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Environments

Abstract
The role and influence of aesthetics in the consumption of store environments remains poorly
understood. Little is known about how aesthetics propose substantial or adjunctive roles in
consumers’ store experiences. The aim of this paper is to examine consumer perceptions of
store design-architecture in higher and lower-level design contexts. Building on the
aesthetics, and environmental psychology literatures, our findings confirm consumers’
determinations of perceptual differences in the aesthetic content contained in presented store
environmental stimuli. Latent-means comparisons confirm consumers’ perceptions of the
presence of a higher-level design in one fast-fashion store with a lower-level design of a
second store of the same retailer using a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). The results
demonstrate the reliability and validity of the proposed constructs in confirming the presence
of higher and lower-levels of design. This research thus expands on the extant number of
store specification and response constructs and prospectively opens up new lines of store
environments research.
Keywords: retail design-architecture, store prototype, store novelty, store aesthetic pleasure
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Introduction
The role and influence of aesthetic content in the development of store environments is
generally poorly understood in the extant literature (Klingman 2008; Eroglu and Machleit
2008; Baker et al. 2002; Donovan and Rossiter 1982). Despite some recent works comparing
the effects of store remodelling on new and existing consumers (Dagger and Danaher 2014),
and consumer responses to overstyling in designs (Hagtvedt and Patrick 2014), very little
remains known about consumers’ preferences for familiar store environments (with
identically replicated and standardised design elements) compared to their preferences for
differentially designed ones. Understanding how differentially designed environments, where
higher and lower levels of design are observed across the store network, is nevertheless
concurrent with how aesthetic content has been considered and conceptualised within
marketing research (Holbrook 1980; Hirshman and Holbrook 1982; Venkatraman and
MacInnis 1985). This is to say: the artist first produces an aesthetic product that flows from
their internal needs and desires, sometimes irrespective of commercial realities. The artist’s
desire for originality in their aesthetic creations could then be potentially compromised by the
marketer’s requirements for standardised design practices in the pursuit of efficiency and
commercial objectives (Martindale 1990). The presence of the ‘aesthetic’ in the experiential
consumption of store environments therefore demands reconciliations of the conflicting
demands of aesthetic creation with commercial marketing objectives.

Consumer aesthetics considers the buyer’s cognitive, affective, and behavioural responses
with hedonic value as well as profound experience as particular aesthetic responses (Holbrook
1980).

Consumers therefore imbue products and consumption practices with strong

emotional and subjectively-held meanings that supplement the presence of concrete attributes
(Hirschman and Holbrook 1982). The interpretation of the consumer response to aesthetic
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content is however considered to be more emotionally-valanced than some aesthetics studies
considerations of the same response (see Charters 2006; Martindale and Moore 1988;
Whitfield 2009).

Charters (2006) argued that aesthetic and hedonic decisions are not synonymous, thereby
challenging the commonly held interpretation of aesthetics held by consumer behaviour
researchers, such as Holbrook (1980), Hirshman and Holbrook (1982), Venkatraman and
MacInnis (1985). Hedonic consumption decisions involve pleasure and aesthetic responses
that activate multi-sensory, fantasy, and emotive aspects of experience (Ventakesh and
Meamber 2008). The aesthetic response can also be more cognitively experienced, and the
emotional response can be relatively mild (Martindale and Moore 1988). The issue of
disinterested attention, and the related issues of objective-subjective taste: what the individual
actually undergoes during the aesthetic encounter, and the relationship of evaluation to
pleasure are considered important to the aesthetic experience (Charters 2006), and, if
addressed, could help to clarify the conceptual ambiguities that currently exist between
marketing and aesthetics understandings of the aesthetic pleasure response. Consideration of
what may be termed the ‘aesthetic experience’ in the aesthetics and marketing literatures
consequently demands a knowledge of the basis of pleasure, and how experiential and
symbolic consumption possess defined cultural reference points (Venkatesh and Meamber
2008). This demands an understanding also of how aesthetics assumes either substantial or
adjunctive roles in consumption, and the need to address the nature of the functional role of
the aesthetic (Whitfield 2009; Vilnai-Yavetz and Koren 2015; Homburg, Schwemmle and
Kuehnl 2015).
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The approach, advanced in this paper, distinguishes between consumers’ perceptions of store
environments, and aims to add to the extant knowledge of how aesthetics assumes a
substantial role rather than an adjunctive role in store environments perceptions.

