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ABSTRACT

University fandike to wearuniversityrelated apparelrpducts (URAPS) such as
collegiate licensed apparel products (CLAPs) andcudlegiate licensed apparel products (non
CLAPSs) toshow theirconnedion to their universityHowever, previous URAP studidsve
focused on only CLAPs. Furthepnsumers also want kook stylish when they wear URAPs
butno published studies haegamired URAPswith differentstyle characteristics (i.e., basic vs.
fashion).Thereforethe purpose ahis studywasto examine the influence of perceived
university prestige on consumersodéo attitudes t
CLAPs, fatiion CLAPs, basic ne&LAPs, and fashion ne@LAPS) and their resultant effects
on consumer sd pur chase iandtoexaminedhe maleratingeftectsc h a s e
of consumersd psychographic characunearsityst i cs o
prestige and attitudes toward purchasing each type of URPdRa.were collected usiramn
online survey with a sample of 5#uburn University Alumni Association membeasd 581
Auburn UniversitystudentsResultsrevealedhat the higher theguceived university prestige,
the more positive the consumers6 attitudes to
also showed no difference between the strength of the influence of perceived university prestige
on consumer s 6 ahading CLARS @eIsust nagdw s, Ahalysis further revealed
no significantmoderating effects of the psychographic varightesvever, further direct effect
analyses showed that consundatsitudes toward purchasing each type of URAPs were

significantly reldaed to various psychographic variabl&€sese indings provide insights into



studentsand alumnis URAP consumption phenomenon amgortant theoreticamplications
in URAP researchral managerial implications for universities, manufacturers and rstailer

both CLAPs and ne&LAPSs.
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CHAPTER 1.INTRODUCTION

Background and Purpose othe Study

College or universy can bea lifestyle brand, which has many loyal fans with different
backgroundsndages The Collegiate Licensing Compaf@LC], 2012). University fandike
to show their university spirit through wearing universitjated apparel produgtdRAPS or
putting universityrelated decorationsn their cars or in their hom€IC, 2012). URAPs refer
to clothingproductsthat carry symbolic characteristioba university(e.g.,university
trademarksuniversitycolors)and are worn taonveythe weaers affiliation with the university
A trademark is a logo, image, symbol, word, letter, nama combination of them thatre
related to an organization (Napper, 20Ifademark and LicensiAgniversity of Washington,
n.d). Two typesof URAPsmay be legitimtely marketedncluding (1)productscarrying
university trademarks and licengeg the universityhereafterficollegiatelicensedapparel
productdCLAPSs]0) and (2) products that are not univerdibensed and thus do not carry
university trademarks babntain certain characteristics (e.g., university colors) associated with
t he uni ver si tcgllegatelieensedapparepnoductgnon€bAPs]0 .)NonCLAPS
differ from theillegal collegiatetrademarkusagen that they are not claimed by the
manufacturer to be associated with a university, but are voluntarily used by consumers to show
their university association through product characteristics that happen to be associated with the
university.

Consumersvear symbolic clothes to identifiiemsévesas fandSPO Scholarly
Monograph Serie012).Consumerarepaying growingat t ent i on tie 6éwhat to
situations like tailgateor college activities to show their connection to their universities or

university sportt¢eams (College Hautees, 2)1In a gameday, university or team fans may find



themselves surrounded in a sea of calemesenting thaniversityteamthey supportFor
example supporers ofAuburn University may wear appatttmsin orangeandbr blue.These
apparel items mayranay not show Auburn UniversityademarksA SPO Scholarly

Monograph Serigg2012) reporshowsthatwomen weatJRAPS (CLAPs or norRCLAPS) more
than domenwhen watching both televised events (male = 28.6%; female = 39.1 %) and live
events (male = 30.4%emale = 38.2%), and only 4.3% ofemand 4.7% ofvomennever wear
URAPs.

Furthermoresomeconsumersot onlywant to show theiuniversity affiliationbutalso
their sense of fashion at the same timéelp them look stylisfiTschura2007 Vernich,2012.
Thus,theymaychoose fashion appar&msto showtheir university spiritwhich may or may
not be officially licensedby the universitfCollege Hautees, 2012)ccording to Glock and
Kunz (1995) basicapparel products do not change with théi@s trend, whildashionapparel
products have raplg changing styles response ttrendchangesCrosby Kim, and Hathcote
(2006) found thatfemale college studengédthe universitiesrom the Southeaster@onference
(SEC)who areinterested in colige football rated fashion asmoreimportant factor fogame
day attirethan other factorsuch axomfort uniqueness, and school spséeking Gameday
fashion(Jen, 2012)s a term representirthis new fashiororienteduniversityrelated apparel
consumptionphenomenothatinflueneesc o n s u me r s WherdchoosingJRAFP® s

Given the diverse nature of the apparel items consumers wear to show their university
identification in various occasions, it is important doiversities manufacturersandretailers of
URAPs to understantthe factorsinfluencing consumeégpurchasédehaviordor the different
types of URAPs such &LAPsversus norCLAPsand basic versus fashit/RAPs

Previous researdPerrow, 1961; Shenkar & Yuchtmafaar, 1997)argues tht



consumpmercé&pti ons and pur chase bedleamuerceddy on an
theo r g a n i geadral poestigbgcausét signalsthe organizatiods product quality
Consumer sO0 pencepy a opnestgdairdasédsismpasiperformance
(Perrow, 1961)Based on the social identity thepBarkandPark(2007) andYang, Parkand
Park(2007) foundthat consumepurchasef collegiatelicensedmerchandisés facilitated by
their social motivationgo identify themseleswithin the university/grouand beacceptedy
their group memberd@dditionally, Park and Park (2007) fouradpositive relationship between
consumer8perceived prestigef a universityandtheir attitude towarcconsumption of the
university® CLAPs Park and Parklso pointed out that perceived university prestige is
predictor ofcollege studentuniversity identification whichthenleads to their attitude toward
CLAP consumptionAlthough these previous studies provide evidence for the positive
relationship betweeconsumer8perceived universitprestigeand their consumption @LAPS
little research hadelved intopotential differences ithis relationshigor the fashion ersus
basicCLAPs.Furthermore, no published reseanchestigatedhe potential influence of
university prestigen the consumption afon-CLAPS. Therefore, thdirst purposeof this
research is to examine the influence of perce
towardpurchasingrarying types ofJRAPs includig fashionversusbasic CLAPs and nen
CLAPsand their resultant effects on the consuidpuschase intention and actual purchase
behaviorgegarding these URAPS
Researcherund thatperceived universifyeamprestiges themain factor that
influencelcon s umer sd6 supportive a(Sungé& Yadge200Bandtheinr d t h e
financially supportive behavior&arlson, Donavan, & Cumiskey, 2009enningThurau,

Langer,& Hansen, 2001)Giventheseprevious finding, it is plausible that consumérs



perceived prestige of a university mag more closely linked tattitudes toward CLAPs (which
give revenues to the universityian toattitudes towarshonCLAPs Therefore, theecond
purposeof this study is to compare the strength of the relatiosdlgpveen consumeis
perceived university prestige and their attitudes toWArAPs versus noilCLAPS.

Products consist of intrinsic attributes physical characteristidbat are necessary to
perform their functior{Keller, 1993;0lson & Jacoby, 1972)ntrinsic attributes of apparel
products may includeharacteristicsuch as style, color, and fabric. Beyond intrinsic attributes
of products, bands act as aue that signalextrinsic attribute ofthe productsuch as price and
quality (Olson & Jacoby, 972; Vigneron & Johnson, 1998oth intrinsic and extrinsic
attributes of products can influence consudpuschase decisior(8rucks, Zeithaml, & Naylor,
2000;Lichtenstein Ridgway, & Netemeyer, 199®liyazaki, Grewal, & Goodstein, 2009n
the URAP onsumption cotext, the styled.g.,fashionvs. basic) antbranding(e.g., collegiate
licensed vs. nofeollegiatelicensed)characteristics of a URARay act as an intrinsic and an
extrinsic attribute, respectively, influencing consurgptschase decisits.

Consumer behavior literature also suggests that consbpsgchographic characteristics
T such advrand consciousness, quality consciousness, variety seeking, novelty seeking, and
unigueness seekirigmay affect their responses to varying intrinsid &xtrinsic attributes of a
product and purchase decisidisomkin, 1970; Givon, 1984; Hirschman, 198@&hn, 1995;
Sproles & Kendall, 1986Brand consciousness refers to the degyeehich a consumer is
orientedto buy weltknown branded productSkim & Gehrt, 1996Sproles & Kendall, 1986
Consumers who are mopeandconsciougend to have more positiatitudes toward
purchasingprestigiousrand productsGiven that universities can be considdrsstyle brand

(CLC, 2012a)consumer@brand onsciousness may influence their response to CLAPsS



associated with universities with varying prestiQaality consciousness the degre& which a
consumeirs oriented tesearch for a product witlhe best quality (Sproles & Kendall, 1986)

More quality-conscious consumensayhold more positive attitudes towa@l.APs than non

CLAPs, thinking that the quality of the formemsore tightlycontrolledby universitieghrough

the licensing proceg€LC, 2012b) Varietyseeking novelty seeking, and uniquesseseeking

are three concepts that are slightly different from each other. Variety seeking is defined as
consumer8tendeng to search for different choices of products (Givon, 198dyelty seeking

is defined as ¢ o0ns umewpsdct(HiesohthanAd8Gyando search f
uni queness seeking i s def i nemdudssthatame differemhe r s 6 t
from those used by othe(Bromkin, 1970)Thesepsychographic variables have been found to

be closely related tconsumergfashionconsciousesse.g.,Kwon & Workman, 1996;

Workman & Kidd, 2000; Workman & Lee, 20l Fashionapparel producteepresengreater

diversity andmnoreupdated styles than basic apparel products to reflect fashion (@odk &

Kunz, 1995) Thus consumersvith higherlevels of variety seeking, novelty seeking, and

uniqueness seeking makiow more positive responsedashion (vs. basic) URARTherefore,

thelast purposeof this study is to explore the role ofo n s u psgchogréphicharacteristics
suchasbrand consciousness, quality consciousness, variety seekiajty seeking, and

uniqueness seeking moderating the relationship between perceived university prestige and

attitudes towarghurchasingJRAPsthat vary in their intrinsic (i.e., fashiorsvbasic styles) and

extrinsic (i.e., CLAP vs. nGRLAP) attributes.



Definition of Terms

Attitude toward purchasing basic CLAPs:A personds degree of favora
evaluation about purchasing basic CLAPs

Attitude toward purchasing basic nonCLAPs: A per sond6s degree of favo
evaluation about purchasing basic fObAPS.

Attitude toward purchasing fashionCLAPs: A per sond6s degree of favor
evaluation about purchasing fashion CLAPSs.

Attitude toward purchasing fashion nonCLAPs:A per sonédés degree of fav
unfavorable evaluation about purchasing fashion@bAPs.

Attitude toward purchasing URAPs: A p e r degree Of $avorable or unfavorable evaluation
aboutpurchasing URAPs.

Basic collegiate licensed appel products (basic CLAPs):Clothingproductsn stylesthat do
not frequentlychange with the fashion trei@lock & Kunz, 199% andarelicensed by
the universityto carryuniversitytrademarks@ffice of Trademark Licensing, 2011

Basic noncollegiatelicensed apparel products (basic noi€LAPS): Clothingproductsin
stylesthat do nofrequentlychange with the fashion trend and camyniversityts
symbolic colos but are not licensed by the university.

Basicuniversity-related apparel products(basicURAPSs): Clothingproductsin stylesthat do
not frequentlychange with the fashion tremshdcarrya universityds symbolic
characteristics (e.g., university trademanksiversitycolors).

Brand consciousnessA ¢ 0 n s u tereenéys buy wellknown branéd products (Shim &
Gehrt, 1996Sproles & Kendall, 1986

Collegiatelicensedapparel products (CLAPS): Clothing productscarrying university



trademarks and licenség the university(Office of Trademark Licensing, 2011

Collegiate Licensing Company (CIC): A division of the global sports marketing company
IMG,andt he nationds | argest and ol GLES201Zal eadi n
IMG College, 201»

Fashion collegiate licensed apparel products (fashion CLAPSEIothingproductsin fast
changing styles in response to fashion tre(@lock & Kunz, 1995andlicensed by the
universityto carry university trademarks

Fashion noncollegiate licensed apparel products (fashion ne@LAPS): Clothingproductsn
fast changing styles in responseadstfion trendand carryng a universityds symbolic
colors but not licensed by the university.

Fashionuniversity-related apparel products (fashion URAP¥% Clothingproductsin fast
changing styles in response to fashi@mds andcarrying a universityds symbolic
characteristics (e.g., university trademarks and cplors

Non-collegiate licensed apparel product$Non-CLAPS): Clothingproducts that are not
universitylicensed and thus do not carry university trademarks but contain certain
characteristics (g., university colors) associated wahuniversity

Novelty seeking A consumets tendency teeek out new produs{Hirschman, 1980)

Perceived wiversity prestige | ndi vi dual s6 perceptions about a
reputation based on its past merhance Perrow, 196}

Purchase behavior ofbasic CLAPs A consumeds number frequency, and amouaot basic
CLAP purchasesvithin the last 12 months

Purchase behavior obasic nonrCLAPSs: A consumeis number frequency, and amouot

basicnonCLAP purchaseswithin the last 12 months



Purchase behavior offashion CLAPs. A consumeis number frequency, and amouot
fashionCLAP purchasesvithin the last 12 months

Purchase behavior offashion nonCLAPs: A consumes number frequency, and amouaot
fashian nonCLAP purchasewithin the last 12 months

Purchase behavior of URAPsSA consumets number frequency, and amouot URAP
purchasesvithin the last 12 months

Purchaseintention for basic CLAPs. The likelihood that a consumer will purchase basic
CLAPsin thenext 12 months

Purchaseintention for basic non-CLAPs: The likelihood that a consumer will purchase basic
nonCLAPSs in thenext 12 months

Purchaseintention for fashion CLAPs: The likelihood that a consumer will purchase fashion
CLAPs in thenext12 months

Purchaseintention for fashion non-CLAPSs: The likelihood that a consumer will purchase
fashion norRCLAPs in thenext 12 months

Purchaseintention for URAPs: The likelihood that a consumer will purchase URAPs in the
next 12 months

Quality consciousnessA consumed tendencyto search for a product with the best quality
(Sproles & Kendall, 1986)

Unigueness seekingA consumeis tendency tseek tdbedifferent from others (Fromkin,
1970).

University-related apparel products (LRAPS): Apparelproducts that carry university
symbolic characteristics (e.giversitytrademarkr universitycolors)and are worn to

conveytheweard s af fi |l i at i o.WRARS ihcludetCbA®s amdnbrv er s i t y



CLAPs.
Variety seeking A consumets tendency teseekfor diverse choices of services or products

(Givon, 1984 Kahn, 1995).



CHAPTER 2.LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES

This chapter first introdusdhe four types of universityelated apparel product§hen,
research related to perceived university prestigfthe Theory of Reasoned Action are
reviewedto support the conceptual framework and spebijootheses for this studfpllowed
by literature on brand consciousness, quality consciousness, novelty seeking, variety seeking,

and uniqueness seeking.

University-Related Apparel Products

In manyuniversityevents such as sporting events and alumni events, people often are
donned in clothing itemwith oneor more design elemerggmbolizinga universitysuch as
university trademarkand colors. Such clothgnitems are referred to as universigfated
apparel products (URAPS) in this stuthRAPscanbe classifiecaccording tawo dimension$
branding characterissgcollegiate licensegs. noncollegiate licensednd style characteristics
(fashion vs. bas).
CollegiateLicensedand Non-collegiateLicensedApparel Products

Licensing is a contractual agreement to gi
anot her ent i tSportMensirg & a contractud agreemefit by which a sports
team or organization gives a company a license to us®iitse, logo otrademarkon the
companys producte (Linton, 2012 para. ). Sports licensing helps a teamamrorganization
build relationships with their fans (Linton, 2Q1Zollegiate licensindgpusnessis the second
largest spo# licensingousinesgollowing the team licensinguch asational football,
basketball, or baseball team licens(gG College, 2012)More than 50,000 stores in the U.S

T including grocery stores, large discounters.(&\¥plMart), specialty retailers (e.g., Academy
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Sports plus Outdoors), privatebwwned bookstores, and university bookstores (e.g., Auburn
University Bookstore) sell collegiatelicensed merchandig€LC, 2005) attractng more than

29 million consumersncluding not only collegstudents andlumni but also college sports fans
(CLC, 2011a). The collegiate licensing business Isaen continuougromhssince three decades
ago, generatg $4.6 billion in the retail sales in 201CLC, 2012b)about60% of which was
achieved in the@parelcategory(Smith & Writer, 2011).

The majority of collegiaticensed merchandise is licensed through the Collegiate
Licensing Company (CLCfheCLCist he nati onds | argest and
licensing agencywhich isadivision of the global sports marketing compaiWG (CLC, 2012;
IMG College, 2012 The CLC hasthehistory of 30 yearsf running the business of collegiate
licensing and more than 200 universities have joidCé collegiatdicensing progams in the
U.S.(CLC, 2011B. The CLCprovides universities withcensing experienceknowledge and
resourcedy helping the universitiesmanage their licensing progranpsomoteand protect the
brands and licensed produasdcontrolproduct qually (CLC, 2012). Through the use of the

CLC official licensinglabel(see Figure.1), which represents that the merchandise has gone

ol de

through the CLCOs daheCLC kelpaunivetsities preveni threigbrgnd oc e s s,

identities (e.g., universitgames, logos, symbols, and slogansm being misusedndprotect
thar image andeputation(Jennings, 2012)The CLCgeneratd nearly 80% of the $4.6 billion
collegiate licensing retail sales in 2011 (CLC, 201R4G College, 2012Smith & Writer,
2011) Therevenuegenerated through the collegiate licensing programs support student

scholarships and university programs (CLC, 201€b)legiate licensindpenefis not only

uni versities but al so t h,andothergererammsumerssbg 6 st ude

assuring the quality of tHeeensed products (CLC, 20&)] while helpingthem make a

11



connection with the universsis through the use of products with university brand identities

(Fisher & Wakefield, 1998).

Figure 2.1. The CLC official licersinglabel

CLAPsrefer to apparel products thate licensed by a university to useutsversity
trademarkgOffice of Trademark Licensing, 2011 ike other collegiatéicensed products, the
majority (i.e., 80% Bmith & Writer,2011)) of CLAPs are alsticensed through the CLC.
Manufacturers and retailers gowought h e  Qigodskcensing process if they want to sell
a product bearing university trademaridfice of Trademark Licensing, 20L10n the other
hand, consumers also use apparel pradinet do not bear university trademarks but are made in
symbolic colors of ainiversityto connectvith the university This type ofapparel products
referred to as NG LAPs in this study. Manufacturers of rR@LAPs intentionallye.g.,College
Hautees, Smack Apparélor unintentionally use university symbolic col¢ollege Hautees,
2012;Smack Apparel, 2013BecauseonCLAPs do not use university trademarks, they do not
need to undergo n i v e rargdbr the @L&XSlicensing program to have theioducts
approved and do not pay licensing fees to univesand/or the CLC

PreviousURAP literaturehas focused on CLAP consumptions. The existing literature on

12



CLAPsrevealsthat consumerpurchase CLAPSs to show thaientification, pride, antbyalty to

their universitiesiladley, 2011Kopczenski, 201 IMcAlexander & Koenig, 2001; Park & Park,

2007; Yangetal. 2007Par k and Park (2007) and Yang et al

purchase intention faCLAPsin the context of multichannel retiaiy based on the concept of

university identification developed from the social identity theBgrk and Park (2007pund

thatperceived university prestigeediates he r el ati onship between col

identification andheir attitudestoward CLAPsHadley (2011found from a student sample at

Texas State Universi@an Marcoshatstudents creatend expresa sense of pride in their

university through their use and consumptiolCbAPs. Moreover, McAlexander and Koenig

(2001) found that alumni who had a niceandmoresatisfied experience at their university would

be more likely to weathe universitys CLAPs Kopczenski (2011lso found from a alumni

sample the primary influences of university identity, subjective norm, and bramdwaty on

alumni 6s attitudes and purchase decisions of
However, ot only CLAPsbut also norCLAPs mayhelp university fans connect to their

universities University or team fans can express their pride orfora university by wearing

clothes tlat carrythe universitys symbolic coloreven if they do not beartheni ver si t yo6s

trademarkgTschura2007).For example, w can see manjuburn Universityfans wearing

orange antbr blueon agame dayHowever,previousURAP researcthasfocusdonly on

CLAPs(e.g., Hadley, 2011Kopczenski, 2011McAlexander & Koenig, 2001; Park & Park,

2007; Yang et al., 2007lgaving a gap in the literatuoan factors that may differentially

motivate consumedgonsumption of CLAPs and ndbLAPs, which issxaminedn this study.

Basic vsFashion University-RelatedApparel Products

The difference between fashion and b&a#RAPsstems front on s umer stlle de mand

13



length ofproduct lifecycle, and the style change frequer{€ysher & Rajaram, 200@lock &

Kunz, 1995)In this study, basic URAR®fer to universityrelated apparel products thave a

long life-cycle, and their sales are rarely affected by changes of fashion trends. On the other hand,
fashion URAPs are universitglated apparel products that hav&hat life-cyclebecause
consumer s 6 d eflociuates asfthe fashiorhtend chandgegth CLAPs and non

CLAPs may be produced with basic or fashion style characteristics.

Basic CLAPs refer taollegiatelicensed appargdroducts that have a long hiycle and
constant demanahile bearinguniversity trademarkJffice of Trademark Licensing, 2011
Basic college studerdand fanécasual items such dsshirts, sweatshirts, oshortswith steple
and classic stylasmaybelong to this categorigeeFigure 22). On the other handaghion
CLAPs refer taappareproductsofficially licensed by the universitgndcarrying university
trademarks, whichave a short lifeycleandrapidly changingdemand affected byfashion
trends. Womerts dylish dressedpop items withtrendynecklines, sleeve shapes shoulder lines,
andpants with trendy cutsvhich carryuniversity trademarksnay be classified in this category
(see Figure 3). For mewear shirts or pants witstylish desigs or patterrs and university

trademarksnay belong to this categofgeeFigure2.3).

AUBURy, (=
7 V2N

NI

Hoodie Hoodie T-shirt Sweatpants Swealts

Figure 22. Examples of basic CLAPs
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Dress Skirt Shirt Pants

Figure 2.3. Examples ofashionCLAPs

Basicnon-CLAPSs refer taapparel products that come in symbolic colors of a university
but do not carry any university trademanksijle havng a style that is not affected by fashion
trend changed-or AuburnUniversity fans, basic shirts, sweatshirts, or shorts that come in
Auburn Universitys symbolic colors, blue and orangeay be examplapparel items that serve
as basic noiCLAPs(see Figur@.4). On the other handaghionnonCLAPsrefer tofashionable
apparel items with uniquer trendystyles and come in the universiysymbolic colors without

bearing any university trademarks thiegm, as shown ithe examples presented in Figars.

TEAI

T-shirt Polo shirt Sweatshit Sweatpants

Figure 2.4. Examples of basinonCLAPs
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Dress Tank Jacket Shirt Shorts

Figure 2.5. Examples ofashion norRCLAPs

Most URAPswith college featurebaveusuallybeenin basic, unisex stylesuch as
similar hoodies, Tshirts, and sweatshirts for both genders of different ages (Brennan, 2012).
Consumers todagspecially women whaccount fol57% of the total university undergraduates
in the U.S. (Brennar2012) are no longer satisfied with the unisex URAPs (e.g., Brennan, 2012;
Crosbyet al., 206; Tschura, 2007; Vernich, 201ZJrosbyet al. 006) found thatuniversity
female students raddashion as the most important factor when choosing game dag€lbhis
findingindicatsst udent s6 hi gher fashion conscNausness
only femaleconsumer$ut alsomaleconsumers malgjavebecome more fashieconscious
when choosing URAR®oth fashion reportge.g.,Davies, 2012Higson & Bilmes, 201Band
fashion researcfe.g.,Bakewell, Mitchell, & Rothwell, 2006mention that men, especially
young men, care about fashion and their appearance. Additicemalilycreasing number of
companiessuch adMeesh & Mia and College Hawds are interested in obtaining a license to
produce fashion CLAPSs, recognizing consuraaezds for divers styles ofCLAPs (Brennan,
2012; College Hautees, 201P)llege Hauteealso praluces nonCLAPsIn fashionablestyles

adoptinga variety ofuniversty colorsto cater tauniversityfans whereas other apparel
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manufacturers also may intentionally or unintentionaiguniversity colorsn their products

broadening the choice of fashion RGLAPSs for URAP customersn spite of the diverse types

of URAPs with varyingstyle characteristicdlittle research has examindte factorghat

influence consumer so attitudeeasushasidURARBSr c hase b

which is a gap addressed in this study

Perceived University Prestige

Prestigds a subjective evaluation of people or objects such as companies, organizations,
or brands as carrying a high social statndoftenleads to gositive evaluative judgment
(Dubois & Czellar2002. Alden Steenkamp, and Bat(2999) poinédout that casumers
purchaserestigiousdrands to show their social statisough the prestigious image of the brand
transferred taheir own social imagePerceived brand prestige has been found to have a great
infl uence on consumer s ondpurchasetbehdvorss wheothea r d cons
products show social values (Alden et al., 1999). Universibesmerciallyuse their names as
brands tamakeprofits (CLC, n.d.). University prestige @efined as the esteem or reputation of a
university based on its pastgiormancein both athletic and academic aspetinsiversitie®
athletic and academic performans@nifluenced bythe universitys size and structure as well as
the typical age, achievement, positmmranking and social status of its members including
students, alumni, and faculties (Perrow, 198rum & Wuthnow, 19885ung & Yang, 2008;
Young & Larson, 1965). Perceived university presisgg e f i ned as sabjectivendi vi du:
assessment of othersdé positi vidael&Wshiorthal®)ons or

Similar to prestigious brantbnsumptionconsumersnay purchase symbolic apparel of a

university that they perceive to have high prestige to attach themselves to the unaitagity
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positive evaluations from othermsndgain lf-esteem (Alden et al., 1999)he level of
perceived organization prestigeuldi nf | uence or gani z a ttawarchthel me mb e
organizationMeyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, 2002; Organ & Ryan, 199%
International Licensing Indut ry Mer chandi201R2)repodtst At o@ai anhi oer si
|l icensed apparel mar ket revenues are mainly i
(i.e., performances and the size of the university or coll€g)son et al(2009)foundthata
positive relationship betweeports teanprestige and actual/past supportive behaviors toward
team was mediated through team identificationthatisportsteamprestigehas asignificant
direct positive influencen the number ofjames that corsumers havevatched andonsumers
teamrelated réail spendingSungand Yang2008) founduniversityprestige ighe strongest
universityfactor that influences onsumer s6 supportive anbrigi tudes
several university factotbey ested(e.g.,university personality, university reputatioir) the
collegiate licensed appambntext,ParkandPark (2007)and Yang et al. (2007pund that
perceived university prestigmsitively influencesttitudes toward purchasi@@. APswhich
theninfluences purchase intention for CLAH$iusbased on the previous studige following
hypothess isproposed

Hl.Perceived wuniversity pr estattitgdestquard i t i vel y

purchasingJRAPs includinga) basicCLAPs, (b) fashionCLAPS (c) basicnon
CLAPs, andd) fashion norCLAPs.

