Erasmus Universiteit Rotterdam

Erasmus School of Economics

Master Thesis Marketing
Department Stores versus Factory Outlets:

An Analysis of Customer Store Perceptions and Customer Utilized Value Focus on Store Choice.

Fedon – Savvas Tagarakis

(331415)

Thesis Supervisor: Benedict G.C. Dellaert

Date September 2010 
Preface
This present study is dedicated to my parents who provide me psychological as well as financial support all this year.

Furthermore, I would like to thank my supervisor Professor Benedict Dellaert who’s valuable guidance, insight and persistence assisted me to get the best out of this Thesis. I would also like to show my gratitude to my friends Kostas, Kris, Alexandros Tasos, Irine and of course my brother Aristotelis for their psychological and general assistance support throughout the completion of this work. Finally, I am extremely grateful to all the respondents who participated in the survey making this Thesis possible.     
Abstract
It is already well-known that price, brand name, store environment and mood of customer play an instrumental role in affecting the purchasing behavior for clothes from specific stores. The purpose of this study is to examine the plausible different customers’ value focus and perception of department stores and factory outlets. The factors used in this analysis were brand, price and store environment, by also adding the mood of the customer as of equal importance to the store choice. Additionally, the effect of store perception on brand, price and store environment on store choice is mediated by clothing evaluation. The method used for this analysis was an online questionnaire, consisted of 5 parts, which tested the hypothesized relations of the conceptual model. 

The findings manifest that the respondents perceive brands at the department stores in terms of clothing evaluation higher than factory outlets. Additionally, they perceive that prices are higher in department stores in contrast to factory outlets but they don’t perceive store environment as an important dimension for their purchases. Furthermore, clothing evaluation does not mediate customers’ store perception and store choice and when customers are in a good mood are more likely to shop from department stores. Lastly, customers that utilize value focus on brands are more likely to buy clothes from department stores, and customers that utilize value focus on prices are more likely to buy clothes from factory outlets. Store environment does not have any effect on store choice.
Key words: Store Choice, Purchase Behavior, Customer Value Focus, Customer Perceptions, Mood, Department Stores, factory Outlets.  
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1. Introduction
A positive store image and good value merchandise are key-factors for retailers to achieve and sustain success in an increasingly competitive market place (Grewal, Krishnan, Baker, Borin 1998). Furthermore, price format affects how people shop (Tang, Bell, Ho 1998), but this is not the only principle that affects consumer purchase behavior. Aspects such as quality that the store offers, fame of the store, location, brand name or mood of customer are important measures of store choice.

Three are the important components that appear to be key-factors to store patronage decisions: the retailers store image, the quality of the merchandise/brands sold and price (Grewal, Krishnan, Baker, Borin 1998). Thus it is illustrated that store choice is affiliated with consumer heterogeneity (Tang, Bell, Ho 2001).

Many surveys have been done in studying the relationship between product price and perceived product quality like the literature of Andrews and Valenzi 1970; Beden 1971; French at .al 1972; Gabor & Granger 1961; Gardner 1970; Lambert 1970; Stafford & Enis 1969; Valenzi & Andrews 1971 or the influence of price, store name and brand name on perception of product quality (Render & O'Connor, 1976). Less work has been done to investigate the effects of other variables (Andrews & Valenzi 1971; Jacoby et .al 1971). 
It is of paramount importance to mention that price, brand name, store environment and mood of customer play an instrumental role in affecting the purchasing behavior for clothes from specific stores. Consequently, this paper advances the idea that consumer shopping behavior is an important determinant of the store choice decision when stores offer different prices, brand name and environment. These three determinants specify the two emerging kind of stores: the factory outlets and the department stores. As regards the factory outlet, “it provides an attractive, modern, accessible retail environment from which manufacturers sell their seconds, samples and surplus brand name products direct to the public at substantial (30-70 per cent) discounts”.  (Jones & Peter, 1995). On the other hand, a department store “is a large retail establishment offering a vast variety of clothes and a choice multiple merchandise lines, at variable price points, depending on each of the brand’s quality”. (Adams & Hopkins, 1897). Additionally, the mood of customer is an important factor in consumers’ shopping behavior and store choice. Hence, the main purpose of this study is to examine to what extent price, brands, store environment and mood of customer play an important role in purchasing clothes from either the factory outlet or the department store. In other words this paper will compare customers’ perceptions and utilize value focus on brands, prices and store environment of department stores versus factory outlet stores.
1.1 Research Questions
1. To what extent customers perceive brands and store environment in department stores as being better in terms of clothing evaluation than factory outlets.
2. Do customers perceive prices in department stores as being higher than factory outlets?
3. Do customers that value focus on famous brands and good store environment prefer to buy clothes from department stores?
4. Do customers that are price sensitive and utilize value focus on price prefer to shop their clothes from factory outlets?

5.  To what extent does the mood of customer affects store choice?

6. Does clothing evaluation mediate customers’ store perception and store choice?

1.2 Thesis Structure

The thesis is divided in 7 chapters, consequently a short outline of each chapter is provided below.

Chapter 1: Introduction. The first chapter comprises an introduction to the topic of the thesis and in addition the research questions.

Chapter 2: Background. In this chapter an overall assessment of the background literature concerning the department stores and factory outlets are presented. The following sections are included: Why factory outlets and department stores, type of shoppers, and type of retail stores.

Chapter 3: Theoretical Review and Hypothesis Development. In this chapter theoretical meditations and empirical findings of several related studies are presented and discussed. Each different section of the chapter is related to the variables that will be tested which are: Brand, Price, Store Environment, Mood and Clothing Evaluation.
Chapter 4: Conceptual Framework and Summary of Hypothesis. In this chapter the proposed conceptual model for each hypothesis of the study is presented including a table with the summary of the hypotheses.

Chapter 5: Research Methodology. This chapter consists of explanations related to the survey design, the questionnaire design and the model variable.

Chapter 6: Analysis and Results. In this chapter all the information concerning the sample, the demographics, the statistical analysis and the interpretation of the results are presented.

Chapter 7: Conclusions. The final chapter contains the sections of general discussion, and conclusions as well as the implications, the limitations and further research.

2. Background
In this chapter an overall assessment of the background literature concerning the department stores and factory outlets are presented. The literature of the first section is related to the incentives of choosing to study the department stores and factory outlets. Additionally, in the following sections the literature is related to the type of shoppers and type of retail stores, giving specific details for the type of customers that purchase from the department stores and factory outlets and the general perception of these stores.  
2.1 Why factory outlets and department stores?
The reason of choosing department stores and factory outlets is due to the fact that both have an excessive big history that managed to change today’s consumption world. 

Department stores manage to change the business world between 1800 and 1930 by giving birth to the consumption culture providing innovative and nontrivial institutions (Tamilia, 2005).

By the end of the 19th century department stores were developed in North America and gained an excessive position in the market. Gradually, traditional stores became department stores as cities grew notably. This transition from stores to department stores had an influence on the stores design. Modern large buildings were required using new technologies. For instance heating technology was upgraded and materials like glass were used contributing to the building construction and architecture development (Tamilia, 2005).

North America was also the place were factory outlets initiated. The first factory outlet ran in an old factory at the year 1974 in Pennsylvania. Initially factory outlets ran in warehouses and factories and only offered basic units coming straight from the production. Until the 1980s factory outlets were developed across the country. The shopping environment was upgraded leading to modern and friendly facilities. The number of the factory outlet shopping centers reached 350 by 1994 containing 10000 discount stores. Over 500 manufacturers entered the retail market (Jones, Peter, 1995).

“Factory outlet malls reflect the struggle between producers and retailers” (Miller et al. 1998). In the recent decades producers lost ground with the retailers due to the extremely rapid evolution of factory outlets. Retailing was concentrated in the hands of fewer and larger retailers (Miller et. al, 1998). These retailers gained the ability of negotiating better prices and delivery dates (Peter, 1995). The producers are trying to use factory outlet malls in order to gain control and profit. Therefore factory outlets became a new way to produce profit for the manufacturers keeping the prices down by acquiring the merchandises usually from plants based in Mexico and Caribbean Basin (Peter, 1995).

 In both department stores and factory outlets, manufacturers feel they can offer customers a top quality range that includes more patterns, colours and styles than would normally be available in conventional shops and stores. Department stores and factory outlets are also seen to benefit manufacturers by including broadening of distribution networks, increased sales, reduced distribution costs and the establishment of new profit centres (Jones, Peter, 1995).
2.2 Type of shoppers

In today’s world the number of customers that choose to do their actual purchases in factory outlets rather than department stores is increasing day by day. A possible explanation could be the financial fluctuations that take place all over the Europe and USA the last few years, and force customers to look for alternative shopping places. 
For that reason the nature and the design of these stores differs depending the geographic location or the population of the city. Based on Shergill and Chen (2007), the retail outlet structure in the USA and Europe is much larger and more advanced than in Australia.
According to Parker et al. (2003), the rate of customers that choose factory outlets for their purchases in the USA grew from 15% to 17% during the period 1987-1995, and from 1996 to 2000 increased by approximately 7%. Furthermore, factory outlets have been developed in many cities of Japan (Joshi, 2003), and the increasing number of customers hale the owners to expand their businesses. Specifically, there has been a 62% increase in the number of factory outlets since 1990 (Rudnitsky, 1994). On the other hand Nasri (1999), at his paper illustrate that department stores face a displaced threat due to the fact that the number of customers who shop at department stores is decreasing although the sales have increased. Additionally he suggests that the percentage of the customers who are willing to buy products from a department store have declined from 54% to 41% between 1997.That leads to the ultimate question; who are the customers of factory outlets and department store?

Leray and Comm (1991), categorise the customers that tend to buy products from factory outlets as light and heavy customers. The heavy customers pay more attention on brand names price location and shopping convenience. Furthermore, Karande and Ganesh (1998) profiled three kind of shoppers; recreational shoppers, time conscious shoppers and economic shoppers. However, Reynolds et al. (2002), at their paper discovered five different shopper groups between department stores and factory outlets. The first one is the “basic shoppers” which can be distinguished by the lack of interest in brand name products, current fashion or entertainment. They basically care about friendly employees and good service in general. The second group referred to the “apathetic shoppers” who are not interested in any of the facilities that a department store or factory outlet offers. The third group is the “destination shoppers” who are these shoppers that care a lot about the location of each store. The fourth group which is also the largest group of all is the “enthusiastic shoppers” who find all the characteristics of the stores important for their purchases; for instance, serviceability, aesthetics, brands and price. Lastly, the fifth group constitutes of the “serious shoppers” who care less about the entertainment at the store and value more the brand name of the product. The most important factor that differentiates them from the other groups is the interest for ancillary services. Eventually what is the quintessence that discriminates factory outlets from department stores?
2.3 Type of retail stores
2.3.1 Factory Outlets
Initially factory outlets were seen as an off price retailer (Joshi, 2003) and their purpose was to sell manufacturer closeouts, discontinued merchandise, irregulars, factory overruns and cancelled orders (Joshi, 2003). Joshi continues and suggests that internationally, factory outlets flourished for four reasons: “manufacturers can sell discount products, they can reduce overhead costs and carry out sales promotions, they can create flexibility of stock running and they can achieve brand promotion”. Nowadays, factory outlets are not only low price stores or stock product stores, and there are not preferred only by price sensitive customers; they are used also for branded product promotions as for example Nike, Adidas etc. So, generally factory outlets are perceived as being price competitive, crime –free sources of name brand merchandise (Hathaway & Hughes, 2000). According to Rauch (2005), 84% of respondents agreed that the prices in these stores are close to there expectations, and 93% of them would buy again from factory outlets. 
2.3.2 Department stores

The paper of Parker et al. (2003), examine the customer perception upon department stores and factory outlets and conclude that in most cases the overall perception is that department stores offer better product characteristics because they are perceived more positively. That means that department stores are perceived as having greater selection of newer styles and higher quality products although they provide more expensive products than factory outlets. Furthermore, customers prefer better the department stores due to the comfortable shopping atmosphere (Johnson, 1994). So, in general department stores are seen as more prestigious and more attractive; a statement which is also illustrated at Shergill & Chen (2007) survey. 
Nevertheless, the number of customers who shop at department stores has declined. Therefore, department stores start losing their power as their number has decreased (Li, 2003). 
3. Theoretical Review & Hypothesis Development
In this chapter theoretical meditations and empirical findings of several related studies are presented and discussed. Each different section of the chapter is related to the variables that will be tested. Supporting evidence for hypotheses construction is presented leading to the suggested conceptual model.
3.1 Brand 
A brand is the personality of a product, service or company and how it relates to key constituencies: customers, staff, partners, investors etc. Some people distinguish the psychological aspect of a brand from the experiential aspect. The experiential aspect consists of the sum of all points of contact with the brand and is known as the brand experience. The psychological aspect, sometimes referred to as the brand image, is a symbolic construct created within the minds of people and consists of all the information and expectations associated with a product or service (Birkin, Michael 1994). 

