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Executive Summary 
In today's highly competitive marketplace, traditional marketing has lost its effectiveness. Since 

rational and functional attributes are becoming more homogeneous, and customers are exposed 

to thousands of advertisements on a daily basis, there is a need for a paradigm shift in the 

marketing approach. With the senses being instrumental for our interpretation of the world, 

sensory marketing has the potential to improve the effectiveness of marketing in a cost efficient 

manner.  

 

To further develop the understanding of sensory marketing, an investigation of the sensorial 

impact on product evaluation has been conducted. The emphasis has been to explore potential 

differences between different product classes. This was examined by investigating high- and 

low involvement products influence for three senses: vision, olfactory, and haptic. Three 

experiments were conducted with students at Luleå University of Technology, during which 

the students were exposed to different sensorial stimuli. After the experiments, a focus group 

was held in order to discuss the participants’ thoughts and feelings. The collected data indicates 

that sensory marketing, to an extent, is dependent on the specific product it is used for. It is 

more important than previous research has indicated to consider product specific factors in 

order to avoid inefficient marketing strategies.  

 

All in all, the research provides additional knowledge that further develops the field of sensory 

marketing by presenting supporting evidence for the importance of sensorial input during 

product evaluations. With stimuli that is tailored towards the products, it is possible to positively 

influence customers’ product evaluations, which can be very beneficial for practitioners.    

  



 
 

Sammanfattning 
Dagens högst konkurrenskraftiga marknadssamhälle har inneburit att traditionell 

marknadsföring har förlorat mycket av sin effektivitet. Både rationella och funktionella 

produktattribut har blivit mer homogena, samtidigt som konsumenter är exponerade till 

mängder av marknadsföring dagligen. Det är dags för ett paradigmskifte. Våra sinnen är en 

stark bidragande orsak till hur vi tolkar vår omgivning, något som innebär att 

sinnesmarknadsföring har potentialen att bidra till en effektivare marknadsföring på ett 

kostnadseffektivt sätt.   

 

För att utöka förståelsen för sinnesmarknadsföring har en undersökning gjorts med fokus att 

förstå dess påverkan vid utvärdering av produkter. Fokus har varit att undersöka potentiella 

skillnader mellan olika produktklasser. Detta prövades genom att implementera tre sinnen: syn, 

lukt och hörsel, för att se vilken påverkan dessa sinnen har på produkter med högt respektive 

lågt engagemang från konsumenterna. Tre experiment har genomförts med deltagare från Luleå 

Tekniska Universitet. Studenterna utvärderade produkter i specifika situationer genom att 

använda olika sinnen. Efter experimenten genomfördes fokusgruppdiskussioner gällande 

deltagarnas upplevelser. 

 

Data som samlats in indikerar att effekten av sinnesmarknadsföring, till viss del, beror på vilken 

specifik produkt den är applicerad för. Undersökningen visar att det är viktigare än tidigare 

forskning antyder att specificera vilken typ av produkt sinnesmarknadsföringen är 

implementerad för. För att undvika ineffektiva marknadsföringsstrategier har detta stor vikt.    

Sammanfattningsvis bidrar uppsatsen med utökad kunskap inom sinnesmarknadsföring. Detta 

genom att presentera bevis för betydelsen av de olika sinnena vid utvärdering av produkter. Att 

använda ett sinne som passar den specifika produkten som utvärderas kan på ett positivt sätt 

påverka utvärderingen, något som kan vara fördelaktigt för företag.  
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1. Introduction 
This introductory chapter presents a background of the topic and thereafter a problem 

discussion. This discussion is followed by the purpose of the thesis and a statement of the 

research question.  

 

1.1 Background 
During product evaluations it is the emotional interpretation connected to the situation or 

product that affects an individual (Desmert & Hekkert, 2007). It has therefore been suggested 

that the product evaluation process can be influenced by perceptually or conceptually related 

stimuli exposure (Whittlesa, 1993). A positive interaction with the environment can thus 

increase the possibility of a purchase and a revisit. The effect on purchase decisions stems from 

the fact that the willingness to buy is connected with a customer’s mood. (Soars, 2009) It is 

therefore of vital importance to understand the evaluation cycle since it in the end determines 

whether a purchase will occur or not (Gardial, Clemons, Woodruff, Schumann & Burns, 1994). 

This is especially important since products are becoming more homogeneous and competition 

based on functional and rational attributes are less effective (Hultén, 2011; Lindstrom, 2005). 

 

This has made traditional marketing inefficient and resulted in new products failing at a 

disastrous rate, which is due to the inability to deliver something distinct in the customers’ 

minds. Even with increased investments in customer communications, returns are ever 

diminishing. (Lindstrom, 2005) With customers being exposed to thousands of advertisements 

on a daily basis it has become more difficult to reach them. Especially since customers are 

adopting devices that removes advertisements (e.g. TiVo and Adblock) to enable 

advertisement-free entertainment. (Hultén, 2011; Lindstrom, 2005) This can be seen in the 

smaller proportion of consumers that are able to recall brand names from television 

commercials (Lindstrom, 2005). Since a majority of advertisements are focusing on visuals and 

indirectly neglecting the other senses, it has resulted in a visually overstimulated environment. 

Leaving the other senses to their natural protective roles and overlooking the importance of 

sensory touch points, are problematic since the senses are pivotal for our understanding of the 

world. For instance 75 percent of emotions are generated by smell. (Yoon & Park, 2012; 

Lindstrom, 2005) Thus, our senses are powerful tools that we use, regardless of the situation, 

to explore and evaluate our surroundings (Krishna, 2012; Lindstrom, 2005). 

 

To reach customers, more senses might have to be implemented. Previous research has found 

that brand messages are perceived stronger when appealing to multiple senses. Implementing a 

multi-sensory marketing approach can therefore be very beneficial for companies. (Yoon & 

Park, 2012; Lindstrom, 2005) The reason for this is that behavior and cognition are heavily 

influenced by sensory information in combination with the subjective experience 

accompanying it (Krishna & Schwarz, 2013). Understanding the impact of sensory stimuli can 

therefore increase synergy effects of advertisements (Yoon & Park, 2012). Furthermore, if the 

strategy is based on cognitive, emotional, or value-based elements, it has the ability to influence 

consumer behavior (Rodrigues, Hultén & Brito, 2011).  

 

Despite the obvious power of the senses, marketing research has had a tendency to neglect 

sensory marketing (Hultén, 2011). By using a multi-sensory platform to communicate with 

customers, it is possible to enhance the emotional tie between customers and products 

(Lindstrom, 2005). Furthermore, sensory marketing can be used to establish both conscious- 

and subconscious triggers that can define abstract perceptions of products (Krishna, 2012). It 

has been stated that: “people can have subliminally triggered emotional reactions that drive 
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judgment and behavior, even in the absence of any conscious feeling accompanying these 

reactions” (Winkielman & Berridge, 2004, p.121). These effects of sensory marketing in 

combination with the importance of emotional connections raises questions why the senses have 

not been more prioritized. These questions are intensified by the fact that sensory marketing 

also has a potential impact on customer value, sensory experience, brand image, and product 

evaluations (Hultén, 2011; Grohmann, Spangenberg & Sprott, 2007). The relationship between 

emotions and product evaluations should be of special interest for companies, since sales is how 

they earn money. Implementing a sensorial approach cannot only affect the evaluation process 

but also increase customers’ willingness to buy and lower their price sensitivity. (Yoon & Park, 

2012; Lindstrom, 2005; Desmert & Hekkert, 2007) Additionally, “subliminally presented 

emotional faces can cause affective reactions that alter consumption behavior“ (Winkielman 

and Berridge, 2004, p.122). 

 

Over the last few years there have been an upsurge of sensory research among emerging 

behavioral economist (Yoon & Park, 2012). Even though sensory perception and sensory 

marking are experiencing growth, there still remains a tremendous need for further research. 

With large theoretical gaps and no established consensus in the field, new research has the 

potential to be very impactful. (Krishna, 2012) Previous research on sensory marketing displays 

multiple beneficial effects. For instance: increased spending (Yoon & Park, 2012; Madzharov, 

Block & Morrin, 2015), accessibility of information (Lurie & Mason, 2007; Holland, Hendriks 

& Aarts, 2005), taste perceptions (Hoegg and Alba 2007; Garber, Hyatt & Starr, 2000), 

increased attention (Elder et al., 2010), and more positive evaluations (Spangenberg et al., 1996; 

Bosmans, 2006; Bone & Jantrania, 1992; Peck & Childers, 2003a). Sensory marketing can also 

be used to differentiate and distinguish a brand from competing ones (Hultén, 2011). Another 

benefit is that by deepening and individualizing sensory experiences of different kinds, it is 

possible to increase the quality of customers’ treatment, which can lead to stronger brand 

recognition and brand image in the long term (Hultén et al., 2009). 

 

1.2 Problem Discussion 
In order to succeed in a more competitive environment it is vital for companies to ensure that 

customers purchase their products. This could be done by influencing customers’ product 

evaluations. Since customers are evaluating products throughout the consumption cycle, it is 

possible to influence behavior at multiple points. (Gardial, Clemons, Woodruff, Schumann & 

Burns, 1994) Sensorial input can therefore be used to influence customers’ product evaluations 

(Grohmann, Spangenberg & Sprott, 2007). Sensory marketing can enable companies to 

establish subconscious triggers that forms customers’ perceptions of products (Krishna, 2012). 

These triggers initiate emotions that can drive judgments and behavior. This can occur 

subliminally without any consciousness (Winkielman & Berridge, 2004). With multi-sensorial 

experiences, it is possible to enhance or intensify consumers’ emotional mood (Rodrigues, 

Hultén & Brito, 2011). That is, the senses can reinforce a positive feeling from a brand or 

product experience (Hultén, 2011). These positive effects of sensory marketing might be related 

to the product type that it is applied to. Meaning that the type of product can have a moderating 

effect on the effectiveness of sensory marketing. Spangenberg, Crowley, and Henderson, 

(1996) found indications that product characteristics interacts with ambient scents. This 

interaction has implications for product evaluations and in the end purchase behavior (ibid.).       

 

With customers buying the emotional experience connected to goods and services, including a 

full five-dimensional sensorial approach has become more important (Hultén, 2011). A 

strategic integration of sensory touch points can aid companies in their differential efforts, 

which can mitigate inefficient competition on functional and rational attributes (Rodrigues, 
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Hultén & Brito, 2011). Meaning that companies have a larger number of potential differential 

points that can be used in order to mitigate the trend toward more homogeneous products 

(Hultén, 2011; Lindstrom, 2005). More sensorial touch points can thus be used by companies 

to create deeper emotional connections, which importance has been displayed in the Brand 

Sense research (Lindstrom, 2005).   

 

As previously mentioned, sensory marketing is still a relatively unexplored area and there is 

still much to learn (Krishna, 2012). This fact can be seen in the amount of contradicting results 

in previous research (Bone & Ellen, 1999). One possible explanation for the variation among 

the reported effects of sensory marketing could be due to its interaction with product 

characteristics (Spangenberg, Crowley, & Henderson, 1996). Research has indicated that 

product characteristics (i.e. involvement) can determine customers’ cognitive and behavioral 

responses to marketing stimuli (Laaksonen, 1994). If this is true, the effect of sensory marketing 

might be moderated by product factors. It would therefore be highly interesting to investigate 

the relationship between sensorial input and product classes, since it might explain some of the 

variation in previous results. To fully investigate this requires a multi-sensorial approach that 

includes all five senses, but the following research will focus on three senses: vision, olfactory, 

and haptic. The reason that these senses are the focus is because of limited previous research, 

with the exception of vision. Also, including fewer senses allows for a more detailed 

investigation of the senses. The interaction between the senses is under-researched, especially 

the olfactory-haptic relationship. Vision is constantly present and works as a base in the 

evaluation process, regardless of the situation. It is therefore close to impossible to conduct 

sensory research without including vision. Completely removing the sense of vision can result 

in an unnatural customer experience, which can produce skewed results since it can increase 

sensitivity of other sensorial input. Due to the fact that the interactions are still not fully 

understood it could be beneficial to avoid further complexity, which comes from including all 

senses.  

 

This study will use some psychological literature with a focus on customer behavior. However, 

the main focus is on marketing and the effect a wider sensory approach may have. Therefore, 

it has been decided not to cover the actual process that explains the behavior. Thus, focus will 

be on the behavioral effect and not on how or why it occurs. What really determines the 

behavior from a psychological and neuroscience point of view are, although very interesting, 

not the focus. This thesis is done in the area of business administration and is therefore more 

related to an implementation of sensory marketing in a business environment. 

 

1.3 Overall Purpose and Research Question 
The purpose of this thesis is to develop the understanding of sensory marketing’s effect on 

customer behavior, more specifically the impact it has on customers’ product evaluation. 

 

Research Question: How does visual, olfactory, and haptic input affect customers’ product 

evaluation for different product classes?  
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2. Literature Overview  

This chapter presents a review of the relevant literature. First, product evaluation and sensory 

marketing are presented, followed by a more detailed review of the senses: vision, olfactory, 

and haptic. To summarize and create a foundation for the following chapters, a conceptual 

framework is established.  

 

2.1 Product Evaluation  
Customers evaluate products throughout the consumption cycle, from pre-purchase 

consideration of alternatives to the actual consumption (Gardial, Clemons, Woodruff, 

Schumann & Burns, 1994). The individual assessment of the evaluation processes has received 

a lot of attention in previous research (Gardial et al., 1994; Hong & Wyerm 1990; Desmert & 

Hekkert, 2007), but the determinants of the evaluation still differs between scholars. Previous 

literature states that sensory inputs matters in product evaluation (Grohmann, Spangenberg & 

Sprott, 2007). This is confirmed by Krishna (2012) as well as Peck and Childers (2003a), who 

have investigated how sensory marketing influences perception, judgment, and behavior. 

Product evaluations causes an emotion that is elicited to the specific situation (or product) and 

it is the interpretation of that situation that causes the effect for the individual (Desmert & 

Hekkert, 2007). Research also suggests that product evaluations can be influenced by exposure 

to perceptually or conceptually related stimuli (Whittlesa, 1993). 

 

To assess overall product evaluations Hong and Wyer (1990) used two different variables: 

quality of the product and desirability of using the product. Both of these variables were 

measured on a ten point scale (ibid.). A similar approach were used by Berger and Fitzsimons 

(2008) in order to measure product evaluation. The authors developed two scales that 

determined how much the participants liked the product and how favorable their attitude was 

towards it (ibid.). A more comprehensive approach to understand the product evaluation process 

was implemented by Gardial et al. (1994). Four categories were used as the conceptual 

foundation for product evaluation: Evaluative Criteria, Product Referents, Comparisons to 

Standards, and Evaluation Outcomes and Emotion Responses (ibid.). 

 

Evaluative Criteria 

Product evaluation is supposed to be a goal-directed process which means that consumers are 

conducting the evaluation process with particular use purposes and situations in mind. 

Consumers use their own individual evaluation criteria, e.g. desired product features and 

desired performance levels. These criteria guide them in the evaluation process and influence 

the type of information they acquire and interpret. (Gardial et al., 1994) Consumer evaluations 

occurs when utilizing information at different means-end levels contingent upon situational 

factors. Lower levels means that consumers are considering more attribute-based criteria, 

whereas higher levels consists of deeper levels of using the product, for example consequences 

of it. These levels are weighted together to conduct an important part of the product evaluation. 

(Zeithaml, 1988)  

 

Product Referents      

Specific characteristics of the product that are considered during the evaluation process are 

called product referents. These reference points are used when choices and decisions are 

evaluated for a specific product. (Briesch, 1997) This means that the consumer values product 

aspects differently when evaluating the product based on what type of product it is, i.e. which 

product category it belongs to. It could for example be specific performance criteria that 

customers requires to fulfill their product specific informational need. The customer will strive 
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to accumulate the necessary information, and it is important for a product to provide this 

information to have a chance of influencing the evaluation. (Gardial et al., 1994)  

 

Comparisons to Standards 

When evaluating a product, consumers may use any or several standards to compare the product 

with throughout the consumption cycle. For example, the performance of the product may be 

compared with previous opinions and experiences of similar or related products. This is 

assumed to be done in a very individual manner since previous experiences will differ between 

consumers. (Gardial et al., 1994) 

 

Evaluation Outcomes and Emotion Responses 

Product evaluation consists of both an evaluation outcome (e.g. “the product performed well”) 

and an emotional response (e.g. “I was thrilled”) (Gardial et al., 1994). Furthermore, emotions 

are generally accepted as influencers of both thoughts and behavior (Isen, 1984). How the 

relationship between ‘evaluation outcomes’ and ‘emotion responses’ are linked is not fully 

understood, but evidence suggest that the concepts are so intertwined that they seem to be 

relatively inseparable (Gardial et al., 1994). Thus, the two inseparable constructs has an 

interesting link to sensory marketing. By adding sensory marketing stimuli to the evaluation of 

products, evidence suggests that both decision making and the evaluation of products can be 

influenced by sensorial factors. (Peck & Childers, 2003a; Krishna, 2012) Therefore, by 

interpreting the findings from Gardial et al. (1994), it is assumed that sensory marketing can 

influence both evaluation outcomes and emotion responses.    

 

2.1.1 Product Class 

Products can be divided into high- or low involvement product classes (Radder & Huang, 2008). 

