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Abstract

For the last couple of decades consumer decision-making has been of
increasing interest for retail as well as for consumer behaviour research.
Food shopping constitutes a unique type of shopping behaviour. In
comparison to other types of shopping, food is essential to life, and not often
are there as many choices to be made in a short period of time as when
shopping groceries.

The purpose of this dissertation was to advance the knowledge of what
influences consumers’ choices of grocery stores. More specifically, the main
focus has been on how different situations (e.g., type of shopping) influence
choices of grocery stores. Five papers, which build on three surveys on how
consumers choose grocery stores in Sweden, are included in this
dissertation.

In the first paper a comprehensive set of ten aggregated attributes that
determine store choices were developed. The second paper brought forward
five consumer segments (Planning Suburbans, Social Shoppers, Pedestrians,
City Dwellers, and Flexibles) based on where and how they shop. In the third
paper it was shown that accessibility attributes (e.g., accessibility by car,
availability) and attractiveness attributes (e.g., price, service) have different
impacts on satisfaction, depending on consumer characteristics and
shopping behaviour in supermarkets compared to convenience stores. In the
fourth paper the result showed that satisfaction is affected by type of grocery
shopping (major versus fill-in shopping) in conjunction with time pressure
and which store attributes that are important for satisfaction. It was also
shown that the effect of time pressure and type of shopping on satisfaction
varied in different consumer segments. In the final paper it was shown that a
store has to be more attractive in terms of attributes for a consumer to
switch from the grocery store they usually patronage, even if the new store is
situated right beside or closer than the consumer’s regular grocery store. The
view of a “good location” is further developed in this dissertation, arguing
that consumers’ mental distance to a store — their cognitive proximity — is
much more important than the physical place of the store.

In sum, this dissertation revealed that the situation is more important than
previous research has shown. Depending on the situation, consumers will
face different outcomes (different stores) and value different store attributes.
Hence, stores need to manage different store attributes depending on which
consumer groups the stores want to attract and what situation the
consumers are facing. Therefore, consumers’ choices of grocery stores are
situation-based choices.

Keywords
Consumer decision-making, store choice, situation-based choices, cognitive
proximity



Sammanfattning (Swedish abstract)

I ett par decennier har intresset for konsumenters beslutsfattande ckat for
béde detaljhandeln och forskningen kring konsumentbeteende. Matinkop
utgor en unik typ av kop-beteende da det i jamforelse med andra typer av
handlande &r livsnodvandiga samt att det sdllan finns s& ménga val som ska
goras under kort tid som vid matinkop.

Syftet med denna avhandling ar att frimja kunskap om vad som péverkar
konsumenternas val av livsmedelsbutik. Mer specifikt har fokus varit pa hur
olika situationer (t.ex. typ av handlande) péaverkar valet av butik. Fem
artiklar, som bygger pa tre olika undersokningar om hur konsumenter véljer
livsmedelsbutiker i Sverige ingér i denna avhandling.

I den forsta artikeln utvecklades en omfattande uppsittning av tio
aggregerade attribut (baserade pa 34 attribut) som bestimmer
konsumenters val av livsmedelsbutiker. I den andra artikeln presenterades
fem konsumentsegment (Planerande forortsbor, Sociala shoppare,
Fotgingare, Stadsbor och Flexibla) som baserades pd var och hur de
handlar. Den tredje artikeln visade att tillgdnglighetsattribut (t.ex.
tillgangligheten med bil och 6ppettider) och attraktivitetsattribut (t.ex. pris
och service) har olika effekter pd konsumenters nojdhet. Denna ndgjdhet
varierade dven beroende pa konsumentens bakgrundsfaktorer samt
huruvida konsumenten handlade i stormarknader eller i narbutiker. I den
fjirde artikeln visade resultaten att ndjdhet paverkas av typ av matinkop
(storhandlande kontra kompletteringshandlande) i samband med tidspress
och de attribut som ar viktiga for konsumenternas ngjdhet med butiken. Det
visade sig dven att effekterna av tidspress och typ av handlande pa
konsumenternas néjdhet med butiker varierade i olika konsumentgrupper.
Det femte konferenspapperet visade att en butik maste vara mer attraktiv
nir det giller attribut for att konsumenter skall byta frdn den
livsmedelsbutik som de brukar handla i, 4ven om den nya butiken skulle
oppna precis bredvid eller ndrmre dn den vanliga livsmedelsbutiken. Synen
pa vad som &r ett “bra liage” utvecklas darfor ytterligare i denna avhandling,
med argumentet att konsumenternas mentala avstind till en butik - deras
kognitiva nirhet - 4r mycket viktigare dn den fysiska platsen for butiken.

Sammanfattningsvis visade denna avhandling att effekten av olika
situationer ar viktigare dn vad tidigare forskning har visat. Beroende pa
situation kommer konsumenter att moéta olika utfall (vilja olika butiker) och
de kommer dven att viardera olika butikers attribut olika. Siledes behover
butiken hantera olika butiksattribut beroende pa vilken konsumentgrupp
butiken vill attrahera och vilken situation de konsumenterna stér infor.
Darfor kan val av livsmedelsbutiker ses som situationsbaserade val.



Introduction

Why consumers behave the way they do has been studied over several
decades in different disciplines, for different purposes, and with different
research models. Compared to other types of consumer goods, food is
essential for life and therefore consumers cannot choose not to consume, the
way they can with other consumer goods, which makes the choice of grocery
store unique. Shopping for groceries is a big and important part of
consumers’ everyday lives since Swedish consumers are spending about 14 %
of their overall budget on groceries (SCB, 2014). Research has long focused
on trying to understand and predict consumer purchase behaviour (e.g.,
Howard and Sheth, 1969; Hui et al.,, 2009), which is essential for the
development of effective marketing strategy. Even though consumers cannot
choose not to consume food, there are a lot of choices to be made regarding
where and how to purchase groceries. Previous research has focused on
understanding what consumers notice in the store (e.g., Chandon et al.,
2009; Hui et al., 2009; Otterbring et al., 2014) and the focus has often been
on particular brand choice behaviour (e.g., Howard and Sheth, 1969; Sheth,
1983). But, in order for consumers to walk along the shelves and choose
products and brands in the store, they must first have chosen that particular
store among available alternatives. The purpose of this dissertation is to
advance the knowledge of what influences consumers’ choices of grocery
stores.

The complexity of choice

The view of how consumers make purchase decisions has evolved
throughout history. Consumers have been shown to make both unconscious
(e.g., Woodworth, 1929; Dichter, 1964; Dijksterhuis and Nordgren, 2006;
Kahneman, 2011) and conscious decisions (e.g., Dewey, 1910; Ajzen, 1985;
Howard, 1989; Kahneman, 2011). In the 1940s the view was rooted in
economic theory with purchase decisions seen as a result of rational and
conscious economic calculations. Consumer behaviour theorists in the 1950s
and 1960s started to place the consumer as an irrational, impulsive decision
maker vulnerable to external influences (e.g., Haire, 1950). Simon (1955)
argued that decision makers have only bounded rationality and are seeking
to satisfice their need, not to maximise. Consumers’ unconscious reactions
have been explained by the Stimuli-Organism-Response (S-O-R) framework
(e.g., Woodworth, 1929; Mehrabian and Russell, 1974), in which the



environment contains stimuli that affect consumers (the organism) which
results in approach or avoidance behaviour (response). In the 1970s one
research stream started to view consumers as problem solvers actively
searching for information about products and services before purchasing.
When bringing forward consumers as conscious problem solvers, the five
steps of the consumer decision-making process (problem recognition,
information search, alternative evaluation, choice, and post-purchase
behaviour) are traditionally referred to (e.g., Dewey, 1910; Foxall, 1983;
Engel et al., 1986). In the 80s, one line of research saw consumers as having
relatively low involvement and being unwilling to engage in extensive
decision-making and therefore willing to settle for merely satisfactory
decisions (e.g., Simon, 1956; Olshavsky and Grandbois, 1979; Marsden and
Littler, 1998; Shah and Oppenheimer, 2008). During the 9o0s some
researchers replaced the individual decision processes with a more collective
decision-making approach. Throughout the years the different views on
consumers have brought forward different research models.

Coming into the 215t Century, Lye et al. (2005) felt compelled to state that
even though consumer decision-making is fundamental to marketing, there
is a limited understanding of the decision process. They also argued that
existing models are “out of date and inadequate to reflect the reality of third-
millennium decision-making” (p. 225), because of the inflexibility of
previous models. The explanation could be that previous models did not
include contextual differences and consumers’ use of different decision-
making processes including both automatic and more conscious thinking in
complex situations, which would better fit the characteristics of today’s
consumers. As the view of consumers has evolved, I argue that taking
contextual matters from both unconscious decision-making and conscious
decision-making into account will help to understand the complexity of, and
thereby better predict, consumers’ choices of grocery stores.

Limited cognitive ability

Consumers are daily facing a variety of choices and they have rarely as many
decisions to make in a short period of time as when shopping for groceries.
Food shopping is embedded within the consumers’ increasingly complex
everyday lives with responsibilities and commitments (such as childcare,
work, leisure and so forth). It is usually regarded as a chore to be done in
combination with other routines (Jackson et al., 2006) and may be perceived
by consumers as an essential routine task (Herrington and Capella, 1995). In
the same line, Wilson (2001) proposed that most day-by-day doings are
governed by an adaptive unconsciousness that works independently of
conscious awareness. In the area of food choices alone, consumers are
estimated to make over 200 everyday-choices per day (Wansink and Sobel



2007), making it necessary to make some unconscious decisions in order to
handle all everyday-choices. Also, Trout and Rivkin (2000) have stated that
the complexity of consumer decisions is increasing due to the growing
number of options available to choose from. Given the number of choices
consumers make each day, they are not willing or even able to put in a lot of
time and effort to each and every choice (Iyengar and Lepper, 2000;
Schwartz, 2004a; Fasolo et al., 2007), and are therefore using heuristics
(mental shortcuts) to minimize the cognitive effort (Hilbig and Pohl, 2008;
Shah and Oppenheimer, 2008; Kahneman, 2011). Extensive choice sets are
associated with decreases in both consumer satisfaction and likelihood to
purchase because of the consumers’ limited cognitive ability to process large
amount of information (Schwartz, 2004; Iyengar et al., 2006). This
phenomenon has been referred to in previous research as “choice overload”
(Iyengar and Lepper, 2000; Mogilner et al., 2008), “the problem of too much
choice” (Fasolo et al., 2007), and “the tyranny of choice” (Schwartz, 2004).
The problem of too many choices is not just in the number of products but
also in the number of attributes necessary for making the choice (Fasolo et
al., 2007). The choice and information overload, which consumers are facing
today, forces them to use strategies to spare their cognitive ability.

Because of the assumption of the consumers’ limited cognitive ability,
different consumers are driven to use different strategies to facilitate their
individual cognitive ability (e.g., Verplanken and Aarts, 1999, Kahneman,
2011). In previous studies from cognitive psychology, this facilitation
involved investigating how the context within which an individual acts,
affects individual decision-making, given that contextual complexity and
demanding activities affect cognitive ability (Juslin et al., 2003; Nordvall,
2014). In other words, individuals have access to different cognitive
processes that work in parallel but one will dominate depending on the
situation (e.g., Kahneman and Tversky, 1979; Gigerenzer et al, 1999; Olsson
et al, 2006). This shows that which situation consumers are facing is
important for how they make decisions. I argue that the choice of grocery
store is not always an unconscious decision, but can rather be the result of
both conscious and unconscious decision-making depending on different
situations. The different situations that consumers are facing are in other
words bringing forward different decisions.

Complexity of choice of grocery store

Consumers are exposed to, or expose themselves to, different situations and
these situations require different considerations in which different factors
become more or less important. Consumers’ daily life is full of considerations
of different factors. Due to limits of time and ability to process all
information it is unlikely that consumers are evaluating all possible



alternatives when confronted with a large number of stores. For example, it
is not likely that consumers living in Stockholm are evaluating all the grocery
stores in Stockholm before making their choice; rather, they will focus on the
stores closest to where they are situated. Grocery shopping constitutes an
essential type of consumer behaviour that occurs more often than other
types of shopping, with different outcome (different stores) depending on
type of shopping trip (Popkowski Leszczyc et al., 2000). Research has also
shown that consumers want different things from different shopping trips
(Bell et al., 2011) and that, depending on type of grocery shopping (fill-in
shopping or major shopping), different store attributes become important
for the store choice (e.g., Reutterer and Teller, 2009), which indicates that
the situation is influencing consumers. It is also an indication that choices of
grocery stores are more complex than other types of store choices.

Previous research has shown that when under time pressure, consumers
tend to shop with minimal investments of time and effort (Baker et al.,
2002) and are likely to use less complex information search, less complex
decision strategies, and different criteria for the evaluation of alternatives
(Bettman and Sujan, 1987; Hastie and Dawes, 2010). This is why in some
situations, such as when under time pressure, some attributes may become
more important and relevant when making a decision while in other
situations they do not matter for the consumer. Therefore, it is essential to
focus on how context affects consumers’ choices of stores, which will be done
in this dissertation.

Retailing

For the last couple of decades consumer decision-making in retail contexts
has been of increasing interest for retail as well as consumer behaviour
research. Rather than being a coherent field, retail behaviour research is
therefore characterized by work emerging from a variety of disciplines. For
example, Geography has brought importance of location while the role of
price and competition was brought from Economics. Consumers’
consciousness and behaviour, as well as motivation and attitudes were
applied from Psychology while human behaviour and social settings are
learned from Sociology. Peterson and Balasubramanian (2002) state that in
order to guide retailing practice, strategy, and empirical research more
systematically and theoretically, there is room for, and a need for, a variety of
conceptual as well as empirical research efforts focusing on both micro
(individual differences and similarities) and macro (aggregated model
building) phenomena in retailing. Due to the increased competitive
environment in the retailing sector, understanding consumer behaviour has
never been more important to retailers. As theoretical work in consumer



behaviour advances, retailing must therefore keep pace and pursue deeper
consumer understanding and hence better predict their consumers’ choices.

Different product categories

Retail has divided shopping into two different dimensions: Utilitarian, which
relates to the functionality of shopping, and hedonic, which is the enjoyment
of the shopping experience itself (e.g., Holbrook and Hirschman, 1982;
Babin et al., 1994; Mathwick et al., 2001; Sweeney and Soutar, 2001; Kim et
al., 2007). Shopping for clothes is hedonic shopping, seen as a pleasure
where the consumers may spend an entire day walking from store to store
without purchasing anything (Underhill, 2009), which means that in-store
attributes and brands are important for attracting consumers. In
comparison, consumers are seldom ending up leaving a grocery store empty-
handed or walking from grocery store to grocery store just for pleasure.
Consumers are more likely to choose one grocery store, the choice depending
on what kind of grocery shopping is needed, and make product and brand
choices in that particular store. Food retailing is therefore often viewed as a
utilitarian, simple and practical subject. However, compared to other
utilitarian shopping occasions, it is actually a mysterious subject due to its
complexity. When shopping for groceries, consumers are most often
shopping for several different products at the same time and are also facing a
lot of options regarding products and brands in the store. Besides, shopping
for groceries is occurring more frequently than other types of shopping.
These conditions create a unique context in which purchase intentions and
outcomes often differ depending on a variety of situational factors. The
variety of choices (e.g., type of store, type of shopping, number of different
products and brands) increases the complexity in the research area. Because
of the complexity of different choices, the food shopping activity itself can be
characterized as situation-dependent with many factors affecting consumers’
choices. In this dissertation I will focus on how different factors influencing
store choices are affected by the situation consumers are facing.

Major changes in food retailing call for more research

Food retailing has gone through a lot of changes since 1930 when Michael J.
Cullen opened the world’s first supermarket, thereby starting a new era of
consumer choice. Self-service unleashed mass merchandising where food
manufacturers could turn directly to the supermarket instead of only
through wholesalers, and the market for food packaging and advertising
exploded. The evolutionary consequence of this development is that food
retail companies are facing a magnitude of challenges not seen before in
terms of decreased profits and fierce price pressure. The price pressure in
the retailing industry in Sweden is still lagging behind the largest markets in



Europe, such as Germany (Konkurrensverket, 2003), but the development is
accelerating in the same direction.

Increased competition

In the Swedish food retailing sector, the top three companies ICA, Axfood,
and Coop represent over 90 % of the market, where ICA alone stands for
more than 50 % of the market (Abrahamsson, 2008). For a long time the
retailing industry has been more local in comparison to other industries, but
in recent years the internationalisation has slowly started to accelerate.
Several new international store concepts and formats have expanded in
Sweden, which increases the pace of development and intensifies the
competition among the retailers (Maronick and Stiff, 1985; Popkowski
Leszczyc et al., 2000; Pettersson et al., 2004). Swedish food retailing has
been a somewhat “safe-market” for many years, since all consumers have to
purchase food somewhere. However, with the heightened level of
competition in the Swedish food retailing sector, an increasing number of
grocery stores is currently facing difficulties in operating profitably. This has
resulted in a development towards fewer, but larger, retail companies. Small
traders have been forced to close, making the store network much sparser
today. Consumers are forced to travel further to the nearest store. Instead of
walking to the neighbourhood store, consumers might need to take the car in
order to buy their groceries. In Sweden, the number of grocery stores has
decreased from 39,000 stores in 1950 to under 7,000 stores in 1997
(Forsberg et al, 1994) and has continued to decrease to around 6,000 stores
in 2004 (Pettersson, et al, 2004). However, even though the number of
stores has decreased, some types of stores have increased in numbers. These
are typically very large stores, and stores that rely heavily on consumers’
traveling by car (Svensk Handel/Ohman, 2000). The increased size of the
stores has made it possible for retailers to supply consumers with an ever-
growing number of choices (McAlister and Pessemier 1982; Kahn 1995).

Changes in the demographic structure have also occurred (e.g., Kumar,
2008). The rise in the number of single-person households (Clarke et al.,
2006), increased mobility of the consumers (Marjanen 1997; Forsberg,
1998), and more commitments resulting in less time for shopping (Dellaert
et al., 1998) are changes leading to new challenges for retail companies in
order to satisfy new customer needs.

Change in consumer behaviour

Due to the larger number of choices supplied by retailers, consumers can
afford to be selective in where and what they shop. This has changed
consumer behaviour and given individual factors more space in the decision-
making process. Elms et al., (2010) argue that the changes in the retail sector



and the innovations during the past 30 years have changed consumers’
shopping habits and led to a need of not only investigating where consumers
shop, but also how they shop. Consumers of today have different
expectations than before and are quick at changing their wants and needs,
which puts pressure on traditional brick-and-mortar stores to improve in
order to keep and attract consumers. The changing and challenging retail
landscape also puts pressure on retailers to develop an understanding of
their consumers in order to re-define their stores to better fit consumer
needs.

In previous studies, consumer segmentation has been based on
demographic, psychographic, lifestyle, or attributes in the retail mix such as
price and quality (e.g., Stone, 1995; Carpenter and Moore, 2006; Kohijoki
and Marjanen, 2013). However, the changes in consumers’ behaviour call for
another way of segmenting consumers. Gehrt and Yan (2004) argue that a
crucial task when developing more efficient marketing strategies and tactics
is to identify different consumer segments. Hence, those who can recognise
and respond to the reality of changing consumer behaviours will survive the
rough times ahead and emerge as winners in an entirely new landscape.
Yankelovich and Meer (2006) argued that traditional segmentation
techniques seem to be weak when aiming to predict consumers’ future
choices. Instead of solely segmenting on consumer characteristics there is a
need to understand where and how consumers shop. Therefore, in order to
understand consumers of today, this dissertation challenges traditional
segmentation techniques by bringing forward segments based on where and
how consumers shop.

Evolving technology

With the Internet being perceived as the “foundation for a new industrial
order” (Hamel and Sampler, 1998), any retailer without a web page was
often labelled as having little hope of future retailing success. Even though e-
commerce is still standing for a small part of all sales in retail, it is growing
rapidly and provoking a shift for the entire retail sector. Today, many
retailers embracing the Internet treat it as a complement to other channels
or media (e.g., Mahler, 2000). In a paper, which I wrote in collaboration
with David Ballantyne, we argue that the growth of Internet has shifted the
place for business more to a virtual space extending the understanding of
service contexts and servicescape in new ways (Nilsson and Ballantyne,
2014). The evolving technology, the growth of the Internet and e-commerece,
is making it easier for consumers to compare different products and stores.
This facilitates shopping 24/7, whenever it suits them.

Consumers have been found to use the Internet to shop more effectively



(Puccinelli et al., 2009), searching online and then shopping in a brick-and-
mortar store, or testing the merchandise in a brick-and-mortar store before
ordering (often with discount) from an online retailer. As a result, consumers
have gained more power and their behaviour has become harder to predict.
The consumers’ freedom to choose where and what to shop has made them
more demanding, which is why companies are forced to re-evaluate
themselves and their view of the consumer.

As the retailing sector is growing increasingly technology-intensive, the
task of prediction becomes more difficult. This, together with the developing
of new store formats, puts pressure on traditional store formats to improve
and stay attractive in order to win the battle for the consumers. In order to
survive in the tense, competitive food retailing industry and to attract
consumers, retailers need to know what influences consumers and what
makes them satisfied in radically changing times. In this dissertation, I will
therefore focus on traditional store formats (supermarkets and convenience
stores) and what influences consumers’ choices and makes them satisfied
with the stores.

Factors influencing store choice

In order to understand consumers’ choice of store, the context is of
importance. Therefore, there is a need to understand the underlying choice
criteria that influence consumers in different situations. When trying to
understand consumers, factors such as consumer characteristics and their
attitudes towards different attributes must be accounted for. The early
studies on store choice have focused on gravitational attraction theories,
predicting that store patronage primarily depends on distance to store (e.g.,
Huff, 1964; Christaller, 1966) while later studies have brought forward that
other attributes such as pricing and assortment are of importance for store
choice (e.g., Monroe and Guiltinan, 1975; Carpenter and Moore, 2006). Also,
Woodside and Trappey (1992) point out that consumers are likely to choose
a store or brand by linking the store to some attributes. Like many types of
in-store shopping decisions (Park et al., 1989; Inman et al., 2009),
consumers’ purchase decisions have also been realized to be influenced by
different factors (e.g., Belk, 1974; Mogilner et al., 2012) such as limited
available time (Payne et al., 1998; Gigerenzer, 2008) and type of grocery
shopping (Woodside and Trappey, 1992; Walters and Jamil, 2003;
Carpenter and Moore, 2006; Reutterer and Teller, 2009).

Previous research has argued that choice of store is moderated by
consumers’ type of grocery shopping, e.g., major versus fill-in shopping
(Woodside and Trappey, 1992; Walters and Jamil, 2003; Carpenter and



Moore, 2006; Reutterer and Teller, 2009). Major shopping requires that
consumers invest more time and effort (Kollat and Willett, 1967; Kahn and
Schmittlein, 1992) as well as more money (Walters and Jamil, 2003). Fill-in
shopping, on the other hand, is more frequent and demands less time and
effort (Kollat and Willet, 1967; Kahn and Schmittlein, 1992). Studies
examining type of shopping show inconsistent results, which might be
explained by contextual matters and individual differences. Previous
research shows that there are individual differences between consumers
depending on how they shop. Despite a large literature, there is not yet a
comprehensive understanding of how type of shopping is related to
importance and satisfaction of store attributes, or whether there is an
individual difference in how each consumer relates to these retail mix
attributes.

Retail mix attributes

When making retail-marketing decisions, retailers must consider what the
shoppers need and want. The internal environment of the store creates its
image, which in turn influences purchase and patronage decisions. A retail
mix describes the various variables, which a retailer can combine in
alternative ways to arrive at a marketing strategy for attracting the
consumers. The retail mix is a set of controllable variables used by retailers
to satisfy consumers’ needs in order to influence consumers’ buying
behaviour (Mathur, 2010). The mix of attributes is different depending on
what kind of retail store the consumers are facing and may also differ
depending on each unique situation. In order to be successful, retailers must
decide on the best combination of these attributes in the retail mix in their
specific store.

Location

One important attribute in the retail mix that has been proven to influence
choice of stores is location (e.g., Clarke et al., 2006; Zentes et al., 2007). The
effect of location is shown by the fact that consumers usually report
convenience as their most important criteria when choosing stores (e.g.,
Howard, 1992; Bell et al., 1998; Severin et al., 2001; Fox et al., 2004). It has
often been said that the three most important things in retail are “location,
location, location”, since locations is a retailer’s most costly and long-term
marketing-mix decision (Engel et al., 1995). A poor store location will affect
retailer performance for several years. One important question in retail
therefore concerns selection of retail store locations because good locations
are key elements for attracting consumers to the store. Moreover, a good
location may sometimes compensate for a mediocre retail strategy mix
(Zentes et al., 2007). Bell et al. (1998) refer to industry research in the US,



which indicates that location explains up to 70 % of the variations in choice
of grocery store.

Shopping at a store closest to the consumer has been found to be the most
important factor driving the main store choice (East et al., 2000). The focus
of location in previous research has been on a physical place such as distance
to consumers’ homes and distance to city centre. This is questioned in this
study since researchers have shown that consumers today are more mobile
than previously (e.g., Marjanen, 1997; Forsberg, 1998; Banister, 2011).
Consumers without access to a car might be more limited when it comes to
choice of stores since some stores are located outside the city centre, making
it difficult to travel there without car. Because some consumers have better
accessibility to different stores than other consumers, the purchase location
has an impact on consumers’ choices of grocery store. All consumers are
choosing among stores for purchases, but the possibility of free choice of
stores and products are, for various reasons, limited. Consumers living far
away from a grocery store and not having good transportation to the store
might not be able to reach the store even though they may want to. The
range of alternatives to evaluate is therefore limited for consumers who do
not have the possibility of free choices. Hence, consumers’ individual
situation regarding access possibilities is affecting the choice of store but also
consumers’ satisfaction with the store.

The physical environment of a store (both location and servicescape in
the store) has an impact on how consumers react and act. A stores
servicescape includes layout, decor, equipment, parking and landscape
attributes (Bitner, 1992; Wakefield and Blodgett, 1996). Depending on where
the consumer is situated at one specific time, one store location may be
attractive while in another situation that store is not interesting at all.

Inconsistency regarding importance of attributes

Store choice is not only influenced by location, but also by a number of
attributes that affect consumers’ decision making. A review of the literature
reveals that the most frequently reported antecedents to retail patronage are
price level, product assortment and store location (Pan and Zinkhan, 2006).
Nevertheless, previous research reports little consensus among researchers
with respect to importance rankings of different attributes in choice of store.
For example, product supply was shown by Uusitalo (2001) as well as by
Carpenter and Moore (2006) to be the most important attribute when
choosing grocery store. On the other hand, Reutterer and Teller (2009), and
Wong and Dean (2009) showed that product quality was the most important
attribute, while Baltas and Papastathopoulou (2003) and Mitchell and
Harris (2005) found price level to be the most important attribute.
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When Marjanen (1997) asked consumers what factors are the most
important for their choice of store, supply, price and distance were rated
first. Yet, when asked about the reason for choosing the store they buy their
major part of groceries, distance came in first place. This shows the
complexity of how consumers make their decisions. The difference between
preferences and actual behaviour might be due to the circumstances and the
situation consumers are facing when making the decision (Marjanen, 1997).
The results from previous research show inconsistency in regards to which
attributes are most important. One reason for this inconsistency is the fact
that the number of attributes and which attributes are taken into account
differ in previous studies. Even though the literature brings forward different
store attributes that influence the choice, there is no consensus of which
attributes are important. Moreover, different studies have investigated
different attributes, leaving out other attributes proven to influence the
consumer. Due to this, the results might be misleading in regards to what
attributes influence the store choice. There is therefore a need to
simultaneously investigate a more comprehensive set of attributes in the
retail mix determining store choice, and their connection to the context in
order to understand the reasons why consumers choose to shop at a
particular store rather than another, which will be done in this dissertation.

Trade-offs between retail mix attributes

Since consumers cannot take all attributes in the retail mix into
consideration when choosing store and since all attributes are subjectively
chosen, consumers make a trade-off between different store attributes in
order to minimize the cognitive effort. Consumers usually have to sacrifice
some factors in order to gain satisfaction regarding the most important
factor. Consumers are for example making trade-offs between price level
versus quality level or distance to store versus price level. In order to
understand consumers’ choice of grocery stores neither location nor price
alone may be affecting the choice. Rather, the choice is influenced by yet
unreported or under-examined factors. One interesting research question,
which will be dealt with in this dissertation, is therefore to understand which
attributes consumers’ process and find important when choosing store and
whether these attributes can be related to different consumer characteristics
and the context.

