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Abstract 
Background: Every fifth physical electronics store has been closed during the period 

between 2011 to 2017, and 30 % of all electronic products are now purchased online. As 

digitalization has affected both the number of physical stores negatively, but also loyalty 

towards firms among consumers, as price has become a more crucial role in decision 

making online, there is a need for physical stores to exploit the advantages that cannot be 

facilitated online to stay competitive. 

Purpose: The purpose of this study is to extend the understanding of how the valuation 

of sensory cues is related to consumer types in an electronics retail store context. 

Research Questions: To what extent are consumers in an electronics retail store 

utilitarian and hedonic in their needs and behavior? 

How do these consumers, in comparison to each other, value sensory cues in an 

electronics retail store environment? 

Methodology: The study uses a quantitative research approach with a cross-sectional 

research design and collects data through an online questionnaire. 

Findings: Consumers in an electronics retail store context tend to possess a higher degree 

of utilitarian traits and valued the importance of addressing the human senses significantly 

lower than consumers with a higher degree of hedonic traits. A significant difference 

between the groups is found for sight, sound and smell. Touch was found to be the most 

important sense for both groups. 

Managerial Implications: Contributes to knowledge managers could consider when 

relating the human senses to the strategic build-up of a store concept or the design of a 

retail environment. 

Further Research: Further research could investigate how the relationship, interplay and 

potential overload of stimuli affect consumers, either based on hedonic and utilitarian 

characteristics or other factors such as age and gender. 

Originality: To the best of the author’s knowledge, no other studies is researching the 

valuation of sensory cues in an electronics retail store environment from the consumers 

perspective.  

 

Keywords: Sensory Marketing, Consumer Types, Utilitarian, Hedonic, Atmospherics, 

Electronics Store, Retail Marketing 
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1 Introduction 
This chapter begins by presenting atmospherics in sensory marketing as a concept and a 

strategy which firms can use to differentiate themselves from competitors along with the 

current situation Swedish electronics stores are facing. Further on, a problematization is 

conducted before the purpose, and the research questions are presented. 

1.1 Background 
Sensory marketing is a marketing strategy that “engages the consumers’ senses and 

affects their perception, judgement and behavior” (Krishna, 2012 p. 332). Using the five 

human senses: sight, sound, smell, touch and taste, sensory marketing aims to create a 

“sensory experience” where the goal is to clarify a firm’s identity and values in order to 

build a sustainable image and not be used as a short-term strategy just to gain sales 

(Hultén, Broweus & van Dijk, 2009). The most dominant sense, sight, is by far the most 

used stimuli when creating sensations in marketing. However, despite the fact that science 

suggests that consumers attitudes and behaviors towards brands can be altered using the 

four remaining human senses, they have been neglected for a long time (Hultén et al., 

2009). Hultén et al. (2009) also suggest that companies with the same product offerings 

need strategies that enable them to differentiate themselves from competitors; otherwise 

it leaves firms to compete with price which could be a risky strategy to lean on. 

 

An industry that is experiencing both similar product offerings among competitors and 

price competition is the electronics industry. Every fifth electronics store in Sweden has 

been closed during the period between 2011 to 2017 and 30 % of all electronic products 

are now purchased online. Several big companies, such as Siba and OnOff, have been 

forced out of business in the past years due to competition, price-wars and several online 

alternatives (Veckans Affärer, 2016; Svenska Dagbladet, 2011). The German electronics 

giant, Media Markt, currently operates 28 stores in Sweden (MediaMarkt, 2019). 

However, in 2017, the company reported an operating loss of 210 million SEK (Dagens 

Industri, 2018). With the exception of Elgiganten that reported an operating profit of 200 

million SEK in 2018, the electronics industry decreased by 0.8 % and discounting for 

Elgiganten, a decrease of 5.4 % (Market, 2018). As digitalization has affected both the 

amount of physical stores negatively and loyalty towards firms among consumers (as 

price has become a more crucial role in decision making online), there is a need for 
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physical stores to exploit the advantages that cannot be facilitated online in order to stay 

competitive (Svensk Handel, 2018). 

 

One of the advantages Svensk Handel (2018) mentions is the ability to create a unique 

experience for the consumer at the point of purchase that cannot be facilitated online. 

Kotler (1973) defines’ atmospherics as the intentional designing of a retail environment 

that is used to affect and influence consumers at the point of purchase. These atmospherics 

allow retailers to use the store as a powerful communication tool (Underhill, 2000) and 

can help retailers to create a more complete sensory experience using all five human 

senses as opposed to the two senses, sight and sound, that can be used online (Svensk 

Handel, 2018). Offering a more complete sensory experience also allow firms to 

communicate emotional, cognitive and symbolic values, which is crucial for brand 

building and to establish a distinctive image of the firm in the mind of the consumer 

(Hultén et al., 2009). At the point of purchase, however, it is essential for a firm to meet 

the needs and expectations of the consumer (Levy & Weitz, 2009). However, needs and 

motivations can differ depending on the consumer type. Hedonic and utilitarian are two 

consumer types that are motivated by different aspects of the shopping experience, and 

firms must attempt to satisfy their subjected needs (Solomon, 2017). Hedonic consumers 

are experience-orientated and seek fun, enjoyment and pleasure. Utilitarian consumers 

are task-oriented and seek function, results and purpose (Ballantine, Jack & Parsons, 

2010). The sensory strategy should, therefore, be designed accordingly, as the same 

environment can be perceived differently depending on the subjective interpretation of 

the consumer (Kotler, 1973). 

1.2 Problem Discussion 
As stated above, the Swedish electronics industry is under pressure. With nearly identical 

product offerings, businesses have engaged in price wars leading to decreased margins 

and even bankruptcy in some cases (Veckans Affärer, 2016; Svenska Dagbladet, 2011). 

Kotler and Armstrong (2011) mention that it is important for retailers to distinguish and 

differentiate themselves from their competition to create a distinctive position in the mind 

of the consumer by adding value rather than cutting prices to match the competition 

(Kotler & Armstrong, 2011). Atmospherics are used as a strategy to create an experience 

for the consumer by appealing to the human senses and altering attitudes and behaviors. 

Atmospherics also serves as a brand builder that can help a retailer differentiate itself 

from competitors (Hultén et al. 2009). 
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Adding atmospheric cues to the retail environment have been broadly studied using either 

one or multiple atmospheric cues to address human senses. Positive results such as 

increased time spent in an environment (Helmefalk & Hultén, 2017), more positive 

evaluations of products and stores (Areni & Kim, 1994; Ballouli & Bennett, 2014), and 

higher intentions to revisit the store (Ridgway, Dawson & Bloch, 1989) has been found. 

However, research also confirm Kotler’s (1973) statement that there is no standardized 

blueprint for every industry or retailer when designing a retail atmosphere, using 

atmospherics. Higher frustration levels (Peck & Childers, 2003), loss of sales (Hultén et 

al., 2009), expressing extreme dislike towards the environment (Ballantine et al., 2010), 

avoidance behavior and even leaving the environment (Hultén et al., 2009) are some of 

the results retailers could potentially face when the individual preference of the retail 

atmosphere for the consumer is not met. The general notion in studies regarding 

atmospherics and their effect on consumer behavior is that retailers’ knowledge about 

their target groups is essential in order to meet their expectations at the point of purchase 

(Levy & Weitz, 2009) and that contextual differences set the agenda for how retailers 

should relate to the use of atmospherics (Kotler, 1973). 

 

The electronics industry has not gained as much attention in sensory marketing and 

atmospherics research as other industries, such as fashion and fast-moving consumer 

goods. How different consumer groups perceive retail atmospheres and atmospherics 

have mainly been studied based on age, gender (Hultén et al., 2009) and individual needs 

for touch in a retail store environment (Peck & Childers, 2003). However, Ballantine et 

al. (2010) did a qualitative study on the basis of hedonic and utilitarian consumer types 

in context of electronics stores and found that hedonic consumers were negatively 

affected by retail atmospheres that were too utilitarian in nature, however, the study did 

not cover the importance of each sense and instead covered specific cues mentioned in 

interviews. 

 

Categorizing consumer types and exploring their behaviors and motivations helps 

retailers to understand how to behave and conduct business (Workman, 2010). Hedonic 

and utilitarian consumers are two commonly studied groups that differ somewhat in their 

motives and motivation. Babin and Attaway (2000) suggest that both hedonic and 

utilitarian consumers need to be positively affected at the point of purchase and that 

retailers need to facilitate this by understanding consumer perception of ambient 
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atmospherics and constructing conditions based on that knowledge. While Krishna (2012) 

also suggests that there is a need for further research in how different consumers get 

aroused by different senses, the importance of the senses that affect these consumer 

groups in electronics retail store environments is yet to be discovered. 

 

Lindström (2005) studied general sensory importance and concluded that sight was the 

most important sense when experiencing a brand followed by smell, sound, taste and 

touch. Agapito, Oom do Valle and Costa Mendes (2012) studied sensory importance in 

the context of tourism and found sight to be the most important sense followed by sound, 

taste, smell and touch. Hultén (2011) suggested that further research could examine the 

role, significance and interplay of different sensory cues and even though sight is often 

seen as the dominant sense when experiencing environments (Hultén et al., 2009), 

consumer expectation on the retail environment might differ depending on the retail 

context. These contextual differences of how important the human senses are in different 

retail contexts and the role they play for the consumer experience indicate that more 

research is needed in industries that have not been given much attention, not only for 

scientific reasons but also for managers to relate to when adding sensory cues to their 

strategy. 

1.3 Purpose 
The purpose of this study is to extend the understanding of how the valuation of sensory 

cues is related to consumer types in an electronics retail store context. 

1.4 Research Questions 
Research question 1: To what extent are consumers in an electronics retail store 

utilitarian and hedonic in their needs and behavior? 

Research question 2: How do these consumers, in comparison to each other, value 

sensory cues in an electronics retail store environment? 

1.5 Delimitations 
Sensory marketing is a broad term with several strategies included within. This study 

focuses on the valuation of atmospheric sensory cues in relation to the human senses in a 

retail store environment. Also, an underlying assumption is that electronics retail store 

consumers are utilitarian by nature and the division of consumer type will therefore only 

treat the level of hedonic traits on a utilitarian scale. Furthermore, taste as part of sensory 
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marketing will be excluded from this study as the authors found it to be irrelevant in the 

chosen retail context. Also, the study is conducted in Sweden and examine opinions of 

Swedish consumers, thus, leaving out cultural aspects that could be taken into account if 

the study aimed to generalize the results on a cross-cultural or international level. 

