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This study is designed as an exploratory empirical 

attempt to audit the effectiveness with which retail buyers 

select fashion wearing apparel that meets needs and wants 

of their constituent target markets. This study presents 

the retail buyer of fashion wearing apparel as the 

"gatekeeper" who controls the flow of apparel products 

through various "checkpoints" as these products move from 

producer to consumer, thus controlling product 

availability. This study has a three-fold purpose. The 

first is to determine if significant differences exist 

between retail buyers' selections (ratings) and constituent 

market selections (ratings) when given like; alternatives on 

manufacturing levels. The second is to determine whether 

differences exist between the extents to which department 

store retail buyers and specialty store retail buyers meet 

the needs and wants of their constituent markets. The 

third purpose is to determine if significant differences 

exist between sales performances of like and unlike retail 

buyer/consumer choices. 



Three working hypotheses were formulated and tested 

utilizing various statistical and proportional measures. 

Analysis of variance, correlation graphing techniques, the 

t-test, Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Sign-Ranks test, and 

proportional techniques were utilized in testing the 

hypothesi s. 

It is concluded, based on an analysis of variance, that 

there is no difference in the extent to which department 

stores and specialty stores meet the needs and wants of 

their target markets. However, there is a possible 

significant difference to which retail buyers in general 

meet the needs and wants of their target markets. 

Correlation graphing techniques are used to determine 

fabrication/style items which fall outside a predetermined 

acceptance range. These extreme items are considered 

opportunity losses for retailers and are predicted to be 

mark-down items or stock-out items, depending on the 

direction of their differences. Sales performance is 

tracked to determine validity of predictions. Illustrations 

and tables are given to aid presentation and communication 

of findings. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Marketing distribution systems are utilized to 

increase the efficiency and effectiveness of distributing 

products from the place of production to the ultimate 

consumer. The structure of a marketing distribution system 

has a significant impact on products made available to 

consumers. Hirsch notes that in industries making 

products to be consumed at retail level, many more product 

offerings are found at the input level to the distribution 

system than there are products at the output levels of that 

system. A consumer product in passing from the "input" 

organization to the "output" organization of a marketing 

distribution system must survive one or more 

"checkpoints""''. Checkpoints occur as an attempt is made 

to move the product from one level of the distribution 

system to a level closer to the consumer. Assuming 

^Hirsch, Paul, "Processing Fads & Fashions", 
American Journal of Sociology" January 1972, pp. 639-659, 
in his writing concerning non-apparel cultural industry 
systems, refers to the various levels of product 
prescreening as "checkpoints". This study will apply this 
term to the pre-selection of apparel products by the retail 
buyer (1). 
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acceptance of the marketing concept , each organization 

in the distribution system attempts to select products that 

will meet the needs and wants of consumers. Those consumer 

products which survive each checkpoint between the input 

level and output level of its distribution system are made 

available for consumer choice and consumption. The 

products which do not survive the distribution system 

checkpoints either are never made available to consumers in 

the product's present form or are not made available to 

consumers at that particular time. 

Each consumer product or related products utilize a 

distribution system fitted to the particular marketing 

needs of that product. Each consumer product may have few 

or many checkpoint organizations between the input level 

and output level of its distribution system. Generally in 

the distribution of consumer products, the input level is 

the manufacturer of that product and the output level is 

the retail organization that offers the product for retail 

sale to the ultimate consumer. 

This dissertation presents findings of an exploratory 

study concerning the role the retail organization serves in 

the distribution of consumer wearing apparel that meets the 

The term marketing concept applies to operational 
patterns of marketing organizations who seek to develop and 
market products that satisfy the needs and wants of 
consumers that at the same time will allow the organization 
to achieve its goals (5). 



needs and wants of consumers. This study investigates the 

consumer's choice of apparel products versus the retail 

organization's choice when presented with like alternatives 

at the final product checkpoint prior to that apparel 

product being offered for retail sale. Consumer choice and 

retail organization choice were compared. Sales 

performance was tracked and analyzed. Wearing apparel, 

"apparel," "ready-to-wear," "garments" and "clothing" are 

defined in this study as having identical meanings and will 

be used interchangeably. 

Purposes of Research 

Manufacturers and retailers, who are members of the 

apparel distribution channel, function cooperatively to 

serve the clothing needs and wants of consumers. An 

apparel manufacturer can, and generally does, serve many 

retail stores. The retail store ideally shops for garments 

to meet the wants and needs of a specific target market. 

Manufacturers offer to the retailer an apparel line of 

clothing containing different styles3 and variations of 

styles. The retail buyer chooses from the manufacturer's 

line those styles and variations predicted to be profitable 

and to fit most closely the wants and needs of that retail 

store's target market. From the retail buyer's pre-

selected styles, the consumer chooses those styles that fit 

"Styles" is defined as a product with specific 
characteristics that distinguish it from another product of 
the same type (3). 



personal needs and wants. Sales data represent consumer 

acceptance of a particular style. 

This cooperative function between the manufacturer and 

retailer constitutes the present apparel distribution 

system. The present system utilizes the retail buyer as a 

key determinant at the final distribution checkpoint. 

Because of the pivotal position served by the retail buyer, 

apparel products offered by manufacturers have the 

opportunity to become accepted by the consumer only if 

pre-selected by the retail buyer. 

The purpose of this study was to conduct empirical 

exploratory research to determine whether selections made 

by the retail buyer at the final distribution checkpoint 

would be the same selections consumers would make, given 

like alternatives. Comparisons were made to determine 

similarities and differences in choice. Sales performance 

was tracked for both consumer and retail buyer selections. 

Qualitative research was conducted to determine what major 

strategies were utilized by retail buyers to predict and 

determine the wants and needs of their target market. 

Statement of Objectives 

Wearing apparel retailers utilize a variety of 

marketing tools, techniques and strategies in order to 

achieve their objectives and profit goals. The retail 

buyer plays an important part in the retail firm's 

achievement of goals and objectives. The retail buyer acts 



to accomplish a retailer's goals, and simultaneously plays 

a critical role in a wholesaling firm's goal achievement. 

The retail buying segment is pivotal in determining 

the ultimate success or failure of clothing manufacturers 

through the retail buyer's acceptance/rejection of the 

manufacturer's product line offerings. The retail buyer 

attempts to fulfill the goals of the retailer and at the 

same time select wearing apparel that represents needs and 

wants of consumers. Thus, the success of the retail buyer 

is dependent upon an accurate reflection of the needs of 

their constituent markets. 

Major questions addressed in this study are as follows. 

(1) What are the differences, if any, between the 

retail buyer's selection of wearing apparel and 

consumers' selection of wearing apparel when 

presented with like alternatives at the 

manufacturing level? 

(2) Is there a difference between how well specialty 

store retail buyers represent their market and 

how well department store buyers represent their 

constituent market? 

(3) Is there a difference between the retail sales 

performance of like retail buyer/consumer 

selections and those garments selected by the 

retail buyer only? 



Importance of Research 

This research effort is important to both the academic 

sector and the fashion marketing sector concerned with (a) 

productivity, (b) profit margins, (c) exploring theoretical 

relationships, and (d) meeting consumer wants and needs. 

From the academic perspective this research contributes to 

fashion marketing knowledge by providing exploratory 

empirical research in an as yet little researched field. 

Researchers have studied fashion diffusion, consumer 

consumption patterns, wholesale and retail organizations, 

but as far as can be determined by the present author 

research concerning the retail buyer of ready-to-wear 

garments has been extremely limited. Fashion (apparel) has 

been studied for a number of years. However, these past 

studies though useful theoretically, have not been matched 

by efforts utilizing empirical research (2, p. 283). The 

importance of fashion as an area of study is demonstrated 

by Thomas Carlyle's statement, referred to by Purdy, 

alluding to the fact that if it had not been for the output 

of the tailor's skill and needle, the entire course of 

history might have been different (6, p. 13). 

The Nature of the Study 

This research was an exploratory study utilizing 

open-ended response questionnaires, primary empirical field 

research, and tracking of secondary retail sales data. 



Specifically, six retail stores were studied. Of these 

six, three were department stores, and three were specialty 

stores carrying women's wearing apparel for sale to 

ultimate consumers. Consumers who shopped for selected 

classifications of apparel in each department or specialty 

store were chosen as consumer panel participants. The 

subjects of the research were retail buyers of "misses 

better sportswear," as well as consumers who shopped for 

like merchandise in selected retail stores. Specific 

details of hypotheses, populations, sample, methodology, 

questionnaires, statistical tests, and research design are 

discussed in Chapter IV. 

An exploratory field study was undertaken to identify 

variables in the movement of wearing apparel from 

manufacturer to consumer, to provide groundwork for 

rigorous testing of hypotheses, and to guide future 

research. Since previous empirical research concerning 

retail buyers and buying strategies for the selection of 

wearing apparel has been extremely limited, this present 

research effort should be considered exploratory. Previous 

studies and findings in the industrial sector of purchasing 

stocks, fashion diffusion, and the formation of popular 

culture have shaped the nature of this study. Four 

independent variables were specified for hypothesis 

testing. These variables are described and discussed in 

Chapter IV. Chapter III offers a review of literature 
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related to this inquiry, while Chapter II explores the 

relationship of the manufacturer, retailer, retail buyer, 

and consumer in the distribution of apparel. 

Scope of the Study 

This study was confined to the geographic area of the 

Dallas/Fort Worth metroplex and to retail buyers'/ 

manufacturers' interaction at the Dallas Apparel Mart. A 

judgmental convenience sample of four sportswear apparel 

manufacturers, six retail stores, six ready—to—wear retail 

buyers and sixty consumers was examined. Department and 

specialty retail firms were selected as similar as possible 

merchandise lines carried. The consumer panel 

members were confined to persons who responded positively 

to the profile questionnaire indicating that they shopped 

for misses better sportswear in those retail stores 

included in this study. 

Limitations and Assumptions 
of the Study 

Limitations 

The extent of this study was limited. Firms and 

consumer panel members were selected for their close 

proximity to the Dallas Apparel Mart. This design was 

necessitated by resource constraints and to alleviate 

travel burden for the consumer panelists. The sample, its 

size, composition and uniqueness was a limiting factor in 



making inferences as a result of this inquiry. The sample 

selected for this study was not an ideal one from a 

statistical point of view. The sample selection utilized 

limits the application of statistical theory in estimating 

the validity of conclusions reached. Conclusions drawn 

from this study are shaped by the design and methodology 

and the nature of exploratory studies. However, since it 

was not possible to ensure the cooperation or participation 

of manufacturers selected at random from the industry 

population, a pure random sample was not feasible. 

Nevertheless, precaution was taken in selecting the 

manufacturers to participate, and the sample was chosen to 

include widely recognized firms. It is therefore concluded 

that the manufacturers chosen to participate constitute an 

adequate sample for the objectives of this research. 

Assumptions 

It is an assumption of this study that retail buyers, 

being influenced by the same cultural, economic and 

political influences as consumers, attempt to purchase 

salable garments that closely fit consumer apparel wants 

and needs. Furthermore it is assumed that consumers in 

selecting apparel, choose those garments that most closely 

meet their needs and wants when given a choice of all 

alternatives available. Furthermore, it is assumed that 

retail buyers of ready-to-wear go to market seeking 

different goods that are intended to play different roles 



10 

in the retailer's collection of wearing apparel. However, 

it is assumed that the selection of an item indicates that 

the item is considered by the retail buyer as being 

salable. That is, it should meet consumer needs and wants 

as well as fill out the retailer's merchandising mix. 

Order of Dissertation Presentation 

The relationship of the manufacturer, retailer, retail 

buyer and consumer in the distribution of apparel is 

summarized in Chapter II. Relevant literature concerning 

the research problem is reviewed in Chapter III. The 

research sample, design, methodology, and hypotheses are 

presented in Chapter IV. The presentation of research data 

generated in this study is discussed in Chapter V. An 

interpretation of research findings is presented in Chapter 

VI. Summary, conclusions and suggestions for future 

research are included in Chapter VII. 

Appendix A is the open-ended questionnaire used to 

determine decision-making strategies and their relative 

importance as utilized by retail buyers, to identify target 

markets and to collect consumer lists. Appendix B is the 

consumer profile and the survey form used to screen the 

consumer panelists; the Q-sort matrix used to determine 

consumer decision-making strategies, and store patronage 

habits; and self-classification forms. Appendix C contains 

the analysis forms used in determining purchases by the 

retail buyer and product sales performance. Appendix D 
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contains the retail buyer buying profile and demographic 

collection instrument. Appendix E is the Likert-type 

rating scale utilized by the consumer panelists to indicate 

their preference for manufacturer offerings. Appendix F is 

Table II, consisting of department and specialty store mean 

ratings and analysis of variance calculations used to 

determine whether variations among the means was a result 

of variations between groups or within groups. Appendix G 

is Table V, which shows the retail buyer/consumer mean 

ratings, based on a three-point scale, of the four 

participating manufacturers' Spring 1981 apparel 

offerings. Appendix H is Table XII, which gives the retail 

buyer/consumer means and mean differences for Manufacturers 

One through Four by six retail stores. Appendix I gives 

the coding process utilized in preparing consumer and 

retail buyer demographic selections and rating variables 

for analysis. Appendix J is a glossary of key terms used 

in this study. 
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CHAPTER II 

RELATIONSHIP OF MANUFACTURER, 
RETAILER, RETAIL BUYER AND 

CONSUMER IN APPAREL 
DISTRIBUTION 

The Retail Organization as a Checkpoint 
in the Distribution System 

The distribution channel1, or system utilized in 

moving consumer products from producer to consumer varies 

in length or number of participant organizations according 

to the specific product being marketed (1). Some consumer 

products require several intermediate marketing steps 

between the producer and the consumer. These products are 

considered to require a long distribution channel. Other 

products require few intermediate steps, and are, 

therefore, considered to require a short distribution 

channel. Consumer wearing apparel generally utilizes a 

short distribution channel with direct manufacturer/ 

retailer contact. This direct manufacturer/retailer 

contact implies that many retail organizations are the only 

"checkpoint" through which an apparel product must pass as 

it is being distributed from the manufacturer to the 

consumer. This unique single checkpoint position allows 

^Distribution Channel—The course taken in the 
transfer or assistance in transfer of title to a product 
( 2 ) . 

13 
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the retailer to become a most important factor in the types 

of apparel products that are made available to consumers. 

Apparel products are made available to consumers if they 

survive this single checkpoint. The manufacturer offers 

apparel products to the retailer. Retailers, or a member 

of the retail organization, choose those products which 

they feel will be profitable for the retail organization 

and will meet the needs and wants of that retail store's 

specific consumer audience. 

Retail organizations generally appoint one or several 

persons as retail buyers. The retail buyer is considered 

an extremely important member of the retail management 

team. The original dedication of the Buyers Manual 

referred to the buyer as "the keystone of every retail 

establishment" (9). Retail buyers attend market^ to 

select from a manufacturer's offerings the apparel products 

that are to be made available to consumers through the 

retail organization (2). The apparel selected ideally 

reflects the wearing apparel consumers need, want, and are 

willing to purchase. At the same time, it provides to the 

retail organization a desired profit margin. This retail 

distribution system inherently establishes the retail 

organization as the key institution deciding which products 

(apparel) will be allowed to pass through the wholesale 

2Market—a sphere within which price making forces 
operate and which exchanges of title tend to be accompanied 
by the actual movement of goods affected (2). 



15 

(manufacturer) level to the consumer (1). Thus, retail 

organizations play a critical role in the diffusion of 

apparel from the manufacturer to the ultimate consumer. 

Rogers and Shoemaker (8), in referring to a concept 

popularized by Lewin (6) have described the retailer as a 

"gatekeeper" who controls the flow of industrial products 

from the meinufacturer to the consumer. The retailer of 

wearing apparel, as defined for this study, plays the same 

"gatekeeper" role in the flow of wearing apparel. Within 

retail institutions the person responsible for this 

gatekeeper role is the retail buyer who controls the 

products actually made available to consumers as a result 

of buyer decisions. 

Effect of Buyer Decisions on 
Manufacturer, Retailer, 

and Consumer 

A retail buyer's function is to search the markets of 

this country and the world to select and buy salable 

merchandise and to assemble and present this merchandise in 

a location convenient to the consumer in a manner which 

makes the consumer want to buy it (9). This searching, 

selecting, and buying requires decision making. Retail 

buyer decision making affects the retail organization as 

well as the manufacturer and consumer. Retail buyers 

attempt to choose from manufacturers' offerings those 

apparel products that will meet the needs and wants of the 

store s consumers, maintain or enhance the image of the 
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store, and be a profitable item to add to the retail 

3 

store's merchandising mix . 

The apparel products chosen as a result of buyer 

decision making have profound effects on the manufacturer, 

retailer, and consumer segments. Survival of apparel 

manufacturers is many times totally dependent on decisions 

made by retail buyers who purchase retail store stocks. In 

an operational sense, the retail buyer is the pivotal point 

at which the success or failure of a garment manufacturer 

is determined (8). For a manufacturer to be a success its 

apparel product or products must be selected by the retail 

buyer and be allowed to pass through to the consumer sector. 

Retail buyers decision making affects consumers. The 

apparel products selected by the retail buyer from the 

manufacturer are in turn offered to the consumer for 

purchase through the retail organization. The retail 

buyer's control of product availability has short- and 

long-range effects on consumers within a society. In 

general, retail buyers who determine consumer product 

availability play an important part in the formation of 

cultural change (4). This remains true for the apparel 

retail buyer. Hirschman and Stampfl (4) set forth a 

conceptual framework for the role the individual retail 

organizations perform in the diffusion of popular culture. 

^Merchandise Mix—Assortment of products or of 
product line (2). 
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Cultural change is many times evident or reflected 

through changes in apparel worn by members of a society. 

Numerous factors influence types of wearing apparel and 

variations of those types that are accepted and worn by a 

society. The clothing accepted and worn by a society are 

in turn influenced by clothing products made available to 

society at large. Kroeber (5) in 1919 illustrated, when 

writing about changes in fashion, that individuals conform 

to the style which they find in existence. Cultural change 

in wearing apparel may be influenced and/or determined by 

the retail buyer who in essence determines apparel product 

availability. The consumer then has the opportunity to 

select only those styles that are pre-selected by the 

retail buyer. These pre-selected apparel products are 

determined by the retail buyer to be those products that 

meet the needs and wants of consumers. This consumer 

need-satisfying requirement forces the retail buyer to make 

decisions of sound quality to ensure consumer satisfaction 

while maintaining a high level of productivity and in turn 

increases in profit margin. 

To make sound decisions retailers need information. 

These informational needs relate to customers, markets, 

competition, and new and continuing products. The retail 

buyer is continually forced to stay abreast of mushrooming 

interactions, to apply available information and to 

correctly "guess" the apparel wants and needs of 
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consumers. At the Dallas Apparel Mart alone 70,000 retail 

buyers, from 50 states and 30 countries spent $1.75 billion 

in 1978 attempting to guess what their constituents would 

want to wear. In 1978, 8,000 manufacturers from throughout 

the United States showed their goods in the Dallas market 

(10) . 

Decision-Making Strategies 
Utilized by Retail Buyers 

To correctly "guess" what consumers need, want and 

will buy, retail buyers depend on various strategies. 

These strategies are based on information, including last 

year's sales, inventory analysis, and present sales 

trends. These data, gathered in a post hoc manner are 

utilized to predict actual consumer demand. Retailers of 

wearing apparel also attempt to predict fashion trends by 

utilizing a priori strategies such as analyzing the economy 

and the local, national and world-wide environment. The 

buyers utilizing a priori strategies to make apparel-buying 

decisions attempt to identify an apparel trend in its 

incipient stage. Apparel retail buyers predict that 

fashion innovators will accept a certain style garment and 

influence the early adopters, who in turn influence 

others. This chain of acceptance culminates in the 

acceptance of a certain garment by the majority of 

consumers, thus obtaining mass acceptance of a style over a 

period of time, i.e., a fashion (4). 
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Retail sales figures gathered in a post hoc manner are 

utilized by retail garment buyers to represent potential 

consumer demand based on past actual consumer buying 

performance. Influences on retail-buying decisions 

gathered on an a priori basis are utilized by the retail 

buyers to represent potential consumer demand based on 

predicted buying performance. Many times both post hoc and 

a priori strategies are utilized in buying decisions. The 

attempt to analyze and predict consumer apparel buying 

behavior offers many opportunities for research. 
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CHAPTER III 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

This review of literature will first offer the 

theoretical support for this study. Second, major studies 

conducted in the area of product purchasing and buyer 

performance will be summarized. Appeals for empirical 

research relating to retailing, apparel, and apparel 

distribution illustrating the relevance of this study will 

be offered. A summarization of existing research 

specifically related to the retail buyer of fashion wearing 

apparel will conclude Chapter III. 

The terms "apparel" and "fashion" are often used 

synonomously and that practice will be followed throughout 

this chapter. However, it is the contention of the author 

that an apparel product can not become a fashion, as 

defined by Nystrom (28), until it has been passed through 

the final distribution checkpoint and has become accepted 

by the consumer. Nystrom's definition of fashion, though 

formulated in 1928, is accepted as a valid definition in 

the current sectors of apparel distribution. 

Theory of Fashion Concepts 

Diffusion of Innovation 

The process of diffusion is defined as the acceptance, 

over time, of some specific item, idea or practice, by 
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individuals or groups (32). Extensive literature on 

diffusion is found particularly in anthropology, 

agricultural (or rural) sociology, education, medical 

sociology, and communication. Diffusion is important in 

marketing since successful selection and introduction of 

new products is the life blood of retailing (32, pp. 

68—69). Many authors indicate that knowledge gained from 

diffusion research studies has benefited both marketing 

practitioners and marketing scholars. Innovation diffusion 

is particularly relevant when studying apparel fashions. 

Many studies involving diffusion in the area of fashion 

refer to Blumer's (1969) theory of collective selection as 

a theoretical base. 

ihe diffusion of fashion innovation through a society 

is both inhibited and advanced by the product marketing and 

distribution system of that society. Peterson (29) has 

observed that, as the complexity of a society increases, 

the greater the separation of those responsible for 

creating culture from those who consume it. The fashion 

process, the process by which a potential fashion moves 

from its point of origin to public acceptance is controlled 

by a society's distribution system (37, p.3). 

