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Abstract Much prior literature has focused on how hedonic
shopping motivation operates in hedonic shopping environ-
ments such as shopping malls, but few empirical studies have
assessed hedonic shopping motivation effects in utilitarian
shopping environments. Combining a field survey (Study 1)
with observation using video ethnography (Study 2), our
research addresses this issue. Our results empirically reveal
how, through both psychological and behavioral routes, he-
donic shopper motivation affects purchases in a utilitarian
shopping environment, specifically a section of a superstore
selling predominantly utilitarian products. Hedonic shopping
motivation is found to induce consumer impulsiveness (psy-
chological route) while also encouraging shoppers to stay
longer in a store (behavioral route), which when combined
result in greater consumer purchases than either route alone.
Additionally we observe a moderating effect of co-shopper
influences on these two routes. Implications of these findings
are discussed.

Keywords Shopper behavior . Hedonic shopping
motivation . Impulsive purchase . Video ethnography .
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It has been widely recognized that hedonic shopping motiva-
tion acts as a pivotal force to encourage or discourage con-
sumer purchases in retail stores. Scholars advocating that
hedonic shopping motivation does not make an immediate
impact on consumer purchases typically focus on behavioral
responses, such as product browsing (Bloch et al. 1989; Cox
et al. 2005) and information seeking (Beatty and Smith 1987;
Kim and Kim 2008), which result in consumers staying longer
in a store without purchasing, but rather obtaining diverse
updated product information (Bush and Grant 1995; Haytko
and Baker 2004; Kim and Kim 2008). Other scholars focus on
the psychological responses whereby hedonic shopping mo-
tivation acts as an antecedent to consumer impulsiveness,
which in turn drives immediate consumer purchases (Beatty
and Ferrell 1998; Bloch et al. 1986; Hirschman and Holbrook
1982). In a similar vein, Arnold and Reynolds’ (2003) classi-
fication of hedonic shopping motivation includes both non-
purchase-oriented motivations—adventure, social, gratifica-
tion, and idea shopping (less likely to purchase) —and
purchase-oriented motivations—role and value shopping
(more likely to purchase). The results from these and other
prior studies support both of these contrasting views as to how
hedonic shopping motivation affects consumer purchase
behavior.

However, these findings have limitations, as these studies’
employed settings that were mostly limited to hedonic envi-
ronments such as shopping malls or places in which shoppers
purchase shopping goods (e.g., fashion items) of a hedonic
nature that are more likely to satisfy hedonically motivated
appetites (Arnold and Reynolds 2003; Beatty and Ferrell
1998; Haytko and Baker 2004; Kim and Kim 2008; Roy
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1994; Swinyard 1993; Wakefield and Baker 1998).
Conversely, whether and how hedonic shopping motivation
affects shoppers’ purchases in a utilitarian retail setting, such
as the grocery section of “superstores” (e.g., Wal-Mart
Supercenter), has been largely unexamined. Our study seeks
to answer research questions concerning the effect of hedonic
shopping motivation on shoppers’ purchase behavior in a
superstore section where primarily utilitarian purchases are
sold. The results are expected to empirically confirm findings
of prior studies conducted in a hedonic retail setting (e.g.,
shopping malls) plus reveal new findings. In this study a
superstore is defined as a self-service store offering large
parking areas and operating in a building equal to or exceed-
ing 90,000 square feet, with some sections displaying a variety
of food and household products while other sections display a
variety of non-food items, such as clothes, consumer electron-
ics, and house decorations, thereby combining formats of both
a conventional supermarket and a discount department store
(Halper 2002; Latella 2006) (for other retail types and formats,
refer to Appendix 1).

In this research we also seek to determine how co-shopper
influence affects the purchase process. By co-shopper we
mean one or more people shopping together with the primary
shopper. While co-shopper influence could be a key factor
affecting shoppers’ purchases in both shopping malls and
superstores, the mechanism by which it works is assumed to
be different. Co-shopper influence in a shopping mall could
serve as either a purchase regulator (e.g., when shopping with
parents) to restrain purchases or as a purchase enhancer (e.g.,
when shopping with friends), to increase purchases (Luo
2005). However, co-shopper influence in the utilitarian sec-
tions of a superstore is assumed to mostly increase purchases
by reminding shoppers of their role and responsibilities within
their household (e.g., housewife with children) (Sarbin and
Allen 1968).

To address these research questions, we conducted a quan-
titative field study (Study 1) using a self-report survey instru-
ment to measure shoppers’ hedonic shopping motivation
while using unobtrusive observation to record their actual
behavior (e.g., shopping duration, shopper composition), and
obtain their actual in-store purchase quantities from their
purchase receipts. To enrich our data and better understand
shopper behavior, we supplemented Study 1 by using a mini-
wireless camera to conduct a video ethnography study so as to
observe and record shoppers’ actual behavior during the shop-
ping trip (Study 2) (Belk and Kozinets 2005). When com-
bined, these two studies enable us to identify, test, and better
evaluate both the psychological and the behavioral routes
leading to shoppers’ purchases plus any co-shopper influence
that may serve to moderate these effects. The following sec-
tion examines hedonic shoppingmotivation inmore detail and
provides basic concepts as to how it influences consumer
purchases.

Hedonic shopping motivation in a superstore

It appears that the most frequently adopted classification of
shoppers’ motivation is rooted in the distinction between he-
donic and utilitarian consumption (Hartman et al. 2006; Jones
1999; Khan et al. 2005; O’Curry and Strahilevitz 2001;
Wetenbroch and Dhar 2000). Hedonic consumption motivation
suggests that purchases are inspired by the desire for pleasure,
joy, and fun offered by the possession and use of products, and
therefore the primary goal of this motivation is to satisfy the
hedonically motivated appetite (Hirschman and Holbrook
1982). In contrast, utilitarian consumption is task-oriented and
inspired by consumers’ efforts to solve problems and address
needs and wants through cognitively processing product infor-
mation (Hirschman and Holbrook 1982; O’Curry and
Strahilevitz 2001).

In most cases, shoppers make a purchase based on both
hedonic and utilitarian motivations, but for some shoppers
hedonic motivations may predominate while for others utilitar-
ian needs would (Westbrook and Black 1985). This relative
predominance is influenced by diverse external and internal
factors, such as store atmosphere (Eroglu et al. 2001), retail
prices (Jones 1999), time (Bloch and Richins 1983), tasks
(Babin and Darden 1995), and product categories/involvement
(Bloch and Bruce 1984; Holbrook and Hirschman 1982;
Holbrook 1980). For example, shoppers who seek a laundry
detergent will be primarily motivated by a utilitarian consump-
tion motivation, but those highly interested in seeing new
models of cameras or new styles of clothing will be more driven
by hedonic consumption motivations (Holbrook 1980).

