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Abstract 

The purpose of this study was to assess consumers‟ approach and avoidance behaviors 

towards lifestyle and shoppable product displays as mediated by their emotional states 

and moderated by their convenience orientation and hedonic shopping value. Virtual 

depictions of four types of product displays (non-lifestyle-non-shoppable, non-lifestyle-

shoppable, lifestyle-non-shoppable, and lifestyle-shoppable) were included in 

questionnaires and completed by 157 participants. ANOVA results indicated a significant 

effect of lifestyle product display on participants‟ experienced cognitive pleasure and a 

significant effect of shoppable product display on participants‟ experienced pleasure, 

arousal, and cognitive pleasure. Participants who viewed the lifestyle-shoppable product 

display experienced significantly more pleasure, arousal, and cognitive pleasure than 

those who viewed the non-lifestyle-non-shoppable product display. The lifestyle-

shoppable product display also evoked more arousal in participants than the lifestyle-non-

shoppable product display. This research supports the S-O link of the S-O-R model 

(Mehrabian & Russell, 1974).  Findings have implications for future researchers 

interested in studying new product display types. It also has practical implications for 

retailers that sell apparel as part of a wide product assortment or any retailer looking to 

implement product displays that evoke emotional responses in consumers. 
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Introduction 

Statement of the Problem 

This research was inspired by the industry trend of mass merchandisers to expand 

their product assortment to include food, household goods, furnishings, and apparel 

(Arnold & Luthra, 2000). The majority of contemporary consumers are shopping at these 

retailers: 70% of consumers shop at Walmart, 50% shop at other mass merchandisers (i.e. 

Target, Kmart), and 43% shop at value department stores (i.e. Kohl‟s, JCPenney) (Mintel, 

2010a). Accordingly, mass merchandisers have experienced significant sales growth 

(37% from 2003 to 2008). A considerable portion of these sales are from apparel 

products: for example, 10% of Walmart‟s and 40% of Target‟s sales are from apparel 

products (Mintel, 2010b). In fact, half of the women who shopped for clothing in 2010 

made purchases at mass merchandisers or value department stores (Mintel, 2010b). 

Despite this fact, only 16% of a typical mass merchandisers‟ product assortment is 

apparel products (IBISWorld, 2010). In response to this behavior, some mass 

merchandisers are taking steps to expand their apparel product offerings (IBISWorld, 

2010). As mass merchandisers add apparel products to their assortments, they will need 

to find ways to aggressively market them to their existing (and profitable) customer base. 

This research explores one way of accomplishing this task: product display. 

Product display is an element of visual merchandising (Kerfoot, Davies, & Ward, 

2003). Visual merchandising is concerned with how retailers send visual messages to 

consumers and how consumers decipher these messages (Kerfoot et al., 2003). When 

these messages are deciphered correctly, consumers have a positive response that may 
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ultimately lead to purchase (Kerfoot et al., 2003). Product display can also be considered 

an atmospheric (Turley & Milliman, 2000). The term “atmospherics” was introduced by 

Kotler (1973) to describe “the effort to design buying environments to produce specific 

emotional effects in the buyer that enhance his purchase probability” (p. 50).  

Visual merchandising and atmospherics are both concerned with the creation of a 

retail environment. Retail environments have been shown to affect a consumer‟s affective 

response to a store (Babin & Attaway, 2000), willingness to buy (Baker, Levy, & Grewal, 

1992; ), emotional states (Baker et al., 1992; Donovan, Rossiter, Marcoolyn, & Nesdale, 

1994; Groeppel-Klein, 2005; Ridgway, Dawson, & Bloch, 1989; Sherman, Mathur, & 

Smith, 1997), perceived shopping value (Babin & Attaway, 2000), and patronage 

behavior (Donovan et al., 1994; Sherman et al., 1997). Although product display has been 

an under-researched area in the visual merchandising literature (Lea-Greenwood, 1998), 

there is some research that supports the idea that product display can have an effect on 

consumer response (Lam & Mukherjee, 2005; Kerfoot et al., 2003; Fiore, Yah, & Yoh, 

2000). Thus, an investigation of product display as a means of increasing the sales of 

apparel products is a worthwhile endeavor, as previous researchers have shown that 

consumers are affected by the visual components and displays of the environments in 

which they shop. 

Primarily known for their low-prices (Lee, Atkins, Kim, & Park, 2006), mass 

merchandisers typically do not need to have elaborate visual merchandising strategies in 

order to attract customers. Yet a creative visual presentation may cause the boring, 

unpleasant task of shopping to be viewed as a leisure or recreational activity (Hart & 
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Davies, 1996), which could cause customers to spend more time in the store than they 

had planned. Consumers who spend more time in the store generally spend more money 

as well. Furthermore an expansive product assortment, such as those provided by big box 

retailers, provides management the opportunity to creatively merchandise their stores 

(Hart & Davies, 1996; Kerfoot et al., 2003). Cross-merchandising, when related or 

complementary products that are not usually sold in the same place are merchandised in 

the same location to boost sales of both products (Herbst, Stanton, & Armstrong, 2006), 

is one such creative merchandising strategy available to mass merchandisers. When 

retailers cross-merchandise a diverse range of products they may derive additional sales 

from their existing customer base because customers that are already in the store are 

tempted to buy new products they had not previously considered (Dreze & Hoch, 1998). 

This research utilizes cross-merchandising by including products from multiple 

categories in a product display, thus leading a customer who typically buys from one 

category to be exposed to another.  

Consumers are increasingly shopping at mass merchandisers because of their 

utilitarian shopping benefits including the convenience they offer due to the wide product 

assortments (Mintel, 2010b), accessible store locations (Mintel, 2010b), and one-stop 

shopping that decreases transportations costs (Mintel, 2008). Thus, for any new 

merchandising innovation to be effective in this context, it would need to appeal to a 

customer who values convenience (Herbst et al., 2006). This research investigates how a 

convenience feature of a product display, shopability, may impact behavior of a 
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convenience-oriented consumer. A shoppable display is one wherein the display both 

highlights products and presents them to consumers.    

However, contemporary consumers are not only concerned with utilitarian 

shopping benefits (i.e. convenience) but also hedonic benefits, or the multi-sensory, 

fantasy, and emotional aspects of shopping (Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982). To build a 

wide customer base a retail environment should also appeal to hedonic shoppers because 

environments with hedonic benefits will be tolerated by utilitarian shoppers but a harsh 

utilitarian environment will not be tolerated by hedonic shoppers (Ballantine, Jack, & 

Parsons, 2010). Thus, if a mass merchandiser not known for creating an emotionally 

engaging visual experience (Lee et al., 2006) started doing so, they could appeal to more 

consumers than they previously had; that is, they could attract both utilitarian and 

hedonic consumers. Although buying apparel at a mass merchandiser was once 

associated with a certain consumer demographic, consumers who do not consider 

themselves mass merchandiser shoppers are buying apparel at these retailers (Mintel, 

2008). These potential customers may value the addition of hedonic elements including 

lifestyle products displays, as these displays create holistic, themed presentations that can 

appeal to hedonic consumers‟ emotional and aesthetic needs while shopping. 

Convenient and aesthetically pleasing product displays may tempt consumers to 

purchase a product that they had not planned to buy before arriving at the store. These 

unplanned purchases may be especially encouraged by supermarkets or other large stores 

(i.e. mass merchandisers) (Bayley & Nancarrow, 1998) because these stores make 

shopping easy by making products very visible and creating store environments that 
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guide customers through the store, thus prompting them to buy more products than they 

intended (Bowlbey, 1997). Product display is one way in which retailers encourage 

consumers to make unplanned purchases (Abratt & Goodey, 1990; Chevalier, 1975; 

Curhan, 1974; Stern, 1962; Wilkinson, Mason, & Paksoy, 1982; Wood, 1998). An 

effective in-store product display may draw consumers‟ attention towards a featured 

product (Stern, 1962), heighten consumer emotion in response to an attractive visual 

stimulus (Kalla & Arora, 2011; Miao, 2010), or cause them to overlook an analytic 

evaluation of a purchase decision (Kalla & Arora, 2011). As sales resulting from 

consumers‟ unplanned purchases may be an important portion of retailers‟ profits, stores 

may try to encourage these purchases by creating effective product displays (Wood, 

1998). 
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Definitions of Terms 

Product display is defined as “a consciously designed presentation of selected 

merchandise in a defined area, highlighting the products and creating a mood and 

message with the intent to positively affect consumers‟ approach responses” (Fiore et al., 

2000, p. 29). Product displays can include all or some of the following: products, 

mannequins, fixtures, props, signage, lighting, and music (Fiore et al., 2000). The current 

research utilized a 2 by 2 between-subjects design to test four combinations of two types 

of product displays: non-lifestyle-non-shoppable product displays, non-lifestyle-

shoppable product displays, lifestyle-non-shoppable product displays, and lifestyle-

shoppable product display. 

Shoppability is defined by Burke and Payton (2006) as “the capacity of the 

shopping environment to transform consumer needs and desires into purchases” (p. 66). 

Retail shoppability has two important components: consumer engagement and purchase 

conversion. Retailers achieve consumer engagement when they address consumers‟ needs 

or make them salient in a retail environment. Purchase conversion occurs when shoppers 

become buyers (Burke, 2005). Some ways to achieve shoppability is to make products 

clearly visible, make product presentations organized and simple, and make the shopping 

experience convenient (Burke, 2005). The definition of shoppable product display used 

was as follows: a product display in which the featured products are stocked within the 

display itself. This concept was operationalized by creating displays where the promoted 

items were located within the display itself. For example, in a shoppable display the 

sweater worn by a mannequin is also folded and stacked on a shelf in the display. In a 
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non-shoppable display, the sweater worn by a mannequin is not included in the display 

and is assumed to be located elsewhere in the store. 

Lifestyle retailing is “the policy of tailoring a retail offering closely to the 

lifestyles of specific target-market segments” (Blackwell & Talarzyk, 1983, p. 7). A 

lifestyle may be communicated visually through the design of a retail environment (Kent, 

2007). Although lifestyle product displays have been previously investigated (Fiore et al., 

2000; Groeppel-Klein, 2005), a definition of lifestyle product display has not been 

developed. Therefore, a definition was developed based three important attributes of 

these displays: (1) the creation of a holistic, aesthetically pleasing theme or scene, (2) the 

cross-merchandised nature of the included props, and (3) the consumers‟ ability to 

envision themselves in the scene or using the product. The first attribute was addressed 

by creating a product display with props that create a scene; for example, Fiore et al. 