A society utilizing a decentralized distribution 

system, which may be necessary for economic growth, narrows 

the access of inventor, designer, or artist to the 

consuming audience or consumers. In the area of fashion 
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wearing apparel, diffusion of fashion innovation is subject 

to economic constraints. Economic constraints inhibit 

linkage of an artist or designer, in the case of apparel, 

to consumer. Yet this same distribution system allows 

access of some fashion innovations to far more consumers 

than could be accomplished with a direct designer to a 

consumer-access-type distribution system (29). 

As a new product or innovation flows or diffuses 

through a society utilizing a decentralized distribution 

system, the new product or innovation goes through a series 

of pre-selection steps. These pre-selection steps coincide 

with various levels encountered in a society's distribution 

system. Barnett (2) says the pre—selection of goods or 

products that are eventually resold for consumption is 

practiced by all industries. Hirsch (17, p. 640) 

illustrates these pre-selection steps in his statement 

concerning the flow of goods through a society's marketing 

system. 

In order for new products or ideas to reach consumers 
they must first be processed favorably through a 
system of organizations whose units filter out a large 
proportion of candidates before they arrive at the 
consumption stage. 

Hirsch (17) feels that research and theorization conducted 

on complex "fashion" organizations has been concerned with 

isolated aspects of the diffusion process and its flow 

through various organizations intervening between creator 

and consumer. Hirsch concluded in 1972 that most studies 
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concern only "careers" of innovation and treat invention 

and ultimate adoption stages as problematic, ignoring the 

"throughput" sector of organizations that filter 

information and products as they pass from producer to 

consumer. 

Economic growth is of vital importance to each 

intervening organization. Economic constraints, impacting 

each organization's product selection decisions, acts as a 

blockage or facilitator to survival of a product or 

innovation through that particular level of marketing 

system. 

Hirsch (17), Brown (7), and Roland (34) stress the 

point that literature on diffusion of innovations rests 

primarily and solely on consumers' reception of a product 

or innovation after its release to the consumer market. 

Roland (34) maintains that the process of diffusion begins 

when an idea or product is marketed prior to its 

introduction to the public. Brown (7) demonstrates when 

studying diffusion of innovation, access to the innovation 

itself must be considered. Brown feels theorization 

concerning the spatial diffusion of innovation must also 

include market factors and information factors related to 

the acquisition of innovation. 

As was referenced on page 1, Hirsch (17) noted in 1972 

that in industries making products consumed at the retail 

level, many more creators are found at the input level to 
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the distribution system than there are products at the 

output level of that system. For example, there may be 

thousands of dress designers, rock musicians, authors, 

movie directors, and so forth, who potentially could 

produce products that would be made available at the retail 

level. However only a relative handful of those potential 

creations will ever produce a product that is input to the 

appropriate distribution system. Most are screened out as 

they move through the system by decision makers at various 

stages. Though technically produced these creations are 

never made available for consumption. Most products must 

go through the proper channels before they are exposed to 

consumers. Of the enormous variety of products available 

to the retailer for inclusion in the merchandiser's mix, 

only a few will be actively considered. Of the few placed 

under active consideration, only a handful will be chosen. 

Thus the retail organization has a critical influence on 

the diffusion of popular culture. Because of the 

retailer's position as the functionary through which 

products from the manufacturing sector pass into the 

consumer sector, retailing performs a variety of roles 

salient to the diffusion of popular culture (25). The 

"gatekeeper" (33) role occupied by the retail organization, 

functions to control the flow of products that eventually 

reach the consumer sector. This perspective follows from 

the functionalist mode of organizational control and 
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facilitation of innovation proposed by Baskoff (3). 

Baskoff stated in 1964 that the retail organization is the 

primary institutional regulator of innovation. The retail 

buyer, the individual primarily charged with the 

responsibility for conducting this gatekeeping role, in 

essence preselects products for the consumer. The retail 

buyer, having chosen a reduced set of products from a 

larger set of potential products presents this reduced set 

of products to the consumer. The consumer must select from 

the reduced set chosen by the retail buyer; hence, the 

buyer plays a very powerful gatekeeping position regarding 

products actually made available to consumers for 

purchasing. 

In the discussion of diffusion of popular culture, 

Peterson (29) observed that culture consists of four kinds 

of symbols: values, norms, beliefs, and expressive 

symbols. The retail buyer's personal interpretation of 

present community values and norms guides the buyer's 

choice of the merchandise assortment offered and will limit 

the new products made available to consumers. The buyer's 

choice of new products and interpretation of present 

community values and norms is many times influenced by the 

buyer reward system utilized by the retail organization. 

Retail buyers are generally rewarded as a measure of 

their contribution to gross margin. These rewards are 

based upon the success of products they actively select. 



27 

Hirschman and Stampfl (19) feel this reward system is 

inadequate. This system is limited in that buyers are 

evaluated primarily on their ability to minimize markdowns, 

thus contributing a greater degree to gross margin. This 

type of evaluation system ignores other errors the buyer 

may have committed in the selection of manufacturer 

offerings. Buyers may have rejected or not evaluated 

potentially profitable and want satisfying products (25). 

Retail buyers are influenced by many internal and external 

factors as will be illustrated in a later part of this 

chapter. 

Concept of Fashion 

Fashion is a collective process of selections between 

product offerings, a process that is a major factor shaping 

the modern world (5) or "a powerful and pervasive method of 

forcing unexpected compliance" (15). The phenomenon of 

fashion has been studied from various aspects. Theories of 

why fashion occurs have been developed and critically 

discussed by various authors (14). Many of these studies 

reveal overgeneralizations in usage of the term "fashion". 

Lobel (1), quoting Sutherland, refers to fashion as "crime 

having too many referents: it covers significantly 

different kinds of social behavior". Misunderstandings 

surrounding the term "fashion" complicate efficiency in 

conducting a review of literature concerning retail buyers 

of fashion wearing apparel. 
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Fashion, according to Nystrom (28, p. 4) is nothing 

more than the prevailing style at any given time. Style is 

a characteristic or distinctive mode or method of 

expression or presentation in a given field. Areas or 

fields that prove amenable to "fashion" are those that have 

been pulled into a cyclical pattern of continuing social 

change. Fashion is found in such diverse fields as 

pictorial arts, social sciences, behavior, music, 

architecture, religion, food, dance and, recently, computer 

technology. 

Fashion has been studied from the perspective of 

diffusion of innovation and communication, from social 

differentiation and stratification, from its social change 

force aspects, as well as in terms of collective behavior. 

Though the phenomenon of fashion has attracted the 

research attention of many sociologists, psychologists, 

philosophers, and academicians, Horowitz (20) feels this 

research has been lopsided, i.e., oriented toward theory 

formation without an adequate counterbalancing of empirical 

research. 

The Fashion Distribution Process 

The standard role of the fashion retail buyer in the 

retail industry is to search the various national and 

international markets to select and buy salable merchandise 

and to assemble this merchandise for consumer selection and 

eventual consumption. Search, select, buy, assemble and 
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present are each tasks that require decision making, risk 

taking and knowledge to fulfill the "salable" part of the 

retail buyer's job description (39). 

The retail buyer, a central element in the successful 

or unsuccessful effort in marketing new consumer products, 

serves a critical role between manufacturer and potential 

use of a product. This role is exemplified in that the 

retailer is normally the institution that serves as a 

functionary through which products of the manufacturing 

sector passes into the consumer sector (16). The retail 

buyer is many times the intermediary who serves to screen 

products allowed to continue in the fashion process and to 

be offered to the ultimate consumer. In the fashion 

distribution process it is standard practice for suppliers 

to make a line of fashion offerings in the form of 

samples. This line of fashions is then brought to a 

fashion center during a market week, displayed, and 

promoted to visiting retail buyers who come to the 

marketplace in their search to select and buy salable 

fashions which will satisfy consumer wants and needs. An 

attempt is made to get the retail buyer to "leave paper", 

that is, to place orders for the fashion offerings. These 

orders then provide clues to suppliers regarding which 

styles in the lines are determined by buyers to be most 

salable. The styles receiving "enough papers" are 

manufactured and shipped to retail stores and offered to 
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consumers as the last step in the channel of distribution. 

Fashion styles within a supplier's line which do not 

receive ample retail buyer acceptance are assumed to be 

unsalable, in many instances for undetermined reasons, and 

are discontinued before being manufactured. This fashion 

distribution process illustrates the pivotal position of 

the retail buyer. This pivotal position is even more 

pronounced in fashion channels of distribution than in hard 

line product items because of the short selling life of 

fashion items. 

Influences on Retail Buyer 
Decision-making 

Retail fashion buyers' decision-making processes are 

complex. Many internal and external influences which may 

or may not be identifiable enter into the buyer's decision 

making (12). The nature of the retail buyer's job is 

markedly influenced by many factors, including perceived 

risk. Perceived risk, according to Bauer (4), refers to 

uncertainty as to whether new products will meet consumer 

personal preference expectations which will ultimately 

affect the retailer's sales and profit goals. In decision 

making the buyer must consider consequences of new products 

performing poorly or a rejected product performing well by 

competing retail stores. Hutt (21), writing about 

industrial product buying committees, feels further 

research is needed to isolate uncertainty factors and to 
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determine any differences between buying committees (retail 

buyers) in the consumer sector and the industrial sector. 

These uncertainty factors can be reduced by gaining timely 

information about consumer needs. 

The market in which the buyer makes purchases and 

spends a substantial amount of time strongly influences a 

buyer's behavior (5). Buyer behavior varies with the power 

position of the supplier in the fashion industry. At times 

the retailer with whom the buyer is associated plays the 

dominant role; at other times the supplier dominates (38) . 

A retailer with sales substantially larger than its 

competitors can afford to be more independent with 

suppliers than stores with small volume potential. The 

competitive position of the retailer sometimes is a 

function of city size. Preferential treatment is given 

many times to buyers of "known" sales volume, though this 

preferential treatment is strictly subjective. Management 

of the buyer's retail store often exerts pressure on the 

buyer who insists on increased markup, sales, and narrow 

inventory margins. 

Another external influence may be the retail 

organization's bureaucratic structure. This structure may 

force retail buyers to be conservative and cautious rather 

than practicing innovation in their buying practices (16). 

Present and past experiences are important influences, as 

well as any training the retail buyer receives. Retail 
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organizations, understanding the important decision-making 

status the buyer plays, utilize training programs. These 

training programs, Dickinson (11) feels, are heroic 

efforts, but little effort is made to teach a trainee how 

to buy. Many buyers have been assistant buyers and learned 

from experience positive results of tasks well accomplished 

and negative effects of tasks poorly accomplished. 

The concensus of participants at the two-day workshop 

sponsored by the American Marketing Association on 

organizational buying behavior (6) agreed that rational 

decision or choice strategy models are commonly employed in 

product selection, but that such models do not reflect the 

importance of social factors which need to be accounted for 

in the buying act (6, p. 5). Basic variables affecting 

merchandise budgeting, sales, stock levels, reductions, 

purchases, gross margins, and operating profits all serve 

to give the retail buyer a basis for decision making. 

Participants in the forementioned workshop felt that 

several social factors: (1) attraction of the buyer for 

the seller or selling firm, (2) the buyer's evaluation of 

the selling firm's reputation, and (3) the buyer's own 

status or power position, as well as the entire issue of 

interpersonal relationships maintained by the purchasing 

agent, operate to a far greater degree than do the more 

traditionally studied purchasing factors of price, cost and 

profits. Though this workshop study included industrial 
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buyers, these same influences might remain in effect when 

purchasing soft goods for the consumer sector. With 

fashion, where styles are rapidly changing, the forecast 

for goods depends greatly on subjective human judgment (38, 

p. 461). 

In the fashion industry, various organizations 

participate to help the retail buyer in decision making. 

Galginaites (13) explains the attempts of apparel marts to 

assist retailers in selecting apparel stocks. This fashion 

direction assistance, given in light of a high retailer 

turnover, is provided in the form of market reports which 

discuss upcoming trends in the clothing industry. 

Seminars, fashion shows and so forth are warmly received by 

retailers to reduce the uncertainty of buying fashion 

apparel. Each of these techniques are utilized to assist 

and influence buyer behavior. Buyer behavior mirrors the 

types and degrees of pressure exerted both externally and 

internally. Retail fashion buyers are especially 

vulnerable to internal influences. 

Internal influences play an important role in buyer 

decision making. Studies have been conducted in the 

attempt to identify the impact of internal influence. 

Attempts have been made to identify the personality 

characteristics of successful buyers, but these attempts to 

devise a basis for selection of persons with the best 

potential were considered of dubious value and were 
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discarded (11, p. 9). Some buyers are independent and can 

operate and make decisions confidently. Other buyers are 

dependent on others; if they do not receive support from 

their "home" store, they attempt to gain this needed 

support from the market. Some buyers seek the risk-taking 

elements of buying, others are passive to both risk-taking 

and in their relationships with suppliers. Buyers may use 

self-perception as a basis for evaluation of merchandise, 

or they may select products on their perception of the 

consumer's self—image. Some buyers approach selection 

decision making aggressively, and others with a passive 

orientation. Some authors feel that decision—making 

performance of the buyer varies to some degree with the 

life cycle of the individual buyer. Dickinson tried to 

identify common characteristics of buyers but concluded 

that buyer behavior is diverse and that any attempt to 

analyze buyers as one class is difficult, perhaps futile 

(12, p. 94). 

For many years buying behavior was considered beyond 

the realm of meaningful investigation. One notable study 

was conducted by Richard M. Cyert, James S. March and C. G. 

Moore of Carnegie Institute of Technology (10, Chapter 7). 

This study was conducted on buyer behavior concerning hard 

goods in medium-priced department stores. Blumer (5), 

while studying fashion in Paris, observed that prevailing 

fashion takes place through an intense process of 
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selection. Buyers, immersed in and preoccupied with a 

common intensely stimulated world, develop common 

sensitives and similar appreciations, called "common 

apperception mass" by psychologists. Blumer feels retail 

buyers, surrogates of the fashion public, must select 

"known" success fashion products because their vocational 

fate is dependent upon their ability to sense direction of 

the public's fashion taste. In sensing fashion direction 

it is sure that a combination of internal and external 

factors is likely to be used by the buyer in evaluating 

alternative products. 

Review of Studies Conducted Concerning 
Product Purchasing and 

Buyer Peformance 

Kostishack (24, p. 50) noted that his review of the 

literature revealed no systematic empirical study of buyer 

performance, per se, although several studies dealing with 

criteria for evaluating buyer performance were found. 

It is the habit of every buyer to jealously guard his 
or her turf. No buyer willingly gives up volume, no 
buyer admits to doing a poor job in any area, and 
almost all buyers are indoctrinated into the 
"traditional" way of doing business. But one must 
ask: if the way is wrong, who cares whether it's 
tradition. When a poor job is being done, isn't it 
management's job to make sure methods are improved; 
and how important can lost volume be to a buyer if 
that volume amounts to so little? (41, p. 24). 

Several articles have been written attempting to 

measure buyer performance of purchasing effectiveness. 

Although criteria for evaluating buyer performance have not 
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been positively identified, certain personality and 

socioeconomic factors do seem to enhance effective 

purchasing. These factors are a positive self-image/ 

superior ability to communicate with others, more intense 

desire to develop professionally, and a stronger preference 

for jobs that provide opportunity for variety, challenge 

and personal growth (27). It is understood that purchasing 

effectiveness measured by product sales can at times be 

misleading. The volume-sales-oriented retailer is so 

rooted to the concept of fashion leadership and fashion 

merchandising that he sometimes forgets that his basic role 

is to simplify purchasing for the consumer and not 

complicate it (39, p. 48). 

Various studies have been designed attempting to set 

up a purchasing audit. To the present author's knowledge, 

the purchasing audits completed have dealt strictly with 

industrial goods. One study by Spekman (36) sets forth 

guidelines for a purchasing audit that would be common to 

all audits regardless of the field. Spekman felt that the 

purchasing audit (i.e., not intended as a defensive 

response) should be viewed as a proactive diagnostic tool 

to facilitate determination of problems and opportunities. 

From the findings of a purchasing audit, recommendations 

can be made to improve purchasing performance, and thus 

profitability. The performance audit should not be an 

evaluation of purchasing strategy per se rather the auditor 



37 

seeks to understand analytical tools and techniques used to 

make purchasing-related decisions. Spekman feels many 

purchasing managers rely on measurement tools such as 

dollars purchased, purchases as a percentage of sales, 

number of purchase orders, and dollars spent as a measure 

of purchasing effectiveness. These practices, Spekman 

states, are a measure that reflects purchasing efficiency 

not effectiveness. 

In the volatile world of fashion, where styles change 

rapidly, should buyer performance be measured according to 

effectiveness or efficiency? The author of this research 

study feels efficiency would measure contribution to profit 

margins only; effectiveness would measure contribution to 

profit margin as well as contribution to satisfaction of 

consumer wants and needs. Perhaps this consideration can 

only be resolved after knowing how intimately the retail 

organization has adopted the marketing concept which 

stresses consumer orientation versus profit orientation. 

Could a retail buyer, who practices market concept consumer 

orientation buying practices, be considered effective if he 

bypassed a manufacturer offering that would meet the needs 

and wants of consumers, but that seemingly would not 

produce the desired resell profit? 

This review of literature revealed only one study 

relating directly to fashion retail buyers and their 

purchasing effectiveness and efficiency. Purdy, Gates and 
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Stewart (30) gathered information about what the seller 

(mainly management) and buyers (consumer women) "know" 

about fashion. Utilizing the personal interview technique, 

the study determined that sellers (ten department stores 

and boutiques) generally gave the reply that they bought 

according to manufacturer recommendations and their own 

experience and tastes. The results showed that the 

retailer has little insights into what fashion is all about 

and is ignorant about considerations for comfort. 

Appeals for Empirical Retailing, Apparel 
and Apparel Distribution Research 

Retailing, the final organizational link between 

producer and consumer, has been studied traditionally along 

three different avenues of inquiry. These three areas are 

retail trade, store image, and distribution channel. 

Stampfl and Hirschman (18) challenge the usefulness of the 

direction retailing research historically has taken. The 

traditional avenues of inquiry are questioned with regard 

to the value offered in understanding the nature, 

structure, and functions of retailing. These same authors 

justify their beliefs by indicating that lack of focus and 

definition for retailing has hindered research development 

and plagued retailing research. This hinderance results, 

these authors feel, from a missing rigorous theoretical 

framework underlying the field of retailing. 

Retailing, a diversified, complex, and dynamic area of 

inquiry, would benefit from the aid of rigorous theoretical 
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framework, but Stampfl and Hirschman feel the development 

of theories may be most appropriate to various retailing 

phenomena, e.g., store patronage, customer satisfaction, 

promotional effectiveness, and so forth. Theories relevant 

to these phenomena may be more useful to the field of 

retailing and less complex to develop than a single unified 

theory capable of explaining all activities (18). These 

authors suggest that the development of rigorous theory may 

require "lengthening" of retailing. To lengthen retailing 

would require altering the scope of research to include 

greater proportions of the vertical marketing system of 

which retailing is the final link to the consumer. This 

implies that, if the full impact of retailing is to be 

accessed, a systems view of distribution is required. 

Historically, tradition and territoriality have limited 

researchers' views of retailing (18, p. 69). 

In researching buyer behavior, focus should be placed 

upon what the buyer actively chooses, actively rejects, and 

passively ignores when making product selections. This 

research should concern three specific issues: (a) a 

comparison of products selected by the buyer with those not 

selected, (b) the sources of information used by the retail 

buyer in making selection decisions, and (c) the criteria 

used by the buyer during the selection process. Research 

is encouraged to determine what attributes of the buyer, 

the product and the retail organization operate to cause 
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products to become chosen products (actively selected by 

buyer), rejected products (rejected or actively not 

chosen), and passively unchosen products (never placed 

under active consideration by retail buyer but still 

unavailable for purchase by consumer) as described by 

Hirschman and Stampfl (19, p. 26). 

Kroeber (23) in 1919 remarked on the absence of an 

objective investigation of creative or important 

individual's influences on fashion changes. At the same 

time, however, Kroeber recognized the difficulty of this 

type investigation. A chronological review of literature 

reveals only the Purdy, Gates and Stewart (30) study that 

relates to the retail buyer of fashion. Note that the 

appeal for research of the fashion retail buyer was made in 

1919, and yet sixty-one years later the only relatively 

pertinent empirical study is published in Perceptual and 

Motor Skills and is only one page in length. Periodically, 

through the intervening years, authors have stressed the 

importance of fashion wearing apparel and have appealed for 

research concerning fashions, consumers needs and wants for 

fashion, and fashion's pervasive influence on cultural 

change. 

Fashion in the American society is becoming 
increasingly pervasive. The growing importance of the 
style element of merchandise has penetrated a host of 
product categories that formerly could have been 
posited more toward the staple than the fashion end of 
the style-importance continum; i.e., it appears that 
an increasing number of merchandise lines are moving 
from a staple to a fashion "category". 
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The import of this trend for retailers is somewhat 
omnibus; as a greater number of buying decisions 
become fashion decisions, the greater the transcience 
and risk of such decisions. A crucial question thus 
becomes "how can retailers best cope with buying 
decisions that are inherently more uncertain, or of 
less effect duration, and with greater attendant 
consequences for incorrect decisions? To answer that 
question one ultimately must come to grips with the 
anticipation of fashion change, for it is the correct 
anticipation of customer acceptance or rejection of 
styles that leads to successful operations (31, p. 51). 

Edward W. Carter of Broadway-Hale (8, p. 67) commented 

on the need for statistical and analytical competence in 

addition to an "intuitive sense of what the customer 

wants". Reynolds and Darden (31) question the possibility 

of obtaining measures of customer innovativeness and 

acceptance of a product prior to its introduction to the 

consumer market. Improved forecasting of consumer 

acceptance or rejection of a fashion innovation would 

result in considerable contributions to profit margins. 

Historically the fashion apparel industry made no 

attempt to advertize directly to the ultimate consumer, 

utilizing instead retailer support (40, p. 34). Current 

trends toward direct manufacturer/consumer contact can be 

noted in manufacturer to consumer advertising of denim 

jeans. This direct contact increases the consumer's demand 

for jeans, causing the jeans to be "pulled" through the 

channel of distribution versus the traditional "push" 

strategy (38). The question currently being asked is "Has 

the apparel industry decided to do an about-face and 

attempt to control its own destiny by marketing products 

directly to consumers instead of abdicating this role to 

the retailer?" (40, p. 35). 
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Sproles and King (37) in 1973 stated that the adoption 

and diffusion of new fashion apparel is complex and multi-

faceted. They feel a central influence in propagating this 

adoption process is the consumer fashion change agent. The 

consumer fashion change agent can only adopt what is made 

available by the professional change agent as referred to 

by Rogers and Shoemaker (33) in 1971. Brown (7, p. 193) 

stresses the importance of expected profitability as a 

decision factor for all self-interested propagators of an 

innovation. Brown encourages developers and planners of 

change to concentrate on manipulating the distribution 

policy of an innovation, since it exerts great control over 

the extent of diffusion and is of such nature that 

manipulation is possible. On the other hand, shopping-trip 

behavior and the interpersonal communication of consumer 

cannot be effectively manipulated in the short run. 

