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This study investigated college student's image of

apparel retail stores associated with shopping environment,

price, and fashion innovativeness and their self-perception

of appearance and fashion innovativeness. These served as

the dependent and independent variables, respectively.

University of North Texas students residing in on-campus

housing completed a self-administered questionnaire

measuring each variable. Repeated measure ANOVAs determined

differences in self-perceptions and store images across four

stores varied by fashion (innovative/mass) and price

(high/low). Results indicated that perceptions for shopping

environment, price, and fashion innovativeness differed by

store. Students' appearance and fashion innovativeness had

no significant effect on their perceptions of apparel retail

store image. Students perceive stores differently based on

shopping environment, price, and fashion innovativeness.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Retailing in the 1990s has focused more on selling and

promoting a store's image, rather than on actual product

selling. Emphasis has been placed on the consumers'

perceived image of themselves and its relationship to the

store as well as the products being offered. Often, the

initial perceived store image is acquired through

advertising. Advertising campaigns sell consumers an image

and may not even show a product. How consumers interpret

advertising messages has long been an important and

controversial topic in advertising research (Jacoby & Hoyer

1982a, 1982b, 1987; Mick, 1988b; Russo, Metcalf, & Stephens

1981; Shimp & Preston 1981).

Proprietary and social trend research and department

store data provide evidence that the retail industry has not
kept pace with changing consumer markets. In stressing

operating efficiency, retailers have cut back on store help,

store maintenance, effective store displays, and other

elements that contribute to a positive shopping experience.

By choosing operational efficiency over marketing

effectiveness, many department stores have given busy

consumers good reasons to shop elsewhere or to shop less

(Turchiano, 1990). It may be that an important marketing
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strategy for successful retailers will be to align

consumers' perception of their store's image and its

associated attributes such as price, products, layout and

facilities, service and personnel, and promotion, with

consumers' self-perception.

Rapid technological innovation and quick information

dissemination are so much a part of modern life that they

have had an impact on almost every business (Sack, 1994).

In a world of almost instantaneous communication and

feedback, the importance of consumer self-perception must be

taken into account when retailers are designing advertising

campaigns for the products they carry and their store's

overall image. Usually the first image that consumers have

of a retail store is through this instantaneous

communication.

When shopping, the consumer extracts and perceives

certain store features and forms beliefs and/or affects

which are congruent with his or her idiosyncratic cognitive

configuration. Subsequently, when the consumer thinks about

the store, several of the most salient dimensions are

retrieved from memory to represent that store (Mazursky &

Jacoby, 1986). When designing a store's advertising

campaigns, promotions and image, retailers need to consider

the importance of store image on consumers' store patronage

decision.
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Drucker (1993) indicated that the retail concept is

moving away from large department stores and shopping malls

to specialized retail establishments outside malls. In the

1980s, some large department store retailers began to create

small designer boutiques within their larger stores, a

concept fitting this retail specialization that Drucker

(1993) identified. Other designers are functioning as

retailers and they have opened stores carrying select

merchandise or private-brand merchandise geared to a

targeted market. These stores are developed with specific

images related to the targeted consumer's self-perception.

Some of the most successful retailers and merchandisers of

this concept have positioned their store image to fit an

idealized category such as the English country squire image

offered by Ralph Lauren, Laura Ashley, and The Bombay

Company, or a simple, clean, and basic image like The Gap,

Calvin Klein, and Nike.

Drucker (1993) identified the shopping population as

having a new center of gravity with shoppers exhibiting

different characteristics than in the past. Shopping

patterns reflect a fundamental change in consumers'

attitudes toward spending, perceived value, convenience, and

the traditional retail outlet's attractiveness (Sack, 1994).

Consumers are showing less interest in shopping. They are

becoming more purposeful through "precision shopping" due

to their limited time, and they are patronizing stores which

3



provide good value every day (Sack, 1994). Retailers need

to recognize these consumer shopping trends and project them

into their store image in order to attract the largest

customer base.

In this study, fashion innovativeness describes both

consumers and store type. Midgley and Dowling (1978) and

Goldsmith and Flynn (1992) note the importance of retailers

identifying consumer innovators. If retailers can target

their store image so that it appeals to consumer innovators,

they may be more successful. Also, these innovative

consumers are fashion leaders in the community and they can

influence other consumers to patronize certain retail stores

(Goldsmith & Flynn, 1992).

Fashion innovativeness can be used to refer to a

stores' image. Sproles and Burns (1994) note that like

consumers, some stores are fashion innovators too. These

stores carry high fashion merchandise which includes the

latest style and designs offered by the fashion industry.

In addition, these stores present an overall store image of

fashion forwardness. Sproles (1979) equates innovative

fashion with high fashion which is usually exclusive and

expensive. Retail stores that are perceived by the consumer

as fashion innovative usually carry high fashion

merchandise.

4
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Statement of Problem

In the 1980s, Hirschman (1981) identified the lack of

empirical research on the retail industry concerning store

image formation. This situation still exists. Many studies

completed on store image rely on survey data which probe

postshopping recall (Arons, 1961; Doyle & Fenwich, 1974;

Fisk, 1961; Jain & Etgar, 1976; King & Ring, 1980). The

approach used in these studies may be categorized as "top-

down", as it relies on retrospective recall of retail store

image after the overall (or holistic) image already had been

formed. While the advantage of this method lies in

obtaining an assessment of overall image, it suffers from a

major shortcoming. Consumers are likely to recall various

image attributes rather than the environmental cues that

gave rise to these attributes (Mazursky & Jacoby, 1986).

Congruency between a store's image and a consumer's self-

image may determine the consumer's decision to patronize a

retail store.

Purposes of Study

The first purpose of this study was to explore the

influence of college student's self-perception of appearance

with the apparel retail store image associated with its

shopping environment. Mazursky and Jacoby (1986) state that

over time, consumers form store, product, and brand images

which are capable of exerting a strong impact on shopping

and patronage behavior. A key factor in understanding store
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image involves understanding the processes which underlie

its formation and change. They advise retailers to clearly

define their image objectives before making decisions

regarding a store's physical attributes and design.

The second purpose of this study is to determine if

students perceived a difference in apparel retail store

image by price. Third, this study determined if a college

student's fashion innovativeness influenced his/her

perception of an apparel retail store's fashion

innovativeness. Consumers who are high in innovativeness

represent a key market segment which many marketers are

anxious to identify, profile, and influence since these

consumer innovators are important to a retail store's

success and profitability.

Rationale

Dardens' (1980) Patronage Model of Consumer Behavior

served as a theoretical framework for investigating the

relationship between self-perception of appearance and

fashion innovativeness and retail store image. Dardens'

model links personal characteristics and information sources

with a direct effect on shopping orientations, importance of

store attributes, and patronage behavior. Shim and

Kotsiopulos (1992) used this model to investigate predictors

of (a) patronage behavior of apparel shopping; (b) store

attributes which impact patronage behavior; (c) shopping

orientations which impact store attributes; and (d)
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information sources which impact shopping orientations. In

addition to the five direct linkages Darden proposed, Shim

and Kotsiopulos' study identified two more direct linkages

which they used to develop a revised apparel retail

patronage behavior model. Darden's (1980) and Shim and

Kotsiopulos' (1992) research and two additional factors

"shopping environment" and "product promotion-price"

identified by Dickson and Albaum (1977) could be useful in

developing a general theory of how consumers form images of

retail stores. By increasing understanding of how consumers

make store patronage decisions, retailers would be able to

gear not only their media advertising campaigns, but also

their actual store image to fit consumers' self-perceptions.

Shim and Kotsiopulos (1992) showed direct relationships

between information sources, shopping orientations, personal

characteristics, and store attributes in consumer patronage

behavior. Their study implied that the information

consumers use in their shopping decisions impacts how they

perceive store attributes. This might be useful in

predicting when a store's image is congruent with its target

market.

Patronage profiles for all types of stores have been

developed (Shim & Kotsiopulos, 1992). Retailers can use

this information to create a specific store image by using

promotions and media campaigns that precisely fit their

consumers' profiles. Accurately profiling customer bases is
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necessary for successful retailing. A consumers' self-image

may influence their patronage of stores that match this

self-perception.

Limitations

This study examined only the perceptions of college

students residing in on-campus housing at the University of

North Texas (UNT). University students have a higher

education level than the general public and thus do not

represent all consumers. This study's results can only be

generalized to UNT college students and possibly to students

at similar universities. This research was conducted using

a self-administered questionnaire in which four stores were

selected by two pre-tests to represent different apparel

retailers delineated by combinations of fashion

(mass/innovative) and price (higher/lower). However, not

all categories of fashion apparel retailers are included.

For example, discounters and off-price stores represent low

price and mass fashion and they are not included in this

study. The four stores used in this study are all national

fashion retailers but they may be subject to better local

recognition than to national or international recognition.

This study dealt with a finite population which was the

spring 1995 students living in University of North Texas

resident housing. These students may have some

characteristics which are different from the remaining
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student population because they choose to live in university

housing units.

Assumption

Only one assumption was made. Students residing in the

University of North Texas housing have several personal

characteristics (age range, major, and ethnicity,) which are

representative of other university students.

Operational Definitions

1. Consumer Image of Retail Stores (CIRS): A consumer's

image of a retail store encompasses attitudes about

retail store prices, products, layout and facilities,

service and personnel, promotion, clientele, store

quality, and checkout (Dickson & Albaum, 1977). In

this study, Dickson and Albaum's (1977) 29 item CIRS

scale was used to measure retail store image. The

measures are bipolar adjectives and descriptions such

as: crammed merchandise - well spaced merchandise,

bright store - dull store, low prices - high prices,

and inconvenient location - convenient location. This

study uses the terms image and attributes

interchangeably reasoning that the attributes

identified by Attaway (1988), Cassill and Drake (1987),

Myers and Alpert (1968), and Bellenger, Robertson, and

Greenberg (1977) are all included in Dickson and

Albaum's (1977) definition of consumer image of retail

stores. Martineau (1958) states that store image is
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defined in the shopper's mind partly by its functional

qualities and partly by an aura of psychological

attributes. Some of the functional attributes he

identified are: price, merchandise, store layout and

architecture, color schemes, advertising, sales

personnel, and location. These attributes are

components of store image and they are used by the

consumer to evaluate a fashion retail store.

