
ABSTRACT 

FRATTO, GENESSA MARIE.  A Longitudinal Retail Price Analysis of Intra-Channel and Inter-
Channel Competitors.  (Under the direction of Drs. Nancy L. Cassill and Michelle R. Jones). 

 

Retail pricing is a timely issue fueled by apparel price deflation, intense inter-channel 

retail competition, and increased presence of retail brands.  Focused on the competitive dynamics 

of the apparel retail industry, this research investigated price as a key driver of competition 

between apparel retailers, and its role, or lack thereof, as a definitive construct of retail channel 

definition.  Today, retail competition extends beyond the scope of a firm’s intra-channel 

competition (within own channel) to increasingly inter-channel (between channel) competition.  

The central hypothesis of this research is that increased pressure from discounters has over time 

shifted the price distributions of other, non discount retailers (discounters inter-channel 

competitors), thus causing less price differentiation among retailers and forcing an industry wide 

convergence among a small range of price frequencies.   

Two consumer purchase data sources, NPD Fashionworld’s American Shopper’s Panel 

(1990-1999), and NPD Fashionworld’s AccuPanelSM (2001-2005), were provided to the author 

by Cotton Incorporated.  For apparel retailers, this time period was significant due in part to the 

birth and growth of mass discounters, increased off shore sourcing of apparel, growth of private 

branding, and the birth of new retail formats including online shopping.   

 Within Research Objective I, there were two phases of analysis.  The purpose of Phase I 

was to provide an overview of apparel retailers from 1990 to 2005 focusing on entry and exiting 

of firms, share of unit sales and aspects of intra-channel and inter-channel competition.  In Phase 

II, the dynamics of retail competition were explored with a content analysis of 10-K SEC filings 

of select retailers.  The content analysis focused on statements in the 10-K filings that referred to 



business description, key competitors, competitive advantage and competitive risk factors.  

Using the results of Research Objective I, Research Objective II used statistical analysis to 

determine price differences of denim jeans from 2001 to 2005 at various apparel retailers.  

Inventory maps provided a visual depiction of the price distribution of channels and retailers and 

were analyzed to understand the overall pricing strategy and longitudinal aspects of price 

competition.   
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CHAPTER I 
 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Price defines a firm’s competitive position in the market and consumers use price to 

evaluate the quality of a product, brand or retailer (Dolan & Simon, 1996; Gabor & Granger, 

1966; Sivakumar, pg. 294, 2000b).  Although apparel retailers have always operated in a highly 

competitive environment, price competition and intense inter-channel rivalry has increased in 

recent years due to several industry movements and trends (Driscoll, 2005; Retail industry 

trends, 2006): 

1. Growth and sophistication of mass discounters (Wal*Mart, Target) 

2. Department store repositioning and consolidation 

3. Retailer brand development (private label and exclusive brands) 

4. Market saturation of retailers and shopping centers  

5. Increase in discounts and sales promotions 

6. Growth of sophistication of internet shopping 

7. Force of fast fashion  

8. Consumer evolution (demographics, psychographics)  

9. Lack of retailer differentiation and increased product and brand homogeneity at 

multiple price levels 

 While not all facets of competition can be ascertained by looking at price alone, price is 

what retailers are willing to “give up” their product for, therefore price is an important measure 

of both marketing and financial strength (Personal communication, Messura, 2006).    All  
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retailers have felt the effects of price competition imposed by large discounters, however the 

reaction to this competition has taken many forms.  Beyond just reacting to price, a firm 

considers how to competitively adapt to the increased price competition (Nagle & Holden, 

2002).  While some have reduced manufacturing and operating costs and increased sales 

promotions and discounting to lower prices, others have redefined their market position, or 

differentiated by increasing private brand development (Asaeda, 2006).     

The competitive scope of apparel retailing is broader than ever and consideration solely 

of traditional competitors is detrimental to a long-term strategy.  Today, retail competition 

extends beyond the scope of a firm’s intra-channel competition (within own channel) to 

increasingly inter-channel (between channel) competition.  The central hypothesis of this 

research is that increased pressure from discounters has over time shifted the price distributions 

of other, non discount retailers (discounters inter-channel competitors), thus lessening price 

differentiation among retailers and forcing an industry wide convergence among a small range of 

price frequencies.  The focus of this study was the fifteen-year time period between 1990 and 

2005.  For apparel retailers, this time period was significant due in part to the birth and growth of 

mass discounters, increased offshore sourcing of apparel, growth of private branding, and the 

advent of new retail formats including online shopping.   

 

Purpose of the Study 

The overall purpose of the study was to understand the movement of price distributions 

of apparel for retailers in the mass discount, national chain, specialty and department channels 

from 1990 to 2005.  This research first looks at price broadly, from a retail channel perspective, 
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and then narrows to present a case study of denim jean pricing at competing retailers.  The 

research objectives include: 

Research Objective I:   To determine the scope of apparel retailer competition over time (1990 

to 2005) including retail channel share, entry and exiting of firms and 

intra- and inter-channel dynamics. 

Research Objective II:   To understand the competitive pricing dynamics of inter-channel and 

intra-channel apparel retailers for denim jeans from 2001 to 2005. 

 

Two consumer purchase data sources, NPD Fashionworld American Shopper’s Panel 

(1990-1999) and NPD Fashionworld AccuPanelSM (2001-2005), were provided to the author 

by Cotton Incorporated.  Analysis of these data provided insight into the competitive 

environment of retailers from a unit sales volume and price perspective.  Additionally, the author 

explored the dynamics of retail competition with a content analysis of 10-K SEC filings of select 

retailers.   Unique to this research was the creation of inventory maps.  Inventory maps provided 

a visual depiction of the price distribution of a channel or retailer, and were analyzed to 

understand the overall pricing strategy and longitudinal aspects of price competition.  

Descriptive and inferential statistical techniques were used to evaluate differences in price 

between competing retailers.   
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Significance of Research 

Academic research in the area of retail pricing and branding has primarily been focused 

primarily on the grocery and personal care sectors and has rarely addressed apparel (Allenby & 

Rossi, 1991; Currie  & Jian, 2002; Sethuraman, Srinivasan, & Doyle, 1999; Shankar & Bolton, 

2004; Sivakumar & Raj, 1997).  At a time when apparel price deflation is of top concern in 

sourcing and trade discussions, an investigation of price movements from a retail and consumer 

perspective is warranted.  This study is particularly based on the hypothesis that over time, 

apparel retailers have shifted their price distributions to compete directly with large mass 

discounters and “cheap” imports.  As the competitive scope of apparel retailing is broader than 

ever, consideration of traditional competitors is no longer a strategy for success.  Retail 

competition extends beyond the scope of a firm’s intra-channel competition (within own 

channel) to increasingly important, inter-channel (between channel) competition.   

 The wealth of insight gained from an in-depth examination of consumer purchase data 

provided an unprecedented perspective of competitive price movements of channels and retailers 

from 1990 to 2005.  This fifteen year time period was significant due in part to its definition as a 

period of major changes in apparel retailing, including the birth and growth of large discounters, 

increased off shore sourcing of apparel, growth of private branding, and new retail formats.  

Rather than addressing the entire scope of strategic retail competition, this research focuses on 

price competition and price movements within the denim jean product category.    
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Research Limitations 

1. Two data sets, NPD Fashionworld American Shopper’s Panel and NPD Fashionworld 

AccuPanelSM were used for this analysis.  A combination of the two data sources 

encompassed 14 years of consumer apparel purchases.1  Although both are consumer 

purchase panels, the methodologies differed, therefore limited how the data were analyzed.  

Once such difference related to panel demographics.  The NPD Fashionworld 

AccuPanelSM panel demographics are skewed slightly younger than the NPD 

Fashionworld American Shopper’s Panel.  Therefore this skew may over represent 

specialty channel share and under represent mass discount.  Therefore, a continuous 

comparison of retail channel share from 1990 through 2005 may not provide a 

comprehensive assessment of channel dynamics, however does not affect the price 

analysis.  Further details regarding the differences between the data sets are provided in 

Chapter III (Methodology). 

 

2. As with any consumer reported data, panels, user error is an issue.  Although NPD does 

verify the accuracy of the reported purchase data, several data records did not match the 

researcher’s a priori knowledge of the retailer’s price distribution.  For example, a 

consumer reported jeans purchased for $60.00 from Wal*Mart.  The research attempted to 

remove any data records that did not appear to accurately reflect the prices typically found 

at the retailer.  A total of seven records were eliminated.  

 
                                                
1 The consumer purchase panels did not include the year 2000, therefore this year was not included in the analysis. 
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3. The data sets represent consumer purchase behavior and not actual retail inventory data; 

however it can be inferred that purchases are reflective of retail inventories.  However, the 

data cannot account for inventory not purchased.  Additionally, the consumer purchase data 

are based on recorded purchases of a sample of the United States population, and therefore 

may not be representative of consumer purchases for the entire United States population.  

To ensure the data could be generalized, NPD re-weights all purchases to the US census 

numbers using projection factors (NPD Presentation, 2005).  

 

4. The issue of price competition in apparel retailing is vast; therefore, several retailers were 

analyzed to explore this concept.  This study focuses on specific channels within the overall 

retail industry and specific retailers within those channels.  Comprising over 75% of the 

unit sales of apparel, mass discount, national chain, specialty, and department are the retail 

channels analyzed for this research.  In order to maintain focus on the major retailers, retail 

off price, factory outlet, online, and direct mail/catalog retailers were excluded from this 

analysis.  In 2005, these channels accounted for 75% of total unit sales of apparel. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

This review of literature provides a discussion of overall industry dynamics and then 

narrows to discuss competitive drivers that are specific to apparel retailing.  The literature review 

examines both theoretical and practical viewpoints of competition, pricing, and macro and 

microeconomic forces that affect apparel retailers.  While the majority of pricing and 

competition literature relating to consumer goods is focused primarily on grocery and personal 

care categories, those areas were discussed and when appropriate, similarities were drawn with 

respect to apparel.   

  

Industry Dynamics  

Channel Classifications 

The retail industry can be considered a mature industry, due to several large retailers 

reporting a large percentage of sales.  The maturity of the industry is attributed to three key 

factors: market saturation with fiercely competitive non-differentiated firms, flat consumer 

spending, and price pressures (Asaeda, 2006).  Regardless of maturity, retail trade is still vital to 

the United States economy.  Standard and Poor’s reported that retail trade accounted for 30% of 

the $12.5 trillion United States GDP (gross domestic product) in 2005.  Wal*Mart, the world’s 

largest retailer, alone accounted for approximately 2.0% of the US GDP in 2005 (Asaeda, 2006). 

For the purposes of this research, an apparel retailer is defined as a retailer that sells 

apparel and may also sell other complementary accessories, footwear, or other softgoods, and  
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unrelated general merchandise, such as grocery, health and beauty, home furnishings, and 

hardware (Asaeda, 2006).  In 2005, apparel accounted for an estimated 3.8% of total U.S. 

household expenditures (Retail industry trends, 2006), however according to the Bureau of 

Economic Analysis, as of  third quarter 2006, personal consumption expenditures of apparel 

were estimated at $291 billion, up 5.8% from 2005 (Bureau of Economic Analysis, 2006).     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1.  Personal consumption expenditures of apparel by gender 

Note. From U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis 2006 estimate 

 

Apparel retailers are organized into retail channels, which collectively identify a retailer’s 

price, product, consumer, style or means of distribution.  As a means of merchandise 

procurement, retailing is essentially, a channel of distribution; however within that larger subset  

Infants
4.4%

Men's
38.0%

Women's 
57.6%
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are smaller classifications of retailers grouped according to key business, consumer and market 

characteristics.  Defined by Kotler (2003), a retail channel is a set of interdependent 

organizations involved in the process of making a product or service available for use or 

consumption.  Retail channels analyzed for this research were mass discount, national chain, 

specialty, and department.  Other retail channels include off-price, online, direct mail/catalog, 

factory outlet.  The names of the retail channel analyzed in this research are based on NPD’s and 

Cotton Incorporated’s classifications however numerous variations of these terms are present in 

the literature.  Table 1 provides examples of apparel retailers and their channel classifications.    

 

Table 1.  Select apparel retailers by retail channel 

Retail Channel Apparel Retailers 

Department  Macy’s, Dillard’s, Nordstrom 

Mass discount Wal*Mart, Target, Kmart 

National chain JCPenney, Kohl’s, Sears, Mervyn’s 

Specialty Old Navy, Express, American Eagle Outfitters 

 

As price is one aspect of retail channel definition, traditionally, channel hierarchy may 

appear as a stepwise model, with the department and specialty channels at the top and the mass 

discount at the bottom (Figure 2).  Other terms such as luxury or high end (Neiman Marcus, 

Nordstrom), value (Old Navy) and middle market or mid-tier (Macy’s, Kohl’s) are often used 
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exclusively or in conjunction with the traditional channel classifications in order to further 

describe the retailers. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.  Retail channel hierarchy 

Note. From personal communication, M. Messura, 2006. 

 

While the understanding of retail channel classifications is important prior to discussing 

retail competition, a review of literature yields inconclusive evidence to support the cohesive 

classification of retail channels.  Even with this general retail hierarchy, as retailers have 

evolved, these broad channel terms may no longer accurately reflect the nature of retailer’s 

businesses.  This observation however, may extend from the inherent nature of the retail 

industry, whereby, the industry has evolved faster than trade media and researchers are able to 

recognize and document the changes.  For example, Old Navy, considered a specialty retailer, 

sells merchandise in the value or discount price range, similar to Wal*Mart and Target.  

Therefore, while the specialty designation refers to the merchandise selection or assortment, 

specialty does not accurately define the price point of the retailer.   

 

Department 
Specialty 

National Chain 

Mass  
Discount 
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Retail Competition 

From an economic perspective, competition is defined as a general condition involving 

all actual and potential rival offerings and substitutes that may be considered by the buyer 

(Kotler, 2003).  Sivakumar explains, “Competition is driven by the choice alternatives available 

to consumers, which differ on attributes both intrinsic and extrinsic to the products (2000a, p. 

276).”  Competition is often discussed in terms of five forces: potential entrants, buyers, 

substitutes, suppliers, and rivalry among existing firms (Porter, 1998a).  These five forces 

collectively determine the firm’s ability to compete, while the strength of these forces is subject 

to specific industry characteristics and structures (Porter, 1998b).  Firms capitalize on certain 

forces and exploit them to establish, maintain, or reposition their competitive advantage within 

an industry (Sivakumar, 2000a).   

Depending upon the nature of competition in an industry, an industry can be described in 

terms of a competitive structure (Table 2).  According to Kotler (2003) the apparel retail industry 

is identified as monopolistically competitive based on the following characteristics (2003): 

• Many sellers in this industry (highly competitive), 

• Relatively easy entry and exit, 

• Differentiated products, and 

• Frequent advertising (local and national level). 
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Table 2.  Competitive industry structures 

Pure Monopoly One firm provides product or service in country or local area.  Can be 

regulated (to control price) or unregulated. 

Oligopoly Small number of usually large firms produces products that range from 

highly differentiated (differentiated oligopoly) to standardized (pure 

oligopoly). 

Monopolistic Many competitors are able to differentiate their offers in whole or part and 

focus on market segments where they can uniquely meet customer needs 

and command a price premium. 

Pure Competition Many competitors offer the same product and service at the same price due 

to lack of differentiation.  

Note. From:  Marketing management, 11th ed. by P. Kotler, 2003, Upper Saddle River, NJ:  Prentice Hall. 

 

While aspects of Kotler’s definition are somewhat applicable to apparel retailers, today’s 

retailers are not as differentiated as they once were and price premiums are not as easy to 

command.  Sameness on the selling floor, and retailers driven more by price than product 

differentiation, have forced consumers to seek lower prices for the same product available across 

multiple channels.  A report by A. T. Kearney in 2003 commented on the commoditization of the 

apparel market using a men’s sportswear example.  The report argued that in the men’s 

sportswear category; khaki pants, denim jeans, and polo shirts are driven primarily by price due 

to the lack of product differentiation in the market and the copy cat designing of retail brands and 

national brands (Apparel wars, 2003). 
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 Presently, consumers have endless options to purchase the same or similar products in 

multiple stores and across various price points, therefore deals, specials, and lower prices are 

always available in apparel.  Escalating competitive rivalry between firms competing for the 

same consumer with homogeneous product offerings increases the likelihood that price will 

ultimately define a firm’s competitive position (Dolan & Simon, 1996; Kotler, 2003; Lucas, 

Bush, & Gresham 1994, Porter, 1998a).  Industries such as air travel are prone to this type of 

rivalry and frequent combative pricing events, termed “price wars”.  Midway through the holiday 

season of 2006, Wal*Mart implemented what they called their “most aggressive pricing strategy 

ever,” (Prospect of holiday price wars, 2006, para. 1), instigating a price war by deeply cutting 

prices on toys and consumer electronics and putting pressure on competing retailers (Target, 

Circuit City, Best Buy, Radio Shack) that were selling the exact same toys and electronics as 

Wal*Mart.  Morningstar analyst, Joseph Beaulieu, commented on Wal*Mart’s cut throat pricing, 

"Wal-Mart is ... getting back to what's made them work in the past, the way they're toning down 

the talk about fashion and talking more about discounting, that's the kind of thing that makes that 

store tick," (Prospect of holiday price wars, 2006, para. 10). 

 Although lack of differentiation in apparel has been discussed, it is unlikely that apparel 

would cause as much of a price frenzy as toys and electronics, however, Wal*Mart’s cost 

leadership strategy, with its economies of scale and exploitation of foreign sourcing, has driven 

other apparel retailers to compete by lowering prices.  In a 2002 article published in Fortune 

Magazine, Retail Forward consultant, Ira Kalish, was quoted discussing Wal*Mart’s growth in 

the apparel sector, “As Wal-Mart grows, it will transform its competitors, its suppliers, and the 

industries it dominates” (2002, cited in Useem, Schlosser, & Kim, 2003, para. 17).  The article  
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went on to discuss Wal*Mart’s pressure on retailers outside its traditional mass discount 

competitors, such as Bloomingdales and Banana Republic, in which the article stated that all 

apparel retailers are competing on both price and image.   

 A study by Basker (2002) looked at the effect of a low-cost entrant, Wal*Mart on average 

city-level retail prices of ten product categories (including apparel, a man’s dress shirt, pants, and 

underwear) from 1982 to 2002.  The hypothesis of the study was that Wal*Mart’s entry into a 

market results in lower average retail prices in the markets it enters.  The research concluded that 

Wal*Mart’s entry into the market showed statistically significant declines of 1.5 to 3% in the 

short run and 7 to 13% in the long run.  This builds upon a previous study of Wal*Mart of 

supermarket pricing by UBS Warburg Global Equity Research that found that in the cities with 

the Wal*Mart the prices of the items at Wal*Mart were 17 to 39% lower than their competitors.  

In the cities with a Wal*Mart the competitor’s prices were 13% lower than a complementary 

store in a non-Wal*Mart market.  Basker’s study found that Wal*Mart’s effect on prices was 

strongest for shampoo, laundry detergent, and toothpaste, and weakest or non existent in 

products such as clothing.  Regardless of product category the most price elasticity was 

identified with retailers selling the closest substitute to Wal*Mart (Basker, 2002).   

 Target, although not able to compete as strongly on cost leadership has sought 

differentiation in the discount channel through retail brand development, unique store concepts, 

fashion advertising, and an upscale store environment that offers a small selection of items at 

higher price points than its competitors.  A 1998 quote from Greg Steinhafel, Target’s then Vice 

President of Merchandising, now President, reiterated Target’s strategy to change customer and 

competitor’s view of the retailer and its merchandise, ''We don't believe that “trend-right” and 
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“affordable” are mutually exclusive terms, we can bring to the masses tasteful merchandise for a 

price,” (Steinhauer, 1998, p. BU11).   

Today, Target’s company profile on Target.com classified itself as an “upscale discounter 

that provides high-quality, on-trend merchandise at attractive prices in clean, spacious and guest-

friendly stores” (2006).  For men and women’s apparel, Target offers between 20% and 30% less 

SKUs in the same amount of floor space compared to Kmart and Wal*Mart and (Plaisted, 2000).  

Therefore with floor space and select merchandise resembling that of a higher end specialty or 

department store, Target has managed to attract a higher income consumer.   

  While the initial allure of price discounting to increase consumer buying response, sales 

and profits, is intriguing, according to Nagle and Holden (2002), directly competing on price 

requires a business model that allows for significant cost cutting measures below those of 

competitors, and long-term, price alone can rarely build or sustain a marketing strategy (Lucas, 

et al., 1994; Nagle & Holden, 2002; Porter, 1998b).  More common than initial price competition 

strategy is the evolution of industries towards price competition when differentiation is lacking.    

