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The purpose of this study was to investigate differences

between fashion innovators and non-fashion innovators in clothing

disposal practices defined by the length of time for retaining the

clothing item, the ways of discarding clothing, and factors underlying

the discarding of clothing items.

Information for the study was obtained with the use of a

questionnaire consisting of questions asking about the respondent's

clothing disposal practices, a fashion innovativeness scale (Hirschman

& Adcock, 1978), a clothing interests scale (Creekmore, 1971), and

demographic questions.



The data were collected on April 20, 1987. The sample was

comprised of 89 college females ages 18 through 30 who were

attending Oregon State University. Subjects were categorized into

three groups, high fashion innovators (N=24), medium fashion

innovators (N=35), and non-fashion innovators (N=29), using a

median split for fashion innovativeness scores. Since this study was

focused on the significant differences between fashion innovators and

non-fashion innovators, only those subjects who belonged to the high-

fashion innovator group were considered to be fashion innovators.

For statistical analysis, frequencies, analysis of variance, one-

way analysis of variance, post-hoc analysis using the LSD test, multi-

variate analysis of variance and chi-square were performed.
Throughout the study, the .05 level of significance was selected.

The results indicated that there were significant differences

between fashion innovators and non-fashion innovators in the length of

time to retain a blouse (F (2.85) = 3.37, P <.05) and a dress

(F (2.83) = 4.87, P < .05). Fashion innovators were more likely to

wear a blouse (M = 2.08) and a dress (M = 2.12) for a shorter period

of time than non-fashion innovators (M = 2.64 and 2.81, respectively

for each garment). In overall scores including seven items of

garments (blouse, shirt, pants, skirt, sweater, suit and dress), fashion

innovators (M = 14.96) were found to be more likely to wear clothing

items for a shorter period of time than non-fashion innovators M =

17.71)(F(2.86)=3.64,P<.05).



Findings of this study also showed that fashion innovators were

significantly different than non-fashion innovators in using the used

clothing for rags, (E (2.85) = 5.94, P < .05). Fashion innovators

(M = 3.68) were less likely to use clothing items for rags than non-

fashion innovators (M = 3.14). No significant differences were found

in other ways of discarding clothing.

In terms of factors underlying the discarding of clothing, fashion

innovators were found to be significantly different from non-fashion

innovators in fashionability (E (2.86) = 7.65, P < .05) and conformity

(F (2.86) = 2.33, P < .05). Fashion innovators were more likely to

discard the clothing item because of fashionability (M = 1.76) and

conformity (M = 3.04) than non-fashion innovators. (M = 2.55 and

3.55, respectively for each factor). Findings showed no significant

difference in other factors underlying the discarding of garments.

In relation to clothing attitudes, it was found that fashion

innovators and non-fashion innovators were significantly different in

attitudes toward concern with personal appearance (F (2.86) = 10.01,

P < .05), experimenting with appearance (F (2.86) 16.56, P < .05),

heightened awareness of clothes (F (2.86) = 3.38, P < .05), and

clothing as enhancement of individuality (E (2.86) = 19.89, P < .05).

Fashion innovators were more likely to be concerned with their

appearance (M = 13.24), experiment with appearance (M = 13.44), be

aware of clothes (M = 11.96), and use clothing as enhancement of

=



individuality (M = 10.24) than non fashion innovators (M = 11.17,

10.48, 10.48, and 6.66 respectively for each attitude).

Fashion Innovators (M = 1243.75) reported that they tended to spend

more money than non-fashion innovators (M = 577.59), (F (2.86) =

4.56, P < .05). No significant differences were found between the

groups in age, major and the size of home town.
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DIFFERENCES BETWEEN

FASHION INNOVATORS AND NON-FASHION INNOVATORS

IN THEIR CLOTHING DISPOSAL PRACTICES

CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION

Fashion innovativeness refers to one's willingness to try or purchase

a new fashion item. A great many researchers have investigated the

relationship between the life style and purchase behavior of fashion inno-

vators. Researchers have obtained information on who fashion innovators

are and what their clothing practices are as a group.

In general, researchers have agreed that fashion innovators are more

likely to be younger, more mobile, to have a higher education level and a

higher income than those who are not fashion innovators (Baumgarten,

1975; Hirschman & Adcock, 1978; Jacoby,1971; Painter & Pinegar, 197 1;

and Painter & Granzin, 1975). Also, fashion innovators are more likely to

be opinion leaders than non-fashion innovators (Summers, 197 1; Myers &

Robertson, 1972) and to be more involved in personal interaction and social

activities (Robertson & Myers, 1969).

Because innovators are the first adopters of a new style, their role in

the fashion diffusion process is important. They play a role as propagators

of what will become fashionable (Sproles, 1981). Therefore, apparel de-

signers and manufacturers are concerned with innovators, especially with

their purchase practices.



Psychographic research indicates that fashion innovators tend to

select clothing in order to feel attractive to themselves (Pasnak & Ayres,

1969). They tend to be heavy buyers in terms of both numbers of garments

and in terms of money spent (Tigert, Ring & King, 1976).

The purchasing practices of fashion innovators have also been

investigated in terms of the fashion process. According to Sproles (1979),

the fashion process is a "dynamic mechanism of change through which a

fashion item is transmitted from its point of creation to public introduction,

discernible public acceptance, and eventual obsolescence" (p. 18). Several

researchers have suggested that the fashion process follows an S-shaped

normal curve composed of four stages (Mansfield, 1961; Rogers, 1962; &

Robertson, 1971). Robertson (1962) defined these four stages as (1) intro-

duction - the product is first brought to market and sales increase slowly;

(2) growth - the product enters a period of a rapid growth; (3) maturity -

sales growth continues but demand levels decrease; and (4) sales begin to

decrease. In the fashion process, fashion innovators adopt a new style at the

introduction stage while non-innovators purchase a new item at the growth

stage or maturity stage.

The relative length of each stage of the fashion process depends on

several characteristics of the fashion item. The more complex, the more

distinctive in its newness, the more costly, and the more it caused a shift

in the customer's usual way of doing things, the greater the length of each

stage (Levitt, 1965). These characteristics would, in turn, increase the

length of time between when innovators and non-innovators would

2
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purchase the fashion item.

While clothing purchase practices of fashion innovators have been

investigated, few studies dealing with clothing disposal practices of fashion

innovators have been conducted. From a marketing point of view, this may

be interpreted to mean that the information about clothing disposal practices

does not provide information for the planning and development of new

fashion items.

However, due to the fact that fashion innovators adopt fashion items

earlier than non-innovators, it can be deduced that they discontinue wearing

fashion items earlier in the life fashion process than do non-innovators.

Also, since the introduction stage is usually shorter than the maturity stage

and the decline stage, it can be assumed that fashion innovators tend to use

fashion items for shorter periods than non-fashion innovators. If these

assumptions are true, manufacturers and retailers could obtain systematic

information about the life cycle of a fashion item according to the type of

consumer and thus could predict the profile of the life cycle of a new fashion

item when they produce it.

In studying the fashion innovators' clothing disposal practices, it

seems likely that their way of discarding garments will be different from

non-fashion innovators. Due to the assumption that fashion innovators

would wear clothing items for shorter periods than non-fashion innovators

clothing items discontinued to be worn by fashion innovators will be less

likely to be worn out and more likely to be saved to be worn in years to come



4

than those discontinued to be worn by non-fashion innovators.

It also seems likely that fashion innovators' personality characteris-

tics and buying practices distinguishing them from non-fashion innovators

influence the discarding of clothing items. Because fashion innovators have

been known to be highly fashion aware (Pasnak & Ayres, 1969) they seem

likely to stop wearing a clothing item which is considered to be out of style.

Information about fashion innovator's clothing disposal practices

would broaden the knowledge not only about fashion innovators' clothing

behavior but also about the decline stage of a fashion life cycle.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the study is to examine differences between fashion

innovators and non-fashion innovators in their clothing disposal practices.

Objectives of the Study

The objectives of the study are:

1. To study differences between fashion innovators and non-fashion

innovators in the time length of retaining or using clothing.

2. To study differences between fashion innovators and non-fashion

innovators on how they discard their clothing.
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3. To study differences between fashion innovators and non-fashion

innovators in the factors underlying the discarding of their clothing.

Hypotheses of the study are:

1. There will be significant differences between fashion innovators

and non-fashion innovators in the length of time for each retaining or using

clothing.

2. There will be significant differences between fashion innovators

and non-fashion innovators on how they discard their clothing.

3. There will be significant differences between fashion innovators

and non-fashion innovators in the factors underlying the discarding of their

clothing.

Predictions underlying the hypotheses:

1. Fashion innovators in the sample will be more likely to discard

their fashion items earlier than the non-fashion innovator group.

2. Fashion innovators will be more likely to retain their clothing for

future use.

3. For fashion innovators in the sample, the most crucial factor
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underlying the discarding of fashion items will be fashionability.

Limitations of the Study:

Because the sample of this study was female students at Oregon State

University, interpretations of results will be limited to fashion innovators

in this college female sample.

Categorization of subjects was based on subjects' self-identification

of their degree of fashion innovativeness. Thus, categorization of subjects

could have a significance under the condition that subjects' responses

were reliable.

Definition of Terms

*Fashion innovator:, a college female who adopts and wears a new

fashion early in the fashion process. The fashion innovator owns and

wears a greater number of fashion items relatively earlier than others do.

(Schrank, 1971)

Characteristics of Fashion Innovators

*Dogmatism: "a relatively closed cognitive organiza-

tion of beliefs and disbeliefs about reality."

*Venturesomeness: one's willingness to take risks
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both in terms of product's performance and in terms of psychological

implication of the purchase of new products (Robertson, 1971).

*Self-monitoring: a process where individuals control

the images that other individuals form of them (Snyder, 1979).

*Cognitive complexity: individuals' levels of thinking

process.

*Opinion leadership: one's degree to which she or he is

a source of fashion information and advice for members of group to which

she or he belongs (Schrank, 1970).

*Garment discarded: garment discontinued to be worn and no

longer considered to be part of wardrobe.

*Garment retained: garment considered to be used.

