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Who lives to shop and who shops to live? 
An empirical study of shopping value by demographic segment 

 

Abstract 

Who lives to shop (hedonic) and who shops to live (utilitarian), a survey of 693 
UK residents answers this question. These shopping values are measured in three 
different shopping locations: local shops, supermarkets and clothing stores. The 
results are compared, using the Kruskal-Wallis variance analysis, with their 
demographic segment. A relationship is established between hedonic shopping 
value, gender, age and ethnicity. Utilitarian shopping value is only significantly 
affected by gender and ethnicity. Male shoppers are more utilitarian and younger 
women with low income and education are the most hedonic shoppers. Previous 
research established a link between shopping value, store attributes and retail 
outcomes therefore segmenting shoppers by demographic group may provide a 
simple way to predict some retail outcomes, dependent upon the store attributes, 
using demographic segmentation. Further research on time-use for shopping, 
recognising shopping as a leisure activity will help to understand the extent of this 
shopping behaviour.        

Keywords: Shopping value, hedonic, utilitarian, demographic segmentation 
and segmenting. 

 



 

 

Introduction 

Some people shop to live spending the bare minimum amount of time in shops 
and they have a utilitarian shopping value, others are the opposite: shopping for 
the pleasure of it and enjoying the experience whether they buy anything or not 
and they have hedonic shopping value (Hirschman and Holbrook, 1982). The aim 
of this article is to understand if our demographic segment has any influence on 
our shopping values. Stereotypically we may think of upper class ladies that lunch 
going on expensive shopping trips as a form of leisure but this is actually not the 
case. It is in fact low income, low qualified, young people who have the most 
hedonic shopping value. This research endorses time use surveys that show that 
women spend longer shopping than men1, but questions whether shopping should 
be categorised as a ‘housework’ activity. It becomes clear that some forms of 
shopping are now leisure activities enjoyed by young women for hedonic 
pleasure.  

This research also tests shopping value in three different locations to see whether 
the correlation between shopping value and demographic segments is consistent. 
This research finds where there are significant correlations between shopping 
value and demographic segment substantiating some theorised links (Arnold and 
Reynolds 2003; Hirschman and Holbrook 1982) and casting doubt on others 
(Hirschman and Holbrook 1982). 

Hedonic and utilitarian shopping values 

There has long been an understanding that not all consumers on a shopping trip 
are there for the sole purpose of making a purchase. Early work in this area by 
Tauber (1972) segmented consumers into two groups. The first he described as 
economic who are utility seeking, and the second as non-economic who are 
shopping to seek an experience. Tauber (1972) recognised that the shopping 
experience is more than purely a process of buying and consuming but has an 
experiential element that can be subdivided into a range of personal motives: role 
playing, diversion, self-gratification, learning about trends, physical activity and 
sensory stimulation.  

These ideas are consolidated and discussed in relation to marketing in the seminal 
article by Hirschman and Holbrook (1982) where they define the term “hedonic 
consumption” and contrast it to the traditional utilitarian view of consumption. 

“Hedonic consumption designates those facets of 
consumer behaviour that relate to the multisensory, 
fantasy and emotive aspects of one’s experience with 
products” (Hirschman and Holbrook 1982) 

They went on to propose that emotional desires can dominate utilitarian motives; 
consumers imbue a product with subjective meaning; there is a link between 
consumption and imaginative constructs of reality; and there is a sensory and 
emotive dimension to consumption. There has been some criticism of the 
Hirschman and Holbrook (1982) research, namely that attitude is labelled as a 
component of ‘affect’ when affect can be defined as a state of feeling, and attitude 
is an evaluative part of the personality, both cognitive and affective (Spangenberg 
                                                

1 Time use survey 2005, Office for National Statistics 
2 Guardian newspaper, 18th March 2014 
3 The level of qualification is assigned a value, the lowest being one and highest 



 

 

et al. 1997). Whilst the criticism is valid it does not diminish the importance of the 
Hirschman and Holbrook (1982) article and the newly defined construct of 
hedonic consumption.  

