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ABSTRACT We propose a theory-based model of the shopper journey, incorporating the rich literature in consumer

and marketing research and taking into account the evolving retailing landscape characterized by significant knowledge,

lifestyle, technological, and structural changes. With consumer well-being at its core and shopper needs and motivations

as the focus, our needs-adaptive shopper journey model complements and contrasts with existing models. In addition,

we identify 12 shopper journey archetypes representing the paths that consumers commonly follow—archetypes that

illustrate the workings and applications of our model. We discuss the nature of these archetypes, their relationships with

one another, and the psychological states that consumers may experience on these shopper journeys. We also present

exploratory empirical studies assessing the component states in the archetypes and mapping the archetypes onto di-

mensions of shopping motivations. Finally, we lay out a research agenda to help increase understanding of shopper be-

havior in the evolving retailing landscape.

hen do consumers decide to buy after browsing
in a store or receiving information about a
product or brand? Why and how do they shop
in the first place? The importance of these questions for re-
tailing and marketing is underscored by the proliferation of
myriad choice models and decision frameworks that charac-
terize how consumers shop (Lilien, Kotler, and Moorthy
1992). These models include general models such as the tra-
ditional purchase funnel model, and commercial frameworks
such as McKinsey’s Consumer Decision Journey (Court et al.
2009). Following the development of many of these widely
adopted models, significant changes in the marketplace and
the broader consumption environment have emerged over
the past two decades. These changes have drastically al-
tered the shopping patterns and behaviors of consumers,
presenting new opportunities and challenges for marketers
to persuade consumers to buy and not just browse.
With significant macro changes as the backdrop, and draw-
ing upon the wealth of knowledge in academic research in

marketing and consumer psychology as well as retailing prac-
tices and trends, we develop a conceptual framework of the
shopper journey that complements existing models that are
more managerially oriented. This framework provides a foun-
dation for a deeper understanding of the broad spectrum of
activities that occur in a shopper’s journey and the shopper’s
state of mind during this journey. We hope that this under-
standing will in turn facilitate further study on the impact
of shopper journeys on consumer well-being. Further, based
on our proposed framework, we identify and discuss twelve
shopper journey archetypes that characterize the common
paths that consumers traverse when shopping, depending
on their needs and motivations. These archetypes include
the classic journey, as well as more idiosyncratic journeys such
as the impulsive journey, the entertainment journey, and the
learning journey.

In the remainder of this article, we first briefly review ex-
isting customer journey models, discussing their strengths
and weaknesses, followed by the key changes that may neces-
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sitate a fundamental rethinking of how and why consumers
shop, and the implications of these factors on the existing
models. Next, we describe in detail our proposed revised con-
ceptual framework—the needs-adaptive shopper journey
model, followed by common shopper journey archetypes that
characterize the typical paths taken by shoppers. We also
present exploratory empirical studies assessing the stages of
the archetypes and mapping the archetypes onto various di-
mensions characterizing shopping motivations (e.g., buying
vs. browsing, goal-oriented vs. non-goal-oriented). Finally,
drawing upon our proposed framework and the shopper
journey archetypes, we identify a number of key questions
and directions for future research. We hope that these ef-
forts together will push the frontiers of research in retail

marketing and shopping behavior.

EXISTING MODELS AND THEIR POTENTIAL
LIMITATIONS

The study of customer journeys and the path to purchase has
a long tradition in marketing and retailing. It occupies a sub-
stantial part of the literature. Over the years, numerous mod-
els have been proposed to depict a consumer’s shopping jour-
ney, ranging from the basic purchase funnel model to the
more elaborate Consumer Decision Journey (CDJ) and Cus-
tomer Journey Mapping (CJM) models. Of late, there has
been a resurgence in this important area of research inquiry.
Emerging work focuses mainly on the concept of customer
experience (e.g., Lemon and Verhoef 2016) and departs
from the early emphasis on the marketing strategy perspec-
tive of customer journeys in the 1980s (see app. A for a re-
view of the evolution of this literature over the last 37 years,
and an in-depth discussion of the most commonly applied
models; apps. A—C are available online). While shopper mod-
els have increasingly taken the consumer’s perspective and
the role of technology in shopping behavior into consider-
ation, they tend to revolve around the purchase stage of a
stylized shopping process and are relatively intractable. Ar-
guably, not all shopping episodes end with a purchase, and
many shopping episodes are not even motivated by a pur-
chase goal (Bloch, Ridgway, and Sherrell 1989). Relatedly,
and critically, none of the models accommodate the wide-
varying needs or goals of shoppers across journeys.

In this article, we propose an integrative model that ad-
dresses these limitations and takes into account the vast
body of conceptual and empirical work that marketing re-
searchers have amassed in the last two decades, as well as
significant changes in the marketplace and the broader con-
sumption environment that have occurred. We discuss four
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categories of changes to the retailing landscape in the next
section.

THE EVOLVING SHOPPING LANDSCAPE

Over the past 20 years or so, a number of macro shifts have
disrupted the retailing industry and changed the way that
companies need to think about shoppers. These changes
have drastically altered shopping patterns and buying deci-
sions, and present new opportunities and challenges for
marketers to persuade consumers to spend money and en-
courage repeat purchase. Here, we briefly discuss four main
categories of emergent changes:

+  Knowledge changes: Consumers are more knowl-
edgeable about offerings in the marketplace today
and have convenient and uninterrupted access to a
diverse range of information sources about brands
and products. This gives them the ability to make
more informed decisions. In many cases, consum-
ers may be more well informed about new products
and pricing than the retailers’ own sales personnel
(e.g., Pitt et al. 2002).

+ Lifestyle changes: Not only do new forms of enter-
tainment now compete with shopping as a recrea-
tional activity and for spending dollars; consumers’
lives have also become significantly more hectic
(Gershuny 2011). Rapid globalization has acceler-
ated information transmission, internationalized
consumers’ tastes and preferences, and accentu-
ated the power of social influence in shopping be-
havior.

+  Technological changes: Technological advancements
(e.g., the internet, mobile technologies, social media,
shopper-facing technologies) have provided new
ways and channels for consumers to shop (e.g.,
showrooming, webrooming), and have enabled re-
searchers to capture valuable data about how con-
sumers shop (Shankar et al. 2011; Van Ittersum
et al. 2013; Inman and Nikolova 2017; Sheehan
and Van Ittersum 2018).

+  Structural changes: Product assortments and brand
availability have also seen tremendous expansion
(Broniarczyk 2008). Furthermore, the recent surge
in omnichannel retailing has fundamentally changed
how retailers develop and execute their marketing
strategies and how consumers shop, making it nec-
essary for consumers to consider the choice of prod-
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uct, brands, and channels simultaneously (Neslin
and Shankar 2009; Neslin et al. 2014; Verhoef,

Kannan, and Inman 2015).