In

investigations of coffee shops and hedonic service consumption, Walsh et al. (2011),
Hightower, Brady and Baker (2002), Wakefield and Blodgett (1994, 1996), demonstrate how
the servicescape has a positive and significant effect on satisfaction, loyalty, and behavioural
intentions. The servicescape positively influences perceptions of service quality, which, in
turn, impacts value perceptions and behavioural intentions (Hightower, Brady and Baker
2002). Respondents who perceive the aesthetic servicescape to be of high quality report
higher levels of satisfaction and excitement with the servicescape (Wakefield and Blodgett
1994, 1996). Certain retailers, such as Prada, for example, can thus deliberately use the store
environment to deliver their customer experiences and observe design-architecture as central
to brand expression. Discount retailers, such as Aldi or Lidl, in contrast, tend to use the store
environment to emphasise low price points and functional objectives.

The structure of this paper is as follows: after describing the practical and theoretical
relevance of this research, we develop a conceptual model based on the extant literature on
store design and retail environment. Here we explore how prototypicality, novelty, and
aesthetic pleasure can be examined in higher and lower-level design contexts. We thus
propose some initial steps that examine the relationship between prototypicality, aesthetics
and the meaning of store environments for consumers. Thereafter, we present the
methodology of our empirical research, and describe and discuss the main results for two
stores of the same fast-fashion retailer with higher and lower-level designs. We then conclude
with an outlook for further research.
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Literature review
The emergence of constructs that can parsimoniously capture the complexity and reflect the
multiple cues, messages, and signals contained in the store environment have been limited to
date. Although calls have been made by McGoldrick (2002), Eroglu and Machleit (2008), and
Teller and Dennis (2012), for studies of the store environment to progress beyond employing
singular atmospheric variables (e.g. music and olfactory investigated separately), few efforts
advance explanations of consumers’ holistic processing of multiple cues and atmospheric
stimuli are contained in extant store environments research.

Of the very few holistic models proposed in the literature, Bitner (1992) was one of the first to
describe how the servicescape affects both consumers’ and employees’ cognitive, emotional,
and physiological responses toward the environment. Three composite dimensions of the
servicescape were identified: ambient conditions; spatial layout and functionality; and signs,
symbols, and artefacts. Quality of materials, for instance, could conceivably cue symbolic
meanings in creation of an overall aesthetic impression. However, the Bitner (1992)
framework, although comprehensive in its conceptual breadth, is not process and methods
suggestive, and few approaches to the investigation of the environment are outlined. The
global holistic and its attributes in the study of artefacts, Rafaeli and Vilnai-Yavetz (2004)
argue, are however not advanced by proposals of yet more classification systems, such as the
Bitner (1992) approach. Implicit in any work that resembles a categorisation scheme is the
assertion that categories are mutually exclusive, where meaning of the artefact resides in one
discrete category or another. Few of the classification analyses reveal multi-dimensionality
and coherent theories of how artefacts operate together in empirically tested frameworks
(Rafaeli and Vilnai-Yavetz 2004).
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Studies that do empirically examine consumer holistic perceptions of the store environment,
such as Baker, Berry and Parasuraman (1988), Baker et al. (2002), Dagger and Danaher
(2014), Johnson et al. (2015), Sherman, Multhur and Smith (1997), McGoldrick and Pieros
(1998), are more notable in their examinations of aesthetics, design, atmosphere, image, and
perceived environment constructs. Their respective examinations of design or related
constructs evidences a process for determining environmental preferences, and advance the
study of inference making, affordance, and schema theory (Baker et al. 2002) that underpin
global-attribute evaluations of store environments.

Similarly, Nasar (1994, 2002), Whitfield (2009), Hekkert (2014a, 2014b) and Kaplan (1987)
present approaches which go beyond simple classification systems of describing the bases of
perception of the store environment to also suggest how dimensions of evaluative responses
and preferences for environments can be explained by: complexity, mystery, and coherence
(Kaplan 1983, 1987); and formal, symbolic, and schema (Nasar 1994). Kaplan (1983), for
instance, proposes a model of evolutionary person-environment compatibility where goaldirected, adapting activity are stressed. Purposeful action on the part of the consumer is a
product of their ability to address legibility issues contained in the environment.

