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Abstract	
This	 thesis	 presents	 a	 discussion	 of	 ‘holy	 grail’	 of	 marketing,	 brand	 loyalty.	 It	 is	

suggested	that	viewing	consumption	not	as	a	linear	decision,	but	as	a	holistic	experience	will	

provide	 even	 brands	 in	 low-involvement	 categories	 with	 the	 opportunity	 to	 differentiate	

their	brand	and	create	loyal	behavior	in	their	consumers.	

Historically,	 decision-making	 models	 have	 focused	 on	 single-purchase	 episodes	 and	

cognitive	 learning	 processes	 occurring	 dependent	 on	 the	 level	 of	 satisfaction	 with	 the	

product.	 The	 advent	 of	 the	 relationship	 marketing	 school	 shifted	 the	 focus	 towards	

designing	 entire	 consumer-brand	 relationships	 to	 create	 brand	 loyalty.	 Consumers	 have	

been	 realized	 to	 look	 for	 satisfaction	 beyond	 product	 performance,	 but	 rather	 judge	 the	

entire	journey	they	embark	on	with	a	brand.	David	Edelman	(2010)	has	provided	a	tool	–	the	

‘consumer	decision	journey’	–	for	brands	to	manage	this	entire	experience.	

Exploring	 the	 concept	 of	 brand	 loyalty	 and	 discovering	 its	 classical	 link	 to	 high-

involvement	 decisions	 poses	 the	 question	 of	 whether	 loyalty	 is	 at	 all	 possible	 in	 low-

involvement	categories	and,	 if	 so,	whether	an	adapted	 ‘consumer	decision	 journey’	model	

could	be	used	to	create	it.	This	paper,	thus,	sets	out	to	derive	such	an	adaptation,	giving	the	

model	more	relevance	in	the	inherently	low-involvement	FMCG	context.	

Using	 qualitative	 methods	 in	 a	 single	 case	 study	 research	 approach,	 researchers	

illuminate	the	consumer	perspective	on	milk	consumption	answering	the	questions	of	‘how’	

and	 ‘why’	 it	 is	done.	Deriving	the	consumption	sequence	as	well	as	eliciting	choice	criteria	

and	 influencers	 lead	to	an	 interpretation	of	how	a	consumer	 journey	can	be	managed	and	

lead	to	loyalty.	For	this	purpose,	the	brand	Arla	is	explored	in	depth.	Arla	is	suitable	because	

of	its	high	awareness	ratings	in	the	Danish	research	context	as	well	as	its	self-voiced	interest	

in	innovating	and	staying	proactively	consumer-focused	in	times	of	uberization1.	

Findings	derived	in	the	specific	milk-category	context	are	abstracted	and	a	‘consumer	

decision	model’	adapted	to	 low-involvement	consumption	 is	presented.	As	opposed	to	the	

original	 model,	 a	 habitual	 loop	 is	 added	 as	 an	 intermediate	 step	 on	 the	 path	 to	 loyalty.	

Branding	 in	 the	 price-sensitive	 low-involvement	 field	 is	 especially	 difficult,	 but	 finding	 an	

innovative	way	to	engage	consumers	is	all	the	more	imperative.	 	

																																																								
1	Uberization	refers	to	the	trend	of	industry-disruptive	start-ups	that	use	technology	to	bypass	bureaucracy.	
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1 Introduction	
For	a	period	of	more	than	40	years	transactional	marketing	and	the	associated	

toolbox	approach	of	 teaching	dominated	the	 field	of	marketing	both	academically	

and	 practically.	 Tools	 like	 the	 ‘4Ps’	 of	 the	 marketing	 mix	 (McCarthy,	 1960)	 were	

invented	 in	the	golden	age	of	modern	marketing,	 the	1960s,	and	have	been	go-to	

models	ever	since.	However,	in	the	1990s	the	field	of	marketing	saw	a	tremendous	

turn:	 Transactional	 tools	 that	 had	 worked	 well	 in	 the	 favorable	 markets	 of	 the	

1960s,	failed	under	contemporary	imperfect	conditions	such	as	brand	proliferation	

or	 media	 clutter.	 Academics	 and	 practitioners	 realized	 that	 the	 use	 of	 a	

standardized	tool	kit	had	steered	the	field	away	from	its	original	consumer-oriented	

logic	 (Egan,	2011).	This	dilemma	marks	 the	birth	of	 ‘relationship	marketing’	 (RM),	

which	has	since	become	one	of	the	dominant	paradigms	in	the	arena	of	marketing.	

RM,	 as	 the	 name	 suggests,	 builds	 on	 the	 principles	 of	 long-term	 and	 interactive	

relations,	mutual	trust	and	product	adaptation.	At	the	core	of	this	concept	is	looking	

beyond	 single	 transactions,	 but	 considering	 the	 holistic	 brand	 experience	 before,	

during	 and	 after	 purchase,	 a	 shift	 concomitant	 with	 the	 ‘interpretive	 turn’	 in	

consumer	 behavior	 studies	 that	 have	 moved	 from	 looking	 at	 customers	 towards	

observing	consumers	(Østergaard	and	Jantzen,	2000;	Heding,	Knudtzen	and	Bjerre,	

2009;	Homburg,	Kuester	and	Krohmer,	2009).	Customer	acquisition	has	accordingly	

taken	 the	 backseat	 to	 satisfaction,	 retention	 and	 loyalty	 (Egan,	 2011).	 For	 that,	

marketing	has	to	switch	from	looking	at	product	lifecycles	to	considering	consumer	

relationship	cycles.	Brian	Tracy	 (2014)	 summarizes	 it	as	 follows:	 “Excellence	 […]	 is	

not	a	destination;	it	is	a	continuous	journey	that	never	ends.”	

In	 marketing’s	 sub-domain	 consumer	 behavior,	 the	 field	 of	 consumer	

decision-making	processes	has,	also,	seen	tremendous	change	in	the	advent	of	RM,	

as	 adhering	 to	 its	 principles	 has	 inspired	 some	 re-thinking.	 Introducing	 the	

continuous	 journey	 metaphor	 to	 this	 domain,	 David	 Edelman,	 principal	 in	

McKinsey’s	 marketing	 and	 sales	 practices,	 coined	 the	 consumer	 decision	 journey	

(CDJ)	 model	 (Edelman,	 2010).	 It	 marks	 the	 attempt	 to	 extend	 Engel’s	 (1968)	

transactional	 idea	 of	 a	 decision-making	 process	 by	 incorporating	 the	 RM	 view.	 In	

line	 with	 the	 school	 prior	 to	 the	 ‘interpretive	 turn’,	 Engel’s	 traditional	 model	 is	
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shaped	by	a	cognitive	zeitgeist.	Hence,	post-purchase	behavior	was	of	interest	only	

insofar	as	that	it	leads	to	cognitive	learning	based	on	satisfaction	with	the	usage	of	a	

purchased	brand	(Solomon,	Bamossy	and	Askegaard,	2002).	While	he	realized	that	

follow-up	action	by	the	consumer	might	be	needed,	assistance	thereof	by	the	brand	

was	not	considered	and,	thus,	purchase	–	as	‘destination’	–	was	at	the	focal	point	of	

marketers.	The	CDJ	model,	on	the	other	hand,	recognizes	that	the	consumer-brand	

journey	may	 continue	 after	 the	 usage	 stage.	 Recent	 consumer	 behavior	 research	

has	 emphasized	 that	 a	 focus	 has	 to	 be	 put	 on	 the	 entirety	 of	 the	 consumers’	

experience	 –	 the	 ‘journey’	 –	with	 a	 brand,	 since	 they	 base	 their	 satisfaction	

judgment	 hereon	 (Ranaweera,	 McDougall	 and	 Bansal,	 2005;	 Mahapatra,	 2014).	

Taking	into	account	that	any	single	transaction	is	connected	to	the	previous	and	the	

subsequent	experience,	the	journey	is	seen	to	be	a	continuous	circle	connecting	the	

current	 post-purchase	 phase	 with	 the	 newly	 commencing	 pre-purchase	 phase	

(Court	 et.	 al.	 2009;	Mahapatra,	 2014);	 ‘journey’,	 thus,	 also	 refers	 to	 the	 life-time	

length	of	the	relationship.	

The	development	of	and	further	research	on	the	CDJ	model	has	largely	been	

focused	on	high-involvement	goods	and	lacks	to	address	the	level	of	involvement	as	

a	 consumer	 characteristic	 that	 influences	 decision-making	 (Edelman,	 2010).	 This	

thesis	 pursues	 the	 goal	 of	 supplementing	 existing	 theories	 in	 the	 field	 with	 the	

perspective	of	low-involvement	products.	Two	facets	will	be	evaluated	in	the	course	

of	 this	paper:	 the	general	 suitability	of	 the	CDJ	 framework	with	special	 regards	 to	

brand	 loyalty	 development	 and	 subsequently	 the	 question	 of	 whether	 and	 how	

components	 of	 the	 CDJ	model	 need	 to	 be	 adjusted	 to	maximize	 usability	 in	 low-

involvement	contexts.	It	is	expected	that	the	number,	the	sequence	or	the	specific	

weighting	of	decision-making	stages	may	differ.	Examining	this	is	deemed	necessary	

for	the	CDJ	theory	to	meet	the	aspiration	of	the	RM	concept	as	being	truly	holistic	

(Egan,	2011).	 Said	 logic	 requires	 the	development	and	 illumination	 from	both	 the	

practical	 and	 the	 theoretical	 point	 of	 view	 as	 to	 avoid	 leaping	 into	 application	

before	having	clarity	about	construct	applicability	and	specifics	(Fournier,	Dobscha	

and	Mick,	1998).		

In	line	with	the	holistic	framework,	this	paper	will	 initially	build	a	foundation	

by	defining	underlying	 concepts	 to	 foster	 a	 general	understanding.	 It	will	 take	off	
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with	 an	 assessment	 of	 the	 historical	 developments	 in	 decision-making	 theory	

arriving	at	 the	CDJ	model.	Furthermore,	 the	related	concepts	of	brand	 loyalty	and	

product	 involvement	will	 be	 looked	 in	detail.	 Following	 from	an	understanding	of	

the	interplay	of	the	concepts,	a	detailed	derivation	of	the	research	context	will	be	

undertaken	and	 the	methods	 found	applicable	described.	 Theoretical	 findings	will	

be	laid	out	and	supplemented	by	specific	practical	implications	for	the	case	brand.	

Finally,	in	the	discussion,	a	possibly	adjusted	CDJ	model	will	be	presented.	

2 Conceptual	Basis	

2.1 Consumer	Decision-Making	

2.1.1 Linear	Transactional	Approach	

Theory	 in	decision-making	has	concentrated	on	Dewey’s	 (1910)	elaborations	

of	the	human	thought	process.	Its	first	consumer	behavior	application	dates	back	to	

1968	and	as	such	 falls	well	 into	the	cognitive,	 transactional	era.	Engel	 (1968)	puts	

much	 focus	 on	 cognitive	 antecedents,	 or	 need	 arousal,	 of	 consumer	 behavior.	

Following	mental	 activation,	 he	 identifies	 six	 stages	 of	 consumer	 decision-making	

(Appendix	1).	In	[1]	PERCEPTION	people	compare	inputs	to	their	memory	contents	

to	be	able	 to	select	 those,	attention	should	be	paid	 to,	and	distort	 those	 that	are	

unrelated	to	what	 is	known.	The	stimulus	 is	 [2]	RECOGNIZED	as	a	PROBLEM	if	 the	

present	state	of	being	requires	action	to	restore	a	desired	state.	In	order	to	do	so,	

an	 [3]	 EXTERNAL	 SEARCH	 OF	 ALTERNATIVES	 is	 conducted,	 during	 which	 as	many	

options	as	deemed	necessary	are	collected.	Subsequently,	these	[4]	ALTERNATIVES	

are	 EVALUATED	 by	 collecting	 information	 on	 each	 of	 them	 and	 forming	 attitudes	

towards	them.	Once	the	best	option	is	identified,	it	is	[5]	PURCHASED.	After	having	

bought	 it,	 certain	 [6]	 OUTCOMES	 are	 assumed.	 Additional	 information	 may	 be	

sought	to	verify	the	choice.	A	purchase	may	also	trigger	further	behavior	required	

by	a	change	in	circumstances.	

At	each	stage,	perceived	information	is	supplemented	by	and	compared	with	

knowledge	already	existent	in	memory	–	the	‘central	control	unit‘.	Adhering	to	the	

‘economics	 of	 information’	 approach,	 processing	 at	 each	 stage	 is	 only	 continued	
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until	 enough	 information	 has	 been	 obtained	 and	 costs	 of	 further	 search	 would	

exceed	 the	 utility	 (Solomon,	 Bamossy	 and	 Askegaard,	 2002).	 Upon	 this	 point	 a	

decision	to	‘go’	or	‘halt’	is	made.	For	experienced	minds	this	means	that	stages	may	

be	bypassed,	because	the	correct	selection	is	known	without	further	elaboration.	

Engel	 as	 well	 as	 many	 of	 his	 colleagues	 have	 accepted	 this	 model	 as	 the	

standard,	especially	in	academic	teaching	(among	others:	Engel	and	Blackwell,	1982;	

Solomon,	 Bamossy	 and	 Askegaard,	 2002).	 All	 applications	 refer	 to	 a	 simplified	

version	 of	 it,	 containing	 five	 stages:	 need	 recognition	 →	 information	 search	 →	

alternative	search	→	purchase	→	post-purchase.	 It	 is	a	schematic	and	hierarchical	

representation	 of	 consumers’	 cognitive	 stages	 in	 reaching	 a	 purchase	 decision	

(Wolny	 and	 Charoensuksai,	 2014).	 In	 the	 search	 stages,	 the	 ‘funnel’	 metaphor2	

visualizes	a	supposedly	 linear	elimination	of	alternatives,	during	which	consumers’	

consideration	 sets	 are	 methodically	 narrowed	 down	 until	 the	 final	 decision,	 as	

shown	in	Figure	1.	

Figure	1:	THE	MARKETING	FUNNEL	

	
Source:	adapted	from	Edelman	(2010);		Kuester	(2013a)	

	

Not	 all	 decisions	 necessarily	 follow	 a	 strictly	 linear	 process;	 stages	 may	 be	

skipped	or	revisited	(Karimi,	Papamichail	and	Holland,	2015).	In	any	case,	the	‘post-

																																																								
2	The	 search	 stages	 are	 believed	 to,	 in	 practice,	 use	 the	 consideration	 set	 as	 starting	 point.	 It	 is	
realized	 that	 the	 information	 search	 can	 technically	 be	 conducted	 within	 the	 total	 set	 of	 brands	
available	in	a	category,	but	due	to	bounded	rationality	consumers	will	narrow	down	the	set	from	the	
very	beginning	(Simon,	1955;	Selart	and	Boe,	2011).	
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purchase’	 stage	 is	 largely	 associated	 with	 consumer	 learning	 based	 on	 dis-

/satisfaction	 with	 the	 purchase	made.	 Beliefs	 stored	 in	 memory	 will,	 as	 outlined	

above,	 influence	 subsequent	 decisions	 (Engel	 and	 Blackwell,	 1982;	 Solomon,	

Bamossy	and	Askegaard,	2002).	

Many	 researchers	 contrast	 two	 opposing	 ends	 of	 a	 decision-making	

continuum:	 extended	 problem	 solving	 (EPS),	 under	 which	 the	 entire	 decision	

process	 is	 performed,	 and	 limited	 problem	 solving	 (LPS),	 which	 relies	 on	 simple	

decisions	based	on	selected	‘information	chunks’	rather	than	on	the	full	elaborated	

process	 (Solomon,	Bamossy	and	Askegaard,	2002;	Bauer,	Sauer	and	Becker,	2006;	

Percy	and	Rosenbaum-Elliott,	2012).	Product	category	and	consumer	characteristics	

such	as	familiarity	with,	purchase	frequency	of	as	well	as	level	of	involvement3	with	

products	determine	which	mode	is	used	for	any	given	situation.	In	LPS,	the	‘search’	

stages	 may	 be	 skipped	 on	 the	 basis	 of	 cost-benefit	 considerations;	 consumers	

reconsider	 less,	 spend	 less	 time,	 consider	 fewer	 alternatives	 and	 have	 a	 lower	

number	of	choice	criteria	(Karimi,	Papamichail	and	Holland,	2015).	Product	trial	may	

entirely	 precede	 the	 formation	 of	 knowledge	 and	 attitudes	 towards	 the	 product	

(Schiffman,	 Kanuk	 and	 Hansen,	 2008)	 and	 successive	 choices	 will	 remain	 brand-

consistent	unless	another	brand	convinces	the	consumer	of	switching	on	basis	of	a	

lower	 price	 or	 other	 advantages.	 Solomon,	 Bamossy	 and	 Askegaard	 (2002)	

introduce	routine	response	behavior	as	an	extreme	end	of	LPS;	decisions	are	based	

on	passive	routines	rather	than	active	processing.	

2.1.2 Relationship	Marketing	Approach	

Recently,	 the	 classical	 model	 has	 seen	 both	 academic	 and	 practitioner	

criticism	 (Edelman,	 2010;	Mahapatra,	 2014;	 Ashman,	 Solomon	 and	Wolny,	 2015),	

focusing	on	two	major	points:	(1)	the	lack	of	perceiving	the	consumer	experience	as	

a	whole	and	 (2)	 the	cognitive	domination	 in	 the	model,	especially	 in	 terms	of	 the	

functional	 satisfaction	 judgment.	 A	 shift	 can	 be	 observed	 away	 from	 merely	

understanding	 fundamental	 individual	 decision-making,	 towards	 identifying	

actionable	possibilities	for	RM	strategies	therein.	
																																																								
3	Solomon,	 Bamossy	 and	Askegaard	 (2002)	 originally	 also	 name	 product	 cost	 and	 thought	 or	 time	
given	to	purchase	as	 influential	consumer	characteristics.	These	two	are	defined	as	antecedents	of	
the	level	of	involvement	(in	2.4)	and	were	thus	included	in	the	factor.	
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(1)	Mahapatra	(2014)	describes	a	consumption	incident	as	‘episode’,	ranging	

from	 pre-	 to	 post-purchase	 interactions,	while	 noting	 that	 episodes	 are	 recursive	

and	interconnected	with	each	other.	The	“consumption	experience	takes	place	over	

a	 period	 of	 time	 and	 comprises	 all	 experiences	 across	 all	 touchpoints	 between	

consumer,	business	and	product”	 (Riivits-Arkonsuo,	Kaaljund	and	Leppiman,	2014,	

p.4).	In	a	polysynchronous	consumption	environment,	consumers	constantly	(want	

to)	 interact	 with	 brands;	 the	 experience	 at	 each	 interaction	 informs	 subsequent	

expectations	 (Mahapatra,	 2014;	 Ashman,	 Solomon	 and	 Wolny,	 2015).	 The	

previously	 single-transaction-focused	 conceptualization	 (Engel,	 1968;	 Mahapatra,	

2014),	 hence,	 needs	 to	 be	 extended	 to	 view	 the	 lifelong	 brand-consumer	

relationship,	 giving	 way	 to	 metaphors	 like	 ‘loop’,	 ‘cycle’	 or	 ‘journey’.	 More	 than	

extending	 the	 focal	 point,	 these	 considerations	 suggest	 that	 marketers	 can	

influence	the	consumer	at	each	stage	of	the	experience;	as	such,	the	RM	task	does	

not	seize	after	a	purchase.	In	the	realization	that	every	consumer-brand	interaction	

counts,	 company-internal	 cross-functional	 coordination	 is	 required	 to	 remain	

consumer-oriented	(Palmer,	1996).	

(2)	 Researchers,	 furthermore,	 perceive	 the	 cognitive	 view	 of	 post-purchase	

evaluation	as	too	limited.	Transactional	thought	considered	post-purchase	action	to	

mainly	 consist	 of	 cognitive	 learning,	 meaning	 to	 judge	 satisfaction	 from	 a	

comparison	 of	 the	 product	 performance	 and	 prior	 expectation	 thereof	 (Homburg	

and	 Krohmer,	 2009).	 Perceiving	 the	 consumer	 as	 a	 “machine	 driven	 purely	 by	

cognitions”	(Mahapatra,	2014,	p.	59)	–	the	‘central	control	unit’	–	does	not	reflect	

reality	(Lakoff	and	Johnson,	1999),	it	is	also	the	emotional	considerations	that	drive	

satisfaction	 judgment.	 Cognitive	 and	 affective	 components	 are	 said	 to	 jointly	

influence	 satisfaction	 with	 the	 total	 brand	 experience.	 Especially	 an	 affectively	

satisfactory	experience	directs	a	consumer	towards	brand	loyal	behavior,	the	‘holy	

grail’	of	marketing	management	(Mahapatra,	2014). 
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2.2 The	Consumer	Decision	Journey	Model	

2.2.1 Unique	Characteristics	

As	a	holistic	framework,	the	CDJ	model	addresses	the	proposed	shortcomings	

of	 the	 transactional	 decision-making	 process	 and	 the	 so-called	 ‘funnel’	metaphor	

and	visualizes	the	entirety	of	consumer-brand	interactions.	Rather	than	replacing	it,	

the	CDJ	has	evolved	from	above	mentioned	models	and	integrates	both	a	consumer	

and	 brand	 perspective.	 As	 shown	 in	 Figure	 2,	 it	 describes	 the	 sequence	 of	

interaction	and	the	navigation	of	consumers	from	initially	considering	to	purchasing	

and	 bonding	 with	 a	 brand	 as	 well	 as	 the	 connection	 between	 past,	 current	 and	

future	 consumption	 cycles,	 as	 represented	 by	 the	 circular	 nature	 of	 the	 model	

(Edelman	and	Singer,	2015).	It	also	directly	incorporates	the	goal	of	the	whole	effort	

–	consumer-brand	loyalty.	

Figure	2:	THE	CONSUMER	DECISION	JOURNEY	

	
Source:	adapted	from	Edelman	(2010,	p.	64)	

	

Consumers’	journeys	take	off	at	the	[1]	CONSIDER[ation]	stage	with	a	top-of-

mind	 consideration	 set	 for	 a	 specific	 need	 (Edelman,	 2010).	 This	 set	 contains	

products	or/and	brands	consumers	have	been	exposed	to	before,	in	ads,	stores	etc.	

and	which	 are	 stored	 to	 solve	 the	 existing	 need.	 Imagine	 a	 consumer	 looking	 for	

make-up.	Because	of	prior	exposure	to	various	stimuli,	these	consumers	have	a	pre-

existing	 set	of	 possible	brands	 they	 consider	 and	 think	of	 immediately.	 Those	are	

top-of-mind	considerations	as	 they	come	up	 straightaway	when	a	 specific	need	 is	

faced.	 This	 consideration	 set,	 for	 instance,	 could	 include	 the	 brands	 L’Oréal,	

Maybelline,	 Manhattan.	 In	 the	 [2]	 EVALUAT[ion]	 stage,	 consumers	 search	 and	

receive	 input	 regarding	 their	 needs	 and	 different	 brands’	 ability	 to	 solve	 it.	

Throughout	 this	process,	 the	 initial	 set	of	brands	 is	 reviewed;	different	 from	what	

ADVOCATE	

ENJOY	4	 BUY	3	

EVALUATE	2	

CONSIDER	1	

LOYALTY	LOOP	

5	

BOND	6	
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the	‘funnel’	suggests	(see	p.	4),	some	brands	might	be	discarded	while	others	may	

be	 added	 because	 of	 additional	 information	 learned	 throughout	 the	 evaluation	

and/or	a	shift	of	selection	criteria	(Court	et	al.,	2009).	In	the	example,	there	might	

be	an	adapted	consideration	set	including	the	following	brands:	L’Oréal,	Maybelline,	

MÄC.	For	marketers,	it	is	crucial	to	know	that	their	pushing	to	persuade	consumers	

is	 the	 least	 influential	 source	 of	 information	 and	 does	 not	 efficiently	 shape	

consumers’	 choices.	 In	 the	 following	 [3]	 BUY[ing]	 stage	 consumers	 make	 their	

purchase	decision	and	 choose	a	brand	 from	 their	 adapted	 consideration	 set.	 40%	

tend	 to	not	make	 this	 final	decision	until	 they	are	at	 the	actual	point	of	purchase	

(PoP)	(Court	et	al.,	2009).	This	is	why	PoP	decisions	and	promotion,	like	placement,	

packaging,	price	and	other	interactions	should	be	subject	to	considerable	attention	

(Edelman,	 2010).	 In	 the	 example	 used	 above,	 a	 consumer	 might	 decide	 in	 the	

supermarket	to	buy	the	L’Oréal	product,	because	it	 is	currently	on	discount.		After	

purchasing	the	product	of	a	certain	brand,	consumers	often	engage	 in	an	ongoing	

and	open-ended	relationship	with	the	brand	(Fournier,	1998).	Typical	of	consumers	

in	the	post-purchase	phase	 is	sharing	experiences	online	or	reviewing	products	on	

suitable	platforms	(Edelman,	2010).	 If	consumers	are	satisfied	and	more	than	that	

pleased	 with	 the	 product	 within	 the	 [4]	 ENJOY[ment]	 stage,	 they	 might	 [5]	

ADVOCATE	 for	 it	 and	 serve	as	 information	and	 input	 source	 for	other	 consumers,	

building	 their	 [2]	 EVALUATION	 stage’s	 backend.	 Advocates	 are	 very	 effective	

influencers	 typically	 using	 word-of-mouth	 (WOM)	 and	 can	 reinforce	 a	 brand’s	

potential	 (Liu,	 2006).	 However,	 if	 a	 product	 does	 not	 satisfy	 its	 consumers	 they	

might	 cut	 ties	with	 it	 or	 even	discourage	others	 to	purchase	 this	 product.	With	 a	

sufficiently	 strong	 [6]	 BOND[ing	 stage],	 consumers	might	 enter	 a	 ‘LOYALTY	 LOOP’	

with	 the	 specific	 brand,	 eliminating	 future	 [1]	 CONSIDER[ation]	 and	 [2]	

EVALUAT[ion]	stages	(Edelman,	2010).	Loyalty,	as	a	concept,	here	serves	both	as	an	

output	of	good	journey	management	as	well	as	an	input	for	consumers’	subsequent	

buying	 decisions	 (Engel	 and	Blackwell,	 1982).	 In	 the	 used	 example,	 the	 consumer	

uses	the	bought	L’Oréal	make-up	and	interacts	with	it	online	by	searching	for	new	

styling	 opportunities	 with	 this	 new	 purchased	 product.	 Because	 the	 product	

satisfies	and	pleases	the	consumer,	they	start	bonding	with	L’Oréal	and	recommend	

it	 to	peers	on	their	 Instagram	account.	Once	the	bonding	gets	strong	enough,	the	
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loyal	 consumer	 instantly	 repurchases	L’Oréal	make-up	upon	need	 recognition	and	

also	 commits	 to	 trying	 new	 releases.	 As	 such,	 investing	 in	 the	 creation	 of	 brand-

consumer	relationships	not	only	creates	brand	 loyalty,	but	also	represents	a	more	

effective	and	economical	way	of	informing	future	consumers	(Liu,	2006).		

Researchers	 argue	 that	 the	 meticulous	 management	 of	 the	 experiences	

throughout	 the	 entire	 consumer-brand	 relationship	 along	 the	 CDJ	 is	 the	 way	 to	

achieve	 true	 (future)	 brand	 loyalty	 (Analytics	 Partners,	 2013).	 These	 loyal	 ties	 are	

created	by	taking	into	account	not	only	cognitive	but	also	emotional	and	behavioral	

drives,	especially	in	the	later	phases	[4,	5,	6]	(Wolny	and	Charoensuksai,	2014).	

2.2.2 Touchpoints	

At	 each	 stage	 of	 the	 CDJ,	 there	 are	 “points	 of	 human,	 product,	 service,	

communication,	 spatial	 and	 […]	 electronic	 interaction”	 between	 brand	 and	

consumers,	 ‘touchpoints’	 (Dhebar,	 2013,	 199).	 Managing	 the	 CDJ,	 hence,	 implies	

managing	touchpoints,	each	of	which	create	singular	brand	experiences,	to	support	

integrated	 journeys	 (Edelman	and	Singer,	2015;	van	Bommel	and	Edelman,	2015).	

Consumers’	experiences	at	those	touchpoints	are	important;	however,	it	 is	the	full	

journey	that	counts	and	it	is	the	cumulative	experience	across	multiple	touchpoints	

and	 channels	 over	 time	 that	 enhances	 a	 consumer-brand	 relationship	 (Rawson,	

Duncan	 and	 Jones,	 2013;	 Mahapatra,	 2014).	 Thus,	 there	 needs	 to	 be	 a	 smooth	

overall	 orchestration	 of	 single	 touchpoints	 leading	 to	 a	 consistent	 and	 self-

reinforcing	consumer	experience	when	interacting	with	the	company	(Court	et	al.,	

2009).	This	universal	multichannel	marketing	approach	 is	of	 crucial	 importance	as	

the	 overall	 consumer	 experience	 is	 profoundly	more	 than	 and	 different	 from	 the	

mere	sum	of	experiences	with	single	touchpoints	(Fournier,	1998).	Hence,	managing	

touchpoints	 singularly	 is	 not	 deemed	 enough	 to	 create	 a	 beneficial	 overall	

consumer	 experience	 with	 the	 brand;	 intermodal	 and	 intertemporal	

interdependencies	 need	 to	 be	 taken	 into	 account.	 Consumers’	 experiences	 and	

actions	at	one	touchpoint	form,	change	and	influence	expectations	and	interactions	

at	 following	 touchpoints	 (Dhebar,	 2013).	 Furthermore,	 it	 is	 necessary	 to	 consider	

touchpoint	connections	outside	the	boundaries	of	the	respective	brand,	as	it	might	

be	 in	 the	consumers’	best	 interest	 to	continue	the	 journey	with	a	 third	party	at	a	
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certain	 point.	 Enabling	 a	 careful	 hand-off	 to	 a	 partner	 brand,	 for	 instance	 by	

enabling	 application	 programming	 interfaces	 (APIs)4,	 adds	 value	 to	 the	 consumer	

and	 consequently	 also	 the	 journey	 and,	 thus,	 ultimately	 to	 one’s	 own	 brand	

(Edelman	 and	 Singer,	 2015).	 L’Oréal	 could	 achieve	 that	 by	 creating	 an	 interface	

within	 their	 Makeup	 Genius
5	app	 that	 sends	 off	 users	 to	 clothing	 stores,	 like	

magasin.dk,	and	suggests	an	outfit	matching	their	new	look	they	created	in	the	app.		