Supermarkets continue to be increasingly enlarged to the
size of superstores or hypermarkets with ever larger areas
dedicated to a greater variety of products that can feed shop-
pers’ hedonic shopping desires (e.g., clothes, home decorations,
and cosmetics) (Weitz and Whitfield 2010), while maintaining
other areas stocked with grocery products in tight grid formats
that are primarily orientated toward satisfying utilitarian needs
(Sloot et al. 2005; Teed et al. 2010). In addition, many super-
stores attempt to feed shoppers’ hedonic desires by employing
diverse mood-oriented factors, such as piped-in comfortable
music, warm and appealing store layout and design, and stylish
indoor restaurants (Arnold and Reynolds 2003). For this rea-
son, retail managers need to understand how strategies to
enhance hedonic shopping motivation operate in a superstore
where both hedonic and utilitarian products are conveniently
available and the shopping environment stimulates shoppers’
hedonic shopping motivations in various ways depending upon
the section in which the shopper is located in at that time.

We next focus on how hedonic shopping motivation could
be expected to either encourage or discourage consumer pur-
chases within the section(s) of a superstore having a utilitarian
environment. We seek an integrated explanation of how both
the psychological and behavioral mechanisms, through which

J. of the Acad. Mark. Sci. (2014) 42:528–544 529



hedonic shopping motivation influences shoppers’ purchases,
function when shopping within the predominantly utilitarian
environment sections of a superstore. We begin by examining
two options as to the effect, one positive, the other negative, of
hedonic shoppingmotivation on the number of purchases made.

Why hedonic shopping motivation would decrease in-store
purchases

Browsing without purchases The primary shopping-oriented
goals of consumers with high hedonic shopping motivations
are to seek and obtain self-gratification, to learn about new
trends in the pursuit of social experience, and to experience
the pleasure of bargaining, social interaction, and escapism/
freedom from mundane life, thus providing themselves he-
donic fulfillment and enjoyment while engaging in shopping,
without necessarily making any purchases (Babin et al. 1994;
Ono et al. 2012; Williams et al. 1985). This form of psycho-
logical goals, often called “browsing” in much of the literature
(Bloch et al. 1989; Cox et al. 2005), encourages consumers to
be active explorers in searching for and experiencing diverse
products, stimulated by variety-seeking and innovativeness
(Menon and Kahn 2002).

Browsing is defined as “the in-store examination of a
retailer’s merchandise for informational and/or recreational
purposes without an immediate intent to buy” (Bloch and
Richins 1983, p. 389). By browsing new products and rele-
vant information, shoppers obtain sensory stimulation and
illusive fantasy fulfillment (Hirschman 1983; Kukar-Kinney
and Close 2010), plus the information obtained from product
browsing can be a source for maintaining shoppers’ authority
as opinion leaders (Bloch et al. 1989; Richins and Root-
Shaffer 1988). Thus for hedonically motivated consumers,
the time spent in browsing is not perceived as a waste of time
(Sproles and Kendall 1986) but rather as part of an easy,
relaxed, and enjoyable investment (Roy 1994; Prus and
Dawson 1991). Consistent with this idea, Kim and Kim
(2008) empirically found that consumers who enjoy shopping
tend to value browsing more than bargain hunting, suggesting
that browsing activities enable hedonic consumers to experi-
ence intrinsic rewards, regardless of whether their shopping
activities are related to actual purchases or not (experiential
shopping) (Guiry et al. 2006; Wolfinbarger and Gilly 2001).

Incongruent effect of hedonic shopping motivation and utili-
tarian product characteristics Consuming hedonic goods of-
ten leads consumers to “imaginative constructions of reality”
(Singer 1966); thus consumers with high hedonic shopping
motivation are encouraged to purchase products that have
leisure, entertainment, and emotive appeals (Holbrook 1980).
Purchasing and consuming hedonic products can provide con-
sumers with experience beyond the reality of their normal
environment, in contrast with purchasing and consuming

utilitarian products (e.g., laundry machine), which is deter-
mined by cognitive reasoning using the product features to
determine the utility of each. Levels of hedonic as well as
utilitarian motivation, however, can and do vary from customer
to customer.

A question that ensues is what are the differences in behav-
ioral and psychological effects between consumers who have
high hedonic motivation and consumers who are less hedoni-
cally motivated when entering the utilitarian section of a su-
perstore? We speculate that the greater the hedonic desire for
pleasure seeking, the less satisfied shoppers will be through the
purchase of utilitarian products; therefore these shoppers
would purchase fewer products since emotive stimulation
seeking (hedonic consumption) and cognitive information
seeking (utilitarian consumption) operate independently of
each other (Zajonc 1980). From a semiotic perspective, hedon-
ically oriented goods employ the symbolism that satisfies
consumers’ hedonic motivations, but goods of a utilitarian
nature tend to be limited to their physical and instrumental
features (O’Curry and Strahilevitz 2001). Hence, given that the
primary reason for a trip to the grocery section of a superstore
is to satisfy shoppers’ utilitarian consumption goals and their
target products would not contain enough hedonic value to
satisfy hedonic shopping desires, shoppers entering the utili-
tarian (grocery) sections of a superstore with high hedonic
shopping motivation would more likely limit their purchases
to a smaller quantity of items than would shoppers with lower
hedonic motivation. Thus, we hypothesize:

H1: Shoppers with a higher hedonic shopping motivation
will make fewer grocery item purchases in a superstore
than those with a lower hedonic shopping motivation.

Alternatively it is possible that hedonic motivations may
increase rather than decrease the number of items purchased in
a utilitarian environment. In the next section we examine that
possibility.

Why hedonic shopping motivation would increase in-store
purchases

Psychological route of hedonic shopping—shoppers’
impulsiveness Impulsive purchase represents a specific form
of “unplanned purchase” behavior (POPIUSA 1977) that is
frequently accompanied by consumers’ aroused mood state
(Donovan and Rossiter 1982). An impulsive purchase has
been defined as “a purchase decision made in-store with
no explicit recognition of a need for such a purchase prior to
entry into the store” (Abratt and Goodey 1990, p. 11). To
understand consumer impulsiveness researchers have often
focused on consumers’ internal psychological traits (Beatty
and Ferrell 1998; Rook 1987). One common theme underly-
ing this is that to varying degrees all consumers’ buying
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behaviors are controlled/affected by emotional states (Beatty
and Ferrell 1998; Burroughs 1996; Gardner and Rook 1998;
Rook and Gardner 1993).

Specifically, consumers who perceive shopping as an en-
joyable experience (i.e., a hedonic event) tend to have a more
positive mood, and thus are more inclined to increase their
intended and actual purchases (Beatty and Ferrell 1998;
Childers et al. 2001; Gutierrez 2004). Swinyard (1993) and
Rook and Gardner (1993) similarly found that a majority of
respondents were willing to engage in impulsive purchases
while in a positive mood state. The interaction of mood and
memory also supports the idea that consumers in a goodmood
tend to utilize more positive and less negative product infor-
mation than those in a bad mood (Zajonc 1980).

