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This document highlights the different representations of sensitivity to sales promotion. 

Through a reading of the literature, we have determined the aspects that make the 

consumer's sensitivity to promotional action negative to his future purchases. The 

advantage of this work is to present a solution to minimize the negative effects of sales 

promotion on consumer loyalty. 
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1. Introduction 

The place reserved for sales promotion in business 

strategies is evidenced by the high rates of sales volumes 

during promotional actions. The amplification of the promotional 

phenomenon is not without danger, both on the general 

economic level and on the long-term results of firms in terms of 

maintaining consumers (Zrelli, 2004). 

 

It is indeed known that promotional actions have a 

paradoxical character and can be at the same time the worst 

and the best of things. In the short term, they are profitable, 

while in the long run they do not systematically guarantee 

consumer loyalty (Dodson, Tybout and Sternthal, 1978, Froloff, 

1992-1994-2000). 

 

Knowing that 84% increase of sales during a promotional 

action is explained by the change of brand (Gupta, 1988), it is 

normal that during a promotional action the companies seek to 

attract the customers of competition based on their sensitivity to 

promotion, thus reinforcing the change of brands. 

 

Knowing that the primary goal of every business is 

maintaining and promoting its market share, any promotional 

program is followed by a decline in sales (Dodson, Tybout and 

Sternthal 1978, Lattin and Bucklin 1989). 

 

If the negative effects of sales promotion are increased 

customer awareness of promotion and reduced brand loyalty, 

Froloff's (1992) idea that brand loyalty is negatively linked 

sensitivity to promotion and price sensitivity is positively related 

to it "takes on its full meaning. 

 

The problematic of understanding sensitivity to promotion 

lies in the fact that it must be questioned in its attitude 

dimension and at the same time in the multiple connections that 

it induces and assumes. 

 

Reducing awareness for promotion is therefore about 

defining what it is like and identifying the implications and the 

underlying relationships. 

 

Research on reducing sensitivity to promotion can not save 

itself the search for the process by which a consumer passes to 

reduce his positive attitude towards the promotion and the steps 

that compose it. Here introduce the paper, and put an important  

 

2. Literature Review 

2.1. Promotion sensitivity 

Despite extensive literature on sales promotion, there has 

been little investigation of the notion of promotion sensitivity 

(Mittal 1994, Volle 1996). To define this concept, one must first 

specify the nature of the approach to be adopted. There are two 

types of approaches: the first is behavioral and the second is 

attitudinal in nature. 

 

Behavioral approach 

The first approach is based on observed or reported 

behavioral data (promotional purchase, quantity purchased on 

promotion), by a panel of consumers, or a sample survey. 

Sensitivity to promotion is the degree to which the consumer is 

influenced by such action in terms of brand choice, buying 

pace, quantity purchased, or active search for promotions 

(Blattberg and Neslin , 1990). Thus, these authors introduce the 

notion of the influence of a promotional action on the 

consumer's sensitivity when buying a brand, and this, by 

accelerating the pace of purchase, orienting its choice between 

brands, by maximizing the quantity purchased and accentuating 

its tendency to look for promotional products. Certain variables 

of the environment intervene strongly in this process of 

influence. This is how we can talk about a response behavior to 

the promotion. 

 

Attitudinal approach 

By criticizing the behavioral approach, an attitudinal 

approach has developed considering the promotion sensitivity 

as an attitude upstream of the behavior (Kalika, 1982, 

Lichtenstein, Netemeyer and Burton, 1990, Froloff, 1992, 

Chandon, 1994). It is, therefore, a variable that occurs during 

the purchase, and not the result of an influence of the promotion 

action, it is actually an intervening psychological variable. 

Chandon (1994) defines it, moreover, as an attitudinal variable 

coming from beliefs and attitudes towards promotional actions. 