1.6 Report Structure 
Chapter one contains the background of the subject, as well as discussing the gap found 

in previous literature. In this chapter the purpose and research questions of the paper is 

stated as well. Chapter two presents previous literature on the subject of consumer 

behavioral response in retailing, characteristics of utilitarian and hedonic consumer needs 

and behaviors, as well as atmospherics in sensory marketing. Chapter three treats the use 

of literature and its relation to the creation of hypotheses that is based on previous studies 

on the subject. In the fourth chapter, all method and the operationalization of the study 

can be found. In the following chapters, data is presented, analyzed, discussed and 

concluded. The report ends by stating limitations, managerial implications and 

recommendations for further research.  
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2 Literature Review 
In this chapter, previous research is presented on consumer behavioral response, hedonic 

and utilitarian motivation and behavior, as well as atmospherics and their appeal to the 

relevant human senses in a retail context. 

2.1 Consumer Behavior 
2.1.1 Consumer Behavioral Response 

Several different authors (e.g. Helmefalk & Hultén, 2017; Ridgway et al., 1989; Donovan 

& Rossiter, 1982) describe the well-known stimulus-organism-response model, also 

known as the S-O-R paradigm, by Mehrabian and Russell (1974). The model proposes 

that different kinds of stimuli affects the emotional states of consumers. The main idea of 

the S-O-R approach is that consumers evaluate the store atmosphere based on emotional 

states. The model suggests that people respond to different types of environments with 

two forms of behavior: approach or avoidance. These two forms of behavior can be 

determined by intervening environmental stimuli that cause three emotional states: 

pleasure/displeasure, arousal/non-arousal and dominance/passivity, also recognized by 

the acronym PAD (Mehrabian & Russell, 1974). It is the combination of the PAD 

emotional states that then determines if a person is willing to remain in or leave a specific 

environment (Bone & Ellen, 1999). However, the dominance/passivity state was 

disregarded by Russell and Pratt in 1980 and again by Donovan and Rossiter in 1982. 

According to Ward, Davies and Kooijman (2007), retailers have approached this theory 

by trying to create environments that increase the likelihood of approach behaviors from 

consumers. 

 

Donovan and Rossiter (1982) elaborate on the S-O-R paradigm, specifically in a retail 

setting. They define the response taxonomy of the approach in a retail setting and describe 

the physical approach/avoidance as the customers store patronage intentions at a basic 

level. When it comes to the exploratory approach and avoidance behavior it could be 

defined as in-store search and exposure to a different range of retail offerings. The 

communication approach/avoidance in a retail setting is defined by the consumers’ 

interaction with the store personnel and the floor staff. The approach and avoidance 

behavior of performance and satisfaction responses could be characterized by the 

consumers’ willingness to come back to the store, as well as a reinforcement of time and 

money spent in the store (Donovan & Rossiter, 1982). 
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2.1.2 Hedonic and Utilitarian Consumer Behavior 
Solomon (2017) categorizes different needs for different consumers. The author 

distinguishes motivational aspects of the shopping experience and states that motivation 

influence the type of shopping environment that will attract or annoy certain shoppers. 

Differences in motivation between consumers lead them to behave in different ways to 

satisfy their needs. The utilitarian consumer wishes to achieve functional and practical 

benefits, in contrast to hedonic consumers, where experiences and emotions are important 

aspects of the shopping encounter (Solomon, 2017). According to Workman (2010), it is 

important to understand consumers’ motivations since these motives are what underlie 

the response to different products (Workman, 2010). Different product attributes then 

satisfy these motives. Motives that are functional, practical and instrumental can be 

viewed as utilitarian (Workman, 2010; Chitturi, Raghunathan & Mahajan, 2008). Sensory 

and experiential motives can be viewed as being hedonic (Workman, 2010). According 

to Ahtola (1985), the utilitarian aspect of an attitude perceived by the consumer is related 

to concepts such as usefulness, value, and wiseness. The hedonic aspect is, on the other 

hand, related to the experienced or expected pleasure from a certain behavior (Ahtola, 

1985). 

 

The hedonic consumer has needs that are subjective and of experiential nature. The 

hedonic consumer is motivated by excitement and appreciate the values that the shopping 

experience itself offers beyond the functional feature of a product. The multisensory, 

fantasy and emotional aspects of shopping are important for the hedonic consumer when 

interacting with products in the environment (Solomon, 2017). According to Ballantine 

et al. (2010), a consumer of experiential (hedonic) nature is in need of fun, enjoyment and 

pleasure. The utilitarian consumer, however, is more task-oriented and seek function, 

results and purpose while shopping (Ballantine et al., 2010). Despite the differences in 

motivation, there is a need for retailers to facilitate relationships based on feelings through 

ambient atmospheric conditions that meet the needs of both hedonic and utilitarian 

consumers at the point of purchase, as they both show a need for positive affect while 

shopping (Babin & Attaway, 2000). 

 

Voss, Spangenberg and Grohmann (2003) adds emphasis on a statement by Batra and 

Ahtola (1991, p. 159), “consumers purchase goods and services and perform consumption 

behaviors for two basic reasons: (1) consummatory affective (hedonic) gratification (from 
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sensory attributes), and (2) instrumental, utilitarian reasons”. The authors, Voss et al. 

(2003) continues by adopting the definition of consumer attitudes by Batra and Ahtola 

(1991) and said that the hedonic dimension of a product is the one resulting from the 

sensation originating from the experience of using the product. The utilitarian dimension, 

on the other hand, is the result of the function performed by the product. The authors then 

develop a framework for identifying if something is utilitarian (effective; helpful; 

functional; necessary; practical) or hedonic (fun; exciting; delightful; thrilling; 

enjoyable). The authors continued by saying that hedonic and utilitarian do not have to 

be two ends of a one-dimensional continuum (Voss et al., 2003). 

 

Dhar and Wertenbroch (2000) conceptualized that hedonic goods (e.g. audio tapes and 

apartments with a view) and utilitarian goods (e.g. computer diskettes and apartments 

close to work) both deliver a positive payoff for the consumer, but of different types. 

Okada (2005) stated that most human survival-necessities are of utilitarian nature, but 

also highlights the fact that not all utilitarian goods are necessities. However, the same 

product can be a necessity for one person and not for another (Okada, 2005). 
 

2.2  Atmospherics in Sensory Marketing 
2.2.1 Sensory Marketing 

Helmefalk and Hultén (2017) said that a general notion in research is that shoppers feel 

the atmosphere in a retail setting mainly through visual or other sensory stimuli. In this 

sense, non-verbal, as well as verbal stimuli, are suggested to contribute to the 

establishment of an appealing atmosphere. In their research, the authors’ findings suggest 

a positive effect when adding congruent auditory and olfactory sensory cues in an 

environment, especially regarding time spent in the environment. This does also impact 

the likelihood of consumers going through with a purchase (Helmefalk & Hultén, 2017). 

Both Krishna (2010) and Hultén et al. (2009) define sensory marketing as a marketing 

practice that engages the human senses in a way that affect consumer behavior. Krishna, 

Cian & Sokolova (2016) further elaborates on the definitions by adding consumer 

perception and judgement as factors affected by sensory marketing. According to 

Spangenberg, Sprott, Grohmann and Tracy (2006), firms are to be viewed holistically and 

using the five human senses or combinations of them to create sensory experiences. If 

this is made properly, a firm can strengthen their brand identity and communicate its 

values to the consumer on a deeper level. Hultén et al. (2009) also state the importance 
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of using the service landscape as a tool to build an emotional linkage between firms and 

shoppers.  

 

2.2.2 Atmospherics 

Already in the 1970’s, Kotler (1973) stretched the importance of using atmospherics as a 

marketing tool. Kotler (1973) coined the term atmospherics in order to describe the 

“conscious designing of space to create certain effects in buyers” (Kotler, 1973, p. 50). 

He then describes the main senses to apprehend atmospheres as being sight, sound, scent 

and touch. Lindström (2005) studied sensory importance and found sight to be the sense 

that was the most important when experiencing a brand, sight was then followed by smell, 

sound, taste and touch. However, in a study of the usage of 45 different products, 

Schifferstein (2006) tested the importance of the five human senses. The study showed 

that over the 45 products, the respondents ranked the importance of the senses in the 

following order: sight, touch, smell, sound, and taste (Schifferstein, 2006). 

 

Shockley, Roth and Fredendall (2011) describe in which forms the shopper interaction in 

a retail store can take place, while using Levy and Weitz (2009) as their reference. They 

mention that the shoppers are able to interact with elements in the store, like for example, 

stores associates, the merchandise mix and the layout of the store. Other elements can be 

lightening and signage. Furthermore, they say all of these elements primary function is to 

meet the shoppers’ needs and expectations in order to influence their in-store behavior. 

These elements are effective ways for brick-and-mortar store retailers to manage the 

shoppers’ decision making in the store (Shockley et al., 2011). In a study regarding retail 

shopping and shopping malls, Langrehr (1991) says that the atmospheric environment is 

part of the consumers’ hedonic consumption activity. Retailers are able to appeal to the 

consumers by their senses of sight, sound, touch and even taste in some cases, especially 

if regarding food (Langrehr, 1991).  

 

2.2.3 Visual Atmospherics 
According to Kotler (1973), the main visual dimension of an atmosphere consists of color, 

brightness, size and shapes. Biswas, Szocz, Chacko and Wansink (2017) says ambient 

light is an easy and inexpensive way to alter the ambiance of a store. In their study, they 

found that people visiting restaurants chose differently between healthy and unhealthy 

food depending on if the ambient was bright or dim. This is due to dim lightening reducing 
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people’s level of mental alertness, which then can lead to them preferring more unhealthy 

food. Similar results were found in Summers and Hebert’s (2001) study exploring 

ambient light in a hardware store and in an apparel/feed store. Their findings indicated 

that different level of ambience affects consumer behavior. When in bright light, 

consumers were more willing to touch and pick up items in the stores. Areni and Kim 

(1994) state that store managers can influence the time spent in the store by managing the 

level of light. In their study, examining a wine store, the authors found that when the light 

was set at a brighter level, shoppers spent more time examining and handling the products. 

 

In a study made by Babin and Attaway (2000) consumers favored cool store interiors in 

comparison to warm interiors. The subjects in the study rated blue interior as more likable 

and were more willing to shop in a blue vs. orange environment. The consumers also 

reacted more favorably to bright light environments, regardless of color. In another study 

by Bellizzi, Crowley and Hasty (1983) the authors found that cool and blue colors should 

be used in retail stores that offer higher-price and higher-risk products, this is due to cool 

colors being rated as positive, relaxed and favorable. However, the subjects found 

products as being more up to date in a warm environment, in comparison to the cool one 

(Bellizzi et al., 1983). 

 

Shockley et al. (2011) say consumers might have some difficulty understanding the 

product offering in a store selling products that are closely linked to other necessary 

complementary products. These kinds of problems often occur in electronics retail stores, 

since for example TVs usually are closely linked to the complementary products of sound 

systems and satellite services, amongst others. This uncertainty creates a greater need for 

information for the consumers, which store managers have to provide in order to make 

the probability of the consumer completing a purchase (Shockley et al., 2011). However, 

if signing too much in the store environment, consumers might instead be confused due 

to the store feeling more cluttered and making the store feel more “down” market 

(Langrehr, 1991). Rayburn and Voss (2013) make a similar acknowledgement saying that 

organized, clean and uncluttered environments are to be seen as more welcoming than 

those environments that are unorganized, unclean and cluttered. They also say that the 

perceived level of organization might be an antecedent of the perceived entire atmosphere 

(Rayburn & Voss, 2013). 
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2.2.4 Auditory Atmospherics 
Kotler (1973) defines the main auditory dimensions as being volume and pitch. 