Although the contributions of Baker, Berry and Parasuraman (1988), Baker et al. (2002),
McGoldrick and Pieros (1998), Bitner (1992), Kaplan (1983, 1987), and Nasar (1994, 2002)
are notable, and go further in reflecting the transactional dynamics of human-environment
exchange, arguably the most influential perspective on the study of store environments
originates from the environmental psychology literature (Mehrabian and Russell 1974;
Donovan and Rossiter 1982).
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Environmental psychology contributions reflects consideration of cognitive, humanistic,
learning or behavioural, neurobiological, and sociocultural concerns in a holistic manner
(Kopec 2006). The fundamental psychological processes of arousal, overload, affect,
adaptation, and personal control are examined, where stimulation thresholds and adaption
explain dynamic human responses to information and arousal properties in the environment
(Kopec 2006; Saegert and Winkel 1990). Four determinants of arousal: psycho-biological,
ecological, collative, and arousal potential are identified by Berlyne (1971). The hedonic tone
and arousal basis of aesthetic judgment proposed by Berlyne (1970, 1971, and 1974) was
notably subjected to testing by Mehrabian and Russell (1974), Donovan and Rossiter (1982).
Factor analyses revealed novelty, complexity, and spaciousness (Mehrabian and Russell
1974), and novelty, variety, irregularity, density and size (Donovan and Rossiter 1982) as
collative stimulus or store specification variables. A high information-loaded environment
(e.g. novel, surprising, crowded) will make a person feel stimulated and excited, whereas a
low information-loaded environment will result in feelings of calm, relaxation, or even
sleepiness (Donovan and Rossiter 1982).

There is a qualified support for the Berlyne collative-motivational hypothesis that the
collative or store specification constructs promote an understanding of organism (pleasure,
arousal, dominance) and responses (approach/avoidance) in studies of store environments
(e.g. Donovan and Rossiter 1982; Donovan et al. 1994; Tai and Fung 1997; Gilboa and
Rafaeli 2003). Besides slightly different findings in the Donovan and Rossiter (1982) and
Donovan et al. (1994) replication of this research, further questions surrounding the unidimensional nature of the constructs, and the bi-directional nature of the associations between
pleasure and arousal are identified by Van Kenhove and Desrumaux (1997), and Miniero,
Rurale and Addis (2014). Pleasure (or certainly displeasure) and arousal, Tai and Fung
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(1997) propose, cannot for instance confirm approach behaviours towards store environments.
The demands by Donovan and Rossiter (1982) themselves for further work in modifying the
SOR model have largely gone unheeded. Further developments and innovations of a global
information rate measure in particular have not emerged since Mehrabian and Russell (1974).

Hypotheses development
Studies of aesthetics need to reflect complex, appraisal-like processes with cognitive,
emotional, and sensory levels of interpretations (Whitfield 2009; Hekkert 2014a, Hekkert
2014b). Moreover, as noted above, Eroglu and Machleit (2008), Teller and Dennis (2012),
and McGoldrick (2002), are among the authors who have noted the major bias of research on
store environments on singular atmospheric variable studies. This research proposes that
consumers’ holistic perceptions of the store environment are influenced by perceptions of
store prototype, store novelty, and store aesthetic pleasure. The basis of store aesthetic
pleasure is in the absence of consideration of consumers’ motivations or expertise largely
intrinsically bound (Whitfield 2009; Charters 2006). The examined hypotheses thus elevate
our understanding of consumer perceptions of the store environment in higher and lower-level
design contexts.

Store novelty: Artistic expression thrives on the basis of novelty and newness where the
success of an artwork lies in its individuality and difference from preceding artworks
(Martindale 1990). An ordered disorder, or unity, is central to understanding the success of
artworks where variety and incongruity enable differentiation (Martindale 1990). The
marketing literature similarly acknowledges the importance of novelty, but also stresses the
importance of awareness, associations, image (Keller 1993; Aaker 1991), and the attainment
of salience and familiarity. Innovativeness, novelty seeking, and consumer creativity, are
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identified as important when making predictions about consumer behaviour (Hirschman
1980). Novelty suggests the receptiveness to new ideas, the preparedness to make
independent decisions, the desire to seek out novel information, and stimulus variation to
sometimes overcome boredom and fatigue (Hirschman 1980). Consumers are often attracted
by new, unusual, and innovative products with maximal unity and prototypicality (Veryzer
and Hutchinson 1998).

