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Abstract

According to Engel, Blackwell, and Miniard (1993), evaluative criteria is defmed as

"the standards and specifications used by consumers to compare different products and

brands" (p.51). Many studies have investigated factors that might influence the

importance of clothing evaluative criteria used by consumers in the decision making

process. However, few studies have been directed to examine the relationship between

consumers' shopping motivations and their use of clothing evaluative criteria.

The purpose of this study was to examine the influence of consumers' shopping

orientations on the importance placed on the clothing evaluative criteria. Hedonic and

utilitarian shopper dichotomy was applied in this study. Self-administered questionnaires

which included four sections of questions were used for data collection. The four sections,

with 7-point Likert scales, asked about respondents' clothing evaluative criteria used in

general and specfIc purchase context, shopping values, and demographic information.

The data were collected at Oregon State University in summer 2005. A convenience
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sample of 452 students from nine departments was obtained. The frequency and

descriptive statistics, cross tabulation and chi-square statistics, Principal Components

Factor Analysis with Varimax Rotation, and Pearson Correlation were used to analyze the

data.

Respondents were classified into hedonic shoppers, utilitarian shoppers, or neutral

shoppers, who were dropped in comparison analysis. Results indicated that hedonic

shoppers were more likely to be female and younger than were the utilitarian shoppers.

Hedonic shoppers were found to be more engaged in un-planned clothing purchases, go

clothing shopping more frequently, and spend more money on clothing each month then

utilitarian shoppers. Moreover, hedonic shoppers more oflen went clothing shopping in

department stores, closed malls and specialty stores than did the utilitarian shoppers.

Principal Components Factor Analysis was conducted to classified clothing

evaluative criteria used in both general and specflc purchase situations, and new variables

were generated for Pearson Correlation Analysis. Results of Pearson Correlation analysis

were used to test the hypotheses. Results showed that hedonic shopping value was

positively and significantly related to "Aesthetics" and "Symbolic" dimensions of clothing,

which supported the first hypothesis. However, utilitarian shopping value was not found to

have positive and stronger relationship with "Performance" and "Economic" dimensions

of clothing than hedonic shopping value, thus, the second hypothesis was not supported.

Apparel manufacturers, retailers, and marketers can draw implications from the study

result to develop more effective marketing communication mix. Also, consumer behavior

researchers can further investigate hedonic shopping behavior based on the research

findings.
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Clothing Evaluative Criteria: A Comparison between Hedonic
Shoppers and Utilitarian Shoppers

Chapter I. Introduction

Shopping is a significant part of life in the contemporary society. People perform

shopping activities for various reasons. Some people go shopping to acquire products

needed, others go shopping because they need to keep up with new trends, and still

others go shopping simply to spend leisure time. Studies of consumer shopping

behavior have abounded as well as the research on the shopper's motivation for going

shopping. However, the investigation of consumer decision process in terms of

shopping orientation has not fully been explored. Some people go shopping only when

they need certain products or services. They may collect as much and as detailed

information as possible before the shopping trip and then carefully deliberate and

examine the products on the sales floor. On the other hand, some people like to go

shopping simply with the purpose to have fun and they might impulsively buy

something. Yet, what happens in the minds of these two distinct kinds of shoppers

when they examine the product on hand remains unanswered. The question that on

which aspects of the product would these two kinds of shoppers emphasize when they

make the purchase decision should be answered.

Consumer behavior involves many decisions, and each decision is a process in

nature. In the consumer decision making process, according to Engel, Blackwell and

Mimard (1993), consumers go through five stages. The five stages include need

recognition, information search, alternative evaluation, purchase, and post-purchase



attitude formation. Consumers recognize the needs when they perceive substantial

discrepancy between the actual situation and the ideal situation. Consumers will

engage in information search once they recognized the problem needed to be solved.

They can retrieve the stored knowledge from memory and, if needed, collect

information from the marketplace. In the third stage, evaluative criteria are used to

compare different products and brand, and the evaluative criteria used represent "the

desired outcomes from purchase and consumption" (Engel et al., 1993, p. 51). After the

overall judgment, purchase takes place and the outcome of the purchase is evaluated

against whether this purchase solves the problem(s). All the stages in the consumer

decision-making process are influenced by environmental (external) factors and

individual (internal) differences. Examples of the environmental factors include culture,

social class, family, and situation. Examples for individual differences are consumer

resources, motivation and involvement, knowledge, attitudes, personality, value and

lifestyle.

Evaluative criteria are the specifications of standards used by consumers in

comparing and assessing alternatives and play a prominent role in the decision

processes (Jenkins & Dickey, 1976). Engel et al. (1993) have described evaluative

criteria as concrete manifestations of consumer's underlying values and attitudes,

stored information and experience, and various psychological, sociological, and

economic influences. In previous consumer behavior research related to clothing, the

influences of the regional and cultural differences (Fomey, Pelton, Caton, & Rabolt,

1999; Hsu, 2002), personality/self-consciousness (Lee & Burns, 1993), lifestyle

(Cassill & Drake, 1987; Jenkins, 1973; Shim & Drake, 1989), and feminine-role and
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work orientation (Stemm, 1980) on the stage of alternatives evaluation have been

investigated.

The evaluative criteria related to clothing previously studied include 1) the

appropriateness/personal style criteria such as suitability, good fit, appropriate for

occasion, comfort, fabric type and quality, wardrobe coordination, suits the personality,

2) the economy/usefulness criteria such as price, good buy, ease of care, durability,

versatility, utility, 3) the attractiveness/aesthetic criteria include beautiful, fashionable,

color/pattern, styling, good fit, and pleasing to others 4) the quality criteria such as

quality of construction, fabric type, fiber, and durability, and 5) the

other-people-directed/image criteria such as prestige, sexy, brand and store name, label,

and fashionability (Cassill & Drake, 1987; Eckman, Damhorst, & Kadoiph, 1990;

Forney, Pelton, Caton & Rabolt, 1999; Huddleston, Cassill & Hamilton, 1993; Shim &

Drake, 1989; Solomon & Rabolt, 2003).

Furthermore, evaluative criteria can be seen as the benefits sought from the

product, and can serve as the basis for benefit segmentation (Jenkins, 1973). Benefit

segmenting is "segmenting a market according to the benefits customers seek as the

result of using a brand" (Duncan, 2004, p. 221). Shim and Bickle (1994) segmented

female apparel shoppers according to the benefits they sought from apparel. Three

segments were identified and the profile of each segment was developed. The largest

segment was the female apparel shopper group seeking symbolic and instrumental

benefits from clothing. This group enjoyed shopping more than the other two identified

groups which were practical/conservative users and apathetic users of clothing.
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Shopping orientation is defined as motivations for shopping, attitudes toward and

interest in shopping (Howell, 1979; Valencia, 1982). Shopping orientation has been

investigated for the influence on consumer decision making process (e.g. Babin,

Darden, & Griffin, 1994; Moschis, 1976; Tauber, 1972). Several studies have been

conducted using consumer shopping orientation to segment shoppers. The pioneering

study of shopping typology in terms of shopping orientation is dated back to Stone's

(1954) work which identified four shopper types: economic, personalizing, ethical and

apathetic. Other studies investigated shopping orientation and its influence on

consumer behavior such as actual patronage and the degree of patronage concentration

across retailers, product usage, consumer use of information, preference of

supermarket attributes, and shopping enjoyment (Bellenger & Korgaonkar, 1980;

Darden & Reynolds 1971; Darden & Ashton, 1975; Moschis, 1976; Stephenson &

Willett, 1969; Williams, Painter, & Nichols, 1978). One study by Shim and

Kotsiopulos (1993) was directed specifically to segment female apparel shoppers in

terms of shopping orientation. In their study, female clothing shoppers were segmented

into highly involved apparel shoppers, apathetic shoppers, and convenience-oriented

catalog shopper.

However, Westbrook and Black (1985) criticized that the previous shopper

typology studies have not directly investigated the underlying motivational basis of the

shopper types identified. Studying shoppers' typology in terms of shopping motivation

may be more directly indicative of the actual feelings, desires, and gratifications

experienced by consumer during the shopping activity. According to Tauber (1972), the

motives of shopping are often beyond the sole purpose of product acquisition, and
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include both personal and social dimensions. Personal motives include role playing,

diversion, self-gratification, learning about the new trends, physical activity, and

sensory stimulation. Social motives include social experiences outside the home,

communication with others having the similar interest, peer group attraction, status and

authority, and pleasure of bargaining.

Westbrook and Black (1985) went further to identify motivation-based shopper

typology. The types of shoppers included I) anticipated utility of perspective purchase,

2) enactment of an economic shopping role, 3) negotiation to obtain price concessions

from the seller, 4) optimization of merchandise choice in terms of matching shoppers'

needs and desires, 5) affiliation with reference groups, 6) exercise of power and

authority in marketplace exchanges, and 7) sensory stimulation from the marketplace

itself.

These two studies of shopping motivation both noted that shopping behavior may

arise 1) principally to acquire the product for which need are recognized, 2) both to

acquire the needed product and to satisfy various non-product-related needs, and 3)

primarily to fulfill the needs unrelated to product acquisition (Tauber, 1972; Westbrook

& Black, 1985). Thus, "shopping occurs when a consumer's requirement for particular

goods justifies his or her allocation of the necessary time, effort, and money to travel to

the store to obtain required products and service" (Westbrook & Black, 1985, p. 85), as

well as a consumer "needs attention, wants to be with peers, desires to meet people

with similar interests, feels a need to exercise, or simply has leisure time" (Tauber,

1972, p. 48).
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Putting all the previous shopper typology studies together, two broad and distinct

domains emerge: utilitarian and hedonic aspects of shopping. According to Batra and

Ahtola (1990), "consumers purchase goods and services and perform consumption

behaviors for two basic reasons: 1) consummatory affective (hedonic) gratification

(from sensory attributes), and 2) instrumental, utilitarian reasons concerned with

"expectations of consequences" (of a means-ends variety, from functional and

non-sensory attributes)" (p. 159). Consumers can experience both utilitarian and

hedonic shopping value simultaneously (Jin, Sternquist, & Koh, 2003). However, the

weight of each value varies depending on the situation and individual. When people

view shopping as a work, the utilitarian shopping value would outweigh the hedonic

counterpart and the shopping is completed if the shopper acquires the product needed.

On the other hand, if people view shopping as fun, they would enjoy the affective

benefits in spite of whether or not the purchase occurs.

Research on shopping has long focused on the traditional utilitarian aspects of the

shopping experience. Utilitarian shopping often been characterized as task-related and

rational (Batra & Ahtola, 1990) and related to whether or not a product acquisition

"mission" was accomplished (Babin, Darden, & Griffin, 1994). However, traditional

product acquisition explanations may not fully reflect the totality of the shopping

experience (Bloch & Richins, 1983). After the seminal work of Hirschman and

Holbrook (1982) introducing the experiential view of shopping, research on hedonic

shopping has mushroomed.

Hedonic shopping has been defined as those facets of behavior that relate to the

multisensory images, fantasies, and emotional arousal (Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982).



The values or benefits shoppers receive from hedonic shopping include fun, fantasy,

excitement, enjoyment, diversion, escapism, increased arousal, perceived freedom,

heightened involvement, mood management, pleasure of bargain, and new product

information gathering (Arnold & Reynolds, 2003; Babin et al., 1994; Hirschman &

Holbrook, 1982; Tauber, 1972; Westbrook & Black, 1985). While utilitarian shopping

value is more functional and objective, the hedonic shopping value is more subjective,

symbolic, and aesthetic in nature.

Based on the motivation-based studies (Tauber, 1972; Westbrook & Black, 1985),

Arnold and Reynolds (2003) conducted a study solely on hedonic shopping

motivations. The reasons people engage in hedonic shopping included 1) for

stimulation, adventure, and the feeling of being in another world, 2) for the enjoyment

of socializing and bonding with others, 3) for stress relief and alleviating a negative

mood, 4) for keeping up with the trend and product innovation, 5) for the enjoyment

derived from shopping for others, and 6) for sales, looking for discount, and hunting

for bargains.

The hedonic shopping value exists in both product and shoppers. Consumers

seeking pleasure in shopping can be considered as hedonic shoppers, and products

mainly consumed for pleasure can be considered as hedonic products. Hirschman and

Holbrook (1982) stated that hedonic products are those "products play an important

role in the consumer's lifeproviding him/her with entertainment and an outlet for

emotion and fantasy" (p. 96). The hedonic product value is relevant to the affective,

experiential, symbolic, and aesthetics dimensions and such product evoke fun, sensory

pleasure, daydreams, and excitement. Art, music, and fashion apparel are examples of
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hedonic products. Contrarily, the utilitarian value of products is mainly related to the

functional, instrumental, and goal-oriented perspectives (Batra & Ahtola, 1990; Dhar

& Wertenbroch, 2000; Engel et al., 1993; Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982; Holbrook &

Hirschman, 1982; Mano & Oliver, 1993).

Several researchers have suggested that consumers' behavior differ depending on

levels of hedonic and utilitarian value of products (Batra & Ahtola, 1990; Dhar &

Wertenbroch, 2000; Mano & Oliver, 1993; Strahilevitz & Myers, 1998), and

consumers evaluate and choose products based on hedonic and utilitarian value of the

product (Batra & Ahtola, 1990; Dhar & Wertenbroch, 2000). Clothing has been

classified as a hedonic product by several researchers. This reflects high experiential,

pleasure evoking, and symbolic properties of clothing, and to which most consumers

have emotional attachment (Crowley, Spangenberg, & Hughes, 1992; Jin et al., 2003;

Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982; Voss, Spangenberg, & Grohmann, 2003).

In terms of shoppers, shoppers who view shopping as a leisure activity and enjoy

shopping are termed hedonic shoppers, and shoppers who are goal-oriented and view

shopping as an errand or work are termed utilitarian shoppers. Bellenger and

Korgaonkar (1980) found that consumers exhibit either economic and convenience

(utilitarian) or recreational (hedonic) shopping behavior. They stated that utilitarian or

economic/convenience shoppers develop neutral or negative attitudes toward shopping

and put no fun on it because the sole purpose is acquiring needed product as well as

saving money and time. On the other hand, hedonic or recreational shoppers enjoy

shopping as leisure and feel positive emotion and develop a positive attitude toward

shopping. Babin et al. (1994) suggested that shoppers' value is indicated in both



hedonic and utilitarian terms, and consumers are portrayed as both intellectual and

emotional. Thus, we can view consumers' shopping value being a point on a

continuum anchored by two extremes of shopping hedonism and shopping

utilitarianism.

According to Lehtonen (1994), hedonic shopping is an end goal per Se. it does not

necessarily include purchase and pre-trip planning, and there are no definite beginnings

and ends in the shopping activity. More, shopping efficiency is not the central concern

for hedonic shoppers because they shop simply for pleasure, and they put more

emphasis on shopping experiences. In contrast, utilitarian shopping is engaged with a

goal of purchase, and shopping is performed out of necessity. Utilitarian shoppers put

importance on shopping efficiency, and it is better if shopping is done in a deliberant

and fastidious manner.

According to previous research (Bellenger & Korgaonkar, 1980; Bloch &

Richins, 1983), hedonic shoppers are profiled as those who are active women, look for

pleasant atmosphere, seek a large variety of high-quality merchandise, continue to shop

even after purchasing, are more prone to buy something she likes irrespective of

urgency or need, spend less time deliberating before make a purchase, enjoy outdoor

activity, engage more information-seeking activities, and more likely go shopping

without a preplanned purchase in mind. Hedonic shoppers like to shop in closed mall

and department stores, and they like to take friends to shop and give them advice about

shopping decision, and in turn, engage in the word-of-mouth communication activity

Furthermore, hedonic shoppers tend to dress in the latest styles indicating that they are

fashion-oriented (Gutman & Mills, 1982) and usually are innovators and opinion
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leaders who influence other consumers (Jarboe & McDaniel, 1987). Hedonic shoppers

also reported to conduct more impulse and compulsive purchase behavior (Babin, et al.,

1994), and tend to buy a greater number of products, purchase more expensive items,

and spend more money then the utilitarian shoppers (Scarpi, 2005).

Statement of Purpose and Objectives

The purpose of the present study was to explore the influence of shoppers'

shopping orientations on their uses of clothing evaluative criteria in the decision

making process. Utilitarian and Hedonic shopper dichotomy was applied in this study.

This study aimed to answer the question that "do utilitarian shoppers and hedonic

shoppers use different standards or criteria when making the apparel purchase

decision?" To know the answer, this research was designed to investigate the

relationship between several aspects of clothing evaluative criteria and consumers'

shopping orientations (hedonic or utilitarian). Objectives of this study were:

1. To compare hedonic shoppers and utilitarian shoppers in terms of demographic

profile and clothing shopping patterns.

2. To compare hedonic shoppers and utilitarian shoppers in terms of the importance

placed on clothing evaluative criteria.

