Managing the Attractiveness of Evolved and Created Retail Agglomeration
Formats

Abstract

Purpose: This paper identifies those attributes of created evolved retail agglomeration formats
that have a substantial impact on overall attraciss from the consumers’ point of view. From an
agglomeration management perspective primary areasncern are identified and suggestions to
increase the competitiveness of diverse agglonmerébrmats are presented.

Design/methodology: Through synthesizing pertinent literatures we pomd a conceptual
framework that proposes significant impacts betwesn generic agglomeration attributes and
different dimensions of attractiveness. We themn ties hypotheses using a survey of more than
1,000 consumers of three competing agglomeratiomdts (a town center, a strip center and a
regional shopping mall) in a particular locality.

Findings: Retail related factors and the atmosphere inflaesitractiveness most significantly in
each of the three settings. All other factors spamticular convenience related ones - show only
format specific relevance or are of no direct int@oce on the consumers’ evaluation of
attractiveness.

Research limitations/implications: The findings can only be transferred to similaaitesettings
and do not consider supra-regional agglomerations.

Practical implications: The results suggest that management of all thggemerations is quite
limited in directly influencing attractiveness. fhghould instead focus on the optimum selection of
retail tenants and support or compliment the margetndeavors of their tenants.

Originality/value: The focus is on regional retail agglomerations aodnsiders the
interdependencies between different formats ingewgraphical area. The in-vivo survey approach
takes into account the moderating effect of thepphmy situation when consumers’ evaluate the
attractiveness of competing shopping venues.
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1. Introduction

Retail agglomerations can be defined as a cludtstooes within a clearly defined spatial
area. Despite the heterogeneity of agglomeratiomdts they are often characterized as being
either the product of an explicitly planned processare considered to have emerged incrementally
over time (Teller, 2008). The former “created” retagglomerations include shopping malls,
galleries, strip centers or factory outlets; wherehe latter “evolved” retail agglomerations
encompass town centers, shopping strips or highfshg streets, retail parks, and the like (Berman
and Evans, 2009). The number of purpose built, affdctively managed, created retail
agglomerations have been on the rise in recentsyeaand, therefore, both intra and inter-
competition between formats has become progregsherce (e.g., Guy, 2007). Accordingly, an
understanding of why some formats or specific aggi@tions are more ‘preferable’ or ‘attractive’
to both tenants and consumers, and how agglomernaizmagement (e.g. town center and shopping
center managers, as well as others involved ineptaarketing and management activities) can
influence the attractiveness of their store clisskars become of increasing interest.

In generic terms this clustering of stores compacesolitary store locations is favored by
both consumers and tenants. Consumers are oftectatt to agglomerations since they offer a
greater selection of products in one place andstimpping experiences can be facilitated and
enriched overall by infrastructural facilities (g.gublic washrooms or recreational areas), as well
as non retail related offerings (i.e., bars, eatercinemas) — see, Teller et al. (2008). Forleztai
they organically produce “agglomeration effects”pf@wal and Holyoake, 2004); synergies
resulting from the location of other stores neatBghnedlitz and Teller, 2008). Furthermore,
tenants can benefit from the same infrastructurg f@ad networks or parking facilities) and the
overall stream of consumers that they themselvesoli necessarily generate (Ingene, 1984). Such
effects are manifest in characteristics of retgglamerations — such as accessibility, the tenaxt m
or the overall atmosphere — that are perceivedomgumers as attributes and can be influenced by

the agglomeration and/or the tenant managemenh (&id Louviere, 1996). As a result store
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locations embedded in agglomerations are prefdyyecktailers across different retail sectors and,
therefore, the volume of sales generated in regglomerations compared to those in solitary
locations is increasing. Consequently an appreciadf the factors that underpin consumers’

preferences for inhabiting different agglomerationmats rather than single stores has become
increasingly important for retailers as well asesttenants of retail agglomerations to enable and
facilitate commercial success.

In terms of agglomeration research most contrilmgtimcus on the characteristics of created
and/or supra-regional agglomerations — most ndtigeshopping malls — investigated in terms of
their impact on their preferability or consumerrpatge behavior (Cf. Teller, 2008). Specifically
regional, as well as smaller, agglomeration forntatge been relatively neglected in the extant
literature. Given the saliency of both evolved fatsin general and regional agglomerations in
particular within the fabric of the urban retaintiscape (Wrigley and Lowe, 2002), and their
importance in satisfying different consumers’ waausl needs in particular localities, they warrant
further investigation (Warnaby et al., 2005). Indemly very few authors have examined more
than one agglomeration and consider the interdepenels between different agglomerations,
including evolved formats. Consequently this pdpeuses on the generic, i.e. format independent,
agglomeration attributes that affect the overaliaativeness of retail agglomerations and identify
those distinct areas of concern that need to bgetied by managers in order to increase the
competitiveness of their specific format.

The paper is structured as followed: after thes@ductory remarks, we identify attributes
of retail agglomerations that are proposed to affdlcdimensions of agglomeration attractiveness
or consumer patronage in the extant literatureeBam this review, we then develop a conceptual
model that is subsequently tested in three competatail agglomerations, each representing
different small formats in the same study site eA# characterization of the sample, the resuéts ar
described and discussed with respect to the idedtifterature. A limitations and outlook section

concludes the paper.