Store prototype: Visual preference as proposed by Biederman and Vessel (2006) only
emerges when we are able to identify and successfully process what we see, or, in other
words, when the new stimulus is not too incongruous to previous experience (Hekkert 2006;
Mandler 1982). Novelty is a relative perception according to Berlyne (1971), and constitutes
a relative newness to the existing prototype and schema in the minds of consumers. The
aesthetics unity-in-variety principle proposed by Hekkert (2006, 2014a) similarly emphasises
adaptational effects in relating incoming information to existing knowledge.

The easy

identification of the shared attributes of the prototype promotes a preference for the prototype
given the familiarity of the stimulus to the perceiver (Martindale 1984; Martindale and Moore
1988; Martindale, Moore and Borkum 1990).

Store prototype and store novelty: No previous attempts have been made to simultaneously
measure both store prototypicality and store novelty. In the very limited attempts to examine
typicality and novelty associations in the aesthetics literature (e.g. Hekkert, Snelders and van
Wieringen 2003; Thurgood, Hekkert and Blijlevens 2014), introductions of novelty are found
to both weaken and strengthen perceptions of the presence of the prototype depending on the
items chosen in the measurement of the constructs.
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The current research operationalises this process of perception and how separate and integral
attribute combinations are perceived to be present and identifiable in higher and lower-level
designed stores. It is proposed in hypothesis numbers one and two that consumers can
identify significant differences in the presence of store novelty and store prototypicality
across the higher and lower-level designed stores. In essence, this means that consumers can
perceive the presence of novelty introductions in the higher-level designs.
H1: There is a significant difference between the perceptions of the novelty of stores
with a higher-level store design as compared to stores with a lower-level design.

H2: There is a significant difference between the perceptions of the store prototype
with a higher-level store design as compared to stores with a lower-level design.

Store aesthetic pleasure: The presence, or absence, of beauty (Levy and Czepiel 1974) has
been considered to lead to affective judgments (Dion, Berscheid and Walster 1972; Bloch
1995; Veryzer 1993). Cognition, emotion, and sensation promote aesthetic pleasure where
aesthetic pleasure is variously considered as cognitive (e.g. Gestaltists, such as Arnheim 1974,
1977, 1988), and psycho-biological (Berlyne 1970, 1971, 1974) in origin. Consumers are
unlikely to respond in simple and predictable ways to presentation of the aesthetic stimulus,
and the complexity of the evaluations consumers’ perform is underlined in the cognitive and
affective processing of aesthetic and functional components (Veryzer 1995).

The unity-in-variety (Wohlwill 1980; Hekkert and Leder 2008, 2014a), or moderate
incongruity (Mandler 1982), principles similarly hold whereas the greatest pleasure or beauty
is experienced when as much variety or complexity is accommodated with a maximum
amount of order. There are natural preferences for order and how various gestalt principles of
10

symmetry, good continuation, and pragnantz emphasise the laws of perceptual organisation
that encourage preference for one unifying design over another (Hekkert and Leder 2008).
Order, good proportion, balance, and harmony are among other principles that designers
desire to communicate to make the stimulus appear pleasant (Lauer 1985; Alexander 1979).

When the formal principles of design which underpin perceptions of order (and are present in
the prototype) are tested, Veryzer (1993) confirms that consumers prefer product designs that
follow gestalt laws of proportion and unity over designs that violate these laws.

In

assessments of the attractiveness of product design, consumers’ judgements were affected by
visual attributes and configurations of visual attributes in the dimensions of a silhouette
according to Eckman and Wagner (1994). Similarly, Jansson, Bointon and Marlow (2003)
found in a study of aesthetic responses to point-of-purchase materials that three different
design principles (proportion, focal point, and unity) had important yet varying effects upon
people’s perceptions of stimulus attraction. Simpler designs are often preferred, according to
Frith and Nias (1974), where moderate complexity are most preferred. In a study of silhouette
complexity and façade articulation on tall buildings, Heath, Smith and Lim (2000) found in an
application of the environmental psychology framework that Berlyne’s (1970, 1971, 1974)
hypothesis and monotonic relationships were confirmed. Greater silhouette complexity was
associated with higher preference, higher arousal, and greater pleasure.

