
ABSTRACT 

LU, YUE. Understanding Consumers’ Perceptions of Apparel Quality in the U.S. and China 

through Online Reviews. (Under the direction of Dr. Helmut H. Hergeth).  

 

To succeed in the two largest apparel markets in the world, apparel companies need 

to fully understand their consumers’ perceptions of apparel quality. The purposes of this 

study are: 1) to identify and compare attributes that are important in consumers’ perceptions 

of apparel quality in the U.S. and China; and, 2) to explore a new approach to consumer 

study in the apparel industry. 

Product reviews about Levi’s women’s skinny jeans from five different online 

retailers in the U.S. and China were sampled and analyzed. Perceptions were categorized into 

three dimensions with 14 different factors: aesthetics (color, pattern, style, appearance, 

versatility and workmanship), performance (fit, comfort, durability and care) and extrinsic 

(brand, cost and service). After data screening and cleaning, 243 reviews from the U.S. and 

172 reviews from China were collected. Descriptive analysis was conducted for factor 

frequencies mentioned in the comments. Regression analysis was used to explore each 

attribute’s influence on the overall evaluation (rating star). Chi-square tests were conducted 

to compare the perception differences between the U.S. and Chinese consumers. 

Descriptive analysis showed that for the U.S. consumers, fit, comfort, appearance, 

style, color, versatility, brand and durability were important factors; for the Chinese 

consumers, the most cited attributes were fit, comfort, appearance, style, color, cost, other, 

service and brand. Regression results indicated that evaluations about durability, fit, brand, 

style, appearance and comfort had significant positive impact on the U.S. consumers’ overall 

product ratings; other, service, color, comfort and appearance influenced Chinese consumers’ 



overall evaluation of an item. The importance of “other” attribute indicated the importance of 

fabric properties in Chinese consumers’ mind. Chi-square tests showed that comparing to the 

U.S. consumers, Chinese consumers are more sensitive to cost, fabric properties and service, 

but care less about fit, versatility, durability and care. Deeper investigations on the comment 

contents got some interesting findings such as Chinese consumers prefer jeans that make 

them look slimmer and tend to blame themselves for not fitting. Companies can use such 

information to improve their product development and marketing strategies in the target 

country. 

The results of this study were highly influenced and limited by the product type and 

the special characteristics of online shopping and online comments. To get a more 

comprehensive view of consumers’ perceptions of apparel quality in different countries, 

future studies may sample more products with larger sample sizes and apply online 

comments analysis along with other research methods. 
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CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 

1.1 Statement of Problems 

The global apparel sales reached $1,730 billion in 2012, ranked 2
nd

 just after the 

packed food industry (Euromonitor International, March 2014). According to 

Euromonitor International (March 2014), U.S. is still the largest apparel market with 

retail value of almost $300 billion while China is the second with about $250 billion 

market in 2013. However, China is predicted to become the largest market in the world 

by 2017 (Euromonitor International, April 2014). To succeed in the highly globalized and 

fast-changing world, apparel companies and retailers need to gain constant understanding 

of consumers in different regions, especially these two largest markets – U.S. and China. 

Quality has always been a hot topic in the industry. Just like Rosenau & Wilson 

(2014) presented in their book, “in the past, high-quality was considered a strategy or 

pursue, but now, it is a requirement” (p.262). Although several industry standards and 

evaluation methods of apparel quality have been specified by many national or 

international organizations, how consumers perceive apparel quality may be another story. 

As the total quality management (TQM) approach states: “quality must be perceived by 

customers”. Mitra (2008) also agreed that customer is the center of quality control and the 

needs of customers determine the level of quality that should be achieved by a product. 

The perceived performance of quality comparing with expectations directly determines 

customer satisfaction (Kotler & Armstrong, 2014, p.13). Therefore, it is essential for 
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apparel companies and retailers to know how consumers perceive apparel quality. As 

customers’ needs and requirements keep changing, the study of their perceptions on 

quality requires frequent updates.  

As a result of differences in culture, values, economic situation and other factors 

across nationalities, consumer behavior is very different (Keller, 2002). Culture is also 

considered the most basic cause of individual’s wants and behavior (Kotler & Armstrong, 

2014, p.138). There have been lots of studies on different consumer behavior in different 

countries. For example, Jin et al. (2010) found Chinese and Indian consumers evaluate 

denim jeans in different ways; Forsythe, Kim and Petee (1999) reported some differences 

in assessing one apparel item’s quality between Chinese and Korean consumers. 

Similarly, consumers in the U.S. and China may have very different perceptions on 

apparel quality. As more and more companies are targeting the two largest apparel 

markets – U.S. and China, it will be rewarding to gain an insight of consumers’ 

perceptions on apparel quality in both countries and utilize this information in the product 

development and marketing. 

1.2 Importance of the Study 

Since the spreading of Total Quality Management, it has been widely accepted 

that quality can always be improved. Limited by financial requirements, companies 

cannot spend countless money on quality improvement, especially in the apparel 

manufacturing industry where profit margins are relatively low. Plus, quality 

improvement would be useless if customers won’t buy it. Quality only makes sense when 
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it is perceived by customers. Just like the “return on quality” strategy states, what quality 

attributes would keep consumers happy or drive them away is an extremely important 

question (Rust et al., 1995). Furthermore, customers’ satisfaction is the key pursuit of 

quality management that would lead to larger market share and higher revenue and profit. 

As consumers’ perceptions of quality directly influence customer satisfaction (Fiore & 

Damhorst, 1992; Mitra, 2008, p.54), understanding consumers’ perceptions of apparel 

quality is the foundation of providing satisfaction to customers. 

Then, how to access consumers’ perceptions of apparel quality? In related 

research, the most widely used method is survey.  Researchers may collect information 

via mail, telephone, personal and online. This type of study is becoming expensive in 

terms of time and money. The quality of the data depends on the willingness of the 

respondents and the design of questionnaire (Groves, 2006). People may act or answer 

questions differently when being surveyed. Lennon & Fairhurst (1994) also argued in 

their study that asking people to choose or rate from a given list of attributes was not a 

good way to study consumers’ perceptions of quality as subjects would not come up with 

their own evaluation criteria and researchers would never be certain that these attributes 

were actually used in real life. Moreover, apparel evaluation requires touching and trying-

on real products and it is also influenced by environment setting (Holbrook, 1983). This 

adds up to the complexity of accurate quality perception research. When it comes to 

cross-cultural studies, it is even more difficult to get large enough and diverse samples. 

Therefore, it would be very beneficial to access consumers’ perception in an alternative 

way.  
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With the advent of Internet and online shopping, consumers’ opinions can be 

obtained easily as a form of online review or online comment. With online reviews, an 

enormous amount of samples can be obtained without time and regional restrictions. 

Different from traditional survey and questionnaire, online review is a spontaneous 

feedback. When most studies are using a sample of hundreds people to study consumers’ 

perceptions, a popular item may have thousands of online comments. Many studies have 

discussed the importance of online comments in marketing (e.g., Zhu & Zhang, 2009; 

Dellarocas et al., 2007). Some other studies have tried to figure out how to extract useful 

information from online reviews. For example, Decker & Trusov (2010) presented a 

model to estimate consumer preferences from online product review. But most studies 

related to online comments are about electronic products or books and movies. No studies 

have applied the method of accessing online reviews to study consumers’ perceptions in 

the apparel category. This study will be a good supplement to existing studies and 

provide an alternative way to study consumer related issues that can be easily adopted by 

future studies.  

1.3 Research Objectives and Scope 

The main purpose of this study is to compare American and Chinese consumers’ 

perceptions of apparel quality by looking at online reviews. First, this study will identify 

apparel quality attributes that are important in a consumer’s evaluation of an apparel 

product’s quality in the U.S. and China respectively. The influences of these attributes on 
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overall rating and post-purchase behavior will be studied. Secondly, a comparison 

between Chinese and American consumers will be conducted.  

Another purpose of this study is to explore the usability of a new research method 

of studying consumers’ minds in the apparel industry.  

With limited time and to control unwanted variables, this study will only focus on 

women’s skinny denim jeans which are very popular in both the U.S. and China with 

many reviews on a single item.  
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CHAPTER 2 

Literature Review 

This chapter provides an overview of apparel quality, consumers’ perceptions of 

apparel quality and the use of online comments. Previous related studies are reviewed and 

generalized, hypotheses are developed. 

2.1 Apparel Quality  

From the manufacturers’ perspective, quality is about “physical properties that 

can be measured (Brown and Rice, 2014)” or as Crosby (1979) stated, “conformance to 

the requirements”. Garvin (1984) defined product quality in eight dimensions: 

performance, features, conformance, reliability, durability, serviceability, aesthetics and 

perceived quality. 

Apparel quality is considered to be one of the major causes of customer 

dissatisfaction with apparel (Clodfelter, 2001). In the industry, apparel quality is initially 

guided by testing standards and product specifications. Industry standards are developed 

by many national and international organizations such as American Association of 

Textile Chemists and Colorists (AATCC), American Society for Testing and Materials 

(ASTM), American National Standards Institute (ANSI), International Organization for 

Standardization (ISO), etc. Every apparel company also has its own quality standards and 

specifications. Rosenau & Wilson (2014) stated that companies must consider factors that 

affect quality including raw materials, fabrics, design, construction, pattern, fit and 

finishing during the product development cycle 
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It is hard to define apparel quality alone (Rogers and Lutz, 1990). When being 

considered as a part of the evaluation criteria, apparel quality is only one attribute along 

with others like aesthetic characteristics, price, brand, etc. (Eckman et al., 1990; Rahman 

et al., 2010). But most studies defined apparel quality in broader way, covering all 

product related attributes (e.g., Lennon & Fairhurst, 1994; Abraham-Murali & Litterell, 

1995a). In this way, apparel quality contains two general dimensions – physical and 

performance (Brown & Rice, 2014; Fowler & Clodfelter, 2001). The physical dimension 

includes features of the product that cannot be changed without changing the product 

itself such as the design (style), materials (fabrics and trim), construction (such as stitches) 

and finish. The performance dimension refers to more customer related characteristics 

including aesthetic characteristics, durability and fit. 