 

Price Deflation 

 Imperative to any discussion relating to apparel is the issue of price deflation.  The topic 

of price deflation has received considerable media attention in the wake of increased 

international trade and dependence on cheaper labor.  The average apparel retail price has been 

in a long-term deflationary trend as indicated by consumer price index data (Table 3).  In 2001 

and in 2002, apparel pricing declined more sharply.  With less spending on apparel in 2001 after 

the events of September 11, more apparel was sold at a sale price due to increased inventories, 

thus exacerbating the price pressure.  While 2001 was a particularly negative year for apparel 
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prices, several factors have contributed to the overall longitudinal deflationary trend (Driscoll, 

2006; Schor, 2005): 

1. Increased leverage of sourcing operations, specifically growth of imports from China 

2. Consumer dependence on and demand for sales and promotions 

3. Market share gains by mass discount chains 

4. Market saturation of retailers and brands 

 
Table 3.  Year over year percent changes in apparel retail prices 

Year Percent Change  

1998 -0.7  

1999 -0.5  

2000 -1.8  

2001 -3.2  

2002 -1.8  

2003 -2.1  

2004 -0.2  

2005 -1.1  

Note. Data from. “Retail prices fall for eighth straight year,” by K. Ellis, 2006, WWD: Women's Wear 

Daily, 191(13), 13-13. 

  

 With cut throat price competition, agile supply chains, and a monopolizing approach to 

supplier relations, mass discounters are most often blamed for the industry wide deflationary 

trend.  This price downtrend not only affects retail prices but also prices charged by textile and  
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apparel manufacturers and suppliers (Cotton Incorporated, 2003).  Therefore, in order to react to 

deflationary price pressures, retailers have had to re-examine their business strategies, close 

unprofitable stores, reduce personnel expenses and redefine relationships with suppliers (Asaeda, 

2006).  In addition, retailers are also consolidating and acquiring other business to expand their 

market reach and control of the market.  For example, in 2005, Federated Department Stores 

acquired The May Department Store Company, Kmart acquired Sears, and Sara Lee Corporation 

sold Sara Lee Branded Apparel (Monget, 2005).    These types of corporate changes further 

consolidate retail channels and provide additional product and price differentiation challenges for 

retailers and brands.  The overall future of apparel pricing is not as bleak as it may appear.  

While overall apparel prices have declined, there are still “niches of strong pricing power,” 

(Ellis, 2006, para. 6) and consumers who are willing to pay a premium for a designer name or 

level of quality in a particular product category.   

   

Retailer Power 

“Power refers to the ability of one channel member to induce another channel member to 

enhance its behavior in favor of the objective of the channel member exerting influence,” 

(Ailawadi, Norm, & Farris, 1995, p. 214).  Apparel retailers and manufacturers exist in a 

competitive environment of intense competition for consumers and products (Kotler, 2003).  As 

the critical link from manufacturer to consumer, the retailer’s success is determined by its ability 

to deliver fashion right product at the right time and at the right price.  In traditional economic 

theory, price determination established the retailer as the “price taker” rather than the “price 

maker” with the understanding that influence exists within determining the quantity to produce  
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(Shankar & Bolton, 2004; Wal*Mart grows its apparel segment, 2005).  With that theory in 

mind, traditionally, retailers existed in a push market where production quantity was controlled 

by the manufacturer however the shift in the supply chain from manufacturing to marketing has 

given the greatest power to the retailer (Fratto, 2004).  Several authors have commented on the 

shift in power (Ailawadi, et al., 1995; Borghesani, de la Cruz, & Berry, 1997; Gereffi, 2002; 

Kincade, Woodard, & Park, 2002; Sivakumar, 2003) and have identified the following factors as 

key drivers of this movement: 

• Controls over national brand price promotions  

• Advances in information technology for production, distribution and product delivery 

• Evolutions of retailer formats 

• Demand for shorter lead time to fulfill consumer purchase patterns 

• Growth of store brand development and national brand manufacturing of store brands 

• Mergers, acquisitions, consolidations 

Due to increased demand from the retailers for more competitive wholesale prices and 

value added products much of the shift in power from the manufacturer to the retailer began as 

apparel manufacturers began to “de-emphasize” their production capacities and invest in 

international sourcing activities (Gereffi, 1999).  At the same time, retailers, dissatisfied by 

manufacturer and national brand offerings, began to take control over the supply chain by 

shifting their focus to midstream activities, such as product development, design and marketing 

(Gereffi, 1999).  As specialty stores increased in prominence in the late 1980’s and early 1990’s, 

and private label development increased, retailers empowered themselves to offer better products 

and prices, thus expanding their own sourcing interests overseas through private label programs.    
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Today many retail brands are positioned as exclusive, trendier and more upscale than 

other national brands in the store (Apparel and textiles industry trends, 2006).  Although the 

traditional national brand heavy merchandise mix may still exist at some retailers, most are 

investing in private label development across multiple product categories.  As expected, this 

power shift also increased competition and rivalry between retailers and their national brand 

suppliers (Gereffi, 2002).  In some cases national brand marketers and manufacturers have 

developed agreements for exclusive or proprietary brands.  This shift has created a greater focus 

on consumer demand, whereas in theoretical terms, the manufacturer no longer pushes goods to 

the retailers, rather, consumers demand goods and the retailer has the agility to either get the 

product or make the product. 

 

Growth of Mass, Decline of Department 

The strength of large retailers, and particularly mass discounters such as Wal*Mart have 

exercised their economies of scale by leveraging an everyday low pricing strategy and undercut 

competitors’ prices industry wide. Although mass discounters may be identified as the catalyst 

for the addictive sale sentiment of consumers today, department stores are charged with their 

own demise by training consumers to look for and wait for sales. Once pioneering innovators of 

apparel and general merchandise retailing, department stores have over time surrendered to 

hyper and reactive discounting, eroding their product and service offerings, and decreasing their 

appeal as a relevant shopping destination for today’s consumer.   Dating back to the 1850’s, the 

department store concept was originally envisioned as a retail conglomeration of small town 

“mom and pop shops” to provide the consumer with a convenient shopping venue.  From the mid  
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1800’s until the mid 1900’s, department stores served as shopping event destinations for 

consumers, where other services, such as travel agencies, hair salons, and restaurants were also 

provided (Retail industry trends, 2006).    

In the 1960’s as urban sprawl gave rise to the suburban shopping mall, many department 

stores were relocated from small towns to massive mall anchors (Retail industry trends, 2006).  

At the same time mass discount and specialty retailers were entering suburbia and selling similar 

merchandise as department stores, but at a more competitive price (Asaeda, 2006).  No longer 

able to effectively compete on price for appliances, electronics, toys, and furniture, overtime 

department stores reduced their inventory of these categories an shifted their merchandise focus 

to apparel and other softgoods.  Concurrently discounters were also entering into the apparel 

sector and gradually began to exert pricing pressures on department stores.   

In 2004 it was reported that more than half of the U.S. population shops weekly at 

retailers such as Wal*Mart and Target, up from 25% in 1996 (Frank, George, & Narasimhan, 

2004).  While some apparel retailers that have realized the losing battle against mass discounters 

on price and thus are turning away from sales and discounts to focus more on inventory turnover, 

former department store only brands and designer exclusive can now be found in other mass 

discount and specialty channels at lower prices.  Therefore department stores, that were not 

originally established as an upper end or luxury retailer, are feeling the force of retailers who do 

their business as well as they do however with a lower cost business model.   
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Market Uptrends and Downtrends 

Brands 

 Initially developed to cut costs and gain control over merchandising and eliminate extra 

supply chain links, retail brand development has transformed from a cost cutting initiative to a 

marketing initiative.  Today private labels can involve a combination of owned, licensed, 

sourced, proprietary or designer exclusives (Cohen, 2006).  Often based on a “good, better, best” 

approach, a price tier approach allows a retailer or brand to introduce products at multiple price 

points while still satisfying their core consumer needs and wants (Dolan & Simon, 1996).   Much 

of the incentive to enact a price tier strategy is evident with the nature of retail competition.  A 

price tier strategy provides opportunity for retailers and brands to reach across channels to forge 

consumer relationships.  The three-tier approach has provided opportunities for retailers to attract 

designers to downtrend or migrate to the mass market with a revised version of their high-end 

apparel line.  A value map depicts tiers based on the perceived value versus price (Figure 3).  

While the number of tiers in a value map is ultimately market or product specific, it is the 

positioning on the value map that dictates the overall strategy pricing strategy and the relevant 

competitive set needed to maximize that strategy (Dolan & Simon, 1996).   
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Figure 3.  Three-tier value map 

Source: From. Power pricing, by R. Dolan, and H. Simon, 1996, p.85, New York: The Free Press. 

 

 While the focus of this discussion is a price tier strategy with regards to private label 

offerings within a retailer, for a national brand or a retail conglomerate (e.g., The Gap Inc.) price 

tiers can represent market entries at multiple price levels.  The price tier concept takes into 

account two types of competition: inter-tier and intra-tier.   Inter-tier competition refers to the 

unique competition between brands of different tiers, while intra-tier competition refers to 

unique competition between brands of the same tier (Sivakumar, 2000b).  Several manufacturer- 

consumer- and retailer-related factors have driven research in the area of inter-tier competition: 

• increased role of private label/store brands in retailing environment; 

• improved quality of private label/store brands; 

• role of national brand manufacturers as private label/store brand manufacturers; 

• price, cost and marketing strategy differences;  
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• and profitability from brands in different tiers may be qualitatively and quantitatively 

different from one another. 

 While the majority of price tier literature focuses on grocery and general consumer 

merchandise (e.g. Allenby and Rossi, 1991; Bronnenberg & Wathieu, 1996; Hardie & Wathieu, 

1993; Sethuraman et al., 1999; Sivakumar & Raj, 1997), a paper by Fratto, Cassill and Jones in 

2006 was the first to examine price tier strategy used by apparel retailers and brands.  Using a 

case study approach, the author examined the price tier strategies of The Gap Inc., Levi Strauss 

and Polo Ralph Lauren.  Leveraging their brand equity, all three entities have found market 

entries in multiple price tiers and channels.  The authors conclude that retailers and brands can be 

successful with a price tier strategy, unless they fail to adequately differentiate on both price and 

product characteristics (Fratto, et al., 2006). 

 

Consumers 

Target has differentiated itself from other mass discounters by collaborating with 

designers (e.g., Isaac Mizrahi, Liz Lange, Mossimo) to offer designer discount apparel with high 

name recognition at a slightly higher price point.  The use of designer exclusivity in their private 

label program has positioned Target as the leader of differentiation and value in mass discount 

apparel.  Its marketing efforts are specifically targeted to meet the needs of a higher income 

demographic whose median income is approximately $58,000 compared to $35,000 for 

Wal*Mart (Asaeda, 2006).  A 2004 survey conducted by the America Affluence Research Center 

found that of the richest 10% of Americans, Target was frequented by 46% of men and 61% of 

women surveyed (Retail industry survey, 2006).  As a nod to its affluent cross-shopping  
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consumer base, Target is also looking to move into mall space left vacant by the Federated/May 

merger (Choi & Derby, 2005).  In a recent book, “Why Consumers Do What They Do”, Marshall 

Cohen states that “one of every two consumers who shops in a department store also shops in a 

discount store,” and show less loyalty to retailers in one particular channel (2006, p. 15).  For 

example, consumers today are willing to purchase a basic t-shirt at Target to pair with premium 

denim jeans they purchased at Nordstrom (Asaeda, 2006).   

To combat Target’s up market moves, in 2005, Wal*Mart initiated strategies to attract 

more affluent consumers to specific product categories including food and beverages, home 

furnishings and accessories and apparel, by increasing fashion advertising in publications such as 

Vogue, improving store layouts for apparel merchandise, and leveraging of new exclusive brand 

agreements has committed Wal*Mart to this initiative.  When asked about the “greatest 

competition in the apparel space,” a General Merchandise manager interview for a November 

2003 Apparel Magazine article responded that “all retailers are in competition at this point 

because there is so much promoting going on.”  Concerning the Wal*Mart customer she went on 

to say, “our customer is very, very smart and is shopping department stores, mid-tier mass 

market and specialty, and dollar stores,” (Desmarteau, 2003, p. 8).  In the search for value, 

consumers are migrating to channels never before purchased.  Consumers today are exhibiting 

cross-shopping behaviors, shopping at multiple retail channels and economic strata to obtain the 

best product(s) to meet their price and value needs (Asaeda, 2006; Cohen, 2006).   
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Personnel 

Shifts are also evident with personnel changes at major apparel retailers and brands.  

Most recently, an influx of luxury brand executives have downshifted to the mass, specialty and 

chain channels.  Likewise, similar occurrences are taking place with mass discounter executives 

moving to luxury brands.  Thus, the former line that divided these channels and entities has 

blurred and talents, strategies and business models are being shared and embraced beyond 

traditional boundaries.  Coined as “class to mass” or “mass to class”, a 2005 article in WWD, 

Changing Channels for New Visions, identified several key company executives that have shifted 

from luxury, to mass, specialty, or from mass up to luxury:  These shifts represent the retailers’ 

and brands’ recognition of shifting consumer shopping patterns (Socha, Murphy, & Derby, 

2005).  These personnel shifts are also important for retailer and brands to have management 

with an understanding of a broad range of price points.  Although not a bona fide trend per say, 

there is evidence of this movement across several key apparel retailers and brands.   

 

Competitor Identification 

The concept of competitor identification is defined for both academics and managers 

alike.  Several authors note that competitor identification is an essential component to any 

marketing strategy (Aaker, 1995; Czepiel, 1992; Day 1990; Sudharshan, 1995) and a starting 

point for “analyzing the dynamics of competitive strategy” (Bergen & Peteraf, 2002, p. 157).  

Literature regarding competitor identification from a managerial perspective is focused broadly 

on industrial and consumer driven markets but does not directly address retailing, however the  
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general concepts can be applied.  Several authors discuss two approaches to competitor 

identification: industry/supplier and market/buyer (Bergen & Peteraf, 2002; Clark & 

Montgomery, 1999; Kotler, 2003).  Industry/supplier oriented competition relates to competitor 

identification in terms of business characteristics, while the market/buyer oriented approach 

broadens the competitive scope beyond business characteristics to firms that satisfy the same 

consumer need (Table 4).   

   

Table 4.  Approaches to competitor identification 

Market/Buyer Oriented Industry/Supplier Oriented 

Based on consumer needs, preferences, 

behaviors, demographics, attitudes and 

purchase patterns. 

Based on firm characteristics, preferences 

and behaviors, similarity in products, basic 

strategy and resources used. 

• Firms with customers that have similar 

attributes 

• Firms with customers that switch back and 

forth between purchasing 

• Firms that serve consumer in same general 

geographic region 

• Firms that manufacture or distribute same 

product 

• Firms that pursue same cost strategy or 

approach 

• Firms that rely heavily on same raw 

materials 

Note: Adapted from “Managerial identification of competitors,” by B. Clark and D. Montgomery, 1999, Journal 

of Marketing, 63(3), 67-83; Marketing management, 11th ed. By P. Kotler, 2003, Upper Saddle River, NJ:  

Prentice Hall. 
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 Industry/supplier oriented competitor identification is often reported in government and 

trade data and under classifications such as NAICS (North American Industry Classification 

System) codes.  Although beneficial to determine like businesses, for industrial firms supply side 

biases it presents difficulties by only focusing on core businesses, products and technology, and 

fails to accurately reflect the market and consumer characteristics, which are central to driving 

competition.  Market/buyer oriented identification tools are more varied and sources may include 

company sources such annual reports, expert analysis, industry reports, and consumer attitudinal 

and purchase data.  Identification from a market/buyer perspective innately may not represent the 

total scope of the competitor due to manager’s lack of market awareness.  Thus, buyer/market 

oriented is more complex and fluctuates with consumer demand, preference, and purchasing 

power.    

With the current state of the retail industry, particularly with regards to the issue of cross-

shopping, buyer oriented identification is more aligned with the actual nature of current 

competitive behaviors (Steinhauer, 1998).  However both approaches to competitor identification 

are important and individually necessary to ensure successful evaluation of the market, and 

without a combined approach, there are aspects of competition that are overlooked.  In terms of 

retailing, the concept of intra-competition relates to competition between two like entities, or 

retailers of the same type (Hirschman, 1979; Miller & Reardon, 1995).  In contrast to intra-

competition, inter-competition relates to strategic groups competing for the same share of 

consumer dollars but it a different way.  This concept was examined with regards to food dollars, 

looking at the inter-type competition between restaurants and grocery stores (Ingene, 1983).  

This concept is extended to the competition between retail channels for consumer apparel  
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dollars.  Therefore, retail channel competition can be examined from an intra (within same 

channel) and inter (between channels) perspective.  Adapting aspects of both market/buyer and 

industry/supplier approached coupled with the intra- and inter-channel focus of this research a 

competitive grid which portrays apparel retailer’s competitive positioning (competitive grid 

presented in Chapter III, Methodology).   
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

 

Purpose of the Study 

Retail pricing is a timely issue fueled by apparel price deflation, intense inter-channel 

retail competition, and increased presence of retail brands.  Focused on the competitive dynamics 

of the apparel retail industry, this research investigates price as a key driver of competition for 

apparel retailers, and its role, or lack thereof, as a definitive construct of retail channel definition.  

It is hypothesized that increased price competition from large mass discounters has forced 

retailers who are unable to differentiate, to over time shift their price distributions downward, 

forcing an industry wide convergence among a small range of price frequencies.   

The overall purpose of the study was to understand the movement of price distributions 

of apparel for retailers in the mass discount, national chain, specialty and department channels 

from 1990 to 2005.  This research first looks at price broadly, from a retail channel perspective, 

and then narrows to present a case study of denim jean pricing at competing retailers. The 

consumer purchase data provide the depth for the understanding of product and price, while 

analysis of retailer annual 10-K filings provides a firm perspective of competition and insight 

into changes over time.  Using a multi-faceted approach, the analysis includes general 

descriptive statistics, analysis of variance and inventory mapping.   
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Research Design 

 

 The research design was deductive, whereas each phase of the analysis yielded insights 

that guided the next phase of the analysis (Figure 4) (Creswell, 2003).  Three levels comprised 

the research design: channel perspective, retail competitive landscape and retailer and product 

perspective.  

 

Figure 4.  Research design 
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Research Objectives 

Research Objective I:   To determine the scope of apparel retailer competition over time (1990 

to 2005) including retail channel share, entry and exiting of firms and 

intra- and inter-channel dynamics. 

Research Objective II:   To understand the competitive pricing dynamics of inter-channel and 

intra-channel apparel retailers for denim jeans from 2001 to 2005. 

 

 In order to accomplish the goals of each research objective, several methods of data 

analysis were employed.  Table 5 outlines the data set(s) and corresponding analysis for each 

research objective.  Further details regarding the deliverables for each research objective are 

provided in the latter portion of this chapter. 

 

Table 5.  Research objectives and corresponding analyses 

 Data Set (s) Time Period Type of Analysis Reported Measure 

1. NPD Fashionworld  

American Shoppers Panel 

1990 to 1999 Research 

Objective I 

2. NPD Fashionworld 

AccuPanelSM 

2001 to 2005 

Industry overview Projected unit sales 

 3. Retailer annual 10-K 

filings 

1990 to 2005 Content analysis Firm stated competition 

Competitive strategies 

Competitive risk factors 

Research 

Objective II 

1. NPD Fashionworld 

AccuPanelSM 

2001 to 2005 Denim jeans case 

study 

Unit price 

Note. Annual 10-K filings were not available for all retailers in years 1990 to 2005. 
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Syndicated Consumer Purchase Panel Data 

Two syndicated consumer panels provide the data for Research Objectives I and II: NPD 

Fashionworld  American Shoppers Panel and NPD Fashionworld AccuPanelSM.  These 

panels track consumer purchases of apparel.  The data were provided to the author by Cotton 

Incorporated, a non-profit organization established by American Cotton Growers in 1970 to 

further growth of cotton fiber in the U.S. and world markets.  In an effort to identify and analyze 

major trends affecting cotton markets in the United States, the Supply Chain Planning division of 

Cotton Incorporated subscribes to the consumer panels to understand consumer behavior and 

purchasing patterns.   The company division subscribed to NPD Fashionworld American’s 

Shopper’s Panel until second quarter 2000, when they began subscribing to STS Market 

Research’s AccuPanelSM for years 2001 to 2005.  In 2005, NPD Fashionworld acquired STS 

Market Research and the panel is now referred to as NPD Fashionworld AccuPanelSM, 

however the methodology for the panel has remained the same.  Due to this change, no data are 

available for the year 2000.   Summary descriptions of both the panels are provided in Table 6. 
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Table 6.  Summary description of consumer purchase data sets 

 NPD Fashionworld® American Shoppers Panel NPD Fashionworld® AccuPanelSM 

Processing Years 1990-1999 2001-2005 

Panel Description Syndicated consumer panel Syndicated longitudinal research panel2 

Panel Respondents n ~ 16,000 households n ~ 12,000 panelists 

Sample Demographics Consumers age 18+ Consumers age 13+, 46% men, 54% women 

Communication Method Mail  Internet (90%) and mail diaries (10%) 

Data Reporting and Collection 

Period 

Household diaries completed at time of purchase, 

data received by subscriber monthly 

Panelist diaries completed at time of purchase, data 

received by subscriber monthly 

Purchases Recorded Consumer reports purchases made by entire 

household 

Consumer reports purchases made by the individual 

reporting the data 

Apparel Product Tracked3 Men’s and Women’s  

Shirts 

Sweaters 

Shorts 

Jeans 

Pants 

 

Pants/Slacks 

Skirts 

Dresses 

Sweat Apparel 

 

Men’s and Women’s 

Shirts 

Sweaters 

Shorts 

Jeans 

Pants 

 

Pants/Slacks 

Skirts 

Dresses 

Sweat Apparel 

                                                
2 Longitudinal refers to the tracking and reporting of purchases for the same consumers over time.  
3 Both panels also track underwear, outerwear, and formal wear and the American Shoppers Panel also tracked childrenswear, however those product categories are excluded from this analysis.  
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Note: For the purposes of discussion, from this point forward NPD Fashionworld® 

American Shoppers Panel and NPD Fashionworld® AccuPanelSM are referred to as American 

Shoppers Panel and AccuPanelSM, respectively.   

