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Abstract

Olfactory-Tactile Interactions and Their Implications for Retailing

Si Chang

While research suggests that sensory modalities, such as olfaction or topch,
influence consumer evaluations and behavior, the interaction of these sensory
modalities are not well investigated. Focusing on the interaction of ambient scent and
tactile input, this research explores the effect of ambient scent on consumers’
perceptions of tactile product properties in terms of softness and temperature. Scent
and tactile input are manipulated in a 5 (scent: cinnamon, pine, jasmine, eucalyptus)
between-participants lab experiment with replication across selected product
categories differing in tactile characteristics. Ambient scent did not significantly
enhance the tactile perceptions, willingness to pay, and purchase intentions. Tactile
perceptions, willingness to pay, and purchase intentions were influenced by product,

however. Implications for marketing and retailing are discussed.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

Research has recognized the importance of individual sensory modalities (e.g.
olfaction, touch, and auditory cues) and found support for significant effects of
sensory cues on consumers’ evaluations and perceptions. Using sensory stimuli in a
retail context is considered an effective way to influence consumers’ shopping
behaviors (_Spangenberg et al. 1996). For example, ambient scents are usually used in
order to affect consumers’ emotional responses and influence their behaviors in the
store (Bosmans 2006). The sense of touch is also considered important for the
evaluation of product (Peck and Childers 2003a, b). However, cross-modal sensory
perception and its implications for marketing practice are not well investigated.
Although recent research has begun to study the interactive effect of olfaction and
audition (Mattila and Wirtz 2001), and the combined effect of touch and taste
(Krishna and Morrin 2008), there is a lack of knowledge regarding how ambient scent
interacts with tactile perceptions to influence consumers’ behaviors.

This research examines the impact of ambient scent on consumers’ perceptions
of tactile product properties in terms of sofiness and temperature. It empirically tests
whether ambient scents with connotations of softness/roughness and coolness/warmth
affect consumers’ evaluation of a product’s softness and warmth, and whether
consumers’ need for touch the product mitigates or enhances this effect. We expect
that the interaction of ambient scent and tactile input will have sigmficant impact on
consumers’ evaluations and their purchasing intentions. By examining this interactive

effect, this research seeks to understand how certain sensory modalities interact,



which offers important knowledge of the effect of combined sensory in the marketing
literature. This research also seeks to provide guidelines to the retailers who allow

consumers to touch products and consider using ambient scent in their stores.

Chapter 2 Literature Review

Ambient Scent

- Scents are used in many stores to influence consumers’ evaluation of products
or their evaluation of the store itself. Specialty stores frequently use the inherent
scents of their products to affect customers. Retailers also use ambient scents in the
store environment when the existing products do not contain specific scents (Bone
and Ellen 1999, Donovan and Rossiter 1982, Mitchell et al. 1995). The ambient scent
influences consumers’ emotional responses, which in turn affects their evaluation of
the product and the store (Bosmans 2006).

Researchers  differentiate  product-specific scent from ambient scent.
Product-specific scent is scent that is inherent to products (e.g. the scent of scented
candles, laundry detergent, or coffee), whereas ambient scent is present in the
environment (e.g., in stores using scent diffusers, in homes using air fresheners).
Research shows that ambient scent can influence consumers’ perception and
evaluation of products (Gulas and Bloch 1995). It serves as an effective memory cue
for people to retrieve memories for different experiences (Frank 1991). In an
environment where people are strangers, ambient scent can have positive effect on the

social interactions in the environment (Zemke and Shoemaker 2007). Scents shape



perceptions of the store environment and produce emotional effects in consumers; the
emotions generated by the environment can then determine consumers’ behavior in
the store (Darden and Babin 1994, Donovan and Rossiter 1982).

The olfactory information can be used systematically to facilitate consumers’
cognitive processing. Compared to physical context cues (e.g., location), olfactory
context cues can be transported more easily. At certain time reqqired, the olfactory
stimulus can be released in order to influence consumers’ responses (Cann and Ross
1989). In addition, including odor in the environment will influence employee
productivity in the service businesses (Bitner 1992). Some artificial odors, which are
consistent with product information, can be used as an effective cue for recognition
(Cann and Ross 1989). Consumers differ in terms of their affective responses to scent.
The extent of customers’ liking and disliking of the scent may lead to different
evaluations of the product (Wrzesniewski 1999). Herz (2004) found that memories are
more emotional and evocative when they are presented with scent than when they are
recalled by the visual or auditory cues. Sometimes consumers have to rely on
contextual cues to identify the odor that they are experniencing. For example, Ellen and
Bone (1998) suggest that a lemon-scented product can be better recognized if it is
shown in a yellow container.

The fact that olfactory cues in the environment can influence consumers’
responses has been supported in past studies. The presence of scents can affect
cognitive elaboration, affective and evaluative responses, purchase intention and

behaviors (Bone and Ellen 1999, Mitchell et al. 1995, Spangenberg et al. 1996,).



Ambient scents can work as affective cues and gives affective information about the
products. Consumers’ affective reactions influence final product evaluation. The effect
of congruence of the scent is also mediated by their affective responses (Bosman
2006).

Consumers have more positive responses when products contain certain scents
and when the scent is congruent with the product (Bone and Jantrania 1992,
Spangenberg et al. 1996). The scents can also affect mood. People who have positive
mood are more likely to provide positive evaluations (Dawson 1990). However, the
effects of odor are not necessarily mediated by mood. Instead, consumers may
transfer impressions of scent pleasantness or unpleasantness to the product (Cann and
Ross, 1989, Ehrlichman and Halpern, 1988, Spangenberg et al., 1996).

Chebat and Michon (2003) used a shopping mall environment to test the
effects of ambient scent. They found that ambient scent has a direct effect on
consumers’ perception. In an environment with ambient scent, consumers evaluate
products more positively than in an unscented environment. The intensity of the scent
and the type of scent does not influence this effect (Spangenberg et al. 1996). Ambient
scent is considered an effective environmental cue that can affect consumers’
emotional responses and purchasing behavior. Research supports that the effects of
ambient scents are mediated by consumers’ perception of the environment and
product quality. Morrin and Ratneshwar (2000) found that a pleasant ambient scent
can increase cognitive processing of unfamiliar brand information. When pleasant

ambient scent is presented, brand evaluations are more positive, especially for some



unfamiliar brands. Ambient scent also improves the recall of unfamiliar brand names.
Pleasant odors may improve the memory through increasing the amount of time used
to evaluate the brands. Hirsch (1995) found that when the casino is scented, gamblers
will spend more money on slot machines than when it is not.

Three major dimensions of scent have been discussed in the literature. The
first dimension is the affective quality of the scent (i.e., how pleasant it is). This
dimension is perceived to dominate scent perception, because the scents come into the
limbic system, which is the center of emotions in the brain (Spangenberg et al. 1996).
Pleasantness or unpleasantness has been the primary consideration of odor
(Ehrlichman and Halpern 1988). The second dimension is the arousing nature of the
scent (1.e., how likely it is to evoke a physiological response; Spangenberg et al. 1996).
Scent can lead to arousal as shown in electroencephalographs (EEG) and respiratory
patterns (Lorig and Schwartz 1988). However, there is a non-linear relationship
between arousal and pleasantness (Richardson and Zucco, 1989). The third dimension
is the intensity of the scent (i.e., how strong it is; Spangenberg et al. 1996). People
may have more negative reactions as the intensity of the scent increases (Richardson
and Zucco, 1989). Pleasantness of scent affects the relationship between people’s
reactions to the intensity of the scent. There may be an inverted U-shaped function,
such that for more pleasant scents, there may be an optimal level of intensity, under
which consumers’ preference increases as intensity increases. The optimal level of
intensity 1s expected to be higher for more pleasant scents than less pleasant ones

(Spangenberg et al. 1996).



Spangenberg et al. (1996) apply the S-O-R paradigm to ambient scent effects.
The S-O-R paradigm originates in environmental psychology and relates the
environmental stimuli with responses and approach/avoidance behaviors. This
stimulus—organism—response (S—-O-R) paradigm has provided theoretical basis for
much of the marketing research of ambient scent. The stimulus cues (S) include
consist of ambient scents. These environmental cues combine to generate affective
response or arousal, which influence consumers’ internal evaluation (O), and finally
lead to their approach or avoidance responses (R) (Spangenberg et al. 1996). Affect is
considered as a positive or negative state of emotion or feeling. Affective response is
the emotional reaction to the environment which people have psychological contact
with (Brower 1981). Arousal is a psychological feeling state related to the
environment (Mehrabian and Russell 1974). Approach responses are positive
behaviors related to the environment, while the avoidance behaviors are the negative
behaviors (Spangenberg et al. 1996). Approach and avoidance behavior occur because
olfactory cues in a more primitive portion of the brain rather than in high-level centers
(Herz and Engen 1996).

Research has focused on the effect of ambient scent on avoidance and
approach behavior. Scent can lead to either positively valenced arousal or negatively
valenced arousal. Positive arousal leads to approach behavior, which make people
more willing to stay in the environment, explore the environment and communicate
with other people in the environment. It may enhance their satisfaction in the

environment. Negative arousal leads to avoidance behavior, which results in less



active behaviors in the environment, less communication with other people and a
lower level of satisfaction. The two behaviors are judged on the basis of the amount of
time people spend in the store (Morrin and Ratneshwar 2000). It is suggested that
pleasant scents can increase people’s willingness to visit the store and increase the
time they spend in the store environment. It also improves their evaluations and
ratings of the store (Spangenberg et al. 1996).

In an experiment in which consumers are presented with a persuasive message,
Debono (1992) found that participants who are exposed to a pleasant scent are more
likely to be affected by the attractiveness of the spokeswoman than by the strength of
the arguments, while people who are not exposed to a pleasant scent are more likely
to be affected by the strength argument than the attractiveness of the spokeswoman.
This difference happens because those people who are exposed to a pleasant scent use
the peripheral route to processing information, while those who are not exposed to
scent are engage in central route processing. People who are in an environment with
pleasait scent also have a more positive mood when they evaluate the message. Thus,
a pleasant scent can influence consumers’ information processing.

The appropriateness and congruity of ambient scents have been investigated
by past studies. The appropriateness and congruity of scent can moderate the effect of
olfaction and determine the impact of scents (Bone and Jantrania 1992). Pleasant
scents may not successfully lead to certain effects if there is no congnity between the
scents and consumers’ preferences (Spangenberg et al.1996, 2005). Bosmans (2006)

suggests three moderators of the effect of pleasant scents on evaluations: (1) the



congruity of the scent with the product; (2) the salience of the scent; (3) consumers'
motivation to correct for extraneous influences. It is suggested that only when
consumers have the perception that the scent is incongruent with the product, they
correct for the influence of scent. When ambient scent is highly incongruent with the
product category, consumers correct. When ambient scent is congruent with the
product category, even when ambient scent becomes salient or consumers discount the
potential influences, their evaluations and judgments are still influenced. Scents that
are not salient still influence consumers’ decisions when they are incongruent with the
product category. Bosmans also suggests that the congruence dimension can explain
how ambient scents affect product evaluations.