Driven by these diverse changes and acknowledging the po-
tential limitations of existing models in accounting for them,
we develop a revised framework to complement existing mod-
els and serve as a guide in thinking about why and how con-
sumers shop today, when they choose to buy, and whether
they repurchase. We do this by drawing upon the rich body
of conceptual and empirical findings across domains, includ-
ing marketing strategy, consumer psychology, judgment and
decision making, social influence, information systems, and
customer experience, along with the latest developments in
the retailing industry. We also propose a number of research
directions to improve our understanding of this framework
and its ramifications.

THE NEEDS-ADAPTIVE SHOPPER
JOURNEY MODEL
Guiding Principles in Developing a Revised Framework
To develop our revised framework that depicts why and
how consumers shop while incorporating the marketplace
changes that we discussed in the previous section, we estab-
lished a set of general guiding principles. First, as suggested
by Google’s concept of “micro-moments,” we recognize that
shopping today does not always adhere to a linear process
(e.g., Lemon and Verhoef 2016) as assumed by the traditional
purchase funnel model. Instead, shoppers switch back and
forth between states, and these inter-state transitions de-
pend on a host of factors, particularly the primary motiva-
tion(s) of the shopper in undertaking the journey. Therefore,
we conceptualize a shopper’s journey as a configuration of
states, rather than a sequence of steps or stages. Such an ap-
proach incorporates a high degree of flexibility and config-
urability, and generalizes to various types of shopping.
Second, instead of focusing on retailer interests and busi-
ness profits, we believe it is just as important, if not more so,
to shine the light on shopper goals and well-being (see Chris-
tensen et al. [2016] for a related discussion on taking a “jobs
to be done” perspective in innovation and strategy). This em-
phasis on shopper well-being constitutes the core of our
framework development. While prior models have largely as-
sumed a one-size-fits-all shopping process across consumers,
in our work, we consider shoppers’ goals and motivations ex-
plicitly in shaping their shopping journeys. We use our frame-
work to generate a number of shopper journey archetypes com-
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prising particular states that shoppers traverse and how they
transition between these states.

Third, beyond the primary motivation, we also note that
ancillary contextual factors, such as social influence and the
retailer’s actions and strategies, could affect the journey by
changing the cognitive and behavioral states consumers ex-

perience while shopping.

The Proposed Framework

Figure 1 illustrates our proposed framework based on:
(1) the guiding principles described above; (2) the emergent
changes in the marketplace; and (3) the respective strengths
and weaknesses of the prevailing models. In essence, the
framework is a needs-adaptive model with shopper well-being
at the core. Placing shopper well-being at the core of our
needs-based model underscores our emphasis on the impor-
tance of viewing shopping through a consumer-centric lens
and the importance of focusing on shoppers’ needs.

Figure 1. The needs-adaptive shopper journey model. This figure

illustrates our proposed needs-adaptive shopper journey model.
At the core of the model is shopper well-being, underscoring the
model’s emphasis on the importance of viewing shopping through
a consumer-centric lens and the importance of focusing on shop-
pers’ needs. The middle ring of the model consists of the various
cognitive and behavioral states that a shopper can experience dur-
ing the shopping journey. Finally, the model is flanked in the out-
ermost ring by four groups of factors that influence a consumer’s
shopping process: the shopper’s psychology, firm and retailer ac-
tions, social influence, and technology.
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The middle ring of the model consists of the various cog-
nitive and behavioral states that a shopper can experience
during the shopping journey. Although space constraints
prohibit a detailed exposition of each one, we briefly discuss
them here to highlight their theoretical basis and roles in a
consumer’s shopping journey (see table 1 for a brief descrip-
tion of each state).

The core states of recognize need/want, aware, search, eval-
uate, decide, purchase, use, and post-use evaluate can be traced
to the Howard-Sheth buyer behavior model (Howard and
Sheth 1969; Farley and Ring 1970). Consumers progress se-
quentially through these states when making major buying
decisions. Our proposed framework includes a number of
additional states that are significant in today’s diverse shop-
per journeys.

The explore and browse states capture the significant role
played by consumerism in everyday activities (Miles 1998)
and the fact that much of knowledge acquisition and inter-
action with products and services occurs without clear pur-
chase intent (Bloch et al. 1989). Intrigued reflects a height-
ened level of curiosity about a facet of the consumer’s
shopping experience and may be a function of the consum-

er’s chronic tendency or a particular contextual factor such
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as a novel product or atypical display (Steenkamp and Baum-
gartner 1992).

The wait state indicates that consumers may choose to
withdraw into a state of inactivity prior to moving to a more
active stage such as purchase or use, or be forced to do so be-
cause the retailer’s delivery processes entail delay (Berry,
Seiders, and Grewal 2002). Increasingly important are the
advocate/critique and share states involving active contribu-
tions by consumers in social venues to engage others in
their shopping journeys (Chen and Xie 2008). For instance,
consumers may describe a particularly enjoyable dining ex-
perience on a Facebook group, post a scathing product re-
view on a retailer’s site, or attend a sample sale with close
friends. Finally, we also include the validate state wherein
consumers seek confirmation from other sources for their
choices, actions, or stated opinions, and the withdraw state
marking the end of consumers’ interactions with the prod-
uct or brand (Fournier 1998).

A shopper may traverse one or a combination of these
states recursively and in any order to fulfill particular shop-
ping goals, or during the course of day-to-day activities. To-
gether, these states enrich, complicate, but realistically cap-

ture the various facets of consumers’ shopping experiences.

Table 1. Description of Shopper States in the Needs-Adaptive Shopper Journey Model

States Description
Aware To know, perceive, or be cognizant of the brands/products available for purchase and one’s shopping environment
Intrigued To be curious about or interested in a particular brand, product, or some aspect of the shopping environment

Recognize need/want

To be aware of a functional need or hedonic desire for a particular product or category of products
To examine the available brands and products closely, usually with the goal of discovering new needs or purchase/

To survey the brands and products on sale in a casual way, whether with or without a particular shopping goal in

To assess deliberatively the various brands or products in one’s consideration set and how they align with one’s
To make up one’s mind about whether to buy, and if so, which particular brand or product to purchase

To remain in readiness until one is able to consume or utilize a product item (e.g., for a product purchased online

Explore
consumption possibilities
Browse
mind
Search To look actively for a specific brand or product that one has in mind
Evaluate
needs, wants, and objectives
Decide
Purchase To buy a brand or product item that one has decided upon
Wait
to be shipped and delivered)
Use To consume or utilize a product item that one has purchased

Post-use evaluate

To assess the strengths and weaknesses of a brand or product after using it
To support or promote a brand or product (e.g., through word-of-mouth or social media), or to critically analyze its

To invite others to participate in one’s buying and consumption experience, or to participate in others’ buying and

To ascertain the strengths of a product or brand, or confirm that one has made the right purchase decision

Advocate/critique

strengths and weaknesses
Share

consumption experience
Validate
Withdraw

To stop using a purchased product or to dispose of it
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Returning to figure 1, the model is flanked in the outer-
most ring by four groups of factors that influence a consum-
er’s shopping process: the shopper’s psychology, firm and
retailer actions, social influence, and technology. We elabo-
rate on each of these below.