The key difference between the American Shoppers Panel and the AccuPanelSM relate to 

the concept of household purchases versus individual purchases.  An American Shoppers Panel 

member reported on purchase made for each person and by each person in their household, 

where as AccuPanelSM reflects only purchases of the individual panel member (the person 

completing the survey).  Panelists from both American Shoppers Panel and AccuPanelSM are 

recruited to reflect a representative sample of the United States, according to race, gender, age, 

and income, however, AccuPanelSM has a stronger emphasis on younger consumers.  To mitigate 

differences between the American Shoppers Panel and AccuPanelSM data, the American 

Shoppers Panel data was restricted to apparel purchased for consumer ages 13+ to reflect the age 

demographics of the AccuPanelSM.   

Another key difference and limit to the data was the price variable.  The American 

Shoppers Panel data do not provide discrete unit prices, instead the data are grouped into ranges 

and projected units are assigned to those ranges. The AccuPanelSM data unit price is a discrete 

number and has the flexibility of also reporting projected unit data, which provide further 

opportunities with various analyses.  Both the American Shoppers Panel and AccuPanelSM data 

are used to address Research Objective I, while Research Objective II used the AccuPanelSM data 

only.  Limitations and caveats are noted throughout concerning the data type. 
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Research Objective I 

  

Phase I 

  Research Objective I provided the framework for the detailed case study of Research 

Objective II.  Phase I of Research Objective I used both American Shopper’s Panel and 

AccuPanelSM data to provide an overview of the top performing retail channels and retailers from 

1990 to 2005 in terms percent share and percent changes in unit sales of apparel.  The measure 

used in this phase of the analysis was projected units.  Using the transaction data (number of 

items purchased) NPD re-weights all purchases to the US census numbers using projection 

factors.  The projected unit measure indicates performance based on unit sales.  All data are 

based reflect in-store purchases (does not include internet or catalog purchases).  The following 

items were reported: 

• Retail channel share (mass discount, national chain, specialty and department) 

• Top five retailers overall 

• Top five retailers within mass discount, national chain, specialty and department 

channels 

 

Research Objective I:   To determine the scope of apparel retailer competition over time 

(1990 to 2005) including retail channel share, entry and exiting of 

firms and intra- and inter-channel dynamics. 
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Phase II 

 To further understand the nature of how the top performing retailers compete, Phase II of 

Research Objective I narrowed the focus to eight retailers with a content analysis of each firm’s 

annual 10-K filing from 1990 to 2005.  Content analysis is a systematic research tool used to 

analyze large volumes of literature and reports in order to identify overall themes for 

comparative analysis and trend identification (Guthrie, Petty, Yongvanich & Ricceri, 2004; Kent 

& Flint, 1997; Krippendorff, 1980).  A 1984 study by Bowman concluded that “content analysis 

of annual reports can be of real usefulness for understanding some issues of corporate strategy 

and can serve as a primary or supplementary source of information,” (Bowman, 1984, p. 70), and 

particularly useful for a longitudinal analysis of firm performance.   

 While the literature review presented the industry’s perspective of competition, this 

research objective focused on understanding competition from the perspective of the retailer.  

Continuing with the theme of channel competition, this phase focused on retailers in the mass 

discount, national chain, specialty and department channels.  Retailers selected for this analysis 

were determined based on findings from Research Objective I in terms of top retailers overall 

and by channel.     

Due to the nature of the data source for this analysis, only public companies were 

selected.  The specialty and department channels are highly fragmented in terms of number of 

retailers, therefore special consideration was made in determining which retailers to include.  For 

example, by choosing to analyze Gap Inc., the scope of the research extends to two specialty 

retailers, The Gap and Old Navy.  These retailers are both top performers in their retail channels, 

as well as the overall retail market, and have had a market presence over the last ten to fifteen 

years.  The recent Federated/May consolidation has changed and reduced the overall fragmented 
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nature of the department channel; therefore selecting Dillard’s, provides a clearer and more 

longitudinally consistent analysis.    The following retailers were included in the annual report 

content analysis: 

Mass Discount:  Kmart, Target, Wal*Mart 

National Chain:  JCPenney, Kohl’s, Sears 

Specialty:  Gap Inc.4 

Department:  Dillard’s 

 Annual 10-K filings were retrieved from the retailer’s website, as well as EDGAR 

database via the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission website (http://www.sec.gov).  All 

available filings for years 1991 to 2006 (representing operations years 1990 to 2005) were 

downloaded.   

 

                                                
4  Includes all Gap Inc. entities, The Gap, Gap Kids, babyGap, Old Navy and Banana Republic, as well as online 

and catalog operations.   
 

http://www.sec.gov)


 

 38 

Table 7.  Sample summary, Research Objective I, Phase II 

 Filing Years Available 

Retailer Start Date End Date 

Mass Discount   

Kmart 1993 2006 

Target 1991 2006 

Wal*Mart 1995 2006 

National Chain   

JCPenney 1991 2006 

Kohl’s  1991 2006 

Sears 1991 2006 

Specialty   

Gap Inc. 1994 2006 

Department   

Dillard’s 1994 2006 

 

There were four types of information that were gathered from the 10-K filings: business 

description, stated competitors (firm reported), competitive strategies/advantages, and 

competitive risk factors.  The data were located in the following areas of the 10-K filings: 

business description, competition, and cautionary statements regarding forward-looking 

information. However, due to differences in filing practices of retailers, this information was not 

always organized in the same manner for different retailers and from year to year.  Therefore 

after reviewing the main sections of the 10-K filing, the researcher scanned the document for all 

statements that related to competition, pricing, brand, strategy and risks.  The data were 

organized by year and then formatted into a table that presented the year over year changes.    
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Research Objective II 

Research Objective 

II:   

To understand the competitive pricing dynamics of inter-channel and 

intra-channel apparel retailers for denim jeans from 2001 to 2005. 

 

As the most narrowly focused portion of the research, Research Objective II examined 

price from a retailer and product perspective.  At the front end of this analysis was the creation of 

a competitive grid.  Evident in the literature, the competitive landscape of apparel retailers has 

changed over time with firms entering and exiting the market as well as consolidations and 

acquisitions.  Therefore, in order to compare price distributions, it was imperative to understand 

with whom the retailers are competing, and how those competitors have changed over time.  The 

emphasis of the competitive grids was to provide a visual depiction of the competitive landscape 

of retail channel leaders and to identify competitive linkages from an intra-channel (within 

channel) and inter-channel (between channels) perspective.  The competitive grid development 

was reflective of competitor identification from buyer (inter-channel) and supplier (intra-

channel) perspectives (Clark & Montgomery, 1999).  JCPenney was selected for this analysis 

due to its mid-market positioning as a national chain retailer and its history as a leader in apparel 

sales.   

 Research Objective II focused on the denim jeans product category.  According to Cotton 

Incorporated’s Lifestyle Monitor™, in 2005 the average number of denim jeans owned by 

women and men was 8.2 and 7.9 respectively.  In 2005, unit sales of denim jeans  from the mass 

discount, national chain, specialty and department channels accounted for 15.4% of total unit 

sales of apparel, representing a 34.4% increase in unit sales from 2002 (Table 8).  By channel, in 

2005 denim jeans share of unit sales of apparel was greatest in the specialty channel at 16.4%.  
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Compared to other channels, in 2005 the department store channel had the least share of unit 

sales from denim; however the share has increased consistently each year from 2001.   

 

Table 8.  Denim jeans’ share of total unit sales of apparel by channel and year (2001-2005) 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 

Mass Discount 14.9 13.1 15.0 16.3 15.8 

National Chain 14.1 13.6 14.0 15.9 15.6 

Specialty 13.8 13.4 14.2 14.4 16.4 

Department 9.9 10.2 10.5 11.1 12.6 

Total Channels 13.6 12.8 13.8 14.8 15.4 

 

Regardless of channel or price level, denim jeans is considered the key sales driver for 

apparel retailers and has increased in exposure and interest in recent years due to the explosion of 

premium priced denim (Tucker, 2006).  Considered to represent approximately 3% of total 

denim sales, premium denim refers to jeans priced $60.00 and above (Personal communication, 

Cotton Incorporated).  However, for premium denim, $60.00 is on the low end, with the majority 

of premium denim jean startups (e.g., Seven for all Mankind, AG, Rock and Republic, Citizens 

of Humanity) having entered the market $100 and above.   At the highest end, designer and haute 

couture brands such as Helmut Lang, Stella McCartney, Prada, and Gucci can command upwards 

of $1,000. 

 While the premium pricing may have not trickled down to the discounters or national 

chain retailers, its presence has influenced consumers’ preferences for fit, quality, and fashion 

and styling (Knowing their niche, 2004).  By just adding the word “premium” to the label, many 
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lower priced retailers and brands are able to offer denim jeans that can command a slightly 

higher price but are still within the range of what their consumers expect and can afford.  With 

both deflationary and premium price trends, the denim jeans product category has broad industry 

and academic interest and provides an interesting case study for a pricing analysis.   

Figure 5 provides the competitive grid used in this analysis.  Sears and Kohl’s were 

identified as JCPenney’s intra-tier competitors, The Gap and Dillard’s were identified as higher 

level inter-channel competitors, while Wal*Mart and Target were identified as lower level inter-

channel competitors.5 

 

Figure 5.  Competitive grid, JCPenney 

 

 In order to account for the competitive relationships, as depicted on the competitive grid 

in Figure 5, three new variables were created which reclassified the retailers into three channel 

groupings (i.e., (intra-channel, lower inter-channel or upper inter-channel competitor) based on 

                                                
5 Numerous competitors exist for retailers from both an intra and inter channel perspective however Research 
Objective III focuses on a subset of those retailers. 
 

Kohl’s Sears Intra-
Channel 

Wal*Mart Target 

Lower Inter-Channel 

Upper Inter-Channel 

Intra-
Channel 

Dillard’s 

JC Penney 

Gap 
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their competitive relationship with JCPenney.  Table 9 provides a description of those 

reclassifications.  

 

Table 9.  Reclassification of retailers into competitive channel relationship groupings 

Competitive Relationship Channel and Retailer 

Intra-Channel 

 

National Chain: JCPenney 

National Chain: Sears 

National Chain: Kohl’s 

Lower Inter-Channel 

 

National Chain: JCPenney 

Mass Discount: Wal*Mart 

Mass Discount: Kmart 

Mass Discount: Target   

Upper Inter-Channel 

 

National Chain: JCPenney 

Department: Dillard’s 

Specialty: The Gap 

Note. For the lower inter-channel analysis, Target was used for the women’s denim jeans and Kmart was used for 

the men’s denim jeans.  Transaction counts of men’s denim jeans at Target were less than 50 for all years, 2001 

through 2005. 

 

 Research Objective II used a subset of AccuPanelSM data (2001-2005).  The data included 

only those purchases made in the retailers presented in Figure 5, and focused primarily on the 

unit price variable.  With the focus on price, the analysis did not use projected units (as in 

Research Objective I) but instead used raw data counts.  Using the raw data counts allowed for 

more flexibility with the statistical analysis.  Both descriptive and inferential statistics, including 



 

 43 

one-way and two-way analysis of variance, were used to analyze the dependent variable, price.   

An alpha level of .05 was used for all statistical tests.  For the one-way analysis of variance, the 

Levene statistic for the homogeneity of variance was found to be significant for price, therefore 

violating the assumption of equal variances for ANOVA.  Due to robust sample sizes of several 

of the analyses, as well as the inherent variability of the price, the violation of the assumption did 

not prove to be detrimental to the analysis.   

 Also central to this analysis was the creation of inventory maps.  An inventory map, a 

histogram based on the relative data frequencies, provided additional insight into how retailers 

were competing in certain price points, and how the nature of that competition has changed over 

time.  An inventory map was created for each year, depicting the price distributions of the mass 

discount, national chain, specialty, and department channels.   

 As with any consumer panels, user error is an issue.  Although NPD does verify the 

accuracy of the reported purchase data, several data records did not match the researcher’s a 

priori knowledge of the retailer’s price distribution.  For example, a consumer reporting jeans 

purchased for $60.00 from Wal*Mart.  Therefore prior to conducting the analysis, the researcher 

removed data records that did not appear to accurately reflect the prices typically found at the 

retailer.   Price points of retailers were verified through internet research and store walkthroughs.  

A total of seven data records were eliminated; 4 from Wal*Mart in 2001 (2 men’s, 2 women’s), 

1 in 2005 (men’s) and 2 from Target in 2003 (women’s).  A sample summary of the data set used 

for Research Objective II is provided in Table 10.  
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Table 10.  Sample summary, transaction counts and percents by channel, gender and year. 

 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 

Retailer Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
JCPenney           

Men’s 315 46.3% 359 46.8% 397 45.2% 488 43.5% 531 49.8% 

Women’s 366 53.7% 408 53.2% 482 54.8% 633 56.5% 535 50.2% 

Kohl’s           

Men’s 137 47.7% 183 41.4% 275 46.8% 328 42.5% 393 44.7% 

Women’s 150 52.3% 259 58.6% 312 53.2% 443 57.5% 486 55.3% 

Sears           

Men’s 233 62.0% 225 58.1% 295 58.5% 329 59.9% 247 59.4% 

Women’s 143 38.0% 162 41.9% 209 41.5% 220 40.1% 169 40.6% 

Kmart           

Men’s 222 100.0% 241 100.0% 264 100.0% 201 100.0% 190 100.0% 

Target           

Women’s 152 100.0% 185 100.0% 200 100.0% 285 100.0% 280 100.0% 

Wal*Mart           

Men’s 475 36.5% 521 35.8% 795 40.1% 917 40.3% 852 39.9% 

Women’s 826 63.5% 933 64.2% 1187 59.9% 1357 59.7% 1283 60.1% 

Dillard’s           

Men’s 82 56.9% 73 47.1% 96 50.5% 97 55.1% 106 51.7% 

Women’s 62 43.1% 82 52.9% 94 49.5% 79 44.9% 99 48.3% 

The Gap           

Men’s 185 45.0% 201 43.9% 238 45.9% 283 42.8% 326 45.7% 

Women’s 226 55.0% 257 56.1% 281 54.1% 378 57.2% 387 54.3% 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

 

Research Objective I 

Research Objective I:   To determine the scope of apparel retailer competition over time 

(1990 to 2005) including retail channel share, entry and exiting of 

firms and intra- and inter-channel dynamics. 

 

 The broad purpose of this objective was to provide information regarding the changing 

apparel retail industry over the past fifteen years.  During that time, retailers have consolidated, 

expanded, reorganized, entered new markets, developed new products and engaged in intense 

competition.  Even with shifts in channel and retailer power, clearly, there are retailers that have 

continued to positively affect apparel sales in their respective channel, while capturing market 

share of retailers outside their channel.   

As addressed in the methodology, Phase I of Research Objective I used projected units 

data from two consumer purchase data sources, American Shopper’s Panel (1990-1999) and 

AccuPanelSM (2001-2005).  As presented in Chapter III, Methodology, there are slight 

differences in the data collection methodology of the American Shoppers Panel and 

AccuPanelSM data sets.  AccuPanelSM data panel demographics are skewed slightly younger than 

the American Shopper’s Panel.  This skew may over represent specialty channel share and under 

represent mass discount.  Therefore, a continuous comparison of retail channel share from 1990 

through 2005 may not provide an accurate assessment of true channel dynamics.  This issue did 

not affect the analysis of percent share of individual retailers and their performance within their 

respective channels.   



 

47 

Phase I Results 

Key Findings  

Inter-Channel 

• Top five retailers and inter-channel share (unit basis), 2005:  

 1990  2005 

1. Kmart 8.4 1. Wal*Mart 12.6 

2. JCPenney 5.8 2. JCPenney 7.1 

3. Wal*Mart 5.1 3. Kohl’s 6.3 

4. Sears 3.7 4. Old Navy 4.4 

5. Mervyn’s 3.1 5. Target 3.8 

 

• The mass discount, national chain, specialty and department store channels accounted 

for the greatest share of unit sales of apparel from 1990 to 2005. 

• In terms of unit sales apparel retailers were more fragmented in 1990 than in 2005, 

where a greater portion of unit sales came from fewer of retailers.  

• The department channel experienced the greatest declines in share of market as 

competition from outside its channel has intensified over time.   

• In terms of unit sales of apparel, JCPenney has been the most consistent high 

performing retailer from 1990 to 2005.   

• Continuous decline in unit sales in the department channel have allowed national 

chain retailers to capture a greater share of the market. 

• From 1990 to 2005, Target, Kohl’s and Old Navy were the newest entries in the 

apparel market, capturing share from declining retailers, Kmart and Sears. 
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Intra-Channel, Mass Discounter 

• Key retailers and intra-channel share (unit basis), 2005:  

 1990 2005 

Wal*Mart 17.8 58.9 

Target 10.2 18.0 

Kmart 29.5 12.7 

 

Intra-Channel, National Chain 

• Key retailers and intra-channel share (unit basis), 1990 and 2005:  

 1990 2005 

JCPenney 39.9 40.7 

Kohl’s 3.3 36.3 

Sears 25.6 15.6 

 

Intra-Channel, Specialty 

• Key retailers and intra-channel share (unit basis), 1990 and 2005:  

 1990  2005 

Lane Bryant 4.7 Lane Bryant 5.5 

Fashion Bug/Plus   3.9 Fashion Bug 3.4 

The Gap 3.8 The Gap 10.7 

Lerner New York   3.5 Old Navy 18.6 

The Limited   2.7 American Eagle Outfitters 5.3 
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Intra-Channel, Department 

• Key retailers and intra-channel share (unit basis), 1990 and 2005:  

 1990 2005 

Federated 19.2 25.5 

May 15.6 25.6 

Dillard's 6.2 15.8 

 

 

Inter-Channel Results 

 Collectively, mass discount, national chain, specialty and department channels accounted 

for at least 75% of total unit sales of apparel from 1990 to 2005.  In 1990, the mass discount 

channel accounted for 29.4% of unit sales (Figure 6).  The next five years brought double digit 

percent increases in unit sales for mass discount (35.1%), national chain (32.7%) and specialty 

retailers (13.2%).  Although the specialty channel experienced unit sales growth, up against 

strength of mass discounters and national chains from 1990 to 1995, specialty’s share (unit basis) 

declined 2.3 percentage points.  While still experiencing double digit gains from 1995 to 1999, 

growth slowed slightly for mass discount (23.5%) and national chains (19.2%) but picked up for 

specialty retailers (20.1%) and department stores (17.8%).   
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Figure 6.  Percent share of unit sales by channel and by year, (1990, 1995 and 1999) 

  

 In 2001, while mass discounters were still a formidable power in apparel retailing, the 

data show a 7.5 percentage point decline in share (unit basis) from 1999.  While this change is 

important to mention, the decrease may be attributed to the limitations with using two data sets 

(See Limitations of Study, Chapter 1).  While the mass discount channel declined in share, the 

data show that retailers classified as “Other” increased share by 12 percentage points from 1999 

to 2001.   Other retail channels had minor gains and losses, however the increase in the “Other” 

retailers is likely attributed to differences in retail channel classification in the two data sets.  