The congruity between a scent and a product offered or the environment has
been considered important (Bone and Jantrania 1992, Bone and Ellen 1999, Bosmans
2006, Mitchell et al. 1995). Congruity has been found to have a positive effect on
consumer’s purchasing behavior, affect their decision making and improve the
information processing in the shopping process. When there is congruity between the
scent and the product category, people spend more time processing the data than when
there is no congruity presented. They are more likely to look for inferences and
self-reference and go beyond the existing information. They are more holistic and will
consider more attributes and options (Mitchell et al. 1995). Fiore et al. (2000) found
that adding appropriate environmental fragrance to a product display enhances
approach responses.

Congruity has a positive effect on overall product evaluation (Bone and



Jantrania 1992). In an arousing environment, people will have positive responses if
the environmental cues are congruent with their expectations, which may lead to a
higher level of approach behavior. However, negative responses may lead to a higher
level of avoidance behavior (Spangenberg et al. 1996). The congruity between
ambient scents and a non-scent characteristic has also been studied. The ambient
scents which are gendelf-congruent with the products can alter consumers’s responses
and enhance product evaluation. Consumers may have approach behavior in a store
where the product presented and the ambient scents are gender-consistent. They may
present avoidance behavior when the product and the ambient scents are
gender-inconsistent (Spangenberg et al. 2006).

| The implicit memory of odor has been discussed. Degel and Koster (1999)
have found that if people perceive the odors unconsciously, the rate of errors in the
mathematical and letter counting tests will be affected. People make less error when
the odor of lavender is presented than when there is no odor or the odor of jasmine is
presented. However, it only influences the number of correct iesponses, but does not
affect the quality of the test. They have also confirmed that when people smell the
odor and visually detect the odor source, they will connect the two. People expect
more odors in certain environment than in others. There is an implicit odor memory
which drives people to connect an unknown odor to their memory. Since this research

focuses on ambient scent—touch interactions, the literature on touch is discussed next.



Touch

People often use touch to obtain information in the environment (Klatzky et
al.1993). The importance of using touch is recognized by many consumers. Although
some purchases are made through direct mail, Internet, and catalogs, most consumers
still prefer to purchase in environments where they can touch the products physically
(McCabe and Nowlis 2003). Research on the sense of touch is increasing. Recent
research has emphasized the significant effect of tactile input in the process of product
evaluation (Peck and Childers 2003b). The need for touch also reduces purchasing on
the Intemnet, where no touch information can be obtained (Citrin et al. 2003, McCabe
and Nowlis 2003). Consumers not only prefer the products which can be touched in
their purchasing process, but also make their purchasing decisions depending on the
tactile information they extract from the products. With the help of tactile input, they
get the useful information that they cannot obtain through the sense of vision
(McCabe and Nowlis 2003).

The haptic system provides people with effective observations (Lederman and
Klatzky 1987). It helps people identify objects quickly and accurately. In general, the
identification through touch is more accurate than identification of odor (Klatzky et al.
1985). The tactile system encodes object properties differently than the visual system
(Citrin et al. 2003, Klatzky et al. 1987, Lederman et al. 1986). The visual system
captures the size, shape and physical location of an object, while the tactile system
captures texture, weight, roughness, hardness, and temperature (Citrin et al. 2003,

Klatzky et al. 1987).



The modality of touch relies on exploratory procedures (EPs), which are
considered as the types of contact and movement people have between their skin and
the actual object. An EP can encode the properties and provide efficient information
(Klatzky et al.1993, Lederman and Klatzky 1987). Several EPs are described in past
studies: Lateral motion is related to the roughness of product and is considered as the
repetition of movement between people’s skin and object. Pressure is an EP related to
the hardness of the product. Static contact is related to the temperature, and 1is referred
to the contact between skin and object without motion. The unsupported holding,
which indicates how people can lift the product without external help, is related to
weight of the object. The enclosure is related to the size and coarse shape. Contour
following describes how hand can move along the lines of contour of objects, and is
related to the precise shape of objects (Klatzky et al. 1993, Lederman and Klatzky
1987).

How people choose between EPs depends on constraints they need to satisfy.
These constraints include the nature of the information that they intent to obtain from
a certain object and the associations between the EPs and the objects. The nature of
desired information is often associated with their goals or expectations and what they
are looking for from an object. Another constraint is related to compatibility between
EPs, as sometimes there is a loss of information when the EPs that are performed at
the same time are not compatible. There is also a constraint of cost for using the EPs,
which is related to the duration and the speed of the EPs (Klatzky et al. 1993).

Tactile input can help people encode the properties relating to texture,



hardness, roughness, temperature, weight, size and shape (Klatzky et al.1993,
Lederman and Klatzky 1987). There are two general categories of objects—
geometric and material. The main attribute of a geometric object is its size or shape,
while the main attribute of a material object is its texture, hardness, roughness,
temperature and weight. People rely most on vision when they perceive geometric
objects. They rely most on the modality pf touch when they perceive material objects
(Klatzky et al. 1993, McCabe and Nowlis 2003). Picard et al. (2003) studied the
perceptual dimensions of tactile texture and suggest soft/harsh, thin/thick, relief and
hardness as four perceptual dimensions of tactile texture. They connect semantics
with tactile input to describe these perceptual dimensions.

Different products are judged by the material properties they possess. By using
their hand, consumers can access the attributes related to certain products (Peck and
Childers 2003b). Four attributes, namely texture, hardness, temperature, and weight,
are the main attributes which can be diagnosed by touch. These are considered as the
material properties that serve as motivation for people’s touching behaviors (Kiatzky
et al. 1993, Lederman and Klatzky 1987). There is also an integration of dimensions.
For example, texture and hardness are integrated in haptic input (Klatzky et al. 1989).

Considering the type of tactile information, two types of information are
suggested: instrumental and autotelic information (Peck and Childers 2003).
Instrumental information 1s less related to the sensory experience of the product,
while autotelic information is more related to the sensory enjoyment. Instrumental

information, on the other hand, 1s related to people’s goals of purchasing in their



product evaluation process, while autotelic information is aésociated with the hedonic
enjoyment of the product (Peck and Childers 2003b, Holbrook and Hirschman 1982).

Individual differences may be an important factor influencing the processing
of touch information. Tactile input is more effective for some people compared to
others (Peck and Childers 2003b). Gender differences can lead to different levels of
involvement with touch. Women involve more tactile input in their evaluation process
than men (Citrin et al. 2003). Some of people have more preference and motivation to
use touch in the information acquisition process than others. These individual
differences are captured by need for touch (NFT), which is “a preference for the
extraction and utilization of information obtained through the haptic system” (Peck
and Childers 2003a, p. 431). This pertains basically to a person’s preference for touch
in the information gathering process (Peck and Childers 2003b).

Consistent with the previous discussion of two types of tactile information,
there are also two dimensions of NFT: instrumental NFT and autotelic NFT. People
with a high level of instrumental NFT consider the utilization of touch as a way to
help them collect information in the evaluation process. Tactile input helps them
successfully access the information that they cannot gather through other types of
information acquisition. People with a high level of autotelic NFT find more fun and
enjoyment when they use tactile input. They touch the products as they prefer to focus
on the sense of touch itself (Peck and Chidlers 2003a, Peck and Childers 2003b).

- Previous studies have included both the discussion of instrumental NFT and

autotelic NFT (Citrin et al. 2003, Peck and Wiggins 2006). Depending on their level



of NFT, some of people are more frustrated and have less confidence in their
shopping process if there 1s no opportunity for them to touch the products directly
(Peck and Chidlers 2003a). People with high NFT show less confidence in product
evaluations when there is no touch involved. For high-NFT consumers, an
instrumental written description can compensate when they cannot touch, but it
cannot compensate them for their hedonic need. Low-NFT consumers only need a
presentation of a visual cue or picture when touch information is not presented to
reduce their frustration and increase their confidence (Peck and Chidlers 2003b).
High-NFT consumers can better discriminate high quality products when tactile
information can be obtained, which helps them increase their confidence and increase
the accuracy of their evaluation. Tactile input does not have negative influence on the
low quality product (Grohmann, Spangenberg, and Sprott 2007).

Providing tactile cues 1s more effective to persuade people with a high level of
autotelic NFT than those with a low level of autotelic NFT. Persuasion increases as
high NFT consumers experience positive affective responses to the tactile component
of a persuasive message (e.g., a brochure with a piece of satin) in the evaluation
process. Consumers who are low in autotelic NFT, however, do not show the same
response. In addition, for people who are high in autotelic NFT, involving tactile
elements in a persuasive message increases persuasion, even if the touch element is
mcongruent with the overall message; for people low in autotelic NFT, however, an
incongruent message decreases the effect of persuasion (Peck and Wiggins 2006).

NFT moderates the relationship between the usage of internet in purchasing



products and the prior usage of internet in collecting information. Although prior
internet usage helps people gather the information they need, whether people use the
internet to make the final purchase is still influenced by their need for touch. As tactile
input helps consumers to assess the intrinsic quality of the product, products that
require tactile cues (e.g., apparel) are less likely to be purchased online (Citrin et al.
2003).

Both in-store environment and internet environments have been studied in
order to compare the differences in consumers’ processing of and response to tactile
information. Whether there are opportunities to touch in the environment has been
found to influence consumers’ choices. An in-store environment is considered as the
environment where pe;ple can touch and examine the actual products. The products
could be seen in three-dimensions in this environment. Consumers can obtain
important information which cannot be obtained only though vision. In a remote
situation, consumers cannot touch the products. They can only use their sense of
vision to judge the two-dimensional representation of products (McCabe and Nowlis
2003). Research has shown that more involvement of tactile input will reduce the
usage of Internet in consumers’ purchasing process (Citrin et al. 2003). Consumers
prefer to touch the products with material properties in an in-store environment than
in a remote environment. However, for the products which possess geometric
properties, past research found no difference of consumers’ preference between the
two types of environment, as consumers use sense to judge the objects in their

evaluation (McCabe and Nowlis 2003). It is confirmed that both visual input and



touch have positive effect on the evaluations. Compared to people who do not use
their sense of touch, people who can touch in the evaluation process evaluate the
product more positively (Grohmann et al. 2007, McCabe and Nowlis 2003).

Previous research has studied both diagnostic and non-diagnostic tactile input.
For products with diagnostic tactile input, involving touch leads to more positive
consumer responses, as tactile input reduces people’s frustration and increase their
evidence in the evaluation process (Peck and Childers 2003b, Grohmann et al. 2007).
When tactile input is diagnostic, people who prefer to ‘touch products are more
affected by the sense of touch (Peck and Childers 2003a, Peck and Childers 2003b).
However, Krishna and Morrin (2008) offered some additional insights. They found
that consumers who prefer tactile input are not always more influenced by the sense
of touch compared to those who do not need tactile input. When the tactile cues are
non-diagnostic, people who like to involve tactile input are less influenced. In this
situation, other cues, such as the haptic information of the container or the package of
a product, can influence people’s evaluation. The perception of tactile input is
transferred to evaluations of non-tactile properties (such as taste of the product) in this
process.