Nonetheless,	it	is	of	great	importance	to	find	the	touchpoints	that	count	and	

have	 the	 greatest	 impact,	 both	 positively	 and	 negatively,	 since	 touchpoints	 can	

build	 or	 destroy	 brand	 equity.	Many	 touchpoints,	 for	 instance,	 have	 little	 upside	

impact	 on	 brand	 equity,	 but	 have	 destructive	 power	 if	 they	 fail.	 Inadequate	

performance	at	 these	touchpoints	has	 to	be	avoided	 (Hogan,	Almquist	and	Glynn,	

2005;	 Egan,	 2011).	 In	 general	 and	 independent	 of	 a	 specific	 brand,	 research	 has	

shown	 that	 interactions	 involving	 people,	 resolving	 problems	 and	 providing	

unexpected	levels	of	service	have	the	greatest	potential	to	delight	consumers.	Most	

electronic	 interactions	 do	 not	 delight	 consumers,	 but	 rather	 have	 the	 greatest	

potential	 to	 destroy	 brand	 equity	 and,	 therefore,	 are	 to	 be	 managed	 carefully	

(Hogan,	Almquist	and	Glynn,	2005).	For	the	task	of	 identifying	the	most	 influential	

high-impact	 touchpoints	 it	 is	 necessary	 to	 note	 that	 touchpoints	 have	 changed	 in	

number	 and	 nature	 in	 past	 years	 (Edelman,	 2010).	 Nowadays,	 there	 are	 endless	

options	to	do	research	and	actually	buy	products.	As	those	options	are	increasingly	

online	 and	 available	 24/7,	 digital	 channels	 need	 to	 be	 seen	 as	 real	 options	 to	

interact	with	consumers	instead	of	 just	a	cheaper	way	to	do	so.	By	the	year	2016,	

more	 than	 50%	 of	 all	 retail	 transactions	 are	 expected	 to	 be	 influenced	 by	 online	

interactions.	 This	 development	 calls	 for	 a	 thorough	 integration	 of	 on-	 and	 offline	

touchpoints	 to	 create	 a	 sound	 360°	 experience	 –	 an	 integration	 that	 is	 currently	

missing,	even	though	it	might	push	company	performance	by	more	than	10%	(van	

Bommel	 and	 Edelman,	 2014).	 Heavily	 relying	 on	 digital	 interaction,	 such	 as	 social	

media	 after	 a	 purchase,	 consumers	 often	 also	 connect	 with	 the	 brand	 through	

media	channels	that	are	beyond	manufacturers’	control	(Edelman,	2010).		
																																																								
4	APIs	 are	 building	 blocks	 for	 software	 applications.	 They	 allow	 the	 interaction	 of	 two	 separate	
applications	to	integrate	the	user	experiences	(webopedia,	2016a).	
5	“[Makeup	Genius]	lets	[consumers]	try	on	make	up	and	experiment	with	a	wide	range	of	products	
and	looks	to	find	the	make	up	style	that	suits	[them].”	(iTunes,	2016)	
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Identifying	 the	 most	 important	 touchpoints	 further	 allows	 for	 efficient	

allocation	 of	 budgets.	 Realigning	 budgets	 with	 where	 consumers	 are	 actually	

spending	their	time,	it	should	no	longer	be	a	decision	for	or	against	specific	media,	

but	 rather	 for	 specific	 stages	 in	 the	 CDJ.	 Research	 shows	 that	 current	 budget	

allocation	 across	 brands	 focuses	 on	 the	 [2]	 CONSIDER[ation]	 and	 [4]	 BUY[ing]	

stages,	 at	 70	 to	 90%	 of	 the	 total	 funds.	 However,	 especially	 highly	 involved	

consumers	 are	 generally	 more	 influenced	 during	 the	 evaluation	 and	 enjoy-

advocate-bond	 stages	 (Percy	 and	 Rosenbaum-Elliott,	 2012).	 A	 third	 person’s	

advocacy	is	the	most	powerful	tool	when	it	comes	to	shaping	consumer	choices	and	

purchase	decisions,	however	 it	 is	also	the	hardest	to	achieve.	Thus,	this	calls	 for	a	

very	 strong	 bonding	 of	 consumers	 with	 the	 brand	 and	 allows	 them	 to	 influence	

others	in	their	journeys	(Liu,	2006;	Edelman,	2010).	

More	 than	solely	 identifying	 touchpoints,	marketers	need	 to	 identify	 ‘micro-

moments’.	 Those	 moments	 are	 times	 at	 which	 consumers	 have	 and	 reveal	 a	

particular	 type	of	need.	As	such,	 those	are	compelling	opportunities	 for	brands	to	

successfully	 interact	 with	 consumers	 through	 a	 specific	 touchpoint.	 Brands	 then	

need	to	create	content	or	tools	enabling	consumers	to	satisfy	the	specific	need	 in	

that	moment.	To	be	able	to	identify	micro-moments	and	react	accordingly,	it	is	key	

to	be	present	in	environments	that	somebody	might	be	in	during	different	stages	of	

the	journey	(Edelman,	2015b).	

2.2.3 Point	of	Differentiation	

Following	the	CDJ	model	demands	and	facilitates	a	strategy	shift	by	the	brand	

and	the	entire	company.	It	not	only	goes	beyond	optimizing	consumer	experiences	

with	 individual	 touchpoints,	but	also	 turns	away	 from	the	 tendency	of	 reacting	 to	

consumer	needs	towards	proactively	shaping	consumer	journeys	(Edelman,	2015a).	

CDJ	management	is	about	creating	consistency	and	reinforcing	a	smooth	consumer	

experience	 across	 touchpoints	 customizing	 experiences	 to	 permanently	 engage	

consumers	 (Dhebar,	 2013).	 This	 not	 only	 involves	 the	 improvement	 of	 existing	

journeys,	 but	 rather	 expanding	 them	 to	 create	 seamless	 and	 personalized	

experience	 (Edelman	 and	 Singer,	 2015).	 Optimizing	 the	 ease	 of	 the	 journey	 for	

consumer	convenience,	it	might	also	be	necessary	to	make	a	journey	more	compact	
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reducing	 complexity	 created	 by	 numerous	 steps	 and	 complex	 internal	 hand-offs	

(Rawson,	Duncan	and	Jones,	2013).	

As	a	brand	faces	several	distinct	consumers	differing	in	various	characteristics,	

it	 seems	obvious	 that	 there	are	distinct	 journeys	as	well	 and	 it	 is,	 thus,	 crucial	 to	

identify	 the	 key	 journeys	 (Rawson,	 Duncan	 and	 Jones,	 2013).	 Edelman’s	 CDJ	 is	 a	

macro-model	 describing	 brand	 decision-making	 and	 interaction	 from	 a	 broad	

perspective	 as	 to	 be	 universally	 applicable.	 Specific	 implications	 for	 distinct	

consumers	or	different	brands	may	differ	from	one	another.	Therefore,	the	number	

and	nature	of	 stages	within	 the	model	may	vary	between	products	or	 services	 as	

well	 as	 industries	 (Bauer,	 Sauer	 and	 Becker,	 2006;	 Dhebar,	 2013).	 A	 journey	

succeeds	 if	 it	 is	able	to	create	new	value	 for	consumers	so	that	 they	benefit	 from	

the	journey	itself	(van	Bommel	and	Edelman,	2015).	For	consumers	to	benefit	and	

gain	new	value	 leading	 to	 repeat	purchases,	brands	at	every	 time	need	 to	deliver	

what	matters	most	 in	 a	 particular	 space	 with	 an	 emotional	 connection	 (Roberts,	

2013).	 It,	 thus,	 becomes	 imperative	 to	 not	 only	 design	 the	 actual	 product,	 but	

rather	 the	 entirety	 of	 interactions	 between	 consumers	 and	 its	 brand	 (Wildner,	

Kittinger-Rosanelli	 and	 Bosenick,	 2015;	 Edelman	 and	 Singer,	 2015;	Gebbia,	 2016).	

The	entire	journey,	so	to	say,	becomes	the	new	to-be-managed	product	and	builds	

a	 source	 of	 competitive	 advantage	 (Mahapatra,	 2014;	 Edelman,	 2015a;	 Edelman	

and	 Singer,	 2015).	 Successful	 management	 of	 the	 CDJ-product	 calls	 for	 the	

interconnected	 capabilities	 (1)	 automation,	 (2)	 proactive	 personalization,	 (3)	

contextual	 interaction	 and	 (4)	 journey	 innovation	 (Edelman	 and	 Singer,	 2015).	

Automation	and	digitization	enable	the	streamlining	of	previously	manual	steps	 in	

the	 journey	 and	 allow	 for	 formerly	 complex	 processes	 to	 be	 quicker,	 easier	 and	

more	 effective.	 The	proactive	 personalization	builds	 upon	 automation	 capabilities	

as	customer	information	about	past	interactions	is	analyzed	and	used	to	customize	

their	 experiences	 across	 various	 touchpoints.	 In	 comparison	 to	 traditional	 selling	

and	usage	of	more	general	campaigns	the	personalization	follows	the	general	trend	

of	 segment-of-one	marketing	 in	 the	RM	paradigm.	Marketers	need	 to	understand	

consumers	 and	 their	 individually	 unique	needs	 and	 choice	behavior	 to	 be	 able	 to	

treat	 individual	 consumers	 as	 independent	 segments	 and	 customize	 journeys	 to	

their	 needs	 (Winger	 and	 Edelman,	 1989;	 Lakoff	 and	 Johnson,	 1999).	 Hereby,	
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marketing	 shifts	 towards	 an	 interactive	 and	 personalized	 one-to-one	 model,	

partnering	 brands	 with	 consumers	 to	 create	 communication	 beyond	 pure	

advertisements	 (Roberts,	 2015).	 Furthermore,	 contextual	 interaction	 enables	 the	

brand	to	move	customers	forward	within	their	journeys,	for	which	using	knowledge	

about	where	the	customer	is	currently	positioned	in	the	journey	is	crucial.	Last	but	

not	least,	journey	innovation	allows	the	identification	of	opportunities	to	extend	the	

consumer	 relationship	 and	 to	 find	 new	 sources	 of	 added	 value.	 This	 calls	 for	 an	

active	 analysis	 of	 needs	 and	ongoing	 experimentation	 in	 a	 process	 of	 iteration	 to	

find	the	perfect	journey. 

2.3 Brand	Loyalty	

2.3.1 The	‘Holy	Grail’	of	Marketing	

The	goal	of	all	RM	efforts,	and	therefore	also	of	CDJ	management,	is	to	build	

up	 or	 increase	 true	 consumer	 loyalty	 (Palmatier	 et	 al.,	 2006).	 Brand	 relationship	

theory,	 thus,	 circles	 around	 the	 ‘why’	 and	 ‘how’	 brands	 are	 consumed	 by	 loyal	

consumers,	 while,	 traditionally,	 brand	 loyalty	 in	 the	 end	 documents	 whether	 a	

product	 is	 actually	 consumed	 on	 a	 regular	 basis	 (Heding,	 Knudtzen	 and	 Bjerre,	

2009).	One	 could	 term	brand	 loyalty	 the	 success	measure	 of	 a	 holistic	marketing	

effort	 (Grønholdt	 and	 Martensen,	 2006).	 This	 success	 has	 two	 dimensions:	

consumer	 and	 company	 success.	 Loyalty	 or	 entering	 the	 loyalty	 loop,	 as	 the	 CDJ	

model	depicts	it,	proves	that	consumers	are	satisfied	with	both	the	product	and	the	

journey,	meaning	 that	 they	were	 successful	 in	 gaining	 value	 from	 the	 experience	

(Edelman	 and	 Singer,	 2015;	 Roberts,	 2015;	 Wildner,	 Kittinger-Rosanelli	 and	

Bosenick,	 2015).	 Companies	 succeed	 financially	 if	 they	 manage	 to	 loyalize	 their	

consumers,	since	those	are	(a)	cheaper	than	first-time	or	repeat	consumers	who	go	

through	all	pre-purchase	stages,	which	involve	expensive	advertising	campaigns	or	

purchase	 incentives,	 and	 (b)	 can	 be	 leveraged	 to	 promote	 a	 brand	 to	 other	

consumers	 in	 their	 consideration	 and	 evaluation	 phase.	 In	 other	 words,	 loyal	

consumers	 have	 a	 for-free	 multiplier	 effect,	 which	 can	 be	 used	 to	 attract	 and	

capture	new	consumers	(Ranaweera,	McDougall	and	Bansal,	2005;	Riivits-Arkonsuo,	

Kaljund	 and	 Leppiman,	 2014).	 Unfortunately,	 this	 multiplication	 effect	 is	 even	
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stronger	 for	 negative	 experiences	 in	 the	 CDJ,	 hinting	 once	 more	 that	 a	 careful	

management	 thereof	 is	 imperative	 (White	 House	 Office	 of	 Consumer	 Affairs	 in	

infosurv,	2015).		

2.3.2 Intentional	Loyalty	

Over	 the	 years,	 research	 has	 seen	 numerous	 attempts	 to	 define	 the	 term	

loyalty	 as	well	 as	 its	 constituting	 components.	 Theorists	 started	 out	 by	 delivering	

percent-of-purchase	 or	 sequence	 definitions,	 which	 took	 a	 certain	 proportion	 of	

total	purchases	of	one	brand	in	a	given	category	or	a	certain	number	of	consecutive	

purchases	 thereof	 to	 mean	 brand	 loyalty	 (Jacoby	 and	 Kyner,	 1973).	 Jacoby	 and	

Kyner,	however,	already	concluded	in	1973	that	a	single	“unidimensional	measure	is	

probably	 insufficient	 for	 measuring”	 (p.	 1)	 loyalty	 and	 identified	 the	 need	 to	 go	

beyond	 looking	 at	 just	 the	outcome	–	repeat	 purchase	 –	 but	 to	 also	 consider	 the	

reasons	for	it.	They	derived	the	conceptual	definition	that	“brand	loyalty	is	[…]	the	

biased	 (i.e.	 […]	 nonrandom),	 […]	 behavioral	 response	 (i.e.	 […]	 purchase),	 […]	

expressed	over	time,	[…]	by	some	decision-making	unit,	[…]	with	respect	to	one	or	

more	 alternative	 brands	 out	 of	 a	 set	 of	 such	 brands,	 and	 […]	 is	 a	 function	 of	

psychological	 (decision-making,	evaluative)	processes”	 (Jacoby	and	Kyner,	1973,	p.	

2)	and	remarked	that	the	six	elements	of	this	definition	are	seen	to	be	collectively	

sufficient.	In	other	words,	acting	as	a	loyal	consumer	is	a	conscious	preference	of	a	

certain	 brand	 from	 the	 total	 set	 of	 brands	 in	 a	 specific	 product	 category	 that	 is	

made	 consistently	 whenever	 the	 need	 for	 that	 product	 category	 arises.	 The	

preferential	 attitude	 towards	 this	 one	 brand	 is	 informed	 by	 a	 thorough	 process	

considering	 all	 aspects	 of	 attitude	 formation.	 Researchers	 use	 this	 definition	 to	

suggest	 that	 loyalty	 has	 two	 primary	 components,	 namely	 a	 behavioral	 and	 an	

attitudinal	one	 (Quester	and	 Lin	 Lim,	2003;	Egan,	2011).	 The	behavioral	 approach	

considers	the	pattern	of	purchase	and	describes	 loyal	behavior	as	a	consistency	 in	

that	pattern	with	regard	to	a	particular	brand	within	a	product	class.	Loyalty,	or	at	

least	this	aspect	of	it,	can,	hence,	be	deduced	from	an	observation	of	overt	buying	

behavior.	 However,	 this	 condition	 is	 not	 sufficient	 to	 substantiate	 true	 or	

intentional	 brand	 loyalty.	 Thus,	 the	 attitudinal	 approach	 additionally	 requires	

favorable	 attitudes	 towards	 a	 brand	 for	 true	 loyalty	 to	 build	 up	 (Quester	 and	 Lin	
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Lim,	 2003).	 Attitudes	 are	 of	 a	 tricomponent	 nature	 and	 consist	 of	 a	 cognitive,	

affective	 and	 conative	 factor	 (Schiffman,	 Kanuk	 and	 Hansen,	 2008;	 Egan,	 2011).	

Direct	experience	or	associated	information	from	other	sources	form	the	cognitive	

knowledge	and	perceptions	regarding	a	brand.	Affective	associations	summarize	the	

emotions	 and	 feelings	one	has	 about	 a	brand.	 Loyalty	 is	 largely	 connected	 to	 the	

emotional	salience	of	a	brand,	since	emotions	are	the	foundation	for	trust	build-up	

(Roberts,	 2015).	 Lastly,	 the	 conative	 component	 covers	 the	 probability	 of	

consumers	acting	on	 their	beliefs	or	emotional	connection	by	behaving	 towards	a	

brand	 in	a	particular	manner.	 It	may	even	 include	the	actual	purchasing	behavior.	

Again,	 the	multifaceted	 layer	 of	 the	 attitudinal	 approach	 and,	 thus,	 of	 the	 loyalty	

concept	in	general,	points	to	the	importance	of	addressing	the	consumer	at	various	

stages	of	the	brand-consumer	relationship	in	a	consistent	manner,	which	ultimately	

may	 form	 intentional	brand	 loyalty	 (Egan,	2011).	Kevin	Roberts	 (2015)	puts	 it	 this	

way:	“Consumers	love	the	brands	that	love	them.”	(p.	7)	This	points	at	the	fact	that	

the	degree	of	loyalty	depicts	the	relationship	strength	between	two	entities,	among	

others	 built	 up	 through	 reciprocity	 (Quester	 and	 Lin	 Lim,	 2003).	 Moreover,	 it	 is	

suggested	that	loyalty	develops	only	if	a	brand	offers	unique	benefits	and	through	

that	 creates	 a	 personal	 fit	 and	 attachment	with	 consumers	 (Quester	 and	 Lin	 Lim,	

2003).	 As	 much	 as	 loyalty	 is	 a	 personal	 measurement	 of	 individual	 consumers,	

research	shows	that	 loyalty	 in	general	may	vary	by	product	category	among	other	

factors	(Nielsen,	2013).	

2.3.3 Habitual	Behavior	And	Other	Decision	Heuristics	

One	could	describe	loyalty	as	‘brand-focused	habits’,	as	it	adds	brand	attitude	

considerations	 to	 consistent	 purchase	 behavior.	 Habitual	 or	 spurious	 behavior,	

accordingly,	 is	 identical	 to	 the	behavioral	 loyalty	 component,	 but	does	not	 satisfy	

the	comprehensive	character	of	brand	loyalty.	Buying	out	of	habit	or	for	the	lack	of	

other	options	 rather	 suggests	a	 sole	 loyalty	 to	 the	behavior	 (Quester	and	Lin	Lim,	

2003;	 Egan,	 2011).	 It	 can,	 therefore,	 be	 assumed	 that	 the	 cognitive	 commitment	

with	habitual	purchases	is	lower	than	with	loyal	consumption,	as	the	mental	access	

of	attitudes	 is	unnecessary.	Brand	 loyalty	would	be	a	 stronger	and	more	 resistant	

form	of	habits,	since	habits,	in	general,	are	a	less	conscious	and	rather	passive	path	
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to	decision	(Engel	and	Blackwell,	1982;	Solomon,	Bamossy	and	Askegaard,	2002).	As	

Court	 et	al.	 (2009)	 say:	 “Despite	 their	 claims	of	 allegiance,	passive	 consumers	are	

open	 to	 messages	 from	 competitors	 that	 give	 them	 reason	 to	 switch.”	 (p.	 4)	

Kahneman	 (2011)	 correlates	 such	 low	 commitment	 with	 ‘fast	 thinking’,	 which	

humans	apply	as	they	are	 inherently	reluctant	to	 invest	more	cognitive	work	than	

necessary	 and	 thus	minimize	 effort	 and	 attention	 in	 these	 situations.	 Resembling	

the	LPS	conceptualization,	 it	 is	 typically	associated	with	 routine	decisions,	 such	as	

the	 purchase	 of	 everyday	 goods.	 This	 ‘law	 of	 least	 effort’	 and	 the	 associated	

habitual	 response	 can	 in	 some	 instances	 be	 overridden	 by	 memory,	 which	 may	

enforce	a	more	deliberate	reaction,	the	‘slow	thinking’	(Kahneman,	2011).	Generally	

spoken,	 in	 ‘slow-thinking’	 instances,	 conscious	 reasoning	 processes	 are	 followed	

and	objects	may	be	compared	on	several	attributes	(Selart	and	Boe,	2001).	

‘Fast	thinking’,	on	the	other	hand,	includes	the	intuitive	reaction	to	a	specific	

task	 at	 hand	 (Kahneman,	 2011).	 If	 intuition	 takes	 over,	 reactions	 are	 actively	

cognitive,	but	 the	complexity	of	 the	decision	 is	 reduced	to	reflect	 the	 low	 level	of	

importance	 or	 involvement.	 For	 this	 purpose,	 simplifying	 heuristics,	 or	 rules	 of	

thumb	that	allow	making	a	satisficing	choice,	are	employed	(Solomon,	Bamossy	and	

Askegaard,	 2002;	 Scheibehenne,	 Miesler	 and	 Todd,	 2007).	 It	 is	 their	 purpose	 to	

enable	avoiding	a	complex	decision	process	by	making	an	easier	choice	considering	

only	certain	aspects	of	the	original	decision	or	by	using	simpler	decision	substitutes	

(Selart	and	Boe,	2001;	Solomon,	Bamossy	and	Askegaard,	2002;	Kahneman,	2011).	

Typical	substitutes,	serving	as	heuristics,	are	price	or	availability	(McWilliam,	1997;	

Thøgersen,	 Jørgensen	 and	 Sandager,	 2012).	 Practice	 and	 repetition	 of	 those	

substitutes	 turn	 consumer	 behavior	 into	 habits	 –	 a	 mechanical	 reaction	 to	 need	

recognition	 that	 requires	 little	cognitive	effort	 (Selart	and	Boe,	2001).	Once	brand	

loyalty	has	been	built	up	 in	a	consumer,	the	strong	belief	 in	the	superiority	of	the	

brand	(values)	and	the	expert	knowledge	of	it	can	equally	serve	as	an	informant	of	

intuitive	 decisions	 –	 a	 heuristic	 (Solomon,	 Bamossy	 and	 Askegaard,	 2002;	

Kahneman,	2011).	
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2.4 Product	Involvement	

In	the	above	examined	conceptual	bases	‘decision-making	process’	and	‘brand	

loyalty’,	the	level	of	 involvement	has	proven	to	be	an	influential	factor	that	has	to	

be	 looked	 at	 in	 greater	 detail.	 In	 general,	 the	 level	 of	 involvement	 in	 a	 product	

category	 is	 described	 as	 contingent	 on	 the	 relevance	 of	 said	 category	 for	 a	

consumer	and,	 thus,	correlates	with	a	more	or	 less	elaborated	decision-making	or	

thought	process	 (Quester	and	 Lin	 Lim,	2003;	Kahneman,	2011).	McWilliam	 (1997)	

summarizes	three	dimensions	that	inform	this	perceived	importance:	(1)	It	reflects	

the	hedonic	value	a	consumer	sees	 in	a	product	category.	(2)	As	most	researchers	

agree,	it	mirrors	the	perceived	risk	in	consuming	from	a	certain	product	category	–	

risk	 that	 can	 be	 of	 a	 financial,	 physical	 or	 psychological	 nature	 (Kapferer	 and	

Laurent,	 1985).	 (3)	 The	 focus	 on	 a	 specific	 product	 category	 can	 also	 be	 the	

expression	of	personality	or	mood.	As	the	result	of	personal	relevance,	involvement	

then	 is	 the	 targeted	 activation	 of	 a	 consumer	 towards	 the	 search,	 reception,	

processing	 and	 storing	 of	 information	 (Homburg	 and	 Kromer,	 2009).	 Considering	

these	 different	 defining	 perspectives,	 it	 becomes	 evident	 that	 involvement	 is	 a	

multidimensional	concept	(Srivastava,	Karnavat	and	Suklani,	2012;	Quester	and	Lin	

Lim,	2013).		

Traditionally	brand	loyalty	is	associated	with	high-involvement	in	the	product	

category	a	brand	serves	(Homburg	and	Kromer,	2009).	The	argument	goes	that	low	

involvement	coincides	with	a	consistently	large	set	of	brands	technically	suitable	at	

every	purchase	incident	and	leads	to	low	brand	elaborations	(Quester	and	Lin	Lim,	

2003);	 repeat	 purchase	 in	 low-involvement	 product	 categories	 is,	 therefore,	

associated	 with	 habitual	 purchase	 behavior	 (LeClerc	 and	 Little,	 1997).	 Belief	 in	 a	

strict	 high-involvement	 /	 loyalty	 connection	 is	 based	 on	 the	 notion	 that	 high	

involvement	 is	 defined	 as	 the	 continuous	 commitment	 in	 terms	 of	 thoughts,	

feelings	 and	 behavior	 towards	 a	 product	 category,	 which	 mirrors	 the	 cognitive,	

affective	 and	 conative	 components	 of	 the	 attitudinal	 element	 of	 brand	 loyalty.	

However,	 contradicting	 research	 claims	 that	product	 class	 involvement	and	brand	

loyalty	are	not	causally	related,	making	cases	conceivable,	in	which	low	involvement	

and	high	loyalty	are	coupled	(Quester	and	Lin	Lim,	2003).	
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In	 principle,	 the	 level	 of	 involvement,	 like	 loyalty,	 is	 defined	 from	 the	

individual	consumer’s	perspective,	but	research	suggests	 that	companies	have	the	

ability	 to	 influence	 and	 alter	 consumers’	 said	 level	 (Homburg	 and	 Kromer,	 2009;	

Quester	 and	 Lin	 Lim,	 2013).	 Additionally,	 there	 are	 beliefs	 that	 certain	 product	

categories	 tend	 to	 generally	 correlate	 with	 certain	 levels	 of	 involvement	

(McWilliam,	 1997).	 Low	 involvement,	 for	 instance,	 is	 considered	 typical	 for	 fast-

moving	consumer	goods	(FMCG)	(Homburg	and	Kromer,	2009).	The	level	of	product	

category	 involvement	 does	 not	 necessarily	 correlate	 with	 the	 purchase	

involvement,	 the	 latter	 referring	 to	 the	 importance	 of	 the	 purchasing	 act	 for	 the	

consumer	(Quester	and	Lin	Lim,	2013).6	

2.5 Summary	

In	the	conceptual	basis,	the	historic	and	present	view	regarding	the	interplay	

of	three	grand	topics	was	laid	out:	the	consumer	decision-making	process,	habitual	

purchase	 behavior	 with	 its	 strongest	 form	 –	 loyalty	 –	 and	 level	 of	 involvement.	

Figure	3	depicts	the	relationship	that	existing	literature	assumes.	

Figure	3:	THEORIES	AT	INTERPLAY	

	
Source:	own	

	

																																																								
6	In	 the	 course	 of	 this	 thesis,	 unless	 otherwise	 specified,	 ‘involvement’	 always	 refers	 to	 product	
involvement.	
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It	 is	 assumed	 that	 the	 extent	 to	which	 elaborate	 decision-making	 is	 applied	

depends	 on	 both	 the	 familiarity	 with	 the	 product	 and	 the	 level	 of	 involvement7.	

Dependent	 on	 the	 level	 of	 these	 two	 variables,	 decisions	 are	 either	 made	 in	 a	

complete	 or	 a	 (gradually)	 simplified	 decision-making	 process.	 Different	 types	 of	

simplifying	mechanisms	may	 inform	such	 shorter	decision:	 general	heuristics	 such	

as	 price,	 formed	 habits	 or	 brand	 loyalty.	 The	mere	 usage	 of	 general	 heuristics	 is	

rather	 typical	 of	 first-decision	 incidents	 with	 low	 product	 familiarity	 and	 low	

involvement.	Over	time,	continuous	decision-making	may	lead	to	habitual	behavior	

as	 product	 familiarity	 grows.	 As	 such	 habits	 apply	 heuristics	 resulting	 in	 routine	

purchase	 behavior.	 Brand	 loyalty,	 as	 a	 habit	 towards	 a	 specific	 brand,	 is	 the	

strongest	type	of	abridged	decisions.	While	typically	associated	with	and	more	likely	

in	higher	levels	of	involvement,	its	possibility	in	low-involvement	contexts	has	been	

shown	to	exist.	Specific	purchase	incidents	are	represented	by	stars	in	Figure	3;	as	

consumers	grow	more	familiar	with	the	product	category,	automatisms	in	the	form	

of	 habits	 or	 loyalty	might	 be	 formed	 and	will	 shorten	 decision-making	 processes.	

Product	 familiarity,	 however,	 extends	 beyond	 the	 sole	 temporal	 measure	 of	

repurchase,	but	 is	built	up	by	other	factors	such	as	engagement	with	a	product	or	

brand	influence.	Especially	with	regards	to	the	loyalty	heuristic,	it	is	doubtful	that	it	

can	be	developed	from	mere	repurchase.	