Wright’s (1975) affect referral hypothesis argues that shop-
pers’ decision making is not singularly attributed to factual
information; rather, shoppers are apt to select the brand gen-
erating the greatest positive affect. This is because a positive
mood tends to reduce the amount of cognitive elaboration and
therefore biases consumer evaluations, resulting in more fre-
quent uses of heuristic judgments in the decision making
process (Batra and Stayman 1990). In other words, impulsive
spontaneous purchase of a brand motivated by a consumer’s
positive affective state is most likely more driven by the
shopper’s emotional judgment than by a logical, structured
assessment (Yu and Bastin 2010). Therefore, hedonic shop-
ping motivation often results in a greater number of impulsive
purchases that create immediate consumer gratification,
resulting in hedonically motivated consumers purchasing
more items overall per shopping trip (Liu et al. 2007; Rook
and Fisher 1995). Thus we hypothesize that:

H2: Shoppers with a higher hedonic shopping motivation
will exhibit greater purchase impulsiveness than those
with lower hedonic shopping motivation.

And the corollary:

H3: Greater purchase impulsiveness will increase consumer
purchases.

Behavioral route of hedonic shopping—in-store trip One of
the well-known behavioral characteristics of shoppers is that
those with a higher hedonic shopping motivation tend to stay
longer in hedonically oriented retail stores (Brown 1991;
Kwon and Jain 2009; Yalch and Spangenberg 2000). While
shoppers more oriented to utilitarian shopping are likely to
leave a store soon after their purchases (Prus and Dawson
1991), hedonically oriented shoppers are inclined to stay
longer and explore more in a store, even after their purchases
are complete, so as to engage in behavioral activities such as
browsing, which is seen as enjoyable, pleasurable, and fun
since it enables them to examine new products, meet diverse
people, and experience the atmosphere of stores (Arnold and

Reynolds 2003; Groeppel-Klein 2005; Kukar-Kinney and
Close 2010; Wakefield and Baker 1998).

These behavioral shopping activities have been commonly
linked to their potential to increase in-store purchases
(Beatty and Ferrell 1998) by both increasing awareness of
needs and wants and facilitating encounters with various
promotional stimuli, thus encouraging longer shopping trips
and unplanned purchases (Beatty and Ferrell 1998; Peck
and Childers 2006; Rook 1987; Thompson et al. 1990).
Furthermore, recent research conducted by POPAI
(2012) revealed that 76% of shoppers make purchase decisions
in stores. This line of reasoning leads us to hypothesize that:

H4: Shoppers with a higher hedonic shopping motivation
will take a longer shopping trip in a superstore than
those with a lower hedonic shopping motivation.

And the corollary:

H5: A longer shopping trip will increase consumer purchases.

Next, we examine how shopping when accompanied by
others, relative to shopping alone, can enhance consumer
purchases in a superstore.

Co-shopper influences: the effect of the number
of shoppers on purchases

A co-shopper is someone who accompanies the primary shop-
per on a shopping trip. Using the theory of reasoned action
(Fishbein and Ajzen 1975), Luo (2005) found that when the co-
shopper is a friend (i.e., peer) purchases increase, while when
the co-shopper is a family member purchases decrease. In this
social comparison process, the normative expectations and
regulations operating during shopping differ depending upon
who the co-shopper is—peer(s) or family member(s)
(Mangleburg et al. 2004). In the hedonic settings of shopping
malls, peers tend to consider immediate and impulsive pur-
chases as hedonic rewards, while family members are more
likely to think of the economic value of purchases as being
more important (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975). Parents accompa-
nying teens doing apparel shopping tend to significantly
regulate and restrict teens’ purchases (Mascarenhas and
Higby 1993), while peers drive young consumers to spend
more and make more impulsive purchases (Mangleburg
et al. 2004) because time spent shopping with peers stimu-
lates increased enjoyment that impairs cognitive elaboration
(Batra and Stayman 1990). It is believed that co-shopper
influence would also have a similar effect in the utilitarian
section of a superstore, but it might work somewhat differ-
ently than it would in the hedonic setting of a shopping
mall, mainly because housewife-mothers mostly serve a role
as primary decision makers (Goodman 2008).
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According to role theory (Sarbin and Allen 1968), in tra-
ditional households the clear roles of housewife-mother and of
husband-father allow each to clarify the responsibilities and
assume their respective roles as family members. Housewife-
mothers mostly take care of all the chores related to home,
such as keeping the house clean, raising children, and prepar-
ing meals, while husband-fathers are exempt from those
duties, focusing rather on making money by working outside
the home (Cho 1998). Thus in this traditional family context,
housewives are presumed to serve the role of primary grocery-
purchase decisionmaker (Zeithaml 1985). They also would be
open to influence by their family members (e.g., husband,
children), either directly or indirectly while shopping, because
of their responsibility for taking care of them, supporting their
daily life, and responding to their requests and needs. For
example, as much prior literature indicates, mothers tend to
consider purchases from their children’s points of view and
discuss diverse purchase alternatives as a part of a consumer
socialization process (Grossbart et al. 1991). Thus a mother
tends to be highly susceptible to her children’s opinions on
family purchases (Darley and Lim 1986; Wilson and Wood
2004).

As such, relative to shopping alone (e.g., wife or husband
alone), co-shopping with family members (e.g., spouse, child)
is more likely to result in more items being purchased. In
particular, the intensity of housewives’ awareness of their
responsibility to family members would be different when
their family members are visible while shopping (co-
shopping with family members) than when invisible (shop-
ping alone). Multiple family member shoppers are more likely
to have diverse purchases desires unique to each member. In
addition, shoppers co-shopping with others are more likely to
be influenced by diverse marketing stimuli (e.g., product
exposures, product experiences, and promotions) while shop-
ping because there are more eyes exposed to and processing
marketing stimuli, resulting in more purchases (Kollat and
Willett 1969). This phenomenon is not limited to multiple
shoppers who are family members. Even when shopping with
peers (e.g., friends), shoppers are prone to be influenced by
others, also resulting in more purchases (Baker andWakefield
2012; Luo 2005). In short, it is assumed that shoppers co-
shopping with others who are peers, spouses or children make
more purchases than a shopper shopping alone.

However, does it mean that co-shopper influences in the
grocery section of a superstore always enhance consumer
purchases? Given each individual’s characteristics, the result
might be different. In other words, even though people shop
with others, they would not purchase more, if their impulsive-
ness can be controlled by themselves and vice versa (e.g.,
housewife-mother not purchasing unnecessary toys for kids)
(Mangleburg et al. 2004; Rook and Fisher 1995). Thus, it is
assumed that consumer purchases will be determined by how
impulsive the primary decision maker is and how that shopper

responds to a co-shopper’s influences while shopping. That is,
the effect of a primary decisionmaker’s level of impulsiveness
would moderate the effect of co-shopper influence on pur-
chases. The discussion leads us to the following hypothesis:

H6a: When shoppers co-shop together, consumer impulsive-
ness will have a more significant influence on consum-
er purchases than when a shopper shops alone.

