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iii)  ABSTRACT
The fields of impulse buying and post-purchase regret have been studied extensively for several decades, hampered by a lack of empirical evidence that can be integrated and interpreted at a product category level.  The UK child car seat market presents an interesting opportunity to both validate and challenge some proven academic principles in these two fields as perspectives and decision-making processes can change under conditions of risk.  Pre-exposure beliefs and emotional responses to a product and/or brand can differ according to situational factors, the nature of responsibility for a child, levels of parental experience, affluence, gender, region and sales channel (amongst other variables).  With encouraging market growth and expected population bursts over the next decade, it’s imperative to understand negative consumption behaviour and the scale of related challenges when human life or wellbeing is in jeopardy.  Unwelcome experiences can harm the reputation and longevity of businesses.  To probe deeper into the category, primary qualitative and quantitative research was conducted across the UK over a 3-month period (Feb-Apr 2019).  Intelligence around industry perceptions, behaviour and market challenges has been collated from 3 credible manufacturer, independent retailer and road safety organisations.  Demographic, brand and psychographic data was also captured via the consumer survey, where engagement was driven via an 8-phase socialisation strategy.  This helped yield a statistically significant sample of 417 respondents, representing 0.005% of UK families with dependent children, ensuring findings can be interpreted with 95% confidence.

Response data creates speculation that the child car seat market suffers from knowledge gaps.  Greater assessment of pain points and emotions is required to tackle the most pressing industry challenges and to reduce the negative effects of impulsive and regretted purchases.  It can be argued that rational decision-making amongst consumers can be better organised by manufacturers and retailers, reducing levels of doubt and discontent after the purchase.  Data suggests impulsive behaviour accounts for 19% of car seat purchases in the UK, 15% of purchases result in negative emotion and regret and 8% of purchases result in a return.  Females are 88% more likely than males to experience regret.  Only 19% of consumers who regret their purchases take direct action to complain, 44% look towards online communities for support and 27% of consumers who experience regret psychologically distance themselves from the brand after purchase.  A key concern is the proportion of consumers who use complex coping mechanisms to tolerate regretted purchases that no longer meet expectations; 47% of regretted purchases are kept.  Data also reveals there is a statistically significant relationship between impulsivity and gender (p: 0.047327), a positive relationship between impulsivity and post-purchase regret and a negative relationship with repurchase intention; consumers are 32% more likely to experience regret and 5x more likely to shop with other brands when they purchase impulsively.  Five of the seven research hypotheses have been confirmed with elements of the remaining two hypotheses being rejected.  Whilst the study largely supports historic field research from several academic papers, it also refutes several studies that suggest impulsive behaviour is more extensive for digital purchases and contests the notion of a wellbeing-consumption paradox in this category, where regret levels do not rise expectedly with increased affluence.  

Gender-based behavioural differences in the category highlights opportunities for businesses to better customise marketing tactics for male (z: 2.26364) and female (z: -0.41041) parents/guardians in different channels.  Males and females have distinct responses to different stimuli, despite sharing the same beliefs on product priorities.  Regional disparities in the impulse and regret data could also be significant enough for retailers, manufacturers and road safety organisations to consider localising some of their customer engagement strategies.  This study proposes a path forward to develop new supportive and persuasive policies that help organisations improve their relationships with consumers in a fragmented, competitive trading environment.  16 recommendations have been developed in consideration of the new marketing funnel.
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2.  INTRODUCTION

This section provides insight into the fields of impulse buying and post purchase regret, introducing the market challenges, scope and motivations, objectives, hypotheses and limitations of research

2.1  Background
In 2019, consumers are bombarded with multi-channel marketing campaigns, encouraged to make purchasing decisions around a variety of promotional activities and major life events.  Clarke & Mortimer (2013) reveal how appropriate sensory stimuli can influence mood, decision-making, impulsiveness and propensity to spend.  With technological evolution creating more competitive, user-friendly trading environments (Chang & Tseng, 2014), a shift in orientation from mass-marketing to product differentiation and customisation (Kaur, 2014) and developments in social communication changing pre-exposure product beliefs, attitudes and behaviours (Venkatesh & Goyal, 2010), it’s fair to assume consumers are more likely than ever to purchase impulsively, regret their decisions and switch brand allegiances.  

Rotstein (2017) discloses 84.8% of Brits have fallen victim to impulsive in-store shopping behaviour vs 78.2% online and 65% of impulsive consumers make spontaneous purchases at least once a month. Gough (2016) suggests Britons spend around £21.7bn on impulse purchases each year.  Skelton & Allwood (2017) conducted a nationally representative household survey on the tendency to regret purchases across 20 product groups, disclosing that 82% of adults in the UK have regretted a past purchase and 67% of adults regretted a purchase in the previous 12 months.  Their analysis estimates the annual expenditure of regretted UK purchases to be in the region of £5bn to £25bn, equating to 2-10% of annual consumer spending.  Digging deeper into the results, Skelton & Allwood (2017) suggest 31% of Baby & Children’s Toys and Equipment consumers have experienced regret (Appendix 9.1), with 14% regretting purchases within the previous 12 months.

2.2 Problem Definition
Child car seats are designed to safeguard young children from injury or fatality when vehicle collisions occur.  Four types of car seat segments exist (Infant, Booster, Combination and Convertible) varying according to the height and weight of a child (Appendix 9.2) and whether fixings are seatbelt or isofix oriented.  According to Technavio (2018), the Global Child Car Seat market is valued at $6.5bn, expected to grow at a CAGR of 4% between 2018 and 2022.  As of 2017, Europe accounts for 30% of market share by value (TMR, 2018).  Key market growth drivers include increased regulation, product innovation, advances in technology, premiumisation, increasing online research, purchasing convenience and increased market competition (BusinessWire, 2018), allowing consumers to make better purchasing decisions around style, value, safety and comfort.  Key market challenges include the short lifecycle of child car seats and increased manufacturing costs as regulation changes put pressure on quality checks and manufacturer ratings.

DfT (2018) advise there are currently 37.9 million vehicles licensed for use on UK roads, 82.7% of which are cars.  According to ONS (2017a) statistics, there are 27.2 million households and 19 million families in the UK (Appendix 9.3a).  Appendix 9.3b implies the UK population is on an upwards growth trajectory, expected to climb from 66.5m in 2018 to 71.3m in 2030, with stable live birth rates (Appendix 9.3c) over the last decade (approximately 775,000 per annum).  Looking into the detail of Appendix 9.3a, 7.98 million UK families have dependent children suggesting the immediate target audience (and potential for dissatisfied consumers) for car seat manufacturers and retailers is around 42% of families. 

Using data from Company A (2018) with a typical online returns rate of around 7% for car seats, there is a need to better understand the factors that drive impulsive buying behaviour and post-purchase regret amongst parents and guardians in this category.  As Child Car Seat purchases are a legal requirement and if these returns rates and Skelton & Allwood’s (2017) research are representative of industry norms, it is fair to assume tens to hundreds of thousands of UK consumers have (at some point) been unhappy with their car seat purchases.

2.3  Research Question & Practical Application
A clear, interesting opportunity therefore exists to better explore reality against theoretical principles in this particular niche, building upon areas of Skelton & Allwood’s research:  “How does consumer impulse and post-purchase regret behaviour differ by gender in the UK Baby Car Seat market?”

This study allows free-reign for quantitative and qualitative research to explore the effects of negative consumer emotional responses, developing fresh insights, specific to a growing market segment which currently lacks both academic and practitioner interrogation.  The outcomes of this study will be shared externally, helping organisations re-evaluate strategies and fine-tune processes to improve relationships and organisational sustainability.

2.4  Research Objectives
There will be 5 key objectives:

1. Systematically explore the factors that stimulate (or link) impulse buying and post-purchase regret through the analysis of primary empirical research
2. Establish the magnitude of impulsive behaviour and post-purchase regret, understanding how they vary by gender/sales channel and how they impact brand loyalty in the category
3. Establish how males and females emotionally respond to different marketing stimuli 
4. Recommend forward-looking marketing strategies that can help organisations reduce the negative effects of impulsive and regretted purchases, improving performance and creating more fruitful relationships with UK parents, grandparents & guardians
5. Contribute to the UK consumer behaviour and child car seat category knowledge base

2.5  Hypotheses
· H1:  Male Child Car Seat consumers are more likely to buy impulsively and make quicker decisions
· H2:  Impulsive behaviour will be less common amongst expectant/first time parents but post purchase regret will be greater
· H3:  Impulsive Child Car Seat consumers are more likely to experience dissatisfaction and post-purchase regret
· H4:  Impulsive buying behaviour will have a bigger adverse impact on repurchase intention and brand loyalty than non-impulsive purchases
· H5:  Impulse behaviour and doubt levels will be more proliferated for digital purchases and large retailers than for offline sales channels and other places of purchase
· H6:  Post-purchase regret in the Child Car Seat category will be more prevalent for digital purchases than it will be for in-store purchases
· H7:  Post purchase regret will be less common with increased affluence, challenging the notion of a “wellbeing-consumption paradox” (Fanning & O’Neill, 2018), i.e. as people become more affluent, they become less satisfied and more likely to experience remorse

2.6  Research Perspective
This thesis will primarily examine the consumer’s perspective, exploring key psychological traits in a category that is crucial for road safety.  A consumer survey will explore impulse buying motivations, factors of regret and other post-purchase actions for any adult over 18 years old with parental or guardianship responsibilities in the UK.  

Consumer research will also be supported (to a lesser extent) by two industry questionnaires, assembling opinion from manufacturers, independent retailers and road safety organisations.  Furthermore, it will help identify any disconnects between consumers and organisations in the sector.





2.7  Scope & Limitations of Study
a.  Exploratory research will focus on post 2008-2012 recession behaviour amongst child car seat consumers and will not address the complexity of changing dynamics impacted by recent macro-economic VUCA events like Brexit and US-China trade tensions.  Deeper research is required to better understand the influence of these socio-economic challenges and other regulatory changes that subsequently come into effect in the category.

b.  There is no uniform framework for measuring impulsive behaviour.  Furthermore, regret is subjective and self-diagnosed.  As with any survey, there is also a risk that respondents will not answer truthfully.  

c.  This study also assumes all positive and negative emotions influence impulse behaviour, regret and brand loyalty with an equal weighting.  In reality, consumers will have different coping behaviours, perceptions of stimuli and levels of tolerance in different contextual settings.  Additionally, relationships between consumers and products/organisations may change over time.

d.  The consumer survey captures both the positive and negative emotional responses to a child car seat purchase, thus painting a complete emotional picture of the UK market. This thesis will however concentrate on exploring the negative emotions as this is more likely to be effective in driving organisational change and improved relationships with consumers.

e.  From a geographic perspective, consumer attitude and behavioural responses have been targeted across the UK.  Given the research vicinity and location of connections in the researcher’s direct personal and professional networks, there is likely to be some geographic bias in the results, but attempts have also been made to reduce the effects of this to make more reliable, generalised inferences from the data.  These tactics are better outlined in the methodology section.

f.  For the supplementary qualitative industry questionnaire, there was no representation from larger corporate retailers and given the limited timeframe and small sample (limited to a selection of high ranking SME’s in Wales), the feedback may not be truly representative of the majority of child car seat manufacturers and independent retailers across the UK.








3.  FRAMING THE RESEARCH

This section focuses on theoretical principles and concepts that will support development of context, hypotheses, industry and consumer questions and analysis of empirical data.  It also critiques academic literature and proposes future opportunities to broaden the research in the child car seat market

3.1  Literature Overview
Abundant retail and consumer behaviour research exists.  The fields of impulse buying and post purchase regret have interested researchers and marketing practitioners for over 60 years (Muruganatham & Bhakat, 2013).  Impulse buying tendency and induction techniques have been studied for over five decades (Stern, 1962; Cobb & Hoyer, 1986; Rook, 1987; Bayley & Nancarrow, 1998; Beatty & Ferrell, 1998; Parboteeah et al, 2009).  Academics have also considered the effects of regret according to store environment and promotions (Rook, 1987), customer satisfaction (Inman et al, 1997), purchase intentions/brand switching (Inman & Zeelenberg, 2002) and product types/demographics (Saleh, 2012; Ali & Ramay, 2011 as cited in Clarke & Mortimer, 2013).  However, a preliminary literature review suggests there is a lack of intelligence that ties the two fields together, particularly at a product cluster level.  Consumer research around gender psychology is also lacking (Tifferet & Hernstein, 2012).  This study will better explore buying unit behaviour according to consumer satisfaction, demographics and psychographics, highlighting potential risks around regret, loyalty and repurchase intention.  A variety of journal databases, textbooks, consultancy material, analytical tools and other credible online sources have been used to grasp underlying principles, historical context and to analyse new consumer information.  

3.2  Key Definitions
James (1890) as cited in Ward & Lasen (2009) first recognised the “empirical self”, describing how instinctive impulses act as a functional means to attain bodily, social or spiritual goals.  Baumeister (2002, p670) defines impulsive buying as “unplanned or spontaneous purchases without careful or fair consideration for long-term goals, ideals, decisions and plans”.  Such behaviour can be linked with cognitive dissonance and post-purchase regret (Imam, 2013, p23).  

In the context of consumerism, Zeelenburg & Pieters (2006) as cited in Lee & Cotte (2009, p456) suggest regret is a backwards looking “aversive emotion that people are motivated to avoid, suppress, deny and regulate” based on outcomes that could have been better if they had chosen differently.  Sweeney et al (2000) as cited in Clarke & Mortimer (2013, p474) refer to post-purchase regret as “an individual’s psychological discomfort subsequent to the purchasing decision”.  Vahedi Moakhar et al (2018, p64) highlight that regret is “part of the outcome of consumption, a feeling that can emerge and change during or after the process”.  Post-purchase regret is a common emotion, complicated by personalised coping and risk mitigation strategies.  
3.3  Underlying Consumer Principles
This study primarily draws upon tools and principles from Marketing, Human Resources and Strategic Management, focusing on understanding consumer behaviour to build better competitive strategies and deeper relationships.  Conceptual Models around impulse behaviour, dissatisfaction, emotion and post-purchase regret will also underpin the research (sections 3.4.5 & 3.4.7).

Before exploring the buying process and consumer behaviour, it’s important to understand more about environmental consumer challenges, consumer psychology and behavioural science (notably emotions and motivation ideologies).  Six marketing principles are relevant for framing this thesis.

3.3.1  Consumer Choice, Convenience & Communication
A consumer’s ability to make good choices depends on their capacity to absorb detailed information (particularly important for child car seats).  OECD (2010) suggest modern-day regulatory reform and information intensity stems from innovation, product diversity and lower prices and those responsible for consumer protection must quickly respond to a rapidly changing, sophisticated marketplace.  Increased competition and choice means consumers must become information “hunter-gatherers” (Hertz, 2013), learning about markets and using the power of social networks to assist with decision-making.  Data quality and consumer education is therefore paramount to whether a marketing strategy succeeds or fails as online, offline and mobile channels evolve to improve convenience.  Data-driven solutions and neuro-marketing strategies are replacing older models of awareness and persuasion (Drenik, 2015), further discussed in section 3.4.2. 

Despite a lack of literature on the effect of social commerce on impulse and regret behaviour, Neti (2011) and Huang (2016) describe how social media has become the best “hot” opportunity for consumers to conduct product research, share experiences and for brands to connect with prospective consumer networks.  In 2019, one can assume organisations must have a presence to learn and power their campaigns.  However, world-leading marketing instructor, Mark Ritson (Violent 2015) argues that social media can also be overrated, brands are not always welcome in P2P communications and there is little evidence to prove social media actually improves loyalty or results (further supported by Crosby, 2018).  Ritson (2019) states, ‘You want multiple channels in your mix and you want to integrate them into a coherent campaign that uses different tools to do different things, at different stages, and sometimes to different consumer segments’.  Furthermore, Beer (2015) and Tan (2017) state there will be developments in the way mainstream consumers interact with technology and brands before 2020.  If this is true, it’s crucial to frequently monitor the consumer pulse in any industry or market segment, democratizing learning and developing relationships as global consumers become more fragmented (Farley, 1997 as cited in Hooley et al, 2017, pp 64-65).  Success depends on adaptability to dynamic environmental forces, changing consumer needs and the correct utilization of tools and resources.  Flexible, customer centric, value-driven strategies will therefore help organisations deliver on their must-win battles.  Figure 1 demonstrates the interplay and necessity of managing core principles, marketing strategy, marketing mix and PESTEL forces.