Satisfaction and habits

In order to understand consumers’ choice of store, retailers have to
understand not only what choice criteria (e.g., different store attributes,
habits, type of shopping) consumers use to evaluate the choice alternatives
and choose from but also what makes consumers satisfied with a store.
Satisfaction has been one of the most widely researched topics in various
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research fields and is also an important explanatory construct in retail
marketing research (Anselmsson, 2006). In general terms, satisfaction
measures whether the product meets customers’ needs and expectations
(Oliver, 1980; Zeithaml and Bitner, 2000). Traditional approaches to the
study of consumer behaviour have emphasized the concept of consumer
satisfaction as a main determinant of store loyalty (LaBarbera and Mazursky,
1983; Bitner, 1990; Oliver, 1993; Bloemer and De Ruyter, 1998). In today’s
competitive environment with new store concepts and formats (Popkowski
Leszczyz et al., 2000; Huddleston et al,, 2009) coming into the market,
consumers are offered more to choose from, such that instead of remaining
loyal they may want to try out new store formats that better serve their needs
(Kim and Jin, 2001; Elms et al., 2010).

Previous research shows that while consumers have one store which they
are most loyal to, over time they have a repertoire of stores they shop at
(Uncles and Kwok, 2009). Consumers not satisfied with the store might
therefore leave and search for other options that better serve their needs.
The understanding and prediction of consumer satisfaction is therefore an
important topic in order to keep and attract new consumers. If consumers
are satisfied with a store so that they become loyal, it might be difficult to
change their behaviour and influence them to choose another store. On the
contrary, consumers who are not satisfied, or those who search for variety,
may be willing to search for more information and try another store.
However, even though consumers continue to purchase at a certain store; it
does not mean that they are satisfied with and/or loyal to the store. The
consumers may simply choose what they have always chosen, without
conscious deliberation, in order to reduce the cognitive effort, or for some
reason the consumers may be limited in their options to choose from. Due to
large number of stores in a town, one may also question if consumers choose
the store they are most satisfied with by comparing all options possible or if
consumers’ satisfaction with a store is an individual measure of the stores
that are available to the consumer.

Habits

The majority of people’s everyday actions is based on habits (Dahlstrand and
Biel, 1997; Aarts and Dijksterhuis, 2000; Verplanken and Wood, 2006) and
it has been argued that shopping is habitual in the sense that consumers
follow established patterns of behaviour and are rarely using conscious
choice or rational deliberation (Jackson et al., 2006). Previous research has
argued that habits can reduce the cognitive effort, facilitating consumers to
make automatic choices done without almost any cognitive resources
(Verplanken and Aarts, 1999; Kahneman, 2011; Duhigg, 2012). It may
therefore be difficult to break habits and it often requires time and repetition
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of interventions in order to succeed (Dahlstrand and Biel, 1997). It is also not
likely that strong habit individuals are seeking information about other
brands or stores (Verplanken, and Aarts, 1999) as much as consumers who
seek variety. The difference between habitual purchases and loyalty
purchases is primarily that habitual purchases are the result of an
unconscious simplification rather than a conscious choice, i.e. the degree of
commitment governs whether it is habit or loyalty to the label that is crucial.
Rhee and Bell (2002) suggest that consumers are unwilling to change stores
if they lose the benefit of store-specific knowledge or if they have to gain new
knowledge. This suggests that consumers’ choice is based on their habits and
that they will only switch to another store when perceived benefits of doing
so outweighs the costs, making it inevitably important for retailers to know
what is underlying consumers’ store choice if they want to satisfy and keep,
as well as attract, new consumers. It also suggests that consumers might
choose to keep their habit of shopping in a store even though they are not
satisfied with it, just because they are unwilling to invest more commitment
in order to find a new store. Also, consumers may be restricted to shop in
some store or stores for various reasons (e.g., lack of access to car, limited
budget or time) and would perhaps make another choice if they had the
possibility to choose freely. It is therefore important to take into account that
consumers can only choose a store if it is available for them. If the available
market place is changing and a new store is opening, it is important to
understand what factors will make consumers break their habits and
abandon their store to find and try a new one.

Purpose of the study

Knowledge of how consumers make decisions and upon what grounds these
decisions are made is and will always be interesting for retailers in order to
attract consumers. A clear understanding of why consumers choose one
store and not the other has become a major objective of retail strategists and
researchers. Hence, in order to understand consumers’ needs and reactions,
it is important to gain information of what influences consumers to choose a
grocery store.

Food shopping constitutes a unique type of shopping behaviour, which,
together with the variety of different choices to be made, increases the
complexity of the research area. In comparison to other types of shopping,
food is essential to life and there are seldom as many choices to be made in a
short period of time as when grocery shopping. Despite a large literature,
there is not yet a comprehensive understanding of how type of shopping is
related to importance and satisfaction of store attributes, or whether there is
an individual difference in how each consumer relates to different attributes.
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There is therefore a need to simultaneously investigate a more
comprehensive set of attributes in the retail mix determining store choice
and their connection to the context. The complexity also calls for another
way of segmenting the consumers. Instead of segmenting on consumer
characteristics, there is a need to understand how different situations such as
where and how consumers shop influence the choice of store. Given the
complexity in the research area, research focusing on different situations
that consumers are facing is needed to advance the knowledge of consumers’
store choice.

The overall purpose of the doctoral dissertation is to advance the
knowledge of what influences consumers’ choices of grocery
stores. In order to fulfil the overall purposes, the dissertation will focus on
the following objectives:

1) Examine the effect of traditional attributes in the retail mix such as
price, product quality, product range, service, and access, on choice
of grocery store in combination with different situations.

2) Examine the effect of type of store and type of shopping on
consumers’ choice of grocery store.

3) Investigate how different situations affect consumers’ satisfaction
with their choice of grocery store

4) Investigate whether and how consumer characteristics have an
impact on choice of grocery store.

The contribution of this study is of interest to a number of different
parties. There is an absence of research in the field today, making the study
an important contribution to retail research. The complexity in terms of how
the context is influencing consumers’ choice has been studied in other
research fields but the effect on consumers’ choice of store has not been clear
in the retail field. How consumers are making their choices of stores are of
great interest to retailers as well. Retailers want to know the consumers,
what they like and dislike as well as how consumers are choosing store. Not
only will the retailers gain from the knowledge of consumers, which this
dissertation brings but also the municipality. With increased knowledge of
how consumers make choices, the municipality will be better prepared when
making decisions regarding city planning and traffic planning. Knowledge of
how consumers choose store will also allow retailers to adjust market
communications and store formats to accommodate existing shoppers and to
attract different segments of consumers.
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Overview of the dissertation
This doctoral dissertation is divided into two main parts. The first is an
introductory part and the second a series of papers.

The introductory part provides a comprehensive picture of the common
theme of the articles. Chapter two of the introductory part gives the reader a
deeper knowledge and historical facts regarding the theoretical background,
focusing on consumer decision-making and retail choice models. How the
studies were conducted and the reason and argument for the chosen
research method is presented in chapter three. The results are presented
including a summary of the articles as well as a discussion on the articles’
contributions. Although each of the papers constitutes a unique theoretical
contribution and leads to findings, the combined knowledge arising from the
papers makes an additional contribution to research and the practical
knowledge about consumers’ choices. The first part of the dissertation
therefore ends with a general discussion related to the focus of this
dissertation. Some future research and managerial implications are also
proposed. The second part of the dissertation contains five papers based on
empirical studies, each discussing a different aspect of consumers’ choices of
grocery stores.
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Theoretical framework

In this chapter, a history of consumer behaviour theory and decision-making
is presented. The complexity of choice is brought forward in relation to
previous consumer behaviour theories. Previous store patronage behaviour
models are discussed and previous literature regarding grocery shopping is
brought forward. How different theories have considered the context is also
brought forward in this review.

History of consumer behaviour theory and decision-making
A number of different approaches have been adopted throughout the years in
the study of decision-making. In the 1900s-1940s the view of consumers was
based on classical economic theories (Arndt, 1986) where the consumer was
regarded as rational and someone who had, and made use of, full and perfect
information when making decisions. John Dewey (1910) introduced a five-
stage process on “the act of thought” consisting of the following steps: (1) A
problem is felt or need is identified, (2) The problem is located and defined,
(3) Possible solutions are suggested, (4) Consequences are considered, (5) A
solution is accepted. Dewey used the label “reflective thinking”, meaning that
people are focused, purposeful, rational, and intelligent in their way of
thinking. Consumers were seen as largely rational actors who were able to
estimate the probabilistic outcomes of uncertain decisions and through this
could select the outcome that would maximize utility (satisfaction) and
minimize cost. The Expected Utility Theory (von Neumann and
Morgenstern, 1947) was then proposed arguing that consumers make
decisions based on the expected outcome of their decision. The theory argues
that the outcome is partly going to be affected by how important each choice
criterion that consumers consider is, arguing that when making choices
consumers should try to maximize their expected utility. However, even
though the Utility Model was viewed as the dominant decision-making
paradigm, critics (e.g., Bettman 1979) argued that consumers are typically
not completely rational, nor consistent or even aware of the various elements
when making decisions. The Utility Theory assumes that utility is primary
measurable, yet we can only say whether satisfaction is more or less, not
exactly how much. Also, the theory aimed to simplify assumptions and
examined the effect of changes in single variables, holding all other variables
constant. In this matter, the theory is not taking into account that factors
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may be interlinked and that the utility of for example product quality or
closeness to store is influenced by the utility of price.

In the 1950s researchers (e.g., Simon; Freud; Dichter, 1964) attempted to
explain some of the shortcomings of for example The Utility Theory, by
understanding consumers’ subconscious motives for purchasing. The key
tenets here were that behaviour is determined by biological drives, rather
than individual cognition, or environmental stimuli. Outside academia,
motivational research evolved in order to discover and explain why
consumers behave as they do. Motivational researchers (e.g., Dichter, 1964)
moved away from the thought of a totally rational decision-maker, assuming
the existence of underlying or unconscious motives influencing consumer
behaviour. Bettman (1979) argued that the rational choice theory is
incomplete and flawed as an approach for understanding how consumers
actually make decisions. As an alternative, he introduced the information-
processing approach to the study of consumer choice. In the model
consumers are seen as possessing a limited capacity for processing
information, and are therefore using heuristics or simple decision strategies
when faced with a choice. According to bounded rationality consumers seek
to maximize utility in decisions but gather and evaluate information only
until one alternative exceeds the acceptable level of satisfaction (Simon,
1955, 1956), which is one way to avoid information overload and also to save
time. Heuristics are unconscious rules of thumb helping consumers to
systematically simplify the search through the available information and the
cognitive effort invested in the processing of this information (e.g.,
Kahneman, 2011). Heuristics are therefore helping consumers to navigate an
increasingly complex world on a day-to-day basis without going crazy from
all the stimuli that consumers are faced with.

In the late 1970s, Daniel Kahneman and Amos Tversky developed The
Prospect Theory expanding upon The Utility Theory and satisfaction theory
of Bounded Rationality, to encompass the best of both. The theory states that
consumers make decisions based on potential value of losses and gains
rather than on final outcome, and that they value these using heuristics
(Kahneman and Tversky, 1979). The elements added were value (replacing
utility) and endowment (an item is more precious if one owns it than if
someone else owns it). Yet, since choice varies by being framed as a gain or a
loss, The Prospect Theory cannot reveal underlying preferences (Dawes,
2001). During the 1970s, theories on acquisition, processing and storage of
information as well as concepts such as cognitive complexity, memory
organization and encoding processes were developed (e.g., Bettman, 1979),
and the interest in research on attitudes increased (Fishbein and Ajzen,
1975). Research on motivation and attitudes were still in focus during the
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70s when research on involvement, information processing, consumer
satisfaction, and decision-making were popular research areas.

Howard and Sheth (1969) introduced the Theory of Buyer Behaviour that
attempts to explain how the consumer processes information and makes
decisions through perception and learning inputs, and translates these into
purchase decisions. The model provides “a sophisticated integration of the
various social, psychological, and marketing influences on consumer choice
into a coherent sequence of information processing” (Foxall, 1990 p.10) and
is divided into six stages; information, brand recognition, attitude, trust,
intention, and purchase. Three levels of decision-making which influence
consumers’ information search were also introduced; extensive problem
solving, limited problem solving, and routine (habitual) response behaviour.
In the extensive problem solving level the consumers are highly involved,
spending time on information search and deliberation between alternatives.
In limited problem solving consumers usually have some experience of the
product in question and are therefore mainly searching for information
internally through memory. In the routine (habitual) problem solving,
consumers’ involvement is low; they have repeated the purchase earlier and
are not evaluating any alternatives before making their decision. The routine
(habitual) problem solving could be connected to unconscious reasoning
where choice is made on previous experiences while extended and limited
problem solving both are connected to conscious reasoning. Hence, in
different situations, such as what type of purchase is to be done, different
information processing is used. The model shows that consumers use both
internal and external factors in the decision-making process. However, the
model does not show the relationship between these factors and whether all
individuals take the same factors into account in the same way. Different
situations may influence the individual consumer and therefore the context
is an important factor to take into account when studying consumers’ choice
of grocery store, which will be done in this dissertation.

The consumer decision making process

Most of consumer behaviour textbooks refer to the elements of the consumer
decision-making process in terms of the traditional five-step classification of;
problem recognition, information search, alternative evaluation, choice, and
post-purchase behaviour (e.g., Foxall, 1983; Solomon, 2009). The basic five-
step decision-making process in Figure 1 has gone through numerous
revisions over the years and is still often used and referred to as a source for
study and research in consumer behaviour. The five-step decision-making
process originates from 1910, when John Dewey itemized what he termed
the steps in problem solving that an individual goes through in arriving at
any type of decision (Dewey, 1910). Since that time, many conceptualizations
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of the steps of problem solving have been advanced and used. The elements
of the model are similar to those presented in The Theory of Buyer behaviour
(Howard and Sheth, 1969) but the structure of presentation and the
relationship between the variables differ somewhat. The consumer decision
model (Engel et al., 1986; Blackwell et al., 2001) is structured around the
stages: need recognition, information search (internally and externally),
evaluation of alternatives, purchase, post-purchase reflections, and
divestment.

Need Information Evaluafltlon Action & Poit-
recognition search ot purchase purchase
alternatives evaluation

Figure 1: Five-step consumer decision-making process

In the first step of the decision-making process, a need caused by internal
stimuli (e.g., our stomach is rumbling, we are hungry, we are out of food at
home, some products are missing to make dinner etc.) or external stimuli
(we pass by a restaurant and the aroma of food makes us hungry) is
identified. The first step may be functional and occur as a result of routine
depletion or unpredictably. When a need is found, consumers search for
information about the product or service, talking to others, reading
consumer magazines, searching the Internet, visiting retailers, and so forth
in order to find an optimal choice alternative. Next stage in decision-making
is the evaluation of alternatives. By using heuristics consumers are
narrowing down the accessible information and alternatives, in order to
avoid information overload (Kahneman, 2011). According to the satisfaction
theory, consumers seek to maximize utility in decisions but they gather and
evaluate information only until one alternative exceeds the acceptable level
of satisfaction (Simon, 1955, 1956), which is one way of avoiding information
overload and also saving time. In this step, consumers have narrowed it
down to a few alternatives that are possible choices, evaluating these
alternatives to find the best alternative. When all doubts and objectives have
been overcome the most attractive alternative will be chosen according to
choice criteria such as value, design, emotional attractiveness, price and so
forth (Solomon, 2009). The fourth stage is the action and purchase decision,
in which consumers are making the actual decision of approach or avoid.
After the purchase consumers enter the post-purchase evaluation step,
where they experience concerns after making a purchase depending on the
importance and value of the decision (Solomon, 2009). Traditional
approaches to the study of consumer behaviour have emphasized the

20



concept of consumer satisfaction as the core of the post-purchase period.
Satisfaction is believed to mediate consumer learning from prior experience
and to explain key post-purchase activities, such as complaining, word of
mouth, and product usage (Howard, 1989). The traditional five-step
classification is typical of the rational approach to consumer decision-
making and is often used to explain consumer choices and behaviours.
Researchers have however shown that it is unrealistic to assume that people
have all information available before making a decision (Kahneman and
Tversky, 1979; Gigerenzer et al, 1999) and that consumers violate the
principles of rational choices (e.g., Olshavsky and Granbois, 1979; Marsden
and Littler 1998; Nordfilt, 2007). Consumers spend more or less time on
searching for alternatives before making their choice depending on the
situation and which perceived need they are trying to fulfil. The sequential
nature of the five-step decision-making process has therefore been
challenged as researchers question whether consumers actually go through
all these steps in sequence and how different situations such as impulse,
variety-seeking, and habitual purchases fit into the model.

Previous research has shown that some consumers are variety-seeking,
driven by the search for variation regarding product choice (Kahn, 1995).
When consumers search for variety, the need for recognition may look
different each time they are facing a decision. Consumers may therefore be
more engaged in the decision-making process when searching for variety
than when buying out of habit or loyalty. Other studies have shown that the
majority of people’s everyday actions is based on habits (Dahlstrand and
Biel, 1997; Aarts and Dijksterhuis, 2000; Verplanken and Wood, 2006).
Habits are fundamental in human behaviour and have a great impact on the
way we behave (Verplanken and Aarts, 1999). A decision made out of habit is
a quick and effective way to make a decision or select a product since it
requires little cognitive effort (e.g., Verplanken and Aarts, 1999; Duhigg,
2012), which is more similar to the unconscious thinking. Habits are
maintained by the incentives (convenience to take the car to work), the
biological factors (addiction to nicotine or alcohol) or the psychological
needs (self-esteem boost from shopping) they serve. Breaking habits may be
difficult; it often requires time and repetition of interventions in order to
succeed (Dahlstrand and Biel, 1997). It is therefore not likely that strong
habit individuals are seeking information about other brands or stores
(Verplanken, and Aarts, 1999) as much as variety-seeking consumers would.
When buying out of habit, the need for recognition may be the same as in
past experiences and the consumer would probably not engage in the first
part of the decision-making stages.
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Summary

Previous research on decision-making was initially founded on the
assumption that humans are rational; people were assumed to have
complete information about all alternatives as well as stable and well-
organized preferences when evaluating alternatives before making a choice
(e.g., von Neumann and Morgenstern, 1947; Arndt, 1986; Schwartz et al,
2002). However, if all consumers behaved as traditional economic models
describe, all possible options would be accurately weighted in terms of cost
and benefits and utility maximization, impatience would not exist, no
relevant information would be overlooked and consumers would always
behave according to their attitudes (Milkman et al., 2009). One explanation
to the restricted ability for people to rationally process all available
information when making product evaluations and choices, is that people
have limited cognitive ability (e.g., Payne et al, 1993; Bettman et al., 1998).
There is a huge amount of accessible information that could be used when
making a decision, but the capacity of processing this information in a
human’s cognitive ability is limited. Due to this, there is considerable
evidence that consumers’ decision-making can indeed often be characterized
as rules of thumb that work reasonably well in many situations (Payne et al.,
1993; Kahneman, 2011). However, not all situations are similar, and what
situation the consumers are facing might influence the choice. I argue that
consumers with strong habits when purchasing might gain tunnel vision and
not see other products than their usual brand or other stores than their usual
store. Their choice of store may therefore be the same as always even though
there might be “better” options that would better serve their needs.

The way consumers gather and evaluate information in order to avoid
overload differs between consumers and affects the choices that they make.
According to Berman and Evans (2005), the behaviour of consumers differs
according to the place where they are shopping and their involvement level
with the act of shopping. Consumers who are highly involved in the choice
will take the trouble to find out more about the product or the store in order
to evaluate the alternatives more critically (Dubois, 2000). Important
influence to this dissertation is the research on involvement and consumer
satisfaction. How involved consumers are when purchasing may influence
how much time they are willing to spend searching for information and
evaluating different options before making their decision. How satisfied
consumers are with their previous decisions may influence their upcoming
decision-making. This also strengthens my idea of the situation being very
important and influencing the choice of store.

The strong, natural link between consumer behaviour and retailing
research acknowledges that consumers interact with retailers at every step of
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the consumer decision-making process from need recognition to post-
purchase satisfaction. It was stated that the decisions were influenced by
stimuli received and processed by consumers as well as by consumers’
memories of previous experiences, external variables (culture, social class,
personal influence, family, and situation), and individual differences
(motivation and involvement, knowledge, attitudes, personality, values, and
lifestyle). Even though situation is listed as an environmental influence, the
factor is not clearly defined. The environmental and individual variables are
vague in their definitions and in which role they play in the decision process.
In parallel with the Theory of Buyer Behaviour, the influence of
environmental and individual factors is specific to a certain process within
the model, ignoring that it can also have an impact on the wider process.
Even though previous research has not clearly defined the environmental
influence, and its role in the decision process is vague, it has been shown that
the environmental does influence decision-making. Due to the complexity of
grocery shopping, I consider the situation as really important, and it is
therefore taken into account in this dissertation.

The complexity of choice

In the last decades consumer decision-making has been of increasing
interest for retail as well as consumer behaviour research. In previous
research there are different views in regards to whether consumers use
conscious or unconscious reasoning when making decisions. Consumer
decision-making research has long been characterized by placing
consciousness at their core (e.g., Dewey, 1910; Bettman, 1979; Ajzen, 1985;
Howard, 1989) but researchers have also shown that complex cognitive
processing occurs at an unconscious level as well (e.g., Woodworth, 1929;
Dichter, 1964; Dijksterhuis and Nordgren, 2006). In psychology, decision-
making is regarded as the cognitive process resulting in the selection of a
belief or a course of action among several alternatives. In contrast,
economics consider consumers as rational and free to make their own
decisions. Consumers are believed to make choices leading to the best
situation, taking into account all available considerations including costs and
benefits. However, the main focus in business administration research has
neither been on cognitive processing nor consumer rationality. Instead, the
focus has been on the outcome of consumer choice and, later, on the process
and consumer characteristics preceding the choice.

Kahneman (2011) has systematized previous research regarding
consciousness and unconsciousness and tried to explain the mechanism
behind people’s thinking, in a simple way. Kahneman introduced System 1
and System 2 thinking, where System 1 is the unconscious reasoning which is
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automatic, low effort, and rapid decision-making while System 2 is the
conscious reasoning which is controlled, demands more cognitive capacity,
slow, and rule-based decision-making. System 1 builds on previous
experience such as words, images, feelings, actions, ideas and memories in
order to more rapidly reach a conclusion and make decisions with a
minimum amount of information and effort. System 2 on the other hand is
known as the rational system because it reasons according to logical
standards. Kahneman (2011) showed that conscious processes play a minor
role in many choices. Also Simon (1956, 1957) argues that it is unrealistic to
assume a perfectly rational consumer since consumers’ information-
processing ability is limited, and that consumers are influenced by emotional
and non-rational considerations. He also claims that a decision will be
immensely complex if a complete analysis is done and argues that consumers
have only bounded rationality and are seeking to satisfice, not maximise, the
utility.

It is believed that a great deal of human behaviour is based on
unconscious processes (e.g., Dijksterhuis and Aarts, 2010; van Gaal et al.,
2012) and it has been shown that unconscious mental processes facilitate
decision-making (Dijksterhuis and Nordgren, 2006; Dijksterhuis et al.,
2005; Strick et al., 2011). Many daily doings, such as grocery shopping, has
been shown to be a routine task that works independently of the conscious
awareness (Herrington and Capella, 1995; Wilson, 2001; Jackson et al.,
2006). Due to this I argue that it is likely that once a consumer has gone
through a choice situation using conscious inputs, it will be an unconscious
choice next time the consumer is facing a similar situation since the decision
will then be stored in the consumer’s memory, facilitating using
unconsciously made decisions in order to save energy.

The difference between habitual purchases and loyalty purchases is
primarily that habitual purchases are the result of an unconscious
simplification rather than a conscious choice, i.e. it is the degree of
engagement that governs whether it is habit or the label that is crucial for the
selection of product. If consumers are satisfied so that they become loyal it
might be difficult to change their behaviour and influence them to switch.
Buying groceries is seen as a habitual choice since it is performed frequently,
regularly and under stable environmental conditions. When going through a
habitual behaviour, consumers do so without really thinking about it. When
consumers have set a habitual behaviour regarding which store to choose the
choice might therefore be difficult for them to change, even if they intend to.
Whether consumers are choosing out of habit/loyalty or seeking variety will
influence their willingness to switch stores. This suggests that there is a
relationship between conscious and unconscious choices and that our
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conscious choices could turn into unconscious choices if they for example
turn into a habit, i.e. there is an automatization of the behaviour.

In cognitive psychology it is argued that different cognitive processes
work in parallel and that, depending on the situation, one will dominate in
that specific situation (Olsson et al., 2006). Hence, I argue that the situation
can influence whether the consumers are using unconscious or conscious
reasoning. The choices made may be unconscious when consumers are
facing a well-known situation and therefore the choice is made out of habit.
However, if something happens, such as a new store opening, consumers
might turn to more conscious decision-making again, evaluating the new
alternative. The consciousness in a choice situation therefore represents only
parts of the processes that the situation triggers. The unconscious reactions
together may affect us to choose a certain alternative without us realising
that we had a conscious thought. Yet, Simonson (2005) argue that even
though unconscious inputs often are key determinants of consumer decision-
making, they may be overstated, especially in regards to consumer choice. A
choice could therefore be seen as a product of both conscious and
unconscious reasoning. It is therefore inevitably important to also consider
what situation consumers are facing in order to understand their choices.
This will be done in this dissertation.

Store patronage behaviour models

Existing foundational retailing theories tend to be either derived from, or
adaptations of, microeconomic theory (e.g., Tirole, 1989) or central place
theory (e.g., King, 1984), both developed in, and for, other knowledge
realms. Early research on store choice focused on gravitational attraction
theories predicting that store patronage primarily depends on consumer’s
distance to the store (e.g., Huff, 1964). Retail gravitation models have been
used extensively in the analysis of retail competition and for retail site
selection decisions.

In the early 1960s Huff (1964) introduced “Retail gravitation”, and was
the first to use the revealed preference approach to study retail store choice.
The model implies that consumers’ choice of retail centres is governed by the
attraction of the centres, which increases with the size of the centre and
decreases with distance to the consumers’ home. Fotheringham (1988)
stated that the distance consumers would travel to a store increases with the
level of attractiveness of the store. In Central Place Theory, which is an
extension of retail gravitation (Christaller, 1966); it is argued that consumers
will choose the closest retail centre. Reilly (1931) formulated a retail “gravity
model” to predict patronage decisions of rural consumers on the basis of
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distances to shopping towns and the sizes of those towns. In his model the
proportion of trade from an area between two towns, A and B, is defined as a
function of the sizes of the centres (population) multiplied by the distances
from the intermediate place to the two towns. Hence, it was argued that
consumers are willing to travel longer to a centre that is more popular or
attractive. From this theory, the importance of location and distance to the
store was learned. Still, what determined the attractiveness of the store or
centres and made them the consumers’ choice could not be answered with
this model. The main critique of the Huff model is its over-simplification
since it only considers two variables (distance and size) to describe consumer
store-choice behaviour. In this dissertation, other important attributes are
also taken into account in order to understand what attractiveness is for
consumers. Other critiques regarding the models mentioned above were that
they could only be applied to big stores and shopping centres and when
consumers buy non-usual goods.

Environmental psychologists discuss patronage in terms of approach-
avoidance behaviours. According to Mehrabian and Russell (1974), approach
behaviour is described as a willingness or desire to stay, explore, work, or
affiliate. In contrast, avoidance behaviours are represented by opposite
behaviours, a desire not to stay, explore, work, or affiliate. Donovan and
Rossiter (1982) used the approach-avoidance concept by Mehrabian and
Russell to study graduate students in retail settings. The study found that
approach behaviours (i.e., shopping enjoyment, returning, attraction and
friendliness toward others, spending money, time spent browsing,
exploration of the store) influenced perceptions or responses to the
environment. Donovan and Rossiter suggested that physical approach is
linked to store patronage, that is, approach is defined by store patronage.