3. To verify the characteristics of hedonic shoppers identified in previous studies.

By adding the finding to the existing understanding of hedonic shoppers, the

sketch of this segment can be more enriched, clear and specific, and more practical and

effective marketing strategies can be put into practice.
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Arguments

The present study focuses on how consumers classified as hedonic and utilitarian

shoppers approach the stage of alternative evaluation in consumer decision process. In

this section, five arguments were developed based on the literature reviewed and

hypotheses are proposed accordingly.

First, according to EKB Model, individuals' motivation would influence the stage

of alternative evaluation, and in turn, the evaluative criteria used. The presence of

consumer utilitarian or hedonic motivation will influence evaluations of products

purchased or considered while shopping (Babin et al., 1994), and will determine the

type of evaluation criteria used during alternative evaluation (Engel et al., 1993). Thus,

the evaluative criteria used may vary for these two kinds of shoppers.

Second, both utilitarian and hedonic shopping values of product and shopper

function simultaneously in a purchase decision (Engel et al., 1993). The effect of

hedonic shopping value of consumer might be augmented in the context of shopping

for hedonic product such as clothing (Chang, 2002); the effect of the interaction

between hedonic value of product and of shoppers on how people evaluate products

needs to be investigated.

Third, shoppers select the evaluative criteria that can reflect the underlying values,

knowledge, attitudes, and experiences (Jenkins & Dickey, 1976). Since utilitarian

shoppers and hedonic shoppers have different goals and attitudes toward shopping,

they might utilize different criteria when purchasing clothing.

Forth, evaluative criteria can be viewed as the benefit sought from the products

(Engel et aL, 1993; Jenkins, 1973; Shim & Bickle, 1994). In Shim and Bickle's (1994)
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study, the relationship had been identified between benefit sought and shopping

enjoyment. The shoppers seeking symbolic and instrumental benefits from clothing

products tend to be more likely to enjoy shopping and involved in shopping than those

seeking practical and conservative benefits. The backward association that people who

enjoy shopping would seek symbolic and instrumental benefits from clothing should

be investigated as well.

Last, theories of affect and cognition often assume that the affect people

experience at a particular moment in time increase the accessibility in memory of

concepts and knowledge that are evaluatively consistent with it (Bower, 1981).

Accordingly, Adaval (2001) proposed that shoppers would put more weight on the

product evaluative attributes which are consistent with the shopping mood. Therefore,

whereas the utilitarian shopper possesses the rather practical, instrumental, and

functional shopping value, hedonic shoppers are more involved in shopping, feel

positive emotion during shopping, and put more emphasis on the hedonic shopping

experience which are subjective, symbolic and aesthetic in nature. The differences in

emotion and mood in a particular moment during shopping for these two kinds of

shoppers might determine the evaluative criteria they use in clothing purchasing

decision.

Thus, hedonic shoppers and utilitarian shoppers might employ different attributes

when they evaluate apparel products to reflect their underlying values and motives.

Accordingly, following hypotheses are proposed.
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Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1: Hedonic shopping values will be more positively related to aesthetic,

symbolic, and experiential aspects of clothing in both general and

specific clothing purchase contexts than will utilitarian shopping

values.

Hypothesis 2: Utilitarian shopping values will be more positively related to

performance and economic aspects of clothing in both general and

specific clothing purchase contexts than will hedonic shopping

values.

Defmition of Terms

Consumer decision-making process: The consumer decision-making process can be

divided into five basic decision process stages: problem recognition, search, alternative

evaluation, purchase, and outcomes (Engel, Blackwell, & Miniard, 1993).

Evaluative criteria: "The standards and specifications used by consumers to compare

different products and brands" (Engel, Blackwell, & Miniard, 1993, p. 51).

Shopping orientation: Shopping orientation refers to motivations for shopping,

attitudes toward and interest in shopping (Howell, 1979; Valencia, 1982).

Hedonic shopping value: Hedonic shopping value is festive, playful, and fun that

reflects the entertainment value and emotional worth derive from shopping as a

pleasurable experience (Babin, Darden, & Griffin, 1994).
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Utilitarian shopping value: Utilitarian shopping value is objective, functional, rational,

and task-related, and is achieved through proper product-acquisition (Babin, Darden, &

Griffin, 1994; Bloch & Richins, 1983).

Hedonic/recreational shoppers: Hedonic or recreational shoppers are those enjoy

shopping as a leisure activities (Bellenger & Korgaonkar, 1980). They are more

involved in shopping activities (Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982), and seek pleasure, fun,

and emotional arousal from shopping.

Utilitarian shoppers: Utilitarian shoppers are described as goal-oriented and rational,

and see shopping as an errand or work (Babin, Darden, & Griffin, 1994). They develop

neutral or negative attitude toward shopping because they view shopping from the

point of time- and money-saving (Bellenger & Korgaonkar, 1980).
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Chapter II. Review of Literature

Consumer behavior reflects "the totality of consumers' decisions with respect to

the acquisitions, consumptions, and dispositions of goods, services, time, and ideas by

(human) decision-making units [over time]." (Hoyer & Macinnis, 2003, p. 3) In

addition, the actions involved in consumer behaviors also include "the decision process

that precede and follow these actions." (Engel, Blackwell & Miniard, 1990, p. 3) Thus,

consumer behavior involves many decisions, and each decision is a process in nature.

The multidimensional model of consumer behavior first proposed by Engel,

Kollat, and Blackwell (EKB Model) (1968) and in subsequent revisions depicts the

dynamics of consumer behavior with four dimensions: information input, information

processing, decision process, and variables influencing decision process (Engel,

Blackwell & Miniard, 1993). According to EKB model as shown in Figure I, five

stages constitute the dimension of the decision process. They are 1) needs recognition,

2) information search, 3) alternative evaluation, 4) purchase, and 5) purchase outcome.

First, need recognition occurs whenever "the consumer sees a significant

difference between his or her current state of affairs and some desired or ideal state"

(Solomon & Rabolt, 2003, p. 356). In this stage, consumers perceive that there are

problems to be solved or desires to be satisfied. In the second stage, information search,

consumers search needed information to solve the recognized problems or needs. This

stage involves internal information search and external information search. The

internal search involves the retrieval of knowledge from memory while the external

search involves collecting information from the marketplace (Engel, Blackwell &
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Miniard, 1990). When the internal information research is insufficient to solve the

recognized problems, the external search would be undertaken.

Third, in the alternative evaluation stage, certain evaluative criteria are used as

"the standards and specifications to compare different products and brands." That is,

"these are the desired outcomes from purchase and consumption and are expressed in

the form of preferred attributes" (Engel et al., 1993, p. 51). Fourth, after the overall

judgment of the alternatives, purchase takes place. Finally, the purchase outcome can

be satisfactory or dissatisfactory depending upon whether the expectations are matched.

Customer satisfaction occurs when "a post-consumption evaluation that a chosen

alternative at least meets or exceeds expectations" (Engel Ct al., 1993, p. 571). When

the consumption outcome fails to meet expectations, dissatisfaction occurs.

All stages in consumer decision-making process are influenced by environmental

(external) factors and individual differences (internal) factors as shown in Figure I. The

external factors include culture, situation, social class, personal influences, and family,

and the internal factors include consumer resources, motivation and involvement,

knowledge, attitudes, personality, value and lifestyle. The present study uses the EKB

model as a framework to investigate the relationship between individual differences

(e.g. shopping orientation) and the evaluative criteria used in decision-making process.

According to Engel et al. (1993), several factors serve as the determinants of

evaluative criteria. Such factors include situational influences, motivation, involvement

and knowledge. In addition, some researchers have used motivation and involvement

to categorize consumers with different shopping orientations, and investigate the

characteristics and traits of each segment to enrich the understanding of consumers and



facilitate the development of marketing strategies (Tauber, 1972; Westbrook & Black,

1985). The following sections review the previous studies on evaluative criteria

consumers used in the context of apparel shopping, shopping orientations, and

shopping hedonism.

Figure I: The EKB Model
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Evaluative Criteria

Evaluative criteria were defined as "the standards and specifications used by

consumers to compare different products and brands" (Engel et al., 1993, p. 51).

Evaluative criteria play the core role in alternatives evaluation stage in the decision

making process. They are the dimensions used to judge the merits of competitive

options, and represent the desired outcome from purchases and consumption (Engel et

al., 1993). Consumers' evaluative criteria are shaped by individual differences as well

as the environmental factors as shown in the EKB model. Thus, "they become a

product-specific manifestation of an individual's motives, values, lifestyles and so on"

(Engel et al., 1993, p. 51).

Clothing evaluative criteria are usually classified into two categories: intrinsic and

extrinsic criteria. Intrinsic criteria are those attributes inherent in the product, such as

color, and fabric, and those that can not be changed without changing the physical

features. Extrinsic criteria are those not directly relate to product performance, such as

price and country of origin (Solomon & Rabolt, 2003).

How many and what kind of criteria used in a decision making process differ by

consumers, situations, and product categories (Hawkins, Best & Coney, 1992).

Consumers select criteria that can reflect their underlying values, knowledge, attitudes,

and experiences, and those factors shaping personal characteristics, such as

psychological, culture, social and economic factors (Jenkins & Dickey, 1976). In

addition, depending upon the perceived importance of product considered for a

purchase and purchase situation, the number of criteria used by the consumer varies

(Hawkins et al., 1992). Lastly, consumers usually apply evaluative criteria to judge
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alternatives when the involvement is high (Engel et al., 1993). Apparel is a product

category that is relatively more experiential (Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982),

self-relevant, and a multidimensional involvement product (Thomas, Cassill, &

Foreythe, 1991); thus, it generates more consumer involvement than other products.

The following sections review the previous studies on evaluative criteria used in

purchasing apparel and fashion goods.

Martin (1971) investigated what information consumers of fashion need to know

before purchasing fashion goods. In his study, three clothing items were used in this

research: shirts, dresses, and coats. Sample was drawn from women from throughout

the Springfield, Illinois. The respondents were shown a line drawing of a shirt dress,

and then given nine clothing evaluative criteria: price, color, content of material, store,

brand name, department of store, instruction for care of garment, and salesgirl's

evaluation of style and quality. They were asked if they would purchase the dress

depending on the given information. The results revealed that the top three important

factors of information were price, color, and the content of material.

Jenkins (1973) studied the evaluative criteria for clothing and textiles. The study

focused on evaluative criteria "1) as means of identifying certain textile product and

information needs of consumers, 2) as a basis for segmenting consumers with similar

needs, and 3) as concrete manifestations of underlying values and exhibited life style"

(Jenkins, 1973. p. 5). The sample was consisted of 224 mothers of children enrolled in

private, government, and church-supported preschool facilities. Evaluative criteria

used by subjects were examined in relation to saliency, determinant, relative

importance, and acceptance level. Five textile products were chosen for this study:
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ladies' "best" dress, ladies' casual pants, boys' school outfit, girls' school outfit, and

curtain or drapery in the living room. The results revealed that the single criterion

considered most often were "comfort" for four clothing items, and "suitability" for

curtain or drapery. More, "suitability" is considered most often as the determinant in

selecting ladies' dress, casual pants, and curtain or drapery, and "durability" in

selecting boys' and girls' school outfit. The results indicated differences between

salient and determinant evaluative criteria. In addition, the relative importance and

acceptance level of evaluative criteria were significantly different for two groups:

lower and middle socioeconomic consumers. In this study, consumers were segmented

according to the use of appearance and practicality evaluative criteria. Consumers who

were appearance-oriented sought benefits in textile products related to fashion, style,

and appearance. Practicality-oriented consumers looked for benefits related to ease of

care, comfort, versatility, economy, construction details, performance, and durability.

Stemm (1980) investigated employed women's apparel attitudes and evaluative

criteria with the emphasis on single again employed women to determine if they

constituted a distinct market segment. One of the study objectives was to know how

the evaluative criteria used in the choice of apparel differed for employed women who

varied in their feminine-role orientation and work orientation. Fifteen clothing

evaluative criteria were selected for this study: color, good buy, good fit, sexy, ease of

care, pleasing to others, fabric type and quality, suitability to individual, brand and

store name, quality of construction, fiber content, comfort, beautiful or attractive, and

appropriateness for occasion. Respondents were instructed to identify the last outfit

purchased for work and social occasion, and rate the importance of each evaluative
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criterion with a 7-point Likert scale. Selected criteria were grouped into three factors:

pragmatic, aesthetic, and quality. The "pragmatic" evaluative factor included good fit,

comfort, suitability to individual, and appropriateness for occasion. The "aesthetic"

factor included beautiful or attractiveness, fashionable, pleasing to others, and color.

The "quality" evaluative factor included fabric type and quality, fiber content, and

quality of construction. The results showed that good fit was the most salient criterion

for work and social outfit, and the most determinant criterion for work outfit.

Appropriateness was identified as the most determinant criterion for social outfit. The

results also revealed that single-again women placed more importance on aesthetic

evaluative factors than women who were married.

McLean, Roper, and Smothers (1986) conducted a study to investigate women's

preference for either imported or domestic blouses. Although not being the primary

purpose of this study, motives/considerations for purchasing blouses were examined.

Two groups of sample were used in this study. The first group consisted of 209

students enrolled in freshman level class at The University of Alabama, and the second

group was composed of 239 consumers belonging to women's club in Tuscaloosa,

Alabama. Respondents were asked to choose the four most important motives for

buying blouses from nine selected motives. The four most selected motives and the one

ranked most often as the most important consideration by the two groups were

examined. First, for college students, color, coordination with existing wardrobe,

unusual detail, and attractive price were, in order, the four most important criteria. For

those respondent's from women's club, coordination with existing wardrobe, color,

attractive price, and fabric quality were the four most important considerations in order.



In addition, criteria such as durability, and designer name or brand name were ranked

lowest in two groups. In general, both groups showed similar patterns in the buying

motives. Second, the motive ranked by both groups as the most important was

coordination with the existing wardrobe. Finally, the consideration of country of origin

(made in United States or in a foreign country) had little impact on purchase motives

by the subjects in this study.

When making purchase decisions, consumers engage in information searching to

distinguish among competitive offerings. This consumer information search can be

divided into two parts: pre-purchase search and on-going search. In Davis' (1987)

study, clothing label information was investigated as a source of information consumer

can use to make purchase decision. The study was conducted to examine how

consumers use clothing label information to imply the apparel quality and

fashionability. Four blouses of different brands and ten apparel attributes were selected

in this study: care label, department in store, fabric, fit, general construction,

manufacturer neck label, price, salesperson's opinion, store, and style. The results

showed that price and style were the two most often used attributes by the subjects, and

the participants overlooked nearly half of the available information.

The study investigating the influence of lifestyle on apparel selection criteria was

also explored to test the EKB model. Cassil and Drake (1987) use twenty-two lifestyle

dimensions and eighteen evaluative criteria in their study. Two occasional apparel

categories were selected: social apparel and employment apparel. Eight lifestyle

factors (Self-Confidence, Attractive/Fashionable, Satisfaction With Life, Traditional,

Pro American/Education, Price Conscious Information Seeking, Modem Traveling and
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Spending, and Mobile/Impulsive Shopping) were generated by using factor analysis.

The result indicated that when selecting apparel for social wear, evaluative criteria

were clustered into three groups associated with evaluative criteria: appropriateness,

economic, and other-people directed. For employment wear, there was only on a factor

generated called evaluative. The results indicated that evaluative criteria for apparel

were related to the consumer lifestyle, and the specific relationship between lifestyle

and apparel evaluative criteria were dependent on situational context.

In the qualitative study of Eckman, Damhorst, and Kadolph (1990), a model of

in-store apparel decision process was proposed. This model included three stages:

interest, trial, and purchase outcome. Store-intercept interviews method was conducted

in two apparel stores that had a similar customer base. Forty subjects were interviewed

at each store of the two retail specialty stores. All respondents were adult customers,

eighteen years or older, and had tried on at least one outerwear garment. The

researchers adopted the general classifications of evaluative criteria: intrinsic and

extrinsic criteria, and further grouped the intrinsic criteria into aesthetic, usefulness,

and performance and quality criteria. By analyzing the data, sixteen evaluative criteria

were identified, and the criteria related to aesthetic were reported as the most important

criteria for both interest and trial stages of apparel assessment.

Although personality has not been found to be a good predictor of consumer

behavior (Hoyer & Macinnis, 2003, p. 435), theorists of consumer behavior argued that

personality traits considered as a part of a person's lifestyle may have impact on

consumer decision-making behavior (Engel, Blackwell, & Mininard, 1990). In

cross-national research, Lee and Bums (1993) examined the relationship between
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self-consciousness and clothing purchase criteria of Korean and U.S. college women.

The researchers had three purposes: to investigate 1) the relationship between the

personal trait of self-consciousness and clothing evaluative criteria used in purchase

decision process, 2) the influence of cultural difference on the importance of criteria

used in apparel purchase process, and 3) the interaction between self-consciousness and

cultural background on the importance of apparel purchase criteria. Self-consciousness

was divided into two classifications: private- and public-consciousness. Two clothing

products were selected: jacket and dress in this study. Thirty-nine statements were

developed from thirteen clothing attributes as evaluative criteria. Selected clothing

attributes included fashionability, attractiveness, style or design, fabric design, color,

fiber and fabric type, construction quality, quality of fasteners, comfort, durability, ease

of care, price, and brand name. Four factors were generated after conducting principle

component factor analysis. They were 1) fashion and attractiveness, 2) quality, 3)

brand name, and 4) style and price. Study results indicated that public-consciousness

was positively related to fashion and attractiveness criteria for both cultural groups.

