A WAL-MART ANCHOR AS A
REPOSITIONING STRATEGY

FOR SUBURBAN MALLS:

Cross-Shopping and Impact on Image,
Consideration and Choice
Adam Finn, Ph.D. and Harry Timmermans, Ph.D.

Directors, Canadian Institute of Retailing and Services Studies, Faculty
of Business, University of Alberta, Edmonton, Alberta

Overview

Over recent years commentators have begun to question the
long term future of the suburban shopping mall, in particular
challenging the prospects for survival of the less successful “B”
and “C” malls in a market. Mindful of such predictions, there is
clearly considerable interest in strategies that might revive the
fortunes of such malls in mature markets. At the same time,
mergers and bankruptcies amongst department store chains
have forced mall managers to consider new types of anchors for
their centers. The 1994 entry of Wal-Mart into the Canadian
market through the acquisition of the Canadian Woolco stores
provided a unique opportunity to examine the effects of relocat-
ing Wal-Mart’s highly successful free standing discount concept
in a suburban shopping mall. Because center image and patron-
age data had been collected in Edmonton prior to the Wal-Mart
entry (Finn and Louviere, 1996), a unique opportunity existed
to estimate the impact of introducing Wal-Marts on the image
and patronage levels of suburban shopping centers.

To maximize comparability with the earlier data, a similar
data collection procedure and similar questions were used in a
1996 mail survey of a stratified sample of City of Edmonton
households, which obtained 578 reasonably complete re-
sponses. The results of the study confirmed (i) that Wal-Mart
was perceived more favorably than other discounters; (ii) found
more of the shoppers attracted to a Wal-Mart exhibited high lev-
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els of cross-shopping within the center, and had above average
spending; but (iil) found the presence of a Wal-Mart did not sig-
nificantly improve the overall attractiveness of a center when
consumers were shopping for apparel for themselves or mem-
bers of their household.

m Introduction

Over recent years commentators have begun to question the long term
future of the suburban shopping mall, in particular challenging the
prospects for survival of the less successful “B” and “C” malls in a mar-
ket. In view of such predictions, there is clearly considerable interest in
finding strategies that might revive the fortunes of such malls, and for
determining the success of strategies used to try to reposition such malls
in mature markets. At the same time, the spate of department store
takeovers of the late 1980s and bankruptcies of the early 1990s have
forced mall managers to consider new types of anchor stores for their
centers. Thus, there has been renewed interest in the impact of alterna-
tive types of anchor stores on the image and patronage levels attracted to
shopping centers.

The 1994 entry of Wal-Mart into the Canadian market through the
acquisition of the Canadian Woolco stores provided a unique opportu-
nity to examine the effects of relocating Wal-Mart’s highly successful free
standing discount concept in a suburban shopping mall. Many of the
Canadian Woolco stores were located in suburban malls which were
known to be weaker competitors in their market. Thus, in cities like Ed-
monton, where center image and patronage data were collected prior to
the Wal-Mart entry (Finn and Louviere, 1996), there was a unique op-
portunity to collect similar post entry data, and estimate the impact of
Wal-Mart on the image and patronage levels attracted to suburban shop-
ping centers. Such a study could also examine the impact on cross-shop-
ping patterns, within and between centers. In the Edmonton market,
Wal-Mart acquired four large Woolco anchor stores (approximately
140,000 square feet) located in suburban shopping centers, and all were
refitted and restocked as Wal-Marts by fall 1994.
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m Research Problem

The research objective was to determine the impact of the introduction
of Wal-Mart stores as anchors on cross-shopping patterns within and be-
tween centers, and on aggregate level consumer perceptions of strug-
gling suburban shopping centers; and through the impact of those per-
ceptions, the contribution to aggregate measures of patronage, such as
the aggregate consideration and share of choice. Wal-Mart provided an
interesting case because (i) it has a reputation for providing far higher
levels of service than are normally expected of discount stores, and (ii)
while it has long been a very successful retailer, generally it has entered
new markets using free standing stores rather than by locating in exist-
ing suburban shopping centers.

