P W M7 M EE FIL JIFEL E™E BTo] & A7 61

—

oSl L AT TjM EEs
WOt 7|Z0 HAs B0 Bet 47

>F stk sk stk sk sk stk stk ok skl stk sk stk stk ok skl stk ok sk stk sk stk skl st stk stk sk skokok kol stk skotok skorok okl skotok skorok skskorok skokok

o

4
®
n
=
)

I R P B b o4

APMA =he B
7b N Aol A
= Aolvh, F HAR=
o oyl A|e B
Zu A7 AL o7 AFE
Al 2| AR Aol A €

o .
Aow FEH= i

=
=

re
4
rir

AL Agow Hahe At HA
240] gk, MAE PP F o
o s AdAe Y A HA
E35x 9 717

[s) 1=

re
1

=

o o
rir

Y
.

rg do

4 o

r

re
4

x
I
rok oo oo

_0|_‘
HN
mlo T
e
ot
i

=
ol o
O

Mok ofh ok
B
PN

e

o

=

[

)

N

=2

=

=]
o,
o
o

=

2

o

N =

)

N
)
i
=2

i

”

(m o
T
S
N
N
1Y

1o,
%
o2

HE oo F

Qb o

z

o

2N

4 7

=

>

rir

oo g
)

> D2 oo o
T

= MY
o ml Mo
X
o
o @ 2
N
N -
il
rob
Hi=A

=

jul
k)
K

I
= R
LA
Hu O{N‘
N

il

=)

o

lo
ol i

o 1

Lo
X
O
N
X
L)
=
)
rir
et u)
(RANECS
Hl

Mr
L
£
r>
[z
(
I
N

>

=
)
ol

oz Mo
N
L
o

~|

,

o
M

%

o}

Q
o J

% o
oL
=
2
A
ol
o4 X
rir
Al
=
2
(e gk

£

o -

o
B

o X oo
>,
<
o
ok rir
BN e
S
>
ulit
i na
%
12
=
H
%
o T
2 o

i Hd

L

L
gos

o
b
i
o
o 2
™
L oo
o
ot N
Ao
2 wd
ok
o >
>
°
=)
Y
o n
=)
e

Iy

r

)
)
A

i

gﬂ

=]

°

|

°
2z oy
s
Lt

ol

=
Iy
X
g
FN
£
[z
=
Iy
o ofh -
oo
lo
e

‘

ox,
ki
-

ui

H
rot
=
i)
ol
rJ
ol
i
1o
2
o
=

2~
g
5
g
[N
@,
>
=
=
=
[
o,
Sy
N,
AN
=
=
[
=
I
B
=
ol
B
k]
)
L
rJ
-
ik

>F stk sk stk sk sk stk stk ok skl stk sk stk stk ok skl stk ok sk stk sk stk skl st stk stk sk skokok kol stk skotok skorok okl skotok skorok skskorok skokok

* Socfshy FEniE|stup MZEAL (choohj@deu.ac.kr)
* M2rCHshy MEtupstoiA oi322] (heelangm@freechal.com)

o=

r
-0



62 AT A3 A=z

I. INTRODUCTION

As a typical monopolistic composed of
countless brands. In Korea alone, more
than 2000 brands

are reported in exist at this moment of
time, and 200-300 new brands are
introduced into the market every vyear
Fashion Brand Annual Book
2007). For the ordinary consumers with a
middle level of fashion knowledge, the

variety of brands available in the market

(Korea

could easily cause information overload
which can hinder precise decisions.

In the fashion marketing literature,
attempts to understand the cognitive

processes consumers experience when
making a product purchase decision, have
focused exclusively on attribute evaluations
for products. Only a few studies have
tried to investigate the role of brand level
evaluation in the consumer decision
making process. It is true that brand
evaluation itself is meaningless unless it
is integrated into the decision making to
purchase a specific product. In most
cases, however, brand evaluation becomes
a prerequisite for the product evaluation,
and brand perception and brand attitudes
influences product choice. Thus it is
important to understand how consumers
evaluate brand level attributes and form
attitudes toward brands.