Product involvement has received considerable attention from scholars, mainly because it can 

determine how customers’ cognitive and behavioral responses to marketing stimuli can occur 

(Laaksonen, 1994). The concept of product involvement is defined as “an internal state variable 

that indicates the amount of arousal, interest, or drive evoked by a product class” (Dholakia, 

2001, p. 1341). Higher involvement with a product means that the customer increases the effort 

in the purchase (Higie & Feick, 1989). This can be seen through the active analysis and 

gathering of information to shape preferences and purchase intentions (Holmes & Crocker, 

1987). High involvement products activates and occupies customers’ thoughts and feelings by 

capturing their interest (Quester & Lin Lim, 2003). On the other hand, low product involvement 

means that the customer do not evaluate the product to the same extent. Low involvement 

products are often purchased out of habit, and the outcomes of the evaluation process is mostly 

seen as inconsequential. (Holmes & Crocker, 1987) The evaluation of low involvement 

products are more easily influenced by the mood of the customer (Wirtz, 2003). According to 

Curren and Harich (1994), people that evaluate a low involvement product tend to transfer their 

own affective feelings to the product’s attributes.     

 

2.2 Sensory Marketing 
Sensory marketing is a concept that has been developed within the field of marketing. The main 

purposes of the concept are to explore and evaluate the role that senses have in customer 

behavior. (Krishna & Schwartz, 2013) It has been highlighted as a tool for differentiation, since 

an implementation of all senses allows additional differential points that can distinguish a 

product or brand from competitors (Lindstrom, 2005). Sensory marketing is defined as 

“marketing that engages consumers’ senses and affects their perception, judgment and 

behavior” (Krishna, 2012, p.332). Since the 1950s, different marketing models have been 

developed to cover the marketing processes for consumers, businesses, non-profit, goods, and 
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services (Christopher, Payne & Ballantyne, 2013). Sensory marketing differs from other models 

(e.g. Transactional- and Relationship marketing) by its emphasis on the multi-sensory 

experience. A customer’s experience is influenced by mental flows, processes, and 

psychological reactions that take place. It is argued that sensory marketing can reach the 

customer’s mind at a deeper level than other marketing models. By implementing sensory 

marketing, it is possible to differentiate and express a product, service, or firm’s identity in 

relation to the human mind and senses. (Hultén, 2011)    

 

2.2.1 Benefits and Disadvantages of Sensory Marketing 

By implementing a sensory marketing strategy, several positive effects may occur. Lindstrom 

(2005) argues that the more senses you appeal to, the stronger the message will be. His Brand 

Sense study effectively illustrates how important the senses are in establishing emotional 

connections between the customer and the product (ibid.). From a customer perspective, the use 

of sensorial stimuli can influence environments, improve experiences, and increase the potential 

for changing behavior in ways beyond consciousness (Soars, 2009).  

 

In the field of psychology, it is recognized that sensory marketing’s ability to capture 

customers’ attention is dependent on the relevance of the message, novelty of the stimulus, and 

the consumer’s motivation (Rodrigues, Hultén & Brito, 2011). Sensory marketing can also, 

from a managerial point of view, be used to create subconscious triggers that appeal to the basic 

senses to further engage consumers (Krishna, 2011). Sensory triggers differentiate products in 

a highly individualized manner, and can therefore have an impact on customer behavior 

(Rodrigues et al., 2011).  

 

Sensory marketing is closely related to both conscious and subconscious emotions and 

behavior. It might therefore be controversial to some customers, especially when it is used in a 

subconscious manner. Affecting customers without their knowledge could harm their private 

self, thus making the marketing approach unethical. If actions from a company are perceived 

unethical, it tends to damage the company’s image and potentially result in customers leaving 

the company. (Ingram, Skinner & Taylor, 2005) 

 

2.2.2 Possible Implications 

Lindstrom (2005) argues that all companies need to implement sensory marketing into their 

marketing strategies. He continues by concluding that advertisers have to move beyond today’s 

advertising paradigm and go back to the basics where the senses can be used to influence human 

beings (ibid.). In today’s competitive environment, given the amount of advertisements a 

consumer is exposed to every day, conscious and subconscious triggers that appeal to the basic 

senses are a much more efficient way to reach the customers (Krishna, 2012). Therefore, using 

more senses than the commonly used sound and vision is important for every brand or product 

with ambition (Lindstrom, 2005).  

 

In order to generate customer value, companies need to create experiences and sensory 

atmospheres. By implementing sensory marketing, emotions and memories will be more 

enhanced and captured, which can increase the potential of creating long-term relationships 

between the user and the product. (Hultén et al., 2009) According to Krishna (2012), the senses 

can be implemented to affect perception which in turn influences emotion and cognition. By 

doing so, it is possible to influence attitudes, learning/memory, and behavior (ibid.).  
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This relationship is presented in Figure 1, where the senses that this thesis will focus on are 

highlighted.   

 
Figure 1: A conceptual framework of Sensory Marketing (adapted from: Krishna, 2012) 

 

2.3 Vision 
Vision is our dominant sense in many aspects and it has been widely recognized as an important 

sense in marketing research (Krishna, 2012; Schroeder, 2006). Individuals attends to visual 

information in an ambient way, which means that the use of the sense is constantly present 

without effort (Elder et al., 2010). Evidence from earlier research has displayed that, in a retail 

context, individuals do not rely on product and price labels for information (Cole & 

Balasubramanian, 1993). Visual input has a tendency, in general, to dominate other perceptual 

modalities (Posner, Nissen, & Klein, 1976). Evidence on visual dominance has displayed that 

the perception of visual cues can affect the actual taste of food products (Hoegg and Alba 2007). 

This highlights the dominance of visual cues, but also the customers’ usage of multiple cues to 

form impressions (Littel & Orth, 2013). Vision is typically the first factor of a product that 

influences a potential buyer, and regardless of the product, some type of judgment will follow 

the sensorial experience (Bloch, Brunel & Arnold, 2003). Thus, it can be used very effectively 

to obtain an individual’s attention (Elder et al., 2010). Vision includes many sensory 

expressions, such as color, light, theme, graphics, exterior and interior (Hultén, 2011). Since 

vision contains so many aspects, it is argued that the visual appearance plays a significant role 

for determining and influencing the customer response towards a product (Crilly, Moultrie & 

Clarkson, 2004). 

 

Most research on visual information from a customer behavioral standpoint has focused on 

visual aesthetic experience (Venkatesh et al., 2010; Desmet & Hekkert, 2007). Aesthetic 

experience refers to emotions and feelings derived from non-instrumental qualities of a product 

(Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982). These responses derives from properties such as size, color, 

contrast, form, congruence, and proportion. The main purpose for the aesthetic aspect of a 

product is to differentiate it from competitors. (Raghavan & Jha, 2011) The aesthetics also 

influences how the products are comprehended and evaluated. Aesthetics can also be used by 

consumers to develop relationships with the products. (Bloch et al., 2003)  
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A framework that combines the visual information has been developed by Lurie and Mason 

(2007). The framework illustrates the characteristics of visual representation that are combined 

to develop the decision-making frame which in turn has implications for the decision-making 

processes and outcomes (ibid.). The framework is illustrated in Figure 2.  

 
Figure 2: Characteristics of Visual Representations and Implications for Decision Making (adapted from Lurie & Mason, 

2007, p. 163) 

 

2.3.1 Visual Perspective 

Visual perspective refers to how a specific visual representation changes the relationship 

between visual information and the decision maker. Different tools have been developed for 

usage in a virtual environment, but the fundamentals can also be applicable offline. Visual 

perspective consists of two aspects: interactivity and depth of field. Interactivity refers to the 

customers possibility to change perspective of how the visual information is presented, e.g. by 

rotating around the product or moving the angles where it can be seen. (Lurie & Mason, 2007) 

By allowing the user to control the visual information, interactivity can be an important tool for 

decision making (Ariely, 2000). The other aspect of visual perspective, depth of field, refers to 

the information provided by the visual sense. It can either provide contextual overviews or more 

detailed information. (Lurie & Mason, 2007) By changing the visual depth of field, it can lead 

to overconfidence or underconfidence in specific situations. A more detailed overview may be 

suitable in some particular situations, whereas a contextual overview may be suitable in others 

(ibid.). 

 

2.3.2 Information Context 

The information context affects which particular information the customer attends to. For 

example, colors and shapes can affect how information is accessed and compared. (Lurie & 

Mason, 2007) There are three different aspects of information context: vividness, evaluability, 

and framing. Vividness refers to saliency or availability of specific information. (Nisbett & 

Ross, 1980) It can be described as shapes or colors that stands out by being unique or strongly 

contrasting to the background. In general, more vivid information is likely to be processed 

before less vivid information. (Jarvenpaa, 1990) In advertising, this can be seen when both 

textual and graphic information are provided. The graphic information in such situations 

receives, most of the time, greater value in decision making. (Lurie & Mason, 2007) The second 

aspect, evaluability, refers to how easy information can be accessed and compared. If 

information is easy to compare, the customer will see patterns more quickly which allows for 
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increased acquisitioning, weighting, and processing of this information. (Hsee, 1996) For 

example, if some information is presented in a table compared to textual form, it might be easier 

to compare the information in the table. How the visual information is provided influences 

judgments and how the information is evaluated. The third aspect of information context is 

framing. Framing refers to how the visual information is presented in a given situation and the 

reference points that are used. The framing can influence an individual to view a situation more 

positively or negatively depending on its nature. (Lurie & Mason, 2007) For example, Levin 

and Gaeth (1988) found that the impression of beef differed depending on the framing of 

information. Customers were more positive when the package stated that the beef contained 75 

percent lean compared to 25 percent fat, even though the same information was provided. 

Another example of how framing can change the perception is when the dominant factor in a 

pie chart is presented in green color compared to red. Green color is in general perceived more 

favorable due to color associations. This means that judgments and choices varies depending 

on the visual order and shapes. (Lurie & Mason, 2007) 

 

Color 

Product information, both symbolic and associative, can be conveyed through colors (Hines, 

1995). It can thus be implemented to provide meaning, contrast, and novelty for products. This 

nature of color makes it a powerful visual cue. Furthermore, color has been shown to influence 

behavior, for instance product evaluations. (Garber, Burke & Jones, 2000) It has been displayed 

that the color of food not only aids in the identification of flavors, but also its evaluation 

(Garber, Hyatt & Starr, 2000). The authors states that: “food color affects the consumer’s ability 

to correctly identify flavor, to form distinct flavor profiles and preferences, and dominates other 

flavor information sources, including labeling and taste.” (Garber et al., 2000, p. 68) Due to 

strong color-flavor associations, an unexpected color can result in unpalatable food. When color 

modifications are done, generally, individuals associate the taste with the color present instead 

of the actual flavor. Color can thus be used to positively influence evaluation. (Garber et al., 

2000) 

 

Shape  

Extended research has been conducted on the effect shape has on customer judgment. It has 

been displayed that customers perceive taller containers as more voluminous in comparison to 

shorter containers of equal volume. (Krishna, 2006) Furthermore, when Krider, Raghubir, and 

Krishna (2001) compared the effect different shapes had on size evaluation, they found that 

circles appeared larger than squares of the same size. When rotating the squares 45 degrees to 

create a diamond shape, the perception was the opposite. This effect has been attributed to the 

fact that individuals make judgments on the single salient size dimension, which is an 

oversimplification of a complex cognitive task. It is therefore possible to manipulate shapes to 

influence customers’ product evaluations. (Krishna, 2006) The attracting quality of a package 

also plays an important role for product evaluations. In the most basic form of attention 

attraction, the size of an object has a positive relationship to the attention level, which has been 

displayed in the higher probability that larger ads will be seen. Containers’ ability to attract 

attention is positively related to volume size. This effect holds true even with the elongation 

bias present, which means that multiple product properties can influence product evaluations. 

(Folkes & Matta, 2004)  

 

The visual impact in various situations has throughout this section been presented. The 

characteristics of visual representations and implication for decision making (figure 2) will be 

used as the base for the further investigation of the visual sense. Additionally, colors and shapes 

both have high influence on the visual evaluation. These concepts can therefore be connected 
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to the vividness factor in the model, something that has been considered by including them with 

that factor in the conceptual framework (table 1).  

 

2.4 Olfactory 
Olfaction comes very natural to humans and aids in the interpretation of our surroundings. It 

can therefore influence individuals thinking and doing. In a consumption context, scent has the 

ability to modify customer behavior. (Holland, Hendriks & Aarts, 2005) The basic nature and 

directness of the sense makes it difficult to turn off, which means that individuals can constantly 

be subjected and influenced by different scents (Herz, 2010). Basic responses to odors can occur 

subconsciously since it requires little to none cognitive processing effort to experience smells 

(Bone & Ellen, 1999). The direct processing link between olfaction modules and parts of the 

limbic system initiate basic responses e.g. affection levels and sexual activity (Holland, 

Hendriks & Aarts, 2005). The brain’s limbic system is also the center for emotions and, 

evidence from previous research suggests that 75 percent of emotions are generated by scents 

and is thus referred to as the emotional sense (Spangenberg et al., 1996; Lindstrom, 2005; 

Bosmans, 2006). However the processing of olfaction is not limited to the limbic system. 

Associations between scents and additional sensory information as well as semantic and 

episodic knowledge influence the perception of an odor, which can activate memory retrieval 

but also have behavioral impacts. Thus, the presence of scent does not only increase the 

accessibility of the behavioral concept it is connected to, but also affects the actual behavior, 

which can occur subconsciously. (Holland, Hendriks & Aarts, 2005) 

 

2.4.1 Ambient Scent 

In an early stage, it is possible to do a distinction between ambient and product scent. Ambient 

scent is not limited to product-specific or related odors and can thus signal more than mere 

product quality. (Bosmans, 2006) An ambient scent can be defined as a: “scent that is not 

emanating from a particular object but is present in the environment” (Spangenberg et al., 1996, 

p. 67). As with additional affective environmental stimuli, scent can induce a projection of the 

reaction from the external stimuli to other evaluations or targets (e.g. product or store 

evaluations). This means that the effect towards the external stimuli is considered representative 

for the target. (Bosmans, 2006) Numerous behavioral effects of scents have been displayed in 

previous research. Important to note is that the results’ significance in some cases are unclear 

due to uncontrolled environments and lacking statistical analysis. (Spangenberg et al., 1996) 

This highlights the difficulty in separating odor responses from the surrounding circumstances 

and context (Bone & Ellen, 1999).   

 

In previous research, three dimension of scent has been emphasized: Presence, Pleasantness, 

and Congruity. These are expected to influence customers by three mechanisms: 

approach/avoidance, hedonic mood shifts, and cognitive elaborations. (Bone & Ellen, 1999) 

Figure 3 below displays how odors can affect customer behavior. A basic response to the 

introduction of an ambient scent is approach/avoidance, which often is a function of 

pleasantness (Holland, Hendriks & Aarts, 2005). It is possible that such effects are due to 

processing of olfactory cues in primitive portions of the brain in comparison to sensory input 

from other senses (Bone & Ellen, 1999). Approach/avoidance behavior is also supported by the 

S-O-R model, which suggests that a scent’s pleasantness should result in approach behavior 

(Morin, 2010). Mood mechanisms in its simplest form works through sharing of hedonic tone, 

thus pleasant scents result in pleasant mood states and the opposite effect for unpleasant ones. 

Mood states can also be affected by prior experience through complex associations. Cognitive 

effort effects of ambient scents can vary from simple to elaborate. Simple mechanisms include, 
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for instance, allocation of mental resources whilst more elaborate includes integration of stimuli 

input with established knowledge structures. (Bone & Ellen, 1999) 

 

 

Figure 3: Conventional knowledge about olfactory (Bone & Ellen, 1999, p.245) 

 

2.4.2 Presence  

With technological advances, retailers are no longer restricted to product-specific odors but are 

able to artificially dispatch a wide array of different ambient scents (Bosmans, 2006). In order 

to instigate any effect on customer behavior, a scent must be present. This is supported by the 

optimal arousal theory, which highlights the effect small environmental changes can have on 

behavior. (Spangenberg et al., 1996) The mere presence of a scent can influence the actual 

behavior of an individual through improved accessibility of behavioral concepts (Holland et al., 

2005). Furthermore, significant evidence has been provided for ambient scents’ impact on the 

decision process and choice (Mitchell et al., 1995). For instance, ambient scent has been found 

to influence information-search time, perception of time, and evaluation. A majority of 

customers in a scented store perceived the merchandise and the store more positively, in terms 

of quality and selection. Prior evaluations of merchandise regulated the extent of the positive 

effect of ambient scents. The largest gains in terms of evaluation was for products with low 

evaluation prior to the introduction of a scent. Evidence also suggest that odors can influence 

time perception. An ambient odor reduces the perceived time when compared with a non-

scented environment. The influence of thinking, decision process and actual action, as well as 

customer behavior, indicates the importance of odors and its presence. (Spangenberg et al., 

1996)   

 

The complexity of ambient scents surpasses the mere presence of the odor, its elements and the 

perception also influence behavior effects. How an ambient scent is characterized in terms of 

temperature (warm versus cool) affects the perception of social density, which can instigate 

power-compensation behavior. Another element of importance is a scents complexity. 
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Simplistic scents results in higher spending due to the ease which they can be processed when 

compared with more complex smells. (Madzharov, Block & Morrin, 2015)  

 

2.4.3 Pleasantness 

Primary characteristics of an odor, quality and intensity, can be used to identify a scent in the 

same way shape and color can be used for pictures. Quality of an odor can be described through 

its affective elements, meaning the perception of its pleasantness (or unpleasantness). (Bone & 

Ellen, 1999) Depending on the evaluation this creates approach/avoidance behavior. Intensity 

of a scent refers to its saliency and it is negatively related to evaluation, as optimal arousal 

theory suggests. According to the theory, stimuli has an optimal level and increasing the stimuli 

beyond this point will thus negatively affect evaluation. (Spangenberg et al., 1996)   

 

In previous research contradicting evidence has been found regarding the role of pleasantness. 