Subjects who were more aware of their social object roles were placing more

importance on fashion, attractiveness, and fabric design criteria. Further, results also

revealed that when making purchasing decision, the importance of evaluative criteria

employed by subjects varied by product types (Jacket v.s. Dress), which was consistent

with the Cassil and Drake's (1987) result.

Abraham-Murail and Littrell (1995) conducted a qualitative study with three

purposes: 1) to generate a composite list of apparel attributes, 2) to arrange these

attributes in conceptual categories and dimensional levels, and 3) to examine the



25

attributes in ways useful to different formats of retailer. Thirty-one female consumers

from four Midwestern communities were group into five focus groups. Focus groups

interviews were conducted with two different stimuli (photographs and real apparel)

which represented different types of retailers: catalog and store retailers. Seventy-nine

attributes were generated from the focus group interviews and four themes were

emerged from the obtained data. The attributes generated from data included concrete,

tangible characteristics such as length, color, construction, as well as abstract and

intangible features such as durability and suitableness to the wearer. The four themes

were 1) physical appearance, 2) physical performance, 3) expressive, and 4) extrinsic.

The results showed that when using photograph, respondents more concerned about

physical performance and expressive attributes, while using actual product as stimulus,

the subjects considered physical appearance of the garment more important.

In an exploratory study conducted by Forney, Pelton, Caton, and Rabolt (1999)

the importance of evaluative criteria and country of origin in clothing purchase

decision were investigated. The sample was female university students drawn from

three locations: two in the United States (Southwest and West area) and one in

Canadian urban area. There were three objectives in this study: 1) to determine which

intrinsic and extrinsic evaluative criteria were critical and determinant attribute(s), 2)

to determine the importance given to multidimensional evaluative criteria, and 3) to

determine the importance of country of origin. Twenty-one apparel evaluative criteria

were selected: twelve intrinsic criteria (color, style, comfort, durability, fit, care, fiber,

fabric quality, construction quality, trim/motion quality, product quality, and design

originality) and nine extrinsic criteria (country of origin, label, store image, price,
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appropriateness for occasion). A principle components factor analysis was conducted,

and five multidimensional factors were obtained: quality, cost, appearance, image, and

personal style. The study findings revealed that 1) among the twenty-one evaluative

criteria, the critical attribute was fit for Canadian, fit and attractiveness for Southwest,

and suits my personality for the West students, 2) disregard the regional differences,

subjects identify five intrinsic criteria and four extrinsic criteria as determinate

characteristics, 3) different importance were placed on different multidimensional

factors by three regional groups, 4) country of origin consideration may not be

important "unless they are presented with equivalent apparel alternatives" (Forney,

Pelton, Caton, & Rabolt, 1999. p. 57). Cultural and regional differences were attributed

to the differences of clothing evaluative criteria used among the three student group.

Summary

Evaluative criteria were defined as "the standards and specifications used by

consumers to compare different products and brands" (Engel, Blackwell & Miniard,

1993, p. 51). Many studies have been conducted to investigate consumers' use of

evaluative criteria when purchasing clothing items. Criteria investigated include

country of origin, good fit, appropriateness, comfort, fabric, wardrobe coordination,

suitability, price, good buy, ease of care, durability, versatility, utility, beautiful,

fashionability, color, pattern, style, pleasing to others, fiber, sexy, label, and brand

name. In addition, the pool of clothing evaluative criteria has been clustered into

groups such as pragmatic, aesthetic, quality, performance, appropriateness, economic,
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of variables such as regional and cultural differences, personality, self-consciousness,

lifestyle, feminine-role, and work-orientation on the uses of clothing evaluative criteria

have been studied, and different research results was found. These results showed that

both environmental influences and individual differences do affect consumers' use of

clothing evaluative criteria.

Shopping Orientations

Shopping orientation is defined as a shopper's style that places particular

emphasis on certain activities (Hawkins, Best & Coney, 1992) or a shopping specific

lifestyle encompassing shopping activities, interests, and opinions and reflecting a

view of shopping as a complex social and recreational as well as economic,

phenomenon (Howell, 1979). Shopping orientations also refer to motivations for

shopping, attitudes toward and interest in shopping (Howell, 1979; Valencia, 1982). In

addition, shopping orientations reflect categories of shopper styles and can represent

consumer needs for products and services (Shim & Kotsiopulos, 1993). In this section,

previous studies on shopper typology as well as some research specifically conducted

to investigate apparel shopper types are reviewed.

Shopping orientation research is useful in describing, segmenting, and

understanding consumers. The research allows producers, marketers, and retailers of

products and services to more effectively respond to the needs and preferences of

multiple consumer groups (Moye & Kincade, 2003). The pioneering study of shopping

orientation typology is dated back to Stone's (1954) works. In his study on city
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shoppers and urban identification, Stone categorized urban shoppers by four types of

shopping orientations: economic, personalizing, ethical and apathetic. Economic

shoppers were characterized by a careful approach to shopping, giving more attention

to merchandise variety, price and quality. Personalizing shoppers seek personal

relationships with retail personnel. Ethical shoppers were found to be more willing to

sacrifice lower price and wider product assortment to behave consistently with

moralistic beliefs. Finally, apathetic shoppers were not interested in shopping and

viewed shopping as a necessity. Stone found that each type of shoppers was

distinguished by a specific pattern of social characteristics reflecting respondent's

position in the social structure where the respondent resides.

Stephenson and Willett (1969) proposed a conceptual taxonomy of shoppers

based upon actual patronage and shopping behavior and the degree of patronage

concentration across retailers. The four types of shoppers were compulsive/recreational

(high concentration, high search), store loyal (high concentration, low search),

convenience (low concentration, low search), and price/bargain conscious (low

concentration, high search). The focus of the study was on the relationship between

shopper's orientations and the major transaction characteristics. Various relationship of

the taxonomy to purchase transaction characteristics and stated reasons for purchase

were observed in a study of apparel and toy products.

Darden and Reynolds (1971) investigated general consumer shopping orientations

in relation to product usage by using activity/interest/opinion (AlO) measurement. The

shopper types found were rather consistent with Stone's (1954) taxonomy. Twelve

health and personal care products were selected for this study. The results indicated
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that different types of shoppers do have different product usage rates across different

product types, for example, economic shoppers had high usage rates of products which

were socially visible.

Moschis (1976) studied the relationship between shopping orientations and

consumer use of information among cosmetics buyers by using AlO measurement. In

this study, six shopping orientations were used to examine the differences of uses of

information. The six shopping orientations are special shopper, brand-loyal shopper,

store-loyal shopper, problem-solving shopper, psycho-socializing shopper, and name

conscious shopper. The findings suggested that shoppers possessing different shopping

orientations tend to use different information sources to find out about new products;

they have different preference for sources and kinds of information, and they tend to

use different amount and types of media. In other words, they have different needs and

preferences for communication sources.

Darden and Ashton (1975) categorized shoppers in terms of the preference of

store attributes of supermarkets with the hypothesis that shoppers having different

supermarket preference profiles may have different shopping orientations. The specific

shopper types were identified as 1) quality-oriented shoppers, 2) fastidious shoppers,

who value store neatness and cleanliness, 3) convenience shoppers, 4) demanding

shoppers, who insisted in everything, 5) trading stamp collectors, 6) stamp avoiders,

and 7) apathetic shoppers. Another study of grocery shoppers were conducted by

Williams, Painter, and Nichols (1978) who based the shopper typology on the

consumers' perceived attributes of preferred grocery stores, rather than the rating for

various store attributes as Darden and Ashton (1975) did. Their four shopper types
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apathetic shopper.

Bellenger and Korgaonkar (1980) have offered a relative simple dichotomy

shopper typology based on shopping enjoyment. They differentiated recreational

shoppers from the more functional, economic shoppers. The recreational shopper was

defined in terms of preferences for the use of leisure time in shopping. Convenience or

economic shoppers dislike shopping or are neutral toward it, and they select retail

stores from the money- and time-saving standpoint. As the focus of this study, the

recreational shoppers are profiled as those who are active women looking for a

pleasant atmosphere with a large variety of high quality merchandise. In terms of

shopping behavior, recreational shoppers are more likely to spend more time shopping

even after making a purchase, more prone to buy something they like irrespective of

the urgency or need, less likely to have a specific idea in mind of what they are going

to buy, like to shop with others, and spend less time deliberating before making a

purchase, and in turn, more likely to engaged in impulse buying behavior. In terms of

information-seeking behavior, they are more actively engaged in information seeking

in the shopping trip because they see shopping as a source of information, and they are

more likely to prefer women's magazines than the their economic counterparts, and

less likely to prefer news magazines. The authors suggested that since the recreational

shoppers tend to go shopping without a preplanned idea in mind, the retailers targeting

recreational shoppers should emphasize the in-store promotion and effective in-store

communication strategies.
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Among these previous studies of shopper typology, only a few shopper types

appear consistently across the studies: economic, social, and apathetic shoppers

(Westbrook and Black, 1985). According to Westbrook and Black (1985), such

diversity and difficult to generalization is not surprising because of the wide variation

in empirical approaches and research contexts across studies. They argued that

"shopper taxonomies have been proposed for individual product classes (e.g.

cosmetics), broad product assortments (e.g., grocery products), shopping centers, and

shopping as general activity." More, "taxonomic efforts have been based on a variety

of different forms of shopper response: store attribute importance ratings, store image

characteristics, endorsements of shopping activity/interestlopinion (AJO) statements,

and global attitudinal expressions about shopping" (Westbrook & Black, 1985, p. 83).

Westbrook and Black (1985) criticized that the correspondence of shoppers' direct

ratings of attribute importance or their degree of agreement with generalized AlO

statements to their underlying shopping orientation may not be sufficient to reflect the

whole story.

Westbrook and Black (1985) suggested that, since motivational theorists have

typically regarded human behavior as the product of both internal need states and

external stimuli apperceived by the individual, to discern shopper types in terms of

shopping motivation may be more directly indicative of the actual feelings, desires,

and gratifications experienced by consumer during the shopping activity. Their

argument reflects Holbrook and Hirschman's (1982) hedonic consumption perspective

which argued convincingly for the need to focus on the experiential quality of

consumer behavior including the aspect of shopping.



Consumers may shop for many reasons other than their need for products or

services. In the early study of consumer shopping motives, Tauber (1972) suggested

that shopping behavior was motivated by a variety of psychosocial needs beyond those

relating to the product acquisition. He proposed two categories of shopping motives: 1)

personal motives, including role playing, diversion, self-gratification, learning about

new trend, physical activity, and sensory stimulation; and 2) social motives, including

social experience outside the home, communication with others having similar interest,

peer group attraction, feeling of status and authority, and pleasure of bargaining.

According to Westbrook & Black (1985), Tauber's (1972) motivational

delineation provides the recognition that shopping behavior may arise 1) principally to

acquire the product for which need are recognized, 2) both to acquire the needed

product and to satisfy various non-product-related needs, and 3) primarily to fulfill the

needs unrelated to product acquisition. Thus, "shopping occurs when a consumer's

requirement for particular goods justifies his or her allocation of the necessary time,

effort, and money to travel to the store to obtain required products and service"

(Westbrook & Black, 1985, p. 85), as well as a consumer "needs attention, wants to be

with peers, desires to meet people with similar interests, feels a need to exercise, or

simply has leisure time" (Tauber, 1972, p. 48).

Westbrook and Black (1985) went further to study the motivation-based shopper

typology, and proposed a theoretical model of shopping motivations, along with

empirical evaluation of hypotheses regarding the structure of these motivations. The

researchers suggested that, although not necessarily unchangeable across the range of

situations encountered by consumers, the internal need states are assumed relatively
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enduring characteristics of individuals, hence manifesting themselves on a regular

basis over a wide range of shopping situations. This study represented the systematic

effort to isolate the various motivational dimensions underlying consumer activity. The

seven dimensions of shopping motivation are: 1) anticipated utility of perspective

purchase, 2) enactment of an economic shopping role, 3) negotiation to obtain price

concessions from the seller, 4) optimization of merchandise choice in tenns of

matching shoppers' needs and desires, 5) affiliation with reference groups, 6) exercise

of power and authority in marketplace exchanges, and 7) sensory stimulation from the

marketplace itself. While all motivations can be described as containing both hedonic

and utilitarian elements, Westbrook and Black (1985) noted that some are more

utilitarian in nature while others are more hedonic in nature.

In a more recent study, Arnold and Reynolds (2003) furthered the various reasons

people go shopping identified by Tauber (1972) and Westbrook and Black (1985) with

the focus on hedonic shopping motivations. Arnold and Reynolds (2003) argued that

shopping motivation is mainly utilitarian, hedonic, or the combination of both. The

researchers first qualitatively investigated the hedonic reasons people go shopping, and

then developed and validated a scale measuring hedonic shopping motivation. There

were six hedonic shopping motivations identified as following. 1) Adventure shopping:

People go shopping for stimulation, adventure, and the feeling of being in another

world. 2) Social Shopping: People go shopping for the enjoyment of shopping with

friends and family, socializing while shopping, and bonding with others while

shopping. 3) Gratification Shopping: People go shopping for stress relief, shopping to

alleviate a negative mood, and shopping as a special treat to oneself. 4) Idea Shopping:
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People go hopping to keep up with trends and new fashions, and to see new products

and innovations. 5) Role Shopping: People go for the enjoyment that shoppers derive

from shopping for others, the influence that this activity has on shoppers' feeling and

moods, and the excitement and intrinsic joy felt by shoppers when finding the perfect

gift for others. 6) Value Shopping: People go shopping for sales, looking for discounts,

and hunting for bargains.

Apparel Shopper Types

There have been efforts specifically directed to segment shoppers in terms of

fashion lifestyle and apparel shopping styles. Gutman and Mills (1982) described

consumers as leaders, followers, independents, neutral, uninvolveds, negatives and

rejecters in terms of fashion lifestyle. The results revealed that leader segment scored

high on factors of opinion leaders and fashion leadership, enjoyed shopping, and were

not cost-conscious, practical or traditional. Similar results were found by Lumpkins

(1985) ad Tatzel (1982). The fashion-conscious shoppers enjoyed the shopping process

and scored high on factors of fashion leadership, and were described as active

shoppers.

Shim and Kotsiopulos (1993) segmented female apparel shoppers into three

unique shopping orientation groups, and developed a profile for each group with

respects to information sources, lifestyle activities, demographics, patronage behavior,

and importance of style attributes. Three clusters of apparel shoppers were: highly

involved apparel shopper, apathetic apparel shopper, and convenience-oriented catalog

shopper. According to Shim and Kotsiopulos (1993), the profile for the highly involved
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apparel shopper was similar to what Bellenger and Korgaonkar (1980) established for

the recreational shoppers. The highly involved apparel shopper enjoyed shopping

leisurely at the shopping mall, and they tended to be highly conscious about their

appearance and more likely to be fashion leader. Additionally, both highly involved

apparel shoppers and apparel catalog shoppers appeared to be professional women

whose occupational status and income level were higher than the apathetic apparel

shoppers. However, the apparel catalog shoppers were more concerned with

convenience and time. Moreover, the authors indicated that the apathetic apparel

shoppers were quite distinct from the other two shopper clusters because they were

rahter uninterested in clothing and clothing shopping in general.

Shim and Bickle (1994) studied apparel shopper types based on the benefit sought

from the apparel products. Three shoppers groups were identified and the authors

profiled each group with respects to unique characteristics of benefit sought,

psychographics, shopping orientations, patronage behavior, and demographics. The

three shopper clusters were symbolic/instrumental users of clothing,

practical/conservative users of clothing, and apathetic users of clothing. In terms of

shopping orientations, the symbolic! instrumental users enjoyed shopping, tended to be

a fashion oriented shopper and used credit more than cash. On the contrast, the

practical/conservative users and apathetic users were less likely to enjoy shopping and

less likely to be a fashion oriented shopper. Moreover, the profile of the

symbolic/instrumental users of clothing group was rather similar to the profile of

highly involved apparel shoppers identified by Shim and Kotsiopulos (1993).
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Moye and Kincade (2003) identified four types of female apparel shoppers and

investigated the differences in store patronage and attitudes toward retail store

environment in terms of shopping orientations. Four shopper segments identified were

decisive shoppers who bought clothing without hesitation, confident apparel shoppers

who were confident in their ability to choose the right clothing and had an up-to-date

wardrobe, highly involved bargain apparel shoppers who read advertisement for

announcements of sales and shop around for bargains to save money, and extremely

involved appearance-conscious apparel shoppers who believed that reputation and

dressing well was a very important part of their lives.

