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The Role of Environmental Stimuli in Shopping Evaluation
and Responses®

Ferdinand DAVO — Dagmar LESAKOVA

Abstract

The main objective of the paper is to exploreithgact of store design fac-
tors on consumer behaviour and to indicate how dtoee design evaluations
influence customers’ relationship to a particuldore. In our research we ex-
plore the store design factors of shelf height ahdlf layout. We examine both
cognitive and affective information processing imaging store preference
framework. Empirical research was conducted usialgofatory experiments
with photographic images of store design. Data wgathered from a total of
240 respondents. Non-probability sampling in thenfef convenience sampling
was employed. Analysis of variance was employagdibthe hypotheses. We
conclude that both design factors investigatechim $tudy are important deter-
minants of repeat purchase intention, however ditferent effect on cognitive
and affective level.

Keywords: Stimulus-Organism-Response model, environmentadimapproach
behaviour, avoidance behaviour, repeat purchase

JEL Classification: M30

Introduction

The store environment is among the most importeterminants of store
choice by byers. It has long been recognized tltaatmosphere of the store can
be more influential than the product itself in tharchase decision (Kotler,
1973). Many buying decisions are made at the pdisile, so that atmosphere in
the store can increase sales. In a highly compet#nvironment, where retailers
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pursue customers’ retention strategies, the stonesphere is an important dif-
ferentiator. Professionals concerned with the memamt side of retail stores
advice how to use space, colours, lighting andimtelesign to create environ-
ments that attract customers.

Psychologists have studied environment-behavielationships, developing
a distinct psychological discipline known as “eovimental psychology”. This
discipline attempts to predict the effect of stimuppon human’s feelings and
behaviour. Models used to explain the impact ofiremment on decision pro-
cesses are based on the assumption that partiawaonmental stimuli provoke
shoppers to evaluate the information presentedutfirahe stimuli and then,
based on these evaluations, positively or negatiredpond to these stimuli. In
this context, the atmosphere is the stimulus (&) ¢tAuses a consumer’s evalua-
tion (O) and this evaluation causes some behaviogsponse (R), which could
have a form of approach or avoidance.

According to stimuli-response model, the environtqgerson interaction
consists of two phases. In the first phase, enwiental stimuli generate emo-
tions of pleasure, arousal and dominance, entéakethe “PAD”. In the second
phase, the emotions stimulate approach (positiv@yvoidance (negative) beha-
viours. This model was applied in many disciplin@ne of these disciplines
is atmospherics. In 1982 Donovan and Rossiter (B@amand Rossiter, 1982)
applied the environment-response framework totteststore atmosphere’s im-
pact on customers’ behaviours. Their findings sesgdgeat feelings evoked by
a store can increase time spent in the store audvéllingness to interact with
sales personnel.

1. Theoretical Framework of Human Responses to Environment

The most widely used theory explaining the impafcenvironment on hu-
mans’ evaluation is the environmental response moagosed by Mehrabian
and Russel (1977). The Mehrabian-Russel approaes aistimulus-organism-
response sequence (SOR). The first component i@ and in the Mehrabian-
-Russel sequence is the stimulus. While the vaggal#presenting the evaluation
part (O) and the response part (R) of the modetlaaly defined, the taxonomy
of stimulus variables (S) is less unambiguous. §dlection of appropriate stimu-
lus taxonomy is extremely difficult because of twnplex and changing com-
binations of stimuli in any environmental setting.

To investigate the stimulus side, Mehrabian andgsku(1977) use infor-
mation theory. They apply an all-encompassing dtiswaescriptor called “in-
formation rate”, representing the amount of infatiova contained or perceived
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in the environment (Mehrabian, 1996). This ratdascribed as the information
load of an environment. It is the quantity of elesen a particular environment
and their degree of change. The more informatiothé form of stimuli, the
higher the load of the environment.