(2000) constructed a lifestyle product display by including props such as a mirror, 

pillows, blanket, candles, and flowers to complement a featured sleepwear product. The 

second attribute acknowledges that these props tend to be from multiple product 

categories and are especially suitable for retailers that carry wide product assortments 

(i.e. mass merchandisers). The third attribute was proposed by Fiore et al. (2000) who 

found that lifestyle product displays were effective because they encouraged consumers 

to envision themselves in the scene or using the product resulting in positive responses 

from consumers. Thus, the following definition was developed. A lifestyle display 

provides a presentation of featured merchandise complemented by cross-merchandised 

props in order to create an aesthetically pleasing, holistic, and themed display in which 



   8 

 

the consumer can envision themselves. This concept was operationalized by creating a 

display that featured apparel products complemented by cross-merchandised props and a 

background setting. A non-lifestyle display was created by using dressed mannequins 

alone. 

This research investigated two moderating variables: convenience-orientation and 

hedonic shopping value. Morganosky (1986) defined a convenience-oriented consumer as 

one that seeks to “accomplish a task in the shortest time with the least expenditure of 

human energy” (p. 37). Convenience is not just a matter of saving time or effort; rather, it 

considers both the amount of control consumers have in the expenditure of their 

resources as well as their perceived value they have gained in achieving their shopping 

goals (Farquhar & Rowley, 2009).  

Hirschman and Holbrook (1982) defined hedonic consumption as “those facets of 

consumer behavior that relate to the multi-sensory, fantasy, and emotive aspects of one‟s 

experience with products” (p. 92). Hedonic shopping value is often discussed in contrast 

to utilitarian shopping value, defined as “outcomes that result from a conscious pursuit of 

an intended consequence” (Babin, Darden, & Griffin, 1994, p. 646). In other words, 

utilitarian value can be likened to shopping for a goal and hedonic value can be likened to 

shopping as a goal (Babin et al., 1994). Traditionally, research in consumer behavior has 

focused on the utilitarian benefits of shopping (Bloch & Bruce, 1984); that is, consumers‟ 

shopping decisions were considered to be a means to purchasing a product in a deliberate 

and efficient way (Babin et al., 1994). In the 1980s, the concept of hedonic shopping 

value was introduced in consumer behavior literature (Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982). 
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Now, the two values are considered as a duality, with consumers falling somewhere in 

between the two poles (Babin et al., 1994).  

The research considered three mediating variables: pleasure, arousal, and 

cognitive pleasure. Pleasure and arousal were originally proposed by Mehrabian and 

Russell (1974) as two of the three emotional states that mediate the response to a 

stimulus. Pleasure is defined as “the degree to which the person feels good, joyful, happy, 

or satisfied in the situation” (Donovan & Rossiter, 1982, p. 38). Arousal is defined as 

“the degree to which a person feels excited, stimulated, alert, or active in the situation” 

(Donovan & Rossiter, 1982, p. 38).  

Cognitive pleasure is the pleasure that “results from cognitive activity involved in 

the understanding or creation of symbolic content” (Fiore et al., 2000, p.33). It has also 

been defined as the pleasure that occurs when cognitive processes are activated during 

experiential consumption to create imaginative constructions of reality (Holbrook & 

Hirschman, 1982). Cognitive pleasure from the creation of symbolic content can result 

from mental imagery, daydreams, and fantasies (Fiore et al., 2000). Additionally, 

processing information about products, posed mannequins, and props in a store display 

may require the creation of mental imagery and cognitive activity (Fiore et al., 2000). 

Cognitive pleasure may result when consumers imagine themselves performing a task 

(Anderson, 1983) or using a product portrayed in a display (Fiore et al., 2000). It has also 

been suggested that as consumers imagine themselves in a fantasy using a displayed 

product they may make an impulsive, unplanned purchase of the product in an effort to 

bridge the gap between fantasy and reality (Kalla & Arora, 2011). 
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The dependent variable in this research is approach and avoidance behavior. This 

is the response variable in the S-O-R model (Mehrabian & Russell, 1974). Approach 

behaviors demonstrate the willingness and desire to go into or stay in an environment and 

avoidance behaviors demonstrate a desire to leave the environment (Donovan & Rossiter, 

1982).  
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Research Purpose 

The purpose of this research was to determine the combined and independent 

effects of lifestyle displays and shoppable displays on consumers‟ emotional states and 

approach and avoidance behavior. Four product display types were developed as stimuli 

for participants: non-lifestyle-non-shoppable product displays, non-lifestyle-shoppable 

product displays, lifestyle-non-shoppable product displays, and lifestyle-shoppable 

product displays. Participants‟ emotional states (pleasure, arousal, and cognitive pleasure) 

after viewing these displays were measured and the possible mediating effect of 

emotional states on the relationship between product display type and approach and 

avoidance behavior was tested. In addition, participants‟ convenience orientation and 

hedonic shopping value were tested as moderating variables of the relationships between 

product display type and emotional states, and product display type and approach and 

avoidance behavior. 
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Significance of Proposed Research 

The current research contributes to the visual merchandising, product display, and 

lifestyle retailing literature. In general, the role of visual merchandising in consumer 

decision making is an under-researched area in the academic literature (Lea-Greenwood, 

1998). Most information on this topic can be found in textbooks that inform readers of 

best practices or methods of visual merchandising (Kerfoot et al., 2003). Furthermore, 

few researchers have addressed how visual merchandising affects consumers‟ behavioral 

responses (Kerfoot et al., 2003). Yet, it seems to be an industry standard for visual 

merchandisers that effective product displays lead to purchases (Fiore et al., 2000). Thus, 

research needs to be conducted to understand if this accepted industry standard can be 

supported by empirical evidence. 

Few researchers have considered product displays as a holistic element; rather, 

they have been addressed according to different features (e.g., layout, fixturing, lighting) 

(Kerfoot et al., 2003). Some researchers have established the importance of “liking” 

product displays in consumer response but found that liking alone did not predict 

consumers‟ response behavior (Kerfoot et al., 2003). Thus, further research needs to be 

conducted on other variables that may affect consumers‟ behavior in response to product 

displays. As retailers must spend money to implement any type of product displays in 

their store, it is in their best interest to implement those that evoke consumer responses 

that lead to purchases. The current research contributes to the literature by examining the 

effect of consumers‟ convenience orientation and shopping values on their responses 

towards two types of product displays. Findings of this research will be of interest to 
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those researchers investigating consumer behavior in retail environments as well as 

professionals working in visual merchandising. 

 Although the general area of lifestyle retailing has been researched in terms of 

marketing (Blackwell & Talarzyk, 1983) and branding (Helman & Chernatony, 1999), it 

has not been widely discussed in terms of visual merchandising or product display. As 

lifestyle retailing grows in popularity, academic research should also consider the ways in 

which retailers can implement these ideas and communicate lifestyles to consumers in-

store. By communicating lifestyles in-store with the use of their own products, retailers 

send a personal message by being face-to-face with the consumers while also saving 

money on marketing and branding campaigns. The current research helps to develop this 

area of literature by defining and exploring the concept of lifestyle product displays. It 

also benefits retailers that have identified a lifestyle for their brands but have not found 

effective ways to communicate it to their customers. 

 Finally, this research builds upon existing literature by defining two new terms: 

lifestyle product display and shoppable product display. These definitions are built upon 

the previous research and previously defined terms (product display, lifestyle retailing, 

and shoppability). The introduction of these terms will help academics better define and 

identify product display techniques. 

This research investigates two new types of product displays, which have 

practical implications for retailers. The majority of retailers do not implement lifestyle 

displays in their stores perhaps due to their cost.  If findings indicate that consumers have 

a preference for and report approach behavior in response to lifestyle product displays, 
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retailers may decide that the costs are worth the increased business. Similarly, if findings 

indicate that consumers prefer shoppable displays, retailers may consider expanding their 

displays to include stocked product. If consumers do not prefer shoppable displays, 

retailers may consider saving space by removing stocked product in the displays. 

Furthermore, if consumers show a preference for lifestyle displays but only if they are 

shoppable, retailers may want to shift to increased use of these displays.  

It is the researcher‟s intent that research findings be applied to mass 

merchandisers. However, the findings may also have implications for other retail formats. 

Creating lifestyle displays in specialty and boutique retailers may help bolster customer 

excitement and intrigue. The findings could also be applicable to department stores, as 

their wide merchandise assortments allow for many distinctive visual merchandising 

displays for many different brands in the same store (Kerfoot et al., 2003).  
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Literature Review 

The literature review first presents the conceptual model used for this research, 

the Stimulus-Organism-Response Model (S-O-R model) (Mehrabian & Russell, 1974), 

and its application to retail environments. Then it presents an overview of related studies 

of the effects of visual merchandising and product display on consumer behavior. Next, it 

reviews literature about the concepts of lifestyle retailing and lifestyle product displays. 

Then it presents literature related to the additional mediating variable not included in the 

original S-O-R model (cognitive pleasure) and the moderating variables (convenience 

orientation and hedonic shopping value) of the current research. 

Conceptual Background 

The S-O-R model. This research uses the Stimulus-Organism-Response Model 

(see Figure 1), as first introduced by environmental psychologists Mehrabian and Russell 

(1974). The model is three-part: stimulus, organism, and response. The relationship 

between the stimulus (the environment) and the response (an individual‟s actions) can be 

explained using the organism (the mediating or intervening variables).  

Donovan and Rossiter (1982) were among the first to apply the S-O-R model to 

retail environments. They argued that the model was appropriate for the study of the 

effects of retail environments on consumers because these effects tended to be emotional 

states that were difficult to verbalize, were temporary and troublesome to recall, and 

immediately affected in-store behavior (rather than later attitudes). Use of the model is 

predominant among researchers studying how retail environments influence consumers 

(Kerfoot et al., 2003). What follows is an explanation of each part of the model. 
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Figure 1. Stimulus-Organism-Response Model (Mehrabian & Russell, 1974) 
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Stimulus. Mehrabian and Russell (1974) did not discuss the stimulus at length. In 

the context of retail environments, the stimulus is any aspect of the retail environment 

that evokes an emotional response from consumers (i.e. color, store layouts, music, 

lighting, or signage) (Donovan & Rossiter, 1982). The stimulus can be defined in terms 

of its information rate or load. The load of a stimulus is determined by its novelty (i.e. 

how unexpected, new, surprising, or original it is) and complexity (i.e. how many 

features or aspects there are in the environment or how often it changes or is in motion) 

(Mehrabian & Russell, 1974). Thus, stimuli that are novel and complex have a higher 

information load and have more impact on the organism than those stimuli that are 

common and simple. 

Organism. The second part of the S-O-R model is the organism. The organism is 

the emotional states within the consumer as affected or evoked by the introduction of 

stimuli. Mehrabian and Russell‟s (1974) initial focus was on three emotional states: 

pleasure, arousal, and dominance (PAD). All possible emotional states experienced by 

consumers can be categorized using these three dimensions (Mehrabian & Russell, 1974). 