In an examination of how stimulus repetition, figure ground contrast, figural goodness,
prototypicality, and symmetry can influence aesthetic appreciation, Reber, Schwarz and
Winkielman (2004) confirm how these formal design variables enable the dynamics of
processing. A perceptual fluency is observed, and this fluency in itself encourages intrinsic
preference. Exposure to these gestalt-like perceptual features encourage recognition speed and
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evaluations and are influenced by variables such as exposure duration, exposure frequency,
and perceptual priming (Bornstein 1989; Winkielman et al. 2006). Fluency increases liking,
not because it is a property of the stimulus, but because it is a property of the processing
dynamic of the perceiver (Hekkert and Leder 2008). Perceptions of novelty are based on the
formal design employed and assume innate preferences for ordered presentations that also
reference stored prototype schemas that are instantaneously retrieved, parsed, and compared
for consistency.

Therefore, hypothesis number three proposes that consumers have a higher store aesthetic
pleasure for the higher-level designed store than the lower-level designed store.

This

essentially means that store novelty is aesthetically preferred by the surveyed consumers as
they frequently enjoy resolving the incompatibility to the prototype posed by the presence of
novelty (Reber, Schwarz and Winkielman 2004). Consumers experience pleasure towards the
environment if the store prototype is clearly perceptible even in the presence of introductions
of novelty. Consequently, higher levels of store prototypically are aesthetically preferred,
largely due to their familiarity and appropriate introductions of novelty (Reber, Schwarz and
Winkielman 2004; Martindale 1984; Martindale and Moore 1988; Martindale, Moore and
Borkum 1990).
H3: There is a significant difference between the perceptions of store aesthetic
pleasure in higher-level store designs as compared to stores with lower-level designs.
The three hypotheses thus propose the measurement of store environmental stimuli (store
novelty and store prototypicality) and consumer responses to those stimuli in the form of store
aesthetic pleasure.
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Methodology
Research design: To investigate our conceptual model, we compared the higher and lowerlevels of design of two stores of one fast-fashion retailer. The retailer in question employs
three levels of store design, has about 300 stores in over 20 countries, and is currently
spending significant resources expanding the company internationally. Understanding how
the contribution of design-architecture of a new store results in better customer experiences
and overall brand development across multiple geographies are among a number of important
strategic questions facing the company. Most of the retailers’ stores feature the lower-level
three design, and relatively few stores employ the highest-level one design. More advanced
audio-visual, multi-media, material selections, and visual merchandising sophistication, are
among the features that differentiate the three levels of design (see Appendix for examples of
images of the higher and lower levels of design).

The in-store survey method was employed to gather the data in the two stores. Locations
were chosen after the checkout and sufficiently deep into the store to allow consumers to
observe the design before responding to the survey questions.

Both in-store survey

administrations were comparable, and the prospective influence of situational variables was
reduced in line with the approaches suggested by Spies, Hesse and Loesch (1997), Yoo, Park
and MacInnis (1998), Mulhern and Padgett (1995), and Michon et al. (2007).

Sampling plan: The sampling plan involved a convenience sample of consumers, an approach
consistent with the suggestions of Netemeyer, Bearden and Sharma (2003), Yu and Cooper
(1983) and Bentler and Chou (1987), who point to the need for representative samples and the
validity of personal interviews over other approaches, e.g. mail or online data collection.
Upon the advice received from the retailer, the primary survey population (or target market)
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identified for the survey administration was 18-35 year old females. Ninety-four percent of
the 228 respondents in the Case 1 store are aged between 14-40 years, and 98% are female.
Ninety-three percent of the 225 respondents in the Case 2 store are aged between 14-40 years,
and 98% are female.

Development of scales and fit measures: Many of the extant efforts to develop scales to
examine prototypicality, novelty, and especially aesthetic pleasure, involve ad-hoc item
selections or items chosen simply based on their existence in extant literature (Blijlevens et al.
2014). This criticism of the general absence of empirical testing to determine reliability and
validity also questions extant generalisability of findings to store environments contexts. It is
consequently unclear from extant studies which items measure typicality and novelty and
their effects on aesthetic pleasure given the inconsistent measurement approaches employed
(Hekkert, Snelders and van Wieringen 2003; Blijlevens et al. 2014).

