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 The brand behind the garment is what gives the product popularity, relevance to 

the consumer, and overall profitability. As time passes, markets are becoming flooded 

with more brands that inherently provide the commodities. As a result, fashion 

marketers must put more time and investment into stipulating ways for which their brand 

can reach a select target consumer and enhance repeat purchase intentions with their 

competitive differentiations. As their efforts engage, an experiential perspective 

emerges in the fashion industry. By comparing fashion brands and their different 

distribution channels, the objectives of this study are to identify consumers’ perceptions 

of fashion brand experience dimensions and experience types, and to investigate the 

effect of brand experience dimensions and types on brand resonance. 

 Upon extending Schmitt and Brakus, Schmitt, and Zarantonello’s  experience 

dimensions and types, in conjunction with Keller’s brand resonance model, 12 out of 20 

hypotheses confirm the significant impact of consumers experiences on brand 

resonance by analyzing the data (n = 374) from a university in the United States. 

Sensory and affective experiences are primary factors for establishing fashion brand 

association, while cognitive and relational driven experiences lead to establishing 

fashion brand loyalty.  Sensory, affective, and relational experiences affect both product 

and store type experiences, while only product experience affects brand resonance. 

With the depiction of different brand effects, this study concludes that while Forever 21 



may focus on relational experiences with the consumer, Gap utilizes positive cognitive 

experiences to develop a link to brand loyalty and fashion product reliability. 
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CHAPTER 1 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

 Fashion topics attract considerable attention and research, but the garment itself 

is devoid of meaning. It is the brand behind the garment that enhances product 

popularity, consumer relevance, and overall profitability. In recent years, brands have 

blended the markets. As a result, fashion marketers are challenged to develop 

innovative strategies to gain competitive advantages and engender consumer loyalty. In 

particular, fashion brands express distinctive ideas through functional and experiential 

features that promise value for end users and an economic return to producers by 

building brand equity (Hameide, 2011).  

 An emerging perspective in brand research is controlling consumers’ brand 

experiences to enhance brand positioning (Keller, 2008). Such experiences occur 

during consumers’ search for and purchase of products, service delivery, and 

consumption (Brakus, Schmitt, & Zarantonello, 2009). The concept of customer 

experience, which has attracted attention from academia and business, has been used 

as a theoretical approach to seamlessly combine people’s feelings and psychology into 

the making of product brands. Furthermore, the concept of the experience economy 

helps researchers understand product and brand successes that cannot be explained 

by traditional marketing theory (Nagasawa, 2008). 

 Experiential marketing promotes a product by communicating a product’s 

features and benefits and using unique and interesting experiences to connect with 

consumers (Keller, 2008, p. 188). In one such instance, Expedia created “Expedia’s 

Blue Sky Day,” inviting consumers to express themselves artistically on hundreds of 
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blue canvases set up along Trafalgar Square in London (Strategic Direction, 2008). The 

campaign was a creative way for consumers to experience the brand’s theme of blue 

skies and freedom. 

 Among several experience dimensions found throughout the literature, Schmitt 

(1999) identifies the five dimensions of sensory, affective, cognitive, physical, and 

relational experiences. By integrating Schmitt’s typology, researchers (Brakus et al., 

2009) posit brand experiences in terms of product, shopping and service, consumption, 

and brand. While marketing practitioners realize that understanding how consumers 

experience brands is critical for developing marketing strategies for goods and services, 

there are few holistic approaches embracing a multi-dimensional brand experience 

nature.  

Fashion brands are dynamic across products, store atmosphere, and distribution 

channels and play a potent role in the experiences that consumers seek on a multi-

dimensional scale. Thus, a fashion brand is experienced through its effect on consumer 

behavior. This study identifies product experiences by employing the categories for 

fashion brands laid out by Brakus et al. (2009) according to their sensory, affective, 

cognitive, and related attributes (Schmitt, 1999). Retail store experiences also can be 

divided into the same four experience dimensions. Based on Schmitt’s (1999) consumer 

experiences dimensions relative to the experience categories described by Brakus et al. 

(2009), this study identifies two types of experiences: product and retail store.  

Channels facilitate purchasing experiences for consumers, which can lead to 

greater participation in brand-specific channel activities as well as future purchase 
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decisions. Marketing channels can affect consumers’ affective, cognitive, and relational 

experiences by blending information and entertainment to create brand resonance.   

To compare multi-dimensional constructs of fashion brand experience, two multi-

channel American fashion brands were studied: Forever 21 and Gap. Fast-fashion 

retailer, Forever 21 is successful for its one- to six-week turnaround from design of a 

garment to store delivery (Bensinger, 2010).  Conversely, Gap is dichotomously 

perceived by consumers; it is viewed as either the epitome of hip (Ozzard, 1993) or 

bland (O’Donnell & Fetterman, 2004). The typical Gap consumer is sophisticated and 

wants to feel as though they are purchasing the best products available (Witham, 2001), 

while Forever 21 pursues a younger, more impulse-driven consumer (Holmes, 2010). 

Although inherently different, both brands attempt to attract a similar age demographic 

while utilizing different brand experiences to achieve their overall marketing goals 

through multiple channels. With the growing importance of multi-channel distribution in 

the fashion industry (Wallace, Giese, & Johnson, 2004), winning channel strategies will 

likely be those offering consumers integrated shopping experiences that mix and match 

direct and indirect channels (Keller, 2010).  

 To gain insights into fashion-brand experiences, this study explores the multiple 

dimensions of brand experiences using a brand resonance model (Keller, 2001, 2010). 

The objectives are as follows: 

1) Identify consumer experience dimensions and concurrent fashion-brand 

experience types (i.e., product and store setting). 
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2) Test hypothesized relationships between consumer experience dimensions, 

brand experience types, and brand resonance perception (i.e., association and 

loyalty). 

3) Compare the control role of brand effects (i.e., Gap and Forever 21) and multi-

channel effects (i.e., online and offline stores). 

 

In this dynamic process, neither problem-directed nor experiential components can 

be ignored. This experiential perspective expands the scope of brand research and 

proposes practical applications for further research regarding fashion-brand 

experiences. 

 

1.1 Purpose of Study 

 Despite the importance of fashion-brand experiences in the retail industry, little 

research has focused on the multi-dimensional experiences between fashion brands 

and consumers. The purpose of this study is to explicate fashion-brand experiences 

based on consumer experience dimensions and brand experience types in accordance 

with the brand resonance theory. Specific objectives are to: 1) identify consumer 

experience dimensions concurrent with fashion-brand experience types (i.e., product, 

store setting); 2) test the hypothesized relationships between consumer experience 

dimensions, brand experience types, and brand resonance perception (i.e., association 

and loyalty); and 3) examine the control role of brand effects (i.e., Gap and Forever 21) 

and multi-channel effects (i.e., online and offline stores) and compare disparities. This 
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approach will allow fashion practitioners and academics to effectively examine 

multifaceted elements of fashion experience branding. 

 The next chapter reviews the literature related to consumer experience 

dimensions and brand experience types according to the brand resonance model. 

Chapter 3 presents a research model with 20 hypotheses. Next, Chapter 4 presents 

results of data analysis. Chapter 5 presents the conclusions drawn from the data 

analysis. Finally, Chapter 6 discusses the implications of the study as well as possible 

future research directions. 

 

1.2 Assumptions 

 This study assumes that the respondents answered truthfully, and that the 

sample set consists of consumers who have some experience with fashion brands. 

 

1.3 Operational Definitions 

Brand:  A traditional definition is “the name, associated with one or more items in the 

product line that is used to identify the source of character of the item(s)” (Kotler 2000, 

p. 396). 

Brand experience: Brand experiences are sensations, feelings, cognitions, and 

behavioral responses evoked by brand-related stimuli that are part of a brand’s design 

and identity, packaging, communications, and environments (Brakus, Schmitt, & 

Zarantonello, 2009). 

Brand experience types: Brand experience types are defined by Brakus et.al (2009) to 

predict consumer behavior utilizing four components of how consumers interact with the 



 6 

brand: product experience, retail store experience (setting and service components), 

consumption experience, and brand experience.  

Brand resonance model: Keller’s (2010) model of direct branding effects on marketing 

channels focuses on five key dimensions called the five A’s (awareness, associations, 

attitudes, attachment, and activity), which can be defined differently based on online or 

offline contexts.  

Experience dimensions: Schmitt (1999) defines experience dimensions as five different 

modules of experiences: sense (utilizing consumers’ five senses), feel (affective 

responses), think (cognitive responses), act (physical responses), and relate (social-

identity responses). 

Experiential marketing: Experiential marketing promotes a product by not only 

communicating a product’s features and benefits, but also connecting it with unique and 

interesting experiences (Keller, 2008, p. 188; Schmitt, 1999).  

Fashion-brand experience: Fashion brand is an entity with a distinctive idea expressed 

in a set of functional and experiential features with a promise of value reward relevant to 

its end user, and an economic return to producer through the building of equity 

(Hameide, 2011). 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 This chapter introduces the literature related to the definition of experiences, 

dimensions of experience, conceptualization of brand experience, and fashion-brand 

experience, as well as literature relating to the research model.  

 

2.1 The Concept of Experience 

 Consumer experiences occur during consumers’ search for and purchase of 

products, service delivery, and consumption (Brakus, Schmitt, & Zarantonello, 2009). 

Pine and Gilmore’s (1999) concept of the experience economy attracted attention from 

academia interested in understanding products and successful brands that cannot be 

explained by traditional marketing theory alone (Nagasawa, 2008). The consumer 

experience can combine people’s feelings and psychology with product attributes to 

build and/or enhance brand equity. Companies that charge consumers for time spent 

with the brand are engaged in the “experience business” (Keller, 2008, p. 188).  

 Experiential marketing communicates product features and benefits and 

connects it to unique and interesting experiences that impact consumer satisfaction 

(Keller, 2008, p. 188). Consumer satisfaction is defined as a global evaluation or a state 

of feelings toward a product or service (Olsen, Wilcox, & Olsson, 2005), an emotional 

response to service attributes and service information and the immediate reaction to 

dimensions that include attributes and processes (Spreng, MacKenzie, & Olshavsky, 

1996). Since satisfaction has been generally associated with a particular transaction at 

a particular time, as opposed to brand attitudes that take a more global perspective 
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(Cronin & Taylor, 1992), satisfaction is an immediate response to brand stimuli. In terms 

of service brand stimuli, the literature indicates a number of brand dimensions that are 

strongly associated with satisfaction. For example, servicescape, the physical facilities 

of the service provider (Bitner, 1992), affects both satisfaction and service quality in 

various service settings (Hutton & Richardson, 1995), such as hotels, fitness centers, 

restaurants, and amusement parks. 

Giese and Cote (2000) indicate three reactions are part of the satisfaction  

concept: (1) emotional (Halstead, Hartman, & Schmidt, 1994) or cognitive (Bolton & 

Drew, 1991) response (2) response associated with expectations, product, and 

consumption experience; (3) responses relative to time (i.e., after choice, after 

consumption, or based on accumulated experience). Espejel, Fandos, & Flavian (2007) 

conducted a study around customer satisfaction and country of origin for food products 

utilizing responses associated with product experiences. These researchers determined 

food product attributes can strengthen consumers’ satisfaction and achieve a higher 

level of loyalty. 

 Emotions are intensely and significantly experienced when consumers make 

purchasing decisions (Dubé & Menon, 2000; Vinagre & Neves, 2010; Watson & 

Spence, 2007; White & Yu, 2005). Emotion is typically divided into two dimensions: 

positive/negative and intense/mild responses (Keller, 2003; Watson & Tellegen, 1985). 

Adaval (2001) reports that the act of shopping is a hedonic experience for many 

consumers and leaves them feeling uplifted with positive emotions. The affect-

confirmation hypothesis states that when affect is similar in valence to the consumers' 

affective reactions to the information, it can give the consumer more confidence in 
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choosing that particular product (Bayley & Nancarrow, 1998; Dittmar, Beattie, & Friese, 

1996; Rook, 1987).  This supports Shiv and Fedorikhin’s (1999) study, which 

endeavored to understand why affective emotional criteria are effective for hedonic 

products. Because hedonic products focus on impulsive consumers looking to purchase 

products for entertainment rather than need, these products need to be evaluated on 

how closely they reflect the consumer's current emotions. If the consumer is in the 

opposite emotional state than that portrayed by the product, then the consumer may 

begin to think cognitively about the necessity of the purchase. 

 Emotion can be a powerful dimension for experiential marketing when positive 

emotions are elicited through store design, product displays, package design, and 

sales. Emotional pleasure is the evaluation dimension of affect, referencing the degree 

to which the consumer feels good, happy, or satisfied. In contrast, emotional arousal 

refers to the degree the consumer feels stimulated, excited, or alert (Mehrabian & 

Russell, 1974). MacInnis and Price (1987) concluded that the contradiction in these 

findings arises due to the differing levels of thought the consumer might reach through 

given advertisements. Anderson’s (1983) study supplemented this argument by finding 

that consumers who imagine themselves performing a task were much more likely than 

those envisioning others completing a task to change their behavioral intentions toward 

the task.   

 From the review of the literature, this study identifies the multi-faceted 

dimensions of experience concepts and further discusses them in the next section.  
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2.2 Dimensions of Experience 

 There are several experience dimensions found throughout literature, mainly 

focusing on service providers within the hotel or travel industry. Cohen (1979) identified 

five types of tourism: recreation, diversionary, experiential, experimental, and 

existential. Since there was a rarity of knowledge about the experiences of hotel guests, 

McIntoch and Siggs (2005) suggested that customers in the hotel industry are 

concerned with whether their experiences have a unique character and are 

personalized, homely, of quality, and value-added. Otto and Ritchie (1996) also 

identified four experience dimensions of hotel services, namely, hedonics, peace of 

mind, involvement, and recognition based on ascending order, as per Maslow’s 

hierarchy.  

Grace and O’Cass (2004) utilized the dimensions of consumers’ feelings, 

satisfaction, and brand attitudes to measure the impact of service experiences. 

Sherman, Mathur, and Smith (1997) found that feelings aroused by the service 

experience within the retail setting served as mediating factors associated with money 

spent in the store, time spent in the store, and the number of items purchased in the 

store. In terms of services in general, Jayanti (1995) argued that, due to the absence of 

physical cues, feelings become the basis for service evaluation. In sum, these are 

characteristics drawn from the service products or industries, which retailers can employ 

to foster positive experiences with a particular brand.  

 Pine and Gilmore (1999) conceptualize customer experiences by entertainment, 

education, escape, and estheticism. These four categories differ according to the 

distinct level of their absorption into and participation in the products and services 
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offered. Although this framework is limited to retail setting and events, their four 

experience dimensions encompass other dimensions found in the literature, thus 

making it essential for the conceptualization of these dimensions (Brakus et al., 2009). 

Edvardsson, Enquist, and Johnston (2010), identified “test-drives” for particular 

products. The “test-driving” of a service is similar to, but usually goes beyond, the 

limited “previews” of a service that already are common in many service industries. 