Additionally, it is surmised that AccuPanelSM may over samples consumers who frequent 

specialty retailers, therefore it is likely that the reported unit sales of mass discounters from 2001 

to 2005 may be slightly less than accurately representation of the true unit sales power in that 
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channel.  Looking within 2001 to 2005, both mass discount and specialty channels accounted for 

the greatest share of unit sales (Figure 7).  Increasing their share of the market by four percentage 

points, from 2001 to 2005, the national chain was the only channel to see double digit unit sales 

growth (27.9%).  Consequently, for all channels except for off-price, factory outlet and other, 

percent changes in unit sales of apparel was greater from 2001 to 2003 than 2003 to 2005.  From 

2003 to 2005, both mass discount and department retailers declined over 2% in unit sales, while 

growth for national chains and specialty channels was 9.5% and 8.0% respectively.    
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Figure 7.  Percent share of unit sales by channel and by year 
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 Top Retailers, Overall 

In 1990, the top five apparel retailers collectively accounted for 26.1% of total apparel 

units sold (Table 11).  With 8.4% share of total unit sales, Kmart was the market leader for that 

year. Within the next five years however, Wal*Mart traded places with Kmart and settled into 

the position as top apparel retailer, a position it would retain until present.  By 1999, the top five 

retailers (Wal*Mart, Kmart, JCPenney, Target and Sears) accounted for 35.1% of unit sales of 

apparel.  From 1990 to 1999, Wal*Mart increased its share of unit sales by 6.5 percentage points.  

With double digit increases in unit sales at Target from 1990 to 1995, Target replaced Mervyn’s 

in the top five ranking in 1995, and consequently Mervyn’s has never been able to recover the 

lost share. 

 

Table 11.  Percent share of unit sales by top five apparel retailers for 1990 and 1999 

 Top Five Rank 

Percent Share            

(Unit Sales) 

Retailer 1990 1999 1990 1999 

Percentage Point 

Change 

(1990 to 1999) 

Kmart 1 2 8.4 8.7 0.3 

JCPenney 2 3 5.8 6.8 1 

Wal*Mart 3 1 5.1 11.6 6.5 

Sears 4 5 3.7 4.0 0.3 

Mervyn’s 5 N/A 3.1 1.8 -1.3 

Target N/A 4 2.9 4.0 1.1 
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In 2001, the top five retailers accounted for 30.1% of total unit sales of apparel.  From 

1999 to 2001 the major addition to the top retailers was Old Navy (Table 12).  The value priced 

specialty retailer’s share of the market (3.4%) was slightly over that of Target (3.1%).  This 

addition moved Sears out of the top position it had held consistently through the nineties.   From 

2001 to 2002, a 45.6% in unit sales of apparel pushed Kohl’s into the ranking as a top five 

apparel retailer.  In 2005, Kohl’s accounted for 6.3% of total apparel sales, surpassing the shares 

of Old Navy (4.4%) and Target (3.8%).  While Wal*Mart continued to increase its hold on 

apparel sales from 2001 to 2005, fellow mass discounter Kmart experienced a 44.0% decline in 

unit sales and 2.8 percentage point loss in share (unit basis).   

 

Table 12.  Percent share of unit sales by top five apparel retailers, 2001 and 2005 

 Top Five Rank 

Percent Share            

(Unit Sales) 

Retailer 2001 2005 2001 2005 

Percentage Point 

Change 

(2001 to 2005) 

Kmart 3 N/A 5.5 2.7 -2.8 

JCPenney 2 2 6.2 7.1 0.9 

Wal*Mart 1 1 11.9 12.6 0.7 

Target 5 5 3.1 3.8 0.7 

Sears N/A N/A 3.0 2.7 -0.3 

Old Navy 4 4 3.4 4.4 1 

Kohl’s N/A 3 2.9 6.3 3.4 
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Intra-Channel Results 

 Mass Discount 

Evident in the previous discussion, retailers such as Wal*Mart, Target and Kmart helped 

the mass discount channel dominate apparel sales from 1990 to 2005, however this type of 

control has not always been concentrated to three retailers.  In 1990, Kmart, Target and 

Wal*Mart collectively accounted for 57.4% of unit sales in the mass discount channel, while the 

remainder of unit sales (42.6%) came from “Other” discounters.  Of the 42.6%, no one retailer 

accounted for greater than 5.6% of total unit sales.  From 1990 to 1999, Wal*Mart’s 200+ 

percent increases in unit sales further compromised the share of small discount chains such 

Ames, Shopko and Meijer and independent discounters, and by 1999, a 32.2 percentage point 

decline reduced other discounters share to just over 10%.  Figure 8 vividly depicts the demise of 

both “Other” discounters and Kmart.  Although Kmart was the mass discounter leader with 

29.5% share of the market (unit basis) in 1990, it quickly succumbed to Wal*Mart’s power.  

While Kmart’s shares were in a modest decline from 1990 to 2001, from 2001 to 2005, Kmart’s 

shares declined 10.1 percentage points to 12.7%, to fall behind that of fellow discounter Target.  
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Figure 8.  Percent share of unit sales by top mass discount retailers and by year 

 

 National Chain  

Based on NPD and industry classifications, the national chain channel has always been a 

centralized channel with few members and in 2005 even fewer retailers remained.  According to 

the NPD American Shopper’s Panel data, from 1990 to 1999 the only retailers classified as 

national chain retailers included JCPenney, Sears, Kohl’s and Mervyn’s, and Montgomery Ward.  

Due to the demise of retail operations of Montgomery Ward in 2001, the AccuPanelSM data only 

classified JCPenney, Sears, Kohl’s and Mervyn’s as national chain retailers.6  

                                                
6 In 2001, Montgomery Ward closed all retail operations in 2001 and was reestablished as an online and catalog 
retailer. It is stated that its decline is attributed to the growth of discount retailers in the 1990’s.   
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From 1990 to 2005, JCPenney’s has consistently accounted for the greatest share of unit 

sales in the national chain channel (Figure 9).  Unit sales of apparel at Sears remained relatively 

flat from 1990 to 2001, with a sharp 6.7 percentage point decline from 2001 to 2005.  Sears’ loss 

of share can be attributed to Kohl’s increased presence in the national chain channel with an 

triple digit percent increases in unit sales from 2001 to 2005, and 15 percentage point gains in 

overall share.  Kohl’s market gains was also due in part to the late nineties demise of 

Montgomery Ward and the decline of Mervyn’s.   
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Figure 9.  Percent share of unit sales by top national chain retailers and by year 

Note. Unit sales of JCPenney, Sears and Montgomery Ward include in-store sales only.  Does not include apparel 

sales from catalog or online operations. 
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 Specialty  

The specialty channel is the most diverse retail channel and hardest to define in terms of 

price, and encompasses several types of retail operations, including national brand 

conglomerates such as the Gap or Limited stores, stores operated by brands that also sell their 

products, such as Abercrombie, or Guess, and independent owned small boutiques (Knowing 

their niche, 2004).  This diversity also contributes to a highly fragmented sales story with 

numerous retailers accounting for small shares of total unit sales.  For instance, in 1999, 34.1% 

of unit sales from the specialty channel came from retailers unnamed in the data, with each 

retailer individually contributing less than 0.1% to total unit sales in the channel.  However, over 

time a higher concentration of sales has been garnered by a few retailers.  Whereas in 1990 the 

top five specialty retailers accounted for 18.6% of total unit sales in their channel, in 2005 that 

percent had increased to 43.5%.  According to these data, in 1990, at 4.7%, Lane Bryant 

accounted for the highest percentage of unit sales of apparel in the specialty channel (Table 13).  

With its entry into the market in 1994, in terms of unit sales, Old Navy has had the biggest 

impact on unit sales within the specialty channel.  Old Navy held the top share (unit basis) of the 

market with 9.5% in 1999, and by 2005 almost doubled to 18.6%.  In 2005 Old Navy shared the 

top spot with sister retailer, The Gap, which accounted for 10.7% of unit sales of the specialty 

channel (Table 14).  
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Table 13.  Percent share of unit sales by top specialty retailers and by year 

 1990  1995  1999 

Lane Bryant 4.7 Lerner New York   5.1 Old Navy 9.5 

Fashion Bug/Plus   3.9 Fashion Bug/Plus   5.0 Goody’s   5.8 

The Gap* 3.8 Lane Bryant 4.6 The Gap 5.1 

Lerner New York   3.5 The Gap 3.3 Fashion Bug/Plus   4.6 

The Limited   2.7 Eddie Bauer   3.3 Eddie Bauer   4.1 

Note: *For the 1990 to 1999 data, The Gap represents unit sales of apparel purchased from Gap Kids, for consumers 

ages 13 and up. 

 

Table 14.  Percent share of unit sales by top specialty retailers and by year 

 2001  2005 

American Eagle Outfitters 4.4 American Eagle Outfitters 5.3 

Express 4.0 Fashion Bug 3.4 

Fashion Bug 4.1 The Gap 10.7 

The Gap 11.2 Lane Bryant 5.5 

Old Navy 15.7 Old Navy 18.6 

 

 Department 

 Similar to the specialty channel but not as pervasive, in the early nineties the department 

channel was highly fragmented in terms of number of stores and contribution to unit sales.  

However, more recently the department channel has consolidated with a few large conglomerate 

organizations operating the numerous retailers that make up the channel.  Within the department 

store channel, Dillard’s had the greatest increase in unit sales share.  From 1990 to 2001 
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Dillard’s share of the market increased 11.4 percentage points to 17.6%, and then declined 

slightly in 2005.  On the opposite end, Belk’s share of unit sales was relatively flat from 1990 to 

2005.  Department store giants, Federated and The May Company Stores, have increased their 

share of the market through acquisitions of independent and regional department stores.  In 1990 

these retailers collectively accounted for 34.8% of total unit sales of apparel in the department 

channel, and by 2001 this share increased to over 50%.  Visually depicted in Figure 10, 

consolidation in the department channel has given a greater portion of unit sales to fewer 

retailers.  Although not represented in these data, in early 2005, Federated and May stores 

consolidated their operations under the name Federated Department Stores Inc. By the end of 

2006, Federated Department Stores Inc. plans to convert all existing regional department stores 

under the former Federated and May umbrellas to Macy’s.  Therefore future data should indicate 

an even more centralized department channel landscape.    
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Figure 10.  Percent share of unit sales by top department retailers and by year 

 

Note: Federated retailers include the following: Bloomingdale's, Bon Marche, Broadway, Burdine's, Emporium, 

Goldsmith's, Lazarus, Macy's, Rich's.  

May Co. retailers include the following: Ayres, L.S., Dayton's, Famous Barr, Filene's, Foley's, Hecht's, Hudson, J.L., 

Kaufmann's, Lord & Taylor, Marshall Field's, May Co., Meier & Frank, Robinsons-May, Strawbridge & Clothier, 

Zion's Coop. Merch.
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Phase II Results 

Key Findings  

Firm Stated Competition 

• In general firm stated competition (who retailers consider their competitors) was 

unchanged over time.  

• Regardless of channel, retailers typically identified their competitors as national, local 

and regional discount, department, specialty, off-price and catalog retailers. 

• Kmart was the only retailer who identified actual names of retailers with whom they 

compete.  

• Exhibiting some intra-channel similarities both Sears and JCPenney did not identify 

competitors until 2003 and 2005 respectively.   

• Kohl’s was the only national chain that did not identify the discount channel as a 

competitor.  

Competitive Advantage  

• Evident across all company filings was the awareness of price as the central focus of 

the increasingly competitive retail environment.   

• Although price is a key component of retailer competition, several other factors were 

addressed.  These factors were consistently reported and were independent of retail 

channel classification.   

− Quality  

− Brand names 

− Availability of retail related services 

− Style 

− Value 

− Service 

− Product merchandise mix 

− Convenience 

− Shopping facilities 

− Credit availability 
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Competitive Risk Factors 

• Overall retailers identified broad competitive risks including general economic 

conditions, consumer spending, and trade and political issues.  Other risks included 

price competition, and cyclical fashion pressures.  

• Kohl’s did not address competitive risk until 2001. 

• Wal*Mart did not address price as a competitive risk until 2005. 

• Dillard’s addressed inter-channel competition as a risk to their competitiveness as a 

department store.   

• Missteps by the Gap Inc. and Sears in terms of availability of and acceptance of 

fashion apparel were noted as competitive risks.   

 

While the literature review presented the industry’s perspective of competition, the 

second phase of analysis to address Research Objective I focuses on competitive identification 

from the perspective of the firm.  In order to achieve this objective, annual 10-K filings of the top 

retailers within the mass discount, national chain, specialty and department retailers were chosen 

for this analysis.  Competitive scope related to stated competitors, competitive advantage and 

strategies, and macroeconomic and microeconomic factors affecting their business.   
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Tables 15 to 22 provide individual retailer results.  The following retailers (according to 

retail channel) were analyzed: 

Mass Discount:  Kmart, Target, Wal*Mart 

National Chain:  JCPenney, Kohl’s, Sears 

Specialty:  Gap Inc.7 

Department:  Dillard’s 

 

Firm Stated Competition 

Relatively consistent over the past fifteen years, the stated competition of retailers has 

included both intra- and inter-channel competitors. However, recognition was not necessarily 

indicative of strategic response.  Regardless of channel, retailers typically identified discount, 

department, specialty, off-price and catalog retailers as their competitors.  A common qualifier 

for a competitor was its classification as a national, local and regional organization.   

 Kmart was the only retailer who identified actual names of retailers with whom they 

compete, and over time with response to market changes, new retailers were added to their 

competitor list.  However, in 2005, after the Kmart/Sears merger, the Sears Holdings 

Corporation’s8 10-K filing mentioned specific competitors as well as a general statement 

addressing all retail channels.  Other discount retailers took a more generalized approach.  From 

1994 to 2005, Wal*Mart identified the same competitors, while Target, in 2001, broadened its 

competitor scope from traditional and off-price retailers to specific retail channels and 

independent retail stores.  

                                                
7  Includes all Gap Inc. entities, The Gap, Gap Kids, babyGap, Old Navy and Banana Republic, as well as online and 

catalog operations.   
8  Sears Holdings Corporation is a product of the Kmart and Sears merger in 2005.  
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Similar to Wal*Mart, Kohl’s did not change their cited competitors from 1991 to 2005.  

Unique from other retailers, Kohl’s list included upscale mass merchandisers but did not mention 

discounters, off price, or internet retailers.  Until 2003, Sears did not identify competitors, 

instead only referred to the highly competitive nature of the retail business.  From 2003 until 

2005, Sears identified the scope of their competition as department, specialty, discount, and 

internet and catalog business.   Similar to Sears, JCPenney did not identify specific competitors 

until 2005, when it broadly addressed several retail channels including the internet.  

From 1993 to 1995, Dillard’s identified its competitors as national and regional stores 

and added the local qualifier in 1996.  It was not until 2000 that Dillard’s identified the specific 

channel distinctions for the national, regional and local stores in which it was competing with.  

For the specialty channel, Gap Inc. retailers did not change their scope of competitor 

identification until 1999 when internet retailers were added.    

 

Competitive Advantage/Strategies 

Price, quality, brand, and value were common themes for retailers from 1990 to 2005.  

Those themes drove competitive strategies which focused on targeted merchandising initiatives, 

promotional pricing and private label/branding.  Sears and Kmart used targeted merchandising 

initiatives to under-served consumer and regional markets as a competitive strategy.  In 2004 

Dillard’s indicated a repositioning in the upscale and contemporary market as a strategy, while 

JCPenney focused on its diverse portfolio of brands and products and multiple selling channels 

as a competitive advantage.  

Although price competitiveness appeared more frequently in the latter of the fifteen 

years, it appeared that many retailers approached this issue with a two-pronged price and value 
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strategy.  Seeing as many of the retailers profiled did not have the same approach to pricing as 

Wal*Mart, the price/value approach could be interpreted as the retailer wanting to mitigate the 

risk of alienating shareholders and customers by appearing overly price focused.  Common 

among all retailers was the strategic use of private labels as a competitive price vehicle and for 

increased supply chain control.  Sears addressed their increased focus on private label and 

proprietary brands (e.g., Land’s End) as a differentiating factor.  In the mass discount channel, 

both Target and Kmart addressed branding as general strategy however, Wal*Mart was the only 

retailer in the sample that did not specifically address a brand strategy.  Although the Gap Inc. 

retailers are predominantly private label, in 1997 they indicated their ability to continuously 

evolve their three distinct brands (The Gap, Old Navy, Banana Republic) as the key to their 

competitive advantage.     

 

Competitive Risk Factors 

Many of the aforementioned strategies related to the retailers’ responses to the 

competitive risk factors.  In general, retailers identified broad risks that impacted their business 

such as general economic conditions, consumer spending, and trade and political issues.  Kohl’s 

did not specifically address competitive risk in their annual reports until 2001.  Both Wal*Mart 

and JCPenney, likely responding to the overall uncertainty of the retail industry, indicated retail 

consolidation as a competitive risk to their business.  Target, possibly addressing similar 

concerns, identified competitor liquidation as a risk.  Evident across all retail channels was the 

concern for the increasingly price competitive and price promotional market.  Wal*Mart, a price 

driven retailer, did not address price as a competitive risk until 2005.  
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While other retailers referred to inter-channel competition in general terms, in 2002, 

Dillard’s addressed it directly by indicating pressure from other channels as a risk to their 

competitiveness as a department store.  Although not directly addressing what type of pressure 

posed the greatest risk, it is likely that price and increased shopping choices for consumers were 

factors.  Showing continued concern, Dillard’s also addressed the decline of traditional 

department store as a viable channel for consumer’s purchasing apparel.   

Missteps by the Gap Inc. retailers were noticeable in the 2000 to 2003 where the 

competitive risk addressed the issue of meeting the fashion consumer’s need and anticipating 

consumer demand.  Referring to the competitive strategy for 2004 and 2005, it appears consumer 

and competitor insight initiatives may have been a direct response to those missteps.   

Understanding consumers’ options for fashion apparel, Sears also addressed the issue of fashion 

by indicating that their insufficient levels of fashion product were a competitive risk to their 

apparel business.  Evident in their competitive strategies of 2004, Sears responded to this risk by 

increasing their selection of fashion apparel.  
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Table 15.  Competitive profile, Wal*Mart 
Business Description 

1994 to 2004 Discount department store 

2005 Discount store 

Stated Competition 

1994 to 2005  

 

Discount 

Department 

Drug 

Variety 

Specialty stores 

Competitive Advantage/Strategies 

1994 to 1996 EDLP pricing philosophy 

Value and service through merchandising programs: 

"Everyday Low Price", "Item Merchandising", "Store-within-a-Store", "Our Business 

is Saving Your Business Money", "Buy America" 

1997 to 1999 

 

Removed: "Our Business is Saving Your Business Money" and "Buy America"  

Added: "Price Rollbacks" 

2000 to 2002 Added: “Store of the Community" 

2003 to 2005 Offer value and broad assortment of merchandise that provides one-stop shopping 

High in-stock levels 

Long operating hours  

Competitive Risk Factors 

1995 General economic conditions 

Adverse changes  in  consumer  spending 

Inflation 

1996 Consumer debt levels 

1997 to 2000 Cost of goods  

2001 to 2003 Geo-political conditions 

2004 to 2005 Retail consolidation 

Wider variety of products and services at competitive prices  
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Table 16.  Competitive profile, Kmart 
Business Description 

1992 to 2005 Discount department store 

Stated Competition 

1992, 1993 Local and national general and specialty merchandisers 

Local and national level competitors including: 1994 to 1998 

Dayton-Hudson 

JCPenney 

Sears 

Wal*Mart 

1999 Removed: Dayton-Hudson 

Added: Target 

2000 Added: Kohl’s  

2001 to 2005 Added: Internet and catalog businesses 

Competitive Advantage/Strategies 

1992 to 1998 Competitive pricing  

1999, 2000 Expansion of exclusive brands   

2001 Provide perceptibly better service to our customers 

Historical core competency in designing and sourcing apparel 

Focusing merchandising and marketing on quality name brands   

Offering exclusive brands 

Tailored merchandise to serve the unique needs of customers in local markets  

2002 Eliminated BlueLight Always pricing program 

Strategic marketing aimed at Hispanics, Asians and African Americans 

Brand positioning to build customer loyalty and frequency 

Focus on  promotional pricing  

Competitive Risk Factors 

1992 to 2000 General economic conditions that affect buying patterns 

2001, 2002 Ability to successfully implement business strategies and planned changes 

2003 to 2005 Pressures from pricing and other promotional activities of competitors 
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Table 17.  Competitive profile, Target 
Business Description 

1990 to 2003 Upscale discounter 

2004, 2005 Large format general merchandise discount store 

Stated Competition 

1990 to 2000 Traditional and off price retailers 

2001 to 2005 National and local:  

 Department 

Specialty  

Off-price 

Discount 

Grocery and drug store chains 

Independent retail stores 

Internet/catalog 

Competitive Advantage/Strategies 

1990 to 1994 Value-pricing  

Focus on remaining price-competitive 

2002 to 2005 Brand recognition 

Customer service 

Store location 

Differentiated offerings 

Value 

Quality  

Fashion 

Price 

Advertising 

Depth of selection 

Credit availability 

Competitive Risk Factors 

1990 to 1994 Gross margin decline due to cost pressures  

Strong consumer response to discounted merchandise  

Weakened economy 

1995 to 2000 Unanticipated changes in the pricing practices of competitors 

2001 to 2005 Fluctuating consumer tastes and trends 

Competitor liquidation 
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Table 18.  Competitive profile, JCPenney 
Business Description 

