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Size information is vital in many consumer contexts, but currently, no central framework 

or conceptual model exists for a thorough understanding of the underlying process of how 

consumers interpret size information and form size judgments. Thus, the purpose of this three-

paper dissertation is to introduce such a framework, discuss future research directions based on 

that framework, and pursue a few of these directions in the second and third papers, both of 

which focus on a vanity sizing context. The resulting work and findings illustrate the process 

through which consumers go in forming size judgments and collectively present both scholars 

and practitioners with a common basis for future study and implementation of findings in 

contexts in which size information is salient. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Size information is a key evaluative component of many products and as such influences 

consumer responses to products and associated information. Consumers use size information to 

make decisions concerning such aspects as amounts (i.e., food/beverages), volumes (i.e., storage 

or residence options), and/or fits (i.e., apparel) that best suit their needs. As such, marketing 

scholars and practitioners alike must understand the importance of size perceptions and ways in 

which size perceptions can change depending on various factors both in and out of the 

marketer’s control. Given this need, the purpose of this three-paper dissertation is to define and 

conceptualize size framing (see below) as well as to extend prior scholarship in a specific area of 

size framing, vanity sizing, in order to provide greater understanding of both the specific 

phenomenon of vanity sizing as well as the broader concept of size framing. 

 Paper I, titled “Size Framing: Conceptualization and Future Research Directions,” defines 

the concept of size framing as the elaborative process combining internal information, external 

information, and situational characteristics in working memory, ultimately producing size 

perceptions. Further, this paper addresses the lack of a central conceptualization of the 

manipulation, alteration, or adjustment of consumer size perceptions based on the manner in 

which sizing and other product information is presented or framed in various contexts. Because 

the literature is rather splintered and covers a variety of unarranged elements, a synthesis of the 

literature as well as a conceptualization of the broader phenomenon at work is warranted. As 

such, Paper 1 provides such a conceptualization along with nine accompanying propositions 

describing the mechanisms at work. Future research directions are also discussed. 

 Paper II, titled “Consumer Cynicism and Perceived Deception in Vanity Sizing: The 
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Moderating Role of Retailer (Dis)honesty,” extends the general discussion of size framing by 

pursuing the fruitful future research directions related to vanity sizing, which is a phenomenon in 

which manufacturers, brands, retailers, and/or other firms manipulate apparel size information in 

order to enhance consumer size-related self-esteem. While prior research has tended to focus on 

its presence as well as the emotional/esteem-related aspects of vanity sizing, Paper 2 works 

toward answering the question of what happens when consumers feel that they are being 

deceived with size information. In short, cynical consumers are more likely to perceive that they 

are being deceived by smaller-than-actual size labels, leading to decreased purchase intentions. 

This effect is amplified when a consumer has prior knowledge of deceptive size labeling on the 

part of the firm, but this effect is shut down when the firm takes a proactive approach to size 

information.  

 Paper III, titled “Liar, Liar, My Size Is Higher: How Retailer Context Influences Labeled 

Size Believability and Consumer Responses to Vanity Sizing,” centers on the situational 

characteristics dimension from Paper 1 by exploring how informational cues in a retail 

environment set up expectations around types of size information that the consumer will likely 

encounter. Two key features of the retail environment – trendiness and price-quality profile – 

that exert significant moderating influences on the consumer’s expectation and tolerance of 

smaller-than-actual size labeling (i.e., vanity sizing) are examined. The results reveal that 

consumers tend to respond more negatively to vanity sizing in conservative (vs. trendy) retail 

environments as well as in department stores (vs. off-price retailers) due to the expectations that 

these retail contexts set up for product sizing. 
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SIZE FRAMING: CONCEPTUALIZATION AND FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS 

 

Introduction  

Framing effects are widely documented in marketing, especially in advertising and 

consumer behavior, as highly influential routes of persuasion. Arising from prospect theory 

(Tversky and Kahneman 1979), message framing is often centered on attributes (Levin et al. 

1998). Many product attributes, such as pricing and location/distance from the consumer, are 

subject to framing effects that can influence consumer perceptions and ultimately persuade 

consumers to engage in desired behavior. While framing has been studied in several attribute 

domains, one of the most understudied and under-conceptualized areas is the framing of size 

information. 

Sizing systems are found in many product categories, from food/beverages and apparel to 

bedding and health and beauty care. Products that are available in multiple sizes give consumers 

options, which enhances perceived value. Further, inherent characteristics or traits as well as 

explicit labeling furnish signals and often direct information about a product’s size and relative 

magnitude. Importantly, these size perceptions often determine or at least highly influence 

consumer outcomes such as attitudes, purchases, and perceived value.  

 Past research has documented the effects of various methods of size manipulation, 

including product and package shapes (i.e., Krider et al. 2001; Wansink and van Ittersum 

2005/2013; Chandon and Ordabayeva 2009; Makanjuola and Enujiugha 2015), size labels (i.e., 

Aydinoglu and Krishna 2011; Adaval 2013; Hieke et al. 2016), and sensory contexts created by 

lighting and color (i.e., Krishna 2006/2012; Ketron and Spears 2017). Scholars have examined 

these influences across multiple product domains, with particular focus on food and apparel (see 

Table 1). The present research unites and extends this body of literature by developing a 



 
 

4 
 

comprehensive theoretical framework that accounts for the elaborative process that combines 

size information from multiple sources, terming this process size framing. 

In sum, the goals of the present research are multi-faceted. First, based on a review of 

supporting literature, a definition is presented for size framing that accounts for both internal and 

external product size information. Second, the research draws from prior literature in this area to 

develop and present a framework that unites internal information and external information 

through a viable elaborative process. Third, several propositions arise from the model that 

indicate mechanisms by which size perceptions can be altered. Fourth, the paper presents 

multiple directions for future research that should encourage further examination of size framing 

as a holistic concept. The size framing concept should be useful to both scholars and 

practitioners alike by enhancing current understanding of size framing across multiple product 

categories, cultures, and communication channels. 
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Table 1.1 

Representative Literature on Manipulations of Size Perceptions 

Author(s) Paper Title Year Journal Vol. No. Major Findings Product 
Context(s) 

Aydingolu, N. 
and Krishna, A. 

Guiltless Gluttony: The Asymmetric 
Effect of Size Labels on Size Perceptions 
and Consumption 

2011 Journal of 
Consumer 
Research 

37 April Size labels impact both size perception and 
perceived and actual consumption due to the 
combination of information from the actual size of a 
product and from the semantic information of the 
size label. Size labels can also result in asymmetric 
size judgments, such that consumers are more likely 
to believe a larger item labeled as smaller. 

Food 

Wansink, B. and 
van Ittersum, K. 

Portion Size Me: Plate-Size Induced 
Consumption Norms and Win-Win 
Solutions for Reducing Food Intake and 
Waste 

2013 Journal of 
Experimental 
Psychology 

19 4 Dinnerware serves as a visual anchor establishing 
consumption norms about serving sizes, ultimately 
influencing the amount of food self-served, 
consumed, and wasted. Education about the dangers 
of large plate sizes does not reduce 
overconsumption. 

Food 

Wansink, B. and 
Chandon, P. 

Slim by Design: Redirecting the 
Accidental Drivers of Mindless 
Overeating 

2014 Journal of 
Consumer 
Psychology 

24 3 Environmental cues around the consumption of 
food (smaller package sizes, smaller serving ware, 
and lessened visibility) can influence perceived 
consumption norms more influentially than 
educational efforts on overconsumption. 

Food 

Young, L. and 
Nestle, M. 

Portion Sizes and Obesity: Responses of 
Fast-Food Companies 

2007 Journal of 
Public 
Health 
Policy 

28 July Portion sizes are larger now than they have been 
historically, even as pressures from health officials 
have increased. Portion sizes have increased in 
tandem with obesity rates. Portion sizes are also 
larger in the United States then they are in Europe. 

Food 
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Young, L. and 
Nestle, M. 

The Contribution of Expanding Portion 
Sizes to the US Obesity Epidemic 

2002 American 
Journal of 
Public 
Health 

92 February Food portions have increased over time, beginning 
in the 1970s and continuing today. Portion sizes are 
growing alongside consumer body weights. 

Food 

Young, L. and 
Nestle, M. 

Portion Sizes in Dietary Assessment: 
Issues and Policy Implications 

1995 Nutrition 
Reviews 

53 June Portion sizes influence consumer estimates of 
caloric intake. Reliable information on portion sizes 
enables better assessment of nutrition. 
 
 

 

Food 

Prelec, D., 
Wernerfelt, B., 
and Zettelmeyer, 
F. 

The Role of Inference in Context Effects: 
Inferring What You Want from What Is 
Available 

1997 Journal of 
Consumer 
Research 

24 June Choices in product size depend on relative measures 
in sizing systems (i.e., a “short-medium-long 
model”). Consumers are more likely to use the 
relative measures of size as opposed to objective 
measures of size when making selections. 

Apparel 

Ordabayeva, N. 
and Chandon, P. 

In the Eye of the Beholder: Visual Biases 
in Package and Portion Size Perceptions 

2016 Appetite 103 August Four visual biases (underestimation of increasing 
portion sizes, dimensionality of portion size change, 
labeling, and affect) influence consumer 
perceptions of portion and package sizes. 
 

 

Food 

Krider, R., 
Raghubir, P., 
and Krisha, A. 

Pizzas: Π or Square? Psychological 
Biases in Area Comparisons 

2001 Marketing 
Science 

20 4 Size judgments are influenced by shape and size 
biases as well as heuristic processing styles. 
Specifically, consumers tend to rely on self-named 
“primary dimensions” in assessing size. 
Additionally, square shapes tend to be perceived as 
larger than circular shapes. These influences tend to 
influence willingness to pay. 

Food 
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Hoegg, J., Scott, 
M., Morales, A., 
and Dahl, D. 

The Flip Side of Vanity Sizing: How 
Consumers Respond to and Compensate 
for Larger than Expected Clothing Sizes 

2014 Journal of 
Consumer 
Psychology 

24 1 Consumers who encounter larger-than-actual size 
labels (i.e., the labeled size is larger than the actual 
dimensions of a garment) form negative 
impressions of the product, reducing consumer 
outcomes related to that product. However, because 
this information damages consumer self-esteem, 
consumers seek to engage in compensatory 
consumption to offset the damage to their self-
esteem. 

Apparel 

Chandon, P. and 
Wansink, B. 

Does Food Marketing Need to Make Us 
Fat? A Review and Solutions 

2012 Nutrition 
Reviews 

70 10 Food marketing tends to use elements of product 
packaging (i.e., portion sizes and size labeling) to 
influence size perceptions. 

Food 

Chandon, P. and 
Ordabayeva, N. 

Downsize in 3D, Supersize in 1D: Effects 
of the Dimensionality of Package and 
Portion Size Changes on Size 
Estimations, Consumption, and Quantity 
Discount Expectations 

2008 Journal of 
Marketing 
Research 

46 6 Consumers perceive changes to product size as less 
significant when all dimensions of a package 
change (as opposed to a single dimension). This 
perception influences discount/pricing expectations, 
consumption, and size selections. 

Food 

Aydingolu, N. 
and Krishna, A. 

Imagining Thin: Why Vanity Sizing 
Works 

2012 Journal of 
Consumer 
Psychology 

22 4 Vanity sizing leads to more favorable impressions 
of a garment because such sizing causes consumers 
to imagine themselves as thinner. Additionally, 
vanity sizing works through appearance self-
esteem, such that consumers with low self-esteem 
are more sensitive to vanity sizing than those with 
high self-esteem. 

Apparel 

Shreay, S., 
Chouinard, H., 
and McCluskey, 
J. 

Product Differentiation by Package Size 2016 Agribusiness 32 1 Quantity surcharges related to package size lead to 
different levels of demand such that package sizes 
with quantity surcharges serve as means of product 
differentiation. 
 

 

Food 



 
 

8 
 

Kinley, T. Size Variation in Women’s Pants 2003 Clothing and 
Textiles 
Research 
Journal 

21 1 Size inconsistencies are prevalent in women’s 
apparel. Vanity sizing is more common among 
higher-end brands and exists in comparable fashion 
for both national and private brands. 

Apparel 

Ketron, S. Consumer Cynicism and Perceived 
Deception in Vanity Sizing: The 
Moderating Role of Retailer (Dis)honesty 

2016 Journal of 
Retailing and 
Consumer 
Services 

33 Nov. Consumers who attribute smaller-than-actual size 
labels to manipulative retailer tactics form less 
favorable impressions of the garment. This effect 
becomes stronger as a consumer’s cynicism 
increases. Further, this effect is amplified when the 
consumer has knowledge of prior size manipulation 
and suppressed when the retailer is proactively 
honest about smaller-than-actual size labeling. 

Apparel 

Ketron, S. and 
Spears, N. 

Liar, Liar, My Size Is Higher: How 
Retailer Context Influences Labeled Size 
Believability and Consumer Responses to 
Vanity Sizing 

2017 Journal of 
Retailing and 
Consumer 
Services 

34 Jan. Retail environments influence expectations around 
apparel sizing, such that consumers are more 
tolerant of vanity sizing in trendy and off-price 
environments, while consumers are less tolerant of 
such sizing in classic and department store 
environments. 

Apparel 
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Conceptualizing Size Framing 

 Size information arises from multiple sources and can be categorized in one of two ways. 

First, experiential size information arises from characteristics such as visual cues, weight, and 

comparisons to surrounding objects. Such information is implicit in that no literal size cues are 

present, so consumers must ascertain this information and produce size judgments according to 

experiential cues. Second, symbolic size information is embodied in semantic cues present in the 

form of explicit size information, such as dimensional measurements, scaled numerology, or 

relative comparison-based labeling (i.e., “small” versus “large”). Symbolic size information 

provides a more direct route to helping consumers form size judgments in that these labels allow 

consumers to bypass the process of experiential judgment. 

Regardless of the type of size information (experiential and/or symbolic), once this 

information enters working memory, size framing begins. Size framing is an elaborative process 

that combines external observable size information with triggered information in memory store 

to produce size perceptions, moderated by relevant situational characteristics. To illustrate this 

process, suppose a consumer observes a pants size label that he/she is considering purchasing. 

The consumer in this case likely compares this pants size with information in memory store of 

facts about his/her weight and height, hip size and shape, previous pants sizes, perhaps past 

dieting experiences and outcomes, and so forth. Prior scholarship supports these ideas in that size 

framing relies on presented size information combined with personal information, ultimately 

influencing size perceptions (Wernerfelt 1995; Prelec et al. 1997). That is, baseline information 

about sizing is required to establish points of comparison so that consumers can form judgments 

about the relative sizes of products (Prelec et al. 1997).  
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The elaborative comparison process may range from a rather deliberate point-by-point 

comparison of size facts/features with information in memory store to a more effortless, holistic 

comparison process. For example, the scenario in which a consumer is selecting a pair of pants 

exemplifies a more deliberate point-by-point comparison of observable size labels with personal 

size information retrieved from memory store. In this illustration, the consumer might work 

through an effortful mental comparison process in which he/she considers whether a size 10 or a 

size 12 fits better at the waist or even the hips as well as the size information about length. On 

the other hand, this same consumer who is choosing a soft drink to go with lunch in a fast food 

establishment likely relies on a more effortless, spontaneous, and holistic comparison process to 

formulate less deliberative drink size judgments. In this later case, the consumer may merely rely 

on the word ‘large’ or ‘small’ without comparing actual ounces to past drink experiences. 

Indeed, with less effortful comparison processes in play, the consumer selecting a soft drink may 

rely heavily on holistic comparison, perhaps overlooking actual size information (i.e., ounces) in 

favor of a semantic cue provided by a relative size system (i.e., ‘large;’ Aydinoglu and Krishna 

2011).  

While marketers often utilize elements of size framing in products and related stimuli, 

framing effects around size information may arise without direct influence from the marketer. 

Thus, size framing can be either intentional or unintentional, such that perceptions of size can 

change due to framing effects that the marketer may not have anticipated or desired. Further, size 

information may lead to perceptions of inflated or deflated sizes, depending on the framing 

orientation.  

Size framing embodies three key dimensions that influence this elaborative comparison 

process: (1) internal information arising from individual consumer knowledge and experience; 
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(2) external information, including the product itself and its inherent information as well as 

sensory cues in the environment; and (3) situational characteristics that moderate the 

combination of internal and external information in working memory. Several key mechanisms 

influence the weight of each dimension in the size framing process, such that individual size 

judgments weight each dimension differently based on the unique combination of information 

synthesized in working memory. Figure 1 presents a model illustrating this process and these 

mechanisms, which subsequent sections discuss in turn. 

 

Working Memory: The Nexus 

The process of size framing combines triggered internal information from memory store 

and incoming external information in working memory, moderated by situational characteristics. 

Indeed, the working memory is the nexus of three streams of incoming information, internal, 

external, and situational, each of which exerts some level of influence on the size framing 

process. Working memory involves processing and making sense of incoming information from 

both verbal and non-verbal sources (Diamond 2013). The process of combining triggered 

information from memory store with incoming external information produces downstream size 

judgments that are dependent upon the situation. 
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Figure 1.1. A model of size framing 

 

 

Resources in working memory are necessary for accurate, effortful, and efficient 

processing of size information. Research shows that when the capacity of working memory is 

taxed, such as with the generally negative influences of cognitive load (i.e., Sweller 1988) and 

arousal (i.e., Sanbonmatsu and Kardes 1988), information processing becomes less efficient. 

Additionally, information overload can lead to irrational or problematic processing of size 

information, perhaps even causing the consumer to become frustrated and cease focusing on the 

Internal 
Information

External 
Information

Working Memory

P3: Enhancing (suppressing) availability and/or 

accessibility of internal information will increase 

(decrease) the importance of internal information in 

size judgments.

P5: If manipulation/deception in a product context is more likely to be present, consumers will rely more on internal information than external information.

P6: Product contexts that are more hedonic will lead to greater reliance on internal information, while product contexts that are more utilitarian will lead to greater 

reliance on external information.

P7: Need for exactness diminishes the role of relativity in external information, such that level of ambiguity and reliance on external information have an inverse 

relationship at high levels of need for exactness.

P8: Size-related norms enhance the role of internal information in the size framing process.

P9: Perceived consumption necessity is heavily informed by knowledge and experience, increasing reliance on internal information and diminishing reliance on 

external information in forming size judgments.

P10: Sensory information in the environment surrounding the product increases reliance on external information.

Situational
Characteristics

P1: Resources in working memory are required for efficient and effective processing of size information.

P2: Interpreting symbolic size information requires fewer resources in working memory than experiential size 

information and thus permits more efficient size judgments.

P4: Relativity has a direct (positive) relationship with 

reliance on external information.
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target object (i.e., Jacoby et al. 1974). In such cases, size judgments should become more 

difficult to form and may also be less accurate. Therefore, if the consumer is to produce 

reasonable, accurate size judgments, working memory must remain relatively untaxed and free of 

disturbances or distractions. For example, there must be a useful flow of relevant triggered 

information from memory store. Likewise, there must be an adequate flow of observable external 

size information on which to form a judgment. Additionally, sensory cues in the environment 

must be such that they do not detract from working memory’s processing of size information.   

In sum, resources in working memory are vital to the size framing process in that size 

judgments are produced in working memory as outcomes of incoming size information. By 

enhancing or suppressing resources in working memory, size judgments become more or less 

accurate and efficiently produced. Therefore, resources in working memory are a key lever that 

can adjust the result of size framing in consumers’ minds. 

P1. Resources in working memory are required for efficient and effective processing 

of size information. 

Further, the type of size information should influence processing of size information. 

Namely, symbolic size information presents consumers with semantic cues that allow for faster 

processing because such size information presents size clues upon which consumers rely, 

bypassing the need for primary judgment through experiential means (i.e., Aydinoglu and 

Krishna 2011). Meanwhile, experiential size information does not carry any such clues, requiring 

consumers to rely on sensory information to produce size judgments in a more effortful manner. 

Thus, symbolic size information should require fewer resources in working memory, leading to 

more efficient size judgments. 
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P2: Interpreting symbolic size information requires fewer resources in working 

memory than experiential size information and thus permits more efficient size 

judgments. 

 

Internal Information (Consumer) 

The effects of size framing are subjective in that consumers interpret size information in 

different ways depending on dispositions, states, and individual motivations. Therefore, 

consumers viewing the same relative product size (i.e., small) may form different judgments of 

subjective magnitude. What one consumer considers small, another consumer might consider 

large, even if all conditions surrounding the product are the same between both consumers. Thus, 

brands, retailers, and other producers and sellers of products can set up an intended framing 

effect with a relative sizing system, but consumers’ size perceptions will tend to differ. 

