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ABSTRACT 

In this study, the impact of the differences between the hotel guestroom design styles 

and the participants’ gender on the dependent variables including preference, complexity 

and impressiveness was investigated. In the experiment, 82 Turkish persons rated the 

nine guestrooms grouped in contemporary, traditional and classical styles on seven-point 

Semantic Differential Scales for a total of five bipolar adjective pairs. According to the 

results, linear relationships were found between preference and complexity with 

preference and impressiveness indicated that preference increases with low complexity 

(simplicity) in line with high impressiveness. Furthermore, contemporary style 

guestrooms have had more positive evaluations for all dimensions compared to 

traditional and classical style guestrooms. In addition, males responded more positively 

than females. In conclusion, avoiding designs with complex features or those with 

excessive classical forms and using less ornate, smooth and simple forms or materials 

may contribute to the more positive perception of guestrooms by guests.  

 

Keywords: interior design styles, preference, complexity, impressiveness, guestrooms 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Hotels must pay special attention to maintaining high quality standards in hotel service 

environments, such as the guestroom, guest bathroom and the exterior that have the 

greatest impact on financial return (Kimes, 1999). In addition to this, guest satisfaction 

can be improved by their initial visual comfort. Consequently, guests’ visual perceptions 



 

Online Journal of Art and Design 
volume 5, issue 2, April 2017 

 

54 

of hotel guestrooms are important for pleasantness and satisfaction. With this in mind, 

this study focused on the perception of hotel guestrooms, which were designed with the 

same design features, but in different styles.  

 

Guestrooms are considered to be a private space for guests in the hotel service 

environments. However, guestroom design focuses on these basic functions: a sleeping 

zone that permits viewing television in bed, a working area, a resting area, a bathroom 

and a storage space for clothes (Pullman & Robson, 2005). Guestrooms have a deep 

influence on the guests’ relaxing and resting by creating a residential environment to 

make guests feel at home (Siguaw & Enz, 1999; Rutes, Penner & Adams, 2001; Lin, 

2004). Today, the hospitality sector uses design and style as a way of differentiating 

itself from other hotels and of impressing the socially active hotel guests. In design, hotel 

services especially take into consideration decoration, ambience and furnishings along 

with developing all other elements and details to generate a homelike environment for 

guests (Siguaw & Enz, 1999; Bitner, 1992; Phillips, 2003; Countryman & Jang, 2006; 

Ryan & Huimin, 2007). Therefore, service providers and designers should pay special 

attention to the guestroom design from a guest’s perspective for using the right interior 

design style to create a pleasant environment (Pullman & Robson, 2005; Lin, 2004; 

Bitner, 1992). 

 

Many studies have shown that styles have common components and people are aware of 

them (Espe, 1981; Groat, 1982; Devlin & Nasar, 1989; Wilson & Canter, 1990). The 

physical properties of place and the persons’ experience have emerged as the variables 

of why persons may prefer some styles. At the same time, a contradiction of preference 

may occur in response to a known (experienced) style (Purcell, 1986). Design, with these 

variables, may be evaluated by these environmental data and consequently, the choice 

of formal and symbolic meanings. Meanings are diversified by experience and content. 

Some studies have shown that symbolic meanings comprised the differences (Nasar & 

Kang, 1989; Nasar, 1989). Other studies have evaluated according to formal meaning 

(Herzog, Kaplan & Kaplan, 1982). Lastly, Kempen (2008) found that people can infer 

meanings from the scene of spaces, and spaces can give meaningful information to 

persons within the psychological process. 

 

Styles in interiors that express the symbolic and formal meanings emerge as a need of a 

person’s physical and psychological requirements. In every culture and every period, 

interior design styles show differences with their periodical or personal needs. With these 

differences, the changes made to interiors by users can be considered as a search for 

individual appearance, i.e. the need for comfort, identity and personalization. Interior 
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elements, such as furniture, personalize the environment and further give a message 

about who lives there (Cooper, 1974). Several studies have shown that elements used in 

interior spaces have broad symbolic significance. Especially, furniture defines personal 

style and social class (Cooper, 1974; Ritterfeld, 2002; Lihra & Graf, 2007; Yoon, Oh & 

Cho, 2010).  

 

The preference of styles on architectural or interior environments has been supported by 

various studies (Nasar & Kang, 1989; Ritterfeld & Cupchik, 1996; Cupchik, Ritterfeld & 

Levin, 2003). Despite the importance of interior design styles, little is known about how 

people make preferences and which design styles they like in hotel guestrooms. The 

current study focuses on the preferences in complexity and impressiveness that might 

occur in hotel guestrooms when styles are considered. 