A wider perspective towards modelling store patronage was suggested by
Monroe and Guiltinan (1975). They developed the first general model of
store choice through an attempt to analyse what elements and relations were
important when choosing store (Figure 2). The model has four sets of
variables; (1) General opinions and activities concerning shopping, (2)
Specific planning and budget strategies, (3) Importance of store attributes
dealing with buyer information (price and advertisement), and (4)
Perceptions of stores in terms of attributes dealing with buyer information.
The focus was the consumer/household and included attitudes, beliefs and
purchase strategies regarding store choices and how this was affected by the
strategies of the stores. The results indicated that consumers’ attitudes
towards stores are influenced by general opinions and activities as well as
whether the stores possess desired price and advertisement. The model
indicated which consumer characteristics (demographics and lifestyle) may
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affect the importance consumers place on the store attributes price and
advertising. The main focus in this model was that store choice is influenced
by consumers’ attitude towards the in-store attributes price and
advertisement. Important influences of this model, which I will take with me
include how previous experiences shape consumers’ purchase behaviour,
their habits and attitudes, and influence future decisions. This strengthens
my arguments that previous conscious decisions may lead to habits and
future unconscious decisions regarding what store to choose.
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Figure 2: The Monroe and Guiltinans model (1975)

The Monroe and Guiltinans (1975) retail patronage model was refined by
Darden (1980) which gave a more comprehensive picture of patronage
behaviour, taking into account both product and store choices as well as
singular and multi purchase shopping trips (Se Figure 3). Darden (1980)
argued that patronage choice behaviour is more important to retailers than
brand choice behaviour and that shopping trips are separate phases in the
purchase process. Darden’s model focused on the way consumers shop, their
attitudes towards shopping, and their experiences. The model brought
forward both choice of products and store, arguing that products were
antecedent to store choice since many consumers make regular trips to a
retail store to buy “something” or to “see what is available” and therefore
first choose stores in which to shop without considering brands. The brand
comparisons are therefore done in the store between available brands.
Fotheringham (1988) mentioned that brand choice and store choice are
dominating the marketing literature and that the decision-making process of
these choices are similar, except that brand choice is not influenced by
location while for choice of store it plays a significant role. Also Sinha et al.
(2002) argue in the same vein that store choice can be seen as a cognitive
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process which is similar to that of choosing a brand since both involve a
process of acquiring information, selecting information, and making a final
decision. According to Darden’s model (1980), shopping orientations are
composed of consumer characteristics including lifestyles, social class, and
family. The shopping attitude was believed to trigger stimuli leading to need
recognition and start of information search rendering into an evoked store
set. The evoked store set then influenced store attribute importance leading
to the decision and purchase stage. The fundamental in Darden’s model is
the way consumers shop and their attitude towards shopping. In comparison
to previous models it takes both choice of products and stores into account
and states that store choice comes before brand choice. The model also
brings forward the information search as a big part of the choice process.
From this model, the importance of type of shopping and personal
characteristics is taken. I also bring with me the theory that consumers may
have different reasons for shopping which could lead to different choices.
This strengthens the thought of store choice being affected by the situation.

Personal
characteristics

Lifestyle activities
Social class

Family life cycle

l

Information sources

Importance
of store
attributes

Shopping Patronage
orientations behaviour

Figure 3: Darden’s patronage model of consumer behaviour (1980).

Sheth (1983) developed the integrative theory of patronage preference
and behaviour, which was divided into two parts. The first part concerned
how and what consumers prefer to purchase. Personal values, product,
market, and companies were taken into account resulting into buying
propensity. The second part takes the buying propensity into account as well
as if the purchase is planned or not, which is affected by time, money, and
effort as well as by socioeconomic factors and what the store is offering. It
was argued that personal determinants of shopping could be broadly
understood as being influenced by functional and un-functional shopping
motives. Functional motives included the in-store attributes (product
assortment, product quality, convenience, price, etc.) while non-functional
motives concerned the stores’ reputation, promotions, and consumers’ social
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and emotional needs as well as how enjoyable consumers found the
shopping experience. These functional and non-functional motivations were
later named as utilitarian (product-oriented) and hedonic (shopping as
pleasure) (Dholakia, 1999). An important issue to bring forward from this
model is that different shopping motivations such as utilitarian or hedonic
shopping will influence the importance of different in-store attributes. There
is in other words a difference in how consumers choose store, depending on
whether it is utilitarian or hedonic shopping.

The models described above are built on the thought of consumers being
rational. However, depending on the situation and what kind of products
consumers are going to buy, the choice may be different. When it comes to
the choice of grocery stores, the choice is also based on routines and could
therefore also be an unconscious choice. When trying to understand
consumers’ unconscious reactions to different stimuli, consumer behaviour
research has generally relied on a Stimulus-Organism-Response (S-O-R)
framework. Woodworth (1929) introduced the S-O-R framework (Figure 4)
to stress the difference from the Stimulus-Response (S-R) approach of the
behaviourists by stating that the stimulus produces different response
depending on the state of the organism (O). The organism is in other words
mediating the relationship between stimulus and response. The framework
has since then been used and modified in several different areas.

[ Stimulus H Organism H Response ]

Figure 4. S-O-R Model

The S-O-R model was introduced in marketing context by Kakkar and
Lutz (1975) and has since then been applied in various retail settings to
explain the consumer decision-making process (Chebat and Michon, 2003)
and the relationships between environment and consumer perception on the
one hand, and in-store patronage intentions (e.g., Donovan and Rossiter,
1982; Baker et al., 1992; Baker et al., 2002) on the other. The influence of
environmental cues on consumer behaviour has been widely discussed in the
scientific literature. Donovan’s and Rossiter’s (1982) basic model assumes a
Stimulus-Organism-Response taxonomy, where the environment (stimulus)
has an impact on the emotional states of consumers along the three
dimensions pleasure, arousal or dominance (organism). These act as
mediators on the response, which is behaviour characterized as avoiding or
approaching (Woodworth 1929; Mehrabian and Russell 1974).
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Environmental psychologists Mehrabian and Russell (1974) suggested that
environmental stimuli of the atmosphere in a store (S) lead to an emotional
reaction (O) that, in turn, drives consumers’ approach and avoidance
behaviour regarding store patronage (R). The Mehrabian-Russel model has
emerged as the dominant concept of explaining atmospheric effects on
emotions and behaviour. Much of the retailing research focusing on the
influence of store atmosphere on store patronage behaviours is based on
their stimulus—organism—-response (S-O-R) framework. Also Thang and Tan
(2003) used the S-O-R Model as a framework to examine consumers’
preferences regarding stores.

STIMULUS ORGANISM RESPONSE

Store Images
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+ Store atmosphare

« In-store Sanvice
Preference
« Accessibiity Consumer for
« Reput > Per ion >
apu aFcn cept Stores
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* Facilities
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Figure 5: An S-O-R Model of consumer retail purchase behaviour. Source: Thang and Tan (2003: 193)

As shown in Figure 5, the stimuli pertaining to store attributes include
merchandising, store atmosphere, in-store service, accessibility, reputation,
promotion, facilities, and transaction service. The S-O-R Model of consumer
retail purchase behaviour focuses on the most important elements for
succeeding with store appearance and image. In becoming a customer-
oriented business, management needs to be familiar with each of the
elements in the model (Thang and Tan, 2003: 193). However, like other
retail S-O-R framework-based studies, this model is solely focusing on the
store image as stimulus for the organism response, ignoring other situational
dimensions (e.g., type of store, major or fill-in shopping) that might
influence the consumers.

The S-O-R framework-based models in retail have concentrated on the
in-store purchase as response and are therefore focusing on the store
environment and store attributes as stimuli. One exception is the study by
Baker et al. (2002), which proposes a comprehensive store choice framework
by adopting the S-O-R framework where stimuli (S) were three store
environment cues; social, design and ambient cues, and the organism (O)
stood for the five store choice criteria: service quality, merchandise quality,
price, time/effort cost, and psychic cost, and where response (R) was the
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store patronage intention. When studying consumers’ choice of store the
environment and store attributes could, in line with Baker et al. (2002), be
seen as part of the organism as consumers’ attitude towards the different
attributes. The stimuli would then rather be what type of shopping trip the
consumers are about to make. Belk (1974) revised the S-O-R framework by
dividing stimulus into situation and object. He argued that situational
variables can enhance the ability to explain and understand consumer
choices and therefore need to be taken into account in the S-O-R framework.
This dissertation will incorporate the thoughts from both Belk (1974) and
Baker et al. (2002) regarding the content of the stimuli, the organism and
the response, as well as the conscious steps of the decision-making process.
The stimuli will not only be seen as the need to acquire food but also what
type of shopping is needed as well as the attractiveness of the store. Hence,
the situation the consumers are facing will be taken into account as
environmental factor — the stimuli. When discussing the consumer (the
organism) not only consumer characteristics will be taken into account but
also the consumers’ attitude towards different attributes.

Grocery shopping

Shopping is often seen as a recreational activity, and sometimes also as a
means of escaping from the daily life rather than a transactional activity,
which only fulfils material needs. It often happens that consumers browse
around the shops for hours just for the fun of it. However, grocery shopping
is different. Shopping for groceries is generally a purposeful activity, which is
repeated at regular time intervals. It is seen as an essential and obligatory
mode of shopping, which may often be felt as a burden, as something to be
done with minimum effort.

In 1993, Laaksonen created a model which focused on a dynamic,
interactive approach to retail patronage with a focus on grocery stores. This
model is one of the more comprehensive, covering a large body of previous
research. Most previous models focus mainly on consumers’ internal
problem-solving process, while the model by Laaksonen includes several
other factors such as household characteristics, shopping orientation, the
character and competitive activities of the stores, information search, and
time pressure imposed by daily behaviour. The model is created to handle
frequent purchases of groceries with low involvement. Laaksonen (1993)
divides the choices into active and passive choices. The basic evaluation of
the purchase place is made only when consumers are forced to it (if a store is
shut down, the consumer moves, new stores are established, or the
consumer has changed). If no such thing happens, the choice of a low-
involvement purchase place will be a passive choice. Laaksonen (1993)
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argues that habit is affecting active and passive choices. The more often a
store is chosen, the bigger the chance of consumers continuing to choose that
store. Laaksonen (1993) further argues that whether a purchase is of high- or
low-involvement is an individual assessment and can therefore only be
decided by the consumer. It is therefore not possible to categorize high- and
low-involvement, which usually has been done in previous research.
However, Laaksonen’s store choice model (1993) is based on low-
involvement purchases on a daily basis where habits and experience have a
big influence on the choice, which is also the environment of this study.

The Laaksonen model brings forward that the choice process could be
based on consciousness, curiosity, and habits. This dissertation will extend
on the notion of choice suggested by Laaksonen, arguing that consumers use
different strategies to solve the task of grocery shopping. The Laaksonen
model, as well as most models of store choice behaviour, is developed to
explain the store choice. However, the model does not take into
consideration that consumers might choose different stores as well as find
different attributes important depending on the situation they are facing. For
example: a consumer might always find some attributes important and use
one type of store for major shopping, while when doing fill-in shopping other
attributes becomes important — leading to the choice of other types of stores.
This will be taken into consideration in this dissertation.

Type of shopping

When it comes to grocery shopping behaviour, previous research has used a
variety of approaches to determine type of shopping trip undertaken by
different consumers (see e.g., Marjanen, 1997). Three specific types of
shopping have been identified; major shopping trips, fill-in shopping trips,
and shopping primarily for price specials. Shopping primarily for specials
occurs when consumers’ primary purpose for visiting the store is to buy the
price specials offered there (Mulhern and Padgett, 1995). Major shopping
trips require more time and effort by the consumer, due to the large number
of items planned to be purchased in order to fulfil short- and long-term
needs (Kollat and Willett, 1967; Kahn and Schmittlein, 1992). These major
shopping trips are less frequent. Kahn and Schmittlein (1992) showed that
consumers’ tendency to use coupons are greater on major shopping. Still,
previous research has shown that consumers are spending more money on
major shopping trips (Walters and Jamil, 2003). Previous research has also
shown that the percentage of unplanned purchases is larger during major
shopping trips (Kollat and Willet, 1967; Nordfilt, 2009). Consumers are
buying more items on major shopping trips and are also staying longer,
which could be connected to consumers buying in bulk. Fill-in shopping trips
are more frequent and aimed at meeting urgent needs with less demand on
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time and effort invested by the consumers during the trip (Kollat and Willett,
1967; Kahn and Schmittlein, 1992; Kim and Park, 1997). For instance, fill-in
shopping trips are conducted to replenish perishables such as milk, eggs, and
bread that are frequently consumed, or to purchase items for imminent use,
such as a lunch. Because fewer items are purchased on fill-in trips, a smaller
proportion of the overall grocery budget is spent on each occasion. Since the
customers’ need is more clearly identified, they are less susceptible to in-
store promotions (Kollat and Willett, 1967). Type of shopping behaviour
could affect the store choice for that specific purchase situation. People may
for instance choose one store when doing major shopping and another when
doing fill-in shopping. Hence, consumers’ choices of grocery stores are
affected by which situation consumers are facing. If consumers realize that
there is nothing to eat at home, the need of doing a major shopping trip
might occur, but if consumers are missing milk for breakfast there will be a
need of fill-in shopping. The type of shopping trip is therefore connected to
the need recognition step and will influence the entire decision-making
process.

Consumers want different things from different shopping trips (Bell et al.,
2011). Therefore, depending on what type of shopping is needed (major or
fill-in shopping), and under what circumstances it is made, consumers are
facing different grocery stores that will best suit the shopping situation and
their need recognition. It is therefore also important to take into
consideration the buying situation and what kind of shopping trip that is
done, which will influence the need recognition. The buying situations are
influencing how much effort consumers put into the decision-making
process, and therefore become important to take into consideration.

Summary

The theoretical framework for specifying the process that leads consumers to
choose a certain store from their consideration set of stores is drawn from
the theories of consumer behaviour developed in marketing (e.g., Blackwell
et al., 2001) and from the microeconomic theory of the consumer (e.g.,
Deaton and Muellbauer, 1980). In line with these theories consumers are
assumed to form relative judgments about the available stores based on their
attitudes towards the stores and on situational considerations. Since a
grocery store is visited frequently, consumers probably do not evaluate the
alternatives every time. The behaviour of consumers who are not much
concerned about evaluating the alternatives becomes habitual, automatic
and unconscious. In this routinized buying behaviour, consumers’
information search and decision-making are assumed to be based on earlier
experiences.
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Retail store choice is one of the heavily studied areas in marketing (e.g.,
Monroe and Guiltinan, 1975; Pessemier, 1980; Kahn and Schmittlein, 1989;
Popkowski Leszczyc et al., 2000; Solgaard and Hansen, 2003). However, the
major models of store choice mainly deal with choice processes as they relate
to product and brand choice. Also, previous models are applicable for retail
choices for a specific task in situations where the purchase task is a new or
modified task in which consumers are searching for information and
evaluating different alternatives. Hence, the models are mostly concerned
with conscious thinking. However, when shopping for groceries, both
unconscious and conscious thinking need to be taken into consideration.
Decisions concerning grocery store choice may be similar to processes
represented by traditional models of consumer decision-making (e.g.,
Monroe and Guiltinan, 1975; Engel et al., 1995). In contrast, grocery store
patronage is largely determined by the conscious purchase needs as well as
by unconscious purchase habits. Retail store types and consumers’
individual characteristics also influence choice of grocery store. Therefore, it
is important to include both conscious and unconscious thinking as well as
different store attributes when studying consumers’ choice of store.
However, there is a lack of previous research stating which level of
accessibility that is acceptable for a store to be attractive and what attributes
impact the level of attractiveness. When a store’s attractiveness level
increases, consumers will travel further to get to the store, which leads to
other stores losing consumers. The time it takes to travel to a store is
assumed to measure the physical (ability to travel to the store) and
psychological (consumers’ feelings towards store attributes, habits) effort it
takes to reach the store. What type of effort is dominating will depend on the
situation the consumer is facing. A store situated further away will of course
demand more physical effort to travel to.

The models explained above have been borrowed from other areas (e.g.,
economics, psychology, etc.) and are developed in order to understand
processes in situations eliciting a considerable degree of cognitive effort and
commitment. Even though the models have been developed for other
purposes, they all contain elements that could be helpful when
understanding consumers’ choice of grocery store. Therefore, parts of the
models will be taken into consideration when trying to advance the
knowledge of what influences consumers’ choices of grocery stores.

Retail mix

In understanding the concept of store choice and patronage behaviour,
previous retail research has focused on store image and importance of store
attributes (Woodside and Trappey, 1992; Medina and Ward, 1999; Outi,
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2001; Sinha and Banerjee, 2004; Sinha and Uniyal, 2005; Carpenter and
Moore, 2006). Previous store-choice literature tries to understand the
consumer store-choice process by studying the key variables that a consumer
takes into account when shopping at a particular store, and how these
variables interact. In previous models type of shopping, consumer
characteristics, how and what consumers shop as well as store attributes
have been shown to influence consumers’ choice of store in different ways.
Retail and marketing literature identify several retailer attributes as reasons
for store patronage.

A retail mix describes various variables that a retailer can combine in a
marketing strategy for attracting consumers. The retail mix is a set of
controllable variables used by retailers to satisfy consumer needs in order to
influence consumers’ buying behaviour (Mathur, 2010). However, the mix of
attributes is different depending on what kind of retail store the consumers
are facing and could also differ depending on each unique situation. In order
to be successful, retailers must decide on the best combination of the
attributes in the retail mix in their specific store. Yet, there is no consensus
on how, and which of, the different attributes have been used in previous
research. Even though the literature brings forward different store attributes
that influence the choice, there is no consensus of which attributes are
important. Moreover, different studies have investigated different attributes,
leaving out other attributes proven to influence consumers. Due to this, the
results might be misleading in regards to what attributes influence the store
choice. Therefore this dissertation will investigate simultaneously a more
comprehensive set of attributes in the retail mix that determine store choice
as well as their connection to the context in order to understand the reasons
why consumers choose to shop at a particular store rather than another. In
this dissertation, the attributes in the retail mix are divided into attributes
concerning accessibility to the store and attributes concerning attractiveness
of the store. The reason for this is that the retailers can control the
attractiveness attributes while the accessibility attributes are uncontrollable
attributes that still might affect the consumers.

Accessibility attributes

Consumers’ choice of individual stores and the effect of location on that
choice have been studied extensively, showing that consumers usually report
convenience as their most important criteria when choosing store (e.g.,
Howard, 1992; Bell et al., 1998; Severin et al., 2001; Fox et al., 2004). The
choice of a store’s location is considered to be the single most important
decision a retail organization makes since it is such a critical factor in the
enterprise’s success or failure. Given the importance of this issue, several
lines of study have addressed the question of store location. Bell et al. (1998)
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refer to industry research in the US that indicates that location explains up to
70 % of the variations in the choice of grocery store. Bell et al. (1998)
showed, in their panel-data study, that travel distance from consumers’
home to the store was a primary fixed cost of shopping and was found to be
an important predictor of store choice. Fox et al. (2004) used travel time
from the consumers’ home to the store in order to predict consumers’
patronage at stores of different retail formats. In other words, it is important
for consumers where the store is situated when making their choice of
grocery store (Engel et al., 1995). This is why retailers have to position
themselves in such a way that they are accessible to consumers.

In studies from the 1930s, the consumer purchasing patterns are mainly
declared by availability as measured by the store’s proximity to the home.
When few people had access to a car, distance was the most influential factor
in society. In today’s society where housing and trade is more dispersed, the
supply is significantly higher and consumers are more mobile. Therefore,
other factors such as the standard of the roads, speed limits, and parking
facilities may be a better measure of availability (Marjanen 1997). In today’s
society, where most consumers have access to a car, the distance to the store
is not an equally influential factor as in the past (Marjanen, 1997). A study of
Marjanen (1995) shows that young people tend to use the car more
frequently for purchase-travels than older people do. Also highly educated
people are using the car more than lower educated people in the purchase.
The use of the car for shopping is growing even as the family size and income
increase. Married and cohabiting couples are using the car more than single
people do (Marjanen, 1995). Moschis et al. (2004) argue that older
consumers are not as strongly affected as others by the distance and
geographical location of food stores. Howard (1992) found that most people
chose a centre for its nearness or accessibility when choosing between four
different stores. People with access to a car are therefore confronted with
more options to choose from when deciding which store to visit than
consumers without access to a car. The decision-making process might
therefore be different depending on accessibility to car. The accessibility of
the store is in other words important in order to understand consumer
choices. Different consumer groups have different accessibility even to the
same store. People who, for different reasons, are less flexible when it comes
to time and distance have a more restricted accessibility and therefore not
the same opportunity to choose freely. The action step in consumers’
decision-making process is therefore limited for people who are less flexible.

Attractiveness attributes

In addition to accessibility, some criteria such as price level, assortment
level, and product quality have received greater attention than others
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(Solgaard and Hansen, 2003). McGoldrick and Thompson (1992) identified
eight groups of factors affecting how attractive a shopping mall is perceived.
These eight groups are: recreational, usability, business, environment,
accessibility by car, crowdedness, accessibility by bus, and the price level.
Other researchers (e.g., Severin et al. 2001) have also identified similar
factors. Severin et al. (2001) argue that the factor proved to be most
important for choice of shopping centre was location. Regarding consumer
goods, the biggest influences are quality, range, service, price, and discounts
(Severin et al., 2001). Baumol and Ide (1956) argue that a grocery store that
wants to attract consumers located relatively far away from the store should
have a large assortment of products (in line with Retail gravitation models).
The reason behind this logic is that consumers with high shopping costs, in
terms of having to put more effort and time into shopping because of longer
travel distance, will only visit the relatively far-away located store if the
probability of a successful shopping trip is high. This probability of success is
however dependent on the chance of finding the product that consumers’
need and want. Baumol and Ide (1956) therefore concluded that assortment
and assortment size also play a role in the store choices of consumers. This is
supported by Briesch et al. (2009), who argue that store choice decisions are
more sensitive to assortments than to prices. In contrast, studies have failed
to find a positive relationship between assortment size and category sales in
grocery stores (Dreze et al., 1994; Broniarczk et al., 1998). In fact, one study
of an Internet grocer found a significant negative relationship between
assortment size and category sales (Boatwright and Nunes 2001) implying
that grocery stores are over-assorted.

A study by Baltas and Papastathopulou (2003) shows that supply in some
situations is more important than distance and price level regarding choice
of store. Low price, large selection, convenient location, clean store, good
quality in general, friendly employees, and fast service was mentioned as the
main reasons for shopping at the store (Woodside and Trappey, 1992). The
primary reasons for choosing a specific store, according to a study by Sinha
and Banerjee (2004), are closeness to home and merchandise (quality,
variety and availability). Also von Freymann (2002) argues that location is
the most important thing for store choice. Other factors that might affect the
choice of store are convenience, price, service, selection & assortment,
quality, freshness, parental/friend recommendation, and cleanliness (von
Freymann, 2002). Even though studies have shown factors that are
important and influence the choice of store, we still do not know whether
these factors differ in different situations. Diep and Sweeney (2008) argue
that purchasing trips carry both practical values and enjoyment values. Still,
there ought to be a trade-off between practical and enjoyment values when
making a purchase travel. The attributes in the store are very important
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factors for consumers to choose the store. Consumers have little possibility
to affect the store attributes but they can choose a store that fulfils the
attributes suitable to their preferences. In the decision-making process,
consumers will take different attributes into consideration in different
situations such as when deciding what store format is of interest for that
specific type of shopping trip.

The servicescape is a factor, which also influences consumers, whether
they recognize it or not. The stores’ environment and the circumstances
connected to one specific purchase situation have an effect on consumers’
attitude and decision-making (Shamdasani et al., 2001). Background music
is one factor that can influence what consumers buy and how long they stay
in the store. Research has shown that soft music makes consumers stay
longer and fast music makes them move faster (Dijksterhuis et al., 2005).
Further, women tend to be more affected by a retail environment while men
are more affected by practical aspects (Diep and Sweeney, 2008). In a study
by Baker et al. (2002) it was shown that being able to physically move store
components and modifying these components relatively easily were
considered to be advantages by experts. Consumers are drawn to retailers on
the cutting edge with regard to store design. Since products and needs are
changing, so must the stores’ layout. How the store is built and designed is
therefore important in order to gain satisfied customers. A storeowner must
have knowledge of how to create a servicescape that makes customers feel
good in the store and inspires them to make purchases.

Finn and Louviere (1996) argue that the presence of a low-price store
gives consumers an idea of a lower quality, bad service grade, and small
product supply. Specialty stores on the other hand were, according to
consumers, connected to everything but low prices. The choice of store has
been recognized as a cognitive process. A study by Carpenter and Moore
(2006) showed that consumers found other factors to be more important in
specialty grocery stores than in supermarkets. Cleanliness, product selection,
courtesy of personnel, crowding and price competitiveness were seen as the
most important factors in specialty grocery stores. When it comes to
supermarkets the five most important attributes were cleanliness, product
selection, price competitiveness, crowding and courtesy of personnel.
Parking facilities and ease of access was also mentioned as very important
factors (Carpenter and Moore, 2006). In other words, research must not only
take into consideration that consumers are searching for information and
making their choice out of the different factors they find important, but also
the fact that these important factors change, depending on which store
consumers use and which type of shopping is undertaken. The trade-off
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consumers make might in other words not only be personal, but also based
on the situation the consumers are facing.

Summary

As seen above, different store attributes have been shown to be important for
different consumers. One reason for the inconsistency of which attributes are
important might be that a different number of attributes, and also not the
same attributes, have been used in different previous studies. Another
explanation could be that the considerations of attributes differ between
consumers and therefore it becomes difficult to see any real pattern
regarding the examined attributes between consumers. It might also be that
different consumers find different attributes important. Consumer
characteristics will always have a high impact on how consumers make their
decisions and also on what they prefer. Therefore, consumers’ characteristics
are also taken into consideration in this dissertation.

In this dissertation the attributes are divided into attributes concerning
accessibility to the store and attributes concerning attractiveness of the store.
Retailers can control the attractiveness attributes while the accessibility
attributes are connected to consumers and therefore not possible for the
retailer to control. All consumers are choosing among stores for purchases,
but the possibility of free choice of stores and products are, for various
reasons, limited. Consumers living far away from a grocery store and not
having good transportation to the store may not be able to reach the store
even though the consumers may want to. The evaluation of alternatives is
therefore limited for consumers that do not have the possibility of free
choices. No matter how attractive the store is, consumers cannot choose that
store if it is not accessible for them. Due to this it is important to understand
the consumers’ individual situation since it is affecting the choice of store as
well as their satisfaction with the store.

The consumer and satisfaction

Understanding how or why customer satisfaction develops remains one of
the crucial management issues today. Satisfaction has often been regarded as
an antecedent of store loyalty (Bitner, 1990). Store satisfaction can be
defined (see also Engel et al., 1995) as: “The outcome of the subjective
evaluation that the chosen alternative (the store) meets or exceeds
expectations”. Knowledge of what makes customers satisfied is therefore
critical. Satisfaction has been used in general terms to measure whether a
product meets consumers’ expectations (Oliver, 1980; Zeithaml and Bitner,
2000). It has been emphasized as a main determinant of store loyalty
(LaBarbera and Mazursky, 1983; Bitner, 1990; Oliver, 1993; Bloemer and De
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Ruyter, 1998). How satisfied consumers are with the store has in other words
been shown to determine whether or not consumers will return.

Store choice has been modelled extensively at the aggregate level,
assuming that all consumers share the same preferences. More recently,
disaggregate analysis of shopping decisions, assuming that preferences vary
by consumers, has become possible due to market data from household
scanner panels, advances in choice modelling (e.g., Bell and Lattin 1998; Bell
et al., 1998; Rhee and Bell, 2002; Fox et al., 2004). Rhee and Bell (2002)
believe that while shoppers often patronize many stores, they typically have a
primary affiliation to a ‘main store’ that captures the majority of their
purchases. Bell et al. (1998) assume that consumers formulate a shopping
list, calculate the total costs of shopping and finally select the store that has
the lowest total cost of shopping for that consumer in terms of fixed costs,
such as the distance to the store, and variable costs, such as the expected
prices listed at the store. Noteworthy to say is that Bell et al. (1998) mention
that the assumption consumers make regarding the decision-making process
is not the only process they can use when deciding which store to choose,
because other factors can matter in the store choice decision. Popkowski,
Leszczyc et al. (2000) investigated these other factors and came to the
conclusion that choosing a store is a dynamic and interrelated decision in
which a consumer must decide on when and where to shop. Furthermore,
they conclude that these decisions are dependent on the characteristics of
the consumer.

Consumer characteristics influence patronage behaviour at each stage in
the decision process, and choice involves how consumers decide where a
particular purchase will be made. Previous research has shown that different
consumer characteristics have an impact on consumers’ store choice
(Carpenter and Moore, 2005; Prasad and Aryasri, 2011). Individual decision-
making is affected by the consumer’s personality (Hawkins et al., 2004),
demographical factors (Bellenger et al., 1976; Maigi, 1999; Migi, 2003;
Hawkins et al., 2004), socio-economical background and lifestyle
(Laaksonen, 1993), as well as attitudes, image, and values (Magi, 1999),
which will influence and affect all decision-making stages. Kahn and
Schmittlein (1989) argued that consumers making fill-in shopping trips are
smaller households, have lower incomes, and are more frequently older and
retired people. Moreover, consumers making fill-in shopping trips are
usually buying less items and are more focused on buying what items they
lack, which is connected to fill-in shopping. It has also been shown that
different consumers value in-store attributes differently and therefore,
different attributes make them satisfied in different situations.
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When consumers are choosing grocery store they might also choose a
different store when having limited time compared to when having unlimited
time. Payne et al. (1988) showed that consumers with limited time for
making decisions shift from using compensatory to non-compensatory
decision rules. When having limited time consumers tend to filter
information and focus on the more important attributes (e.g., Ben Zur and
Breznitz, 1981). This means that consumers will allow positive attributes to
make up for negative attributes by selecting the attribute they find most
important and base their decision on that attribute. People who are hungry
when purchasing groceries tend to buy more than under other conditions
(Dijksterhuis et al. 2005), which indicates that the situation is important for
how consumers act.