We should note distinct differences
brand and product

between choices

choices. Especially in the case of fashion
products, consumers seldom experience
repeat purchase of the same products. A
teen—ager considering purchase of his/her
10th pair of jeans will encounter completely
different
different

promotions than were available at the

styles of alternatives with

brands, prices, quality, and
purchase of his/her first pair of jeans.
Whenever they make decisions about
specific products, consumers should go
through product evaluation processes that
could vary in intensity and complexity.
On the other hand, every consumer who
has been exposed to a brand through
purchase, browsing, or marketing
communications has some level of brand
attitude stored in memory. Thus, it is a
consumer’s first encounter with a brand
- a physical contact at a store or an
through
communication channels - that forms
brand attitudes (or diminished due to a

failure of attracting enough attention of

indirect  experience various

the consumer).

In the present study, we specifically
focus on consumers’ evaluation of new
brands with which they make a first
physical contact while browsing the
inside the tenanted store in a department
store. The primary purpose is to identify
consumers’ evaluation criteria for the new
fashion brand in the context of the
department store. As previously mentioned,

the fashion marketing literature suffers
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from a lack of knowledge about brand
attributes Therefore,  this

study uses an exploratory approach to

evaluation.

identify fashion brand evaluation criteria,
which is separated from the
well-established product level attribute
evaluation, even though we borrowed
some classical ideas from that body of
knowledge. The basic framework of the
new brand evaluation criteria is based on
service 7PV to ensure the practical
applicability of the findings in developing
marketing strategies for fashion brands in
retail settings such as in the department
stores (Yi 2004).

We are also interested in examining
the relationship between new brand
evaluation criteria and brand attitudes.
Therefore, we tested a regression model
Finally, to

association

between these variables.

understand  the between
consumers’ relationship with a department
store and their brand evaluation within
that department store, separate regression
modes of brand attitudes will be tested
for both high relationship quality group
with the department
relationship quality group. This might
brand

to make proper target

store and low

allow  fashion retailers and
manufacturers

marketing strategies according to the

consumers’ level of relationship with the

retailers.

II. LITERATURE REVIEW

1. New Fashion Brand Evaluation

literature,

consumers’ cognitive perception of brands

In the fashion marketing

has been investigated using several
different approaches. The most prevalent
concept 1s brand equity. Brand equity,
defined as the added wvalue a brand
provides to a product (Farquhar 1989),
has been a focal concept to explain the
of brand affecting

and behaviors. Choi

power consumer
attitudes (2003)
emphasized that fashion brand equity
should

customer image dimension so it ensures

incorporate  the concept of
consumers’ emotional satisfaction. Brand
image and brand positioning have also
been studied by numerous scholars, and
most of them agreed that brand images
have  meaningful  associations  with
attitudes

those

consumers’ towards  brands.

However researchers were
interested in only identifying the roles of
minimal

brand vperception and gave

attention to the process of brand image

1) Service7P is an extended marketing mix which supplements traditional marketing 4P mix by adding
physical evidence, process, and people, in order to reflect increasing importance of service aspects in

retail environments.
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formation.

On the other hand, studies on the
consumers’ perceptions  of
attributes have

produced a rich body of research on the

cognitive
specific product level
evaluation processes that determine
consumer attitudes and hbehaviors (Park
2006; Kim 1992; Park 1991). In particular,
many researchers have tried to identify
evaluation criteria for fashion products.
Evaluation criteria are the product
attributes consumers consider when they
make a purchase decision for a product
(Park 2006) and include hboth objective
and subjective features (Park 1991). The
classical perspective on the evaluation
criteria uses an intrinsic versus extrinsic
classification to summarize evaluation
criteria. And the most frequently cited
dimension of the evaluation criteria in
fashion discipline is utilitarian versus
hedonic (Williams 2002; Havelena and
Holbrook 1986) based on the consumers’
expected benefit. Utilitarian evaluative
criteria include product attributes related
to objective, economic, rational, concrete,
and functional benefits, whereas hedonic
criteria relate to experiential, abstract,
subjective, emotional, symbolic, sensory,
and non-rational, and aesthetic benefits
(Williams 2002).

Darby and Karni (1973) proposed that
evaluation attributes could be classified
attributes,

attributes, and credence attributes (SEC

into search experience

Framework), and this proposition has
been widely adopted in numerous studies
(Mittal 2004). Search attributes are those
that can be judged by personal inspection
before consumers try or own a product.
The size, color, and texture of fashion
products are examples of search
attributes. Experience attributes can be
evaluated only by personal trial and use
and include fashion product attributes
such as fit and practicality. The last of
the tripartite classification is credence
attributes
marketer credentials not by inspection or
trial.