 

There are a number of studies on hotel guestroom evaluations, but they support the 

research that the degree of perceived complexity is an important part of preferences for 

interiors. However, visual information presented by an environment is referred to by 

complexity (Berlyne, 1971; Kaplan & Kaplan, 1982; Ham & Guerin, 2004), and interior 

preferences may be changed by the complexity within the interiors’ elements (Scott, 

1993). Complexity occurs depending on the relation of the independent elements to each 

other, great differences in these elements and how they are used together. The 

perceived number of elements in an interior, particularly the noticeable differences 

among them, provides a measure of complexity. Perceived complexity correlates to the 

value at which usable information is made available to the person, or by the value of 

change in the noticeable differences (Kaplan & Kaplan, 1989; Rapoport, 1990; Akalin, 

Yildirim, Wilson & Kilicoglu, 2009). Berlyne (1960) identified complexity as a dominant 

factor influencing a person’s level of arousal with the level of organization within 

elements.  

 

Many studies have investigated whether or not there was a correlation between 

complexity and preference (pleasantness) (Berlyne, 1974; Wohlwill, 1976; Oostendorp & 

Berlyne, 1978; Rapoport, 1990; Imamoglu, 2000; Herzog & Shier, 2000; Akalin, Yildirim, 

Wilson & Kilicoglu, 2009). There seems to be, however, a disagreement on the 

relationship between complexity and preference. While in some studies, preference 

increased or decreased in relation to complexity (Kaplan, Kaplan & Wendt, 1972; 

Wohlwill, 1976; Nasar, 1983; Devlin & Nasar, 1989; Capanoglu, 2014), in others, 

maximum preference for intermediate degrees of complexity have found, decreasing to 

unpleasantness at the high and low complexity (Wohlwill, 1968; Berlyne, 1974; Wohlwill, 

1975; Imamoglu, 2000; Akalin, Yildirim, Wilson & Kilicoglu, 2009). Apart from these 
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studies, there have been few interior service environment evaluations (Lin & Worthley, 

2012; Orth & Wirtz, 2014), but perceived complexity may change the interior design 

style preferences of hotel guestrooms.  

 

The current study aims to contribute to the above-mentioned literature by exploring the 

effect of the level of complexity on guestroom design styles for judgments of preference 

and complexity. It was expected that preference would be reduced due to an increase in 

complexity level as the guestroom design style changes (H1).  

 

Impressiveness has an identical meaning with individuality of details as defined by 

Berlyne (1974). However, perceived impressiveness and perceived complexity have a 

linear relationship one increases and the other decreases as the interior scene changes 

(Devlin & Nasar, 1989; Capanoglu, 2014). In this study, it was expected in line with the 

previous studies that impressiveness would be reduced due to an increase in complexity 

level as the guestroom design style changes (H2). 

 

An additional objective of the present study was to examine the role of gender as an 

important independent variable affecting preference. The concept of gender-role 

identification has been generally considered to be a major factor in the development of 

behavioral differences (Putrevu, 2001). According to some studies (Ritterfeld & Cupchik, 

1996; Stamps & Nasar, 1997; Imamoglu, 2000; Putrevu, 2001; Yildirim, 2005; Yildirim, 

Akalin-Baskaya & Hidayetoglu, 2007), males and females perceived the environment 

differently and male users were usually more positive than female users. It is believed 

that males and females perceive the hotel guestrooms differently, i.e., male users are 

usually more positive in evaluating guestrooms than female users (H3). 

 

METHOD 

Participants  

For this study, two different groups were formed, consisting of experts and laypersons. 

In the first stage of the study, 10 professors participated from the Hacettepe, Selçuk and 

Gazi Universities, who are experts on the subject of architecture and furniture history. In 

the second stage of the study, 82 laypersons between 35-45 years of age participated, of 

which 43 were females (52.4%) and 39 were males (47.6%). Of these 82 participants, 

29 (35.3%) had attended high school and 53 (64.7%) had attended university. 

Laypersons were randomly selected from among the public group. 
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Environmental Setting  

A total of nine different guestrooms were used at the Bilkent Hotel, which has been 

serving its guests with a five-star hotel comfort since 1991 in Ankara, Turkey. When 

grouping the guestrooms into the styles, experts paid attention to physical properties 

(i.e. form, material, details, function, layout, design idea, accessories, measurements, 

furniture density, decoration, flat surfaces, sharp corners and bow lines), for every 

guestroom. In this direction, the experts grouped nine guestrooms according to the most 

determinant and differential features of their styles as contemporary, traditional and 

classical. Experts grouped the rooms in a similar manner, with nine guestrooms 

numbered 1, 2 and 3 as contemporary, refers to as low complexity (combinations of 

contemporary design features, i.e. using plain and smooth forms, solid wood and plain 

fabric furniture); with the guestrooms numbered 4, 5, and 6 as traditional, refers to as 

intermediate complexity (adaptations of eighteenth century design features, i.e. using 

curved forms, solid wood furniture) and with the guestrooms numbered 7, 8, and 9 as 

classical, refers to as high complexity (adaptations of antique and classic features, i.e. 

flamboyant forms, using brass furniture). When grouping the guestrooms the expert 

group approved the other features i.e. nightstand, lighting, curtain, floor, layout, density 

as identical when grouping into the styles with complexity levels.  

 

In order to not affect the participants’ color preferences, the pictures were shown in black 

and white. The examples of images of the guestrooms have been shown in Figure 1 and 

were taken from a similar view angle – from the left front corner of the room. 