2. Generic Attributes and the Attractiveness of Retail Agglomerations

Different agglomeration formats in general and easthil agglomeration in particular are
characterized by very specific attributes that@erceived to be relevant for consumers. Given the
shopping task — together with the preferences apereences of consumers — such attributes are
proposed to have an effect on the evaluated attemetss and consequently the patronage behavior
of retail agglomerations within the relevant (cl&iset of consumers (Finn and Louviere, 1996).
Attractiveness in this context can be understood auulti-faceted construct operationalized by at
least three dimensions (Teller and Reutterer, 200&elmsson, 2006)satisfaction with the
agglomeration retention proneness at the agglomeration angatronage intention towards the
agglomeration. Each of these three dimensions @mngly interlinked and underscore the
importance for agglomeration managers to meet twgisumers’ needs and wants in order to make
them stay and to return in the future. Consequegtitby attractiveness of an agglomeration is related
to the share of spending, share of time and sHarkaice/visits of consumers relative to that @ th
competition.

The following agglomeration attributes have beescassed in literature focusing on
agglomeration patronage as an influence on thectiiteness of agglomerations from the
consumers’ point of view. It is worth mentioningathfollowing review takes into account the
similarities of agglomeration formats and but netfevery specific attributes of certain formats —
e.g. information counters in shopping malls.

Accessibility: This factor accounts for the evaluation of the vemence regarding
overcoming the distance between the points of wrigie.g. household, workplace — and the
agglomeration. It encompasses not only spatialtamporal dimensions concerning to how easy
and how quickly the destination can be reachedalsat considers perceived obstacles on the way,
such as traffic jams, travel frequencies of trdinsés and road works (Ingene, 1984). This factor

has been seen as crucial for different dimensidrstove — but also agglomeration — attractiveness



and actual choice behavior (see e.g. Ruiz et.28l04; Reimers and Clulow, 2004; Leo and
Philippe, 2002; Arentze and Timmermans, 2001; Baard977; Bellenger et al., 1977).

Parking conditions: Agglomerations have become preferred shoppingragigins for multi-
purpose shopping trips with automobiles being wsethe preferred means of transport (e.g. Bacon,
1995). The availability of free parking spaces ahé type of parking facilities offered at
agglomerations at the time of the shopping trithiss an integrative part of perceived accessibility
of a retail location (Leo and Philippe, 2002; Tataal., 2001; Van der Waerden et al., 1998). The
convenience of overcoming the distance betweerpé#nking spaces and the agglomeration, and
consequently the tenants, can be seen as thedpdbsenter the shopping destination and therefore
is an important dimension of attractiveness (Beard877; Bellenger et al., 1977).

Tenant mix: The composition, the number and type of retail aowl retail tenants — i.e. bars,
eateries, entertainment facilities — within agglomtiens represent the range of possibilities to
satisfy consumers’ wants and needs as well as naimgnthe logistics of the shopping endeavor
(see e.g., Teller and Reutterer, 2008; Leo andplei] 2002; Dellaert et al., 1998; Wakefield and
Baker, 1998). According to Nelson (1958) a mixaidnts generates a “cumulative attraction” of a
retail location for consumers. The latter refersh® role of retail stores as the organic sourcanof
agglomeration’s attractiveness.

Product range, merchandise value and sales personnel: The next three factors characterize
the retail offer of an agglomeration. This includlae product range offered in terms of the width
and breadth of assortments of the retail storegfadierchandise value in terms of the price-value
ratio of merchandise, the overall price level amel humber of price promotions available (see e.g.,
Leo and Philippe, 2002; Baker et al., 2002; Van lkare et al., 1999; Bearden, 1977; Bellenger et
al., 1977). The final factor to be included is ttlearacteristics of the sales personnel in terms of
friendliness, competency and supportiveness (Amgselmsson, 2006; Ruiz et al., 2004). These

factors are strongly related to the retail tenamt and are seen as antecedents of both the



attractiveness of the retail stores in general (d¢ate and Trappey, 1992) and, consequently, the
attractiveness of an agglomeration.

Atmosphere: Consumers in a retail agglomeration are confrontéth a set of visual,
olfactory, tactile, auditory stimuli that are eithactively or passively used by the retail and
agglomeration management (Michon et al., 2005; tdaff and Turley, 2002). Consumers perceive
this stimulus set as an atmosphere which is praptsénave an effect on the evaluation of the
attractiveness of the agglomeration and therefoe@ shopping behavior. Apart from the overall
perception of the atmosphere stimuli — includingr &xample, odor, air, temperature, light,
cleanliness — architecture and mood are frequemtiytioned stimuli in literature taking into
account the limited capability of managers of eedlvagglomerations formats in sending out
stimuli such as music or video messages on sci@erse.g. Baker et al., 2002; Ruiz et al., 2004;
Bellenger et al., 1977).

Orientation and infrastructural facilities: This factor accounts for the convenience relating
to searching, locating and accessing stores or tghants within an agglomeration. It is influenced
by the arrangement of tenants as well as the elsarientation within the retail location.
Furthermore, the pace and number of obstaclesrthiditit consumers’ access to tenants need to be
taken into consideration (Ingene, 1984). A reldeor is the infrastructural facilities offered to
consumers (Baker et al., 2002). This includes Hadability of ATMs, washrooms and recreational
areas (Bellenger et al.,, 1977). As with parking ditons these factors contribute to the
convenience of the shopping trip within the premiskan agglomeration and are, therefore, seen to
influence the evaluation of attractiveness of thgl@ameration in its totality (Reimers and Clulow,

2009).

