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Abstract

:

In this study, the main research purpose was to determine whether artistic components of interior design in a store lead consumers to have different perceptions of the store. There were three main research questions. The first was whether consumers perceived the artistic components in a store visually. Second, based on the first research question, this study explored whether the artistic displays at the show window, around the furniture, and around the stairs were associated with consumers’ perceptions of the store as environmental-friendly. The third research question explored how the consumers’ perceptions of artistic and environment-friendly components were associated with the conventional marketing performance of the store. The 2 Stages Probit Least Squares (2SPLS) method was utilized to answer the first and second research questions and the 2 Stage Least Squares (2SLS) method was utilized for the third research question. Findings indicated that consumers had significant emotional responses from seeing artistic components in a store. In addition, these perceived art elements were associated with marketing performances, including pro-environmental perception, store differentiation, brand image, and consumer satisfaction. The practical implications were included in the discussion.
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1. Introduction


In terms of art perception, there have been various trials to understand how people perceive and recognize art [1,2,3]. In this literature, the main baseline was that any art was meaningful when recognized by viewers. Augustin et al. [1] explained that the viewers’ perception of art was initiated during a timeline when the viewer was exposed to the art. Specifically, Leder et al. [2] explained that the art perception was made when the viewer experienced the aesthetics of the art. Norman [3] explained that the art perception was an intuitive experience. As such, understanding viewers’ perceptions of art works is a long-time research topic that is still being investigated, now with the use of advanced technology such as Even-Related Potential (ERP) from brain functioning [4]. In addition to the foundational research about how viewers perceive an art as the artistic object, there is another topic of how people perceive an object as art in situations such as art shown through a monitor, public places, and museums [5,6,7]. This literature expanded the foundational question about art perception to be linked with physical surroundings such as a certain place. All the above implies that viewers’ art perception continues to be a research topic of interest and the viewers’ perceptions are associated with the place where the art is viewed.



Based on the above literature, this study expanded the research question toward viewers’ art perception in commercial places such as stores. Art was infused into the consumer products in modern commercialized society [8] rather than just in museums or galleries. In other words, art objects were recently exposed to consumers in commercial areas as part of the marketing performances [9,10,11]. Therefore, a question should be asked in commercial places, such as how consumers perceive art in a store. This study begins with how artistic components in a store are perceived as art by consumers.



The above concepts and literature [1,3] focused on finding purely art-viewers’ perceptions of the art. However, considering that the viewers in this study were more likely consumers in a store, marketing concepts such as sensory and emotional responses were assumed to be associated with the consumers’ perceptions of the art in a store. In marketing concepts, sensory and emotional responses have important roles in consumers’ perceptions in a store and to their behavior [12,13,14,15]. Specifically, in a store, a combination of a certain level of stimulus to consumers’ sensory and emotional responses was assumed to evoke a meaningful perception [14]. In other words, consumers perceive the stimuli, such as artistic components, in a store when they get enough artistic stimuli to evoke emotional responses.



Along with the above initial research question, there was a practical question in this study. The question was how consumers’ perceptions of art via seeing artistic components of a store influenced the consumers’ psychological responses to the stores’ marketing performances. As the initial question included the emotional responses as an exogeneous covariate of the consumers’ perceptions [16], the emotional responses were still assumed to be an exogenous covariate to the consumers’ psychological responses to the marketing performance. Specifically, the marketing performances were divided into two facets: pro-environment marketing performance and conventional marketing performance.



Pro-environmental consumer behavior was introduced a couple of decades ago [17] and became a trend in the current market and society [18]. In the case of pro-environmental consumer behavior, how sustainability was perceived was critical to the consumer’s behavior [19]. It implied that the consumers’ perception of sustainability of a store was associated with pro-environmental consumer behavior. Therefore, in this study, the first marketing performance (i.e., pro-environmental consumer behavior) to be checked was the perception of a store as an environment-friendly store. The second marketing performance to be checked was whether consumers perceived the conventional marketing performance, including store differences, brand image, and consumers’ satisfaction. All these were also known to be marketing performance related with consumers’ perception and the store’s artistic components [20,21].



In summary, in this study, the main research purpose was to check whether artistic components in a store lead the consumers to have different perceptions of the store with these consequent research questions. First, it was checked whether consumers perceived the artistic components in a store (i.e., at the show window, around the furniture, and around the stairs) via one of the senses (i.e., sight). As explained above, it was checked whether emotional responses to the store (i.e., exogeneous factor of perception) were associated with the perception of artistic components at certain places. Second, by confirming the first research question, this study checked whether each artistic display at the show window, around the furniture, and around the stairs was associated with the consumers’ perception of the store as an environment-friendly store (i.e., pro-environmental marketing performance). Based on the responses to the first and second research questions, the third research question checked how the consumers’ perception of artistic and environment-friendly components were associated with conventional marketing performance of the store (i.e., shop differentiation, brand image, and consumers’ satisfaction).



By answering the above three research questions, this study had two important contributions to the field. First, this study investigated how artistic components in a store were perceived as sustainable components to consumers. It implied the potential of the use of artistic components in a store for sustainable marketing. Second, this study investigated the position of the artistic components, such as at the show window, around the furniture, and around the stairs. To respond to the research questions, this study utilized perceived art scores of in-store components (i.e., at the show window, around the furniture, and around the stairs) as endogenous factors to be associated with other exogeneous variables (i.e., emotional responses to the store). Therefore, for the first two research questions, the 2 Stages Probit Least Squares (2SPLS) model was utilized, and for the third research question, the 2 Stage Least Squares (2SLS) model was utilized. The expected result contributed to the practical field in industry by explaining how to emphasize the artistic and sustainable components in actual stores.




2. Conceptual Background and Literature Review


2.1. Artification in a Store


Art became a part of consumers’ culture in South Korea recently. According to the Ministry of Culture, Sports and Tourism in South Korea [22], the annual number of art viewers who attended art events in South Korea increased from 65.8% in 2006 to 81.8% in 2019. Specifically, regardless of the region (i.e., urban and suburban) or art type (i.e., movie, music, drawings), the increasing trend was observed across the entire country in the same period. This implies that art fulfilled the emotional needs of art consumers.



The trend was expanded to the places where consumers spent their time, such as shopping malls and individual stores. Diverse commercial areas, such as shopping malls and individual stores, adopted the artistic components as part of their attractive marketing performance [11,23,24] because surroundings and environments of a store influence consumers’ decision making [25]. Specifically, brand management such as brand name, symbol, and consumers’ perception (i.e., branding or brand equity) were associated with brand’s image and value. For instance, Aaker [26,27] introduced a set of assets of brand value using a name of brand equity. It implied that artistic components of branding (e.g., artistic symbol of a brand store) were associated with brand image and store value. In addition, Keller [20] explained that the brand equity was a combination of brand image and consumers’ awareness. It implied that consumers’ awareness for the brand management (e.g., surroundings and environments of a store) were an important part in evaluating brand image. As a result, artification can be a strategy to increase consumer satisfaction, brand image, and store value [28,29,30].



It was the adoption of artification that led to stores becoming art galleries. Artification is the process of changing the non-art into art [31,32]. Therefore, artification of a store meant that a non-art store changed to an art store. Through using artification, some commercial stores that were not directly related to art might produce better performance [33]. Consequently, the adoption of artification escalated the brand image as well as the perception of brand by consumers [34]. Luxury brands such as Louis Vuitton and Prada were the first commercial entities to adopt artification in their stores. Then, by following the luxury brands, some lifestyle brand shops (e.g., Nike, Starbucks, and Apple) also adopted artification in their stores [21]. Recent literature found that there were cognitive and emotional responses to the artification store (e.g., [15,35,36]). This literature suggested the innovative strategy of artification allowed commercial places to become both commercial areas and art galleries [29,37].