2.2 Consumers’ Perceptions of Apparel Quality 

It is not enough to identify quality requirements from a manufacturer’s side.  A 

product that meets manufacturing specifications may not fulfill the consumers’ 

requirements of a “quality” product (Fiore & Damhorst, 1992). How consumers evaluate 

and perceive apparel quality is an issue addressed in a variety of studies and books. It is 

not easy to study and quantify quality perceptions. As people receive and process sensory 

information differently, they may form different perceptions of the same stimuli (Kotler 

and Armstrong, 2012, p.151).  Previous studies have identified several factors and cues 

that influence consumers’ perceptions of apparel quality. 
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As Kadolph (2007, p.30) concluded, consumers’ perceptions of quality include 

the materials and production techniques, the consistency of similar products, the fashion 

in the design, and the cost of the product.  

Many studies categorized attributes that determine or influence consumers’ 

quality perceptions into two general types - extrinsic and intrinsic. Intrinsic attributes 

refer to the product’s inherent characteristics that cannot be changed without changing 

the actual product, while extrinsic attributes are not a part of the product but are relevant 

(Olson & Jacoby, 1972). Eckman et al. (1990) summarized findings before 1990 that 

price, brand name were the most cited extrinsic criteria while product composition (style, 

color/design, fabric, appearance) and performance (care, fit, durability and comfort) were 

the most cited intrinsic criteria. Color/pattern, styling, fabric, fit and appearance were 

identified as the most significant factors in the in-store apparel purchase process (Eckman 

et al., 1990). Forsyth (1991) found that consumers formed evaluation and impressions of 

quality through the use of extrinsic cues (brand name, price, etc.) and through intrinsic 

cues which include design, style, fabric type, fiber content, and the construction details of 

the garment which were mostly consistent with the findings by Eckman et al.(1990). 

Fiore & Damhorst (1992) focused their study on intrinsic cues and found that aesthetic 

attributes like layout (style) and fabric were the most important cues. Using open-ended 

questions and content analysis (mention), Lennon & Fairhurst (1994) found that aesthetic 

attributes were identified most, followed by performance, extrinsic and usefulness 

attributes. Abraham-Murali & Litterell (1995a) used focus group interviews to generate a 

full list of attributes including physical appearance (fabric, color/pattern/texture, 



 

 

9 

construction and styling), physical performance (fabric, color, care, workmanship and 

garment), expressive attributes (looks good on me, appropriateness, comments of others) 

and extrinsic (brand, price, store, country of origin, care label and service). Attributes in 

physical appearance category were mentioned the most (Abraham-Murali & Litterell, 

1995a). Based on this list, Abraham-Murali & Litterell (1995b) did a further study on 

consumers’ perceptions before purchase and after purchase respectively and found that 

fabric and garment construction, style, care, workmanship and cost were among the 

important attributes in general (Abraham-Murali & Litterell, 1995b). Forsythe et al. 

(1996) studied this issue by mall interception using real products and real shopping 

situations, finding that sturdiness/durability (fabric construction included) and 

style/aesthetics (design, styling, appearance) were key dimensions affecting consumers’ 

perceptions of quality; durability and care were important decision making factors but did 

not contribute to quality evaluation which was inconsistent with most previous studies. In 

a more recent study, Swinker and Hines (2005) found that aesthetics was the most 

important cue followed by performance (durability, care, etc.) and extrinsic cues (brand, 

cost), but no intrinsic cues were identified which might because of the lack of actual 

clothes present. 

Hines and O’Neal (1995) also considered quality perceptions using extrinsic and 

intrinsic attributes but asked subjects to come up with their own evaluation criteria when 

comparing different blazers. They found that fabric was the only major attribute for 

evaluating quality. However, as he used a different analysis approach – means-end chain, 

the “fabric” attribute was indicated by several inferences such as pilling and different 
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consequences such as durability. Therefore, many attributes or cues studied in the 

literature were overlapping. Abraham-Murali & Litterell (1995a) and Swinker and Hines 

(2005) also agreed that consumers always use multidimensional cues to evaluate apparel 

quality. 

Many other studies considered this issue in different consuming stages. Rosenau 

& Wilson (2014) defined consumers’ measurement of quality as “a two-step process” 

(p.263-264). He presented that aesthetics (style, color, fabric, trim items and fit) and 

construction details such as seams, stitches, and pattern matching were assessed first 

while durability, comfort, care and appearance retention were in the second assessment 

(Rosenau & Wilson, 2014). Abraham-Murali & Litterell (1995b) also found that 

consumers perceived quality differently in buying stages with more focuses on fabric 

performance and care in post-purchase phase. De Klerk and Lubbe (2008) only focused 

on decision-making process and found that aesthetics would overshadow other factors. 

Many researchers presented that consumers would associate cost (price) with 

quality to evaluate the value of a product (Keller, 2002; Kadolph, 2007, p.30). But the 

findings of the importance of cost were inconsistent. 

Many results from previous studies contradicted each other. The reasons might be 

the differences of data collecting method and the differences caused by stimulus 

(products). But aesthetics was always an important factor.  

To avoid category overlapping and to cover all relevant factors as much as 

possible, based on previous studies, three general attribute categories – aesthetics, 
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performance and extrinsic will be used in this current study. Aesthetic attributes include 

color, pattern, style (silhouette, trendiness), workmanship (stitches, seams and 

construction details), versatility (adaptability to various end uses and mix-and-match 

potential) and appearance (how the garment looks on the consumer). Performance 

attributes include fit (size), comfort (how the garment and material feel to the consumer), 

durability and care. Extrinsic attributes are brand, cost and service. 

With the above relevant literature and concerns, the following hypotheses were 

developed for this current study: 

H1: Aesthetics attributes are important in consumer’s perceptions of apparel quality. 

H1a: Color is important in consumer’s perceptions of apparel quality. 

H1b: Pattern is important in consumer’s perceptions of apparel quality. 

H1c: Style is important in consumer’s perceptions of apparel quality. 

H1d: Workmanship is important in consumer’s perceptions of apparel quality. 

H1e: Versatility is important in consumer’s perceptions of apparel quality. 

H1f: Appearance is important in consumer’s perceptions of apparel quality. 

H2: Performance attributes are important in consumer’s perceptions of apparel quality. 

H2a: Fit is important in consumer’s perceptions of apparel quality. 

H2b: Comfort is important in consumer’s perceptions of apparel quality. 

H2c: Durability is important in consumer’s perceptions of apparel quality. 
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H2d: Care is important in consumer’s perceptions of apparel quality. 

H3: Extrinsic attributes are important in consumer’s perceptions of apparel quality. 

H3a: Brand is important in consumer’s perceptions of apparel quality. 

H3b: Cost is important in consumer’s perceptions of apparel quality. 

H3c: Service is important in consumer’s perceptions of apparel quality. 

H4: Aesthetic attributes are most important in consumer’s perceptions of apparel quality. 

2.3 Cross-cultural Differences 

Differences associated with culture and economic situation cause different 

consumer behaviors in different countries (Keller, 2002; Kotler & Armstrong, 2014, 

p.138). Many studies have explored differences of apparel quality perceptions in different 

countries. 

It was found that Chinese respondents were more concerned with functional 

characteristic whereas Canadians focused more on aesthetic attributes (Rahman et al., 

2010). Jin & Bennur (2015) stated that workmanship and fit were must-haves for U.S. 

consumers but not for Chinese consumers. Hsu & Burns (2002) compared students in 

Taiwan and the U.S., finding that versatility and appropriateness were important apparel 

evaluation criteria to students in Taiwan but not in the U.S., but comfort and fit were 

most important for consumers from both countries. Zhang et al. (2002) also presented that 

fit and comfort were the most important factors for Chinese consumers along with style, 

color and workmanship. The unimportance of price was questioned as the author thought 
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that people might refuse to admit they were sensitive to price due to “save face (dignity 

or prestige)”. But another study found that price was the most important attribute for 

Chinese consumers followed by fit and brand (Jin et al., 2009). Rahman et al., (2010) also 

agreed that Chinese consumers tended to seek “best value for price” with relatively low 

disposable income compared to developed countries like the U.S.  

Many studies also found that extrinsic attributes like brands were relatively more 

important to Chinese consumers. Minglue Marketing Shanghai Co. Ltd (2004) reported 

that consumers’ first concern of purchasing jeans was brands, followed by style, comfort 

and price. The importance of brand was also supported by some other studies. For 

example, Lowe and Corkindale (1998) suggested that Chinese consumers were brand 

loyal and Zhou & Hui (2003) also found that symbolic attributes were more important 

than performance attributes to Chinese consumers’ purchase intention. The “collectivism” 

culture makes Chinese consumers more concerned about others opinions and the social 

self (Rahman et al., 2010). 

It is obvious that the results from studies in different countries were inconsistent 

with these in part 2.2 which were mostly done in the U.S. Based on the literature review, 

the following hypotheses were developed for this current study: 

H5: Chinese consumers perceive apparel quality differently from the U.S. consumers. 

H6: Extrinsic attributes are more important to Chinese consumers than U.S. consumers. 

H6a: Cost is more important to Chinese consumers than U.S. consumers. 

H6b: Brand is more important to Chinese consumers than U.S. consumers. 
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2.4 Online Product Reviews 

Customer satisfaction is what companies are fighting for. It is the key to keep and 

gain more consumers, and to gain profits from them. Product quality problems lead to 

customer dissatisfaction in the post-purchase period. But feedback is limited as not all 

consumers would return dissatisfied products (Kincade et al., 1992). As Kincade et al. 

(1998) stated, consumers may not consider apparel quality until they actually use them. 

Therefore, it would be more accurate and practical to access consumers’ perceptions of 

apparel quality in the post-purchase period. Instead of seeking return or redress, 

consumers are more intend to complain. Furthermore, complains or negative perceptions 

and evaluations can provide more specific characteristics (DeLong et al., 1991), which 

provide more elaborate information of consumers’ perceptions. Online review is one of 

the convenient sources to collect post-purchase feedback and complains.  

As Hu et al. (2008) stated, online reviews provided by consumers have become a 

major source for consumers as well as marketers to access information about product 

quality. Decker and Trusov (2010) presented a framework that can be applied to analyze 

and generalize online reviews. As the contents in online reviews are noteworthy for the 

reviewers (Decker and Trusov, 2010), attributes from these contents are the important 

evaluation criteria or quality perceptions we would like to study. Lee and Bradlow (2007) 

also used customer reviews to generate attributes that are important for consumers. As 

Pollach (2006) found, online reviews were isolated and expressed personal opinions as 
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well as strong emotions. Therefore, studying online review would be a great way to learn 

what consumers think and feel about a product. 