Mehrabian and Russel (1977) define the informatiawl of any environment
as a combination of its novelty and complexity. Tiowelty of an environment
refers to the degree of unfamiliarity and uncetiai€omplexity represents the
number of elements, features or changes in anamagnt. Summary of the
factors of novelty and complexity creates “a loadd measure representing the
environmental stimuli part.

The second component in the SOR framework is thanism, representing
the stage in which the stimuli are evaluated byitléviduals. Various physical
or social stimuli produce evaluations that can lteisuone (or more) of three
emotional states: pleasure, arousal, and domindiese three emotional states
can be described by how an individual feels, hovelman individual is stimu-
lated, and how much an individual has the situatinder control. Pleasure re-
fers to the humans’ level of happiness, joy antsfsation. Arousal refers to the
humans’ level of excitement, activity and stimwati Dominance refers to
the level, in which a person feels unrestricted snd control of the situation.
Mehrabian and Russell (1977) argue that pleasuogisal, and dominance are
the three basic emotional reactions to all enviremis. However, subsequent
research has found that pleasantness and aroysainemost of the variance in
affection and behaviour, and thus research atteritas been focused on these
two variables (Russell, 1978).

An important point of the evaluation stage is ithfermation-processing lev-
el, at which the stimuli are evaluated. Stimuli tenevaluated either at an affec-
tive or cognitive level. Cognitive evaluation isetldlomain of thinking, using
language and guiding behaviour. It refers to waywich we process, remem-
ber and use information. This is to be differeetiafrom affective evaluations,
which are related to feelings and emotions. Thentdison between the affective
and the cognitive is sometimes considered as mclisin between the heart and
the mind. The model of Mehrabian and Russel considely the affective part
and emotional states of a person as a mediatirigh¥ey influencing human’s
behaviour. It is assumed that information load meavironment is a direct cor-
relate of arousal. The higher the load, the highperson'’s arousal level. There-
fore, an environment that is unfamiliar, surprisiegowded and complex will
cause that a person becomes stimulated, excitealartd Conversely, an envi-
ronment that is common, usual and expected, wilsedeelings of relaxation
and calmness.
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The response (R) of an individual to any environimaay be categorized as
either approach or avoidance behaviour. Approatlavaeurs include physically
moving toward, exploring, and performing in an eamment, as well as return-
ing to that environment. Avoidance behaviours idela desire to leave, disin-
vest, poor performance in an environment, as wehever returning to that en-
vironment. In the context of retailing, approacthd&our includes spending
more time and money in the store, enjoying the gimgpexperience and more
time spent browsing through the store (Donovan Rasdsiter, 1982; Donovan
et al., 1994). Avoidance behaviour means disconafiott displeasure or a shorter
time spent in the store (Bitner, 1992). Retailenernd to encourage approach
behaviour and to eliminate avoidance behaviouustamers.

The model explaining the influence of environmentcustomer behaviour
was developed by Donovan and Rossiter (1982). Thapd that two main
dimensions could be considered as intermediatingalbles in evaluating
the effects of store environment: pleasure (whiflers to the level of positive
emotions), and arousal (which refers to the fesliohexcitement and stimula-
tion). Studies have shown that with increasing glea, the duration of a store
visit, amount of purchasing, as well as the retviisientions rise. The level
of arousal is determined by the information ratehef store, that is, the novelty
(the unexpected, surprising, unfamiliar in an emwvinent) and complexity
(the number of elements, changes in the settirg) et the total environment.
Arousal theory implies that optimal informationestcontain some novelty and
some complexity, which activate the consumer, & &nclude some calming
elements.

In applying the environmental response model &r#tailing, it can be pre-
dicted that customers would spend more time andemmadre purchases in the
stores which evoke pleasure and a moderate to déghee of arousal (Spies,
Hesse and Loesch, 1997).