People engaged in branding seek to develop or align the expectations behind the brand experience, creating the impression that a brand associated with a product or service has certain qualities or characteristics that make it special or unique. A brand is therefore one of the most valuable elements in an advertising theme, as it demonstrates what the brand owner is able to offer in the marketplace. 

A brand can be defined as "a name, term, sign, symbol, or design, or combination of them which is intended to identify the goods and services of one seller or group of sellers and to differentiate them from those of competitors" (Kotler 1991). Basically, brands are very important for the retailers but for the customers also, due to the fact that brands are related to the customers perception that exists for a specific product or store. Hence, strong brands are perceived as being more qualitative and prestigious in contrast to weak brands and consiquently good brand imagery lead to high sales revenue (Parker et al. 2003). The factors that determinds if a brand is strong or weak and affect customers response are the awareness, taking into consideration brand recall and recognition, and the strength, uniqueness and favorability in consumers memorabilia (Keller 1993). Therefore, we are talking about customer’s mindset which include aspects like experiences, thoughts, images and generally everything that comes to customers mind as regards to a brand (Keller and Lehmann, 2006).

Furthermore, Graeff (1997) suggests that in many cases customers prefer and evaluate higher some brands that are closer to their personality. For that reason, customer’s purchased decisions are often reposed on a product’s image, which accordingly can intensify self-image (Levy, 1959, Solomon and Douglas 1987). Additionally, trustworthiness and expertise play important role to customer’s perception of a brand and affects also consumer choices brand consideration. So the brand credibility enhances the likelihood of inclusion of a brand in the consideration set (Tülin and Swait 2004).
Taking into consideration all the above we can understand that brand image is an incredibly important factor for customer’s perception of a store. In other words positive brand image increase customer loyalty making them price sensitive (Shergill and Chen 2007). To make it more clear, Dawar (1998) at his paper intimates brand signaling and conclude that when a customer had a previous experience with a specific brand which corroborate the signal that the brand offers, then there is a possibility for the customer to have greater credibility in future signals. On the other hand, if the previous experience is not related to the signal then there is a strong possibility that future signals from the company will not be well appreciated. 
Ailawadi and Keller (2004) propose that store image affected from the perception that customers have of different branded merchandises offered by the retailers. In other words, the greater the services and products that a store offers the better reputation and image have. So, different colors, sizes and designs can affect customer’s store choice which in their turn will lead to an increasing customer perception of a store (Dreze et al., 1994). Lastly, it is of paramount importance that the quality of the product brands is strongly related to the store image and of course to the store choice (Ailawadi and Keller, 2004).  
To conclude impressions of stores and brands are forming by the customers which can later train an impact on shopping behavior. So, on the one hand contradictious images can affect negatively both patronage and purchase behavior but on the other hand favorable images can affect positively the shopping behavior especially when customers utilize value focus on brands (Jacoby & Mazursky, 1984).
Finally, Taylor and Cosenza (2002), at their survey investigate the shopping choice behavior of the teen market, as well as the important attributes that determine their purchases especially in clothes. The results of their examination revealed that later aged teens and mainly female teens consider brands (fit, style and look), to be the most important factor for their actual clothing purchases. Thus, it is undeniable that brands in customers mind are strongly affiliated with clothing evaluation.   

Thus, based on the previous literature, a consumer who has a good brand image and wishes to purchase a high quality brand name product in the clothing sector should think if the department stores have better reputation and considered to be more attractive than factory outlets. Therefore the hypothesis could be stated as follows:
Hypothesis 1
a) Brands at department stores are perceived to be better in terms of clothing evaluation than factory outlets.
b) Consumers that utilize value focus on famous brands are more likely to buy clothes from department stores.

3.2 Price
Price is undoubtedly a key factor that determines customer perceptions and preferences of store choice. This is clearly illustrated by Jolson and Spath (1973) survey in which they found that over 91% of the respondents assess price as the most important factor for continued patronage. 
According to Monroe (1973), price affects customer’s choice because is an indicator of purchase cost. So a customer can figure out a specific product mix that will maximize his satisfaction for a given budget, taking into account that he is very well informed of the prices. In other words, if price increases beyond an acceptable range, perception of value will decline. That leads us to understand that different customers with different educational or financial background have different perceptions and preferences. Generally, it would be correct to say that “price is both an objective and subjective stimulus that affect buyer’s product evaluations and attitudes” (Dodds, 1991).
Furthermore, in many cases price is the attributive element of store image. For instance stores or brand names that are more expensive than others are considered more luxurious (Armani, Gucci etc) on the clothing sector and further customers evaluate higher the clothes at these stores. Therefore, when a product has low price can be perceived as having bad quality which affects store image. On the other hand, Gerstner (1985) found that higher prices are not always an indicator of better quality. 
The true is that many surveys has shown that factory outlets are considered as discount stores with high sales during the whole year and not just having seasonal variations in prices, and this is followed by the mindset of lower quality products ( Shergill & Chen 2007). This leads to a negative impression about factory outlets. In addition, Parker et al. (2003), demonstrate that there is a significant interaction between price levels and customer perceptions of product. Consequently, he suggested that low price levels lead to negative customer perceptions for stores, but the results of their survey showed that customers perceive that prices at the department stores are significantly higher than those at factory outlets.
To continue Louviere, Hensher and Swait (2000) state that individuals choices are influenced by habit, inertia, experience, advertising, peer pressures, environmental constraints, accumulated opinion, household and family constraints. This set of influences reflects the temporal nature of choice outcomes and segments within the constraint set (e.g. Income classes of households). The result is that a customer of lower income will be mostly interested in special-priced offers rather than modern and expensive clothes. Additionally, he will not pay attention to the environment and service of the store, but rather he will focus on finding best offers. Based on the previous literature we assume the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2

a) Prices in department stores are perceived to be higher in terms of clothing evaluation than factory outlets.
b) Consumers that utilize value focus on price are more likely to buy clothes from factory outlets.
3.3 Store Environment 
Many attempts have been made by researchers and academics in order to conclude with a specific definition of the quality that a store offers; but usually the majority of the writers examine different pieces and attributes that affect store quality, or different ways to measure the quality of the products and services. 

Shewhart (1931) stated that quality is “the goodness of the product,” and that goodness could be applicable to all products and services. For Juran (1951), quality is “the fitness for use” and for Tuchman (1980) is “a condition of overall excellence.”
On the other hand according to Porter (1980), quality is “one way to differentiate a product or a store from its competitors” by providing the store with a sustainable competitive advantage that leads to gaining profits. In that way if the quality of the product or the general store quality exceeds the quality that the competitor offers, the store’s market share will be increased (Buzzell, Wiersma 1981). Consequently the overall customer perception of the store will be increased (Deming 1986). 
Nevertheless, customer perception and customer value focus of the quality is not related only with one factor; for instance, brand name or price. According to Richardson et al. (1994), there are cues (predictive value of a cue and confidence value of a cue) that affect customer’s perception of store quality. Additionally, cues can be classified firstly as extrinsic, which include characteristics that are related to the product like brand name, price and service; and secondly as intrinsic which include store environment characteristics (Olson 1972; Olson and Jacoby 1973).
The goal of every store respectively for the department stores and factory outlets is to predict the preferences of their customers and fulfilling their needs maintaining them satisfied. One way to achieve this is by offering good services and aesthetics characteristics (store environment), which are parts of the total store quality that a store offers. Thus the store environment is strongly connected with the clothing evaluation in the eyes of the customer due to the fact that aesthetic characteristics referred to the general fit of the product, for instance sizes, colors style of the clothes etc. According to Sivadas et al. (2000), one in ten customers use to change retailers after one negative service experience. That is to say, the relationship between service quality, environment and satisfaction is too strong and directly related to store loyalty; which continuously affects the probability of recommendation to other potential buyers.

Based on Westbrook’s (1981) article, there are two levels of service quality. The first one is the “integrated level” which consists of two categories, a) in-store experiences and b) experiences that are related to the product. The second one is the “attribute level” which refers to the store layout. As regards the in-store experiences they contain the interactions with the employees of the store, such as if there are enough and friendly clerks, clean and attractive public areas and fitting rooms. Experiences related to the product are these characteristics that deal with how a product looks like (design, color), feel and smell (Garvin 1984). At that point it should be mentioned that every customer evaluates differently the features due to individual’s personal judgment and preference (Garvin 1984).   

Many researchers have studied the importance of the store environment at the retail shops. The majority of these studies reveal that the environment of a store can play a major role in increasing customer’s emotions positively or minimizing the negative moods (Babin & Darden, 1996; Darden & Babin, 1994). Furthermore, the findings of Donovan et al. (1994), suggest that pleasure prompted by store surroundings lead customers to spend more time and more money than their initial intentions.

Additionally, Baker et al. (2002), in their survey examine the aspects of store atmospherics and the impact that these characteristics have on the retail patronage decision. Particularly they investigate the effects of the ambient cues, for instance, music and lighting, and the social cues like friendliness of the employees and the plethora of them, on customer’s pleasure and willingness to buy. Finally their results manifest that the social cues interact with the ambient cues positively as regards to the store environment, and influence the customer’s willingness to buy. 

However Reynolds et al. (2002) extend their survey one step further and investigate the comparisons of shopper typologies for the department store and factory outlets. In the case of mall essentials, which are a broad construct to measure the store environment of the mall, like the friendliness of the employees, the service and the general features, they found that the majority of the shoppers for the department stores and for the factory outlets consider the above mentioned attributes as important for their store choice decision. 
Furthermore, Sherman et al. (1997) examine how store environment and emotional states can influence the purchase behavior. They conclude that not only cognitive factors account for the store choice and the perception through the eyes of the customers, but also the store environment and the emotional state of every individual.
Lastly, Parker et al. (2003) found that department stores are perceived as offering better physical characteristics than factory outlets. Their conclusions are based on the respondent’s findings that pointed out that department stores are rated as being more attractive and cleaner than factory outlets.     

So, the value focus and the perception that a customer has for a specific store and also the fame of the store are associated with the store environment that the store offers in the eyes of the customer. 
To conclude, due to the fact that most department stores are perceived as offering better quality as regards to the store environment but factory outlets usually do not,  we end up to the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3

a) Store environment is perceived to be better at department stores in terms of clothing evaluation than factory outlets.

b) Consumers that utilize value focus on store environment are more likely to buy clothes from department stores.

3.4 Mood
“Mood interacts with involvement and shopping experience” (Swinyard 1993). It is present in every shopping activity and most of the time has a meaningful effect on purchasing behaviour. In a way, there is a possibility for a customer to have different view to his shopping activities when he is in a bad mood rather in a good. For instance, let’s say that someone visits a store and he is in a bad mood due to an argument he had before. Moreover, let’s hypothesise also that another one visits the same place having a good mood and both of them are treated poorly by the employees. Consequently, there is a possibility that the one who is in a good mood to continue purchase products because he don’t pay much attention to the poor service. On the other hand the one who is in a bad mood may consider the poor service which will influence his purchases and even the store choice. 
Furthermore, according to Gardner (1985), customer’s mood can be influenced by factors like where do they select to shop, with whom, the time needed to spend and of course how much money they want to spend based on the store. 