*Fashion process: a process where fashion items are introduced at

the fashion market, adopted by consumers and discarded.

*Clothing disposal practices: discontinued wear and disposal of a

clothing item by giving it to others, throwing it away, using it for another

purpose than wearing apparel, or selling it at used clothing stores or garage

sale.
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*Clothing conformitj changes in one's clothing behavior caused by

reference group pressure.



CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Adoption Process

An innovation is something perceived as new (Rogers, 1962). It

indicates "any thought, behavior, or thing that is new because it is qualita-

tively different from existing forms" (Barnett, 1953, p. 7). Adoption of an

innovation means to accept or purchase something new.

Historically, researchers believed that a new clothing fashion was

first adopted by the upper class and then spread to the lower class (Rae,

1834; Veblen, 1912). Sirnmel (1904) suggested that "the elite initiates a

fashion and, when the mass imitates it in an effort to obliterate the external

distinctions of class, abandons it for a newer mode" (p. 130). According to

Simmel, the upper class adopts the new mode based upon a need for

differentiation, and the lower class imitates the upper class's style based

upon a need for union. Thus, these needs for union and differentiation were

believed to encourage fashion change. This process described by Simmel

is currently known as the "trickle-down theory."

King (1963) investigated the adoption and diffusion process in

today's society of mass-marketed apparel. In King's study, early buyers of

millinery were within all social classes and people within each social class

could simultaneously adopt the same styles.

King's (1963) study introduced a new diffusion theory: the "trickle-

9
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across" or mass-market theory. This theory reflects the horizontal flow of

fashion adoption within a social strata. When new fashions are introduced,

innovators within each social strata play out their roles. People choose

clothes not to imitate those in the class above, nor to impress those in the

class below, but to show their own individuality (Lemer, 1962).

Grindereng (1967) also examined the adoption process for women's

fashion apparel. She defined the early buyer based on personal estimates,

time of purchase, and the silhouette of a suit purchased. Her findings

supported the trickle-across theory developed by King.

Field (1970) suggested yet another diffusion theory; an upward flow

which he called "the status float phenomenon." He pointed out that blue

collar fashion was copied by the white collar group and Negro fashion had

moved into the higher status group.

In summary, it appears that innovators can be found within any social

class. Although the trickle-down theory has not been completely negated

and there are still upper class innovators in modem society (Lang & Lang,

1962), the "trickle-down" theory seems not to be appropriate to understand

diffusion of fashion. Fashion is introduced and adopted simultaneously

within all social classes.



Adopter Categories

Rogers (1962) described innovativeness as "the degree to which an

individual is relatively earlier to adopt new ideas than other members of his

social system" (p. 259). Thus, adopter categories were developed on the

basis of innovativeness.

Early sociologists and psychologists categorized adopters by using

either a judge's rating system or by noting time of adoption of the innova-

tion. Rogers (1962) synthesized the results of past research, and partitioned

innovators into five categories: 1) innovators, 2) early adopters, 3) early

majority, 4) late majority, and 5) laggards.

Innovators, the first two and one-half percent to adopt, are eager to try

new ideas. Their high value on venturesomeness leads them to "the

hazardous, the rash, the daring, and the risking" (Rogers, 1962, p. 169).

Early adopters, a second category of adopters, comprise about 13.5

percent of all adopters. They tend to be younger, to have a higher level of

education than those who adopt later. They are more socially active and

participate to a greater extent than do later adopters and innovators.

The third adopter group is the early majority which comprises 34

percent of adopters. They tend to have average age, education, and

experience. They are thought by late majority and laggards to have good
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judgment.

The late majority, the fourth group, tends to be older and less educated

than earlier adopters. They comprise 34 percent of adopters. Laggards, the

last group to adopt an innovation, tend to be social isolates and have the

lowest education and income of all categories.

Characteristics of Innovators

Demographic Factors

Each of Rogers' (1962) adopter categories - the innovator, the early

adopter, the early majority, the late majority and the laggards-has its own

distinct characteristics from other adopter categories.

A number of researchers have been concerned with characteristics of

innovators. Jacoby (1971) showed that innovators of three categories of

products (cosmetics, clothing, and miscellaneous) tended to be younger,

more mobile, and more literate than non-innovators. Painter and Pinegar

(1971) reported that clothing innovators who were teenage girls were from

families with higher incomes, more education, and higher occupational

status than the average for the population. Studies dealing with male fashion

innovators revealed they were more likely to be unmarried, younger and to

have fewer children (Painter & Granzin, 1975: Reynolds & Darden, 1974).

In general, scholars agree that innovators tend to have higher education,

higher income, greater social status and to be younger (Rogers, 1962;
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Robertson, 1968; and Hirschman & Adcock, 1978).

However, some researchers have produced results contradictory to

previous works. For example, Darden and Reynolds (1974) investigated the

profiles of male fashion innovators. Their results were consistent with the

preceding researchers in that innovators tended to be young, more mobile,

and have more interests for fashions than non-innovators. However, their

results showed that innovators had lower education levels than did non-

innovators. Also, a study conducted by Feldman and Armstrong (1975)

showed that innovators for cars were older and were lower in education than

non-innovators. Also, innovators for brand new detergents were of lower

socio-economic class than were non-innovators (Pessemier, Burger &

Tigert, 1976).

These findings which are contradictory to general traits of innovators

as previously reported, suggest that demographic characteristics alone may

not be reliable predictors of innovativeness. Innovativeness appears to be

product specific so that the profiles of innovators for one type of product

may be different than the profiles of innovators for other products.

One investigator looked at the overlap of innovativeness across

products. Ostlund (1972) examined the extent to which innovativeness

overlapped among six new products: plastic bandages, a disposable female

undergarment, a self-layering dessertmix, a biodegradable sanitary napkin,

a hot foam aerosol shampoo, and a fabric treatment solution. Innovative-

ness toward each product was determined by a purchase intentions measure.
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Over fifty combinations of the six products were examined for overlap of

innovativeness. Ostlund concluded that overlap of innovativeness is likely

to depend heavily upon the perceived characteristics of the products

considered. Thus, these demographic variables are very product specific.

When these demographic variables are examined, generalization about the

relationship of demographic variables should be considered cautiously

(Feldman & Armstrong, 1975). Also, factors such as income, education,

and occupation seemed to have little relation to early adoption when the

innovation for a product that is frequently purchased and is of low price is

examined (Frank, Massy & Morrison, 1964).

Personality Factors

Dogmatism

According to Rokeach (1954), dogmatism refers to "a relatively

closed cognitive organization of beliefs and disbeliefs about reality, organ-

ized around a central set of beliefs about absolute authority which, in turn,

provides a framework for patterns of intolerance toward others" (p. 195).

Based on the dogmatism scale developed by Rokeach (1960), several

researchers have shown the relationship between dogmatism and innova-

tiveness. Jacoby (1971) surveyed 60 unmarried females 18-26 years old to

examine the relationship between dogmatism and innovative selection. The

subjects were given 3 sets of 5 pictures of similar products and were asked

which they would buy. Among the 15 sets of 3-product categories (clothing,

cosmetics and miscellaneous) of products, one product in each set was



15

defined as being innovative. Low dogmatics were more likely to be

innovators than high dogmatics. His findings were consistent with

Rokeach's (1954) findings that a highly dogmatic person is highly resistant

to change.

Coney (1972) extended Jacoby's research to get more generalized

results about the relationship between the dogmatism and innovativeness.

He surveyed 60 unmarried males and found similar results to Jacoby's.

However, Blake, Perlloff and Heslin (1970) found results contradic-

tory to Jacoby's (1971) study. They found that the highly dogmatic subjects

were more attracted to new products than the less dogmatic subjects. They

concluded that they came to different results because they used mass-

produced consumer products (clothing, auto accessories, emergency tools,

and home furnishings). According to them, "the relationship between a

consumer's personality and his acceptance of new products may depend on

which type of new product is involved" (p. 486).

Brody and Cunningham (1986) have suggested that personality

factors can be more efficient predictors of innovativeness when the consum-

ers are brand loyal, which means they think different brands perform

differently, and they believe chosen products will perform as they expect.

Venturesomeness

Venturesomeness refers to one's willingness to take risks both in
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terms of products' performance and in terms of psychological implication

in the purchase of new products (Robertson, 1971). Rogers (1962) stated

that the major value held by the innovator is venturesomeness.

Self .monitoring

Self-monitoring is a process in which individuals control the images

and impressions that other individuals form of them through social interac-

tion (Snyder, 1979). According to Snyder, individuals can and do control

their images through the use of non-verbal displays such as clothing. Based

upon this theory, Davis and Lennon (1985) examined the relationship

between self-monitoring and the clothing attitudes-conformity, individu-

ality, security and fashion opinion leadership. They surveyed fifty under-

graduate students using a clothing attitudes scale and self-monitoring scale.

They found that high self-monitors felt conformity in clothing and the use

of clothing in presenting individuality to be more important than low self-

monitors. Also, high self-monitors had greater opinion leadership than low

self-monitors.

In view of the facts that fashion innovators tend to be fashion opinion

leaders (Robertson and Myers, 1969; Darden and Reynolds, 1974) and

fashion innovators are more likely to experiment with clothing and have a

great degree of involvement in the use of clothing (Pasnak andAyres,1969),

Davis and Lennon's (1985) findings support the hypothesis that fashion

innovators also tend to be high self-monitors.
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Cognitive Complexity

Cognitive complexity refers to individuals' levels of thinking proc-

esses. Cognitive complexity has been found to be positively related to

innovativeness. Payne and Beaty's (1982) study showed that individuals

who functioned at a high level of cognitive complexity tended to be

innovators. In their study, cognitive complexity was measured using the

Paragraph Completion Test. Subjects were asked to complete sentences in

response to a series of sentence stems. Recently, Davis and Lennon (1987)

extended the research to determine the relationship between cognitive

complexity and fashion innovativeness. They found that fashion innova-

tors, like innovators for other products, are more likely to function at a

higher cognitive level than non-fashion innovators.