3. Managing attributes of different formats

The generic tasks of an agglomeration managementtar(1l) identify and select the
optimum mix of retail and non retail tenants; (2amage and maximize the utilization of space

within an agglomeration; (3) market or promote #gglomeration as a shopping destination; (4)
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coordinate infrastructural and common tasks (ecgstody, cleaning, maintenance of exterior
facilities); and, (5) facilitate footfall and theavement of stationary traffic (Schnedlitz and Telle
2008). In other words a major task of managemetdt isfluence the attributes of an agglomeration
in favor of customers and tenants. These taskseweny vary across different formats — this is
particularly the case for evolved as against cceagglomerations (Teller, 2008). The reason for
that is that created agglomerations are plannedstaated and managed according to the
requirements of retailers and other tenants locttece. Evolved agglomerations often lack this
centralized management; they are not exclusivelyit for commercial purposes and the
requirements of consumers who inhabit the agglooerde.g. Berman and Evans, 2009). Other
interest groups including residents, tourists aiters need also be taken into consideration within
an overall (urban) place management concept. Nelesth, the management of evolved clusters
lack the contract based authority of shopping sem@nagement and thus is often dependent on the
good-will of tenants to cooperate (Howard, 19979bl€ 1 contrasts the challenges agglomeration
management face when attempting to influence aggilanon attributes.

The influence and capability of the agglomeratioanagement is comparably limited in
evolved agglomerations — and cannot react to clsamgthe agglomeration related environment or
competition as quickly and substantially as cre&bechats (Teller, 2008). Nonetheless, urban place
marketing and management initiatives in some Ewopeountries try to imitate professional
shopping center management practices. The ultin@te is to increase the declining
competitiveness of urban evolved retail agglomerati against their mostly peripheral and
increasingly powerful created counterparts (Warnetogl., 2005; Warnaby and Medway, 2004). As
a consequence it is important for agglomerationagament of evolved retail agglomerations, as it
is for the management of created formats, to fasushe drivers of attractiveness of the managed
place and as such its competitors. This ultimatelyeals those management and marketing areas
that need to be concentrated on the most to inend@spreferences and loyalty of both consumers

and tenants alike.



Table 1: Format specific circumstances for managing agglomer ation attributes

Agglomeration format group

Agglomeration attributes  Evolved agglomeration fatsn Created agglomeration formats
Accessibility Difficult to influence Considered when planned

Dependent on the local authorities Influenced by the management
Parking conditions Dependent on the given building structurédNumber, type and location of parking spaces
(number and type of local authorities and other stakeholderonsidered in a planning stage
parking lots, parking groups of the place
fees, accessibility from Number of spaces usually limited or hard tBlexible in changing the parking
parking lots) extend infrastructure

Facilities administered by or on behalf oAdministered and controlled by or on behalf
local authorities (parking fees and control) of the management.

Tenant mix Organically grown Planned and directly influenceable (lease

(retail and non retail Only influenceable indirectly by offeringcontracts between the tenants and the estate

offer) incentives to both the landlords and thewner, represented by the management)
(prospective) tenants

Atmosphere Stimuli naturally evolve, Directly influenceable and consistently

(atmospheric stimuli) Only  indirectly influenceable andcontrollable by the management
consistently manageable based on the good-
will of the tenants

Orientation Arrangement of stores evolved over time Arrangement of stores is considered in
(arrangement of stores) Can only be indirectly facilitated by settingplanning stages
up e.g. directories Can be adapted and is usually facilitated by

guidance systems, directories or information
desks

Infrastructural facilities Not planned and limited influence on settin@onsidered in a planning stage according

(cash supply, them up the needs of consumers

recreational areas, publicDependent on local authorities, landlord®irectly influenceable and controllable by

toilets) tenants and banks the management

Based on: Guy, 2007; Dennis et al., 2005; WarnalyMedway, 2004; Howard, 1997;

4. Conceptual model

In order to identify those attributes that need e targeted by the agglomeration
management of different kinds of formats a concaptuodel that proposes hypotheses in terms of
effects between generic attributes of an agglonweratnd attractiveness has been produced. This
model is embedded in a simple Stimulus-Organisnp®ese model introduced by Finn and
Louviere (1996): therein the stimuli account foe ttharacteristics of an agglomeration in terms of
the variables that can be directly or indirectlffuanced by the agglomeration management or any
other interest groups such as the tenants or &dhbrities. These characteristics are perceived as
attributes by consumers and are then evaluated.oliteome of this evaluation process, and the
integration of information and experiences withpext to an agglomeration, is that consumers will
make an overall evaluation of the (overall) atirsgtess of a format. This results in behavioral
intensions and actual shopping behavior that camé&sured in terms of the share of visits, share

of spending and share of time spent in an agglameraompared to others.



The conceptual model comprises 26 hypotheses dtiygosffects between attributes, i.e.
exogenous factors, of an agglomeration and thes thiraensions of attractiveness, i.e. endogenous
constructs (satisfactiom{), retention proneness)4), patronage intentiomg); see Figure 1). As
presented above, the generic attributes accountmfachandise valuef{, e.g. Reynolds et al.,
2002), product ranget{, e.g. Baker et al., 2002), personné}; (e.g. Raajpoot et al., 2008),
accessibility &4; e.g. Reimers and Clulow, 2004), parkirdg; €.9. Van der Waerden et al., 1998),
retail tenant mix §s; e.g. Chebat et al., 2006), non retail tenant (gixe.g. Wakefield and Baker,
1998), atmospheretd; e.g. Michon et al., 2005) orientatiogg e.g. Chebat et al., 2005), and
infrastructural facilitiesi0; e.g. Baker et al., 2002).

Figure 1: Conceptual model
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The first three factors operationalizing the retdfer of an agglomeration are proposed to
have a direct effect on the retail tenant mix dngtonly an indirect effect on attractiveness.tid
other seven factor€4-¢10) are proposed to have a direct effect. All attisuand dimensions of
attractiveness are latent and reflective constraictsare operationalized by two or more indicators

taken from literature presented above (see alsépipendix).

