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Abstract

Subjects were 405 female college students and EQS was utilized for structural equation modeling. As
results, hedonic shopping value had positive effects on impulse purchasing, variety seeking, and purchasing
involvement. In contrast, interestingly, impulse purchasing did not show any significant effect on brand loyaity
and purchasing involvement had rather a positive effect on brand loyalty. There was a positive effect of
hedonic shopping valie on brand loyalty. This result indicates that people who get more involved in and enjoy
clothing shopping are likely more brand loyal than others. This seems fo come from the intrinsic
characteristics of clothing shopping. People who enjoy clothing shopping likely have high level of fashion or
style concern, and this might lead higher levels of purchasing involvement and brand loyalty, Due to the
symbolic characteristics of clorhing, the brand loyalyy of clothing seems to be more symbolic and emotive
rather than utilitarian and cognitive.
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I. introduction and Theoretical
Background

Zajonc” suggested that affect such as liking
or disliking a product or a brand can occur
through psychological processes that do not
entail a mental algebra on atiributes of a brand.
On the other hand, Wilkie and Pessemier”
believed making a choice among products or
brands is an outcome of cognitive work, arguing
that the consumer acquires information about
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brand attributes, forms evaluative criteria, judges
the levels of these attributes in various brands,
and employs some judgment rule or heuristic to
combine these atiribute-levels for overall brand
evaluation. These studies reflect two distinct
domains of consumption, hedonic and utilitarian
domains.

Study of the hedonic dimension in consump-
tion contexts was started articles by Hirschman
and Holbrook’ ™, This perspective of study on
hedonic consumption differed from the traditio-
nal view based on only utility driven consumers’
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attitudes and judgments about consumption.
Hirschman and Holbrook” argued that hedo-
nic consumption involves consumers' multisens-
ory images, fantasies and emotional arousal. Ba-
sed on Hirschman and Holbrook™s work, he-
donic consumption can be classified for both
products and consumers. If the consumption
involving pleasure seeking is considered as he-
donic consumption, products mainly consumed
tor pleasure seeking can be considered as
hedonic products. Similarly, consumers seeking
pleasure in shopping can be considered as
hedonic shoppers. In other words, products have
been considered to have their intrinsic hedonic
and/or utilitarian values according to their
product categories and consumers have different
levels of hedonic and utilitarian shopping
values. In the present study, the term of value

refers to key outcome variable in a general mo-
del of consumption experiences as defined by
Holbrook®.

Generally, the hedonic value of products is
relevant to the affective, experiential, symbolic,
and aesthetic domain and it evokes fun, plea-
sure, and excitement. Conversely, the utilitarian
value of products is primarily goal oriented, fu-
nctional, and instrumental®™”. Ciothing prod-
ucts have been classified as hedonic products’>™
¥ because of the high experiential, symbolic
and pleasing properties.

In terms of hedonic and utilitarian shopping
values of consumers, Bellenger and Korgaon-
kar'® found that consumers exhibit either eco-
nomic or recreational shopping behavior, The
researchers argued that because the sole purpose
of economic shopping is saving money, consu-
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mers develop neutral or negative attitudes to-
ward shopping. Conversely, those who enjoy
shopping as leisure, people feel positive emotion
such as pleasure and develop a positive aititude
toward shopping. More recently, Babin, Darden
and Griffin'” established hedonic and utilitarian
shopping value scales based on consumers’ dif-
ferent attitudes toward shopping. Even though
hedonic and utilitarian values are two distinct
dimensions, they are not necessarily {(and usu-
ally are not) mutually exclusive”. In most cases,
shopping has been considered as providing both
hedonic value through emotional responses evoked
during the experience'® and uiilitarian value that
is task-related and achieved through proper pro-
duct-acquisition'”. For this reason, Bloch, Sher-
rell, and Ridgway®® insisted that a shopping
value measure should account for more than just
functional utility and several other rescarchers
9920 have also argued that traditional product
-acquisition explanations may inadequately re-
flect the total value of a shopping experience.