High prestige providemdividual®supportive attitudes and behaviors toward the
organization (e.gCarlson et al., 20QHenningThurau et al., 2001; Kong, 280Kwon, Tralil,
& James, 2007Sung &Yang, 2003. Kong (20®) found that high prestige coudshhance

consumer so6 purchase i nt ent itwthigh pfestige organigatiomr i gi n
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isusuallymore profitable than low prestige organizatigwon et al. (2007) found that the
symbolic brand image of treportsteanc o ul d enhance consumerso0
licensed apparel produdtecause of h e p rsgnbolicimagethat conveys the social value
High prestige organizatiet oul d at tr act maonrtoats products tbamew s 0
prestige organizati@(Crane, 1965Merton, 1968 Sine, Shane, & Gregorio, 2008)enning

Thurau et al. (2001) found that consumers hold positive attitudes taagd-prestige

purc

atte

university and would like to financially supparth e uni ver si tyds products

courses and services).

Hi gh prestige could also facilitate consum

because interaction with highprestige organizations is a way to enhance their owntgesor
status (Tallman & Shenkar, 1994ccording toDutton, DukerichandHarquail (1994)when
university members (e.g., students, alumni, and faculiiedfians believe that outsiders see their
university positively, they gain a sense afipr whichfacilitates them to engage in the
universitysuchaswearingclothes withobviousuniversity trademarkge.g.,logos, symbols,
letterg as a way to express their pride in the universitgdiey 2011) Conversely, when
university members and fabglievethat outsiders see their university negatively, they may try
to disengage themselvigem theuniversity (Dutton et al., 1994avoidingCLAPS with obvious
trademarks of the universitidlowever, given the less obvious symbolic connection of non
CLAPs to tle university as compared to CLARsO n s u maspaonses to neBLAPs may be
less influenced by university prestige than are their responses to CLiAd?efore, the
following hypothessis proposed

H2. The influence of perceived university prestigstongeron consumer s 0

towardpurchasingCLAPsthanontheir attitudes towargurchasingnon-CLAPS, for
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both (a) basic andb) fashion styles.

URAP Consumption Attitude and Purchase Behavior and Intention

The theory of rasoned actio{iTRA) was pu forth by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) to
predict i ndi VAccordirg toSRA (Azenr&dighbeonrl380; Fishbein & Ajzen
1975), individuasobehavions determined byheirintention to perfornthe behavior which is
referred to as behavioralteéntion Behavioral intentiortan be predictethroughindividuals
attitude and subjective norm, both of whielpresent theirddiefs. Attitude toward a behavior
(Ap) is definedbased onndividualbeliefs about a certain behavior ahdir evaluationof the
beliefs whereasjective norm (SN)s definedusing individual§beliefsabout importanother
peoplés positive or negativepinions aboutheir performance of a certain behavandtheir
desire to obey these important pedplepinions

The TRA has been applied in various marketing contexts to exfiiaimfluenceof
attitude on consumer s o0 -phurawcehah,2@01; Bhen, Bickson,on ( e.
Lennon, Montalto, & Zhang, 2003; Shim, Morris, & Morgan, 1989; Sung & Yang, 2008).
Attitude has been found to be an important and effective predictor of purchase intentions and
purchase behaviors in fashioansumptior{e.g., Chang, Burns, & Noel, 1996; Lee, 1990;
Malhotra & McCort, 2001)Previous studies (e.g., Kopczenski, 2011; Parka&P2007; Yang
et al. 2007) in the CLAP context have provided supporting evidence for the positive influence of
attitude on purchase intention for CLAPs. Also, in the context of-temmsed merchandise
consumption, Irwin, Lachowetz, Cornwell, and Cl§2K03), Lee (2008), and Lee and Tralil
(2012) found the positive relationship between attitude and purchase intemtand tearn

licensed merchandis@€hereforejt is plausible that consuméattitudes towarghurchasing
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various types of URAPs are meariulty linked to their purchase intentions relatedhe
respectivaypes ofURAPS, which leads to tHellowing hypothess:
H3.Consumer s 0 aputchasingdch type of RARsncluding (a)basic
CLAPs, (b)fashion CLAPs(c) basicnonCLAPS, and (d) fashion norRCLAPS
positivelyinfluence their purchase intentidor the respective type &fRAPs
Further Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) pointed out that attitude toward an object is a way
reflecting consumer s 0 PRuslasahehaaaris this #udyadfeesdo t o t h
consumer8@number frequency, and amouof universityrelated apparaetem purchasesvithin
thelast12months I n Kopczenski 6s (2011) st didy, al umni
purchase amount and frequenof)CLAPs were positivelyelated taheir attitudes toward
purchasing CLAPs. Therefore, the following hypoteésproposed
H4.C o n s u atetudes tbwardpurchasingeach type of URARsNcluding (a)basic

CLAPs, (b)fashion CLAPs(c) basicnon-CLAPS, andd) fashion norRCLAPS, are

positively related tdheir actual purcha&sbehaviorfor the respective type &fRAPs.

Consumer Psychographic Variables
Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) pointed obatpersonafactors such as psychographic
characteristicsouldinfluenceindividual®beliefs, which in turn influence their attitudes,
behavioraintentiors, and behaviorsvigneron and Johnson (1999) st#tatthe influence of
brand prestige on consumé@psirchase decisions diffeasnongconsumersvith different
psychogaphiccharacteristicsThus, it is plausible that the relationships between consémers
perceived university prestige and their consumption of various types of URAPs are moderated by

the consumedgpsychographic characteristics.
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A review of literature shwes that the majority of the consumer factors related to the
attitudes toward consumption of apparel products could be classified into three categories,
psychographice.g., Burton, Lichtenstein, Netemeyer, & Garretson, 1998), perceptual (e.qg.,
Dodds, 2002)and socioeconomic (e.g., Batra & Sinha, 2G@08)ors. Among the three factors
perceptual characteristiegere found tanost diredly influencec onsumer s0 atti t ude s
behaviordWang, Siu, & Hui, 2004)For example, Wwen purchasing clothes, carmer$
perceptions ofarious product and marketing cues suchrase, quality, brandstyle, design,
and color may affect their decisio(®urton et al., 1998; Dodds, 2002; Wang et al., 20dthe
URAP consumption context, how consumers perceivstifie(i.e., basic vs. fashion) and
branding (i.e., CLAPs vs. ne@GLAPS) characteristics of a URAP can influence their attitudes
and purchase decisigress discussed in the previous sections of this proposal

On the other hand, literature also shows that n s u psgchographitraitssuch as
brand consciougess noveltyseeking and quality consciongssinfluencetheir perception about
productandmarketng cues and determine thepurchase decisiomaking stylege.g., Ailawadi,
Neslin, & Gedenk, 20QXCowart & Goldsmith, 2007; Mitchell & Bates, 1998proles &
Kendall, 198%. Additionally, uniqueness seeking and variety seeking have been found to be
hi ghly r el atdedsion naking dofashiontess(s.d, Chang, Burns, & Francis,
2004; Tan, Bearden, & Hunter, 200%yorkman & Johnson, 1998Yorkman & Kidd, 200).
Therefore, it is importarto examinegherole of thesepsychographic variableas the formation
of consumem@attitudes and purchase decisions related to various typ#RAPS
Brand Consciousness

Brand consciousnesse f e r s t oorieotations puntbasesed-knownbrands

(Shim & Gehrt, 1996Sproles & Kendall, 1986Brand consciousness has a significant influence
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on consumer consumption behaviorsdhance, Beaudoin, &obitaille, 2003)Product
symbolism literaturdas emphasizedosumes Gonsumption of products for sedkpression
(Belk, 1988; Sirgy, 1985which isclosely related tdbrand consciousessDress and appearance
arenonverbal communicatiaithatplay an important role of identification (Stone, 1962nd
clothing is an important means for consumers to gain social accepree&more, 1980nd
positive seesteen(Daters, 1990). Brarglas a public language (Friedman, @9&ave social
characteristiswhich expressonsumer8personality and preferences (Manrai, Lascu, Manrai, &
Babb, 2001)Accordingto Levy (1959 | ot hi ng brands are used to c
life, aspirations, and affiliatiorlConsumers with high levels of brand consciassnprefer to
purchase welknown branded products, which are usuallgreexpensivehan products from
lesserknown brandsConsumei@preference for welknown brands may be driven by beliefs
thatwell-known brand aremore reliablehan unknown brand® that buying wetknown
brandsredue their purchasrisk or beliefs that welknown brands ara symbol to help them
express their status and prestige (Lehmann & Winer, 1997).

Brand consciousnessone ofthe most important facteinfluencing decisia making for
consumers who pay attention to social status and prestige (Fan & XiagLE9& Wang,
2009. According to Tai and Tan1997), brandconscious consumers usually judge the image of
a brand based on its presti@@nsumers with high levels bfand consciousness seek for
prestigious brargito help them enhance or convey their own stétig & Wang, 2009, Wong
& Ahuvia, 1998) Thus,therelationship between prestige aatitude toward purchagy the
brands productss likely to be greaterraong more brandonscious consumers. In a similar
vein,consumersvho aremorebrandconsciousnay be more sensitive to university prestige,

leading to a greater effect of university prestige on attitudes toward purchasing CLAPs with
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obvious university trdemarks On the other hand, the relationship between university prestige
and attitudes toward purchasing PGhAPs may be weaker for consumers with higher brand
consciousness because of +@inAPlack of more obvious brand symbolism through
university tralemarks. Based on this logtbe following hypotheseareproposed:
H5. Theinfluences operceived university prestigm attitudestowardpurchasinga)
basicCLAPs andb) fashionCLAPsarestronger for consumers with higws.
low) brand consciousness
H6. Theinfluences operceived university prestigm attitudestowardpurchasinga)
basicnonCLAPs andb) fashionnonCLAPsarestrongerfor consumers with
low (vs. high) brand consciousness.
Quality Consciousness
Perceived quality is one of the masportant factors for consumers when they are
making purchase decisions (Jin & Suh, 20@h)ality consciousness defined as the degree to
which consumers make an effort to search for a productthetbest quality (Sproles & Kendall,
1986).Consumer@ c o n s c i 0 predactysakty cauld anfluenceheir perceptios or
attitudesabouta product (Miyazaki et al., 2005).
Consumersnayuseintrinsic andextrinsic cue®f the producto estimate its qality
(Olson& Jacoby 1972). Intrinsic cues reféo productéphysical attributes such &abric, size
and shapewhereagxtrinsic cues refer to the attributes that are not directly related to product
performance such as price and br@Rdimer &Kuehn, 206). Price and brand have been found
to be inportant extrinsic indicators of product quality either vathwithoutother cues (e.g.,
Gabor & Granger, 1966;eavitt, 1954; Makens, 1965; McConnell, 1968a, 1968b; Monroe &

Krishnan 1984RigauxBricmont, 1982; Scitovsk$944; Tull, Boring, & Gonsior, 184);, good
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brand names and higher prices mean better qualtgnsumersSteenkamp, Batra, and Alden
(2003)found that brand prestige positively influences perceived brand quality.
National Collegiate Athletic Associatiq@012)states thatthe collegi#e licensing
program is aimed to ensure the quality of the collegiate licensed merchdm#igeL C official
licensing labelndicated that the collegiate licensed merchandise has passed the quality standards
that are set forth by the university (Duke $8r2013)Further,GrimesandBattersby(1979
also point out that consumease willing topay more forcollegiatelicensed products than
similar noncollegiate licensed produdiecause of the guaranteed qual@wen that the
aforementioned literatur@dvocates that CLAPs are generally considered to have a better quality
than noRCLAPSs given similar stylest is possible thatonsumergquality consciousness
moderatst he r el ati onship between perceived univer
toward purchasingCLAPS, of whichqualityis guaranteed by thaniversity licensing program,
and attitudes toward purchasing PGhAPSs, of which quality is not guaranteed by the university
licensing programThus, the followinghypothesesreproposed
H7. Theinfluences operceived university prestigm attitudestowardpurchasinga)
basicCLAPs andb) fashionCLAPsarestronger for consumers with higws.
low) quality consciousness
H8. Theinfluenceshetween perceived university prestmeattitudes éwardpurchasing
(a) basic norCLAPs and (b) fashion ne@LAPs are stronger for consumers with
low (vs. high) quality consciousness.
Variety Seeking
Consumers are stimulated different choicemaking situational characteristics such as

novelty, change, wertainty,conflict, or complexity(Howard & Sheth, 1969 Consumersnay
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routinize their purchasingecisiondy being loyal to a certain brand or product to reduce
complexities (Howard & Sheth, 1969; Venkatesan, 1973). Howt#vusoutinized purchase
behavior can sometimdsoreconsumersleading them tary to increase the level of stimulation
by choosing a differergroductor brand (Kahn, 1995). Psychological researchavepointed
out that consumers usually prefer to have intermediate levelsrafiation, neither extremely
high nor extremely low (Hebb, 1955; Leuba, 199%)e optimal level of stimulation (OSL) is a
central concept to explain consumaxploratorybehaviors such as variesgekingand novelty
seeking(Howard & Sheth, 1969; McAlist & Pessemier, 1982; Raju, 1980; Venkatesan, 1973
By either seeking or avoiding varietpdividuals try to obtain an ideal level of stimulatitdwat
generates inherent satisfacti@erlyne, 1960Fiske & Maddi, 1961; Hunt, 1968/addi, 1968.
Variety seeking has been defined as an individusal t e of seeking fgr diverse choices of
products or servicesver time(Givon, 1984, Kahn, 1995)Variety seekings a key
psychographicactor influencingconsumer@choices (McAlister & Pessemier, 198Ead
consumer holds a certain level of OSL timaty bedifferent from other individuaOSL levels
(Berlyne, 1960Howard & Sheth, 196%Fiske & Maddi, 1961Venkatesan, 1933Con s umer s 0
level of OSL is positively related to their ld\a# variety seeking\{an Trijp, Hoyer, & Inman,
1996). Thus, consumevgth a high varietyseeking tendency are more likelyseek diversity in
their product choices in order to reach their preferred level of OSL which is relatively higher
than consumenwith a low varietyseeking tendencyBaumgartner & Steenkamp, 1996n
Trijp et al., 1996)

Apparel companieprodue fashion items based on the fashion trends to increase the

variety oftheir products (Bhardwaj & Fairhurst, 201@ome consumers buy stylish or

fashionablog r oduct s to satisfy their demand of pur s
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1987). Consumers seek variety in dressing styles for different situations such as party, date, and
leisure (Mandhachitara & Piamphongsan, 2011). Based on the definitiashodri merchandise
of which stylesusually change rapidly according to the fashion trends (Glock & Kunz, 1995),
wearing fashion apparel produgsan important way for fashion leaders and followers to satisfy
their need for variety (e.g., Muzinich, Pectt & Putrevu, 2003; Workman & Johnson, 1993).
Thereforeijt is plausible thatonsumer8variety-seekingendency maynfluencetheir
consumption behavior related to URAPs in tiatse who have a high variesgeking tendency
maybe easy bored of lasc styleURAPsand want to seek fdashionable URAPthat are
different from what they already hav@n the other hanadonsumersvith alower variety
seekingtendency tend to prefer products wittoagerlife cycle (Pessemie& Handelsman 1984
Van Trijp & Steenkampl992) Accordingly,as compared to consumers with a highiety
seeking tendency, those who have a low vaisegking tendencynaybe more favorable toward
basicURAPs,which may providdess divers choicesbutlonger product lifecycles. Given these
documented preferences of consumers with varying vesestking levels, it is possible thae
same level of perceived university prestigay lead to varying levels of favorability in
consumer8attitudes toward basic versus fashion URARsedeing on their varietgeeking
tendencies. Thereforthe following hypothesesareproposed:
H9. Theinfluences of perceived university prestigm attitudes towarghurchasinga)
fashionCLAPsand(b) fashionnonCLAPsarestronger for consumers with
high (vs. low)variety-seeking tendency
H10. Theinfluences of perceived university prestigm attitudes towarghurchasinga)
basicCLAPsand(b) basic mn-CLAPsarestronger for consumers withow (vs.

high) variety-seeking tendency.
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NoveltySeeking

The optimal level of stimulation (OSlcpnalsobe ppl i ed t o expl ai n
seeking behavior@Howard & Sheth, 1969; McAlister & Pessemier, 1982; Raju, 1980;
Venkatesan, 1993According to Arentze and Timmermans (2005), novelty seeking happen
when consumers want to reduce environmental uncert&@oti. variety seeking and novelty
seeking lead ttrying something differentut the motivation for this behavior is explained
slightly differently. Variety seeking emphasizegisfyng aneed fordiversity, whereas avelty
seeking emphasizesitisfyng aneed for new choicedlovelty seekingehavior is dven by
i ndi vi du adndnéed fomensatmrsand exploration (Jang & Feng, 208Agaging in
novelty-seeking behavigor trying outsomething new and innovative, such as new products,
new places, and new storeangive individuals a sense sétisfaction of life or excitement
(Berlyne, 1960; Fiske & Maddi, 1961; Hunt, 19&roles & Kendall, 1986).

Hirschman (1980positediwo conc@ts of novelty seeking, inherent novelty seeking and
actualized novelty seekintnherent novelty seeking defined as @onsumed mternal
willingness to seek outew producinformation(Pearson, 1970whereasctualized novelty
seekingrefers toconsumer®actualbehaviorof acquiring new product@irschman, 198D
Hirschman argues that the roleiiierentnovelty seeking is significant in influencing
c o ns umer sniakimd processes, preferences, and loyalty behaviors in the marketplace
becausthe inherent noveltgeeking tendency raiseonsumer8awareness of the new prodycts
leading tatheir actual novelty seeking behaviors (Manning, Bearden, & Madden, 1995; Midgley
& Dowling, 1978; 1993).

In the fashion literature, novelty seekisgleined asconsumer8willingness to try new

fashion productgHirschman, 1980)As basicURAPsare mody unisexand have long product
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life cycles, and their stylesire stable and do not change with the fashion trends (Brennan, 2012,
Glock & Kunz, 1995), cosumersvho haveagreatertendency to seek novelty and new product
choiceswith respect to new characteristics of design, style, color, or falwless likely to be
satisfied with these unisex basic URA&&l more likely to seek fashion URAPs tfalow the
new trends and change rapidiynew stylesThereforeijt is plausible thathe same level of
perceived university prestigeay lead to varying levels of favorability in consun@atsitudes
toward basic versus fashion URAPs depending on their tyesetking tendencies, which is
proposed in the following hypotheses

H11. Theinfluences of perceived university prestigm attitudes towarghurchasinga)
fashion CLAPs angb) fashionnonCLAPsarestronger for consumers with
high (vs. low)novelty-seeking tendency.

H12. Theinfluences of perceived university prestigm attitudes towarghurchasinga)
basicCLAPs andb) basicnonCLAPsarestronger for consumers witlow (vs.
high) novelty-seeking tendency.

UniquenessSeeking

The uniqueness thgpargues that individuals want to be similar to other petapde
certainextent, buwant toavoid eitheslight or high similarity (Snyder & Fromkin, 1980jhe
level of similarity influencesn di vi dual s & emimatitisonosagositiveegha@ndhieyi o n
feel a moderate degree of similarity relative to othEiteer slight similarity or high similarity
tends to cause less positive emotional reaction, leapindividuals to change their behaviors in
order to have a moderate similarity relativeothers eventually (Snyder & Fromkin, 1980).
However, what is a moderate similarity may differ across individubdgjueness seeking or

need for uniqueness r etbhe differemt tomiothedsi(Rromkiny al s 6
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1970) . I n d ienesssakiagersdéncyuafluencgsitheir behaviors and emotional
reactions (Fromkin, 1970). Individuals with hegtlevels of uniqueness seeking are more
sensitive to similaritandthus more likely tachange their behaviors to express their uniqueness
(Fromkin, 1970 1972).

According to Belk (1988), one way for individuals to express themselviesisgh
material possession€hoosing unique products such as novelty items and unpopular or scarce
itemscould helpconsumerslistinguish themselves from othé@nyder, 1992; Tiaet al, 2001).
Consumersnaydifferentiate themselves from others by wearing @sthat help them buil@
unique social image (Tepper & Hoyle, 1996ian et al. (2001) stated that consumeith a
high uniquenesseekingiendencyprefer unique products rather thiaasicproductsthat many
people haveln purchasing URAPS, consumers who seek uniqueness magsindfURAPSs
more attractive because they help thgain a sense of uniquenglsoughdesignghat vary
from those commonlyound inbasic URAPsOnN the other handonsumers witla low
uniguenesseeking tendency may hagemorepositive emotion ira high-similarity condition
and thus more likely to prefgrearingcommonbasic CLAPsas compared toonsumers witka
high uniquenessseekinglendencySynder & Fromkin, 1980; Workman & Kidd, 200Qhus it
is plausible thathe same level of perceived university prestigey lead to varying levels of
favorability in consumef@attitudes toward basic versus fashion URAPs depgratirtheir
uniquenesseeking tendencies, which is proposed in the following hypotheses

H13. Theinfluences of perceived university prestigm attitudestowardpurchasinga)

fashion CLAPs an¢b) fashionnonCLAPsarestronger for consumers with
high (vs. low)uniquenesseekingendency

H14. Theinfluences of perceived university prestigm attitudestowardpurchasinga)
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basic CLAPs an¢b) basicnonCLAPsarestronger for consumers witlow (vs.
high) uniguenesseekingtendency
Figure2.6 preentsthe conceptual framework of this study representing the hypotheses

proposed.
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Brand consciousness
Quality consciousness
Variety seeking
Novelty seeking
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Figure 2.6. Conceptuaimodel anchypotheses
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Perceived university prestige
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY

This chapter describessearch design, samptee method and results of the pretest,

instrumentased in the main stugwand data collection procedure used in this study.

Research Design
An online surveyvasused to collect data to test th&Hypotheses proposed in this study
to investigate the influence tifes el ect ed f act or sstoward purchasing mer s 6 ¢
each type of URAPs (i.e., basic and fashion CLAPs anddigkPs), which in turrare

hypothesized to influence their purchase intentanm actual purchase behaviors

Sampling Procedure

The survey sampl@asrecruited from two populains: Auburn University students and
members of the Auburn Alumni Associatidrhese two target populatiomsereappropriate for
this study because studerdafgymni and fans are the current major groups that purddR#ePs
(Basil, 1996; McAlexander & Koeg, 2001)

For the student sample, convenience sampling procedereemployed to recruinale
and femalestudents fronundergraduatelassegrom four colleges- Human Sciences,
EngineeringlLiberal Arts andBusiness- at Auburn UniversityThe esarcher receivethe
permission from selected course instructdyeut soliciting their studer@participation in this
study Once instructor permissiongreobtained, a email invitationrwassent toapproximately
900studentsn the selecteccourses. Thevitation email includd informationaboutthe purpose
of the survey, time required to fill out the questionnaire, protection of confidentiality, voluntary

participation,andcontact information of the researchekfter the initialinvitation email, two
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reminder emad weresent in oneveek intervalsA total of 586 students participated in this
studywith a response rate of 64.4%tve of whomwere deleted from the data etcausehey
did not answemore than 20% of thguestionnairétems leaving581 usable responses

To recruit participants among Auburn Alumni Association members, a list of email
addresses of a random sampl& @0 male and femalenemberselected fron#3,000members
of the Auburn Alumni Associatiowasobtainedirom the Auburn Aumni Association. The
researcher then sesn email invitationto the selected Auburn Alumni Association members
with similar contents as those included in the student sample invitationveithaiit reminder
emails.With a response rate of286, atotal d 645 of the 7,900 Auburn Alumni Association
membersvho receivd the invitation email participatkein this study Among the645 responses,

100 invalidresponsewith more than 20% of the items missitgaving 545 usable responses

Data Collection Procelure

Theinvited Auburn Alumni Association members and Auburn University studesmtsid
click on the link to the online survey, provided in the emalil, if thgneel to participaten the
surveyafter reading thevitation email The linkthenled themto the information page where
thestudypurpose, rislandbenefitsof participation compensation, costs of the studpd a
statement abowonfidentiality and anonymitwereprovided After reading the information
page, those whdecidel to participate inthe surveyclickedon the link to the surveyebsite,
providedon the information pagé®n the survey websitparticipantsvereprovided witha
description anéxamplephotcs of the four types of URAHRR the order obasic CLAPSs, fashion
CLAPs, basic noiCLAPs, and fashion ne@LAPs. Followingthe description and example

photos ofeach type of URAPfy ar t i c i p a behavios, afliudes; én@uschase
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intentions related tthe respectivéype of URAPsvereasked Participants thenomplete items
measuring their levels of perceived Auburn University prestige, brand consciousness, quality
consciousness, variety seekingyelty seekingand uniqueness seekirand answexd
demographic questionBinally, athank you pagappeaedwhen participants suhittedtheir
completedjuestionnairendicatingthe completion of the survey

All participationwason avoluntarybasis. N compensatiowasprovided to participants
who areAuburn Alumni Association membersiowever student participantaere giverextra
credit for their participating courseStudent participantsrintedthe thank you page which
appearedafter completing the online survey and subeditt to the participating course
instructos to receive the respective extra credit. Participatisguctorsdetermine an

appropriate amount of extra credit for their own course.