 

In the hotel service environments, the plan of the typical guestroom has determined the 

guestroom functions – sleeping, relaxing, working, entertaining, the bathroom and areas 

for dressing and clothes storage (see Figure 2). The sleeping area was at the center of 

the guestroom space, the seating and work areas were located near the window and the 

areas for dressing and clothes storage were grouped next to the entrance. Furnishings 

included a double bed, two nightstands, a dresser, a TV stand, a seating group, a 

minibar, a coffee table and accessories. 
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Questionnaire Design and Procedure 

In this study, two different questionnaires were used in the form of an expert 

questionnaire for the expert group, and a layperson questionnaire for the public group.  

 

The expert questionnaire was prepared by utilizing the data used in previous studies 

(Akalin, Yildirim, Wilson & Kilicoglu, 2009; Akalin, Yildirim, Wilson & Saylan, 2010; 

Erdogan, Akalin, Yildirim & Erdogan, 2010). The expert questionnaire form consisted of 

two parts: the first part asked for general information about the participants’ age and 

gender; the second part consisted of the physical features for their classification of the 

guestrooms’ design styles. The expert group questionnaire form was based on grouping 

judgments of 10 experts as styles of the panoramic virtual images of the nine executive 

guestrooms and commensally from the black and white photographs of the A4-sized 

printouts. 

 

The layperson questionnaire form consisted of two parts: the first part asked for general 

information about the participants (e.g., education, gender); the second part consisted of 

seven-point semantic differential scales about their perception of the guestroom design 

styles. The participants had to evaluate the importance of each of the bipolar adjective 

pairs on a 1-7 semantic differential scale where 1 = beautiful and 7 = ugly. The 

participants evaluated a total of five bipolar adjective pairs after familiarizing themselves 

with the items, three of which dealt with preference and the other two with complexity 

and impressiveness. Related bipolar adjective pairs were designated for each category; 

for preference: beautiful – ugly, pleasant – unpleasant, attractive – unattractive; for 

complexity: simple – complex, and for impressiveness: impressive – unimpressive. The 

technique of altering the sets of items from positive to negative, as previously done by 

Akalin et al. (2009), Berlyne (1974), Imamoglu (2000), Capanoglu (2014), Yildirim 

(2005), Yildirim et al. (2007), Akalin et al. (2010), Imamoglu (1979), Mattila and Wirtz 

(2001), Brennan et al. (2002), Kaya and Weber (2003), Leather et al. (2003), Lee and 

Brand (2005), Baskaya et al. (2006), Akalin-Baskaya and Yildirim (2007), and Yildirim et 

al. (2007) was adopted to reduce the probability of participants simply marking the scale 

on either of the extremes. 

 

A participant evaluation was carried out for determining the preference for complexity 

and impressiveness for each guestroom. After collecting general information about the 

participants, the 360° black and white panoramic views of the nine guestrooms were 

presented one-by-one in a mixed order to the participants on a notebook computer from 

the hotel website and they were asked to rate each with the five bipolar adjective pairs 

as grouped in three groups of scale items (preference, complexity and impressiveness). 
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The study was conducted at different times of the day. It took subjects approximately 

twenty minutes to complete each of the questionnaires. The data obtained from this part 

were referred to as the rating data.  

 

Data Analysis 

As a result of this study, the categorical means of the data have been defined with their 

standard deviations and the reliability of the semantic differential items was tested using 

the Cronbach’s alpha test. To examine the effect of differences, the appropriate 

techniques of the one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) and multivariate analysis of 

variance (MANOVA) were used. Tukey's honestly significant difference (HSD) test has 

been used for the differences among the dependent variables belonging to the variance 

sources, which were found to be significant in the analysis. In addition, the Pearson’s 

correlation test was used to determine the relationship between the dependent variables. 

The data were given in graphs to compare the significant means of the variance in the 

analysis. 

 

RESULTS 

The reliability of the semantic differential items, including the participants’ perceptual 

evaluation of the guestroom design styles, was tested using the Cronbach’s alpha test 

and has been given in Table 1. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient estimates of internal 

consistency for the scale, including the average scores for the five bipolar adjective pairs 

grouped together in Table 1, were 0.90. The coefficient of the scale was above 0.70, 

which is a threshold for good reliability according to some researchers (Bagozzi &Yi, 

1988; Bosma et al., 1997; Grewal, Krishnan, Baker & Borin, 1998). The scale may 

therefore be considered reliable. 

 

Table 1: Results of the reliability analysis for the dependent variables 

Dependent Variables Scale Items Items’ Reliability Scale Reliability 

Preference 
beautiful – ugly 0.87 

0.90 
pleasant – unpleasant  0.88 
attractive – unattractive 0.86 

Complexity simple – complex 0.90 
Impressiveness impressive– unimpressive 0.88 

Note: The scales’ reliability is given for each dependent variable. 
 