2. The Concept of Retail Store Atmosphere

The concept of retail atmosphere (referred alsatazospherics) was in-
troduced by Kotler in 1973, in his article ,Atmosgph as a Marketing Tool".
Kotler (1973) introduced four dimensions of stotm@sphere in terms of the
humans’ sensory channels as visual, aural, olfgceond tactile. According to
his definition the main visual elements of an atph@se are: colour, brightness,
size, and shapes; the aural elements are reprddgntelume and pitch; olfac-
tory elements refer to scent and freshness; aatlyfithe tactile elements include
softness, smoothness and temperature. The fiftkeseh taste has not been
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included as a dimension into Kotler's categorizat{t973) because the atmos-
phere of a retail store cannot be described indesfrithis sense. The ultimate
goal of creating positive atmosphere was to evakam effects in buyers.
A more detailed definition of store atmosphere banfound in the work of
Levy, Weitz and Grewal (2014) as “the combinatidnstore’s characteristics
such as design, layout, display, signs, colougbtilng, temperature, sounds and
smells, which together create an image in conswgmaihd, stimulate custom-
ers’ perceptual and emotional responses and dffecpurchasing behaviour”.
Bitner (1992) adopted in his atmosphere typologyabtler approach and included
ambient cues (those affecting the five sensesphulapnd functionality (store
arrangement and ability to facilitate consumer gpand signals that communi-
cate information to the shopper (signs, symbold,atefacts).

Berman and Evans (2010) have formulated a diffecategorization. They
divided atmospheric stimuli into four categorielse texterior of the store, the
general interior, the layout and design variabled #ne point-of-purchase and
decoration variables. The design factors contnifguthost to the visual environ-
ment of the store are the exterior, interior arelltyout of the store, colours and
lighting. Store layout and space architecture arflce customers’ buying deci-
sion. Main goal of a store design for a customesoigvenience, which means
entering and leaving the store quickly and findthg products easily. Badly
designed stores may cause emotional stress ander¢de shopping pleasure
(Baker et al., 2002).

Baker, Grewal and Levy (1992) define three catiegoof store stimuli: am-
bient, social and design. Ambient stimuli incluifghting, music and store cli-
mate, while social stimuli are concerned with thenan element and refer to the
environmental conditions created by employees,oomsts and their interac-
tions. Design dimensions include the layout, aeghitre and other physical fea-
tures of the environment. Among the ambient factaisur is considered to be
a design factor, which affects mood, feelings amdtéeons of customers and can
have positive or negative perceptions of storerenment (Turley and Chebat,
2002). Lighting is an important atmospherics elemesed to draw attention on
specific areas and products and to create the'siarage (Turley and Milliman,
2000). As more retailers started to believe thatdliactory cues also influence
customer’s evaluation of the store, it became poptd use aromatherapy to
change the store environments. It was documentgdstimilar to scent stimuli
music also influences customers in various way$ sisctime spent in a store,
purchase intention, evaluation of services, etatfid and Wirtz, 2001).

The store layout is the key design factor with gheatest impact on custom-
ers. It has an impact on forming customers’ cogaitnaps, which can help in



470

understanding the store environment (Kaplan, 198i@ating simple symmetric
(grid floor pattern) with lower shelves is propodechelp consumers better un-
derstand the store environment. Titus and Evel®®]) found that it is easier
for individuals to understand environments withueilssymmetry than environ-
ments with visual asymmetry. Following this log&cstore which is more sym-
metric (simple shelves layout) and more visuallgessible (lower shelves) is
considered to be less arousing and more legiblest vigail store settings use
one of two types of store layouts: simple (gridjretlayout and complex (free-
-form or racetrack) store layout. A simple storgolat is characterised by long
parallel aisles, with merchandise on shelves oh bates. This layout is often
not very stimulating, but it can be suited for ghiog in which customers need
move fast through the entire store and easily éopabducts without losing time.
Customers perceive this shopping process as fasefiicient (lyer, 1989). In
simple layout form the space is utilised to a laggtent. A complex store layout
follows an irregular pattern. It is organized imtalividual, separate areas, each
built around a particular product categshypping theme. The complex layout
leads the customer to visit as many store sectoepartments as possible and
to encourage impulse buying (Hansen, Raut and Sw20di0). It stimulates
more relaxed and unplanned shopping. The aim di aulayout is to stimulate
and provoke the customer to explore the store.cbngplex layout is often used
in department stores and stimulates customerssio more departments. This
layout, however, requires the availability of pemsel to help the customers to
find the products needed.