These previews are available in brochures, videos, explanatory leaflets, and Web sites 

that help customers gain information about service purchases they are contemplating 

and/or using (Edvardsson et. al, 2010). These researchers identified six “experience 

room” dimensions: (1) physical artifacts are the physical signs, symbols, and 

infrastructure of the “experience room”; (2) intangible artifacts are the non-physical 

infrastructure of the “experience room,” including mental images, brand reputation, 

narratives, norms, and values; (3) technology refers to the technological equipment with 

which customers interact, either actively or passively; (4) customer placement is the 

“staging” of the customer in the “experience room”; (5) customer involvement is the 

role(s) taken and enacted by the customer(s) in the “experience room”; and (6) 

interaction with employees refers to consumers’ ability to ask questions and ability to 

control their experiences. Specifically, Schmitt (1999) details five different types of 

experiences according to the consumer decision making processes of sense, feel, think, 

act, and relate, which are broken down into five modules. These customer experience 

types are discussed in the next section. 
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2.2.1 Sensitive Customer Experience 

Sense marketing appeals to the senses. The objective is to create sensory 

experiences through sight, sound, touch, taste, and smell. Sense marketing is often 

used to differentiate companies and products, to motivate customers, and to add value 

to products. Sense marketing requires an understanding of how to achieve sensory 

impact (Schmitt, 1999). Sensory experience value is added by providing an exciting 

stimulus which appeals directly to these five senses of the consumer: visual, auditory, 

touch, taste, and smell.  

 

2.2.2 Affective Customer Experience 

Affective marketing appeals to customers’ inner feelings and emotions, with the 

objective of creating affective experiences that range from mildly positive moods linked 

to a brand, to strong emotions of joy and pride (i.e., guerilla marketing campaign). 

Emotional experience occurs most often during consumption, thus rendering standard 

emotional advertising inappropriate because it does not target feelings during 

consumption. Marketers must first understand what types of emotion appeal to 

consumers, and then capitalize on that emotion (Schmitt, 1999). 

 

2.2.3 Cognitive Customer Experience  

Cognitive marketing appeals to the customer's intellect, with the objective of 

creating cognitive, problem-solving experiences that engage the customer’s creativity. 

Cognitive marketing has been utilized in product design, retailing, and in 

communications in many other industries (Schmitt, 1999), and cognitive campaigns are 
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commonly used to promote new technology brands and products. Cognitive consumer 

experiences engage customer’s convergent and divergent thinking through surprise, 

intrigue, and provocation. 

 

2.2.4 Active Customer Experience 

 Active marketing aims to affect bodily experiences, lifestyles, and interactions. 

Active marketing enriches customers’ lives by enhancing their physical experiences, 

showing them alternative ways of doing things (e.g., in business-to-business and 

industrial markets). Analytical approaches to behavior change related to activity are 

often motivational, inspirational, and spontaneous in nature and brought about by role 

models (e.g., movie stars or famous athletes) (Schmitt, 1999). Active marketing adds 

behavioral experience values appealing to physical behaviors, lifestyles, and the mutual 

relationships between people.  

 

2.2.5 Relational Customer Experience 

Relational marketing contains aspects of all the previous customer experience 

marketing modules defined by Schmitt (1999). However, relational marketing expands 

beyond the individual’s private feelings, thus adding to “individual experiences” and 

relating the individual to his or her ideal self, to other people, or to cultures (Schmitt, 

1999). Relational marketing refers to consumers' association of brands to benefits, or 

personal values that go beyond the direct attributes of the branded product (Orth & de 

Marchi, 2007). 
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2.3 Conceptualization of Brand Experience 

 Brand experience has attracted considerable attention in marketing practice as 

well as academia. Marketing practitioners realize that understanding consumers' brand 

experience is critical for developing effective marketing strategies. Brakus et al. (2009) 

conceptualize brand experiences as sensory, affective, cognitive, and relational 

responses evoked by brand-related stimuli that are part of a brand’s design and identity. 

They distinguish several experience dimensions and construct a brand experience scale 

that includes four dimensions, which are distinct from other brand measures. Many 

useful constructs and measurements have been developed in branding literature, 

including brand personality, brand community, brand trust, brand attachment, and brand 

love (Aaker, 1997; Carroll & Ahuvia, 2006; Delgado-Ballester, Munuera-Alemán, & 

Yagüe-Guillén, 2003; McAlexander, Schouten, & Koenig, 2002; Thomson, MacInnis, & 

Park, 2005). This study conceptualizes the brand experience as a holistic approach to 

branding, embracing the multidimensional attitude and resonance.   

 

2.3.1 Brand Attitude  

Brand attitudes represent consumers’ overall evaluation of the brand and form 

the basis for their decisions and behaviors toward the brand. A number of factors can 

affect brand attitudes including environmental influences and satisfaction (Grace et al., 

2004). Traditionally, social psychologists argue that attitudes are composed of affective 

and belief components. Consumers evaluate brands by the application of these classic 

components of attitude. Affective experiences with the attitude object, beliefs about the 
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attitude object, and behaviors in relation to the object are seen as factors providing 

information that influence the consumer’s overall evaluation.  

Olson and Zanna (1993) utilized an affective-cognitive-behavioral framework 

when researching attitude/evaluation responses. Attitude is defined by three main parts: 

(a) evaluation; (b) memory; and (c) affective, cognitive, and behavioral antecedents and 

consequences (Olson & Zanna, 1993). Based on Breckler and Wiggins’s (1989) 

research, affect (i.e., how the product makes the customer feel) correlates uniquely with 

evaluation (i.e., the customer's cognitive belief about the product). Their research 

suggests that affect is more successful at predicting self-reported attitudes than 

evaluation (Breckler & Wiggins, 1989). 

Similarly, it is important to understand whether attitudes are based on affective or 

cognitive information (Olson & Zanna, 1993). Millar and Millar (1990) ran a similar 

experiment and found that persuasive appeals were more effective when adopting the 

perspective that did not match the presumed basis of attitude. 

Based on Olson and Zanna's (1993) findings, it was concluded that for well-established 

attitudes, affective and cognitive arguments will yield “mismatched" effects (as found in 

Millar & Millar, 1990), but new affective experiences will be generally powerful sources 

of influence. When studying fashion-brand attitude, the effects of affective, cognitive, 

and behavioral components need to be viewed separately in order to fully understand 

consumers’ perceptions of fashion-brand experiences.  
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2.3.2 Brand Resonance 

 Branding is a long-term relationship. It is about building confidence, consistency, 

and above all, establishing loyalty (Hameide, 2011). Keller (2001) found that brand 

resonance is comprised of components, including behavioral loyalty, attitudinal 

attachment, sense of community, and active engagement. A brand with strong equity 

leads to greater commitment in the form of attitudinal loyalty and willingness not only to 

revisit the store, but also to pay a premium price for the pleasure involved (Chaudhuri & 

Holbrook, 2001). Brand loyalty may derive from greater trust in the reliability of a brand 

or from the favorable affect experienced by customers who use the brand. This loyalty, 

in turn, may be determined by feelings or affect elicited by the brand (Chaudhuri & 

Holbrook, 2001). Caroll and Ahuvia (2006) embrace brand-consumer relationships as a 

“brand love” that is greater for brands in hedonic product categories and for brands that 

offer more symbolic benefits. Recently, Keller’s (2010) model of direct branding effects 

on marketing channels focused on five key dimensions called the five A’s (awareness, 

associations, attitudes, attachment, and activity) which can be defined differently based 

on online or offline contexts.  

 Keller (2010, p. 58) stated, “winning channel strategies will likely be those that 

offer customers integrated shopping experiences that skillfully ‘mix and match’ direct 

and indirect channels via physical stores, Internet, telephone, catalogs, and so forth.” 

The goal for marketers is to combine the best set of channels and communication 

options in order to maximize sales and eventually attain brand equity. 

 Keller utilized the five A’s to summarize the brand resonance model. The effects 

of direct branding on marketing channels focused on five key dimensions based on 
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Ailawadi and Keller’s (2004) model. Access refers to the time, effort, and resources the 

consumer must utilize to shop at the retail store. In-store atmosphere refers to the 

physical environment, ambiance, and social features of the retail store. Price and 

promotion relate to the number of changes that happen in a given time period at a retail 

store. Cross-category product/service assortment refers to the range of merchandise 

sold at a fashion retail store. Within-category brand/item assortment refers to how a 

retail store promotes and displays products given the varieties of each brand 

assortment.  

  

2.4 Brand Experience Types 

 Throughout the literature, brand experience has often been associated with other 

brand constructs. For example, of Aaker’s (1997) five personality dimensions, openness 

and extraversion have been found to be the most related to brand experience (Matzler, 

Bidmon, & Grabner-Kräuter, 2006). Costa and McCrae (1992) determined openness is 

related to active imaginations, esthetic sensitivity, attentiveness to inner feelings, and 

independence of judgment, which creates a consumer's desire for extraversion. 

Extraversion leads the consumer to seek out brands with positive and unique 

experiences. Brand equity emphasizes consumer experiences when building brands 

(Berry, 2000). Positive brand equity occurs when consumers respond more favorably to 

marketing activities for its own brand than to its competitors’ brands (Keller, 1993). 

Consumers' perceptions of a brand, while initially shaped by marketing departments 

through external communication, can be shaped by brand experiences, which lead to 

further interest in that brand (Berry, 2000). The more positive experiences derived by 
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the consumer from the brand, the more brand equity that will be established. 

Experiences also work with brand awareness and brand value to establish positive 

relations with consumers. Brand awareness represents the consumer’s ability to identify 

a brand from their memory, which increases the likelihood of the brand name coming to 

mind with or without outside aids (Keller, 1993). Positive brand awareness can 

positively impact the quality of experience with a brand by maintaining a superior brand 

name through the consumer’s top-of-mind recall (Franzen, 1999).  

Keller (1987) stated that when comparing the absence or presence of advertising 

retrieval cues (i.e., the ad photo/headline), when only brand name and product category 

identification were present, the presence of advertising retrieval cues led to greater 

recall of brand claims, evaluative ad reactions, and more favorable brand evaluations. 

Hutchinson and Moore (1984) determined that exposure to advertising can produce 

several types of nodes in the ad memory trace, including brand-specific information, ad-

specific information, brand identification, product category information, and evaluative 

reactions. Thus, brand experience is relating several stimuli together in order to present 

a unique interaction between a consumer and a product through experiential marketing. 

 Moreover, specific stimuli affect consumers’ brand experience directly and 

indirectly through consumers’ associations. Kotler (1973–1974) indicated that 

atmospherics such as noises, sizes, shapes, scents, as well as colors, can help create 

attention, convey messages, and create feelings which may increase purchase 

probability when a consumer experiences a brand. Design elements of a display or 

advertisement can shape a consumer’s experience with a brand. Lennon (1990) 

investigated the effects of clothing attractiveness on social perceptions. Subjects viewed 
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slides of models wearing attractive and unattractive outfits. In the attractive-clothing 

condition, models wore clothing that was well matched and wore accessories to 

complement their clothing. In the unattractive-clothing condition, models wore garments 

and accessories that did not match either in color, style, or pattern. The distinction 

between match and mismatch was based on pretest ratings of attractiveness. Lennon 

found that models dressed in well-matched clothing were perceived to be more 

competent, more desirable as coworkers, and more sociable than models dressed in 

unattractive clothing. Therefore, it could be concluded that an effect of brand experience 

is the ability for consumers to feel confident that the brand correctly relates to them. 

 Although brand experience was used by Brakus et al. (2009) to predict consumer 

behavior, the goal of this experiment is to gain insight into the consumer’s experience 

dimension according to fashion-brand experience types. Utilizing brand experience as a 

dimension would not allow direct insight into the specifics of the brand experience 

dimension. Therefore, this research plans to investigate the following brand experience 

types: product experience, retail store experience, and consumption experience. 

 

2.4.1 Product Experience 

 Product experiences occur once a consumer interacts with a product (Hoch, 

2002). Physical product experience is important because Schwartz (1982) found that 

once a consumer has identified a “good enough” alternative through active experiences 

with the product, the continuing need of experimentation with other products becomes 

eliminated, thus creating consumer top-of-mind preferences. Hoch and Ha (1986) also 

discovered the impact of product experience through indirect means such as 
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advertisements, which is also supported by Deighton (1984). Both Hoch and Ha (1986) 

and Deighton (1984) concluded that the interaction between advertising and product 

experiences was due to ad-related and brand-specific notions coupled with confirmation 

bias. A later study by Kempf and Smith (1998) found that pretrial advertising is very 

important for the marketing of products with similar attributes. The exposure that 

advertising provides to the product advertised could greatly affect consumer beliefs 

about certain products as well as have an effect on brand attitudes. Being able to affect 

brand attitude is an important aspect of product experience due to the idea that if prior 

attitudes are accessible, then these attitudes will be automatically activated when a 

consumer comes in contact with the product, thus influencing the consumer's 

experience (Fazio, 1990).  

 Havlena and Holbrook (1986) and Mano and Oliver (1993) both indicated in their 

findings two major dimensions of emotions relevant to trial: arousal and pleasure. 

Kempf and Smith (1998) added these two constructs to their experiment on product 

experiences. A researcher’s understanding of how product experience affects a 

consumer’s ability to learn about new products can garner great insight on 

understanding how to market experiences. 

 If marketers are able to control what consumers learn about a product, then the 

marketer will be able to better control the type of information the consumer takes away 

from product experiences. For example, Huffman and Houston (1993) found that the 

creation of a “goal,” which they defined as a reason for the consumer to retain 

information, leads the consumer to utilize prior information and feedback regarding their 

experiences with a brand. Therefore, when a goal-driven assessment is present, 
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consumers rely on marketing information and experiences to make decisions. This is 

not merely useful for new consumers to a product category, but also for consumers who 

are very knowledgeable of a product category. These consumers utilize brands in 

various ways determined by their own degree of goal satisfaction and how that 

particular brand fits for that goal (Ratneshwar & Shocker, 1991).  

 

2.4.2 Retail Store Experience 

 Retail store experiences occur when a consumer interacts with a store’s 

personnel, physical environment, and its policies and practices (Brakus et al., 2009). 

Hui and Bateson (1991) found that consumers’ experiences with perceived control over 

a pleasant service experience greatly affect how a consumer perceives the 

product/service. The authors examine the idea that if consumers are given choices on 

what type of services they receive, then consumers are more likely to view the service 

as pleasant. Wortman (1975) concluded that perceived choice (i.e., the perception that 

the outcome is caused by the consumers) can result in positive psychological and 

behavioral outcomes for the consumers. If this conclusion is accurate, marketers need 

to assess how to influence consumers’ shopping experiences during the brief time that 

the consumers are physically in the retail store. Kerin, Jain, and Howard (2002) found 

that perceived store shopping experience is more important than merchandise price or 

quality perceptions when explaining consumers’ value perceptions of a retail store. 

 Researchers judge the effect of shopping and service experiences on the 

consumer in many ways. According to Averill (1973), the concept of control has been 

operationalized in three different ways: behavioral control, cognitive control, and 
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decisional control. Behavioral control refers to the "availability of a response which may 

directly influence or modify the objective characteristics of an event" (Averill 1973, p. 

293). Cognitive control describes the predictability and cognitive reinterpretation of a 

situation. Finally, decisional control refers to "choice in the selection of outcomes or 

goals" (Averill 1973, p. 289).  