1990 to 2005 Department store retailer 

Stated Competition 

1990 to 2004 No stated competition 

2005 Department stores 

Discounters 

Specialty retailers 

Wholesale clubs 

Direct-to-consumer businesses 

Competitive Advantage/Strategies 

1990 to 1993 Fashion and quality merchandise at competitive, affordable prices 

Increased emphasis on developing its private brands 

1994 to 2003 Centralized merchandise model 

New private brand initiatives 

2004 Expansion of private labels/brand to provide customers with style and quality at a 

competitive price 

Catering merchandising and store formats based on customer demand shifts  

Multiple selling channels, brands, and product lines to mitigate risk 

2005 Lifestyle focused merchandise 

Competitive Risk Factors 

2001 to 2003 Fluctuations in consumer demand 

Economic conditions and government activity 

2004 Consumer demand and spending patterns 

Retail industry consolidation 

Economic, and government and global conditions  

2005 Timely response to changes in fashion trends and consumer preferences 

Unexpected merchandise discounts and markdowns 

Inventory shortages  
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Table 19.  Competitive profile, Kohl’s 
Business Description 

1991 to 2005 Family oriented, specialty department store 

Stated Competition 

1991 to 2005 Regional and national: 

Traditional department stores 

Up-scale mass merchandisers  

Specialty stores 

 

Specific competitors vary from market 

to market 

Competitive Advantage/Strategies 

1993 Retailing concept 

Quality national brand merchandise 

Narrow but deep product assortments 

Value and promotional pricing 

Low cost structure 

Vendor partnering 

Private label merchandise 

1994 to 2005 Unique store format 

Lean staffing levels 

Sophisticated management information systems 

Operating efficiencies from centralized buying, advertising and distribution 

Competitive Risk Factors 

2001 to 2005 General economic conditions 

Unanticipated changes in the pricing and other practices of competitors  

Fluctuations in consumer demand  

Merchandise sourcing 

New store growth 
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Table 20.  Competitive profile, Sears 
Business Description 

1990 to 2003 Multi-line department store 

2004 to 2005 Multi-line retailer 

Stated Competition 

2003 to 2005 National and local: 

Department 

Specialty  

 

Discount  

Internet and catalog 

Competitive Advantage/Strategies 

1990, 1991 “Superstore” within a store design 

Competitively priced national brand and private label merchandise  

1993 to 1997 Strong private label brands 

Highly-focused product lines 

Strong customer service orientation  

Targeted merchandising to small rural markets, and Hispanic-American, African-

American and Asian-American customers 

1998 to 2000 Communicating and delivering value 

2001 Leveraging the Lands’ End brand name  

2002, 2003 Strength of its proprietary brands 

Promotional pricing   

Maximize economies of scale  

2004 High quality national brands similar to other retailers 

Proprietary brands with high levels of consumer awareness, trust and integrity 

Increased selection of fashion apparel 

2005 Merger with Kmart 

Competitive Risk Factors 

1991 to 2002 Changes in consumer spending 

General economic conditions 

2003 Competitors seeking areas of growth to expand their businesses 

Reduced consumer preference for mall based stores 

Low cost or specialized retailers  

2004, 2005 Insufficient levels of fashion-oriented product 

Overall decline in apparel inventory  

Availability and level of consumer debt 

Customer response to strategic initiatives, including Kmart merger  
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Table 21.  Competitive profile, Gap Inc. (The Gap, Old Navy, Banana Republic) 
Business Description 

1993 Specialty retailer 

1994 to 1997 International specialty retailer 

1998 to 2005 Global specialty retailer 

Stated Competition 

1993 to 1998 National and local: 

Department 

Specialty chains 

 

Discount chains 

Independent retail stores 

1999 to 2006 Added: Internet businesses  

Competitive Advantage/Strategies 

1993 to 1996 Depth of selection in sizes, colors, styles  

Merchandise procurement and pricing  

Inventory control  

Reputation  

Quality  

Store design and locations 

Advertising 

Customer service 

1997 to 2003 Ability to continually change and evolve brands three distinct brands 

2004 to 2006 Consumer and competitor insight initiatives 

Competitive Risk Factors 

1993 Imitation by other retailers 

Consumer spending 

1994 to 1997 Limited operating history with new concepts and new channel of distribution (referring 

to Old Navy, international expansion, e-commerce retailing) 

1998, 1999 General economic conditions  

Demand and pricing shifts  

Merchandise timing 

Trade restrictions, political instability 

Merchandise misjudgments 

2000 to 2002 Competitor pricing 

Failure to predict customers' preferences 

Meeting needs of fashion consumer 

Unpredictable lead times  

Recessionary environment 

Levels of disposable consumer income 

Consumer debt 

Consumer confidence 

2003 Anticipating and quickly responding to changing consumer demands 

Maintaining favorable brand recognition  

Effectively marketing products to consumers in several diverse market segments 

2004, 2005 Market is increasingly price competitive and promotional pricing focused 
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Table 22.  Competitive profile, Dillard’s  
Business Description 

1993 to 2005 Traditional department store 

Stated Competition 

1993 to 1995 National and regional stores 

1996 to 1999 Added: Local 

2000 to 2005 National, regional and local: 

Specialty 

Off-price  

Discount 

 

Internet 

Mail-order 

Competitive Advantage/Strategies 

1993 Service, quality, value  

Offering personal services 

Localized competitive pricing, rather 

than storewide sales promotions 

1994 to 1999 Everyday value pricing for national brands 

Increased private label selection 

2001 National brands still occupy dominant position  

2002 Increased emphasis of private label merchandise for supply chain control 

2003 Maximizing effectiveness of pricing and brand awareness 

Minimizing costs 

2004 Upscale and contemporary positioning  

Improve line of exclusive brand merchandise 

2005 Market competitive price/value relationship 

Competitive Risk Factors 

1993 to 1996 Fluctuations in consumer spending  

Competitor pricing and value 

1997 Economic conditions 

Consumer buying patters 

Impact of market forces 

1999 to 2001 Increased shopping options for consumers 

2002 Pressure from other channels (specialty, off-price, discount, internet) 

Retail industry and macro-economic conditions 

2003, 2004 Increased markdowns and sales promotions 

Competitive pressures in the department store channel 

2005 Competitors with larger marketing budgets 

Costs of apparel 

Number and location of competing stores 
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Research Objective II 

Research Objective II:   To understand the competitive pricing dynamics of inter-channel 

and intra-channel apparel retailers for denim jeans from 2001 to 

2005. 

 

As depicted in the research design presented in Chapter III, Methodology, each research 

objective narrows in focus, from channel to retailer, from retailer to product category.  Drawing 

on results from Research Objective I, Research Objective II explored the competitive pricing 

dynamics of denim jeans at JCPenney and its intra- and inter-channel competitors from 2001 

through 2005.  JCPenney was selected for this analysis due to its mid-market positioning as a 

national chain retailer and its history as a leader in apparel sales.   

At the front end of this analysis was the creation of a competitive grid that provided a 

visual depiction of the competitive landscape of apparel retailers and identified competitive 

linkages from an intra-channel (within channel) and inter-channel (between channels) 

perspective.9  The competitive grid provided a framework for the data analysis of Research 

Objective II, and therefore, only the retailers represented on the competitive grid and data 

records pertaining to denim jeans were included in this analysis.  Sears and Kohl’s were 

identified as intra-channel competitors due to their classification, as a national chain retailer.  In 

terms of price, JCPenney competes with retailers outside its channel at both a high and low level.  

Therefore the competitive grid identified both The Gap and Dillard’s upper inter-channel 

retailers while Wal*Mart and Target were identified as lower level inter-channel competitors 

(Figure 11).   

                                                
9 Numerous competitors exist for retailers from both an intra and inter channel perspective however Research 
Objective III focuses on a subset of those retailers. 
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Figure 11.  JCPenney’s competitive grid  

 

In order to analyzed the competitive relationships as depicted on the competitive grid in 

Figure 11, three new variables were created which reclassified the retailers into three channel 

groupings based on their competitive relationship with JCPenney; as an intra-channel, lower 

inter-channel or upper inter-channel competitors.  With the focus on price, the analysis did not 

use projected units (as in Research Objective I) but instead used raw data counts.  Using the raw 

data counts allowed for more flexibility with the statistical analysis.  Both descriptive and 

inferential statistics, including one-way and two-way analysis of variance were used to analyze 

the dependent variable, price, and an alpha level of .05 was used for all statistical tests.  Also 

central to this analysis was the creation of inventory maps.  An inventory map, which is a 

histogram based on relative frequencies, provided additional insight into how retailers were 

competing in certain price points, and how the nature of that competition has changed over time.    
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The results for Research Objective II are organized according to channel relationships; 

intra-channel, lower inter-channel and upper inter-channel. 

 

Key Findings 

Overall  

• There were significant price changes from year to year for men’s denim jeans at intra-

channel and lower and upper inter-channel retailers; however, for women’s denim 

jeans a significant price change from year to year was not found. 

• With the exception of Sears, JCPenney differed significantly in price from its intra-

channel and inter-channel competitors for both men’s and women’s denim jeans.     

• Overall, men’s denim jeans were priced higher than women’s denim jeans. 

 

Table 23.  JCPenney price overview 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 
Mean Price      

Men’s $28.64 $27.08 $26.41 $25.72 $26.15 
Women’s $24.70 $23.66 $22.47 $22.27 $22.69 

Price Range*      
Men’s $21.99 $21.67 $23.13 $19.74 $24.98 
Women’s $24.00 $22.75 $17.92 $19.04 $20.02 

Price Variability*      
Men’s $9.77 $8.81 $9.11 $8.14 $9.41 
Women’s $8.61 $7.61 $7.88 $7.75 $8.46 

Note. *The price range is based on the difference between the 90th and 10th percentiles. Price variability refers to the 

standard deviation.   
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Intra-Channel Competitors 

• Key price points: $20.00, $25.00 and $30.00  

• For men’s denim jeans, from 2001 to 2003 and in 2005, the mean prices at Kohl’s 

were significantly lower than those reported from JCPenney and Sears. 

• Differences between the mean prices of women’s denim jeans in all years, except for 

2003, were approximately $1.00 or less.   

• For women’s denim jeans, a one-way analysis of variance indicated statistically 

significant differences between intra-channel retailers in 2003 only.  In that year the 

mean price of Kohl’s denim jeans was significantly lower (by 2.04 or 9.4%), than that 

of Sears.   

 

Table 24.  Sears price overview 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 
Mean Price      

Men’s 27.81 26.57 25.82 25.05 26.88 
Women’s 25.62 24.00 23.82 23.30 22.11 

Price Range      
Men’s 19.20 18.86 20.00 20.63 29.01 
Women’s 21.67 17.00 17.01 17.05 22.00 

Price Variance      
Men’s 10.43 9.19 7.42 7.27 8.47 
Women’s 8.01 7.37 8.60 8.54 9.14 
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Table 25.  Kohl’s price overview 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 
Mean Price      

Men’s 24.61 24.12 23.60 24.31 22.86 
Women’s 25.73 23.78 21.78 22.23 21.80 

Price Range      
Men’s 20.54 15.00 15.50 17.11 17.00 
Women’s 19.79 22.00 21.92 17.00 17.99 

Price Variance      
Men’s 7.86 6.89 6.91 7.78 7.03 
Women’s 8.06 8.08 8.03 7.34 7.26 

 

Lower Inter-Channel Competitors 

• Key price points: $10.00, $15.00 and $20.00  

• Statistically significant differences were present between the mean prices of men’s 

and women’s denim jeans for each year, 2001 to 2005.   

• For men’s denim jeans from 2001 to 2005, the mean prices at JCPenney were 

significantly higher than those sold at Wal*Mart and Kmart.  No significant 

difference existed between Wal*Mart and Kmart, whose mean prices differed by less 

than $1.00 for all years, 2001 through 2005 
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Table 26.  Wal*Mart price overview 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 
Mean Price      

Men’s 17.50 16.88 16.74 16.66 16.26 
Women’s 15.72 15.61 15.67 15.60 16.24 

Price Range      
Men’s 14.03 11.90 14.20 13.53 13.23 
Women’s 10.89 10.02 $2.51 10.23 10.01 

Price Variance      
Men’s 5.26 4.90 5.35 5.14 4.90 
Women’s 4.68 4.95 5.11 4.90 4.50 

 

Table 27.  Target price overview 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 
Mean Price      

Women’s 19.58 17.92 18.76 19.17 18.96 
Price Range      

Women’s 15.13 15.01 10.94 13.75 15.01 
Price Variance      

Women’s 7.37 6.10 5.85 5.55 6.15 

 

Table 28.  Kmart price overview 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 
Mean Price      

Men’s 17.77 17.88 16.55 17.19 16.12 
Price Range      

Men’s 14.02 14.03 12.00 13.01 14.95 
Price Variance      

Men’s 6.05 5.96 5.24 5.70 5.27 
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Upper Inter-Channel Competitors 

• Key price points: $25.00, $30.00, $40.00 and $50.00 

• Consistent for each year, men’s denim jeans at Dillard’s were priced higher than 

those at JCPenney or The Gap. 

• For women’s denim jeans, the price means differed significantly between JCPenney 

and its inter-channel retailers, but The Gap and Dillard’s were not significantly 

different. 

• For men’s denim jean in 2001 and 2002, significant differences were found between 

The Gap and Dillard’s, while The Gap and JCPenney did not differ significantly. 

However, from 2003 to 2005 significant differences were found for men’s denim 

jeans between all upper inter-channel retailers. 

 

Table 29.  The Gap price overview  

 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 
Mean Price      

Men’s 29.15 29.14 29.12 30.52 33.06 
Women’s 32.68 29.66 31.28 35.00 32.22 

Price Range      
Men’s 32.01 36.99 29.04 33.02 31.29 
Women’s 34.99 39.56 35.01 42.01 42.01 

Price Variance      
Men’s 12.31 12.37 10.78 12.35 12.64 
Women’s 13.29 14.26 14.07 15.70 14.78 
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Table 30.  Dillard’s price overview 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 
Mean Price      

Men’s 38.36 38.60 32.67 35.27 36.57 
Women’s 34.35 30.09 28.74 31.95 35.11 

Price Range      
Men’s 39.97 44.22 32.99 36.01 41.5 
Women’s 40.4 36.91 36.25 42.5 58 

Price Variance      
Men’s 15.13 15.05 13.21 14.43 16.20 
Women’s 14.47 12.54 14.51 15.30 23.40 

 

 

Intra-Channel Results 

 The first analysis examined JCPenney and its fellow national chain competitors, Kohl’s 

and Sears.  As retailers within same channel (intra-channel) it was expected that there will be 

similarities among the retailers in terms of price.  The inventory maps of men’s and women’s 

denim jeans for years 2001 through 2005 are Figures 12 through 21.  For both men’s and 

women’s denim jeans the $20.00, $25.00 and $30.00 price points accounted for the greatest share 

of units for JCPenney and its intra-channel retailers from 2001 to 2005.  Overall unit sales of 

women’s denim jeans were higher than men’s in the above $30.00 price point.  For men’s denim 

jeans, in general the price distributions of JCPenney, Kohl’s and Sears were similar for all years, 

2001 through 2005 however, in 2004, the intra-channel retailers were most aligned.  While the 

distribution of prices for women’s denim jeans in 2001 is relatively symmetric, over time it 

began to develop a slight negative skew, which is particularly evident with Kohl’s and Sears.  

This skew is due to a greater percentage of products being sold under $20.00 and an overall 

reduction of share of products sold at the $20.00, $25.00 and $30.00 price points. 



 

83 

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

$0 $5 $10 $15 $20 $25 $30 $35 $40 $45 $50 $55 $60

Unit Price

Re
la

tiv
e 

Fr
eq

ue
nc

y

JCPenney Kohl's Sears

 

Figure 12.  Men’s denim jeans, intra-channel, 2001 
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Figure 13.  Men’s denim jeans, intra-channel, 2002 
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Figure 14.  Men’s denim jeans, intra-channel, 2003 
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Figure 15.  Men’s denim jeans, intra-channel, 2004 
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Figure 16.  Men’s denim jeans, intra-channel, 2005 
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Figure 17.  Women’s denim jeans, intra-channel, 2001
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Figure 18.  Women’s denim jeans, intra-channel, 2002
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Figure 19.  Women’s denim jeans, intra-channel, 2003
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Figure 20.  Women’s denim jeans, intra-channel, 2004
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Figure 21.  Women’s denim jeans, intra-channel, 2005
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  From 2001 through 2005 the mean price of men’s and women’s denim jeans at JCPenney 

and its intra-channel retailers declined (Tables 31 and 32).  At JCPenney the declines were $2.49 

and $2.01 for men’s and women’s denim jeans respectively.   Greater than $3.00 declines were 

observed for women’s denim jeans at Kohl’s and Sears, while men’s denim jeans declined $1.75 

and $2.76 respectively.  Looking at differences through each year, the mean price of men’s 

denim jeans sold at Kohl’s was consistently lower than that of JCPenney and Sears from 2001 

through 2005.   While the standard deviation fluctuated from year to year, overall standard 

deviation ranged between approximately $7.00 and $10.00, with Sears at an outlier in 2001 at 

$10.43.   

   

Table 31.  Means and standard deviations for men’s denim jeans at JCPenney and intra-channel 

competitors, 2001 through 2005 

 JCPenney Kohl’s Sears 

 
Mean 

Std.  

Deviation Mean 

Std.  

Deviation Mean 

Std.  

Deviation 

2001 28.64 9.77 24.61 7.86 27.81 10.43 

2002 27.08 8.81 24.12 6.89 26.57 9.19 

2003 26.41 9.11 23.60 6.91 25.82 7.42 

2004 25.72 8.14 24.31 7.78 25.05 7.27 

2005 26.15 9.41 22.86 7.03 26.88 8.47 
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Table 32.  Means and standard deviations for women’s denim jeans at JCPenney and intra-

channel competitors, 2001 through 2005 

 JCPenney Kohl’s Sears 

 
Mean 

Std.  

Deviation Mean 

Std.  

Deviation Mean 

Std.  

Deviation 

2001 24.70 8.61 25.73 8.06 25.62 8.01 

2002 23.66 7.61 23.78 8.08 24.00 7.37 

2003 22.47 7.88 21.78 8.03 23.82 8.60 

2004 22.27 7.75 22.23 7.34 23.30 8.54 

2005 22.69 8.46 21.80 7.26 22.11 9.14 

 

 To statistically verify mean differences, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) of unit 

price was run for each year (2001 to 2005) for men’s and women’s denim jeans at JCPenney, 

Kohl’s, and Sears (Table 33).  The tests indicated significant differences between the mean 

prices of men’s denim jeans at intra-channel retailers for each year; 2001 to 2005.  Supporting 

the descriptive findings, post-hoc multiple comparison tests indicated that for men’s denim jeans, 

from 2001 to 2003 and in 2005, the mean prices at Kohl’s were significantly lower than those 

sold at JCPenney and Sears.  In contrast to other years, in 2004, no statistical difference in means 

was evident between Kohl’s and Sears.  From 2003 to 2004, the mean price increased from 

$23.60 to $24.31 at Kohl’s and decreased from $25.82 to $25.05 at Sears which may explain the 

lack of significant difference.  Sear’s steady decline in price from 2001 to 2005 is likely due to 

its increase of sale and clearance priced apparel, a product of merchandise mistakes as well as 

mass market competition (Jones, 2004). 
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 For women’s denim jeans, a one-way analysis of variance indicated significant 

differences between intra-channel retailers in 2003 only.  Differences between the mean prices of 

women’s denim jeans in all years, except for 2003 was approximately $1.00 or less.  Post hoc 

multiple comparison tests indicated that the difference in the mean price at Kohl’s was 

significantly lower ($2.03), than that of Sears.  For complete ANOVA and post hoc results for 

intra-channel competitors, refer to Appendix A, Tables A1 through A20.   

 

Table 33. Summary results of one-way analysis of variance on unit price at intra-channel 

retailers 

 

Between 

Groups df 

Within 

Groups df 
F p value 

2001     

Men’s Denim Jeans 2 682 8.422 .000 

Women’s Denim Jeans 2 656 1.109 .331 

2002     

Men’s Denim Jeans 2 764 7.598 .001 

Women’s Denim Jeans 2 826 .109 .897 

2003     

Men’s Denim Jeans 2 964 10.472 .000 

Women’s Denim Jeans 2 1000 3.995 .019 

2004     

Men’s Denim Jeans 2 1142 3.227 .040 

Women’s Denim Jeans 2 1293 1.665 .190 

2005     

Men’s Denim Jeans 2 1168 23.227 .000 

Women’s Denim Jeans 2 1187 1.569 .209 
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 As would be expected with retailers of the same channel, overall, the percentiles for all 

three retailers were generally similar from year to year (2001 to 2005) (Tables 34 and 35).  