Westbrook and Black (1985) developed the early work of Tauber (1972) and 
McGuire (1974) and suggested there are three fundamental reasons influencing 
shopping behaviour:  i) acquisition of a product; ii) acquisition of a product and 
provide satisfaction for non-product related needs; and iii) attain goals not related 
to product acquisition. This work created a seven-dimension concept of shopping 
values labelled as: anticipated utility, role enactment, choice optimisation, 
affiliation, negotiation, power/authority and stimulation. These seven dimensions 
can be categorised as either predominantly hedonic (role enactment, stimulation) 
predominantly utilitarian (anticipated utility, choice optimisation) or a mixture of 
the two (affiliation, negotiation, power/authority). The Westbrook and Black 
(1985) shopping value construct has been measured and scales developed (Arnold 
and Reynolds 2003).  

Whilst Westbrook and Black (1985) is arguably a more complete construct, it is 
also more complex, making it difficult to administer as a survey and hard to 
interpret. Regardless of some criticism of the Hirschman and Holbrook (1982) 
construct its simplicity has won the day, and it has become the dominant theory of 
shopping value.  

Various authors built upon the concept of hedonic and utilitarian aspects of 
shopping (Bloch & Richins 1983; Wakefield & Baker 1997; Langrehr 1991). A 
shopping experience described as hedonic, is characterised by fantasy fulfilment, 
escapism, perceived freedom, enjoyment, arousal and increased involvement 
(Langrehr 1991). A utilitarian shopping experience can be similarly characterised 
as task orientated, problem solving, time critical, purposeful and with decreased 
involvement (Batra and Ahtola 1991; Babin et al. 1994). The idea of goal seeking 
can be identified with both the hedonic and utilitarian shopping value but with 
utilitarian shopping value the goal is the end purchase and with hedonic shopping 
value the goal is the pleasure of the experience of shopping (Babin et al. 1994). 

Following the establishment of the hedonic and utilitarian shopping concept 
empirical research developed scales to measure the construct (Batra and Ahtola 
1991; Voss et al. 2003) and find practical applications of the ideas (Arnold & 
Reynolds 2003, 2012; Olsen & Skallerud 2011). Hedonic or utilitarian shopping 
value can now be measured on a scale providing a statistical score of shopping 
value for each individual. However limited subsequent empirical research has 
been performed on the link between demographic segment and shopping value. 
Some empirical research has reported the demographic spread of their respondents 
but there are no links established. Many have tested shopping motivation against 
the store environment or the products (Neeley et al. 2010; To et al. 2007; 
Rintamäki et al. 2006; Jones et al. 2006). Theoretical predictions regarding 
demographic segments have been postulated but have not empirically tested by 
their authors (Hirschman and Holbrook 1982; Arnold and Reynolds 2003). There 
is a large area of research into consumer decision making styles and the 
segmentation by demographics which is related but different to shopping value 
(Bakewell & Mitchell 2006; Wesley et al. 2006).  This article will identify if there 
is a direct relationship between demographic segment and shopping values. 

 



 

 

Theoretical links between shopping value and demographic segment 

Ethnicity 

Ethnicity is theorised as having as a strong link to hedonic value (Hirschman and 
Holbrook, 1982). Previous research has shown that some ethnic groups have 
richer and more sensual fantasies than other ethnic groups (Singer 1966). Fantasy 
is a large part of hedonistic shopping value so it seems reasonable to suggest that 
different ethnic groups will have different levels of hedonic shopping value. 
Holbrook and Hirschman (1982) suggest that ethnicity is a determinant of a 
consumer’s ability to create an emotional response, stating, “differences in 
consumer emotional and imaginal response to products appear to be closely tied to 
a variety of subcultural differences”. The subcultural differences they cite include 
gender, ethnicity and social class. Previous research on adolescents found that 
Hispanic adolescents in America are more hedonic shoppers than non-Hispanic 
Americans (Shim & Gehrt 1996) and that ethnic identity affects task orientation or 
utilitarianism (Hofstede 1980). All of this suggests there will be a relationship 
between ethnic group and shopping value so it is essential that this research target 
a minimum of two ethnic groups. 