Hedonic Consumption

Holbrook and Hirschman (1982) provided a view of hedonic consumption to

further understand the experiential aspect in consumer shopping behavior. Holbrook and

Hirschman (1982) argued that the former dominate information process model has

neglected important consumption phenomena by arguing that "consumption has begun

to be seen as involving a steady flow of fantasies, feelings, and fun encompassed by

what we call the "experiential view." This experiential perspective is phenomenological

in spirit and regards consumption as a primarily subjective state of consciousness with a

variety of symbolic meanings, hedonic response, and esthetic criteria" (Holbrook and

Hirschman, 1982, p. 132). Hirschman and Holbrook (1982) pointed out that music, art,

and clothing are consumed in anticipation of the pleasure they provide. Thus, they are

examples of hedonic consumption.
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The reasons why consumers engage in hedonic consumption vary. Shoppers

might seek the experiences derived from hedonic shopping behaviors such as increased

arousal, heightened involvement, perceived freedom, fantasy fulfillment, and escapism

(Bloch & Rinchins, 1983; Hirschman, 1983). Sometimes consumers engage in hedonic

shopping in order to switch undesirable mood or emotion to the desirable one, and thus,

hedonic shopping has a therapeutic function (Babin et at, 1994).

Shopping value can be considered in terms of products and consumers.

(Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982) As consumer have different levels of hedonic and/or

utilitarian shopping value, products have their intrinsic hedonic and/or utilitarian value

as well. According to Hirschman and Holbrook (1982), the consumption involving

pleasure seeking is considered as hedonic consumption. That is, shoppers seeking

pleasure in shopping can be considered as hedonic shopper, and products mainly

consumed for pleasure can be considered as hedonic products.

Hedonic and Utilitarian Value of Products

Hirschman and Holbrook (1982) stated that hedonic products are those "products

play an important role in the consumer's lifeproviding him/her with entertainment

and an outlet for emotion and fantasy" (Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982, p. 96). Thus,

they argued that hedonic products deserve special attention because of their ability to

produce strong emotion, and mention that these products (performing arts, plastic arts,

high culture products, such as movie and fashion apparel) have been largely ignored in

traditional consumer research which mostly focused on package goods and major

durables. More, the relationship between hedonic value of products and symbolism
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was proposed. "Using a hedonic consumption perspective, products are viewed not as

objective entities but rather as subjective symbols." "Product image, not strict reality,

is a central focus; consumer emotive response, rather than just semantic learning, is a

key criterion" (Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982, p. 93). Thus, symbolic attribute can be

key determinants of brand selection for hedonic and aesthetic products such as clothing

(Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982).

Regarding hedonic and utilitarian value of products, several researchers have

suggested that consumer behavior differs depending on levels of hedomc and utilitarian

value of products (Batra & Ahtola, 1990; Dhar & Wertenbroch, 2000; Mano & Oliver,

1993; Strahilevitz & Myers, 1998), and consumers evaluate and choose products based

on hedonic and utilitarian value of the product (Batra & Ahtola, 1990; Dhar &

Wertenbroch, 2000). The utilitarian product value is mainly goal-related, functional,

and instrumental. Conversely, the hedonic values of products are related to the

affective, experiential, symbolic, and aesthetic domain, and they evoke fun, pleasure,

and excitement (Batra & Ahtola, 1990; Dhar & Wertenbroch, 2000; Hirschman &

Holbrook, 1982; Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982).

Hedonic and utilitarian values of products are not mutually exclusive (Batra &

Ahtola, 1990). Batra and Ahtola suggested that products possess both hedonic and

utilitarian dimensions to varying degree, and some product categories, brands and

behaviors may be considered more positively evaluated on one dimension than another.

Some consumers characterize particular products as primarily hedonic or primarily

utilitarian according to the degree of hedonic and utilitarian value (Hirschman &

Holbrook, 1982). Clothing has been classified as a hedonic product by several
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researchers (Crowley, Spangenberg, & Hughes, 1992; Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982;

Voss, Spangenberg, & Grohmaim, 2003). This reflects high experiential, pleasure

evoking, and symbolic properties of clothing. "As widely accepted, almost all clothing

products are driven by fashion and the nature of fashion which constantly changes,

focuses on newness, and creates the illusion of something fantastic, makes clothing

products subject to various kinds of hedonic consumption such as compulsive buying,

self-gift giving, and conspicuous consumption" (Chang, 2002, p. 29).

Hedonic and Utilitarian Shopping Value

Consumers have different levels of hedonic and utilitarian value in attitude toward

both products and shopping activity. That is, we can view consumers' shopping value

being a point on a continuum anchored by two extremes of shopping hedonism and

utilitarianism. Bellenger and Korgaonkar (1980) found that consumers exhibit either

economic and convenience (utilitarian) or recreational (hedonic) shopping behavior.

The researchers argued that because the sole purpose of economic and convenience

shopping is saving money and time, consumers develop neutral or negative attitudes

toward shopping. Contrarily, those who enjoy shopping as leisure feel positive emotion

such as pleasure and develop a positive attitude toward shopping.

In the attempt to establish hedonic and utilitarian shopping value scales based on

consumers' different attitudes toward shopping, Babin Ct al. (1994) indicated that a

shopping experience could evoke values either through successfully accomplishing its

utilitarian goal such as acquire needed product or by providing enjoyment derived from

shopping activity per se. The scale proposed by Babin et al. recognizes that consumer
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shopping value is indicated in both hedonic and utilitarian terms, and consumers are

portrayed as both rational and emotional.

In most cases, shopping has been considered as providing both hedonic value and

utilitarian value. The hedonic value is derived form emotional responses evoke during

the experience (Bloch & Bruce, 1984), while utilitarian value is task-related and

achieved through proper product-acquisition (Bloch & Richins, 1983). For this reason,

several researches (Bloch & Richins, 1983; Hirschman, 1984; Holbrook, 1986)

indicate that traditional shopping experience measurements have not reflected the total

value of shopping experience as they have failed to recognize and measure many

intangible and emotional costs and benefits derived from shopping activities.

According to Hirschman and Holbrook (1982), defining shopping value as functional

and objective product acquisition is too narrow to reflect the complete shopping

experience. Thus, the functional and utilitarian side of shopping must be considered as

well as the hedonic shopping value to measure the complete shopping value and

experience (Babin et al., 1994).

According to Babin et al. (1994), "perceived utilitarian shopping value might

depend on whether the particular consumption need stimulating the shopping trip was

accomplished. Often, this means a product is purchased in a deliberant and efficient

manner" (p. 646), and they insisted that utilitarian shoppers find value only if the

shopping chore is completed successfully and even better, if done in a fastidious

manner. More, utilitarian shopping is viewed as involving heuristic, goal fulfillment

and less risk propensity (Batra & Ahtola, 1990; Engel et al, 1993). In addition,

utilitarian shopping usually plays a role as a means to an end of achievement of more
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optimal values and shopping efficiency is stressed, so shopping trip is planned and

performed out of necessity with rationality in utilitarian shopping (Lehtonen, 1994).

Conversely, hedonic value is more subjective and personal than the utilitarian

shopping value and results more from fun and playfulness than from task completion

(Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982). Increased arousal, heightened involvement, perceived

freedom, fantasy fulfillment, and escapism all may indicate the hedonic shopping value

(Bloch & Richins, 1983; Hirschman, 1983). With or without purchasing, shopping can

provide hedonic value in many ways (Markin, Lillis, & Narayana, 1976). The

perceived enjoyment itself is an important hedonic benefit through a shopping

experience (Bloch, Sherrell, & Ridgway, 1986), and the purchase of goods may be

incidental to the experience of shopping (Langrehr, 1991, p. 428). In addition, the

process of bargain hunting and price negotiation also provides emotional benefits and

hedonic value for shoppers (Tauber, 1972; Westbrook & Black, 1985). According to

Lehtonen (1994), hedonic shopping activity itself is an end, thus, it does not

necessarily include purchase, and it is often accompanied by impulse buying. Table 1

summarizes the comparison of hedonic and utilitarian shopping provided by Lehtonen

(1994).
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Table 1: Contrasts between Hedonic Shopping and Utilitarian Shopping
(Lehtonen, 1994, p. 193)

Hedonic Shopping Utilitarian Shopping

An end itself A means to an end

Does not necessarily include purchase

Impulsive

Efficiency not central

For pleasure

Outside the daily routines

No clear beginning or end

Emphasis on the experience

Always includes purchase

Planned

As efficient as possible

Out of necessity

Part of daily routine

Clear beginning and end

Emphasis on rationality

Hedonic Shoppers and Utilitarian shoppers

Utilitarian shoppers are described as task-related, and rational (Babin, Daeden, &

Griffin, 1994). They obtain value from shopping only when they accomplished what

triggered the shopping trip. However, purchase is not a necessary precursor of

utilitarian value, since utilitarian shoppers are goal-oriented, it depends on what the

goal is (Babin, Daeden, & Griffin, 1994). In addition, utilitarian shoppers go shopping

from the time- and money saving standpoint (Bellenger & Korgaokar, 1980). Thus,

they put little emphases on fun, excitement, and pleasure elements of shopping

expenence.

On the other hand, recreational/hedonic shoppers are profiled as those who are

active women, looking for pleasant atmosphere, seeking a large variety of high-quality

merchandise, spending more time shopping even after purchasing, more prone to buy

something she likes irrespective of urgency or need, spend less time deliberating before
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make a purchase, enjoying outdoor activity, engaging more information-seeking

activities, and more likely go shopping without a preplanned purchase in mind

(Bellenger & Korgaonkar, 1980). Also, hedonic shoppers are more involved in

shopping activities than other types of shoppers (Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982).

Bloch & Richins' (1983) study further suggested that hedonic shoppers tend to be

women in higher social class. They often browsed in retail stores without an upcoming

purchase in mind. They showed higher interest in and had more knowledge of products

than other consumers. Additionally, hedonic shoppers were information seekers, and

they liked to shop in closed mall and department stores, and they liked to take friends

to shop and gave them advice about shopping decision, and in turn, engaged in

word-of-mouth communication activity. Furthermore, hedonic shoppers tended to dress

in the latest styles indicating that they were fashion-oriented (Gutman & Mills, 1982)

and usually were innovators and opinion leaders who influence other consumers

(Jarboe & McDaniel, 1987). More, hedonic shoppers were reported to engage in more

impulse and compulsive purchase behavior (Babin et al., 1994). Impulse purchase

results more from a need to purchase than a need for a product, and compulsive

shoppers gain intrinsic value from the act of purchasing per Se.

In a more recent study, Scarpi (2005) proposed a model to investigate the effect of

consumer hedonic and utilitarian behavior on perceived value, re-patronage intention,

and purchased amount in the context of clothing specialty shops. The results indicated

that hedonic shoppers appeared to be most likely to purchase again in the same shop in

the future, and search far less actively for different stores. They also tended to buy a

greater number of products, to purchase more expensive items, and to spend more
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money. On the contrary, utilitarian shoppers tended to buy exactly what they needed,

without indulging into extra purchases. Their proneness to spending was overall

negative, and low in terms both of quantity and the expensiveness of the purchases.

Moreover, their intention to shop again in the same store was weak.

Summary

Shopping orientation is defined as a shopper's style that places particular

emphasis on certain activities (Hawkins et al., 1992) or a shopping specific lifestyle

encompassing shopping activities, interests, and opinions and reflecting a view of

shopping as a complex social and recreational as well as economic phenomenon

(Howell, 1979). Many research efforts have been directed to study shopping

orientations in order to segment shoppers to facilitate marketing and retailing plan.

Various shopper types have been identified in terms of shopping orientation. The

earliest study of shopper types was Stone's (1954) works, and four shopper types were

identified as economic, personalizing, ethical, and apathetic. Other studies investigated

shopping orientation and its influence on consumer behavior in terms of actual

patronage and the degree of patronage concentration across retailers (Stephenson &

Willett, 1969), product usage (Darden & Reynolds 1971), consumer use of information

(Moschis, 1976), preference of supermarket attributes (Darden & Ashton, 1975;

Williams, Painter, & Nichols, 1978), and shopping enjoyment (Bellenger &

Korgaonkar, 1980). Different shopper types have been identified and were not

consistent across studies because of the use of different research approaches, contexts,

and product categories.
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Shopper types specific for fashion lifestyle and clothing have been studied as well.

Studies related to fashion lifestyle have identified the positive relationships between

shopping enjoyment, fashion consciousness, and fashion leadership (Gutman & Mills,

1982; Lumpkins, 1985; Tatzel, 1982). In addition, female apparel shoppers have been

studied in terms of shopping orientation and benefit sought from apparel products

(Shim & Kotsiopulos, 1993; Shim & Bickle, 1994). The results revealed that highly

involved apparel shoppers and those who sought symbolic/instrumental benefit from

apparel enjoyed shopping and had similar profile with the recreational shoppers

identified by Bellenger and Korgaonkar (1980).

Another stream of shopper typology studies investigated shoppers from the

viewpoint of shopping motives. The first study examined shopping motives were

Tauber's (1972) works. He proposed two categories of shopping motives: personal

motives and social motives. Westbrook and Black (1985) further studied

motivation-based shopper typology, and identified seven dimensions of shopping

motivations, and each dimension varied on degree of hedonic and utilitarian shopping

value. Recently, Arnold and Reynolds (2003) focused solely on hedonic shopper

motivations, and identified six hedonic shopping motivations. In these shopper motive

studies, the researchers argued that shopping behavior may arise principally to acquire

the product for which the need are recognized, primarily to fulfill the needs unrelated

to product acquisition, or both to acquire the needed product and to satisfy various

non-product-related needs. In other words, as Arnold and Reynolds (2003) put it,

shopping motivation is mainly utilitarian, hedonic, or the combination of both.
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Westbrook and Black (1985) argued that studying shoppers in terms of shopping

motivation may be more indicative of the actual feelings, desires, and gratifications

experienced during shopping. This argument reflected Holbrook and Hirschman's

(1982) hedonic consumption perspective focusing on the experiential quality of

consumer behavior. This experiential perspective "regards consumption as a primarily

subjective state of consciousness with a variety of symbolic meanings, hedonic

response, and esthetic criteria" (Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982). Shoppers engaged in

hedonic shopping for various reasons including increased arousal, heightened

involvement, perceived freedom, fantasy fulfillment, mood management, and

escapism.

Shopping activities have dual values: hedonic value and utilitarian value (Babin et

al. 1994). These values are possessed by both products and shoppers. Products

consumed mainly for pleasure are viewed as hedonic product. Art, music, and fashion

apparel are examples for hedonic products. The utilitarian product value is functional,

practical, and instrumental while hedonic value of product is affective, experiential,

symbolic, and aesthetic. Consumer behavior varies depending on levels of hedonic and

utilitarian value of products and consumers evaluate and choose products based on

these values of the product.

Shoppers have different levels of hedonic and utilitarian value in attitude toward

both products and shopping activities. Shoppers seeking pleasure in shopping activities

can be viewed as hedonic shoppers. Bellenger and Korgaonkar (1980) found shoppers

exhibiting either economic and convenience (utilitarian) or recreational (hedonic)

shopping behavior, and provided rather simple shopper dichotomy. Several studies then
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focused on studying hedonic and utilitarian shopper types. Utilitarian shoppers are

described as objective, goal-oriented, and rational, and they find value only if the

shopping chore is completed successfully and even better if done in a fastidious

manner. Conversely, hedonic shoppers are emotional, fun seekers, and obtain value and

emotion benefit from the shopping activities per se.

Some studies have been conducted to profile hedonic shoppers. Hedonic shoppers

usually were active and higher social class women. They were more involved in

shopping activities than the utilitarian counterpart, and actively gather information

during shopping. They were also described as more likely to engage impulse buying

and to buy things irrespective of urgency or need. Hedonic shoppers usually did not

have pre-planned idea in mind, and spend less time deliberating before purchasing.

They also tended too buy more amount of product and spend more than the utilitarian

shopper.
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Chapter III. Method

The purpose of this study was to explore how individual differences in shopping

orientation are related to the importance of clothing evaluative criteria used when

selecting clothing items. Two different shoppers, hedonic shoppers and utilitarian

shoppers, were studied within the clothing purchase decision-making context. The

development of questionnaire as a data collecting method, the case selection, and the

data analysis methods were discussed in this chapter.

questionnaire Development

The survey method, using self-administered questionnaire, was employed for data

collection. Four sections constituted the questionnaire. The first section was designed

to collect the information about respondents' uses of evaluative criteria when choosing

a clothing item in general. The measurement scale was adapted from Lee and Bums'

(1993) study. The clothing selection criteria was made up of thirty-nine statements, and

the thirteen clothing attributes used as selection criteria include 1) fashionability of

garment, 2) attractiveness of garment, 3) style or design, 4) fabric design, 5) garment

color, 6) fiber and fabric type, 7) construction quality, 8) quality of fasteners, 9)

comfort of garment, 10) durability of garment, 11) ease of care, 12) price, and 13)

brand name. Each statement was rated on a seven-point Likert scale with 1

representing strongly disagree with the statement and 7 representing strongly agree

with the statement.
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The second section was designed to measure respondents' hedonic and utilitarian

shopping value. The scale was adopted from Babin et al. (1994) personal shopping

value scale. The scale included eleven statements measuring respondents' hedonic

shopping value and four statements measuring the utilitarian shopping value, and both

scales displayed acceptable reliability (a = .93 and .80 for hedonic and utilitarian value

respectively). The respondents were asked to rate their agreement on the fifteen

statements using a seven-point Likert-scale for each.