Product quality has been considered as another factor. Tactile input positively
affects the evaluation of products, especially if they are of high quality. However, for
low quality products, tactile input is likely to result in negative evaluation when
people evaluate high quality products and low quality products simultaneously

(Grohmann et al. 2007). Peck and Childers (2006) studied the effect of touch on



impulse-purchasing behavior. They found that people with a high level of autotelic
NFT have more impulse purchasing behaviors than those with lower level of autotelic
NFT. For both high and low autotelic people, increasing tactile input will increase
mmpulse purchasing. Besides tactile impact, the interaction of different sensory
modalities may also have great impact on consumers’ evaluations and purchasing

behaviors.

Sensory Interactions

Consumers may get information from multiple sensory modalities in order to
perform search or evaluation tasks. They integrate information from different senses
in order to detect and evaluate products and reduce ambiguity. This integration plays
an important role in their perception (Molholm et al. 2002). For example, consumers
perceive the texture of certain objects by integrating information from both vision and
touch (Heller 1982). Past studies have examined some interactions of different
sensory modalities, such as the interaction of scent and sound, touch and taste, taste
and smell, vision and sound, and touch and vision (Heller 1982, Krishna and Morrin
2008, Kritikos and Brasch 2008, Lederman et al. 1986, Mattila and Wirtz 2001,
Molholm et al. 2002, Shimojo and Shams 2001). An interaction of scent and music in
retail environments has been supported: Mattila and Wirtz (2001) found that when
there is a congruity of ambient scent and music in terms of their arousing qualities,
consumers evaluate their shopping experience more positively and experience higher

levels of satisfaction. Consumers also show more approach behaviors and impulse



purchasing. For example, the use of grapefruit ambient scent, which is a high arousal
scent, in a store with fast tempo music, results in more approach behaviors and more
positive consumer responses than using a low arousal scent with fast tempo (i.e., high
arousal) music. In a store with low tempo music, a low arousal scent, such as
Lavender, leads to a higher level of evaluation. This research supports that when a
perception of a coherence of the arousing qualities of music and the scent is created,
consumers respond more positively.

Krishna and Morrin (2008) studied the connection between touch and taste.
They discuss the perceptual transfer of haptic cues from product containers to
products themselves and find support for transfer of touch-related characteristics to
products. Depending on consumers’ need for touch, they are not affected equally by
haptic input. When there are non-diagnostic cues presented, people who prefer to
touch are less affected by the haptic cues. These non-diagnostic cues only
significantly affect the people who have a low level of autotelic need for touch. For
example, only people who have low level of autotelic need for touch are influenced
when they are asked to touch a flimsy cup. However, both the high and low need for
autotelic touch groups can detect that the tactile feeling of the firm cup is better than
that of the flimsy one. When consumers imagine drinking water from a firm cup
bottle and a flimsy bottle, the imagination influences people with a low level of
autotelic need for touch to a greater extent.

Psychology research has also provided some basis for the study of sensory

interactions. One approach is to look at a person’s immediate response to conflicting



information when two senses are provided, which is considered as the intersensory
bias paradigm. It is suggested that each modality can have certain functions, but it
only has one or more functions that if can perform better than other modalities (Welch
et al. 1980). Vision strongly affects other modalities. However, visual perception is
influenced by other modalities, such as sound (Shimojo and Shams 2001). Some
studies claim dominance of vision, while others question this claim (Lederman et. al
1986, Schifferstain 2006). Schifferstain (2006) found that when there is a large
number of a product, vision is not the dominant modality. The importance of the
sensory modalities may depend on the type of products, the usage frequency, and the
importance of the activity.

The interaction between vision and auditory system has also been discussed.
Vision may dominate spatial tasks, while audition plays the most important role in
temporal tasks. Sound may also change visual perception. When the auditory input is
presented, there is an increase in the perceived intensity of the stimuli. The quality of
visual perception is also changed by sound. However, the effects of sound on vision
and the effect of vision on sound are asymmetrical. There is only strong alteration of
vision when sound is more discontinuous than the visual stimulus. Similarly, vision
only strongly affects sound when the visual stimulus is discontinuous. The
appropriateness of the modalities also influences the direction of the sensory
interaction (Shimojo and Shams 2001).

The interaction of touch and vision has also been studied by different

researchers. Some studies in the phenomenological and psychophysical literature have



shown that tactile location is also noticed by vision location (Lederman et al. 1986,
Shimojo and Shams 2001). Similarly, the perception of spatial density and roughness
of surface patterns are influenced by both vision and touch, to the extent that it is not
possible for people to ignore the tactile information in their evaluation. For judgment
of size, shape and spatial location, vision may dominate touch. However, when people
need to focus on the texture of certain surfaces, the intersensory bias is different
depending on how much texture is emphasized. When people need to judge the spatial
density of patterns, vision may dominate touch. When they need to judge the
roughness, touch may have a greater effect. When they need to judge texture without
emphasis, the effect of touch and vision are equally considered. It appears that each
modality has certain functions, but it only has one or more functions that it can
perform better than other modalities (Lederman et al. 1986). Heller (1982) found that
involving only one sensory modality may reduce the accuracy of people’s perception.
A combination of both touch and vision leads to a higher level of perception and
better judgment of texture, as each of them perform a different task and assist each
other in the perception process. However, people may ignore the effect of vision in the
perception of texture. They may prefer tactile cues when their vision can guide their
hands. In judging the smoothness of the object, vision and touch are similarly accurate,
but they work most efficiently when they are both included in the judgment process.
Jones and O’Neil (1985) asked participants to judge the roughness of two abrasive
papers by vision, touch, or by both. It is found that a combination of the two sensory

modalities leads to accurate judgments. Kritikos and Brasch (2008) studied congruent
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and incongruent visual and tactile input in people’s comprehension process. Both of
the sensory modalities are important in comprehension, but vision may have a greater
influence than touch.

Of interest to researchers are the conditions of cross-modality matching.
People may have different abilities to process the information that they gather from
different sensory modalities (Connolly and Jones 1970, Milewski and Iaccino 1982).
The study of the asymmetries in cross-modality matching not only shows the transfer
of intersensory and suggests that whether the asymmetries exist depend on whether
the stimulus is spatial, haptic, or kinesthetic. When people have some early
knowledge of the comparison modality, their performance is affected (Milewski and
laccino 1982).

The availability of sensory stimuli influences people’s affective responses.
When people have positive affective responses to certain stimuli, involving more
sensory cues positively influences their affective responses. In contrast, when people
have negative affective responses, involving more sensory cues leads to more
negative affective responses. When the sensory cues match the affective memory,
there will be more positive affective responses (Compeau, Grewal, and Monroe 1998).
Past studies also indicate that taste and smell interact. People can detect the
combination of a concentration of an odor compound and a concentration of a taste
compound, which proves people’s neural integration of taste and smell (Dalton et al.
2000, Delwiche 2004). However, specific pairings of taste and smell are needed for

the integration to occur. There is evidence from both psychophysical and
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neuroimaging findings of the integration of taste and smell. Taste and smell are
considered necessary for perception of flavor (Delwiche 2004). Forde and Delahunty
(2003) showed how three sensory systems (taste/smell, texture and irritation)
contribute to people’s preference for orange juices. In examining people’s liking and
sensitivity to different stimuli and the effect of sensory interaction on older and
younger consumers, the authors find that young consumers’ prefeyences for juice are
more dependent on the predominant chemosensory attributes, such as taste and smell,
while older consumers’ preferences are more based on non-chemosensory attributes,
such as texture and irritation of the product.

Although the effect of ambient scent and impact of tactile input have been
studied separately, no prior research has investigated how the interaction of touch and
ambient scent affects consumers’ evaluation of products. Studies on olfaction have not
presented how ambient scent influences the tactile input. Thus, the current study
examines the impact of ambient scent on consumers’ perceptions of tactile properties.
More specifically, this research empirically tests whether ambient scents with
connotations of softness/roughness and coolness/warmth affect consumers” evaluation
of a product’s softness and warmth, and whether consumers’ need for touch the

product mitigates or enhances this effect.

Chapter3 Hypotheses
Ambient scent might affect consumers’ tactile evaluations by priming haptic

product characteristics, such as warmth or softness. Based on the conceptualization



of the priming effect in Wyer and Srull’s (1980a, 1980b) storage bin model, a
category that is primed recently is considered to be put on top of a mental storage bin.
If this category, which is at the top of the bin, is considered relevant and applicable, 1t
will be accessed first in order to encode new information. For a relevant category,
priming a category will increase the possible application of the category to the
incoming information (Higgins et al. 1985). It is also suggested that when the
activated category is relevant to the incoming information, it provides an important
basis for the interpretation of the incoming information, which results in a consistent
judgment of the new information with the existing category (Herr 1986). Thus, we
expect that the cues of ambient scents may influence consumer perceptions, priming
relevant dimensions of the product that is touched. Priming influences consumers’
perceptions by relating the important cues of the ambient scent to the relevant
dimensions of the products. Priming a relevant tactile characteristic through ambient
scent increases the. likelihood that this characteristic is highly accessible in the tactile
evaluation of the product (Higgins et al. 1985); ambient scent may thus enhance the
perception of the dimension that is diagnosed by touch. As priming can change
people’s judgments by making some categories more accessible than others (Boush
1993), it increase the accessibility of certain attributes of the products. It makes some
tactile properties that are closely related to the ambient scents more accessible to the
consumers. For example, an ambient scent which provides significant cues of warmth
may increase consumers’ attention to the temperature characterstics when they touch

products. A cool ambient scent is likely to increase the accessibility of the temperature



dimension of the products that they could touch and enhance their evaluation of
coolness in the perception process. Therefore, we propose that:

H1: Ambient scent enhances evaluations of the tactile dimension they are

most closely associated with.

H2: Ambient scent increases the willingness to pay and purchase intentions

for products Whpse tactile properties are cued by scent.

Finally, it is expected that consumers high in need for touch more casily relate
the tactile properties of a product to the ambient scent, as tactile information is more
accessible to them in general (Peck and Childers 2003a). Need for touch should thus
moderate the effect of ambient scent on evaluation of tactile product properties they
are related with.

H3: The effect of ambient scent on the evaluation of the tactile dimension

they are most closely associated with is stronger for consumers high in

need for touch than for consumers low in need for touch.

Chapter 4 Method
This research consists of pretests to (1) select ambient scents with
connotations of softness/roughness, and coolness/warmth, and (2) select products for
which softness and temperature are relevant tactile characteristics. The main study is a
5 (scent: soft, rough, warm, cool, no-scent control) between-partictpants experiment
with replications across selected product categories differing in tactile characteristics

(softness and warmth). Dependent variables are product evaluation, purchase
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likelihood, and willingness to pay. A potential moderator is need for touch (Peck and

Childers 2003).