Placement of the art was an important strategy in terms of store management and marketing performance [16] (p. 93). Attractive visual displays and placement (e.g., art placement at windows, furniture, and stairs) were well known to be effective at causing consumer responses. Jain, Takayanagi, and Malthouse [38] explained that show windows had five types of effects on consumer behavior: social, hedonic, informational, image, and good feeling. As such, well-designed art at a certain placement can be a factor for differentiating one shop from another.




2.2. Emotional Responses as Exogeneous Factors of Consumers’ Perceptions


Emotional responses of consumers were considered exogeneous factors to the consumer’s attitude, behavior, and perception [16]. Specifically, based on the experiential hierarchy of effects, hedonic consumption such as shopping behavior was influenced by emotional contagion [39,40]. This means that the emotional response evoked by the consumers’ perception in the store led to the consumers’ perception of the marketing performance. Therefore, the emotional affection was assumed to be an exogenous factor to the perception of marketing performance.



As the emotional atmosphere of a store influences consumer behavior [25], many stores have begun to utilize attractive appliances that are more likely to be considered artistic [10,41]. In addition, inversely, the adaption of artistic components in a store was revealed to be associated with consumers’ cognitive and emotional responses [37,42]. As a result, consumers’ perceptions of art are assumed to be influenced by emotional affection in hedonic consumption (e.g., shopping) before the perception of marketing performance. Therefore, in this study, the emotional responses were utilized as an exogenous factor for 2-stages modeling.




2.3. Artification as a Marketing Performance Including Pro-Environmental Marketing


The important role of artification in marketing performance is to increase the probability of consumers’ perceptions, which was conceptualized as sensory threshold or sensory adaptation [14,43]. Sensory threshold means a certain level of stimuli that a consumer needs to recognize the stimuli; and sensory adaption means that a consumer is getting used to the stimuli. Therefore, sensory marketing has been an important strategy in marketing performance [15] with utilizing various sensory units (e.g., haptics, smell, audition, taste, and vision). Specifically, vision was already known to be associated with place [44] and aesthetic perception [8,45].



Therefore, the artification at a place in a store (e.g., at the show window, around the furniture, and around the stairs) was expected to be a factor in causing an effective marketing performance (e.g., store differentiation, brand image, and consumer satisfaction). For instance, the show window was associated with the consumers’ sight [38] as introduced above. Consumers’ visual sensory (i.e., sight) was an important part of marketing attraction because sight was strongly associated with color recognition [16] and color was associated with enhancing mood [46]. This implies that any art at a certain place in a store can be associated with the consumers’ response in a store. Therefore, the consumers’ perception of any artification in a store was the evidence of the existence of sensory stimuli.



The sensory feature of art in a store was expected to be associated with a pro-environmental and sustainable business. In the literature, consumers’ sensory perception related to sustainability was frequently reported in food sciences and labeling issues. For instance, Hwang, Lee, Jo, Cho, and Moon [47] found that consumers’ sensory evaluation was associated with the pro-environmental information shown to consumers. Specifically, labels of products were the key media to deliver the pro-environmental information [48]. Considering that concerns about sustainability in a specific industry were related to consumer behavior [49], it was also adopted in interior design in store management. Specifically, a display in a store, called visual merchandising (VMD), represented the stores’ uniqueness and good quality of management [28,50]. Therefore, the well-managed display of artistic elements with pro-environmental information in a store was receiving important attention in the management of the store [51]. As such, consumers’ perception of the pro-environmental elements in artistic displays of a store might act as a predictor for marketing performance of a store. Furthermore, the consumers’ sensory perceptions were associated with the sustainable business itself [52].




2.4. Hypotheses and Empirical Models


As discussed above in the literature review, utilization of art in a store (i.e., artification) was a useful strategy to promote the brand image, store value, and consumers’ satisfaction [28,29,30]. Specifically, brand image and value were brand assets [25] so that the artistic expression in brand name and symbol in store might be used as a marketing tool. In addition, the brand assets should be based on the consumers’ awareness about brand image and value [20] so that the artistic expression should be recognized by the consumers. It was the final goal of this study to check whether the artification was associated with marketing performance. Therefore, the last hypotheses were the questions about the association between artification and marketing performances (H3, H4, and H5).



Before checking the last hypotheses (H3, H4, and H5), the first step should be taken. The first step was to check whether consumers perceived the artistic components in a store or not. The consumers’ awareness, specifically emotional responses, were assumed to be initiated with the consumers’ perception when the consumers’ behavior were in the realm of hedonic consumption [16]. Therefore, the first hypotheses were the questions about the association between perception of art and emotional responses to a store (H1a, H1b, and H1c). In between the first hypotheses (H1a, H1b, and H1c) and the last hypotheses (H3, H4, and H5), in this study, the role of pro-environmental elements was investigated because sensory evaluation was associated with both consumers’ perception [14,43] and pro-environmental information [47,48]. Therefore, the intermediate hypotheses were the questions about the intermediating role of pro-environmental perception of a store (H2a, H2b, and H2c).



After all, this research investigated these associations after controlling socio-demographic predictors and shopping behavior: (a) association among emotional responses to the store and consumers’ perception (i.e., result of sight) of artistic components in the show window, around the furniture, and around the stairs (H1a, H1b, and H1c); (b) association between artistic display in the store’s interior (i.e., in the show window, around the furniture, and around the stairs) and the consumers’ perception of environment-friendly store (H2a, H2b, and H2c); and (c) the association among control variables, artistic display, the consumers’ perception of the store as environment-friendly, and the marketing performance of the store such as store differentiation, brand image, and consumer satisfaction (H3, H4, and H5). The first associations (H1a, H1b, and H1c) are the foundational line to check the other associations (H2a, H2b, H2c, H3, H4, and H5). The empirical model used to fulfil the research purpose is shown in Figure 1.



Based on the empirical model, the hypotheses were:



Hypothesis 1a (H1a).

Control variables (i.e., gender, age, education, marital status, income level, emotional response to the store, shopping behavior, and interior type) are significantly associated with the perception of the art display at the show window.





Hypothesis 1b (H1b).

Control variables (i.e., gender, age, education, marital status, income level, emotional response to the store, shopping behavior, and interior type) are significantly associated with the perception of the art display around the furniture.





Hypothesis 1c (H1c).

Control variables (i.e., gender, age, education, marital status, income level, emotional response to the store, shopping behavior, and interior type) are significantly associated with the perception of the art display around the stairs.





Hypothesis 2a (H2a).

The perception of the art in the show window is significantly associated with the consumers’ perception of the store as environment-friendly.





Hypothesis 2b (H2b).

The perception of the art around the furniture is significantly associated with the consumers’ perception of the store as environment-friendly.





Hypothesis 2c (H2c).

The perception of the art around the stairs is significantly associated with the consumers’ perception of the store as environment-friendly.





Hypothesis 3 (H3).

The precedents (i.e., control variables, perception of art in the show window, perception of art around the furniture, perception of art around the stairs, and the consumers’ perception of the store as environment-friendly) are associated with the consumers’ perceived store differences.





Hypothesis 4 (H4).

The precedents (i.e., control variables, perception of art in the show window, perception of art around the furniture, perception of art around the stairs, and the consumers’ perception of the store as environment-friendly) are associated with the consumers’ perceived brand image.





Hypothesis 5 (H5).

The precedents (i.e., control variables, perception of art in the show window, perception of art around the furniture, perception of art around the stairs, and the consumers’ perception of the store as environment-friendly) are associated with the consumers’ perceived satisfaction.