Other research appeals for the study of fashion and 

the fashion process are noted. In 1952, Barber and Lobel 

noted that "fashion" as it relates to American women's 

clothing is a largely unexplored field of rich accessible 

empirical materials (1). This field is still largely 

unexplored. Rudd (35) believes the fashion industry is at 

a major turning point in the merchandising of fashion 

wearing apparel. The customer is at the root of fashion 

merchandising, and it is these authors contention that the 

industry should begin to focus on the customer. Rudd 
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stresses the need for merchandisers to gain a clearer 

awareness of consumer needs (35, p. 68). 

Marketing literature contains many studies dealing 

with the consumer and how his or her choice is affected by 

risk perceptions. However, significant studies of risk 

perception have not been conducted dealing with the retail 

buyer of fashion wearing apparel in the clothing industry 

(9). Hirsch (17) purports that from an organizational 

perspective two questions need to be asked concerning a new 

product prior to its introduction to the consumer 

marketplace. First, by what criteria was the product 

selected over other available product alternatives, and 

second, how influential were characteristics of the 

sponsoring organization. The latter are viewed primarily 

as they related to the size of the sponsoring organization 

and its advertising budget. Research is needed to 

determine whether these characteristics substantially aid 

in the ultimate success or failure of the new product or 

idea. 

Stampfl and Hirschman feel that the priority for 

retailing research is greater cooperation between the 

retail practitioner and academicians (18, p. 76). To date 

the often encountered mistrust between practitioners and 

academicians has created a communication barrier. Few have 

been able to cross this barrier to conduct research in 

realistic settings which provide scientific and academically 
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sound research opportunities. These authors feel that both 

the academician and practitioner stand to gain from 

interactive retail research. Any step taken in this 

direction will be well worth the effort (18, p. 76). 

Summary of Existing Research 
Directly Related to the Retail 

Buyer of Fashion 
Wearing Apparel 

King, Ring and Tigert (22), through the Market 

Segmentation Fashion Research Program, have for fifteen 

years conducted ongoing fashion market segmentation 

research concerning fashion adoption and related areas. 

This program was broadened in 1974 to include retail 

imagery research and the dynamics of the retail store in 

the consumer fashion market structure. Yet to the present 

author's knowledge the "gatekeeper" to fashion adoption, 

the retail buyer of fashion wearing apparel, has not been 

singled out as a specific topic for a research study, 

empirical or otherwise. 

The above evaluation of existing literature 

illustrates the extremely sparse research concerning the 

retailer of consumer products and the virtually 

non-existent research concerning the retail buyer of 

fashion wearing apparel. Strengths and weaknesses of 

related sociological, cultural and behavioral studies have 

been pointed out. It can be concluded from this review of 

literature that research, explicitly empirical research, 
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should help to advance the state of the art concerning 

retailing, the retail buyer, and in particular the retail 

buyer of fashion wearing apparel related to the confines of 

this study. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

Statement of the Problem 

This study was concerned with department and specialty 

store retail buyers' purchases of apparel products at the 

"final checkpoint" wholesale level to be resold at the 

retail level in the apparel distribution system. The 

purpose of this study was three fold. The first purpose 

was to conduct empirical exploratory research to determine 

whether apparel selections made by the retail buyer would 

be the same selections made by consumers if given like 

alternatives. The second purpose was to determine whether 

specialty store buyers or department store buyers more 

accurately represent their constituent markets. The third 

purpose was to determine whether the retail sales 

performance was different for those retail selections on 

which buyers and consumers agree and those selections 

chosen by the retail buyer only. 

Hypotheses 

To carry out the purposes of the study the following 

hypotheses were tested. In order to provide exploratory 

tense the following hypotheses are postulated in null 

50 
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form. The hypotheses will or will not be rejected, and the 

alternative hypotheses accepted. 

Hypothesis One 

No significant difference exists between 
retail buyers' ratings of fabrication or styles 
of misses-moderate-to-better-sportswear as 
measured by a Retail Buyers Fabrication/Style 
Rating Scale and consumers' ratings of misses-
moderate-to-better-sportswear as measured by a 
Consumer Fabrication/ Style Rating Scale, given 
the same fabrication/style alternatives at the 
manufacturing level. 

Discussion 

Retail buyers attempt to select from a manufacturer's 

sample line those apparel products that meet the needs and 

wants of their target market customers. In meeting these 

needs and wants, the retail buyer selects garments that 

will also contribute to the store's profit margin. Retail 

buyers are presented with the manufacturer's sample line. 

This sample line includes various styles, colors, and 

fabrications. From the sample line, the retail buyer 

selects those apparel products which will meet consumer 

wants and needs, are considered "salable", or "profitable", 

and at the same time selects those products that will 

maintain the retail store's desired image. The retail 

buyer in essence, plays a "gatekeeper" role. Only those 

products which are considered "salable" and "profitable" by 

the retail buyer are selected to be passed on to the 

consumer level. Retail buyer selections can be classified 
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as "salable", "non-salable" or "less salable". Would these 

same selection classification ratings exist if the 

manufacturer's product line offerings were presented 

directly to the consumer target market? HO^ is 

formulated to test for any significant difference in the 

fabrication/style rating of the retail buyer and consumer 

when given like alternatives at the manufacturing level. 

Hypothesis Two 

No significant difference exists between how 
well the department store retail store buyers of 
misses-moderate-to-better-sportswear represent 
their constituent market and how well the 
specialty store retail buyers of misses-
moderate-to-better-sportswear represent their 
constituent market as measured by retail purchase 
records and a Consumer Fabrication/Style Rating 
Scale. 

Pi scussion 

Department stores carry a wide variety of products and 

attempt to serve the needs of diverse consumers. In many 

department stores the retail buyer does not play the 

selling agent role, i.e., interacting with the consumer 

target market. This non-selling agent role in effect 

lessens the intimacy of buyer/consumer relations. 

Specialty stores carrying a narrow assortment of goods, 

have the opportunity to develop retail buyer/customer 

relationships. In many specialty stores the retail buyer 

often plays the role of selling agent which in effect 

increases the intimacy of buyer/consumer relations. HC^ 

is formulated to test for any significant difference in how 
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well the specialty store retail buyers represent their 

constituent market and how well the department store retail 

buyer represent their constituent market. 

Hypothesis Three 

There is no significant difference between 
the sales performance of like retail buyer/ 
consumer selections and those apparel items 
selected only by the retail buyer. 

Discussion 

Retail buyers purchase those apparel items that are 

considered "salable" and that will complement or complete 

their merchandising mix. It is assumed that apparel 

products rated by consumers as "liked very much" on a 

Likert-type rating scale and purchased by the retail buyer 

should reach the marked-down racks of the retail store with 

less frequency than those apparel items purchased by the 

retail buyer, but not rated highly by the consumer. HO^ 

is formulated to test the sales responsiveness of the like 

retail buyer/ consumer apparel selections and the retail 

buyer only selections. Selections rated "liked very much" 

by the consumer, but not purchased by the retail buyer, can 

not be measured by retail sales. To measure sales 

performance for the consumer only selections, sales at the 

manufacturing level were tracked. 

The Population 

The population of this study included two groups to be 

measured against each other. The first group included 
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retail buyers who purchase ready-to-wear to be resold to 

the ultimate consumer at retail level. The second group 

was concerned with the ultimate consumer who is a user or 

potential user of ready-to-wear selected by the retail 

buyer of the first group. This research was concerned with 

retail buyers who are members of ready-to-wear retail 

organizations operating in the United States. 

Selection of the Sample 

Retail Buyers 

Because of the vast number of ready-to-wear retailers 

operating in the United States this study was limited to 

the department and specialty store forms of retailing. 

Department and specialty stores represent two different 

forms of ready-to-wear retailing and were chosen as a 

sample to represent all forms of ready-to-wear apparel 

stock and do not utilize buying committees, central buying 

offices, or regional buying offices as a method of 

purchasing ready-to-wear stock. Because the nature of this 

study necessitated a high level of cooperation from all 

participants, department and specialty ready-to-wear retail 

stores were chosen on their willingness to participate in 

the study and for their geographic accessibility for 

research purposes. 

Retail stores select different ready-to-wear items to 

perform different roles in their merchandising mix. Many 
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retail stores utilize one or more persons to purchase 

ready-to-wear stock. This study was limited to those 

persons who select the misses-moderate-to-better-

sportswear-type wearing apparel stocks. These misses-

moderate-to-better-sportswear buyers were chosen to 

represent all individual purchasing agents of ready-to-wear 

apparel sold at retail level to the ultimate consumer. 

Each participating retailer identified three apparel lines 

that they determined to be manufacturer lines of apparel 

that would be appropriate to this type of research study. 

The four manufacturer lines that were carried by most of 

the participating apparel retail stores were chosen as 

representative lines in this study. 

Three department stores and three specialty stores 

were determined to be sufficient representation in this 

exploratory study. All individual misses-moderate-to-

better-sportswear buyers of participating retailers 

responsible for shopping the Dallas Apparel Mart Women's 

and Children's Spring Apparel Market (October 24 through 

30, 1980) were selected to participate in the study. This 

researcher specified that each participating retail store 

utilized an inventory system which would provide ready 

availability of information concerning documented sales, 

markdowns, reorders and returns. These inventory printouts 

and records were necessary for comparative purposes as 

specified by the research design. 
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Consumers 

A sample of ready-to-wear consumers was chosen to 

represent the ultimate ready-to-wear consumer population. 

The sample was limited to those consumers who are users or 

potential users of moderate-to-better-sportswear wearing 

apparel carried by each participating retail store. A 

convenience sample of misses-better-sportswear apparel 

consumers was used in the study. This convenience sample 

was drawn from credit card lists, buyer recommendations, 

intercept interviews, and/or other sources. Potential 

consumer participants were screened with a profile 

questionnaire designed according to the target market 

characteristics specified by each participating retail 

store (See Appendix B) . Consumers completing the profile 

questionnaire were asked to participate in the research 

study if they matched the target market as specified by 

each retailer and were willing to participate according to 

the design of the study. For each participating retail 

store, ten consumers were selected to represent that 

particular target market. Participants were given access 

to the Dallas Apparel Mart which is usually accessible to 

the wholesale trade only. Access to the Mart served as an 

incentive for participation in the sample. 

Instruments 

The instruments used to collect data were designed 

specifically for this study following formats and/or 



57 

requirements of standardized instruments and data gathering 

procedures. Because of its exploratory nature, this study 

is intended to be problem-oriented versus technique-

oriented. Highly tested, validated, and reliable 

instruments were not available. Therefore, many of the 

criteria for highly predictive studies had to be relaxed. 

Instruments were designed using expert panels of both 

active retail buyers and retail and marketing university 

professors. 

The Retai1 Buyer Buying Strategies/Target Market 

Ident i f i cat ion (Appendix A) was designed to be used as a 

personal interview. The strategies section was designed 

using an open-ended ranked response technique (2, p. 200). 

The target market identification section was designed as a 

checklist that featured various consumer target market 

factors. 

The Consumer Dec i s ion-Ma k i ng Strategies and Profile 

Statement (Appendix B) was designed as a mailed 

instrument. The strategies section was designed utilizing 

the Q-sort matrix technique to lessen the number of items 

to be ranked at one time (2, p. 232). The consumer profile 

section was designed as a checklist with the same consumer 

target market factors used in the retail buyers target 

market identification section of the Retail Buying 

Strategies/ Target Market Identification Instrument. 
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The Consumer Fabrication and Style Rating Instrument 

(Appendix E) was designed utilizing the Likert-type scale 

employing verbal cues spaced between pairs of antonyms (2, 

p. 225). This bipolar nature of the scale conforms with 

the basic concept of attraction to or repulsion from an 

obj ect. 

To measure retail buyer selection of fabrication and 

style, the Retail Buyer Selection/Sales Performance Scale 

was designed and utilized to record both selections by the 

retail buyer, as well as to record sales performance of the 

particular garments selected for resale. This scale was 

merely a chart of labeled columns which were provided to 

record the purchase quantities and sales quantities of the 

various units. 

The above instruments were also used to collect data 

on retail buyers/consumers color choices to be used in 

later research studies. All instruments were pretested 

using a panel of retail buyers and consumers not utilized 

in the final experimental study. All instruments were 

adjusted to compensate for any vague, misunderstood, or 

unclear questions, response categories, or ratings. 

Data Collection Procedures 

In preparation for market weeks, apparel manufacturers 

prepare sample garments to be displayed for the retail 

buyers' review. As these samples are not usually "proven" 

salable garments, the manufacturer prepares samples of 
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several garment styles that he feels will be salable. 

These samples are displayed for the retail buyers during 

market week. 

During the market week the manufacturer, or more 

commonly the manufacturer's appointed representative, will 

constantly monitor retail buyers' reactions to each style, 

fabrication and color offered by the manufacturer. This 

monitoring is accomplished both objectively and 

subjectively. Objectively, the buyers reaction to each 

style, fabrication and color is measured by the "paper" 

left or, in other words, garment orders placed by the 

retail buyer with that manufacturer for later delivery to 

the retail store. Subjectively, the retail buyers' 

reaction is measured by the verbal and non-verbal reactions 

to the style, fabrication or color as the product is 

presented to them. During each market week, the 

manufacturer or appointed manufacturer's representative, as 

a result of objective and subjective monitoring, will 

"pull" or "weed-out" the styles, fabrications or colors 

that are receiving many adverse retail buyer reactions and 

these styles are eliminated from the manufacturer's line 

and are never presented to additional retail buyers. 

As this research study was dependent upon the 

participating consumers receiving the same alternative 

choices as the retail buyers, each participating 

manufacturer was asked to preserve or retain in the 
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presentation sample line the "adverse" styles, fabrications 

or colors until this study was completed. 

The retail order placement, sales figures and other 

manufacturing-retailing information is highly confidential 

in nature. To make this research study possible and to 

maintain this confidentiality, permission was sought from 

each participating member of this study, and each was 

assured that information released for research purposes 

would be held confidential. 

Procedures Used to Collect Decision-
Strategies Utilized by 

Retail Buyers of Apparel 

Data pertaining to retail buyers decision-making 

strategies were collected through the use of the open-ended 

strategies section of the Buyers Decision-Making Strategies 

and Target Market Profile questionnaire. This 

questionnaire also was used to list the manufacturers' 

lines which the retail buyer intended to review or from 

which to acquire merchandise during the October 1980 Dallas 

Apparel Mart Women's and Children's Spring Market Week. On 

this same questionnaire retail buyers were asked to supply 

a list of customers, identified through credit card lists, 

customer lists and so forth who were their customers and 

were representative of their target market. Personal 

profile information was gathered on each retail buyer 

participating in this study utilizing the Retail Buyer 

Personal Profile form. 
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Procedures Used to Collect Decision-
Making Strategies Utilized by 

Consumers 

Data pertaining to consumer decision-making strategies 

were collected through the use of an open-ended strategies 

section of the Consumers Decision-Making Strategies and 

Profile Statement• The consumers responded on the Q-sort 

type scale the most important decision-making strategies to 

the least important decision-making strategies they 

utilized in making apparel decisions. This statement was 

administered utilizing an instrument mailed to each 

consumer. 

Style, color and classification ratings were given by 

each participating consumer as they observed the apparel 

item presented to them by a manufacturer's representative. 

Procedures Used to Collect the Retail 
Buyers/Consumers Selection of Misses 

Moderate to Better Sportswear 

Retail buyers selected styles of misses-moderate-to-

better-sportswear during the October Dallas Apparel Mart 

Women's and Children's Spring Market Week according to 

their usual and standard procedures. Retail buyer 

selections were measured by the original style/fabrication 

and size of order placed with the manufacturer. Orders 

placed for apparel products not offered to the retail buyer 

at previous markets were counted as original orders. 

Original orders placed prior to the market week during the 
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October market week, and those orders placed or cancelled 

following the market week until the manufacturers' date of 

first shipment to the retail stores were counted as 

original orders. Selections were classified by 

fabrication, style and color. A four-way rating scale 

(explained later in this chapter) was developed to 

translate size of order placement to light, average, or 

heavy purchasing of that particular garment. 

Consumer panelists reviewed the same manufacturer 

lines as did the retail buyer while shopping for the 

store's stocks. Consumer panel members rated styles and 

fabrications of misses-moderate-to-better-sportswear during 

the October Dallas Apparel Mart Women's and Children's 

market week. The consumer panel members were shown the 

manufacturers' offerings, and the consumers rated their 

style selections on the style rating section of the 

Consumer Fabrication and Style Rating Instrument. 

Consumers rated first fabrication; then choosing 

fabrications rated neutral or positive, consumers rated 

those fabrications for style and color. The retail buyers' 

selections and the consumers' selections were rated on a 

four-point scale ranging from "did not purchase" or "like" 

to "like very much" or "purchased". 

Procedures for Collecting Sales 
Performance Information 

Sales performance was measured from a mass consumption 

purchasing standpoint, documented by participating retail 
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stores sales records. The mass consumption purchasing 

measure was provided to determine the target market 

consumption of each retail buyer's apparel selections. The 

retail selling period specified in this study commenced 

with the first date the selected merchandise was offered 

for sale by each participating retailer and terminated with 

the date the garment was first marked down or three months 

later whichever came first. Sales performance data were 

collected post hoc following the first date of the 

merchandise being displayed for retail sales in each 

participating retail store. Sales performance data were 

collected via inventory computer printouts or manually 

posted records obtained from participating retail stores at 

the end of the selling period as specified by this study. 

Sales, returns, markdowns, and reorders were of interest to 

and accounted for in this study. As no suitable procedure 

has been devised to provide a complete recording of 

stockouts at the retail level, no attempt was made to count 

stockouts. The selling period specified by this study was 

chosen in an attempt to compensate for fluctuations in 

consumer demand and to equalize economic and environmental 

factors that influence retail sales. Retail sales are 

often increased as a result of manufacturer and/or retailer 

to consumer promotion. Manufacturer to retailer/consumer 

or retailer to consumer promotional efforts were not 

accounted for in this study which limits inference quality. 



64 

Training of Consumer Panelists 

Each participating consumer was asked to attend a 

training session prior to the 1980 October Dallas Apparel 

Mart Women's and Children's Spring Market Week. Each 

participating consumer was trained to become familiar with 

the physical layout of the Dallas Apparel Mart, the process 

of reviewing manufacturers' lines, and the Likert-type 

scaling technique used to rate each manufacturer's 

offerings of style, color and fabrication. 

In the training of the consumer participants, an 

effort was made to conserve the "consumer" orientation of 

these participants. The purpose of this training session 

was not to train the participants as "pseudo-buyers", but 

to orient them to the task of making selections and 

recording their responses. Four people chosen from a 

university marketing class were trained as supervisory 

personnel to assist in coordinating this project and to 

assist with the consumer panel evaluations. 

Consumer Panelist Apparel 
Rating Sessions 

Four different sets of consumer panel rating sessions 

were utilized to ensure that all consumers were exposed to 

all participating manufacturers. The first two rating 

sessions were held on Friday evening and Saturday morning 

of the Market. The second two sessions were held Wednesday 

morning and Wednesday evening of this same market week. 
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These sessions were designed to allow consumers to 

participate in a session which was convenient with their 

personal schedules. 

Procedure of Analysis of Data 

Preparation of Variables for Analysis 

At the conclusion of each phase of the study, data 

collected utilizing the Consumer Profile, Consumer 

Fab r i c a t i on/ Style Ra t i ng Sc ale, and the Retail Buyer s 

Selection/Sales Performance Scale (Appendices B, E, and C, 

respectively), were edited and coded for punched cards to 

toe used in computer compilation and analysis# Xn preparing 

variables for analysis, consumer and retail buyer style, 

fabrication, and color ratings were coded utilizing 

standard eighty-column computer card format as illustrated 

in Appendix I. The following is an explanation of the 

process used in modifying the consumer and retail buyer 

rating data. 

The usable recruited consumers were identified with 

codes ranging from 01 to 50 and the retail buyers, from 51 

to 99. This separation of codes allowed easy identification 

for later groupings. The four manufacturers participating 

in this study were assigned a code of 01 to 04. 

Manufacturers offerings were identified by fabrication, 

style, and color. The fabrication numbers, the style 

numbers and color numbers were assigned on sequential basis 
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from 01 and continued until all the manufacturer's offerings 

had been coded according to the offering list that each 

manufacturer furnished. 

The fabrication, style and color ratings were coded on 

a four-point scale by assigning zeroes to the negative 

ratings given in response on the Likert-type rating scale 

used to collect the data. That is, "Dislike Very Much" and 

"Dislike Somewhat" (the negative ratings) were treated as 

zeroes. The neutral point on the Likert-scale was assigned 

a value of one, whereas "Like Somewhat" and "Like Very 

Much" were assigned values of two and three rating, 

respectively. When a one or two rating was encountered on 

fabrication then the rest of the evaluation for style and 

color of that particular item was discontinued and treated 

as a zero. This procedure resulted in each clothing item 

having a rating based on a four—point scale which would be 

compatible with the four-point converted buyer scale as is 

illustrated below. 

The number of apparel items purchased by a retail 

buyer were gathered utilizing the Retail Buyer Selection/ 

Sales Performance Scale for each retailer on a fabrication, 

style and color basis. A decision was made during the 

coding process to drop color as a variable in this study. 

Color as a. factor in computerized analysis introduced 

additional variables, which created problems because of the 

constraints of the computer system and the variable limits 
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specified by the SPSS program (5). A personal interview 

with retail buyers of apparel revealed that many retail 

stores do not keep sales records by color of items. After 

analysis of these factors related to color, it was decided 

that the value of conducting color analysis would not 

exceed the cost of doing so. Therefore, color was 

eliminated as a variable from the study. To carry out the 

objectives of this study, buyer purchases needed to be 

converted to a four-point scale. 