Figure 1:  Managing Customer Value-Driven Marketing Strategies

[image: ]

Kotler et al (2017, p47)

3.3.2  Consumer Relationships
When organisations listen to their audience and engage in their ideas, they usually develop campaigns with greater commercial and social benefit.  Hooley et al (2017, p342) describe this bond-building concept as “relationship marketing” (see the “relationship ladder” in Figure 2).  Concerted efforts can facilitate “consumer catching” and CRM improvements, where consumers climb the ladder to become advocates or partners.  This framework is particularly important for the ‘New Marketing funnel’ (section 3.4.2) and for the Child Car Seat category in general where changing standards and popular opinion around style, quality, safety and price (amongst other variables) can have a considerable impact on support levels, purchase intention and brand loyalty.  Gallo (2016) outlines a counter-intuitive risk to building productive relationships (marketing myopia), prioritising a near-sighted commercial focus above delivering long-term customer value.  Organisations can become exposed if they don’t have the desire or resources to adopt sophisticated and resilient relationship strategies.  

Figure 2:  Customer Relationship Ladder
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Payne et al (1995) as cited in Hooley et al (2017, p343)

Wirtz & Mattila (2004) discuss ‘justice theory’, clarifying the retailer-customer relationship where service recovery links to repurchase intent.  When consumers perceive retailer injustice, they become angry, disengaged and abscond.  Organisational fairness, apology and speed of response influence recovery satisfaction levels.  Their study advises how it can be far more expensive attracting new customers than keeping existing ones, a notion upheld by Fornell & Wernefelt (1987) who stipulate how defensive marketing can lower expenditure, reducing offensive marketing costs.  As consumer needs relentlessly evolve, new or bespoke marketing strategies and/or optimized mixes may be required to create desired emotional responses.  To create stronger consumer relationships and drive improvements in CLTV, marketers must create more appealing stimuli, respect psychological complexity, recognise the role of human emotion in the journey of every consumer and take advantage of compelling hook (and habit) tactics using a TARI framework (Figure 3).  Kotler et al (2017, p21) summarize a need to develop more fitting, valuable, non-standard exchange propositions for different customer groups (e.g. strangers, barnacles, true friends and butterflies).



Figure 3:  Hook Canvas
[image: ]
Eyal (2013)

3.3.3  Stimuli, Senses & Human Emotions
The most basic marketing stimuli consist of the 4P’s: Product, Price, Place and Promotion (Figure 4).  Other stimuli exist, encompassing forces or events in the buyer’s environment.  These inputs enter a “Black Box”, creating a set of responses.  Personal and psychological factors considerably influence consumer behaviour but Saleh (2012) also argues situational factors and environmental stimuli can often be more effective than the stimuli of products and individual characteristics.

Figure 4:  Model of Buyer Behaviour
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Kotler et al (2017, p139)

Humans consume information both rationally and instinctively where senses have a critical role to play in the decision-making process (Hertz, 2013).  Meza, Irlenbusch & Reynier (2008) as cited in OECD (2010), argue that even with attempts to improve knowledge and sense-making capability, decisions may not improve because of a person’s intrinsic psychological attributes; what people choose to know and what they do with such knowledge may differ.  This can have implications on the child car seat market.  If conscientiousness is greater in the pre-purchase stage than during post-purchase evaluations of a product, emotional complacency can expose children to undesirable risks.

Izard (1977) as cited in Lu et al (2012, p226) identifies 3 sets of human emotions:  Positive (e.g. interest & joy), Negative (e.g. anger, disgust, shame, guilt, sorrow, distress & fear) and Mixed (e.g. surprise).  Numerous academic developments around human emotions has occurred over the last 40 years.  For the purpose of this study, the UK consumer survey is developed around the work of Cowen & Keltner (2017).  Table 1 documents 27 emotions that were identified and adapted for use.  

Table 1:  27 Distinct Categories of Human Emotions
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Cowen & Keltner (2017)

Awkwardness, Empathetic Pain, Horror, Romance and Sexual Desire were irrelevant and removed from the options.  They were replaced with Anger, Guilt, Indulgence, Relief and Resentment as these emotions were considered more common during social exchange.

3.3.4  Social Exchange & Materialism
In the context of consumerism, social exchange theory is built on deep-rooted, resilient networks and is a relationship concept that proposes social behaviour is the result of voluntary, interactive, value-laden and profitable exchange processes that balance returns and costs between two or more parties (Kotler et al, 2017, p5; Cherry, 2019).  Putnam (2000) as cited in Huang (2016) identifies 2 categories of social capital:  Bridging (individuals gain useful resources such as information or perspectives) and Bonding (individuals develop emotional connections based on reciprocal support).  For child car seat consumers, both types of social capital are relevant for avoiding ephemeral relationships. 

Podoshen & Andrzejewski (2012) imply those who live in materialistic cultures (such as the UK), generally view possessions as playing a fundamental role in identity construction and preservation, arguably highly relevant for family purchases and matters of the heart (discussed in section 3.3.6).  Such individuals are inclined to judge status, success and happiness as a function of the number and quality of possessions owned (Richins & Dawson, 1992).  Podoshen & Andrzejewski (2012) find that materialism also relates positively to impulse buying and brand loyalty, helping strong brands take advantage of materialistic and exhibitionist consumer dispositions for identity relevant products.  Seinauskiene et al (2015) state that happy, materialistic consumers are less likely to experiment with brands whilst unhappy consumers are more likely to switch allegiances and purchase impulsively.  Understanding the variables that underpin consumption behaviour is therefore important for avoiding the negative outcomes associated with materialism (e.g. envy, judgment, dissatisfaction).  The more marketers can do to grasp motivational factors in this category, the more they can do to create value and influence behavioural change.  

3.3.5  Motivation & Self-Determination Theory
According to Dr. B.J. Fogg (Stanford University), for any behaviour to transpire we need motivation, ability and a trigger:  b=m+a+t  (Figure 5).  Motivation can be considered an energy for action.  Fogg’s model suggests 6 factors can increase motivation (seeking pleasure, hope, acceptance and avoiding pain, fear, rejection).  Ability is the simplicity or capacity to perform a particular action.  Rothschild (2015) stipulates six factors can also influence ability (Time, Money, Physical Effort, Brain Cycles, Social Deviance & Non Routine).  The combined level of motivation and ability determines whether actions occur.

Figure 5:  Fogg’s Behavioural Model
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(Fogg, 2007)

Motivation theory explains the factors that affect human behaviour, going deeper than Fogg’s model, with many theoretical developments (from academics such as Allport, Maslow, Lowry, Alderfer & Hertzberg) occurring between the 1930’s and 1970’s (Ward & Lasen, 2009).  Maslow’s work on behavioural psychology in particular is a foundation for interpretative consumer research (Kotler et al, 2017 p151), underpinning many of the model revisions proposed by academics (like Glasser, Spitzer, Price, Gough & Kano) in the 1990’s and 2000’s as consumers, marketplaces and the availability of global brands have evolved (Bushra, 2015).  Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs (Figure 6) is considered most groundbreaking, introducing the concept of human needs, drives & motives.  This model (and adaptations thereof) can have particularly important consequences on the buying process (section 3.4.1) and on impulse and regret behaviour when organisations consider how best to drive value around belonging (community groups), esteem (validation of beliefs, confidence & respect) and self-actualisation (acceptance of facts, spontaneity and lack of prejudice).

Figure 6:  Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs
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McLeod (2018a)

However, Maslow’s work has come under scrutiny with respect to understanding consumerism.  Ward & Lasen (2009) state a recent European report reveals that as personal incomes increase, individuals spend a larger proportion of income on activities higher up in the hierarchy instead of satisfying basic needs.  This insight implies human needs can be further refined.  As a result, an adapted hierarchical model was developed (Figure 7), including cognitive needs, aesthetic needs and transcendence.  Cognitive needs and aesthetic needs can be significant considerations for brands that operate in the child car seat market.



Figure 7:  Eight-Stage Hierarchy of Needs
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Ward & Lasen (2009, p7)


Davvetas & Diamantopoulos (2017) highlight recent research has explored the nature, shape and intensity of consumer-brand relationships, including brand attachment, brand passion and brand love.  Albert et al (2013) imply brand passion can influence commitment, positive word-of-mouth and willingness to pay higher prices.  Vallerand et al (2003) suggest a link between passion, motivation and self-determination can exist as long as reason underlies the behaviour, where natural, intrinsic tendencies can be stimulated (perhaps relevant for satisfying the esteem, cognitive and aesthetic needs in Maslow’s adapted eight-stage hierarchy).  One can therefore assume decisions based on passion can be better influenced through consumer education, engagement, strong brand values and positive changes in other factors that influence ability (capacity for action) with Fogg’s behavioural model.  In circumstances where passion plays more of a role in the decision-making process, one may assume trust, impulse behaviour and brand loyalty increases and post-purchase regret will reduce.  Davvetas & Diamantopolous (2017) also indicate that consumers will be more resistant to negative information about a brand that they love (a principle known as ‘Motivated Reasoning’).  The impact of passion will not be explored in this study but could be a useful future development for the car seat market.

Tversky & Kahneman (1981) claim that explanations and predictions of people’s decisions are often founded on the assumption of human rationality, satisfying some elementary requirements for consistency and coherence.  When presented with initial information about a potential child car seat purchase, we can infer a degree of curiosity and/or contentment must precede the behavioural response of consumers, requiring a ‘satisfied’ state of mind before organisations can focus on driving deeper engagement with products or brands.  Without this, consumers may feel confused, frustrated and dissatisfied, provoking withdrawal behaviour.  However, perspectives change when it comes to choices relating to monetary risk or the loss of human life.  This underpins a distinction between Expected-Utility and Prospect Theory.  

3.3.6  Expected Utility & Prospect Theory
Das & Joffe (2012) advise if there is a choice between two actions, individuals are likely to choose the action that maximises their expected utilities.  Levy (1992) explains Expected Utility as a theory of decision-making under conditions of risk where each option leads to one of a set of possible outcomes where the probability of each outcome is known (emphasizing the difference between risk and uncertainty, where the probability of outcomes are not known).  The Expected-Utility principle assumes individuals weigh the effects of outcomes by their probabilities, choosing the option with the greatest sum.  Prospect Theory suggests individuals evaluate and identify with outcomes in relation to deviations from a critical reference point, giving more weight to losses than to comparable gains.  Prospect theory traditionally considers monetary gains or losses, but Loomes & Sugden’s (1982) work on rational decision-making argues non-financial outcomes can also apply when evaluating prospects.  Bushra (2015) further distinguishes Expected-Utility as a prescriptive approach for how decisions should be made and Prospect Theory as a descriptive approach that focuses on certainty.

The complexity of buying behaviour increases if consumers are highly involved with expensive, risky or infrequent purchases (Kotler et al, 2017, p153) – note that all three factors can apply to child car seats, creating doubt that an either/or decision theory applies.  For child car seats, one assumes consumers prioritise certainty above identity construction.  We come to see that most pre- and post-natal consumer decisions are considered over a period of time and are possibly developed in two stages, involving both theories.  The first stage stems from Prospect Theory, where consumers may research the styles and safety features at different price points to narrow down a list of viable options (as the impact on human comfort/life is the critical reference point).  The second stage of decision-making originates from Expected-Utility Theory after risk levels and possible outcomes become more familiar and tolerable within the range of shortlisted options.  Consumers will then choose the product with the greatest weighting based on additional variables, some of which may help elevate their perceived social status and perception of wellbeing.  For those consumers who purchase more impulsively, it is unknown which decision-making theory best applies as Kotler et al (2017, p157) argue that two factors can suddenly change purchase intention and the purchasing decision; attitudes of others and unexpected situational factors.  This will not be investigated as part of the study, presenting another opportunity for further research.
3.4  Buying Process & Consumer Behaviour
3.4.1  The Buying Process 
The buying decision is a focal point for marketers.  Kotler et al (2017, p6) state that the most successful organisations go to great lengths to stay close to their customers, finding out what they are doing, what they are thinking, where they are going and how they are engaging.  Organisations must therefore understand the consumer buying process to successfully market a product.  The buying process is a sequence of steps (Figure 8) that consumers follow to help them make a purchasing decision.  

Figure 8:  Standard 5-Step Model for Consumer Decision-Making

Kotler et al (2017, p155)

3.4.2  The Marketing Funnel 
For several decades, marketers have developed strategies around a traditional linear funnel (Figure 9), assuming only one entry (brand awareness) and exit point (conversion), reducing a variety of brand options into a converted sale.  The emergence of new content, tools and tactics has created complexity with consumer decision-making, requiring an adapted hourglass model to respond to fresh purchasing patterns and experiences (Figure 10).  Keane (2018) explains this is driven by consumers being more fragmented across channels, platforms and devices than ever before, with greater access to information that encourages wider consideration of a larger variety of products and brands at the start of their journey.  Digitisation has disrupted the traditional marketing funnel, enabling brands to acquire extraordinary levels of fresh insight, allowing marketing teams to reach people at the right time with the right information and with the right message.  Whilst the effectiveness of the new funnel may still lack sufficient evidence, Edelman & Singer (2015) stipulate that brands should not only react to customers as they make decisions, but should also actively shape their decision journeys and those that invest in design and optimisation strategies will deliver value and future competitive advantage.  This seems credible and self-perpetuating when considering the views of Belk (1988) as cited in Davvetas & Diamantopoulos (2017) who imply that “consumers view brands as extensions of their self-concepts and self-image transmission symbols”.



Figure 9:  Traditional Marketing Funnel

[image: ]
Court et al (2009)

Responses to the industry questionnaire (Appendix 9.4) suggest many UK child car seat manufacturers and independent retailers could still be developing strategies around the traditional funnel.  This may also be true for some larger multinational retailers but less likely given their focus on product diversity and multi-category product strategies where engagement, retention and expansion is crucial for repeat custom, customer acquisition and growth.  Engagement, Adoption, Retention and Expansion processes could probably be improved throughout the industry, recommendations for which will be developed around the new funnel in section 7.

Figure 10:  New Marketing Funnel
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Gonzalez (2019)

3.4.3  The Buying Unit
Kotler et al (2017, pp 77,146) believe “family is the most important consumer buying organisation in society”.  Male and female contributions vary significantly by product category and by stage in the buying process, but buying roles are also changing as consumer lifestyles evolve.  Traditional Western household formats (husband-wife-children) are being challenged as new social trends, ethnic composition, affluence changes and growth in non-traditional formats takes effect.  Kotler et al (2017, p146) reveal that in Europe, women generally make almost 85% of all family purchases and control 73% of household spending.  

3.4.4  Sales Channels
Kotler et al (2017, p340) advise that strong distribution strategies contribute significantly to increasing customer value and competitive advantage, but organisations can depend on each other in a larger value delivery network.  In the UK Child Car Seat market, the distribution arrangement has traditionally been conventional where the main relationships existed between manufacturers and retailers.  Multi-channel and D2C strategies are now more common in a fragmented marketplace with more intense rivalry and greater access to technology.  There are primarily 3 marketing channels of significance:  Online eCommerce (desktop/laptop), mCommerce (mobile) and Offline (in-store purchases).  According to eCommerce News (2018), 51% of UK consumers now prefer to shop online instead of at physical stores, where 24-35 year old consumers are the most active.  Interestingly, only 13% of consumers know exactly what they want to purchase each time they visit and 43% of consumers suggest they are more likely to make an impulsive purchase online than in store.  Given the fact only 3000 consumers were surveyed in their study and there is no insight into category or regional trends, this may not be representative so this research will explore how child car seat consumers purchase their products, discussing whether any trends are evident around impulsive and regretted behaviour across the channels.

3.4.5  Impulse Buying
Every person exhibits varying degrees of unplanned or spontaneous purchasing behaviour.  Hoch & Loewenstein (1991, p492) characterise impulse buying as a “struggle between desire and willpower” where reactive purchases are a response to strong motivational forces (Table 2), obviating the need or ability to evaluate.  Impulses are action-oriented where thoughts are tied to dominant urges and a desire for instant gratification (Kalla & Arora, 2011, pp 146-147), competing with control conflicts originating from rational deliberation (Rook, 1987).  Rook (1987) reveals that extensive research on impulse behaviour began in the 1950’s and that very few product lines are unaffected by impulse buying as it is a strong, pervasive and distinctive biochemical and psychological aspect of a consumer’s lifestyle that appeals more to the personality (Jones et al, 2003) and emotions of consumers (Parboteeah et al, 2009), accounting for up to 80% of category purchases (Amos et al, 2014).
Table 2:  Motivational Factors of Impulse Buying 
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Adapted from Kalla & Arora (2011, p153)

However, a common criticism of the field is that a lack of an adequate theoretical framework exists to guide empirical studies (Amos et al, 2014), impulse studies are synonymous with ‘unplanned purchases’ (a link deconstructed by Rook, 1987), there’s a poor fit with classification schemata (Hausman, 2000), purchasing patterns can change (Iram & Chacharkar, 2017), behaviour and satisfaction can vary across individualistic and collectivist cultures (Sharma et al, 2014) and it is difficult to accurately measure impulse buying because consumers may be undecided, unwilling or unable to express their pre-purchase intentions (Kollat & Willett, 1969).  Han et al (1991) as cited in Muruganantham & Bhakat (2013) also changed beliefs around the impulse mix, suggesting 4 types of impulse buying patterns can exist; i) planned ii) reminded iii) suggestion or fashion-oriented and iv) pure impulse buying.  Furthermore, literature has progressed around the SOR framework, M-R model (Mehrabian & Russell, 1974 as cited in Bakker et al, 2014) and further developments in Belief-Desire-Happiness cognitive emotion theory (Reisenzein, 2009; Verhagen & Van Dolen, 2011) to help reduce debate amongst theorists.  Under the SOR model, a marketing or environmental stimulus provokes an action and an organism initiates an evaluation process to formulate a response.  The M-R model classifies two types of responses to stimuli (approach or avoidance), offering three mediating emotional states (i) pleasure/displeasure ii) arousal/non-arousal and iii) dominance/submissiveness (Shen & Khalifa, 2012).  Bakker et al (2014) highlight limitations with the M-R model as researchers use different adjectives to describe environmental experiences and there is no uniform way to measure the dimensions of emotional responses.  Individuals perceive and assess their environments very differently.