Furthermore, as H5 predicts, the longer shopping duration
is directly linked to greater purchases, presumably because of
shoppers’ active purchasing behavior and higher possibilities
to be exposed to diverse marketing stimuli that result in
greater purchases (Kollat and Willett 1969; Rook 1987;
Thompson et al. 1990). Given that multiple shoppers have
more diverse immediate product desires (e.g., candy for chil-
dren, groceries for wife, and beer for husband) and more
hands to place products that might be influenced by diverse
marketing stimuli in a store into the shopping cart, shoppers
co-shopping with others would make greater purchases within
a same amount of time, compared to a shopper shopping
alone. Given this moderating effect of shopping duration and
co-shopper influence, we hypothesize that:

H6b: When shoppers co-shop together, shopping duration
will make a more significant influence on consumer
purchases than when a shopper shops alone.

General methods

Overview

To test our hypotheses, we conducted two studies. Study 1
employed a descriptive research design in which a survey
instrument was administered in the field to shoppers before
and after they shopped in a superstore. The survey instrument
included items that measured participants’ psychological
states (hedonic shopping motivation, impulsiveness) and be-
havioral activities (shopping duration). Their actual purchases
were taken directly from their purchase receipts. Structural
equation modeling (see Fig. 1) was used to analytically spec-
ify our hypotheses regarding how shopper’s hedonic motiva-
tion functions via psychological and behavioral routes in a
superstore environment where the primary goal of shoppers’
visits is to purchase utilitarian products.

Study 2 was designed to observe details of hedonic shop-
pers’ behavior that could not be detected by survey research in
Study 1, namely browsing time, time after all purchase selec-
tions are made, and exposure to promotional stimuli. To obtain
naturalistic, unobtrusive observation of shopper behavior, we
conducted a shopper ethnography study using a mini-wireless
camera (for more detail, refer to Belk and Kozinets 2005) (see
Appendix 2). We mounted a mini-camera on participants’
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heads via a baseball cap and recorded what participants fo-
cused on during their store visit. The recording equipment
consisted of a mini-wireless camera, a signal receiver, and a
laptop computer. Once the camera captured visual images, the
visual information was sent to the receiver attached to a laptop
computer using a hard drive for storage. To reduce any possi-
ble distraction bias, all the recording devices were hidden on
the bottom of the shopping cart.

All participants’ shopping durations in Study 1 and 2 were
measured as beginning at the time they entered the shopping
gate and ending when they checked out and paid a cashier for
their purchases. It is believed that participants who were
involved in video ethnography were not seriously bothered
by the camera but could behave naturally, as it quickly became
more unobtrusive as they became accustomed to wearing it.
This is supported by several brief interviews with participants
after their experience wearing the camera.

Retail setting and utilitarian classification justification

We selected a superstore displaying a wide variety of product
categories as the setting. The designated store was located in the
urban area of Seoul, Korea, with the size of the superstore being
11,207 m2 (i.e., 120,631 ft2) (see Appendix 3). The format of
the store was similar to a Wal-Mart Supercenter or a Super
Target in the United States, selling a diverse array of both
utilitarian (e.g., grocery, house supplies) and hedonic products
(e.g., flower, clothes, water tank) in separate sections.

This study assumes that shopping in the utilitarian sections
of a superstore mainly aims to satisfy consumers’ utilitarian,
rather than hedonic, shopping goals. Following Voss and his
colleagues’ (2003) approach this assumption was verified by

adopting their scale to measure utilitarian and hedonic dimen-
sions of the products purchased by respondents. Their scale
consisted of adjectives representing utilitarian (e.g., effective,
helpful) and hedonic dimensions (e.g., fun, exciting) to assess a
product’s magnitude of utilitarian vs. hedonic value. To apply
this approach to our study, three housewives who are demo-
graphically very similar in age (Mcoders=37) to the average age
of the study respondents (Mrespondents=38.28) independently
coded more than 2,000 purchased items obtained from the
respondents’ receipts. In this process coders used two three-
point scales (1=not at all, 3=very), one to identify utilitarian
and the second hedonic dimensions of products. Though five-
point scales would be more sensitive to differences than three-
point scales, we found from a short test-coding exercise that
when attempting to use five-point scales, housewife-coders
who are not familiar with academic research experienced diffi-
culties in coding utilitarian levels and hedonic levels of products
and required a lot of time. Thus we expected five-point codes to
increase the coders’ fatigue effect and cause more confusion in
application. Because a five-point scale jeopardized the validity
of measures in this way, we adopted the three-point scale.

The criteria that coders used to distinguish between utili-
tarian and hedonic products were based on the applicability of
utilitarian adjectives—“effective,” “helpful,” “functional,”
“necessary,” and “practical”—versus hedonic adjectives—
“fun,” “exciting,” “delightful,” “thrilling,” “enjoyable”—to
each product (Voss et al. 2003). We then averaged the utilitar-
ian scores and the hedonic scores for all products purchased
by each consumer. A paired samples t-test of the difference in
means of the utilitarian and hedonic scores for all respondents
revealed that shoppers in our superstore study purchased
products that were significantly (t(177)=7.96, p <.001) more

Psychological route
Behavioral route
Co-shopper influence

H6b+
H5+

H3+H2+

H4+
Impulsiveness

Hedonic 
shopping 

motivation

Consumer 
purchases

Shopping duration

H1-

H6a+

Shopper number

Fig. 1 Hedonic shopping
motivation and purchases in a
supermarket
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utilitarian products (Mutilitarian=21.16, SD =14.66) than he-
donic products (Mhedonic=18.53, SD =13.06). Thus, we con-
cluded that superstore shoppers’ primary shopping goal was to
purchase products that were more utilitarian than hedonic.

Study 1: field survey

Participants

A total of 180 participants were recruited for Study 1, but after
removing respondents who had incomplete responses, that is,
missing data, 167 participants remained in our data analysis
pool (see Table 1). Shoppers were intercepted as they entered
the superstore and asked to participate in our study. When
shoppers entered in a group of what appeared to be multiple
shoppers co-shopping, the primary decision maker (shopper)
in that group was identified as the study participant. By
employing an intercept interview, we were able to reduce the
refusal rate for participation (Bush and Hair 1985). The ma-
jority of participants were females (89.8%). The average age
of the participants was 38 (SD =10.91), with a wide range of
ages represented in our sample, as supported by the size of the
standard deviation. More than a half of the participants held at
least a bachelor’s degree, and approximately 40% of partici-
pants had an income between US$40,000 and US$74,999. In

addition, during their shopping visit, participants stayed in the
store for an average of 50.82min (SD =32.11). Data collection
times included both daytime and evening hours on weekdays.
To encourage their participation, a $5 value gift card was
promised and delivered once shoppers completed the survey.

Study design and measures

In Study 1 both a self-report pre-shopping survey instru-
ment (upon entering the store) and an unobtrusive post-
shopping observation instrument (after checking out) were
utilized. In the pre-shopping survey, two scales assessing
consumer shopping traits were used: the seven-item, five-
point, Likert-type scale of hedonic shopping motivation
(Hausman 2000) and the seven-item, five-point, Likert-
type scale of impulsivity (Hausman 2000). Exploratory
factor analysis (EFA) was used to verify the unidimension-
ality of each of the two scales. Some scale items were
subsequently excluded because they did not exceed the
factor loading criterion of .40 (see Appendix 4). Finally,
participants’ demographic variables (e.g., gender, age, mar-
ital status, education, and income) were collected and shop-
ping start time recorded. Through a brief interview with
participants and through observation, research assistants
recorded the number of shoppers in a group and their rela-
tionship—friends, relatives, parent–child.