Hedonic shoppers make a good target market
because, as innovators and opinion leaders, they
influence other consumers™”. Hedonic shoppets
shop for a variety of non-economic reasons®™,
have a higher level of shopping involvement™”,
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are information-seekers, have higher product in-
terest and knowledge'”, and are impulse buyers
)

Hedonic shopping value is affected not only
by enduring variables such as the difference in
consumer attitudes or their gender, but also by
situational variables such as product type or
shopping mood*”. Thus, one may assume that a
consumer might have different shopping values
when shopping for hedonic products (e.g., fash-
ion clothing or perfume) than when shopping
for utilitarian products (e.g., office supplies and
alkaline batteries). In the present study, hedonic
shopping value is operationally defined as the
degree of pleasure and escapism consumers felt
during clothing shopping.

Combining the intrinsic hedonic values of
products and consumers, like in the situation
when a hedonic shopper is shopping for a
hedonic product such as fashion clothing, the
effect of hedonic value on consumption related
factors might be augmented. Therefore, in a
clothing shopping context, hedonic shopping
value is one of the most influential factors to be
considered.

Put simply, the thesis of this study is that
consumers’ hedonic shopping value affects con-

7 B. J. Babin, W. R. Darden and M. Griffin, “Work and/or fun: Measuring hedonic and utilitarian
shopping value," Journal of Consumer Research 20, no.4 (1994): 644-656.

'* P, H Bloch and G. D. Bruce, Product involvement as leisure behavior, In T. C. Kinnear (Ed),
Advances in Consumer Research, (Ann Arbor, Ml: Association for Consumer Research, 1984), 197-202.

' P. H. Bloch and M. L. Richins, Shopping without purchase: an investigation of consumer browsing
behavior, In R. P. Bagozzi & A. M. Tybout (Eds.), Advances in Consumer Research, (Ann Arbor, MI:

Association for Consumer Research. 1983), 389-393.
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sumers' other shopping attitudes and behavior
such as brand loyalty. Based on previous re-
search, emotional and hedonic attributes of clo-
thing shopping are assumed to have an influence
on factors such as impulse purchasing, variety
seeking, and purchasing involvement that have
been determined to be antecedents of brand
switching. Therefore, it can be postulated that
hedonic shopping value not only has a direct
influence on brand switching, but also has indi-
rect influences on brand switching through the
intermediary antecedents-impulse purchasing, va-
riety seeking and purchasing involvement.
Because retaining loyal customers has been
found to directly translate into future sales™,
customer loyalty is the ultimate goal of every
firm incinding apparel retailers. Loyal customers
buy more, pay premium prices, and provide new
referrals through positive word of mouth™,
Therefore, many studies have been conducted to
investigate the various determinants of brand
switching including price sensitivity” ~**, adver-
tising®, market competition’”, wrong position-

ing®", variety seeking” ", and dissatisfaction

¥ Ganesh, Amold and Reynolds® argued,
"Central to these concemns is researchers’ and
practitioners' realization that (1) not all custo-
mers should be targeted with retention and loy-
alty efforts and (2) some of the most satisfied
and loyal customers might still switch for rea-
sons beyond the control of the firm and at times
even beyond the control of the customer."
However, for ail the anticipated benefits of
customer retention and loyalty, most of the prior
studies on brand loyalty have focused on mainly
differences among demographics and retention
strategies.

To date, several antecedents of brand swit-
ching have been identified, In the present study,
impulse purchasing, variety seeking, and purcha-
sing involvement will be employed as antece-
dents because of their relevance not only to
hedonic characteristics of clothing shopping and
but also to brand swiiching propensity.

First, impulse purchasing has been found to
be affected by hedonic shopping value. Rook’®
explained impulse purchasing as occurring when
a consumer cxperiences positive affect on con-

% J. Ganesh, M. J. Amold and K. E. Reynolds, "Understanding the customer base of service providers:
An examination of the differences between switchers and stayers," Jowrnal of Marketing 64 (2000): 65-87.
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? V. Kumar and R. P. Leone, "Measuring the effect of retail store promotions on brand and store
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Journal of Marketing Research 22 (1985). 31-329.