Store atmosphere could be interpreted as the rewaded by the retail offer,
which is then interpreted by the customer. Stomeoaphere is very much in the
mind of the customer; it is the individuals’ pertiep of the cues provided by
the store, primarily by its location, interior eramment and personnel.

3. Goals and Methods

The principal goal of our research is to invedtgthe stimuli effect on
store evaluation (organism stage) and repeat psechatention (response
stage). In particular, we test the impact of shelkeight (visibility) and shel-
ves layout (complexity) on cognitive and affectpath of store evaluation, and
based on these results we identify how these etrahsinfluence repeat pur-
chase intention of customers. We suppose that bogmitive and affective
evaluations of retail stores may impact consumesponse (Vrechopoulos et al.,
2004; Smith and Burns, 1996; Titus and Everett5]1®®ehrabian and Russell,
1974).
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By focusing on the design factors of shelf hemyid shelves layout we inves-
tigate whether a store which is more symmetric. (grgple-grid shelves layout)
and more visually accessible (e.g. low shelveg)eiseived as less arousing and
more legible. Therefore, following hypotheses werenulated:

H1: A store with low shelves generates a higher lef/ldgbility than a store
with high shelves

H2: A store with a simple shelves layout generategbdrilevel of legibility
than a store with a complex shelves layout.

H3: A store with low shelves generates a lower levelrofisal than a store
with high shelves.

H4: A store with a simple shelves layout generatesaseidevel of arousal
than a store with a complex shelves layout.
The impact of legibility and arousal on repeat pase intention is tested in the
hypotheses:

H5: A store with higher level of legibility will result a higher repeat pur-
chase intention.

H6: A store with lower level of arousal will resultanhigher repeat purchase
intention.

The path-diagram of hypotheses is presented ur&ig.

Figure 1
Diagram of Hypotheses
H1
Cognitive
Sbelf evaluation HS

beight H2 legibility
4 Repeat
purchase
H3
? Psychological
Shelf state H6

intention
layout arousal

H4

Source Own development.

As mentioned earlier, legibility is related to thavigation and comprehen-
sion of the environment, and therefore more related¢ognitive processing
rather than emotions stimulated by the store (Aeilh Berry and Parasuraman,
1996). On the other hand, arousal is less relatede navigation and compre-
hension of a store and more to emotions. Thus, bognitive and affective
part of the information processing was explored.
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One of the methodologies most widely used to ingate the impact of the
environment on human decision is experimental desig our experimental
research the effect of the store environmentaludtiof shelf height and shelves
layout on consumer behaviour and specifically qreag purchase intention was
studied. In the present study, a grocery store faitlstuffs assortment served
as the context for the manipulation of the desigmesatmospherics variables.
We used video pictures of store environments tottes environmental prefer-
ence and perception. This technique has been tmaidaof researchers in vari-
ous disciplines including environmental psycholodye pictures concerning
the 2 design factors used the following four desilfarnatives: high shelf height
— simple shelves layout; low shelf height — simghelves layout; high shelf
height — complex shelves layout; low shelf heightemplex shelves layout.
Thus, four environments were created with the seteamages as a basis for
guestionnaire. Empirical research was conducted sample of 240 part-time
university post-graduate students (aged 22 — 36)eaith 126 female and 114
male participants. Such respondents are appromudigects for this kind of ex-
perimental study, sice supermarkets as a targatiroéxperiment, were principal
part of their shopping experience. Similar samplirgme was used by Baker,
Grewal and Levy (1992) in their study and in theeaach of Jin (2009). Non-
-probability sampling in the form of conveniencengding was employed. This
type of sampling collects all subjects that fitaatpular criterion, which is regu-
lar grocery shopping. Average frequency of grosgpping in the sample was
3.65 times a week. Thus, the unit of analysis far marticular research was an
individual shopper.

