hand too ls. H ardw are sto res tend to  be sm aller in physical 

size and employ few er personnel than any o ther re ta il establishm ents. 

O w ners/m anagers could be aw are of all con tac ts  with th e  m anufactu rer 

representative because of s to re  size and few er number of em ployees. The 

hardw are sto re  carries  a  line of speciality  goods th a t a re  powered and a  line of 

speciality  goods th a t a re  hand driven.

D ata C ollection

A s tra tif ie d  sam ple according to  sales volume of 250 sto res was taken  from 

a list of re ta il  hardw are stores supplied by th e  National R e ta il H ardw are 

A ssociation. From  th is  sam ple, fo rty  percen t w ere random ly se lec ted  based upon 

sales volume. S to re  respondents, though assured of anonym ity, w ere identified  

by a code num ber.

O w ners/m anagers w ere given a question th a t deedt w ith th e  am ount of 

selling e ffo rt requ ired  fo r power and hand tools. The sample could re f le c t the 

difference requ irem ent of high com plex and low com plexity products. Subjects 

were asked to in d ica te  w hat am ount of sales e ffo r t was required of m anagers and 

sales people to  explain various options, fea tu res  and consumer use requirem ents 

of power too ls. R atings w ere from  1 to  5 with 5 being most positive—e.g..
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ratings of (1) "no significant am ount a t  all" to  (5) "ex trem ely  high amount 

required" to  te s t hypothesis one. The question was sim ilar to  th e  one employed 

by Upah (1979).

Frequency of m anufactu rer—re ta ile r  co n tac ts  was m easured by comparing 

sales calls from the  top  two m ajor suppliers of power tools w ith the top two 

m ajor suppliers of hand tools. The use of two suppliers would reduce the 

possibility of collecting da ta  in a  m arke t where only one supplier is dom inant. 

The respondents were then  asked, "How m any tim es during the la s t  year did the 

power (hand) tool rep resen ta tive  call?" to  com pare power tool m ean rating  with 

hand tool mean rating . R espondents then w ere asked, "Who a re  your tw o top 

m ajor brand suppliers fo r power (hand) too ls and how often  did they  call during 

th e  ia s t year?" to  com pare m ean num ber of calls of top  tw o power tool suppliers 

w ith m ean number of calls of top  two hand tool suppliers fo r the  second 

hypothesis (Upah 1979).

P urchase decisions m ade by th e  adult consum er provide inform ation  to  the 

re ta ile r . Purchase decision m aking was m easured by com paring high complex 

(power tools) with low com plex (hand tools) products. Subjects then  w ere asked 

"How im portant did they  (retaiilers) consider feedback from  form er adult 

consum ers as an inform ation source, i.e ., who purchased power (hand) tools in 

te rm s of form er adult consum er purchase decisions." The ratings w ere from  1 to  

5 w ith  1 being "not significant a t  all" to  5 being "of ex trem e  im portance" to  te s t 

hypothesis th ree.

A dult consumers could provide product buying advice to  the  re ta ile r. 

Advice im portance was m easured by again com paring high com plex (power tools) 

w ith low complex (hand tools) products. Respondents w ere asked "How 

im portan t did they (re ta ilers) consider feedback  from  form er adult consumers as 

an inform ation source, i.e ., who purchased power (hand) tools in te rm s of adult
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consum ers product buying advice?" Again, ratings w ere from 1 to  5 with 1 being 

"not significant a t  all" to  5 being "of ex trem e im portance" also to  te s t  th e  th ird  

hypothesis.

R e ta ile r  sa tisfac tion  and cooperation are  exam ples of tw o m easures of 

m anufactu rer power. The power variables were determ ined by th e  resu lts of th e  

study by Buell (1976). Buell's study listed  both of th ese  as reasons why a  re ta ile r  

stocked a particu la r brand of hardw are product. Satisfaction  and cooperation  

w ere m easured to  determ ine  if m anufacturer power would influence a  re ta ile r 's  

p refe rence  when dealing with the  m anufacturer rep resen ta tive . M anufacturers ' 

influence in the  power and hand tool m arket was m easured by asking the  re ta ile r  

to  ra te  his overall sa tisfac tio n  and cooperation w ith th e  top two suppliers in each  

category . R atings again w ere 1 to  5 w ith 1 being "no significant sa tisfac tion  

(cooperation)" to  5 being "ex trem e sa tisfac tion  (cooperation)."

Dependence was m easured to  provide inform ation  concerning the  re la tiv e  

im portance of a  particu lar m anufacturer's product line to  the re ta ile r . R e ta ile rs ' 

dependence was m easured by a  rep lacem ent value rating  given in the  a reas  of 

adult consum er product p refe rence , p ro fit m argins and product quality fo r  the  

tw o top suppliers of power (hand) tools. A 1 to  5 ra tin g  was utilized w ith 1 being 

"easy to  rep lace" and 5 being "impossible to  replace." An exam ple of re ta ile rs ' 

dependence would be a re ta ile r 's  difficulty  in finding another supplier if the  

present one w ere no longer available. F inally, sam ple m easures were obtained  

for s to re  identify ing  purposes.

RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

T ests of th e  H ypotheses

Hypotheses 1 em ployed a one-way design w ith one sep ara te  dependent 

m easure. Analysis was conducted on the dependent m easure (amount of sales
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effo rt)  separa te ly  fo r each  of th e  two product groups (power and hand).

Support fo r th e  f irs t hypothesis results from  th e  fa c t  th a t re ta ile rs  

revealed a g rea te r am ount of sales effo rt was required  of th e ir  s ta ff  to  explain 

requirem ents of too ls to  adult consumers as they  becom e m ore com plex. 

Respondents repo rted  a  sign ificantly  g rea ter am ount of e ffo rt was spent by 

re ta ile rs  in explaining power tools (x = 3.04) than  hand too ls (x = 2.61). Table 1 

reveals the  s ta t is t ic a l  likelihood of this d ifference to  be achieved by chance to  

be less than  .05.

(Insert Table 1)

The second hypothesis was te s te d  by th e  frequency o f calls questions. The 

power tool ca tegory  had a  lower mean number of calls  (x = 2.46) than  did the 

hand tool ca tegory  (x = 3.05). Comparisons w ere m ade betw een m ean num ber of 

calls fo r power tool and fo r hand tool major suppliers. A t - te s t  design m easure 

indicated  in Table 2 revea ls  a significant d ifference  in th ese  m eans. T herefore, 

the  second hypothesis is re jec ted .

(Insert Table 2)

R e ta ile rs  rep o rted  th a t  th e  top two suppliers in  th e  power tool m arket 

(Black & D ecker and Skil) had a  mean number of sales calls of 1.08 and 1.48 

respectively  while th e  top  supplier of hand tools (Stanley) reported  a  m ean 

number of sales ca lls  of 3.23. Sales calls d ifferences betw een product groups 

suggest the  m ajor supplier's emphasis on selling in each  respective  group. 

Suppliers have the  cap ac ity  to  em phasize selling e ffo rts  on larger re ta il accounts 

in the hardw are m ark e t because of m arket share. T able 3 reveals th a t  Black & 

D ecker and Skil power too ls represented over 92 p e rcen t of th a t  category  while
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Stanley and C ooper hand tools dom inated 47 p ercen t of th a t ca tegory . Both 

product groups, because of dom inant m arket share , could have influence over the 

re ta ile r  in personel selling effo rts  due to  sales calls frequency .

(Insert Table 3)

H ypothesis 3 was concerned w ith w hether re ta ile rs  considered inform ation 

from  form er ad u lt consum ers more im portan t fo r high com plexity products than 

for low com plexity  products. Hypothesis 3 was te s te d  utilizing a  t - t e s t  m easure 

design based on inform ation im portance feedback  w ith  tw o sep ara te  dependent 

m easures (im portance of form er adult consum ers' purchase decision-m aking and 

im portance of form er adult consumers' p roduct buying advice) fo r power and 

hand tools. P roduct buying advice included suggestions given by fo rm er adult 

consum ers to  re ta ile rs  regarding brand p refe ren ce , num ber of models in the 

product line and product pricing. The com parison of both sets of product groups 

(high and low com plexity) revealed no sign ifican t d ifference  betw een the 

dependent variables. (See Table 4). R e ta ile rs  considered inform ation from 

fo rm er adult consum ers m oderately im portan t as an  inform ation  source in either 

com plexity condition, which perm its the  re jec tion  of H ypothesis 3.

(Insert Table 4)

Influence of M anufactu rer Power and D ependence

Pow er in th e  m arket channel could influence th e  num ber of sales visits by a 

m anufactu rer rep resen ta tive . A m anufactu rer w ith a  dom inant share of the  

m arket could have g rea te r control over the  channel m em bers including the 

re ta ile r . R e ta ile rs  could u ltim ately  have a  g re a te r  dependence on such a 

m anu factu rer. I t  is possible th a t the  d ifference  in sa tisfac tio n  and cooperation 

ratings betw een  both product groups could be a ttr ib u te d  to  m anufactu rer power 

and the  resu lting  re ta ile r  dependence. To de te rm ine  the  influence level of
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power, a  t - t e s t  was conducted across product groups separately  based on 

sa tisfac tio n  and cooperation betw een the re ta ile r  and th e  two top suppliers. 

Both product groups revealed  no significant d ifference  in m ean ratings betw een 

sa tisfac tion  and cooperation. The comparison also revealed  th a t when product 

groups w ere placed together th a t overall sa tisfac tion  was higher when compared 

to  overall cooperation . T herefore, i t  appears th a t re ta ile rs  placed a g rea ter 

degree of sa tisfac tio n  with the  m anufacturer. (See T ab le  5).

(Insert Table 5)

The re ta ile r  dependence mean rating across both product groups revealed 

l i t t le  im portance  fo r all th ree  im pact replacem ent ca tego ries. Adult consumer 

p reference  m ean rating  suggests th a t  the  re ta ile r  would be concerned about th e  

fu tu re  product p references of the consumer. R esults a re  given in Table 6 .

(Insert Table 6)

Influence of S to re  Inform ation

Thirty  tw o percen t of the sto res Included in th e  sam ple reported  annual 

gross sales volume fo r 1984 ranging from 1 to  2.5 million dollars. This is 

sign ificant to  note because the  number of sales calls by m anufacturer 

rep resen ta tiv es  to  th e  re ta ile rs  w ith higher gross sales could indicate an 

em phasis on m anufactu rer representatives' personal selling e ffo rts . As 

previously no ted , the  top two suppliers for both product categories could 

co n cen tra te  th e ir  personal selling e ffo rts  on re ta ile rs  in th e  th irty -tw o  percent 

group. Seventy  th re e  percen t of the  respondents in th e  sam ple employed 4 to 19 

em ployees. The number of employees could have an influence on th e  re ta iler's  

im portance fo r the  em ployee to  be properly tra ined  to  sell hand and power tools. 

The necessary  inform ation should be provided by the m anufacturer 

rep re sen ta tiv e . The da ta  revealed th a t 35 percen t of the  respondents have a
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s to re  size of 10,000 square fee t or m ore. This denotes th e  possible capacity  fo r 

a  very large  product assortm ent to  th e  consum er. The hardw are sto res were well 

established business operations by years in ex istence  (mean = 29.68 and m edian = 

50.00).