Social Class 

Hirschman and Holbrook (1982) suggested social class does not affect the amount 
of hedonism but the subject of the hedonic response. From a glance at British high 
streets it is clear that shopping is an activity equally enjoyed by all social classes, 
but the nature of the consumer can be different depending upon the area and shops 
within it. Visiting different shopping locations anecdotally shows that various 
social classes enjoy or dislike shopping. Although Waitrose may be seen as 
appealing to a higher social class and Aldi to a lower, there is evidence to suggest 
that the middle classes are increasingly shopping at discount retailers2. It is clearly 
worth testing if the view of Hirschman and Holbrook (1982) holds true and that 
different social classes have the same levels of shopping value but that different 
locations will create those responses.  

Gender 

Arnold and Reynolds (2003) argue that women have stronger hedonic shopping 
motivations than men. A stereotypical view may lead to a belief that women are 
better able to express emotion and therefore may be more hedonic, although a 
recent study challenges this view (Llalama 2004). The research by Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003) did suggest stronger hedonic responses in women; however this 
is not fully explored in the research. Holbrook and Hirschman (1982) assert no 
differences in gender for the ability to create an emotional response but only in 
what products and activities create a hedonic response. There is evidence to 
suggest that men are more task orientated than women (Eagly & Johannesen-
Schmidt 2001) and whilst this is not the entirety of utilitarianism it does form part 
of the utilitarian definition, and therefore it may be reasonable to assume that men 
will be more utilitarian than women.  Referring to consumer decision making, a 
different but related construct to shopping value, there is a body of research 
suggesting that males are more utilitarian and that gender is a determinant of 
consumer decision making (Otnes & McGrath 2001; Shim et al. 2011).  

                                                
2 Guardian newspaper, 18th March 2014 



 

 

Ethnicity, social class and gender have all been factors that have been theorised as 
having an affect on shopping value. The objective of this research is to test if 
consumers with different demographic profiles have correlated shopping values. 

 

Research Methodology 

The research undertaken is quantitative using a survey, which is developed for 
multiple purposes, one of which is the testing of hypotheses regarding 
demographic segment and shopping value. The survey used a standard scale for 
shopping value with reduced items. 

Babin et al. (1994) developed the scale selected to measure shopping value 
comprising twelve hedonic items and seven utilitarian items. The two scales are 
later used empirically to contrast shopping value between Russian and American 
shoppers (Griffin et al. 2000) and to investigate approach and avoidance 
motivation in retail settings (Arnold & Reynolds 2012). On both occasions the 
scale is reduced to a more practical size. The size of the survey within this 
research required a more manageable number of items. Both previous empirical 
research examples had reduced the utilitarian items to four and these are used 
within this questionnaire.  

Arnold and Reynolds (2012) reduced the hedonic items to seven (joy, desire to 
shop, enjoyable, shopping for its own sake, excitement, adventure and having a 
nice time). Within this questionnaire the items measuring hedonism are reduced to 
four (enjoyable, excitement, desire to shop and shopping for its own sake). Three 
items are dispensed with (joy, having a nice time and adventure). Hedonic and 
utilitarian shopping values are measured using four items each selected from the 
scale developed by Babin et al. (1994).  

Compared to other things I could have done, time spent shopping is truly 
enjoyable (Hedonism) 

During a shopping trip, I feel the excitement of the hunt. (Hedonism) 

I enjoy shopping trips for their own sake, not just for the items I may have 
purchased. (Hedonism) 

I continue to shop here, not because I have to, but because I want to. (Hedonism) 

It is important that I accomplish just what I want to while shopping. 
(Utilitarianism) 

I am disappointed if I have to go to another store(s) to complete my shopping. 
(Utilitarianism) 

It is important that I feel a shopping trip was successful. (Utilitarianism) 

A good shopping trip is over very quickly. (Utilitarianism) 

The same eight questions are asked regarding three different locations. The 
locations are examined as a combined set of data and as individual sets. 

There has been previous research regarding the affect of location (store type and 
products sold) on shopping value (Rintamäki et al. 2006; Olsen & Skallerud 



 

 

2011). The survey asked respondents to imagine their usual shopping environment 
for three locations: a local small retailer, a supermarket and a clothes store. 
Respondents generally found this easy for supermarket and clothes shopping and 
had clear images of where they shopped but ‘local shop’ is less specific and 
respondents are asked to picture in their minds any shop which is close to where 
they live, which they frequent very regularly and possibly knew the serving staff 
by name. A variety of types of shop (newsagents, butchers, greengrocers, 
chemists, take-away, public house) are pictured; this is not recorded as part of the 
survey but they all had the characteristic of being a ‘local’ shop.    