In this part, the statistical differences among the participants’ evaluations of the 

guestroom design styles (contemporary, traditional and classical) for the dependent 

variables were analyzed. The results have been given in Table 2 as the mean, standard 

deviation and homogeneous group for the three groups of scale items (preference, 
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complexity and impressiveness). Tukey’s HSD test was used for comparing the average 

values belonging to the differences among the guestroom design styles and for the 

differences among the dependent variables belonging to the variance sources. Therefore, 

Table 2 has indicated that perceptions of the guestroom design styles for the preference 

and impressiveness variables were statistically significant and the ordering of the design 

styles from the most positive to the most negative value have been given as follows: 

Contemporary > Traditional > Classical. Likewise, the evaluations of the participants 

including their perceptions of complexity for the design styles of the guestrooms were 

listed from simple to complex as follows: Contemporary (low complexity) > Traditional 

(intermediate complexity) > Classical (high complexity). 

 

Table 2:Means, SD and HG of the dependent variables for the guestroom design styles 

Dependent Variables 
Guestroom Design Styles 

Contemporary Traditional Classical 
M SD HG M SD HG M SD HG 

Preference 3.22a 1.50 A 3.60 1.37 B 3.88 1.49 B 
Complexity 3.06 1.59 A 3.17 1.58 AB 3.47 1.78 B 
Impressiveness 3.73 1.63 A 4.27 1.50 B 4.39 1.65 B 

Notes: M: Mean,   SD: standard deviation,     HG: homogeneous group 
                 a Variable means ranged from 1 to 7, with higher numbers representing more negative responses. 

 

The differences among the dependent variables for the guestroom design styles 

(contemporary, traditional and classical) were tested with the ANOVA (see Table 3). 

According to these results, the differences among the dependent variables including 

preference, complexity and impressiveness were found to be statistically significant (at a 

level of p<0.01) for the guestroom design styles.  

 

Table 3: ANOVA results of the dependent variables for the guestroom design styles 

Dependent Variables Sum of 
Squares df Mean 

Squares F Sig. 

Preference 
Between groups 54.031 2 27.016 12.669 0.000* 
Within groups 1567.296 735 2.132   
Total 1621.327 737    

Complexity 
Between groups 21.759 2 10.879 3.963 0.019** 
Within groups 2017.744 735 2.745   
Total 2039.503 737    

Impressiveness 
Between groups 60.913 2 30.445 11.974 0.000* 
Within groups 1869.537 735 2.544   
Total 1930.450 737    

Note: * α: 0.001 and **α: 0.01 are the levels of significance. 
 

According to the data of this study, the relationship between preference, complexity and 

impressiveness depending on design styles of the guestrooms (contemporary, traditional 

and classical) were tested using Pearson’s correlations. The correlations between the 
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dependent variables have been given in Table 4. According to the results of Pearson’s 

correlations in Table 4, it has been found that there were statistically significant 

relationships among the variables (at the level of p<0.01). Consequently, it can be stated 

that there are positive and highly reliable relationships among the variables. 

 

Table 4: Pearson’s correlations between the dependent variables 

Dependent Variables Preference Complexity Impressiveness 

Preference 1 0.662** 0.785** 

Complexity 0.662** 1 0.472** 

Impressiveness 0.785** 0.472** 1 

Note: ** Correlation is significant at the level of p<0.01 (2-tailed). 

 

Representation of the above results has been given in a graph in Figure 3. From the 

evaluation of the means and homogeneous groups by the variables, the participants 

seemed to have had more positive evaluations about the style of the guestrooms with a 

low complexity (contemporary style) variable compared to the intermediate complexity 

(traditional style) and high complexity (classical style). According to this result, when the 

relationship between complexity and preferability was considered, it was determined that 

as the complexity decreases, the preferability increases. In conclusion, it was observed 

that the contemporary design style, which was perceived to be slightly complex, was 

preferred the most. This finding supports the first hypothesis (H1). On the other hand, 

when the relationship between level of impressiveness and complexity was considered, it 

was determined that an increase in complexity, impressiveness also decreased. Figure 3 

shows this linear correlation. This finding supports the second hypothesis (H2). 
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Figure 3: The effect of guestroom design styles on the dependent variables 

 

In conclusion, it was observed that the contemporary design style guestrooms were 

impressed even more and were preferred even more designed with clean lines, modern 

interpretations and unadorned forms.  

 

In this part of the analysis, the means and standard deviations for the relationships 

between participants’ gender with their perceptions of environmental conditions 

(dependent variables) were determined. The results of the questionnaire have been given 

in Table 5 as the mean and standard deviation for each of the bipolar adjective pairs 

(dependent variables) for environmental conditions. From the evaluation of the means 

and SD values given in Table 5, male participants seemed to have more positive 

perceptions than female participants for most of the attributes about the evaluations of 

guestroom design styles.  

