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• This paper investigates the effects of perceived primary service and perceived servicescape on cus-

tomer satisfaction in theatres. According to a questionnaire study, among n=2897 theatregoers in

12 German-speaking theatres, factors pertaining to the perceived primary service are most influen-

tial on customer satisfaction (in particular, the perceived artistic quality, followed by visitors’ emo-

tional and cognitive response to the performance). Contrariwise, factors pertaining to the

perceived servicescape (i.e. seating and view; other customers’ behaviour) are only of minor rele-

vance for customer satisfaction. Furthermore, the influence of both perceived primary service qual-

ity and perceived servicescape quality on customer satisfaction is subject to moderating individual

factors, such as visitors’ theatrical competence and their motivation for attending a theatre

performance.

Introduction

‘Recent thinking within the philosophy of art has
favoured the view that the experience of the arts –
and not the artifact itself – is the final criterion for
artistic value’ (Boorsma & Chiaravalloti, 2010, p. 303).
This statement seems to be particularly valid in

the theatre context because the theatrical perfor-
mance is explicitly accomplished in order to ad-
dress and affect the audience (Martin & Sauter,
1995; Sauter, 2000). Hence, the visitor is an essen-
tial and constitutive element of every theatre
performance (e.g. Eversmann, 2004).

Accordingly, research on theatre attendance has
for long aimed at analysing and understanding the
theatrical experience. In audience research, the
focus is on the question of who attends a theatre
performance. Results show that theatre visitors are
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more often female than male, highly educated, well-
situated, and elderly people (e.g. Sargeant, 1997;
Stafford & Tripp, 2001; Rössel, Hackenbroch, &
Göllnitz, 2002; Föhl & Lutz, 2011; Kurzeja-Christinck,
Schmidt, & Schmidt, 2012). In reception research,
the focus has been on the role of visitors’ individual
reaction to a theatre play for their overall evaluation
of a performance. For example, Schoenmakers
(1982) and Tan (1982) have presented complex
models on visitors’ response to a theatrical perfor-
mance. Eversmann (2004) identified four dimen-
sions of a visitor’s overall evaluation of a theatrical
event, that is, the perceptual, the cognitive, the
emotional, and the communicative dimension. Recent
empirical studies come to the conclusion that visitors’
emotional response is the most important factor for
their overall theatre experience (e.g. Boerner, Jobst,
& Wiemann, 2010; Boerner & Jobst, 2013).

However, different visitors tend to evaluate
their theatrical experience in a different manner
(e.g. Sauter, 2002; Kotler & Scheff, 2007). As
Freshwater (2009: 5 f.) puts it: ‘The common ten-
dency to refer to an audience as ‚it‘ and, by extension,
to think of this ‚it‘ as a single entity, or a collective,
risks obscuring the multiple contingencies of subjec-
tive response, context, and environment which
condition an individual’s interpretation of a particu-
lar performance event. A confident description of a
singular audience reaction may do no justice at all
to the variety of response among different members
of that audience’. Therefore, visitors’ personal
characteristics such as gender, age, expertise, and
motivation have been included in studies on the
theatrical experience (e.g. Jobst, 2012).

Research on customer satisfaction has analyzed
the role of service quality for visitors’ overall satisfac-
tion in theatre (e.g. Almstedt, 1999; Martin, 1999;
Hill, O’Sullivan, & O’Sullivan, 2003; Schwerdtfeger,
2004; Hausmann, 2005; Kotler & Scheff, 2007).
Thereby, the primary service (i.e. the performance)
has been distinguished from the so-called servicescape.
While the importance of the servicescape for customer
satisfaction is well established in the literature
(e.g. Zeithaml, Bitner, & Gremler, 2006; Kunz &

Hogreve, 2011), different conceptions of servicescape
have been suggested.Whereas Bitner (1992, p. 58) de-
fines servicescape as ‘the built environment (i.e. the
man-made, physical surroundings as opposed to the
natural or social environment)’, others have claimed
that all service settings also comprise stimuli that are
subjective and, thus, uncontrollable by the organi-
zation (e.g. Edvardsson, Enquist, & Johnston, 2010;
Zomerdijk & Voss, 2010). Rosenbaum and Massiah
(2011, p. 481) offer a new conceptualization of the
servicescape term stating that ‘a servicescape repre-
sents a consumption setting’s built (i.e. manufactured,
physical), social (i.e. human), socially symbolic, and
natural (environments) dimensions that affect both
consumers and employees in service organi-
zations’. In the theatre context, different aspects
have been analyzed as elements of the servicescape,
such as catering, parking lots, or public rehearsals
(Jobst, 2012).

However, empirical results concerning the relative
impact of the primary service and the servicescape
on overall customer satisfaction in theatre are scarce
and contradictory. Whereas some studies identify
the servicescape as a relevant determinant of overall
customer satisfaction in theatre (e.g. Garbarino &
Johnson, 1999; Song & Cheung, 2010a), others fail
to do so (e.g. Boerner, Moser, & Jobst, 2011; Jobst &
Boerner, 2011). The same is true for aspects of the pri-
mary service that turned out to be significant in some
studies (Garbarino & Johnson, 2001), while insignifi-
cant in others (Voss & Cova, 2006). In addition, the
relative impact of primary service and servicescape
on customer satisfaction has shown to be contingent
on visitors’ personal attributes, such as their motives
for going to the theatre (Garbarino & Johnson,
2001), gender (Voss &Cova, 2006), and income (Song
& Cheung, 2010a).

To sum it up, empirical knowledge about how
and when the primary service and the servicescape
affect theatre visitors’ overall satisfaction is fragmented
at best. Thus, generalized statements about the role
of the servicescape in theatres cannot be made.
Amongst other things, this lack may be because of
methodological shortcomings of the existing studies,
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such as small sample sizes, inconsistent selection of
aspects representing service quality, and inconsis-
tent choice of moderators. Against this background,
the purpose of our study is to answer the following
questions: (1) What is the impact of perceived pri-
mary service quality and perceived servicescape
quality on visitors’ overall satisfaction in theatre?
(2) Which factors moderate the relationship
between primary service and servicescape, respec-
tively, and visitors’ overall satisfaction in theatre?
To this end, we conduct a field study on 2897 spec-
tators of 44 performances in 12 German-speaking
theatres.