 Several past findings support the notion that consumers combine subjective internal 

information with observable external information to form size judgments. That is, in addition to 

relying on size nomenclature, packaging, and labels as external information guiding size 

perceptions and subsequent consumer decisions (i.e., Prelec et al. 1997; Wansink and van 

Ittersum 2013; Wansink and Chandon 2014), consumers draw from subjective individual 

differences and perceptual biases in the interpretation of size information (i.e., Aydinoglu and 

Krishna 2012; Ordabayeva and Chandon 2016), such that consumers respond differently to the 

same size information based on those individual characteristics.  

For internal information to have an influence on the size framing process, it must be both 

available and accessible (i.e., Feldman and Lynch 1988; Higgins 1996; Schwarz 1998). The 

extent of the influence of internal information on the size framing process depends on the 
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existence and volume of information stored from prior knowledge and experience (availability) 

as well as the ability of retrieval from memory store of relevant size-related information 

(accessibility).  

Availability of Internal Information 

First, for internal information to be salient in size judgments, that information must exist, 

stored somewhere in long-term memory or currently present in working memory. Internal 

information arises from knowledge and experience gained from two key sources: the product and 

the self.  

Product-based knowledge/experience. Consumers may have little or no knowledge of or 

experience with a product and its sizing, leading to stronger reliance on external observable size 

information (i.e., Aydingolu and Krishna 2011). On the other hand, consumers may have 

extensive knowledge of or experience with a given sized product, which likely leads to stronger 

reliance on that knowledge/experience. For example, a loyal customer of a coffee shop may have 

a firm foundation of product size knowledge associated with the shop’s offerings, which 

provides a better basis for size-related judgments of those offerings. As such, this customer may 

be able easily to buy a given size with little or no thought due to the habitual purchasing pattern 

and clear understanding of size representations associated with the customer’s behavior. Further, 

product-based knowledge and experience may stem from changes in size meanings for categories 

such as food and apparel over time (Workman 1991; Young and Nestle 1995/2002/2007; 

Workman and Lentz 2000; Aydinoglu and Krishna 2011; Ordabayeva and Chandon 2016). 

Understandably, memories of past size meanings may differ among consumers and inform 

subsequent size judgments accordingly. 
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Self-based knowledge/experience. Two primary sources of self-based knowledge and 

experience influence the size framing process. One such source is the consumer’s physical 

characteristics (i.e., height and weight). That is, because size is relative to the situation, 

consumers perceive sizes differently depending upon their own points of perspective. This 

principle applies across many product categories, especially when physical interaction with the 

product is involved (automobiles, beds, handheld electronics, etc.). One can easily observe this 

notion in action as consumers tend to select product sizes most appropriate for their physical 

needs. Additionally, consumers may have variant levels of need satisfaction in terms of product 

size (i.e., the same food portion may over-satiate consumer while leaving another still hungry).  

The second source is the consumer’s psychological composition. Scholars and 

practitioners alike widely acknowledge that consumers process information differently 

depending on psychological traits and states. Because psychological composition varies so 

widely from one consumer to the next, understanding the effects of individual psychological 

influences on consumer behavior allows scholars and practitioners to predict consumer reactions 

to stimuli in more accurate and optimal fashion. Size information is no exception, as numerous 

findings have demonstrated that consumers interpret sizes differently based on psychological 

characteristics. For example, a key psychological driver of consumer judgments in many size-

related dimensions is self-esteem. Studies have documented the positive influence of smaller-

than-actual size labels on consumer responses through the mediating influence of bolstered self-

esteem (i.e., Kinley 2003; Aydinoglu and Krishna 2012). Selection of food portion sizes and 

size-related compensatory consumption behaviors may also stem from self-esteem (i.e., 

Heatherton et al. 1991; Dubois et al. 2012). 

Accessibility of Internal Information 



 
 

17 
 

Knowledge and experience arising from the product and the self vary greatly among 

consumers. When such information is unavailable, the consumer must rely on external 

information in forming size judgments. However, when prior knowledge and experience is 

available, its use in size judgments depends on accessibility (Feldman and Lynch 1988). At least 

four factors determine accessibility of prior information: recency, relevance, importance, and 

impact (i.e., Higgins 1996; Schwarz 1998). 

First, recency of knowledge or experience acquisition impacts size judgments in that 

more recent memories of interactions with product size information tend to be clearer and closer 

for retrieval (Higgins 1996). Second, consumers will place greater importance on prior 

information that is relevant to the current size judgment – clearly, knowledge and experience 

related to food portion sizes is irrelevant to size information related to furniture, so consumers 

are unlikely to recall food size information in such a context. Third, prior size information can 

carry greater influence in future size judgments if that prior information held significant 

importance (i.e., remembering the exact size needed of a product to assist with an important task 

or need). Finally, if the prior information was significantly impactful – for example, a consumer 

may react with joy (or dismay) at achieving optimal fit in a smaller (or larger) apparel size, 

which will likely make the experience more memorable for future interactions – it will be more 

accessible for retrieval. 

Accessibility of internal size-related information can also be primed or prompted with 

specific cues (i.e., Higgins and Brendl 1995; Higgins 1996). In a product context, such cues may 

arise from size recommendations based on past purchases (i.e., “last time, you purchased the 

medium – shall you have that size again?”) or reminders from co-shoppers of prior experiences 

(i.e., “you had that size last time and threw away half of the portion, remember?”). 
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Accessible information leads to faster, more efficient processing of size-related 

information. That is, when prior information is easily retrievable, the consumer requires fewer 

cognitive resources to process current size information and can produce a size judgment in less 

time. Meanwhile, less accessible information requires greater time for retrieval, which extends 

the time required to produce size judgments. This explains why regular customers of food 

service establishments can make must faster decisions about both product selection and portion 

sizes – both availability and accessibility are bolstered through the presence of prior experience 

as well as its recency and relevance. 

Internal Information as a Mechanism of Size Framing 

Because availability and accessibility are key factors in the role of internal information in 

size framing, enhancing or suppressing these variables will directly impact reliance on internal 

information in a given size judgment. While influencing availability is typically not feasible, 

accessibility has greater variation related to variables such as recency, relevance, and importance 

to the situation. By altering perceptions related to these variables, accessibility can be increased 

(or decreased), which should in turn increase (or decrease) reliance on internal information.  

Internal information can be self-based knowledge and experience or product-based 

knowledge and experience. Compared to product-based knowledge and experience, self-based 

information should be available and easily accessible for most consumers because this 

information is inherent to one’s existence. For example, size-related appearance becomes 

apparent through self-awareness as well as daily reminders of one’s size (i.e., garment labels, 

spatial relationships with common objects, and reflections in mirrors). Further, for most 

consumers, psychological influences tend to remain predictable and stable, especially traits (i.e., 

Allport 1937). However, the salience of self-based knowledge and experience can be diminished, 
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such that even highly accessible size-related self-based information plays little or no role in the 

size judgment process.  

Unlike self-based knowledge and experience, availability and accessibility of product-

based knowledge and experience vary greatly across consumers and contexts. When useful 

product-based size information from memory store is unavailable, the consumer must place 

greater importance on external observable size information. Further, when such product-based 

information is available in memory store, accessibility may be either low or high, requiring 

significant prompting in some situations and minimal levels in others. In sum, amplifying the 

availability and accessibility of self-based and product-based knowledge and experience will 

bolster the influence of internal information in the size framing process, while obstructions to 

availability and accessibility will diminish the role of internal information in size judgments. 

P3. Enhancing (suppressing) availability and/or accessibility of internal information 

will increase (decrease) the importance of internal information in size judgments. 

 

External Information (Product) 

The second dimension of information in size framing arises from external information 

arising from the product itself. At the heart of judgments formed from this external information 

is the notion of size relativity. Size relativity is herein defined as comparison-based 

interpretability of size information in that the size of a target object is, to varying degrees, 

defined by sizes of surrounding objects and information. For example, some products are 

presented to consumers with little, if any, objects, cues, or information surrounding them (i.e., a 

single item presented with no background or adjacent products), while other products have many 

of these cues as comparison points for size information (i.e., an item sitting next to several other 
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items or sensory cues). As such, size relativity hinges on comparisons between target objects and 

surrounding objects. In fact, comparison points largely define the size of any given object and 

enable efficient and effective size judgments. Without comparison points, size judgments 

become more difficult and may be less accurate and/or aligned with consumer needs (Aydinolgu 

and Krishna 2011). Relative points of comparison emerge in two primary ways: through 

manipulation of physical product design/attributes (including dimensionality, area-to-weight 

ratios, visual anchoring points, and color) and implementation of specific elements of labeling.  

Design/Attributes 

 Consumers typically do not pay attention to specific quantities on product packages 

(Dickson and Sawyer 1986; Wansink and Chandon 2014). Rather, consumers tend to use 

available semantic cues (Aydinoglu and Krishna 2011) and other relative elements of product 

packages to gauge product size. Firms can design or present packages with smaller actual 

volumes in such a way that package cues signal larger sizes; the reverse is also possible. For 

example, Makanjuola and Enujiugha (2015) determined that size perceptions of products can 

differ based on area-to-weight ratio of a package. Thus, counter to typical packaging practices, 

marketers may be able to circumvent some negative consumer reaction to reduced portion sizes 

by reducing package sizes to align with more optimally matched area-to-weight ratios in product 

packaging. 

Another notable effect arises from package dimensionality (Chandon and Ordabayeva 

2009). Dimensionality refers to the manner in which surface area or volume is distributed (i.e., 

the shape of the product/package). Product or package dimensionality can alter the perception of 

amount or volume, such that consumers perceive certain shapes as larger than others, even if 

volume/capacity are identical. For example, Krider et al. (2001) found that consumers perceive 
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square pizzas to be larger than round pizzas. Further, accompanying packaging or vessels used to 

sell or serve products can erect framing effects. For example, height and width of vessels (such 

as beverage cups/glasses) are influential in that consumers tend to perceive taller vessels as 

higher in volume (Wansink and van Ittersum 2005). Additionally, plate sizes and shapes can 

influence consumption due to different perceptions of food volume. Wansink and van Ittersum 

(2013) found that consumers tend to use plates and other such serving vessels as psychological 

anchors against which they gauge food portions, tending to fill large plates with food even when 

faced with health warnings related to overeating. Further, these authors determined that when 

given the opportunity for self-service (i.e., at buffets), consumers tend to fill serving dishes to 

about 70% capacity. 

Finally, size perceptions also depend upon color. That is, consumers may perceive 

products of certain colors as larger than products of other colors depending upon such 

characteristics as hue, chroma, and value (Nakano et al. 2005; Hagtvedt and Brasel 2015; Long 

2016). Thus, even if the sizes of two products are the same, consumers may perceive the sizes of 

those two products differently if each product is a different color. 

Labeling 

 The second key source of external information lies in the labeling of the product. Labels 

serve as important semantic cues that provide size-related information to consumers, who then 

interpret that size information in making size judgments about products (Aydinoglu and Krishna 

2011). At least three components of labeling contribute to size framing: level of ambiguity, 

numerosity, and size/sound symbolism. 

The first element of labeling influencing size perceptions is level of ambiguity. Absolute 

sizing systems offer objective information that tends to be more functional in nature. These 
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sizing systems are typically unambiguous and have measurable quantities (i.e., 12 ounces, 18 

ounces, and 24 ounces), reducing the ability to form relative comparisons of size. Meanwhile, 

ambiguous sizing systems (i.e., small/medium/large) leave more room for interpretation (i.e., 

what is small in one product line or establishment may be a different size in another) and 

establish relative points of comparison. These relative measures set up a framing effect in which 

consumers can more easily judge a 12-ounce beverage labeled ‘small’ as small due to the nature 

of the sizing information. While ambiguity can sometimes be confusing for consumers (as is the 

case with women’s apparel labeling) and may lead to overconsumption tendencies (Aydinoglu 

and Krishna 2011; Hieke et al. 2016), the ambiguous sizing information involved in such sizing 

systems does not offer a fully objective definition of which volumes and magnitudes coincide 

with which sizes. In fact, one could even argue that provide no clear sizing norms. Therefore, 

deviations from expectations with certain sizes are less detectable because consumers lack clear 

specifications around each size. 

 Second, size labels may also involve numerosity effects. Consumers tend to allocate more 

attention to numbers themselves than to units of measurement when processing size label 

information, resulting in skewed perceptions of pricing, time, distance, volume, and other 

measured concepts (i.e., Adaval 2013). Because of numerosity effects, consumers are more 

likely to view a .75-liter beverage as smaller than a 750-milliliter beverage, even though these 

quantities are identical. Numerosity effects lead to biases in size judgments across multiple 

product contexts (i.e., Wertenbroch et al. 2007; Ofir et al. 2008; Pandelaere et al. 2011; Monga 

and Bagchi 2012). Therefore, numerical sizes that are otherwise ‘objective’ are subject to the 

relative nature of numerosity. 
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 Third, shape/sound symbolism arising from words associated with products (such as 

common names or brand names) can lead to differential impressions of size based on 

frontness/backness of vowels (Maglio et al. 2014). Consumers tend to associate front vowels 

(produced when the highest point of the tongue is at the front of the mouth) with smaller sizes 

and back vowels (made by placing the highest point of the tongue at the back of the mouth) with 

larger sizes. One of the earliest empirical investigations of this size-related sound symbolism is 

Sapir’s (1929) table experiment, in which subjects associated a smaller table with front vowels 

and a larger table with back vowels. Additional studies corroborated or built upon Sapir’s study 

(i.e., Newman 1933; Johnson 1967; Ohala 1984; Klink 2000; Yorkston and Mennon 2004; 

Lowery and Shrum 2007). Pitch also influences size perceptions and is similarly perceived 

across cultures (Ultan 1978; Ohala 1984; Shrum and Lowery 2007).  

The Mechanism of Size Relativity 

 Through a combination of a product’s physical characteristics and labeling, consumers 

form general impressions of a product’s size, which then combine with internal information to 

form a size judgment. As the above literature demonstrates, size relativity is necessary for the 

establishment of comparison points by which consumers efficiently and effectively form size 

judgments. Enhancing size relativity bolsters the ability to judge observable size information and 

is achievable through greater ambiguity in labeling, increased use of numerosity and the use of 

shape/sound symbolism. In sum, increasing size relativity should also increase reliance on 

external information in the size framing process. 

P4. Size relativity has a direct (positive) relationship with reliance on external 

information. 
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Situational Characteristics 

 Internal and external size information are contextualized within the characteristics that 

are unique to each context or situation in which size framing occurs. Context-specific aspects 

influence size perceptions to varying degrees depending on the situation. These characteristics 

include perceived manipulation/deception, utilitarian/hedonic orientation, need for exactness, 

size related norms, and sensory cues in the environment.  

Perceived Manipulation/Deception 

Certain product categories tend to evoke more attributions of size manipulation. For 

example, society has often condemned food marketers for manipulating packaging and portions 

to encourage unconscious overconsumption of food (i.e., Young and Nestle 2002/2007; Chandon 

and Wansink 2012; Wansink and van Ittersum 2013; Ordabayeva and Chandon 2016). 

Additionally, size framing in apparel may lead some consumers to suspect the garment maker of 

vanity sizing (Kinley 2003; Aydinoglu and Krishna 2012; Hoegg et al. 2013; Ketron 2016; 

Ketron and Spears 2017). In sum, increased likelihood of retailer, brand, or manufacturer 

manipulation and/or deception of size information in product contexts will cause consumers to 

rely more on internal information because consumers develop skepticism about the accuracy or 

verity of external size information and feel that their own knowledge and experience are more 

trustworthy.  

P5. If manipulation/deception in a product context is more likely to be present, 

consumers will rely more on internal information than external information. 

Utilitarian/Hedonic Orientation 

Certain product categories lend themselves more easily to size framing than others. 

Apparel may be easily manipulated to influence consumer perceptions of their own body sizes 
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(Kinley 2003; Aydinoglu and Krishna 2012; Hoegg et al. 2014; Ketron 2016; Ketron and Spears 

2017), and several studies cited earlier in this work have shown that food is also a popular 

category for manipulated sizing due to portion norms. However, such size framing in bedsheets, 

tools, and product sizes can lead to significant consumer frustration and perhaps even regulatory 

violations. Thus, size framing can be beneficial in some domains but may lead to clear detriment 

in others. Further, perceptual optimality of sizing varies among specific products, such that 

smaller is better in some cases, while larger is better in others. Within apparel, for example, 

different areas of the body may have different levels of social desirability, and consumers may 

seek to feel smaller in some areas and larger in others. In these cases, size information appeals to 

hedonic needs related to appearance self-esteem, as is the case with vanity sizing practices. 

Meanwhile, other product categories seemingly satisfy needs that are much more 

utilitarian in nature. Artificial sizing works more easily in apparel because of the symbolic nature 

of apparel sizes and the information that such sizes convey about the consumer (i.e., 

attractiveness and higher self-esteem). However, artificial sizing in an extremely utilitarian 

product category such as hardware offers no tangible benefit to the consumer. For example, the 

size of a wrench has no apparent impact on a consumer’s self-esteem and does not lead to readily 

identifiable benefits for the consumer’s hedonic needs. Because wrenches and similar products 

serve needs that are highly utilitarian in nature (i.e., fastening a bolt), size judgments are less 

likely to emerge from motivations around hedonic needs when the product category is utilitarian. 

Overall, hedonic product contexts tend to appeal more to feelings, emotions, and 

vulnerability to social influences. In these situations, consumers are more likely to rely on their 

own feelings, etc. to form size judgments. Meanwhile, utilitarian contexts focus on functional 
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needs and require more focus on cues presented in external size information for accurate size 

judgments because size needs are not related to hedonic satisfaction in these cases. 

P6. Product contexts that are more hedonic will lead to greater reliance on internal 

information, while product contexts that are more utilitarian will lead to greater 

reliance on external information. 

Need for Exactness 

 Some products require finite accuracy in sizing, or significant problems can occur. For 

example, wrenches, drill bits, and other types of hardware utilize sizing systems that depend on 

consistent accuracy. The concepts of ‘large’ or ‘small’ are not widely useful in such product 

contexts because consumers need to align hardware sizes with specific purposes (i.e., drilling 

certain sizes of holes or tightening bolts with specific gauges) and reap no benefits from framed 

sizes. In fact, inflated or deflated size perceptions can lead to angry consumers, returns and 

recalls, and even potential legal recourse. 

Meanwhile, some products such as apparel do not depend as much on exactness in sizing. 

In fact, many consumers utilize clothing for self-expression and often gain self-confidence in 

doing so (i.e., Belk 1988). Thus, when size framing occurs in apparel in the form of smaller-

than-actual size labels, the result is often self-perceptions of thinness, which inflate self-

confidence and bolster consumer responses to the garment in question (Aydingolu and Krishna 

2012). Of course, this framing could also occur in the form of larger-than-actual labels, which 

can damage self-esteem and dampen consumer outcomes (Hoegg et al. 2014). 

Need for exactness in product sizes should not necessarily lead consumers to focus more 

on one type of information than another in terms of internal and external information. However, 

need for exactness does lead to a greater need for objective sizing, which reduces the benefits 
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provided in ambiguous sizing (i.e., measurement-based and labeled with absolute, clear size 

information). Thus, the direct relationship between level of ambiguity as a factor of size 

relativity and reliance on external information is reversed in situations requiring high need for 

exactness. 

P7. Need for exactness diminishes the role of size relativity in external information, 

such that level of ambiguity and reliance on external information have an inverse 

relationship at high levels of need for exactness. 

Size-Related Norms 

Past research indicates that consumers develop expectations around appropriate sizes for 

certain product categories. These expectations form the basis of norms that govern size 

perceptions and subsequent judgments. For example, large tires placed on standard-sized sedans 

often draw confusion or ridicule from many consumers, while these same tires would appear 

‘normal’ on industrial vehicles. In some cases, consumers psychologically rescale objects to fit 

certain size-related norms (Serpa and Muhar 1996). In fact, physical attributes such as texture 

can influence perceptions of product size due to the norm effect. For example, Serpa and Muhar 

(1996) found that individuals tend to perceive trees with finer textures as larger. Thus, managers 

can utilize product design decisions related to texture and other physical characteristics to pique 

consideration of and comparison to these norms in size framing processes. 