Discussion and Summary

Hypothesis one was concerned w ith the  im portance of personal selling for 

re ta ile rs  in rela tion  to  product com plexity. P roduct com plexity did increase the 

im portance of sales calls by m anufactu rer rep resen ta tives which supports th e  

hypothesis. As products becom e m ore com plex th e  knowledge required to  use 

the  product increases. R e ta ile rs  also may find it  necessary to  seek  assistance 

from  m anufacturer rep resen ta tives with w arran ty  and serv ice problem s 

associated  w ith complex products. Sale tra in ing  assistance provided by the  

m anufactu rer rep resen ta tive  could prove m ore beneficial with complex products. 

The resu lts  of this study a re  consisten t with Upah (1979) who reported  personal 

selling e ffo rts  by re ta ile rs  were dependent on the  types of products being 

purchased.

H ypothesis two evaluated  frequency of sales calls by m anufacturer 

rep resen ta tiv es  in relation  to  product com plexity . Specifically , it was expected  

th a t  frequency of calls would be g rea te r  fo r com plex products than for less 

com plex products. R esults of th e  findings do not support th e  hypothesis. Hand 

too l suppliers d istribu te  a  broader product line than  power tool suppliers. 

Suppliers in th e  hand tool m arket a re  g rea te r in num ber and each supplier holds a 

sm aller share of the m arket which could in tensify  com petition in pricing and 

prom otional allowances (See Table 3). Upah (1979) also indicated th a t product 

com plexity  does have a  significant im pact on re ta ile rs ' perceived im portance 

ra tings fo r sales calls by m anufactu rer rep resen ta tives.
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A dult consum er feedback was m easured according to  product com plexity  in 

hypothesis th re e . The feedback of fo rm er adult consum ers dealt w ith product 

purchase decisions and fo rm er adult consum ers' buying advice to  th e  re ta ile r . 

R e ta ile rs ’ im portance  ra ting  of adu lt consum er feedback  was com pared to  high 

and low product com plexity . The com parison ind icated  no retciiler p reference  

fo r feed b ack  from  the  adult consum er in e ither com plexity  condition. R e ta ile rs  

revealed  m odera te  im portance to  adu lt consum er feedback  in both product 

groups. A dult consum ers as an inform ation  source to  the  re ta ile r  a re  s till a vital 

fa c to r  in th e  personal selling process.

This study also has indicated  th a t  cooperation and sa tisfac tion  betw een the  

re ta ile r  and the  m anufactu rer rep resen ta tiv e  had a high rating but dependence 

had a  low ra ting . Low dependence could be a ttr ib u ted  to  the  increase in foreign 

com petition  in both the  power and hand tool m ark e t. This response was 

frequen tly  given but was not te s ted  specifically .

L im ita tions on th e  findings of th is  study m ust be recognized. L im itations 

include using hardw are re ta ile rs  and only tw o product groups.

The F u tu re  For th e  Tool M arket

The study of product in form ation  im portance could be expanded in to  o ther 

a reas such as consum er inform ation sources th a t  involve the areas of consum er 

p roduct usage, health  and safe ty , consum er product user train ing, consum er 

feedback  model and brand p reference , product m ain tenance suggestions from  the  

consum er to  the  re ta ile r  and consum er feedback on product com plaints.

F inally , th e  resu lts of th is study suggest th e  im portance of in form ation  

being given to  the  re ta ile r  in each  product group. The re ta ile r  m ust rely  on the 

m an u fac tu rer rep resen ta tiv e  and fo rm er adult consum er to  fu lfill th is  need. 

The findings suggest train ing program s fo r re ta il personnel should include 

d iffe re n tia te d  recom m endations concerning high and low com plexity too ls.



TABLE 1

R esu lts of the  t-T es t for Pow er Tools 

and Hand Tools for M easures of R e ta ile rs ' 

A m ount of E ffo rt to  Explain Tools

Group Pow er Tool Hand Tool

M SD E rror t-V alue df M SD E rror t-V alue df

Am ount of 
E ffo rt to  
Explain 
Tools S.Ott- 1 .02 . 1^6 2.19* 97 2.61 .909 .130 2.19* 96

■p-
I

* p  < .0 5



TABLE 2 

R esults of the  t-T  e s t for F requency 

of Sales C alls from  M anufacturers to  R e ta ile rs

Group Pow er T ool Hand Tool

M SD E rror t-V alue df M SD E rror t-V alue df

Num ber of 
Sales C alls 3.05 .084 .047 .092* 98 2.46 .334 .056 .092* 97

I

*p < .05



TABLE 3

M ean Num ber of Sales C alls Per Y ear by Two Top 

M ajor Suppliers in Each P roduct Group

M ajor Pow er 
Tool Supplier

% of T im es 
m entioned as 
M ajor Supplier

M ean Num ber 
of Sales 
C alls

M ajor Hand 
Tool Supplier

Supplier

% of Tim es 
M entioned 
as M ajor 
C alls

Mean 
Number 
of Sales

A . Black & D ecker 49.0 1.08 A. S tanley 32.7 3.23

B. Skil 43.9 1.48 B. Cooper 14.3 .43

C . M akeeta 4.1 1.31 C . True Tem per 8.2 .96

D. M ilwakee 3.1 1.09 D. Fuller 8.2 .87

E. Plumb 6.1 1.28
100.0 X = 1.24

P . Belknap 4.1 1.04

G . Thorsen 4.1 1.10

H. O ther* 22.5 3.11

100.0 X = 1.50

I
h -*
ON

*O ther ca tegory  rep resen ts  no m ore than  3 percen t of the  re ta il buyers in th e  sam ple.



TABLE 4

R esu lts of th e  t-T e s t fo r Pow er 
Tools and Hand Tools for M easures 
of R e ta ile rs ' Im portance of Adult 

Consum ers' Purchase Decision-M aking 
and P roduct Buying Advice

Group

M

Pow er Tool 

SD E rror t-V alue df M SD

Hand Tool 

E rro r t-V alue df

Im portance
of Adult
Consum ers'
Purchase
Decision-
Making 3.64 1.02 .145 -1.06* 98 3.86 1.05 .148 -1.06* 98

Im portance 
of Adult 
Consum ers' 
Buying 
Advice 3.48 1.24 .177 1.39* 98 3.14 1.19 .169 1.39* 98

*n.s.



TABLE 5

R esu lts of th e  t-T e s t and 2-Taii T est for Pow er Tools 

and Hand Tools for M easures of O verall S atisfac tion  

and C ooperation  With Top Two Suppliers

Group Pow er Tools Hand Tools

M SD Error t-V alue 2-Tail M SD E rror t-V alue 2-Tail

Overadl
S atisfac tion 3.62 .667 0.94 -1.75* .358 3.84 .584 .083 -1.75* .358

Overall
C ooperation 3.62 .753 .106 -.93* .567 3.75 .693 .099 -.93* .567

00
I

*n.s.



TABLE 6

R esu lts of th e  t-T e s t and 2-Taii T est fo r Pow er Tools 
and Hand Tools fo r M easures of R e ta ile r  

D ependence on the Top 2 Suppliers

Group

Pow er Tools Hand Tools

M SD E rror t-V alue 2-Tail M SD Error t-V alue 2-Tail

R ep lacem ent 
Im pact on 
Adult 
Consum er 
P re fe ren ce 1.95 1.15 .165 .52* .802 1.8̂ 1 1.11 .157 *.52 .802

R eplacem ent 
Im pact On 
P ro fit M argins 1.68 .926 .18* .876 1.65 .948 .135 .18* .876

R eplacem ent 
Im pact on 
P roduct 
Q uality 1.80 .926 .131 -.27* .829 1.85 .955 .139 -.27* .829

I

m.s.
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In troduction

M ason and M ayer (1984) both see th e  m arketing channel as a loosely 

form ed group of autonom ous m anufactu rers , w holesalers and re ta ile rs . 

M anagem ent a t  each level is likely to  be concerned only w ith suppliers and 

custom ers im m ediately  above and below them  and not w ith links a t  all levels of 

th e  channel. They bargain aggressively and destructively  w ith each o ther, sever 

business relationships a rb itra rily , generally  behave in a  highly independent 

m anner, and have no s tra te g ic  com m itm ent to  a channel system .

Mason and M ayer (1984) also see the  m anu factu rer perform ing the  

functions of product research  and developm ent and mass m edia advertising as 

p a rt  of the  conventional d istribu tion  s tru c tu re . W holesalers can best be 

ch a rac te rized  as in te rm ed ia te  d istribu to rs who provide inventory  m anagem ent, 

warehousing, delivery, product asso rtm en t and o ften  c red it to  th e  re ta ile r.

The th ird  layer is the  re ta ile r  who norm ally provides prom otion, 

d istribu tion  and even inventory  functions a t  the  local level.

S uperm arket News (1982) repo rts  th a t  lack  of cooperation and conflic t a re  

com m on. Com m unication is poor because the  various levels of the  "channel" do 

not see them selves as pursuing comm on goals.

Brown and Stoops (1982) s ta te  power is o ften  used by channel m em bers to  

respond to  channel con flic t. Pow er, in i ts  general use, re fe rs  to  the  ab ility  of 

one firm  to  con tro l the m arketing  product mix variables of ano ther.

R e ta ile rs  m ust understand m anufactu rers  power when dealing w ith the  

adu lt consum er. A dequate inform ation  concerning product purchasing m ust be 

provided when th is  adult consum er m akes such a  decision. M anagem ent can 

m ake inform ation  available to  consum ers in a  v a rie ty  of ways to  guide them  in 

th e ir  search . A dult consum ers receive  th is in form ation  from  sources dom inated 

by th e  m ark e t, th e  consum er, the  governm ent and consum er ra ting  agencies.
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W aters (1974) s ta te s  th a t the  evaluative c rite r ia  fo r m erchandise m ay be 

grouped into four categories: cost, perform ance, su itab ility  and convenience.

C o st would include: p rice , repairs, operating cost, cost of ex tras and opportunity  

co st. P erfo rm ance would be judged by durability . Suitab ility  takes into account: 

brand, sty le , s to re  im age, product im age and tim e  fa c to r. Convenience would be 

evaluated  by s to re  location , s to re  layou t, s to re  atm osphere, sto re  services and 

product ex tras .

Problem

A problem  facing m anufactu rers in the  m arket environm ent is channel 

m em ber com m unication and persuading these in term ed iaries  to  buy m erchandise 

and properly educate  the  adult consum er to  purchase th e  m anufactu rer's  

products. Several com m unication m ethods are  available fo r the  m anufactu rer to  

influence re ta ile rs  and the  u ltim a te  adult consum er, consumer and tra d e  

association repo rts  and adult custom er con tac ts  rep resen t o ther sources of 

in form ation  or m edia not under the m anufacturer's d irec t control. A b e tte r  

understanding of which com m unication m ethod is most im portan t to  

in te rm ed iaries  and adult consum ers under which conditions should aid 

m anufactu rers  in designing consum er education s tra te g ies . In term ediaries 

im proving th e ir  understanding of th e  im portance given to  various m edia and the  

fac to rs  th a t  a f fe c t  them  also has im plications fo r improving consumer education  

and m arketing theory  in th e  a rea  of com m unications.

Purpose

The purpose of this study is to: (1) evaluate  the  e ffe c t of product

inform ation fo r re ta ile rs  as it d irec tly  re la te s  to  m anufacturer rep resen ta tiv es  

sales calls; (2) exam ine the  e ffe c ts  of product inform ation on the  ac tual num ber 

of personal ca lls  by m anufactu rers to  re ta ile rs ; (3> a tte m p t to  determ ine w hether 

th e  p a tte rn  of product inform ation im portance found in studies of re ta il buyers
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co rre la tes  fo r adult buyers in consum ers products channels; and (4) exam ine the  

e ffe c ts  of product inform ation education on the  decision making process of the  

adult consum er. The effec tiveness of scdes calls by m anufactu rer 

rep resen ta tives will be com pared to  o th er sources of m anufactu rer's  power and 

re ta ile r  dependence. Pow er is m easured by the  degree of control a  particu la r 

channel m em ber exercises over another channel member in te rm s of pricing and 

d istribu tion  according to  Brown and Stoops (1982).