Literature review and study outline

Service quality can be defined as a ‘global judgment,
or attitude, relating to the superiority of the service’
(Parasuraman et al., 1988, p. 16). While there is
broad agreement that both primary service and
servicescape are relevant predictors of visitors’
overall satisfaction in theatre (e.g. Almstedt, 1999;
Martin, 1999; Hill et al., 2003; Schwerdtfeger, 2004;
Hausmann, 2005; Kotler & Scheff, 2007), empirical
results on the relative impact of both facets of
service quality on customer satisfaction are con-
tradictory. Some studies exclusively focus on the
servicescape in theatre (e.g. Bauer, Herrmann, &
Huber, 1995, 1997; Haefs & Schmidt, 1999;
Swanson & Davis, 2006), while neglecting the
primary service. Others include both facets of
service quality, yet without analyzing their impacts
on visitors’ satisfaction (e.g. Ngobo, 2005; Palmer
& Koenig-Lewis, 2010).

Studies investigating the relative impact of both
facets of service quality on customer satisfaction
end up with different results. In some studies, both
primary service (i.e. actor satisfaction, play attitudes;
Garbarino & Johnson, 1999, 2001 stage, performance;
Song & Cheung, 2010a, 2010b) and servicescape
(i.e. theatre facility attitudes; Garbarino & Johnson,
1999, 2001 service; Song & Cheung, 2010a, 2010b)
have been identified as relevant determinants of

customers’ satisfaction. However, Voss and Cova
(2006) could only confirm the so-called functional

quality (including aspects of the theatre’s service
such as box office staff, ushers). Contrariwise,
Boerner et al. (2011) and Jobst and Boerner (2013)
confirmed only factors pertaining to the primary
service (i.e. customer perception of stage direction
and their emotional response) as determinants of
customer satisfaction in theatre.

In addition, the impact of visitors’ characteristics
on the satisfaction in theatre has been investigated,
albeit with contradictory results. For example, regu-
lar subscribers are more satisfied than occasional
subscribers or individual ticket buyers (Garbarino
& Johnson, 2001). In contrast, Boerner et al.
(2011) fail to confirm the expected differences
between experienced and unexperienced visitors
in their statements on visitor satisfaction. Further,
differences between male and female theatre visi-
tors occur (Voss & Cova, 2006). For example,
pro-social image has a positive impact on female
satisfaction, but no impact on male satisfaction.
Artistic image has stronger influence on male
satisfaction than on female satisfaction. As stated
in the preceding texts, the functional quality
(i.e. the servicescape) does only influence male
satisfaction.

In addition, visitors’ characteristics have been
analyzed as contingencies of the relative impact of
primary service and servicescape on visitors’ satis-
faction. Garbarino and Johnson (2001) investigate
the impact of visitors’ motives for their theatre
visit on customer satisfaction. As expected, visitors’
motives influence the impact of the single determi-
nants (core and service) on customer satisfaction
(Garbarino & Johnson, 2001). For example, if a vis-
itor seeks for intellectual stimulation (vs. relaxing),
only actor satisfaction affects his overall satisfac-
tion. Similarly, visitors’ gender, age, and marital
status moderate the impact of the determinants
of their satisfaction (core and service) (Song &
Cheung, 2010a).

The disparate results on visitors’ satisfaction in
theatre cited in the preceding texts may be because
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of certain shortcomings of this stream of research.
First, with the only exception of Voss and Cova
(2006), the existing studies rely on relatively
homogenous samples, including audiences from
only one theatre (Garbarino & Johnson, 1999,
2001; Johnson, Garbarino, & Sivadas, 2006), one
production (Song & Cheung, 2010b; Boerner
et al., 2011), or one performance (Jobst &
Boerner, 2011). In addition, samples in all studies
are small, ranging from n=116 (Jobst & Boerner,
2011) to n=401 theatergoers (Garbarino & Johnson,
1999). Hence, results of these studies are difficult to
compare and can hardly be generalized. Second,
different theoretical considerations have resulted in
different factors representing both primary service
and servicescape. As a result, the selection of
these factors is inconsistent, making it difficult to
compare the results of the studies. Third, the studies
include different moderators of the relationship
between service quality (i.e. primary service and
servicescape) and customer satisfaction, such as
visitors’ motives (Garbarino & Johnson, 2001), their
age, gender (Voss & Cova, 2006; Song & Cheung,
2010a; Boerner et al., 2011), and income (Song &
Cheung, 2010b). With the exception of gender,
each moderator has only been studied once. As a
result, generalized statements about moderators
cannot be made.

Against this background, we focus on overall cus-
tomer satisfaction based on one specific visit to the
theatre. More precisely, we analyze the relative
impact of both the primary service (the artistic
performance) and the environment in which the
primary service is presented to the customer (the
servicescape) on visitors’ overall satisfaction (research
question 1). In addition, we investigate moderators
of the relationship between primary service and
servicescape, respectively, and customer satisfaction
(research question 2).

To answer these questions, we conducted an
empirical investigation in German-speaking the-
atres, aiming at overcoming the previously men-
tioned shortcomings of previous studies by using a
multi-method design. First, in order to be able to

investigate theatre experiences across a broad range
of settings, we invited all German-speaking theatres
to participate in our study. Second, for lack of
consistent theoretical considerations for selecting
the factors representing primary service and
servicescape, our study was based on a preliminary
interview study with n=21 theatregoers (Boerner &
Jobst, 2013). Third, in order to identify potential
moderators of the service quality–satisfaction rela-
tionship, we hark back to results of reception
research (e.g. Heitmann & Crocken, 1976; Martin,
1999; Stafford & Tripp, 2001; Swanson & Davis,
2006). Thereby, visitors’ theatre competence, their
motivation to attend a theatre performance, their
personality, and their lifestyle were selected as
potential moderators.

Methodology

Sampling and data collection procedure

To investigate the impact of primary service and
servicescape quality on visitors’ overall satisfaction
in theatre, we collected data from visitors of several
public theatres. For data collection, we chose the
German-speaking area where the theatre landscape
is unique with respect to its concentration and plu-
rality, because of a comparably generous public
funding.