A foui—point buyer scale was utilized to indicate 

whether the retail buyer's purchase was low, average, or 

high for a particular item in relation to the other items 

purchased. Those items purchased in larger numbers were 

judgmentally considered to be those items for which the 

retail buyer predicted better sales performance than those 

items purchased in smaller quantities from the same 

manufacturer. To assign a low (1), average (2), or high 

(3) rating to any particular item, the following procedure 

in Table I was used. 

All items purchased by each buyer from each 

manufacturer were totaled. A mean, mean deviation and mean 

deviation squared were determined for each fabrication/ 

style item. The mean deviation squared was then totaled 

for the group of items purchased to determine a standard 
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Number Mean Mean 
Name of Items of Items Mean Deviation 

of Item Purchased Purchased Deviation Squared 

Fabric/Style (X) (X) (X - X) (X - X)2 

1 1 68 61.5 + 6.5 42.45 
1 2 52 61.5 - 9.5 90.25 
1 6 66 61.5 + 4.5 20.25 
1 7 26 61.5 -35.5 1260.25 
1 8 156 61.5 +59.0 34.81 
1 10 54 61.5 - 7.5 56.25 
4 5 44 61.5 -17.5 306.25 
4 6 22 61.5 -39.5 1560.25 
4 13 28 61.5 -33.5 1122.25 
4 15 66 61.5 -29.0 841.00 
7 1 44 61.5 -17.5 306.25 
8 1 112 61.5 +50.5 2250.25 

N=12 E=7 38 2=11336.50 

deviation of ratings for each item by applying the 

following formula: 
a = (x-x)2 (4.1). 

N 

This method provided three points of the fabrication/style 

rating scale, i.e., low (1), average (2), and high (3). 

The low, average, or high classifications were determined 

as follows. First, the items were ranked using one 

standard deviation from the mean method. Those items 

falling more that one standard deviation below the mean 

were assigned a low purchase rating (1); those items 

between one; standard deviation below the mean and one 
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standard deviation above the mean were assigned an average 

purchase rating (2); and those items falling more than one 

standard deviation above the mean were considered to have a 

high purchase rating (3) as illustrated in Figure 1. Each 

High 
3 

Fig. 1—Retail buyer purchase rating method 

set of ratings was analyzed to insure that not more than 

seventy-five percent of the purchased items fell within the 

average (2) category. If this situation occurred, a 

two-thirds standard deviation would have been utilized. In 

other words, an arbitrary system was devised to provide 

approximate quartile splits. These low (1), average (2), 

and high (3) ratings were coded in each of the retail buyer 

fabrication and style rating columns that corresponded with 

the consumer fabrication and style rating columns. The 

above procedure was used for each combination of 

manufacturer and retailers in this study. Missing values 

in partially completed consumer ratings were coded with 

nines, and missing retail buyer or consumer ratings were 

coded with eights. 
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Preparation of Demographic Variables for Analysis 

The consumer demographic data were coded utilizing the 

format as shown in Appendix I. Demographic data was 

collected from each retail buyer for use on a subjective 

basis, in the analysis stage. The various columns, as 

indicated in Appendix G, relate to the consumer demographic 

data gathered on the Consumer Profile form as shown in 

Appendix B. Five retail stores were included as distractor 

stores in this study in an attempt to alleviate biased 

response (2, pp. 366-376). The store patronage and store 

patronage frequency responses for these distractor stores 

were recorded. The rest of the data gathered through the 

Consumer Profile were used as variables in the analysis of 

significant differences between specified groups or ratings. 

When all coding was completed, a raw-data computer 

disk file was created to allow ease of manipulation of data 

for analysis purposes. All statistical tests were 

conducted on an AS5000 computer {IBM 370 operating system) 

utilizing the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 

(SPSS) (5). 

Testing of Hypothesis 

In selecting appropriate statistical tests for this 

study, the researcher will discuss the data and subsequent 

information from the viewpoint that the Likert-type rating 

scale used in collecting the raw data is a hypothetical 
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construct. This viewpoint is taken because many market 

researchers use Likert-type rating scales, and assume that 

underlying this type rating scale is a hypothetical 

measuring scale represented by the five bi-polar 

statements, Dislike Very Much to Like Very Much (7, 

p. 288). The decision to treat Likert-type rating scales 

as interval data is a philosophical question. This 

treatment may in fact be in violation of inferential 

statistics, but many authors feel that this statistical 

inference assumption may be violated without unduly 

altering the conclusions (4, p. 151). This relaxation of 

assumptions and measurement was considered appropriate 

because of the exploratory nature of this study. Strict 

adherence to measurement scales would have rendered the 

study infeasible. 

For testing of hypothesis (1) all retail buyers were 

grouped as one group, and all consumers were grouped as a 

second group. In this case the data were treated as 

ordinal. To test hypothesis (2), the consumers were 

grouped individually with their respective buyers and the 

data were treated as interval. Each hypothesis was stated 

in the null for testing. H n represents the null 

hypothesis and H represents the alternative hypothesis. 
cl 

Hypothesis one: 

(1) Hn : Rb = Rc, 

Alternative Hypothesis: 

Ha : Rb ^ Rc' 
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where: 

R = mean rating percentage, 
b = retail buyers, and 
c = consumers, 

which is expressed as, "No significant difference exists 
between retail buyer's ratings given for misses moderate to 
better sportswear and those ratings for misses moderate to 
better sportswear given by consumers." 

Hypothesis (1) was formulated to determine if a significant 

difference exists between retail buyers' ratings of 

moderate to better sportswear and consumers' ratings of 

misses moderate to better sportswear when given like 

alternatives at the manufacturing level. To test the above 

hypothesis the Kolntogorov-Smirnov Two-Sample (K-S 2) test 

(3, pp. 58-59; 6, p. 130) was conducted to determine 

goodness of fit, that is, the agreement between two 

cumulative distributions, between samples of buyers and 

consumers used in this study. If the two samples are in 

agreement, the cumulative distributions had a large enough 

deviation to indicate that the samples came from different 

populations, which was considered sufficient evidence for 

rejecting hypothesis (1). The confidence level used in 

this research was equivalent to a ninety-five percent 

confidence or a .05 Alpha level for a two-tailed test. 

The Kolmogorov-Smirnov Two-Sample test was considered 

appropriate because the data generated from the buyer 

sample were ordinal and the consumer ratings could be 

expressed on the same ordinal scale (6). The Kolmogorov-

Smirnov Two-Sample test has high efficiency (approximately 



73 

ninety-six percent) for small samples (6, p. 137). Any 

significant differences found in agreement between the two 

independent samples at .05 Alpha level (two-tailed test) 

were indicated on the computer printout produced with the 

SPSS Kolmogorov-Smirnov Two-Sample (K-S 2) program (3, p. 

58; 6, p. 130) and were compared against a table of 

critical values of K because of the small sample involved. 

Hypothesis (1) was planned to be rejected and the 

alternative hypothesis was accepted for any significant 

differences found. Significant differences were identified 

and singled out for further analysis to interpret their 

sales relationship to the hypothesis, if rejected. 

Hypothesis two: 

(2) H n : D(j g = 0 o r Hn : = IDg 

Alternative Hypothesis 

Ha : D d s * 0 

where: 

D = mean differences between buyers ratings and 
their respective consumer ratings 

d = department store buyers 
s = specialty store buyers 

which is used to express,"No significant difference exists 
between how well the department store retail buyer of 
misses moderate to better sportswear represents their 
constituent market and how well the specialty store retail 
buyer of misses moderate to better sportswear represents 
their respective market. 

Hypothesis (2) was formulated to determine if 

significant differences exist between the department store 

retail buyers' ability to accurately represent their 
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constituent market and the specialty store retail buyers' 

ability to accurately represent their constituent market. 

Data were collected on the Consumer E'abr i ca t i on/ Style 

Rating Scale and the Retail Buyers E'abricat ion/ Style 

Purchase and Sales Scale. Recognizing that many authors 

claim Likert-type responses to be ordinal measurement, 

values were assigned to the ordinally scaled data which 

allow the data to be treated as intervally scaled data. To 

test hypothesis (2), the t-test (5, p. 270; 6, p. 62) for 

small related samples was chosen as an appropriate 

statistical measure based on data from small samples with 

unknown population variances {1, p. 389). The hypothesis 

that the difference in the two population means 

were zero with a standard error as shown in formula 4.2: 

D = SD. (4.2). 

Y T 

The procedure used in testing was first to determine if a 

difference existed between the two matched samples, 

specialty retail buyer/consumer ratings and department 

store retail buyer/consumer ratings. If the two samples 

are not different then the average difference must be zero 

as given by the expression: 

D = ZD/n = 0 (4.3). 

A two-tailed test at the .05 Alpha level was employed to 

reject the null or to accept the alternative hypothesis 

according to a t-distribution table (1, p. 779). 
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Because the scale may not be interval, an ordinal test 

of hypothesis (2) was also used to see whether different 

significant difference patterns appear. If not, an 

interval scale will be used for interpretation. The 

ordinal test used was the Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Sign-Ranks 

test (3, pp. 53-54? 6, pp. 75-78). This test was 

considered appropriate because this portion of the study 

employed two related samples. The Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs 

Sign-Ranks test yields difference scores which can be 

ranked in order of absolute magnitude (6, p. 78). This 

non-parametric test was utilized to determine the relative 

magnitude and direction of differences within pairs. The 

testing statistic, T (the sum of the ranks with the less 

frequent sign), was utilized at the 0.5 Alpha level (two 

tailed region of rejection) to reject the null hypothesis 

or accept the alternative hypothesis. The significant 

differences were illustrated on the computer printout 

produced with the SPSS Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Sign-Ranks 

test package (3, p. 53; 6, p. 79) and compared to a table 

of critical values of T because of the small sample used in 

this study. The Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Sign-Ranks test is 

considered to be a useful test by behavioral scientists 

where a "greater than" judgment needs to be made between 

two matched pairs (6, p. 75). The results of the Wi lcoxon 

Matched-Pairs Sign-Ranks test were compared to the t-test 
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results to determine if any significant difference exists 

in the above tests. 

Hypothesis three: 

(3) Hn : SPbc = SPb 

Alternative Hypothesis: 

Ha : SPbc * SPb 

where: 

SP = sales performance 
be = like buyer/consumer selections 
b = buyer only selections, 

which is expressed as, "There is no significant difference 
between the sales performance of like retail buyer/consumer 
selections and those apparel items selected by a retail 
buyer only." 

Hypothesis (3) was formulated to determine if any 

significant difference existed between the sales 

performance of like retail buyer/consumer selections of 

apparel and those selected by the retail buyer only. 

Hypothesis (3) was tested on a judgmental proportional 

basis, as an appropriate statistical measure could not be 

located. Sales performance for the like retail 

buyer/consumer selections was tracked, tabulated and 

analyzed. A like procedure was used for those retail-

buyer-only selections. Sales data for both types were 

analyzed on the proportion of items bought which were sold 

at regular price to those same items sold at a marked down 

price. Items which sold at regular price were considered 

to have better sales performance than those items that were 

sold at a marked-down retail sales price. 
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Any differences found in analysis which were judged 

significant were identified and analyzed in terms of the 

other objective and subjective data collected in this 

study. Data generated in this study are summarized in 

Chapter V. The findings and analysis of each hypothesis 

are reported in Chapter VI. 
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CHAPTER V 

FINDINGS 

The purpose of this chapter is to present data 

collected for this exploratory study, to explain analysis 

of data, and to interpret findings in relationship to 

proposed hypotheses and objectives. The data were analyzed 

and interpreted with the underlying understanding that 

researchers who do investigations of retailing phenomena or 

other behavioral disciplines face a multitude of variables, 

interactions, and dynamic processes. Due to these 

variables, interactions and processes, many assumptions 

underlying traditional statistical inferential approaches 

were relaxed. This relaxation was deemed acceptable for a 

study of this nature. Though this study has several 

limitations and is exploratory in nature, the knowledge 

obtained should add to the very limited quantity of 

information now available on retail buyers of fashion 

wearing apparel. 

The purposes of this study were to (1) determine what 

differences existed, if any, between retail buyers' 

selection of wearing apparel and consumer selection of 

wearing apparel, when presented with like alternatives at 

the manufacturing level; (2) determine the extent to which 

department store retail buyers of fashion wearing apparel 

differ from specialty store retail buyers of fashion 

79 
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wearing apparel in representing their constituent markets 

and: (3) to examine differences in sales performance, if 

any, between garments rated high by retail buyers only, and 

garments with similar ratings for both retail buyers and 

consumers. Data are presented and analyzed in terms of 

stated objectives which are expressed as hypotheses. Data 

were collected utilizing aforementioned techniques 

explained in the methodology chapter of this dissertation 

and tabulated utilizing an AS5000 computer and the 

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) (2). 

Findings Consistent with First Major Purpose 

The first major purpose addressed was to determine 

what are the differences, if any, between retail buyers' 

selection of wearing apparel and consumers' selection of 

wearing apparel when presented with like alternatives at 

the manufacturing level. Data were tabulated to test for 

differences between the retail buyers' selection (rating) 

of wearing apparel and consumers' selection (rating) of 

wearing apparel. Differences were tested by determining 

group means, then comparing the mean of retail buyers' 

choice (ratings) and consumers' choice (ratings). Appendix 

G is provided to show the resulting retail buyer/consumer 

means, when tabulated utilizing the three-point scale. The 

reader is reminded that the retail buyer ratings were 

derived utilizing a different approach than the approach 
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used to derive the consumer rating. (See page 69 of 

Chapter IV for an explanation of this method). 

The data analysis plan for the testing of hypothesis 

(1) included the utilization of the Kolmogorov-Smirnoff 

Two-Sample test to determine if any significant difference 

exists between retail buyers' selections (ratings) and 

consumer selections (ratings). In the analysis stage, 

problems were encountered in the interpretation of the 

Kolmogorov-Smirnoff Two-Sample test. Though the 

Kolmogorov-Smirnoff Two-Sample test is used by marketers 

working with semantic rating scales (4, p. 287) and two 

independent samples, this test did not produce meaningful 

results due to the small uneven samples yielded by this 

study. Because of these problems, a decision was made to 

utilize an alternative method of analysis. 

In developing an alternative analysis method, a 

comparison among group means was required. There was a 

need to determine if department store retail buyer/consumer 

ratings and specialty store retail buyer/consumer ratings 

have identical means. This preliminary procedure was 

chosen, as it is recommended that an overall test of the 

null hypothesis be conducted prior to carrying out a number 

of individual significance tests on pairs of sample means 

(4, p. 300). The appropriate statistical test to be used 

in testing difference between the means of three or more 

independent samples is the F test. The technique is known 
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as analysis of variance. An analysis hypothesis was 

formulated as: 

H 0 : Di = D2 = D3 H a : Di ^ D2 ^ D3 . 

This expression was used to test for the differences 

between means for each department store. A like procedure 

was utilized to test for differences between means for each 

specialty store. The expression utilized to test for 

differences in specialty stores was: 

H 0 : S1 = S2 = S3 H a : Si ^ S2 4 S3. 

Table II in Appendix F shows the results of department 

stores mean ratings used in conducting an analysis of 

variance as explained in Table III. The analysis of 

variance conducted utilizing this data demonstrates source 

of variance as well as the significance test F ratio. An 

analysis of variance helps to determine the source of 

variation as being within or between groups. 

TABLE III 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
(DEPARTMENT STORES) 

Sum of Degrees of Mean 
Source of Variation Squares Freedom Square F 

Between Samples .51 2 .255 .675 
(Department Stores) 

Within Samples 28.37 75 .378 

Totals 28.88 77 
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In testing the hypothesis, 

Hc : Dj. = D2 = D3, 

the F ratio was compared to a table of the F distribution 

(1, p. 777) at 5 percentage points of F, with degrees of 

freedom o= 2, cr = 7 5 . it was found that the significant 

ratio fell above 3.13. As F must exceed a significant 

ratio higher than 3.13, it can be tentatively concluded 

that the resulting F ratio of .675 is not significant and 

that no differences exist between department store groups. 

Table IV presents an analysis of variance for specialty 

stores. 

TABLE IV 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
(SPECIALTY STORES) 

Source of Variation 
Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Between Samples 
(Specialty Stores) 

12.36 2 6.18 29.15 

Within Samples 21.64 102 .212 

Totals 34.00 104 

The F ratio for specialty stores reflected in Table IV 

is 29.15. In testing the hypothesis, 

H, : Si = S2 = S3, 

a table of the F distribution at the 5 percentage points of 
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F at 0=2 and 0=102, was consulted. The tabled F ratio was 

3.09. As shown in Table III the F ratio determined for 

specialty stores was 29.15. Since the determined value 

exceeds the tabled value, it can be tentatively concluded 

that a significant difference between means exists in the 

specialty store groups. 

To further analyze samples for difference in means on 

an individual basis, specialty store and department store/ 

consumer means exhibited in Table V in Appendix G were 

graphed and analyzed on a manufacturer-by-manufacturer 

basis. Figure 2 shows this constructed correlation used to 

determine any arbitrary significant fabrication/style 

items. Line A represents a perfect correlation between 

retail buyer/consumer means. For example, garments rated 

high by the retail buyers would also be rated high by 

consumers. Likewise garments rated low by retail buyers 

would also be rated low by consumers. A judgmental 

one-point allowance for error was determined to be an 

appropriate level of acceptance. This resulted in a 

one-half-point allowance on either side of line A, the line 

that indicates perfect correlation between retail 

buyer/consumer ratings. Lines B and C indicate high and 

low acceptance levels, respectively. Retail buyer/consumer 

means falling outside the specified acceptance area were 

determined significantly different and were examined for 

further underlying relationships. This arbitrary 
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Fig. 2—Example of retail buyer/consumer rating 
correlation graph used to determine significant differences 
in terms of individual manufacturer. 
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significance criteria is not based on probability but 

rather is adapted from interpretive observations. 

As a criterion for the testing of hypothesis (1) or 

the alternative hypothesis, the following expression will 

be used: 

D > .20N (5.1) 

where: D = percentage of total items that were determined 
to be significantly different according to 
utilization and specifications of Figure 1. 

N = Total number of observations. 

Expression 5.1 is based upon results of a cursory 

survey of ten retail buyers that an 80 percent sales at 

regular retail price is a highly desirable return on 

investment with the remaining 20 percent acceptable 

mark-down sales. A one-point allowance for error was 

provided. Therefore, if D is greater than 20 percent of 

the total fabrication/styles purchased by the retail 

buyers, then hypothesis (1) will be rejected and the 

alternative hypothesis (1) will be accepted.. Thus the area 

between line B and line C equates the acceptance region and 

areas above line B and below line C indicates rejection 

regions. Any points falling in the rejection region, are 

by criteria set forth in this study, determined to be 

significant and warrant in-depth study. Points falling in 

the extreme rejection areas are considered to indicate 

potential opportunity losses for retailers of fashion 

wearing apparel. Points falling above line B are 

considered to indicate retail buyer's high quantity 
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purchase of certain fabrication/styles relative to total 

quantity of all fabrication/styles purchased from a certain 

manufacturer. This is to be compared with the consumers' 

low rating of these same items. Theoretically, these items 

should prove to have slow sales performance, with many of 

them being sold at a marked-down price to entice consumer 

purchase. 

Retail buyer/consumer mean data points falling below 

the B-C acceptance region also indicate potential 

opportunity loss for the retailers. Items referenced by 

mean data points falling below line C indicate low 

purchases by retail buyers yet high preference by 

consumers. These items theoretically should sell-out, or 

in other words become "stock-outs," and additional quantity 

of these items could be sold if the retail buyer had 

purchased a larger quantity. 

Figures 3, 4, 5, and 6 will illustrate retail 

buyer/consumer mean rating relationships for Manufacturer 

One, Manufacturer Two, Manufacturer Three and Manufacturer 

Four, respectively. The means are indicated by a 

fabrication/style number. For instance, 1:1 indicates 

fabrication one/style one of the manufacturer under study 

in that particular figure. Items determined to have 

significant differences between retail buyer mean and 

consumer mean are indicated by mean data points falling 

outside the B-C acceptance region. 
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Figure 3 gives retail buyer/consumer mean rating 

relationships for Manufacturer One. As indicated four 

buyer/consumer mean ratings for Manufacturer One fell 

outside the level of acceptance. 

Fabrication/styles, 1:6, 1:14, 2:3 and 5:14 fell below 

the acceptance region indicating potential "stock-outs." 

No items fell above the acceptance region; therefore, 

theoretically no item for Manufacturer One should have such 

slow sales performance as to require sales at marked-down 

prices. At the end of the sales tracking period, no 

Manufacturer One item had been marked down, but the reader 

is reminded that Manufacturer One items had a short 

tracking period due to a late shipping date. Sales 

performance for items 1:6, 1:14, 2:3 and 5:14 were tracked 

and are presented in Table VI. 

Table VI reflects the predicted no "marked-down" items 

nor "stock—out" items. Table VI reflects an approximate 

six-week selling period which is unique to this study. 

Forty-seven percent of item 1:6, 28 percent of item 

1:14^", and 63 percent of item 5:14 were sold at regular 

price during this six-week selling period. Forty-seven 

percent, 38 percent and 63 percent sales are judgmentally 

The sales performance of thirty-two items ordered 
and received by Retail Store 55 could not be located in 
computer print-out records. The retail buyer nor assistant 
could determine sales or location of these thirty-two 
items; therefore, these items were eliminated from this 
study. 
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for Manufacturer One. 



90 

TABLE VI 

SALES PERFORMANCE FOR MANUFACTURER ONE ITEMS 
FALLING BELOW ACCEPTANCE REGION INDICATING 

POTENTIAL LOSS OF PROFITS 

Item 
Selling 
Period 

Number 
Received 

Number 
Sold 
Regular 
Price 

Number 
Sold 

Marked 
Down 

Number 
Remaining* 

1:6 6 weeks** 93 44 -0- 49 

1:14 6 weeks** 140 
32*** 

59 -0- 75 

2:3 6 weeks** 126 30 -0- 96 

5:14 6 weeks** 78 49 -0- 29 

•Number remaining to be sold at the end of the sales 
tracking period as specified in the methodology of this 
study. 

**For Manufacturer One sales were tracked for six 
weeks only due to this manufacturer having a shipping 
completion date later than the other participating 
manufacturers. 

***Eliminated from this study due to merchandise 
location problems by the retailer. 

considered to be above average sales for the specified 

short selling period. Sales trends indicate potential 

fulfillment of the "stock-out" prediction for these items. 