According to Spence, Puccinelli, Grewal and Roggeveen (2014), music is one of the most 

researched areas when it comes to elements of the store environment, this is since music 

is easy for store managers to control. The authors then continue by saying that auditory 

atmospherics can create both physical effects and semantic meanings associated with the 

music and sounds. Ballouli and Bennett (2014) emphasize that music usually is added to 

the environment in order to enhance evaluations of products and services in the common 

brick-and-mortar retail settings. In a review made by Garlin and Owen (2006) they found 

that most previous studies showed positive effects on sales, repeat purchases and rate of 

spend when using appropriate background music. Demoulin (2011) say there is a 

difference when it comes to the effects of pleasure and arousal due to music, depending 

on the consumers’ motivation orientation. Consumers that are task-oriented just want to 

complete the task and therefore tries to complete their shopping as fast as possible, 

without wasting any time or energy on useless things. On the other side, recreational 

shoppers want to be satisfied with the shopping experience itself (Demoulin, 2011). 

 

Stewart and Koh (2017) studied advertisements and found that a fast-paced song (162-

bpm) created more likable affective responses, compared to a slow-paced song (92-bpm). 

In a study made by Knoeferle, Paus and Vossen (2017) they found that fast-paced music 

(107 bpm or more) in comparison to slow paced music (82 bpm or less) made customers 

spend more money in a store with high social density. However, when the social density 

was low to medium, the fast-paced music did not create any significant change in 

spending. Garlin and Owen (2006) found that tempo is the one factor that has the most 

influence on arousal. Langrehr (1991) says that if the music in a store environment is of 

slow-tempo, rather than fast-tempo, consumers will spend more time and money in the 

store. 

 

In Ballouli and Bennett’s (2014) study, they found that people who perceived the music 

to be congruent with the brand also expressed more positive evaluations of the 

environment in the store. North, Sheridan and Areni (2016) also found that when the 

music is congruent consumers are more willing to pay for a product. In a study made by 

Zellner, Geller, Lyons, Pyper and Riaz (2017) they found that a restaurant could alter 

food choices based on the ethnicity of the music. Demoulin (2011) says that when the 
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music is congruent with the service environment, it increases the consumers’ pleasure if 

their level of arousal is low. They also say that when there is congruency, the consumers 

also perceive the quality of the service to be higher. 

 

2.2.5 Tactile Atmospherics 

Being the largest organ of the human body, the skin allows us to perceive sensations such 

as heat, cold, pain and pressure (Lindström, 2005). The sense of touch also allows 

consumers to interact with objects and to decide on the texture, hardness, shape and 

weight the object possesses (Krishna, 2013). Consumers touch objects in order to gain 

information but sometimes also just for the actual sensation of touching an object 

(Klatzky, Lederman & Matula, 1993). 

 

Different consumers use touch for different reasons, consumers can relate to different 

types of touch depending on the faced situation. Informational touch refers to using touch 

to gain information about objects and makes up the majority of interactions and haptic 

experiences. In contrast, hedonic touch refers to the haptic experiences’ consumers obtain 

from simply touching and experiencing objects, just for the sake of touching (Krishna, 

2013). Consumers’ individual preference for touch is based on individual differences in 

levels of “need for touch” which explains a consumers’ preferred method of using touch 

to extract information from objects (Peck & Wiggins, 2006). Peck and Childers (2003) 

found that consumers that scored high in “need for touch” tended to become more 

frustrated than consumers with low “need for touch” when presented with an object but 

without the possibility to evaluate the object by touching it. Touch that delivers positive 

affective response is also more likely to increase positive attitudes and behavioral 

intention when examining products (Peck & Wiggins, 2006). 

 

Wolf, Arkes and Muhanna (2008) performed experiments on how feelings of attachment 

and ownership towards a product intensified if the consumer were able to examine and 

touch a certain product for a longer period of time. When consumers felt a stronger bond 

with the product, they were also more likely to pay a higher price than if the feelings of 

attachment and ownership were weaker. In a similar study by Peck and Shu (2009) 

investigated the influence of only a mere touch on the feelings of perceived ownership 

and valuation of a product. Their study showed that even if a consumer merely touched 

an object, the perceived level of ownership increased (Peck & Shu, 2009). 
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2.2.6 Olfactory Atmospherics 
Mattila and Wirtz (2001) define ambient scent as a scent that does not originate from a 

specific object, but rather, is present in a specific environment. This definition of ambient 

scent is in line with the definition given by Bosmans (2006), who also says ambient scent 

is to be considered as an extraneous environmental cue. Gulas and Bloch (1995) state that 

ambient scents, in contrary to product scents, can influence the responses towards all 

products sold in the environment. Ellen and Bone (1998) found positive effects on time 

spent, while in an environment with an ambient scent present. Donovan, Rossiter and 

Marcoolyn (1994) found that when consumers experience pleasure induced by the 

environment, they are more likely to spend more time and money than they first intended 

to. Morrin and Ratneshwar (2000) also saw the same results as Donovan et al. (1994) 

regarding an increase in time and money spent. 

 

Studies have shown that the use of some specific scents that create a pleasant environment 

can enhance memories and product evaluations (Morrin & Ratneshwar, 2000; Bosmans, 

2006; Chebat & Michon, 2003), influencing consumers mood and emotions (Orth & 

Bourrain, 2005) as well as affecting the shopping behavior of the consumer (Gulas & 

Bloch, 1995; Amsteus, Olsson & Paulsson, 2015). According to Ridgway et al. (1989), 

people who experience high pleasure and/or arousal were more willing to explore the 

environment, as well as being more satisfied with their visit. Hultén (2011) found similar 

results saying scent is a way of enhancing the process of creating memory pictures and a 

positive environment, as well as creating wellbeing among both employees and 

customers. 

 

When a shopper interacts with a scent that is congruent with his or her preferences of 

scents, he or she is likely to experience a positive effect on their state of mood (Gulas & 

Bloch, 1995; Bone & Jantrania, 1992). In their study, Rimkute, Moraes and Ferreira 

(2016) says that for a shift to occur in attitude and perception, there is a need for the scent 

to be congruent with the environment. Bosmans’ (2006) study suggests that when an 

ambient scent is congruent with the store environment and/or the product category, it is 

able to enhance positive product evaluations. This is regardless of how salient the scent 

might be, or how motivated the consumers are. Mitchell, Kahn and Knasko (1995) found 

that people in an environment with an incongruent scent, spent less time working and 

encoding, compared to the people in an environment with a congruent scent in the 
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atmosphere. Additionally, they also found that when exposed to a congruent scent, the 

people viewed items in a more holistic way. However, Ellen and Bone (1998) found no 

positive effects when using a congruent scent but did find negative effects while using an 

incongruent scent.  
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3 Conceptual Framework 
This chapter begins by presenting a theoretical framework of concepts that serves as a 

foundation for the development of hypotheses. These concepts are then used for the 

formation of a conceptual model, explaining the relationship between the concepts. 

3.1 Hypothesis Development 
A store atmosphere is evaluated based on the consumers’ emotional state, and based on 

the evaluation, the consumers then respond to the environment with either an approach 

or avoidance behavior (Mehrabian & Russell, 1974). Store managers can affect the 

behavior of the consumer by approaching the emotional state of pleasure and arousal 

through environmental stimuli (Mehrabian & Russell, 1974; Ward et al., 2007). Previous 

studies have shown that the main senses used in order to perceive an environment in a 

retail store setting are sight, touch, smell and sound (Kotler, 1973; Lindström, 2005; 

Schifferstein, 2006; Langrehr, 1991). If a retail-store manager effectively puts these 

elements to work, they are able to manage the consumers’ decision making while in the 

store (Shockley et al., 2011). Helmefalk and Hultén (2017) found that atmospheric 

sensory cues are able to positively affect both the likelihood of a purchase as well as the 

time spent in the store. Not only can sensory cues affect physical outcomes but also the 

perception of a firm’s brand identity and values (Spangenberg et al., 2006). 

H1: Consumers value atmospheric sensory cues positively 

 

Different types of consumers have different types of needs and motives for shopping. The 

different type of consumers then requires different types of environments (Solomon, 

2017). On the one hand, the utilitarian consumer is of a more task-oriented type and looks 

to achieve benefits that are functional, practical, instrumental, purposeful and necessary 

(Solomon, 2017; Workman, 2010; Chitturi et al., 2008; Batra & Ahtola, 1991; Voss et 

al., 2003; Okada, 2005).  On the other hand, when it comes to attitudes of utilitarian 

consumers, they value concepts like usefulness, values and wiseness (Ahtola, 1985). 

During their time in a retail store, utilitarian consumers seek function, results and purpose 

(Ballantine et al., 2010). Voss et al. (2003) create a framework to identify if something is 

utilitarian, the characteristics of utilitarian are if something is effective, helpful, 

functional, necessary and/or practical (Voss et al., 2003). Most human-necessities are to 

be viewed as of utilitarian character but is not to be confused by thinking all utilitarian 

products are necessities (Okada, 2005). According to Dhar and Wertenbroch (2000), 
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computer diskettes and apartments close to work could be seen as utilitarian goods. The 

hedonic consumer is said to be very experiential and steered by emotions, such as fun, 

enjoyment and pleasure (Solomon, 2017; Workman, 2010; Ahtola, 1985; Ballantine et 

al., 2010). The hedonic emotions of consumers are usually related to the experienced 

and/or expected pleasure that goes beyond the functional feature of a product (Ahtola, 

1985; Solomon, 2017). In summary, the hedonic consumer seeks the sensation coming 

from the experience (Batra & Ahtola, 1991). Voss et al. (2003) developed a framework 

to identify if something is of hedonic character with the characteristics fun, exciting, 

delightful, thrilling and enjoyable (Voss et al., 2003). According to Dhar and 

Wertenbroch (2000), audiotapes and apartments with a view could be seen as hedonic 

goods. 

 

Shoppers can interact with elements within a retail store by, for example, interacting with 

store associates, the merchandise mix and the layout of the store. The primary function 

of these elements is to meet the shoppers’ needs and expectations in order to influence 

behavior (Shockley et al., 2011; Levy & Weitz, 2009). Shoppers feel the environment in 

the store through sensory stimuli (Helmefalk & Hultén, 2017). Several different authors 

say the ambience is an easy way to create a positive effect on consumer behavior (Biswas 

et al., 2017; Summers & Hebert, 2001; Areni & Kim, 1994). In an electronics retail store, 

Shockley et al. (2011) found that consumers might be confused when there are too many 

complementary products related to the main product and creates a greater need of 

information (Shockley et al., 2011). Solving this problem with signing is not a great 

option due to the cluttering of the store contributes to the store feeling “down” market 

(Langrehr, 1991). 