We invited all public theatres in Germany, the
German-speaking parts of Switzerland, and Austria
with an auditorium of 300 seats or more to partici-
pate in our study. Twelve theatres were willing to
participate—representing a quota of more than
10% of the 111 existing theatres that is acceptable
for a so-called cold calling (e.g. Schön, 2010).
Research teams were sent to these theatres to
collect data from visitors of 44 performances of 18
productions (Boerner & Jobst, 2013). To include a
broad range of productions, the selection was bal-
anced with respect to epoch, genre, and popularity
of the piece, production style, and popularity of the
persons involved. Self-administered questionnaires
were handed out to randomly chosen visitors after
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the performances. Theatre visitors were allowed to 
choose between filling out the questionnaire before 
leaving the theatre or taking it home and sending it 
back at no charge. A total of 2897 theatre visitors 
agreed to complete the questionnaire. As 102 ques
tionnaires showed limited data quality (i.e. missing 
values >30% in scale items), the effective sample 
size was reduced to 2795 visitors. Of the respon
dents, 37% were males and 63% were females. In 
terms of age range, 4% of the respondents were up 
to 20years old, 8% were between 21 and 30, 8% 
were between 31 and 40, 16% were between 41 
and 50, 22% were between 51 and 60, 27% were be
tween 61 and 70, and the remaining 15% were above 
70years old (mean= 54; standard deviation= 17). 
The respondents of our sntdy were thus similar to 

Primary Service 

General evaluation of the 
theatrical organization 

Mood, pre-information, and 
expectations 

Perceived artistic 
quality 

Cognitive 
response 

Emotional 
response 

Conative 
response 

other samples of theatre audiences (e.g. Garbarino 
& Johnson, 1999; Boerner et al., 2011; Jobst & 
Boerner, 2011). 

Measures 

A questionnaire was developed in order to measure 
the determinants of visitors' overall satisfaction 
based on the findings of our preliminary interview 
sntdy (refer to Figure 1). According to our 
interviews, the primary service includes six factors 
(i.e. general evaluation of the theatrical organiza
tion; mood, pre-information, and expectations; 
perceived artistic quality; cognitive response; emo
tional response; conative response). Similarly, our 

Servtcescape 

Ambience and 
interior decor 

Navigation 

Employees 

Catering, cloak room, and 
sanitary facilities 

Seating and 
view 

Other customers 

Visitors' overall satisfaction 

Figure 1. Factors of primary service and servicescape in theatres. 



respondents identified six factors constituting the
servicescape (i.e. ambience and interior décor; nav-
igation; employees; catering, cloak room, and sani-
tary facilities; seating and view; other customers).

Responses were recorded on a five-point Likert
scale ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly
agree’. Table 1 provides a list of the constructs
along with the description of their respective mea-
sures. We used a shortened version of the scale of
Hinz, Hessel, and Brähler (2002) to ask for customer
mood. Because for the rest of the primary service
factors no validated scales were available, we devel-
oped our own multi-item scales based on our inter-
view study (for details, refer to Boerner & Jobst,
2013). In order to ask how satisfied customers were
with the servicescape, we modified the respective
scales provided by Butzer-Strothmann, Günter, and
Degen (2001), and Haefs and Schmidt (1999).

According to results of reception research
(e.g. Heitmann & Crocken, 1976; Martin, 1999;
Stafford & Tripp, 2001; Swanson & Davis, 2006),
visitors’ theatre competence, their motivation to
attend a theatre performance, their personality, and
their lifestyle were selected as potential moderators
of the relationship between primary service and/or
servicescape on one hand and visitors’ overall
satisfaction on the other hand. To ask for visitors’
theatre competence, we developed our own four-
item scale based on Jobst (2007) and Boerner and
Renz (2008). We translated and modified the scale
of Bouder-Pailler (1999) to ask for visitors’motivation
to attend the specific theatre performance under
study. To ask for visitors’ personality and lifestyle,
we used the 15-item Big Five Inventory Shortversion
of Gerlitz and Schupp (2005) and the 10-item lifestyle
scale of Otte (2005, 2008) differentiating between
nine types of lifestyle.

Because age, gender, and education level have
proven to influence customer satisfaction (e.g. Johnson
& Fornell, 1991; Bryant & Cha, 1996; Danaher, 1998;
Mittal & Kamakura, 2001), we included these vari-
ables as controls. The dependent variable, that is,
customer satisfaction, was measured by a seven-item
scale developed for the purpose of this study, based

on the literature (e.g. Bruhn & Murmann, 1998;
Olsen, 2002; Swanson & Davis, 2006; Jobst, 2007;
Boerner et al., 2010).

Data analysis

Prior to the main data analysis, the remaining miss-
ing values were imputed by the expectation maximi-
zation algorithm. This is one of the recommended
methods for preventing biases caused by not
completely random missing data processes and esti-
mates missing data by using an iterative maximum-
likelihood procedure (Allison, 2001; Schafer &
Graham, 2002). The imputation was performed with
the software NORM (Schafer, 1999). Moreover, we
performed confirmatory factor analyses to test the
construct validity of the reflective scales (for details,
refer to Boerner & Jobst, 2013). Results showed
(very) good validity (χ2/df=9.50; p=000; compara-
tive fit index=0.80; root mean square error of ap-
proximation=0.06) as well as reliability for the vast
majority of the scales (refer to Table 1).

Results and discussion

Because of the hierarchical structure of the data
(i.e. customers nested within performances, pro-
ductions, and theatrical organizations), multi-level
analysis was used (cp. Bickel, 2007). Table 2 pre-
sents the results of the multi-level analysis with
customer satisfaction as the dependent variable
(full maximum likelihood estimation method). In
the first step, we entered the control variables in the
analysis (refer to model 1). Second, we added the fac-
tors of both the primary service and the servicescape
to test their effects on customer satisfaction in the
theatre setting (refer to model 2).

(1) As can be seen in Table 2, customer satisfaction
was significantly predicted by factors pertaining
to the primary service quality in theatre, namely
customer expectations (level, direction, speci-
ficity), perceived artistic quality (play; play’s
topicality; stage direction; ‘werktreue’; actors;
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Table 1. Constructs, measures, and reliability

Construct Measure (number of items) Reliability

Primary service factors
General evaluation of the theatrical organization • Artistic level (3)

• Season’s programming (1)
• Additional offerings (1)

Mood, pre information, and expectations • Mood (5)
• Pre information, expectations: level, specificity (4)
• Expectations: direction (2)

Perceived artistic quality • Play (7) 0.84
• Play’s topicality (3) 0.79
• Stage direction (5) 0.89
• Fit (3) 0.83
• ‘Werktreue’ (3) 0.85
• Actors (4) 0.88
• Stage design, costumes, and props (4) 0.88

Cognitive response • Novelty (3) 0.76
• Complexity (7) 0.79
• Associations to own life (4) 0.87

Emotional response • Involvement (4) 0.83
• Empathy (3) 0.88
• Identification (3) 0.70
• Norms and values (3) 0.88

Conative response • Thought provoking impulses (4) 0.84
• Animation for communication (3) 0.87
• Animation for information seeking (3) 0.75

Servicescape
Ambience and interior décor • Temperature (1)

• Air quality (1)
• Acoustics (1)
• Foyer decorating (5)

Navigation • Location (1)
• Accessibility (2)

Employees • Friendliness (1)
• Competence (1)