Products with strong size-related norms carry more prominent representative meanings 

apart from product information itself. Rather, these norms exist within consumers’ schemata 

(internal information) and exert a significant influence on consumer size judgments and 

subsequent decisions. In sum, when size-related norms (i.e., the appropriateness of certain sizes 
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for certain contexts) are more salient, consumers will rely more on internal knowledge of size-

related norms when forming size judgments. 

P8. Size-related norms enhance the role of internal information in the size framing 

process. 

Perceived Consumption Necessity 

The amount of a product needed to satisfy a given need can lead to a size framing effect. 

For example, consumers may feel that one product requires more usage to obtain a desired result 

than the amount required of a comparable product. Even if these two products are in identically 

sized packages, the difference in perception of required consumption amount can lead to a 

difference in perception of package size. In support of this assertion, Lin and Chang (2012) 

found that consumers tend to view environmentally friendly (i.e., ‘green’) products as less potent 

or effective than non-eco counterpart products, which leads to perceptions that greater usage 

amounts are required to obtain the same cleaning result with ‘green’ products than with ‘regular’ 

products. In these cases, consumers are much more apt to rely on their own 

knowledge/experience (or assumptions) rather than on labeling and package characteristics (i.e., 

stated sizes or dimensions). Therefore, when perceived consumption necessity is salient, internal 

information becomes more important in the size framing process. 

P9. Perceived consumption necessity is heavily informed by knowledge and 

experience, increasing reliance on internal information and diminishing reliance 

on external information in forming size judgments. 

Sensory Cues in the Environment 

Sensory perceptions within certain contexts can influence interpretations of size 

information (Krishna 2006/2012). Sensory cues in the environment such as music, lighting, and 
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general ambience can set up expectations around expected product size information. For 

example, consumers may have different tolerance levels for size framing in apparel contexts 

depending on the information within and nature of a retail environment (Ketron and Spears 

2017). 

Further, prior research has documented relationships between consumer perceptions and 

factors such as lighting (i.e., Custers et al. 2010; Park and Farr 2007; Otterbing et al. 2014), color 

(i.e., Tantanatewin and Inkarojrit 2016; Varga et al. 2014) and ambient/product scent (i.e., 

Ludden et al. 2009; Ward et al. 2003; Spangenberg et al. 2005; Eroglu and Machleit 1993; Soars 

2009). Many of these findings are applicable to the assessment of size perceptions. For example, 

a common perception is that black is a ‘slimming’ color, creating a visual illusion of smallness. 

Additionally, environments with bright light often create feelings of openness, which could 

create impressions of larger sizes.  

Research also indicates that chromatic contrasts between the color of an object and the 

color of its background can influence size perceptions, such that larger contrasts lead to 

perceptions of larger size for the object (i.e., Hagtvedt and Brasel 2015). Presenting objects in 

consumer contexts utilizing different levels of chromatic contrast can create size framing effects 

depending on the desired result. For example, if the goal is to make an advertised or 

merchandised product appear larger, the backgrounds of the advertisement or display should 

stand in stark chromatic contrast to the product. However, relying often on chromatic contrast to 

create size framing effects could damage consumer outcomes in some product categories 

(produce, for example) because consumers may not allocate as much attention to contrasting 

colors in those contexts (Bix et al. 2013). As a result, consumers may not react as positively as if 

the colors used were similar or analogous. 
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By their nature, sensory cues tend to grasp the attention of consumers, perhaps even 

detracting from inward reflection and leading to a focus on external cues. Thus, sensory 

information around a product can reduce or interfere with the clarity or focus on internal 

information in size judgments. If this is the case, then sensory cues should have an overall 

bolstering effect on the importance of external information in size judgments. That is, consumers 

will place greater importance on the product information itself and the sensory cues surrounding 

that product, using this information more in the process. 

P10. Sensory information in the environment surrounding the product increases 

reliance on external information. 

 

Future Research Directions 

 The comprehensive review and unification of literature on size perceptions under the 

central phenomenon of size framing has granted greater perspective on future research directions 

for size framing in consumer contexts. These directions appear below under the core elements of 

internal information, external information, and situational characteristics (see Table 1.2). It is our 

hope that future researchers will find the presented suggestions useful in expanding our current 

understanding of size perceptions as those perceptions relate to internal information, external 

information, and situational characteristics.  

Internal Information 

 Research in the internal domain of size framing should continue to identify personal 

characteristics that influence size perceptions. These characteristics may be innumerable and 

often difficult to capture, but identifying individual differences that are relevant to size framing 

will allow a better understanding of what to anticipate from certain consumers in relation to the 
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size framing process. For example, the presented conceptualization of size framing and its effects 

involves an elaborative process whereby size judgments are based on comparing external 

observable size information with triggered information in memory store. Thus, information flows 

from both memory store and from observable size information. Research should investigate 

factors that either enhance or suppress the flow of useful information from memory store.   

Table 1.2   

Summary of Some Directions for Future Research 

Dimension Directions for Future Research 

INTERNAL 
INFORMATION 

• Enhancers/suppressors of memory store 
o Knowledge 
o Emotions 
o Self-esteem needs 
o Balance of incoming information and personal variables 

• Psychological theories underpinning individual differences 
• Moderators of physical/physiological influences 

EXTERNAL 
INFORMATION 

• Unique/biasing nomenclatures 
• Semantic cues combining relative and absolute size information 
• Differences among product categories for absolute and relative 

size systems and the helpfulness of those systems across 
categories 

• Numerosity judgments in labeling 
• Extension of shape-sound symbolism in relation to size framing 
• Extension of dimensionality determinants of size judgments 
• Enhancers/suppressors of reliance on product cues in size 

judgments 

SITUATIONAL 
CHARACTERISTICS 

• Presentation/display of product 
• Moderators of size-related norms 
• Inventory of need for exactness among product categories 
• Moderators of utilitarian versus hedonic processing of products 
• Enhancers/suppressors of perceived manipulation/deception 
• Moderators of perceived consumption necessity 
• Elements surrounding the product 
• Extension of color-based environmental influences on size 

judgments 
• Extension of findings on atmospherics (especially lighting, air 

temperature, smell, and music) 
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Knowledge and experience are two key factors that should play a role in the flow of 

triggered information from memory store. It may be that greater knowledge or perhaps recalled 

experiences with certain product sizing in the past enhance the recall of triggered memory store. 

However, such enhanced recall may be emotionally charged, such that current size information 

may be negatively evaluated based on anger or sadness that ‘things are not as they used to be’ 

with respect to size. Future research should investigate the role of emotions in the elaborative 

process, with particular attention to positive and negative emotions as they pertain to the 

elaborations of comparison processes. Research should investigate the possibility that negative 

emotions slow comparison processes, while positive emotions expedite those same processes 

(Bellizzi and Hite 1992).  

Likewise, the need for self-esteem maintenance may suppress the utility of triggered 

memory store when that information does not enhance self-esteem and lead to overreliance on 

observable size information when that information improves self-esteem (Dubois et al. 2012). 

Thus, a consumer may bolster his/her level of self-esteem when the observable product size 

information supports higher status or attainment of desired attributes that buoy self-esteem, such 

as the case with vanity sizing. One potential line of inquiry should investigate the role of 

maintaining balance between incoming size information and triggered personal variables and 

how the overweighting of one relates to the underweighting of the other. It may be that the 

comparison process is multi-layered with a comparison step first, then adjustments made to the 

reliance on triggered memory store and suppression of observable size information, for example.    

 One key pathway is the identification of psychological theories that may relate to 

processing of size information. Taking the example above, construal-level theory (Trope and 

Liberman 2010) argues that individuals tend to process information in either abstract (high-level) 
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or concrete (low-level) terms. An individual in concrete construal leads to engage in more 

deliberate processing of information, including a more narrow focus on specific attributes. 

Meanwhile, abstract processors view information in a more holistic manner, focusing more on 

overall benefits rather than on specific pieces of information. While these construal levels may 

be primed, construal levels may also be traits in that individuals may naturally lean toward one 

construal level over the other. As such, one may surmise that because size is a specific attribute, 

consumers with abstract construal traits may focus less on specific size information compared to 

consumers with more concrete processing traits. This is, of course, just one theory of many that 

could explain individual differences in subjectivity of size perceptions, so future research should 

continue to explore these theories.  

 Further, scholars should determine means of influencing the consumer’s physical and 

physiological aspects in the size framing process. While changing a consumer’s actual physical 

composition on a situational basis is difficult, influencing a consumer’s perception of physical 

characteristics could bolster perceived alignment with size needs. As such, the consumer may 

ordinarily view a given product as larger or smaller than needed, but moderators may be able to 

sway the consumer to perceive a size in line with needs. Size nomenclature, for example, may 

include certain baselines or sound symbolism that could raise or lower perceived size to be in 

line with the consumer’s physical and/or physiological needs. 

External Information 

 Future research in the product domain should continue to address different approaches to 

and orientations of size labeling systems. For example, the classic ‘small-medium-large’ 

trichotomy is widely used and understood, but more unique nomenclatures such as those utilizing 

foreign words (i.e., ‘venti’ as a large) and biased baselines (i.e., ‘tall’ as the smallest size) 
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deserve greater attention in research. An interesting study in this area would assess the use of 

highly ambiguous labels with underlying psychological associations, such as common names of 

humans, and how those associations create (in)congruencies in consumers’ minds. For example, 

some retailers use human names as labels of cuts or fits of jeans. Do these names carry certain 

size-related associations? How do those associations align with size labels when certain names 

are assigned? How might contextual aspects from sound symbolism influence these associations? 

 Additionally, while research has documented differences between absolute and relative 

size labels, scholars have appeared to overlook the influence of combined systems that 

incorporate both absolute and relative sematic cues in labeling. For example, beverages may be 

labeled both ‘small’ and ’12 oz.,’ while jeans from certain retailers include both arbitrary and 

measurement-based numbers in one size label (i.e., size 00/24”). This approach layers 

unambiguous size information over an ambiguous size cue, which could override or suppress the 

influence of ambiguity in the size framing process. 

 Further, while authors such as Aydinolgu and Krishna (2011) have found that relative 

size information tends to enhance the ability of consumers to engage in the elaborative 

comparison process, future research should explore any situations in which absolute information 

actually has greater influence on consumer size judgments. If any product categories or contexts 

benefit more from absolute size systems, scholars and practitioners should understand these 

situations in order to maximize both theoretical understanding and size-related product 

performance. 

 Similarly, research is needed into numerosity-based differential size judgments between 

smaller/larger pairs of units of measurement in size labeling. That is, while numerosity is well-

understood overall, additional research into the size framing implications of numerosity would 



 
 

35 
 

provide further understanding of the interaction between the two concepts. For example, would 

consumers perceive the size difference between .5-liter and .75-liter bottles of soda as smaller 

than the difference between 500-milliliter and 750-milliliter bottles? 

 Additional work should also continue to identify ways in which package design can 

influence size judgments. For example, while certain aspects of product/package dimensionality 

influence size perceptions, scholars should continue to determine additional elements of 

dimensionality in the size framing process. Such research endeavors should expand upon the 

visual design perspective, incorporating the influences that lines, color, and other design 

elements exert on size perceptions. 

Finally, scholars should investigate other influences that expand the influence of product 

information, which could lead to a greater reliance on product cues than on consumer attributes. 

Bolstering the weight of reliance on product information in the process would improve the 

consistency of the influence of intentional size framing elements in product design, packaging, 

labeling, and presentation, thereby increasing the efficiency of such framing effects across a 

larger number of consumers. 

Situational Characteristics 

An important avenue of future research in situational characteristics is to determine the 

influences of elements immediately surrounding a given product in the size framing process. For 

example, how do different arrangements of retail fixtures, including height and width of 

shelving, impact size perceptions? In bulk displays such as ‘stackouts’ of boxed products in retail 

aisles, do certain stacking configurations alter size perceptions of individual products? 

Because certain products have norms or expectations around size information, future 

research should identify moderators of these norms. That is, can other contextual factors 
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enhance, suppress, or otherwise alter consumer expectations of size information? Do elements of 

subjectivity and/or ambiguity affect these norms? Scholars and practitioners would benefit from 

this avenue in that such research would enhance theoretical understanding of the manner in 

which size-related norms are overridden or bolstered in the size framing process and how 

moderating factors can sway consumer expectations of size. The expectancy confirmation model 

(Oliver 1977/1980) would provide a solid theoretical grounding for such research. 

Additionally, researchers should seek to understand the role of need for exactness in 

specific product categories and the influence of this need in each category in terms of size 

information. Although this work identifies a few examples of greater and lesser needs for 

exactness, a full-scale study of this variable would bring deeper clarity to the role of this need in 

size framing. As with size-related norms above, such work could demonstrate variance in 

expectancy confirmation across product categories. 

Utilitarian and hedonic orientations of product categories also warrant additional 

attention. Because consumers appear to interpret size information more rigidly with utilitarian 

products, scholars could determine factors that would lead consumers to consider products from 

more hedonic perspectives. Given the influential role of self-esteem in the hedonic-leaning 

product category of apparel, scholars could seek means of enhancing self-perceptions with 

usually utilitarian products when size information is salient. 

In the environment realm, additional work should investigate the influence of color on 

size perceptions. Because the concept of color divides into three primary dimensions of hue, 

chroma, and value (Long 2016), the avenues of future research in this vein may fall across these 

three areas. Namely, working with contrast along the three dimensions of color should extend the 

basic findings of chromatic contrast on size perceptions by incorporating potential influences of 
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hue and value, as well. How do these interactions influence consumer size perceptions in a 

product context? 

Further, future research should continue to investigate the role of atmospherics on 

product size perceptions. For example, how can the influences of direction (i.e., direct versus 

indirect), intensity/brightness, type, and temperature (i.e., warm versus cool) of lighting impact 

size perceptions? Further, does sensory information arising from atmospheric qualities such as 

air temperature, smell, and music influence the size framing process? For example, scholars and 

practitioners widely acknowledge the role that the tempo of music plays in the pace with which 

shoppers move through a retail space. Does music tempo also influence the speed of the 

elaborative comparison process involved in size judgments? If so, how do these factors influence 

size judgments? 

Additionally, scholars should uncover means of suppressing or avoiding consumer 

perceptions of manipulation or deception in contexts in which such suspicions are common. For 

example, while retailer honesty with issues can help to overcome dispositional cynicism around 

size labeling (Ketron 2016), other, more subtle means of thwarting perceived deception in the 

size framing process would provide additional avenues for protecting perceived brand or retailer 

integrity in the minds of consumers. 

Finally, future research should investigate methods of altering perceived consumption 

necessity, which could enhance value and assist practitioners in product positioning and 

competitive differentiation. For example, consumers may view negatively those products that 

perceptually need greater amounts of use to gain the same benefit as smaller amounts of rival 

products. As a result, consumers may avoid buying those products. Therefore, means of 
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decreasing these perceptions would influence size judgments and may help to enhance perceived 

value of such products. 

 

Conclusion 

 The present research contributes to scholarship in a number of compelling ways. First, a 

comprehensive review and summation of the literature on size information is presented. Second, 

a conceptual definition for size framing is developed and discussed. Third, a unifying framework 

provides a viable elaborative process explaining how consumers combine internal and external 

information in working memory in order to produce size judgments. Nine propositions describe 

the relationships among information types based on the specific conditions within a given 

instance of size framing. Finally, the stage is set for identifying several fruitful avenues for future 

research that have the potential to expand current understanding of size framing. 

 A key implication of the framework is the contribution to the literature of a 

comprehensive theoretical understanding of the elaborative process through which consumers 

perceive size information and form size judgments. Whereas discussions around size information 

heretofore have centered on specific contexts, the present framework treats those contexts as 

manifestations of a deeper underlying phenomenon, termed ‘size framing.’ Further, the 

framework presents a definition of size framing that accounts for both the act of influencing 

consumer perceptions of a product’s size and the effects of size framing on size judgments. 

Finally, the framework draws from prior literature to present three sources of information that 

combine in working memory: internal information, external information, and situational 

characteristics. As such, size perception research is classifiable according to one or more of these 



 
 

39 
 

dimensions. Future research should find this classification useful in further examinations of 

overlapping relationships among the information sources. 

Practitioners will find this work as well as past and future findings on size framing to be 

highly useful in influencing consumer perceptions of size. Indeed, size information is vital in the 

success of many product categories for retailers, namely because consumers are often unwilling 

to compromise on needed or desired product sizes. For instance, a common retail anecdote in 

inventory management is that if a customer cannot find his size in certain categories with 

specific size needs (i.e., apparel, bedding), to that customer, the retailer does not even have that 

product in stock. The customer is left dissatisfied and may even switch to a competitor with the 

needed sizes. Thus, the ability to achieve and maintain aligned sizes in product assortments is of 

paramount importance to the success of firms. 

Practitioners may seek to increase or decrease perceptions of a product’s size depending 

on the desired result. For example, a restaurant may seek to increase consumer perceptions of 

portion sizes in an attempt to reduce food costs, while an apparel brand may artificially deflate 

size labels as a means of bolstering consumer self-esteem (and purchases). In sum, size framing 

occurs when a marketer, advertiser, retailer, or other entity influences consumer perceptions of 

magnitude, volume, length, or some other size-related dimension of a product. Importantly, these 

influences can be bidirectional in that a given framing effect may lead to positive or negative 

consumer reactions. While negative reactions can sometimes be beneficial to the marketer – for 

example, a marketing entity may want to frame the size of one product as undesirable to drive 

consumers toward another, more perceptually desirable size – these negative reactions may also 

harm the marketing entity. Marketers would certainly welcome unexpected positive results from 

an accidental size frame but would frown upon and seek to avoid unexpected negative reactions.  
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The presented framework is also useful in providing practitioners with a common 

vocabulary for the translation of these concepts into size-related product strategies. As such, 

practitioners can more fully understand and/or appreciate the need to consider consumer, 

product, situational characteristics, and environmental factors in consumer size perceptions. 

Managers may be encouraged to test new strategies involving size perceptions with product 

categories that may be struggling in performance by implementing different size labeling 

systems, including elements of color or altering atmospherics, or targeting different consumer 

segments with aligned size. As research continues to elaborate on size framing, additional, 

targeted outcomes related to size information may potentially emerge within product strategies. 
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CONSUMER CYNICISM AND PERCEIVED DECEPTION IN VANITY SIZING: THE 
MODERATING ROLE OF RETAILER (DIS)HONESTY1 

 
 
 

Introduction 

 Consumers encountering information about products – for example, size information – 

attribute motives behind that information to certain intentions of the retailer in question (Heider, 

1958; Folkes, 1988; Weiner, 2000). Importantly, perceived retailer motives – not actual retailer 

motives – are what matter in these information encounters (Riquelme et al., 2016). For example, 

if the consumer perceives that a retailer is employing deceptive size information in its product 

offerings, that consumer will act according to that perception, regardless of whether or not the 

retailer is actually being deceitful. This is a vital point in that retailers must understand the nature 

of perceived deception and how retailers can overcome its effects. 

 A common issue involving consumer perceptions of potentially deceptive product 

information is vanity sizing, defined as the intentional labeling of garments with sizes that are 

smaller than the actual dimensions of those garments with the intent to deceive consumers 

(Aydinoglu and Krishna, 2012). A key element of vanity sizing is its reliance on successful 

deception (Aydinoglu and Krishna, 2012) – that is, an intentional attempt on the part of the 

retailer to influence the beliefs of the customer that a given entity holds attributes that may not be 

accurately represented (Bok, 1989). For vanity sizing to work as intended, consumers must be 

unaware that labeled sizes are smaller than actual sizes. Otherwise, consumers who recognize 

problematic size labeling may attribute the sizing to retailer deception, leading to negative 

                                                           
1 This paper is presented in its entirety from Seth Ketron (2016), “Consumer Cynicism and Perceived Deception in 
Vanity Sizing: The Moderating Role of Retailer (Dis)honesty,” Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 33, 33-
42; permission to use for Internal Use (including inclusion in dissertations) granted in copyright agreement from 
Elsevier. 
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outcomes for the retailer (Riquelme et al., 2016). Given these ideas, vanity sizing is an ideal 

context in which to study perceived deception related to product information in retail 

environments. 

In addition to a lack of understanding around how perceived deception relates to product 

size information, consumer research has not named clear dispositional antecedents of perceived 

deception, such as consumer cynicism (Chylinski and Chu, 2008/2010; Odou and de 

Pechpeyrou, 2011; Helm et al., 2015), that help to predict when consumers are more likely to 

perceive deceptive retailer motives (a notable exception is Riquelme and Román’s [2014] 

naming of risk aversion and materialism as antecedents, but these traits were situational to their 

study). Additionally, while previous work has determined that perceived deception negatively 

impacts consumer responses (Riquelme et al., 2016), research has not revealed any means of 

preventing perceived deception in retail environments. 