3. Data and Methodology


3.1. Data Collection


Data was collected through a random sampling method by employing an online survey agency in South Korea. The total sample collected was 648. To ensure diversity of consumers’ responses to the store interior design, there were two kinds of store interior designs (due to the copyright issue, the pictures were only allowed to be used for survey) shown to the respondents. The 648 respondents were randomly assigned one of two interior designs. In addition, in order to exclude an exogenous effect due to different brand and different store places, pictures of two interior designs from the same store and same brand (the selected brand name was KUHO and the store was located at a shopping street in Seoul, South Korea (i.e., Itaewon)) were used.



Table 1 shows the demographic features of the total sample of 648 across all regions in South Korea with these features: the average age of respondents was around 40 (M = 39.51, SD = 10.76); around half of the sample were female (52.47%); the majority of respondents completed college-level education or higher (79.78%); about half were married (52.31%); and over half of the respondents had an intermediate level of monthly income, between 2 million won (the currency for the study was Korean won, where 1000 won was approximately equivalent to 1 U.S. dollar) and 8 million won (78.40%).




3.2. Analytics


For H1a, H1b, H1c, H2a, H2b, and H2c, probit models with continuous endogenous covariates (Two Stage Probit Least Squared, 2SPLS) were utilized. As the empirical model showed, the perception of artistic display at each place (i.e., show window, furniture, and stairs) was assumed to be an instrument variable for measuring the perception of the store as environment-friendly. The 2SPLS model was known to be a good fit with the binary dependent variables (i.e., perceived the shop as environment-friendly or not) that covariates (i.e., perception of artistic display in the show window, around the furniture, and around the stairs) were endogenous [53]. The 2SPLS functions for H1 and H2 are shown below:


  A r t S c o r  e i  = ∑ E m o t i o n  s i  + ∑  X i  +  v i   



(1)






  E c  o i  = E c o B e h a v  e i  + A r t S c o r  e i  + ∑  X i  +  u i   



(2)




where ArtScore in Function (1) denotes how a respondent perceived a certain place (i.e., show window, furniture, and stairs) as an artistic place at a store, which would be used as a predictor in Function (2); i was the three types of artistic places such as show window, furniture, and stairs; Xj indicates all control variables including socio-demographic variables, shopping behavior, and interior types; Eco means the binary answer whether a respondent perceived the interior as environment-friendly or not; EcoBehave was a control variable for Function (2) with measuring how a respondent considered oneself as an environment-friendly person; and ui and vi were the estimation errors. Within the 2SPLS, Function (1) was estimated first, and Function (2) was estimated next. Therefore, Function (1) made the results for H1 and Function (2) brought the results for H2. In addition, three types of artistic display (i) at each Function made the three variations of hypotheses (i.e., a, b, and c in each H1 and H2).



For Hypothesis 3, 2 Stages Least Squares (2SLS) was utilized per each criterion (i.e., store differences, brand image, and consumer satisfaction). The 2SLS function utilized two-steps feasible Generalized Method of Moments (GMM) so that the exogenous factors (i.e., emotional responses to the store) can be estimated when the second stage of estimation was executed [54]. Function (1) was utilized as the baseline (i.e., the first stage in 2SLS) for estimating the perceived artistic value at each placement, and Function (3) (below) was connected to Function (1) for H3, H4, and H5 as below:


  M  P  i k   = A r t S c o r  e  i k   + E c  o  i k   + E c o B e h a v  e  i k   + ∑  X i  +  e  i k    



(3)




where ArtScorei was the estimated artistic value in each placement from Function (1); MP means the marketing performance; k indicates the three types of marketing performance including shop differentiation (H3), brand image (H4), and consumer satisfaction (H5); eik means the error term in the function. As i included three types (i.e., show window, furniture, and stairs) and k included three types (i.e., shop differentiation, brand image, and consumer satisfaction), the total 2SLS were executed with nine models.




3.3. Measurement


Store differentiation was measured with four questions: (a) Do you agree that the current store has enjoyable interior design? (b) Do you agree that the current store has different uniqueness from other stores? (c) Do you agree that the current store provokes your curiosity? (d) Do you agree that the current store makes you have a unique experience? Responses for all four questions were based on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly not agree) to 5 (strongly agree). The sum of the four questions was utilized as the scale for shop differentiation. Therefore, the higher the number, the higher the store differentiation. As shown in Table 2, the reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) of four items was 0.85, which was higher than the criteria [55,56]. In addition, the construct validity was secured by checking goodness of model fit with confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The root mean of squared error of approximation (RMSEA) was 0.035; standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) was 0.010; comparative fit index (CFI) was 0.999; and Tucker Lewis index (TLI) was 0.996. All indicators showed that the construct validity was secured, that RMSEA should be lower than 0.060 or 0.080; SRMR should be 0.08; and CFI and TLI should be over 0.90 [57,58,59]. Among 648 samples, the average store differentiation was 13.04 (SD = 3.04).



Brand image was assessed with five items: (a) Do you agree that the current store’s interior reflects the brand image? (b) Do you agree that the current store’s interior increases the favor of the brand? (c) Do you agree that the current store’s interior increases brand awareness? (d) Do you agree that the current store’s interior increases the brand’s value? (e) Do you agree that the current store’s interior increases the image of the brand? Responses to all five questions were based on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly not agree) to 5 (strongly agree). The total sum of the five questions was utilized as the scale for brand image. Therefore, the higher the number, the higher the brand image. As shown in Table 2, the Cronbach’s alpha of five items was 0.93, which was higher than the criteria. In addition, the construct validity was secured by checking goodness of model fit with confirmatory factor analysis. The RMSEA was 0.044; SRMR was 0.008; CFI was 0.998; and TLI was 0.995. Among 648 samples, the average brand image was 16.73 (SD = 3.91).



Consumer satisfaction was assessed with six items: (a) Are you satisfied with the current store? (b) Will you recommend the current store to your friend? (c) Will you keep shopping at the current store in the future? (d) Do you feel less wasteful when you shop tableat the current store? (e) Will you visit another store with the same brand? (f) Will you purchase a product from the same brand? Responses to all six questions were based on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly not agree) to 5 (strongly agree). The total sum of the six questions was utilized as the scale for consumer satisfaction. Therefore, the higher the number, the higher the consumer satisfaction. As shown in Table 2, the Cronbach’s alpha of six items was 0.94, which was higher than the criteria. In addition, the CFA confirmed the construct validity: RMSEA was 0.067; SRMR was 0.015; CFI was 0.996; and TLI was 0.987. Among 648 samples, the average consumer satisfaction was 18.98 (SD = 4.59).



Perception of the environment was asked with one question: Does this store seem to be environment-friendly? Among 648 respondents, 25.46% answered that they felt the store was environment-friendly based on the images in the store. Respondents were asked to answer with a dichotomous answer: yes or no. Perceived artistic display at a certain placement (i.e., show window, furniture, and stairs) was asked with a single question per placement: (a) Can you feel the artistic expression from the show window? (b) Can you feel the artistic expression from the furniture and its surroundings? (c) Can you feel the artistic expression from the stairs and its surroundings? Answers to each question were based on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly not agree) to 5 (strongly agree). Therefore, the higher the number, the higher the perception of artistic display at the placement. In terms of show window, the artistic perception score was 3.47 (SD = 1.00); in terms of furniture and its surroundings, the artistic perception score was 3.48 (SD = 0.94); in terms of stairs and its surroundings, the artistic perception score was 3.94 (SD = 0.90).