Catering, cloak room, and sanitary facilities • Price (1)
• Speed (1)
• Service (1)
• Size (1)
• Cleanliness (1)

Seating and view • Seat comfort (2)
• View of the stage (1)
• Distance to the stage (1)

Other customers • Before and after the performance (3) 0.73
• During the performance: enrichment (3) 0.70
• During the performance: disturbance (3) 0.63

Dependent variable
Customer satisfaction • Overall satisfaction with the theatre visit (3) 0.94

• Confirmation of expectations (2)
• Comparison with an ideal (1)
• Intention to recommend (1)

(Continues)
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stage design, costumes, and props), as well as
customers’ cognitive (complexity), emotional
(involvement, empathy), and conative responses
to the performance (thought-provoking impulses,
animation for communication). In contrast, only
two factors of the servicescape quality turned
out to be significant (i.e. seating and view;
enrichment by other customers during the per-
formance). However, because only two factors
pertaining to the servicescape quality turned
out to be significant with only small determina-
tion coefficients (i.e. seating and view: b=0.03,
p≤0.050; enrichment by other customers
during the performance: b=0.02, p≤0.050),
the impact of the servicescape is relatively weak
compared with the impact of the primary
service.

Gender turned out as significant control variable
(b=0.03, p≤0.050), that is, women report higher
levels of customer satisfaction than men. Because

studies usually report higher values for female con-
sumers’ satisfaction than for male consumers’ satis-
faction (e.g. Bryant & Cha, 1996; Mittal &
Kamakura, 2001), this result is consistent with find-
ings in the marketing literature. Contrariwise, the
control variables age and education level did not
turn out to be significant. One explanation for these
non-significant effects of age and educational level
might be a lack of variance because our participants
are, similar to typical theatre audiences, (e.g. Garbarino
& Johnson, 1999; Boerner et al., 2011), relatively old
and well-educated.

Several predictors had negative b-coefficients.
While the negative b-coefficients of complexity
(b=�0.03, p≤0.001) and high expectations
(b=�0.13, p≤0.001) are in accordancewith findings
from our interview study, the negative b-coefficients
of the play’s topicality (b=�0.05, p≤0.001) and
empathy (b=�0.03, p≤0.050) came as surprises.
In addition, several factors identified as predictors
of customer satisfaction by our interview study failed

Table 1. (Continued)

Construct Measure (number of items) Reliability

Moderating variables
Theatre competence • Theatrical experience

• Theatrical knowledge
Motivation • Social hedonism (4) 0.69

• Intellectual enrichment (3) 0.80
• Arousal of emotions (4) 0.84
• Entertainment (3) 0.72

Personality • Extraversion (3) 0.78
• Openness (3) 0.69
• Neuroticism (3) 0.71
• Conscientiousness (3) 0.65
• Agreeableness (3) 0.51

Lifestyle • Open biographical perspective (3) 0.70
• Material level (5) 0.57
• Traditionalism (2) 0.68

Control variables
Age
Gender
Education level

For one item scales and scales that were constructed as formative scales, no reliability measure was calculated (cp. Jarvis, MacKenzie,
& Podsakoff, 2003).
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to reach significance in the questionnaire study, that
is, general evaluation of the theatrical organization,
mood, fit, novelty, associations to own life, identifica-
tion, norms and values, animation for information
seeking, ambience and interior décor, navigation,
employees, other customers before and after the
performance.

Answering our first research question, both the
perceived primary service and the perceived
servicescape are relevant predictors of visitors’ satis-
faction. However, the impact of the perceived pri-
mary service on overall customer satisfaction is
greater than the impact of the servicescape. Despite
the arguments in favour of a prominent role of

Table 2. Multi level analysis, dependent variable customer satisfaction

Model 1 Model 2
b SE b b SE b

Control variables
Age 0.003** 0.001 n.s.
Gender 0.096** 0.032 �0.032* 0.016
Education level n.s. n.s.
Variables representing the primary service
General evaluation n.s.
Mood n.s.
Expectations: level, specificity �0.032*** 0.010
Expectations: direction 0.036*** 0.011
Play 0.233*** 0.018
Play’s topicality �0.050*** 0.011
Stage direction 0.347*** 0.020
Fit n.s.
‘Werktreue’ 0.030* 0.014
Actors 0.111*** 0.016
Stage design, costumes, and props 0.048*** 0.012
Novelty n.s.
Complexity �0.125*** 0.019
Associations to own life n.s.
Involvement 0.178*** 0.015
Empathy �0.029* 0.011
Identification n.s.
Norms and values n.s.
Thought provoking impulses 0.091*** 0.013
Animation for communication 0.019* 0.009
Animation for information seeking n.s.
Variables representing the servicescape
Ambience and interior décor n.s.
Navigation n.s.
Employees n.s.
Catering, cloak room, and sanitary facilities n.s.
Seating and view 0.029* 0.012
Other customers before and after the performance n.s.
Other customers during the performance: enrichment 0.019* 0.010
Other customers during the performance: disturbance n.s.

n.s., not significant; b, determination coefficient; SE b, standard error.
***p ≤ 0.001.
**p ≤ 0.010.
*p≤ 0.050.
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the servicescape in theatres lined out in the intro-
duction (i.e. leisure activity; cp. Bitner, 1992; great
amount of time spent in the facility Wakefield &
Blodgett, 1996, 1999; intangibility of theatrical
service; cp. Zeithaml et al., 2006), its impact is
relatively low compared with the primary service.
This result is in line with the literature arguing
for the relevance of both the primary service and
the servicescape in general (e.g. Bitner, 1992;
Wakefield & Blodgett, 1996, 1999) as well as in
theatres (e.g. Almstedt, 1999; Martin, 1999; Hill
et al., 2003; Schwerdtfeger, 2004; Hausmann, 2005).
In addition, this result contributes to specify the rela-
tive impact of both aspects of service quality in the-
atres. Moreover, the results of our study allow for
the recommendation to analyse both aspects of
service quality in further research. To conclude,
servicescape is confirmed as a relevant determinant
of customer satisfaction in theatres; however, if
analysed in isolation, its relevance is likely to be
overestimated.

(2) In order to answer the second research ques-
tion, that is, which factors moderate the rela-
tionship between perceived primary service
quality and perceived servicescape quality, re-
spectively, and overall customer satisfaction in
theatre, we calculated one additional model for
each potential moderating variable (i.e. theatre
competence, motivation, personality, and life-
style), including the respective interaction
terms. While visitors’ personality and lifestyle
did not turn out to moderate the relationship
between primary service or servicescape and
overall customer satisfaction, visitors’ theatre
competence and their motivation to attend a
theatre performance were identified as moder-
ating variables.