Similar to the price means, overall men’s denim jeans had higher median prices than women’s 

denim jeans for JCPenney, Kohl’s and Sears.  However for women’s denim jeans, the price 

threshold or highest price (90th percentile) and the price floor or lowest price (10th percentile) 

declined for both Kohl’s and Sears declined from 2001 to 2005, indicating an overall deflation in 

price and reduction in price range.  While similar results were seen for men’s denim jeans, the 

decline in Sears’ 90th percentile was great.  Overall JCPenney’s price threshold did not decline 

but its price floor did, indicating a lower opening price point in 2005 than in 2001. 
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Table 34.  Percentiles by year and retailer for men’s denim jeans 

 JCPenney Kohl’s Sears 

 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th 

2001 18.00 21.90 28.00 32.99 39.99 13.64 19.99 24.99 29.99 34.18 15.99 19.99 26.96 32.00 39.99 

2002 17.30 20.00 25.95 32.00 38.97 15.00 19.99 24.95 29.80 30.00 15.95 19.99 26.00 30.61 38.70 

2003 15.00 19.99 25.00 30.00 38.13 12.49 14.99 19.97 24.00 27.99 16.99 19.99 25.95 29.99 34.91 

2004 15.26 19.99 25.00 29.99 35.00 14.99 19.99 24.99 29.95 32.10 15.95 19.99 24.99 29.99 34.99 

2005 15.00 19.99 24.99 30.00 39.98 12.99 19.00 22.99 26.99 29.99 17.98 19.99 26.99 30.00 38.00 

 

Table 35.  Percentiles by year and retailer for women’s denim jeans 

 JCPenney Kohl’s Sears 

 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th 

2001 13.33 19.99 24.99 29.99 35.00 15.20 19.99 24.99 29.99 34.99 17.39 19.99 24.99 29.99 36.59 

2002 14.98 18.99 24.25 29.99 31.98 12.00 18.99 24.99 29.96 34.00 16.14 19.97 22.95 29.99 35.00 

2003 12.99 17.97 20.24 27.96 30.00 10.08 15.99 20.20 26.99 32.00 14.99 19.30 22.99 29.97 34.99 

2004 12.95 17.08 20.99 26.99 30.00 12.99 16.99 22.00 26.99 29.99 12.26 18.25 24.00 29.98 32.89 

2005 12.99 17.99 20.00 27.99 34.99 12.00 16.99 21.99 26.99 29.99 12.99 15.50 22.00 27.99 30.00 
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Lower Inter-Channel Results 

The lower inter-channel inventory maps of men’s and women’s denim jeans for years 

2001 to 2005 are provided in Figures 22 through 31.  For both men’s and women’s denim jeans 

the $10.00, $15.00 and $20.00 price points accounted for the greatest number of denim jeans 

sold from 2001 to 2005 for Wal*Mart, Kmart (men’s only) and Target (women’s only).  

Compared to its lower-inter channel competitors across all years, JCPenney sold a lesser 

percentage of men’s and women’s denim jeans at the $10.00 and $15.00 price points.  However, 

from 2001 to 2005, JCPenney’s increased sales of denim jeans at the $20.00 price point which 

brought its price distribution closer to that of both Wal*Mart and Kmart.  While the price 

distributions of men’s denim jeans at Wal*Mart and Kmart are similar from 2001 to 2004, 

increases in the $25.00 and $10.00 price points in 2005 spread the data across a wider price 

distribution.  For women’s denim jeans, over time, Target’s frequency at the $25.00 and $30.00 

price points shifted it away from Wal*Mart and closer to JCPenney.  In 2005, at Target, a greater 

share (7.5%, up from 3.3% in 2001) of denim jeans was sold at the $30.00 price point.   
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Figure 22.  Men’s denim jeans, lower inter-channel, 2001
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Figure 23.  Men’s denim jeans, lower inter-channel, 2002 
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Figure 24.  Men’s denim jeans, lower inter-channel, 2003
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Figure 25.  Men’s denim jeans, lower inter-channel, 2004 
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Figure 26.  Men’s denim jeans, lower inter-channel, 2005 
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Figure 27.  Women’s denim jeans, lower inter-channel, 2001 
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Figure 28.  Women’s denim jeans, lower inter-channel, 2002
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Figure 29.  Women’s denim jeans, lower inter-channel, 2003 
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Figure 30.  Women’s denim jeans, lower inter-channel, 2004
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Figure 31.  Women’s denim jeans, lower inter-channel, 2005
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 Although the inventory maps overlapped, from 2001 to 2005, the mean prices of 

women’s denim jeans was lower than men’s denim jeans in both JCPenney and Kmart, however 

women’s’ denim jeans at Target were priced higher than men’s denim jeans at Kmart (Tables 36 

and 37).  The mean price of men’s and women’s denim jeans at JCPenney declined from 2001 

through 2005, and the retailer had greater variability in price compared to Wal*Mart and Kmart.  

From 2001 to 2005, both Target and Kmart had greater variability in their mean prices than 

Wal*Mart.   

 To statistically verify mean differences, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was 

calculated for each year, 2001 through 2005, on unit price of men’s and women’s denim jeans at 

lower inter-channel retailers (JCPenney, Wal*Mart, Kmart, and Target).  The tests indicated 

significant differences between the mean prices of men’s and women’s denim jeans at lower 

inter-channel retailers for each year, 2001 through 2005.   

   

Table 36.  Means and standard deviations for men’s denim jeans at JCPenney and lower inter- 

channel competitors, 2001 through 2005 

 JCPenney Wal*Mart Kmart 

 
Mean 

Std.  

Deviation Mean 

Std.  

Deviation Mean 

Std.  

Deviation 

2001 28.64 9.77 17.50 5.26 17.77 6.05 

2002 27.08 8.81 16.88 4.90 17.88 5.96 

2003 26.41 9.11 16.74 5.35 16.55 5.24 

2004 25.72 8.14 16.66 5.14 17.19 5.70 

2005 26.15 9.41 16.26 4.90 16.12 5.27 
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Table 37.  Means and standard deviations for women’s denim jeans at JCPenney and lower inter- 

channel competitors, 2001 through 2005 

 JCPenney Wal*Mart Target 

 
Mean 

Std.  

Deviation Mean 

Std.  

Deviation Mean 

Std.  

Deviation 

2001 24.70 8.61 15.72 4.68 19.58 7.37 

2002 23.66 7.61 15.61 4.95 17.92 6.10 

2003 22.47 7.88 15.67 5.11 18.76 5.85 

2004 22.27 7.75 15.60 4.90 19.17 5.55 

2005 22.69 8.46 16.24 4.50 18.96 6.15 

  

  Supporting the descriptive findings, post hoc multiple comparison tests indicated that for 

men’s denim jeans, from 2001 through 2005, the mean prices at JCPenney were significantly 

higher than those sold at Wal*Mart and Kmart (Table 38).  However, no significant difference 

existed between Wal*Mart and Kmart, whose means prices differed by less than $1.00 for all 

years, 2001 through 2005.  In contrast to men’s findings, the post hoc multiple comparison tests 

for women’s denim jeans did not provide any additional insight, as the mean prices at JCPenney, 

Wal*Mart and Target differed significantly.  The women’s analysis used Target instead of 

Kmart, which may have accounted for the different results.  However, the mean differences 

between JCPenney and Wal*Mart and JCPenney and Target was less than that of the men’s 

denim jeans.  The differences in mean prices between JCPenney and Wal*Mart was higher for 

men’s denim jeans ($9.89) than women’s denim jean ($6.45).  For complete ANOVA and post 

hoc results for lower inter-channel competitors, refer to Appendix A, Tables A21 through A40.   



 

111 

Table 38.  One-way analysis of variance summary results for price 

 

Between 

Groups df 

Within 

Groups df 
F p value 

2001     

Men’s Denim Jeans 2 1009 261.34 .000 

Women’s Denim Jeans 2 1341 258.96 .000 

2002     

Men’s Denim Jeans 2 1118 275.13 .000 

Women’s Denim Jeans 2 1523 263.29 .000 

2003     

Men’s Denim Jeans 2 1453 315.23 .000 

Women’s Denim Jeans 2 1866 221.61 .000 

2004     

Men’s Denim Jeans 2 1603 348.46 .000 

Women’s Denim Jeans 2 2272 282.27 .000 

2005     

Men’s Denim Jeans 2 1570 374.06 .000 

Women’s Denim Jeans 2 2095 222.55 .000 

 

  

 For Wal*Mart, the median price of men’s and women’s denim jeans ranged between 

$15.00 and $16.94 from 2001 to 2005, however the median price of women’s denim jeans was 

higher than that of men’s denim jeans in 2005 (Tables 39 and 40).  Similar to Wal*Mart, the 
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median prices of denim jeans at Kmart (men’s only) ranged between $15.99 and $16.99 from 

2001 to 2005, while for women’s denim jeans at Target, the median price ranged between $17.99 

and $22.99 from 2001 to 2005, higher than women’s denim jeans at Wal*Mart.   

 A comparison of the 25th percentiles of JCPenney and the 75th percentiles of its lower 

inter-channel competitors indicate some congruency.  Overall for men’s denim jeans, the 75th 

percentile of both Wal*Mart and Kmart hovered around the $19.99 mark, the same price that 

defined JCPenney’s 25th percentile.  Likewise, for women’s denim jeans, the 75th percentile at 

Wal*Mart mirrored that of the 25th percentile for JCPenney, indicating that the price of 25% of 

denim jeans at JCPenney were within the price range of 75% of the denim jeans sold at 

Wal*Mart.  However the same was not true for women’s denim jeans at Target.  With higher 

percentiles overall, the 75th percentile of Target was most in line with the 50th percentile 

(median) of JCPenney, indicating more similar price distributions between those two retailers.   

 Comparing JCPenney to its lower inter-channel retailers, JCPenney’s price threshold, 

(90th percentile) was between $10.00 and $20.00 greater than that of Wal*Mart, Target and 

Kmart.  By gender, men’s denim jeans had a higher price threshold than women’s denim jeans.  

In 2005, the 90th percentile at Wal*Mart was on average $4.00 higher for men’s denim jeans than 

women’s, however the average difference in the price floor (10th percentile) was less than 1.00 

from 2001 to 2005.  On the contrary comparing men’s denim jeans at Kmart to women’s denim 

jeans at Target, the price threshold differed by an average of $2.00, from 2001 to 2005, while the 

price floor differed by an average of $1.00.   
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Table 39.  Percentiles by year and retailer for men’s denim jeans 

 JCPenney Wal*Mart Kmart 

 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th 

2001 18.00 21.90 28.00 32.99 39.99 10.97 14.00 16.88 19.99 25.00 10.98 13.98 16.99 19.99 25.00 

2002 17.30 20.00 25.95 32.00 38.97 10.97 13.95 15.95 19.95 22.87 10.96 14.65 16.99 20.00 24.99 

2003 15.00 19.99 25.00 30.00 38.13 10.76 12.95 15.00 19.95 24.96 10.00 12.95 15.99 19.98 22.00 

2004 15.26 19.99 25.00 29.99 35.00 10.47 12.95 15.97 19.95 24.00 9.99 12.99 16.99 19.99 23.00 

2005 15.00 19.99 24.99 30.00 39.98 10.77 12.99 15.95 19.95 24.00 10.00 12.99 16.95 19.99 24.95 

 

Table 40.  Percentiles by year and retailer for women’s denim jeans 

 JCPenney Wal*Mart Target 

 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th 

2001 13.33 19.99 24.99 29.99 35.00 9.99 12.88 15.00 17.99 20.88 10.95 14.99 19.99 24.71 26.08 

2002 14.98 18.99 24.25 29.99 31.98 9.98 12.95 15.43 17.97 20.00 9.99 12.99 17.99 22.97 25.00 

2003 12.99 17.97 20.24 27.96 30.00 9.77 11.97 15.95 18.95 22.28 14.95 19.99 22.99 25.89 25.89 

2004 12.95 17.08 20.99 26.99 30.00 9.77 11.99 15.99 18.97 20.00 12.28 15.99 19.99 22.99 26.03 

2005 12.99 17.99 20.00 27.99 34.99 9.99 13.00 16.94 19.68 20.00 9.99 15.00 19.99 22.99 25.00 
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Upper Inter-Channel Results 

The inventory maps of men’s and women’s denim jeans for years 2001, 2003, and 2005 

are provided in Figures 32 through 41.  For both men’s and women’s denim jeans the $25.00, 

$30.00, $40.00 and $50.00 price points accounted for the greatest number of denim jeans sold 

from 2001 to 2005 for The Gap and Dillard’s.  Of all the price points, the relative frequencies of 

all three retailers were most similar year over year at the $30.00 price point.   Compared to 

JCPenney however, The Gap and Dillard’s had greater price variability with denim jeans priced 

over a greater range.  Although JCPenney may not have extended its denim pricing into the 

$40.00 and upwards of $50.00 range, overall the inventory maps of these three retailers are very 

similar from year to year.  However, for both men’s and women’s denim jeans, in 2005, 

increased frequency at the $70.00 and above price range at Dillard’s and at The Gap further 

differentiated them from JCPenney.  Another major difference between JCPenney and its upper-

channel retailers was that no one price point for both The Gap and Dillard’s accounted for more 

than 20% of their total denim jeans sold. 

 



 

115 

  

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

$0 $5 $10 $15 $20 $25 $30 $35 $40 $45 $50 $55 $60 $65 $70 $75 $80 $85 $90 $95 $100

Unit Price

Re
la

tiv
e 

Fr
eq

ue
nc

y
JCPenney Dillard's The Gap

     

Figure 32.  Inventory map, men’s denim jeans by upper inter-channel retailers, 2001 
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Figure 33.  Inventory map, men’s denim jeans by upper inter-channel retailers, 2002
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Figure 34.  Inventory map, men’s denim jeans by upper inter-channel retailers, 2003 
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Figure 35.  Inventory map, men’s denim jeans by upper inter-channel retailers, 2004 
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Figure 36.  Inventory map, men’s denim jeans by upper inter-channel retailers, 2005 
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Figure 37.  Inventory map, women’s denim jeans by upper inter-channel retailers, 2001 
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Figure 38.  Inventory map, women’s denim jeans by upper inter-channel retailers, 2002
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Figure 39.  Inventory map, women’s denim jeans by upper inter-channel retailers, 2003 
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Figure 40.  Inventory map, women’s denim jeans by upper inter-channel retailers, 2004 
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Figure 41.  Inventory map, women’s denim jeans by upper inter-channel retailers, 2005 
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Consistent for each year, men’s denim jeans at Dillard’s were priced higher than those at 

JCPenney or The Gap (Table 41).  The same pattern however was not evident for women’s 

denim jeans, where in years 2003 and 2004 the mean price was higher at The Gap than at 

Dillard’s (Table 42).  From 2001 to 2003, the mean price of both men’s and women’s denim 

jeans at sold at Dillard’s decreased by approximately $5.60.  For Dillard’s the fluctuating mean 

price in both men’s and women’s denim jeans also increased the standard deviation, indicating a 

departure from a more narrowly focused pricing distribution.   

 

Table 41.  Means and standard deviations for men’s denim jeans at JCPenney and upper inter- 

channel competitors, 2001 through 2005 

 JCPenney Dillard’s The Gap 

 
Mean 

Std.  

Deviation Mean 

Std.  

Deviation Mean 

Std.  

Deviation 

2001 $28.64 9.77 $38.36 15.13 $29.15 12.31 

2002 27.08 8.81 38.60 15.05 29.14 12.37 

2003 26.41 9.11 32.67 13.21 29.12 10.78 

2004 25.72 8.14 35.27 14.43 30.52 12.35 

2005 26.15 9.41 36.57 16.20 33.06 12.64 

 

 The standard deviations for women’s denim jeans increased almost $9.00 from 2001 to 

2005, while the men’s only increased just over $1.00 (Table 34).  Although the mean price only 

increased slightly from 2001 to 2005, the sharp increase in standard deviations for women’s 

denim jeans could be attributed to the influx of premium priced denim (typically > $60.00) 
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which would have likely expanded their pricing distribution.  In 2005, women’s denim jeans 

priced $60.00 and above accounted for 14.1% of the total jeans sold at Dillard’s, up 6.1 

percentage points from 2001.   

 

Table 42.  Means and standard deviations for women’s denim jeans at JCPenney and upper inter- 

channel competitors, 2001 through 2005 

 JCPenney Dillard’s The Gap 

 
Mean 

Std.  

Deviation Mean 

Std.  

Deviation Mean 

Std.  

Deviation 

2001 24.70 8.61 34.35 14.47 32.68 13.29 

2002 23.66 7.61 30.09 12.54 29.66 14.26 

2003 22.47 7.88 28.74 14.51 31.28 14.07 

2004 22.27 7.75 31.95 15.30 35.00 15.70 

2005 22.69 8.46 35.11 23.40 32.22 14.78 

 

 For both men’s and women’s denim jeans, a one-way analysis of variance test for each 

year 2001 to 2005, indicated that the price means differed significantly between the upper inter-

channel competitors (JCPenney, Dillard’s, The Gap) (Table 43).  However, the multiple 

comparison tests yielded different results for men’s and women’s denim jeans.  For women’s 

denim jeans, and for each year, 2001 to 2005, the price means differed significantly between 

JCPenney and The Gap, and JCPenney and Dillard’s, however no significant differences existed 

between The Gap and Dillard’s.  Conversely, in 2001 and 2002, the differences between price 

means of men’s denim jeans at The Gap and Dillard’s were found to be significant, while no 
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significant differences existed between JCPenney and The Gap.  From 2003 to 2005 however, 

significant differences were found for men’s denim jeans between all upper inter-channel 

retailers.  Refer to Appendix A, Tables, 41 through 60 for upper inter-channel ANOVA and post-

hoc results. 

 

Table 43.  One-way analysis of variance summary results for price 

 

Between 

Groups df 

Within 

Groups df 
F p value 

2001     

Men’s Denim Jeans 2 579 24.37 .00 

Women’s Denim Jeans 2 651 46.33 .00 

2002     

Men’s Denim Jeans 2 630 33.99 .00 

Women’s Denim Jeans 2 744 29.03 .00 

2003     

Men’s Denim Jeans 2 728 16.04 .00 

Women’s Denim Jeans 2 854 59.15 .00 

2004     

Men’s Denim Jeans 2 865 52.27 .00 

Women’s Denim Jeans 2 1087 146.07 .00 

2005     

Men’s Denim Jeans 2 960 58.33 .00 

Women’s Denim Jeans 2 1018 77.22 .00 

 

  From 2001 to 2005, the median price of men’s and women’s denim jeans at JCPenney 

and Dillard’s decreased (Tables 44 and 45).  At The Gap, the median price barely moved from 
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$29.99 for both men’s and women’s denim jeans.  In 2001, the difference between the median 

prices at JCPenney and The Gap was $1.00 and $5.00 for men’s and women’s denim jeans 

respectively.  By 2005, this difference increased to $4.99 for men and $9.99 for women.  While 

The Gap and JCPenney drew further apart in median price, Dillard’s decline in median price 

from 2001 to 2005 narrowed the price difference between itself and The Gap.  Whereas the 

difference between the median prices at Dillard’s and The Gap was $5.00 in 2001, by 2005, that 

difference was reduced by almost half, and for women’s denim jeans, a $2.00 difference in 2001 

was reduced to just $0.05 in 2005.  

More so than JCPenney or Dillard’s, The Gap’s quartiles for both men’s and women’s 

denim jeans were consistent from year to year, with a price focus on the $19.99, $29.99 and 

$39.99 price points.   Although not as consistent as The Gap, JCPenney’s quartiles for men’s 

denim jeans were generally consistent from 2002 to 2005 with focus on the $19.99, $24.99 and 

$29.99 price points.  Dillard’s emerged as the retailer without a consistent pricing strategy, with 

greater price diversity in denim jeans.  Beyond a fluctuating mean price, the price points at the 

percentiles were also inconsistent from year to year.  While this observation may indicate 

Dillard’s response to market demands and competitor actions, it may also indicate a lack of 

strategy and focus.   

The 90th percentile provided insight into retailer’s price threshold, and the data show that 

retailers generally maintained these thresholds over time.  From 2001 to 2005, 90% of denim 

jeans sold at JCPenney were priced below $40.00 and $35.00 for men and women respectively.  

For the Gap, 90% of men’s denim jeans sold from 2001 through 2005 were priced below $50.00.   