H2: There is a difference in how utilitarian vs. hedonic consumers value visual 

atmospherics 

 

When it comes to auditory atmospherics it is able to create both physical and semantic 

effects and therefore enhance evaluations of a retail store (Spence et al., 2014; Ballouli & 

Bennett, 2014; Stewart & Koh, 2017; Knoeferle et al., 2017; Langrehr, 1991; Zellner et 

al., 2017). Task-oriented customers are more eager to complete their task, rather than 

wasting time on useless things in the atmosphere (Demoulin, 2011).  

H3: There is a difference in how utilitarian vs. hedonic consumers value auditory 

atmospherics 
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The sense of touch enables customers to feel the texture, hardness, shape and weight of 

objects (Krishna, 2013) and can give information about an object that the other senses 

cannot (Klatzky et al., 1993; Krishna, 2013; Peck & Wiggins, 2006). Touch increases 

positive attitudes for consumers examining products (Peck & Wiggins, 2006) and 

intensify feelings of attachment towards the product (Wolf et al., 2008; Peck & Shu, 

2009). 

H4: There is a difference in how utilitarian vs. hedonic consumers value tactile 

atmospherics 

 

Ambient scents can influence all products within an environment (Gulas & Bloch, 1995) 

and positive effects on product evaluations, as well as on time and money spent in these 

conditions have been found in many previous studies (Ellen & Bone, 1998; Donovan et 

al., 1994; Morrin & Ratneshwar, 2000; Bosmans, 2006; Chebat & Michon, 2003; 

Ridgway et al., 1989; Hultén et al., 2009). 

H5: There is a difference in how utilitarian vs. hedonic consumers value olfactory 

atmospherics 
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3.2 Summary of Hypotheses 
Table 1: Hypotheses 

H1 Consumers value atmospheric sensory cues positively 

H2 There is a difference in how utilitarian vs. hedonic consumers value visual 

atmospherics 

H3 There is a difference in how utilitarian vs. hedonic consumers value auditory 

atmospherics 

H4 There is a difference in how utilitarian vs. hedonic consumers value tactile 

atmospherics 

H5 There is a difference in how utilitarian vs. hedonic consumers value olfactory 

atmospherics 

 

3.3 Conceptual Model 

Figure 1: Conceptual Model 
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4 Methodology 
In this chapter, the chosen methodological directions are stated in terms of research 

approach and design. Further on, relevant concepts are tied back to literature in an 

operationalization before presenting the chosen data collection method and results. 

4.1 Research Approach 
Bryman and Bell (2011) distinguish two different theories for conducting research, one 

of them being deduction and the other being induction. For the deductive approach, 

researchers use existing theories as a starting point and form hypotheses along with 

concepts that are translated and operationalized into researchable entities for the 

collection of data. After data is collected, findings are analyzed, which either rejects or 

confirms the stated hypothesis. This then leads to the contribution to the already existing 

theory. In contrast, using an inductive approach, researchers collect data to generate 

theories. This approach is often associated with qualitative studies and data is often 

collected through focus groups and interviews (Bryman & Bell, 2011). This study adopts 

a deductive research approach where prior research and proposed theories in consumer 

response behavior, sensory marketing and atmospherics serves as the theoretical 

foundation for the hypotheses-building. Further on, this study uses a quantitative 

approach where relevant concepts have been obtained from theories and then 

operationalized for the creation of a self-completion questionnaire. 

 

4.2 Research Design 
Malhotra (2010) defines research design as a framework or blueprint for obtaining 

information to solve the stated research problem. Malhotra (2010) distinguishes between 

two different types of designs, one being exploratory with the objective to provide 

insights and understanding, and the other being conclusive research design that aims to 

test specific hypotheses and examine relationships. Bryman and Bell (2011) further 

elaborate on the conclusive research design by distinguishing between cross-sectional and 

longitudinal design. A cross-sectional approach is used when data is collected at a single 

point in time, on more than one case and in connection with two or more variables and a 

longitudinal approach is used when the same set of people and variables are studied over 

time. This study aims to investigate how hedonic and utilitarian consumer types perceive 

sensory atmospherics in the context of electronics stores, which makes it conclusive in 
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nature. Considering the use of a questionnaire as a collection method of data, giving a 

snapshot of a single point in time, the design hence is of cross-sectional character. 

 

4.3 Operationalization 
The operationalization “Table 2: Operationalization” is created to serve as a framework 

when conducting the data collection, as well as a foundation for the analysis in chapter 

five. The operationalization is first divided into the concepts of consumer type and 

sensory cues, then the components of each concept are stated. The components measured 

are utilitarian; hedonic; sight; sound; touch; and smell. The items for the utilitarian and 

hedonic characteristics are adapted from a previous work by Bae, Self and Kim (2015). 

 
Table 2: Operationalization 

Concept Component Sub-components Items 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Consumer 
Type 

 - Effectiveness 
(Ballantine et al., 2010; 
Voss et al., 2003) 
- Price/Quality (Bae et 
al, 2015) 

Q1: When purchasing an electronic 
product, price and quality is more 
important than the current trend 

 - Usefulness (Ahtola, 
1985; Voss et al., 2003) 
- Satisfaction (Bae et al., 
2015) 

Q2: Satisfaction while using the 
product is more important than just 
possessing the product 

Utilitarian - Functionality 
(Solomon, 2017; Voss et 
al., 2003, Ballantine et al., 
2010, Bae et al., 2015) 

Q3: When you purchase electronic 
products, its functionality is more 
important than its appearance 

 - Necessity (Okada, 2005; 
Voss et al., 2003) 
- Informative (Bae et al., 
2015) 

Q4: When you shop for electronic 
products, you check the price 
information on the internet before 
visiting the store 

 - Practical (Solomon, 
2017; Voss et al., 2003) 
- Planning (Bae et al., 
2015) 

Q5: You decide what to buy before 
going to the store 

 - Fun (Ballantine et al., 
2010; Voss et al., 2003) 

Q6: When purchasing an electronic 
product, you prefer the trendier option 
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- Trendy (Bae et al., 
2015) 

 - Exciting (Solomon, 
2017; Voss et al., 2003) 
- Special (Bae et al., 
2015) 

Q7: You want to buy a product that 
nobody has in order to be different 

 
 

Hedonic 

- Pleasure (Ballantine et 
al., 2010; Ahtola, 1985; 
Voss et al., 2003) 
- Design (Bae et al., 
2015) 

Q8: The design of an electronic 
product is more important than the 
quality 

 - Enjoyable (Ballantine 
et al., 2010; Voss et al., 
2003) 
- Atmosphere (Bae et al., 
2015) 

Q9: The atmosphere of the store 
greatly affects what you purchase in 
an electronics store 

 - Excitement (Solomon, 
2017; Voss et al., 2003) 
- Emotions (Bae et al., 
2015; Hirschman & 
Solomon, 2017) 

Q10: You shop depending on your 
mood instead of making plans 
beforehand 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Sensory 
Cues 

 
 
 
 

Sight 

- Ambience (Biswas et 
al., 2017; Summers & 
Hebert, 2001; Areni & 
Kim, 1994) 
- Cleanliness/Structure 
(Rayburn & Voss, 2013) 
- Visibility (Langrehr, 
1991) 

Q11: I consider visuals to be 
important when visiting an electronics 
store 
Q12: It is important that the level of 
lightening in the store is satisfying 
Q13: It is important that the store is 
clean and structured 
Q14: It is important that the products 
are in their right place and clearly 
visible in the store 

 
 
 
 

Sound 

- Congruency (Ballouli 
& Bennett, 2014; North et 
al., 2016; Zellner et al., 
2017; Demoulin, 2011) 
- Volume (Kotler, 1973) 
- Tempo (Stewart & Koh, 
2017; Knoeferle et al., 
2017; Garlin & Owen, 
2006) 

Q15: I consider the presence of 
surrounding music to be important 
when visiting an electronics store 
Q16: It is important that the 
surrounding music fits the store 
context/environment 
Q17: The volume of the surrounding 
music in an electronics store is 
important  
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Q18: The tempo of the surrounding 
music in an electronics store is 
important 

 
 
 
 
 

Touch 

- Informative touch 
(Krishna, 2013; Peck & 
Wiggins, 2006) 
- Enjoyable touch 
(Krishna, 2013) 
- Trying (Peck & 
Wiggins, 2006) 

Q19: I consider the ability to touch the 
products to be an important element 
when visiting an electronics store 
Q20: Touching the products is 
important in order to gain information 
before a purchase 
Q21: I enjoy touching products for 
enjoyment without any specific 
purchasing goal in mind 
Q22: The ability to try the products is 
important 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Smell 

- Pleasantness (Orth & 
Bourrain, 2005; Morrin & 
Ratneshwar, 2000; Gulas 
& Bloch, 1995; Ellen & 
Bone, 1998; Ridgway et 
al., 1989) 
- Congruency (Gulas and 
Bloch, 1995; Rimkute et 
al., 2016; Bone & 
Jantrania, 1992; 
Bosmans, 2006; Mitchell 
et al., 1995; Amsteus et 
al., 2015; Spangenberg et 
al., 2006) 
- Presence (Gulas & 
Bloch, 1995; Ellen & 
Bone, 1998) 

Q23: I consider smell to be an 
important element when visiting an 
electronics store 
Q24: It is important that the smell is 
pleasant 
Q25: It is important that the character 
of the smell fits the store 
context/environment  
Q26: It is important that smell is 
neutral 

 

4.4 Data Collection Method 
The primary data for this study was collected through an online questionnaire, distributed 

through Facebook and other social channels, for example, via e-mail. The survey was 

distributed during a period of ten days and can be found in Appendix A.  
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Bryman and Bell (2011) say a self-completion questionnaire is a data collection method 

where the respondents answer all questions without any help from an interviewer or 

administrator. With this comes both pros and cons, the benefits of this method are that 

there is no bias from the interviewer influencing the respondent. Another benefit is that 

this type of collection method is easy to administrate and easier to distribute to a larger 

sample. However, a disadvantage can be that respondents who maybe does not understand 

something cannot ask the interviewer any questions. This means that the researchers need 

to make sure that the questionnaire are easily navigated, as well as the questions being 

understandable for all respondents. Closed questions are a common way to get around 

confusion and usually makes the questionnaire easier to answer for respondents (Bryman 

& Bell, 2011). 

 

The questionnaire for this thesis is divided into two parts, were the participants first got 

to answer questions related to which type of consumer they are while shopping in an 

electronics retail store. Then followed questions about how they rank the importance of 

the sensory cues in the store environment. Before answering any questions the 

participants got to read a short descriptive text about the subject and was provided the 

following description of an electronics retail store, “The definition of an electronics store, 

in this case, is a retailer providing a large variety of electronic products such as Media 

Markt, Netonnet, Elgiganten, etc.”. In this, part it was also stated that all answers collected 

would be kept anonymous. 