Emotional responses were adopted from previous literature [21] and one question was asked with 13 possible items: At the current store, do you feel (a) good; (b) annoyed; (c) satisfied; (d) depressed; (e) curious; (f) bored; (g) excited; (h) nervous; (i) aroused; (j) relaxed; (k) comfortable; (l) timid; and (m) focused? As the 13 items were not indicating the same directional emotions, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was utilized to find an appropriate number of emotions. By utilizing EFA, three factors were found: (a) positive emotional responses with good, curious, excited, aroused, and focused; (b) negative emotional responses with annoyed, depressed, bored, nervous, and timid; and (c) comfort emotional responses with satisfied, relaxed, and comfortable (See Appendix A Table A1, Table A2 and Table A3). Responses for all 13 questions were based on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly not agree) to 5 (strongly agree). In terms of positive emotional response to the store, five items were utilized. Therefore, the higher the number, the higher the positive emotional response. As shown in Table 2, the Cronbach’s alpha of five items was 0.80, which was higher than the criteria. In addition, the construct validity was secured by checking goodness of model fit with CFA. The RMSEA was 0.000; SRMR was 0.005; CFI was 1.000; and TLI was 1.000. In terms of negative emotional response to the store, five items were utilized. Therefore, the higher the number, the higher the negative emotional response. As shown in Table 2, the Cronbach’s alpha of five items was 0.77, which was higher than the criteria. In addition, the construct validity was secured by checking goodness of model fit with CFA. The RMSEA was 0.000; SRMR was 0.008; CFI was 1.000; and TLI was 1.000. In terms of comfortable emotional response to the store, three items were utilized. Therefore, the higher the number, the higher the comfortable emotional response. As shown in Table 2, the Cronbach’s alpha of five items was 0.80, which was higher than the criteria. In addition, the construct validity was secured by checking goodness of model fit with CFA. The RMSEA was 0.000; SRMR was 0.000; CFI was 1.000; and TLI was 1.000. Positive emotion showed an average of 15.07 (SD = 3.19); negative emotion showed an average of 10.39 (SD = 3.07); comfortable emotion showed an average of 9.53 (SD = 2.19).



Shopping behavior was assessed with five items: Do you agree with these sentences? (a) I tend to spend time to purchase the better product with lower price; (b) I feel that I am free when I shop; (c) I feel that I become a special one when I shop; (d) Shopping itself is enjoyable and exciting; and (e) I am enjoying brand-new products. Answers to all five questions were based on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly not agree) to 5 (strongly agree). The total sum of the five questions were utilized in this study as the scale for shopping behavior. Therefore, the higher the number, the more friendly the shopping behavior. As shown in Table 2, the Cronbach’s alpha of five items was 0.77, which was higher than the criteria. In addition, the CFA confirmed the construct validity: RMSEA was 0.051; SRMR was 0.017; CFI was 0.995; and TLI was 0.983. Among 648 respondents, the shopping behavior was measured with an average of 17.67 (SD = 3.14).



Interior type was binary coded. As respondents were randomly assigned to one of two interior types, the frequency was almost half, and half for each type (50.77%; 49.23%) as shown in Table 2. The interior type was given for checking the diversity of artistic display on Functions 1 and 2, and the interior type was used as control variable in the functions. Demographic variables included gender (male = 0; female = 1), age and age square term, education level (high school or lower = 1; college level = 2; graduate degree or higher = 3), marital status (single = 0; married = 1), and income level (lower than 2 million won = 1; over 8 million won = 5). These socio-demographic factors were used as a control variable because this study utilized a random sampling survey. Finally, environmental behavior of respondents was asked with a single question: Do you agree that you prefer using environment-friendly products in daily life? As the pre-existing environmental behavior may cause a sampling error in Function (1), the single item was utilized in Function (1) as a control variable. Answers for the question were based on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly not agree) to 5 (strongly agree). Among 648 respondents, the environmental behavior was measured with an average of 3.42 (SD = 0.84).





4. Results


4.1. Responses to Hypotheses 1a, 1b, and 1c


Table 3 shows the results for Hypotheses 1a, 1b, and 1c. Three models showed R2 as much as 0.25, 0.31, and 0.20, respectively, for Model 1a (H1a), Model 1b (H1b), and Model 1c (H1c). Their model fits were significantly meaningful (F = 14.17, p < 0.001; F = 18.68, p < 0.001; F = 10.44, p < 0.001, respectively, for Models 1a, 1b, and 1c). The details of the results are shown in Table 3.



As shown in the above Table 3, having an emotional response to the store causes consumers to perceive the artistic components from each placesdment (i.e., show window, furniture, and stairs). Consumers perceived the show window as an artistic place when they felt a positive emotion from the store (b = 0.12, p < 0.001). The negative and comfortable emotional responses were not significantly associated with the artistic value in the show window (b = −0.02, p = 0.10; b = 0.01, p = 0.60, respectively, for negative emotion and comfortable emotion). The interior type decreased the artistic scores at the window when it was Type B (b = −0.58, p < 0.001).



Consumers perceived the furniture as an artistic place when they felt a positive emotion from the store (b = 0.11, p < 0.001). On the contrary, when consumers felt a negative emotion from the store, they were less likely to perceive the artistic component from the window (b = −0.02, p < 0.05). Interestingly, socio-demographic factors were associated with the perceived art around the furniture. For instance, the perceived art score around the furniture increased (b = 0.21, p < 0.01) when a respondent was female; the perceived art score around the furniture decreased (b = −0.27, p < 0.01) when a respondent was married. The association between age and the perceived art score around the furniture was quadratic; artistic score decreased until 50 years old (considering the quadratic function of age and age2, the turning point was calculated by differential calculation such as: −[Age’s b]/(2 × [Age2’s b]) = −(−0.08)/2 × (0.0008) = 50.) (age’s b = −0.08, p < 0.01) but increased after 50 (age2’s b = 0.0008, p < 0.05). Compared to the lowest income group (i.e., those who earned a monthly income lower than 200 million won), all other higher income groups showed a negative association with perceived art around the furniture. The interior type increased the artistic scores around the furniture when it was Type B (b = 0.32, p < 0.001).



Consumers perceived around the stairs as an artistic place when they felt a positive emotion from the store (b = 0.08, p < 0.001). On the other hand, when consumers felt negative emotions from the store, consumers were less likely to perceive the artistic component from the show window (b = −0.04, p < 0.001). Interestingly, gender and shopping behavior were associated with the perceived art around the stairs. For instance, the perceived art score around the stairs increased (b = 0.21, p < 0.01) when a respondent was female; the perceived art score around the stairs increased (b = 0.03, p < 0.05) when a respondent was a more friendly shopping person. The interior type increased the artistic scores around the stairs when it was Type B (b = 0.17, p < 0.05).




4.2. Responses to Hypotheses 2a, 2b, and 2c


Table 4 shows the 2SPLS results by using an estimated art score from Function (1) (Models 1a, 1b, and 1c) as a predictor for the perception that the store was an environment-friendly shop. Model fits for three models were significant (χ2 = 248.35, p < 0.001; χ2 = 240.51, p < 0.001; χ2 = 308.73, p < 0.001, respectively, for Models 2a, 2b, and 2c), which means that all three models were well fit with datasets. In addition, the usage of 2SPLS was statistically justified by seeing significant exogeneity chi-squares (χ2 = 45.03, p < 0.001; χ2 = 36.51, p < 0.001; χ2 = 44.02, p < 0.001, respectively, for Models 2a, 2b, and 2c). When the exogeneity chi-squares were significant, the two stages with exogeneous variables (e.g., emotional responses to perception of artistic in each place of window, furniture, and stairs) were statistically preferred [53]. The details of the findings are shown below in Table 4.



As shown in Table 4, all estimated artistic scores at three places (i.e., show window, furniture, and stairs) showed a significantly positive association with the perception of the shop as environment-friendly. Specifically, when a respondent perceived the show window as an artistic place of the store, the person was more likely to perceive the store as environment-friendly (b = 0.74, p < 0.001). A respondent was more likely to perceive the store as environment-friendly (b = 0.85, p < 0.001) when the respondent perceived the furniture as an artistic place in the store. A respondent was more likely to perceive the store as environment-friendly (b = 0.91, p < 0.001) when the respondent perceived the stairs as an artistic place in the store. As Function (2) indicated, the estimated artistic score of each place included the exogeneous factors of emotional responses (i.e., positive, negative, and comfortable responses) to the store. Therefore, the significant association between artistic scores and the environment-friendly perception should be considered with the external effect of emotional responses.