Table 1 Demographic characteristics of the sample

Measurement Participants in the study (n =167) Recent company survey* (n=259) Population in Seoul (n =10,192, 057)

Gender Female (89.8%)
Male (10.2%)

n/a Female (50.5%)
Male (49.4%)

Age M =38.28 (SD=10.91)
18-29 (20.4%)
30-39 (41.5%)
40-49 (22.4%)
50 or older (15.6%)

M =38.66 (SD=9.75)
18-29 (24.8%)
30-39 (37.6%)
40-49 (24.6%)
50 or older (13.2%)

M =39.2
18-29 (14.5%)
30-39 (17.6%)
40-49 (17.3%)
50 or older (31.6%)

Marital status Married (76.6%)
Not married (23.4%)

Married (77.2%)
Not married (22.8%)

Married (54.2%)
Not married (45.7%)

Education Less than high school (6.6%)
High school (25.3%)
Some college (14.5%)
Bachelor (47.0%)
Graduate level (6.6%)

n/a Less than high school (16.4%)
High school (34.9%)
Some college (12.4%)
Bachelor (30.52%)
Graduate level (5.6%)

Number of shoppers 1.61 persons (SD=.77) n/a n/a

Income $10,000 – 19,999 (9.4%)
$20,000 – 29,999 (14.1%)
$30,000 – 39,999 (18.8%)
$40,000 – 49,999 (20.1%)
$50,000 – 74,999 (20.1%)
$75,000 – 99,999 (9.4%)
$100,000 – 149,999 (6.7%)
More than $150,000 (1.3%)

$10,000 – 19,999 (6.6%)
$20,000 – 29,999 (8.1%)
$30,000 – 39,999 (13.9%)
$40,000 – 49,999 (14.7%)
$50,000 – 69,999 (32.0%)
$70,000 – 99,999 (15.8%)
$100,000 – 149,999 (4.2%)
More than $150,000 (.8%)

n/a

Shopping duration M =50.82 min (SD=32.11) 50.22 min (SD=28.16)

* the company survey was conducted in the same store separately

SD indicates standard deviation
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In the post-shopping observation, we photocopied the par-
ticipants’ purchase receipts and recorded the shopping end
time. Unlike the commonly used purchase intention measure,
recording actual purchases provides a direct, unobtrusive
measure of shopping activity. This record of shopping activity
provided details as to the number of items purchased and the
time spent shopping in the store.

Time spent shopping ranged from a low of 4 min to a high
exceeding 100 min. In using data analysis in which the scales
for the various measures differ to a large extent, it is necessary
to standardize the scales in some way to reduce bias in
parameter estimate caused by varying scale ranges. As noted,
“if scales differ, some form of data standardization may be
necessary” (Lilien et al. 2013, p. 81); the purpose is to render
the scale ranges of all measures relatively close to each other.
For our study, we achieved this by recoding the time spent
shopping in the store into a seven-point scale to more closely
match the five-point self-report scales used in the pre-
shopping survey instrument. Time in the store was recoded
into a seven-point scale using 15 min increments: shopping
time from 1 to 14 min was coded as 1, 15 to 29 min as 2, 30 to
44 min as 3, and so forth in 15 min increments up to 90 or
moreminutes as 7. A similar rule was applied to the number of
shopping items purchased using three-item increments: num-
ber of items ranged from 1 to 3 was coded as 1, from 4 to 6 as
2, seven to nine as 3, and so forth up to 19 or more as 7.

Validity and reliability checks

A structural equation model based on the proposed hypothe-
ses was specified (see Fig. 1). Confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) was used to establish the reliability and validity of the
measurement model. Both Cronbach’s alpha and composite
reliability for all the constructs exceeded the acceptable level
of 0.70 (Hair et al. 1992). Average variance extracted (AVE)
was equal to or greater than 0.50 for all measures confirming
convergent validity (Fornell and Larcker 1981), while the
squared correlation of each construct was less than its AVE
confirming discriminant validity (Lichtenstein et al. 1990).
Thus the validity and reliability of the measurement model
were confirmed (see Appendix 4).

Having confirmed the measurement properties, we used
structural equation analysis to test our specified hypotheses.
Because of our rather small sample size, to obtain more
statistically rigorous results we conducted a bootstrapping
analysis (Bollen and Stine 1992) based on n =1,000. As
shown in Table 2, the significance of all paths among the
latent variables was tested at the 95% confidence level using
bias-corrected intervals. The model showed good fit in terms
of the comparative fit index (CFI), the goodness-of-fit index
(GFI), the non-normed fit index (NNFI), the standardized root
mean square residual (SRMR), and the root mean square error
of approximation (RMSEA).

Results

Hypothesized effects regarding the psychological route (H1,
H2, and H3) to purchase were supported. Specifically, results
reveal that while greater hedonic shopping motivation had a
significant, direct negative effect on the number of purchased
items (H1: β =-.24, p <.05), it also had a significant indirect
positive effect on purchase volume by increasing consumer
impulsiveness (H2: β =.41, p <.01) thereby resulting in an
increase in the number of items purchased (H3: β =.18,
p <.05).

As for the behavioral route (H4 and H5), greater hedonic
consumption motivation led only marginally to a longer shop-
ping duration (H4: β =.15, p <.10), confirming hypothesis H4
that even when shoppers purchase primarily utilitarian prod-
ucts, higher hedonic shopping motivation leads them to stay
longer in the store. The result also confirmed that there was a
significant positive relationship between longer shopping du-
ration and increased purchase volume (H5: β =.28, p <.01).
Finally, we identified that shoppers co-shopping with others
made more purchases than a shopper shopping alone
(t (120.81)=2.75, p <.01, Mtogether =15.18, SD =12.26,
Malone=10.82, SD =7.16), as assumed.

To test the effect of co-shopper influences on both psycho-
logical (H6a) and behavioral (H6b) routes to consumer pur-
chases, we used ANOVA in a 2×3 between-subjects experi-
mental design. Two categories of shopper configuration con-
stituted one factor. Participants either shopped alone (wife
alone represented 77.44% of those shopping alone) or co-
shopped with others (wife-mom and child represented
35.53% of those shopping together). Housewives were the
primary shoppers, as role theory explains (see Table 3). The
second factor was the level of impulsiveness. Impulsiveness
was evenly split into three categories (impulsivelow≤2.20,
2.20<impulsivemedium≤3.00, impulsivehigh>3.00).