2. Price: In this study, a promotion product-price

subscale from Dickson and Albaum (1977) 29-item CIRS

scale was used to measure retail store price. The five

bipolar items from the measure were: low prices - high

prices, bad sales on products - good sales on products,

bad buys on products - good buys on products,

unreasonable prices for value - reasonable prices for

the value, and bad specials - good specials. Responses

to these five items were summed for a price image

score. Here after in this study, Promotion product-

price will be referred to as price.

3. Shopping Environment: Shopping environment is a

subscale from Dickson and Albaum (1977) 29 item CIRS

scale. It included ten bipolar items from the measure:

crammed merchandise - well spaced merchandise, bright

store - dull store, well organized layout - unorganized

layout, unpleasant store to shop in - pleasant store to

shop in, unattractive store - attractive store, messy -
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neat, spacious shopping - crowded shopping, dirty -

clean, good displays - bad displays, hard to find items

you want - easy to find items you want.

4. Self-Perception of Appearance: Self-perception is the

mental image, conception, or perception one has of

oneself (Webster, 1991). In this study, self-

perception of appearance was measured by one subscale

from Neemann and Harter's (1986) Self-Perception

Profile for College Students. This measure has 13

subscales contained in the two main categories of

competencies [abilities] and social relationships, plus

a third category of self-worth.

5. Store Fashion Innovativeness: Store fashion

innovativeness is the perception of consumers that the

store image, as related to style or design, is new and

innovative. These fashion styles and designs must be

perceived by the consumers as different from the

previous season (Sproles & Burns, 1994). The bipolar

item innovative fashion - mass fashion was included to

measure store fashion innovativeness.

6. Store Type: Fashion retail stores are identified by a

variety of characteristics including the type of

fashion merchandise carried and its price range. In

this study, store type will be categorized by price

(high/low) and fashion (innovative/mass). Innovative

fashion is a style or design perceived as new by an
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individual. Each season the fashion industry offers new

styles to consumers. If these fashion styles are

different from the previous season then they are

perceived by the consumers as innovative (Sproles &

Burns, 1994). Innovative fashion is usually considered

high fashion which is high-priced, exclusive, designer-

branded and sold in exclusive retail stores (Sproles,

1979). Mass fashion is fashion that has achieved

considerable popularity. It is mass produced and sold

in large volume in all price ranges and kinds of retail

stores (Sproles, 1979). These categories were

represented by four national apparel retailers which

can be delineated by unique combinations of fashion and

price. Innovative fashion/high price was represented

by Neiman Marcus. Innovative fashion/low price was

represented by Macy's. Mass fashion/high price was

represented by Dillard's. Mass fashion/low price was

represented by Sears.

7. Student Fashion Innovativeness: Midgley and Dowling

(1978) define innovativeness as an individual's

receptivity to new ideas and an ability to make

innovative decisions independently of other's

experience. They also identify it as a personality

trait which influences a variety of domain-specific

behaviors including early purchasing of new products.

In this study, fashion innovativeness was
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operationalized by Goldsmith and Hofacker's (1991)

measure for consumer fashion innovativeness for fashion

clothing related to time, availability, ownership, and

buying new unheard of fashion items without knowledge

of the items, as well as, knowledge of fashions and

styles, and new fashion designers.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction

A critical element in retail competitiveness is an

understanding of the store patronage decision (Haynes,

Pipkin, Black, & Cloud, 1994). In response to this need,

patronage decision research has increased in both scope and

sophistication. Conceptual developments have focused on two

primary areas. First, there has been an expansion of the

patronage model to include not only the traditional elements

of competitive store characteristics (price, merchandise,

brand names, store decor, and displays), but also to

integrate a wide range of consumer characteristics related

to shopping motivations and product/process involvement.

Haynes, et al. (1994) have emphasized the need to view the

patronage decision not as a single event, but as an evolving

decision characterized as a set of sequential evaluative

decisions.

This chapter presents relevant literature related to

Darden's (1980) Patronage Model of Consumer Behavior. This

model starts with personal characteristics consisting of (a)

terminal values, which according to Rokeach (1973) refer

only to idealized end states of existence. Terminal values

lead to instrumental values which refer to idealized modes

14
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of behavior, and affects media habits, shopping

orientations, and store attribute importances. (b) Life

styles, are defined as those activities, interests, and

opinions which are reflected in consumption patterns

(Zablocki & Kanter, 1976). These activities, interests, and

opinions can reflect either a general orientation (e.g.,

Grubb & Hupp, 1968; Plummer, 1971; Tigert, 1971b; Tigert et

al., 1971; Wells 1975; Wells & Tigert, 1971) or a product-

or domain-specific orientation (e.g., Haley, 1968; Pernica,

1974; Young, 1971). (c) Social Class is defined as one's

rank or status in a particular society (Webster, 1983). (d)

Darden's last category for personal characteristics is Stage

in Family Life Cycle. Examples of these stages are married

with no children, married with young children, and married

with teenagers.

Personal characteristics influence an individual's

media habits such as listening to radio, watching tv or

reading magazines, newspapers, journals. These in turn are

linked to the individual's shopping orientations which are

influenced by store attribute importances and product queue

and/or evoked store set (which flows into store attribute

importances). Store attribute importance affects patronage

intention which leads to patronage behavior and ends with

consumption (direct, inventories, and usage)

Other factors besides personal characteristics which

initiate the consumer behavior conceptualized in Darden's
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model for patronage include stimuli (internal and external)

which influence need queue which in turn activate awareness,

inventories, information sources, and memory. Another

influence is life experience (recency, tenure, quality)

which affects shopping orientations, awareness, inventories,

information

sources, and memory. Awareness, inventories, and

information sources determine if there is enough information

to shop. If the consumer's response (or perception) is yes,

then the next step is to product queue and/or evoked store

set, then store attribute importances. If the consumer's

response (or perception) is no, then the next step is to a

patronage and product information search and back to

awareness, inventories, information sources, and memory.

Memory determines store attribute beliefs which goes to

patronage intention and then on to patronage behavior and

ending with consumption. Consumption flows back to patron

behavior, stores attribute beliefs, shopping orientations,

awarenesses, inventories, information sources, memory, and

need queue as experience.

In this study the influence of two personal

characteristics, fashion innovativeness and self-perception

of appearance, on consumer image of apparel retail stores

was examined. In Darden's (1980) model, consumer image of

apparel retail stores took the place of store attribute

beliefs.
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Influences on Consumers

Retail Attributes

Studies in a wide range of retail competiveness areas,

such as determinant retailer attributes, store image, store

loyalty, shopping orientations, and consumer satisfaction

and dissatisfaction, have been conducted to determine

consumer patronage (e.g., Hansen & Deutscher, 1977-78;

Mason, Durand, & Taylor, 1981; Tauber, 1972; Westbrook &

Black, 1985). In reviewing past patronage research studies,

Haynes, et al. (1994) identified three basic components of

the patronage decision: retailer attributes, consumer

characteristics, and the choice context. Myers and Alpert's

(1968) research demonstrated that consumers differ in their

preference for certain retailer attributes (products, price,

value, quality) and that these preferences are reflected in

store choice. Certain store features or attributes have

been identified as more influential in determining

preferences and choices than are others (Hansen & Deutscher,

1977-78; Bellenger, et al., 1977; Myers & Alpert, 1968).

For example, Hansen and Deutscher (1977-78) investigated the

relationship between store attributes and patronage behavior

and found that the importance of a store's different

attributes affected consumers' retail store selection. In

another study, Attaway (1988) identified 10 retailer

attributes as influencing consumers' preferences in store

choice. These attributes included product variety, low
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prices, value for money, friendly salesperson, helpful

salesperson, locally owned, national chain store, store

decor, number of brands per store, and attractive displays.

Haynes, et al. (1994) reviewed previous research on

patronage decision and identified consumer characteristics

as a major component too. Both Darden's (1980) and Shim and

Kotsiopulos (1992) research investigated the influence of

consumer characteristics on patronage decision.

Consumer Characteristics

Consumer characteristics influence an individual's

patronage behavior at each stage of the decision process.

Pessemier (1980) discussed four major influences on

patronage behavior: (a) customer characteristics, (b) store

characteristics, (c) competitive environment, and (d)

socioeconomic environment. Customer characteristics are

defined as including demographic, personality, value, and

lifestyle characteristics, and market actions, perceptions,

and preferences. These all have a clear relevance to

patronage behavior. Other researchers have examined: (a)

shopping motivations (Bellenger, et al., 1977; Darden &
Ashton, 1974-75; Westbrook & Black, 1985) and (b) value

obtained in the shopping experience, and (c) whether or not
a purchase is made (Attaway, 1988; Slama & Taschian, 1985).

Store Type

Fashion Innovativeness

Innovative fashion is a style or design perceived as
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new by an individual. Each season the fashion industry

offers new styles to consumers. If these fashion styles are

different from the previous season then they are perceived

by the consumers as innovative (Sproles & Burns, 1994).

Innovative fashion is usually considered high fashion which

is high-priced, exclusive, designer-branded and sold in

exclusive retail stores (Sproles, 1979).

Price

Price is one important store characteristics that is a

perceptual attribute of a stimulus product or percept

(Sirgy, 1983). Monroe and Petroshius (1981) stated that in

the area of price perception, the traditional concepts with

which consumer behaviorists are preoccupied with include (a)

price awareness, (b) price-quality, and (c) price

thresholds. Sirgy (1983) points to the following findings.

Price awareness, which is the buyer's ability to remember

prices, may be negatively related to income. An exception is

with the poor; in this case although the consumer's income

level may be high enough to afford certain merchandise,

other factors such as social class, lifestyle, and family

life cycle may prevent the consumer from making the

purchase. In other words, the poor may feel that they are

not good enough to shop at certain stores. Price awareness

may be negatively related to product involvement but it may

be positively related to price consciousness. Monroe and

Petroshius (1981) defined the price-quality relationship as
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the use of product price as an indicator of product quality.

Furthermore, they identified price thresholds as a twofold

consumer behavior phenomenon which involves the absolute

price threshold and differential price threshold. In

Sirgy's (1983) study, absolute price threshold refers to the

price range that a consumer will consider regarding a

product or product category. A product that is priced above

the upper absolute price threshold is unacceptable and,

similarly, may be equally unacceptable if priced below the

lower absolute price threshold. The differential price

threshold, on the other hand, refers to perceived

differences between a price level of a given product and its

prior price level or a price level of a competing product.

Zaltman (1965) states that price is a highly important

communication device. Not only does it tell the consumer

how much must be paid to acquire a given item; it is

something of an index of quality, and therefore, projects

considerable "knowledge" about the product to the potential

buyer.