First, multi-level analysis revealed one significant
interaction term for visitors’ theatre competence.
The impact of visitors’ expectations before entering
the theatre (i.e. level and specificity) on their overall
satisfaction varies according to their theatre

competence (b=�0.02, p≤0.050).1 In order to fur-
ther investigate this interaction effect, cluster analysis
was used to identify homogenous respondent groups
with respect to theatre competence (cp. Bühl, 2010),
resulting in three groups (i.e. laymen, advanced visi-
tors, experts). Next, separate multi-level analyses
were calculated for each group. Only for the laymen,
expectations (i.e. level and specificity) turned out as a
significant predictor of their overall satisfaction with
a theatre visit (b=�0.06, p≤0.001). The higher and
the more specific their expectations were before
the visit, the less satisfied they are (refer to Figure 2).
Explaining this result, one could argue that high levels
of aspiration in the form of high and specific
expectations result in more critical evaluations
(cp. Boerner & Renz, 2008). In contrast, in the groups
of the advanced theatre visitors and the experts, previ-
ous expectations did not have any significant impact
on their overall satisfaction with a theatre visit.

Second, multi-level analysis identified four signifi-
cant interaction terms for visitors’ motivation to at-

tend a theatre performance. In particular, the
impact of visitors’ general evaluation of the theatre
(b=0.02, p≤0.050), of the perceived complexity
of the performance (b=�0.04, p≤0.010), of the
perceived stage direction (b=�0.04, p≤0.050),
and of stage design, costumes, and props (b=0.03,
p≤0.050) on their overall satisfaction varies accord-
ing to their motivation to attend a theatre perfor-
mance. Cluster analysis identified again three groups,
namely highly motivated, moderately motivated, and
low motivated visitors. In separate multi-level analy-
ses, the general evaluation of the theatre did not turn
out as significant determinant of overall satisfaction
in any of the groups. Hence, only the remaining three
potential moderators were further analysed in slope
analyses. For all three motivation groups, the per-

ceived complexity of the performance negatively
predicts their overall satisfaction with a theatre visit.
In other words, the more complex the performance

1Because most of the tested interaction terms were not signifi
cant, we present only the significant results that significantly im
proved the model fit (criterion �2 log likelihood) in the text.
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is perceived to be, the lower visitors’ satisfaction.
However, this effect is stronger for low motivated
visitors (b=�0.21, p≤0.001) than for moderately
motivated visitors (b=�0.12, p≤0.001) and highly
motivated visitors (b=�0.06, p≤0.050). Differ-
ences between these visitor groups are depicted
in Figure 3. Interpreting these results, one could

argue that highly motivated theatergoers are more
tolerant vis-à-vis complex performances than low
motivated spectators.

For all motivation groups, the perceived stage di-

rection has a positive impact on their overall satis-
faction with the visit to the theatre. The better
they evaluate the stage direction, the more satisfied
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Figure 2. Interaction effect of the level/specificity of visitors’ expectations and theatre competence on the overall satisfaction with
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Figure 3. Interaction effect of perceived complexity and motivation on the overall satisfaction with the theatre visit.

248



they are with their visit. However, this effect is stron-
gest for the highly motivated (b=0.40 p≤0.001),
followed by the moderately motivated (b=0.33,
p≤0.001) and the low motivated visitors (b=0.29,
p≤0.001). Figure 4 shows differences between the
visitor groups.

Stage design, costumes, and props positively predict
overall satisfaction only for low (b=0.08, p≤0.010)

and moderately motivated visitors (b=0.06, p≤0.010).
Hence, the better they evaluate stage design, cos-
tumes, and props, the more satisfied these visitors
are. In contrast, for highly motivated visitors, stage
design, costumes, and props did not turn out as a sig-
nificant predictor of their overall satisfaction. Differ-
ences between the groups are demonstrated in
Figure 5.
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To sum up the results for research question 2,
only two moderators turned out to be significant,
namely visitors’ theatre competence and their moti-
vation to attend a theatre performance. However,
the moderator effect for theatre competence is lim-
ited to the layman group and the role of their expec-
tations (i.e. level and specificity) before entering
theatre. The moderator effect of visitors’ motivation
to attend a theatre performance appears slightly
more important. Interpreting the results, one can
state that low motivated visitors tend to be
overextended by high degrees of performance com-
plexity while highly appreciating visual aspects of
the performance such as stage design, costumes,
and props. In contrast, highly motivated theatre vis-
itors tend to appreciate stage direction in general.
However, the relatively small moderating effects of
the personality traits analysed in this study may indi-
cate that the reported main effects of primary ser-
vice and servicescape on visitor satisfaction (refer
to Table 2) are relatively robust.

Conclusions

The paper provides answers to the following research
questions: (1) What is the impact of perceived pri-
mary service quality and perceived servicescape qual-
ity on visitors’ overall satisfaction in theatre? The
impact of the perceived primary service on visitors’
satisfaction is by far greater than the impact of the
servicescape, as indicated by more significant indi-
vidual factors and higher b-values of the variables
pertaining to the primary service. To conclude,
servicescape is confirmed as a relevant determinant
of customer satisfaction in theatres; however, if
analysed in isolation (as was done in the literature),
its relevance is likely to be overestimated. (2) Which
factors moderate the relationship between primary
service and servicescape, respectively, and overall
customer satisfaction in theatre? Only visitors’
theatre competence and their motivation to attend
a theatre performance turned out to be significant
moderators, although limited in range. To the

contrary, neither visitors’ lifestyle nor their personal-
ity were significant moderators. To conclude, the
identified main effects of primary service (i.e. the
perceived artistic quality, followed by visitors’ emo-
tional and cognitive response to the performance)
and servicescape (i.e. seating and view, other cus-
tomers’ behaviour) appear to be relatively robust.

Lastly, some limitations of this study have to be
acknowledged. First, our sample was limited to
German-speaking countries, that is, Germany, Austria,
and Switzerland. In these countries, theatre funding is
organized differently compared with other European
countries and the USA (Van Maanen &Wilmer, 1998).
Therefore, the structure and the organization of the-
atres are different, in particular with regard to both
the ensemble and the repertory. Unless comparable
studies are conducted in other countries, the possibil-
ity persists that our results apply solely to the German-
speaking context. However, for two reasons, we are
quite confident that our findings may be valid for
other contexts as well. First, demographic character-
istics of theatregoers, such as age, income, and
socio-demographic status, seem to be similar across
different countries (Stafford & Tripp, 2001). Second,
as documented in our literature review, some of the
determinants of customer satisfaction identified in
our study have also been found in previous studies
(Boerner et al., 2011; Garbarino & Johnson, 2001;
Jobst & Boerner, 2013; Song & Cheung, 2010a, 2010b;
Voss & Cova, 2006).