Significance of This Study

This study will add to  the knowledge of inform ation use by th e  re ta ile r , th e  

wholesaler and the  adult buyer in consum er products channels. T here are  no 

published studies dealing specifically  w ith  inform ation use by adu lt buyers in the  

consum er products channels. The study  also should provide some insight about 

the  presum ed relationships betw een ch a ra c te ris tic s  of products and prom otional 

s tra teg y  (see, for exam ple, Aspinwall (1976)). D ata  will be gathered  and 

exam ined to  determ ine if personal selling is a preferred  and frequen tly  used 

inform ation  source when product com plexity  is high. Inform ation will be 

obtained concerning the  specific  reasons why re ta ile rs  value seeing sales 

rep resen ta tiv es  (Upah, 1979).

The study has m anagerial im plications for th e  design of m anufactu rer-to - 

r e t  aller com m unication s tra teg ies  for d iffe ren t levels of product com plexity . 

The study will extend the  lim ited  research  findings in the  a rea  of 

in tero rgan izationai com m unications and will suggest d irections fo r fu tu re  

research  (See Upah, (1979).)

This research  also will provide som e prelim inary indication of th e  e ffe c ts  

of sales calls by m anufacturer rep resen ta tives, rela tive  to  o ther elem ents of 

m anufactu rer power, in increasing re ta ile r  sa tisfac tion  and cooperation with the
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m anufactu rer. This relationship  has been specifically  te s te d  in a  previous study 

of power and co n flic t in channels of d istribution (see Upah 1979). The 

im plications of th e  findings from  th is research  a re  lim ited  by the  specific  

channel of th e  in term ed iary  studied and th e  adult m arket.

D efinitions

1. C om plexity  C om plexity  re fe rs  to  th e  degree of d ifficu lty  in understanding 

and using the  p roduct. (See Rogers 1983)

2. C o n flic t C o n flic t refe rs  to  the  perceptions, goals and decisions th a t 

p resen t problem s among channel m em bers.

3. Pow er The pow er of the  supplier over the  re ta ile r  is the  ab ility  of the  

supplier to  con tro l decisions m ade by th e  re ta ile r . (See Lusch 1982)

4. D ependence R e ta ile r  A m ust depend on Supplier B in te rm s of inventory 

planning and delivery, possible financial assistance and prom otional 

assis tance . The concept of dependence was derived from  Em erson (1962).

5. Consum er E ducation The p rac tice  and policies of educating consum ers by 

m aking them  aw are of goods and serv ices and th e ir  in tended uses.

L ite ra tu re  Review

This chap ter f ir s t  will discuss various studies th a t  have been m ade to  assess 

in form ation  source im portance by organizational buyers. Second, studies on the  

e ffe c ts  of industrial advertising  will be review ed. Third, studies on the  e ffe c ts  

of personal selling will be review ed. F o u rth , a  review  of stud ies re la ting  th e  

ch a ra c te r is tic s  of products to  m arketing  prom otional s tra teg y  will be m ade. 

F ifth , some basic d ifferences betw een industrial and consum er products channels 

will be discussed, focusing on d ifferences and im portance of various sources of 

in fo rm ation . F inally , studies on the concept of why the  adult consum er 

purchases products and the learning theory  or theories th a t may explain

purchasing will be discussed.
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Studies M easuring Inform ation Source Im portance by O rganizational Buyers

W ebster (1970), M artilla  (1971), and Luffm an (1974) all looked a t  

in form ation  source im portance a t  various s tages of the  adoption process. The 

basic s tages  of the  process are: (1) aw areness or de te rm ina tion  of which seller 

can provide needed products (or services); (2) in te re s t  in th e  sellers and their 

products; (3) evaluation of sellers and products; (4) purchase decision; and (5) 

post-purchase evaluation. W ebster and M artilla  In terview ed purchasing agents 

and o ther individuals involved in purchasing decisions. Both found th a t  personal 

sources—i.e ., salesm en—w ere the m ost im portan t source of inform ation a t  all 

stages of th e  adoption process. F u rtherm ore , nonpersonal sources (e.g., trad e  

journal advertising  and trade  association reports) w ere found to  decline in 

im portance from  aw areness to  adoption.

These tw o studies diverge, however, in th e ir  findings as to  th e  im portance 

of w ord-of-m outh to  be ra ted  high in im portance , especially  a t  la te r  stages of 

the  adoption process. Kelly and Hise (1979), in ano ther source im portance study, 

also showed w ord-of-m outh  to  be ra ted  high in im portance  by industrial buyers. 

Kelly and H ise did not, however, look a t  im portance  ra tings by stage in the  

adoption process. One possible reason fo r th e  inconsisten t findings was th a t the  

organizations and individuals studied d iffered  across studies—i.e ., purchasing 

agents w ere used in one study, higher-level m anagers in o th ers . A second 

possible reason was th a t  th e  inform ation sources refe rred  to  d iffered  in quantity 

and type across studies.

L uffm an (1974) exam ined source im portan t by phase in th e  buying process. 

He re fe rred  to  these  phases as the  qualifying, determ ining and confirm atory 

phases. L uff man's sam ple consisted of specia lis t raw  m ateria l buyers and chief 

buyers from  th ir te e n  firm s producing valve f ittin g s  and tw en ty  firm s producing 

earth-m oving  equipm ent. The product studied was a  process raw  m aterial used
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by both of th ese  firm s in th e  m anufacture of th e ir  products.

Luffm an found th a t  supplier rep resen ta tives w ere ra ted , overall, th e  m ost 

im portan t in fo rm ation  source by buyers in th e  tw o industries. In th e  qualifying 

phase, nonpersonal sources of inform ation such as trad e  d irec to ries  and trad e  

journals w ere m ost im portan t. In th e  determ ining and confirm atory  phases, 

personal sources such as visits to  the  plant and con tac t w ith salesm en w ere m ost 

im portan t.

Luffm an te s te d  fo r d ifferences in the  ratings of source im portance by 

industry, buyer experience , ownership of the  firm  (e.g., w hether U.S. or British), 

organizational s ta tu s  of the  buyers, and degree of perceived risk in switching 

from  existing suppliers. The only significant d ifference occurred w ith respec t to  

the  type of firm  or industry. Buyers in the  valve industry ra te d  trad e  d irecto ries 

as the  m ost im portan t source of inform ation in the  evaluation stage . Buyers 

from  the  earth-m oving  equipm ent industry ra ted  salesm en as the m ost im portan t 

source in the  s ta g e . Since th e re  w ere more earth-m oving equipm ent firm s in the  

sam ple, salesm en w ere ra ted  higher in overall im portance.

Luffm an o ffe rs  no explanation as to  what d ifferences in the  tw o industries 

may have caused the  d ifference  in source im portance ratings. A possible 

explanation is th a t  th e  raw m ateria l was one of a  m ultitude of com ponent parts  

th a t  had to  be used in producing earth-m oving equipm ent. I t  comprised only five 

percen t of th e  to ta l  finished p rice  of the  equipm ent. In c o n tra s t, the  raw 

m ateria l accounted  fo r over 40 pe rcen t of the  price of valve fittin g s . Thus, the  

equipm ent buyers may not have had the  sam e degree of expertise  in buying each 

sep ara te  p a rt and m ateria l as would buyers of few er parts  and m ateria ls. 

F u rtherm ore , th e  use of the  m ateria l in earth-m oving equipm ent may have 

involved m ore com plex techn ical considerations—i.e ., g re a te r  com plexity in use- 

- th an  the  use of th e  m ateria l in a  valve f ittin g . These fac to rs  may have resu lted
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in the increcised re liance  on personal selling by these  buyers.

Studies on the E ffe c ts  of Industrial Advertising

A review of resea rch  on industrial advertising and budgeting p rac tices by 

L ilien e t  al. (1976) showed th a t  th e re  is very l i t t le  published research  dealing 

with the  e ffe c ts  of industria l advertising. This is tru e  w hether one is talking 

about e ffe c ts  on behavior such as sales or nonbehavioral m easures of e ffec ts  

such as a ttitu d es . The authors cJso point out th a t  those studies th a t have been 

done employed m ostly  corre la tional methods. They found no studies had 

exam ined the  e ffe c ts  of industrial advertising experim entally .

T here have been  tw o major studies which have a tte m p te d  to  assess the 

saies and/or a ttitu d in a l e ffe c ts  of industrial advertising. K olliner (1963), using a 

sam ple of approxim ately  100 industrial firm s, showed th a t as th e  percen tage of 

to ta l prom otional expenses (advertising and salesforce expenditures) spent on 

advertising increased , to ta l salesforce expenditures as a  percen tage  of sales 

declined. On the  basis of th is finding, he suggests th a t  advertising  increases the 

e ffic iency  and reduces th e  costs of personal selling. Kolliner found th a t  w ith an 

a rb itra ry  cu t-o ff designating firm s w ith high and low industrial advertising 

budgets, sales costs w ere on the  average 21 percen t low er fo r firm s with high 

advertising budgets. This resu lt was basically the  sam e regard less of w hether 

the  firm s sold raw m aterieils, supplies or machinery and equipm ent.

M orrill (1970) provides a  possible explanation fo r Kolliner's resu lts. He 

found th a t industrial advertising  had a significant, positive e ffe c t  on such fac to rs  

as buyer ratings of supplier salesm en and m arket share  fo r the  supplier's 

products. Thus, both  studies have indicated th a t  industrial advertising may 

increase the e ffec tiv en ess  of salesm en, and resu lt in increased  sales with 

possibly lower overall prom otional costs.
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M or rill's findings w ere based on group comparisons—one group exposed to  a  

high num ber of the  seller's  advertisem ents (i.e., buyers th a t read  over 30 percen t 

of the  trad e  journal issues w here the  seller had placed ads) and a  second group 

exposed to  a low num ber of the  seller's ads (i.e., buyers th a t  read  less than 30 

percen t of the  issues with the se ller's  ads). These w ere ex post fac to  

com parisons and did not involve a  tru e  experim ental design. M orrill claim s th a t 

th e  equality  of groups was achieved by a  " s ta tis tica l weighting process." 

How ever, fac to rs  which may have led one group to  read  m ore tra d e  journals than 

th e  o ther, and not th e  advertising itse lf , may have had som ething to  do w ith the 

increased m arket share and higher ratings of salesm en. N evertheless, M orrill 

claim s th a t his resu lts  have been confirm ed in numerous studies across many 

industries.

Studies on the E ffe c ts  of Personal Selling

No studies have specifically  a ttem p ted  to  assess the  e ffe c ts  of personal 

selling in a  consum er products channel. S im ilarly, th e re  have been no published 

studies in th is regard  for industrial selling.