In the search for a goal object, the consumer must have

some means of differentiating between products or product

brands. Cues provide the means of differentiation (Miller &

Dollard, 1964), since they are the product characteristics

or the innovation characteristics (Zaltman, 1965). An

example of cue use is when consumers rely on price to infer

quality for products and brands (Tull, Boring, & Gonsier,
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1964). In this case the consumer is substituting one cue

(price) for another (quality) which provides them with a set

of expectations regarding the goal object's quality (Markin,

1969). It may be that a consumer also infers price as a

quality cue associated with store image.

O'Shaughnessy (1987) stated that price can inhibit

buying, not because the price demanded is beyond the

consumers' ability to pay (which would take him or her out

of the market entirely), but because the price is more than

the consumer is willing to spend. The problem lies in the

relative benefits the consumer attaches to the product

versus the money, which can be spent on other things.

Furthermore, perceptions as to the reasonableness of price

are all important. If the price appears abnormally low,

there are suspicions about quality. If the price is

abnormally high, then there may be suspicion about the extra

value being given for the extra cost. The importance

attached to price within a quality level depends on what

experience has taught the individual about prices.

O'Shaughnessy suggests that high fashion, for example, is

never fashionable if it is cheap. Products which are bought

to be in fashion, mark occasions, or signal status are not

likely to be the cheapest brands. Also, in support of

price, O'Shaughnessy states that price may be used as the

quality indicator.



22

Fashion Innovativeness of the Consumer

Midgley and Dowling (1978) proposed innovativeness as

"the level to which a person is open to new ideas and makes

decisions without the advise or acceptance of others (p.

236) ." They define innovativeness as a personality trait

which they call "innate innovativeness." It operates at the

most abstract global level of conceptualization to influence

a variety of domain-specific behaviors, including relative

early new products purchases. Between this abstract

personality trait and actual innovative behaviors, Midgley

and Dowling propose that an intermediary level of product-

category specific innovativeness exists. This intermediary

innovativeness mediates the effects of innate innovativeness

along with a variety of inter-individual difference

variables and situational factors on actual innovation

adoption.

Hundreds of new consumer products appear on store

shelves and in the media each year. Most of these fail and

they represent significant financial and resource losses to
the companies which developed them and brought them to

market (Foxall, 1984). One key to a marketer's successful

new product introduction is selling the product to a small

percentage of consumers who are the first to buy in any

given product market (Midgley, 1977). These individuals are
the consumer innovators who represent a key market segment

that many marketers are anxious to identify, profile, and
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influence.

Early adopters and new brand triers play an important

role in a new product's life cycle. Successful sales to

innovators may result in market leadership and raise

effective entry barriers which prevent other firms from

easily entering the market. Innovators also may provide

important feedback to the company regarding the new product

itself. They may suggest improvements or point out fatal

flaws early enough in the product life cycle to avoid

disaster later on. Finally, and perhaps most importantly,

the earliest buyers help promote the product to later

buyers, spreading by word-of-mouth communication and

legitimizing the product for other consumers (Goldsmith &

Flynn, 1992).

In a study on fashion innovators, Goldsmith and Flynn

(1992) found characteristics which differentiated the

innovator from the non-innovator. Innovators were by

demographic characteristics, younger, better educated,

heavier users of the product category as a whole, had a

higher number of shopping trips, and spent more money on

purchases. In their use of information sources, these

innovators were more likely to read fashion periodicals,

fashion stories in newspapers, and watch television programs

dealing with clothing styles. Their shopping orientations

included shopping habits and tastes that distinguished them

from the more typical shoppers. They looked for style more
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than practicality, relied on retail promotions, attended

fashion shows, and bought items featured in those shows more

often than the non-innovators.

Image of Retail Store

Martineau (1958) defined store image as "the way in

which the store is defined in the shopper's mind, partly by

its functional qualities and partly by an aura of

psychological attributes (p.47)." Functional, in this

definition, refers to physical properties such as

merchandise selection, price ranges, and store layout.

Psychological attributes refer to such characteristics as a

sense of belonging and the feeling of friendliness.

Kunkel and Berry (1968) applied learning theory to

defining store image as "the total conceptualized or

expected reinforcement that a person associates with

shopping at a particular store (p.22)." According to their

definition, a store's image at any point in time is mainly

the result of previous differential reinforcement (Mazursky

& Jacoby, 1986).

Other scholars have defined store image as an attitude.

For example, Doyle and Fenwich (1974) noted that "the term

is used interchangeably with attitude toward the store to

describe the overall impression a consumer has to it (p.

40)." As another example, James, Durand, and Dreves (1976)

defined store image as "a set of attitudes based upon

evaluation of those store attributes deemed important by
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consumers (p. 25)." Similarly, Engel and Blackwell (1982)

defined store image as "one type of attitude, measured

across a number of dimensions hopefully reflecting salient

attributes (p. 518)."

Hirschman (1981: 19) offered a definition of store

image that begins to explain the process of image

development and formation. According to Hirschman, store

image is "a subjective phenomenon that results from the

acquisition of knowledge about the store as it is perceived

relative to other stores and in accordance with the

consumer's unique cognitive framework (p.120-133)."

Building upon the previous definitions, Mazursky and

Jacoby (1986) proposed a definition which more explicitly

addresses the process aspect of store image development.

According to this definition, image includes three

components: a cognition and/or affect (or a set of

cognitions and/or affects) which is (are) inferred either

from a set of ongoing perceptions and/or memory inputs

attaching to a phenomenon (i.e., either an object or event

such as a store, a product, a "sale,") and which

represent(s) what that phenomenon signifies to an

individual.

Mazarsky and Jacoby's (1986) store image definition

implies the following process: When shopping at a store or

obtaining information regarding the store from other sources

(e.g., newspaper advertisements), a consumer is exposed to a
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reality which is partly controlled by the retailer. The

consumer extracts and perceives certain features from this

reality and forms beliefs and/or affects which are congruent

with his or her idiosyncratic cognitive configuration. The

process of inferring various beliefs and affect from

perceptions, with a possible intervention of memory factors,

underlies the process of image development and formation.

Subsequently, when the consumer thinks about the store,

several of the most salient dimensions are retrieved from

memory and represent what the store signifies.

Mazarsky and Jacoby (1986) state that the store image

formation process is a subjective phenomenon taking place in

the perceived reality field and it is believed to occur in a

sequential fashion. First, consumers attend to some of the

cues in the environment. Though relevant cues go beyond the

store (e.g., word-of-mouth communications from others

regarding the store in question), the present discussion is

confined to those cues emanating directly from the store

itself. The attended cues are then interpreted in a

relatively direct fashion (e.g., "These are a pair of 7AAA

ladies shoes;" "There are a number of other styles of 6AA,

7AAA, and 8AAA shoes;" "There are also a number of size 3

ladies dresses."). The consumer begins to assimilate these

interpretations under some broader rubric (e.g., "Women with

petite and similarly unusual sizes are likely to find out

what they need here."). These impressions are further
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integrated under even broader categories (e.g., "This store

carries a broad line of merchandise.") At their broadest,

these categories may be considered as the major facets of

store image which, when integrated into a single holistic

gestalt, represent that store's image to the consumer

(Mazursky & Jacoby, 1986).

According to Mazursky and Jacoby (1986), a store's

merchandise characteristics (such as quality, pricing, and

assortment) and service characteristics (such as quality in

general and salespersons' service), and the pleasantness of

the store shopping experience are among the most important

store image components. These merchandise characteristics

may be cues the consumer uses to determine if the store

image matches their own self-image.

Martineau (1958) states that consumers, in regards to

store image, ask themselves if it matches their own desires

and expectations and then they seek the store whose image is

most congruent with the image they have of themselves. He

also states that a consumer's status level is part of the

decision-making process which consumers use to identify

stores that are acceptable and appealing to them

individually. In addition, income level affects the

consumer's image of a retail store.

In summary, Lindquist (1974-75) stressed that store

image is complex by nature and consists of a combination of

tangible or functional factors and intangible or
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psychological factors that consumer perceives to be present.

This observation was based on the research of previous

studies such as Pierre Martineau (1958), Newman (1957),and

Kunkel and Berry (1968).

Store Attributes

A store's visual image, as defined by displays,

merchandise, store decor and sales personnel, influence

consumers' perceptions of overall store image. All of these

visuals are identified in Attaway's (1988) list of 10

retailer attribute items important to consumers. These

attributes are: variety of product carried; low prices;

value for your money; friendly salesperson; helpful

salesperson; locally owned store; store part of national

chain; store decor; number of brands per store; and

attractive displays. Cassill and Drake (1987) supported

Attaway's (1988) findings that consumers differ in their

preference for certain retailer attributes and that these

preferences are reflected in store choice. Myers and Alpert

(1968) found certain features or attributes to be more

influential in determining preferences and choices than

others. Bellenger, et al. (1977) found that the

recreational shopper placed a high level of importance on

store attributes such as store decor, product variety

(merchandise), and quality.

Consumers' shopping orientations have been defined as a

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

shopping as a complex social and recreational, as well as

economic, phenomenon (Howell, 1979). In studying shopping

orientations (product, brand, price, not-store shopping,

planning, time, and product), Shim and Kotsiopulos (1992a)

found appearance management consumers tended to place high

importance on store attributes such as its visual image,

quality/variety, brand/fashion, easy access, and sales

personnel. Consumers who frequently used information

sources, such as store fashion promotional activities,

tended to view sales personnel, customer service, and visual

image of a store as important. Consumers' personal

characteristics and lifestyle activities appeared to be most

important in predicting several store attributes, such as,

store visual image, brand names, and merchandise selection.

Therefore, consumers who stress the importance of personal

visual image may also be particularly concerned with a

store's visual image. Haynes, et al. (1994) demonstrated

that shoppers consider all retailer attributes including

sales personnel, atmospherics (displays and store decor) and

product variety (merchandise) important when it is time to

decide which store to patronize. Studies by Shim and

Kotsiopulos (1992) and Haynes, et al. (1994) found store

attributes to be important in targeting consumers whose

profiles fit the store's visual image.
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Self-Image/Perception

Self-image is a total conceptualization of one's self

and it is formed via the cognitive processes of perception,

memory, impressions, and acquired value systems. Markin

(1969) defined self-image as the total sum of impressions

which the consumer forms of him or herself. He notes that

one's self-image is often likely to be a little distorted in

as much as the consumer rarely sees himself/herself as

others do.