5. Empirical study

To test our model, an empirical study based irncdpgtal city of a political district, as a sub-
division of a province, with more than 25,000 initahts within a catchment population of 55,000
was conducted. Three agglomeration formats wenetiftedl: a town center, a strip center and a
regional mall. Although the town center is the &stgand most prominent agglomeration, it has lost
some of its importance to the strip center on dgeetogether with the regional mall on the
periphery of the town. Not only does the town cernéek large scale retailers, but it has also
suffered from the loss of attractive tenants comgdo the other two formats. Across all formats,
there is a degree of complementarity in their reBpe tenant mixes. Nevertheless, the town center
competes with the strip center for fashion and tspproducts, and with the regional mall for
fashion, electronics and IT products. In turn, st center and the mall compete with respect to
groceries and fashion. Although the town centeailets try to work together through joint
communication activities, no professional town eentarketing exists. Apart from two small
fashion-dominated department stores, the most comstore formats are independently owned
small/medium-sized specialty stores. In contrasg strip center’'s management has attracted
national and international retail chains includangrocery hypermarket. The regional mall is owned
and managed by one of the largest national grocetgilers with the mix consisting of a
hypermarket surrounded by smaller retail outlets. bbth the strip center and the mall, a
professional center management exists.

Across the retail portfolios of the three agglonierss, category killers such as IKEA for

furniture, Mediamarkt/Saturn for electronics andnHes & Mauritz, Zara or Mango are not
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represented. These retailers can be found in tlheptavinces’ capital cities, which both have a
population of more than 100,000 and are within aarls drive. As the different agglomeration
formats within the provincial capitals include thdarger scale retail outlets, they can be consdler
as being the supra-regional competitors for thegtiormats within the study location and as such
form the focus of this paper.

Based on the work of Teller and Reutterer (2008)inavivo survey approach was applied.
Thereby consumers were interviewed immediatelyrafteey had entered one of the three
agglomeration formats focusing on their perceptiand shopping behaviors. Reference was made
to Sudman (1980) when selecting the sample poifasr-entrance areas in the town center and two
each in the strip center and the mall. At thesatsgrofessional interviewers were able to intetrcep
consumers. Every fifteen minutes consumers padsmg defined sampling mark were invited for
interview. Since the number of consumers fluctudtedughout the day, there were variations in
the number of selected respondents. During a pefidkree weeks a random sample of 486 in the
town center, 228 in the strip center and 294 inrtfal was collected with this representing the
clientele of the three agglomeration formats. Apglya standardized questionnaire, which was
administered by the interviewer, enabled the redpnts to reflect upon and then record their
shopping behavior and perceptions, together witkir tevaluations, with respect to the three

agglomerations.

6. Characterization of surveyed clientele

Across the three clientele groups, significant eddhces were noted in terms of their
demographic and behavioral characteristics (sedeTap Whilst this is not reflective of the
demographic structure of the population in theirer@a at an individual level, it is at a house&hol
level. A major driver for this is the role split thin households when it comes to shopping of
different kinds, e.g. groceries, electronics, fashi Overall, the town center clientele was
characterized by being (comparably) young, fenfade@jng a lower individual income and level of

educational attainment. Nevertheless, they vidihedtown center more often, spent more time and
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money, as measured by spend on food/beveragesterthenment, and went into more shops than
consumers of the other agglomeration formats. Witie clientele of the strip center exhibited
similar characteristics, they were older. In additto behavioral differences, it was notable that t
expenditure on food/beverages and entertainmentveslow with this being a function of the
lack of provision. In comparison, the mall clieeteyas more male dominated, considerably older
and had an income that was significantly highentbansumers of the other two agglomeration
formats. Apart from expenditure on food/beveragjes,behavioral variables had the lowest figures
as against the comparable figures for the otheloatgrations. From a retailing perspective, the
shopping behavior of the town center clientele Wes most favorable with respect to frequency,
spending and retention time.

By asking respondents to indicate which shoppirggidation was preferred, apart from the
agglomeration in which the interview was conductib, largest proportion of respondents in the
town center (77.5%) and the strip center (57.7%#dh@ preference for retail agglomerations in the
two nearby provincial capital cities. This prefererwas much lower amongst respondents in the
regional mall (8.5%) with their preferred alterwatibeing the strip center (16.3%) and the town
center (11.2%). This suggests that the inter-redicompetition between agglomerations, such as
amongst the three agglomeration formats withineimpirical study area, is quite low. In contrast,

the supra-regional competition is notably highartipularly for the town center.
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Table 2: Sample characterization

Agglomer ation for mat

Demogr aphic characteristics Town center Strip center Regional mall A
Gender [%)] ©=59.3 ©=63.6 ©=44.9 [bY/[cT
Age (years) i (6)] 29.1 (14.7) 30.57 (13.81) 40.63 (17.78)  [alqeqlt
Individual Income (EUR) (0)] 975.8 (963.5)  1,060.1(1003.3)  1,203.9 (839.7) bJ/[¢]""
Household income (EUR[(c)] 3,136.9 (1841)  3,034.3 (1800.7)  2,709.3 (1895.1)[b]/[c]
Number of persons in household(p)] 3.6 (1.8) 3.4 (1.5 3.2 (1.7) [b]/[E]
SecSchool=61.1 SecSchool =48.5 SecSchool =47.6
Education (Top 3) [%] A-level=19.3 A-level =31.7 A-level =24.5 [b)/[c]"