Bone and Jantrania (1992) found that pleasantness did not have any effect on product 

evaluation; whilst congruency was significantly related to customer evaluations. Bosmans 

(2006) on the other hand states: “the presence of a pleasant ambient scent, regardless of its level 

of congruence with the product category, is likely to increase consumers’ cognitive reactions.” 

(p. 38). Olfaction researchers have commonly attributed odor effects to its pleasantness, which 

suggest a hedonic nature of scents. Thus, pleasant scents create a pleasant experience, which 

results in a mood or feeling that is projected towards a product. (Bone & Jantrania, 1992) It has 

therefore been suggested that scents can be used as an inexpensive mean of influencing 

customers’ purchasing behavior and increase expenditure (Spangenberg et al., 2006).  

 

Evidence of pleasant ambient scents also indicates that it can affect variety seeking and 

spending (Madzharov, Block & Morrin, 2015). It has also been displayed that pleasant ambient 

scents results in higher negotiation goals and more concessions. Furthermore, evidence suggest 

that ambient scents can affect interpersonal interactions through a wide array of complicated 

methods. (Spangenberg et al., 1996)  

 

2.4.4 Congruity  

An ambient scent’s congruence can be described as the scent’s fit with the target product. Due 

to the potential distance between the target object and the ambient scent, its thematic 

congruence or incongruence to the purchase situation is vital. (Mitchell et al., 1995) When the 

scent cue is incongruent with other elements of the customer experience, it can result in a battle 

over cognitive resources. This competition over resources has a negative impact on attitudinal 

judgments. Even a pleasant smell can yield negative results if it is considered incongruent with 

the object. Individuals can become aware of their potential bias towards a smell when it is 

incongruent. (Bosmans, 2006) A more congruent smell with the target object can therefore 

increase the overall evaluation of products (Bone & Ellen, 1999). In general, there is a 

preference towards products with an appropriate smell when compared with less congruent 

scents (Bone & Jantrania, 1992). Additionally, this positive relationship between congruence 

and scents are to some extent mitigated when the scent becomes salient (Bosmans, 2006). The 

positive effects of smell congruence are according to Bone and Ellen (1999) not the result of 

better fit with the object, but due to negative effects of incongruence.  

 

Consumers display increased variety seeking behavior in an environment with an external 

congruent smell. Thus, more common with brand switching as well as an increased preference 

towards lower quality products. This variety seeking behavior is also found in the gathering of 

information, with greater emphasis on inferences and self-references. (Mitchell et al., 1995; 
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Bone & Ellen, 1999) Some evidence is even suggesting that congruence is more important for 

product evaluation than pleasantness of a scent (Bone & Jantrania, 1992). 

 

The literature regarding the sense of olfactory are more connected to psychology than the 

literature for the other senses. One of the reasons for this is that a major part of the effects from 

this sense are subconsciously experienced by the individuals. Thus, the importance of 

psychology is therefore difficult to neglect. However, since the thesis is written in the area of 

business management, psychological literature will not be used to the same extent. It has been 

decided that focus for the rest of the thesis regarding the olfactory sense will be directed towards 

a scents presence, pleasantness, and congruity. These factors are considered to be most 

important for the sense in a business perspective.   

 

2.5 Haptic 
The sense of touch is the first of our human senses to be developed (Gallace & Spence, 2010). 

Another word for the sense is haptic, which is a Greek word that means “able to lay hold of” 

(Peck & Childers, 2003a). Furthermore, according to Katz (1989), haptic can be described as 

active touch, which occurs when you actively touch an object. The contrast is passive touch 

which occurs without any effort or intention. The haptic sense is regarded as our most intimate 

sense, involving physical contact with the skin, with the hands playing a major role as our 

“principal source of input to the touch perceptual system” (Peck & Childers, 2003a, p. 35). 

Touch is considered as a proximal sense since it is the only sense which can be achieved by 

contact with skin, unlike the other senses where some medium exists between the sensory 

apparatus and the stimuli (Krishna, 2010). Even though the importance of this sense is widely 

recognized, touch remains perhaps the most underappreciated sense in behavioral research 

(Ackerman, Nocera & Bargh, 2010). This seems a bit strange since it has been shown that the 

opportunity to touch products have a persuasive influence on customers’ attitudes and behavior 

(Peck & Wiggins, 2006). 

 

Using the haptic sense enables customers to gather more information about products (McCabe 

& Nowlis, 2003). Haptic availability not only increases the information, it also has a positive 

effect on customers’ confidence in their evaluation (Peck & Childers, 2003a). Touch can also 

create an affective response, which can influence a customer’s decision making process even 

though the touch does not add any product-related information (Peck & Wiggins, 2006). In an 

experiment from Spangenberg, Sprott, and Grohmann (2006), the attitude towards products 

were considered more favorably when using the sense of touch. Furthermore, touch enables 

customers to make more accurate judgments and to discriminate between varying levels of 

product quality, thus fuels emotions for rational decision-making. (Spangenberg et al., 2006; 

Soars, 2009) It is clear that the use of touch can increase the information, but the absence of 

touch cues can also result in inaccurate evaluations, which is common during online purchases 

(Citrin, Stem, Spangenberg & Clark, 2003). 
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2.5.1 Haptic Information Framework 

The haptic information framework summarizes the factors that determine an individual's ability 

to assess products through the usage of haptic information. This relationship is illustrated in 

Figure 4. 

 

 
Figure 4: Haptic Information Framework (developed from Peck & Childers, 2003a) 

 

2.5.2 Product Factors 

Different types of products require different use of touch. A product category, particularly 

evaluated by the haptic sense, are products that possess salient material properties. (Peck & 

Childers, 2003a) These includes material properties that correspond to texture, hardness, 

temperature, and weight information (Klatzky & Lederman, 1992). Therefore, when evaluating 

products with high material properties (e.g. clothes and carpeting), the sense of touch plays the 

most important role. Products with pleasant material properties are also more likely to be picked 

up and physically examined. (McCabe & Nowlis, 2003) Material products are primarily 

evaluated through haptic evaluation, and touch is therefore the primary sensory modality used 

to acquire relevant information for accurate product judgments (Balaji, Raghavan & Jha, 2011). 

The opposite of material properties is called geometric properties. In contrast to material 

properties, products with geometric properties are not reliant on touch. Instead, the focus is 

entirely on the sense of vision. (McCabe & Nowlis, 2003) Touch is especially important in 

product evaluation of high-quality products (Grohmann, Spangenberg & Sprott, 2007). 

Products with material properties can be evaluated more accurate in in-store environments 

(McCabe & Nowlis, 2003). In product categories that customers perceive similar, regarding 

material properties, the use of non-touch media can be more effectively implemented (Peck & 

Childers, 2003a). 

 

2.5.3 Instrumental and Autotelic Material Properties 

A further distinction of the material properties can be made in the category of instrumental and 

autotelic material properties (Peck & Childers, 2003a). Products with high instrumental 

material properties are more intrinsic to the product itself. They are also more specific to the 
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goal-oriented evaluation of a product’s performance. These types of products are less related to 

sensory enjoyment and more related to the structure of a product. (Holbrook & Hirschman, 

1982) Instrumental material properties are mainly used for purchase decisions, or to obtain 

haptic information about a product (Balaji et al., 2011). The other category, autotelic material 

properties, is related to the sensory experience or the general exploration. Therefore, it is in 

close contact with the hedonic part of the product. (Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982; Balaji et al., 

2011) According to Peck and Childers (2003a), it is more difficult to compensate for autotelic 

properties than it is for material ones. However, even if a haptic element is unrelated to a 

specific product, it can still increase persuasion for high autotelic products (Peck & Johnson, 

2011).     

 

2.5.4 Individual Consumer Factors 

Individuals differ in their need to physically touch products, which can be measured by using 

the need for touch scale (NFT) (Peck & Childers, 2003b; Childers, Houston & Heckler, 1985). 

Previous research has found that certain types of consumers are more likely to touch items 

before choosing them (Citrin et al., 2003). This difference in haptic oriented consumers, i.e. 

NFT, means that some customers will consider material properties earlier, or to a larger extent, 

during product evaluations (Peck & Childers, 2003b). As for material properties, instrumental 

and autotelic categories can also be implemented to illustrate the difference among individuals 

NFT. Instrumental NFT means that the touch is used to gather information, whilst autotelic 

NFT means that touch is used because it is fun. Depending on an individual’s specific NFT, the 

barriers to direct touch might lead to different outcomes. (Peck & Childers, 2003b) For 

example, individuals that are low in autotelic NFT is primarily interested in the message of the 

product and not by the presence of haptic elements (Peck & Johnson, 2011).  

 

2.5.5 Situational Factors 

In addition to the individual and the product specific factors, situational factors also influence 

the possibilities for haptic information (Peck & Childers, 2003a). This is one of the main 

disadvantages for non-touch medias such as the internet, catalogs, or shopping through TV-

channels. As previously mentioned, individuals with a high NFT and products with high 

material properties benefits from the use of haptic information. The rapid growth of e-

commerce makes the sense of touch especially important to investigate, both in situations where 

touch can be excluded and included. Previous research has shown that in some situations it is 

possible to use pictures to compensate for a lack of haptic information. (Peck & Childers, 

2003a) In an in-store environment, product evaluations can be affected by situations where 

products are touching each other or where they have been touched by other individuals. It may 

for example be inappropriate to have trash bags next to potato chips on the shelf. (Krishna, 

2012) It has also been found that individuals are less likely to purchase a product if another 

individual have touched it before (Argo, Dahl & Morales, 2006). Retailers can benefit from 

having products with haptic salient attributes placed at the entry point of the store to invite 

customers to experience the material properties of the products (Peck & Childers, 2003a).      

 

The literature in this section provides evidence for the importance of the haptic sense, when 

evaluating products. The haptic information framework (figure 4) provides a thorough 

presentation of these factors and also their influence on the need for haptic information. The 

factors in this model will therefore provide the bases when conceptualizing the haptic sense. 
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2.6 Multisensory Interactions 
The overwhelming majority of previous research on behavioral effects of sensatory influence 

has focused on a single sensory mode. Cross-modal interactions using multiple sensory inputs 

have, so far, received more limited scholarly attention. Isolating senses has provided several 

interesting behavioral effects, but it might not provide a complete picture. The reason for this 

is that the perception of products can be the results of multiple sensory inputs. (Krishna, Elder 

& Caldara, 2010; Littel & Orth, 2013)  

 

Krishna, Elder, and Caldara (2010) examined semantic congruence between olfactory and 

haptic. The authors found that product evaluations can be enhanced with the implementation of 

multisensory semantic congruence. When the properties of olfactory and haptic are congruent, 

the introduction of a scent have a positive effect on both the haptic as well as product 

evaluations. Thus, when the semantic associations from a scent fits the haptic experience the 

perception of this experience is enhanced that in turn can affect the overall product evaluation. 

(ibid.) Information processing from sensory input, olfactory and haptic, share cross-modal 

links. Introducing a scent can thus modulate touch judgments, regardless of the awareness of 

the odor. This evaluative effect is the result of scent presence. (Dematte, Sanabria, Sugarman 

& Spence, 2006) 

 

A combination between vision and haptic increases the precisions of distance estimations 

compared to those of either sense on its own. How the sensorial information is weighted is 

dependent on its reliability. (Gepshtein & Banks, 2003) Previous research have stated that “... 

the nervous system acts as if it reassigns the weights of visual and haptic estimates when the 

reliability of the visual estimate changes.” (Gepshtein & Banks, 2003, p. 496) In volume 

judgments, visual dominance over haptic has been found. Krishna (2006) found that estimates 

in bimodal experiments on volume were closer to the singular vision estimates instead of the 

haptic. This indicates that elongation biases can still be present even with multisensory 

information (vision and haptic) due to the visual dominance.       

 

Ambient odors can influence the visual processing by enhancing the visual cues attraction 

qualities and facilitate identification. Eye tracking experiments reveals that visual cues that are 

congruent with a scent have a tendency to draw attention quicker and have shorter fixation time 

than incongruent cues. This indicates a cross-modal linkage, meaning that previously taught 

associations plays a major role in visual identification. These robust olfactory-visual links do 

not require odor recognition, thus can be activated subconsciously. Scents can therefore 

influence visual prioritization in terms of fixation and gaze attraction. (Seigneuric, Durand, 

Jiang, Baudouin & Schaal, 2010) Evidence of subconscious influence from cross-modal 

association has also been found during grasp movements. Olfactory stimuli influenced hand 

aperture by activating motor responses even when it was incongruent with the visual input. 

(Castiello, Zucco, Parma, Ansuini & Tirindelli, 2006) 

 

2.7 Conceptual Framework  
The most relevant theories and concepts for this research which were presented in the literature 

review will constitute the foundation for the conceptualization of the research question. This 

will be visually presented in table 1 below.  

 

Product evaluation can be seen as a cycle from pre-purchase to post-purchase considerations. 

In an early stage, sensorial input could potentially be used to enhance product evaluations, 

which is why focus is on the pre-purchase stage of the cycle. This will be measured by the 

perception of quality and desirability (Hong & Wyer Jr, 1990). Depending on the customers’ 
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effort during the evaluating process, it is possible to divide products into high- or low 

involvement classes (Radder & Huang, 2008; Holmes & Crocker, 1987; Quester & Lin Lim, 

2003). This evaluation is theorized to influence sensory marketing, which will be measured 

through visual-, olfactory-, and haptic input. Visual input will be divided into visual perspective 

and information context (Lurie & Mason, 2007). Previous research have divided olfactory into 

three elements: Presence (Spangenberg et al., 1996; Holland et al., 2005; Madzharov et al., 

2015), Pleasantness (Bone & Ellen, 1999; Spangenberg et al., 1996), and Congruence (Bone & 

Ellen, 1999; Mitchell et al., 1995; Bosmans, 2006). The haptic concept contains multiple 

elements: Product factors, Instrumental and Autotelic material properties, Situational factors, 

and Need for touch (Peck & Childers, 2003a; Peck & Childers 2003b). As previously 

mentioned, these concepts will be the foundations for the following chapters. 

 
Table 1: Conceptual Framework 

Concept Concept Definition Operational 

Definition 

Representative 

Literature 

Product Evaluation 

- Quality 

 

 

- Desirability 

 

Perception of low 

versus high quality of 

product  

 

Evaluation of product 

quality – high/low  

 

Hong & Wyer Jr, 1990 

 

A customer’s desire to 

use the product 

Evaluation of product 

desirability – high/low 

 

Hong & Wyer Jr, 1990 

Product Class 

- Product 

Involvement 

The effort and extent 

of involvement during 

product evaluations.   

Grade of involvement 

- high/low 

Radder & Huang, 

2008; Holmes & 

Crocker, 1987; 

Quester & Lin Lim, 

2003 

Vision 

Visual Perspective 

- Interactivity 

 

 

 

- Depth of 

Field 

 

The possibility to 

influence the 

presentation of visual 

information. 

 

How will the user 

interact with the 

product? 

 

Lurie & Mason, 2007; 

Ariely, 2000 

Contextual overview 

and detailed 

information. 

Type of information 

needed 

 

Lurie & Mason, 2007 

Information Context 

- Vividness 

 

 

- Evaluability 

 

 

 

- Framing 

 

The saliency or 

specific information. 

 

Unique shapes and 

colors 

 

Jarvenpaa, 1990; Lurie 

& Mason, 2007 

Comparability and 

accessibility of 

information 

Is the product 

compared with others?  

Hsee, 1996; Lurie & 

Mason, 2007 

The visual 

presentation of an 

object in a specific 

situation. 

Visual evaluation of 

the products outside 

(through glass) and 

inside a room  

Levin & Gaeth, 1988;  

Lurie & Mason, 2007 

 

Olfaction 

 Presence The presence of an 

ambient scent in the 

environment. 

Description of the  

scent in the room - 

weak/strong  

Spangenberg et al., 

1996; Bone & Ellen, 

1999; Madzharov et 

al., 2015; Holland et 

al., 2005 
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Pleasantness 

- Quality  

 

 

 

 

 

- Intensity 

 

The  affective nature 

of a smell in terms of 

its pleasantness or 

unpleasantness  

 

Perceived pleasantness 

or unpleasantness of 

the scent 

 

 

Spangenberg et al., 

1996; Bone & Ellen, 

1999 

The salience of the 

scent. 

The perceived 

intensity of the scent - 

weak/strong 

Spangenberg et al., 

1996; Bone & Ellen, 

1999   

 

Congruence An ambient scents fit 

with the target product 

The appropriateness of 

a scent 

 

Holland et al., 2005; 

Bone & Ellen, 1999; 

Bosmans, 2006 

Haptic 

Product Factors Products reliance on 

touch 

Texture, hardness, 

temperature and 

weight attribute 

Klatzky & Lederman, 

1992; McCabe & 

Nowlis, 2003; Peck & 

Childers, 2003a 

Instrumental and 

Autotelic Material 

Properties 

Touch as information 

or pleasure 

Reason for touching 

products 

 

Peck & Childers, 

2003a 

Need for Touch The need to physically 

touch the products 

Importance to touch 

products - high/low  

 

Peck & Wiggins, 

2006, p.68; Peck & 

Childers, 2003b 

Situational Factors The need for haptic 

information in a 

specific situation 

Need for haptic 

information 

Peck & Childers, 

2003a 

 

 

The relationship between the different areas is displayed in Figure 5 below. This model will be 

used to investigate the impact sensory marketing have on product evaluation and how this is 

affected by different product classes (i.e. high- and low involvement products). Product classes 

are considered to influence the effect of sensory marketing. This will also indirectly influence 

product evaluation since sensory marketing is believed to have an effect on product evaluation.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

Figure 5: Graphical Representation of Concepts   
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3. Methodology 
The following chapter presents the methodology for this thesis. It begins with the purpose, 

approach, and strategy. Thereafter sample selection and data collection follows. The final part 

of the chapter presents the data analysis and quality standards.    