Many studies also consider online review as a digital form of “word of mouth”. 

Word-of-mouth influence can have a powerful impact on consumer buying behavior 

(Kotler & Armstrong, 2014, p.141). A survey showed that 90% of consumers read online 

reviews while 83% of them agreed that online reviews would influence their buying 

decisions (Channel Advisor, 2011). According to Nielsen (2013)’s latest Global Trust in 

Advertising report, 70 percent of global consumers trust online reviews. Ludwig et al. 

(2013) found that positive contents in online reviews would increase the conversion rates 

(the percentage of consumers that purchase the item after viewing the page) while 

negative contents would decrease the rates. Zhu & Zhang (2009) presented that online 

reviews had a stronger influence on less popular products. 

At the end of the paper by Decker and Trusov (2010), it was also stated that 

comparing information elicited from online product reviews written by consumers from 

different countries would be “an exciting issue” for international marketing. 

How to identify product attributes and corresponding evaluations in such a rich 

data is a key challenge that have been studied extensively recently in the data mining and 

language processing areas (e.g., Hu & Liu, 2004; Wei et al., 2010). Methods and 

algorithms have been developed but are facing difficulties due to the inconsistent and 

diverse nature of online reviews (Dave et al. 2003). 
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2.5 Content Analysis 

Content analysis (quantitative) is a major methodology used in online reviews 

related studies (e.g., Qu et al., 2008; Pantelidis, 2010). Even before the era of Internet, 

content analysis has been considered useful in consumer research (Kassarjian, 1977). 

Riffe et al. (2014) defined quantitative content analysis as “a social science tool” that “is 

the systematic and replicable examination of symbols of communication, which have 

been assigned numeric values according to valid measurement rules” (p.19). Content 

analysis is able to explore the relationships of those values and to draw inferences about 

the meaning of the “communication” (Riffe et al., 2014). 

Pantelidis (2010) identified salient factors in a guest’s evaluation of a restaurant 

by analyzing the frequency of each factor mentioned in comments. Qu et al. (2008) also 

used content analysis to study the most important factors affecting consumer comments 

about Yahoo merchants by regression analysis. According to Hsieh and Shannon (2005)’s 

summarization, a directed content analysis method can be used when the study is guided 

by existing theory and prior research, which is the case in this study. Therefore, reviews 

will be coded using predetermined factors shown in the hypotheses. 

Texts need to be coded intro categorizations in order to be measured, either by 

human or computer (Neuendorf, 2002; Krippendorff, 2004). Software products such as 

SAS
®
 Text Analytics could help to process a huge collection of online reviews. However, 

as this current study will involve two languages and various unstructured words and 
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sentences, considering the sample size of this study, such tools and models will not be 

used but just human coding. 

2.6 Theoretical Framework 

Based on the above literature review and hypotheses, a theoretical framework was 

developed as following: 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.1. The Theoretical Framework for Hypothesis 1, 2, 3 and 4 
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Figure 2.2. The Theoretical Framework for Hypothesis 5 and 6  
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CHAPTER 3 

Research Methodology 

This chapter presents the methodological procedure used to collect data and the 

instruments used to measure different factors. Also, the methods employed to analyze the 

data are discussed.  

3.1 Data Collection 

This study used online comments to investigate the consumers’ perceptions of 

apparel quality. Online reviews of Levi’s women’s skinny jeans were collected through 

selected online retailers -- Amazon.com, Levis.com and Macys.com in the U.S. and 

Amazon.cn, JD.com in China. Those websites were chosen because they are all popular 

representative online apparel sellers with measurable review formats (rating stars). 

Chinese reviews were translated and recorded in English by the author – a native Chinese 

speaker. Most collected reviews were published between the year 2014 and 2013. For 

each review, item name, item price (at the time of data collecting), star rating and review 

text were recorded.  

Every effort was made to eliminate low quality reviews (for a review, see Lau et 

al., 2011) with no informative contents, duplicated reviews, irrelevant comments, 

spamming messages, promotional comments and reviews with empty text body. For 

example, reviews like “I like these jeans!” or “The quality of Levi’s jeans is not as good 

as before.” only expressed overall evaluation but provided no detail. Such reviews were 

not recorded. 
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As a result, a total of 243 reviews in the U.S. and 172 reviews in China were 

collected. Due to some differences in the form and quantity of online reviews, data 

collecting process differed slightly for different websites.  

For Amazon.com, four random items with “Levi’s women skinny jeans” 

keywords that had reviews were selected and 90 reviews with “verified purchase” were 

recorded. In Macys.com, reviews of items with designated keywords in the order of 

“featured items” were collected until 90 datasets were reached. For Levis.com, 63 

reviews of four different items were retrieved. In Amazon.cn, not many targeted items 

have enough reviews; therefore, all 11 reviews that fulfilled requirements were collected. 

In JD.com, 8 items with more than 5 reviews were randomly selected; all the reviews of 

each item were recorded. The source and item name information of the 415 reviews can 

be found in Appendix A.  

3.2 Data Coding 

Recorded online reviews contained two major sections: overall rating and text 

contents. Overall ratings were measured from 0 to 5 as shown on the websites. In general, 

the higher the rating, the more positive the evaluation is. Text contents were coded using 

factors in the literature review. It should be noted that if a review mentioned item price or 

cost, it was coded under the “cost” factor; the actual price of the item was recorded under 

the “price” column. To make sure the categories are exhaustive (Neuendorf, 2002), an 

extra factor – other was used. Factors mentioned in the review contents were measured on 

a five-point scale: very negative (-2), negative (-1), neutral (0), positive (1), very positive 
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(2). For example, “fit like a glove” was recorded as 2 (very positive) in the “fit” column; 

“the color is black” was recorded as 0 (neutral) in the “color” column. If a comment has 

contents of “other” or other special information, a note was written down to explain what 

the “other” factor was. Each review was read for at least three times to make sure the 

content was understood thoroughly. 

Some reviewers may not mention a factor directly, but described it in their own 

words. Those descriptions were also recorded under the corresponding factors. If a factor 

was mentioned several times in one review, it would only be recorded once based on the 

overall evaluation and opinion on that factor. An actual example of collected review from 

Levis.com is provided below. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.1. An Example of Collected Review 

 

 

 

In this review, “great rise” and “no gapping in the back” referred to the 

design/style of the jeans which made “style” a “1”. “Fit like a dream” made the “fit” 
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factor recorded as a “2”. Although the reviewer explained “fit” in details in several 

sentences, her opinion on the “fit” was still very positive and was only recorded once as a 

“2”. Comfort was marked as a “2” based on “very comfortable….” and “…comfortable is 

a must!”  She mentioned her concerns about the wash and shrinkage but it seems that she 

hadn’t washed them and did not express her feelings clearly. Therefore, “comfort” and 

“durability” were both recorded as “0”. Fabric softness was mentioned in the comment 

but was associated with the “comfort”; therefore it was viewed as a contributor to the 

“comfort”. All other factors were left blank during the data collection and coding period. 

Table 3.1 shows the data after coding (blank factors are not showing). 

 

 

 

Table 3.1. An Example of Collected Data 

Item  Price Source 
Overall 

Rating 
Style Fit Comfort Durability Care 

boyfriend 

skinny 
88 levis.com 5 1 2 2 0 0 

 

 

 

3.3 Data Analysis Methods 

The main logic of this study is that if a reviewer (consumer) mentions an attribute 

in the review, then the attribute is very likely to play an important role in that consumer’s 

perception of apparel quality. If one attribute is a significant predictor of the consumers’ 

overall evaluation, then that attribute is very likely to be very important in consumers’ 

perceptions of apparel quality.  
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As the categorization scheme contains not only nominal categories (3 major 

categories and 14 subcategories) but also ordinal categories (from -2 to 2 within each 

factor), this study is able to analyze not only the frequency of each factor (eg., Hines and 

O’Neal, 1995; Pantelidis, 2010) but also possible to apply regression analysis (eg., Qu et 

al., 2008; Neuendorf, 2002, p.183). The price of each item was also analyzed in case it 

influences reviewers’ evaluation as many consumers associate product price with quality 

although it is not always true (Forsythe, 1991; Abraham-Murali & Littrell, 1995a; Fowler 

and Clodfelter, 2000). 

For regression analysis, a value zero was assigned to each factor not mentioned in 

a customer’s review. It can be considered that the consumer felt neutral about this factor 

therefore did not mention it (Qu et al., 2008). In this study, each factor has at least 5 

levels that can be considered as continuous variable that is eligible for regression analysis. 

The software SPSS was used for descriptive and regression analysis. 

To compare the datasets from the U.S. and China, Chi-square tests will be used. 

Many previous studies used Chi-square tests of frequencies to compare if selected 

factors were significantly different (e.g., Jin & Bennur, 2015; Lennon & Fairhust, 1994). 

Neuendorf (2002) and Riffe et al. (2014) also noted Chi-square as a common and useful 

method to find relationships and compare differences. In this case, whether the 

importance of each factor in the consumers’ perceptions of apparel quality is different 

between the Chinese and the U.S. consumers can be tested by if the frequencies of each 

factor are significant different according to Chi-square tests.  
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CHAPTER 4 

Results 

This chapter reports the descriptive analyses of key factors and hypothesis testing 

results. Hypothesis 1-4 are tested by frequencies and regression analysis. Hypothesis 5 and 6 

are tested by Chi-square tests. 

4.1 Descriptive Analysis 

4.1.1 Data from the U.S. 

The U.S. data set contains 243 comments. Six comments from Macys.com were 

marked as “in-store purchase”. The average price of collected items was $52 with a min 

of $40 and a max of $98. Most reviews have positive overall rating (Table 4.1).  

 

 

 

Table 4.1. Descriptive Statistics - Overall Rating (U.S.) 

 Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

1.0 8 3.3 3.3 3.3 

2.0 14 5.8 5.8 9.1 

3.0 22 9.1 9.1 18.1 

4.0 32 13.2 13.2 31.3 

5.0 167 68.7 68.7 100.0 

 

 

 

All factors have nonnegative mean values. Among them, comfort received the 

highest satisfaction; durability got the lowest with a mean of 0. 
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Table 4.2. Descriptive Statistics - Factors (U.S.) 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Overall Rating 243 1.0 5.0 4.383 1.0784 

Color 53 -1.0 2.0 .528 .7991 

Pattern 2 1.0 1.0 1.000 .0000 

Style 71 -2.0 2.0 .380 .9467 

Workmanship 5 -1.0 1.0 .600 .8944 

Versatility 38 -1.0 2.0 .632 .7505 

Appearance 88 -1.0 2.0 1.023 .8162 

Fit 200 -2.0 2.0 .665 1.1443 

Comfort 93 -1.0 2.0 1.462 .5816 

Durability 35 -2.0 1.0 .000 1.0000 

Care 9 -1.0 1.0 .111 .7817 

Brand 36 -1.0 2.0 .611 .6449 

Cost 22 -1.0 1.0 .727 .6311 

Service 8 -1.0 1.0 .750 .7071 

Other 15 -1.0 1.0 .600 .7368 

 

 

 

To take a look at the potential relationships between the factors, all the blank 

values were replaced by 0. The correlation matrix (Pearson) of the studied factors is 

shown in Table 4.3. Some factors are significantly correlated (marked in bold). But all 

the correlation coefficients are less than 0.3. The low correlation among the variables 

shows that the categorization method did capture different aspects of consumers’ 

evaluation of an apparel product. The correlations between appearance and style, 

between fit and versatility, as well as between fit and appearance are relatively more 

significant and are not surprising because they share some similar characteristics in 

nature.
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Table 4.3. Correlations between the Factors (U.S.) 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

WKM=Workmanship 

VST=Versatility 

APR=Appearance 

  Color Pattern Style WKM VST APR Fit Comfort DRB Care Brand Cost Service Other 

Color 1                           

Pattern -.024 1                         

Style .016 .066 1                       

WKM .044 -.008 .036 1                     

VST .083 .098 -.014 -.023 1                   

APR -.005 .017 .221
**

 -.005 .161
*
 1                 

Fit .096 .124 .045 .064 .206
**

 .238
**

 1               

Comfort .040 -.064 .105 -.061 .022 .161
*
 .163

*
 1             

DRB .051 0.000 .061 .077 .148
*
 -.064 .114 .083 1           

Care -.075 -.003 .101 -.002 .070 .026 .039 -.020 .153
*
 1         

Brand .072 -.025 .083 .064 .028 .052 .047 -.037 .034 -.008 1       

Cost .005 -.021 -.021 .083 .135
*
 -.041 .045 .038 .079 -.007 .070 1     

Service .123 -.013 .014 .148
*
 .025 -.040 .080 .018 0.000 -.004 -.038 .050 1   

Other .124 -.015 -.034 -.014 .054 -.009 .001 .022 .145
*
 .121 .010 .155

*
 -.022 1 
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In the comments, consumers mentioned different factors 675 times. As shown in 

Table 4.4, fit was mentioned the most, with 82.3% of the consumers wrote about it. 

Besides fit, comfort, appearance and style are also among the most mentioned factors. 

While very few comments mentioned pattern, workmanship, service and care. When 

summed up sub-categories to general categories (Table 4.5), 50% of the mentioned 

factors was about performance which made the performance attributes toped as the most 

mentioned category, followed by aesthetics and extrinsic. 

 

 

 

Table 4.4. Frequencies of Factors Mentioned in the Comments (U.S.) 

Factor Frequency Percent
a 

Percent
b 

Fit 200 82.3 29.6  

Comfort 93 38.3 13.8  

Appearance 88 36.2 13.0  

Style 71 29.2 10.5  

Color 53 21.8 7.9  

Versatility 38 15.6 5.6  

Brand 36 14.8 5.3  

Durability 35 14.4 5.2  

Cost 22 9.1 3.3  

Other 15 6.2 2.2  

Care 9 3.7 1.3  

Service 8 3.3 1.2  

Workmanship 5 2.1 0.7  

Pattern 

Total 

2 

675 

0.8 0.3  

100 

Percent
a 
= Frequency/No. of Comments (243) % 

Percent
b 

= Frequency/No. of Factors (675) % 
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Table 4.5. Frequencies of Attribute Categories Mentioned in the Comments (U.S.) 

Category Frequency Percent of 675 

Aesthetics 257 38.1 

Performance 337 49.9 

Extrinsic 81 12.0 

 

 

 

4.1.2 Data from China 

The data set from China contains 172 comments. The average price of collected 

items was $57 with a minimum of $48.23 and maximum of $78.78 (price was converted 

using current approximate currency rate: 1 U.S. Dollar = 6.2 RMB). Most reviews have 

positive overall ratings as shown in Table 4.6. 

 

 

 

Table 4.6. Descriptive Statistics – Overall Rating (China) 

 Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

1 6 3.5 3.5 3.5 

2 1 .6 .6 4.1 

3 9 5.2 5.2 9.3 

4 23 13.4 13.4 22.7 

5 133 77.3 77.3 100.0 

Total 172 100.0 100.0  

 

 

 

Among the 14 factors, two factors – pattern and care have no value. Ten factors 

receive positive values while durability has the lowest satisfaction average with a 

negative value and workmanship has a mean of zero. 
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Table 4.7. Descriptive Statistics – Factors (China) 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Overall Rating 172 1 5 4.60 .895 

Color 37 -2 2 .76 1.011 

Pattern 0     

Style 59 -1 2 1.10 .548 

Workmanship 6 -2 2 .00 1.897 

Versatility 5 -1 1 .60 .894 

Appearance 63 -1 2 1.14 .877 

Fit 79 -2 2 .56 1.083 

Comfort 65 -2 2 1.22 .976 

Durability 4 -2 -1 -1.50 .577 

Care 0     

Brand 17 0 2 .76 .752 

Cost 37 -1 2 .92 1.187 

Service 24 -2 2 .54 1.318 

Other 34 -2 2 .35 1.041 

 

 

 

The correlation matrix (Pearson) of the studied factors is shown in Table 4.8. 

Pattern and care were excluded as all their values are zero. Some factors are significantly 

correlated (marked in bold). But all the correlation coefficients are less than 0.3. The low 

correlation among the variables proves that the assigned factors did not have significant 

overlapping. The significant correlation between fit and appearance is consistent with the 

results from the U.S. data. 
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Table 4.8. Correlations between the Factors (China) 

 Color Style WKM VST APR Fit Comfort DRB Brand Cost Service Other 

Color 1            

Style .212
**

 1           

WKM .161
*
 -.088 1          

VST .154
*
 .161

*
 .000 1         

APR .045 .072 .000 .033 1        

Fit .078 -.020 .046 .098 .221
**

 1       

Comfort .101 .126 .021 .066 .081 .078 1      

DRB .043 .011 .000 .015 .016 .079 .022 1     

Brand -.036 .091 0.000 -.024 .131 -.031 .001 .034 1    

Cost .102 .146 .000 -.031 .078 .116 .119 .044 -.097 1   

Service .018 .075 0.000 -.015 .038 .139 .014 .021 .001 .058 1  

Other .132 .129 .000 .200
**

 .112 .061 .167
*
 .021 -.034 -.025 .002 1 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

WKM=Workmanship 

VST=Versatility 

APR=Appearance 
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In total, consumers commented about all factors 430 times. Among the 172 

reviews, fit has the highest frequency with 45.9% of the reviewers mentioned it, 

followed by comfort, appearance and style (Table 4.9). Less than ten comments 

mentioned workmanship, versatility, durability, care and pattern. In general, aesthetics 

received the most comments, followed by performance and extrinsic (Table 4.10). 

 

 

 

Table 4.9. Frequencies of Factors Mentioned in the Comments (China) 

Factor Frequency Percent
a 

Percent
b 

Fit 79 45.9 18.4  

Comfort 65 37.8 15.1  

Appearance 63 36.6 14.7  

Style 59 34.3 13.7  

Color 37 21.5 8.6  

Cost 37 21.5 8.6  

Other 34 19.8 7.9  

Service 24 14 5.6  

Brand 17 9.9 4.0  

Workmanship 6 3.5 1.4  

Versatility 5 2.9 1.2  

Durability 4 2.3 0.9  

Care 0 0 0  

Pattern 

Total 

0 

430 

0 0  

100 

Percent
a 
= Frequency/No. of Comments (172) % 

Percent
b 

= Frequency/No. of Factors (430) % 
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Table 4.10. Frequencies of Attribute Categories Mentioned in the Comments (China) 

Category Frequency Percent of 430  

Aesthetics 170 39.5 

Performance 148 34.4 

Extrinsic 112 26.0 

 

 

 

4.2 Regression Analysis 

In the regression analysis, it is assumed that the collected comments were 

independent. The purpose of regression analysis is to identify what factors have 

significant influence on consumers’ overall ratings of apparel products. 

4.2.1 Data from the U.S. 

In the regression analysis, price was included but not those factors mentioned by 

less than 10% comments. Therefore, cost, other, care, service, workmanship and pattern 

were excluded from the U.S. data. 

According to the stepwise regression (shown in Table 4.11), fit, style, comfort, 

durability, appearance and brand were significant (significance level = 0.05) to the 

overall rating. According to the coefficients (shown in Table 4.12), durability had the 

most influence on the change of overall rating, followed by fit. The R-square shows this 

model can represent about 60% of the data which is acceptable in this type of data. The 

Q-Q Plot (Figure 4.1) confirmed the residuals were normally distributed, so the model is 

relatively valid. 
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Table 4.11. Stepwise Regression Model Summary (U.S.) 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of 

the Estimate 

1 .632
a
 .399 .396 .8377 

2 .681
b
 .464 .459 .7929 

3 .712
c
 .507 .501 .7620 

4 .737
d
 .543 .535 .7353 

5 .763
e
 .582 .573 .7048 

6 .770
f
 .593 .583 .6963 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Fit 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Fit, Style 

c. Predictors: (Constant), Fit, Style, Comfort 

d. Predictors: (Constant), Fit, Style, Comfort, Durability 

e. Predictors: (Constant), Fit, Style, Comfort, Durability, 

Appearance 

f. Predictors: (Constant), Fit, Style, Comfort, Durability, 

Appearance, Brand 

 

 

 

Table 4.12. Coefficients
a
 of the Final Model (U.S.) 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

T Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 3.770 .061  61.957 .000 

Style .346 .086 .173 4.021 .000 

Appearance .321 .069 .207 4.658 .000 

Fit .521 .044 .516 11.867 .000 

Comfort .247 .058 .182 4.268 .000 

Durability .608 .121 .211 5.006 .000 

Brand .359 .137 .109 2.611 .010 

a. Dependent Variable: Overall Rating 
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Figure 4.1. Normal Q-Q Plot of Standardized Residual (U.S.) 