Summary

Consumers’ satisfaction with the store has been shown to determine whether
or not they will return to the store. However, I argue that even though
consumers are satisfied with an attribute, it will not affect consumers’ choice
if they do not find the attribute important for their satisfaction. For example:
If consumers are satisfied with the product range in a store but do not find it
important that the store has a big range of products, the satisfaction with
that attribute might make the retailer value the attribute more than the
consumers do. Therefore, what consumers consider as important and what
they are satisfied with does not have to be the same thing. Consumers’
attitudes towards different store attributes might also differ depending on
the situation and consumer demographics. For retailers to understand their
consumers and to offer them the best service they can, the retailers must
know what kind of customers they have and how they shop, as well as what
the consumers find important for their satisfaction and what they are
satisfied with. When the retailers know what kind of consumers they have
and want to have, as well as which situation the consumers are facing (e.g.,
which type of shopping the consumers usually undertake), it will be easier to
decide what attributes the store should have to fill the needs of their specific
customers.

The review of the existing models indicates that store attributes, attitudes
towards store formats and attributes, retail formats, the consumer, repeat
patronage intentions, patronage loyalty, and time are involved to explain
consumers’ store choice and patronage behaviour. The stages of need
recognition, information search and evaluation of alternatives will gain more
or less effort depending on the situation the consumer is facing (e.g., type of
shopping, time pressure) and consumer factors such as demographics. In
this dissertation, different streams of conscious and unconscious research
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are taken into account with a special emphasis on the context in order to
understand choice of grocery store.
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Methodology

When conducting research, there are always many different approaches and
methodologies available. Every approach and methodology have their
advantages and drawbacks and are inevitably influencing the outcome. This
chapter deals with choices made regarding methodology of the research in
the different studies and the more practical data collection procedures.

View of the consumer

My view of consumers is that many factors can have an effect on their choice
of grocery store. In previous research, there is no coherent view of the
consumer. Different disciplines and different streams of research have their
own views upon the consumer ranging from a very rational decision-maker,
where the consumer is seen as a problem solver making conscious decisions
(e.g., Dewey, 1910; Foxall, 1983; Blackwell et al., 2001) to an irrational and
impulsive decision-maker vulnerable to external influences (e.g., Haire,
1950; Mehrabian and Russell, 1974). I consider consumers’ decision making
as based both on biological and unconscious needs as well as a more rational
and conscious choice. In other words, consumers are not only driven by their
own rational choices, nor are they victims of external influences alone. It is
rather a mix of both internal and external factors that influence consumers’
choice. I see consumers as complex individuals who act differently in
different situations, varying in how rational they are when making decisions
depending on what situation they are facing Therefore, I argue that the way
consumers are making decisions could not be explained solely by rational
and conscious theories nor on irrational and unconscious theories. Lye et al.
(2005) argue that consumers have been shown to use different strategies for
different decision context, but that the models existing today are out of date,
not reflecting the reality of third-millennium decision-making. They also
argue that there is a need to understand which strategies consumers use in
different decision situations (Lye et al., 2005). Consumers act in an
environment; different factors could therefore affect the choices in different
situations and environments. For example, in line with Darden (1980), I
argue that consumers will act differently depending on what type of purchase
is to be made. Consumers will for example choose a clothing store in a
procedure different from that of choosing a grocery store. In the same way
they might choose different grocery stores depending on what type of
shopping is undertaken (Popkowski Leszczyc et al., 2000).
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Research approach

When investigating consumers’ choice of grocery store, many different
approaches and methods can be used. Most previous research in retail has
had a deductive approach, striving to test various theories from different
fields such as marketing and psychology, in the field of retail. This study is
not purely deductive since a strict deductive approach has its base in
conceptualization of a research phenomenon, formulation of hypotheses,
and testing these hypotheses (Holden and Lynch, 2004), which is not done
in this study. Nor is the dissertation purely inductive since the dissertation is
grounded in literature and not empirical observations, whereas a strict
inductive approach is assuming theory generation (Orton, 1997). In this
dissertation, a thorough literature review rendered into the development of
research questions and the aim to integrate and build on existing theories
from different fields in order to further develop them in the field of retail.
The insights learnt during the process have also led to different research
questions over time. Hence, three different data collections were done in
order to answer these questions.

This dissertation focuses on consumers’ decision-making regarding
choice of grocery stores by investigating where and how consumers shop,
which could be seen as partly an exploratory study. However, the
dissertation is also partly descriptive since it is examining which retail mix
attributes consumers regard as important in their evaluation, and also
examining different consumer groups. The dissertation also has an
explanatory part when addressing the consumers’ satisfaction as well as the
influence of shopping behaviour and consumers switching behaviour
regarding stores. Van Maanen et al. (2007) and Easterby-Smith et al. (2002)
argue that which approach a researcher takes is a question about how a
research problem is defined and tackled, and that, depending on whether the
objective of the study is an exploratory (“how” and “what” questions),
explanatory (“how” and “why” questions) or a descriptive (“what” and “who”
questions), different approaches will assist the researcher. By addressing
these different issues, the dissertation contributes to the retail literature.

The quantitative survey method is equipped to build on already
developed theories and constructs, and to test them on a larger population,
which is suitable in terms of the research focus of this study. A quantitative
technique also has the potential to measure different constructs and then
test relationships between the different constructs by using statistical
techniques. Therefore, considering the purpose of this dissertation, the
quantitative survey method was applied. Brown and Dant (2009) conducted
a review of different scientific methods in retailing research published in
Journal of Retailing in 2002-2007. They found that previous studies in
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consumer behaviour and retailing employ a broad range of methodologies.
The most common method used during the period was student survey
followed by consumer survey, secondary data, laboratory, industry survey,
qualitative method, and modelling. The less common qualitative method
may well provide new insights into how consumers choose stores, which
could include insights into alternative methods of studying these problems.
However, the quantitative survey method gives the opportunity to use a large
sample, which gives a better opportunity to examine where and how
different consumer groups shop. Therefore, after considering the different
options as well as advantages and disadvantages in relation to the overall
research focus, the quantitative survey methodology was chosen.

The advantages of quantitative survey methods are the ability to
distinguish small differences and the capability of using statistical analysis
(Hair et al., 2006), which makes them the most suitable for this research
given the focus of this dissertation. The research method used in this
dissertation was a web-based survey. Traditionally acknowledged advantages
of mail and web-based surveys include high quality of results, fast response,
and low cost (Kent, 2007). The online survey also offers anonymity and
convenience for the respondents since they can reply at any time of the day,
any day of the week (Kent, 2007), which could improve the response rate.
One disadvantage that has been put forward regarding web-based surveys is
that it is more likely that the responses will come from younger people since
they are more comfortable with new technology. However, the use of
Internet in Sweden has increased over the years. In spring 2011, 93 % of the
population from 16-74 years in Sweden had access to Internet in their homes
(Statistics Sweden, 2012). Therefore, there is a limited risk that there would
be a huge difference in regards to respondents when making the survey web-
based compared to postal.

Data collection and research design

The data collection was divided into three studies, with different focus,
composed to answer to the purpose of the dissertation and the different
objectives. Study 1 was designed to investigate where and how consumers
shop as well as which retail mix attributes consumers regard as important in
their evaluation when choosing store, as well as their satisfaction with these
attributes. Study 2 covers the effect of type of shopping on choice of grocery
store and how different situations affect consumers’ satisfaction with a store.
Study 3 was composed to further examine which retail mix attributes
consumers find important for their choice of store and how attractive a store
needs to be in order for consumers to switch their regular store to a new one.
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For all the studies, the participants were informed about the confidentiality
of the collected data before answering the survey.

How the survey and measures have been developed have an impact on
the validity of the study (Churchill and Iacobucci, 2002). In order to ensure a
high level of reliability and validity of the surveys, the questions originated
from the rigor literature review and were pre-tested several times in different
settings. The main objective of the pre-tests was to test how participants
interpreted and responded to different questions. During the pre-tests, the
surveys were improved and changed in order to fully capture the essence in
the research problem and ensure that the measurement of the concepts were
as valid and reliable as possible. How the pre-tests were constructed is
described in more detail under the description of each study.

The quantitative surveys in Study 1 and 2 were designed as web-based
surveys and presented on a computer screen. The samples for these two
studies were drawn from a panel of Swedish residents managed by a market-
research firm. One weakness of using web panels is that members might not
be representative of the population at large (Hair et al., 2006). One
advantage of panel-members is that the respondents have already agreed to
participate in data collection, which increases the likelihood of higher
response rate. It is also less expensive and quicker than for example direct
mail surveys. Both in Study 1 and Study 2, the sample differed only
marginally from the population of Swedish residents (Statistics Sweden,
2013). Therefore, both samples were defined as appropriate to draw
conclusions from regarding consumers’ choice of store. For both studies, the
introductory text in the e-mail was written together with employees from the
market-research firm, thanking the panel-members for being part of the
consumer panel, stating what they will earn by answering the survey, and
including information about what the survey was about as well as contact
information to me. Study 3 was designed as a survey, distributed to students
at Umea School of Business and Economics. The results may have differed if
I had had Swedish households as a sample due to this. However, since the
aim of Study 3 was to examine how attractive a store must be for the
consumer to switch store from their regular to a new one, I considered it an
advantage if the respondents had less access to a car. Since students usually
have less access to a car they were chosen for Study 3.

Table 1 shows the response rate for the three data collections. Sample size
is the number of people in the web-panel as well as the number of students
registered on the course. The column “Responses” is the number of
consumers who actually answered the survey. “Usable responses” is the
number of consumers who filled in the survey completely. “Response rate”
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then is the percentage of the sample size that answered the survey
completely (usable responses/sample size). The column “Viewed by” shows
the number of consumers who actually saw the e-mail with the survey for
Study 1 and 2 before it was closed down, and for Study 3 it states the number
of students attending the lecture when the survey was distributed. In Study
number 2, 53 consumers were screened out because they were under 18
years old or did not purchase groceries. The column “Usable response rate”
states the percentage of consumers who viewed the survey and answered it.
A more thorough description of the three studies is given below.

Table 1. Response rate for the three data collections

Data Sample |Responses|Usable Response |Viewed |Screened |Usable
collection _|Size responses |rate by out response rate
Study 1 13 500 2706 1575 11.67% 2706 4] 58.20%
Study 2 13 500 1453 1023 7.58% 1506 53 67.93%
Study 3 318 271 266 83.65% 279 o 95.34%
Study 1

In order to advance the knowledge of what influences consumers’ choice of
grocery store, knowledge about what consumers find important when
choosing store and their shopping behaviour is needed. The main focus of
Study 1 was therefore to investigate consumers’ attitude towards different
store attributes and consumers’ shopping behaviour, such as where and how
they shop. Study 1 relates to the first objective of this dissertation, “Examine
the effect of traditional attributes in the retail mix such as price, product
quality, product range, service, and access, on choice of grocery store in
combination with different situations”, the second objective “Examine the
effect of type of store and type of shopping on consumers’ choice of grocery
store” as well as the fourth objective “Investigate whether and how
consumer characteristics have an impact on choice of grocery store”.

For data collection one, the first pre-test was done with four colleagues
and five former students. After some minor changes the survey was tested on
a company gaining 44 fulfilled surveys and on 19 researchers on the
Departments of Psychology and Geography at Umea University. The survey
was corrected when minor interpretation errors were detected from the pilot
study. Since there is a difference in how the survey looks like on paper and
on the web, a pilot study was also made with the web-based version, gaining
100 responses. In April and May of 2009 e-mails were sent to 13,500
members of a panel of Swedish residents managed by a market-research firm
recruiting panel members by telephone or via Internet among people who
express an interest in participating in consumer surveys. The panel members
were asked to access a web address and answer a survey for which they were
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awarded points later exchangeable for lottery tickets or cinema vouchers.
Out of the 13,500 members 2,706 members viewed the web address before
the survey was closed. Participants answered the surveys by clicking on
available response alternatives or typing in their responses. When a question
had been answered, the next question appeared making it impossible to go
back. The participants were able to quit whenever they wanted by clicking on
an exit button. On the start page the respondent was informed that the
survey would take approximately 20-30 minutes to answer. Usable surveys
were obtained from 1,575 participants representing a usable response rate of
58.20 %.

The survey consisted of 33 questions containing six sections. The first
section of the survey included questions regarding the buying habits of the
households. The questions concerned to what extent the participants are
doing major shopping compared to fill-in shopping, how much in SEK they
spend per month on groceries, and how frequently they buy groceries in
supermarkets and convenience stores. The second section contained
questions regarding how much the consumer was willing to sacrifice in terms
of money, time and effort to travel to a grocery store with low price, big
range and high quality of the products, high service level, and long opening
hours. In the third section the participants assessed, on a seven-point scale,
the importance of 34 different general attributes that an ideal grocery store
should have. The attributes were selected from previous research (see Table
4 in Paper 1). In the fourth section the participants assessed each of the 34
attributes for the supermarket where they usually do their shopping. The
participants were first asked whether the attribute was important to them
and then, on a 7-point scale, how satisfied they were with the attribute in
that store. An overall assessment of total satisfaction with the selected
supermarket was made on six 7-point scales. In the final section the
participants made the same assessment concerning the convenience store
where they usually shop and in the final section questions were asked about
socio-demographic variables.

Study 2

In order to further investigate what influences consumers’ choice of grocery
store, knowledge about the effect of different situational factors is needed.
Study 2 relates to the second objective of the dissertation: “Examine the
effect of type of store and type of shopping on consumers’ choice of grocery
store” and the third objective: “Investigate how different situations affect
consumers’ satisfaction with their choice of grocery store”. The main focus
of Study 2 was therefore on the trade-off that consumers are forced to make
between price, supply, service, and accessibility and whether there were any
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differences in consumers’ satisfaction with a store depending on the
situation.

The second data collection was also pre-tested on five colleagues and five
former students. Small interpretation errors were detected and corrected
before the questions were entered into a web-based pilot study, gaining 112
responses. In March and April 2010, e-mails were sent to the same panel of
Swedish residents as in Study 1. Also in this study, the panel members were
asked to answer a survey for which they were awarded points later
exchangeable for lottery tickets or cinema vouchers. The second survey took
approximately 15-20 minutes to answer, which the participants were
informed of on the start page. 1,506 members of the panel viewed the web
page with the survey before it was closed; out of these 53 were screened out
because they were under 18 years old or did not purchase groceries. Also in
this study, the participants were asked to answer the surveys by clicking on
available response alternatives or typing in their responses. When a question
had been answered, the next question appeared, making it impossible to go
back. The participants were able to quit whenever they wanted by clicking on
an exit button. Usable surveys were obtained from 1,023 participants
representing a response rate of 67.93 %.

The survey contained three sections. In the first section of the survey,
respondents were presented with descriptions of nine fictitious stores that
varied on the four attributes access, price level, supply quality/range, and
service quality. Access was combined by distance from home, access by
public transport, parking opportunities, and opening hours; price level was
described as below average, average, and above average; supply
quality/range was combined with high or low quality of products and few or
many product categories as well as brands, and service quality was combined
by staff response and speed of checkouts. In a pilot test the indicated rank
orders of the attribute levels were determined. For each attribute a low,
medium, and high attractiveness level was constructed. These levels were
then combined in a fractional factorial design that allows independent
estimates of main effects of the four attributes. For each store, participants
were requested to rate their satisfaction with making purchases in the store
in the following scenarios: (1) In the morning you discover that you need to
buy a few important groceries for tonight’s dinner (fill-in, low time
pressure); (2) You have nothing at home and need to buy groceries for the
coming week (major, low time pressure); (3) After dinner you discover that
there is no breakfast food, so you need to buy it before the grocery store
closes (fill-in, high time pressure); (4) The next few days, you will not have
time to shop, so you must buy everything needed for the coming week even
though you are in a hurry home (major, high time pressure). The ratings
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were made on nine-point scales ranging from very dissatisfied (-4) to very
satisfied (4). The stores were presented in individually randomized order.
The order of presenting the scenarios was the same for each individual but
varied across individuals according to a Latin square (1-2-3-4, 2-3-4-1, 3-4-1-
2, or 4-1-2-3). The second section consisted of questions concerning the
respondents’ shopping behaviour and their involvement regarding food. The
respondents were asked questions about how they buy groceries and whether
they agreed or disagreed with 12 different statements about food. The final
section consisted of questions about socio-demographic variables.

Study 3

The results from Study 1 showed that there is a difference in what consumers
find important when choosing store and what they actually are satisfied with
in the store they usually patronize. These results indicate that consumers for
some reason are reluctant to leave their grocery store, even though there may
be better options. To advance the knowledge of what influences consumers’
choice of grocery store further, Study 3 was conducted in order to investigate
the third objective of the dissertation: “Investigate how different situations
affect consumers’ satisfaction with their choice of grocery store” and the
fourth objective: “Investigate whether and how consumer characteristics
have an impact on choice of grocery store”.

Data collection 3 was pre-tested on researchers on Umed School of
Business and Economics doctoral student days. Fruitful insights were
gained, and the survey was further developed and then tested on five former
students. The changes made after the pre-study were regarding
interpretation and formulations of the questions in order to ensure the
validity and reliability of the measurements. In January 2013, surveys were
given (in class) to three classes of undergraduate students at Umea School of
Business and Economics. The survey took approximately 20-30 minutes to
answer. The empirical findings are presented in an aggregated way to ensure
the privacy of the participants. There were 318 students registered on the
classes; 279 students were in class when the surveys were distributed and
answered. Out of the distributed survey, 271 were returned and five of these
were incomplete. Usable surveys were therefore obtained from 266
participants, representing a response rate of 95.34 %.

The first section of the survey consisted of questions about social-
demographic variables and the respondent’s shopping behaviour. The
participants where then asked to rate their attitudes and habits regarding
food on a scale from do not agree at all (1) to fully agree (7). The questions
regarding habits were taken from the established measurement The Self-
Reported Habit Index (SRHI) developed by Verplanken and Orbell (2003).
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SRHI has been used when measuring different habits such as tourism (Bjork
and Jansson, 2008), leisure activities (Verplanken and Orbell, 2003), health
behaviour (Orbell and Verplanken, 2010), and car habits (Jansson et al.,
2010). Researchers having used the SRHI have had good results for
measuring consumers’ habits, which is why the index was used in this study.
The index was translated into Swedish, which, if not translated correctly,
might threaten the validity of the questions. When translating instruments
and instructions in research, back-translation (Brislin, 1986) or a native
language speaker reviewer (Grisay, 2003) is often used. To ensure the
accuracy of the translation, as well as making sure that the words and the
linguistic meaning are the same in the original and the translation, a native
Swedish speaker with knowledge in the subject was asked to review the
translation.

The second section covered questions about “their” grocery store and why
they choose to shop in that particular store. The participants were asked
about the name and place of the store, how they travel to get to the store, and
how satisfied they are (on a scale from (1) very dissatisfied, to (7) very
satisfied). The participants were also asked to indicate one or up to three
reasons why they shop in that particular store before they were confronted
with 34 attributes (taken from Study 1) and asked to what extent these
attributes affected them in their choice of store. The ratings were made on a
five-point scale from very large extent (5) to not at all (1). The participants
could also indicate if the store did not have that attribute.

In the last section of the survey, the participants were asked to rate to
what extent different attributes would affect them to choose a new store over
their regular store when the new store is located closer, right beside, or
further away from their regular store. The ratings were made on a five-point
scale from very large extent (5) to not at all (1). The participants could also
indicate other attributes that would affect them. If nothing would affect them
they could indicate why.

Data analyses

Data required for this dissertation consists of many variables and factors
affecting choice of grocery store derived from the literature review. The
results from this dissertation is generalizable to other consumers choosing
grocery stores, but the results can also be generalized to other types of
choices affected by which situation consumers are confronted with. The data
for the study has been analysed using different statistical techniques driven
by the objectives of the specific study in the IBM SPSS Statistics Version 20
software.
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Study 1

As shown in the theoretical framework, previous research has shown the
importance of different attributes. But even though a large number of studies
has been conducted, many have focused on the impact on store choice of a
single or a few attributes. Some studies have investigated the importance of
specific attributes such as friendliness of staff, whereas others have
investigated more general, aggregated attributes such as service quality. Due
to the variation of which attributes, as well as the number of attributes,
included in different previous research, 34 store attributes were selected
from the review of previous research to facilitate a more structured
investigation of which attributes in the retail mix consumers use and regard
as important in their evaluation of a grocery store. Product moment
correlations were computed between the importance ratings of the 34 store
attributes and submitted to a Principal Component Analysis (PCA). A PCA
was used to investigate the possibility of reducing the number of attributes in
the data in order to facilitate further statistical analyses without risking
correlation. The feasibility of performing a PCA was indicated by a Kaiser-
Meyer-Oklin measure and a significant (p<.001) Bartlett’ test of sphericity
(Hair et al., 2006). On the basis of the PCA results, ten components were
extracted (see Table 2 in Paper 1). From these ten components, aggregated
attributes were identified as supply quality, supply range, price level,
service quality, storescape quality, closeness to other facilities, child-
friendliness, availability, accessibility by car, and accessibility by other
modes. To secure that the attributes are reliable Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients were calculated with >.60 for each aggregated attribute to
confirm their reliability.

A split-sample validation with confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was
conducted as well as a PCA on split samples, finding no important
differences in result. The overall fit of the 10-factor model was acceptable
NFI= .82; CFI= .85; SRMR= .07; RMSEA = .07. The 95 per cent confidence
interval for pairwise correlation between constructs was well below 1, all
factor loadings were high (above .5) and significant (p<0.01), composite
reliabilities were larger than .7 except for supply quality (.63) and availability
(.63). Therefore, conditions for convergent and discriminant validity were
met. Average variance extracted (AVE) of the constructs was higher than
maximum shared squared variance (MSV) and average shared squared
variance (ASV), reinforcing the conclusion of sufficient discriminant validity.
Paper 2 details the CFA results and reports the input covariance matrix.

When investigating differences in importance placed on the aggregated

store attributes related to socio-demographic variables, sets of OLS multiple
linear regression analyses were performed with the ratings of each of the
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aggregated attributes as dependent variables. Regression analysis is a
common technique for measuring linear relationships between two or more
variables (Hair et al., 2006) and can help in determining if a relationship
exists between two variables and how strong this relationship may be. Before
performing these analyses, the ratings were mean-adjusted by subtracting
individual means computed across all the aggregated attributes in order to
eliminate any fixed effects.

A second aim of Study 1 was to examine possible differences between
consumer groups. In previous studies consumer segmentation has been
based on different types of demographic, psychographic, lifestyle or choice
criteria variables such as price and quality (e.g., Stone, 1995; Carpenter and
Moore, 2006; Rigopoulou et al., 2008; Kohijoki and Marjanen, 2013).
However, when aiming at knowing consumers in order to better predict their
future choices, traditional segmentation techniques seem to be weak,
according to Yankelovich and Meer (2006). They argue that, instead of
focusing only on grouping by demographic factors such as age, household
size and income, segmentation should also focus on exploring the
personality of the consumers, their attitudes and behaviour. In this
dissertation segments of consumers are therefore based on where and how
they shop instead of on socio-demographical factors. In Paper 2, Nilsson et
al. (2014) bring forward five consumer segments based on where and how
they shop (Planning Suburbans, Pedestrians, Social Shoppers, City Dwellers,
and Flexibles). Socio-demographic factors are then used to further explain
the characteristics of the consumer segments doing different types of grocery
shopping in different store formats. Three OLS multiple linear regression
analyses were performed in order to answer to this, one with frequency of
major versus fill-in shopping (measured on a scale from 1 to 5) as dependent
variable (R2adj= .278) and the other two with the difference between the
frequency of grocery shopping in supermarkets and the frequency of grocery
shopping in convenience stores as dependent variable (R2adj= .06 and .066).
In order to understand if there are any differences between different
consumer groups, the independent variables used in this research were
background information that is commonly used in consumer research, such
as gender, age, access to a car, household size, income, education, and living
conditions. Distance to the closest store, frequency of shopping and
shopping behaviour pattern were also included as independent variables in
order to fully understand consumers and to find different behaviour patterns
due to demographical attributes.

When examining if there is any difference in satisfaction with attributes

regarding what kind of grocery store is concerned, participants were
excluded if they indicated that they never purchased groceries in a
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supermarket or convenience store since some of the subsequent analyses
required excluding participants not providing data for both the supermarket
and the convenience store. An analysis was therefore performed to assess
whether the excluded group who did not rate the convenience store differed
in overall satisfaction and satisfaction with supermarket attributes from
those who rated both the supermarket and the convenience store. In order to
further examine different behaviour patterns, paired t-tests were performed
testing the difference of population means between store formats. The t-tests
showed significant differences between supermarkets and convenience
stores. In order to investigate the relationship between overall satisfaction
and satisfaction with the different aggregated attributes, multiple linear
regression analyses were performed separately for supermarkets and
convenience stores. Dependent variables were overall satisfaction with
convenience stores and supermarkets and independent variables were
gender, age, access to a car, household size, income, education, living
conditions, distance to the closest store, frequency of shopping, and
shopping style. The ratings of satisfaction with the ten aggregated attributes
were also included as independent variables in both regression analyses.
Regression analyses were also performed for different consumer groups and
the weights for overall satisfaction with supermarkets and convenience
stores separately and satisfaction with the different aggregated attributes.

Study 2

As seen in the theoretical framework, previous research has shown that
consumers might differ in their choices depending on if they have a time
limitation or not. Therefore, Study 2 was constructed as an experiment
where the respondents were faced with four different scenarios varying in
type of shopping and time available. They were asked to rate how satisfied
they would be to shop in different fictitious stores for each scenario. In order
to come up with realistic stores, stores with for example high level on all
attributes were deleted. From the result of the pre-test, nine fictitious stores
were selected and we could also find the right level of what the pre-test
respondents considered as low, medium or high level of the different
attributes. A reduced factorial design was used in this study since the
number of combinations is too high for a full factorial design. The attributes
were operationalized based on the results from Study 1. For each attribute
low, medium, and high attractiveness levels were constructed in this study.
These attribute levels were then combined in a fractional factorial design
permitting independent estimates of the main effects of the four attributes.
The levels low, medium, and high were chosen relative to each other and not
in order to test individual attributes.
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In Study 2, a 2 (time pressure: high versus low) by 2 (shopping style:
major shopping versus fill-in shopping) by 4 (store attributes: access, price
level, supply quality/range, service quality) repeated-measures analysis of
variance (ANOVA) was performed to investigate how situational factors
influence satisfaction with shopping in different grocery store formats.
Before submitting the results to statistical tests, means were computed for
the attractiveness levels of each attribute. In order to measure the
importance of each attribute in influencing satisfaction, the contrasts?, ((2/3)
(mean high attractiveness) + (1/3) (mean medium attractiveness) — mean
low attractiveness), were constructed based on the means for the
attractiveness levels of access, price level, supply quality/range and service
quality, respectively. For each attribute (access, price level, supply
quality/range, and service quality) orthogonal contrasts were then computed
to obtain a measure of the importance of the attribute for satisfaction with
the stores. Each attribute is handled as independent (even though there is an
interaction), which is appropriate when the aim is not to test relationships
between attributes but external factors’ importance in different
combinations. Rather, situations of actual attributes are created to see if and
how time-pressure and type of shopping is affected. Therefore, orthogonal
Helmert contrasts were used since they do not affect the distributions of the
dependent variable and also do not affect each other (i.e. they allow
independent conclusions). The contrasts are measures of how much the
attributes increase satisfaction due to any monotonic increase with the
attribute level as well as the average effect of all attribute levels. The contrast
is in other words the sum of the following two orthogonal Helmert contrasts
between means for the attractiveness levels high, medium, and low

¢1 = Mhigh attractiveness — (1/ 2)(Mmedium attractiveness + Mlow attractiveness)

P2 = Mmedium attractiveness — 1\/Ilow attractiveness

and after multiplication by 2/3 (following the convention to set to 2 the sum
of the absolute weight values): g(attribute) = (2/3)(¢: + ¢2)

= (2/ B)Mhigh attractiveness T (1/ 3)Mmedium attractiveness — 1\/Ilow attractiveness

If Mhigh = Mmedium = Miow @ Will be 0 if all means are equal and will increase
with any linear or nonlinear increase in the means from the low to the high
attractiveness level. In order to also take into account the level, (Mg
attractiveness + Mmedium attractiveness + Milow attractiveness)/ 3was added. This resulted in

(P(attribUte) = Mhigh attractiveness T (2/ 3)(Mmedium attractiveness —Mlow attractiveness)

The contrast is a normally distributed measure of effect size. The measure is zero if all means
are equal. The higher the value, the more the means differ between the attribute levels.
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Mixed ANOVAs were also performed with socio-demographic factors as
between-groups factors in order to investigate whether the main findings
from the repeated-measures analysis of variance were moderated by socio-
demographic characteristics. Four 2 (time pressure: high versus low) by 2
(type of grocery shopping: major shopping versus fill-in shopping) by 4
(store attribute: access versus price level versus supply quality/range versus
service quality) ANOVAs were conducted to test the two-way interactions
between the socio-demographic factors and time pressure, type of shopping,
and store attributes.