Recently Kim and Lee (2005) proposed
a structure for new fashion brand
evaluation attributes based on the
theoretical foundation of the tripartite

classification of product attributes. They

which are determined by

examined the relationships between new
brand evaluation attributes and consumer
characteristics such as risk perception,
information search, and demographics.
The study adopted product attribute
measures from Mittal (2004) and modified
them to make them applicable to the
brand evaluation. It found that new
brand

comprised five factors: product experience

fashion evaluation  attributes
attributes, celebrity credence attributes,
product search attributes, brand credence
attributes, and salesperson
attributes. In addition, the study found

that new brand evaluation attributes were

search
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related to risk perception, the amount of
information  seeking, the use of
information sources, age, and to monthly
clothing spending.

Kim and Lee’s (2005) study emphasized
the importance of brand level evaluation
as differentiated from product level
evaluation or brand image or brand
equity centered perspectives. However,
this study failed to identify brand level
evaluation criteria that incorporate a
broader spectrum of brand attributes.
Specifically, most fashion brands in Korea
are tenanted in department stores that
have their own store brands, such as
Lotte, Shinsegae, and Hyundae. Thus, no
new fashion brand evaluation process can
be complete without considering a brand
position within the typical fashion retailer
environments. Besides, Kim and Lee's
(2005) study asked the subjects to
evaluate one of 15 newly launched
fashion brands (2004 F/W launch). When
they collected the data in the middle of
October,

experienced the brand through browsing,

consumers could have
trying, or even purchasing it several
times, depending on their frequency of
department store visits. In our study we
tried to control the "newness’of the
fashion brand by asking subjects to
evaluate a fashion brand they decided to
browse inside the store for the first time.

To identify "brand level” evaluation

criteria, we reviewed the literature on

store attributes as well as product
attributes.

fashion brand store (tenant store) and

Moreover, we  considered
department store attributes coincidentally.
As a foundation in search of new bhrand
evaluation criteria in the department store
context, we used the extended service
marketing mix proposed by Yi (2004).
The extended

includes product, price, promotion, place,

service marketing mix

process, physical evidence, and people.
This approach satisfied the needs to
consider fashion brands both in the
setting of their own stores and in the
department store, which increased this
study’s It was
strongly believed that the identified
structure of new fashion brand evaluation

practical implications.

criteria should be directly applicable to
building marketing strategy.

2. Relationship Quality with
Department Stores

Relationship quality 1s an overall
strength of the
relationship among transaction partners,

assessment of the

and it has been used most often as a
successful outcome measure of relationship
service marketing (Choo 2004). Specifically,
in a service marketing context such as a
department store business, relationship
guality is known to be multi-dimensional
including sub— dimensions of satisfaction,

trust, and commitment, as well as be
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multi-level including various relationships
with salespeople, product brands, and
retail brands (Choo 2004; Moon 2007).

According to the monumental work of
Dwyer, Schurr, and Oh (1987), a relationship
between a seller (retailer in this study)
and a buyer (consumer) matures through
five developmental stages: awareness,
exploration, expansion, commitment, and
dissolution. In the early stages of the
development, the seller has a higher
motivation to initiate the relationship, and
a consumer is likely to become interested
in a potential partner through advertising
and other promotional efforts of the
seller. As the relationship matures, the
unbalance between the two parties
declines, and buyers themselves show
strong voluntary willingness to maintain
and develop the relationship.

In our present study, we expected the
effects of consumers’ new fashion brand
evaluation criteria on brand attitudes to
be different according to the consumers’
level of relationship with the department

store.

III. METHODS

1. Data Collections and Sampling

This study used an on-line consumer
esearch panel service with a nationwide

panel. We used 537 complete reposes for

data analysis. To accomplish the research
objectives, a brief scenario was given to
each participant for new and familiar
brand situations in the survey instrument.
Participants were instructed to recall a
recent visit to the department store
especially for the purpose of apparel
purchases to answer the questionnaire.

A series of verification were conducted
to extract a final valid sample. First,
because this study aimed to investigate
consumers’ new fashion brand evaluation
criteria in department stores, we recruited
only female consumers between the age
of 20 and 49, who are the major target
group of department stores and fashion
brands (FIBA report, 2008). Second, only
participants who had shopped at a
department store within the past two
weeks were included. Third, for new
brand evaluation, subjects were asked to
recall finding a new brand during their
last visit to the department store, one
they had never examined before. If a
subject could not recall such a situation,
he/she was asked to quit answering the
survey and leave. For familiar brand
evaluation, subjects were instructed to
answer each question for any brands

with which they were familiar.