The goal of this research is to investigate the role of consumer attributions of deceptive 

retailer motivations in the evaluation of questionable product information, such as gaps between 

actual and labeled sizing information in contexts of potential vanity sizing. Further, this research 

examines how these perceptions can be amplified or suppressed. This work seeks to make a 

number of contributions. First, past research has revealed an overall influence of perceived 

deception on consumer satisfaction (Riquelme et al., 2016), but this effect has not been explored 

in the understudied area of product sizing information. Thus, this research extends the idea of 

perceived deception’s negative effect on consumer outcomes directly related to the product itself 

(i.e., purchase intentions). Second, perceived deception mediates consumer cynicism and 

consumer outcomes, indicating that consumer cynicism can indirectly influence consumer 

responses in the presence of questionable product information. Third, this work shows that the 
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impact of consumer cynicism on perceptions of deception is amplified when the consumer has 

prior knowledge of a retailer’s deceptive size labeling. Finally, that effect is suppressed when 

retailers exhibit honesty about sizing issues, offering retailers a means of countering perceived 

deception. 

 

Theoretical Background 

The Focus of This Research 

 Scholars have long held that the brand and the retailer are often separate entities in the 

consumer’s mind, as evidenced most notably by the difference drawn between retailer loyalty 

and brand loyalty (Cunningham, 1961; Stearns et al., 1982; Ewing, 2000). Additionally, retailers 

house multiple and often competing brands within the same stores and spaces. Past research has 

generally found a positive relationship between brand loyalty and retailer loyalty, such that 

changes in loyalty to one entity influence loyalty to the other entity. Further, brands and retailers 

can capitalize on co-reputation effects – for example, a brand can boost perceptions of its quality 

and reputation by selling through a high quality retailer (Chu and Chu, 1994). Likewise, this 

direct relationship can apply in situations of poor reputation, such that consumers perceive a 

brand to be of low quality if the retailer is of low quality. 

 Sometimes, retailer and brand significantly overlap. For example, private label brands 

often form the basis of many retailer strategies, especially in grocery contexts (i.e., Geyskens et 

al., 2010). For many apparel retailers, retailer and brand are synonymous. This is often the case 

specialty apparel market, which is concentrated with large retail chains selling largely, if not 

only, private label brands of the same names as their respective retailers. In these cases, 
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perceptions of the retailer are the same as perceptions of the brand, because the retailer is the 

brand. 

 Because the present research is an initial investigation into perceived deception in a 

vanity sizing context, the present research focuses on the retailer and the brand as the same 

entity. Therefore, this work does not distinguish between attributions of brand deception versus 

retailer deception because the differences in these two perceptions of deception are beyond the 

scope of this work. Future research should address differences in brand versus retailer 

attributions of perceived deception (discussed in the Limitations and Future Research section of 

this work). 

Vanity Sizing and Attribution Theory 

Attribution theory argues that individuals perceive the actions of others and form 

impressions of why those actions have occurred (Heider, 1958; Folkes, 1988; Weiner, 2000). 

That is, individuals attribute actions of others to various motives that are either intrinsic 

(internally motivated) or extrinsic (situational) in nature. Depending on the attributions made, 

attitudes and other outcomes related to the actor(s) in question differ. Prior scholars have used 

attribution theory in consumer behavior research to investigate various consumer responses to 

marketing-related situations, including endorsements, advertising, product failures, CSR, and 

brand attachment (Folkes, 1984/1988; Weiner, 1985/2000; Wang, 2008; Ellen et al., 2006; Klein 

and Dawar, 2004; Vlachos et al., 2009; Skarmeas and Leonidou, 2013; Orth et al., 2012).  

When consumers recognize problems with product sizing information such as labeled-

versus-actual sizing discrepancies, those consumers are likely to form attributions about the 

retailer’s role in these discrepancies. In these cases, consumers may attribute discrepant 

information to vanity sizing, blaming the sizing on the retailer’s intentional manipulation of 
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product information. Such attributions of deceptive retailer motives influence consumer 

responses negatively. Thus, attribution theory provides a useful framework for understanding 

consumer perceptions of discrepant sizing information (i.e., Riquelme et al., 2016). 

According to Román (2010), retailers generally engage in deceptive practices in order to 

bolster perceived attractiveness of product offerings and spark greater intentions to purchase. In a 

vanity sizing context, smaller-than-actual size labels lead to a bolstered attractiveness effect in 

that these labels attempt to induce feelings of thinness, which cause consumers to feel better 

about themselves and subsequently buy the apparel (Kinley, 2003; Aydinoglu and Krishna, 

2012). As such, vanity-sized apparel boosts the wearer’s self-esteem, which adds value to the 

product that would not otherwise be present with congruous labeled and actual sizes. However, 

vanity sizing is a manipulation of a product attribute (size), and prior research has shown that 

consumers perceive such ‘fluffing’ of product attributes as unethical and dishonest (Riquelme 

and Román, 2014). As such, the success of vanity sizing depends on lack of consumer realization 

that labeled sizes are inaccurate. Per attribution theory, consumers who recognize sizing as 

inaccurate and attribute its presence to vanity sizing will view the retailer in a negative light, 

leading to reduced consumer responses (Riquelme et al., 2016). 

Attributions and the Role of Consumer Cynicism 

An important factor concerning consumer attributions of retailer motives in scenarios of 

sizing issues is consumer cynicism – a dispositional skepticism or belief that firms’ motives and 

actions in consumer situations are self-serving and manipulative (i.e., Chylinski and Chu, 

2008/2010; Odou and de Pechpeyrou, 2011; Helm et al., 2015). Consumer cynicism is 

widespread among consumers; influences cognitive, affective, and behavioral outcomes; and 

exists across the general domain of consumer behavior, with no specific demarcations or 



 
 

51 
 

boundaries (Kanter and Wortzel, 1985; Chylinski and Chu, 2008). As such, cynical consumers 

carry a natural suspicion of retailer motives across various shopping contexts and apply skeptical 

viewpoints to different consumer-related situations. These cynical attitudes are dispositional and 

operant in many consumer contexts (Berlo et al., 1969; Pomering and Johnson, 2009; Skarmeas 

and Leonidou, 2013; Obermiller and Spangenberg, 1998; Obermiller et al., 2005; Gupta and 

Cooper, 1992; Lunardo, 2012). 

The negative effect of consumer cynicism toward retailer motives on consumer responses 

is clearly documented in the literature and is amplified when the retailer in question is perceived 

as pursuing intentionally deceptive or manipulative tactics (i.e., Ellen et al., 2000; Forehand, 

2000; Forehand and Grier, 2003). Thus, because vanity sizing is an intentionally deceptive 

practice (Aydinoglu and Krishna, 2012), consumers who attribute discrepancies between labeled 

and actual sizes to manipulative motives are likely to exhibit stronger negative responses to the 

product and retailer. 

 Although consumer cynicism leads to greater negative impressions of retailer motives, 

prior research suggests that cynicism itself is not a direct influence on consumer outcomes (i.e., 

Forehand and Grier, 2003). Rather, consumer cynicism sways consumer judgments and 

attributions related to the retailer and associated motives, and these judgments and attributions 

influence consumer outcomes. If this is the case, then consumer cynicism itself should not have a 

direct relationship with consumer responses. Rather, consumer perceptions of deceptive retailer 

motives should fully mediate the relationship between cynicism and consumer outcomes: 

H1. Perceived deception fully mediates the relationship between consumer 

cynicism and consumer outcomes, such that consumer cynicism positively 
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predicts perceived deception, which in turn negatively predicts consumer 

outcomes. 

Given that consumer cynicism influences consumers’ perceptions of deceptive size 

labeling, what influences amplify or hamper this effect? The answer to this question provides 

important implications for retailers for two reasons. First, factors that lead to stronger 

impressions of deceptive sizing should be understood so that retailers can avoid or circumvent 

these amplifiers. Second, suppressors of the cynicism effect are important to retailers that 

experience labeled size discrepancy issues, because these suppressors can thwart perceived 

deception and its subsequent influence on consumer responses in such cases. 

Amplifying Perceived Deception through Prior Knowledge of Deceptive Information 

 As discussed above, consumer cynicism is a key predictor of perceptions of deceptive 

product information. However, certain factors may serve to strengthen this effect, causing greater 

attributions of informational discrepancies to deceptive or manipulative retailer motives above 

what consumer cynicism predicts in isolation. As such, information about the retailer’s prior 

deceptive practices (or lack thereof) can strengthen or weaken the influence of consumer 

cynicism on perceived deception due to confirmation or disconfirmation of suspicion of retailer 

motives (Oliver, 1977/1980). 

Prior scholars (i.e., Darke and Ritchie, 2007; Riquelme and Román, 2014) have found 

that deceptive consumer messages pique feelings of mistrust toward subsequent consumer 

messages. In this research, sizing information serves as a key consumer message that, if found to 

be deceptive, can undermine consumer perceptions of the retailer in future assessments of size 

information. Therefore, a key amplifier of the effect of consumer cynicism on perceived 

deception is likely to be prior knowledge of a retailer’s deceptive size labeling practices. That is, 
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consumers who know of a retailer’s prior deceptive size labeling are much more likely to 

question retailer motives and attribute discrepant size labels to vanity sizing due to a heightened 

suspicion of the retailer’s motives (Darke and Ritchie, 2007). Meanwhile, consumers recognizing 

variances between labeled and usual sizes for the first time for a given retailer (i.e., lacking prior 

knowledge of dishonest sizing) have less cause to perceive intentional deception. 

Consider the following illustration. Suppose a consumer reads a news article that exposes 

a given retailer’s sizing practices as deceptive. If the consumer shops for clothing from this 

retailer after reading the news article and encounters a garment with discrepant size labeling, that 

consumer has greater reason to doubt the retailer’s motives and will further form unfavorable 

impressions of the retailer due to the stereotyping effect (Darke and Ritchie, 2007). Meanwhile, a 

lack of prior knowledge of deceptive size labeling offers no foundational information for future 

shopping scenarios, so consumers without such knowledge are less likely to attribute discrepant 

size labeling of the retailer’s garments to deceptive or manipulative motives. In the former case, 

a consumer’s cynicism is confirmed, strengthening perceived deception. In the latter case, the 

relationship between consumer cynicism and perceived deception should still exist, but because 

the consumer lacks prior information about retailer dishonesty with sizing information, the effect 

on perceived deception should be weaker (Forehand, 2000; Forehand and Grier, 2003). This 

leads to the second hypothesis: 

H2. Prior knowledge of deceptive size labeling moderates the vanity sizing 

evaluation process such that when consumers know that the retailer has 

used deceptive labeling in the past, the effect of consumer cynicism on 

perceived deception is stronger. 
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Overcoming Perceived Deception through Retailer Honesty 

 Meanwhile, retailers perceived as honest are less likely to face consumer attributions of 

deceptive or manipulative size labeling practices. Namely, prior research has indicated that 

cynical reactions to consumer stimuli can be overcome through displays of retailer honesty (i.e., 

Forehand and Grier, 2003; Lunardo, 2012). While recognized deception further sparks 

perceptions of deceptive messaging in subsequent encounters with retailer information (Darke 

and Ritchie, 2007), proactive honesty with product attributes on the part of the retailer counter 

perceived deception and can lead to positive outcomes (i.e., Wang et al., 2009). 

 Within the context of vanity sizing, retailers that alert consumers to size labeling issues 

are more likely to stifle the influence of cynicism on perceptions of deception, because the 

retailer’s announcement removes doubt or mistrust around its intentions and disconfirms the 

consumer’s suspicion of the retailer’s motives. For example, suppose that a consumer enters a 

retail store and encounters a garment with a discrepant size label. If the display incorporates 

signage that announces a known problem with that garment’s size labels, the consumer is less 

likely to attribute the discrepant size labels to impure motives due to the retailer’s upfront 

honesty. This effect should be especially prevalent in cases of unambiguous information (i.e., 

that the garment’s actual size is one size larger than the labeled size), which helps to reduce 

perceived deception (Kim and Lee, 2009). Thus, retailers that warn consumers of sizing issues 

are likely to suppress the influence of cynicism on perceived deception. This leads to the final 

hypothesis: 

H3. Retailer honesty with size labeling issues moderates the vanity sizing 

evaluation process such that when the retailer informs consumers of 



 
 

55 
 

discrepancies between labeled and actual sizes, the honest thwarts the 

effect of consumer cynicism on perceived deception. 

 

Study Overview 

 Three studies examine H1-3 and proceed in the following manner. The first study 

establishes the basic effect of perceived deception on consumer responses as a pretest. Study 1 

investigates consumer cynicism as an antecedent of perceived deception and establishes the 

mediation effect of perceived deception between consumer cynicism and consumer responses. 

Study 2 assesses prior knowledge of deceptive size labeling as a moderator amplifying the effect 

of consumer cynicism on perceived deception. Meanwhile, study 3 demonstrates that honesty 

with sizing issues can block the influence of consumer cynicism on perceived deception, thus 

preventing consumer responses from declining.  

 Study 1 utilized data from undergraduate student populations, and studies 2 and 3 were 

conducted with Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) data. MTurk has been shown to offer a 

number of benefits for researchers, including greater generalizability and diversity compared to 

student data (Berensky et al., 2012; Buhrmester et al., 2011). Thus, MTurk data was used for 

studies 2 and 3 to enhance sample generalizability to the overall population. Additionally, since 

the scenarios involved shopping for clothing (a ubiquitous activity for adults), no problems 

arising from lack of familiarity among the samples were anticipated.  

 

Study 1 

 The purpose of study 1 to verify the hypothesis that perceived deception mediates the 

relationship between consumer cynicism and consumer responses, as H1 predicts. Specifically, 
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this study demonstrates that consumer cynicism is an important antecedent of consumers’ 

perceptions that a retailer is pursuing intentionally deceptive size labeling practices, which 

further impacts consumer responses. 

Procedure 

 In exchange for extra credit in a course, 97 undergraduate students (42 male; median age 

range: 18-24) from a large Southwestern university participated in a survey procedure in which 

all respondents first read the following shopping scenario adopted from Aydinolgu and Krishna 

(2012): 

Please imagine that you are out shopping for a pair of jeans. You visit a clothing 
store where you have made a couple of purchases before and were satisfied with 
the products. You try on various styles of jeans and make a decision on one. This 
is a relatively new style with a different cut from the jeans you currently have, 
although you are familiar with the brand. The size that fits you the best ends up 
being one size smaller than (vs. higher than or same as) your usual size. 
 

Next, respondents answered one three-item, seven-point Likert type scale to assess perceived 

deception, such as “The maker of this garment is trying to deceive me” (α = .873). Respondents 

rated respondents responded to two five-item, seven-point semantic-differential scales to 

measure attitude toward the retailer (adapted from a scale to measure attitude toward the brand, 

including items such as “likable-unlikable”) and purchase intentions (with items such as 

“definitely not buy-definitely buy;” Spears and Singh, 2004). For the sake of brevity, these two 

scales were averaged to create the composite measure purchase persuasion (α = .965).  

 Additionally, respondents answered eight seven-point Likert-type items to measure 

consumer cynicism (such  as “companies see consumers as puppets to manipulate” and “to make 

a profit, companies are willing to do whatever they can get away with;” α = .844) adopted from 

Helm et al. (2015). Finally, respondents answered demographic questions before exiting the 

procedure. 
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Results 

 Main effect. Linear regression analysis revealed that consumer cynicism has a significant 

and positive relationship with perceived deception (β = .531; t (1, 95) = 3.577; p = .001).  

Mediation analysis. To verify the role of perceived deception as a mediator between 

consumer cynicism and purchase persuasion, PROCESS Model 4 (Hayes, 2013) analyzed 

consumer cynicism as predictor and purchase persuasion as outcome. As predicted by H1, 

perceived deception is a full mediator between consumer cynicism and purchase persuasion 

(effect = -.186; CI = -.355 to -.080), as evidenced by the insignificance of the direct effect (CI = -

.138 to .371; p > .3). An examination of path coefficients confirms the prior findings that 

consumer cynicism has a significant, positive relationship with perceived deception, which has a 

significant, negative relationship with purchase persuasion (see Figure 1). 

 

Figure 2.1. Mediation of perceived deception (study 1). 

Consumer 
Cynicism

Perceived 
Deception

Purchase 
Persuasion

CI = .236 to .826
p < .001

CI = -.516 to -.186
p < .001

CI = -.138 to .371
p > .3

+ -

 
 
Discussion 

 The results of study 1 confirm that consumer cynicism is an important antecedent of 

consumer perceptions that discrepant size labels are intentionally deceptive. That is, consumers 

with higher levels of cynicism are more likely to attribute discrepant size labels to manipulative 

retailer motives. This perception of deceptive size labeling further significantly and negatively 
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impacts consumer responses, showing that consumer cynicism can impact consumer outcomes 

through attributions of deceptive retailer motives. This finding confirms H1. 

 

Study 2 

The purpose of study 2 is to examine the hypothesized amplifying effect of prior 

knowledge of deceptive size labeling on the relationship between consumer cynicism and 

perceived deception. As H2 predicts, when consumers are aware of prior deceptive retailer 

labeling practices, consumers are more likely to perceive subsequent discrepancies in the 

retailer’s sizing information as intentionally deceptive. The subsequent perceived deception then 

should negatively impact consumer responses to confirm the mediation effect. 

Procedure 

 In exchange for monetary compensation, 98 (45 male, median age range: 25-34) subjects 

were recruited from Amazon Mechanical Turk to participate in a 2 (prior knowledge: present vs. 

absent) X seven-point linear (consumer cynicism scale) between-subjects design. Subjects first 

viewed one of two randomly assigned short news articles for a hypothetical retailer, Authentia 

Apparel. In one article, half of the subjects read that Authentia was recently accused of vanity 

sizing as evidenced by a recent investigation and report by independent researchers. As a control, 

the other half of the subjects read that Authentia was planning to open new stores. Both articles 

had lengths that were highly comparable. 

After reading the assigned news article, each subject then read a scenario similar to the 

ones above but tailored specifically for this study:  

Please imagine that you have now left your house for the day and are out shopping for a 
pair of jeans. You visit the same clothing store from the article, Authentia Apparel, which 
is a store you have never before visited. You try on various styles of jeans and make a 
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decision on one. The size that fits you the best ends up being one size smaller than (vs. 
higher than or same as) your usual size. 

 

Figure 2.2. Manipulations for study 2 (prior knowledge present vs. absent). 

a. present 

 

b. absent 

 

Next, subjects responded to the same items for purchase intentions and attitude toward 

the retailer used in prior studies (Spears and Singh, 2004), which were again averaged to form 
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the composite variable purchase persuasion (α = .981). Consumer cynicism (α = .879) was again 

measured with the eight items from Helm et al. (2015). Next, as a manipulation check, subjects 

rated their agreement with “I read an article that stated that there was a problem with Authentia 

Apparel's sizing” on a seven-point Likert-type item, and to ensure that the articles had similar 

perceived word counts, subjects rated “The article I read had a lot of words in it” using a second 

seven-point Likert-type item. Finally, subjects responded to demographics questions before 

exiting the procedure. 

Results 

 Manipulation checks. Subjects who viewed the article related to vanity sizing (M = 6.43) 

indicated much higher agreement with the statement that they read an article related to sizing 

problems compared to subjects in the control group (M = 2.22; F (1, 96) = 180.323; p < .001). 

Further, though some directionality existed in the perceptions of word count (MVS Article = 4.29 vs. 

MControl Article = 3.69), the difference was not statistically significant (F (1, 96) = 2.509; p > .1). 

Thus, the manipulation worked as intended. 

 Main effects. In verification of the results from study 1, consumer cynicism is 

significantly and positively related to perceived deception (β = .689; t (1, 96) = 4.374; p < .001), 

which is significantly and negatively related to purchase persuasion (β = -.517; t (1, 96) = -5.983; 

p < .001). PROCESS Model 4 (Hayes, 2013) confirms the prior finding that perceived deception 

is a full mediator (effect = -.325; CI = -.560 to -.144) due to the insignificance of the direct effect 

(CI = -.505 to .129; p > .2). 

 Meanwhile, subjects responded more negatively when they had prior knowledge of 

deceptive retailer sizing practices. Namely, subjects who saw the vanity sizing article (M = 
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3.635) had lower purchase persuasion than those who saw the new store article (M = 4.471; F (1, 

95) = 7.206; p < .01). 