Many writers agree that a positive mood can make customers more generous, sensitive and above all susceptible to their decisions about purchases (Isen and Levin 1972; Underwood, Moore, and Rosenhan 1973, Berkowitz and Connor 1966). A statement also supported by Gardner (1985), who observed that mood can have an important impact in retail or service encounters due to the “interpersonal nature” (Gardner 1985).
Additionally, Gardner (1985) assessed two observations. The first one is the fact that mood can be processed and the second one is that mood can influence. So, depending on the circumstances the mood of the customer can either affect positively or negatively the purchases and furthermore store choice. Lastly, the in store mood of the customers is very important not only because of its impact on spending but also for its influence on customer satisfaction with the retailer (Babin & Darben, 1996). 
Undoubtedly customer’s mood can be affected also by the feelings that a store induces. To that extent Spies, Hesse, and Loesch (1997), conclude that some stores are more attractive and transmit emotions of wellbeing in contrast to other stores in which someone can feel angry or irritated by the service or the store environment (Donovan, Rossiter, Marcoolyn, Nesdale 1994). To conclude, a customer tends to buy more products and spend more money when he is in a good rather in a bad mood. Based on the previous literature we assume the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 4

If the mood of the customers is good this increases the probability to choose to go to a department store than factory outlet.

3.5 Clothing evaluation

The main question that excruciates many writers and researchers is what eventually influence consumers’ perceptions of value? According to Rockefeller (1986) and Zeithaml (1998), value is affiliated with aspects such as price, quality, brand and benefits.

Brand, price and quality are three cues that undoubtedly affect the perception of product quality and value, and consequently the willingness to buy (Zeithaml 1998). William et al. (1991), conclude that the perceived quality is positively related with the price but price has a negative effect on willingness to purchase and furthermore to the perceived value. Additionally, strong brands or brand names affect positive the quality perception, the value and the willingness to buy.

However, price can be an indicator which -up to a certain level of money- can influence product purchases. That means that high prices can represent a measure of what a consumer should sacrifice in order to buy the product which will lead to the reduction of the willingness to purchase William et al (1991). Nevertheless, Grewal et al. (1998), suggests that “price discounts, internal reference price, and brand’s perceived quality” play an important role on perceived value.
Schneiderman (1998), at his article investigate the perception that customers have about the value for their money they get at factory outlets and department stores, and he found that 86% of the respondents rated factory outlets really high for providing value for their money in contrast to the 48% for the department stores; a statement which is also illustrated by Parker et al. (2003) and Shergill, Chen (2007) surveys. Furthermore, 87% rated very high the quality of the products. Lastly, another study that conducted by Consumer Reports (1998), shows that 70% of the consumer reported being very satisfied or completely satisfied with their visits at the factory outlets.
These results led us to understand that every customer individually has different perceptions and preferences of what aspects are important to them for the value of their money. Some customers evaluate store environment as being important factor for their store choice or other evaluate higher the price or the brand name; and other pay much attention on clothing evaluation. Generally shopping goods consists of different attributes depending on the store and the product itself. Holton (1986) illustrates the distinction between convenience goods, shopping goods and specialty goods. According to this article, convenience goods are “those consumers’” goods that the consumer usually purchases frequently, immediately and with a minimum of effort. Shopping goods are “those consumers’” goods which the customer, in the process of selection and purchase, characteristically compares on such bases as suitability, quality, price and style. Specialty goods are “those consumers’” goods on which a significant group of buyers characteristically insists and for which they are willing to make a special purchasing effort (American Marketing Association 1948). Given that clothing products belong to the sector of shopping goods, if the customer tends to buy from a department store, he will benefit from great assortment variety in clothing and better service supplied from employees.  On the other hand, if the customer tends to buy from factory outlet, he will benefit from big discounts throughout the whole year but limited number of brands and usually stock clothing. From the above we conclude that clothing evaluation is quintessential for the actual store choice. Thus, we conclude to the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 5
The effect of store perception on brand, price and store environment on store choice is mediated by clothing evaluation.
4. Conceptual Framework & Summary of Hypothesis
In the following chapter the conceptual framework of the study is presented including the hypothesis paths that will be tested on the model and the direct effects of store perception on store choice that will test the mediation effect. Furthermore a table which represents the summary of the hypothesis is being presented. 
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Figure 1: Conceptual Framework
	Table 1: Summary of Hypotheses

	Hypothesis1a: Brands at department stores are perceived to be better in terms of clothing evaluation than factory outlets.

	

	Hypothesis 1b: Consumers that utilize value focus on famous brands are more likely to buy clothes from department stores.

	Hypothesis2a: Prices in department stores are perceived to be higher in terms of clothing evaluation than factory outlets.

	

	Hypothesis 2b: Consumers that utilize value focus on price are more likely to buy clothes from factory outlets.

	Hypothesis3a: Store environment is perceived to be better at department stores in terms of clothing evaluation than factory outlets.

	

	Hypothesis 3b: Consumers that value focus on store environment are more likely to buy clothes from department stores.

	

	Hypothesis 4: If the mood of the customers is good this increases the probability to choose to go to a department store than a factory outlet.

	Hypothesis 5: The effect of store perception on brand, price and store environment on store choice is mediated by clothing evaluation.


5. Research Methodology

In this chapter all issues concerning the methods and procedures used to collect the data are addressed. Initially some details about the survey design are illustrated and then the questionnaire design demonstrates all the details of the model variables.
5.1 Survey Design

In order to continue with the survey, a questionnaire was developed to collect the primary data for the purpose of measuring the variables in the proposed model as well as the demographic characteristics of the respondents. An on line survey was assessed as the most appropriate option for collecting the data and testing the hypothesis. The reason for selecting this option is because this way minimizes the time needed to gather the desirable respondents. Furthermore, the participants’ response is immediate and direct thus the results are more precise. In contrast to the real time questionnaire the respondents can reply to the questions whenever it is suitable for their convenience. Hence, a possible quick and insufficient answer from the respondents could be avoided.
The survey was conducted using www.thesistools.com an HTML based application which is specialized on online surveys. The duration of the survey was from 10/05/2010 – 17/05/2010 and the participants could find the appropriate link for the survey questionnaire through an on line event which was constructed on Facebook. Participants who attended this event were kindly requested to follow the direct link to the on line survey and read carefully the introduction and the instructions of the questionnaire. The introduction was essential in order to illustrate to the participants the purpose and the process of the survey. To conclude, the introduction paragraph of the questionnaire is presented below:
“The following questionnaire has been constructed for the purpose of my thesis (Department stores vs. Factory outlets) and with your help I will come up with useful information that is important for the survey processing. It is an anonymous questionnaire and the questions are designed to collect three types of information from the participants. 1) Information about behaviour 2) information about attitudes and 3) information that is used for classification purposes. The whole procedure will last about 10-15 minutes. Thank you in advance”.
5.2 Questionnaire Design
In order to assess the hypothesized relations, a self administered questionnaire was constructed. The questionnaire consists of five parts. Each one of them tests the different components of the conceptual model.
5.2.1 Model Variables

To begin with, as it is mentioned previously the questionnaire consists of 5 parts. Part 1 measures the characteristics of the respondents, part 2 measures the customer’s store perception, part 3 measures customer’s value focus, part 4 measures the clothing evaluation and part 5 the store choice whether the respondents are in a good mood or in a bad mood. In total 44 items were used, out of which 38 items were used to measure the variables of the proposed framework and only 4 were used to measure the demographic characteristics. The number of items used to every part was between 2 to 6. It is very important to use at least 2 items to measure every variable in order to have better construct validity. Lastly, all items, apart from the items that measure the respondents’ demographic characteristics, are scored on 5-point Likert-type scales ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5).
The first part consists of 4 items. Questions like: “what is your gender?”, “what is your age”, “what is the highest level of education that you have completed?” and “what is your monthly salary level?” were used to measure  each  respondents demographic characteristics. The items were adapted from Parker et al. (2003).
The second part measures the customers store perception on brand, price and store environment of department stores and factory outlets. The variable brand consists of 6 items and include statements like: “Brands at department stores have very good reputation”, “The overall perception of the quality of the brands in the department stores is high”, “The selection of clothes at department stores is wide”, “Brands at factory outlets have very good reputation”, “The overall perception of the quality of the brands in the factory outlets is high”, “The selection of clothes at factory outlets is wide”. The items were adapted from Parker et al. (2003) & Shergill et al. (2007). Furthermore, the variable price consists of 4 items and includes statements like: “department stores include high prices”, “department stores offer reasonable prices”, “factory outlets include high prices”, and “factory outlets offer reasonable prices”. The items were adapted from Parker et al. (2003), Shergill et al. (2007) & Feick et al (1987). Lastly the variable store environment consists of 6 items and include statements like: “Department stores offer high-quality service”, “Employees at the department stores are friendly and helpful”, “Department stores have clean, attractive and convenient public areas (restrooms, fitting rooms)”, “Factory outlets offer high-quality service”, “Employees at the factory outlets are friendly and helpful”, “Factory outlets have clean, attractive and convenient public areas (restrooms, fitting rooms)”. The items were adapted from Parasuraman et al. (1988) & Baker et al. (1994).
The third part measures the customer’s value focus on brand, price and store environment of department stores and factory outlets. The variable brand consists of 2 items and includes statements like: “Famous brands are very important to me”, “Expensive brands are very attractive to me”. The items were adapted from Sproles, Kendall (1986) & Slama, Taschian (1985). Furthermore, the variable price consists of 3 items and includes statements like: “The lowest price clothes are usually my choice”, “I am more likely to buy clothes that are on sale”, “When my income is limited I check for the lowest prices in buying clothes”. The items were adapted from Sproles, Kendall (1986) & Slama, Taschian (1985). Lastly the variable store environment consists of 3 items and includes statements like: “Best service is important to me”, “Friendly and helpful clerks are important to me”, “Clean, attractive and convenient public areas (restrooms, fitting rooms) are important to me”. The items were adapted from Sproles, Kendall (1986) & Slama, Taschian (1985).
The fourth part measures the clothing evaluation for department stores and factory outlets and consists of 6 items. This part include statements like: “Department stores offer better designed clothes”, “Department stores offer new and stylish clothes”, “I am very satisfied with most of my clothing purchases from department stores”, “Factory outlets offer better designed clothes”, “Factory outlets offer new and stylish clothes”, “I am very satisfied with most of my clothing purchases from factory outlets”. The items were adapted from Parasuraman et al. (1988), Bader et al. (1994) & Hirchman (1986). 
The last part of the questionnaire, part 5, measures the last construct of the model, which is also the depended variable, and refers to the customer’s store choice when they are in a good mood or in a bad mood and consists of 2 items. This part includes statements like: “when you are in a good mood, where do you generally prefer to shop; Department stores or Factory outlets?”, “When you are not in a good mood, where do you generally prefer to shop; Department stores or Factory outlets?”. These two statements were specifically created for this paper. 
6. Analysis & Results   
In this chapter, the results of the survey conducted to test the proposed hypothesis are analyzed. In the first section sample characteristics from the collected data are discussed. The next section states the demographic characteristics of participants. The following three sections are related to the statistical analysis of the data. Factor analysis was conducted to identify the number of dimensions and lastly, regression analysis and binary logistic regression were used to identify the potential linear relationships between the proposed constructs of the model. The last section consists of a table with the summary of the hypotheses and the results. 
6.1 Sample

During the period of seven days that the survey was available online, 123 questionnaires were collected. After the data-cleaning, eventually only 117 questionnaires were kept and the rest 6 were deleted because they included incomplete answers.
6.2 Demographics