3 Deriving	the	Research	Question	
Writing	 this	 thesis	 has	 been	 inspired	 by	 the	 concepts	 that	 have	 just	 been	

explored	 in	 depth	 (Figure	 3).	 As	 the	 term	 RM	 suggests,	 it	 is	 the	 goal	 of	 modern	

marketing	efforts	to	engage	with	consumers	in	a	deep	connection,	for	which	brand	

loyal	behavior	 is	desired.	The	CDJ	model	provides	a	 framework	of	how	to	achieve	

such	 a	 long-term	 relationship	 by	 accompanying	 and	 enabling	 the	 consumer	

decision-making	 (Figure	 2).	 Surveys	 that	 have	 informed	 the	 development	 of	 the	

model	 have	 mainly	 been	 conducted	 in	 classical	 high-involvement	 product	

categories.	As	one	of	the	few	FMCG	examples	in	Edelman’s	research	(2010),	make-

																																																								
7	The	 third	 influential	 criterion,	 purchase	 frequency,	 is	 assumed	 to	 highly	 correlate	 with	 product	
familiarity,	as	the	directional	effect	on	decision-making	is	similar	for	both;	it	has	thus	been	left	out	of	
the	summary.	
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up	 was	 taken	 into	 account.	 However,	 make-up	 is	 usually	 associated	 with	 a	

moderately	high,	albeit	contrasted	involvement	profile	with	a	score	of	4	on	a	scale	

of	1	to	9	–	1	being	the	highest	involvement	(Kapferer	and	Laurent,	1985;	McWilliam,	

1997).	 Failing	 to	 address	 the	 low-involvement	 perspective	 is	 a	 definite	 research	

shortcoming	of	the	CDJ	model,	as	the	level	of	involvement	has	been	established	as	

one	 of	 the	most	 influential	 consumer	 characteristic	 in	 decision-making	 (Solomon,	

Bamossy	 and	Wolny,	 2002;	 Bauer,	 Sauer	 and	 Becker,	 2006).	 Additional	 consumer	

characteristics	 considered	 important,	 namely	 product	 familiarity	 and	 the	 related	

purchase	frequency,	will	be	disregarded	in	this	research,	as	the	CDJ	model	already	

accounts	for	both	dimensions	by	suggesting	that	continued	value-adding	experience	

will	lead	to	a	loyalty	loop.	Theory	surrounding	the	transactional	five-stage	decision-

making	 model	 (Figure	 1)	 recognizes	 differences	 dependent	 on	 the	 level	 of	

involvement	and	concludes	that	the	process	is	more	elaborate	for	high	involvement	

decisions	and	shorter	for	routine	or	emotional	purchases,	meaning	low-involvement	

decisions	 (Solomon,	 Bamossy	 and	Wolny,	 2002;	Wolny	 and	Charoensuksai,	 2014).	

The	 CDJ	 model	 has	 failed	 to	 address	 possible	 differences	 in	 application	 across	

involvement	profiles.	As	it	entails	cognitive	responses	in	addition	to	emotional	and	

behavioral	drives,	it	can	be	assumed	that	the	level	of	involvement	has	an	impact	on	

the	 stages	 and	 the	 elaboration	 of	 the	 whole	model,	 as	 it	 does	 on	 the	 five-stage	

model	of	decision-making	(Wolny	and	Charoensuksai,	2014).	

A	 CDJ	 research	 bias	 towards	 high-involvement	 product	 categories	 seems	

reasonable	 given	 the	 predicament	 that	 loyalty	 is	 strongly	 connected	 to	 high-

involvement	 conditions.	 Today,	 however,	 multiple	 researchers	 are	 questioning	

whether	loyalty	might	not	also	be	possible	in	low	consumer	involvement	situations	

(McWilliam,	 1997;	 Quester	 and	 Lin	 Lim,	 2003).	 Already	 transactional	 tools8	have	

implied	that	attitudes,	the	significant	marker	of	loyalty,	can	be	affected	even	in	low-

involvement	 states.	 Likeability	 of	 an	 information	 source	 or	 non-verbal	

communication	 markers,	 for	 instance,	 can	 be	 employed	 to	 induce	 specific	 brand	

attitudes	 in	 lowly	 involved	 consumers	 (Homburg	 and	 Krohmer,	 2009).	 Roberts	

																																																								
8	In	 the	 ‘Elaboration	 Likelihood	Model’,	 the	 peripheral	 route	 is	 said	 to	 enable	 attitude	 change	 in	
settings	of	low	elaboration	likelihood,	which	can	be	loosely	equated	with	low	involvement	(Homburg	
and	Krohmer,	2009).	
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(2015)	claims	that	every	brand	can	become	what	he	terms	a	‘lovemark‘,	which	is	to	

say	 that	 every	 brand	 can	make	 its	 consumers	 loyal	 by	 connecting	 to	 them	on	 an	

emotional	 level.	 McWilliam	 (1997)	 had	 similar	 thoughts	 when	 suggesting	 that	

brands	 have	 been	 able	 to	 engage	 consumers	 in	 previously	 low-involvement	

categories.	Exploring	the	question	of	whether	high	brand	 involvement	can	exist	 in	

low	product	category	involvement	situations,	she	found	that	such	brands	do	so	by	

redefining	 the	category	and	are	often	 then	 labeled	 the	product	class’	poster	child	

and	eponym.	

It	has	previously	been	shown	that	the	existence	of	brand	loyalty	is	beneficial	

on	 multiple	 levels:	 Reichheld	 and	Markey	 (2011),	 as	 representatives	 of	 Bain	 and	

Company,	 claim	that	 loyal	 consumers	buy	more,	possibly	at	a	price	premium,	and	

stay	 longer,	which	 is	 valuable	 in	 the	 face	 of	 cost	 savings	 over	 time	 (Egan,	 2011).	

Assuming	 a	promoter	 role,	 they	may	 also	provide	 feedback	 for	 improvement	 and	

refer	 the	 brand	 to	 close	 associates.	 This	 twofold	 benefit,	 the	 effect	 of	 which	 is	

illustrated	in	Figure	4,	explains	why	habitual	behavior	cannot	be	fully	satisfying	for	

brand	 management.	 Habits,	 solely	 covering	 the	 behavioral	 aspect	 of	 repurchase,	

only	 grant	 cheap	 repeat	 customers	 and	 due	 to	 their	 passive	 nature	 are	 more	

susceptible	 to	 competitor	 attempts	 of	 convincing	 consumers	 to	 switch	 (Solomon,	

Bamossy	and	Askegaard,	2002;	Court	et	al.,	2009).	In	order	to	reap	the	benefits	of	

brand	 promotion	 and,	 thus,	 to	 create	 a	multiplier	 effect	 towards	 other	 potential	

users,	 the	attitudinal	aspect	of	 loyalty	needs	 to	be	covered,	 calling	 for	 true	brand	

loyalty	build-up.		

Figure	4:	THE	EFFECT	OF	LOYALTY	BENEFITS	ON	A	BRAND’S	FINANCIAL	PERFORMANCE	

	
Source:	adapted	from	Reichheld	and	Markey	(2011)	
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Naturally,	thus,	it	is	of	interest	to	verify	whether	the	CDJ	model	can	be	a	tool	

for	brands	in	low-involvement	categories	for	the	creation	of	long-term	relationships	

and	 of	 brand	 loyalty.	 Addressing	 this	 low-involvement	 dimension	 would	 lend	

greater	 relevance	 to	 the	 CDJ	 model	 (Engel	 and	 Blackwell,	 1982).	 As	 previously	

pointed	out,	FMCG	provide	a	classical	example	of	low-involvement	products,	which	

is	why	research	will	be	conducted	in	this	industry.	It	is	indisputable	that	the	FMCG	

market	 is	 inherently	 different	 from	markets	 in	which	 the	 CDJ	model	 has	 thus	 far	

been	applied	and	verified,	such	as	the	service	sector.	FMCG	competition	tends	to	be	

price-based	and	much	 less	brand-attitude-focused,	which	has	 lead	people	to	think	

that	brand	loyalty	generation	is	a	challenge	here	(Egan,	2011).	Recent	findings	paint	

a	mixed	 picture,	 stating	 on	 the	 one	 hand	 that	 “[c]onsumers	 are	 no	 longer	 brand	

loyal”	 (Llopis,	 2014),	 while	 at	 the	 same	 time	 proclaiming	 that	 Generation	 Y9	

continue	 to	be	brand	 loyal	 as	 they	are	 looking	 for	a	quality	marker	 to	assist	 their	

choice	in	overcrowded	product	categories	(Solomon,	Bamossy	and	Askegaard,	2002;	

Chowdhury,	 Ratneshwar	 and	 Mohanty,	 2008;	 Riivits-Arkonsuo,	 Kaljund	 and	

Leppiman,	 2014).	 From	 this	 diffuse	 picture	 it	 has	 to	 be	 realized	 that	 new	

mechanisms	to	achieve	the	still	desired	brand	loyalty	are	imperative,	one	of	which,	

could	be	CDJ	execution.	It	is,	thus,	not	only	the	purpose	of	this	research	to	examine	

whether	the	‘loyalty	loop’	can	at	all	be	reached	in	low-involvement	FMCG	settings,	

but	also	to	understand	to	what	extent	a	FMCG	CDJ	might	look	different	in	terms	of	

different	stages,	a	different	number	or	sequence	of	stages	or	a	specific	weighting	of	

singular	stages.	The	assumption	that	these	specific	parameters	might	be	altered	in	

low-involvement	 contexts	was	 informed	 by	 findings	 in	 previous	 research	 and	 has	

been	outlined	in	the	conceptual	basis	(Percy	and	Rosenbaum-Elliott,	2012;	Dhebar,	

2013;	Wolny	and	Charoensuksai,	2014).	

																																																								
9	The	consumer	generation	born	between	1981	and	1995,	which	is	the	biggest	and	most	influential	
consumer	group	in	many	markets	(McCrindle,	2012).	
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4 Methods	

4.1 Research	Design	

In	order	to	address	the	applicability	gap	of	the	CDJ	model	and	to	answer	the	

question	 of	 what	 a	 loyalty-creating	 decision	 journey	 in	 low-involvement	 contexts	

may	look	like,	a	number	of	research	steps	is	proposed	as	summarized	in	Figure	5.	

Figure	5:	THE	RESEARCH	STEPS	

	
Source:	own	

	

It	 is	the	approach	of	this	paper	to	understand	the	consumers’	 journey	in	the	

FMCG	 industry	 and	 from	 there	 draw	 general	 implications	 for	 low-involvement	

decisions	 and	 how	 brands	 can	 support	 them.	 A	 case	 study	 research	 approach	 is	

chosen,	 since	 this	 type	 of	 investigation	 is	 particularly	 suitable	 for	 explorative	

purposes,	which,	 on	 a	 sound	 theoretical	 basis,	 examine	 the	 ‘how’	 and	 ‘why’	 of	 a	

phenomenon	in	a	specific	context,	as	is	the	case	in	the	propositions	of	this	paper’s	

research	question	(Yin,	2003).	Initially,	thus,	both	a	product	category	representative	

of	 the	FMCG	 industry	as	well	as	a	 respective	brand	 in	 the	category,	 for	which	the	

consumer	journey	will	be	explored	in	depth,	have	to	be	identified.	Finding	and	using	

a	specific	product	category	and	brand	in	the	research	with	(prospective)	consumers	

is	necessary,	because	consumers	more	easily	and	extensively	 relate	 to	 ‘basic-level	

categories’	 or	 specific	 consumption	 instances	 and	 thus	 can	 share	 richer	 content	

when	 prompted	 in	 this	 particular	 way	 (Lakoff	 and	 Johnson,	 1999).	 Milk,	 often	

quoted	 as	 typical	 everyday	 product	 (Homburg	 and	 Krohmer,	 2009),	 is	 chosen	 as	

representative	–	‘base-level	category’	–	of	the	FMCG	aggregate.	What	 is	meant	by	

milk	 is	 the	 product	 of	 a	 milk	 in	 carton,	 not	 other	 products	 in	 which	 milk	 is	

processed,	such	as	flavored	yogurt	drinks.10	Choosing	a	brand	to	work	with	for	this	

																																																								
10	Research	will	 only	 consider	 the	 business-to-consumer	market	 and	 neglect	 to	 cover	 business-to-
business	aspects.	
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category	 is	 furthermore	necessary,	because	of	the	above	described	dual	nature	of	

the	CDJ,	being	both	a	decision-making	model	and	a	guide	for	brand	management.	It	

enables	this	research	to	develop	theoretical	as	well	as	practical	results.		

Consumer	research	will	primarily	be	done	in	a	qualitative	manner	as	to	meet	

the	 requirements	 of	 the	 explorative	 nature	 of	 the	 topic	 (Bajde,	 2015a).	 While	

research	 into	 the	 conceptual	 basis	 has	 yielded	 dimensions,	 in	 which	 a	 low-

involvement	CDJ	might	differ	 from	the	original	model,	hypotheses	 regarding	what	

specifically	 might	 be	 different	 about	 them	 could	 not	 be	 formed.	 For	 the	

investigation	 of	 such	 an	 ‘unknown’,	 qualitative	methods	 are	 best	 suited	 (Mayan,	

2009).	It	is	the	goal	to	understand	consumer	needs	and	considerations	with	regards	

to	milk	and	derive	the	structure	along	which	they	make	a	decision	 in	 this	product	

category.	 Interpretations	 of	 these	 findings	 will	 yield	 branding	 implications	 from	

which	a	universally	valid	CDJ	model	for	low-involvement	categories	is	formed.	Rich	

content	 in	 terms	 of	 expectations	 of	 the	 entire	 consumption	 experience	 before,	

throughout	 and	 beyond	 the	 purchase	 is	 also	 to	 be	 extracted	 to	 come	 up	 with	

recommendations	for	the	case	brand	in	particular.	

Moreover,	 qualitative	 research	 is	 the	 typical	 and	 appropriate	 method	 if	

engaging	 in	RM	efforts	 (Heding,	Knudtzen	and	Bjerre,	2009).	 If	 the	CDJ	aims	to	be	

truly	 supportive	 of	 the	 consumers’	 relationship	with	 the	 brand,	 it	 is	 necessary	 to	

look	 at	 decision-making	 from	 the	 consumer	 perspective.	 Consumers	 have	 the	

ultimate	decision	power	and	the	brand’s	role	 is	a	supportive	one.	Truly	 innovative	

journeys	provided	by	a	brand,	thus,	are	developed	if	the	consumer	point-of-view	is	

taken	as	a	start	point	(Dhebar,	2013).	

Considering	 the	 complementary	 nature	 of	 qualitative	 and	 quantitative	

methods	(Bajde,	2015b),	this	paper	additionally	uses	quantitative	techniques	where	

appropriate	and	necessary.	As	such,	a	quantitative	pre-test	is	used	as	an	initial	step	

to	 confirm	 the	prior	hypothesis	 from	 literature	 that	 FMCG,	and	milk	 in	particular,	

fall	into	the	low-involvement	category.	Brand	recall	questions	within	this	survey	will	

help	 to	 identify	 a	 case	 brand	 to	 facilitate	 consumer	 data	 extraction	 in	 further	

qualitative	research	steps.	
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4.2 Quantitative	Methods	

Initially,	 it	 has	 to	 be	 verified	 that	 the	 category	 investigated	 here	 –	 simple	

foods	as	represented	by	milk	–	is	truly	characterized	by	low	involvement	so	that	it	is	

suitable	to	answer	the	research	question.	For	this	purpose,	consumer	involvement	

profiles	 (CIPs)	 were	 measured,	 borrowing	 from	 the	 Kapferer	 and	 Laurent	 (1985)	

framework,	which	was	chosen	as	 it	 is	one	of	 the	standards	 in	measuring	 levels	of	

involvement	 (Bauer,	 Sauer	 and	 Becker,	 2006).	 According	 to	 them,	 involvement	

cannot	 be	 examined	 directly	 but	 has	 to	 be	 determined	 by	 observation	 of	 five	

specific	 antecedents:	 the	 interest	 in	 the	 product	 category,	 the	 pleasure	 derived	

from	 using	 products	 in	 the	 category,	 the	 degree	 to	 which	 it	 is	 a	 sign	 of	 one’s	

personality,	as	well	as	the	risk	probability	and	risk	 importance	associated	with	the	

purchase	decision	 in	a	 given	 category.	A	 set	of	 specific	questions	 is	 suggested	 for	

each	parameter	which	has	been	used	for	the	questionnaire	of	this	study	(Appendix	

2)	 and	were	presented	 to	 research	participants	 in	 a	 random	order,	 so	 that	 it	was	

unapparent	 to	 them	 which	 categories	 are	 inquired	 as	 to	 prevent	 a	 framing	 bias	

(Rodgers	 and	 Schneider,	 1990;	 Kuester,	 2013b).	 Agreement	 with	 the	 statements	

was	 tested	 on	 a	 5-point	 Likert	 scale	 –	 1	 representing	 lowest	 and	 5	 highest	

involvement.	A	total	of	108	participants	took	part	in	the	survey,	which	was	hosted	

on	Google	Forms.	The	first	step	of	analysis	was	to	group	results	from	the	questions	

for	the	respective	antecedents	to	derive	scores	for	the	singular	factors.	From	these	

scores	 the	 involvement	 profiles	 were	 deducted	 for	 each	 individual.	 Kapferer	 and	

Laurent	 (1985)	have	verified	 ten	 separate	profiles:	minimal	 involvement	and	 total	

involvement	 represent	 the	 extreme	 profiles;	 all	 other	 eight	 outcomes	 are	

summarized	 as	 contrasted	 involvement.	 Apart	 from	 the	 predetermined	 CIP	

questions,	 questions	 on	 brand	 awareness,	 in	 the	 form	 of	 recall,	 and	 repurchase	

behavior	 in	 the	 category	were	 included.	The	hope	was	 to	determine	which	brand	

would	facilitate	further	in-depth	research.	

Results	for	all	five	antecedents	prove	a	comparatively	low	involvement	in	the	

category	of	milk.	Especially	the	most	quoted	risk	probability	parameter	is	reported	

at	 an	extremely	 low	 score	of	 1.89	across	 all	 participants.	 The	overall	 involvement	

score,	measured	as	the	arithmetic	average	across	the	five	dimensions,	is	reported	at	



	 26	

2.47.	 Correction	 for	 stray	 results	 has	 been	 enforced	 by	 excluding	 unusual	

candidates,	 such	 as	 those	 whose	 dietary	 restrictions	might	 influence	 the	 level	 of	

involvement	with	milk,	lowering	the	involvement	level	to	a	2.46	score.11	Despite	this	

rather	 minor	 effect,	 affected	 candidates	 were	 excluded	 from	 further	 research.	

Testing	the	validity	of	the	data,	a	significance	test	was	performed	yielding	a	p-value	

of	4.63%.	It	is,	thus,	concluded	that	the	results	are	statistically	significant	and	can	be	

relied	on	in	the	subsequent	analysis	(Mosler	and	Schmid,	2009).	

Adducing	known	involvement	profiles	of	the	category	representing	the	lowest	

involvement	 levels	 in	 CDJ	 research	 so	 far	 as	 reference,	 one	 can	 observe	 that	

perfume	 is	 regarded	 with	 total	 involvement	 by	 most	 consumers	 (Kapferer	 and	

Laurent,	1985).	McWilliam	(1997)	also	categorized	make-up	on	the	higher	scale,	as	

stated	 earlier.	 Judging	 from	 a	 comparison	 of	 the	 survey’s	 results	 and	 previous	

research,	 involvement	 in	the	milk	category	can	be	expected	to	be	at	a	 lower	 level	

than	that	of	any	other	category	ever	analyzed	in	research	contexts	of	the	CDJ	model	

(Edelman,	 2010).	Milk	 is,	 therefore,	 an	appropriate	object	 for	 the	 investigation	of	

the	research	question.	

The	 number	 of	 product	 attributes	 named	 by	 the	 probands	was	 additionally	

used	 to	 verify	 the	 interpretations	 regarding	 their	 level	 of	 involvement,	 as	 it	 is	

suggested	 to	 be	 an	 appropriate	 proxy	 thereof	 (Engel	 and	 Backwell,	 1982).	 On	

average	1.39	attributes,	considered	in	decision-making	when	consuming	milk,	were	

named.	This	number	is	considered	sufficiently	low	and	verifies	once	more	that	the	

consumers	 in	question	assign	 low	 levels	of	 involvement	to	milk.	However,	only	28	

named	‘lowest	price’	as	one	of	those	attributes,	44	named	‘availability	at	the	point	

of	 purchase’.	While	 these	have	previously	 been	 associated	with	 low	 involvement,	

this	 result	 is	 not	 deemed	 significant	 in	 questioning	 the	 low-involvement	

classification.	 Rather,	 it	 can	 be	 seen	 as	 an	 opportunity	 for	 this	 research,	 since	

(prospective)	consumers	may	be	influenceable	by	other	attributes	more	related	to	a	

particular	brand.	

																																																								
11	Such	 limitation	 seems	 necessary	 following	 the	 assumption	 that	 strong	 dietary	 convictions	 or	
serious	 consumption-related	 health	 issues	 may	 lead	 to	 significantly	 higher	 involvement	 NOT	 to	
consume	 milk.	 Including	 these	 samples	 would	 further	 dilute	 the	 research,	 as	 their	 likelihood	 of	
becoming	‘users’	of	milk	and,	thus,	going	through	a	CDJ	for	this	product	is	deemed	non-existent.	
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Participants,	on	average,	recalled	two	to	three	brands12	in	the	category.	Arla,	

named	 by	 66.67%	 of	 the	 entire	 cohort,	 has	 the	 highest	 brand	 awareness	 scores	

among	 all	 brands	mentioned	 in	 this	 survey.	 After	 a	 correction	 for	 the	 location	 of	

participants,	 yielding	 all	 of	 those	 with	 an	 association	 with	 the	 Nordics	 either	

through	 their	 country	 of	 origin,	 or	 through	 their	 country	 of	 residence,	 brand	

awareness	 rises	 to	96.43%.	Applying	 this	 filter	 accounts	 for	 the	non-availability	of	

Arla	milk	 products	 in	 other	markets,	 like	 Austria.	Arla	 was,	 hence,	 chosen	 as	 the	

brand	 used	 in	 subsequent	 research;	 given	 such	 overwhelming	 recall	 figures,	 a	

single-case	 study	 research	 design	 is	 appropriate,	 since	 Arla	 can	 be	 seen	 as	 THE	

category	representative	(Yin,	2003).	

As	 involvement	 is	 mostly	 a	 consumer-based	 construct,	 the	 purpose	 of	 this	

survey	was	 also	 to	 identify	 individuals	 that	 are	particularly	well	 suited	 for	 further	

steps	 in	 the	 process	 of	 this	 research.	 Participants	 could	 voluntarily	 provide	 their	

email	address	and	thereby	declare	their	agreement	to	being	contacted	for	 further	

questions.	 It	 is	 from	this	pool	 that	participants	 for	 the	 focus	group	were	selected.	

Apart	 from	 assuring	 that	 they	 would	 be	 willing	 and	 open	 to	 share	 in	 that	

subsequent	research	step,	 their	CIP	results	could	be	assessed	as	to	verify	 that	the	

qualitative	 research	would	 be	 undertaken	with	 consumers	who	 confirmedly	 have	

low	involvement	in	the	product	category	milk.		

4.3 Qualitative	Methods	

A	 number	 of	 qualitative	 research	 steps	 are	 undertaken	 to	 create	 a	

comprehensive	 picture	 of	 milk	 consumption	 in	 particular	 from	 which	 an	 all-

encompassing	answer	 to	 the	research	question	will	be	drawn	(Figure	5).	Research	

steps	for	the	theoretical	results	and	the	practical	results	were	separated	from	each	

other,	 because	 the	 theoretical	 CDJ	 had	 to	 be	 fully	 developed	 before	 practical	

recommendations	for	each	stage	could	be	made.		

Focus	groups,	the	method	with	which	the	research	was	commenced,	are	an	

adequate	 technique	 of	 interviewing	 participants	 to	 explore	 specific	 themes	 and	

topics	 in	 depth	 (Bryman	 and	Bell,	 2011).	 This	method	was	 chosen	 because	 it	 can	

provide	a	variety	of	insights	and	the	understanding	of	why	people	feel	the	way	they	
																																																								
12	2.64	
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do,	since	participants	might	probe	each	other’s	reasons,	qualify	or	modify	their	own	

views,	 and/or	 voice	 agreements	 to	 something	 they	 would	 have	 not	 thought	 of	

without	 another	 participant	 mentioning	 it.	 Their	 setting	 facilitates	 participants’	

animated	discussion	and	thus	provides	insight	into	how	people	construe	topics	not	

as	individuals	but	rather	as	group	members.	Because	it	reflects	everyday	life	where	

joint	decision-making	for	household	items,	like	milk,	is	the	norm	more	realistically,	it	

reveals	consumer	meaning	and	facilitates	sensemaking.	The	conducted	focus	group	

contained	five	milk	consumers.	To	enhance	the	usability	of	the	focus	group	findings	

as	 mentioned	 above,	 consumers	 with	 milk-related	 dietary	 restrictions	 were	

excluded	 from	 participation.	 Despite	 the	 grounded	 assumption	 that	 involvement	

with	 milk	 is	 low	 for	 each	 of	 the	 participants,	 it	 became	 clear	 throughout	 the	

discussion	that	specific	involvement	profiles	were	distinct	from	each	other	and	that	

the	participants	use	milk	on	different	levels	of	frequency.	This	fact	was	welcomed	as	

it	represents	a	more	comprehensive	picture	of	milk	consumers	and	thus	contributes	

to	 a	 more	 qualitative	 and	 realistic	 research	 outcome.	 The	 two	 male	 and	 three	

female	 participants	 were	 between	 20	 and	 30	 years	 old.	 This	 rather	 narrow	 age	

distribution	is	not	considered	to	be	a	research	flaw	as	demographic	segmentation	is	

found	 to	 be	 unnecessary	 in	 the	 grocery	 category	 (Hammond,	 Ehrenberg	 and	

Goodhardt,	 1996).	 More	 generally	 spoken,	 involvement	 as	 a	 consumer	

characteristic	 is	 said	 to	have	 stronger	 influence	on	 the	 journey	 than	demographic	

characteristics,	 especially	 when	 the	 satisfaction	 judgment	 of	 the	 experience	 is	

concerned	(Ranaweera,	McDeougall	and	Bansal,	2005).	Additionally,	pre-testing	has	

shown	that	involvement	levels	do	not	differ	significantly	among	different	consumer	

generations13.	 The	 focus	 group	 participants	 may,	 thus,	 be	 representative	 of	 the	

entire	 consumption	 cohort	 and	 are	 expected	 to	 provide	 relevant	 and	 sufficient	

insights	for	the	ultimate	theoretical	objective	of	understanding	the	general	decision	

journey	 in	 low-involvement	 categories.	 As	 it	 has	 been	 observed	 that	 younger	

demographics	 are	 becoming	 more	 brand	 loyal	 (Deloitte,	 2014),	 Generation	 Y	

consumers	were	chosen	as	participants.	As	loyalty	is	a	major	part	of	the	observation	

																																																								
13	Average	scores:	Baby	Boomers	–	2.75,	Generation	X	–	2.56,	Generation	Y	–	2.43	
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objective,	this	allows	for	the	desired	all-encompassing	research	and	is	expected	to	

yield	valuable	insights	also	for	the	practical	part	of	the	research.		

A	 fairly	 unstructured	 and	 conversational	 setting	 was	 chosen	 for	 the	 focus	

group,	 in	 which	 the	 moderator	 acted	 as	 a	 facilitator.	 She	 guided	 the	 discussion	

along	a	loose	outline	in	order	to	ensure	the	broad	topics	of	consumption,	habitual	

behavior	and	brand	loyalty	were	included.	Limited	guidance	was	necessary,	because	

a	priori	themes	were	developed	preceding	data	collection.	Taking	into	account	the	

generic	 ‘behavioral	 sequence	model’	 (BSM)	 (Percy	 and	 Rosenbaum-Elliott,	 2012),	

the	moderator	made	sure	that	responses	allowed	for	rich	insights	regarding	steps	in	

decision-making	 as	 perceived	 by	 consumers.	While	Percy	 and	 Rosenbaum-Elliott’s	

(2012)	 model	 is	 considered	 a	 transactional	 tool,	 its	 innate	 adaptability	 makes	 it	

suitable	 as	 a	 research	 basis	 for	 a	 specific	 product	 category.	 It	 is	 believed	 that	

consumers	 can	 relate	 more	 closely	 to	 what	 they	 actually	 experience	 than	 to	

consider	 when	 a	 brand	 can	 influence	 them	 in	 decision-making.	 It	 will	 be	 the	

researchers’	 task	 to	 derive	 the	 latter,	 meaning	 the	 CDJ,	 in	 subsequent	 steps.	

Conversation	was	not	inhibited,	however,	but	free	roaming	was	encouraged	to	gain	

meaningful	insights	regarding	specific	steps	in	the	sequence	as	well	as	more	general	

consumer	 mind	 patterns.	 By	 borrowing	 from	 the	 laddering	 technique,	 the	

moderator	initiated	follow-up	questions	if	it	was	felt	that	there	could	be	more	said	

with	 regards	 to	a	 specific	aspect.	To	ease	 into	conversation,	 the	moderator	asked	

for	each	participant	to	introduce	themselves	and	to	give	a	short	description	of	when	

it	was	that	they	last	consumed	milk.	This	had	the	goal	of	activating	participants	with	

regards	 to	 the	 topic	 without	 direct	 prompting.	 An	 overall	 conversational	 style	 is	

necessary,	since	95%	of	consumer	thought	is	unconscious	and	cannot	be	recollected	

directly	by	self-reflection	(Lakoff	and	Johnson,	1999).	Furthermore,	milk	drinks	were	

offered	to	the	participants	to	trigger	relevant	memories	of	often	unconscious	tacit	

knowledge.	Home	décor	and	grocery	magazines	were	laid	out	and	a	tablet	PC	was	

used	to	browse	YouTube	videos	to	access	the	images	as	which	thoughts	are	stored	

in	memory	(Christensen	and	Olson,	2002).	Active	discussion	was	initiated	by	a	grand	

tour	 question	 asking	 what	 participants	 would	 do	 if	 they	 needed	 milk	 and,	

subsequently,	 only	 had	 to	 be	 steered	 in	 few	 instances	 by	 floating	 prompts.	 In	
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revealing	 insights	 about	 pure	 consumer	 experiences,	 the	 focus	 group	 contributed	

significantly	to	the	research	effort.	