Study 3

In the third study, the objective was to test how attractive a store needs to be
for consumers to switch their regular store to a new one. The 34 store
attributes in Study 1 were used also in this study. Product moment
correlations were computed of the 34 store attributes and submitted to a
Principal Component Analysis (PCA). The feasibility of performing a PCA
was indicated by a Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin measure and a significant (p<.001)
Bartlett’s test of sphericity (Hair et al., 2006). On the basis of the PCA
results, ten components were extracted also in this study. From these ten
components, aggregated attributes were identified as the same as in Study 1;
supply quality, supply range, price level, service quality, storescape quality,
closeness to other facilities, child-friendliness, availability, accessibility by
car, and accessibility by other modes. To secure that the attributes are
reliable Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were calculated with >.60 for each
aggregated attribute to confirm their reliability. One sample t-tests were
performed for each of the 34 attributes, comparing consumers’ regular
grocery store with a store right beside, closer than, and further away. Also in
this study, t-tests were used in order to compare the difference between
population means.

Article writing process

This dissertation is part of a research project called “Choice of store” which is
funded by Hakon Swenson Stiftelsen. The members of the research project
have contributed to the research in various ways during the process, and the
articles in this dissertation have been co-authored with members of the
research project. Writing the articles has been a process, like the doctoral
education itself, and my contribution and independence have varied and
grown with time and the experience I have gained. My contribution lies in
every stage of the research process, as well as in all parts of the papers. I have
taken the role of first author on all articles and my contribution to each
article represents at least 50 % of the amount of work even though there are
three or four authors on tap

56



Summary of the papers

The five papers included in this dissertation answer to the objectives and
contribute to fulfilling the purpose: to advance the knowledge of what
influences consumers’ choices of grocery stores. In the following,
extended abstracts of the five papers are given.

Paper 1 — Importance ratings of grocery store attributes
Paper 1 is built on the first data collection and aims to answer to the first
objective of this dissertation: “Examine the effect of traditional attributes in
the retail mix such as price, product quality, product range, service, and
access, on choice of grocery store in combination with different situations.”
The purpose of this study was to develop a comprehensive set of grocery
store attributes that can be standardized and used in empirical research
aiming at increasing retailers’ understanding of determinants of grocery
store choice, and to assess how the relative importance of the attributes is
affected by consumer socio-demographic characteristics and shopping
behaviour.

In order to compete with new store formats, traditional stores
(supermarkets and convenience stores) need an effective marketing strategy
based on a comprehensive understanding of the relationships between the
relative  importance of different attributes, socio-demographic
characteristics, and shopping behaviour. A large attention in research has
been paid to determine which attributes different consumers find important
when making store choice (e.g., Woodside and Trappey, 1992; Reutterer and
Teller, 2009). Yet, even though there is a large literature investigating the
importance of store attributes, there is no consistency in previous research
regarding which attributes that have been included in different previous
work. Further, previous research has to a large extent targeted single
attributes at a time; thus, information is lacking about the complexity and
simultaneous influences of several attributes. In this paper we seek to fill this
gap by simultaneously investigating the importance for choices of grocery
store played by a majority of the attributes found to be important in previous
research. One aim of the present study is to provide a meaningful set of store
attributes including wide ranges of both (controllable) attractiveness and
(uncontrollable) accessibility attributes. It may be noted that previous
research has investigated a mix of general, “aggregated” attributes (e.g.,
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product quality, supply range) and specific, “disaggregated” attributes (e.g.,
availability of parking lots, retailing organic products). In this paper we
generated an extensive set of specific attributes, which was then reduced to a
set of indexes of the importance of aggregated attractiveness and
accessibility attributes. Such indexes may be expected to give more generally
valid results concerning how consumer socio-demographic characteristics
and type of shopping moderate how important different attributes are
perceived.

To further examine the complexity of choice of grocery store a second
aim was to investigate the importance grocery-shopping consumers place on
the controllable attractiveness attributes compared to the uncontrollable
accessibility attributes, and to investigate the relative importance of the
different attributes within each category. Accessibility attributes may
function as “gatekeepers” in that they prevent consumers from freely
choosing the most attractive store. For this reason we conjecture that
accessibility attributes are more important than attractiveness attributes.
Moreover, in a Swedish grocery retail context with a restricted price and
product quality variation, the accessibility attributes would in general be
more important. In addition, we expect differences in importance of both the
accessibility attributes and attractiveness attributes, depending on socio-
demographic characteristics and differences in shopping behaviour, showing
that consumers’ choice of grocery store is depending on the context.

An Internet survey of 1,575 Swedish consumers was conducted. A large
set of attributes was rated by the participants on seven-point scales with
respect to their importance for choice of grocery store. Principal component
analysis resulted in a reduced set of reliably measured aggregated attributes.
This set included the attractiveness attributes price level, supply range,
supply quality, service quality, storescape quality, facilities for childcare,
and closeness to other stores, and the accessibility attributes easy access by
car, easy access by other travel modes, and availability (closeness to store
and opening hours). Cronbach’s alphas >.60 suggested that the measures of
importance of the aggregated attributes had a satisfactory reliability,
indicating that the established comprehensive set of attractiveness and
accessibility attributes of grocery stores could be standardized and used in
empirical research.

The results showed that accessibility by car is the most important
grocery store attribute, storescape quality and availability the next most
important and facilities for childcare the least important. The results reveal
the relative importance grocery-shopping consumers place on controllable
attractiveness attributes compared to uncontrollable accessibility attributes
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as well as the relative importance of the attributes within each category. It
was also found that socio-demographic factors and type of shopping have an
impact on the importance of the store attributes. The importance of
accessibility attributes was primarily affected by distance to store, car access,
frequency of shopping, and major versus fill-in shopping. The importance of
attractiveness attributes were mainly affected by gender and money spent.
This shows that choice of grocery store is a complex choice that is influenced
by the context.

This paper contributes to the literature by bringing forward a more
comprehensive set of attributes that could be tested in research regarding
choice of store. In comparison to previous research stating that the most
important attribute is distance to store (e.g., Bell et al., 1998; Fox et al.,
2004), distance was seen as the least important attribute in this paper.
Instead, other factors regarding accessibility such as accessibility by car and
parking facilities were seen as most important.

Paper 2 — Who shops groceries where and how? — The
relationship between choice of store format and type of
grocery shopping

The purpose of this paper is to investigate the relationship between
consumers’ grocery shopping and their choice of grocery store format and
consumer characteristics. This article is built on the first data collection and
aims to answer to the second objective of this dissertation: “Examine the
effect of type of store and type of shopping on consumers’ choice of grocery
store” as well as the fourth objective: “Investigate whether and how
consumer characteristics have an impact on choice of grocery store”.

The development of retail outlets may have led to a situation where some
segments of grocery shoppers do not have access to the store formats they
prefer. Lack of transportation and time pressure are examples of factors
preventing consumers from doing major shopping in supermarkets, instead
forcing them to use convenience stores not designed for such type of
shopping. Others may need to be flexible in their choice of store format or
type of grocery shopping (major versus fill-in shopping) because of
inconvenient work hours or family logistics. Knowledge of segments of
grocery shoppers deviating from the traditional pattern of choice of store
format and type of grocery shopping is of vital importance to help retailers
structure and develop stores and offerings in order to win the battle for the
consumers. By simultaneously observing consumers’ choice of store format
and whether they are doing major or fill-in shopping, we are able to
investigate more combinations of shopping types and store format than has
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been done previously, which better shows the complexity of choice of grocery
store.

In previous studies consumer segmentation has been based on different
types of demographic, psychographic, lifestyle or choice criteria variables
such as price and quality (e.g., Stone, 1995; Carpenter and Moore, 2006;
Rigopoulou et al., 2008; Kohijoki and Marjanen, 2013). However, when
aiming at knowing consumers better in order to predict their future choices,
traditional segmentation techniques seem to be weak (Yankelovich and
Meer, 2006). In this paper we contribute to existing knowledge by
identifying the prevalence and characteristics of segments of consumers
based on where and how they shop instead of solely on their characteristics.
Socio-demographic factors are then used to further explain the
characteristics of the consumer segments doing different types of grocery
shopping in different store formats.

In an Internet survey, 1,575 Swedish consumers reported how they shop
groceries. Statistical analyses were performed to determine the extent to
which choice of supermarket versus convenience store is related to type of
grocery shopping (major versus fill-in shopping) and different consumer
characteristics. Three OLS multiple linear regression analyses were
performed. The first regression analysis had frequency of type of grocery
shopping (major versus fill-in shopping) as dependent variable and the other
two the difference between the frequency of grocery shopping in
supermarkets and the frequency of grocery shopping in convenience stores
as dependent variables. In all three regression analyses, the independent
variables were gender, age, household size, full-time employment, income,
frequency of shopping groceries, money spent per month on groceries,
whether one shops alone or in company with family members, access to car,
distance to most patronized store, type of shopping trip, and central versus
not central place of residence.

The results showed that consumers who are less frequently doing grocery
shopping are mostly doing major shopping. It was also shown that
consumers doing major shopping trips are younger, have larger households,
are part-time employees, spend more money on grocery shopping, have
frequently access to car, live further away from the store they usually
patronize, are shopping with others, and do not combine the grocery trip
with other errands. The results also showed that difference in frequency of
shopping in different store formats was significantly affected by shopping
frequency, age, household size, access to car, distance to most frequently
patronized store, and type of shopping trip. The results showed that there
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were differences in consumer demographics in regards to what store format
consumers most frequently visit.

The results of the study indicated that more major shopping was made in
supermarkets than in convenience stores where fill-in shopping was more
frequent. The modest positive correlation found between type of shopping
and choice of store format implies that the traditional store formats may not
fulfil grocery shoppers’ needs. In order to understand this potential
discrepancy, it was important to examine the segments of consumers who do
major shopping in supermarkets, fill-in shopping in supermarkets, major
shopping in convenience stores, and fill-in shopping in convenience stores.
These segments of consumers differ on different characteristics. Retailers
need to be aware of what type of consumers is patronizing their stores, in
order to change the store attributes to fit the consumers’ needs. This
knowledge may also be used to attract new consumers.

The study integrates consumers’ choice of store format and type of
shopping in a grocery retail setting. By addressing both consumers’ choice of
store format and whether consumers are doing a major or fill in shopping
trip, the study fills a gap in the research literature and challenges the
generally accepted view that consumers are doing major shopping trips in
supermarkets and fill-in shopping trips in convenience stores. Our main
contribution is therefore that we have been able to identify and characterize
these segments of grocery shoppers. The segments of consumers
distinguished in this paper are: Planning Suburbans (major shopping in
supermarkets), Pedestrians (major shopping in convenience stores), Social
Shoppers (fill-in shopping in convenience stores), City Dwellers (fill-in
shopping in convenience stores), and Flexibles (doing both major and fill-in
shopping in both convenience stores and supermarkets). The results inform
retailers of the characteristics of the consumers patronizing their stores so
that they will be better able to change the store attributes to fit the
patronizing consumers’ needs as well as the needs of new consumers. Having
in mind that segmentation should offer retailers a deeper view of their
consumers, it becomes important to also take into account consumers’
preferences regarding how and where they shop in order to obtain useful
consumer segments. This result showed the complexity of choice of grocery
store and that what situation consumers are facing is influencing the choice.
Not only what store or what type of shopping that is undertaken but also the
consumer itself could be described as the situation.

This paper strengthens Yankelovich’s and Meer’s (2006) argument that

the traditional segmentation techniques to focus on consumer characteristics
seem to be weak, and contributes to the literature by adding another way of
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segmenting the consumers in order to understand how consumers choose
grocery store. Previous research has focused either on where consumers
shop or how they shop. It has more or less been taken for granted that
consumers doing major shopping visit the supermarket and consumers
doing fill in shopping visit the convenience store. By combining the variables
where and how consumers shop, less common segments emerged. These
segments contributes to a more comprehensive understanding of how type of
shopping and store format relates to the differences in how consumers relate
to different attributes in different store formats.

Paper 3 — Consumers’ satisfaction with grocery shopping in
supermarkets and convenience stores

Paper 3 is built on the first data collection and aims to answer to the third
objective of this dissertation: “Investigate how different situations affect
consumers’ satisfaction with their choice of grocery store”. In this paper we
asked whether there are differences between choice and satisfaction, which
attributes are important for satisfaction with grocery shopping in
supermarkets compared to convenience stores, and whether accessibility
attributes and attractiveness attributes have different impacts on satisfaction
depending on consumer characteristics and shopping behaviour in different
store formats.

Since different store formats are explicitly designed to fit different
consumers’ needs through customized assortments, opening hours, and
atmospheres (e.g., Morganosky, 1997; Findlay and Sparks, 2008), there is a
need for knowledge of which store attributes make different consumer
segments satisfied with their grocery shopping in different store formats.
The specific question we raise in the present study is whether consumers
who differ in choice of traditional store formats (supermarket versus
convenience store) and style of shopping (major versus fill-in shopping) are
satisfied with shopping in the stores they chose and which store attributes
make them satisfied. The present research also investigates whether factors
important for choice of grocery store also affect satisfaction - an issue that
appears to have attracted less research interest than it deserves.

In an Internet survey 1,575 Swedish consumers assessed their satisfaction
with different attributes as well as their overall satisfaction with
supermarkets and convenience stores where they do grocery shopping. This
study has increased the understanding of the differences between
supermarkets and convenience stores with respect to how these store
formats makes consumers satisfied depending on how they shop.
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Satisfaction with different store attributes is found to vary with both store
format and whether consumers do major or fill-in shopping. The overall
satisfaction was higher for supermarkets than convenience stores. The
consumers were more satisfied with availability and accessibility with other
travel modes in convenience stores than in supermarkets, while the
satisfaction with all other attributes were rated higher for supermarkets than
for convenience stores. The overall satisfaction with supermarkets are
significantly related to satisfaction with supply quality, supply range, price
level, service quality, storescape quality, child-friendliness, and availability.
The overall satisfaction with conveniences stores are significantly related to
supply quality, supply range, price level, service quality, storescape quality,
child-friendliness, and availability. Yet, supply range and price level were
significantly less related to satisfaction for convenience stores than for
supermarkets, while service quality was significantly more related to
satisfaction for convenience stores than for supermarkets.

Our results also demonstrate that the degrees to which consumers are
satisfied depend on different socio-demographic characteristics. The results
show differences in what the different consumer groups find important for
satisfaction with the different store formats. The results also show a higher
overall satisfaction with supermarkets than with convenience stores for all
consumer groups, and within these store formats, a higher satisfaction
(compared to other consumer groups) with the chosen store format for each
consumer group. Still, City Dwellers and Pedestrians who predominantly
shop in convenience stores are more satisfied with supermarkets. These
results suggest that consumers may be forced to choose an alternative even
though they would be more satisfied with another store. Another possibility
is that consumers’ choices are habitual, implying that no deliberate choice is
made. Retailers should take this into consideration when developing retail
formats and promotional strategies. The consumer groups differ in which
attributes they find most important for their overall satisfaction. Grocery
retailers should therefore take into consideration that depending on the store
formats, consumers are satisfied with different attributes. However, if
consumers are limited in their choice, accessibility attributes become more
important determinants of their choice of store. Only if consumers have the
possibility to choose the store, attractiveness attributes will become
important, such that they differentiate the specific store from other stores.

This paper contributes to the literature by addressing the influence of the
context on the choice. Depending on what type of store consumers are
visiting, they are satisfied with different attributes, making importance of
attributes dependent on the situation. Also, the paper shows that the
consumer groups brought forward in paper 2 are satisfied with different
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store attributes. As mentioned in the theoretical framework, satisfaction has
been regarded as the main determinant of store loyalty (e.g., Bitner, 1990;
Bloemer and De Ruyter, 1998). However, this paper shows that all consumer
groups are more satisfied with the supermarket than with the convenience
store, which indicates that consumers are not always choosing the store they
are most satisfied with. Consumers can therefore be seen as loyal and
satisfied even though they would be more satisfied with another store.
Hence, other factors than satisfaction make them return to the store.

Paper 4 — The effect of time pressure and type of shopping
on consumers’ satisfaction with grocery store attributes

The fourth paper is built on the second data collection and refers to the
second objective of this dissertation: “Examine the effect of type of store and
type of shopping on consumers’ choice of grocery store” as well as to the
third objective: “Investigate how different situations affect consumers’
satisfaction with their choice of grocery store”. In this paper, the primary
aim is to investigate whether satisfaction is affected by type of grocery
shopping (major versus fill-in shopping) in conjunction with time pressure
and which store attributes that are important for satisfaction. An additional
aim is therefore to investigate whether the effects on satisfaction of time
pressure and type of shopping vary in different consumer segments.

Different store formats have explicitly been designed to fit consumers’
needs through customized assortments, opening hours, and atmospheres
(Kim and Jin, 2001; Prasad and Aryasri, 2011). However, not only the store
format affects how consumers shop, and therefore store format cannot
explain what store attributes are important for consumers’ satisfaction with
the store. Instead of solely focusing on where consumers shop, it is therefore
necessary to consider how consumers shop in order to gain knowledge about
what attributes make consumers satisfied. In this paper we do not explicitly
compare store formats when confronting consumers with different
situations. Instead, the degree to which bundles of store attributes at
different levels makes consumers satisfied with shopping is examined. In
this way store formats are indirectly investigated through attributes
associated with grocery stores. This is done to control for possible influences
of factors associated with defining store formats by labels.

Today, when retailers face increased competition (Gomes et al., 2004), it
is becoming even more important to understand what motivates consumers,
what influences their in-store behaviour, and what makes them satisfied
with the store so that they will return. Still, there is little consensus among
researchers with respect to the importance rankings of different attributes in
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choice of grocery store. A reason for this lack of consensus may be the
moderating role played by consumer characteristics, consumers’ type of
shopping, and the conditions under which they shop — which constitute the
situation consumers are confronted with.

Fictitious grocery stores were constructed according to a reduced
fractional factorial design by independently varying levels of access, price
level, supply-quality/range and service-quality. In an Internet survey 1,023
Swedish consumers were asked to rate satisfaction with shopping in these
stores for four different scenarios, crossing buy-in-bulk versus
complementary shopping with high versus low time pressure.

In the paper we have shown that satisfaction is higher for fill-in shopping
than major shopping, that time pressure has no effects on satisfaction, and
that price level, service quality, and product quality/range are more
important for satisfaction with major shopping, whereas access is more
important for satisfaction with fill-in shopping. In contrast to previous
research, this study shows no significant effect of time pressure on
satisfaction. This suggests that grocery shopping is not influenced as much
by time pressure as other types of shopping. The results also show that
different attributes become important in different situations, suggesting that
what consumers value when buying groceries is depending on the situation.
The study also disentangles that different consumers place different weights
on what importance different attributes have on their satisfaction. For fill-in
shopping the effect of access was stronger, whereas for major shopping the
effects of price level, supply-quality/range and service-quality were stronger.
Individuals also differed in the weights they placed on the attributes
depending on age, household size, income, and car access.

This paper contributes to the literature by further investigating the
importance of the context consumers are facing. The paper shows that
satisfaction with a store differs depending on the situation consumers are
facing.

Paper 5 — How to attract the picky, lazy consumer

The final paper in this dissertation is built on the third data collection and
aims to further contribute to the first objective: “Examine the effect of
traditional attributes in the retail mix such as price, product quality,
product range, service, and access, on choice of grocery store in
combination with different situations”. The purpose of this study is to assess
how attractive a grocery store ought to be, and what attributes influence this
attractiveness, for a consumer to switch from the grocery store they usually
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patronage, to a new store situated right beside, closer than, and further away
from the consumers’ regular grocery store. Retail Gravitational models state
that the attractiveness of a store increases the acceptable distance to the
store. A store can thus be considered attractive even though it is located
further away as consumers would still travel to get there. Store switching is
an increasingly important issue particularly as the competitive environment
intensifies. Previous research on switching behaviour has mostly focused on
brands; surprisingly little effort has been put on store switching. There is
little information on how new entrants to a market impact the shopping
behaviour and what would make consumers switch from their existing store
to a new entrant.

Surveys were given to 279 undergraduate students and 266 usable
surveys were obtained, representing a response rate of 95.34 %. One-sample
t-tests were performed for each attribute, comparing consumers’ regular
grocery store with a store right beside, closer than, and further away.

In line with gravitational models, the results show that consumers are
demanding a store situated further away to be better on many more
attributes (26 out of 34 tested attributes) than the other stores (13 for the
store right beside, 11 for the closer store) in order to be chosen. Also, for the
stores right beside and closer, the attributes that need to be better are mainly
attributes concerning the store’s accessibility, while for the store further
away also in-store attributes need to be better. Many consumers answered
that they would not change store to one further away, and those who would
needed several attributes to be better in order to make that effort. The result
indicates that consumers are pickier with a grocery store situated further
away, and that to overcome this and consumers’ laziness to travel there,
much more is demanded of the stores’ level of attractiveness. This suggests
that consumers, when putting in more physical effort to travel to the store,
want their psychological effort to be compensated in terms of for example
better service, lower price or better quality products. Consumers’ perception
of location is therefore not only focused on the physical place of the store but
rather on the mental distance to the store. The results also imply that
consumers more easily switch stores if the effort to get to the store is similar
or less than getting to their regular store. The barrier to switch store is in
other words lower when there are other store options close to the store. In
order to win the battle for the consumers in such a situation, the store ought
to focus on the attributes which showed to be most important for consumers’
willingness to switch, namely storescape quality and accessibility. If a store is
closer, the difference in physical effort is small and the stores are therefore
competing on similar grounds.
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This paper contributes to the literature by questioning the view upon
location. The paper strengthens the research arguing that habits could be
hard to break (Dahlstrand and Biel, 1997) and that consumers are reluctant
to change store if they lose the benefit of store-specific knowledge (Rhee and
Bell, 2002). In previous research, distance to the store has been found to be
the most important factor driving choice of store (e.g., East et al., 2000).
However, this paper shows that the store needs to be better on other
attributes as well in order to be chosen, even though the store is closer to the
consumer.
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Choice of grocery store — a situation-
based choice

This dissertation set out to contribute to the retail literature by advancing
the knowledge of what influences consumers’ choices of grocery
stores. Each of the papers presented in the previous chapter individually
contributes to the literature by bringing forward different factors influencing
consumers, but the dissertation itself also contributes both empirically and
theoretically to the literature by focusing on the context characteristics that
affect consumers.

Most previous research in retail has been done on new purchase task
where the conscious choices are dominating. Yet, decisions such as where to
do ones’s grocery shopping are made repeatedly or frequently over time
evolving into habits, which is considered as more unconscious choices.
Traditional consumer choice models have shown that situational factors are
affecting consumers’ choices, but the way different situations are treated in
previous research differs and how situations affect consumers’ choices of
grocery stores is not clear. Therefore, the views of both conscious and
unconscious choice theories upon contextual characteristics are taken into
account in this dissertation. This chapter will discuss different factors that,
in various ways, affect the situation consumers are facing and therefore also
their choices of grocery stores.

Attributes in the retail mix

The first objective of this dissertation was to “examine the effect of
traditional attributes in the retail mix such as price, product quality,
product range, service, and access on choice of grocery store in
combination with different situations”. Sheth (1983) argued that different
shopping motives, such as utilitarian or hedonic shopping, will influence the
importance of different in-store attributes. By examining consumers’
importance ratings of different accessibility and attractiveness attributes for
choosing grocery stores, knowledge about consumers’ preferences and
attitude towards in-store attributes in grocery stores were gained. The
ratings of store attributes indicate why consumers are choosing one store
instead of another since the attributes consumers find most important for
their choice is part of what they base their choices upon. In order to win the
battle for the consumers, the store ought to focus on the attributes that
showed to be most important for the consumers. This dissertation has
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brought forward a comprehensive set of ten aggregated attributes
influencing consumers’ choices of grocery stores. Which attributes are most
important for different consumers in different situations is further discussed
in the section Managerial implications. The discussion here will focus on a
more overall level of the attributes, namely the relationship between
accessibility and attractiveness attributes.

Accessibility vs. attractiveness attributes

Overall, the results of this dissertation revealed that consumers find
accessibility attributes more important than attractiveness attributes. One
reason why accessibility attributes become most important could be because
accessibility is a fundamental condition for the consumer to shop in that
particular store. If the store is too far away, or in other ways not easily
accessible for consumers, that particular store will not be part of the choice
set. Hence, accessibility attributes could be seen as fundamental conditions
for the consumers enabling them to even consider that particular store as an
option. Later, when the consumers have access to the store, attractiveness
attributes play a more important part in the choice of grocery store.

Previous research in retail has long focused on the importance of place,
stating that location is the most important criteria when choosing store (e.g.,
Howard, 1992; Bell et al., 1998; Severin et al., 2001; Fox et al., 2004; Hsu et
al., 2010). Location has been proven to influence consumers’ choice of store
(East et al., 2000; Clarke et al., 2006; Zentes et al., 2007). The Retail gravity
models (Reilly, 1931; Huff, 1964; Christaller, 1966; Fotheringham, 1988)
argued that a high level of attractiveness makes consumers accept a longer
physical distance to the store. This dissertation shows a significant
relationship between how much better in terms of attractiveness attributes a
store further away ought to be than the usual store, and the consumers’
willingness to switch to that store. Hence, in order for consumers to be
willing to spend more energy on getting to the store, they need to be
compensated for the energy loss by for example getting lower prices, better
quality, or better service. In order for consumers to switch store to a store
located further away, eight out of ten aggregated attributes (supply range,
supply quality, price level, service quality, storescape quality, availability,
accessibility by car, and accessibility by other travel modes) need to be
better, which is not surprising. In comparison, a store located right beside
the usual store needs to be better in two out of ten aggregated attributes
(storescape quality and accessibility by car) in order to be chosen. A store
located closer than the usual store also needs to be better in two out of ten
aggregated attributes in order to be chosen (storescape quality and
accessibility). In other words, this study has shown that when a store is
situated further away, consumers demand more of the store in order to
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switch to that particular store. However, this is also true for a store situated
closer than the consumers’ regular store. Hence, even though the new store
is located closer than, or right beside, the regular store, it still needs to be
better in attractiveness in order to be chosen. This shows that even though
the location is better in terms of distance to store, consumers are still
reluctant to switch from their regular store.

As seen in Rhee and Bell (2002), consumers were reluctant to lose the
benefit of store-specific knowledge, which could be the reason why a new
store situated closer than, or right beside, consumers’ regular store still has
to be better on some attributes to be chosen. The results showed that the
barrier to change to another store is lower when there are other store options
close to the store and if the effort to get to the store is similar to, or less than,
getting to their regular store. Consumers’ psychological effort would be
higher in a new store than in the old store and this effort must therefore be
outweighed by better store attributes. The result therefore indicates that
consumers are pickier with a grocery store situated further away and to
overcome that, much more is demanded of the store’s level of attractiveness.

Another reason for consumers being reluctant to switch store could be
that the consumers have established a habit of choosing one particular store.
Laaksonen (1993) argued that the more times a store is chosen, the bigger
the chance of the consumers continuing to purchase in that particular store.
Previous research has stated that when a habit is established it might be
difficult to break it (Dahlstrand and Biel, 1997). Therefore, the consumer
might feel a larger mental distance to change to an unknown store even
though the store is located closer and/or demands less effort. Depending on
where the store is situated, a different number of attributes needs to be
better in the new store than in the consumers’ regular store in order to be
chosen. Hence, the results of this study showed that consumers’ willingness
to switch stores is situation-based.

Cognitive proximity

Due to the results of this dissertation, I argue that the view of what a good
location is must be reconsidered. Good location is not where the store is
actually physically located. Rather, good location is connected to where the
consumers are, both in mind and physically, at the time. Consumers’ habits
and where they are situated therefore have an effect on what is considered as
a good location for a store for that specific consumer. Hence, consumers
have their own individual reference-point. When consumers are used to a
certain store, it is likely that they know where to find their products in the
store, and the location of the store might therefore not be as important.
However, if consumers do not know where to find the products in a new
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store, that store might feel further away and less convenient than the store
consumers usually patronage, even though it is situated further away. Hence,
consumers have a mental distance to a store, which influences them more
than the actual distance to the store. Some consumers are shopping on their
way home from work or in combination with other errands; the perception of
good location is therefore differing depending on the situation the individual
is facing. The consumers’ mental distance to a store can differ depending on
where the consumers are situated. Cognitive proximity could therefore be
seen as the new construct for location since it more clearly explains
consumers’ choices of stores both from internal and external conditions.

Type of store and type of shopping

The second objective of this dissertation was to “examine the effect of type of
store and type of shopping on consumers’ choice of grocery store.” Elms et
al. (2010) noted that the innovations and changes in the retail sector during
the past 30 years have led to a need of not only investigating where, but also
how consumers shop.