Chapter 5 Product Pretest 1

Design, Stimuli and Procedure

In order to identify the products to be used in the main experiment, two
product pretests were conducted. The purpose of the first pretest was to determine for
which products sense of touch is important. Fifty undergraduate students participated
in the first pretest (19 male, 31 female; median age = 21 years). A range of consumer
products were used: paper tissue, bed sheet, sweaters, hand towel, blanket, aluminum
pot, scrub sponge, plastic plate, pottery plate, glass cup, pens, erasers, rubber bands,
headbands, pillows, wooden products, pepsi cans, camera, cell phone, pocket

calculator, jewellery, and T-shirts.

Measures

Participants rated each product based on how important it was for them to use
their sense of touch 1n the evaluation on a 7-point scale (anchored 1= not important at
all to 7= very important). Need for touch (Peck and Childers, 2003a) was also
measured. The final questions pertained to demographic information (sex, age, and

language skills).
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Results

A one sample t-test was conducted to compare importance ratings to the scale
midpoint (4). Table 1 summarizes mean evaluations and results of these comparisons.
Products for which touch was important in the evaluation process (paper tissue, bed
linens, sweaters, hand towels, blankets, headbands, pillows, cameras, cell phones,
jewellery, T-shirts, scrub sponge, and wooden products) were retained for the second
pretest, which determined the importance of specific tactile characteristics.

Table 1

Importance of Touch Compared to Scale Mid-point

Product Mean Std. t(49) p-value
Deviation
Paper tissue 5.40 1.68 5.90 .00
Bed sheet 6.00 1.34 10.55 .00
Sweaters 5.94 1.25 10.96 .00
Hand towel 5.40 1.39 7.15 .00
Blanket 5.96 1.48 9.34 .00
Aluminum pot 2.70 1.57 -5.86 .00
Scrub sponge 3.64 1.93 -1.32 .19
Plastic plate 2.42 1.67 -6.70 .00
Pottery plate 3.16 1.90 -3.13 .00
Glass cup 3.42 193 -2.13 .04
Pens 3.32 1.92 -2.50 .02
Erasers 2.82 1.72 -4.84 .00
Rubber bands 2.58 1.80 -5.59 .00
Head bands 4.16 1.973 .57 .57
Pillows 6.30 1.374 11.84 .00
Wooden products 4.52 1.951 1.89 .07
Pepsi can 2.00 1.604 -8.82 .00
Camera 4.14 2.050 48 .63
Cell phone 4.90 2.033 3.13 .00
Pocket calculator 3.06 1.942 -3.42 .00
Jewellery 478 2.270 2.43 .02
T-shirts 5.70 1.488 8.08 .00
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Chapter 6 Product Pretest 2
Design, Stimuli and Procedure
Based on the result of the first product pretest, paper tissue, bed linens,
sweaters, hand towels, blankets, headbands, pillows, cameras, cell phones, jewellery,
T-shirts, scrub sponge, and wooden products were inclﬁded in the second pretest. The
second pretest was conducted among 25 undergraduate students (10 male, 15_ female)
in the library building of the same university. The median age of the sample was 20

years old.

Measures

The second pretest was conducted in terms of the importance of the product
characteristics to the evaluation of the product. A seven-point scale (from 1 = not
important at all to 7 = very important) was used to measure how important
temperature, weight, softness and design characteristics are to their evaluation of the
product. In order to determine participants’ need for touch, Peck and Childers (2003a,
2003b) NFT scale was administered. The questionnaire concluded with demographic

questions.

Results
Repeated measures ANOVAs were conducted to identify the products for
which temperature, weight, softness were more important than for other products.

There was a significant difference in the importance of warmth for different products
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(F(12, 264) = 40.3S, p < .001). Mean values are shown in Table 2.

Table 2
Importance of Warmth
Product Mean SFd‘. N
Deviation
Paper tissue 2.96 1.94 23
Bed linens 5.39 1.62 23
Sweaters 5.83 1.03 23
Hand towels 4.13 2.12 23
Blankets ' 6.17 1.11 23
Headbands 2.09 1.54 23
Pillows 4.87 1.94 23
Cameras 1.22 .60 23
Cell phones 1.43 1.31 23
Jewellery 1.39 1.27 23
T-shirt 422 1.76 23
Scrub sponge 1.78 1.65 23
Wooden product 1.78 1.28 23

Warmth was more important for blankets (Mean = 6.17, SD = 1.11), bed linens
(Mean = 5.39, SD = 1.62), and hand towels (Mean = 4.13, SD = 2.12) than other
products. For blankets, the importance of warmth was significantly different from
paper tissues (t(24) = 7.22, p < .001), hand towel (1(23) = 4.59, p < .05), headbands
(t(24) = 9.16, p < .001), cameras (t(24) = 15.93, p <.001), cell phones (t(24) = 10.65,
p < .001), jewellery (1(24) = 10.28, p < .001), T-shirts (t(24) = 4.66, p < .05), scrub
sponge (t(24) = 11.27, p < .001) and wooden products (t(24) = 10.57, p <.001). For
bed linen, the importance of warmth was significantly different from paper tissue
(1(24) = 5.05, p < .001), head bands (1(24) = 6.29, p <.001), cameras (1(24) = 10.79, p

< .001), cell phones (1(24) = 7.75, p < .001), jewellery (t(24) = 7.58, p < .001), scrub

28



sponge (1(24) = 7.86, p < .001), and wooden products (t(24) = 8.05, p < .001). For
hand towels, the importance of warmth was significantly different from sweaters (4(23)
= -4 .41, p < 0.05), blankets (t(23) =-4.59, p <.05), headbeads (1(23) = 5.27, p < .001),
cameras (t(23) = 7.31, p < .001), cell phones (t(23) = 5.60, p <.001), jewellery (t(23)
= 5.57, p < .001), scrub sponge, (t(23) = 5.15, p <.001) and wooden products (#(23) =
5.36, p <.001).

The results also indicated a significant difference in the importance of softness
(F(12, 264) = 35.39, p <.001). Mean values are shown in Table 3.

Table 3

Importance of Softness

Product Mean S.td'. N
Deviation
Paper tissue 5.98 .97 23
Bed linens 6.15 .92 23
Sweaters 5.38 1.23 23
Hand towels 5.27 1.70 23
Blankets 6.28 1.13 23
Headbands 2.57 1.53 23
Pillows 6.22 1.11 23
Cameras 1.35 .99 23
Cell phones 1.86 1.51 23
Jewellery 2.07 2.09 23
T-shirt 4.54 1.70 23
Scrub sponge 3.87 2.37 23
Wooden product 2.60 2.103 23

Softness was more important for blankets (Mean = 6.28, SD = 1.13), pillows

(Mean = 6.22, SD = 1.11), bed linens (Mean = 6.15, SD = 0.92), paper tissues (Mean
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= 5.98, SD = 0.97), and hand towels (Mean = 5.27, SD = 1.70) than other products.
For blankets, the importance of softness was significantly different from headbands
(t(24) =7.69, p <.001), cameras (t(24) =12.32, p <.001), cell phones (1(24) = 9.55,p
< 0.00), jewellery (t(24) = 7.74, p < .001), scrub sponge (t(24) = 4.40, p < .05) and
wooden products (t(24) = 6.07, p < .001). For pillows, the importance of softness was
significantly different from headbands (t(24) = 9.20, p < .001), cameras (t(24) = 15.31,
p < .001), cell phones (t(24) = 11.81, p <.001), jewellery (1(24) = 8.01, p < .001),
scrub sponge (t(24) = 5.41, p < .001) and wooden products (1(24) = 7.19, p < .001).
For bed linens, the importance of softness was significantly different from headbands
(t(24) =8.17, p <.001), cameras (t(24) = 12.85, p <.001), cell phones ((24) = 9.66, p
< .001), jewellery (t(2‘4) = 7.81, p < .001), T-shirts (t(24) = 4.50, p < .05), scrub
sponge (t(24) = 4.63, p < .05) and wooden products (1(24) = 6.43, p < .001). For paper
tissues, the importance of softness was significantly different from headbands (t(24) =
7.87, p < .001), cameras (t(24) = 13.42, p < .001), cell phones (t(24) = 10.26, p
< .001), jewellery (t(24) = 8.01, p < .001), scrub sponge (t(24) = 4.40, p < .001) and
wooden products (t(24) = 5.89, p < .001). For hand towels, the importance of softness
was significantly different from headbands (t(23) = 5.32, p < .001), cameras (t(23) =
9.29, p <.001), cell phones (1(23) = 7.13, p < .001), jewellery (1(23) = 5.44, p < .001),
and wooden products (t(23) = 4.56, p <.05).

There was a significant difference in the importance of weight (F(12, 276) = 9.69,

p <.001). Mean values are shown in Table 4.
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Table 4

Importance of Weight

Product Mean S.td'. N
Deviation

Paper tissue 242 1.86 24
Bed linens 3.71 237 24
Sweaters 4.04 1.57 24
Hand towels 2.79 1.87 24
Blankets 4.67 2.20 24
Headbands 2.79 1.93 24
Pillows 4.67 2.04 24
Cameras 5.50 1.98 24
Cell phones 5.50 1.91 24
Jewellery 4.83 2.16 24
T-shirt 3.37 2.20 24
Scrub sponge 3.00 2.04 24
Wooden product 4.7 2.12 24

Camera (Mean = 5.50, SD = 1.98), cell phones (Mean = 5.50, SD = 1.91),
jewellery (Mean = 4.83, SD = 2.16), blankets (Mean’ = 4.67, SD = 2.20), and pillows
(viean = 4.67, SD = 2.04) were rated more important on the weight dimension than
other products. However, because of the high cost of purchasing five cameras or cell
phones which could be used in the experiment, cameras and cell phones were
excluded from the main experiment. For jewellery, the importance of weight was
significantly different from paper tissue (t(23) = 4.70, p = .01), hand towel (t(23) =
4.26, p < .05), headbands (t(23) = 3.61, p < .05) and scrub sponge (1(23) = 3.29, p
< .05). However, as jewellery is highly gender-specific, it was not included in the
main experiment. For blankets, the importance of weight was significantly different

from paper tissue (t(24) = 5.12, p < .001) and bed linens (t1(24) = 2.59, p < .001). For
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pillows, the importance of weight was not significantly different from most of the
products, it was only significantly different from paper tissue (1(24) = 4.46, p < .05).
To examine the importance of the product attributes for each product, a series
of repeated measures ANOVAs and t-tests were conducted, in which the mean
importance was compared to the scale midpoint (4). Dimensions rated higher than 4
were considered more important. For paper tissues, the results showed that there was
a significant difference in the importance of different attributes (F(1, 22) = 3.25, p
< .05). Softness was rated important for paper tissues (Mean = 5.76, SD = 1.01). The
mportance of softness attribute was significantly different from both weight (t(24) =
-4.27, p < .001) and warmth ((24) = -2.89, p < .001). For bed linens, the results
indicated a significant difference in the importance of different attributes (F(1, 22) =
5.34, p < .05). Both softness (Mean = 6.00, SD = 1.00) and warmth (Mean = 5.36, SD
= 1.66) were rated important on the scale. The importance of softness (t(24) = 10.00,
p <.001) and warmth (1(24) = 4.11, p < .001) was significantly different from weight.
For hand towels, softness (Mean = 5.21, SD = 1.67) and warmth (Mean =4.12, SD =
2.07) were rated important on the scale. The importance of softness and warmth
attribute was significantly different from weight (1(24) = -2.98, p < .01). For blankets,
weight (Mean = 4.72, SD = 2.17), softness (Mean = 6.04, SD = 1.27), and warmth
(Mean = 6.12, SD = 1.17) were rated important. There was a significantly difference
in the importance of different attributes (F(1, 22) = 3.09, p < .05). The importance of
weight was significantly different from softness (t(24) = 8.01, p < .001) and warmth

(t(24) = 9.09, p < .001). For pillows, weight (Mean = 4.64, SD = 2.00), softness



(Mean = 6.02, SD = 1.08), and warmth (Mean = 4.88, SD = 1.88) were rated
important. The importance of weight was significantly different from softness (1(24) =
10.18, p < .001) and warmth (t(24) = 2.34, p < .05). However, as pillows were
considered too large for handling under lab conditions, they were not included in the
main experiment. Based on the results, paper tissues, bed linens, hand towels and
blankets were chosen to be used in the main expenment.