Second, our survey study may suffer from a self-
selection bias—both on the level of the theatres
and the individual visitors. After inviting all public
theatres in the German-speaking area to participate
in our study, around 10 per cent agreed to do so.
While this is an acceptable value for a so-called cold
calling (e.g. Schön, 2010), the participating theatres
might not accurately represent the population.
However, the theatres in our sample are very typical
with regard to their size, types, and the size of the
cities. We are thus confident that the resulting bias
is at most marginal.

Given the limitations cited in the preceding texts,
it may be too early to develop practical implications.
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However, we would like to highlight one aspect of
our results. The overall evaluation of a theatre visit
seems to depend on both the perceived artistic
quality (i.e. staging, play, artistic quality) and visi-
tors’ individual emotional and cognitive reaction to
the performance. Generally speaking, it can be con-
cluded: The better visitors evaluate the artistic qual-
ity and the more intensive their emotional and
cognitive response to the performance, the better
they evaluate their overall theatre visit. This result
underlines both visitors’ high demand concerning
artistic quality and the high relevance of the inter-
action between visitor and stage. Contrariwise,
servicescape is much less relevant—pointing to the
fact that visitors go to theatre primarily to enjoy the
core service. The more this holds true, the less suc-
cessful theatres’ attempts to attire visitors by only im-
proving the servicescape will be.

Future research on visitors’ satisfaction in theatre
should focus on two aspects. First, because our study
is the first to include both the core service and the
servicescape in one investigation, replications of
our study appear to be necessary. A reliable and valid
questionnaire for this purpose has been developed
in our study. Second, as stated in the preceding texts,
our sample is limited to German-speaking countries
and German-speaking visitors. Further research is
needed to investigate whether the obtained results
generalize to the wider theatre population.

In addition to the servicescape perspective, our
study may also contribute to the extant research on
cultural consumption. This stream of research aims
at studying consumer experience in different settings
and under different theoretical perspectives (Verhoef
et al., 2009). However, empirical investigations of the
consumer experience in leisure settings appear to
have overseen the theatre so far. While we found
several studies in the museum setting (e.g. Goulding,
2000; Jafari, Taheri, & vom Lehn, 2013), we were not
able to identify studies referring to theatres.

Nevertheless, we identified several interesting
parallels between our study and the cultural con-
sumption perspective. First, like in our study, cus-
tomers’ experience lies at the heart of cultural

consumption research (Goulding, 2000; Jafari et al.,
2013). Similar to theatre marketing, researchers of
the cultural consumption perspective have long
focused on statistical data to measure throughput
and demographic profiles of visitors by ignoring the
nature of the experiences itself (Goulding, 2000). Re-
cently, however, efforts have been made to conceptua-
lize and to measure the concept of experience quality.
For example, Chang and Horng (2010, p. 2401) have
defined experience quality ‘as the customers’ emo-
tional judgment about an entire experience with an
elaborately designed service setting’. Second, as this
definition reveals, this concept seems to be close to
our understanding of visitor satisfaction in theatre. Sim-
ilar to our findings, experience quality can be de-
scribed by multiple determinants, including cognitive
(Goulding, 2000; Chang & Horng, 2010), affective
(Holbrook&Hirschman, 1982; Goulding, 2000; Chang
& Horng, 2010), social, and physical aspects (Verhoef
et al., 2009). Third, the social context is a prominent
element of the cultural experience. For instance, Jafari
et al. (2013, p. 1745) introduced the concept of ‘inter-
active sociality’ ‘to explain our informants’ sociability
inside and outside the museum as they share their
meanings and feelings’. Interactive sociability seems
to be equally important in the theatre, as was demon-
strated in previous reception research (Eversmann,
2004) as well as in our study (i.e. animation for infor-
mation seeking and enrichment by other customers
during the performance turn out as significant predic-
tors of overall satisfaction). Moreover, compared with
museums, cultural consumption in theatre is a simulta-
neous process, whereby the sharing of meanings and
feeling may be even more prominent than in the mu-
seum (Eversmann, 2004). Therefore, empirical stud-
ies in theatres may contribute to dig deeper into the
concept of interactive sociability.

References

Allison PD. 2001. Missing Data. Sage: Thousand Oaks.
Almstedt M. 1999. Ganzheitliches computerbasiertes
Controlling im öffentlichen Theater. Konzeption und

251



prototypische Implementierung eines Controlling-
Informationssystems auf der Basis einer Analyse des
öffentlichen Theaters [Integrated computer-based con-
trolling in public sector theatres. Conception and pro-
totypical implementation of a controlling information
system based on an analysis of public sector theatres].
Unitext-Verlag: Göttingen.

Bauer HH, HerrmannA,Huber F. 1995. Kundenorientierung
von Non-Profit-Unternehmen – Das Beispiel eines
öffentlichen Theaterbetriebes [Customer orientation
of non-profit-making enterprises - Taking a public
theatre company as an example]. Zeitschrift für

öffentliche und gemeinwirtschaftliche Unternehmen

18(4): 385–397.
Bauer HH, Herrmann A, Huber F. 1997. Customer orienta-
tion of non-profit-making enterprises taking a public
theatre company as an example. Journal of Interna-
tional Marketing & Marketing Research 22(1): 35–46.

Bickel R. 2007. Multilevel analysis for applied research.
The Guildford Press: New York.

Bitner MJ. 1992. Servicescapes: the impact of physical
surroundings on customers and employees. Journal

of Marketing 56(2): 57–71.
Boerner S, Jobst J. 2013. Enjoying theatre: the role of
visitors’ response to the performance. Psychology of

Aesthetics, Creativity, and the Arts 4(7): 391–408.
Boerner S, Renz S. 2008. Performance measurement in
opera companies: comparing the subjective quality
judgements of experts and non-experts. International
Journal of Arts Management 10(3): 21–37.

Boerner S, Jobst J, Wiemann M. 2010. Exploring the theat-
rical experience: results from an empirical investiga-
tion. Psychology of Aesthetics, Creativity, and the

Arts 4(3): 173–180.
Boerner S, Moser V, Jobst J. 2011. Evaluating cultural in-
dustries: investigating visitors’ satisfaction in theater.
Service Industries Journal 31(6): 877–895.