The consumer-buyer's principal task is often that of

securing a product or service whose image matches his or her

own self-image. Markin (1969) notes that with the knowledge

of self-image and product images, marketers are placing

increased emphasis on the means by which image-conscious

consumers can effectively be directed to the appropriate

product image.

Sirgy (1982b) defined self-concept as the image of

oneself as he/she perceives himself/herself. He has

redefined this image as a dual self-concept to include both

the actual self-concept and the ideal self-concept (meaning

the image of oneself as he/she would like to be).

Neemann and Harter (1986) noted a renewed interest in

the self. Because the self is now viewed as a cognitive

construct in an era of cognitive psychology, research on the

self has been legitimized. Developmentalists, personality

theorists, social learning theorists, and cognitive-
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attributional theorists have renewed their search for a

comprehensive theory of the self, while educational

psychologists and clinicians seek sensitive tools to assess

self-concept, self-image, and self-worth.

Neemann and Harter (1986) developed and tested a Self-

Perception Profile for College Students which includes 13

subscales, measuring: creativity, intellectual ability,

scholastic competence, job competence, athletic competence,

appearance, romantic relationships, social acceptance, close

friendships, parent relationships, humor, morality, and

global self-worth. The appearance subscale measures self-

perceptions of one's appearance. Self-image which has been

linked to appearance, is defined as an outward aspect,

external show, or a sense impression or aspect of a thing

(Webster, 1991). Neemann and Harter's (1986) appearance

profile subscale refers to such things as one's physical

attractiveness and being happy with the way one looks.

Dardens' (1981) study of consumer socialization factors in a

patronage model of consumer behavior found society to some

extent determined the norms for an individual's appearance.

Through the socialization process, the individual learns

what is acceptable to society. An example of this regarding

appearance is evident when the man who wears inappropriate

clothing to work may become embarrassed by the reactions of

others to his costume (Gross & Stone, 1964).
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Shim and Kotsiopulos (1992, 1993), Summers, Belleau,

and Wozniak (1992), and Shim and Bickle (1994) found that

women who are "Baby Boomers", highly educated, career

oriented, have personal characteristics that are grooming

lifestyle activities oriented, have high income level, and

are urban dwellers are very concerned with self-image.

These consumers are self-confident and relate clothing and

the store's visual image to perceptions of their own self-

image. Shim and Kotsiopulos (1992) concluded that retailers

need to be particularly aware of visual cues to ensure that

the image they project is that which would attract consumers

with comparable personal image values. Cassill and Drake's

(1987) study of female consumer's lifestyle, which is an

indicator of consumers' perceptions of themselves, noted

that to consumers, clothing is a product that is perceived

as reflecting one's self-image.

Haynes, et al. (1994) found retailer attributes to be

factors that consumers find important when making their

patronage behavior decisions. Some examples of these

attributes are store decor, merchandise, displays, sales

personnel and visual image. Attaway's (1988) findings

confirmed dimensions identified in earlier studies (Mazursky

& Jacoby, 1986; Lindquist, 1974-75; Myers & Alpert, 1968;

and Fisk, 1961-62) and proposed three broad motivational

categories: functional, symbolic and experiential. The

symbolic dimension represents an individual's desire to
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enhance self-image and/or fulfill role expectations of both

a personal or social nature. These previously mentioned

studies reveal a direct relationship between consumer's

self-image and patronage behavior.

Summary

This chapter presented background on Darden's (1980)

Patronage Model of Consumer Behavior. Specific aspects of

this model were further discussed to provide support for

investigating personal characteristics of fashion

innovativeness and self-perception of appearance and

consumer image of retail store related to store environment,

product promotion-price and fashion innovativeness.

A consumer's fashion innovativeness is the willingness

of the consumer to try new ideas without the approval and

acceptance of others (Midgley & Dowling, 1978). As applied

to store type, fashion innovativeness is the different

styles or designs that the fashion industry offers each

season to the consumer for purchase (Sproles & Burns,

(1994). Usually, innovative fashion is perceived by the

consumer as high fashion which is high-priced, exclusive,

designer-branded, and sold in an exclusive retail store

(Sproles, 1979).

Self-Perception is defined by Markin (1969) as the

total sum of impressions which the consumer forms of him or

herself. Sirgy (1982b) has redefined this as the actual and

ideal image one has of oneself and states that other
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investigators have defined self-perception as multi-

dimensional such as actual and ideal, social, expected and

expressive self-image. In this study Neemann and Harter's

(1986) subscale for appearance was used to define student's

self-perception of appearance.

Consumer image of retail store has been defined many

ways (Doyle & Fenwich, 1974; Durand & Dreves, 1976; Kunkel &

Berry, 1968; Martineau, 1958) Simply stated, it is the way

the consumer imagines the store in his or her mind. This

image is based upon both physical and psychological

attributes. Lindquist (1974-75) stressed that the store

image is complex by nature. The physical aspects of store

image are such things as merchandise, store decor and sales

personnel, price, location. While the psychological aspects

are based on the external and internal environment and

personal characteristics such as lifestyle,

social class, education level, family life cycle and values.



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

Introduction

When selecting stores, consumers are influenced by

store attributes such as displays, store decor, merchandise,

and sales personnel (Attaway, 1988; Cassill & Drake, 1987;

Fisk, 1961-62; Haynes, et al., 1994; Myers & Alpert, 1968;

Shim & Kotsiopulos, 1992a). These store attributes provide

visual stimuli which can create images of what the store is

like, its environment, and the merchandise it offers.

Several research studies (Cassill & Drake, 1987 Shim &

Bickle, 1994; Shim & Kotsiopulos, 1992a, 1993; Summers,

Belleau, & Wozniak, 1992; ) have linked consumers' self

perception and a store's visual image. Other researchers

have shown consumers' characteristics to be directly related

to self-image (Cassill & Drake, 1987; Shim & Bickle, 1994

Summers, et al., 1992;) which in turn influences their

patronage behavior (Haynes, et al., 1994; Shim &

Kotsiopulos, 1992a). This study investigated of student

fashion innovativeness and self-perception of appearance and

their image of apparel retail stores on three criteria:

store environment, price, and fashion innovativeness. Three

research questions were investigated. Does a student's

self-perception of his/her appearance influence his/her

35
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image of the shopping environment in an apparel retail

store? Is a student's image of an apparel retail store

based on price? Does a student's fashion innovativeness

influence his/her image of an apparel retail store's fashion

innovativeness?

Information on the conceptual framework, independent

and dependent variables, hypotheses, instrument development,

population and sample, data collection, reliability and

validity of measures, and data analysis procedures follow.

Student's perceived self-image of appearance and

fashion innovativeness and their influence on the student's

image of apparel retail stores as evidenced by store

attributes of shopping environment, price, and fashion

innovativeness were measured. This information will help

retailers in identifying those visual cues which may project

an attractive store image to students with comparable

personal images as suggested by Shim and Kotsiopulos

(1992a). Also, this knowledge will be valuable to educators

of merchandising programs offering courses in store planning

and visual merchandising, and to marketing specialists in

planning product promotion strategies which target consumers

with similar characteristics (Cassill & Drake, 1987).

Conceptual Framework

Figure 1 presents the conceptual framework containing

the two independent variables, student fashion

innovativeness and student self-perception of appearance,
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and the dependent variables of consumer's image of retail

stores, indicated by shopping environment, price and fashion

innovativeness. This framework was adapted from Shim and

Kotsiopulos' (1992a) research model of patronage behavior of

apparel shopping which was based on Darden's (1980)

Patronage Model of Consumer Behavior.

This model views shopping orientations as key

constructs in this patronage choice model. The antecedent

variables to shopping orientations include personal

characteristics such as an

individual's fashion innovativeness and self-perception of

appearance. The model suggests these personal

characteristics influence shopping orientations which

determine in large measure the salient store attributes

which in turn impact a consumer's patronage behavior. These

salient attributes could include characteristics associated

with the store's shopping environment, price, and fashion

innovativeness. Thus shopping orientations can serve as a

repository of information for the shopper and they can

direct patronage intention and behavior.
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Figure 1. Conceptual Framework of Patronage Behavior
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Variables Under Study

This study investigated selected consumer attributes

which may influence perception of apparel retail stores.

The first independent variable was self-perception of

appearance, as defined in Neemann and Harter's (1989) Self-

Perception Profile for College Students. The four item

appearance subscale of this profile measured one's

competency in appearance. Fashion innovativeness served as

the second independent variable. It was defined by

Goldsmith and Flynn's (1992) about Goldsmith and Hofacker

(1991) six-item measure for consumer fashion innovativeness

related to time, availability, ownership, and buying new

unheard of fashion items without knowledge of items, as well

as, knowledge of fashions, styles, and new fashion

designers.

The two subscales of shopping environment and promotion

product-price in Dickson and Albaum's (1977) Consumer Image

of Retail Stores (CIRS) served as dependent variables.

Dickson and Albaum (1977) defined CIRS as consumer attitudes

toward retail prices, products, store layout and facilities,

service and personnel, promotion, clientele, good store, and

checkout.

In order to test for consumer's images of fashion

innovativeness of apparel retail stores, a bipolar semantic

differential measure of innovative/mass fashion was used.

In this study, four stores were used to depict four
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different combinations of fashion [innovativeness/mass] and

price [high/low]. See Figure 2. Neiman Marcus (innovative

fashion/higher price) is an expensive, high quality retail

store, offering fashion to status seeking consumers. It

carries only the top-of-the-line designers and merchandise.

Macy's (innovative fashion/lower price) is a middle-to

upper-middle income store carrying moderate to expensively

priced merchandise. It offers private-label brands and

bridge-line designer brands. Dillard's (mass fashion/higher

price) is a middle-to upper-middle income store. This store

has prices ranging from moderate to expensive and it is

geared toward fashionable but conservative consumers. Sears

(mass fashion/lower price) is a lower income to lower-middle

income store offering primarily house brands instead of

designer labels. Apparel is lower priced and generally not

of fine quality.

PRICE IMAGE

Higher Lower

Innovative Neiman Marcus Macy's

FASHION IMAGE

Mass Dillard's Sears

Figure 2. Store Image Represented by Fashion and Price.
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Research Hypotheses

Three hypotheses were tested:

H1  There is a difference between a student's self-

perceived appearance (like/dislike) and his/her

perceived image of an apparel retail store's shopping

environment.

H2  There is a difference in student's perception of

apparel retail stores based on price.

H3  There is a difference a between student's fashion

innovativeness (high/low) and his/her perceived image

of an apparel retail store's fashion innovativeness.