Social Behavior

Opinion Leadership

Opinion leaders are those individuals from whom others seek advice

and information. The opinion leader influences his/her peers' adoption

decision because he/she experienced the innovation earlier than his/her

peers (Rogers, 1962). Thus, innovators as early adopters of new products,

have a high possibility of influencing the late adopter. As King (1964)

pointed out, innovators are the earliest visual communicators of a new style.

From this point of view, opinion leadership of innovators has been
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investigated by severalresearchers. Robertson and Myers (1969) surveyed

95 housewives and found that opinion leadership and innovativeness were

correlated for appliance and clothing products. A study conducted by

Darden and Reynolds (1974) also revealed that male innovators for clothing

scored high in opinion leadership.

However, Summers (1971) and Myers and Robertson (1972) showed

that the relationship between innovativeness and opinion leadership for

women's clothing was not strong even though it was a statistically signifi-

cant relationship.

Robertson (1971) synthesized the results of 21 researchers who

examined the relationship between innovativeness and opinion leadership

ofconsumers. Among those studies, only five showed no relationship and

none of the studies found a negative relationship. Thus, innovators were

presumed to possess a higher degree of opinion leadership than non-

innovators. From this close relationship, Baumgarten (1975) coined the

phrase, "the innovative communicator", who is both an innovator and an

opinion leader.

Communication Behavior and Social Interaction

Many studies have attempted to reveal innovators' communication

behavior and social interaction. Because innovators are the earliest adopt-

ers, researchers have been concerned with how innovators get information

about new products.
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Rogers (1962) suggested that for innovators, impersonal sources of

information such as magazines, newspapers, and brochures are more

important than personal sources of information. Innovators are more likely

to have higher exposure to magazines and newspapers (Baumgarten, 1975;

Painter & Pinegar, 1971; and Painter & Granzin, 1976), to listen to radio

stations (Painter & Granzin, 1976) and less likely to watch television

(Painter & Granzin, 1976). From these studies, it appears that print

readership is the most important source of information for innovators.

King (1963) suggested that innovators are more involved in personal

interaction and social activities than non-innovators. Innovators are better

accepted by other people and have a higher degree of participation with

others (Robertson, 1968). Innovativeness is also highly related to sociabil-

ity (Robertson & Myers, 1969).

Synthesizing the research dealing with fashion innovators leads one

to conclude that fashion innovators have generally been recognized to be

younger, to have a higher education level, higher income, greater opinion

leadership, greater readership, fewer children and to be more mobile than

non-fashion innovators. Also, the research reviewed reveals that fashion

innovators and other types of innovators have very similar characteristics.

However, compared to research regarding innovators for other products,

less research on fashion innovators has been conducted.
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Innovators' Buying Practices

From the characteristics of innovators which distinguish them from

non-innovators, it is assumed that clothing practices of innovators will be

different than non-innovators. However, very few researchers have

investigated the relationship between innovativeness and buying practices.

Pessemier, Burger and Tigert (1967) examined the "trial-proneness"

of buyers and non-buyers in purchasing a brand new detergent. They found

that early buyers had a higher willingness and preference to try new

detergents than late buyers. This study showed that innovators were

oriented to try new products.

Pasnak and Ayres' (1969) study found that fashion innovators as

compared to non-fashion innovators were higher on the clothing attitudes:

"dressing for self," "experimentation," and "the degree of involvement"

which indicated that fashion innovators tended to use clothing to feel

attractive, to have higher excitement from experimenting with clothing, and

higher degree of involvement in the use of clothing.

Robertson (1969) examined the purchase process of two groups. He

interviewed touch tone telephone buyers and non-buyers. Since 25 percent

of telephone holders had touch tone telephones, touch tone telephone

buyers were considered as innovators. As a result, he found that the

purchase decision of innovators was not made on one source of information,
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but on the interacting influence of several sources.

In buying practices, individuals highly involved in fashion tended

to be heavy buyers in terms of both numbers of clothing and in terms of

money paid per item of clothing. The highly fashion involved consumers

were more likely to be early adopters (Tigert, Ring and King, 1976). Thus,

fashion innovators who have been known to be highly aware of fashion tend

to spend more money on clothing than non-innovators.

From Tigert, Ring and King's research, it can be concluded that

innovators are more likely to try a new product than non-innovators; and

innovators tend to spend more money on their clothing than non-innovators.

Innovators' Clothing Disposal Practices

Innovators' characteristics and buying practices lead one to assume

that there is also a significant relationship between innovativeness and

clothing disposal practices. However, few researchers have been concerned

with clothing disposal practices. Pinard (1974) found that men with income

and occupations of high social visibility discarded more suits and shirts for

social and physiological reasons than men with less social visibility.

Although this study is not related to fashion innovativeness, it may support

the relationship between fashion innovativeness and clothing disposal

practices since fashion innovators similar to the subjects in this study are

also more likely to have higher incomes and social levels.
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Pershing (1974) investigated disposal of clothing worn by faculty

men from selected colleges. Younger faculty men were more likely to

dispose of out-of-style clothing than older faculty men. In view of the fact

that fashion innovators tend to be younger than non-innovators, this study

supports that fashion innovators are more likely to be fashion aware. Also,

for them, style changes of clothing are more important factors for discarding

their clothing than for non-innovators.

Factors Underlying Clothing Disposal

Fashion Process

Fashionability of Product and Clothing Item

Each season in each year, new styles are introduced in the fashion

market. From an historical continuity perspective, fashion change is an

evolutionary process and an elaboration of previously existing fashions.

Young (1937) selected the fashion illustrations representing the most

fully typical dresses of each year 1760 through 1937. According to her, three

kinds of skirt contours (bell shape, back fullness, and tubular) have each

lasted for 30 year periods and within each type, width and length of skirt and

other details have changed annually.

Kroeber (1919) and Kroeber & Richardson (1940) measured six

dimensions of evening dresses from 1844 to 1919 based on fashion plates
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and other pictures. The six dimensions were the length of the skirt, the waist,

and the decolletage and the width of the skirt, the waist, and the decolletage.

These measurements were converted into percentage ratios to the length of

the entire figure. The percentages for each measure were arranged for each

year.

It was found that the six dimensions of the dress have annually

changed within the dominant style and annual changes produce a totally

new style after a period of time. These annual changes in dimensions have

been found in other products such as bonnet style (Turnbaugh, 1979), cars

(Robinson, 1975), and chairs (Lane & Stuart, 1980). Thus, fashionability

of clothing and other products seems to be determined by annual changes.

Although clothing in the twentieth century has changed more rapidly

than in previous eras in terms of dimensions and silhouettes, basic trends of

change have been consistent with annual evolution of previously existing

fashions (Carman, 1966; Schlick, 198 1; Weeden, 1975). Also, details such

as ornamentation, color and fabric may produce distinct yearly change.

These annual changes in dimensions, silhouettes, and details bring new

styles into fashion and, in turn, may cause people to discard their clothing.

Conformity

Conformity refers to "changes in belief and behavior that a member

of a group may undergo as a result of pressure from one or more other

members of the group" (Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970, p. 2).
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Several researchers have studied conformity in relation to fashion

motivation. Gruen (1960) studied the relationship between preference for

new products and conformity. Subjects were shown 30 slides in 10 groups;

three each of small foreign cars, silverware patterns, dinnerware, spring suit

ensembles, dresses, living room furniture, office furniture, project house

models, labels from canned soups, and labels from instant coffee. Of the

30 slides, 10 slides were defined by researcher as new, 10 slides several

years older and 10 slides neutral. It was found that there was no general

preference for newness and subjects reacted negatively to both newer

products and older products. From this result, it seems that simply being up-

to-date may be a more important factor than being innovative when people

purchase a product.

Venkatesen (1966) showed the effects of choice restriction by group

pressure in the consumer decision making process. He suggested that

individuals tended to select clothing which conformed to the group norm.

Gurel, Wilbur and Gurel's (1972) study, and Smucker and Creekmore's

(1971) study coincide with Venkatesen's study in the fact that adolescents'

clothing choices were influenced by the group to which one belonged.

Davis and Miller's (1983) study pointed out the fact individuals do

conform to the opinion of others, especially fashion experts, in the judg-

ments of fashionability. From the fact that conformity is a crucial factor in

clothing selection, it is assumed that conformity may lead people to discard

clothing items which do not fit to the norms in which they belong.
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If the norms to which individuals belong were consistent with being

up-to-date with current fashion, then fashionability would have the same

meaning as conformity in terms of clothing selection. However, in thecase

that norms of the group do not fit the current fashion, members who have

bought fashionable clothing may tend to discard this clothing and purchase

clothing that fits with group norms.

Problems with Clothing

Swan and Combs (1976) divided problematic product performance

characteristics into two categories: instrumental and expressive. Instru-

mental characteristics refers to problems with performance of the physical

product use. Expressive characteristics refers to problems with the

psychological level of performance that consumers attribute to the product.

A third category, marketing, refers to problems encountered in the market

place.

As problems with clothing belonged to instrumental characteristics,

problems in cleaning (Swanson, 1959), fabrics which had worn out too

quickly (Sproles & Geistfeld,1978), pilling (Wall, 1974), difficult to put on

or take off (Ryan, et al, 1963), loss of color (Sproles & Geistfeld, 1978),

static electricity (Ryan, et al, 1963), and poor quality fasteners (Rogers,

1967) have been pointed out by consumers. Also, researchers have shown

that some consumers are allergic to wool (Margerum, 1984) and suffer eye

irritation, head congestion and lung congestion caused by fabrics (Hatch &
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King, 1980). These factors are defined as expressive categories. Because

these problems with clothing are so specific, they may not be an important

factor of clothing disposal in a general sense. However, it appears that these

problems have been a factor which causes some consumers to stop wearing

items of clothing and no longer consider them a part of their wardrobe.

In terms of a marketing problem, economics can be another factor

related to clothing disposal practices. Margerum (1984) found that consum-

ers agreed that wool was warmer than other fibers. Also, they pointed out

that wool was too expensive to buy and care for. This study provided the

possibility that the price of clothing could be a factor which influenced the

length of time for retaining or use of clothing. Because of its perceived

expense, wool clothing may be retained or used longer than clothing made

from other fibers.

