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The Effect of Legitimacy and Fashionability on Females' Control
over their Boyfriends' Fashion Style
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Abstract

People tend to perceive their loved others (e.g., children, spouse, romantic partner) as their extended selves
and then control over the loved others' fashion style corresponding to their self-concept. The study conceptually
suggested that people's perceptions on legitimacy to interfere the others and their own fashionability would
separately or interactively influence their control over the loved others' fashion style. To investigate the
suggestions, an experiment with female participants in their 20's was conducted by using a scenario. The results
indicated that participants' perception of legitimacy to interfere their boyfriends or their own fashionability did
not have a separate effect on control over their boyfriends' fashion style. However, the legitimacy and the
fashionability did have an interactive effect on the control. In particular, for high legitimacy groups, there was
no difference in the control between low and high fashionability groups. For low legitimacy groups, the control
was stronger in high fashionability group than in low fashionability group.
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(1) Courting Period (Open-Ended)
Questionnaire |(2) Legitimacy (5 Items)
(3) Fashionability (12 Ttems)

.

* Specific Introduction Corresponding to Scenario 1
(Shirt)
(4-1) Control over Boyfriend’s Fashion Style for each
of 7 Shirts (Yes or No)
* Specific Introduction Corresponding to Scenario 2
(T-Shirt)
(4-2) Control over Boyfriend’s Fashion Style for each
of 7 T-Shirts (Yes or No)

E-Prime

* Specific Introduction Corresponding to Scenario 10
(Shoes)
(4-10) Control over Boyfriend’s Fashion Style for
each of 7 Shoes (Yes or No)

~

(5) Quizzes (3 Items)
Questionnaire | (6) Need for Interpersonal Dominance (5 Items)
(7) Boytriend’s Fashionability (12 Items)

Figure 2. Experimental procedure
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Table 1. Factor analysis and reliability analysis results for two independent variables
Facfor Eigenvalue Variance a
loading
Legitimacy * My boyfriend should consult me before making a change in his life. .69 2.55 51.09% .76
* My boyfriend does not take in my advice willingly. (R) 73
* My boyfriend is uncomfortable when I make demands on him. (R) .64
* I take it for granted that I should consult my boyfriend before
making a change in my life. 75
* I am uncomfortable when my boyfriend makes demands on me. (R) 75
Fashionability * Others consult me for information about the latest fashion trends. .83 7.13 59.42% .93
* I believe I am a very good source of advice about fashion. 72
* My friends don't think of me as a knowledgeable source of
information about fashion trends. (R) .84
* People bypass me as a source of advice about fashion. (R) .80
* I am more fashionable than others. .81
* My friends ask for my opinions about new styles. .90
* People compliment me on my fashion styles. .76
* [ am more likely than most of my friends to be asked for advice
about fashion. .79

* When it comes to fashion, I am among the least likely of my friends

to be thought of as an advice-giver. .36
* I am more likely to keep up with the latest fashion than my friends. .82
* I am more knowledgable about fashion trends than others. .76

* [ am never first to be asked for an opinion about a current style. (R) .73

Note. (R) denotes reverse scoring.
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Table 2. ANCOVA Results: Effects of legitimacy and fashionability on control over boyfriend's fashion style

Source df F Partial 112
Covariate 1. Need for interpersonal dominacne 1 43 .02
Covariate 2. Boyfriend's fashionability 1 28 .01
Main effect 1. Legitimacy 1 43 .02
Main effect 2. Fashionability 1 2.27 11
Interactive effect. Legitimacy x Fashionability 1 5.43% 22
Error 19

* p < .05, ¥ p < .01
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Figure 3. Interactive effect on control over boyfriend's fashion
style
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