Instrument Development

Store Types

Two pre-test surveys were administered to identify four

combinations of fashion and price for the store types in

this study. The first survey was given to 16 employees of

the University of North Texas Housing Department. All of

the employees were university students and they represented

a diverse spectrum of student personal characteristics

similar to the population and sample in this study. The

pre-test survey listed 24 stores which participants were

asked to categorize by fashion (innovative/mass) and price

(higher/lower). Stores emerged for three categories: Neiman

Marcus (innovative/higher), Dillard's (mass/higher) and

Sears (mass/lower). However, the first survey did not

determine a store for the innovative/lower category. A
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second pre-test survey was administered to determine a store

for this category. The top five innovative fashion/higher

price category stores from the first pre-test were listed to

force a store selection in the innovative fashion/lower

price category. Subjects participating in this second test

were of a diverse mix of 18 graduate merchandise students.

This second sample identified Macy's for the innovative

fashion/lower price category.

A questionnaire composed of 154 items was developed.

It included measures for the Consumer Image of Retail Store,

the retail store fashion innovativeness, self-perception of

appearance, self-perception of fashion innovativeness, and

personal characteristics. Table 1 summarizes the items

measuring each variable and the type of data generated.
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Table 1. Summary of Variables by Instrument Items and Type

of Data.

Measures Instrument Items Type of
Data

Consumer Image of Retail Stores
(CIRS) : Shopping Environmenta

Neiman Marcus

Macy's

Dillard' S'

Sears

Consumer Image of Retail Stores
(CIRS): Price

Neiman Marcus

Macy's

Dillard's

Sears

Summed Scores

1,2,5,8,14,33,23,2
5,27,28

31,32,35,38,44,52,
53,55,58

61, 62, 65, 68,74, 82,
83,85,87,88

91,92,95,98,104,
112,113,115,117,
118

Summed Scores

6,7,13,21,29

36,37,43,51,59

66,67,73,81,89

95,97,103,111,119

Interval

Interval

Interval

Interval

Interval

Interval

Interval

Interval

Apparel Retail Store Fashion
Innovativeness

Neiman Marcus

Macy's

Dillard's

Sears

Self-Perception Appearance

30

60

90

120

Summed Scores

123, 127, 131, 135

Ordinal

Ordinal

Ordinal

Ordinal

Interval
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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Measures Instrument Items Type of
Data

Student Fashion Innovativeness Summed Scores

139,140,141,142, Interval

143,144

Consumer Image of Retail Store

Dickson and Albaum's (1977) CIRS Instrument is composed

of 29 seven-point bipolar semantic differential items

designed to measure attitudes toward retail prices,

products, store layout and facilities, service and

personnel, promotion, clientele, good store, and checkout.

Four CIRS instruments were included, one for each of the

four store types identified in Figure 2. Neiman Marcus was

evaluated on items 1-29, Macy's on items 31-59, Dillard's on

items 61-89, and Sears on items 91-119. Only those items

for shopping environment and price were used for hypothesis

testing. Reliability was checked for the variables using

Chronbach's (1951) alpha. Some examples of the items for

shopping environment were: crammed merchandise - well spaced

merchandise, bright store - dull store, and unattractive

store - attractive store. Some examples of price were:

good specials - bad specials, low prices - high prices,

Subjects rated each store by checking their perceptions of

the store's attributes on a 7-point semantic differential

scale.
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Retail Store Fashion Innovativeness

Subjects rated each store on a seven-point bipolar

semantic differential which delineated between innovative

fashion and mass fashion. This rating indicated their

perceptions of the four stores regarding the overall store

image of being fashion forward. Each of the four stores

have different price points, ranging from inexpensive to

very expensive and they carry clothing that is either

cheaply mass produced or high quality mode, manufactured in

limited quantities but created by fashion designers.

Self-Perception

Items 121, 122, 123, and 124 measured a college

student's self-perception of his/her appearance using the

subscale from Neemann and Harter's (1989) Self-Perception

Profile for College Students. This scale has been judged as

being domain-specific and reliable with each of the

subscales factorially sound. Reliability was checked for

the variables using Chronbach's (1951) alpha.

In order to offset the tendency to give socially

desirable answers, a positive-negative split question format

for the appearance scale was used. Respondents were asked

to indicate which of two types of students they were most

like. The format implies that while some students share one

type of self-perception, other students may feel quite

differently; thus, students were asked to identify with the

reference group most appropriate for them. Respondents
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checked one of the four boxes for each statement. An

example of this type of question follows.

Really Sort of Sort of Really

True True True True

For Me For Me For Me for Me

Q Some BUT Other U U

students students

like the wish that

kind of they were

person different

they are

Using responses to the 4 items in the appearance scale,

a total appearance score was derived (range 4 to 16).

Students with high scores (n=38) were placed in a "like"

appearance group and students with low scores (n=42) were

placed in a "dislike" group. The remaining 22 who fell

within the range of scores one-half s above and below the

mean were excluded from further analysis related to

appearance.

Student Fashion Innovativeness

Items 125-130 were Goldsmith and Hofacker's (1991) six

item Likert measure (1=strongly agree to 5=strongly

disagree) for consumer fashion innovativeness. Respondents

circled the number which best described themselves. Scoring
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could range from 6 to 30 with a perfect score of 30 being

the highest indicator of fashion innovativeness while a

score of 6 indicated very little fashion innovativeness.

Reliability was checked for the variables using Chronbach's

(1951) alpha. An example of these items is: "In general, I

am among the last in my circle of friends to buy a new

fashion item when it appears."

Using responses to the 6 items in the Consumer Fashion

Innovative scale, a total fashion innovativeness score was

derived (range 13 to 27). Students with high scores (n=28)

were placed in a high innovative fashion group and students

with low scores (n=49) were placed in a low innovative

fashion group. The remaining 36 who fell within the range

of scores one-half s above and below the mean were excluded

from further analysis related to fashion innovativeness.

Student's Personal Characteristics

Items 131 through 140 were included to gain descriptive

information on students' personal characteristics. Two

university descriptors of classification and major in

addition to ethnicity, U.S. or International student status,

age, sex, credit card use, and working status were included.

Respondents were asked to circle the item which best

described themselves. Item 141 measured the subject's self-

evaluation of his/her own fashionablility. Item 142

measured if they shopped at stores which reflected their own



self-image. Respondents circled either yes or no to each

item.

Population and Sample

The population included all students residing in on-

campus housing during the Spring of 1995 at the University

of North Texas, Denton, Texas. UNT Housing consists of 10

buildings (9 resident halls and one apartment complex).

Total capacity is 4,000 students. For Spring 1995, the

number of residents was 3,751 of which 1,991 were female and

1,760 were male. Each Resident Hall has a different student

mix. One hall is all female; one is predominantly music and

art majors; one is composed of students age 14-18 who are in

an accelerated high school program; one is a mix of

athletes, business majors, and freshman males and females;

two are for graduate students: two are mostly freshman males

and females; and two are mainly juniors and seniors.

The sample was drawn from UNT graduate and

undergraduate students who live in on-campus housing. This

sample was a convenience sample and not a random sample.

These students have diverse personal characteristics

including all university classifications, nationalities,

ethnicities, majors, age, sex, credit card usage, and work

status. The students were representative of the student

population of UNT when their personal characteristics were

compared with the university's annual report on students for

1993/1994.
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Data Collection

Data were collected through a self-administered

questionnaire completed by UNT students in January and

February of 1995. Prior to distribution, a request for

Research Test of Human Subjects was submitted to the UNT

Graduate School and subsequently approved. The researcher

enlisted the help of the Resident Assistants, Hall Directors

and Central Office Staff of the University of North Texas

Housing Department in administering the questionnaire. The

questionnaires were coded to identify a sample of 200 with

an anticipated return of 50 percent. The Resident

Assistants, Resident Hall Association members, Hall

Directors, and Central Office Staff distributed the

questionnaires to students who resided in on-campus housing.

Subjects were instructed to complete the questionnaire and

return it to their Resident Assistant, Hall Director or to

Central Housing. They subsequently were collected from

these sources.

Data Analysis

Table 2 lists the statistical analyses used in testing

the three hypotheses. Descriptive statistics including

frequencies, percentages, and means were used to describe

the sample and their responses on each independent and

dependent variable. A 2 X 4 factorial analysis with

repeated measures on retail store shopping environment and

fashion innovativeness was used to test Hypotheses 1 and 3
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respectively. A one-way ANOVA with repeated measures was

used to test Hypothesis 2. The null hypotheses were tested

at the .05 level of significance. See Table 2.

Table 2. Summary of Statistical Tests Used for Data

Analyses.

Independent Variable Dependent Variable St

Test
Self-Perception of Shopping Environment 2 X 4Appearance Neiman Marcus factorial

Macy's analysis
Dillard's
Sears

Price
Neiman Marcus
Macy's
Dillard's
Sears

1 X 4
Repeated
Measures
ANOVA

Student Fashion Retail Store Fashion 2 X 4Innovativeness Innovativeness factorial
Neiman Marcus analysis
Macy' s
Dillard's
Sears



CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

Introduction

This chapter presents descriptive information on the

sample and the variables under study: 1) students' self-

perception of appearance, 2) students' fashion

innovativeness, 3) fashion innovativeness of apparel retail

stores, 4) apparel retail store shopping environment, and 5)
apparel retail store price. Results of the data analyses

which tested the three research hypotheses follow.

Description of the Sample

The sample included 113 undergraduate and graduate

students who live in on-campus housing at the University of
North Texas. See Table 3. The majority were classified as
lower-division university Freshmen (30.1%) and Sophomores

(26.5%). The most represented areas of study were the Texas
Academy of Math and Science (22.1%), Arts (15.9%), and
Business (15.9%). The mean age range was 19 to 21 with an
overall age range from 15 to 40. The largest percent of
students (39.6%) fell within the age range of 19 to 21. The
largest percent were females (61.9%). Most students either
worked part time (46.0%) or they were unemployed (38.9%).

The majority of students shopped using major credit cards
(59.3%) and of the four apparel retail stores investigated
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in this study, The Dillard's store credit card was reported

as used more by this sample (17.9%) than any of the other

three stores' credit cards.

The majority of this sample (n=113) was U.S. citizens,

with the largest percent identifying themselves as caucasian

(66.4%). International students were from Central America

(2.7%), Europe (6.2%), Asia (.9%), South America (.9%), and
the Mediterranean (.9%). When asked if they considered

themselves to be fashionable, most students (76.1%) self-

identified themselves as fashionable. Most students

(83.2%) shopped at stores that reflected their self-image.