VocSchool=8.6 VocSchool =9.3 VocSchool =9.5

Shopping behavior on sites

Shopping (visiting) frequency per month

)] 9.3 (8) 4.6 (4.9) 4.5 (5.8) [a]/[b)/[E]
ngﬁig?t'tﬁr(fslon products/services (EUR) 44 ¢ (56 ) 46.2 (45.9) 34.2 (34.3) [b]/E]
Expenditures on food/entertainment (EUR)

per visit i (0)] 16.3 (26) 3.4 (6.5) 6.5 (8,2) [a]/[b]/[d]
Retention time (min) per visit[(c)] 109.1 (60.7) 53 (35.4) 39.9 (25.2) [a]/[b]/[E]
Shops visited per trip on average(f)] 3.4 (1.8) 2.8 (1.7) 2.2 (1.4) [a]/[b]/[E]
Outshopping tendency (% of respondents) 71 69.3 2 60. [b)/[c]’

Caption:p...mean values...standard deviatior)...difference between clientel&;.y*Test;™"...Mann-Whitney Test;
EUR...Euro;?...female; [a]...significant difference between towrdatrip center (p<.05), [b]...significant difference
between town center and mall (p<.05), [c]...signfficdifference between strip center and mall (p<.05)
SecSchool...Secondary school; VocSchool...Vocatiortabalc

7. Results

In order to measure the effects between the lafesitective) constructs, i.e. factors
proposed in the model, a covariance-based struatgraation modeling approach was applied —
e.g., Kline (2005) and Byrne (2001). The measuremalidity of the exogenous and endogenous
measurement models was tested according to Chlu(@®ir9) and Bagozzi et al. (1991) (see
Appendix). Cronbach Alpha coefficients were caltedafor each factor and confirmatory analyses
(CFA) for each measurement model. By interpretimglocal fit measures, the internal consistency
(Cronbach Alpha) can be considered to be satigfachor all factors (>.7). The composite
reliability of all factors (including the secondder factor attractiveness) also meets the requmeme
to be above 0.6 (Fornell and Larcker, 1981) with #verage variances extracted (AVE) in an
acceptable range around 0.5 (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988 regard to the constructs’ discriminant
validity, it can be said that the AVE is larger ithtne highest squared intercorrelation with every

other factor in the measurement model (FLR<1; Hoarel Larcker, 1981). Based on these results,
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the local fit of the measurement models was satisfg. The global fit was tested for the baseline
model including all three samples. The calculatexhsnres testing the absolute, incremental and
parsimonious fit of our model meet the recommensatiies (Hu and Bentler, 1991, 1999;
Anderson and Gerbing, 1988; see caption of Tablec8)m this, the empirical data of all the
samples fits the proposed baseline model to dactiisy degree.

As shown in Table 3, the size of the effect cansben from the (standardized path)
coefficients ¢). By comparing these coefficients, a higher coeffit denoted that an exogenous
factor had a relatively strong impact on an endogsrfactor. Overall, ten effects were significant
in the town center with eight each being significkom both the strip center and the regional mall.
Consequently, the respective numbers of hypothesa® confirmed for each. Despite the
heterogeneity of the three formats, the resultewgeite similar with regard to the main antecedents
of the three endogenous factons-(n3) operationalizing attractiveness.

In interpreting these results, all path coefficge(tt; andps;), which indicate the impact of
effects between the three endogenous factors, sigrgficant. This means that any exogenous
factor directly affecting ‘satisfactionh¢) also had an indirect affect on ‘retention prorssndn.)
and ‘patronage intentionih), and is, therefore, an antecedent for all threogenous factors. For
all three agglomerations, the ‘retail tenant migg) (@and ‘atmosphere’¢g) were the most important
influencing factors. More specifically the effeckés, as a tenant related factor were strongest in
the town center in that there was a direct infl@ean the three endogenous factors. For the other
agglomerations, a direct effect for this factor wasly observable for ‘satisfaction’. At a
disaggregated level, the ‘retail tenant mix’ in tlé agglomerations was strongly affected by the
‘product range’ §,) offered. However, ‘personnelf) and ‘merchandise valueg4) only impacted
upon the ‘retail tenant mix(es)’ for the strip cantand regional mall, respectively. These two

significant factors only had an indirect influerarethe endogenous factors.
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Table 3: Antecedents of agglomerations’ attractasn

Agglomer ation for mat

Hypo- Effects between exogenous (§) and endogenous Town center Strip center  Regional mall
theses  factors(n) (n=486) (n=228) (n=294)

Hidy1a Accessibility §4) = Satisfactioni,) - - -
Hadly24 Accessibility §€4) = Retention pronenesg) - - -
Hadyaa Accessibility §4) = Patronage intentiomg) - - -

Hislyis  Parking ) = Satisfactionif,) - - -
Hag/y2s5 Parking €s) > Retention pronenesg) - - -
Has/vas Parking §s) > Patronage intentiom§) - - -

Hie/v16 Retail tenant mix&) - Satisfactionif;) 489*** 3990 B15%+*
Hae/y26  Retail tenant mixgs) > Retention pronenesg) 147+ - -
Hselyss  Retail tenant mixds) > Patronage intentiompg) .184* - -
Hidlviz Non retail tenant mix&;) - Satisfactionif) - - -
Haily27 Non retail tenant mix&;) > Retention proneness - - .186*
Haalys7 Non retail tenant mix&;) > Patronage intention - - -
Higy1s Atmosphere g) = Satisfactiontf,) 2443 .385%** 174*
H.glys  Atmospheredg) > Retention pronenesgy) .386%** .368** 311%*