Out of the total number of the respondents 52.14% were males and 47.86% were females. The predominant age of the participants is between 20-25 years old and this percentage is 77.75 % out of the total respondents. In terms of level of education, 52.14% were holders of a University Bachelor degree and lastly 47.79% of the total respondents have monthly salary level below 500 euros. The following table provides a comprehensive description of the demographic characteristics of the 117 participants.
	Table 2: Characteristics of Respondents

	Gender
	Number
	Percent

	Male
	61
	52,14%

	Female
	56
	47,86%

	Age

	< 20
	2
	1,71%

	20-25
	91
	77,78%

	26-35
	24
	20,51%

	36-45
	0
	0%

	46-55
	0
	0%

	56-65
	0
	0%

	> 65
	0
	0%

	Education

	Less than High School
	0
	0%

	High School
	14
	11,97%

	University-Bachelor
	61
	52,14%

	University-Master
	38
	32,48%

	Other
	4
	3,42%

	Monthly Salary Level

	< 500 euro
	54
	47,79%

	500-1000 euro
	46
	40,71%

	1000-2000 euro
	10
	8,85%

	> 2000 euro
	7
	3,54%


6.3 Factor Analysis

The key purpose of factor analysis is to reduce the dimension of the observations. This technique has three main uses: (1) to understand the structure of a set of variables, (2) to construct a questionnaire to measure an underlying variable and (3) to reduce a data set to a more manageable size while retaining as much of the original information as possible (Field, 2009).
Principal component analysis was conducted to check whether the adapted items indeed measured the latent components of the model’s constructs. In addition, through factor analysis it will be identified whether the items are grouped into distinctive meaningful categories that will facilitate the examination of our hypothesized relationships.
6.3.1 Store Perception: Department stores and Factory outlets.

DEPARTMENT STORES

	Table: 3 Varimax Rotation with Kaiser Normalization

	ITEMS
	1
	2
	3

	Obliging Employees DS
	.820
	 
	 

	High Quality Service DS
	.818
	 
	 

	Clean & Attractive Areas DS
	.750
	 
	 

	Wide Clothing Selection DS
	 
	.712
	 

	Brand Reputation DS
	 
	.712
	 

	Brand Overall Perception DS
	 
	.672
	 

	High Prices DS
	 
	 
	.782

	Reasonable Prices DS
	 
	 
	-.760


FACTORY OUTLETS
	Table: 4 Varimax Rotation with Kaiser Normalization

	ITEMS
	1
	2
	3

	Obliging Employees FO
	.832
	 
	 

	High Quality Service FO
	.831
	 
	 

	Clean & Attractive Areas FO
	.682
	 
	 

	Brand Overall Perception FO
	 
	.864
	 

	Brand Reputation FO
	 
	.843
	 

	Reasonable Prices FO
	 
	 
	-.828

	High Prices FO
	 
	 
	.783


A principal component analysis (PCA) was conducted on the 8 items with orthogonal rotation (varimax) for the department stores and a PCA also for the 7 items of factory outlets (deleted item: wide clothing selection). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure verified the sample adequacy for the analysis, KMO=0,594 for the department stores and KMO= 0,577 for the factory outlets, which are mediocre according to Hutcheson & Sofronou (1999). 

Additionally, all the KMO values for individual items were above the acceptable limit of 0.5 in both cases (Field, 2009). Bartlett’s test of sphericity χ²= 125,780 for the department stores and χ²= 161,983 for the factory outlets respectively, indicated that correlations between items were sufficiently large for PCA. An initial analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each component in the data. Three components had eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 for both cases. 

Hence, the factor loadings for store perception at the department stores after the rotation are shown on the table 3 and for factory outlets on table 4. The items that are clustered on the same components in both cases suggest that component 1 represents the perception of store environment for the department stores and factory outlets, component 2 the perception of brands and component 3 the perception of prices for the department stores and factory outlets.

6.3.2 Customer Value Focus
	Table: 5 Varimax Rotation with Kaiser Normalization

	ITEMS
	1
	2
	3

	Obliging Employees Importance
	.889
	 
	 

	Service Importance
	.868
	 
	 

	Clean & Attractive Areas Importance
	.666
	 
	 

	Low Income - Low Prices
	 
	.849
	 

	Cheap Clothes Attraction
	 
	.754
	 

	Sales Clothes Attraction
	 
	.742
	 

	Brands' Reputation Importance
	 
	 
	.904

	Brands' Expense Attractiveness
	 
	 
	.866


A principal component analysis (PCA) was conducted also on the 8 items with orthogonal rotation (varimax) for the customer value focus. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure verified the sample adequacy for the analysis, KMO=0,611 which is mediocre according to Hutcheson & Sofronou (1999).

Additionally, all the KMO values for individual items were above the acceptable limit of 0.5 (Field, 2009). Bartlett’s test of sphericity χ²= 264,617, indicated that correlations between items were sufficiently large for PCA. An initial analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each component in the data. Three components had eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1. 

So, the factor loadings for customer value focus after the rotation are shown on table 5. The items that are clustered on the same components suggest that component 1 represents the customer value focus for store environment, component 2 the customer value focus for prices and component 3 the customer value focus for brands.

6.3.3 Clothing Evaluation: Department stores and Factory outlets
DEPARTMENT STORES

	Table: 6 Varimax Rotation with Kaiser Normalization

	ITEMS
	1

	Stylish Clothes DS
	.865

	Clothing Designs DS
	.812

	Purchase Satisfaction DS
	.549


FACTORY OUTLETS

	Table: 7 Varimax Rotation with Kaiser Normalization

	ITEMS
	1

	Clothing Designs FO
	.899

	Stylish Clothes FO
	.861

	Purchase Satisfaction FO
	.448


Again a principal component analysis (PCA) was conducted on the 3 items with orthogonal rotation (varimax) for the department stores and factory outlets respectively. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure verified the sample adequacy for the analysis, KMO=0,549 for the department stores and KMO= 0,519 for the factory outlets, which are mediocre according to Hutcheson & Sofronou (1999). 

Additionally, all the KMO values for individual items were above the acceptable limit of 0.5 in both cases (Field, 2009). Bartlett’s test of sphericity χ²= 52,588 for the department stores and χ²= 70,945 for the factory outlets respectively, indicated that correlations between items were sufficiently large for PCA. An initial analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each component in the data. Only one component had eigenvalue over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 in both cases so the solutions can not be rotated. 

Therefore, the factor loadings for clothing evaluation for department stores and factory outlets are shown on tables 6 and 7. The items that are clustered on the same component suggest that component 1 in both cases represents the clothing evaluation.  
6.4 Regression Analysis 
In this section the hypothesized relationships for the moderator and the mediator of the model will be tested using the method of linear regression. According to Baron & Kenny (1986), “the moderator partitions a focal independent variable into subgroups that establish its domains of maximal effectiveness in regard to a given dependent variable. On the other hand, the mediator represents the generative mechanism through which the focal independent variable is able to influence the dependent variable of interest”. Thus, the two figures below demonstrate the moderator and mediator models.
Figure 2. Moderator model                                     Figure 3. Mediator model
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Source: Baron  & Kenny, 1986.                              Source: Baron  & Kenny, 1986.
6.4.1 Regression: Customer’s Store Perception
In order to test the hypotheses H1a, H2a, and H3a a linear regression should be conducted for the moderator effect as Baron & Kenny (1986) suggest at their paper, thus, all three perception effects (brand, price and store environment) and their interactions with the store type will be tested.  
The dependent variable is clothing evaluation and the proposed predictor is brand, price and store environment. Additionally, the moderator is the Department Stores vs. Factory Outlets.

The results of the analysis (table 8), indicate that the proportion of variance explained for clothing evaluation is 48.2% (R² = 0.482) and the effect of the predictor on the dependent variable was found significant (F = 30.018, P < .05).
	Table: 8
	B
	        SE
	    β
	SIG

	(Constant)
	.736
	.363
	 
	.044

	Brand Perception 
	.173
	.072
	.163
	.018

	Price Perception
	.238
	.097
	.167
	.015

	Store Environment Perception
	.292
	.084
	.282
	.001

	Store dummy
	-.055
	.611
	-.034
	.929

	Brand Perception-Store dummy Interaction
	.256
	.119
	.591
	.032

	Price Perception-Store dummy Interaction
	-.169
	.146
	-.367
	.078

	Store Environment Perception-Store dummy Interaction
	.057
	.115
	.130
	.621

	R² = .482 P < .05 Dependent Variable: Clothing Evaluation


Baron & Kenny (1986) suggest that the moderator hypothesis is supported if the interaction of the predictor and the moderator is significant. By looking at the coefficients we can observe that the interaction of brand perception and store dummy is significant (P = .032) at the 10% level. Furthermore, the coefficient of the interaction brand perception and store dummy is positive (B = .256), which means that there is a positive moderation effect on brand perception to department stores. Consequently, the respondents rated the perception in terms of clothing evaluation of brands at department stores higher than factory outlets; so customers perceive that brands at department stores are better in terms of clothing evaluation in contrast to factory outlets. Thus, hypothesis 1a is supported which suggests that brands at department stores are perceived to be better in terms of clothing evaluation.
This finding is compatible with what was suggested by other researchers for instance Parker et al. (2003) and Shergill & Chen (2007) which suggest that strong brands at department stores are perceived as being more qualitative and prestigious in contrast to factory outlets. Furthermore, the result is also compatible with Taylor’s and Cosenza’s findings that customers’ brand perceptions are strongly connected with clothing evaluation.
Additionally, by looking at the coefficients we can observe that the interaction of Price perception and Store dummy is significant (P = .078) at the 10% level. Furthermore, the coefficient of the interaction price perception and store dummy is negative (B =.-169), which means that there is a negative moderation effect on price perception to department stores and positive moderation effect for factory outlets. Consequently, the respondents rated the perception of prices in terms of clothing evaluation at department stores higher than factory outlets; so customers perceive that prices at factory outlets are lower in contrast to department stores. Thus, hypothesis 2a is supported which suggests that prices at department stores are perceived to be higher in terms of clothing evaluation.

This finding is compatible with the conclusions of other researchers for instance Parker et al. (2003) who suggests that the respondents perceive that the department stores prices are significant higher than those at the factory outlets. 

Lastly, by looking at the coefficients once again we can observe that the interaction of store environment perception and store dummy is not significant (P = .621) at the 10% level. So, the results of the coefficient table do not provide support for H3a, thus hypothesis 3a is rejected. In this hypothesis it was suggested that store environment is perceived to be better at department stores in terms of clothing evaluation than factory outlets. What was finally concluded is that the respondents do not perceive store environment as an important dimension in terms of clothing evaluation for the department stores and factory outlets. By clothing evaluation it is meant the serviceability and the aesthetic characteristics of the department stores and factory outlets.
The result does not come along with Parker et al. (2003) and Shergill & Chen (2007)   assumption that store environment characteristics like physical characteristics and service characteristics are perceived to be better at department stores. In fact the results show that there is no significant effect at all. A possible explanation could be the age of the participants. As mentioned in section 6.2 the majority of the respondents (77.78%) are young people below the age of 25. Thus, it seems that young customers usually do not pay any attention on the store environment characteristics and the general features of the stores, and their perception of a store is focused on aspects like brands and prices. As a result they care less about the service and the aesthetic characteristics that the store offers. 
6.4.2 Regressions: Clothing Evaluation as Mediator
In order to test the hypotheses 5, 3 regressions should be conducted for the mediator effect. According to Baron & Kenny (1986), in order to test the mediator effects three paths should be followed:
A. The predictor must affect the mediator.
B. The predictor must affect the dependent variable.