 

The “consumer type” part of the survey were based upon a work by Bae et al. (2015) but 

revised and changed in order to better suit the purpose of the study. The questions were 

also formulated with help from the literature review. All questions in the survey were 

provided with an ordinal 7-point Likert scale, with the range going from 1 - strongly 

disagree to 7 - strongly agree. According to Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2012), the 5- 

or 7-point Likert scale is recommended since the middle value gives respondents a neutral 

option (Saunders et al., 2012). The last part of the survey was made in order to generate 

possible control variables. The control questions consisted of some basic demographic 

questions, as well as one question about their frequency visiting electronics retail stores. 

The questions included were crafted to be relevant for the purpose of the study and made 
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understandable for the participants, taking both language and written formulations into 

account. 

 

4.5 Data Sources & Sampling 
This study uses primary data in the form of collected answers from respondents using an 

online-distributed questionnaire. Furthermore, secondary data in the form of scientific 

articles, literature, websites and academic journals have been obtained through several 

well-known and generally accepted databases, for example, Business Source Premier and 

Emerald Insight. Subject relevant keywords, like sensory marketing and consumer 

behavior has been used for the initial findings of relevant articles. After going through 

the first set of articles generated, more articles were obtained from references and 

recommendations. 

 

For the questionnaire, this study uses non-probability sampling due to the aim of being 

both time and cost effective for the researchers. Although this might mean that some 

specific groups of people are more represented than others (Bryman & Bell, 2012), the 

questionnaire asks demographic questions in order to monitor the representation of 

groups. However, non-probability sampling is just an umbrella covering several different 

forms of this type of sampling (Bryman & Bell, 2011). This study uses both the 

subcategories of convenience and snowball sampling. The initial distribution of the 

questionnaire was through available connections with people that might have an interest 

in partaking in the research. However, all respondents were encouraged to share the 

questionnaire with their own connections in order to yield a more generalizable and 

greater sample. 

 

For sample size, the rule of thumb stated by Green (1991) was used to estimate the initial 

sample for this study. Burmeister and Aitken (2012) provide the function created by 

Green (1991) to count the smallest sample size required for analysis in a quantitative 

study. The sample size is calculated as N ≥ 50 + 8p, where p is the number of predictors 

(Burmeister & Aitken, 2012), also known as the number of independent variables. There 

are two independent variables in this study, namely the two consumer types hedonic and 

utilitarian. For the situation of this study, the sample should therefore be calculated as N 

≥ 50 + (8*2), which results in the sample (N) needing to be larger than 66 responses. A 
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total of 152 responses was gathered in order to create a margin, as well as making the 

study more generalizable. 

 

4.6 Data Analysis Method 
SPSS is a computer software researches can use to analyze data using statistical methods. 

For the purpose of this study, an ANOVA analysis has been the chosen method for the 

analysis of data. ANOVA (analysis of variance) is used to determine whether or not there 

is a significant difference between two samples or groups (Hair, Black, Babin & 

Anderson, 2013). The test is used to analyze the spread of data between and within groups 

by comparing mean values. To ensure that the potential differences between the groups 

occur by chance, an F value is produced. This, F in turn, is presented with a value that 

determines the probability or likelihood that the difference between them have occurred 

by chance (Saunders et al., 2012). 

 

4.7 Quality Criteria 
Malhotra (2010) says all multi-item scales need to be evaluated for their accuracy and 

applicability, which involves an evaluation of both reliability and validity. 

 

4.7.1 Reliability 

According to Bryman and Bell (2011), Cronbach’s alpha is a widely known used method 

to measure internal reliability. If the correlation between items is too low, the indicators 

probably do not measure the same thing. The computed alpha value can vary between 1 

and 0, where 1 entails perfect internal reliability and 0 entails no internal reliability at all. 

However, a value of 0.7 as the rule of thumb is considered to be an efficient value for 

internal reliability (Bryman & Bell, 2011). Malhotra (2010) provides similar numbers but 

says that a value of 0.6 or higher is satisfactory. Furthermore, Malhotra (2010) states that 

the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient tends to increase when tested against a large number of 

items and can therefore be inappropriately inflated. 

 

4.7.2 Validity 

When it comes to validity, it has to do with if a measurement of a specific concept, 

actually measures that concept (Bryman & Bell, 2011). The two types of validity used in 

this research are face validity and construct validity. Face validity is a concept used to see 
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if a measurement reflects the content within a specific concept. Face validity can be 

achieved by asking people to evaluate if the measure seems to measure a specific concept, 

this means that face validity actually is a quite intuitive process (Bryman & Bell, 2011; 

Malhotra, 2010). Face validity in this research was established through a pre-test during 

the development of the questionnaire. Five people from different backgrounds and 

different levels of highest education reached, as well as with different levels of English 

skills were consulted in order to examine if the questions were understandable and of use 

for the concept measured. The first draft of the questions within the operationalization 

was consulted and reviewed by the tutor of this thesis in order to make sure that the 

questions were properly formulated and relevant to the treated subject. All answers were 

then reviewed, and a few changes were made in order to make questions more 

understandable and relevant. 

 

The construct validity of a measure is, according to Malhotra (2010), a tool to address 

what the construct, in fact, is measuring. Construct validity can be achieved through 

developing hypotheses based on previous literature and theory (Bryman & Bell, 2011). 

The method to achieve construct validity is done through the operationalization, which 

relies on previous literature. According to Saunders et al. (2012), Pearson’s correlation 

coefficient can be used in order to measure the strength of the relationship between 

constructs. The authors then state that the analysis will yield a result ranging from -1 to 

+1. Where -1 is a perfect negative correlation, and where +1 is a perfect positive 

relationship. If the result is 0, there is no correlation between the constructs. Between 0.2 

to 0.35, there is a weak positive correlation, 0.35 to 0.6 is a moderate positive correlation, 

and between 0.6 to 0.8 there is a strong positive, and the last step before perfect correlation 

is between 0.8 to 1 where there is a very strong positive correlation. The same principle, 

but in contrary goes for the negative part of the scale (Saunders et al., 2012). 

 

4.8 Ethical Considerations 
Ethical principles in business research usually consist of the following four main areas: 

whether there is; harm to participants; a lack of informed consent; an invasion of privacy; 

and whether deception is involved (Bryman & Bell, 2011). When it comes to harm, the 

authors Bryman and Bell (2011) define harm as any physical, stress-related or self-esteem 

harm. It is the researches responsibility to make sure there is no possible harm for the 

participants in the study or making sure it is as minimized it can be. For the area of 
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informed consent, there is a great informational need from participants in order for them 

to make an informed decision on whether they wish to participate in the study or not. The 

third area regarding privacy entails that respondents should have their right to privacy, 

although this is strongly related to the informed consent from the participant. So, if there 

is anonymity promised for participants, this needs to be respected in the research process. 

The last area, deception, imply that researchers always should be clear and upfront about 

what the research is, and not represent it as something it is not (Bryman & Bell, 2011). 

For this study, all of these main four areas have been considered. There has been no harm 

for any person participating in this research. When it comes to informed consent, privacy 

and deception, the introduction of the questionnaire gave a clear picture of the subject 

treated in this study, as well as naming both the university and the authors, as well as 

providing contact information from both authors. Also, anonymity was promised and kept 

during the entire research process. 

 

4.9 Methodological Summary 
Table 3: Methodological summary 

Research Approach Deductive 
Quantitative 

Research Design Conclusive 
Cross-sectional 

Data Collection Method Questionnaire 

Data Sources Primary 

Sampling Non-probability Sampling 
Convenience Sampling 
Snowball Sampling 

Data Analysis Method Descriptive Statistics 
Univariate Analysis of Variance 

Quality Criteria Reliability 
Validity 
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5 Analysis and Results 
This chapter begins by describing the descriptive statistics generated from the 

respondents of the questionnaire. Then follows the data measuring the valuation of 

sensory cues and the analysis-data from the ANOVA tests, as well as acceptance or 

rejection of hypotheses. 

5.1 Descriptive Statistics 
152 people answered the survey, found in Appendix A. Out of these 152 people, 80 

(≈53%) were male and 71 female (≈47%). The age of respondents varies between the 

ages of 14 to 75 years old. The majority of the respondents were between 21-25 years old. 

The two most answered alternatives for “main occupation” were 74 (≈48%) employed 

and 75 (≈49%) students. The remaining 3 (≈3%) were either unemployed or retired. For 

the question of “educational level reached” the majority (≈44%) answered “high school”, 

then the next two biggest categories were “bachelor’s degree” (≈37%) and “master’s 

degree” (≈16%). For monthly income, the answers were quite evenly spread between 

15,000-45,000 SEK before taxes each month. The largest group (≈30%) had an income 

between 5,000 to 14,999 SEK. 11 people (≈7%) reported “no income” and 4 (≈3%) had 

an income above 45,000 SEK. 6 people (≈4%) said they would prefer not to answer this 

question. As a control question, the respondents were asked “how often do you visit 

electronics stores?”, the majority (≈54%) visits electronics stores more than once per year. 

29 people (19,1%) said “once per month”, and 17 people (≈11%) answered “more than 

once per month”. The smallest categories consist of “once per year” (≈7%), “less than 

once per year” (≈4%) and “once per week” (≈5%). All statistics can be found in “Table 

4: Descriptive Statistics”. 

 
Table 4: Descriptive statistics 

Descriptive Statistics n % 

Gender 152 % 

Male 81 ≈53 

Female 71 ≈47 

Age 152 % 
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14-23 60 ≈40 

24-33 54 ≈35 

34-43 8 ≈5 

44-53 20 ≈13 

53+ 10 ≈7 

Main Occupation 152 % 

Student 75 ≈49 

Employed 74 ≈48 

Unemployed 1 ≈1 

Retired 2 ≈2 

Educational Level Reached 152 % 

Elementary School 4 ≈3 

High School 67 ≈44 

Bachelor’s Degree 56 ≈37 

Master’s Degree 25 ≈16 

Monthly Income 152 % 

No Income 11 ≈7 

5,000 - 14,999 SEK 46 ≈30 

15,000 - 24,999 SEK 27 ≈18 

25,000 - 34,999 SEK 31 ≈20 

35,000 - 45,000 SEK 27 ≈18 

45,000+ SEK 4 ≈3 
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I’d rather not say 6 ≈4 

Electronics Store Visit Frequency 152 % 

Once per week 7 ≈5 

More than once per month 17 ≈11 

Once per month 29 ≈19 

More than once per year 82 ≈54 

Once per year 11 ≈7 

Less than once per year 6 ≈4 

 
5.2 Quality Criteria 
5.2.1 Reliability 

All variables in this study scored between 0.7 and 0.8, as well as the number of items per 

variables being moderate, they are considered to be efficient and hence to be considered 

as reliable. All coefficients can be found in “Table 5: Cronbach’s alpha coefficient”. 
Table 5: Cronbach's alpha coefficient 

Variable a Number of items 

Visual Atmospherics 0.763 4 

Auditory Atmospherics 0.791 4 

Tactile Atmospherics 0.700 4 

Olfactory Atmospherics 0.732 4 

 

5.2.2 Validity 

As can be seen in “Table 6: Pearson’s correlation coefficient” the majority of the 

constructs scores between a weak to moderate correlation. Only consumer type in relation 

to visual and tactile scores underneath a value of 0.2 on the scale. Even though it is a 

weak correlation, there is still a small correlation between the constructs. All constructs 

but one shows a significant correlation at the 95 % level, as well as all but two constructs, 
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show a significant correlation at the 99 % level. For the one construct not reaching the 95 

% level, it is still high at a 93 % level. What this means is that the probability of all, but 

two constructs correlations coefficients occurs by chance is less than or equal to 1 %. 