The third section was designed to measure the respondents' specific use of

clothing evaluative criteria when choosing a certain clothing item. The respondents

were first asked to identify one last clothing item purchased for the purpose of wearing

on campus. Then, the respondents were asked whether this purchase was planned and

the reason for this purchase. The respondents then were asked to rate 24 clothing

evaluative criteria. The 24 items were borrowed from the previous studies (Cassill &

Drake, 1987; Eckman, Damhorst, & Kadoiph, 1990; Fimey, Pelton, Caton & Rabolt,

1999; Puddleston, Cassill & Hamilton, 1993; Shim & Drake, 1989; Solomon & Rabolt,

2004). The criteria selected included good fit, appropriate for occasion, comfort, fabric

type and quality, wardrobe coordination, suits the personality, price, good buy, ease of

care, durability versatility, utility, country of origin, beautiful, fashionable,

color/pattern, styling, pleasing to others, fiber, quality of construction, prestige, sexy,

brand and store name, and label. This section served the purpose to verify the potential

discrepancies generated from the first section between two kinds of shopping values.

Each evaluative criterion was rated on a seven-point Likert-scale with 1 representing

not at all important and 7 representing very important.
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The final section was used to obtain the demographic information about the

respondents. The information collected included gender, class standing, age, major,

marital status, ethnicity, how often the respondent shop for clothing, how much the

respondent spends on clothing monthly, and the place the respondent usually shop for the

clothing.

Sample

The sample was drawn from the students, including both undergraduate and

graduate students, enrolled in Oregon State University in summer 2005. The sample

consisted of 452 students from various departments including Anthropology, Business,

Chemistry, Communication, Education, History, Human Development and Family

Sciences, Psychology, Sociology, and Statistics. Because the sample was a

convenience, non-probability sample, the results of this study can not be generalized to

the population.

Data Collection

The six-page self-administered questionnaire along with the cover letter

describing the purpose of this study and the rights of the respondents was distributed in

classroom setting. The permission for the use of class time for conducting survey was

sought from the class instructor first. Once the permission was granted, the beginning

15 minutes of the class time were used for conducting the survey. The same researcher

made the same announcement in each class through out the data collecting process to

make sure that all respondents receive the same information and direction. The
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questionnaire was handed out one by one, and the number of questionnaires handed out

and the number of attendance were recorded. The participation in this study was

voluntary, and those who decided not to participate in the research were asked to return

the blank questionnaire to facilitate calculating the response rate to facilitate

calculating the response rate.

Data Analysis and Procedure

The independent variable was shopping orientation measured by personal

shopping value. The dependent variables are 1) the degree of agreement for the

thirty-nine statements within general clothing evaluation context, and 2) the

importance ratings for twenty-four clothing evaluative criteria under specific clothing

purchase situation.

Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) Version 11.5 was used for

statistics analysis. Frequency and descriptive statistics, cross-tabulation and

chi-square analysis, Principal Components Analysis with Varimax Rotation, and

Pearson Correlation were used in data analysis. Frequency and descriptive statistics

were used to describe the sample, such as the demographic profile. Cross-tabulation

and chi-square analysis were used to compare two kinds of shoppers of research

interests. Principal Components Analysis and Pearson Correlation were used to test

the hypothesis.

The sum of eleven hedonic statements and the sum of four utilitarian statements

were computed to generate two new variables, hedonic score or H-score and

utilitarian score or U-score. Respondent were classified into hedonic shoppers,
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neutral shoppers, or utilitarian shoppers depending on the difference score (D-score)

of H-score and U-score. The sample mean and standard deviation (SD) of the D-score

were computed. Respondents with D-score above one SD of the sample mean were

termed hedonic shoppers. Respondents with D-score below one SD of the sample

mean were labeled utilitarian shoppers. For those who fell between were grouped into

neutral shoppers, and were eliminated from comparison analysis. The demographic

profiles for both hedonic and utilitarian shoppers were generated and compared by

using chi-square.

Principal Components Analysis with Varimax Rotation was conducted to

classify the dependent variables into several factors. Each factor represented a

unidimensional aspect of clothing. There are several approaches to determine the

qualified and justifiable number of factors. In this study, the graphic approach

proposed by Cattell (1966) was used. This approach "involves plotting the variance

accounted for by each principal component in order from largest to smallest" (Lattin,

Carroll, & Green, 2003, p. 113). The "elbow" point in the curve after which the slope

declines rather linearly was identified as the appropriate number of factors. The scree

plot was used to identify the "elbow" point, and, hence, the number of factors.

Items were dropped if they loaded lower than .40 on any factor or cross-loaded

higher than .40 on more than one factor. Then, a test of internal consistency using

Cronbach's alpha (a) was conducted to measure the reliability of each factor.

According to Nunnally (1978), alpha value above .50 or .60 is acceptable. However,

he later suggested that alpha value of .70 is a conservatively acceptable level

indicating high reliability among multiple indicators of each dimension. In the
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computed to generate a new variable. The same factor analysis procedures and

analysis standards were applied for both general criteria and specific criteria.

Pearson correlation was then conducted to explore the relationship between

variables including hedonic score, utilitarian score, and evaluative factors under

general and specific context. A p-value of .05 was employed to determine statistical

significance. Finally, the hypotheses were tested depending on the correlation results.
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Chapter IV. Results

The purpose of this research was to investigate the impact of consumers' shopping

orientations on their uses of clothing evaluative criteria. In this chapter, the

demographic information of the participants is first presented. The comparisons of

clothing shopping behavior such as pre-purchase planning, shopping frequency, and

types of frequented retailers between two kinds of shoppers are then reported. A

description of the Principal Components Analysis used to classify the clothing

evaluative criteria used in general and specific purchasing situation is reported. Finally,

the two hypotheses tested by using Pearson Correlation analysis are presented.

Response Rate and Selection of Cases

All data were collected from eighteen classes across various majors during

summer 2005. A total of 467 respondents were asked to complete the self-administered

questionnaire. Fifteen respondents refused to participate in the research, and they

returned blank questionnaires to the researcher. As a result, there were total 452

respondents participating and the response rate was 96.79%.

To determine the usable cases for analysis, several mies were set up. First, cases

that fail to answer all the questions in section two, the personal shopping value, were

eliminated in both general and specific clothing evaluative criteria analysis as well as

analysis of sample demographic profile. There were seven cases dropped from the

sample, and a total of 445 cases were retained for respondents' demographic profile

analysis and further analysis.



55

For general clothing evaluative criteria analysis, cases that had any unanswered

items in section one, which asked respondents' general clothing evaluative criteria,

were dropped. Thus, there were 418 cases retained for the analysis ofgeneral clothing

evaluative criteria. Using the same rule, cases having any unanswered questions from

item 4 to item 27 in the third section, which asked respondents' specific clothing

evaluative criteria, were excluded from the analysis. As a result, 433 cases remained in

specific clothing evaluative criteria analysis.

Demographic Profile of the Respondents

The demographic profile of the sample is shown in Table 2. Among the 445

respondents, 233 respondents were female (52.4%) and 212 were male (47.6%). Ages

ranged from 18 to 58 years with the average age of 23.68 years. About half of the

respondents were between 21 and 25 years old (52.8%). Among the respondents, more

than half were in the senior year (51.7%), followed by junior (29.9%) and graduate

(8.3%). The respondents were from various majors. The largest category were

majoring in business (30.8%), followed by sciences (17.3%), liberal arts (16.9%), and

health and human sciences (10.6%). The majority of the respondents were single

(81.6%), which fits the characteristics of the college students. Regarding the ethnic

characteristic of the sample, 70.3% of the respondents were white, followed by Asian

American (9.7%) and Asian (5.8%).
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Table 2: Demographic Profile of the Sample (n 445)

Variables Descriptions Frequency Percentaget (%)

Gender Female 233 52.4
Male 212 47.6

Age Under 20 108 24.3
21-25 235 52.8
26-30 65 14.6
Olderthan3O 33 7.4

Class Freshman 5 1.1

Standing Sophomore 24 5.4
Junior 133 29.9
Senior 230 51.7
Graduate 37 8.3

Other 16 3.6

Major Agriculture Science 19 4.3

Business 137 30.8

Education 11 2.5

Engineering 40 9.0

Forestry 1 0.2
Health and Human Science 47 10.6

Liberal Arts 75 16.9

Pharmacy 19 4.3
Science 77 17.3

Double Major 16 3.6
Other 3 0.7

Marital Single 363 81.6
Status Married 64 14.4

Divorced 15 3.4
Separated 2 0.4

Ethnicity White 313 71.1
Black 6 1.4
Hispanic 15 3.4
Pacific Islander 11 2.5
Hispanic American 5 1.1

Asian American 43 9.8
Middle Eastern 5 1.1

Asian 26 5.9
Multi-Ethnic 8 1.8

Other 8 1.8

* Sum of the percents may not be equal to 100 due to missing data



Comparison of Hedonic Shopper and Utilitarian Shopper

in order to know about the difference between hedonic shoppers and utilitarian

shoppers and to confirm the research results in previous studies, these two kinds of

shoppers are compared on their demographic profile and clothing shopping behavior.

The descriptive statistics of each item measuring personal shopping value is

shown in Table 3. To categorize the respondents into either hedonic shoppers or

utilitarian shoppers, for each case, the sum of hedonic shopping value score (Hedonic

score or H-score) was computed by adding up the first eleven items in section two, and

the sum of utilitarian shopping value score (Utilitarian score or U-score) was computed

by adding up the last four items. The difference score (D-score) was then obtained by

subtracting U-score from H-score. The maximum, minimum, sample mean and the

standard deviation (SD) for H-score, U-score and D-score are shown in Table 4.

The difference score was used to sort the shoppers. The respondents whose

difference scores were above one standard deviation of the sample mean (23.02) were

grouped into hedonic shopper. On the other hand, the respondents whose difference

scores were under one standard deviation of the sample mean were grouped into

utilitarian shopper. For those who fell within the middle range were termed neutral

shoppers. The range of the D-score for each group, and the number of respondents in

each group is shown in Table 5. Seventy-four cases fell into the hedonic shopper group

with D-score ranging from 38 to 56. Ninety-two cases with D-score range from -17 to

8 were in the utilitarian shopper category. There were 279 cases falling into neutral

shopper category, and they were dropped from the shopper comparison analysis. As a

result, a total of 166 cases were used in the comparison analysis.
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Table 3: Descriptive Statistics of Shopping Values (n= 445)

Items Mean* SD

Hedonic Shopping Value
This shopping trip was truly ajoy 4.41 1.71

I continued to shop, not because I had to, but because I wanted to 4.35 1.90

This shopping trip truly felt like an escape. 3.71 1.83

Compare to other things I could have done, the time spent shopping is truly 3.72 1.80
enjoyable.

I enjoy being immersed in exciting new products. 4.07 1.74

I enjoying this shopping trip for its own sake, not just for the items I may have 3.67 1.76
purchased

I had a good time because I was able to act on the "spur-of-the-moment." 3.56 1.72

During the trip, I felt the excitement of the hunt. 3.34 1.82

While shopping, I was able to forget my problems. 3.27 1.78

While shopping, I felt a sense of adventure. 3.11 1.73

This shopping trip was not a very nice time out. (Reversely Coded) 4.61 1.85

Utilitarian Shopping Value

I accomplished just what I wanted to in this shopping trip. 4.80 1.55

I could not buy what I really needed. (Reversely Coded) 4.77 1.68

While shopping, I found just the item(s) I was looking for. 4.35 1.69

I was disappointed because I had to go another store(s) to complete my shopping. 4.88 1.80
(Reversely Coded)

*Item scores range from 1 to 7

Table 4: Descriptive Statistics of H-score, U-score, and D-Score (n 445)

Number of Items Minimum Maximum Mean SD

Hedonic Score 11 11 77 41.82 15.59

Utilitarian Score 4 4 28 18.80 4.85

Difference Score -- -17 56 23.02 15.11

Table 5: Description of Shopper Categories

Shopper Type Difference Score Rage Number of Cases

Hedonic shoppers 38-56 74

Neutral Shoppers 9-37 279

Utilitarian Shoppers -17-8 92
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The demographic profiles of hedonic shopper and utilitarian shopper were

compared. Table 6 shows the cross-tabulation and chi-square results. Results indicated

that gender and age were two demographic variables that were found to have

significant impact on shoppers' shopping orientation. The results revealed that males

were more likely to be utilitarian shoppers than were females, and females were more

likely to be hedonic shoppers (y= 51.14, p<.00l). Additionally, hedonic shopper

tended to be younger than the utilitarian shoppers (y2= 9.60, p .02). Other

demographic variables including class standing, major, marital status, and ethnicity

were found having no significant relationship to shoppers' shopping orientations.

Table 6: ChiSquare Analysis of Shopper Comparison: Demographic Profile

Variables Hedonic Shoppers Utilitarian Shoppers Chi-Suare
Frequency Percent a

(%) Frequency Percent a
(%) ()

Gender 51.14***
Female 59 79.7 22 23.9
Male 15 20.3 70 76.1

Age 9.60*
Under 20 13 17.8 25 27.5
21-25 48 65.8 38 41.8
26-30 7 9.6 18 19.8
Olderthan30 5 6.8 10 11.0

Class Standing --
Freshman 0 0 2 2.2
Sophomore 4 5.4 6 6.5
Junior 17 23.0 34 37.0
Senior 44 59.5 44 47.8
Graduate 5 6.8 4 4.3
Other' 4 5.4 2 2.2



Table 6 (Continued): Chi-Square Analysis of Shopper Comparison: Demographic Profile

Hedonic Shoppers Utilitarian Shoppers Chi-Square
Variables

Frequency Percent a
(%) Frequency

2

Percent a
(%) ()

Major

Agricultural Sciences 3 4.1 5 5.4

Business 24 32.4 29 31.5
Education 2 2.7 2 2.2
Engineering 2 2.7 10 10.9
Health and Human Sciences 14 18.9 5 5.4
Liberal Arts 11 14.9 19 20.7
Pharmacy 3 4.1 6 6.5

Science 12 16.2 13 14.1

Other' 3 4.1 3 3.3

Marital Status

Single 59 79.7 66 71.7
Married 12 16.2 19 20.7
Divorced 1 1.4 6 6.5
Separated 2 2.7 0 0
Other 0 0 1 1.1

Ethnicity --
White 48 64.9 79 86.8
Black 2 2.7 1 1.1

Hispanic 5 6.8 3 3.3
Pacific Islander 2 2.7 1 1.1

Asian 3 4.1 0 0
Hispanic American 2 2.7 1 1.1

Asian American 5 6.8 3 3.3
Middle Eastern 1 1.4 1 1.1
Otherd 6 8.4 2 2.2

***p<.001, *p<.OS
a Represents the percentage of each column within the given category.
b Including "post-bachelor" and "non-degree".

Including "double major" and "not specified".
d Including "multi-ethnic" and "not Specified"

In terms of clothing shopping behaviors, different shopping patterns were shown

between hedonic shoppers and utilitarian shoppers (Table 7). First, utilitarian shoppers

were more likely to pre-planned the clothing purchases than were hedonic shoppers

(= l6A9,p< .001).
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Second, the results revealed that shopping orientation was significantly related to

clothing shopping frequency (j= 35.51, p < .001). Hedonic shoppers went clothing

shopping more often than did utilitarian shoppers. Three quarters of the utilitarian

shoppers shopped for clothing on a yearly routine (one to four times a year), and only

1.1% of the utilitarian shoppers went clothing shopping weekly. On the other hand,

most hedonic shoppers shopped for clothing monthly (once or twice a month), and

16.2% of hedonic shoppers went clothing shopping once or more a week. However,

there were still 31.1% of the hedonic shoppers who went shopping on an annul basis.

Moreover, the results show that shopping orientations was significantly related to

monthly clothing expenditure (= 26.85, p < .00 1). More than 80% of the hedonic

shoppers spent more than $30 a month on clothing whereas more than half (53.3%) of

utilitarian shoppers spent less than $30 for clothing monthly.

Table 7: ChiSquare Analysis of Shopper Comparison: Clothing Shopping Behavior

Hedonic Shoppers Utilitarian Shoppers Chi-Scuare
Variables

Frequency Percent a
(%) Frequency Percent a

(%)
(x)

Planned Purchase 1 6.49***
Yes 30 41.1 66 72.5
No 43 58.9 25 27.5

Shopping Frequency 35.5
Once or more a week 12 16.2 1 1.1

Once or Twice a month 39 52.7 22 23.9

One to four times a year 23 31.1 69 75.0

Monthly Clothing Expenditure 26.85***
Less than $30 13 17.6 49 53.3
$30-$l00 36 48.6 34 37.0
Morethan $100 25 33.8 9 9.8

<.001
a Represents the percentage of each column within the given category.
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The results in Table 8 show the differences in the preference for places where

hedonic shoppers and utilitarian shoppers usually shop for clothing. Hedonic shoppers

were more likely to go clothing shopping in department stores (2= 6.80, p= .009),

closed malls (2= 7.33, p= .007), and specialty stores (x2= 11.37, p= .001) than were

utilitarian shoppers. However, for other places or venues such as discounter (e.g.