Shopper’s Psychology. The consumer may experience differ-
ent cognitive and behavioral states during the shopping pro-
cess. These states are often driven by either the shopper’s
specific goals prior to shopping (Lee and Ariely 2006; Shee-
han and Van Ittersum 2018), or motivations triggered in real
time by situational factors (such as sensory arousal; Turley
and Milliman 2000) within the shopping environment. Fur-
thermore, these goals and motivations can be moderated by
shoppers’ chronic dispositions and other psychological fac-
tors. For example, consumers who enter a store with a con-
crete shopping goal (e.g., “to buy a tuna sandwich” vs. “to buy
something for lunch”) are less influenced by in-store promo-
tions and less likely to browse and buy impulsively (Lee and
Ariely 2006). As another example, shoppers’ psychological
needs (e.g., need for touch: Peck and Shu 2009; need for con-
trol: Chen et al. 2017) can affect the amount of time that
consumers spend in different shopping channels (e.g., brick-
and-mortar vs. online) and their interest in purchasing differ-
ent types of products (e.g., utilitarian vs. hedonic).

Firm/Retailer Actions. Firms and retailers may take specific
marketing actions or implement particular strategies—be
it with regard to marketing mix elements (price, product,
place, or promotion) such as availability of different shop-
ping channels (Neslin and Shankar 2009), consumer touch-
points (Lemon and Verhoef 2016), or aspects of the in-store
environment—that affect how shoppers think, feel, and be-
have during the shopping process (Turley and Milliman
2000). A recent study by Inmar, Inc. (2017), for example,
shows that among the 69% of shoppers who made shopping
lists before visiting a physical store, 41% used coupons to do
so. This may affect their in-store shopping behavior. Like-
wise, conducting taste tests in a grocery store has been
found to increase purchases of private labels over national
brands (Bronnenberg, Dubé, and Sanders 2017).

Peer-to-Peer/Social. Whether it is one’s shopping compan-
ion(s), the sales staff, or the mere presence of other shoppers,
social factors can produce a major influence on a consumer’s
shopping process and eventual purchases (Argo, Dahl, and
Manchanda 2005; Kurt, Inman, and Argo 2011). The acceler-
ating growth of social media has further accentuated the
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strength of social influence on how consumers shop and what
they purchase. For example, Kurt et al. (2011) show that men
(but not women) spend more when they shop with a friend
and explain this effect using agency-communion theory
(Bakan 1966).

Technology. Technology has injected substantial changes
into how consumers shop, not only through availability of mul-
tiple channels (e.g., brick-and-mortar, online, mobile), but also
by transforming shoppers’ in-store experience. Kiosks and self-
service checkout systems within a physical store; Internet of
Things (IoT) technologies such as sensors, beacons, and mobile
devices to allow location-sensitive in-store marketing com-
munications; artificial intelligence and machine learning for
market research to enhance personalization in shopping
(Argyros 2017; Baird 2017); and avatars, virtual, or augmented
reality in online and mobile stores to deliver an immersive vir-
tual shopping experience (Holzwarth, Janiszewski, and Neu-
mann 2006; Van Ittersum et al. 2013; Inman and Nikolova
2017) are all examples of technology’s influences on the
shopping process. (Shankar et al. 2011 provides a review
of technology-driven innovations in shopper marketing.)

SHOPPER JOURNEY ARCHETYPES

Twelve Common Shopper Journey Archetypes

To illustrate the applications of our needs-adaptive shopper
journey model, in this section we present 12 shopper journey
archetypes that we believe capture the most typical shopping
occasions commonly experienced by consumers. We briefly
discuss each archetype below and then delve deeper into the
potential relationships among them. We also discuss how
these shopper journeys relate to our proposed revised shop-
per journey model.

In addition, to examine the relative frequency and psy-
chological correlates of these shopper journey archetypes,
we conducted an exploratory critical incident study (Flana-
gan 1954) in which we asked a panel of 502 online respon-
dents to recall, describe, and self-categorize a recent shop-
ping episode. Participants were first asked to choose one
specific archetype that best represented their recalled shop-
ping episode, and could then choose as many of the arche-
types as they deemed fit to represent the shopping episode
(see apps. B and C for the detailed methodology, survey ques-
tions, and study results). In addition, we also asked the par-
ticipants to map their shopping episode as well as a subset of
the shopper journey archetypes (randomly determined) to
the various cognitive and behavioral states described in our
shopper journey model. Furthermore, participants completed
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the Hedonic Shopping Motivations scale (Arnold and Reyn-
olds 2003), which included 18 items that assess the extent
to which consumers are chronically driven by six hedonic
shopping motivations: adventure shopping, gratification
shopping, role shopping, value shopping, social shopping,
and idea shopping. Although these six shopping motiva-
tions do not capture the entire set of consumers’ shopping
goals, including the scale in our study provides a preliminary
understanding of how these six motivations are associated
with the 12 shopper journey archetypes. Where appropriate,
we highlight relevant findings from this pilot study in the
discussion that follows. The archetypes are presented in or-
der of how frequently they were mentioned in the critical in-
cident survey.

Classic Journey. This shopper journey describes a linear
shopping process, characterized by an initial awareness or
identification of a need (or needs), the consideration of dif-
ferent brands or product options, and the eventual choice
and purchase of one particular brand or product. This jour-
ney closely matches the sequential process in the traditional
purchase funnel model and is often regarded as the presumed

standard way in which consumers shop.

Required Journey. This shopper journey is typically regarded
as essential for the purchase of necessary, utilitarian items.
It could also arise because of a role that the shopper plays in
life (Tauber 1972). Examples include buying office supplies
for one’s workplace, renting equipment, or buying party
items for a wedding celebration. As highlighted by these ex-
amples, such a journey can be undertaken on either a periodic
basis or an ad-hoc basis.

Opportunistic Journey. This shopper journey is motivated by
certain opportunities (for consumers) arising from the ex-
ternal environment, such as a sales promotion (Bucklin and
Lattin 1991) or the launch of limited-edition products. It is
characterized by a state of awareness leading consumers to
feel intrigued or excited (see table 2). The opportunistic jour-
ney may not be preceded by any concrete buying goals. It
may be driven by the desire to acquire transaction utility
through enjoying price discounts or being the first (or among
a few) to own a product (Lichtenstein, Netemeyer, and Bur-
ton 1990). For instance, the ability to save money through
price discounts could drive unplanned stockpiling (Mela,
Jedidi, and Bowman 1999). In our study, value shopping
(p <.01) and adventure shopping (p <.05) motivations
were associated with the opportunistic shopper journey.
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Entertainment Journey. The entertainment journey is under-
taken primarily for hedonic, recreational purposes. It may
not necessarily be driven by the onset of negative feelings
and the desire to repair these feelings, as in the case of
the retail therapy journey, which is motivated by the desire
to repair negative emotions (as discussed in greater detail
later). Moreover, consumers may or may not have concrete
goals before embarking on this shopper journey, and they
may not make any purchases by the end of it (as in the case
of mere browsing or window shopping; Bloch et al. 1989).
Rather, consumers undertake this journey simply because
they find shopping intrinsically enjoyable and hedonically
gratifying (Arnold and Reynolds 2003). This journey was
associated with three shopping motivations in our study:
adventure shopping (p <.01), social shopping (p <.01),
and gratification shopping (p < .10).