 

In the “consumer type scale” a low number means the consumer is of more hedonic 

nature, and a high number means the consumer is of more utilitarian nature. So, this 

means, when the consumer type score is lower (more hedonic) the Pearson’s coefficient 

shows that all senses are valued higher due to the negative correlation. And the other way 

around, when the consumer type score is higher (more utilitarian) the Pearson’s 

coefficient show that all senses are valued lower. 

 
Table 6: Pearson's correlation coefficient 

 Consumer 

Type 

Visual Audition Tactile Olfaction 

Consumer 

Type 

1     

Visual -.191* 1    

Audition -.300** .477** 1   

Tactile -.147 .509** .279** 1  

Olfaction -.276** .438** .577** .262** 1 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

 

5.3 ANOVA-Analysis 
In order to divide consumers into the two groups “utilitarian” and “hedonic”, the 

following process was made. The study by Bae et al. (2015), that the questions about 

consumer type was adapted from, added the total score of all questions regarding the two 

consumer types in order to get a comparable sum for the two. The assumption that 

electronics store consumers are of utilitarian nature showed to be true in this study and, 

therefore, consumer types will be divided by their level of hedonic traits on a utilitarian 
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scale. In order to define the two groups, the authors of this study calculated the scale by 

taking the utilitarian score subtracted by the hedonic score, and thereby got consumers 

from a range of -9 (the most hedonic consumer in this case) to +30 (the most utilitarian 

consumer in this case). The two groups were split at the mean of all consumers (i.e. a 

score of 12), this resulted in 73 “hedonic” consumers, and 79 “utilitarian” consumers. If 

a consumer were 100 % utilitarian the score would be +30 and, if a consumer would be 

100 % hedonic the score would be -30. The entire response data for utilitarian/hedonic 

values, as well as the consumer type scale, can be found in Appendix B. 

 

The Likert scale used ranged from 1 to 7, where 1 is equal to “strongly disagree” and 7 is 

equal to “strongly agree”, as well as 4 being a neutral standpoint. This means that all 

values below 16 would be categorized as negative and on the “disagreeing” part of the 

scale. The value of 16 is neutral, while all values above are of a positive characteristic 

and on the “agreeing” part of the scale. Considering the four questions every construct 

contained of in the questionnaire, 4 (answering 1 to all the questions in the category) was 

the lowest possible value for each sense, and 28 (answering 7 to all the questions in the 

category) was the highest. 

 

5.3.1 Consumer Valuation of Sensory Cues 
For the consumer valuation of the four senses used in a retail store environment “Table 

7: ANOVA all senses total” show how the valuation from all respondents differs between 

the different senses. For all senses but touch the minimum value is 4. This is the lowest 

value possible to reply per sense in the questionnaire, meaning, at least one consumer said 

to strongly disagree to all statements about the valuation of that sense. For touch, 

however, the lowest value answered was 10, which is quite a bit more. The maximum 

value answered per sense was 28, which at least one consumer per sense answered. For 

all senses, the mean value is above 16. This gives us the input that all senses are valued 

positively, hence the hypothesis “H1: Consumers value sensory cues in the atmosphere 

positively” can be accepted. Comparing the means shows that touch is the most important 

sense, followed by sight, smell and last sound. 
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Table 7: Anova all senses total 

Senses 
total 

N Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Std. 
Error 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Min Max 

Visual 152 21.68 4.332 .351 20.98 22.37 4 28 

Auditory 152 18.24 5.189 .421 17.41 19.07 4 28 

Tactile 152 22.45 4.247 .344 21.77 23.13 10 28 

Olfactory 152 19.03 4.953 .402 18.24 19.83 4 28 

 

5.3.2 Visual Atmospherics 

Testing the difference of how the valuation of visual atmospherics differ between the two 

consumer groups of hedonic and utilitarian, as can be seen in “Table 8: ANOVA visual” 

both groups value visual cues positively, thus, above 16. The minimum value answered 

by any hedonic consumer is markedly more than the minimum value answered by any 

utilitarian consumer, however, the maximum value answered are the same for both 

groups. Comparing the means of the two groups it can be seen that hedonic consumers 

value visual cues higher than utilitarian consumers. For “H2: There is a difference in how 

utilitarian vs. hedonic consumers value visual atmospherics” the hypothesis can be 

accepted at a 95 % significance level. 

 
Table 8: Anova visual 

Visual N Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Std. 
Error 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Min Max 

Hedonic 73 22.53 3.723 .436 21.67 23.40 12 28 

Utilitarian 79 20.89 4.712 .530 19.83 21.94 4 28 

Total 152 21.68 4.332 .351 20.98 22.37 4 28 
 

Table 9: Anova visual group 

Visual Sum of 
Squares 

df Mean 
Square 

F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

103.065 1 103.065 5.663 .019* 
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Within 
Groups 

2730.139 150 18.201   

Total 2833.204 151    

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level 

 

5.3.3 Auditory Atmospherics 

Testing the difference of how the valuation of auditory atmospherics differ between the 

two consumer groups of hedonic and utilitarian, as can be seen in “Table 10: ANOVA 

auditory” both groups value auditory cues positively, thus, above 16. However, studying 

the lower bound (15.62) of utilitarian consumers, the value indicates that the real opinion 

might be below the value of 16, meaning utilitarian consumers could perceive auditory 

atmospherics slightly negative. The minimum value answered by any hedonic consumer 

is more than the minimum value answered by any utilitarian consumer, however, the 

maximum value answered are the same for both groups. Comparing the means of the two 

groups, hedonic consumers value auditory cues higher than utilitarian consumers. For 

“H3: There is a difference in how utilitarian vs. hedonic consumers value auditory 

atmospherics” the hypothesis can be accepted at a 99 % significance level.  

 
Table 10: Anova auditory 

Audition N Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Std. 
Error 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Min Max 

Hedonic 73 19.85 4.878 .571 18.71 20.99 9 28 

Utilitarian 79 16.75 5.047 .568 15.62 17.88 4 28 

Total 152 18.24 5.189 .421 17.41 19.07 4 28 
 

Table 11: Anova auditory group 

Audition Sum of 
Squares 

df Mean 
Square 

F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

365.195 1 365.195 14.804 .000** 
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Within 
Groups 

3700.279 150 24.669   

Total 4065.474 151    

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level 

 

5.3.4 Tactile Atmospherics 

Testing the difference of how the valuation of tactile atmospherics differ between the two 

consumer groups of hedonic and utilitarian, as can be seen in “Table 12: ANOVA tactile” 

both groups value tactile cues positively, thus, above 16. The minimum value answered 

by any hedonic consumer is the same as the minimum value answered by any utilitarian 

consumer. Furthermore, the maximum value answered is the same for both groups. 

Comparing the means of the two groups, hedonic consumers value tactile cues higher 

than utilitarian consumers. For “H4: There is a difference in how utilitarian vs. hedonic 

consumers value tactile atmospherics” the hypothesis cannot be accepted at neither a 95 

% nor 99 % significance level. This entails that the difference between the two groups is 

not significant, however, with the sample size and that the significance level is as high as 

93 % in mind, the hypothesis could be considered as accepted in this case. 

 
Table 12: Anova tactile 

Tactile N Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Std. 
Error 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Min Max 

Hedonic 73 23.10 3.798 .444 22.21 23.98 10 28 

Utilitarian 79 21.85 4.566 .514 20.83 22.87 10 28 

Total 152 22.45 4.247 .344 21.77 23.13 10 28 

 
Table 13: Anova tactile group 

Tactile Sum of 
Squares 

df Mean 
Square 

F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

59.073 1 59.073 5.663 .070 



42 

Within 
Groups 

2664.506 150 17.763   

Total 2723.579 151    

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level 

 

5.3.5 Olfactory Atmospherics 

Testing the difference of how the valuation of auditory atmospherics differ between the 

two consumer groups of hedonic and utilitarian, we can see in “Table 14: ANOVA 

olfactory” both groups value olfactory cues positively, thus, above 16. The minimum 

value answered by any hedonic consumer is more than the minimum value answered by 

any utilitarian consumer, however, the maximum value answered are the same for both 

groups. Comparing the means of the two groups, hedonic consumers value olfactory cues 

higher than utilitarian consumers. For “H5: There is a difference in how utilitarian vs. 

hedonic consumers value olfactory atmospherics” the hypothesis can be accepted at a 99 

% significance level. 
 
Table 14: Anova olfactory 

Olfaction N Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Std. 
Error 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Min Max 

Hedonic 73 20.45 4.183 .490 19.48 21.43 10 28 

Utilitarian 79 17.72 5.265 .592 16.54 18.90 4 28 

Total 152 19.03 4.953 .402 18.24 19.83 4 28 

 
Table 15: Anova olfactory group 

Olfaction Sum of 
Squares 

df Mean 
Square 

F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 

282.880 1 282.880 12.400 .001** 

Within 
Groups 

3421.956 150 22.813   

Total 3704.836 151    
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* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level 

5.4 Hypothesis Testing 
Table 16: Hypotheses testing summary 

H1 Consumers value sensory cues in the atmosphere positively ACCEPTED 

H2 There is a difference in how utilitarian vs. hedonic consumers 
value visual atmospherics 

ACCEPTED** 

H3 There is a difference in how utilitarian vs. hedonic consumers 
value auditory atmospherics 

ACCEPTED* 

H4 There is a difference in how utilitarian vs. hedonic consumers 
value tactile atmospherics 

ACCEPTED 

H5 There is a difference in how utilitarian vs. hedonic consumers 
value olfactory atmospherics 

ACCEPTED** 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level 
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6 Discussion 
In previous research several authors has found evidence that sensory stimuli positively 

affect consumers (Babin & Attaway, 2000; Rayburn & Voss, 2013; Garlin & Owen, 2006; 

Klatzky et al., 1993; Peck & Wiggins, 2006; Morrin & Ratneshwar, 2000; Orth & 

Bourrain, 2005; Gulas & Bloch, 1995; Bosmans, 2006; Chebat & Michon, 2003). The 

previous research is in line with the findings of the four senses tested in this study, 

showing that consumers value all the four senses positively. The tactile atmospherics 

showed to be valued highest, followed by sight, smell and lastly sound. These findings 

are contradictory to Lindström (2005) saying consumers rate the senses in the following 

order: sight, smell, sound, taste and touch, as well as, Schifferstein’s (2006) study that 

showed the following ranking: sight, touch, smell, sound and taste. 