Ozer & Gultekin (2015) propose impulse buying tendency and pre-purchase mood can be antecedents of unplanned buying behaviour, satisfaction and post-purchase mood (Figure 11).  Pre-purchase mood can impact a consumer’s style and inclination to compare and evaluate brands and products (Gardner, 1985; Swinyard, 1993 as cited in Ozer & Gultekin, 2015) where positive moods are likely to result in impulsive purchases.  Psychological insights can therefore be critical for organisational decisions on how best to drive marketing investments. 

Figure 11:  Conceptual Model A
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Ozer & Gultekin (2015, p73)

When unplanned/impulsive purchases come as the consequence of an incentive, they can positively correlate with a lack of rationality or alternative evaluation (Imam, 2013). This may be a reason why impulsive buying is often considered to be an inappropriate or wasteful activity, despite its weight behind driving sales in many categories (Jalees, 2018).  Hausman (2000) suggests negative perceptions may also be characterized by immaturity and a lack of behavioural control.  Previous research suggests impulse buying can lead to negative outcomes, including financial risk, undesired spending and post-purchase regret (Rook, 1987; Pirog & Roberts, 2007; SIlvera et al, 2008).  There are also conflicting studies implying impulse purchases are the result of positive emotions (such as enjoyment, contentment and novelty) or to offset the effects of discomfort in a consumer’s life (Weinberg & Gottwald, 1982; Bayley & Nancarrow, 1998; SIlvera et al, 2008) where consumers buy on impulse to maintain, improve or change mood.

Chang & Tseng (2014) reveal how impulse buying studies have primarily focused on the consequences and analysis of an individual’s buying behaviour, assessing trait impulsiveness and induction techniques such as store environment and display (Mohan et al, 2012), price promotions (Xu & Huang, 2014) and the effects they have on purchase volume, time and money spent.  However, they explain there are limited psychological studies that advise how to improve negative perception and satisfaction for impulsive online purchases.  Music, store location, layout, lighting, personnel and product placement are examples of psychological variables that have traditionally had a positive effect on impulse buying intention in an offline environment, although Jalees (2018) does argue that there can also be no significant relationship with visual merchandising tactics for less mature businesses.  Price discounts are more likely to result in greater impulse buying intention when products are cheaper or hedonic and bundles are more effective than price discounts when products are more expensive or utilitarian.  Huang (2016) argues that impulsive online consumers are motivated when products have limited inventory and are sold for a limited time period (a classic example being on Amazon with Lightning Deals, DOTD or DOTW campaigns).  To better connect with the personalities and impulse tendencies of consumers in an online environment, Turkyilmaz et al (2015) stress the importance of functional convenience, mental states and webmospherics to drive desired behaviours.  Such factors may include design attributes like frames, text, graphics, pop-ups, SEO, one-click checkout, video, colour-coding and site layout, alongside other factors like ease of use, 360° spin rotations, virtual reality (Vonkeman et al, 2017), product availability (Liu et al, 2013) and personalised content (Moez, 2013).  

Warden, Wu & Tsai (2006) as cited in Chang & Tseng (2014) reveal that past studies on impulse behaviour suggest buyers are likely to need reassurance to justify their decisions in order to avoid cognitive dissonance and dissatisfaction.  This is particularly true for online or mobile purchases where consumers encounter less pressure and cannot physically inspect the products before purchase, creating heightened levels of apprehension and anxiety.  Marketers must therefore develop strategies that provide supportive and persuasive messages at each stage of the buying process to negate the risk and effects of negative emotion and dissatisfaction, although some studies advise that inconsequential information or suspicious contact methods can have little effect (Milliman & Decker, 1990).  

Numerous studies have examined impulse buying by gender, concluding that females are more likely to indulge and enjoy the activity than males, generally taking more than twice as long to purchase their products (Rook & Hoch, 1985; Imam, 2013; Zia et al, 2018).  According to Tifferet & Hernstein (2012), females also process information more comprehensively than males and gender differences are the result of evolution rather than social or cultural influences.  Gasiorowska (2003) as cited in Imam (2013) explains that male buyers are less patient, preferring minimal engagement and fast purchasing processes.  This research will explore the effects of gender more closely in the child car seat category as parental responsibility may significantly influence behaviour within the buying unit.

Trautmann et al (2009) as cited in Bushra (2015) also believes that individuals are increasingly valuing the importance of product appearance as status, hedonic tendencies and materialism become the main components of modern day consumer culture.  Impulsive buying is therefore likely to become more prevalent in the coming decades (Bushra, 2015; Iram & Chacharkar, 2017), particularly as technology improves connectivity and convenience, access to credit increases and developing societies shift from inferior to more prosperous socio-economic conditions.  As people earn and spend more, they ultimately expect more.  A study by Heine & Lehman (1997) as cited in Baron et al (2007, p158) suggests individuals in western cultures are more likely to experience cognitive dissonance and this could be a reflection of greater disposable income and propensity to spend on satisfying more of the sophisticated human desires at the top end of Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs.  

3.4.6  Dissonance, Dissatisfaction & Negative Emotion
Festinger (1957) as cited in Skelton & Allwood (2017) pioneered the theory of cognitive dissonance (buyer discomfort caused by post purchase conflict), suggesting people strive for “consistency between their attitudes, beliefs and behaviours, but the effort to maintain consistency may result in irrational behaviour”.  Psychological discomfort usually motivates people to reduce dissonance and achieve consonance in one of three ways: i) change one or more variables to create harmony, ii) acquire new information to outweigh the dissonant beliefs or iii) reduce the importance of the cognitions (McLeod, 2018b).  Kotler et al (2017, p157) believe all major purchases create a degree of cognitive dissonance where consumers feel uneasy acquiring the weaknesses of a chosen product, losing the benefits of alternatives.  

Dissatisfaction occurs from a discrepancy between prior expectations and post-purchase outcomes (Oliver, 1980).  Fornell & Wernerfelt (1987, p338) add that dissatisfaction relates to “a feeling of insufficient return relative to the resources spent by the consumer at any stage of the purchase/consumption process”. Cardozo (1965) helps explain the link between product expectations, perceptions and evaluations with a study around a confirmation/disconfirmation paradigm of pre-consumption expectations.  Huang (2017) states this expectation-disconfirmation paradigm is one of the more popular models in customer service literature where confirmation or no confirmation (satisfaction if performance is as expected), negative disconfirmation (dissatisfaction if performance is worse than expected) and positive disconfirmation (higher satisfaction if performance is better than expected) are the three main outcomes.  A consumer’s post-purchase behaviour can therefore directly reflect the extent of customer satisfaction.  Negative emotion is usually the result of an unfavourable outcome (Das & Joffe, 2012).  Lam et al (2004) as cited in Lu et al (2012) explain that dissatisfaction and negative emotion are two of the key factors that drive decisions around repurchase intention.  It is therefore necessary to understand the factors that cause consumer dissatisfaction if marketers wish to avoid negative outcomes and this relationship between satisfaction, emotion and repurchase intention is a key driver of the consumer survey design (Appendix 9.6).




3.4.7  Coping Behaviour, Post-Purchase Regret & Psychological Distancing
Post-purchase behaviour is the final stage of consumer decision-making where buyers take further action after a purchase, based on satisfaction or dissatisfaction.  Clarke & Mortimer (2013) explain initial regret theory focused on irrational decision-making (Loomes & Sugden, 1982) before emotion theories evolved.  Theoretical perspectives from psychology and economics have since converged around consumption behaviour, suggesting emotions have enormous relevance in guiding an individual’s thinking, decision-making and actions (Loewenstein et al, 2001; Dubé & Menon 2000).  Figure 12 highlights one model that explains the interplay of emotion, probability and feelings during the evaluation or decision process.  

Figure 12:  Conceptual Model B
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Loewenstein et al (2001, p269)

Consumers will ultimately keep or return a product, signifying tolerance or regret.  For people to experience regret, they must cognitively process and cross-compare one option (chosen) with another (foregone) option (Lee & Cotte, 2009) and regret can put the consumer into a negative emotional state, adversely impacting their self-esteem (Davvetas & Diamantopoulos, 2017), loyalty and organisational sustainability (Kaur, 2014).  Sugden (1985) as cited in Clarke & Mortimer (2013) states regret involves self-recrimination, responsibility and a wish that an individual had chosen differently in addition to a belief that the decision was poor at the time of purchase.  Investigations show that decisions to maintain the status quo are regretted less than when a non status-quo choice is made (Mannetti et al, 2007), the probability of regret increases with a greater number of alternatives (Vahedi Moakhar, 2018, p71) and regret can have a direct and negative impact on consumer satisfaction, a direct and negative impact on repurchase intention and a facilitative effect that encourages brand switching behaviour, but little research exists around the relationship between regret and negative emotions (Bui et al, 2009), something this research intends to explore.  Lee & Cotte (2009) add to the literature, revealing consumers can regret both the outcome (what they have bought) and the process (quality of decision) of their purchase (Figure 13) but there is a lack of exploration of each component in a consumer context.


Figure 13:  Conceptual Model C
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Lee & Cotte (2009, p457)

If post-purchase behaviours are influenced more by emotions than cognitive processes, individuals will also have diverse coping mechanisms to help control or tolerate emerging conflicts.  Bui et al, 2009 suggest “the initial feeling of regret prompts an assessment of whether or not a consumer can amend a given situation and then facilitates the consumer’s use of coping strategies”.  Coping behaviour can be divided into two styles;  i) Problem-based coping and ii) Emotion-based coping (Figure 14) built upon eight underlying strategies to manage stress (Folkman & Lazarus, 1988).  The former is reflective of complaining behaviour and engages direct action to change the personal and environmental realities behind negative feelings.  The latter is reflective of passive, non-complaining behaviour and attempts to reduce negativity by changing the evaluation of a demanding situation through indirect action, for example, controlling emotions or seeking support from others (Krohne, 2001 as cited in Lu et al, 2012; Chebat et al, 2005).  Yi & Baumgartner (2004) build on the earlier work of Folkman & Lazarus (1988), proposing the eight coping strategies primarily link to four groups of negative emotion in purchase-related situations (anger, disappointment, regret & worry). 

Figure 14:  Conceptual Model D
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Folkman & Lazarus (1988, p467)

Figure 15 demonstrates how personal coping mechanisms can alter responses to dissatisfaction and negative emotion, which may not always create an adverse effect on future repurchase intention.  Chebat et al (2005) also believe there is an outdated assumption that customers will complain before they distance themselves or switch brand allegiances and many of the tools introduced by organisations for complaint management purposes will only be useful up to a point.  

Figure 15:  Conceptual Model E
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Lu et al (2012, p227)

Skelton & Allwood (2017) advise that much of the academic work around regretted purchases has been experimental and there are no nationally representative surveys of self-reported regretted purchases. They conclude from their research that feelings of regret will likely influence future purchasing decisions, both retrospectively (through experience) and prospectively (through anticipation).  This study will assess the level of dissatisfaction, regret and brand-distancing for child car seats via the consumer survey and discuss the results in the analysis. 













4.  RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This section focuses on research methodology, discussing paradigm, strategy, data collection & analysis processes, reliability, ethics, project timelines and resources for completion of the project

4.1  Research Paradigm
Schwandt (2001) as cited in Chilisa & Kawulich (no date) reveals a complexity around what social scientists define as a research paradigm (a world-view driven by ontological, epistemological and axiological beliefs). Every researcher has their own vision as to what constitutes truth and knowledge.  Such views guide critical thinking, commitments, beliefs, values, methods, assumptions and outlooks within society, resulting in different approaches for systematic enquiry (Figure 16). An ‘interpretative’ paradigm will be used for this study, using comparative, deductive, cross-sectional techniques as reality is created by multiple groups in the industry, is subject to time-sensitive discovery and interpretation through mixed methods and outputs will be action oriented, helping organisations address real-life problems and demands.  Concepts can also be quantified and variables can be measured under this paradigm, using non-numerical, observational data to read between the lines.  Hantrais (1995) also advises comparative research methods are commonly used to identify, analyse and explain similarities and differences across society, therefore helping to assess responses by gender.  Other paradigms have been ruled out as ‘positivistic’ methods assume a single source of reality (too narrow in scope) and ‘pragmatism’ does not apply given the short natured time horizons, use of mathematical models, lack of need for design-based research and the fact the child car seat category is not particularly unpredictable.

Figure 16:  Research Onion Diagram
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Saunders et al (2009) as cited in UoD (no date)
4.2  Research Methods
4.2.1  Research Strategy
A descriptive research strategy encompassing mixed-methods has been used with emphasis on primary quantitative survey research, gathering retrospective insights and forward-looking perspectives from UK consumers.  Mixed-methods is preferred as qualitative questionnaire feedback could be used to compliment and balance consumer data, helping develop insights around real-life working practices and beliefs within specialist organisations that operate in the market segment – with the ambition of identifying realistic opportunities for change.  The qualitative road safety questionnaire also helps bridge a gap between organisations and consumers (i.e. valuable insights from an organisation that drives action as the ‘voice of the customer’).

4.2.2  Qualitative Research
Face-to-face or telephone interviews were attempted with credible industry representatives, but each willing participant preferred to engage over email.  The Industry Questionnaire (Appendix 9.4) consisted of twenty-five questions, broken down into two sections, taking between 45 minutes and 1 hour to complete.  Section A contained six demographic questions designed to ease respondents into the survey.  Section B comprised of nineteen questions that probed more deeply into tracking processes, experiences, perspectives, beliefs and behaviours.  In the interest of time and proximity, industry enquiry was limited to Wales, using Google to identify a list of all high-ranking car seat manufacturers and independent retailers within each county.  These business types were selected due to an assumption that they would have better product knowledge than larger corporate retailers and would be closer to the details of understanding consumer psychology and behaviour.  From a list of six Welsh companies in Table 3, five accepted the invitation to participate, but only two companies honoured their commitment despite a number of follow up contacts.

Table 3:  Welsh Organisations Contacted for the Industry Questionnaire
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For the Road Safety Questionnaire (Appendix 9.5), ten short questions were developed to gauge what national campaigns consider to be the biggest pain points around child safety and consumer engagement.  These questions were expected to take up to 30 minutes to complete.

4.2.3  Quantitative Research
A diverse group of child car seat consumers were invited to respond to an English language survey (Appendix 9.6) designed to capture niche market intelligence and demographic data.  To drive meaningful results, respondents were asked to contribute only if they purchased a car seat within the last 5 years (2014 and beyond).  This ensured feedback could be interpreted in conjunction with newer designs and safety regulations (Boyce, 2018).  Thirty-nine consumer survey questions addressed demographics, brand perspectives, impulse triggers, factors of dis/satisfaction, negative emotion, regret and repurchase intention/brand loyalty.  Quantitative research ensured relationships can be explored between variables and outputs can be measured using statistical procedures.

The survey was broken down into five sections, taking an average of 8 minutes to complete.  Section A (1 question) sought an optional email address for those respondents who wanted to qualify for the prize draw incentive.  Section B (10 questions) explored demographics, purchase intention and parental experience.  Section C (8 questions) asked for information about the child car seat purchase.  Section D (4 questions) considered emotions at the time of purchase and Section E (15 questions) examined emotions and actions after the purchase.  

4.3  Data Collection
4.3.1  Data Types
The qualitative industry and road safety questionnaires primarily required open-ended free text inputs.  A combination of Nominal, Ordinal and Scale data was predominantly required for closed questioning in the quantitative consumer survey.  