Routinized Habit Journey. This shopper journey is essen-
tially a habitual routine that consumers undertake periodi-
cally (Hoyer 1984; Pahnila and Warsta 2010). A canonical
example is the weekly grocery shopping trip of many con-
sumers, often accompanied by a detailed shopping list. This
shopper journey archetype contrasts starkly with the oppor-
tunistic shopper journey (& = —.137, p <.05; see table B.3;
tables A.1, B.1-B.3 are available online). It is characterized
by consumers’ awareness and recognition of a need, which
then triggers purchase and product usage. Given the routin-
ized nature of this journey, compared to other shopper jour-
neys, consumers engaging in it are considerably less “in-
trigued” and also less likely to explore, browse, or evaluate
other options before purchase and, subsequent to purchase,
less likely to advocate/critique or share their consumption ex-
perience of the purchased product (see table 2).

Joint Journey. The joint shopper journey is undertaken in
close consultation with one or more fellow shoppers (e.g.,
a significant other), such that the eventual buying decision
is made by a group rather than a sole shopper (Davis 1976;
Mangleburg, Doney, and Bristol 2004). We distinguish this
shopper journey from the outsourced journey and the social
network journey to highlight the high involvement, collab-
orative shopping, and decision making involved in this shop-
per journey, such as when buying a big-ticket item (e.g., an
expensive car) or an item for joint consumption (e.g., a vaca-
tion package). Like the outsourced journey archetype, the joint
journey was associated with motivations of social shopping
(p <.01) and role shopping (p <.10) in our study. Com-
pared to other archetypes, however, the joint journey is
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000 From Browsing to Buying and Beyond

characterized by consumers’ tendency to engage in shared
consumption, advocate/critique their consumption experi-
ence of the purchased product, and validate their purchase
with the joint decision maker(s) (see table 2).

Impulsive Journey. This shopper journey is typically initiated
without any particular shopping goals or purchase intent, but
often results in impulse or unplanned purchases. Much re-
search has attempted to uncover the antecedents of impulse
buying and unplanned purchases, so as to better understand
the moments within the shopping process and contextual cir-
cumstances under which shoppers are most vulnerable to
marketing influence (Inman, Winer, and Ferraro 2009; Bell,
Corsten, and Knox 2011; Hui et al. 2013). In our study, not
surprisingly, this archetype was associated with motivations
of gratification shopping (p < .01). Similar to the entertain-
ment journey, the impulsive journey is characterized by a
higher degree of intrigue and exploration during shopping;
however, it is also more likely to result in an eventual pur-
chase, and less likely to involve consumers sharing their
shopping/consumption experience with others (see table 2).

Learning Journey. The learning journey is driven by the de-
sire to learn about trends and changes in the marketplace
such as what brands, products, and stores are newly avail-
able, and which ones are popular. The acquisition of such
knowledge is itself an end goal in this shopper journey, and
consumers typically do not have any specific purchase goals
in mind. However, unlike the required journey or the routin-
ized habit journey, consumers may have a more exploratory
mind-set in a learning journey and thus be more susceptible
to impulse purchase (Bloch, Sherrell, and Ridgway 1986;
Baumgartner and Steenkamp 1996). In our survey, the learn-
ing journey was characterized by motivations of adventure
shopping (p <.01) and social shopping (p <.05). In this
journey, consumers are intrigued by the available products
or brands and are also more likely to evaluate them so as
to form an opinion about them, when compared to other
types of shopper journeys. Consequently, consumers may ad-
vocate or critique products in front of others (see table 2).

Gifting Journey. This shopper journey is motivated by the
need or desire to buy a gift for others (Belk 1976). Although
one might deem this journey as a special case of the classic
journey, the socially driven goal of gifting brings with it a
different set of cognitive and affective states than when mak-
ing a purchase for oneself, such as buying food for lunch.
Moreover, some research has suggested that consumers of-
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ten feel happier spending money on others than on them-
selves (Dunn, Aknin, and Norton 2008), suggesting that this
shopper journey may also carry retail therapy benefits. This
journey archetype was associated with motivations of role
shopping (p < .01) in our survey.

Retail Therapy Journey. This shopper journey is motivated
by the desire to feel better after experiencing negative emo-
tions (Lee 2015). The negative feelings could arise from
certain perceived psychosocial deficiencies experienced by
consumers. In this light, retail therapy is a form of compen-
satory consumption response (Mandel et al. 2017). Lay in-
tuition and commercial studies alike have implicated the
prevalence of this shopper journey (Cooper 2013), while ex-
perimental findings suggested that shopping can be effec-
tive in inducing positive affect and “mending the broken
soul,” regardless of whether any purchase is made (Atalay
and Meloy 2011; Lee and Béttger 2017). Interestingly, mo-
tivations of gratification shopping (p < .01), idea shopping
(p < .05), and role shopping (p < .10) were positively asso-
ciated with this shopper journey, while value shopping
(p < .10) was negatively associated with it.

Social Network Journey. This shopper journey typically arises
from interactions or transactions of consumers with
others within their own or other existing social networks.
The accelerating adoption of social media accompanied by a
growing reliance on user-generated (vs. market-generated)
content has not only reduced interpersonal distance but also
spurred the growth of this shopper journey, as consumers ac-
quire value such as entertainment, information, and inter-
action through social media (Chung and Austria 2010;
Goh, Heng, and Lin 2013). A widely popular form of social-
network shopping is peer-to-peer shopping, where consumers
shop through platforms such as Craigslist, Nextdoor, and
eBay and engage in buying and selling with strangers. This
shopper journey archetype was characterized by motiva-
tions of gratification shopping (p < .01) and social shop-
ping (p < .01) and, like the retail therapy archetype, was nega-
tively associated with value shopping (p < .10).

Outsourced Journey. The outsourced journey typically in-
volves delegation of a portion of (e.g., product recommen-
dation) or the entire shopping process to someone else,
such as a close friend or family member, a domestic helper,
a personal shopper, or even a voice-activated virtual assis-
tant (Aggarwal and Mazumdar 2008; Forer 2017). In many
such cases, shopping is regarded as a necessary chore, a la-
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borious activity that one is happy to pass on to someone else.
In some cases, however, one may do this purely out of conve-
nience, time constraints, or a desire to seek and rely on an ex-
pert’s opinion regarding what to buy. With the shrinkage of
leisure time for many shoppers (Gershuny 2011), and cou-
pled with the availability of other new forms of recreation,
we would expect this journey to become increasingly preva-
lent. This shopper journey archetype was characterized by
motivations of role shopping (p < .05) and social shopping
(p <.05). In the outsourced journey, what is most salient
in consumers’ minds is not the actual shopping process it-
self, but rather the product’s usage and its post-use evalua-
tion/critique (see table 2).