 Moderated mediation effect. Because the presence of prior knowledge of a retailer’s 

deceptive sizing practices is hypothesized to amplify the influence of consumer cynicism on 

perceived deception, which should in turn influence consumer outcomes, PROCESS Model 8 

(Hayes, 2013) for moderated mediation was utilized to assess H2. Namely, the mediation path of 

consumer cynicism to perceived deception to purchase persuasion was input, with presence or 

absence of prior knowledge of deceptive sizing as the moderator of interest. The expectation is 

that the mediating influence of perceived deception is stronger when prior knowledge of 

dishonest sizing is present. The overall index of moderated mediation indicated significance 

(index = .201; CI = .014 to .493). More specifically, perceived deception was a significant 

mediator when prior knowledge was both present (effect = -.398; CI = -.690 to -.1655) and 

absent (effect = -.197; CI = -.475 to -.003), with both pathways fully mediated (both direct effect 

paths were insignificant). However, the effect was stronger when the prior knowledge was 

present.  

PROCESS also revealed that consumer cynicism and prior knowledge present/absent 

interacted to predict perceived deception at a marginally significant level (p < .1). Thus, to gain a 

better understanding of this interaction, consumer cynicism and prior knowledge present/absent 

were input as predictors in MODPROBE (Hayes and Matthes, 2009), with perceived deception 

as the outcome. The analysis confirmed marginal significance at p < .1. Further, floodlight 

analysis revealed that the difference in the consumer cynicism/perceived deception relationship 

between present vs. absent prior knowledge of dishonest sizing varies significantly at cynicism 

values of 4.007 and higher (see Figure 3). These results provide collective support for H2. 
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Figure 2.3. Interaction of consumer cynicism and prior knowledge of deceptive sizing (present 
vs. absent). 
 

 

 
Discussion 

 Study 2 reveals that the positive relationship between consumer cynicism and perceived 

deception is amplified when the consumer has prior knowledge of a retailer’s dishonest sizing. 

That is, perceived deception is a full mediator for both paths, but the effect of prior knowledge of 

dishonest sizing enhances the strength of that mediation. This indicates that if consumers 

perceive retailer dishonesty, those consumers are more likely to suspect the retailer’s motives 

when these consumers encounter subsequent discrepant sizing information.  
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Study 3 

Study 3 offers a means of overcoming the negative effects of consumer cynicism by 

investigating the moderating influence of retailer honesty in consumer evaluations of discrepant 

size labels. That is, the influence of consumer cynicism on perceived deception is likely to 

decline in the presence of retailer honesty, as H3 predicts. Thus, when retailers announce sizing 

issues, consumers are less likely to feel that the related size labels are deceptive, which should 

subsequently improve consumer responses. 

Procedure 

 In exchange for monetary compensation, 93 subjects (48 male; median age range: 25-34) 

from Amazon Mechanical Turk participated in a 2 (retailer honesty with sizing issues: present 

vs. absent) X linear (consumer cynicism on a seven-point Likert scale) between-subjects design 

in which respondents were shown one of two randomly assigned displays of jeans (see Figures 

5a/b). In one display, a sign announced that the jeans had a sizing issue (i.e., that they were 

running one size smaller than they should), and in the other display, a sign of identical 

appearance announced that the jeans were new arrivals (a control condition).  

Next, subjects read the following scenario: 

Please imagine that you have selected and tried on a pair of jeans from this retailer. The 

size that fits you the best ends up being one size smaller than (vs. higher than or same as) 

your usual size. 
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Figure 2.4. Manipulations for study 3 (honest vs. control). 

a. honest 

 

b. control 
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Then, subjects responded to the same items for purchase intentions and attitude toward 

the retailer (Spears and Singh, 2004), which were again averaged to form purchase persuasion (α 

= .966). Additionally, consumer cynicism was once again assessed using the eight items from 

prior studies (α = .917; Helm et al., 2015). Because this study utilized an actual display as a 

manipulation, subjects also responded to three items that measured happiness with the jeans (α = 

.864) as a control variable. Next, as a manipulation check, subjects rated their agreement with the 

statement “I read a sign that mentioned sizing issues” using a seven-point Likert-type item. 

Finally, respondents answered demographics questions before exiting the procedure. 

Results 

 Manipulation check. Subjects who saw the sign announcing the sizing problem (M = 

6.30) had much higher agreement with the manipulation check question than did those who saw 

the control sign (M = 2.08; F (1, 91) = 227.257; p < .001). 

 Main effects. Once again, consumer cynicism is verified to significantly and positively 

predict perceived deception (β = .740; t (1, 91) = 4.300; p < .001), which is significantly and 

negatively related to purchase persuasion (β = -.225; t (1, 91) = -3.694; p < .001). Further, 

PROCESS Model 4 (Hayes 2013) verified the full mediation of perceived deception (effect = -

.153; CI = -.309 to -.060) as evidenced by the insignificance of the direct effect (CI = -.317 to 

.162; p > .5). 

Controlling for happiness with the jeans as a highly significant covariate (p < .001), 

ANCOVA revealed a significant effect for present vs. absent honesty about sizing issues. 

Specifically, purchase persuasion was higher for those who saw the honest sign (M = 4.99) than 

for those who saw the control sign (M = 4.52; F (1, 90) = 7.585; p < .01).  
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Moderated mediation effect. As with study 2, PROCESS Model 8 (Hayes, 2013) for 

mediated moderation was utilized to examine H3. Including happiness with the jeans as a 

covariate, this analysis revealed significance for a moderated mediation effect of present vs. 

absent honesty with sizing issues (index = -.151; CI = -.378 to -.033). Namely, the mediation 

effect of perceived deception was significant for the control sign (effect = -.214; CI = -.392 to -

.082), while the effect was not significant for the honest sign (effect = -.063; CI = -.198 to .026). 

The examination of path coefficients revealed a significant interaction between consumer 

cynicism and presence vs. absence of honesty with sizing issues as a predictor of perceived 

deception, which further predicts purchase persuasion. 

 To further understand the nature of this interaction, as with study 2, MODPROBE (Hayes 

and Matthes, 2009) was utilized to assess differences of consumer cynicism’s effect on perceived 

deception between present vs. absent honesty with sizing issues. Namely, the interaction was 

significant (CI = -.063 to .676; p < .05), such that the slope of the relationship between consumer 

cynicism and perceived deception for the control sign was higher than the slope of the 

relationship for the honest sign. Further, floodlight analysis indicated that differences in the two 

conditions were significant at consumer cynicism levels of about 3.658 and higher (see Figure 5). 

These findings collectively support H3. 
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Figure 2.5. Interaction of consumer cynicism and honesty with sizing issues on perceived 
deception. 
 

 

 

Discussion 

 Study 3 reveals support for the hypothesis that the presence of honesty with sizing issues 

helps to thwart the influence of consumer cynicism by reducing consumer perceptions of 

deceptive retailer motives. As such, the effect of consumer cynicism is blocked when retailers 

announce sizing issues, and subsequently encountered discrepancies in labeled versus actual 

sizes are not as likely to be attributed to deceptive motives. Meanwhile, the mediation of 

perceived deception holds strong when that honesty is absent because nothing exists to block the 

influence of consumer cynicism on perceived deception. These findings indicate that retailers 

can hedge against the negative effects of consumers’ questioning of retailer motives by 

proactively announcing problems such as sizing issues.  
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General Discussion 

The present research investigates the negative implications of consumer perceptions of 

deceptive retailer motives in a vanity sizing context. Specifically, attribution theory (Heider, 

1958) provides a useful theoretical framework to predict consumer responses to apparel with 

discrepant size labels. That is, consumers who attribute discrepant size labeling to intentionally 

deceptive retailer motives form negative impressions of the product and retailer in question. 

Several implications follow. 

Theoretical Implications 

First, this work demonstrates that consumer cynicism is a key antecedent of perceived 

deception. While the present research centers on a vanity sizing context, this finding is applicable 

to any consumer context in which deceptive product information is a possible concern, including 

advertising or other product attributes beyond sizing information (Darke and Ritchie, 2007; 

Riquelme et al., 2016). As such, cynical consumers are more likely to be naturally suspicious of 

product information that may be questionable, such as the case of product sizing, necessitating 

the need for avoidance of product information that is suspicious or leaves room for doubt. 

Second, consumers who attribute discrepant labeling to vanity sizing practices exhibit 

more negative consumer responses to the product and the retailer. This finding has implications 

for the effect of consumer perceptions on consumer outcomes, such that consumers who suspect 

the retailer of dishonest behavior will form negative attitudes and behaviors, whether or not the 

retailer’s motives are actually deceptive. This finding reinforces the work of Riquelme et al. 

(2016) and extends that work to include direct product outcomes as an effect of perceived 

deception along with broader retailer satisfaction. 
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Third, the effect of consumer cynicism on perceived deception is amplified when 

consumers have prior knowledge of a retailer’s deceptive size labeling at higher levels of 

consumer cynicism. Thus, retailers whose labeling practices have been called into question in 

outlets such as news articles are more likely to be suspected of intentional deception in future 

encounters with discrepant size information due to a reputation effect (Darke and Ritchie, 2007), 

but this effect is likely only for more cynical consumers. While the current research utilizes a 

news article as a medium of such information, word of mouth, blogs, social media, and other 

communication outlets may lead to similar effects. However, because each of these media has 

different perceived levels of credibility and relevance to individual consumers as well as 

situational and dispositional influences tied to specific communication platforms (i.e., some 

social media users are perceived as more competent or knowledgeable than others in certain 

topics), some media may be more influential than others in this amplification effect. Future 

research should investigate nuances among these media.  

Fourth, retailer honesty with product issues can thwart the influence of consumer 

cynicism on perceived deception. As with the amplification effect of prior knowledge of 

deceptive sizing, this suppression effect occurs at higher levels of cynicism. This block results 

from a disconfirmation of cynical attitudes (i.e., Oliver, 1977/1980), which would have 

otherwise led the consumer to believe that the retailer is generally dishonest (Chylinski and Chu, 

2008/2010; Odou and de Pechpeyrou, 2011; Helm et al., 2015). If retailers proactively announce 

that product issues are present, then consumers are less likely to form negative impressions of 

retailer motives, circumventing damage to consumer outcomes due to perceived deception. 

While the retailer may not wish to cast doubt on its credibility, consumers are less likely to 

question retailer motives in the presence of retailer honesty. Thus, being honest about sizing and 
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other product issues will help to block the influence of consumer cynicism on perceived 

deception, staving off negative perceptions and subsequent declines in consumer responses. 

Fifth, the amplification and suppression effects found in this research are only applicable 

at higher levels of consumer cynicism. This means that differential effects resulting from prior 

knowledge of deceptive practices and retailer honesty are only likely to occur among more 

cynical consumers. This is likely due to the direct relationship between consumer cynicism and 

perceived deception. That is, because consumers lower in cynicism also tend to have lower levels 

of perceived deception, the influences of amplifiers and suppressors of this relationship are less 

apparent among these consumers. 

Finally, this work demonstrates that vanity sizing is not a superficial phenomenon that 

simply creates good feelings among consumers, as prior scholars have argued (i.e., Aydingolu 

and Krishna, 2012; Hoegg et al., 2014). The present research reveals that consumers who 

perceive that a retailer is being deceptive with its sizing information have lower responses to the 

product and the retailer, so vanity sizing in an attempt to create good feelings among consumers 

could backfire. This is especially true among more cynical consumers, who have a natural, 

unprompted suspicion of retailer motives and are quicker to form impressions of perceived 

deception in cases of discrepant size information.  

Managerial Implications 

 In the context of this research, vanity sizing backfires on retailers when consumers 

perceive that sizing information is dishonest, which causes a decline in consumer responses to 

the product and the retailer. Retailers that decide to engage in dishonest sizing practices do so at 

their own risk – unperceived deception with sizing can enhance perceived value in the product 

(Aydingolu and Krishna, 2012), while perceived deception will diminish that value. The result is 
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that retailers walk a rather fine line by engaging in deceptive practices and should be prepared to 

deal with the consequences if consumers perceive deception. Meanwhile, retailers with purer 

motives may still face backlash from consumers due to perceived deception, even if those 

perceptions are false (Riquelme et al., 2016). Thus, retailers should generally avoid appearances 

of deception to prevent the negative consequences that arise from consumer perceptions of 

deceptive practices. 

 Another important implication for managers is that perceived retailer deception harms 

intentions to purchase the product in question. Thus, if consumers perceive that the retailer is 

being dishonest with product information, product sales are likely to suffer. This finding is of 

special interest to managers of products external to the retailer (i.e., national brands) in that 

perceived retailer deception can harm product performance for inventory that the retailer itself 

did not produce. Likewise, retailers carrying products from external vendors may face backlash 

from consumers in cases of perceived deception, even if those retailers had no influence over 

product information. Thus, retailers should be diligent in ensuring that product information such 

as size labels do not leave significant room for perceived deception. 

Limitations and Future Research 

A hypothetical scenario formed the basis of study 1, which could have led to reduced 

accuracy in representation of consumer outcomes. While study 2 utilized news articles and study 

3 relied on actual photographs of displays, scenarios in realistic contexts would enhance 

generalizability and validity of the findings. Thus, future research should examine consumer 

attributions concerning sizing information in an actual retail context, such as a fitting room 

environment.  
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Additionally, this research examines one major product context – apparel – in which 

vanity sizing and other potentially deceptive sizing information can occur. Perceived deception 

around product size information could be present in other product contexts, warranting future 

investigation into these additional contexts. For example, food/beverages, furniture, housewares, 

and other product categories frequently involve product sizing as a key attribute of consumer 

offerings. While many of these product categories with sized products may not involve any 

opportunities for successful deceptive sizing – for example, bedsheets and tools/hardware require 

highly accurate sizing to perform satisfactorily – products in other contexts could be deceptively 

sized to increase consumer satisfaction and product performance. This may be especially true for 

categories with product package quantities to which consumers do not allocate much attention 

(Wansink and Chandon, 2014). One such product context is food packaging. Prior studies have 

documented portion inflation as well as subjective and relative sizing systems as issues in food 

packaging (Krider et al., 2001; Chandon and Ordabayeva, 2009; Aydingolu and Krishna, 2011; 

Wansink and van Ittersum, 2013). Even sensory perceptions, which are common in food 

packaging environments, can influence consumer perceptions of product sizes (Krishna 

2006/2012). Because food packaging can be manipulated to influence size perceptions, the 

product category could potentially involve perceptions of deceptive sizing practices. As such, the 

food category offers a fruitful context in which to expand the findings in the present work.  

Further, consumer perceptions of deception for size discrepancies in the opposite 

direction (i.e., garments that are actually smaller in measurement than their labeled sizes) should 

be explored to show how perceptions of retailer deception change depending on the 

directionality of the size discrepancy (Hoegg et al., 2014). 
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Additional factors that predict and influence consumer suspicions of deceptive sizing and 

other product attribute information are important to investigate. Beyond consumer cynicism, 

prior knowledge of deceptive product information, and retailer honesty with product issues, 

additional influences could reveal additional strategies that can thwart perceived deception 

among consumers, especially in circumstances of questionable product information. 

Another important avenue of future research is to investigate the influence that perceived 

deception in contexts of supposed vanity sizing has on consumer stereotypes of the apparel 

industry and its use of deceptive sizing practices. Prior scholars have found that perceived 

deception leads to negative views of broader marketing messages as a whole (Darke and Ritchie, 

2007; Riquelme and Román, 2014). Thus, consumer perceptions of vanity sizing could lead to 

broader views that the apparel industry as a whole is dishonest. Additionally, this dishonesty may 

translate into other message types, such as retailer advertisements or pricing strategies. Does 

perceived deception of sizing information lead to broader suspicion of the retailer’s messages as 

a whole? Does this perception lead to doubt in other retailers’ sizing information? 

Finally, due to the focus of this research on initial investigation into perceived deception 

and vanity sizing, the research utilized manipulations in which brand and retailer were 

synonymous. Perceptual differences would certainly be present in contexts in which brand and 

retailer are separate entities (i.e., a major national brand and a major department store chain). In 

these cases of differing identities of brand and retailer, consumer perceptions may be different 

depending on certain situational factors or other moderating influences, such as trust in one 

entity or the other (Darke and Ritchie, 2007). For example, how does a high level of trust in a 

retailer influence perceived deception? Does higher trust in one entity lead to greater negative 

consequences for the other entity in cases of perceived deception, or does that higher trust lead to 
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feelings of betrayal in such cases? Are more cynical consumers more likely to experience broken 

trust than less cynical consumers, and if so, what are the implications for marketing messages 

and product information? An in-depth analysis of differences in consumer perceptions of brand 

dishonesty and retailer dishonesty would be valuable in understanding influences of perceived 

deception when brand and retailer are separate entities. 
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LIAR, LIAR, MY SIZE IS HIGHER: HOW RETAILER CONTEXT INFLUENCES LABELED 
SIZE BELIEVABILITY AND CONSUMER RESPONSES TO VANITY SIZING2 

 

Introduction 

Informational cues in a retail environment inevitably influence consumer expectations 

about product characteristics that will be encountered in the retail space (i.e., Grewal et al. 2014; 

Spence et al. 2014). In apparel contexts, a key product characteristic is garment size (Hsu and 

Burns 2002). However, inconsistencies in apparel sizing have long been an issue (Ashdown and 

Loker 2010; Ashdown and O’Connell 2006) and pose potential problems for retailers of sized 

apparel products. 

One particular type of sizing inconsistency is that of vanity sizing, the practice of 

intentionally mislabeling garments with smaller-than-accurate sizes with the goal of convincing 

consumers that their bodies are smaller (Brown and Rice 1998; Kinley 2003; Aydinoglu and 

Krishna 2012; Hoegg et al. 2014; Greve 2014; Ketron 2016). Numerous studies in both academic 

and press/trade literature have documented vanity sizing, including chronological comparisons of 

sizing standards  showing that manufacturers have been shifting garment size meanings with 

under-sized labels over time (Workman 1991; Workman and Lentz 2000). Additionally, empirical 

tests of fit have shown that size labels tend to be smaller than actual dimensions in garments, 

especially among higher-end apparel (Tamburrino 1992; Kinley 2003). When successful in its 

intent, vanity sizing can be a means of competitive advantage (DesMarteau 2000). However, 

inconsistencies in sizing among brands remain a source of frustration to consumers. 

                                                           
2 This paper is presented in its entirety from Seth Ketron and Nancy Spears (2017), “Liar, Liar, My Size Is Higher: 
How Retailer Context Influences Labeled Size Believability and Consumer Responses to Vanity Sizing,” Journal of 
Retailing and Consumer Services, 34, 185-192; permission to use for Internal Use (including inclusion in 
dissertations) granted in copyright agreement from Elsevier. 
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Consumer responses to vanity sizing range from annoyance to positivity (Aydinoglu and 

Krishna 2012; Kennedy 2009; Ashdown and Loker 2010; Ketron 2016). While prior investigations 

have revealed some detail around these responses to vanity sizing, much is to be learned about the 

influence of retail environment on responses to vanity sized garments and the underlying processes 

that guide these responses.  

The current research seeks to add to our understanding of these issues by applying 

anchoring theory to examine consumer reactions to smaller-than-usual size information in retail 

environments (Tversky and Kahneman 1974). In accordance with anchoring theory, the present 

research argues that consumer responses to product sizing may differ depending on informational 

cues in retail environments, such that these informational cues set up expectations around product 

attributes. Consumers then compare these expectations with subsequently encountered information 

(such as labeled product sizes), which in turn influences consumer outcomes. Additionally, this 

work investigates the influence of anchoring based on retail trendiness and price-quality profile. 

Although retail environments are replete with contextual influences, trendiness and price-quality 

profile are elements that set up clear anchoring effects for sizing information, making these two 

aspects of the retail environment important to this study. 

 

Conceptual Background 

 Vanity sizing is a phenomenon of artificial sizing in which garments are labeled with sizes 

that are smaller than their actual dimensions, with the ultimate goal of convincing consumers that 

their bodies are smaller or thinner (Kinley 2003; Aydinoglu and Krishna 2012). Thus, vanity sized 

garments have labeled sizes that are smaller than actual. However, the intent of the labeling 

practice distinguishes vanity sizing from simple mistaken labeling on the part of the manufacturer, 
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brand, or retailer. That is, vanity sizing is deceptive, designed specifically to appeal to consumers’ 

innate desires to feel smaller, and generally enhances consumers’ happiness with the garment(s) 

in question (Aydinoglu and Krishna 2012). Meanwhile, labeling mistakes in which labeled sizes 

are smaller than the actual dimensions of the garment may occur, even if the manufacturer did not 

intend to do so.  