Haglyss Atmosphere{g) > Patronage intentiom§) - - -

Hidyie  Orientation §g) = Satisfactionif,) - - -
Ha9/v20 Orientation &) > Retention pronenesy) - - -
Hsdyss  Orientation §g) - Patronage intentiomg) .209* .388** -

Hiidyi0  Infrastructural facilities§,) > Satisfactionif,) 213* - -
Hzidv210  Infrastructural facilities§,0) = Retention - - -
Haidysio  Infrastructural facilities§;0) = Patronage intention - - -

He/ye1  Merchandise valu€() > Retail tenant mixg) - - .226*
Heove2 Product rangegg) = Retail tenant mix&g) 67 2%k 522%k* .635%*
Hsd/ves Personnelds;) = Retail tenant mix&g) - .206** -

Ba1 Satisfactionif;) > Retention pronenesg .130* 274% .307*
Ba1 Satisfactionif;) - Patronage intentiom§) .236** 6297+ 628+

Caption: y...standardized regression weights; -...t-values are significant and consequently is not shown;
*_..t-values are significant (p<.05); **... t-valueseasignificant (p<.01); ***... t-values are significafp<.001)
Notions. Global fit measures regarding the baseline modslofnmended cut-off values in brackets): Absolute fi
measure: RMSEA (<.08) =.033; Incremental fit measufTLI/CFI (>.9/>.9)=.902/.916; Parsimony fit meess:
Normed x? (CMIN/df) (<3)=2.064; Degrees of freedom=1,809; Smd multiple correlations 4r Town center:
&6=.633; nN1=.517; n,=.301; n3=.254; Strip center£s=.573; nN;=.432; n,=.339N3=.440; regional mall:&c=.614;
N1=.639;n,=.429;n35=.557;

‘Atmosphere’ g) had a direct effect on ‘satisfaction’ and ‘retentproneness’ for all three
settings with ‘patronage intention’ only being ireditly affected. Thereafter, the observable effects
were mostly of middling or low significance. Theom retail tenant mix’ ) had a significant
influence on ‘retention proneness’ in the regiomall and, similarly, ‘orientation’§g) played an
important role with regard to ‘patronage intentidor the town center and strip center. The

infrastructural elements had a significant impawet ‘satisfaction’ but only for the town center.
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Across all the agglomerations, ‘accessibilit§;)(and ‘parking’ (conditions)ég) did not impact on

any of the endogenous factors and can therefosed® as non determinant.

8. Discussion

The model was tested in three agglomerations thatd#ferent with respect to their
structural characteristics including size, locat@nbuilding structure and with respect to the way
they are managed. By comparing both the demogragitcthe behavioral characteristics of our
representative sample, we face significant diffeesnand thus confirm a “clientele effect” (Kahn
and McAlister, 1997) at an agglomeration level. sThneans that despite all the three
agglomerations appealing to the same market, sdgtimn takes place driven by the diverse
supply of each store cluster or — in other wordghe- attributes and the attractiveness of each
agglomeration. The diversity of attributes is evidbased on the significantly different ratings of
each variable (Kruskal-Wallis test, p<.05) excdpise operationalizing accessibility. A historic
view of development of the three agglomerationswshan increasingly complementarity of the
retail and non retail offers. The rising pressument the supra-regional agglomerations on the
doorsteps of the political districts confirms Telke(2008) notions of the problematic situation
faced by smaller regional retail agglomerationalbformats.

Taking into account the heterogeneity of our aggations and their clientele we face a
remarkable homogeneity of results in terms of tradt#butes that affect attractiveness — in terins o
our three endogenous factors - most significariflye retail tenant mix and the product range
affecting the tenant mix determining the attracie®s most considerably in all three settings. This
reveals the extraordinary importance of the retailmore specifically the product offer, and the
store selection available to consumers in the aggtations. This major finding confirms the
notions of e.g. Teller and Reutterer (2008), Ansslom (2006), Leo and Philippe (2002), Van
Kenhove et al. (1999) or Alzubaidi et al. (1997) smaller and regional agglomeration formats.

The atmosphere can be seen as the other majoredetdcin all three agglomeration settings.
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Consequently, the findings from Teller and Reutté®908), Michon et al. (2005), Baker et al.
(2002), Ruiz et al. (2004), Bellenger et al. (19Z&) also be confirmed.

The notions of Raajpoot et al. (2008) regardingitgortance of the sales personnel (which
is mediated by the retail tenant mix) can only beficmed for the strip center. The same is true for
the merchandise value but only for the regional mahccordance with the findings from Reynolds
et al. (2002). The infrastructural facilities amr®@yodeterminants of attractiveness in the town eent
and thus only confirming the finding from Baker &t (2002) for this evolved format. The
orientation solely affects the patronage intentiothe town and strip center confirming the results
of Chebat et al. (2005). Furthermore, the non Irégemant mix only influences the retention
proneness in the regional mall as supported by Wi&déleand Baker (1998).

Alongside these characteristics, it was notabletti@hypotheses indicated that others were
of no importance. In particular, accessibility aparking were of no significance. This finding
contrasts with van der Waerdehal., (1998), Oppewal and Holyoake (2004), and Reinagis
Clulow (2004) who have focused on different kindsetail agglomerations in particular created

and supra-regional agglomeration formats.

9. Conclusion

The examination of our findings with reference tee textant literature results in a
considerable number of disconfirmed hypothesess Teéads to the assumption that evolved
agglomeration formats in general and regional enggrticular are different in many respects and
thus require special consideration and increadedtain in marketing and retail research.