See Table 3.

Table 3.

Descriptive Information on Student Sample.a

Descriptive Information f%

University Classification
Freshman
Sophomore 34 30.1
Junior 30 26.5

Senior 16 14.2
Graduate 24 21.2

9 8.0
-------------------------------------------------------------

~ ------Major
Arts
Business 18 15.9
Community Service 7 116.2
Education 76.2
Liberal Arts 12 97
Merchandising & Hotel Management 12 11.8
Music 2 1.8
Science 10 8.8Texas Academy of Math & Science 25 28.8
Undeclared 25 22.1

8 7 .1
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Table 3.

Descriptive Information on Student Sample.a

Age
15-18 34 30.1
19-21 47 41.6
22-25 20 17.7
26-30 11 9.7
31-40 1 .9

Sex
Male 

43 38.1Female 
70 61.9

Working Status
Full time 11 9.7Part time 52 46.0Unemployed 44 38.9Other 

6 5.3
Credit Cards

Neiman Marcus 8 7.1Macy's 10 8.8
Dillard's 20 17.7Sears 7 6.2National Credit Cards 67 59.3None 37 32.7------...--.....--.....---.......--- 37-- 32-- .-7Ethnic Identity (U.S. citizens)
African American 19 16.8Asian 9 8.0Caucasian 75 66.4Hispanic 

5 4.4Native American 1 .9
Pacific Islander 1 .9Other 2 1.8

Self-Identified Fashionability
Fashionable 

86 76.1Not Fashionable 25 22.1
Shop Stores Reflecting Self-Image

Yes 
94 83.2No 
17 15.0

a n=113.
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Descriptives for Students

Fashion Innovativeness

Students were measured on their fashion innovativeness

using a six-item Fashion Innovativeness Scale (FIS)

developed and validated by Goldsmith and Hofacker (1991)

with a reported reliability coefficient alpha of .74.

Subsequent reliability testing with this sample resulted in
a .84 using Chronbach's (1951) alpha. Summed scores of the
six items for this sample ranged from 13 to 27 with a total
mean of 19.82 (SD=2.42) and a median of 20. Table 4
presents the mean scores for each item in the FIS.

Table 4.

Mean Scores for FIS.ab

Fashion Innovativeness MS Total
MM

Last to Buy New Fashion Item 3.12New Fashion Style Available Will Buy 3.12Own Few New items 3.05Buy New Fashion Item 3.55Names of Latest Fashions and Styles 3.23Know Names of Designers 
3.78

19.82
Note. Smaller sample size due to missing data.a FIS is Fashion Innovativeness Scale. b n=110. to5, 1=strongly agree to 5=strongly disagree. d Range 5 Ranto t
30; total meanscorewas obtained by summing the ratings ofthe six-item FIS scale.
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Self-Perception of Appearance

Students were measured on their self-perceived

appearance using a four-item appearance scale developed by

Neemann and Harter (1986). They reported a coefficient

alpha of .85 for this appearance subscale, indicating good

reliability. Subsequent reliability testing with this

sample resulted in a reliability of .81 using Chronbach's

(1951) alpha. Summed scores of the four items on the

appearance scale ranged from 4 to 16 with a total mean of

8.98 (SD = 2.093) and a median of 9. Two respondents had a
score of 1 which is the lowest possible self-perception and
one respondent had a score of 4 which is the highest

possible self-perception. Table 5 presents the mean scores
for each item in the appearance scale.

Table 5.

Mean Scores for Appearance Scale.a

Appearance Appearance Total
Mb MC

Happy with the way they look 2.01Height and weight are fine 2.43Body is fine 2.53Physical appearance is fine 2.09

8.98
Note. Smaller sample size due to missing data.a n=101. Range 1 to 4; 1=really true, 2=sort of true(negative) to 3=sort of true, 4=really true (positive). CRange 4 to 16; total mean score was obtained by summing theratings of the 4 item appearance scale.
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Description of Store Attributes

Shopping Environment

Dickson and Albaum (1977) developed a 29 item seven-

point semantic differential measure for Consumer Image of

Retail Stores (CIRS) in which they found evidence of a 10-

item shopping environment scale. Reliability of this

shopping environment scale for the four stores in this study

was determined by Chronbach's (1951) alpha and resulted in

.84 for Neiman Marcus, .85 for Macy's, .85 for Dillard's,

and .86 for Sears. Scores for the 10 items in the shopping

environment scale were summed for each store. Neiman Marcus

ranged from 10 to 55 with a total mean of 26.40 (SD 8.97)

and median of 27. Macy's ranged from 10 to 47 with a total

mean of 26.62 (SD 8.05) and median of 27. Dillard's ranged

from 10 to 62 with a total mean of 30.66 (SD 9.16) and

median of 31. Sears ranged from 17 to 67 with a total mean

of 38.32 (SD 10.56) and median of 39. Table 6 presents the

mean scores for each item in the shopping environment scale.

Price

Additionally, Dickson and Albaum (1977) found evidence

of a five-item price scale in the CIRS measure. A

reliability test of the price scale for the four stores in

this study was determined by Chronbach's (1951) alpha and

resulted in .78 for Neiman Marcus, .86 for Macy's, .88 for

Dillard's, and .78 for Sears. Scores for the five items in

the price scale were summed for each store. Neiman Marcus
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ranged from 5 to 29 with a total mean of 15.45 (SD 5.54) and

median of 15. Macy's ranged from 9 to 32 with a total mean

of 22.77 (SD 4.12) and median of 23. Dillard's ranged from

5 to 32 with a total mean of 21.61 (SD 5.56) and median of

22. Sears ranged from 15 to 35 with a total mean of 25.92

(SD 4.65) and median of 25.5. Table 6 presents the mean

scores for each item in the price scale.

Fashion Innovativeness

A seven-point semantic differential fashion

innovativeness measure (1=innovative fashion to 7=mass

fashion) measured the apparel retail store on the type of

fashion image it portrayed. When mean scores for perceived

apparel retail store fashion innovativeness are ranked from

most to least innovative, the most innovative fashion was

offered by Neiman Marcus with a mean of 3.17 (SD 1.82) and

median of 3. Macy's was second with a mean of 3.72 (SD

1.71) and median of 4. Dillard's was third with a mean of

4.33 (SD 1.52) and median of 4. Sears was last with a mean

of 5.34 (SD 1.63) and median of 6. Considering that the

mid-point on this bipolar scale is 3.5, these findings

indicate that Neiman Marcus was perceived as more innovative

in fashion while Macy's and especially Dillard's and Sears

were perceived as more mass fashion. Table 6 presents the

mean scores for fashion innovativeness for the four stores.
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Table 6.

Means for Store Image Attributes.

Store Neiman Marcus Macy's Dillard' SearsImage s

M M M M
Fashion
Innovativenessab 3.20 3.72 4.33 5.34
EnvironmentCd

Well spaced 5.30 4.91 4.31 3.60Bright 2.93 2.55 2.99 3.97Layout 2.70 2.67 3.20 3.52Pleasant 5.10 5.43 5.20 3.80Attractive 5.80 5.80 5.50 3.42Neat 5.88 5.70 5.25 4.40
Spacious 2.92 2.98 3.80 3.80Clean 6.13 5.90 5.60 4.70Display 2.30 2.64 3.03 3.95Easy to find 4.26 4.50 4.50 4.45

Total 26.40 26.63 30.70 38.32

Pricefg

Low price 6.20 5.11 4.71 2.73Sales 3.90 4.84 4.72 5.10Buys 3.54 4.60 4.60 5.02Reasonable 2.50 3.92 4.30 5.40Specials 3.76 4.81 4.72 5.10

Total 15.50 22.80 21.61 25.92

Note. Smaller sample size due to missing data.
a n=91 (Neiman Marcus), n=94(Macy's), n=112 (Dillard's),n=100 (Sears). b Range 1 tp 7, 1=innovative fashion to7=mass fashion. C n=88(Neiman Marcus), n=91(Macy's),n=111(Dillard's), n=95(Sears). d Range 1 to 7, bipolar
semantic differential.
e Range 10 to 67. fn=88(Neiman Marcus), n=87(Macy's),n=112 (Dillard's), n=98 (Sears). g Range 1 to 7, bipolarsemantic differentials. h Range 5 to 35.
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Hypothesis Testing

Hypothesis 1

Hypothesis 1 tested for differences between students'

appearance and their perception of the apparel retail store

shopping environment. A 2 X 4 factorial analysis of

variance with two levels of appearance (like and dislike) as

one variable and repeated measures for four levels of

apparel retail store (Neiman Marcus, Macy's, Dillard's, and

Sears) as the second variable was used. The results of the

analysis of variance to test the apparel retail store

shopping environment criterion disclosed that there was a

main effect for shopping environment for the four stores.

See Table 7. There was no significant difference between

appearance on the criterion nor was there a significant

interaction between appearance and apparel retail store.

The significant main within-subject effect for the four

stores revealed that regardless of subjects liking or

disliking their own appearance, they perceived Neiman Marcus

as having the best shopping environment (M=26.38) followed

by Macy's (M=26.63), Dillard's with (M=30.66) and finally

Sears (M=38.32). Table 8 presents the shopping environment

means and standard deviations for students who like and

dislike their appearance. These results indicate that

shopping environment is perceived differently across apparel

retail store. Hypothesis 1 was accepted for shopping

environment at p<.001.
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Table 7.

Analysis of Variance of Differences Between Students'

Appearance and Apparel Retail Stores Shopping Environments.a

Source df SS MS F
Between-subjects 58 8059.5 138.9Like/Dislike Appearance (A) 1 59.7 77.4 .56Error-between 57

Within-subjects 174 13117.7 75.4Shopping Environment (SE) 3 5856.7 1952.2 25.9**A X SE 3 180.8 60.3 .8Error-within 168

Total 232

Note. Smaller sample size due to missing data.
a n=60 **p<.001.

Table 8.
ANOVA Means and Standard Deviations of Shopping Environment
Main Effect.

Store Appearance
Like Dislike
M SD M SD

Neiman Marcus 28.6 (8.7) 24.6(9.1)
Macy's 27.0 (8.5) 25.8(6.9)
Dillard's 29.4(12.3) 29.8(6.6)
Sears 38.1(12.1) 38.4(7.6)

a Range 10 to 67, 10=highest rated shopping environment,67=lowest rated shopping environment .