4.3.2  Data Sample
The consumer survey aspired to gather feedback from the following groups:
· Current parents, step-parents, foster-parents, adoptive parents & grandparents
· Prospective parents, step-parents, foster-parents, adoptive parents & grandparents
· Friends and relatives of the aforementioned
· Carers/Teachers/Nursery Employees
· Employees of companies in the Travel & Leisure industry who cater to families

In light of financial, time and accessibility constraints, a representative sample of UK respondents was targeted for this UK study.  According to a SurveySystem (no date) ‘Sample Size Calculator’ tool, 384 responses is desirable for a maximum population of 2,473,800 (31% of 7.98m families who may have regretted a purchase) at 95% confidence level and a confidence interval of 5.  As we later see in the consumer survey results, it is clear the socialisation strategy helped exceed the desired number of complete responses but drop out rates also inevitably impacted the final numbers.  Reasons will be later discussed in section 5.1.2.1.  

4.3.3  Reminder of the Initial Plan (Research Proposal)
The researcher’s direct social media network contains approximately 1250 people, 70% UK based.  Assuming a conservative 5% response rate, the direct network was thought to potentially drive 60 survey responses.  According to Alexa (2018), Mumsnet has a global traffic rank of 6713 and is the 269th most popular website in the UK.  Their “Active Talk” Community Board (Mumsnet, 2018) suggests incentivised surveys typically receive between 50 and 120 responses.  Mumsnet support was therefore a significant consideration and perhaps even a dependency in the original proposal.  The combined target number of organic consumer responses for the survey was originally expected to be between 115 and 210.  The upper estimate equates to 0.003% of UK families with dependent children.  

In the absence of organic survey uptake, the contingency plan was to potentially work with paid survey agencies to drive consumer panel responses as this could have broadened the recipient base whilst helping to smoothen the effects of geographic bias in the results.  For this course of action, there would have been no external intellectual input to the survey or analysis, only facilitating data capture at a cost between £3 and £4 for each individual response from the panel.  

4.3.4  Changes to the Initial Plan
As the research progressed, there were significant opportunities to foster new communication approaches for the consumer survey.  This led to creation of an 8-phase socialisation strategy (Appendix 9.7).  Mumsnet pulled down the post from one of their higher traffic website locations that usually encourages parent discussion/participation.  They moved it to a low traffic location for commercial reasons.  This decision was challenged given examples of other surveys that remained active in the forum.  Mumsnet advised other surveys from the general public were there by mistake, the platform had not been policed properly in recent times and they would only support sponsored posts in this area, costing a minimum of £3000.  Furthermore, after liaising with a senior representative of The Dadsnet, posting was permitted on their Facebook page but feedback suggested it would cost £75 to post in a low traffic area of their platform which may not be effective in driving responses.  Neither platform was as useful as originally anticipated.  Due to a refined, robust communication and engagement strategy working in conjunction with influential professional connections, the backup solution for paid panel responses was also never required, ensuring research was performed more simply, quickly, cheaply and credibly.



4.3.5  Data Collection Tools
For the qualitative industry and road safety questionnaires, a word document was circulated to each respondent via the university email address.  For the Consumer Survey, SurveyMonkey (a powerful online data collection tool) was employed based on ease of use, affordability and analytical strength, utilising social media networking and community platform sites such as LinkedIn, Facebook, Twitter, Reddit and MumsNet to support the acquisition of feedback from UK customers over two months. These platforms were considered to be most effective for scaling and appealing to a large audience, creating a “snowball effect” with the sampling process.

4.3.6  Data Collectors
For quantitative research, two data collectors were setup in SurveyMonkey:
URL 1: https://www.surveymonkey.co.uk/r/ZSNCRYR
(Tracking Facebook & Twitter responses through the primary and secondary personal network)

URL 2: https://www.surveymonkey.co.uk/r/ZQZMYK8 
(Tracking LinkedIn, Mumsnet & Reddit responses through the professional network and community discussion forums)

4.4  Data Analysis
Analysis of the qualitative and quantitative data took place throughout the third and final month (April 2019).  SurveyMonkey’s internal tool and SPSS software were predominantly used to process data and to perform statistical analysis on the results.  Descriptive statistics, variable tests and descriptive analysis have been used to support the presentation of chart and table data in section 5.  

4.5  Reliability, Validity, Triangulation & Bias
This research intends to drive independent and objective consumer insights within a time constrained window but the strength of conclusions can often be directly influenced by design flaws and consumer/researcher bias.

To help reduce ambiguity with the input data, Semantic Differential (MaxDiff) Scales, Graphic Rating Scales and Likert Scales (Taylor, 2018) were used to standardise consumer feedback.  Descriptive statistics and other reliability measures (namely z-scores, chi square and P-value tests) were also introduced to understand the stability, consistency and significance of data for some key variables.  

To improve design validity, survey content and structure was reviewed with the dissertation supervisor, compared to similar academic research surveys and tested through a pilot process prior to rollout.  A process was also in place to remove responses from the analysis should any unusual repetitive patterns be identified (i.e. where respondents quickly clicked answers to qualify for the gift incentive).  A 5-year time horizon and a reward-based survey was also thought to be helpful in driving meaningful adoption whilst filtering out extreme and/or irrational responses.

The mixed-method nature of research also helps triangulate information that comes from three separate data sources, ensuring consumer survey responses and industry expert opinions can be cross-referenced around the same topic of interest (balancing industry perspective against consumer reality).

To reduce the effects of geographic bias through the personal and professional network (typically South Wales, London & South East England), it was essential that platforms like Reddit and national road safety organisations could help drive random adoption within their own networks.

4.6  Ethics
This research follows the code of conduct and best practices outlined in UWTSD’s “Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice, 2017 – 2020” guide (UWTSD, 2018), supported by the PG2-E1 Ethics Form where appropriate.

Personally identifiable information has been minimised and removed from the final analysis.  Collected data was checked for completeness and context to improve levels of validation.  Optional email address inputs were sought to incentivise respondents with a series of gift vouchers during the collection period and to follow up with consumers to seek clarifications around free text inputs.  Survey respondents were also presented with up front information that outlined the scope and purpose of the study.  Before beginning, respondents had to provide explicit checkbox consent in the first question, confirming they had read, understood and agreed to the conditions and data protection protocol - as per the requirements of new EU GDPR legislation.

Survey responses were downloaded and analysed on a laptop, temporarily stored on a secure desktop location and on an encrypted USB hard drive for data recovery.  This information will be kept for a period of 1 year after final submission of the research project to University of Wales, Trinity St David (UWTSD) at which point, records will be permanently deleted.  The laptop hardware used to perform the analysis also has built in Apple Mac security protection, supplemented by Kaspersky 2018 antivirus software to mitigate risk around data breaches.

Furthermore, the research complied with all social media and community platform posting policies when attempting to socialise the consumer survey.

4.7  Planning & Resource
In light of personal and professional obligations, time management and tutor coordination has been key for timely delivery of the research project.  The project stayed on track in terms of both time and cost for each major milestone.  It was imperative to allow 3 months for data collection and analysis for such a broad UK study in order to explore partnerships, introduce flexibility for bandwidth constraints and to capture the most well-considered, reliable responses from consumers and industry representatives.  

4.7.1  Table 4:  Gantt Chart – Research Timeline
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4.7.2  Fees
‘SPSS’ software, ‘Social Media’ networking and ‘Community Forum’ subscriptions had no charge but additional budget was required for data acquisition and analysis via SurveyMonkey.  A free ‘Basic’ account had to be upgraded to a ‘Standard’ monthly plan in order to customise a large number of questions, setup collector URLs and to utilise the analytical tools.  The cost for this service was £105 for 3 months use between 06/02/2019 and 06/05/2019.  This expense was covered by the researcher.  An additional budget of £150 was set to incentivise consumers with 6 x £25 gift vouchers.  The total cost of research for a nationwide study of this magnitude was reasonable at £255.  Had responses been coordinated through a paid consumer panel, costs would have likely spiralled between £1350 and £1800, potentially yielding less genuine results.







5.  EMPIRICAL DATA & ANALYSIS

This section evaluates empirical data from the qualitative industry questionnaires and quantitative consumer survey, testing the research hypotheses and providing a statistical and descriptive analysis of the results

5.1  Presentation of Results
5.1.1  Industry Questionnaire
Whilst the data and sample size is limited, responses from the manufacturer and independent retailer participants revealed fascinating insights.  Both sets of feedback came from respondents with parental responsibilities and over 14 years combined experience in their roles. The detail of their responses can be found in Appendix 9.4.  Headline callouts include:

a) There are differences in how each type of organisation monitors the consumer pulse.  Independent retailers have a closer face-to-face connection with consumers, primarily relying on in-store feedback to diagnose problems, whereas manufacturers typically review online customer reviews and testimonials, trade feedback and complaint escalations.
b) Manufacturers believe that pre-natal consumers buy with greater consideration and post-natal consumers are more opportunistic.  From an independent retailer perspective, consumers are thought to be more opportunistic in nature, conducting research but waiting for the right time to buy.
c) For both types of organisation, there is no clear understanding of the true scale of impulsiveness and regret (as demonstrated in the responses for Q9-Q17), suggesting not enough attention is paid to consumer behaviour and pain points within the category or across sales channels.  As product owners with significant safety responsibilities, manufacturers may not do enough to examine differences by gender, whereas independents seem to have more of a grasp on some differences in demographic behaviour, but don’t always drive action on the insights.
d) Manufacturers are potentially more focused on encouraging promotions and price discounts to drive growth whereas independents appear more focused on education and selection of the right products to limit risk and increase credibility.  This implies the marketing strategies/mixes for each type of organisation could generally be too narrow with too much dependency on each other to implement the right safety programs for consumers.
e) Both types of organisation are in gut-feel agreement that negative emotion is likely to have an adverse effect on regret, brand perception and repurchase intention, but there appears to be little or no research into what these emotions are and how organisations should adapt their responses to tackle the concerns.  As we will come to see in the consumer survey responses, the broad UK data conflicts with some views expressed in Q20 of the industry questionnaire.
f) Overall, it can be seen that qualitative responses reveal more of an internal, service-based focus to deliver value or to mitigate risk around negative emotion and psychological distancing amongst consumers.  There is opportunity to build on this to develop more progressive relationships (as recommended in section 7)

5.1.2  Consumer Survey
5.1.2.1  Survey Summary
Table 5 reveals strong engagement, where 417 complete responses were acquired (0.005% of UK families with dependent children) from a total of 593 who contributed to the survey (70% completion rate).  According to SurveySystem (no date), this sample ensures UK data can be interpreted with 95% confidence (confidence interval of 4.8).  The most effective socialisation tactics from Appendix 9.7 (in order of response impact) were Phases 8, 1, 2, 6 & 3.  Phases 4, 5 & 7 had little to no impact on response numbers.  Facebook and Twitter combined were 4x more effective at driving participation than other platforms in the UK child car seat category (81% vs 19% complete responses).  Females were a little more likely to drop out of the survey but were more likely to be attracted by the prize draw incentive (winners of which are anonymised in Appendix 9.8).

Table 5:  Consumer Survey Collector Analysis
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According to respondent feedback, 5 main factors contributed to a 30% dropout rate:

1 – Some wanted "full time parent" listed as an employment option.  There are legitimate reasons for excluding this and avoiding ambiguity in the demographic output
2 – Some people started the survey with good intentions but didn’t read the conditions, realising they weren’t eligible (either because they don’t have children or were given a car seat instead of buying one)
3 – Some quickly realised they couldn’t free up 8 minutes as their time was too erratic looking after the children
4 – Some clicked out of curiosity 
5 – Some people felt jaded going through the questions

5.1.2.2  Demographics 
Overall, there was a mixed-bag of responses from people with diverse academic and socio-economic backgrounds.  93.5% of responses were from birth parents, step-parents and adoptive parents, 5.3% from grandparents and 1.2% from others (guardians/carers/friends).  70% of responses could be grouped as coming from more mature and financially secure parents aged 31-45. Responses from young parents under 20 and grandparents over 65 were underrepresented (could be driven by a lack of disposable income and lower levels of access to technology) and there were some useful insights into real living arrangements in the UK family buying unit (69% of respondents were married, 17% co-habiting, 8% single, 4% divorced, 1.5% separated and 0.5% in civil partnerships).

The gender mix accurately reflects Kotler et al’s (2017) observation on the impact and control of females in the European buying unit.  The percentages are on point where 85.1% of complete responses were from females, 14.4% from males and 0.5% identifying as gender neutral.  Data reinforces the gender stereotype where males are typically in full-time work and are subject to less financial pressure, whilst females make sacrifices to balance time at home with the children alongside part-time employment, studies and/or entrepreneurial pursuits.  Data reveals that 53.5% of purchases were from expectant or first time parents, 45.3% from experienced parents/guardians and 1.2% from people who purchased as a gift for someone else. Furthermore, 80% of purchases are intended for immediate use by the child whereas 20% of purchases are in preparation for the child’s arrival.  Males are more likely to purchase a car seat in advance as nerves and excitement build. Females are more likely to delay their purchases.  This could suggest males are more susceptible to impulse triggers in the pre-natal stage of parenthood.

The survey was also designed to capture feedback from 16 sub-regions of the UK, but as some regional data was thin, these sub-regions were further condensed into 6 broad regions for the purpose of regional analysis (1.Scotland, 2.Northern Ireland, 3.Wales, 4.Northern England, 5.Central England and 6.Southern England).  Data from Northern Ireland is also underrepresented and regional bias exists given the strength of network connections in South Wales (and to a lesser degree, Southern England), but the effects of this were softened with support from social media and from road safety organisations circulating the survey within their own networks.  Regional observations are further discussed in section 5.4.

5.1.2.3  About The Purchase
The majority of child car seat purchases are for combination seats (43.4%) or infant seats (42%).  Data suggests booster seats account for approximately 9.1% of sales and convertible seats account for the remaining 5.5% as of April 2019.  In the context of how and where child car seat purchases are made:

· 54% of UK purchases takes place in an offline store environment, compared to 40.5% online and 5.5% through mobile channels.  
· 68% of consumer purchases take place through large retailers, 27% via independent retailers and 5% direct from manufacturers.

The top 5 brand purchases by volume are outlined in Figure 17.  Popularity differs by gender and also differs a little from the results supplied by Company C (Q8 in Appendix 9.5)

Figure 17:  Top 5 Brand Purchases in the UK
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Data also reveals 19% of UK child car seat consumers make purchases impulsively, yet only 6% of consumers in Q18 consider themselves to have made truly spontaneous decisions, suggesting reality does not match self-proclaimed belief (also observed by Hausman, 2000).  It’s important to make this distinction as consumers can have different interpretations of impulsivity, behaving differently to the way they think they behave for family purchases and matters of safety (hence why this study tries to rationalise a time based definition for impulsive purchases in section 5.3).  Responses to Q20 also show a clear difference in the way female and male consumers react to marketing and environmental stimuli.  Females make stronger decisions around product recommendations, social media advice, safety test results, content and promotions.  Males make stronger decisions around pricing and promotions, warranties & aftercare support, design practicality and positive in-store experiences.  Both genders believe Google prominence, membership and incentive schemes and traditional TV/Radio/Newspaper advertising have very little or no impact on their decision to buy a product.

5.1.2.4  Feelings At The Time Of Purchase
The survey then probed into the emotions and motivational priorities that consumers exhibited at the point of purchase.  The dominant positive emotions for males and females are satisfaction and relief.  Secondary emotions for females then typically include a sense of accomplishment whereas males feel a sense of calmness or composure.  The top 5 product priorities for males and females were identical in both nature and rank, suggesting customers are very clear what they want from the purchase.  The priorities that guide decisions (in order of descending importance) are 1.Safety/Isofix, 2.Price, 3.Quality & Materials, 4.Customer Feedback and 5.Size.  

Little separates the initial doubt and initial satisfaction levels of men and women, but initial doubt varies by sales channel, by region and particularly by the type of retailer.  On a scale of 0 to 100 (where 0 reflects no doubt and 100 maximum doubt), females ranked their initial doubt levels as 24.6 vs 26.4 for males and 5.0 for gender neutral.  For satisfaction (where 0 reflects deep dissatisfaction and 100 sheer delight), average female satisfaction scores were 85.7 vs 86 for males and 50 for gender-neutral.  Gender-neutral consumers were more likely to switch from a state of assurance to a feeling of dissatisfaction shortly after their purchase, although the sample is too small to be of significance. 