Wal-Mart, K Mart, and Target), off-price discounter (e.g. Ross, TJ Max, and

Burlington Coat Factory), second hand store (Goodwill, Thrift store, Value village,

Buffalo Exchange, and garage sale), outlet, boutique, online retailer, and catalog, these

two kinds of shoppers show no significant differences in their preference.
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Table 8: Chi-Square Analysis of Shopper Comparison: Places for Clothing Shopping

Hedonic Shoppers Utilitarian Shoppers Chi-Sc1uare
Vanables

a aFrequency Percent (%) Frequency Percent (%)
Department Store 6.80**

Yes 48 64.9 41 44.6
No 26 35.1 51 55.4

Closed Mall 733**

Yes 47 63.5 39 42.4
No 27 36.5 53 57.6

Specialty Store 11.37**

Yes 46 62.6 33 35.9
No 28 37.8 59 64.1

Discounter 1.48

Yes 20 27.0 33 35.9
No 54 73.0 59 64.1

Off-price Discounter .04

Yes 5 6.8 7 7.6
No 69 93.2 85 92.4

Second-hand Store --

Yes 4 5.4 6 6.5
No 70 94.6 86 93.5

Outlet

Yes 1 1.4 3 3.3
No 73 98.6 89 96.7

Boutique
Yes 3 4.1 1 1.1

No 71 95.9 91 98.9
Online Retailer .93

Yes 20 27.0 19 20.7

No 54 73.0 73 79.3
Catalog .01

Yes 6 8.1 7 7.6
No 68 91.9 85 92.4

**p<.01
a Represents the percentage of each column within the given category



64

Principal Components Analysis

Principal Components Analysis with Varimax Rotation was used to classify the

clothing evaluative criteria used both in general and specific purchase contexts. Scree

plot was used to determine the appropriate number of factors retained. Items loaded

lower then .40 on any single factor or cross-loaded above .40 on more than one factor

were dropped. The alpha value of .70 criterion was used to assess the internal

consistency of each factor. Then, the sum of the items in each factor was computed to

generate a new variable.

General Clothing Evaluative Criteria

In the first section of the questionnaire, there were thirty-nine statements used to

measure respondents' clothing evaluative criteria in general. The complete list of the

thirty-nine items along with means and standard deviations are presented in Table 9.

Based on the scree plot in Figure 2, an obvious bend in the curve occurred after the

third principal component. However, the linear declining pattern occurred after the

fifth component. Therefore, 3-factor model, 4-factor model and 5-factor model were

compared in terms of the reliability. As shown in Table 10, all the Cronbach's Alpha

(a) of the three factors in 3-factor model were acceptable (higher than .70). However,

both in 4-factor model and 5-factor model, there was one factor with low alpha value

(a =47 and a =.30 respectively) which indicates that items in the factor did not

represent one single dimension of clothing characteristics. Hence, the 3-factor model

was selected.
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There were seven items loaded below .40 on any single factor and one item

cross-loaded above .40 on more than one factor. These items were dropped for further

analysis. These three factors explained 3 5.59% of the total variance. The loading of

each item, and the eigenvalues and the percent of variance explained by each factor as

well as the Cronbach's Alpha are reported in Table 11.

Table 9: Descriptive Statistics of General Clothing Evaluative Criteria (n 418)

Items Mean* SD

I usually buy clothing that are of the very latest fashion 3.99 1.60

I would rather pay more for a well known brand than to purchase another brand 3.35 1.74
that looks similar but costs less.

I almost never notice such things as linings and interfacings when I am buying 4.00 1.86
clothing

When buying a dress, how attractive it is, is more important to me than how 3.83 1.58
comfortable it is

I frequently buy clothes at a discount store 4.18 1.79

I would not buy a garment that would get dirty very quickly 4.14 1.57

When buying dress shoes, the fashionability of the shoes is more important to me 3.34 1.82
than their comfort

When buying clothes, I pay a lot of attention to how it is made (things like darts, 3.50 1.84
seams, and how it is sewn)

When buying clothes, I am especially conscious of colors 5.40 1.29

I seldom consider caring for the clothing when I buy clothes 3.43 1.70

Styles are more important than durability when I buy clothes 3.58 1.50

I almost never buy clothing if it is not on sale 4.15 1.81

I buy the new styles only after I have seen them in stores or pictures of them in 2.86 1.62
magazines

I am interested in the fabric design (print, plaid, or motif) when I buy new clothes 4.40 1.63

When buying a winter coat, I am more concerned about its warmth than its style 4.46 1.48

More often than not the price of a garment would not determine my purchase of it 3.26 1.84

If! fmd a blouse at store that I like, I am willing to overlook a slight construction 3.57 1.61
problem

I am interested in fashion when I buy new clothes 4.54 1.65

I usually depend on the brand name when I am shopping 3.87 1.58
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Table 9 (Continued): Descriptive Statistics ofGeneral Clothing Evaluative Criteria

Items Mean* SD

When buying a sweater, I am more concerned about its durability than its style 3.90 1.33

I will not buy clothing until I have shopped around to be sure of getting the most 4.18 1.63

for my money

The style or design of clothes I buy must fit in with the other things I have 4.72 1.47

I would rather buy shoes that are comfortable to walk in, even if they are not the 4.02 1.66
most pleasing ones to look at

I am especially concerned about the textures and feel of fabrics when I buy clothes 4.57 1.47

I would not pay a lot of money for quality because styles of clothes change so fast 3.31 1.53

I avoid buying clothes that do not have a well known brand 3.10 1.50

When I buy clothes I pay a lot of attention to fasteners, like buttons, snaps, and
3 67 1 60

zippers

When shopping for clothes, I am usually concerned about how comfortable the
5 16 1 25

clothes are

How attractive the clothing is, is most important to me when I buy clothes 4.48 1.54

I buy what I like, even if the clothes will not be easy to take care of 4.14 1.64

The name of the fiber in the fabric is of little use to me in buying clothing 4.02 1.82

Buying durable clothes is more important to me than buying clothes that are the
4 28 1

latest fashion

I do not buy an apparel item unless it is easy to care for, even though I like the
3 52 1 34

style

I buy clothes that I think are becoming to me 5.58 1.21

I often buy clothes at stores that are easy to get to, even if the clothes are more
3 42 1expensive

I avoid buying clothes that I have to iron 4.03 1.83

I would like to buy the latest fashion, even though I may not always to able to
3 84 1 87afford it

When buying clothes, I always find out what the material in a garment is made of 3.51 1.81

I usually buy clothes which color fit in with the other things I have 4.81 1.46

*Item scores range from 1 to 7
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Figure 2: Scree Plot for Factor Analysis (General Purchase Context)
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Table 10: Reliability Testing: Cronbach's Alpha (General Purchase Context)

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5

3-Factor Model .87 .79 .74 -- --

4-Factor Model .86 .74 .77 .47 --

5-Factor Model .89 .82 .75 .71 .30
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Table 11: Factor Analysis and Reliability of the Clothing Evaluative Criteria (General)

Factors and Factor Items Factor % of Cronbach's
Loadings Eigenvalue Variance Alpha

Factor 1: Fashionability and Attractiveness

Buying durable clothes is more important to me -.702
than buying clothes that are the latest fashion.

How attractive the clothing is, is most .686
important to me when I buy clothes.

When buying a sweater, I am more concerned -.649
about its durability than its style.

I am interested in fashion when I buy new .630
clothes.
I do not buy an apparel item unless it is easy to -.613
care for, even though I like the style.

I buy what I like, even if the clothes will not be .607
easy to take care of.

Styles are more important than durability when .583
I buy clothes.

I would rather buy shoes that are comfortable to -.575
walk in, even if they are not the most pleasing
ones to look at.

When buying dress shoes, the fashionability of .568
the shoes is more important to me than their
comfort.

When buying a winter coat, I am more -.530
concerned about its warmth than its style.

I would like to buy the latest fashion, even .527
though I may not always to able to afford it.

When buying a dress, how attractive it is, is .479
more important to me than how comfortable it
is.

I buy clothes that I think are becoming to me. .438

When shopping for clothes, I am usually -.430
concerned about how comfortable the clothes
are.

5.95 15.25 .87
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Table 11 (Continued): Factor Analysis and Reliability of the Clothing Evaluative

Criteria (General)

Factors and Factor Items Factor
Loadings Eigenvalue

% of Cronbach's
Variance Alpha

Factor 2: Quality, Wardrobe Coordination, and
4 12 1056 79

Ease of Care.

When buying clothes, I always find out what .686
the material in a garment is made of.
When buying clothes, I pay a lot of attention to .624
how it is made (things like darts, seams, and
how it is sewn).
I am especially concerned about the textures .610
and feel of fabrics when I buy clothes.

I usually buy clothes which color fit in with the .575
other things I have.
I am interested in the fabric design (print, .557
plaid, or motif) when I buy new clothes

When I buy clothes, I pay a lot of attention to .540
fasteners, like buttons, snaps, and zippers.

The name of the fiber in the fabric is of little -.533
use to me in buying clothing.

I almost never notice such things as linings and -.530
interfacings when I am buying clothing.
When buying clothes, I am especially .506
conscious of colors.

The style or design of clothes I buy must fit in .492
with the other things I have
I seldom consider caring for the clothing when -.43 5
I buy clothes.

Factor 3: Brand Name 3.81 9.78 .74

I usually depend on the brand name when I am .758
shopping.

I would rather pay more for a well known .758
brand than to purchase another brand that
looks similar but costs less.
I avoid buying clothes that do not have a well .734
known brand.

I frequently buy clothes at a discount store. -.513

More often than not the price of a garment .457
would not determine my purchase of it.

I often buy clothes at stores that are easy to get .407
to, even if the clothes are more expensive.
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Factor 1 was labeled "Fashionability and Attractiveness" and included fourteen

items. Items in Factor 1 were mainly related to the high importance of attractiveness,

fashionability, and style when purchasing clothing. Factor 2 was called "Quality,

Wardrobe Coordination, and Ease of Care" and included eleven items. Items in Factor

2 were mainly associated with clothing construction, material, fiber, fabric, and quality.

Also, items related to how new clothing fitted in with old clothing, and the ease to take

care of new clothing were included in this factor. Factor 3 was labeled "Brand Name"

and included six items. Factor 3 was primarily related to brand name as a clothing

purchase criterion. Price, also an important criterion in decision process, was included

in this factor as well.

The scores of each factor were computed to create new variables for further

correlation analysis. Items having negative loading were reversely coded for

computation. Table 12 presents four factors along with the number of items, mean,

standard deviation, maximum, and minimum.

Table 12: Descriptive Statistics of General Clothing Evaluative Factor (n= 418)

Number
of Items Minimum Maximum Mean SD

Factor 1: Fashionability and Attractiveness 14 14 92 55.99 13.25

Factor2: Quality, Wardrobe Coordination
11 15 75 47.13 10.24and Ease of Care

Factor 3: Brand Name 6 6 38 20.81 6.58
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Specific Clothing Evaluative Criteria

In the third section in the questionnaire, three questions asked about respondents'

recent purchases of clothing and twenty-four items measured the importance of

clothing criteria used in the respondents' specified clothing purchases. The first

question asked the name of the most recently purchased clothing item that can be worn

on-campus. The clothing items respondents specified were classified into thirteen

categories. Frequency statistics and percentage are reported in Table 13.

Table 13: Classification of Clothing Items in Recent Purchase

Items Frequency Percent (%)

T-shirt (t-shirt, shirt, tees, camis, top, tank top, and jersey) 129 29.8

Pants (pants, jeans, capris pants, shorts, slacks) 119 27.5

Shoes (shoes, sandals, and flipflop) 48 11.1

Skirt 17 3.9

Accessory (hat, watch, belt, purse, tie, and socks) 14 3.2

Jacket 12 2.8

Blouse (blouse, button up, and dress shirt) 10 2.3

Dress 9 2.1

Sweatshirt and hooded 8 1.8

Sweater and cardigan 6 1.4

Underwear and boxer 3 .7

Suit 2 .5

Other 2 .5

More than one item was purchased 25 5.8

Not answered 29 6.7
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The largest group of purchased items was t-shirt category including t-shirt, shirt,

tees, camis, top, tank top, and jersey. Pants category included pants, jeans, capris pants,

shorts, and slacks. Sweatshirt category included key words such as sweatshirt and

hoodie. Key words such as sweater and cardigan were grouped into one category.

Shoes category included shoes, sandals, and fiipfiops. In Blouse category, there were

items such as blouse, button up, and dress shirt. Underwear and boxers were grouped

into same category. Items such as hat, watch, belt, purse, tie, and socks were classified

into accessory category. All other answered items not classified into above categories

were in "other" category. There were several respondents answered more than one

clothing items in the purchase, and those were grouped into another category.

The second question asked if this purchase was planned. As presented in Table 14,

41.8% of respondents had not planned to buy the clothing items, and 57.3 % of

respondents had planned to buy. The third question asked the reason why the purchase

was made. There was 43.58% of the reasons mentioned related to "needs." The

"needs" were driven by several causes such as the summer hot weather, special

occasions, replacement for wearing off clothing, or simply needed something new.

Specific clothing feature was another main group of reasons for purchases (24.2 1%).

Features such as color, good fit, looks, cuteness, and style were frequently mentioned.

The third main reason for purchase was price factor. Markdown, reasonable price, and

promotions increased respondents' willingness to purchase. Several respondents

provided more than one reason of the purchase, and all reasons were recorded as

shown in Table 15.
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Table 14: Frequency of Pre-Planned and Un-Planned Purchase

Purchase was Planned Frequency Percent* (%)

No 181 41.8

yes 248 57.3

* Sum of the percents may not be equal to 100 due to missing data

Table 15: Frequency of Reasons of Purchases

Reasons Frequency Percent (%)

Need it 117 24.63

Specific Features of Clothing 115 24.21

Price 65 13.68

Replacement of Wearing-off Item 32 6.74

Weather 30 6.32

For Specific Occasion 28 5.89

Just Like It 24 5.05

Want It 23 4.84

Fit Personal Style 11 2.32

By Chance 7 1.47

Other-People-Directed 6 1.26

Other 17 3.58

* Sum of the percents may not be equal to 100 due to rounding off.

There were twenty-four items measuring the importance of clothing evaluative

criteria used in this specific purchase situation. The complete list of these twenty-four

items along with means and standard deviation are presented in Table 16. The item

scored highest was "Good fit" with mean of 6.55 and standard deviation of .68, and

"Comfort" with mean of 6.06 and standard deviation of 1.01 on a 7-point Likert scale.

This means that most respondents perceived "Good fit" and "Comfort" as overall

important criteria in purchasing clothing. On the other hand, "Country of Origin"
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scored the lowest with a mean of 2.32 and standard deviation of 1.71, representing

most respondents saw "Country of Origin" not so an important purchasing criterion,

however, some respondents did regard it an important consideration in clothing

decision making process.

Table 16: Descriptive Statistics of Specflc Clothing Evaluative Criteria (n=43 3)

Items Mean* SD

1. Country of origin 2.32 1.71

2. Good fit 6.55 .683

3. Appropriate for occasion 5.79 1.24

4. Comfort 6.06 1.01

5. Fabric type and quality 4.98 1.57

6. Wardrobe coordination 5.00 1.58

7. Suits the personality 5.59 1.36

8. Price 5.63 1.46

9. Good buy 5.75 1.28

10. Ease of care 4.83 1.61

11. Durability 5.24 1.41

12. Versatility 5.31 1.33

13. Utility 5.04 1.40

14. Beautiful 4.92 1.59

15. Fashionable 4.89 1.62

16. Color/pattern 5.45 1.32

17. Styling 5.31 1.43

18. Pleasing to others 4.29 1.82

19. Fiber 4.13 1.68

20. Quality of construction 5.11 1.48

21. Prestige 3.86 1.77

22. Sexy 4.19 1.89

23. Brandorstorename 3.86 1.89

24. Label 3.69 1.88

*Jtem scores range from I to 7.
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Principal Components Analysis was used to classify the 24 specific clothing

evaluative criteria items. Based on the scree plot in Figure 3, the slope declined rather

linearly after the fifth principal component. However, the reliability test result shown

in Table 17 indicates that the reliability of one factor in the 5-factor model was not

higher than the criterion of .70. That is, the items in the fifth factor were not

unidimensionally consistent or highly related with each other. On the other hand, all

a values of the factors in the 4-factor model were acceptable. Hence, the 4-factor

model was selected.