Hypothesis 2

Hypothesis 2 tests for differences in students'

perceptions of the apparel retail store image based on

price. A one-way analysis of variance was used with four

levels of apparel retail store (Neiman Marcus, Macy's,
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Dillard's, and Sears). The results of the analysis to test

the apparel retail store price criterion showed a

significant difference between scoring groups by price for

the four stores. See Table 9.

There was a significant within-subject effect for the

four stores. The subjects perceived Neiman Marcus as the

most expensive apparel retail store (M=15.5). The second

most expensive apparel retail store was Dillard's's

(M=21.6). The third was Macy' s (M=22.8). And the apparel

retail store perceived as the least expensive was Sears

(M=25.9). See Table 10 for means and standard deviations of

price for each of the four stores. These results indicate

that consumers' distinguish store image by price levels.

Hypothesis 2 was accepted.

Table 9.

A Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance for Students'

Perception of Four Apparel Retail Stores by Pricea.

Source df SS MS F

Store 3 5005.16 1668.39 78.48**

Note. Smaller sample size due to missing data.a n=82 **p<.001.
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Table 10.

ANOVA Means and Standard Deviations of Price Main Effect.a

Store Price

M SD

Neiman Marcus 15.5 5.5

Macy's 22.8 4.1

Dillard's 21.6 5.6

Sears 25.9 4.6

Range 5 to 35, 5=lowest price to 35=highest price.

Hypothesis 3

Hypothesis 3 tests for differences between student's

fashion innovativeness and an apparel retail store's fashion

innovativeness. A 2 X 4 factorial analysis of variance with

two levels of student's fashion innovativeness (high and

low) as one variable and repeated measures for four levels

of apparel retail store (Neiman Marcus, Macy's, Dillard's,

and Sears) as the second variable was used. The results of

the analysis of variance to test the student's fashion

innovativeness criterion disclosed that there was a main

effect for apparel retail store's fashion innovativeness for

the four stores. See Table 11. There was no significant

difference between student's fashion innovativeness on the

criterion nor was there a significant interaction between
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student's fashion innovativeness and the apparel retail

store's fashion innovativeness.

The significant main within-subject effect for the four

stores revealed that both low and high fashion innovative

subjects perceived the most fashion innovative apparel

retail store as Neiman Marcus (M=3.17), followed by Macy's

(M=3.72), Dillard's (M=3.33), and Sears (M=5.34). However,

low fashion innovative subjects responded that Neiman

Marcus's was more fashion innovative (M=3.15) than high

fashion innovativeness students (M=3.34). The second most

fashion innovative store was Macy's with low fashion

innovative students perceiving its fashion innovativeness

higher (M=3.92) than high fashion innovative students

(M=3.67). The third most fashion innovative store was

Dillard's with both high and low fashion innovative students

having equal perceptions of the store (M=4.27). The least

fashion innovative apparel retail store was Sears where the

high fashion innovative students perceived it as higher in

fashion innovativeness (M=5.39) than low fashion innovative

students (M=5.61). See Table 12. These results suggest

that consumers' fashion innovativeness is linked to apparel

retail store fashion innovativeness; however, the low

fashion innovative students perceived the two highest

apparel retail stores as more fashion innovative while their

high fashion innovative student counterparts perceived the

lowest perceived store as more fashion innovative. These
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findings indicate that a store's fashion innovativeness is

perceived differently across different apparel retail

stores. Hypothesis 3 was accepted for store fashion

innovativeness at p<.001.

Table 11.

Repeated Measure Analysis of Variance for Students' Fashion

Innovativeness (high/low) and Store Fashion Innovativenessa.

Source df SS MS F

Between-subjects 82 342.50 4.18
High/Low Fash.Innovat.(FI) 1 .26 .26 .06

Error-between 81

Within-subjects 246 620.40 2.50
4 Store Fash.Innovat.(SFI) 3 238.90 79.60 31.57**

FI X SFI 3 2.70 .90 .36
Error-within 240

Total 338

Note. Smaller sample size due to missing data.
a n=84 **p<.001.

Table 12.

ANOVA Means and Standard Deviations of Fashion
Innovativeness Main Effect.

Storea Fashion Innovativeness
Low High

M SD M SD

Neiman Marcus 3.15(1.82) 3.34(1.85)

Macy's 3.67(1.81) 3.92(1.69)

Dillard' s 4.37(1.70) 4.37(1.57)

Sears 5.61(1.75) 5.39(1.54)

a Range 1 to 7, 1=fashion innovative to 7=mass fashion.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The lack of empirical research on the retail industry

concerning the question of store image formation (Hirschman,

1981) still exists. Many studies completed on store image

rely on survey data which probe postshopping recall (Arons,

1961; Doyle & Fenwich, 1974; Fisk, 1961; Jain & Etgar, 1976;

King & King, 1980). Consumers are likely to recall various

image attributes rather than the environmental cues that

gave rise to these attributes (Mazursky & Jacoby, 1986).

The purpose of this study was to investigate self-perception

of appearance and fashion innovativeness and the apparel

retail store image associated with shopping environment,

price and fashion innovativeness.

Congruency between a store's image and a consumer's

self-image may determine the consumer's decision to

patronize a retail store. Dardens' (1980) Patronage Model

of Consumer Behavior, Shim and Kotsiopulos' (1992a) research

and the shopping environment and price factors identified by

Dickson and Albaum (1977) many be useful in developing a

general theory of how consumers form images of retail

stores. With an understanding of how consumers make store

patronage decisions, retailers could gear their media

advertising campaigns and store image to fit consumers'
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self-perceptions.

The conceptual model for this study was based on

Dardens' (1980) Patronage Model of Consumer Behavior and

Shim and Kotsiopulos' (1992a) Model of Patronage Behavior of

Apparel Shopping. The store attributes examined through

this model were shopping environment, price and fashion

innovativeness. This model views shopping orientations as

key constructs in the patronage choice model. The

antecedent variables to shopping orientations include

personal characteristics. The personal characteristic

examined through this model were an individual's fashion

innovativeness and self-perception of appearance. These

personal characteristics are then hypothesized to influence

shopping orientations which determine in large measure the

salient store attributes which a consumer perceives and

which in turn impact a consumer's patronage behavior.

Shopping orientations can serve as a repository of

information for the shopper and they can direct patronage

intention and behavior.

The sample included 113 undergraduate and graduate

students who lived in on-campus housing at the University of

North Texas during Spring, 1995 semester. Data were

collected through a self-administered questionnaire

completed by the UNT students in January and February of

1995. The researcher used the North Texas Housing

Department Staff to distribute the questionnaires and then
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collected them from the housing department staff.

The instrument used in this study was composed of three

measures plus descriptive characteristics. The first

measure was Dickson and Albaum's (1977) Consumer Image of

Retail Store, a 29 item seven-point bipolar semantic

differential with a 30th item added for fashion

innovativeness (innovative/mass fashion). This measure was

repeated four times, once for each of four apparel retail

stores investigated (Neiman Marcus, Macy's, Dillard's, and

Sears). The second measure was a four-item scale for self-

perception of appearance created by Neeman and Harter (1989)

on which subjects rated how positively or negatively an item

described their appearance. The third measure was Goldsmith

and Hofacker's (1991) six item Likert scale for consumer

fashion innovativeness on which subjects indicated their

level of agreement. The last section of the instrument

gathered data on student's personal characteristics

including university classification and major, age, sex,

workstatus, ethnicity, U.S. or international student status,

credit card use, self-identified fashion innovativeness, and

if they shop at stores reflecting their self-image.

The majority of the sample was classified as Freshmen

(30.1%) and Sophomores (26.5%). The most represented areas

of study were the Texas Academy of Math and Science (22.1%),

Arts (15.9%), and Business (15.9%). The mean age range was

19 to 21 (39.6%). The largest percent were females (61.9%).
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Most students worked part time (46.0%) or were unemployed

(38.9%). The majority of students shopped using major

credit cards (59.3%). The majority of this sample was U.S.

citizens, with the largest percent identifying themselves as

caucasian (66.4%) When asked if they considered themselves

fashionable, most students (76.1%) said yes. Most students

(83.2%) shopped at stores reflecting their self-image.

Hypothesis 1, which tested for differences between

student's appearance and their perception of apparel retail

store's shopping environment, was accepted for store

shopping environment. A 2 X 4 factorial analysis of

variance with two levels of appearance (like and dislike) as

one variable and repeated measures for four levels of

apparel retail store (Neiman Marcus, Macy's, Dillard's, and

Sears) as the second variable was used. A main effect for

store shopping environment was identified. The subjects'

liking or disliking of their own appearance did not affect

their perceptions of apparel retail store shopping

environment. Neiman Marcus was perceived as the best

shopping environment followed by Macy's, Dillard's, and

Sears.

Hypothesis 2, which tested for differences in students'

perceptions of apparel retail store image based on price,

was accepted. A one-way analysis of variance with repeated

measures for four levels of apparel retail store (Neiman

Marcus, Macy's, Dillard's, and Sears) was used. The results
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demonstrated that consumers do perceive stores differently

on the basis of price. Neiman Marcus was perceived as the

most expensive followed by Macy's, Dillard's, and Sears.

These perceptions of price for the four stores matched the

initial model which presented the four stores delineated by

Price (higher/lower) and Fashion (innovative/mass).

Hypothesis 3, which tested for differences between

student fashion innovativeness and their perception of

apparel retail store fashion innovativeness, was accepted

for store fashion innovativeness. A 2 X 4 factorial

analysis of variance with two levels of student fashion

innovativeness (high and low) as one variable and repeated

measures for four levels of apparel retail store (Neiman

Marcus, Macy's, Dillard's, and Sears) as the second variable

was used. Student's fashion innovativeness did not

influence their perception of fashion innovativeness of an

apparel retail store. However, there was a main effect for

fashion innovativeness of stores. Subjects rated Neiman

Marcus as the most fashion innovative followed by Macy's,

Dillard's, and Sears. Again these perceptions of fashion

innovativeness for the four stores matched the initial model

which presented the four stores delineated by Price

(high/low) and Fashion (innovative/mass). However, low

fashion innovative students rated the two fashion innovative

stores higher in innovativeness than high fashion innovative

students and high fashion innovative students rated the most
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mass fashion store higher than the low fashion innovative

students.

Conclusions

The most significant conclusion which can be drawn from

this study is that perception of apparel retail store image

is influenced by the store's shopping environment, price,

and fashion innovativeness. The apparel retail store image

is important to consumers. There may be a tendency to

perceive fashion innovativeness higher when the store image

is incongruent with one's own image. This warrants further

research. Retailers, who want to be successful, should

carefully define their store image to meet a specific target

market.