 

 

 

4.2.2 Data from China 

In the regression analysis, price was included but not those factors mentioned by 

less than 10% of the comments. Brand was included with the 9.9 percentage. 

Workmanship, versatility, durability, care, and pattern were excluded. 

According to the stepwise regression (shown in Table 4.13), fit, style, comfort, 

durability, appearance and brand were found significant (significance level = 0.05) to the 

overall rating. According to the coefficients (shown in Table 4.14), “other” had the most 

influence on the change of overall rating, followed by service and color, but the influence 

differences are not very obvious. The Q-Q Plot (Figure 4.2) confirmed the residuals were 
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normally distributed. But the R-square of the model is only 0.358 which makes the model 

less promising. 

 

 

 

Table 4.13. Stepwise Regression Model Summary (China) 

 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .338
a
 .114 .109 .845 

2 .441
b
 .194 .185 .808 

3 .513
c
 .263 .250 .776 

4 .564
d
 .318 .302 .748 

5 .599
e
 .358 .339 .728 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Other 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Other, Comfort 

c. Predictors: (Constant), Other, Comfort, Service 

d. Predictors: (Constant), Other, Comfort, Service, Color 

e. Predictors: (Constant), Other, Comfort, Service, Color, 

Appearance 

 

 

 

Table 4.14. Coefficients
a
 of the Final Model (China) 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

T Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 4.257 .071  60.268 .000 

Color .374 .101 .234 3.709 .000 

Comfort .269 .068 .252 3.977 .000 

Service .432 .107 .250 4.023 .000 

Appearance .236 .074 .202 3.211 .002 

Other .452 .119 .242 3.788 .000 

a. Dependent Variable: Overall Rating 
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Figure 4.2. Normal Q-Q Plot of Standardized Residual (China) 

 

 

 

4.3 Differences Test – Chi-square 

Chi-square tests were used to compare the conception differences between the two 

countries. Each chi-square statistic is calculated by 

    
（                              

                

 

 at (r-1)(c-1) degrees of freedom. 

To test whether the U.S. and Chinese consumers perceive apparel quality 

differently (H6), a chi-square test was performed based on the three attribute categories.  

Table 4.15 is the contingency table shows the observed and expected number of 

comments of each category of each country. The result indicates that there is a significant 

difference between the two countries. 
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Table 4.15. The Contingency Table of the Attribute Categories 

Group Aesthetics (Expected) Performance (Expected) Extrinsic (Expected) Total 

U.S. 257 (260.84) 337 (296.27) 81 (117.90) 675 

China 170 (166.16) 148 (188.73) 112 (75.10) 430
 

Total 427 485 193 1105
 

The chi-square statistic is 44.2088. The p-value is < 0.00001. The result is significant at 

0.01 level. 

 

 

 

To determine what specific attributes and categories are significantly differing by 

countries, Chi-square analyses were performed for each attribute and category. Table 

4.16 – Table 4.30 shows the contingency table of each factor. Table 4.31 shows the chi-

square tests results summary, it also shows the mention ratio (frequency/No. of comments) 

of each factor in the U.S. and China data respectively to give a clearer view of the 

differences. 

 

 

 

Table 4.16. The Contingency Table of Color 

Group Mentioned (Expected) Not Mentioned (Expected) Total 

U.S. 53 (52.7) 190 (190.3) 243 

China 37 (37.3) 135 (188.73) 172
 

Total 90 325 415
 

The chi-square statistic is 0.0053. The p-value is 0.941942. The result 

is not significant at 0.05 level. 
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Table 4.17. The Contingency Table of Pattern 

Group Mentioned (Expected) Not Mentioned (Expected) Total 

U.S. 2 (1.17) 241 (241.83) 243 

China 0 (0.83) 172 (171.17) 172
 

Total 2 413 415
 

The chi-square statistic is 1.4225. The p-value is 0.232993. The result 

is not significant at 0.05 level. 

 

 

 

Table 4.18. The Contingency Table of Style 

Group Mentioned (Expected) Not Mentioned (Expected) Total 

U.S. 71 (76.12) 172 (166.88) 243 

China 59 (53.88) 113 (118.12) 172
 

Total 130 285 415
 

The chi-square statistic is 1.2102. The p-value is 0.2713. The result is 

not significant at 0.05 level. 

 

 

 

Table 4.19. The Contingency Table of Workmanship 

Group Mentioned (Expected) Not Mentioned (Expected) Total 

U.S. 5 (6.44) 238 (236.56) 243 

China 6 (4.56) 166 (167.44) 172
 

Total 11 404 415
 

The chi-square statistic is 0.799. The p-value is 0.371395. The result is 

not significant at 0.05 level. 
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Table 4.20. The Contingency Table of Versatility 

Group Mentioned (Expected) Not Mentioned (Expected) Total 

U.S. 38 (25.18) 205 (217.82) 243 

China 5 (17.82) 167 (154.18) 172
 

Total 43 372 415
 

The chi-square statistic is 17.5747. The p-value is 2.8e-05. The result 

not significant at 0.01 level. 

 

 

 

Table 4.21. The Contingency Table of Appearance 

Group Mentioned (Expected) Not Mentioned (Expected) Total 

U.S. 88 (88.42) 155 (154.58) 243 

China 63 (62.58) 109 (109.42) 172
 

Total 151 264 415
 

The chi-square statistic is 0.0075. The p-value is 0.931196. The result 

is not significant at 0.05 level. 

 

 

 

Table 4.22. The Contingency Table of Fit 

Group Mentioned (Expected) Not Mentioned (Expected) Total 

U.S. 200 (163.37) 43 (79.63) 243 

China 79 (115.63) 93 (56.37) 172
 

Total 279 136 415
 

The chi-square statistic is 60.4824. The p-value is 0. The result is 

significant at 0.01 level. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

40 

Table 4.23. The Contingency Table of Comfort 

Group Mentioned (Expected) Not Mentioned (Expected) Total 

U.S. 93 (92.52) 150 (150.48) 243 

China 65 (65.48) 107 (106.52) 172
 

Total 158 257 415
 

The chi-square statistic is 0.0099. The p-value is 0.920826. The result 

is not significant at 0.05 level. 

 

 

 

Table 4.24. The Contingency Table of Durability 

Group Mentioned (Expected) Not Mentioned (Expected) Total 

U.S. 35 (22.84) 208 (220.16) 243 

China 4 (16.16) 168 (155.84) 172
 

Total 39 376 415
 

The chi-square statistic is 17.2544. The p-value is 3.3e-05. The result 

is significant at 0.01 level. 

 

 

 

Table 4.25. The Contingency Table of Care 

Group Mentioned (Expected) Not Mentioned (Expected) Total 

U.S. 9 (5.27) 234 (237.73) 243 

China 0 (3.73) 172 (168.27) 172
 

Total 9 406 415
 

The chi-square statistic is 6.5116. The p-value is 0.010717. The result 

is significant at 0.05 level. 
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Table 4.26. The Contingency Table of Brand 

Group Mentioned (Expected) Not Mentioned (Expected) Total 

U.S. 36 (31.03) 207 (211.97) 243 

China 17 (21.97) 155 (150.03) 172
 

Total 53 362 415
 

The chi-square statistic is 2.1983. The p-value is 0.138164. The result 

is not significant at 0.05 level. 

 

 

 

Table 4.27. The Contingency Table of Cost 

Group Mentioned (Expected) Not Mentioned (Expected) Total 

U.S. 22 (34.55) 221 (208.45) 243 

China 37 (24.45) 135 (147.55) 172
 

Total 59 356 415
 

The chi-square statistic is 12.817. The p-value is 0.000343. The result 

is significant at 0.01 level. 

 

 

 

Table 4.28. The Contingency Table of Service 

Group Mentioned (Expected) Not Mentioned (Expected) Total 

U.S. 8 (18.74) 235 (224.26) 243 

China 24 (13.26) 148 (158.74) 172
 

Total 32 383 415
 

The chi-square statistic is 16.0863. The p-value is 6.1e-05. The result 

is significant at 0.01 level. 
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Table 4.29. The Contingency Table of Other 

Group Mentioned (Expected) Not Mentioned (Expected) Total 

U.S. 15 (24.5) 157 (147.5) 243 

China 34 (24.5) 138 (147.5) 172
 

Total 49 295 415
 

The chi-square statistic is 8.5911. The p-value is 0.003378. The result 

is significant at 0.01 level. 

 

 

 

Table 4.30. Frequency Differences of the 14 Factors 

  U.S. 

Percent
 

China 

Percent 

Chi-

square 

p-value 

Fit 82.3 45.9 60.4824 0
** 

Comfort 38.3 37.8 0.0099 0.920826 

Appearance 36.2 36.6 0.0075 0.931196 

Style 29.2 34.3 1.2102 0.2713 

Color 21.8 21.5 0.0053 0.941942 

Cost 9.1 21.5 12.817 0.000343
** 

Other 6.2 19.8 17.8747 2.4e-05
** 

Service 3.3 14 16.0863 6.1e-05
** 

Brand 14.8 9.9 2.1983 0.138164 

Workmanship 2.1 3.5 0.799 0.371395 

Versatility 15.6 2.9 17.5747 2.8e-05
** 

Durability 14.4 2.3 17.2544 3.3e-05
** 

Pattern 0.8 0 1.4225 0.232993 

Care 3.7 0 6.5116 0.010717
* 

*. The result is significant at the 0.05 level. 

**. The result is significant at the 0.01 level 

 

 

 

Using a 0.05 significance level, attributes including fit, cost, other, service, 

versatility, durability and care were found significantly different by country. The U.S. 

consumers mentioned fit, versatility, durability and care more, while the Chinese 
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consumers mentioned cost, other and service much more. When taking the three general 

categories into consideration, performance attributes were mentioned more by the U.S. 

reviewers, while extrinsic attributes were mentioned more by the Chinese comments. 

 

 

 

Table 4.31. Frequency Differences of the Attribute Categories 

Factor U.S. 