In summary, reviewing the literature has shown characteristics of

fashion innovators regarding demographic and personality factors, social

behavior and clothing purchase practices distinguishing them from non-

fashion innovators. Fashion innovators are more likely to be younger, more

mobile, more literate, and to have higher income than non-fashion innova-

tors. Fashion innovators have also been found to be less dogmatic, to have

higher venturesomeness, and greater possibility to be self-monitors than

non-fashion innovators. Fashion innovators are more likely to function at

a higher cognitive level than non-fashion innovators.

In terms of fashion innovators' social behavior, they are more likely
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to have a greater opinion leadership, a higher degree of participation with

others and a greater readership than non-fashion innovators. Studies of their

clothing purchase practices have revealed that fashion innovators are more

likely to be aware of fashion, to try a new style and spend more money on

the purchase of their clothing than non-fashion innovators.

A review of the studies of factors underlying the discarding of

clothing items revealed that conformity, fashionability defined by annual

changes in style, color, and fabric, and problems such as fit and comfort of

clothing items can be factors leading to discard of clothing items.
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CHAPTER III. PROCEDURE

This study was designed to examine differences between fashion

innovators and non-fashion innovators in their clothing disposal practices.

The independent variable in the study was fashion innovativeness.

Subjects were categorized into three groups: high fashion innovators,

medium fashion innovators, and non-fashion innovators. The dependent

measure for the study was clothing disposal practices. These were defined

as the length of time for retaining clothing, the ways of discarding clothing

no longer worn, and the factors affecting to the discarding of clothing. A

questionnaire was developed and used for data collection.

Development of the Questionnaire

The questionnaire consisted of four sections: (1) questions related to

the clothing disposal practice of a garment the subject recently stopped

wearing; (2) questions related to general clothing disposal practices; (3)

a fashion innovativeness scale and Creekmore's clothing interests scale; (4)

demographic questions; and (5) an open-ended question for comments

about clothing no longer worn.

Clothing Disposal Practices for the Most Recent Clothing Item

No Longer Worn by Respondent

All the questions regarding the recent clothing disposal practices
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were of a forced choice format where respondents selected the most

suitable answer.

Length of Time for Retaining Clothing Items.

The questionnaire first asked what type of garment the respondent

recently stopped wearing. This first question refreshed respondents'

memories about their most recent clothing disposal practice.

There were six categories of garments including blouse, skirt, pants,

shirt, suit, dress and other. To indicate the length of time for retaining the

garment which they recently stopped wearing, respondents circled one of

the following responses: `less than 1 year', `1 year to 1 year 11 months', `2

years to 2 years 11 months' and `3 years or more'.

Ways of Discarding Clothing Items No Longer Worn.

A forced-choice question identified how respondents discarded their

clothing. Responses included possible ways of discarding the particular

garment identified in the first question. Responses included giving the used

clothing to a charity organization or to friends, selling it on consignment at

a used clothing store or at garage sales, saving it for future use, throwing it

away, and using it for rags. A total of seven categories were presented for

the ways of discarding the garment.



30

Reasons for No Longer Wearing -Clothing Item,

To explore the main reason which recently led respondents to no

longer wear the clothing item, both physical factors and psychological

factors of clothing were considered. Physical factors included fit problems,

comfort problems, and durability, and psychological factors included

fashionability, conformity and boredom.

General Clothing Disposal Practices

In addition to asking about disposal practices of a clothing item most

recently discontinued being worn, the questionnaire also asked about the

respondent's general clothing disposal practices.

In this section of the questionnaire, all the statements or items in each

question were arranged to be scored on 4-5 point Likert-type format.

Length of Time for Retaining Clothing Item.

The questionnaire asked respondents how long they generally wear

each of seven garments (blouse, skirt, pants, shirts, sweater, suit and dress)

before discarding it. There were five possible responses including: `do not

wear', `less than 1 year', '1 year to 1 year 11 months', `2 years to 2 years

11 months', and `3 years or more'.
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Ways of Discarding Clothing Item No Longer Worn.

Respondents were asked to indicate how often they discard clothing

in each of seven ways which were the same statements as in the question

regarding the garment most recently discontinued to be worn. Four

responses, (always, often, sometimes, and never) were arranged to be

scored. Thus, possible score ranges were 0 to 4 for each method.

Reasons for No Longer Wearing Clothing Item.

The questionnaire asked respondents how often they discard their

clothing for each of six reasons. Both physical factors and psychological

factors of clothing were considered. Physical factors included fit problems,

comfort problems, and durability, and psychological factors included

fashionability, conformity, and boredom. An "other" item was also in-

cluded. There were five possible answers including: always, often,

sometimes, seldom, and never. Possible score ranges were 0 to 5 for each

reason for discarding clothing item.

Fashion Innovativeness Scale and Clothing Interest_ Scale

The next part of the questionnaire was composed of the 2-item

version of the fashion innovativeness scale developed by Hirschman and

Adcock (1978) and Creekmore's clothing interest scale. The fashion

innovativeness scale used for the study consisted of the two self-identifica-

tion items which assess the degree to which a respondent purchased new
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fashion styles. It was a Likert-type format where respondents selected one

of the following answers: always, often, sometimes, seldom, and never.

Possible score ranges were 0 to 10.

Creekmore's clothing interest scale as defined by Gurel and Gurel

(1979) is composed of eight subscales: (1) concern with personal appear-

ance; (2) experimenting withappearance; (3) conformity; (4) modesty; (5)

heightened awareness of clothes; (6) clothing as enhancement of security;

(7) clothing as enhancement of individuality; and (8) sensitivity to comfort.

For this study, the first three items which loaded highest on each

subscale were used, resulting in a 24-item scale (Gurel & Gurel, 1979). It

was a Likert-type format where respondents were asked to indicate how true

each statement was of them. Respondents circled one of the following

answers: always, often, sometimes, seldom, and never. Possible score

ranges were 0 to 15 for each subscale.

Demographic Information

In order to better describe characteristics of the sample, the last

section of the questionnaire asked information about the respondent's age,

major at the university, approximate money spent on the purchase of

clothing during the last year, ages of brothers and sisters, and the size of

home town.
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Open-Ended Question for Comments on the Clothing No Longer

Worn

The last section of the questionnaire asked the respondents to

comment about the clothing that they no longer wear. It was devised to

provide broader information on clothing disposal practices.

Pilot Test

The object of the pilot test was to critique whether instructions and

statements were clear and whether all the available answers in each question

were reflected.

The questionnaire was distributed to five graduate students majoring

in clothing and textiles. They were all females, aged 23 through 37.

From the pilot test, it was revealed that instructions and statements

were manifest. Modifications were made to better insure that the answers

for each question were exhaustive. The questionnaire was constructed as

one 8-page booklet where the first and last pages were cover sheets (See

Appendix A).

Data Collection

Female students who were enrolled in CT 211, Clothing and Society,
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during the Spring term, 1987 were selected as a convenient sample for the

study. Participation in the study was part of an optional course activity.

Although a non-randomized sample was used, differences between

fashion innovators and non-fashion innovators in their clothing disposal

practices could fruitfully be investigated for this sample.

A total of 102 questionnaires were collected on April 20, 1987. The

students filled out the questionnaires in class. In order to select only those

questionnaires filled out by female respondents, students were asked to put

their name on the cover sheet of the questionnaire. To assure anonymity,

respondents were assured that the cover sheets would be removed and their

names would not be associated with their responses. Selection of question-

naires only filled out by females resulted in a sample of 89.

Data Analysis

Original data from each questionnaire were coded onto scanning

sheets to be read and entered into the computer. For both the fashion

innovativeness score and Creekmore's clothing interests score, the higher

the score value, the greater the strength of the characteristic. The SPSS

(Statistical Packages for the Social Sciences) computer program at Oregon

State University was used for statistical analysis of the data.

Based upon respondents' scores on the fashion innovativeness scale,

subjects were first categorized into three groups; high fashion innovators,
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medium fashion innovators, and non-fashion innovators. Table 1 shows the

number of subjects belonged to three groups.

Because this study was interested in the difference between fashion

innovators and non-fashion innovators, subjects whose fashion innovative-

ness score was 3 through 6 were considered non-fashion innovators and

subjects whose score was 9 through 10 were considered fashion innovators.

Also, data analysis was conducted to test the significance of differences

between fashion innovators and non-fashion innovators in their clothing

disposal practices.

To test Hypothesis 1, the ANOVA and the One Way analysis of

variance were conducted. The seven types of garments that respondents

recently stopped wearing were recoded into two categories: "dresses and

suits" and "separates". Dresses and suits belongs to the "dresses and suits"

category and pants, shirt, sweater, blouse, and skirt belonged to the "sepa-

rates" category.

The ANOVA test using two dependent variables, types of garment

and length of time for retaining the garment was performed to test the

significance of the differences among the three groups of subjects. The

lengths of time for retaining each of seven clothing items in general clothing

practice were analyzed in the one-way analysis of variance and a post-hoc

analysis using the LSD test to determine the significance of differences

between fashion innovators and non-fashion innovators.
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Table 1

Distribution of Subjects by Fashion Innovator Groups

Group Fashion Innovativeness
Score

N

Non-Fashion
Innovator

3-6 29

Medium Fashion
Innovator

7-8 35

High Fashion
Innovator

9-10 25

Totals 89

Median 7.24
Mean 7.26

%

32.6

39.3

28.1

100.0
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Hypothesis 2 was tested by the chi-square test and the one-way

analysis of variance. Due to the sample size, the seven ways of discarding

the garment recently not worn were categorized into two ways-saving and

other ways. The chi-square test was performed to study the significance of

differences consistent among three groups in the two ways of discarding the

garment, (i.e., saving or other ways.) The one-way analysis of variance and

LSD test was performed to test the significance of differences between

fashion innovators and non-fashion innovators in the way of discarding

their clothing in general clothing disposal practices.