The results for the psychological route were significant
(F (2, 160)=4.71, p =.01). There was a significant interaction
effect between the two factors. When shoppers co-shop with
others, greater consumer impulsiveness results in more pur-
chases, while when a shopper shops alone, shopper impul-
siveness has no effect on purchases (see Fig. 2). Planned
comparison tests identified that consumer impulsiveness does
not affect shoppers’ purchases when they shop alone (Mlow

vs. Mmedium , t (58.45) = .31, n.s. ; M low vs. M high ,
t (52.11)=.1.02, n.s. ; Mmedium vs. Mhigh, t (52.47)=.76, n.s.)
but significantly increases the number of purchases when they
shop with others (t (36.65)=2.91, p <.01, Mlow=8.86, SD =
6.54, Mmedium=17.04, SD =11.87), supporting H6a.

In the ANOVA test for the behavioral route, in place
of impulsiveness, shopping duration was used as the
second factor in the 2×3 between-subjects design. Shopping
duration (unit=min.) was evenly split into three categories
(shopping_durationlow≤31, 31<shopping_durationmedium≤
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54, shopping_durationhigh>54). The results for the behavioral
route revealed a marginally significant interaction effect (F (2,
155)=2.46, p =.089), in support of H6b. As Fig. 3 shows and
contrast tests reveal, when shopping with others, the greater
the shopping duration the greater the number of items pur-
chased, while shopping duration has no effect when shopping
alone. Another way to look at this is that as shopping duration
increases, the disparity in number of items purchased between
those co-shopping with others and those shopping alone be-
comes greater (medium shopping duration: t (41.84)=2.44,
p <.05, Mtogether=14.84, SD =8.68, Malone=9.77, SD =5.84;
high shopping duration: t (36.25)=2.20, p <.05, Mtogether=
20.37, SD =17.04, Malone=12.45, SD =7.96). In short, al-
though our ANOVA results statistically identified only a mar-
ginally significant moderating relationship, we interpret this as

meaning that co-shopper influence serves a significant role as
a moderator in enhancing consumer purchase, because shop-
pers neither shopping alone nor co-shopping with others
can physically purchase a greater number of items within a
short time.

Study 2: shoppers’ video-ethnography

Study design

To supplement the findings regarding shopping behavior that
could not be revealed by Study 1, Study 2 employed video
ethnography to observe shoppers’ in-store behavior. Using a
random intercept method similar to that used in Study 1, a total
of 18 participants who regularly shop in the superstore were
recruited before they entered the store. To encourage their
participation, all were compensated with $30 value gift cards.

Primary observation components

The video content and participants’ purchase receipts allowed
us to observe three specific behaviors of hedonically motivat-
ed shoppers in a superstore that were identified in the prior
literature to test as propositions.

Table 2 Standardized path coefficients in the proposed model

Hyp. Structural path Stand. estimate p-value

H1- Hedonic shopping motivation → Number of items purchased -.24 .012

H2+ Hedonic shopping motivation → Impulsiveness .41 .002

H3+ Impulsiveness → Number of items purchased .18 .040

H4+ Hedonic shopping motivation → Shopping duration .15 .098

H5+ Shopping duration → Number of items purchased .28 .001

Indirect effect Hedonic shopping motivation → Impulsiveness/Shopping duration → Number of items purchased .12 .010

χ2 (51)=94.040, p <.001, CFI=.943, GFI=.912, NNFI=.926, SRMR=.054, RMSEA=.071, χ2 /df=1.844

Bootstrapping based on n =1,000, Bias-corrected intervals at 95%

Table 3 Composition of shoppers in the sample

Composition Frequency Percent

Shopping alone (54.22%)

1 wife 67 77.44%

1 unmarried single 16 17.78%

1 husband 7 7.78%

Co-shopping with others (45.78%)

1 wife & children 27 35.53%

1 wife & 1 husband 12 15.79%

2 unmarried singles 12 15.79%

1 wife, 1 husband & children 8 10.53%

2 wives* 8 10.53%

1 husband & children 3 3.95%

2 wives* & children 1 1.32%

3 wives* 1 1.32%

2 wives* & 1 husband 1 1.32%

2 wives*, 1 husband, & children 1 1.32%

1 wife, 1 husband & 1 grandmother 1 1.32%

1 wife, 1 husband & children 1 1.32%

* The multiple number of wives in a group indicates a wife from a different
household; they are friends or relatives
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Fig. 2 The moderating effect of shopper number in the psychological
route (H6a)
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P1: High hedonically motivated shoppers will spend less
time on browsing items for purchase in the superstore
than will low hedonically motivated shoppers because
the products sold in a superstore are mostly utilitarian
items that do not feed their hedonic desires (Batra and
Ahtola 1991; Jones 1999) (Observation 1).

P2: High hedonically motivated shoppers will spend more
time in a superstore than low hedonically motivated
shoppers, even after their purchase selections are com-
plete (Bush and Grant 1995; Kim and Kim 2008)
(Observation 2).

P3: The longer the shopping trip, the more likely
shoppers are to be more frequently exposed to diverse
promotional stimuli installed in a superstore (Rook
1987) (Observation 3).

Video participants and analyses

More than 13 h of video data were included in our final analysis
pool. The most common gender of the participants was female,
with an average age of 40.4 years. Approximately one-third of
participants were accompanied by their children. The average
shopping duration of the participants in Study 2 was around
44 min. By comparing the video recording with purchase
receipts, we identified the participants’ information seeking
behavior for purchased items vs. non-purchased items.

The participants were categorized into high vs. low hedon-
ically motivated shoppers based on a median split of their
responses to the survey items measuring hedonic shopping
motivation. The differences in in-store behavior between low
and high hedonically motivated shoppers were used to test P1
by measuring the time spent on seeking information about
purchased items during the entire time in the store up to
checkout and to test P2 by measuring the time elapsed be-
tween when the last purchase selection was observed and the
time recorded on the register receipt. Because of the small

sample size, we used the bootstrap method for generating
independent samples t -tests. The total time shopping in the
store was calculated as the time from when the shopper
entered the store to the time on the receipt when the shopper
checkout and paid for the purchases. Because total time shop-
ping in the store varied across participants, the dependent
variable was the percentage of the time spent in seeking
information out of the total time shopping in the store. For
example, if a participant spent 10 min seeking information for
purchased items during a total of 60 min shopping in the store,
his/her information-seeking time was calculated as 16.67%
(i.e., 10/60×100).

Results

The results indicate that during their shopping trip, high
hedonically motivated shoppers spent significantly less (p
<.05) of their time in the store seeking information about
items they purchased (e.g., comparing brands, reading the
labels and obtaining other detailed product information)
(M =15.03%) than did low hedonically motivated shoppers
(M =27.75%) (supporting P1). Conversely, high hedonically
motivated shoppers spent more time browsing or seeking
information about non-purchased products (M =84.97%) than
did low hedonically motivated shoppers (M =72.25%).
Therefore, as the literature illustrates, high hedonically moti-
vated shoppers did not as seriously engage in research for
purchases (Sproles and Sproles 1990).