Among the control factors, gender (i.e., being female) was shown to be negatively associated with the perception of the store as environment-friendly (b = −0.22, p < 0.05; b = −0.34, p < 0.0; b = −0.32, p < 0.01, respectively, for show window, furniture, and stairs). Marital status (i.e., married) was significantly and positively associated with the perception of environment-friendly when the artistic score was noticed from the furniture (b = 0.31, p < 0.05). In addition, when the artistic score was noticed from around the stairs, higher income people were less likely to perceive the store as environment-friendly compared to the lowest income people.




4.3. Responses to Hypotheses 3, 4, and 5


Table 5 show the results for H3 (i.e., store differentiation) with three types of perceived artistic placement (i.e., show window, furniture, and stairs). All three models showed good model fit with significant F-values (F = 11.45, p < 0.001; F = 12.72, p < 0.001; F = 7.68, p < 0.001). All three models showed no issues about the under-identification for 2SLS estimation (LM Statistic = 108.54, p < 0.001; LM Statistic = 114.99, p < 0.001; LM Statistic = 76.32, p < 0.001, respectively, for Models 3a, 3b, and 3c). When the null hypothesis for LM Statistic was rejected, the under-identification was assumed to not exist [54]. There was an issue of over-identification when the null hypothesis of the Sargan-Hansen test was rejected [54]. Model 3a and Model 3b showed the Sargan-Hansen statistic as much as 0.001 (p = 0.99) and 0.89 (p = 0.64), respectively. However, Model 3c showed the Sargan-Hansen statistic as much as 11.09 (p < 0.01). Therefore, Model 3c might have an issue of over-identification. However, for consistency across all models, the 2SLS estimation was kept in this study.



As shown in Table 5, perceived artistic value at the show window, furniture, and stairs was positively associated with the perceived store differentiation (b = 5.04, p < 0.001; b = 5.34 p < 0.001; b = 6.19, p < 0.001, respectively, for show window, furniture, and stairs). This means that exogeneous factors (i.e., emotional responses) through the show window, furniture, and stairs increased the store differentiation. Perception of the store as environment-friendly increased store differentiation when respondents perceived artistic value at the show window and around the stairs (b = 1.34, p < 0.01; b = 1.15, p < 0.05, respectively). Females were sensitive to feeling store differentiation. Being female showed a negative association with store differentiation when it was Model 3b and Model 3c (b = −1.28, p < 0.001; b = −1.40, p < 0.01). Demographic factors were associated only when respondents perceived the artistic value at the furniture. For instance, store differentiation increased until the respondents’ age (considering the quadratic function of age and age2, the turning point was calculated by differential calculation such as: −[Age’s b]/(2 × [Age2’s b]) = −(0.49)/2 × (−0.0047) = 51.58) of 51.58; however, store differentiation decreased after that point. Married people felt higher store differentiation (b = 1.91, p < 0.001); and compared to the lowest income people, other income people had a higher level of store differentiation.



Table 6 shows the result for H4 (i.e., brand image) with three types of perceived artistic placement (i.e., show window, furniture, and stairs). All three models showed good model fit with significant F-values (F = 11.00, p < 0.001; F = 12.33, p < 0.001; F = 7.86, p < 0.001). All three models showed no issues about the under-identification for 2SLS estimation (LM Statistic = 108.54, p < 0.001; LM Statistic = 114.99, p < 0.001; LM Statistic = 76.32, p < 0.001, respectively, for Models 3a, 3b, and 3c). In terms of over-identification, there was no issue across all three models as well because null hypotheses were all accepted. The Sargan-Hansen statistics for all three models were 4.77 (p = 0.09), 2.11 (p = 0.35), and 4.24 (p = 0.12), respectively, for Models 4a, 4b, and 4c.



As shown in Table 6, perceived artistic value in the show window, around the furniture, and around the stairs was positively associated with the perceived brand image (b = 5.50, p < 0.001; b = 5.93 p < 0.001; b = 7.15, p < 0.001, respectively, for show window, furniture, and stairs). This means that exogeneous factors (i.e., emotional responses) through the show window, furniture, and stairs increased the brand image. Perception of the store as environment-friendly increased brand image when respondents perceived artistic value at the show window and around the stairs (b = 1.61, p < 0.01; b = 1.38, p < 0.05, respectively). Females were sensitive to brand image. Being female showed a negative association with brand image when it was Model 4b and Model 4c (b = −0.85, p < 0.05; b = −1.02, p < 0.05). Demographic factors were associated only when respondents perceived the artistic value at furniture. For instance, brand image increased until the respondents’ age (considering the quadratic function of age and age2, the turning point was calculated by differential calculation such as: −[Age’s b]/(2×[Age2’s b]) = −(0.48)/2 × (−0.0047) = 51.06.) of 51.06; however, brand image decreased after the point. Married people felt higher brand image (b = 1.87, p < 0.01); and compared to the lowest income people, other income people have a higher level of brand image.



Table 7 shows the results for H5 (i.e., consumer satisfaction) with three types of perceived artistic placement (i.e., show window, furniture, and stairs). All three models showed good model fit with significant F-values (F = 13.43, p < 0.001; F = 15.15, p < 0.001; F = 9.45, p < 0.001). All three models showed no issues about under-identification for 2SLS estimation (LM Statistic = 108.54, p < 0.001; LM Statistic = 114.99, p < 0.001; LM Statistic = 76.32, p < 0.001, respectively, for Models 3a, 3b, and 3c). In the case of over-identification, there were few issues across all three models. The Sargan-Hansen statistics for all three models were 7.09 (p < 0.05), 3.94 (p = 0.14), and 8.51 (p < 0.05), respectively, for Models 5a, 5b, and 5c. However, the indicator warned of the possibility of, but did not perfectly prove, the existence of over-identification. As a result, for consistency across all models, the 2SLS estimations were kept in this study.



As shown in Table 7, perceived artistic value at the show window, furniture, and stairs was positively associated with perceived consumer satisfaction (b = 7.07, p < 0.001; b = 7.63, p < 0.001; b = 9.06, p < 0.001, respectively, for show window, furniture, and stairs). This means that exogeneous factors (i.e., emotional responses) through the show window, furniture, and stairs increased consumer satisfaction. Perception of the store as environment-friendly increased consumer satisfaction when respondents perceived artistic value at the show window and around the stairs (b = 2.03, p < 0.01; b = 1.73, p < 0.05, respectively). Females were sensitive to consumer satisfaction. Being female showed a negative association with brand image when it was Model 5b and Model 5c (b = −1.79, p < 0.001; b = −1.99, p < 0.01). Demographic factors were associated only when respondents perceived the artistic value around the furniture. For instance, consumer satisfaction increased until the respondents’ age (considering the quadratic function of age and age2, the turning point was calculated by differential calculation such as: −[Age’s b]/(2 × [Age2′s b]) = −(0.78)/2 × (−0.01) = 39.00.) of 39.00; however, consumer satisfaction decreased after that point. Married people felt higher consumer satisfaction (b = 2.68, p < 0.001); and compared to the lowest income people, other income people had a higher level of consumer satisfaction.





5. Discussion, Implication, and Limitation


From the first hypotheses (H1a, H1b, and H1c), the pre-existing marketing concepts were confirmed, experiential hierarchy of effects and emotional contagion [38,39]. Specifically, the experiential hierarchy of effects was expected to be observed when positive emotions influenced a consumer (e.g., hedonic consumption). As shown in the results, positive emotions (i.e., good, curious, excited, aroused, and focused) about the shop influenced the consumers’ perception of artistic components in the shop, regardless of where the artistic components were placed (e.g., show window, furniture, and stairs). On the other hand, the negative emotions (i.e., annoyed, depressed, bored, nervous, and timid) was associated only with the perceptions of artistic components around the stairs.