2. Instrument Development

A self-administered data collection

questionnaire was developed based on the
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literature and study

questionnaire consisted of three parts.

objectives. The

The first section contained a series of
filtering questions for sample verification.
The second parts included evaluation
criteria, relationship quality, and attitudes
towards brands. The
intended to
demographic information.

On the basis of Yi's (2004) extended
service marketing 7P, brand and store
attributes proposed in the previous
studies (Lee 2006; Mittal 2004; Kim and
Lee 2005; Park 2006) were reviewed and

adopted with some modifications to make

last part was

obtain respondents’

them applicable in measuring fashion
brand
department stores. Initial list of new
brand included 48
attributes.  Five marketing

researchers reviewed the list and were

evaluation criteria  In the

evaluation criteria

fashion

asked to make suggestions and comments
Besides, 20
graduate students were recruited for the
pre—test of the scale. On the basis of this

preliminary study, 36 items were finally

to 1improve the scales.

selected as measures for fashion brand
evaluation criteria.

To measure consumers relationship
guality with the department store, 7
items from Kim's (2005) study were
borrowed. The items included ‘T have a
good relationship with this department
store”, “This department store is an

important relationship partner for me”, “I

am committed to this department”, “I
have a long term relationship with this
department store”, “This department store
always has much of what I want”, ‘I
trust that this
faithful”, and “I trust that this department

store is willing to offer what I need in

department store is

any situations”.
Attitudes

measured using 6 items: ‘I had a good

toward the brand were
feeling about the brand”, “To choose the
brand will he heneficial to me”, and
others. At the end of the survey, subjects
were asked to report their demographic
information including age, sex, marital
status, educational background, monthly

income, and clothing spending.

IV. RESULTS

1. Sample Description

537 complete responses were collected.
The subjects were all female as intended,
and were between 20 and 49 years old
with a mean age of 30.85 (S.D.=6.945)
and a median age of 30. About half of
the participants were married (n=267),
and the other half were single (n=267).
139 of the subjects described themselves
graduates, 88.8% as
students and
graduates, 8.2% as achievers of higher

as high school

college and university
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The participants were 23.8%
52.3%

business owners, and 16.8% students.

degrees.
housewives, employees, 4.7%
Regarding the monthly income of all
family members in a single residence,
37.4% of the sample reported between 2
and 4dmillion Won, 23.5%
476million Won, and 14.1% higher than 6

million Won.

reported

2. The Siructure of
Brand Evaluation Criteria

New Fashion

To examine the structure of new
brand
exploratory factor analysis was performed
first. Principal-Component Factor Analysis
with Varimax rotation resulted in 6 factor
solutions that explained 62.181% of the
total variance. One item that failed to
achieve factor loading of 045 was
dropped. Hair et al. (1998) suggested that
when sample size is 150 or greater,
factor loadings higher than 0.45 should be

considered as significant. The six factors

fashion evaluation criteria,

were named as merchandise power,
in—store communication, brand/company
Image, salesperson, VMD (visual

merchandising), and assortment variety.
The first factor, which consisted of 11
items reflecting respondents’ perceptions
of product design, quality, and price, was
labeled merchandise power. The second

factor, in-store communication, included

items that vrepresented the role of
in—store communications such as in-store
events as  brand
third factor,

labeled brand/company image, included

advertising  and
evaluation criteria. The

items dealing with the effects of
company recognition/credence and brand
perception on new  brand
evaluation. The fourth factor was labeled

sales person, because the items loading

identity

highly on this factor were all related to
sales person evaluation. The fifth factor,
VMD, reflected the store interior and
display. Even though the items included
in the final factor were related to product
attributes that were included in the first
factor, this factor was distinguished from
the first factor in that they were all
about variety of product assortment.