Additional data points are required if an accurate 

predictive study of manufacturer one apparel items is to be 

accomplished. 

Figure 4 is given to show retail buyer/consumer mean 

relationships for Manufacturer Two. 
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Figure 4 indicates six retail buyer/consumer ratings 

for Manufacturer Two fell outside the acceptance region. 

Fabrication/styles 4:1, 11:4, 17:1, 17:5, 27:2, and 28:2 

falling outside the acceptance region were determined to be 

fabrication/styles for Manufacturer Two where significant 

differences existed between the means of retail buyers and 

consumers. Fabrication/styles 17:1, 4:1, and 17:5 falling 

above the acceptance region were determined to be rated 

high by retail buyers and low by consumers. These styles 

theoretically are predicted to have slow sales performance 

with large proportions at a marked-down price to increase 

sales performance or in other words consumer acceptance. 

Sales performance was tracked and the sales information is 

presented in Table VII. Table VII reflects sales 

performance of items 4:1, 17:1, and 17:15. 

TABLE VII 

SALES PERFORMANCE FOR MANUFACTURER TWO ITEMS 
FALLING ABOVE ACCEPTANCE REGION INDICATING 

POTENTIAL LOSS OF DESIRED MARK UP 

Number Number 
Sold Sold 

Selling Number Regular Marked _ Number* 
Item Period Received Price Down Remaining 

4:1 10 weeks 16 6 10 -0-

17:1 Retailer did not receive this item 

17:5 Retailer did not receive this item 

* Number remaining to be sold at the end of the sales 
study1^ p e r i° d a s sPecified in the methodology of this 
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Table VII shows that, of three different items that 

fell above the acceptance region for Manufacturer Two, only 

one was sent to the retailer from the manufacturer. 

Follow-up research with the manufacturer was needed to 

determine why the retailer did not receive this item. The 

retail buyer rated this garment high by ordering a large 

amount in proportion to the other fabrications ordered from 

this manufacturer. This high order placement indicated the 

retailers' confidence in this fabrication obtaining desired 

sales performance. A telephone conversation with the 

manufacturer revealed that the retailer did not receive 

this fabrication due to fabric production problems. The 

one item falling above the confidence level had 33.5% 

regular sales performance prior to any mark down. Ten of 

the original 16 units ordered were sold as marked—down 

items. More research with additional observations and 

sales performance records are needed before it can be 

suggested that items falling above the acceptance region as 

defined in this study tend to become marked-down retail 

items. 

Fabrication/styles 11:4, 27:2 and 28:2 as shown on 

Figure 4 fell below the B—C acceptance region which 

indicated low rating by retail buyers and high rating by 

consumers. Sales performance as shown in Table VIII 

reflects retail sales activity on these particular items. 

These particular items theoretically should classify as 
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Item 

TABLE VIII 

SALES PERFORMANCE FOR MANUFACTURER TWO ITEMS 
FALLING BELOW ACCEPTANCE REGION INDICATING 

POTENTIAL LOSS OF PROFITS 

Number Number 
Sold Sold 

Selling Number Regular Marked Number 
Period Received Price Down Remaining* 

11:4 

27:2 

28:2 

5 months 

5 months 

5 months 

45 

102 

103 

31 

10 

81 

2 12 

-0- 92 

5 17 

•Number remaining to be sold at the end of the sales 
tracking period as specified in the methodology of this 
study. 

stock—outs, " which indicates customer requests for certain 

items that a retailer has sold out units in inventory. 

Table VIII indicates sales performance activity for 

items 11:4, 27:2, and 28:2 of Manufacturer Two. Of 45 11:4 

items received by retailers, 80 percent sold at regular 

price during an approximate five-month selling period. 

Five items sold at regular price were returned to the store 

by customers for undetermined reasons, resulting in an 

actual 69 percent regular priced sales. Two additional 

items sold at a marked-down price, leaving a quantity of 

twelve, or approximately 26 percent, of this item in 

inventory at the end of the sales tracking period. 

It can be concluded that on a projective basis, 69 

percent of item 11:4 sold at regular price and 30 to 31 
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percent sold or will be sold at a marked-down price after 

an approximate five-month selling period. The 

determination of whether 69 percent sales at regular price 

is desirable sales performance is strictly left to the 

discretion of individual retailers and their sales planning 

objectives. Item 27:2 offers a different picture in sales 

performance. Of 102 items ordered and received by 

retailers, 10 had sold at regular price. This indicates an 

approximate 10 percent regular sales during the specified 

sales period. At the termination of sales tracking, this 

item had not been marked down to a lower retail price. 

Additional research is needed to determine if this item had 

been transferred between branches of retail stores or given 

any promotion to increase sales. Of 103 28:2 items 

received, 93 items sold at regular price with customer 

returns of 12 items. Considering quantity sold at regular 

price and quantity returned by customers, 81 or 79 percent 

sold at regular price during the above specified selling 

period. Five additional items sold at a marked-down price, 

leaving 17 or 16.5 percent remaining to be sold. 

Of three items below the acceptance region none 

"sold-out" as was hypotheticaly predicted by retail 

buyer/consumer ratings shown in Figure 4. Figure 4 

indicates item 27:2 and item 28:2 were borderline items 

between acceptance and rejection areas. Item 11:4 had 69 

percent sales performance, which includes items returned to 
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retail stores by customers. As item 11:4 fell the greatest 

distance into the rejection area it may be assumed that 

this item, predicted to be a "stock-out" item, was the one 

item tending toward fulfillment of this prediction. As 

with findings for Manufacturer One, additional Manufacturer 

Two retail buyer/consumer ratings are necessary for 

predictive inferences. 

Figure 5 illustrates resulting retail buyer/consumer 

mean rating relationships for Manufacturer Three. As 

illustrated, fabrication/style items fell both above and 

below the specified acceptance level. Following is an 

analysis of these extreme items and results of sales 

performance tracking. 

Items 1:2/ 1:15, 2:6, and 14:2 of Manufacturer Three 

fell above the region of acceptance indicating potential 

items requiring a markdown in sales price to stimulate 

consumer acceptance. Items 9:1, 9:4, 9:6, 10:6, 11:2, 

11:4, 11:6, 13:1 and 13.2 fell below the region of 

acceptance indicating potential "stock-outs". Table IX 

gives sales information of the items above acceptance 

region determined to have significant differences between 

retail buyers and consumers mean ratings. 

In the retailing of fashion apparel, potential "mark 

down items tend to have slow sales performance. As 

hypothesized by this study those items falling above the 

acceptance region are items which tend to have slow sales 
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TABLE IX 

SALES PERFORMANCE FOR MANUFACTURER THREE 
ITEMS FALLING ABOVE ACCEPTANCE REGION 

INDICATING POTENTIAL LOSS OF 
DESIRED MARK UP 

Item 
Selling 
Peri od 

Number 
Received 

Number 
Sold 
Regular 
Price 

Number 
Sold 

Marked 
Down 

Number 
Remaining* 

1:2 2 weeks 40 40 -0- -0-

1:15 10 weeks 91 80 11 

2:6 12 weeks 60 8 52 -0-

14:2 2 days 14 14 -0- -0-

_ - 3 ~ ~ ~ w ^ c u u KJ j l U i l t ? b d l C b 

tracking period as specified in the methodology of this 
study. 

performance with many becoming mark downs. This hypothesis 

is based on underlying gathered evidence that consumers on 

an average rated these garments low in comparison with 

other items. Of four items falling above the acceptance 

region for Manufacturer Three, two items became "stock-

outs within two weeks. Both items were carried in only 

one of the six retail stores. Additional research is 

needed to determine if special promotion was used in the 

merchandising of these particular items. The other two 

extreme items sold more slowly at retail level. Item 2:6 

fulfills the consumers low expectance of sales. Eighty-

seven percent of this particular item was sold at a marked-
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down price. Additional observations are needed to increase 

the validity of any suggested predictive nature of the 

items falling above the acceptance region of this study. 

Table X is given in analysis of items 9:1, 9:4, 9:6, 

10:6, 11:2, 11:4, 11:6, 13:1 and 13:2. These items falling 

below the acceptance area, indicated a significant 

difference in the means of retail buyers and consumer 

ratings. 

TABLE X 

SALES PERFORMANCE FOR MANUFACTURER THREE 
ITEMS FALLING BELOW ACCEPTANCE REGION 
INDICATING POTENTIAL LOSS OF PROFITS 

Item 
Selling 
Period 

Number 
Received 

Number 
Sold 

Regular 
Price 

Number 
Sold 

Marked 
Down 

Number* 
Remaining 

9:1 3 months 24 19 5 -0-

9:4 3 months 24 22 2 -0-

9:6 3 months 24 23 1 -0-

10:6 9 weeks 24 14 10 -0-

11:2 8 weeks 22 17 5 -0-

11:4 8 weeks 22 11 11 -0-

11:6 8 weeks 22 14 8 -0-

13:1 8 weeks 12 8 4 -0-

13:2 8 weeks 12 6 6 -0-

3 m e enu ui cne saxes 
tracking period as specified in the methodology of this 
study. 
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As can be determined from Table X, 52 or 28 percent of 

the 186 items ordered sold at marked-down retail prices. 

Sales performance percentages do not reflect predicted 

"stock-out" sales performance. The unusual feature here, 

unique to these items, is all nine items shown on Table X 

were purchased by one retail buyer to sell in one of the 

six retail stores under study. Further research is needed 

to determine whether merchandise display techniques, 

shipping delays, or merchandise being offered to consumers 

seasonally premature, had an undue affect on sales 

performance of these particular items. None of the nine 

items under concern in this portion of the study reflected 

expected stock-out" prediction. The above named or other 

unmeasured factors may have caused these items to differ 

from expected performance. 

The correlation of retail buyer/consumer—fabrication/ 

style mean ratings for Manufacturer Four are represented in 

Figure 6. Mean ratings that appear to be significantly 

different are displayed outside the B-C acceptance region. 

An observation of Figure 6 reveals item 1:8 falling 

above the acceptance region and items 4:1, 4:3, 4:4 and 

4:14 falling below the acceptance region with item 1:7 

being a borderline item. Sales tracking of item 1:8 

revealed 651 of the 999 units ordered sold at regular price 

during an approximate four-month selling period with 

fifteen additional units sold at a marked down sales price 
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leaving 333 or .33 percent to be sold after the sales 

tracking period. This represents a combined consumer 

demand of 65 percent at a regular sales price. The 

individual retailers are faced with determining if 65 

percent sales at regular price is an acceptable sales 

percentage for their individual stores based on volume 

turnover for their entire merchandise mix. Figure 5 also 

shows those fabrication/style items falling below the level 

of acceptance indicating potential "stock-out" items for 

retailers. These Manufacturer Four items were 4:1, 4:3, 

4:4, and 4:14. Table XI shows sales performance for these 

particular units. It can be ascertained from Table X that 

none of the three viable fabrication/style items falling 

below the B-C acceptance area had been marked down at the 

end of the eight— to twelve—week selling period. The date 

a first mark down is taken on unsold merchandise is unique 

to each merchandiser's retailing procedures, environmental, 

and other factors. 

Item 4:1 of Manufacturer Four was ordered by the 

retail buyer but sales activity could not be documented 

because of missing paperwork. This item was ordered by two 

retailers, yet neither retailer could locate receiving or 

sales records. Therefore, this item was dropped from this 

particular analysis. Item 4:3 reflected 12.5 percent sales 

activity at regular price for the eight weeks under 

concern. Item 4:4 reflected 23 percent regular sales 
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SALES PERFORMANCE FOR MANUFACTURER FOUR 
ITEMS FALLING BELOW ACCEPTANCE REGION 
INDICATING POTENTIAL LOSS OF PROFITS 
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Item 
Selling 
Period 

Number 
Received 

Number 
Sold 

Regular 
Price 

Number 
Sold 

Marked 
Down 

Number 
Remaining* 

4:1** 

4:3 8 weeks 48 6 42 

4:4 8 weeks 44 10 34 

4:14 12 weeks 

<*> Tft.'T 1 - _ _ 

34 15 19 

_ j — v*.- i-iic cnu UL nie wcixess 
tracking period. 

**Reta.Llers could not locate receiving order or sales 
performance, therefore, this item was eliminated from this 
study. 

activity during this same period. Item 4:14 reflected 44 

percent regular sales performance during a twelve- week 

selling period. At the termination of sales tracking, none 

of the above items had been marked down by retailers. As 

is consistent with the retailing phenomenon, many variables 

influence when and why an item may be marked down or 

carried for an extended selling period at a regular selling 

price. Research needs to be conducted in the retailer 

markdown policy area, which was not an immediate concern of 

this study. The sales activity of 12.5 percent, 23 

percent, and 44 percent during the specified selling period 



104 

does not reflect "stock-out" activity, but environmental, 

economic, and other factors influence consumer purchase 

habits. Further research is needed to determine what 

factors may have influenced this potential "stock-out" item 

to have slow sales activity. 

Figure 7 and Figure 8 are given to show an analysis of 

individual regular sales mark—down ratio in comparison to 

their like retail stores for all fabrication items falling 

outside the area of acceptance as specified in the 

methodology of this analysis. Figure 7 offers the regular 

sales to markdown sales for fabrication/style item falling 

above the specified acceptance area, and Figure 8 offers 

the regular sales to markdown sales for fabrication/style 

items falling below the specified acceptance area. In 

analyzing the data given in Figure 7, it was observed that 

five different retail stores offered for retail sale the 

fabrication/style combinations that fell above the 

acceptance area. Item 1:15 offered by Manufacturer Three 

was carried for retail sale by Specialty Stores 52 and 53. 

As seen, Store 53 sold 78.4 percent of item 1:15 while 

Store 52 sold 100 percent of this same item that 

hypothetically was predicted to be marked down 

merchandise. Store 52 obtained "stock-out" merchandise 

condition during a selling period of 2 weeks whereas Store 

53 utilized a selling period of 12 weeks obtaining 78.4 

percent regular sales activity. Additional research is 
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needed to determine if Store 52 utilized special 

advertising, sales promotion or display techniques that 

helped to create 100 percent desired mark up for this item. 

Retail Stores 54, 55, and 56 all offered item 1:8 of 

Manufacturer Four for retail sale. Retail Stores 54 and 56 

had approximately the same regular sales ratio, with Store 

54 leading by 11.4 percent. Retail Store 55 had 

approximately an equal ratio between regular sales and 

markdown sales for this same 1:8 item. Item 1:8 was not 

offered for retail sales by the specialty store; therefore, 

a cross-store-type analysis could not be conducted. 

Interestingly, Specialty Store 52 sold 100 percent of three 

items predicted by this study to be potential marked^down 

items. This unusual aspect stimulated a closer look at 

total sales performance by stores utilizing all 

fabrication/styles purchased by the retail buyer. This 

additional analysis will be conducted comparing total 

regular priced sales to total marked-down priced sales for 

all items by individual store. This analysis will be 

presented in the last chapter of this dissertation. 

To further analyze by specific store type the 

previously determined significant fabrication/style items, 

an investigation was conducted to determine selling 

performance of all items falling below the specified 

acceptance area. Eighteen items were classified in this 

group. Figure 8 shows regular sales to marked-down sales 

ratio. 
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The items falling below this acceptance area are 

hypothetically predicted to be those items that will be 

classified as "stock-out" items. An analysis of Figure 8 

reveals item that 11:4 of Manufacturer Two was the only 

item that met this hypothetical prediction. Over 90 

percent of items 9:4 and 9:6 of Manufacturer Three and item 

27:2 of Manufacturer Two sold at regular price. Store 

Number 52 had no items classed as potential stock-outs. 

This is the same store number that sold 100 percent of the 

hypothetically predicted marked-down items. The last 

chapter of this dissertation looks at the relationship of 

regular sales to markdown sales on a comprehensive store-

by-store basis. Based on this comprehensive analysis, 

recommendations for future research are given. 

Items falling below the acceptance region totaled 

eighteen. Twenty-two percent, or four of the 18 items, 

came within 10 percent of reaching the predicted 

"stock-out" condition. Additional research with added 

observations is needed before it could be predicted that 

items rated high by the consumers and low by the retail 

buyers will eventually become "stock-out" items. 

Following is a summarization of data collected to 

determine if there is a difference between retail buyers 

selection of wearing apparel and their constituent markets' 

selection of wearing apparel when given like alternatives 

at the manufacturing level. Of the 110 fabrication/style 
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items rated by both retail buyers and consumers, 26 or 23.6 

percent of the items fell outside the acceptance region, 

indicating significant differences between the two 

population means which may be viewed as opportunity losses 

for the retail stores. Of the 26 significant differences, 

8 fabrication/style items fell above the acceptance region 

and 18 of these items fell below the acceptance region. Of 

the 8 difference items, accounting for 1,220 pieces of 

apparel, falling above the acceptance region indicating 

predictive markdowns, 421 or 34.5 percent of these items 

had sold as markdowns or remained to be sold at the end of 

the sales tracking period, which was 12 weeks for most 

items. Two of the items were not received by the retailer 

due to fabric production problems. This study was not 

intended to determine the causes for markdown or slow sales 

of apparel items, but rather this portion of the study was 

designed to determine if there is a difference in retail 

buyers' ratings given for misses moderate to better 

sportswear and those ratings for misses moderate to better 

sportswear given by consumers, and to track sales 

performance for items determined to differ significantly. 

In testing hypothesis one: 

(1) H N : % = R~, 

at a percentage difference greater than .20(N) level of 

rejection, the following determination was made. Of the 

110 fabrication/style observations, 23.6 percent of the 
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items fell beyond the one-point allowance for error 

acceptance region. Thus D (difference) = 23.6 percent N 

which is greater than the specified limit of 20 percent N. 

Therefore D suggests possible evidence for the rejection of 

hypothesis (1) and thus warrants the acceptance of the 

alternative hypothesis: 

Ha • Rb ^ Rc' 

which expresses that the mean rating given by retail buyers 

is not equal to the mean rating given by consumer panelists. 

Findings Consistent With Second Major Purpose 

The second major question addressed in this study 

was: Is there a difference between how well specialty 

store retail buyers and department store buyers represent 

their constituent markets? To carry out this purpose, data 

were collected on various instruments as specified in the 

methodology chapter of this study. Data were compiled and 

analyzed to determine if significant differences exist 

between specialty store buyers and department store buyers 

meeting their constituent market needs. The six retailers 

included in this study were divided into two exclusive 

groups. One group included specialty stores and the other 

group department stores. Consumer means and retail buyer 

means (buyer rating was treated as a hypothetical mean) 

were calculated and analyzed for differences between means 

of the two groups. These calculated differences are given 
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in Table XII in Appendix H. The mean differences were 

summed and classified as belonging to specialty store group 

or department store group. Table XIII shows the sum of 

mean differences for each retail store participating in 

this study, according to the group specifications. 

TABLE XIII 

SUM OF MEAN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN RETAIL BUYER 
AND CONSUMER RATINGS GIVEN BY DEPARTMENT 

VERSUS SPECIALTY STORE GROUPS 

Department Stores 

d* 

Store 54 -7.586 

Store 55 -3.187 

Store 56 -9.508 

Specialty Stores 

d* 

Store 51 -3.401 

Store 52 -2.301 

Store 53 -2.089 

*d-Mean differences between retail buyer and consumer 
panelist ratings. 

To determine significant differences between the 

department store and specialty stores meeting their 

constituent market needs, the t̂ -test as specified in the 

methodology of this study was conducted and is illustrated 

in the following paragraph. The t-test was conducted 

treating Likert-type data as if it were intervally scaled. 

Justification for this treatment was given earlier in the 

data analysis section of this study. Table XIV is given to 

summarize the development of the quantitative data needed 

for the t-test. 



TABLE XIV 

QUANTITATIVE DATA UTILIZED IN THE 
DETERMINATION OF A t SCORE FOR 
DEPARTMENT AND SPECIALTY STORES 
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Department Stores 

XD 

Store 54 

Store 55 

Store 56 

Total 

-7.586 

-3.187 

-9.508 

-20.281 

X D 

-6.760 

-6.760 

-6.760 

(XD - X D) (XD - X D)
2 

-0.826 

-3.573 

-2.748 

.682 

12.766 

7.552 

21.000 10.50 

Specialty Stores 

XD 

Store 51 

Store 52 

Store 53 

Total 

-3.401 

-2.301 

-2.089 

-7.791 

X D 

-2.597 

-2.597 

2.597 
• • • 

(XD - X D) (XD - XD)2 

-.804 

+ .296 

+ .508 

.6460 

,0876 

,2581 

,9917 .496 

a (Pooled Variance) = I ndSD 2 + NgSg2 = 9.134 
NS - 2 

a x (Error of Estimate) = cr I X D + 
N xDxs 

X S 7.4579 
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The t-test as follows was utilized to test hypothesis 

two: 

(2) HQ ; dj} = dg = 0. 

Hypothesis (2) was tested at .05 level of rejection, 

specifying that mean difference of retail/consumers rating 

for specialty stores was equal to mean difference of 

department store retail buyer/consumers with the mean 

difference in both cases equal to zero. Results of the 

t-test is given by: 

(2) t = X D - X S = -1.255. 

OA x 

As the t. score of -1.255 is less than the + 1.96 t 

score at .05 alpha level, there is some evidence that 

working hypothesis (2) is true and should be retained. 

This indicates there is no difference in the extent to 

which department store retail buyers and specialty store 

retail buyers meet the needs of their constituent markets. 

The large difference between specialty store and department 

store total of individual differences is merely a 

reflection of the differences in number of observations. 

As specified in this study, this same data was 

alternatively analyzed and tested assuming Likert-type 

measurement scales to be non-parametric. The selected 

statistical non—parametric test was the Wilcoxon 

Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks test. 
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In conducting the Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks 

test, data collected were grouped by individual retail 

buyer, thus retail store. Consumers, indicating store 

patronage, were selected and analyzed with the appropriate 

retail buyer. Pertinent fabrication/styles were selected, 

and consumer and buyer means for these fabrication/styles 

and the differences between these means were calculated. 

Table XII in Appendix H gives the mean and mean difference 

scores. The differences were ranked from low (highest 

negative) to high (highest positive). The ranks with the 

less frequent sign were singled out and summed according to 

the Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed Ranks test methodology. 

This summation provided a T score which was compared to a 

table of critical values of T in the Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs 

Signed Ranks test at the .05 alpha level of significance 

for a two-tailed test (3, p. 254). This critical value 

table was appropriate where N was less than 25. In the 

instances where N exceeded 25 the following formula applied: 

( 3) Z = T - ^ t 
0T' 

where: 

Mean =vuT = N(N+1) 
4 

Standard deviation crip = 

N 
N(N+l)(2N+1). 