Dominance was later shown to be less important in mediating response behaviors 

(Russell & Pratt, 1980) and as a result has increasingly not been measured in research 

about retail environments (Baker et al., 1992; Donovan et al., 1994; Ridgway et al., 1990; 

Sherman et al., 1997). Many researchers have modified the organism to include 

emotional states other than PAD (Fiore & Kim, 2007; Turley & Milliman, 2000; Yoo, 

Park, & MacInnis, 1998). 
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It is the interaction between pleasure and arousal that dictates subsequent 

approach and avoidance response behaviors (Mehrabian & Russell, 1974). Mehrabian 

and Russell (1974) theorize that in a pleasant environment, high arousal leads to approach 

behaviors and that in an unpleasant environment high arousal leads to avoidance 

behaviors (Donovan & Rossiter, 1982). In a neutral environment, high or low arousal 

leads to avoidance behaviors but moderate arousal leads to approach behaviors (Donovan 

& Rossiter, 1982). 

Response. The emotional states of the organism mediate the relationship between 

stimulus and response. As introduced by Mehrabian and Russell (1974), a consumer‟s 

response is either approach or avoidance. Approach behaviors express a desire to stay in 

an environment, a desire to explore the environment, a desire to communicate with others 

in the environment, and the enhancement of performance or satisfaction in the 

environment (Mehrabian & Russell, 1974). Avoidance behaviors express a desire to get 

out of an environment, a desire to avoid interacting with an environment, a desire to 

avoid communication with others, and the hindrance of performance or satisfaction in the 

environment (Mehrabian & Russell, 1974). In retail environments, approach behaviors 

can be likened to patronage intention, in-store search, interaction with salespeople, and 

repeat patronage (Donovan & Rossiter, 1982).  Approach and avoidance behaviors are 

common dependent variables in research on retail environments (Turley & Milliman, 

2000).  

Application of the S-O-R model to retail environments. Donovan and Rossiter 

(1982) conducted a study to provide support of the effective application of the S-O-R 
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model to retail environments.  Thirty participants were instructed to visit retail stores and 

fill out the questionnaires while in the store.  The questionnaire included Mehrabian and 

Russell‟s (1974) measures of PAD and behavioral intentions that were slightly altered to 

be relevant to retail environments. The researchers found that the stimulus (a retail 

environment) had an emotional effect on participants (organism), which was a powerful 

predictor of their approach and avoidance behaviors (response). Pleasure had the biggest 

effect on approach and avoidance behaviors. Their study demonstrated that the S-O-R 

model was applicable to studying retail environments. 

Since Donovan and Rossiter‟s (1982) study, many researchers have applied the S-

O-R model to retail environments (Michon, Chebat, & Turley, 2005; Ridgway et al., 

1989; Spangenberg, Sprott, Grohmann, & Tracy, 2006; Summers & Hebert, 2001). Fiore 

et al. (2000) argued that the model can be applied to understanding the effectiveness of 

product displays as displays can provide affective pleasure to the consumer in a manner 

similar to entire retail environments. Other researchers have subsequently used the model 

to study product display (Kerfoot et al., 2003; Turley & Milliman, 2000). 

The S-O-R model in previous research. Previous researchers in the field of 

retail environments have applied the S-O-R model to their research. Research by 

Donovan et al. (1994) examined how PAD emotions were related to consumers‟ 

anticipated and actual spending during a shopping experience. Sixty shoppers were 

approached in a store and were asked how much time and money they anticipated 

spending, their emotions while shopping, and the amount of time and money they 

actually spent at the conclusion of their shopping. The PAD emotional states predicted 
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actual purchase behaviors. Specifically, participants who experienced pleasure spent 

extra time or unplanned money in the store.  

Ridgway et al. (1989) applied the S-O-R- model within a retail environment to 

examine consumers‟ emotional responses and their effects on patronage behaviors and 

attitudes. Questionnaires were completed by 278 consumers shopping in an open-air 

market in a downtown area. Approach and avoidance behaviors were influenced by 

consumers‟ reported arousal and pleasure levels. Contrary to Donovan and Rossiter‟s 

(1982) early results, arousal had a bigger influence on approach and avoidance than did 

pleasure. 

Sherman et al. (1997) investigated the influence of a store‟s environment on 

consumers‟ emotions and how these emotions affected purchase behavior. Questionnaires 

that included items about experienced emotions and a store‟s design, social, and ambient 

environment were answered by 688 consumers in a shopping mall. The design 

environment referred to the visual aspects (i.e. color, layout, clutter) of the store, the 

social environment referred to the other people present in the store (i.e. salespeople, 

customers), and the ambient environment referred to the nonvisual aspects of the store 

(i.e. smell, lighting). The social and design environment had a positive impact on 

pleasure which resulted in increased liking of the store and money spent. The ambience 

of the environment positively affected arousal, which had a positive effect on money and 

time spent in the store. Based on these results, the researchers suggested that retailers pay 

attention to the environmental factors that create emotional responses in consumers in 
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addition to the cognitive appeals of marketing campaigns and utilitarian reasons for 

shopping. 

Baker et al. (1992) used the S-O-R model to examine the effect of ambient (music 

and lighting) and social (number of salespeople) store environment cues on consumers‟ 

willingness to buy, as mediated by consumers‟ arousal and pleasure.  Videotaped 

simulations of a shopping trip were viewed by 147 undergraduate students who then 

responded to a questionnaire measuring experienced pleasure, arousal, and willingness to 

buy. The researchers found that the ambient and social environment cues together 

affected consumers‟ experienced pleasure, but social environmental cues alone 

influenced consumers‟ experienced arousal. Pleasure and arousal were shown to mediate 

the relationship between store environment cues and consumers‟ willingness to buy.  

Application of the S-O-R model to the current research. The current research 

was built upon the S-O-R model (see Figure 2). Participants are exposed to one of the 

four types of product displays (stimuli) developed by combinations of lifestyle and 

shoppability. Participants will experience some emotional state (organism) as a result of 

exposure to the stimulus. The experienced emotional states will consequently affect 

consumers‟ approach and avoidance behavior (response).  
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Figure 2. Proposed conceptual model 
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Related Studies 

Product display and consumer decision making. Kerfoot et al. (2003) 

addressed the lack of research on product display by conducting a study to determine 

which features of a product display are important to and liked by consumers and how 

product displays affect consumer‟s perception of price and likelihood of browsing the 

display. Thirteen “fashion-loving” female participants aged 18-26 were shown photos of 

product displays and then asked whether they recognized the brands of the pictured 

clothing, how much they liked the display, if the display was attractive, their likelihood 

of browsing the display, and their purchase intention. Consumers that liked a particular 

display were likely to report they would browse the display and this intention to browse 

was linked to purchase intentions. However, these researchers also found that liking or 

disliking a display alone did not predict browsing behavior, as indicated by the fact that 

some participants indicated they were likely to browse displays they did not like. So 

although these researchers were able to identify a link between liking of a visual display 

and browsing and purchasing, they call for continued research about factors that could 

affect consumers‟ behavioral responses. 

Product display may be an in-store attribute that consumers look to for help with 

purchase decisions. Kinley, Conrad, and Brown (2000) studied whether male consumers 

used information from personal cues (i.e. family, friends) or promotional cues (i.e. store 

display, advertisements) when making a purchase decision. Men (n = 440) completed 

questionnaires that asked them to identify how frequently they used personal or 

promotional cues when making an apparel purchase. Participants preferred to use 
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promotional cues more often than personal cues when making purchases, including store 

displays, especially those that communicated a consumer image, lifestyle, or personality. 

The authors suggested retailers provide images and opportunities for the apparel shopper 

to visualize an entire clothing outfit perhaps using product displays.  

Product display may also encourage consumers to make unplanned purchases. 

Abratt and Goodey (1990) studied consumers‟ unplanned purchases of non-food items in 

supermarkets. These researchers conducted interviews with 450 consumers in South 

African supermarkets. Consumers were asked questions about their buying intentions 

before entering the store and, after they checked out, were asked questions about their 

actual buying decisions. Of the participants‟ non-food purchases, 23% were unplanned. 

When asked what prompted them to make unplanned purchases 54% mentioned a sign on 

a shelf, 8% participants mentioned a special in-store display, and 3.5% mentioned an end-

of-aisle display. Overall, 41% of participants spent more money in the supermarket than 

they had initially planned. Thus, these researchers concluded that because the rate of 

consumers‟ unplanned purchasing is high, retailers should carefully consider how they 

communicate information about products in-store (i.e. with the use of product displays). 

Lifestyle retailing. The concept of lifestyle retailing, although perhaps commonly 

used in the industry, is an undefined and under-researched area. Brandon, Forney, and 

Wilibanks (2003) conducted a qualitative study with the aim of defining the concept of 

lifestyle merchandising. Their sample was comprised of 17 professionals in the home 

furnishings industry. These participants were given a questionnaire that asked them to 

define lifestyle merchandising. Content analysis of their open-ended responses indicated 
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that definitions of lifestyle merchandising were linked to three types of consumer 

response: cognitive, affective, and behavioral. An example of a definition that considered 

the cognitive aspect of lifestyle retailing was “telling the style story through „full‟ product 

display.” A definition that considered the affective aspect of lifestyle retailing was 

“generating a feeling of: „if I have time my life could look like that.‟” A definition that 

considered the behavioral stage of lifestyle retailing was “create a total environment that 

suggest a specific lifestyle to which consumers can relate through concept 

merchandising.” Thus, lifestyle retailing may be effective in engaging consumers because 

it is linked to three types of consumer response. 

Forney, Park, and Brandon (2005) linked the ideas of lifestyle retailing and cross-

merchandising in regards to brand extension. Brand extensions are expansions of an 

established brand into a new product category, such as the recent trend of well-known 

apparel brands offering home furnishings products (i.e. Ralph Lauren offering apparel 

and bedding) (Forney et al., 2005). These authors wanted to identify the evaluative 

criteria that consumers used when deciding to buy apparel or home furnishing products 

that represented brand extensions. Mail questionnaires were filled out by 242 female 

consumers. Questionnaires included items about their purchase behavior regarding Ralph 

Lauren and Eddie Bauer brand extension products and the criteria they use when deciding 

to make these purchases. Participants indicated that the image of the brand was the most 

important predictor of a brand extension purchase. Additionally, the more frequently 

participants reported buying apparel from a specific brand, the more frequently they 

bought corresponding home furnishing brand extension products. Based on these 
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findings, the authors drew several important implications for retailers. They suggested 

that retailers merchandise products from multiple categories together; for example, 

“sleepwear shown with bed linens” and “office furniture displayed with professional 

dress.” By displaying multiple product categories together, they argued the brand image 

became stronger and brand loyalty was promoted to consumers when they were making 

purchase decisions in new categories. Finally, the authors suggested that merchandising 

be based on an underlying theme or concept. These recommendations reflect the ideas of 

lifestyle product displays as they are displays that are both cross-merchandised and 

themed. 