Hypothesis 3 was also tested by the chi-square test and one-way

analysis of variance. Six factors underlying the discarding of clothing

recently not worn were categorized into two factors: psychological factors

and physical factors to perform the chi-square test. One-way analysis of

variance and a post-hoc analysis using LSD test were conducted to assess

the significance of differences between two groups in the factors affecting

discarding of clothing in their general clothing disposal practice.

To test the significance of difference between fashion innovators and

non-fashion innovators in Creekmore's clothing interest scale, the multi-

variate analysis of variance, and the one-way analysis of variance were

used. The one-way analysis of variance and the chi-square test were

performed to determine if there was any significant relationship between

fashion innovativeness and demographic factors such as age, major, money

spent on the purchase of clothing, and the size of home town.
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CHAPTER IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The presentation of findings is composed of five sections: (1)

findings related to description of the sample; (2) findings related to

hypothesis 1; (3) findings related to hypothesis 2; (4) findings related to

hypothesis 3; and (5) additional findings related to the relationships

between fashion innovativeness and clothing attitudes and between fash-

ion innovativeness and demographic factors.

Findings Related to Description of the Sample

The sample for this study consisted of 89 college females between the

ages of 18 and 30. The mean age of the sample was 19.8; see Table 2.

Eighty-four and three tenths percent (84.3%) of the subjects be-

longed to the Colleges of Business, Liberal Arts, and Home Economics.

The largest percentage of subjects were fashion merchandising majors in

the College of Home Economics (41.6%). Subjects majoring in business

were the second largest group (31.5%); see Table 3.

Fifty percent (50%) of the subjects reported that they spent under

$500 on the purchase of clothing during the last year. The mean amount

of money spent was $863.40. The smallest amount of money reported was

$30.00 while the largest was $5,000; see Table 4.

The data on the size of home town were gathered based on four
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categories of home town: large city, small city, large town and small town.

Approximately half of the subjects were from a city and half from a town;

see Table 5. Over three quarters (76.45%) of subjects had brothers and

64% of subjects had sisters; see Table 6.

Frequency distributions of subjects by these demographic factors are

presented in Tables 2-6.

Findings Related to Hypothesis 1

Hypothesis 1 which stated that there would be significant differences

between fashion innovators and non-fashion innovators in the length of

time for each retaining or using their clothing was confirmed only for

general clothing disposal practices.

The ANOVA test and the one-way analysis of variance were con-

ducted to determine the significance of difference between fashion inno-

vators and non-fashion innovators in the length of time for retaining the

garment.

For data analysis, information on seven categories of garments most

recently discontinued to be wom were recoded into two types of garments:

those considered to be complete outfits such as dresses or suits and those

considered to be separates. The separates category included blouse, skirt,

pants, shirt and sweater. The dresses and suits category included suits and

dresses.
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Table 2

Frequency Distribution of Subjects
by Age

Age N %

18 - 19 50 56.2

20-21 26 29.3

22-23 9 10.1

over 24 4 4.4

Total 89 100.0
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Table 3

Frequency Distribution of Subjects
by Major

Major N %

Home Economics 37 41.6

Business 28 31.5

Liberal Arts 10 11.2

Other 14 15.7

Totals 89 100.0
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Table 4

Frequency Distribution of Subjects b
Money Spent on the Purchase of Clothing
During Last Year

Money - $ N %

Under 500 44 48.9

501 - 1,000 25 29.5

1,001 - 1,500 7 7.9

1,501 - 2,000 7 7.9

2,001 - 5,000 5 5.5

No Response 1 1.1

Totals 89 100.0
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Table 5

Frequency Distribution of Subjects by the
Size of Hometown

Size of Hometown N %

Large City 29 32.6
(over 100,000)

Small City 16 18.0
(50,000 - 99,999)

Large Town 22 24.7
(20,000 - 49,999)

Small Town
(less than 20,000)

22 24.7

Totals 89 100.0
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Table 6

Frequency Distribution of Subjects by Brothers and Sisters

Responses

Yes No
N % N

Brothers 68 76.4 21 23.6

Older Brothers 49 55.1 40 44.9

Younger Brothers 34 38.2 55 61.8

Sisters 57 64.0 32 36.0

Older Sisters 36 40.4 53 59.6

Younger Sisters 29 32.6 60 67.4
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The analysis of variance test indicated that the length of time for

retaining the garment most recently discontinued to be worn was not

significantly different in two types of clothing items.

In addition, no significant differences were found among the three

groups of subjects in the length of time retaining the clothing item that

subjects most recently stopped wearing. In addition, no significant two

way interactions resulted; see Tables 7 and 8.

However, statistical analysis of general clothing disposal practices

showed significant differences between fashion innovators and non-

fashion innovators in the length of time for retaining clothing items.

Subjects who marked `do not wear' were treated as missing values

since the comparison was to be made between those fashion innovators

and non-fashion innovators who had worn each category of garment.

Table 9 shows distribution of subjects by the length of time for retaining

each of seven fashion items.

Results of the one way analysis of variance test and a post-hoc

analysis using LSD test indicated that fashion innovators and non-fashion

innovators were significantly different in the length of time for retaining

a blouse (F (2.85) = 3.37, P < .05) and a dress (F (2.83) = 4.87, P < .05).

Fashion innovators in the sample reported wearing a blouse and dress (M

= 2.08 and 2.12 respectively) for a shorter period of time than non-fashion
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innovators in a sample = 2.64 and 2.81 respectively).

In addition, for overall scores which included all seven categories of

clothing, it was found that fashion innovators (M = 14.96) were more

likely to wear clothing items for short periods than non-fashion innovators

(NI =17.71), (F (2.86) = 3.64, P < .05); see Table 10.

Findings Related to Hypothesis 2

Hypothesis 2, which stated there would be a significant difference

between fashion innovators and non-fashion innovators on how they

discard their clothing was partially confirmed.

Distribution of responses to questions asking what subjects did with

clothing item most recently discontinued to be worn are presentedin Table

11.

Due to the sample size and in order to perform the chi-square test, the

options for discarding clothing (1. giving the clothing item to a charity

organization or friends, 2. selling it on consignment at a used-clothing

store or garage sale, 3. throwing it away, 4. saving it to wear in years to

come, and 5. using it for rags) were recoded into two categories, saving the

clothing item and other ways of disposal. Results of the test indicated that

the three groups of subjects were not significantly different in saving the

clothing item and the other methods.

The seven options for discarding the clothing item, in general, were
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Table 7

Distribution of Responses on the Clothing Items
that Subjects Recently Stopped Wearing

Clothing Items N %

Clothing items considered Blouse 14 15.7
to be separates

Skirt 7 7.9

Pants 28 31.5

Shirt 8 9.0

Sweater 12 13.5

Clothing items considered Suit 10 11.2
to be dresses or suits

Dress 7 7.9

Other 3 3.4

Totals 89 100.0
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Table 8

Analysis of Variance for the Length of Time for Retaining Recently
Discarded Garments in Types of Garments and Groups of Subjects

Source of Variation D. F. Sum of Squares Mean Square

Types of garments 1 38.634 38.63

Groups of subjects 2 293.948 146.97

2-way interactions 2 7.516 3.36

F

0.23

0.87

0.02

Note: no significant findings at 0.05 level



Table 9

Frequency Distribution of Subjects by the Length of Time for Retaining the Clothing Item

Point 0 1 2 3 4

Do Not Wear Less than 1 Year to 2 Years to 3 Years or More Row Totals
I Year 1 Year 11 Months 2 Years i t Months

Gannent N % N % N % N % N % N %

Blouse 2 2.2 8 9.0 47 52.8 22 24.7 10 11.2 89 100.0

Skirt 0 0.0 5 5.6 40 44.9 29 32.6 15 16.9 89 100.0

Pants 0 0.0 10 11.2 40 44.9 26 29.2 13 14.6 89 100.0

Shirt 1 1.1 7 7.9 33 37.1 32 36.0 16 18.0 89 100.0

Sweater 1 1.1 8 9.0 21 23.6 41 46.1 18 20.2 89 100.0

Suit 35 39.3 7 7.9 19 21.3 11 12.4 17 19.1 89 100.0

Dress 3 3.4 7 7.9 40 44.9 23 25.8 16 18.0 89 100.0
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Table 10

Mean Numbers and F-Values of Fashion Innovators and Non-Fashion Innovators by the
Length of Time for etainm the othm em

Clothing Item M F P

Non-Fashion Fashion
Innovator innovator

Blouse 2.64 2.08 3.37 0.04*

Skirt 2.69 2.36 1.55 0.22

Pants 2.55 2.12 3.03 0.06

Shirt 2.72 2.32 2.67 0.08

Sweater 2.83 2.48 2.38 0.99

Suit 2.94 2.31 1.65 0.20

Dress 2.81 2.12 4.87 0.01*

Overall 17.71 14.96 3.64 0.03*

* Denotes that the two groups are significantly different at the 0.05 level.
The higher the mean number, the longer they wear a clothing item.
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analyzed by the one-way analysis of variance and a post-hoc analysis

using the LSD test. Results from the general clothing disposal practice

question indicated there was a significant difference between fashion

innovators and non-fashion innovators in using clothing no longer worn

for rags. ( (2.85) = 5.94, P <.05) Fashion innovators in the sample (M

= 3.68) were less likely to use the clothing for rags than non-fashion

innovators in the sample (M = 3.14). No significant differences were

found in the other ways of discarding clothing items in general. Table 13

indicates the results of the one-way analysis of variance test and a post-hoc

analysis.

Based on the fact that fashion innovators were more likely to wear the

garment for shorter periods than non-fashion innovators, it is assumed that

the garment discarded by fashion innovators is less likely to be worn out

or to be out of style. In turn, it has a higher possibility to be worn by others

or to be worn in years to come than the garment discarded by non-fashion

innovators. Although the results indicated no significant differences in

saving or giving the clothing item to someone, the finding that fashion

innovators were less likely to use the clothing item for rags supports the

hypothesis that the garment no longer worn by fashion innovators has

higher possibility to be reused by someone else.