However, th e re  have been several studies re la ting  sources of m anufacturer 

power or influence (including personal selling assistance) to  m anufactu rer control 

over dealers and dealer sa tisfac tion  and cooperation with m anufactu rers . E tgar 

(1976), using a sam ple of independent insurance agen ts, found th a t  non-coercive 

sources of power (e.g., sales training assistance  and advertising support) were 

m ore highly co rre la ted  with insurer control over agents' business decisions than 

power based on the  agents' dependence on th e  insurer. H unt and Nevin (1974), 

how ever, using a sam ple of fast-food  franchises, found th a t coerc ive  sources of 

power (e.g., lim ita tions and requirem ents set down in the  franch ise  agreem ent) 

explained much m ore of the  variab ility  in franchisor control than  noncoercive 

sources of power. Noncoersive sources such as sales train ing  and s ite  location
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assistance  w ere  slightly b e tte r  pred ictors of franchise sa tis fac tio n  w ith th e  

franchisors. Hunt and Nevin's resu lts a re  not surprising since a  fa ilu re  of a  

franch ise  to  adhere to  con trac tua l provisions would m ean possible loss of th e ir  

franch ise .

Lusch (1976), in another power and conflic t study using autom obile dealers, 

exam ined th e  role of noncoersive versus coercive sources of power in 

increasing /decreasing  the  amount of conflic t betw een m anufactu rers  and the ir 

dea le rs . As hypothesized, noncoersive sources of power (e.g., m anufactu rer 

assis tance  to  dealers) w ere negative re la ted  to  am ount of con flic t. C oercive 

sources (e.g ., slow delivery of products or slow paym ent on w arran ty  serv ice 

perform ed by dealer) w ere significantly , positively re la te d  to  th e  am ount of 

con flic t.

Wilkinson (1974), in a study of m anufacturers, w holesalers and re ta ile rs  in 

the  Venetian blind industry , used m easures of French and R aven's (1959) bases of 

social power as p red ic to rs of the  overall power of one se t of firm s over another. 

None of Wilkinson's m easure of sources of power specifically  dea lt with personal 

selling.

W ilkinson found th a t the m easure of rew ard, coercive, leg itim a te , re fe re n t 

and expert pow er w ere not good pred icto rs of overall power. The unadjusted R 

using these  fiv e  predictors of overall power in a  regression was .13. Wilkinson 

did find, how ever, th a t  by including variables relating to  th e  dependence of one 

firm  on ano ther (e.g., duration of business relationship, p ercen tage  of business 

tra n sac ted  w ith power holder) the  percen t of variance in overall power explained 

by th e  regression  equation was m ore than doubled.

E l-A nsary and S tern  (1972), in a  study of re ta ile rs  and w holesalers in the  

heating  and cooling industry, te s te d  the relationship betw een an index of various 

sources of pow er and dependence and the degree of one firm 's control over
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another f irm . Sources of power included variables re la ting  to  personal selling 

such as sales tra in ing  assistance , provisions of business advice, and such variables 

as degree of custom er p reference  fo r the  firm 's  products and co-op advertising 

provisions. D ependence was m easured by an index of th e  percentage of one 

channel m em ber's business con trac ted  w ith ano ther, perceived difficulty  of 

rep lacing  ano ther channel m em ber with another source of supply and perceived 

com m itm ent of one channel m em ber to  the  policies of another. No significant 

relationships w ere found betw een the  p red ic to r variables—i.e ., sources of power 

and dependence—and the  dependent variable—contro l. The authors blam ed the  

lack  of s ign ifican t resu lts  on a  lack  of any concen tra tion  of power in the  channel,

i .e ., th e  power of all channel m em bers was fa irly  equal. The authors also found 

th a t  a  very high level of con flic t ex isted  which m ay have colored the  responses 

of the  firm s in th e  sam ple.

C h a ra c te ris tic s  of P roducts and Com m unication S tra tegy

A num ber of authors have suggested and shown th a t  com m unication or 

prom otional s tra teg ies  (as well as o ther elem ents of m arketing s tra tegy) should 

change as a function  of the  ch arac te ris tic s  of the  products being m arketed . An 

early  a tte m p t to  re la te d  product ch a ra c te ris tic s  of consum er products to  

m arketing  s tra te g y  was m ade by Copeland (1923). A sim ilar approach was m ade 

by Aspinwall (1967). Copeland's fam iliar convenience goods, shopping goods and 

specia lty  goods breakdown was la te r  m odified by Holton (1958), and expanded 

upon by Bucklin (1963), M iracle (1965), and Buell (1976). The general thesis on 

prom otional s tra te g y  th a t  arises from  these  papers is th a t  shopping goods (i.e ., 

those  w ith, among o ther things, low frequencies of purchase, high consum er 

willingness to  search  and high prices) require m ore d irec t prom otion through th e  

channel (i.e ., involving g rea te r use of personal selling). Convenience goods (i.e ..
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those w ith high frequencies of purchase, low consum er willingness to  search and 

low er prices) a re  m ore w ell-suited to  mass prom otion throughout the  channel.

M iracle  (1965) classified products in to  f iv e  m ajor groups based on nine 

m ajor product ch a rac te ris tic s . These c h a ra c te r is tic s  included unit value of the 

p roduct, r a te  of technological change, techn ical com plexity , consum er need for 

assis tance  and product service and frequency o f purchase. Group 1 products 

included c ig a re tte s , candy bars and o ther s im ple-to-use convenience item s. 

G roup 4 products include autom obiles and high-quality  cam eras. In betw een 

w ere various levels of products increasing in co s t, com plexity , need fo r consumer 

assis tance , e tc ., up through Group 5. Group 5 products crossed th e  consumer 

products b a rrie r  into m ajor industrial products such as com puters and turbine 

engines. M iracle suggests that personal selling will be used to  a g rea te r ex ten t 

(and presum ably be m ore highly valued by buyers) for products in Group 5 than 

fo r products in G roup 1.

A study quoted in Robinson and Stidson (1967) by E. H. Lewis (1954) seem s, 

in p a rt, to  confirm  th is suggestion very well (a t lea s t in term s of promotional 

allocations of sellers of these products). Lewis co llected  d a ta  on 38 

m anufacturing  firm s producing products in a  v a rie ty  of the  groups suggested by 

M iracle. His resu lts  show very clearly  th a t  th e  advertising-to-personal selling 

ra tio  was very  high for products of the  Group 1 type  and very low for products in 

G roup 5. A nother study by Smallbone (1969) using 400 firm s showed basically the 

sam e resu lt.

Sm allbone utilized a slightly d iffe ren t product c lassification  schem e than  

did M iracle . H ow ever, products w ere still broken down in to  five d istinc t groups. 

The f ir s t  two groups were rapid turnover consum er products and durable 

consum er p roducts. The las t th ree  groups w ere a ll composed of industrial goods- 

- i.e .,  rapid turnover industrial products, com ponent parts  and durable industrial
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goods. The percen tage  of prom otional expense a llocated  to  personal selling 

increased m arkedly when moving from  the  rapid turnover consum er goods to  

durable industrial goods. While d ifferences w ere quite  pronounced betw een the 

lowest level of consum er goods and the low est level of industrial goods, there  

were also d ifferences betw een th e  two levels of consumer goods, and among the 

th ree  industrial goods classifications. Smallbone points out th a t th ere  is a 

g rea te r need fo r personal com m unication betw een buyers and sellers as one 

moves tow ard the  durable industrial goods category .

Buzzeli and F a rris  (1976) looked a t  changes in prom otional allocations as a 

function of the type of industrial product m arketed . F irm s w ere divided into 

th ree  categories according to  w hether they  produced, principally, raw  m aterials 

and com ponents, supplies or cap ital goods. Salesforce expenditures w ere fe l t  to 

be lower fo r raw m ateria ls  firm s because these  products were often  purchased 

with long-term  co n trac tu a l agreem ents. C ap ita l goods, on th e  o ther hand were 

fe lt  to  require in tensive personal co n tac t since purchases w ere very infrequent, 

products w ere o ften  custom -m ade and because many m ore people requiring 

m ultiple types of inform ation w ere involved in the  decision. Supply Item s, 

because they  are  purchased m ore frequen tly , a re  standard ized  products and 

because purchase decisions for them  are  m ade a t  low er level of m anagem ent, 

were pred icted  to  require less personal selling. Buzzeli and F arris ' d a ta  partially  

confirm ed th is w ith th e  m ean sales fo rce  expenditures for raw  m ateria ls firm s 

being significantly  low er than fo r capital goods and supply firm s (which were 

about equal in these  expenditures as a  percen t of sedes).

A slightly d iffe ren t way of looking a t  product ch a rac te ris tic s  and their 

e ffe c ts  on m arketing  s tra te g y  is through the  perceived risk concept developed by 

Bauer (1967). P erceived  risk has been defined in term s of two components: 

uncertain ty  as to  th e  outcom e of choosing a  particu lar a lte rn a tiv e  (e.g., will the
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product perform  in the  way th e  buyer expects i t  to), and the consequences of 

choosing th a t  a lte rn a tiv e  should an unfavorable outcom e occur (i.e., w hat are  the  

econom ic, social and psychological losses should th e  product not perform  up to  

expecta tions) (Cunningham, 1967). M ethods of reducing risk include buying from 

a  known company, gathering m ore inform ation , choosing m ore credible 

in fo rm ation  sources or choosing low er-cost a lte rn a tiv es . The study of Cardozo 

and C agley  (1971) reported  ea rlie r  showed th a t  use of supp lier-rela ted  

in fo rm ation  (i.e ., inform ation stressing  com pany-specific as opposed to  product- 

specific  a ttr ib u te s )  increased  as risk increcised.

New ton (1967) suggests th a t personal selling (presumably to  household and 

in te rm ed iary  buyers) is m ost useful when: (1) perform ance risk is high and

salesm en provide techn ical in form ation  to  buyers; and (2) when psycho-social risk 

is high and salesm en provide reassurance to buyers. Mass advertising Is said to  

be m ost appropria te  when both perform ance and psycho-social risks a re  low.

In te rm ed iary  Versus Industrial Buying

All of the  studies on in trachannel com m unication reported  above (with the 

excep tion  of th e  study by Buell) have dea lt w ith industrial buyers. Too often  th e  

assum ption is m ade th a t industrial buyers a re  the  only type of organization 

buyer. The fa c t  is th a t th e re  are  m any m ore re ta il and wholesale buyers (of 

consum er products) in the  United S ta te s  than  industrial buyers. The questions 

th a t  a rise  then  a re  w hether th ere  a re  d ifferences betw een these buyer groups 

and th e ir  buying processes th a t lead  to  significant d ifferences in th e  m arketing 

com m unication s tra teg ies  used to  reach  and influences these  buyers.

S eth  (1980) m aintains th a t  th e re  is m ore variab ility  within industrial and 

consum er products in te rm s of the  degree of m ass versus d irect prom otion than  

th e re  is betw een the  tw o product groups. Sm allbone (1969) has shown th a t
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prom otional expenditures do vary w ithin the  tw o product groups. However, 

a llocations for personal selling by firm s selling industria l products are  much 

g rea te r (as a  percen tage  of to ta l advertising and personal selling expenditures) 

than  personal selling allocations for consum er-products firm s. Convenience 

goods firm s w ere found to  spend an average of 79 p ercen t of the ir to ta l 

prom otional expenditures (i.e., including only advertising  and personal selling 

expenditures) on advertising. The highest allocation to  advertising  by industrial 

firm s was by industrial supply firm s.

T here  a re  a num ber of reasons why one should expect d ifferences in 

prom otional s tra teg y  due to  th e  na tu re  of the  organizational buyer and the  

product being m arketed . These d ifferences can be tra c e d  to  the  following 

product and custom er variables. Some of th ese  fac to rs  have been c ited  by C orey 

(1983) as reasons for an increased  em phasis on personai selling in  industrial as 

opposed to  consum er m arkets.

C om plexity . Industrial products are  normally m uch m ore complex than  

consum er products. P roduction m achinery and o ther industria l products usually 

require m uch m ore knowledge and skill for e ffec tiv e  use than  consum er products. 