Instruments

An onlinequestionnairavasused as an instrument for the data collection in this study.
The questionnairshowed measures gburchase behavior, attitude, andghase intention
related toeach typeof URAPS,following a description andxamplephotos for each type of
URAPs

To select the example photfms the introduction of the four types of URAPS (i.e., basic
and fashion CLAPs and ngDLAPS) in the questionn@g, apretest was conducted using a
online surveyThirty-two productphotos eightphotcs for each of the four types of URAPS,
were selectefrom various websites dealing with URAPSs to be subjected to the pretest. A
guestionnairdor the pretes(see ApendixB) was developed containing the B@ductphotcs,

each accompanying a question asking the level of fashionability of the product featured on the
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phota The fashionablityguestion vasanswered on a-point Likert scale (1 werybasic;5 =
veryfashonable) Demographic questions were asked at the end gifrtestsurvey related to
gender, age, ethnicity, and occupation (i.e., student ostualent).

A convenience sample of 25 respondgradicipated irthe pretest, including6 female
and 9 maleespondentwith agesranging from 19 to 64 years oftl = 31.5 SD= 12.04)
Seventeen respondenterecurrent Auburn University students, and eiglerenon-students.

The majority of the respondentereCaucasian American (60%), followed by Asian (30%
Asian American (16%), and African American (4%).

Based on the pretest fashionability scores (see Tablel8. pyoduct images including
four basic norCLAP images, five fashion neGLAP images, five basic CLAP images, and four
fashion CLAP images werselected as examples to show on the main suwesgtionnair¢o
help respondendsinderstanding of the four types of URAPs. Care was taken in this process to
includeboth meiis and wome@s wearsPaired samplé-tess showed that each of the selected
fashion CLAPswasperceived to bsignificantlymore fashionable tharaeh of the selected
basicCLAPs(see Table 3.2)urthereach of the selectddshionnonCLAPs wasperceived to
be significantlymore fashionable thagach of the selectdzhsicnonCLAP example (see Table
3.3), except for one female basic RGLAP item (photo number,3ee Appendix which was
not perceived to be significantly more basic than three of the five fashie@lo®Rs. However,
the overall fashionaldity scores of female ne@LAPs were higher thatihoseof male non
CLAPs and this product had the lowest score among femakChéirs, theresearchestill

decided to usthis image to demongrate basic FGhAPSs inthe main studyuestionnaire
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Table 3.1

PretestFashionalility Descriptive Statistis (n = 25)

Subgroups Photo N& M SD

Non-CLAPs Unisex 19* 2.00 .816
Female 3* 2.96 1.306
Female 12 3.36 1.075
Female 31** 3.44 1.003
Female 27** 3.48 1.085
Female 20** 3.92 .909
Male 7* 1.44 .583
Male 26* 1.80 .866
Male 30 1.92 .759
Male 23 2.08 .702
Male 14 2.20 .866
Male 16 2.32 1.030
Male 24 2.92 1.222
Male 9 3.20 1.118
Male 25** 3.52 1.005
Male 17** 3.80 1.000

CLAPs Unisex 28* 2.40 1.118
Unisex 29* 2.60 .816
Female 13* 2.60 1.080
Female 10 2.72 .936
Female 2 2.76 1.234
Female 4 3.28 .980
Female 8** 3.32 1.030
Female 21** 3.48 1.005
Male 22* 2.04 .841
Male 32* 2.32 .988
Male 1 2.52 1.194
Male 15 2.52 .918
Male 11 2.60 1.041
Male 5 2.96 1.060
Male 6** 3.48 918
Male 18** 3.84 .898

* Selectedasbasic URAPsxample photos.
** Selectedasfashion URAPsxample photos.
4The product images corresponding the product numbers are found in Appendix C
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Table 3.2

Paired Samplé-TestResultdor the Selecte€LAP Examples (n = 25)

Paired Differencesin Fashionability

Product Pair® t p
M SD SE
13-6 -.880 1.333 .267 -3.301 .003
13-8 -.720 1.061 212 -3.392 .002
13-18 -1.240 1.300 .260 -4.769 <.001
13-21 -.880 .881 176 -4.993 <.001
22-6 -1.440 1.294 .259 -5.566 <.001
22-8 -1.280 1.137 227 -5.628 <.001
22-18 -1.800 1.225 .245 -7.348 <.001
22-21 -1.440 1.044 .209 -6.896 <.001
28-6 -1.080 1.320 .264 -4.090 <.001
28-8 -.920 1.320 .264 -3.484 .002
28-18 -1.440 1.446 .289 -4.980 <.001
28-21 -1.080 1.187 237 -4.548 <.001
29-6 -.880 1.013 .203 -4.342 <.001
29-8 -.720 .936 187 -3.845 .001
29-18 -1.240 1.200 .240 -5.167 <.001
29-21 -.880 781 156 -5.634 <.001
32-6 -1.160 1.214 243 -4.778 <.001
32-8 -1.000 1.258 252 -3.974 .001
32-18 -1.520 1.229 .246 -6.185 <.001
32-21 -1.160 1.028 .206 -5.642 <.001

4The product images corresponding the product numbers are found in Appendix C
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Table 3.3

Paired Samplé-TestResultdor the SéectedNonCLAP Exampla (n = 25)

Paired Differencesin Fashionability

Product Pair? t p
M SD SE
3-17 -.840 1.143 229 -3.674 .001
3-20 -.960 1.457 291 -3.294 .003
3-25 -.560 1.557 311 -1.799 .085
3-27 -.520 1.636 327 -1.589 125
3-31 -.480 1.636 327 -1.467 155
7-17 -2.360 1.114 223 -10.597 <.001
7-20 -2.480 918 .184 -13.503 <.001
7-25 -2.080 1.222 .244 -8.510 <.001
71 27 -2.040 1.274 .255 -8.006 <.001
7-31 -2.000 1.258 .252 -7.947 <.001
19- 17 -1.800 1.258 252 -7.152 <.001
19-20 -1.920 1.352 270 -7.103 <.001
19-25 -1.520 1.418 .284 -5.361 <.001
19- 27 -1.480 1.584 317 -4.671 <.001
19-31 -1.440 1.502 .300 -4.793 <.001
26-17 -2.000 1.190 .238 -8.402 <.001
26-20 -2.120 1.201 .240 -8.823 <.001
26-25 -1.720 1.308 .262 -6.577 <.001
26-27 -1.680 1.435 .287 -5.853 <.001
26-31 -1.640 1.578 316 -5.197 <.001

4The product images corresponding the product numbers are found in Appendix C

Following the descriptions of eadlipe of URAPs and measure®r purchase behaviors,
attitudes, and purchase intensorgarding each type of URARBe main studyuestionnaire
showedmeasures gberceived university prestige, brand consciousness, quality consciousness,
variety seeking, novelty seekingnduniqueness seekingnd questions regarding participants
demographicharacteristis. tems measuring each of the variables used in the main study and

the respective item abbreviations are shown in Table 3.4.
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Table 3.4

Measurements Used in the M&nrvey

ltem
Construct Item Abbreviation
Purchase behaviolr How many items of Auburn University licensed clothing produt PB_C_ 1
for CLAPs did you buy within the last 12 months?
How frequently have you purchased Auburn University license PB C 2
clothing products witim last 12 months?
How much have you spent on Auburn University licensed clott PB_C_3
products within the last 12 months?
Purchase behaviol How many items of basic Auburn University licensed clothing PB BC 1
for basic CLAPs products did you buy withithe last 12 months?
How frequently have you purchased basic Auburn University PB_BC 2
licensed clothing products?
How much have you spent on basic Auburn University license PB_BC_3
clothing products within the last 12 months?
Purchase behasi How many items of fashion Auburn University licensed clothin PB FC 1
for fashionCLAPs products did you buy within the last 12 months?
How frequently have you purchased fashion Auburn Universit PB_FC 2
licensed clothing products within last 12 months?
How much have you spent on fashion Auburn University licen: PB_ FC 3
clothing products within the last 12 months?
Purchase behaviol How many items of noficensed Auburn University related PB_NC_ 1
for nonCLAPs clothing products did you buy within the ld2 months?
How frequently have you purchased Amensed Auburn PB_NC 2
University related clothing products within last 12 months?
How much have you spent on nlicensed Auburn University PB_NC_3
related clothing products within the last 12 months?
Purchase behaviol How many items of basic nditensed Auburn University relatec PB_BNC 1
for basicnon clothing products did you buy within the last 12 months?
CLAPs How frequently have you purchased basic-ioensed Auburn PB_BNC 2
University relatectlothing products within last 12 months?
How much have you spent on basic #ieensed Auburn PB_BNC_3
University related clothing products within the last 12 montf
Purchase behaviol How many items of fashion nditensed Auburn University PB_ FNC 1
for fashionnon- related clothing products did you buy within the last 12
CLAPs months?
How frequently have you purchased fashion-hoensed Auburn PB_FNC 2
University related clothing products within last 12 months?
How much have you spent ¢ashion nodicensed Auburn PB FNC 3
University related clothing products within the last 12 montr
Attitude toward Badd Good ATT BC 1
purchasing Basic  Unfavorablé Favorable ATT _BC_2
CLAPs Disagreeabl@ Agreeable ATT BC 3
Unpleasard Pleasant ATT _BC 4
Negativé® Positive ATT BC 5
Disliked Like ATT _BC 6
(Continued)
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Table 3.4 (Continued)

ltem
Construct Item Abbreviation
Attitude toward Badd Good ATT FC 1
purchasingashion Unfavorabl® Favorable ATT_FC 2
CLAPs Disagreeablé Agreeable ATT _FC 3
Unpleasand Pleasant ATT FC 4
Negativé® Positive ATT_FC 5
Disliked Like ATT FC 6
Attitude toward Badd Good ATT_BNC 1
purchasing Bsic  Unfavorablé® Favorable ATT_BNC_2
non-CLAPs Disagreeablé@ Agreeable ATT_BNC_3
Unpleasard Pleasant ATT_BNC 4
Negativé®d Positive ATT _BNC 5
Disliked Like ATT BNC 6
Attitude toward Badd Good ATT_FNC 1
purchasingdshion Unfavorabl® Favorable ATT_FNC 2
nonCLAPs Disagreeabl@ Agreeable ATT_FNC_3
Unpleasard Pleasant ATT_FNC 4
Negativé®d Positive ATT_FNC 5
Disliked Like ATT_FNC 6
Purchase intention The probability that | buy a basic Auburn University licensed PI_BC_1
for basic CLAPs clothing product in the next 12 months is high.
The probability that | would consider buying a basic Auburn Pl BC 2
University licensed clothingrpduct in the next 12 months is
high.
The probability that | would purchase a basic Auburn Universit Pl BC_3
licensed clothing product in the next 12 months is high.
Purchase intention The probability that | buy a fashion AutouUniversity licensed PI_BC_1
for fashion CLAPs  clothing product in the next 12 months is high.
The probability that | would consider buying a fashion Auburn Pl BC 2
University licensed clothing product in the next 12 months it
high.
The probability that | would purcka a fashion Auburn Universit Pl BC_3
licensed clothing product in the next 12 months is high.
Purchase intention The probability that | buy a basic rdinensed Auburn University ~ Pl_BNC_1
for basic non related clothing product in the next 12 months is high
CLAPs The probability that | would consider buying a basic-ticensed Pl_BNC 2
Auburn University related clothing product in the next 12
months is high.
The probability that | would purchase a basic4ioensed Auburn  Pl_BNC_3
University related clothig product in the next 12 months is
high.
Purchase intention The probability that | buy a fashion ndinensed Auburn Pl FNC_1
for fashion non University related clothing product in the next 12 months is
CLAPs high.
(Continued)
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Table 3.4 (Contiued)

ltem
Construct Item Abbreviation
The probability that | would consider buying a fashion-non
licensed Auburn University related clothing product in the nc =~ PI_FNC_2
12 months is high.
The probability that | would purchase a fashion-fioensed
Auburn University related clothing product in the next 12 PI_FNC_3
months is high.
People think highly of Auburn University Prestige 1
It is considered prestigious to be a student/alumnus of Auburn :
. . Prestige_2
Perceived University. , :
. ) . Auburn University is considered one of the best in the .
university prestige Southeastern Conference (SEC). Prestige_3
People from other universities look down on Auburn University Prestige_4
(reversecoded).
Alumni of Auburn University would be proud to have their Prestige 5
childrenattend Auburn University. 9e_
Auburn University does not have a good reputation (reverse :
Prestige_6
coded).
| pay attention to the brand names of the products | buy Brandl
Brand : S
: Sometimes | am willing to pay more money for aduct because
consciousness . Brand2
of its brand name
| believe the brands | buy are a reflection of who | am. Brand3
Qualit Getting very good quality is very important to me. Qualityl
consci{)usness When it comes to purchasing apparel products, | try to get tiye Quality2
best or the perfect choice. y
In general, | usually try to buy the best overall quality. Quality3
I make special effort to choose the very best quality products. Quality4
Myhiséindard and expectations for apparel products | buy are v Quality5
Variety seeking | like to try different things. Varietyl
| like a great deal of variety Variety2
| like new and different styles. Variety3
Novelty seeking | often seek out information about new products and brands. Noveltyl
| like to goto places where | will be exposed to information abc
Novelty2
new products and brands.
| like magazines that introduce new brands. Novelty3
| frequently look for new products and services. Novelty4
| seek out situations in which | will be exposedtw and
. . ; Novelty5
different sources of product information.
I am continually seeking new product experiences. Novelty6
| take advantage of the first available opportunity to find out ak
. Novelty7
new and different products.
Uniqueness | amvery attracted to rare objects. Uniquel
seeking | tend to be a fashion leader rather than a fashion follower. Unique2
(Continued)
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Table 3.4 (Continued)

ltem
Construct Item Abbreviation
Uniqueness I am more likely to buy a product if it is scarce. Unique3
seeking I would prefer to have things custemade features on the .
Unique4
products | buy.
| enjoy having things that others do not. Unique5
| rarely pass up the opportunity to order custom features on th Unique6

products | buy.
| like to try new pralucts and services before others do. Unique?
| enjoy shopping at stores that carry merchandise which is

different and unusual. Unique8

AAuburn Universityo was replaced by AAUO in t

PurchaseBehaviorfor Basicand FashionCLAPs andNon-CLAPs

A threeitemordinalscalewasused inthisstudy 0 measur e consumer soO
behaviorgelated to each type of URAPBrvoitemswerea d apt ed from Kopczensk
study measuring purchase frequency and amauhe contekof alumnis CLAP consumption,
andthe remaining itemvasdeveloped by the researchembeasuréhenumber ofeach type of
URAPs the participartiadpurchasedvithin the last 12 months'he tiree itemsa r Howiinany
items of[Auburn Universitflicensed othing productkdid you buy within the last 12 montbs
fiHow frequently have you purchasglburn Universitylicensed clothing produdtsvithin the
last 12 month® andfi H omuch have you spent gAuburn Universitylicensedclothing
product} withinthe | a st 1f@rpurchase behaviobfor CLAPs in general. For purchase
behavior forthe remainingypes of URAPS, the bracketed content in eiferementionedtem
wordingswerereplaced byibasicAuburnUniversitylicensedclothingproducs,0ii f as hi o n
Auburn Universitylicensedclothingproductso it n digensedAuburn Universityrelated
clothingp r o d uichtass,i-licensediuburn Universityrelatedclothingproductso and

A f a s h icensedAuburn Universityrelatedclothingp r o d docbassc@ APs, fashion
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CLAPs,nonCLAPs in generalhasic noRCLAPs, and fashion ne€LAPSs, respectivel Five
response categorigise., 0 items, 13 items, 46 items,7-9 items, andLO ormore items for the
purchase number iterfd times, 1-3 times, 46 times, 7-9 times, andLO ormore times for the
purchase frequency iterand$0, $1-$150, $151-$300, $301-$450, andmore than 850 for the
purchase amount iténwereusedfor each purchase behavior itéan responses.
Attitudes towardPurchasing Basicand Fashion CLAPs and Non-CLAPs

The measure of attitudes towandrchasingeach otthe four typesof URAPsassociated
with Auburn Universitywasadapted r om St ay man amedsurBeattornas@usme(r s®»9 1
attitudes towardbrandname Six 5-point semantic differentiacaleitems(i.e., disagreeable
agreeable, unpleasapleasant, negativpositive, baegood, unfavorable€avorable, and dislike
like) wereadopted for this studwith a higher score indicating a more positive attitidesse
six items lave shownC r o n Is & oflov@r .9 in Stayman and Batra (1991) and Yang et al.
(2007) In this study, participantserea s k ed A For each pair of words
button that best reflects how you feel about buylbBAPY.0 AURAPS in this sentencevas
replaced by term reflectingherespectivaype of URAPS(.e., basic Auburn University
licensedclothingproducts, fashion Auburn University licensedthingproducts, basic nen
licensed Auburn University relatedbthingproducts, and fashion ndicensed Auburn
University relatectlothing products.
Purchasel ntention for Basicand Fashion CLAPs and Non-CLAPs

A threeitem measure of purchase intentioom Romani (2006yasadapted to measure
purchase intention for eatype of URAPs associated with Auburn Uniggdy. This scale
showechi gh r el i ab iUs>.92)yn meaSuring purchasdidtention tooproduct

described in an ad in Romani (2006) and for tdiaemsed apparel merchandise in Kwon et al.
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(2007) The original scaleitems n c | u d e ding fo buy thie gradect, tge probability of
buying this model is high,o0o Alf | were going
consider buyi ngandilifs Imowlerl e i goihnght,® buy this
| would purchae t hi s model i g0 slmoiteg the léngth af thetitbm veordiagt thed vy
if-clausewasomitted Further,the productvasreplaced by each type of URAR®sd a time
period(i.e., in the next 12 monthg)asadded to the scale. Take baSicAPsasan example,
items in this studyverefiThe probabilitythat | buya basic Auburn University licensetbthing
productin the next 12 monthis s h iThge probabiliy that | would consider buying a basic
Auburn University licensedlothingproductin the rext 12 month$ s  handfithe 0
probability that | would purchase a basic Auburn University licecketling productn the next
12 monthsih i g h . 6poidt LiKeiit scade (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agresused
for responses
PerceivedUniversity Prestige

A six-item measure of perceived university prestigesadapted from Park and Park
(2007). The measure thhigh reliability(Cr o n b@d=7@n® ar k and Par KWé6s (20
five-point Likert scale (E strongly disagree, & strondy agree)wasusedfor responses A T h e
universityo and fAconferenced in the original
ASout heastern Conferenced because this study
University studen@andalumnits purchase behaviors of the Auburn University licensed apparel
productsFurther, he localization limitation terms (i.€in my communitgin the first and last
items andin the local communityin the second itemyeredeleted in this studytem wordings
usa in this studyncludedin Peopl e t hink highly of Auburn Uni"

prestigious to ba student (for the student sampia;studera wasreplaced byian alumnusfor
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the alumnisample) f Auburn University, oredioAcwobthetbastinUni ver
theSoutheaster@onf erence (SEC), 0 APeopl eonAububtnm ot her
Uni v e frevarsecgded)i Al umni of Auburn University woul c
children attend Auburn Undoes snaty, hba vaen da figdaudodu
(reversecoded).
Brand Consciousness

Participantébrand consciousnesgsmeasured usinlan and Hed s ( threéedtem)
scalemeasuringc onsumer sO0 br and c agatedmaketingreseamithichn t he
wasadapted fronboyle Dane Bernbach (DDBYeedham Lifestyle Surveys a broadbased
adult U.S. consumer questionnaiféis scale haddequate e | i abi | i tUr.749)@r onbach
Nan and Heo (2007)t e ms i Impaylattedtien tafthe brand names of the products Jobuy
fiSometimes | am willing to pay more money for a product because of its brand aao
believe the brands | buy are a reflection of who Icafnfive-point Likert scale (1 = strongly
disagree, 5 = strongly agreeasusedfor responses
Quality Consciousness

The quality consciousness measwasa d opt ed fr om Z-itemmscglés (2012
measuring).S. and Chinese o ns umer s 6 q u aihthd cgntegtofappacei ousness
consumption whi ch was adapted from Sproles and Ken
(CSl)yscalel t e ms iGettmd veryg goodiquality is very important to, méWVhén it comes
to purchasin@pparel productd try to getthe very best or the perfect chaqicéln géneral, |
usually try to buy the best overall quajityl make special effort to choose the very best quality
products 0 faMyd st andard and expectations Afieer appar

point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agneseusedfor responsesrlhesefive
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items lave shownC r o n b & oflov@rs.86 for both Chinese and U.S. consumers in Zhang
(2012.
Varity Seeking

Variety seeking itemwereadopted fronDonthuandGi | | i | and éitemé¢cdl 96 ) tt
which had high reliabilityC r o n b @=.87jngheirstudy | t e ms Kketodry ude Al | i
di fferent things,o Al |ike a great deal of va
was also adapted in restaurant switching behavior study (I\Ntagila, 2006)in which it
showechi gh r el i ab iU=i90). five-@imtd ket acaldflé= strongly disagree, 5
= strongly agreeyvasusedfor responses
NoveltySeeking

Manni ng et sewhitemissale m&aSudng fonsumer novelty seekiag

adopted in this studyrthe £ven iemshadhigh reliability in Manning etl. (1995)Cr onbac h 6 s

U= .87) and Domina, Lee, and MacGillivray (2012)f on bd=< h.6%0) . |t ems i ncl
seek out information about new products and b
exposed to information about inesthatinrodaocdnewt s and
br anfdls ,for equently |l ook for new products and se€

be exposed to new and different sources of pr
product exper i enntagesofihe fissnadailablé oppodukity to ind euaabout
new and di ff er epointLikent scalelc=tstsongly digagréej Sv=estrongly agree)
wasusedfor responses.
UniquenessSeeking

Lynn and Haeghtitem écale nfedslrirgglo)n s umer s desire for

consumer productsasadopted to measure uniqueness seeking. This saalgdtareliability
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( Cr o n hka>c7B)fosboth student and nestudent samples in Lynn and Harris (2007). The
scalewas used to measure the need faguenes®y Cheemaand Kaikatd s 10),2viBo again
reportech i gh r el i a b iU=i90). Theg¢ightritemsirzladerh Wrsvery attracted to
rar e ofbtgndto besafashionldar r at her t hanilamnioebkblyton f ol |
buyappduct i f it is scarce, 0 -fmadethantohaletipemef er t o
readymadé@ ) 0enjoy having thingarehgt pasbeup tbdenc
order custom features on the prsedicsherel buy, O
ot hers do, 0 and Al enjoy shopping at stores t
un us A fve-point Likert scalg1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agregsusedfor
responses
DemographicCharacteristics

Demographic infamationwascollected from the participants. Both Auburn University
students and Auburn Alumni Association memheeseasked questions about their gender, age,
ethnicity, and total annual household income.

For Auburn University students, questions alibatr class standing and collegere
asked after the ethnicity question, while questions about the connection with Auburn University
and the last time attended Auburn Universigreasked for Auburn Alumni Association
members after the ethnicity question

Questions about participantso6é atwerendance t
devel oped for both samples at the enldhthef t he
last 12 months what Auburn University athletic events have you atteowétl response

categories containing different athletic eveants din th last 12 months how many times have
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you attended Auburn University athletic evé&ataith response categories reflecting an ordinal

scale of the number of times.
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CHAPTER 4.DATA ANAL YSIS AND RESULTS

This chapter presents descriptions of the data analysis procedures used for this study and
results from the analyseall the statistical analysesereconducted using the Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences (SP&IS0andAnalysis of Moment Structures (AMQS

Version21.Q

SampleDemographics

The demographic profile of the sample can be seen in Tabl€he usable sample of
1,126(581 Auburn University students artdt5 Auburn Alumni Association membgraged
from 19to 86 with a mean o856 years old $D=17.97).