In terms of data collected, a seven point Likert scale is used for the responses, 
from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Demographic data is collected in the 
following groups and segments: 

Gender (Male, Female) 

Age group (18-29, 30-44, 45-59, 60-74, 75+) 

Ethnic group (White British, Irish, White Other, Indian, Pakistani, Asian Other, 
African, Caribbean, Black Other, Chinese, Arab, Any Other)  

Household Income group (<£20k, £20,001 - £40k, £40,001-£75k, £75,001 - 
£100k, +£100k, prefer not to say) 

Education (No qualification, GCSE or equivalent, A Level or equivalent, Degree 
and above or equivalent) 

Sampling 

The research uses a non-probability sample, as it is not necessary for the survey 
respondents to represent the UK demographic, but requires that a minimum 
threshold for each measured constituent to be reached. A quota system is used 
ensuring at least 50 respondents for each selected demographic group. 

In order to achieve the quota levels a mall intercept survey is chosen, this has the 
advantage of allowing the interviewer to deliberately target respondents to achieve 
the quotas and also increase the likelihood that the questionnaires are 
administered when people are shopping, therefore, making the questions relevant 
to their recent experience. The choice of sample and the survey method of mall 
intercept interview will introduce bias into the result, however this is minimised 
by using quotas, varying locations of survey and providing consistency in how the 
questionnaire is administered and respondents selected. Locations of surveys are 
Manchester China Town, Manchester Arndale, Oxford High St, Oxford Cowley 
Road Shopping Centre, Atherstone Long St, Liverpool County Road, Poole High 
St, London Stratford High Street, Leicester High Cross Shopping Centre, 
Walthamstow Black Horse Road, Leeds White Rose Shopping Centre, and 
London Cheapside.  

Results 

There are 693 completed surveys, only one of which has unusable demographic 
data, creating 692 usable responses. An initial inspection of the data reveals that 
some of the responses to questions designed to show shopping values are similar 
in hedonic and utilitarian score. Examining further, it can be seen that in fifteen 
cases the hedonic score is similar (within 0.6 in a range of between 1 and 7, 



 

 

equating to 10%) to the utilitarian score in all three shopping locations. These 
fifteen responses are rejected from the data as unreliable. The removal of 
unreliable shopping value responses reduces the number of usable responses to 
677.  

Boxplots of the data show that when testing hedonic response there are no outliers 
for age, education, gender and income but ethnicity had 9 outlying data points (7 
Chinese, 1 Indian, and 1 any other racial background). The utilitarian response 
boxplots showed 11 points of outlying data, 6 in ethnicity and 5 for education (1 
Irish, 3 Other White, 2 Pakistani and 5 qualified to degree level). Only one data 
point is an outlier in two areas, data point 585 is an outlier in both ethnicity and 
education, so this is removed from the data set. Other outliers showing in only one 
segment are retained. A final set of 676 data items are analysed. 

A reliability test using Cronbach’s Alpha showed that the hedonic and utilitarian 
scales are reliable across all locations combined. The hedonism scale Cronbach’s 
α = 0.93 and the utilitarian scale Cronbach’s α =  0.92.  

The Cronbach’s α for hedonism in the three separate locations of local shops, 
supermarkets and clothes stores are respectively 0.812, 0.844 and 0.901. The 
Cronbach’s α for utilitarianism in the three separate locations of local shops, 
supermarkets and clothes stores are respectively 0.786, 0.819 and 0.797. All 
results are above the required 0.7, (Field, 2009) demonstrating that the scales for 
hedonism and utilitarianism are reliable as a combined total as well as in the three 
separate locations. 

A general description of the demographic data of the respondents is shown in 
table 1. 

Quotas are set for each specific demographic segment being examined. The 
quotas are set with some reference to the UK demographic but are designed to 
ensure that each segment being examined contains sufficient data to be reliable. 
All quotas are achieved in the relevant segments allowing the data to be used to 
measure the affect of demographic segment on shopping value. 