"'S. K. Stephan and B. L. Tanneaholz, "The real reason for brand switching,” Advertising Age (1994):
31.
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* H. Van Trijp, W. D. Hoyer and J. J. Inman, "Why switch? Product category-level explanations for
true variety-secking behavior," Journal of Marketing Research 33, no.3 (1956). 281-293.

* R. A. Ping, "The effects of satisfaction and structural constraints on retailer exiting, voice, loyalty,
opportunism, and neglect,” Jowrnal of Retailing 69, no.3 (1993): 320-352.

% D. W. Rook, "The buying impulse,” Jowrnal of Consumer Research 14 (1987): 189-199.
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frontation with a product, which results in a
sudden urge to choose the product. Weinberg
and Gottwald’”? found impulse buyers assessed
themselves as being more emotionalized than
nonbuyers, characterizing impulse purchasing as
the case of consumers' cognitive control is limit-
ed. The existing literature has shown that
in-store browsing is one of the most influencing
antecedents in the impulse purchasing®™. As a
shopper browses longer, she or he will likely
encounter more stimuli, which would tend to in-
crease the possibility of experiencing new brands.

Second, variety seeking has been considered
to be one of the significant antecedents playing
a direct influence on brand switching®”. Kaiser
® argued thatescapism from boredom is one of
the explanations for fashion change and pursuit
of novelty or excitement-seeking is 8 motivation
factor in style adoption. "Consumers are often
observed to engage in brand switching, even if
their current brands satisfy their needs:... Some-
times it seems that people just like to try new
things--that is, they are interested in variety
seeking®. Kahn'® defined variety seeking as
"the tendency of individuals to seek diversity in
their choices of services or goods® (p. 139), One
reason consumers seek variety in product choi-
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ces is to satisfy a need for stimulation*”. Rogers

D (p.88) argued that, "---a tendency to avoid
variety may coexist with the tendency to seek
variety." Wicrenga'® insisted that consumers
might fluctuate between inertia behavior (brand
loyal}) and variety seeking (brand switching)
behavior. This reflects the effort of consumers
to have Optimum Stimulation Level (OSL).
McAlister and Pessemier*” incorporate Optimum
Stimulation Level (OSL) into their model of
variety-seeking behavior and posit that the
utility derived from switching brands is positi-
vely related to consumers' OSLs. When stimula-
tion is too high as a result of variety seeking,
consumers try to reduce the complexities in the
situation by routinizing their buying decision®®.

Third, purchasing involvement has been sho-
wn to play a key role in brand switching. Gane-
sh, Amold, and Rcynoldsm defined purchasing
involvement as involvement which relates to the
level of concem for or interest in the purchase
process triggered by the need to consider a
particular purchase. Purchasing involvement can
best be understood as the cost, effort, or inve-
stment in a purchase®®*”. Researchers have
shown the important moderating influence of

purchasing involvement on brand switching*®.
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Celsi and Olson®” asserted that involved consu-
mers attend to and comprehend more informa-
tion about a shopping situation and experience
more elaborate meanings and inferences about
it, supporting the result of Ray et al’”. Some
consumers who are prone to switching and
others who likely stay in a certain brand show
different levels of purchasing involvement™.
High purchasing involvement is assumed to
result in more brand switching behavior. Be-
cause consumers who have high purchasing
involvement seek more information, employ more
references, and spend more time in shopping,
they easily recognize the differences among
brands.

Drawing on the rich theoretical foundation in
this area, in the present study the influence of
the hedonic shopping values on brand switching
behavior, considering these three factors of im-
puise purchasing, variety secking, and purchas-
ing involvement will be investigated in the
context of clothing shopping.