 

Table 5: Means and SD of the dependent variables for gender 

Dependent Variables 
Gender 

Female Male  
M SD M SD 

Preference 3.73 a 1.44 3.39  1.50 
Complexity 3.21 1.64 3.26 1.68 

Impressiveness 4.36 1.61 3.87 1.58 
Notes: M: mean,    SD: standard deviation 

              a Variable means ranged from 1 to 7, with higher numbers representing more negative responses. 
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The differences between the perceptions of guestroom design styles for gender were also 

tested using the ANOVA (see Table 6). According to the results given in Table 6, the 

differences between the dependent variables, including the perceptions of the guestroom 

design styles for gender, were found to be statistically significant (at a level of p<0.001) 

for the dependent variables (preference and impressiveness). Consequently, it can be 

stated that the differences between the participants’ gender have a significant influence 

on perceptual evaluations, since male participants evaluated guestroom design styles 

more positively than females. This finding supports the third hypothesis (H3). 

 

The differences among the participants’ perceptions of guestroom design styles for the 

dependent variables (preference, complexity and impressiveness) depending on their 

gender have been illustrated in Figure 4. As can be seen, female participants 

demonstrated the highest values (a negative reaction), while male participants had the 

lowest values (a more positive reaction) for preference and impressiveness of the 

dependent variables (at a level of p<0.01). According to this result, it can be stated that 

gender most definitely affects positive/negative perceptions of guestroom design styles 

as measured on the semantic differential scales. 

 

Table 6: ANOVA results of the dependent variables for gender 

Dependent Variables Sum of 
Squares df Mean 

Squares F Sig. 

Preference 
   Between groups 21.159 1 21.159 9.732 0.002* 
Within groups 1600.168 736 2.174   
Total 1621.327 737    

Complexity 
  Between groups 0.418 1 0.418 0.151 0.698i

Within groups 2039.085 736 2.770   
Total 2039.503 737    

Impressiveness 
  Between groups 44.557 1 44.557 17.389 0.000* 
Within groups 1885.892 736 2.562   
Total 1930.450 737    

Notes: * α: 0.01 is the level of significance, i: insignificant 
 

 
Notes: Variable means ranged from 1 to 7, with higher numbers representing more negative responses. 

Figure 4: The effect of participants’ gender on the dependent variables 
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The effects of interactions among the independent variables (guestroom design styles, 

participants’ gender) depending on the participants’ perceptions of environmental 

conditions for the dependent variables (preference, complexity and impressiveness) were 

tested using the MANOVA. According to the results given in Table 7, the main effects 

(guestroom design styles and participants’ gender) were found to be significant (at a 

level of p<0.05). On the other hand, the two-way interaction for guestroom design styles 

x gender was found to be insignificant at a level of p<0.05.  

 

Table 7: MANOVA results of the independent variables 

Independent Variables Value F df Sig. Result 
Guestroom Design Styles 0.046 5.688 6 0.000 p<0.001* 
Gender 0.036 9.200 3 0.000 p<0.001* 
Guestroom Design Styles * Gender 0.011 1.303 6 0.252 i 
        Notes: i: insignificant, *α: 0.001 level of significance     

 

In conclusion, it can be stated that differences between the guestroom design styles and 

the participants’ gender were both effective on the perception of guestrooms. However, 

for the other two-way interactions, the differences were not that strong. 

 

DISCUSSION and CONCLUSION 

In this study, the impact of guestroom design styles (contemporary, traditional and 

classical) on the dependent variables, including preference, impressiveness, and 

complexity and the differences between the participants’ gender were investigated.  

 

Berlyne (1971) stated that the positive relationship between preference (pleasure) and 

impressiveness (interestingness). In other study, Avital and Cupchik (1998) indicated 

that pleasantness and interestingness significantly correlated with complexity. In 

accordance, the findings of this study definitely demonstrated that in the hotel service 

environments, the guestrooms with different design style preference and impressiveness 

rates have similar relationships with complexity.  

 

The evaluations of the participants including their perceptions of complexity for the 

design styles of the guestrooms were listed from simple to complex as follows: 

Contemporary > Traditional > Classical. From this result, the participants seemed to 

have had the most positive evaluations about the contemporary style of the guestrooms 

for the lowest complexity (simplest) variable compared to the traditional and classical 

style of the guestrooms.  According to this result, when the relationship between 

complexity and preferability was considered, it was determined that as the perceived 

level of complexity decreases, the preferability increases. In conclusion, it was observed 
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that the contemporary design style that was perceived to be slightly complex was 

preferred the most. This result supports some previous studies of Frith and Nias (1974) 

and partly Pandir’s (2006) findings that high scores of preference correlated with low 

levels of complexity. However, in respect to preference of style, this result in congruence 

with Imamoglu’s (2000) some findings that traditional style was generally perceived as 

more complex than the modern (contemporary) style ones.   

 

In line with the Scott’s (1993) definition, the geometrically plain furniture typically had 

horizontal tendency and provided single directions of visual emphasis were made 

available to perceive guestrooms as simple. In contrast, those with curved or linear 

forms were often vertically oriented and included furniture that directed the eye in 

multiple directions, and, perceived as more complex. With this in mind, the contemporary 

style seems to be the most pleasing and perceived design style compared to the 

traditional or classical styles. 

Finally, a linear relationship was found between preference and complexity in this study. 