Descriptive Statistics 

Age 

Just by examination of the data it can be seen that the 18 to 29 age group have 
higher scores for hedonism (table 2) in every location and overall. The ‘45-59’ 
age group have higher scores throughout for utilitarianism (table 3), although the 
difference is not so marked. 

 



 

 

 

Table 1: A demographic distribution of respondents 

 



 

 

Table 2: Hedonism by Age 

Table 3: Utilitarianism by Age 

Education 

Those with no formal qualification appear to be more hedonic (table 4), and the 
most highly educated are more utilitarian (table 5). 

 

Gross household income 

Lower income households (<£20k) are more hedonic (table 6) and the most 
utilitarian are the £40k-£75k earners (table 7). Gross household income is used 
instead of personal income because pilot surveys demonstrated that personal 
income did not seem to drive behaviour in shopping. This implies that household 
income can be shared, for example young adults in a high-income household may 
have funds available for shopping without earning any personal income.  



 

 

Table 4: Hedonism by Education 

 

Table 5: Utilitarianism by Education 

 

 

Table 6 – Hedonism by Gross Household Income 

 



 

 

Table 7: Utilitarianism by Gross Household Income 

 

Combined gross household income and education 

The survey measures a mix of personal educational level and gross household 
income3, with those scoring highly in both being deemed one end of the social 
spectrum and those scoring low in both at the other end of the spectrum. Whilst 
this is not a measurement of social class, which relies upon profession 
(Goldthorpe and Hope 1974), income and education are both related to social 
class and purchase decision (Williams 2002) making the combined results a proxy 
for social class in this context. The most hedonic have a high level of education 
and income (table 8) with all levels being more hedonic when they shop for 
clothes. As theorised earlier, the differentiation appears to be less marked in 
supermarkets. The most affluent and educated are more utilitarian (table 9). 

 

 

Table 8: Hedonism by combined income and qualification level 

                                                
3 The level of qualification is assigned a value, the lowest being one and highest 
being four and the level of gross household income is assigned a value, the 
lowest being one and the highest being five. These values added together give a 
score between two and nine, with two representing the lowest measurement of 
income and education and nine the highest.  



 

 

 

Table 9: Utilitarianism by combined income and qualification level 

Gender 

Women are more hedonic than men (table 10), especially in clothes stores. Men 
are generally more utilitarian than women (table 11). 

 

 

Table 10:  Hedonism by Gender 

 

Table 11: Utilitarianism by Gender 

Ethnicity 

Only two ethnicities have a large enough sample size to be considered, where it is 
immediately evident that those with Chinese ethnic background appear to be more 
hedonic than White British (table 12). 

 



 

 

 

Table 12: Hedonism by Ethnicity 

Table 13:  Utilitarianism by Ethnicity 

 

 



 

 

Hedonist and  utilitarian profiles 

Figure 1 shows the profile of a typical hedonist and utilitarian shopper based on 
the visual inspection of the data but no significance can be ascribed to this profile 
until further statistical tests have been completed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Profile of shopping value with no significance tested 

Statistical Analysis 

The hedonism and utilitarianism scores, combined for the three locations, are 
tested for normality using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test. The combined mean for 
the level of hedonism, D (667) =0.09, p<0.01, and for the level of utilitarianism, D 
(669) =0.12, p<0.001, are significantly non-normal. 

The hedonism scores in each demographic segment are tested for homogeneity of 
variance using Levene’s test and the results show that ethnicity and gender do not 
have homogeneity of variance. Similarly the utilitarianism scores in each 
demographic segment are tested for homogeneity of variance using Levene’s test 
and the results show that ethnicity and education do not have homogeneity of 
variance. Given that the data is not normally distributed and not all the data 
segments have homogeneity of variance, a non-parametric test is required. The 
Kruskal-Wallis test at 5% significance is used to test for significant correlation. 

Results 

Hedonism is significantly affected by age group (H(4) = 23.62, p<0.05), by 
qualification level achieved (H(3)=22.45, p<0.05), by gender (H(1)=20.67, 
p<0.05), by income group (H(4)=11.83, p<0.05, by combined income and 
qualification (H(7)=20.15, p<0.05 and by ethnicity (H(11)=119.38, p<0.05).  

