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The U.S. Men’s Shaving Cream Market: A Competitive Profile

ABSTRACT

We have pursued two major objectives in this paper.  One is to develop a price-quality segmentation profile of the U.S. Men’s Shaving Cream Market based on sales data for 2008 and 2007 from retail outlets.  We argue that the best-selling brands are in the mid-price segment.  Second, contrary to Porter’s contention, we test the hypothesis that market share leaders compete at a price that is above average, rather than at a price that is below or close to industry average.


We have employed cluster analysis as the primary weapon in generating a price-quality segmentation profile of this market.  To minimize the use of judgment and to maintain consistency of results, we have relied on a combination of KMeans and Hierarchical clustering algorithms.  In addition, we developed some guidelines to maintain cluster reliability.  Since our analysis covered two years, the results for 2007 acted as a complement to 2008, and provided an important source of cluster validity.


The men’s shaving cream market consists of two major segments: gel and foam.  In 2008 they represented, respectively, 69% and 26% of the market.  In the gel segment price-quality segmentation analysis supported our hypothesis that market share leaders operated in the mid-price segment.  However, results for the foam segment were mixed.  Testing the hypothesis that the best-selling brands compete at an above-average price produced mixed results.  We believe more studies of this type are needed to develop a better understanding of this subject. 
Key Words
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INTRODUCTION

We have two major objectives in this paper.  First is to develop a price-quality segmentation profile of the U.S. Shaving Cream Market.  Then we test the hypothesis that the market share leader would be a mid-price brand, with a price tag above industry average. 

The analysis of this market is based on data for 2008 and 2007 from retail outlets, using both KMeans and Hierarchical clustering algorithms as the primary source of statistical analysis.  The purpose of this endeavor is to find out what the structural characteristics of this market are.  What are the product segments (e.g., foam, gel, cream, bar, etc.) this market consists of, and which ones are the most significant?  What is the price-quality segmentation contour of this market?  Most importantly, which brand is the market share leader in each product segment, and which price-quality segment (e.g., economy, mid-price, and premium) it belongs to?  What are the major corporate groups competing in this market, and what is source of their technological competence? 


With a market share of 69% in 2008 shaving gel is by far the largest segment in this market, followed by foam’s 26%, a distant second (Table 1).  So, we have focused our attention only on these two product segments.

Contrary to Porter’s (1980, 1985) position, Datta (2009) has argued that the best-selling offering in a product market is very likely to be a mid-price brand that carries an above-average price tag, rather than a price that is below or close to the industry average.

The primary purpose of this study is to test this hypothesis.
RESEARCH BACKGROUD


Before we proceed with data analysis we need to discuss four major issues: (1) Porter’s cost leadership and differentiation strategies, (2) Strategic group theory, (3) Market segmentation, and (4) Cluster analysis techniques.
Porter’s Cost Leadership and Differentiation Strategies

Porter (1980: 36, 41-42) suggests that high market share is generally associated with cost leadership strategy.  He says a company following this strategy cannot be an “above-average performer” unless it can “command prices at or near the industry average” (1985: 13, italics added).  

Porter (1980: 38; 1985: 127-28) suggests that differentiation and high market share do not generally go together because differentiation is “usually” costly.  He says it often requires a perception of exclusivity or uniqueness which calls for premium prices: a situation generally incompatible with high market share. 
 
In contrast, Datta (2009) argues that differentiation and high market share can indeed go together.  He argues that Porter’s view of differentiation--equating it with uniqueness--is too narrow.  Datta suggests that providing a high-quality product and charging a premium price is not the only way to achieve successful differentiation.  In the consumer market another viable alternative is to seek market share leadership by competing in the mid-price segment catering to a broad middle class and offering higher quality--at a higher price--relative to close competitors. 

He adds that another important point to recognize is that differentiation and cost leadership, too, can exist side by side.  For example, Toyota Camry has been the best-selling car in America for nine of the last ten years.  Toyota is also regarded as the leading low-cost producer in the global automobile industry (Datta, 2009; Thomson & Strickland, 2008: 152).

Datta (2009) says he agrees with Mintzberg (1988) that competitive strategy has only two dimensions: differentiation and scope.  So, if we temporarily set scope aside, differentiation is the only game in town.  This position also seems to fit in with the notion, espoused by Levitt (1980)--and many others, including Porter--that even a so-called commodity can be differentiated.  Thus, product differentiation is a broad continuum, not a polarity.  So, the critical question is not whether to differentiate, but how (Datta, 2009).
Strategic Group Theory

In strategy research there has long been a great deal of emphasis on strategy-performance relationship (Ketchen, Jr., & Shook, 1996).  Strategic group research is one area that has received a lot of attention in the past.  Barney and Hoskisson (1990) have argued that this research has not been very fruitful.  They point out that performance differences between groups of firms depends on how the groups are defined, which in turn, depends on the choice of variables included in the analysis.


Barney and Hoskisson (1990) make a very good point.  However, we would like to go a step further.  Another very important factor is how broadly an industry is defined.  For example, the authors chose the food processing industry with 27 firms for analysis in their paper.  This sample of firms include such diverse businesses as makers or processors of chocolate, beer, soup, cheese, cereals, flour, chicken, and so on.  So, we submit that one reason the study produced equivocal results is that the industry definition is too broad, in which many businesses do not compete directly with each other at all.

 Barney and Hoskisson (1990) point out that the strategic group research has neither demonstrated the existence of strategic groups nor their relationship to firm performance.  They therefore recommend the development of theory at the level of the individual firm.  
Market Segmentation, Differentiation, and Positioning

Many years ago Hofer (1976) complained that market segmentation had not received much attention in strategic management literature.  The situation doesn’t seem to have changed much if one looks at the three leading journals in this field.  For example, under the subject of market segmentation not a single article seems to have appeared in Academy of  Management Journal, only one in Academy of Management Review, and three in Strategic Management Journal.  

Contrary to the narrow demand-oriented approach to market segmentation-- common in marketing and planning literature--Datta (1996) has proposed an integrated approach that includes both the demand and supply sides of the competitive equation.  Another advantage of his framework is that it provides a direct link to the resource-based theory of strategic management.


An important part of his contribution is the notion of price-quality segmentation. Customers often use price as a symbol of quality to perceive differences in brands, and firms regularly use relative price to differentiate themselves from their nearest competition in each price-quality segment (Datta, 1996).


Datta (1996) points out an important distinction between market segmentation and differentiation.  When we consider these two concepts together, we can see that differentiation can be visualized two ways: (1) differentiation across or between segments, and (2) differentiation within segments.  The comparison between Mercedes E-class and Ford Taurus is an example of differentiation between segments: premium vs. mid-price.  But the comparison between Mercedes E-class and BMW 5-series is a case of differentiation within a segment.  Clearly, one would find more competition within rather than between segments.  Thus, the distinction between market segmentation and differentiation is more a matter of degree than of kind (Datta, 1996).


Finally, a major advantage of market segmentation analysis is that it focuses on individual product markets--such as the men’s shaving gel market.  This is the arena where competitive wars are really fought, and this is where the rich dynamics of competition often reveal themselves. 
The Importance of Positioning


The first step for a business in positioning a brand is to choose the price-quality segment (e.g., economy, mid-price, premium, etc.) the brand is to compete in.  The second step is to determine the relative price level the brand should maintain compared to its nearest competition in that segment.  Finally, positioning calls for a product benefit the brand is going to focus on to differentiate itself from the competition (Datta, 2009).


For example, in 1921 GM pioneered the idea of “a car for every purse and purpose,” and created five price-quality segments––from a Chevrolet, to a Pontiac, to an Oldsmobile, to a Buick, to a Cadillac.  In order to differentiate GM brands from their competition, GM positioned each car line at the top of the price scale in its price-quality segment (Datta, 1996, 2009). 


Positioning a brand on the basis of customer benefit is the next important step in differentiating it from its competition.  A classic example is BMW which has positioned itself as “the ultimate driving machine” in targeting the yuppie segment (Datta, 2009).
Cluster Analysis Procedures

Empirical studies based on cluster analysis have received a lot of criticism in the Strategic Management literature.  Ketchen, Jr. and Shook (1996) have identified three areas of this concern: (1) An extensive reliance on judgment on the part of the researcher, (2) Lack of an underlying theoretical rationale, and (3) The power of cluster analysis to produce groups where none exist.  An important issue is the selection of variables.  So, selecting variables on the basis of solid theoretical background is a good starting point (ibid).