The results were not influenced by gender or NFT. Gender did not have a
significant main effect on weight, softness or warmth (all p’s > .10). NFT did not have
a significant main effect on weight, softness, or warmth (all p’s > .05). There were no
significant interactions involving gender or NFT (all p’s > .05). None of the three-way

interactions involving product, gender, and NFT was significant (p’s > .06).

Chapter 7 Scent Pretest

Design, Stimuli and Procedure

A pretest was conducted to determine the ambient scents to be used in the
main experiment. Fifty undergraduate students (19 male, 31 female; median age = 21
years) recruited from marketing courses participated in this pretest in groups of up to
five people. The scents were natural essential oils obtained from a single supplier. A
total of 18 scents were used in the study, including cinnamon, clove bud, ginger,
lavender, chamomile, peppermint, lemon, orange sweet, mandarin, amber, cedarwood,
pine needle, eucalyptus, jasmine, patchouli, cajeput, vanilla, and sandalwood. To

make sure that the task was not too overwhelming, 24 participants evaluated a subset
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of nine of the scents, and 26 participants evaluated the remaining nine scents.

The scents were presented in random order in tightly closed vials on each table.
Three drops of essential oil were applied to a cotton ball in each vial. Participants read
and signed a consent form, which described procedures and screened participants for
allergies, sensitivities and pregnancy. Then participants were asked to open one vial at
a time, smell the scent as much as they liked and fill in a questionnaire about the scent.
Most of the participants sniffed several times during their evaluation. A container of
coffee beans was provided to clear participants’ sensory system before they moved on

to the next vial.

Measures

Twenty-two items were used to measure the overall evaluation of scent on
seven-point scales: calming/energizing, rough/smooth, hard/soft,
unattractive/attractive, cold/warm, light/heavy, unpleasant/pleasant, weak/mntense,
simple/complex, unfamiliar/familiar, bad/good, negative/positive, tense/relaxed,
uncomfortable/comfortable, boring/ stimulating, unlively/lively, dull/bright,
unmotivating/motivating, uninteresting/interesting, discreet/loud, depressing/cheerful,

and unpleasurable/pleasurable.

Results and Discussion
The goal of the scent pretest was to identify scents that differ significantly in

terms of warmth/coldness and softness/roughness, but are similar in terms of
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evaluation, activation (Spangeberg et al. 1996), familiarity, intensity, and complexity.
Based on the study by Spangeberg et al. (1996), principal components factor analysis
was conducted to construct the evaluation and activation scales in our study. Two
factors emerged, with the evaluation dimension explaining most of the variance
(72.01%), while the activation dimension explained less of the variance (11.23%).
Items related to evaluation included unattractive (factor loading = .84), unpleasant
(:90), bad (.87), tense (.81), negative (.86), uncomfortable (.86), unpleasurable (.81).
Items related to activation included boring (.81), unlively (.86), dull (.73),
unmotivating (.73), uninteresting (.73), and depressing (.65). The evaluation and
activation scales had high levels of rehiability with Cronbach's alpha of .98 and .94,
respectively. The results also showed a significant correlation between the two
dimensions (p <.001).

T-tests were conducted to determine the scents that differ significantly in terms
of warmth/coldness, sofiness/roughness and lightness/heaviness, without differing in
activation, evaluation (Spangenberg et al. 1996), familiarity, intensity and complexity.
Jasmine and pine needle were significantly different in softness/roughness (Mjasmine =
4.69, Mpine = 3.25; 1(48) = 2.53, p < .05), but not significantly different in familiarity,
evaluation, activation, intensity, and complexity (all p°s > .15). In addition, eucalyptus
and cinnamon were significantly differént in warmth/coldness (Meycalyps = 4.81,
Meinnamon = 2.75, H(48) = 4.34, p < .001), but not significantly different in familanity,
evaluation, activation, intensity, and complexity (all p’s > .12). Based on these results,

two pairs of scents, jasmine and pine needle, and eucalyptus and cinnamon were
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selected as the scents that could be used in the main experiment.

Chapter 8 Experiment
Design, sample and procedure

To test our hypothesis, a 5 (no scent, pine, eucalyptus, cinnamon, jasmine) % 4
(product: hand tower, fleece blanket, pillow case, paper tissue) mixed design
experiment was implemented in a lab setting. Compared to a real retail setting, the lab
provides an environment which better controls the olfactory and tactile stimuli. Scent
served as a between-participants factor, while product served as a within-participants
factor.

The sample consisted of 134 undergraduate students (66 male, 68 female). The
median age of the participants was 20 years. In the experiment, the participants
evaluated characteristics of four selected products with a focus on tactile
characteristics. They were randomly assigned to one of the five scent conditions,
including the four scent conditions and a control condition with no scent. The study
was conducted over five days across two weeks. The control condition was applied on
the first day to ensure that participants in this condition were not exposed to any scent
stimuli. In the other four days, the scents were changed each day. In order to make
sure that the olfactory stimuli were not mixed, only one scent stimuli was applied per
day. For each day, six sessions took place, with a maximum of five participants per
session.

A commercial scent diffuser appropriate for the room size was placed in the
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lab to diffuse the scent (an essential oil — water mixture). It was hidden before the
participants entered the lab to prevent participants from being aware of the scent
diffusion. In the morning, the room was scented for 30 minutes before the experiment
started. When one session finished, the room was scented again for no more than 30
minutes in order to keep constant scent intensity during the day across different
sessions. The intensity of the scent in the lab environment was at a barely perceptible
Ievel and not overbearing. At the end of each day, the ventilation system was activated
to clear any remaining scent over the night. Prior to running the next scent condition,
the researchers checked again to make sure no scent remained in the lab. When
possible, scent conditions were run on non-consecutive days to ensure a well
ventilated lab environment.

Participants were informed that the study pertained to product evaluations, but
they were not informed of the scent manipulations to avoid hypothesis guessing and
demand effects. Four products were put on each table, including a hand towel, fleece
blanket, pillow case and paper tissue. Individuals came in the lab in groups of no
more than five people. Upon entering the lab, participants read the consent form and
were given instructions. Then they started the evaluation and filled in the
questionnaires corresponding to each product. After evaluating the products, an

additional questionnaire was provided.
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Measures

Participants rated product softness (rough/soft) and warmth perceptions
(cool/warm) on seven-point semantic differential scales. Purchase intentions were
measured by asking, “If you were in the market for this product today, how likely is it
that you would buy it?” Two seven-point scales were used (very unlikely to buy/very
likely to buy, very improbable/very probable). The prices participants were willing
to pay for the four products were measured by asking, “If you were in the market for
this product today, how much would you be willing to pay for it?” To assess
individuals’ need for touch, Peck and Childers (2003a, 2003b) NFT scale was

administered (see Appendix A).

Results

To examine the effects of scents associated with warmth (cinnamon) and
coolness (eucalyptus) on product perceptions, a repeated measures ANOVA was
conducted with product (paper tissue, pillow case, hand towel, and fleece blanket)
serving as the within-participants factor and scent (warm: cinnamon, cool: eucalyptus,
control: no scent), autotelic need for touch (low, high) and instrumental need for touch
(low, high) as between participants factors. The dependent variable was perceived
warmth of the product (cool/warm, on a seven-point scale).

There was a significant main effect for product (F(3, 68) = 39.72, p < .001 )
and a significant product x autotelic need for touch interaction (F(3, 68) = 343, p

< .05). For the blanket, people high in autotelic NFT rated the product higher n
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warmth than those low in autotelic NFT (Myigh=6.00, Mjow=5.46, p < .05). There were
significant differences in warmth perceptions between all of the products included in
the study (all Bonferroni-adjusted p’s < .01): The fleece blanket was perceived as
warmest (M = 5.73, SD = 1.17), followed by the hand towel (M = 4.76, SD = 1.25),
paper tissue (M = 3.60, SD = 1.12), and pillow case (M = 3.20, SD = 1.30). There
was no other significant main or interaction effect (all p’s > .09). The Vhypothesis that
the temperature associations of ambient scent would affect warmth perceptions of
products was not supported.

A repeated measures ANOVA with product (paper tissue, pillow case, hand
towel, and fleece blanket) serving as the within-participants factor, scent (warm:
cinnamon, cool: eucalyptus, control: no scent), autotelic need for touch (low, high)
and instrumental need for touch (low, high) as between participants factors, and
willingness to pay serving as the dependent variable resulted in a significant main
effect of product (F(3, 67) = 59.51, p < .001). Participants were willing to pay
significantly more for the fleece blanket (M = 11.30, SD = 5.28) compared to all other
products (all Bonferroni-adjusted p’s < .001). No significant differences emerged for
willingness to pay for the pillow case (M = 6.12, SD = 4.22) and hand towel (M =
6.85, SD = 3.90; p > .07). Participants expressed significantly less willingness to pay
for paper tissues (M = 2.11, SD = 1.64) compared to all other products (all
Bonferroni-adjusted p’s < .001). These differences can be explained by the price
levels of the product categories used. No other main or interaction effect was

significant (p’s > .05).