The studensampleincluded222male and359female students aged fral®to 42 years
old (M =20.45 SD=1.98. The majority of student respondentsrebetweenl9 and25 years
old (97.8%), followed by26-35 yearsold (1.9%), and36-45 years old0.3%). Most students
were Caucasian American (85.2%), followed by African American (7.6%), Hispanic American
(2.1%), Asian American (1.9%), Native Americ@éin0%), and other (2.2%ln terms of class
standing, a majority aftudents were sophomore (47.6%), followeduyor (26.8%6), senior
(13.2%), freshnan (10.8%), and graduate students (1.2%0d most of them were from College
of Business (44.7%), followed by College of Human Sciences (23.0%), College of Liberal Arts
(16.0%), College of Education (8.1%), and College of Engineering (2.R263%t student
r e s p o radnaahincendsvas less than $25,000 (834). Approximately a half of thetudent
respondent§50.3%) attended Auburn University athletic events 10 or more tivites thelast
12 months, followed by-8B times (16.5%), % times (14.6%), -B times (14.6%), and 0 times

(4.0%).In terms of the athletic events that students attended within the last 12 months, football
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gameswere attended by most students (91.4W)thin thelast 12 monthamost of the tudent
respondentpurchased-3 items of basic CLAP§53.2%), spending $1150 (61%) across 13

purchase occasionS§.9%) However, most students never bought fashion CLAPs (66.4%

Table4.1

Demographic Charactestics of the Sample (n £126

Total Students Alumni
(n=1126) (n=581]) (n=545
Variable f % f % f %
Age
19-25 575 51.1 567 97.€ 8 1.5
26-35 60 5.3 11 1.9 49 9.0
36-45 95 8.4 2 0.3 93 17.1
46-55 172 15.3 0 0 172 31.€
56-65 137 12.2 0 0 137 25.1
66-75 69 6.1 0 0 69 12.7
O 76 8 0.7 0 0 8 1.5
Missing 10 0.9 1 0.2 9 1.7
Gender
Male 526 46.7 222 38.2 304 55.8
Female 593 52.7 359 61.8 234 42.C
Missing 7 0.6 0 0 7 1.3
Ethnicity
African American 50 4.4 44 7.6 6 1.1
Asian American 17 15 11 1.9 6 1.1
Caucasian American 100€  89.3 495 85.2 513 94.3
Hispanic American 16 1.4 12 21 4 0.7
Native American 12 1.1 6 1.0 6 1.1
Other 18 1.6 13 2.2 3 06
Missing 7 0.6 0 0 7 1.3
Income
Less thar$25,000 510 45.3 499 85.C 11 2.0
$25,000 49,999 56 5.0 22 3.8 34 6.2
$50,000i 74,999 85 7.5 7 1.2 78 14.3
$75,000i 99,999 88 7.8 10 1.7 78 14.3
$100,000' 124,999 87 7.7 6 1.0 81 14.¢
$125,000 149,999 80 7.1 7 1.2 73 134
$150,000" 174,999 45 4.0 4 0.7 41 7.5
$175,000" 199,999 30 2.7 3 0.5 27 5.0
$200,000" 249,999 37 3.3 4 0.7 33 6.1
$250,000" 299,999 28 2.5 3 0.5 25 4.6
$300,000 or over 73 6.5 16 2.8 57 10.E
Missing 7 0.6 0 0 7 1.3
(Continued)
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Table 4.1 (Conhued)

Total Students Alumni
(n=1126) (n=581) (n=545

Variable f % f % f %
Events attended

Baseball 386 34.2 284 48.8 102 18.7

Basket ball 478 42t 340 584 138 25.2

Cross Country 7 0.6 6 1.0 1 0.2

Golf 14 1.2 7 1.2 7 1.3

Swimming & Diving 100 8.9 76  13.1 24 4.4

Tennis 35 3.1 28 4.8 7 1.3

Football 917 814 531 91.2 38€ 70.€

Gymnastics 92 8.2 81 14.1 11 2.0

Equestrian 13 1.2 11 1.9 2 04

Softball 22 2.0 13 2.2 9 1.7

Track 7 0.6 4 0.7 3 0.6

Volleyball 12 1.1 7 1.2 5 0.9

Soccer 18 1.6 14 2.4 4 0.7

None 145 12.¢ 16 2.7 12¢ 23.7

Other 15 1.3 6 1.0 9 1.7

Missing 7 0.6 0 0 7 1.3
Event attended frequency

0 times 173 154 23 4.0 15C 27.E

1-3 times 253 22t 85 14.€ 168 30.€

4-6 times 160 14.2 85 14.€ 75 13.€

7-9 times 150 13.2 96 16.t 54 9.9

10 or more times 383 3.0 292 50.3 91 16.7

Missing 7 0.6 0 0 7 1.3
Class standing

Freshman 63 10.8

Sophomore 277 47.€

Junior 156 26.8

Senior 78 134

Graduate student 7 1.2

Missing 0 0
Major

Agriculture 8 1.4

Architecture, Design & Construction 6 1.0

Business 260 448

Education 47 8.1

Engineering 13 2.2

Forestry and Wildlife 2 0.3

Human Sciences 134 231

Liberal Arts 93 16.C

Nursing 8 1.4

Pharmacy 1 0.2

Sciences and Mathematics 9 15

Missing 0 0

(Continued)
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Table 4.1 (Continued)

Total Students Alumni
(n=112) (n =581 (n =545
Variable f % f % f %
Connection with Auburn University
Attended classes without a degree 18 3.3
Undergraduate degree 419 76.S
Graduate degree 31 5.7
Both undergraduate and graduate degrees 57 10.E
Never attended classes 12 2.2
Missing 8 15
Year attended
19461955 4 0.7
19561965 23 4.2
19661975 91 16.7
19761985 144 26.4
19861995 116 21.2
19962005 76 13.¢
20062013 71 13.C
Missing 20 3.7
Purchase behavior_basic CLAPs
Purchase number
0 items 294  26.1 169 29.1 125 22.¢
1-3 items 614 54.5 308 53.2 305 56.C
4-6 items 163 14E 80 13.& 83 15.2
7-9 items 38 3.4 17 29 21 3.9
10 or moe items 17 15 6 1.0 11 2.0
Purchasefrequency
0 times 286 254 164 28.Z 122 22.4
1-3 times 704 62.5 342 58.¢ 362 66.4
4-6 times 97 8.6 54 9.3 43 7.9
7-9 times 27 2.4 15 26 12 2.2
10 or more times 12 1.1 6 1.0 6 1.1
Purchaseamount
$0 286 254 163 28.1 123 22.€
$1-150 684 60.7 372 64.C 312 57.2
$151300 123  10.¢ 39 6.7 84 15.4
$301450 25 2.2 7 1.2 18 3.3
More than $450 8 0.7 0 0 8 15
Purchase behavior_fashion CLAPs
Purchase number
0 items 757 67.2 386 66.4 371 68.1
1-3 items 317 28.2 164 28.2 153 28.1
4-6 items 39 3.5 24 41 15 2.8
7-9 items 11 1.0 7 1.2 4 0.7
10 or more items 2 0.2 0 0 2 04
Purchasefrequency
0 times 762  67.7 39C 67.1 372 68.3
1-3 times 319 28.3 163 28.1 156 28.€
4-6 times 34 3.0 22 3.8 12 2.2
(Continued)
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Table 4.1 (Continued)

Total Students Alumni
(n=1126) (n=5817) (n=545
Variable f % f % f %
7-9 times 7 0.6 3 05 4 0.7
10 or more times 4 0.4 3 05 1 0.2
Purchaseamount
$0 761 67.6 39C 67.1 371 68.1
$1-150 292 25.9 152 26.2 140 25.7
$151-300 63 5.6 35 6.0 28 5.1
$301-450 5 0.4 3 05 2 0.4
More than $450 5 0.4 1 0.2 4 0.7
Purchase behavior_basic notCLAPs
Purchase number
0 items 544  48.3 212 36.F 332 60.¢
1-3 items 441  39.2 261 44.¢ 180 33.C
4-6 items 88 7.8 65 11.2 23 4.2
7-9 items 36 3.2 30 5.2 6 1.1
10 or more items 17 1.5 13 2.2 4 0.7
Purchasefrequency
0 times 547 48.6 215 370 332 60.¢
1-3 times 458  40.7 273 47.C 185 33.¢
4-6 times 80 7.1 58 10.C 22 4.0
7-9 times 31 2.8 27 4.6 4 0.7
10 or more times 10 0.9 8 14 2 0.4
Purchaseamount
$0 544  48.3 212 36.E 332 60.¢
$1-150 472  41.9 294 50.€ 178 32.7
$151-300 92 8.2 64 11.C 28 5.1
$301-450 14 1.2 8 14 6 1.1
More than $450 4 0.4 3 05 1 0.2
Purchase behavior_fashion norCLAPs
Purchase number
0 items 637 56.6 238 41.C 399 73.2
1-3 items 288 25.6 180 31.C 108 19.8
4-6 items 119 10.6 90 15.F 29 5.3
7-9 items 52 4.6 47 8.1 5 0.9
10 or more items 30 2.7 26 4.5 4 0.7
Purchasefrequency
0 times 634 56.3 236 40.€ 398 73.C
1-3 times 322 28.6 201 34.c 121 22.2
4-6 times 99 8.8 81 13.¢ 18 3.3
7-9 times 47 4.2 42 7.2 5 0.9
10 or more times 24 2.1 21 3.6 3 0.6
Purchaseamount
$0 634 56.3 236 40.€ 398 73.C
$1-150 300 26.€ 204 35.1 96 17.€
$151-300 135 12.¢C 101 17.4 34 6.2
$301-450 37 3.3 26 45 11 2.0
More than $580 20 1.8 14 24 6 1.1

54



67.1%) within the past 12 months, as shown their purchase number, frequency, and amount data
(see Table 4.1). As for ne@LAP purchase behavior, a majority of the student respondents again
reported that they purchase¢ basic omn-CLAPs @4.9%), spending $1.50 60.6%) across 13
purchase occasiond ), but the proportions of these categories were lower for basic non
CLAPs than for basic CLAPs. For fashion ARGBhAPSs, a majority reported that thagver
purchasedashion norRCLAPs(40.861 41%), similar to the result for fashion CLARdowever,
the proportion of respondents who reported that theypbechasd more than 3 items, spending
more than $150 across more than 3 occaswere greater for fashion nddLAPs (28.1%,
24.7% 24.3%in number ofpurchasedtems, purchase frequency, and purchase amount,
respectively than fashion CLAPs (5.3%,8%, 6.7% in number gdurchasedtems, purchase
frequency, and purchase amount, respectively), indicating that students genedigednon
CLAPs much more than CLAPs for fashion iteoi$/RAPS.

Thealumn sample consisted of 304 males and 234 females2®&ye0 86 M = 52.15,SD
= 12.00) with themajority aged 46 or above (72.5%) majority of the respondents were
Caucasian America(93.8%), followed by African American (1.1%), Asian American (1.1%),
Native American (1.1%), Hispanic American (0.7%), and ot@®€6). Most of the respondents
got an undergraduate degree from Auburn University (76.9%), followed by respondents who got
both undergraduate and graduate degrees from Auburn University (10.5%), who got a graduate
degree from Auburn University (5.7%), who attended classes but did not get any degree from
Auburn University (3.3%), and who never attended any classes at Auburersityi\(2.2%).
Thealumn sample represented a wide variety of annual house inlsv@iswith the majority
reporting $100,000 or aboveéa.). A majority attended\uburn Universitybetween 1970 and

1990 (49%), followed by 1992013 (36.4%), and 19479& (10.9%). Among the 545

55



respondents, a total of 386 respondents (70.8%) attended football games within last 12 months,
followed by 138 respondents (25.3%) attended basketball games, and 102 respaBdéXis (
attended baseball gamé&surther, most alum attended Auburn University athletic event8 1

times (30.8%) withirthelast 12 months, followed by 0 times (28.7%), 10 or more times (16.7%),
4-6 times (13.8%), and-9 times (9.9%)In terms of purchase behavioat, mnis purchase

behavior related t€LAPs was similar to studerds that the majority of alumni respondents
purchased-3 basic CLAPs (56%) within the last 12 months, spendingj3RL(57.2%) across 1

3 purchase occasions (66.4%), while purchasing no fas?lidPs (68.1% 68.3%). However,
alumnizs purchase behavior related to flObhAPs showed a different tendency from stud@ints

that most alumni respondents predominantly reported that they mawdiasd either basic nen

CLAPs (60.9%) or fashion ne@LAPs (73%- 73.2%) within the last 1&onths.

Validity and Reliability Testing

Before testing the reliability and validity of the mutem scales, reverssoding was
conducted for the applicabemsof per cei ved uniPeoplefsombtlyer pr esti g
universities look downon Aubr n Uni ver sity, 06 and AAuburn Univ
reputationo) .
Exploratory Factor Analysis

Separategloratoryfactor analyses (EFA) wereperformedon the three purchase
behavior items for each type of URAPsinRipal component analysis witharimax rotatiorwas
employed for the EFAIsing SPSS 21.@\s presented in Table 4.2, the EFA results of the three
purchase behavior items (i.e., purchased nunpechasedrequency, angiurchase@mount)

for eachtype of URAPSs revealeithe unidimensimality.
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Table 4.2

Principal Component Analysis Results: Purchase Behavadased to URAPS (n =1126)

Component Loading

Item Basic Fashion Basic Fashion
CLAPs CLAPs non-CLAPs non-CLAPs

Basic CLAPs PB BC 1 0.95

PB BC 2 0.93

PB BC 3 0.92
Fashion CLAPs PB FC 1 0.97

PB FC 2 0.97

PB FC 3 0.96
Basic norCLAPs PB_BNC_1 0.97

PB BNC 2 0.98

PB BNC_ 3 0.94
Fashion nofCLAPs PB_FNC_1 0.98

PB_FNC 2 0.98

PB_FNC 3 0.96
Eigenvalue 2.62 2.8 2.78 2.83
Variance exmined 87.360%6 93.3%% 92.48% 94.3%%

Note. Item wordings corresponding to the abbreviations can be found in3l4ble

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted using AMOS 21.0 for all-terki
scales adapted from piieus studies, including perceived university prestige, attitudes toward
purchasing each type of URAPSs, purchase intention for each type of URAPs, brand
consciousness, quality consciousness, variety seeking, novelty seeking, and uniqueness seeking
to confrm the factors of each scale identified in the original scales. CFA was condsaitgd
the Maximum Likelihood estimation methaahd the CFA model fivasassessd using various
fit indices including Chisquare statistigComparative Fit Index (CFI), Nored Fit Index (NFI),
TurkerLewis Index (TLI), and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA)-: Chi

square statistic is not an iddés&lmeasurevhen sample size is under 100 or over B&@8ed on
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Singh (2009). Thereforepodel fit assessment retl moreheavily on the other fit indices such as
CFI, NFI, TLI, and RMSEAbecause the sample sizex(112§ of this study is over 200. CFl,
TLI, and NFIbelow.90 (Bentler, 1989) and RMSEaéver.10 (Hu & Bentler, 1999; MacCallum,
Browne, & Sugawara, 1996) suggastunacceptable model fit. CFI, TLI, and NFI over .95
indicate a good model fit based on Hu and Bentler (1398¢reasMSEA between .05 and .08
indicates an adequate model fit, &WISEA below.05 indicats a closefit (MacCallum et al.,
1996).

First, an initial CFA was performed onsenglefactor model including six perceived
university prestige item&ome of the fit indices (e.grLI = .876,RMSEA=.123)from this
model indicate@n unacceptablét, while others shows an acceptable @E(=.925, NFI=
.920) Furthertheexamination of the factor loadings showed one of the two recexdsd items
(i .Pee.o,pliie from other universities | ook down
lower than .50Thus a second CFA was run aftdiminating this reverseoded item to improve
the model fif{Anderson & Gerbing, 1988see Figure 4.1)Thesecond CFAnodelshowedan
acceptabldit, ¢> = 33.918df = 5, CFI = .984, TLI = .969, NFI = .980, and RMSEA = .Q¥#th
factor loadings ball the five itemsabove 0.50

Next, the attitude, purchase intention, and purchase behavior items were subjected to a
CFA for each type of URAPs. Bfactor, 12-item modelwas created for each type of URAPS
(basic CLAPs, fashion CLAPSs, basic RGLAPs, and fashion ne@LAPS)(see Figures 4.2
4.5).As shown on these figured| e initial CFA results showed a good fit for each typéhef
URAPsindicatel by CFls, TLIs, and NFIs greater than .90 and RMSEAs lower than .08. Factor

loadings of thel2 itemswere allabove 50.
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7 Prestige_1

Prestige_2

Perceived
University
Prestige

Prestige_3

Prestige_5

¥ O

Prestige_6

Notes.ltem abbreviations used in this figuaee presenteh Table 3.4.
& =33.918df=5,p<.001, CFl = .984, TLI = .96 NFI = .980, and RMSEA = .072
*** p<.001

Figure 4.1.Confirmatory factor malysisresults for perceived universitygstige ( = 1126).

4Qgxx*

1
1 ok
PB_BC_1 948 ) 957%%* =
1 ,883ex Purchase Purchase 920**4
' d PI_BC 2
) PB_BC 2 Behavior_BC )
- *
PB_BC 3 |& 8717 966 PI_BC 3
.388%**
Attitude_BC

9334 CETTD 922+* 918%F—~_9 9237

| ATTBC_1 | | AT BC2 | | ATT.BC 3 | | ATT.BC 4 | [ AT BCS | | AT BC 6 |
Notes.ltem abbreviations used in this figuaee presentenh Table 3.4.

BC 1 Basic CLAPs
&° = 238.535df=51,CFI = .989, TLI = .986, NFI = .990, and RMSEA = .057

w* n< 001

Figure 4.2 Confirmatory factor analysis results faurchase behaviors, attitude and purchase
intention related to basic CLARs = 1126).
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.600%**
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Purchase ;
Intention_FC

959%#* 944>

‘ ATT FC_1 H ATT_FC_2 ‘ ATT FC_3 ‘ ‘ ATT FC_4 ‘ [ s | ‘ ATT_FC_6 |
Notes.ltem abbreviations used in this figuaee presenteh Table 3.4.
FCi Fashion CLAPs

6% = 325.149df = 51,CFI = .988, TLI = .984, NFI = .990, and RMSEA = .069
*k < 001

Figure 43. Confirmatory factor analysis results for purchasleadvéors, attitude and purchase
intention related to fashion CLAPs £ 1126).

B4g***

.964%**
Purchase
Behavior_BNC
"
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Intention_BNC

L795%**

,963%** .963***

‘ ATT_BNC_1 ‘ | ATT_BNC_2 ‘ ATT_BNC_3 | ‘ ATT_BNC_4 ‘ | ATTBNCS | ‘ ATT_BNC_6 ‘
@
Notes.Item abbreviations used in this figuaee presenteith Table 3.4.
BNC i Basic norRCLAPs

& = 382.997df = 51,CFI = .987, TLI = .983, NFI = .990, and RMSEA = .076
¥+ n< 001

Figure 44. Confirmatory factor analysis results for purchase behaviors, attitude and purchase
intention related to basic ngdbLAPs (= 1126).
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.699***

Attitude_FNC

977**%% .980**

| AmTenc | ‘ ATT_FNC_2 ‘ ‘ ATT_FNC_3 ‘ | AT_Fnca | [ ArTNes | ‘ ATT_FNC_6 ‘
@
Notes.ltem abbreviations used in this figuaee presenteh Table 3.4.
FNC1 Fashion nofCLAPs

& = 259.057df = 51,CFI = .993, TLI = .991, NFI = .990, and RMSEA = .060
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Figure 45. Confirmatory factor analysis results for purchase behaviors, attitude and purchase
intention related to fashion n@DLAPs (= 1126).

Finally, CFA was coducted orthe 26 items of thdive psychographivariables
including brand consciousness, quality consciousness, variety seeking, novelty seeking, and
uniqueness seekir(gee Figure 4). This CFAmodelyielded an acceptable fit of = 1239.314,
df =289 CFI = .935, TLI =.927, NFI = .917, and RMSEA = .054, with factor loadings of all
items above .50.
Convergent Validity and Discriminant Validity

The finalized measurements based on the CFA results were subjecbeddogent
validity and discriminant Vality assessent Corvergent validity was assessed through the

averagevarianceextracted (AVE) scores (Fornell & Larcker, 198AVESs that aregreater than
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Figure 46. Confirmatory factor analysis results for psychographic variablesi(126).

.50 demonstrate the convergent validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Asrshowable 4.3
AVESs of perceived university prestigpurchase behavidor each othe four types of URARs

purchase intentiofor each of thdour types of URAPsandattitudes toward purchasing each

type of the four URAPs weral above 50, providingevidence for convergent validity (Fornell

& Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2009). Additionaliyre AVEs of the five psychographiariables

were above .5@xcept forthe AVESs ofbrand consciousness (.49) and uniqueness seekblg (

which wereslightly belov .50
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Table 4.3

Convergent Validity and Reliabilififest Resultéh = 1126)

- Composite
Construct AVE Cronbalch: Reliability
Perceived University Prestige .620 .803 .888
Purchase Behavior _BC .888 .926 .960
Purchase Behior FC .957 .964 .985
Purchase Behavior _BNC .934 .957 977
Purchase Behavior _FNC .924 970 973
Attitude _BC .895 973 .981
Attitude _FC .894 .984 .981
Attitude _BNC .922 .989 .986
Attitude _FNC .935 .993 .988
Purchase Intention _BC .884 .964 .958
Purchase Intention FC .983 974 961
Purchase Intention _BNC .926 .982 974
Purchase Intention FNC .934 .986 977
Brand Consciousness 491 745 741
Quality Consciousness 633 .859 .896
Variety Seeking 611 776 .824
Novelty Seeking .579 .895 .906
Uniqueness Seeking 449 .863 .866

BC i Basic CLAPs, FG Fashion CLAPs, BNC Basic noRCLAPs, FNCi Fashion norCLAPSs.

Discriminant validity was tested by assessing factor correlation confident intéfacits
correlation plus and minus 2 x stardiarror of the factor correlatioand Chisquare
differences between the original unconstrained CFA modegackl of theconstrained models
(where eacliactor correlation parameterconstrained to be 1.0) to test if two factors are
significantly different from each other (Bagozzi & Yi, 1990). The factor correlation confidence
intervals should not contain 1.0 (Anderson & Gerbing, 198&) the Chisquare difference
between original unconstrained CFA model and the constrained models should be significan
(Anderson & Gerbing, 1988; Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 3009rder to confirm the
discriminant validity.

As shown in Table 4.a series oChi-square difference tests established discriminant

validity among the attitude, purchase intention, andipase behavior measuremenise
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Table 44

Chi-SquareDifference TesResults foDiscriminant Validity (n = 1126)

Chi-Square difference
test against

; 2
Model Factors with correlatl G df unconstrained model
@6  odf p

Unconstrained Model A for basic CLARsee Figure 4.2) 238.535 51 - - -
Model A_a Purchase Behavior <=> Purchase Intention 2446.290 52 2207.755 1 <.001
Model A_ b  Purchase Behavior <=> Attitude 2670.250 52 2431.715 1 <.001
Model A ¢ Purchae Intention <=> Attitude 3418.613 52 3180.078 1 <.001
Unconstrained Model B for fashion CLARsee Figure 8) 325.149 51 - - -
Model B_a Purchase Behavior <=> Purchase Intention 3499.164 52 3174.015 1 <.001
Model B_b  Purchase Behavior <=> Attitude 3865.900 52 3540.751 1 <.001
Model B_c  Purchase Intention <=> Attitude 3645.027 52 3319.878 1 <.001
Unconstrained Model C for basic n@LAPs(see Figure 4) 382.997 51 - - -
Model C_a Purchase Behavior <=> Purchase Intention 3403.747 52 3020.750 1 <.001
Model C_b  Purchase Behavior <=> Attitude 3777.370 52 3394373 1 <.001
Model C_ ¢ Purchase Intention <=> Attitude 3798.419 52 3415422 1 <.001
Base Model D for fashion ne@LAPs(see Figure &) 259.057 51 - - -
Model D_a Purchase Behavior <=> Rihase Intention 3543.661 52 3284.604 1 <.001
Model D_b  Purchase Behavior <=> Attitude 3778.093 52 3519.036 1 <.001
Model D ¢ Purchase Intention <=> Attitude 3713.026 52 3453969 1 <.001
Unconstrained Model E for psychographic varialitese Figure 4) 1239.314 289 - - -
Model E_a Brand Consciousness <=> Quality Consciousness 1608.654 290 369.340 1 <.001
Model E_b Brand Consciousness <=> Variety seeking 1919.877 290 680.563 1 <.001
Model E_c Brand Consciousness <=> Novelty seeking 1752.217 290 512903 1 <.001
Model E_d Brand Consciousness <=> Uniqueness seeking 1742.406 290 503.092 1 <.001
Model E_e  Quality Consciousness <=> Variety seeking 1928.178 290 688.864 1 <.001
Model E_f  Quality Consciousness <=> Novelty seeking 2391.180 290 1151.84 1 <.001
Model E_g Quality Consciousness <=> Uniqueness seeking 2466.060 290 1226.746 1 <.001
Model E_h Variety Seeking <=> Novelty Seeking 1493.351 290 254.037 1 <.001
Model E_i  Variety Seeking <=> Uniqueness Seeking 1433.907 290 194593 1 <.001
Model E |  Novelty Seeking <=> Uniqueness seeking 1494717 290 255403 1 <.001

unconstrained threfactor CFA model includinghe purchase behavior, attitudend purchase
intentionfactorsshowed a significantly better fit thainethree constrained mets with one of

the factor correlations restricted to be 1.0 for each type of the URAPSs (i.e., basic CLAPs and
nonCLAPs, and fashion CLAPs and n@LAPSs). Also, another unconstrain€&A model
including five psychographic variablas factorshowed a sigjficantly better fit tharthe 10
constrained models with one of the factor correlations restricted to bhedidating

discriminant validity among the psychographic variafesasurementisee Table 4.4).
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Additionally, no factor correlation confidenagervals (i.e., plus and minus two standard errors
around the factor correlation coefficients) contained 1.0 (see Table. 4.5), which provided further

evidence for discriminant validity (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988).