No difference was detected in the percent of time spent
between when the last purchased item was selected and put in
the shopping basket and when shoppers finished shopping by
paying for their purchases (Mhigh_hedonic =25.32% vs.
Mlow_hedonic=19.61%, n.s.) (not supporting P2). Even though
participants’ primary goals were purchasing groceries (from
evidence based on examining their purchase receipts), 55% of
all the participants spent some time in the sections selling
hedonic products, such as fashion product categories (e.g.,
shoes, clothing), furniture, and water tanks for fish, after the
last selection was placed in the shopping cart but before they
checked out. It was an interesting finding, because these
hedonic product sections were an in-store distance away from
grocery sections, which indicates that they intentionally visit-
ed and browsed them (see Appendix 3). Thus, regardless of
their level of hedonic consumption motivation—high versus
low—shoppers had reasons to remain in the store, even after
they finished grocery shopping in selecting items for their
utilitarian purchases. It helps explain why hedonic shopping
motivation can be, although marginally significant, linked to
their shopping duration in a superstore (H4: β =.15, p <.10)
and why a shopper shopping alone (primarily housewives)
spends an equivalent amount of time in the store as do shop-
pers co-shopping together (t (159)=1.11, n.s. , Malone =
48.39 min., SD =32.22 vs.Mtogether=54.01 min., SD =31.89).
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Fig. 3 The moderating effect of shopper number in the behavioral route
(H6b)
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Finally, we counted the frequency with which each mar-
keting stimulus was observed in each participant’s field of
view, such as in-store video ads, in-store point-of-purchase
(POP) displays, ads in shopping carts, shelf video media, and
food sampling stations (Yim et al. 2010). It was found that the
total exposure frequency to marketing stimuli was correlated
significantly with the total time spent at the store (r =.61,
p <.01), supporting Kollat and Willett’s exposure hypothesis
(1969) and P3.

General discussion

Theoretical/hypothetical contributions

Much prior literature has explored the role of hedonic shop-
ping motivation in online retail settings or in hedonic retail
settings (e.g., Childers et al. 2001; Kukar-Kinney and Close
2010; Overby and Lee 2006), but little research has paid
attention to its effect on actual consumer purchases, particu-
larly in offline utilitarian physical facility retail settings such
as superstores. Our current study makes contributions to the
literature from this perspective. Specifically, it was assumed
that hedonic shopping motivation would act on shoppers’
buying behavior in the grocery section of a superstore (selling
primarily utilitarian products) differently than in a shopping
mall (selling predominantly hedonic products) because utili-
tarian products that are the dominant items for sales in the
grocery section of a superstore will not satisfy consumers’
hedonic shopping desires. The study results revealed
that hedonic shopping motivation in a superstore in part
functions similarly to that in a shopping mall. In partic-
ular, the higher the level of hedonic shopping motivation, the
greater the volume of consumer purchases, usually mediated
by consumer impulsiveness (Beatty and Ferrell 1998; Bloch
et al. 1986; Hirschman and Holbrook 1982). Yet the retail
setting of a superstore was different from shopping malls in
that the higher level of hedonic shopping motivation discour-
ages consumer purchases by letting consumers concentrate on
enjoying time in a store without buying anything (Bush and
Grant 1995).

Another important contribution of the current study is that
we identified the moderating effects of co-shopper influence
(i.e., shopping alone vs. co-shopping with others) on both the
psychological and behavioral routes to consumer purchases.
Our finding that individual characteristics of impulsiveness
significantly affect the number of consumer purchases, only
when shoppers co-shop with others, but not when they shop
alone, is consistent with prior studies (Luo 2005; Mangleburg
et al. 2004) in that shoppers tend to be susceptible to other
shoppers’ opinions when shopping in a group. Another inter-
esting finding from our results is that the relationship between
shopping duration and consumer purchase is moderated by

co-shopper influence. It appears that when co-shopping with
others, shoppers are more susceptible to diverse marketing
stimuli and hence come to have a greater desire to purchase
more than when shopping alone. There appears to be a thresh-
old, however, in that a short shopping time results in no
significantly different purchase volume between shoppers
co-shopping with others and those shopping alone (see
Table 3), but as shopping duration increases the difference in
purchase volume dramatically increases.

Finally, our qualitative observations in Study 2 supplement-
ed the relationships among the factors in the proposed model in
Study 1. Hypothesis 1 assumed that there will be a direct
negative relationship between hedonic shopping motivation
and consumer purchases, and Study 2 revealed that high he-
donically motivated shoppers tend to spend less time on brows-
ing items for purchase, relative to low hedonically motivated
shoppers, which is linked to fewer purchases (additional evi-
dence supporting H1). The qualitative approach also provided
evidence that explains the relationship between higher shop-
ping time and consumer purchases. Study 2 identified that
shoppers staying longer in a store are more likely to be exposed
to more diverse marketing stimuli, possibly resulting in more
purchases (additional evidence for H5). More importantly, the
ethnographic observation enables us to speculate that the mar-
ginal significance of H4 (hedonic shopping motivation →
shopping duration, p =.098) is meaningful. That is, a majority
of shoppers regardless of the level of hedonic motivation to stay
in the store to seek hedonic shopping stimuli (e.g., fashion
clothes, home decorations), although their task of utilitarian
purchases is achieved and it caused the shopping duration
between high vs. low hedonically motivated shoppers to be
equivalent. As such, the findings from Study 1 and 2 comple-
ment and support each other, thus providing synergy in under-
standing hedonic shoppers’ shopping behavior beyond that
provided by either study alone.

Although the proposed hypotheses were generally support-
ed, there was a marginally significant relationship between
hedonic shopping motivation and shopping duration. This
result may be due to the two contrasting influences of hedonic
shopping motivation, particularly in the utilitarian setting of a
superstore. Shoppers highly motivated to engage in hedonic
shoppingmay not be satisfied with the experience of shopping
for utilitarian products displayed in a superstore, and thus they
would be eager to leave the store as soon as they finish
shopping, resulting in the equation of high hedonic motivation
equaling a shorter stay. In contrast, other highly hedonically
motivated shoppers still may be eager to find hedonic products
that can feed their motivation so they stay longer in the
superstore. This results in the equation of high hedonic moti-
vation equaling longer stay. Thus these two contrasting be-
havioral patterns are assumed to result in the somewhat weak
relationship between hedonic shopping motivation and shop-
ping duration.
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Methodological contributions

The current study also makes methodological contributions to
the literature. First, little prior research has used actual pur-
chase receipts to provide direct empirical evidence of shopper
behavior. Usually more indirect measures of behavior such as
self-reports of purchase intention have been collected through
surveys (Haytko and Baker 2004). By using real in-market
field data, this study improves both the external and internal
validities, provides more interesting andmanagerially relevant
findings, and as such avoids some possible methodological
controversies affecting studies conducted under more artificial
circumstances. That is, the outcomes in many prior studies
have often depended on respondents’ previous shopping ex-
periences and their self-evaluations, whichmay bemore prone
to self-report bias, but many of our findings are based on
actual observed and unobtrusively obtained consumer re-
cords. Thus, our findings enable both scholars and practi-
tioners to better understand shopper behavior in a real market
situation.