Four groups each consisting of 60 respondents ggyesed to one particular
image and asked to respond to the pictures of ehdédyyout and shelf height and
to express their views to the questionnaire. Inresearch we investigated cog-
nitive as well as affective store design evaluaiohconsumers. The cognitive
part of evaluation was tested on legibility, repraig how easy the store envi-
ronment can be recognized, or how easy it is ) &irway in a store. The level
of legibility was assessed on a 7-point scale {fo—problems in way finding,
1 — massive problems in way finding). The affectpaet of evaluation was test-
ed on arousal that is a psychological construeted to emotions stimulated by
the store. Very low levels of arousal result iraekl of interest, while very high
levels of arousal can lead to “panic” and lead asamer to avoid a store or
to leave a store quickly. Crowded spaces may creaté a level of arousal.
Arousal was measured using 7-point scale, wherehighest excitement and
1 - lowest excitement. Repeat purchase intentiomsgociated with preferring
one store over the other, frequent purchasing ftbis store, and intentions
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to shop in the store in the future. For the purpafseur research a 7-point scale
was used with extremes 7 — very high purchasetioeand 1 — very low pur-
chase intention.

To assess the key design variables, followingstahts were used as meas-
urement items: (1) Shelf height (for low shelf H&id60 cm and for high shelf
height 230 cm): “This shelf height is appropriaierie”; (2) Shelf layout: “Find-
ing products in this store is easy”; (3) Legibility am confident to find my
way in this store”; (4) Arousal: “I feel excited this store”; (5) Repeat purchase
intention: “My shopping in this store will be ingHuture probable”. All measu-
rement items were assessed on a 7-point scalestfbrgly disagree, 7 — strong-
ly agree).

Analysis of variance was employed as a primaryissieal technique in
the research to test the hypotheses (Rossiter,; Z}asuraman, Zeithaml and
Berry, 1998).

4. Results and Discussion

To analyse whether the manipulations of the twaigiefactors reached the
intended levels and could be used in the subsegasearch, one-way ANOVA
was used. Four conditions with appropriate stoctupts were produced in a 2
(shelf height: high vs low) x 2 (shelves layouimple vs complex) design.

The analysis of variance for both shelf height ahdlf-layout was used to
check the manipulations. As documented in Tablboth manipulations were
successful and indicated that the difference betwegh vs low shelves height
and simple vs complex shelves-layout was statistisaynificant at p< 0.001. It
can be concluded that the manipulations were stitdge used in the research.
Table 1 presents the results of the manipulati@tkch

Table 1
Analysis of Variance for Design Stimuli — Manipulaton Check
Design stimuli Mean value (M) F-value p-value
Shelf height M high shelves = 6.05 196.54 P<0.001
M low shelves = 3.75
Shelves layout M simple layout = 4.92 37.12 P<0.001
M complex layout = 3.85

Source:Own calculation.

The results for shelf height indicated that thiéedénce between the high-
shelf and low-shelf conditions was statisticallgrsficant. The p-value was
beyond a level of 0.001 with an F-value 196.54. tean (M) of high-shelves
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was significantly higher than for the low-shelvés lfigh shelves = 6.05 vs M
low shelves = 3.75). Results for shelves layoutipced F-value of 37.12 and
a p-value below 0.001 and document that this pdaicmanipulation was suc-
cessful as well. The difference between the groepma for simple layout and
complex layout was statistically significant (M gila layout = 4.92 versus
M complex layout = 3.85).