This was also true for women denim jeans at The Gap, until 2004, when the price threshold was 

increased to $58.00, a probable indication of increased emphasis on premium denim pricing.  
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Similar to Dillard’s overall pricing patterns, their pricing threshold fluctuated from year to year 

with it highest threshold at above $60.00 in 2005.  For women’s denim jeans, the 10th percentile 

or price floor was much lower than that of men’s denim jeans for year 2001 to 2005, possibly 

due to a greater number of women’s denim jeans being offered at a sale or clearance priced.   
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Table 44.  Percentiles by year and retailer for men’s denim jeans 

 JCPenney Dillard’s The Gap 

 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th 

2001 18.00 21.90 28.00 32.99 39.99 19.99 26.00 34.00 49.00 59.96 12.99 19.99 29.00 39.50 45.00 

2002 17.30 20.00 25.95 32.00 38.97 20.78 29.80 34.99 49.48 65.00 12.99 19.99 29.95 38.00 49.98 

2003 15.00 19.99 25.00 30.00 38.13 17.00 24.99 31.00 39.99 49.99 15.96 20.00 28.48 35.00 45.00 

2004 15.26 19.99 25.00 29.99 35.00 19.99 25.99 31.99 40.00 56.00 16.97 20.00 30.00 39.99 49.99 

2005 15.00 19.99 24.99 30.00 39.98 20.00 25.00 32.75 39.99 61.50 18.70 21.99 30.00 39.99 49.99 

 

Table 45.  Percentiles by year and retailer for women’s denim jeans 

 JCPenney Dillard’s The Gap 

 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th 

2001 13.33 19.99 24.99 29.99 35.00 15.00 23.75 32.00 45.75 55.40 15.00 19.99 29.99 44.24 49.99 

2002 14.98 18.99 24.25 29.99 31.98 12.48 20.00 30.00 38.24 49.39 10.40 19.99 28.99 39.99 49.96 

2003 12.99 17.97 20.24 27.96 30.00 13.25 16.38 26.50 38.00 49.50 14.99 19.99 29.99 40.00 50.00 

2004 12.95 17.08 20.99 26.99 30.00 13.50 20.00 29.50 39.99 56.00 15.99 19.99 29.99 49.99 58.00 

2005 12.99 17.99 20.00 27.99 34.99 11.00 19.99 29.95 45.00 69.00 15.99 19.99 29.99 39.99 58.00 
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Two-Way Analysis of Variance Results 

After analyzing price for each channel grouping (intra-channel, and lower and upper 

inter-channel) by year, a two-way analysis of variance was conducted for both men’s and 

women’s denim jeans to include year as a factor.  The following hypothesis was tested for 

JCPenney’s intra-channel and lower and upper inter-channel competitors: 10 

H0: The effect of retail channel on unit price was the same for all years.  (From year to 

year the unit price at retail channels did not change). 

 The null hypothesis states that there is interaction between retail channel and year in their 

effect on price. The results of the analysis indicated a significant price change from year to year 

was found for men’s denim jeans at intra- channel and lower and upper inter-channel retailers; 

however, for women’s denim jeans a significant price change from year to year was not found 

(Table 46).  

 

Table 46.  Two-way analysis of variance results, interaction of channel grouping and year 

Model 
Type III Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

Men’s Denim Jeans      
Intra-Channel * Year 1098.22 8 137.28 1.94 .05 

Lower Inter-Channel * Year 768.66 8 96.08 2.18 .03 

Upper Inter-Channel * Year 6053.14 8 756.64 6.33 .00 

Women’s Denim Jeans      

Intra-Channel * Year 641.45 8 80.18 1.26 .26 

Lower Inter-Channel * Year 1692.77 8 211.60 5.86 .00 

Upper Inter-Channel * Year 6555.23 8 819.40 5.96 .00 

  
                                                
10 The two-way analysis of variance was run separately for men’s and women’s denim jeans.   
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 Since the interaction between intra-channel retailer and year was not significant for 

women’s denim jeans, a test for the significance of the main effects was performed.  Since p-

value for the [intra-channel * year] model for men’s denim jeans was right at the .05 alpha level 

and taking into account the results of the women’s analysis for that same interaction, the 

researcher opted to explore the variables further.  Therefore, a test for significance of the main 

effects of year and intra-channel retailer for men’s denim jeans was done.  Summary results from 

a two-way analysis of variance, presented in Table 47, indicated that for both men’s and 

women’s’ denim jeans the main effects of year and channel were significant in determining the 

price.   

 

Table 47.  Summary of two-way analysis of variance results, main effects of channel grouping 

(intra-channel) and year for women’s and men’s denim jeans 

Model 
Type III Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

Women’s Denim Jeans      

Year 4534.72 4 1133.68 17.80 .00 

Intra-Channel 454.61 2 227.30 3.57 .03 

Men’s Denim Jeans      

Year 2541.31 4 635.33 8.95 .000 

Intra-Channel 6653.87 2 3326.94 46.88 .000 

 

Post-hoc tests (multiple comparisons of means) were conducted to determine the 

differences between retailers and years.  The post hoc comparisons using the Scheffé criterion 

for significance indicated that the unit price means of Kohl’s and Sears differed significantly for 



 

 133 

women’s denim jeans (Table 48).  No differences were found between JCPenney and Kohl’s and 

Sears. 

 

Table 48.  Post hoc tests of intra-channel grouping controlling for year 

95% Confidence Interval Intra-

Channel 

Competitor  

(I Group) 

Intra-Channel 

Competitor  

(J Group) 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. Lower 

Bound 
Upper Bound 

Women’s Denim Jeans 

Kohl’s Sears -1.11 0.33 0.00 -1.92 -0.30 

Sears Kohl’s 1.11 0.33 0.00 0.30 1.92 

Note: Only significantly different relationships are shown.  Full table results, Appendix A, Table A 61. 

 

 For the main effect of year, Figure 42 presents the unit price means plot of women’s 

denim jeans at intra-channel retailers from 2001 through 2005.  In the year 2002, it appears that 

the three retailers are more aligned in their pricing.  The distance between 2001 and 2002 from 

one another imply significant differences.  Additionally, the distance of these lines from the 

closely plotted lines of 2003, 2004, and 2005 also indicate that these years are all significantly 

different from both 2001 and 2002.  These differences were verified by post hoc tests which 

indicated that years 2001 and 2002 differed significantly from years 2003, 2004, and 2005 (Table 

49).   
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Figure 42.  Means plot for women’s denim jeans by intra-channel retailers and years 
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Table 49. Two-way analysis of variance results, post hoc tests of year controlling for intra-

channel grouping, women’s denim jeans 

95% Confidence Interval Intra-Channel 

Competitor  

(I Group) 

Intra-Channel 

Competitor  

(J Group) 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. Error Sig. Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

2002 1.37 0.42 0.03 0.09 2.65 

2003 2.60 0.40 0.00 1.36 3.83 

2004 2.70 0.38 0.00 1.53 3.88 
2001 

2005 2.89 0.39 0.00 1.70 4.08 

2001 -1.37 0.42 0.03 -2.65 -0.09 

2003 1.23 0.37 0.03 0.07 2.38 

2004 1.33 0.35 0.01 0.24 2.43 
2002 

2005 1.52 0.36 0.00 0.41 2.63 

2001 -2.60 0.40 0.00 -3.83 -1.36 
2003 

2002 -1.23 0.37 0.03 -2.38 -0.07 

2001 -2.70 0.38 0.00 -3.88 -1.53 
2004 

2002 -1.33 0.35 0.01 -2.43 -0.24 

2001 -2.89 0.39 0.00 -4.08 -1.70 
2005 

2002 -1.52 0.36 0.00 -2.63 -0.41 

Note: Only significantly different relationships are shown.  Full table results, Appendix A, Table A 62. 
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 For men’s denim jeans, testing for the main effect of channel grouping on price, 

JCPenney was significantly different from Kohl’s but not from Sears.  Similar to the women’s 

results, for men’s denim jeans, Sears and Kohl’s differed significantly with Sears being priced as 

much as $2.50 higher than Kohl’s.   

 

Table 50.  Post-hoc tests of intra-channel grouping controlling for year 

95% Confidence Interval Intra-

Channel 

Competitor  

(I Group) 

Intra-Channel 

Competitor  

(J Group) 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. Lower 

Bound 
Upper Bound 

Men’s Denim Jeans 

JCPenney Kohl’s 2.90 0.30 0.00 2.18 3.63 

Kohl’s JCPenney -2.90 0.30 0.00 -3.63 -2.18 

Kohl’s Sears -2.57 0.33 0.00 -3.37 -1.77 

Sears Kohl’s 2.57 0.33 0.00 1.77 3.37 

Note: Only significantly different relationships are shown.  Full table results, Appendix A, Table A 63. 

  

 For the main effect year, post hoc results indicate that 2001 was the only year where price 

differed significantly from other years Table 51.  The mean price in 2001 was significantly 

higher than in 2003, 2004, and 2005 but not in 2002.  No significant differences in mean price 

were evident between years 2003, 2004 and 2005.  The men’s denim jeans post hoc results for 

the main effect of year somewhat mirrored that of women’s’ denim jeans, particularly with 

regards to the latter years.  Figure 43 provides a visual representation of these findings.   
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Table 51. Two-way analysis of variance results, post hoc tests of year controlling for intra-

channel grouping, men’s denim jeans 

95% Confidence Interval Intra-Channel 

Competitor  

(I Group) 

Intra-Channel 

Competitor  

(J Group) 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. Error Sig. Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

2002 1.33 0.44 0.062 -.04 2.69 

2003 2.12* 0.42 0.00 0.82 3.42 

2004 2.42* 0.41 0.00 1.17 3.68 
2001 

2005 2.35* 0.41 0.00 1.10 3.60 

2001 -1.33 0.44 0.06 -2.69 0.04 

2003 0.79 0.41 0.43 -0.46 2.05 

2004 1.10 0.39 0.10 -0.11 2.31 
2002 

2005 1.02 0.39 0.14 -0.18 2.23 

2001 -2.12* 0.42 0.00 -3.42 -0.82 

2002 -0.79 0.41 0.43 -2.05 0.46 

2004 .302 0.37 0.95 -.83 1.44 
2003 

2005 .230 0.36 0.98 -.90 1.36 

2001 -2.42* 0.41 0.00 -3.68 -1.17 

2002 -1.10 0.39 0.10 -2.31 0.11 

2003 -.30 0.37 0.95 -1.44 0.83 
2004 

2005 -.07 0.35 1.00 -1.15 1.01 

2001 -2.35* 0.41 0.00 -3.60 -1.10 

2002 -1.02 0.39 0.14 -2.23 0.18 

2003 -.23 0.37 0.98 -1.36 0.90 
2005 

2004 .072 0.35 1.00 -1.01 1.15 

Note: * denotes that the mean difference was significant at the .05 level.   
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Figure 43.  Means plot for men’s denim jeans by intra-channel retailers and years 
 
 

 
 

Post Hoc Analysis 
 

 Post hoc analysis was conducted to understand the effect of a brand category, whether 

national or private on the price distribution.  While this was not the central focus of this research, 

denim jeans are a product category that has seen growth in private labels.  Inventory maps were 

developed to depict the price distributions for national brand and private label denim jeans at 

JCPenney and its intra-channel and inter-channel retailers.   Findings from the post-hoc analysis 

indicate that regardless of brand category, price distributions of denim jeans do not differ.  
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, FUTURE RESEARCH 

 

Summary 

Retail pricing is a timely issue fueled by apparel price deflation, intense inter-channel 

retail competition, and increased presence of retail brands.  Focused on the competitive dynamics 

of the apparel retail industry, this research investigated price as a key driver of competition for 

apparel retailers, and its role, or lack thereof, as a definitive construct of retail channel definition.  

It was hypothesized that increased price competition from large mass discounters, has forced 

other retailers, unable to differentiate, to over time shift their price distributions downward, 

forcing an industry wide convergence among a small range of price frequencies.   

The overall purpose of the study was to understand the movement of price distributions 

of apparel for retailers in the mass discount, national chain, specialty and department channels 

from 1990 to 2005.  This research first looked at price broadly, from a retail channel perspective, 

and then narrowed to present a case study of denim jean pricing at competing retailers.  The 

research objectives were as follows: 

Research Objective I:   To determine the scope of apparel retailer competition over time 

(1990 to 2005) including retail channel share, entry and exiting of 

firms and intra- and inter-channel dynamics. 

Research Objective II:   To understand the competitive pricing dynamics of inter-channel 

and intra-channel apparel retailers for denim jeans from 2001 to 

2005. 
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Two consumer purchase data sources, NPD Fashionworld American Shopper’s Panel 

(1990-1999), and NPD Fashionworld AccuPanelSM (2001-2005), were provided to the author 

by Cotton Incorporated.  Analysis of these data provided insight into the competitive 

environment of retailers from a unit sales and price perspective.   

 Within Research Objective I, there were two phases of analysis.  The purpose of Phase I 

was to provide an overview of apparel retailers from 1990 to 2005 focusing on entry and exiting 

of firms, share of unit sales and aspects of intra-channel and inter-channel competition.  In Phase 

II, the dynamics of retail competition were explored with a content analysis of 10-K SEC filings 

of select retailers for the period of 1990 to 2005.  Insights were gained in terms of retailers’ key 

competitors, competitive advantage and competitive risk factors.  Research Objective II included 

statistical analysis tools to understand the differences in price at retailers from 2001 to 2005 as 

reported by consumers.  Unique to this research was the creation of inventory maps.  Inventory 

maps provided a visual depiction of the price distribution of a channel or retailer and were used 

to analyze and understand the overall pricing strategy and longitudinal aspects of price 

competition.  Additionally, descriptive and inferential statistical techniques were used to evaluate 

differences in price between competing retailers.   
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Research Objective I 

Phase I Summary (Refer to Chapter IV, Key Findings) 

 From 1990 to 2005 unit sales of apparel in the mass discount, national chain, specialty 

and department channels consolidated to fewer retailers.  Lead by Kmart in 1990, the top five 

retailers (Kmart, JCPenney, Wal*Mart, Sears and Mervyn’s) collectively accounted for 26.1% of 

total unit sales of apparel.   With Wal*Mart leading apparel sales, and Target, Kohl’s and Old 

Navy entering the retail landscape, from 1990 to 2005, the share of the top five retailers had 

increased to 34.2%. 

 From an intra-channel perspective, the channel with the greatest consolidation in terms of 

concentration of unit sales was the mass discount channel.  With increases in share from 

Wal*Mart and Target, in 2005, the top three mass discount retailers (Wal*Mart, Target, Kmart) 

accounted for 89.6% of total unit sales of apparel in their channel, an increase of 32.1 percentage 

points from 1990.  Traditionally more fragmented than other channels, over time a greater share 

of unit sales of apparel has become more concentrated to fewer retailers in the specialty channel.  

Led by Lane Bryant and Fashion Bug, in 1990 the top five retailers in the specialty channel 

accounted for 18.6% of total unit sales.  With 29.3% coming from Old Navy and The Gap, by 

2005 the top five specialty channel retailers accounted for 43.5% of unit sales in their channel.  

 While the national chain channel has fewer retailers than other channels, the most 

significant change in that channel has been Kohl’s growth in unit sales.  Not only making and 

impact on the national chain channel, Kohl’s sales growth (unit basis) in apparel has impacted all 

inter-channel competitors.  While the department channel did not have any major market entries, 

Federated and May had a hold on this channel throughout the fifteen year time period.  From 

1990 to 2005, although Dillard’s more than doubled its share of unit sales in the department store 
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channel, Federated and May still collectively accounted for more than half of unit sales of 

apparel in 2005.  With the merger of these two retailers in 2005, unit sales of apparel in the 

department store channel will continue to appear highly concentrated. 

 

Phase II Summary (Refer to Chapter IV, Key Findings) 

 The goal of Phase II was to better understand competition from the perspective of the 

retailer and how that competition has changed over time.  While specific strategies were not 

revealed in entirety, the overall tumultuous competitive climate of retailing from 1990 to 2005 

was reflected in many retailers’ 10-K filings.  As an integral component of retail competition, 

how the retailers view their own business is important to understanding how they compete with 

others.  While not the primary focus of this research, there did appear to be a disconnect between 

the way NPD, trade media and retailers defined their business and how they are classified into 

channels.  Interestingly, many retailers used “department store” in their business description.    

Arguably the term department store in many of their descriptions refers to multiple categories 

and the variety of merchandise the retailers offer.  While Dillard’s identified their business as a 

“traditional department store”, at one point or another, Kmart, JCPenney, Sears, Wal*Mart and  

Kohl’s all used the term “department store” in their business description.  To convey a price 

position, both Wal*Mart and Kmart used the word “discount” in conjunction with “department 

store”.  Differentiating from its intra-channel discount competitors, from 1990 to 2003 Target, 

described their business as an “upscale discounter”.   
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Table 52.  Summary of retailer business descriptions 

Mass Discount   

1994 to 2004 Discount department store Wal*Mart 

2005 Discount store 

1990 to 2003 Upscale discounter Target 

2004, 2005 Large format general merchandise discount store 

Kmart 1992 to 2005 Discount department store 

National Chain   

JCPenney 1990 to 2005 Department store retailer 

1990 to 2003 Multi-line department store Sears 

2004 to 2005 Multi-line retailer 

Kohl’s 1991 to 2005 Family oriented, specialty department store 

Department   

Dillard’s 1993 to 2005 Traditional department store 

Specialty   

1993 Specialty retailer 

1994 to 1997 International specialty retailer 

Gap Inc. 

1998 to 2005 Global specialty retailer 

 

 Understanding who the key retailers were over time, the content analysis of 10 K filings 

provided further insight into the pulse of retailers and how their focus has changed as 

competitive pressures have mounted.  While the scope of retailer (own firm) stated competition 

was at times vague, the ambiguity was itself insightful.  In general, firm-stated competition (who 

retailers consider their competitors) was unchanged from 1990 to 2005 and no strong intra-

channel similarities existed.  In terms of who the retailers’ considered their key competitors, for 

the most part the retailers took a general approach and regardless of channel, retailers typically 

identified their competitors as national, local and regional discount, department, specialty, off-
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price and catalog retailers.  Interestingly Kmart was the only retailer who identified actual names 

of the retailers with whom they compete and reflecting new market entries retailers were added 

and removed through the fifteen year time period.  Exhibiting some intra-channel similarities 

both Sears and JCPenney did not identify competitors until 2003 and 2005 respectively.  An 

outlier in this analysis was Kohl’s, the only national chain retailer that did not identify the 

discount channel as a competitor.  

 Evident across all company filings was the awareness of price as the central focus of the 

increasingly competitive retail environment.  Regardless of channel, most retailers focused on 

economies of scale, cost of goods, and promotional practices as ways to gain competitive 

advantage.  Although price is a key component of retailer competition, several other factors were 

addressed.   

− Quality  

− Brand names 

− Availability of retail related services 

− Style 

− Value 

− Service 

− Product merchandise mix 

− Convenience 

− Shopping facilities 

− Credit availability 

 

Insight into the overall climate of retail competition from 1990 to 2005 was evident 

within the competitive risk identified by retailers.  Once again an outlier in the data was Kohl’s, 

who did not address competitive risks until 2001.  Consistent throughout each year, retailers 

identified broad competitive risks including general economic conditions, consumer spending, 

and trade and political issues.  Other risks included price competition, cyclical fashion pressures, 

and inter-channel competition.  Other key insights included the following: 

• Wal*Mart did not address price as a competitive risk until 2005. 
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• Dillard’s addressed inter-channel competition as a risk to their competitiveness as a 

department store.   

• Missteps by the Gap Inc. and Sears in terms of availability of and acceptance of 

fashion apparel were noted as competitive risks.   

 

Research Objective II 

The highest mean prices were for denim jeans were found at Dillard’s and The Gap, 

while the lowest was in Wal*Mart.  With the exception of the specialty and department channel 

retailers, overall, men’s denim jeans had a higher mean price than women’s denim jeans.  

However, overall unit sales of women’s denim jeans were higher than men’s in the above $30.00 

price point.  Previous research conducted by Cotton Incorporated found that men are willing to 

pay more for jeans than women.  Men have a tendency to buy the same brand of jeans each time 

they shop and prefer to reduce their shopping time in a store, thus often paying more, or buying 

what is familiar rather than shopping around for a better price (Textile Consumer, 2004).   

Examination of the inventory maps indicated that over time the price distributions shifted 

however for the most part these shifts seemed to accommodate both the lower and upper end 

price points of their inter-channel competitors.  As expected with intra-channel competitors, the 

inventory maps of men’s and women’s denim jeans for JCPenney, Kohl’s and Sears were 

relatively similar from 2001 to 2005.  Key price silos for these retailers were $20.00, $25.00 and 

$30.00.  Of the years 2001 to 2005, 2001 and 2002 overall were most different from the other 

three years.  Consistently, year’s 2001 and 2002 displayed significant price differences as 

compared to the other years.   Year 2001 was the first year of data collection for this consumer 

panel therefore consecutive years of data collection may differ due to changes in data collection 
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and increases in sample size.  Also, in 2001 and 2002, apparel sales were depressed due to the 

economic effects from the events on September 11.  Therefore the pricing patterns in this year 

may differ from the others just due to the overall slowing in apparel spending in those years.  

Looking over time, there were significant price changes from year to year for men’s denim jeans 

at intra-channel and lower and upper inter-channel retailers, however for women’s denim jeans a 

significant price change from year to year was not found.   