Findings Related to Hypothesis 3

Hypothesis 3, which stated there would be significant differences

between fashion innovators and non-fashion innovators in the factors
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Table 11

Distribution of Subjects on the Ways of Discarding
the Garment most Recently Stopped to be Worn

Ways of Discarding
the Garment

gave it to a charitable organizaton

saved it ...

gave it to friends ...

threw it away ...

sold it on consignment

sold it at garage sales

used it for rags

other

N

24 27.0

35 39.3

17 19.1

4 4.5

5 5.6

2 2.2

1 1.1

1 1.1

Total 89 100.0

%



Table 12

Distribution of Subjects by Seven Ways of Discarding the Garment

Always Often Sometimes Never Row Total
1 2 3 4 4

Garment N % N % N % N % N %

Give it to a 8 9.0 37 41.6 34 38.6 10 11.4 89 100.0
charitable organization
Save it 1 1.1 25 28.1 47 52.8 16 18.0 89 100.0

Give it to friends 5 5.7 39, 44.3 34 38.2 10 11.2 89 100.0

Throw it away 1 1.1 7 7.9 45 50.6 36 40.4 89 100.0

Sell it on 0 0.0 11 12.4 15 16.9 63 70.8 89 100.0
consignment
Sell at 0 0.0 3 3.4 31 34.8 55 61.8 89 100.0
garage sales
Use it for rags 0 0.0 5 5.7 43 48.9 40 45.5 89 100.0
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Table 13

Mean Numbers and F-Values of Fashion Innovators and Non-Fashion Innovators
by the Way of Discarding the Clotting Item

M F P

Fashion
Innovator

Non-Fashion
Innovator

Give it to a 2.56 2.55 0.15 0.86
charitable organization
Save it 2.96 3.07 3.10 0.05

Give it to friends 2.52 2.50 0.25 0.78

Throw it away 3.12 3.31 1.60 0.21

Sell it on 3.72 3.55 0.66 0.52
consignment
Sell at 3.60 3.62 0.16 0.85
garage sales
Use it for rags 3.68 3.14 5.94 0.01*

Overall 22.16 22.17 0.77 0.47

* Denotes that the two groups are significantly different at the 0.01 level.
The lower the score, the more often they do the action.
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underlying the discard of their clothing was partially confirmed.

Over 60% of subjects pointed out that they recently stopped wearing

a fashion item because it didn't fit them any more or it became out of style;

see Table 14. These two factors were considered to be the most general

causes affecting the subjects' recent clothing disposal practice.

To determine the significance of differences among the three groups

of subjects in the six factors underlying the discarding of fashion items, the

chi-square test was performed. Due to the sample size, the six factors (fit

problems, comfort problems, durability, fashionability, conformity, and

boredom) were categorized into two factors, psychological factors and

physical factors. Fit problems, comfort problems , and durability were

recoded as physical factors and fashionability, conformity and boredom

were recoded as psychological factors.

The result of the chi-square test showed that the three groups of

subjects were significantly different in two factors underlying the discard-

ing of a clothing item (x2 (2, N = 89) = 6.80, P<.05). Comparison of the

percentages revealed that fashion innovators were more likely to discard

a fashion item because of psychological reasons than because of physical

reasons.

Because only one student categorized as a fashion innovator selected

conformity as a factor affecting the discarding of a clothing item, fashiona-

bility and boredom apparently play a major role in causing fashion
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innovators to discard a clothing item; see Table 14.

With regard to the previous research suggesting that fashion innova-

tors are less dogmatic (Jacoby, 197 1), the finding that fashion innovators

tended to discard clothing because of being tired of it is considered to be

closely related to fashion innovators' personality characteristics. The

result that fashion innovators were more likely to stop wearing a clothing

item because of psychological factors than of physical factors seems to be

related to their higher level of cognitive complexity than non-fashion

innovators. Also, high fashion awareness, which is known to be a

characteristic of fashion innovators, is considered to influence to the

decision of fashionability and, in turn, to the discarding of a clothing item.

In terms of general clothing practices, the one-way analysis of

variance test and a post-hoc analysis using the LSD test found the mean

scores of fashion innovators and non-fashion innovators were signifi-

cantly different in the fashionability factor and the conformity factor.

Fashion innovators (M = 3.04) were more likely to discontinue wearing

a clothing item to conform to the garments that other people wear than

non-fashion innovators, (M =3.55) TF (2.86) = 2.33, P <.05). Fashion

innovators (M =1.76) reported that they were more likely to discard their

clothing when they felt it was out of style than non-fashion innovators,

(ry =2.55)(F(2.85)=7.65, P < .0 1); see Table 17.

Conformity and fashionability may or may not have contradictory

characteristics. However, a fashionable style accepted by large percent-
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Table 14

Distribution of Responses by Factors Underlying the recent Discarding
of Fashion Items

Factor N %

Physical Fit Problem 26 29.2
Factor

Durability (worn out) 5 5.6

Comfort Problems 6 6.7

Psychological Fashionability (out of Style) 28 31.5
Factor

Conformity 1 1.1

Boredom 21 23.6

Other 2 2.2

Totals 89 100.0



Table 15

The Result of Chi-Square Test for Physical Factors and Psychological Factors

Non-Fashion Medium Fashion
Innovators Innovators

Fashion
Innovators

Row Total

Factors N % N % N % N %

Physical Factor 16 18.4 16 18.4 5 5.7 37 42.5

Psychological Factor 13 14.9 18 20.7 19 21.8 50 57.5

Column Total 29 33.3 34 39.1 24 27.6 87 100.0

% (2, N = 89) = 6.80, P < 0.05



Table 16

Distribution of Responses on Factors Underlying the Discarding of Their Clothing

Point Always Often Sometimes Seldom Never Row Total
1 2 3 4 5

Factors N % N 9b N 45 N % N % N %

Fit Problem 12 13.8 22 25.3 31 35.6 21 24.1 1 1.1 87 100.0

Durability 8 9.0 21 23.6 32 36.0 25 28.1 3 3.4 89 100.0

Comfort Problems 9 10.1 23 25.8 34 38.2 19 21.3 4 4.5 89 100.0

Fashionability 18 20.5 42 47.7 24 27.3 4 4.5 0 0.0 88 100.0

Conformity 3 3.4 16 18.0 33 37.1 30 33.7 7 7.9 89 100.0

Bordom 13 14.6 44 49.4 23 25.8 8 9.0 1 1.1 89 100.0
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Table 17

Mean Numbers and F-Values of Two Groups by Factors Affecting the
Discarding of Their Clothing

M F P

Fashion
Innovator

Non-Fashion
Innovator

Fit Problem 2.50 3.08 2.31 0.11

Durability 3.20 2.93 1.51 0.23

Comfort Problem 3.16 2.79 1.85 0.16

Fashionability 1.76 2.55 7.65 0.00**

Conformity 3.04 3.55 2.33 0.05*

Boredom 2.24 2.41 0.27 0.76

Overall 22.16 22.17 0.59 0.56

* Denotes that the two groups are significantly different at the 0.05 level.
** Denotes that the two groups are significantly different at the 0.01 level.
The lower the mean number, the more often they discard their clothing because
of the factor.
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age of people in a society does not imply innovative styles. Conformity

and fashionability in essence seem to go hand in hand due to the fact that

people adopt fashionable styles to conform to garments that other people

wear.

Although the results from the general clothing disposal practice

question did not show the significance of difference in physical factors,

they have a significance in showing that fashion innovators were more

likely to discard their clothing because of psychological factors.

Additional Findings

The Relationship Between Fashion Innovativeness

and Clothing Attitudes

The multivariate analysis of variance using one independent vari-

able, fashion innovativeness, found that three groups of subjects were

significantly different in Creekmore's eight subscales, (F (602,7) = 91.23,

P < .05). Subjects' scores for each of the dependent variables were then

analyzed by the one-way analysis of variance and a post-hoc analysis to

determine the significance of difference between fashion innovators and

non-fashion innovators; see Table 18.
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Significant differences were found between two groups in their

attitudes toward concerns with personal appearance, (E (2.86) = 10.01,

P < .05); experimenting with appearance (E (2.86) = 16.56, P < .05),

heightened awareness of clothes, (F (2.86) = 3.38, P <.05); and clothing

as enhancement of individuality (F (2.86) = 19.89, P < .05). Fashion

innovators were more likely to be concerned with their appearance

(M = 13.24) and to experiment with their appearance (1. =13.44) than

non-fashion innovators, (M =11.17 and 10.48, respectively). Fashion in-

novators were also found to be more likely to be aware of clothes

(M = 11.96) and to use clothing as enhancement of individuality (M =

10.24) than non-fashion innovators (M = 10.48 and 6.66, respectively).

These findings are consistent with Pasnak and Ayres' (1969) study

suggesting fashion innovators tended to use clothing to feel attractive and

to have higher excitement from experimenting with clothing than non-

fashion innovators. Also, the result that fashion innovators were more

likely to be fashion aware is consistent with the previous study indicating

the highly fashion involved consumers were more likely to be early

adopters (Tigert, et al, 1976).

The Relationship Between Fashion Innovativeness

and Demographic Factors

The one-way analysis of variance resulted in no significant relation-

ship between fashion innovativeness and age. Because subjects were

college females in the ages 18 through 30, age appeared not to be
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significantly different among the three fashion innovativeness groups; see

Table 19.

The chi-square test was conducted to assess the significance of

difference among three groups for their major in college and the size of

their home town. No significant differences among the three fashion

innovativeness groups were found in the college major or the size of the

home town. However, the chi-square test indicated that 60% of fashion

innovators were from the city while 75% of non-fashion innovators were

from towns; see Table 20.