The finding that positive emotions were prevalent in all places, but the negative emotions affected only one place can be explained by experiential hierarchy of effects. Hierarchies of effects have three categories: high involvement, low involvement, and experiential [16]. In terms of high involvement effects, emotions mediate the perception to behavior; in terms of low involvement effects, emotions were the output of perception and behavior. However, in terms of experiential effects, emotions were the precedents of behavior and perception, as an exogeneous factor in this study. As the consumers who saw the stores were more likely to be hedonic consumers, the experiential effects worked, and the positive emotion affected the perception of art in this study.



The abovementioned implies that artistic components in a store should be considered with positive emotional surroundings. As the stores were expected to increase the hedonic pleasures, the artistic components should be aligned with the pleasure. Therefore, previous literature that showed that color is associated with enhanced mood [46] and artification is associated with the sensory threshold [14] were supported by the finding. Additionally explained by the finding is that comfort emotions (i.e., satisfied, relaxed, and comfortable) are not significantly associated with the perception of artistic components at any place. This means that the artistic components should not be just comfort, but it should be one of the stimuli to make consumers feel good, curious, excited, and focused. This provides practical implications to the industry for adjusting their store’s interior.



From the second hypotheses (H2a, H2b, and H2c), perception of artistic components that were imposed with the exogeneous factor (i.e., emotional responses to the store) had a positive effect on perceiving the shop as environment-friendly. This means that perceived art imposed with positive emotion accelerates the perception of pro-environmental recognition in the store. The results aligned with the above explanation in the introduction and background that sensory evaluation of consumers is associated with pro-environmental information [47].



The abovementioned is possibly explained with three concepts that were explained in the introduction and background: sensory evaluation of consumers, aesthetic perception, and emotional contagion. Consumers’ senses, such as sight, are known to be associated with emotion in the market [16,38,46], which is eventually associated with aesthetic perception [12,13,14,15]. All three concepts of sensory evaluation, emotional contagion, and aesthetic perception were combined and allowed consumers to recognize the artistic components’ meaning of the pro-environmental features. On the contrary, if the display and in-store places did not evoke a positive emotion or if the display and in-store places were not attractive with artistic components, then a consumer’s senses did not work appropriately to recognize the artistic components as well as the pro-environmental information on it. Therefore, the implication from the findings suggests professionals in the industry should utilize the artistic displays in a store for better delivery of pro-environmental messages.



Finally, from the last hypotheses (H3, H4, and H5), the perception of artistic components and the perception of pro-environmental features of the store eventually promoted the store’s marketing performance, such as store differentiation, brand image, and consumer satisfaction. In this case, the emotional responses to the store were still imposed to the perception of art and the perception of pro-environmental features of the store. First, the store was differentiated from others because there was an artistic perception by the consumers’ sensory responses. As explained above, three concepts (i.e., sensory evaluation, emotional contagion, and aesthetic perception) still worked on this finding. The sensory evaluation through artistic components was recognized as an experience of hedonics (i.e., experiential hierarchy of effects) so that the artistic components promoted the brand image and sales [60,61]. As a result, the artistic components in the shop acted like a marketing strategy. It influenced the consumers’ positive responses, which was ultimately consumer satisfaction [62]. Therefore, Hagtvedt and Patrick [34] insisted the practical effect of art infusion was that artistic features were injected into consumer products.



The final finding provides a practical implication for the industry that perception of art and perception of pro-environment are eventually good for business sustainability. Therefore, in the long run, professionals in stores should know the potential of artistic components and pro-environmental messages in a store.



Demographics showed some interesting findings as well. First, females were significantly sensitive in eleven of fifteen models (i.e., Models 1b, 1c, 2a, 2b, 2c, 3b, 3c, 4b, 4c, 5b, and 5c). In Model 1b and Model 1c, females showed a positive association with the perception of artistic components about the store. On the other hand, for the other nine models (i.e., Models 2a, 2b, 2c, 3b, 3c, 4b, 4c, 5b, and 5c), females showed a negative association with the perception of pro-environmental features of the store and the perception of marketing performance. This implies that professionals in a store should be cautious about choosing art that is more attractive to females. Second, furniture was sensitive with age changes. All marketing performance (i.e., store differentiation, brand image, and consumer satisfaction) increased until certain ages (i.e., 50 years old for store differentiation and brand image, and 40 years old for consumer satisfaction) but decreased from certain ages. This implies that store managers should be cautious of older adults because they felt negative feelings from decorations around furniture.



However, this study utilized the virtual shops to the consumers and measured the subjective responses from survey participants. Specifically, in this study, a survey method showing several pictures of a few stores were utilized as the sensory stimuli for consumers’ perception. It is the first limitation of the study because consumers’ sensory adaption would be more realistic when the exposure happens in a real case instead of visual picture. In addition, the study was delimited to focusing on perceptions of consumers, such as perceived art, perceived environment-friendly, and perceived emotion. It indicated that objective reaction of consumers (e.g., physiological responses) was not considered. In future research, comprehensive experiments (i.e., subjective survey and physiological test) are suggested within the actual stores to confirm the study’s findings. However, this study still had some meaningful contributions to academia and industry. Based on this study’s results, professionals in the industry may understand the basic logic of how consumers recognize the store differentiation and how consumers were satisfied by having artistic components in a store. Second, the misunderstanding that artistic components were only shown in luxury or extravagant consumer goods was resolved. Artistic components not only belong to expensive brands but also belong to lifestyle brands. Third, this study tried to find the connection among pre-existing concepts such as emotional contagion, sensory evaluation, aesthetic perception, and sustainability. Fourth, the study was conducted for the off-line stores so that the off-line stores can find a solution to survive in this online-dominated market. Finally, this study investigated the importance of pro-environmental messaging in a store and suggested that the sustainability through the store was executable and valuable in the real market.
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Table A1. EFA results for emotional responses to the store.
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	Variance
	Difference
	Proportion
	Cumulative





	Factor 1
	2.98
	0.12
	0.23
	0.23



	Factor 2
	2.86
	0.27
	0.22
	0.45



	Factor 3
	2.59
	
	0.20
	0.65
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Table A2. EFA results for emotional responses to the store: Factor loadings.






Table A2. EFA results for emotional responses to the store: Factor loadings.











	
	Factor 1
	Factor 2
	Factor 3





	Good
	0.51
	
	



	Annoyed
	
	0.80
	



	Satisfaction
	
	
	0.62



	Depressed
	
	0.81
	



	Curiosity
	0.72
	
	



	Boring
	
	0.71
	



	Excited
	0.76
	
	



	Nervous
	
	0.61
	



	Aroused
	0.73
	
	



	Relax
	
	
	0.89



	Comfortable
	
	
	0.87



	Timid
	
	0.65
	



	Focused
	0.59
	
	







Note. As a result, there are three factors found: (a) positive emotional responses with good, curiosity, excited, aroused, and focused; (b) negative emotional responses with annoyed, depressed, boring, nervous, and timid; and (c) comfort emotional responses with satisfaction, relax, and comfortable.
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Table A3. EFA factor correlations.






Table A3. EFA factor correlations.