Often, vanity sizing leads to positive reactions among consumers, who imagine themselves 

as smaller when wearing vanity sized garments (i.e., Aydinoglu and Krishna 2012; Hoegg et al. 

2014). However, if consumers recognize the size information as erroneous and/or suspect vanity 

sizing, this positive effect is likely to disappear (Ketron 2016). Of course, common sense indicates 

that brands and retailers are not likely to publicly announce the use of vanity sizing due to certain 

public backlash, and consumers may not always be aware of vanity sizing. For example, at small 

size discrepancies, the consumer may have a positive reaction. However, at some point, the 

increasing magnitude of size discrepancies is likely to produce negative responses. 

Consumers who recognize gaps or discrepancies between labeled and actual sizes in 

apparel sizing are more likely to exhibit negative reactions to the product. Meanwhile, when 

consumers perceive labeled sizes and actual sizes to be the same, then there is no reason to question 

sizing practices (i.e., Gerlich et al. 2011). In the context of size labels, consumers are more likely 

to form increasingly negative responses as labeled-to-actual size discrepancies widen. This effect 

stems from increasing doubt in the accuracy of the labeled size as the discrepancies widen, which 

relates to the relationship between the significance of a deceptive message and its ease of detection 

(Vrij 2008). In sum, vanity sizing  is likely easier to recognize when discrepancies between labeled 

and actual sizes are larger, which should lead to decreased consumer responses:   
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H1. As the magnitude of the discrepancy between a garment’s labeled size and 

the consumer’s typical size increases, consumer responses decrease. 

Labeled Size Believability 

To convey information to consumers, apparel sizing requires communicative elements – 

chiefly, size labels (Faust and Carrier 2009). These size labels represent messages that impart 

information to consumers concerning the characteristics of the garment. However, labeled-to-

actual size discrepancies that consumers encounter can cast doubt on the believability of sizing 

practices, which can subsequently undermine consumer responses. That is, labeled-versus-actual 

size discrepancies are likely to cause consumers to perceive the size labels in question to be less 

credible or believable (O’Keefe 1990; Roberts 2010). Because greater believability of information 

leads to more positive consumer reactions (i.e., Suter and Burton 1996; Devlin et al. 2013), the 

lessened believability of a labeled size is likely to lead to reduced consumer responses to the 

garment. Therefore, believability of the labeled size is hypothesized to mediate the relationship 

between labeled-versus-actual size discrepancy and consumer responses. 

H2. The relationship between the magnitude of discrepancy between labeled 

and actual size of a garment and consumer responses is mediated by 

believability of the labeled size.  

The Role of Anchoring and Retail Environment in Evaluations of Vanity Sizing 

Consumer evaluations of vanity sizing presumably do not happen in isolation but emerge 

alongside assessments of the retail environment in which the vanity sized brands are found. If this 

is the case, then consumers likely form judgments about vanity sizing based upon cues encountered 

in retailer environments. These cues serve as anchors to secure or provide mooring for the 

evaluations of subsequently encountered products/brands/information (i.e., Levin 2002; Wilcox et 
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al. 2011). Thus, precepts from anchoring theory provide a useful explanatory framework by 

predicting that individuals form product/brand judgments based on comparisons with initial 

perceptions.  

According to anchoring theory, individuals form judgments of entities based on initial 

pieces of information, known as anchors (Tversky and Kahneman 1974). After encountering these 

anchors, individuals evaluate subsequent pieces of information in relation to the anchor 

information, resulting in cognitive bias that skews perceptions of that subsequent information. As 

such, a consumer’s initial impression of a retailer sets up an anchor point against which the 

consumer compares subsequent cues. 

In retail contexts, anchor points can include those related to the retail environment and 

should influence perceptions of subsequently encountered information, such as size labels (see 

Martin et al. 1990; Meyers-Levy and Sternthal 1993; Mussweiler et al. 2004; Stapel et al. 1998). 

Understandably, the full spectrum of information encountered in retail environments is extensive. 

Thus, to examine all types of information in these environments would certainly require time and 

space beyond the domains of this study. However, two important types of information about a 

retailer – trendiness and price-quality profile – are highly influential attributes within an apparel 

context (Hsu and Burns 2002). Additionally, trendiness and price-quality profile are able to set up 

clear anchoring effects because both of these retailer traits are easily observable up front. Indeed, 

each of these domains of information offers initial points of comparison for consumers to evaluate 

garment size labels and subsequently form impressions of labeled size believability, which 

ultimately affect consumer outcomes. The text that follows discusses these retail environments. 

Trendy versus Classic Retail Environments 
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Consumers entering a retail environment rely upon informational cues to judge the 

trendiness – that is, the adherence to current trends and adaptation of trends within the retail 

environment, including atmospherics and merchandise offered – of that retailer (i.e., Kirmani and 

Rao 2000; Connelly et al. 2011). Due to the prevalence of body image pressures and the pressure 

to be thin in fashion-forward environments (Kinley 2003; Owen and Spencer 2009), cues of 

trendiness in a retailer may prime the consumer to expect or at least anticipate vanity-oriented 

elements, including vanity sizing. That is, a consumer confronted with cues of fashion-forwardness 

in a retailer’s environment may respond to vanity sized garments in such an environment with an 

‘I’m not surprised’ attitude. Of course, this is only one definition of trendiness in fashion 

environments, but for the purposes of this study, the above conceptualization is used. 

On the other hand, a classic retailer – that is, a retailer that does not closely adhere to 

current fashion trends and maintains a more classic environment, including atmospherics and 

merchandise offered – may have a casual or conventional air, perhaps accompanied by traditional 

music and basic colors. Indeed, prior research has shown that consumers perceive the market 

positioning of retailers with these environments and assortments as much different or even 

opposite from trendy retailers, leading to different expectations and effects on consumer outcomes 

(i.e., Jewell 2007; Zentes et al. 2008). These classic elements cue characteristics that serve as 

anchor points, prompting the browsing consumer to view subsequently encountered vanity sizing 

information in light of those characteristics. In this case, the consumer is likely to find vanity sizing 

to deviate from the classic anchor points, and consumer responses are subsequently diminished.  

In summary, consumers are predicted to have more positive responses to vanity sizing in a trendy 

retailer than in a classic retailer. That is, as the magnitude of discrepancy between labeled and 
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actual size increases, the subsequent effect on consumer resopnses is expected to be moderated by 

retailer trendiness. 

H3. The effect of magnitude of discrepancy between a garment’s labeled size 

and the consumer’s typical size on consumer responses will be moderated 

by retailer trendiness, such that consumer responses will be higher when the 

retailer is trendy versus when the retailer is classic. 

Price-Quality Profile: Department Store versus Off-Price Retailer 

Although trendiness plays an important role in the anchoring process associated with vanity 

sizing, that characteristic of retailers is not the only key evaluative domain. The reputation of a 

given retailer’s merchandising and pricing structure is also theorized to play an integral role in 

anchor-based evaluations of vanity sizing. This influence is exemplified by cases of two retailers 

with quite different price-quality profiles: a department store and an off-price retailer, a type of 

retailer that acquires merchandise at lower average cost and offers prices that are typically 20-60% 

below MSRP or ‘regular’ pricing (Levy et al. 2014). These two retail formats have quite distinct 

merchandising and pricing reputations yet carry some of the same brands. For example, Polo/Ralph 

Lauren, Calvin Klein, Levi’s, Tommy Hilfiger, Dockers, and other popular labels are found at 

major department store chains (i.e., Macy’s) as well as major off-price chains (i.e., TJ 

Maxx/Marshalls). However, compared to off-price retailers, department stores generally have 

longstanding reputations as carrying higher quality merchandise and brand offerings with 

traditionally full-ticketed or retail promotional prices.  

Meanwhile, off-price retailers sell merchandise at prices significantly below those of 

merchandise in department stores and carry different associations about product price and quality. 

Thus, even though they may carry some of the same brands, off-price retailers must work to 
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convince consumers that their merchandise is of comparable quality to that of department stores 

(Torres-Baumgarten and Yucetepe 2007; Shergill and Chen 2008). Because consumers tend to 

associate price with quality (Levin and Johnson 1984; Carmon and Simonson 1998; Chang 2013), 

the reputation of the retailer in terms of quality and pricing serve as anchor points that indicate the 

brand characteristics likely to be encountered.  

In a department store, higher-price merchandise and perception of high quality serve as 

anchor points against which subsequently encountered brand information is evaluated, such as 

vanity sizing. In this example, these retailer characteristics serve as anchor points that influence 

consumer judgments and anticipation of sizing information to be encountered. Correct sizes in 

apparel are a major concern of many consumers, and, along with proper fit, are associated with 

high quality (i.e., Hsu and Burns 2002; Kinley 2010).  Given the relationship between correct sizes 

and perceived quality, consumers are likely to find vanity sizing to be out of character for a 

department store due to the associated price-quality anchor points. As such, consumers are likely 

to react more negatively to vanity sizing in department stores.  

Meanwhile, the features of an off-price retailer indicate to the consumer what brand 

characteristics are likely to be encountered and serve as anchor points that influence subsequent 

consumer judgments of garment sizing information. That is, the browsing consumer in the off-

price environment is likely to view vanity sized garments as more expected and acceptable 

compared to the department store’s apparel because the price-quality profile is much lower for off-

price retailers than for department stores. Thus, consumer responses are unlikely to decline: 

H4. The effect of magnitude of discrepancy between a garment’s labeled size 

and the consumer’s typical size on consumer responses will be moderated 
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by retailer format price-quality profile, such that consumer responses will 

be higher for an off-price retailer compared to a department store. 

 

Study 1: The Basic Effect 

A pretest was initially designed to test consumer responses toward a garment with a 

smaller-than-actual size label compared to a garment with a size label matching that of the 

consumer’s usual size. The results indicated that no significant difference for consumer responses 

exists between zero sizes smaller and one size smaller. Due to this lack of significance, zero sizes 

smaller as a condition was excluded from additional studies. Thus, study 1 is designed to 

investigate three levels of vanity sizing (one, two, and three sizes smaller) to determine at what 

point consumer responses significantly decline relative to the others. The study also investigates 

the mediation of believability between magnitude of size discrepancy and consumer responses. 

Further, gender and age are input as covariates to account for any possible influences. 

Procedure 

In exchange for compensation, 125 participants (75 male; median age range: 31-40, 

normally distributed) were recruited from Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) to participate in a 

single-factor, three-level (sizes smaller: one versus two versus three) between-subjects 

experimental procedure. MTurk is an online portal in which members of the population can 

participate in research activities. Researchers can specify certain parameters to ensure that 

participants are consistently reliable (i.e., number of activities completed and accompanying 

approval ratings). Empirical research has shown that MTurk offers broader samples of the general 

population (Buhrmester et al. 2011; Berinsky et al. 2012). Further, MTurk has been utilized in 
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recent marketing research (i.e., Chen et al. 2015; Xie and Johnson 2015) to yield statistically and 

theoretically sound results. 

Respondents were randomly presented with one of three variations in the magnitude of size 

discrepancy (one/two/three sizes smaller) using the following scenario (the manipulated phrases 

are in bold brackets below; subjects saw one of these three conditions at random): 

Please imagine that you are out shopping for a pair of jeans. You visit a clothing 
retailer where you have made a couple of purchases before and were satisfied with 
the products. You try on various styles of jeans and make a decision on one. This is 
a relatively new style with a different cut from the jeans you currently have, 
although you are familiar with the brand. The size that fits you the best ends up 
being [one size/two sizes/three sizes smaller than] (vs. higher than or same as) 
your usual size. 
 

 Believability was measured using a three-item Likert-type scale (“I believe that the ticketed 

size of these jeans is correct,” “The ticketed size of these jeans is reliable,” and “I believe that the 

ticketed sizes of these jeans is honest;” α = .922). Purchase intentions, attitude toward the brand, 

and attitude toward the retailer were measured with fifteen total seven-point semantic-differential 

items using Spears and Singh’s (2004) scales and, for the sake of brevity in reporting, were 

averaged to form a composite score of consumer responses (α = .956). Finally, demographics were 

collected, including gender and age. 

Results 

 Main effect. Gender was run as a covariate due to its potential influence in the vanity sizing 

phenomenon because sizing has historically been more variant among women’s apparel categories 

(i.e., Workman 1991; Chun-Yoon and Jasper 1995; Ashdown and Loker 2010). However, gender 

as well as age were both insignificant covariates (p > .1). An ANCOVA for the main effect of size 

discrepancy revealed a significant difference for consumer responses across sizes (MOne Size = 5.54 

vs. MTwo Sizes = 5.28 vs. MThree Sizes = 4.68; F (2, 121) = 6.142, p < .002), such that consumer 
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responses decreased as size discrepancy increased. Probing deeper into the differences among 

sizes, planned contrasts revealed that for one size versus two sizes, no significant difference is 

found for consumer responses (LLCI = -.200, ULCI = .730; p > .26), while for one versus three 

sizes (LLCI = .362, ULCI = 1.354; p = .001) and for two versus three sizes (LLCI = .083, ULCI = 

1.104; p < .03), consumer responses significantly declined. Thus, H1 was supported. 

 Mediation analysis. To test for the predicted mediating effect of believability, PROCESS 

(Hayes 2013) Model 4 (1000 bootstrapped samples, 95% CI) was utilized, with magnitude of size 

discrepancy as focal predictor. In support of H2, the results revealed that believability of the labeled 

size was a significant partial mediator (effect = -.1557; LLCI = -.3184, ULCI = -.0288), because 

the direct effect remained significant (LLCI = -.4707, ULCI = -.0585; p < .02). Specifically, as the 

magnitude of discrepancy between labeled and actual size increased, believability decreased, 

which subsequently lowered consumer responses. 

Discussion 

 The results of study 1 identify the point of discrepancy between labeled and actual size at 

which consumer responses to vanity sizing begin to significantly decline. Specifically, the findings 

indicate that size discrepancies lead to significantly reduced consumer responses at three sizes 

smaller. Meanwhile, no significant difference exists between one size and two sizes smaller. 

Additionally, believability is confirmed as a mediating process between labeled-versus-actual size 

discrepancy and consumer responses, though this effect is only partial. 

 Importantly, these effects were observed in isolation, with no accounting for influences 

from retail environments. Thus, while consumer responses significantly decline at three sizes 

smaller in this study, this point of breakdown may vary based on influences from the retail 
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environment. Likewise, believability may not come into play in certain environments due to 

anchoring perceptions. Thus, studies 2 and 3 were pursued to investigate these potential influences. 

 

Study 2: Trendy vs. Conservative Retail Environments 

 Study 2 has two objectives. First, the study investigates trendy versus classic cues in 

consumer evaluations of vanity sizing to assess the hypothesized moderating influence of 

trendiness in the retail environment. Second, the study investigates the influence of these retail 

environments on the mediation of believability between magnitude of discrepancy and consumer 

responses.   

Procedure 

 141 participants (79 male; median age range: 25-30, normally distributed) were recruited 

from MTurk to participate in a 2 (level of fashion adherence: classic versus trendy) X 3 (sizes 

smaller: one versus two versus three) between-subjects experimental design. First, subjects were 

randomly assigned to either the classic or trendy condition and were provided with a description 

of a fictional new retailer, “Urba.” The classic description is as follows: 

Imagine that you are out shopping at the mall and enter a brand new retailer named 
Urba. Urba offers modest apparel for the sensible, classic individual. As you walk 
through the retailerfront, you are greeted warmly by a retailer associate who is 
dressed classicly. You immediately notice several things about the retailer’s 
atmosphere. The lighting is low, the music is soft and sounds Classical, and the 
colors are earthy and muted. The merchandise is classic, appealing to people who 
like to dress modestly and professionally, with little regard for current fashion 
trends of high-end designer runways. 
 

The trendy description is as follows: 

Imagine that you are out shopping at the mall and enter a brand new retailer named 
Urba. Urba offers trendy apparel for the fashion-conscious, edgy individual. As 
you walk through the retailerfront, you are greeted flatly by a retailer associate 
who is dressed in the most current trends. You immediately notice several things 
about the retailer’s atmosphere. The lighting is bright, the music is loud and sounds 
like that played at clubs, and the colors are bold and vibrant. The merchandise is 
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trendy, appealing to individuals who like to wear clothes that follow fashion trends 
inspired by high-end designer runways. 

 
After reading each description, participants responded to manipulation check questions concerning 

the perceptions of trendiness that Urba is purported to pursue, rating trendiness of the retailer on a 

seven-point Likert-type scale. Next, subjects were randomly assigned to one of the three size 

conditions used in study 1. 

After viewing each of the two retail environment conditions, participants responded to the 

same questions related to believability from study 1 (α = .950). Additionally, respondents again 

rated purchase intentions, attitude toward the brand, and attitude toward the retailer (Spears and 

Singh 2004), which were used to create the same composite measure of consumer responses from 

study 1 (α = .961). Finally, subjects finished with demographics questions before exiting the 

procedure. 

Results 

Manipulation check. Subjects perceived that the environment depicted in the trendy store 

condition was trendier than the environment of the classic condition (MCons = 3.28 versus MTrendy 

= 5.37; F(1, 139) = 99.164; p < .001), confirming that the manipulation worked as intended. 

Main effects and interaction. Gender and age were both significant covariates (both p < 

.05). Confirming the results from study 1, MANCOVA revealed that the magnitude of size 

discrepancy resulted in significanct differences in consumer responses (MOne Size = 5.32 vs. MTwo 

Sizes = 4.91 vs. MThree Sizes = 4.33; F(2, 133) = 9.884, p < .001), such that consumer responses 

declined as magnitude of size discrepancy increased. Specifically, planned contrast analysis 

revealed that consumer responses significantly differed from two to three sizes (LLCI = .593, 

ULCI = 1.546; p < .001) but exhibited no significance between one and two sizes (LLCI = -.024, 
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ULCI = .950; p > .06). Additionally, consumer responses were higher for the trendy environment 

than for the classic environment (MCons = 4.38 vs. MTrend = 5.28; F(1, 133) = 20.779, p < .001).  

In support of H3, the interaction of retailer trendiness and magnitude of size discrepancy 

was significant (F(2, 133) = 3.221, p < .05). Simple effects analysis revealed no significant 

difference at one size smaller (MClassic = 5.15 vs. MTrendy = 5.44; F (1, 49) = .735; p > .19) and 

significant differences at both two sizes smaller (MClassic = 4.49 vs. MTrendy = 5.32; F (1, 41) = 

5.464; p < .02) and three sizes smaller (MClassic = 3.52 vs. MTrendy = 5.05; F (1, 45) = 18.854; p < 

.001). This interaction is plotted in Figure 1. 

Figure 3.1. Magnitude of size discrepancy X trendy/classic environment on consumer responses 
(study 2) 

 

  
 

 
 Mediation analysis. To verify the mediation of believability in the context of retailer 

environment, Model 8 (moderated mediation, 1000 bootstrapped samples and 95% CI) in 

PROCESS (Hayes 2013) was run. The results revealed an insignificant overall mediating effect of 

believability (LLCI = -.1139, ULCI = .4977). However, upon visual inspection at each trend level, 
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the confidence interval of the effect of believability exhibited significance in the classic condition 

(LLCI = -.6217, ULCI = -.0843). Thus, for the classic condition, PROCESS Model 4 (single 

mediation) was run, with magnitude of size discrepancy as predictor. These results confirmed that 

within the classic condition alone, believability was a significant mediator (effect = -.2966; LLCI 

= -.5965, ULCI = -.0971), such that as the magnitude of size discrepancy increased, believability 

decreased and subsequently lowered consumer responses. The direct effect remained significant 

(LLCI = -.8125, ULCI = -.2367), so only partial mediation occurred. 

Discussion 

The results of study 2 suggest that consumers react more positively to vanity sizing in 

trendy apparel retailers compared to classic apparel retailers. Specifically, no difference exists 

between the trendy and classic environments at one size smaller, while at two and three sizes 

smaller, consumer responses were significantly lower for the classic environment than for the 

trendy environment. Consistent with the predictions of anchoring theory, the results suggest that 

consumers have higher expectations of encountering vanity sizing in a trendy retailer compared to 

a classic retailer.  