24 

Table XV gives a summary of the T values and critical 

values determined for each of the six participating 

retailers. 
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TABLE XV 

WILCOXOM MATCHED-PAIRS SIGNED-RANKS TEST VALUES 
AND CRITICAL VALUES FOR DEPARTMENT STORES 

AND SPECIALTY STORES 

N 

-p -P 
G G 
fd rd m o r-i o o 

0 -H (d •H •H -p o w 
0) H o -H CD •H •H 

CD CD -P 3 C 
tT1 r-H > "H rH t7» +J tn 
"H rd CD <D u rd •H 0 -H 
cn > PS o > jz; cn 

Department Stores 

Store 54 34 Z=+.38 .05 P=+.704 X 

Store 55 10 T=24 .05 T=6* X 

Store 56 29 Z=-.85 .05 P=+.3954** X 

Specialty Stores 

Store 51 11 T=30 .05 T=ll* X 

Store 52 32 Z=+2.91 .05 P=.0036** X 

Store 53 55 Z=+1.65 .05 P=.99** X 

P < is determined to be significant 

T < tabled T is determined to be significant 

*Table of Critical Values of T in the Wilcoxon 
Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks Test (3, p. 254). 

**Table of Probabilities Associated with Values as 
Extreme as Observed Values of z in the Normal Distribution 
(3, p. 247). 

As shown in Table XV, when tested utilizing the 

Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks test, only one mean of 

the three retail stores was determined to be significantly 

different from respective constituent market's mean. It is 
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thus concluded, based on a proportional numerical count, 

specialty store and department store retail buyers do not 

differ significantly in meeting constituent market needs. 

However, the existence of one specialty store which was 

determined to have a significant difference between the 

retail buyer/consumer means, as illustrated by Table XV, 

provides validity for the differences between means 

conclusion drawn when the analysis of variance for 

specialty stores was conducted in the introductory part of 

Chapter 5. This one specialty store, which was Retail 

Store 52, is the store that continually had 100 percent 

regular priced sales of items purchased. Many of these 

items sold 100 percent with a 2-day to 2-week selling 

period. The recommendations section of this study will 

analyze regular sales to markdown sales relationships on a 

comprehensive store by store basis utilizing all purchases 

and sales. This analysis will be used to propose new 

research hypotheses for future studies. 

Findings Consistent With Third Major Purpose 

The third major purpose of this study was to determine 

if significant differences exist between sales performance 

of like retail buyer/consumer selections (ratings) and 

unlike retail buyer/consumer ratings^. 

2Unlike ratings are derived from those apparel items 
retail buyers and low key consumers rated highly. 
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The third major purpose expressed as hypothesis (3) 

was tested on a judgmental proportional basis as an 

appropriate statistical measure was not available utilizing 

samples and data measurement analyzed in this section of 

the study. As this study was exploratory in nature rather 

than technique-oriented, the data were not gathered to fit 

any certain statistical analysis technique. The procedure 

used was on analysis of items sold at regular price to 

those same items sold at a marked-down sales price. 

Items selected or rated high by the retail buyer but 

low by the consumers as displayed in Figures 3, 4, 5, and 6 

were singled out as one group. The items rated alike 

(those with perfect correlation) by both the retail buyers 

and consumers displayed also in Figures 3, 4, 5, and 6 were 

placed in a second group. As both of these groups 

contained exactly the same number of items, no additional 

items needed to be selected. Sales performance was tracked 

to determine percentage of items each group sold at regular 

price and percentage each group sold at marked—down price. 

Table XVI which follows is given as a record of the sales 

performance of these selected items. 

An analysis of the information given in Table XVI 

demonstrates that there were 1,275 individual garments 

offered for retail sale that were judged differently 

(unlike) by the retail buyer and the consumer panelists. 

Specifically, the retail buyer judged the garment types 
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SALES PERFORMANCE OF LIKE AND UNLIKE 
RETAIL BUYER/CONSUMER RATED ITEMS 

CLASSIFIED BY GROUPS 
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Group 1 (Unlike Retail Buyer /Consumer Ratings)* 

Number Number 
Number of Items of Items 

Number of Items Sold Rema i ni ng 
of Items Regular Marked to be 

Mfgr/Fab/Style Received Price Down Sold 

2: 4 : 1 16 6 10 -0-

2: 17 : 1 Did not receive from the manufacturer 

2: 17 : 5 Did not receive from the manufacturer 

3: 1 : 2 40 40 -0- -0-
3: 1 : 15 91 80 11 -0-

3: 2 : 6 60 8 52 -0-

3: 14 : 2 69 62 7 -0-
4: 1 : 8 999 651 15 333 

Totals 1275 847 95 333 

Group 2 (Like Retail Buyer/C onsumer Ratings)** 

2: 1 6 399 354 18 27 

2: 1 9 242 187 27 28 

2: 7 1 18 8 2 -0-

2: 18 1 8 3 5 -0-
3: 6 8 17 17 -0- -0-

3: 7 1 32 24 8 -0-
4: 1 6 66 66 -0- -0-
4: 4 13 136 67 7 62 

Totals 918 726 6 7 125 

•Retail buyer rated items high, customers rated low. 

**Retail buyer and customers rated items alike with 
perfect positive correlation. 
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high and the consumer judged the same garments low. In the 

other group, there were 918 individual items that were 

judged with like retail buyer/consumer ratings. Figure 9 

is given as a summarization of the information shown in 

Table XVI. 

An analysis of the information given in Table XVI 

demonstrates that there were 1,275 individual garments 

offered for retail sale that were judged differently 

(unlike) by the retail buyer and the consumer panelists. 

Specifically, the retail buyer judged the garment types 

high and the consumer judged the same garments low. In the 

other group, there were 918 individual items that were 

judged with like retail buyer/consumer ratings. Figure 9 

is given as a summarization of the information shown in 

Table XVI. 

Therefore utilizing the summary information given in 

Figure 9, a test of hypothesis (3) was conducted: 

(3) H : SP, = SPx.. 
n be b 

Hypothesis (3) was formulated to test for significant 

differences between the sales performance of like retail 

buyer/consumer selections and those apparel items selected 

{rated high) by a retail buyer only. An observation of 

Figure 9 shows 7.3 percent of the like retail 

buyer/consumer-rated garments and 7.5 percent of the unlike 

retail buyer/consumer-rated garments were sold at a marked-

down sales price. This information tends to lend evidence 
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Like Retail Buyer Consumer 
Ratings 

Unlike Retail Buyer Consumer 
Ratings 

*End of Sales Tracking Period 

Fig. 9—Summarization of Like and Unlike Retail Buyer/ 
Consumer Rated Garments and the Sales Performance Results 
of the Two Groups. 
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that working hypothesis (3) may be true, and thus should be 

retained. However, 26 percent of the unlike items remained 

to be sold at the end of the sales tracking period, whereas 

13.6 percent of the like retail buyer/consumer-rated items 

remained. It can be generalized that, in the merchandising 

of apparel, the longer specific items remain on the sales 

floor, there is an increased chance that these items will 

eventually become marked-down merchandise. Further 

research and sales tracking is needed to determine the 

ultimate sales performance of these remaining unsold 

items. Therefore hypothesis (3) is tentatively retained 

with some inconclusive evidence that there is no 

significant difference in the sales performance of like 

retail buyer/consumer-rated garments and unlike retail 

buyer/consumer-rated garments. In other words the sales 

performance of these two groups tends to be equal. 
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CHAPTER VI 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

The primary intent of this study was to conduct 

preliminary exploratory research to gain a more detailed 

understanding of retail buyers of wearing apparel and the 

extent to which these retail buyers meet wants and needs of 

their constituent target markets. This chapter presents a 

summary of this research question, its purpose and 

importance, and procedures employed and findings obtained. 

Research conclusions and recommendations for further study 

are also presented. 

Research Questions Addressed in Study 

Specific research questions addressed in this study 

were: (1) Is there a difference between retail buyers 

selection of wearing apparel and consumers selection of 

wearing apparel when presented with like alternatives at 

the manufacturing level? (2) Do department store retail 

buyers of fashion wearing apparel differ from specialty 

store retail buyers of fashion wearing apparel in 

representing their constituent markets? (3) What are the 

differences, if any, in sales performance between garments 

123 
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rated high by retail buyers only and garments with like 

ratings by both retail buyer and consumers. 

Nature and Scope of Study 

This research was an exploratory field study utilizing 

retail buyers and representatives of the buyers' constituent 

markets as a source of data collection. Six retail stores 

were studied. Of these six stores, three were specialty 

stores and three were department stores. One retail buyer 

from each of the six retail stores was included as a 

representative retailer buyer. Four major misses' 

sportswear apparel manufacturers were included. Sixty 

consumers were selected as representative of the retailers' 

constituent target markets. The study was conducted at the 

Dallas Apparel Mart during the Spring 1981 market week. 

Sales performance of the pertinent fabrication/style 

observations included in the study was tracked over a 

period of five months. 

Restatement of Hypotheses and 
Importance of Study 

Three conceptual hypotheses, selected to guide field 

research, were tested. The hypotheses were based on 

factors derived from the researcher's personal experience 

and observations in the retailing field as well as from 

relevant literature on the subjects of fashion, diffusion, 

innovation, and apparel distribution. 
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The importance of this research lies in that 

exploratory evidence found may be utilized by manufacturers 

and retailers in promoting efficiency and effectiveness in 

the distribution of wearing apparel which meets the needs 

and wants of consumers at large. Data supporting the 

resulting exploratory evidence were collected, analyzed and 

interpreted with the underlying understanding that when 

conducting research investigations of retailing phenomena 

numerous variables, interactions, and processes impede the 

efficiency of predictive conclusions. 

Summary of Findings as Related to 
Stated Purpose of Study 

The first purpose of analysis was to determine if 

differences exist in retail buyers' selections (ratings) of 

misses moderate to better sportswear wearing apparel and 

representatives of their constituent markets' selection 

(rating) of the same type wearing apparel if given like 

alternatives for selection on a manufacturing level. The 

next segment of analysis focused on an attempt to determine 

if there was a significant difference in the ability of 

department store retail buyers and specialty store retail 

buyers to select apparel products to meet the needs and 

wants of their constituent markets. The third and final 

analysis was an attempt to determine if there is any 

significant difference in the sales performance of like 

retail buyer/consumer-rated apparel products and the 
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apparel products given high ratings by the retail buyer 

only. The validity of results was dependent upon accurate 

purchasing and sales records by retail stores participating 

in this study, and consumer panelists' ability to express 

accurately on a Likert-type measurement scale the degree to 

which certain apparel items fill their apparel wants and 

needs. 

Evidence seems to support that there is no difference 

in the extent to which the two different types of retail 

buyers' selections accurately reflect the apparel needs and 

wants of their constituent markets. The evidence 

supporting this conclusion was accessed through the 

foregoing exploratory empirical study of the retail buyer 

of fashion wearing apparel. Three hundred and twenty nine 

preferences for fabrication/style combinations were 

measured. Of these total observations, 110 observations 

were selected for further analysis, as they were 

fabrication/style combinations that were rated three or 

above on a one-to- five Likert-type scale ranging from 

dislike very much to like very much in preference toward a 

given fabrication/ style. These 110 observations selected 

were likewise the fabrication/style combinations selected 

by retail buyers to be offered to consumers for retail sale. 

To complete the first purpose of this study, 

observation data were collected and analyzed on an 

aggregate retail buyer and aggregate consumer basis. A 
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proportional graphing technique was used in analysis to 

determine significant differences in the mean of the retail 

buyer and consumer groups. A 23.6 percent difference 

exceeded the 20 percent difference criteria. This seems to 

offer evidence that there is a difference to which retail 

buyers and consumers rate apparel products which ultimately 

are intended for retail sale. Further research is needed 

before highly predictive generalizations can be formulated. 

Data needed to determine if there is a difference to 

which department store retail buyers and specialty store 

retail buyers meet the needs of their target markets were 

analyzed utilizing the t-test assuming a Likert-type 

measure as intervally scaled data. The t-test score of 

-1.255 lent some evidence that there is no significant 

difference in the two types of retail stores* ability to 

match the needs and wants of their target market. The 

Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed- Ranks test, assuming the 

Likert-type measure as non-parametric data, was conducted 

utilizing the same data as utilized in the _t-test. The 

Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed- Ranks test was conducted for 

each participating retail store. The department store and 

specialty store groups differed according to the results of 

the Wilcoxon test. Evidence supports that department store 

retail buyers selections do not differ significantly from 

the selections made by their target market consumers. Of 

the three specialty stores, two stores did not differ 
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significantly from their constituent markets' selections. 

Findings seem to support that one of three specialty stores 

did differ significantly in their attempt to meet the needs 

and wants of their target market. 

To analyze purpose three of this study, a judgmentally 

based proportional test was utilized to determine if like 

rated retail buyer/consumer apparel items exhibited a 

significant difference in sales performance than unlike 

rated apparel items (rated high by the retail buyer only). 

Inconclusive evidence supports the conclusion that 

like retail buyer/ consumer selections (ratings) and unlike 

retail buyer/ consumer selections (ratings) do not differ 

significantly in sales performance; however, not all 

fabrication/style combinations had been sold at the end of 

the sales tracking period. It is recommended that 

additional sales data be collected to determine final sales 

performance of the garments under study. This additional 

data could alter the results of purpose-three conclusions. 

Recommendation for Future Research 

Additional research questions were formulated and data 

compiled in an attempt to determine information that might 

underlie the findings of this study. The basis for these 

additional research questions arose from findings in 

collecting, analyzing and testing the three major 

hypotheses of this study. 
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Additional Research Questions and Preliminary 
Analysis to be Considered for Future Studies 

Concerning Retail Buyers of 
Fashion Wearing Apparel 

1) On a comprehensive basis, what is the 
relationship of department stores and 
specialty stores regular sales to markdown 
sales ratio? Is the regular sales to 
markdown sales relationship a determining 
factor of a retail buyer's ability to meet 
the needs and wants of their constituent 
market? 

The data in Table XVII are given as a comprehensive 

overview of all fabrication/styles included in this study. 

This overview is given on a store-by-store basis. Quantity 

received, quantity sold at regular price, quantity sold at 

marked-down price and quantity remaining for sale at the 

end of the sales tracking period are included. Department 

stores sold between 32 percent and 59 percent of their 

merchandise at regular retail price with the remaining 

merchandise sold at marked-down prices or remaining to be 

sold at the end of the sales tracking period. In 

comparison, specialty stores sold between 74 percent and 

98.7 percent of the merchandise included in this study at 

regular price. This left no more than 26 percent of any 

specialty stores' units to be sold at a marked-down price 

or remaining to be sold at the end of the sales tracking 

period. Store 52 stands out as having unique sales 

performance. The sales performance for regular-priced 

merchandise was 98.7 percent of quantity ordered from 

Manufacturers One through Four for Spring 1981. Further 
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TABLE XVII 

COMPREHENSIVE ANALYSIS OF REGULAR SALES TO 
MARKED DOWN SALES RATIO BY INDIVIDUAL 

STORE AND STORE TYPE FOR 
SPRING 1981 MERCHANDISE 

DEPARTMENT STORES 

Retail Store 54 

Units 
Received 

Sold 
Regular 
Price 

Sold 
Markdown 
Price 

Remaining 
to Sell* 

Selling 
Period** 

Mfgr. 1 1019 575 0 444 6 weeks 
Mfgr. 2 2157 1160 226 771 20 weeks 
Mfgr. 3 719 613 42 64 8 weeks 
Mfgr. 4 633 319 192 122 12 weeks 

Totals 4528 2667 460 1401 

% Total 59% 10% 31% 

Retail Store 55 

Mfgr. 1 
Mfgr. 2 
Mfgr. 3 
Mfgr. 4 

1315 332 0 983 
Did not order Spring 1981 
Did not order Spring 1981 
1078 432 0 646 

6 weeks 

Totals 2393 7 64 0 1629 

Total 32% 0% 68% 

Retail Store 56 

Mfgr. 
Mfgr. 
Mfgr. 
Mfgr. 

1 
2 
3 
4 

919 549 0 
Did not order Spring 1981 
Did not order Spring 1981 
1696 948 0 

370 

748 

12-16 wks 

12-16 wks 

Totals 2615 1497 0 1118 

% Total 57% 0% 43% 
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TABLE XVII—Continued 

Retail Store 51 

SPECIALTY STORES 

Sold Sold 
Units Regular Markdown Remaining Selling 

Received Price Price to Sell* Period** 

Mfgr. 1 Did not order Spring 1981 
Mfgr. 2 167 134 0 33 18 weeks 
Mfgr. 3 Did not order Spring 1981 
Mfgr. 4 Did not order Spring 1981 

Totals 167 134 0 33 

% Total 80% 0% 20% 

Retail Store 52 

Mfgr. 1 Did not order Spring 1981 
Mfgr. 2 139 139 0 0 2 -4 weeks 
Mfgr. 3 441*** 432 9 0 2 -4 weeks 
Mfgr. 4 106 106 0 0 2 -4 weeks 

Totals 686 677 9 0 

% Total 98.7% 1.3% 0% 

Retail Store 53 

Mfgr. 1 Did not order Spring 1981 — 
Mfgr. 2 76 47 29 0 
Mfgr. -3 1449 1085 364 
Mfgr. 4 Did not order Spring 1981 — 

Totals 1525 1132 393 

% Total 74% 26% 0% 

*Units remaining to be sold at end of sales tracking 
period. 

**Minimum period of time merchandise was on selling 
floor. 

***14 units shipped to branch out of Metroplex to sell. 
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research is needed to determine what, if any, unusual 

merchandising techniques are utilized by Retail Store 52 

that may effect the obtaining of 98.7 percent regular 

sales, which far exceeds other store regular sales to 

markdown sales ratio. A demographic factor analysis would 

help to determine if years of experience, formal education, 

age, etc., could be isolated as a characteristic of retail 

buyer's successfully meeting the needs and wants of their 

target market. 

2) Is it possible to utilize consumer panelist 
responses as predictors of future sales for 
wearing apparel if these responses are 
gathered on a pre-retail level? 

The final analysis of this study looked closely at 

fabrication/style observations that were rated high (mean 

4.00) by the consumers and were not purchased (rated low, 

average or high) by the retail buyer. Likewise the styles 

rated low (mean < 2.00) by the consumers and not purchased 

by the retail buyers were included in this final analysis. 

The research question underlying this analysis was to 

determine if the judgment of consumer panelists could be 

used to predict consumer acceptance (sales) of certain 

fabrication/styles. To lend preliminary support to this 

additional research question, the appropriate manufacturer 

was contacted by telephone and was asked to determine if 

these particular fabrication/style combination items were 

produced and if so, in their opinion, did these styles sell 

on distribution a low, average, or high basis to retailers 
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(retail buyers), which is the checkpoint once removed from 

the consumer. These fabrication/style combinations were 

not selected for retail sale by retail buyers participating 

in this study; therefore, sales performance could not be 

tracked on a retail level. Table XVIII displays the 

findings of these non-retail-buyer-purchased apparel items. 

Theoretically those items which the consumer rated 

>_ four on a one to five scale, indicating them as a highly 

desireable item, should be produced by the manufacturer and 

prove to sell very well. However, if enough retail buyers 

do not order this highly rated garment, then the 

manufacturer's sales will be low or the garment may not be 

produced. Table XVIII shows that of the 14 items having a 

consumer mean of 4, all items were cut, 3 items sold high, 

5 items sold average, and 6 items sold low. Additional 

research needs to be conducted to determine what factors 

influenced the low manufacturer sales of fabrication/styles 

that the consumer rated high. 

Sixteen fabrication/styles received a mean consumer 

rating of £ 2. Of these 16 fabrication/styles, 7 were not 

produced, 4 had low sales, 5 had average sales and no item 

had heavy sales. The question that needs to be answered 

with additional research is whether increased sampling 

would show the consumer mean ratings of < 2 to be an 

accurate predictor of low, or no sales, and whether a 
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TABLE XVIII 

MANUFACTURER LEVEL SALES OF ITEMS RECEIVING 
CONSUMER MEAN 1 4 AND 1 2 RATINGS ON A 

FIVE POINT SCALE LIKERT-TYPE 
MEASUREMENT 

Mfgr/Fabric/Style Yes 

Consumer Mean Rating 

Was 
Garment 
Produced? 

No 

If produced, sales on the 
manufacturing level was* 

Low (1) Average (2) High (3) 

1 1 7 X X 
1 1 9 X X 
1 1 10 X X 
1 2 2 X X 
1 2 7 X X 
1 2 12 X X 
1 5 7 X X 
2 25 3 X X 
3 1 7 X X 
3 11 3 X X X 
3 11 5 X X 
4 4 1 X X 
4 5 2 X X 
4 5 6 X X 

Consumer Mean Rati ng £ 2 

1 3 1 X 
1 3 3 X 
1 3 4 X X 
1 3 5 X X 
1 3 6 X X 
1 3 8 X X 
1 3 9 X 
1 3 11 X X 
1 3 13 X 
1 3 14 X 
1 7 3 X 
1 3 5 X 
2 1 7 X X 
2 16 1 X X 
2 23 1 X X 
3 3 2 X X 

'Results of telephone interview with manufacturer, 
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consumer mean of 4 is a good predictor of heavy sales. It 

is concluded that the observations given in Table XVIII 

provide some insight, but research specifically oriented 

toward this type research question needs to be conducted. 

Research is needed to determine if high sales of a garment 

sold at retail level are a reflection of consumers' desire 

for that garment or whether the sales of that particular 

garment is only a reflection of consumers' choice over 

other products made available to them by retail buyers pre-

screening activities. 

This study was intended to serve as an exploratory 

field study of the retail buyer of fashion wearing apparel 

in a selected environment. It was assumed that the 

research would be of interest to manufacturers, retailers 

and marketers concerned with the distribution of fashion 

apparel products. 

Based upon the findings and conclusions of this 

research the following recommendations are offered. 

1) A similar study be conducted with a larger 
sample of retail buyers and their constituent 
market. 

2} A nationwide consumer/retail buyer study be 
conducted to determine the effectiveness of 
using consumer panels as a buyer decision-
making technique. 

3) The retail buyer/consumer selections at 
manufacturer level be analyzed to determine 
on a subjective basis factors underlying 
various choices. 
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4) A similar study be conducted to determine if 
there are differences in the meeting of 
apparel needs of men versus women. If so 
what are the influential factors? 