To minimize researcher bias, it is better to rely on more than one technique rather than just one algorithm.  Another important requirement is to test for reliability or consistency of the results produced by cluster analysis (ibid).


Validating the results is the final step.  Ketchen, Jr. and Shook (1996) suggest two avenues: (1) Split a sample in half, and (2) External validity.  As stated earlier, the external variables are most likely to be performance variables.
A BRIEF HISTORY OF MEN’S SHAVING CREAM INDUSTRY

At present shaving gels dominate the men’s shaving cream market.  But before gel “there was foam, and before foam there were creams, and before the creams, there was plain old soap” [along with a brush and a mug] (Pinfold, 1999: 130). 

The modern shaving preparations are intended to do several things: (1) to lubricate the skin, (2) to enable the cutting blade to cut the protruding hair, but not the surrounding skin, (3) to moisten and soften hair to make it easier to cut them, and (4) to prevent skin irritation (Toedt, Koza, & Cleef-Toedt, 2005: 55).

According to Woodward (1939) Colgate introduced the first brushless shaving cream, Rapid-Shave, in 1914-15.  But, Barbasol shaving cream, invented in 1919, became the most famous name associated with this innovation (http://www.perio-nc.com/ourstory/history; Reis, 2006).

The next major advance in this market was the aerosol can.  The aerosol can was first patented by a Norwegian in 1927 (Sviokla & Paoni, 2005).  In the 1950s Barbasol changed its formulation from a thick cream in a tube to a fluffy foam in an aerosol can, a practice that was soon followed by others, such as Gillette Foamy in 1953 ((http://www.perio-nc.com/ourstory/history; Howe, 2005).
 
In 1970 S.C. Johnson & Son entered the personal care market by introducing Edge Gel--the first shaving gel for which it was awarded a patent in 1970.  This has been the last major innovation in the shaving cream industry.  In 1966 the company introduced Pledge, the first sprayable furniture polish in an aerosol can.  In its quest for entering the shaving cream market, the company engineers found that gel was a better skin lubricant than the then- popular foam shaving cream.  But then how do you go about dispensing gel from an aerosol can?  The company solved this problem by “introducing an expandable bladder in the bottom of the can” (Sviokla & Paoni, 2005; also Ries, 2006).  

Edge gel went on to dominate the men’s shaving gel market and has become a mega brand (Ries, 2006).  More importantly, while the market for men’s shaving gel has expanded greatly, the market for shaving foam (aerosol) has relatively become much smaller.  This is because gel provides extra lubrication and protection that is preferred by many consumers over the foam shaving cream (Toedt, Koza, & Cleef-Toedt, 2005: 57).

In 2008 total retail sales of men’s foam shaving cream were $49 million, as opposed to $131 million for gel shaving cream.  Also while six major corporate groups (excluding private brands) are competing in the gel segment in 2008, only three do so in the foam segment (Tables 12-13): down from four in 2007 with the departure of Colgate (Tickner, 2009).

In 1989 S.C. Johnson & Son won a lawsuit against Gillette’s Foamy Gel for violating its gel patent.  However, Edge Gel’s patent expired in Dec. 1987 (The New York Times, 1989).  Thus Edge Gel may have lost its edge because it opened the door to potential competitors to jump into the shaving gel market (Sloan, 1988).  Nevertheless, Edge Gel was a clear front runner in 2008 with a market share (units) of 35.9% followed by Gillette Series Gel with 22.9%.

In May 2009 S.C. Johnson sold its shaving gel business to Energizer Holdings (Burke, 2009).
DEVELOPING A PRICE-QUALITY SEGMENTATION PROFILE: MEN’S SHAVING CREAM MARKET


This analysis is based on U.S. retail sales data for 2008, 2007 from food stores (supermarkets) with sales of over $ 2 million, and drug stores over $ 1 million.  It includes retail stores such as Target and K-Mart, but excludes Wal-Mart as well as warehouse clubs, e.g., Sam’s Club, Costco, and BJ’s.  It also excludes dollar stores such as Dollar General, Family Dollar, and Dollar Tree
.

The data includes total dollar and unit sales, no-promotion dollar and unit sales, and promotion
 (promo) dollar and unit sales.


The men’s shaving cream market recorded $191 million sales in 2008 (Table 1).  It runs the gamut of 11 different product segments of which only three are significant: gel ($131 million), foam –aerosol—($49 million), and cream ($ 9 million).  In package size gel ranged from 1 to 14.8 oz, foam from 2 to 14.8 oz, and cream from 1 to 16 oz.

In order to compare apples with apples, we found that the 7-oz gel and the 11-oz foam were by far the most popular sizes in their respective product categories.  For 2008 7-oz gel accounted for 89% of total gel $ sales, while 11-oz foam was 78% of total foam $ sales. 


With regard to the small cream segment no size emerged as a clear front runner.  So we determined that we could not conduct any further analysis of this segment.
Determining Identity of Market Share Leader’s Price-Quality Segment

As already stated, the primary purpose of this paper is to identify the market share leader in each product segment (gel and foam) and the price-quality segment—based on price data--each is competing in.  As already stated, the gel and foam segments are represented, respectively, by data for gel 7oz and foam (aerosol) 11oz.


Most consumer markets can be divided in three basic segments: premium, mid-price, and economy (Datta, 1996).  These three basic segments can be extended to five with the addition of super-premium and ultra-economy segments.  We offer two hypotheses about market share leader for each of the two men’s major shaving cream segments: gel and foam (aerosol).
Hypothesis

a) That the market share leader would be a member of the mid-price segment, and 

b) That the market share leader would carry an above-average price tag. 

Performing Cluster Analysis

For each year--2008 and 2007--we performed two series of cluster analysis routines featuring just a single variable--unit price--for each main brand included in the analysis: one for gel and another for foam.  As stated before, we employed two clustering techniques to minimize researcher bias.  First we employed KMeans cluster analysis and developed cluster membership profiles for three, four, and five clusters for gel, and only three and four clusters for foam.  We then followed this up with Hierarchical cluster analysis for which, like the KMeans algorithm, we specified a range of 3-5 (or 3-4) clusters.

In many cases the results offered by these two diverse routines were identical.  In other case the two deviated only slightly from each other.  Only in very few cases the two results diverged significantly.  So when there was a divergence between the results produced by the two procedures we looked at the overall clustering picture--represented by the 3-5 clusters (for gel)

and 3-4 for foam--to determine which of the two algorithms provided  a more consistent solution.
Guidelines for Cluster Consistency

The most important question we had to address was the number of clusters—from 3 to 5—that best represented the data.  So, we set up the following guidelines to enhance cluster reliability or consistency.

One is that the anchor clusters—the top and the bottom--should be robust.  The most resilient cluster is one whose membership remains unchanged throughout: from 3-to-4-to-5 clusters.  The next in resilience is a cluster that maintains its membership at-least over the next higher round. 

A three-group solution can be a good starting point in cluster analysis involving price-quality segmentation.  Where the sample is small or where there is not much scope for a wide variety of brands—as in the case of the foam segment—a three-cluster configuration may not be very far from the final profile.  Even so, it will still be necessary to proceed further and establish whether a four-cluster solution would be more appropriate.

However, for a product with many brands spread over a wide price range--like the gel segment--a three-cluster solution may not be realistic.  So, the next question is whether this segment consists of four or five groups or clusters.  To address this problem we need to ask the following question: How robust the two anchors are--the top and the bottom clusters?  As we have explained below, these two clusters can potentially play a vital role in identifying the best answer: four or five clusters.

For example, let us say we have a four-cluster solution.  Then we could tentatively say that the market consists of the following four segments: economy, mid-price, premium, and super-premium.  Let us also assume that the membership of the top cluster remained unchanged from a 3-cluster to a 4-cluster format.  Now we need to know whether an ultra-economy segment exists if we go to a 5-cluster solution.  And then if we find that the membership of the bottom cluster (economy) in the 4-cluster solution remained unchanged in a 5-cluster configuration, it strongly suggests that an ultra-economy segment does not exist.  Furthermore, if membership of the top cluster still remained unchanged, then one could confidently say that a 4-cluster solution is the most appropriate.