Utilitarianism is significantly affected by qualification level achieved 
(H(3)=19.52, p<0.05), by combined income and qualification (H(7)=17.23, 
p<0.05 by gender (H(1)=7.2, p<0.05) and by ethnicity (H(11)=56.19, p<0.05). 
Utilitarianism is not significantly affected by income group (H(4)=8.38, p = 0.08) 
or by age group (H(4)=6.60, p=0.16). These results are graphically represented in 
figure 2. 
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Figure 2: Significant affect of demographic segment on shopping value 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Significant demographic profile of shopping value 

Shoppers who are young, of low combined income and qualification and female 
are significantly hedonic. Male shoppers and those with a high combined level of 
income and qualification are significantly utilitarian. Both of these conclusions 
are intuitive and build upon existing theories (Holbrook & Hirschman 1982; 
Arnold & Reynolds 2003; Shim & Kotsiopulos 1993; Bakewell & Mitchell 2006). 
There is research available showing that adolescent girls shop as a leisure activity 
(Haytko & Baker 2004). Young people tend to have more available time and less 
financial resources making shopping an accessible leisure activity logically 
making them more hedonic shoppers.  

The less intuitive result is that second generation, or further removed, Chinese 
people living in the UK are more hedonic than the White British population. 
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Several explanations are considered for this result, which is in contradiction to 
other similar tests (Lim & Ang 2008; Mazaheri et al. 2011). Firstly that other tests 
have measured attitudes of Chinese born and educated, secondly that Chinese 
attitudes now seem to embrace shopping as an activity, thirdly that the more 
utilitarian attitude is a feature of Chinese society restrictions rather than innate 
culture and finally that Chinese people in the UK use shopping as a cultural 
activity given that shops frequented are predominantly Chinese owned and 
staffed.  

 “Over the past four years, the number of Chinese 
shoppers visiting the town’s luxury goods shopping centre, 
Bicester Village, has grown 20%; they now represent the 
biggest single group of non-EU visitors to the outlet. When 
asked by UK prime-minister David Cameron how Britain 
could attract more tourists from China, the Chinese 
ambassador was said to have replied “build more Bicester 
Villages”. 4 

China now has a middle class, who clearly enjoys shopping to some extent as they 
choose it as a holiday activity. It is possible that previous economic and political 
circumstances in China repressed a natural urge to shop.  

 

Discussion and implications of research 

The research fulfils it’s objective of confirming where correlations between 
demographic segment and shopping value exist and just as importantly where they 
do not. The results validate the theories of Hirschman and Holbrook (1982), that 
ethnicity affects shopping value, and Arnold and Reynolds (2003) who theorised 
links between gender and shopping value. The research generally casts doubt on 
the view of Hirschman and Holbrook (1982) that levels of hedonism are 
unaffected by social class. When evaluating this theory it is interesting to note that 
there is no significant link between combined income and qualification level and 
hedonism in supermarkets but there is in clothes shops and local shops. 
Apparently when shopping in supermarkets we all have the same levels of 
hedonism. 

It is now established that some demographic groups shop for pleasure and this 
research explain who these ‘fun seekers’ are, but not how long they shop for, with 
whom they shop and what facilities they seek. Current time use surveys categorise 
shopping as housework, clearly missing an opportunity to provide useful detail on 
how much time we all spend shopping for fun. New research establishing time 
spent on the different forms of shopping would further validate the construct of 
shopping value and allow retailers and town planners to add leisure activities, in 
the mix.  

Market segmentation is a key area of consumer behaviour research allowing 
researchers to anticipate behaviour based upon a variety of factors including 
demographics (Thomas & Peters 2009) and behaviours (Ruiz et al. 2004). 
Previous research has shown that shopping value affects shopping outcomes. 
                                                
4 http://www.ifaonline.co.uk/professional-adviser/feature/2175239/bicester-village-changing-
investment 



 

 

Specifically retailer satisfaction, re-patronage anticipation and word of mouth 
endorsement are influenced by hedonic shopping value and re-patronage intention 
is influenced by utilitarian shopping value (Jones et al. 2006).  