39



Finally, in repeated measures ANOVA product (paper tissue, pillow case, hand
towel, and fleece blanket) serving as the within-participants factor and scent (warm:
cinnamon, cool: eucalyptus, control: no scent), autotelic need for touch (low, high)
and instrumental need for touch (low, high) as between participants factors, and
purchase intention index (very unlikely to buy/very likely to buy, very
improbable/very probable, on seven-point scales) as dependent variable, there was a
significant main effect of product (F(3, 68) = 26.76, p < .001), and a significant
product x autotelic need for touch interaction (F(3, 68) = 3.24, p < .05). For the
blanket, people high in autotelic NFT had greater purchase intentions than those low
in autotelic NFT (My;n=5.34, Mjow=4.30, p < .05). For the other products, there were
no differences between the groups. Purchase intentions were highest for the hand
towel (M = 5.07, SD = 1.20) and the fleece blanket (M = 4.82, SD = 1.41) and did not
differ significantly between these two products (Bonferroni-adjusted p = 1.00).
Participants were least likely to buy the pillow case (M = 3.38, SD = 1.49) compared
to the paper tissues (M = 4.00, SD = 1.77), the fleece blanket and the hand towel (all
Bonferroni-adjusted p’s < .05). No other main or interaction effect reached
significance (p’s > .05). Overall, there was no effect of temperature perceptions
associated with ambient scent on product perceptions of warmth, willingness to pay,

or purchase intentions. Mean values are shown in Table 5.
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Table 5

The effects of scents associated with warmth/coolness on tactile evaluation,
willingness to pay and purchase intentions

Product Tactile Willingness to Purchase
Evaluation Pay Intentions
Warmth Warmth Warmth
/Coolness /Coolness /Coolness
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Paper Control  NFT Autotelic Low 4.23 1.17 2.44 1.33 4.04 1.89
Tissue NFT Autotelic High 473 096 200 1.26 3.70 1.94
NFT Instrumental Low  4.44 1.03 264 L.11 4.00 1.99
NFT Instrumental High  4.58 1.17 1.65 1.32 3.67 1.81
Eucalyp NFT Autotelic Low 4.50 1.27 1.78 1.06 3.69 1.68
tus NFT Autotelic High 392 1.04 225 1.24 4.00 1.90
NFT Instrumental Low  4.29 1.16 1.98 1.17 3.53 1.66
NFT Instrumental High  4.17 1.27 2.00 1.17 4.25 1.88
Cinnam  NFT Autotelic Low 4.00 0.95 2.12 1.45 4.42 1.87
on NFT Autotelic High 492 1.11 220 3.03 431 1.48
NFT Instrumental Low  4.33 130 279 319 4.2i 1.66
NFT Instrumental High 462 096 1.58 1.02 450 1.68
Pillow Control  NFT Autotelic Low 492 0.95 592 5.31 3.15 1.01
Case NFT Autotelic High 4.53 130 613 488 243 1.29
NFT Instrumental Low 469 130 720 572 313 1.43
NFT Instrumental High 475 097 4.58 357 229 0.8
Eucalyp NFT Autotelic Low 5.12 1.54 622 402 375 1.66
tus NFT Autotelic High 469 165 665 450 39 1.69
NFT Instrumental Low  5.06 1.35 6.00 3.81 3.41 1.21
NFT Instrumental High  4.75 1.91 7.00 474 446 2.02
Cinnam  NFT Autotelic Low 4.92 124 654 414 3.75 1.32
on NFT Autotelic High 4.62 1.04 523 271 3.35 1.52
NFT Instrumental Low  5.00 128 654 412 429 1.21
NFT Instrumental High 454 097 5.23 2.74 2.85 1.25
Hand Control  NFT Autotelic Low 3.69 1.25 642 334 481 1.51
Towel NFT Autotelic High 300 120 844 458 453 1.58
NFT Instrumental Low  3.50 1.37 8.67 455 456 141
NFT Instrumental High  3.08 1.08 6.13 319 479 1.71
Eucalyp NFT Autotelic Low 3.50 1.03  7.09 485 519 0381
tus NFT Autotelic High 262 087 735 336 531 1.05
NFT Instrumental Low 329 1.05 7.32 4.23 506 0.88
NFT Instrumental High  2.83 1.03 7.04 430 550 0.93
Cinnam  NFT Autotelic Low 3.17 1.85 6.50 345 5.75 0.99
on NFT Autotelic High 346 113 492 266 492 081
NFT Instrumental Low 292 138 566 235 550 095
NFT Instrumental High 369 1.55 569 3.77 515 1.01
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Fleece Control  NFT Autotelic Low 223  0.60 13.10 772 4.19 1.21
Blanket NFT Autotelic High 207 122 11.03 284 497 1.14
NFT Instrumental Low  2.25  1.13 1261 651 4.06 1.00

NFT Instrumental High 2.00 0.74 11.12 416 533 1.11

Eucalyp NFT Autotelic Low 244 110 11.12 661 456 1.82

tus NFT Autotelic High 2.15 141 11.19 338 569 118

NFT Instrumental Low 2,65 1.22 1171 629 4.68 1.75

NFT Instrumental High 1.83  1.12 1037 365 563 1.37

Cinnam  NFT Autotelic Low 300 154 1062 532 408 1.47

on NFT Autotelic High 177 073 1092 509 542 076

NFT Instrumental Low  2.92  1.31 10.54 433 438 1.61

NFT Instrumental High 1.85 1.14 11.00 589 S5.15 090

To investigate the effects of scents associated with roughness (pine) and
softness (jasmine) on product perceptions, a repeated measures ANOVA was
conducted with product (paper tissue, pillow case, hand towel, and fleece blanket)
serving as the within-participants factor and scent (rough: pine, soft: jasmine, control:
no scent), autotelic need for touch (low, high) and instrumental need for touch (low,
high) as between participants factors. Perceived softness of the product (rough/soft,
on a seven-point scale) served as dependent variable. There was a significant main
effect of product on softness perceptions (F (3, 65) = 48.48, p < .001). The fleece
blanked was perceived as softer than all other products (M = 6.29, SD = .99,
Bonferroni-adusted p’s < .001). The hand towel (M = 5.30, SD = 1.25) was perceived
as softer than the pillow case (M = 4.14, SD = 1.37) and the paper tissues (M = 4.05,
SD = 1.59; Bonferroni-adjusted p’s < .001). There was no difference in softness
perceptions of pillow case and paper tissue (Bonferroni-adjusted p = 1.00). No other
significant main or interaction effect emerged (all p’s > .55). Sofiness associations of

ambient scent did thus not affect consumers’ softness perceptions of products
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presented in the scented environment.

In a repeated measures ANOVA with product (paper tissue, pillow case, hand
towel, and fleece blanket) serving as the within-participants factor and scent (rough:
pine, soft: jasmine, control: no scent), autotelic need for touch (low, high) and
instrumental need for touch (low, high) as between participants factors, and

A willingness to pay as the dependent variable, there was a significant main effect of
product (F(3, 65) = 75.98, p < .001). Participants were willing to pay significantly
more for the fleece blanket (M = 11.69, SD = 5.93) compared to all other products (all
Bonferroni-adjusted p’s < .001). There were no significant differences for willingness
to pay for the pillow case (M = 7.51, SD = 5.87) and hand towel (M = 7.64, SD = 4.61;
p =1.0). Participants had significantly less willingness to pay for paper tissues (M =
2.25, SD = 1.53) compared to all other products (all Bonferroni-adjusted p’s <.001).
No other main or interaction effect was significant (p’s > .05).

In a repeated measures. ANOVA with product (paper tissue, pillow case, hand
towel, and fleece blanket) serving as the within-participants factor and scent (rough:
pine, soft: jasmine, control: no scent), autotelic need for touch (low, high) and
mstrumental need for topch (low, high) as between participants factors, and purchase
intentions as the dependent variable, there was a significant main effect of product
(F(3, 66) = 23.65, p < .001). Purchase intentions were highest for the hand towel (M =
5.03, SD = 1.25) and the fleece blanket (M = 4.89, SD = 1.48) and did not differ
significantly between these two products (Bonferroni-adjusted p = 1.00). Participants

were less likely to buy the pillow case (M = 3.30, SD = 1.43) and the paper tissue (M
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= 3.84, SD = 1.64) compared to the fleece blanket and the bhand towel
(Bonferroni-adjusted p’s < .01). Purchase intentions did not differ significantly
between the paper tissue and the pillow case (Bonferroni-adjusted p > .2). No other
main or interaction effect reached significance (p’s > .05). Overall, there was no effect
of softness perceptions associated with ambient scent on product perceptions of

softness, willingness to pay, or purchase intentions. Mean values are shown in Table

6.

Table 6
The effects of scents associated with softness/roughness on tactile evaluation,
willingness to pay and purchase intentions

Product Tactile Willingness to Purchase
Evaluation Pay Intentions
Softness Softness Softness

/Roughness /Roughness /Roughness

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

Paper Control  NFT Autotelic Low 3.54 1.45 2.44 1.33 4.04 1.89
Tissue NFT Autoté]ic High 4.27 1.62 200 1.26 3.70 1.94
NFT Instrumental Low  3.75 1.73 2.64 1.11 4.00 1.99

NFT Instrumental High  4.17 1.34 1.65 1.32 3.67 1.81

Pine NFT Autotelic Low 3.55 1.92 1.99 0.89 3.83 1.48

Needle = NFT Autotelic High 4.14 170 249 1.66 3.32 1.58

NFT Instrumental Low  3.67 1.78 241 1.25 3.88 1.52

NFT Instrumental High  4.08 1.85 2.13 1.47 3.29 1.53

Jasmine  NFT Autotelic Low 433 1.40 2.59 2.48 4.23 1.51

NFT Autotelic High 3.64 1.57 188 0.69 391 1.46

NFT Instrumental Low  3.85 1.28 234 141 435 1.42

NFT Instrumental High  4.23 1.69 225 242 385 1.53

Pillow Control  NFT Autotelic Low 3.62 1.19 592 5.31 3.15 1.01
Case NFT Autotelic High 4.20 132 6.13 488 243 1.29
NFT Instrumental Low 381 1.33 720 572 313 1.43

NFT Instrumental High  4.08 1.24 458 357  2.29 0.58

Pine NFT Autotelic Low 3.18 1.17 11.29 838 4.54 1.42

Needle  NFT Autotelic High 3.93 1.64 8.07 627 304 1.12

NFT Instrumental Low 342 144 846 532 358 1.33

NFT Instrumental High  3.77 1.54 10.50 8.82 3.86 1.60
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Jasmine  NFT Autotelic Low 420 142 627 489 3.13 1.26
NFT Autotelic High 38 133 800 405 386 1.73
NFT Instrumental Low  4.08 144 692 494 315 1.42
NFT Instrumental High  4.00 135 7.08 433 373 1.56

Hand Control  NFT Autotelic Low 292 1.12 642 334 481 1.51
Towel NFT Autotelic High 287 125 844 458 4.53 1.58
NFT Instrumentat Low 294 1.18  8.67 4.55 4.56 1.41

NFT Instrumental High 2.83 1.19 613 319 479 1.71

Pine NFT Autotelic Low 255 113 8.00 391 517 1.42

Needle  NFT Autotelic High 271 138 7718 537 536 1.01

NFT Instrumental Low 250 1.09 892 550 5.13 1.46

NFT Instrumental High 2.77 142 700 378 5.39 0.94

Jasmine  NFT Autotelic Low 267 140 687 455 483 0.72

NFT Autotelic High 236 136 836 6.05 5.68 0.81

NFT Instrumental Low  2.62 1.33 7.85 454 488 0.74

NFT Instrumental High 246 145 715 5.91 5.50 0.89

Fleece Control  NFT Autotelic Low 162 096 1310 772 4.19 1.20
Blanket NFT Autotelic High 1.67 098 1103 284 497 1.14
NFT Instrumental Low  1.75 1.07 1261 6.51 4.06 1.00