There were four items cross loaded above .40 on more than one factor and one

item loaded below .40 on any single factor. Hence, five items were eliminated from

further analysis. The dropped items included good fit, comfort, fashionable, pleasing to

others, and sexy. The four factors explained 57.3 0% of the total variance. The loading

of each item, and the eigenvalues and percent of variance explained by each factor as

well as the Cronbach's Alpha are reported in Table 18.
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Figure 3: Scree Plot for Factor Analysis (Specific Purchase Context)
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Table 17: Reliability Testing: Cronbach's Alpha (SpecfIc Purchase Context)

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5

4-Factor Model .81 .85 .86 .73 --

5-Factor Model .87 .85 .95 .73 .50
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Table 18: Factor Analysis and Reliability of the Clothing Evaluative Criteria (Speflc)

Factor % of Cronbach' s
Factors and Factor Items

Loadings Eigenvalue Variance Alpha

Factor 1:Aesthetic 4.32 18.00 .81

Styling, .804

Color/Pattern .783

Beautiful .727

Wardrobe Coordination .681

Suit the Personality .657

Appropriate for Occasion .489

Factor 2: Price and Usefulness 3.65 15.20 .85

Price .781

Good Buy .777

Durability .747

Ease of Care .724

Utility .667

Versatility .653

Factor 3: Brand Name 3.24 13.50 .86

Label .871

Brand or Store Name .838

Prestige .699

Factor 4: Material and Quality 2.55 10.60 .73

Fiber .760

Fabric Type and Quality .732

Quality of Construction .723

Country of Origin .553
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Factor 1 was labeled "Aesthetic" with six items included. The six criteria were

styling, color/pattern, beautiful, wardrobe coordination, suit the personality, and

appropriate for occasion. Factor 2 was named "Price and Usefulness" with six items.

Criteria such as price, good buy, durability, ease of care, utility, and versatility were

included in Factor 2. Factor 3 was called "Brand Name" which included three items:

label, brand or store name, and prestige. Factor 4 was labeled "Material and Quality."

Four criteria in Factor 4 were fiber, fabric type and quality, quality of construction, and

country of origin.

The scores of each factor were computed for correlation analysis. Table 19

presents four factors along with the number of items, mean, standard deviation,

maximum, and minimum.

Table 19: Descriptive Statistics of Specific Clothing Evaluative Factor (n = 433)

Number
of Items Minimum Maximum Mean SD

Factor 1: Aesthetic 6 6 42 32.07 6.15

Factor 2: Price and Usefulness 6 9 42 31.79 6.38

Factor 3: Brand Name 3 3 21 11.41 4.91

Factor 4: Material and Quality 4 7 25 16.10 3.15
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Correlation Analysis

General Clothing Evaluative Factor

To test the hypotheses, Pearson Correlation was used to identify the association

between respondents' shopping orientation and uses of clothing evaluative criteria.

Table 20 provides correlation among shopping values and general clothing evaluative

factors. Hedonic shopping value was found to have significant and positive

relationships with utilitarian shopping value (r = .25, p < .001), "Fashionability and

Attractiveness" (r = .46, p < .00 1), "Quality, Wardrobe Coordination and Ease of Care"

(r = .25,p < .001) and "Brand Name" (r = .27,p < .001).

The utilitarian shopping value was found to have significant and positive

relationship with "Fashionability and Attractiveness" (r = .11, p = .02 5). No significant

associations were found between utilitarian shopping value and other two factors,

"Quality, Wardrobe Coordination and Ease of Care" and "Brand Name."

Among the general evaluative factors, there were significant and positive

relationship found between "Fashionability and Attractiveness" and "Brand Name" (r

= .50, p < .001). No significant relationships were found between "Fashionability and

Attractiveness" and "Quality, Wardrobe Coordination and Ease of Care," and between

"Quality, Wardrobe Coordination and Ease of Care" and "Brand Name."

SpecifIc Clothing Evaluative Factor

The results of correlation of four specific clothing evaluative factors and two

shopping values are presented in Table 21. Hedonic shopping value had a significant

and positive relationships with "Aesthetic" (r = .46, p < .001) and with "Brand Name"
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(r = .26, p < .001). It had a significant but negative relationship with "Price and

Usefulness" (r = -.11, p = .017). There was no significant relationship found between

hedonic shopping value and "Material and Qaulity." On the other hand, utilitarian

shopping value was found to have no significant relationship with any specific clothing

evaluative factor.

Among the specific evaluative factors, there were significant positive

relationships found between "Aesthetic" and "Price and Usefulness" (r = .10, p = .041),

between "Aesthetic" and "Brand Name" (r = .33, p < .001), between "Aesthetic" and

"Material and Quality" (r = .22, p < .001), between "Price and Usefulness" and

"Material and Quality" (r =.23, p <.001), and between "Brand Name" and "Material

and Quality" (r =.12, p = 010). A significant but negative relationship was found

between "Price and Usefulness" and "Brand name" (r = -.11, p = .023).



Table 20: Correlation among Shopping Values and General Clothing Evaluative Factors

Hedonic Utilitarian Fashionability Quality, Wardrobe

shopping value shopping value
and Coordination and Brand Name

Attractiveness Ease of Care

Hedonic shopping value 1.00 -- -- -- --

Utilitarian shopping value .253*** 1.00 -- -- --

Fashionability and Attractiveness 457*** .1 09* 1.00 -- --

Quality, Wardrobe Coordination and Ease of Care .253*** -.030 .017 1.00 --

BrandName .268*** .071 .501*** .054 1.00

*p<.05, ***p<.oOl

Table 21: Correlation among Shopping Values and Specific Clothing Evaluative Factors

Hedonic
shopping value

Utilitarian
shopping value

Aesthetic Price and Material andBrand Name
Usefulness Quality

Hedonic shopping value 1.00 -- -- -- -- --

Utilitarian shopping value .253*** 1.00 -- -- -- --

Aesthetic 459*** .072 1.00 -- -- --

Price and Usefulness .114* -.079 .098* 1.00 -- --

BrandName .261*** -.019 .330*** .109* 1.00 --

Material and Quality .074 -.045 .220*** .234*** .123** 1.00

*p<.05, **p<.ol, ***p<.00l
00
I-
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Results of Hypotheses Testing

The proposed two hypotheses were tested through the use of Pearson Correlation

analysis. The results and discussion are as followed.

Before actually testing the hypotheses, the connection between evaluative factors

and terms used in hypotheses should be noted first. Terms used in hypotheses included

"symbolic," "aesthetic," "experiential," "performance," and "economic." Evaluative

factors generated from factor analysis included "Fashionability and Attractiveness,"

"Brand Name," "Quality, Wardrobe Coordination and Ease of Care," "Aesthetic," "Price

and Usefulness," and "Material and Quality." Figure 4 presents the connection between

terms and factors depending on the nature of content in each factor.

The factor "Fashionability and Attractiveness" in general criteria and "Aesthetic"

factor in specfic criteria were related to the clothing physical appearance of such as how

attractive, beautiful, and stylish the item was. Thus, these two factors represented the

"Aesthetic" dimension in clothing. The factor "Brand Name" in both general and

specflc criteria was related to "Symbolic" dimension in clothing since the use of product

brand as a way of social symbolic interaction had been studied (Lee, 1990).

"Quality, Wardrobe Coordination and Ease of Care" in general criteria and

"Material and Quality" factor in specflc criteria were related to how well the clothing

was made and how well the clothing item work for the consumer. Thus, the two factors

were associated with the "Performance" dimension in clothing. Finally, the "Price and

Usefulness" factor in specific context was about the price, value, and how versatile and

durable the clothing would be, thus, this factor presented the "Economic" and

"Performance" dimensions in clothing.



Figure 4: Connection between Evaluative Factors and Hypotheses Terms
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Hypothesis 1

The first hypothesis stated hedonic shopping value would be more positively related

to aesthetic, symbolic, and experiential aspects of clothing in both general and specific

clothing purchase contexts than would utilitarian shopping value.

In the general evaluative criteria analysis, hedonic shopping value was significantly

and positively correlated with "Fashionability and Attractiveness" (r = .46), and "Brand

Name" (r = .27) factor. That is, the higher the hedonic shopping value, the higher the

importance was put on attractive, fashionable, brand name, quality, match and mix, and

caring aspects of clothing.

On the other hand, utilitarian shopping value was positively correlated with

"Fashionability and Attractiveness" factor (r = .11), which also means that the higher the

utilitarian shopping value, the higher the importance was placed on attractive and

fashionable aspects of clothing. Although both shopping value had significantly positive

association with the "Fashionability and Attractiveness" factor, hedonic shopping value

had a stronger positive relationship with this aesthetic factor than utilitarian shopping

value (r = .46 vs. r = .11). Additionally, the results show that utilitarian shopping value

had a positive but insignificant relationship with "Brand Name" which was symbolic in

nature. Thus, hedonic shopping value had positively stronger association with aesthetic

and symbolic aspects in clothing than did utilitarian shopping value. As a result,

Hypothesis 1 is supported in the general context.

In the specflc evaluative criteria analysis, hedonic shopping value had significant

and positive relationship with "Aesthetic" and "Brand Name" evaluative factoi while

utilitarian shopping value had no significant association with both two factors.
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Consequently, hedonic shopping value had positively stronger relationship with aesthetic

and symbolic dimensions in clothing than did utilitarian shopping value. As a result,

Hypothesis 1 is also supported in the specific context.

Hypothesis 2

The second hypothesis stated that utilitarian shopping values would be more

positively related to performance and economic aspects of clothing in both general and

specific clothing purchase contexts than would hedonic shopping values.

In the general purchase context, utilitarian shopping value was found not to have

positive relationship with the factor of "Quality, Wardrobe Coordination and Ease of

Care." On the other hand, the relationship between hedonic shopping value and "Quality,

Wardrobe Coordination and Ease of Care" factor was positive and significant. As a result,

utilitarian shopping value did not have significantly and positively stronger association

with the performance aspect in clothing. Hence, the second hypothesis is not supported

in the general purchase context.

In the specfIc purchase context, utilitarian shopping value had negative but

insignificant association with "Price and Usefulness" and "Material and Quality"

evaluative factor. On the other hand, hedonic shopping value was negatively and

significantly correlated with "Price and Usefulness" factor, indicating that the higher the

hedonic shopping value, the lower the importance placed on this factor. Moreover, there

was no significant relationship found between hedonic shopping value and "Material and

Quality" factor. As a result, statistically, utilitarian shopping value did not have

significantly and positively stronger association with perfonnance and economic
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dimensions in clothing than did hedonic shopping value. Therefore, the second

hypothesis was not supported in specific context either.

Summary

A total of 452 respondents responded to the self-administrated questionnaire. After

dropping unusable cases, there were 445 cases retained for further analysis. The

comparison between hedonic shoppers and utilitarian shoppers were conducted. Results

revealed that hedonic shoppers were more likely to be female and younger than were the

utilitarian shoppers. Other demographic variables were found not being related to

shopping values. In terms of shopping behavior, hedonic shoppers were found to be more

engaged in un-planned purchases, go shopping more frequently, and spend more money

on clothing each month then their utilitarian counterpart. Moreover, hedonic shoppers

more often went clothing shopping in department stores, closed malls and specialty

stores than did the utilitarian shoppers.

Principal Components Analysis was used to classify clothing evaluative criteria

both in general and in specflc purchase situation. For general clothing evaluative criteria,

three factors were obtained: 1) Fashionability and Attractiveness, 2) Quality, Wardrobe

Coordination and Ease of Care, and 3) Brand Name. These three factors accounted for

35.59% of the total variance. For specific clothing evaluative criteria, four factors were

identified: 1) Aesthetic, 2) Price and Usefulness, 3) Brand Name, and 4) Material and

Quality. Four specific clothing evaluative factors accounted for 57.3 0% of the total

variance.
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Pearson correlation analysis was conducted for evaluative factors and two shopping

value variables. Results revealed that hedonic shopping value were positively and

significantly related to utilitarian shopping values (r = .25, p <.001). In general criteria

analysis, hedonic shopping values were positively and significantly related to

"Fashionability and Attractiveness" (r = .46,p < .001), "Brand Name" (r = .27,p < .001),

and "Quality, Wardrobe Coordination and Ease of Care" (r = .25, p < .001). Utilitarian

shopping value was found to be positively and significantly related to "Fashionability

and Attractiveness" (r = .11, p = .025).

For specific evaluative factors, hedonic shopping value was found to be

significantly and positively correlated with "Aesthetic" (r = .46, p < .001) and "Brand

Name" (r = .26, p < .00 1), and negatively related to "Price and Usefulness" (r = -.11, p

= .017). No significant association was found for utilitarian shopping value in specific

clothing purchase context.

Hypotheses were tested by the results of correlation analyses. Hypothesis 1 was

supported. Hedonic shopping value was reported to be positively related to the general

factors of "Fashionability and Attractiveness" and "Brand Name", representing aesthetic

and symbolic dimensions in clothing respectively. The same result was also found under

specific purchase context, which confirmed the finding in general context. Hence,

hedonic shopping value would be more positively related to aesthetic, symbolic, and

experiential aspects of clothing than would utilitarian shopping value.

In both general and spec j/Ic purchase situation, utilitarian shopping value was

found to have no positive and significant association with the evaluative factors, "Quality,

Wardrobe Coordination and Ease of Care," "Material and Quality," and "Price and
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Usefulness," representing performance and economic dimensions in clothing. Therefore,

Hypothesis 2 was not supported. That is, utilitarian shopping value did not significantly

be more positively related to performance and economic aspects of clothing than did

hedonic shopping value.
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Chapter V. Discussion and Conclusion

This study was based on the EKB model of consumer decision making which

proposed that environmental and individual factors would influence the consumer

decision making process. The relationship between consumers' shopping orientations

and uses of clothing evaluative criteria was investigated in this study. It was expected

that shoppers with different shopping values/motives/orientations would attach

importance to different aspects of clothing when making purchase decision. In this

chapter, the results are interpreted and conclusions are made as well as the implications,

limitations and recommendations for future research.

Discussion

Shopper Comparison Analysis

The comparison between hedonic shoppers and utilitarian shoppers were conducted.

Results revealed that hedonic shoppers were more likely to be female and younger than

were the utilitarian shoppers. Other demographic variables, class standing, major, marital

status, and ethnicity, were found to be not related to shopping orientations. In terms of

shopping behavior, hedonic shoppers were found to be more engaged in un-planned

purchases, go shopping more frequently, and spend more money on clothing each month

then their utilitarian counterpart. Moreover, hedonic shoppers went clothing shopping

more often in department stores, closed malls and specialty stores than did the utilitarian

shoppers.

The observed results are consistent with findings in previous studies. The hedonic

shopper tends to be younger (Chang, 2002) and to be active women (Bellenger &
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Korgaokar, 1980). Hedonic shoppers are also reported to engage in impulsive purchases

and often go shopping without an upcoming purchase in mind (Babin, Darden, & Griffin,

1994), and tend to spend more money (Scarpi, 2005). Hedonic shoppers like to shop in

closed malls and department stores (Bloch & Richin, 1983), and they tend to shop at

upscale department stores and specialty stores (Shim & Bickle, 1994)

Pearson Correlation Analysis

The correlation finding indicated that hedonic shopping value was positively and

significantly related to utilitarian shopping value. It indicated that when hedonic

shopping value increased, utilitarian shopping value increased as well. This result

suggests that people like to shop regardless of what the reason was. The most frequent

mentioned reason for clothing purchases in this study was out of "need." This motive of

purchase was truly utilitarian in nature; however, aside from performing shopping

activity out of necessity, respondents still enjoy the process of shopping. Thus, it may be

questionable to view shoppers' hedonic value and utilitarian value as two opposite and

mutually exclusive concepts.

Both in general and spec qic purchase situation, the hedonic shopping value was

reported to have highly positive association with "Fashionability and Attractiveness,"

"Aesthetic," and "Brand Name" factors. It indicated that hedonic shoppers put more

importance on fashion, style, attractiveness, beautifulness, label, brand name of clothing.

This finding confirmed the notion that hedonic shoppers tend to dress in the latest style

and they tend to be fashion-oriented (Bloch & Richins, 1983; Gutman & Mills, 1982).

The results illustrated Holbrook and Hirsebman's (1982) notion about experiential view
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that products were viewed as subjective symbols, and product image was a central focus.

For some products such as aesthetic objects, these intangible, symbolic attributes can be

key determinants of brand selection (Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982).

Moreover, in general purchase context, when shoppers' hedonic value increased,

the importance placed on clothing quality increased as well. That is, hedonic shoppers

demanded the quality of clothing as suggested by Bellenger and Korgaokar (1980). In

specific purchase situation, hedonic shopping value was significantly and negatively

related to "Price and Usefulness" factor. That is, as hedonic shopping value increased,

the importance attached to clothing price and usefulness decreased. It can be explained

by the notion that hedonic shoppers are engaged in more impulse and compulsive

purchase behavior (Babin, Darden, & Griffin, 1994). Impulse purchases result more from

a need to purchase rather than a need for a product, and compulsive shoppers obtain

intrinsic value from the act of purchasing per se. As a result, to fulfill these kind of needs,

hedonic shopper might ignore these economic and performance aspects of clothing.