In addition to product level evaluation
criteria  such as merchandise power,
assortment power, brand level attributes,
including brand/company image, were
extracted as an independent dimension.
Moreover, store related attributes were
perceived as multiple distinct dimensions
including in-store communication, VMD,

and salesperson.
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Table 1. Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for New Brand Evaluation Criteria

Figenvalue/

) Reliahility/
. Item % of
Factor Items Loadings . Factor
Mean Variance
. Mean
Explained
Product quality of discounted items .799 564
Discount rates 5 556
Availability of bargain items 165 553
Price perception based on quality 147 575
Merchandise | 1€ 200€ 725|555 12380 910
Power Stylish design 673 580 31.3%0% 5558
Product quality 64 | 566 e ‘
Product color 591 547
Depth of product lines 968 540
Variety of product lines 526 539
Fashionable styles 469 5.38
Model 'E}ttractlveness of in-store 90 454
adver- tising
Model credence of in-store advertising 819 457
In-Store Advertising in the store 740 447 4259 876
Communication | In-store events 641 483 11.831% 4592
Communication materials in  the 605 468
depart- ment store
PR materials 573 446
Company recognition 776 505
Company credence 135 513
I i i . :
Brand/ mages of ngghbonng brands 645 483 L8U6 571
Company Trmage Logo attractiveness 622 485 5198 4998
DAty g Brand name attractiveness 599 502 ' ’
Accessibility in the department store 6 498
Size and space of the brand store 474 462
Dress of sales person 57 485
Salesperson appearance 129 469
Salesperson Salesperson Impression 714 5.09 1.564 860
e Salesperson Fashion Knowledge 675 515 4343 5056
Salesperson friendliness .604 567
In—store crowdedness 537 488
VMD In-store display attractiveness .637 518 1.276 7193
Store interior 576 491 3544 5049
Availability of articles for special offers 621 508
Assortment . . 1.061 102
Variety Hot items in stock 566 5.08 2047 5156
Availability of various sizes 488 5.39
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Table 2. Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for Familiar Brands

Elgen/v alue/ Reliability/
. Item % of
Factor Items Loadings . Factor
Mean | Variance
. Mean
Explained
Availability of bargain items 810 539
Discount rates 803 542
Product quality of discounted items 302 547
Price perception based on quality 81 550
. Price zone 753 542 929
Me{fha“dlse Product quality 738 555 éggg? 5437
OWE | Stylish design 714 557 i
Product color 689 540
Depth of product lines 682 537
Variety of product lines 5% 530
Availability of articles for special offer 520 509
Model' ' attractiveness  of  in—store e 450
advertising
Model credence of in—store advertising 186 444
In-Store éfﬁfﬁ?fﬁﬁ therizot;als n o the N 4608 Ny
Communication 764 459 12.799 4554
department store
PR materials 748 446
In-store events 658 469
Images of neighboring brands H1 476
Store interior 751 488
In-store crowdedness 693 476
In-store display attractiveness 661 495
Store Dressing of salesperson 649 488 1.715 906
Environment | Shopping bag attractiveness 648 460 4763 4790
Salesperson Impression 0627 494
Salesperson appearance 626 466
Store Size/Spaces 5419 464
Company credence 733 511
Company recognition 664 499
Brand/ Brand name attractiveness 620 500 1381 %61
Company Logo attractiveness 619 485 3-886 4989
Images Salesperson fashion knowledge 469 519 ’ ’
Store accessibility in the department 57 485
store
Assortment | Hot items in stock 658 516 1.029 694
Variely Fashionable styles 565 528 2858 5223
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3 The Srutue of Famliar Fashion Structural Equation Modeling should be
Brand Evaluation Citeria pursued in the next study.

Exploratory factor analysis for familiar
brands resulted in five factor solutions:

For familiar brand evaluations, same . .
) merchandise power, in—store

procedure of analysis was performed. . .
i ) communication, store environment
Through this process, we intended to (salesperson+VMD), brand/company

examine the factor structure of familiar
brand evaluation which should differ from
the new brand evaluation. In this
preliminary study, further verification and
comparison for the structure of both new
and familiar brand evaluation criteria was
not performed. Thus, statistically meaningful
comparison between the two evaluation
criteria could not be delivered. Further
analysis using more sophisticated techniques
such as Analysis of Covariance using

image, and assortment variety. These five
factors explained 62.24% of the total
variance. Two items with factor loadings
lower than .45 were deleted. Six factors
were extracted as new brand evaluation
criteria, whereas only five factors
emerged for familiar brands. Regarding
brand

salesperson and VMD were extracted as

familiar evaluation criteria,
a single dimension representing store the

environment.