Type of shopping

In line with previous research (Kahn and Schmittlein, 1992; Reutterer and
Teller, 2009; Bell et al., 2011), this dissertation showed that consumers
desire different things from different types of shopping. The result of this
dissertation showed that when doing fill-in shopping, access was more
important than price level, supply quality/range and service quality for
satisfaction with the store, whereas for major shopping price level, supply
quality/range and service quality was more important than access. These
results also demonstrate that consumers demand different things in different
situations in order to be satisfied with the store. This indicates that the
situation consumers are confronted with is affecting what store attributes
become important.

When consumers are involved in major shopping they have to spend
more time and effort than when doing fill-in shopping (e.g., Kollat and
Willett, 1967; Kahn and Schmittlein, 1992). This may be the reason why they
demand more from the store making attractiveness attributes such as price
level, supply quality/range and service quality therefore important. When
spending less time and effort, the accessibility is shown to be more
important. The dissertation shows that consumers’ choice of grocery store is
a situation-based choice in terms of situation dependency. Hence,
consumers value different attributes and are also affected by time scarcity
differently depending on their social-demographical characteristics. In this
dissertation it is also shown that consumers are more satisfied with fill-in
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shopping than major shopping. This indicates that consumers may want
everything under the same roof but they still do not want to spend more
time, money, and effort to get what they need. These results make me
question if the store formats existing today really fit consumers’ needs and
type of shopping.

Undertaking fill-in shopping takes less time and effort than major
shopping (Kollat and Willett, 1967; Kahn and Schmittlein, 1992; Kim and
Park, 1997), which could be one reason why consumers are more satisfied
with fill-in shopping. Baker et al. (2002) showed that shoppers invest
minimal time and effort under time pressure, which could be another reason
why consumers are more satisfied with fill-in shopping which takes shorter
time. Hence, less energy is spent than when doing major shopping, which
could be a reason why consumers are more satisfied with fill-in shopping
than with major shopping. Previous research (Park et al., 1989; Beatty and
Ferrell, 1998; Skallerud et al., 2009; Inman et al., 2009) has also shown that
when consumers are under time pressure, they focus on the primary
shopping purposes and do little in-store browsing. In contrast to previous
research showing that time pressure influences consumers’ shopping
(Skallerud et al., 2009), the results in this study did not show any significant
effect on time-pressure. However, it might be that consumers’ time scarcity
(e.g., Richbell and Kite, 2007; Bergstrom and Folster, 2009; Manolis and
Roberts, 2012) puts them in constant time pressure when shopping. The
time pressures that consumers feel is then linked to consumers’
characteristics, not to a specific purchase situation. Another reason for why
there were no effects on time pressure might be that when shopping for
groceries, consumers purchase what they need and therefore the end-result
is the same with or without time pressure. This could explain why the results
of this dissertation showed that consumers are overall satisfied with the
grocery store they usually patronage even though the attributes they stated
were important for their satisfaction were not the same as the attributes they
were satisfied with in the store they usually patronage.

Type of store

Previous research has argued that the context the individual is facing affects
the decision-making (e.g., Kahneman and Tversky, 1979; Gigerenzer et al.,
1999; Juslin et al., 2003; Nordvall, 2014), and that different cognitive
processes will dominate in specific situations (Olsson et al., 2006).
Therefore, the differences in which store attributes become important in
different stores may be due to consumers’ using different cognitive processes
in the different situations. When visiting supermarkets consumers feel that
they need the car to get there since the store is most often located outside the
city centre. Accessibility attributes such as parking are therefore more
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important for their satisfaction when visiting supermarkets than when the
store is closer to home, as convenience stores in most cases are. The
accessibility by car therefore becomes less important for consumers to be
satisfied with a convenience store than availability attributes such as opening
hours. The results also show that, depending on what type of store
consumers are visiting, different attributes become more or less important
for consumers’ overall satisfaction with the store.

The results indicated that more major shopping was done in
supermarkets than in convenience stores (where fill-in shopping was more
frequent). Still, the correlation between how (major versus fill-in shopping)
and where (supermarket versus convenience store) was weak, suggesting
that there are consumers who deviate from this pattern. Hence, it can not be
taken for granted that consumers are doing major shopping in supermarkets
and fill-in shopping in convenience stores even though the different store
types have been created to suite that type of shopping. In other words, the
results show that some consumers are shopping in a store not really
designed to fit the type of shopping that is undertaken. Previous research has
failed to cover consumers who are deviating from the traditional pattern of
doing major shopping in supermarkets and fill-in shopping in convenience
stores.

Consumer segments

Yankelovich and Meer (2006) argued that traditional segmentation
techniques are weak in regards to predicting consumers’ future choices. In
this dissertation the consumer segments were therefore created on the basis
of where and how consumers shop instead of on consumer characteristics. In
this dissertation, five consumer groups varying on how and where they
purchase (Planning Suburbans, Pedestrians, Social Shoppers, City Dwellers,
and Flexibles) were brought forward. The results showed that consumers are
flexible in one aspect but inflexible in another. Some consumer segments are
bounded to how they shop, while others are bounded to where they shop.
These consumers may for some reason be prevented from making a different
choice, even though they would like to. The consumers may for some reason
be forced or limited to shop in one particular store format, even though it
does not fit their type of shopping. Moreover, even though these consumer
groups may know of other stores, these stores may not be accessible for
them, or they are trying to save energy by putting less effort in getting to a
store. Some consumers are “locked” to some stores. They may lack access to
a car or live in a place where free choices of store are limited or non-existing.
The results of this dissertation showed that some consumers are shopping in
a store not really designed to fit the type of shopping that is undertaken.
From my results it would therefore be relevant to question if the traditional
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store formats existing today are what consumers actually want, or if they for
example have been inherited from other contexts and countries.

Consumers satisfaction

The third objective of this dissertation was to “Investigate how different
situations affect consumers’ satisfaction with their choice of grocery store”.
When looking upon what consumers are satisfied with in the store they
usually patronage, the results yielded several significant differences between
supermarkets and convenience stores. The results also showed that overall
satisfaction was higher for supermarkets than for convenience stores. In line
with previous research (e.g., Popkowski, Leszczyz et al., 2000; Huddleston et
al., 2009) it was shown that there are differences between which attributes
consumers are satisfied with in different store formats. Consumers’
satisfaction with different store attributes was in other words different in
supermarket and convenience stores.

When visiting supermarkets consumers need - or feel that they need - the
car since the store is most often located outside the city centre. Accessibility
attributes such as parking are therefore more important for their satisfaction
when visiting supermarkets than when the store is closer to home, as
convenience stores in most cases are. The accessibility by car therefore
becomes less important than availability for consumers to be satisfied with
the convenience store. The results also show that depending on what type of
store consumers are visiting, different attributes become more or less
important for their overall satisfaction with the store. One reason why
accessibility becomes most important could be because accessibility is a
fundamental condition for consumers to shop in that particular store. If the
store is too far away or in other ways not easily accessible for consumers,
that particular store will not be part of the consumers’ choice set. Hence,
accessibility attributes could be seen as conditions fundamental for
consumers enabling them to consider that particular store. Then, when
having access to the store, attractiveness attributes plays a more important
part in the choices of grocery stores.

The results showed that all consumer groups (Planning Suburbans,
Pedestrians, Social Shoppers, City Dwellers, and Flexibles) were more
satisfied with supermarkets than with convenience stores, which is in line
with previous research (e.g., Huddleston et al., 2009). Even consumers who
predominantly shop in convenience stores were more satisfied with
supermarkets than with the convenience store. Consumers may want to
switch to a supermarket if this was possible. This suggests that these
consumers may be forced to choose an alternative they are less satisfied with

75



or their choice of grocery store is made out of habit even though a better
option is available. This would be in line with previous research showing that
the majority of people’s everyday actions are based on habits (Dahlstrand
and Biel, 1997; Aarts and Dijksterhuis, 2000; Verplanken and Wood, 2006).
Since satisfaction must be measured in relation to the alternatives that are
available to the consumers, the mental distance consumers have to different
store alternatives might influence the satisfaction with a store. The cognitive
proximity consumers feel for different store alternatives can also turn into a
habit of always choosing one store for which the consumers feel the least
mental distance to. Previous researchers have argued that it might be
difficult to break habits (e.g., Dahlstrand and Biel, 1997; Verplanken and
Aarts, 1999), which might be the reason why this dissertation shows that
consumers are shopping in a certain store even though they might be more
satisfied in another store.

Consumer characteristics

The fourth and final objective of this dissertation was to “investigate
whether and how consumer characteristics have an impact on choice of
grocery store.” The results showed that there are several significant
differences between different consumers regarding how they shop. Kahn and
Schmittlein (1989) argued that consumers making fill-in shopping are
smaller households, have lower income, and are more frequently older and
retired people. In contrast, consumers doing major shopping are bigger
households, have higher income, are more frequently younger people (Kahn
and Schmittlein, 1989), and spend more money on a shopping trip (Walters
and Jamil, 2003). However, this dissertation shows that the pattern is more
complex than that.

In line with Kahn and Schmittlein (1989), the segments City Dweller and
Social Shoppers are smaller households that are doing fill-in shopping.
However, when it comes to the age of the different consumer groups the
results of this study were not in line with previous research showing that
consumers doing fill-in shopping are older than other consumers (Kahn and
Schmittlein, 1989). The Social Shoppers are older than the other segments
but City Dwellers are not, which shows that consumers’ shopping pattern is
more complex than previously shown and therefore strengthens the
argumentation for segmenting consumers in another way than on
demographic variables. In previous studies consumer segmentation has
usually been based on demographic variables or different variables such as
price and quality (e.g., Stone, 1995; Carpenter and Moore, 2006; Kohijoki
and Marjanen, 2013). This dissertation shows that the previous view upon
consumers’ shopping and how these consumers have been segmented into
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groups based upon consumer characteristics are not reflecting how
consumers actually choose store today. The changes in demographic
structure such as the rise of single-person households (Clarke et al., 2006)
and the fact that consumers are faced with more commitments today,
leading to less time for shopping (Dellaert et al., 1998) are changing the way
consumers make decisions which is one reason why the shopping behaviour
has changed. Researchers have also shown that consumers are more mobile
today than previously (e.g., Marjanen, 1997; Forsberg, 1998; Banister, 2011),
making it easier to reach different types of stores and hence changing
consumers’ shopping behaviour. The development of the demographic
structure has in other words affected the way consumers make decisions
today.

Due to the results of this dissertation, I argue that choosing grocery store
is a situation-based choice influenced by consumers’ characteristics. The
choice of grocery store is therefore built on non-stable preferences, which
change with the context (e.g., consumers’ lifecycle and living condition).
Therefore, consumers themselves will have an impact on the other factors
mentioned in this discussion. The consumers themselves will for example
influence how willing they are to switch stores. If consumers have access to a
car, the longer distance to the new store might not affect them in such a
negative way as it would for consumers who do not have access to a car. Even
though previous research (e.g., Carpenter and Moore, 2005; Prasad and
Aryasri, 2011) has shown that socio-demographic variables influence
consumers, it has not previously been settled how they affect the relative
weights on different store attributes. Thang and Tan (2003) saw store
attributes as a stimulus influencing the organism (consumers) in their choice
of store (response), while Baker et al. (2002) saw the attributes as part of the
organism (consumers).

The result of this dissertation demonstrated that importance of different
store attributes and consumers’ satisfaction with the store were influenced
by socio-demographic and shopping behaviour variables. The results showed
how consumers differ in what they value and therefore different attributes
become important for different consumers. Hence, I argue that the attributes
could be seen as part of the organism and that the stimulus is rather what
type of shopping and type of store the consumers are facing. The variation of
different attributes that different consumers find important confirms my
idea of store choice being situation-based choices.

Summary

Habits have been argued to be fundamental in human behaviour and to have
a big impact on our behaviour (e.g., Verplanken and Aarts, 1999; Jackson et
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al,, 2006; Kahneman, 2011; Duhigg, 2012). When buying out of habit,
consumers usually gain a tunnel vision where other options are not
accounted for. However, I argue that all situations are unique and therefore
it is implied that consumers act according to the specific situation that the
consumers are facing in that specific moment. Different situations lead to
different habits, and the situation is therefore important even in choices
where consumers act according to their habits. Previous retail researchers
are also bringing forward how and what consumers shop (Sheth, 1983),
consumer attitudes (Monroe and Guiltinan, 1975), and consumer
characteristics (e.g., Darden, 1980). This dissertation has shown that these
factors are differing for consumers in different situations. Hence, depending
on different factors, consumers will act differently regarding what store they
will choose. Therefore, I refer to the choice of grocery store as a “situation-
based choice”.

This dissertation has shown that there is a difference in what consumers
say is important for their satisfaction and what they actually are satisfied
with in the store they patronage. One reason for this might be that
consumers are having a hard time to break the habit of choosing a specific
store even though they are not satisfied with that store. It could also be that
grocery shopping is a very unique type of shopping that consumers cannot be
without, which makes it impossible to choose not to choose, as with other
types of shopping. Once a consumer has entered a grocery store they will
therefore shop in that store, no matter what they think about the store;
consumers are very seldom walking out of a grocery store empty-handed in
order to go to another grocery store, even though the store did not have the
attributes the consumers are valuing. What type of shopping (major or fill in
shopping) consumers decide to undertake is a conscious choice. Depending
on if consumers are going to do major shopping or fill-in shopping, different
attributes become important and form part of the choice criteria for which
store the consumers end up in. However, since consumers are reluctant to
switch store from their regular one to a new one, it seems that after the
choice of type of shopping has been done, consumers have strong habits of
which store will be chosen. Hence, the unconscious takes over. Even though
consumers’ habits are strong, they have different habits in different
situations. Consumers will first make a conscious choice about what type of
shopping will be undertaken. Then the unconscious will take over since the
choice has been made many times before. In other words, consumers are not
going through the decision stages and the cognitive process of making a
decision except if something happens; if, for example, the store the
consumers usually patronage is closing. In such a case, consumers are forced
to make another evaluation of the options and choose a new store.
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Based on the results of this dissertation I argue that what consumers
regard as a good location of a store is not connected to a specific place but
should rather be seen as the mental distance consumers have to that specific
store. I suggest that location therefore should be seen as cognitive proximity
— a state of mind rather than the actual distance to the store and the physical
place of the store.
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Concluding remarks

The purpose of the dissertation was to contribute to the literature by
advancing the knowledge of what influences consumers’ choices of
grocery stores. The results of this dissertation show the complexity of
choices of grocery stores by bringing forward that the situation is more
important than previously shown. The results have shown that different
situations lead to different choices and that different attributes are
important for different consumer groups. Table 2 shows the relationship
between store format, type of shopping, and the attributes consumers find
important for their choice of store as well as what attributes they are satisfied
with in the supermarket and convenience store they usually patronage.

Table 2: The relationship between store format, type of shopping, and store attributes

Fill-in shopping Major shopping | Attributes
satisfaction
Supermarket Social Shoppers Planning Access car
Suberbans Product range
Flexthels Storescape
Convenience City Dweller Pedestrians Availability
store Access car
Access other
Attributes Supply quality Service
importance Availability Child-friendliness
Access other Price
Access Car

Retail mix attributes

When consumers are searching for information and evaluating different
options, it is inevitably important how the potential stores’ attributes match
what consumers find important for their choice of store. Many store choice
models in previous research have been developed with a focus on in-store
attributes and, as mentioned previously, they have focused on single or a few
attributes. There has been an inconsistency in previous research regarding
which and how many attributes have been included when studying
consumers’ choices. This study has therefore taken into account 34 different
retail mix attributes mentioned in different previous studies in order to test
them all at the same time and gain knowledge about their relative
importance. One important contribution in this dissertation is therefore the
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creation of a comprehensive set of ten aggregated attributes influencing
consumers’ choices of stores. The comprehensive set of attributes of grocery
stores that were established can be standardized and used in future empirical
research.

The results showed that the attributes found to be important for
consumers are not the same as the attributes consumers are satisfied with in
the store they usually patronage. As seen in Table 2, the results also showed
that the attributes that were important for satisfaction differed between
supermarkets and convenience stores. How consumers shop was also shown
to influence what attributes consumers found important. The results also
showed that different attributes became more or less important for the
consumers’ satisfaction when doing different types of shopping. As seen in
Table 2, there are differences in what consumers find important when they
are doing fill-in shopping and major shopping. This could be one explanation
to why there has been an inconsistency regarding importance of attributes in
previous research. Different attributes will also influence consumers’ choices
of grocery stores depending on style of shopping, store format, and
consumer characteristics. Due to the results of this dissertation I argue that
what consumers regard as important attributes is situation-based and will
vary depending on the situation the consumers are facing.

Consumer segments

One major contribution of the dissertation was to bring forward different
consumer groups varying in how and where they shop. This contribution is
questioning the traditional view that major shopping is done in
supermarkets and fill-in shopping in convenience stores, as well as the
traditional way of creating segments. All consumer groups were more
satisfied with supermarkets than with convenience stores, which shows that
consumers value having everything they need in the same store.
Supermarkets are offering a bigger assortment and “everything” under one
roof, which is convenient for consumers. Yet, even though all consumer
groups were more satisfied with supermarkets, City Dwellers and
Pedestrians are still doing most of their shopping in convenience stores.
These consumers may for some reason be limited in their choices (e.g., lack
of access to a car) and therefore do not have the possibility to shop in a
supermarket. In other words, for some reason the consumers are loyal to a
store even though they would be (and are) more satisfied with another store.
Satisfaction has often been seen to lead to habits. Yet, when it comes to
grocery store choice not only satisfaction creates the habit of consumers
choices. Consumers are not always satisfied with the store even though they
continue to return to the store. This might be due to consumers’ being
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restricted to specific stores. If consumers find the store acceptable, they will
continue to visit the store, and hence create a habit of going to the store even
though another store would make them more satisfied. This dissertation
therefore shows that habits regarding choice of grocery store can be seen as
stronger than satisfaction. Due to this, satisfaction cannot be assumed due to
consumers’ choice and loyalty to a store.

Cognitive proximity

The dissertation showed that consumers appreciate knowing the store and
are reluctant to switch store. For a store to be chosen instead of the
consumers’ “regular” store, it needs to be better on many attributes in order
to overcome the loss of energy a switch would lead to, regardless if the store
is situated further away, right beside or closer than the regular store. This
dissertation therefore questioned the view of a “good location”, arguing that
the mental distance — the cognitive proximity — to the store is much more
important than the physical location. The importance of the location of a
store is bounded to the consumers and where they are at the moment, and
not to a specific place. The importance of location is therefore as important
as shown in previous research, but what a good location is differs depending
on the consumers and the situation the consumers are facing. Hence,
location in choice of grocery store should rather be seen as cognitive
proximity.

Different situations

As mentioned previously, when consumers are about to switch store, the
evaluation of alternative stores will be influenced by what kind of store
attribute consumers find important. However, depending on what types of
shopping consumers are engaged in, the evaluation of alternative stores will
have different outcomes. Hence, different situations are bringing forward
different decision rules and choice criteria. Consumers have been shown to
be reluctant to switch the store where they do their grocery shopping. When
choosing grocery stores, consumers could therefore be seen to be choosing
out of habit. What type of shopping consumers are going to be engaging in
and whether the grocery shopping is going to be a habitual choice or if the
consumers are switching stores, will affect how thoroughly consumers go
through the decision stages. When choosing a store out of habit, consumers
already have the store information needed in order to make the decision,
while if they are switching stores, they will spend more time on gathering
information and evaluating the alternatives.

Different situations are bringing forward different habits that need to be
accounted for. The consumers are drawn by their habits either because the
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store is closest or the consumers know where to find what they need in that
store. Also, consumers have different habits depending on what type of
shopping they are undertaking. Hence, also consumers’ habits are situation-
based. When starting to purchase groceries or moving to a new city,
consumers may evaluate different options, but once they have started to visit
one or a couple of stores, they are not likely to switch stores unless
something happens. Depending on where the consumers are, different stores
will be chosen. Consumers use themselves as a starting-point and shop
“rationally” according to the situation they are facing. If consumers recognize
the need for purchasing groceries when they are at home, the choice of store
might be different than if the consumers had been at work or out walking.
Depending on the situation, consumers will face different outcomes
(different stores); hence, grocery store choice is a situation-based choice.

Limitations and future research

Like all research, this dissertation has limitations even though it also
provides a number of theoretical and managerial contributions. Each of the
papers included in the dissertation addresses limitations connected to that
specific paper but there are also some limitations affecting the dissertation
as a whole. These limitations can also be seen as inspiration for future
research.

One main limitation of this study was the choice of the research context.
The decision-making in regards to choices of stores was examined in
physical grocery stores in Sweden. What influences consumers might vary
across countries as well as the retail context (other stores such as clothes,
electronics and so forth), which could be interesting to study. The online
shopping is increasing in regards to grocery shopping, which also may
influence consumers’ decision-making differently than when purchasing in
physical grocery stores. It would therefore be interesting to compare online
grocery shopping with the comprehensive set of attributes found in paper 2.
The attributes could also be used to test decision-making in other retail
contexts and also in other countries.

Another limitation is that the data collection in Study 3 was made on
students. Students usually do not have access to a car as often as other
consumers, making them less mobile and hence limited in their choices of
grocery stores. However, previous research has shown that students’
shopping behaviour does not significantly differ from other age and income
groups. Still, it would be interesting to investigate whether the results from
this dissertation would be the same regarding what makes other consumer
groups switch stores.

84



A final limitation of this dissertation is that it was based on quantitative
methods. This dissertation has shown that City Dwellers and Pedestrians are
shopping in the convenience store even though they are more satisfied with
the supermarket. A suggestion for future research is to use a qualitative
method to strengthen the knowledge about why these consumers are not
shopping in the store they find more satisfying. All papers relied on self-
reported data and the consumers stated their preferences. It may be possible
to capture the actual choice and the revealed behaviour of consumers instead
of stated preferences or a fictive choice, by doing experiments or by a
qualitative method.

Managerial and marketing implications

The dissertation brings forward managerial and marketing implications.
Consumers’ choices of retail outlets are the basis of many empirical
questions in retailing such as pricing, location decisions, storescape, and so
forth. Due to the increased competition the retail food sector is facing today
with Internet shopping, home delivery, and different food boxes, it becomes
even more important to know the consumers in order to stay attractive and
keep the consumers. Establishing how consumers respond in their choices of
retailers under various circumstances is central to making good strategic
decisions. Retail managers would therefore gain from knowledge about their
consumers and the consumers they are striving to have, which would help
them to understand what store attributes the consumers find important.
Marketing managers could then highlight these store attributes in marketing
in order to attract the targeted consumer group.

Better store formats

The results of this dissertation showed that the store formats available today
might not fit the need of the stores’ consumers and their shopping style,
since not all consumer groups are shopping in the store format they are most
satisfied with. When knowing what kind of consumers the store wants to
attract, retail managers should use the information of what that consumer
group finds important in order to adjust their store to better serve their
potential consumers’ needs. For example, consumers may be limited in their
choices of store due to difficulties to travel to different stores. Therefore, one
criteria that must be fulfilled for the store to be part of the consumers’ choice
set is that the store is accessible by other means than by car and that it is
close to home or work, etc. When marketing managers understand the
decision strategies and attributes that are important to consumers, they can
use and benchmark these attributes against competitors to ensure that their
store is not eliminated by the consumers prior to the selection from within
the choice set.
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Even though consumers have to purchase food, where and how they
purchase food may change due to new competition entering the market.
Retailers with traditional store formats, therefore, would benefit from
thinking forward and not trust that the consumers will continue to shop in
their store even though they are not supplying the consumers with what they
actually think is important. For example, convenience stores might be able to
find out what would make City Dwellers and Pedestrians more satisfied so
that they become more satisfied with the store they purchase in than other
potential stores, such as the supermarket. This could also strengthen the
loyalty so that the consumers might return to the store even if their living
conditions changed. The consumers may for example buy a car and hence
they are no longer limited in their choices. If the consumers are satisfied
with the store they may stay loyal to the store even though they have more
options.

Different store attributes

In previous research, accessibility by car was not recognized to be an
important attribute. For example, in the meta-analysis by Pan and Zinkhan
(2006), attributes such as product range, service quality, product quality,
store atmosphere, and price level were more important than accessibility
attributes. Other studies have shown that product supply (e.g., Carpenter
and Moore, 2006), product quality (e.g., Reutterer and Teller, 2009), and
price level (e.g., Mitchell and Harris, 2005) are the most important
attributes. However, these authors did not take accessibility into account,
which could be one reason why these attributes were considered the most
important attributes by the consumers. This dissertation showed that
according to the consumers, accessibility by car is the most important
aggregated attribute, followed by storescape quality and availability. After
these attributes supply range, supply quality, price level, service quality, and
accessibility by other travel modes have means above the midpoint of the
scale whereas closeness to other facilities had a mean below the midpoint.
The least important attribute was child-friendliness.

The attributes Supply range and supply quality were less important in
this research than found in previous North-American research, possibly
because Swedish grocery stores in general have a large supply range and
high-quality products. The differences in product quality and product range
are therefore not as large between different stores in Sweden as they are in
North America. It is also noteworthy that price level is not among the most
important attributes, which may be a consequence of less price variation in
the different store formats in Sweden. Since the differences are slim, these
attributes are less important in the choice of grocery store than when the
stores differ much more.
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For an attribute to play a part in consumers’ choice of store, it has to be of
importance for the consumers, but also help to differentiate the different
options. If all stores have the same price level, this factor will not help the
consumers in making their decision. Another possible reason for the
difference in results may be that the retail sector has gone through a lot of
changes over the years (e.g., Elms et al., 2010), which has changed how
consumers shop today compared to earlier. Also, consumers have less time
and are more stressed today than previously, making them require the
shopping to go faster, which could be one reason why consumers value
accessibility and convenience. Also, consumers’ increased mobility today
(e.g., Marjanen, 1997; Forsberg, 1998; Banister, 2011), makes it easier to
travel to a store they like instead of being “forced” to choose the closest store.
Hence, it is likely that also what attributes the consumers find important has
changed due to changes in shopping behaviour and where consumers are in
their lifecycle.

The importance of accessibility attributes (accessibility by car,
accessibility by other modes, and availability) was most strongly affected by
the socio-demographic characteristics and shopping behaviour, primarily by
distance to store, car access, frequency of shopping, and major versus fill-in
shopping, while the importance of attractiveness attributes were mainly
affected by gender and money spent. There were differences in age and
gender; young consumers found availability more important than older
consumers did, which is in line with the research by Moschis et al, (2004)
which argued that older consumers are not as strongly affected by distance
and geographical location as other consumers. One reason for this may be
that older consumers who are retired have more time on their hands than
young consumers who are still working and having young children. Women
found price, storescape quality, and service quality important while men
found closeness to other facilities and child-friendliness more important.
This indicates that men want the shopping to go smoothly with no
distractions, regardless of the price or quality of the products. Instead, they
value an easy and fast shopping experience. Also when looking at consumers’
satisfaction with the stores they usually patronage, there was a significant
effect of gender (women more satisfied than men) and having children
(consumers with children more satisfied than those without children).
Consumers with children value price and child-friendliness as most
important while consumers without children found supply quality, supply
range, service quality, and closeness to other facilities important. Still, child-
friendliness was the attribute consumers rated as having the lowest impact
for their overall satisfaction in both convenience stores and supermarkets.
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Importance versus satisfaction

There are both similarities and differences between what consumers find
important in order to be satisfied with a store and what attributes they
actually are satisfied with in the store they usually patronage (both
convenience store and supermarket) as well as which store attributes
influence consumers’ overall satisfaction with the store. When visiting
different store formats, different attributes became more or less important
for consumers’ satisfaction. In convenience stores, availability, accessibility
by car, and accessibility by other travel modes were the most important
attributes, while in supermarkets accessibility by car, product range, and
storescape were most important.

The results showed that consumers were less satisfied with attributes of
convenience stores than attributes of supermarkets except for availability
(closeness to store and opening hours) and accessibility by other travel
modes, where satisfaction was higher for convenience stores than for
supermarkets. When it comes to supermarkets, consumers were most
satisfied with accessibility by car followed by supply range. After these
attributes came storescape quality, supply quality, service quality,
availability, price level, closeness to other facilities, accessibility by other
travel modes, and lastly child-friendliness. For convenience stores
consumers were most satisfied with availability followed by accessibility by
car, accessibility by other travel modes, storescape quality, supply quality,
supply range, service quality, closeness to other facilities, price level, and
lastly child-friendliness. When looking at the attributes that have a
significant effect on consumers’ overall satisfaction with supermarkets and
convenience stores, supply quality, supply range, price level, service quality,
storescape quality, child-friendliness, and availability have an effect. Supply
range and price level had a significantly less impact for convenience stores
than for supermarkets while service quality had significantly more impact for
convenience stores than for supermarkets. Depending on how and where
consumers are shopping, accessibility becomes more or less important. The
most important attribute was accessibility by car, and this attribute was also
what influenced the satisfaction with the supermarket the most, while it was
the second attribute for the convenience store, behind availability, which was
found on third place of important attributes, and only as attribute number
six for satisfaction with supermarkets. These results suggest that the
situation the consumers are confronted with influences the consumer.