 

However, Solomon (2017) suggests there is a difference in needs depending on consumer 

type and that the motivational aspect of the shopping experience will influence how 

different consumers evaluate a particular environment. This study makes the distinction 

between consumers with high levels of utilitarian vs. hedonic motives. Utilitarian 

consumers have been said through previous research to be characterized by being 

functional, practical and instrumental with attitudes related to usefulness, value and 

wiseness, as well as, being task-oriented and seeking results and purpose (Workman, 

2010; Chitturi et al., 2008; Ahtola, 1985; Ballantine et al., 2010). Hedonic consumers 

have shown in previous research to be characterized by having sensory and experiential 

motives, as well as in need for fun, enjoyment and pleasure (Workman, 2010; Ahtola, 

1985; Ballantine et al., 2010). The results from this study significantly support the 

difference between these two consumer types in all senses tested, although at different 

significance levels. 

 

When comparing the valuation of visual atmospherics between utilitarian and hedonic 

consumers, the results show that both groups value the sense positively. These results are 

in line with previous studies saying consumers being positively affected by light setting, 

colors and cleanliness (Biswas et al., 2017; Herbert, 2000; Babin & Attaway, 2000; 

Rayburn & Voss, 2013). However, the results showed a difference at a 95 % significance 

level between how the two groups valued the visual atmospherics. The hedonic group had 

a mean of 22.53 in comparison to the utilitarian group that had a mean of 20.89. The 

reason why both the high level of utilitarian and hedonic consumers valued visuals as 
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positive can be because utilitarian consumers are appreciating the cleanliness and the 

structure (Rayburn & Voss, 2013), and the more hedonic consumers might be more drawn 

to color, brightness and shapes as they are more in need of enjoyment and fun, while 

utilitarian consumers being more task-oriented (Ballantine et al., 2010). 

 

Furthermore, this research tested if there was a significant difference between utilitarian 

and hedonic consumers when rating the importance of auditory atmospherics in a retail 

store environment. A difference between the two groups was found at a 99 % significance 

level, where the utilitarian group had a mean of 16.75 and the hedonic group a mean of 

19.05. Both groups valued the auditory atmospherics above neutral and hence, positively, 

which is in line with previous statements by Ballouli and Bennett (2014) as well as Garlin 

and Owen (2006). Although stated by Demoulin (2011), there is a difference between the 

effects of auditory cues depending on the customers’ motives. As supported by the results 

of this study, task-oriented, utilitarian, consumers are more eager to just complete their 

task as fast as possible and not wasting their time on useless things, while the recreational, 

hedonic, consumers want to be satisfied by the experience of shopping and therefore 

evaluates atmospheric cues higher (Demoulin, 2011). Even though auditory aspects of 

the retail environment are least important for both consumer groups, this is where the 

biggest significant difference between the groups is found. At a .000 significance, the 

results clearly show that hedonic consumer value auditory atmospherics higher than 

utilitarian consumers. 

 

When it comes to the sense of touch, the respondents of this study said it to be the most 

important of all the senses examined. The hedonic consumer group rated the importance 

of touch with a mean of 23.10, which is the highest value of all in this study. The 

utilitarian consumer group also gave one of the highest scores with a mean of 21.85. 

According to previous research, people touch in order to gain information, but also 

sometimes just for the sake of touching an object (Krishna, 2013; Klatzky et al., 1993). 

This might be a reason for this study not finding as big of a significant difference between 

the two consumer groups of the tactile atmospherics rating. The positive findings, 

however, are in line with research made by Peck and Wiggins (2006) saying that touch 

that matches motivation deliver positive responses. 
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The final sense studied in this research was smell and hence, olfactory atmospherics. 

Previous studies have found positive effects on consumers while using an added ambient 

scent within a retail store environment (Gulas & Bloch, 1995; Ellen & Bone, 1998; 

Donovan et al., 1994; Morrin & Ratneshwar, 2000). Ambient scent has been found to 

influence consumers mood, emotions and wellbeing (Orth & Bourrain, 2005; Hultén, 

2011). These motivations are in line with characteristics connected to the hedonic 

behavior of wanting to experience environments, as well as connecting with emotions of 

fun, enjoyment and pleasure (Solomon, 2017; Ballantine et al., 2010). The results of this 

study showing that hedonic consumers value olfactory atmospherics higher with a mean 

of 20.45 than utilitarian consumers with a mean of 17.72 are therefore in line with what 

previous studies indicate. 
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7 Conclusions and Contribution 
The purpose of this study was to further extend the understanding of how the valuation 

of sensory cues is related to consumer types in an electronics retail store context. The 

results show that all human senses relevant in the chosen context are important for the 

consumer, regardless of their consumer type orientation. However, to what extent they 

are important differs depending on their degree of dominance towards either utilitarian or 

hedonic traits.  

 

Further on, this study can conclude that consumers in an electronics retail store context 

tend to possess a higher degree of utilitarian traits and that the majority of the respondents 

valued the importance of addressing the human senses significantly lower than consumers 

with a higher degree of hedonic traits on all four occasions. However, touch elements are 

perceived as the most important, regardless of consumer type orientation. This fact 

contradicts previous literature that emphasizes on sight elements as being the most 

dominant. The sensory hierarchy followed the same order for both utilitarian and hedonic 

consumers rating touch as the most important, followed by sight, smell and sound. This 

contradicts previous findings found in other industries but confirms the fact that 

contextual differences need to be taken into consideration when retailers implement 

atmospherics to the retail environment. 

 

This study contributes to the field of marketing in general and sensory marketing in 

particular by addressing an industry that has not gained much attention in previous 

research on the subject. Further on, it contributes by examining consumers on the basis 

of their motivational orientation, hedonic vs. utilitarian, as opposed to previous research 

that mainly has categorized consumers based on demographics. 
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8 Limitations, Managerial Implications, Further Research 
8.1 Limitations 
Data was collected through an online questionnaire based upon opinions expressed by 

consumers. However, difficulties in what point in time, as well as what experience the 

respondents are referring to is hard to validate, which could make the results questionable 

as subjective interpretations might differ. For this issue to be minimized, data collection 

at the point of purchase, where participants are exposed to the same retail environment, 

could be a more valid method. The questionnaire was distributed in Sweden, and with the 

assumption that a large proportion of the respondents use Swedish as their native 

language, the interpretation of the questions could have caused misunderstanding, as the 

questionnaire was conducted in English. The interpretation of the result, even though 

supported by data, could possibly have been different if the respondents actually 

experienced the cues when answering the questions as they might have reacted in another 

way if they actually could see, hear, smell and touch the cues. Furthermore, even though 

the sample size was sufficient according to Burmeister and Aitken’s (2012) method of 

calculating sample size, a larger sample size than 152 could have made the results more 

reliable and generalizable. The study is limited to Swedish electronics stores and 

consumers, which could weaken the generalizability on an international level. 

 

8.2 Managerial Implications 
This study show evidence useful for retailers and managers in the electronics retail 

industry. First of all, it shows that regardless of the consumer’s belonging to a certain 

consumer type, all of the human senses are seen as important factors when visiting an 

electronics store. This study also shows the hierarchical importance of the senses for each 

consumer type, but also across consumer types, which contributes to knowledge 

managers could consider when relating the human senses to the strategic build-up of a 

store concept or the design of a retail environment. As the result suggests that a significant 

distinction between the groups can be, the study support the statement by Babin and 

Attaway (2000) that retailers should facilitate both hedonic and utilitarian needs at the 

point of purchase, especially with the hedonic needs in mind, since retailers risk 

avoidance behavior from this group if their experiential needs are not met. The hierarchy 

is also valuable information in the sense that retailers can better decide upon which senses 

that are most valuable to address. In both cases, the ability to touch and try the products 
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was the most important aspect of the retail experience. This is an aspect the growing e-

commerce sector cannot facilitate and should not be neglected by physical retail stores. 

Further on, knowing the importance of addressing the senses from the consumers’ 

perspective can help firms and brands to better facilitate consumer needs and, in that way, 

connect with them on a deeper relational and emotional level. 

  

8.3 Further Research 
Contextual differences have been a recurrent subject throughout this study, and even 

though sensory marketing and atmospherics have been explored and evaluated in several 

industries, we believe further research could examine other industries that have not yet 

flourished in research. Furthermore, this study has focused on the human senses in 

isolation, and further research could investigate how the relationship, interplay and 

potential overload of stimuli affect consumers, either on the basis of hedonic and 

utilitarian characteristics or other factors such as age and gender. Also, this study focused 

on the generic electronics industry and not any specific company, further research could 

examine the effects atmospheric cues and sensory marketing, as a concept, performed 

over a longer period of time for one single company through a longitudinal study. 
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Appendices 
Appendix A - Survey 

Consumer Perceptions on Electronics Store Environment 

Hi! 
 
We are two master students that study marketing at the Civilekonomprogrammet at 
Linnéuniversitetet in Växjö. We are currently writing our master thesis on the subject of consumers 
opinions of the store environment in the context of physical stores selling electronic products. 
 
The definition of an electronics store, in this case, is a retailer providing a large variety of electronic 
products such as Media Markt, Netonnet, Elgiganten, etc. 
 
Your participation is voluntary and your answers will be anonymous. It will take you about 5 
minutes to complete the survey. 
 
If you have any questions regarding the survey or the study, you are welcome to contact us. 
 
Best regards, 
Ebba Soprani and Martin Tsilfidis 
 
es223ie@student.lnu.se 
mt222mg@student.lnu.se 
 

Consumer Behavior (Utilitarian) 

The following statements gives you the opportunity to answer on a scale on 1-7. 1 means that you 
strongly disagree with the statement and 7 means that you strongly agree with the statement. 

Q1: When purchasing an electronic product, price and quality is more important than the current 
trend 

- 1 Strongly Disagree 
- 2 
- 3 
- 4 
- 5 
- 6 
- 7 Strongly Agree 

Q2: Satisfaction while using the product is more important than just possessing the product 
- 1 Strongly Disagree 
- 2 
- 3 
- 4 
- 5 
- 6 
- 7 Strongly Agree 

Q3: When you purchase electronic products, its functionality is more important than its appearance 
- 1 Strongly Disagree 



II 

- 2 
- 3 
- 4 
- 5 
- 6 
- 7 Strongly Agree 

Q4: When you shop for electronic products, you check the price information on the internet before 
visiting the store 

- 1 Strongly Disagree 
- 2 
- 3 
- 4 
- 5 
- 6 
- 7 Strongly Agree 

Q5: You decide what to buy before going to the store 
- 1 Strongly Disagree 
- 2 
- 3 
- 4 
- 5 
- 6 
- 7 Strongly Agree 

Consumer Behavior (Hedonic) 

The following statements gives you the opportunity to answer on a scale on 1-7. 1 means that you 
strongly disagree with the statement and 7 means that you strongly agree with the statement. 