Lifestyle product displays. Although there is limited literature on lifestyle 

product displays and the term has not been previously defined, the work of several 

researchers provides some background on the use of themed, cross-merchandised 

displays and their positive effects on consumer response. 

Some researchers have examined the influence of product displays that appear to 

fit the emerging category of lifestyle displays. For example, Groeppel-Klein (2005) 

studied the effect of product display on consumer arousal by comparing a display 

described as “simply has a long table with many books piled on it, on topics about 

foreign countries, vacation trips and books for vacation reading” with a book display 

described as “the table was decorated with sand and shells, a straw hat, beach towels, and 

a vivid-looking, attractive mannequin in a deckchair” (p.433). Here, the second display 

described could be categorized as a lifestyle display as it contained props, cross-category 

merchandise, and a holistic, aesthetically pleasing theme. Groeppel-Klein (2005) 
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examined in-store consumer behavior and arousal in response to these two types of 

displays, as measured by electrodermal activity (EDA) rather than using a self-report of 

emotional state. The researcher measured arousal in response to different visual 

merchandising concepts and stages of purchasing. In one experiment, participants were 

exposed to a bookshelf presented in one of two ways: as a simple shelf with books or as a 

shelf of books in a lifestyle display. The latter display resulted in higher EDA readings 

from participants than the simple display. The researcher also found that participants had 

higher arousal when they were actually purchasing the product than when they were 

browsing or shopping. Thus, the researcher concluded that arousal was an important 

explanation of buying behavior and may occur in response to effective visual 

merchandising. 

Similarly, Fiore et al. (2000) used a product display that could be categorized as a 

lifestyle display because it “consisted of a female mannequin, a three-fold dressing 

mirror, two floral pillows, a white textured throw blanket, two candle holders with white 

candles, a case with dried flowers, and lighting” (p.37). These researchers studied the 

effect of product display and environmental fragrancing on consumers‟ approach 

behaviors and experienced pleasure. The researchers constructed a visual display of a 

sleepwear garment and asked 109 female participants to view one of the four treatments: 

the garment without any display or fragrance, the garment in a lifestyle display but 

without fragrance, the garment in a lifestyle display and with an appropriate fragrance, 

and the garment in a lifestyle display with an inappropriate fragrance. Participants were 

given a questionnaire with items measuring attitude, purchase intention, price, sensory 
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pleasure, affective pleasure, and cognitive pleasure. Placing the product in a display 

increased the price participants were willing to pay. Furthermore, participants exhibited 

the most approach behaviors and sensory, affective, and cognitive pleasure when the 

product was in a display with an appropriate fragrance. Cognitive pleasure was the most 

significant predictor of approach behaviors. The authors argued that a promotional 

environment can encourage a consumer to fantasize about using a product and that the 

resultant cognitive pleasure may be more important in determining consumer response 

than tangible qualities of the product.  

An important component of a lifestyle product display is cross-merchandising. 

Dreze and Hoch (1998) consider cross-merchandising to be one way that retailers can 

increase sales because it promotes purchasing by their existing customer base. Their 

study was based on their definitions of two types of products: (1) products that a 

consumer associates with a particular retailer and will only purchase at this retailer, and 

(2) products that a consumer does not associate with a particular retailer and will buy at 

any retailer. The authors argued that to increase sales retailers need to convince 

consumers that the second type of products should be converted to the first type of 

product. One way of doing so is by cross-merchandising, as this encourages existing 

customers to shop a part of the store that they would not normally shop. This is 

accomplished using a “draw” category (a high-traffic category) and a “target” category (a 

category not normally shopped by customers). A sign would be placed by the draw 

category directing the customers towards a promotion in the target category that would 

cause them to re-route their shopping. Four levels of re-routing were tested: control (no 
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re-routing, only a target category), traditional (draw and target are complementary 

categories), in-aisle (draw and target are non-complementary but are in the same aisle), 

and traffic building (draw and target are non-complementary, and across the store from 

each other). To investigate these four levels of re-routing, seven grocery chains of 40 

stores each ran promotions of draw and target items using coupons. Sales of the test 

period were compared to the control test and a period of time before the study took place. 

All re-routing conditions created increased sales but only the traffic-building condition 

increased sales above the control level. The authors concluded that cross-merchandising 

can increase foot traffic to low-traffic areas of the store and cross-merchandising can be 

done by creating a joint promotion that causes customers to re-route their shopping 

routine. The joint promotion does not need to be of two related or physically close 

products in the store (Dreze & Hoch, 1998). 

Cognitive pleasure. As previously mentioned, Fiore et al. (2000) found that 

cognitive pleasure increases the likelihood of approach behaviors when consumers were 

exposed to lifestyle product displays. Furthermore, the ability to imagine or see oneself in 

a fantasy image involving the product was a significant predictor of positive attitude and 

purchase intention for products displayed. (Fiore et al., 2000). 

While research findings are limited in the field of visual merchandising, the 

positive effect of mental imagery and ability to see oneself in an image on behavioral 

intentions has been researched in other fields. Anderson (1983) conducted research to 

determine if imagining oneself performing an action increased the likelihood that one 

would perform that action in reality. Ninety-three participants were asked to draw a 
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behavior taking place (i.e. donating blood, going on a trip) that either did or did not 

feature them as the main character performing that task. Thinking about a behavior was 

likely to produce an intention to perform that behavior. The researchers argued that 

intentions to perform a behavior developed when people asked themselves “how easy is it 

to imagine myself doing (or not doing) x?” (p. 299).  

In earlier research, Gregory, Cialdini, and Carpenter (1982) conducted a study to 

determine whether imagining a scenario could change behaviors. Researchers contacted 

79 participants door-to-door and told them of a new cable television service. In one 

condition, participants were simply told of the service‟s benefits; in the second condition, 

participants were told to imagine themselves using the service. Those who imagined 

themselves using the service were more likely to have positive attitudes towards the 

service or to actually subscribe to the service. Thus, if consumers are able to picture 

themselves doing something, they are more likely to perform that behavior in real life. 

Although these latter two studies were not conducted in the field of retail, the concepts 

may be applicable to decision-making and behavior in a retail context. That is, consumers 

who imagine themselves using a product, making a purchase, or taking part in the 

activities signified by a display may be more likely to purchase that product than those 

who do not imagine themselves engaging in these behaviors. 

Convenience orientation. Recent retailing literature focuses on consumers‟ 

convenience orientation as a determinant of their likelihood to shop online. Few 

contemporary researchers have considered consumers‟ convenience orientation when 

studying their behavior in a brick and mortar retail environment. However, early 
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researchers did conduct studies in an effort to define characteristics of the convenience 

oriented consumer.  

The influence of consumers‟ convenience value on their shopping behaviors and 

consumption choices has been considered in the literature since the 1950s. Early in this 

research, convenience orientation was typically considered to be an indication of a 

consumer‟s reliance upon timesaving foods or appliances. For example, Anderson (1971) 

conducted a study to identify any lifestyle or demographic patterns that existed among 

consumers of convenience goods. Mail questionnaires were answered by 746 families 

that asked questions about their consumption and frequency of use of convenience food 

and appliances. Families with several children, four to five members, a household head 

between 25-40 years of age, and high socioeconomic status had higher convenience 

orientations than other families. Thus, increasing affluence among consumers after the 

1960s resulted in consumers that were more concerned with time-scarcity than product-

scarcity. Anderson (1971) concluded that a new type of consumer had emerged: one who 

shops to “satisfy some immediate want or need” and to “release time or energy or both 

for alternative uses” (p.179).  

Bellizzi and Hite (1986) extended the definition of a convenience-oriented 

consumer to include individuals who exhibit consumer behavior practices associated with 

convenience as well as those who consumed convenience goods. These researchers gave 

out questionnaires at supermarkets, of which 166 were completed. The questionnaire 

assessed the value consumers placed on convenience by asking them questions that 

presented a price-convenience tradeoff. For example, participants were asked how likely 
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they were to clip coupons, a behavior that is inconvenient but saves money. Additionally, 

role overload and level of cosmopolitanism (i.e. one‟s orientation with the outside world 

beyond the local community) were measured and tested as moderating variables. Those 

consumers with high cosmopolitanism tended not to be convenience oriented and those 

with role overload were convenience oriented. Based on these findings, these authors 

hypothesized that the convenience oriented consumer is likely to be a “busy, affluent, 

well-educated „empty-nester,‟ who is involved in a variety of time-consuming activities” 

(p. 6). 

Also interested in convenience, Morganosky (1986) surveyed consumers about 

the trade-off between convenience and cost when shopping for clothing, food, and 

household equipment retailing. Phone interviews were conducted with 609 women who 

had at least one child. The interviews were designed to gather information about 

participants‟ convenience oriented and cost oriented behaviors and value placed on 

quality, quantity, fashion, and function of products. Those who indicated that they 

preferred to shop for clothing at convenient outlets despite an increased price, tended to 

be older, high-income, Asian or white, and highly educated. Furthermore, convenience 

oriented consumers valued quality over quantity and fashion over function in clothing 

products, more so than did the cost oriented consumers. The author suggested that 

retailers looking to appeal to convenience-oriented consumers should advertise their 

products based on their fashion and quality and those appealing to cost-oriented 

consumers should advertise based on quantity and functionality. 
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Hedonic shopping value. The concepts of hedonic and utilitarian consumption 

were first defined by Hirschman and Holbrook (1982). Babin et al. (1994) developed the 

Personal Shopping Value scale to measure consumers‟ hedonic and utilitarian shopping 

values. These researchers developed the scale by first conducting focus groups and 

gathering 14 participants‟ responses to open-ended questions about their shopping 

preferences and behaviors. Then, they validated the scale by conducting a study with a 

different sample of 125 participants. This sample was interviewed and accompanied by 

researchers on a shopping trip where they took measurements of what they considered to 

be similar concepts to utilitarian and hedonic shopping value, such as emotional response 

and compulsive shopping. Confirmatory factor analysis showed that the resulting scale 

was an accurate measure of hedonic and utilitarian shopping values. These authors noted 

that the scale was an appropriate scale for use in better understanding complex consumer 

buying decisions. 

Since its development, Babin et al.‟s (1994) scale has been heavily used by 

researchers to measure shopping values. For example, Jones, Reynolds, and Arnold 

(2006), in their interviews with 245 consumers about their shopping trips, examined the 

effects of consumers‟ utilitarian and hedonic shopping values on their shopping outcomes 

(i.e. positive word of mouth, store loyalty, and re-patronage intention). Hedonic values 

influenced consumers‟ satisfaction with the retailer, word-of-mouth, and anticipated re-

patronage of retailers. Utilitarian values influenced actual re-patronage intentions. The 

authors concluded that utilitarian values of shopping at a store are a necessary, but not a 

sufficient means for building store loyalty. Store loyalty is also dependent upon the non-
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product related, emotional values of hedonic shopping. Thus, it can be seen that 

consumer shopping value does have an effect on their behavior. 