5.1.2.5  Feelings & Actions After The Purchase
Satisfaction scores for males and females remain close after products have been used (Q26) and after consumers reflect on their overall purchasing experience (Q39), but there is a small 1-point dip in satisfaction compared to the initial impression scores in Q22.  This is likely the result of exposure to defects and a longer amount of time for the evaluation of foregone alternatives.  Q25 reveals that 70% of consumers (70% male and 72% female) are likely to feel greater satisfaction with their car seat purchase after using the item for prolonged periods.  17% of consumers (16% female vs 23% male) are likely to feel indifference and 11.5% of consumers (12% females vs 7% male) are likely to experience some degree of post-purchase regret relating to the product (a form of ‘Outcome’ regret).  Females are 86% more likely to regret their purchase a little and 82% more likely than males to regret their purchase a lot after use.  Data from Q27 builds on this observation, suggesting consumers have even greater feelings of regret when reflecting on the reality of their general purchasing experience as regret increases from 11.5% to 15% (16% female vs 8.5% male).  This increase can be related to other variables associated with ‘Process’ regret.  Overall, we can infer males are less susceptible to post-purchase regret, more likely to make decisions and stick with their beliefs.  

Responses to Q28 reveal how regret levels have potential to spiral further but negative emotion doesn’t always lead to regret (observed by Folkman & Lazarus, 1988, p467).  Data suggests 19% of female and 10% of male consumers had actually encountered negative emotion, confirming how people have different coping mechanisms to regulate feelings and actions after a purchase.  The dominant negative emotion for males relates to product envy. The primary reasons for regret amongst males (Q29) are both outcome and process related, including a preference for alternative brands/products, a lack of research and some products being too big.  The top 3 negative emotions that lead to regret amongst females include anxiety, confusion and guilt/shame, suggesting females don’t always believe products satisfy their needs, they may struggle to understand or install some of the technical designs and they may have underspent on their purchase.  Primary reasons for female regret appear more outcome related, suggesting a preference for alternative products/brands, items not serving their purpose, seats being too big or too poor in quality.  

Qualitative, optional, free-text comments amongst female responses also reinforce a degree of anger around access to information, quality and compatibility of products with cars or with other mobility equipment.  One female consumer wrote “I was angry at how difficult it was to make sure I was making a safe purchase for my child. Angry that high street retailers push less safe car seats and have little or no understanding of ERF”.  Other consumers call out how they have issues “trying to click the base in to different cars. It isn't difficult and we actually broke one and had to have it replaced which is frustrating” and how items became “locked in the isofix position which is annoying, customer service is non existent and I’m so confused over the next seat purchase”.

Despite reasonable levels of post-purchase regret in the category, consumers don’t always take action.  Survey data reveals 8% of all consumers return their child car seat (consistent with a 7% returns rate for Company A that helped shape the research project) – equating to 53% of consumers who experienced regret returning products.  Female consumers are 22% more likely to arrange returns than males (8.2% vs 6.7%).  For consumers who kept their items, an additional 7% stated they felt like they wanted to return the item but took no action (7% female vs 10% male).  Post-purchase regret and cognitive dissonance is evidently more widespread but other factors come into play during the evaluation stage of a purchase, observed by Saleh (2012) who argue situational factors can be more effective than the stimuli of products when making buying decisions. 

For males, reasons for keeping regretted items were stimulated by money and effort:  i) not being bothered to go through the return process or back to the store ii) not wanting to pay for returns and iii) not being able to find a suitable alternative within their budget.  Whilst effort did play a part for females, other motivations were driven by a lack of practical readiness, retailer obstacles and a lack of education:  i) not being bothered to go through the return process or back to the store ii) not having a replacement ready for the child whilst the item was being returned iii) issues surfacing beyond the 28 day returns period and iv) not being able to find a suitable alternative that met the child’s needs.  

Data from Q36 also reveals that only 19% of consumers with negative emotions complain after a regretted purchase (19% female vs 20% male).  There are also clear disparities in the way males and females seek to reduce cognitive dissonance.  Greater female tendency towards conducting product research and seeking support from online communities could be driven by a number of lifestyle and intrinsic factors; survey data implies 44% of unhappy consumers look for support from forums and social communities (48% females vs 0% males).  In relation to conceptual model D (Figure 14), passive, non-complaining, emotion-based coping behaviours dominate in this category, but males do show a stronger tendency for problem-based complaining behaviour and direct action.  In the absence of support, psychological distancing from a brand affects 27% of consumers who experience negative emotion and regret, but is more prevalent amongst males (60%) than females (24%) when these feelings kick in.  

Responses to Q33 are also particularly interesting as it highlights a proportion of consumers who do not necessarily regret their purchase, but would not buy the same product if they had their time again.  Data implies 20% of consumers would not buy the same item after reflecting on their experience and deeper evaluating foregone alternatives (21% female vs 12% male), where females are 75% more likely than males to make such a decision. After deducting the 15% of consumers who experienced outcome and process regret, we can assume 5% of consumers have other motivations for going elsewhere.  From an aggregated brand perception perspective (Q35), Figure 18 outlines how the 417 UK respondents generally feel about the brands after their purchasing experience draws to a close: 

· Males and females are equally likely to have more negative attitudes towards a brand with a poor experience (7.5% respondents).  
· 66% of respondents are likely to feel more positive towards a brand with a good experience, where females are 15% more likely than males to feel positive
· 26% of respondents are likely to feel indifference towards a brand, where males are 30% more likely to feel indifferent than females  

Figure 18:  Aggregated UK Consumer Brand Perception Overview 
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Brand loyalty results (Q37) also exhibit different behaviours by gender.  Males are generally not very likely to invest their time advocating brands or discouraging people away from brands after a purchase as they are generally content, disinterested and less decisive over their future intentions (36.7% of males don’t know what they would do, compared to 24% of females).  Females however are more than twice as likely as males to become loyal brand ambassadors in this category (17% vs 8%), a key consideration for marketers when it comes to implementing influencer strategies.  Where customer retention and brand loyalty is at risk after a regretted purchase, Table 6 reveals the 15 most desirable brands on a customer’s radar are likely to differ by gender.



Table 6:  Top 15 Desired Car Seat Brands in the UK (Post Regret)
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When cross-examining the purchased and desired brands tables, there are noticeable differences in the order of brands that consumers end up buying for their children vs what they most desire after a regretful experience.  More affordable brands like Joie, Graco and Axkid slip down the pecking order in favour of aspirational brands like Maxi-Cosi, Britax and Cybex.  However, this does not necessarily mean these aspirational brands are any better in style, quality or safety; it could just reflect a more compelling marketing strategy across different regions and channels that drives awareness of their product portfolio.

5.1.3  Road Safety Questionnaire
Additional input was sought from the UK’s largest government funded road safety crusade.  Ten questions were submitted to Company C who have leadership Chairing the ‘National Joint Industry Group’ (comprising of 18 board members and consultants from Government, Manufacturing, Retailing & Road Safety Organisations across the UK and Europe).  Whilst responses imply these organisations have not yet conducted any of their own studies into consumer behaviour, they have clarified this nationwide study will facilitate new content and greater influence on educational programs if the industry can better understand the motivations and drivers of behaviour amongst parents, grandparents and guardians, by gender, by region and across channels.  

At a high level, responses helped to verify a failure in consumer experiences and execution of industry processes, stating that the biggest road safety risk is “a lack of knowledge and understanding”, suggesting “two thirds of child car seats in the UK are not fitted correctly, putting babies & children in potential danger”.  Feedback instructs how digital purchases, second hand car seats and poor retailer training present big challenges in particular.  Responses stipulate that consumer research and education is of paramount importance, advising that consumers also need to take more responsibility for their decisions, “Sadly parents, grandparents and carers aren’t born with instructions. Factor in fatigue, lack of money and retailers who aren’t giving the best advice and it’s a recipe for disaster”. It’s therefore fair to assume that with the right support system in place, these three challenges can have a considerable impact on reducing impulse behaviour and post-purchase regret.

5.2  Statistical Outputs
Statistical analysis was conducted with online training support (Rocchi, 2014). Table 7 reveals SPSS descriptive statistics for key survey questions, along with related Z-scores in Table 8 for those questions used in testing the hypotheses (section 5.3).  A key point to note is that not all statistical data is relevant (e.g. min/max/sum for gender or age).  Some outputs have questionable meaning given the variation in data type for each question and SPSS limitations around the way that it evaluates data (text strings answers have to be replaced with numbers for some questions).  

- Nominal data is categorical, but typically has no inherent order or rank (e.g. channel or region)
- Ordinal data is also categorical, but categories can be ordered or ranked (e.g. purchase time or income)
- Scale/Ratio data is numerical with equal distances between the numbers (e.g. satisfaction score or doubt)

Table 7:  SPSS Statistics – Key Survey Questions
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Z-scores are a reflection of the number of standard deviations away from the mean.  Positive Z-scores reflect the number of standard deviations above the mean, negative Z-scores represents the number of standard deviations below the mean.  A zero value denotes that it is equal to the mean.
 
Table 8:  SPSS Z-scores on Questions Related To The Hypotheses
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Three Chi Square tests were also conducted to explore the probability of independence for the main key categorical variables in this study: i) Impulsivity-Regret, ii) Regret-Gender and iii) Impulsivity-Gender (Table 9).  This test is important to understand how likely an observed distribution of data is due to chance, comparing observed against expected values.  P-Value and Chi Square outputs were calculated via an online tool (SSS, 2019), but Chi Square was further validated by replicating the test in Excel.






Table 9:  Chi Square and P-Value Outputs for 3 Key Categorical Variables
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P-Value outputs suggest there is one statistically significant key relationship in the dataset existing between impulsivity and gender (where p-value <0.05).  


5.3  Hypotheses Analysis
For the purpose of hypothesis testing, ‘impulsive purchases’ are characterised as any transaction made on the same day a consumer saw the product.  Non-impulsive purchases are considered when consumers took a day or more to reflect before a purchase.  Regret is self-declared.


H1:  Male Child Car Seat consumers are more likely to buy impulsively and make quicker decisions

Responses to Q19 were cross-examined by gender.  As previously discussed in section 5.1.2.3, 19% of UK child car seat consumers make purchases impulsively (Table 10).  Males are 61% more likely to purchase impulsively (1 in every 3.5 men vs 1 in every 5.7 women) but the tendency for such behaviour is much more likely in an offline environment than for digital purchases (as evidenced in Table 15).  Overall, 60% of male consumers make a decision to buy within 7 days of looking, compared to 46% of females.  We can confidently infer that females are more likely to bide their time researching the market and leveraging their networks to seek validation of their choices and this is further supported in the output of the weighted indexes in Q20 (Appendix 9.6) and in previous studies (Tifferet & Herstein, 2012, p179). 



Table 10:  Purchase Times by Gender
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There is clear evidence to confirm hypothesis H1 in the UK child car seat category.


H2:  Impulsive behaviour will be less common amongst expectant/first time parents but post purchase regret will be greater

Responses to Q12, Q19 and Q27 were cross-examined by gender.  Data in Table 11 implies impulsive behaviour is 28% more likely amongst non-parents and experienced parents/guardians (20% & 21.7%) whilst post-purchase regret is 43% more likely amongst expectant or first time parents/guardians (17.5% vs 12.2%).

Table 11:  Impulse & Regret Behaviour by Gender and Parental Experience
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Data confirms hypothesis H2 in the UK child car seat category.


H3:  Impulsive Child Car Seat consumers are more likely to experience dissatisfaction and post-purchase regret

Responses to Q19 and Q27 were cross-examined by gender and region.  Satisfaction scores are high in both sets of data but Table 12 shows average satisfaction scores amongst females are in general, likely to be lower when quick decisions are made (but this doesn’t necessarily always apply to male consumers, particularly those males in Wales).

Table 12:  Impulsivity Satisfaction Scores, by Region & Gender
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Table 13 compares the percentage of regretted impulsive purchases against regretted non-impulsive purchases.  Overall data reveals that both genders are 32% more likely to experience regret when they purchase impulsively (+23% females vs +279% males).

Table 13:  Regret for Impulsive & Non-Impulsive Purchases, by Region & Gender
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This data therefore confirms hypothesis H3 in the UK child car seat category.

H4:  Impulsive buying behaviour will have a bigger adverse impact on repurchase intention and brand loyalty than non-impulsive purchases

Responses to Q19 and Q37 were cross-examined by gender.  Table 14 suggests impulsive purchases are 5x more likely to result in a lost customer than non-impulsive purchases (7.5% vs 1.5%).  This ultimately confirms negative, impulsive experiences result in sharper decisions to refrain from buying from the same brand again.  Loyalty levels remains similar for both impulsive purchases (26.3%) and non-impulsive purchases (25.5%) in the “Maybe’ group.  Interestingly, there is also no significant variation in loyal brand ‘advocate’ levels for customers who purchase impulsively (15%) and non-impulsively (15.7%).  However, data within this cluster suggests females are a little more likely to become brand advocates through impulsive purchases (17.7% vs 16.7%) and males are 50% more likely to become brand advocates with non-impulsive purchases (9% vs 6%).  

Table 14:  Loyalty & Repurchase Intention by Gender and Level of Impulsiveness
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Analysis confirms the first part of hypothesis H4 (repurchase intention), but rejects the second part of hypothesis H4 (brand loyalty) in the UK child car seat category.


H5:  Impulse behaviour and doubt levels will be more proliferated for digital purchases and large retailers than for offline sales channels and other places of purchase

Responses to Q16, Q17 and Q19 were cross-examined by gender.  Breaking impulsive behaviour down at the channel level (Table 15), we can see this is far less prevalent for digital purchases.  Only 4% of mobile consumers make same day decisions compared to 7% of consumers who used laptops/desktops and 30% who physically visited a store.  At the retailer level, 18% of large-store consumers purchase on the same day, compared to 19% of consumers who purchase from small independents and 33% of consumers who purchase direct from the manufacturer.  The wide disparity with manufacturers could be the result of i) less choice and distraction with alternatives and ii) higher perceived trust and confidence when consumers go direct to the source.

Table 15:  Impulsive Behaviour by Channel & Type of Retailer
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Initial doubt levels can be seen in Table 16, supporting Chang & Tseng’s (2014) observations on the elevated risk of uncertainty when consumers cannot physically inspect products.  Female consumers are 2x more likely to have doubts on their purchase when buying direct from the manufacturer.  Given higher levels of artificial confidence, reduced choice and propensity to purchase on the same day with manufacturers, this is not surprising.  Males are 2x more likely to have initial doubts when they buy from independent retailers, perhaps the result of a conflict between organisational strategy and consumer inclination where independents are typically less price/promotion driven (a key preference of males) with a stronger focus on narrow ranges.

Table 16:  Initial Doubt Levels by Channel & Type of Retailer

[image: ]

Data analysis rejects the first part of hypothesis H5 (impulse behaviour will be more prolific for digital purchases and large retailers), rejects the hypothesis that initial doubt levels are more prolific for large retailers but confirms the hypothesis that initial doubt levels will be greater for digital transactions.

H6:  Post-purchase regret in the Child Car Seat category will be more prevalent for digital purchases than it will be for in-store purchases

Responses to Q17 and Q27 were cross-examined by gender.  Table 17 suggests regret is likely to be greater with digital transactions; 22% of mobile consumers show post-purchase regret, compared to 15% for online laptop/desktop purchases and 14% for offline purchases.  However, the gap between male and female regret is biggest in the offline data set, suggesting 1 in every 6 females don’t believe they have had the best in-store experience to help them address the needs of their child, compared to 1 in every 34 males.  Developments in offline support may be necessary to garner trust from a female dominated buying unit and this may not exclusively have to be driven through retailers (e.g. garages/car dealerships).

Table 17:  Post-Purchase Regret by Channel
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Overlayed survey data from Q33 also implies car seat consumers are 20% more likely to lament bad decisions around what they consider to be poor quality assisted offline support than they would through self-recrimination for an autonomous digital purchase.  Speed of regret is also useful for channel analysis.  Where feelings of regret have built quickly after a purchase, this mostly originates from poor advice with offline purchases (4.4%) or restricted information with mobile purchases (4.3%), compared to 0.6% of the population feeling quick regret with an online purchase.  Most regret in this category builds gradually over time and has a stronger association with digital purchases; mobile (17.4%) and online (14.8%), likely the result of defects, incompatibility, size/weight and child comfort issues that develop beyond the statutory returns period and when customers cannot test products beforehand.

Data analysis confirms hypothesis H6 in the UK child car seat category.


H7:  Post purchase regret will be less common with increased affluence, challenging the notion of a “wellbeing-consumption paradox” (Fanning & O’Neill, 2018), i.e. as people become more affluent, they become less satisfied and more likely to experience remorse

Responses to Q9 and Q27 were cross-examined by gender.  Table 18 documents disparities in regret levels for each gender in different income bands.  The overall trend suggests levels of post-purchase regret are relatively stable in low to moderate income bands up to £75k, but then decline with confidence as increased affluence comes into effect in this particular product category.