NFT Instrumental High  1.50  0.80 11.12 412 533 1.11

Pine NFT Autotelic Low 145 0.82 11.75 528 4.88 1.80

Needle = NFT Autotelic High 1.86 1.10 1075 733 529 1.68

NFT Instrumental Low  1.50 0.67 1196 698 5.29 1.53

NFT Instrumental High  1.85 1.21 1057 597 493 1.90

Jasmine  NFT Autotelic Low 207 1.22 1210 6.18 - 4.63 1.49

NFT Autotelic High 145 069 1164 625 545 1.42

NFT Instrumental Low  2.00 1.16 13.12 476 4.81 1.52

NFT Instrumental High  1.62  0.96 1069 7.17 5.15 1.51

Chapter 9 Discussion
The results of this study indicate the main effect of product on people’s tactile
perceptions. The study shows that people have different warmth perceptions,
willingness to pay and purchase intentions between different products included in the
study. There is also an interactive effect of product and people’s autotelic need for

touch on their warmth perceptions of the products and their purchase intentions. No
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effect of temperature perceptions associated with ambiept scent on product
perceptions of warmth, willingness to pay, or purchase intentions was found in this
study. In addition, people have different softness perceptions, willingness to pay and
purchase intentions across products. There is an interactive effect of product and
people’s autotelic need for touch on their softness perceptions of the products.
However, the study shows no effect of softness perceptions associated with ambient
scent on product perceptions of softness, willingness to pay, or purchase intentions.

Hypothesis 1, 2 and 3 are not supportéd. The effect of the products and the
differing perceptions of tactile dimensions are supported, while the associated effect
of ambient scent and tactile dimensions are not demonstrated. The hypotheses are
supported to the extent that people’s perceptions of the tactile dimensions, such as
warmth and softness, and their willingness to pay and purchase intentions would be
different when the products possess different tactile properties. That tactile properties
of the products are cued by the ambient scent is not evident in the study. Consistent
with prior studies (Peck and Childers 2003), the effect of people’s need for touch
(NFT) is confirmed. The current study found that the interaction of products and
autotelic need for touch affects people’s warmth and softness perception of the
products. As an association of ambient scent and tactile dimensions of products is not
supported, the moderating effect of NFT of ambient scent on the evaluation of tactile
dimensions is not established.

Several reasons may explain why the hypothesized effect was not found.

Sample size could serve as one of the explanations. 134 undergraduate students were
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included in the main study. Cell sizes may not have been adequate to show an effect.
A larger sample size is needed to increase the power of the statistical tests. In addition,
the effect of the ambient scent may be influenced by other environmental factors in
the lab. As the ambient scents were diffused in the lab, the warmth and softness
characteristics of the scents may have been affected by the humidity and the
temperature in the room, although attempts were made to keep the temperature
constant at all times. Although the intensity of the scents diffused in the room was
tested and monitored, it may have decreased during the experiment. Participants were
asked to not bring food and beverages to the lab to prevent contamination of the
ambient scent stimuli. It is possible, however, that personal care products (deodorants,
fragrances, hair products) womn by participants introduced some varation to the
ambient scent level. In order to avoid demand cues, we did not mention that the
experiment was about scents or ask participants to refrain from wearing scents when
coming to the lab. This may have resulted in the ambient scent levels not being
intense enough for the purposes of this study.

A second explanation is that the information of the ambient scent is much
more abstract compared to the information passed by the tangible products that could
be touched, the effect of the product itself may be too strong, which makes the scents
easier to ignore. While people automatically focus on the products, it may be difficult
to judge how much the warmth/softness information of the scent influences them. The
perceptions and evaluation of tactile characteristics of the products—which were the

obvious objective of the study—may have dominated people’s judgment.
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While the hypothesis are proposed based on the expectation that ambient scent
could affect consumers’ tactile evaluations by priming haptic product characteristics,
such as warmth and softness, it is possible that the hypothesis could not be supported
when people do not perceive the information to be interpreted (i.e., product
evaluations) as ambiguous, and may thus need to rely on additional information for
judgment. A§ a results, people may not have found it necessary to draw on implicit
cues (such as warmth and softness of the ambient scent) to provide an evaluation of

the products.

Chapter 10 Limitations and Directions for Future Research

There are several limitations of this study. We did not successfully
demonstrate an association between ambient scent and tactile dimensions of products,
and whether this effect increases willingness to pay and purchase intentions. This
study was conducted in a lab setting, which may limit the generalizabiliy of the
research findings to retail environments. The samp!le size for the study was probably
not large enough for detection of a probably small effect. In addition, a sample of
undergraduate students was used in the study, which represents a certain small group
of the general population. Although a homogeneous sample increases the internal
validity of research, it is possible that consumers of different age groups or different
levels of experience differ in their ability to access the ambient and haptic information.
Alternative sample composition may thus provide more insight about the joint effects

of olfaction and touch. An extension to real retail environments and different types of
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retail stores might also be informative.

It is also mmportant to note that this research focuses on warmth/coldness and
softness/roughness dimension of touch. Extending this research to other dimensions,
such as weight, may contribute to our understanding of olfaction-touch interactions.
Although the current study does not show an effect of ambient scent on evaluations of
warmth and softness, it is possible that ambient scent may have effect on other tactile
dimensions.

The scents and products used in this research were necessarily limited.
Although we used scent pretest to select the scents, the scents included in the pretest
were chosen based on past literature and aromatherapy references. Scent selection was
limited by the absence of a theoretical basis that could be used to choose the scents.
Future research might thus include alternative scents as cues of warmth and softness.
Similarly, we used products for which warmth and softness are the most important
haptic attributes. Most products thus were textiles. These products may deliver
unambiguous tactile information regardless of whether ambient cues are presented.
Including products from other categories may lead to different outcomes.

As the scent cues employed in this study may not have been strong enough, a
higher level of intensity or a less familiar combination of different scents with the
same tactile associations could be used. For example, a mixture of scents with salient
warmth or softness attribute could be diffused. In addition, some other tactile
dimensions could be studied in the future, such as weight.

This research could also be extended by inclusion of additional variables.
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People’s intention to touch and duration of touch could be tested. Another question
pertains to additional cues that enhance make associations to tactile characteristics
more obvious and easier to diagnose, such as the color of the environment, the layout
of the store, the lighting condition, and the sound in the environment. Ambient scent
may only be obvious enough if supported by a third factor. For example, it is possible
that an ambient scent which contains a warmth cue can only enhance people’s
perception of warmth of the product when the environmental color also signals
warmth and 1s thus congruent. On the other hand, some environmental cues may
block associations evoked by the scent and product when it is not appropriate or not
congruent with the two. Indeed, a relatively cold-looking lab environment may have
mnhibited a relatively weak scent effect. Future studies could investigate if this
influence exists, and what factors support or prevents people from building
associations in their evaluation process. In a real retailing environment, the tactile
effect 1s quite possibly influenced by a complex combination of scent and other

information.

50



References

Bone, Paula F. and Pam S. Ellen (1999), “Scents in the Marketplace: Explammg a
Fraction of Olfaction,” Journal of Retailing, 75 (2), 243-262.

Bone, Paula Fitzgerald, and Swati Jantrania (1992), “Olfaction as a Cue for Product
Quality,” Marketing Letters, 3 (3), 289-296.

Bosmans, Anick (2006), “Scents and Sensibility: When Do (In) Congruent Ambient
Scents Influence Product Evaluations,” Journal of Marketing, 70 (3), 32-43.

Boush, David M. (1993), “How Adertising Slogans Can Prime Evaluations of Brand
Extensions,” Psychology and Marketing, 10 (1), 67-78.

Bitner, Mary Jo (1992), “Servicescapes: The Impact of Physical Surroundings on
Customers and Employees,” Journal of Marketing, 56 (2), 57-71.

Cann, Arnie, and Debra A. Ross (1989), “Olfactory Stimuli as Context Cues in
Human Memory,” American Journal of Psychology, 102 (1), 91-102.

Chebat, Jean-Charles, and Richard Michon (2003), “Impact of Ambient Odors on
Mall Shoppers’ Emotions, Cognition, and Spending. A Test of Competitive Causal
Theories,” Journal of Business Research, 56 (7), 529-539.

Citrin, Alka Varma, Donald E. Stem Jr., Eric R. Spangenberg, and Michael J. Clark
(2003), “Consumer Need for Tactile Input: An Internet Retailing Challenge,” Journal
of Business Research, 56 (11), 915-22.

Compeau, Larry D., Dhruv Grewal, and Kent B. Monroe (1998), “Role of Prior Affect
and Sensory Cues on Consumers’ Affective and Cognitive Responses and Overall

Perceptions of Quality,” Journal of Business Research, 42 (3), 295-308.

Connolly, Kevin and Bill Jones (1970), “A developmental study of afferent-reafferent
integration,” British Journal of Psychology, 61 (2), 259-266.

Darden William R. and Babin Barry J. (1994), “Exploring the Concept of Affective
Quahty: Expanding the Concept of Retail Personality,” Journal of Business Research,
29 (2), 101-109.

Dawson, S., Peter H. Bloch, and Nancy M. Ridgway (1990), “Shopping Motives,
Emotional States, and Retail Outcomes,” Journal of Retailing, 66 (4), 409-427.

Dalton, P., N. Doolittle, H. Nagata, and P.A.S. Breslin (2000), “The Merging of the

51



Senses: Integration of Subthreshold Taste and Smell,” Nature Neuroscience, 3 (5),
431-432.

DeBono, Kenneth G. (1992), “Pleasant Scents and Persuasion: An Information
Processing Approach,” Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 22 (11), 910-919.

Degel, Joachim, and Egon Peter Koster (1999), “Odors: Implicit Memory and
Performance Effects,” Chemical Senses, 24 (3), 317-325.

Degel, Joachim, Dag Piper, Egon Peter Koster (2001), “Implicit Learning and Implicit
Memory for Odors: The Influence of Odor Identification and Retention Time,”
Chemical Senses, 26 (3), 267-280.

Forde, C.G, and C.M. Delahunty (2004), “Understanding the Role Cross-modal
Sensory Interactions Play in Food Acceptability in Younger and Older Consumers,”
Food Quality and Preference, 15 (7-8), 715-727.

Delwiche, Jeannine (2004), “The Impact of Perceptual Interactions on Perceived
Flavor,” Food Quality and Preference, 15 (2), 137-146.

Donovan, Robert J., and John R. Rossiter (1982), “Store Atmosphere: An
Environmental Psychology Approach,” Journal of Retailing, 58 (1), 34-57.

Donovan, Robert ., John R. Rossiter, Gilian Marcoolyn and Andrew Nesdale (1994),
“Store Atmosphere and Purchasing Behavior,” Journal of Retailing, 70 (3), 283—294.