Even such com plex consum er products as hom es, autom obiles and appliances are  

fa r  less com plicated  than  com puters, printing presses, com m ercial a irc ra f t  and 

ships. A t th e  sam e tim e, some consum er products are vastly  m ore com plicated  

than  o ther consum er item s.

For instance, Buell (1976) provides some evidence of the  low im portance 

given to  sales rep resen ta tives  by re ta ile rs  for purchase of consum er products in 

th e  m id-range of com plexity, cost and need for serv ice. However, he suggests 

th a t  th is  low im portance m ay not hold tru e  fo r m ore com plex consum er products.

S tandard iza tion . As m ost consum er products a re  standard ized , l i t t le  

personal c o n tac t betw een buyer and seller is required ex cep t for possibly som e
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post purchase serv ice. Industrial products, on the  o ther hand, are  frequently  

custom -m ade to  buyer specifications and require substantial personal co n tac t 

betw een the  buyer and the  se ller.

Frequency of purchase and cost. W holesalers and re ta ile rs  usually ca rry  a 

broad assortm ent of products which are  sold and resold to  re ta ile rs . The dollar 

am ount of an individual item  is re la tive ly  small but the  frequency of individual 

purchases is g rea t. For industrial buyers, purchases involving large cash outlays 

may occur one tim e only.

Unless the  volume is exceptionally  high, personal selling is not 

econom ically possible in every  purchase transaction  involving consumer goods. 

For high margin, high cost, techn ical industrial goods, a  salesman m ay be 

involved profitably in every exchange.

The number of industrial and consum er buyers. There are fa r  m ore 

in term ediary  buyers than industrial buyers. Ü.S. Census figures typically  show as 

many as eight to  ten  tim es as many re ta il buyers as Industrial (m anufacturing 

organizations) buyers. This, coupled w ith the  lower average purchase by re ta il 

buyers significantly reduces th e  ab ility  of any m anufactu rer selling to  m ultiple 

re ta il ou tle ts to  make frequen t personal co n tac t w ith all of them . Buell (1976) 

c ites  th is fact as a  reason for th e  lower overall im portance ratings given to  visits 

by m anufacturer rep resen ta tives by re ta ile rs  than by wholesalers.

C en tralized  exchanges, like tra d e  shows, provide opportunities fo r re ta il 

buyers to  place orders and gain inform ation about products. It is v irtually  

impossible for many re ta il s to res  such as superm arkets and drug stores who carry  

wide ranges of brand names to  see sales rep resen ta tives fo r every  order.

The conclusion is th a t in prom otion tw o m ajor d ifferences exist betw een 

industrial and consumer products. F irs t, th e  im portance of personal selling to  

industrial buyers is far g rea te r than  to  in term ediary  buyers in consumer product
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channels because of the  num ber of buyers, the  com plexity of the  product and the 

higher cost per unit. Second, for the  same reasons, much less emphasis is placed 

on personal selling by firm s handling consumer products than by industrial 

buyers.

A t lea s t one study (Luffm an, 1974) has provided some ind irect evidence 

th a t  th e re  a re  d ifferences in source im portan t by type of industry or end-use of 

th e  product. However, th e re  have been no studies designed specifically  to  

determ ine the  e ffe c ts  of product charac te ris tics  on source im portan t to  

organizational buyers. The argum ents just presented provide some m ajor reasons 

to  believe th a t  inform ation source p reference in consumer product channels will 

be d iffe ren t from  th a t found in industrial channels, and th a t th e re  may be 

fu rth e r d ifferences across categories of consumer products.

Studies on th e  Reasons Adults Purchase Products

Anderson and Jolson (1973), Dorris and Tabrizi (1978), and Crosby and 

Taylor (1981) conclude th a t  adults make the ir product choices based upon 

expecta tions, proper com m unications, perception and cognitive learning. 

Anderson believes th e re  is a  comm unication gap present th a t a ffe c ts  the 

judgm ent of th e  adult buyer.

D orris and Tabrizi (1978) conclude th a t perceptions will vary among 

consumers according to  age, lifesty le  and in te rests . Crosby and Taylor (1981) 

both fee l th a t  product inform ation properly diffused has a profound im pact upon 

cognitive learning and consum er choice.

Hunt and Nevin (1981) expounds on the reasons consumers believe in 

purchasing products in th e  m arket when th ere  is a problem in the  areas of 

a ttitu d e s , perceptions, product value, service, prices and consumer education. 

Stam pfl (1978) conducted research  on the consumer life  cycle and identified  

areas th a t should be em phasized. These areas included; consum er education.
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policy m aking, consumers, product life  cycles and m arket research . Well (1980) 

concludes th a t  consumer public education is a very e ffe c tiv e  too l to  reduce 

product liab ility  costs fo r the  adu lt consum er in the  m arket environm ent.

S tudies on the  Adult Learning Theory

K irkpatrick  (1975) conceives th e  adult evaluation learning process as four 

s tep s. The firs t s tep  is reac tion  eva lua tion , getting  data  about how th e  

p artic ipan ts  a re  responding to  a  product and recording positive and negative 

feelings they  have. The second s tep  is learn ing  evaluation , which involves 

gathering  d a ta  about the  fac ts  and techniques which w ere acquired  by the  

pa rtic ip an ts . The th ird  s tep  is behavior eva lua tion , required d a ta  such as reports 

about ac tua l changes in what the  lea rner does a fte r  the  purchase as com pared 

with w hat he did before . The fourth  s te p  is results evaluation , where d a ta  

contained in the routine records of an organization are  analyzed including; 

costs, p rices, e fficiency , sales repo rts, and quality  control re jections.

Knox (1977) reports th a t adult learning develops in seven stages. These 

steps provide a basis fo r knowledge acquisition  and include: (1) a tten tio n  to

inform ation  (perception, m eaning, persis tence, association); (2) m em ory 

(reg istra tion , re ten tion , recall); (3) p rac tic e  and rein fo rcem en t (rehearsal, 

rew ard, conditioning); (4) in te rfe ren ce  (relearning, unlearning); (5) pacing 

(speediness); (6) tran sfe r (application); and (7) incidental learn ing . The 

e ffec tiveness  of the  learning process partly  depends on w hether th e  adult is able 

to  in te ra c t with appropriate  learning resources.

A study by Apps (1980) explains th a t people are  increasingly m ore aw are of 

th e ir  rights as consum ers. They complain about shoddy goods and poor quality  

serv ice. People are more carefu l about w hat they  buy in the  f ir s t  p lace , w hether 

it be goods or serv ices. Consum ers will likely continue to  pressure adult 

education  providers to o ffer inform ation on consumer topics ranging from  how to
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purchase a  house to  consum er righ ts when dealing with insurance salespersons.

R esearch  Questions

W hat a re  th e  positive or negative fac to rs  th a t  re ta ile rs  comprehend when 

m anufactu rer rep resen ta tives call and will these  fa c to rs  be a ffec ted  by product 

type in the  adult consum er m arket? Secondly, how does th e  frequency of sales 

calls to  re ta ile rs  com pare to  o ther sources of m anu factu rer power and re ta ile r  

dependence? Third, w hat fac to rs  influence adult consum er purchase decision 

m aking in the  re ta il m arket in te rm s of product in form ation .

H ypotheses

The hypotheses a re  as follows;

1. R e ta ile rs  will judge personal selling to  th e  adult consum er as a 

significantly  m ore im portan t source of in form ation  when product 

com plexity  is high than  when product com plexity is low. (Upah 1979)

2. The frequency of personal sales con tac ts  betw een  m anufacturers and 

re ta ile rs  will be g rea te r  for products high in com plexity  than for products 

low in com plexity. (R efer to  Upah 1979).

3. Form er adult consum ers will be viewed by re ta ile rs  as an im portan t source 

of inform ation in e ith e r com plexity  category  i .e .,  re ta ile rs  will consider 

received  feedback  from  adult consum ers more im portan t for products high 

in com plexity than  fo r products low in com plexity .

M ethod

T here will be four steps u tilized  for this study. The relevan t steps are  

sum m arized below.

1. The sampling procedures used.

2. Sampling m ethods.
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3. The field  m ethod required fo r instrum entation .

Analysis of d a ta .

P rocedure

The p a rticu la r type  of re ta il firm  chosen for th is study is the  re ta il 

hardw are s to re . H ardw are sto res w ere chosen prim arily because of th e ir  product 

asso rtm en t in te rm s of product com plexity. In con tras t, m ost all products 

carried  by such re ta il s to res  as superm arkets a re  low in com plexity.

A nother advantage of hardw are stores is th e ir  rela tively  small size in gross 

volume and square f e e t  of re ta il space and the  m anagers and/or owners of these  

s to re s  would be aw are of v irtually  all m anufactu rer-dealer con tac ts .

Sam ple

A s tra tif ie d  sam ple of 250 sto res will be taken from a lis t of re ta il 

hardw are s to res in the  S ta te  of Oklahoma. T he lis t of hardw are s to res  will be 

supplied by th e  N ational R eta il H ardw are A ssociation (NRHA). From  this 

sam ple, fo rty  percen t will be random ly subsam pled based upon sales volume.

Instrum entation

N inety percen t of all interview ing will be done by telephone while ten  

percen t will be done by personal in terv iew . S to re  interview s will be iden tified  by 

a code num ber. Phone and personal in terview  were chosen because of poor 

response by hardw are re ta ile rs  to  d irec t mail surveys. Phone m ethods used by 

th e  (NRHA) have yielded 85 percen t or b e tte r  response ra te s .

The questionnaire will be divided into th re e  sections:

1. Questions re la ting  to  high com plexity products;

2. Questions re la ting  to  low com plexity products; and

3. Questions rela ting  to  s to re  demographics and its  adult consum ers.
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Analysis of D ata

In order to  give an organized and concise p resen tation  of the  findings 

resulting from  an analysis and in te rp re ta tio n  of the  inform ation contained in the  

survey responses, th e  da ta  will be divided in to  th e  following sections.

1. P rofile  of high versus low complex products.

2. R esults of Im portance priorities of re ta ile rs  In their relationship  w ith visits

by m anufactu rer representatives.

3. R esults of the  influence of m anufactu rer power on re ta ile r  and adult 

consumer buying behavior.
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Instructions: T he f ir s t  se t of questions in the  pair will re fe r  to  the  sto res line of 
pow er tools selling fo r $20 to  $40. The second se t of questions in the  pair will 
re fe r  to  the  s to re 's  line of hand tools selling fo r $20 to  $40. The th ird  se t re fe rs  
to  adu lt consum ers and s to re  demographics.

1. "In com parison to  seeing sales reps for o ther hardw are products selling fo r 
$20 to  $40, how im portan t would you say i t  is to  see reps for power tools?"

(1) N ot s ign ifican t a t  all
(2) O f l i t t l e  or no im portance
(3) M oderately  im portan t
(4) Very im p o rtan t
(5) Of ex tre m e  im portance

2. "In com parison to  seeing sales reps for o ther hardw are products selling fo r 
$20 to  $40, how im portan t would you say i t  is to  see reps for hand tools?"

(1) N ot sign ifican t a t  all
(2) Of l i t t l e  or no im portance
(3) M oderately  im portan t
(4) Very im p o rtan t
(5) O f e x tre m e  im portance

3. W hat am ount of sales effo rt is required of m anagers and salespeople to
explain various options, fea tu res and consum er use requirem ents of power
tools?"