In related research, Babin and Attaway (2000) investigated shopping value in the 

context of store atmosphere. These researchers examined how a consumer‟s affective 

response to store atmosphere influences their shopping value and long-term purchase 

decisions. In a pretest, the researchers asked consumers to identify stores as either 

providing utilitarian or hedonic shopping value. Then, researchers distributed 

questionnaires to a convenience sample of 144 participants in a shopping mall. 

Participants were asked to recall a shopping experience and their purchase behavior at 

one of the stores that had been identified as providing utilitarian or hedonic shopping 

value in the pretest. Then, participants answered questions about their patronage of the 

store, their shopping values, and their affective response to the stores. Results indicated 

that a consumer‟s affective response to a store environment altered their perceived 

shopping value. Through this altered shopping value, patronage behavior was affected; 

that is, shopping value mediated the relationship between affective response and 

patronage behavior. The researchers concluded that both utilitarian and hedonic values of 

shopping are important to increasing sales. Additionally, these researchers concluded that 

store atmosphere is an important tool in increasing patronage behavior. 
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Hypotheses 

 

The following hypotheses were proposed (see Figure 3):  

H1: Product display type has a significant effect on consumers‟ (a) pleasure, (b) 

arousal, (c) cognitive pleasure, and (d) approach and avoidance behavior. 

 

H2: Consumers‟ (a) pleasure, (b) arousal, and (c) cognitive pleasure mediate the 

relationship between product display type and their approach and avoidance 

behavior. 

 

H3a: Consumers‟ convenience orientation moderates the relationship between 

product display type and emotional states.  

 

H3b: Consumers with a high convenience-orientation report more approach 

behaviors in response to shoppable displays than non-shoppable displays. 

 

H4a: Consumers‟ hedonic shopping value moderates the relationship between 

product display type and emotional states.  

 

H4b: Consumers with high hedonic shopping values report more approach 

behaviors in response to lifestyle displays than non-lifestyle product displays.  
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Figure 3. Proposed hypotheses. A solid line indicates a direct effect. A dotted line 

indicates an indirect effect. 
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Method 

The purpose was to determine the effect of lifestyle displays and shoppable 

product displays on consumers‟ approach and avoidance behavior and if this relationship 

is mediated by pleasure, arousal, and cognitive pleasure and/or moderated by 

convenience orientation and hedonic shopping value. The methodology of the research is 

discussed in the following sequence: research design, instruments, sample, questionnaire 

administration, data collection, and data analysis.  

Experimental Design 

 This research utilized a 2x2 between-subjects experimental design to test the 

effects of four combinations of two types of product display: lifestyle and shoppable. 

Product display stimuli were created and included in questionnaires given to participants. 

Each questionnaire contained one product display stimulus. The questionnaires also 

contained measurement scales to assess the mediating, moderating, dependent variables, 

and to elicit demographic information about participants. 

Instruments 

Experimental stimuli. The four product display stimuli were created using 

Mockshop software. Mockshop allows users to create their own virtual store by 

specifying aesthetics and materials of the environment, adding fixtures, and inputting and 

displaying fashion items. This software has been used in research to assess consumer 

responses to retail environments (Wu, Ju, Kim, Damminga, Kim, & Johnson, 2010). The 

four product displays featured the same three apparel products displayed on mannequins: 

a blouse, a sweater, and a dress. These three products were chosen because they 
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presented a range of apparel product options and had styles that would be appealing to 

participants. To create shoppable product displays, the featured dress was also shown on 

an adjacent t-stand clothing fixture and the two tops were shown folded on adjacent 

tables (see Figures 5 and 7). To create lifestyle displays, additional props were included 

in the displays to facilitate the communication of a lifestyle (see Figures 6 and 7). 

Kitchen and home accessories (a mixer, plates, and curtains) and a picnic scene (a picnic 

basket, stuffed dog, blanket, and a bottle of wine) were depicted in the display. The 

questionnaire indicated to participants that only the apparel products were available for 

purchase. The fixtures, flooring, wall textures, lighting, size, and merchandise of the 

stores were kept constant across all four stimuli. Screen shots of the product displays 

were taken and included within the paper questionnaires.  

Manipulation check. Two manipulation check items were included in the 

questionnaire to ensure that participants understood the concepts communicated by the 

product display stimuli. Participants responded using a 7-point scale indicating how much 

they agreed or disagreed with the items “this product display communicates a lifestyle” 

and “this product display would help me find and buy the displayed products.”  

Questionnaire. This research utilized measurement scales to assess the 

moderating variables (convenience orientation, hedonic shopping value) and the 

dependent variables (pleasure, arousal, cognitive pleasure, approach and avoidance 

behavior) in the questionnaire given to participants. These measurement scales were 

developed by previous researchers and, using a benchmark of a .70 or greater value for 

Cronbach‟s alpha, were deemed reliable. Following is a discussion of each scale. 
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          Figure 4. Non-lifestyle-non-shoppable product display 
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Figure 5. Non-lifestyle-shoppable product display
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Figure 6. Lifestyle-non-shoppable product display
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Figure 7. Lifestyle-shoppable product display 
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Pleasure. To measure experienced pleasure Donovan and Rossiter‟s (1982) eight 

item adaptation of Mehrabian and Russell‟s (1974) original semantic differential measure 

was used. Examples of scale items include “Contented-Depressed” and “Pleased-

Annoyed.” These adjective pairs were presented as two end points. Participants were 

asked to indicate how much they felt pleased or annoyed by circling a number (1-7) at the 

appropriate location between each adjective. These researchers reported a Cronbach‟s 

alpha value of .90 for this measure. 

Arousal. To measure arousal Donovan and Rossiter‟s (1982) seven item 

adaptation of Mehrabian and Russell‟s (1974) original semantic differential measure was 

used. Examples of scale items in this instrument include “Excited-Calm” and “Wide-

awake-Sleepy.” These adjective pairs were presented as two end points. Participants were 

asked to indicate how much they felt pleased or annoyed by circling a number (1-7) at the 

appropriate location between each adjective. These researchers reported a Cronbach‟s 

alpha value of .86. 

Cognitive pleasure. Wolpin and Weinstein‟s (1983) three item measure of 

participants‟ evaluation of clarity, vividness, and the level of seeing oneself in the fantasy 

image was used to measure cognitive pleasure.  A sample items is “How much can you 

observe yourself doing something in the image?” Participants responded on a 7-point 

scale where 7 is “the most possible” and 1 is “not at all.” Fiore et al. (2000) reported a 

Cronbach‟s alpha value of .86. 

Convenience orientation. Seock and Bailey‟s (2008) three item measure of 

convenience/time consciousness was used to measure convenience orientation. Examples 
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of the scale items are “I usually buy my clothes at the most convenient place” and “I put a 

high convenience when shopping for clothes.” Participants responded using a 7-point 

scale indicating how much they agree or disagree with each statement. These researchers 

reported a Cronbach‟s alpha value of .70. 

Hedonic shopping value. Babin et al.‟s (1994) eleven item scale to measure 

consumers‟ shopping values as utilitarian or hedonic was used. Example scale items 

include “This shopping trip was truly a joy” and “While shopping, I felt a sense of 

adventure.” Participants responded using a 7-point scale indicating how much they agree 

or disagree with each statement. The reported Cronbach‟s alpha was .93. 

Approach and avoidance behavior. Donovan and Rossiter‟s (1982) eight item 

adaptation of Mehrabian and Russell‟s (1974) original approach and avoidance behavior 

measurement scale was used. Example items include “Would you enjoy shopping in this 

store?” and “Would you want to avoid looking around or exploring this environment?” 

These items were modified to read as statements so that a Likert scale could be used for 

participants to indicate their responses. These examples were modified to “I enjoy 

shopping in this store” and “I would want to avoid looking around or exploring this 

environment.” Participants responded using a 7-point scale indicating how much they 

agreed or disagreed with each statement. These researchers reported a Cronbach‟s alpha 

value of .88. 

Sample 

Pilot study. A pilot study was conducted with five female graduate students who 

ranged in age from 23-30. These students were asked to complete the questionnaire and 
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note any problems with clarity or understanding of the material. Based on their feedback, 

one formatting change was made to the questionnaire to ensure clarity.  

Research sample. The research sample was from a population of college 

students. Drawing a sample from this population was appropriate for the following 

reasons: 53% of consumers aged 18-24 reported shopping at mass merchandisers (Mintel, 

2010a) and 44% of college graduates reported buying apparel at mass merchandisers 

(Mintel, 2010b). The sample was drawn from retail merchandising courses as these 

students have been identified as the future “gatekeepers” of the fashion world (Workman 

& Caldwell, 2007). 

After obtaining IRB approval, a convenience sample of University of Minnesota 

students was obtained by recruiting participants from courses offered in the College of 

Design: DES 1101 (Introduction to Design Thinking), RM 2215 (Multichannel 

Retailing), and RM 3243 (Visual Merchandising). The researcher received permission 

from the course instructors to ask their students to volunteer to participate in the study. 

Additionally, students in RM 3243 were given extra credit to recruit a friend to 

participate who was between the ages of 18-30. 

Questionnaire Administration 

Prior to the main data collection procedure, all processes used in the research 

were approved by the Institutional Review Board for the Use of Human Subjects in 

research. A consent form was attached to the front of the questionnaire and participants 

were instructed to read it before choosing to participate. The consent form informed 

participants that participation was voluntary and anonymous, they would encounter no 
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risks beyond those encountered in daily life, and they could contact the researcher if they 

have any questions during or after their participation. 

Data Collection 

The data collected was the questionnaire responses. The questionnaire was self-

administered (see Appendix for questionnaire). Students were given the questionnaire 

during class time and if they elected to participate, completed the questionnaire at that 

time.  If participants answered “yes” to the question “have you participated in this 

research before?” their responses were disregarded. This question was included to 

eliminate duplicate responses from those participants that were enrolled in more than one 

of the courses from which the sample was obtained. 

Data Analysis 

 The total number of completed questionnaires was 158. Of these, only one was 

incomplete, resulting in 157 useable surveys. A participant‟s questionnaire was deemed 

incomplete if it had more than five missed responses. If missed responses totaled less 

than five, the mean of responses for that item was substituted for the missing value. 

The researcher manually entered questionnaire responses into an Excel document. 

Categorical data was coded numerically (i.e. gender, income, and major). The display 

type viewed by each participant was also noted and coded (1=non-lifestyle-non-

shoppable; 2=non-lifestyle-shoppable; 3=lifestyle-non-shoppable; 4=lifestyle-shoppable). 