Boorsma M, Chiaravalloti F. 2010. Arts marketing perfor-
mance: an artistic-mission-led approach to evaluation.
Journal of Arts Management, Law & Society 40(4):
297–317.

Bouder-Pailler D. 1999. A model for measuring the goals
of theatre attendance. International Journal of Arts
Management 1(2): 4–15.

Bruhn M, Murmann B. 1998. Nationale Kundenbarometer.
Messung von Qualität und Zufriedenheit [National cus-
tomer barometer. Measurement of quality and satisfac-
tion]. Gabler: Wiesbaden.

Bryant BE, Cha J. 1996. Crossing the threshold. Market-

ing Research 8(4): 20–28.
Bühl A. 2010. PASW 18. Einführung in die moderne
Datenanalyse [Introduction to modern data analysis].
Pearson Studium: München.

Butzer-Strothmann K, Günter B, Degen H. 2001. Leitfaden
für Besucherbefragungen durch Theater und Orchester
[Guide for visitor surveys in theatre and orchestra].
Nomos: Baden-Baden.

Chang TY, Horng SC. 2010. Conceptualizing and measur-
ing experience quality: the consumer’s perspective.
The Service Industries Journal 30(14): 2401–2419.

Danaher PJ. 1998. Customer heterogeneity in service
management. Journal of Service Research1(2): 129–139.

Edvardsson B, Enquist B, Johnston R. 2010. Design dimen-
sions of experience rooms for service test drives: case
studies in several service contexts. Managing Service

Quality 20(4): 312–327.
Eversmann P. 2004. The experience of the theatrical
event. In Theatrical events. Borders, dynamics, frames,
Cremona VA, Eversmann P, van Maanen H, Sauter W,
Tulloch J (eds). Rodopi: Amsterdam, Netherlands;
139–174.

Föhl PS, Lutz M. 2011. Publikumsforschung in öffentlichen
Theatern und Opern: Nutzen, Bestandsaufnahme und
Ausblick [Audience research in public theatres and
opera: benefit, inventory, and outlook]. In Das
Kulturpublikum. Fragestellungen und Befunde der
empirischen Forschung, Glogner-Pilz P, Föhl PS (eds).
Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften: Wiesbaden; 53–126.

Freshwater H. 2009. Theatre & audience. Palgrave
Macmillan: Basingstoke, USA.

Garbarino E, Johnson MS. 1999. The different roles of sat-
isfaction, trust, and commitment in customer relation-
ships. Journal of Marketing 63(2): 70–87.

Garbarino E, Johnson MS. 2001. Effects of consumer goals
on attribute weighting, overall satisfaction, and prod-
uct usage. Psychology and Marketing 18(9): 929–949.

Gerlitz JY, Schupp J. 2005. Zur Erhebung der Big-Five-
basierten Persönlichkeitsmerkmale im SOEP [Collection

252



of Big Five personality traits in the SOEP]. Deutsches
Institut für Wirtschaftsforschung: Berlin.

Goulding C. 2000. The museum environment and the
visitor experience. European Journal of Marketing

34(3/4): 261–278.
Haefs S, Schmidt K. 1999. Wirkungsvolle Strukturen im
Kulturbereich. Ergebnisse des Servicetests an 15
deutschen Theatern [Effective structures in the cultural
industries Results of an investigation of services in 15
German theatres]. Bertelsmann Stiftung: Gütersloh.

Hausmann A. 2005. Theater-Marketing. Grundlagen,
Methoden und Praxisbeispiele [Theatre marketing.
Basics, methods, and practical examples]. Lucius &
Lucius: Stuttgart.

Heitmann G, Crocken WE. 1976. Theatre audience com-
position, preferences, and perceptions. California

Management Review 19(2): 85–90.
Hill E, O’Sullivan C, O’Sullivan T. 2003. Creative arts mar-
keting (2. ed. Vol.2). Elsevier Butterworth-Heinemann:
Amsterdam, Netherlands.

Hinz A, Hessel A, Brähler E. 2002. Der Leipziger
Stimmungsbogen. Testkonstruktion, Gütekriterien sowie
Einflüsse von Alter, Geschlecht und sozioökonomischem
Status auf die Befindlichkeit [The Leipzig mood question-
naire. Test construction, validity, and the influence of
age, gender, and socio-economic status on mental
state]. Zeitschrift für Differentielle und Diagnostische

Psychologie 23(1): 55–65.
HolbrookMB, Hirschman EC. 1982. The experiental aspects
of consumption: consumer fantasies, feelings, and fund.
Journal of Consumer Research 9(2): 132–140.

Jafari A, Taheri B, vom Lehn D. 2013. Cultural consump-
tion, interactive sociality, and the museum. Journal of
Marketing Management 29(115-16): 1729–1752.

Jarvis CB, MacKenzie SB, Podsakoff PM. 2003. A critical re-
view of construct indicators and measurement model
misspecification in marketing and consumer research.
Journal of Consumer Research 30(2): 199–218.

Jobst J. 2007. Evaluation in öffentlichen Dienstleistungs
organisationen. Eine empirische Untersuchung zur
Entstehung des Publikumsurteils im Musiktheater
[Evaluation in public service organisations. An empiri-
cal investigation of the emergence of visitor’s evalua-
tion in music theatre]. Universität Konstanz: Konstanz.

Jobst J. 2012. Strategisches Management in Kultur
organisationen. Eine empirische Analyse der Bewertung
eines Theaterbesuchs aus Zuschauerperspektive [Strate-
gic management in cultural organisations. An empirical
analysis of visitors‘ experiences in theatre]. Dissertation,
Universität Konstanz: Konstanz.

Jobst J, Boerner S. 2011. Understanding customer satisfac-
tion in opera. First steps toward a model. Interna-

tional Journal of Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector

Marketing 16(1): 50–69.
Jobst J, Boerner S. 2013. Enjoying theater: the role of
visitor’s response to the performance. Psychology of

Aesthetics, Creativity, and the Arts 7(4): 391–408.
Johnson MD, Fornell C. 1991. A framework for compar-
ing customer satisfaction across individuals and prod-
uct categories. Journal of Economic Psychology 12:
267–286.

Johnson MS, Garbarino E, Sivadas E. 2006. Influences of
customer differences of loyalty, perceived risk and
category experience on customer satisfaction ratings.
International Journal of Market Research 48(5):
601–622.

Kotler P, Scheff J. 2007. Standing Room Only. Strategies
for Marketing the Performing Arts. Harvard Business
School Press: Boston, USA.