 Store image is another aspect of shopping experience that is highlighted 

frequently in the literature. Store image typically includes merchandise price and quality 

evaluations as well as clientele, promotions, and store location (Zimmer & Golden, 

1988). Oxenfelt (1974–75) stated that store image perceptions could be evident 

independently of patronage, while store-shopping experience perceptions can arise only 

through patronage. Thus, store image perceptions can harm a brand even if the 

consumer never visits the store on a repetitive basis. While consumers are often fickle 

about the brands they buy and the stores they frequent, they are adamant about the 

stores they do not patronize or the brands they will not buy. Many consumers make it a 

point of avoiding certain brands and stores when they shop due to prior negative 

experiences (Dolliver, 2001).  

 While store image is important, service is the driving force behind any retail store, 

as it greatly influences consumer experiences. Arnold et al. (2005) summarized that the 

consumers’ experiences at the retail level are identified by consumers setting higher 

standards for both the sales people and the retail store in general. Arnold et al. (2005) 

further stated that it is imperative for retailers to persuade sales people to go the extra 

mile when attempting to please consumers. It is important to focus on the sales 

person’s interaction with the consumer in a retail environment because salespeople 
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have the ability to change consumers' perceptions. Gurney (1999) identified that the key 

to successfully deploying delight-producing strategies lies in the selective use of sales 

approaches between the sales person and consumers.  

  Besides the need to purchase goods, a consumer may utilize a shopping trip to 

fulfill the need for entertainment by looking at mall exhibits, talking with other shoppers, 

socializing with friends, and browsing with no intention of buying (Bloch, Ridgway, & 

Dawson, 1994). A shopping trip can produce hedonic shopping value. This refers to a 

shopping trip’s potential entertainment and emotional worth (Bellenger, Steinberg, & 

Stanton, 1976). This value stems from fun and playfulness, rather than from pure task 

completion. Hedonic shopping value is contrasted with utilitarian shopping value which 

results from the deliberate purchase of a product. The hedonic nature of consumption is 

a crucial part of service interactions. Behavioral elements of the service encounter along 

with feelings aroused by the consumer have a substantial impact on the way the 

consumer evaluates the service brand (Grace & O’Cass, 2004).  

 

2.4.3 Consumption Experiences 

 Consumption experiences occur when consumers consume and use products 

(Brakus et al., 2009). Many elements of consumption experiences found in the literature 

focus on hedonic determinants that occur during and after consumption of extreme and 

passionate experiences. For example, Arnould and Price (1993) focused on the hedonic 

experiences derived from river rafting trips in Colorado. The authors found that most 

rafters came to the trip with preconceived expectations of becoming a part of a 

community and experiencing self-renewal. They discovered a relationship between 
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client expectations and end satisfaction of the trip. It is important for hedonic 

services/products to understand how to exceed consumers’ expectations through 

experiences. Csikszentmihalyi (1990) found similar consumption experiences when 

viewing participants taking part in extraordinary consumption, offering absorption, 

personal control, joy and valuing, a spontaneous letting go of the process, and a 

newness of perception and process.  

 Communication transcends common understanding and gives fluidity to the 

consumer’s subculture (Malinowski, 1923). Csikszentmihalyi (1975) describes the flow 

experience as the manifestation of a person's "true" self, unconstrained temporally by 

convention or by self-awareness. Flow provides a sense of self and self-efficacy that is 

highly satisfying. Csikszentmihalyi and Csikszentmihalyi (1988) state that the sense of 

self is why the flow experience is so powerful and, once experienced, creates a desire 

to continually self-replicate, or re-experiences the state. It can be determined that 

hedonic features of the consumption experience can ultimately change the consumer’s 

feelings about a product or service. It is important for researchers to understand the full 

impact of the experience construct on consumers in order to understand experience 

effects on branding.  

 

2.5 Fashion-Brand Experience 

 

2.5.1 Environmental Scanning Approach 

 To define and conceptualize the fashion-brand experience construct, a review of 

fashion branding and marketing research is necessary. This review examines when 
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experiences occur and how they affect judgments, attitudes, and other aspects of 

consumer behavior. Environmental scanning is the methodology used for identifying 

emerging trends, situations, and drawbacks that may affect an organization’s future by 

collecting and analyzing data from a variety of information sources about external 

influences (Kim, Jolly, & Kim, 2007). Environmental scanning consists of the collecting 

and analyzing of information from varied sources (Kim et al., 2007). Based on Stoffels’s 

(1994) model, the current study gathered inputs and generated information, synthesized 

and evaluated emerging topics, and extracted key forces. The scanning process 

sampled the Journal of Consumer Research and the Journal of Fashion Marketing & 

Management to reflect scholarly perspectives from clothing and textiles disciplines. A 

total of 96 articles published from 2002 to 2010 were scanned. Issues with high 

exposure and significant impacts on the fashion and retail industries were retained to 

represent high priorities for viable fashion-brand experiences research.  

The current study found, based on Schmitt’s (1999) five customer experiences, 

physical customer experiences and social-identity customer experiences could be 

combined into one dimension. Both physical customer experiences and social-identity 

experiences rely on the behavioral aspect of fashion-brand experiences. For the 

purposes of this research, behavioral experiences are developed under the “relational 

experiences” dimension. As a result, a total of 41 articles were indexed and categorized 

by different subjects. Upon analyzing the abstracts, Schmitt’s five customer experience 

categories were specified as four categories utilizing retailing research. These four 

categories were labeled sense experiences, affective experiences, cognitive 

experiences, and relational experiences.  
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 Fashion consumer and marketing research demonstrate that a fashion brand 

experience occurs when consumers search for products, when they shop for them, and 

when they take part in retail store experiences. The present study combines two of the 

four experience types described by Brakus et.al (2009) based on further literary 

research. The goal of this study is to measure brand experience types, thus the 

branding type construct was eliminated for statistical relevance. The consumption 

experience dimension was operationalized according to the present research definition 

of consumption. Because consumption was often determined by either product 

consumption or consumption based on retail services or atmosphere, the consumption 

type was eliminated and transformed into the two remaining experience types for this 

research. 

 

2.5.2 Fashion Product Experiences 

Sense experiences: Sensory evaluation of a product is of essential importance to 

consumers, particularly in the retail industry. Pleasure from the aesthetics of a garment 

(e.g., color and texture) helps drive interest motivating consumers to try on and 

purchase garments (Nagamachi, 2002). Two dimensions, emotional pleasure and 

emotional arousal (Donovan, Rossiter, Marcoolyn, & Nesdale, 1982) represent the 

contentment involved in the consumption process of a garment. Forney, Park, and 

Brandon (2005) found that the dimensions of evaluative criteria for each fashion product 

category (e.g., casual apparel and casual home furnishings) consist of four factors: 

image, quality, color/style, and design/beauty. The sensory information about a product 

that the consumer notices and remembers will often result in increased purchase 
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intentions. Thus, if the brand name of that product was perceived positively by the 

consumer, the consumer is much more likely to purchase that brand name in another 

product category. As a result, the consumer is acting based on previous experiences. 

The brand and sensory experiences that consumers take part in allow them to perceive 

a certain fashion brand as stylish, expensive, and of high quality.  

 Sensory experiences influence product consumption because fashion has an 

underlying basis of “aesthetical promise against social pressure and its sadness and 

also to an impossible dilemma of the comfort of nudity and the fear of appearances” 

(Meneses & Rodriguez, 2010, p.84). This research highlights that consumers utilize 

sensory elements as a psychological desire for themselves to look similar to others 

whom they find esthetically pleasing.   

Affective experiences: Emotions related to product experiences are relevant to 

consumers in a trial context of fashion products. Havlena and Holbrook (1986) and 

Mano and Oliver (1993) identified the emotions of arousal and pleasure as having the 

greatest effect on consumers' experiences with a product. Chattaraman and Lennon’s 

(2008) study revealed that consumption of cultural apparel perfectly mediates the 

influence of strength of ethnic identification on consumers' ascriptions of emotion to 

culturally related consumption. Consumption and relation experiences were also 

identified through participants' acknowledgement of how they related to cultural dress 

apparel. According to Michon, Yu, Smith, and Chebat (2008) the emotional experience 

associated with apparel products can be determined by the hedonic or utilitarian value 

associated with certain products. Packaging and display add value to the product by 
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enhancing consumer perception of quality and differentiation, increasing the likelihood 

of purchase and, ultimately, impacting sales volume and profitability.  

 Consumers with high fashion involvement were more likely to experience positive 

emotion (e.g., excited, satisfied) during shopping (Park, Kim, & Forney, 2006). This 

finding supported the involvement of hedonic shopping motivations in satisfying 

emotional needs, such as fun, relaxation, and gratification. Lavin (2009) used Macy’s re-

branding of Marshall Field’s as an example of relying on consumer’s emotional 

attachment to apparel brands along with the consumer’s ability to become involved with 

the Macy’s brand over Marshall Field’s. It was very important for Macy’s not to abandon 

Marshall Field’s established relationships with consumers, thus relational experiences 

were put into place in order to achieve that goal. Consumption and feelings play a part 

in the “exclusivity” of Hugo Boss apparel as well (Matthiesen & Phau, 2010). Hugo Boss 

is also a brand with perceived feeling components attached based on the brand 

differentiation on luxury, design and quality. Relatedly, the brand personality results for 

MAC cosmetics indicates feeling experiences with the brand; young, female consumers 

perceived MAC to be an exciting, competent, and sophisticated brand (Guthrie, Kim, & 

Jung, 2008).  

 Lee, Kim, Pelton, Knight, and Forney (2008) researched and identified emotional 

product experiences and relational product experiences by fashion involvement that has 

a positive causal effect on positive emotion. Consumers, who had high involvement with 

the latest fashion, shopping for their fashion needs, or dressing for fashion, were more 

likely to exhibit a hedonic tendency (e.g., sense of curiosity, new experiences, and 
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exploring new worlds) during their shopping trip. This also can be added into the act 

dimension. 

Cognitive experiences: Researchers strive to understand how product 

experiences can affect the consumers’ ability to learn about a new product. This deeper 

understanding can yield valuable insights about how to market these experiences. Hoch 

and Deighton (1989) state that fashion brands rely on consumer self-directed learning 

and personally controlled experiences in order to create a deep cognitive experience. 

Cognitive thinking about experiencing a product was the focus of research conducted by 

Fiore (2002), which led to the conclusion that experiencing one’s self in the image 

enhances the likelihood of approach responses.  

Lee et al. (2008) suggest that the cognitive experiences by the consumer can be 

identified by the level of brand consciousness. According to Kinely, Josiam, and Lockett 

(2010), Generation Y consumers are highly involved with shopping products, thus 

creating strong brand relationships. This would result in Gen Y consumers using 

cognitive experiences to make fashion apparel decisions. Gen Y values the opinions of 

others, although frequency of opinion seeking from others was relatively neutral. Other 

studies imply that opinion leaders in the fashion domain are motivated by a need to be 

differentiated from other consumers, whereas opinion seekers in fashion are more 

content to seek fashions that are consistent with established fashion consumption 

norms (Chattaraman & Lennon, 2008; Goldsmith & Clark, 2008). Luxury brand names 

as well as “tween” brand associations can affect the cognitive experiences of 

consumers just by adding that cognitive element of differentiation. Consumption of 

luxury goods leads to cognitive experiences based on the idea of how the consumer 
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thinks s/he will be perceived after purchasing the product (Husic & Cicic, 2009), while 

awareness of brand associations and peer group determinants constitute cognitive 

experiences with the brand. Retailers targeting “tweens” would need to provide a range 

of branded goods that are positioned as fashionable and “cool” (Grant & Stephen, 

2005). The emotional experiences researched by Lee et al. (2008) determined that 

American brands have a positive relationship between brand consciousness and 

emotional value. This suggests that brand conscious consumers from other countries 

have positive attitudes toward US apparel brands. 

Relational experiences: Physical product experiences are important for the 

consumer to relate to the product and establish the product as a “good enough” 

alternative, eliminating the need to further experimentation with new products 

(Schwartz, 1982). This behavioral connection can only be established through strong 

product experiences. D’Astous and Saint-Louis (2005) affirmed that the best 

communication strategy for national clothing brands is to emphasize the satisfaction 

guarantee that comes automatically with well-known, well-established brands. Low-

prestige retailers should promote their store brands by stressing high quality and utility 

in day-to-day situations. Awareness of brand associations and peer group determinants 

constitute relational experiences with the brand. Tweenage girls (Grant et al., 2005) and 

Gen Y consumers (Kinely et al., 2005) are often highly involved with shopping products, 

thus leading to relational experiences between the young consumers and the fashion 

brand. Awareness of others' opinions also influences the consumption of fashion 

products for tweenage and Gen Y consumers. 
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 It was evident throughout the research that consumers' involvement with a 

fashion product affected their relational experiences. For example, consumers' 

involvement and ability to relate to Marshall Field’s in Chicago made it difficult for 

Macy’s to establish a new positive relationship with those consumers after their 

acquisition of Marshall Field’s (Lavin, 2009). Consumers involvement within a luxury 

community (Husic et al., 2009; Mulyanegara & Tsarenko, 2009) and cultural community 

(Lee et al., 2007; Chattaraman et al., 2008; Jin, Park, & Rye, 2010) can influence the 

type of relate experiences they would have with a fashion product.  

Consumers with high fashion involvement tend to relate to product experiences 

based on individuality (Kim, Damhorst, & Lee, 2002; Carlson et al., 2009), and social 

gratifications (Goldsmith & Clark, 2008; Menses & Rodríguez, 2010). A consumer’s 

ability to relate a physical fashion product to his or her own personality (i.e., identifying 

with the ‘sophistication’ trait of CoverGirl cosmetics, or new designs and fabrics of a 

particular shirt) will solidify a positive product experience. This should influence the 

consumer during every shopping experience for that particular product (Oh & Fiorito, 

2002; Guthrie et al., 2008). 

 

2.5.3 Fashion Retail Store Experiences 

 Sense experiences: Retail store experiences often utilize store designs, location, 

and color in order to influence consumers’ perceptions of a fashion retail store 

(Oxenfelt, 1974–75). The type of music playing, the placement of fixtures, and the smell 

of the retail store all contribute to a fashion store experience. For example, researchers 

have reported that the perception of athletic shoes was more positive when these 
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products were offered in a sports shop rather than in a department store. Moreover, the 

difference in the quality perception of national and private brands was significantly 

attenuated when the athletic shoes were sold in a sports shop. In general, it is expected 

that product quality perception improves in direct relationship to store image (d'Astous & 

Saint-Louis, 2005). The consumer's five senses are employed to perceive these 

qualities and associate them with the brand name. Sensory shopping environments also 

impact consumers’ experiences. According to Fiore (2002), seeing oneself using the 

product explained the most variance for the global attitude and willingness to purchase 

variables and was a statistically significant influence on multi-attribute attitudes. The 

price consumers are willing to pay for a product was not affected by experiential 

pleasure; perhaps the price consumers are willing to pay is instead dependent upon 

rational factors, such as perceived level of product use.  