	
	Factor 1
	Factor 2
	Factor 3





	Factor 1
	0.69
	−0.33
	0.64



	Factor 2
	0.38
	0.92
	0.06



	Factor 3
	−0.61
	0.21
	0.76
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Figure 1. Empirical model of the study. 
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Table 1. Descriptive information of total sample (N = 648).
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	Mean
	S.D.
	Frequency
	%





	Age
	39.51
	10.76
	
	



	Female (=1)
	
	
	340
	52.47



	Education
	
	
	
	



	Completed high school or lower
	
	
	131
	20.22



	College
	
	
	466
	71.91



	Graduate level or higher
	
	
	51
	7.87



	Married (=1)
	
	
	309
	52.31



	Income per month
	
	
	
	



	<2 million won
	
	
	62
	9.57



	2 million to 4 million won
	
	
	229
	35.34



	4 million to 6 million won
	
	
	184
	28.40



	6 million to 8 million won
	
	
	95
	14.66



	>8 million won
	
	
	78
	12.04
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Table 2. Statistical summary of variables.
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	Items
	Range
	Cron. Alpha
	RMSEA (CFA)
	Mean
	SD
	Frequency
	%





	Shop differentiation
	4
	4 to 20
	0.85
	0.035
	13.04
	3.04
	
	



	Brand image
	5
	5 to 25
	0.92
	0.044
	16.73
	3.91
	
	



	Consumer satisfaction
	6
	6 to 30
	0.94
	0.067
	18.98
	4.59
	
	



	Artistic score: Show window
	1
	1 to 5
	
	
	3.47
	1.00
	
	



	Artistic score: Furniture
	1
	1 to 5
	
	
	3.48
	0.94
	
	



	Artistic score: Around stairs
	1
	1 to 5
	
	
	3.94
	0.90
	
	



	Environment-friendly
	1
	Yes = 1
	
	
	
	
	165
	25.46



	Positive emotion
	5
	5 to 25
	0.80
	0.000
	15.07
	3.19
	
	



	Negative emotion
	5
	5 to 25
	0.77
	0.000
	10.39
	3.07
	
	



	Comfortable
	3
	3 to 15
	0.80
	0.000
	9.53
	2.19
	
	



	Shopping behavior
	5
	5 to 25
	0.77
	0.051
	17.67
	3.14
	
	



	Environmental behavior
	1
	1 to 5
	
	
	3.42
	0.84
	
	



	Interior type
	1
	A = 1; B = 2
	
	
	
	
	(A) 329
	50.77%
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Table 3. Regression results: Estimating artistic display in the show window, around the furniture, and around the stairs.
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Model 1a: Window

	
Model 1b: Furniture

	
Model 1c: Stairs




	
Coef. (S.E.)

	
Coef. (S.E.)

	
Coef. (S.E.)






	
Emotional response to store

	

	

	




	
Positive

	
0.12 (0.01) ***

	
0.11 (0.01) ***

	
0.08 (0.01) ***




	
Negative

	
−0.02 (0.01)

	
−0.02 (0.01) *

	
−0.04 (0.01) ***




	
Comfortable

	
0.01 (0.02)

	
0.03 (0.02)

	
0.03 (0.02)




	
Store behavior

	
0.02 (0.01)

	
0.01 (0.01)

	
0.03 (0.01) *




	
Demographic factors

	

	

	




	
Female (=1)

	
0.08 (0.07)

	
0.21 (0.06) **

	
0.21 (0.07) **




	
Age

	
−0.04 (0.03)

	
−0.08 (0.03) **

	
−0.03 (0.03)




	
Age2

	
0.00 (0.00)

	
0.00 (0.00) *

	
0.00 (0.00)




	
Education (ref. ≤ high school)

	

	

	




	
College

	
−0.08 (0.09)

	
−0.00 (0.08)

	
0.03 (0.09)




	
Graduate or higher

	
−0.21 (0.15)

	
−0.04 (0.14)

	
0.12 (0.14)




	
Married (=1)

	
−0.06 (0.09)

	
−0.27 (0.09) **

	
−0.03 (0.09)




	
Income (ref. ≤ 2 million won)

	

	

	




	
2 million to 4 million won

	
−0.08 (0.13)

	
−0.38 (0.12) **

	
0.11 (0.12)




	
4 million to 6 million won

	
−0.09 (0.14)

	
−0.40 (0.12) **

	
0.10 (0.13)




	
6 million to 8 million won

	
−0.11 (0.15)

	
−0.29 (0.14) *

	
0.12 (0.14)




	
Over 8 million won

	
−0.10 (0.16)

	
−0.36 (0.14) *

	
0.19 (0.15)




	
Interior type

	
−0.58 (0.07) ***

	
0.32 (0.07) ***

	
0.17 (0.07) *




	
Constant

	
3.44 (0.68) ***

	
3.15 (0.61) ***

	
2.55 (0.64) ***




	
R2

	
0.25

	
0.31

	
0.20




	
F

	
14.17 ***

	
18.68 ***

	
10.44 ***








Note. * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001. The coefficient for Age2 for Model 1b was 0.0008. S.E. denotes Standard Error. 
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Table 4. 2 Stages Probit Least Squares Result: Perceive the store as environment-friendly.
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Model 2a

	
Model 2b

	
Model 2c




	
Coef. (S.E.)

	
Coef. (S.E.)

	
Coef. (S.E.)






	
Art placement

	

	

	




	
Estimated art in show window

	
0.74 (0.08) ***

	

	




	
Estimated art around furniture

	

	
0.85 (0.09) ***

	




	
Estimated art around stairs

	

	

	
0.91 (0.09) ***




	
Environmental behavior

	
0.12 (0.07)

	
0.09 (0.07)

	
0.05 (0.07)




	
Store behavior

	
0.03 (0.02)

	
−0.03 (0.02)

	
0.01 (0.02)




	
Female (=1)

	
−0.22 (0.10) *

	
−0.34 (0.11) **

	
−0.32 (0.10) **




	
Age

	
−0.07 (0.05)

	
−0.04 (0.05)

	
−0.06 (0.04)




	
Age2

	
0.00 (0.00) *

	
0.00 (0.00)

	
0.00 (0.01)




	
Education (ref. ≤ high school)

	

	

	




	
College

	
0.23 (0.13)

	
0.20 (0.14)

	
0.12 (0.13)




	
Graduate or higher

	
0.31 (0.22)

	
0.22 (0.22)

	
0.04 (0.21)




	
Married (=1)

	
0.11 (0.15)

	
0.31 (0.16)*

	
0.10 (0.14)




	
Income (ref. ≤ 2 million won)

	

	

	




	
2 million to 4 million won

	
−0.13 (0.18)

	
0.11 (0.19)

	
−0.29 (0.18)




	
4 million to 6 million won

	
−0.27 (0.20)

	
−0.02 (0.21)

	
−0.38 (0.19) *




	
6 million to 8 million won

	
−0.49 (0.23) *

	
−0.37 (0.24)

	
−0.61 (0.22) **




	
Over 8 million won

	
−0.37 (0.23)

	
−0.16 (0.24)

	
−0.55 (0.22) *




	
Interior type

	
0.68 (0.11) ***

	
−0.02 (0.12)

	
0.04 (0.11)




	
Constant

	
−4.38 (1.06) ***

	
−4.64 (1.10) ***

	
−3.62 (.98) ***




	
Wald χ2 (Model)

	
248.35 ***

	
240.51 ***

	
308.73 ***




	
Wald χ2 (Exogeneity)

	
45.03 ***

	
36.41 ***

	
44.02 ***








Note. * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001. The coefficient for Age2 for Model 2a was 0.0013. S.E. denotes Standard Error. 
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Table 5. Store differentiation explained by artistic perception and environment-friendly.
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Model 3a

	
Model 3b

	
Model 3c




	
Coef. (S.E.)

	
Coef. (S.E.)

	
Coef. (S.E.)