A closely related question about cluster consistency is that, as much as possible, there should be a clean break between contiguous clusters: the unit price of the top-most brand in a lower cluster, compared to the brand at the bottom of the cluster that is immediately higher.  For example, for 2008 (Table 3) the unit price for the top brand--Old Spice Gel—in the economy segment is $1.98, while the bottom brand—Gillette Series Gel--in the next higher mid-price segment is $2.40.
The Gel Segment
Gel 2008

Tables 2, 3, and 4 contain results of cluster analysis based on three, four, and five clusters, respectively.  Because of the multiplicity of seemingly identical tables let us declare at the outset that we have chosen Table 3 as the best solution for the gel segment for 2008.  

Both Tables 2 (3 clusters) and 4 (5 clusters) reflect cluster membership results that are the same for both KMeans and Hierarchical cluster routines.  The configuration in Table 3 (4 clusters) is based on Hierarchical cluster analysis.  We did not consider it necessary to present the results of the KMeans four-cluster alternative.

Let us focus on why we preferred the four-cluster solution produced by Hierarchical cluster analysis (Table 3).  First, there seems to be a clean break between the end of one cluster and the beginning of another (unit price).  Second, there are two major flaws in the KMeans (4 clusters) configuration (not shown).  One is that Gillette Series Gel appears as a member of the economy segment.  A look at both Table 3 and 4 (4 and 5 clusters), however, clearly indicates that it belongs to the mid-price rather than the economy segment.  Third, in the KMeans solution (4 clusters: not shown) Gillette Fusion Hydra Gel is classified as a member of the mid-price segment.  But according to Tables 3 and 4 (4 and 5 clusters), the rightful home for this brand is the premium segment.

Furthermore, we hypothesize that the Gillette top brass--and most knowledgeable consumers--would unhesitatingly classify the two brands as members of the mid-price and premium segments, respectively.


Now having explained the issue of why we chose the Hierarchical four-cluster solution over a similar K-means answer, let us get back to the configurations of Tables 2 (3 clusters), 3 (4 clusters), and 4 (5 clusters).  If we look at the top cluster in each of the three tables we find that the two brands—Nxt Gel and Neutrogena Razor Gel—have continued to stick together in every cluster.  It means that this cluster is extremely robust.

It is now the turn of the bottom cluster.  Let us start with Table 2 (3-clusters).  As stated earlier, both the KMeans and Hierarchical routines produced an identical 3-cluster solution.  We find that Gillette Mach 3, which is clearly positioned at the upper end of the mid-price segment in both Table 3 (4 clusters) and Table 4 (5 clusters), finds itself assigned to the economy segment in the 3-cluster profile of Table 2.  Thus, one can safely conclude that a 3-cluster solution is not a realistic representation of price-quality segmentation in this market.

When we examine the 4-cluster contour of Table 3, we find that the bottom cluster is identified as the economy segment.  Now the question is how robust this cluster is and if we went to a 5-cluster solution whether it will split itself to reveal an ultra-economy segment? 

On examining the 5-cluster solution of Table 4 we discover that the membership of the bottom cluster has remained unchanged from a 4-cluster profile of Table 3.  This implies that an ultra-economy segment does not exist, and that a four-cluster solution—economy, mid-price, premium, and super-premium—of Table 3 represents the best price-quality segmentation profile of the gel market.  
Gel 2007

We followed a similar procedure in analyzing data for the year 2007.  Like Table 3 for 2008, Table 5 represents the best clustering solution
 for 2007 that also involves four clusters. 
Gel 2008 vs.2007


Tables 6 and 7 contain a four-cluster price-quality segmentation profile for the years 2008 and 2007.  Out of a total of 20 main brands for each year, this comparison is based on 19 cases that were common to both years.


There is a remarkable consistency in the two configurations that are virtually identical.  The only difference is an abrupt shift in the membership of two minor players: Bump Patrol Gel and Bump Fighter Gel.  While both were part of the economy segment in 2007, the two have become members of the premium and mid-price segments, respectively, in 2008.
The Foam (aerosol) Segment
Foam 2008 

Compared to gel, which has 20 cases, the foam segment has a much smaller sample: 11.  So, unlike gel, we decided to look at just 3-and 4-cluster solutions, which are, respectively, represented by Tables 8 and 9. 

 First let us examine Table 9 which shows four clusters.  We find that Gillette Foamy, the market share leader in dollars (44%), is a member of the premium segment.  In practical terms, we believe that both the Gillette top-brass and most consumers are unlikely to consider Gillette Foamy as a premium brand.  In general, it is not unreasonable to argue that most high market-share brands are not very likely to compete in the premium segment.  If we compare this classification of Gillette Foamy with a similar four-cluster analysis of the gel segment for 2008, we find that Gillette has three main brands (Series, Fusion, and Mach 3).  However, only the Gillette Fusion brand, with a $ market share of 14.3%, appears in the premium segment.  The largest-selling Gillette brand, Gillette Series Gel, with a market share of 20.1% in dollars, is a member of the mid-price segment.  And so is Gillette Mach 3.

Furthermore, we find Noxzema as a member of the super-premium segment in the foam market (Table 9: 4 clusters): a position strikingly different from its placement in the economy segment in the gel market (Table 3: 4 clusters).  From a practical point of view it would be very difficult for a brand to compete on two distinctly different images of quality (represented by relative price) in  market segments so closely related as gel and foam.


Thus the main conclusion one can draw from the above discussion is that a three-cluster analysis is the best solution to the classification of brands in the foam segment, as represented by Table 8.
Brands with a Token Market Share in 2008


In performing cluster analysis throughout this paper we are using only a single dependent variable: unit price.  Thus both large and small competitors are treated alike regarding which price-quality group they fall into.  If we look at Table 8, we find that two brands in the economy segment have a level of sales that is very tiny: $2,819 for Percara Foam and $ 4,888 for Rise Foam in a total market of about $38 million.  So we wondered whether these very small brands might be unduly affecting the results of cluster analysis. So, we experimented with the idea of excluding them from cluster analysis which would leave us with 9 cases.  We found that both K-Means and Hierarchical routines, based on a three-cluster analysis, produced the same results (F statistic 23.8, significant at .001 level) which were very similar to those with the original 11 cases as shown in Table 8.  Also there was no change in the overall unit price for the sample of nine.
Foam 2007 

Just like the year 2008, a three-cluster analysis provides the best solution for 2007 (Table 10).  Like the gel segment, there is an amazing consistency in the overall competitive picture between the two years. 
HYPOTHESIS TESTING: IDENTIFYING MARKET SHARE LEADERS 

Now it is time to delve deeper into the competitive picture of the gel and foam segments and examine their market-share leadership terrain. 
The Gel Segment: 2008, 2007 

A clear-cut market share leader is Edge Gel with a market share of 35.9 % in unit sales and 34% in dollar sales in 2008, and the corresponding figures of 37.8% and 35.8% for 2007.

The results of Table 3 and Table 5 (each a four-cluster solution) show, that as hypothesized, Edge Gel is a member of the mid-price segment: both in 2008 and 2007. 

However, as Table 11 indicates, Edge Gel’s unit price was not above-average, as hypothesized, but a little less: 95% of the average market price for both 2008 and 2007. 
The Foam (aerosol) Segment: 2008, 2007 

The foam segment reveals two different market share leaders (Table 12).  Barbasol had a 47.6 % share of the market in units in 2008, and 42.7% in 2007.  However, its market share in dollars was 39.6% for 2008 and 34.2% for 2007.  On the other hand, Gillette Foamy was the market share leader in dollar sales with a share of 44% in 2008 and 44.6% in 2007.  Its unit market share was 35.9% in 2008 and 35.8% in 2007.

According to Tables 8 and 10, contrary to our hypothesis, Barbasol finds its home in the economy segment both for 2008 as well as 2007.  In contrast, Gillette Foamy is marked as a member of the mid-price segment for both years, as hypothesized.


Table 12 shows that, in contrast to our hypothesis, Barbasol’s unit price was significantly below market average.  It was only 83% and 80%, respectively, for 2008 and 2007.  However, Gillette Foamy’s price, in accordance with our hypothesis, was well above average: 123% and 125% of the market average, respectively, for 2008 and 2007. 

Hypothesis Testing
(a) That the market share leader would be a member of the mid-price segment, and 

(b) That the market share leader would carry a unit price above industry average.

Thus the null hypothesis (a) is that the market share leader would not be a member of the mid-price segment, and null hypothesis (b) is that the market share leader would not carry an above-average price tag.

The Gel Segment

As we have indicated above, Edge Gel is a member of the mid-price segment.  So we must reject null hypothesis (a).