C. The mediator must affect the dependent variable.
The purpose of Paths A-C is to establish that zero-order relationships among the variables exist. If one or more of these relationships are non significant, then we will conclude that mediation is not possible.
Regression 1
In this regression, path A will be tested as figure 2 shows. The dependent variable is clothing evaluation and the proposed predictors are brand, price and store environment.
The results of the analysis (table 9), indicate that the proportion of variance explained for clothing evaluation is 41.3% (R² = 0.413) and the effect of the predictors on the dependent variable was found significant (F = 53.910, P < .05).

	Table: 9
	B
	SE
	β
	SIG

	(Constant)
	.209
	.281
	 
	.459

	Brand Perception
	.343
	.058
	.323
	.000

	Price Perception
	.185
	.076
	.130
	.016

	Store Environment Perception
	.413
	.056
	.398
	.000

	R² = .413 P < .05 Dependent Variable: Clothing Evaluation


By looking at the coefficients we can observe that the predictors brand with B =.343 is significant (P =.000) price with B =.185 is significant (P =.016) and store environment with B =.413) is significant (P =.000) at the 5% level. The results of the model indicate that the predictors affect the mediator.
Regression 2

In this regression, path B will be tested as figure 3 shows. The dependent variable is store choice and the proposed predictors are brand, price and store environment.

The results of the analysis (table 10), indicate that the proportion of variance explained for store choice is 1.8% (R² = 0.018) and the effect of the predictors on the dependent variable was found significant (F = 1.423, P < .05).
	Table: 10
	B
	SE
	β
	SIG

	(Constant)
	.592
	.215
	
	.006

	Brand Perception
	.089
	.044
	.143
	.044

	Price Perception
	-.046
	.058
	-.055
	.427

	Store Environment Perception
	-.027
	.043
	-.044
	.534

	R² = .018 P < .05 Dependent Variable: Store Choice


By looking at the coefficients we can observe that only the predictor brand with B =.089 is significant (P =.044). The predictor price (P =.427) and store environment (P =.534) found to be insignificant at the 5% level. The results of the model indicate that only brand affect the dependent variable and not price and store environment.
 Regression 3
In this regression, path C will be tested as figure 2 shows. The dependent variable is store choice and the proposed predictor is clothing evaluation.

The results of the analysis indicate (table 11), that the proportion of variance explained for store choice is 1.2% (R² = 0.012) and the effect of the predictors on the dependent variable was found significant (F = 2.855, P < .01).

	Table: 11
	B
	SE
	β
	SIG

	(Constant)
	.435
	.131
	
	.001

	Clothing Evaluation
	.065
	.039
	.110
	.092

	 

	R² = .012 P < .01 Dependent Variable: Store Choice
	 
	 
	 
	 


By looking at the coefficients we can observe that the predictor clothing evaluation with B =.065 is significant (P =.092) at the 10% level. Hence, the results of the model indicate that the mediator affects the dependent variable.
Due to the fact the results show significant relationships from paths A through C at least for the predictor of brand, a 4th regression should be conducted in order to test if the mediation is supported.
Regression 4

In this regression the dependent variable is store choice and the proposed predictors are brand, price, store environment and clothing evaluation.

The results of the analysis (table 12), indicate that the proportion of variance explained for store choice is 3.9% (R² = 0.039) and the effect of the predictors on the dependent variable was found significant (F = 2.308, P < .05).

	Table: 12
	B
	SE
	β
	SIG

	(Constant)
	.542
	.142
	
	.000

	Brand Perception
	.129
	.066
	.503
	.053

	Price Perception
	-.058
	.075
	-.214
	.436

	Store Environment Perception
	-.037
	.057
	-.142
	.524

	Clothing Evaluation
	.012
	.047
	.020
	.805

	R² = .039 P < .05 Dependent Variable: store Choice


In this regression, some form of mediation is supported if the effect of the mediator (clothing evaluation) remains significant after controlling for the predictors. By looking at the coefficient we can observe that the predictor brand with B= .129 is significant (P= .053). On the other hand clothing evaluation is no longer significant (P =.805) at the 10% level. Consequently, we can conclude that there is no mediation effect. Thus hypothesis 5 is rejected which suggests that the effect of store perception on brand, price and store environment on store choice is mediated by clothing evaluation.
6.5 Binary Logistic Regression
In this section the hypothesized relationships of the model will be tested using the method of binary logistic regression. Through binary logistic regression analysis, the proposed model will be fitted to the data collected from the questionnaire and predict the probability of the dependent variable to occur.

6.5.1 Binary Logistic Regression: Effect of Customer Value Focus and Mood on Store Choice
This binary logistic regression tests the hypotheses H1b, H2b, H3b and H4. The dependent variable is store choice and the proposed predictors are brand, price, store environment, clothing evaluation and mood.

In this model the residual chi-square statistic (overall statistics) is 22.732 and it is significant at the 5% level. This statistic tells us that the coefficients for the variables not in the model are significantly different from zero. That means that the addition of one or more of these variables to the model will significantly affect its predictive power (Field, 2009). Furthermore, the overall fit of the model is shown by the -2log-likelihood statistic which is 179.119, and the chi-square statistic which is significant (P <.05). Consequently the model is a significant fit of the data.
	Table: 13
	B
	SE
	WALD
	SIG
	EXP(B)

	(Constant)
	1,128
	1,137
	.984
	.321
	3,090

	CVF Brand
	.367
	.140
	6,862
	.009
	1,444

	CVF Price
	-.434
	.187
	5,378
	.020
	1,648

	CVF Store Environment
	-.159
	.169
	.879
	.348
	.853

	Clothing Evaluation
	.158
	.216
	.538
	.463
	1,171

	Mood dummy
	.614
	.337
	3,327
	.068
	1,847

	 -2log-likelihood= 179.119 P < .05 Dependent Variable: Store Choice
	 


By looking at the coefficients we can observe that customer value focus for brands has a positive effect on store choice with B= .367 and it is significant (P =.009) at the 10% level. Additionally, due to the fact that the B coefficient is positive it indicates that the probability of the respondents, who utilize value focus on brands, of going to department stores is higher. In addition, the odds ratio, Exp(B) for the customer value focus on brand is 1.444. Obviously the value is greater than 1 which means that as the predictor increases, the odds of the outcome occurring increase. That means that the odds of a customer to shop from department stores when he/she utilizes value focus on brands are 1.444 times higher than those of shopping from factory outlets. 
Out of the results we found evidence that hold up H1b, thus hypothesis 1b is supported which propose that customers that value focus on famous brands are more likely to buy clothes from department stores. The result comes along with Graeff’s suggestion which says that customers evaluate higher brands that are closer to their personality. 
Furthermore, continuing with the customer value focus for price we can observe that the coefficient has a negative effect on store choice with B = -.434 and it is significant (P <.020) at the 10% level. The negative coefficient shows that when customers value focus on prices, the probability of going to factory outlets is higher. In addition, the odds ratio, Exp(B) for the customer value focus on price is 1.648. Obviously the value is greater than 1 which means that as the predictor increases, the odds of the outcome occurring increase. That means that the odds of a customer to shop from factory outlets when value focus on prices are 1.648 times higher than those of shopping from department stores. 

To conclude, the results show significant evidence that confirm H2b, hence hypothesis 2b is supported which states that customers who value focus on price are more likely to buy clothes from factory outlets. The result comes along with Jolson & Spath (1973) survey in which they found that a very big percentage of the respondents assess price as one of the most important factors for continuing patronage.
According to the results of the table we can observe that customer value focus for the store environment is not significant, as it was expected (P =.853). Also clothing evaluation fails to reach the significance level of 10% (P =.463). So, there is no effect of customer’s value focus as regards to the store environment on store choice and of course no effect of clothing evaluation on store choice. The reason why this outcome was expected is because when the customer store perception of store environment tested the predictor also failed to support the hypothesis. In this case the hypothesis suggests that customers that value focus on store environment are more likely to buy clothes from department stores. Consequently it seems that store environment is not an important factor for customer’s store choice. Thus we conclude that hypothesis 3b is rejected. 
The results do not come along with Reynolds et al. (2002) who found that the majority of the shoppers for the department stores and factory outlets consider store environment aspects (friendliness of the employees, service) important for their store choice decision. Furthermore the results do not come along also with Sherman’s et al. (1997) survey who found that not only cognitive factors account for the store choice but also the store environment characteristics.
 A possible explanation that could be given is again the age of the participants as it was mentioned previously. The majority of the respondents at this survey are young people up to 25 years old. This means that young customers usually do not pay any attention on the store environment characteristics and they focus more on the low prices or the good brands instead of the general features like clean and attractive areas or friendly clerks of the store offers. As a result they care less about the service and the aesthetic characteristics that the store offers.

Lastly, by looking at the coefficients once again we can observe that the dummy variable mood has a positive effect on store choice with B= .614 and it is significant (P =.068) at the 10% level. Additionally, due to the fact that the B coefficient is positive it indicates that the probability of the respondents to go to the department stores when they are in a good mood is higher. Additionally, the odds ratio, Exp(B) for the mood is 1.847 which is grater than 1. So, as the predictor increases, the odds of the outcome occurs increase. This means that the odds of a customer to shop from department stores when he/she is in a good mood are 1.847 times higher than those of shopping from factory outlets.
Out of the results we found evidence that hold up H4, thus hypothesis 4 is supported which proposes that if the mood of the customer is good, this increases the probability to choose to go to a department store than factory outlet. The result comes along with Gardener’s (1985) observations mentioned in the literature, which illustrate them at his survey. The first observation is that mood can be processed and the second is mood can influence the store choice. Furthermore, he observed that mood can have an important impact in retail due to the interpersonal nature. Therefore, depending on the circumstances the mood of the customer can affect positively or negatively the purchases and the store choice. 
6.6 Summary of Hypotheses and Results
	Table: 14                               Hypotheses
	Results

	Hypothesis1a: Brands at department stores are perceived to be better in terms of clothing evaluation than factory outlets.
	Supported

	Hypothesis 1b: Consumers that utilize value focus on famous brands are more likely to buy clothes from department stores.
	Supported

	Hypothesis2a: Prices in department stores are perceived to be higher in terms of clothing evaluation than factory outlets.
	Supported

	Hypothesis 2b: Consumers that utilize value focus on price are more likely to buy clothes from factory outlets.
	Supported

	Hypothesis3a: Store environment is perceived to be better at department stores in terms of clothing evaluation than factory outlets.
	Rejected

	Hypothesis 3b: Consumers that value focus on store environment are more likely to buy clothes from department stores.
	Rejected

	Hypothesis 4: If the mood of the customers is good this increases the probability to choose to go to a department store than a factory outlet.
	Supported

	Hypothesis 5: The effect of store perception on brand, price and store environment on store choice is mediated by clothing evaluation.
	Rejected


7. Conclusions

In the following sections of this chapter, general discussion and conclusions will be analyzed, as well as limitations and recommendations for further research.

7.1 General Discussion and Conclusions

This study aimed at examining the plausible different customers’ value focus and perception of department stores and factory outlets. The factors used in this analysis were brand, price and store environment, by also adding the mood of the customer as of equal importance to the store choice. Additionally, the effect of store perception on brand, price and store environment on store choice is mediated by clothing evaluation. The method used for this analysis was an online questionnaire, consisted of 5 parts, which tested the hypothesized relations of the conceptual model. 117 responses of both males and females with different demographical backgrounds were analyzed, with interesting outcomes as regards how store choice is valued.
To begin with, as the conceptual model suggests, the first 3 hypotheses (H1a, H2a, H3a) were tested as being related to customer store perception. The findings manifest that the respondents rated the perception of brands, in terms of clothing evaluation, at department stores higher than factory outlets. This means that customers perceive brands at department stores as better than in factory outlets. This result is compatible with suggestions from Parker et al. (2003),  Shergill & Chen (2007) and Taylor & Casenza (2002).

Further, as regards price, the results indicate that the respondents rated the perception of prices, in terms of clothing evaluation, at department stores higher than factory outlets; therefore they perceive prices at factory outlets as being lower in contrast to department stores. This finding is agreeable with the conclusions of Parker et al. (2003). 