(1) No sign ifican t am ount at all
(2) L itt le  am ount required 
O ) M oderate  am ount required
(4) High am ount required
(5) E x trem ely  high am ount required

4. W hat am ount of sales effo rt is required of m anagers and salespeople to
explain  various options, fea tu res and consum er use requirem ents of hand
tools?"

(1) No sign ifican t am ount a t all
(2) L itt le  am ount required
(3) M oderate  am ount required
(4) High am ount required
(5) E x trem ely  high am ount required
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5. "What reasons a re  im portan t to  you in m anufacturers ' rep resen ta tives  sales 
v isits fo r power (hand) tools?"

a. "How many tim es during the  la s t  year did th e  power (hand) tool 
rep resen ta tive  call?"
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6. "P lease Indicate which two sources of inform ation from  the  following five
a re  th e  m ost im portan t in term s of buying, selling and m erchandising power
tools?"

(1) M anufacturers sales calls
(2) Trade shows
(3) O rder m anuals, product brochures and labels
(4) Trade journals
(5) Discussion w ith adult consumers who purchase power tools?

7. "P lease ind icate which two sources of inform ation from  the  following five
are  the  most im portan t in term s of buying, selling and m erchandising hand
tools?"

(1) M anufacturers sales calls
(2) Trade shows
(3) O rder manuals, product brochures and labels
(4) Trade journals
(5) Discussion with adult consumers who purchase hand tools?

8. "Who are  your 2 top  m ajor brand suppliers fo r power tools and how often  did 
th ey  call during the  la s t year?"

9. "Who are  your 2 top  m ajor brand suppliers for hand tools and how often  did
they  call during the  la s t year?"

10. How would you ra te  th e  2 top m ajor brand suppliers for power tools in term s
of quality  of;

A. The m anufactu rers products?

(1) Poor
(2) F air
(3) Good
(4) E xcellent
(5) Exceptional

B. Co-op advertising?

(1) Poor
(2) Fair
(3) Good
(4) Excellent
(5) Exceptional
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C . M anufacturer's represen ta tives?

(1) Poor
(2) F air
(3) Good
(4) E xcellent
(5) Exceptional

D. P rin ted  product inform ation?

(1) Poor
(2) Fair
(3) Good
(4) E xcellent
(5) Exceptional

E . P roduct point of purchase m aterial?

(1) Poor
(2) F a ir
(3) Good
(4) E xcellent
(5) Exceptional

F . R etail p ro fit margin?

(1) Poor
(2) Fair
(3) Good
(4) E xcellent
(5) Exceptional

11. How would you ra te  th e  2 top m ajor brand suppliers for hand tools in term s 
of quality of:

A. The m anufactu rer's  products?

(1) Poor
(2) F air
(3) Good
(4) Excellent
(5) Exceptional

B. Co-op advertising?

(1) Poor
(2) Fair
(3) Good
(4) Excellent
(5) Exceptional
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C . M anufacturers ' rep resen ta tives?

(1) Poor
(2) F a ir
(3) Good
(4) E xcellen t
(5) Exceptional

D. P rin ted  product inform ation?

(1) Poor
(2) F a ir
(3) Good
(4) E xcellen t
(5) Exceptional

E. P roduct point of purchase m aterial?

(1) Poor
(2) F a ir
(3) Good
(4) E xcellent
(5) Exceptional

F. R e ta il p rofit m argin?

(1) Poor
(2) F a ir
(3) Good
(4) E xcellen t 
Ô) Exceptional

12. Suppose th a t  th e  2 top suppliers of power tools ceased doing business with 
you, how much of a  problem would i t  be to  replace them  with tw o m ore 
brands in te rm s of:

A. A dult consum er p reference?

(1) Easy to  rep lace
(2) Som ew hat d ifficu lt to  rep lace
(3) D ifficu lt to  rep lace
(4) Very d ifficu lt to  rep lace
(5) Impossible to  replace

B. P ro fit m argins?

(1) Easy to  rep lace
(2) Som ew hat d ifficu lt to  rep lace
(3) D ifficu lt to  rep lace
(4) Very d ifficu lt to  rep lace
(5) Impossible to  replace
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C . P roduct quality?

(1) Easy to  rep lace
(2) Som ew hat d ifficu lt to  replace
(3) D ifficu lt to  rep lace
(4) Very d ifficu lt to  replace
(5) Im possible to  rep lace

13. Suppose th a t  the  2 top  suppliers of hand tools ceased  doing business with 
you, how m uch of a  problem would i t  be to  rep lace  them  with tw o more 
brands in te rm s of;

A. A dult consum er p reference?

(1) Easy to  rep lace
(2) Som ew hat d ifficu lt to  replace
(3) D ifficu lt to  rep lace
(4) Very d ifficu lt to  rep lace
(5) Im possible to  rep lace

B. P ro fit m argins?

(1) Easy to  rep lace
(2) Som ew hat d ifficu lt to  replace
(3) D ifficu lt to  rep lace
(4) Very d ifficu lt to  replace
(5) Im possible to  rep lace

C . P roduct quality?

(1) Easy to  rep lace
(2) Som ew hat d ifficu lt to  replace
(3) D ifficu lt to  rep lace
(4) Very d ifficu lt to  replace
(5) Im possible to  rep lace

14. "How would you ra te  your overall sa tisfac tion  w ith  your top 2 major 
suppliers?"

(1) No sign ifican t sa tisfac tion
(2) Very l i t t le  sa tisfac tion
(3) M oderate  sa tisfac tion
(4) High sa tisfac tio n
(5) E x trem ely  high sa tisfac tion

15. "How would you ra te  your overall cooperation w ith  th e  m anufacturer's 
suggestions fo r pricing, advertising and m erchandising th e  m anufacturer's 
products?"

(1) No sign ifican t cooperation a t all
(2) Very l i t t l e  cooperation
(3) M oderate  cooperation
(4) Highly cooperative
(5) E x trem e cooperation
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16. "How im portan t do you consider feedback as an inform ation source from  
adu lt consum ers who purchase power tools in term s of;"

A.. A dult consum ers purchase decision-m aking

(1) N ot significant a t  all
(2) Of l i t t le  or no im portance
(3) M oderately  im portan t
(4) Very im portan t
(5) O f ex trem e  im portance

B. A dult consum ers heailth and safe ty

(1) N ot sign ifican t a t  all
(2) O f l i t t le  or no im portance 
O ) M oderately  im portan t
(4) Very im portan t 
O ) O f ex trem e  im portance

C . A dult user train ing

(1) N ot sign ificant a t all
(2) Of l i t t le  or no im portance
(3) M oderately  im portan t
(4) Very im portan t
O) Of ex trem e  im portance

D . A dult consum ers buying advice

(1) N ot sign ificant a t  all
(2) O f l i t t le  or no im portance 
O ) M oderately  im portan t
(4) Very im portan t 
0 )  O f ex trem e  im portance

E . M odels and brand da ta

(1) N ot sign ificant a t cdl
(2) Of l i t t le  or no im portance
(3) M oderately  im portan t
(4) Very im portan t
Ô) Of ex trem e  im portance

F . M ain tenance da ta

(1) N ot sign ifican t a t  all
(2) O f l i t t le  or no im portance
(3) M oderately  im portan t
(4) Very im portan t
(5) O f ex trem e  im portance
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G . P roduct claims

(1) N ot significant a t  all
(2) O f l i t t le  or no im portance
(3) M oderately im portan t
(4) Very im portan t
(5) O f ex trem e  im portance

H. P roduct com plaints

(1) N ot significant a t  all
(2) O f l i t t le  or no im portance
(3) M oderately  im portan t
(4) Very im portan t
( 5) O f ex trem e im portance

17. "How im portan t do you consider feedback as an inform ation source from 
adu lt consum ers who purchase hand tools in term s of:"

A. A dult consumers purchase decision-m aking

(1) N ot significant a t  all
(2) O f l i t t le  or no im portance
(3) M oderately im portant
(4) Very im portan t
(5) O f ex trem e im portance

B. Adult consumers health  and safe ty

(1) N ot significant a t all
(2) O f l i t t le  or no im portance
(3) M oderately im portan t
(4) Very im portant
(5) O f ex trem e im portance

C . A dult user train ing

(1) N ot significant a t all
(2) O f l i t t le  or no im portance
(3) M oderately  im portant
(4) Very im portan t
(5) O f ex trem e im portance

D. A dult consumers buying advice

(1) N ot significant a t  all
(2) Of l i t t le  or no im portance
(3) M oderately im portan t
(4) Very im portan t
(5) Of ex trem e im portance
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E. Models and brand da ta

(1) N ot sign ificant a t aii
(2) Of i i t t ie  or no im portance
(3) M oderately im portan t
(4) Very im portan t
(5) Of ex trem e im portance

F. M aintenance d a ta

(1) Not sign ificant a t  aii
(2) Of i i t t ie  or no im portance
(3) M oderately im portan t
(4) Very im portan t
(5) Of ex trem e im portance

G. P roduct claim s

(1) Not sign ificant a t aii
(2) Of i i t t ie  or no im portance
(3) M oderately im portan t
(4) Very im portan t
(5) Of ex trem e  im portance

H. P roduct com plaints

(1) Not sign ificant a t aii
(2) Of i i t t ie  or no im portance
(3) M oderately im portan t
(4) Very im portan t
(5) Of ex trem e im portance

18. S tore size:

(1) Number of em ployees?

(2) Gross sales yearly?

(3) Number of years s to re  in existence?

(4) Square footage?
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TABLE 1 

Sampling Inform ation 

T ota l N um ber of H ardw are S tores % of T otal

In Sam ple; 128

C om pleted  In terv iew s 100 78.12
R efusals 28 21.88

100.00

C om pletion R a te  (i.e ., num ber of com pleted in te rv iew s/in itia l sam ple size);
100/128 = 78.12%

D istribu tion  of Sam ple by Size of Store 

Annual G ross Sales

Volume fo r  1984 % of S tores

100.000-249,999 7.0
250.000-499,999 17.0
500.000-749,999 5.0
750.000-999,999 5.0
1,000,000-2,499,999 32.0
2,500,000 and over 5 ^
R efusals or D on't Knows 29.0

100.0%
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TABLE 2 

Sampling Inform ation

D istribu tion  of Sam ple by Size of S tore

Num ber of Em ployees % of S tores

1 to  3 15.0%
4 to  9 40.0%
10-19 33.0%
20-40 9.0%
R efusals 3.0%

100.0%

Square F ootage % of S tores

0-2,499 9.0
2.500-4,999 20.0
5,000-7,499 17.0
7.500-9,999 15.0
10,000 and over 35.0
R efusals 4.0

100.0%
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TABLE 2A

D istribution of Sam ple by Years S to re  in Existance

Group Mean SD Error

M easures

Skewness Mode

H ardw are S to re 29.68 25.06 2.51 1.03 40.00
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Table 3 

Sampling Inform ation 

D istribution of Sample by G raphic Location 

L ocation  -  C ity  % of Stores

O klahom a C ity 16.0
Tulsa 9.0
Edmond 5.0
N orm an 5.0
Enid 5.0
M uskogee 4.0
B artlesv ille 4.0
Ponca C ity 4.0
M idwest C ity 3.0
Yukon 3.0
Law ton 3.0
A ltus 3.0
M cA lester 3.0
Okm ulgee 3.0
Ada 3.0
Miami 3.0
W eatherford 3.0
Moore 2.0
Broken Arrow 2.0
S tillw ater 2.0
A rdm ore 2.0
Woodward 2.0
Del C ity 1.0
M ustang 1.0
T u ttle 1.0
C larem ore 1.0
Elk C ity 1.0
D urant 1.0
Shawnee 1.0
Perkins 1.0
El Reno 1.0
Sapulpa 1.0
C helsea M