The data collected to help understand the Wal-Mart impact were:
(i) evaluations of Wal-Mart and other major anchor stores now operating
in the market, to confirm whether Wal-Mart was in fact perceived differ-
ently from the other discount department stores; (ii) behavioral data on
respondents’ most recent trip including shopping at a discount depart-
ment store and most recent trip including shopping at a major depart-
ment store, to estimate differences in cross-shopping within a center and
elsewhere within the city; and (iii) updated data on shopping center im-
age, consideration and choice when shopping for apparel.

m Brief Review of Pertinent Literature

Since Martineau (1958) defined store image as “the way in which the
store is defined in the shoppers mind,” considerable research has been
devoted to shopping center image and its role in center patronage. Most
published research has (i) collected data for a limited number of centers,
(ii) taken the consumer as the unit of analysis, and (iii) investigated
whether consumers who patronize a center have different perceptions
from those who do not (e.g., Hauser and Koppleman, 1979; Nevin and
Houston, 1980; Gautschi, 1981; and McGoldrick and Thompson,
1992).

However, from a shopping center manager’s perspective, it would
seem to be more useful to identify which center characteristics deter-
mine the differences in center image, and consequent differences in the
levels of patronage of competitive shopping centers. Ghosh (1990) sug-
gested that anchor stores impart some of their own image to the malls
they anchor. However, there is surprisingly little research published on
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the impact of particular anchor stores on overall shopping center image,
patronage or related concepts.

Anderson (1985), who provides one notable exception, found the
presence of a JC Penney or a Sears anchor store in a shopping center
negatively influenced the sales per square foot and the profit per square
foot for outlets of a specialty apparel store located in the center.

In a recent mall image study, Finn and Louviere (1996) used 1988,
1992 and 1993 waves of data on the image, consideration and choice
measures of patronage for Edmonton shopping centers to obtain esti-
mates of the impact of particular anchor stores (major and discount de-
partment stores) and other physical center characteristics on the overall
image and patronage levels achieved by the centers. In particular, they
found strong negative effects of Zellers, K-Mart, and Woolco, the dis-
count department stores operating in the market, on favorable image di-
mensions such as “high quality”, “good service” and “wide selection”
when consumers were choosing a center to shop for apparel. Moreover,
Woolco exhibited the strongest negative effects. The only compensating
favorable effect for the discount department stores was on an image of
“low prices.” Eaton’s, The Bay, Woodward’s and Sears, the major depart-
ment stores in the market, did not exhibit the same negative effects;
rather, they exhibited inconsistent effects across chains and image di-
mensions. Thus, it is important to determine whether Wal-Mart has a
differential effect from the other discount anchors or even—similar to
the major departument stores—contributes a positive effect on some im-
age dimensions.

Moreover, to evaluate the value of the impact of a new anchor store
on a center, it is necessary to estimate what proportion of the traffic at-
tracted to the anchor store cross-shops within the same center, providing
additional traffic flow within the center (Borgers and Timmermans,
1986), relative to the proportion that cross-shops at other centers during
the same trip (ICSC Research Quarterly, 1994a, 1994b).

m Method

The research took advantage of access to the Edmonton shopping center
data collected in surveys conducted in 1988, in summer 1992, and fall
1993 (see Finn and Louviere, 1996), by collecting similar data for the
perceptions, consideration and choice of shopping centers when con-
sumers are shopping for an item of apparel for a member of their house-
hold. The takeover of the four Woolco stores and their conversion into
Wal-Mart stores was one of the major changes in the market between
1993 and 1996. No new shopping centers were opened after the 1993
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survey. However, a downtown department store that had been redevel-
oped into an enclosed shopping center closed, and several centers un-
derwent renovations or changed other anchor stores as space created by
the Woodwards bankruptcy was reoccupied.