Table 18:  Regretted Purchases by Gender & Household Income Band
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This observation is further validated with an order 2 polynomial regression curve applied to the ‘Total Regretted Purchases %’ data (Figure 19) to make allowances for the fact that one significant data peak was seen in the £25k-£50k income band.  This curve was thought to be more meaningful than a linear line of best fit because of the fluctuation.  

Figure 19:  Polynomial Regression on Regretted Purchases by Household Income



Data analysis confirms hypothesis H7 in the UK child car seat category with a caveat that there is no significant change in trend below £75k.  The contradiction with Fanning & O’Neill (2018)’s Wellbeing-Consumption Paradox theory suggests category, emotional and/or gender level complexities can result in atypical consumer behaviour.
5.4  Regional Observations
Obvious regional differences exist around impulse and regret behaviour.  Purchases from larger well-known retailers are dominant across the UK, but most prevalent in Wales (75% of volume) and Southern England (68%).  Consumers are more likely to buy from smaller independent retailers in Northern Ireland (50% of volume), Northern England (36%) and Scotland (35%).  Direct purchases from manufacturers are most notable in Southern England (8%) and Wales (5%).  Consumers in Southern England (24%) and Wales (21%) are most likely to make purchasing decisions on the same day, reducing in Central England (17%), Northern England (16%) and significantly in Scotland (10%).  Quicker purchasing decisions in Southern England and Wales could potentially inversely reflect the effort that goes into driving awareness and engagement around some of the national educational programs conducted by road safety organisations (i.e. quicker decisions are less likely where consumer education is more concentrated), although deeper research is required to confirm or reject this theory.

There are some clear disparities with initial consumer doubt by region and gender (Table 19).  Whilst consumers in Scotland are most assured in their initial decisions, they also show the greatest tendency for post-purchase regret.  We could therefore infer that levels of product information and in-store support in Scotland could potentially be better than in other regions of the UK, but this does little to offset disappointment in the products and/or cognitive dissonance relating to other intrinsic or environmental post-purchase factors.  Northern England and Wales have the highest levels of initial doubt and this could be driven by a lack of autonomous consumer research, reduced access to product information and/or lacklustre support in an offline store environment.

Table 19:  Initial Consumer Doubt by Region & Gender (0: Low / 100: High)
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Statistically, females are more likely to regret their decisions in all regions and consumers in Scotland (17%), Northern England (15%) and Southern England (12%) are most likely to encounter outcome and/or process regret with their purchases.  Consumers in Central England (10%) and Wales (8%) are least likely to regret their purchases.  Note, there is no data on regretted purchases for Northern Ireland.


6.  CONCLUSION

This section provides a concise summary of the findings of the research project

A deep-dive into the qualitative and quantitative research data proposes the UK Child Car Seat market suffers from knowledge gaps around consumer behaviour.  Rational consumers in this category likely make decisions around risky, expensive and/or infrequent purchases in phases.  Greater understanding of pain points in each stage can be useful in tackling the most pressing industry challenges.  Whilst response data implies the majority of purchases are considered over time with a strong tendency for positive customer satisfaction ratings, consumer feedback also reveals a significant opportunity for organisations to reduce levels of impulsivity and regret (19% and 15% of purchases respectively) when the lives, comfort and wellbeing of babies and young children are at stake.  If the global market size and EU share data is accurate in section 2.2 and UK consumer behaviour is representative of that in Western Europe, we can confidently project that $370m worth of European child car seat purchases are bought impulsively and $292m are regretted each year – a serious concern for the segment as a whole.  Industry feedback highlights that manufacturers and independents currently have no robust way of monitoring levels of impulsivity, negative emotion, dissatisfaction and regret where much of the insight is anecdotal.  There are disproportionate processes that favour understanding of demographics and product issues via trade partners, creating deficiency around psychographic knowledge relating to emotions and behaviour.  Current processes do not seem to mine networks for knowledge effectively, do not appear to promote strong B2B engagement in the supply chain or are not designed with long-term sustainability in mind, allowing important constructive customer data to slip through the net.  

[bookmark: _GoBack]If responses to the industry questionnaire and consumer survey are representative of the UK as a whole, manufacturers and independent retailers both appear to develop strategies around the 4P marketing mix (Product-Place-Promotion-Price) and a traditional marketing funnel where customer service procedures are primarily measured in consideration of service quality (Christopher, Payne & Ballantyne, 1991), all of which can be further developed for the greater good of strengthening consumer relationships.  Impulsive and regretted behaviour is arguably too high in this category.  Only 19% of customers who regret their purchases actually complain, 44% seek community support to resolve their issues and a significant proportion tolerate products that no longer satisfy their requirements as a parent or guardian, supporting the views of Meza, Irlenbusch & Reynier (2008) as cited in OECD (2010).  Manufacturers and large retailers are potentially more focused on prioritising multi-channel volume strategies as consumers increasingly look more towards purchase convenience.  To the contrary, independents are often considered to have more product expertise and are likely to foster the closest offline connections to customers but they are likely to be disconnected from digital sales channels, have limited ranges and have small customer bases.  They are therefore underequipped to tackle the root of the nationwide problems with impulsive and regretted purchases (only 1 in 4 UK sales can be attributed to independent retailers).  With these factors considered, there can be a resulting lack of industry focus on consumer needs and education, which probably needs to be spearheaded more from within the larger organisations responsible for creating the products and driving the majority of sales.  Many customers feel lost, knowing they legally have to comply with the rules, but not necessarily given the tools, flexibility or high-quality support to make the most informed decisions for their children.  

Data highlights some important behavioural differences by gender, region and channel as parental responsibilities come into play, challenging expected patterns of regret-based behaviour in different income bands and assumptions that levels of impulsivity will increase for digital transactions.  Five of the seven hypotheses can be confirmed with elements of the two remaining hypotheses being rejected, leading to a number of key conclusions in Figure 20. 

Figure 20:  Infographic on Key Findings for Impulse & Regret Behaviour
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This study also recognises the relevance of previous conceptual models (sections 3.4.5 & 3.4.7), broadly supporting several aspects of previous literature.  Observations support the views that female consumers take longer to make decisions than males (Imam, 2013), purchase decisions are likely to undergo more inquiry when choices involve monetary risk or loss of life (Tversky & Kahneman, 1981), emotions have significant relevance in guiding an individuals decision making (Lu et al, 2012), negative emotion is usually the product of an unfavourable outcome (Das & Joffe, 2012), emotion (and problem-) based coping mechanisms exist (Folkman & Lazarus, 1988) and how regret can have a direct and negative impact on satisfaction & repurchase intention (Bui et al, 2009).  This literature plays an important role in helping to shape a probable 4-stage journey for rational consumer decision-making in the car seat category (section 7, Figure 21)

Primary empirical data creates a belief there is too much dependency on self-learning to drive consumer decisions in addition to a strong leaning on independent retail partners, P2P networks and reactive processes to address customer pain points.  Manufacturer and retailing executives from large stores should therefore consider their organisation’s strategic position and educational capability to improve its reputation as a differentiator in road safety.  In an era of innovation and customer-value creation, manufacturers in particular could step up as proactive leaders to project both the customer and brand forward, a concept known as “brand space” (Phipps, 2006), helping to create new positions of competitive advantage.  When consumers have more choice to satisfy their needs, Schwager & Meyer (2007) state “simple, integrated solutions to problems – not fragmented, burdensome ones – will win the allegiance of the time-pressed consumer”.

Gender behavioural differences highlight opportunities to better customise marketing tactics for male and female parents and guardians in different channels, thus tapping more effectively into the marketing stimuli that create different emotional responses for males and females (discussed in section 5.1.2.3).  Regional differences in the results for impulse and regret behaviour are also thought to be significant enough for retailers, manufacturers and road safety organisations to consider localising some of their customer engagement strategies.  16 recommendations have been developed in conjunction with the new marketing funnel (section 3.4.2), outlined for deliberation in section 7.  Furthermore, there are also opportunities to extend this consumer research further, drawing particular attention to the role of passion, 3rd party attitudes, VUCA events and unexpected situational factors on decision-making.







7.  RECOMMENDATIONS

This section offers a variety of strategic and tactical recommendations that can help organisations adapt and improve relationships with consumers in the child car seat category, reducing the negative effects of impulsive purchases and post-purchase regret

Data and inferences from this study suggests decision-theory, elements of the proven conceptual models and feedback loops can be combined into a bespoke 4-stage journey for child car seat consumers (Figure 21) who must be persuaded to think more rationally to avoid the negative effects of impulsive and regretted purchases.  

Figure 21:  Assumed Rational Decision-Making Process for Child Car Seat Consumers
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Developed from Tversky & Kahneman (1981), Folkman & Lazarus (1988, p467), 
Loewenstein et al (2001, p269), Lee & Cotte (2009, p457), Lu et al (2012, p227), Ozer & Gultekin (2015, p73) & Skelton & Allwood (2017)


Furthermore, 16 strategic recommendations can be considered to support the decision process, helping to develop relationships, accountability and competitive advantage.



Organisational Strategy
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Gender & Regional Strategy
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Multi-Channel Strategy
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Online & Mobile Digital Strategy
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Environmental & Regulatory Strategy
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9.  APPENDICES

This section supplements the main body of work with key sources of information that help in the development of discussion and interpretation of results


Appendix 9.1:  Frequency of Regret by Product Type (Skelton & Allwood)
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Appendix 9.2:  Car Seat Groups & Weights
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Appendix 9.3b:  UK Population Estimates and Projections, 1960 - 2030
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Appendix 9.4:  Responses to the Qualitative Industry Questionnaire

An introduction to the industry questionnaire, nature of research and an explanation of the data security protocol was provided before the questions.  Consent was specifically sought through the following text:

“By continuing, you confirm you have read the research details, understand the risks/requirements, recognise your rights and agree to the terms.”

SECTION A - About you (6 questions)

1. What is your role at the company? 
Company A:  Owner/Managing Director
Company B:  Owner/Managing Director

2. How long have you worked at the company? 
Company A:  6 years
Company B:  8 years

3. What gender do you best identify with?
Female		Male		Intersex/Non-binary		Gender Neutral

Company A:  Male
Company B:  Female

4.   What best describes your employment status?
Voluntary	Full-Time Employed	Part-Time Employed	Contractor

Company A:  Full-Time Employed
Company B:  Full-Time Employed

5.   What best describes your academic background?
CSE/GCSE/O-Level
A-Level/NVQ/International Baccalaureate Diploma/HE Diploma
HNC/CertHE
DipHE/HND/Foundation Degree
Bachelor’s Degree/Graduate Diploma/Graduate Certificate
Master’s Degree/PGCE
Doctorate/PhD
No formal qualifications
Other (please specify)

Company A:  DipHE/HND/Foundation Degree
Company B:  Bachelor’s Degree/Graduate Diploma/Graduate Certificate

6.    Are you a parent? 
Company A:  Yes
Company B:  Yes – 8 year old boy


SECTION B - Qualitative Questions (19 questions)

7. With regards to child car seats, how do you currently monitor consumer feedback/opinion/perception? 

Company A:  Testimonials, reviews, trade and complaints
Company B:  Ask in store – usually customers have done some kind of research – mostly male. A lot of customers will know a brand as it’s the most universal/common - however there are many more car seat manufacturers on the market now

8. Do you feel car seat purchases are primarily: 
a. Considered purchases
b. Impulsive purchases
c. A combination of the two

Company A:  A) Considered purchases for pre-natal purchasers, C) A combination of the two for post-natal purchasers
Company B:  A combination of the two

9. Using approximations if actual data is unavailable, what percentage of your customer base do you feel:

a. Shop impulsively for car seats?
Company A:  30%
Company B:  40% a lot of pram stores do a FREE newborn car seat with prams so the customer will just have that (not think what it is), however they just buy the next car seat up earlier

b. Have regretted a car seat purchase?
Company A:  20%
Company B:  60% because it FREE or a special offer – no research done – but plenty on the pram

10. Research suggests the EU Car Seat market is on an upward growth trajectory (+4% CAGR between 2018 and 2022) but saturated and fragmented with intense competition.  As standards improve and product functionality increases, brands need greater appeal and smarter marketing tactics in order to differentiate themselves.  For those customers who tend to buy child car seats more impulsively, what do you typically do to both incentivise and attract these customers to websites or stores?  

Company A:  Paid advertising and promotional offers
Company B:  Safety is I think the key to buying any car seat - I will only stock a car seat brand I would use on my own child!  Now Cybex have a sensory safe on their car seats – it connects to your blue tooth and will inform you if you child gets out of harness/ too hot or even if you leave them in the car – this technology is just the start and parents love the idea – even though it has a £50.00 more price than standard seat.  Also, if you explain a car seat has a which award or I–size then they usually will upgrade – however everyone’s got a budget 

11. Do these tactics/triggers of impulsive spending work differently for male and female customers in this category?  If so, how?

Company A:  Unknown
Company B:  Yes – males are more into safety and car seat functions, females will look into weight and colour

12. From your experience, do male and female customers have different buying behaviours for child car seats? For example, do mothers prioritise certain factors more favourably than fathers (or vice versa)?  

Such factors may include (but not restricted to):
Colour
Style
Size
Weight
Safety Rating
Quality/Materials
Price
Time of Year
Convenience/ Ease of Buying Process
Product Availability
Warranty Cover
Returns Policy
Quality of Information/Content
Customer Feedback 
Bundle Offers
Environmental Impact
Country of Manufacture
Aftersales Care/Customer Service
Other (please specify)

Company A:  Unknown
Company B:  Yes
Colour - Female
Style - Female
Size - Female
Weight - Female
Safety Rating - Male
Quality/Materials - Male
Price - Male
Time of Year – N/A
Convenience/ Ease of Buying Process – Male & Female 
Product Availability - Female
Warranty Cover - Male
Returns Policy - Male
Quality of Information/Content - Male
Customer Feedback - Male & Female
Bundle Offers - Female
Environmental Impact - Male
Country of Manufacture - Male
Aftersales Care/Customer Service - Male

13. From your experience, have you noticed any significant differences in the way male and female car seat customers shop impulsively across sales channels?  What are the key observations? For example, are there different trends for online (desktop/laptop), offline (in-store) and mobile phone purchases? 

Company A:  No
Company B:  I don’t sell online - females will come in to check their child weight / height to see if they’re ready for the next stage car seat

14. From your experience, have you noticed any significant differences in the way male and female car seat customers regret their purchases across sales channels?  What are the key observations?  For example, are there different trends for online (desktop/laptop), offline (in-store) and mobile phone purchases?

Company A:  No
Company B:  Yes as males will buy online without checking if it’s suitable for their car so instore we will check their vehicle and even fit in for free. Even though it might be a bit cheaper online, we can ensure we get the customer a correct car seat and get it fitted. We are told by many car seat manufacturers that you can buy the best car seat in the world, but if you don’t fit it correctly then it won’t work!! - I wish all car seat purchases would be made in store only

15. From your experience, have you noticed any significant differences in the way male and female car seat customers shop impulsively across demographics (specifically age, region, education, household income, employment status, parental experience)?  What are the key observations?

Company A:  No
Company B:  Yes – income is key – somebody on low income will look for a car seat with longer age (so group 1/2/3) from 9 months until 12 years so they will not need to buy another car seat.  For my customers, the older they are the more they’re into safety – younger ones will just buy a product because a famous star has one!!

16. From your experience, have you noticed any significant differences in the way male and female car seat customers regret their purchases across demographics (specifically age, region, education, household income, employment status, parental experience)?  What are the key observations?

Company A:  No
Company B:  Only maybe in second time parents who may not have thought much about car seats in the past but will buy a new one for the second as they regretted their decision on the first. Also Social Media has a much greater influence now.  There are a few car seats groups for which people ask more advice (but none are from car seat experts!!)

17. From your experience, do you feel customers want to trade up quickly after making a car seat purchase? If so, why and in what circumstances? 

Company A:  Unknown
Company B:  Some do if their pram comes with a bundle deal. For example a Venicci brand pram comes with its own car seat – but it’s not the biggest – so after 6 months the customer will need to upgrade as the baby outgrows the seat

18. From your experience, what are the key reasons for car seat returns (could be product/business/environmentally related factors – or a combination thereof) that lead to negative consumer emotions and regret for customers?  How/does this vary by gender?