Total 100.0%
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Table 4

Reasons for R ating  Sales C alls Im portance By 

Pow er Tool R epresen tatives

% of Times
R eason Specific  to  Pow er Tools M entioned

R epresen ta tives  handle w arran ty  and serv ice  problem s. 24.2

P roducts are  constan tly  being in troduced in to  the  m arket
and rep resen ta tives m ust notify re ta ile rs  of these  changes
w ith  explanations. 23.9

Com plex products require product knowledge inform ation. 20.8

P roduct pricing inform ation provided to  th e  s to re  buyer. 8.3

P roduct prom otions require necessary  in form ation . 8.3

None -  power tools sell them selves. 5.2

O ther 9.3

100.00

(n = 50)
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T ab le  4A

Reasons fo r R ating  Sales Cedis Im portance By 

Hand Tool R epresen tatives

% of Times
Reasons Specific to  Hand Tools M entioned

R epresentatives handie serv ice and w arran ty  problem s. 23.6

New products a re  being introduced w ith less need fo r
explanations. 22.7

None-hand tools sell them selves, 12.9

Product knowledge is less im portan t. 8.6

Product prom otions require m ore inform ation. 7.7

Product pricing inform ation provided fo r the
store buyer. 7.5

Product stock ordering and reordering. 6.4

C atalog  buying inform ation requirem ents. 2.1

Sales train ing provided by reps. 2.1

O ther 6.4

100.00 

(n = 50)
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Table 5

Rank O rdering of Inform ation Sources 

fo r High C om plexity  (HC) and Low C om plexity  (LC) 

Condition

HC LC

Inform ation
Source

Num ber of 
T im es M entioned 
as Most 
Im portan t
Source %

N um ber of 
T im es M entioned 
as Most 
Im portan t 
Source %

1. T rade  Shows 30 30% 24 24.7

2. Discussion with 
Consum ers 30 30% 22 22.7

3. M anuals & Brochures 15 15% 12 12.4

4. M anufacturers Sales 
C alls 14 14% 22 22.7

5. T rade Journals 11 11% 15 15.5

6. No Response _0 0 J2 2A

100 100% 100 100%
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Table 6

R esu lts of the  T -T est for Pow er Tools (PT) and 

(HT) fo r M easures for M anufactu rer Pow er

Group

M SD
PT
E rror t-V alue df M

HT
SD E rror t-V alue df

Product Q uality 3.30 .814 .115 -2.25* 49 3.64 .693 .098 -2.25* 49

Co-op
A dvertising 2.73 .905 .133 -2.01* 45 3.18 1.04 .182 -2.01* 32

M anufacturers
Reps 2.53 .997 .145 -3.72** 46 3.30 .911 .144 -3.72** 39

P rin ted
Product
Inform ation 3.00 .728 .103 -2.20** 50 3.36 .898 .127 -2.20** 49

Point of
Purchase
Inform ation 2.84 .817 .116 -2.17** 49 3.18 .748 .106 -2 .17** 49

R eta il
P ro fit
M argin 1.84 .817 .116 -8.27** 49 3.16 .773 .110 -8.27** 48

*p < .05 
**n .s .
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Table 7

R esu lts  of th e  T -T est fo r Pow er Tools and 
Hand Tools for M easures of Adult 

Consum er Inform ation  to  th e  R e ta ile r

Group

Feedback  on M SD
Pow er Tool 
E rror t-V alue df M

Hand Tool 
SD E rror t-V alue df

Purchase
Decisions 3.64 1.02 .145 -1.06* 49 3.86 1.05 .148 -1.06* 49

H ealth -S afe ty 3.72 1.08 .154 1.77* 49 3.30 1.28 .181 1.77* 49

User T raining 2.40 1.32 .187 .52* 49 2.26 1.35 .191 .52* 49

Buying Advice 3.48 1.24 .177 1.39* 49 3.14 1.19 .169 1.39* 49

M odels and 
Brand D a ta 3.04 1.293 .183 .50* 49 2.92 1.12 .159 .50* 49

M aintenance
D ata 2.78 1.46 .207 —— — 49 2.78 1.404 .199 — —— 49

P roduct C laim s 3.22 1.282 .181 -2 .09** 49 3.70 .995 .141 -2.09** 49

P roduct
C om plaints 3.24 1.255 .177 -2 .03** 49 3.70 .995 .141 -2.03** 49

1

■fS
I

*n.s.
< .05
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Q uestion 1 and Q uestion 2

C ount 
ROW PCT 
CCL PCT 
TOT PCT

T ool Type

Pow er Tool Hand Tool Row
Total

1.00 11 13 24
45.8 54.2 24.0
22.0 26.0
11.0 13.0

2.00 13 10 23
56.5 43.5 23.0
26.0 20.0
13.0 10.0

3.00 15 17 32
46.9 53.1 32.0
30.0 34.0
15.0 17.0

if.OO 10 8 18
55.6 44.4 18.0
20.0 16.0
10.0 8.0

5.00 1 2 3
33.3 66.7 3.0

2.0 4.0
1.0 2.0

Colum n Total 50 50 100
50.0 50.0 100.0

C hi-Square 1.23853

D.F. 4

Significance 0.8717

MIN E .F . 1.500

C ells w ith E .F.<5 2 of 10 (20.0%)

N um ber of Missing O bservations = 0
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Question 3 and Question 4

Count 
ROW PCT 
CCL PCT 
TOT PCT

T ool T ype

Power Tool Hand Tool Row
Total

1.00 4 7 11
36.4 63.6 11.1

8.0 14.3
4.0 7.1

2.00 10 11 21
47.6 52.4 21.2
20.0 22.4
10.1 11.1

3.00 19 26 45
42.2 57.8 45.5
38.0 53.1
19.2 26.3

4.00 14 4 18
77.8 22.2 18.2
28.0 8.2
14.1 4.0

5.00 3 1 4
75.0 25.0 4.0

6.0 2.0
3.0 1.0

Column T otal 50 49 99
50.5 49.5 100.0

Chi-Square 8.50101

D.F. 4

Significance 0.0749

MIN E.F. 1.980

C ells w ith E .F . <5 2 of 10 (20.0%)

Number of Missing O bservations = 1
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Question lOA and Question l lA

C ount 
ROW PCT 
CCL PCT 
TOT PCT

Tool Type

Power T ool Hand Tool Row
Total

2.00 7 1 8
87.5 12.5 8.0
U.O 2.0
7.0 1.0

3.00 25 21 46
5^3 45.7 46.0
50.0 42.0
25.0 21.0

if.OO 14 23 37
37.8 62.2 37.0
28.0 46.0
14.0 23.0

5.00 4 5 9
44.4 55.6 9.0

8.0 10.0
4.0 5.0

Column Total 50 50 100
50.0 50.0 100.0

Chi-Square 7.14813

D.F. 3

Significance 0.0673

MIN E.F. 4.000

C ells w ith E .F .<5 4 of 8 (50.0%)

Num ber of Missing O bservations = 0
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Q uestion lOB and Question IIB

C ount 
ROW PCT 
CCL PCT 
TOT PCT

T ool T ype

Pow er Tool Hand Tool Row
Total

1.00 6 3 9
66.7 33.3 11.4
13.0 9.1
7.6 3.8

2.00 8 3 11
72.7 27.3 13.9
17.4 9.1
10.1 3.8

3.00 24 15 39
61.5 38.5 49.4
52.2 45.5
30.4 19.0

4.00 8 9 17
47.1 52.9 21.5
17.4 27.3
10.1 11.4

5.00 3 3
100.0 3.8

9.1
3.8

Colum n T ota l 46
58.2

33
41.8

79
100.0

C hi-Square

D .F.

S ignificance 

MIN E.F.

C ells  w ith E .F. <5

6.44372
4

0.1684

1.253

4 of 10 (40.0%)

N um ber of Missing O bservations = 21
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Q uestion IOC and Question IIC

C ount 
ROW PCT 
CCL PCT 
TOT PCT

Tool Type

Pow er Tool Hand Tool Row
T otal

1.00 10 1 11
90.9 9.1 12.6
21.3 2.5
11.5 1.1

2.00 9 6 15
60.0 40.0 17.2
19.1 15.0
10.3 6.9

3.00 21 16 37
56.8 43.2 42.5

40.0
24.1 18.4

^.00 7 14 21
33,3 66.7 24.1
14.9 35.0
8.0 16.1

5.00 3 3
100.0 3.4

7.5
3.4

Colum n Total 47 40 87
54.0 46.0 100.0

C hi-Square 13.49680

D .F. 4

Significance 0.0091

MIN E.F. 1.379

C ells w ith E .F .<5 2 of 10 (20.0%)

Num ber of Missing O bservations = 13
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Question lOD and Question IID

C ount 
ROW PCT 
CCL PCT 
TOT PCT

Tool Type

Pow er T ool Hand Tool Row
Total

1.00 3 2 5
60.0 40.0 5.0

6.0 4.0
3.0 2.0

2.00 4 3 7
57.1 42.9 7.0

8.0 6.0
4.0 3.0

3.00 33 25 58
56.9 43.1 58.0
66.0 50.0
33.0 25.0

^.00 10 15 25
40.0 60.0 25.0
20.0 30.0
10.0 15.0

5.00 5 5
100.0 5.0

10.0
5.0

Colum n T otal 50 50 100
50.0 50.0 100.0

Chi-Square 7.44631

D .F. 4

Significance 0.1141

MIN E.F. 2.500

C ells with E .F .<5 6 of 10 (60.0%)

Num ber of Missing O bservations = 0
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Question lOE and Question H E

C ount 
ROW PCT 
CCL PCT 
TOT PCT

Tool Type

Power Tool Hand Tool Row
Totcil

1.00 4 4
100.0 4.0

8.0
4.0

2.00 9 8 17
52.9 47.1 17.0
18.0 16.0
9.0 8.0

3.00 28 27 55
50.9 49.1 55.0
56.0 54.0
28.0 27.0

it.oo 9 13 22
40.9 59.1 22.0
18.0 26.0

9.0 13.0

5.00 2 2
100.0 2.0

4.0
2.0

Colum n Total 50 50 100
50.0 50.0 100.0

Chi-Square 6.80428

D.F. 4

Significance 0.1466

MIN E.F. 1.000

C ells with E .F. <5 4 of 10 (40.0%)

Number of Missing O bservations = 0
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Question lOF and Question I IF

C ount 
ROW PCT 
CCL PCT 
TOT PCT

Tool Type

Pow er Tool Hand Tool Row
Total

1.00 20 i 21
95.2 4.8 21.2
40.0 2.0
20.2 I.O

2.00 19 5 24
79.2 28.8 24.2
38.0 10.2
19.2 5.1

3.00 10 31 41
24.4 75.6 41.4
20.0 63.3
10.1 31.3

4.00 1 9 10
10.0 90.0 10.1
2.0 18.4
1.0 9.1

5.00 3 3
100.0 3.0

6.1
3.0

Colum n T o ta l 50
50.5

49
49.5

99
100.0

C hi-Square

D.F.

Significance 

MIN E.F.