 Forney et al. (2005) identified that image and design/beauty for Ralph Lauren 

predicted an apparel purchase and then predicted brand extension from apparel to 

home. Thus, if the brand name of that product was perceived positively by the 

consumer, the consumer is much more likely to purchase that brand name in another 

product category. Therefore, the consumer is acting based on previous experiences. 

Elderly consumers are quick to acknowledge the quality of service offered by the retailer 

and consider this very important when choosing a retail store (Moye & Giddings, 2002). 

This is considered a sensory experience dealing with service.  

 Emotional experiences relating to brands were also important in the research of 

Jones, Comfort, Clarke-Hill, and Hillier (2010). These researchers of sensory 
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experiences concluded that consumers’ emotional responses can create a hedonic 

value that attracts consumers’ interest.  

Affective experiences: Consumers' interaction with service personnel in a retail 

store creates an overall emotional experience. Consumers’ experiences with perceived 

control over a pleasant service experience greatly affect how a consumer perceives the 

product or service (Hui & Bateson, 1991). As stated by Carpenter, Moore, and Fairhurst 

(2005) and Michon et al. (2008), shopping experiences coincide with feelings of value 

(hedonic/utilitarian). Retailers who utilize a store as the brand strategy provide 

consumers with unique shopping experiences that are intended to be pleasurable and, 

in turn, reinforce and differentiate their respective brand(s). Fiore (2002) determined that 

shopping environments promote experiences through feelings by providing an 

environment that offers pleasurable experiences and influences approach responses, 

such as attitude and purchase intention toward the apparel product. Husic et al., (2009) 

mention the importance of shopping environment on feeling experiences because a 

shopping environment could deter consumers from the luxury product based on the 

“snob” effect (which could also lead to negative consumption). These studies found that 

people who derived pleasure from the Web site were likely to perceive more 

information. Research suggests consumers' moods may be considered a source of 

internal information because when consumers retrieve the memory related to the use of 

a specific product, they also are reminded of the hedonic or emotional values of the 

product, called consumption emotion. Therefore, retailers need to ensure consistency 

between the brand image, advertising messages, product characteristics, and store 

features to increase brand reputation and generate a positive impression of a store by 



 34 

reference to the brand. Relational emotions to a brand are very important in an online 

context because the physical product is not available. Researchers (Carlson, Donavan, 

& Cumiskey, 2009; Jones et al., 2010; Moye et al., 2008; and Noel, 2009) state that 

store value is more important than the actual experience of shopping in many studies 

This suggests that it is vitally important for retailers to create positive emotions through 

retail environments. 

Cognitive experiences: Cognitive experiences relating to the fashion retail store 

can be broken down into elements of control. Averill (1973) placed cognitive 

experiences into two categories: predictability and cognitive reinterpretation of a 

situation. Does the retail store experience meet the consumers already set 

expectations, or does the retail experience ultimately change the consumer’s cognitive 

thoughts about that particular fashion store? Kim and Lennon (2010) and Lee et al. 

(2007) found that shopping environment can influence cognitive experiences based on 

the amount of information displayed on the page. However, according to Noel’s (2009) 

study in terms of brick-and-mortar stores, feelings are more important to retail 

consumers than their actual cognitive consciousness about what is going on around 

them in or outside the actual store. 

 Cognitive experience can also influence brands through the setting, such as 

advertising and promotions. In Indian consumers’ minds, promotional campaigns are 

designed to influence consumers' attitudes. For example, advertisements can feature 

U.S. apparel brands endorsed by Indian celebrities or reference groups (Lee et al., 

2010). Dotson, Hyatt, and Thompson (2009) found that when studying homosexual and 

heterosexual consumers’ strong sexual orientation effects, gays and lesbians like 
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seeing themselves in mainstream fashion ads. Gay men, in particular, have an 

improved attitude toward the brand after seeing people in ads with whom they can 

identify. In comparison to heterosexual respondents, gay males and lesbians show a 

strong positive response to gay- and lesbian-themed ads. This implies that a more 

effective cognitive appeal to the “dream market” by the fashion industry would include a 

strong, overt gay or lesbian appeal, rather than ads containing implicit symbolism or 

inclusive scenarios. 

  Cognitive experiences also affect the perceived value given to a brand. Fratto, 

Jones, and Cassill (2006) propose a price-tier strategy as a way for retailers to 

differentiate themselves from the competition. Shopping environments along with 

cognitive experiences can be used to relate with the consumer to achieve uniqueness in 

the marketplace. Highly positioned, marketed, and merchandised store brands are 

replacing formerly generic private labels. In addition, the influx of designers and higher 

end national brands to the mass market is providing a unique business model for 

traditional luxury channel members. Retail managers need to improve cognitive 

relationships. In the same sense, luxury brand names can affect the cognitive 

experiences of consumers simply by adding thought-provoking elements of 

differentiation. Consumption of luxury goods can also lead to relational experiences 

based on the consumer's ability to become a part of a community of other consumers. 

Consumption of luxury goods leads to cognitive experiences based on the idea of the 

consumer’s awareness of his or her perception by others after purchasing the product 

(Husic et al., 2009). 
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Relational experiences: The consumers' behavioral experiences establish 

expectations for a fashion retail store. Dolliver (2001) points out that while consumers 

are often inconsistent about the brands they purchase or the stores they patronize, 

many consumers are adamant about those certain stores from which they will not buy, 

mostly due to past experiences. Motivations behind relational experiences in the retail 

store context revolve around the idea of “will” aspects (i.e., what the retail store will do 

for the consumer) and the “should” aspects (i.e., where the store is lacking in certain 

areas that the consumer identities) (Boulding et al., 1993). Fratto et al. (2006) advised 

retailers to implement a price-tier strategy by branding their retail store formats, or 

engaging store brands as a vehicle of differentiation for a tier. Retailers and brands can 

be successful with a price-tier strategy unless they fail to further differentiate between 

tiers. One way a retail store environment can relate to the consumer is by creating new 

experiences and enhancing the consumer’s curiosity about the retail store itself (Park et 

al., 2006). Product attributes, packaging, display, retail atmospherics, and the mall 

environment are nested and serve to trigger sales. The mall becomes part of the meta-

packaging of the merchandise (Michon et al., 2008). In-store promotional activities 

should always interest the target consumer and be displayed in a way that catches their 

attention; promotions should also be relatable and practical (Carpenter et al., 2005).  

Sometimes the consumer relates to the retail environment through service interactions. 

One example of this relationship is illustrated by elderly consumers' interest in retailers 

who tailored their services to experiences relating to the elderly consumer. Some 

experiences mentioned were discounts, extra sales, and lenient return policies (Moye & 

Giddings, 2002).  
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 The retail store environment is often depicted by the use of advertisements in 

order to attract consumers to visit the store. One of the most common ways for a retail 

store environment to relate to a consumer is by depicting this type of consumer in the 

advertisements. The usage of celebrities and role models in advertisements give a 

brand a perceived lifestyle and a way for the consumer to identify with it. For example, 

advertisements that feature U.S. apparel brands endorsed by Indian celebrities or 

reference groups works well when targeting Indian consumers (Lee et al., 2010). 

 

2.6 Research Model 

  Drawn from the brand resonance model (Keller, 2001, 2010), the conceptual 

framework synchronizes dimensions of experience (Schmitt, 1999) with types of 

deliberate brand experiences (Brakus et al., 2009). The current research model is 

structured by sensory, cognitive, affective, and relational dimensions of consumer 

experience, which affect the product and store types of fashion-brand experience, which 

in turn influence brand resonances (e.g., association and loyalty). See Figure 1.  

Brand selection: The brand effect with regard to online/offline channel is 

controlled to compare the multi-channel effect. Specifically, two fashion-specialty store 

brands (e.g., Gap and Forever 21) are used to illustrate the distinctions between a fast-

fashion retailer and a large-volume retailer.  

 Forever 21, established in 1984 in Los Angeles, California, is well-known for its 

one- to six-week turnaround from the design of a garment to its presentation in stores 

(known as fast-fashion retailing) (Bensinger, 2010). According to a Quantcast.com 

(2011) report on Forever 21 Web site demographics, 66% of the visitors are female; 
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45% fit into the 18–34 age range and 27% are 13–17 years old. By targeting a younger 

age demographic, Forever 21 forced itself into new product categories such as 

menswear, children’s clothing, and beauty products in order to keep the product lines 

new and interesting to the consumer (Holmes, 2010).  

The Gap was established in 1969 in San Francisco, California and is well-known 

for its basic look of signature jeans and white cotton shirts. Gap’s brand image has been 

uniform since the brand was created. In the early 1990s, Gap was seen as a brand for a 

generation rejecting the idea of dress up. Gap epitomized the hip and trendy uniform of 

basic jeans and khakis (Ozzard, 1993). More recently, US consumers have increasingly 

viewed the Gap as “only following one style” and “too preppy and sterile” (O’Donnell & 

Fetterman, 2004). Typical Gap consumers are single teenagers and young adults or 

young married couples. Gap consumers tend to be middle- to upper-class individuals 

who are energetic and career oriented. These consumers have a sophisticated style 

and want to feel as though they are purchasing the best products available (Witham, 

2001). Although these two fashion brands are inherently different, both brands attempt 

to attract a similar age demographic while potentially utilizing different brand 

experiences to achieve their overall marketing goals through multiple channels.  
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

 This chapter describes the methodology in terms of sample characteristics and 

data collection procedures, followed by the problem statement, hypotheses, instrument 

development, preliminary tests, and assumptions. 

 

3.1 Sample and Data Collection 

 Institutional Review Board approval for the protection of human subjects was 

attained prior to data collection and analyses. Convenience sampling of students 

enrolled at a Southwestern university was used to complete this study. Surveys (N = 

374) were distributed to students during regularly scheduled online and offline courses. 

Students were selected from a range of courses (e.g., business, merchandising, and 

hospitality courses) by employing convenience sampling. To be included in the study, 

students were required to be at least 18 years of age. Qualifications for completing the 

surveys were self-determined. Participants were informed in writing that completing the 

survey was anonymous, voluntary, and that there were no penalties for not participating. 

Participants were informed that they would receive extra credit points for completing the 

survey in each participating class. 

 

3.2 Problem Statement and Hypotheses 

 The purpose of this study is to explicate fashion-brand experiences based on 

consumers’ experience dimensions and brand experience types in accordance with the 

brand resonance model. Three specific objectives were 1) to identify consumer 
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experience dimensions concurrent with fashion-brand experience types (e.g., product 

and store setting); 2) to test the hypothesized relationships between consumer 

experience dimensions, fashion-brand experience types, and brand resonance 

perception; 3) to examine the control role of brand effects (e.g., Gap and Forever 21) 

and multi-channel effects (i.e., online and offline stores). The relationships between 

consumer experience dimensions, experience types, and the brand resonance model 

were hypothesized as follows: 

H1: Consumer experience dimensions have positive impact on product experience. 

H1a): Sensory experience has a positive impact on product experience. 

H1b): Affective experience has a positive impact on product experience. 

H1c): Cognitive experience has a positive impact on product experience. 

H1d): Relational experience has a positive impact on product experience. 

H2: Consumer experience dimensions have positive impact on store experience. 

H2a): Sensory experience has a positive impact on store experience. 

H2b): Affective experience has a positive impact on store experience. 

H2c): Cognitive experience has a positive impact on store experience. 

H2d): Relational experience has a positive impact on store experience. 

H3: Consumer experience dimensions have positive impact on brand association. 

H3a): Sensory experience has a positive impact on brand association. 

H3b): Affective experience has a positive impact on brand association. 

H3c): Cognitive experience has a positive impact on brand association. 

H3d): Relational experience has a positive impact on brand association. 

H4: Consumer experience dimensions have positive impact on brand loyalty. 
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H4a): Sensory experience has a positive impact on brand loyalty. 

H4b): Affective experience has a positive impact on brand loyalty. 

H4c): Cognitive experience has a positive impact on brand loyalty. 

H4d): Relational experience has a positive impact on brand loyalty. 

H5: Fashion-brand experience types have positive impact on brand association. 

H5a): Product experience has a positive impact on brand association.  

H5b): Store experience has a positive impact on brand association.  

H6: Fashion-brand experience types have positive impact on brand loyalty 

H6a): Product experience has a positive impact on brand loyalty. 

H6b): Store experience has a positive impact on brand loyalty. 

 In order to further analyze the control effects of brand types and multi-channels 

and to associate the allegation and practicality of the research findings, the following 

research questions were adopted by this study.  

 

Brand effects 

RQ1-1: The impact of experience dimensions on experience types (product vs. store) 

will differ according to brands. 

RQ1-2: The impact of experience dimensions on brand resonance (association vs. 

loyalty) will differ according to brands. 

RQ1-3: The impact of fashion-brand experience types on brand resonance  

(association vs. loyalty) will differ according to brands. 
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Channel-type effects 

RQ2: The impact of experience dimensions on brand resonance (association vs. loyalty) 

will differ according to channel types. 

 

3.3 Instrument Development 

 A self-administered survey was developed based on existing scales selected 

from the related literature. Based on the literature review, the constructs of this research 

included experience dimensions (sensory, affective, cognitive, and relational), 

experience types (product experiences and store experiences), brand resonance 

(loyalty, attachment, awareness, and association), and demographic information (see 

Tables 1-3). 

 The following scales were used to measure consumer brand experiences: 18-

item brand resonance questions were derived from Gladden and Funk (2002); Atilgan, 

Aksoy, and Akinci (2005); Keller (2008); and Lehmann, Keller, and Farley (2008). A 14–

item scale of experience dimensions was adapted from previous research based on 

fashion brands (Brakus et al., 2009). Experience types were measured with 11 items 

focusing on product and store experiences (O’Cass, 2004; Park, Burns, & Rabolt, 2007; 

Brakus et al., 2009; and Watchravesringkan, Hodges, & Kim, 2010). Minor changes 

were made to accommodate the context. Refer to Table 4 for research constructs. 

 The survey consisted of a paper and electronic cover page asking consumers to 

participate in a study about fashion-brand experiences. Four questions were used to 

examine how often the participants purchased clothing or visited (online and offline) 

each of the fashion brands within the prior six months. Respondents’ demographic 
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information included gender, age, ethnicity, and employment status, which were 

measured for descriptive purposes in the final survey. The majority of the items were 

measured using a Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5) 

as the respective lower and upper anchors. The Likert scale was selected because of its 

advantage for allowing intercultural questioning without systematic errors (Lee & 

Turban, 2001). The demographic and brand past purchase/visit intentions were 

measured by given categorical variables (See Figure 2).  