To maximize comparability with the earlier surveys, similar ques-
tions and data collection procedures were used. The data were collected
by mail survey, using a 12-page survey booklet sent to a systematic sam-
ple of 1,990 households drawn from the electronic City Telephone Direc-
tory (Sudman, 1976). However, to help ensure that the sample included
sufficient respondents who would report on visits to a Wal-Mart store,
the sample was stratified to include a disproportionately high number of
households selected from neighborhoods surrounding each of the four
Wal-Mart stores in the Edmonton area. Over-sampling was restricted to
those postcodes directly adjacent to each of the centers including a Wal-
Mart. Personalized cover letters and envelopes and a hand signed follow-
up postcard were used to try to achieve a substantial response rate. The
survey generated a total of 578 reasonably complete responses, for a re-
sponse rate of 29% after taking into account a small number of nondeliv-
erable surveys. To obtain estimates for the City of Edmonton population,
individual responses were weighted to compensate for the stratification
and for the differential response rates obtained from different areas of the
city using postcode information.

As in the prior studies, center perceptions were measured by ask-
ing respondents to associate (yes, no) as many of nine attributes as they
felt applied to each mall when shopping for clothing: (1) high quality,
(2) wide selection, (3) good service, (4) low prices, (5) high prices, (6)
latest fashions, (7) convenient location, (8) nice atmosphere and (9)
good sales/bargains. Consideration was obtained by asking respondents
to indicate which subset of the centers they would “seriously consider”
when choosing places to shop for clothing for themselves or members of
their household. Choice was obtained by asking respondents to indicate
where they most recently shopped for clothing for themselves or a mem-
ber of their household.

The survey also collected behavioral data on the respondent’s most
recent shopping trip which included a visit to a discount department
store. Wal-Mart was one of three specific discount department stores op-
erating in the market which was identified in the question. To provide a
broader base of comparison when examining the cross-shopping pat-
terns for Wal-Mart, a second question collected similar data on the most
recent trip that included a visit to a major department store. Once again
three specific department stores, namely The Bay, Eaton’s and Sears,
were identified. Both discount and major department store questions
asked respondents to identify at which of the multiple locations they
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shopped. Thus, respondents were asked to identify which one of the
four Wal-Marts, four K-Marts or seven Zellers' stores they had visited
most recently. They were also asked to provide details of all the other
stores visited during the same shopping trip, whether at the same loca-
tion or elsewhere in the city during the same trip. Stores where pur-
chases were made were identified and the amount spent reported. Fi-
nally, evaluative perception data were collected for each of the major and
discount department store chains in the city. The attributes used were
the same ones used for the shopping centers; however, the questions
were asked at a general level rather than specifically about clothes shop-

ping.

m Analysis

First, the comparative perception data for the anchor stores were exam-
ined to validate the assumption that Wal-Marts were evaluated more fa-
vorably than K-Marts and Zellers, the other discounters in the market,
and by inference, the Woolco stores they replaced. Secondly, the data on
the most recent shopping trips to a discount department store and to a
major department store were used to assess the extent of cross-shopping
both within the center and elsewhere in the city for the same shopping
trip. Both the proportion of visitors reporting engaging in spending and
cross-shopping and the average amounts spent were available. Because
the latter data are quite skewed, the results for spending need to be
treated cautiously; therefore, spending means are only reported for ma-
jor breakdowns and are sometimes accompanied by medians, which
tend to be more stable indicators of relative spending.

Finally, the impact of a Wal-Mart was obtained by combining the
1996 data for all the centers with the similar data from 1993, 1992 and
1988 to determine the effect of Wal-Mart as an anchor store, while con-
trolling for changes in other center characteristics that had been shown
to be related to center image or performance. This technique is preferred
to a simple comparison of means over time because it adjusts for
changes in other center variables. For example, there was a general drop
in the number of specialty apparel stores located in shopping centres in
Edmonton between 1993 and 1996, which previous research had shown
influenced center image and patronage.