Q6: When purchasing an electronic product, you prefer the trendier option 
- 1 Strongly Disagree 
- 2 
- 3 
- 4 
- 5 
- 6 
- 7 Strongly Agree 

Q7: You want to buy a product that nobody has in order to be different 
- 1 Strongly Disagree 
- 2 
- 3 
- 4 
- 5 
- 6 
- 7 Strongly Agree 

Q8: The design of an electronic product is more important than the quality 
- 1 Strongly Disagree 
- 2 
- 3 
- 4 
- 5 
- 6 



III 

- 7 Strongly Agree 

Q9: The atmosphere of the store greatly affects what you purchase in an electronics store 
- 1 Strongly Disagree 
- 2 
- 3 
- 4 
- 5 
- 6 
- 7 Strongly Agree 

Q10: You shop depending on your mood instead of making plans beforehand 
- 1 Strongly Disagree 
- 2 
- 3 
- 4 
- 5 
- 6 
- 7 Strongly Agree 

Store Environment - Sight 

The following statements gives you the opportunity to answer on a scale on 1-7. 1 means that you 
strongly disagree with the statement and 7 means that you strongly agree with the statement. 

Q11: I consider visuals to be important when visiting an electronics store 
- 1 Strongly Disagree 
- 2 
- 3 
- 4 
- 5 
- 6 
- 7 Strongly Agree 

Q12: It is important that the level of lightening in the store is satisfying 
- 1 Strongly Disagree 
- 2 
- 3 
- 4 
- 5 
- 6 
- 7 Strongly Agree 

Q13: It is important that the store is clean and structured 
- 1 Strongly Disagree 
- 2 
- 3 
- 4 
- 5 
- 6 
- 7 Strongly Agree 

Q14: It is important that the products are in their right place and clearly visible in the store 
- 1 Strongly Disagree 
- 2 
- 3 



IV 

- 4 
- 5 
- 6 
- 7 Strongly Agree 

Store Environment - Sound 

The following statements gives you the opportunity to answer on a scale on 1-7. 1 means that you 
strongly disagree with the statement and 7 means that you strongly agree with the statement. 

Q15: I consider the presence of surrounding music to be important when visiting an electronics 
store 

- 1 Strongly Disagree 
- 2 
- 3 
- 4 
- 5 
- 6 
- 7 Strongly Agree 

Q16: It is important that the surrounding music fits the store context/environment 
- 1 Strongly Disagree 
- 2 
- 3 
- 4 
- 5 
- 6 
- 7 Strongly Agree 

Q17: The volume of the surrounding music in an electronics store is important 
- 1 Strongly Disagree 
- 2 
- 3 
- 4 
- 5 
- 6 
- 7 Strongly Agree 

Q18: The tempo of the surrounding music in an electronics store is important 
- 1 Strongly Disagree 
- 2 
- 3 
- 4 
- 5 
- 6 
- 7 Strongly Agree 

Store Environment - Touch 

The following statements gives you the opportunity to answer on a scale on 1-7. 1 means that you 
strongly disagree with the statement and 7 means that you strongly agree with the statement. 

Q19: I consider the ability to touch the products to be an important element when visiting an 
electronics store 

- 1 Strongly Disagree 
- 2 



V 

- 3 
- 4 
- 5 
- 6 
- 7 Strongly Agree 

Q20: Touching the products is important in order to gain information before a purchase 
- 1 Strongly Disagree 
- 2 
- 3 
- 4 
- 5 
- 6 
- 7 Strongly Agree 

Q21: I enjoy touching products for enjoyment without any specific purchasing goal in mind 
- 1 Strongly Disagree 
- 2 
- 3 
- 4 
- 5 
- 6 
- 7 Strongly Agree 

Q22: The ability to try the products is important 
- 1 Strongly Disagree 
- 2 
- 3 
- 4 
- 5 
- 6 
- 7 Strongly Agree 

Store Environment - Smell 

The following statements gives you the opportunity to answer on a scale on 1-7. 1 means that you 
strongly disagree with the statement and 7 means that you strongly agree with the statement. 

Q23: I consider smell to be an important element when visiting an electronics store 
- 1 Strongly Disagree 
- 2 
- 3 
- 4 
- 5 
- 6 
- 7 Strongly Agree 

Q24: It is important that the smell is pleasant 
- 1 Strongly Disagree 
- 2 
- 3 
- 4 
- 5 
- 6 
- 7 Strongly Agree 



VI 

Q25: It is important that the character of the smell fits the store context/environment 
- 1 Strongly Disagree 
- 2 
- 3 
- 4 
- 5 
- 6 
- 7 Strongly Agree 

Q26: It is important that smell is neutral 
- 1 Strongly Disagree 
- 2 
- 3 
- 4 
- 5 
- 6 
- 7 Strongly Agree 

Some information about you 

Remember that all your answers will be anonymous. 

Q27: Gender 
- Female 
- Male 
- Other... 

Q28: Age 
- Open Question... 

Q29: Main Occupation 
- Student 
- Employed 
- Unemployed 
- Retired 
- Other... 

Q30: Educational Level Reached 
- Elementary School 
- High School 
- Bachelor’s Degree 
- Master’s Degree 
- Other... 

Q31: Monthly Income (Before Taxes) 
- No income 
- 5.000 - 14.999 SEK 
- 15.000 - 24.999 SEK 
- 25.000 - 34.999 SEK 
- 35.000 - 45.000 SEK 
- 45.000+ SEK 
- I’d rather not say 

Q32: How often do you visit electronics stores? 
- Once per week 
- More than once per month 



VII 

- Once per month 
- More than once per year 
- Once per year 
- Less than once per year 
- Other... 

 
  



VIII 

Appendix B - Utilitarian/Hedonic Replies 

Uti. 
Score 

Hed. 
Score 

Uti. - 
Hed. 

CT  Uti. 
Score 

Hed. 
Score 

Uti. - 
Hed. 

CT 

14 23 -9 Hedonic  33 20 13 Utilitarian 

21 24 -3 Hedonic  31 18 13 Utilitarian 

20 23 -3 Hedonic  29 16 13 Utilitarian 

29 29 0 Hedonic  28 15 13 Utilitarian 

29 29 0 Hedonic  28 15 13 Utilitarian 

26 26 0 Hedonic  27 14 13 Utilitarian 

25 25 0 Hedonic  27 14 13 Utilitarian 

10 10 0 Hedonic  27 14 13 Utilitarian 

22 21 1 Hedonic  32 18 14 Utilitarian 

29 27 2 Hedonic  31 17 14 Utilitarian 

27 25 2 Hedonic  30 16 14 Utilitarian 

26 24 2 Hedonic  30 16 14 Utilitarian 

25 23 2 Hedonic  29 15 14 Utilitarian 

18 16 2 Hedonic  29 15 14 Utilitarian 

26 23 3 Hedonic  28 14 14 Utilitarian 

24 21 3 Hedonic  28 14 14 Utilitarian 

23 20 3 Hedonic  27 13 14 Utilitarian 

30 26 4 Hedonic  27 13 14 Utilitarian 

29 25 4 Hedonic  27 13 14 Utilitarian 

26 22 4 Hedonic  27 13 14 Utilitarian 

22 18 4 Hedonic  31 16 15 Utilitarian 

29 24 5 Hedonic  31 16 15 Utilitarian 

28 23 5 Hedonic  30 15 15 Utilitarian 

28 23 5 Hedonic  29 14 15 Utilitarian 

27 22 5 Hedonic  28 13 15 Utilitarian 

26 21 5 Hedonic  35 19 16 Utilitarian 

26 21 5 Hedonic  32 16 16 Utilitarian 

23 18 5 Hedonic  31 15 16 Utilitarian 

32 26 6 Hedonic  31 15 16 Utilitarian 



IX 

31 25 6 Hedonic  31 15 16 Utilitarian 

31 25 6 Hedonic  30 14 16 Utilitarian 

28 22 6 Hedonic  30 14 16 Utilitarian 

28 22 6 Hedonic  30 14 16 Utilitarian 

27 21 6 Hedonic  29 13 16 Utilitarian 

27 21 6 Hedonic  29 13 16 Utilitarian 

24 18 6 Hedonic  29 13 16 Utilitarian 

23 17 6 Hedonic  28 12 16 Utilitarian 

28 21 7 Hedonic  34 17 17 Utilitarian 

26 19 7 Hedonic  33 16 17 Utilitarian 

26 19 7 Hedonic  33 16 17 Utilitarian 

23 16 7 Hedonic  33 16 17 Utilitarian 

30 22 8 Hedonic  32 15 17 Utilitarian 

30 22 8 Hedonic  31 14 17 Utilitarian 

29 21 8 Hedonic  31 14 17 Utilitarian 

28 20 8 Hedonic  30 13 17 Utilitarian 

26 18 8 Hedonic  30 13 17 Utilitarian 

26 18 8 Hedonic  27 10 17 Utilitarian 

31 22 9 Hedonic  34 16 18 Utilitarian 

28 19 9 Hedonic  33 15 18 Utilitarian 

27 18 9 Hedonic  32 14 18 Utilitarian 

25 16 9 Hedonic  32 14 18 Utilitarian 

24 15 9 Hedonic  31 13 18 Utilitarian 

31 21 10 Hedonic  31 13 18 Utilitarian 

29 19 10 Hedonic  30 12 18 Utilitarian 

29 19 10 Hedonic  27 9 18 Utilitarian 

24 14 10 Hedonic  35 16 19 Utilitarian 

32 21 11 Hedonic  33 14 19 Utilitarian 

30 19 11 Hedonic  32 13 19 Utilitarian 

30 19 11 Hedonic  31 12 19 Utilitarian 

29 18 11 Hedonic  30 11 19 Utilitarian 



X 

29 18 11 Hedonic  30 11 19 Utilitarian 

28 17 11 Hedonic  34 14 20 Utilitarian 

28 17 11 Hedonic  34 14 20 Utilitarian 

32 20 12 Hedonic  33 13 20 Utilitarian 

30 18 12 Hedonic  32 12 20 Utilitarian 

29 17 12 Hedonic  32 12 20 Utilitarian 

28 16 12 Hedonic  34 13 21 Utilitarian 

28 16 12 Hedonic  32 11 21 Utilitarian 

27 15 12 Hedonic  30 9 21 Utilitarian 

26 14 12 Hedonic  34 12 22 Utilitarian 

25 13 12 Hedonic  33 11 22 Utilitarian 

24 12 12 Hedonic  33 11 22 Utilitarian 

24 12 12 Hedonic  32 10 22 Utilitarian 

     30 8 22 Utilitarian 

     31 8 23 Utilitarian 

     33 9 24 Utilitarian 

     31 7 24 Utilitarian 

     35 8 27 Utilitarian 

     35 5 30 Utilitarian 

 