 

3.4 Construct Validity and Reliability 

 To test the variables’ internal validity and construct reliability in fashion-brand 

experiences, one pilot test was conducted using a group of 34 undergraduate students 

of a branding course at a major Southwestern university. The reliability of each 

construct was tested in the preliminary test by measuring the Cronbach’s alpha of each 

construct factor. The brand experience dimension Cronbach’s alpha was concluded to 

be in an acceptable range from .78 to .89. The brand experience type Cronbach’s alpha 

was from .66 to .93, and brand resonance Cronbach’s alpha was from .37 to .89. As 

previously reported, the experience dimension and experience type constructs were 

found to be reliable given the small preliminary sample size. Slight modifications were 

made to the survey based on the student feedback to improve readability and 

adaptability.   
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3.5 Underlying Assumption and Limitation of Methodology 

 The information provided by the respondents to the survey is assumed to be 

accurate and not impacted by social desirability (Dillman, 2000). It is possible that the 

respondents could report the experience that they believe should have been 

accomplished. The respondents could be embarrassed at their lack of experience and 

as a result inflate the results. One limitation is that the study includes only college 

students of the chosen university.  
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 A multiple-stage approach was used to conduct the research. A pilot test was 

initiated in order to test the content validity and construct reliability of the questions and 

the fashion brands selected. In the main test, 374 students at a public Southwestern 

university were surveyed. The self-administered survey measured brand resonance 

attitude, experience dimensions, experience types, and demographic information using 

a 5-point Likert scale. In the final survey, two fashion brands (Forever 21 and Gap) were 

compared in respondents' recollections of their brand experiences. Exploratory factor 

analysis and multiple regression analysis were used for the validation of statistical 

significances by using Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS). 

 

4.1 The Pilot Test Stage 

 

4.1.1 Stimuli Brand Selection 

To select stimuli fashion brands for the study, a class of 34 undergraduate 

students responded to an open-ended survey in order to determine which fashion 

brands were of interest to the sampling audience. The pilot test, based on the two 

fashion brands selected (Forever 21 and Urban Outfitters), was utilized in order to test 

the reliability of the questions and the fashion-brand choices. The pilot test was given to 

a senior-level fashion merchandising class in order to utilize the participants’ high 

fashion interest and involvement.  



 46 

 A total of 34 usable surveys resulted from the pilot test. The modal age of the 

participants was 22 years old (26.5%). The majority of the participants were female (n = 

31, 91.2%), Caucasian (n = 21, 61.8%), senior level (n = 19, 55.9%), and part-time 

employees (n = 21, 61.8%). The majority of the participants purchased clothing for 

themselves in-store “most of the time” (n = 19, 55.9%), but they made online purchases 

“sometimes” (n = 13, 38.2%). 

 

4.1.2 Content Validity and Construct Reliability of Instruments 

 A pilot test analysis was conducted to determine the validity of the stimuli brands 

chosen and to determine pertinent construct validity. A principle component factor 

analysis using varimax rotation revealed the underlying dimensions of brand experience 

as sensory, affective, cognitive, and relational experiences in line with the theoretical 

categorization of Schmitt (1999). Brand experience types were identified with product 

experiences and retail setting experiences. Brand resonance consisted of consumer 

loyalty, associations, awareness, and attachment (see Tables 5–7). 

 Brand experience dimension: The factor analysis for the brand experience 

dimensions revealed three subdimensions classified as Sensory, Affective, and 

Cognitive, and explained 70.92% of the variance. Cronbach’s alphas were acceptable 

with ranges from .78 to .89, suggesting the internal consistency of items within each 

factor.  

 The first subdimension, Sensory Experiences (α = .89, explained 30.04% of 

variance), contained six items including, “Forever 21 makes a strong impression on my 

visual sense or other senses,” and “I find Forever 21 interesting in a sensory way.” The 
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second subdimension, identified as Affective Experiences (α = .86, explained 22.60% of 

variance), contained four items. It included items such as “Forever 21 is an emotional 

brand,” and “Forever 21 induces feelings and sentiments.” The third subdimension, 

identified as Cognitive Experiences (α = .78, explained 18.29% of variance), contained 

four items. It included items such as “Forever 21 does not make me think,” and “Forever 

21 is not an action driving brand.” 

 Brand experience types: The factor analysis for brand experience types (product 

and setting) revealed three subdimension classified as Product Experiences, Setting 

Experiences, and Service Experiences, which explained 85.95% of the variance. 

Cronbach’s alphas were acceptable with ranges from .66 to .93. 

 The first subdimension, Product Experiences (α = .93, explained 51.41% of 

variance), contained seven items including “I find Forever 21’s products to enhance my 

personal style,” and “My experience with Forever 21 products is useful.” The second 

subdimension, identified as Setting Experiences (α = .84, explained 22.23% of 

variance), contained two items including “Forever 21’s service is disappointing,” and “I 

have had a bad experience with a Forever 21 product.” The third subdimension, 

identified as Service Experiences (α = .66, explained 12.32% of variance), contained 

two items. It included items such as, “It is like a membership in an exclusive community 

when I shop Forever 21,” and “I have good feelings because of my interaction with 

Forever 21 employees.” 

  Brand resonance: The factor analysis for Forever 21 brand resonance revealed 

five subdimensions classified as Loyalty, Attachment, Awareness, Preference, and 

Association, in agreement with the previous brand resonance literature (Keller, 2010), 
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and explained 72.49% of variance. Cronbach’s alphas ranged from .38 to .89. See 

Table 5. 

 The first subdimension, Loyalty (α = .85, explained 28.06% of variance), 

contained 10 items including “I buy the Forever 21 brand whenever I can,” and “I buy as 

much of the Forever 21 brand as I can.” The second subdimension, identified as 

Attachment (α = .89, explained 16.38% of variance), contained six items. It included 

items such as “I feel that Forever 21 is the only fashion brand that I need,” and “Forever 

21 is more than just a fashion product to me.” The third subdimension, identified as 

Awareness (α = .74, explained 11.15% of variance), contained four items. It included 

items such as “I know what Forever 21’s fashion products look like,” and “I can 

recognize Forever 21 among competitor brands.” The generally agreed upon lower limit 

for Cronbach’s alpha is .70 for this study; however, for the small number of participants 

utilized for the preliminary study, factor four (α = .56, explained 8.99% of variance) and 

factor five (α = .38, explained 7.92% of variance) resulted in only two items per factor. 

 Based on the preliminary results, it was concluded that the fashion brand Urban 

Outfitters was not a good fit for the selected target sample. Therefore, it was determined 

that another fashion brand that appeals to college age males and females and is 

dissimilar to Forever 21 (i.e., not a fast-fashion retailer) should be chosen. Thus, after 

another round of open-ended questions given at the end of the pilot test, the fashion 

retailer Gap was chosen as the final fashion brand.  

 Six items of brand resonance questions were deleted based upon the low factor 

loadings and reliabilities which resulted in 18 brand resonance questions being asked in 

the final survey. In addition, the negatively coded questions were rewritten for the 
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purpose of asking the questions with a more positive viewpoint in order to avoid 

recoding these questions later for statistical purposes.  

 

4.2 The Main Test Stage 

 

4.2.1 Sample and Data Collection  

 Of the 393 surveys distributed to students, 374 were usable and yielded a 

response rate of 95.1%. Surveys were distributed through both online and offline 

channels because of the relevance of the topic to channel differences. The offline 

portion of the survey was given to sophomore-level merchandising classes in the same 

week. There were 243 usable offline surveys (65.0% of the total surveys) returned. The 

online surveys were available for one week via a Web-site link to two merchandising 

classes and one marketing class. There were 131 usable online surveys (the response 

rate of 35.0%) returned.  Students who participated in the study received extra credit 

points for the class in which the survey was distributed.  

 Of the 374 usable surveys, the majority of the sample was 21 years old (n = 85, 

22.7%), female (n = 300, 80.2%), Caucasian (n = 235, 62.8%), part-time employed (n = 

194, 51.9%), junior level (n = 151, 40.4%), and majoring in Merchandising or Hospitality 

Management (n = 294, 78.6%). The majority purchased apparel for themselves in a 

retail store “most of the time” (n = 204, 54.5%), and purchased apparel from an online 

site “rarely” (n = 168, 44.9%). See Table 8. 

 

 



 50 

4.2.2 Statistical Approach 

 Data analysis included frequency distribution, descriptive statistics, factor 

analyses, and multiple regression analyses using Statistical Package for Social 

Sciences (SPSS) version 15.0. The multi-item scales were subjected to a series of 

exploratory factor analyses with varimax rotations to identify the underlying dimensions 

of brand resonance only. Exploratory factor analysis was not utilized on brand 

experience dimensions and brand experience types. The initial exploratory factor 

analysis revealed a unidimensional structure of brand experience reflecting respondent 

perception that was not discriminated by this construct. However, it was significant to 

test how theoretical factors influence brand resonance attitude. According to Schmitt 

(1999), brand experience dimensions are to be divided by sensory, affective, cognitive, 

and relational factors, and brand experience types are divided, as defined by Brakus et 

al. (2009), by product experiences and retail setting experiences. The reliability of each 

construct was tested in the preliminary test by measuring the Cronbach’s alpha of each 

construct subdimension. The brand experience dimensions Cronbach’s alphas were 

concluded to be in an acceptable range from .78 to .89. Brand experience types 

Cronbach’s alpha were from .66 to .93, and Brand Resonance Cronbach’s alpha were 

from .37 to .89. The six low reliabilities items were deleted in the main test. Thus, as 

previously reported, the tested constructs were found to be reliable given the small 

sample size.  

 Reliability pertains to the collection of consistent and stable data (Nieswiadomy, 

1998). Coefficient alpha is “a measure of internal reliability” (Vogt, 1999). Cronbach’s 

alpha was calculated to confirm the construct reliability and internal validity of the scales 
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for brand experience dimensions, brand experience types, and brand resonance. 

Validity is a critical part of any research. It can be defined as ensuring the quality of the 

interpretations drawn from the data that have been collected (Vogt, 1999). Validity was 

built into the survey through the identification of traceable sources to justify each item 

on the survey. In summary, although the respondents did not specify the subdimension 

of brand experience in their perception, the scales were internally consistent, able to 

discriminate among constructs, and were adequate indicators of the theoretical 

constructs. 

 To examine the hypothesized relationships H1 through H6, multiple regression 

analysis was conducted using the enter method that determined the contribution of each 

independent variable to the regression models. The Variance Inflation Factor (VIF), 

which was a measure of the effect of the other independent variables on a regression 

coefficient, was calculated to check for multicollinearity among variables. 

 

4.2.3 Data Analysis 

4.2.3.1 Construct Reliability  

Brand experience dimensions: Based on the literature (Schmitt, 1999), the four 

experience dimensions were specified. Scale reliabilities were acceptable within 

Cronbach's alphas ranging from .88 to .92. 

 The subdimension Sensory Experience (α = .89) contained three items related to 

consumers’ experiences of sensing both fashion brands. This factor included items such 

as “Brand X makes a strong impression on my visual sense or other senses,” “I find 

Brand X interesting in a sensory way,” and “Brand X appeals to my senses.” The 



 52 

subdimension Affective Experience (α = .90) contained four items related to consumers’ 

feelings of experience of both brands. This subdimension included items such as “Brand 

X induces feelings and sentiments,” “Brand X is an emotional brand,” and “I love the 

touch and feel of Brand X’s products.” Cognitive Experience (α = .92) was identified by 

four items related to consumers’ thought-provoking experiences with both brands. This 

subdimension included items such as “I engage in a lot of thinking when I use Brand X 

products”, “Brand X makes me think,” and “Brand X intrigues me.” The final experience 

subdimension, Relational Experience (α = .88), consisted of three items related to 

consumers’ relationship experiences with both brands. This subdimension included 

items such as “Brand X is part of my social circle’s fashion choices,” "Brand X results in 

interactive experiences,” and “Brand X drives me to be a fashion leader.” See Table 9. 

Brand experience types: Consistent with the literature (Brakus, et al., 2009), the 

four experience types were specified in terms of product dimensions and retail-store–

related dimensions. Scale reliabilities were acceptable with scores ranging from .91 to 

.95. 

The subdimension named Product-Related Experience (α = .95) contained six 

items related to consumers’ product experience with both fashion brands. This 

subdimension included items such as “I have had a rewarding experience with a Brand 

X product,” “My experience with Brand X products is useful,” and “I think Brand X’s 

products enhance my personal fashion style.” Retail Store Experience (α = .91) 

ascribed five items that measured the consumers’ experiences with the retail setting of 

both brands. This subdimension included items such as “I have good feelings because 

of my interaction with Brand X employees,” “Brand X’s store/virtual store is a place I 
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want to go visit,” and “It is like a membership in a special community when I shop at 

Brand X.” See Table 10. 

 Brand resonance: The factor analysis for brand resonance revealed two 

subdimensions classified as Loyalty and Association in agreement with previous brand 

resonance literature (Keller, 2010) and explained 63.94% of the variance. Cronbach’s 

alphas were acceptable with ranges from .87 to .95, suggesting internal consistency of 

items within each factor. All factor items and their factor loadings are summarized in 

Table 11. 

 The first subdimension, Loyalty (α = .95, explained 40.87% of variance), 

contained eleven items. It included items such as “I would go out of my way to buy this 

brand,” “I feel that this brand is the only fashion brand I need,” and “I buy this brand 

whenever I can.” The second subdimension , Association (α = .87, explained 23.07% of 

variance), contained seven items including “This brand sticks out to me from other 

fashion brands,” “When I think of fashion, this brand comes to mind,” and “I can 

recognize this brand among competition brands.”  

4.2.3.2 Testing Hypotheses 

 To examine the hypothesized relationships of H1 through H6, multiple regression 

analysis was conducted using the enter method that determined the contribution of each 

independent variable to the regression models. In total, twelve out of the twenty 

proposed relationships were significant (see Table 12). The Variance Inflation Factor 

(VIF) was calculated to determine the effect of the multicollinearity. A common cutoff 

threshold is a tolerance value of .10, which corresponds to a VIF value of above 10 
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(Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998; Neter, Wasserman, & Kunter, 1985). All VIF 

values were represented below 1.1, which were within an acceptable range.  

 To test Hypothesis 1, the four experience dimensions were employed as 

independent variables and product experience as the dependent variable. The model 

significantly explained the attitude of product experience [F = 330.91, p < .001, R2 = 

.782]. Sensory (H1a: β = .265, p = < .001), Affective (H1b: β = .262, p = < .001), and 

Relational (H1d: β = .326, p = < .001) dimensions had a positive impact on the attitude 

of product experience. Thus, H1a, H1b, and H1d were supported. See Figure 3. 

 Hypothesis 2 examined whether the four experience dimensions employed as 

independent variables positively affected retail store experience as the dependent 

variable. The model significantly explained the attitude of retail store experience [F = 

260.34, p = < .001, R2 = .738]. Sensory (H2a: β = .294, p = < .001), Affective (H2b: β = 

.354, p = < .001), and Relational (H2d: β = .222, p = < .001) dimensions had a positive 

impact on the attitude of retail store experience. Thus, H2a, H2b, and H2d were 

supported. Since the cognitive dimension had no significant impact, H1c and H2c were 

rejected. See Figure 3. 

 Hypothesis 3 predicted a positive effect of the consumer experience dimensions 

on brand association. The model significantly explained brand association [F = 19.03, p 

< .001, R2 = .171]. Sensory (H3a: β = .260, p = < .010) and Affective (H3b: β = .297, p = 

< .010) dimensions had a positive impact on brand association. Thus, H3a and H3b 

were supported. See Figure 4. 