Dimensions of Shopper Journey Archetypes
To organize the shopper journey archetypes and to better
understand the relationships among them, we conducted
a second exploratory study in which we randomly assigned
three of the archetypes to each of 174 lab participants re-
cruited from a large university. We asked participants to rate
each assigned shopper archetype along 11 different bipolar
dimensions based on the archetype’s distinctive features.'
We used 9-point scales to elicit responses. These dimensions
(in random order) include: (1) low- versus high-involvement;
(2) entertainment versus purchase; (3) buying versus brows-
ing; (4) self- versus social-driven; (5) hedonic versus utilitar-
ian; (6) affective versus rational; (7) goal- versus non-goal-
oriented; (8) low versus high price sensitivity; (9) low versus
high time pressure; (10) necessary versus discretionary; and
(11) intrinsically versus extrinsically motivated. Based on
participants’ ratings, we plotted a perceptual map to generate
a visualization of the similarities and differences among the
archetypes along the various dimensions (see fig. 2). Specifi-
cally, we generated a two-dimensional principal component
representation based on the average score of each archetype
on each of the 11 dimensions (see table 3); we projected these
11 dimensions as vectors into the two-dimensional factor
space, such that the projection of a particular shopper jour-
ney archetype on a dimension vector characterizes the extent
to which the archetype relates to this dimension.
Inspection of the eigenvalues in the perceptual map sug-

gests a two-dimensional solution accounting for close to

1. We used the same descriptions of the 12 archetypes as in the first
exploratory study (see item 7 in app. C) with one exception: for the re-
quired journey, we amended the description to “This shopping journey is
typically regarded as required or essential for the purchase of necessary,
utilitarian items, and could arise because of a role that the shopper plays

in life,” to reflect the enhanced characterization of the archetype.

Volume 3 Number 3 2018 000

75% of the variance between the archetypes (x-dimension:
53.7%; y-dimension: 21.2%). The position of each archetype
(labeled in uppercase letters) within this two-dimensional
space is indicated by a circular marker, whereas the radiating
vectors represent the different dimensions along which the
archetypes may differ. Broadly, the vectors suggest that the
x-dimension captures goal-oriented versus non-goal-oriented
(correspondingly, purchase vs. entertainment, utilitarian vs.
hedonic, rational vs. affective) whereas the y-dimension re-
lates to whether the shopping episode is self-driven or
social-driven (correspondingly, whether it is intrinsically
or extrinsically motivated).

A closer examination of the individual means of the shop-
per journey archetypes along the various dimensions reveals
specific areas of similarity and difference between archetypes
(see table 3). For example, while some may consider impul-
sive shopping to be a form of retail therapy, our data suggest
that compared to the impulsive journey archetype, the retail
therapy journey archetype is associated with a higher degree
of involvement and greater intrinsic motivation. In addition,
the data highlight subtle differences between archetypes that
may seem to occupy similar positions on the perceptual map
(fig. 2). For instance, when compared to the classic journey ar-
chetype, the required journey archetype is associated with
higher time pressure and lower price sensitivity, while the
routinized habit journey archetype is associated with a lower
degree of involvement.

Overall, the data from our second exploratory study not
only validate the unique role of each shopper journey arche-
type, but also provide us with an improved understanding
of how these archetypes are similar to, and different from,
one another.

Illustration of Shopper Journey Archetypes

and Shopper States

To further illustrate how these shopper journey archetypes
relate to the proposed needs-based shopper journey model,
thus demonstrating an application of the proposed model,
next we dive deeper into four types of shopper journeys
from the four quadrants of the journey archetype per-
ceptual map and discuss the potential configuration of
shopper-state transitions in each of these journeys.

Classic Journey. The classic journey is arguably the most styl-
ized of the shopper journeys. As exemplified in the tradi-
tional purchase funnel model or the AIDA model (with
AIDA being an acronym for the four proposed stages of
the shopping process: Attention, Interest, Desire, and Ac-
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Figure 2. A perceptual map of common shopper journey archetypes. This figure illustrates the perceptual map that we plotted to obtain a

visualization of the similarities and differences among the shopper journey archetypes (labeled in uppercase letters) along 11 bipolar di-

mensions: (1) low- versus high-involvement; (2) entertainment versus purchase; (3) buying versus browsing; (4) self- versus social-driven;

(5) hedonic versus utilitarian; (6) affective versus rational; (7) goal- versus non-goal-oriented; (8) low versus high price sensitivity; (9) low

versus high time pressure; (10) necessary versus discretionary; and (11) intrinsically versus extrinsically motivated. Specifically, we gen-

erated a two-dimensional principal component representation based on the average score of each archetype on each of the 11 dimensions

(see table 3).

tion; Strong 1925), this journey includes most of the steps
in the standard shopping process, from initial awareness to
post-use product evaluation. These states are typically tra-
versed in a linear fashion, progressing from one state to the
next as the shopper converges on a particular brand or
product to purchase. Despite the growing incidence of other
shopper journeys, the classic journey is still very prevalent
today, such as consumers’ first-time purchase of a high-
involvement product (e.g., furniture for a new apartment).
The classic journey is highly associated with the rationality

and utilitarian dimensions (see perceptual map in fig. 2).

Retail Therapy Journey. The retail therapy journey typically
begins with the experience of negative mood (potentially
driven by a perceived psychosocial deficiency) that leads to
a desire to repair this aversive state. Shoppers often seek
something to purchase for self-gratification or may engage
in mere browsing or window shopping without any intention

to purchase, so as to distract themselves from the negative
feelings or immerse themselves within the arousing visual
displays in the shopping environment. In the latter case,
the available product offerings may induce shoppers to make
a purchase, which in turn attenuates the negative mood. In
our exploratory study, the states that participants most as-
sociated with this shopper journey archetype are “Purchase”
(70%), “Browse” (62%), “Explore” (56%), and “Intrigued”
(50%). Moreover, when compared to other archetypes, the
retail therapy journey is more often associated with the “Val-
idate” state in which consumers assess the extent to which
their emotions have been repaired due to the shopping ex-
perience or to a particular purchase made, at which time
they can “withdraw” from the shopping or consumption
of the product (see table 2). As shown in figure 2, the retail
therapy journey is associated with the lowest degree of price
sensitivity, low time pressure, and high intrinsic motiva-
tion.
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Table 3. Mean Ratings of Shopper Journey Archetypes along Various Dimensions