To test the relationship between fashion innovativeness and the

amount of money spent on the purchase of clothing during the last year,

the one-way analysis of variance test was performed. The result found that

the fashion innovativeness group was significantly different in the mean

amount of money spent on the purchase of clothing (F (2.85) = 4.56, P <

.05) Fashion innovators (1Vj = $1243.75) reported that they tended to

spend more money than non-fashion innovators (VII = $577.59) on the

purchase of clothing during the last year; see Table 21. This finding is

consistent with previous studies showing fashion innovators tend to be

heavy buyers in terms of money spent on the purchase of clothing.
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Table 18

Mean Numbers and F-Values of Fashion Innovators and Non-Fashion Innovators
by Creekmore's Eight Subscales

F P

Fashion
Innovator

Non-Fashion
Innovator

1. Concern with Personal 13.24 11.17 10.01 0.00**
Appearance

2. Experimenting with 13.44 10.48 16.56 0.00**
Appearance

3. Conformity 7.20 7.69 0.42 0.66

4. Modesty 8.52 8.48 0.29 0.75

5. Heightened Awareness 11.96 10.48 3.38 0.04*
of Clothes

6. Clothing as Enhancement 12.80 12.03 1.11 0.33
of Security

7. Clothing as Enhancement 10.24 6.66 19.89 0.00**
of Individuality

8. Sensitivity to 10.20 9.17 2.89 0.06
Comfort

* Denotes two groups are significantly different at 0.05 level.
** Denotes two groups are significatly different at 0.01 level.
The higher the mean number, the more they feel the importance of the subscale.

M
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Table 19

Analysis of Variance for Subjects' Age

Source D. F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F

Between Groups 2 4.04 2.02 0.48

Within Groups 86 362.43 4.21



Table 20

Frequency Distribution for the Size of Hometown

Non-Fashion Medium Fashion Fashion
Innovators Innovators Innovators

Size of Hometown

Large City

Small City

Large Town

Small Town

Column Total

Row Total

N % N % N % N %

3 3.4 14 15.7 12 13.5 29 32.6

5 5.6 8 9.0 3 3.4 16 18.0

11 12.4 6 6.7 5 5.6 22 24.7

10 11.2 7 7.9 5 5.6 22 24.7

29 32.6 35 39.3 25 28.1 89 100.0
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Table 21

Mean Numbers and F-Values of Fashion Innovators and Non-Fashion Innovators
by the Amount of Money Spent on the Purchace of Clothing During the Last Year

M F

Fashion Non-Fashion
Innovators Innovators

1243.75 577.59 4.56 0.03*

* Denotes two groups are significantly different at 0.05 level.

P
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS

Summary

The purpose of this study was to investigate differences between

fashion innovators and non-fashion innovators in their clothing disposal

practices. Objectives for the study were to examine differences between

the two groups in the length of time clothing items were retained or

discarded, in factors underlying the discard of their clothing, and on how

they disposed of clothing items.

Information for the study was obtained with the use of a questionnaire

which included questions asking about the respondent's clothing disposal

practice, a fashion innovativeness scale (Hirschman & Adcock, 1978), a

clothing interest scale (Creekmore, 1971) and demographic questions.

Each respondent was asked to indicate which of the garments

(blouse, shirt, skirt, pants, sweater, suit, or dress) she recently discarded,

how long she had worn it before discarding, what she did with it, and why

she discarded it.

Each respondent was then asked to indicate how long she generally

wore each type of garment, how often she discarded a garment for specific

reasons given (fit, worn out, uncomfortable to wear, out of style, confor-

mity to peers, and boredom with garment) and the way she discarded used

clothing (gave to charity organization, saved for future use, gave to friends
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or relatives, threw away, sold at used clothing store or garage sale, or used

for rags).

The fashion innovativeness scale was composed of two items to

evaluate the respondent's degree of fashion innovativeness. Eight sub-

scales from Creekmore's (1971) clothing interest scale (concern with

personal appearance, experimenting with appearance, conformity, mod-

esty, heightened awareness of clothes, clothing as enhancement of secu-

rity, clothing as enhancement of individuality, and sensitivity to comfort)

were selected to study the relationship between fashion innovativeness

and clothing attitudes.

The demographic questions were devised to give information regard-

ing age, major, ages of brothers and sisters, size of home town and money

spent on the purchase of clothing during the preceding year.

The data were collected on April 20, 1987. The sample was

comprised of 89 college females, ages 18 through 30, attending Oregon

State University. Subjects were categorized into three groups, high

fashion innovators (N=24), medium fashion innovators (N=35), and non-

fashion innovators (N=29), using a median split for fashion innovative-

ness scores. Since this study was interested in the significant differences

between fashion innovators and non-fashion innovators, subjects belong-

ing to high fashion innovator group only were considered to be fashion

innovators.
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To analyze the data, frequencies, analysis of variance, one-way

analysis of variance, post-hoc analysis using LSD test, multi-variate

analysis of variance and chi-square tests were conducted. Throughout the

study, the .05 level of significance was selected.

Findings of the study showed that fashion innovators in this sample

are more likely to wearblouses and dresses for a shorterperiod of time than

non-fashion innovators. In overall scores, including all seven items of

garments (blouse, shirt, pants, skirt, sweater, suit, and dress), it was found

that fashion innovators are more likely to wear a garment for shorter

periods of time than non-fashion innovators.

Results of the study also indicated that fashion innovators in this

sample are less likely to use discarded clothing items for rags than non-

fashion innovators. No significant differences were found in other ways

of discarding clothing.

Fashion innovators in this sample were more likely to discard the

garment because of fashionability and conformity reasons than non-

fashion innovators. Findings showed no significant difference in other

factors underlying the discarding of garments.

In relation to clothing attitudes, it was found that fashion innovators

and non-fashion innovators in this sample were significantly different in

attitudes toward concern with personal appearance, experimenting with
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appearance, heightened awareness of clothes, and clothing as enhance-

ment of individuality. Fashion innovators were more likely to be con-

cerned with their appearance, experiment with appearance, be aware of

clothes and use clothing as enhancement of individuality than non-fashion

innovators.

Fashion innovators in the sample reported that they tended to spend

more money in the purchase of clothing than non-fashion innovators. No

significant findings were found between fashion innovativeness and age

or between fashion innovativeness and major. The home town size was

also found not to be significantly different between fashion innovators and

non-fashion innovators. Although not significantly different, 60% of

fashion innovators were from the city, while 75% of non-fashion innova-

tors were from towns.

Conclusion

The findings of this exploratory study have broadened the knowledge

of the decline stage of a fashion life cycle. While abundant information

is available regarding the introduction, growth, and maturity stages of a

fashion cycle, few studies have been concerned with the decline stage.

Thus, results of this study have provided information regarding length of

time clothing is retained, how fashion items can be transferred to other

forms and other owners in the decline stage, and why clothing items come

to the decline stage.
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The result of testing Hypothesis 1 showed that fashion innovators

were more likely to wear their clothing for shorter periods of time than

non-fashion innovators. When fashion innovators discontinue wearing

the existing styles and purchase a new style, non-fashion innovators still

wear the existing style. New styles spread among consumers over a period

of time. By this fashion process, one can notice that fashion is an

evolutionary process and innovation is continuous. The findings also

support that the life cycle of a fashion item can be shortened according to

the consumer type.

Hypothesis 2 was partially confirmed, and revealed ways that fashion

items can be transferred in terms of ownership and function on the decline

stage of the fashion process. Respondents of this study indicated that they

gave the clothing item recently discarded to charity organizations or

friends, sold it at garage sales or used clothing stores, threw it away, saved

it to wear in the future, or used it for rags.

These methods of disposal of clothing items demonstrate that dis-

carded clothing can be recycled for use by another person, or used for

another purpose after the decline stage. Also, discarded garments can be

terminated at the end of the decline stage.

The results of Hypothesis 3 have broadened the knowledge of why

consumers discard their clothing. Robertson (1971) suggested that

product obsolescence occurs for one of three reasons: (1) functional

obsolescence caused by new products which have superior functional
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performance than existing products; (2) technical obsolescence accom-

panied by existing products' obsolescence in terms of materials and form;

and (3) style obsolescence caused by existing products to be perceived as

out-of-style.

According to this study, fashion innovators were found to be more

likely to discard their clothing because of psychological factors such as

fashionability and conformity than non-fashion innovators. Thus, it

follows that for fashion innovators, style obsolescence is a more crucial

reason to discard clothing items than for non-fashion innovators.

However, fashion innovativeness comes in play in the decision of

fashionability. Clothing items judged to be out of style by fashion

innovators can be judged to be stylish by non-fashion innovators. Style

obsolescence judged by fashion innovators not only cause fashion inno-

vators to discontinue wearing a clothing item, but also shortens the length

of a fashion life cycle.

Implications

Implications for Apparel Industry

The fact that, for fashion innovators, the life cycle of fashion items is

shorter than for non-fashion innovators suggests that fashion innovators

should be recognized as a target of the fashion market. To please fashion

innovators, manufacturers and designers should make an effort to develop
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new fashion items. Findings of the study also suggest that manufacturers

and designers take note of the length of time garments are retained before

discard in order to produce more favorable items which satisfy life expec-

tancy both in terms of style and durability.

The finding that respondents of this study discarded their clothing by

giving it to a charitable organization or selling it at garage'sales or used

clothing stores strongly supports that shopping the second-hand market

should be encouraged for discarded clothing item recycle. As Norton and

Morrow (1985) indicate, clothing items in second-hand clothing markets

cost 50-95% less than original prices and are diverse in terms of style. Thus,

from the economic view, clothing items discarded for psychologicalreasons

should be recycled, and efforts made to increase consumers' shopping the

secondhand clothing market.

Implications for Further Research

This study provided information regarding the decline stage of a

fashion process and fashion innovators' clothing behavior. In terms of

information on the decline stage of a fashionprocess, the results of this study

showed the length of time for a fashion life cycle, ways of discarding and

reasons underlying the disposal of clothing items. Further research needs

to be done to study the decision-making process of discarding clothing items

in relation to personal or impersonal influences, in order to give more

information on the decline stage.
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In terms of studies dealing with fashion innovators' clothing behav-

ior, this exploratory study revealed fashion innovators' clothing disposal

practices. Based on previous studies regarding purchase practices and this

study, further research needs to investigate clothing selection practices in

daily life to determine if fashion innovators are more fashion aware than

non-fashion innovators in garment selection on a daily basis.
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YOUR CONCERNS WITH CLOTHING

Your help with this survey is greatly appreciated!

College of He Economics
Oregon State University

1987
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People do nnny things with the clothing they no longer wear. Please respond
to the -following questions regarding clothing you no longer wear.