Measurement scale items that were negatively worded were reverse coded. Averages of 

each participant‟s responses to the items in a measurement scale were calculated for use 

in statistical analyses. To assess the effect of moderating variables, the median value of 
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participants‟ responses was calculated. Using these medians, a high-low dichotomy was 

created for each moderating variable. Then, each participant‟s responses for the scale 

were coded as 0 or 1 to indicate if they had low or high convenience orientation and 

hedonic shopping value.  

Data was analyzed using SPSS version 18. To assess the reliabilities of the 

measurement scales used, Cronbach‟s alpha was calculated for each scale. The 

manipulation check of the product display stimuli was analyzed using Multivariate 

Analysis of Variance (MANOVA). Hypotheses were tested using Analysis of Variance 

(ANOVA) and Tukey‟s post-hoc mean comparisons test.  
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Results 

 This section discusses the results from data analysis in the following sequence: 

sample characteristics, measurement reliabilities, manipulation check, and hypotheses 

tests. 

Participant Characteristics 

 Participants (n = 157) were primarily women. The age of participants ranged from 

18-30 with a mean age of 21.45. The majority (56.05%) of the participants had a 

household income under $20,000. Retail merchandising students comprised 59.24% of 

the sample, 10.19% were business students, 5.73% were apparel design students, and 

22.93% were from other majors. Detailed characteristics of participants are shown in 

Table 1. 

Measurement Reliabilities  

 The reliability of all measurement scales were assessed using Cronbach‟s alpha. 

Values over .80 were preferred (Field, 2005) but values above .70 were regarded as 

acceptable (Kline, 1999). The measurement of convenience orientation had a reliability 

coefficient of .869. The measurement of hedonic shopping value had a reliability 

coefficient of .92. The measure of pleasure had a reliability coefficient of .871 and 

arousal had a reliability coefficient of .798. The measurement of cognitive pleasure had a 

reliability coefficient of .739. The measurement of approach and avoidance behavior had 

a reliability coefficient of .878.  

 Although the arousal and cognitive pleasure had slightly lower reliability 

coefficients than the other scales (.798 and .739), their Cronbach‟s alpha values still fell  
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Table 1 

Sample Characteristics 

Characteristic Frequency Percent 

Gender   

     Female 142 90.45% 

     Male 15 9.55% 

Age   

     18-20 60 38.22% 

     21-23 73 46.50% 

     24-26 17 10.83% 

     27-30 7 4.46% 

Income   

     Under $20,000 88 56.05% 

     $20,000-$39,999 12 7.64% 

     $40,000-$59,999 4 2.55% 

     $60,000-$79,999 12 7.64% 

     $80,000-$99,999 9 5.73% 

     $100,000 or more 23 14.65% 

Major   

     Retail Merchandising 93 59.24% 

     Apparel Design 9 5.73% 

     Business 16 10.19% 

     Other 36 22.93% 
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in the acceptable range as indicated by Kline (1999). Thus, all measurement scales used 

in the research demonstrated acceptable reliability. 

Manipulation Check 

 Two single-item scales were used to assess if lifestyle and shoppability were 

effectively communicated to participants in the product display stimuli. These items 

asked participants (1) if the display communicated a lifestyle, and (2) if the display would 

help them find and buy the displayed products. A MANOVA was conducted using 

display type as the explanatory variable and the two manipulation check items as 

response variables. Pillai‟s trace (V = .273, F(6,  306) = 8.053, p < .001) indicated that 

the display type did have a significant effect on the response items. The MANOVA 

indicated that participants did note the presence of lifestyle (F(3, 153) = 10.648, p < .001) 

and shoppability (F(3, 153) = 2.853, p < .05) features with each display. Thus, both the 

concepts of lifestyle product display and shoppable product display were deemed as 

effectively manipulated. 

Hypotheses Tests 

 Hypothesis 1. Hypothesis 1 predicted that product display type has an effect on 

participants‟ (a) pleasure, (b) arousal, (c) cognitive pleasure, and (d) approach and 

avoidance behavior. Four 2 by 2 between-subjects ANOVAs  were conducted using 

product display type as the explanatory variables and pleasure, arousal, cognitive 

pleasure, and approach and avoidance behavior as response variables (see Table 2). 

Levene‟s test indicated that assumption of homogeneity of variance was met, as p-values 

ranged from .107 to .148. There was a significant effect of shoppable product displays on   



   51 

 

Table 2 

The Effect of Product Display Type on Response Variables 

  Response Variables df F p 

ANOVA Pleasure 

   

 

          Lifestyle (1, 153) 2.333 >.05 

 

          Shoppability (1, 153) 5.344 <.05 

 

          Interaction (1, 153) 0.437 >.05 

 

Arousal 

   

 

          Lifestyle (1, 153) 2.456 >.05 

 

          Shoppability (1, 153) 6.754 <.05 

 

          Interaction (1, 153) 0.202 >.05 

 

Cognitive Pleasure 

   

 

          Lifestyle (1, 153) 5.543 <.01 

 

          Shoppability (1, 153) 8.287 <.01 

 

          Interaction (1, 153) 1.424 >.05 

 

Approach and Avoidance Behavior 

   

 

          Lifestyle (1, 153) 0.391 >.05 

 

          Shoppability (1, 153) 3.568 >.05 

            Interaction (1, 153) 2.031 >.05 
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consumers‟ experienced pleasure (F(1, 153) = 5.344, p < .05) but there was not a 

significant effect of lifestyle or a significant interaction between shoppable and lifestyle 

product display. There was a significant effect of shoppable product displays on 

consumers‟ experienced arousal (F(1, 153) = 6.754, p < .05) but there was a not a 

significant effect of lifestyle or a significant interaction. Finally, there was a significant 

effect of both shoppable (F(1, 153) = 8.287, p < .01) and lifestyle (F(1, 153) = 5.543, p < 

.05) on consumers‟ experienced cognitive pleasure but no significant interaction. There 

were no significant effects of product display type on either approach or avoidance 

behaviors. 

Tukey‟s post-hoc comparisons indicated that participants who viewed the 

lifestyle-shoppable product display experienced significantly more arousal (M = 4.436, p 

< .05) than those who viewed the non-lifestyle-non-shoppable product display (M = 

3.896, p < .05) and the lifestyle-non-shoppable product display (M = 3.842, p < .05) (see 

Table 3). Those who viewed the lifestyle-shoppable product display also experienced 

significantly more pleasure (M = 5.326, p < .05) than those who viewed the non-lifestyle-

non-shoppable product display (M = 4.694, p < .05). Those who viewed the lifestyle-

shoppable product display had significantly more cognitive pleasure (M = 4.748, p < .05) 

than those who viewed the non-lifestyle-non-shoppable product display (M = 3.675, p < 

.05). Thus, hypothesis 1a, 1b, and 1c were supported but hypothesis 1d was not. 

Hypothesis 2. Hypothesis 2 predicted that pleasure, arousal, and cognitive 

pleasure will mediate the relationship between product display type and consumers‟ 

approach and avoidance behavior. To establish mediation, product display type must  
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Table 3 

Post-hoc Comparisons of Means for Significant Differences in Response Variables 

Response Variable Display 1 Display 2 Display 3 Display 4 

Pleasure 4.694
a
 4.845 4.872 5.326

a
 

Arousal 3.896
a
 3.981 3.842

b
 4.436

ab
 

Cognitive Pleasure 3.675
a
 4.263 4.298 4.748

a
 

Approach and Avoidance 

Behavior 
4.382 4.72 4.492 4.821 

 

Note.  Means with matching superscript (a,b) are significantly different at p<.05, using 

Tukey's post-hoc comparison test. 
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have a significant effect on the mediating variables (pleasure, arousal, and cognitive 

pleasure) and the dependent variable (approach and avoidance behavior) (Baron & 

Kenny, 1986). As the latter relationship was not significant (see hypothesis 1), pleasure, 

arousal, and cognitive pleasure could not be mediators. 

Hypothesis 3a. Hypothesis 3a predicted that consumers‟ convenience orientation 

will moderate the relationship between product display type and pleasure, arousal and 

cognitive pleasure. Three two-way between-subjects ANOVAs were conducted using 

convenience orientation (coded as 0 or 1 to create a high-low dichotomy) and product 

display type (coded as 0 or 1 to indicate shoppable or non-shoppable) as explanatory 

variables and pleasure, arousal, and cognitive pleasure as each response variable. A 

significant interaction between the two explanatory variables would indicate a 

moderating effect (Baron & Kenny, 1986). None of the ANOVAs indicated significant 

interactions between convenience orientation and product display type; thus, hypothesis 

3a was not supported. 

Hypothesis 3b. Hypothesis 3b predicted that consumers with high convenience-

orientation will report more approach behaviors in response to shoppable displays than 

they will to non-shoppable displays. The effect of a moderator was tested by conducting a 

two-way between-subjects ANOVA using convenience orientation (coded as 0 or 1 to 

create a high-low dichotomy) and product display type (coded as 0 or 1 to indicate 

shoppable or non-shoppable) as explanatory variables and approach and avoidance 

behavior as the response variable. An interaction between the two explanatory variables 

would indicate a moderating effect (Baron & Kenny, 1986). The interaction between 
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convenience orientation and display type was not significant (F(1, 153) = .322, p > .05). 

Thus, hypothesis 3b was not supported. 

Hypothesis 4a. Hypothesis 4a predicted that consumers‟ hedonic shopping value 

will moderate the relationship between product display type and pleasure, arousal and 

cognitive pleasure. Three two-way between-subjects ANOVAs were conducted using 

hedonic shopping value (coded as 0 or 1 to create a high-low dichotomy) and product 

display type (coded as 0 or 1 to indicate lifestyle or non-lifestyle) as explanatory 

variables and pleasure, arousal, and cognitive pleasure as each response variable. A 

significant interaction between the two explanatory variables would indicate a 

moderating effect (Baron & Kenny, 1986). None of the ANOVAs indicated significant 

interactions between hedonic shopping value and product display type; thus, hypothesis 

4a was not supported. 

Hypothesis 4b. Hypothesis 4b predicted that consumers with high hedonic 

shopping values will report more approach behaviors in response to lifestyle displays 

than non-lifestyle displays. The effect of a moderator was tested by conducting a two-

way between subjects ANOVA using hedonic shopping value (coded as 0 or 1 to create a 

high-low dichotomy) and display type (coded as 0 or 1 to indicate a lifestyle or non-

lifestyle dichotomy) as the explanatory variables and approach and avoidance behavior as 

the response variable. If there was a significant interaction between hedonic shopping 

value and display type in the hypothesized direction, the moderating effect was assumed 

to exist. The interaction between hedonic shopping value and display type was not 

significant. Thus, hypothesis 4b was not supported.  
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Figure 8. Adjusted model as per hypotheses test results.  

   

 

 

Convenience 

Orientation 

Hedonic 

Shopping 

Value 

Stimulus 
Product 

Display 

(Lifestyle, 

Shoppability) 

Organism 
Pleasure 

Arousal 

Cognitive 

Pleasure 

Response 
Approach and 

Avoidance 

Behavior 



   57 

 

Discussion 

 The following section discusses the results and their application to the theory and 

the practice of product display.  