Our findings clearly identify that the tenant mike product range and the atmosphere are
the major antecedents of attractiveness. This cpesely shows which stakeholder group is most
capable of increasing the agglomerations’ attraciss of diverse formats and consequently their
competitiveness. The effective management of ré&gaénts can change the attractiveness of their
location and their environment, respectively. Shogmenter and/or town center management can

assist in this process by assembling or amendiagogtimum mix of retail tenants but also by
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supporting the existing tenants through improvimg ¢verall atmosphere depending on the format.
Nevertheless, the empirical findings appear to remintt Reimers and Clulow’s (2009) assertion
that the major task of agglomeration managementildhioe to increase the convenience of their
agglomeration in terms of consumers’ physical asibdgy. To the contrary this paper confirms
Teller and Reutterer's (2008) suggestion that nwakime retail-related offerings of an
agglomeration more attractive to consumers can eosgie for convenience related shortcomings
— i.e. accessibility, parking or infrastructuratifdaies — of agglomerations, in particular evolved
formats.

It is also worth mentioning that the homogeneitynadjor antecedents of attractiveness of
the three investigated formats provides an indiregiplanation why particular evolved
agglomerations struggle against their created ewpatts. Since the power of the management of
evolved formats in relation to the tenants and mthkeholder groups is constrained the
implementation of a consistent management and rmagkstrategy is limited and dependent on
good-will and cooperation. Our findings emphasihe tmportance of agglomerations tenants
working together — e.g. under the umbrella of dg@sional center or place management/marketing
concept — to increase the attractiveness of thelevagglomeration and as a result their own

competitiveness in the marketplace.

10. Limitations and directions for further research

The empirical evidence can only be applied to simretail settings and agglomeration
formats with the result being that where retailyismn within a town center includes a powerful
(inner city) shopping center or department stoteeotesults could be obtained. This accounts in
particular for the marginal presence of the noairéenants in all three settings. Apart from these
spatial and structural characteristics, the spesifiopping or visiting situations around which the
surveys occurred limited the transferability of tlesearch. An in-vitro survey approach, which
involves home interviews, may lead to differentutess(Teller and Reutterer, 2008). By applying

the ideas of Van Kenhove et al. (1999) and usiegirtkvivo approach, the shopping situation can
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have an impact on the perception of attributesthedevaluation of attractiveness. This paper did
not differentiate between demographic or psychdgapub-samples within each agglomeration
format. According to the notions of ElI-Adly (200fhe moderating effects of segmentation criteria
can therefore form the basis of further research.

Based on our findings and the discussion we sesraewmportant issues to be considered in
further research endeavors. (1) According to teearech questions our conceptual model considers
the relationship between the exogenous factors tmlya minimum degree. For example the
orientation, infrastructural facilities and the aiétoffer can also be seen as influencing factors
towards the overall atmosphere. As a result furtkeearch should pay more attention to these
interdependencies between these factors in ordgiveo agglomeration managers deeper insights
into how to use dependent marketing mix instrumef@s Furthermore a future research agenda
should consider the relationship between agglonoemtand thereby include both created and
evolved formats. In our setting it would be inté¢irgg to examine to what extent the three
agglomerations can cooperate in order to compete the supra-regional agglomeration formats.
In particular on a regional level such a ‘co-opetit between agglomerations could be considered
as a strategy to survive against their supra-regi@ounterparts. (3) Finally the inclusion of
possible moderators, such as demographic and pgsagttic factors, along with situational
variables, could serve to further enrich our uniderding of consumer patronage behavior towards

different retail agglomeration formats.
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Appendix

Exogenous measurement model

Agglomer ation for mat Town Center Strip Center Regional Mall

M easur es/indices ol ol ol A
('a(;em) Factor L) AVEFLR n (o) AVE/FLR n (o) AVE/FLR
Indicator
M er chandise value (&)
The overall price level is low in .2.. 4.0 (1.2) 3.9(1.2) 4.3 (1.2) ok
You can find a lot of special offers in 2... 4.6 (1.4) g;g;;gi 4.4 (1.3) ggg;;gi 4.8 (1.5) gzg;;gi rxx
The price-quality ratio is good in Z.. 47(1.3) ' 4.8 (1.2) ' ' 5.2(1.3) ' bl
Product range (&)
There is a wide choice of products in®... 4.8 (1.3) 5.3(1.2) 5.6 (1.3) rrx
There is a wide choice of products in each category. 4.7 (1.4) 3?#22; 5.2 (1.3) 2;3;2% 5.3(1.3) 328;222 i
There is a wide choice of brands in®... 49((1.4) - ' 5.3 (1.3) ' ' 5.1(1.5) ' *
(Sales) Personnel (&)
Sales personnel are friendly in2... 5.1 (1.5) 5.7 (1.3) 6.2 (1.1) *rx
Sales personnel are competent irf .... 5.0 (1.5) gg#gg‘;’ 5.6 (1.3) ggg;ggg 5.9 (1.2) 323232 i
Sales personnel are helpful in?... 5.2(15) - ' 5.8 (1.3) ' ' 6.1(1.2) ' ik
Accessibility (&)