 Hypothesis 4 predicted a positive effect of the consumer experience dimensions 

on brand loyalty. The model significantly explained brand loyalty [F = 87.54, p < .001, R2 
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= .487]. Cognitive (H4c: β = .222, p = < .010) and Relational (H4d: β = .373, p = < .000) 

dimensions had a positive impact on brand loyalty. Thus, H4c and H4d were supported. 

See Figure 4. 

 Hypothesis 5, proposing a positive relationship between fashion-brand 

experience type and brand association was partially supported [F = 40.08, p < .001, R2 

= .178]. Product experience (H5a: β = .316, p = < .010) had a positive impact on brand 

association. Thus, H5a was supported. See Figure 5. 

 Hypothesis 6, proposing a positive relationship between fashion-brand 

experience type and brand loyalty, was partially supported [F = 127.67, p < .001, R2 = 

.408]. Product experience (H6a: β = .602, p = < .000) had a positive impact on brand 

association. Thus, H6a was supported. See Figure 5. 

4.2.3.3 Examining Control Effects of Brands and Channels 

 In order to compare the different brands (Forever 21 and Gap) and channel types 

(online and brick-and-mortar), the research questions as listed in section 3.2 are 

examined. See Tables 13 and 14. 

 Brand effects: Research Question 1-1 predicted that the experience dimensions 

between Forever 21 and Gap on experience types (product vs. store) would differ 

according to brands. See Figures 6 and 7. 

 The model significantly explained product experience for Forever 21 [F = 287.93, 

p < .001, R2 = .757]. Sensory (β = .293, p = < .001), Affective (β = .284, p = < .001), and 

Relational (β = .270, p = < .001) dimensions had a positive impact on product 

experience. The model shows a slightly differing product experience for Gap [F = 

364.38, p < .001, R2 = .798]. Sensory (β = .224, p = < .001), Affective (β = .314, p = < 
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.001), Cognitive (β = .115, p = < .050), and Relational (β = .310, p = < .001) dimensions 

had a positive impact on product experience. Thus, the cognitive experience dimension 

is different between brands in relation to product experiences. 

 The model significantly explained store experience for Forever 21 [F = 195.62, p 

= < .001, R2 = .680]. Sensory (β = .290, p = < .001) and Affective (β = .447, p = < .001) 

dimensions had a positive impact on product experience. The model is different for 

Gap’s product experience [F = 285.89, p < .001, R2 = .756]. Sensory (β = .265, p = < 

.001), Affective (β = .492, p = < .001), and Relational (β = .184, p = < .001) dimensions 

had a positive impact on product experience. Thus the relational experience dimension 

is the differing factor in relation to store experience between the two brands. 

 Research Question 1-2 predicted that the experience dimensions on brand 

resonance (e.g., loyalty and association) would differ between Forever 21 and Gap. See 

Figures 8 and 9. 

 The model significantly explained loyalty for Forever 21 [F = 181.00, p < .001, R2 

= .662]. Sensory (β = .165, p = < .010), Affective (β = .316, p = < .001), and Relational 

(β = .292, p = < .001) dimensions had a positive impact on loyalty. The model is 

different for Gap’s loyalty [F = 91.88, p <.001, R2 = .499]. Sensory (β = .179, p = < .050), 

Affective (β = .180, p = < .050), Cognitive (β = .202, p = < .050), and Relational (β = 

.201, p = < .010) dimensions had a positive impact on loyalty. Therefore, the cognitive 

experience dimension is the differing factor in loyalty attitude between the two brands. 

 The model significantly explained association for Forever 21 [F = 83.19, p < .001, 

R2 = .474]. Sensory (β = .301, p = < .001) and Relational (β = .297, p = < .001) 

dimensions had a positive impact on association. The model is different for Gap’s 
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association [F = 52.51, p = < .001, R2 = .363]. Sensory (β = .202, p = < .001) and 

Affective (β = .509, p = < .001) dimensions had a positive impact on association. 

Consequently, sensory is the only common factor between the two brands and 

association. 

 Research Question 1-3 predicted that the experience types on brand resonance 

(loyalty and association) would differ between Forever 21 and Gap. See Figures 10 and 

11. 

 The model significantly explained loyalty for Forever 21 [F = 298.34, p < .001, R2 

= .617]. Product experience (β = .704, p = < .001) had a positive impact on loyalty. 

Gap’s loyalty model [F = 168.71, p < .001, R2 = .476] is similar to that of Forever 21’s. 

Product experience (β = .610, p = < .001) also had a positive impact on loyalty. 

Subsequently, experience types between brands are similar when it comes to loyalty. 

 The model significantly explained association for Forever 21 [F = 141.39, p < 

.001, R2 = .433]. Product experience (β = .649, ρ = < .001) had a positive impact on 

association. The model is different for Gap’s association [F = 107.46, p < .001, R2 = 

.367]. Product experience (β = .218, ρ = < .010), and store experience (β = .404, p = < 

.001) had a positive impact on association. As a result, experience types between 

brands differ when it comes to association. 

 Channel Effects: Research Question 2 predicted that the impact of experience 

dimensions on brand resonance (loyalty vs. association) would differ according to 

channel types. Upon assimilating both fashion brand responses, Table 15 and Figure 12 

represent both fashion brands’ physical store experience dimensions, and Table 16 and 
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Figure 13 represents both fashion brands’ virtual store experience dimensions in 

comparison to brand resonance. 

 Brand association was influenced by physical store experience dimensions [F = 

19.33, p < .001, R2 = .173]. Sensory (β = .247, p = < .010) and Affective (β = .271, p = < 

.010) dimensions had a positive impact on brand awareness. Physical store experience 

dimensions also supported brand loyalty [F = 98.88, p = < .001, R2 = .517]. Cognitive (β 

= .160, p = < .050) and Relational (β = .428, p = < .001) dimensions had a positive 

impact on brand loyalty. 

 Brand association was influenced by virtual store experience dimensions [F = 

14.52, p = < .001, R2 = .136]. Affective (β = .259, p = < .050) dimension had a positive 

impact on brand association. Virtual store experience dimensions also supported brand 

loyalty [F = 60.03, p = < .001, R2 = .394]. Cognitive (β = .288, p = < .001) and Relational 

(β = .228, p = < .010) dimensions had a positive impact on brand loyalty. Thus, it can be 

concluded that experience dimensions differ based on brand association but not brand 

loyalty when it comes to channel types. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

 This study examines fashion brand experiences in order to view the multifaceted 

interaction between consumers and brands, by constructing a multi-dimensional 

framework of brand experiences through a brand resonance model. Aligning three 

theoretical backgrounds with the fashion brand resonance model, this study delineates 

how different sensory, cognitive, affective, and relational dimensions of consumer 

experience affect the product and store types of fashion-brand experience, which 

influence brand resonance (e.g., association, loyalty). In addition, the brand effect 

concerning online/offline channels highlights the disparity between fast-fashion and 

traditional brands. 

 Of the twenty hypotheses, twelve support positive relationships between 

consumer experience dimensions, brand experience types, and brand resonance. The 

present study empirically substantiates that sensory, affective, and relational experience 

dimensions encourage both product and store experiences. Interestingly, sensory and 

affective experience dimensions are motivators of brand association, while cognitive 

and relational experiences motivate consumer brand loyalty. Fashion product 

experience is the sole experience type that drives brand resonance. Most notably, this 

study concludes with dissimilar brand effects between Forever 21 and Gap. Forever 21 

emphasizes relational experiences to impact product and association experience, while 

Gap relies on cognitive experiences to influence product and loyalty experiences. Gap’s 

consumers perceive that store experiences affect association with the brand, while 

Forever 21 relies on only product experiences for both association and loyalty levels. 
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After controlling the channel effects, affective experiences influence consumers’ 

associations in both offline and online stores. In addition, both cognitive and relational 

experiences significantly influence loyalty for both channels. 

 First, the results suggest that various experience dimensions have significant 

direct effects on product and store experiences. The sensory, affective, and relational 

experiences influence experiences in both product-related and store-related brand 

interactions. This indicates that these subdimensions are vital to any fashion product or 

store brand because they reveal the exclusive fashion-brand experience. Sensory, 

affective, and relational experiences with the fashion product or store setting will induce 

a memorable interaction with the fashion brand for the consumer. This finding also 

suggests that fashion brands do not need to rely on cognitive experiences in order to 

achieve brand experiences with the consumer. Hoch and Dieghton (1989) contend that 

although marketers could benefit from understanding how consumers learn from 

experiences, it is not the best experience dimension for newer brand names to utilize 

when trying to establish themselves. Gen Y consumers are typically highly involved with 

fashion, thus employing affective experiences to make fashion apparel decisions (Kinely 

et al., 2010). This differs from the low-level involved consumer, for whom more effort 

and thought goes into the decision making process than for Gen Y consumers. Many 

consumers associate their cognitive experiences with emotional experiences, thus 

eliminating the perceived notion of cognitive influences on their fashion choices (Lee et 

al., 2008).    

 Second, consumer experience dimensions differ regarding brand attitude. 

Consumers utilize sensory and affective experiences in connection with their 
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associations with the brand. Since brand associations are defined as thoughts, these 

thoughts are linked to the brand in a consumer’s memory (Aaker, 1991). Newer fashion 

brands (like Forever 21) need to rely heavily on visual advertisements that evoke 

emotional responses and on engaging fashion products in order to instantly induce the 

consumer’s belief toward that brand's targeted positioning. It has also been suggested 

that the presence or absence of these contextual experiences (e.g., in-store displays 

and advertisements) at the time of purchase may influence the consumer purchase 

decisions if brand association is not fully formed (Cohen, 1982). In contrast, consumers 

utilize cognitive and relational experiences in order to determine loyalty to a fashion 

brand. Since loyalty often takes longer to set in with consumers, there is an implication 

that loyalty is the second step in fashion brands’  attempts to connect with the 

consumer, making it vital for the survival of full-grown fashion brands (e.g., Gap). 

Cognitive and relational experiences take longer to achieve since the consumer needs 

to interact with the brand’s products and store over a period of time. Loyalty is defined 

by Jacoby (1971) as repeat purchases that are not arbitrary responses, but the result of 

some preceding factors (e.g., more cognitive involvement with brand and strong brand 

strategy planning). Therefore, cognitive and relational experiences have to be 

forecasted by brand managers because this group of loyal consumers is highly 

segmented and wants to feel as if the brand understands their fashion needs and 

wants.  

 Third, consumer experience with a product leads to brand loyalty and 

association, while store experiences do not. The lack of significance found in store 

experiences is typical of younger shoppers who statistically buy impulsively and do not 
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weigh the importance of the store setting in which they are making their purchase 

(Moschis, 1978). Moschis states that young adults respond less favorably to store 

attributes and more favorably to advertising and price appeals as opposed to older 

consumers.  

 Fourth, the brand effects between Forever 21 and Gap highlight the different 

ways consumers experience each fashion brand. Forever 21 consumers utilize sensory, 

affective, and relational experiences as critical qualifications for product experiences. 

However, sensory, affective, and cognitive experiences were found to be critical to 

Gap’s product experiences. This signifies how Forever 21 and Gap differ according to 

cognitive and relational experiences in regard to product experience. The survey 

participants attributed relational experiences as significantly impacting product 

experiences, thus Forever 21 products fit into the majority of the participants' lifestyles 

versus Gap products. This is logical since Forever 21 tailors their fashion products 

toward teen and young-adult, fashion-conscious consumers, which describes the 

majority of the survey participants for this study. Gap has more of a cognitive impact on 

product experiences because of the type of basic fashion products it sells. Consumers 

make more of a cognitive aspect of attitude when involving themselves with product 

experiences dealing with utilitarian products (Nobel, Griffith, & Weinberger, 2005).  

 Correspondingly, Forever 21 and Gap store experiences differ according to 

relational experience. Gap’s store experience is influenced by relational experiences, 

while Forever 21’s is not. Gap is a much older brand than Forever 21, so the impact of 

nostalgia and image reputation would play a stronger role for its brand overall. The 

recent debate over Gap’s 2010 logo change proved to the company that although 
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consumers would like to see the brand update itself through its product selections, 

changing aspects of the brand itself “completely destroyed what it took 20 years to 

build” (Flinn & Townsend, 2010). Similarly, the appearance of Gap’s store atmosphere, 

both physically and virtually, must be consistent with the other aspects of its branding 

image, thus store experiences and relational experiences must be strongly correlated 

for a more established brand. 

 Fifth, experience dimensions between the fashion brands differ according to 

brand association. While sensory experiences are important for consumers' 

associations with both brands, affective and relational experiences impact associations 

based on how fashion-motivated the consumer perceives the fashion brand to be. A 

fast-fashion brand like Forever 21 bases itself on trends and fads and is driven by 

“catwalk styles, celebrity looks, and the desire for newness” (Barnes & Lea-Greenwood, 

2010, p.762). Consumers, thus, shop with brands that they associate with particular 

designers and products of interest. The survey participants feel that Forever 21 relates 

to them more thoroughly by understanding their fashion needs and wants, thus 

impacting the participants' association with Forever 21. Since Gap is known more for a 

basic and classic style of apparel, the highly fashion-involved participants do not 

associate Gap with their relational experiences. However, Gap’s association is impacted 

by affective experiences. Gap has created nostalgia for the brand. Nostalgia is a form of 

positive thinking and mixed emotions, generated for products and experiences from the 

past (Baker & Kennedy, 1994). Consumers have a number of places to purchase basic 

apparel; however, Gap has invested much energy into maintaining a nostalgic, 
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emotional connection with consumers through various brand strategies and positioning 

techniques.  

 Similarly, experience dimensions between the fashion brands differ according to 

brand loyalty. Both brands affect brand loyalty through sensory, affective, and relational 

experiences, while only Gap affects brand loyalty with the added dimension of cognitive 

experience. Since loyalty is a longer process for consumers to decide upon, a brand like 

Gap would utilize cognitive experiences in order to achieve consumer loyalty. 

Consumers who look for basic or more utilitarian fashion apparel are more likely to 

cognitively realize their loyalty to a store that has exactly what they are looking for with 

minimized shopping time (Scarpi, 2006). It takes time for younger brands, like Forever 

21, to establish themselves in the marketplace. In addition, Forever 21’s ability to 

produce fashion quickly and sell the products at a lower price makes Forever 21 very 

attractive to impulse buyers. Impulsive buyers do not often utilize much cognitive 

decision making because shoppers are looking for immediate gratification to fill a want 

(Jones, Reynolds, Weun, & Beatty, 2003). Thus, fast-fashion brands like Forever 21 

market its brand on less thought-inducing shopping impulses. 

 Sixth, based on preliminary conclusions, store experiences differ in relation to 

brand resonance between brands. While Forever 21 did not show a significant 

relationship between store experiences and brand resonance, Gap’s store experiences 

directly relate to consumers' association with the brand. Gap’s long presence in the 

fashion market results in consumers' set notions of what the Gap brand represents. It is 

important for fashion brands that sell basic apparel to define themselves down to the 

minutia, including the paint on the wall and the type of music being played. Gap has 
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numerous competitors that sell similar products at similar prices; therefore, a good way 

to compete is to evoke brand nostalgia and reinforce the importance of Gap’s branded 

quality. A Gap consumer cares about the store environment because a store 

environment encourages consumers to remember (or imagine) an experience with Gap, 

which, in turn, leads to increased associations (Sujan, Bettman, & Baumgartner, 1993). 