Recommendations

1. Further research is needed regarding self-perception

and how it is related to store patronage behavior.

This information would be valuable to retailers in

better understanding their customers.

2. Research is needed to determine if the self-perception

of females and males and their image of apparel retail

stores is significantly different. If so, what are

these differences and how can they be used by retailers

to help define store image and better meet individual

needs of females and males?

3. Research is needed to determine if there are other

significant personal characteristics that influence the
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self-perceptions of consumers and how they relate to

patronage behavior. Possible areas are age, income,

life cycle, and education.

4. Research is needed to specifically study the visual

stimuli that affects the patronage behavior of the

consumer. Examples would be color, style, shapes,

patterns, line and composition that make up the decor

of the retail store image.

5. Research is needed to study if income level and social

status affect patronage behavior.

6. Research is needed to develop a test that will better

measure the individuals self-perception and its affect

on the individuals perception of apparel retail store.
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January 9, 1995

Dear Student:

You have been selected as a resident in campus housing-

at the University of North Texas to complete a survey on

retail stores. The information gained will be used as part

of my master's thesis and it will be shared with fashion

retailers. This information will help retailers provide

merchandise, services, and store environments which match

consumer preferences like yours.

Your participation in this study is greatly

appreciated, however it is on a voluntary basis and it will

be kept confidential. I hope that you will choose to

participate by taking just a few minutes to complete the

questionnaire. Please return it to your resident assistant

(RA) in the next week. Thank you for your time and for

sharing with us your perceptions about fashion retail

stores.

Sincerely,

Kerry Smith
graduate student
School of Merchandising and Hospitality Management
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PERCEPTIONS OF RETAIL APPAREL STORES

Division of Merchandising

School of Merchandising and Hospitality Management

University of North Texas

Completion of this survey is on a voluntary basis.
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SECTION 1: Please rate each store by checking (I---I------|------------) on the scale.

NEIMAN MARCUS

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

2.

30.

crammed merchandise

bright store

ads frequently seen by you

low quality products

well organized layout

low prices

bad sales on products

unpleasant store to shop in

good store

inconvenient location

low pressure salesman

big store

bad buys on products

unattractive store

unhelpful salesman

good service

too few clerks

friendly personnel

easy to return purchases

unlimited product selection

unreasonable prices

messy

spacious shopping

attracts upper class

dirty

fast checkout

good displays

hard to find items you want

bad specials

innovative fashion

|---I---I---|---|---|---|---I

|---|---I---|---|---I---|---|

|--- - -| - | - | - | - | - |

|--- | - -- -- | - | - | - |

I---I---|---|---|---|---I---|

I---|---|---I---I---I---I---|

I---|---I---I---|---I---I---I

|---|---I---I---I---I---I---|

I---I---I---I---I---I---I---|

|---I|---|---|------------|

well spaced merchandise

dull store

ads infrequently seen by you

high quality products

unorganized layout

high prices

good sales on products

pleasant store to shop in

bad store

convenient location

high pressure salesmen

small store

good buys on products

attractive store

helpful salesman

bad service

too many clerks

unfriendly personnel

hard to return purchases

limited product selections

reasonable prices

neat

crowded shopping

attracts lower class

customers

clean

slow checkout

bad displays

easy to find items you want

good specials

mass fashion
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MACY'S

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

crammed merchandise

bright store

ads frequently seen by you

low quality products

well organized layout

low prices

bad sales on products

unpleasant store to shop in

good store

inconvenient location

low pressure salesman

big store

bad buys on products

unattractive store

unhelpful salesman

good service

too few clerks

friendly personnel

easy to return purchases

unlimited product selection

unreasonable prices

messy

spacious shopping

attracts upper class

dirty

fast checkout

good displays

hard to find items you want

bad specials

innovative fashion

|--- --- --- --- - - -- | -|

|---|---|---| - -- - - - -|

|---i_---|-{--|---|------|---|

well spaced merchandise

dull store

ads infrequently seen by you

high quality products

unorganized layout

high prices

good sales on products

pleasant store to shop in

bad store

convenient location

high pressure salesman

small store

good buys on products

attractive store

helpful salesman

bad service

too many clerks

unfriendly personnel

hard to return purchases

limited product selection

reasonable prices

neat

crowded shopping

attracts lower class

customers

clean

slow checkout

bad displays

easy to find items you want

good specials

mass fashion
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Dillard's

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

crammed merchandise

bright store

ads frequently seen by you

low quality products

well organized layout

low prices

bad sales on products

unpleasant store to shop in

good store

inconvenient location

low pressure salesman

big store

bad buys on products

unattractive store

unhelpful salesman

good service

too few clerks

friendly personnel

easy to return purchases

unlimited product selection

unreasonable prices

messy

spacious shopping

attracts upper class

dirty

fast checkout

good displays

hard to find items you want

bad specials

innovative fashion

|---|---|I---|---|---|---|---|

|---|---{---|---|---|---|---|

|--- |--- |- - - - - -I-| - |

|---|---|I---|---I---I---|---|

|---|I---I---|I---|---|---I---|

{---I---{---{---I---{---{---|

{---{---{---{---I---|---{---|

well spaced merchandise

dull store

ads infrequently seen by you

high quality products

unorganized layout

high prices

good sales on products

pleasant store to shop in

bad store

convenient location

high pressure salesman

small store

good buys on products

attractive store

helpful salesman

bad service

too many clerks

unfriendly personnel

hard to return purchases

limited product selection

reasonable prices

neat

crowded shopping

attracts lower class

customers

clean

slow checkout

bad displays

easy to find items you want

good specials

mass fashion
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SEARS

91.

92.

93.

94.

95.

96.

97.

98.

99.

100.

101.

102.

103.

104.

105.

106.

107.

108

109.

110.

111.

112.

113.

114.

115.

116.

117.

118.

119.

120.

crammed merchandise

bright store

ads frequently seen by you

low quality products

well organized layout

low prices

bad sales on products

unpleasant store to shop in

good store

inconvenient location

low pressure salesman

big store

bad buys on products

unattractive store

unhelpful salesman

good service

too few clerks

friendly personnel

easy to return purchases

unlimited product selection

unreasonable prices

messy

spacious shopping

attracts upper class

dirty

fast checkout

good displays

hard to find items you want

bad specials

innovative fashion

}------------ -- |---|---|

I-----------I--|-I--|-I--|---|

I---------..--I---1---I--|---I

well spaced merchandise

dull store

ads infrequently seen by you

high quality products

unorganized layout

high prices

good sales on products

pleasant store to shop in

bad store

convenient location

high pressure salesman

small store

good buys on products

attractive store

helpful salesman

bad service

too many clerks

unfriendly personnel

hard to return purchases

limited product selection

reasonable prices

neat

crowded shopping

attracts lower class

customers

clean

slow checkout

bad displays

easy to find items you want

good specials

mass fashion
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SECTION 2: The following statements allow you to describe yourself. There are no right or wrong
DIRECTIONS answers since students differ markedly. Please read the entire sentence across. First

decide which one of the two parts of each statement best describes you; then go to that
side of the statement and check whether that is just sort of true for you or really true
for you. You will just check ONE 0 of the four boxes for each statement. Think about
what you are like in the college environment as you read and answer each one.

REALLY SORT OF SORT OF REALLY
TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUEFOR NE FOR NE FOR NE FOR NE

121. 0 0 Some students are happy BUT Other students wish 0 0
with their height and
weight

122. 0 0 Some students wish their
body was different

123. 0 0 Some students are happy
with the way they look

124. 0 0 Same students like their
physical appearance the way
it is

their height or weight
was different.

BUT Other students like
their body the way it
is.

BUT Other students are not
happy with the way they
look.

BUT Other students do not
like their physical
appearance.

0 0

0 0

0 0

SECTION 3: Please circle the number which best describes your response to the items below.

Strongly Strongly
Agree Neutral Disagree

139. In general, I a among the last in my circle
of friends to buy a new fashion item when it
appears. 1 2 3 4 5

140. If I heard that a new fashion style was
available in the store, I would be interested
enough to buy it. 1 2 3 4 5

141. Compared to my friends I own few new
fashion items. 1 2 3 4 5

142. I will buy a new fashion item, even if I have
not heard of it yet. 1 2 3 4 5

143. In general, I am the last in ky circle of
friends to know the names of the latest
fashions and styles. 1 2 3 4 5

144. I know the names of new fashion designers
before other people do. 1 2 3 4 5

SECTION 4: General Information: Circle the item which best describes you.

145. What is your university classification? Circle one.
1 Freshman
2 Sophomore
3 Junior
4 Senior
5 Graduate
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146. What is your major area of study? Circle one.

1 Arts

2 Business

3 Comunity Service

4 Education
5 Liberal Arts

6 Library & Information Science

7 Merchandising & Hotel Management
8 Music

9 Science

10 Texas Academy of Math 4 Science

11 Undeclared

147. What age group describes you? Circle one.

1 15 - 18

2 19 - 21

3 22 - 25

4 26 - 30

5 31 - 40

6 41+

148. What is your sex? Circle one.

1 male

2 female

149. What is your working status? Circle one.

1 Pull time

2 Part time

3 Retired

4 Unemployed

5 Other (P1ease Specify).

150. When shopping for clothes, what credit cards do you have? Circle all that apply.

1 Neiman Marcus

2 Macy's

3 Dillard's

4 Sears

5 National Credit Cards (Visa, Mastercard, American Express, Discover and Diner's

Club)

6 Other_(Please specify).

7 None

151. If a U.S. citizen, what is your ethnic identity? Circle one. If not, go to item 152

1 African American

2 Asian

3 Caucasian

4 Hispanic

5 Native American

6 Pacific Islander

7 Other ( Please specify.)

go to Mem 153.
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152. In which

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

153. Do you consider yourself to be fashionable?

world region is your homeland? Circle one.

Asia

Europe

South America

Central America

Pacific Rim

Mediterranean

Africa

Other (specify.)

Circle one.

1 Yes

2 No

154. Do you shop in stores which reflect your self-image? Circle one.

1 Yes

2 No

155. How often do you shop at the following stores? Circle the appropriate number for each store.

All the Time Frequently Sometimes Seldom Never

Neiman Marcus 5 4 3 2 1

Dillard's 5 4 3 2 1

Nacy's 5 4 3 2 1

Sears 5 4 3 2 1

Thank you !
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