Interestingly enough, the respondents do not perceive store environment as an important dimension in terms of clothing evaluation for the department stores and factory outlets. This result does not come along with Parker et al. (2003) and Shergill & Chen (2007). As mentioned already, a possible explanation for this result is the young age of the majority of respondents. 
To sum up, the results so far indicate that hypotheses H1a and H2a are supported, while H3a is rejected.

To continue, hypothesis 5 (H5) was tested in 3 paths (A, B, C) as Barron and Kenney illustrate in their paper, in order to test the mediation effect of clothing evaluation on brand, price, store environment as regards to the store choice. The results propose that H5 is rejected, due to the fact that in path A predictors affect the mediator, in path B only brand affects store choice and in path C, clothing evaluation affects store choice. The 4th regression, which shows if eventually there is a mediation effect, clothing evaluation, was found to be insignificant. Thus, the hypothesis was rejected. In a case that in the last regression, clothing evaluation was significant, this would provide the information of having a partial mediation for brand only.  
The last part of the conceptual model states, the second parts of the first 3 hypotheses (H1b, H2b, H3b) were tested as being related to customer value focus. Findings suggest that customers that value focus on famous brands are more likely to buy clothes from department stores, as Graeff’s mentioned, because the B coefficient of brand is positive, indicating that the probability of the respondents, who utilize value focus on brands, of going to department stores is higher.
Respectively, outcomes regarding customer value focus on price state that customers are more likely to buy clothes from factory outlets than from department stores, a finding illustrated also by Jolson & Spath (1973), because the B coefficient of price is negative. The negative coefficient shows that when customers value focus on prices, the probability of going to factory outlets is higher.
Further, results show there is neither an effect of customer’s value focus as regards to the store environment on store choice, nor an effect of clothing evaluation on store choice. This outcome was expected because when the customer store perception of store environment tested the predictor also failed to support the hypothesis. Consequently, there seems to be that store environment is not an important factor for customer’s store choice a result which does not come along with Reynolds et al. (2002) outcomes.
Finally, the B coefficient of mood on store choice is positive, thus indicating that the probability of the respondents to go to the department stores when they are in a good mood is higher. The result comes along with Gardener’s (1985) observations.

To sum up, these results indicate that hypotheses H1b and H2b and H4 are supported, while H3b is rejected.

Lastly, it is of paramount importance to mention that the effect of income on store choice was also tested. The B coefficient for the low incomes was found significant (P= .074) at the 10% level with B= -.321. Consequently, the outcomes propose that respondents with a monthly income of less than 1000 euros (price sensitive) prefer to buy clothes from factory outlets instead of department stores. Additionally, at the high income levels the coefficient found to be insignificant, which means that customers with high monthly income do not show any interest to buy clothes from particular stores.
7.2 Implications

Important and various implications could be conducted for both types of stores, which marketers and managers could be advanced by considering the results of this study.
Concerning the department stores, they should sustain their competitiveness by continuing to offer good store environment, (although the results of the survey revealed that store environment does not have any effect on store choice), with satisfactory customer services and qualitative branded clothes. Consequently, more customers will be attracted and most of all the loyal customers would be maintained. Additionally, the market share of the department stores will be preserved as well as the competitive advantage against factory outlets.

Undoubtedly, department stores are facing a huge challenge from factory outlets which deals with the promotion strategies and the prices, due to the fact that customers perceive department stores as having significantly higher prices in contrast to factory outlets. Hence, department stores should adapt more reasonable and competitive prices in order to provide customers satisfactory value for their purchases. One possible option could be the customer segmentation. Thus, the department stores will set different price strategies; for instance, extra discounts to loyal customers, special offer to new clients etc.

Finally, department stores should focus even more on the store environment because the results of the survey showed that customers that are in a good mood choose to shop from department stores but on a bad mood the probability of shopping from factory outlets increases. So, managers must develop strategies in order to gain even the customers that are in a bad mood.
As regards to the factory outlets, the results showed that the target group of factory outlets is mainly price sensitive customers or generally shoppers that value focus on prices and not so much on famous brands or good store environment. Thus, they should maintain their lower prices by providing also frequent promotions of famous branded merchandises. With that way factory outlets will enhance their competitive positions on price and promotion attributes.

In addition, factory outlets should abort the bad perception that many customers have concerning their products. Hence, they should improve their product brand images by providing wider selection of clothes, sizes colours etc. Lastly the general image and perception of factory outlets will enhanced if managers pay more attention on the serviceability and the general store environment features. Nevertheless, managers of factory outlets should be extremely cautious with the investments at the store facilities because prices might increase due to the upgrading of the store images. For that reason managers must carefully consider and evaluate their choices in order to “balance any price increases and distribution channel development” (Shergill and Chen 2007).     

7.3 Limitations 
As in any other survey, this one comes also with some limitations. The first limitation refers to the size of the sample (n =117), which is the number of observations that constitute it. The problem is that the sample is not extremely big. Undoubtedly, we could not have access to the entire population for this survey thus we collect smaller sample in order to come up with results that are related to the customers’ behaviour on store choice. Hence, it would be realistic to suppose that with a larger sample a better representation of the population would provide us more precise results.
Moreover, another limitation is the fact that the respondents that took part in this survey come from different country origins and backgrounds. Thus, due to the fact that department stores and factory outlets differ from country to country, the participants perceive and utilize value focus differently. For instance, a Spanish respondent perceive department stores and factory outlets differently from an American respondent.

Furthermore, one serious limitation is the fact that the survey does not consist of respondents from big variety of ages. The survey includes ages up to 35 years old. Consequently, our survey is limited only on young ages which undoubtedly perceive department stores and factory outlets differently from the older ages.

The last limitation is the fact that the survey didn’t focus on specific department stores and factory outlets. Thus the respondents had to share their perceptions based on general evaluations of previous visits at these stores.
7.4 Further Research
Concerning the suggestions for further research, it would be interesting to study the cross cultural perceptions of the customers for the department stores and factory outlets. As it is also illustrated by Shergill & Chen (2007), the nature and the design of these stores differ depending on the country, the geographic location or the population of the city. Therefore, the examination of the perception on brands, prices and store environment on different countries could provide astonishing results.

References
1. Adams, Samuel Hopkins (1897), “The department store,” Scriber’s Magazine, 21(January), 1-27.
2. Ailawadi, K.L. and Keller, K.L. (2004), “Understanding Retail Branding: Conceptual Insights and Research Priorities,” Journal of Retailing, 80, No. 4, 331-42.
3. American Marketing Association (1948), “Report of the Definitions Committee,” The Journal of Marketing, 13, 202-217.
4. Andrews, I. Robert, and Enzo R. Valenzi (1970), "The Relationship between Price and Blind-Rated Quality for Margarines and Butters," Journal of Marketing Research, (August), 393-5. 
5. Andrews, I. Robert, and Enzo R. Valenzi (1971), "Combining Price, Brand, and Store Cues to Form an Impression of Product Quality," Proceedings of the American Psychological Association, 79th Annual Convention.
6. Babin, B.J. and Darden, W.R. (1996), “Good an Bad Shopping Vibes: Spending and Patronage Satisfaction,” Journal of Business Research, 35, 201-206.
7. Baker, J., Grewal, D. and Parasuraman, A. (1994), “The Influence of Store Environment on Quality Inferences and Store Image,” Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 22(4), 328-339.
8. Baker, S.A., Parasuraman, A., Grewal, D. and Voss, G.B. (2002), “The Influence of Multiple Store Environment Cues On Perceived Merchandise Value and Patronage intentions,” Journal of Marketing, 66, 120-141.
9. Baron, R.M. and Kenny D.A. (1986), ”The Moderatot-Mediator Variable Distinction in Social Psychological Research: Conceptual, Strategic and Statistical Considerations,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51, No. 6, 1173-1182.
10. Bell David R., Teck-Hua Ho and Christopher S Tang (1998), “Determining where to shop: Fixed and variable costs of shopping,” Journal of Marketing Research, 35, 352-369.
11. Berkowitz, Z. and Connor, L. (1966), “Success, Failure and Social Responsibility,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 4(6), 664-669.
12. Birkin, Michael 1994   
13. Buzzell, R.D. and Wiersma, F. D. (1981), "Successful Share-Building Strategies," Harvard Business Review, 59, No. 1, 135-144.

14. Christopher S Tang, Bell David R, Teck-Hua Ho (2001), “Store Choice and Shopping Behaviour: How price format works,” California Management Review, 43(winter), No. 2.

15. Consumer Reports (1998), “Outlet Malls: Do They Deliver The Goods?”, 63, 20-26.
16. Dawar, N. (1998), “Product-Harm Crises and Signaling Ability of Brands,” International Studies of Management and Organization, 28(fall), No. 3, 109-120.
17. Deming, W. E. (1986), “Out of the Crisis,” Massachusetts Institute of Technology Center for Advanced Engineering Study, Cambridge, Massachusetts.

18. Dodds, W. (1991), “In Research of Value: How Price and Store Name Information Influence Buyers’ Product Perceptions,” The Journal of Consumer Marketing, No. 2 (Spring), 15-24.

19. Donovan, R., Rossiter, S., Marcoolyn, G. and Nesdale, A. (1994), “Store Atmosphere and Purchasing Behaviour,” Journal of Retailing, 70, 283-294.
20. Dreze, X., Hoch, S.J. and Purk, M.E. (1994), “Shelf Management and Space Elasticity,” Journal of Retailing, 70, No. 4, 301-26.

21. Feick, Lawrence and Price, L.L. (1987), “The Marketing Maven: A Diffuser of Marketplace Information,” Journal of Marketing, 51, 83-87.
22. Field, A.P. (2009), “Discovering Statistics Using SPSS (and Sex and drugs and rock ‘n’ roll) (3rd edition), London: Sage.
23. Gabor, A. and Granger, C.W.J. (1961), “On Price Consciousness of Consumers,” Applied Statistics, 10, 170-188.
24. Gardner, M.P. (1985), “Mood States and Consumer Behaviour: A Critical Preview,” The Journal of Consumer Review, 12, No.3, 281-300.
25. Garvin, D.A. (1984), “What Does Product Quality Really Meaan?”, Sloan Management Review.
26. Gerstner, E. (1985), “Do Higher Prices Siganl Higher Quality?”, Journal of Marketing Research, 22, 209-215.

27. Graeff, T. R. (1997), “Consumption Situations and the Effects of Brand Image on Consumers’ Brand Evaluations,” Psych. Marketing, 14(1), 49-70.
28. Greval D., Krishman R., Baker J. and Borin N. (1998), “The Effect of Store Name, Brand Name and Price Discounts on Consumers’ Evaluations and Purchase Intentions,” Journal of Retailing, 74(3) (Fall), 331-352.

29. Grewal, D., Krishnan, R., Baker, S. and Borin, N. (1998), “The Effect of Store Name, Brand Name and Price Discounts on Consumers’ Evaluations and Purchase Intentions,” Journal of Retailing, 74(3), 331-352.
30. Hirschman, E.E. (1986), “Humanistic Inquiry in Marketing Research: Philosophy, Method and Criteria,” Journal of Marketing Research, 23, 237-49.      
31. Holton, R.M. (1986), “The Distinction Between Convenience Goods, Shopping Goods and Specialty Goods,” Journal of Marketing, 23, 53-56.
32. Isen, A. and Levin, P. (1972), “Effect of Feeling Good on Helping: Cookies and Kindness,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 21(3), 384-388.
33. Jacoby, J. and Mazursky, D. (1984), “Linking Brand and retailer Images-Do the Potential Risks Outweigh the Potential benefits?,” Journal of Retailing, 60. No. 2, 105-22. 
34. James T. Hathaway and James C. Hughes (2000), “Factory Outlet Malls: The Example of Prime Outlets at Grove City”, Association of American Geographers, 189-95.
35. James, E. Stafford and Ben, M. (1969), “The Price-Quality Relationship: An Extension,” 6, No. 4, 456-458.
36. Johnson, J.L. (1994), “Reinventing the Department Store,” Discount Merchandiser, 34, No. 5, 54-5.
37. Jolson, M.A. and Spath, W.F (1973), “Understanding and Fulfilling Shoppers’ Requirements: An Anomaly in Retailing?”, Journal of Retailing, 49, No. 2, 38-50.