Support of the S-O-R Model 

The results partially support the S-O-R model (Mehrabian & Russell, 1974). 

Product display type (S) had a significant effect on all three of the emotional states 

(pleasure, arousal, and cognitive pleasure) (O) but did not have a significant effect on 

approach and avoidance behavior (R). Thus, emotional state did not have a mediating 

effect on the relationship between product display type and approach and avoidance 

behavior. This is contrary to previous researchers who found that emotional states 

mediated the relationship between stimulus and response (Baker et al., 1992; Sherman et 

al., 1997). Perhaps there was no significant effect on approach and avoidance behavior 

because participants were only viewing a depiction of a lone product display and were 

unable to imagine their behavior relative to this stimulus. Thus, their responses to the 

approach and avoidance behavior measurement scale may have been affected by their 

inability to imagine how they would respond in a greater retail environment.  

Product display type had the most significant effect on consumers‟ cognitive 

pleasure. This could be because the two types of displays (lifestyle vs. non-lifestyle) were 

quite different in the amount of information they provided to consumers to use to imagine 

themselves in the depicted scene. However, unlike previous researchers (Anderson, 1983; 

Fiore et al., 2000; Gregory et al., 1982) the ability to imagine oneself in a scene was not a 

significant predictor of approach and avoidance behavior. It may have been difficult for 
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participants to imagine themselves in the depicted scene because the stimulus was 2-

dimensional, and this did not provide a realistic means to build a fantasy image in their 

minds. 

Product Displays 

The type of display that consumers viewed affected their emotional states. 

Product display had an effect on consumers‟ experienced pleasure, arousal, and cognitive 

pleasure. This finding supports previous research that product displays have an effect on 

consumers in retail environments (Kerfoot et al., 2003; Kinley et al., 2000). This result 

has practical implications for retailers looking provide stimuli in their retail environments 

that will emotionally engage consumers. 

Lifestyle product displays. Responses to the manipulation check of the lifestyle 

product displays indicated that the concept of lifestyle was effectively communicated and 

understood by participants. As previous research indicates, industry professionals have 

begun to define and use the concept of lifestyle retailing (Brandon et al., 2003; Forney et 

al., 2005). Thus, these results may be indicative of consumers‟ ability to acknowledge 

and understand the use of lifestyle in retailing. 

Lifestyle product displays had a significant effect on consumers‟ experienced 

cognitive pleasure, while shoppable product displays had a significant effect on 

consumers‟ experienced pleasure, arousal, and cognitive pleasure. Specifically, 

participants who viewed the lifestyle-shoppable product display had higher levels of 

arousal than those participants that viewed the non-lifestyle-non-shoppable and lifestyle-

non-shoppable product displays. This supports Groeppel-Klein‟s (2005) conclusion that 
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lifestyle product displays evoke arousal in consumers. However, the lifestyle-non-

shoppable product display did not evoke more arousal in consumers than any of the other 

displays. This could be because the lifestyle-shoppable product display included the most 

visual interest via the lifestyle props and aesthetically pleasing scene as well as the 

shoppable elements. 

Additionally, those who viewed the lifestyle-shoppable product display also 

experienced significantly more pleasure than those who viewed the non-lifestyle-non-

shoppable product display. The non-lifestyle-non-shoppable product display showed the 

apparel products in a straightforward, traditional manner with little visual interest. 

Consumers may be accustomed to this type of presentation and would not experience as 

much as pleasure as when they view the lifestyle-shoppable product display which 

presents them with more visual information and interest.  

Finally, those who viewed the lifestyle-shoppable product display experienced 

significantly more cognitive pleasure than those who viewed the non-lifestyle-non-

shoppable product display. This supports Fiore et al.‟s (2000) conclusion that lifestyle 

product displays resulted in higher cognitive pleasure in consumers. Consumers would 

experience more cognitive pleasure when viewing the lifestyle-shoppable display because 

the scene created by the props in the display facilitates the creation of symbolic content 

that results in cognitive pleasure. The non-lifestyle-non-shoppable product display 

provides little information for consumers to use to imagine themselves using the product. 

Overall, the lifestyle-shoppable product display had more significant effects on 

consumers‟ emotional states than did the non-lifestyle-non-shoppable product display. 
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These two displays represent the two extremes of the product display types in that the 

lifestyle-shoppable product display had a lot of visual interest and the non-lifestyle-non-

shoppable product display had little visual interest. Mehrabian and Russell (1974) 

theorized that stimuli with higher information loads, or higher levels of novelty and 

complexity, will have more impact on emotional states than those that are common or 

simple. These results suggest that consumers prefer a display with more visual interest 

than a traditional mannequin-only display. This finding shows potential for the two newly 

defined product display types to be successful in retail environments; yet, further research 

in actually retail environments needs to be done to confirm this. 

Hedonic shopping value. Consumers‟ hedonic shopping value did not moderate 

the relationship between product display stimuli and emotional states and also did not 

predict their approach and avoidance behavior in response to lifestyle product displays. 

This finding is contrary to previous researchers who found hedonic shoppers respond 

differently to retail environments than do their utilitarian counterparts (Babin & Attaway, 

2000; Babin et al., 1994; Jones et al., 2006). Hedonic shopping value may not have had a 

significant effect on approach and avoidance behaviors because all four of the displays 

appealed to hedonic shoppers. As the featured apparel products were selected to appeal to 

the research sample, the products displayed alone on mannequins may still have been 

interesting to hedonic consumers. Additionally, as the research sample was mostly young, 

retail merchandising students, most of these participants measured high on the hedonic 

shopping scale (M = 56.59). Thus, the distinction between high and low hedonic 

shopping values may have been insufficient to adequately test for differences. 



   61 

 

Shoppable product displays. Responses to the manipulation check of the 

shoppable product display stimuli suggest that the concept of shoppability was effectively 

manipulated. Although the concept of shoppable product displays can be noted in present 

industry practices, it has not been academically researched. Thus, the successful 

manipulation check of this concept is promising for future research.  

Shoppable product displays had a significant effect on consumers‟ experienced 

pleasure, arousal, and cognitive pleasure. This could be because the shoppable displays 

have an additional clothing rack and stacks of folded apparel, which themselves add 

visual interest to the display and present a novel and complex stimulus. Thus, consumers 

may have had changes in their emotional states not only because of the perceived 

convenience value of the shoppable features, but also the presence of the shoppable 

features themselves.  

Convenience orientation. Consumers‟ convenience orientation did not moderate 

the relationship between product display type and emotional states, nor did it predict their 

approach behavior in response to shoppable product displays. Participants may have had 

difficulty in applying the concept of convenience to the product display stimuli. It may 

have been difficult for them to assess the inconvenience of a non-shoppable display, as 

they are not experiencing the display in a real retail environment. Thus, the effect of 

consumer‟s  convenience orientation may not have been adequately tested in this 

research. Additionally, as the research sample was mostly young, retail merchandising 

students, most of these participants measured low on having a convenience orientation 

(M = 9.53).  
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Implications, Limitations, and Suggestions for Future Research 

Implications 

 Theoretical implications. This research has theoretical implications for 

researchers in the fields of retail merchandising and consumer behavior. First, it 

demonstrates that product display does have an effect on consumer behavior; 

furthermore, this effect can be studied using the S-O-R model (Mehrabian & Russell, 

1974).  The current research supported the link between stimulus and emotional states, 

but it did not provide support for the link of organism and response. Thus, future 

researchers should not assume that changes in emotional states lead to changes in 

behavioral responses or that a change in an emotional state is needed to affect other 

behaviors related to purchase.  

This research contributes to the small body of existing visual merchandising 

literature and helps build the argument for a greater need for research in this area 

(Kerfoot et al., 2003). Second, it defines the terms “lifestyle product display” and 

“shoppable product display” and created four sample displays that demonstrated these 

two concepts in a virtual retail environment. With the introduction of these terms and 

accompanying definitions, future researchers can identify and study these types of 

product displays. Third, it builds support for the study of cognitive pleasure as an 

emotional state, as first used by Fiore et al. (2000). Finally, this research demonstrates 

that using Mockshop to create product displays can be an appropriate method for the 

study of some aspects of visual merchandising. 
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Practical implications. This research has implications for any retailer that sells 

apparel as a part of a wide, cross-category product assortment. The lifestyle-shoppable 

product display was the display that significantly affected consumers‟ emotional states. 

Thus, this finding provides evidence that cross-merchandised lifestyle product displays 

can be implemented in practice. The results of this research were intended to be applied 

to mass merchandisers and the success of the lifestyle-shoppable display supports this 

application as shoppers at mass merchandisers tend to be convenience oriented. Perhaps 

consumers are excited about the idea of a lifestyle product display but not at the cost of 

lost convenience, and thus prefer that it is shoppable. 

 Yet, the concept of lifestyle product displays using cross-merchandised props 

could be applied to many retail formats (i.e. boutiques, department stores, and specialty 

stores). As consumers experienced higher levels of pleasure, arousal, and cognitive 

pleasure in response to the lifestyle-shoppable display than to the other displays, any 

retailer wishing to evoke these positive emotional responses in their consumers could 

implement lifestyle-shoppable product displays.  

Limitations 

 One of the primary limitations of this research is its usage of simulated product 

displays that were constructed in a virtual environment and then printed on a paper 

questionnaire. This form of presentation may have made it more difficult for participants 

to actually experience pleasure, arousal, or cognitive pleasure in response to the displays 

in a manner similar to how they could experience these emotions when encountering a 

display in a real world setting. Additionally, the approach and avoidance behavior 
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measurement scale includes items about browsing behavior and patronage intention of a 

store that has the pictured type of product display. It may have been difficult for 

participants to respond to these items as they were only presented with a small amount of 

information: the lone product display.  This may not have been enough information for 

them to decide if they would like an entire store. A measure of consumer response 

towards the product displays specifically, rather than an entire store, may have better 

indicated participants‟ behavioral intentions towards the displays. 

 The simulated product displays may also not have properly communicated the 

value of shoppablility. Although the manipulation check of the shoppable product display 

stimuli was successful, it is difficult to understand the inconvenience of a non-shoppable 

product display unless in a real store environment. That is, participants who viewed the 

non-shoppable product displays did not have to walk around a store in search of the 

featured products and thus may have not fully experienced the disadvantage of such a 

display.  

 Another limitation of this research is that some participants‟ responses to the 

product displays may have hinged on their evaluation of the displayed products. That is, 

they may have reported approach and avoidance behaviors in response to the featured 

apparel products themselves rather than to the type of display.  

Although the current research found a significant effect of product display on 

cognitive pleasure, it was not a significant predictor of approach and avoidance behavior. 