	
Art placement

	

	

	




	
Estimated art in show window

	
5.04 (0.44) ***

	

	




	
Estimated art around furniture

	

	
5.34 (0.45) ***

	




	
Estimated art around the stairs

	

	

	
6.19 (0.68) ***




	
Environment-friendly

	
1.34 (0.44) **

	
0.31 (0.43)

	
1.15 (0.51) *




	
Environmental behavior

	
0.01 (0.22)

	
−0.21 (0.21)

	
−0.42 (0.26)




	
Store behavior

	
−0.06 (0.06)

	
−0.03 (0.06)

	
−0.11 (0.08)




	
Female (=1)

	
−0.57 (0.35)

	
−1.28 (0.34) ***

	
−1.40 (0.42) **




	
Age

	
0.33 (0.15) *

	
0.49 (0.15) **

	
0.31 (0.18)




	
Age2

	
−0.00 (0.00)

	
−0.00 (0.00) **

	
−0.00 (0.00)




	
Education (ref. ≤ high school)

	

	

	




	
College

	
0.35 (0.46)

	
0.02 (0.43)

	
−0.29 (0.53)




	
Graduate or higher

	
0.64 (0.76)

	
−0.08 (0.71)

	
−1.14 (0.87)




	
Married (=1)

	
0.77 (0.49)

	
1.91 (0.48) ***

	
0.67 (0.57)




	
Income (ref. ≤ 2 million won)

	

	

	




	
2 million to 4 million won

	
0.25 (0.64)

	
1.91 (0.48) ***

	
−0.99 (0.75)




	
4 million to 6 million won

	
0.34 (0.69)

	
1.75 (0.63) **

	
−0.72 (0.80)




	
6 million to 8 million won

	
0.66 (0.76)

	
1.48 (0.72) *

	
−0.70 (0.89)




	
Over 8 million won

	
0.59 (0.78)

	
1.92 (0.75) *

	
−1.01 (0.82)




	
Interior type

	
1.92 (0.41) ***

	
−2.72 (0.38) ***

	
−2.15 (0.44) ***




	
Constant

	
−15.07 (3.97) ***

	
−13.86 (3.70) ***

	
−10.23 (4.44) *




	
Uncentered R2

	
0.89

	
0.91

	
0.86




	
F

	
11.45 ***

	
12.72 ***

	
7.68 ***




	
LM Statistic

	
108.54 ***

	
114.99 ***

	
76.32 ***




	
Sargan-Hansen Statistic

	
0.001

	
0.89

	
11.09 **








Note. * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001. The coefficient for Age2 for Model 3b was −0.0047. S.E. denotes Standard Error. 
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Table 6. Brand image explained by artistic perception and environment-friendly.
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Model 4a

	
Model 4b

	
Model 4c




	
Coef. (S.E.)

	
Coef. (S.E.)

	
Coef. (S.E.)






	
Art placement

	

	

	




	
Estimated art in show window

	
5.50 (0.53) ***

	

	




	
Estimated art around furniture

	

	
5.93 (0.54) ***

	




	
Estimated art around the stairs

	

	

	
7.15 (0.83) ***




	
Environment-friendly

	
1.61 (0.52) **

	
0.47 (0.52)

	
1.38 (0.62) *




	
Environmental behavior

	
0.50 (0.26)

	
0.26 (0.25)

	
0.01 (0.32)




	
Store behavior

	
−0.09 (0.07)

	
−0.06 (0.07)

	
−0.16 (0.09)




	
Female (=1)

	
−0.07 (0.42)

	
−0.85 (0.41) *

	
−1.02 (0.52) *




	
Age

	
0.30 (0.18)

	
0.48 (0.18) **

	
0.29 (0.22)




	
Age2

	
−0.00 (0.00)

	
−0.00 (0.00) *

	
−0.00 (0.00)




	
Education (ref. ≤ high school)

	

	

	




	
College

	
0.46 (0.55)

	
0.11 (0.52)

	
−0.23 (0.64)




	
Graduate or higher

	
0.78 (0.91)

	
0.01 (0.86)

	
−1.19 (1.06)




	
Married (=1)

	
0.59 (0.59)

	
1.87 (0.59) **

	
0.51 (0.70)




	
Income (ref. ≤ 2 million won)

	

	

	




	
2 million to 4 million won

	
1.13 (0.77)

	
2.81 (0.76) ***

	
−0.27 (0.92)




	
4 million to 6 million won

	
0.76 (0.83)

	
2.55 (0.81) **

	
−0.45 (0.98)




	
6 million to 8 million won

	
1.07 (0.91)

	
2.00 (0.88) *

	
−0.46 (1.08)




	
Over 8 million won

	
1.31 (0.94)

	
2.79 (0.91) **

	
−0.52 (1.12)




	
Interior type

	
4.01 (0.50) ***

	
−1.10 (0.46) *

	
−0.54 (0.54)




	
Constant

	
−17.39 (4.78) ***

	
−16.49 (4.49) ***

	
−13.35 (5.40)




	
Uncentered R2

	
0.91

	
0.91

	
0.87




	
F

	
11.00 ***

	
12.33 ***

	
7.86 ***




	
LM Statistic

	
108.54 ***

	
114.99 ***

	
76.32 ***




	
Sargan-Hansen Statistic

	
4.77

	
2.11

	
4.24








Note. * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001. The coefficient for Age2 for Model 4b was −0.0047. S.E. denotes Standard Error. 
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Table 7. Consumer satisfaction explained by artistic perception and environment-friendly.
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Model 5a

	
Model 5b

	
Model 5c




	
Coef. (S.E.)

	
Coef. (S.E.)

	
Coef. (S.E.)






	
Art placement

	

	

	




	
Estimated art in show window

	
7.07 (0.65) ***

	

	




	
Estimated art around furniture

	

	
7.63 (0.66) ***

	




	
Estimated art around the stairs

	

	

	
9.06 (1.00) ***




	
Environment-friendly

	
2.03 (0.64) **

	
0.55 (0.63)

	
1.73 (0.75) *




	
Environmental behavior

	
0.41 (0.32)

	
0.10 (0.30)

	
−0.21 (0.38)




	
Store behavior

	
0.05 (0.09)

	
0.09 (0.09)

	
−0.03 (0.11)




	
Female (=1)

	
−0.78 (0.52)

	
−1.79 (0.50) ***

	
−1.99 (0.63) **




	
Age

	
0.64 (0.22) *

	
0.78 (0.22) ***

	
0.52 (0.26) *




	
Age2

	
−0.01 (0.00) *

	
−0.01 (0.00) **

	
−0.01 (0.00)




	
Education (ref. ≤ high school)

	

	

	




	
College

	
0.31 (0.67)

	
−0.14 (0.63)

	
−0.59 (0.78)




	
Graduate or higher

	
0.58 (1.11)

	
−0.41 (1.05)

	
−1.95 (1.29)




	
Married (=1)

	
1.04 (0.72)

	
2.68 (0.71) ***

	
0.93 (0.85)




	
Income (ref. ≤ 2 million won)

	

	

	




	
2 million to 4 million won

	
1.32 (0.94)

	
3.48 (0.93) ***

	
−0.46 (1.11)




	
4 million to 6 million won

	
1.19 (1.01)

	
3.49 (0.98) ***

	
−0.35 (1.19)




	
6 million to 8 million won

	
1.54 (1.11)

	
2.73 (1.07) *

	
−0.42 (1.32)




	
Over 8 million won

	
1.80 (1.14)

	
3.71 (1.10) **

	
−0.52 (1.36)




	
Interior type

	
5.20 (0.60) ***

	
−1.37 (0.55) *

	
−0.62 (0.66)




	
Constant

	
−29.86 (5.82) ***

	
−28.74 (5.45) ***

	
−24.23 (6.57) ***




	
Uncentered R2

	
0.89

	
0.90

	
0.85




	
F

	
13.43 ***

	
15.15 ***

	
9.45 ***




	
LM Statistic

	
108.54 ***

	
114.99 ***

	
76.32 ***




	
Sargan-Hansen Statistic

	
7.09 *

	
3.94

	
8.51 *








Note. * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001. S.E. denotes Standard Error. 
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