Ehrlichman, Howard, and J. N. Halpemn (1988), “Affect and Memory: Effects of
Pleasant and Unpleasant Odors on Retrieval of Happy and Unhappy Memories,”
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 55 (5), 769-775.

Fiore, Ann Marie (1993), “Multisensory Integration of Visual, Tactile, and Olfactory
Aesthetic Cues of Appearance,” Clothing and Textiles Research Journal, 11 (2),
45-52.

Fiore, Ann Marie, Yah, Xinlu and Yoh, Eunah (2000), “Effects of a Product Display
and Environmental Fragrancing on Approach Responses and Pleasurable
Expertences,” Psychology and Marketing, 17 (1), 27-54.

Freides, David (1974), “Human Information Processing and Sensory Modality:
Cross-modal  Functions, Information Complexity, Memory, and Deficit,”

Psychological Bulletin, 81 (5), 284-310.

Grohmann, Bianca, Eric R. Spangenberg, and David E. Sprott (2007), “The Influence
of Tactile Input on the Evaluation of Retail Product Offerings,” Journal of Retailing,

52



83 (2), 237-245.

Gulas, Charles S., and Peter H. Bloch (1995), “Right under Our Noses: Ambient Scent
and Consumer Responses,” Journal of Business and Psychology, 10 (1), 87-98.

Hirsch, Alan (1995), “Effects of Ambient Odors on Slot Machine Usage in a Las
Vegas Casino,” Psychology and Marketing, 12 (7), 585-594.

Heller, Morton A. (1982), “Visual and Tactual Texture Perception: Intersensory
Cooperation,™ Perception and Psychophysics, 31 (4), 339-344.

Herr, Paul M. (1986), “Consequences of Priming: Judgment and Behavior,” Journal of
Personality and Psychology, 51 (6), 1106-1115.

Herz, Rachel S. (2004), “A Naturalistic Analysis of Autobiographical Memories
Triggered by Olfactory Visual and Auditory Stimuli,” Chemical Senses, 29 (3),
217-224.

Herz, Rachel S., and Gerald C. Cupchik (1992), “An Experimental Characterization
of Odor-Evoked Memories in Humans,” Chemical Senses, 17 (5), 519-528.

Higgins, E. Tory, John A. Bargh, and Wendy Lombards (1985), “Nature of Priming
Effects on Categonization”, Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory,
and Cognition, 11 (1), 58-69.

Homik, Jacob (1992), “Tactile Stimulation and Consumer Response,” Journal of
Consumer Research, 19 (3), 449-58.

Jones, Bill, and Sandra O’Neil (1985), “Combining Vision and Touch in Texture
Perception,” Perception and Psychophysics, 37 (1), 66-72.

Klatzky, Roberta. L., Susan J. Lederman, and Dana E. Matula (1993), “Haptic
Exploration in the Presence of Vision,” Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human
Perception and Performance, 19 (4), 726-743.

Klatzky, Roberta. L., Susan J. Lederman, and Victoria A. Metzger (1985),
“Identifying Objects by Touch: An ‘Expert System’,” Perception and Psychophysics,
37 (4), 299-302.

Klatzky, Roberta. L., Susan J. Lederman, and Catherine Reed (1987), “There’s More
to Touch than Meets the Eye: the Salience of Object Attributes for Haptics With and
Without Vision,” Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 116 (4), 356-369.

Klatzky, Roberta. 1.., Susan J. Lederman, and Catherine Reed (1989), “Haptic

53



Integration of Object Properties: Texture, Hardness, and Planar Contour,” Journal of
Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 15 (1), 45-57.

Knasko, Susan C., and Avery N. Gilbert (1990), “Emotional State, Physical
Well-Being, and Performance in the Presence of Feigned Ambient Odor,” Journal of
Applied Social Psychology, 20 (16), 1345-1357.

Krishna, Aradhna and Maureen Morrin (2008), “Does Touch Affect Taste? The
Perceptual Transfer of Product Container Haptic Cues,” Journal of Consumer
Research, 34 (6), 807-818.

Kritikos, Ada, and Cecily Brasch (2008), “Visual and Tactile Integration in Action
Comprehension and Execution,” Brain Research, 1242, 73-86.

Kuasko, Susan C., Avery N. Gilbert, and J. Sabint (1990), “Emotional Stats, Physical
Well-being, and Performance in the Presence of Feigned Ambient Odor,” Journal of
Applied Social Psychology, 20 (16), 1345-1357.

Lederman, Susan J., and Roberta L. Klatzky (1987), “Hand Movements: A Window
into Haptic Object Recognition,” Cognitive Psychology, 19 (3), 342-368.

Lederman, Susan. J., Georgie Thorne and Bill Jones (1986), “Perception of Texture by
Vision and Touch: Multidimensionality and Intersensory Integration,” Journal of
Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 12 (2), 169-180.

McCabe, Deborah Brown, and Steven N. Nowlis (2003), “The Effect of Examining
Actual Products or Product Descriptions on Consumer Preference,” Journal of
Consumer Psychology, 13 (4), 431-439.

Mattila, S. Anna, and Jochen Wirtz (2001), “Congruency of Scent and Music as a
Driver of in-store Evaluations and Behavior,” Journal of Retailing, 77 (2), 273-289.

Milewski, Allen E., and James laccino (1982), “Strategies in Cross-modality
Matching,” Perception and Psychophysics, 31 (3), 273-275.

Mitchell, Deborah J., Barbara E. Kahn, and Susan C. Knasko (1995), “There’s
Something in the Air: Effects of Ambient Odor on Consumer Decision Making,”
Journal of Consumer Research, 22 (2), 229-238.

Molholm, Sophie, Walter Ritter, Micah M. Murray, Daniel C. Javitt, Charles E.
Schroeder and John J. Foxe (2002), “Multisensory Auditory—Visual Interactions
during Early Sensory Processing in Humans: A High-density Electrical Mapping
Study”, Cognitive Brain Research, 14 (1), 115-128.

54



Morrin, Maureen, and S. Ratneshwar (2000), “The Impact of Ambient Scent on
Evaluation, Attention, and Memory for Familiar and Unfamiliar Brands,” Journal of
Business Research, 49 (2), 157-165.

Morrin, Maureen, and S. Ratneshwar (2003), “Does It Make Sense to Use Scents to
Enhance Brand Memory?” Journal of Marketing Research, 40 (1), 10-25.

Mehrabian, Albert and James Russell (1974), An Approach to Environmental
Psychology, Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

Ellen, Pam Scholder, and Paula F. Bone (1998), “Does It Matter If It Smells?
Olfactory Stimuli as Advertising Executional Cues,” Journal of Advertising, 27 (4),
29-39 :

Picard, Delphine., Catherine Dacremont, Dominique Valentin, and Agnes Giboreau
(2003), “Perceptual Dimensions of Tactile Textures,” Acta Psychologica, 114 (2),
165-184.

Peck, Joann, and Terry L. Childers (2003a), “Individual Differences in Haptic
Information Processing: The ‘Need for Touch’ Scale,” Journal of Consumer Research,
30 (3), 430—442.

Peck, Joann and Terry L. Childers (2003b), “To Have and To Hold: The Influence of
Haptic Information on Product Judgments,” Journal of Marketing, 67 (2), 35-48.

Peck, Joann and Jennifer Wiggins (2006), “It Just Feels Good: Customers’ Affective
Response to Touch and Its Influence on Persuasion,” Journal of Marketing, 70 (4),
56-69.

Peck, Joann and Terry L. Childers (2006), “If I Touch it I Have to Have it: Individual
and Environmental Influences on Impulse Purchasing,” Journal of Business Research,

59 (6), 765-769.

Richardson, John T. E., and Gesualdo M. Zucco (1989), “Cognition and Olfaction: A
Review,” Psychological Bulletin, 105 (3), 352-360.

Schab, Frank R. (1991), “Odor Memory: Taking Stock,” Psychological Bulletin, 109
(2), 242-251.

Schifferstain, Hendrik N.J. (2006), “The Perceived Importance of Sensory Modalities
in Product Usage: A Study of Self-reports,” Acta Psychologica, 121(1), 41-64.

Shimojo, Shinsuke, and Ladan Shams (2001), “Sensory Modalities are not Separate
Modalities: Plasticity and Interactions,” Current Opinion in Neurobiology, 11 (4),

55



505-509.

Spangenberg, Eric C., Ayn E. Crowley and Pamela W. Henderson (1996), “Improving
the Store Environment: Do Olfactory Cues Affect Evaluations and Behaviors?”
Journal of Marketing, 60 (2), 67—80.

Spangenberg, Eric R., Bianca Grohmann and David E. Sprott (2005), “It’s Beginning
to Smell (and sound) a lot like Christmas: the Interactive Effects of Ambient Scent
and Music in a Retail Setting,” Journal of Business Research, 58 (11), 1583—-1589.

Spangenberg, Eric R., David E. Sprott, Bianca Grohmann, and Daniel L. Tracy (2006),
“Gender-congruent Ambient Scent Influences on Approach and Avoidance. Behaviors
in a Retail Store,” Journal of Business Research, 59 (12), 1281-1287.

Welch, Robert B., and David H. Warren (1980), “Immediate Perceptual Response to
Intersensory Discrepancy,” Psychological Bulletin, 88 (3), 638—667.

Wrzesniewski, Amy, McCauley Clark, and Rozin Paul (1999), “Odor and Affect:
Individual Differences in the Impact of Odor on Liking for Places, Things and
People,” Chemical Senses, 24 (6), 713-721.

Wryer, Robert S., and Thomas K. Srull (1980a), “Category Accessibility: Some
Theoretical and Empirical Issues Concerning the Processing of Social Stimulus
Information,” In E. T. Higgins, C. P. Herman, and M. P. Zanna (Eds.), Social
Cognition: The Ontario Symposium. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Wyer, Robert S., and Thomas K. Srull (1980b), “The Processing of Social Stimulus
Information: A Conceptual Integration,” In R. Hastie, T. Ostrom, E. Ebbeson, R. Wyer,
D. Hamilton, and D. Carlston (Eds.), Cognitive Bases of Impression Formation and
Person Memory. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Zemke, V. Dina Marie, and Stowe Shoemaker (2007), “Scent Across a Crowded

Room: Exploring the Effect of Ambient Scent on Social Interactions,” Hospitality
Management, 26 (4), 927-940.

56



Appendix A
Need-for-Touch items (Peck and Childers 2003b)

1. Touching products can be fun.

2. I place more trust in products that can be touched before purchase.

3. Ilike to touch products even if I have no intention of buying them.

4. 1 feel more comfortable purchasing a product after physically examining it.

5. When browsing in stores, I like to touch lots of products.

6. When walking through stores, I can’t help touching all kinds of products.

7. 1 feel more confident making a purchase after touching a product.

8. If I can’t touch a product in the store, I am reluctant to purchase the product.

9. The only way to make sure a product is worth buying is to actually touch it.

10. When browsing in stores, it is important for me to handle all kinds of products.
11. I find myself touching all kinds of products in stores.

12. There are many products that I would only buy if I could handle them before
purchase.
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