The frenetic pace of consumers’ lives today can often lead to the choice of
the most convenient option even though there might be a better option.
Sometimes it is lack of awareness or simply lack of options that make
consumers choose one thing, even though they know they could make better

88



choices. But sometimes they are simply just too lazy to invest in finding the
better option. Retailers therefore need to make their store so important for
the consumers that they overcome the energy loss and want to put in the
extra effort to get to that specific store instead of taking the closest store
available at the time. Therefore, in order to reach the different consumer
groups with marketing it is crucial that the marketing efforts are situation-
based instead of based on consumer characteristics. More consumer-group
adjusted marketing and offerings would attract the consumers in a better
way when using different types of shopping. For example, if the store is
focusing on the City Dwellers (fill-in shopping in convenience stores), it may
be possible to send the consumers a text with offerings that attract these
consumers on their way home from work. It may for example be a good idea
to give the City Dwellers an idea of what to make for dinner that evening
since it may attract the City Dwellers much more than offerings of doing
major shopping, since they are rarely shopping groceries in that way.

The results of this dissertation demonstrate that depending on which
consumer groups the store wants to attract and what situation the
consumers are facing, different attributes become important for the store to
obtain, in order to attract the consumers and fulfil their needs. Hence, the
choice of grocery store is a situation-based choice influenced by the
consumers themselves, the type of shopping that is undertaken, what type of
store the consumers are visiting, as well as consumers’ attitude towards
different store attributes.

89



90



References

A

Aarts, A. and Dijksterhuis, A.H. (2000). “Habits as knowledge structures:
Automaticity in goal-directed behaviour.” Journal Personality Social Psychology,
Vol. 78, pp. 53-63.

Abrahamsson, M. (2008). “Logistics based business model — the case of Swedish food
retail and manufacturing industries”, Conference paper, NOFOMA, June 5-6,
Helsinki.

Ajzen, 1. (1985). “From intentions to actions: A theory of planned behaviour.” in J.
Kuhl & J. Beckman (Eds.), Action-control: From cognition to behaviour (pp. 11-
39). Heidelberg: Springer.

Alexander, A. (2010). “Past, present, and future directions in the study of the history
of retailing.”Journal of Historical Research in Marketing, Vol. 2 No. 3, pp. 356-
362.

Anselmsson, J. (2006). “Sources of customer satisfaction with shopping malls: a
comparative study of different customer segments.” International Review of
Retail, Distribution and Consumer Research. Vol. 16 No. 1, pp. 115-138.

Arndt, J. (1986). “Paradigms in consumer research: a review of perspectives and
approaches.” European Journal of Marketing, Vol. 20 No. 8, pp. 23-40.

B

Babin, B. J., Darden, W. R., and Griffin, M. (1994). “Work and/or Fun: Measuring
Hedonic and Utilitarian Shopping Value.” The Journal of Consumer Research,
Vol. 20 No. 4, pp. 644-656.

Baker, J., Levy, M., and Grewal, D. (1992). “An experimental approach to making
retail store environment decisions.” Journal of Retailing, Vol. 68 No. 4, pp. 445-
460.

Baker, J., Parasuraman, A., Grewal, D., and Voss, G.B. (2002). “The influence of
multiple store environment cues on perceived merchandise value and patronage
intentions.” Journal of Marketing, Vol. 66 No. 2, pp. 120—141.

Baltas, G. and Papastathopoulou, P. (2003). “Shopper characteristics, product and
store choice criteria: a survey in the Greek grocery sector.” International Journal
of Retail and Distribution Management, Vol. 31 No. 10, pp. 498-507.

Banister, D. (2011). “The trilogy of distance, speed, and time.” Journal of Transport
Geography, Vol. 19 No. 4, pp. 950-959.

Baumol, W. J. and Ide, E. A. (1956). “Variety in Retailing.” Management Science, Vol.
3, pp- 93-101.

91



Beatty, S.E. and Ferrell, M.E. (1998). “Impulsive buying: modelling its precursors.”
Journal of Retailing, Vol. 74 No. 2, pp. 169-191.

Belk, R.W. (1974). “An exploratory assessment of situational effects in buyer
behaviour.” Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 11 No. May, pp. 156-163.

Bell, D.R., Corsten, D., and Know, G. (2011). “From point of purchase to path to

3

purchase: how preshopping factors drive unplanned buying.” Journal of
Marketing, Vol. 75 No.1, pp. 31-45.

Bell, D.R. and Lattin, J.M. (1998). “Shopping Behavior and Consumer Preferences for
Store Price Format: Why Large Basket Shoppers Prefer EDLP.” Marketing
Science, Vol. 17 No. 1, pp. 66-88.

Bell, D.R., Ho, T.H. and Tang, C.S (1998). “Determining Where to Shop: Fixed and
Variable Costs of Shopping.” Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 35 No. August,
pp. 352-69.

Bellenger D.N., Steinberg E., and Stanton, W.W. (1976). “The congruence of store
image and self-image.” Journal of Retail. Vol. 52 No. 1, pp. 17 — 32.

Ben Zur, H. and Breznitz, S. J. (1981). “The effect of time pressure on risky choice
behaviour.” Acta Psychologica, Vol. 47, pp. 89-104.

Bergstrom, F. and Folster, S. (2009). Kampen om képkraften: handeln i framtiden.
Handelns utredningsinstitut, Forma Publishing group AB. Vasteras.

Berman, B. and Evans, J.R. (2005). Retail Management - A Strategic Approach, 8t
ed., Pearson Education (Singapore) Pte. Ltd, New Delhi.

Bettman, J.R. (1979). An information processing theory of consumer choice,
Addision-Wesley Pub. Co. Reading. Mass.

Bettman, J. R. and Sujan, M. (1987). “Effects of framing on evaluation of comparable
and noncomparable alternatives by expert and novice consumers.” Journal of
Consumer Research. Vol. 14, pp. 141-154.

Bettman, J. R., Luce, M. F., and Payne, J. W. (1998). “Constructive consumer choice
processes.” Journal of Consumer Research, Vol. 25 No. 3, pp. 187-217.

Bitner, M.J. (1990). “Evaluating service encounters: the effects of physical
surroundings and employee responses.” Journal of Marketing. Vol. 54 No. 2, pp.
69-82.

Bitner, M.J. (1992). “Servicescapes: The impact of physical surroundings on
customers and employees.” Journal of Marketing, Vol. 56 No. April, pp. 57-71.
Bjork P. and Jansson, T., (2008). “Travel decision-making: the role of habit.”
Tourismos: An International Multidisciplinary Journal of Tourism, Vol. 3 No. 2,

pp- 11-34.

Blackwell, R.D., Miniard, P. W., and Engel, J. F. (2001). Consumer Behavior. (Qth
ed.): Harcourt College Publishers.

Bloemer, J. and de Ruyter, K. (1998). “On the relationship between store image, store
satisfaction and store loyalty.” European Journal of Marketing. Vol. 32 No. 5/6,
Pp- 499-513.

Boatwright, P. and Nunes, J.C. (2001). “Reducing Assortment: An Attribute-Based
Approach.” Journal of Marketing, Vol. 65 No. 3, pp. 50-63.

92



Briesch, R.A., Chintagunta, P., and Fox, E. (2009). “How Does Assortment Affect
Grocery Store Choice?” Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. XLVI No. April, pp.
177-89.

Brislin, R. (1986). “Back-translation methods: The wording and translation of
research instruments.” in W.J. Lonner & J.W. Berry (Eds.), Field methods in
cross-cultural research (pp. 137-164). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Broniarczyk, S.M., Hoyer, W.D., and McAlister, L. (1998). “Consumers’ Perceptions
of the Assortment Offered in a Grocery Category: The Impact of Item Reduction.”
Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 35 No. May, pp. 166-76.

Brown, J.R., and Dant, R.O. (2009). “The theoretical domains of retailing research: a
retrospective.” Journal of Retailing, Vol. 85 No. 2, pp. 113-128.

C

Carpenter, J.M. and Moore, M. (2006). “Consumer demographics, store attributes
and retail format choice in the US grocery market.” International Journal of
Retail and Distribution Management, Vol. 34 No. 6, pp. 434-452.

Chandon, P., Hutchinson, J.W., Bradlow, E.T., and Young, S.H. (2009). “Does in-
store marketing work? Effects of the number and position of shelf facings on
brand attention and evaluation at the point of purchase.” Journal of Marketing,
Vol. 73 No. 6, pp. 1-17.

Chebat, J.C. and Michon, R. (2003). “Impact of ambient odors on mall shoppers’
emotions, cognition and spending: a test of competitive causal theories” Journal
of Business Research, Vol. 56, pp. 529-539.

Christaller, W. (1966). Central Places in Southern Germany. Prentice-hall,
Englewood Cliffs.

Churchill, G. A. and Iacobucci, D. (2002). Marketing research: Methodological
foundations. 8th ed. Orlando: Harcourt College Publishers.

Clarke, I., Hallsworth, A.G., Jackson, P., de Kervenoael, R., Perez Del Aguila, R., and
Kirkup, M. (2006). “Retail restructuring and consumer choice1: long-term local
changes in consumer behaviour: Portsmouth, 1980-2002.” Environment and
Planning A., Vol. 38, pp. 25-46.

D

Dahlstrand, U., and Biel, A. (1997). “Pro-environmental habits: Propensity levels in
behavioural change.” Journal of Applied Social Psychology, Vol. 27, pp. 588-601.

Darden, W.R. (1980). A patronage model of consumer behavior. RW.: Stamfi & E.
Hirschman editions.

Dawes, R. (2001). Everyday irrationality: how pseudo-scientists, lunatics, and the
rest of us systematically fail to be rational. San Francisco, Calif.: Westview Press.

Deaton, A. and Muellbauer, J. (1980). “An almost ideal demand system.” The
American Economic Review, Vol 70 No. 3, pp. 312-326.

93



Dellaert, B., Arentze, T. and Bierlaire, M. (1998). “Investigating consumer tendency
to combine multiple Shopping Purposes and destinations.” Journal of Consumer
Research, Vol. 35 No. 2. pp. 177-188.

Deutsch, T. (2010), “Exploring new insights into retail history.” Journal of Historical
Research in Marketing, Vol. 2 No. 1, pp.130-138.

Dewey, J. (1910). How we think, New York: Prometheus Books.

Dholakia, R.R. (1999). “Going shopping: key determinants of shopping behaviors and
motivations.” International Journal of Retail and Distribution Management,
Vol. 27 No. 4, pp. 154-165.

Dichter, E. (1964). Handbook of Consumer Motivations; The Psychology of the
World of Objects. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Diep, V.C.S. and Sweeney, J.C. (2008). “Shopping trip value: do stores and products

matter?” Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, Vol. 15 No. 5, pp. 399-409.
Dijksterhuis, A. and Aarts, H. (2010). “Goals, attention, and (un)consciousness.”
Annual Review of Psychology, Vo. 61, pp. 467-490.

Dijksterhuis, A. and Nordgren, L.F. (2006). “A theory of unconscious thought.”
Perspectives on Psychological Science, Vol. 1 No. 2, pp. 95-109.

Dijksterhuis, A., Smith, P.K., van Baaren, R.B., and Wigboldus, D.H.J. (2005). “The
unconscious consumer: effects of environment on consumer behaviour.” Journal
of Consumer Psychology, Vol. 15 No. 3, pp. 193-202.

Donovan, R.J. and Rossiter, J.R. (1982). “Store atmosphere: an environmental
psychology approach.” Journal of Retailing, Vol. 58, pp. 34-57.

Dreze, X., Hoch, S.J., and Purk, M.E. (1994). “Shelf Management and Space
Elasticity,” Journal of Retailing, Vol. 70 No. 4, pp. 301-26.

Dubois, B. (2000). Understanding the consumer - an European perspective, Pearson
Education Limited, Prentice Hall, Great Britain

Duhigg, C. (2012). The power of habit: Why we do what we do in life and business.
New York: Random House.

E

East, R., Hammond, K., Harris, P., and Lomax, W. (2000). “First-store loyalty and
retention.” Journal of Marketing Management, Vol. 16 No. 4, pp. 307-325.

Easterby-Smith, M., Thorpe, R., and Lowe, A. (2002). Management Research — an

Introduction. Sage: London.
Engel, J.F., Blackwell, R.D., and Miniard, P.W. (1986). Consumer Behaviour, 5t ed.,
Dryden.

Engel, J.F., Kollat, R.D., and Miniard, P.W. (1995). Consumer Behavior, 8t ed.,
Orlando, Florida, USA: The Dryden Press.

Eppli, M. and Benjamin, J. (1994). “The Evolution of Shopping Centre Research: A
Review and Analysis.” Journal of Real Estate Research, Vol. 9 No. 1, pp. 5-23

Elms, J., Canning, C., de Kervenoael, R., Whysall, P., and Hallsworth, A. (2010). “30
years of retail change: where (and how) do you shop?” International Journal of
Retail and Distribution Management. Vol. 38 No. 11/12, pp. 817-827.

94



F

Fasolo, B., McClelland, G. H., and Todd, P. M. (2007). “Escaping the tyranny of
choice: When fewer attributes make choice easier.” Marketing Theory, Vol. 7, pp.
13-26.

Findlay, A. and Sparks, L. (2008). ”Switched: store-switching behaviours.”
International Journal of Retail and Distribution Management, Vol. 36 No. 5, pp.
375-386.

Finn, A., and Louviere, J.J. (1996). “Shopping center image, consideration and
choice: anchor store contribution.” Journal of Business Research. Vol. 35 No. 3,
Pp- 241-251.

Fishbein, M. and Ajzen, 1. (1975). Belief, attitude, intention, and behavior: An
introduction to theory and research. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Forsberg, H., Hagson, A., and Tornberg, J. (1994). Effekterna av externa kdpcentran,
STACTH, Rapport 1994:1, Goteborg

Forsberg, H. (1998). “Institutions, consumer habits and retail change in Sweden.”
Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, Vol. 5 No.3, pp. 185-193.

Fotheringham, A. (1988). “Consumer store choice and choice set definition.”
Marketing Science, Vol. 7 No. 3, pp 299-310.

Fox, E. J., Montgomery, A.L. and Lodish, L.M. (2004). “Consumer Shopping and
Spending Across Retail Formats.” Journal of Business, Vol. 77 No. 2, pp. 25-60.

Foxall, GR. (1983). Consumer choice. London. MacMillan.

Foxall, G.R. (1990). Consumer psychology in behavioral perspective. New York:
Routledge.

G

Gehrt, K.C. and Yan, R. (2004). “Situational, consumer, and retailer factors affecting
Internet, catalog, and store shopping.” International Journal of Retail and
Distribution Management. Vol. 32 No. 1, pp. 5-18.

Gigerenzer, G. (2008). “Why heuristics work.” Perspectives on Psychological Science,
Vol. 3, pp. 1-29.

Gigerenzer, G., Todd, P. M., and The ABC Research Group. (1999). Simple heuristics
that make us smart. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Gomez, M.I., McLaughlin, EW., and Wittink, D.R. (2004). “Customer satisfaction
and retail sales performance: an empirical investigation.” Journal of Retailing,
Vol. 80 No. 4, pp. 265-278.

Grisay, A. (2003). “Translation procedures in OECD/PISA 2000 international
assessment.” Language Testing, Vol. 20, pp. 225-240.

H

Hair, J.F., Black, W.C., Babin, B.J., Andersson, R., and Tathum, R. (2006).
Multivariate data analysis. (6t ed.) Prentice Hall, Upper Saddle River.

95



Haire, M. (1950). “Projective techniques in marketing research.” Journal of
Marketing, Vol. 14, pp. 649-656.

Hamel, G. and Sampler, J. (1998). “The E-corporation.” Fortune, Vol. 138 No. 7
(December), pp. 80-87.

Hastie, R. and Dawes, R.M. (2010). Rational Choice in an Uncertain World: The
Psychology of Judgment and Decision Making. Sage Publications, London.

Hawkins, D. I., Best, R.J., and Coney, K.A. (2004). Consumer Behaviour: Building
Marketing Strategy, 9t ed. New York, McGraw Hill/Irwin

Herrington, D.J. and Capella, L.M. (1995). “Shopper reactions to perceived time
pressure.” International Journal of Retail and Distribution Management, Vol. 23
No. 12, pp. 13-20.

Hilbig, B. E. and Pohl, R. F. (2008). “Recognizing users of the recognition heuristic.”
Experimental Psychology, Vol. 55, pp. 394-401.

Holbrook, M.B. and Hirschman, E.C. (1982). “The experiential aspects of
consumption: consumer fantasies, feelings, and fun.” Journal of Consumer
Research, Vol. 9 No. September, pp. 132-140.

Holden, M.T. and Lynch, P. (2004). “Choosing the appropriate methodology;
understanding research philosophy.” The Marketing Review, Vol. 4 No. 4, pp.
307-409.

Howard, J.A. (1989). Consumer Behaviour in Marketing Strategy, New York: John
Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Howard, E. (1992). “Evaluating the success of out-of-town regional shopping
centres.” International Review of Retail, Distribution and Consumer Research,
Vol. 2 No. 1, pp. 59-80.

Howard, J.A. and Sheth, J.N. (1969). The Theory of Buyer Behavior, New York: John
Wiley and Sons.

Huddleston, P., Whipple, J., Mattick, R.N., and Lee, S.L. (2009). “Customer
satisfaction in food retailing: comparing specialty and conventional grocery
stores.” International Journal of Retail and Distribution Management, Vol. 37
No. 1, pp. 63-80.

Huff, D. (1964). “Redefining and Estimating a Trading Area.” Journal of Marketing,
Vol. 28 No. February, pp. 34-38.

Hui, S.K., Bradlow, E.T., and Fader, P.S. (2009). “Testing behavioural hypotheses
using an integrated model of grocery store shopping path and purchase
behaviour.” Journal of Consumer Research, Vol. 36, pp. 478-93.

Hsu, M.K., Huang, Y., and Swanson, S. (2010). “Grocery store image, travel distance,
satisfaction and behavioral intentions: evidence from a Midwest college town.”
International Journal of Retail and Distribution Management, Vol. 38 No. 2, pp.
115-132.

96



I

Inman, J.J., Winer, R.S., and Ferraro, R. (2009). “The interplay among
characteristics, customer characteristics, and customer activities on in-store
decision making.” Journal of Marketing, Vol. 73 No. September, pp. 19-29.

Iyengar, S.S. and Lepper, M.R. (2000). “When choice is demotivating: can one desire
too much of a good thing?” Journal of Personality and Social Psyhology, Vol. 79,
PP- 995-1006.

Iyengar, S. S., Wells, R. E., and Schwartz, B. (2006). “Doing better but feeling worse:
Looking for the ‘best’ job undermines satisfaction.” Psychological Science, Vol.
17, pp- 143-150.

J

Jackson, P., Perez del Aguila, R., Clarke, I., Hallsworth, A., de Kervenoael, R., Kirkup,
M. (2006). “Retail restructuring and consumer choice 2: Understanding
consumer choice at household level.” Environment and Planning A, Vol. 38, pp.
47-67.

Jansson, J., Marell, A.,, and Nordlund A. (2010). “Green consumer behavior:
determinants of curtailment and eco-innovation adoption.” Journal of Consumer
Marketing, Vol. 27 No. 4, pp. 358-370

Juslin, P., Olsson, H., and Olsson, A-C. (2003). “Exemplar effects in categorixation
and multiple-cue judgement.” Journal of Experimental Psychology:General. Vol.
132 No. 1, pp. 133-156.

K

Kahn, B. (1995). “Consumer variety-seeking among goods and services.” Journal of
Retailing and Consumer Services, Vol. 2 No. 3, pp. 139-148.

Kahn, B.E. and Schmittlein, D.C. (1989). “Shopping trip behaviour: An Empirical
Investigation.” Marketing Letters, Vol.1 No.1, pp. 55-69.

Kahn, B.E. and Schmittlein, D.C. (1992). “The relationship between purchases made
on promotion and shopping trip behaviour.” Journal of Retailing, Vol. 68 No. 3,
Pp. 294-315.

Kahneman, D. (2011) Thinking, fast and slow, Penguin Books Ltd., London.

Kahneman, D. and Tversky, A. (1979). “Prospect theory: An analysis of decision
under risk.” Econometrica, Vol. 47 No. 2, pp. 263-291.

Kakkar, P.K. and Lutz, R.J. (1975). “Toward a taxonomy of consumption situations”,
in Mazze, E.M. (Ed.), Combined Proceedings, American Marketing Association,
Chicago, IL, pp. 206-10.

Kent, R. (2007), Marketing Research — approaches, methods, and applications in
Europe. Thomson Learning, London.

Kim, J.O. and Jin, B. (2001). “Korean consumers’ patronage of discount stores:
domestic vs. multinational discount store shoppers’ profiles”, Journal of
Consumer Marketing, Vol. 18 No. 3, pp. 236-255.

97



Kim, B. and Park, K. (1997). “Studying patterns of consumers’ grocery shopping trip.”
Journal of Retailing, Vol. 73 No.4, pp. 501-517.

Kim, J., Fiore, A.M., and Lee, H-H. (2007). “Influences of online store perception,
shopping enjoyment, and shopping involvement on consumer patronage
behaviour towards an online retailer.” Journal of Retailing and Consumer
Services, Vol. 14 No. 2, pp. 95-107.

King, L.J. (1984). Central place theory. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications.

Kohijoki, A-M. and Marjanen, H. (2013). “The effect of age on shopping orientation —
choice orientation types of the ageing shoppers.” Journal of Retailing and
Consumer Services, Vol. 20 No. 2, pp. 165-172.

Kollat, D.T. and Willett, R.P. (1967). “Customer impulse purchasing behaviour.”
Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 4 No. 1, pp. 21-31.

Konkurrensverket (2003).
http://www.konkurrensverket.se/globalassets/english /publications-and-

decisions/high-prices-in-sweden.pdf

Kumar, S. (2008). “A study of the supermarket industry and its growing logistics
capabilities.” International Journal of Retail and Distribution Management, Vol
36 No 3, pp. 192-211.

L

Laaksonen, M. (1993). “Retail Patronage Dynamics: Learning About Daily Shopping

”

Behavior in Context of Changing Retail Structures.” Journal of Business
Research, Vol. 28 No. 1-2, pp. 3-174.

LaBarbera, P. A., and Mazursky, D. (1983). “A Longitudinal Assessment of Consumer
Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction: The Dynamic Aspect of the Cognitive Process.”
Journal of Marketing Research. Vol. 20 No. 4, pp. 393-404.

Lye, A., Shao, W., Rundle-Thiele, S., and Fausnaugh, C. (2005). “Decision waves:
consumer decisions in today’s complex world.” European Journal of Marketing,

Vol. 39 No. 1/2, pp. 216 — 230.

M

Mahler, D.Q. (2000). “An American century of retailing.” Discount store news
retailing 2000 supplement.

Manolis, C. and Roberts, J.A. (2012). “Compulsive buying: does it matter how it’s
measured?” Journal of Economic Psychology, Vol. 29, pp. 106-119.

Marjanen H. (1995). “Longitudinal study on consumer spatial shopping behavior
with special reference to out-of-town shopping.” Journal of Retailing and
Consumer Services, Vol. 2 No. 3, pp. 163-174.

Marjanen, H. (1997). Distance and store choice: with special reference to out-of-
town shopping (Technical report Series A4). Turku, Finland: School of
Economics and Business Administration.

98



Maronick, T. and Stiff, R.M. (1985). “The impact of a specialty retail centre on
downtown shopping behaviour.” Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science,
Vol. 13 No.3, pp. 292-306.

Marsden, D. and Littler, D. (1998). “Positioning alternative perspectives of consumer
behaviour.” Journal of Marketing Management, Vol. 14 No.1-3, pp. 3-28.

Mathur, U.C. (2010). Retail Management — Text and cases, International Publishing
House Pvt. Ltd., India, New Delhi.

Mathwick, C., Malhotra, N., and Rigdon, E. (2001). “Experiential Value:
Conceptualization, Measurement and Application in the Catalog and Internet
Shopping Environment.” Journal of Retailing, Vol. 77 No. 1, pp. 39-56.

McAlister, L. and Pessemier, E. (1982). “Variety-Seeking Behaviour: An
interdisciplinary review.” Journal of Consumer Research, Vol. 9, pp. 311-322.

McGoldrick, P. and Thompson, M. (1992). Regional shopping centres, Aldershot,
Avebury.

Medina, S. and Ward, R.W. (1999). “A model of retail outlet selection for beef.”
International Food and Agribusiness Management Review, Vol. 2 No. 2, pp. 195-
219.

Mehrabian, A. and Russell, J. (1974). An approach to environmental psychology,
MIT Press, Cambridge, MA.

Milkman, K. L., Chugh, D., and Bazerman, M. H. (2009). “How can decision making
be improved?” Journal of the Association for Psychological Science, Vol. 4 No. 4,
pp. 379-383.

Mitchell, V-W. and Harris, G. (2005). “The importance of consumers’ perceived risk
in retail strategy.” European Journal of Marketing. Vol. 39 No. 7/8, pp. 821-837.

Mogilner, C., Aaker, J., and Kamvar, S.D (2012). “How happiness impacts choice.”

Journal of Consumer Research, Vol. 39, pp. 429-443.

Mogilner, C., Rudnick, T., and Iyengar, S.S. (2008). “The mere categorization effect:
how the presence of categories increases choosers’ perceptions of assortment
variety and outcome satisfaction.” Journal of Consumer Research, Vol. 35 No.
August, pp. 202-215.

Monroe, K.B. and Guiltnan J.P. (1975). “A Path-Analytic Exploration of Retail
Patronage Influence.” Journal of Consumer Research, Vol. 2, pp. 19-28.

Morganosky, M. (1997). “Retail market structure change: implications for retailers
and consumers.” International Journal of Retail and Distribution Management,
Vol. 25 No. 8, pp. 269-274.

Moschis, G., Curasi, C. and Belleger, D. (2004). “Patronage motives of mature
consumers in the selection of food and grocery stores.” Journal of Consumer
Marketing, Vol. 21 No. 2, pp. 123-133.

Mulhern, F. and Padgett, D. (1995). “The relationship between retail price
promotions and regular price purchases.” Journal of Marketing, Vol. 59. No. 4,
pp. 83-90.

Migi, A. (1999). Store loyalty? — An Emprical Study of Grocery Shopping, The
Economic Research Institute, Stockholm School of Economics.

99



Maigi, A.W. (2003). “Share of wallet in retailing: the effects of customer satisfaction,
loyalty cards and shopper characteristics.” Journal of Retailing. Vol. 79 No. 2, pp.
97-106.

N

Nilsson, E. and Ballantyne, D. (2014). “Reexamining the place of servicescape in
marketing: a service-dominant logic perspective.” Journal of Services Marketing,
Vol. 28 No. 5, pp. 374-379.

Nilsson, E., Girling, T., Marell, A., and Nordvall, A-C. (2014). “Who shops groceries
where and how? — the relationship between choice of store fromat and type of
grocery shopping.” The International Review of Retail Distribution and
Consumer Research, Vol. 25 No. 1, pp. 1-19.

Nordfilt, J. (2007). Marknadsféring i butik: Om forskning och branschkunskap 1
detaljhandeln, Liber.

Nordfilt, J. (2009). “Unplanned grocery purchases: the influence of the shopping-
trip type revisited.” Journal of Consumer Behaviour, Vol. 8 No. 1, pp. 1-13.

Nordvall, A-C. (2014). “Consumer cognitive dissonance behavior in grocery
shopping.” International Journal of Psychology and Behavioral Sciences, Vol. 4
No. 4, pp. 128-135.

O

Oliver, R.L, (1980). “A cognitive model of the antecedents and consequences of
satisfaction decisions.” Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 27, pp. 460-469

Oliver, R.I. (1993). “Cognitive, Affective, and Attribute Bases of the Satisfaction
Response. ” Journal of Consumer Research, Vol. 20 (December), pp. 418-430.
Olshavsky, R.W. and Granbois, D.H. (1979). “Consumer decision making — fact or

fiction?” Journal of Consumer Research, Vol. 6, pp. 93-100.

Olsson, A-C., Enkvist, T., and Juslin, P. (2006). “Go with the flow: how to master a
nonlinear multiple-cue judgment task.” Journal of Experimental Psychology:
Learning, Memory, and Cognition, Vol. 32, No. 6, pp. 1371-1384.

Orbell, S. and Verplanken, B. (2010). “The automatic component of habit in health
behavior: Habit as cue-contingent automaticity.” Health Psychology, Vol. 29 No.
4, pp- 374-383.

Orton, J.D. (1997). “From inductive to iterative grounded theory: Zipping the gap
between process theory and process data.” Scandinavian Journal of
Management, Vol. 13 No. 4, pp. 419-438.

Otterbring, T., Wastlund, E., Gustafsson, A., and Shams, P. (2014). “Vision
(im)possible? The effects of in-store signage on customers’ visual attention.”
Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, Vol. 21 No. 5, pp. 676-684.