38. Jones and Peter (1995). “Factory outlet shopping centres and planning issues”. International Journal of Retail & Distribution Management, 23, 12-18.
39. Jones, J. (1995), “Forces Behind Restructuring in U.S. Apparel Retailing and its Effect on the U.S. Apparel Industry,” Industry, Trade, and Technology Review, 23-27.
40. Joshi, S. (2003), “Who’s Buying at Factory Outlets?” Financial daily from The Hindu group of publications.
41. Juran, J. M. (1951), “Quality Control Handbook,” Mc Graw-Hill, New York.

42. Karande, K.L. and Ganesh, J. (2000), “Who Shops at factory outlets and Why? An explanatory study,” Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice, 8, No. 4, 29-42.
43. keller, K.L. (1993), “Conceptualizing, Measuring and Managing Customer-Based Brand Equity,” Journal of marketing, 57, No. 1, 1-22.
44. Keller, K.L. and D. R.Lehmann (2006), “Brands and Branding: Research Findings and Future priorities,” Marketing Science, 25, No. 6, 740-759.
45. Kotler, P. (1991), “Marketing Management: Analysis Planning, and Control,” 8th Edition, Englewood Cliffs , New Jersey, Prentice Hall, Inc.
46. Leray and Comm (1991),  
47. Levy, 1959
48. Li, J. (2003), “Sincere Plotting Turnaround in cut-throat Times,” Hong Kong iMail, (China).
49. Louviere, J.J., Hensher D.A. and Swait, J.D. (2000), “Stated Choice Methods: Analysis and Applications,” The Press Syndicate of the University of Cambridge.
50. Miller, D., Jackson, P., Thrift, N., Holbrook, B., and Rowlands, M. (1998), “Shopping, Place and Identity. London: Routledge,” 1-214.
51. Monroe, K.B. (1973), “Buyers’ Subjective Perceptions of Price,” Journal of Marketing Research, 10, 70-80.

52. Nasri, J. (1999), “Traditional Retailers Prepare to Confront e-commerce Challenge,” Weekly Corporate Growth Report, 10, No. 172, 10505-7.
53. Olson, J.C. (1972), “Cue Utilization in the Quality Perception Process: A Cognitive Model and an Empirical Test,” Doctoral Dissertation, Purdue University.

54. Olson, J.C. and Jacoby, J. (1973), “Cue Utilization in the Quality Perception Process,” in Proceedings 3rd Annual Conference, Association for Consumer Research, 167-79. 

55. Parasuraman, A., Valerie, A., Zeithaml, Berry, L.L. (1988), “An Empirical Assessment of the SERVQUAL Scale,” Journal of Business Research, 24, 253-268.
56. Parker S.R., Pettijohn, C., Pettijohn, L., and Kent, J (2003), “An Analysis of Customer Perceptions: Factory outlet Malls versus Traditional Department Stores,” The Marketing Management Journal, 13(fall), No. 2, 29-44. 
57. Porter, M.E. (1980), “Competitive Strategy: Technique for Analyzing Industries and Competitors,” The Free Press, New York.
58. Rauch, M. (2005), “Looking Ahead,” Incentive, 179, No. 2, 14.
59. Render Barry and Thomas S. O'Connor (1976),” The Influence of Price, Store Name, and Brand Name on Perception of Product Quality,” Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 4(fall), No. 4, 722-730.
60. Reynolds, K.E., Ganesh, J. and Luckett, M. (2002), “traditional Malls vs. Factory Outlets: comparing shopper typologies and implications for retail strategy,” Journal of Business Research, 55, No. 9, 677-969.
61. Reynolds, K.E., Ganesh, J. and Luckett, M. (2002), “Traditional Malls vs. Factory Outlets: Comparing Shopper Typologies and Implications for Retail Strategy,” Journal of Business Research, 55, 687-696.
62. Richardson, P.S., Dick, A.S. and Jain, A.K. (1994), “Extrinsic and Intrinsic Cue Effects on Perceptions of Store Brand Quality,” Journal of Marketing, 58, 28-36.

63. Rockefeller, D. (1986), “Value Versus Price,” Bell Atlantic Quarterly, 3(spring), 42-9.
64. Rudnitsky, H. (1994), “Too Much of Good Thing,” Forbes, 154, No. 4, 46-7.
65. Schneiderman, I.P. (1998), “Value Keeps Factory Outlets Viable,” Boston Daily News record, 28, No.85, 1-10.
66. Shergill G.S. and Chen Y., (2008), “Customer Perceptions of Factory Outlet Stores versus traditional Department Stores,” Marketing Intelligence and Planning, 26, No. 1, 77-96.
67. Sherman, E., Marthur, A. and Smith, R.B. (1997), “Store Environment and Consumer Purchase Behaviour: Mediating Role of consumer Emotions,” Psychology and Marketing, 14(4), 361-378.
68. Shewhart, W.A. (1931), “Economic Control of Quality of Manufactured Product,” American Society for Quality, 501.

69. Sivadas, E. and Baker-Prewitt, J.L. (2000), “An Examination of the Relationship Between Service Quality, Customer Satisfaction, and Store Loyalty,” International Journal of Retail & Distribution Management, 28, No. 2, 73.
70. Slama, M.E. and Tashchian, A. (1985), “Selected Socioeconomic and Demographic Characteristics Associated with Purchasing Involvement,” Journal of Marketing, 49, No. 1, 72-82.
71. Solomon, M.R. and Douglas, S.P. (1987), “Diversity in Product Symbolism: The Case of Female Executive Clothing,” Psychology and marketing, 4(3), 189-212.
72. Spies, K., Hesse, F. and Loesch, K. (1997), “Store Atmosphere, Mood and Purchase Behaviour,” Journal of Research in Marketing, 1-17.
73. Sproles, G.B. and Kendall, E.L. (1986), “A Methodology for Profiling Consumers’ Decision-Making Styles,” The Journal of Consumer Affairs, 24(1), 134-147.
74. Swinyard, W.R. (1993), “The Effects of Mood, Involvement, and Quality of Store Experience on Shopping Intentions,” The Journal of Consumer Research, 20, No.2, 271-280.
75. Tamilia, R.D. (2005). “The Wonderful World of the Department Store in Historical Perspective: A Comprehensive International Bibliography Partially Annotated University of Quebec at Montreal”, 25.
76. Taylor, S.L. and Cosenza, R.M. (2002), “Profiling Later Aged Female Teens: Mall Shopping Behaviour and Clothing Choice,” Journal of Consumer Marketing, 19, No. 5, 393-408.
77. Tuchman, B.W. (1980), “The Decline of Quality,” New York Times Magazine, 38-47.

78. Tülin, E. and Swait, J. (2004), “Brand Credibility, Brand Consideration, and Choice,” Journal of Consumer Research, 31.
79. Underwood, B., Moore, B. and Rosenhan, D.L. (1973), “Effect and Self-Gratification,” Developmental Psychology, 8(2), 209-214.
80. Westbrook, R.A. (1981), “Sources of Consumer Satisfaction with Retail Outlets,” Journal of Retailing, 57(fall), 68-85.
81. William, B.D., Monroe, K.B. and Grewal, D. (1991), “Effects of Price, Brand and Store Information on Buyers’ product Evaluations,” Journal of Marketing Research, 28, 307-19.
82. Zeithaml, V.A. (1988), “Consumer Perceptions of Price, Quality and Value: A Means-End Model and Synthesis of Evidence,” Journal of Marketing, 52, 2-22.
 Appendix 1: Questionnaire
	PART 1: Characteristics of Respondents

	
	
	
	
	

	1. What is your gender?
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Male
	 
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	 
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	2. What is your age?
	
	

	< 20
	 
	
	
	

	20-25
	 
	
	
	

	26-35
	 
	
	
	

	36-45
	 
	
	
	

	46-55
	 
	
	
	

	56-65
	 
	
	
	

	>65
	 
	
	
	

	3. What is the highest level of education that you have completed?

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than high school
	
	 
	
	
	

	High school
	
	
	 
	
	
	

	University - Bachelor
	
	 
	
	
	

	University - Master
	
	 
	
	
	

	Other
	
	
	 
	
	
	

	4. What is your monthly salary level?

	
	
	
	

	<500, euro
	
	
	 

	500-1000, euro
	
	
	 

	1000-2000, euro
	
	 

	>2000, euro
	
	
	 


PART 2 Customer's Store Perception 

5. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements. (Department Stores-Factory Outlets/Brand)
	
	Brands at department stores have very good reputation. 
	
	

	strongly disagree
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	strongly agree
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	The overall perception of the quality of the brands in the department stores is high.

	strongly disagree
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	strongly agree
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	The selection of clothes at department stores is wide.
	
	

	strongly disagree
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	strongly agree
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Brands at factory outlets have very good reputation. 
	
	

	strongly disagree
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	strongly agree
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	The overall perception of the quality of the brands in the factory outlets is high.

	strongly disagree
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	strongly agree
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	The selection of clothes at factory outlets is wide.
	
	

	strongly disagree
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	strongly agree
	


	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


6. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements. (Department Stores-Factory Outlets/Price)
	
	Department stores include high prices.
	
	

	strongly disagree
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	strongly agree

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Department stores offer reasonable prices.
	
	

	strongly disagree
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	strongly agree

	
	Factory outlets include high prices.
	
	

	strongly disagree
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	strongly agree

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Factory outlets offer reasonable prices.
	
	

	strongly disagree
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	strongly agree


7. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements. (Department Stores-Factory Outlets/Store Environment)
	
	Department stores offer high-quality service.
	
	
	
	

	strongly disagree
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	strongly agree
	
	

	
	Employees at the department stores are friendly and helpful.
	
	

	strongly disagree
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	strongly agree
	
	

	
	Department stores have clean, attractive and convenient public areas (restrooms, fitting rooms)

	strongly disagree
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	strongly agree
	
	

	
	Factory outlets offer high-quality service.
	
	
	
	

	strongly disagree
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	strongly agree
	
	

	
	Employees at factory outlets are friendly and helpful.
	
	
	

	strongly disagree
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	strongly agree
	
	

	
	Factory outlets have clean, attractive and convenient public areas (restrooms, fitting rooms)

	strongly disagree
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	strongly agree
	
	


PART 3 Customer Value focus.

8. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements. (Brand) 

	
	Famous brands are very important to me.
	
	

	strongly disagree
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	strongly agree

	
	Expensive brands are very attractive to me. 
	
	

	strongly disagree
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	strongly agree


 9. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements. (Price) 
	
	The lowest price clothes are usually my choice.
	

	strongly disagree
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	strongly agree

	
	Iam more likely to buy clothes that are on sale.
	

	strongly disagree
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	strongly agree

	
	When my income is limited I check for the lowest prices in buying clothes.

	strongly disagree
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	strongly agree


10. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements. (Store Environment)
	
	Best service is important to me.
	
	
	
	
	

	strongly disagree
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	strongly agree
	
	

	
	Friendly and helpful staff is important to me.
	
	
	
	

	strongly disagree
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	strongly agree
	
	

	
	Clean, attractive and convenient public areas (restrooms, fitting rooms) are important to me.

	strongly disagree
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	strongly agree
	
	


PART 4. Clothing Evaluation.
11. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements.

	
	Department stores offer better designed clothes.
	

	strongly disagree
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	strongly agree

	
	Department stores offer new and stylish clothes.
	

	strongly disagree
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	strongly agree

	
	Factory outlets offer better designed clothes.
	