5) Conduct a factor analysis study in the 
attempt to determine what role education, 
years of experience, store location, and 
other factors play in the success of a retail 
buyer meeting the needs and wants of their 
target market. 

6) Further research is recommended with emphasis 
on the retail buyers role in apparel product 
availability and the effect of the retail 
buyer's decisions on the financial structure 
of the apparel distribution channel. 

Concluding Statements 

In conducting this research, far more data were 

collected than it was possible to analyze in a single 

study. In the interest of achieving further progress in 

the field of retail buyers of fashion apparel, plans are 

underway to further analyze retail buyers and their 

decision-making strategies. Perhaps in the future it will 

be determinejd that tests could be developed to help in 

selecting and segmenting more effective retail buyers from 

less effective ones. 

In summary, though not conclusive nor highly 

predictive statistically, this empirical study has served 

to help bridge the retail academician/practioner 

communication gap. It has served to gain research access 

to consumer choice of apparel products before the range of 

choice has been pre-screened or reduced by the retail 

buyer. This research, showing that there is a possible 
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difference in retail buyer choice and consumer choice on 

the manufacturer level, can be used to serve as a basis for 

developing buying strategies that would ensure meeting 

consumers' wants and needs and at the same time effect the 

success of both retailer and manufacturer. This study has 

served to open an unexplored field of study. Academicians 

and future researchers can use the methodology and findings 

of this study as a basis upon which to expand and explore 

retailing research especially as it relates to the 

marketing of fashion wearing apparel. 
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RETAIL BUYER 
BUYING STRATEGIES/TARGET MARKET IDENTIFICATION 

PERSONAL INTERVIEW 

Strategies 

Retail buyers of apparel to be resold to the consumer 
use various strategies and methods in decision making. 
Decision making is required to decide which 
manufacturers' lines to carry in the retail store. 
Decision making is also required to select from the 
style, color and fabrication alternatives offered by 
each manufacturer. 

In an attempt to identify the strategies retail buyers 
of apparel employ in decision making, please complete 
the following open-ended questionnaire. 

LIST SOURCES YOU USE TO HELP YOU TO DETERMINE WHAT STYLES, 
COLORS, OR FABRICATIONS WILL SELL IN YOUR STORE - Spring 
1981: (Please indicate all sources used whether these are 
documented sources or intuited sources) 

(Use only as many spaces as you need) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 
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Re-number the above strategies according to the importance 
each strategy plays in your buying decisions. 

Please identify three manufacturer lines from whom you plan 
to purchase garments at the Dallas Women's and Children's 
Market Week in October. 

1. 2. 3. 

Target Market Identification 

In retailing apparel each retail store aims to satisfy 
the apparel wants and needs of their target market. If 
the retail store is departmentalized, each department 
may be seeking to satisfy different target markets. 
Similarly, different manufacturer lines carried within 
each department may appeal to different types of 
customers. 

Please identify within the moderate-to-better 
sportswear category the target market you are 
attempting to satisfy when you select styles, colors, 
and fabrications from the alternatives offered to you 
by each manufacturer. 

The Line of Apparel 
(Name of the Manufacturer) 

The above-named line of apparel is selected to appeal 
to your target market as described below. Check or 
describe the characteristics of your target market. 

1. Age of customer: Lower Age Bracket 
Upper Age Bracket 

2. Occupation of Customer: 

(If your customer plays a dual occupational role, 
state as such) 

3. Annual Household Income of Customer: 

Less Than $10,000 $20,000-$30,000 
$10,000-$20,000 Over $30,000 
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4. Highest level of education completed: 

Elementary level 
High School Level 
Some College Classes 
Two-Year College Degree 
Four-Year College Degree 
Graduate Degree 

Physical description of your customer purchasing 
this line of apparel: 

Tall (5'7") 
Slender Body Build Full Body Build 

Medium (5,4"-5'6") 
Slender Body Build Full Body Build 

Short (Under 5'4") 
Petite Body Build Full Body Build 

Customer interest in fashion: 

A. Current fashion knowledge and information is 
important to this customer? 

Yes No 

B. This customer reads current fashion-oriented 
magazines? 

Yes No 

C. This customer is interested in attending 
fashion shows? 

Yes No 

D. Fashion holds a high priority with this 
customer as a topic for conversation with 
friends? 

Yes No 
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8. Drawing from customer files, credit card lists, or 
other similar listings, list the names, addresses 
and telephone numbers of customers you would 
recommend as participants in this study. (For 
example: opinion leaders, fashion innovators, 
customers you feel represent this line's specific 
target market, and so forth. For accurate consumer 
representation of your target market, it is asked 
that you do not discuss this study with any 
customer you recommend as a participant.) 

NAME ADDRESS PHONE NUMBER 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Each customer participant recommended will be asked to 
complete a customer profile to determine age bracket, 
income bracket, etc. Eight to ten consumer 
participants of each manufacturers line of apparel will 
be invited to participate in this study. Recommend as 
many as you can? others will be selected by intercept 
interview, and other convenience sampling methods. 
This number of customers will allow for any last-minute 
drop-outs because of illness, etc. 
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CONSUMER PROFILE STATEMENT 

1 - 2 Name Telephone Number_ 
Address 

(City) (State) (Zip) 

Length of residence in 
area: Less than 3 years 

3 Years 
4 Years 
5 or More Years 

Dallas/Fort Worth metroplex 

"(3) 
(4) 
(5) 

Age Category: 
Under 20 years 
20-30 years 
40-50 years 
Over 60 years 

5-8 Occupation 

(1) 
( 2 ) 
(4) 
( 6 ) 

30-40 
50-60 

years 
years 

(3) 
(5) 

(If you play a dual role - state this) 

Annual Combined Household Income: 
Less than $10,000 (1) 
$10 - $20,000 (2) 
$20 - $30,000 (3) 
Above $30,000 (4) 

10 Highest Level of Education 
Elementary School 
High 
Some 

School 
College 

Completed: 
(1) 

Classes 
Two-Year-College Degree 
Four-Year-College Degree 
Some Graduate Classes 
Graduate Degree 

(1) 
MBA 

Please 
( 2 ) 
MS 

specify 
(3) (4) 
MA M.ED. 

( 2 ) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
( 6 ) 
(7) 
by circling: 

(5) 
J.D. 

( 6 ) 
PH.D. 

12-13 Physical Description of Yourself: 
Tall (5'7") 

Slender Body Build (1) Full Body Build (2) 
Medium (5,4"-5'6") 

Slender Body Build (1) Full Body Build (2) 
Short (Under 5'4") 

Slender Body Build (1) Full Body Build (2) 
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Interest in Apparel Fashion: 

14 Current fashion knowledge and information is 
important to me. 

Yes (1) No (2) 

15 I read fashion-oriented magazines (Vogue, Harper's 
Bazaar, etc.). 

Yes (1) No (2) 

16 If yes above, the frequency of your reading fashion 
magazines is: 
Monthly (1) Average Every Two Weeks (2) 
Other (3) 

17 I like to attend fashion shows and try to do so 
whenever possible. 

Yes (1) No (2) 

If yes, when was the last show you attended? 

Where did you attend? 
18 Fashion holds a high priority with me as a topic of 

conversation with my friends. 

Yes (1) No (2) 

ALL INFORMATION GIVEN WILL REMAIN CONFIDENTIAL 
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CONSUMER DECISION-MAKING STRATEGIES 

Strategies 

Consumers of apparel consider various factors when they 
attempt to select a new garment. Various factors help them 
to select the garment they feel is right for them. In an 
attempt to identify those factors most improtant to you in 
considering the purchase of an item of apparel, please 
complete the following according to the directions. 

Directions: The items listed below are possible factors 
(items) people consider important in the selection of 
wearing apparel. Read through the entire list first. After 
you have done this, place the number of the "most important" 
item in Column 1. From the remaining 10 items, select the 
"least important" and put that number in Column 7. From the 
remaining 9, select the "most important" and put that number 
in Column 2. From the remaining 8, select the "least 
important" and put that number in Column 6. From the 
remaining 7, select the two "most important" and put those 
numbers in Column 3. From the remaining 5, select the two 
"least important" and put those numbers in Column 5. Put 
the last 3 numbers in the center column. 

1. Color 
2. Style 
3. Fabrication (texture, print, etc.) 
4. What is being shown in fashion magazines 
5. What your friends are wearing 
6. What you see being worn on the streets, 

schools, etc. 
7. What is being worn by entertainers on television, 
8. What you have seen in current fashion shows 
9. What is seen in daily newspapers 
10. What is being shown in store windows and on the store 

display racks 
11. Other 

TFill 

in church, in 

etc. 

in any item you 
riot listed above. ) 

consider important that is 

Column 
1 

Column 
2 

Column 
3 

Column 
4 

Column 
5 

Column 
6 

Column 
7 

19-20 21-22 23-24 
"25-26 

27-28 
"29-30 
"31-32 
"33-34 

35-36 
"3 7-38 

39-40 41-42 
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I would classify myself as: (Check appropriate type 
understandably people tend to be a combination of two or 
three different classifications, but generally I would 
classify myself as the category checked below.) 

65-66 Classic 

Casual 

(1) Prefers simple designs, tailored 
separates; limits the combination 
of textures and prints; prefers 
solids or pinstripes; wants quality 
versus quantity; chooses styles, 
colors and fabrications that will 
be appropriate season after season; 
practices investment dressing; 
prefers fine jewelry - quality 
versus quantity. 

(2) Prefers jumpers, shirts, jeans, 
cowls, jackets, sweaters, and 
slacks; uses controlled patterns 
and prints (small checks or stripes 
versus bold prints); prefers 
poplins, corduroy, suede, twills, 
and cottons; likes a large 
assortment of casual costume 
accessories. 

Avant-Garde (3) 

Romantic (4) 

Prefers a contemporary appearance; 
is a trend setter for fashion; 
chooses colors that are bright or 
abstract in print; does not 
hesitate to combine various 
textures, fabrications or designs; 
loves extremes (silk with denim 
jeans); and accessorizes bold 
jewelry, scarves, feathers, etc. 

Prefers the feminine look; prefers 
draped and soft flowery fabrics; 
smooth to medium fabrications; 
likes velvets, voile, and jersey; 
accessorizes with flowers and 
ribbons. 

Other (5) Generally I do not fit in any of 
the above classifications and could 
not be described as any one of the 
above types. 
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67 Town or city in which you reside at the present 

Fort Worth (1) 
Dallas (2) 
Denton (3) 
Carrollton (4) 
Garland (5) 
Richardson (6) 
Mesquite (7) 
Other (8) 
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RETAIL BUYER DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE 

Please check or complete the following: 

Name Telephone 

Address 
(Cityl (State) (Zip) 

1. Length of Residence in Dallas/Fort Worth Metroplex Area: 
years 

2. Age category: 20-30 years 30-40 years 
40-50 years 50-60 years 
Under 20 years Over 60 years 

Educational Background: (Please check those completed 
and give major emphasis of study.) 

Major Emphasis 

Less than High School 
High School 
Vocational training 

Community/Jr. College 
Vocational training 

Four-year Degree 
Vocational/Intern-

ship training 
Master's Degree 
Doctor's Degree 
Other Vocational 
Training Schools 

Professional Training 
Other 

4. Years of employment in the Fashion Merchandising/ 
Marketing field. (Years) 

5. Years of experience as a Fashion Retail Buyer 
(Years) 

6. Years of experience as a Retail Buyer in an area other 
than Fashion Merchandising. 

(Years) (Area of Buying Experience) 
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7. Indicate below the extent to which you actually make 
buying decisions, with or without help of the 
manufacturer and or Merchandising Manager. 

In purchasing wearing apparel stocks for your store, 
you the buyer: 

(a) Are given an open-to-buy and rely solely on the 
manufacturer to determine your merchandising mix 
for your store. 

Agree Disagree 

(b) Make recommendations to and obtain approval of a 
Buying Director or Merchandising Manager before 
making final buying decisions. 

Agree Disagree 

(c) Decide what is to be spent and select your 
merchandising mix for your store without 
substantial help from the manufacturer or 
Merchandising Manager. 

Agree Disagree 
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CONSUMER FABRICATION/STYLE RATING SCALE 

Evaluator's Name 
(Write your first and last name here) 

PLEASE TURN IN TO THE ADMINISTRATOR YOUR PERSONAL PROFILE 
THAT YOU HAVE PREVIOUSLY COMPLETED. 

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this fashion 
study. Attached are the evaluation forms that you will use 
to evaluate the products offered by 
Apparel Manufacturer. (Name of Manufacturer) 

Please rate each garment as it is presented to you. 
Rate the garments for fabrication first. Place a check in 
the appropriate space labeled from Dislike Very Much to 
Like Very Much to indicate your feelings toward each 
fashion garment. You will be rating each fashion garment 
first for fabrication, next for style of garment, then for 
color desired. When you are rating for fabrication try to 
disregard color and style of garment being shown; rate only 
for the fabrication from which the garment is constructed. 
After you have rated a fabrication, write in the last 
column on the right hand side of the page a short (few 
words) reason for the rating you gave to the fabrication. 

If the rating you chose for the fabrication was 
Neutral, Like Somewhat, or Like Very Much, then rate the 
style of garment being presented to you. Check your rating 
choice for style on the Dislike Very Much to Like Very Much 
the color of the style being shown. After you have rated a 
style, write in the last column on the right hand side of 
the page a short (few words) reason for the rating you gave 
to the style presented to you. 

If the rating you chose for the style presented to you 
was Neutral, Like Somewhat or Like Very Much, then rate the 
colors that are available for that particular style. Rate 
each color available for your rating opinion, by placing a 
check in the appropriate rate column on the Dislike Very 
Much to Like Very Much Rating Scale. You do not need to 
give a reason for your color rating. 
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For practice in using the rating scale a dress will be 
presented to you. However, this study will be limited to 
sportswear only, after you have had practice in using the 
rating scale as presented on the next page. 

Turn the page for practice in using the Dislike Very 
Much to Like Very Much Rating Scale. 

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS ABOUT THIS STUDY OR ABOUT USING 
THE RATING SCALE, PLEASE ASK THE ADMINISTRATOR. 
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TABLE II 

DEPARTMENT AND SPECIALTY STORE MEAN RATINGS 
AND ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE CALCULATIONS 

Department Stores 

Store Frequency 
Score Value Store 54 Store 55 Store 56 

3 7 3 3 

2 22 5 20 

1 7 2 7 

Totals Ni=36 N2=10 N3=30 N=76 

A = Z V 2 f = 321 
/ 0 

T 2 = [EVf ]2 = 22,201 
7 6 

2 
C = Correction Factor = T = 292.12 

N 

T x^ 3 = ZVf = T ± = 72, T2 = 21, T 3 = 56 

2 2 2 
B - T x T 2 T 3

2 

N1 N2 N3 = 2 9 2 * 6 3 

Total Sum of Squares is given by A-C = 28.88, 
Between Sample Sum of Squares is given by B-C = .51, 
Within Sample Sum of Squares is given by A-B = 28.37. 
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TABLE II—Continued 

Specialty Stores 

Score Value 

3 

2 

1 

Store 51 

1 

7 

3 

Store Frequency 
Store 52 

12 

35 

13 

Store 53 

7 

19 

6 

Totals Ni=ll N2=60 M3=32 N=103 

A " E V f103 = 4 4 6 

T 2 = [EV£ 1 0 3J
2 = 424.36 

2 
C = Correction Factor = T = 412 

N 

Tl-3 = E v f = T-L = 20, T2 = 121, T 3 65 

B = T, 

Nn N- N- 412.40 

Total Sum of Squares is given by A-C = 34.00, 
Between Sample Sum of Squares is given by B-C = 12.36, 
Within Sample Sum of Squares is given by A-B = 21.64. 
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TABLE V 

MEAN RETAIL BUYER/CONSUMER MEAN RATINGS OF 
FOUR MANUFACTURERS' APPAREL OFFERINGS 

FOR SPRING 1981 BASED ON A 
THREE-POINT SCALE* 

Manufacturer One 

Fabrication/Style 

Is 1 

1:12 

1:13 

1:14 

1:19 

1:19 

2: 3 

2: 9 

2:14 

5: 1 

5: 8 

5:14 

5:15 

5:16 

Manufacturer Two 

1: 1 

1: 2 

1: 3 

1: 4 

Consumer Mean 

2.586 

2.194 

2.742 

2.258 

2.469 

2.469 

2.500 

2.531 

1.933 

2.333 

2.429 

2.071 

2.385 

1.963 

2.148 

2.038 

2 .185 

2 .148 

Buyer Mean 

2.500 

2 .000 

3.000 

1.500 

2.500 

2.500 

1.000 

2 .000 

2 .000 

2 .000 

2 .000 

1.000 

2 .000 

2.000 

2.500 

2.333 

1.500 

2.500 



165 

Table V—Continued 

Manufacturer Two—Continued 

Fabrication/Style Consumer Mean Buyer Mean 

1. 6 2.000 2.000 

1: 8 2 . 6 3 0 2 . 0 0 0 

1: 9 2 . 0 0 0 2 . 0 0 0 

2 : 1 2 . 2 9 2 1 . 6 6 6 

2 : 2 2 . 3 4 8 1 . 6 6 6 

3 : 1 2 . 4 1 7 2 . 0 0 0 

4 : 1 2 . 0 7 1 3 . 0 0 0 

5 : 3 1 . 7 2 0 2 . 0 0 0 

7 : 1 2 . 0 0 0 2 . 0 0 0 

7 : 2 2 . 2 2 2 2 . 5 0 0 

7 : 3 2 . 2 2 2 2 . 0 0 0 

7 : 6 2 . 3 3 3 2 . 0 0 0 

1 1 : 4 2 . 1 2 0 1 . 0 0 0 

1 4 : 1 1 . 6 1 1 1 . 0 0 0 

1 5 : 1 1 . 8 2 4 2 . 0 0 0 

1 7 : 1 1 . 7 0 8 3 . 0 0 0 

1 7 : 5 2 . 0 4 5 3 . 0 0 0 

1 8 : 1 2 . 0 0 0 2 . 0 0 0 

1 8 : 3 2 . 1 5 4 2 . 0 0 0 

2 7 : 1 2 . 0 8 3 2 . 0 0 0 

2 7 . 2 2 . 2 1 7 1 . 5 0 0 

2 7 : 3 2 . 3 1 8 2 . 0 0 0 
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Manufacturer Two—Continued 

Fabrication/Style 

28: 1 

28: 2 

2 9 : 1 

Manufacturer Three 

1: 2 

1: 3 

1: 4 

1: 5 

1: 8 

1: 9 

1:10 

1:11 

1 : 1 3 

1 : 1 4 

1 : 1 5 

2: 1 

2: 3 

2 : 4 

2: 5 

2 : 6 

3: 1 

Consumer Mean 

2 . 1 1 8 

2 . 1 8 8 

2 . 3 3 3 

2 . 1 0 7 

2 . 2 8 6 

2 . 4 2 9 

1 . 9 6 3 

1 . 9 6 4 

1 . 8 9 3 

2 . 0 7 4 

2 . 1 9 2 

1 . 9 6 3 

2 . 0 7 1 

2 . 1 0 7 

2 . 2 5 0 

2 . 0 8 7 

2 . 0 0 0 

2 . 0 4 2 

1 . 8 7 5 

1 . 8 8 9 

Buyer Mean 

1 . 5 0 0 

1 . 5 0 0 

2 . 0 0 0 

3 . 0 0 0 

2 . 0 0 0 

2 . 0 0 0 

2 . 0 0 0 

2 . 5 0 0 

2 . 0 0 0 

1 . 5 0 0 

2 . 0 0 0 

2 . 0 0 0 

2 . 0 0 0 

3 . 0 0 0 

2 . 0 0 0 

2 . 0 0 0 

2 . 5 0 0 

2 . 0 0 0 

3 . 0 0 0 

1 . 5 0 0 



Table V—Continued 

167 

Manufacturer Three—Continued 

Fabri cation/Style 

3 : 3 

3: 4 

5 : 1 

5: 

5: 

4 

5 

6: 1 

6 : 3 

6 : 4 

6 : 5 

6: 6 

6: 8 

7 : 1 

7: 4 

7 : 6 

8 : 2 

8 : 4 

8 : 5 

9: 1 

9 : 3 

9 : 4 

9 : 6 

10: 5 

10: 6 

Consumer Mean 

1 . 8 8 9 

1 . 7 7 8 

2 .111 

2 . 2 2 2 

1 . 6 0 7 

1 . 7 7 8 

1 . 7 7 8 

1 . 9 4 1 

1 . 7 2 2 

1 . 4 4 4 

2 . 0 0 0 

2 . 0 4 5 

1 . 9 0 5 

1 . 7 5 0 

2 . 0 0 0 

1 . 5 6 0 

1 . 8 8 0 

1 . 9 5 7 

1 . 9 6 0 

1 . 9 6 0 

2 . 0 4 0 

1 . 6 1 9 

2 . 0 4 5 

Buyer Mean 

1.500 

2 . 0 0 0 

2 . 0 0 0 

2 . 0 0 0 

2 . 0 0 0 

2 . 0 0 0 

1.500 

2 . 0 0 0 

2 .000 

2 . 0 0 0 

2 . 0 0 0 

2 . 0 0 0 

2 . 0 0 0 

2 . 0 0 0 

2 . 0 0 0 

1.000 

2 . 0 0 0 

1.000 

2 . 0 0 0 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 
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Manufacturer Three—Continued 

Fabrication/Style 

11: 2 

1 1 : 4 

11: 6 

1 3 : 1 

1 3 : 2 

1 4 : 1 

1 4 : 2 

1 4 : 3 

1 4 : 4 

1 4 : 6 

Manufacturer Four 

1: 1 

1: 2 

1 : 4 

1 : 5 

1 : 6 

1: 7 

1: 8 

1: 9 

1:10 

1:12 

4 : 1 

4 : 3 

Consumer Mean 

2 . 2 9 6 

2 . 2 2 2 

2 . 5 0 0 

1 . 8 0 0 

1 . 7 6 0 

2 . 3 8 5 

1 . 7 3 1 

2 . 3 0 8 

1 . 9 2 3 

2 . 5 7 7 

2 . 6 4 0 

2 . 3 0 4 

2 . 4 0 0 

2 . 3 8 5 

1 . 9 2 3 

1 . 6 9 2 

2 . 0 4 2 

1 . 8 8 5 

2 . 0 8 3 

2 . 5 0 0 

2 . 4 0 0 

1 . 9 2 0 

Buyer Mean 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

1.000 

2 . 6 6 6 

2 . 5 0 0 

2 . 3 3 3 

2 . 5 0 0 

2 . 0 0 0 

2 . 0 0 0 

2 .000 

3 . 0 0 0 

3 . 0 0 0 

2 . 0 0 0 

1.000 

3 . 0 0 0 

2 .000 

2 . 0 0 0 

2.000 

1.000 

1.000 
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Table V--Continued 

Manufacturer Three—Continued 

Fabrication/Style Consumer Mean Buyer Mean 

4: 4 2.160 1.000 

4: 5 2.000 1.666 

4: 6 1.864 1.333 

4: 9 1.640 1.000 

4:10 2.120 2.000 

4:11 2.200 2.000 

4:12 2.043 2.500 

4:13 1.913 2.000 

4:14 1.833 1.000 

5: 2 1.913 2.000 

7: 1 2.000 1.500 

8: 1 2.000 2.500 

*"1"—Low purchases by retail buyer/neutral for consumers, 
"2"—Average purchases by retail buyer/like somewhat by 

consumer, 
"3"—High purchases by retail buyer/like very much by 

consumers. 
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TABLE XII 

RETAIL BUYER AND CONSUMER MEANS AND 
MEAN DIFFERENCES FOR MANUFACTURERS 

ONE THROUGH FOUR BY SIX 
RETAIL STORES 

Retail 
Fabrication/Style Consumer Buyer Mean 

Number Mean Mean Di fference 

RETAIL STORE 51 

Manufacturer One 

Did not order from Manufacturer One for Spring 1981 

Manufacturer Two 

1: 2 1.909 2.000 + .091 
1: 3 2.250 2.000 - .250 
1: 4 2.333 3.000 + .667 
1: 8 2.833 2.000 - .833 
1: 9 2.000 1.000 -1.000 
3 : 1 2.333 2.000 - .333 
7: 1 1.750 2.000 + .250 
7: 2 2.083 2.000 - .083 
7: 3 2.083 2.000 - .083 

11: 4 2.077 1.000 -1.077 
14: 1 1.750 1.000 - .750 

Manufacturer Three 

Did not order from Manufacturer Three for Spring 1981. 