Table 4.5

Factor Pair Correlationdor Testing Discriminant Validity (n = 1126)

. Correlation Standard Confidence
Factor Pair .
Coefficient Error Intervals

Purchase Behavior _BC <=> Purchase Intention BC 499 .024 [.451, .547]
Attitude _BC <=> Purchase Intention _BC .600 .031 [.538, .662]
Purchas Behavior _BC <=> Attitude _BC .388 .017 [.354, .422]
Purchase Behavior _FC <=> Purchase Intention FC .600 .026 [.548, .652]
Attitude _FC <=> Purchase Intention _FC 721 .050 [.621, .821]
Purchase Behavior _FC <=> Attitude FC 481 .024 [.433, .529]
Purchase Behavior BNC <=> Purchase Intention BNC .649 .028 [.593, .705]
Attitude _BNC <=> Purchase Intention _BNC 795 .051 [.693, .897]
Purchase Behavior BNC <=> Attitude _BNC .549 .025 [.499, .599]
Purchase Behavior _FNC <=> Purchase Intention _FNC .699 .042 [.615, .783]
Attitude _FNC <=> Purchase Intention _FNC .850 .064 [.722, .978]
Purchase Behavior _FNC <=> Attitude _FNC .654 .039 [.576, .732]
Brand Consciousness <=> Quality Consciousness .638 .023 [.592, .684]
Brand Conscioushess <=> Vayjieteeking .303 .021 [.261, .345]
Brand Consciousness <=> Novelty Seeking .518 .022 [.474, .562]
Brand Consciousness <=> Uniqueness Seeking .506 .020 [.466, .546]
Quality Consciousness <=> Variety Seeking 452 .020 [.412, .492]
Quality Consciousness <=#¥ovelty Seeking .621 .021 [.579, .663]
Quality Consciousness <=> Uniqueness Seeking .562 .018 [.526, .598]
Variety Seeking <=> Novelty Seeking .784 .026 [.732, .836]
Variety Seeking <=> Uniqueness Seeking .808 .024 [.760, .856]
Novelty Seeking <=> Ugjueness Seeking .880 .025 [.830, .930]

BC i Basic CLAPs, FG Fashion CLAPs, BNCG Basic norRCLAPs, FNCi Fashion norCLAPSs.

Reliability Analysis

Reliability analyses were conducted the finalized scalessingCr o n b Eanld 6 s
composite reliability (For nldndcompositereliabitess , 19 8
should be over .70 to establish the internal consistency of the scales (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).
Al |  Cr dlpancaconipésie reliabilities were a@ow0 as shown in Table 4.3, thus

establishing measurement reliability of all the scales used in this study (i.e., purchase behavior,
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attitudes, and purchase intention for each type of URp&seived university prestige, brand
consciousness, quality camsusness, variety seeking, novelty seeking, and uniqueness seeking).

Therefore, after a series of validity and reliability analysessitigle factor, five-item
model(see Figure 4.1) was finalized as the measurement model for perceived universig presti
thethreefactor, 12-item models(see Figure4.2 through4.5)were finalized ashe measurement
models forthe attitude, purchase intention, and purchase behavior con$tnuetsh of the four
types of URAPsand the26 items(see Figure 4.6) erefinalized as the measuremefur the

five psychographic variables

HypothesisTesting

The 14 hypotheses in this stuagretestedthrougha series otructural equation
modeling (SEM) using AMOS 21.0
Direct Relationships(H1, H3, and H4)

Four SEM modds (Models 1a-1d; see Figure4.7 to 4.10)werecreatedor a series of
singlegroup SEM with Maximum Likelihood estimatida test the direct relationships proposed
in H1, H3, and H4includingwhether perceived university prestigatent variableposiively
influencalc o n s u me r s(latenavartablejowaldepsrchasing each basic CLAPgH14a),
fashion CLAPqH1b), basic norCLAPs(H1c), andfashion norRCLAPs(H1d) and whether
these attitude variablgmsitively influencd the consumepurchasentention(latent variable)
for therespectivaype of URAPqH3a, H3b, H3c, and H3das well as purchase behaviors
(latentvariablg for the respectivéype of URAPs (Ma, H4b, H4c, and H4dThi-square
statistics and fit indices including NFI, CFI, Tland RMSEAwerecalculated to indicate the fit

of the models. Regression path each modeirom perceived university prestige to attitudes
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toward purchasing each type of URAPs, from attitudes to purchase intention foypaol
URAPSs, and from attitudes to purchase behaviors of each type of URAPs were used to test H1,
H3, and H4, respectively. The SEM results are presented in Figure 4.7 to 4.10.

As shown in Figure 4.7 to 4. 1655726H0¢if=SEM r e
116,p < .001, CFI =.976, TLI = .972, NFI = .970, and RMSEA = .059 for the Model 1d of basic
CLAPs; a (§0684504idfi=t116,p4 .004, CFl=.977, TLE .973, NFI =.972, and
RMSEA = .066 for the Model A=v09638dfEal6hi on CLAP
.001, CFI =.978, TLI = .974, NFI = .974, and RMSEA = .067 for the Model 1c of basic non
CLAPs; and 2% 56p532df=116,p<.00% CRé=.985, TLI =.983, NFI = .982,
and RMSEA = .059 for the Model 1d of fashion ABhAPS. Thus, the significances of the
hypothesized paths were investigated. The standardized regression coefficients indicated that
perceived university prestigepos i vel y i nfluenced attitudes tow
316, p< . 001), fashi pan000LlbaskaocC(LAPs .(Ipk2001),dnd 1,
fashionnorCL APs ( fp<:#01), uBo8rting Hla, H1lb, Hlc, and H1d, respectively. The
postive influence of attitudes on purchase intention was also significant basi ¢ CLAPSs
604p< .001), fashi pan000LlbaskaocC(LA Ps .( HpXx4001), and 7 ,
fashionnorCL AP s ( f[p<:#01), fuppdrting H3a, H3b, H3c, addd, respectively.

Further, attitudes had a significant positive influence on purchase behaviors related to basic
CLAPs (fp<=.0893, fashi pan000lbaskeoC(LAPs .(4%6, . 5514
.001), and fashionne@ L AP s ( fp<:#01), sfpdrting H4a, 4b, H4c, and H4d,

respectively.
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RelationshipStrength ComparisongH2)

In order totest H2, whichcomparsthe strengthof the influence of perceived university
prestige on attitudes towapdirchasingasic CLAPs anthat on attitdes toward purchasing
basic noARCLAPs(H2a)as well aghe strengths of thiafluenceof perceivediniversityprestige
on attitudes towarthshion CLAPs anthat on attitudes toward purchasiiaghionnon-CLAPs
(H2b), anotherset of SEM modek (Models 2, 2a, and 2bwascreatedModel 2 (see Figuré.11)
is the unconstrained model tisgecifiel the influence of perceived university prestige on
attitudes toward purchasing each of the four types of URAPs. Then, two constrained models
(Models 2a and 2hyerespecified by constraining the regression coefficients of patusd C
in Model 2 (see Figuré.11) to be equal (H2a) and by constraining the regression coefficients of
pathsB and D in Model 2 to be equal (H2b), respectivéingle-groupSEM with Maximum
Likelihood estimationwvasrun for Model 2, Model 2a, and Model 2b.

The SEM results showed a good fitMb d e 12=2334.4@Qdf = 373,p < .001, CFI =

.964, TLI = .961, NFI = .958, and RMSEA = .068, as shown in TablardFigure4.11.

Table 4.6

Chi-Square Difference Test Restitis TestingH2 (n = 1126)

Chi-Square difference

Model Hypothesis CO:;;?}E:S@? th @ df test againstModel 2
P6 oulf p
Model 2(unconstrained) H2 2334.400 373 - - -
Model 2a(constrained) H2a Path A = Path C 2337.783 374 3.38¢ 1 .066
Model 2b(constrained) H2b Path B =PathD 2334.609 374 .20¢ 1 .648

®Refer to Figure 4.11 for path notations.
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Although the regression coefficient of path A (.340) was greater than path C (.172) and the
regression coeftients of path B (.275) was greater than path D (.22R)odel 2 (see Figure

4.11), consistent with the differences predicted by H2a and H2b, respectively; these differences
were not statistically significant according to the 1sagnificant (see Table @). Thus H2a and
H2bwere rejected.

Moderating Effect Tess (H5 through H14)

In order to test HSroughH14, which prediced moderating effestof eachof the
psychographic characteristic variab{brand consciousness, quality consciousness, variety
se&ing, novelty seeking, and unigueness seekamgthe relationship between perceived
university prestige and attitudes toward purchasglgctedypes of URAPSs multiple-group
SEMwith MaximumLikelihood estimationwasused.Sub-groupswerecreated with €gard to
each of the psychographic variables to generate two gwatipsigh versus low scores on each
psychographic variable. To create the-gubups, the mediasgplit methodvasused based on
par t i ccoppmsite ssodes (i.aayerage scojef theitems measuring each psychographic

variable.As shown in Table 4.7heé medians of theespondentdcompositescoresof brand

Table 4.7

Results of Sulsroups for Each Psychographic Variables (n = 1126)

Psychographic Sub- ANOVA

. n M SD Median
Variables groups F

Brand High 635 3.99 45  1831.699 <.001 3.33

consciousness Low 491 2.63 .61

Quality High 469 4.43 .35 1475.547 <.001 4.00

consciousness Low 657 3.39 51

Variety seeking High 519 4.14 .38 1702.841 <.001 3.67
Low 607 3.02 51

Novelty seeking High 558 3.74 46 1728.599 <.001 3.14
Low 568 2.58 A7

Uniqueness seekini  High 551 3.58 A7 1740.103 <.001 3.00
Low 575 2.48 41
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consciousness, quality consciousness, variety seeking, novelty seeking, and uniquengss seekin
are 3.33, 4.0, 3.67, 3.14, and 30 respectively. Further, thmme-way ANOVA results showed
that the measof the high and low score groups for each psychographic variable were
significantly different (see Table 4.7).

Each of he moderating effect hygltesesvastestedusinga Chisquare difference tests
comparing the fit of annconstrainednultiple-group SEMmodel (Modes$ 3 through 7, see
Figures 412 - 4.15) with the two subgroupaccording to the respectiveoderator variable to
eachhypothesis anthe fit of aconstrainednultiple-group SEMmodelwith arestrictionthatthe
corresponding path coefficieist equabetween the two subgroup&ble4.8 presentshe
specifications for the constrained models theteconstructed for each of the modengteffect
hypothesed-urther, vihether the size of the coefficients from the unconstrained Imode
corresponding to the hypothesis indichiiee hypothesized difference between the respective
two subgroupsvas alsexamined

Brand consciousnessnoderating efect. As shown in Figure 4.12, the SEM results of
Model 3 with the twobrand consciousness groups showed a goasf fit3140.995df = 746,p
<.001, CFl =.967, TLI = .963, NFI = .955, and RMSEA = .049. To test Wbh&ah predicted
that the influence of perceived university prestige on attitudes toward purchasing basic CLAPs
is stronger for consumers with high braswhsciousness than for consumers with low brand
consciousnesshe regression coefficient between perceived university prestige and attitudes
toward purchasing basic CLAR&s compared between the high and low brand consciousness
groups. This regressiomefficientwas lower for the high brand consciaessgroup ¢ = .260,
p < .001) than for the low brand conscioassgroup @ = .433,p < .001)(see Figure 4.2),

which was contradictory to the hypothesisjgiH5a wasejeced Further,the Chi-square
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Table 48

Specifications for the Constrained Models Used fodbtating Effects of Psychographic Variabéesl Results

Chi-square

Nl\ﬂ%dbe;r HP Cor;s;:a;ned Subgroups that the Equality Constraint is Applied ¢ df difference test Result
®é  qf p

Model 3 (unconstrained modefpr brand conscious groups 3140.995 746

Model3-1 Hb5a path A high brandconscious group low brandconscious group 3147.735 747 6.740 1 .009 Rejected
Model3-2  H5b path B high brandconscious group low brandconscious group 3141.004 747 0.009 1 .924  Rejected
Model3-3  H6a pah C high brandconscious group low brandconscious group 3141.498 747 0.503 1 478 Rejected
Model3-4  H6b path D  high brandconscious group low brandconscious group 3141.030 747 0.035 1 .852 Rejected
Model 4 (unconstrained modeljor quality consciougroups 3216.230 746

Model4-1 H7a path A high qualityconscious group  low quality-conscious group  3216.428 747 0.198 1 .656 Rejected
Model4-2  H7b path B high qualityconscious group  low quality-conscious group  3217.865 747 1.635 1 .201  Rejected
Model4-3  H8a path C  high qualityconscious group  low quality-conscious group  3217.539 747 1.309 1 .253 Rejected
Model4-4  H8b path D  high qualityconscious group  low quality-conscious group  3216.393 747 0.163 1 .686 Rejected
Model 5 (unconstrained modelpr variety seeking groups 3201.782 746

Model5-1  H9a path B high variety seeking group low variety seeking group 3201.789 747 0.007 1 .933 Rejected
Model5-2  H9b path D  high variety seeking group low variety seeking group 3202.001 747 0.219 1 .640 Rgected
Model5-3  H10a path A high variety seeking group low variety seeking group 3203.103 747 1.321 1 .250 Rejected
Model5-4  H10b path C  high variety seeking group low variety seeking group 3203.648 747 1.866 1 172  Rejected
Model 6 (unconstrained maal) for novelty seeking groups 3168.161 746

Model6-1  Hlla path B high novelty seeking group low novelty seeking group 3168.884 747 0.723 1 .395 Rejected
Model6-2  H11lb path D  high novelty seeking group low novelty seeking group 3168.671 747 0.510 1 475 Rejected
Model6-3  H12a path A high novelty seeking group low novelty seeking group 3168.949 747 0.788 1 .375 Rejected
Model6-4  H12b path C  high novelty seeking group low novelty seeking group 3169.173 747 1.012 1 .314 Rejected
®The path labelsra found in Figure 4.7 anefer toFigure 4.12 to 4.16or path notations. (Continued)
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Table 48 (Continued)

Constrained

Constrained

Chi-square

Model HP a Subgroups that the Equality Constraint is Applied ¢ df difference test Resut
Path
Number pé qof p
Model 7 (unconstrained modefdr uniqueness seeking groups 3131.996 746
Model7-1  H13a path B high uniqueness seeking grou| low uniqueness seeking grou; 3132.019 747 0.023 1 .879 Rejected
Model7-2  H13b path D  high uniqueness sking group low uniqueness seeking grou; 3132.757 747 0.761 1 .383  Rejected
Model 7-3  Hl4a path A high uniqueness seeking grou| low unigueness seeking grou; 3132.188 747 0.192 1 .661 Rejected
Model 7-4  H14b path C  high uniqueness seeking grou| low uniqueness seeking groug 3134.312 747 2.316 1 .128  Rejected

%The path labels are found in Figure 4.7 agférto Figure 4.12 to 4.16 for path notations.
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difference testesult between Model 3 and Modell3see Table 8) showedhis difference
between the to brand consciousness growpasstatistically significantdp &= 6.74,quif = 1, p
=.009.

To test H5bwhich predictedhat the influence of perceived university prestige on
attitudes toward purchasing fashion CLAPSs is stronger for consumers withraigh b
consciousness than for consumers with low brand conscioyimessgression coefficient
between perceived university prestige and attitudes toward purchasing fashion CLAPs was
compared between the low and high brand consciousness groups. Thsioagresfficient was
lower for the high brand consciowsssgroup @ = .261,p < .001) than for the low brand
consciousessgroup 0 = .275,p < .001)(see Figure 42), which wascontradictory to the
hypothesisthus rejecting H5bThe Chi-square difference testsultbetween ModeB and
Model 3-2 (see Table 8) showael this coefficientdifference between the two brand
consciousessgroupswasnot statistically significantgp 6= .009,quif = 1, p = .924)

To test H6awhich predictedhat the influence of perceived university prestige on
attitudes toward purchasing basionCLAPS is stronger for consumers with |¢vs. high)
brand consciousnedbe regression coefficient between perceived university prestige and
attitudes toward purchasing basic fOhAPs wascompared between the low and high brand
consciousness groupshis regression coefficiemasgreateifor the low brand consciousness
group 6 = .204,p < .001)than forthe high brand consciousness grobig (150,p < .001)(see
Figure 412), which was consistent with the hypothesis. However, the results «g0hre
difference test result between Model 3 and Modgl(8ee Table 8) showedthis coefficient
difference between the two brand conscimssgroupswasnot statistically significantcp &=

.503,qudf = 1, p=.478), rejecting H6a.
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Figure4.12 SEM Model 3 for testing H5 and HG € 1126).
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To test H6bwhich predictedhat the influence of perceived university prestige on
attitudes toward pehasing fashion ne@LAPs is stronger for consumers with I¢gvs. high)
brand consciousnedbie regression coefficient between perceived university prestige and
attitudes toward purchasing fashion fObAPs wascompared between the low and high brand
congiousness groups. This regression coefficreatgreaterfor the low brand consciousness
group 6 =.232,p < .001)than for thehigh brand consciomgssgroup = .209,p < .001)(see
Figure 412), which wasconsistent with the hypothesldowever, the Chi-square difference test
resultbetween ModeB and Model3-4 (see Table 8) showed tis coeficientdifference
between the two brand conscinessgroupswasnot statistically significantp é = .035,quif =
1, p=.852), thus rejecting H6b.

Quiality consciousnessnoderating effect As shown in Figure 4.13, thrultiple-group
SEM results of Moded with the twogroup consciousness groups showed a goodf fi,
3216.230df = 746,p < .001, CFI =.955, TLI =.951, NFI = .942, and RMSEA = .054. To test
H7a,which predictedhat the influence of perceived university prestige on attitudes toward
purchagg basic CLAPSs is stronger for consumers with Highlow) quality consciousnesthe
regression coefficient between perceived university prestige and attibwebasl purchasing
basic CLAPsvas compared between the high and low quabtysciousness gups.This
regression coefficiewas slightly higher for the high quality consciousness group.846,p <
.001) than for the low quality consciousness grdup (341,p < .001)(see Figure 4.3), which
wasconsistent witlthe hypothesiddowever the Chi-square difference testsult between
Model 4 and Model 4 (see Table 8) showedhis difference between the two quality
consciousness groupssnot statistically significantep = .198,quif = 1, p = .656), thus

rejecting H7a.
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Figure 4.13. SEM Model4 for testing ¥ and H8 (n = 1126).
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To test H7bwhich predictedhat the influence of perceived university prestige on
attitudes toward pehasing fashion CLAPs is stronger for consumers with fughlow)quality
consciousnesshe regression coefficient between perceived university prestige and attitudes
toward purchasing fashion CLAPs wasmpared between the low and higlality
consciosness groups. This regression coefficigas higher for the high quality consciousness
group 6 =.310,p < .001) than for the low quality consciousness grdup 231,p < .001)(see
Figure 413), which wasconsistent with the hypotheslBowever, theChi-square difference test
resultbetween Modedt and ModeHl-2 (see Table 8) showed tis coeficient difference
between the two quality conscimessgroupswasnot statistically significantop & = 1.635 quif
=1, p=.201), rejecting H7b.

To test H8awhich predictedhat the influence of perceived university prestige on
attitudes toward purchamj basic norCLAPS is stronger for consumers with |¢vs. high)
guality consciousnesthe regression coefficient between perceived university prestige and
attitudes toward purchasing basic IOhAPs wascompared between the low and higrality
consciousess groups. This regression coefficias lower for the high quality consciousness
group p =.124,p=.016) than for the low quality consciousness grdup 221,p < .001)(see
Figure 413), which was consistent with the hypothesis. However, the results «g0hre
difference test result between Model 4 and Modgl(dee Table 8) showel this coefficient
difference between the twguality consciousessgroupswasnot statistically significantop &=
1.309,quf = 1, p = .253), rejecting H8a.

To test H8bwhich predictedhat the influence of perceived university prestige on
attitudes towed purchasing fashion ne@LAPS is stronger for consumers with I¢vs. high)

guality consciousnesthe regression coefficient between perceived university prestige and
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attitudes toward purchasing fashion fObAPs wascompared between the low and hglality
consciousness groups. This regression coeffigistlower for the high quality consciousness
group 6 =.195,p < .001) than for the low quality consciousness grdup 241,p < .001)(see
Figure 413), which wasconsistent with the hypotheslBowever the Chi-square difference test
resultbetween Mode#t and Modeld-4 (see Table 8) showed tis coeficient difference
between the two quality conscimessgroupswasnot statistically significantcp &= .163,quif =

1, p=.686), thus rejecting H8b.

Variety seekingmoderating effect As shown in Figure 4.14, thultiple-groupSEM
results of Modeb with thehigh and lowariety seekingiroups showed a good fi€ =
3201.782df = 746,p < .001, CFI = .955, TLI =.951, NFI = .942, and RMSEA = .054. To test
H9a,which predictedhat the influence of perceived university prestige on attitudes toward
purchasing fashion CLAPSs is stronger for consumers with firighlow)variety seeking
tendencythe regression coefficient between perceived university prestigetandes toward
purchasing fashion CLAR8as compared between the high and l@niety seekingyroups This
regression coefficierwas slightly lower for the high variety seeking grobp=(.244,p < .001)
than for the low variety seeking group< .253,p < .001)(see Figure 4.3), which was
contradictory tadhe hypothesiggejecting H9aThe Chi-square difference testsult between
Model 5 and Modeb-1 (see Table 8) indicated a nosignificant difference betwedhe two
variety seekingroups (pé=.007,qulf = 1, p = .933),

To test H9bwhich predictedhat the influence of perceived university prestige on
attitudes toward purchasing fashion HObAPS is stronger for consumers iigh(vs. low)

variety seeking tendencthe regression coefficient between perceived university prestige and
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attitudes toward purchasing fashion fObAPs wascompared between the low and higiriety
seekinggroups. This regression coefficieior the high variety seeking group € .192,p <.001)
was higher than for the low variety seeking grooig (163,p < .001)(see Figure 4.3), which
wasconsistent with the hypothesldowever, theChi-square differenceestresultbetween
Model 5 and Modelb-2 (see Table 8) showed tis coefficientdifference between the two
variety seekingroupswasnot statistically significantgp 6 = .219,quif = 1, p = .640), rejecting
H9b.

To test H10awhich predictedhat the infuence of perceived university prestige on
attitudes toward purchasing basic CLAPs is stronger for consumers witlidohigh)variety
seeking tendencyhe regression coefficient between perceived university prestige and attitudes
toward purchasing bas€LAPs wascompared between the low and higiriety seekingyroups.
This regression coefficiembr the high variety seeking group € .304,p < .001) was lower than
for the low variety seeking group € .354,p < .001)(see Figure 44), which was consistent
with the hypothesis. Howevehe Chi-square difference test result between Model 5 and Model
5-3 (see Table 8) showed tis coefficientdifference between the twariety seekingyroups
wasnot statistically significantop &= 1.321,quif = 1, p = .250), thus rejecting H10a.

To test H10bwhich predictedhat the influence of perceived university prestige on
attitudes toward pehasing basic ne@LAPs is stronger for consumers with |¢vs. high)
variety seeking tendencthe regression coefficient between perceived university prestige and
attitudes toward purchasing basic fIOhAPs wascompared between the low and higiriety
seekinggroups. This regression coefficidot the high variety seeking group € .190,p <
.001) was higher than for the low variety seeking grdup .(L07,p < .001)(see Figure 44),

which wascontradictory to the hypothesifius rejecting H10br'he Chi-square difference test
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resultbetween Modeb and Model5-4 (see Table 8) indicated a nossignificant difference
between the twwariety seekingroups ¢pé= 1.866,qulf= 1, p=.172)

Novelty seekingmoderating effect As shown in Figure 4.15, thaultiple-groupSEM
results of Modeb with the twonovelty seekingroups showd a good fits* = 3168.161df =
746,p<.001, CFl =.956, TLI =.952, NFI = .943, and RMSEA = .0bd test H14, which
predictedthat the influence of perceived university prestige on attitudes toward purchasing
fashion CLAPs is stronger for consumeiigh high (vs. low)noveltyseeking tendengyhe
regression coefficient between perceived university prestige and attitudes toward purchasing
fashion CLAPsvas compared between the high and tmweltyseeking groupsThis regression
coefficientwas lowe for the high noveltyeeking groupl(= .226,p < .001) than for the low
noveltyseeking groupf(= .265,p < .001)(see Figure 45), which wascontradictory tdhe
hypothesisthus rejecting H11al he Chi-square difference testsult between Moddé and
Model 6-1 (see Table 8) indicateda nonsignificantdifferencebetweerthe twonoveltyseeking
groups(cpé=.723,quf = 1, p = .395)

To test H11bwhich predictedhat the influence of perceived university prestige on
attitudes toward purchasing fashion AObAPS is stronger for consumsawith high(vs. low)
novelty seeking tendencthe regression coefficient between perceived university prestige and
attitudes toward purchasing fashion fobhAPs wascompared between the low and high
novelty seekingroups. This regression coefficiemés lower for the high novelty seeking group
(b=.178,p < .001) than for the low novelty seeking grobp=(.227,p < .001)(see Figure 45),
whichwas contradictory to the hypothegigjecting H11bThe Chi-square difference testsult
between Modeb and Model6-2 (see Table 8) showeda nonsignificant difference between the

two novelty seeking groupsp é = .510,qulf = 1, p = .475)
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To test H12awhich predictedhat the influence of perceived university prestige on
attitudes toward purchasing basic CLAPSs is stronger for consumers witlidotigh)novelty
seeking tendencyhe regression coefficient between perceived university prestige and attitudes
toward purchasing basic CLAPs wasmpared between the low and highvelty seekingyroups.
This regression coefficiefior the high novelt seeking groupf(= .312,p < .001) was lower
than for the low novelty seeking group= .352,p < .001)(see Figure 45), which was
consistent with the hypothesis. However, the-&juare difference test result between Model 6
and Model €3 (see Tablel.8) showed tfs coefficientdifference between the twwvelty
seekinggroupswasnot statistically significantcp 6= .788,quif = 1, p = .375), thus rejecting
H12a.