This research provides the basis of a new method of segmentation that may be 
used to help predict shopping outcomes based upon certain demographic 
segments. The research suggests that there may be a link between some 
demographic segments (age, combined income and qualification, ethnicity and 
gender), via shopping value, to shopping outcomes. Further research could be 
completed to link this research to that of Jones et al. (2006) and Olsen and 
Skallerud (2011) to confirm a link between demographic segment, store attributes 
and shopping outcome via shopping value in a single piece of primary research 
(figure 4).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4: Construct to test for future research into segmentation of consumers via 
shopping values 

 

The implication for retailers lies within how they arrange their store layout and 
marketing depending upon the demographic segment they are aiming for. 
Simplistically a retailer which specialises in male clothing where their stock 
attracts the older middle class patrons, will need to make their store highly 
convenient to use by having fast service, high stock levels and no promotional 
delays. This will appeal to these utilitarian shoppers and lead to re-patronage 
intentions. Stores aiming for the young, female, working class market will need to 
seek to excite their patrons, who will be happy to be distracted by offers and 
choices and who will want their shopping to contain an element of the ‘hunt’ 
about it. These people are likely to be shopping for longer and are happy to extend 
their leisure experience in some way. The store could have a more chaotic feel 
with the need to rummage for just what you want, the opportunity for trying on 
multiple items and for resting, which will appeal to the hedonic shopper and lead 
to word of mouth recommendation, re-patronage anticipation and high retailer 
satisfaction.  

   

 

  

Demographic 
Segment 

Retail Outcomes 

Store Attributes 

Shopping Value 

This Research 

Olsen and 
Skallerud 2011 

Jones et al. 2006 



 

 

Bibliography 

Ahtola, O. & Batra, R., 1991. Measuring the Hedonic and Utilitarian Sources 
of Consumer Attitudes. Marketing Letter, (1990), pp.159–170. 

Arnold, M.J. & Reynolds, K.E., 2012. Approach and Avoidance Motivation: 
Investigating Hedonic Consumption in a Retail Setting. Journal of Retailing, 
88(3), pp.399–411 

Arnold, M.J. & Reynolds, K.E., 2003. Hedonic shopping motivations. Journal 
of Retailing, 79(2), pp.77–95.  

Babin, B.M., Darden, W.R. & Griffin, M., 1994. Work and/or Fun: Measuring 
Hedonic and Utilitarian Shopping Value. Journal of Consumer Research, 20 
(March 1994), pp.644–657. 

Bakewell, C. & Mitchell, V.-W., 2006. Male versus female consumer decision 
making styles. Journal of Business Research, 59(12), pp.1297–1300 

Bloch, P. & Richins, M., 1983. A Theoretical Model for the Study of Product 
Importance Perceptions. Journal of Marketing, 3(Summer 1983), pp.69–81. 

Eagly, A.H. & Johannesen-Schmidt, M.C., 2001. The Leadership Styles of 
Women and Men. Journal of Social Issues, 57(4), pp.781–797.  

Field, A. (2009). 2nd Ed. Discovering Statistics using SPSS. London: Sage.  
 
Goldthorpe, J.H. and Hope, K. (1974) The Social Grading of Occupations. 

Oxford: Clarendon. 
 
Griffin, M., Babin, B.M. & Modianos, D., 2000. Shopping values of Russian 

consumers: The impact of habituation in a developing economy. Journal of 
Retailing, 76(1), pp.33–52. 

Guardian.com 2014. Lidl and Aldi winning the hearts of Maidstone Mums. 
Guardian 18/3/2014. 

Haytko, D.L. & Baker, J., 2004. It’s all at the mall: exploring adolescent girls’ 
experiences. Journal of Retailing, 80(1), pp.67–83.  

Hofstede, G. H. (1980). Culture's consequences : international differences in 
work-related values. London : Sage. 

Hirschman, E. and Holbrook, M. B., 1982. Emerging concepts, methods and 
propositions. Journal of Marketing, 46(Summer), pp.92–101. 

Jones, M. a., Reynolds, K.E. & Arnold, M.J., 2006. Hedonic and utilitarian 
shopping value: Investigating differential effects on retail outcomes. Journal of 
Business Research, 59(9), pp.974–981.  

Langrehr, F.W., 1991. Retail Shopping Mall Semiotics and Hedonic 
Consumption. Advances in Consumer Research, 18. 