This consumer is more traditional in his or her fashion choices and is basing the 

association of Gap heavily on store experiences, compared to other competing store 

experiences. A Forever 21 consumer is usually younger and a more impulsive shopper. 

Thus, their brand attitude is based more on the product itself than on the store 

experience. 

 Seventh, the results of channel differences indicate that sensory experience is 

the only key difference between physical and virtual store-channel experiences. Similar 

to the findings for Hypothesis 3 and 4, cognitive and relational experiences significantly 

affect brand loyalty regardless of channel. Likewise, affective experiences significantly 

affect brand awareness regardless of the channel. However, sensory experiences are 

only critical to the physical store. Penz and Hogg (2011) suggest that retail 

atmospherics can play a very important role in ensuring that offline environments offer 

the right amount of stimulation to the consumer to arouse positive emotions. In contrast, 

Penz and Hogg (2011) point out that online sites need to provide consumers with 

positive emotions from other sources through the initial searching stage. Thus, a fashion 

brand that utilizes both a brick-and-mortar and a virtual store does right by doing so to 

enhance consumers' brand experiences in order to achieve high brand equity. Fashion 

brands that are beginning to make virtual presence or online-only fashion brands should 
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not place a lot of emphasis on virtual sensory experiences to help build brand 

resonance.  

 In managerial terms, all these findings yield new insights into how multichannel 

experiences can be combined into profitable positioning for a fashion brand. Once 

managers have determined what aspect of brand resonance (e.g., awareness and 

loyalty) needs to be influenced, certain experience types and experience dimensions 

can be selected in order to give the brand a personalized experience matrix. Brands like 

Forever 21 that focus on building higher brand awareness, will mix sensory and 

affective experiences with product experience in order to achieve their desired results. 

Managers will be able to adapt this experience matrix over time as the brand matures or 

as the target market and positioning changes. 

 Managers can also utilize select experience dimensions and types in brick-and-

mortar stores to influence the impact of other experiences in the online store. While this 

research finds that sensory experience does not significantly impact brand awareness 

online, multichannel managers could emphasize deeper sensory experiences at the 

brick-and-mortar store to potentially eliminate the need for sensory experiences online.  

 Fashion-brand managers are able to use these results as a template to 

personalize unique experiences for every multichannel brand. While the present study 

has gone in-depth into fashion-brand experiences, further researched is needed in order 

to build upon these findings.  
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CHAPTER 6 

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH RECOMMENDATIONS 

 The observed validations of this study provide a comprehensive platform for 

further analysis of fashion-brand experiences. However, given the exploratory nature of 

this approach, there are some limitations in generalizing these findings. First, the 

convenience sampling limits the generalizability of the research by restricting the 

research sample to those who are highly involved fashion shoppers. Although the 

sample of this study is mostly college students in their twenties who are targeted by 

both Forever 21 and Gap, the highly involved fashion shopper is not the only type of 

consumer these brands target. Future research can explore how the brand experiences 

of moderate- and low-involvement consumers in diverse age groups differ from those of 

highly involved consumers. 

 Second, the brand effects controlled in this study were based upon a fast-fashion 

brand and a traditional fashion brand. The study did not take into account positive or 

negative experiences the participant had with each brand, which may have influenced 

the participants' overall perceptions of each brand. Future research should eliminate the 

halo effect of this pre-experience to understand participants' set opinions of the brand in 

order to divide responses into groups based on negative, neutral, or positive 

experiences with the brand.  

Third, the discriminant validity of brand experience dimensions and types were 

not supported. This can be investigated by employing confirmatory factor analysis in 

order to enhance theoretical sophistication.  
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 Fourth, the brands studied for this research were chosen based primarily on the 

purposive sample, and not based on the totality of the different types of fashion 

shoppers. It would be interesting to study the impact of brand experiences by choosing 

different fashion brands that are not necessarily targeting selected consumers. On the 

same note, this study did not separate online-only shoppers or brick-and-mortar–only 

shoppers. Future research can explore how consumers’ experiences with a brand differ 

if there is no multichannel aspect of brand interaction.  

 Beyond these limitations, there are various directions for future research, using 

the research model presented here as a foundation. First, the current study looks at two 

different types of fashion brands (i.e., fast-fashion vs. traditional). Future studies can 

examine the same type of fashion brand in order to address brand effects defined by a 

specific brand and not just the fashion type. This would provide valuable insight into the 

specific brand experiences Forever 21 has created versus a similar brand like Zara. 

Lastly, an intriguing and potentially important question not researched in this study is 

the ability of brand managers to increase certain experience dimensions and types in 

order to positively affect their brand resonance. Future studies that provide explanations 

for these types of issues will benefit fashion-brand managers by identifying brand-

specific insights into building meaningful and profitable experiences with target 

consumers.  
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Table 1 

Consumer Experience Dimensions 

Name (year) Experience Dimension(s) Research Context 

Cohen (1979) 
Recreation, diversionary, 
experiential, experimental and 
existential 

Hospitality and Tourism 

 
McIntoch & Siggs (2005) 

 
Personalized, homely, of 
quality, and value-added 

 
Hospitality and Tourism 

 
Otto & Ritchie (1996) 

 
Hedonics, peace of mind, 
involvement, and recognition 

 
Hospitality and Tourism 

 
Grace & O’Cass (2004) 

 
Consumers’ feelings, 
satisfaction, and brand 
attitudes to measure the 
impact of service experiences 

 
Retailing 

 
Sherman, Mathur, & Smith 
(1997) 

 
Mediating factors associated 
with money spent in the store, 
time spent in the store and the 
number of items purchased 

 
Retailing 

 
Jayanti (1995) 

 
Due to the absence of 
physical cues, feelings 
become the basis for service 
evaluation 

 
Retailing 

 
Edvardsson, Enquist, & 
Johnston (2010) 

 
Identified six “experience 
room” dimensions: (1) 
Physical artifacts, (2) 
Intangible artifacts, (3) 
Technology, (4) Customer 
placement, (5) Customer 
involvement, (6) Interaction 
with employees. 

 
Marketing 

 
Schmitt (1999) 

 
Sense, feel, think, act, and 
relate 

 
Marketing 
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Table 2 

Brand Experience Types 

Name (year) Type Example 
Brakus, Schmitt, 
&Zarantonello (2009) All Product experience, service/shopping experience, 

consumption experience, and brand experience 
 
Alba & Hutchinson 
(1987) 

 
Product 

 
Two distinctions about experiences: familiarity and expertise. 

 
Schwartz (1982) 

 
Product 

 
A “good enough” alternative through physical means 

 
Hoch & Ha (1986);  
Deighton (1984) 

 
Product 

 
The interaction between advertising and product experiences 
was due to ad-related and brand-specific notions 

 
Havelena & Hobrook 
(1986); Mano & Oliver 
(1993) 

 
Product 

 
Two major dimensions of emotions most relevant to product 
trial context: arousal and pleasure 

 
Hoch & Deighton (1989) 

 
Product 

 
Consumer Learning: Stages of Influence with three stages: (1) 
familiarity, (2) motivation, (3) ambiguity of information 

Hui & Bateson (1991) Retail Store 
Consumers’ experience with perceived control over a pleasant 
service experience greatly effects how a consumer perceives 
the product/service. 

Averill (1973) Retail Store Behavioral control, cognitive control, and decisional control 

Zeithaml (1988) Retail Store 

1) The availability of other cues that suggest quality, 2) price 
and quality variations within the product category, and 3) 
consumer price awareness and ability to deter variations in 
quality. 

Zimmer & Golden (1988) Retail Store 
Store image typically includes merchandise price and quality 
evaluations, clientele, advertising/promotions influence, and 
store locations 

Gurney (1999) Retail Store Key to successfully deploying delight-producing strategies lies 
in the selective use of service approaches 

Boulding, Kalra, Staelin, 
& Zeithaml (1993) Retail Store Idea of “will” and “should” aspects of the service industry 

Westbrook & Black 
(1985) Retail Store Consumers shop to seek sensory, emotive, and/or cognitive 

stimulation 

Jones (1999) Retail Store 
Financial resources, salespeople, store environment, 
selection, retail prices, product involvement, time, tasks, and 
socialization 

Bellenger, Steinberg, & 
Stanton (1976) Retail Store 

Shopping trip can produce hedonic shopping value which 
refers to shopping’s potential entertainment and emotional 
worth 

Hirschman (1982) Consumption Religious world view 
Belk, Wallendorf, & 
Sherry (1989) Consumption Consumption experiences can be understood by the impact of 

communitas, phatic communion, and flow experience 
Celsi, Rose, & Leigh 
(1993) Consumption Communitas along with risk/benefit, benefits, and individual 

motivations considered for BASE jumping 
Csikszentmihalyi & 
Csikszentmihalyi (1988) Consumption The flow experience is "realized" self-seeking to continually 

self-replicate, or re-experience the state 
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Table 3 

Fashion Brand Experience Matrix 

Experience 
Dimensions 

Brand Experience Types 

 Product Experience Retail Store Experience 
Sensory Forney, Park, and Brandon (2005); 

Geistfeld, and Stoel (2007); Jin, Park, 
and Ryu (2010); Lee, Kim, Pelton, 
Knight, and Forney (2008); Lee, 
Meneses and Rodriguez (2010); 
Matthiesen and Phau, (2010);  Oh and 
Fiorito (2002) 
 

d'Astous and Saint-Louis (2005); 
Fiore (2002); Forney, Park, and 
Brandon (2005); Jones, Comfort, 
Clarke-Hill, and Hillier (2010); Lee, 
Kumar, and Kim (2010); Moye and 
Giddings (2002) 

Affective Chattaraman and Lennon (2008); 
Guthrie, Kim, Jung, (2008); Lavin 
(2009); Lee, Kim, Pelton, Knight, and 
Forney (2008); Matthiesen and Phau, 
(2010); Meneses and Rodriguez (2010); 
Michon, Yu, Smith, and Chebat (2008); 
Park, Kim, and Forney (2006)    
 

Carlson, Donavan, and Cumiskey 
(2009); Carpenter, Moore, and 
Fairhurst (2005); Chebat (2008); 
Husic and Cicic (2009); Jones, 
Comfort, Clarke-Hill, and Hillier 
(2010); Kim and Lennon (2010); 
Michon, Yu, Smith, and Fiore (2008); 
Moye and Giddings (2002); Noel 
(2009);  Park and Lennon (2009) 
 

Cognitive Chattaraman and Lennon (2008); Fiore 
(2002); Goldsmith and Clark (2008); 
Grant and Stephen (2005); Husic and 
Cicic (2009); Kinely, Josiam, and 
Lockett (2010); Lee, Kim, Pelton, 
Knight, and Forney (2008) 
 

Dotson, Hyatt, and Thompson 
(2009); Fratto, Jones, and Cassill 
(2006); Husic and Cicic (2009); Kim 
and Lennon (2010); Lee, Geistfeld, 
and Stoel (2007);Lee, Meneses and 
Rodriguez (2010);Noel (2009)  

Relational d’Astous and Saint-Louis (2005); 
Carlson, Donavan, and Cumiskey 
(2009); Chattaraman and Lennon 
(2008); Goldsmith and Clark, (2008); 
Grant and Stephen (2005); Guthrie, 
Kim, Jung, (2008); Husic and Cicic 
(2009); Jin, Park, and Rye (2010); Kim, 
Damhorst, and Lee (2002); Kinely, 
Josiam, and Lockett (2010); Lavin 
(2009); Lee, Geistfeld, and Stoel 
(2007); Menses and Rodríguez, (2010); 
Mulyanegara and Tsarenko (2009); Oh 
and Fiorito (2002)  

Boulding, Kalra, Staelin, and 
Zeithaml (1993); Carpenter, Moore, 
and Fairhurst (2005);  Dotson, Hyatt, 
and Thompson (2009); Fratto, Jones, 
and Cassill (2006); Lee, Kumar, and 
Kim (2010); Michon, Yu, Smith, and 
Fiore (2008); Moye and Giddings 
(2002); Park, Kim, and Forney (2006)  
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Table 4 
Research Constructs 
Construct Questions Source 
Brand 
Resonance 
 
 

It is important that my friends see me wear Brand X 
Thinking of Brand X brings back good memories. 
Compared to how I feel about other fashion brands, Brand X is 
very important to me. 

Gladden and Funk 
(2002) 
 

  
 I can recognize Brand X among competing brands 
 Some characteristics of brand X come to my mind quickly 
 I know what Brand X products look like. 
 I can quickly recall the logo of Brand X 

 
Atilgan, Aksoy,Akinci 
(2005) 

  I buy Brand X whenever I can. 
 I buy as much of Brand X as I can. 
 I feel that Brand X’s is the only brand of this product I need. 
 I really love Brand X. 
 I would really miss Brand X if it went away. 
 Brand X is special to me. 
 Brand X is more than just a fashion product to me. 
 

Keller (2008) 
 

  I am generally aware of Brand X 
 When I think of fashion, Brand X comes to mind 
 This brand sticks out to me from other fashion brands. 
 

Lehmann, Keller, 
&Farley (2008). 

Brand 
Experience 
Dimensions 
 
 

Brand X makes a strong impression on my senses. 
I find Brand X interesting in a sensory way. 
Brand X appeals to my senses 
Brand X induces feelings and sentiments 
I  have favorable feelings for Brand X 
Brand X is an emotional brand 
I engage in a lot of thinking when I use Brand X 
Brand X makes me think 
Brand X stimulates my needs and wants 
Brand X intrigues me.  
Brand X is a part of my social circle’s fashion choices. 
Brand X results in interactive experiences 
Brand X drives me to be a fashionable leader 
I love the touch and feel of Brand X’s products. 
 

Brakus, Schmitt, & 
Zarantonello (2009) 

Brand 
Experience 
Types 

I think Brand X’s products enhance my personal fashion style. O’Cass, 2004 
 

 I have had a rewarding experience with a Brand X product. 
I have had a good experience with a Brand X product. 
 

Park, Burns, &Rabolt, 
2007 
 

 It is like a membership in a special community when I shop  
I have good feelings because of my interaction with employees.  
Brand X retail/virtual store is a place I want to go and visit. 
I am satisfied with Brand X’s service. 
Brand X’s products are displayed in a pleasing way. 
The online site of Brand X is easily and efficiently navigated.  
The shopping experience at Brand X is very pleasant 

Brakus, Schmitt, & 
Zarantonello (2009) 
 

 My experience with Brand X products is useful. 
My experience with Brand X products is thrilling. 
 