To test H12bwhich predictedhat the influence of perceived university prestige on
attitudes toward purchasing basic RGLAPS is stronger for consumers with |¢vs. high)
novelty seeking tendencthe regression coefficient between perceived university prestige and
attitudes toward purchasing basic flObhAPs wascompared between the lowahighnovelty
seekinggroups. This regression coefficidot the high novelty seeking group € .194,p <
.001) was higher than for the low novelty seeking grdup (143,p < .001)(see Figure 45),
which wascontradictory to the hypothesibius rejecting H12brhe Chi-square difference test
resultbetween Modeb and Model6-4 (see Table 8) indicated a nossignificant difference
between théwo novelty seekingroups ¢pé= 1.012,quf = 1, p= .314)

Unigueness seekingnoderating effect As shown n Figure 4.16themultiple-group
SEM results of ModeT with the twouniqueness seekirggoups showed a good fi&” =
3131.996df = 746,p < .001, CFI =.957, TLI =.953, NFI = .944, and RMSEA = .053. To test

H13a,which predictedhat the influence of perceived university prestige on attitudes toward
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purchasing fashion CLAPSs is stronger for semers with higlfvs. low)uniquenesseeking
tendencythe regression coefficient between perceived university prestige and attitudes toward
purchasing fashion CLARsas compared between the high and lowguenesseeking groups

This regression coeffientwas slightly higher for the high uniqueneggking groupf(= .265,p

< .001) than for the low uniquenesseking groupf(= .257,p < .001)(see Figure 46), which
wasconsistent witlthe hypothesid-dowever the Chi-square difference testsult between

Model 7 and Model7-1 (see Table 8) showedhis difference between the twaovelty seeking
groupswasnot statistically significantop & = .023,quf = 1, p = .879), thus rejecting H13a

To test HBb, which predictedhat the influence of perceived university prestige on
attitudes toward purchasing fashion AObAPS is stronger for consumers with higis. low)
uniquenesseeking tendencyhe regression coefficient between perceived university prestige
and attitudes toward purchasing fashion-@rAPs wascompared between the low and high
uniquenesseekinggroups. This regression coefficiawts higher for the high uniqueness
seeking groupl(= .239,p < .001) than for the low uniquenesseking groupf(=.117,p < .001)
(see Figure 46), whichwas consistent with the hypothedivowever theChi-square difference
testresultbetween Mode¥ and Model7-2 (see Table 8) showed tis coeffident difference
between the twaniqueness seekirayoupswasnot statistically significantcpé=.761,qulf = 1,

p = .383), thus rejecting H13b.

To test H14awhich predictedhat the influence of perceived university prestige on
attitudes toward purchem basic CLAPS is stronger for consumers with (@8 high)
uniqueness seeking tendenthe regression coefficient between perceived university prestige
and attitudes toward purchasing basic CLAPs emspared between the low and high

uniqueness seekirgyoups. This regression coefficigot the high uniqueness seeking grobip (
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Figure 416. SEM Model7 for testing H3and H#4 (n = 1126).
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=.317,p<.001) was lower than for the low uniqueness seeking gfoap375,p < .001)(see
Figure 416), which was consistent with the hypothesis. However, thes@inare difference test
result between Model 7 and ModeBY{see Table 8) showed tis coefficientdifference
between the twaniqueness seekirgroupswasnot statistically significantop 6= .192,culf = 1,

p = .661), thus rejecting H14a.

To test H14bwhich predictedhat the influence of perceived university prestige on
attitudes toward purchasing basic RGLAPS is stronger for consumers with I¢vs. high)
uniqueness seeking tendenthe regression coefficient between perceived university prestige
and attitudes toward purchasing basic-@uAPs wascompared between the lowdihigh
unigueness seekirggoups. This regression coefficidnt the high uniqueness seeking grofp (
=.212,p < .001) was higher than for the low uniqueness seeking gboapl6,p < .001)(see
Figure 416), which wascontradictory to the hypothesibius rejecting H14bThe Chi-square
difference testesultbetween Mode¥ and Model7-4 (see Tablel.8) indicated a nossignificant

differencebetween the twaniqueness seekirgoups (pé= 2.316,qulf = 1, p= .128)

Additional Analyses
Additional analyses were conducted in order to expldrether some hypotbes test
results vary between tlstudem andalumn samplas. Further, given the nesignificant
moderating effects of psychographic variables, additional analyses were conducted to explore
whether the psychographic variables have any direct relationships with the attitude variables
Direct Reldionships (H1, H3, and H4) among Students Versus Alumni
Models8a through8d were specified in the same manneMaslels 1athrough 1d

except that the new models were subjected to mulgep SEM instead of singlgroup SEM,
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to explorewhether there wsaany difference betweehetwo sample groups (i.e., student group

and alumngroup) in terms of all the direct hypothesized positive relationships among perceived

university, attitudes, purchase intenti@md purchase behavifor each type of the URARse.,

the positive influence of perceived un

i ver si

each type of URAPs, the positive influence of attitudes on purchase intention for each type of

URAPSs, and the positive influence of attitudes on pasetbehaviors of each type of URAPS).

The fit indices of the four mukgroup SEM models indicated that all the four models had good

fit as shown in Table 9. Results revealed thatrfstuders, all hypothesized relationships were

supported; wareador dumni, two of thedirect relationshigypothegswerenot supported For

alumi, the relationship between perceived university prestige and attitudes toward purchasing

nonCLAPs was nossignificant for bottb a s i ¢.03(,p= =. 503) and fpashion
.170)non-CLAPs
Table 49
Multiple-Group SEMResults of Direct Relationships for Studsartd Alumni
Students Alumni
Model Hypothesized Relationship (n=581) (n =545)
b p b p
Model 8a Prestige=>Attitude BC 375 <.001 257 <.001
Attitude _BC => Purchase Intention _BC .610 <.001 545 <.001
Attitude _BC => Purchase Behavior BC 391 <.001 .387 <.001
6’ = 762.239df = 232,p < .001, CFI = .973, TLI = .948, NFI = .961, RMSEA = .045
Model 8b Prestige => Attitude FC 257 <.001 212 <.001
Attitude _BC => Purchase Intention FC 732 <.001 712 <.001
Attitude _FC => Purchase Behavior FC 479 <.001 504 <.001
6> = 880.810df = 232,p < .001, CFI = .974, TLI = .970, NFI = .96BMSEA = .050
Model8c Prestige => Attitude _BNC 276 <.001 -.031 .503
Attitude _BNC => Purchase Intention _BNC 751 <.001 817 <.001
Attitude _BNC => Purchase Behavior BNC 485 <.001 .603 <.001
6> = 902.486df = 232,p < .001, CFl = .976, TLI =972, NFI = .968, RMSEA = .051
Model 8d Prestige => Attitude _FNC 299 <.001 .064 170
Attitude _FNC => Purchase Intention _FNC .840 <.001 .835 <.001
Attitude _FNC => Purchase Behavior FNC 641 <.001 642 <.001

¢’ = 822.5194df=232,p < .001, CFI = .981, TLI = .978, NFI = .974, RMSEA = 048

BC i Basic CLAPs; FG Fashion CLAPs; BNG@ Basic noRCLAPs; FNCi Fashion norfCLAPSs.
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Relationship Strength Comparisorn($12)

To explore whether the influence of perceived university prestige on attitwdasit
purchasing CLAPs was stronger than its influence on attitudes toward purchasi@gAes
for each of the two sample groypsch otthe singlegroupunconstrainedlodel 2 (see Figure
4.7) andconstrainedModel 2a and Model 2tvasrun separatelyor the studentsample and the
alumn sample and therChi-square difference tests were conducted between the unconstrained
and each of the constrained models for each sample gkewghown in Table4.10and 411,
for studentstherelationshipbetween peréeed university prestige and attitudes v
significantly different between CLAPs and rR@hAPs for both basic and fashion product
contexts.Thus, H2 was rejected, which weensistentvith the total sample result. However, for
the alumm sampletheinfluence ofperceived university prestige was higberattitudesoward
basic CLAPsff = .268,p < .001) tharon attitudestoward basic noit€CLAPs p =-.015,p = .745)
(see Table 4.0), and this difference was statistically significant (see Taldl2)4syporting H2a.
Further,theinfluence ofperceived university prestige was higberattitudesowardfashion
CLAPs p = 230,p <.001) tharon attitudestowardfashionnonCLAPs 6 = 079,p = .088)(see
Table 410), and this difference was marginally sificant (p = .051) (see Table ), providing

marginal support for H2b.

Table 410
Relationships between Perceived University Prestige and Attitudes toward Purchasing Each

Type of URAP$ Student and Alumiisample Comparisons

Prestige => Attitude Path

Basic CLAPs Basic nonCLAPs Fashion CLAPs Fashion nonCLAPs

b p b p b p b p
Studentgn=581) .437 <.001 .358 <.001 319 <.001 .372 <.001
Alumni (n=545) .268 <.001 -.015 .745 230 <.001 .079 .088
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Table 411

H2 Chi-Square Difference Tefesultdor the Student Sampl@g = 581)

Chi-Square difference

. Constrained 2 ;
Model Hypothesis o G df test against Model 2
path coefficients$' e quif D
Model 2 (unconstrained)  H2 1604.891 373 - - -
Model 2a (constrained) H2a  Path A=Path C 1604.906 374 .015 1 .904
Model 2b (constrained) H2b  Path B=Path D 1606.029 374 1.138 1 .286

& Refer to Tablet.9for path notations.

Table 412

H2 Chi-SquareDifference TesResultfor the Alumri Samplgn = 545)

Chi-Square difference

. Constrained 2 ;
Model Hypothesis L G df test againstModel 2
path coefficient$ P8 quf D
Model 2 (unconstrained) H2 1595.239 373 - - -
Model 2a (constrained) H2a Path A=PathC 1605.222 374 9.983 1 .002
Model 2b (constrained) H2b Path B=PathD 1599.031 374 3.792 1 .051

& Refer to Tablet.9for path notations.

Moderating Effect Tests

To explore potential differences in theoderatingeffects ofpsychographic variables
between the student and alumsamplesthe moderating effect tests were run for the two sample
groups searately.The statistic results of stdroups were shown in Table 4.13 and Table 4.14
for student sample and alumni sample, respectiVaythe alumngroup, as shown ifiable
4.15 and Table 4.8, all the moderating effects were not significant and regeethich are
consistent with the results from the total samiiewever, br the student grousee Table 4.15
and Table 4. 17X ll the moderating effects weremsignificant except for the moderating effect
of variety seeking on the relationship betwgerceived university prestige and attitudes toward

purchasing basic CLAPs. The regression coefficients between perceived university prestige and
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Table 4.13

Results of Suksroups for Each Psychographic Variables Studentgn = 581)

Psychographic Sub- ANOVA

. n M SD Median
Variables groups F p

Brand High 259 4.21 43 824.837 <.001 3.66

consciousness | ow 322 283 .67

Quality High 308 4.31 .39 1046.251 <.001 3.80

consciousness | gy 273 315 .47

Variety seeking High 320 4.18 39 961.197 <.001 3.67
Low 261 3.05 .49

Novelty seeking  High 279 3.88 44 964.437 <.001 3.29
Low 302 2.70 A7

Uniqueness High 293 3.74 A7 0 921.382 <.001 3.13

seeking Low 288 2.66 .38

Table 4.14

Results of Suksroups for Each Psychographic Variabfor Alumni(n = 545

Psychographic Sub- ANOVA ,
Variables groups n M SD F p Median

Brand High 299 3.90 41 834.301 <.001 3.33

consciousness Low 246 2.66 .59

Quality High 241 4.42 .32 729.301 <.001 4.00

consciousness Low 304 3.46 A7

Variety seeking High 300 3.87 .41 750.790 <.001 3.33
Low 245 2.80 .50

Novelty seeking High 299 3.55 45 839.225 <.001 3.00
Low 246 2.42 46

Uniqueness High 285 3.33 .45 895.560 <.001 2.75

seeking Low 260 2.26 .38

attitudes towarghurchasing basic CLAPwas lowerfor the high variety seeking group € .306,
p < .001) tharfor the low variety seeking group € .483,p < .001)(seeTable 4.5), which was
consistent wittH9a Further, the Chsquare difference test resulhich comparedhe
unconstrained model anccanstrained modetith a restriction that the aforementioned

regression coefficient was equivalent between the two variety seeking grmypsd tis
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coefficientdifference between the twariety seekingroupswasstatisticdly significant (6=

6.037,quf = 1, p = .014), thus supporting H9a.

Table 4.5

SEMResults for Moderating Effects

Context
Psychographic Sample . Fashion Basic non Fashion non
Variable Group Group  Dasic CLAPs CLAPs CLAPs CLAPs
! p ! p ! p ! p

Brand High Student .524 <.001 315 <.001 400 <.001 441 < .001
consciousass Alumni .298 <.001 273 <.001 -.009 .883 .128 .041
Low Student .437 <.001 319 <.001 .358 <.001 372 <.001

Alumni .231 <.001 166 <.001 -.011 .875 .005 942

Quality High Student .361 <.001 313 <.001 299 <.001 281 <.001
consciousnes: Alumni .270 <.001 176 .013 -.024 .733 .055 437
Low Student .533 <.001 308 <.001 431 < .001 443 < .001

Alumni .244 <.001 206 <.001 .005 .937 .083 185

High Student .306 <.001 272 <.001 280 <.001 274 <.001

Variety Alumni  .193 .002 142 .024 -.036 .566 .007 911
seeking Low Student .483 <.001 315 <.001 366 <.001 378 <.001
Alumni .334 <.001 244 < .001 -.025 723 .087 212

High Student .418 <.001 278 <.001 369 <.001 .338 <.001

Novelty Alumni  .203 .001 .154 .013 -.027 .670 .065 .294
seeking Low Student .429 <.001 314 <.001 340 <.001 377 <.001
Alumni .325 <.001 251 <.001 -.011 .879 .049 .489

High Student .334 <.001 237 <.001 340 <.001 358 <.001

Uniqueness Alumni 233 <.001 211 <.001 .047 463 .155 .015
seeking Low Student .515 <.001 354 <.001 392 <.001 364 <.001
Alumni .285 <.001 .202 .003 -.129 .057 .067 324
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Table 4.5

Specifications for the Constrained Models Used for Moderating Effects of Psychographic Variables and Resultsif@aaipian

Constrained

Constrained

Chi-square

Model HP Path? Subgroups that the Equality Constraint is Applied G df d2ifference test Result
Number P 6 df p

Model 3 (unconstrained modefipr brand conscious groups 2424.417 746

Model3-1  Hb5a path A high brandconscious group low brandconscious group 2424598 747 0.181 1 .670 Rejected
Model3-2  H5b path B high brandconscious group low brandconscious group 2426.261 747 1.844 1 174  Rejected
Model3-3  H6a path C  high brandconscious group low brandconscious group 2424.417 747 0.000 1 995 Rejected
Model3-4  H6b path D  high brandconscious gropl low brandconscious group 2426.295 747 1.878 1 171 Rejected
Model 4 (unconstrained modefijr quality conscious groups 2376.542 746

Model4-1 H7a path A high qualityconscious group  low quality-conscious group  2376.613 747 0.071 1 .791 Rejected
Model4-2  H7b path B high qualityconscious group  low quality-conscious group  2376.723 747 0.180 1 .671 Rejected
Model4-3  H8a path C  high qualityconscious group  low quality-conscious group  2376.639 747 0.097 1 .755 Rejected
Model4-4  H8b path D  high qudity-conscious group  low quality-conscious group  2376.618 747 0.076 1 .783  Rejected
Model 5 (unconstrained modefdr variety seeking groups 2250.277 746

Model5-1  H9a path B high variety seeking group low variety seeking group 2253.152 747 2.875 1 .090 Rejected
Model5-2  H9b path D  high variety seeking group low variety seeking group 2251.709 747 1.431 1 .232 Rejected
Model5-3  H10a path A high variety seeking group low variety seeking group 2250.303 747 0.026 1 .872 Rejected
Model5-4  H10b path C  high variety seeking group low variety seeking group 2250.859 747 0.582 1 446  Rejected
Model 6 (unconstrained modefdr novelty seeking groups 2501.082 746

Model6-1  Hlla path B high novelty seeking group low novelty seeking group 2503.823 747 2.741 1 .098 Rejected
Model6-2  H1lb path D  high novelty seeking group low novelty seeking group 2502.459 747 1.377 1 .241 Rejected
Model6-3  H12a path A high novelty seeking group low novelty seeking group 2501.122 747 0.039 1 .843  Rejected
Model6-4  H12b path C  high novelty seeking group low novelty seeking group 2501.133 747 0.050 1 .823 Rejected
Model 7 (unconstrained modefipr uniqueness seeking groups 2445.792 746

Model7-1  H13a path B high uniqueness seeking grou| low uniqueness seeking grou; 2446.405 747 0.614 1 433 Rejected
®The path labels are found in Figure a4l efer to Tablet.15for path notations. (Continued)
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Table 4.16 (Continued)

Constrained Constrained Chi-square
Model HP Path? Subgroups that the Equality Constraint is Applied 3 df difference test Result
Number p?c df p
Model7-2  H13b path D high uniqueness seeking grou| low uniqueness seeking grou; 2445.801 747 0.010 1 .921 Rejected
Model7-3  H1l4a path A high uniqueness seeking grou| low uniqueness seeking gqo  2449.162 747 3.371 1 .066 Rejected
Model7-4  H14b path C  high uniqueness seeking grou| low uniqueness seeking grou] 2451.451 747 5.659 1 .017 Rejected

#The path labels are found in Figure 4l efer to Tablet.15for path notations.

Table 417

Soecifications for the Constrained Models Used for Moderating Effects of Psychographic Variables and Results for Stugent Sampl

Chi-square
Nhl/lj?ndlir HP CO’I‘;S;;‘;]‘L”ed Subgroups that the Equality Constraint is Applied 3 df differer?ce test Result
mé df p

Model 3 (unconstrained modefipr brand conscious groups 2948.285 746

Model3-1  H5a path A high brandconscious group low brandconscious group 2949.455 747 110 1 279 Rejected
Model3-2  H5b path B high brandconscious group low brandconscious group 2948.346 747 0.062 1 .804 Rejected
Model3-3  H6a path C  high brandconscious group low brandconscious group 2948.331 747 0.047 1 .829 Rejected
Model3-4  H6b path D  high brandconscious group low brandconscious group 2948.889 747 0.605 1 437 Rejected
Model 4 (unconstrained modefipr quality conscious groups 2407.606 746

Model4-1  H7a path A high qualityconscious group  low quality-conscious group  2409.467 747 1.861 1 173  Rejected
Model4-2  H7b path B high qualityconscious group  low quality-conscious group  2407.712 747 0.106 1 .745 Rejected
Model4-3  H8a path C  high qualityconscious group  low quality-conscious group  2409.112 747 1.505 1 .220 Rejected
Model4-4  H8b path D  high quaity-conscious group  low quality-conscious group  2409.570 747 1.964 1 .161 Rejected
#The path labels are found in Figure 4l efer to Tablet.15for path notations. (Continued)
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Table 4.7 (Continued)

Constrained

Constrained

Chi-square

Model HP Path? Subgroups that the Equality Constraint is Applied 3 df difference test Result
Number pé qdf p

Model 5 (unconstrained modefdr variety seeking groups 2374.485 746

Model5-1  H9a path B high variety seeking group low variety seekig group 2380.522 747 6.037 1 .014  Supported
Model5-2  H9 path D  high variety seeking group low variety seeking group 2374.649 747 0.164 1 .686 Rejected
Model5-3  H10a path A high variety seeking group low variety seeking group 2375.142 747 0.657 1 418 Rejected
Model5-4  H10b path C  high variety seeking group low variety seeking group 2376.618 747 2.133 1 .144  Rejected
Model 6 (unconstrained modetdr novelty seeking groups 2309.857 746

Model6-1 Hlla path B high novelty seeking group low noveltyseeking group 2309.984 747 0.126 1 .722  Rejected
Model6-2  H1lb path D  high novelty seeking group low novelty seeking group 2310.167 747 0.310 1 .578 Rejected
Model6-3  H12a path A high novelty seeking group low novelty seeking group 2310.207 747 0.350 1 .554  Rejected
Model6-4  H12b path C  high novelty seeking group low novelty seeking group 2310.122 747 0.265 1 .607 Rejected
Model 7 (unconstrained modefdr uniqueness seeking groups 2376.862 746

Model7-1  H13a path B high uniqueness seeking gmu low uniqueness seeking grou] 2380.523 747 3.661 1 .056 Rejected
Model7-2  H13b path D  high uniqueness seeking grou| low uniqueness seeking grou; 2378.251 747 1.489 1 .222  Rejected
Model7-3  Hl4a path A high uniqueness seeking grou| low uniqueness seelg group 2376.913 747 0.051 1 .821 Rejected
Model 7-4  H14b path C  high uniqueness seeking grou| low uniqueness seeking grou| 2376.939 747 0.077 1 .781 Rejected

4The path labels are found in Figure 4t efer to Tablet.15 for path notations.
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Direct Influence of Psychographic Variables

Another set of singlgroup SEM models (Mod&a through Mode®d, see Figure4.17 -
4.20 were created to explopotentialdirect influences of psychographic variables (brand
consciousness, quality consciousnessetsaseeking, novelty seeking, and uniqueness seeking)
on attitudes toward purchasing each type of URAPSs (i.e., basic CLAPs ai@lA#s and
fashion CLAPs and ne@LAPs), after controlling fotheinfluence ofperceived university
prestige These analysewere done using the total sample combining both the student and alum
samples. Results revealed that attitudegrd purchasing basic CLARgre positively
influenced byguality consciousneg = .153 p =.003 and variety seekin(h = .218 p =.006
and negatively influenced hyniqueness seekir(@ =-.397, p < .001) (see Figure 4.7); attitudes
toward purchasing fashion CLAPs werat influenced by any of the psychographic variables
(see Figure 4.8); attitudes towarghurchasingasic norRCLAPs wee positively influenced by
variety seekingb = .304, p <.001) and negatively influenced lguality consciousnegé = -
174, p <.001) and novelty seekin® =-.192 p =.048)(see Figure 4.9); and attitudes toward
purchasing fashion neBLAPs were pasively influenced byariety seekindgb = .251, p
=.00J and uniqueness seeki(fy= .384, p < .00) and negatively influenced muality
consciousnes® =-.162 p =.001) and novelty seekin(p =-.263 p =.005 (see Figure 20),
after controlling ér the effect of perceived university prestige

One thing to notice in the above results is that the regression coefficient between novelty
seeking and attitudes toward purchasing basic and fashie@IndRs were negativddowever,
when their bivariate corelations were run, the correlations between novelty seeking and
attitudes toward purchasing bagic .055,p = .064) and fashion ne@GLAPs ¢ = .196,p < .001)

were positive were (see Table &.1The reversed direction of the regression relationshight

98



haveresuledfrom suppressor effects (Burkholder & Harlow, 2003). Suppressor effects occur
when the strength of the relationship between an independent variable (i.e., suppressor) and a
dependent variable when including other independent variatéed is correlated to the

suppressor, is weaker than the correlation between the suppressor) and the dependent variable
when partialing out the other independent variables (Massen & Bakker, 2001). This often makes
the suppressor 0s oppasitetoehe Isypothesized diredtidmotleer tieing to s
notice from the bvariate correlation analyses was that novelty seeking was positively related to
attitudes toward fashion CLAPs and rRGhAPs, while had nosignificant correlations with

basic CLAR and norCLAPS.

Table 4.18

Pearson Correlatiorof Novelty Seekingith Attitudes towad Purchasing Each Type of URAPs

Attitude Variable r p
Attitude toward purchasing basic CLAPs .042 .155
Attitude toward purchasinfashionCLAPs .220 <.001
Attitude toward purchasing basionCLAPs .055 .064
Attitude toward purchasinfashion norCLAPSs .196 <.001
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Figure 420. SEM Model9d for direct influences of psychographic variabiesfashion norCLAPs(n = 1126.
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CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

This chapter discussésefindings rdated to the relationships among the constructs of
this studyi perceived university prestige, attitudes, purchase behavior, and purchase intention
related to each type of URAPSs, brand consciousness, quality consciousness, variety seeking,
novelty seekingand uniqueness seekinthe theoretical and managerial implications of the
findings and the limitations of this study are also explained, followed by suggestions for future

research.

Discussion

Perceived University Prestige, Attitude, Purchase Intentiand Purchase Behavior

The first purpose of this study was to examine the influence of perceived university
prestige on consumersod attitudes toward purch
CLAPs and nofCLAPSs), which in turn influence purchasgention and actual purchase
behavior regarding these URAPs. The results demonstrated the positive influence of perceived
university prestige on attitudes toward purchasing each type of URAPs and their positive
resul tant eff ect s temtion andactsalporehass liehapiars regarding each n
type of URAPs This resulshows that the higher the perceived university prestige, the more
likely for the consumeto connect to the universityirough their URAP consumption attitude
and behaviarThefinding with regard to CLAP#s consistent with previous studiesd.,
HenningThurau et al., 2001; Park & Park, 2007; Sung & Yang, 2008; Yang et al., 2007).
However, pevious research has not examined the influence of perceived university prestige on
attitudes toward purchasing n@LAPs Therefore, the present study contributes to the literature

by providing empirical evidence that perceived university prestige positively influences
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consumer sO0 attit ud-€ElAPstawelhas GLAPsuwhicirmt@rsgadtg n o n
purchase intention and purchase behaviors related t€bhARsas well as CLAPSThis finding
indicates thata n i v e prastige ipngreved through superarademic or athletic success
(Mael & Ashforth, 1992)naylead toincreass sales of both CLAPs and ne@LAPS.