Classic  Retail therapy Impulsive Opportunistic Social network Entertainment Outsourced  Joint Gifting  Required Routinized habit Learning
N =144 (N=449 (N=143) =49 N = 42) N = 44) (N=44) (IN=142) (N=44) (N=45) (N = 43) N = 43)
Affective/rational 6.59** 2.18* 2.19* 4.89 2.93** 2.55%* 5.57 4.29* 4.14* 7.30** 6.14** 6.40**
(1.859) (1.944) (1.277) (2.305) (1.504) (1.591) (2.500) (2.437)  (2.485)  (1.746) (2.199) (2.238)
Purchase/no purchase goal 2.48** 6.25** 6.81** 4.75 5.81* 7.23** 2.61* 4.40* 2.26** 2.20* 3.86** 7.12**
(1.732) (2.934) (2.353) (2.432) (2.211) (1.828) (1.504) (2.368)  (1.875)  (1.549) (2.722) (2.107)
Low/high involvement 6.89** 5.68* 4.77 6.32%* 5.33 491 4.48 6.64** 7.26** 5.77* 5.23 5.95**
(1.660) (2.622) (2.338) (2.009) (1.720) (2.311) (2.547) (1.554) (1.432) (2.458) (2.534) (2.104)
Low/high price sensitivity 6.14* 3.55™* 3.91* 7.02** 4.43** 4.59 4.77 513 5.17 4.59 5.56 5.60*
(1.786) (2.028) (2.369) (2.162) (1.670) (2.234) (2.010) (1.841) (2.117)  (2.346) (2.185) (2.002)
Buying/ browsing 3.68** 4.05** 3.95%* 4.52 5.55 6.43** 3.34** 4.87 2.98** 2.41* 3.98** 7.95**
(2.270) (2.917) (2.768) (2.426) (2.189) (2.396) (2.188) (2128)  (2.404)  (1.945) (2.824) (1.588)
Self-/social-driven 3.61** 3.07** 3.98** 4.48 7.40** 491 5.45 7.13** 6.90** 3.25% 3.51** 4.16™
(1.883) (2.396) (2.405) (2.538) (2.073) (2.666) (2.425) @.727)  (2.207) (2.070) (2.086) (2.663)
Hedonic/utilitarian 5.82* 2.68** 2.98 5.05 3.76** 2.36** 5.82%* 4.96 6.10** 7.20%* 6.35** 5.33
(1.632) (1.749) (1.739) (2.057) (1.665) (2.047) (2.015) (1.809) (1.722) (1.837) (2.080) (2.032)
Entertainment/ purchase 7.02%* 3.59** 4.28** 5.68" 3.10** 1.64* 6.61** 511 7.17** 7.34** 6.53** 3.81**
1.517) (2.714) (2.711) (2.122) (1.694) (:990) (2.115) (2187) (2197) (1.916) (2.303) (2.217)
Low/high time pressure 4.68 3.05** 3.86™* 5.45 3.81** 2.39* 4.73 5.29 6.40™* 5.61** 4.23** 3.02**
(2.176) (2.079) (2.386) (2.454) (2.255) (1.418) (2.500) (2.242)  (1.951) (1.991) (2.114) (1.739)
Necessary/discretionary 3.77** 7.11%* 7.40** 6.11* 6.62** 7.52** 3.86™* 5.09 4.26* 227 3.63** 6.40**
(1.764) (2.126) (2.002) (2.170) (1.899) (1.562) (2.216) (.975) (2.732)  (1.717) (2.401) (1.761)
Intrinsically/extrinsically motivated ~ 4.20** 2.64** 4.81 6.39** 6.33** 5.07 5.64* 5.87* 6.38** 4.14* 4.02** 4.49
(1.760) (1.780) (2.657) (2.374) (2.126) (2.286) (2.168) (2.128) (2.241) (2.128) (2.087) (2.676)

Note.—This table reports the means and standard deviations of participants’ ratings of the 12 shopper journey archetypes along various dimensions. Entries in the first column

indicate the descriptive anchors on the two ends of the bipolar scales. Standard deviations in parentheses; means that are higher than the midpoint of the scale (5) are indicated in

boldface, while those that are lower are in italics.

*p <.10.
**p <.05.
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Social Network Journey. In the social network journey, peer-
to-peer sharing is a central aspect of the shopping experi-
ence (see table 2; in our exploratory study, 65% of the par-
ticipants rated “Share” as a state that they would associate
with this shopper journey, the most dominant of all states).
Within their own social networks, consumers may share their
initial product awareness and needs, invite comments from
friends and family regarding items in their shopping cart
or “saved” list, seek advice during product evaluation, and ul-
timately display their purchase and postconsumption evalua-
tions through online reviews. Consistent with these tenden-
Post-Use Evaluate” and “Advocate/
Critique” are two other states that consumers tend to asso-

» o«

cies, besides “Share,

ciate with the social network journey. The desire for consum-
ers to share their consumption experience or their views
about a product could be driven by a variety of motivations
such as socializing, impression management, status seeking,
and pure hedonic enjoyment and gratification (Dholakia,
Bagozzi, and Pearo 2004; Ma and Chen 2014). This journey
is associated with browsing and is perceived as discretionary
with no specific goal (see fig. 2).

Gifting Journey. The gifting journey is motivated by a social
goal of acquiring a gift for a social other such as a friend
or relative. Shoppers embarking on this journey exhibit a
broad spectrum of states, including “Explore” (62%), “Search”
(70%), “Evaluate” (60%), and “Purchase” (82%) (see table 2).
The gifting journey has the highest purchase rate among all
archetypes and presents a unique combination of high explo-
ration (i.e., openness to ideas) and purchase, presumably due
to the overarching goal of identifying and acquiring the
“right” gift. As indicated in the perceptual map in figure 2,
the gifting journey is associated with the greatest degree of
extrinsic motivation, time pressure, and involvement across
the archetypes.

THEORETICAL AND PRACTICAL
IMPLICATIONS
Our needs-adaptive shopper journey model, along with the
proposed collection of shopper journey archetypes, facili-
tates theoretical and empirical analysis of consumer behav-
ior beyond that available with other journey models. By fo-
cusing on shoppers’ varying goals and motivations, our
framework defines an integrative set of concepts and fac-
tors that guide future theoretical research as well as strate-
gic decision making for marketers and retailers.

First, because many shopper journey archetypes do not
necessarily end in a purchase (e.g., entertainment journey,

Lee et al.

learning journey, social network journey), theorizing can
more closely match behaviors that we observe in the mar-
ketplace. For instance, many retailers create shopping expe-
riences intended to go beyond the immediate purchase.
Brands such as Apple and Harley-Davidson have estab-
lished “showroom” retail outlets in major urban shopping
locations designed to reinforce their desired brand image,
while Nike’s “Community Stores” have local employment
and outreach goals, providing a richer texture to the rela-
tionship between retailer and customer (Buss 2016). Devices
such as Google Home, Amazon Echo, and Dash Buttons fa-
cilitate repeat purchases and monitor how consumers use
connected devices. In these instances, the retailer’s primary
goal in considering the shopper’s journey is to strengthen
the emotional and cognitive ties between the shopper and
the brand, while discouraging search for competitive prod-
ucts with a “long game” view toward future purchases and
repurchases.