Aggregate level data were available for the percent association for
nine attributes (six for 1988) and for percent consideration and percent
most recent choice for each of the shopping center alternatives available
on the four occasions. Also available were the anchor stores, square feet
of leasable space (in millions), and number of specialty apparel retailers
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in each center at the time of each survey. The major department stores
with multiple anchors in the Edmonton market during the 1988-1996
period were Eaton’s, The Bay, and Sears for all four surveys and Wood-
wards (only until 1992). The discount department stores with multiple
anchors were Zellers and K-Mart for all four surveys, Woolco (until
1993) and Wal-Mart (after 1994).

To obtain a statistical estimate of the impact of a Wal-Mart anchor
store on a center image dimension, multiple regressions were carried out
using observations from the four sets of data. Prior work suggested be-
tween 70 and 90% of image item variance would be accounted for by
such center characteristics as the identity of anchor stores. A consistent
Wal-Mart effect would be identified by a significant regression coeffi-
cient. A differential Wal-Mart effect would be identified by a significant
effect over and above the effect of the presence of a discounter. Image
variables were also considered as explanations for consideration and
choice measures of patronage across the four sets of data. Hierarchical
regressions were used to determine whether any center tenant or physi-
cal characteristic, such as the presence of a Wal-Mart store, had addi-
tional effects on patronage over and above their effects through the im-
age dimensions.

m Results

Relative Perceptions of Wal-Mart

Figure 1 compares the proportion of respondents associating each of the
six anchor stores with the nine attributes. As can be seen, the results for
Wal-Mart (shown with bolder dots) are generally more consistent with
those for the other discounters, Zellers and K-Mart, than with the pat-
tern of results exhibited by the three major department stores. However,
Wal-Mart is noticeably closer to the major department stores for good
service and, to a lesser extent, for latest products. In addition, Wal-Mart
is the anchor most strongly associated with a wide selection.

A comparison of the mean service quality ratings for the stores pro-
vided further evidence that Wal-Mart was seen as providing a quality of
service more typical of a major department store than a discount depart-
ment store. The service quality ratings on an 11 point scale from very
poor to excellent were significantly better for Wal-Mart (5.67) than for
The Bay (4.80), K-Mart (4.43) and Zellers (4.72), no different from Sears
(5.82) and only significantly worse than for Eaton’s (5.90). Thus there
was some justification for moving on to see whether Wal-Mart was more
similar to the major department stores than the discount department
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Figure 1
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stores in terms of the degree of cross-shopping and its effects on center
image and use.

Extent of Cross-Shopping By Anchor
Store Visited

Table 1 summarizes the results obtained from respondents’ reports on
their most recent trips to a major department store and to a discount de-
partment store. Whereas 63% of respondents reported making a pur-
chase at the major department store they visited, 80% reported making a
purchase at the discount store they visited. However, the average
amount spent by those making a purchase at the major store ($89, me-
dian $50) was more than twice as much as the amount spent at the dis-
count store ($34, median $25). Visits to Wal-Mart were the least like vis-
its to the majors, as they had the highest proportion of reported
purchases (84%), the smallest amount spent ($30) at the anchor store.

Reported cross-shopping within the same shopping center was
slightly higher for visits to the discounters (53%) than for visits to the
majors (45%), with Wal-Mart visits (50%) falling in the middle of the
range for the discounters. The only major with a higher cross-shopping
rate than Wal-Mart was Eaton’s (61%). The Wal-Mart cross-shoppers
also reported spending significantly more ($54) than did cross-shoppers
from K-Mart ($26) and Zellers ($33). Once again, the only major whose
cross-shoppers spent more within the center was Eaton’s ($63).

Reported levels of cross-shopping elsewhere in Edmonton on the
same shopping occasion (multi-stop shopping), while not significantly
different, were slightly higher for visits to the discounters (27%) than for
visits to the majors (22%). The rate for Wal-Mart visits (28%) was the
highest of any of the anchors in the study The average amount spent
elsewhere by the Wal-Mart multi-stop shoppers ($109) was about the
same as for the other anchor stores. The most notable spending differ-
ence was amongst the majors, where multi-stop shoppers from Eaton’s
reported spending far less ($40) and those from Sears reported spending
far more ($230) elsewhere in the city.