Hypotheses 1 and 2 relate to the cognitive patthefmodel. Hypothesis 1
proposes that stores with low shelves are moréelieghan stores with high
shelves. Analysis of variance was used to testdifference. The one-way
ANOVA test indicates (Table 2) that the mean Id@ib{L) for high-shelf stores
is significantly lower than the mean legibility féow-shelf stores (ML high
shelves = 3.64& ML low shelves = 4.88; F = 19.472;90.001). Hypothesis 1 is
supported, because a store with low shelves wiltlpce a higher level of legi-
bility than a store with high shelves. In genesdlelf height has a significant
impact on legibility.

Table 2
ANOVA Results for H1 (Dependent variable: Legibility)
Sum of squares Degrees of freedom  Mean squars Flva p-value
Between groups 29.388 1 29.388 19.47p 0.000
Within groups 692.413 238 2.046
Total 721.801 239

Source:Own calculation.

Hypothesis H2 investigated the impact of floortgat on legibility and pro-
posed that a simple shelves layout is associatddannigher level of legibility.
For retail stores with simple shelves layout as parad to complex shelves lay-
out the difference in means for legibility was stitally significant. The results
of ANOVA for H2 (Table 3) reveal a higher level thfe mean legibility in sim-
ple shelves layout than the mean legibility of ctexshelves layout (ML sim-
ple layout = 4.9% ML complex layout = 3.56; F = 84.203;900.001). Thus, the
hypothesis H2 was supported.

Table 3
ANOVA Results for H2 (Dependent variable: Legibility)
Sum of squares Degrees of freedom  Mean squars Flva p-value
Between groups 98.012 1 98.012 54.208 0.000
Within groups 700.402 238 1.912
Total 798.414 239

Source:Own calculation.
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Hypotheses H3 and H4 relate to the affective pédtthe stimuli evaluation
and test whether the effects of shelf height arelvels layout are statistically
significant. Hypothesis H3 testing differences mowsal (A) caused by shelf
height (Table 4) was not supported (MA high shelves13> MA low shelves
= 3.66; F = 2.498; p = 0.049).

The same was found in examining the design fasitetves layout in hypo-
thesis H4 (Table 5), which proved also not stat#ly significant (MA simple
layout = 3.79%< MA complex layout = 3.89; F = 2.042; p = 0.299)isl an im-
portant result indicating that also subsequent thgmis (H6) working with
arousal cannot be supported, because a preconditiamy hypothesis to be
tested is that the prime variables are effectivecesboth factors utilized in the
research (shelf height and shelves layout) didonaduce significant differences
between levels of arousal, an exploration of thpedelence proposed in H6
will be unwarranted.

A possible explanation for the results of H3 andl id that store design
factors examined in the research do not evoke dnaidigctive responses in
consumers.

Table 4
ANOVA Results for H3 (Dependent variable: Arousal)
Sum of squares Degrees of freedom  Mean squars Flva p-value
Between groups 4.412 1 4.412 2.498 0.049
Within groups 389.038 238 1.316
Total 393.450 239

Source:Own calculation.

Table 5
ANOVA Results for H4 (Dependent variable: Arousal)
Sum of squares Degrees of freedom  Mean squars Flva p-value
Between groups 1.263 1 0.744 2.047 0.299
Within groups 295.44 238 0.930
Total 296.677 239

Source:Own calculation.

Hypothesis H5 proved to be supported. The ANOWAdiings suggest that
the repeat purchase intention (RPI) for higherlletéegibility was significantly
higher than for the lower levels of legibility (MRRigher legibility = 5.89>
MRPI lower legibility = 3.04; F = 79.793; £0.001). In summary, a store design
that evokes a higher level of legibility stimulatesre intention to return to the
store.
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Conclusion

The aim of the paper was to identify the effecstafre layout in retail design
on shopping behaviour using a cognitive and affectihnformation processing.
We explained how the environmental stimuli (stoesign elements) influence
legibility and arousal (evaluation states) and hbese evaluation states mediate
the effects of stimuli on responses and thus atfextehavioural outcomes (re-
peat purchase intention).