 

3.1 Research Purpose  
The purpose of this thesis is of exploratory nature. It aims to provide new insight by 

investigating the phenomena of sensory marketing in a new light by including multiple sense 

with an emphasis on high- and low involvement product classes. Previous research in this area 

is limited, especially in regards to the relationship between different product classes and sensory 

marketing. Assessing a phenomenon in a new light to seek insights without exact knowledge 

of the problem, is a typical indicator of an exploratory research purpose (Saunders, Lewis, & 

Thornhill, 2009). Another situation when an exploratory study is suitable is when some facts 

are known, but more information is needed (Sekaran & Bougie, 2013). This is highly relevant 

since it already has been concluded that sensory marketing can have both conscious and 

subconscious effects on our behavior, but how (and if) it differs between product classes still 

needs further research.  

 

3.2 Research Approach 
This thesis has a qualitative approach, which is suitable when gaining deeper insights or 

describing a specific problem. The collection of data, from a qualitative standpoint, is usually 

done through interviews and observations. (Eriksson & Wiedersheim-Paul, 2006) Indicative for 

a qualitative research is that meanings are expressed through words instead of numbers 

(Saunders et al., 2009). Additionally, the approach is of deductive nature. By having a deductive 

approach, the focus is on the development of richer theoretical knowledge (ibid.). Indicative for 

this approach is research questions and objectives that are formulated in connection with 

existing theory (Yin, 2009).  

 

Based on the criteria described above, a qualitative approach is considered most suitable. 

Investigating the effects of a multi-modal implementation of sensory marketing, with emphasis 

on product classes, has to our knowledge not been done before. Previous research has touched 

upon the subject by using individual or multiple sensorial input in product evaluation. Thus, the 

research question in the thesis is formulated in connection to existing theory. However, with 

the emphasis on product classes, there is a possibility to gain additional knowledge about 

sensory marketing. All the pieces are out there, and by using a qualitative approach it is possible 

to put them together.      

 

3.3 Research Strategy  
The research strategy that will be used in this study is an experiment. Experiments are usually 

associated with a deductive approach (Sekaran & Bougie, 2013). According to Yin (2009), it is 

possible to use experiments when the investigator can manipulate behavior directly, precisely, 

and systematically. An experiment is suitable when the research question is in the form of 

“how” or “why”. Furthermore, it requires control of behavioral circumstances and focuses on 

contemporary events (ibid.). One of the main purposes with an experiment is to investigate 

casual links, if a change in one variable produces a change in another dependent variable 

(Hakim, 2000). A term that has emerged within this research strategy is social experiment. This 

term covers experiments where investigators “treats” groups of people in different ways, such 

as providing them with different stimuli. (Boruch & Foley, 2000)    
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The experiments in this research will focus on isolated variables that all can be controlled. This 

will be done by exposing participants to different sensory inputs. The main purpose for the 

usage of this strategy is to investigate how changes in sensory inputs effects the product 

evaluation. Thus, how the change in one variable influences another.     

 

3.4 Sample Selection  
This thesis will use a non-probability sampling method, more specifically judgmental sampling. 

Malhotra (2010) states that: “Nonprobability sampling relies on the personal judgment of the 

researcher rather than chance to select sample elements.” (p. 376). The judgmental sampling 

enables the researchers to select respondents that are believed to have the potential of answering 

the research question (Saunders et al., 2009).    

 

When selecting participants for the sample, it is important that they have the ability to express 

their thoughts and opinions. This is fundamental for attaining valuable data. By using a 

judgmental sampling method, it is possible to select individuals that are known to possess these 

criteria. All of the participants will have some kind of relation to the researchers, which allows 

for increased control over the selection process. This is valuable since it is possible to ensure 

that the individuals in each focus group are able to express their thoughts and opinions. 

Judgmental sampling has therefore been chosen for this thesis.      

 

This thesis will focus on students, thus they are the group that will participate in the data 

collection. Current students is a segment that will be important in the future, hence their 

perceptions can be very valuable to monitor in an early stage. They have the potential to become 

loyal customers for a long time, thus attracting and keeping them could be very beneficial. Their 

additional years at the university are also believed to have an impact on their purchasing power, 

with an assumed higher than average future salary. Therefore, attracting individuals with a high 

purchasing power adds further interest from an economic point of view.  

 

3.5 Data Collection 
The data will be collected from three experiments, each including four steps. According to 

Saunders (2009), a suitable option for exploratory research is to use focus groups when 

collecting data. One of the main advantages with this is that it enables in-depth discussions with 

the respondents. Prior to the focus group, experiments with the participants will be conducted. 

The experiments aims at investigating both conscious and subconscious effects of sensory 

marketing, thus making it important to receive detailed information about the participants’ 

product evaluations. Since the participants will be observed, it is possible to compare their 

actual behavior in specific situations with how they consciously evaluated those situations 

afterwards. All of the focus group sessions will be recorded and transcribed, and the 

experiments will be carefully observed.  

  

The participants will evaluate four products that differ in terms of customer involvement, with 

different sensory input present. The products will not contain any brand- and price specific 

information. The participants will thereafter take part in a focus group session where more 

detailed opinions about their experiences will be discussed. The order of the procedure is 

illustrated in Figure 6.  

 
Figure 6: Procedure of Experiment and Focus Group 

Vision Olfactory Haptic
Focus 
Group
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The procedure in Figure 6 will be repeated three times with different product categories, scents, 

participants, and products. Every session will involve six individuals, which means that a total 

number of 18 respondents will participate in the experiments. The first part of each experiment 

aims at investigating the participants’ product evaluation of four different products with vision 

as the only sensory clue. This type of situation has similarities with a display window in a store. 

The products will belong to the same product category (e.g. outdoor products) but will differ in 

terms of customer involvement in the purchase. Two products are considered as high 

involvement products, while the other two are considered as low. Same participants will 

thereafter be introduced to the same products in another situation. The only exception from the 

first situation is that sensorial stimuli in the form of an olfactory clue will be present, i.e. the 

respondents will be asked to evaluate the products whilst exposed to a specific scent. Prior to 

the experiments, the room will be ventilated and before introducing the scent, two researchers 

will enter the room to make sure it is odorless. Thereafter, an ambient scent will be introduced 

to the room by using essential oils on scented paper. In accordance with Bosmans (2006), two 

scented papers are placed in the room, each containing three drops of the essential oils. Both of 

the scented papers will be placed out of sight to avoid biases. This will be done 15 minutes prior 

to the participants’ arrival and before the experiment starts, one researcher is entering the room 

to ensure a satisfactory scent level. Next situation focuses on how haptic stimuli influences the 

product evaluation. Same products as in the previous situations will be used. The product 

categories, ambient scents, and products that will be utilized in the experiments are presented 

in Table 2. An illustration of each experiment can be found in Appendix 2-4.   

 
Table 2: Description of Experiments 

Experiment Product Category Ambient Scent High 

Involvement 

Products 

Low 

Involvement 

Products 

1 Outdoor Products Pine Needle  1. Backpack 

2. Spirit Stove  

1. Drinking Cup 

2. Sitting Pad 

2 Cleaning Products Lemon 1. Handheld 

Vacuum Cleaner 

2. Flatiron   

1. Feather Duster 

2. Dish Brush  

3 Christmas/Winter 

Products 

Cinnamon  1. Lovikka-

Gloves 

2. Sweater 

1. Glass Bauble 

2. Cookie Cutter 

 

3.6 Data Analysis  
According to Miles, Huberman, and Saldaña (2013), there are three stages that in a concurrent 

flow are used to analyze qualitative data: data condensation, data display, and conclusion 

drawing and verification. The purpose of the first step, data condensation, is to make the data 

stronger. “The process involves selecting, focusing, simplifying and/or transforming the data 

that appear in the full corpus (body) of written-up field notes, interview transcript, documents, 

and other empirical materials” (Miles et al., 2013, p.12). The second stage, data display, focuses 

on how the data will be presented. The display is an organized compressed assembly of 

information that is the base for further action. The data display aids in the understanding of 

what actually happened. Finally, the last step is to draw and verify conclusions from the data. 

(ibid.)  

 

The data analysis will be done by the following process. First, the collected data will be 

compared with the literature presented in the conceptual framework. This allows for a reduction 

of unnecessary information. Thereafter, the analyzed data will be presented in two different 
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forms: tables and extended text. This is done in order to create a structure that enables the reader 

to understand and follow the process. By using a logical chain of evidence in the data analysis, 

it will be possible to draw and verify conclusions from the data.         

 

3.7 Quality Standards  
It is important that the thesis has high reliability and validity. Reliability refers to that the data 

is consistent and accurate. It aims at minimizing possible errors and biases in the study. A highly 

reliable study means that a replicated study will reach the same, or at least comparable results 

as the previous one (if data is collected in the same area of research). Validity means that the 

collected data has a high level of consistency and that it measures what the study aims to 

investigate, thus making it relevant and accurate in relation to the research question and 

purpose. (Yin, 2009; Backman, Gardelli, Gardelli & Persson, 2012) A more detailed description 

of reliability and validity can also be made. Four standard tests have been commonly used to 

establish and assess the quality of any empirical research in the field of social science, and three 

of them can be implemented in an exploratory study. These are: Construct validity, External 

validity, and Reliability. (Yin, 2009) Table 3 summarizes the concepts with a definition, and a 

description how they will be ensured in the thesis.  

 
Table 3: Quality Standards (adapted from Yin, 2009, p. 41) 

Concept Concept Definition Ensured by: 

Construct Validity Identifying correct 

operational measures for the 

concepts being studied  

-Pretest of the experiments 

-Settings of experiments 

influenced by previous 

research 

-Order of senses in 

experiment influenced by 

previous research 

-Brands and prices excluded 

External Validity Defining the domain to 

which a study’s findings can 

be generalized 

-Experiments conducted 

three times with different 

product categories 

Reliability Demonstrating that the 

operations of a study can be 

repeated, with the same 

results 

-All collected data carefully  

documented by recording, 

transcription, and 

observation 

-Focus group protocol 

(moderators guide) 

developed in close contact to 

the conceptual framework 

 

The construct validity of the thesis will be ensured in four ways. First, all the experiments 

involves a pretest where the scents and products are carefully inspected and evaluated. Using a 

pretest will ensure that the experiments are ready to be conducted, and possible changes can be 

implemented before the actual data collection occurs. Second, the setting of the experiments 

are influenced by previous research in various ways, there is a fit between the scent and product 

category; the concentration of the scent in the room is similar to other experiments; the distance 

towards the source of the scent is decided; and the ventilation of the rooms are done in 

appropriate time prior to the experiments. Third, the order of the experiments, with olfaction 

prior to haptic, is by previous research (Krishna, 2006; Dematte et al., 2006) believed to be the 
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most suitable procedure to avoid biases in the evaluation. Lastly, to avoid any evaluation biases 

due to brands or prices, such information will purposely be removed or covered. This is done 

in order to exclude, or at least control, such variables in the evaluation process.    

 

Although the sample size of the research contains 18 respondents, and a judgmental sampling 

design is used, it is still possible to ensure the external validity and thus generalize the findings 

to some extent. This is possible since a total number of three experiments will be conducted. 

By keeping the focus on the same product classes (high- and low involvement products) and 

applying sensory inputs to different product categories (outdoor-, cleaning-, and winter 

products), a wider generalization will be possible. The generalization is not statistically 

significant in terms of the number of respondents and the sample selection, but since it is applied 

to different product categories, it will be possible to draw some wider conclusions.  

 

The reliability of the thesis will be enhanced in two ways. First, the collected data from the 

focus group will be recorded and transcribed, thus ensuring that no insights from the 

participants will be excluded. Additionally, the participants will be observed during the 

experiments. This is done to ensure that all procedures occurs as intended, and also to monitor 

behavioral responses from the available sensorial input. Second, a moderators guide for the 

focus groups has been made. Several questions, with high theoretical relevance, will be used. 

There are a number of questions that covers each topic, something that facilitates smooth 

discussions and minimizes the risk of losing important insights. The moderators guide for the 

focus group is attached in Appendix 1.      

  



24 
 

4. Data Presentation 
This chapter presents the empirical data that has been collected via three experiments. Data 

was collected in connection to each of the concepts in the conceptual framework. The 

operational definitions from the conceptual framework have been used to create qualitative 

questions for the moderators guide that was used during the experiments. The data for each 

experiment is presented separately, in order to display the specific information collected from 

each of the different experiments.   

 

4.1 Experiment 1, Outdoor Products 
In the first experiment, the participants evaluated outdoor products, with an ambient scent of 

pine needle in one of the situations. The specific products and the ambient scent are displayed 

in Appendix 2. In total there were six individuals participating, three females and three males. 

 

4.1.1 Product Evaluations 

When discussing how the participants evaluated products in order to form opinions about them, 

two of the individuals stated that outdoor products, in general, are not purchased on impulse. 

More often, it is initiated by a need and if this is the case it is typical to have a thorough 

investigation of the products. One individual described it by stating that the evaluation process 

only begins if there is an initial need. Only if this is the case are product specific factors 

investigated, for instance price and quality. All of the individuals agreed that since ‘need’ has 

a central role, more information is required which makes it preferable to examine the products 

closer by touching them. The amount of information needed and the type of information are to 

some extent dependent on the specific product. One participant said that the functional aspects 

of a product have a major impact on the specific product factors that are considered important. 

If the product often would be used in public places, design was more essential. Another 

individual added that functional factors becomes more important in situations where 

performance is vital, for instance when hiking in the mountains. It was expressed that product 

specific factors have a major impact on the evaluation, for instance details and materials, when 

determining product quality. All of the individuals also agreed that non-product specific factors 

influence how they view different products. These factors include: reputation of the retailer, 

price, and presentation. One of the participants stated that the required quality of a product 

determines which stores you will visit.      

 

During the product evaluation discussion regarding changes between the first three stages of 

the experiment, all participants expressed some type of change in how they viewed the products. 

One of the participants stated that the products felt less exciting when restricted to visual input. 

A few of the participants also expressed that the initial impression was either verified or 

falsified when they were able to use more senses in their evaluation process. It was stated that: 

“The eyes have a tendency to play tricks on you. It can look a certain way but when you touch 

the product it can be completely different“. It was expressed that the sitting pad looked very 

hard but when touching the product it felt softer than expected, which had a positive effect on 

the evaluation.  

 

When asked about product differences in the evaluation, all participants agreed that visual and 

haptic information are most important but it depends on the product. It was stated that “if a 

product has a good and simple design, visual information can be the only thing you need”. 

Another individual continued by stating that there are some products that requires more than 

one sense in order to form an impression. It was said that a spirit stove cannot be purchased on 
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visuals alone since there are too many factors. It is very difficult to tell if it is made out of metal 

or plastic, if it is sturdy, or if it is light enough.  

 

4.1.2 Vision 

The majority of participants did not think there was much difference between evaluating 

products behind glass in comparison with actually being in the same room, where it is possible 

to change angles and distances (stage 1 and stage 2 in the experiment). One participant thought 

that having increased control over the viewing experience provided a better feel for the 

products. Observations from the experiment displayed that all individuals took advantage of 

different angles when evaluating the products. Some individuals even leaned in closer towards 

some of the products, especially for the spirit stove and to some extent the backpack. Despite 

this, as previously mentioned, the participants did not consider there to be a considerable 

difference between first and second situation.  

 

There was some disagreement regarding the extent an opinion could be formed about the 

products from visual input alone. One individual expressed that it would be possible to buy the 

backpack based on visuals, since its quality stood out from the other products. Three of the 

other participants strongly disagreed with this, saying that they would never buy a backpack 

without additional sensorial inputs. They wanted to touch it, examine all the different pockets, 

and try it on. One of the individuals stated that a backpack can be used in multiple situations 

which increases the informational need. It was also said that design aspects often differentiates 

backpacks from each other. For the more practical products, sitting pad and drinking cup, the 

design have a smaller impact on the decision. These three individuals stated that the sitting pad 

and drinking cup could potentially be purchased entirely based on vision. It was explained by 

the fact that these products, in general, are more affordable and thus carries less risk. Another 

participant added that low involvement products serves a simple function whilst the backpack 

and the spirit stove are more complex and therefore requires more information. Two of the 

individuals also stated that the presentation and brands can impact purchase decisions. It was 

said that if the product is presented in a way that paints a picture, it would have a positive effect 

on purchase decisions. For instance, if the spirit stove was placed next to a fake fire and a tent 

it would be more attractive. It was also stated that brand familiarity provides an idea of what 

you will get and thus increases the willingness to purchases based on visual input.  