Taking into account the proportion of visits to an anchor where
spending occurred and the average amount spent, and the proportion
and amount spent when cross-shopping, shopping trips that included a
visit to Sears were associated with the greatest total amount of spending
($145), followed by Eaton’s ($99) and then Wal-Mart ($83). However,
the proportion of the spending at other stores within the center was
highest for Eaton’s (38%) and then Wal-Mart (33%).
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Cross-shopping by Type of Center

To help determine whether the spending and cross-shopping results re-
ported above were dependent on the type of center in which an anchor
store was located, the cross-shopping data were re-examined, grouping
visits by the type of center. The center categories used were super-re-
gional (centers with three or more major or discount department store
anchors), regional (two major or discount department store anchors),
community (enclosed with one department store anchor), and power
center. The results for the proportions of visits involving spending and
cross-shopping are also shown in Table 1.

For major department store visits, the proportion of visits includ-
ing spending at the department store itself was slightly higher at the su-
per-regionals (70%) than at the regional centers (60%). However, there
were no significant differences in cross-shopping within the center or for
cross-shopping elsewhere in the city for visits to majors in the two types
of centers. For the discount department store visits, the proportion
spending at the discounter itself was no different across types of centers.
However, the proportion of visits involving cross-shopping within the
center was highest for visits to discounters in super-regionals (67 %), fol-
lowed by community centers (51%), then regionals (39%), and finally
power centers (23%) trailing far behind. In contrast, the proportion of
visits which included cross-shopping elsewhere in the city was signifi-
cantly higher for visits to a power center (45%) than for visits to all the
other types of centers (24%).

As shown in Table 1, the proportion of cross-shopping was also
broken out for each of the combinations of anchor chains and types of
centers which occur in the Edmonton market. Two of the four Edmon-
ton Wal-Marts were located in super-regionals in opposite corners of the
city, with the others in a community and a power center. The pattern of
cross-shopping at other stores within the center for Wal-Marts was fairly
consistent with the results for discounters as a whole. For Wal-Mart, the
highest level of cross-shopping within the center occurred for visits to
super-regionals (63%), followed by visits to the community center
(47%) and power center (26%), whereas cross-shopping elsewhere in
the city was greatest for visits to the power center (54%).

Anchor Store Impact on Image

To determine the relationship between the center tenant variables and
the center image, a separate multiple regression was carried out for each
of the image items. For the six image variables which were included in
the three wave analysis by Finn and Louviere (1996), the fourth data set
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increased the number of observations to 77. However, only 60 observa-
tions from the three most recent data sets were available for the final
three image variables, which were not included in the prior analysis. The
regression parameter estimates and t values and overall measures of fit
are shown in Table 2. While there was some variation in fit, all nine of
the regression models were highly significant, with between 66 and 88%
of image item variance accounted for by the store tenant variables.

Confirming the results from the prior study (Finn and Louviere,
1996), there was evidence of the same consistent pattern of significance
for the discount stores. Specifically, the presence of a Zellers, a K-Mart or
a Woolco in a center was once again associated with significantly weaker
perceptions of high quality, wide selection, good service, high prices,
and latest fashions, and was also found for nice atmosphere. The reverse
association with stronger perceptions was once again found for low
prices. The parameter estimates for Wal-Mart were remarkably similar to
those obtained for Woolco, K-Mart and Zellers for all of the image attrib-
utes except wide selection, where the negative effect for Wal-Mart was
only about half the size for the other discounters and failed to reach sta-
tistical significance. Thus, apart from this minor effect for wide selection,
the conversion of a Woolco to a Wal-Mart appeared to have no impact on
the image of the shopping centers when respondents were considering a
center to shop for apparel for themselves or a member of their house-
hold.