After	 a	 primary	 assessment	 of	 the	 focus	 group	 results,	 it	 became	 evident	

that	an	understanding	of	the	consumption	sequence	as	well	as	overarching	themes	

connected	to	it	are	present	in	the	consumers’	minds.	In	order	to	abstract	especially	

the	consumption	sequence	 into	 insights	of	 theoretical	decision-making	and	points	

of	 brand	 interaction	 therein,	 a	 more	 theoretical	 perspective	 had	 to	 be	 adopted	

which	was	beyond	the	concrete	findings	in	mere	consumer	minds.	Inferences	made	

from	the	consumption	sequence	model	with	regards	to	an	adapted	CDJ	model	thus	

had	 to	be	made	and	 it	was	deemed	necessary	 to	verify	 these.	As	 to	 facilitate	 the	

interpretation	 and	 more	 closely	 draw	 the	 link	 between	 the	 consumer	 thought	

construct	 and	 the	 more	 theoretical	 decision-making	 process,	 an	 interview	 was	

conducted	with	a	practitioner	and	external	lecturer	of	the	marketing	department	at	

Copenhagen	Business	School	–	Jonas	Munk.		He	is	familiar	with	the	CDJ	model	as	he	

teaches	 it	alongside	connected	branding	theory	 in	several	marketing	and	branding	

courses.	Even	in	his	role	as	consumer	he	is,	thus,	expected	to	be	more	aware	of	his	

actions	 despite	 low	 involvement	 in	 a	 specific	 category,	 which	 allowed	 for	 an	

extraction	 of	 his	 consumer	 thinking	 by	 also	 prompting	 more	 direct	 CDJ-related	

questions	without	startling	or	leading	the	interviewee.	For	detailed	information	on	

the	questions	asked,	see	Appendix	4.	An	in-depth	interview	is	especially	well-suited	

for	this	purpose:	 It	allows	for	an	exploration	of	the	who,	when,	where,	what,	how	

and	why	of	 consumption	 experiences	 and	 as	 such	 is	 used	 to	 connect	 the	missing	

links	 in	the	consumer	thought	pattern	derived	from	the	focus	group.	 In	a	recall	of	

the	 consumption	 experience	 of	 a	 singular	 individual,	 the	 relation	 to	 a	 specific	

product	or	brand	in	comparison	to	its	competitors,	can	be	elicited	directly.	

To	enable	data	interpretation,	both	the	focus	group	conversation	and	the	in-

depth	interview	were,	with	the	consent	of	the	participants,	recorded	and	carefully	

transferred	 into	 a	 full	 verbatim	 transcript.	 Moreover,	 additional	 results,	 such	 as	

notes	 and	drawings	on	 the	white	board,	were	 collected	 and	analyzed	afterwards.	

The	unique	characteristics	of	qualitative	research	allow	for	the	use	and	combination	

of	 such	 variety	 of	 available	 pieces	 of	 data	 (Bajde,	 2015a).	 By	 integrating	 the	

different	data	points,	the	quality	of	the	research	was	significantly	enhanced.	Apart	
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from	 this	 methodological	 triangulation,	 other	 forms	 of	 triangulation	 have	 been	

ensured.	 By	 talking	 to	 both	 mere	 consumers	 and	 an	 expert	 in	 the	 field,	 data	

triangulation	was	achieved.	Making	use	of	both	authors	of	this	thesis,	investigation	

has	 also	 been	 subject	 to	 triangulation	 (King	 and	 Horrocks,	 2010).	 In	 interviewing	

Jonas	 Munk	 the	 insights	 of	 an	 additional	 researcher	 were	 leveraged	 in	 data	

interpretation,	 further	 enhancing	 triangulation.	 The	 actual	 coding	 was	 done	

applying	 the	 basic	 system	 of	 thematic	 analysis,	 which	 entails	 three	 stages	 –	

descriptive	coding,	interpretive	coding	and	overarching	themes	(King	and	Horrocks,	

2010).	 Within	 the	 descriptive	 coding	 short	 and	 self-explanatory	 phrases	

summarizing	actual	data	of	the	transcript	were	used	to	stay	relatively	close	to	the	

text	and	not	yet	interpret.	The	latter	was	done	in	the	coding’s	second	stage,	as	all	

descriptive	codes	were	interpreted	and	grouped	with	regards	to	shared	meaning.	A	

higher	 abstraction	 level	 was	 reached	 in	 the	 final	 coding	 stage.	 Identifying	 the	

overarching	themes	is	the	first	step	towards	getting	a	picture	of	consumers’	mental	

models,	as	they	allow	for	a	deep	understanding	of	the	thought	patterns	connected	

to	 milk	 consumption.	 The	 focus	 group	 transcript	 underwent	 the	 coding	 process	

twice.	 In	 searching	 for	 the	 consumption	 sequence,	 descriptive	 codes	 were	

interpreted	with	a	priori	themes	in	mind.	Content	for	the	suggested	general	as	well	

as	category-specific	stages	were	extracted	and	as	such	the	balance	between	open-

ended	research	and	extraction	of	specifically	sought-after	insights	was	kept.	When	

extracting	 the	 more	 general	 influential	 themes	 connected	 to	 consumption	

statements	 were	 coded	 in	 an	 open-ended	 manner	 to	 facilitate	 sensemaking.	

Realizing	that	also	the	interview	adds	additional	content	to	the	decision	influencer	

themes,	 it	 was	 also	 coded	 another	 time.	 As	 an	 initial	 result,	 thus,	 two	 mental	

models	were	 developed	 –	 one	 detailing	 the	 (1)	 behavioral	 sequence	 and	 another	

covering	 themes	 that	 (2)	 influence	 decision	 (Figure	 6).	While	 it	 is	 realized	 that	 in	

consumers’	 minds	 they	 don’t	 exist	 separately	 per	 se,	 for	 the	 process	 of	

interpretation	they	were	 initially	considered	 independently	and	 integrated	 in	 later	

stages.	 The	 ‘decision	 influencer’	model	 can	be	 seen	as	more	detailed	 information	

for	the	decision	stages,	as	it	provides	themes	which	are	important	to	consumers	at	

various	 consumption	 steps.	As	 such	 the	 integration	 is	 imperative	especially	 in	 the	

practical	answer	to	the	research	question.	From	both	mental	models,	 implications	



	 32	

for	 the	 entirety	 of	 simple	 foods	 can	 be	 drawn,	 which	 can	 be	 further	 abstracted	

towards	 a	 holistic	 FMCG	 understanding.	 A	 mental	 model	 provides	 imperative	

information	 on	 what	 it	 is	 a	 brand	 needs	 to	 offer.	 But	 more	 than	 content,	 an	

important	part	of	consumer	mental	models	is	the	structure	(Christensen	and	Olson,	

2002).	Identifying	it	is	essential	considering	the	inherently	sequential	nature	of	the	

CDJ,	for	which	it	is	crucial	to	understand	when	and	where	which	considerations	and	

decision	steps	are	made.	This	goes	to	show	that	structure	and	content	go	hand	 in	

hand	and	may	be	 revealed	 in	 terms	of	each	other	 (Christensen	and	Olson,	2002),	

again	pointing	to	the	suitability	of	using	qualitative	conversational	methods.	While	

the	 connection	between	 content	 and	 structure	 is	most	obvious	 in	 the	 ‘behavioral	

sequence’	model,	in	which	stages	and	the	parameters	of	who,	when	and	where	are	

identified	 (Percy	and	Rosenbaum-Elliott,	2012),	 the	 interplay	 is	also	evident	 in	 the	

‘decision	 influencers’	 model,	 because	 the	 rich	 content	 within	 it	 is	 inherently	

connected	 as	 well	 and	 in	 itself	 may	 be	 especially	 applicable	 at	 certain	 decision-

making	 stages.	 In	 summary,	mental	models	 guide	 consumers’	 cognitive,	 affective	

and	 conative	 reactions	 and	 as	 such	 go	 beyond	 outdated	 traditional	 cognitive	

structure,	as	depicted	in	the	incomplete	‘central	control	unit’	metaphor,	but	include	

any	 mental	 operation,	 such	 as	 emotions,	 symbols,	 memories,	 etc.	 (Lakoff	 and	

Johnson,	 1999;	 Christensen	 and	 Olson,	 2002)	 These	 additional	 components	 are	

essential	 for	the	purpose	of	this	research	as	they	are	 important	 in	building	up	the	

attitudinal	 perspective	 of	 brand	 loyalty,	 which	 is	 subject	 to	 investigation	 in	 this	

thesis.	

From	the	‘behavioral	sequence’	mental	model,	the	CDJ	model	will	be	adapted	

according	 to	 the	 unique	 characteristics	 of	 low-involvement	 consumption.	 As	 the	

‘behavioral	sequence’	mental	model	was	used	as	a	basis	for	the	interview,	a	priori	

themes	also	played	a	 role	 in	 the	 interpretation	here.	 In	 this	 two-step	process	 the	

theoretical	 perspective	 of	 the	 research	 question	 will	 be	 answered.	 This,	 in	

combination	 with	 the	 ‘decision	 influencers’	 mental	 model,	 is	 used	 as	 a	 stepping	

stone	 for	 the	 subsequent	 creative	 process	 with	 regards	 to	 the	 specific	 Arla	 CDJ	

(Figure	6).	

Once	 the	 implications	 on	 the	 CDJ	model	 had	 been	 drawn,	 the	 focus	 group	

participants	 were	 re-assembled	 to	 creatively	 come	 up	 with	 concrete	 brand	
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recommendations	 of	 how	 their	 journey	 could	 be	 completed	 and	 thus	 answer	 the	

practical	 side	 of	 the	 research	 question.	 As	 a	 very	 practical	 workshop	 format	was	

chosen,	transcription	and	coding	were	omitted.	Probands	were	presented	with	the	

adjusted	CDJ	model	(Figure	13).	Photos	from	magazines	and	crafting	material	were	

provided	for	the	purpose	of	creating	an	innovative	Arla	CDJ.	Participants	were	asked	

about	their	knowledge	about	the	current	practices	of	Arla	and	the	creative	process	

was	 initiated	 by	 a	 discussion	 regarding	 the	 efficient	 placement	 of	 specific	

touchpoints	 at	 the	 right	 stages	 of	 the	 decision	 journey.	 Additional	 creative	 ideas	

were	 developed	 for	 each	 stage.	 The	 researchers	 made	 use	 of	 the	 ‘decision	

influencers’	mental	model	 and	 reintroduced	 ideas	 from	 it	 to	 the	 group	 to	 ensure	

that	the	resulting	recommendations	provide	an	answer	to	the	question	of	how	the	

grand	 themes	 can	 be	 addressed	 within	 Arla’s	 journey.	 In	 a	 final	 step,	 the	

comprehensiveness	 of	 the	 journey	 was	 checked	 and	 some	 minor	 readjustments	

were	made.	 This	 consumer	 point	 of	 view	was	 subsequently	 complemented	by	 an	

investigation	of	a	 fit	of	those	 ideas	with	Arla’s	brand	platform.	A	comparison	with	

current	practices	also	yielded	an	understanding	of	whether	Arla	effectively	reaches	

consumers	at	the	right	time	and	at	the	right	stages	in	their	journey.	
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Figure	6:	THE	RESEARCH	DESIGN	OF	THE	THESIS	

	
Source:	own	
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5 Arla	
Arla,	 as	 the	biggest	dairy	producer	 in	Northern	Europe	with	 its	origin	 in	 the	

Nordics	including	Denmark,	is	strongly	connected	to	this	region.	As	such	it	is	prone	

to	 benefit	 from	 strong	 consumer	 recall	 and	 recognition	 especially	 in	 Scandinavia,	

which	has	been	proven	in	the	quantitative	study	of	this	thesis.	This	further	supports	

the	 assumption	 that	 consumers	 will	 intuitively	 show	 connections	 with	 Arla	

facilitating	mental	activation	and	extraction	of	insights.		

Arla	Foods	amba	(Arla)	is	a	farmer-owned	dairy	cooperative	headquartered	in	

Viby,	 Denmark.	 Its	 heritage	 goes	 back	 to	 1881	 when	 the	 first	 dairy	 cooperatives	

were	founded	 in	Denmark	and	Sweden	with	the	goal	of	an	efficient	 investment	 in	

dairy	production	facilities.	Following	from	that,	an	equal	and	fair	share	of	earnings	

for	 the	 farmers	 was	 supposed	 to	 be	 achieved.	 Many	 cooperative	 dairies	 were	

founded	as	this	farmer-owned	principle	became	more	popular	in	the	first	half	of	the	

20th	century.	After	World	War	II,	1,650	dairies	existed	in	Denmark	and	their	number	

grew	further	until	the	1960s,	when	the	first	 ideas	of	merging	smaller	cooperatives	

into	nationwide	ones	arose.	As	such,	mergers	in	both	Denmark	and	Sweden	lead	to	

cooperatives	becoming	stronger	and	expanding	from	local	to	regional	and	national	

entities.	 Arla	 is	 the	 first	 cross-border	 dairy	 cooperative	 established	 through	 the	

merger	of	 the	 largest	Danish	cooperative,	MD	Foods	 and	 its	Swedish	counterpart,	

Arla	economisk	Förening	in	2000.	Further	growth	and	expansion	of	Arla	made	it	the	

preferred	 dairy	 company	 for	 consumers	 in	 Northern	 Europe	 ensuring	 its	 strong	

position.	 Cooperative	 owners	 in	 the	 UK,	 the	 Netherlands,	 Germany,	 Belgium	 and	

Luxembourg	have	joined	Arla	(Figure	7)	and	its	expansion	to	new	markets,	namely	

the	Middle	 East,	 China,	 Nigeria,	 USA	 and	 Russia,	 is	 to	 continuously	 drive	 growth	

until	2020	(Arla,	2016a;	Arla	2016b).	
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Figure	7:	ARLA’S	GROWTH	IN	RECENT	YEARS	

	
Source:	adapted	from	Arla	(2016a)	

	

As	a	farmer-owned	cooperative,	Arla’s	goal	is	to	benefit	internal	stakeholders,	

namely	the	farmers,	by	ensuring	that	as	much	value	as	possible	is	created	from	the	

producers’	 milk	 and	 by	 achieving	 a	 competitive	 milk	 price	 in	 the	 market.	 “Arla’s	

mission	 is	 to	 secure	 the	 highest	 value	 for	 our	 farmers’	 milk	 while	 creating	

opportunities	 for	their	growth.”	 (Arla,	2016c)	With	a	secure	outlook	and	relatively	

high	 stable	prices	on	 the	market,	 farmers	 are	 able	 to	 further	develop	 their	 farms	

ensuring	the	future	milk	supply	by	and	for	Arla.	

Working	with	Arla	 and	making	 recommendations	 for	 it	 requires	 a	 complete	

understanding	 of	 the	 brand.	 For	 that,	 it	 is	 crucial	 to	 identify	 all	 major	 aspects	

inherent	in	Arla.	Such	knowledge	makes	sure	that	the	brand	is	leveraged	in	the	right	

way	and	brand	 innovations	as	well	 as	branding	aspects	are	 in	 line	with	 the	brand	

platform,	namely	its	vision,	culture,	essence	and	business	model,	so	as	to	generate	

sustainable	growth	(Gryd-Jones	and	Munk,	2014).	This	brand	platform,	as	visualized	

in	Figure	8,	allows	marketers	to	in	all	future	brand	efforts,	including	adaptions	due	

to	 the	CDJ,	match	external	market	needs	with	 internal	 capabilities	 to	ensure	 long	

lasting	brand	growth.	Thus,	applying	the	CDJ	to	Arla	calls	for	 its	brand	platform	to	

be	understood	and	used.	

2000 2009 2011 2012
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Figure	8:	THE	BRAND	PLATFORM	MODEL	

	
Source:	adapted	from	Gryd-Jones	and	Munk	(2014)	

	

One	essential	element	of	a	brand	platform	is	a	brand’s	vision.	As	the	brand’s	

core,	it	unites	and	communicates	all	brand	assets	from	which	stakeholders	benefit	

in	the	long	run	(Collins	and	Porras,	1996;	De	Chernatony,	2006).	Arla’s	vision	mainly	

addresses	external	stakeholders	and	is	used	to	fulfill	its	internal	mission	concerning	

its	 farmer-owners.	 Thus,	 by	 “[c]reating	 the	 future	 of	 dairy	 to	 bring	 health	 and	

inspiration	to	the	world,	naturally...”,	Arla	ensures	its	further	growth	(Arla,	2016d).	

In	its	vision	the	company	voices	its	demand	to	be	a	main	driver	in	the	dairy	market	

and	 to	 shape	 the	 future	 actively	 as	 well	 as	 reveals	 main	 aspects	 of	 the	 brand’s	

identity.	 Arla	 not	 only	 seeks	 financial	 success	 and	 efficient	 growth	 but	 also	 an	

improvement	and	new	value	added	in	collaboration	with	customers,	healthier	and	

more	 natural	 foods,	 greater	 social	 responsibility,	 reduced	 impact	 on	 the	

environment	 and	 improved	 food	 safety.	 Thus,	 the	 company’s	 identity	 is	 mainly	

driven	by	the	goal	to	create	something	greater	and	better.	Four	principles	are	part	

of	 this	 identity:	 healthy	 growth,	 natural	 growth,	 responsible	 growth	 and	

cooperative	 growth.	 Together	 they	make	up	 the	brand’s	DNA	and	essence:	 ‘good	

growth’.	Hence,	Arla	is	all	about	making	natural	products	of	high	quality	and	helping	

people	 live	 healthier	 lives	 by	 promoting	 the	 nutrition	 of	 the	 product.	 Moreover,	

taking	 responsibility	 for	 safety,	 impact	 on	 society	 and	 the	 environment	 shows	 a	

long-term	 perspective	 in	 everything	 the	 brand	 does	 while	 also	 ensuring	 mutual	

BRAND	
CULTURE

BRAND	
PLATFORM

BUSINESS	
MODEL

VISION

BRAND	
ESSENCE



	 38	

benefits	 for	 its	 stakeholders	 owed	 to	 its	 farmer-owned	 heritage.	 Translating	 its	

identity	 into	 practical	 characteristics,	Arla	 deduces	 the	 values	 of	 taking	 the	 lead,	

sensing	 or	 perceiving	 people,	 consumers	 and	 the	 surrounding	 world,	 and	 being	

creative	to	be	incorporated	in	daily	work.	Derived	from	this	self-image,	Arla’s	brand	

identity	 and	 values	 form	 the	 brand’s	 culture.	 It	 mirrors	 the	 core	 beliefs	 a	 brand	

perceives	as	most	important	not	only	in	business	but	for	its	role	in	society	and	life	in	

general	 (Collins	 and	 Porras,	 1991).	 All	 activities	 and	 behaviors	 are	 shaped	 by	 and	

define	 what	 the	 brand	 and	 company	 stands	 for	 and	 thus	 visualize	 its	 identity	

(Balmer,	2006).	Moreover,	 the	culture	guides	how	products,	markets	and	ways	of	

working	 are	 developed.	 Arla	 strives	 to	 find	 the	 balance	 between	 ambition	 for	

highest	 performance	 and	 well-being	 to	 derive	 the	 most	 value-added	 for	 all	

stakeholders	 involved	 (Arla,	 2016e).	 Lastly,	 the	 business	 model	 describes	 the	

tangible	 processes	 that	 ensure	 the	 brand	 promise	 is	 delivered	 to	 the	 various	

interest	groups.	As	a	cooperative,	Arla’s	primary	stakeholder	are	their	owners,	the	

farmers.	The	cooperative	structure	thus	not	only	is	the	ground	on	which	the	‘good	

growth’	values	are	formed,	but	it	ensures	the	adherence	to	them	at	the	same	time.	

Typical	for	companies	within	the	FMCG	categories	is	the	challenge	of	operating	at	a	

distance	 to	 the	 consumer.	 Keeping	 the	promise	 to	 deliver	 the	 ‘future	 of	 dairy’	 to	

them,	 is	therefore	 inhibited	by	a	business	model	that	relies	primarily	on	supplying	

to	consumers	through	intermediaries,	namely	the	retail	sector.	

Figure	9:	ARLA’S	BRAND	PLATFORM	

	
Source:	adapted	from	Gryd-Jones	and	Munk	(2014)	
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6 Findings	

6.1 Level	of	Involvement	in	Milk	Consumption	

Results	of	the	initial	survey	were	laid	out	in	4.2.	The	questionnaire	was	solely	

conducted	for	verification	purposes	regarding	the	suitability	of	milk	for	investigating	

the	research	question	and	has	no	direct	 implication	for	 the	answer	of	 it.	Both	the	

average	 CIP	 score	 of	 2.46	 and	 the	 limited	 number	 of	 attributes	 that	 people	 find	

salient	 for	 milk	 confirm	 the	 assumption	 that	 milk	 is	 a	 suitable	 category	 for	

investigations	 in	 the	 low-involvement	 FMCG	 aggregate.	 Furthermore,	 the	 brand	

Arla	was	identified	as	the	brand	with	which	this	single-case	study	research	is	to	be	

conducted.	

6.2 ‘Behavioral	Sequence’	

The	 ‘behavioral	 sequence’	 was	 analyzed	 borrowing	 from	 the	 classical	 BSM	

model	(Percy	and	Rosenbaum-Elliott,	2012).	According	to	it,	each	stage	is	described	

in	terms	of	how	 it	 is	done	and	where	and	when	 it	 takes	place.	Lastly,	participants	

(who)	of	each	stage	along	with	the	roles	they	take	are	identified.	

6.2.1 Need	Recognition	

In	 line	with	 the	 generic	BSM,	need	 recognition	 is	 the	 first	 step	 in	 consumer	

decision-making.		

How?	 Consumers	 realize	 they	 need	milk	 if	 their	 stock	 sinks	 below	 a	 certain	

threshold	level	rather	than	when	they	have	run	out	of	milk	entirely.	Milk	is	always	

needed	and	consumers	get	“mad	when	there	is	no	milk	in	[their]	fridge.	Like	literally	

mad,	 because	 then	 [they]	 can’t	 have	 [their]	 breakfast	 that	 [they]	 have	 every	

morning…“14	A	certain	emotional	need	for	milk	can	be	observed,	as	it	is	an	enabling	

ingredient	for	the	daily	routine.	Playing	into	this	need	for	security,	milk	might	also	

be	 bought	 “just	 in	 case”	 during	 regular	 (grocery)	 shopping	 activities	 if	 consumers	

are	unsure	about	how	much	milk	 is	 left	at	home.	Outside	of	 the	daily	 routine,	an	

impulse	 to	 buy	 milk	 might	 also	 stem	 from	 irregularly	 heightened	 consumption	

																																																								
14	Quotes	 without	 reference	 to	 a	 specific	 author	 are	 excerpts	 from	 the	 focus	 group	 and/or	 the	
interview.	They	represent	the	majority	of	quotes	in	6.	Findings.	
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needs,	for	instance	when	consumers	want	to	“try	[a]	new	recipe	that	contains	a	lot	

of	milk.”		

Where?	 Depending	 on	 how	 the	 need	 is	 recognized,	 different	 locations	 are	

connected	to	this	stage.	Consumers	may	realize	at	their	home’s	fridge	that	they	are	

low	on	milk	and	should	buy	it,	depending	on	the	urgency,	immediately	or	within	the	

next	regular	shopping	trip.	Browsing	through	recipes	might	happen	at	home	or	on	

the	go,	but	as	 it	does	not	 represent	 the	 typical	mode	of	need	recognition	 for	 this	

FMCG	 that	 “everybody”	 needs	 “always”,	 it	 takes	 the	 backseat	 to	 the	 other	

incidents.	 People	might	 also	 become	 aware	 of	 their	 need	 at	 the	 PoP	 when	 they	

either	remember	they	are	short	or	buy	it	just	to	make	sure	they	are	not	and	retain	

their	security.		

When?	A	specific	time	is	very	much	related	to	the	place	of	need	recognition.	

Right	after	the	last	usage,	consumers	may	realize	that	the	package	is	(almost)	empty	

and	the	storage	level	might	fall	below	the	individual	security	threshold.	Consumers	

most	 commonly	 relate	 this	 incident	 to	 their	 (morning)	 routines,	 when	 they	 drink	

coffee,	have	cereal,	etc.	If	the	need	is	aroused	as	a	side	effect	of	being	at	the	PoP,	a	

concrete	timing	cannot	be	identified.	It	could	be	hypothesized	that	consumers	have	

a	 regular	 shopping	 routine,	 but	 this	 is	 bound	 to	 be	 on	 an	 extremely	 individual	

schedule.		

Who?	As	a	typical	everyday	household	item,	milk	consumption	and	thus	also	

the	recognition	of	a	need	thereof	may	involve	numerous	people.	Depending	on	the	

household	 size,	one	 individual	or	 several	different	people	may	act	as	 initiators.	 In	

many	cases,	it	is	the	person	actually	consuming	at	a	given	time	that	recognizes	that	

their	usage	has	 reduced	 the	 storage	 to	a	 too	 small	 amount.	Non-members	of	 the	

household,	 such	 as	 visitors,	 may	 be(come)	 part	 of	 the	 consumption	 in	 that	

household	and	as	 such	might	 influence	 the	 recognition	of	need.	Whoever	 realizes	

the	need	becomes	 the	 initiator	of	 the	entire	decision-making	process.	 It	does	not	

necessarily	have	to	be	the	same	person	who	becomes	the	purchaser	subsequently.	

6.2.2 	(Mini)	Evaluation	

Whether	an	evaluation	of	which	kind	of	milk	and/or	which	brand	of	milk	 to	

buy	at	all	happens	is	subject	to	debate.		
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How?	 If	 an	 evaluation	 is	 undertaken,	 it	 is	 a	 short	 process.	 However,	 a	 true	

evaluation	 is	 a	 rare	 occasion,	 as	 in	 purchase	 habits	 or	 brand	 loyalty	 consumers	

leapfrog	rather	directly	to	the	purchase	stage	and	evaluation	is	cut	short	or	skipped	

entirely.	Such	a	habit	 is	 learned	over	time,	as	decision	criteria	are	manifested	and	

associated	with	 specific	 brands;	 an	evaluation	becomes	unnecessary,	 because	 the	

correct	answer	to	the	need	for	milk	is	known	and	can	be	retrieved	from	memory.	In	

this	particular	research,	consumers	made	no	difference	between	consideration	and	

evaluation	of	brands.	As	they	are	 lowly	 involved,	 they	do	not	perceive	differences	

between	 the	 brands	 within	 this	 category	 and	 consider	 the	 one	 brand	 that	 has	

always	served	their	needs	–	“I	always	buy	the	same”	–,	making	both	a	consideration	

and	an	evaluation	rather	obsolete.	On	the	contrary,	specific	incidents	may	call	for	a	

reconsideration	of	the	set	of	eligible	brands	as	well	as	for	an	evaluation	which	brand	

can	be	bought:	“What	influences	me	was	some	kind	of	milk	scandal	[…]	some	kind	

of	moral	bad	business	conduct.”	

Where?	 If	 this	stage	occurs,	 it	may	again	be	at	 the	PoP	when	 looking	at	 the	

different	 options	 in	 the	 milk	 aisle.	 It	 might	 also	 happen	 beforehand,	 when	

consumers	 “look[…]	 up	 where	 the	 cheapest	 [one]	 is	 [sold]	 from	 promotion	

materials”.	Evaluation,	here	takes	place,	because	the	habit	is	associated	not	with	a	

specific	brand,	but	with	the	usage	of	a	specific	decision	heuristic.	 In	the	example’s	

case,	it	is	price.	

When?	Again,	a	true	evaluation	happens	only	rarely	and	in	special	occasions.	

Such	occasions	include	the	first	purchases	in	new	contexts,	such	as	a	new	country.	

Evaluation	then	again	happens	in	a	timely	manner	before	the	purchase	takes	place	

and	will	be	of	a	short	duration	due	to	low	involvement.	A	more	elaborate	evaluation	

is	not	entirely	ruled	out.	 In	reaction	to	a	new	brand	or	trend	that	affects	 the	milk	

category	or	 to	 scandals	 that	might	occur	 in	 connection	 to	milk	production	and/or	

quality,	 consumers	 will	 switch	 brands	 and	 inform	 themselves	 more	 thoroughly	

about	which	brands	can	meet	their	(changed)	demands	in	terms	of	milk.	This	type	of	

evaluation	might	even	happen	detached	from	a	specific	need	arousal	and	will	be	of	

a	longer	duration	than	within	regular	milk	consumption.	

Who?	The	evaluation	will	be	done	by	the	same	individual	that	actually	decides	

on	the	brand	to	buy,	namely	the	purchaser.	The	process	may	be	informed	by	joint	
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(household)	criteria,	making	other	household	members	influencers	of	an	evaluation	

process.	Connecting	to	one’s	heritage	or	family	tradition	may	provide	characteristics	

that	one	is	looking	for	in	milk	or	might	even	dictate	which	brand	is	to	be	chosen	(see	

6.3.2).	 Family	 members,	 thus,	 may	 have	 a	 big	 influence	 on	 the	 extent	 and	 the	

outcome	 of	 an	 evaluation.	 It	 is	 the	 purchasing	 individual,	 however,	 that	 decides	

which	 brand	will	 be	 the	 outcome	 of	 an	 evaluation	 process.	More	 unrelated	 to	 a	

specific	 purchase	 incident,	 other	 influencers	 may	 also	 advocate	 for	 a	 brand.	

However,	since	evaluation	is	rarely	happening,	opportunity	windows	for	wanting	to	

listen	to	such	recommendations	are	equally	scarce.	

6.2.3 Purchase	

Whether	with	 or	without	 previous	 evaluation,	 the	 purchase	 of	milk	 is	what	

follows	more	or	less	directly	from	a	need	for	it.		