Manufacturer Four 

Did not order from Manufacturer Four for Spring 1981. 

Totals N=ll . . . . . . £-3.401 

Mean Average Difference of Opinion = -.309 

(Retail Store 51) 
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TABLE XII—Continued 

Fabrication/Style Consumer 
Number Mean 

Retail 
Buyer 
Mean 

Mean 
Di fference 

RETAIL STORE 52 

Manufacturer One 

Did not order from Manufacturer One for Spring 1981 

Manufacturer Two 

1 : 1 2 . 0 0 0 2 . 0 0 0 No Diff. 
I s 2 2 . 2 0 0 2 . 0 0 0 - . 2 0 0 

I s 6 1 . 6 0 0 3 . 0 0 0 + 1 . 1 4 0 

I s 9 1 . 8 0 0 3 . 0 0 0 + 1 . 2 0 0 

2 s 1 2 . 0 0 0 1.000 - 1 . 0 0 0 

2 s 2 2 . 0 0 0 1.000 - 1 . 0 0 0 

3 s 1 2 . 0 0 0 2 . 0 0 0 No Diff. 
2 7 s 1 2 . 0 0 0 2 . 0 0 0 No Diff. 
2 7 s 2 2 . 2 5 0 2 . 0 0 0 - . 2 5 0 

2 7 s 3 2 . 5 0 0 2 . 0 0 0 - . 5 0 0 

2 8 s 1 3 . 0 0 0 1.000 - 2 . 0 0 0 

2 9 s 1 1 . 6 6 7 2 . 0 0 0 + . 3 3 3 

irer Three 

I s 2 2 . 0 0 0 3 . 0 0 0 + 1 . 0 0 0 

I s 5 1 . 4 0 0 2 . 0 0 0 + . 6 0 0 

I s 8 2 . 0 0 0 3 . 0 0 0 + 1 . 0 0 0 

I s 9 1 . 4 0 0 2 . 0 0 0 + . 6 0 0 

I s 1 0 2 . 5 0 0 2 . 0 0 0 - . 5 0 0 
I s 1 4 1 . 6 0 0 2 . 0 0 0 + . 4 0 0 
I s 1 5 1 . 8 0 0 3 . 0 0 0 + 1 . 2 0 0 

2 s 1 2 . 2 0 0 2 . 0 0 0 - . 2 0 0 
2 s 4 2 . 2 0 0 2 . 0 0 0 - . 2 0 0 
2 s 5 2 . 5 0 0 2 . 0 0 0 - . 5 0 0 
3 s 1 2 . 0 0 0 1.000 - 1 . 0 0 0 
3 s 3 1 . 6 6 7 1.000 - . 6 6 7 
6 s 1 2 . 0 0 0 2 . 0 0 0 No Diff. 
6 s 3 1 . 8 0 0 2 . 0 0 0 + . 2 0 0 
6 s 4 1 . 7 5 0 2 . 0 0 0 + . 2 5 0 
6 s 6 1 . 8 0 0 2 . 0 0 0 + . 2 0 0 
6 s 8 2 . 0 0 0 2 . 0 0 0 No Diff. 
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TABLE XII—Continued 

Retail 
Fabrication/Style Consumer Buyer Mean 

Number Mean Mean Difference 

RETAIL STORE 52-Manufacturer Three—Continued 

14: 1 1.600 2.000 + .400 
14: 2 1.600 2.000 + .400 
14: 3 2.200 2.000 - .200 
14: 4 1.600 2.000 + .400 

Manufacturer Four 

1: 5 2.667 3.000 + .333 
4: 5 3.000 1.000 -2.000 
4: 6 1.500 1.000 - .500 
4:12 3.000 3.000 No Diff 

Totals N = 39 . . . . . . E-2.301 

Mean Average Difference of Opinion = .059 

(Retail Store 52) 

RETAIL STORE 53 

Manufacturer One 

Did not order from Manufacturer One for Spring 1981. 

Manufacturer Two 

1: 1 2.222 3.000 + .778 
1: 4 2.222 2.000 - .222 
1: 6 1.778 2.000 + .222 
1: 9 2.000 2.000 No Diff 
2: 1 2.333 2.000 - .333 
2: 2 2.250 2.000 - .250 
3: 1 2.286 2 .000 - .286 
4: 1 1.800 3.000 +1.200 
5 : 3 1.875 2.000 + .125 

15: 1 1.333 2.000 + .667 
17: 1 1.571 3.000 +1.429 
17: 5 2.167 3.000 + .833 
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TABLE XII—Continued 

Retail 
Fabrication/Style Consumer Buyer Mean 

Number Mean Mean Difference 

RETAIL STORE 53-Manufacturer Two—Continued 

18: 1 2.200 2.000 - .200 
18: 3 2.000 2.000 No Diff. 

Manufacturer Three 

1: 3 2.111 2.000 - .111 
1: 4 2.111 2.000 - .111 
1: 5 1.889 2.000 + .111 
1: 8 2.111 2.000 - .111 
1: 9 1.778 1.000 + .222 
1:10 2.111 1.000 -1.111 
1:11 2.111 2.000 -1.111 
1:13 1.625 2.000 + .375 
1:15 2.333 3.000 + .667 
2: 1 2.500 2.000 - .500 
2: 3 2.143 2.000 - .143 
2: 4 1.750 3.000 +1.250 
2: 5 2.375 2.000 - .375 
2: 6 2.250 3.000 + .750 
3: 1 1.750 2.000 + .250 
3: 3 2.250 2.000 - .250 
3: 4 1.750 2.000 + .250 
5: 1 2.250 2.000 - .250 
5: 4 2.333 2.000 - .333 
5: 5 1.889 2.000 + .111 
6: 1 2.000 2.000 No Diff. 
6: 3 2.143 1.000 -1.143 
6: 5 1.714 2.000 + 2.86 
6: 6 1.714 2.000 + 2.86 
7: 1 2.143 2.000 - .143 
7: 4 2.000 2.000 No Diff. 
7: 6 2.000 2.000 No Diff. 
8: 2 2.143 2.000 - 1.43 
8: 4 1.571 1.000 - .571 
8: 5 1.714 2.000 + .286 
9: 1 2.125 1.000 -1.125 
9: 3 2.125 2.000 - .125 
9: 4 1.750 1.000 - .750 
9: 6 2.250 1.000 -1.250 
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TABLE XII—Continued 

Fabrication/Style Consumer 
Number Mean 

Retail 
Buyer 
Mean 

RETAIL STORE 53-Manufacturer Three—Continued 

10: 5 
10: 6 
11: 2 
11: 4 
11: 6 
13: 1 
13: 2 
14: 1 
14: 2 
14: 3 
14: 4 
14: 6 

Manufacturer Four 

1.857 
2 . 0 0 0 
2.250 
2.250 
3.240 
1.429 
1.714 
1.875 
1.625 
1.750 
1.625 
2.625 

1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
3.000 
3.000 
3.000 
3.000 
3.000 

Mean 
Di fference 

- .857 
-1.000 
-1.250 
-1.250 
-2.240 
- .429 
- .714 
+1.125 
+1.375 
+1.250 
+1.375 
+ .375 

Did not order from Manufacturer Four for Spring 1981. 

Totals N=60 . . . . . . E - 2 . 0 8 9 

Mean Average Difference of Opinion = -.035 

(Retail Store 53) 

RETAIL STORE 54 

Manufacturer One 

1: 1 
1: 6 
1:13 
1:14 
1:19 

Manufacturer Two 

1: 2 
1: 3 
1: 6 

2.571 
1.889 
2 . 6 0 0 
2.733 
2.533 

2 . 0 0 0 
2 . 2 0 0 
2.000 

3.000 
1.000 
3.000 
2.000 
2 .000 

3 .000 
1.000 
2.000 

+ .429 
- .889 
+ .400 
- .733 
- .533 

+1.000 
-1.200 
No Diff, 
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TABLE XII—Continued 

Retail 
Fabrication/Style Consumer Buyer Mean 

Number Mean Mean Difference 

RETAIL STORE 54 -Manufacturer Two—Cont i nued 

1: 8 2.640 2.000 - .640 
1: 9 2.000 2.000 No Diff. 
2: 1 2.318 2.000 - .318 
2: 2 2.381 2.000 - .381 
3: 1 2.409 2.000 - .409 
7: 2 2.240 3.000 + .760 
7: 3 2.280 2.000 - .280 
7: 6 2.360 2.000 - .360 

11: 4 2 .083 1.000 -1.083 
27: 1 2.045 2.000 - .045 
27: 2 2.238 1.000 -1.238 
27: 3 2.300 2.000 - .300 
28: 1 2.063 2.000 - .063 
28: 2 2.133 2.000 - .133 

Manufacturer Three 

14: 1 2.417 3.000 + .583 
14: 3 2.375 3.000 - .375 
14: 6 2.708 1.000 -1.708 

Manufacturer Four 

1: 1 2.625 2.000 - .625 
1: 2 2.273 2.000 - .273 
1: 6 1.920 2.000 + .080 
1: 7 1.640 1.000 - .640 
1: 8 2.000 3.000 +1.000 
1: 10 2.087 2.000 - .087 
4: 5 1.958 2.000 + .042 
4: 6 1.810 1.000 - .810 
4: 13 1.913 2.000 + .087 
7: 1 1.044 2.000 + .056 
8: 1 1.900 3 .000 +1.000 

Totals N=36 . . . . . . Z-7.586 

Mean Average Difference of Opinion = -.211 

(Retail Store 54) 
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Fabrication/Style 
Number 

RETAIL STORE 55 

Manufacturer One 

Is 1 
1:13 
1:19 
2: 3 
2: 9 
2:14 

Manufacturer Two 

Consumer 
Mean 

Retail 
Buyer 
Mean 

2.700 
2.762 
2.591 
2.591 
2.500 
2.000 

2.000 
3.000 
3.000 
1.000 
2 .000 
2 .000 

Mean 
Di fference 

- .700 
+ .238 
+ .409 
-1.591 
- .50 
No Diff. 

Did not order from Manufacturer Two for Spring 1981. 

Manufacturer Three 

Did not order from Manufacturer Three for Spring 1981. 

Manufacturer Four 

1: 2 
1: 8 
1:12 
4: 1 

2.125 
2.000 
2.474 
2.444 

2.000 
3.000 
2 .000 
1.000 

- .125 
+1.000 
- .474 
-1.444 

Totals N—10 . . . . . 

Mean Average Difference of Opinion 

(Retail Store 55) 

E-3.187 

•.319 

RETAIL STORE 56 

Manufacturer One 

1: 1 
1:12 
1:13 
1:14 
1:19 

2, 

2 , 

2 , 

2 

2. 

692 
222 
741 
259 
519 

2 .000 
2 .000 
3.000 
1.000 
2 .000 

- .692 
- . 2 2 2 
+ .259 
-1.259 
- .519 
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TABLE XII—Continued 

Retai1 
Fabrication/Style Consumer Buyer Mean 

Number Mean Mean Difference 

RETAIL STORE 56-Manufacturer One—Continued 

5: 1 2.318 2.000 - .318 
5: 8 2.391 2.000 - .391 
5:14 2.130 1.000 -1.130 
5:15 2.429 2.000 - .429 
5:16 2.091 2.000 - .091 

Manufacturer Two 

Did not order from Manufacturer Two for Spring 1981. 

Manufacturer Three 

Did not order from Manufacturer Three for Spring 1981. 

Manufacturer Four 

1: 1 2.609 2.000 - .609 
1: 2 2.381 2.000 - .281 
1: 4 2.478 3.000 + .522 
1: 8 2.000 3 .000 +1.000 
1: 9 1.792 2 .000 + .208 
1:10 2.045 2.000 - .045 
1:12 2.500 2.000 - .500 
5: 3 2.042 1.000 -1.042 
4: 4 2.217 1.000 -1.217 
4: 5 2.043 2.000 - .043 
4: 6 1.950 2.000 + .050 
4: 9 1.652 1.000 - .652 
4:10 2.087 2.000 - .087 
4:11 2.174 2.000 - .174 
4:12 2.095 2.000 - .095 
4:13 1.810 2.000 + .190 
4:14 1.818 1.000 - .818 
5: 2 1.905 2.000 + .095 
7: 1 2.118 1.000 -1.118 
8: 1 2.000 2.000 No Diff. 

Totals N=30 • • • • • • Z-9.508 

Mean Average Difference of Opinion = - .317 

(Retail Store 56) 



Appendix I 

Coding Format for Rating and 
Demographic Data 

179 



180 

CODING FORMAT FOR RETAIL BUYER/CONSUMER RATING DATA 

The coding format that follows was used to code raw data 

gathered utilizing the Fabrication/Style Rating Scale. The 

coding was accomplished utilizing standard cards used in 

coding punched cards or electronic computer processing. 

Column Name of Data 

1-2 Consumer/Retail Buyer Identification 

Number 

3 Manufacturer's Identification Number 

4-5 Fabrication Number 

6 Fabrication Rating 

7-8 Style Number One 

9 Style Number One Rating 

10 Color One Rating 

11 Color Two Rating 

12 Color Three Rating 

13 Color Four Rating 

14 Color Five Rating 

15 Color Six Rating 

16 Color Seven Rating 

17 Color Eight Rating 

18 Color Nine Rating 

19-20 Style Number Two Rating 

21 Style Number Two Rating 
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Columns 22 through 78 were utilized to add additional 

styles and sets of nine colors (the largest number of 

colors any one manufacturer offered in items included in 

this study) until all styles for that fabrication had been 

depleted, then the coding was again begun in column four 

and five for additional new fabrication if any. If no 

additional fabrication was encountered for that 

manufacturer the coding for that card was discontinued and 

coding for a new manufacturer was begun in column three. 

This procedure was continued until all observations of all 

manufacturers for that consumer panelist or retail buyer 

was completed. The card following the last observation 

card as described above was a demographic profile card. 

The coding format for demographic variables is shown on the 

next page. 
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CODING FORMAT FOR DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES 

The coding format that follows was used to code raw data 

gathered utilizing the Consumer Profile. The coding was 

accomplished utilizing standard cards used in coding 

punched cards for electronic computer processing. 

Column Name of Data 

1-2 Consumer Identification 

3 Length of Residence in Metroplex 

4 Age Category 

5-6 Occupation One 

7-8 Occupation Two if have dual occupation 

9 Combined Income Category 

10 Education Level 

11 Graduate Degree Category 

12-13 Physical Description 

(12-height) (13-Body Build) 

14 Importance of Fashion 

15 Use of Fashion Magazines 

16 Frequency of Reading Fashion Magazines 

17 Attendance at Fashion Shows 

18 Priority of Fashion Apparel in 
Conversation 

19-20 Column 1 of Decision-Making Strategies 
Q-Sort Matrix 

21-22 Column 2 of Decision-Making Strategies 
Q-Sort Matrix 
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Column Name of Data 

23-24 Column 3a of Decision-Making Strategies 
Q-Sort Matrix 

25-26 Column 3b of Decision-Making Strategies 
Q-Sort Matrix 

27-28 Column 4a of Decision-Making Strategies 
Q-Sort Matrix 

29-30 Column 4b of Decision-Making Strategies 
Q-Sort Matrix 

31-32 Column 4c of Decision-Making Strategies 
Q-Sort Matrix 

33-34 Column 4d of Decision-Making Strategies 
Q-Sort Matrix 

35-36 Column 5a of Decision-Making Strategies 
Q-Sort Matrix 

37-38 Column 5b of Decision-Making Strategies 
Q-Sort Matrix 

39-40 Column 6 of Decision-Making Strategies 
Q-Sort Matrix 

41-42 Column 7 of Decision-Making Strategies 
Q-Sort Matrix 

43 Store 51 Patronage 

44 Store 51 Patronage Frequency 

45 Store 52 Patronage 

46 Store 52 Patronage Frequency 

47 Store 53 Patronage 

48 Store 53 Patronage Frequency 

49 Store 54 Patronage 

50 Store 54 Patronage Frequency 

51 Store 55 Patronage 

52 Store 55 Patronage Frequency 
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53 Store 56 Patronage 

54 Store 56 Patronage Frequency 

55 Store 57 Patronage 

56 Store 57 Patronage Frequency 

57 Store 58 Patronage 

58 Store 58 Patronage Frequency 

59 Store 59 Patronage 

60 Store 59 Patronage Frequency 

61 Store 60 Patronage 

62 Store 60 Patronage Frequency 

63 Store 61 Patronage 

64 Store 61 Patronage Frequency 

65-66 Consumer Self-classification 

67 City of Residence 

68-80 Blank 
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GLOSSARY OF KEY TERMS 

Apparel Suppliers 

Better Sportswear 

A Priori Data - data collected previous to or in 
anticipation of the actual retail sales 
- data based on trends, literature, 
cultural aspects, et cetera 

manufacturers of ready-to-wear clothing 
to be sold to the retail level 

separate coordinated items of apparel 
classed below designer sportswear but 
above moderate sportswear as classified 
by the Dallas Apparel Mart in the 
marketing of apparel 

Buyer Performance - the effectiveness of the buyer's 
decision making in purchasing clothing 
for sale in retailing organizations -
measured by the sales of ready-to-wear 
apparel selected by the retail buyer 

Buyers of 
Ready-to-wear retail buyers designated to purchase 

ready-to-wear apparel stock to be 
re-sold in retail stores 

Channel of 
Distribution 

Consumer 

Consumer Buying 
Performance 

- the path taken by a product and its 
title in moving from the manufacturer 
to the ultimate consumer 

- the ultimate user of a product 

Cultural Change 

- composite practices in terms of 
consumers buying directly from retail 
organi zations 

- the change in the mores, conduct, 
practices, attitudes, dress, etc. of a 
society 

Department Stores - large stores which carry separate 
merchandise lines in individual 
departments — shoes, moderate 
sportswear, better sportswear, etc. 



187 

Early Adopters 

Fabrication 

Fashion 

possesses a great degree of opinion 
leadership, usually adopts a fashion 
after the innovator but just ahead of 
the average individual, serve as a 
role-model for many other individuals 

the fabric, fiber content, knit/weave 
or structural fabric design from which 
a garment is made 

currently accepted style adopted by a 
substantial number of people at any 
given place, at any given time 

Fashion Innovators- those persons possessing venturesome-
ness in clothing selection, eager to 
try new styles, accepts the new before 
the new has become a fashion accepted 
by many people 

Fashion Trend 

Garments 

Markdowns 

Middlemen 

- direction in which styles are moving or 
seem to be moving 

- synonymous with clothing, wearing 
apparel, ready-to-wear, and apparel 

- reduction in the retail sales price 

- any intervening business that a product 
passes through as it is moved from 
place of manufacturer to the ultimate 
consumer 

Misses 

Needs 

Performance Audits 

Purchasing 
Strategies 

Retail Buyers 

- sizes 4 through 16 of ladies wearing 
apparel which are intended for the 
woman of average height and proportion 

- states of felt deprivation 

the evaluation of performance over a 
specified period of time 

strategies used to make purchasing 
decisions when choosing between brands, 
products, and suppliers 

those members of a retail organization 
designated to procure "salable", 
"profitable" products to meet the needs 
and wants of the ultimate consumer 
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Retail Level - the organizational level that sells 
products directly to the ultimate 
consumer 

Retailer - the organization that sells products 
directly to the ultimate consumer 

Returns - sold merchandise returned to the place 
of purchase for a refund or an exchange 
for a variety of reasons 

Sales Performance - the action of retail sales over a 
specified period of time 

Secondary Data 

Selling Period 

Specialty Store 

Stockouts 

Style 

Target Market 

Ultimate Consumer 

Wants 

Wearing Apparel 

Wholesale Level 

data collected after the actual retail 
sales have been documented 

a specified time of sales with defined 
beginning and ending dates 

retail stores specializing in one line 
of apparel-ladies clothing 

exists when a potential consumer seeks 
a particular product from a retail 
store and finds that retail store 
temporarily or permanently out of the 
particular item sought 

the characteristic or distinctive mode 
of expression 

a well-defined set of customers the 
retail organization or department of a 
retail organization seeks to satisfy 

the final user of a product 

expressions of needs 

synonymous with clothing, garments, 
ready-to-wear, and apparel 

any organizational level of product 
movement that is previous to the retail 
level 
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