	

	strongly disagree
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	strongly agree

	
	Factory outlets offer new and stylish clothes.
	
	

	strongly disagree
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	strongly agree


12. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements.
	
	I am very satisfied with most of my clothing purchases from department stores.

	strongly disagree
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	strongly agree
	

	
	I am very satisfied with most of my clothing purchases from factory outlets.
	

	strongly disagree
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	strongly agree
	


PART 5. Mood and Store Choice.
	13. Please select one of the two options. 

	

	When you are in a good mood, where do you generally prefer to shop?

	Departmet store
	
	Factory outlet
	

	 
	
	
	 
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	When you are not in a good mood, where do you generally prefer to shop?

	Departmet store
	
	Factory outlet
	

	 
	
	
	 
	
	


Appendix 2: SPSS Outpouts

Factor Analysis

6.3.1 Store Perception: Department stores and Factory outlets.

Department Stores
	KMO and Bartlett's Test

	Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
	,594

	Bartlett's Test of Sphericity
	Approx. Chi-Square
	125,780

	
	df
	28

	
	Sig.
	,000


	Rotated Component Matrixa

	
	Component

	
	1
	2
	3

	Obliging Employees DS
	,820
	
	

	High Quality Service DS
	,818
	
	

	Clean & Attractive Areas DS
	,750
	
	

	Wide Clothing Selection DS
	
	,712
	

	Brand Reputation DS
	
	,712
	

	Brand Overall Perception DS
	
	,672
	

	High Prices DS
	
	
	,782

	Reasonable Prices DS
	
	
	-,760

	Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.


a. Rotation converged in 4 iterations.
Factory outlets
	KMO and Bartlett's Test

	Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
	,577

	Bartlett's Test of Sphericity
	Approx. Chi-Square
	161,983

	
	df
	21

	
	Sig.
	,000


	Rotated Component Matrixa

	
	Component

	
	1
	2
	3

	Obliging Employees FO
	,832
	
	

	High Quality Service FO
	,831
	
	

	Clean & Attractive Areas FO
	,682
	
	

	Brand Overall Perception FO
	
	,864
	

	Brand Reputation FO
	
	,843
	

	Reasonable Prices FO
	
	
	-,828

	High Prices FO
	
	
	,783

	Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

	a. Rotation converged in 4 iterations.


Customer Value Focus
	KMO and Bartlett's Test

	Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
	,611

	Bartlett's Test of Sphericity
	Approx. Chi-Square
	264,617

	
	df
	28

	
	Sig.
	,000


	Rotated Component Matrixa

	
	Component

	
	1
	2
	3

	Obliging Employees Importance
	,889
	
	

	Service Importance
	,868
	
	

	Clean& Attractive Areas Importance
	,666
	
	

	Low Income - Low Prices
	
	,849
	

	Cheap Clothes Attraction
	
	,754
	

	Sales Clothes Attraction
	
	,742
	

	Brands' Reputation Importance
	
	
	,904

	Brands' Expense Attractiveness
	
	
	,866

	Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

	a. Rotation converged in 4 iterations.


 Clothing Evaluation: Department stores and Factory outlets
Department Stores
	KMO and Bartlett's Test

	Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
	,549

	Bartlett's Test of Sphericity
	Approx. Chi-Square
	52,588

	
	df
	3

	
	Sig.
	,000


	Component Matrixa

	
	Component

	
	1

	Stylish Clothes DS
	,865

	Clothing Designs DS
	,812

	Purchase Satisfaction DS
	,549

	Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

	a. 1 components extracted.


Factory Outlets
	KMO and Bartlett's Test

	Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
	,519

	Bartlett's Test of Sphericity
	Approx. Chi-Square
	70,945

	
	df
	3

	
	Sig.
	,000


	Component Matrixa

	
	Component

	
	1

	Clothing Designs FO
	,899

	Stylish Clothes FO
	,861

	Purchase Satisfaction FO
	,448

	Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

	a. 1 components extracted.


Regression: Customer’s Store Perception

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,694a
	,482
	,466
	,59157

	a. Predictors: (Constant), StoreEnvironmentPerceptionDSFO_Storedummy, Price_PerceptionDSFO, Brand_PerceptionDSFO, StoreEnvironment_PerceptionDSFO, BrandPerceptionDSFO_Storedummy, PricePerceptionDSFO_Storedummy, Store_dummy


	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	73,534
	7
	10,505
	30,018
	,000a

	
	Residual
	79,090
	226
	,350
	
	

	
	Total
	152,624
	233
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), StoreEnvironmentPerceptionDSFO_Storedummy, Price_PerceptionDSFO, Brand_PerceptionDSFO, StoreEnvironment_PerceptionDSFO, BrandPerceptionDSFO_Storedummy, PricePerceptionDSFO_Storedummy, Store_dummy

	b. Dependent Variable: Clothing_Evaluation


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	,736
	,363
	
	2,030
	,044

	
	Brand_PerceptionDSFO
	,173
	,072
	,163
	2,390
	,018

	
	Price_PerceptionDSFO
	,238
	,097
	,167
	2,455
	,015

	
	StoreEnvironment_PerceptionDSFO
	,292
	,084
	,282
	3,475
	,001

	
	Store_dummy
	-,055
	,611
	-,034
	-,089
	,929

	
	BrandPerceptionDSFO_Storedummy
	,256
	,119
	,591
	2,157
	,032

	
	PricePerceptionDSFO_Storedummy
	-,169
	,146
	-,367
	-1,153
	,078

	
	StoreEnvironmentPerceptionDSFO_Storedummy
	,057
	,115
	,130
	,495
	,621

	a. Dependent Variable: Clothing_Evaluation


Clothing Evaluation as Mediator

Regression 1: The predictor must affect the mediator.

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,643a
	,413
	,405
	,62419

	a. Predictors: (Constant), StoreEnvironment_PerceptionDSFO, Price_PerceptionDSFO, Brand_PerceptionDSFO


	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	63,013
	3
	21,004
	53,910
	,000a

	
	Residual
	89,612
	230
	,390
	
	

	
	Total
	152,624
	233
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), StoreEnvironment_PerceptionDSFO, Price_PerceptionDSFO, Brand_PerceptionDSFO

	b. Dependent Variable: Clothing_Evaluation


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	,209
	,281
	
	,742
	,459

	
	Brand_PerceptionDSFO
	,343
	,058
	,323
	5,925
	,000

	
	Price_PerceptionDSFO
	,185
	,076
	,130
	2,419
	,016

	
	StoreEnvironment_PerceptionDSFO
	,413
	,056
	,398
	7,311
	,000

	a. Dependent Variable: Clothing_Evaluation


Regression 2: The predictor must affect the dependent variable.

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,135a
	,018
	,005
	,47683

	a. Predictors: (Constant), StoreEnvironment_PerceptionDSFO, Price_PerceptionDSFO, Brand_PerceptionDSFO


	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	,970
	3
	,323
	1,423
	,237a

	
	Residual
	52,295
	230
	,227
	
	

	
	Total
	53,265
	233
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), StoreEnvironment_PerceptionDSFO, Price_PerceptionDSFO, Brand_PerceptionDSFO

	b. Dependent Variable: Store_Choice


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	,592
	,215
	
	2,760
	,006

	
	Brand_PerceptionDSFO
	,089
	,044
	,143
	2,020
	,044

	
	Price_PerceptionDSFO
	-,046
	,058
	-,055
	-,796
	,427

	
	StoreEnvironment_PerceptionDSFO
	-,027
	,043
	-,044
	-,624
	,534

	a. Dependent Variable: Store_Choice


Regression 3: The mediator must affect the dependent variable.

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,110a
	,012
	,008
	,47623

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Clothing_Evaluation


	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	,647
	1
	,647
	2,855
	,092a

	
	Residual
	52,618
	232
	,227
	
	

	
	Total
	53,265
	233
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Clothing_Evaluation

	b. Dependent Variable: Store_Choice


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	,435
	,131
	
	3,325
	,001

	
	Clothing_Evaluation
	,065
	,039
	,110
	1,690
	,092

	a. Dependent Variable: Store_Choice


Regression 4: Test if the mediation is supported.

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,197a
	,039
	,022
	,47285

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Clothing_Evaluation, PricePerceptionDSFO_Storedummy, StoreEnvironmentPerceptionDSFO_Storedummy, BrandPerceptionDSFO_Storedummy


	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	2,064
	4
	,516
	2,308
	,039a

	
	Residual
	51,201
	229
	,224
	
	

	
	Total
	53,265
	233
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Clothing_Evaluation, PricePerceptionDSFO_Storedummy, StoreEnvironmentPerceptionDSFO_Storedummy, BrandPerceptionDSFO_Storedummy

	b. Dependent Variable: Store_Choice


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	,542
	,142
	
	3,829
	,000

	
	BrandPerceptionDSFO
	,129
	,066
	,503
	1,948
	,053

	
	PricePerceptionDSFO
	-,058
	,075
	-,214
	-,780
	,436

	
	StoreEnvironmentPerceptionDSFO
	-,037
	,057
	-,142
	-,637
	,524

	
	Clothing_Evaluation
	,012
	,047
	,020
	,247
	,805

	a. Dependent Variable: Store_Choice


Binary Logistic Regression: Effect of customer value focus and mood on store choice.

	Model Summary

	Step
	-2 Log likelihood
	Cox & Snell R Square
	Nagelkerke R Square

	1
	179,119a
	,098
	,134

	a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 because parameter estimates changed by less than ,001.


	Variables in the Equation

	
	
	B
	S.E.
	Wald
	df
	Sig.
	Exp(B)

	Step 1a
	CVF_Brand
	,367
	,140
	6,862
	1
	,009
	1,444

	
	CVF_Price
	-,434
	,187
	5,378
	1
	,020
	1,648

	
	CVF_StoreEnvironment
	-,159
	,169
	,879
	1
	,348
	,853

	
	Clothing_Evaluation
	,158
	,216
	,538
	1
	,463
	1,171

	
	Mood_dummy
	,614
	,337
	3,327
	1
	,068
	1,847

	
	Constant
	1,128
	1,137
	,984
	1
	,321
	3,090

	a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: CVF_Brand, CVF_Price, CVF_StoreEnvironment, Clothing_Evaluation, Mood_dummy.


Effect of Income on store choice.
Low income
	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,546a
	,298
	,289
	,68254

	a. Predictors: (Constant), IncomeSmall_Storedummy, Store_dummy, Income_Small


	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	45,478
	3
	15,159
	32,541
	,000a

	
	Residual
	107,147
	230
	,466
	
	

	
	Total
	152,624
	233
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), IncomeSmall_Storedummy, Store_dummy, Income_Small

	b. Dependent Variable: Clothing_Evaluation


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	2,860
	,087
	
	32,990
	,000

	
	Income_small
	,018
	,126
	,011
	,145
	,885

	
	Store_dummy
	1,006
	,123
	,623
	8,207
	,000

	
	IncomeSmall_Storedummy
	-,321
	,179
	-,168
	-1,794
	,074

	a. Dependent Variable: Clothing_Evaluation


High income
	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,534a
	,285
	,276
	,68884

	a. Predictors: (Constant), IncomeHigh_Storedummy, Store_dummy, Income_High


	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	43,490
	3
	14,497
	30,552
	,000a

	
	Residual
	109,134
	230
	,474
	
	

	
	Total
	152,624
	233
	
	
	

	a. Predictors: (Constant), IncomeHigh_Storedummy, Store_dummy, Income_High

	b. Dependent Variable: Clothing_Evaluation


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	2,858
	,065
	
	44,101
	,000

	
	Income_High
	,307
	,350
	,069
	,877
	,382

	
	Store_dummy
	,856
	,092
	,530
	9,341
	,000

	
	IncomeHigh_Storedummy
	-,019
	,496
	-,003
	-,037
	,970

	a. Dependent Variable: Clothing_Evaluation
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