1. Method

To test the hypotheses and the proposed mo-
del, a self-administered questionnaire was em-

ployed to collect data. The instrument included
measures of hedonic shopping value, impulse
purchase, variety seeking tendency, purchasing
involvement and brand loyalty. Even though all
scales making up the instrument had already
been tested for validity, modifications were ma-
de in the scales to reflect the context of clothing
shopping. The scales used to measure each
variable were shown in Table i. The format of
the hedonic shopping value, involvement, and
variety seeking scales was adjusted so all items
elicited responses on seven point Likert-type
scales ranging from "strongly disagree” to "stro-
ngly agree."

The scale of hedonic shopping value was
modified and utilized Reynolds and Beatty’'s
scale. The scale asked respondents to indicate
the degree of shopping enjoyment they felt dur-
ing clothing shopping. For impulse purchasing,
the scale developed by Rook and Fisher’”
asking about unplanned buying behavior was
adapted and employed. Variety seeking tendency
in which a consumer seeks change and variety
in shopping was assessed by Optimum Stimula-
tion Level (OSL) using a modified scale adapted
from Baumgartner and Stecnkamp®™. In order to
assess purchasing involvement in clothing shop-

“ B. Minal and M. Lee, "A causal model of consumer involvement,* Journal of Economic Psychology

10 {1989). 363-389,

K Zaichkowsky, Measuring the involvement construct. “Journal of Consumer Research," 12 (1985):

341-352.
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Journal of Consumer Research 15 (1988): 210-224.

M. L. Ray, A. G. Sawyer, M. L. Rothschild, R. M. Hecler, E. C. Strong and J. B. Reed, Marketing
communications and the hierarchy of effects. In P. Clarks (Ed.). New Models of Mass Communication Re-

search, Beverly Hills, CA: Sage (1973), 147-176.
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(1999). 509-518.

2 D. Rook and R. }, Fisher, "Normative influences on impulse buying behavior,” Journal of Consumer

Research 22 (1995) 305-313.

* H. Bavmgartner and ). E. M. Steenkamp, "Exploratory consumer buying behavior; Conceptualization
and measurement,” fnternational Jowrnal of Research in Marketing 13 (1996); 121-137.
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<Table 1> Standardized Path Coefficients and Test Statistics (Z) for Confirmatory Factor Analysis

(N = 405)
Factors Path Za
Hedonic Shopping Value
Vi I enjoy clothing shopping more than most people do. 84 -
V2 | Clothing shopping is a way I like to spend my leisure time. 82 | 16.66***
Vi | Clothing shopping is a good way for me to relax. 5 ] 1505w
Vs | Clothing shopping is not one of my favorite leisure activities. 63 12150
Impuise Purchasing
Vs I ofien buy things spontancously. 43 -
Ve 1 buy things according to how 1 feel at the moment. 62 | 7.22%ee
V7 | 1 carefully plan most of my purchase (-). 80 [ 6.81%%«
Variety Seeking
v I like to continue doing the same things rather than trying new and different | .61 -
Vs things.
vq I am continually seeking new ideas and experiences. 57§ 7.81%**
R prefer a routine way of life to an unpredictable one full of change. 35 | 7.74%
Purchasing involvement
Vi | I choose clothing very carcfully during clothing shopping trip. .59 -
Viz | Which clothing [ buy doesn't matter to me a lot. 64 | 9.03%e+
Via | Choosing clothing is an important decision for me. 82 | 9.59%=
Brand Loyalty
v I would like to stick with a brand I usually buy than try something I am not | 75 -
VN very sure of.
vo |1 think of myself as a brand-loyal consumer. 69 {10,835+
“ |1f 1 like a brand, 1 rarely switch from it just to try something different. 74 | 11.00%**
Correlations among Factors
Hedonic Shopping Value « Impulse Purchasing 21| 295
Hedonic Shopping Value « Variety Seeking 28 | 347+
Hedonic Shopping Value «~ Purchasing involvement 56 | 6.62%**
Hedonic Shopping Value < Brand Loyalty A7 | 2.67%*
Impulse Purchasing «— Variety Seeking .04 .60
Impulse Purchasing + Purchasing involvement -.17 {-2.31*
Impuise Purchasing «+ Brand Loyalty -.08 {-1.10
Variety Seeking «» Purchasing involvement 22 | 291
Variety Seeking +» Brand Loyaity -.15 (~2.11*
Purchasing involvement ? Brand Loyalty 21 | 294