 

4.1.3 Olfactory 

Four of the six individuals in the experiment were able to detect the ambient scent. One 

individual directly stated that there was an odor in the room when entering. Of the participants 

that noted the scent one was unable to describe it. In general, when asked to describe the scent, 

most participants described a specific situation where they had been exposed to it. It was said 

that: “It smells like I am in a forest”. Two of the individuals were able to pinpoint the exact 

scent in the room by associating it with pine needle. There was a consensus among the 

participants that the ambient scent suited the product that were evaluated. 

 

When asked about the ambient scent’s effect on product evaluations, the participants agreed 

that it increased the interest for the products. A few stated that it evoked childhood memories 

of when they went on school trips in the forest. They continued by describing products that 

were brought on these trips. A few individuals questioned if a scent could lead to an actual 
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purchase. It was stated that it could increase the interest/want of the product, but not necessarily 

lead to a purchase if there was not an actual need. Another individual agreed that a need is 

important but added that you often have a need if you enter a store. It was also stated that a 

scent can instigate an impulse. Being exposed to a forest scent can thus create a want to go 

camping. This effect can be increased if more than one individual are exposed to the scent, since 

they can influence each other.  

 

One individual stated that a scent’s impact is dependent on the purchase type. If characterized 

as an impulse purchase, the susceptibility to the ambient scent is high. If the purchase is initiated 

by an actual need, the influential power of the scent is lower. It was added that it also depends 

on the purchase price. With smaller amounts, it is easier to buy something because of the smell. 

For more expensive purchases, odors probably have less effect. Another individual stated that 

products that cost less do not require the same amount of information before the purchase. When 

buying a backpack, it is common to gather more information prior to the purchase. It is not a 

spontaneous purchase. It was said that a scent can be used to create an overall picture, if visiting 

a few stores where the products are fairly similar, and one has an ambient scent. It is possible 

that the ambient scent provides “the right feeling” which can provide a competitive advantage 

to the store. It was also discussed that ambient scents can be used to create a holistic picture of 

a situation. If multiple products are presented in this picture, it can instigate additional 

purchases.  

 

4.1.4 Haptic 

When discussing the influence haptic stimuli can have on product evaluations, it was stated that 

“everything becomes more tangible when you are able to touch the products. It ensures you that 

there is not an illusion since what you see can be more carefully evaluated.” All the participants 

agreed that touching a product provides tangible evidence. The ‘need for touch’ dependence on 

product factors, for instance high- and low involvement products, was also discussed. 

 

One of the individuals in the experiment stated that touch might become more important when 

comparing multiple backpacks. The reasoning behind this was that exposure to multiple 

products simultaneously makes it easier to spot differences. Furthermore, comparing products 

of different sorts is more difficult than similar products. The focus group continued by 

discussing touch's importance for the backpack. A majority of the focus group thought that 

touch is required when purchasing a backpack. It was considered to be important for size 

evaluation, details (i.e. pockets and smaller details that otherwise would be overlooked), and an 

idea of comfortableness. One individual said that, during the evaluation of the backpack, it was 

possible to see that the fabric could breathe. This discovery increased the product’s 

attractiveness. It was also stated that vision can provide enough information for product with 

easier functions and less shapes, which can result in a purchase. Complex products with more 

details, e.g. a backpack, requires touch and closer investigations. One participant described it 

by saying: “Without additional information, the purchase becomes more spontaneous”. All 

participants agreed that the drinking cup could be bought without the sense of touch. It was 

justified by the homogeneous nature of drinking cups; no major difference between products. 

A majority of the participants also agreed that the sitting pad could be bought without touch. 

When discussing products that require touch, most individuals agreed that haptic is more 

important for products you wear. Examples provided by the focus group were soft sweaters, 
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jackets, and blankets. Because these products are in closer contact with you, touch is considered 

vital for the purchase. It was even stated that touch in some cases can be the most important 

factor. Even if a product has an unsatisfactory design, it could be purchased due to its haptic 

qualities. This can be especially relevant if the products are used less publicly.      

 

4.2 Experiment 2, Cleaning Products 
In the second experiment the participants were asked to evaluate products within the category 

of cleaning. During the evaluation an ambient scent of lemon was emitted in one of the rooms. 

The specific products and the scent is displayed in Appendix 3. The participants in the 

experiments were two females and four males.  

 

4.2.1 Product Evaluation 

During the product evaluation discussion, three participants stated that they rely on vision to a 

large extent. Vision alone was considered to provide a fairly good picture of the products, due 

to previous familiarity with similar products. One individual described the evaluation through 

three stages, which applies to every product. In the first stage it is the visual input that can 

influence the process. In order to be evaluated, the product must be noticed in the first place. 

When multiple products are on display, focus is directed towards the product that there is a need 

for. If the visual input from the product is satisfactory, the second stage begins. The second 

stage starts with a closer product evaluation, where its specifics factors are considered. When 

this stage has begun, there is a potential for purchase. In the final step, a purchase decision has 

to be made. It was added that some products, for instance a dish brush, might not go through 

these stages. Since it is a low priced product, it is possible to just pick one without further 

investigation. For more expensive products, specifications and details become more important. 

Another participant added that it is important to investigate product specific factors, especially 

for cleaning products where external appearance is of less importance.  

 

When discussing changes in the product evaluation during the experiment, it was said the initial 

impression is difficult to change. There is a tendency of attempting to verify the initial 

impression, even when additional sensorial input is available. All participants agreed that there 

were differences in how products were evaluated. One individual stated that economics plays a 

major role in the evaluation process. A dish brush or a feather duster does not cost much money, 

thus the product choice does not matter. With more expensive products there is a want for 

additional information (e.g. touch) in order to ensure quality. The others in the focus group 

agreed with this statement. It was added that when investing more money, it is important to 

examine the product more thoroughly in order to avoid bad quality ones. It was also expressed 

that unusual products, that are difficult to form an initial opinion about, often requires additional 

sensorial input (e.g. touch). Another discussed factor was the homogeneity of products. If 

choices are limited and the product only serves one function, the purchase does not require a 

lot of information. The dish brush and feather duster was provided as examples of products that 

can be bought without close examination. 

 

4.2.2 Vision 

The participants in the focus group agreed that they look for product functions that can signal 

higher quality and more price worthy products. The flatiron had a wheel that controlled a few 

functions, the participants stated that they paid extra attention to this. Some individuals also 
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said that seeing a price tag can provide useful information for the evaluation. This could work 

in two ways according to one of the participants: if the price contradicts the visual input, or if 

the price is very low. Both of these situations results in a further investigation of the product. 

Another individual thought that a price tag has different effects depending on the product. For 

some products the design is enough to attract attention and having a price tag can therefore have 

a negative effect on the product evaluation. If the price is very high, the participants said that 

they would not pay any additional attention to the product. There was also a discussion about 

the importance of a brand. As with the price tag, a brand can provide additional information 

that can aid in the evaluation process. During the experiment one participant tried to find the 

brand of the products. A majority of the individuals in the experiment only walked around the 

products and leaned in on a few. More close investigations were made for the high involvement 

products.  

 

Most individuals agreed that visual input is enough to purchase a dish brush. The information 

provided by sight was considered to be enough. It was stated that all dish brushes are basically 

the same, the only difference is color. Another participant said that price determines the 

information needed for a purchase. Affordable products can be bought with your eyes. 

However, when the price increases it is more important to be critical and investigate the product 

in question. The individual continued by stating that “I could potentially even buy the vacuum 

cleaner without investigating it, if it only costs a couple of hundred”. Another individual 

disagreed and stated that a vacuum cleaner would never be purchased based on vision alone. A 

majority agreed that the dish brush and the feather duster could be bought through visual input 

alone.  

 

4.2.3 Olfactory  

All participants noticed the scent, when exposed to it in situation two. When observing them 

entering the room, it was possible to hear one participant stating directly when exposed to the 

scent that "it smells like lemon in here". When asked to describe the scent, another individual 

agreed and described it as some type of lemon odor. The others could also relate to this 

descriptions to some extent, and one participant added that the scent could be described as some 

type of detergent. Another association was to some type of freshener that could be mixed with 

water to make a specific environment more pleasant.  

 

When discussing the fit between the products and the scent, one participant said that the 

environment made the scent a bit confusing. Due to previous experiences of group activity 

rooms at the university, the scent surprised the participant. However, the same participant added 

that if the scent had been detected in another situation, it would have been both pleasant and 

relevant for the products. Two others agreed with this statement. Another individual said that 

the scent and the products were in close connection with each other. It was also considered 

possible to associate lemon with cleaning, and vice versa, thus there is a good fit. 

 

The importance of scents in general was discussed, and two individuals stated that they often 

become influenced by odors when evaluating products. One of them added that familiar scents 

can make you feel more welcomed and comfortable. Another individual agreed with this. The 

impact of scents can be both positively and negatively evaluated, according to one of the 

participants. Some individuals are more sensitive when it comes to scents, making stronger 
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odors inappropriate in certain situations. The type of product evaluated was also important, 

according to one participant. For example, when evaluating a DVD, scents are less important. 

However, for cleaning products it might affect the evaluation if it smells like lemon. Another 

individual stated that when purchasing edible products, the scents really influences you. An 

example of cinnamon buns was provided. When exposed to that specific scent, it often 

influences you to make a purchase.   

 

4.2.4 Haptic  

When discussing the haptic influence on product evaluations, one individual said that the 

impression of the handheld vacuum cleaner was confirmed with the sense of touch. Two others 

agreed with this, and focused the discussion towards the vacuum cleaner. Though, none of the 

participants were impressed by its haptic attributes, it managed to capture the individuals’ 

attention. This was confirmed by observations during the experiment. One participant even tried 

its performance by using it on the table. The flatiron was also more carefully evaluated in the 

experiment, e.g. one individual started mixing with the buttons and switches of the flatiron, 

compared to the dish-brush and feather duster.  

  

Even though haptic stimuli is very important, it is difficult to change the initial product 

impression according to one participant. The same individual referred to the handheld vacuum 

cleaner and said that the opinion already had been decided in an earlier situation. The haptic 

attributes were not able to change that opinion. Another individual continued by stating that the 

price also can influence the evaluation from a haptic point of view. If you know that a product 

is expensive, there is a possibility of evaluate its haptic attributes more positively.  

 

According to one participant, the sense of touch has a major role during product evaluations. It 

provides an opportunity to evaluate products in more detail. Three others agreed with this and 

continued by stating that haptic attributes are constantly used to gather additional information 

about products. One participant said that vision always is the first sense you use, but the haptic 

sense can determine the fit between the look and the performance of a specific product. “If you 

want to know more about a product you have to use your haptic sense”, the same participant 

continued.  

 

One individual also stated that both the specific situation and the product type are important for 

the haptic sense. An example is when you are shopping in a larger group, there is a tendency 

that the whole group evaluates the haptic attributes of the products in more detail. The same 

participant gave the example of clothes as a product group that required a lot of touching. Two 

others agreed with this and another individual also added that it is the same for all types of 

products that are in contact with your skin, for example blankets and towels. Another example 

that was discussed was food, which is a product type that requires a more careful evaluation, 

from a haptic point of view. Touch often determines the quality of the food.    

 

4.3 Experiment 3, Christmas/Winter Products 
In this experiment, the participants evaluated Christmas/winter products. The products were 

divided into two classes, high- and low involvement products, and a scent of cinnamon was 

used. This is displayed in Appendix 4. In total there were six participants, four females and two 

males participating.  
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4.3.1 Product Evaluation  

Using vision and haptic when evaluating products were important for all participants. A major 

factor for the product evaluation were, according to two of them, the price tag. No matter what 

senses that are used in the process, the price tag always has some type of effect. The price tag 

has the power to both ruin and enhance product opinions, according to the same two 

participants. If a product has been carefully evaluated and the opinion about it seems clear, but 

if the price tag seems inappropriate for the specific product the opinion can rapidly change. The 

importance of a price tag was confirmed by observing the participants. One of them stated 

"Maybe there is a price tag on the back", when referring to the sweater.      

 

When evaluating the products during the different circumstances in the experiment, one 

participant said that there was a major change in the opinions about the products. The glass 

bauble was a product with an unchanged opinion throughout the whole experiment. It looked 

very boring in all three situations. Another individual agreed with this. Even though it looked 

boring, one participant stated that there was a fit between the glass bauble and the other products 

as well as with the scent in situation two. The fit between the products, in general, was also 

commented: "I evaluated the products as a bundle when presented like this, and they are all 

relevant as winter products". The scent in the room further enhanced the feeling of winter and 

it affected the participant’s mood.  

 

The whole group agreed that different senses are used during the evaluation depending on the 

type of product. For the cookie cutter, vision was the sense that dominated the evaluation. 

Additionally, one individual stated that the scent was closely connected to the product, 

something that had a positive impact on the evaluation. Another opinion was that the haptic 

attributes were important for it since you are using it in the kitchen. For the sweater, two 

individuals stated that the haptic attributes were the most important ones. According to them, 

the sweater is something that will not be used if it is uncomfortable. The others also agreed with 

this. Additionally, two participants said that vision and haptic have basically the same 

importance in the evaluation process for the sweater. It is important that the material looks 

comfortable and that the sweater looks good when wearing it. Only if these two criteria are 

fulfilled, will the haptic qualities be evaluated. The opinions about the Lovikka-gloves were 

very similar to those of the sweater. Additionally, the product specific smell of the gloves was 

also very influential for the evaluation, according to one participant. Previous experience from 

similar materials had made the participant observant on that. Another individual also evaluated 

the Lovikka-gloves in relation to previous experiences. The reason that haptic attributes was 

closely evaluated is because "the most important factor is that they can keep me warm". For the 

glass bauble, two participants stated that vision is the most important sense for the evaluation. 

The others agreed with this statement. An additional opinion was that vision is the only sense 

that matters for the product. The individual stated that "since it is used as decoration, it does not 

matter if it feels or smells good. It still provides the same basic function". In addition to that 

opinion, another participant stated that the presentation is very important. It needs to be visually 

attractive in order to be superior to similar decoration.  

 

All participants stated that their need for information differed between the products evaluated. 

When discussing this fact, all agreed that the information needed for the cookie cutter and the 

glass bauble was low. On the other hand, for the Lovikka-gloves and sweater, the need for 

information was higher. One participant stated that the attitude towards shopping in general 
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affected the need for information. Since shopping was considered as something fun, the 

information tends to be evaluated very quickly and impulsively for all types of products. 

Although the attitude was like this, the price affected the evaluation, making expensive products 

more carefully evaluated. Another individual had a different opinion. All available information 

is collected very firmly, considered in detail, and then the evaluation process begins. 

 

4.3.2 Vision          

When observing the group in situation two, the participants walked around the products and 

investigated them through different angles. However, they did not pay any specific attention to 

a particular product. The evaluation did not differ significantly between the first and second 

situation. Two participants stated that vision is important when evaluating products. 

Furthermore, one participant said that vision is always the first thing you use to get in contact 

with a product. It is the base for the evaluation, and something that is difficult to neglect. It is 

therefore very important that a product can deliver something that is visually attractive. 

 

It was, according to two participants, possible to make an accurate evaluation of the cookie 

cutter and the glass bauble by using vision as the only sense. However, the presentation of these 

two products was not very attractive according to another individual. In order to make an 

accurate evaluation, there has to be a presentation with similar products. For example, the glass 

bauble should be presented in an attractive package or in a Christmas tree. When evaluating the 

Lovikka-gloves and the sweater, the opinions changed for three of the individuals depending 

on the senses that were used (both in a positive and negative way). They stated that the vision 

was not enough to evaluate these two products. The importance of the presentation was also 

discussed for all the products. The sweater was negatively evaluated by a participant due to the 

folding. The presentation made it difficult to see how it would look if you would wear it.  

    

A specific attribute about the gloves that attained one individual’s attention was the color. The 

very distinctive color made them special in contrast to the other products. Also, previous 

experience of wearing the same type of gloves made them more attractive. Another specific 

factor that attained one individual’s attention was the form of the glass bauble. It was not 

completely round, something that negatively affected the evaluation. Another factor that 

influenced one participant was the connection between the products. When seeing these 

together, the individual started to associate it to situations where it is possible to use all these 

products. The evaluation became more positive when they were lying next to each other. 

Another individual agreed with this and said that using vision enables you to associate the 

reality of using these products.  

 

4.3.3 Olfactory  

Five of the participants noticed the scent in situation two, whereas one did not notice it at all. 

When asked to describe the scent, all five explanations were closely related to Christmas. One 

individual stated that the odor smelled like gingerbread. Another one described it as “Christmas-

smell” in general, something that the others agreed with. A similar association was towards 

cloves in oranges. It was added by another individual that the scent could be described as mulled 

wine or something in connection with baking.  

 



32 
 

One participant said that the scent was very relevant for the products evaluated. The three others 

that noticed the scent agreed with this statement. One individual only associated it with the 

cookie cutter, stating that it was not that relevant for the other products. The cookie cutter was 

the dominant one, and the only product that had a close connection to the scent. The other 

products are more suitable for outdoor usage, especially the Lovikka-gloves and sweater. When 

discussing this, another participant added that the glass bauble was the product with the least 

connection to the scent. It felt very lonely and boring, and was not as relevant as the others.   

 

The evaluation of the products was affected by the scent, one participant stated. All the others 

that had noticed the scent agreed with this, to some extent. One participant barely noticed the 

cookie cutter in the first situation, but when the scent was present, it became the product that 

attracted the most interest. One individual agreed that the cookie cutter was the product that 

became more interesting due to the scent. Another participant was attracted by the Lovikka-

gloves in the first situation, but with the scent present, the attention was drawn to the cookie 

cutter. However, in the next situation with no specific scent present, the attention was once 

again directed towards the Lovikka-gloves. One individual was also influenced by the product 

specific smell of the Lovikka-gloves in a negative way. They had a strange smell, something 

that was impossible to notice in the earlier situation.    