The other relatively consistently significant effects were for the
number of specialty apparel stores and for Sears. The number of spe-
cialty apparel stores was associated with significantly stronger percep-
tions for all the image items except low prices and convenient location.
Sears was associated with significantly stronger perceptions of wide se-
lection, good service, low prices, good sales/bargains and with weaker
perceptions of high prices. In contrast, the other major department
stores exhibited inconsistent relations. There were no significant major
department store relationships with high quality, latest fashions or nice
atmosphere. The Bay was associated with wide selection, low prices, and
good sales/bargains, Faton’s was negatively related to low prices, and
Woodwards was only negatively related to high prices. The presence of
one of the other anchor stores was associated with higher prices, and
negatively associated with wide selection, good service, and low prices.

Given the apparent consistency of the discount department store
effects, the effect of a Wal-Mart store was tested using a hierarchical pro-
cedure in which it was entered into the regression first. Next the number
of discount stores was force entered and then, if significant, the number
of major department stores at a center was entered, to determine if Wal-
Mart was ever significantly different from the other discounters in its ef-
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fect. While this procedure showed Wal-Mart was sometimes positively
associated with favorable image dimensions relative to the other dis-
counters, in no case was the effect of Wal-Mart significantly different
from the effect of the other discount department stores. Note that when
using this procedure, the number of major department stores was always
significant and the number of discount department stores was significant
for all image items except convenient location.

To eliminate the possibility that controlling for the other physical
characteristics available for each center could change the above results,
we also considered all the available center tenant and physical character-
istics simultaneously in forward stepwise regression analyses, using a .05
significance criterion for entry. The physical characteristics considered
were the center size in millions of square feet of gross leasable area, the
city block distance from the center to the center of the city, and the num-
ber of levels in a center. To allow for potential non-linear effects of center
size, both linear and quadratic size effects were included. Parameter esti-
mates for the variables entering these stepwise regressions are shown in
Table 3.

Comparing the variance accounted for by the models in Table 3
with those in Table 2, the stepwise models accounted for a significantly
higher proportion of variance for all the center image items except good
sales/bargains. At least one of the center physical characteristic variables
was incorporated into the regression for each of the remaining eight im-
age items. The negative quadratic effects of center size indicated that in-
termediate size centers offered the highest values on most image items.
Center size had significant positive linear and negative quadratic effects
on wide selection, good service and convenient location, indicating
more favorable images with size, but that the largest center(s) (i.e., West
Edmonton Mall) failed to maintain the pattern. Most attributes were
negatively related to distance, indicating that centers located closer to
the center of the city were perceived more strongly on most image items.
Several items were also negatively related to the number of levels in a
center.

By simultaneously considering both the number of each type and
the identity of each anchor store, these stepwise analyses identified in-
stances where any one of the anchor stores had a significant impact, over
and above the generic effect of the type of anchor store and the effect of
the center characteristics. These analyses demonstrated that, excluding
convenient location, there was a consistent significant effect for the
number of discount stores, but only isolated cases of differential effect
for a particular anchor store. Specifically, Woolco was less widely associ-
ated with wide selection and latest fashions, while K-Mart was more
widely associated with convenient location. As shown in Table 3, Wal-
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Mart never exhibited an effect significantly different from the average ef-
fect for discount department stores.

Impact on Patronage

Two indicators of patronage were available to investigate whether differ-
ences in center image or center characteristics were associated with dif-
ferences in patronage. These were the reported level of consideration of a
center and the reported share of most recent shopping visits to a center.

As shown in Table 4, the nine image items account for fully 92% of
the variance in consideration, with convenient location by far the most
significant of the items. As shown in column two, which reports the re-
sult of a stepwise analysis using the same nine items, most of the vari-
ance in consideration is accounted for by convenient location and high
prices.