Second, the adoption of video ethnography via a mini
video camera provides an additional source of unobtrusively
obtained qualitative data. This technology offers a methodo-
logical advance that more closely approximates an ethno-
graphic study. In doing so it more richly and effectively
captures the detailed, diverse patterns of consumer behavior
in a superstore. This novel qualitative method for exploring
shopper behavior was self-directive and minimally obtrusive
in recording behavior in a store, thus serving to remove the
self-report bias of self-report measures and the otherwise
obtrusive physical presence of researchers (Belk and
Kozinets 2005; Dodd et al. 1998). By adopting this method,
we were able to determine the likelihood that exposure to
diverse marketing stimuli is significantly associated with
shopping duration, thereby potentially affecting the quantity
of purchases (Rook 1987; Thompson et al. 1990). The qual-
itative observations nicely supplement the evidence for and
support of H3 (shopping duration → quantity purchased).
This consistency across the two studies in findings supporting
our hypotheses helps to confirm the validity of our results. As
such, our findings provide a richer picture of hedonic shopper
behavior in the utilitarian environment of a superstore.

Managerial implications

Much prior literature accentuated the importance of promotion
with a focus on using “hard sell” strategies to enhance store
sales, such as emphasizing appealing product benefits,
discounting prices, and offering coupons (Allenby and Ginter
1995; Zeithaml 1988). Also, retail practitioners have been
focusing on gains from transactional promotions in a store.
However, according to our findings, shoppers’ hedonic

consumption in a superstore is also strongly linked to “soft
sell” strategies that can satisfy their emotive desires. Because
the current study deals with the primary outcome of shop-
ping—the quantity of consumer purchases—it offers several
important implications for retail managers.

The proposed model shows that greater hedonic shopping
motivation is significantly linked to increased consumer pur-
chases, and the shoppers’ videography results show that imme-
diately after or before grocery shopping, more than a half of the
participants went to the sections displaying hedonic products
(e.g., clothes, water tank, home decoration). Given these find-
ings, the use of many marketing stimuli in a superstore that
satisfy shoppers’ hedonic shopping motivation can be benefi-
cial in increasing retail sales, even in sections of a retail store
selling primarily utilitarian products. Specifically, retail man-
agers are required to execute both internal and external market-
ing efforts. As for the internal effort that aims to stimulate
shoppers’ primary shopping motivation, superstores may want
to sell a wider variety of hedonic products (e.g., diverse brands
of alcohol, clothes, house decorations, consumer electronics)
that can feed shoppers’ hedonic shopping motivation (Bloch
and Bruce 1984). Selling many hedonic products in a super-
store would eventually enhance the sales of an array of utilitar-
ian products by providing shoppers with the opportunity of
exploring hedonic products on the same shopping trip. It can
serve as a motivator for shoppers to visit that store over others.

By the same logic, diverse external marketing efforts that
aim to add value to the shopping experience can be proposed to
increase retail sales of both hedonic and utilitarian goods. For
example, as prior studies suggested, appealing store atmo-
sphere (Theodoridis and Chatzipanagiotou 2009) and back-
ground music (Dube and Morin 2001) would be effective.
More importantly, as identified in the moderating effects of
number of shoppers, shoppers tend to spendmore and purchase
more when they shop with others. Thus, investments in more
space for rest areas, restaurants, and snack bars in a superstore
that encourage social interactions among shoppers should even-
tually lead to greater in-store sales. Basically, the attraction of
utilitarian products in a superstore may be weaker than those of
hedonic products, especially to those highly hedonically moti-
vated, but other external factors may be the reason why shop-
pers stay longer in a store, resulting in improved hedonic
satisfaction and purchases.

Limitations and future research

Although this research provides several important insights about
shopper behavior, the study has some limitations. First, all the
results were based on Korean participants in a Korean super-
store, and there may be some cultural and social influences on
their behavior that may differ from those in other countries and
cultures. For example, the superstore in which the study was
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conducted was a lot busier than the average superstore in other
countries, perhaps due to the density of the population in which
the superstore is located. This may result in participants’ longer
stay and slower information processing for making purchase
decisions. Also, Korean society is strongly influenced by
Confucianism and is more conservative than societies in other
Western countries, so the explanation of behavior employing
role theory may be more strongly applicable to Korean house-
holds, while it may not be as much the case for consumers in
Western countries. Therefore, future studies are needed to ex-
plore broader samples across multiple countries and cultures.
Second, the sample in our results cannot be assumed to repre-
sent the general population of shoppers, even in Korea, as the
findings are based on a single designated geographic area in

which the superstore is located. For example, each superstore
depending on location may sell a somewhat different ratio of
utilitarian to hedonic product categories, and this could be
linked to the significant influence of impulsiveness on consumer
purchases (e.g., more utilitarian products affecting less consum-
er impulsiveness). Thus, it is recommended that future re-
searchers identify the relationship between consumer impulsive-
ness and the utilitarian to hedonic product ratio on display for
sale in a superstore. Finally, although much prior research
indicates that females tend to have a primary role in purchase
decisions, the role/influence of male shoppers in decision mak-
ing in retail settings is relatively less well known. Identifying
spousal influences where males/fathers are the primary shopper
in a superstore would be another interesting research topic.

Appendix 1: Type of retailer

Appendix 2: Mini video camera for video ethnography

Table 4

Type of Retailer Description Examples

Department store Large organization offering wide product mix and organized into separate departments Macy’s, Sears, JCPenney

Discount store A store that carries standard merchandise sold at lower prices with lower
margins and higher volumes

Walmart, Target, Kmart

Convenience store Small self-service store offering narrow product assortment in convenient locations 7-Eleven, Circle K, Stop-N-Go

Supermarket Self-service store offering complete line of food products and some nonfood products Kroger, Safeway, Publix

Superstore or Supercenter Giant outlet offering all food and nonfood products found in supermarkets,
as well as most routinely purchased products

Walmart Supercenter,
SuperTarget, Meijer

Hypermarket Combination supermarket and discount store; larger than a superstore Carrefour

Warehouse club Large-scale members-only establishments combining cash-and-carry
wholesaling with discount retailing

Sam’s Club, Costco

Pride and Ferrell 2009, Armstrong and Kotler 2013
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Appendix 3: Retail setting

Appendix 4

Table 5 Convergent and discriminant validity and reliability of indicator variable measures

Item Standardized factor loading Composite reliability AVE ϕ2 Mean SD

Hedonic shopping motivation (α=.87) .90 .60 .00-.09

I like to shop for the novelty of it. .78 3.46 1.25

Shopping satisfies my sense of curiosity. .84 3.45 1.26

Shopping offers new experiences. .86 3.58 1.21

I feel like I’m exploring new worlds when I shop. .81 3.08 1.18

I get a real “high”' from shopping. .53 3.63 1.11

Impulsive purchase (α=.81) .84 .50 .00-.10

I often buy things spontaneously. .70 3.33 1.17

“Just do it” describes the way I buy things. .78 2.70 1.20

I often buy things without thinking. .70 2.96 1.24

“Buy now, think about it later” describes me. .71 2.17 1.12

Sometimes I feel like buying things on the spur of the moment. .62 2.47 1.19

Response format: 1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree

All the coefficients are significant at p <.001

AVE average variance extracted, ϕ2 = the squared ϕ correlation
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