 

When discussing the impact of scents in general, one participant stated that it has a high 

influence in purchase situations. Especially in a grocery store when purchasing food. In that 

type of situation it is very important that the odor smells good and do not have any negative 

impact on the evaluation. Another individual agreed with that and added that larger stores often 

has a more attractive scent. Small stores feels more claustrophobic and the odors have a 

tendency to be stronger in a negative way. One individual continued by stating, odors that are 

too strong can have a negative impact on the evaluation of all products present. Such odors 

almost makes you dizzy.  

 

4.3.4 Haptic 

When discussing how the haptic sense influences the evaluation, focus was directed towards 

the high involvement products from the participants. The glass bauble and cookie cutter were 

not given the same attention. This was also confirmed by observations made during the 

experiment. The participants had a tendency to evaluate the haptic attributes of the Lovikka-

gloves and the sweater in more detail. Both in regard of the time spent with the products and 

the focus towards product specific details.    

 

One participant said that the Lovikka-gloves was visually very attractive, but the haptic input 

changed that opinion. The material was not as comfortable as it looked, and they did not feel 

good when trying them on. Another individual agreed with this and added that they looked very 

attractive from a distance, an opinion that changed due to the haptic attributes. For the sweater 

it was the opposite for two of the participants. In the first situation, using only vision, the 

sweater did not look very attractive. However, when feeling the material the opinion changed 

towards a more positive evaluation. 

 

The importance of haptic attributes, in general, was also discussed. A situation where the haptic 

attributes have a major influence is when purchasing clothes, for two of the individuals. One of 

them stated that products that you wear and are in direct contact with your skin have to fulfill 
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some specific criteria in order to be positively evaluated. They need to be comfortable and have 

a soft material, before even being considered as potential purchases. Another participant added 

that some clothes that mainly are worn at home do not need to be visually attractive. For that 

type of clothing, the material properties is the only aspect that matters. 
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5. Data Analysis 
In this chapter the empirical data will be analyzed by comparing it to the theories in the 

conceptual framework. It includes two analyses, both with an emphasis on product classes. The 

first analysis compare the three senses with the theory. The second analysis investigates the 

impact the senses have on the variables of product evaluation and then combing the factors in 

order to analyze the overall product evaluation.  

 

5.1 Analysis 1 
In this analysis the three senses: vision, olfactory, and haptic, are compared with the theories in 

the conceptual framework. During the analysis a distinction has been made between high- and 

low involvement products. This is done in order to see if there are any differences in the 

evaluation, regarding the two product classes when it comes to the sensorial input.   

 

5.1.1 Vision 

In accordance with the conceptual framework, vision has been divided into two main categories: 

visual perspective and information context. The data from the three experiments is compared 

to the theories regarding vision, which are presented in the conceptual framework. This 

comparison is presented in table 4 below. Further explanation of the results is presented for 

each part of visual input.  

 
Table 4: Analysis of Visual Aspects 

Vision 

Experiment 1 2 3 

Product Involvement High Low High Low High Low 

Visual Perspective 

- Interactivity 

 

- Depth of field 

 

/ 
 

/ 
 

+ 
 

/ 
 

/ 
 

/ 

 

+ 
 

- 
 

+ 
 

- 
 

/ 
 

- 

Information Context 

- Vividness 

 

- Evaluability 

 

- Framing 

 

+ 
 

- 
 

/ 
 

- 
 

/ 
 

/ 

 

/ 
 

/ 
 

+ 
 

/ 
 

/ 
 

/ 

 

+ 
 

+ 
 

- 
 

- 
 

/ 
 

+ 

+ Supports Theory 

/ Partially Supports Theory 

- Does Not Support Theory 

 

Interactivity  

The importance of interactivity as a decision tool, which allows customers to change the 

viewing angles of the product, has been described in previous research (Lurie & Mason, 2007; 

Ariely, 2000). Of all the experiments that were conducted, only the high product involvement 
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class in the second experiment supported the theory. During this experiment the participants 

did not only walk around the products, but they also leaned in closer toward the products in the 

high involvement class. By moving around in the room the participants are using multiple 

angles whilst viewing the products. The fact that they are leaning in closer to products provides 

additional support for the theory. Since the participants in experiment 2 did not only walk 

around the product but also leaned in towards the high involvement products, it provides strong 

evidence for the importance of interactivity. When participants only walks around the products 

it has been considered to provide partial support for the theory. The reason for this is that just 

walking around the products is quite a passive way of using the different angles. In experiment 

1, the participants walked around the product and leaned in to have a closer look at the high 

involvement products. But since it was stated that being able to control the viewing angles was 

not considered important for the evaluation of products, it was only considered to provide 

partial support for interactivity.  

 

Depth of field 

Depth of field has been theorized as an important part of the visual perspective. It refers to the 

ability of the visual input to provide contextual overviews or more detailed information. (Lurie 

& Mason, 2007) During the experiments differences appeared between high- and low 

involvement products. In experiment 1, both observations as well as the following discussion 

provided evidence that the participants tried to use visual input to gather detailed information 

for the high involvement products. It was stated that high involvement products are more 

complex and requires more information before making a purchase decision. This was the reason 

why the individuals focused their attention towards the high involvement products by leaning 

in closer to them. The low involvement products did not require the same level of attention, 

there was no need to have a further investigation to gather more detailed information. The same 

pattern was repeated in the second experiment, with the addition of price tag and brands. For 

the high involvement products the participants investigated the function wheel on the flatiron 

and the watt on the vacuum cleaner. One participant made a conscious effort in attempting to 

find the brand of the products. All individuals agreed that brands and price tags can provide 

contextual information about the products. Experiment 3, provided partial support for the 

theory. It was stated that some of the participants tried to locate a price tag for the sweater. 

Furthermore, participants tried to investigate the softness of the sweater and the Lovikka-

gloves. This can be considered as gathering more detailed information about the two high 

involvement products. Since this behavior did not occur for the low involvement products it 

does not provide the same support for the theory. Instead, it was stated that the low involvement 

products did not require any detailed information.  

 

Vividness 

The vividness of a product, or its unique colors and shapes have a tendency to attract the visual 

attention from individuals’ (Jarvanpaa, 1990; Lurie & Mason, 2007). In experiment 1, the high 

involvement products were supporting the theory. The backpack and the spirit stove, with their 

many attributes, retained most of the visual interest from the participants. When observing the 

experiment, participants tended to lean closer and investigating them from different angles. It 

was required for the backpack due the vide array of design options, which means that every 

backpack has its unique shape that needs to be investigated. For the spirit stove, there was a 

need to use vision in order to evaluate the many different shapes. It is a product that consists of 
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different parts, thus making it vivid in its nature. For the low involvement products, the theory 

could not be supported. The sitting pad and the drinking cup had colors and shapes that did not 

differ from similar products, thus did not support the theory.  

In experiment 2, the theory was partly supported for the high involvement products. The reason 

for this was that the flatiron, and in particular its wheel and push buttons. The presence of these 

attributes increased the participants shape reflections. Due to this visual information the flatiron 

was considered different from similar products, thus the vividness was more important. For the 

vacuum cleaner, no unique visual information was detected from a vivid perspective. Even 

though it was more visually evaluated than the low involvement products, it is not possible to 

attribute this behavior to the vividness. The low involvement products did not support the 

theory. No unique attributes about them influenced the decision makers’ evaluation or attention 

in any significant way. 

 

Both the high- and low involvement products in experiment 3, was partly supported by the 

theory. When observing the participants, no specific visual attention was given to a specific 

product or product class. When later discussing the experiment, it was stated that the Lovikka-

gloves had a distinctive color that the participants noticed. One of the reasons for this was 

previous experience and familiarity with that type of gloves. For the sweater, no such distinct 

variability could be detected. The low involvement products partly support for the theory was 

connected to the glass bauble. The shape was not completely round, thus it had a high variance 

in regard to similar products. No theoretical connection could be made for the cookie cutter. 

 

Evaluability 

As described by Hsee (1996) and Lurie and Mason (2007), evaluability refers to if information 

is accessed and compared. All experiments, for all high- and low involvement products, are 

considered to be at least moderately supporting of the theory. The reason for this is that when 

using the sense of vision, there is some type of information accessed from all the products. 

What differs between the experiments is the extent information is comparable with related 

products. 

  

In experiment 1, both the high- and low involvement products were considered to be moderately 

supporting of the theory. The visual information for the backpack and spirit stove were not 

considered an important factor when comparing them with related products. It was preferable 

if the backpack was visually attractive and was presented with other backpacks, but it was the 

haptic sense that were used more intensively for the comparison. The evaluability for the spirit 

stove was similar. Vision always provides some type of information, but this information did 

not have any particular impact for the comparison of products. The low involvement products 

are also considered to be moderately supporting of the theory. Visual information for the sitting 

pad was to some extent used as a reference for the comparison. However, the visual information 

alone was not as important as its haptic attributes. The low involvement nature of the drinking 

cup made a comparison unnecessary. The participants did not care how it looked in relation to 

other related products.  

 

For the cleaning products in experiment 2, the high involvement products were considered to 

be in high support of the theory, whereas the low involvement products were considered to be 

moderately supporting. The visual input of the handheld vacuum cleaner was highly influenced 
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and compared with related products. The visual sense gave most of the participant a negative 

perception of the product, due to a comparison with previous experiences. The flatiron was also 

compared, in particular its specific attributes, i.e. its wheel and push buttons. The feather duster 

and dish brush was not compared to similar products. The low interest for low involvement 

cleaning products in general, was one reason for this. Participants did not care about comparing 

the feather duster and dish brush since they were considered to be basically the same as related 

products.   

    

In experiment 3, the high involvement products were considered to moderately support the 

theory. The visual information for the Lovikka-gloves could be compared with similar products, 

but the sense of haptic was the most important aspect when comparing them with other gloves. 

There was a need to assess their comfort and ability to keep you warm, and those criteria could 

not be evaluated and compared by only using the sense of vision. The sweater required similar 

additional information in order to be compared with related products. Its presentation was also 

commented, one participant stated that it had to be presented with similar products for being 

comparable. For the low involvement products, the theory was moderately supported by the 

experiment. The glass bauble was the low involvement product with most theoretical 

connection. Since it is used as decoration, visual input was consider to be vital for a comparison 

with other decorations. The cookie cutter did not require any particular comparison since it is a 

product that the individuals did not investigate in relation to other related products. 

 

Framing 

How a product is presented, its framing, is very important since it can provide reference points 

for the evaluation. Depending on how it is perceived, it has the potential to influence a customer 

to view the product more positively or negatively. (Lurie & Mason, 2007) In the first 

experiment the participants emphasized the importance of product presentation. Framing can 

have a positive impact on purchase decisions if it creates a holistic picture of the products. The 

individuals in the experiment stated that it would be beneficial for the outdoor product 

evaluation if a scene of an actual situation was created. For instance, creating a camping scene 

with a fake fire and a tent. This scene could include the spirit stove and drinking cup. The 

participants did not think there were any difference between the high- and low involvement 

products, both requires good framing.  

 

During the evaluation of cleaning products, in experiment 2, another pattern appeared. Once 

again there were no difference between the product classes, none provided evidence for the 

theory. The participants stressed the fact that external appearance has less importance for 

cleaning product, performance is weighted much heavier. Since appearance has little impact 

and purchase decisions are based on product specific functional attributes (e.g. watt and 

volume), the framing does not influence the evaluation of the product.  

 

In experiment 3, the evidence for the theoretical support differed between the product classes. 

The participants discussed the importance of framing for all products to some extent. For the 

high involvement class it was only stated that the sweater was negatively evaluated due to its 

folding. Participants experienced difficulties in evaluating how it would look whilst wearing it. 

They also stated that another presentation, for instance on a mannequin, would have been 

beneficial. The framing of the Lovikka-gloves on the other hand was not discussed, thus the 

high involvement products only provide partial evidence for the theory. The low involvement 
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products were according to the participants heavily influenced by their framing. It was stated 

that the glass bauble was boring due to its presentation. Furthermore, since it only has one basic 

function, as a decoration, its presentation becomes vital. It has to be very visually attractive to 

stand out from other decorations. The cookie cutter was also evaluated more negatively due to 

its presentation. For both of the low involvement products the participants thought that the 

presentation was very important. Most of all they thought that presenting them alone was not 

beneficial for the evaluation. Since both of the products were heavily influenced by the framing, 

the low involvement class provides strong evidence for the importance of framing.  

 

5.1.2 Olfactory 

During the experiments, the olfactory sense did not present any differences between the product 

classes. Therefore, it has not been divided into high- and low involvement product classes. In 

order to investigate the data’s support for the theory, a comparison has been done in table 4. 

The motivation for the results in the table are presented in textual form below, for each part of 

olfactory. 

 
Table 4: Analysis of Olfactory Aspects 

Olfactory 

Experiment 1 2 3 

Presence / 

 

+ + 

Pleasantness 

- Quality  

 

- Intensity 

 

+ 

 

+ 

 

+ 

 

+ 

 

+ 

 

+ 

Congruence / 

 

/ + 

+ Supports Theory 

/ Partially Supports Theory 

- Does Not Support Theory 

 

The impact of the ambient scent had the same effect on both classes (high- and low product 

involvement), but the actual result from the ambient scent differed depending on the product. It 

was stated that the type of purchase has a major impact on the result of an ambient scent. 

Products that are less dependent on a need, can be influenced by an ambient scent. Since 

olfactory input can create an impulse, it can result in a purchase. It was also stated that there is 

a difference between products depending on their price. For affordable products, an ambient 

scent is believed to have a major impact on the purchase decision. For expensive products, the 

participants required additional information and were thus more critical in their evaluation, 

which reduced the impact of the ambient scent for the purchase decision.     

 

Presence 

As suggested by Holland et al. (2005), an ambient scent has the ability to improve the 

accessibility of behavioral concepts which influences actual behavior. The improved 

accessibility of behavioral concept was supported by all three experiments. In experiment 1, the 

participants described the scent by stating that: “it smells like a forest”. They also continued by 

talking about memories of when they used to be in the forest and even the products and foods 
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that they used to bring. All of these facts supports the ability of ambient scents to improve 

accessibility of concepts. The ambient scent in experiment 2, influenced the individuals to talk 

about cleaning concepts in order to describe the scent. It was for instance described as a 

detergent or a freshener, which is closely related to cleaning. This was also the case during 

experiment 3, where the ambient scent resulted in Christmas associations that included 

gingerbread, mulled wine, and oranges with cloves. 

 

The individuals in experiment 1, did only provide partial evidence for the fact that ambient 

scents influences behavior. According to the focus group it is questionable if an ambient scent 

can lead to an actual behavioral impact without an initial need. It was also said that behavioral 

changes, actual purchases, are less likely for expensive products. There is a possibility that the 

scent can result in impulse purchases. Thus, experiment 1 provides partial evidence for changes 

to the actual behavior. The individuals in experiment 2, thought that the scent could affect their 

actual behavior if emitted in a store environment. It was stated that an ambient scent of lemon 

could positively affect the evaluation of cleaning products. Experiment 3, also supported this 

since there was a distinct shift in the evaluation of the products. When the scent was present, 

much of the focus and attention was directed towards the cookie cutter, which previously was 

considered boring. This displays an actual change in the behavior of the participants. A potential 

explanation for this could be that it was consider to have a closer connection with the scent. 

The ambient scent was considered to have a connection to both Christmas and baking and due 

to the fact that the cookie cutter suited both of these occasions, it was considered more 

congruent. This supports the fact that ambient scents can influence behavior.  

 

Quality 

Bone and Ellen (1999) argues that the quality of an odor with its affective elements can result 

in approach or avoidance behavior depending on the evaluation. All of the experiments provides 

support for this claim. In experiment 1, it was stated that an ambient scent can increase the 

interest and want of the product. With this being vital for any purchase it can lead to approach 

behavior. Furthermore, since an ambient scent can provide the right feeling, it can result in an 

improved overall store evaluation. This can influence the decision maker to purchase from this 

specific store even though the same or similar products can be found elsewhere. During the 

second experiment, it was said that an ambient scent can create a pleasant store environment, 

and that it can make you feel welcomed and comfortable. It can therefore increase approach 

behavior. In the third experiment, it was also stated that the interest increased when exposed to 

an ambient scent. Since all experiments provides evidence for the fact that ambient scent can 

be used to create a pleasant experience and increase interest/want, thus creates approach 

behavior in accordance with theory.  

 

Intensity 

Theory has suggested that the salience of an odor is negatively related to evaluations, in 

accordance with optimal arousal theory. After a certain point the olfactory stimuli becomes too 

strong and has a negative influence on the evaluation. (Spangenberg et al., 1996) This was 

supported by all three experiments. The participants emphasized the fact that ambient scents 

can be a negative influence if too strong. It was said that an ambient scent can improve the store 

environment but at high concentrations it can have a negative impact, since it can lead to 

headaches and dizziness. Some of the participants even stated that they consciously avoid 
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certain stores that have a strong scent. This provides strong evidence that a high intensity of the 

ambient scent result in negative outcomes.       