Examples of returns reasons may include (but not restricted to):
A better price for the same product is now available
Accidental customer order
Aftercare Support/Customer Service is not as expected
Customer reconsidered their financial position
Customer circumstances have changed
Customer prefers an alternative brand/product
Customer ordered the wrong item
Customer didn’t apply enough consideration/research
Customer applied too much thought/research which clouded their judgment
Customer won’t use the item as much as they first thought
Item is damaged
Item is defective
Item is too big
Item is too small
Item is poor quality
Item has parts/pieces missing
Item is not as described (misleading/missing information)
Item is no longer needed
Item is incompatible with car/other equipment
Packaging is damaged
Product doesn’t fit with customer’s social/environmental concerns
Wrong item was sent to the customer
Other (Please Specify)

Company A:  Key return reasons – unsuitable, not compatible with vehicle or pushchair, damaged.  Unsure how it varies by gender.
Company B:  To be honest I don’t get many returns and we cannot change just because they don’t like it – as there could be a safety issue we cannot re-sell. The only few I’ve had relates to damaged car seats which are sent back to manufacturer for inspection

19. How do you feel negative consumer emotion impacts regret, brand perception and repurchase intention within your customer base? 

Company A:  Massively, if the customer has a bad experience, they are less likely to become a brand advocate, repeat purchaser or net promoter
Company B:  Highly – once you get into car seats and the safety aspects for your child – if that’s in jeopardy then the customer will not purchase

20. From your experience of the category, what do you believe are the key negative emotions driving customer irrationality and post-purchase regret after making a car seat purchase?  How/does this vary by gender?

Examples of negative emotions may include:
Aesthetic Boredom
Anger
Anxiety
Confusion
Envy
Fear
Guilt
Resentment/Offence
Sadness
Sympathy
Other (Please Specify)


Company A:  Anger, confusion & frustration. Unsure how it varies by gender.
Company B:  We feel the most relevant negative emotions are:
Aesthetic Boredom - Female
Anger - Male
Anxiety - Female
Confusion - Female
Envy - Female
Fear - Female
Guilt - Female

21. As a specialist organisation, what do you currently do to manage or mitigate risk around negative emotion and psychological distancing amongst consumers?

Company A:  Portray integrity throughout the customer journey and adopt a right first time approach to everything we do
Company B:  We only take a car seat back if it’s a manufacturer fault or been damaged (for which we offer a loan car seat until the manufacturer has inspected the item).  We only stock brands we can trust and always try give good customer service to our customers

22. In your opinion, what percentage of customers are likely to want to switch brand allegiances if they have a bad experience buying a child car seat?

Company A:  80%
Company B:  70%

23. What car seat brands do you believe benefit most from acquiring dissatisfied car seat customers and why do you think they may win where others fail? 

Company A:  Those which offer the greatest safety features and functionality or those that offer the lowest price
Company B:  No clear response to the question provided

24. How do you feel developments in social communication have impacted customer loyalty, brand reputation and perception of your child car seat product portfolio? 

Company A:  Hugely, social media and recommendations are often the first touch point for next stage car seat purchasers

Company B:  Social communication is huge and a lot of customers will follow a certain brand on facebook - the car seat industry is changing all the time and as technology is advancing, the customer wants the latest product.  Social media is so big now that we had a certain car seat that got a bad report and there was a facebook page just for this – then other customers were demanding the car seat brand exchange/refund their car seat - those customers will never trust that brand again!

25. Have you noticed any peaks in impulse buying and post-purchase regret according to seasonality or event/occasion?  If so, what are the main causes of spikey behaviour?

Company A:  None
Company B:  We do have 2 in-store events a year where some car seats will be on offer – some people will purchase just to have a deal and not think about what they want/need from a car seat.  Social media is also huge where brands will also pay celebrities to be seen with their car seat especially the first picture – e.g. when leaving the hospital and that can cause a spike in sales


Thank you very much for your participation in this qualitative research exercise!  Your support has been vital.

Kind regards,
Lee Mullins
MBA student, University of Wales – Trinity St. David














Appendix 9.5:  Responses to the Qualitative Road Safety Questionnaire
Consent was specifically sought through email enquiry.

Q1)  From your experience, what do you believe are the biggest risks to child car seat safety in the UK?

Company C:  The biggest issue is lack of knowledge and understanding. 
· 	➢  A child car seat is a vital piece of safety equipment that is wholly designed to prevent death and injury  
· 	➢  Not all seats will fit all cars (imperative if it is to work effectively in a collision)  
· 	➢  The seat MUST fit the child as well as the car. Too big/too small makes it potentially  dangerous 
· 	➢  It’s imperative both child and seat are fitted correctly - two thirds in the UK are not, putting  those  babies & children in potential danger  
· 	➢  Not all UK approved seats perform well in crash tests. The difference between and ‘best buy’  and a ‘don’t buy’ is significant.  


Q2)  Have you noticed any geographic trends where road safety is more of an issue in the UK?  If so, what is driving the failures in these regions?
· Company C:  Will have greater clarity of this after our own research due to start soon  

Q3)  Have you carried out any research into consumer impulse and regret behaviour in the UK?  If so, what were your key learnings?
Company C:  No, which is why we were interested in supporting you. It would be good to share your findings once complete. We’d be pleased to provide comment to any media release when results are published.  

Q4)  Do you think parents, grandparents and guardians can improve the way that they purchase car seats?  If so, what needs to be done?
Company C:  Absolutely. Sadly parents, grandparents and carers aren’t born with instructions. Factor in fatigue, lack of money and retailers who aren’t giving the best advice and it’s a recipe for disaster. We would urge parents to do their research first. After all, no one will love and care more for your child than you do. Good Egg Safety has a free safety assessment form (downloadable from www.goodeggcarsafety.com) we’d encourage parents to use when buying a seat. If the retailer doesn’t ask the questions on that form, they should go elsewhere to a retailer who does. The questions are essential to ensure they get the best seat for their child and car.  
Q5)  Have you noticed any different attitudes and/or behaviours for males and females in relation to post-purchase regret after their car seat purchases?  If so, what are the differences and what needs to be done to create more harmony?
· Company C:  No research into it  

Q6)  Have you noticed any industry or consumer challenges relating to purchases across different sales channels (offline vs online vs mobile)?  If so, what could be improved in each channel?
Company C:  Yes
1. Online sales represent a major challenge 
It is essential when buying a child car seat that parents etc go with their car (s) and child to a physical outlet to try a chosen seat in their vehicle(s). Manufacturer compatibility lists are not 100% accurate. 
The seat must be tried first. Then buy from that retailer. If you take all their knowledge then buy online as its cheaper, we will eventually lose this vital resource. 
2. Second hand seats 
eBay and other sites sell child seats which are not guaranteed to be effective in a collision. If they’ve been dropped or involved in a previous crash, the internal structure may be damaged yet invisible. This makes them potentially very dangerous 
3. There are challenges buying from high street retailers or independents where some are not properly trained and give misleading or incorrect information. See the Which? survey we conducted in summer 2018. We now have a Government grant to tackle this issue (confidential until Ministerial announcement) 

Q7)  What would you consider to be the top 5 child car seat brands in the UK in terms of safety?  What do they do differently than the others?
Company C:  As an independent Community Interest Company, we are not in the business of recommending specific brands. We therefore couldn’t comment on this except to suggest parents check test results. The ‘best brands’ are those which perform well in stringent test conditions and then fit your car/child. ADAC test at higher speeds and Which? report the results. Aesthetics are less important. 

Q8)  What would you consider to be the top 5 child car seat brands in the UK in terms of popularity?  Why are they more popular than the others?

Company C:  From our review of the biggest brands we see at our Community Events during 2018, it would appear to be, in order: 
1.  Maxi Cosi
2.  Britax
3.  Joie
4.  Graco
5.  Cybex  

From our mystery shopping programme in partnership with Which? in 2018 the most popular brands recommended by retailers in order were: 
		1.  Joie
		2.  Maxi Cosi
		3.  Halfords
		4.  Graco
		5.  Mothercare


Q9)  What percentage of customers do you feel shop impulsively for car seats (i.e make a decision on the same day)?
Company C:  No idea. Be good to find out. 

Q10)  What factors do you feel are most important to child car seat consumers at the point of purchase?

Company C:  See notes above in Q1 and Q4










Appendix 9.6:  Responses to the Quantitative Consumer Survey

An introduction to the consumer survey, nature of research and an explanation of the data security protocol was provided before each respondent could answer the questions.  Explicit consent was sought through a checkbox in the very first question.  

Q1)  Do you acknowledge the above?

Checkbox


SECTION A – CONTACT INFORMATION
[Optional, but required if you would like to qualify for the 6 x £25 gift voucher prize draw]

Q2)  Enter your e-mail details for the prize draw
Free Text 


SECTION B – DEMOGRAPHICS
Q3)  What gender do you best identify with?
Dropdown List
[image: ]

Q4)  What best describes your employment status?
Dropdown List
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Q5)  What region are you located in?
Dropdown List

[image: ]     [image: ]

Q6)  What best describes your academic achievements?
Dropdown List
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Q7)  What is your marital status?
Dropdown List
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Q8)  What range best reflects your age group?
Dropdown List
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Q9)  What range best reflects your average annual household income?
Dropdown List
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Household Income across different Age Groups
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Q10)  What category best reflects your relationship to the child for which the car seat was purchased?
Dropdown List
[image: ]

Q11)  What was your car seat purchase intended for?
Dropdown List
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Q12)  Please describe your parental experience at the time of purchase?
Dropdown List

[image: ]


SECTION C – ABOUT THE PURCHASE
Q13)  What brand of car seat did you buy?
Dropdown List + Free Text if required

Top 5 brands by volume
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Note:  Other brands were dominated by Axkid with a few selections for Halfords, Diono & Kinderkraft


Q14)  What type of car seat did you buy?
Dropdown List
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Q15)  What car seat group did you buy?
Dropdown List
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Q16)  Where did you buy the car seat?
Dropdown List
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Q17)  How did you buy the car seat?
Dropdown List
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Q18)  Would you say your purchase was….?
Dropdown List
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Q19)  How long did it take you to make a decision to proceed with the purchase?
Dropdown List
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Q20)  What marketing techniques had the biggest influence on your decision to buy? 
5 point Likert Scale + N/A option
[image: ]



SECTION D – FEELINGS AT THE TIME OF PURCHASE
Q21)  On a scale of 0-100 (0 being no doubt, 100 being high doubt) how much doubt did you have about whether the purchase was right for you immediately after buying the car seat?
Sliding Scale
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Q22)  On a scale of 0-100 (0 being deeply unsatisfied, 100 delighted), how satisfied were you with the product around the time of purchase (based on initial impressions)?
Sliding Scale
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Q23)  What 3 factors were most important to you when making the car seat purchase?
Checkbox
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Q24)  What are the top 3 positive emotions that best resemble your feelings at the time of purchase?
Checkbox

[image: ]
	*other positive emotions with very low votes have been truncated from the results



SECTION E – FEELINGS & ACTIONS AFTER THE PURCHASE
Q25)  Which of the following statements best describes your current feelings towards the car seat now that you have had time to use the item and reflect?
Dropdown List
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Q26)  On a scale of 0-100 (0 being deeply unsatisfied, 100 delighted), how satisfied would you now say you are after using the product and reflecting on your purchase/experience?
Sliding Scale

[image: ]

Q27)  What statement best reflects the reality of your overall experience?
Dropdown List
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Q28)  If you have shown any form of regret for your car seat purchase, what negative emotion/s best resembles your feelings (select the top 1-3 that apply)?
Checkbox
[image: ]
*other negative emotions with very low votes have been truncated from the results

Q29)  If you regretted the purchase, what were your primary reasons?
Checkbox
[image: ]
*other reasons for regret with low votes have been truncated from the results



Q30)  Did you or the intended recipient (if bought as a gift) keep the car seat?
Dropdown List
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Q31)  At any point, did you or the intended recipient want to return the car seat despite an eventual decision to keep it?
Dropdown List

[image: ]

Q32)  If you or the intended recipient wanted to return the item, but chose to keep it anyway, what were the reasons?  Please select all that apply
Checkbox

[image: ]

Q33)  If you had your time again, would you buy the same car seat?
Dropdown List
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Q34)  On a scale of 0-100 (0 being most unlikely, 100 most certainly), how highly would you recommend the same car seat to close family and friends?
Sliding Scale
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Q35)  How did your overall purchase experience influence your perception of the brand?
Dropdown List
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Q36)  If you experienced negative emotion and regret after the purchase, please advise whether you?
i) Complained
Dropdown List

[image: ]

ii) Sought answers from online forums/social communities
Dropdown List

[image: ]

iii) Psychologically distanced yourself from the brand
Dropdown List

[image: ]


Q37)  Would you buy from the same brand again?
Dropdown List
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Q38)  If you would not buy from the same brand again, what other brands would you consider (Please select up to 5 preferred choices)?
Checkbox

[image: ]
Q39)  All things considered, on a scale of 0-100 (0 being most unlikely, 100 most certainly), how highly would you recommend the brand you bought from to close family and friends?
Sliding Scale

[image: ]


Appendix 9.7:  Data Collection & Socialisation Approach

The data collection process kick-started with the industry questionnaire due to an awareness that businesses have a variety of conflicting priorities and may not be in a position to quickly contribute to external research.  Initial telephone calls were followed up with no more than three reminder emails throughout February and March 2019 for those participants who provisionally agreed to support the cause.  The UK consumer survey was developed shortly after, supported by a more creative and robust socialisation strategy, generating confidence that data could be quickly captured at different touch points.  A phased data collection approach was adopted during February and March 2019 to gauge the effectiveness of different communication techniques and to evaluate the best way of extending geographic reach.  

· Phase 1 focused on driving responses within the personal network (Facebook)
· Phase 2 focused on acquiring responses within the professional network (LinkedIn)
· Phase 3 focused on acquiring responses on the Mumsnet platform
· Phase 4 focused on liaising with local parent groups on Facebook to see whether they would post/share the survey to their respective followers
· Phase 5 focused on driving responses via the Facebook pages of larger nationwide family groups (like Families UK, Mothercare, Mumsnet & The Dadsnet)
· Phase 6 focused on driving responses through a UK parent forum on Reddit
· Phase 7 aspired to use Twitter to create ‘re-tweet’ exposure by piggybacking on the popularity of child car seat groups, parent groups and famous parents/daytime TV personalities
· Phase 8 focused on driving awareness and responses via UK Road Safety organisations

The road safety questionnaire was then circulated in early April as a final step after gauging levels of interest in the research project.
Appendix 9.8:  Consumer Survey Prize Draw Winners

	Winner
	Response Number

	1
	35

	2
	271

	3
	163

	4
	375

	5
	81

	6
	215



375/417 complete entries provided email addresses to enter the prize draw (90% interest in gift voucher incentive)

Formula used to select winning participants:  
=RANDBETWEEN(1,375)

Recognition of Needs & Wants


Information Search


Evaluation of Choices


Purchase


Post-Purchase Evaluation (Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction)







F	Up to £25k	£25k-£50k	£50k-£75k	£75k-£100k	£100k-£150k	£150k-£250k	£250k+	0.1375	0.19047619047619	0.168831168831169	0.146341463414634	0.125	0.166666666666667	0.0	M	Up to £25k	£25k-£50k	£50k-£75k	£75k-£100k	£100k-£150k	£150k-£250k	£250k+	0.166666666666667	0.0625	0.142857142857143	0.0	0.0	0.0	0.0	Total	Up to £25k	£25k-£50k	£50k-£75k	£75k-£100k	£100k-£150k	£150k-£250k	£250k+	0.13953488372093	0.174825174825175	0.163265306122449	0.125	0.103448275862069	0.1	0.0	
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Gender Total
Female 84.6

Gender Neutral 95.0
Male 84.0

Grand Total 84.6
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Speed of Regret F GN M Total F GN M Total

| have no regrets 297 2 55 354 83.7% 100.0% 91.7% 84.9%
Quickly regretted my purchase 11 1 12 3.1% 0.0% 1.7% 2.9%
Feelings of regret have built up

gradually over time 47 4 51 13.2% 0.0% 6.7% 12.2%

Grand Total 355 2 60 417 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Decision F GN M Total F GN M Total
No 29 4 33 8.2% 0.0% 6.7% 7.9%
Yes 326 2 56 384 91.8% 100.0% 93.3% 92.1%
Grand Total 355 2 60 417 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Decision F GN M Total F GN M Total
No 330 2 54 386 93.0% 100.0% 90.0% 92.6%
Yes 25 6 31 7.0% 0.0% 10.0% 7.4%

Grand Total 355 2 60 417 100% 100% 100% 100%
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| Couldn’T Find A Suitable Alternative That Met The Needs Of The Child
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Decision F GN M Total F GN M Total
No 75 7 82 21.1% 0.0% 11.7% 19.7%
Yes 280 2 53 335 78.9% 100.0% 88.3% 80.3%
Grand Total 355 2 60 417 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Brand Perception F GN M Total
| feel a lot more positive 140 1 10 151
| feel somewhat more positive 99 1 25 125
| feel indifferent 90 20 110
| feel somewhat more negative 18 4 22
| feel a lot more negative 8 1 9
Grand Total 355 2 60 417
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Decision F GN M Total F GN M Total
No 332 2 55 389 93.5% 100.0% 91.7% 93.3%
Yes 23 5 28 6.5% 0.0% 8.3% 6.7%
Grand Total 355 2 60 417 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Decision F GN M Total F GN M Total
No 305 2 56 363 85.9% 100.0% 93.3% 87.1%
Yes 50 4 54 14.1% 0.0% 6.7% 12.9%
Grand Total 355 2 60 417 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Decision F GN M Total F GN M Total
No 328 2 54 384 924% 100.0% 90.0% 92.1%
Yes 27 6 33 7.6% 0.0% 10.0% 7.9%
Grand Total 355 2 60 417 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Gender Total