1. Identify a garment that you recently stopped wearing and that you
consider a part of your wardrobe. (Circle one number)

1 14 OUSE
2 SKIRT
:3 PANTS
4 %1IRT
5 SWEATER
6 SUIT
7 DRESS
8 BRIER (specify

no longer

2. 11- long had you worn this garment (identified in question 1) before you
stopped wearing it? (Circle one number)

1 LESS THAN 1 YEAR
2 1 YEAR 10 1 YEAR 11 MONTHS
3 2 YEARS 10 2 YEARS 11 MONTHS
4 3 YEARS OR MORE

3. What did you do with this garment (identified in question 1) after you
stopped wearing it? (Circle one number)

1 GAVE IT 70 A GOODWILL, SALVATION ARMY, OR SOME CRIER CHARITY
ORGANIZATION

2 SAVED IT FOR SENTIMENTAL REASONS OR 10 BE WORN IN YEARS
10 COME

3 GAVE IT 70 FRIENDS OR RELATIVES
4 THREW IT AWAY IN THE TRASH
5 SOLD IT ON CONSIGNMENT AT A USED CL[litllNK^ STORE
6 SOLD IT AT GARAGE OR RUMMAGE SALES
7 USED IT FOR RAGS
8 (7RLER (specify, )

4. What was the MAIN reason you stopped wearing and no longer considered it
a 1xnrt of your wardrobe? (Circle one number)

1 BECAUSE OF CHANGES IN BODY SIZE OR CAROM DIMENSIONS AFTER
LAUNDERING, IT DIDN'T FIT ME ANY MORE

2 BECAUSE IT WAS WORN OUT
:3 BECAUSE IT HAD PROBLXMS WHICH MADE IT UNCOMFORTABLE 10 WEAR

(e.g. HEAVY WEIGHT GARMENT, COMPLICATED FASTENER, FABRIC CAUSING
SKIN RASH, NEEDS REPAIR etc.)

4 BFIrAUSE IT BEEAME OUT OF STYLE
5 BECAUSE ITS UNIQUENESS IN COLOR OR STYLE DIDN'T CONFORM

10 THE GARMENTS THAT OTHER PEDPL.E MORE
6 BF7CAUSE I WAS TIRED OF IT
7 (Mi7LER (specify )

(PLEASE O) ('x70 THE, NEXT PAGE)
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5. In general, how long do you usually wear a garment before you stop wearing
it and no longer consider it a part of your wardrobe? (Circle one number
for each garment)

NOT USS THAN
WEAR 1 YEAR

1 YEAR TO
1 YEAR
11 MONTHS

2 YEARS 70 --
2 YEARS
11 Motnlis

3 YEARS
OR ACRE

a. BIDUSE 0 1 2 3 4

b. SKIRT 0 1 2 3 4

c. PANTS 0 1 2 3 4

d. SHIRT 0 1 2 3 4

e. SWEATER 0 1 2 3 4

f. SUIT 0 1 2 3 4

g. DRESS 0 1 2 3 4

h. OTHER (specify ) 1 2 3 4

6. People stop wearing their clothing for many reasons. Please indicate

for each of the following reasons listed below whether you always,

often, sometimes, or never stopped wearing garments for each reason.

(Circle one number for each)

ALWAYS OFIU SOME- SFI 1 NEYEP

TIMES

a. Because of changes in
body size or garment
dimensions after
laundering, they didn't
fit me any more.......... 1 2 3 4 5

b. Because they were worn
out .......... ...... ... 1 2 3 4 5

c. Because they had problems
which made them
uncomfortable to wear.... 1 2 3 4 5

d. Because they became out of
style.................... 1 2 3 4 5

e. Because their uniqueness in
color or style didn't
conform to the garments that
other people wore........ 1 2 3 4 5

f. Because I was tired of them. 1 2 3 4 5

g. Other (specify ) 1 2 3 4 5

(PLEASE TURN TUE PAGE)
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7. In general, what do you do with the clothing you no longer wear? Please

indicate for each of the following actions listed below whether you
always, often, sometimes, or never do this with the clothing you no
longer wear. (Circle one number for each)

ALWAYS OFTEN SOME-
TIMES

ha

a. Give to the Goodwill, Salvation Army
or same other charity organization... 1 2 3 4

b. Save the clothing for sentimental
reasons or to be worn in years to come. 1 2 3 4

c. give the clothing to friends or
relatives ............................ 1 2 3 4

d. Throw the clothing away in the trash. 1 2 3 4
e. Sell your used clothing an

oonsigrmnent at a used clothing store. 1 2 3 4
f. Sell your used clothing at garage or

rnage sales ....................... . 1 2 3 4
g. Use the clothing for rags........... . 1 2 3 4
h. What other things do you do with the clothing you no longer wear?

8. Below are questions regarding people's clothing behavior. Please
indicate if the following statements are always, often, sometimes, seldom,
or never true of you. (Circle one number for each)

ALWAYS Th
TIMES

a. I try something new in the next
season's fashions ............... 1 2

b. I an usually among the first in
my group to try new clothing
fashions ........................ 1 2

c. I carefully coordinate the
accessories that I wear with each
outfit ........................... 1 2

d. I pay a lot of attention to
pleasing color combinations...... 1 2

e. I keep my shoes clean and neat... 1 2

f. I try on some of the newest clothes
each season to see how I look in
the styles....................... 1 2

g. It's fun to try on different
garments and dories to see
how they look together........... 1 2

h. I try on clothes in shops just
to see how I will look in them
without really planning to buy... 1 2

i. I wear clothes that everyone is
wearing even though they may not
look good on me .................. 2

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5
3 4 5

3 4 5

3 4 5

3 5

5

(PLEASE a-) ON TO 7 NFXT PACE)

4

3 4
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ALWAYS OFTEN SOAK SELDOM NEV
TIM

j. When I buy a new article of
clothing I try to buy something
similar to what my friends are
wearing ..........................

k. I am unccmfortable when my clothes
are different from all others at
a party ......

1. I feel embarassed when I see someone
in clothes that are too tight....

in. I feel enbarassed when I see someone
in too low cut a dress...........

n. I hesitate to associate with
those whose clothes seem to reveal
too much of their body...........

o. I am curious about why people
wear the clothes they do.........

p. I wonder why some clothes make me
feel better than others..........

a. When someone comes to school dressed
unsuitably, I try to figure out why
(s)he is dressed as (s)he is.....

r. Certain clothes make me feel mare
sure of myself...................

s. I have more self-confidence when
I wear my best school clothes....

t. I am aware of being more friendly
and outgoing when I wear
particular clothes ...............

u. I try to buy clothes which are
very unusual.....................

v. When new fashions appear on the
market, I am the first to own then.

w. I enjoy wearing very different
clothing even though I attract
attention ........................

x. I am extremely sensitive to the
texture of the fabrics in my clothing.

y. There are certain textures in
fabrics that I like and especially
try to buy, for example: soft,
soft, sturdy, smooth.... ........

z. I am more sensitive to temperature
changes than others, and I have
difficulty being comfortable in
my clothes as a result...........

1 2 3 4 5

1 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4

1 2 5

1 2 3 5

1 2 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

(PLEASE TURN THE PAGE)

3

3 4

4

3
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9. What is your age?
YEARS

10. What is your major at Oregon State University?

11. Do you have any brothers? (Circle one number)

1NO
r-2 YES

AGES OF SROMERS YEARS

12. Do you have any sisters? (Circle one number)

1NO
2YES

AGES OF SISTERS YEARS

13. Approximately how much money did you spend on purchases of clothing and
accessories for yourself last year?

$ TOTAL D ILARS SPENT

14. How would you describe the size of your home town? (Circle one number)

1 LARGE CITY (OVER 100,000 PEOPLE)
2 SMALL CITY (50,000-99,999 PEOPLE)
3 TOWN (20,000-49,999 PEOPLE)
4 SMALL TOWN (LESS THAN 20,000)

(PLEASE GO ON THE NEXT PAGE)
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15. Is there anything else you would like to tell us about the clothing you
no longer wear?

Please return this survey to the class instructor.

(THANK YOU FOR YOUR OJOPERATION)
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APPENDIX B

Regulations Regarding Review of Research
Involving Human Subjects
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Dean of Research

fJAe on
U'niveersity Corvallis, Oregon 97331 (503) 754-3437

April 9, 1981

MEMORANDUM

TO: Deans, Directors, Department Heads, and Interested Persons

FROM: Donald L. MacDonald and John V. Byrne

SUBJECT: Certain categories of research exempt from human subjects review

The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services has recently issued new
regulations regarding review of research involving human subjects. Effective
immediately, OSU will implement these new reguations. The following categories
of research involving human subjects are exempt from coverage under the new
regulations and need not be reviewed by the 5U Committee for the Protection of
Human Subjects:

1. Research involving survey or interview procedures is exempt, except where
all of the following conditions exist: (1) responses are recorded in such a
manner that the human subjects can be identified, directly or through iden-
tifiers linked to the subjects, (2) the subject's responses, if they became
known outside the research could reasonably place the subject at risk of
criminal or civil liability or be damaging to the subject's financial
standing or employability, and (3) the research deals with sensitive
aspects of the subject's own behavior, such as illegal conduct, drug use,
sexual behavior, or use of alcohol.

2. All research involving survey or interview procedures is exempt, without
exception, when the respondents are elected or appointed public officials
or candidates for public office.

3. Research involving the observation (including observation by participants)
of public behavior is exempt, except where all three of the conditions
listed in the first paragraph exist.

4. Research involving the collection or study of existing data, documents,
records, pathological specimens, or diagnostic specimens is exempt, if
these sources are publicly available or if the information is recorded by
the investigator in such a manner that subjects cannot be identified,
directly or through identifiers linked to the subjects.
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5. Research involving the use of educational tests (cognitive, diagnostic,
aptitude, achievement) is exempt, if information taken from these sources
is recorded in such a manner that subjects cannot be identified, directly
or through identifiers. linked to the subjects.

Feel free to call the Research Office (ext. 3437) if you have questions
regarding these new regulations.

Donald L. MacDonald

mep