Store prototypicality has been conceptualised based on an extensive literature review along
the lines proposed in Appendix 1. The item pools generated from reviews of the: designarchitecture, consumer and environmental psychology, store environments, and aesthetics
literatures reveal only one scale, the Ward, Bitner and Barnes (1992) scale for retail
prototypicality. This scale was also supplemented by items drawn from the other literatures.

The conceptualisation and measurement of store novelty draws principally from the Cox and
Cox (2002), Donovan and Rossiter (1982) scales from the aesthetics and environmental
psychology literatures. The item pools generated and selected for store novelty explore the
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perceptive basis for how the store environment proposes differentiation, newness/novelty,
originality, and the unexpected.

In the examination of store aesthetic pleasure, it is proposed to complement its measurement
with additional items drawn from retail marketing, architecture, and aesthetics for
impressiveness (Nasar 2002; Sherman, Multhur and Smith 1997), and pleasantness (Kalcheva
and Weitz 2006; Sherman, Multhur and Smith 1997; Jain and Srinivasan 1990).

Results
Model estimation and fit measures: Based on this interdisciplinary compilation of items
behind the three scales, and the a-priori establishment of the link between the measurement
items and the constructs, we applied a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to our baseline
model (Kline 2011; see Figure 1). The main reason why we chose this analysis approach is
that the constructs under investigation are of a reflective and latent nature (e.g., Hair et al.,
2009), and the multiple items represent manifestations of the constructs (e.g., Jarvis et al.
2003).

Our analysis approach involved two steps. The first used the data sets of the two stores to test
the baseline model, and determine the measurement reliability and validity, as well as the
global fit of the model. The second, based on the suggestions of Brown (2006) and Byrne
(2001), identified variances between the coefficients of the two models, and then investigate
in-variances between the latent means structures of the two groups.
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Figure 1: Baseline Model
x11, The design is original.

λ11

x12, The design has distinguishing characteristics.

λ12
λ13

x13, The design is different.

Store Novelty (ξ1)

Φ12

x21, The design is Similar.

λ21

x22, The design is typical.
x23, The design is a good representation.
x24, The design is identical.
x25, This store has the same visual characteristics.

λ22
λ23
λ24

Φ13

Store Prototype (ξ2)

λ25
Φ23

x31, I like the design
x32, The design helps me experience.
x33, The store is stylish.

λ31

λ32
λ33
λ34

x34, The design is bad.
x35, This is an attractive store.

Store Aesthetic Preference (ξ3)

λ35
λ36

x36, The interior of this store looks impressive.
Caption: xn,, items (the full wording can be seen from Table 2); λn, factor loadings; ξn, latent construct; Φn, intercorrelation between constructs;

The psychometric properties of the purified scales were assessed based on the
recommendations of Churchill (1979) and Bagozzi and Yi (1988). The three constructs
indicate a good internal consistency, with Cronbach’s alphas (α) above 0.70 (Fornell and
Larcker 1981). The constructs’ composite reliability (ρ>0.60; AVE>0.50) achieve the
recommended cut-off criteria (Fornell and Larcker 1981; Bagozzi and Yi 1988). With regard
to the constructs’ discriminant validity, the average variance extracted (AVE) is larger than
the highest of the squared inter-correlations with the other factors in the measurement model
(Fornell and Larcker 1981; see Table 1).
Table 1: Discriminant validity measures
Latent constructs
ρ/α
ξ1
ξ2
η1
Store Novelty (ξ1)
.840/.887
(.637)
Store Prototype (ξ2)
.867/.888
.245
(.569)
Store Aesthetic Preference (ξ3)
.941/.939
.567
.008
(.727)
Caption: ρ, composite reliability; α, Cronbach’s alpha; average variance extracted values (AVE) are
presented on the diagonal; squared correlation (Φn) matrix for latent constructs shown below the
diagonal.
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The testing of the global fit of our baseline model reveals that the indices measuring the
absolute (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) of 0.060, cut-off value
<0.08), incremental (Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), 0.916, and Comparative Fit Index (CFI),
0.932, cut-off value >0.9 for both), and parsimonious fit (normed χ2 (CMIN/df), 2.447, cut-off
value <3) meet the recommended thresholds; therefore, the empirical data fit the proposed
model to a satisfactory degree (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988; Hu and Bentler 1998, 1999).