How?	 Through	a	process	of	 learning,	most	 consumers	have	accepted	 that	 a	

particular	 brand	meets	 their	 primary	 decision-making	 criterion	 best	 and	 continue	

buying	it.	Hence,	they	spend	little	time	at	the	PoP	and	cannot	really	be	influenced	

there	anymore:	“[…]	I	don’t	even	look	for	it.	I	see	the	sign	and	go	for	it.”	Since	habits	

like	that,	however,	are	not	a	particularly	strong	consumer-brand	connection,	price	

and	promotion	of	other	brands	may	still	succeed	in	encouraging	switching	behavior:	

“I	 tend	 to	 buy	 Arla	 organic,	 but	 if	 another	milk	 is	 on	 sale,	 I	 will	 consider	 buying	

higher	 quality.”	 Due	 to	 the	 low-involvement	 nature	 of	milk,	 other	 influencers,	 in	

particular	 those	 connected	 more	 directly	 to	 specific	 brands,	 do	 not	 induce	

consumers	 to	 change	 their	minds	 at	 the	PoP,	 because	 it	would	 require	 too	much	

attention	to	process	them	–	attention	that	consumers	are	not	willing	to	grant	milk,	

which	 is	more	 a	 side	 effect	 of	 everyday	 grocery	 shopping	 than	 the	 reason	 to	 go	

shopping	in	the	first	place.	If,	however,	brands	have	reached	consumers	outside	of	

the	 PoP	 and	 connected	 to	 them	 via	 brand	 attributes,	 consumers	 may	 employ	 a	

certain	brand	characteristic	as	their	criterion	of	choice,	immediately	(a)	limiting	the	

number	 of	 alternatives	 considered	 suitable	 to	 fulfill	 this	 parameter	 and	 (b)	

influencing	 the	 behavior	 at	 the	 PoP.	 Such	 a	 strong	 connection	 provides	 a	 shield	

against,	 for	 instance,	 price	 offensives	 at	 the	 PoP,	 since	 another	 primary	 choice	

criterion	was	selected.		



	 43	

Where?	 Supermarkets	 are	 seen	 as	 a	 synonym	 for	 PoP	 by	 all	 research	

participants.	The	location	or	the	specific	supermarket	visited	is	not	chosen	because	

of	a	particular	milk	that	is	wanted.	In	fact,	consumers	build	up	just	as	much	habitual	

behavior	 with	 regards	 to	 location	 as	 they	 do	 with	 brands:	 “I	 usually	 shop	 at	 the	

same	 store,	 I	 buy	 the	 same	 milk.”	 “Depending	 on	 where	 [they]	 go	 shopping”	

anyway,	milk	is	bought	at	the	same	PoP.	If	the	habitual	brand	is	not	available	there,	

switching	 of	 brands	 is	 accepted.	 Going	 to	 another	 supermarket	 would	 not	 be	

considered,	 since	 other	 brands	 available	 are	 bound	 to	 fulfill	 non-brand-related	

decision	criteria	just	as	much.	Habits,	in	these	particular	instances,	might	be	broken.	

When?	 Just	 as	 the	 location,	 also	 the	 timing	 is	 in	 synchronization	 with	 the	

regular	grocery	shopping.	Milk	is	purchased	at	the	same	time	that	other	household	

items	are	bought.	Shopping	in	general	is	viewed	as	a	chore	necessary	to	enable	the	

desired	 usage	 of	milk,	 so	 not	much	 time	 is	 spent	 at	 the	 PoP,	 especially	when	 no	

evaluation	has	to	be	undertaken	and	a	simple	habit	is	followed.	It	can	be	assumed	

that	consumers	have	their	routines	with	regards	to	going	shopping	and	will	attach	it	

efficiently	 to	 their	 schedules:	 “I	 only	 do	 it	 when	 I’m	 in	 town	 for	 sports	 or	

something.”	 In	 the	 previously	 mentioned	 special	 occasions	 of	 needing	milk	 for	 a	

specific	recipe,	typical	shopping	routines	might	be	broken	and	a	supermarket	visited	

specifically	for	purchasing	milk.	

Who?	Purchase	is	done	mostly	by	individuals,	independent	from	whether	they	

live	 in	 larger	households	or	not.	 It	will	be	one	member’s	 task	 to	do	 the	shopping:	

“Between	my	girlfriend	and	me,	one	of	us	will	 always	 remember	 to	buy	 it.”	Who	

that	 is	may	vary	by	situation	and	 is	dependent	on	the	convenience	for	 the	one	or	

the	other.	The	 influence	of	 family	persists	 in	 this	stage	and	might	determine	both	

the	PoP	and	the	particular	brand	bought	as	habits	can	be	adopted	from	them.	

6.2.4 Transport	

Once	bought,	milk,	along	with	other	purchased	 items,	has	to	be	transported	

home	from	the	retail	location.	

How?	Transport	can	be	subjectively	perceived	as	inconvenient	depending	on	a	

number	 of	 factors.	 The	 amount	 of	 milk	 bought	 as	 well	 as	 the	 additional	 items	

acquired	 during	 regular	 grocery	 shopping	 activities	may	 create	 inconvenience,	 as	
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space	constraints	and	individual	weight	 limits	have	to	be	considered.	The	mode	of	

transportation	as	well	as	 the	distance	between	PoP	and	home	may	moderate	this	

effect	on	feelings	of	inconvenience.	

Where?	Naturally,	this	step	in	the	consumption	sequence	takes	place	on	the	

way	from	the	PoP,	 in	most	 instances	meaning	the	supermarket,	towards	the	place	

of	storage	and	usage,	one’s	home.	

When?	Transporting	items	home	is	the	natural	step	directly	after	purchase;	its	

duration	varies	depending	on	the	mode	of	transportation	and	the	distance	covered.	

Who?	 It	 is	 typically	 the	 purchaser	who	 also	 brings	 the	milk	 to	 the	 place	 at	

which	it	 is	stored.	Others	might	accompany	them	in	the	process,	but	no	particular	

influencers	are	to	be	considered.	

6.2.5 Storage	

It	has	been	 identified	 in	 the	 ‘need	recognition’	stage	already	that	more	milk	

than	 needed	 at	 a	 specific	 time	 is	 often	 bought	 to	 satisfy	 the	 need	 for	 security	

regarding	milk	consumption.	This	behavior	brings	with	itself	a	need	for	storing	milk	

before	it	is	being	used.	

	 How	and	where?	Depending	on	the	type	of	milk	bought,	 it	 is	stored	in	the	

refrigerator	or	another	location	appropriate	for	keeping	it	until	usage.	Either	way,	it	

is	 at	 the	usage	 location,	 so	 the	 consumers’	home	or	more	precisely	 their	 kitchen,	

where	a	milk	stock	is	kept.	

When?	 Storing	 starts	 as	 soon	 as	 the	 location	 of	 (future)	 usage	 is	 reached.	

Since	 an	 entire	 carton	 of	 milk	 is	 not	 used	 at	 once,	 it	 happens	 before	 as	 well	 as	

parallel	 to	 the	stage	of	using	 the	milk.	Depending	on	usage	 frequency,	milk	might	

need	 to	 be	 stored	 long	 after	 or	 in	 between	 usage	 instances.	 “I	 always	 have	 the	

problem	that	 if	 I	buy	milk	then	 I	never	use	 it	 fully.	So,	 I	always	wonder	what	am	I	

going	to	do	with	the	rest.”	For	those	who	frequently	use	milk,	a	need	for	security	

will	 have	 them	 always	 keep	 a	 stock	 of	 milk.	 As	 such,	 storage,	 on	 some	 level,	 is	

persistent	throughout	the	entire	consumption,	albeit	most	evident	after	purchase.	

Who?	Everyone	in	a	household	that	might	be	a	user	is	also	involved	in	the	act	

of	storing,	since	they	retrieve	milk	from	the	storage	location	and	put	it	back	when	

having	used	a	share.	The	household	jointly	decides	where	and	how	much	to	store.	
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6.2.6 (Re-)Usage	

All	previous	steps	are	executed,	because	of	 their	necessity	 in	arriving	at	 this	

state,	which	is	when	milk	is	finally	used.	

How?	 Milk	 might	 be	 used	 in	 many	 ways.	 Most	 prominently	 it	 is	 used	 in	

combination	 with	 other	 foods,	 such	 as	 coffee,	 cereal,	 oatmeal,	 etc.	 Much	 of	 its	

usage	is	connected	to	everyday	routines	and	consumers	are	satisfied	as	long	as	they	

have	 milk	 to	 carry	 them	 out.	 Taste	 cannot	 contribute	 to	 the	 dis-/satisfaction	

measure,	as	milk	taste	is	not	perceived	to	vary	much	from	one	brand	to	the	other.	

However,	as	having	milk	is	perceived	as	a	fundamental	need,	a	stockout	would	lead	

to	dissatisfaction	and	immediate	action.		

Where?	Usage	of	milk	may	happen	anywhere	a	consumer	drinks	a	beverage	

or	eats	a	dish	that	contains	previously	bought	milk.	However,	the	typical	location	for	

doing	so,	especially	with	regards	to	the	sequence	of	consumption	described	here,	is	

the	 location	at	which	 the	milk	 is	 also	 stored,	one’s	home.	Especially	 coffee,	often	

mentioned	as	a	usage	situation	in	which	milk	is	added,	is	increasingly	consumed	on	

the	go,	however,	so	 it	would	lead	to	an	incomplete	picture	of	milk	consumption	if	

these	 incidents	 were	 left	 out	 entirely.	 Especially	 considering	 that	 they	 might	

influence	 subsequent	 decisions	 of	 consumers	 when	 purchasing	 milk	 for	 their	

households:	“If	you	would	try	it	at	an	event	and	then	you	really	like	it,	maybe	you’ll	

bring	the	decision	to	the	supermarket.”	

When?	Various	usage	situations	at	various	times	are	conceivable.	Consumers	

most	often	mention	the	morning	as	 the	 typical	 time	when	they	have	milk	 in	 their	

coffee,	 cereal	 or	 oatmeal.	 In	 general,	 the	 frequency	 of	 usage	 differs	 significantly	

from	user	to	user:	“My	dad	is	drinking	milk	like	every	day	two	cups	and	then	there	

are	some	people	 like	my	mum.	She	barely	drinks	and	 just	a	bit	 in	the	coffee.”	For	

some	 consumers,	 who	 infrequently	 use	 milk,	 the	 large	 package	 sizes	 presents	 a	

problem,	as	they	do	not	know	what	to	do	with	the	rest	of	the	milk	that	is	left	over	

after	 they	 have	 taken	 the	 share	 they	 need.	 Furthermore,	 one	 has	 to	 distinguish	

between	consumers’	regular	milk	consumption	and	special	 instances	that	may	call	

for	 an	 unusual	 usage	 of	 a	 larger	 amount	 of	milk,	 such	 as	when	 baking	 a	 cake	 or	

when	having	more	people	over	than	usually	make	up	the	household.	
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Who?	Milk	 usage,	 as	 already	 seen,	 differs	 on	 an	 individual	 basis.	 It	may	 be	

used	by	oneself	or	shared	with	other	people,	such	as	other	household	members	or	

visitors.	Albeit	being	in	the	absolute	minority,	some	people	may	not	use	milk	at	all.	

However,	the	general	perception	is	that	“everybody	has	a	need	for	milk.”	For	those	

who	 use	 it,	 usage	 may	 be	 informed	 by	 other	 individuals,	 such	 as	 household	

members	with	whom	usage	is	experienced	jointly	or	families	who	have	shaped	the	

taste	 preferences	 of	 consumers,	 as	 the	 latter	 learned	 their	 expectations	 of	 milk	

usage	from	past	experience	with	it.		

6.2.7 Disposal	

Milk	consumption	does	not	cease	with	the	end	of	usage;	the	act	of	disposing	

of	 the	 leftovers,	 namely	 the	 empty	 package,	 is	 inherently	 connected	 to	 the	 last	

usage	of	a	package	unit.	

How?	 Several	 behaviors	 are	 associated	with	 the	 disposal	 of	 the	 empty	milk	

carton.	Consumers	in	general	have	concerns	regarding	the	waste	they	are	creating.	

On	the	one	hand,	they	require	the	carton	to	conveniently	fold	into	their	trash	as	not	

to	take	up	too	much	space.	Concerns	do	not	stop	there,	however;	a	useful	way	of	

recycling	 that	 is	 sustainable	 and	 environmentally	 friendly	 seems	 to	 be	 important	

and	 is	 deeply	 rooted	 in	 family	memories.	More	 than	 throwing	 the	 package	 away	

conveniently	 and	 sustainably,	 consumers	 might	 be	 looking	 for	 upcycling	

opportunities	to	reuse	the	milk	carton	in	“something	new”.	

Where?	 Naturally,	 the	 disposal	 is	 connected	 to	 the	 last	 place	 of	 usage	 of	 a	

milk	carton,	which	typically	is	one’s	own	home.		

When?	Depending	on	the	type	of	activity,	the	timing	of	this	stage	might	differ.	

Recycling	will	take	place	immediately	after	the	last	usage,	while	the	empty	package	

might	be	kept	in	store	for	some	time	before	upcycling	ideas	are	put	into	action.	

Who?	 It	 is	 typically	 the	 user	 who	 has	 to	 take	 care	 of	 the	 disposal.	 Other	

household	 members	 might	 influence,	 as	 there	 could	 be	 an	 agreed-upon	 way	 of	

recycling	milk	 cartons.	 They	might	 also	want	 to	 engage	 in	 upcycling	 activities,	 for	

which	 the	 user	 of	 the	 last	 package	 would	 have	 to	 clean	 and	 store	 the	 empty	

package.	 Ways	 to	 recycle	 may	 have	 been	 learned	 from	 the	 family	 or	 might	 be	

imposed	on	consumers	by	an	official	recycling	system.	
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6.2.8 Summary	

In	summary,	 it	can	be	concluded	that	consumers,	 in	one	way	or	another,	go	

through	(six	to)	seven	stages	of	milk	consumption	as	depicted	in	Figure	10.	Rather	

than	 resorting	 to	 the	 linear	 table	 format	 that	Percy	and	Rosenbaum-Elliott	 (2012)	

suggest,	a	more	circular	form	is	used	here	to	depict	the	consumption	sequence	of	

milk	consumption:	“[Disposal	 is	n]ot	 really	 [the	end	of	consumption],	 right?	You’d	

buy	the	new	one,	right?	Cause,	now	I	don’t	have	two	in	the	fridge	anymore.”	

The	 number	 of	 stages	 is	 dependent	 on	 the	 level	 of	 connection	 that	 milk	

consumers	have	with	a	particular	brand.	If	they	act	on	the	basis	of	their	habit,	they	

will	 skip	 evaluation	 unless	 they	 are	 forced	 to	 undertake	 one,	 for	 example	 if	 their	

typical	 brand	 is	 unavailable	 at	 their	 usual	 supermarket	 or	 an	 especially	 attractive	

promotion	 deal	 makes	 another	 brand	 desirable.	 Loyal	 consumers	 will	 skip	

evaluation	entirely	and	always,	since	it	is	only	one	specific	brand	that	can	meet	the	

requirements	 they	 have	 for	 milk.	 A	 full	 evaluation	 will	 only	 very	 seldom	 be	

undertaken.	 Scandals	 connected	 to	 one’s	 usual	 brand	 and/or	 milk	 as	 a	 whole	

category	may	force	consumers	to	reconsider	their	decision	criteria	and	their	typical	

choice	of	brand.	This	 reconsideration	may	happen	before	purchase	at	home	or	at	

the	 supermarket	 when	 faced	 with	 all	 alternatives.	 An	 evaluation	 on	 basis	 of	 a	

specific	aspect,	mostly	price,	is	performed	also	when	consumers	find	themselves	in	

new	contexts,	like	a	new	country	they	have	just	moved	to,	and	it	is	not	yet	known	

which	brand	suits	best	with	regards	to	this	specific	criterion.	

Figure	10:	THE	‘BEHAVIORAL	SEQUENCE’	MENTAL	MODEL	

	
Source:	own	
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Having	 understood	 the	 mere	 behavioral	 consumption	 sequence	 from	 the	

consumer	 point-of-view,	 analysis	 has	 to	 be	 taken	 further	 to	 understand	 how	 a	

brand	can	make	use	of	this	sequence	in	creating	a	journey,	in	which	a	specific	brand	

creates	a	unique	experience	for	the	consumers	as	to	facilitate	their	decision-making	

and	to	ensure	that	their	brand	is	considered	in	every	step.	This	shift	of	perspective	

will	be	undertaken	in	6.4.	

6.3 ‘Decision	Influencers’	

A	number	of	direct	choice	criteria	and	indirect	decision	influencers	are	evident	

after	having	conducted	the	focus	group	as	main	research	vehicle.15	These	and	their	

specific	constituting	 facets	are	shown	 in	 the	 following	Figure	11.	 (A	more	detailed	

version	can	be	found	in	Appendix	7.	

Figure	11:	THE	‘DECISION	INFLUENCERS’	MENTAL	MODEL	

	
Source:	own	

	

																																																								
15	Additional	 insights	were	also	discovered	in	the	interview	and	are	added	to	the	consensus	mental	
model.	
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6.3.1 Price	

One	major	choice	criterion	for	milk	is	the	price	paid	for	it.	It	is	seen	as	the	first	

criterion	crossing	 the	participants’	minds	and	 is	named	 immediately,	although	not	

without	asking	for	reassurance	from	others.	It	is	a	main	driver	of	people’s	choice	as	

it	 has	 a	 direct	 impact	 on	 the	 consumers’	 lives.	 This	 is	 actually	 perceivable	

(depending	on	the	purchaser’s	income	and	disposable	money)	and	shows	a	lasting	

effect,	 whereas	 influencers	 such	 as	 availability	 and	 convenience	 do	 not	 have	 a	

lasting	effect	independent	of	the	sole	act	of	milk	consumption.	Some	consumers	are	

more	 prone	 to	 rely	 on	 price	 than	 others.	 This	 is	 mainly	 due	 to	 the	 consumer’s	

lifecycle	stage	they	are	in	and	following	from	that	(a)	the	disposable	income	and	(b)	

the	faced	responsibility	for	other	household	and	family	members.	As	such,	students	

are	said	to	be	more	price-sensitive	when	it	comes	to	the	purchase	of	milk:	“[…]	I’m	a	

student,	I’m	trying	to	live	on	a	budget.”	Making	the	most	out	of	their	money	seems	

to	be	an	overall	important	consumer	concern,	which	is	why	they	claim	it	important	

to	avoid	letting	any	milk	go	to	waste.	This	situation	and	the	importance	attached	to	

price	might	change,	 if	 there	 is	a	 family	 including	children	to	take	care	of,	 (but	not	

necessarily)	combined	with	a	rising	disposable	income.	It	can	be	said	that	there	are	

situations	 in	 which	 price	 as	 choice	 criterion	 is	 able	 to	 overshadow	 other	 factors	

because	 it	 is	 easily	 accessible.	 It	 is	 observed	 that	 consumers	 use	 price	 as	 choice	

criterion	 more	 often	 when	 faced	 with	 an	 unfamiliar	 purchasing	 situation,	 for	

instance	 when	 buying	 milk	 in	 a	 different	 country	 without	 sufficient	 knowledge	

about	the	market	and	available	brands.	Participants	confirm	different	factors	to	be	

of	 great	 importance	 in	 their	 home	market,	 while	 when	 staying	 abroad	 they	 rely	

mainly	 on	price	 in	 their	 choice	 because	 they	 lack	 comparable	 knowledge	 and	 are	

not	involved	enough	to	gather	this	knowledge	on	their	own	account.	Connected	to	

this,	it	must	be	said	that	knowledge	is	built	up	rather	slowly	as	milk	after	all	is	a	low-

involvement	product	and	consumers	tend	to	not	put	comparably	much	effort	 into	

gaining	 knowledge	 about	 brands	 and	 product	 alternatives.	 Participants	 claim	 the	

knowledge	not	to	be	sufficient	and	comparable	to	knowledge	back	home:	“I’m	[in	

Denmark]	for	almost	2	years	now,	I	didn’t	really	have	the	chance	to	come	up	with	

on	brand	to	focus	on	[…]”	
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However,	these	findings	suggest	that	there	can	be	something	else	than	price	

being	elaborated	on	and	used	as	choice	criterion,	as	 there	are	mainly	 two	groups	

who	 rely	 on	 price	 as	 simplifying	 heuristic:	 There	 are	 those,	 for	 whom	 situational	

factors,	like	a	prolonged	stay	in	a	foreign	country,	make	it	simply	more	convenient	

at	 the	 moment	 to	 consider	 price	 (only).	 Once	 the	 situation	 changes,	 different	

criteria	may	play	 a	 role	 again.	Others,	 depending	on	 their	 lifecycle	 situation,	may	

generally	not	consider	anything	else	as	important	enough	to	base	their	choice	on.	A	

change	 in	 life	 stage	 may	 or	 may	 not	 change	 this	 behavior.	 Depending	 on	 the	

consumers’	stage	in	life	and	their	disposition	to	gaining	knowledge,	it	is	possible	for	

one	brand	 to	make	up	 for	 a	 lower	price	of	 others.	However,	 consumers	 revealed	

that	there	most	probably	never	is	a	situation	in	which	price	is	neglected	completely.	

A	price	ceiling	is	said	to	exist,	which	is	perceived	as	the	absolute	maximum	for	milk	

and	up	to	which	consumers	might	be	willing	to	pay	a	premium	if	additional	value	is	

received	through	a	brand.	Additionally,	it	is	shown	that	these	other	criteria	need	to	

be	 used	 before	 the	 supermarket	 and	 actual	 PoP	 has	 been	 entered.	 As	 already	

shown	 in	 findings	 regarding	 the	 behavioral	 sequence,	 when	 buying	milk,	 there	 is	

barely	a	chance	to	catch	habitual	consumers	attention	and	evaluation	at	the	point	

of	 purchase:	 “I	 think	 in	 the	 supermarket	 it	 could	 be	 price	 and	 promotion.	 Not	

anything	else.”	

6.3.2 Social	Cues	

As	 mentioned	 above,	 the	 current	 stage	 in	 consumers’	 lives	 influences	 to	 a	

great	extent	how	much	 impact	 the	price	of	 the	milk	has	on	 the	decision	of	which	

brand	 to	 buy.	 One	 main	 reason	 for	 this	 connection	 is	 the	 perceived	 rising	

responsibility	 for	others,	 for	 instance	 their	own	 families,	with	 consumers	entering	

the	next	stage	in	their	lives:	“[…]	I	also	have	a	child,	so	now	I’m	very	focused	on	her	

health	and	so	on.”	When	there	 is	a	child	and	more	than	that,	a	 family	consumers	

are	responsible	for,	they	tend	to	consider	different	aspects	of	a	brand	than	before.	

As	there	might	have	been	no	easily	retrievable	aspect	perceived	as	really	important	

before	 (which	 is	why	price	was	 relied	on	 as	 simplifying	 decision	heuristic),	 higher	

quality,	healthy	products	and	less	impact	on	the	environment	become	increasingly	
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important.	 Looking	 out	 to	 learn	 about	 product	 characteristics	 regarding	 these	

aspects	is	not	perceived	as	inconvenient	as	it	was	before.		

This	 perspective	 shows	 that	 others	 do	 influence	 consumers’	 choice	 of	 a	

product	 or	 brand	 on	 a	 more	 fundamental	 level,	 namely	 whether	 there	 is	 an	

attached	disposition	to	actually	start	and	consider	brand	aspects	on	top	of	price	as	

the	 simplifying	 heuristic.	More	 than	 that,	 people	 in	 consumers’	 lives	 additionally	

influence	the	actual	decision	made	within	the	closer	consideration	and	evaluation.	

As	such	it	is	observed	that	others	like	peers,	friends	and	even	doctors	can	have	an	

influence	 on	whether	milk	 is	 consumed	 and	more	 important	 which	milk,	 ranging	

from	 the	more	 general	 decision	of	 fat	 percentage	 to	 the	 specific	 brand	 choice:	 “I	

only	buy	the	1.5%	[,	because]	my	doctor	said	that	I	shouldn’t	eat	too	much	fat[…].”	

The	probably	most	important	group	of	people	affecting	the	final	choice	is	the	family	

consumers	grow	up	in	and	as	such	some	sort	of	heritage:	“[…]	so	it	was	kind	of	also	

through	my	parents	and	stuff.	 It	came	up	that	we	only	used	one	brand	and	it	was	

always	 the	organic	one	 […].”	Results	show	that	consumers	either	 tend	to	keep	on	

buying	 the	 brand	 the	 family	 (always)	 has	 bought	 or	 to	 return	 to	 this	 brand.	

Connected	 to	 this	 family-own	 heritage,	 participants	 mention	 some	 kind	 of	

childhood	experience	 in	 their	memories	attached	 to	milk.	 This	 further	 shows	 that	

milk	 as	 a	 product	 seems	 to	 be	 strongly	 connected	with	 family	 situations	 possibly	

shaping	the	perception	of	the	product	in	general	and	a	specific	brand	in	particular.	

Consumers	 not	 only	 feel	 nostalgic	 thinking	 about	 those	 memories,	 but	 actually	

show	an	existing	need	for	emotional	connection	with	brands	stating	that	although	

milk	 is	perceived	as	a	 low-involvement	product,	 the	urge	 for	something	more	and	

unique	 is	 present	 in	 all	 consumption	 incidents,	 not	 only	 in	 high	 involvement	

situations.	 It	 is	 rather	a	need	of	higher	order	 for	all	consumption	situations.	Thus,	

social	 cues,	 like	 a	 lifestyle	 connected	 to	 the	 milk	 brand	 and	 the	 ‘more’	 being	

present,	are	used	as	criteria	when	deciding	on	which	milk	brand	to	choose	as	well.	

This	 gives	 brands	 an	 idea	 about	 how	 these	 cues	 should	 be	 included	 in	 product	

and/or	brand	characteristics.		

Additional	 to	 the	 family	 consumers	 grow	up	 in,	 culture	 is	 also	 a	 factor	 that	

needs	to	be	considered	especially	when	it	comes	to	‘what	is	perceived	as	tasty’	and	

some	 sort	 of	 national	 pride	 in	 connection	 to	 the	milk’s	 origin	 (produced	 in	 one’s	
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own	 country).	 This	 becomes	 visible	 in	 conversation	 about	 fat	 percentage	 for	

instance,	 as	 a	 0.5%	 fat	 percentage	 in	milk	 is	 considered	 to	 be	 a	 typically	 Danish	

thing:	“And	I	don’t	want	to	admit	that	I	drink	0.5%	[…]	So	Danish.”	National	pride	is	

seen	as	important	as	some	consumers	state	to	only	buy	milk	produced	in	their	own	

country	if	possible	and	more	than	that	even	educate	others	to	do	so	and	strengthen	

the	country’s	own	production	and	market.	Cultural	considerations	can	furthermore	

be	 expected	 to	 have	 a	 great	 impact	 on	 milk	 consumption	 as	 they	 shape	 family	

choices	and	thus	individual	consumer	choices.	However,	it	has	to	be	concluded	that	

this	 cultural	 impact	 is	 especially	 true	 for	 more	 general	 consumption	 decisions,	

whereas	the	specific	brand	choice	is	closer	connected	to	family	influences.		

6.3.3 Guilt-Free	Consumption	

The	origin	and,	thus,	the	location	of	the	milk	production	is	seen	to	not	only	be	

important	because	of	national	pride,	but	furthermore	because	of	its	impact	on	the	

environment.	 Following	 a	 currently	 growing	 trend	 of	 guilt-free	 consumption,	

consumers	 try	 to	 reduce	 their	 consumption’s	 impact	 on	 the	 environment,	 the	

society	and	on	themselves	(trendwatching.com,	2013).	In	this	context,	the	location	

of	 the	milk’s	production	 is	 stated	 to	be	 important	 to	 reduce	 the	necessity	of	 long	

transportation	 and	 thus	 be	 more	 environmentally	 friendly.	 Thus,	 locally	 or	

regionally	 produced	milk	 is	 preferred.	 Such	 aspects	 of	 guilt-free	 consumption	 are	

evident	 as	 general	 choice	 criteria,	 quite	 independent	 from	 consumers’	 lifecycle	

stages.	They	are	also	important	for	consumers	who	do	not	have	more	responsibility	

for	others	(yet).	However,	those	heavily	relying	on	simplifying	choice	heuristic,	such	

as	price,	not	only	due	to	situational	factors	attach	less	importance	to	this	topic.		

Consumers	want	 to	 do	 something	 good	 for	 themselves	 and	 drink	milk	 as	 a	

healthy	 alternative	 since	 they	 are	 aware	 of	 its	 health-benefiting	 nutrition:	 “And	

then	I	don’t	want	to	buy	the	fattier	one,	because	I’m	conscious	about	not	eating	too	

much	fat.”	However,	the	mere	consumption	of	a	healthy	product	is	not	seen	to	be	

enough	 and	 sufficient.	 On	 top	 of	 that,	 consumers	 look	 for	 a	 way	 to	 make	

themselves	feel	better	while	consuming	which	not	only	includes	the	product	in	itself	

but	 also	 the	 possible	 ‘side	 effects’	 of	 its	 consumption,	 such	 as	 its	 impact	 on	 the	

environment,	the	farmers	and	their	cows.		
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Regional	or	local	production,	as	mentioned	above,	is	one	strategy	to	deal	with	

the	perceived	guilt	towards	the	environment:	“For	it’s	 important	when	I	purchase,	

you	 know,	 in	 Austria,	 that	 it’s	 from	 Austria.”	 Moreover,	 consumers	 try	 to	 avoid	

waste	and,	 thus,	put	 thorough	 thought	 into	what	 to	buy	but	also	whether	 to	buy	

milk	at	all	in	situations	when	they	might	not	be	able	to	finish	what	is	bought.	In	both	

the	 idea	of	avoiding	 leftovers	but	also	 in	making	use	of	 recycling	possibilities	 they	

aim	 at	 creating	 less	 and	 better	 waste	 and	 further	 minimizing	 the	 impact	 on	 the	

environment.		

When	 it	 comes	 to	 the	 farmers,	 several	 consumers	 state	 the	 fair	profit	 share	

they	get	to	be	of	importance	to	them	as	they	are	looking	for	a	way	to	consume	milk	

without	exploiting	the	farmers:	“The	fair	share	the	farmers	get	[would	be	a	reason	

for	 buying	 a	 specific	 brand].”	 	 Rather	 than	making	 the	most	 of	 the	 consumption	

regardless	 of	 anybody	 else	 being	 involved,	 consumers	 tend	 to	 have	 in	 mind	 to	

equally	enhance	value.		

Additionally,	whether	the	cows’	food	is	organically	produced	or	natural	seems	

to	be	influencing	the	consumers’	choice	of	milk.	Healthy	and	well-treated	cows	are	

mentioned	as	desired.	“If	they	were	treating	the	animals	very	poorly…	I	feel	almost	

stigmatized	if	I	bought	stuff	like	that.”	