H a

You can easily get tq 5.5(1.9) 932/.934 5.7 (1.8) 933/.934 5.6 (1.8) 865/.869
You can get to ... quickl. 5.4 (1.9) 826/.130 5.4 (1.9) 826/.060 5.2 (2.0) 691/.139 -
You can get to ... without problems. 56(1.8) ' 5.7 (1.7) ' ' 5.8(1.6) ' -
Parking (&s)
... has always enough free parking Ibts. 3.3(2) 5.6 (1.7) 5.6 (1.9) *rx
... offers different parking facilities sufficientfy. 4.3 (1.9) 5.5 (1.7) 5.7 (1.7) b
The ... can be reached from the parking lots e&sily. .714/.719 .690/.706 .745/.760  ***
The ... can be reached from the parking lots sat/ely. .466/.489 .457/.801 .525/.537
The ... cTan be reached from the parking lots savedy a 51(1.5) 6.2 (1.0) 6.2 (1.1)
quickly 2
Retail tenant mix (&)
... has a broad range of retail stotes. 4.7 (1.5) 5.0 (1.5) 5.6 (1.4) rrx
... has an attractive range of retail stdtes. 4.5 (1.5) ggg;ggg 4.9 (1.4) 322;282 5.2 (1.6) 225328 *xx
Many well-known retail stores are in ... 4.7 (1.5) ) 5.5 (1.4) ' ) 51(1.7) ' i
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Exogenous measurement model (continued)

Agglomeration for mat Town Center Strip Center Regional Mall

M easur es/indices ol ol ola A
(latent) Factor L) AVEFLR n (o) AVE/FLR n (o) AVE/FLR
Indicator
Non retail tenant mix (&;)
... has a broad range of bars and restaufants. 5.0 (1.6) .645/.649 29 (1.5) .792/.793 3.3(2.0) 7401.747  ***
... offers a broad range of service stdres. 4.1(1.7) .481/.783 2.2 (1.5) .657/.517 25(1.7) .598/.415 e
Atmosphere (&g)

The odour is not disturbing in 2!.
The air is pleasant in .2,
The temperature is pleasant in?...

*kk

The light is pleasant in .2, 52(1.2) .850/.892 58(1.0) .887/.926 6.0 (1.0) .895/.930

It is always clean in . 2! .750/.506 .817/.498 .825/.547

The architecture is appealing in ?!..

There is a good mood in Z.. 4.9 (1.4) 5.2 (1.3) 5.5(1.4) rkx
The atmosphere is pleasant in®.... 5.0 (1.4) 5.2 (1.4) 5.6 (1.3) rrx
Orientation (&g) .

You can move around without problems in?...

You can move around safely and quickly in®!... 57(1.3) .688/.695 6.1(1.1) .784/.785 6.4(08) .822/.847 -
You can easily orientate yourself within 2... 6.1(1.2) .436/.871 6.3 (1.0) .557/.731 6.3 (1.0) .658/.686 *
Stores are arranged clearly in?.... 5.3 (1.5) 6.3 (1.0) 6.2 (1.0) ol
Infrastructural facilities (&)

There are enough washrooms irf.... 3.3(1.9) 3.7 (1.9) 5.6 (1.7) b
There are enough cash dispensers if .... 5.0 (1.6) Zég;;gi 2.1(1.8) iggggé 5.9 (1.6) igg;;g(; rhx
There are enough recreational areas if .... 4.1(1.8) ' 2.5 (1.7) ' ' 4.7 (2.0) ' bl
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Endogenous measur ement model

Agglomer ation for mat Town Center Strip Center Regional Mall A
M easur es/indices ol ol ola

(latent) Factor hl)  AVEFLR n (o) AVE/FLR w (o) AVE/FLR

Indicator

Satisfaction (n1)

How satisfied are you with ... (very dis-/-satisfid) 5.1 (1.4) 5.8 (1.1) 6.1 (1.0) i
How does ... meet your expectations (not at all/gyl 4.8 (1.5) .844/.848 5.6 (1.2) .750/.764 5.9(1.1) .782/.800 e
1 H 1 *k%

Think of an ideal town center/shopping mall. To whsent 41 (L7) .652/.255 45 (1.7) .523/.539 5.1 (1.7) .581/.837

does ... comes close to that? (not close/very close)

Retention proneness (1)

You are willing to stay here ... as long as possible. 4.8 (2.7) 3.9 (2.5) 3.4 (2.5) e
You enjoy spending your time here in©... 5.8 (2.7) ng;;gg 4.9 (2.7) Z,g(g);;ig 5.1 (3.0) Z,ggﬁ;gg b
You are up to many things here in ... today. 5.3(3.0) ' 3.9 (2.6) ' ' 35(2.5) ' bl
Patronage intention (n3)

Would you recommend ... ot other persons (defipitel -
not/definitely yes) 5.9 (2.4) 7.2(2.2) 7.8(2.2)

How likely are you to go to ... again (very unligelery .765/.793 .763/.782 .786/.803 -
likely)® 83(22) 5741200 89(L8)  5u7/516 88(18)  '577/842

How likely are you to go to ... again and buy sothawy (very 8.1(2.3) 8.5 (1.9) 8.9 (1.8) -

unlikely/very likelyy’

Notions: Cutoff values for measurement validitys.7; p>.6; AVE>.5; FLR<1 (Fornell and Larcker, 1981; Bagband Yi, 1988)

Caption: p ...mean values ...standard deviatior...Cronbach’s Alphap...composite reliability; AVE... Average Variance Exttad; FLR...Fornell-

Larcker-Ratio; a...seven point rating scale (ancBeés totally disagree — totally agree); b...sevempurating scale (anchors -3 to+3; recoded to @6)ten
point rating scale (anchors 0 and 9;indicators were comprised by calculating mean eslior the sake of the parsimony of the measuremedel and/or

the high correlation between indicators (r>.8%8);.significant difference between ratings (KruskaiM¢ test); - ...not significant (p>.05; **...p<.01;

o p<.001);
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