 

Congruency  

Important for a scent is its congruency with the target object, especially for ambient scents since 

they are not restricted to the product specific scents. It has been found that a congruent scent 

can increase the overall evaluation of products. (Bone & Ellen, 1999) In the first experiment 

the participants stated that a congruent scent can create a feeling and provide a holistic view of 

the products, which can increase the interest of using the product. Increasing the interest can 

create a need that leads to a more positive evaluation. In the second experiment, ambient scents 

were considered to have a positive effect on product evaluations if used correctly. The 

importance of congruence for product evaluation was also displayed in experiment 3. It was 

stated that the product that was least congruent with the ambient scent was considered lonely 

and boring. On the other hand, the product that was considered the most congruent with the 

scent received the largest positive change during the evaluation process.  

 

It has also been suggested that an external scent in the environment can sway the preference 

towards products of lower quality (Mitchell et al., 1995). This was not supported by the findings 

from the first and second experiment. The third experiment indicated that the participants 

became more interested in a low involvement product, the cookie cutter. Even though the scent 

shifted participants’ preferences towards the cookie cutter, it might not provide evidence for 

the theory. The reason for this is that the same product was considered more related to the scent. 

This could suggest that the effect is not a change towards lower quality products, but in fact a 

change towards products that are more closely related to the ambient scent.   

 

5.1.3 Haptic  

The last sense to be compared with the theory is the haptic sense. Table 5, presents the result of 

this comparison. The table includes all of the factors that together influence an individual’s 

evaluation of haptic stimuli, as well as a division between the product classes. Further 

motivation for the results are presented in textual form below for each of the haptic categories.  

 
Table 5: Analysis of Haptic Aspects 

Haptic 

Experiment 1 2 3 

Product Involvement High Low High Low High Low 

Product factors + / + 

 

- + - 

Instrumental and 

autotelic material 

properties 

+ / + - + - 

Need for touch + 

 

/ + 

 

- + 

 

- 

Situational factors + 

 

/ 

 

+ 

 

- 

 

+ 

 

- 

+ Supports Theory 

/ Partially Supports Theory 

- Does Not Support Theory 
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Product Factors  

The first area of the haptic sense to be analyzed is product factors. As Klatzky and Lederman 

(1992) as well as Peck and Childers (2003a) described, some products relies on touch to a larger 

extent than others. This was confirmed by all three experiments, since the participants used 

their haptic sense more intensely for the high involvement products. In experiment 1, the 

backpack received most of the interest from the participants. The spirit stove was also carefully 

evaluated from a haptic point of view. These two products are considered both more expensive 

and more complex than the other two, which might explain these opinions. However, what 

differentiated experiment 1 from the other two was that the sitting pad, a low involvement 

product, also relied on the haptic sense. One of the reasons for this could be, similar to the 

discussion about clothes in the data presentation, its connection with your body. Even though 

it has no direct contact with your skin, it still needs to fulfill criteria of being comfortable to sit 

on. For both experiment 2 and 3, only the high involvement products (handheld vacuum cleaner 

and flatiron; Lovikka-gloves and sweater) were considered when evaluating haptic product 

factors. This supports McCabe and Nowlis (2003) statement that products with pleasant 

material properties are more likely to be physically examined.  

 

Instrumental and autotelic material properties 

As Peck and Childers (2003a) stated, products can be touched for either instrumental or 

autotelic purposes. In experiment 1, the theory is supported by the high involvement products, 

since the participants touched them mainly to evaluate instrumental material properties. Some 

of the touching behavior were also believed to be connected to autotelic purposes. For the 

backpack, the participants carefully evaluated its quality, comfort, and size. Thus, their main 

focus was to analyze the instrumental part of the material properties. By interpreting the 

observations, the touching behavior was also to some extent autotelic. The participants tended 

to touch products with more details just because it was possible. The backpack became more 

interesting and fun to evaluate because it had many more factors to notice. Similar behavior 

from the participants was observed when touching the spirit stove. The main advantage of touch 

was when evaluating instrumental material properties, i.e. to investigate if the material was of 

high quality. Additionally, since it had so many components to evaluate, a lot of the touching 

were considered to be done just because it was possible. For the low involvement products in 

experiment 1, the theory was supported by the sitting pad, whereas it could not be confirmed 

for the drinking cup. Touch had an important role when determining the actual performance of 

the sitting pad, it actually changed the opinion from negative to positive for one individual. For 

the drinking cup, the individuals did not care about the touch. It was not considered as 

something they used to gather information, neither as something that was connected to the 

autotelic material properties of the product.  

 

Experiment 2 had a clear distinction of the support for the theory between high- and low 

involvement products. The handheld vacuum cleaner and the flatiron were evaluated with a 

focus towards instrumental material properties, thus in support of the theory. By touching the 

vacuum cleaner, it was possible to “feel its quality” and evaluate its performance. This was 

further examined when one individual actually tried it in its natural environment. Similar 

observations were made for the flatiron, with participants holding it in their hands and 

evaluating its structure. For the low involvement products, the theory could not be supported. 

The feather duster and the dish brush were not relevant for either the instrumental or autotelic 

haptic evaluation.   
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A similar pattern was seen in experiment 3. The participants used instrumental material 

properties when evaluating the Lovikka-gloves and sweater, thus supporting the theory. One 

explanation for the importance could be that both products to some extent are in contact with 

your body. The instrumental material properties were therefore carefully evaluated. One 

statement from a participant confirmed this for the gloves when saying that “they need to keep 

my hands warm”. The theory could not be supported for the low involvement products. The 

touching behavior for the glass bauble or cookie cutter had nothing to do with instrumental or 

autotelic material properties.  

 

Need for touch  

From previous literature, it is stated that individuals can differ in their need to physically touch 

products (Peck & Wiggins, 2006; Peck & Childers, 2003b). Given the structure of the thesis, 

the focus has instead of individual differences in haptic usage been towards haptic differences 

in connection to product classes. When discussing the individual need for touch with the 

participants, it was stated in all three experiments that the whole group had a need for touching 

products when evaluating them. Thus, the need for touch was considered high for the 

participants. The theory were supported for all high involvement products. A general 

observation from all experiments was that, the haptic focus was directed towards the high 

involvement products. When participants were able to touch the products, they significantly 

turned their attention to these products. However, for the low involvement products, the theory 

cannot be supported for experiment 2 and 3. Additionally, it is just partly supported by 

experiment 1. Individuals that can be considered as high in their need for touch did not, or just 

very briefly, evaluated the low involvement products by using their sense of touch. The only 

exception was for the sitting pad in experiment 1, thus it partly supports the literature. 

 

Situational factors  

As Peck and Childers (2003a) states, the situational factors also influence the need for haptic 

information. In all three experiments, participants were exposed to a similar situation when 

touching the products. Even though the products differed between the experiments, the same 

room, instructions, and presentation were used. Thus, the situations can be seen as identical. In 

experiment 1, the theory can be supported for the high involvement products. For the low 

involvement products, the theory is partly supported. During the evaluation, the haptic 

information was mainly directed towards the backpack and spirit stove. One participant also 

directed focus towards the sitting pad. The drinking cup was the only product that did not 

required any haptic information. By analyzing the observations, it is possible to detect a 

difference in the need for haptic information.  

 

For experiment 2 and 3, similar patterns were detected. The theory was supported for the high 

involvement products (handheld vacuum cleaner and flatiron; Lovikka-gloves and sweater), i.e. 

the participants needed haptic information in order to evaluate the products. However, the low 

involvement products (feather duster and dish brush; glass bauble and cookie cutter) did not 

require any haptic information. Visual input was enough for the evaluation of these products. 

Thus, not providing any support for the theory. 
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5.2 Analysis 2 
This part of the analysis presents the aggregated impact of each sense on the product evaluation 

for each product class. In connection to the conceptual framework, the first section analyses the 

quality aspect of product evaluation. The second section focuses on the desirability. These two 

variables can, as Hong and Wyer (1990) stated, be components for the overall product 

evaluation. This is analyzed in the third section where the impact on product evaluation in 

general is described.  

 

5.2.1 Quality 

The senses’ impact on the perception of quality is described in table 6 below. The analysis has 

been conducted in order to understand how the impact varies between the product classes for 

each experiment.   

 
Table 6: Analysis of the Quality Aspect of Product Evaluation 

Quality 

Experiment 1 2 3 

Product Involvement  High Low High Low High Low 

Vision M H M H M H 

Olfactory L L L L L L 

Haptic H M H L H L 

H - High impact 

M - Moderate impact 

L - Low impact 

 

Vision  

In experiment 1, the impact of vision is considered as moderate when assessing high 

involvement products. For the low involvement products it was considered to have a high 

impact. When evaluating the backpack, there was a major disagreement between the 

participants. According to one individual, it was possible to evaluate its quality by looking at 

it. The other participants thought that it is difficult to conduct an accurate evaluation regarding 

its quality without additional senses. For the spirit stove, visual factors provide an indication of 

its quality. However, there was still a need to involve additional senses to conduct the full 

evaluation. The low involvement products were possible to assess with the visual sense alone. 

By visually investigating them, the participants were able to form a clear opinion about the 

quality of the products. Even though the perception later changed for the sitting pad, the visual 

factors still influenced the participants’ ability to form a clear opinion.        

 

In experiment 2, the visual impact was considered as moderate for the high involvement 

products, and high for the low involvement ones. It was possible to assess the quality of the 

handheld vacuum cleaner to some extent, which also was possible for the flatiron. However, 

there still was a need for the involvement of more senses to fully understand the actual quality 

of these products. For the feather duster and dish brush, the participants thought that their visual 

sense alone was enough to form a distinct and accurate opinion about the quality. Thus, vision 

is considered to have high impact.   
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The visual impact on quality for the high involvement products in experiment 3, were 

considered as moderate. For the low involvement products, it was considered to have a high 

impact. It was possible for the participants to assess the quality of the Lovikka-gloves and the 

sweater, but there were still a need to further investigating them. The sense of vision was enough 

to assess the quality of the glass bauble and the cookie cutter. Even though one participant 

added that there was a partial need for haptic information regarding the cookie cutter. Quality 

opinions could be formed from visual input for these products. 

 

Olfactory 

The olfactory impact on the perception of quality was considered low in all the experiments, 

both for high- and low involvement products. None of the participants were able to state that 

the ambient scent influenced their opinion about the quality of any specific product. However, 

one of the individuals commented on the product specific scent of the Lovikka-gloves, 

something that influenced the perception of quality. There were also interesting discussions in 

the focus groups regarding the connection between olfactory and quality. In two sessions, it 

was indicated that scents can have an impact on the general perception of quality for whole 

environments. 

 

Haptic 

In experiment 1, the haptic impact had a high importance when assessing the quality of the high 

involvement products. The sense was also considered moderately important for the low 

involvement products. Most of the participants stated that they had a high need to touch the 

backpack in order to evaluate it properly. Its structure, with many specific details, enhanced the 

need to physically examine it. There was also a need to touch the spirit stove in order to examine 

the quality of the material, something very important for that type of products. The moderate 

need for touching the low involvement products were linked to the sitting pad. Since a high 

comfort level is preferable, the haptic sense has some impact on its quality. The quality of the 

drinking cup did not require any haptic investigating.  

 

The quality of the handheld vacuum cleaner and flatiron was highly impacted by the haptic 

sense. When physically examining these two products, the evaluation was considered to be 

more accurate. For the vacuum cleaner, one participant also tried it to further assess its quality. 

The flatiron was also carefully evaluated by the participants. One of the reasons for this was its 

many specific details. For the low involvement products, there were no need to evaluate them 

physically.  

 

In experiment 3, the participants stated that there was a high need to physically assess the quality 

of the high involvement products. Both the Lovikka-gloves and the sweater were carefully 

evaluated. Since they are products you wear, it is beneficial to touch them. Interesting to note 

is that the opinions radically changed for both products when using the haptic sense. For the 

low involvement products, the need for haptic information was considered as low. Even though 

one individual indicated that it might be beneficial to evaluate the quality of the cookie cutter 

by touching it, most of the participants stated that they did not value the possibility to touch it 

for assessing its quality. The assessments of the glass bauble’s quality was not connected with 

the haptic sense. 
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5.2.2 Desirability 

The senses’ impact on the perception of desirability is described below in table 7. The analysis 

has been conducted in order to understand how the impact varies between the product classes 

for each experiment.   

 
Table 7: Analysis of the Desirability Aspect of Product Evaluation 

Desirability 

Experiment 1 2 3 

Product Involvement  High Low High Low High Low 

Vision M L L L H M 

Olfactory H H M M M H 

Haptic M M M L H L 

H - High impact 

M - Moderate impact 

L - Low impact 

 

Vision  

The general opinion regarding the outdoor products in experiment 1, was that since this product 

category is performance based it is difficult to form an opinion from visual input. It was also 

stated that the products were less exciting when only experienced with visual stimuli. There 

were some key differences between the product classes. In the high involvement class it was 

stated that the design of a backpack can be a differentiating factor that can influence the choice. 

Thus, the design of the product can increase the desire for it. Since the other high involvement 

product (spirit stove) did not provide the same evidence, the impact is considered as moderate. 

For the low involvement product class the effect of vision is low. The reason for this is that the 

products are homogeneous and only have one simple function, thus not causing any desirability 

for the participants. 

 

In the second experiment, there was no difference between the product classes, both had a low 

impact on desirability. Cleaning products are not bought for their appearance but for their 

performance. The participants did not care about the design and visual input.  

 

The difference between the two product classes was significant in the third experiment. The 

visual input for the high involvement products was considered as a major factor for the level of 

desirability. It was stated that these products have to look good, something considered 

especially important if used in public places. For the low involvement products, vision was 

more important for the glass bauble. The reason for this was that the main purpose of the product 

is as a decoration, which means that the design is vital for the desire of the product. For the 

cookie cutter the vision did not have any significant influence on desirability. 

 

Olfactory 

Olfactory input had a major impact on desirability during the first experiment. The participants 

emphasized the usage of an ambient scent to create a more complete picture, which can create 

an interest and want for the product. Being exposed to a forest scent has the ability to instigate 
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an impulse that can increase the desire to go camping. It was also stated that a scent can create 

a better feeling for the products. The impact of olfaction is therefore considered as high.  

 

The participants in experiment 2, stated that an ambient scent of lemon can affect the evaluation 

of the products since it is considered pleasant. Cleaning products was considered quite boring 

and having a pleasant scent can, by creating a pleasant environment, increase desirability 

slightly. In general there is a very low desirability for cleaning products and purchases are made 

due to necessity. A smell that creates a pleasant environment can therefore moderately impact 

the desirability.  

 

Experiment 3, was the only experiment with a significant difference between high- and low 

involvement products. Overall, the ambient scent created a better environment and initiated 

Christmas associations. This increased the interest and desire for products that can be associated 

with Christmas. The cookie cutter was the main factor for the high impact of the olfactory input. 

When exposed to the scent in the experiment most of the attention was directed towards the 

cookie cutter, a product that previously was largely neglected. As mentioned in analysis 1, this 

could be because of its close relationship with both Christmas and baking. This resulted in a 

significant increase in its desirability among the participants. The effect the ambient scent had 

on the other products was moderate. It worked through associations as described above. It is 

possible that the effect would have been stronger for the products in the experiment if the cookie 

cutter was excluded. The strong associations between it and the scent took most of the attention 

from the other products. The effect of the ambient scent for the other products became stronger 

after leaving the room with the odor.  

 

Haptic  

In the first experiment the desirability was moderately influenced by haptic stimuli. In each of 

the two product classes, one of the products were especially influenced by touch. For the low 

involvement products, the sitting pad became more desirable after touching it. When touching 

the product the participants realized that it was softer than expected. One individual even stated 

that “it made you want to sit on it”. For the high involvement products the backpack was most 

influenced by the haptic input. It allowed the participants to get a better idea of the volume, 

material, and all the details (e.g. zippers and pockets). One individual stated that when touching 

the backpack it was realized that it had a material that could breath, which increased its 

desirability. The haptic stimuli did not influence the desirability of the other products to the 

same extent, which have resulted in that the effect is only moderate for the two classes.  

 

In experiment 2, the high involvement products were moderately influenced by haptic input 

whilst the impact for the low involvement product class was low. During the experiment, the 

participants took advantage of the haptic sense by touching the high involvement products. The 

function wheel on the flatiron indicated, to the participants, that the product was of higher 

quality. This increased the desirability moderately. For the vacuum cleaner the effect was the 

opposite. When touching the product it felt plastic which decreased the desire for it. Touch was 

not used to the same extent for the low involvement products. In one group, the individuals did 

not even touch the products and due to these facts haptic is considered to have a low influence 

on the desirability.  
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Experiment 3, had a significant difference between the product classes. Haptic input had a vital 

role for the desirability of the high involvement products. It was stated that touching the sweater 

completely changed its desirability, from previously being low to very high. The same effect 

was found, but in the opposite direction, for the Lovikka-gloves. After touching them, the 

participants did not enjoy the haptic input which heavily reduced the desire. Touch was 

considered redundant for the low involvement products, it was stated that for the glass bauble 

the only important factor is how it looks. Since the look is the factor that decides the desire for 

the product, haptic stimuli has a low impact. The cookie cutter was considered to be the same, 

the desirability is determine by its visual.  

 

5.2.3 Overall Product Evaluations 

The two factors of product evaluation has been presented in table 6 (Quality) and table 7 

(Desirability). In order to analyze the overall product evaluation, a combination of the variables 

has been made. Table 8 below, presents a summary of the overall product evaluation and the 

impact of each investigated sense. Since two factors have been combined, there has for some 

of the experiments been a difference between the variables. When two extremes are combined, 

high and low, it is considered to have a moderate impact on the evaluation. During occasions 

when the variables are the same they are just entered into the table. In situations where a 

moderate impact has been combined with one of the extremes, an analysis has been made in 

order to determine the weight of the quality and desirability. These situations have been marked 

with an asterisk (*) in table 8, and are further described in textual form below. 