1 (df = 90) = 258.49
CFI = 91
RMSEA = .07

* The critical yations for significamt Z siatistics are 1.64 at p < .10 (1), 1.96 at p<.05(*%, 258 at p < .01
(**), and 3.29 at p < .001 (***),
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ping, the Consumer Involvement Profile (CIP)
scale developed by Laurent and Kapferer™® was
utilized. Brand loyalty was measured using the
brand loyaity scale developed by Baumgartner
and Steenkamp”’.

The questionnaire thai was first developed in
English, translated from English into Korean,
and back translated from Korean into English by
two independent bilingual translators. To con-
firm the equivalency of English and Korean
versions, back translation was continued until
the meanings from both translations had no
differences in meaning,

The questionnaire was pre-tested with eighty
potential subjects drawn from the same popula-
tion as the final sample to assess whether or not
there were misunderstandings or ambiguities of
expressions. The data gained through the pretest
were analyzed using the same statistical methods
especially regarding the reliability and validity
of the scale. Based on the feedback from the
pretest, the second phase of development of the
instrument through the modification of ambigu-
ous and awkward expressions was made.

Convenience sampling method was employed,
collecting the data in college classroom settings
in Seoul, Korea. In the research survey, a total
of 405 were valid to be used in the data analy-
sis. For confirmatory factor analysis and struc-
tural equation modeling, EQS 5.3 was utilized.

. Results and Discussion

1. Reliahility and Validity of Scales
Two types of analyses were run to assess
construct reliability and validity. First, consistent

with a staged estimation approach, confirmatory
factor analysis with covariance matrix input (See
Table 1) was used to test the unidimensionality
of the measures’™. The measures for the study
consisted of 4 items for hedonic shopping, 3
items for impulse purchasing, 3 items for variety
seeking, 3 items for purchasing involvement,
and 3 items for brand loyalty. This analysis was
performed on a 16-item model comprising five
factors. All factors were allowed to correlate.
This initial model produced an acceptable mea-
surement model with an overall chi-square stati-
stic of 258.49 (df=90), comparative fit index
(CFI)= .91, and RMSEA=.07. All indicator
Z-statistics exceed 6.0 (p<.001). This provides
some evidence for construct’®. In conclusion,
the measurement model adequately represented
observed variables implying the hypothesized
conceptual model was acceptable for structural
equation modeling. Second, the intemal consis-
tency of the scales was assessed with Cron-
bach's standardized alpha. Reliability coefficient
estimates for the five factors ranged from .65 to
85 meeting the acceptable criteria.

2. Test of the Hypothesized Model: Struc-
tural Equation Modeling

The analysis followed a two-step modeling
approach which was to first establish the mea-
surement model and then to proceed to the
structural equation model’”, A crucial step of
structural equation modeling is the assessment
of the hypothesized measurement model through
confirmatory factor analysis. Therefore, prior to
data analysis, all variables were examined for
their relevance in the structural model.

* G. Laurent and J. N. Kapferer, "Measuring consumer involvement profiles,” Jowmnal of Marketing 22,

no.3 (1985): 14-15.

1 C Anderson, D. W. Gerbing and J. E. Hunter, "On assessment of unidimensional measurement:
Intemal and external consistency and overall consistency criteria," Journal of Marketing Research 24(1987):

432-437,

¢ C. Fomell and D. Larcker, "Evaluating structural equation models with observable variables and
measurement ervor,” Jowrnal of Marketing Research 18 (1981): 39-50.