Table 3. Regression Analysis

Low relationship quality | High relationship quality
Full model
group group
Adjusted R 182 215 033
Standardized | Standardized Standardized
.. .. Mean .. Mean
Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient
Merchandise 265" 345 5175 175" 593
power
In-store 128" 158" 4137 ~0.072 5024
communication
Brand/company 165" 226" 4444 074 5328
image
Salesperson 162" 114 4581 196" 5459
VMD 216™ 27 4540 065 5462
A
ssortment 065 0,022 4754 134 5568
variety

*p<05 *p<0i
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4., Effects of
on  Consumers

Evaluation  Criteria

Aftituces  towards

New Brands

For the six items measuring attitudes
toward the new brands, factor analysis
was conducted to test the dimensional
structure of the scale. Factor analysis
with Varimax rotation resulted in a
single factor with a high reliability of
0.941. We regressed the six new brand

evaluation criteria factors on attitudes
toward the brand. All variables were
generated by factor scores. Six factors
explained 18.2% of the attitudes. As
shown in table 3, five out of six factors
(merchandise power=.265, p=.000; VMD
=216, p=.000; brand/company image=.165,
p=.000; p=.000; and

in-store communication=.128, p=.001) were

salesperson=.162,

found to significantly affect the dependent

variable.

5. Department  Store

Quality

Relationship

For the seven items measuring the
quality of consumers’ relationship with
the department
exploratory factor analysis to test the
of the scale. The
reliability test for 7 items vyielded a
Cronbach’s 0.877.  The
distribution of the mean of the 7 items

store, we performed

uni—dimensionality

alpha of

was analyzed. The mean was 4.62,
median 4.57, and mode was 5. The low
relationship quality group was determined
as the subjects whose relationship quality
scores were 4 or lower (25 percentile),
and the high relationship quality group
included subjects whose scores were 5.14
and higher (75 percentile). The high
relationship quality group contained 156
subjects, and the low relationship quality
group contained 149 subjects. We tested
regression model for two  groups
separately.

For the low relationship quality group,
predictors in the regression model
explained 21.5% of the dependent variable
brand
evaluation criteria factors (merchandise
power=.345 p=.000; VMD=271, p=.000;

brand/company image=.226, p=.003; and

variance. Four out of six

in-store communication=.158 p=.040) were
found to have significant effects on the
dependent variable. On the other hand,
model for the high
relationship quality group explained only
3.3% of the brand attitude variances. The

only estimated coefficients that showed

the regression

significant predicting effects were only
(B3=.196, p=.023) and
merchandise power (B=.175, p=.042) (See
table 3).

Factor means for the low relationship

salesperson

guality group and the high relationship
quality group were compared using an

independent t-test. For all factors, the
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high relationship quality group means
were significantly higher than the low
group’s at the 0.01 level.

V. Summary and Conclusions

Partly from the innate characteristics of
fashion products and also due to the
failure of fashion brand marketers to
target and differentiate their brands,
consumers must go through a complex
information processing procedure  for
numerous brands and products. Thus, the
subject of fashion brand evaluation,
which should be completely different from
the evaluation of other consumer goods
such as laundry detergent or frozen food
products, deserves more attentions from
academics and practitioners alike.

This study supports the importance of
developing new fashion brand evaluation
criteria. Through a critical review of the
relevant literature, the evaluation criteria
for the new fashion brands in familiar
department stores are proposed and
tested with empirical consumer survey
data. New fashion brand is operationally
defined in the study as any fashion brand
in a department store that a visitor has
browsed inside the store for the first
time.

Our data analysis

survey panel

with an online

sample of 537 female

consumers has produced six new fashion
brand
power,

evaluation criteria: merchandise
in-store communication, hrand/
company Image, salesperson, VMD, and
assortment variety. When we analyzed
the evaluation criteria for the familiar
fashion brands, the salesperson and VMD
factors were categorized as a single
dimension, thus a five factor structure

resulted. As we did not apply statistical

techniques to produce a  structural
comparison bhetween two  evaluation
criteria, direct comparison should be

avoided. However, the different factor
structure for new and familiar fashion
brand evaluation criteria should be noted
and deserves attention. For familiar
brands, consumers perceive salesperson
attributes and various in-store attributes
as reflecting uni—dimensional concept of
“store environment”’, whereas consumers
differentiate the social store environment
from the physical store environment for
new fashion brand evaluation. Moreover,
analysis finds that the
and VMD

different effects on consumers’ attitudes

regression
salesperson factors have
toward new fashion brands according to
their level of relationship quality with
department store.