Lim, E.A.C. & Ang, S.H., 2008. Hedonic vs. utilitarian consumption: A cross-
cultural perspective based on cultural conditioning. Journal of Business Research, 
61(3), pp.225–232.  



 

 

Llalama, C., 2004. Making Waves. FIU Womens Studies Journal, 2, pp.39–42. 

Mazaheri, E., Richard, M.-O. & Laroche, M., 2011. Online consumer 
behavior: Comparing Canadian and Chinese website visitors. Journal of Business 
Research, 64(9), pp.958–965.  

McGuire, J. W. (1974) (Editor) Contemporary management : issues and 
viewpoints. Englewood Cliffs ; London etc. : Prentice-Hall  

Neeley, C.R., Min, K.S. & Kennett-Hensel, P. a., 2010. Contingent consumer 
decision making in the wine industry: the role of hedonic orientation. Journal of 
Consumer Marketing, 27(4), pp.324–335 

Office for National Statistics (2006). 
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/lifestyles/time-use/2005-edition/index.html 

Olsen, S.O. & Skallerud, K., 2011. Retail attributes’ differential effects on 
utilitarian versus hedonic shopping value. Journal of Consumer Marketing, 28(7), 
pp.532–539.  

Otnes, C. & McGrath, M.A., 2001. Perceptions and realities of male shopping 
behavior. Journal of Retailing, 77(1), pp.111–137.  

Rintamäki, T. et al., 2006. Decomposing the value of department store 
shopping into utilitarian, hedonic and social dimensions: Evidence from Finland. 
International Journal of Retail & Distribution Management, 34(1), pp.6–24.  

Ruiz, J.-P., Chebat, J.-C. & Hansen, P., 2004. Another trip to the mall: a 
segmentation study of customers based on their activities. Journal of Retailing and 
Consumer Services, 11(6), pp.333–350.  

Shim, S. & Gehrt, K.C., 1996. Hispanic and Native American Adolescents  : An 
Exploratory Study of Their Approach to Shopping. Journal of Retailing, 72(3), 
pp.307–324. 

Shim, S. & Kotsiopulos, a., 1993. A Typology of Apparel Shopping Orientation 
Segments Among Female Consumers. Clothing and Textiles Research Journal, 
12(1), pp.73–85.  

Shim, S., Serido, J. & Barber, B.L., 2011. A Consumer Way of Thinking: 
Linking Consumer Socialization and Consumption Motivation Perspectives to 
Adolescent Development. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 21(1), pp.290–
299.  

Singer, J.E., 1966. Social Comparison-Progress. Journal of experimental social 
psychology supplement, 1, pp.103–110. 

Spangenberg, E.R. et al., 1997. Measuring the Hedonic and Utilitarian 
Dimensions of Attitude  : A Generally Applicable Scale. Advances in Consumer 
Research, 24, pp.235–241. 

Thomas, J.B. & Peters, C.L.O., 2009. Silver seniors: Exploring the self-
concept, lifestyles, and apparel consumption of women over age 65. International 
Journal of Retail & Distribution Management, 37(12), pp.1018–1040.  



 

 

To, P.-L., Liao, C. & Lin, T.-H., 2007. Shopping motivations on Internet: A 
study based on utilitarian and hedonic value. Technovation, 27(12), pp.774–787.  

Voss, K.E. et al., 2003. Measuring the Hedonic and Utilitarian Dimensions of 
Consumer Attitude. Journal of Marketing Research, 40(3), pp.310–320. 

Wakefield, K.L. & Baker, J., 1997. Excitement at the Mall  : Determinants and 
Effects on Shopping Response. , 74(4), pp.515–539. 

Wesley, S., LeHew, M. & Woodside, A.G., 2006. Consumer decision-making 
styles and mall shopping behavior: Building theory using exploratory data 
analysis and the comparative method. Journal of Business Research, 59(5), 
pp.535–548.  

Westbrook, R.A. and Black, W. (1985) A motivation based shopping typology. 
Journal of Retailing 61, pp 78-103. 

Williams, T.G. (2002) Social class influences on purchase evaluation criteria. 
Journal of consumer marketing. 19 (3) pp 249-276. 