Outi, U. (2001). “Consumer perceptions of grocery retail formats and brands.”
International Journal of Retail and Distribution Management, Vol. 29 No. 5, pp.
214-25.

100



P

Pan, Y. and Zinkhan, G.M. (2006). “Determinants of retail patronage: A meta-
analytical perspective.” Journal of Retailing, Vol. 82 No. 3, pp. 229-243.

Park, CW., Iyer, E.S., and Smith, D.C. (1989). “The effects of situational factors on
in-store grocery shopping behavior: the role of store environment and time
available for shopping.” Journal of Consumer Research, Vol. 15 (March), pp. 422-
433.

Payne, J. W., Bettman, J. R., and Johnson, E. J. (1993). The adaptive decision maker.
Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press.

Payne, J.W., Bettman, J.R., and Johnson, E.J. (1988). “Adaptive strategy selection in
decision making.” Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and
Cognition, Vol. 14, pp. 534-552.

Payne, J. W., Bettman, J. R., and Luce, M. F. (1998). “Behavioral decision research:
An overview.” in M. H. Birnbaum (Ed.), Measurement, judgment, and decision-
making (pp. 303-359). New York: Academic Press.

Pessemier, E.A. (1980). “Store image and positioning?” Journal of Retailing, Vol. 56
No.1, pp. 94-106.

Peterson, R.A., and Balasubramanian, S. (2002). “Retailing in the 21t century:
reflections and prognosis.” Journal of Retailing, Vol. 78 No. 1, pp. 9-16.

Pettersson, A., Olsson, U., and Fjellstrom, C. (2004). “Family life in grocery stores — a
study of interaction between adults and children.” International Journal of
Consumer Studies, Vol. 28 No. 4, pp. 317-328.

Popkowski Leszczyc, P.T.L., Sinha, A., and Timmermans, H.J.P. (2000). “Consumer
store choice dynamics: an analysis of the competitive market structure for grocery
stores.” Journal of Retailing, Vol. 76 No.3, pp.323-345.

Prasad, C.J. and Aryasri, A.R. (2011). “Effect of shopper attributes on retail format
choice behaviour for food and grocery retailing in India.” International Journal
of Retail and Distribution Management, Vol. 39 No. 1, pp. 68-86.

Puccinelli, N.M., Goodstein, R.C., Grewal, D., Price, R., Raghubir, P., and Stewart, D.
(2009). “Customer experience management in retailing: understanding the
buying process.” Journal of Retailing, Vol. 85 (March), pp. 15-30.

R

Reutterer, T. and Teller, C. (2009). “Store format choice and shopping trip types.”
International Journal of Retail and Distribution Management, Vol. 37 No. 8, pp.
695-710.

Reilly, W.J. (1931). The Law of Retail Gravitation. Pillsbury: New York.

Richbell, S. and Kite, V. (2007). “Night shoppers in the “open 24 hours” supermarket:
a profile.” International Journal of Retail and Distribution Management, Vol. 35
No. 1, pp. 54-68.

101



Rigopoulou, I.D., Tsiotsou, R.H., and Kehagias, J.D. (2008). “Shopping orientation —
defined segments based on store-choice criteria and satisfaction: an empirical
investigation.” Journal of Marketing Management, Vol. 24 No0.9-10, pp. 979-995.

Rhee, J. and Bell, D.R. (2002). “The inter-store mobility of supermarket shoppers.”
Journal of Retailing. Vol. 78, pp. 225-237.

S

Statistiska centralbyran (SCB) (2014). Hushdllens utgifter — utgifter i kronor per
hushall Gr 2012 (HUT).

Schwartz, B. (2004a). The paradox of choice: Why more is less. New York: Ecco.

Schwartz, B. (2004). The tyranny of choice. New York: Ecco Press.

Schwartz, Barry; Ward, Andrew; Monterosso, John; Lyubomirsky, Sonja; White, K.
and Lehman, D. (2002). “Maximizing versus Satisficing: Happiness is a Matter of
Choice.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, Vol. 83 No. 5, pp. 1178-
1197.

Severin, V., Louviere, J.J. and Finn, A. (2001). “The stability of retail shopping
choices over time and across countries.” Journal of Retailing, Vol. 77 No. 2, pp.
185-202.

Shah, A.K. and Oppenheimer, D.M. (2008). “Heuristics made easy: an effort-
reduction framework.” Psychological Bulletin, Vol. 134 No. 2, ppp. 207-222.

Shamdasani, P. N., Stanaland, A.J.S and Tan, J. (2001). “Location, Location,
Location: Insights for Advertising Placement on the Web.” Journal of Advertising
Research, Vol. 41 No. 4, pp. 7-21.

Sheth, J. N. (1983). “An Integrative Theory of Patronage Preference and Behavior.” in
Patronage Behavior and Retail Management, W Darden & R Lusch, eds. 9-28.

Simon, H.A. (1956). “Rational choice and the structure of the environment”,
Psychological Review, Vol. 63 No. 2, pp. 129-138.

Simon, H.A. (1955). “A behavioural model of rational choice”, Quarterly Journal of
Economics, Vol. 69, pp. 99-118.

Simonson, I. (2005). “In defense of consciousness: The role of conscious and
unconscious inputs in consumer choice.” Journal of Consumer Psychology, Vol.
15 No.3, pp. 211-217.

Sinha, P.K., Bannerjee, A. and Uniyal, D.P. (2002). “Deciding where to buy: Store
choice behaviour of Indian shoppers.” Vikalpa, Vol. 27 No. 2, pp.13-28.

Sinha, P. K. and Banerjee, A. (2004). “Store choice behaviour in an evolving market.”
International Journal of Retail and Distribution Management, Vol. 32 No.10,
pp. 482-494.

Sinha, P.K. and Uniyal, D.P. (2005). “Using observational research for behavioural
segmentation for shoppers.” Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, Vol. 12
No.1, pp. 35-48.

Skallerud, K., Korneliussen, T., and Olsen, S.V. (2009). “An Examination of
consumers’ cross-shopping behaviour.” Journal of Retailing and Consumer
Services, Vol. 16, pp. 181-189.

102



Solgaard, H.S. and Hansen, T. (2003). “A hierarchical bayes model of choice between
supermarket formats.” Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, Vol. 10 No.
3, pp. 169-180.

Solomon, M. (2009). Consumer behaviour, Pearson Education Inc., Prentice Hall,
New Jersey.

Stone, K.E. (1995). Competing with the Retail Giants: How to Survive in the New
Retail Landscape, Wiley, New York, NY.

Strick, M., Dijksterhuis, A., Bos, M.W., Sjoerdsma, A., van Baaren, R.B., and
Nordgren, L.F. (2011). “A meta-analysis on unconscious thought effects.” Social
Cognition, Vol. 29, pp. 738-763.

Svensk Handel/Ohman, H. (2000). Strukturomvandling i detaljhandeln, oktober.

Sweeney, J.C. and Soutar, G.N. (2001). “Consumer perceived value: the development
of a multiple item scale.” Journal of Retailing, Vol. 77 No. 2, pp. 203-220.

T

Thang, D.C.L. and Tan, B.L.B. (2003). “Linking consumer perception to preference of
retail stores: an empirical assessment of the multi-attributes of store image.”
Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, Vol. 10, pp. 193-200.

Tirole, J. (1989). The theory of industrial organization. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Trout, J. and Rivkin, S. (2000). Differentiate or die: survival in our era of killer
competition, Wiley, New York, NY.

U

Uncles, M.D. and Kwok, S. (2009). “Patterns of store patronage in urban China.”
Journal of Business Research, Elsevier, Vol. 62 No. 1, pp. 68-81.

Underhill, P. (2009). Why we buy. The science of shopping. Updated and revised for
the Internet, the global consumer and beyond.

Uusitalo, O. (2001). “Consumer perceptions of grocery retail formats and brands.”
International Journal of Retail and Distribution Management, Vol. 29 No.5, pp.
214-225.

\Y

van Maanen, J., Sorensen, J.B., and Mitchell, T.R. (2007). “The interplay between
theory and method.” Academy of Management Review, Vol. 32 No.4, pp. 1145-
1154.

van Gaal, S., de Lange, F.P., and Cohen, M.X. (2012). “The role of consciousness in
cognitive control and decision making.” Frontiers in Human Neuroscience, Vol.
6.

von Neumann, J. and Morgenstern, O. (1974). Theory of Games and Economic
Behavior, Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Von Freymann, W. J. (2002). “Grocery store pricing and its effect on initial and on-
going store choice.” The Marketing Management Journal, Vol. 12 No. 1, pp. 107-
119.

103



Verplanken, B. and Aarts, H. (1999). “Habit, attitude, and planned behaviour: is habit
an empty construct or an interesting case of goal-directed automaticity?”
European Review of Social Psychology, Vol. 19 Nr. 01 January.

Verplanken B. and Orbell, S. (2003). “Reflections on past behaviour: A self-report
index of habit strength.” Journal of Applied Social Psychology, Vol. 33 No. 6, pp.
1313-1330.

Verplanken, B. and Wood, W, (2006). “Interventions to Break and Create Consumer
Habits.” American Marketing Association, Vol. 25 No. 1, Spring, pp. 90-103.

A%

Wansink, B. and Sobel, J. (2007). “Mindless Eating: The 200 Daily Food Decisions
We Overlook.” Environment and Behavior, Vol. 39 No. 1, pp. 106-123.

Wakefield K.L. and Blodgett, J.G. (1996). “The effect of the servicescape on
customers’ behavioural intentions in leisure service settings.” Journal of Services
Marketing, Vol. 10 No. 6, pp. 45-61.

Walters, R. G. and Jamil, M. (2003). “Exploring the relationships between shopping
trip type, purchases of products on promotion, and shopping basket profit.”
Journal of Business Research, Vol. 56 No. 1, pp. 17-29.

Wilson, M. (2001). “Perceiving imitatible stimuli: Consequences of isomorphism
between input and output.” Psychological Bulletin, Vol. 1277 pp. 543-553.

Wong, A. and Dean, A. (2009). “Enhancing value for Chinese shoppers: the
contribution of store and customer characteristics.” Journal of Retailing and
Consumer Services, Vol. 16 No. 2, pp. 123-134.

Woodside, A.G. and Trappey, R.J. (1992). “Finding out why customers shop your
store and buy your brand.” Journal of Advertising Research, Vol. 32 No.6, pp.
59-78.

Woodworth, R.S. (1929). Psychology, Henry Holt, New York.

Y

Yankelovich, D. and Meer, D. (2006). “Rediscovering market segmentation”,
Harvard Business review, Feb.

Z

Zeithaml, V.A., and Bitner M. J. (2000). Services Marketing (2" ed.). New York :
McGraw-Hill. Inc.

Zentes, J., Morschett, D., and Schramm-Klein, H. (2007). Strategic retail

management, Gabler Verlg, Springer Fachmedien Wiesbaden.

104



I skriftserien Studier i foretagsekonomi Serie B utges 10pande rapporter fran den foretagsekonomiska

forskningsgruppens verksamhet vid Umed universitet.

Hittills foreligger foljande skrifter:

Lars-Peter Holmlund
Hur man tillimpar teorier om planering.
Umea 1973.

Goran Carstedt och Birgitta Isaksson Peréz
Foretag i strukturomvandlingen, del I-V.
Umea 1974.

Lennart Orkan

Personalomsittning - orsaker, konsekvenser och region-
al struktur.

Umed 1974.

Dezs6 Horvath

Situationsanpassade organisationer - teori och tillamp-
ning.

Umed 1976.

Claes-Goran Larsson
Datorbaserad kassaplanering.
Umed 1976.

Carl Fredriksson och Leif Lindmark

Nationella och lokala produktionssystem. En struktur-
studie av svenskt néringsliv.

Umea 1976.

Carin Holmquist

Styrning av organisationer - ett systemperspektiv till-
lampat pa statliga foretag.

Umea 1980.

Runo Axelsson och Lennart Rosenberg

Applications of organization theory. On problems of the
Swedish system of higher education.

Umed 1976.

25. Elisabeth Sundin

Foretag i perifera regioner. Fallstudier av foretagar-
tradition, foretagsmiljo och foretags framvéxt i Norrbot-
tens inland.

Umea 1980.

26. Per Mansson och Kaj Skoldberg

Symboliska organisationsmonster - Sju typer av plane-
ringskultur under osdkerhet och stress i ett metamorfos-
perspektiv.

Umed 1983.

27. Christer Strandberg

Glesbygdsbutiker. En studie av tillkomst, koptrohet och
socialt samspel.

Umea 1984.

28. Hakan Bohman och Hakan Boter

Planering i mindre och medelstora foretag. Den strategiska
planeringens utmaningar och faktiska villkor.

Umea 1984.

29. Christer Peterson

Familjeforetag i omvandling. En studie av fusionsforlopp
och utvecklingsmonster.

Umea 1985.

30. Maj-Britt Johansson Lindfors

Organisationers ideologiska ansikten. Om grundlaggande
forestillningar i mindre foretag.

Umed 1989.

31. Anders Soderholm

Organiseringens logik. En studie av kommu nal néringslivs-
politik.

Umea 1991.

32. Kerstin Nilsson och Per Nilsson

Sméforetag i flerpartssamverkan. En studie av aktorer,
byggstenar och fogmassa vid nétverks byggande.
Umed 1992.

33. Maria Bengtsson

Konkurrensklimat och dynamik. En studie av interaktion
mellan konkurrenter.

Umea 1994.

34. Nils Wahlin

Naringslivsledares arbete i ndtverk. Identitetsskapandets
dynamik.

Umed 1994.

35. Tomas Miillern och Katarina Ostergren
Lérandekulturer. En studie av organisatoriskt ldrande under
olika institutionella betingelser.

Umea 1995.

36. Monica Lindgren

Mojligheter till kompetensutveckling. Ett individperspektiv
pa relationen méinniska-organisation.

Umead 1996.

37. Ulrica Nylén

Gott och ont inom affarslivet. Utveckling av ett etiskt per-
spektiv pa foretags relationer med aktorer.

Umed 1996.

38. Jan-Erik Jaensson

Marknadsorientering i tjinsteforetag. En studie av forsik-
ringsbolag.

Umea 1997.



39. Sven Junghagen

Strategiska forhallningssétt till informationsteknik i sma
foretag.

Umea 1998.

40. Tomas Blomquist och Johann Packendorff
Ekonomisk styrning for fordndring: En studie av eko-
nomiska styrinitiativ i hilso- och sjukvarden.

Umea 1998.

41. Agneta Marell Molander

The Household Decision Making Process in Replace-
ment of Durable Goods.

Umea 1998.

42. Karl Bonnedahl

En foretagsstrategisk analys av ekonomisk integration.
Konsekvenser av Europas inre marknad for svenska
mindre tillverkande foretag.

Umea 1999.

43. Jan Bodin

Perpetual Product Development. A study of small tech-
nology-driven firms.

Umea 2000.

44. Henrik Linderoth

Fran Vision till Integration. Infusion av telemedicin, en
Oversittningsprocess.

Umeé 2000.

45. Gert-Olof Bostrom

CAD Adoption in the Swedish Architectural Industry.
IT and the Professional Service Sector.

Umea 2001.

46. Peter Hultén

Managing a Cross-Institutional Setting: A Case Study of
a Western Firm’s Subsidiary in the Ukraine.

Umea 2002.

47. Johan Sandstrom

Organizational Approaches to Greening: Technocen-
trism and Beyond.

Umea 2002.

48. Elisabet C. Ljunggren

Entreprenerskap og kjenn. En kunnskapsreise mellom
to perspektiver: fra individ til relasjon.

Umea 2002.

49. Olof Wahlberg

A Paradigm Questioned. A study of how the cultural
relativity of modern management knowledge confines
its transferability to non-industrialised Third World
countries.

Umea 2002.

50. Henrik Nilsson

Essays on the value relevance of financial statement
information.

Umed 2003.

51. Lars Lindbergh
Essays on Financial Performance and Capital Structure.
Umea 2003.

52. Jessica Eriksson

Branschinteraktion och institutionell fordndring. Omvand-
ling i tva livsmedelsbranscher.

Umed 2004.

53. Simone Wenisch

The Diffusion of a Balanced Scorecard in a divisionalized
firm - Adoption and Implementation in a practical context.
Umea 2004.

54. Tommy Jensen

Oversittningar av konkurrens i ekonomiska laboratorier om
ekonomiska teoriers forenkling, komplexitet och fordunk-
ling i hélso- och sjukvarden.

Umea 2004.

55. Ake Gabrielsson och Margareta Paulsson

Individ och agentskap i strategiska processer. En syntetisk
och handlingslogisk ansats.

Umea 2004.

56. Rickard Olsson

Portfolio Management under Transaction Costs. Model De-
velopment and Swedish Evidence.

Umea 2005.

57. Hakan Andersson

Svenska sméforetags anvindning av reserveringar for resul-
tatutjimning och intern finansiering.

Umed 2006.

58. Sofia Isberg
Den mangfacetterade marknadsorienteringsprocessen.
Umea 2006.

59. Anders Isaksson
Studies on the venture capital process.
Umeé 2006.

60. Patrik Nilsson
Attention to Advertising.
Umeé 2006.

61. Lars-Anders Byberg
Framgangsrika exportorer.
Umea 2006.

62. Peter Zackariasson

World-Builders: A Study on the Development of a Massive-
ly Multiplayer Online Role-Playing Game.

Umed 2007.

63. Andreas Nilsson

Projektledning i praktiken. Observationer av arbete i korta
projekt.

Umea 2008.



64. Tobias Svanstrom

Revision och rddgivning. Efterfrdgan, kvalitet och obe-
roende.

Umed 2008.

65. Kittipong Sophonthummapharn

A Comprehensive Framework for the Adoption of
Techno-Relationship Innovations: Empirical Evidence
from eCRM in Manufacturing SMEs.

Umed 2008.

66. Jens Graff

Career as an Experiential Learning Voyage. Develop-
ment of Experiential Assessment Methodology in a
Lifelong Learning Context.

Umed 2008.

67. Jaana Kurvinen

Imitation och omtolkning — entreprendrers identifie-
ringsprocesser ur ett genusperspektiv.

Umea 2009.

68. Markus Hallgren

Avvikelsens mekanismer: Observationer av projekt i
praktiken.

Umea 2009.

69. Lars Erik Lauritz

Spirande polisidentiteter, en studie av polisstudenters
och nya polisers professionella identitet.

Umed 2009.

70. Pontus Bergh

Learning Among Entrepreneurs in Formal Networks:
Outcomes, Processes and Beyond.

Umea 2009.

71. Johan Jansson

Car(ing) for our environment? Consumer eco-
innovation adoption and curtailment behaviors: The
case of the alternative fuel vehicle.

Umea 2009.

72. Thommie Burstrom

Organizing boundaries in early phases of product devel-
opment. The case of an interorganizational vehicle plat-
form project setting.

Umed 2010.

73. Jonas Nilsson

Consumer Decision Making in a Complex Environment:
Examining the Decision Making Process of Socially
Responsible Mutual Fund Investors.

Umeé 2010.

74. Malin H. Nésholm

Global careerists’ identity construction. A narrative
study of repeat expatriates and international itinerants.
Umead 2011.

75. Erik Lindberg

Effects of Management by Objectives. Studies of Swe-
dish Upper Secondary Schools and the Influence of
Role Stress and Self-efficacy on School Leaders.
Umea 2011.

76. Helena Lindahl

Sociala identiteter i seridsa fritidsaktiviteter - om samspelen
mellan seriosa fritidsaktiviteter, platser, sociala vérldar och
konsumtionsforemal i downhillcykling.

Umed 2011.

77. Mattias Jacobsson
Samordningens dynamik.
Umed 2011.

78. Vladimir Vanyushyn

Innovative Behavior of Small Firms: Essays on Small
Firms’ Internationalization and Use of Online Channels.
Umed 2011.

79. Erika Knutsson

Bundling for consumers? Understanding complementarity
and its effect on consumers’ preferences and satisfaction.
Umed 2011.

80. Thomas Biedenbach

Capabilities for frequent innovation: Managing the early
project phases in the pharmaceutical R&D process.
Umea 2011.

81. Marlene Johansson
The Balancing Act - Cooperating with Competitors.
Umed 2012.

82. Galina Biedenbach

Brand Building in the Business-to-Business Context: The
Brand Equity Perspective.

Umea 2012.

83. Therese Hedlund

Tourists' vacation choice structure: Influence of values and
implications for green tourism.

Umea 2013.

84. Christopher Nicol

Change in the cage. Examining an Organisational Field’s
Formation, Development and Change — Sweden’s Biofuel
Region.

Umea 2013.

85. Suranai Chuairuang

Relational Networks and Family Firm Capital Structure in
Thailand: Theory and Practice.

Umea 2013.

86. Herman Stal

Inertia and practice change related to greenhouse gas reduc-
tion: Essays on institutional entrepreneurship and translation
in Swedish agri-food.

Umed 2014.

87. Philip Roth

Organisering for strategisk CRM. Larande om kundrelation-
er i en B2B-organisation.

Umed 2015.

88. Rustam Vosliov

Essay on Art Markets: Insight from the international sculp-
ture auction market.

Umed 2015.



89. Giulia Giunti

The impact of increased standard flexibility on dis-
clousure practices.

Umea 2015.

90. Annika Andersson

Affarssystemsprojekt: Konsekvenser av att vara sluten
eller 6ppen for fordndringar.

Umed 2016.

91. Elin Nilsson

Where to shop? - Understanding consumers’ choices of
grocery stores.

Umed 2016.



	Kappa_14872_Avh_Nilsson_B
	Paper 1__Regflik
	Paper 1_14872_Avh_Nilsson_A
	Outline placeholder
	Appendix  �About the authors
	 �About the authors


	Paper 2__Regflik
	Paper 2_14872_Avh_Nilsson_A
	Abstract
	Introduction
	The grocery retail industry in Sweden
	Store formats
	Shopping behaviour
	The present study

	Method
	Participants
	Questionnaire and procedure

	Results
	Regression analyses
	Identifying segments of grocery shoppers

	Discussion and conclusions
	Managerial implications

	Funding
	Notes

	Paper 3__Regflik
	Paper 3_14872_Avh_Nilsson_A
	Paper 4__Regflik
	Paper 4-1_14872_Avh_Nilsson_A
	Paper 4-2_14872_Avh_Nilsson_A
	Tom sida

	Paper 5__Regflik
	Paper 5_14872_Avh_Nilsson_A
	Publist_14872_Avh_Nilsson_B


 
 
    
   HistoryItem_V1
   InsertBlanks
        
     Where: after current page
     Number of pages: 1
     same as current
      

        
     1
     1
     1
     341
     284
    
            
       CurrentAVDoc
          

     SameAsCur
     AfterCur
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

   1
  

 HistoryList_V1
 qi2base




 
 
    
   HistoryItem_V1
   PageSizes
        
     Action: Make all pages the same size
     Scale: No scaling (crop or pad)
     Rotate: Never
     Size: 6.496 x 9.370 inches / 165.0 x 238.0 mm
      

        
     AllSame
     1
            
       D:20140129125643
       674.6457
       S5
       Blank
       467.7165
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     1
     1356
     149
    
     qi3alphabase[QI 3.0/QHI 3.0 alpha]
     CCW
     None
            
                
         13
         AllDoc
         14
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus3
     Quite Imposing Plus 3.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 3
     1
      

        
     3
     9
     8
     9
      

   1
  

 HistoryList_V1
 qi2base




 
 
    
   HistoryItem_V1
   PageSizes
        
     Range: all pages
     Size: 6.496 x 9.370 inches / 165.0 x 238.0 mm
     Action: Make all pages the same size
     Scale: Scale width and height equally
     Rotate: Clockwise if needed
      

        
     D:20160503094521
      

        
     AllSame
     1
            
       D:20140129125643
       674.6457
       S5
       Blank
       467.7165
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     1
     1096
     123
    
     qi3alphabase[QI 3.0/QHI 3.0 alpha]
     CCW
     Uniform
            
                
         13
         AllDoc
         14
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

     Custom
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus4
     Quite Imposing Plus 4.0g
     Quite Imposing Plus 4
     1
      

        
     0
     4
     3
     4
      

   1
  

 HistoryList_V1
 qi2base




 
 
    
   HistoryItem_V1
   PageSizes
        
     Action: Make all pages the same size
     Scale: No scaling (crop or pad)
     Rotate: Never
     Size: 6.496 x 9.370 inches / 165.0 x 238.0 mm
      

        
     AllSame
     1
            
       D:20140129125643
       674.6457
       S5
       Blank
       467.7165
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     1
     1356
     149
    
     qi3alphabase[QI 3.0/QHI 3.0 alpha]
     CCW
     None
            
                
         13
         AllDoc
         14
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus3
     Quite Imposing Plus 3.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 3
     1
      

        
     0
     29
     28
     29
      

   1
  

 HistoryList_V1
 qi2base




 
 
    
   HistoryItem_V1
   InsertBlanks
        
     Where: after current page
     Number of pages: 1
     same as current
      

        
     1
     1
     1
     341
     284
    
            
       CurrentAVDoc
          

     SameAsCur
     AfterCur
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

   1
  

 HistoryList_V1
 qi2base




 
 
    
   HistoryItem_V1
   PageSizes
        
     Action: Make all pages the same size
     Scale: No scaling (crop or pad)
     Rotate: Never
     Size: 6.496 x 9.370 inches / 165.0 x 238.0 mm
      

        
     AllSame
     1
            
       D:20140129125643
       674.6457
       S5
       Blank
       467.7165
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     1
     1356
     149
    
     qi3alphabase[QI 3.0/QHI 3.0 alpha]
     CCW
     None
            
                
         13
         AllDoc
         14
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus3
     Quite Imposing Plus 3.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 3
     1
      

        
     0
     19
     18
     19
      

   1
  

 HistoryList_V1
 qi2base




 
 
    
   HistoryItem_V1
   InsertBlanks
        
     Where: after current page
     Number of pages: 1
     same as current
      

        
     1
     1
     1
     341
     284
    
            
       CurrentAVDoc
          

     SameAsCur
     AfterCur
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

   1
  

 HistoryList_V1
 qi2base




 
 
    
   HistoryItem_V1
   PageSizes
        
     Action: Make all pages the same size
     Scale: Scale width and height equally
     Rotate: Clockwise if needed
     Size: 6.496 x 9.370 inches / 165.0 x 238.0 mm
      

        
     AllSame
     1
            
       D:20140129125643
       674.6457
       S5
       Blank
       467.7165
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     1
     1356
     149
    
     qi3alphabase[QI 3.0/QHI 3.0 alpha]
     CCW
     Uniform
            
                
         13
         AllDoc
         14
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus3
     Quite Imposing Plus 3.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 3
     1
      

        
     0
     19
     18
     19
      

   1
  

 HistoryList_V1
 qi2base




 
 
    
   HistoryItem_V1
   InsertBlanks
        
     Where: after current page
     Number of pages: 1
     same as current
      

        
     1
     1
     1
     341
     284
    
            
       CurrentAVDoc
          

     SameAsCur
     AfterCur
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

   1
  

 HistoryList_V1
 qi2base




 
 
    
   HistoryItem_V1
   PageSizes
        
     Action: Make all pages the same size
     Scale: Scale width and height equally
     Rotate: Clockwise if needed
     Size: 6.496 x 9.370 inches / 165.0 x 238.0 mm
      

        
     AllSame
     1
            
       D:20140129125643
       674.6457
       S5
       Blank
       467.7165
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     1
     1356
     149
    
     qi3alphabase[QI 3.0/QHI 3.0 alpha]
     CCW
     Uniform
            
                
         13
         AllDoc
         14
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus3
     Quite Imposing Plus 3.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 3
     1
      

        
     14
     15
     14
     15
      

   1
  

 HistoryList_V1
 qi2base




 
 
    
   HistoryItem_V1
   PageSizes
        
     Action: Make all pages the same size
     Scale: Scale width and height equally
     Rotate: Clockwise if needed
     Size: 6.496 x 9.370 inches / 165.0 x 238.0 mm
      

        
     AllSame
     1
            
       D:20140129125643
       674.6457
       S5
       Blank
       467.7165
          

     Tall
     1
     0
     1
     1356
     149
    
     qi3alphabase[QI 3.0/QHI 3.0 alpha]
     CCW
     Uniform
            
                
         13
         AllDoc
         14
              

       CurrentAVDoc
          

      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus3
     Quite Imposing Plus 3.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 3
     1
      

        
     0
     4
     3
     4
      

   1
  

 HistoryList_V1
 qi2base




 
 
    
   HistoryItem_V1
   InsertBlanks
        
     Where: after current page
     Number of pages: 1
     same as current
      

        
     1
     1
     1
     341
     284
    
            
       CurrentAVDoc
          

     SameAsCur
     AfterCur
      

        
     QITE_QuiteImposingPlus2
     Quite Imposing Plus 2 2.0c
     Quite Imposing Plus 2
     1
      

   1
  

 HistoryList_V1
 qi2base