In contrast to Berlyne’s U-shaped theory, it was observed that simplicity (low complexity) 

was also most preferred when the stimuli was interior design with different styles. 

However, it must be stated that the present findings partly do support Berlyne’s findings 

concerning the least preferred guestrooms were the ones with the high complexity. 

 

Another result was that in the evaluations of the participants being impressed by the 

design styles of the guestrooms, it was listed from being very impressed to slightly 

impressed as follows: Contemporary > Traditional > Classical. According to this result, 

when the relationship between impressiveness and complexity was considered, it was 

determined that in a linear relationship with an increase in the level of complexity, the 

impressiveness also decreased. In addition to this, Berlyne indicated that people lose 

interest in highly complex stimuli, which correlate with the results since the least 

interesting (impressive) guestroom styles were highly complex ones. However, this result 

supports and extends the Orth and Wirtz’s (2014) findings about attractiveness in service 

environments. In conclusion, it was observed that the contemporary design style, which 

impressed the most, was preferred the most in guestrooms. It is clear from these results 

that interior design style has a strong effect on guestroom preference in parallel with the 

impressiveness variable.  

 

As can be observed, female participants had the highest values (a negative reaction), 

while male participants had the lowest values (a more positive reaction) for preference 

and impressiveness of the dependent variables (at a level of p<0.01). In contrast, male 

participants had the highest values (a negative reaction), while female participants had 
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the lowest values (a more positive reaction) for perceived complexity. According to these 

results, it can be stated that gender most definitely affected positive/negative 

perceptions of guestroom design styles as measured by semantic differential scales. This 

result supports the previous findings put forward by Nasar (1989), Yildirim (2005), and 

Yildirim et al. (2007). 

 

In conclusion, complexity in guestroom design styles played a vital role in enhancing 

preference. Orth and Wirtz’s (2014) study in regard to service environments indicated 

that positive influence and pleasure were related to visually less complex and more fluent 

interiors. In addition to this, unadorned designed guestrooms were more impressive and 

preferable. It was understood that, simplicity is an important factor for designing more 

preferable and impressive hotel guestrooms. Additionally, avoiding designs of complex 

features or those with excessive classical forms and using less ornate and plain forms or 

materials may contribute to the more positive perception of guestrooms by guests. 

Interior designers, architects, and hotel firms need to take care for ensuring adequate 

levels of legibility and coherence in their hotel interior designs. In fact, people prefer 

environments that make sense to them and which provide rich enough information to 

encourage their interest. When hotel guestrooms are similar for functionality and price, 

guests may tend to choose the one more aesthetically pleasing. With this purpose in 

mind, this study can provide guidance to interior designers, architects, and hotel firms by 

determining the reactions of potential guests for design styles in hotel interiors.  

 

Lastly, this study has been limited to one hotel, which has differently designed 

guestrooms. However, the results of this study open many necessary avenues for 

additional interior design research studies. For future research, i.e., cross-hotel 

comparisons for perceptions of service environments or specific interior environment 

comparisions may also provide useful results within the context of interior design styles. 

 

Acknowledgment 

The authors thank Ellen Andrea Yazar for her careful proofreading of the English text and 

helpful suggestions. 

 

REFERENCES 

Akalin, A., Yildirim, K., Wilson, C., & Kilicoglu, O. (2009). Architecture and engineering 

students’ evaluations of house facades: Preference, complexity and impressiveness. 

Journal of Environmental Psychology, 29(1), 124-132. 



 

Online Journal of Art and Design 
volume 5, issue 2, April 2017 

 

68 

Akalin, A., Yildirim K., Wilson C., & Saylan A. (2010). Users’ evaluations of house 

façades: Preference, complexity and impressiveness. Open House International, 

35(1), 57-65. 

Akalin-Baskaya, A. & Yildirim, K. (2007). Design of circulation axes in densely-used 

polyclinic waiting halls. Building and Environment, 42(4), 1743-1751. 

Avital, T. & Cupchik G. C. (1998). Perceiving hierarchical structures in 

nonrepresentational paintings. Empirical Studies of the Arts, 16(1), 59–70. 

Bagozzi, R. P. & Yi, Y. (1988). On the evaluation of structural equation models. Journal of 

the Academy of Marketing Science 16(1), 74-94. 

Baskaya, A., Wilson, C., Ozcan, Y. Z., & Karadeniz, D. (2006). Study in re-establishing 

the corporate identity of a post office institution with gender-related differences in 

perception of space. Journal of Architectural and Planning Research, 23(1), 43-59. 

Berlyne, D. E. (1960). Conflict, arousal and curiosity. New York: Mcgraw Hill. 

Berlyne, D. E. (1971). Aesthetics and psychobiology. New York: Meredith Corporation. 

Berlyne, D. E. (1974). Studies in the new experimental aesthetics. New York: Wiley. 

Bitner, M. J. (1992). Servicescapes: The impact of physical surroundings on customers 

and employees. Journal of Marketing, 56, 57-71. 

Bosma, H., Marmot, M. G., Hemingway, H., Nicholson, A. C., Brunner, E., & Stansfield, S. 