This could be because the items in the cognitive pleasure measurement assessed 

participants‟ ability to imagine themselves in the display, rather than their perceived 
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pleasure resulting from this imagination. It may be that this resulting pleasure is a better 

predictor of behavioral response than the mere ability to imagine. 

 Finally, this research may have been limited by its use of measurement scales. 

Although all scales exceeded the acceptable benchmark of .70 (Kline, 1999), higher 

reliabilities may have improved this research. Two measurement scales (arousal and 

cognitive pleasure) did not exceed the preferred reliability value of .80 (Field, 2005), and 

this may have affected the results.  

Suggestions for Future Research 

 Overall, future researchers could study the concepts of lifestyle and shoppable 

product displays in a real, 3-dimensional store environment. This would render a realistic 

shopping experience and better communicate the product display types to participants. 

Future researchers could further investigate the concept of shoppable product 

displays because although consumers frequently experience the disadvantage of non-

shoppable displays (the inability to find the displayed products in the store), this concept 

has not been investigated in previous research. The benefits of a shoppable display would 

be better understood if studied in a real store environment. 

The development of a measurement scale that assesses consumers‟ response 

towards product display would benefit future researchers in this field. Such a scale may 

include items such as “I would browse this display for several minutes,” “I would like to 

show my shopping companion items in this display,” or “I would like to touch the items 

in this display.” A scale like this would enable researchers to measure consumer response 
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towards a product display without introducing other extraneous variables such as those in 

the greater retail environment. 

In the future study of product display, researchers may want to consider 

participants‟ level of impulsivity as an individual difference variable. Product display 

may tempt consumers to make unplanned purchases once in the store and a consumer that 

is more impulsive may be more likely to do so than a less impulsive consumer. This 

concept would be particularly applicable to assessments of the effectiveness of shoppable 

product displays, as these displays allow consumers to quickly grab the product from the 

display itself. 

Future researchers could further investigate the concept of cognitive pleasure. The 

development of a cognitive pleasure measurement specifically for the application to 

product displays would be beneficial for researchers in the visual merchandising field. If 

this measurement asked consumers to assess the level of pleasure they experienced from 

imagining themselves in the display, it may be a better predictor of behavioral response 

towards the display than a scale that simply assessed their ability to do so.  

The application of the S-O-R model to the study of product display and visual 

merchandising could be expanded to include other variables. The organism could include 

other emotional states (i.e., hopefulness, annoyance) and response variables other than 

approach and avoidance behavior (i.e., patronage intention, shopping enjoyment). 

Including different variables may result in a successful application of the S-O-R model. 

Finally, as this research demonstrates that product display and visual 

merchandising have an effect on consumer behavior, future research should continue to 
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investigate these concepts. Current practice of visual merchandising tends to use a trial 

and error approach; that is, retailers will implement a visual merchandising strategy 

without determining why it is successful or a failure. Further research on the reasons 

behind why certain visual merchandising strategies are successful and why some are not 

would be beneficial for both industry and academia.   
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Appendix 

 

Questionnaire 

 

 
Greetings! 

Thank you for participating in this research. Please read the consent form before completing the 

questionnaire. Your responses are voluntary and anonymous. 

 

Consent Form  

Fantasy and Utility: The Effect of Lifestyle Displays and Shoppability on Consumers’ Approach and 

Avoidance Behaviors 

You are invited to be in a research study of retail environments and products displays. You have been asked 

to participate due to your age (18-30) and enrollment in this course. I ask that you read this form and ask 

any questions you may have before agreeing to be in the study.  

 

This study is being conducted by: Cara Damminga (graduate student) in the Department of Design, 

Housing, and Apparel at the University of Minnesota. 

 

Background Information 

The purpose of this research is to determine consumers‟ responses towards different retail displays and how 

individual differences may predict a preference for one display over another. 

 

Procedures: 
If you agree to be in this study, you will fill out a questionnaire. The questionnaire will ask: 1) demographic 

questions, 2) questions about your shopping behaviors, 3) view a product display, 4) questions about your 

reaction to the product display. Completion of the survey should take 10 minutes. 

 

Risks and Benefits of being in the Study 

The research involves no more than minimal risk. The probability and magnitude of harm or discomfort are 

not greater in and of themselves than those ordinarily encountered in the daily life. The benefits are that 

you will be exposed to new visual merchandising and product display ideas.  

 

Confidentiality: 
The records of this study will be kept private. In any sort of report we might publish, we will not include 

any information that will make it possible to identify a subject. Research records will be stored securely 

and only the researchers will have access to the records.  

 

Voluntary Nature of the Study: 
Participation in this study is voluntary. Your decision whether or not to participate will not affect your 

current or future relations with the University of Minnesota. If you decide to participate, you are free to not 

answer any question or withdraw at any time without affecting those relationships.   

 

Contacts and Questions: 
The researcher conducting this study is Cara Damminga. You may ask me any questions you may have 

now. If you have any questions later, you are encouraged to contact me at: 

Department of Design, Housing, & Apparel 

University of Minnesota 

346 McNeal Hall 



   75 

 

1985 Buford Ave 

St. Paul, MN 55108 

612-626-5906 

dammi003@umn.edu 

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to someone other than the 

researcher, you are encouraged to contact the Research Subjects' Advocate Line, D528 Mayo, 420 

Delaware St. Southeast, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455; (612) 625-1650.  

Part I 

 

The first part of this questionnaire will ask for demographic information. 

 

1. Please indicate your age: __________ years 

 

2. Please indicate your sex:  

□Female   □Male 

 

3. Please indicate your annual household income: 

□ Under $20,000 

□ $20,000-$39,999 

□ $40,000-$59,999 

□ $60,000-$79,999 

□ $80,000-$99,999 

□ $100,000 or more 

 

4. Academic major:  _____________________________ 

 

5. Have you participated in this research before? 

 □ No   □ Yes 

 

Part II 

 

The second part of this questionnaire will ask you questions about your shopping behaviors. 

 

Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements: 

 

  Strongly                                    Strongly 

Disagree                                        Agree 

1 I usually buy my clothes at the most convenient place. 1         2        3        4       5       6       7 

2 I shop for clothes where it saves me time. 1         2        3        4       5       6       7 

3 I put a high value on convenience when shopping for 

clothes. 

1         2        3        4       5       6       7 
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  Strongly                                Strongly 

Disagree                                    Agree 

4 Shopping is truly a joy. 1         2        3        4       5       6       7 

5 I shop, not because I have to, but because I want to. 1         2        3        4       5       6       7 

6 Shopping truly feels like an escape. 1         2        3        4       5       6       7 

7 Compared to other things I can do, time spent shopping 

is truly enjoyable. 

1         2        3        4       5       6       7 

8 I enjoy being immersed in exciting new products. 1         2        3        4       5       6       7 

9 I enjoy shopping for its own sake, not just for items I 

purchase. 
1         2        3        4       5       6       7 

 

10 

I have a good time shopping because I am able to act 

on the “spur-of-the-moment.” 

1         2        3        4       5       6       7 

11 When I shop, I feel the excitement of the hunt. 1         2        3        4       5       6       7 

12 While shopping, I am able to forget my problems. 1         2        3        4       5       6       7 

13 While shopping, I get a sense of adventure. 1         2        3        4       5       6       7 

14 Shopping is not a very nice time out. 1         2        3        4       5       6       7 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



   77 

 

Part III 

 

Please observe the following picture of an apparel product display. Only the apparel products are for 

sale. 
 

Imagine you are shopping for an apparel product (a dress, blouse, or sweater) for yourself (or a female 

friend aged 18-30). Imagine this apparel product display is the first display you see upon entering a retailer. 

Please note the attractiveness of the display and whether or not you think this display would help you 

complete your shopping. 

 

Keep this scenario in mind as you complete the survey… 

 

 
 

Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements: 

  Strongly                            Strongly       

Disagree                                 Agree 

15 
This product display communicates a lifestyle. 1       2        3        4       5       6       7 

16 This product display would help me find and buy the 

displayed products. 
1       2        3        4       5       6       7 
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Part IV 

 

The fourth part of this questionnaire will ask you questions about the product display you have just 

viewed. Please refer back to the picture of the product display if needed. 

 

Please read the adjectives on each side of the boxes. Based on these adjectives, circle the number that 

indicates how you felt while viewing the product display.  

  

For example: 

 

Happy 1         2        3        4       5       6       7 Sad 

 

If the product display made you feel very happy, you would circle 1. 

If the product display made you feel equally happy and sad, you would circle 4. 

If the product display made you very sad, you would circle 7. 

 

 

Contented 1         2        3        4       5       6       7 Depressed 

Happy 1         2        3        4       5       6       7 Unhappy 

Satisfied 1         2        3        4       5       6       7 Unsatisfied 

Pleased 1         2        3        4       5       6       7 Annoyed 

Relaxed 1         2        3        4       5       6       7 Bored 

Important 1         2        3        4       5       6       7 Insignificant 

Free 1         2        3        4       5       6       7 Restricted 

Hopeful 1         2        3        4       5       6       7 Despairing 

 

Stimulated 1         2        3        4       5       6       7 Relaxed 

Excited 1         2        3        4       5       6       7 Calm 

Jittery 1         2        3        4       5       6       7 Dull 

Aroused 1         2        3        4       5       6       7 Unaroused 

Frenzied 1         2        3        4       5       6       7 Sluggish 

Overcrowded 1         2        3        4       5       6       7 Uncrowded 

Wide awake 1         2        3        4       5       6       7 Sleepy 
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Think about the product display you viewed.  

Imagine yourself using the products in the display. 

 

 

  Not                                             The 

at All                                        Most 

                                            Possible                                   

32 How clear and vivid is your mental image? 1        2        3        4       5       6       7 

33 Did you observe yourself doing something in the 

product display? 

1        2        3        4       5       6       7 

34 Did you experience yourself doing something in the 

product display? 

1        2        3        4       5       6       7 

 

 

Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements: 

  Strongly                             Strongly       

Disagree                                Agree 

35 I enjoyed viewing this product display. 1       2        3        4       5       6       7 

36 I would like to spend a lot of time browsing a store that 

had this type of product displays. 

1       2        3        4       5       6       7 

37 I would avoid ever having to return to a store that had 

this type of product display. 

1       2        3        4       5       6       7 

38 I would feel friendly and talkative to a stranger who 

happens to be near me in a store with this type of 

product display. 

1       2        3        4       5       6       7 

39  I would want to avoid looking around or exploring a 

store that had this type of product display. 

1       2        3        4       5       6       7 

 

40 

I like this product display. 1       2        3        4       5       6       7 

41 I might try to avoid other people and having to talk to 

them in a store that had this type of product display. 

1       2        3        4       5       6       7 

42 In a store with this type of product display I might end 

up spending more money than I originally intended. 
1       2        3        4       5       6       7 

 

 

THANK YOU for participating in this research! 

 