To determine whether there were also any direct effects of tenant or
physical characteristics on consideration beyond those acting through
the image dimensions, they were considered as potential additional step-
wise variables. As shown in column three of Table 4, the additional char-
acteristics entering the regression were center size and number of levels,
which were positively associated with consideration, and number of dis-
counters, Woolco, and the number of apparel stores, which were nega-
tively related to consideration. Entering these characteristics resulted in
the “nice atmosphere” image item also becoming significant. Finally, as
shown in the stepwise regression results in column four of Table 4, the
tenant and physical characteristics alone could not account for as much
variation in consideration as was accounted for by the image items.
Without the image items, the most significant effects were positive linear
and negative quadratic effects of center size and the negative effect of
number of discount stores. Other characteristics with significant effects
on consideration were the presence of K-Mart, number of levels and dis-
tance from the center of the city. Wal-Mart did not enter either regression
where it was eligible. Thus there was no evidence to suggest Wal-Mart
contributed a unique effect beyond that of any other discounter on con-
sideration.

Table 5 reports similar results obtained for regressions using the
share of choice data rather than consideration. In this case, the nine im-
age items accounted for 89% of the variance in share of choice, with
good sales/bargains the most significant of the nine image items. As
shown in column two, a stepwise regression found that good sales /bar-
gains and wide selection accounted for 87% of the variance in share of
choice. To determine whether there were direct effects of any tenant or
physical characteristics on consideration beyond those acting through
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TABLE 4. FACTORS DETERMINING CENTER PATRONAGE:

CONSIDERATION

Characteristics Consider

Center Patronage

Consider

Consider Consider

Image Items

High Quality

Wide Selection

Good Service

Low Prices

High Prices

Latest Fashions

Convenient Location

Nice Atmosphere

Good Sales/Bargains
Department:

Eaton’s

The Bay

Woodwards

Sears
Discount:

Zellers

K-Mart

Woolco

Wal-Mart
Other Anchors
Apparel Stores
Physical Characteristics

M. Sq. Ft.

M. Sq. Ft. Q

Mall Levels

Distance from city
Intercept 6.512
R. Square .948
Adj. R Sq. 938
D.E (9,50
F test 100.45

0.507
0.734*
0.675
—0.356
0.863*
—1.345*
1.278***
0.572
0.198

0.217
0.429

0.422%**
1.13]1%%*

5.463
.937
933
(4,55)
204.67

—-0.177
0.027

1.232%**
0.695**

—8.704***
— 6.646**
-2.981* —

— ~7.599*
—0.231%%* 0.229*

12.499*** 62.249***
— 13.859%**
4.348%*** —3.658**
— —0.223%**
0.909 11.596
973 913
967 902
9,50) 9,67)
196.28 78.60

Parameter significance levels: * p = .05, ** p = .01, *** p = .001.
Variable not entered when available (or stepwise regression analysis. —

the image items, they were once again considered as potential stepwise
variables. As shown in column three of Table 5, several center character-
istics were significant in the case of choice. Center size was again signifi-
cant, with a positive linear effect. The number of department stores, the
presence of any of the other anchor stores, and distance from the center
of the city were positive. However, entering these physical characteris-
tics generated changes in the significance of the image items. This step-
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TABLE 5. FACTORS DETERMINING CENTER PATRONAGE CHOICE

Characteristics Choice

Center Patronage
Choice Choice

Choice

Image Items
High Quality
Wide Selection
Good Service
Low Prices
High Prices
Latest Fashions
Convenient Location
Nice Atmosphere
Good Sales/Bargains
Department:
Eaton’s
The Bay
Woodwards
Sears
Discount:
Zellers
K-Mart
Woolco
Wal-Mart
Other Anchors
Apparel Stores
Physical Characteristics
M. Sq. Ft.
M. Sq. Ft. Q
Levels
Distance from city
Intercept —1.138
R. Square .893
Adj. R Sq. 874
D.E (9,50
F test 46.37

—0.392*
0.046
0.163

—0.349*

—0.034
0.394
0.207

—0.114
0.447**

— 0.361%**
0.323%%* —
1.043%

2.412%%

0.939*

0.026***
—1.581 —4.583
872 942
.867 937
(2,57) (5,54
193.49 177.07

1.846***
—1.084

0.096***

7.641%%*
_2136**!
__1.162***

0.062

918
910
(7,69)
110.12

Parameter significance levels: * p = .05, ** p= .01, *** p = .001.
Variable not entered when available for stepwise regression analysis: —

wise procedure revealed that convenient location had a significant posi-

tive effect on share of choice.