Latent means comparison: Before identifying differences between the latent means of the
constructs and testing of our three hypotheses, it is advised to apply a multi-group-comparison
test of the two measurement models (Brown 2006). The aim of this analysis is to determine
significant differences (variances) between the single factor loadings of the two groups. By
applying a 2 difference test between the baseline model (all parameters are allowed to vary
freely across the two groups) and the constrained model (an equality constraint on every
single factor loading is imposed) this test evaluates the null hypotheses that the constrained
model is equal to the baseline model. Therefore, the differences of 2-values (Δχ2) of the two
models are used to indicate the degree of in-variance between the factor loadings in the
constrained and the baseline unconstrained models. As a result, only the factor loadings of the
variables x23 (Δχ2, 4.526, Δdf=1, p<.5) and y16 (Δχ2, 9.119 (Δdf=1, p<.001) are variant and thus
the null hypotheses cannot be be accepted for these factor loadings (see Table 2). All the other
loadings prove to be invariant (equal) across the two cases. To allow for further testing of
invariances (=equality) of the structural effects between the two cases, we impose equality
constraints on the factor loadings that are invariant.
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Table 2: Items and constructs
Construct/item
Store Novelty (ξ1)
x11, This design in this store is original compared to
other ... stores.
x12, The design of this store has distinguishing
characteristics compared to other ... stores.
x13, This design of this store is different compared to
other ... stores.
Store Prototype (ξ2)
x21, The design of this store is typical of the designs of
other … stores.
x22, The design of this store is typical of the designs of
other ... stores.
x23, The design of this store is a good representation of
the design one sees in all ... stores.
x24, The design of this store is identical to other ...
stores.
x25, This store has all the same visual characteristics
found in other ... stores.
Store Aesthetic Preference (η1)
y11, I like the design of this store
y12, The design of this store helps me experience a
pleasant time when I visit this store.
y13, This store is stylish.
y14, The design of this store is bad. [reversed]
y15, This is an attractive store.
y16, Is the interior of this store looks impressive.

λcase1

λcase2

Δ

.753

.650

-

.731

.664

-

.650

.743

-

.800

.778

-

.848

.835

-

.655

.813

.746

.660

Δχ2, 4.526 (Δdf=1,
p<.5)
-

.676

.613

-

.701
.752

.811
.827

-

.879
.745
.828
.833

.858
.775
.877
.805

2
Δχ , 9.119 (Δdf=1,
p<.001)
Notes: All factor loadings significant on a .001 level; answers based on a 5point rating scale
(anchors, 1, strongly disagree; 5, strongly agree); Δ, variance between factor loadings; -,
Δχ2<3.841 (Δdf=1), no significant difference;

To complete this analysis, the higher-level designed store was chosen as the reference group
and its latent means are fixed to zero (Byrne 2001). By comparing the mean structure of the
reference group with the one of the other group, i.e. lower-level designed store group, we
found that (1) both groups are different, and; (2) the latent mean values of the lower-level
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designed store is higher/lower for store prototypicality, novelty, and aesthetic preference
relative to our reference group.

The results evidence significant differences between all three constructs when the higher and
lower-level stores are compared. Whereas the latent means of store novelty and aesthetic
preference are lower in the lower-level store design group (μξ1, -2.140; p<.0001; μξ3, -2.044,
p<.0001) the latent mean of store prototype is higher (μξ1, .789; p<.0001) for the lower-level
design. Overall we can conclude that the perception of the store environment stimuli and
response constructs across the two samples is different as expected and thus confirm all three
hypotheses.

Discussion
This is perhaps the first study to compare the different levels of design employed by the same
retailer. In so doing, this research examines how the aesthetic content of the design of the
store environment is considered by consumers. In measuring and examining the store
prototype, store novelty, and store aesthetic pleasure constructs together for the first time this
research thus contributes to a better understanding of the centrality of aesthetics in consumers’
perceptions of the store environment.

The two store specification constructs (store prototypicality and store novelty) and one store
response construct (store aesthetic pleasure) measure satisfactorily and confirm the reliability
and validity of the constructs across different levels of design in the case of a fast-fashion
retailer. Higher novelty and store aesthetic pleasure are perceived in the higher-level design.
The opposite is found for the lower-level designed store. However, the store prototype the
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retailer employs in its other stores is still evident and clearly perceptible even in the presence
of novelty introductions in the higher-level designed store.