New fashion brand evaluation -criteria
factors include both brand attributes and
store attributes. Brand related evaluation
criteria are merchandise power, assortment

variety, and brand/company images. And
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stare related criteria are VMD, salesperson,
and in-store communication. When we
regressed these six factors on brand
attitudes, 5 factors with the exception of
one factor, assortment variety, were
found to be significant predictors.

This study suggests that depending on
the relationship quality level between a
retailer and its customers, a retailer
might emphasize different aspects of
brand offerings. When separate regression
analysis was conducted for both high and
low relationship quality group, we found
that the effects of the

evaluation criteria factors were different.

explaining

For the low relationship group, merchandise
power, VMD, brand/company images, and
in—store communication showed significant
effects, and regression model explained
21.5% of the brand attitudes variance. On
the other hand, for the high relationship
group, only merchandise power and
salesperson showed significant effects on
brand attitudes with a low explanation
power of 3.3%. This result implies that
consumers who have high relationship
guality with a department store are less
influenced by brand attribute evaluation
attitudes. Credence and

commitment to the department store may

in  forming

moderate the effects of brand evaluation
on consumer attitudes and behavior. This
finding is in the same vein with previous
beliefs that loyal consumers are less

sensitive to the increased price of a

product (Rhee, 1998).

Even for those having high relationship
guality with a department store, the
merchandise power and  salesperson
factors were found important. Merchandise
power is an Intrinsic factor including
product quality, price, style and other
attributes, and it seems a critical factor
in determining consumer attitudes. Also
the role of the salesperson for consumers
with high relationship quality should not
be overlooked. Other store attributes such
as in-store communication and VMD
important  as

might become less

consumers build relationships with a
department store, however, the salesperson
in the store is an important factor even
for these amicable consumers. Retailers’
loyal consumers may use less complete
information processing, probably using
heuristics related to inter-personal clues
(salesperson). Their evaluation of new
fashion brand is influenced by their
relationship with the retailers because
they might regard new fashion brands as
a part of the retailer.

On the other hand, to

information

encourage
by those

consumers In the early stage of

processing
relationship development with the
department store, marketers should focus
on designing and implementing
customer-oriented VMD and in-store
communication. Retailers could accomplish

that by developing strong relations with
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They
rights to sell a

fashion  brands. might gain

exclusive brand’s

merchandise or offer special promotions.

VI. Limitations and Future

Research

In the present study, we aim to
identify potential new hrand evaluation
differentiated  from

familiar  brand

criteria that are
product evaluation or
evaluation criteria. The trial is incomplete
as there are more steps and analysis left
to go through to achieve valid and
reliable measures. Specifically, much of
the disturbance in

concepts in the test model could be

measuring  focal

controlled if a mall intercept survey could
be used instead of a recall-based method.
study  could
external validity of the findings and

Observational increase
provide more realistic implications for
retailers who wish to understand
customers’ behavioral responses to new
brand stimuli.

Furthermore, investigating the association
of these new fashion brand evaluation
criteria with other relevant concepts such
as brand consideration set, consumer
knowledge, and involvement should follow
in the future studies. What makes one

new fashion brand so special enough to

be considered as a purchase alternative
and successful when others fail to get
the attention of retail customers? The
effects of various customer characteristics,
brand characteristics, retailer characteristics,
and the interaction among these factors
should be investigated.
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New Fashion Brands in Department Stores:
Evaluation Criteria and Attitudes

Choo, Ho Jung*
Moon, Hee Kang*

Abstract

This study proposes new fashion brand evaluation criteria. In developing the criteria,
we emphasize the following considerations: first, the object of the evaluation should be
the brand rather than the products or store second, the “new” brand should he the
“new” brand from the consumer’s perspective finally, only fashion hrands available in
department store are included to examine the relationship between evaluation criteria
and consumers relationship quality perception with a department store. OQur data
analysis of an online survey panel sample of 537 female consumers produced six new
fashion brand evaluation criteria merchandise power, In-store communication,
brand/company image, salesperson, VMD, and assortment variety. New fashion hrand
evaluation criteria factors include both brand attributes and store attributes.
Brand-related evaluation criteria are merchandise power, assortment variety, and
brand/company images, whereas store-related criteria are VMD, salesperson, and
in-store communication. The associations among brand evaluation criteria, brand
attitudes, and the consumers’ relationship quality with department store were tested by
regression analysis.

Keywords: New brand evaluation criteria, Brand attitudes, Relationship quality
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