It	 can	be	 inferred	 that	consumers	are	 looking	 for	milk	consumption	 to	be	 in	

line	with	their	rather	guilt-free	way	of	living.	

6.3.4 Convenience	

Convenience	 turns	 out	 to	 be	 rather	 independent	 from	 lifecycle	 stages	

consumers	 are	 in	 and	 whether	 consumers	 only	 take	 the	 price	 of	 the	 milk	 into	

consideration	 or	 have	 additional	 concerns.	 It	 can	 be	 inferred	 from	 consumer	

thoughts	 that	 under	 all	 circumstances	 it	 is	 not	 only	 singular	 steps	 within	 the	

behavioral	sequence	of	milk	consumption,	but	rather	the	whole	journey	that	needs	

to	be	convenient.	Convenience	 is	seen	to	be	a	minimum	request	that	needs	to	be	

fulfilled,	however,	 consumers	differ	 in	 their	perception	of	what	 is	 inconvenient.	 If	

buying	one	specific	brand	 is	 for	some	reason	significantly	more	 inconvenient	 than	

buying	others,	consumers	will	most	likely	not	buy	it.	Moreover,	consumers	tend	to	

more	strongly	perceive	one	brand	as	being	inconvenient	than	actually	state	another	
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brand	 to	 be	 particularly	 convenient.	 As	 such	 the	 convenience	 associated	 with	 a	

brand	 of	 milk	 is	 not	 seen	 to	 be	 able	 to	 delight	 consumers,	 however	 failing	 in	

convenience	can	be	a	reason	not	to	buy	it	anymore	and	thus	to	some	extent	destroy	

brand	 equity.	 Consumers	 shared	 more	 practical	 thoughts	 when	 it	 comes	 to	

convenience	 are	 related	 to	 the	 milk’s	 package	 design.	 Specifically,	 this	 should	

facilitate	and	ease	recycling	and	could	additionally	include	some	benefits	regarding	

a	convenient	 transportation.	 In	 its	more	practical	 sense,	convenience	 is	 related	 to	

these	so-called	micro-moments	in	consumers’	consumption	sequences.	Apart	from	

quite	specific	 ideas,	convenience	 is	 rather	an	overarching	 theme	that	 is	persistent	

throughout	the	entire	consumption.	

6.3.5 Availability	

Research	 revealed	 that	 availability	 has	 a	more	 practical	 influence	 on	 which	

milk	brand	is	chosen.	Consumers	not	so	much	actively	consider	it	to	influence	their	

choice,	it	is	rather	that	the	mere	availability	has	an	impact	on	what	can	actually	be	

considered	and	thus	determines	the	set	from	which	to	choose	a	brand.	This	can	be	

derived,	since	consumers	revealed	that	milk	as	a	product	 is	not	of	big	 importance	

compared	to	other	 items	bought	simultaneously	and	that,	after	all,	there	is	no	big	

difference	 perceived	 between	 different	 milk	 brands.	 This	 missing	 differentiation	

between	brands	is	mostly	due	to	the	product	characteristics	of	milk	and	the	lacking	

taste	differences	perceived	by	consumers:	“I	guess	when	it	comes	to	the	taste,	you	

cannot	 really	be	 satisfied	or	dissatisfied.	 I	mean,	 it’s	 just	milk.”	Milk	 is	 simply	not	

perceived	 to	 have	 sufficiently	 differentiated	 taste	 so	 as	 that	 consumers	 might	

develop	clear	preferences	for	one	specific	brand.	Additionally,	the	low	involvement	

in	 milk	 does	 not	 make	 consumers	 want	 to	 actively	 try	 different	 brands	 and	

elaborate	which	milk	tastes	better,	further	strengthening	the	consumer	perception	

that	the	mere	product	milk	is	interchangeable.	Moreover,	even	if	a	brand	seems	to	

be	 favorable,	consumers	perceive	a	brand	not	 to	be	 important	enough	to	actually	

change	the	supermarket	if	it	was	not	available	at	their	go-to	supermarket.	As	such,	

the	consumers’	decision	which	supermarket	to	go	to	determines	the	brands	being	

available	and	not	vice	versa.	It	has	to	be	stated	that	a	smaller	choice	set	at	the	point	
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of	purchase	seems	to	be	enough,	no	matter	which	brands	are	included.	Thus,	it	is	of	

crucial	importance	to	ensure	availability.	

6.3.6 Summary		

Research	 revealed	 that	 both	 availability	 and	 convenience	 are	 main	 themes	

being	 of	 great	 importance	 and	 serving	 as	 prerequisite	 when	 consumers	 choose	

which	milk	(brand)	to	buy.	Availability	of	the	specific	brand	at	the	PoP	needs	to	be	

ensured	 for	 consumers	 to	 even	 have	 it	 included	 in	 their	 choice	 set.	 Additionally,	

consumers	 require	 convenience	 within	 the	 whole	 behavioral	 sequence	 of	

consuming	 milk,	 as	 milk	 after	 all	 is	 a	 low-involvement	 product.	 Convenience,	

however,	is	not	deemed	to	be	a	possibility	to	actively	differentiate	one	milk	brand	

from	 others.	 It	 is	 rather	 an	 inconvenience	 that	 might	 be	 perceived	 and	 then	

negatively	differentiate	a	brand	from	others	as	not	being	considered	anymore.		

Once	 availability	 and	 convenience	 are	 ensured,	 the	 brand	 needs	 to	

differentiate	 itself	from	others.	Research	shows	that	this	 is	most	promisingly	done	

with	an	emotional	appeal,	trying	to	create	something	‘more’,	different	and	unique.	

It	cannot	be	only	about	the	product	milk	itself	as	it	does	not	give	a	real	chance	for	

differentiation.	 Rather	 than	 that,	 its	 emotional	 aspects	 should	 be	 used	 for	 that.	

Throughout	this	differentiation	a	brand	needs	to	take	into	account	and	leverage	the	

importance	 of	 others	 throughout	 consumers’	 decision-making,	 the	 heritage	 built	

with	specific	brands.	Moreover,	being	in	line	with	values	of	guilt-free	consumption	

is	deemed	necessary	for	having	a	chance	to	catch	consumers	once	open	for	other	

aspects	than	price.	Throughout	a	brand’s	process	of	differentiation,	brand	managers	

should	not	be	too	concerned	about	the	price	 influencing	consumers’	brand	choice	

as	it	is	shown	that	this	aspect	is	mostly	only	temporarily	of	great	importance.	Once	

done	right,	consumers	tend	to	come	back	to	a	differentiated	milk	brand	even	if	it	is	

more	expensive	than	others.	This,	of	course,	is	only	true	if	a	certain	price	anchor	is	

respected	and	not	deviated	from	significantly:	“…	you	maybe	don’t	want	to	buy	 it	

for	15kr	yet,	but	I	think	it’s	a	wave	that	you	want	to	get	‘more’	and	‘more’.”	
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Figure	12:	CHOICE	CRITERIA	AND	DECISION	INFLUENCERS	

	
Source:	own	

	

6.4 An	Adapted	Consumer	Decision	Journey	Model	

Understanding	 the	 sequence	 and	 the	 influencing	 themes	 at	 each	 time	 has	

yielded	 a	 comprehensive	 picture	 of	 the	 consumer	 perspective	 with	 regards	 to	

decision-making	 in	 the	milk	 category.	 For	 creating	 a	 CDJ	model	 for	 both	 the	milk	

case	and	for	low-involvement	FMCG	in	general,	perspectives	have	to	be	shifted	and	

a	 brand	 point-of-view	 has	 to	 be	 taken.	 Using	 the	 consumer	 findings,	 it	 will	 be	

described	how	and	where	brands	can	support	consumers’	decision-making	journeys	

and	steer	them	into	brand	loyalty.	By	doing	so,	the	posed	research	question	will	be	

answered	 and	 an	 adapted	 CDJ	 model	 formulated.	 In	 essence,	 the	 resulting	 CDJ	

model	should	be	the	foundation	for	brand	management.		

6.4.1 Consider	

In	 the	 original	 CDJ	 model,	 consumer	 decision	 stages	 would	 temporally	

coincide	with	moments	at	which	brands	can	shape	consumer	choice.	However,	that	

might	 only	 hold	 true	 for	 decisions	 with	 high	 involvement.	 In	 such	 purchases,	 a	

(more	 or	 less)	 elaborated	 consideration	 stage	 takes	 place	 after	 a	 need	 has	 been	

noticed,	 so	 that	 for	 a	brand	 there	 is	 time	 to	meet	 consumers	 in	parallel	 and	give	

them	 a	 compelling	 reason	 to	 consider	 consuming	 this	 particular	 brand.	 For	 lowly	

involved	 milk	 consumers,	 a	 consideration	 of	 which	 brand	 to	 buy	 seems	 to	 be	
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omitted;	 consumers	 do	 not	 recall	 this	 stage.	 In	 inherently	 habitual	 decisions,	 a	

stockout	 is	 followed	 by	 the	 immediate	 retrieval	 of	 previously	 (functionally)	

satisfactory	 brands,	 often	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 single-brand	 choice	 set.	 Consumption	

episodes	 for	 FMCG	are	 short	 and	 reoccurring	 in	quick	 sequence.	Building	 a	 (new)	

consideration	 set	 for	 each	 episode	 is	 unfeasible	 considering	 the	 low-involvement	

constraint	and	furthermore	unnecessary,	because	familiarity	with	milk	 is	high	with	

the	majority	of	consumers.	Functionally	spoken,	consumers	attest	to	having	 larger	

consideration	 sets,	as	 they	would	 switch	 to	 ‘fallback	options’	 in	an	 instance	 if	 the	

milk	 brand	 they	 buy	 habitually	 is	 unavailable	 at	 the	 supermarket.	 Nearly	 every	

brand	will	fulfill	the	functional	consumer	needs:	“When	it	comes	to	the	taste	[…]	it’s	

just	 milk.”	 This	 vast	 consideration	 set,	 however,	 is	 not	 accessed	 in	 regular	

consumption	 situations	 as	 to	 reduce	 the	 effort	 put	 into	 decision-making.	 What	

worked	once	(or	many	times)	before,	is	bound	to	work	again.	

Brands	 have	 to	 find	 different	 windows	 of	 opportunity	 to	 enter	 consumers’	

immediate	 consideration	 and	 at	 least	 widen	 the	 small	 preferred	 choice	 set	 to	

include	 their	 particular	 brand.	 This	 window	 has	 to	 be	 detached	 from	 the	

consideration	 stage	 in	 a	 consumption	 sequence,	 since	 research	has	 shown	 that	 it	

does	not	consciously	exist.	If	consumers	do	not	consider,	they	cannot	be	interacted	

with	there;	brands	have	to	‘sneak	in	through	the	backdoor’.	Consumers	have	to	be	

won	over	subconsciously	unrelated	to	a	currently	perceived	need	for	milk.	Placing	

brand	cues	outside	of	the	retail	environment	that	induce	interest	in	a	brand	might	

lead	to	trial	when	the	next	purchase	incident	comes	around:	“If	you	would	try	it	at	

an	 event	 and	 then	 you	 really	 like	 it.	 Maybe	 you’ll	 bring	 the	 decision	 to	 the	

supermarket.”16	Mere	 standardized	 awareness	 raising	 is	 not	 enough,	 however.	 In	

the	 case	 of	 Arla,	 awareness	 ratings	 are	 excessively	 high,	 but	 consumers	 do	 not	

perceive	 it	 as	 unique	 enough	 to	 generally	 consider	 altering	 their	 price-based	

decision-making.	Brands	rather	have	to	raise	curiosity	by	providing	a	simple	unique	

argument	 that	 convinces	 on	 an	 emotional	 and/or	 experiential	 level.	 Such	 a	

compelling	 reason	has	 to	correspond	to	 the	 identified	consumption	 influencers	or	

																																																								
16	The	proband	who	made	this	statement	was	subsequently	observed	to	have	switched	to	consuming	
Arla	 milk.	 Upon	 being	 questioned	why,	 the	 proband	 attested	 to,	 after	 the	 focus	 group	meetings,	
having	started	to	feel	that	it	is	the	‘better’	choice.	
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criteria	 and	 the	 connection	 has	 to	 be	 easily	 recognizable.	 Social	 cues,	 like	 family	

memories	 for	 instance,	 and	 guilt-free	 consumption	 are	 themes	 that	 can	 be	

leveraged	to	create	an	emotional	connection.	Consideration	will	also	be	shaped	by	

the	perceived	availability	and	convenience	of	consuming	the	brand.	Consumers	will	

not	spend	effort	 to	convince	themselves	 that	 it	might	be	a	valid	 idea	to	switch	 to	

this	brand.	

Consideration,	 in	 the	classical	 sense,	 is	a	very	short	and	almost	non-existent	

stage	 in	 specific	milk	 need	 instances.	 However,	 on	 a	much	 enlarged	 and	 a	more	

general	level,	consideration	of	a	brand	has	to	be	achieved,	because	else	consumers	

cannot	be	moved	forward	in	their	consumption	journey	with	a	particular	brand.	The	

latter	 leads	 to	 the	 belief	 that	 the	 consideration	 stage	 in	 its	 nature	 in	 low-

involvement	 contexts	 has	 to	 be	 limited	 to	 interactions	 during	 which	 a	 brand	 is	

tentatively	 gotten	 to	 know	and	 a	 compelling	 reason	 is	 recognized	why	 this	 brand	

should	be	tried.	

6.4.2 Evaluate	

Evaluation	 is	 subject	 to	 the	 same	 constraints	 as	 consideration:	 There	 is	 a	

distinction	 to	 be	 made	 between	 the	 stage	 as	 prequel	 to	 purchase	 in	 concrete	

decision	incidents	and	an	ongoing	openness	to	reception	of	information	about	the	

brand,	 a	 more	 passive	 evaluation.	 According	 to	 Edelman	 (2010),	 brands	 may	 be	

disregarded	or	added	in	the	evaluation	stage.	It	has	previously	been	elaborated	that	

the	advent	of	a	scandal	might	be	a	cue	that	would	trigger	consumers	to	reconsider	

and	reevaluate	even	their	habitual	milk	choices.	Brand	management,	therefore,	has	

to	be	careful	 in	positioning	the	brand	accordingly	as	to	‘survive’	a	re-evaluation	or	

even	 to	 profit	 from	 it.	 In	 regular	 routine	 consumption	 instances,	 however,	 the	

evaluation	stage	is	mostly	bypassed.	

If	given	a	reason	to	buy	a	particular	brand,	be	it	either	because	the	brand	has	

functionally	performed	previously	or	because	a	compelling	reason	has	been	given	to	

consider	a	new	brand,	 trial	will	 be	executed	without	 further	elaboration,	because	

the	risk	of	doing	so	 is	perceived	as	 low	for	 lowly	 involved	consumers.	 Information	

on	 the	particular	brand,	 consumers	 intend	 to	buy,	 is	not	actively	 sought,	because	

they	 do	 not	 require	 confirmatory	 evidence.	 If	 consumers	 are	 confronted	 with	
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information,	however,	 they	might	be	susceptible	 to	 its	 content.	 Influencing	at	 the	

evaluation	 stage,	 thus,	 is	 sensible	 for	 two	major	 reasons.	 It	 is	 imperative	 to	avoid	

dissonant	 cues,	 because,	 without	 a	 strong	 loyalty	 connection,	 any	 contradictory	

evidence	might	 lead	to	resorting	back	to	previously	bought	brands	or	to	switching	

to	a	new	one	altogether.	As	such	this	stage	is	critical	not	in	a	positive	manner,	but	

through	 the	negative	 effect	 it	may	have	on	purchasing	behavior	 and,	 thus,	 brand	

equity.	Another	reason	not	to	ignore	this	stage	from	a	branding	perspective	is	that	

it	 can	 be	 used	 to	 already	 strengthen	 brand	 associations	 by	 creating	 a	 smooth	

journey	towards	the	buying	stage.	Similar	to	the	consideration	situation,	evaluation	

in	this	case	might	happen	 independent	of	 its	purpose	 in	concrete	decision-making	

for	 a	 single	 consumption	 episode.	 Satisfaction	 that	 leads	 to	 strong	 relationships	

with	a	brand	are	based	on	the	uniqueness	of	the	entire	experience	with	the	brand	

and	the	evaluation	stage	may	be	used	to	already	start	bonding	with	consumers.	

Recent	 trends	 in	 foods	and	 in	consumption	as	a	whole	may	 lead	 to	a	bigger	

consciousness	 of	what	 is	 consumed:	 “I	 think	 a	 lot	 of	 people	 are	 slowly	 staring	 to	

focus	more	 on	 consideration	 […]	 and	 also	 in	 evaluation,	 there	 is	 a	 lot	 going	 on.”	

Consumer	 trends	 of	 guilt-free	 consumption	 (trendwatching.com,	 2013),	 reduction	

of	 food	 waste	 (Think.	 East.	 Save,	 2014)	 and	 increasing	 interest	 in	 healthy	 foods	

(USDA,	 2014)	 directly	 affect	 milk	 consumption.	 These	 developments	 increasingly	

open	 up	 consideration	 and	 broaden	 evaluation.	 Of	 course	 this	 extension	 has	 a	

definite	 ceiling,	 because	 milk	 as	 FMCG	 is	 still	 a	 pre-dominantly	 low-involvement	

good.	 The	 more	 important	 consideration	 and	 evaluation	 becomes,	 however,	 the	

less	 secure	 habits	 are.	 It	 becomes	 imperative	 for	 brands	 to	 loyalize	 consumers	

already	now,	by	connecting	 to	emergent	 trends	 rather	 than	expensively	having	 to	

win	them	back	in	reaction	to	their	departure	in	response	to	the	fully-fledge	trends.	

In	 summary,	 it	 has	 to	be	noted	 that	 simply	 because	milk	 consumers	 do	not	

usually	engage	 in	evaluation	processes,	 it	cannot	be	 ignored	entirely.	Brands	have	

to	be	prepared	for	situations	when	consumers	are	looking	to	evaluate	their	options,	

such	as	with	the	arrival	of	new	milk-related	trends.	 It	 is	 important	to	 leverage	the	

identified	 choice	 influencers	 and	 criteria	 to	 ensure	 a	 favorable	 evaluation	 of	 the	

own	brand	if	undertaken.	Especially	the	criterion	of	guilt-free	consumption	needs	to	

be	met	in	consumers’	perception,	not	only	to	survive	a	possible	evaluation	but	also	
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to	start	building	bonds.	Moreover,	the	choice	influencer	‘convenience’	needs	to	be	

ensured	 in	 processes	 that	 are	 to	 be	 proactively	 built	 as	 to	 truly	 be	 consumer-

friendly.	

6.4.3 Buy	

During	the	actual	purchase	phase,	branding	effort	only	has	very	limited	effect	

in	altering	consumers’	choice.	Consumers,	who	are	lowly	involved,	do	not	pay	much	

attention	 at	 the	 PoP.	 As	 such,	 there	 is	 a	 need	 for	 quick	 and	 easy	 signals	 through	

which	a	brand	can	 immediately	be	 identified.	 In	 recognition	of	a	previously	made	

emotional	connection	with	brand	at	the	PoP,	purchase	of	a	particular	brand	may	be	

facilitated.	Package	plays	an	 important	role	as	 it	can	stimulate	various	senses	that	

lead	to	recognition	and	reinforcement	of	emotional	brand	differentiation	(Ramsøy,	

2014).	“Arla	does	a	good	job	with	the	green	cartons	and	happy	cows	on	the	milk.”	

However,	 ‘good’	might	not	be	enough.	The	package	needs	to	be	visually	salient	 in	

order	 to	 facilitate	 attention	 and	 has	 to	 truly	 support	 the	message	 that	 has	 been	

learned	 to	 associate	with	 the	brand	beforehand	 (Ramsøy,	 2014).	 In	order	 for	 this	

recognition	 to	 work,	 brand	 efforts	 have	 to	 be	 concentrated	 on	 other	 stages,	

especially	 before	 the	 PoP,	 to	 build	 up	 this	 emotional	 connection.	 By	 doing	 so,	 a	

brand	 protects	 itself	 from	 competitive	 attacks,	 especially	 with	 regards	 to	 price	

promotions,	at	the	PoP.	

Price	cannot	be	neglected	by	any	brand,	however.	Consumers	are	aware	of	a	

price	 range,	 in	 which	milk	 should	 be	 and	 deviating	 from	 this	 range	 by	 too	much	

would	 cause	a	disturbance	at	 the	PoP.	 In	addition	 to	availability,	price	 is	 a	 strong	

criterion	 for	 choice	 in	 low-involvement	 categories.	 Even	 if	 replaced	 as	 primary	

choice	criterion	by	other	emotional	features,	a	basic	fulfillment	of	the	criteria	has	to	

be	achieved.	

Another	problem	 is	evident	at	 the	 typical	PoP	–	 supermarkets.	Having	 to	go	

through	 this	 intermediary	 to	 reach	 the	 consumer	 at	 the	 buying	 stage,	 brand	

management	 gives	 up	 some	 control	 of	 the	 journey	 execution	 and	 is	 faced	with	 a	

certain	distance	 to	 the	 consumer.	 Finding	new	ways	outside	of	 the	 classical	 retail	

environment	 to	connect	with	 the	consumer	directly	may	add	value	 to	both	brand	

and	consumers:	The	brand	benefits	from	getting	to	know	the	consumer	better	and	
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the	 consumer	 receives	 more	 tailored	 solution	 in	 response	 to	 the	 brand	 knowing	

more	about	their	needs	and	preferences.	

A	 specific	 micro-moment	 was	 identified	 which	 is	 connected	 to	 the	 buying	

stage.	Consumers	 tend	to	have	a	need	 for	an	easy	transport	of	 the	milk	 from	the	

PoP	to	their	home.	For	a	brand	to	come	up	with	a	particular	convenient	package,	for	

instance,	 that	would	 facilitate	 transport	might	provide	 a	 reason	 for	 consumers	 to	

prefer	 that	brand	over	others:	 “[I]f	 there	would	be	a	milk	brand	 that	had	a	 really	

smart	 design	 that	 I	 can	 carry	 very	 easily	 home	 then	 I	would	maybe	 go	 for	 that.”	

However,	 consumer	 accounts	 show	 that	 there	 is	 a	 rather	 wide	 range	 of	 what	 is	

perceived	 as	 convenient	 in	 terms	 of	 transport	 and,	 more	 important,	 what	 is	

sufficiently	inconvenient	to	have	an	impact	on	choice	of	brand.		

The	buying	stage	as	a	whole,	as	well	as	the	transport	micro-moment,	verifies	a	

need	for	a	thorough	understanding	of	the	consumers’	identified	choice	influencers	

and	 criteria,	 namely	 availability,	 convenience	 and	 price.	 Branding	 needs	 to	 meet	

consumers’	minimum	requirements	to	ensure	a	smooth	buying	process.	

6.4.4 Enjoy	

In	regular	consumption	of	milk,	there	is	not	much	opportunity	for	a	brand	to	

connect	to	consumers,	as	usage	happens	outside	of	the	brand’s	direct	control	at	the	

consumers’	and	home	because	there	is	only	a	limited	number	of	usage	times	before	

the	product	is	used	up.	During	usage,	consumers	see	no	possibility	to	differentiate	a	

brand,	 because,	 with	 regards	 to	 functional	 product	 characteristics,	 differences	

between	 brands	 are	 not	 acknowledged.	 Consumption	 may,	 however,	 also	 take	

place	 irregularly.	 It	 is	here	 that	a	brand	can	suggest	additional	usage	situations	 to	

draw	consumers	into	more	regular	consumption	and	alleviate	their	concerns	about	

having	left-overs.	Despite	the	challenge	to	connect	emotionally	to	consumers	at	this	

stage,	attempts	have	to	be	undertaken	to	prepare	bonding	with	a	brand.	

In	 storing,	 another	 micro-moment	 was	 identified.	 Milk	 is	 usually	 bought	 in	

bulk	and	has	to	be	stored	before	it	is	actually	used.	Connected	to	this	moment,	for	

instance,	are	scarcity-of-space	concerns.	After	having	emptied	a	carton	of	milk,	the	

package	 has	 to	 be	 disposed	 of.	 Different	 from	 most	 high-involvement	 goods,	

disposal	is	mostly	concerned	with	the	package	rather	than	with	the	product	itself.		
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6.4.5 Bond	

The	 quick	 succession	 of	 consumption	 episode,	 inherent	 in	 low-involvement	

FMCG	goods,	 is	problematic	for	brands	that	want	to	establish	a	close	relationship,	

as	has	been	previously	pointed	out.		

In	order	for	a	consumer-brand	bond	to	build	up,	a	brand	has	to	perform	well	

on	multiple	 levels.	Functional	performance	can	be	seen	as	the	ground	level	that	 is	

expected	 of	 any	 brand	 –	milk	 has	 to	 taste	 like	milk.	 However,	 differentiation	 on	

cognitive	taste	or	quality	arguments	cannot	be	reached.	Such	factors	might	only	be	

perceived	 as	 different	 among	milk	 brands	 if	 extreme	 investigation	 of	 the	 product	

and	all	its	aspect	would	be	undertaken.	On	the	level	that	lowly	involved	consumers	

observe,	however,	differences	 cannot	be	detected.	Emotional	benefits	have	 to	be	

given	in	order	to	present	brands	as	distinct	from	others.	However	simple	emotional	

triggers	 are	 not	 enough:	 “[You	 have	 to]	 try	 a	 new	mantra,	 you	 know,	which	was	

much	more	emotional	 than	 just	nature	and	 stuff	 […].”	Brand	management	has	 to	

identify	 consumer	 concerns,	 as	 this	 research	has	done	 for	milk	 consumption,	 and	

deliver	 a	 clear	 answer	 to	 one	 or	 many	 of	 them	 through	 the	 brand	 as	 to	 give	

consumers	 a	 compelling	 reason	 to	 buy	 the	 brand.	 As	 Holt	 and	 Cameron	 (2010)	

already	detected	 innovative	branding	has	 to	move	beyond	the	 ‘functional	benefit’	

and	‘commodity	emotional	trap’.	Consumers	will	only	be	truly	bonded	if	a	brand	can	

provide	them	with	a	unique	experience	that	meets	their	expectations	and	concerns	

regarding	 a	 decision	 journey.	 Considering	 the	 persistent	 need	 for	 convenience	 in	

milk	consumption,	the	conative	attitude	component	is	expected	to	play	a	big	role	in	

reinforcing	 the	 cognitive	 performance	 and	 as	 well	 emotional	 connection	 a	 brand	

establishes.	All-encompassing	bonding	 that	 loyalizes	 consumers	 can,	 thus,	only	be	

achieved	 in	 delivering	 a	 great	 journey,	 as	 it	 is	 the	 satisfaction	 with	 the	 entire	

consumer	 experience	 that	 will	 bind	 consumers	 to	 one	 brand	 and	 make	 them	

overcome	 previously	 employed	 brand-unrelated	 decision	 heuristics.	 Binding	 milk	

consumers	to	one	brand	can	be	achieved	by	leveraging	both	guilt-free	consumption	

and	 social	 connectivity	 as	 choice	 criteria	and	 influencers.	 Emotional	bonds	on	 the	

basis	 of	 conscious	 consumption	 may	 be	 reinforced	 through	 social	 acceptance	

thereof.	
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Therefore,	bonding,	especially	in	milk	as	low-involvement	good,	cannot	be	an	

entirely	active	post-purchase	phase,	as	there	is	no	time	to	perform	activities	when	

consumers	go	more	or	less	directly	from	enjoying	a	brand	to	buying	the	next	unit.	It	

has	to	be	realized	that	every	step	in	the	journey	is	part	of	bonding	with	a	consumer	

and	 branded	 activities	 can	 lead	 to	 bonding	 at	 any	 time.	 Additionally,	 it	might	 be	

beneficial	to	consider	surrogate	bonding	activities	disconnected	to	at-home	usage.	

6.4.6 Advocate	

Even	 in	 low	 involvement	 categories,	 people	 may	 have	 strong	 opinions	 and	

might	 voice	 recommendations	with	 regard	 to	milk	 consumption.	 It	 could	 even	be	

observed	 in	 the	 FG,	 during	 which	 an	 almost	 heated	 discussion	 emerged	 about	

whether	local	milk	should	be	bought.	Consumers	have	also	shown	to	react	to	trends	

and	display	an	inclination	to	react	to	other	consumers’	opinion	so	that	they	belong	

to	the	in-group	of	that	trend,	as	could	be	observed	when	the	guilt-free	consumption	

movement	 was	 referenced	 and	 consumers	 acknowledged	 that	 they	 would	 alter	

their	choice	behavior	if	milk	was	not	in	line	with	some	of	its	principles.	

However,	 a	 general	 doubt	 exists	 of	 whether	 milk	 is	 important	 enough	 for	

consumers	to	care	to	listen	to	other	consumers’	thoughts,	or	even	to	actively	reach	

out	and	search	advice.	It	would	be	the	brand’s	responsibility	to	wash	away	doubts	

about	whether	others	care	for	recommendation	and	to	provide	a	platform	on	which	

connection	can	be	effortlessly	made.	

It	 is	 doubtful	 whether	 ‘advocate’	 should	 be	 seen	 as	 a	 separate	 stage	 in	 a	

brand-specific	 journey,	 as	 consumers	 advocate	 not	 necessarily	 for	 specific	 milk	

brands,	but	for	specific	milk	characteristics,	such	as	its	national	origin.	If	a	brand	can	

develop	 one-to-one	 relation	with	 such	 a	 characteristic,	 it	might	 be	 that	 only	 that	

specific	brand	is	recommended.	In	general,	however,	the	process	of	recommending	

is	rather	to	be	seen	as	one	of	many	bonding	activities	and	is	not	very	pronounced	in	

low-involvement	contexts.	

6.4.7 Towards	the	Loyalty	Loop	

(Re)Consideration	 Journey	 Having	 explored	 all	 possible	 ‘stages’	 and	 micro-

moments	that	are	specific	to	milk	consumption,	it	has	to	be	concluded	that,	albeit	
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seldom,	a	full	journey	including	consideration	and	evaluation	may	exist,	despite	the	

low	involvement.	