Kunz WH, Hogreve J. 2011. Toward a deeper understand-
ing of service marketing: the past, the present, and the
future. International Journal of Research in Market-

ing 28: 231–247.
Kurzeja-Christinck A, Schmidt J, Schmidt P. 2012.
Empirische Ansätze zur Typisierung von Besuchern und
Fastbesuchern von Kulturinstitutionen. Forschung
sergebnisse, praktische Ansätze und Methoden [Empir-
ical approaches for classifying visitors and nearly
visitors of cultural institutions. Research results, practi-
cal approaches, and methods]. In Jahrbuch für
Kulturmanagement 2012: Zukunft Publikum, Bekmeier-
Feuerhahn S, van den Berg K, Höhne S, Keller R, Mandel
B, Tröndle M, Zembylas T (eds). Transkript: Bielefeld;
199–228.

Martin U. 1999. Typologisierung des Theaterpublikums:
Das Erkenntnispotential der verhaltensorientierten
Marktsegmentierung für das Marketing öffentlich-
rechtlicher Theater [Classification of the theatre audiene.

253



The knowledge potential of behavior- based market seg-
mentation for the marketing of theatres under the public
law].Dresden.

Martin J, Sauter W. 1995. Understanding Theatre. Perfor-
mance Analysis in Theory and Practice. Almqvist &
Wiksell International: Stockholm, Schweden.

Mittal V, Kamakura WA. 2001. Satisfaction, repurchase in-
tent, and repurchase behavior: investigating the mod-
erating effect of customer characteristics. Journal of
Marketing Research 38(1): 131–142.

NgoboPV. 2005.Drivers of upward anddownwardmigration:
an empirical investigation among theatregoers. Interna-
tional Journal of Research in Marketing 22(2): 183–201.

Olsen C. 2002. Theatre audience surveys: towards a semi-
otic approach. New Theatre Quarterly 18(3): 261–275.

Otte G. 2005. Entwicklung und Test einer integrativen
Typologie der Lebensführung für die Bundesrepublik
Deutschland [Development and test of an integrative
classification of lifestyles for the Federal Republic of
Germany]. Zeitschrift für Soziologie 34(6): 442–467.

Otte G. 2008. Sozialstrukturanalysen mit Lebensstilen.
Eine Studie zur theoretischen und methodischen
Neuorientierung der Lebensstilforschung [Analyses of
social structures with respect to lifestyles. A study of
the theoretical and methodological realignment of
lifestyle research]. Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften:
Wiesbaden.

Palmer A, Koenig-Lewis N. 2010. Primary and secondary
effects of emotions on behavioural intention of theatre
clients. Journal of Marketing Management 26(13/14),
1201–1217.

Parasuraman A, Zeithaml VA, Berry LL. 1988. SERVQUAL: a
multiple-item scale for measuring consumer perceptions
of service quality. Journal of Retailing 64(1): 12–40.

Rosenbaum MS, Massiah C. 2011. An expanded
servicescape perspective. Journal of Service Manage-

ment 22(4): 471–490.
Rössel J, Hackenbroch R, Göllnitz A. 2002. Die soziale und
kulturelle Differenzierung des Hochkulturpublikums
[The social and cultural differentiation of the audience
in high culture]. Sociologia Internationalis 40: 191–212.

Sargeant A. 1997. Marketing in the Arts – A Classification
of U.K. Theatre Audiences. Journal of Nonprofit &

Public Sector Marketing 5(1): 45–62.

Sauter W. 2000. The Theatrical Event. Dynamics of Perfor-
mance and Perception. University of Iowa Press: Iowa
City, USA.

Sauter W. 2002. Who reacts when, how and upon what:
from audience surveys to the theatrical event. Contem-

porary Theatre Review 12(3): 115–129.
Schafer JL. 1999. NORM: Multiple imputation of incomplete
multivariate data under a normalmodel. Pennsylvania State
University, Department of Statistics: University Park, PA.

Schafer JL, Graham JW. 2002. Missing data: our view of
the state of the art. Psychological Methods 7: 147–177.

Schoenmakers H. 1982. The tacit majority in the theatre.
In Multimedial communications, Hess-Lüttich EWB
(ed). Narr: Tübingen; 108–155.

Schön C. 2010. Kaltakquise. Der direkte Weg zum
Kunden [Cold-acquisition. The direct way to the cus-
tomer]. GABAL-Verlag: Offenbach.

Schwerdtfeger D. 2004. Markenpolitik für Theater - Ein
produktpolitisches Marketingkonzept [Branding policy
for theatres - A product political marketing concept].
Fördergesellschaft Produkt-Marketing e.V.: Köln.

Song HQ, Cheung C. 2010a. Factors affecting tourist satis-
faction with theatrical performances: a case study of
the romance of the song dynasty in Hangzhou, China.
Journal of Travel & TourismMarketing 27(7): 708–722.

Song HQ, Cheung C. 2010b. Attributes affecting the level of
tourist satisfaction with and loyalty towards theatrical per-
formance inChina: evidence from a qualitative study. Inter-
national Journal of Tourism Research 12(6): 665–679.

Stafford MR, Tripp C. 2001. Age, income, and gender:
demographic determinants of community theater
patronage. Journal of Nonprofit & Public Sector Mar-

keting 8(2): 29–43.
Swanson SR, Davis JC. 2006. Arts patronage: a social iden-
tity perspective. Journal of Marketing Theory & Prac-

tice 14(2): 125–138.
Tan E. 1982. Cognitive processes in reception. In
Multimedial communication, Hess-Lüttich EWB (ed).
Narr: Tübingen; 156–203.

Van Maanen H, Wilmer SE. 1998. Theater Worlds in Mo-
tion. Structure, politics, and developments in the coun-
tries of Western Europe.

Verhoef PC, Lemon KN, Parasuraman A, Roggeveen A,
Tsiros M, Schlesinger LA. 2009. Customer experience

254



creation: determinants, dynamics and management
strategies. Journal of Retailing 85(1): 31–41.

Voss ZG, Cova V. 2006. How sex differences in percep-
tions influence customer satisfaction: a study of theatre
audiences. Marketing Theory 6(2): 201–221.

Wakefield KL, Blodgett JG. 1996. The effect of
servicescape on customers’ behavioural intentions in
leisure service settings. Journal of Services Marketing

10(6): 45–61.

Wakefield KL, Blodgett JG. 1999. Customer response to
intangible and tangible service factors. Psychology &

Marketing 16(1): 51–68.
Zeithaml V, Bitner MJ, Gremler DD. 2006. Services mar-
keting: integrating customer focus across the firm.
McGraw-Hill: Boston, MA.

Zomerdijk LG, Voss CA. 2010. Service design for
experience-centric services. Journal of Service Research
13(1): 67–82.

255