A. (1997). Low job control and risk of coronary heart disease in whitehall II 

(prospective cohort) study. British Medical Journal 314(7080), 558-565. 

Brennan, A., Chugh, J. S., & Kline, T. (2002). Traditional versus open office design: A 

longitudinal field study. Environment and Behavior, 34(3), 279-299. 

Capanoglu, A. (2014).  Konut yaşama mekanlarında kullanılan stillerin kullanıcı tercihleri 

üzerindeki etkisi (The impact of user preferences using in living room styles within 

dwellings). Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, Ankara, TR: University of Gazi. 

Cooper, C. (1974). The house as symbol of self. Design and Environment, 3(3), 30-37. 

Countryman, C. C. & Jang, S. C. (2006). The effects of atmospheric elements on 

customer impression: the case of hotel Lobbies. International Journal of 

Contemporary Hospitality Management, 18(7), 534-545. 

Cupchik, G. C., Ritterfeld, U., & Levin, J. (2003). Incidental learning of features from 

interior living spaces. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 23(2), 189-197. 

Devlin, K. & Nasar, J. L. (1989). The beauty and the beast: Some preliminary 

comparisons of “high” versus “popular” residential architecture and public versus 

architect judgments of same. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 9(4), 333-344. 

Erdogan, E., Akalın, A., Yıldırım, K., & Erdogan, H. A. (2010). Aesthetic differences 

between freshmen and pre-architects. G.U. Journal Of Science, 23(4), 501-509. 

Espe, H. (1981). Differences in the perception of national socialist and classicist 

architecture. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 1(1), 33-42. 



 

Online Journal of Art and Design 
volume 5, issue 2, April 2017 

 

69 

Frith, C. D. & Nias, D. K. B. (1974). What determines aesthetic preferences. The Journal 

of General Psychology, 91, 163-173.  

Grewal, D., Krishnan, R., Baker, J., & Borin, N. (1998). The effect of store name, brand 

name, and price discounts on consumers' evaluations and purchase intentions. 

Journal of Retailing 74(3), 331-352. 

Groat, L. (1982). Meaning in postmodern architecture: An examination using the multiple 

sorting task. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 2(1), 3-22. 

Ham, T. Y. & Guerin, D. A. (2004). A cross-cultural comparison of preference for visual 

attributes in interior environments: America and China. Journal of Interior Design, 

30(1), 37-50. 

Herzog, T. R., Kaplan, S., & Kaplan, R. (1982). The prediction of preference for 

unfamiliar urban places. Population and Environment, 5(1), 43-59. 

Herzog, T. R. & Shier, R. L. (2000). Complexity, age, and building preference. 

Environment and Behavior, 32(4), 557-575. 

Imamoglu, O. (1979). Konutlara İlişkin Beğeni ve Tercihler. In M. Pultar (Eds.), Çevre, 

Yapı ve Tasarım (pp: 321-345). Ankara, TR: Çevre Mimarlık Bilimleri Derneği. 

Imamoglu, Ç. (2000). Complexity, liking and familiarity: Architecture and non-

architecture Turkish students’ assessments of traditional and modern house 

facades. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 20(1), 5-16. 

Kaplan, S. & Kaplan, R. (1982). Cognition and environment: Functioning in an uncertain 

world. New York: Praeger Press. 

Kaplan, R. & Kaplan, S. (1989). The experience of nature: A psychological perspective. 

New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Kaplan, S., Kaplan, R., & Wendt, J. S. (1972). Rated preference and complexity for 

natural and urban visual material. Perception and Psychophysics, 12(4), 354-356. 

Kaya, N. & Weber, M. J. (2003). Cross-cultural differences in the perception of crowding 

and privacy regulation: American and Turkish students. Journal of Environmental 

Psychology, 23(3), 301-309. 

Kempen, E. L. (2008). Psychological meaning of the living room: A multidimensional 

attitudinal analysis. Journal of Family Ecology and Consumer Sciences, 36, 70-80. 

Kimes, S. E. (1999). The relationship between product quality and revenue per available 

room at Holiday Inn. Journal of Service Research, 2(2), 138-144. 

Leather, P., Beale, D., & Sullivan, L. (2003). Noise, psychological stress and their 

interaction in the workplace. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 23(2), 213-222. 

Lee, S. Y. & Brand, J. L. (2005). Effects of control over office workspace on perceptions 

of the work environment and work outcomes. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 

25, 323-333. 



 

Online Journal of Art and Design 
volume 5, issue 2, April 2017 

 

70 

Lihra, T. & Graf, R. (2007). Multi-channel communication and consumer choice in the 

household furniture buying process. Direct Marketing: An International Journal, 

1(3), 146-160. 

Lin, I. Y. (2004). Evaluating a servicescape: The effect of cognition and emotion. 

International Journal of Hospitality Management, 23(2), 163-178. 

Lin, I. Y. & Worthley, R. (2012). Servicescape moderation on personality traits, emotions, 

satisfaction, and behaviors. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 31, 

31-42.  