 
Watchravesringkan, 
Hodges, & Kim, 2010 
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Table 5 

Preliminary Factor Analysis of Experience Dimensions 
 

Factor Scale Items F.L.a E.V. 
(%)b 

α c 

Sensory 
experience 

Forever 21 makes a strong impression on my senses 
I find Forever 21 interesting in a sensory way 
I love the touch and feel of Forever 21's products 
Forever 21 intrigues me 
Forever 21 is a part of my social circle's fashion choices 
Forever 21 stimulates my curiosity and problem solving 

.854 

.805 

.710 

.704 

.623 

.575 

30.04 .89 

 
Affective 

experience 

 
Forever 21 results in physical experiences 
Forever 21 is an emotional brand 
I engage in a lot of thinking when I use Forever 21 products 
Forever 21 induces feelings and sentiments 

 
.780 
.770 
.718 
.654 

 
22.60 

 
.86 

 
 

Cognitive 
experience 

I do not have strong emotions for Forever 21 
 
Forever 21 does not make me think 
Forever 21 is not an action driving fashion brand 
Forever 21 does not appeal to my senses 

 
 

.802 

.775 

.770 

.618 

 
 

18.29 

 
 

.78 

N = 34 / Scale Range: 1 = Strongly Disagree; 5 = Strongly Agree 
a Factor Loading; b Explained Variance; c Cronbach’s α  
 
 
Table 6 
 
Preliminary Factor Analysis of Experience Types 
 

Factor Scale Items F.L.a E.V. 
(%)b 

α c 

Product 
experience 

Forever 21’s store/virtual store is a place I want to go visit 
I find Forever 21's products to enhance my personal style 
I have had a rewarding experience with a Forever 21 product 
Forever 21's products are displayed in a pleasing way 
My experience with Forever 21 products is thrilling 
The store/virtual store of Forever 21 is easily navigated 
My experience with Forever 21 products is useful 

.984 

.932 

.906 

.896 

.887 

.811 

.729 

51.41 .93 

 
Store 

experience 

 
I have had a bad experience with a Forever 21 product 
Forever 21 service is disappointing 

 
.918 
.888 

 
 

 
22.23 

 
.84 

 
Service 

experience 

 
It is like a membership in an exclusive community  
The shopping experience with Forever 21 is very pleasant 

 
.940 
.820 

 
 

 
12.32 

 
.66 

N = 34 / Scale Range: 1 = Strongly Disagree; 5 = Strongly Agree 
a Factor Loading; b Explained Variance; c Cronbach’s α  
 



 74 

Table 7 
 
Preliminary Factor Analysis of Brand Resonance 
 
 

Factor Scale Items F.L.a E.V. 
(%)b 

α c 

Loyalty I buy Forever 21 whenever I can 
I really love Forever 21 
I would really miss Forever 21 if it went away 
Forever 21 is special to me 
I buy as much of Forever 21 as I can 
If Forever 21 were not available, it would not matter to me 
Forever 21 would be one of my first choices of fashion brands 
When I think of fashion Forever 21 comes to mind 
I would not buy other brands, if Forever 21 is available 
Thinking of Forever 21 brings back good memories 

.846 

.837 

.831 

.827 

.815 
-.718 
.633 
.599 
.595 
.478 

 

28.06 .85 

 
Attachment 

 
It is important that my friends see me wear Forever 21 
I feel that Forever 21 is the only fashion brand I need 
Compared to other brands, Forever 21 is very important to me 
Forever 21 is the one Brand I would prefer to buy 
Forever 21 is more than just a fashion product to me. 
I would go out of my way to buy Forever 21 

 
.869 
.720 
.614 
.572 
.548 
.537 

 
16.38 

 
.89 

 
Awareness 

 
 
 
 

Negative 
experience 

 
Association 

 
 

 
I know what Forever 21 products look like 
Some characteristics of Forever 21 come to my mind quickly 
I can quickly recall the logo of Forever 21 
I can recognize Forever 21 among competition brands 
 
I have difficulty in imaging Forever 21 products being used 
Forever 21 does not stick out to me from other fashion brands 
 
I am generally aware of Forever 21 
I began wearing Forever 21 because of my friends 

 
.818 
.725 
.698 
.663 

 
.804 
.617 

 
.717 
.670 

 
11.15 

 
 
 
 

8.99 
 
 

7.92 

 
.74 

 
 
 
 

.56 
 
 

.38 

N = 34 / Scale Range: 1 = Strongly Disagree; 5 = Strongly Agree 
a Factor Loading; b Explained Variance; c Cronbach’s α  
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Table 8 
Demographic Characteristics of the Respondents (N = 374) 

Variables Frequency Percentage 
Gender 
           Male 
           Female 
           Other 

 
74 
300 
0 

 
19.8 
80.2 
0.0 

Age 
           18-21 
           22-25 
           26-30 
           31-50 

 
207 
134 
24 
9 

 
55.4 
35.8 
6.4 
2.4 

Major 
           Merchandising & Hospitality Management 
           Business 
           Arts & Sciences 
           Visual Arts 
           Undecided 
           Other 

 
294 
45 
12 
7 
4 
12 

 
78.6 
12.0 
3.2 
1.9 
1.1 
3.2 

 
Level of Education 
            Freshman 
            Sophomore 
            Junior 
            Senior 
            Master’s 
            Ph. D 

 
12 
67 
151 
136 
8 
0 

 
3.2 
17.9 
40.4 
36.4 
2.1 
0.0 

 
Employment History 
            Employed full-time 
            Employed part-time 
            Unemployed 
            Other 

 
66 
194 
112 
2 

 
17.6 
51.9 
29.9 
0.5 

 
Ethnicity 
            African-American 
            Caucasian/Non-Hispanic 
            Hispanic 
            Asian 
            Native American 
            Other 

 
46 
235 
49 
30 
2 
12 

 
12.3 
62.8 
13.1 
8.0 
.5 
3.2 

 
Frequency of store purchases 
            Never 
            Rarely 
            Sometimes 
            Most of the time 
            Every time 

 
1 
20 
91 
204 
58 

 
0.3 
5.3 
24.3 
54.5 
15.5 

 
Frequency of online purchases 
            Never 
            Rarely 
            Sometimes 
            Most of the time 
            Every time 

 
 

59 
168 
98 
39 
10 

 
 

15.8 
44.9 
26.2 
10.4 
2.7 
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Table 9 
 
Main Stage Reliability Testing of Experience Dimensions 
 

Factor Scale Items     α c 

Sensory Brand X makes a strong impression on my senses 
I find Brand X interesting in a sensory way 
Brand X appeals to my senses 

 
 

   .89 

 
Affective 

 
Brand X induces feelings and sentiments 
I have favorable feelings for Brand X 
Brand X is an emotional brand 
I love the touch and feel of Brand X's products 

 
 

 
 

 
.90 

 
Cognitive 

 
 
 
 

Relational 
 

 
I engage in a lot of thinking when I use Brand X products 
Brand X makes me think 
Brand X stimulates my needs and wants 
Brand X intrigues me 
 
Brand X is a part of my social circle's fashion choices 
Brand X results in interactive experiences 
Brand X drives me to be a fashionable leader 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
.92 

 
 
 
 

.88 
 
 
 

 
N = 374 / Scale Range: 1 = Strongly Disagree; 5 = Strongly Agree 
c Cronbach’s α  
 
 
Table 10 
 
Main Stage Reliability Testing of Experience Types 
 

Factor Scale Items     α c 

Product 
experience 

I have had a good experience with a Brand X product 
I have had a rewarding experience with a Brand X product 
My experience with Brand X products is useful 
I think Brand X’s products enhance my personal fashion style 
My experience with Brand X products is thrilling 
Brand X’s store/virtual store is a place I want to go visit 

 
 

   .95 

 
Retail store 
experience 

 
I have good feelings because of my interaction with employees 
I am satisfied with Brand X’s service 
The shopping experience with Brand X is very pleasant 
Brand X’s products in store are displayed in a pleasing way 
The online site of Brand X is easily and efficiently navigated 
It is like a membership in a special community  

 
 

 
 

 
.91 

     
N = 374 / Scale Range: 1 = Strongly Disagree; 5 = Strongly Agree 
c Cronbach’s α  
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Table 11 
 
Factor Analysis of Brand Resonance 
 

Factor Scale Items F.L.a E.V. 
(%)b 

α c 

Loyalty This brand is special to me 
I would go out of my way to buy this brand 
Compared to other brands, this brand is important to me 
I buy as much of this brand as I can 
I buy this brand whenever I can 
I really love this brand 
This brand is more than just a product to me 
I would really miss this brand if it went away 
I feel that this brand is the only fashion brand I need 
It is important that my friends see me wear this brand 
Thinking of this brand brings back good memories 

.848 

.831 

.824 

.816 

.782 

.774 

.766 

.750 

.735 

.700 

.625 

40.87 .95 

 
 
 

Association 

 
 
 
This brand sticks out to me from other fashion brands 
When I think of fashion, this brand comes to mind 
I know what this brand products look like 
Some characteristics of this brand come to my mind 
I can quickly remember the logo of this brand 
I can recognize this brand among competition brands 
I am generally aware of this brand 

 
 
 

.577 

.566 

.822 

.807 

.763 

.715 

.644 

 
 
 

23.07 

 
 
 

.87 

     
 
N = 34 / Scale Range: 1 = Strongly Disagree; 5 = Strongly Agree 
a Factor Loading; b Explained Variance; c Cronbach’s α  
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Table 12 
 
Multiple Regression Between Experience Dimensions, Experience Types, and Brand 
Resonance 
 

Criterions 
Predictors  

Experience Type 
 

Brand Resonance 
 

Experience 
Dimension 

Dimensions  Products  Store Loyalty Association 
Sensory .265*** .294*** n/s .260** 
Affective .262*** .354*** n/s .297** 
Cognitive  n/s n/s .222** n/s 
Relational  .326*** .222*** .373*** n/s 
     

R2 .782 .738  .487 .171 
Adjusted R2 .780 .736  .481 .162 

F 330.91*** 260.34*** 87.54*** 19.03*** 
 
Experience 

Types 
Products   .602*** .316** 
Store   n/s n/s 

     
R2   .408 .178 

Adjusted R2   .404  .173 
F   127.67*** 40.08*** 

*p < .05,  **p < .01,  ***p < .001; n/s: not significant  
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Table 13 
 
Multiple Regression Between Experience Dimensions, Experience Types, and Brand 
Resonance for Forever 21 
 

 Predictor 
Variables 

Experience Type 
 

Brand Resonance 
 

Experience 
Dimension 

Dimensions  Products Store Loyalty Association 
Sensory .293*** .290*** .165** .301*** 
Affective .284*** .447*** .316*** n/s 
Cognitive  n/s n/s n/s n/s 
Relational  .270*** n/s .292*** .297*** 
     

R2 .757 .680 .662 .474 
Adjusted R2 .755 .676 .659 .468 

F 287.93*** 195.62*** 181.00*** 83.19*** 
      

Experience 
Types 

Products   .704*** .649*** 
Store   n/s n/s 

     
R2   .617 .433 

Adjusted R2   .615 .429 
F   298.34*** 141.39*** 

*p < .05,  **p < .01,  ***p < .001; n/s: not significant  
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Table 14 
 
Multiple Regression Between Experience Dimensions, Experience Types, and Brand 
Resonance for The Gap 
 

 Predictor 
Variables 

Experience Type 
 

Brand Resonance 
 

Experience 
Dimension 

Dimensions  Products Store Loyalty Association 
Sensory .224*** .265*** .179* .202* 
Affective .314*** .492*** .180* .509*** 
Cognitive  .115* n/s .202* n/s 
Relational  .310*** .184*** .201** n/s 
     

R2 .798 .756 .499 .363 
Adjusted R2 .796 .753 .494 .356 

F 364.38*** 285.89*** 91.88*** 52.51*** 
      

Experience 
Types 

Products   .610*** .218** 
Store   n/s .404*** 

     
R2   .476 .367 

Adjusted R2   .473 .363 
F   168.71*** 107.46*** 

*p < .05,  **p < .01,  ***p < .001; n/s: not significant  
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Table 15 
 
Multiple Regression Between Experience Dimensions, Experience Types, and Brand 
Resonance for Offline Channels 
 

Criterions 
Predictors  

Experience Type 
 

Brand Resonance 
 

Experience 
Dimension 

Dimensions  Products Store Loyalty Association 
Sensory .238*** .232*** n/s .247** 
Affective .303*** .419*** n/s .271** 
Cognitive  .119* n/s .160* n/s 
Relational  .286*** .219*** .428*** n/s 
     

R2 .762 .686 .517 .173 
Adjusted R2 .759 .683 .512 .164 

F 295.02*** 201.87*** 98.88*** 19.33*** 
 
Experience 

Types 
Products   .545*** .397*** 
Store   n/s n/s 

     
R2   .428 .182 

Adjusted R2   .425 .177 
F   139.07*** 41.24*** 

*p < .05,  **p < .01,  ***p < .001; n/s: not significant  
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Table 16 
 
Multiple Regression Between Experience Dimensions, Experience Types, and Brand 
Resonance for Online Channels 
 

 Predictor 
Variables 

Experience Type 
 

Brand Resonance 
 

Experience 
Dimension 

Dimensions  Products Store Loyalty Association 
Sensory .250*** .289*** n/s n/s 
Affective .242*** .268*** n/s .259* 
Cognitive  .132* n/s .288*** n/s 
Relational  .307*** .271*** .228** n/s 
     

R2 .745 .720 .394 .136 
Adjusted R2 .743 .717 .388 .127 

F 270.07*** 236.98*** 60.03*** 14.52*** 
      
Experience 

Types 
Products   .635*** .202** 
Store   n/s .207** 

     
R2   .345 .157 

Adjusted R2   .341 .153 
F   97.51*** 34.61*** 

*p < .05,  **p < .01,  ***p < .001; n/s: not significant  
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Figure 1. The research model: Impacts of fashion brand experience dimensions and 
types on brand resonance.  
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Figure 2. Survey document. 
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Figure 3. Experience dimensions and experience types. 
*p < .05,  **p < .01,  ***p < .001; n/s: not significant 
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    *p < .05,  **p < .01,  ***p < .001; n/s: not significant  
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4. Experience dimensions and brand resonance. 
*p < .05,  **p < .01,  ***p < .001; n/s: not significant  
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Figure 5. Brand types and brand resonance. 
*p < .05,  **p < .01,  ***p < .001; n/s: not significant  
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Figure 6. Experience dimensions and experience types (Forever 21). 
*p < .05,  **p < .01,  ***p < .001; n/s: not significant  
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Figure 7. Experience dimensions and experience types (Gap). 
*p < .05,  **p < .01,  ***p < .001; n/s: not significant 
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Figure 8. Experience dimensions and brand resonance (Forever 21). 
*p < .05,  **p < .01,  ***p < .001; n/s: not significant 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Sensory 

Affective 

Cognitive 

Relate 

Loyalty 

Association 

Β= .165** 

Β= 
 

Β= .297*** 

Β= .316*** 

Β= .301**** 



 94 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 9. Experience dimensions and brand resonance (Gap). 
*p < .05,  **p < .01,  ***p < .001; n/s: not significant 
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Figure 10. Experience types and brand resonance (Forever 21). 
*p < .05,  **p < .01,  ***p < .001; n/s: not significant 
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Figure 11. Experience types and brand resonance (Gap). 
*p < .05,  **p < .01,  ***p < .001; n/s: not significant 
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Figure 12. Experience dimensions and brand resonance (offline channel). 
*p < .05,  **p < .01,  ***p < .001; n/s: not significant 
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Figure 13. Experience dimensions and brand resonance (online channel). 
*p < .05,  **p < .01,  ***p < .001; n/s: not significant 
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