C ells w ith  E .F . <5

^15.50778

4

0.0000

1.485

3 of 10 (30.0%)

Num ber of M issing O bservations = 1
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Q uestion 12A and Q uestion 13A

C ount 
ROW PCT 
CCL PCT 
TOT PCT

T ool T ype

Pow er T ool Hand Tool Row
T otal

1.00 26 27 53
49.1 50.9 53.5
53.1 54.0
26.3 27.3

2.00 6 11 17
35.3 64.7 17.2
12.2 22.0
6.1 11.1

3.00 10 6 16
62.5 37.5 16.2
20.4 12.0
10.1 6.1

4.00 7 5 12
58.3 41.7 12.1
14.3 10.0
7.1 5.1

5.00 1 1
100.0 1.0

2.0
1.0

Colum n Total 49 50 99
49.5 50.5 100.0

Chi-S quare 3.81308

D.F. 4

Significance 0.4319

MIN E .F . 0.495

C ells w ith E .F .<5 2 of 10 (20.0%)

Num ber of Missing O bservations = 1
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Q uestion 12B and Q uestion 13B

C ount 
ROW PCT 
CCL PCT 
TOT PCT

Tool Type

Pow er Tool Hand Tool Row
Total

1.00 29 30 59
49.2 50.8 60.8
60.4 61.2
29.9 30.9

2.00 6 9 15
40.0 60.0 15.5
12.5 18.4
6.2 9.3

3.00 12 7 19
63.2 36.8 19.6
25.0 14.3
12.4 7.2

^.00 1 3 4
25.0 75.0 4.1

2.1 6.1
1.0 3.1

Colum n T otal 48 49 97
49.5 50.5 100.0

C hi-Square 2.92274

D.F. 3

Significance 0.4037

MIN E.F. 1.979

C ells w ith E .F . <5 2 of 8 (25.0%)

Num ber of Missing O bservations = 3
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Q uestion 12C and Question 13C

Count 
ROW PCT 
CCL PCT 
TOT PCT

Tool Type

Pow er Tool Hand Tool Row
Total

1.00 25 22 47
53.2 46.8 48.5
50.0 46.8
25.8 22.7

2.00 12 13 25
4&0 52.0 25.8
24.0 27.7
12.4 13.4

3.00 11 9 20
55.0 45.0 20.6
22.0 19.1
11.3 9.3

th.OO 2 3 5
40.0 60.0 5.2

4.0 6.4
2.1 3.1

Column T otal 50 47 97
51.5 48.5 100.0

Chi-Square 0.53922

D.F. 3

Significance 0.9102

MIN E.F. 2.423

Cells w ith E.F.< 5 2 of 8 (25.0%)

Number of Missing O bservations = 3
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Question 14

C ount 
ROW PCT 
CCL PCT 
TOT PCT

Tool Type

Pow er Tool Hand Tool Row
Total

Very L it t le 1 1
S a tisfac tio n 100.0 1.0

2.0
1.0

M oderate 21 13 34
S a tisfac tio n 61.8 38.2 34.0

42.0 26.0
21.0 13.0

High 24 32 56
S a tisfac tio n 42.9 57.1 56.0

48.0 64.0
24.0 32.0

E xtrem ely 4 5 9
High 44.4 55.6 9.0
S atisfac tion 8.0 10.0

4.0 5.0

Colum n Total 50 50 100
50.0 50.0 100.0

C hi-Square 4.13632

D.F. 3

Significance 0.2471

MIN E .F . 0.500

C ells w ith E .F. <5 4 of 8 (50.0%)

N um ber of Missing O bservations = 0
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Question 15

C ount 
ROW PCT 
CCL PCT 
TOT PCT

Tool Type

Pow er Tool Hand Tool Row
T otal

No S ignificant 1 1
C ooperation 100.0 1.0

2.0
1.0

Very L ittle 2 2
C ooperation 100.0 2.0

4.1
2.0

M oderate 21 13 34
C ooperation 61.8 38.2 34.3

42.0 26.5
21.2 13.1

Highly 23 29 52
C oopera tive 44.2 55.8 52.5

46.0 59.2
23.2 29.3

E xtrem e 5 5 10
C ooperation 50.0 50.0 10.1

10.0 10.2
5.1 5.1

Colum n Total 50 49 99
50.5 49.5 100.0

Chi-Square 5.56513

D .F. 4

Significance 0.2341

MIN E.F. 0.495

C ells w ith E .F . <5 5 of 10 (50.0%)

N um ber of Missing O bservations = 1
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Q uestion 16A and Q uestion 17A

C ount 
ROW PCT 
CCL PCT 
TOT PCT

Tool Type 

Pow er Tool Hand Tool Row
Total

1.00 2 4 6
33.3 66.7 6.0

4.0 8.0
2.0 4.0

2.00 7 1 8
87.5 12.5 8.0
14.0 2.0
7.0 1.0

3.00 5 4 9
55.6 44.4 9.0
10.0 8.0
5.0 4.0

4.00 29 30 59
49.2 50.8 59.0
58.0 60.0
29.0 30.0

5.00 7 11 18
38.9 61.1 18.0
14.0 22.0
7.0 11.0

Colum n Total 50
50.0

50
50.0

100
100.0

C hi-Square

D .F.

Significance 

MIN E.F.

C ells with E .F . <5

6.18362

4

0.1858

3.000

6 of 10 (60.0%)

Num ber of Missing O bservations = 0
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Q uestion 16B and Question 17B

C ount 
ROW PCT 
CCL PCT 
TOT PCT

Tool Type

Pow er Tool Hand Tool Row
Total

1.00 4 8 12
33.3 66.7 12.0

8.0 16.0
4.0 8.0

2.00 3 3 6
50.0 50.0 6.0

6.0 6.0
3.0 3.0

3.00 5 13 18
27.8 72.2 18.0
10.0 26.0
5.0 13.0

«f.OO 29 18 47
61.7 38.3 47.0
58.0 36.0
29.0 18.0

5.00 9 8 17
52.9 47.1 17.0
18.0 16.0
9.0 8.0

Colum n Total 50 50 100
50.0 50.0 100.0

Chi-Square 7.52218

D.F. 4

Significance 0.1107

MIN E.F. 3.000

C ells with E .F .<5 2 of 10 (20.0%)

Num ber of Missing O bservations = 0
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Q uestion léC  and Question I7C

C ount 
ROW PCT 
CCL PCT 
TOT PCT

Tool Type

Pow er Tool Hand Tool Row
T otal

1.00 20 24 44
1^5.5 54.5 44.0
40.0 48.0
20.0 24.0

2.00 5 3 8
62.5 37.5 8.0
10.0 6.0
5.0 3.0

3.00 12 11 23
52.2 47.8 23.0
24.0 22.0
12.0 11.0

1 .̂00 11 10 21
52.4 47.6 21.0
22.0 20.0
11.0 10.0

5.00 2 2 4
50.0 50.0 4.0

4.0 4.0
2.0 2.0

Colum n T otal 50 50 100
50.0 50.0 100.0

C hi-Square 0.95473

D.F. 4

Significance 0.9166

MIN E.F. 2.000

C ells with E.F.< 5 4 of 10 (40.0%)

Num ber of Missing O bservations = 0
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Q uestion 16D and Q uestion 17D

C ount 
ROW PCT 
CCL PCT 
TOT PCT

Tool Type

Pow er T ool Hand Tool Row
Total

1.00 7 9 16
43.8 56.3 16.0
14.0 18.0
7.0 9.0

2.00 2 3 5
40.0 60.0 5.0

4.0 6.0
2.0 3.0

3.00 10 12 22
45.5 54.5 22.0
20.0 24.0
iO.O 12.0

^.00 22 24 46
47.8 52.2 46.0
44.0 48.0
22.0 24.0

5.00 9 2 11
81.8 18.2 11.0
18.0 4.0
9.0 2.0

Column Total 50 50 100
50.0 50.0 100.0

Chi-Square 5.17332

D.F. 4

Significance 0.2700

MIN E.F. 2.500

C ells w ith E .F .<5 2 of 10(20.0% )

Number of Missing O bservations = 0
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Q uestion 16E and Question 17E

Count 
ROW PCT 
CCL PCT 
TOT PCT

Tool Type

Pow er Tool Hand Tool Row
Toted

1.00 10 8 18
55.6 44.4 18.0
20.0 16.0
10.0 8.0

2.00 6 7 13
46.2 53.8 13.0
12.0 14.0
6.0 7.0

3.00 10 18 28
35.7 64.3 28.0
20.0 36.0
10.0 18.0

if.OO 20 15 35
57.1 42.9 35.0
40.0 30.0
20.0 15.0

5.00 4 2 6
66.7 33.3 6.0

8.0 4.0
4.0 2.0

Column Total 50 50 100
50.0 50.0 100.0

Chi-Square 3.96581

D.F. 4

Significance 0.4107

MIN E.F. 3.000

Cells w ith E .F . <5 2 of 10 (20.0%)

Number of Missing O bservations = 0
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Q uestion 16F and Question 17F

Count 
ROW PCT 
CCL PCT 
TOT PCT

Tool Type

Pow er T ool Hand Tool Row
Totcil

1.00 17 15 32
53.1 46.9 32.0
34.0 30.0
17.0 15.0

2.00 4 7 11
36.4 63.6 11.0

8.0 14.0
4.0 7.0

3.00 6 5 11
54.5 45.5 11.0
12.0 10.0
6.0 5.0

4.00 19 20 39
48.7 51.3 39.0
38.0 40.0
19.0 20.0

5.00 4 3 7
57.1 42.9 7.0

8.0 6.0
4.0 3.0

Column Total 50 50 100
50.0 50.0 100.0

Chi-Square 1.20259

D.F. 4

Significance 0.8777

MIN E.F. 3.500

C ells with E .F . <5 2 of 10 (20.096)

Number of M issing O bservations = 0
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Question léG and Question 17G

C ount 
ROW PCT 
CCL PCT 
TOT PCT

Tool Type

Pow er Tool Hand Tool Row
T otal

1.00 7 3 10
70.0 30.0 10.0
14.0 6.0
7.0 3.0

2.00 9 3 12
75.0 25.0 12.0
18.0 6.0
9.0 3.0

3.00 6 7 13
46.2 53.8 13.0
12.0 14.0
6.0 7.0

4.00 22 30 52
42.3 57.7 52.0
44.0 60.0
22.0 30.0

5.00 6 7 13
46.2 53.8 13.0
12.0 14.0
6.0 7.0

Colum n Total 50 50 100
50.0 50.0 100.0

Chi-Square 5.98462

D.F. 4

Significance 0.2003

MIN E.F. 5.000

C ells w ith E .F .<5 None

Num ber of M issing O bservations = 0
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Q uestion 16H and Question 17H

C ount 
ROW PCT 
CCL PCT 
TOT PCT

T ool T ype

Pow er Tool Hand Tool Row
T otal

1.00 6 3 9
66.7 33.3 9.0
12.0 6.0
6.0 3.0

2.00 10 3 13
76.9 23.1 13.0
20.0 6.0
10.0 3.0

3.00 6 7 13
if6.2 53.8 13.0
12.0 14.0
6.0 7.0

if.OO 22 30 52
42.3 57.7 52.0
44.0 60.0
22.0 30.0

5.00 6 7 13
46.2 53.8 13.0
12.0 14.0
6.0 7.0

Colum n Total 50 50 100
50.0 50.0 100.0

C hi-Square 6.15385

D .F. 4

Significance 0.1879

MIN E.F. 4.500

C ells with E.F.< 5 2 of 10 (20.00%)

Num ber of Missing O bservations = 0
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F ig u re  1

M ultip le C hannels  of D istribu tion

Multiple Channels

---------------------1M a n u fa c tu re r#

C onsum er Sales Industria l Sales

In d u stn a l
U sers

RetailersAgents Agents A gents A gents

Industrial
Users

Retailers CunsumcTs W holesalers

In dustnal
U sers

C onsum ersRetailers

C onsum ers