The design factors of shelf height and shelvesuayvere investigated and
found to influence the store evaluations. Legipiltas tested for the cognitive
part and arousal for the affective part of the eaabn. Experimental research
was employed to assess the design changes atlgéstpotheses.

Results indicate that the design factors of dheiljht and shelves layout have
an impact on shopping behaviour. Stores with loehas and simple shelves
layout result in a higher level of legibility thainis in stores with high shelves
and complex shelves layout. However, the shelfiieagd shelves layout do not
result in significantly different levels of arous@hese findings support the con-
clusion that both the design factors have a sicgnifi effect on the cognitive, but
not on the affective part of the information praieg and confirm the conclu-
sions of Donovan et al. (1994). The study illugtsathe importance of shelf
height and shelves layout in designing the storekits outcomes are in line
with the findings of Nierop, Fok and Frances (2008gstigating the impact of
shelf layout. It might help managers in better ustiding the customer’s
shopping decisions.

Several studies (Dawson, Bloch and Ridgeway, 18@quez and Bruce,
2002; Kent, 2007) confirm that attitudes toward té&il store environment can
sometimes be more influential in determining therestchoice than attitudes
toward the product. Hence, decisions regarding simere attributes should not
be done in an intuitive way, but based on deepocex customer experience.
The amount of time, which a customer spends i@ sis very important, there-
fore retailers design their stores to increasettime by enhancing the shopping
experience. The higher the set of design factbes)dnger the visit in the store
and the higher the probability of the purchasedifigs of our research enable
the recommendations to retail management in tha afeadopting direction
labels helping orientation in the store, improvetr@rshelf labelling and ensur-
ing visual accessibility of the store (avoiding thighelves). Changes to layouts
can reduce shopping stress and enhance the shapgirgence. Clear and legi-
ble store design reduces uncertainty often assatigith large floor spaces.

Store atmosphere is critical in stimulating custosro visit a store and to in-
crease the shopping frequency. Positive shoppipgreence and store evaluation
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can influence future shopping preferences and imeffeveloping store loyalty.
Our findings support the notion that there showddhigher attention devoted to
the effects of architecture and interior desigrirmtividual and social behaviour.
This research helps to introduce more complex eaptm in atmospherics, by
combining affective and cognitive path of infornasitiprocessing. By adopting
environmental psychology findings into the atmosjtheontext, new areas for
future research could arise for traditional thetaryoe tested. Further, the infor-
mation provided might help reduce costs dependmgtore design and increase
financial opportunities for retailers. Finally, tiieeoretical structure of this re-
search could be extended beyond the design elenweirtslude also social and
ambient factors to create more comprehensive utatelisg of “why” and
“how” atmospherics influences shopping behaviour.

However, it is important to realize that evenhig tatmosphere is considered
successful, it must undergo a periodic review,tagmpact on customers de-
clines over time and competitors may come with medfieient and new atmo-
sphere ideas (Turley and Chebat, 2002; Turley aiiliiidn, 2000). Complete
reformulation of atmosphere is not a simple chgiéerbut it has the ability to
significantly modify customers’ perceptions of #tere.

We are aware of some procedure-related limitatiohsur research. The
sampling procedure might seem to be rather simmdecanvenience (purposive)
sampling might not be the most refined and preajgaoach. However, the ex-
perience of existing expert studies based on sirsdanpling (Levy, Weitz and
Grewal, 2014; Jin, 2009) and our respondents sefeetith a clear purpose in
mind, entitle the choosen method. Future reseaocidcalso consider factors
such as age, gender and impact of geographic camnscimaracteristics on the
atmospherics perception. Next to design factorsriestigation of ambient and
social factors in store atmosphere opens an itiegeesearch route. Among all
these future research perspectives it has to b&idamed that store design should
be a determinant of joyful and positive feelingsimopping process.
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