However, Edge Gel’s unit price was 95% of the average market price for both 2008 and 2007.  So, based on this information we cannot reject the null hypothesis (b).
The Foam Segment

As opposed to our hypothesis, Barbasol finds itself classified as a member of the economy segment.  So, we cannot reject null hypothesis (a).  However, Gillette Foamy has fallen into the mid-price segment, as hypothesized.  Thus, in this case, we must reject the null hypothesis (a). 

If we employ number of units as the measure of market share leadership the honor clearly goes to Barbasol.  However, Barbasol’s unit price was below market average.  It was only 83% and 80% respectively for 2008 and 2007.

Thus, we cannot reject null hypothesis (b) also for the foam segment based on Barbasol as the market share leader in units.

Now if we define market share in terms of dollars the obvious winner is Gillette Foamy.  However, unlike Edge Gel and Barbasol Foam, its unit price was well above market average.  It was 123% and 125% of the market average for 2008 and 2007. 

So, we must reject the null hypothesis (b) also for the foam segment if we consider Gillette Foamy as the market share leader based on dollar sales.
Reliance on Promotional Sales

In the gel segment promotional sales represented a substantial proportion of total sales.  In 2008 they accounted for 29.9% in dollars and 35.4% in units.  For 2007 the corresponding figures were 26.6% and 31.8%.

Promotional sales, however, were much lower—about half as much in 2008--in the foam segment.  The corresponding figures were 15.4% and 19.1% for 2008, and 18.1% and 23.4% for 2007.


We performed correlation analysis for 2008 and 2007 between total sales and promotional sales both in dollars and in units.  In every case the results showed a strong positive correlation which was significant at the 0.01 level.


Next, we looked at the extent to which each brand relied on promotional sales as a percentage of total sales (units).  The results of this analysis (Table 13), based on cluster analysis, reveals three groups.  The “heavy” group, with average promotional sales at 40% of total unit sales, includes: the market-share leader Edge Gel, and all three major Gillette brands (Series, Fusion, and Mach 3).  The only important player in the “moderate” group is Nivea Gel with a comparable figure of 19%.  Finally, in the third group, which we call “light,” the most notable names are Aveeno and Neutrogena Razor Defense Gel, each with 13% promotional sales.

From the above information, it is clear that the top-selling mid-price brands—Edge and Gillette Series--depend heavily on discounting to maintain their market share.  In addition, Gillette Fusion, which has the highest market share in the premium gel segment, has promotional sales share that is even higher than that of Edge and Gillette Series.

In contrast, Aveeno which is positioned at the upper-end of the premium gel segment, and Neutrogena Razor Defense Gel, which is a member of the super-premium segment (Table 3), belong to the “light” promotion group, as already stated.  Both these brands are owned by Johnson & Johnson.  The “light” promotional footprint implies that the company is more interested in protecting its prestigious image in the long run than in generating current sales.

One likely reason for heavy discounting by the large market-share gel brands is that perhaps there is much more profit in selling gel than foam.  For example, in 2008 the average price of a 7-oz can of gel was $2.78, while the corresponding figure for an 11-oz (aerosol) can of foam was $1.54 (Tables 3, 8).  That is why there is far less room for a discount in selling foam than in selling gel.  

MAJOR COMPETITIVE GROUPS


In Tables 14 and 15, we present the major corporate groups that are competing, respectively, in the men’s shaving gel and foam segments.  These corporate groups are somewhat akin to the notion of strategic groups.  However, we are not calling them strategic groups because, as discussed earlier, prior research has not been very fruitful about the existence of such groups (Barney & Hoskisson, 1990). Table 16 shows the areas of technological competence for each corporate group including its NAICS industry codes.

Of the six corporate groups identified in these tables three stand out: P& G (Gillette), S.C. Johnson & Son, and Johnson & Johnson.  The primary expertise that drives P& G (Gillette) in this market is the men’s shaving technology.  It has a broad product-market scope; it is competing not only in the gel segment, but also in the foam segment. Furthermore, it has a heavy presence in the two biggest price-quality gel segments: mid-price and premium.  S.C. Johnson, on the other hand, has a narrower product-market scope. It is concentrating on the largest price-quality segment: the mid-price segment, but only in the gel market.  A first-mover in the gel segment, its primary expertise is in household chemicals.  Finally, Johnson & Johnson, a pharmaceutical company, is focusing on the much smaller, but more profitable, upper-price segments in the gel market.  Its primary expertise in the shaving gel market is dermatology and skin care.

Bump Patrol Gel and Bump Fighter Gel are two minor players in the gel market.  They have targeted the African American customers.
DISCUSSION


As we have indicated, we have two major objectives in this paper.  One is to develop a price-quality segmentation profile of the men’s shaving cream market.  The other is to test two hypotheses: (a) that the market share leader would be a mid-price brand, and (b) that it would have an above-average price.
Price-Quality Segmentation Profile

The most salient issue in developing this profile was the role of cluster analysis.  It is important that the choice of variables should be on a solid foundation.  Clearly, unit price as the only variable employed in this analysis involving price-quality segmentation fully satisfies this requirement both on theoretical and practical grounds.

Other important requisite was to use more than one cluster analysis algorithm in developing clusters.  We have met this condition by using both KMeans and Hierarchical clustering programs.  Finally, the results produced by cluster analysis should be tested for reliability and consistency.  We believe that by first enunciating clear guidelines for consistency and then applying them in our analysis we have satisfied this need in a satisfactory manner.
Establishing Cluster Validity


As already stated, one approach in establishing cluster validity is splitting a sample in half and performing separate analyses on two sets of data.  However, given the rather small sample size of our data, this option was not feasible.  Nevertheless, this handicap posed no problem as we were able to go a step even further.  Fortunately, we had access to a much better alternative: a full set of data for 2007 to complement the data for 2008.


Another avenue for cluster validation is to seek external validity.  As Ketchen, Jr. and Shook (1996) have observed, researchers often use performance variables to achieve this objective.  A major benefit of our data is the availability of a very important performance variable that is hard to get: market share.  Yet, we cannot use it for this purpose right now because there is no direct relationship between market share and unit price.


However, if more studies like the one conducted in this paper are performed then market share data could be very useful for providing external cluster validity. 


We would like to cite two more sources of external validity.  One is customer opinion.  Another is company management.  We submit that a company management will generally have a very good idea about which price-quality segment (s) they intend to compete in.  For example, P&G’s is trying to expand its lower-cost line-up.  So, P&G’s CEO Lafley says that “we have to manage the premium and super-premium segments in a way that we can deliver affordable entry offerings…in a way that grows revenue and [profit] margins (Byron, 2009; italics added).”  

Market Share Leaders

It is our contention that the market share leaders tend to compete in the mid-price segment.  The results generally support our hypothesis.  In the gel segment Edge Gel was the market share leader in both 2008 and 2007.  For both years it is also part of the mid-price segment.  However, for the foam segment we had mixed results.  While the market share leader in units, Barbasol, is a member of the economy segment, the market share leader in dollars, Gillette Foamy, belongs to the mid-price segment.

 
 The second hypothesis that we tested is that the market share leader would carry a price tag that is above industry average.  The results did not support this hypothesis for Edge Gel.  Its unit price was slightly lower than the market average.  For both 2008 and 2007 it was 95% of the industry average.  