Second, an improved understanding of shopper journey
archetypes can allow a seller to effectively trigger a partic-
ular shopping archetype and make relevant CRM-system-
based recommendations. For example, knowing that shop-
ping archetypes involving others (e.g., gifting, joint) entail
both affective Explore/Browse and cognitive Search/Evalu-
ate/Decide states, marketers can design messages around
key holidays (e.g., Christmas, Mother’s Day, Father’s Day)
to present a range of relevant options for a customer to ex-
plore (e.g., based on the customer’s demographic profile)
with the necessary detailed information regarding the op-
tions for cognitive evaluation, and then separately entice
the customer to purchase the examined items. Other sellers
might specialize in appealing to the impulsive or the oppor-
tunistic shopper archetype, presenting attractive bargains
for consumers in the style of a treasure hunt. In response
to consumers’ desire to be offered “relevant recommenda-
tions I wouldn’t have thought of myself” (Boudet et al.
2017), the seller could remind the classic, required, or rou-
tinized habit shopper archetype of the likely depletion of a
utilitarian item that requires repurchase. In response to
consumers’ request that sellers “Talk to me when I'm in a
shopping mode,” the seller could infer a customer’s mood
through text analysis and propose that the retail therapy
journey be undertaken as an antidote to the blues or bore-
dom, offering a range of mood-lifting hedonic and experi-
ential options.

Third, understanding the specific states involved in the
different shopper journey archetypes allows marketers to
strategically intercept consumers at particular stages dur-
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ing the shopping process and maximize customer value.
Such marketing actions are especially pertinent to the re-
cent explosion in omnichannel retailing, or the seamless in-
tegration and synergistic management of various channels
(e.g., online, offline, mobile, call center, direct sales force) in
retailing to capitalize on their different respective strengths
(Neslin and Shankar 2009; Verhoef et al. 2015). Combining
interactivity and instantaneity, mobile devices, for example,
can be used to facilitate information lookup during “Search”
and “Evaluate,” or to communicate product options in the
“Browse” and “Explore” states so as to “Intrigue” consumers
and induce buying. A case in point is Toyota’s recent (2017)
investment in Google’s mobile advertising capability in the
form of swipeable photos, in response to increases in searches
on mobile phones—which saw an increase from 30% in
2016 among car buyers to 71% less than a year later. More
broadly, mobile expert systems and “shopping concierges”
(Shankar et al. 2016) can customize to consumers’ specific
shopper journey archetypes, providing a rich, interactive
shopping experience.

Furthermore, the stochastic, nonlinear model of shop-
ping states provides a richer way to characterize and de-
scribe shopper journeys and to model “optimal” journeys.
For instance, the retail therapy and learning journeys both
involve “skipping” or “omitting” steps contained in the typ-
ical classic journey. New analytic methods will be needed to
specify and test these journeys from a research perspective
and determine which journeys are most likely to result in
an ultimate sale. “Real time” analysis of a shopper’s journey,
based on an analysis of click-stream data, could be used
to recommend that a shopper skip a step or two and go di-
rectly to “Decide” under the appropriate circumstances, or
that the shopper “Evaluate” and postpone the decision for
now. Recognizing that shopper journeys are nondetermin-
istic (as opposed to the classic journey) provides marketers
with a richer set of possible interventions to appeal to
shoppers while maximizing customer satisfaction. More-
over, understanding the prevalence of different shopper
journey archetypes and their respective characteristics
and constituent states can also help marketers to contex-
tually prime specific goals and shift the goals that shop-
pers pursue and their resultant journeys. For example,
mobile apps could exploit the conflict between some shop-
pers’ deal-proneness in an opportunistic journey and their
need for instant gratification in the impulsive journey by
using triggers to focus their attention on paying more to
obtain instant delivery rather than waiting for a price dis-
count. Shifting shoppers who are already in an imple-

Volume 3 Number 3 2018 000

mental mind-set back to deliberation may be challenging
in a brick-and-mortar environment, but mobile devices
could make such switching feasible by providing instanta-
neous, context-sensitive information leading to abandon-
ment or acceleration of previous shopping plans.

Finally, perhaps one of the most important aspects of
our needs-adaptive shopper journey model is its greater
emphasis on the social nature of many shopper journeys.
Including “Advocate/Critique” and “Share” as explicit states
in the model recognizes shoppers’ propensity to seek advice
and counsel before a purchase and validation after a pur-
chase. While some might see these behaviors as a simple
extension of the role of word-of-mouth advertising in pre-
vious consumer search models, the popularity of social me-
dia sites such as Pinterest and Instagram—which allow
consumers to showcase to others their wish list of desired
goods and services, and to engage in “strategic behavior” on
review sites such as Yelp in order to influence merchants—
suggests fundamental shifts in shopper behavior. Mobile
devices, in particular, allow shoppers to constantly feel in
touch with the external social environment, offering a con-
venient channel for them to connect with their social
groups and the online community at large, while allowing
marketers to continue engaging with shoppers through
mobile-linked loyalty programs and customization tools.
Alternatives to the straightforward linear purchase model
are needed in order to better describe and understand

emerging shopper journeys.

QUESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

We conclude this article with a discussion of some potential
research questions and directions arising from our concep-
tual needs-adaptive shopper journey model for future in-
quiry. We note that this is not intended to be an exhaustive
list but rather serves as a catalyst to spur research and
thinking.

1. Which Archetypes Are More Common, and What
Factors Contribute to Their Incidence?

While we have considered 12 journey archetypes that con-
sumers typically embark on in their shopping activities,
these archetypes vary in their degree of incidence. Indeed,
the results of our exploratory study indicate that the classic
journey archetype (52%) was deemed as most representa-
tive of the majority of the recalled shopping trips in the
previous month, with the required journey (13.8%) and
the opportunistic journey (9.2%) emerging as the distant
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second and third most selected archetype (see the upper
panel of fig. B.1 in the appendix). A similar pattern emerged
when participants were allowed to select more than one
shopper journey archetype to describe their recent shop-
ping trip, with 70.7%, 36.1%, and 25.3% choosing the clas-
sic, required, and opportunistic journeys, respectively (see
the lower panel of fig. B.1 in the appendix).

However, when participants were asked to rate (1 = not
at all, 7 = all the time) how frequently they typically en-
gaged in each of the 12 types of shopper journeys, the pat-
tern of their responses was more balanced across the shop-
per journey archetypes, with the classic journey (M = 5.58,
SD = 1.38), the giftingjourney (M = 4.95,SD = 1.79), and
the routinized habit journey (M = 4.19, SD = 1.95) being
the most common. Further, when participants were asked
torate (1 = notatall, 7 = all the time) how frequently they
thought the average consumer would engage in each of the
shopper journeys, their ratings were even more balanced,
ranging from the entertainment journey (M = 3.29, SD =
1.39), which they perceived as the least common, to the clas-
sic journey (M = 5.74, SD = 5.74), which they perceived as
the most common.