Finally, the results replicate those of study 1 and build upon the finding that believability 

is a key mediator between level of vanity sizing and consumer responses by demonstrating that 

believability is an active partial mediator in the classic retailer condition. Meanwhile, believability 

does not play a significant mediating role for the trendy retailer condition, suggesting that disbelief 

about labeled size information is suppressed in trendy retail environments. Overall, study 2 

supports the argument that consumers’ anchor points associated with trendy environments foster 

a greater tolerance for vanity sizing compared to anchor points derived from classic retail 

environments. 
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Study 3: Department Store vs. Off-Price Retail Environments 

Study 3 has two objectives. First, the study examines the influence of consumer perceptions 

of two price-quality retailer profiles, department stores and off-price retailers, on consumer 

responses to vanity sizing. Specifically, due to these price-quality profiles, consumers are predicted 

to be more tolerant of smaller-than-usual size labels in off-price retailers compared to department 

stores. Second, the study investigates the mediating role of labeled size believability to further 

validate the results of studies 1 and 2. 

Procedure 

 164 individuals (89 male; median age range: 31-40, normally distributed) were recruited 

from MTurk to participate in a 2 (retailer type: department retailer versus off-price retailer) X 3 

(sizes smaller: one versus two versus three) between-subjects design in exchange for 

compensation. Subjects first responded to seven-point Likert-type items concerning price/value 

adopted from Lichtenstein et al. (1993). Specifically, seven items (such as “when I buy products, 

I like to be sure that I am getting my money’s worth”) measured value consciousness (α = .780), 

five items (such as “the time it takes to find low prices is usually not worth the effort”) measured 

price consciousness (α = .764), and four items (such as “the old saying ‘you get what you pay for" 

is generally true) measured price-quality schema (α = .837). 

 Subjects then viewed two manipulations. The first was similar to the procedure from study 

2 in that subjects read a description for a fictional retailer, Urba. For this study, however, Urba 

was described as either a department retailer or an off-price retailer (the manipulated phrases are 

bolded and divided by a slash): 

Imagine that you are out shopping at the mall and enter a retailer named Urba. 
Urba is (a department retailer that sells its merchandise at full ticketed prices/an 
off-price retailer that sells its merchandise at discounted prices compared to other 
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retailers). Urba carries many national brands found at multiple retailers in 
addition to its own private brands.  
 

After viewing this manipulation, respondents then viewed one of three random scenarios (the same 

as those used in studies 1 and 2) concerning magnitude of size discrepancy. Next, subjects 

responded to the same scale items concerning believability (α = .955). Then, subjects rated 

purchase intentions, attitude toward the brand, and attitude toward the retailer (the last three used 

to create a measure of consumer responses, α = .960) with the same scales used in the earlier 

studies. Finally, respondents answered demographics questions before exiting the procedure. 

Results 

 Manipulation check. The retailer manipulation was assessed using one-way ANOVA 

(MDept = 3.65 versus MOff = 4.09; F(1, 162) = 2.318; p = .07) and was found to be successful.  

Main effects and interaction. A MANCOVA for retailer type and magnitude of size 

discrepancy was run with value consciousness, price consciousness, price-quality schema, age, 

and gender input as covariates (only price-quality schema was significant: p = .002). Consumer 

responses were significantly higher for the off-price retailer compared to the department store 

(MDept = 4.33 vs. MOff = 4.85; F(1, 153) = 5.639; p = .01). Likewise, consumer responses declined 

as size discrepancy increased (MOneSize = 4.931 vs. MTwoSizes = 4.404 vs. MThreeSizes = 4.419; F(2, 

153) = 2.984; p = .03), with planned contrasts revealing a significant difference between one and 

two sizes (LLCI = .027, ULCI = 1.013; p = .04) but not between two and three sizes (LLCI = -

.557, ULCI = .442; p = .82).  

Most importantly, the interaction of retailer format and magnitude of size discrepancy on 

consumer responses was significant (F(2, 153) = 3.127, p < .05). Simple effects revealed no 

significant differences between department store and off-price retailer at one size smaller (MDept= 

5.02 vs. MOff = 4.84; F (1, 52) = .190; p > .33) or two sizes smaller (MDept = 4.11 vs. MOff = 4.76; 
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F (1, 48) = .190; p > .21) but yielded significance at three sizes smaller (MDept = 3.87 vs. MOff = 

4.94; F (1, 55) = 8.447; p < .003). These results support H4 and are plotted in Figure 2. 

 

Figure 3.2. Magnitude of size discrepancy X department store/off-price retailer on consumer 
responses (study 3) 

 

 

 

 Mediation analysis. To further verify the prediction of H2, Model 8 in PROCESS 

(moderated mediation, 1000 bootstrapped samples and 95% CI; Hayes 2013) was run to determine 

the mediating effects of believability in both environments. Due to its significant influence in the 

MANCOVA above, price-quality schema was input as a covariate. As anticipated, believability of 

the labeled size significantly mediates the relationship between size discrepancy magnitude and 

consumer responses (overall effect = .2926; LLCI = .0265, ULCI = .6409). Specifically, within 

the department store condition, believability is significant and negative (effectDept Store = -.3766; 

LLCI = -.6171, ULCI = -.1719), such that as the discrepancy between labeled and actual size 

increases, believability decreases, which subsequently lowers consumer responses. Further, the 

direct effect of size discrepancy on consumer responses became insignificant in the department 
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store condition (LLCI = -.4193, ULCI = -.1014; p > .22). Meanwhile, believability is not a 

significant mediator in the off-price condition (effectOff-Price = -.0839; LLCI = -.2813, ULCI = 

.1009) because the differences across levels of size discrepancy in the off-price condition are 

insignificant (see above). 

Discussion 

The results of study 3 confirm that retailer price-quality profile has an influence on 

consumer evaluations of vanity sizing. Namely, no significant differences were observed between 

the department store and off-price retailer at one and two sizes smaller (although a directional 

difference exists at two sizes smaller). Meanwhile, at three sizes smaller, consumer responses are 

significantly lower for the department store compared to the off-price retailer. This suggests that 

consumers are more likely to anticipate and accept vanity sizing in off-price retailer contexts 

compared to department stores.  

Additionally, believability was active as a mediator in the department store condition but 

not in the off-price retailer condition. This finding suggests that, in similar fashion to the results 

of study 2, disbelief about labeled size information is suppressed in off-price retail environments. 

Therefore, study 3 confirms the mediating influence of believability predicted in H2. However, 

unlike the partial mediations found in studies 1 and 2, believability fully mediated magnitude of 

size discrepancy and consumer responses in the department store condition of study 3. Thus, 

believability may play a more important mediating role in department store environments than in 

classic environments. 
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General Discussion 

Across three studies, the present research contributes to scholars’ current understanding of 

vanity sizing by investigating the roles of retail environment and labeled size believability in the 

vanity sizing evaluation process. Anchoring theory (Tversky and Kahneman 1974) provides a 

framework for predicting how informational cues in retail environments influence subsequent 

judgments of vanity sized garments.  

Three primary contributions are of particular interest. First, consumer responses to vanity 

sizing decline as the gap between labeled and actual size widens. Apart from contextual influences, 

vanity sizing is shown to lead to a significant decline in consumer responses at three sizes smaller. 

However, this effect is influenced by retailer context, so retailers must consider their respective 

environments as well as their target markets when issues of smaller-than-typical size labeling arise. 

Second, specific environmental retail features were investigated, revealing that trendy and 

off-price environments appear to prevent an otherwise downward trend in consumer reponses to 

vanity sizing. Viewing the results through anchoring theory, consumers generally associate vanity 

sizing with the anchor points of retailers perceived as trendy (as opposed to classic). Likewise, 

price-quality profile leads consumers to have greater tolerance for vanity sizing when the retailer 

is off-price versus a department store.  

Third, the research uncovers the influential mediating role of believability of the labeled 

size. Outside of contextual factors and within classic retail environments, believability serves as a 

partial mediator between magnitude of size discrepancy and consumer responses, and within 

department stores, believability is a full mediator. Meanwhile, believability does not play a 

significant role within trendy and off-price retail environments, suggesting that disbelief in labeled 



 
 

98 
 

size information is suppressed and that vanity sized garments appear to be more tolerated within 

these environments. 

Theoretical Implications 

A number of theoretical implications are worthy of mention. First, the results of the 

research enhance current understanding of anchoring effects by investigating the boundary of the 

influence of retailer anchor points and identifying the point of discrepancy between labeled and 

actual size at which responses begin to decline. Second, the investigation reveals the key mediating 

role of believability in producing cognitive bias when subsequently encountered information 

deviates from initial anching points. Third, the cumulative results of the investigation suggest that 

the underlying process of believability is likely dependent upon the nature of the retail anchoring 

environment. For example, the findings indicate that believability plays a more important role in 

department store environments than in classic environments. One theoretical implication of this 

finding is that different initial anchor points may evoke different approaches to information 

processing and ensuing cognitive bias. Future research should more closely investigate this 

speculation.  

Finally, the research findings expand our understanding of the nature of subsequently 

encountered information as it relates to anchor points by revealing that size labels apart from the 

garment itself can impact consumer reactions to sizing discrepancies. Thus, scholars and 

practitioners must consider not only the product but also the surrounding environment in the 

investigation of the influence of size information.  

Managerial Implications 

Managers should find these results useful, especially given the idea that sizing issues often 

arise and that vanity sizing is typically criticized by both consumers and the media (i.e., Greve 
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2014). This work demonstrates that any retailers with either vanity sizing or ‘honest’ sizing issues 

should consider the factors of the retail environments involved. Namely, retailers with more classic 

environments and higher-price ticketing strategies (such as department stores) should avoid 

significant discrepancies between labeled and actual sizes. The obvious goal is to prevent or thwart 

negative impressions of believability leading to decreased consumer responses, especially in 

certain retail environments. 

When sizing issues do arise for classic and department store retailers, managers of these 

firms may expect consumers to react more negatively, perhaps forgoing purchases or perceiving 

more often that these retailers are being deceptive. Thus, managers of these retaielrs should be 

more cautious if they discover sizing issues that could potentially be considered vanity sizing. 

Because the present research does not offer a way of countering these consumer reactions, an 

interesting avenue of future research for managers would be to investigate ways of hedging or 

guarding against negative consumer responses when sizing issues do occur. 

Additionally, because believability is a viable mediator with a direct relationship with 

consumer responses in classic and department store environments, managers should seek ways of 

boosting believability of size labels. Per the findings of this study, doing so would certainly 

enhance consumer responses toward the given product. 

Interestingly, gender was an insignificant covariate across two of the three studies but was 

significant in study 2, which examined trendiness of retail environments. This suggests that gender 

may or may not be an influential factor in evaluations of size information, depending on the retail 

environment. Future research should examine gender as a key predictive influence in the 

evaluation of vanity sized garments to determine how gender influences consumer responses. 

Limitations and Future Research 
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 One limitation of this work is the reliance of the experiments on hypothetical scenarios. 

While these scenarios offer some estimate of behavior and were successful in priming respondents 

into the manipulated conditions, the lack of real-world environmental manipulations does 

somewhat restrict the generalizability of the findings. Consumer evaluations may be more 

accurately measured through field studies and actual sales data rather than through hypothetical 

situations. As such, one avenue of future research is to study vanity sizing in retailer contexts with 

realistic fitting room situations and actual merchandise. Case studies involving past large-scale 

sizing issues would also yield interesting insights. 

 Another limitation is the use of a fictional retailer name in studies 2 and 3 (“Urba”). While 

the use of this fictional name removes respondents’ biases associated with actual retailers such as 

favor/disfavor or memorable experiences of either positive or negative natures, the lack of a 

recognizable retailer name may have resulted in less concrete visualizations of the presented 

scenarios. Future research should address this limitation through the use of actual retailer names 

in either a similar experimental procedure or a field study/case study context. 

 Additionally, while the present research offers an initial conceptualization of trendy and 

classic retail environments, the wording for both of these terms may appear vague to some readers. 

Thus, future research could endeavor to provide clear, exact definitions of trendiness and 

conservatism in retail environments, which would help to provide both scholars and practitioners 

with fully operationalized concepts to investigate and implement theories and strategies derived 

from retail environment trendiness/conservatism. 

Because the context of the retailer environment veritably influences consumers’ 

perceptions of and attitudes toward vanity sizing, additional contextual variables should be 

examined. While trend level and price-quality profile are shown in this research to impact reactions 
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to vanity sizing, additional factors such as the manner in which apparel is displayed should be 

assessed. Would differences in fixtures, hangers, merchandise tags, signage, and other elements of 

visual merchandising shift perceptions of vanity sizing? How might other sensory cues (i.e., 

Spence et al. 2014) affect anchoring processes associated with perceptions of vanity sizing? 

Additional study of product-specific contextual factors as well as other environmental influences 

will enhance the findings of this work. 

Finally, while this research examines the impact of retailer context in consumer evaluations 

of vanity sizing, additional research should assess whether these effects are also present for 

garments with larger-than-actual labels (i.e., the opposite of vanity sizing; see Hoegg et al. 2014). 

Do the precepts of anchoring theory still hold up when garments are labeled with sizes that are 

larger than the actual garment sizes (as opposed to smaller)? These effects should be assessed so 

that retailers will have a better understanding of what to expect related to retailer environments 

when this sizing issue occurs. 
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CONCLUSION 

 The three papers of this dissertation serve a two-fold purpose. First, Paper I unifies the 

scattered body of research on size perceptions under a single unifying framework, including nine 

propositions that describe the mechanisms at work within the consumer’s mind in forming size 

judgments. As the paper argues, this process, called size framing, occurs in working memory and 

combines internal and external information moderated by situational characteristics in the 

formation of size judgments. As such, size perceptions are not uniform across consumers or 

situations, necessitating the presented framework as well as pursuit of the future research 

directions present within the paper. Addressing these future research directions will broaden and 

deepen scholastic and practitioner understanding of the interplay of informational sources in size 

perceptions. 

 Second, Papers II and III explore components of the size framing framework in a vanity 

sizing context. As stated in Paper I, apparel represents a key area in which size perceptions are 

widespread, and as such, vanity sizing is an important and relevant context in which to assess 

size framing. Paper II examines the neglected area of cynical reactions to labeled sizing by 

focusing on consumer cynicism (a trait and therefore a source of internal information) and 

perceived deception (commonly found in apparel, which relates to the situational characteristics 

of the framework). Meanwhile, Paper III investigates the influence of information surrounding 

an apparel product, relating to both external information as well as situational characteristics by 

studying the influence of retailer-related anchor points that subsequently affect tolerance of 

vanity sizing in those contexts. Taken together, Papers II and III represent initial works that 

further research on size perceptions as encouraged in Paper I. 
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 Altogether, this dissertation provides a clear framework for previously decentralized 

research on size perceptions and coins the term size framing to describe the process by which 

consumers form size perceptions. Additionally, initial steps toward addressing the future 

research directions discussed herein are made with two of the three papers. The author hopes that 

these works will ignite ongoing scholarship to address research questions arising from the size 

framing framework as well as the findings from the second and third papers. Doing so will 

provide both scholars and practitioners with stronger understanding of size framing and the 

influence of size perceptions on broader contexts in marketing and consumer behavior. 

  



 
 

107 
 

COMPREHENSIVE REFERENCE LIST 

Adaval, R. (2013). Numerosity and consumer behavior. Journal of Consumer Research, 39(5), 
xi-xiv. 

Ashdown, S. and Loker, S. (2010). Mass-customized target market sizing: Extending the sizing 
paradigm for improved apparel fit. Fashion Practice: The Journal of Design, Creative 
Process & the Fashion Industry, 2(2), 147-174. 

Ashdown, S. and O’Connell, E. (2006). Comparison of test protocols for judging the fit of 
mature women’s apparel. Clothing and Textiles Research Journal, 24(2), 137-146. 

Aydinoglu, N. and Krishna, A. (2011). Guiltless gluttony: The asymmetric effect of size labels 
on size perceptions and consumption. Journal of Consumer Research, 37 (April), 1095-
1112. 

Aydinoglu, N. and Krishna, A. (2012). Imagining thin: Why vanity sizing works. Journal of 
Consumer Psychology, 22(4), 565-572. 

Belk, R. W. (1988). Possessions and the extended self. Journal of Consumer Research, 15(2), 
139-168. 

Bellizzi, J. A. and Hite, R. E. (1992). Environmental color, consumer feelings, and purchase 
likelihood. Psychology & Marketing, 9(5): 347-63. 

Berinsky, A., Huber, G., and Lenz, G. (2012). Evaluating online labor markets for experimental 
research: Amazon.com’s mechanical turk. Political Analysis, 20(3), 351-368. 

Berlo, D., Lemert, J., and Mertz, R. (1969). Dimensions for evaluating the acceptability of 
message sources. Public Opinion Quarterly, 33(4), 563-576. 

Bix, L., Seo, W., and Sundar, R. P. (2013). Consumers’ attentive behaviours and perception of 
fresh produce. Packaging Technology & Science, 26(2), 96-104. 

Brown, P. and Rice, J. (1998). Ready-to-wear apparel analysis. 2nd ed. Columbus, OH: Merrill. 

Buhrmester, M., Kwang, T., and Gosling, S. (2011). Amazon’s Mechanical Turk: A new source 
of inexpensive, yet high-quality, data? Perspectives on Psychological Science, 6(1), 3-5. 

Carmon, Z. and Simonson, I. (1998). Price-quality trade-offs in choice versus matching: New 
insights into the prominence effect. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 7(4), 323-343. 

Chandon, P. and Ordabayeva, N. (2008). Downsize in 3D, supersize in 1D: Effects of the 
dimensionality of package and portion size changes on size estimations, consumption, 
and quantity discount expectations. Journal of Marketing Research, 46(6), 725-738. 



 
 

108 
 

Chandon, P. and Ordabayeva, N. (2008). Downsize in 3D, supersize in 1D: Effects of the 
dimensionality of package and portion size changes on size estimations, consumption, 
and quantity discount expectations. Journal of Marketing Research, 46(6), 725-738. 

Chandon, P. and Wansink, B. (2012). Does food marketing need to make us fat? A review and 
solutions. Nutrition Reviews, 70(10), 571-593. 

Chang, C. (2013). Price or quality? The influence of fluency on the dual role of price. Marketing 
Letters, 24(4), 369-380. 

Chen, K., Jooyoung, K., and Lin, J. (2015). The effects of affective and cognitive elaborations 
from Facebook posts on consumer attitude formation. Journal of Consumer Behavior, 14, 
208-218. 

Chu, W. and Chu, W. (1994). Signaling quality by selling through a reputable retailer: An 
example of renting the reputation of another agent. Marketing Science, 13(2), 177-189. 

Chun-Yoon, J. and Jasper, C. R. (1995). Consumer preferences for size description systems of 
men’s and women’s apparel. The Journal of Consumer Affairs, 29(2), 429-441. 

Chylinski, M. and Chu, A. (2008). Consumer cynicism: Antecedents and consequences. 
European Journal of Marketing, 44(6), 796-837. 

Connelly, B., Certo, S., Ireland, R., and Reutzel, C. (2011). Signaling theory: A review and 
assessment. Journal of Management, 37(1), 39-67. 

Cunningham, R. (1961). Customer loyalty to store and brand. Harvard Business Review, 39, 
127-128. 

Custers, P. J. M., de Kort, Y. A. W., Ijsselsteijn, W. A., and de Kruiff, M. E. (2010). Lighting in 
retail environments: Atmosphere perception in the real world. Lighting Research and 
Technology, 42(3), 331-343. 

Darke, P. and Ritchie, R. (2007). The defensive consumer: Advertising deception, defensive 
processing, and distrust. Journal of Marketing Research, 44(1), 114-127. 

DesMarteau, K. (2000). CAD: Let the fit revolution begin. Bobbin, 42(October), 42-56.  

Devlin, J., Ennew, C., McKechnie, S., and Smith, A. (2013). Would you believe it? A detailed 
investigation of believability in comparative price advertising. Journal of Marketing 
Management, 29(7/8), 793-811. 

Diamond, A. (2013). Executive functions. Annual Review of Psychology, 64, 135-168. 

Dickson, P. R. and Sawyer, A. G. (1986). Point-of-purchase behavior and price perceptions of 
supermarket shoppers. Marketing Science Institute Report No. 86-102, Marketing Science 
Institute, Cambridge, MA. 



 
 

109 
 

Dubois, D., Rucker, D. D., and Galinsky, A. D. (2012). Super size me: Product size as a signal of 
status. Journal of Consumer Research, 38(6), 1047-1062. 

Ellen, P., Mohr, E., and Webb, D. (2000). Charitable programs and the retailer: Do they mix? 
Journal of Retailing, 76, 393-406. 

Ellen, P., Webb, D., and Mohr, L. (2006). Building corporate associations: Consumer 
attributions for corporate socially responsible programs. Journal of the Academy of 
Marketing Science, 34(2), 147-157. 