Barbasol, the market share leader in unit sales in the foam segment, had a unit price that was significantly lower (83% and 80%) than the market average for 2008 and 2007.  But, this result is consistent with Barbasol’s classification in the economy segment.  However, the results for Gillette Foamy—the market share leader in dollar sales--were quite positive.  Its unit price was 123% and 125% of market average for 2008 and 2007: a fact that is also consistent with its placement in the mid-price segment.
CONCLUSION


In this study we have developed a price-quality segmentation profile of the U.S. Shaving Cream Market for 2008 and 2007.  We contend that market share leaders generally compete in the mid-price segment.  We also tested the hypothesis, contrary to Porter’s view, that the market share leader would carry an above-average price tag, rather than compete at a price that is below or close to the industry average.  Although this exercise has produced somewhat mixed results, we think that overall they have been fairly positive.  We believe more studies along the lines of this paper are needed to have a better understanding of this subject.
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Table 1: The U.S. Men’s Shaving Cream Market: 2008, 2007

	Type of Shaving Cream
	Sales$2008
	%ByType2008$
	 Sales$2007 
	%ByType2007$

	Foam (aerosol)
	$49,130,452
	25.71%
	$48,612,719
	25.37%

	Cream
	$8,582,048
	4.49%
	$9,452,815
	4.93%

	Gel
	$130,979,175
	68.54%
	$130,855,975
	68.30%

	Bar
	$1,114,533
	0.58%
	$1,038,669
	0.54%

	Mousse
	$484
	0.00%
	$505
	0.00%

	Lotion (Liquid)
	$821,936
	0.43%
	$1,174,991
	0.61%

	Oil
	$296,772
	0.16%
	$281,448
	0.15%

	Paper
	$2,597
	0.00%
	$4,186
	0.00%

	Liquid Pump Spray
	$180,210
	0.09%
	$177,828
	0.09%

	Concentrate
	$0
	0.00%
	$125
	0.00%

	Assorted
	$75
	0.00%
	$1,476
	0.00%

	
	
	
	
	

	Grand Total
	$191,108,281
	100.00%
	$191,600,737
	100.00%


Table 2: Shaving Gel for Men 2008—Main Brands (20 cases)
Price-quality Segmentation Profile—KMeans/Hierarchical Cluster Analysis: 3 clusters
	Price-quality Segment
	MainBrandName
	Cluster Center
	MktShare$
	MktShareU
	UnitPrice
	PromoSales$%
	PromoSalesU%

	Premium
	Nxt Gel
	$4.87
	0.14%
	0.08%
	$5.04
	18.12%
	19.63%

	
	Neutrogena Razor Defense Gel
	
	2.54%
	1.48%
	$4.69
	11.83%
	13.39%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mid-price
	Neutrogena Gel
	$3.79
	0.01%
	0.01%
	$4.11
	2.66%
	5.33%

	
	Aveeno Gel family
	
	10.03%
	6.69%
	$4.11
	11.79%
	13.34%

	
	Every Man Jack Gel
	
	0.29%
	0.20%
	$3.97
	7.09%
	7.80%

	
	Adidas Active Gel
	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	$3.91
	1.66%
	7.53%

	
	Gillette Complete Skincare Gel family
	
	0.51%
	0.37%
	$3.76
	17.65%
	24.22%

	
	Clearasil Gel
	
	0.01%
	0.01%
	$3.74
	10.83%
	24.04%

	
	Gillette Fusion Hydra Gel
	
	14.32%
	11.54%
	$3.40
	35.13%
	41.69%

	
	Bump Patrol Gel
	
	0.03%
	0.03%
	$3.31
	3.49%
	6.16%

	Economy
	Nivea Gel
	$2.33
	6.45%
	6.16%
	$2.87
	17.38%
	19.44%

	
	Gillette Mach 3 family
	
	4.49%
	4.40%
	$2.79
	35.06%
	42.99%

	
	Bump Fighter Gel
	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	$2.68
	8.46%
	19.03%

	
	Edge family
	
	34.03%
	35.90%
	$2.60
	34.62%
	39.42%

	
	Brut Gel
	
	0.12%
	0.13%
	$2.44
	15.74%
	19.89%

	
	Gillette Series Gel
	
	20.07%
	22.89%
	$2.40
	33.75%
	39.04%

	
	Old Spice High Endurance Gel
	
	0.50%
	0.69%
	$1.98
	30.97%
	37.36%

	
	Noxzema Gel
	
	1.89%
	2.70%
	$1.92
	39.94%
	44.97%

	
	Private brand group
	
	4.14%
	6.09%
	$1.86
	21.78%
	24.43%

	
	Barbasol Gel family
	
	0.41%
	0.63%
	$1.80
	29.10%
	36.64%

	Total Sales
	
	
	100.00%
	100.00%
	
	29.86%
	35.42%

	
	
	
	$116,063,358
	42,351,415
	Av. $2.74
	$34,652,211
	15,000,413


1. F statistic=61, significant at .000 level
2. Both Hierarchical and KMeans algorithms produced  identical  results.
3. Results based on data for Gel 7oz cans.
Table 3: Shaving Gel for Men 2008—Main Brands (20 cases) 
Price-quality Segmentation: Hierarchical Cluster Analysis—4 Clusters

	Price-quality Segment
	MainBrandName
	Cluster Center
	MktShare$
	MktShareU
	UnitPrice
	PromoSales$%
	PromoSalesU%

	Super-premium
	Nxt Gel
	$4.87
	0.14%
	0.08%
	$5.04
	18.12%
	19.63%

	
	Neutrogena Razor Defense Gel
	
	2.54%
	1.48%
	$4.69
	11.83%
	13.39%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Premium
	Neutrogena Gel
	$3.79
	0.01%
	0.01%
	$4.11
	2.66%
	5.33%

	
	Aveeno Gel family
	
	10.03%
	6.69%
	$4.11
	11.79%
	13.34%

	
	Every Man Jack Gel
	
	0.29%
	0.20%
	$3.97
	7.09%
	7.80%

	
	Adidas Active Gel
	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	$3.91
	1.66%
	7.53%

	
	Gillette Complete Skincare Gel family
	
	0.51%
	0.37%
	$3.76
	17.65%
	24.22%

	
	Clearasil Gel
	
	0.01%
	0.01%
	$3.74
	10.83%
	24.04%

	
	Gillette Fusion Hydra Gel
	
	14.32%
	11.54%
	$3.40
	35.13%
	41.69%

	
	Bump Patrol Gel
	
	0.03%
	0.03%
	$3.31
	3.49%
	6.16%

	Mid-price
	Nivea Gel
	$2.63
	6.45%
	6.16%
	$2.87
	17.38%
	19.44%

	
	Gillette Mach 3 family
	
	4.49%
	4.40%
	$2.79
	35.06%
	42.99%

	
	Bump Fighter Gel
	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	$2.68
	8.46%
	19.03%

	
	Edge family
	
	34.03%
	35.90%
	$2.60
	34.62%
	39.42%

	
	Brut Gel
	
	0.12%
	0.13%
	$2.44
	15.74%
	19.89%

	
	Gillette Series Gel
	
	20.07%
	22.89%
	$2.40
	33.75%
	39.04%

	Economy
	Old Spice High-Endurance Gel
	$1.89
	0.50%
	0.69%
	$1.98
	30.97%
	37.36%

	
	Noxzema Gel
	
	1.89%
	2.70%
	$1.92
	39.94%
	44.97%

	
	Private brand group
	
	4.14%
	6.09%
	$1.86
	21.78%
	24.43%

	
	Barbasol Gel family
	
	0.41%
	0.63%
	$1.80
	29.10%
	36.64%

	Total Sales
	
	100.00%
	100.00%
	
	29.86%
	35.42%

	
	
	$116,063,358
	42,351,415
	Av. $2.74
	$34,652,211
	15,000,413


1. F statistic=102, significant at .000 level.
2. Analysis based on Gel 7oz cans.
Table 4: Shaving Gel for Men 2008—Main Brands (20 cases)
Price-quality Segmentation: KMeans/Hierarchical Cluster Analysis—5 Clusters
	Price-quality Segment
	MainBrandName
	Cluster Center
	MktShare$
	MktShareU
	UnitPrice
	PromoSales$%
	PromoSalesU%

	Super-premium
	Nxt Gel
	$4.87
	0.14%
	0.08%
	$5.04
	18.12%
	19.63%

	
	Neutrogena Razor Defense Gel
	
	2.54%
	1.48%
	$4.69
	11.83%
	13.39%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Premium I
	Neutrogena Gel
	$3.79
	0.01%
	0.01%
	$4.11
	2.66%
	5.33%

	
	Aveeno Gel family
	
	10.03%
	6.69%
	$4.11
	11.79%
	13.34%

	
	Every Man Jack Gel
	
	0.29%
	0.20%
	$3.97
	7.09%
	7.80%

	
	Adidas Active Gel
	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	$3.91
	1.66%
	7.53%

	
	Gillette Complete Skincare Gel family
	
	0.51%
	0.37%
	$3.76
	17.65%
	24.22%

	
	Clearasil Gel
	
	0.01%
	0.01%
	$3.74
	10.83%
	24.04%

	Premium II
	Gillette Fusion Hydra Gel
	$3.36
	14.32%
	11.54%
	$3.40
	35.13%
	41.69%

	
	Bump Patrol Gel
	
	0.03%
	0.03%
	$3.31
	3.49%
	6.16%

	Mid-price
	Nivea Gel
	$2.63
	6.45%
	6.16%
	$2.87
	17.38%
	19.44%

	
	Gillette Mach 3 family
	
	4.49%
	4.40%
	$2.79
	35.06%
	42.99%

	
	Bump Fighter Gel
	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	$2.68
	8.46%
	19.03%