Percent 

China 

Percent 

Chi-

square 

p-value 

Aesthetics 38.1 39.5 0.2364 0.626812 

Performance 49.9 34.4 25.6492 0
** 

Extrinsic 12.0 26.0 35.9517 0
** 

**. The result is significant at the 0.01 level 

 

 

 

4.4 Summary of Hypothesis Testing 

From the above results we can see that, among the 14 specific attributes, fit, 

comfort, appearance, style, color were important to both U.S. and Chinese consumers 

according to frequencies. Comfort and appearance had significant influence on overall 

rating to both U.S. and Chinese consumers. A conclusion of the 14 attributes is shown in 

Table 4.17. 

In general, aesthetic, performance and extrinsic attributes were both important to 

Chinese and U.S. consumers according to frequencies. But performance instead of 

aesthetics ranked the NO.1 most mentioned categories in the U.S. comments, making the 

result different with the H4 suggested. Furthermore, among the four performance 

attributes, three of them were found significantly important to the U.S. reviewers 
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according to frequency and regression analyses. An attribute is considered concrete 

important and the corresponding hypothesis is accepted only if the attribute was tested 

important according to frequency and regression in both countries.  

Besides some similarities, the frequency, regression and chi-square results all 

show some differences between the U.S. and Chinese comments. Table 4.18 illustrates 

the summary of hypothesis testing. 

 

 

 

Table 4.32. Summary of the Attributes Testing 

 U.S. China 

 
Frequency Regression Frequency Regression 

Color √ 
 

√ √ 

Pattern 
    

Style √ √ √ 
 

Workmanship 
    

Versatility √ 
   

Appearance √ √ √ √ 

Fit √ √ √ 
 

Comfort √ √ √ √ 

Durability √ √ 
  

Care 
    

Brand √ √ √ 
 

Cost 
  

√ 
 

Service 
  

√ √ 

     Other 
  

√ √ 
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Table 4.33. Summary of the Hypothesis Testing 

Hypothesis Statement Result 

H1 Aesthetic attributes are important in consumer’s 

perceptions of apparel quality. 

Accepted 

H1a Color is important in consumer’s perceptions of 

apparel quality. 

Partially Supported 

H1b Pattern is important in consumer’s perceptions 

of apparel quality. 

Not Supported 

H1c Style is important in consumer’s perceptions of 

apparel quality. 

Partially Supported 

H1d Workmanship is important in consumer’s 

perceptions of apparel quality. 

Not Supported 

H1e Versatility is important in consumer’s 

perceptions of apparel quality. 

Partially Supported 

H1f Appearance is important in consumer’s 

perceptions of apparel quality. 

Accepted 

H2 Performance is important in consumer’s 

perceptions of apparel quality. 

Accepted 

H2a Fit is important in consumer’s perceptions of 

apparel quality. 

Partially Supported 

H2b Comfort is important in consumer’s perceptions 

of apparel quality. 

Accepted 

H2c Durability is important in consumer’s 

perceptions of apparel quality. 

Partially Supported 

H2d Care is important in consumer’s perceptions of 

apparel quality. 

Not Supported 

H3 Extrinsic attributes are important in consumer’s 

perceptions of apparel quality. 

Accepted 

H3a Brand is important in consumer’s perceptions of 

apparel quality. 

Partially Supported 

H3b Price is important in consumer’s perceptions of 

apparel quality. 

Partially Supported 

H3c Service is important in consumer’s perceptions 

of apparel quality. 

Partially Supported 

H4 Aesthetic attributes are the most important in 

consumer’s perceptions of apparel quality. 

Partially Supported 
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Table 4.33. Continued 

H5 Chinese consumers perceive apparel quality 

differently from U.S. consumers. 

Accepted 

H6 Extrinsic attributes are more important to 

Chinese consumers than U.S. consumers. 

Accepted 

H6a Cost is more important to Chinese consumers 

than U.S. consumers. 

Accepted 

H6b Brand is more important to Chinese consumers 

than U.S. consumers. 

Not Supported 
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CHAPTER 5 

Discussion and Conclusion, Limitation and Future Study 

This study started with the idea that there might be significant differences on how 

American and Chinese consumers perceive apparel quality.  To maintain and improve 

business performance in these two largest apparel markets, it is crucial to understand how 

consumers evaluate apparel products and keep it up to date. In this chapter, discussions 

around the study topic and results are presented. The reasons and meanings of the findings as 

well as suggestions to apparel companies are presented. Limitation and directions for future 

study are also provided. 

5.1 Reviewer Profile 

Due to the limited contents in online reviews, the reviewers’ information is 

neither complete nor reliable. But it is safe to say that all sample comments were made 

by women as the product is women’s jeans except for those stated like “bought this for 

my girlfriend/wife”, which were not recorded. 

Reviewers’ age distribution can be speculated by the general online shopping and 

jeans purchase information. According to IBISWorld (2015), consumers aged from 31 to 

44 account for the largest share of U.S. online shopping revenue at 23.1% in 2014. 

Moreover, 68% of the consumers from this age group shop online regularly according to 

Forrester Research (2010). As for China, the age group 20-29 is the dominant consumer 

group and accounts for 56.4% of all online shoppers; consumers aged 30-39 account for 

22.5% (CNNIC, 2014).  While denim jeans are most popular among young people 
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(especially college students) in China (Wu & Delong, 2006), jeans are popular among all 

different age groups in the U.S. According to Mintel (2014), Levi’s is the No.1 favored 

jeans brands among all age segments except 65+. During the data collecting, lots of 

reviewers marked their age around 50 were observed. Therefore, it is concluded that the 

Chinese consumers of sampled reviews are very likely to be younger than the U.S. ones 

on average. 

The possible age difference is not a concern in this study as all the sampled 

reviews came from the actual consumers of targeted products. But the potential 

perception differences caused by age differences or market differences should and will 

be discussed. 

5.2 The Nature of Online Apparel Shopping and Online Comments 

Among all the collected reviews, only six from Macy’s.com were about in-store 

purchase. Although this study did not intend to focus purely on online shopping, the 

results are highly influenced by the nature of online shopping. Unlike off-line shopping, 

customers cannot see, touch or try-on the “real” apparel item until purchasing and 

receiving it. Many sampled consumers commented things that are exclusive to online 

shopping. 

There are a lot of comments about the differences between the received products 

and the descriptions (photos) online, both from the U.S. and China websites. “These are 

not BOYFRIEND skinny as they were described on the page”, “The actual color is much 

darker than in the picture” and “They do not look like what the model is wearing” are 
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some common comments. The gap between the expectation caused by descriptions and 

the real product usually led to non-positive reviews (3-star or below). Even sometimes, 

“the jeans look good but they are not what I wanted” was along with a negative star 

rating. This again proves that the perceived quality or the customer satisfaction is all 

about the gap between expectations and actual performance. Online retailers shall pay 

extra attention to the accuracy of item description and pictures, and should not over-

Photoshop the model. 

Many Chinese reviewers expressed positive evaluation because “this is as good 

as those sold in the retail stores” or “this is the real Levi’s”. Authenticity was mentioned 

a lot by Chinese consumers. This might because many customers do not trust online 

retailers that much given that they are still relatively new in China. For those foreign 

brands wanting to sell online in China, make sure authenticity is well proved. 

Authenticity was not mentioned in any comments from the U.S. websites. It seems that 

no one would worry about buying counterfeits from the trustworthy Amazon, Macy’s 

and Levis.com.  

Both the Chinese and U.S. reviewers mentioned shipping and return a lot as an 

important indicator of service. However, different consumers react differently when they 

had to return or change the item. Some reviewers rated positive when return or change 

happened because “the new one is perfect” or “the return process is super simple” and 

“the customer service is great”. But some others rated negative if “I have to pay for the 

return…” or “… would have returned if it’s not final sale”.  
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It is said that up to 40% of online apparel purchase is returned, primarily because 

of the lack of fitting room (Daily Mail, 2011). It has also been found that 45% of regular 

online clothing shoppers find “cannot try on and check fit” is the “most disappointing 

aspect of shopping online” (Fits.me, 2014). Fit is the prevailing factor in both American 

and Chinese reviews. Especially in the U.S. reviews, fit was mentioned more than twice 

as often as the second most mentioned factor - comfort. In some other studies fit was 

found only the second most important evaluative criteria of denim jeans for Chinese 

consumers (Rahman et al., 2010; Jin et al., 2009). Although fit was also found the most 

important factor to women’s jean purchases in a survey by Cotton Incorporated (2013), 

the importance differences between fit, comfort and look were not that significant (83% 

vs. 74% vs. 71%). Besides possible differences due to survey methods, the strong 

importance indicates fit is a big problem during online shopping. Driven by the needs of 

consumers and retailers, many start-ups are trying to solve the fit problem of online 

shopping in recent years. Either using visual fitting room technology or size 

recommendation based on algorithm, services like Fits.me and True Fit are emerging. It 

would be very interesting and meaningful to study if the importance of fit is still that 

prevailing once finding the right size is not that a big problem in the future. 

As mentioned earlier, online review is more of a post-purchase evaluation. 

Performance attributes were mentioned the most other than aesthetics by the U.S. 

reviews and the importance difference is not very obvious in the China results. 

Hypothesis 4 was hence not supported. But in contrast, Jin et al., (2009) found that 
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Chinese consumers considered price as the most important evaluative criteria followed 

by fit and brand; many previous studies also concluded that aesthetic attributes 

“overshadowed” other factors in consumers’ perceptions of apparel (see the Literature 

Review part for an overview). Aesthetic and extrinsic attributes may play a more 

important role in the decision-making process. But then the importance of performance 

factors grows after the actual “consumption”. Therefore, other than showing which 

attributes are more important than the others, the results indicate retailers and apparel 

brands may focus more on performance attributes like fit and comfort if they want to 

improve post-purchase evaluations to improve customer satisfaction, brand loyalty or re-

purchase intention. 

The ambiguous nature of online comments requires more effort and caution in 

interpretation. Although the star rating in each comment is designed to be very clear and 

explicit, some studies have shown that star ratings can have different meanings to 

different customers and very often have misalignment with the text contents (Mudambi 

et al., 2014; Trevino et al., 1990). For example, some reviews showed all very negative 

evaluations but still rated the product 3-star which was designed to express “It’s ok”. 