Female 85.1
Gender Neutral 95.0
Male 82.2

Grand Total 84.7
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Adapted 8 level Transcendence
Hierarchy of Needs
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Maslow's theory
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personal growth, seif fulfilment
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Awareness

Engagement

Consideration

Adoption

Retention

Advocacy

Show the world the value you offer through investing in
brand awareness strategies

Understand potential customers' pain points to show how
you can solve their core problems

Position yourself as the solution to pain points by focusing
on key benefits, differentiators and competencies

Nurture your new customer (and friend) throughout their
entire purchase process

Provide onboarding tools, resources and knowledge to set
customers up for a lasting relationship

Go above and beyond to ensure your customer is
delighted with their relationship with your brand

Connect with and learn from customers. Uncover new
solutions and methods to help them achieve success

Word-of-mouth advocacy for your brand is priceless. This
loops new potential customers into the awareness stage
of their own unique journey in your funnel
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Company A Carmarthenshire 01/02/19 Accepted 04/02/19 12/03/19
Company B Caernarfon 01/02/19 Accepted 04/02/19 23/02/19

Company C  Bridgend County 01/02/19 Accepted 04/02/19 N/A
Company D  Powys 01/02/19 Accepted 04/02/19 N/A
Company E Wrexham County 01/02/19 Accepted 04/02/19 N/A
Company F Pembrokeshire 01/02/19 Declined N/A N/A
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Descriptive Statistics

Question N Range |Minimum |Maximum| Sum Mean Median [ Mode De?it:t}on Variance Skewness Kurtosis Percentiles
Statistic Missing | Statistic | Statistic | Statistic |Statistic|Statistic Std. Error | Statistic | Statistic| Statistic | Statistic | Statistic Std. Error | Statistic Std. Error 25 50 75

Q3 - Gender 417 0 2 1 3 481 1.15 0.018 1.00 1 0.374 0.140| 2.203 0.120| 3.744 0.238 1.00 1.00 1.00
Q4 - EmploymentStatus 417 0 7 1 8 1435 3.44 0.090 3.00 2 1.839 3.382| 1.143 0.120| -0.133 0.238 2.00 3.00 4.50
Q5 - BroadRegion 417 0 5 1 6 1685 4.04 0.083 4.00 6 1.699 2.885| -0.286 0.120| -1.039 0.238 3.00 4.00 6.00
Q8 - Age 417 0 7 1 8 1793 4.30 0.053 4.00 5 1.078 1.162 0.260 0.120| 0.486 0.238 4.00 4.00 5.00
Q9 - Householdincome 417 0 6 1 7 1084 2.60 0.065 2.00 2 1.318 1.736( 0.851 0.120| 0.372 0.238 2.00 2.00 3.00
Q10 - RelationshipToChild 417 0 6 1 7 2434 5.84 0.032 6.00 6 0.656 0.430| -4.442 0.120| 22.173 0.238 6.00 6.00 6.00
Q11 - Purchaselntention 417 0 1 1 2 749 1.80 0.020 2.00 2 0.403 0.163| -1.476 0.120| 0.178 0.238 2.00 2.00 2.00
Q12 - ParentalExperience 417 0 2 1 3 616 1.48 0.026 1.00 1 0.524 0.274| 0.344 0.120| -1.316 0.238 1.00 1.00 2.00
Q13 - BrandBought 417 0 29 1 30 6189| 14.84 0.349| 16.00 16 7.123| 50.735( 0.221 0.120| -0.767 0.238 8.00 16.00 9.00
Q16 - PurchaseFrom 417 0 2 1 3 924 2.22 0.025 2.00 2 0.520 0.271| 0.222 0.120| -0.075 0.238 2.00 2.00 3.00
Q17 - PurchaseChannel 417 0 2 1 3 1036 2.48 0.029 3.00 3 0.601 0.361| -0.708 0.120| -0.459 0.238 2.00 3.00 3.00
Q18 - ImpulseEvaluation 417 0 2 1 3 665 1.59 0.043 1.00 1 0.880 0.775| 0.888 0.120| -1.120 0.238 1.00 1.00 3.00
Q19 - PurchaseTime 417 0 6 1 7 1508 3.62 0.092 4.00 5 1.878 3.526| 0.032 0.120( -1.261 0.238 2.00 4.00 5.00
Q21 - InitialDoubt 417 0 100 0 100| 10330( 24.77 1.504( 11.00 0 30.714| 943.330 1.107 0.120| -0.083 0.238 0.00 11.00 44.00
Q22 - InitialSatisfaction 417 0 100 0 100| 35688 85.58 1.090( 93.00 100 22.255| 495.277| -2.457 0.120| 6.276 0.238 80.00 93.00 100.00
Q25 - CurrentFeelingsSeat 417 0 4 1 5 814 1.95 0.055 2.00 1 1.119 1.253 0.963 0.120| -0.040 0.238 1.00 2.00 3.00
Q26 - ReflectionSatisfaction 417 0 100 0 100| 35263 84.56 1.061( 93.00 100 21.660| 469.160| -1.955 0.120| 3.953 0.238 77.50 93.00 100.00
Q28 - RealityExperience 417 0 2 1 3 492 1.18 0.022 1.00 1 0.453 0.206| 2.551 0.120| 5.933 0.238 1.00 1.00 1.00
Q30 - KeepProduct 417 0 1 1 2 450 1.08 0.013 1.00 1 0.270 0.073| 3.129 0.120| 7.830 0.238 1.00 1.00 1.00
Q31 - WantToReturn 417 0 1 1 2 803 1.93 0.013 2.00 2 0.263 0.069| -3.257 0.120| 8.650 0.238 2.00 2.00 2.00
Q33 - BuyProductAgain 417 0 1 1 2 499 1.20 0.019 1.00 1 0.398 0.158| 1.532 0.120| 0.349 0.238 1.00 1.00 1.00
Q34 - RecommendToFamily 417 0 100 0 100| 35377 84.84 1.104( 97.00 100 22.549| 508.469| -1.805 0.120| 2.856 0.238 80.00 97.00 100.00
Q35 - OverallBrandPerception 417 0 4 1 5 864 2.07 0.050 2.00 1 1.014 1.028( 0.661 0.120| -0.148 0.238 1.00 2.00 3.00
Q36a - Complain 417 0 1 1 2 806 1.93 0.012 2.00 2 0.251 0.063| -3.472 0.120( 10.100 0.238 2.00 2.00 2.00
Q36b - OnlineSupport 417 0 1 1 2 780 1.87 0.016 2.00 2 0.336 0.113| -2.215 0.120| 2.920 0.238 2.00 2.00 2.00
Q36c¢ - Distancing 417 0 1 1 2 801 1.92 0.013 2.00 2 0.270 0.073| -3.129 0.120| 7.830 0.238 2.00 2.00 2.00
Q37 - BuyFromBrand 417 0 6 1 7 993 2.38 0.058 2.00 2 1.177 1.386 1.606 0.120| 2.933 0.238 2.00 2.00 3.00
Q39 - RecommendBrand 417 0 100 0 100 35321 84.70 1.083( 95.00 100 22.108| 488.777| -1.791 0.120| 2.899 0.238 79.00 95.00 100.00
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Critical Value

Null Hypothesis (HO0) Chi Square @ 0.05
alpha/1DF

There is no significant
relationship between
impulsive and regretted
purchases in the category

There is no significant
relationship between post-
purchase regret and binary
gender in the category

There is no significant
relationship between
impulsivity and binary gender
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Comment Significance
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1.024 is lower than 3.841 [significant at p < .05
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Reject HO because 3.934 |Result is significant at
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Immediately 17.5% 50.0% 28.3% 19.2%
1-2 days 14.4% 0.0% 18.3% 14.9%
3-7 days 14.4% 0.0% 13.3% 14.1%

1-2 weeks 11.3% 50.0% 20.0% 12.7%
2-4 weeks 21.7% 0.0% 8.3% 19.7%
1-3 months 15.5% 0.0% 11.7% 14.9%
3+ months 5.4% 0.0% 0.0% 4.6%

Grand Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Total Impulsive Purchases Total Non-Impulsive Purchases Total Impulsive Purchases %

Parental Experience M Total F GN M Total
Expectant or first-time parent/guardian 9 38 15.6% 25.0% 17.0%
Experienced parent/guardian 7 41 19.9% T100.0% 31.8% 21.7%
Not a parent (bought for someone else) 1 0.0% 50.0% 20.0%
Grand Total 17.5% 50.0% 28.3% 19.2%

Parental Experience F M Total
Expectant or first-time parent/guardian 19.9% 56% 17.5%
Experienced parent/guardian 12.7% 9.1% 12.2%
Not a parent (bought for someone else) 0.0% 50.0% 20.0%
Grand Total 16.3% " 0.0% 8.3% 15.1%
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NO - | would never buy from this brand again and may decide to discourage others
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YES - | would definitely buy from this brand again and may decide to recommend their products
MAYBE - | would probably buy from this brand again (but could be swayed by others)

MAYBE - | feel indifferent to this brand

MAYBE - | would probably not buy from this brand again (but could be convinced)
NO - | would actively discourage other customers away from this brand
NO - | would never buy from this brand again and may decide to discourage others
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Impulsive Purchases All Purchases Impulsive Purchases %

Channel GN M Total
Mobile 4.3% - - 4.3%
Online 6.3% 0.0% 11.5% 7.1%
Offline 27.4% 100.0% 41.2% 29.8%
Grand Total 17.5% 50.0% 28.3% 19.2%

Retailer GN M Total

Large 16.3%  0.0% 27.5% 18.2%
Small Independent 18.1% "100.0% " 20.0% " 18.9%
Manufacturer 29.4% - 50.0% 33.3%
Grand Total 17.5% 50.0% 28.3% 19.2%
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Retailer Score Channel Channel

Direct from the manufacturer 40.6 Mobile (Mobile Phone purchase 26.6
Female 449 Female 26.6
Male 223 Male

From a larger well-known retailer 24.3 Offline (Visit to a physical store) 222
Female 24.2 Female 21.7
Gender Neutral 10.0 Gender Neutral 0.0
Male 24.9 Male 254

From a smaller independent 23.0 Online (Laptop/Desktop 28.0
Female 22.2 Female 28.2
Gender Neutral 0.0 Gender Neutral 10.0
Male 44.6 Male 27.7

Grand Total 24.8 Grand Total 24.8
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Regretted Purchases All Purchases Regretted Purchases %

Channel F GN M Total
Mobile 21.7% - - 21.7%

Online 15.5% 0.0% 15.4% 15.4%
Offline 16.3% 0.0% 2.9% 14.2%
Grand Total 16.3% 0.0% 8.3% 15.1%
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Impulsive behaviour is more
prevalent for offline
purchases than for digital
purchases and most likely
when customers buy directly
from the manufacturer

19% Child Car Seats are
purchased impulsively, 15%
of purchases are regretted

Male consumers are 61% more likely than females to
purchase impulsively (conflicting with some hedonic
consumption studies)

Females exert control on
the volume of purchases

Consumers are 20% more
likely to lament bad
decisions around poor

quality offline support than
through self-blame

Post-purchase regret is greater
(and relatively stable) in low to
moderate income bands up to
£75k, declining with increased
affluence, refuting the “wellbeing-
consumption paradox” theory

Impulsive behaviour is
28% more likely amongst
experienced parents/
guardians

Impulsive females are a
little more likely to
become brand
advocates in this
category, whereas non-
impulsive males are 50%
more likely to become
brand advocates

Regret is most likely to build
gradually over time and be
greater with digital
transactions: 22% mobile ys,
15% online ys,14% offline

Post-purchase regret is
43% more likely amongst
expectant or first-time
parents/guardians

Females are 2x more
likely than males to feel
doubt when buying
direct from the
manufacturer, males
are 2x more likely than
females to feel doubt
when buying from
independent retailers

Overall, consumers are
32% more likely to
experience regret when
they purchase
impulsively

in the category, likely to
be more risk-averse for
utilitarian purchases

Satisfaction amongst

females is in general,

likely to be lower than
males when quick
decisions are made

Higher impulsive
tendencies have no clear
or obvious adverse
effect on brand loyalty

Impulsive purchases are
5x more likely to result
in a lost customer than

non-impulsive
purchases
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‘Stage 1 involves cognitve evaluation where individuas assess a variety of core input factors before shortisting a range of products.
Stage 2 nvolves the physical act of making a purchase.

‘Stage 3 symbolses a post-purchase cogritive inspection period where emations, mood and situational factors can influence inital confidence in the product

‘Stage 4 reflects the final stage where time and iiia confidence levels willdetermine final emotional outcomes and repurchase intention (both through experience and anticipation)
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New Funnel Benefit |Recommendation

Consideration & Manufacturer and retailing executives should self-reflect on current achievements and question whether
Engagement processes/ethics need to change to accommodate new consumer needs in the category

Manufacturers and independent retailers should consider modernising the marketing mix, moving away from
more traditional 4P models to a 6P model that can build trust and deliver support for personal experiences
and industry partnership improvements

Consideration &
Engagement

Generic customer service quality processes can be supplemented with new tactics designed around a
Engagement profitability vs loyalty customer relationship grid (Butterflies, Strangers, True Friends & Barnacles). Customer
incentive strategies can then be refined across different sales channels and geographic locations

Engagement & Manufacturers should become more proactive in developing systems and processes that connect more
Expansion regularly with psychographic customer data
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New Funnel Benefit |Recommendation

Brands can foster improved connections and advocacy from males by guiding them to delay their purchasing
decisions

. Develop programs to tackle higher levels of impulsive purchase behaviour in Southern England and Wales
Adoption . ) . .
and refresher programs for experienced parents more susceptible to speedier decisions

5 |Adoption & Advocacy

Develop educational programs that help reduce higher levels of consumer regret amongst first time parents
7 [Adoption and higher levels of doubt in Northern England and Wales, improving staff training in larger stores, improving
access to product information and to promote awareness of the importance of autonomous research.

Manufacturers, retailers & road safety organisations to sponsor/partner with garages who can be trained to
Adoption & test car seat suitability at different stages of a child’s development, helping those in more rural locations
Expansion where offline store support is more challenging — perhaps making it a part of (or having a process comparable
to) an annual MOT check
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New Funnel Benefit |Recommendation

Retention &
Expansion

Retention &
Expansion

Retention &
Expansion

Retailers should increase the returns window from 28 days to 90 days, offering free returns and allocated
collection windows, allowing consumers more time to evaluate products for suitability and defects before
returns requests are rejected

Ensure manufacturers replace child car seats free of charge if and when a vehicle is involved in a collision or
a car seat is subject to damage

Introduce car seat “loan” programs, making it easier for consumers to borrow alternative products whilst they
deliberate products that don’t meet expectations after prolonged use. This particularly applies to those
customers going through the returns process or are put off by the prospect of the return process. It should be
easier for responsible adults to make the right decision.
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New Funnel Benefit |Recommendation

Work with online retailers to introduce anti-impulsive guidance/prompts before checkout e.g. questions like
“Are you aware of the regulations?” or “Have you considered these issues/risks/alternatives before making
your purchase?”.

Retention &
Expansion

Retention &

Expansion Introduce a “Try Before You Buy” policy, giving consumers 30 days before charging their cards

Retention & Ensure all online retailers introduce a way to showcase car seat compatibility information (both in terms of
Expansion supported vehicle brands/models and related accessories)
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ﬂ New Funnel Benefit |Recommendation

Ensure all car seat manufacturers and retailers are compulsory members of a national regulatory
Engagement & organisation, with a legal obligation to submit serial numbers, customer sales, returns, satisfaction, feedback
Expansion and accident data. Centralised intelligence with ongoing data inspection could help identify wins and misses,
opportunities and threats, driving actionable insights and improved accountability

To prevent the trade and expansion of unsafe/2nd hand child car seats in the UK, serial number tracking
could help identify and penalise the culprits who are contributing to incorrect or unsafe selling practices.
Additionally, tracking could also facilitate the start of a global buyback scheme and a circular, greener
economy where safe refurbished products in good condition can be re-used for loan programs or in highly
populated, developing economies where living standards are lower and road safety is less of a priority

Adoption, Expansion
& Advocacy
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