On the other hand, comparison of the separate results from the student versus alumn
samples reveals further insight that for alunpeirceived university prestideads to a positive
attitude towargurchasingCLAPS, but § it not related to attitudes toward purchasing-non
CLAPs. Aumni mayregard choosing CLAPs as a way to support the university they attended,
which is similar to their action of donating for their university to help improve their university
brand value andeputation (Mann, 2007Alumni are those who have left the university amne
not around the campuBlany of them may alskve out of the state where thmiversityis
located Thus university colors alone may not be sufficient for them to demongheite
affiliation with the university to others around them. Theref@leAPs with obvious symbolic
trademarkghatare easier to be identified, such as university name or toggbe favored by
alumni to showthar universityidentificationwhenthey feé proud of their university The
explanations wereuftherstrengthened by thadescriptive analysis results of the actual purchase
behaviorgsee Table 4.1) showirtgat alumni didourchasenuchfewer norRCLAPs than
students did for both basic and fashsbyles

The second purpose of this study is to comparstiieagthof the influence operceived
university prestige on attitudes toward CLAPs versus@bAPs This study reveals that the
relationship between perceived university prestige and consbatsdes toward CLAPs and
nonCLAPs are not different, which may implyatnon-CLAPsare used similarly t&€ LAPsto

help consumersonnect to the universithat they consider prestigioushis finding contribute
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to the existing literature by providirgmore comprehensive understanding of the role of
perceived university prestige on attitudes toward purchdmtigCLAPs and no&LAPs
Wearing dJRAP, regardles®f whether the product is officially licensed or nsta symbolic
consumption phenomenonherefore, as longsthe symbolic characteristics the apparel
product(whether it is theuniversity colos or trademarRsexpressonsumersidentificationwith
the universitythe consumerseem toview CLAPs and nofCLAPsto be equivalenturther,
someof thenon-CLAPssold around the campusay confuse and mislead consumesthey
may not know whether it is licensed by the university or not. Therefore, it is important for the
university to educate consumemspecially student consumeasbout thecharacteristics of their
licensed products and potential contributions that daeymake to the university by purchasing
licensed products such as financial support for university programs or imgpexlucational
facilities and activities. Additionallyyniversities may need to protect soai¢heirunlicensed
symbolic characteristics such as color scheme that may be potentially misused unintentionally in
the market because some flOhAPs may damage the university brand due to the unguaranteed
propertiege.g., quality) (Boise State University, 2012).
Moderating Effects of Psychographic Variables

The third purpose of this study is to examine the moderating effects of brand
consciousness, quality consciousness, variety seeking, novelty seeking, aetessgeeking
on the relationship between perceived university prestige and attitude toward purchasing each
type of URAPsAIlI hypotheses regarding the moderating effects of the psychographic variables
were rejected in this studiPsychographic variablegvealed nossignificant moderating effects
in most of the contextsxaminedn this studywhile somesignificant moderating effectsere

foundin adirection opposite to the hypothesized directioa few contextsHowever, further
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analyses on potentidirect influences of the psychographic variables on attitudes toward
different types of URAPS reveal interesting insights on the roles of the psychographic variables.
Brand consciousnesd.iterature shows thatonsumers with high levels of brand
consciousess prefer welknown prestigious branded products than unknown brands to help
express their own status and prestigeghmann& Winer, 1997 Liao & Wang 2009 Wong &
Ahuvia, 1998. However, esultsfrom this studyreveal thabrand consciousness does not
moderate the relationship between perceived university prestige and attitudes toward purchasing
fashion CLAPs and basic and fashion +@pAPs. Further results show thaheinfluence of
perceived university prestige on attitudes toward purchasing baaie<s significantly weaker
(instead of strongers predicted in H5ddr consumers with higfvs. low)brand consciousness
These results appear to negate the concept of Chéisversitybrandedproducts. Two
interpretations may be plausiliteexplan these results: (ihe universityis notregarded as a
brand in theconsumets mind or (2) both CLAPs and ne@LAPs are equally considered to
represent the university brand. The rggnificant results fromurther analysis of brand
consciousnesss a trect predictor ofattitudes toward purchasiragy of the foutypes of
URAPsseem tasupplysupportfor the former interpretatiom thatit is not clear thatonsumers
regardtheuniversity as a branid this study
Quiality consciousnessThe moderatingffects ofquality consciousnedser the
relationship between perceived university prestige and attitudes toward purchtisiegt
types of URAPswere not statistically significant. However, the directions of the moderating
effects were in line with theypotheses (H7 and H8). Moreovesults from @irther analysis of
guality consciousnesas a direct predictorafonsumer s6 attitudes toward

of URAPsrevealthat quality consciousness positively influemceo n sumer s 6 atti tude



basic CLAPsand negatively influences attitudes toward basic and fashio€hé®s. In other
words, onsumers who are more conscious of quality have more favorable attauded
CLAPs (especially basic CLAPSs) and less favorable attitudes towar@InaRs.This result
supports the general assumption that CLAPs are viewed to have a better quality tGdRARsn

Ensuring he quality ofits CLAPs is importanto a universityas it is related to the reputation of

the universityos tvesiy,02)lntecur(eld markegomeorat e Uni

CLAPs areproduceddy well-known manufacturer brands suchNike andRalph Lauren
ensuring high quality aheir products However, through the licensing progrants standards
for the quality ofcollegiatelicensed products aret forth by the university, and the official label
of CLC indicate that theproducthas passed the standards (Duke Stores, 2@&#)ealing to
consumers who are highly conscious of quality.

Variety seeking.This study reveals nesignificant moderatingeffects ofvarietyseeking
for the relationship between perceived university prestige and attitudes toward different types of
URAPs. Howeveradditional analysefr potential direct effects of variety seeking on attitudes
reveal anmteresting result thatariety seeking significantly and positively influesce
consumerso6 attitude t owar dCLARsrandaslgson neGLABsa s i c
Given thatvariety-seeking refers tatendency to switch from one product to anofl@on,
1984) this resulseems tondicate that varietgeeking consumettke to try various types of
URAPs whether they are CLAPSs or RGhAPS.

Novelty seeking.This study also failed to support the moderating effects of novelty
seekingfor the relaibnship between perceived university prestige and attitudes toward
purchasing different types of URAPSs. Further, althoughtemhal analysis results of thtbrect

relationship betweenovelty seekingindattitudes revealed significant negative influenazfs
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novelty seeking on attitudesward purchasing basic and fashion f@IbAPS, these results are
likely to be due tsuppressoeffects because the-tariate relationships between novelty
seeking and each of the attitude variables examined using Pearsglatmons were positive for
fashion CLAPs and ne@LAPs and nossignificant for basic CLAPs and n€BLAPs. The
positive correlations between novelty seeking and attitudes toward fashion URAPs imply a
possibilitythat novelty seeking consumers favor faslaible style URAPS, but the correlation
coefficients were relatively smaMovelty seeking consumers prefer new and innovative product
(Hirschman, 198PD Consumer8perception of novelty depends on the extent to which the
productis familiar to theconsuners(Seifert, 2011). Bpeated exposures makstimulus
familiar (Berlyng 1970) Therefore, theon-significantmoderatingeffects of novelty seeking
and nonsignificant or weak correlations of novelty seeking with attitudes toward different types
of URAPs may bebecauseonsumersind all URAPsfamiliar astheyare frequentlyexpo®d to
these productms their surroundings includinggtailer storesuniversity campus, and university
events

Unigueness seekingAlthough this studyailed to iow significant moderating effects of
uniqueness seeking fthre relationships betwegerceived university prestigandattitudes
toward purchasindifferenttypes of URAPsthe additional analysis for potential direct effects of
unigueness seeking on the attituddatales revealed thainiqueness seekingasnegatively
related taattitudes toward purchasing basic CLAd&lpositivelyrelated taattitudes toward
purchasing fashion neBLAPs These resultare consistent with previous research (&gnder
& Fromkin, 1980;Tian et al., 2001yWorkman & Kidd, 2000which foundconsumers with high
uniqueness seekirtigndencyprefer unique products rather than commobasicproductsthat

many people havandprefer to be different from othe(romkin, 1970; Snyder, 199 Tian et



al., 2001). The results indicate that basic CLAPs were regarded as comtm@aion s umer 0 s
mind, and thugnoreuniqueness seeking consumfnsl basic CLAPs less attractivehile
favoringfashion norRCLAPs which could helghemfeel a sense difference.
Additional Discussion

A very interesting finding in this study from the additional analyses of direct
relationships between psychographic variables and attitudes toward purchasing the four types of
URAPs is that attitude®wardpurchasg fashion CLAPs are not significantly related to any of
the psychographic variables. This result is worth noting because it may indicate that the concept
of fashion CLAPs has not been formed clearly in the conssm@nd.Further, the descriptive
resuls from the actual purchase behaviors of each type of URAPs showed that the majority of
therespondents did not purchase any fashion CLAPs within the last 12 m@atisdering that
the CLAP market is dominated by basic unisex styBesr{nan, 201p fashon CLAPs are rarely
found in the marketyhich might have prevented consumers from forming an attitude toward

themand purchasg them

Theoretical mplications
This study provides a number of theoretical implicatiémst, this study filled thegapin
the URAP consumption literature by examinthg role of perceived university prestige on
consumer sd attitude and topardvaribuatypesof URARsNnt i on an
includingbothCLAPs and nofCLAPsand both basic and fashion URARgich have largely
been unexamined his study revealthat perceived university prestige positively influences
consumersd attitudes toward purchasing the fo

influences intention to purchase each type of URAPs asawéfieir actual purchase behaviors
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Although previous studies have examined the influefigerceived university prestige on

attitudes toward purchasing CLAPs (e.g., Hadley, 28bpczenskj 2011 Park & Park, 2007;

Yang et al., 2007), little researchshiaeen done so far by classifying CLAPs into basic and

fashion styles, and even no study examined this relationship e€lb®Rs and compared the

strength of this relationship between CLAPs and-@bAPs. This study provides empirical
evidencetainderstad t he I mportant role of perceived uni
attitudes toward purchasing each type of URAPS.

Secondby examining moderating rgdplecs of wvariou
characteristics for the relationskip et we e n ¢ o n s diunieersity prespigeand e i v e
attitudes toward purchasing the four types of URA®svell as direct relationships between
psychographic variables and attitudes toward purchasing different URtAd’studyprovides
valuableinsightsinto the potential consumeegments that have varying needs and desires for
URAPs in terms of their branding and styling characteristics.

Third, given that existing URAP studies have used either student samples or alumni
samples, never combined, findings from this study, whict saeples from both students and
alumni, provided comprehensive insight between the two consumer groups that had broader
applicability in terms of target populatioridy comparing results from the student and alumn
samples, this study reveals that formafu, university prestige is related to attitudes toward
CLAPs only. This result provides a new insight into potentially different symbolic URAP
consumption tendencies between students and alumni, which has never been addressed in the

previous literature.
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Managerial Implications

Findings of this study havemandacturedahde | mpl i

r e t amdrketingsstrategies and polici€stst, the significant influence of perceived university
prestige on attitudes toward purchasgagh type of URAPSs and their resultant effects on
purchase intention and actual purchase behaviors implicatertivatsites mayneed to improve
their prestige to increase theensingrevenuesUniversity could improve their prestige through
enhancingheir athletic and academic performances such as obtaining more achievements to
improve university position or ranking, and recruiting excellent faculties and stiudemisrove
their academic performance

Secondthe nonsignificantdifference oftheinfluence ofperceiveduniversity prestige on
attitudes toward CLAPs versus n@iLAPsimplicates that universitiesnayneed toconsider
appropriatgolicies to further protect theirademarksaind symbolic characteristics such as
protecton of their unlicened symbols (i.e., university color scheme) and to make strategies to
educate consumeabout the potential contributions that they can make to the university by
purchasing licensed products (i.e., financial support for the university) in oreehane their
licenserevenuesn thecompeition with nonCLAPs This implication is particularly relevant to
studentconsumes who purchasd more norCLAPsfor both fashion and basic styles.

Next, with regard to the moderating and diredtuences of brand consiousnessguality
consciousness, variety seekingyelty seekinganduniqueness seekinthe current study
provides insights founiversitiesandURAP retailersand manufacturergor universities, the
nonsignificant direct or moderating influenceshbsind consciousness implicate that the
knowl edge of wuniversity as a brand has not

knowledgein consumers seems to be important and urgent to make unesssitcedin the
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marketplace as a brarfebr universities and URAPhanufacturers and retailethe various
significant direct relationships found in this study between attitudes toward different types of
URAPs and different psychographic variables such as quality consciousness, variety seeking,
and wiqueness seeking imply the existence of consumer segments with varying needs and wants
in the URAP market. Thus, more strategic approaches to identify proper target markets are
needed for universities, manufacturers, and retailers to develop, licensetaanah appropriate
assortment of URAPSs with varying styling and branding characteristics.

Finally, the finding that attitudetowardpurchasing fashion CLAPs are not significantly
related to any of the psychographic variables indicates a possibitibnsumerslack of
concept of fashion CLAPs which may reflect the lack of fashionable collegiate licensed products
in the current market. This speculation suggests a market opportunity for universities and CLAP
manufacturersAdditionally, more than halbéf the student respondents purchased fashion non
CLAPs in the last 12 months while less than half purchased fashion CLAPs within the last 12
months This resulfurther provide evidence fothenecesty of enhancingashion CIAP
offerings Given the pogive relationships between variety or uniqueness seeking and attitudes
toward fashion noi€LAPs as well as the negative relationship between quality consciousness
and attitudes toward ne@LAPs, it is plausible that fashion CLAPs that are of high quahty
provide the variety and uniqueness can appeal to conswhergursue variety and uniqueness

in their URAP styles as well as care about the quality ensured by the coleggased program.

Limitations and Recommendations

This study has severtaitations in its scope. First, this study used a sample consisting

of Auburn University students and members of Auburn Alumni Association. Thus, findings of
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this studyreflected thauniquesituation ofAuburn Universityrelated apparel producésmdare
not representative of the genedRAP consumptionTherefore, future research is recommended
to examine the hypothesized relationships in this study in other university settings to improve the
external validity of the findings.

Secondthis study only focsed oruniversityrelated products itheapparekategory
Thus,findings of this studynay not be generalizable to othariversityrelated product
categories, such as caps, shoes, accessories, and decoragoefre, future research could
examine te hypothesized relationslsifor other product categories as mentioned albove
expand the applicability of the findings of this study

Next, this study adapted the measurements of brand consciousness and uniqueness
seeking, which might have a potentialidiy issue as there were only three items for brand
consciousness and the values of factor loadings of uniqueness seeking items were similar which
|l imited the researchersodéo ability to solve the
twomeas r e ment s 6 c 0 nPutere rgseanch may aske diftrierit gcales measuring
brand consciousness and uniqueness seeking.

Fourth a limitation istsrelated tahe example product photasedin this study for
explainingeach type of URAPS in the nmasurvey The photos used in this studhay not
perfectly represent the basic and faststytes of CLAPs and ne@LAPSs; and theverall
fashionablity scores of theelected fashion style URARsre not much highin addition,most
selected images appedimore to younger consumers than older consumers, and the majority of
thealumni respondents in this study aged from 46 to 645 yearshilel most students are 2%
years old; thus, their perceptions about fashion beaglifferent because of the age diffiece.

Although the photos were shown just as examples, they might have inadvertently influenced
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respondent@conceptualization of the four types of URAPS, and thus impacting their responses.
Therefore, futureesearchs recommended tossemore represent&e stimuli for basic and
fashion styleof URAPsapplicable to its respondents

Fifth, this study did not address other intrinsic and extrinsic cues besides styling and
branding cues of URAPS, such as price, country of origin, place of purchase,dadric,
manufacturer brandsshich alsomi ght 1 nfl uence consAlempeotadld pur ch
consumer factorthat may influence URAP purchase decisions were included in this study.
Psychographic variables such as value consciousness, price coressoasmal brand loyalty
might be of relevance to URAP consumption, but vex@uded fronthis study.Therefore,
future research may examine the influencetbgr potential psychographic moderators that can
provide URAP marketers with further consumer segninsights

Finally, this study examined the URAP consumption phenomenon from the perspectives
of personal factors (psychographic variables) and stimulus factors (styling and branding
characteristics), but no contextual factors were taken into accaunt. &n t hat consumer
purchase behaviors could vary depending on particular purchasing or consumption contexts such
as when consumers are acting as school fans, employees, or students, future research is

recommended to address contextual factors infiurg URAP consumption.
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APPENDIX A

Survey Questionnaire for Auburn University Students

DIRECTION: In this study, we would like to know your opinions andouying experience
about diverse types of Auburn University (AU) relatedclothing products. Please answer
each question below.

AU LicensedClothing Products

SomeAuburn University (AU) related clothing products may be LICENSED by the

uni versity. AWsdcensalCldthing Predatctsioc These products ar e
carry AU trademarks such as AU logos, symbols, and letteand usually haveone of the

Collegiate Licensing Company labels such as those presented below.

CENSED
RODUCT.

How manyi t e mg\U lacknsdilClothing Productsd d i d  within thélastyl2
months?

0 items

1-3 items

4-6 items

7-9 items

10 or mordtems

ooooa

How frequently have you purchasediAU LicensedClothing Productso within the last 12
months?

0 times

1-3 times

4-6 times

7-9times

10 or mordimes

Ooogoond
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How much have you spent ofiAU LicensedClothing Productso within the last 12 months?
$0

$1-$150

$151-$300

$301-$450

More than #50

Oogoooad

Many of the AU LicensedClothing Products are licensed byAU and designed withBASIC
stylesthat do not changefrequently with the fashion trends as you see ithe exampleitems

below. We ¢ a Bakic AUh.ieensedfClothing Productso.

How manyi t e m$asioAU lidénsedclothing productso did you purchasewithin the last
12 months?

0 items

1-3 items

4-6 items

7-9 items

10 or nore items

Oogoooad

How frequently have you purchasedibasic AU licensedclothing productso within the last
12 months?

0 times

1-3 times

4-6 times

7-9times

10 or nore times

Oogoooad

How much have you spent ofibasic AU licensedclothing productso within the last 12
months?

$0

$1-$150

$151-$300

$301-$450

More than $50

Ooogoond



For each paiof words below, please check the button that best reflects how you feel about
b u y ibasg AW licensedlothingproducso .

Bac Good
Unfavorable Favorable
Disagreeabl Agreeable
Unpleasar Pleasant
Negative Positive
Dislike Like

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following
st at ement shagiceAl &éneedelothirgy priiductso using the scale.

Strongly . Strongly
Disagree Disagree | Neutral | Agree Agree
The pr ility of inga basic AU licensed
e probability of buying: 1 5 3 4 5

clothing product in the next 12 monthis high

The probability that | would consider buyiag
basicAU licensedclothing product in the next 1 2 3 4 5
12 monthgs high

The probabilitythat | would purchase basic
AU licensedclothing product in the next 12 1 2 3 4 5
monthsis high

13¢



Some of theAU LicensedClothing Products are licensed byAU and designed with
FASHIONABLE stylesthat changein response to the fashion trendsas yousee inthe
exampleitems below. We call these types of licenseclothingi t e Feshion AU Licensed
Clothing Productso.

How manyi t e mséashmii AUficensed clothing producté did you buy within the last 12
months?

0 items

1-3 items

4-6 items

7-9 items

10 or mordatems

ooooaa

How frequently have you purchasedifashion AU licensedclothing productso within the
last 12 months?

0 times

1-3 times

4-6 times

7-9times

10 or mordimes

ooooa

How much have you spent ofifashion AU licensedclothing productso within the last 12
months?

$0

$1-$150

$151-$300

$301-$450

More than $50

ooooa
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or each pair of words below, please check the button that best reflects how you feel about
buyingin f as hi on Alathing pradects e d

Bac Good
Unfavorable Favorable
Disagreeabl Agreeable
Unpleasar Pleasant
Negative Positive
Dislike Like

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements relaed toin f a s hi on  Albthing pradects susing the scale.

Strongly . Strongly
Disagree Disagree | Neutral | Agree Agree
The probability of buying fashion AU
licensedclothing product in the next 12 month 1 2 3 4 5

is high
The probability that | wold consider buying

fashion AU licensedclothing product in the 1 2 3 4 5
next 12 monthss high

The probability that | would purchaséashion
AU licensedclothing product in the next 12 1 2 3 4 5
monthsis high
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Non-Licensed AU RelatedClothing Products

Besides theclothing products officially licensed by the university, we also sometimes see in

the market various clothing items that are NOT licensedby AU (so, these itemsdo not

carry AU trademarks such as AUlogos or symbols)put are desiqied with distinctive AU

colors (orange and/or blue) These items are\OT AU licensed, but we may be able to wear

them to show our affiliation witmNOMU at ti mes
LICENSED AU Related Clothing Productso .

How many items ofiNON-LICENSED AU Related Clothing Productsd di d ycim buy w
the last 12 months?

0 items

1-3 items

4-6 items

7-9 items

10 or mordatems

ooooaa

How frequently have you purchasediNON-LICENSED AU Related Clothing Productso
within the last 12 months?

0 times

1-3 times

4-6 times

7-9times

10 or mordimes

OO

ogoad

How much have you spent ofiNON-LICENSED AU Related Clothing Productso within
the last 12 month®

$0

$1-$150

$151-$300

$301-$450

More than #50

Oogoooad

Some of theséNON-LICENSED AU Related Clothing Products are designed withBASIC
stylesthat do not change frequently with the fashion trendsas you see iithe exampleitems
below. We ¢ a Bakic NomL&ensedé AU RelatedClothing Productso .
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TATI

How many ibdsiemsliceoded A relatedclothing productsd  d i d  withia
the last 12 months?

0 items

1-3 items

4-6 items

7-9 items

10 or mordatems

ooooaa

How frequently have you purchasedibasicnon-licensed AU relatedclothing productso
within the last 12 months?

0 times

1-3 times

4-6 times

7-9times

10 or moretimes

ooooa

How much have you spent ofibasicnon-licensed AU relatedclothing productso within the
last 12 month®

$0

$1-$150

$151-$300

$301-$450

More than #50

ooooa

For each pair of words below, please check the button that besflects how you feel about
buying fibasicnon-licensed AU relatedclothing productso.

Bac Good
Unfavorable Favorable
Disagreeabl Agreeable

Unpleasar Pleasant
Negative Positive
Dislike Like
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Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements related taibasic norlicensed AU relatedclothing productso using the scale.

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly

Di Neutral | A
isagree, Neutra gree Agree

The probabity that | buya basicnon-
licensed AU relatedclothing product in the 1 2 3 4 5
next 12 monthss high.

The probability that | would consider buyinac
basicnon-licensed AU relatedclothing 1 2 3 4 5
product in the next 12 monthis high.

Theprobabilty that | would purchase basic
non-licensed AU relatedclothing product in 1 2 3 4 5
the next 12 monthis high.
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Also, some of theNON-LICENSED AU relatedclothing products may bedesigned with
FASHIONABLE styles that change in response to the fasin trends, as you see irthe
exampleitemsbelow.We cal | t he s eFashigndNeN-LIGERNSED Ale Rekatedi
Clothing Productso .

How many ifashemsnliochsediAU relatedclothing productso did you buy
within the last 12 months?

0 itens

1-3 items

4-6 items

7-9 items

10 or moreitems

ooooa

How frequently have you purchasedifashion non-licensed AU relatedclothing productso
within the last 12 months?

0 times

1-3 times

4-6 times

7-9times

10 or moretimes

ooooa

How much have you spent ofifashion non-licensed AU relatedclothing productso within
the last 12 month®

$0

$1-$150

$151-$300

$301-$450

More than #50

Oogoooad
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For each pair of words below, please check the button that best reflects how you feel about
buying fifashion nonlicensedAU related clothing productso.

Bac Good
Unfavorable Favorable
Disagreeabl Agreeable
Unpleasar Pleasant
Negative Positive
Dislike Like

Please indicate the extent to which you agree alisagree with each of the following
statements related tdifashion nortlicensed AU relatedclothing productso using the scale.

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly

Disagree | Neutral Agree
9 g Agree

The probability of buying: fashion nor
licensed AU relatedclothing product in the 1 2 3 4 5
next 12 monthss high

The probability that | would consider buyin
a fashion nonlicensed AU relatedclothing 1 2 3 4 5
product in the next 12 monthis high

The probability that | would purchase
fashion nonlicensed AU relded clothing 1 2 3 4 5
product in the next 12 monthis high

14¢



Opinions about Auburn University

DIRECTIONS:We 6d | i ke to understand your Ileapei ni ons

indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the follovg statements

Strongly | _. Strongly
Disagree Disagree| Neutral | Agree Agree
People think highly of Auburn University 1 2 3 4 5
It is considered prestigiods be a studerdf
. \ 1 2 3 4 5
Auburn University.
Auburn University is considered one of the bes 1 5 3 4 5
in the Southeastern Conference (SEC).
People from other universities look down on
. ) 1 2 3 4 5
Auburn University.
Alumni of Auburn University would be proud tc
A . . 1 2 3 4 5
have their children attend Auburn University.
Auburn University does not hawegood 1 5 3 4 5

reputation.

Shopping Opinions

DIRECTIONS: We are interested in your opinions about shopping and consumption.
Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements.

Strongly | _. Strongly
Disagree Disagree| Neutral | Agree Agree
| pay attention to the brand names of the products | 2 3 4 5
buy.
Sometimes | am willing to pay more money for a
: 1 2 3 4 5
product because of its brand name
| believe the brands | buy are a reflection ofwhola 1 2 3 4 5

14¢
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Getting very good quality is very important to me.

When it comes to purchasing apparel products, I try
get the very best or the perfect choice.

In general, | usupy try to buy the best overall quality

| make special effort to choose the very best quality
products.

My standard and expectations for apparel products
buy are very high.

| like to try different things.
| like a great deal of variety

| like new and different styles.

| often seek out information about new products ani
brands.

| like to go to places where | will be exposed to
information about new products and brands.

| like magazines that introduce new brands.
| frequently look for new products and services.

| seek out situations in which | will be exposed to ne
and different sources of product information.

| am continually seekg new product experiences.

| take advantage of the first available opportunity to
find out about new and different products.

| am very attracted to rare objects.

| tend to be a fashion leader rather than a fashion
follower.
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| am more likely to buy a product if it is scarce.

| would prefer to have things custamade features or
the products | buy.

| enjoy having things that others dot.

| rarely pass up the opportunity to order custom
features on the products | buy.

| like to try new products and services before others

| enjoy shopping at stores that carry merchandise w
is different and unsual.

14¢
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Demographic Questions
DIRECTIONS: Please answer the following questions.

What is your gender? 0O Male O Female

What is your age (in number of years)’?l:l

What is your ethnic background?

African American
Asian American
Caucasian American
Hispanic American
Native American
Other (please indicate)

Oooonoaoano

What is your class standing?