On the other hand, in general purchase situation, the observed results indicated that

utilitarian shopping value was positively and significantly related to "Fashionability and

Attractiveness" evaluative factor. It implies that utilitarian shoppers placed importance on

this aesthetic aspect of clothing as hedonic shoppers did. It might be reasonable to make

the notion that the aesthetic dimension of clothing had become the general standard for

clothing consumers. Hedonic shoppers stress aesthetic clothing characteristics out of the

needs of self expression and fantasy fulfillment whereas utilitarian shoppers stress these

characteristics out of the motives of being socially appropriate. However, the actual inner

motivation needs to be explored by using other approaches.
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Hypotheses Testing

The proposed hypotheses were tested by the correlation results. The first hypothesis

was supported. In general, hedonic shopping value were more positively related to

aesthetic and symbolic aspects of clothing, and this result was confirmed by the analysis

of specfic clothing purchase context. This finding might indicate that hedonic shoppers

emphasized the physical appearances, brand name, and prestige aspects of clothing

which are rather publicly visible. In Shim and Bickle's (1994) study, shoppers seeking

symbolic and instrumental benefits from clothing use clothing to manage appearance,

create reputation, express social status and prestige, maintain self image, and identif'

social role. Hedonic shoppers might use these aesthetic and symbolic characteristics of

clothing to communicate with the society.

The second hypothesis was not supported by the research results. Utilitarian

shopping value was not more positively related to economic and performance aspects of

clothing than was hedonic shopping value in both purchase situations. The result puts

into question the Bellenger & Korgaokar's (1980) statement that economic and

convenience shoppers or utilitarian shoppers go shopping from the time- and

money-saving viewpoint. As argued by Babin, Darden, and Griffin (1994), purchase is

not a necessary precursor of utilitarian shopping value, since utilitarian shoppers are

goal-oriented; it depends on what the goal is. To put it more specifically, when a

utilitarian shopper goes shopping with a goal of getting a nice cocktail dress for a party,

his/her concern might focus on the appropriateness for the occasion rather then the price

and usefulness.
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Implication

The result of present study had very important implication for the clothing

marketers and retailers to improve the marketing communication. Hedonic shopping

values had been reported to have association with shopping involvement, variety seeking,

and emotional arousal (Chang, 2002; Babin, Darden, & Griffin, 1994), and suggestions

were made for the marketers to plan the marketing effort. The present result revealed that

hedonic shopping value was highly associated with the aesthetic and symbolic aspects in

clothing. Thus, in addition to emphasize on constructing an exciting shopping

environment and friendly sale force, the prompt of specific clothing feature could be

integrated into marketing communication mix to attract hedonic shoppers and trigger the

transaction.

The results also can provide implication for consumer researchers. As stated in the

discussion section, hedonic shoppers put more emphasis on rather visible, obvious

characteristics of clothing. The study of hedonic shopping could be extended into and

connected with social comparison theory and symbolic interaction theory. The

associations between hedonic shopping behavior and consumers' use of product as a

social comparison or symbolic interaction could be speculated and be further tested.

Conclusion

This study aimed to connect shopping orientation with uses of clothing evaluative

criteria in consumer decision making process based on the EKB model proposed by

Engel, Kollat, and Blackwell (1968). One part of this model illustrates consumer

decision making process and the factors (environmental and individual) influencing all
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stages in this process. Several variables, such as the regional and cultural differences

(Fomey, Pelton, Caton, & Rabolt, 1999; Hsu, 2002), personality/self-consciousness (Lee

& Burns, 1993), lifestyle (Cassill & Drake, 1978; Jenkins, 1973; Shim & Drake, 1989),

and feminine-role and work orientation (Stemm, 1980), had been studied in terms of

their impact on consumers' uses of evaluative criteria. Consumers' shopping

values/orientations served as the focal variables in the present study and were studied in

terms of hedonic and utilitarian perspectives.

Hedonic shopping value was found to be positively related to uses of aesthetic and

symbolic clothing evaluative criteria whereas no positive association was found between

utilitarian shopping value and uses of economic and performance clothing criteria. This

finding can not assure the impact of shopping orientation on consumers' uses of

evaluative criteria because only association was found for hedonic shopping value. In

other words, shopping orientation could be a useful predictor of consumer decision

making behavior only when the targeted consumers are hedonic shoppers. The presence

of consumer utilitarian or hedonic motivation will influence evaluations of products

purchased or considered while shopping (Babin, Darden, & Griffin, 1994), and will

determine the type of evaluation criteria used during alternative evaluation (Engel et al.,

1993). However, in this study, utilitarian shopping value had no impact on the selection

of evaluative criteria whereas hedonic shopping value showed strong and significant

influence on the choices of criteria.

The finding completed the two-way relationship between shopping enjoyment

(hedonic shopping) and symbolic and instrumental benefits sought from clothing (Shim

& Bickle, 1994). Moreover, the finding illustrated the association between emotions
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experience in shopping and accessibility of the concept in memory. Shoppers would put

more weight on the product evaluative attributes which are consistent with the shopping

mood (Adaval, 2001). When shoppers enjoy shopping, they experience more hedonic

responses in the shopping process. It had been suggested that hedonic responses are

related to aesthetic and symbolism (Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982). Hence, as found in

this study, hedonic shoppers look for aesthetic and symbolic aspects of clothing.

The findings are beneficial for the marketer and retailer who target the hedonic

shopping group. Hedonic shopping value is reported to influence consumer shopping

satisfaction (Chang, 2002). Marketing efforts are put into practice to cater to hedonic

shoppers. Exciting shopping environment, aesthetic store decor, friendly sales personnel,

broader assortment of merchandise are suggested as tools to increase consumers'

shopping involvement and satisfy their needs of variety (Bellenger & Korgaokar's, 1980;

Bloch & Richins, 1983; Chang, 2002; Arnold & Reynold, 2003), and in turn, increase

shopper's satisfaction (Chang, 2002). By knowing the aspect of clothing the hedonic

shoppers look into, more practical marketing strategies can be developed. By combining

specific clothing characteristic with the communication tool such as in-store signage,

sale promotion, advertising and merchandise display, the marketing communication

strategies can be more effective and efficient.

Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research

This study has several limitations that provide significant recommendations for

future research. First of all, the results can not be generalized to other groups or

population since the convenience sampling method and respondents were confined to the



96

student in Oregon State University. Moreover, because the survey was conducted in

Oregon State University, Corvallis, Oregon, which is a small town, rural place, the

leisure behavior of the student may be different from those of students from other

geographic areas. Because of the lack of or difficulty of the assessment to shopping

places, people in rural areas may develop different venues to spend leisure time from

those in metropolitan areas. Other consumer classes such as student group in

metropolitan area, career women and men, and older generations might present different

shopping patterns and have different standard for clothing. Therefore, it would be

interesting to study wider range of consumers to test the validity of the results of this

study.

Second, respondents' situational shopping motives might affect the response to the

question. More specifically, respondents who enjoy shopping as a leisure activity might

get into the situation of urgently looking for something in need which resulted in

utilitarian-purposed shopping trip at the time of survey. Hence, more qualitative

approach should be useful in understanding consumers' inner and rather stable shopping

motivations.

Third, this study was limited to clothing product category which is rather high in

involvement and personal relevance. It was reported that consumer's shopping behavior

change depending on the value of the product. Thus, the other product category with

different hedonic value such as low-involvement products or big-ticket products should

also be studied to provide more insights of the interaction between products values and

consumers' shopping values.
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Finally, the present study focused only on American culture. It might be interesting

to study shopping behavior by studying the interaction between shopping orientations

and cultures. Since the U.S. population became more ethnically diverse, and the

consumption power of the non-white groups steadily increased (Kotler & Armstrong,

2003, Hoyer & Macinnis, 2003), it might be beneficial for marketers and retailers to

have closer look of different ethnic shoppers' shopping orientation to tailor their

communication mix for their target market.
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Appendix A Questionnaire Cover Letter with IRB Approval

OSIJDesign and Human Environment

Oregon State
Oregon State University, 224 Milam Hall, Corvallis, Oregon 97331 -5101

uvas T 541-737-3796
I
F 541-737-0993 http://www.hhs.oregonstate.edu/dheTindex.html

Dear Students,

This is for a study on consumers' shopping behavior being conducted as part of requirement for Master's

degree at Oregon State University. Your opinion regarding clothing shopping behavior and strategies are
important to apparel manufacturers and retailers in their efforts to address consumer behavior and concerns. We

would appreciate it if you would take about 15 minutes to respond to the questionnaire and return it to the
person handing out the questionnaire. If you have any question during the survey process, please ask the person

handing out the questionnaire.

Your responses, together with others, will be combined and used for statistical summaries only. All your

responses are strictly confidential and special precautions have been established to protect the confidentiality of

your responses. Under no circumstances will names and responses be connected. The process of this survey was

reviewed by Institutional Review Board of Oregon State University and my major advisor, Dr. Leslie Davis
Bums. Your questionnaire will be destroyed once your responses have been tallied. There are no foreseeable

risks to you as a participant in this research, nor are any direct benefits. However, your participation is extremely

valued.

In order that the results truly represent the attitudes of consumers, it is important that each question be read

carefully and completed.

If you have any questions about this study after this survey, please contact the student researcher, Chun-Lan

Yeh, at (541) 754-3564 or by email at yehch(ionid.orst.edu or Dr. Leslie Davis Bums at (541) 737-3796 or by

email at Leslie.Bums(oregonstate.edu. If you have questions about your rights as a participant in this research,
please contact Oregon State University Institutional Review Board (IRB) Human Protections Administrator at
(541) 737-3437 or by email at WB(oregonstate.edu.

Thank you for your help. I appreciate your cooperation and time.

Sincerely,

Chun-Lan Yeh, Graduate Student, Oregon State University

Leslie Davis Bums, Ph.D. Major Advisor, Oregon State University
OSU IRD Approval Date: 07-13-05
Approval Ezpfration Date; 07-12-06
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Appendix B Questionnaire

First, this section is designed to learn about your general clothing shopping behavior.
Please read the following statements carefully, and circle ONE number which best describes
your feeling about the statement.

In the scale below, "1" represents that you strongly disagree with the statement, "4"
represents that you are neutral about the statement, and "7" represents that you strongly agree
with the statement. The other numbers represent your feeling toward the statement somewhere
between the "strongly disagree" and "strongly agree."

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

1. I usually buy clothing that are of the very latest fashion 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2. I would rather pay more for a well known brand than to purchase another
brand that looks similar but costs less. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3. I almost never notice such things as linings and interfacings, those used to
stiffen or add body to fabric, when I am buying clothing. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4. When buying a dress or a suit, how attractive it is, is more important to
me than how comfortable it is. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

5. I frequently buy clothes at a discount store.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

6. I would not buy a garment that would get dirty very quickly.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

7. When buying dress shoes, the fashionability of the shoes is more
important to me than their comfort. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8. When buying clothes, I pay a lot of attention to how it is made (things like
darts, seams, and how it is sewn). 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

9. When buying clothes, I am especially conscious of colors.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

10. I seldom consider caring for the clothing when I buy clothes.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

11. Styles are more important than durability when I buy clothes. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

12. I almost never buy clothing if it is not on sale. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

13. I buy the new styles only after I have seen them in stores or pictures of
them in magazines. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

14. I am interested in the fabric design (print, plaid, or motif) when I buy new
clothes. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

15. When buying a winter coat, I am more concerned about its warmth than
itsstyle. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

16. More often than not the price of a garment would not determine my
purchase of it. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

17. If! find a blouse or suit shirt at store that I like, I am willing to overlook a
slight construction problem. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

18 I am interested in fashion when I buy new clothes.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Strongly Strongly
Disagree Aee

19. I usually depend on the brand name when I am shopping.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

20. When buying a sweater, I am more concerned about its durability than its
style. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

21. I will not buy clothing until I have shopped around to be sure of getting
the most for my money. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

22. The style or design of clothes I buy must fit in with the other things I
have. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

23. 1 would rather buy shoes that are comfortable to walk in, even if they are
not the most pleasing ones to look at. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

24. I am especially concerned about the textures and feel of fabrics when I
buyclothes. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

25. I would not pay a lot of money for quality because styles of clothes
change so fast. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

26. I avoid buying clothes that do not have a well known brand.
1 2 3 4 s 6 7

27. When I buy clothes I pay a lot of attention to fasteners, like buttons,
snaps, and zippers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

28. When shopping for clothes, I am usually concerned about how
comfortable the clothes are. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

29. How attractive the clothing is, is most important to me when I buy
clothes. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

30. I buy what I like, even if the clothes will not be easy to take care of.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

31. The name of the fiber in the fabric is of little use to me in buying clothing.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

32. Buying durable clothes is more important to me than buying clothes that
are the latest fashion. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

33. I do not buy an apparel item unless it is easy to care for, even though I like
thestyle. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

34. I buy clothes that I think are becoming to me.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

35. I often buy clothes at stores that are easy to get to, even if the clothes are
more expensive. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

36. I avoid buying clothes that I have to iron.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

37. I would like to buy the latest fashion, even though I may not always to
able to afford it. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

38. When buying clothes, I always find out what the material in a garment is
madeof. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

39. Iusualiy buy clothes which color fit in with the other things I have. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Next, this section is designed to learn about your attitude toward shopping. Please recall
your last shopping trip, and then read the following statements carefully. Circle ONE number
which best describes your last shopping trip and feeling about the statement.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

1. This shopping trip was truly a joy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2. I continued to shop, not because I had to, but because I wanted to. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3. This shopping trip truly felt like an escape. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4. Compare to other things I could have done, the time spent shopping is
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

truly enjoyable.

5. I enjoy being immersed in exciting new products. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

6. I enjoying this shopping trip for its own sake, not just for the items I may
1 2 3 4 5 6 7have purchased

7. I had a good time because I was able to act on the "spur-of-the-moment." 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8. During the trip, I felt the excitement of the hunt. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

9. While shopping, I was able to forget my problems. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

10. While shopping, I felt a sense of adventure. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

11. This shopping trip was not a very nice time out. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

12. I accomplished just what I wanted to in this shopping trip. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

13. I could not buy what I really needed. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

14. While shopping, I found just the item(s) I was looking for. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

15. I was disappointed because I had to go another store(s) to complete my
1 2 3 4 5 6 7shopping.
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Next, please recall the last shopping trip including a purchase of clothing item that you
would wear on campus.

Please name this clothing item.

Was this purchase of clothing item planned? Yes LI) No

Why did you purchase this clothing item?

Please indicate the importance of each criterion below in your evaluation of the clothing
item identified above. In this scale, "1" represents that this criterion was not at all important
when you evaluated this clothing item, and "7" represents that this criterion was very
important when you evaluated this clothing item. The other numbers represent the importance
somewhere in between.

Not at all Very
important important

1. Country of origin 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2.Goodfit 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3. Appropriate for occasion 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4.Comfort 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

5. Fabric type and quality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

6. Wardrobe coordination 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

7. Suits the personality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8.Price 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

9. Good buy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

10. Ease of care 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

11. Durability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

12. Versatility 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

13. Utility 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

14. Beautiful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

15. Fashionable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

16. Color/pattern 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

17. Styling 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

18. Pleasing to others 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

19.Fiber 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

20. Quality of construction 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

21. Prestige 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

22.Sexy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

23. Brand or store name 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

24. Label 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Lastly, the following questions ask for information about you. Please answer the questions

or check the item that best describe you.

1. What is your age?

2. What is your gender?

Lii Male

Lii Female

3. What is your current class standing?

LI Freshman

11111 Sophomore

LI Junior

LI Senior

[1 Graduate Student

[I] Other (please specify)

years old.

4. In what college/school is your current major?

[I] Agricultural Sciences

111111
Business

LI Education

LI Engineering

LI Forestry

5. What is your current marital status?

LI Single (Never Married)

LI Divorced

LI Widowed

6. What is your ethnicity?

LI White, European American

0 Black, African American

o Hispanic

o Pacific Islander

Li Health and Human Sciences

[1 Liberal Arts

LI Pharmacy

LI Science

LI Other (please specify)

o Married

LI Separated

LI Other (please specify)

LI Hispanic American

0 Asian American

LI Middle Eastern

0 Other (please specify)
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7. How often do you go shopping for clothing?

El More than once a week

El Once a week

[1 Once every two weeks

El Once every three weeks

Ill Once a month

[iii] Once every three months

El Twice a year

Eli Less than once a year

8. How much do you usually spend on clothing per month?

Eli Less than $30.

El $30 to $50.

LII $SOto$100.

Eli $100 to $150.

El $lSOto$200.

LI More than $200.

9. Where do you usually shop for your clothing? (You can mark more than one choice)

Department Store (e.g. Meier & Frank, Macy's, JCPenny)

LII Closed Mall (e.g. Heritage Mall in Albany, Lloyd Shopping Center in Portland, Valley

River Center in Eugene)

LI Specialty Store (e.g. Express, The Limited, Abercrombie & Fitch, Loft, Gap)

III Discounter (e.g. Target, Wal-Mart)

[I] On-Line retailer

LI Catalog

LII Other (please specify)