¥ L. R. James, S. A. Mulaik and J. M. Brett, Causal analysis: Assumptions, models, and data. Beverly

Hills, CA: Sage (1982).
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<Table 2> Standardized Path Coefficients and Test Statistics (Z) for Structural Equation Model

(N = 405)
Factors Path z
Hedonic Shopping Value
Vi | I enjoy clothing shopping more than most people do. .84 -
Vs | Clothing shopping is a way I like to spend my leisure time. 82 | 16.66***
V3 | Clothing shopping is a good way for me to relax. 5 | 15.05%w«
V¢ | Clothing shopping is not one of my favorite leisure activities {-). 63 | 1217w
Impulse Purchasing
Vs | 1 often buy things spontaneously. 46 -
Vs | ! buy things according to how 1 feel at the moment. 62 | T.12%%*
V> | 1 carefully plan most of my purchase {-). 81 | 6.60***
Variety Seeking
Vs | T like to continue doing the same things rather than trying new and
. . 62 -
different things (—). 53 | 764080
Vo | I am continually secking new ideas and experiences. ‘78 7'33“*
Vio | I prefer a routine way of life to an unpredictable one full of change (-). ' ’
Purchasing involvement
Vu | I choose clothing very carefully during clothing shopping trip. .58 -
Vi2 | Which clothing I buy doesn't matter to me a lot (—). 62 | 8.85%%*
Vi | Choosing clothing is an important decision for me. 84 | 9.94%*+
Brand Loyalty
Vis |1 would like to stick with a brand I usually buy than try something a5y -
[ am not very sure of.
Vis |1 think of myself as a brand-loyal consumer. 69 | 10.82%**
Vie [If I like a brand, 1 rarely switch from it just to try something different. 74 | 10.98%**
Correlations among Factors
Hedonic Shopping Value — Impulse Purchasing 28 | 4.42%%+
Hedonic Shopping Value — Variety Seeking A6 | 2.69*
Hedonic Shopping Value — Purchasing involvement S5 | 7.62%4+
Hedonic Shopping Value — Brand Loyalty 1 1.871
impulse Purchasing — Brand Loyalty -.08 |-1.20
Variety Secking — Brand Loyalty -.15 |=-2.11*
Purchasing involvement — Brand Loyalty 20 | 2.91%+
2 (df = 93) = 27627
CFI = 90
RMSEA = 07

* The ctitical rations for significant Z statistics are 1.64 al p< 10(h, 1.96 at p<.05(*), 2.58 at p<.01(**), and
3.29 at p<.00L(***),

Structural equation models were tested in ficients and test statistics(Z) for the hypothe-
order to examine the hypothesized relationships sized structural equation model is summarized in
among latent variables. Standardized path coef- Table 2. Fig. 1 illustrates the structural model
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1 (df=93) =276.27, p < .001
CFI= .90
RMSEA = .07

Note. a dotted arrow indicates an insignificant path. The critical rations for significant Z statistics
are 1.64 at p <. 10("), 1.96 at p < .05 (*), 2.58 at p<.01 (**), and 3.29 at p <. 001(***).

<Fig. 1> The Hypothesized Structural Equation Model.

showing significant and insignificant paths. Alf
paths from faciors to indicators were significant
(4=.46 to .84. p <.001). Among factors, the
path coefficients between hedonic shopping va-
lue and impulse purchasing ( A = .28, p < .001),
hedonic shopping value and variety seeking ( A
=.16, p < .01). hedonic shopping value and pur-
chasing involvement { A =.55, p<.00t), and
hedonic shopping value and brand loyalty { A =
210 p <0100 For the relationships between in-
termediary factors and brand loyalty, impulse
purchasing and brand loyalty ( A=-.08, ns),
variety seeking and brand loyalty (A = —.15, p
<.05). and purchasing involvement and brand
lovalty {A=.20, p<.01). All paths showed
significant effects except the relationship bet-
ween impulse purchasing and brand loyalty.
Overall model fit was satisfactory: z° (df=93)
=276.27, p<.001, CFI= 80, RMSEA = 07.