Freshman
Sophomore
Junior

Senior

Graduate student
N/A

oooood

Which of the following college/school does your magt# (If you have multiple majors,
choose the most central one)

College of Agriculture

College of Architecture, Design & Construction
College of Business

College of Education

Samuel Ginn College of Engineering
School of Forestry and Wildlife Sciences
Honas College

College of Human Sciences

College of Liberal Arts

School of Nursing

Harrison School of Pharmacy

College of Sciences and Mathematics
College of Veterinary Medicine
Graduate School

m—( —( — — — — — — — — — — — —

In the last 12 months what Auburn University athletic events paueattended? Check all
athletic events you have attended.

14c¢



Baseball

Basketball

Cross Country
Football

Golf

Swimming & Diving
Tennis

Other (Please indicate)

ooOoooooaa

In the last 12 months how many times have you attended Auburn University athleti® events
Check one.

0 times

1-3 times

4-6 times
7-9times

10 or mordimes

ogoooag

What is your annual income before taxes and other reductions? Check one.

Less than $25,000
$25,0001 49,999
$50,000i 74,999
$75,0001 99,999
$100,000' 124,999
$125,000' 149,999
$150,000' 174,999
$175,000' 199,999
$200,000' 249,999
$250,000' 299,999
$300,0000r over

ooodooooooon
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Questionnaire for Auburn Alumni Association Members

DIRECTION: In this study, we would like to know your opinions andouying experierce
about diverse types of Auburn University (AU) relatedclothing products. Please answer
each question below.

AU Licensed Clothing Products

SomeAuburn University (AU) related clothing products may be LICENSED by the

uni ver sity. AWesdcensea Clothing Rredoctsio These products ar e
carry AU trademarks such as AU logos, symbols, and letteand usually have one of the

Collegiate Licensing Company labels such as those presented below.

CENSED
RODUCT.

How manyi t e ms\U locknsdil Clothing Product® d i d  withia theblastyl2
months?

0 items

1-3 items

4-6 items

7-9 items

10 or more items

ooooaa

How frequently have you purchasediAU Licensed Clothing Product® within the last 12
months?

0 times

1-3 times

4-6 times

7-9 times

10 or more times

ooooa

How much have you spent ofiAU Licensed Clothing Product® within the last 12 month®?
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$0

$1-$150
$151-$300
$301-$450
More than $450

Oogoooad

Many of the AU LicensedClothing Products are licensed byAU and designed withBASIC
stylesthat do not change frequently with the fashion trendsas you see ithe exampleitems

below. We ¢ a Bakic AUh.ieemsedTlothing Productso.

How manyi t e m$asioAU lidénsedclothing productso did you purchasewithin the last
12 months?

0 items

1-3 items

4-6 items

7-9 items

10 or more items

Oogoooad

How frequently have you purchasedibasic AU licensedclothing productso within the last
12 months?

0 times

1-3 times

4-6 times

7-9 times

10 or more times

Oogoooad

How much have you spent ofibasic AU licensedclothing productso within the last 12
months?

$0

$1-$150

$151:$300

$301-$450

More than $450

Ooogoond
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For each pair of words below, please check the button that best reflects how you feel about
b uy i bmagcAW licensedclothing productso .

Bac Good
Unfavorabile Favorable
Disagreeabl Agreeable

Unpleasar Pleasant
Negative Positive
Dislike Like

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the foling
stat ement shagiceAU @&éneedlothiray priiductso using the scale.

Strongly . Strongly
Disagree Disagree | Neutral | Agree Agree
The probability of buying: basic AU licensed
P y ot hLying: 1 2 3 | 4 5

clothing product in the next 12 monthis high.

The probaility that | would consider buying
basic AU licensedclothing product in the next 1 2 3 4 5
12 monthss high.

The probability that | would purchasebasic
AU licensedclothing product in the next 12 1 2 3 4 5
monthsis high.

Some of theAU Licensed Clothing Products are licensed byAU and designed with
FASHIONABLE stylesthat change in response to the fashion trengas you see irthe

exampleitemsbelow. We call t hese type FashidnAU Licenseds e d

Clothing Productso.

15¢
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How manyi t e ms$ashmri AUfiicensed clothing producte did you buy within the last 12
months?

0 items

1-3 items

4-6 items

7-9 items

10 or more items

Oogoooad

How frequently have you purchasedifashion AU licensed clothing producté within the
last 12 months?

0 times

1-3 times

4-6 times

7-9 times

10 or more times

Ooogoond

How much have you spent ofifashion AU licensed clothing producte within the last 12
months?

$0

$1-$150

$151:$300

$301:$450

More than $450

Ooogoond

For each pair of words below, pleaseheck the button that best reflects how you feel about

buyingiift ashi on AU |l icens.ed clothing productso
Bac Good
Unfavorable Favorable
Disagreeabl Agreeable
Unpleasar Pleasant
Negative Positive
Dislike Like
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Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following
statementsrelatedtai f a s hi on  Albthing p c e d susingthe scale.

Strongly . Strongly
Disagree Disagree | Neutral | Agree Agree
The prdability of buyinga fashion AU
licensedclothing product in the next 12 month 1 2 3 4 5

is high.

The probability that | would consider buyiag
fashion AU licensedclothing product in the 1 2 3 4 5
next 12 monthss high.

The probability that | would yrchasea fashion
AU licensedclothing product in the next 12 1 2 3 4 5
monthsis high.

15¢



Non-Licensed AU RelatedClothing Products

Besides theclothing products officially licensed by the university, we also sometimes see in

the market various clothing items that are NOT licensedby AU (so,these itemsdo not

carry AU trademarks such as AUlogos or symbols)put are designed with distinctive AU

colors (orange and/or blue) These items are\OT AU licensed, but we may be able to wear
themtoshowouraf f i | i ati on with AU at tiNOD&s. We <call
LICENSED AU Related Clothing Productso .

How many iNOkelSENS=D Al Related Clothing Productsdo di d ydim buy w
the last 12 months?

0 items

1-3 items

4-6 items

7-9 items

10 or more items

Oogoooad

How frequently have you purchasediNON-LICENSED AU Related Clothing Productso
within the last 12 months?

0 times

1-3 times

4-6 times

7-9 times

10 or more times

oad

ooad

How much have you spent ofiNON-LICENSED AU Related Clothing Productso within
the last 12 month®

$0

O $1-$150

O $1513$300

O $3013%$450

O More than $450

O

Some of thesédON-LICENSED AU Related Clothing Products are designed withBASIC
stylesthat do not change frequently with the fashion trendsas you see ithe exampleitems
below. We ¢ a | |IBasic Nathicerfised AU RelatedClothing Productso .

15¢



TATI

How many ibdsiemsliceosed AU related clothing product®  di d withim buy
the last 12 months?

0 items

1-3 items

4-6 items

7-9 items

10 or more items

ooooaa

How frequently have you purchasedibasicnon-licensed AU related clothing producte
within the last 12 months?

0 times

1-3 times

4-6 times

7-9 times

10 or more times

ooooa

How much have you spent ofibasicnon-licensed AU related clothing product® within the
last 12 months?

$0

$1-$150

$151$300

$301:$450

More than $450

ooooa

For each pair of words below, please check the button that best reflects how you feel about
buying fibasicnon-licensed AU related clothing products.

Bac Good
Unfavorable Favorable
Disagreeabl Agreeable

Unpleasar Pleasant
Negative Positive
Dislike Like



Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements related tdibasic norlicensed AU related clothingproductso using the scale.

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly

Di N I A
isagree, Neutra gree Agree

The probabilitythat | buya basicnon-
licensed AU related clothing productin the 1 2 3 4 5
next 12 monthsgs high.

The probability that | wold consider buying
basicnon-licensed AU related clothing 1 2 3 4 5
product in the next 12 monthis high.

The probability that | would purchasebasic
non-licensed AU related clothing productin 1 2 3 4 5
the next 12 monthis high.

Also, some of he NON-LICENSED AU relatedclothing products may bedesigned with
FASHIONABLE styles that change in response to the fashion trendss you see irthe
exampleitemsbelow. We cal | t h e Bashioh NOQNEIEENSED AU Related i
Clothing Productso .

How many ifashemwnlioehsediAU relatedclothing productso did you buy
within the last 12 months?

0 items

1-3 items

4-6 items

7-9 items

10 or more items

ooooa

How frequently have you purchasedifashion non-licensed AU related clothing prodictso
within the last 12 months?

15¢



0 times

1-3 times

4-6 times

7-9 times

10 or more times

Oogoooad

How much have you spent ofifashion non-licensed AU related clothing product® within
the last 12 month®

$0

$1-$150

$151:$300

$301:$450

More than $450

Ooogoond

For each pair of words below, please check the button that best reflects how you feel about
buying ffashion nonlicensed AU relatedclothing productso.

Bac Good
Unfavorable Favorable
Disagreeabl Agreeable
Unpleasar Pleasant
Negative Positive
Dislike Like

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements related tdifashion norntlicensed AU related clothingproductso using the scale.

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly

Disagree | Neutral Agree
'Sa9 ! g Agree

The probability of buying: fashion nor
licensed AU relatedclothing product in the 1 2 3 4 5
next 12 months is high.

The probability that | would consider buyin
a fashion nonlicensed AU relatedclothing 1 2 3 4 5
productin the next 12 months is high.

The probability that | would purchase
fashion nonlicensed AU relatedclothing 1 2 3 4 5
product in the next 12 months is high.

15¢



Opinions about Auburn University

DIRECTIONS:We 6 d | i ke t o opmidne absut Aulbuch Uyiversity. Please
indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements

Strongly | _. Strongly
Disagree Disagree| Neutral | Agree Agree
People think highly of Auburn University 1 2 3 4 5
It is consdered prestigious to be an alumnus o
: . 1 2 3 4 5
Auburn University.
Auburn University is considered one of the bes 1 5 3 4 5
in the Southeastern Conference (SEC).
People from other universities look down on
. ) 1 2 3 4 5
Auburn University.
Alumni of AuburnUniversity would be proud to
. . . : 1 2 3 4 5
have their children attend Auburn University.
Auburn University does not have a good 1 5 3 4 5

reputation.

Shopping Opinions

DIRECTIONS: We are interested in your opinions about shopping and consumption.
Please ndicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements.

Strongly | . Strongly
Disagree Disagree| Neutral | Agree Agree
| pay attention to the brand names of the products | 1 2 3 4 5
buy.
Sometimes | am willing to pay more nenfor a
. 1 2 3 4 5
product because of its brand name
| believe the brands | buy are a reflection of who la 1 2 3 4 5

16C



Getting very good quality is very important to me.

When it coms to purchasing apparel products, | try
get the very best or the perfect choice.

In general, | usually try to buy the best overall quali

| make special effort to choose the very best quality
products.

My standard anéxpectations for apparel products |
buy are very high.

| like to try different things.
| like a great deal of variety

| like new and different styles.

| often seek out information about new products ani
brands.

| like to go to places where | will be exposed to
information about new products and brands.

| like magazines that introduce new brands.
| frequently look for new products and services.

| seek out situationis which | will be exposed to new
and different sources of product information.

| am continually seeking new product experiences.

| take advantage of the first available opportunity to
find out about new and different products.

| am very attracted to rare objects.

| tend to be a fashion leader rather than a fashion
follower.
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| am more likely to buy a product if it is scarce.

| would prefer to have things custemade features or
the products | buy.

| enjoy having things that others do not.

| rarely pass up the opportunity to order custom
features on the products | buy.

| like to try new products anasvices before others d

| enjoy shopping at stores that carry merchandise w
is different and unusual.
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Demographic Questions
DIRECTIONS: Please answer the following questions.

What is your gender? 0O Male O Female

What is your age (in number of years)’?l:l

What is your ethnic background?

African American
Asian American
Caucasian American
Hispanic American
Native American
Other (please indicate)

Oooonoaoano

Please choose an option that breflects your connection with Auburn University.

| attended some classes at Auburn University, but do not have a degree from Auburn

| obtained both my undergraduate and graduate degree from Auburn University.
| never attended any classes at Auburn University.

O
University.
O | obtained my undergraduate degree from Auburn University.
L0 lobtainedmygradat e degree(s) (masterds, Ph.D., or
O
O

When was the last time you attended Auburn Universgttg@e provide the year.

In the last 12 monthsvhat Auburn University athletic events have you attended? Check all
athletic events you have attended.

Baseball

Basketball

Cross Country
Football

Golf

Swimming & Diving
Tennis

Other (Please indicate

ooOoooooaa

In the last 12 month&iow many times have you attended Auburn University athletic events?
Check one.

O 0times
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1-3 times
4-6 times
7-9 times
10 or mordimes

oooag

What is your annual income before taxes and other reductions? Check one.

Less thar$25,000
$25,000i 49,999
$50,000i 74,999
$75,000i 99,999
$100,000' 124,999
$125,000' 149,999
$150,000' 174,999
$175,000° 199,999
$200,000' 249,999
$250,000' 299,999
$300,000 or over

ooodooooooon
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APPENDIX B

PretestSurvey Questionraire: AU Related Apparel Product Characteristics

BASIC apparel products are clothesdesigned with basic styles that do not frequently
change with the fashion trends.

FASHIONABLE apparel products are clothesdesigned with styles that changé&equently
in response to the fashion trends.

Please indicatédhow basic or fashionable you think each of the following clothing products:

Very
Very Basic Basic Natural | Fashionable Fashionable

<}

AUBURNGIRL
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Demographic Questions

DIRECTIONS: Please answer the follving questions.
What is your gender? [ Male O Female
What is your age (in number of years)? [ |

What is your ethnic background?
African American

Asian American
Caucasian American
Hispanic American

Native American

Other (please indicate)

Oooonoaoano

Are you an Auburn University student? [ ] Yes [] No
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APPENDIX C

Photos Used inthe Pretest
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APPENDIX D

IRB Approval for Protocol #13-023 EX1302

AUBURN UNIVERSITY INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD for RESEARCH INVOLVING HUMAN SUBJECTS
RESEARCH PROTOCOL REVIEW FORM
For Information or help contact THE OFFICE OF RESEARCH COMPLIANCE, 115 Ramsay Hall, Auburn University

Phone: 334-844-5966  e-mail: hsubjec@auburn.edu  Web Address: hitp://www.auburn.edu/research/vpr/ohs/

Revised 03.26.11 -~ DO NOT STAPLE, CLIP TOGETHER ONLY. Save a Copy
1. PROPOSED START DATE of STUDY: 01/20/2013
PROPOSED REVIEW CATEGORY (Check one): (O FULL BOARD O ExpPEDITED ® EXEMPT
A FROIECETITLE: pocsiisie Influencing University-Related Apparel Product Consumption
3. Xiao Huang Graduate Student  CADS 3343322792 xzh0017@auburn.edu
PHONE AU E-MAIL

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR TITLE

308 Spidle Hall. Auburn University. Auburn, AL huanaxiao19881014@amail.can
MAILING ADDRESS FAX ALTERNATE E-MAIL

’_Pending [ Received

4. SOURCE OF FUNDING SUPPORT: ¥ Not Applicable —_Internal ___ External Agency:
5. LIST ANY CONTRACTORS, SUB-CONTRACTORS, OTHER ENTITIES OR IRBs ASSOCIATED WITH THIS PROJECT:

6. GENERAL RESEARCH PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS
]

6A. Mandatory CITI Training 6B. Research Methodology (“
Names of key personnel who have completed CITI: Please check all descriptors that best apply to the research methodology. | ‘?\ ‘
Xiao Huana / S = /
Wi-Suk Kwon / Data Source(s): v/ New Data Existing Data E \L |
Will recorded data directly or indirectly identify participants? - '?\ )
Yes No ~N

Data collection will involve the use of:
Educational Tests (cognitive diagnostic, aptitude, etc.)
Interview / Observation

PLEASE ATTACH To HARD COPY ALL — Physical / Physiological Measures or Specimens (see Section 65) ‘

v Surveys / Questionnaires

CITI CERTIFICATES FOR EACH KEY | 7 Somers/ Quesion
PERSONNEL Audio / Video / Photos

Private records or files [

CITI group completed for this study:
lv Social /Behavioral | Biomedical

_.52[///3 »
773

6C. Participant Information 6D. Risks to Participants

Please check all descriptors that apply to the participant population. Please identify all risks that participants might encounter in this research.

v Males v Females v AU students | Breach of Confidentiality* ICoercion
Vulnerable Populations | Deception |Physical
Pregnant Women/Fetuses  __ Prisoners "] Psychological |Social W_
Ve
Children and/or Adolescents (under age 19 in AL) +|None ~|other: T e
Persons with:
N R 77114
| Economic Disadvantages | Physical Disabiliti JAN 15 201 13
| Educational Disadvantages | Intellectual Disabilities *Note that if the i i is using or ﬁr lsdonhhoble data,

breach of <onhdennch|y isf olwuys a vlsig o

mpliance

?@YesQNo

Do you plan to P te your particip

Expiration date

Do you need IBC Approval for this study? @ No DYes - BUA#

FOR OHSR OFFICE USE ONLY

DATE RECEIVED IN OHsR: _ ) ) b/' o] by e PROTOCOL # J - O_?\ EX 302
DATE OF IRB REVIEW: 21 } LBy ApprOVAL cATEGORY: -5 CLER. U, O\ (0) ()

INTERVAL FOR CONTINUING REVIEW: % LR O DS

DATE OF IRB APPROVAL: by
COMMENTS:
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7. PROJECT ASSURANCES

PROJECT TITLE: £actors Influencing University-Related Apparel Product Consumption

A. PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR'S ASSSURANCES

1. | certify that all information provided in this application is complete and correct.

2. | understand that, as Principal Investigator, | have ultimate responsibility for the conduct of this study, the ethical performance this
project, the protection of the rights and welfare of human subjects, and strict adherence to any stipulations imposed by the Auburn
University IRB.

3. | certify that all individuals involved with the conduct of this project are qualified to carry out their specified roles and
responsibilities and are in compliance with Auburn University policies regarding the collection and analysis of the research data.

4. | agree to comply with all Auburn policies and procedures, as well as with all applicable federal, state, and local laws regarding
the protection of human subjects, including, but not limited to the following:

a. Conducting the project by qualified personnel according to the approved protocol

b. Implementing no changes in the approved protocol or consent form without prior approval from the Office of Human
Subjects Research

¢. Obtaining the legally effective informed consent from each participant or their legally responsible representative prior to
their participation in this project using only the currently approved, stamped consent form

d. Promptly reporting significant adverse events and /or effects to the Office of Human Subjects Research in writing within 5
working days of the occurrence.

5. If | will be unavailable to direct this research personally, | will arrange for a co-investigator to assume direct responsibility in my
absence. This person has been named as co-investigator in this application, or | will advise OHSR, by letter, in advance of such
arrangements.

6. | agree to conduct this study only during the period approved by the Auburn University IRB.

7. 1 will prepare and submit a renewal request and supply all supporting documents to the Office of Human Subjects Research before
the approval period has expired if it is necessary to continue the research project beyond the time period approved by the
Auburn University IRB.

8. | will prepare and submit a final report upon completion of this research project.

My signature indicates that | have read, understand and agree to conduct this research project in accordance with the assurances listed
above.

Xiao Huang >§(,\°\A___/\(f ; 14 [ 2012
Printed name of Principal Investigator Principal Invesiigalor’s%igna'ure " Date
(SIGN IN BLUE INK ONLY)

B. FACULTY ADVISOR/SPONSOR’'S ASSURANCES

1. By my signature as faculty advisor/sponsor on this research application, | certify that the student or guest investigator is
knowledgeable about the regulations and policies governing research with human subjects and has sufficient training and
experience to conduct this particular study in accord with the approved protocol.

2. | certify that the project will be performed by qualified personnel according to the approved protocol using conventional or
experimental methodology.

3. | agree to meet with the investigator on a regular basis to monitor study progress.

4. Should problems arise during the course of the study, | agree to be available, personally, to supervise the investigator in solving
them.

5. | assure that the investigator will promptly report significant adverse events and/or effects to the OHSR in writing within 5 working
days of the occurrence.

6. If | will be unavailable, | will arrange for an alternate faculty sponsor to assume responsibility during my absence, and | will advise
the OHSR by letter of such arrangements. |f the investigator is unable to fulfill requir for submission of renewal
modifications or the final report, | will assume that responsibilit

7. |have read the protocol submitted for this project for content, clarity, and methodology

B WA
Wi-Suk Kwon s = ¥ l J 14 (>
Printed name of Faculty Advisor / Sp ("‘, ture (SIGN IN BLUE INK ONLY) " Date

C. DEPARTMENT HEAD'S ASSSURANCE

By my signature as department head, | certify that | will cooperate with the administration in the application and enforcement of all
Auburn University policies and procedures, as well as all applicable federal, state, and local laws regarding the protection and ethical
treatment of human participants by researchers in my department,

Carel Warfield @{Zﬁ& ﬂ :( ‘ /(,}421/4)/%@& / / }Ll I / 3

Printed name of Department Head Signature (SIGN IN BLUE INK/ONLY) " Datel '
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8. PROJECT OVERVIEW: Prepare an abstract that includes:
(400 word maximum, in language understandable to someone who is not familiar with your area of study):

I.) A summary of relevant research findings leading to this r h proposal:
(Cite sources; include o "Reference List" as Appendix A.)

II.) A brief description of the methodology,

IIl.) Expected and/or possible outcomes, and,

IV.) A statement regarding the potential significance of this research project.

University licensing program, which generated more than $4.3 billion in 2010, is the second largest sports licensing program in the
U.S. (IMG College, 2012; Smith & Writer, 2011; The Collegiate Licensing Company, 2011). It helps universities prevent the misuse of
their brand identities (e.g., university names and logos) and protect the image and reputation of the universities. Nonetheless, little
research has examined consumers' motivations for purchasing collegiate licensed merchandise with only a few exceptions (e.g., Park
& Park, 2007; Yang, Park, & Park, 2007). These few studies examined consumers' purchase intention for collegiate licensed
merchandise based on the social identity theory (university identification). Additionally, perceived university prestige was found to be
an important variable that mediated the relationship between college students’ university identification and attitudes toward collegiate
licensed apparel in Park and Park's (2007) research. Although their study contributed to our understanding of collegiate licensed
merchandise consumption, they focused exclusively on coliegiate licensed apparel consumption.

Recently, consumers may pay more attention to ‘what to wear' for some situations like tailgate or college activities in order to show
their connection to their universities or teams as well as showing their sense of fashion at the same time (College Hautees, 2012).
Therefore, four types of university-related apparel products (URAPs) may exist in the market including products carrying university
trademarks and licensed through the Collegiate Licensing Company based on traditional and fashionable styles (hereafter,
“traditional/fashionable collegiate licensed products”) and products that are not collegiate licensed and thus do not carry university
trademarks but contain certain characteristics (e.g., university colors) associated with the university based on traditional and
fashionable styles (hereafter, “traditional/fashionable non-collegiate licensed products”).

A review of the consumer behavior literature helped identify six main variables, brand consciousness, price consciousness, quality
consciousness, variety seeking, novelty seeking, and uniqueness seeking, influencing consumer attitudes and purchase behaviors
(Fromkin, 1970; Givon, 1984; Hirschman, 1980; Kahn, 1995; Lichtenstein, Ridgway, & Richard, 1993; Sproles & Kendall, 1986).

This study,thus, aims at examining predictors of consumers' attitude and purchase behaviors towardthe diverse types of URAPs,
through survey research with a consumer sample recruited from students and alums of Auburn University.

Findings of this study will generate valuable consumer insights that have numerous implications for universities', manufacturers’, and
retailers' marketing strategies and policies. Through understanding consumers' different purchase motivations for different types of
URAPs, universities may create appropriate policies to further protect their trademarks while enhancing the universities’ revenues and
reputation. Manufacturers and retailers may be helped by the insight from this study in making strategic decisions as to what and how
they should produce and market different types of URAPs depending on differential target consumer characteristics.

9. PURPOSE.
a. Clearly state all of the objectives, goals, or aims of this project.

This study will examine specifically, how Auburn University students and alums of different psychographic and demographic
characteristics vary in their (1)perceptions of the university prestige, (2) attitudes toward each type of URAPs, (3) past purchase
behavior related to each type of URAPS, and (4) future purchase intention for each type of URAPs.

b. How will the results of this project be used? (e.g., Presentation? Publication? Thesis? Dissertation?)

Results of this project will be published as the principle investigator's master's thesis, peer-reviewed journal publications, and
presentations at academic conferences.
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10a. KEY PERSONNEL. Describe responsibilities. Include information on research training or certifications related to this project. CITI is required.

1.

Be as specific as possible. (Attach extra page if needed.) All non AU-affiliated key personnel must attach CITI certificates of completion.

Xiao Huang Title: Graduate Student xzh0017@auburn.edu

Principle Investigator E-mail address

Dept/ Affiliation: Department of Consumer and Desian Sciences

Roles / Responsibilities:
Xiao Huang will be responsible for the data collection, data analysis, and preparation of manuscripts and presentations of this
project.

Individual:  Wi-Suk Kwon Title: Human Sciencql  E.mail address kwonwis@auburn.edu
Dept / Affiliation: Department of Consumer and Desian Sciences

Roles / Responsibilities:

Dr. Kwon will advise Xiao Huang on her data collection, analysis, preparation of manuscript, presentation, etc.

Individual: Title: E-mail address
Dept/ Affiliation:

Roles / Responsibilities:

Individual: Title: E-mail address
Dept / Affiliation:

Roles / Responsibilities:

Individual: Title: E-mail address
Dept/ Affiliation:

Roles / Responsibilities:

Individual: Title: E-mail address
Dept/ Affiliation:

Roles / Responsibilities:

LOCATION OF RESEARCH. List all locations where data collection will take place. (School systems, organizations, businesses, buildings
and room numbers, servers for web surveys, etc.) Be as specific as possible. Attach permission letters in Appendix E.

(See sample letters at http//www.auburn.edu/research/vpr/ohs/sample.htm)

The data will be collected online through an online survey. The survey site will be created and hosted using Qualtrics, and
participants will complete the online survey at a location of convenience to them (e.g., home, office, campus library, etc.)

177



178