	
	Edge family
	
	34.03%
	35.90%
	$2.60
	34.62%
	39.42%

	
	Brut Gel
	
	0.12%
	0.13%
	$2.44
	15.74%
	19.89%

	
	Gillette Series Gel
	
	20.07%
	22.89%
	$2.40
	33.75%
	39.04%

	Economy
	Old Spice High Endurance Gel
	$1.89
	0.50%
	0.69%
	$1.98
	30.97%
	37.36%

	
	Noxzema Gel
	
	1.89%
	2.70%
	$1.92
	39.94%
	44.97%

	
	Private brand group
	
	4.14%
	6.09%
	$1.86
	21.78%
	24.43%

	
	Barbasol Gel family
	
	0.41%
	0.63%
	$1.80
	29.10%
	36.64%

	Total  Sales
	
	100.00%
	100.00%
	
	29.86%
	35.42%

	
	
	$116,063,358
	42,351,415
	Av. $2.74
	$34,652,211
	15,000,413


1. F statistic=170, significant at .000 level.
2. Both Hierarchical and KMeans algorithms produced identical results.  Analysis based on Gel 7oz cans.
Table 5: Shaving Gel for Men 2007—Main Brands (20 cases)
Price-quality Segmentation: Hierarchical Cluster Analysis—4 Clusters
	Price-Quality Segment
	Cluster Center
	MainBrand
	MktShare$
	MktShareU
	UnitPr
	PromoSales%
	PromoSales%

	Super-premium
	$4.67
	Neutrogena Razor Defense Gel
	0.58%
	1.57%
	$4.67
	16.20%
	18.79%

	Premium
	$3.83
	High Time Bump Stopper Gel
	0.01%
	0.00%
	$4.25
	2.31%
	2.85%

	
	
	Every Man Jack Gel
	0.16%
	0.10%
	$4.07
	26.17%
	27.20%

	
	
	Clearasil Gel
	0.09%
	0.06%
	$4.03
	17.66%
	28.83%

	
	
	Aveeno family
	10.39%
	7.12%
	$3.95
	8.99%
	10.25%

	
	
	Neutrogena Gel
	0.29%
	0.21%
	$3.86
	27.48%
	36.93%

	
	
	Gillette Complete Skincare Gel family
	1.03%
	0.73%
	$3.83
	16.14%
	21.50%

	
	
	Adidas Active Gel
	0.00%
	0.00%
	$3.40
	17.24%
	21.73%

	
	
	Gillette Fusion Hydra Gel
	13.47%
	11.14%
	$3.27
	36.11%
	43.22%

	Mid-price
	$2.60
	Gillette Mach 3 family
	4.45%
	4.21%
	$2.87
	26.67%
	33.48%

	
	
	Nivea Gel
	5.27%
	5.19%
	$2.75
	11.86%
	14.36%

	
	
	Edge family
	35.84%
	37.80%
	$2.57
	28.44%
	32.82%

	
	
	Gillette Series Gel
	18.79%
	21.00%
	$2.42
	32.17%
	36.98%

	
	
	Brut Gel
	0.14%
	0.16%
	$2.40
	15.57%
	22.01%

	Economy
	$1.77
	Old Spice High Endurance Gel
	0.61%
	0.87%
	$1.89
	33.04%
	41.09%

	
	
	Noxzema Gel
	1.55%
	2.23%
	$1.88
	42.46%
	46.91%

	
	
	Private brand group
	4.54%
	6.57%
	$1.87
	20.25%
	22.58%

	
	
	Bump Patrol Gel
	0.01%
	0.01%
	$1.75
	12.80%
	26.34%

	
	
	Barbasol family
	0.64%
	1.01%
	$1.72
	30.35%
	39.02%

	
	
	Bump Fighter Gel
	0.01%
	0.02%
	$1.49
	29.43%
	47.32%

	Total Sales
	
	
	100.00%
	100.00%
	
	26.59%
	31.78%

	
	
	
	$116,324,092
	42,982,179
	Av. $2.71
	30,933,383
	13,657,817


1. F statistic=90, significant at .000 level.
2. Analysis based on Gel 7oz cans

Table 6: Shaving Gel for Men 2008—Main Brands (19 cases)

Price-quality Segmentation: KMeans/Hierarchical Cluster Analysis—4 Clusters (based on data for Gel 7oz cans)
	Price-quality Segment
	MainBrandName
	Cluster Center
	MktShare$
	 MktShareU 
	 UnitPrice 
	 PromoSales$% 
	 PromoSalesU% 

	Super-premium
	Neutrogena Razor Defense Gel
	$4.69
	2.54%
	1.48%
	$4.69
	0.30%
	0.20%

	Premium
	Neutrogena Gel
	$3.79
	0.01%
	0.01%
	$4.11
	0.00%
	0.00%

	
	Aveeno Gel family
	
	10.04%
	6.69%
	$4.11
	1.18%
	0.89%

	
	Every Man Jack Gel
	
	0.29%
	0.20%
	$3.97
	0.02%
	0.02%

	
	Adidas Active Gel
	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	$3.91
	0.00%
	0.00%

	
	Gillette Complete Skincare Gel family
	
	0.51%
	0.37%
	$3.76
	0.09%
	0.09%

	
	Clearasil Gel
	
	0.01%
	0.01%
	$3.74
	0.00%
	0.00%

	
	Gillette Fusion Hydra Gel
	
	14.34%
	11.55%
	$3.40
	5.04%
	4.81%

	
	Bump Patrol Gel
	
	0.03%
	0.03%
	$3.31
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Mid-price
	Nivea Gel
	$2.63
	6.46%
	6.17%
	$2.87
	1.12%
	1.20%

	
	Gillette Mach 3 family
	
	4.49%
	4.41%
	$2.79
	1.58%
	1.90%

	
	Bump Fighter Gel
	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	$2.68
	0.00%
	0.00%

	
	Edge family
	
	34.08%
	35.93%
	$2.60
	11.80%
	14.16%

	
	Brut Gel
	
	0.12%
	0.13%
	$2.44
	0.02%
	0.03%

	
	Gillette Series Gel
	
	20.10%
	22.90%
	$2.40
	6.78%
	8.94%

	Economy
	Old Spice High Endurance Gel
	$1.89
	0.50%
	0.69%
	$1.98
	0.15%
	0.26%

	
	Noxzema Gel
	
	1.90%
	2.70%
	$1.92
	0.76%
	1.21%

	
	CTL brand family
	
	4.15%
	6.09%
	$1.86
	0.90%
	1.49%

	
	Barbasol Gel family
	
	0.41%
	0.63%
	$1.80
	0.12%
	0.23%

	Total Sales
	 
	100.00%
	100.00%
	
	29.87%
	35.43%

	
	
	$115,895,393
	42,318,093
	Av. $2.74
	$34,621,774
	14,993,873


1. F statistic=81, significant at .000 level.

2. For making this analysis comparable with 2007 we excluded Nxt gel brand in this table because Nxt did not have any sales in 2007.

3. For the lone occupier of the top segment (Neutrogena Razor Defense Gel) the initial cluster membership remained unchanged from 3-5 clusters.
Table 7: Shaving Gel for Men 2007—Main Brands (19 cases)

Price-quality Segmentation: KMeans/Hierarchical Cluster Analysis—4 Clusters (based on data for Gel 7oz cans)

	Price-quality Segmentation
	Cluster Center
	MainBrandName
	MktShare$
	MktShareU
	UnitPr
	PrmSales$%
	PrmSalesU%

	Super-premium
	$4.67
	Neutrogena Razor Defense Gel
	2.70%
	1.57%
	$4.67
	1.65%
	0.93%

	Premium
	$3.77
	Every Man Jack Gel
	0.16%
	0.10%
	$4.07
	0.15%
	0.09%

	
	
	Clearasil Gel
	0.09%
	0.06%
	$4.03
	0.06%
	0.06%

	
	
	Aveeno family
	10.39%
	7.12%
	$3.95
	3.51%
	2.30%

	
	
	Neutrogena Gel
	0.29%
	0.21%
	$3.86
	0.30%
	0.24%

	
	
	Gillette Complete Skincare Gel family
	1.03%
	0.73%
	$3.83
	0.62%
	0.49%

	
	