Ewing, M. (2000). Brand and retailer loyalty: Past behavior and future intentions. Journal of 
Product and Brand Management, 9(2), 120-127. 

Faust, M. and Carrier, S. (2009). A proposal for a new size label to assist consumers in finding 
well-fitting women’s clothing, especially pants: An analysis of size USA female data and 
women’s ready-to-wear pants for North American companies. Textile Research Journal, 
79(16), 1446-1458. 

Faust, M. and Carrier, S. (2010). Women's wear sizing: a new labelling system. Journal of 
Fashion Marketing and Management, 14(1), 88-126. 

Feldman, J. M. and Lynch, Jr., J. G. (1988). Self-generated validity and other effects of 
measurement on belief, attitude, intention, and behavior. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
73, 421-435. 

Folkes, V. (1988). Recent attribution research in consumer behavior: A review and new 
directions. Journal of Consumer Research, 14(4), 548-565. 

Forehand, M. (2000). Extending overjustification: The effect of perceived reward-giver intention 
on response to rewards. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 919-931. 

Forehand, M. and Grier, S. (2003). When is honesty the best policy? The effect of stated 
company intent on consumer skepticism. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 13(3), 349-
356. 

Gerlich, N., Browning, L., and Westermann, L. (2011). Consumer utilization of an advertising 
stimulus: The effect of the Peel ‘N Taste marketing system on customer attitudes, product 
feelings and likelihood of purchase. Academy of Marketing Studies Journal, 15(2), 103-
112. 

Geyskens, I., Gielens, K., and Gijsbrechts, E. (2010). Proliferating private-label portfolios: How 
introducing economy and premium private labels influences brand choice. Journal of 
Marketing Research, 47(5), 791-807. 

Greve, J. (2014). J. Crew introduces a size smaller than XXS. Retrieved 5/21/2015 from 
http://time.com/2970046/j-crew-000-small-size/ 



 
 

110 
 

Grewal, D, Roggeveen, A., Puccinelli, N., and Spence, C. (2014). Retail atmospherics and in-store 
nonverbal cues: An introduction. Psychology & Marketing, 31(7), 469-471. 

Gupta, S. and Cooper, L. (1992). The discounting of discounts and promotion thresholds. 
Journal of Consumer Research, 19(3), 401-411. 

Hagtvedt, H. and Brasel, S. A. (2015). Chroma looms large: The influence of color saturation on 
attention and size perceptions. Advances in Consumer Research, 43, 546. 

Hayes, A. (2013). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional process analysis: A 
regression-based approach. New York: The Guilford Press. 

Hayes, A. and Matthes, J. (2009). Computational procedures for probing interactions in OLS and 
logistic regression: SPSS and SAS implementations. Behavior Research Methods, 41(3), 
924-936.  

Heatherton, T. F., Herman, C. P., and Polivy, J. (1991). Effects of physical threat and ego Threat 
on eating behavior. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 60(1), 138-143. 

Heider, F. (1958). The psychology of interpersonal relations. New York: Wiley. 

Helm, A., Moulard, J., and Richins, M. (2015). Consumer cynicism: developing a scale to 
measure underlying attitudes influencing marketplace shaping and withdrawal 
behaviours. International Journal of Consumer Studies, 39, 515-524. 

Hieke, S., Palascha, A., Jola, C., Wills, J., and Raats, M. M. (2016). The pack size effect: 
Influence on consumer perceptions of portion sizes. Appetite, 96(1), 225-238. 

Higgins, E. T. (1996). Knowledge: Accessibility, applicability, and salience. In E.T. Higgins & 
A. Kruglanski (eds.) Social psychology: Handbook of basic principles (p. 133-168), New 
York: Guilford Press. 

Higgins, E. T. and Brendl, C. M. (1995). Accessibility and applicability: Some ‘activation rules’ 
influencing judgment. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 31(3), 218-243. 

Hoegg, J., Scott, M., Morales, A., and Dahl, D. (2014). The flip side of vanity sizing: How 
consumers respond to and compensate for larger than expected clothing sizes. Journal of 
Consumer Psychology, 24(1), 70-78. 

Hsu, H. and Burns, L. (2002). Clothing evaluative criteria: A cross-national comparison of 
Taiwanese and United States consumers. Clothing and Textiles Research Journal, 20(4), 
246-252. 

Jacoby, J., Speller, D. E., and Berning, C. K. (1974). Brand choice behavior as a function of 
information load: Replication and extension. Journal of Consumer Research, 1(1), 33-42. 

Jewell, R. (2007). Establishing effective repositioning communications in a competitive 
marketplace. Journal of Marketing Communications, 13(4), 231-241. 



 
 

111 
 

Johnson, R. C. (1967). Magnitude symbolism of English words. Journal of Verbal Learning & 
Verbal Behavior, 6(4), 508-511. 

Kahneman, D. and Tversky, A. (1979). Prospect theory: An analysis of decision under risk. 
Econometrica, 47(2), 263-292. 

Kennedy, K. (2009). What size am I? Decoding women’s clothing standards. Fashion Theory: 
The Journal of Dress, Body, & Culture, 13(4), 511-530. 

Ketron, S. (2016). Consumer cynicism and perceived deception in vanity sizing: The moderating 
role of retailer (dis)honesty. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 33, 33-42. 

Ketron, S. and Spears, N. (2017). Liar, liar, my size is higher: How retailer context influences 
labeled size believability and consumer responses to vanity sizing,” Journal of Retailing 
and Consumer Services, 34, 185-192. 

Kim, Y. and Lee, W. (2009). Overcoming consumer skepticism in cause-related marketing: The 
effects of corporate social responsibility and donation size claim objectivity. Journal of 
Promotion Management, 15(4), 465-483. 

Kinley, T. (2003). Size variation in women’s pants. Clothing and Textiles Research Journal, 
21(1), 19-31. 

Kinley, T. (2010). Fit and shopping preferences by clothing benefits sought. Journal of Fashion 
Marketing and Management, 14(3), 397-411. 

Kirmani, A. and Rao, A. (2000). No pain, no gain: A critical review of the literature on signaling 
unobservable product quality. Journal of Marketing, 64(2), 66-79. 

Klein, J. and Dawar, N. (2004). Corporate social responsibility and consumers’ attributions and 
brand evaluations in a product-harm crisis. International Journal of Research in 
Marketing, 21(3), 201-217. 

Krider, R., Raghubir, P., and Krishna, A. (2001). Pizzas: Π or square? Psychological biases in 
area comparisons. Marketing Science, 20(4), 405-425. 

Krishna, A. (2006). Interaction of senses: The effect of vision versus touch on the elongation 
bias. Journal of Consumer Research, 32, 557-566. 

Krishna, A. (2012). An integrative review of sensory marketing: Engaging the senses to affect 
perception, judgment and behavior. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 22(3), 332-351. 

Levin, A. (2002). Contrast and assimilation processes in consumers’ evaluations of dual brands. 
Journal of Business and Psychology, 17(1), 145-154. 

Levin, I. and Johnson, R. (1984). Estimating price-quality tradeoffs using comparative 
judgments. Journal of Consumer Research, 11(1), 593-600. 



 
 

112 
 

Levin, I. P., Schneider, S. L., and Gaeth, G. J. (1998). All frames are not created equal: A 
typology and critique of framing effects. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision 
Processes, 76(2), 149-188. 

Levy, M., Weitz, B., and Grewal, D. (2014). Retailing management. 9th ed. New York, NY: 
McGraw-Hill Education. 

Lichtenstein, D., Ridgway, N., and Netemeyer, R. (1993). Price perceptions and consumer 
shopping behavior: A field study. Journal of Marketing Research, 30(2), 234-245. 

Lin, Y. and Chang, C. A. (2012). Double standard: The role of environmental consciousness in 
green product usage. Journal of Marketing, 76(5), 125-134. 

Long, J. (2016). New Munsell student color set, 4th ed. New York: Fairchild Books & Visuals. 

Lowery, T. M. and Shrum, L. J. (2007). Phonetic symbolism and brand name preference. Journal 
of Consumer Research, 34 (October), 406-414. 

Ludden, G. D. S. and Schifferstein, H. N. J. (2009). Should Mary smell like biscuit? Investing 
scents in product design. International Journal of Design, 3(3), 1-12. 

Lunardo, R. (2012). Negative effects on consumers’ skepticism about retailer’s motives. Journal 
of Retailing and Consumer Services, 19(2), 179-185. 

Maglio, S. J., Rabaglia, C. D., Feder, M. A., Krehm, M., and Trope, Y. (2014). Vowel sounds in 
words affect mental construal and shift preferences for targets. Journal of Experimental 
Psychology, 143(3), 1082-1096. 

Martin, L., Seta, J., and Crelia, R. (1990). Assimilation-contrast as a function of people’s 
willingness and ability to expend effort in forming an impression. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 59(1), 27-37. 

Meyers-Levy, J. and Sternthal, B. (1993). A two-factor explanation of assimilation-contrast 
effects. Journal of Marketing Research, 30(3), 359-368. 

Monga, A. and Bagchi, R. (2012). Years, months, and days versus 1, 12, and 365: The influence 
of units versus numbers. Journal of Consumer Research, 39(1), 185-198. 

Mussweiler, T., Ruter, K., and Epstude, K. (2004). The ups and downs of social comparison: 
Mechanisms of assimilation-contrast. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
87(6), 832-844. 

Nakano, M., Tanabe, S., Mori, Y., Ikegami, B., and Fujita, I. (2005). Expansive and contractive 
size perception with color patches,” Journal of Vision, 5, 1027. 

Newman, S. (1933). Further experiments in phonetic symbolism. The American Journal of 
Psychology, 45(1), 53-75. 



 
 

113 
 

Obermiller, C. and Spangenberg, E. (1998). Development of a scale to measure consumer 
skepticism toward advertising. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 7(2), 159-186. 

Obermiller, C., Spangenberg, E., and MacLachlan, D. (2005). Ad skepticism: The consequences 
of disbelief. Journal of Advertising, 34(3), 7-17. 

Ofir, C., Raghubir, P., Brosh, G., Monroe, K. B., and Heiman, A. (2008). Memory-based store 
price judgments: The role of knowledge and shopping experience. Journal of Retailing, 
84(4), 414-423. 

Ohala, J. (1984). An ethological perspective on common cross-language utilization of F0 of 
voice,” Phonetica, 41, 1-16. 

O'Keefe, D. (1990). Persuasion: Theory and research. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

Oliver, R. (1977). Effect of expectation and disconfirmation on postexposure product evaluations 
– an alternative interpretation. Journal of Applied Psychology, 62(4), 480-486. 

Oliver, R. (1980). A cognitive model of the antecedents and consequences of satisfaction 
decisions. Journal of Marketing Research, 17(4), 460-469. 

Ordabayeva, N. and Chandon, P. (2016). In the eye of the beholder: Visual biases in package and 
portion size perceptions,” Appetite, 103 (August), 450-457. 

Orth, U., Stockl, A., Veale, R., Brouard, J., Cavicchi, A., Faraoni, M., Larreina, M., Lecat, B., 
Olsen, J., Rodriguez-Santos, C., Santini, C., and Wilson, D. (2012). Using attribution 
theory to explain tourists’ attachments to place-based brands. Journal of Business 
Research, 65(9), 1321-1327. 

Otterbing, T., Lofgren, M., and Lestelius, M. (2014). Let there be light! An initial exploratory 
study of whether lighting influences consumer evaluations of packaged food products. 
Journal of Sensory Studies, 29(4), 294-300. 

Owen, R. and Spencer, R. (2009). Body ideals in women after viewing images of typical and 
healthy weight models. Body Image, 10(4), 489-494. 

Pandelaere, M., Briers, B., and Lembregts, C. (2011). How to make a 29% increase look bigger: 
The unit effect in option comparisons. Journal of Consumer Research, 38(2), 308-322. 

Park, N. and Farr, C. A. (2007). Retail store lighting for elderly consumers: An experimental 
approach. Family and Consumer Sciences Research Journal, 35(4), 316-337. 

Pomering, A. and Johnson, L. (2009). Advertising corporate social responsibility initiatives to 
communicate corporate image: Inhibiting skepticism to enhance persuasion. Corporate 
Communications, 14(4), 420-439. 



 
 

114 
 

Prelec, D., Wernerfelt, B., and Zettelmeyer, F. (1997). The role of inference in context effects: 
Inferring what you want from what is available. Journal of Consumer Research, 24 
(June), 118-125. 

Riquelme, I. and Román, S. (2014). The influence of consumers’ cognitive and psychographic 
traits on perceived deception: A comparison between online and offline retailing 
contexts. Journal of Business Ethics, 119(3), 405-422. 

Riquelme, I., Román, S., and Iacobucci, D. (2016). Consumers’ perceptions of online and offline 
retailer deception: A moderated mediation analysis. Journal of Interactive Marketing, 35 
(August), 16-26. 

Roberts, C. (2010). Correlations among variables in message and messenger credibility scales. 
American Behavioral Scientist, 54(1), 43-56. 

Salusso, C., Borkowski, J., Reich, N., and Goldsberry, E. (2006). An alternative approach to 
sizing apparel for women 55 and older. Clothing and Textiles Research Journal, 24(2), 
96-111. 

Sanbonmatsu, D. M. and Kardes, F. R. (1988). The rffects of physiological arousal on 
information processing and persuasion. Journal of Consumer Research, 15, 379-385. 

Sapir, E. (1929). A study in phonetic symbolism. Journal of Experimental Psychology, 12(3), 
225-239. 

Schwarz, N. (1998). Accessible content and accessibility experiences: The interplay of 
declarative and experiential information in judgment. Personality and Social Psychology 
Review, 2(2), 87-99. 

Serpa, A. and Muhar, A. (1996). Effects of plant size, texture and colour on spatial perception in 
public green areas – A cross-cultural study. Landscape and Urban Planning, 36(1), 19-
25. 

Shergill, G. and Chen, Y. (2008). Customer perceptions of factory outlet retailers versus 
traditional department retailers. Marketing Intelligence & Planning, 26(1), 77-96. 

Shrum, L. J. and Lowery, T. M. (2007). Sounds convey meaning: The implications of phonetic 
symbolism for brand name construction. In Psycholinguistic phenomena in marketing 
communications, ed. Tina M. Lowery, Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum, 39-58. 

Skarmeas, D. and Leonidou, C. (2013). When consumers doubt, watch out! The role of CSR 
skepticism. Journal of Business Research, 66(10), 1831-1838. 

Soars, B. (2009). Driving sales through shoppers’ sense of sound, sight, smell and touch. 
International Journal of Retail & Distribution Management, 37(3), 286-298. 



 
 

115 
 

Spangenberg, E. R., Grohmann, B., and Sprott, D. E. (2005). It’s beginning to smell (and sound) 
a lot like Christmas: The interactive effects of ambient scent and music in a retail setting. 
Journal of Business Research, 58(11), 1583-1589. 

Spears, N. and Singh, S. (2004). Measuring attitude toward the brand and purchase intentions. 
Journal of Current Issues and Research in Advertising, 26(2), 53-66. 

Spence, C., Puccinelli, N., Grewal, D., and Roggeveen, A. (2014). Store atmospherics: A 
multisensory perspective. Psychology & Marketing, 31(7), 472-488. 

Stapel, D., Koomen, W., and Velthuijsen, A. (1998). Assimilation or contrast? Comparison 
relevance, distinctness, and the impact of accessible information on consumer judgments. 
Journal of Consumer Psychology, 7(1), 1-24. 

Stearns, J., Unger, L., and Lesser, J. (1982). Intervening variables between 
satisfaction/dissatisfaction and retail patronage intention. American Marketing 
Association Winter Educators Conference, pp. 179-82. 

Suter, T. and Burton, S. (1996). Believability and consumer perceptions of implausible reference 
prices in retail advertisements. Psychology & Marketing, 13(1), 37-54. 

Sweller, J. (1988). Cognitive load during problem solving: Effects on learning. Cognitive 
Science, 12(2), 257-285. 

Tamburrino, N. (1992). Sized to sell. Bobbin, 33(June), 68-74. 

Tantanatewin, W. and Inkarojrit, V. (2016). Effects of color and lighting on retail impression and 
identity. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 46, 197-205. 

Torres-Baumgarten, G. and Yucetepe, V. (2007). Are consumer perceptions of retailers aligned 
with retail retailer positioning? Journal of Business & Economics Research, 5(12), 41-46. 

Trope, Y. and Liberman, N. (2010). Construal-level theory of psychological distance. 
Psychological Review, 117(2), 440-463. 

Tversky, A. and Kahneman, D. (1974). Judgment under uncertainty: Heuristics and biases. 
Science, 185(4157), 1124-1131. 

Ultan, R. (1978). Size-sound symbolism. In J. H. Greenberg, C. A. Ferguson, & E. A. Moravcsik 
(Eds.), Universals of human language (Vol. 2, p. 525-568). Stanford, CA: Stanford 
University Press. 

Varga, A., Dlacic, J., and Vujicic, M. (2014). Repurchase intentions in a retail store – Exploring 
the impact of colors. Ekonomski Vjesnik, 27(2), 229-244. 

Vlachos, P., Tsamakos, A., Vrechopoulos, A., and Avramidis, P. (2009). Corporate social 
responsibility: Attributions, loyalty and the mediating role of trust. Journal of the 
Academy of Marketing Science, 37(2), 170-180. 



 
 

116 
 

Vrij, A. (2008). Detecting lies and deceit: Pitfalls and opportunities. Chichester: John Wiley & 
Sons. 

Wang, C., Galinsky, A., and Murnighan, J. (2009). Bad drives psychological reactions, but good 
propels behavior: Responses to honesty and deception. Psychological Science, 20(5), 
634-644. 

Wang, Y. (2008). The application of attribution theories in marketing research: A critique. 
Review of Business Research, 8(3), 174. 

Wansink, B. and Chandon, P. (2014). Slim by design: Redirecting the accidental drivers of 
mindless overeating. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 24, 413-431. 

Wansink, B. and van Ittersum, K. (2005). Shape of glass and amount of alcohol poured: 
Comparative study of effect of practice and concentration. British Medical Journal, 
331(7531), 1512-1514. 

Wansink, B. and van Ittersum, K. (2013). Portion size me: Plate-size induced consumption 
norms and win-win solutions for reducing food intake and waste. Journal of 
Experimental Psychology, 19(4), 320-332. 

Ward, P., Davies, B. J., and Kooijman, D. (2003). Ambient smell and the retail environment: 
Relating olfaction research to consumer behavior. Journal of Business and Management, 
9(3), 289-302. 

Weiner, B. (2000). Attributional thoughts about consumer behavior. Journal of Consumer 
Research, 27 (December), 382-387. 

Wernerfelt, B. (1995). A rational reconstruction of the compromise effect. Journal of Consumer 
Research, 21 (March), 627-633. 

Wertenbroch, K., Soman, D., and Chattopadhyay, A. (2007). On the perceived value of Monday: 
The reference dependence of currency numerosity effects. Journal of Consumer 
Research, 34(1), 1-10. 

Wilcox, K., Roggeveen, A., and Grewal, D. (2011). Shall I tell you now or later? Assimilation-
contrast in the evaluation of experiential products. Journal of Consumer Research, 38(4), 
763-773. 

Workman, J. (1991). Body measurement specifications for fit models as a factor in clothing size 
variation. Clothing & Textiles Research Journal, 10(1), 31-36. 

Workman, J. and Lentz, E. (2000). Measurement specifications for manufacturers’ prototype 
bodies. Clothing and Textiles Research Journal, 18(4), 251-259.  

Xie, G. and Johnson, J. (2015). Examining the third-person effect of baseline omission in 
numerical comparison: The role of consumer persuasion knowledge. Psychology & 
Marketing, 32(4), 438-449. 



 
 

117 
 

Young, L. R. and Nestle, M. (1995). Portion sizes in dietary assessment: Issues and policy 
implications. Nutrition Reviews, 53 (June), 149-158. 

Young, L. R. and Nestle, M. (2002). The contribution of expanding portion sizes to the US 
obesity epidemic. American Journal of Public Health, 92 (February), 246-250. 

Young, L. R. and Nestle, M. (2007). Portion sizes and obesity: Responses of fast-food 
companies. Journal of Public Health Policy, 28 (July), 238-248. 

Zentes, J., Morschett, D., and Schramm-Klein, H. (2008). Brand personality of retailers – an 
analysis of its applicability and its effect on store loyalty. International Review of Retail, 
Distribution and Consumer Research, 18(2), 167-184. 