This research thus takes some initial steps into an examination of holistic processing
(Keaveney and Hunt 1992; Martineau 1958; Ward, Bitner and Barnes 1992; Teller and
Dennis 2012; McGoldrick 2002; Eroglu and Machleit 2008), and the distinction between
emotional and cognitive (e.g. Bagozzi, Goinath and Nyer 1999; Charters 2006; Hirschman
1983; Arnheim 1974, 1977, 1988; Berlyne 1970, 1971, 1974) consumer processing of the
store environment.

The objective, formal attributes of the design, it would appear, are

prospectively changed in consumers’ perceptions in light of these introductions of novelty and
reflect consumers attribute-level discriminations. Continued introductions of novelty are
likely to change perceptions of the shared attribute set that identify the globally defined
prototype. Thus, the introductions of novelty at the attribute and objective-level possibly
weaken perceptions of the store prototype. At the global-attribute level of procesing, it also
means that consumers are also found to identify the presence or absence of store novelty and
store aesthetic pleasure in both stores.

The findings thus also make some small steps in overcoming some limitations in the
categorisation inspired store environments literature of Bitner (1992) and limited
operationalisation of the Berlyne collative-motivational models in retail contexts (e.g.
Donovan and Rossiter 1982; Donovan et al. 1994; Gilboa and Rafaeli 2003; Tai and Fung
1997) where few ecological or subjective interpretations in process-suggestive models
examine consumer perceptions of the store environment.
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Contributions, limitations and suggestions for further research
The measurement and associations of the constructs perform as expected in this research
where, for example, the lower-level designed store is perceived as less novel and gives rise to
lower levels of aesthetic pleasure. Thus, the findings confirm the reliability, validity, and
versatility of the store prototypicality, novelty ,and aesthetic pleasure constructs in
examinations of consumer perceptions of different levels of design.

The main practical contribution of our research is to aid managers in examining consumer
perceptions of design-architecture. It is currently difficult to compare consumer perceptions
of, for example, a Prada epicentre or an Abercrombie & Fitch store. Managers have
consequently few tools available to them to assess the investment impact of higher-level and
lower-level designs across different stores in the same retailer or across different stores across
different retailers.

This empirical study focuses on two fast-fashion stores. Future research could look into other
retail and service sectors, such as the grocery, consumer electronics, banking or the hospitality
sectors. This research makes some small contributions to better understanding the
categorisation processing of store environments. Future research could increasingly focus on
the kinds of categorical-motivational research (Whitfield and Slatter 1979; Whitfield 1983;
Whitfield 2000; Whitfield 2009) that reveals the kinds of perceptual processing consumers
employ in their perceptions of the aesthetic content of the store environment. For example,
Bloch (1995) assumes that both holistic and atomistic processing occur simultaneously.
Categorisation reconciliations with repeated exposures to the stimulus reveal perceptions of
design concepts that typically change with repeated exposure. Martindale (1990) similarly
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discusses how habituation exerts an influence over how creative people respond to novelty,
arousal potential, and meaningfulness. Habituation may not merely be the polar opposite of
the need for novelty, and avoiding boredom may not be the equivalent of a desire for novelty.
Aesthetically appreciative people may or may not prefer novelty and evidence slower
habituation effects than others.

Future research could reveal if persons with slower

habituation effects and an interest in design may demand greater injections of novelty with
accompanying implications for arousal thresholds.
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Appendix 1 - Construct/Items
Store Prototype
1. The design of this store is typical of the designs of other … stores.
2. The design of this store is typical of the designs of other ... stores.
4. The design of this store is a good representation of the design one sees in all ... stores.
5. The design of this store is identical to other ... stores.
6. This store has all the same visual characteristics found in other ... stores.
Store Novelty
1. This design in this store is original compared to other ... stores.
2. The design of this store has distinguishing characteristics compared to other ... stores.
3. This design of this store is novel and fresh compared to other ... stores.
4. This design of this store is different compared to other ... stores.
5. This design of this store has innovative changes compared to other ... stores.
6. This design of this store has a different level of design compared to other ... stores.
Store Aesthetic Pleasure
1. I like the design of this store
2. The design of this store helps me experience a pleasant time when I visit this store.
3. This store is stylish.
4. This is an attractive store.
5. Is the interior of this store looks impressive.
6. This store has the best design of any ... store I have seen.
(5 point rating scale; anchors, 1, strongly agree; 5, strongly disagree)

32