 
Table 8: Analysis of the Product Evaluation 

Product Evaluations 

Experiment 1 2 3 

Product Involvement  High Low High Low High Low 

Vision M M M* M H* H* 

Olfactory M M L* L* M* M 

Haptic H* M H* L H L 

H - High impact 

M - Moderate impact 

L - Low impact 

* - Weighting required  

 

Vision’s impact on the high involvement product in experiment 2, has been given a moderate 

effect on the evaluation. Quality was considered more important since it was the main purchase 

factor. Cleaning products were never considered desirable, it was something that had to be 

purchased. Due to the importance of product factors, quality is considered more important. In 

experiment 3 for the high involvement class, desirability is more weighted since quality 

evaluation to a large extent was dependent on haptic input. For the low involvement products, 

the impact is considered high. Since all of the products were heavily influenced by vision for 

both factors, except the cookie cutter when it comes to desire, it is considered very important. 

For the influence of olfactory input on product evaluations in experiment 2, both high- and low 

involvement product have received a low impact. The reason for this is that the desirability is 

not considered an important factor for the evaluation of cleaning products. This category is 



48 
 

heavily dependent on a need and the influence of a scent is therefore low. For the third 

experiment, high involvement products desirability is considered more important. Since the 

product in the experiment were dependent on haptic input, increasing the desirability in the first 

place is very beneficial for the overall evaluation. Vision and olfactory can together result in 

further investigation from customers, meaning touching, that can lead to a purchase. It has 

therefore received a moderate impact. The haptic influence on product evaluation for the high 

involvement product in the first experiment is considered high. The reason for this is that quality 

is vital for outdoor product since they often require a need, meaning that functions are 

considered more important. The haptic influence for the high involvement products in 

experiment 2 is considered high. As earlier described, the importance of quality is higher than 

desirability for cleaning products. 

  



49 
 

6. Findings and Conclusions 
In this final chapter the findings and conclusion are presented in order to answer the research 

question. The purpose for doing that is to develop a deeper understanding of sensory marketing 

by investigating its effect on customer behavior. After answering the research question, a 

discussion about limitations is conducted. This is followed by the implications for theory and 

practitioners, which is followed by suggestions for further research.  

 

6.1 General Discussion of Findings and Conclusions 
This section aims at answering the research question which is: “How does visual, olfactory, 

and haptic input affect customers’ product evaluation for different product classes?” 

 

The visual sense provided interesting findings regarding the participants’ product evaluations. 

As illustrated in the conceptual framework, product evaluation consists of two variables: quality 

and desirability. By combining these variables, and focusing on the overall product evaluation 

(table 8), the visual sense does not seem to present any significant difference between product 

classes. However, what is really interesting is when investigating the quality and desirability 

variables individually. By studying the visual impact on quality (table 6), it is possible to see a 

pattern of higher impact for the low involvement products. Therefore, it can be concluded that 

quality has a higher visual importance for low involvement products than it has for high 

involvement products. One of the reasons for this might be explained by the simplistic structure 

of the low involvement products. Referring back to Lurie and Mason’s (2007) visual 

implications for decision making (figure 2), the depth of field and vividness aspects have some 

importance for these results. The operational definition for depth of field was “type of 

information needed” and for vividness it was “unique shapes and colors”. If we look at these 

factors in the table for the visual analysis (table 4), it is possible to see a pattern. Depth of field 

does not support the theory for any of the low involvement products, and vividness has a similar 

pattern with one exception in experiment 3. The participants does not have a need for additional 

information when evaluating the products. It is possible to determine their quality with the 

visual sense alone. By only looking at the products, it is easy to assess what they can offer, thus 

making their quality assessment easy for the participants. Additionally, unique shapes and 

colors were not related to the low involvement products either. Thus, the result of lower support 

of the theory for vividness seems relevant. For high involvement products there are in general 

more product factors that needs to be assessed when determining their quality. They have a 

need for a more narrow evaluation process, which indicates a need for additional sensorial input.  

 

If the focus is shifted towards the desirability factor of product evaluation (table 7), an opposite 

pattern occurs. For this factor, contradictory to quality, the visual impact on desirability is in 

general higher for the high involvement products. By seeing a high involvement product, 

participants’ desire increased. The only experiment that did not provide any difference for the 

desirability between high- and low involvement products was experiment 2 with cleaning 

products. It is believed that this can be explained by the overall low interest in cleaning 

products. Therefore, the results from this particular experiment could be a bit misleading, since 

the other two experiments provided significant differences. The pattern of higher desirability 

towards the high involvement products is not surprising. Since the concept definition of 

desirability was a customer’s desire to use a product (Hong & Wyer, 1990), it is understandable 

that the desire is higher for products that evoke higher involvement from the customers.   

 

The difference between the participants’ (or customers’) desirability and quality for the high- 

and low involvement products is an important finding. It can be implemented to Sensory 
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Marketing in order to determine the type of products that can be evaluated with the visual sense 

alone. For example, vision could evoke a desire for using a high involvement product and add 

a need for further evaluation. However, the same high involvement product’s quality cannot be 

assessed accurately with the visual sense alone.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

 

The data regarding the olfactory stimuli did not provide any evidence that would suggest that 

the impact is different between high- and low involvement products. The effects of the stimuli 

were the same during the comparison of product classes (table 8). A potential explanation for 

this is that all products were evaluated simultaneously, which makes it difficult to separate the 

effect of the stimuli between the products. An ambient scent tends to improve the evaluations 

of products by creating a better atmosphere. As long as the scent is considered congruent with 

the product category, its effect will apply to all products. The fact that an ambient scent is more 

related to the environment than product specific factors can be seen when comparing the 

variables of overall product evaluations (i.e. quality and desirability). 

 

The effect of the ambient scent, in regards to quality, was low for all experiments (table 6). An 

ambient scent does not have any impact on the assessment of a specific product’s quality. 

Desirability, on the other hand, was more impacted by the scent (table 7) which was a result of 

the environment. With an ambient scent, it is possible to influence a customer's desirability by 

improving the recall of behavioral concepts connected with the scent. What is important to 

notice is, as presented in the conceptual framework, the intensity of the specific scent. If a scent 

is perceived too distinct, it can influence individuals negatively and thus decrease the 

desirability connected to a specific product.  

 

Even though the effect of olfactory stimuli is the same for all product classes, clear differences 

have been found in what it will lead to. Based on the analysis, it was found that price and the 

type of purchase impacted the olfactory stimuli. Expensive products were not considered to be 

impacted to the same extent as affordable ones. This is also connected to the type of purchase, 

meaning impulse versus need based, where the former of the purchases can be heavily 

influenced by olfactory stimuli. The reason for this is that the customer will establish decision 

criteria that the decision is based on. It is therefore possible to state that olfactory stimuli 

differentiates between different situations and products. One important factor to consider is that, 

as indicated by previous research (Bone & Ellen, 1999), there is a tendency among individuals 

to downplay the influence of scents when asked. It is therefore possible that the effects are 

larger than the result indicates since it often occurs subconsciously. 

 

The finding regarding the olfactory sense provides evidence that individuals have difficulties 

understanding how the olfactory sense really affects their product evaluation. Especially when 

differences between product classes are considered. Important to notice is, as previously 

mentioned, that the sense could have important subconscious effects. Therefore, even though 

participants may not be aware of it, they probably becomes influenced by odors.    

 

The haptic sense was the sense that provided the most significant difference between the 

product classes for the evaluation. This is illustrated in table 8, with higher haptic impact for 

high involvement products. This pattern could also be seen when investigating the quality- and 

desirability factors of product evaluation separately (table 6 and table 7). Individuals had a need 

to physically evaluating the high involvement products in order to assess their quality. Their 

desire of using the product was also highly impacted by the haptic sense.  
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The difference between the product classes is further displayed in table 5, where the different 

factors of the haptic sense is analyzed. Referring back to the Haptic Information Framework 

(figure 4) by Peck and Childers (2003a), it is possible to see a general pattern for all factors in 

the framework. All high involvement products in the three experiments had product factors that, 

to a higher extent, needed haptic input in the evaluation process. The touching of these products 

could also be associated with either instrumental or autotelic purposes. The touching was both 

considered to provide information about the products performance, but it was also done in an 

autotelic manner since there were many more product factors to evaluate. The touching became 

more fun for the high involvement products, something that was revealed during the focus 

group discussions. Additionally, both the individual consumer factors and the situational factors 

had higher theoretical support for the high involvement products. Since participant stated that 

touch were important for them, they were all considered to have a high or moderate NFT. But 

when observing the individuals in the experiments, their touching was almost entirely focused 

towards the high involvement products. Thus, their NFT could not be associated to the low 

involvement products. The participants evaluated both high- and low involvement products in 

the same situation. The observations proved that the specific situation meant a higher need for 

physically examine the high involvement products. 

 

These findings provides important conclusions for the difference between product classes 

regarding the haptic sense. Since the evaluation of high involvement products is significantly 

more impacted by haptic input, the importance of touching should not be neglected. There is a 

need for touching these products, and this need has various purposes to fulfill. It can be done 

for acquiring more information, it can have autotelic purposes, and it can be based on the 

specific situation. But the most important thing to remember is to let individuals touch high 

involvement products. For low involvement products, the sense of touch do not have the same 

impact. Thus, it is not considered important, to the same extent, to let individuals touch products 

in this product class.  

 

Some certain specific conclusions that can be drawn from the thesis are: 
 

 The effects that the visual input have on overall product evaluations do not differ 

between product classes. But when comparing the variables (quality and desirability) 

for overall evaluation individually, product classes have a significant impact 

 

 Olfactory input is considered to not vary between different product classes 

 

 The result of the effects of the olfactory stimuli is dependent on product and purchase  

specific factors 

 

 Haptic input has high impact on the evaluation for high involvement products 

 

 Haptic input has low impact on the evaluation for low involvement products 

 

6.2 Limitations 
The sample for the data collection of the thesis only includes students. Even though the 

possibility to generalize the findings was described in the methodology section, there is still 

some concern about how wide generalization that is possible to conduct. A different sample 

selection might have effects for the conclusions that have been drawn, which is something that 

limits this thesis. 

 



52 
 

As previously mentioned, the research only includes three senses; vision, olfactory, and haptic. 

In order to fully investigate the concept of sensory marketing it would be required to include 

all senses. 

 

Additionally, with a qualitative approach it is difficult to ensure that all subconscious behavior 

is captured during the experiments. It is possible that the participants did not realize the actual 

effect the sensorial stimuli had on their behavior. Meaning that the individuals in the 

experiments could have been unable to provide an accurate description of behavioral changes. 

It has been attempted to mitigate the described behavior by observing the participants during 

the experiments, but since it can be difficult to observe all subconscious behavior it still poses 

as a limitation for this thesis. 

 

6.3 Theoretical Implications 
The topic of sensory marketing is still fairly under researched. This thesis contributes to the 

general understanding of sensory marketing by including product classes. This provides 

important insights and contributes with evidence that the effect from sensory input can be 

dependent on the product class. Evidence from all of the experiments from all the senses 

highlights the impact of product factors during the evaluation process. It has previously been 

suggested that the more senses you appeal to, the stronger the message will be (Lindstrom, 

2005). Another theoretical evidence in the same area is Hultén’s (2011) findings that indicates 

the importance of including a full five-dimensional sensory picture, since customers are buying 

the emotional experience connected to the product. The findings from this thesis do not present 

direct contradictory evidence to these theories. However, since the effect of sensorial input is 

highly connected to the product class, the impact will depend on the product. The benefits of 

adding more sensory input might not be worth the sacrifice of the actual implementation. The 

actual impact of appealing to more senses, and including a five-dimensional sensory picture, 

can therefore be questioned.  

 

A theoretical implication regarding the visual sense, can be provided from the thesis. An 

additional category can be implemented in the model for characteristics of visual 

representations and implications for decision making (Lurie & Mason, 2007). As the model 

indicates (figure 2), visual perspective and information context is the base for the decision 

making frame. This is what impacts the processes and outcomes of using the visual sense. 

Additionally, user characteristics is a category that also has an impact on the processes and 

outcomes. Our findings suggests that, with similar importance as user characteristics, a category 

that involves product factors has the potential of being implemented. Such a category could 

include product classes, prices, and brands, as important factors that influence the outcomes of 

using the visual sense. The importance of product classes has thoroughly been investigated 

during this thesis, and the purpose for using the visual sense had specific differences regarding 

quality and desirability for these classes. Additionally, using vision to identify prices and brands 

had an impact for the evaluation. Thus, these factors affects the processes and outcomes and 

adds important insights to the model.  

 

The olfactory evidence provided by the experiments has indicated the importance of product 

consideration. Especially in regards to the behavioral response of scent stimuli, where previous 

research has not taken this into consideration. In Bone and Ellen’s (1999) model (see figure 3) 

product specific factors are not included. According to our findings, the type of purchase 

influence individuals’ responses towards scent stimuli. For instance, behavioral responses from 

need base purchases are not influenced, to the same extent as impulse purchases, by olfactory 

sensorial input. Including product consideration in the model is therefore suggested. This is also 
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closely connected with the processing of olfactory input (Holland, Hendriks & Arts, 2005). 

Once again it would be beneficial to consider product factors when explaining the actual 

behavior, since it have a direct impact on the individual’s response to the stimuli.   

 

A theoretical implication regarding the haptic sense, can be provided by adding product classes 

to the haptic information framework (Peck & Childers, 2003a). The impact of the haptic sense 

differed a lot between high- and low involvement products, something that the current model 

(figure 4) does not consider. One of the factors that determines the usage of haptic information 

is product factors. It could be argued that product classes might be involved in that concept. 

However, the authors have not emphasized product classes and it is not mentioned in contact 

with product factors. Therefore, by adding product classes, the influencing factors for the haptic 

information has the potential to provide a more accurate description of the influence. 

 

6.4 Implications for Practitioners  
 The positive effect of sensory marketing has been highlighted throughout this research. 

Due to its possible impact on evaluations, more practitioners should consider 

implementing sensorial strategies. 

 

 Practitioners need to consider the product before implementing a sensory marketing 

strategy. Depending on the product, the sensorial emphasize should be adopted in order 

to ensure the greatest impact.     

 

 Similar sensory input has the potential to be implemented across the same product class, 

regardless of product category, and still provide similar effects. 

. 

6.5 Further Research 
Even with the lately increased attention towards the sensory marketing concept, there are still 

many areas that needs further investigation. When writing this thesis a few possible research 

areas have been found: 

 The focus in this paper has been on differences between high- and low involvement 

products. It would be interesting to continue on this pattern, but also include additional 

influencing factors of sensorial input. There are still two senses that has not been 

discussed (taste and hearing). Including these, or change the investigated senses in some 

other regard, could have important insights.  

 

 It would also be interesting to conduct a quantitative research regarding this topic, since 

it can explain the relationships further.  

 

 Another potential research topic would be to include a wider sample frame. For instance, 

seniors or individuals that are working. This could be done in order to compare 

segments, which might indicate differences and similarities.  
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Appendix 1 
Moderators Guide 

Evaluation 

- How do you evaluate products to form an opinion about them?  

- What was your thoughts of going through the chain of situations?  

- Did you change your opinion about the products?  

o Quality? 

o Interest? 

- What senses are important when evaluating a product?  

o Why?  

o Why to that specific product?   

Product Class 

- Was it any differences in your way of evaluating the different product types? If yes, 

describe. 

- Was there enough information to get a clear opinion about the products? If yes, 

describe. 

- Was the need for information different between the products? If yes, describe 

Vision 

- Was there any difference of evaluating the products through a glass window compared 

to in front of you? If any, how would you describe it?  

- Was there any differences between the products? Some specific factors that caught 

your attention? 

- Could you develop a clear perception of the products by only using your vision?  

o Can you describe any situations where the sense of vision is not enough to 

evaluate a product?  

- How do you use your visual sense in purchase situations?  

o Do you compare the situation with previous opinions and experiences?  

Olfactory 

- Did you noticed any scent in the room? If yes, how would you describe it?  

- Did the scent fit with the products you evaluated?  

- Did the smell have any impact on how you viewed the different products? If yes, 

describe. 

- What effect does smell have when purchasing products?  

Haptic  

- Did the sense of touch have any impact on the evaluation of the products? 

- Is it important to be able to touch products? If yes, why? 

- Was there any differences between the need to touch the products?  

o If yes, why was this this the case?  

- Why do you touch products? Are there any specific factors that are important?  

- Is there any purchase situations where touch is extra important for the evaluation of 

the product?  



 

Appendix 2 
High Involvement Products 

  

  Backpack 

 

  Spirit Stove 

 

Low Involvement Products 

  

Drinking Cup 
 

Sitting Pad 

 

Ambient Scent 

 

Pine Needle 
 

 



 

Appendix 3 
High Involvement Products 

  

Handheld Vacuum Cleaner 
 

  Flatiron 

 

Low Involvement Products 

  

 Feather Duster  

 

  Dish Brush 

 

Ambient Scent 

 

Lemon 
 

 



 

Appendix 4 
High Involvement Products 

  

Lovikka-Gloves 
 

  Sweater 

 

Low Involvement Products 

  

Glass Bauble 
 

Cookie Cutter 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ambient Scent 
 

Cinnamon 