As expected, hedonic shopping value had po-
sitive effects on impulse purchasing, variety see-
king, and purchasing involvement. This reflects
that people who enjoy clothing shopping as a
recreation activity are prone to impulse purcha-
sing, seek more stimuli of variety, and get more
involved in clothing shopping. On the other ha-
nd, interestingly, these three intermediary factors
that are expected to affect brand loyalty negati

vely were found to be quite different from what
we expected. Variety seeking had a negative
effect on brand loyalty as hypothesized. Ho-
wever, impufse purchasing did not show any
significant effect on brand loyalty. Further, pur-
chasing involvement had rather a positive effect
on brand loyalty. This implicates that people
who seek stimulation and variety in their brand
selection have low level of brand loyalty. Im-
pulse purchasing is not associated with brand
selection significantly. People who invest more
time and are concerned with their clothing shop-
ping show higher level of brand loyalty. The
direct relationship between hedonic shopping
value and brand loyalty showed a positive effect
of hedonic shopping value on brand loyalty.
This indicates that people who enjoy clothing
shopping are likely more brand loyat than peo-
ple who don't enjoy clothing shopping.

V. Conclusion

As a result of the present siudy, hedonic
shopping value was found to have a positive
effect on brand loyalty in clothing shopping. In
addition, two intermediary variables-impulse
purchasing and purchasing involvement that was
expected to be affected by hedonic shopping
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value and negatively related to brand loyalty
showed no serious negative effects on brand
loyally in clothing shopping. Rather, anather
intermediary variable, purchasing involvement
was found to have a positive effect on brand
loyalty in the structural modeling test.

The results of this study support the role of
hedonic shopping value as an important antece-
dent variable of brand loyalty in clothing shopp-
ing. Hedonic shopping value affected intermedi-
ary variables such as impulse purchase, variety
seeking, and purchasing involvement positively,
1t should be noted, however, that the negative
effect of intermediary variables on apparel brand
loyalty existed only for the relationship of varie-
ty seeking on brand loyalty, This is most likely
due to the intrinsic characteristics of clothing
shopping. People who enjoy clothing shopping
as a form of recreation likely have high level of
fashion or style concern, and this leads more
purchasing involvement and brand loyalty. This
result is consistent with previous research:
Hedonic shoppers tend to have higher levels of
involvement in shopping than non-hedonic shop-
pers. They also dress in the latest styles indi-
cating that they are fashion-oriented'™"®, n ad-
dition, hedonic shoppers tend to be high in so-
cial class’ and higher income class customers
can overcome lack of availability of their favo-
rite brands and hence avoid forced switches by
paying a price premium to steady or reliable
suppliers™. Therefore, hedonic shopping value
could have a positive influence on apparel brand
loyalty, different from our expectation that he-
donic shopping value calls for more brand swit-
ching.

Baumwoll®" argued that brand loyalty varies

58
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greatly by product categories because each pro-
duct has different characteristics such as involve-
ment and emotional rewards. Emotional rewards
provided by a brand such as status, pleasure,
feelings of attractiveness, sex appeal or emotion-
al well-being also have a strong influence on
brand loyalty. Brand loyalty in clothing shop-
ping is assumed to have quite different char-
acteristics from brand loyalty in other product
categories. Even though clothing and clothing
shopping have both hedonic and utilitarian
dimensions, the brand loyalty of clothing seems
closer to hedonic and emotive construct than
utilitarian and cognitive one due to the symbolic
and hedonic characteristics of clothing and clo-
thing shopping.

The results of this study implicates that im-
plementing marketing strategies to boost hedonic
shopping value could help apparel retailers re-
tain more loyal customers. Consumers of high
hedonic shopping value could be a valuable
target segment along with utilitarian loyal custo-
mers in loyalty marketing. The empirical evi-
dence presented here helps to elucidate the theo-
retical reasons that hedonic shopping value can
be regarded as a significant determinant in the
apparel brand loyalty construct. In the absence
of a test of such a model, we do not have proof
of the role of hedonic shopping value influenc-
ing apparel brand loyalty.

In summary, this study enjoins consumer re-
searchers to pay closer attention to the hedonic
shopping value as a determinant variable in the
construct of apparel brand loyalty and under-
scores the unique nature of the clothing product.
Particular attention should be paid to hedonic
shoppers as an important segment in brand loy-
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