This	might	be	the	case	when	people	consume	milk	 ‘for	the	first	time’.	While	

this	 should	 not	 be	 taken	 literally,	 consumers’	 lifestyle	 might	 put	 a	 break	 to	milk	

consumption	for	any	given	period	of	time.	When	they	reenter	after	their	temporary	

absence,	 they	will	put	slightly	more	effort	 into	the	decision.	 It	 is	a	brand’s	 task	 to	

reconnect	to	their	positive	prior	experiences	and	to	show	that	the	brand	is	relevant	

in	this	new	life	stage.	Consumers	have	to	be	met	where	they	are.	Another	scenario,	

during	which	 ‘first-time	 consumers’	 have	 to	be	 considered,	 is	 the	 consumption	 in	

different	 contexts.	 When	 being	 in	 a	 new	 country,	 for	 instance,	 consumers	 are	

unfamiliar	with	the	market	and	will	have	to	build	consideration	sets	and	evaluate	at	

least	to	a	certain	extent	which	brand	meets	their	main	decision	criteria.	In	cases	of	

cognitive	overload,	consumers	will	resort	to	easy	substitute	criteria,	such	as	price.	If	

a	brand	wants	 to	avoid	 that,	 clear	messages	about	 relevant	 consumer	 influencing	

criteria,	such	as	specific	brand	values,	have	to	be	delivered	to	those	consumers	 in	

an	appropriate	form	at	the	right	place	and	time.		

Regular	consumers	might	also	re-enter	 the	 larger	 re-consideration	 journey	 if	

their	current	 journey	does	not	satisfy	them	anymore.	A	trend	 in	the	category	or	a	

new	lifecycle	stage	may	lead	to	an	upward	adjustment	of	their	satisfaction	criteria.	

If	a	scandal	were	to	hit	the	milk	category,	similar	as	it	has	done	in	the	egg	category,	

consumers	would	also	immediately	reassess	their	choices:	“What	has	happened	[…]	

[in]	the	last	five	years,	is	that	consumers	have	almost	completely	abandoned	these	

cage	 eggs.	 […]	 I	 feel	 almost	 stigmatized	 if	 I	 bought	 stuff	 like	 that.”	 This	 prompts	

them	to	put	a	slight	effort	into	consideration	as	to	scan	the	market.	Price	may	play	

less	of	a	role	in	their	‘new’	decision-making	(see	6.2.2).	

While	a	full	journey	is	applicable	in	many	different	situation,	the	total	number	

of	cases	 that	 fall	 into	 this	category	 is	extremely	 low:	“It’s	maybe	 three	percent	of	

the	Danish	market	or	something.”	But,	as	the	trends,	described	earlier,	are	growing,	

it	is	conceivable	that	a	number	of	consumers	will	sidestep	into	a	full	consideration	

journey,	 at	 least	 temporarily,	 to	 verify	 that	 their	 current	 purchases	 are	 in	

synchronization	with	their	changing	value	systems	and/or	to	 find	new	alternatives	
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that	 are	 appropriate.	 Brands	 have	 to	 be	 prepared	 for	 these	 slightly	 heightened	

consideration	and	evaluation	activities.	

Habitual	 Loop	 The	 vast	majority	 of	 consumers	 seems	 to	 engage	 in	 habitual	

shopping	behavior	in	the	milk	category	judging	from	consumers’	own	accounts	and	

from	their	reviews	of	behaviors	of	people	they	know,	like	their	immediate	family.	

Habits	develop	very	quickly	in	low-involvement	categories	as	a	result	of	‘base	

level’	 satisfaction	with	 the	 usage	 of	 a	 product.	 Different	milk	 brands	 are	 seen	 as	

indistinguishable,	 so	 that	 if	 a	 brand	has	 performed	 functionally	 it	 is	 bought	 again	

without	significant	decision-making	 in	between	and	as	 such	stages	 in	 the	 journey,	

namely	consideration	and	evaluation,	may	subsequently	be	skipped.	The	 ‘habitual	

loop’	 is	 different	 from	 Edelman’s	 (2010)	 ‘loyalty	 loop’.	 Habits	 lack	 a	 strong	

identification	 with	 a	 brand	 and	 its	 values,	 they	 rather	 form	 from	 learning	 that	 a	

particular	 brand	 has	 been	 successful	 in	 fulfilling	 a	 need	 by	 adhering	 to	 specific	

choice	heuristic,	such	as	price.	Consumers	stick	to	this	one	brand	not	because	they	

believe	 it	 is	 superior	 to	 the	 others,	 but	 because	 it	 is	 not	 conceivable	 that	 others	

would	 functionally	 outperform	 this	 brand.	 Putting	 effort	 into	 more	 elaborated	

decision-making,	 thus,	 is	 not	 worthwhile.	 Evaluation,	 however,	 might	 not	 be	

bypassed	at	each	 time,	which	 is	why	 the	wider	 ‘habitual	 loop’	may	 intersect	with	

the	evaluation	phase.	If	availability	at	the	supermarket	is	not	given,	consumers	will	

switch	“in	a	second”.	Habits	might	also	not	be	able	to	withstand	counter	attacks	by	

competitor	brands,	such	as	price	promotion	offensives.	

In	 essence,	 habits	 are	 both	 friend	 and	 foe.	 From	 a	 company’s	 perspective,	

they	 are	 desirable,	 because	 little	 resources	 have	 to	 be	 spent	 on	 consumers	 to	

encourage	them	to	repurchase:	“But	it’s	something	you	want,	because	then	[they]	

just	autopilot	[their]	purchases	[…].”	However,	due	to	their	lack	of	strength,	habits	

might	be	broken.	Therefore,	it	has	to	be	the	recommendation	to,	as	a	brand,	resist	

the	 temptation	 to	 settle	 for	 the	 ‘easily	 achieved’	 habits,	 but	 rather	 invest	 in	 true	

loyalty	build-up.	

Loyalty	 Loop	 Loyalty,	 as	 already	 suggested	by	prior	 theory,	 is	 stronger	 than	

habit,	which	 can	 be	 visually	 observed	 in	 the	 ‘habitual	 loop’	 being	wider	 than	 the	

‘loyalty	 loop’.	 Habits	 lack	 an	 attitudinal	 conviction	 that	 the	 brand	 is	 superior	 to	

others,	 they	 merely	 build	 up	 to	 fulfill	 consumers’	 needs	 to	 consume	 an	
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indistinguishable	product	most	 conveniently.	 They	 can,	 therefore,	 be	broken	by	 a	

brand	 that	 differentiates	 itself	 from	 competitors	 emotionally	 and	 conatively.	 The	

brand	that	consumers	currently	use	can	be	viewed	as	a	minimum	boundary	to	their	

consumption,	 they	 will	 not	 settle	 for	 anything	 less	 anymore.	 Brands	 that	 are	

perceived	 as	 higher	 quality	 may	 connect	 to	 consumers,	 however,	 and	 convince	

them	 that	 it	 is	 worth	 switching	 despite	 a	 possibly	 higher	 price.	 Adhering	 to	

consumers’	 low	 involvement,	 a	 conveniently	 easy	 overall	 journey	with	 the	 brand	

has	 to	be	 the	 foundation	of	brand-loyalty	build-up.	On	top,	branding	has	 to	make	

the	difference	where	functionally	there	 is	none	and	provide	the	consumers	with	a	

compelling	reason	why	the	one	brand	ties	into	consumers’	value	system	better	than	

all	others.		

Loyalty	 is	 usually	 developed	 sequentially.	 Product	 trial,	 as	 laid	 out	 above,	

quickly	 leads	 to	 habits	 if	 the	 product	 satisfies	 functionally.	 Consuming	 the	 same	

brand	continuously	allows	for	bonding	to	take	place,	so	that	the	consumers	develop	

more	 knowledge	 about	 the	 brand.	 Knowledge	 of	 what	 the	 brand	 stands	 for	 and	

trust	that	the	brand	values	are	actually	lived	are	antecedents	of	building	up	loyalty	

and,	 so	 to	 say,	 breaking	 consumer	 habits	 to	 one’s	 own	 brand	 (Palmatier	 et	 al.,	

2006).	Post-purchase	phases	are	especially	 important	to	connect	to	consumers,	as	

they	 spend	 little	 time	 in	 consideration	 and	 evaluation.	 While	 pre-purchase	 or	

purchase-unrelated	 phases	 can	 be	 used	 to	 let	 consumers	 know	 of	 brand	 values,	

post-purchase	interaction	should	be	used	to	confirm	that	these	values.	Considering	

the	speed	of	sequential	consumption	episodes	in	milk	consumption,	post-purchase	

and	pre-purchase	merge	into	a	temporal	co-existence.	

What	this	means	for	a	CDJ	in	low	involvement	categories	is	that,	if	branding	is	

done	successfully,	the	three	loops	can	be	viewed	as	sequential	 in	the	entirety	of	a	

consumer-brand	relationship.	
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Figure	13:	A	CONSUMER	DECISION	JOURNEY	IN	THE	MILK	CATEGORY	

	
Source:	own	

 

6.5 Arla’s	Consumer	Touchpoints	

Collaborating	 with	 consumers	 in	 a	 workshop,	 a	 number	 of	 ideas	 that	

correspond	with	the	CDJ	stages	and	the	consumption	influencers	were	developed.	

The	documentation	of	the	results	is	presented	in	Appendix	8.	In	the	following,	each	

idea	will	 be	 explained	 in	 detail	 (What?),	 also	 considering	 the	 decision	 influencers	

and	criteria	 involved	and	addressed	 (How?).	Additionally,	 it	 is	 stated	where	 in	 the	

CDJ	each	idea	and	touchpoint	is	positioned	(Where?)	and	how	well	it	goes	hand	in	

hand	with	Arla’s	brand	platform	(Arla	Fit).	An	exemplary	journey	is	designed	in	the	

end.	

6.5.1 Classical	Instruments	

What?	In	classical	terms,	Arla	should	focus	mainly	on	pictorial	elements.	Such	

peripheral	cues	are	more	promising	in	low-involvement	situations	than	central	cues	

such	 as	 pure	 textual	 product	 information.	 TV	 spots	 or	 social	media	 channels,	 like	

Instagram,	 are	 suitable	 for	 that.	 Image	 campaigns	 for	 the	 corporate	 Arla	 brand,	

portraying	the	values	it	stands	for,	are	called	for,	because	they	show	a	fit	with	what	

the	consumer	cares	for.	Concentrating	(too	much)	on	functional	benefits	does	not	
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do	much	good,	as	consumers	do	not	feel	like	Arla	can	differentiate	itself	here;	they	

ask	 for	 a	 focus	 on	 emotional	 aspects.	 Consumers	 recalled	 Coca	 Cola’s	 slogan	 –	

“Taste	 the	 Feeling”	 –	 and	 described	 it	 as	 a	 perfect	 mixture	 of	 functional	 and	

emotional	cues.	

How?	In	these	campaigns,	consumers’	need	for	guilt-free	consumption,	family	

and	 national	 pride	 have	 to	 be	 addressed.	 People	 look	 for	 reinforcement	 of	 their	

socially	learnt	and	lived	values	in	brands	they	consume.	Especially	on	Instagram,	or	

other	social	media	platforms,	consumers’	relation	to	social	cues	can	be	made	use	of.	

Members	of	the	#foodporn	culture17	may	strengthen	this	association.	

Where?	These	instruments	are	to	influence	consideration,	facilitate	favorable	

evaluation	 and	 provide	 reasons	 for	 bonding	 with	 the	 Arla	 brand.	 Especially	 the	

medium	of	Instagram	can	be	leveraged	to	encourage	brand	engagement	during	and	

after	usage	and	may	influence	others	in	their	choice	behavior.		

Arla	Fit	Arla’s	values	of	‘good	growth’	and	natural	as	well	as	healthy	nutrition	

are	 absolutely	 in	 line	with	 the	 consumers’	 concern	 about	 guilt-free	 consumption,	

family,	 etc.	 Their	 current	 outdoor	 image	 campaign	 is	 well	 received	 (Appendix	 9).	

However,	 the	 locations	 at	 which	 it	 is	 seen,	 for	 instance	 at	 Copenhagen	 metro	

stations,	 are	 questioned	 by	 consumers,	 as	 they	 wonder	 what	 the	 connection	

between	 milk	 and	 metro	 stations	 is.	 Image	 material	 from	 the	 website	 and	 in	

advertisement	 spots	 is	 also	 found	 to	be	quite	 suitable.	 It	 is	questionable	whether	

these	channels	are	suitable	for	the	Generation	Y	test	subjects,	however.	Generation	

Y	participants	in	the	focus	group	were	not	aware	of	Arla’s	current	image	campaigns	

despite	 looking	for	brands	that	mirror	their	values	of	guilt-free	consumption.	They	

are	 the	 ‘generation	Netflix’	 and	as	 such	watch	160	hours	 less	 commercials	 a	 year	

than	regular	cable	TV	users	(CORDCUTTING.COM,	2016).	Arla	TV	spots,	thus,	are	not	

a	 suitable	 touchpoint	along	consumers’	 journeys.	Especially	 for	newcomers	 to	 the	

Danish	market	that	means	that	there	is	a	disparity	between	strong	Arla	awareness	

and	 low	 brand	 knowledge.	 Social	 media	 or	 online	 channels	 like	 YouTube	 or	

Facebook	have	to	be	targeted	more	closely.	

																																																								
17	The	#foodporn	culture	refers	to	the	tendency	of	people,	who	are	active	on	social	media	platforms,	
to	 post	 pictures	 of	 their	 food	 accompanied	 by	 the	 hashtag	 ‘foodporn’.	 It	 is	 most	 prominent	 on	
Instagram,	since	it	is	a	purely	picture-based	platform.	
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6.5.2 Packaging	

What?	Consumers	suggested	that	packaging	should	be	adjusted	to	the	retail	

environment	 in	which	 it	 has	 to	 stand	 against	 a	 proliferated	 number	 of	 functional	

alternatives.	 Acknowledging	 the	 low	 consumer-involvement,	 a	 number	 of	 senses	

should	be	stimulated	by	it	as	distinctly	as	possible	(Ramsøy,	2014).	Consumers	care	

for	 the	 touch	of	 the	 carton,	which	 could	 reinforce	 feelings	of	 guilt-freedom	 if	 the	

surface	 were	 rough	 instead	 of	 smooth,	 the	 latter	 being	 associated	 with	 plastic.	

Using	salient	colors	and	contrasts	and	connecting	the	 imagery	more	closely	to	the	

mood	created	in	the	image	campaigns	would	facilitate	attention	and	recognition	at	

the	PoP.	Arla	ought	to	be	careful	to	avoid	content	overload,	especially	at	the	front	

side	of	 the	package,	because	 low-involvement	consumers	do	not	 care	 to	perceive	

(too	 much)	 information.	 Putting	 a	 QR	 code18 	on	 the	 back	 will	 satisfy	 those	

consumers	who	need	more	product	information	without	overexerting	those	who	do	

not.	Consumers	voice	a	care	for	an	easily	foldable	carton	as	to	address	their	waste	

concerns;	fold	lines	on	the	carton	will	help	consumers	realize	how	to	minimize	the	

package	 when	 done	 using	 it.	 Since	 transport	 has	 been	 shown	 to	 be	 an	 issue,	

possibilities	how	to	adapt	the	packaging	to	be	easily	portable	have	to	be	explored.	

Borrowing	 from	 the	 six-pack	 offers	 in	 the	 drinks	 category,	 Arla	 could	 offer	 a	

cardboard	crate	that	consumers	can	pick	up	at	the	PoP	and	allows	to	conveniently	

carry	several	cartons	at	once.		

How?	Concerns	about	package	are	very	much	related	to	convenience,	both	in	

terms	of	practical	handiness	and	of	limited	information	processing.	The	package	can	

also	be	used	to	reinforce	the	values	of	guilt-free	consumption.	

Where?	Primarily	the	buying	phase	and	the	transport	moment	are	affected	by	

package	design,	however	 its	 influence	persists	 in	usage	and	disposal,	because	 it	 is	

here	that	the	package	is	being	handled.	

Arla	 Fit	The	current	Arla	milk	packaging	 is	perceived	as	only	 loosely	visually	

connected	 to	 the	 communication	 that	 is	 being	 perceived	 outside	 of	 the	 PoP.	

Consumers	 also	 find	 it	 to	 be	 slightly	 child-oriented	 “with	 the	 happy	 cows	 on	 the	

																																																								
18	Quick	response	(QR)	codes	are	two-dimensional	barcodes	that	can	be	scanned	with	a	smartphone	
app	 and,	 among	 other	 functions,	 may	 direct	 consumers	 towards	 a	 webpage	 for	 more	 content	
(webopedia,	2016b).	



	 70	

milk.”	Borrowing	from	the	visual	change	Arla	has	made	with	the	Kærgården	butter	

(Appendix	9),	a	simplification	of	the	milk	carton	design	is	advised,	as	it	is	the	adult	

household	 members	 that	 will	 make	 product	 decisions.	 As	 to	 still	 engage	 with	

children	and	create	favorable	childhood	memories,	one	side	of	the	carton	could	be	

dedicated	to	child	entertainment,	for	instance	by	printing	a	cartoon.	

6.5.3 The	Arla	Loyalty	Card	

What?	 In	line	with	the	overly	habitual	purchasing	behavior,	consumers	voice	

interest	in	a	‘loyalty’	program	in	which	points	could	be	collected	for	each	purchase	

made	 from	 the	 Arla	 product	 family.	 According	 to	 the	 goal-gradient	 theory	 such	

programs	 accelerate	 repeat	 purchases	 (Kivetz,	 Urminsky	 and	 Zheng,	 2006).	 Using	

the	Arla	 loyalty	card	at	each	PoP	that	offers	the	brand,	consumers	could	receive	a	

voucher	for	every	400DKK	they	spend	on	Arla	products,	for	instance.	There	may	also	

be	 special	 promotion	 campaigns	 during	 which	 gifts	 are	 given	 to	 consumers	 who	

purchase	 three	 of	 the	 same	 item	 within	 a	 specific	 period;	 with	 the	 loyalty	 card,	

purchases	can	automatically	be	counted	and	gift-giving	initiated	without	consumers	

having	 to	 put	 any	 effort	 into	 it.	 Such	 promotions	may	 also	 be	 accessible	 to	 non-

owners	of	the	loyalty	card	through	classically	sending	in	proof	of	purchase	via	mail.	

This	 interaction	 additionally	 provides	 an	 opportunity	 to	 offer	 the	 loyalty	 card	 to	

consumers	as	to	facilitate	their	 taking	advantage	of	 future	promotions.	Arla’s	gain	

from	this	card	would	be	that	habits	can	be	locked	in,	giving	them	time	to	perform	

customized	bonding	activities	and	steer	consumers	towards	brand	loyalty.	A	store-

independent	 card	 provides	 the	 brand	 with	 direct	 data	 for	 singular	 consumers	 or	

households	 without	 dependence	 on	 retailer	 data	 and	 may	 build	 the	 basis	 for	

customized	branding	activities.		

How?	 A	 loyalty	 card	 ties	 in	 directly	 with	 consumers’	 concern	 for	 price.	 It	

should	be	sharable	across	the	entire	household	as	to	reflect	joint	consumption	and	

be	made	available	also	on	the	smartphone	to	avoid	the	inconvenience	of	having	to	

carry	around	yet	another	loyalty	card	in	the	wallet.	It	might	also	be	able	to	prevent	

switching	behavior	in	case	of	non-availability.	However,	this	effect	is	assumed	to	be	

weak,	as	availability	is	an	absolute	base	concern	for	consumers.		
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Where?	Offering	such	a	program	predominantly	affects	the	buying	stage,	but,	

as	mentioned	before,	contributes	to	consumer-brand	bonding.		

Arla	Fit	Offering	such	a	price	promotion,	Arla	has	to	be	careful	not	to	destruct	

too	much	financial	value,	as	that	would	clash	with	the	value	of	ensuring	a	fair	share	

for	their	farmer-owners.	Careful	pre-launch	calculations	and	close	monitoring	of	the	

progress,	 therefore,	have	 to	be	undertaken,	as	 to	ensure	 that	 the	overall	 value	 is	

increased,	 not	 harmed.	 To	not	be	 cornered	 in	price-promotion	 activities,	 the	 gift-

giving	promotions	can	be	used	to	connect	to	consumers,	if	it	is	ensured	that	the	gift	

is	customized	and	compatible	with	Arla’s	values.	An	Arla	recipe	book	would	be	such	

a	suitable	present	(see	6.5.4).	

6.5.4 The	Arla	Ambassadors	

What?	 It	would	be	sensible	to	cooperate	with	specific	 individuals	that	act	as	

ambassadors	 on	 behalf	 of	 the	 brand.	 A	 cook	 that	 uses	 Arla	 products	 could	 be	

partnered	with.	 Their	 cooking	 can	 be	 featured	 in	 online	 social	media	 channels	 or	

summarized	 in	 an	 Arla	 recipe	 book.	 A	 blogger	 that	 is	 respected	 in	 the	 healthy	

lifestyle	tribal	movement	could	also	be	taken	on	as	to	strengthen	ties	between	Arla	

and	doing	good	for	oneself.		

How?	 Collaboration	 with	 such	 personalities,	 would	 strengthen	 consumers’	

association	of	Arla	with	their	guilt-free	consumption	desires.	They	could	learn	about	

Arla’s	 nutritional	 values	 on	 a	 blog	 that	 they	 regularly	 visit	 as	 part	 of	 their	 social	

behavior	anyway.	Recipes	would	give	consumers	an	idea	of	what	to	do	with	the	rest	

of	the	milk	that	is	left	over.	Their	need	to	not	letting	anything	go	to	waste,	both	in	

terms	 of	 price	 and	 guilt,	 could	 be	 addressed.	 Additionally,	 ambassadors	 can	

senhance	 consumers’	 social	 media	 communication	 through	 sharing	 video	 etc.	

Therefore,	 ambassadors	 can	 be	 a	 way	 to	 facilitate	 social	 connection	 and	 the	

spreading	of	Arla’s	values.		

Where?	Ambassadors	can	influence	the	evaluation	and	the	usage.	Placement	

and	accessibility	of	the	 information	have	to	be	carefully	planned,	since	consumers	

will	not	go	looking	for	it.	Recipes,	for	instance,	could	be	placed	on	the	package	or	a	

link	could	be	provided	there	in	the	form	of	a	QR	code	to	direct	consumers	to	recipes	
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on	the	blog	or	the	website.	Just	posting	them	online,	as	is	done	now,	will	not	reach	

lowly	involved	consumers.	

Arla	Fit	Giving	consumers	the	ideas	of	what	to	do	with	milk	ties	in	nicely	with	

Arla’s	 vision:	 “[…]	 bring	 health	 and	 inspiration	 to	 the	world	 […]”	 (Arla,	 2016d).	 A	

body	of	 existing	 recipes	 that	 is	 published	on	Arla’s	website	 can	be	 leveraged	 and	

placed	more	efficiently	as	to	reach	the	consumers	at	the	time	that	they	would	need	

such	culinary	assistance.	The	decision	of	whom	to	pick	as	ambassador	has	to	be	a	

careful	one	as	to	fit	Arla’s	‘down-to-earth’	image;	it	should	be	respected	and	easily	

relatable	people.	

6.5.5 The	Arla	Lifestyle	

What?	Consumers	attest	to	mostly	using	milk	in	conjunction	with	other	foods,	

such	as	coffee.	Using	 this	 connection,	Arla	 could	enlarge	 the	existent	cooperation	

with	Starbucks19	and	 tie	 into	 the	coffeehouse	 lifestyle	brand	 image	 that	 the	 latter	

has.	If	Arla	(Øko	Harmonie)	would	be	used	and	that	usage	would	be	made	obvious	

by	 placing	 the	 cartons	 in	 visible	 spots,	 both	 brands	 could	 benefit.	Arla	 would	 be	

perceived	 as	 part	 of	 the	 consumers’	 life	 and	 Starbucks	 could	 borrow	 from	Arla’s	

‘good	 growth’	 values.	 A	 similar	 cooperation	 could	 be	 started	 with	 IKEA.	 Here	

products	 could	 be	 placed	 in	 kitchen	 displays	 or	 special	 IKEA	 editions	 sold	 in	 the	

shop.	Again,	Arla	would	subconsciously	be	perceived	as	omnipresent	in	consumers’	

lives,	 enhancing	 awareness	 in	 unique	 surroundings	 and	 creating	 access	 to	

consumers’	lives	unrelated	from	usual	milk	consumption	situations.	The	connection	

on	basis	of	family	values	and	the	shared	Swedish	heritage	seems	natural.	

How?	Placing	Arla	in	lifestyle	environments	connects	the	brand	to	consumers’	

social	and	family	environments	and	might	through	them	stimulate	consumption.	

Where?	Building	up	 the	Arla	 lifestyle	has	 the	goal	of	 influencing	consumers’	

consideration	outside	of	a	specific	need	recognition	of	buying	milk	for	home	usage.	

Arla	 Fit	These	partnerships	can	benefit	 the	general	business	goal	of	creating	

(financial)	 value.	 Choice	 of	 partners	 has	 to	 be	 careful	 and	 a	 value	 fit	 has	 to	 be	

ensured	for	each	one	that	is	taken	on,	as	to	not	overstretch	Arla’s	brand	core.	

																																																								
19	Arla	is	the	worldwide	manufacturer	and	distributor	of	ready-to-drink	Starbucks	coffees,	sold	in	the	
chilled	section	of	supermarkets	(Arla,	2010).	
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6.5.6 The	Arla	Café	&	Future	Hub	

What?	At	 the	center	of	 the	 ideas	 is	what	was,	 in	 the	workshop,	 termed	 the	

‘Arla	Café	&	Future	Hub’.	 It	 is	a	brick	and	mortar	 store,	 through	which	Arla	 could	

avoid	 the	 usual	 retail	 environment	 and	 directly	 connect	 to	 consumers.	 Milk	 and	

other	 Arla	 products	 could	 be	 sold	 here.	 In	 line	 with	 the	 lifestyle	 idea,	 special	

editions	 in	 glass	 bottles	 and	 a	 deposit	 system	 for	 them	 could	 be	 offered.	 This	

creates	a	more	‘old	school’	feeling	and	may	be	associated	with	milk	fresh	from	the	

farmer.	But	more	 importantly,	 the	café	should	provide	a	classical	café	experience,	

through	which	 consumers	 can	 live	 their	 social	 lives.	At	 the	 same	 time	 the	 ‘Future	

Hub’	is	similar	to	a	multi-purpose	event	space.	Consumers	referenced	the	Space1020	

in	Copenhagen	Kødbyen	and	felt	like	this	location	could	be	used	to	engage	in	open	

innovation	or	 co-creation	and	 to	 come	up	with	new	 innovations	 for	Arla.	As	 such	

the	 ‘Future	 Hub’	 would	 be	 the	 place	 for	 continued	 journey	 experimentation	 and	

optimization.	Live	cooking	events	with	the	Arla	cook	and	workshops	about	cooking,	

upcycling	 or	 modern	 farming	 could	 be	 held	 here.	 Of	 course,	 low-involvement	

consumers	will	 not	 stumble	 across	 these	 events	 by	 accident,	 but	will	 have	 to	 be	

invited	to	them.	Leads	gained	through	the	loyalty	card	could	be	leveraged.		

Additionally,	and	 in	a	more	toned-down	fashion,	Arla	could	deploy	a	fleet	of	

food	trucks	 that	become	part	of	 streetfood	 festivals	or	could	be	placed	at	market	

places,	such	as	the	Torvehallerne	 in	Copenhagen.	Here,	they	can	again	sell	directly	

to	consumers,	for	whom	buying	at	these	locations	might	feel	‘better’,	because	it	has	

a	self-made	and	local	tone	to	it.		

How?	As	a	space	of	interaction	and	experimentation,	the	‘Arla	Café	&	Future	

Hub’	accesses	consumers’	social	needs	in	consumption.	Through	the	activities	that	

take	 place	 in	 it,	 Arla’s	 association	 with	 the	 guilt-free	 consumption	 trend	 is	

strengthened.	With	doing	 active	 research	 in	 the	 field,	 they	 can	be	perceived	 as	 a	

driver	of	 the	 trend,	 rather	 than	a	 laggard.	Running	 food	 trucks	Arla	 also	paves	 its	

way	 into	 the	streetfood	trend	again	connection	 to	consumers’	new	ways	of	 social	

interaction	and	consumption	(thefoodpeople,	2012).	

																																																								
20	“Space10	is	a	future-living	lab	and	exhibition	space	in	the	heart	of	Copenhagen.	[Its]	mission	is	to	
investigate	 the	 future	of	urban	 living.	 […]	Space10	 serves	as	an	external	 innovation	hub	 for	 IKEA.”	
(Space10,	2016)	



	 74	

Where?	Most	 obviously,	 the	buying	 and	usage	 stages	 are	 addressed	by	 this	

measure.	 Through	 its	 extensive	 activity	 possibilities,	 however,	 the	 ‘Future	Hub’	 is	

the	center	piece	of	the	CDJ	and	may	address	each	stage.	

Arla	 Fit	This	 suggestion	addresses	 the	 flaw	 in	Arla’s	business	model,	namely	

having	 to	 go	 through	 retail	 to	 connect	 to	 consumers.	 The	 ‘Future	 Hub’	 connects	

directly	to	Arla’s	vision	of	“creating	the	future	of	dairy”	(Arla,	2016d).	