	Adidas Active Gel
	0.00%
	0.00%
	$3.40
	0.00%
	0.00%

	
	
	Gillette Fusion Hydra Gel
	13.47%
	11.14%
	$3.27
	18.29%
	15.15%

	Mid-price
	$2.60
	Gillette Mach 3 family
	4.45%
	4.21%
	$2.87
	4.47%
	4.43%

	
	
	Nivea Gel
	5.28%
	5.19%
	$2.75
	2.35%
	2.34%

	
	
	Edge family
	35.84%
	37.80%
	$2.57
	38.33%
	39.05%

	
	
	Gillette Series Gel
	18.79%
	21.01%
	$2.42
	22.73%
	24.44%

	
	
	Brut Gel
	0.14%
	0.16%
	$2.40
	0.08%
	0.11%

	Economy
	$1.77
	Old Spice High Endurance Gel
	0.61%
	0.87%
	$1.89
	0.75%
	1.12%

	
	
	Noxzema Gel
	1.55%
	2.23%
	$1.88
	2.48%
	3.30%

	
	
	CTL brand group
	4.54%
	6.57%
	$1.87
	3.46%
	4.67%

	
	
	Bump Patrol Gel
	0.01%
	0.01%
	$1.75
	0.00%
	0.01%

	
	
	Barbasol family
	0.64%
	1.01%
	$1.72
	0.73%
	1.24%

	
	
	Bump Fighter Gel
	0.01%
	0.02%
	$1.49
	0.01%
	0.04%

	Total Sales
	
	
	100.00%
	100.00%
	 
	100.00%
	100.00%

	
	
	
	$116,316,039
	42,980,285
	Av. $2.71
	$30,933,197
	13,657,763


1. F statistic=95, significant at .000 level.

2. For making this analysis comparable with 2008 we excluded High Time Bump Stopper gel brand in this table because it did not have any sales in 2008.

3. For the lone occupier of the top segment (Neutrogena Razor Defense Gel) the initial cluster membership remained unchanged from 3-5 clusters.
Table 8: Shaving Cream for Men—Foam (aerosol) 2008—Main Brands (11 cases)

Price-quality Segmentation Profile: Hierarchical Cluster Analysis—3 Clusters
	Price-Quality Segment
	MainBrand
	$Sales
	Cluster Center
	 MktShare$ 
	 MktShareU 
	 UnitPrice 
	PrmSales$Share
	PrmSalesUShare

	Premium
	Noxzema Aerosol
	$2,786,762
	$2.24
	7.24%
	4.99%
	$2.24
	17.01%
	21.62%

	Mid-price
	Gillette Foamy Aerosol
	$16,942,876
	$1.69
	44.05%
	35.93%
	$1.89
	12.34%
	15.87%

	
	CTL brand I Aerosol
	$557,884
	
	1.45%
	1.37%
	$1.63
	35.17%
	37.46%

	
	Brut Aerosol
	$23,322
	
	0.06%
	0.06%
	$1.53
	12.79%
	21.78%

	Economy

	CTL brand II Aerosol


	$74,397
	$1.11


	0.19%
	0.22%
	$1.34
	10.97%
	12.89%

	
	Barbasol Aerosol
	$15,228,984
	
	39.59%
	47.56%
	$1.28
	18.11%
	21.57%

	
	Colgate Aerosol
	$74,986
	
	0.19%
	0.24%
	$1.24
	7.01%
	9.63%

	
	Old Spice Aerosol
	$2,538,138
	
	6.60%
	8.67%
	$1.17
	14.45%
	15.88%

	
	Personal Care Aerosol
	$230,151
$230,151
	
	0.60%
	0.92%
	$1.00
	9.67%
	10.42%

	
	Rise Aerosol
	$4,888
	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	$0.94
	6.81%
	7.71%

	
	Percara Aerosol
	$2,819
	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	$0.79
	26.71%
	41.08%

	Total Sales
	Aerosol (Foam) 11oz
	
	$1.54
	100.00%
	100.00%
	  
	15.41%
	19.10%

	
	
	$38,465,208
	
	$38,465,208
	24,947,382
	Av. $1.54
	$5,926,454
	4,763,927


1. F statistic=20, significant at .001 level.
2. Excludes Burma Shave because of a miniscule level of sales for 2008 ($145).
3. For the lone occupier of the top segment (Noxzema aerosol) the initial cluster membership remained unchanged from 3-5 clusters.
4. Cluster Center means average group price per unit.
5. Analysis based on Foam (aerosol) 11oz cans.
Table 9: Shaving Cream for Men—Foam (aerosol) 2008—Main Brands (11 cases)

Price-quality Segmentation Profile: Hierarchical Cluster Analysis—4 Clusters
	Price-Quality Segment
	MainBrand
	$Sales
	Cluster Center
	 MktShare$ 
	 MktShareU 
	 UnitPrice 
	PrmSales$Share
	PrmSalesUShare

	Super-premium
	Noxzema Aerosol
	$2,786,762
	$2.24
	7.24%
	4.99%
	$2.24
	17.01%
	21.62%

	Premium
	Gillette Foamy Aerosol
	$16,942,876
	$1.69
	44.05%
	35.93%
	$1.89
	12.34%
	15.87%

	
	CTL brand I Aerosol
	$557,884
	
	1.45%
	1.37%
	$1.63
	35.17%
	37.46%

	
	Brut
	$23,322
	
	0.06%
	0.06%
	$1.53
	12.79%
	21.78%

	Mid-price
	CTL brand II Aerosol
	$74,397
	$1.26
	0.19%
	0.22%
	$1.34
	10.97%
	12.89%

	
	Barbasol Aerosol
	$15,228,984
	
	39.59%
	47.56%
	$1.28
	18.11%
	21.57%

	
	Colgate Aerosol
	$74,986
	
	0.19%
	0.24%
	$1.24
	7.01%
	9.63%

	
	Old Spice Aerosol
	$2,538,138
	
	6.60%
	8.67%
	$1.17
	14.45%
	15.88%

	Economy
	Personal Care Aerosol
	$230,151
	$0.91
	0.60%
	0.92%
	$1.00
	9.67%
	10.42%

	
	Rise Aerosol
	$4,888
	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	$0.94
	6.81%
	7.71%

	
	Percara Aerosol
	$2,819
	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	$0.79
	26.71%
	41.08%

	Total Sales
	Aerosol (Foam) 11oz
	
	$1.54
	100.00%
	100.00%
	  
	15.41%
	19.10%

	
	
	$38,465,208
	
	$38,465,208
	24,947,382
	Av. $1.54
	$5,926,454
	4,763,927


6. F statistic=38, significant at .000 level.
7. Excludes Burma Shave because of a miniscule level of sales for 2008 ($145).
8. For the lone occupier of the top segment (Noxzema aerosol) the initial cluster membership remained unchanged from 3-5 clusters.
9. Cluster Center means average group price per unit.
10. Analysis based on Foam (aerosol) 11oz cans.
Table 10: Shaving Cream for Men—Foam (Aerosol) 11 OZ--2007—Main Brands (11 cases)

Price-quality Segmentation Profile: KMeans/Hierarchical Cluster Analysis—3 Clusters

	Price-quality Segment
	MainBrand
	Cluster Center
	 MktShare$ 
	 MktShareU 
	UnitPrice$2007
	 PromoSales$% 
	 PromoSalesU% 

	Premium
	Noxzema Aerosol
	$2.23
	8.11%
	5.32%
	$2.23
	7.10%
	4.5%

	Mid-price
	Gillette Foamy Aerosol
	$1.65
	44.59%
	35.77%
	$1.82
	40.98%
	33.7%

	
	Brut Aerosol family
	
	0.27%
	0.25%
	$1.59
	0.27%
	0.3%

	
	CTL brand aerosol  I
	
	1.83%
	1.75%
	$1.53
	2.17%
	1.8%

	Economy
	Old Spice Aerosol
	$1.09
	5.69%
	6.58%
	$1.26
	5.68%
	5.7%

	
	CTL brand aerosol  II
	
	0.11%
	0.13%
	$1.26
	0.14%
	0.2%

	
	Barbasol Aerosol
	
	34.20%
	42.72%
	$1.17
	37.73%
	43.3%

	
	Colgate Aerosol
	
	4.67%
	6.73%
	$1.01
	5.73%
	10.2%

	
	Personal Care Aerosol
	
	0.35%
	0.51%
	$1.00
	0.12%
	0.1%

	
	Percara Aerosol
	
	0.13%
	0.20%
	$0.99
	0.08%
	0.1%

	
	Rise Aerosol
	
	0.04%
	0.06%
	$0.95
	0.01%
	0.0%

	Total Sales
	 
	
	100.00%
	100.00%
	 
	18.1%
	23.4%

	
	