Finally, as shown in the stepwise regression results in column four
of Table 5, the tenant and physical characteristics alone could account
for more variation in share of choice than the image items alone. With-
out the image items, the most significant effects were the positive linear
and negative quadratic effects of center size, the positive effect of num-
ber of department stores, and the negative effect of number of levels and



WAL-MART ANCHOR AS A REPOSITIONING STRATEGY m 25

distance from the city. Other characteristics with significant effects on
choice were Sears and the number of specialty apparel stores in a center.
Once again Wal-Mart failed to enter both equations when it was eligible.
Thus, once again there was no evidence to suggest Wal-Mart contributed
a unique effect on choice beyond that of any other discounter.

m Discussion

The research produced quantitative estimates of the relative amount of
cross-shopping at Wal-Marts and other anchor stores in the Edmonton
market. It also estimated the impact of the conversion of anchor Woolco
stores to new Wal-Mart stores on image dimensions and on patronage
levels (consideration and choice) for Edmonton area shopping centers.
The Edmonton market includes four instances of such conversions,
making it possible to assess the effect on two super-regional malls (nei-
ther of which would be classified as a market-leading “A” mall) on a
struggling enclosed community center, on a “C” mall, and on a former
failing enclosed discount mall which had recently been converted into a
power center. While the image results were specific to consumers choos-
ing a center when shopping for apparel, this is the primary market for
regional shopping centers.

The empirical work found some evidence confirming that Wal-
Mart is perceived more favorably than K-Mart and Zellers, the other dis-
count department stores in the Edmonton market. And, at least in the
case of wide selection and good service, it approached the level achieved
by the major department stores. The latter was confirmed through evi-
dence that Wal-Mart was rated as having service quality that was signifi-
cantly better than The Bay, K-Mart and Zellers, and equal to Sears. The
only store it trailed behind was Eaton’s.

The results of this study confirmed that the proportion of the shop-
pers attracted to a Wal-Mart who cross-shopped within the same center
was about average for the shoppers at discount department stores, but
above average for the shoppers at a major department store. The Wal-
Mart cross-shoppers reported spending more than cross-shoppers at all
but one of the major department stores, namely Eaton’s, which is gener-
ally considered the most upscale of the three majors with multiple loca-
tions in Edmonton. Moreover, the respondents who visited the Wal-
Marts located in super-regional shopping centers reported higher rates
of cross-shopping within the center than did respondents who reported
on visits to major department stores located in super-regional shopping
centers. However, it should be noted that in some respects relatively
similar favorable results were obtained for Zellers.
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However, the replacement of Woolcos with Wal-Marts did not sig-
nificantly improve the attractiveness of the four centers in Edmonton
amongst people shopping for apparel for themselves or members of their
household. While our analysis showed Wal-Mart was sometimes posi-
tively associated with favorable image dimensions relative to the other
discounters, in no case was the effect of Wal-Mart significantly different
from the effect of K-Mart, Woolco or Zellers, the other discount depart-
ment stores which have operated in the market. Wal-Mart never exhib-
ited an effect significantly different from the average effect for discount
department stores regardless of the specific center characteristics which
were considered in the analysis. Moreover, there was no evidence of an
effect of a Wal-Mart on the levels of patronage attracted to the centers.

Of course, when considering image items which account for indi-
cators of patronage, one must recognize the potential problems. In par-
ticular, the image items investigated here were quite highly correlated.
Consequently, the model parameter estimates obtained for image items
may in some cases be biased, and may even have the wrong sign. How-
ever, the substantive findings with respect to the effect of a Wal-Mart re-
mained the same regardless of what other variables were included in the
regression models for the image dimensions and for the measures of cen-
ter patronage.

Overall, the results obtained in Edmonton would be expected to be
indicative of the impact that anchor Wal-Marts have had on struggling
shopping centers in English-speaking parts of Canada, and may be a
useful indicator of what would happen in other North American subur-
ban markets.
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