Mudambi et al. (2014) also found that negative comments usually contain better 

elaborated information which has also been found in this study. Many reviewers only 

comment about negative attributes specifically, and then put “everything else is good”. 

Hence, these positive attributes were not able to be identified. Many positive comments 

were excluded because they only said “good overall quality” or “I like it”, but almost all 
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negative comments were detailed and recorded. Nevertheless, the sampled reviews are 

still predominantly extremely positive with 68.7% of the U.S. comments and 77.3% of 

the Chinese reviews rated 5-star. As Mudambi et al. (2014) stated, the dominant positive 

rating is not surprising, “since consumers who purchase a product were predisposed to 

like it” and “consumers who bother to post online content on the product indicate a 

relatively high level of product involvement.”  

5.3 Perception Similarities and Differences 

Perception similarities and differences between American and Chinese 

consumers have been observed and identified during the content analysis. Both 

frequency and regression results showed some differences which were further confirmed 

by the Chi-square tests. Figure 5.1 shows the seven factors found to be significantly 

different in the U.S. and Chinese comments according to frequencies and Figure 5.2 

compares the frequencies of the three attribute categories. 
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Figure 5.1. Attributes Found Significant Different by Countries 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.2. Comparison of General Attribute Categories 
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5.3.1 Aesthetic Attributes 

In general, aesthetic attributes are important to both American and Chinese 

reviewers. Aesthetics ranked No.1 in the Chinese comments, which is very different with 

previous studies. Researchers before found either extrinsic attributes (Jin et al., 2009; 

Wu & Delong, 2006) or performance attributes (Zhang et al., 2002; Hsu & Burns, 2002; 

Rahman et al., 2010) were the critical ones. This again reminds us of the differences 

caused by survey/research method and purchase stages. 

Among the aesthetic attributes, appearance was the only one found significant in 

both frequency and regression analysis in both countries. While both groups of reviewers 

mentioned color and style a lot, versatility was mentioned much more by U.S. consumers. 

Pattern and workmanship were negligible in both countries. 

Apparently, appearance is a crucial factor to most consumers. The differences lie 

in how they describe “look good”. Among the Chinese reviews, one overwhelming 

positive evaluation about the appearance was “they make me look skinny/slimmer”. But 

most American consumers described good appearance as “flattering”. It is not surprising 

that these Chinese reviewers pay more attention to if a pair of jeans can make them look 

slimmer because most Chinese people prefer skinny look (especially for the lower body). 

A popular saying on Chinese social media is like “a girl has no future if she weighs more 

than 50kg (about 110 pounds)” to encourage girls to keep “good shape”. Apparel brands 

should pay more attention to the styles selling in the China market, making sure the 

products would not make people look “fatter”. One thing to be noticed is that Chinese 
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society is under huge influences of western cultures and the culture is shifting slightly. 

The common opinion of “skinny means beautiful” might change in the near future. 

Style was a popular attribute mentioned by many reviews. “Mid-rise” styles were 

complimented a lot as they were “more comfortable than low-rise” and “look good even 

with ‘muffin top’”. Pattern was ignored in this study due to the lack of pattern in the 

sample items. 

Versatility is the only aesthetic factor found to be significant in the Chi-square 

test. The U.S. consumers talked about versatility much more than the Chinese reviewers. 

Many American comments mentioned if the item matches well with boots/high heels or 

it the jeans are suitable for work and everyday wear. But only four sample comments in 

China said something about versatility. Considering jeans are usually considered 

versatile and the sample items had no super fancy designs, it is possible that the Chinese 

consumers just took versatility for granted. So unless they had strong feelings about 

versatility, they might not mention it. Moreover, versatility is a more advanced factor 

compared with factors like color, as consumers will need to consider things more than 

the item itself. As it is very likely that the sampled Chinese consumers are generally 

younger than the U.S. ones, less experienced and educated consumers may not identify 

versatility as much. 

Workmanship has been identified as an important attribute to both Chinese and 

American consumers by several studies (Zhang et al., 2002; Abraham-Murali & Litterell, 

1995b) but it showed little importance in this study. Since Levi’s is a relatively good 
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jeans brand that has few workmanship issues, consumers may not notice it. Also, due to 

the open-ended format, consumers without professional apparel related education might 

just include it in comments like “good quality” or “appearance” that cannot be specified 

in this study. 

5.3.2 Performance Attributes 

American reviews mentioned about performance attributes more than Chinese 

comments in general. The major frequency difference is from the fit factor and a little bit 

from durability and care. The regression models indicate that fit and durability have 

significant influences on overall rating for U.S. consumers but not for Chinese. Comfort 

was considered important by both U.S. and Chinese consumers. 

Although fit is the most cited attributed in both countries, the percentage 

difference is huge. While 82.3% of the U.S. reviewers commented about fit, only 45.9% 

of the Chinese mentioned it. Moreover, the evaluation of fit has strong influence on the 

U.S. consumers’ overall rating but it is not even significant in the Chinese regression 

model. American consumers are more sensitive to fit. One reason of that might be people 

in the U.S. have more diverse figure type. There is a much larger range of apparel size in 

the U.S. compared to China. And it is common for a brand to have petite and plus 

(big/tall) collections in the U.S. but not in China. Therefore, U.S. consumers may pay 

more attention to fit. It has also been found that fit is a must-have attribute for American 

consumers but not for Chinese consumers (Jin & Bennur, 2015). The Chinese reviewers 

had much higher tolerance for bad fit. Most U.S. consumers rated negatively because 
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“they do not fit my curve” or “the size runs small/big”. But such situations did not 

influence Chinese reviewers’ evaluations as “I guess I am too fat.”, “just need to wear a 

belt” or “they are too small for me, I guess I bought the wrong size”. It is interesting that 

many Chinese consumers blamed themselves for “not fit” but not the products. One 

reason behind this is definitely culture, which again goes back to the discussion above 

that Chinese prefer skinny body shape. Another important reason is that consumers get 

used to “not fit” because they rarely find perfect fit clothes. While Levi’s has three 

different Curve ID collections to fit different shapes, they are not sold in mainland China. 

Plus-size or more curvy style is like a hidden market in China and some local brands are 

tapping into this market in recent years. Brands and retailers should be aware that when 

dealing with Chinese consumers, they do not complain does not necessarily mean they 

are satisfied. Many opportunities are hidden in their “self-blaming”. Many comments 

from both countries mentioned “the gap between the waist and hip” which should 

definitely be a direction for jeans design to improve. Another issue to be noted is that 

many consumers in both countries complained about the length because of the lack of 

length choices. Also, some U.S. reviewers mentioned inconsistent sizing in different 

styles, which added to the difficulty of choosing the right size online. 

Comfort ranked the second most cited factor in both the U.S. and Chinese 

reviews and was significant in both regression models. The importance of comfort found 

in this study is consistent with some other surveys about jeans (Cotton Incorporated, 

2013; Mintel, 2014). Therefore, for casual wear like jeans, companies should definitely 
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ensure the comfort of the products. One thing to be noted is that comfort is not a single 

factor but is integrative with many other basic factors such as fabric properties and style. 

As of some other apparel types such as evening dress, comfort may not be that important. 

Further investigation on a certain type of clothes is highly recommended. 

Durability was mentioned much more by the U.S. reviews than the Chinese 

reviews. Only four comments (2.3% of the reviewers) from China mentioned durability 

and all of them were negative. There was not enough data to see if Chinese consumers 

would only mention durability if they have complains about that, which can be an 

interesting point to study in the future. It is possible that the Chinese reviewers did not 

wear the jeans long enough to notice durability performance before commenting. As of 

the U.S. consumers, 14.4% of the reviews mentioned durability, which had the lowest 

mean value 0 among all the factors. It was also found to be the factor that has the 

strongest influence on overall ratings in the regression model. This is consistent with 

some previous studies finding that durability is important to consumers’ purchase 

(Cotton Incorporated, 2013; Swinker and Hines, 2005; Forsythe et al., 1996). Many 

consumers reported jeans got loose after wearing a few hours. Levi’s may need to check 

their fabrics’ stretch and recovery to see if there are any quality issues. 

No comment from China talked about care and only nine out of the 273 

comments from the U.S. mentioned it. It seems that lots of the consumers have not 

washed the jeans when they posted the comments. And in fact many consumers may not 

wash jeans for a very long time. Therefore the results of this factor were highly limited 
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by the apparel type. For those mentioned care, they were all about the color fade, wrinkle 

and shrinkage happened or not happened after washing. 

5.3.3 Extrinsic Attributes 

Extrinsic attributes were expected to be the most different parts in the U.S. and 

Chinese consumers’ perceptions and they are actually different according to the findings 

of this study. Chinese reviewers mentioned two of the three extrinsic attributes – cost 

and service much more. 

As those reviewers already bought the item, the influence of brand and cost was 

expected to be weakened. Still, many Chinese reviews talked about “These are cheaper 

here than in the department stores”, “great value” or “not worth the money”. This is 

consistent with many previous studies (e.g., Jin et al., 2009; Rahman et al., 2010). As 

Rahman et al., (2010) presented, Chinese consumers are more sensitive to price due to 

the relatively low disposable income. The current study further confirmed that cost or 

price is important even in the post-purchase evaluation. Brands and retailers need to 

consider the price sensitivity of consumers when determine price and positioning, 

especially in the China market. 

In this study, the “service” factor was primarily refereed to shipping and return 

policy, sometimes about the customer service personnel. The Chinese consumers 

mentioned service much more and their overall ratings were also influenced by the 

service attribute. “Prompt and fast shipping”, “easy return policy” and “treated nice and 

friendly by the customer service” usually made the Chinese reviewers happy. Brands 
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shall pay more attention on the service provided by the retailers, as the service quality 

does not only influence the retailer, but also influence evaluations of the product. 

Brand showed little influence on the Chinese reviewers’ evaluation ratings. 