6.5.7 The	Arla	Button	

What?	Another	way	to	bypass	retail	is	to	borrow	from	the	idea	of	the	Amazon	

Dash	Button	(Amazon.com,	2016).	Arla	could	simply	take	part	in	the	project,	but	as	

Amazon	 is	not	available	 in	the	Danish	market,	they	would	have	to	copy	and	adapt	

the	 system.	 The	 idea	 is	 to	have	a	button	next	 to	one’s	 typical	milk	 storage	 space	

which	can	be	pressed	once	the	amount	of	milk	 in	 the	household	drops	below	the	

desired	security	threshold	level.	Upon	pushing	the	Arla	button,	a	pre-set	amount	of	

milk	 cartons	 is	 ordered.	 To	 ensure	 that	 milk	 is	 not	 purchased	 by	 accident,	 the	

button	is	synchronized	with	an	app	that	allows	to	control	purchases.	Consumers	can	

cancel	 the	order	or	alter	 the	quantity,	 for	 instance	when	a	cake	 is	 to	be	baked	or	

guests	 are	 coming	 over	 and	more	milk	 is	 needed.	 Every	member	 or	 guest	 of	 an	

household	 may	 push	 the	 button	 when	 deemed	 needed;	 the	 app	 gives	 decision-

makers	 in	 the	 household	 the	 power	 to	 double	 check	 purchases	 before	 they	 are	

executed.	 As	 an	 intelligent	 system,	 it	 learns	 how	 much	 is	 purchased	 with	 which	

frequency.	 Having	 data	 about	 singular	 households	 allows	 for	 segment-of-one	

marketing.	 Optimization	 suggestions	 to	 facilitate	 storage	 or	 specific	 product	

recommendations,	information	of	which	are	in	the	app	too,	may	be	made.		

The	delivery	system	has	to	be	set	up	efficiently.	It	is	conceivable	to	partner	up	

with	a	grocery	store	and	participate	in	their	existent	distribution	network.	However,	

if	 at	 all	 feasible,	 an	 individualized	delivery	 should	be	 set	 up	 to	 create	 the	 vintage	

image	of	a	milkman	delivering	the	milk	to	your	doorstep.	If	that	can	be	realized,	for	

instance	through	a	strategic	partnership	with	a	 logistics	partner,	Arla	 should	 think	

about	taking	 it	one	step	further	and	actually	selling	classical	glass	bottles	of	fresh-

from-the-farm	milk	to	a	premium	segment.	This	goes	hand	in	hand	with	the	special	

editions	at	the	‘Arla	Café’.	
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How?	By	replacing	the	need	to	go	to	the	store	and	to	carry	the	milk	home,	the	

Arla	button	significantly	increases	the	convenience	of	purchasing	their	milk.	

Where?	Since	pushing	the	button	is	equal	to	purchasing	milk,	the	Arla	button	

mostly	affects	the	buying	stage	and	reflects	the	consumers’	tendency	to	habitually	

buy.	Establishing	an	uninterrupted	purchase	pattern	with	Arla	gives	the	brand	time	

to	loyalize	consumers.	

Arla	Fit	This	idea,	too,	contributes	to	overcoming	the	retail	gap	that	separates	

Arla	from	its	consumers.	If	a	home	delivery	system	could	be	established,	Arla	would	

connect	 their	 two	 key	 stakeholders,	 farmers	 and	 consumers,	 directly	 and	 thereby	

truly	live	its	mission	and	vision.	

6.5.8 The	Personal	Cow	&	Farming	Experience	

What?	 True	 consumer-brand-bonds	 are	 facilitated	 by	 building	 up	 personal	

connections.	This	could	be	achieved	 for	 instance	by	printing	 the	name	of	 the	cow	

that	gives	the	milk	for	you	or	the	name	of	the	famer	on	the	side	of	the	milk	carton.	

While	it	would	not	be	credible	to	claim	that	the	milk	in	this	specific	carton	is	from	

one	 specific	 cow	 (only),	 getting	 to	 know	 the	 background	 can	 create	 emotional	

attachment.	Further	strengthening	the	consumer-farmer	bond,	farming	experiences	

could	be	offered,	 for	 instance	as	gift	 in	connection	with	 the	Arla	 loyalty	card.	The	

cows,	the	farmer	and	the	whole	process	would	be	gotten	to	know.	

How?	Naturally,	these	ideas	connect	to	consumers’	sustainable	consumption	

needs,	 especially	with	 regards	 to	others	 and	 the	 animals.	 In	 offering	 experiences,	

Arla	is	also	linked	with	recreational	family	activities	and	the	creation	of	long-lasting	

childhood	memories.	

Where?	As	mentioned	before,	these	are	clear	bonding	activities	with	the	goal	

of	loyalizing	consumers	and	those	that	they	can	influence,	like	their	families.	

Arla	Fit	Such	activities	provide	a	look	behind	the	scenes,	so	that	everyone	can	

see	what	Arla	is.	

6.5.9 A	Hypothetical	Journey	with	Arla	

As	was	outlined	 in	the	conceptual	 foundation,	each	 individual’s	 journey	may	

be	 distinct	 from	 others.	 Using	 (some	 of)	 the	 consumer	 suggestions,	 one	 such	

exemplified	journey	for	a	persona	has	been	designed.		
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Tim,	 a	 25-year-old	 German	 national,	 moves	 to	 Copenhagen	 to	 start	 his	

Master’s	degree	in	social	entrepreneurship.	In	his	first	days,	he	explores	the	city	and	

stops	for	lunch	at	Torvehallerne	in	the	city	center.	Along	with	his	pizza,	he	goes	for	a	

milkshake	 from	 the	 Arla	 milk	 truck.	 The	 next	 day,	 Tim	 meets	 three	 future	 class	

mates	of	his	with	whom	he	rents	a	flat;	they	need	to	go	to	IKEA	to	furnish	their	new	

home.	Strolling	 through	the	Gentofte	branch,	he	sees	Arla	 in	 the	kitchen	displays.	

After	 having	 bought	 all	 of	 the	 furniture,	 he	 picks	 up	 some	 groceries	 at	 the	 IKEA	

foods	store	to	fill	up	the	thus	far	empty	fridge.		

At	the	first	day	of	classes	a	couple	of	days	later	he	receives	a	starter	package,	

that,	next	to	practical	information	and	a	SIM	card,	contained	an	Arla	loyalty	card.	So	

far,	Arla	 has	been	associated	with	good	memories,	 so	Tim	wants	 to	give	 the	card	

(and	 the	 brand)	 a	 try.	 Since	 the	 four	 guys	 have	 decided	 to	 share	 the	 grocery	

shopping	chore,	the	card’s	smartphone	version	is	immediately	appealing	to	them.	If	

all	 four	 of	 them	 would	 use	 it	 while	 shopping,	 they	 could	 make	 the	 most	 of	 its	

benefits	–	after	all,	they	are	students	and	need	to	watch	their	budgets.	As	typical	of	

their	generation,	Tim	and	his	roommates	work	out	three	times	a	week,	sometimes	

even	all	of	them	together.	Hence,	they	watch	their	protein	intake	and	consume	lots	

of	milk	 as	well	 as	 skyr	 every	 day.	 Through	 the	use	of	 their	Arla	 loyalty	 card,	Arla	

notices	how	much	and	how	often	the	group	of	four	purchases.	The	company	sends	

them	an	email	suggesting	the	Arla	button.	Tim	is	delighted	as	that	would	solve	so	

many	 problems	 at	 once:	No	more	 carrying	 the	 huge	 and	 heavy	 amounts	 of	 dairy	

products	home	and	no	more	overcrowded	fridge.	Arla	would	just	deliver	whatever	

they	need	 just	 in	time.	To	them,	 it	 is	a	no	brainer:	The	button	has	to	be	 installed,	

especially	 when	 thinking	 about	 the	 last	 time	 they	 tried	 to	 overcome	 the	

transporting	issue	by	using	an	Arla	crate	that	just	created	more	storage	issues.	

Alongside	 his	 studies,	 Tim	 is	 very	 fond	 of	 Starbucks	 experiences.	 Already	

during	his	bachelor	studies	he	developed	a	habit	towards	these	café	hours	to	grant	

himself	a	time-out	to	relax	and	he	sometimes	even	studies	at	Starbucks	cafés	since	

the	atmosphere	inspires	him.	As	he	became	a	habitual	Arla	user,	taking	advantage	

of	the	Arla	button,	the	Arla	cartons	placed	at	Starbucks	catches	his	attention	quite	

easily.	By	the	time	he	finishes	his	Master’s	after	two	years,	Starbucks	and	Arla	have	
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become	 rather	 closely	 connected	 in	 Tim’s	 mind;	 Arla	 has	 become	 part	 of	 his	

lifestyle.	

	As	 Tim	 is	 now	 ready	 to	 start	 his	 working	 career	 and	 is	 planning	 to	 start	 a	

family,	he	and	his	girlfriend	move	in	together.	They	buy	a	flat	and	plan	their	new	life	

together.	Tim	is	moving	on	in	his	lifecycle	and	can	now	plan	with	a	rising	disposable	

income.	Since	both	of	them	enjoy	a	healthy	lifestyle	and	love	cooking	together,	they	

increasingly	 try	 new	 recipes	 from	 their	 Arla	 recipe	 book.	 It	 fits	 their	 needs	 and	

lifestyle	not	only	by	providing	healthy	recipes,	but	also	through	the	appealing	food-

styling	shown	in	the	pictures.	These	pictures	inspire	Tim	and	his	girlfriend	to	share	

their	 meals	 on	 Instagram,	 using	 #foodporn	 #arla	 as	 to	 recommend	 and	 further	

inspire	their	friends	and	followers.	Along	Tim’s	brand-relationship	and	usage	history	

Arla	 has	 collected	 individual	 data	 including	 his	 usage	 frequency	 and	 his	 lifestyle	

appeal.	 According	 to	 this,	Arla	 is	 able	 to	 provide	 Tim	 with	 new	 ideas	 and	 offers	

perfectly	 fitting	 his	 needs.	 Hence,	Arla	 invites	 him	 and	 a	 friend	 to	 a	 health	 food	

cooking	seminar	at	the	Arla	Café	(Future	Hub)	in	town.	Tim	brings	along	his	running	

mate	who	afterwards	becomes	an	Arla	 loyalty	card	member	and	picks	up	the	Arla	

button	for	his	 family	 to	make	shopping	more	convenient	 for	 them.	Since	they	 live	

outside	 of	 Copenhagen	 without	 a	 grocery	 store	 around	 the	 corner,	 it	 seems	

appealing	to	him.	Recommending	the	button	to	his	friend	has	advantages	for	Tim	as	

well;	he	receives	bonus	points	on	his	account.	

Some	time	later,	as	they	continue	their	family	planning,	Tim	and	his	girlfriend	

have	 a	 child.	 As	 parents,	 they	 perceive	 a	 rising	 responsibility	 and	 are	 highly	

concerned	 about	 their	 young	 daughter’s	 health	 and	 well-being.	 With	 their	

increasing	 concerns,	 criteria	 of	 guilt-free	 consumption	 become	 even	 more	

important	 and,	 hence,	 the	 family	 reprograms	 the	 button	 to	 Arla	 Harmonie.	

Additionally,	 looking	 for	 child-oriented	alternatives,	 they	 start	buying	Arla	Baby	&	

Me	Organic	products	which	is	how	Arla	realizes	they	are	a	young	family	now.	Taking	

advantage	of	this	development,	Arla	sends	the	family	to	a	farming	experience	on	a	

weekend.		Enjoying	this	peaceful	experience	and	escaping	from	big	city’s	everyday	

life,	all	of	them	experience	a	‘back-to-the-roots’	time,	realizing	how	valuable	life	can	

be.	Arla’s	down-to-earth	and	‘Good	Growth’	values	are	appealing	to	them	and	Tim	

especially	appreciates	his	daughter	learning	and	enjoying	the	beauty	of	nature	and	
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how	people	should	treat	it	to	ensure	its	long-lasting	health.	He	becomes	aware	that,	

being	 responsible	 for	 a	 family	 now,	 it	 is	 his	 turn	 to	 pass	 on	 his	 values	 of	what	 is	

important	in	life.	Arla	goes	on	standing	for	these	values	and	through	further	efforts	

will	be	connected	to	these	for	the	whole	family,	further	moving	on	in	life	with	them.		

This	 exemplified	 journey(s)	 show	 how	 Arla,	 by	 always	 being	 there	 and	

meeting	 its	 consumers	 through	 matching	 values,	 succeeds	 in	 becoming	 part	 of	

consumers’	 lives.	Arla,	 through	 the	 journey	mechanisms,	 is	 able	 to	 know	what	 is	

important	 to	 Tim	 and	 his	 co-consumers	 and	 thus	 creates	 a	 fit	 and	 emotional	

bonding	 over	 time.	 It	 becomes	 apparent,	 however,	 that	 this	 bonding	 is	 rather	 a	

long-term	goal	reached	along	several	incidents	of	consumption.	

7 Discussion	
As	 it	 is	 the	 goal	 of	 this	 paper	 to	 understand	 loyalty	 development	 in	 low-

involvement	 settings	 and	 to	 derive	what	 a	 CDJ,	which	 achieves	 that,	 looks	 like,	 a	

larger	level	of	abstraction	on	the	basis	of	the	research	findings	has	to	be	reached.	It	

is	 the	 belief	 of	 the	 researchers	 that	 a	 CDJ	 model	 in	 low-involvement	 situations	

differs	 from	 Edelman’s	 original	 form	 in	 some	 dimension.	 Research	 has	 confirmed	

the	sequential	existence	of	the	stages	‘CONSIDER’,	‘EVALUATE’,	‘BUY’	and	‘ENJOY’.		

Consideration	 in	 low-involvement	 consumption	 takes	 place	 on	 a	 more	

subconscious	level	and	holds	less	of	an	opportunity	to	meet	directly	with	consumer	

when	they	consider	buying	at	a	specific	time,	because	conscious	consideration	after	

need	arousal	 is	unlikely.	Given	a	higher	 frequency	of	consumption	episodes	and	a	

correlated	 low	 importance	of	 singular	ones,	 the	duration	of	 single	 stages	 is	 short.	

Brands,	 therefore,	have	 to	 find	 innovative	ways	 into	consumers’	consideration	set	

outside	of	the	journey	sequence.	In	order	to	enter	consumers’	consideration	sets,	a	

differential	connection	on	an	emotional	(value)	basis	has	to	be	achieved.	

Evaluation	is,	if	at	all	done,	limited	to	singular	aspects	of	the	to-be-purchased	

product.	 Price,	 availability	 and	 convenience	 are	 assumed	 to	 be	 base	 criteria	 for	

decisions	 in	 all	 FMCG,	 given	 their	 fundamental	 character	 in	 milk	 choice.	 As	 to	

reduce	effort,	the	stage	is	bypassed	in	subsequent	purchases	unless	given	a	reason	

to	evaluate,	such	as	 the	 lack	of	availability	at	 the	PoP.	 It	 is,	 therefore,	not	a	 focus	
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stage;	 brands,	 however,	 should	 be	 prepared	 for	 the	 incidents,	 during	 which	

consumers	evaluate,	and	provide	easy	as	well	as	compelling	arguments	as	to	avoid	a	

negative	effect	on	their	brand	equity.	

Buying	single	FMCG	is	rarely	done	on	its	own	account.	Shopping	is	done	jointly	

for	all	items	needed	in	the	household.	As	the	purchase	of	low-involvement	products	

is	 viewed	 as	 a	 necessity	 and	 is	 recurring	 in	 high	 frequency,	 attention	 is	 low.	

Branding	influence	possibilities	at	the	PoP	are	limited;	choice	can	hardly	be	altered	

on	basis	of	brand	arguments	here	anymore.	 It	 is,	all	 the	more,	 important	to	allow	

for	quick	recognition	of	the	brand	to	leverage	previously	made	connections.	

From	 the	 consumer	 perspective,	 enjoying	 the	 product,	 naturally,	 is	 of	 high	

importance.	FMCG,	as	everyday	products,	are	part	of	their	daily	routine	that	should	

not	 be	 disturbed.	 It	 is,	 thus,	 important	 for	 brand	managers	 to	 ensure	 functional	

performance	at	this	stage	as	to	keep	consumers	for	future	purchases	(habit).	During	

the	 research,	 several	micro-moments	were	 connected	 to	 this	 stage.	 It	 is	 assumed	

that	 micro-moments	 generally	 differ	 from	 category	 to	 category.	 Especially	 a	

‘dispose’	 moment,	 however,	 may	 have	 implications	 for	 the	 entirety	 of	 low-

involvement	 products;	 given	 the	 frequency	 of	 consumption,	 waste	 becomes	 an	

ongoing	 concern.	 Other	 than	 for	 high	 involvement	 situations,	 in	 which	 only	 the	

disposal	of	the	product	itself	has	to	be	considered,	the	issue	for	low-involvement	is	

the	inconvenience	of	continuously	having	to	deal	with	the	package.	

Once	 the	 brand	 has	 at	 least	 been	 tried,	 bonding	 activities	 should	 be	

commenced.	 Bonding,	 in	 low-involvement	 categories,	 is	 also	 less	 of	 a	 stage,	 but	

rather	an	omnipresent	brand	mechanism	that	leads	to	narrowing	the	consumption	

loops	 towards	 loyalty.	 Low-involvement	 FMCG	 consumption	 episodes	 are	

undertaken	 with	 high	 frequency,	 but	 bonding	 takes	 time	 and	 continuous	

interaction.	 It	 needs	 to	 occur	 independent	 from	 singular	 consumptions	 instances,	

but	 is,	nevertheless,	an	 imperative	part	of	 the	model,	because	 it	 is	a	process	 that	

can	be	actively	 shaped	by	a	brand.	 For	 the	goal	of	 creating	 loyalty,	 it	 is	 the	most	

important	stage	from	the	brand’s	perspective.	‘ADVOCATE’,	as	a	stage,	could	not	be	

verified	 in	this	 research;	recommendation	 in	the	FMCG	categories	are	scarce.	Due	

to	 a	 limited	 evaluation	 process,	 consumers	 rarely	 look	 for	 others’	

recommendations.	Bonded	consumers	may	have	strong	opinions	they	would	care	to	
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share,	 but	 the	 brand	would	 have	 to	 facilitate	 the	 connection	 between	 them	 and	

listeners.	Advocating	is	seen	as	sub-part	of	the	overall	bonding	process.	

The	CDJ	with	low-involvement	products	is	conceptualized	in	three	consecutive	

loops.	 A	 complete	 consideration	 journey	 is	 only	 very	 rarely	 observed	 for	 FMCG.	

First-time	 users	 hardly	 exist,	 unless	 consumers	 find	 themselves	 in	 unfamiliar	

consumption	contexts.	Apart	from	that	a	complete	reconsideration	of	brand	choice	

may	only	be	undertaken	 if	 consumers	are	 truly	dissatisfied	with	 their	 relationship	

with	a	brand.	Functional	product	experience	 is	unlikely	 to	dissatisfy	 consumers	 to	

the	extent	that	they	will	abandon	a	brand	entirely.	

If	 the	 product	 performs	 well	 functionally,	 consumers	 quickly	 enter	 into	

habitual	 consumption	 behavior.	 It	 is	 assumed	 that	 the	 vast	 majority	 of	 lowly	

involved	 consumers	 is	 situated	 in	 the	 habitual	 loop.	While	 in	 the	 short	 term	 this	

may	be	financially	beneficial	for	the	company,	consumers	in	this	status	are	open	to	

counter	attacks	both	due	to	price	or	availability	and	branded	emotional	connections	

from	new	or	revitalized	brands.	

Leading	consumers	from	the	habitual	 into	the	 loyalty	 loop,	hence,	should	be	

the	 goal.	 This	 status	 is	 reached	 gradually	 through	 continuous	 demonstration	 that	

the	 brand	 always	 meets	 consumers’	 value	 expectations.	 Many	 consumption	

episodes	 and	 brand-consumer	 interactions	 may	 be	 necessary	 to	 create	 a	 strong	

loyal	connection	that	is	resistant	to	competitive	branding.	Research	has	yielded	that	

strong	bonds,	going	beyond	habitual	repurchase,	are	achievable.	

By	having	added	a	habitual	loop,	the	original	CDJ	model	has	been	adapted	to	

the	 specificities	 of	 low	 consumer	 involvement.	 Figure	 14	 shows	 the	 new	 model.	

Considering	 the	 continued	 existence	 of	 the	 full	 consideration	 journey	 and	 the	

loyalty	loop,	this	new	adapted	version	can	even	be	seen	as	suitable	across	all	levels	

of	 involvement.	 In	 a	 classical	 high-involvement	 journey	 the	 habitual	 loop	 might	

simply	 be	 skipped.	 Bonding	 with	 consumers,	 in	 these	 circumstances,	 may	 direct	

them	immediately	into	the	loyalty	loop,	as	suggested	by	Edelman’s	model.	
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Figure	144:	AN	ADAPTED	CONSUMER	DECISION	JOURNEY	MODEL	

	
Source:	own	

8 Outlook	
The	single	case	study	design	that	was	used	 in	 this	 thesis	comes	with	natural	

scope	limitations.	Future	research,	hence,	needs	to	verify	whether	the	implications	

that	were	drawn	from	the	milk	category	for	the	entirety	of	FMCGs	are	accurate	as	

to	ensure	their	universality.	As	appropriate	as	qualitative	research	methods	are	for	

the	exploration	of	 relative	unknowns,	 they	 lack	 the	rigor	of	quantitative	methods.	

While	that	does	not	inhibit	the	quality	of	the	results,	acceptability	in	the	academic	

and	practitioner	field	is	sometimes	questionable.	This	paper’s	new	CDJ	model	could,	

thus,	 form	 the	 hypothesis	 of	 future	 research	 and	 the	 results	 be	 enhanced	 by	

quantitative	 quality	measures	 of	 objectivity,	 validity	 and	 reliability	 (Homburg	 and	

Krohmer,	 2009).	 Quantitative	 inquiry	would	 also	 allow	 for	 a	 larger	 scope	 as	 data	

collection	and	processing	is	simplified.	

For	 the	 purpose	 of	 generating	 widely	 applicable	 findings,	 this	 paper	 has	

chosen	to	conduct	research	with	a	group	of	people	that	is	rather	diverse	in	terms	of	

their	national	background.	This	enabled	the	extraction	of	more	general	influencers	

on	 milk	 consumption	 and	 makes	 the	 theoretical	 results	 applicable	 beyond	 the	

borders	of	the	Danish	context	this	research	was	tied	to.	When	it	comes	to	practical	

implications,	 however,	 a	 more	 fine-grained	 segmentation	 might	 be	 necessary.	

II. HABITUAL	LOOP
EVALUATE

BUYENJOY

CONSIDER

I. (RE-)CONSIDERATION
JOURNEY

BOND
III. LOYALTY	LOOP

BOND

functionally
satisfied

emotionally
bondeddissatisfied



	 82	

Practitioners,	 applying	 this	 model,	 thus	 have	 to	 carefully	 evaluate	 which	

touchpoints	are	applicable	 for	which	 consumer	 segment.	Consumer	knowledge	of	

the	 market	 might	 also	 influence	 brand	 perception	 and	 impact	 the	 expectations	

respective	consumers	have	of	the	brand	and	whether	they	consider	them	met.	

	 Hence,	 the	 practical	 ideas	 delivered	 for	Arla	 have	 to	 undergo	 a	 feasibility	

check	 and	 prioritization	 if	 intentions	 to	 implement	 them	 are	 present.	 The	

researchers	 have	 illustrated	 a	 possible	 journey	 on	 the	 basis	 of	 consumers’	

suggestions	of	what	could	be	successful	 in	designing	a	compelling	experience,	but	

due	to	the	limited	scope	refrain	from	making	definite	recommendations.	Therefore,	

if	 the	measures	 are	 executed,	 a	 careful	 observation	 of	 larger	 consumer	 reactions	

has	to	be	ensured.	Journey	innovation,	as	outlined	in	the	beginning,	 is	an	iterative	

process	during	which	adaptations	to	consumer	and	brand	needs	are	a	regularity.	

	 Finally,	it	has	to	be	mentioned	that	“[o]ptimizing	a	single	customer	journey	is	

tactical;	 shifting	 organizational	 processes,	 culture,	 and	 mind-sets	 to	 a	 journey	

orientation	is	strategic	and	transformational.”	(Rawson,	Duncan	and	Jones,	2013,	p.	

98)	Truly	adopting	the	path	of	consumer	orientation	and	experience	management,	

thus,	calls	for	the	transformation	of	an	organization.	For	that,	this	research	can	only	

be	the	starting	point.	

9 Summary	
Many	studies	attest	to	a	direct	or	indirect	role	of	high	involvement	in	loyalty	

creation.	 Naturally,	 more	 elaboration	 with	 the	 decision	 leads	 to	 greater	 brand	

knowledge.	Knowing	and	being	convinced	of	a	brand’s	unique	attributes	and	values	

ultimately	 leads	 to	 brand	 loyalty.	While	 researchers	 have	 not	 ruled	 out	 loyalty	 in	

correlation	with	 low	 involvement,	 the	 latter’s	 clear	 role	 for	 loyalty	 formation	 has	

been	left	largely	unclear	(Quester	and	Lin	Lim,	2003).	In	the	course	of	this	paper	it	

has	been	 shown	 that	 loyalty	may	also	be	achieved	 for	 FMCG	despite	 the	adverse	

prerequisite	of	low	involvement	in	most	of	the	products	that	fall	into	this	category.	

The	path	to	loyalty	lies	in	designing	compelling	experiences	taking	into	account	the	

entire	lifetime	consumer-brand	interaction.	With	an	adapted	CDJ	model,	a	tool	has	

been	presented	with	which	this	exercise	can	be	undertaken.	 	
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Appendices	

Appendix	01	||	The	Full	Transactional	Decision-Making	Model	

	
Source:	Engel	(1968)	
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Appendix	02	||	CIP	Survey	

	

Milk Consumption.
Thank you very much for participating in this survey, it should only take 5-6 minutes. All results 
will be completely anonymized. Any personal data is only collected for the purpose of evaluating 
differences across consumer segments.

*Required

Imagine...

While filling out this survey, please consider all instances in which you might consume milk. Think 
beyond simply drinking a glass of milk, but consider pouring it onto your cereal, mixing a power 
shake, cooking with milk, or anything else you can imagine.

Purchasing Milk.

1. When I purchase milk, I am never certain I made the right choice. *
Mark only one oval.

1 2 3 4 5

I don't agree at all I fully agree

2. I attach great importance to milk. *
Mark only one oval.

1 2 3 4 5

I don't agree at all I fully agree

3. It gives me pleasure to purchase milk for myself. *
Mark only one oval.

1 2 3 4 5

I don't agree at all I fully agree

4. You can tell something about a person by the milk brand they pick out. *
Mark only one oval.

1 2 3 4 5

I don't agree at all I fully agree
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Source:	own	
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Appendix	03	||	CIP	Survey	Results	
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Appendix	04	||	Transcripts	Focus	Group	
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Appendix	05	||	In-Depth	Interview	Guideline	

	

	

	  

Interview	Guide	
	
(GT)		 When	you	need	milk,	what	do	you	consider?		
	 (PP)	Would	you	agree,	it	is	a	LOW	product?	
	
(PP)	Can	loyalty	exist	in	LOW	categories	/	for	milk?	
	 If	yes:	
	 (PP)	 If	so,	which	attitude	components	should	be	in	the	focus?		 	

	 (assumption:	more	affective	&	conative,	because	cognitive		 	
	 rather	associated	w/	HIGH)	

	 If	no:	
(PP)	 examples	for	low	involvement	/	brand	commitment:	Starbucks,	Filofax	
(PP)	 If	absolute	belief	in	habit	only,	what	could	the	consumer	journey	look	

	 like?	
	
(GT)	What	is	the	importance	of	brand	loyalty?	

(PP)		 Why	would	you	consider	brand	loyalty	important,	why	not	simply		
	 habitual	behavior?	(lack	of	relationship	strength,	lack	of	ADVOCATE)	
	
(GT)	Are	the	2	concepts	–	habit,	loyalty	–	mutually	exclusive	within	a	journey?	
(GT)	“loyalty	as	‘brand-focused	habit’”	

(PP)		 Can	loyalty	be	developed	from	habitual	behavior	(habit	loop	as	transition)?	
	 (PP)	 How	strong	are	habits?	How	and	where	can	they	be	broken?	
	 	 	 (PP)	 Pre-	or	post-usage?	
	
	 	 	 Pre:	

(PP)	 Can	you	situationally	increase	category	involvement	in	
	 EVALUATION	to	steal	habitual	consumers	from	other	brands?	
	
Post:	
(PP)	 Usage	judgement	à	satisfaction	as	trigger	for	subsequent	
	 interactions?	

	
(GT)		 What	does	satisfaction	mean	for	LOW	consumers?	
	 NPS	theory	(promoters,	neutrals,	detractors)	
	 (PP)	Do	you	see	different	levels	of	satisfaction?	
	 (PP)	What	are	possible	outcomes	of	different	satisfaction	levels?	
	
(GT)	Is	there	ever	a	first	journey	(journey	I)	for	milk?	
	 (PP)	 Only	full	consideration	journey	if	unsatisfied	with	previous		 	
	 	 consumption?	(combi:	Are	you	ever	really	truly	unsatisfied?)	
	
(GT)	In	low	involvement	contexts,	on	which	stage(s)	would	you	see	a	focus?	

(PP)		 What	are	implications	of	the	lack	of	importance	of	the	EVALUATION	
	 phase?	(positive:	quicker	trial,	negative:	lack	of	brand	control)	
(PP)	 More	focus	on	PoP	promotion?	
(PP)		 Do	you	believe	consumers	can	be	influenced	in	the	USE	phase?	
(PP)	 Can	the	existence	of	ADVOCATE	phase	build	up	EVALUATION	phase	in	
	 others?	(assumption:	EVALUATION	currently	non-existing)	
	(PP)	 Less	touchpoints	(per	stage)?	
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Appendix	06	||	Transcripts	In-Depth	Interview	
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Appendix	07	||	‘Consumption	Influencers’	Mental	Model	

	
Source:	own	
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Appendix	08	||	Workshop	Results	

	
Source:	own	

		 	



	 130	

Appendix	09	||	Current	Examples	of	Arla	Branding	
Exhibit	1:	ARLA	IMAGE	CAMPAIGN	AT	COPENHAGEN	METRO	STATIONS	

	
Source:	http://citymedia.dk/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/Arla_3.jpg	

	

Exhibit	2:	ARLA	KÆRGÅRDEN	PACKAGE	DESIGN	CHANGE	

	 	
Source:	http://www.kirken.nl/wordpress/wp-	
content/uploads/2014/03/kaergaarden.jpg	

Source:	http://www.arla.dk/globalassets/arla-	
dk/products/all-our-	

brands/kargarden/k_rg_rden-original-	
200g.png?preset=product-desktop	

	