Overall, while these results lend credence to the validity of
the traditional purchase funnel model that is akin to the clas-
sic journey, they also highlight that other shopper journey ar-
chetypes are common in a consumer’s life. Importantly, the
rapidly evolving retail landscape (e.g., omnichannel retailing)
may further influence the relative incidence of shopper jour-
neys. For example, households have been found to be more
brand- and size-loyal (and less price sensitive) when they
shop for grocery products online compared to offline (Chu
et al. 2010), suggesting that online shoppers are more likely
to follow a routinized habit journey than shoppers in brick-
and-mortar stores. Future research could thus look more
deeply into the specific factors (e.g., environmental, social)
that contribute to the incidence of these shopper journey ar-
chetypes, and how their incidence varies with time and with
the myriad changes in the retail environment.

2. How Do the Shopper States and Their Transitions
Vary across Archetypes?

In our discussion of shopper journey archetypes, we high-
lighted the potential state transitions for some of the ar-
chetypes to illustrate how these archetypes map onto our
needs-adaptive shopper journey model. In our pilot study,
we also explored how consumers’ behavioral and psycholog-
ical states varied across the different archetypes (see tables 2
and B.2), and the similarities and differences among these ar-
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chetypes across a variety of dimensions (see table 3). These
preliminary data suggest that there are substantial differ-
ences across the various archetypes despite the apparent
co-occurrence of some of them (see table B.3), lending further
support to the value of conceptualizing and analyzing them
separately. To better understand each of these archetypes, fu-
ture research could look more closely into the component
shopper states in each archetype—particularly the sequence
of state transitions, as well as when and how the states tran-
sition from one to another—and how these transitions vary

across archetypes.

3. What Drives Transitions from One Archetype

to Another?

Related to the previous macro-level question on temporal
changes in shopper journey archetypes, at a more micro level,
a consumer’s dominant shopper journey archetype could also
change over time. Certain life events may result in natural
shifts in one’s dominant shopper journey archetype, such
as the change from a classic journey to a joint journey as con-
sumers spend more time with a significant other or after they
start a family, or the switch from an entertainment journey or
an impulsive journey to a routinized habit journey or a classic
journey as consumers find themselves having less time and
financial resources to spare due to mounting professional
and family responsibilities. More interestingly, when does a
consumer who predominantly follows a routinized habit jour-
ney migrate (or, perhaps, revert) to a classic journey? Or when
does one transition from a classic journey to an outsourced
journey? In what ways might external shocks and disruptions
(e.g., the Equifax data breach) shift consumers’ dominant
shopper archetype from one to another? More generally, to
what extent are particular archetypes that tend to co-occur
with an archetype more natural candidates for such transi-
tions (see table B.3)?

Strategically, retailers could anticipate and consider such
likely sequences of shopper journeys and, accordingly, engi-
neer appropriate shopping experiences for consumers. For
instance, a retailer who recognizes that a consumer has just
completed a learning journey (e.g., searching the retailer’s
site and ordering a sample) may want to follow up with
the necessary tools for the consumer to complete a classic
journey. However, consumers who are in a routinized habit
journey may be ideal candidates to transition to an out-
sourced journey, again facilitated by the retailer. Recognizing
the multiplicity of consumer journeys and their potentially
sequential nature creates opportunities for retailers to add

value to consumers.
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Therefore, besides examining the antecedents of each
shopper journey archetype, it might also be worthwhile from
both a strategic and a consumer well-being perspective to
probe deeper into the conditions under which one shopper
journey archetype transitions to another. To address this,
one could begin by looking at the specific shopping motiva-
tions that drive the incidence of the different shopper jour-
ney archetypes (see table B.1) or examine the characteristics
of the different component shopper states in the archetypes
(see tables 2 and B.2).

4. How Does Customer Experience Integrate with
Shopper Journey Archetypes?

In this work, we have focused on characterizing and de-
scribing consumers’ shopping goals and needs in our con-
ceptualization of a needs-adaptive shopper journey model
and the various shopper journey archetypes. In line with
our emphasis on maximizing consumer well-being, an es-
sential question to address is whether the type of shopper
journey would affect consumers’ affective experience and,
in turn, their overall shopping experience and satisfaction.
Moreover, to what extent do the various types of changes
in the retail environment influence not only how consum-
ers shop, but also how they feel about their shopping expe-
rience? To what extent might the different shopper journey
archetypes correspond to different shopper expectations,
leading to the use of possibly different criteria for judging
one’s shopping experience and satisfaction? Further, how
would the shopping experience, in turn, affect the type of
shopper journeys that people undertake? Hence, it would
be worthwhile for future research to look into the relation-
ship between shopping process and shopper experience,
and possibly integrate existing frameworks of customer
experience (Lemon and Verhoef 2016) with our needs-
adaptive shopper journey model and the concomitant shop-
per journey archetypes.

5. Are There Any Emerging Shopper Journey
Archetypes?

While we have identified 12 shopper journey archetypes
that capture the most typical shopping occasions commonly
experienced by consumers, this list is clearly not exhaustive.
With further knowledge, lifestyle, technological, and struc-
tural changes in the larger consumption environment, we
expect other shopper journey archetypes to emerge in the
future. Nonetheless, we believe that our proposed needs-
adaptive shopper journey model provides a robust founda-
tion from which new or emerging shopping journey arche-
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types can be analyzed, and we hope that more researchers
will participate in the important and exciting enterprise of
seeking, examining, and understanding these new arche-

types.

CONCLUSION
Motivated by the desire to incorporate the rich literature in
marketing research and emerging trends in the retail indus-
try into the study of shopping behavior, we proposed a
needs-adaptive model of the shopper journey in this article.
With consumer well-being at its core and a focus on shop-
per motivations, this model complements and contrasts
with existing models of the shopping process that may be
less flexible and theoretically grounded. We believe that
our proposed model has the flexibility to adapt to the evolv-
ing retailing landscape, characterized by significant ongoing
knowledge, lifestyle, technological, and structural changes.
To further illustrate the workings and potential applica-
tions of the needs-adaptive shopper journey model, and to
incorporate consumers’ needs and motivations into our ex-
amination of shopping behavior, we identified 12 shopper
journey archetypes that capture the most typical shopping
processes that consumers experience in their daily lives. Be-
sides discussing each of these archetypes and relating them
to the extant research, we also explored their relationships
with one another as well as the specific psychological states
that consumers experience in these shopper journeys. We
hope that our introduction of this model and its accompa-
nying shopper journey archetypes, along with our discus-
sion of the motivations underlying their conceptualization,
will spur further work on this foundational topic in market-

ing and consumer research.
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