	
	$38,174,407
	26,144,741
	Av. $1.46
	$6,922,880
	6,107,524


1. F statistic=39, significant at .000 level.
2. Excludes Burma Shave because of a miniscule level of sales ($45).
3. For the lone occupier of the top segment (Noxzema aerosol) the initial cluster membership remained unchanged from 3-5 clusters.
4. Analysis based on Foam (aerosol) 11oz cans.
Table 11: Market Share Leaders: Gel Shaving Cream
--2008, 2007

	Brand Name
	Market Share 2008
	Market Share 2007
	Unit Price 2008
	Unit Price 2007

	
	Units
	Dollars
	Units
	Dollars
	
	

	Edge Gel
	35.9%
	34%
	37.8%
	35.8%
	$2.60
	$2.57

	Gillette Series Gel
	22.9%
	20.1%
	21%
	18.8%
	$2.40
	$2.42

	Gillette Fusion Hydra Gel
	11.5%
	14.3%
	11.1%
	13.5%
	$3.40
	$3.27

	Aveeno Gel
	6.7%
	10.0%
	7.1%
	10.4%
	$4.11
	$3.95

	Average Price (all brands)
	
	
	
	
	$2.74
	$2.71

	Edge Gel’s price as a % of average market price
	
	
	
	
	95%
	95%


Table 12: Market Share Leaders: Foam 
Shaving Cream (aerosol) 2008, 2007

	Brand Name
	Market Share 2008
	Market Share 2007
	Unit Price 2008
	Unit Price 2007

	
	Units
	Dollars
	Units
	Dollars
	
	

	Barbasol
	47.6%
	39.6%
	42.7%
	34.2%
	$1.28
	$1.17

	Gillette Foamy
	35.9%
	44%
	35.8%
	44.6%
	$1.89
	$1.82

	Average Price (all brands)
	
	
	
	
	$1.54
	$1.46

	Barbasol’s price as a % of average market price
	
	
	
	
	83%
	80%

	Gillette Foamy’s price as a % of average market price
	
	
	
	
	123%
	125%


Table 13: Men’s Shaving Gel 2008: Percentage of Promotional Sales to Total Sales (Units)

	Group Identity
	Main_Brand
	MktShare$
	MktShareU
	PromoSalesU%

	“Heavy”
	Noxzema Gel
	1.9%
	2.7%
	45.0%

	
	Gillette Mach 3 family
	4.5%
	4.4%
	43.0%

	
	Gillette Fusion Hydra Gel
	14.3%
	11.5%
	41.7%

	
	Edge family
	34.0%
	35.9%
	39.4%

	
	Gillette Series Gel
	20.1%
	22.9%
	39.0%

	
	Old Spice High Endurance Gel
	0.5%
	0.7%
	37.4%

	
	Barbasol Gel family
	0.4%
	0.6%
	36.6%

	“Moderate”
	CTL brand family
	4.1%
	6.1%
	24.4%

	
	Gillette Complete Skincare Gel family
	0.5%
	0.4%
	24.2%

	
	Clearasil Gel
	0.0%
	0.0%
	24.0%

	
	Brut Gel
	0.1%
	0.1%
	19.9%

	
	Nxt Gel
	0.1%
	0.1%
	19.6%

	
	Nivea Gel
	6.5%
	6.2%
	19.4%

	
	Bump Fighter Gel
	0.0%
	0.0%
	19.0%

	“Light”
	Neutrogena Razor Defense Gel
	2.5%
	1.5%
	13.4%

	
	Aveeno Gel family
	10.0%
	6.7%
	13.3%

	
	Every Man Jack Gel
	0.3%
	0.2%
	7.8%

	
	Adidas Active Gel
	0.0%
	0.0%
	7.5%

	
	Bump Patrol Gel
	0.0%
	0.0%
	6.2%

	
	Neutrogena Gel
	0.0%
	0.0%
	5.3%



Table 14: The U.S. Men’s Shaving Gel Market 2008--Major Competitive Groups
	Price-Quality Segment
	Name Of Parent Co.

(Brand market share for Gel 7 oz--$/Units--in parenthesis)

	
	P&G (Gillette)

	P&G
(other brands)
	S.C. Johnson 
	Johnson & Johnson
	Beiersdorf

 AG
	Perio
	Private Brands

	Super-premium
	
	
	
	Neutrogena Razor Defense Gel

 (2.5/1.5%)


	
	
	

	Premium
	Gillette Fusion
Hydra Gel

(14.3/11.5%)


	
	
	Aveeno Gel

 (10/6.7%)
	
	
	

	Mid-price
	Gillette Mach 3 Gel (4.5/4.4%)

Gillette Series Gel

(20/22.9%)
	
	Edge Gel

(34/35.9%)
	
	Nivea Gel (6.5/6.2%)
	
	

	Economy
	
	Noxzema
 Gel

(1.9/2.7%)

Old Spice
 Gel

(0.5/0.7%)
	
	
	
	Barbasol Gel

(0.4/0.6%)
	House Brands (4.1/6.1%)




Table 15: The U.S. Men’s Shaving Foam (aerosol) Market 2008--Major Competitive Groups

	Price-Quality Segment
	Name Of Parent Co. 

(Brand market share for Foam (Aerosol) 11oz--$/Units--in parenthesis)
	Major Groups Not Competing in this Segment

	
	P&G (Gillette)

	P&G (other brands)
	Perio
	Beiersdorf AG

Johnson & Johnson

S. C. Johnson & Son

	Premium
	
	Noxzema Aerosol (7.2/5%)
	 
	

	Mid-price
	Gillette Foamy Aerosol (44/35.9%)


	
	
	

	Economy
	
	Old Spice Aerosol

(6.6/8.7%)
	Barbasol Aerosol

(39.6/47.6%)
	


Table 16: The U.S. Men’s Shaving Cream Market 2008—Technological Competence of Major Groups
	Name of Parent Co.
	Year Founded
	Primary Area of Corporate Technological Competence
	Brand Name
	Source of Technological Expertise for Entry in the Shaving Cream Market
	Major Industry Classification
	NAICS Code

	Beiersdorf A.G.
	1911
	Skin Care
	Nivea
	Skin Care
	Toilet Preparation Mfg.
	32562

	Johnson & Johnson
	1887
	Pharmaceuticals


	Aveeno

Neutrogena
	Dermatology

Skin Care
	Pharmaceutical & Medicine Mfg.

Toilet Preparation Mfg.
	32541

32562

	P&G (Gillette)
	1901
	Men’s Shaving
	Gillette Series

Gillette Mach 3

Gillette Fusion
	Men’s Shaving
	Safety Razors & Blades

Toilet Preparation Mfg.
	332211

32562

	P&G (other brands)
	1905
	Soap & Detergents 
	Noxzema

Old Spice
	Skin Care

Skin Care
	Toilet Preparation Mfg.

Toilet Preparation Mfg.  
	32562
32562

	Perio
	1903
	Shaving Creams & Gels
	Barbasol
	Men’s Shaving 
	Toilet Preparation Mfg.
	32562

	S. C. Johnson
	1886
	Chemical industry 
	Edge
	Household Chemicals
	Soap & Cleaning Compound Mfg.

Toilet Preparation Mfg.
	32561
32562


Endnotes
� Table based on data for Gel 7 oz cans.


� Table based on Foam (aerosol) 11 oz cans.


� Data based on Gel 7 oz cans.


� P&G acquired Gillette in 2005.


� Johnson & Johnson (J&J) acquired Neutrogena Corp. in 1994.


� J&J acquired Aveeno in 1999.


� P&G acquired Noxell Corp., the owner of Noxzema brand, in 1991.  However, it sold the rights to the brand to Alberto-Culver in 2008.


� P&G acquired the Old Spice brand from the Shulton Co. in1990


� P&G acquired Gillette in 2005.





� We are extremely grateful to the A.C. Nielsen Co. for their extraordinary generosity in making this invaluable data available. It covers 52 weeks ending December 27, 2008, and December 29, 2007.


 


�For those stores for which, during a week, there were feature ads, coupon ad, display, or temporary price decrease of at least 5%.
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