Sensitivity to promotion is upstream of the behavior and it is 

manifested in the consumer's evaluation of the brand. A 

consumer who is sensitive to promotion is a consumer who 

deals primarily with the presence of promotional presence or 
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not in his process of choice between brands (Froloff, 1992-

1994). Referring to the characteristics of promotion-sensitive 

clients, sensitivity to promotion is an individual variable that 

expresses the influence of promotion action on consumers on 

two levels: cognitive and decision-making. It manifests itself in 

terms of the pace of purchase, the choice between brands, the 

quantity purchased or the active search for promotion. 

 

Such a synthesis makes us say that the two approaches 

(behavioral and attitudinal) are not contradictory but rather 

complementary. But sensitivity to promotion has been 

considered at length as an attitude (Froloff 1992, Chandon 

1994, Zrelli 2004-2006, and Fourati Hachicha 2007). It is not a 

result of the promotional action, but it intervenes during the 

purchase, it is an intervening psychological variable. 

 

2.2 Sensitivity to sales promotion and brand switching: 

Which report? 

The existence of negative effects of susceptibility to 

promotion has been confirmed by several researchers (Dodson, 

Tybout and Sternthal, 1978, Froloff, 1992, Papatla, 

Krishnamurthi, 1996). According to Papatla, Krishnamurthi 

(1996), "if one is able to reduce sensitivity to promotion 

compared to the previous week, the average price paid per 

household should increase". From then on, a question arises: 

What makes that the sensitivity to the promotion does not 

ensure the long-term profitability of the company? Is it true that 

a promotional offer attracts non-loyal buyers more easily, but 

does not hold them back (Kotler and Dubois, 1992). 

 

A study by Gupta (1988) shows that the increase in sales 

from a promotional action is attributable to the change of brand. 

Knowing that sales promotion primarily attracts consumers who 

are sensitive to this action, we can conclude that a consumer 

who is sensitive to promotion is a brand changer. Figure N ° 1 

shows an example. 

 

Figure 1 

Understanding the impact of store flyers on purchase behaviour 

 
Source: Gázquez-Abad, J. C., & Martínez-López, F. J. (2016). 

 

3. Explanatory theories of brand switching 

The factors that explain brand change are essentially self-

perception theory, object perception theory, and price 

perception theory (Pauwels, Hanssens, Siddarth, 2002). Kahn 

and Louie (1990) associate brand change with the theory of the 

information economy. Neslin, Shoemaker (1989) add another 

factor relating to statistical aggregation. 

 

3.1 Theory of self-perception 

The theory of self-perception explores post-promotional 

behavior (Dodson et al., 1978). The consumer seeks 

justifications for his behavior in the face of sales promotion, self-

representation is subjective, and can not give a clear idea of the 

objective perception that subjects make of themselves. Also, it 

is likely that consumers attribute their purchases to external 

causes (taking advantage of a promotion), and not to internal 

causes (loving the purchased product). 

 

3.2 Theory of the perception of the object 

Several researchers have demonstrated the negative effect 

of a promotional purchase on the perception of the object 

(Kalwani, Yim, Rinne, Sugita, 1990). Such a purchase can even 

undermine the image of the brand. The multiplication of 

promotional actions adversely affects the subsequent choice 

behavior between brands (Lattin and Bucklin, 1989). 

 

3.3 Theory of price perception 

The exposure of the consumer to promotional activities 

gives rise to expectations reflected in the reference price (Lattin 

and Bucklin, 1989). Any subsequent price increase is no longer 

accepted by him. Thus, the reference price affects the 

consumer's expectations by lowering the probability of buying 

the same brand without promotion. 

 

3.4 Theory of the information economy 

To explain the causes of the reduction in the pace of sales 

after a promotional action, the economic literature gives us 

some arguments. The market is characterized by the 

asymmetry of information between the buyer and the seller 

about the products offered. As long as the consumer can not 

judge the quality of the purchased brand, he looks for a signal 

to trigger his purchase decision. Sales promotion is an incentive 

to purchase. However, a high price is a signal of good quality; in 

other words, promotion (price reduction for example) is a poor 

quality signal and pushes the consumer to change brands at 

the time of his next purchase (Kahn and Louie, 1990). 