Brand was considered as a very important attribute to Chinese in some relatively early 

studies: 94.1% of the surveyed consumers considered brand as the first concern when 

purchasing jeans (Minglue Marketing Shanghai Co. Ltd., 2004); symbolic attributes like 

brand are more important than utilitarian attributes for purchase intention (Zhou and Hui, 

2003). Brand might be a very influential factor to Chinese consumers’ purchase intention 

but not important to their satisfaction and quality evaluation. It is surprising that brand 

was found important to the U.S. consumers according to frequency and regression 

analysis. Probably because Levi’s is such a classic and well-known brand with a long 

history, many U.S. consumers compared this brand with other brands (especially higher-

end brands) and some commented about their stories with Levi’s in the past 20 or 30 

years. This finding is not consistent with some previous studies, which showed that the 

U.S. consumers did not care about the brand name that much (Cotton Incorporated, 2013; 

Forsythe, 1991; Young, 1980). It is likely that many consumers may not choose brand 

during a survey because they don’t realize that brand is important to them. So in this 

kind of open-ended comment, they mention it because they consider brand as an 

important part of the product. Nevertheless, further studies on different apparel 

categories and brands are recommended to confirm this finding. 
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5.3.4 The “Other” Attributes 

Online comments provide answers to the open-ended question “What do you 

think of this item you purchased?” Such open-ended questions enable consumers to 

express their opinions more freely but also make the analysis less controllable. While 6.2% 

of the sampled U.S. reviewers mentioned attributes not listed in the categorization 

scheme, there are as much as 19.8% of the Chinese comments mentioned “other” which 

was also found significant in the regression analysis. The “other” attributes were 

primarily about fabric properties. “The fabric is not good, too thin”, “I was expecting 

thicker fabrics but this can only be worn in the south”, “The fabric is too stiff” were 

some of the examples mentioned fabric attributes. It seems that many consumers 

(especially Chinese consumers) consider fabric as an important indicator of quality and 

value and many studies also used “fabric” as one of the evaluation attributes (eg., 

Rosenau & Wilson, 2006; Swinker and Hines, 2005; Abraham-Murali & Littrell, 1995a; 

Eckman et al., 1990). It was not included as a factor in this study because fabric is a 

“lower-level-attribute” that contributes to factors like appearance, comfort, durability, 

care and even color and versatility. Just like Hines and O’Neal (1995) discovered, 

although fabric was the major attribute, it was indicated by several inferences and 

consequences. Nevertheless, apparel companies should pay special attention to the 

quality of fabric as it is not only important to customers but also act as one of the 

fundamental parts of apparel, especially for the China market. 
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5.4 Limitations and Future Study 

 First, the sample size in this study is relatively small. The major reason of that is 

there were not enough comments of Levi’s women’s jeans with rating stars in China. Tons 

of relevant reviews are in Taobao.com (owned by Alibaba) which is probably the largest 

and most popular online shopping site in China. Many Levi’s items on that site have 

hundreds of comments. However, the rating star of each comment cannot be viewed by 

the public. Small sample size from China made some factors not having enough values 

and rendered the regression model not that useful since the R-square is only 0.358. Future 

researchers may partner with sellers or administrators of Taobao to access the rating stars 

or just use frequency analysis to get a view of the huge data.  

This study only explored one narrow apparel category – women’s jeans and did 

not study or control other demographic variables except for resident country. Studies have 

shown that the importance of evaluation criteria varied with characteristics like lifestyle, 

age, gender and salary (e.g., Eckman et al., 1990; Seock and Sauls, 2008). It has also been 

stated that consumers’ perceptions of apparel quality were associated with end-use 

categories (Hatch & Roberts, 1985; Fiore & Damhorst, 1992).  For example, in this study, 

the factor pattern is negligible might just because most jeans do not have patterns and 

consumers may require more comfort from jeans than other clothes like formal dresses. 

More study of different apparel categories and customers with different demographics and 

psychographics is needed to get a more comprehensive understanding of consumers’ 

perceptions of apparel quality. 
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There is still room for improvement regarding the categorization scheme. As 

mentioned earlier, fit and appearance showed significant correlation in both countries and 

the “other” factors were very important in the Chinese reviews. Future studies may 

explore a better categorization method. 

The independence of comments in this study would be an issue if reviewers read 

others’ comments before writing their own. In this case, the content of each comment may 

be influenced by others’ opinions. This nature of online comments may never be fixed, so 

it is always good to use multiple methods when study people’s perceptions. 

The coding procedure of this study was not standard due to the lack of personnel. 

In this study, only one person (the author) coded the reviews. But to reduce human bias to 

make the analysis more reliable, different trained coders shall work together and optimize 

the coding protocol (Neuendorf, 2002; Krippendorff, 2012; Riffe, 2014). In this case, the 

author’s subjective opinion of a comment may influence the result. To make the results 

more reliable, future studies may use multiple coders during the data coding period. 

This study used human coding to transfer comments to measurable data which can 

be difficult to do when the sample size is very large. Although computer content analysis 

or data mining tools can be very useful to analyze large sample size data, it has been 

discussed that “the focus on single words” may lose or misunderstand lots of information 

in the context (Riffe et al., 2014) as they usually just count the occurrence of designed 

words. Especially in countries like China, people tend to use high-context language 

(Meyer, 2014). Researchers may need to read between the lines or even guess to fully 
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understand the contents. Studies in the future using large sample sizes will need to use 

computer content analysis tools but more advanced tools are needed for more accurate 

studies. 

As mentioned before, online comments primarily express post-purchase 

evaluations. Therefore, the perceptions explored by this study are limited to post-purchase 

period. To access a more complimentary result, future studies may need to use two 

methods together. 

Since the majority of the comments were about online purchases, the study was 

limited to evaluations after online shopping and influenced by the nature of online reviews 

and online shopping mentioned previously. Because consumers cannot feel and try on the 

items until receiving them, there might be a larger chance that reviewers would mention 

factors like “fit” and “comfort” more often. 

Last but not least, as Lowe & Corkindale (1998) presented, the perception 

differences in such results are more complex than just the differences in culture or 

countries. Although this study tried to control most irrelevant variables, many hidden and 

uncontrolled factors may lead to the differences as well. Further exploration of the reasons 

behind the differences will be needed to construct a comprehensive and unbiased view of 

consumers’ perceptions. 

Regardless of some limitations, the new research method – content analysis of 

online comments provide lots of useful information that may not be found by conventional 

methods. The rich contents in the reviews showed very specific descriptions of what 
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satisfied or not satisfied the customers. For example, good appearance is important to 

consumers in both countries, but Chinese consumers are in favor of “slim” look while the 

U.S. consumers prefer “flattering look”. Such information may get lost in questionnaire or 

computer coded analysis. 

5.5 Conclusion 

To compare perception differences of apparel quality between the U.S. and 

Chinese consumers, this study examined online product reviews regarding Levi’s 

women’s skinny jeans.  

First, apparel attributes that are important in consumers’ perceptions were 

identified and their influences on overall product evaluations were shown. Results showed 

that for the U.S. consumers, fit, comfort, appearance, style, color, versatility, brand and 

durability were important factors worth mentioning and the evaluations of durability, fit, 

brand, style, appearance and comfort had significant positive impact on the overall 

product ratings. For the Chinese consumers, the most cited attributes were fit, comfort, 

appearance, style, color, cost, other, service and brand. Other, service, color, comfort and 

appearance influenced their overall evaluation of an item. The importance of “other” 

attribute indicates the importance of fabric properties in consumers’ minds. 

Secondly, perception similarities and differences are shown. The results showed 

that consumers in the U.S. and China perceived apparel quality differently. The U.S. 

consumers commented about performance more than Chinese consumers, while the 

Chinese reviewers mentioned extrinsic attributes much more. Specifically, the U.S. 
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consumers mentioned fit, versatility, durability and care more, while the Chinese 

consumers mentioned cost, other and service much more. Appearance and comfort are two 

very important attributes to consumers in both countries. Chinese consumers cared about 

slimmer look very much but they did not identify versatility as much as the U.S. 

consumers. Consumers in the U.S. are much more sensitive to fit while Chinese 

consumers’ self-blaming moderated the influence of fit on overall evaluations. Price was 

found to be more important to Chinese consumers. 

The findings of this study provide useful suggestions to apparel companies and 

retailers who want to succeed in the U.S. and China market. Companies can improve their 

product quality and customer satisfaction according to how consumers perceive apparel 

quality.  They shall also shape their product development and marketing strategies 

differently in different countries based on consumers’ perception differences. 

This study also shows a methodology useful for researchers conducting similar 

research on specific types of products to get very detailed but also quick results on 

consumers’ thought. Thanks to the global Internet, this study can also be further expanded 

to many different countries without time and distance constraints. 
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Appendix A: Sample Source and Item Name 

 

Source: U.S. 

 Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

amazon.com 90 37.0 37.0 37.0 

levi's.com 63 25.9 25.9 63.0 

macys.com 90 37.0 37.0 100.0 

Total 243 100.0 100.0  

 

Source: China 

 Frequenc

y 

Percent Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

amazon.cn 11 6.4 6.4 6.4 

jd.com 161 93.6 93.6 100.0 

Total 172 100.0 100.0  

 

Item Name: U.S. 

 Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

512 Plus-size 9 3.7 3.7 3.7 

512 Skinny 45 18.5 18.5 22.2 

512 Slimming 29 11.9 11.9 34.2 

512 Slimming Petite 17 7.0 7.0 41.2 

529 Curvy Skinny 25 10.3 10.3 51.4 

Boyfriend Skinny 16 6.6 6.6 58.0 

Demi Curve Skinny 25 10.3 10.3 68.3 

Mid-rise Skinny 8 3.3 3.3 71.6 

Midnight Skinny 12 4.9 4.9 76.5 

Revel Demi Curve Skinny 10 4.1 4.1 80.7 

Skinny Legging Deep Night 25 10.3 10.3 90.9 

Skinny Legging Original Fade 22 9.1 9.1 100.0 

Total 243 100.0 100.0  
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Item Name: China 

 Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 

45817 7 4.1 4.1 4.1 

Chinese New Year Special 17 9.9 9.9 14.0 

CNY Skinny 1 .6 .6 14.5 

Legging 2 1.2 1.2 15.7 

Legging 11997 66 38.4 38.4 54.1 

Legging 15672 14 8.1 8.1 62.2 

Purple Skinny 6 3.5 3.5 65.7 

Revel 4 2.3 2.3 68.0 

Revel Progressive 2 1.2 1.2 69.2 

Skinny 9 5.2 5.2 74.4 

Skinny 05411 5 2.9 2.9 77.3 

Skinny Asian 06401 37 21.5 21.5 98.8 

Warm Jeans 2 1.2 1.2 100.0 

Total 172 100.0 100.0  

 

 

 

 