Mattila, A. S. & Wirtz, J. (2001). Congruency of scent and music as a deriver of in-store 

evaluations and behavior. Journal of Retailing, 77(3), 273-289. 

Nasar, J. L. (1983). Adult viewers’ preferences in residential scenes: A study of the 

relationship of environmental attributes to preference. Environment and Behavior, 

15, 589–614. 

Nasar, J. L. (1989). Symbolic meanings of house styles. Environment and Behavior 

21(3), 235-257. 

Nasar, J. L. & Kang, J. (1989). Symbolic meanings of building style in small suburban 

offices. In G. Hardie, R. Moore, & H. Sanoff (Eds.), Changing Paradigms: 

Proceedings of Edra 20 (pp: 165-172). Oklahoma City, OK: Environmental Design 

Research Association.  

Oostendorp, A. & Berlyne, D. E. (1978). Dimensions in the perception of architecture: 

Identification and interpretation of dimensions of similarity. Scandinavian Journal of 

Psychology, 19, 73-82. 

Orth, U. R. & Wirtz, J. (2014). Consumer processing of interior service environments: 

The interplay among visual complexity, processing fluency, and attractiveness. 

Journal of Service Research, 17(3), 296-309.  

Pandir, M. & Knight, J. (2006). Homepage aesthetics:  The search for preference factors 

and the challenges of subjectivity. Interacting with Computers, 18, 1351-1370. 

Phillips, P. A. (2003). Customer-oriented hotel aesthetics: A shareholder value 

perspective. Journal of Retail and Leisure Property, 3(4), 365-373. 

Pullman, M. E. & Robson, S. (2005). Hotels: Differentiating with design. Informedesign: 

Implications, 3(6), 1-5. 

Purcell, A. T. (1986). Environmental perception and affect: A schema discrepancy model. 

Environment and Behavior, 18(1), 3-30. 

Putrevu, S. (2001). Exploring the origins and information processing differences between 

men and women: Implications for advertisers. Academy of Marketing Science 

Review, 10, 1-14. 

Rapoport, A. (1990). The meaning of the built environment: Nonverbal communication 

approach. 2nd Rev. Edition, Tucson: University of Arizona Press. 



 

Online Journal of Art and Design 
volume 5, issue 2, April 2017 

 

71 

Ritterfeld, U. (2002). Social heuristics in interior design preferences. Journal of 

Environmental Psychology, 22(4), 369-386. 

Ritterfeld, U. & Cupchik, G. C. (1996). Perceptions of interior spaces. Journal of 

Environmental Psychology, 16(4), 349-360. 

Rutes, W.A., Penner, R.H., & Adams L. (2001). Challenges in hotel design: Planning the 

guest-room floor. The Cornell Hotel and Restaurant Administration Quarterly, 

42(4), 77-88. 

Ryan, C. & Huimin, G. (2007). Perceptions of Chinese hotels. The Cornell Hotel and 

Restaurant Administration Quarterly, 48(4), 380-391. 

Scott, S. C. (1993). Complexity and mystery as predictors of interior preferences. Journal 

of Interior Design, 19(1), 25-33. 

Siguaw, J.A. & Enz, C.A. (1999). Best practices in hotel architecture. The Cornell Hotel 

and Restaurant Administration Quarterly, 40(5), 44-49. 

Stamps, A. E. & Nasar, J. L. (1997). Design review and public preferences: Effects of 

geographical location, public consensus, sensation seeking and architectural styles. 

Journal of Environmental Psychology, 17(1), 11-32. 

Wilson, M. A. & Canter, D. V. (1990). The development of central concepts during 

professional education: An example of a multivariate model of the concept of the 

architectural style. Applied Psychology: An International Review, 39, 431-455. 

Wohlwill, J. F. (1968). Amount of stimulus exploration and preference as differential 

functions of stimulus complexity. Perception and Psychophysics, 4, 307–312. 

Wohlwill, J. F. (1975). Children’s responses to meaningful pictures varying in diversity: 

Exploration time vs. preference. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 20, 341–

351.  

Wohlwill, J. F. (1976). Environmental aesthetics: The environment as a source of affect. 

In I. Altman & J. F. Wohlwill (Eds.), Human behavior and environment: Advances in 

theory and research (pp. 37-86). Plenium, New York. 

Yildirim, K. (2005). The effect of differences in customer characteristics on the evaluation 

of a store image. Journal of the Faculty of Engineering and Architecture of Gazi 

University, 20, 473-481. 

Yildirim, K., Akalin-Baskaya, A., & Celebi, M. (2007). The effects of window proximity, 

partition height, and gender on perceptions of open-plan offices. Journal of 

Environmental Psychology, 27(2), 154-165. 

 Yildirim, K., Akalin-Baskaya, A., & Hidayetoglu, M. L. (2007). Effects of indoor color on 

mood and cognitive performance. Building and Environment, 42(9), 3233-3240. 

 Yoon, S., Oh, H., & Cho, J. Y. (2010). Understanding furniture choices using a 3D virtual 

showroom. Journal of Interior Design, 35(3), 33-50.  

 