 

3.5 Statistical aggregation 
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Statistical aggregation is the tendency of consumers to 

look alike on the basis of well-defined behavior. Sales 

promotion momentarily attracts many consumers who, in non-

promotional circumstances, have a low probability of buying the 

promoted brand (Neslin, Shoemaker, 1989, Zrelli, 2004-2006). 

Figure 2 shows an example. 

 

Figure 2 

Sales Promotion 

 
Source:. Neslin  Scott A 2002 

 

4. Terms of reduction of sensitivity to promotion 

The theory of learning helps to explain how consumers 

change from one course of action to another (Petrof, 1988). 

Psychologists associate it with the impact of experience on later 

behavior. Learning is the major element that allows us to 

understand the behavior of the human being, if we understand 

how consumers manage to buy the same brand, we can, 

therefore, maintain them. The value of learning theory is still 

evident when we realize that forecasting future purchases can 

only be made if we have studied past experiences with the 

same brand or similar products. Despite this interest, the impact 

of learning on sensitivity to promotion is neglected (Rothschild, 

Gaidis, 1981). Petrof (1988) equates learning with "the 

progression of the activities of the mind, which results in a 

change of behavior or the birth of a new behavior in response to 

a new situation". This shows that learning influences consumer 

behavior by causing them to react differently to different 

situations. 

 

Several authors have demonstrated the existence of a 

relationship between the non-use of a trademark and the 

repurchase. According to Kuehn, Rohloff (1967), if the 

promotion makes a user consumer, the average redemption 

after the promotion usually becomes higher than before the 

promotional action. Lattin and Bucklin (1987-1989) suggest that 

the discounted purchase has a positive effect on redemption. 

As long as the promotion offers a risk premium for new 

consumers, some will buy the brand later. 

 

In a postmarked brand selection study, Bawa and 

Shoemaker (1987) found that the likelihood of repurchasing a 

brand is high for a consumer who did not use the brand and 

who bought for the first time on sale. Bawa and Shoemaker 

(1989) conducted a buy-back study on both segments: buyers 

and non-buyers. They took as reference the promotion period to 

present two phases; before and after the promotion. 

 

They found that the increase in non-buyer (non-users) 

redemption share was higher (3.9%) than buyers (-2.4%). As a 

result, if a company targets only non-buyers, it will have a 

promotional advantage both in the short and long term. Figure 3 

shows the shaping of consumer habits through sales promotion. 
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Figure 3 

Shaping of consumer habits through sales promotion 

 
Source: Kinsman M. 2002 

 

 

5. Conclusion 

The purpose of this paper is to explore the possibility of 

reducing sensitivity to promotion. This reduction is interesting 

because, according to a long-term vision, it is not beneficial. 

The review of the literature reveals that the sensitivity to 

promotion negatively influences the subsequent pace of 

purchase since it encourages the change of brands. Knowing 

that a promotion-sensitive consumer is a promotional tester and 

that learning applies to unfamiliar products and brands, it has 

been argued that the application of the learning principle 

influences sensitivity to the promotion. 

The results of this research show that: 

 

 Brand change is the negative effect of sensitivity to 

promotion. 

 The use of the theory of learning allows the realization 

of the redemption and the change of the positive 

attitude towards the promotion. 

 There is a positive relationship between satisfaction, in 

a first promotional trial, and the repurchase of the 

same brand. 

 Redemption positively influences the change of 

attitude and forms a preference for a brand. 

 The usual training, through repeated purchase, is 

essential for establishing the feeling of preference 

towards a brand. 

 Preference training allows the establishment of an 

affective relationship between the consumer who is 

sensitive to the promotion and the brand. 

 The good management of promotional actions and 

the formation of the habit to the brand can serve to 

reinforce the change of attitude. 
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