 Overlapping with national chain retailers, key price points for department and specialty 

retailers were $25.00, $30.00, $40.00 and $50.00.  Although JCPenney may not have extended 

its denim pricing into the $40.00 and upwards of $50.00 range, overall the inventory maps of 

these three retailers are very similar from year to year.  However, for both men’s and women’s 

denim jeans, in 2005, increased frequency at the $70.00 and above price range at Dillard’s and at 

The Gap further differentiated them from JCPenney in 2005.  Compared to JCPenney however, 

The Gap and Dillard’s had greater price variability with denim jeans priced over a greater range 

evident in their greater than $10.00 to upwards of $20.00 standard deviations.  Highest for 

women’s at $23.40, the standard deviations in mean price of both men’s and women’s denim 

jeans at Dillard’s has increased consistently over time.  Another major difference between 

JCPenney and its upper-channel retailers was that in all years no one price point for both The 

Gap and Dillard’s accounted for more than 20% of their total denim jeans sold.  Key price points 

for other retailers typically represented 25% to 30% of products sold.  

Whereas the mean price of men’s denim jeans at Dillard’s was consistently higher over 

time than those at JCPenney or The Gap for women’s denim jeans, no significant differences 

existed between The Gap and Dillard’s.  Overall, Dillard’s emerged as the retailer without a 

consistent pricing strategy.  Beyond a fluctuating mean price, the price points at the percentiles 
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were also inconsistent from year to year.  While this observation may indicate Dillard’s response 

to market demands and competitor actions, it may also indicate a lack of strategy and focus.   

 For the lower inter-channel competitors, overtime Wal*Mart increased its unit sales of 

men’s and women’s denim jeans at the $20.00 price point an upwards movement towards its 

other inter-channel competitors.  Overall mass discount retailers were more centralized in terms 

of pricing as compared to other retailers.  However, over time, there was a slight upward and 

downward movement with smaller inventory commitments to higher and lower price points to 

spread out its price appeal to many consumers.   

  

Conclusions 

Results of Research Objective I indicated strengthening of mass discounters and 

consolidation of retail sales.  Additionally, evidence of an increasingly price competitive 

environment was present in the content analysis of the 10-K filings.  However, even with 

increased media attention on deflationary pricing, and growth of mass discounters, the “premium 

denim” pressures from a quality, fit and price perspective has to some extent removed the 

commodity price positioning of denim jeans.  Although overall results indicated that mean prices 

of denim jeans had decreased from 2001 to 2005, it appears that retailers have also reached out 

beyond their traditional price constructs to attempt to gain market share at both a high and low 

end.  A price analysis of denim jeans from 2001 to 2005 indicates that retailers are still 

differentiated on price to a certain extent.   

 From 2001 to 2005 the majority of denim jeans were priced from price ranges for denim 

jeans was $15.00 to $60.00.  Although not accurately represented in these data, higher end 

department and specialty stores would likely have carried out that range to upwards of $200.00.   
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In general, lower priced channels sold a higher percentage of denim jeans at fewer price ranges, 

while at the highest end, specialty and department channels sold a lower percentage of denim 

jeans across a wider range of prices.  Therefore it appeared that retailers with lower mean prices 

typically had less variability in price than those with higher mean prices.  

  Supporting the traditional view of retail channel hierarchy as originally presented in 

Figure 2, these same price definitions hold true, however while each channel attempted to extend 

it price threshold beyond that of its lower priced inter-channel competitors, there was overlap.  

For denim jeans in recent years this overlap may be attributed to price tiers with brand extension 

and the advent of premium priced denim and “premium labeled” denim across all channels.   

  

 

Figure 44.  Hierarchy of retail channel by price of denim jeans 

 

 Over time it was evident that the retail landscape has consolidated both in terms of 

retailers and share of unit sales of those retailers.  Lower priced channels sell a higher percentage 

of denim jeans at fewer price ranges while at the highest end, specialty and department channels 

sell a lower percentage of denim jeans across a wider range of prices.   

National Chain 

$20.00, $25.00, $30.00 Mass  
Discount 

$10.00, $15.00, $20.00 

Department 
 
 

Specialty 

$25.00, $30.00, $40.00, $50.00 

$25.00, $30.00, $40.00, $50.00 
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Future Research 

 

1. Future research could apply the methodology used in this study to other product categories, 

thus providing a more comprehensive overview of apparel pricing.  

2. Future research could include additional retailers within the specialty channel.  With the 

variety of pricing dimensions present in specialty retailers, it is important to have a better 

understanding of how they are competing.  While adding new retailers, future research could 

also examine prices at other retail channels.  As many past seasons and over stock 

department and specialty brand products are sold as closeouts at off-price retailers, it would 

be interesting to conduct a price comparison of apparel at the specialty, department and off-

price channels to understand to what extent the retailers differ.   

3. While this research does provide insight into the price aspect of channels over time, other 

factors e.g. consumer characteristics (demographic and psychographic factors), brands, store 

locations, and store size and their impact on price need further exploration.  Particularly with 

regards to denim jeans, there is opportunity to validate the literature review regarding price 

tiers and denim jeans.   

4. Future research could examine the seasonal aspects of price, including consumer spending 

patterns throughout the year as well as the impact of sales and clearance merchandise.   

5. Further research needs to be conducted on retail channel definition.  While not the focus of 

this research, there did appear to be a disconnect between the way NPD, trade media and 

retailers defined their business and how they are classified into channels.  Increasingly, 

retailers are difficult to define by only one aspect of their business model; therefore defining 

a retail channel should encompass aspects of market, consumer, product mix, brands, 
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locations and means of distribution.  With so much change going on at the retail level, 

historical definition of retailers should be reexamined and updated to convey the most 

relevant profile of their business model.   

6. Beyond expanding the methodology to other topics, there are certainly additional statistical 

analyses that could be used.  In addition, a researcher wishing to conduct a similar analyses, 

but where NPD data is not available, other price data, such as retail audit data or scanner data 

can be used (refer to Fratto, 2004 for retail audit methodology).   
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Appendix A:  Research Objective III, Analysis of Variance and Post Hoc Results 

 

Intra-Channel Competitors 

 

Table A 1.  One-way analysis of variance results, men’s denim jeans, price by intra-channel 

retailers, 2001 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 1571.994 2 785.997 8.422 .000 

Within Groups 63648.991 682 93.327   

Total 65220.985 684    

 

Table A 2.  Multiple comparisons results, men’s denim jeans, price by intra-channel retailers, 

2001 

95% Confidence Interval 
 (I) JCP Intra Comp (J) JCP Intra Comp Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Kohl’s 4.02666(*) .98868 .000 1.6013 6.4520 
JCPenney 

Sears .82574 .83476 .613 -1.2220 2.8735 

JCPenney -4.02666(*) .98868 .000 -6.4520 -1.6013 
Kohl’s 

Sears -3.20091(*) 1.04008 .009 -5.7524 -.6495 

JCPenney -.82574 .83476 .613 -2.8735 1.2220 

Scheffe 

Sears 
Kohl’s 3.20091(*) 1.04008 .009 .6495 5.7524 
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Table A 3.  One-way analysis of variance results, men’s denim jeans, price by intra-channel 

retailers, 2002 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 1100.593 2 550.296 7.598 .001 

Within Groups 55333.015 764 72.425   

Total 56433.607 766    

 

Table A 4.  Multiple comparisons results, men’s denim jeans, price by intra-channel retailers, 

2002 

95% Confidence Interval 
 (I) JCP Intra Comp (J) JCP Intra Comp Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Kohl's 2.96138(*) .77299 .001 1.0656 4.8572 
JCPenney 

Sears .51364 .72362 .777 -1.2611 2.2884 

JCPenney -2.96138(*) .77299 .001 -4.8572 -1.0656 
Kohl's 

Sears -2.44774(*) .84715 .016 -4.5254 -.3701 

JCPenney -.51364 .72362 .777 -2.2884 1.2611 

Scheffe 

Sears 
Kohl's 2.44774(*) .84715 .016 .3701 4.5254 
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Table A 5.  One-way analysis of variance results, men’s denim jeans, price by intra-channel 

retailers, 2003 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 1349.964 2 674.982 10.472 .000 

Within Groups 62134.944 964 64.455   

Total 63484.908 966    

 

Table A 6.  Multiple comparisons results, men’s denim jeans, price by intra-channel retailers, 

2003 

95% Confidence Interval 
 (I) JCP Intra Comp (J) JCP Intra Comp Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Kohl's 2.81158(*) .62987 .000 1.2674 4.3557 
JCPenney 

Sears .58447 .61713 .639 -.9285 2.0974 

JCPenney -2.81158(*) .62987 .000 -4.3557 -1.2674 
Kohl's 

Sears -2.22711(*) .67296 .004 -3.8769 -.5773 

JCPenney -.58447 .61713 .639 -2.0974 .9285 

Scheffe 

Sears 
Kohl's 2.22711(*) .67296 .004 .5773 3.8769 
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Table A 7.  One-way analysis of variance results, men’s denim jeans, price by intra-channel 

retailers, 2004 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 392.248 2 196.124 3.227 .040 

Within Groups 69409.140 1142 60.779   

Total 69801.389 1144    

 

Table A 8.  Multiple comparisons results, men’s denim jeans, price by intra-channel retailers, 

2004 

95% Confidence Interval 
 (I) JCP Intra Comp (J) JCP Intra Comp Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Kohl's 1.40967(*) .55664 .041 .0454 2.7740 
JCPenney 

Sears .66889 .55613 .485 -.6942 2.0319 

JCPenney -1.40967(*) .55664 .041 -2.7740 -.0454 
Kohl's 

Sears -.74078 .60831 .477 -2.2317 .7502 

JCPenney -.66889 .55613 .485 -2.0319 .6942 

Scheffe 

Sears 
Kohl's .74078 .60831 .477 -.7502 2.2317 
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Table A 9.  One-way analysis of variance results, men’s denim jeans, price by intra-channel 

retailers, 2005 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 3337.288 2 1668.644 23.227 .000 

Within Groups 83909.546 1168 71.840   

Total 87246.833 1170    

 

Table A 10.  Multiple comparisons results, men’s denim jeans, price by intra-channel retailers, 

2005 

95% Confidence Interval 
 (I) JCP Intra Comp (J) JCP Intra Comp Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Kohl's 3.29658(*) .56400 .000 1.9143 4.6789 
JCPenney 

Sears -.72628 .65280 .539 -2.3262 .8737 

JCPenney -3.29658(*) .56400 .000 -4.6789 -1.9143 
Kohl's 

Sears -4.02286(*) .68822 .000 -5.7096 -2.3361 

JCPenney .72628 .65280 .539 -.8737 2.3262 

Scheffe 

Sears 
Kohl's 4.02286(*) .68822 .000 2.3361 5.7096 
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Table A 11.  One-way analysis of variance results, women’s denim jeans, price by intra-channel 

retailers, 2001 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 155.140 2 77.570 1.109 .331 

Within Groups 45893.682 656 69.960   

Total 46048.822 658    

 

Table A 12.  Multiple comparisons results, women’s denim jeans, price by intra-channel 

retailers, 2001 

95% Confidence Interval 
 (I) JCP Intra Comp (J) JCP Intra Comp Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Kohl’s -1.02417 .81089 .451 -3.0136 .9652 
JCPenney 

Sears -.92130 .82485 .536 -2.9449 1.1023 

JCPenney 1.02417 .81089 .451 -.9652 3.0136 
Kohl's 

Sears .10287 .97756 .994 -2.2954 2.5012 

JCPenney .92130 .82485 .536 -1.1023 2.9449 

Scheffe 

Sears 
Kohl’s -.10287 .97756 .994 -2.5012 2.2954 
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Table A 13.  One-way analysis of variance results, women’s denim jeans, price by intra-channel 

retailers, 2002 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 12.973 2 6.486 .109 .897 

Within Groups 49149.695 826 59.503   

Total 49162.668 828    

 

Table A 14.  Multiple comparisons results, women’s denim jeans, price by intra-channel 

retailers, 2002 

95% Confidence Interval 
 (I) JCP Intra Comp (J) JCP Intra Comp Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Kohl's -.11509 .61285 .983 -1.6179 1.3877 
JCPenney 

Sears -.33353 .71634 .897 -2.0901 1.4231 

JCPenney .11509 .61285 .983 -1.3877 1.6179 
Kohl's 

Sears -.21844 .77269 .961 -2.1132 1.6763 

JCPenney .33353 .71634 .897 -1.4231 2.0901 

Scheffe 

Sears 
Kohl's .21844 .77269 .961 -1.6763 2.1132 
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Table A 15.  One-way analysis of variance results, women’s denim jeans, price by intra-channel 

retailers, 2003 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 521.859 2 260.929 3.995 .019 

Within Groups 65309.107 1000 65.309   

Total 65830.966 1002    

 

Table A 16.  Multiple comparisons results, women’s denim jeans, price by intra-channel 

retailers, 2003 

95% Confidence Interval 
 (I) JCP Intra Comp (J) JCP Intra Comp Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Kohl's .69230 .58721 .499 -.7472 2.1318 
JCPenney 

Sears -1.34212 .66931 .134 -2.9829 .2986 

JCPenney -.69230 .58721 .499 -2.1318 .7472 
Kohl's 

Sears -2.03443(*) .72236 .019 -3.8052 -.2636 

JCPenney 1.34212 .66931 .134 -.2986 2.9829 

Scheffe 

Sears 
Kohl's 2.03443(*) .72236 .019 .2636 3.8052 
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Table A 17.  One-way analysis of variance results, women’s denim jeans, price by intra-channel 

retailers, 2004 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 200.291 2 100.146 1.665 .190 

Within Groups 77751.437 1293 60.133   

Total 77951.728 1295    

 

 

Table A 18.  Multiple comparisons results, women’s denim jeans, price by intra-channel 

retailers, 2004 

95% Confidence Interval 
 (I) JCP Intra Comp (J) JCP Intra Comp Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Kohl's .03702 .48035 .997 -1.1401 1.2142 
JCPenney 

Sears -1.03099 .60690 .237 -2.5183 .4563 

JCPenney -.03702 .48035 .997 -1.2142 1.1401 
Kohl's 

Sears -1.06801 .63959 .248 -2.6354 .4993 

JCPenney 1.03099 .60690 .237 -.4563 2.5183 

Scheffe 

Sears 
Kohl's 1.06801 .63959 .248 -.4993 2.6354 
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Table A 19.  One-way analysis of variance results, women’s denim jeans, price by intra-channel 

retailers, 2005 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 205.793 2 102.897 1.569 .209 

Within Groups 77854.165 1187 65.589   

Total 78059.958 1189    

 

Table A 20.  Multiple comparisons results, women’s denim jeans, price by intra-channel 

retailers, 2005 

95% Confidence Interval 
 (I) JCP Intra Comp (J) JCP Intra Comp Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Kohl's .89036 .50750 .215 -.3534 2.1342 
JCPenney 

Sears .58809 .71463 .713 -1.1634 2.3395 

JCPenney -.89036 .50750 .215 -2.1342 .3534 
Kohl's 

Sears -.30227 .72323 .916 -2.0748 1.4702 

JCPenney -.58809 .71463 .713 -2.3395 1.1634 

Scheffe 

Sears 
Kohl's .30227 .72323 .916 -1.4702 2.0748 
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Lower Inter-Channel Competitors 

 

Table A 21.  One-way analysis of variance results, men’s denim jeans, price by lower inter-

channel retailers, 2001 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 26514.730 2 13257.365 261.340 .000 

Within Groups 51184.936 1009 50.728   

Total 77699.666 1011    

 

Table A 22.  Multiple comparisons results, men’s denim jeans, price by lower inter-channel 

retailers, 2001 

95% Confidence Interval 

 
(I) JCP Inter Comp 

Low Km 

(J) JCP Inter Comp 

Low Km 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Wal*Mart 11.14030(*) .51753 .000 9.8716 12.4090 
JCPenney 

Kmart 10.86527(*) .62414 .000 9.3353 12.3953 

JCPenney -11.14030(*) .51753 .000 -12.4090 -9.8716 
Wal*Mart 

Kmart -.27503 .57905 .893 -1.6945 1.1445 

JCPenney -10.86527(*) .62414 .000 -12.3953 -9.3353 

Scheffe 

Kmart 
Wal*Mart .27503 .57905 .893 -1.1445 1.6945 
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Table A 23.  One-way analysis of variance results, men’s denim jeans, price by lower inter-

channel retailers, 2002 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 23991.509 2 11995.755 275.134 .000 

Within Groups 48744.460 1118 43.600   

Total 72735.969 1120    

 

Table A 24.  Multiple comparisons results, men’s denim jeans, price by lower inter-channel 

retailers, 2002 

95% Confidence Interval 

 
(I) JCP Inter Comp 

Low Km 

(J) JCP Inter Comp 

Low Km 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Wal*Mart 10.19681(*) .45292 .000 9.0867 11.3069 
JCPenney 

Kmart 9.19953(*) .54987 .000 7.8518 10.5473 

JCPenney -10.19681(*) .45292 .000 -11.3069 -9.0867 
Wal*Mart 

Kmart -.99728 .51439 .153 -2.2581 .2635 

JCPenney -9.19953(*) .54987 .000 -10.5473 -7.8518 

Scheffe 

Kmart 
Wal*Mart .99728 .51439 .153 -.2635 2.2581 

 

 



 179 

Table A 25.  One-way analysis of variance results, men’s denim jeans, price by lower inter-

channel retailers, 2003 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 27269.347 2 13634.674 315.234 .000 

Within Groups 62845.940 1453 43.253   

Total 90115.287 1455    

 

Table A 26.  Multiple comparisons results, men’s denim jeans, price by lower inter-channel 

retailers, 2003 

95% Confidence Interval 

 
(I) JCP Inter Comp 

Low Km 

(J) JCP Inter Comp 

Low Km 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Wal*Mart 9.67138(*) .40417 .000 8.6811 10.6617 
JCPenney 

Kmart 9.85350(*) .52229 .000 8.5738 11.1333 

JCPenney -9.67138(*) .40417 .000 -10.6617 -8.6811 
Wal*Mart 

Kmart .18212 .46716 .927 -.9626 1.3268 

JCPenney -9.85350(*) .52229 .000 -11.1333 -8.5738 

Scheffe 

Kmart 

Wal*Mart -.18212 .46716 .927 -1.3268 .9626 
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Table A 27.  One-way analysis of variance results, men’s denim jeans, price by lower inter-

channel retailers, 2004 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 27357.441 2 13678.721 348.455 .000 

Within Groups 62926.348 1603 39.255   

Total 90283.789 1605    

 

Table A 28.  Multiple comparisons results, men’s denim jeans, price by lower inter-channel 

retailers, 2004 

95% Confidence 

Interval 
 

(I) JCP Inter Comp 

Low Km 

(J) JCP Inter Comp 

Low Km 

Mean 

Difference (I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. 

Lower Bound 
Upper 

Bound 

Wal*Mart 9.06154(*) .35107 .000 8.2014 9.9217 
JCPenney 

Kmart 8.53166(*) .52511 .000 7.2451 9.8182 

JCPenney -9.06154(*) .35107 .000 -9.9217 -8.2014 
Wal*Mart 

Kmart -.52988 .48796 .555 -1.7254 .6657 

JCPenney -8.53166(*) .52511 .000 -9.8182 -7.2451 

Scheffe 

Kmart 
Wal*Mart .52988 .48796 .555 -.6657 1.7254 
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Table A 29.  One-way analysis of variance results, men’s denim jeans, price by lower inter-

channel retailers, 2005 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 34603.081 2 17301.541 374.057 .000 

Within Groups 72618.428 1570 46.254   

Total 107221.510 1572    

 

Table A 30.  Multiple comparisons results, men’s denim jeans, price by lower inter-channel 

retailers, 2005 

95% Confidence Interval 

 
(I) JCP Inter Comp 

Low Km 

(J) JCP Inter Comp 

Low Km 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Wal*Mart 9.89316(*) .37603 .000 8.9719 10.8145 
JCPenney 

Kmart 10.02919(*) .57493 .000 8.6206 11.4378 

JCPenney -9.89316(*) .37603 .000 -10.8145 -8.9719 
Wal*Mart 

Kmart .13603 .54565 .969 -1.2009 1.4729 

JCPenney -10.02919(*) .57493 .000 -11.4378 -8.6206 

Scheffe 

Kmart 
Wal*Mart -.13603 .54565 .969 -1.4729 1.2009 
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Table A 31.  One-way analysis of variance results, women’s denim jeans, price by lower inter-

channel retailers, 2001 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 20617.798 2 10308.899 258.961 .000 

Within Groups 53383.463 1341 39.809   

Total 74001.261 1343    

 

Table A 32.  Multiple comparisons results, women’s denim jeans, price by lower inter-channel 

retailers, 2001 

95% Confidence Interval 

 
(I) JCP Inter Comp 

Low Tar 

(J) JCP Inter Comp 

Low Tar 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Wal*Mart 8.98080(*) .39618 .000 8.0100 9.9516 
JCPenney 

Target 5.12684(*) .60882 .000 3.6349 6.6188 

JCPenney -8.98080(*) .39618 .000 -9.9516 -8.0100 
Wal*Mart 

Target -3.85396(*) .55686 .000 -5.2185 -2.4894 

JCPenney -5.12684(*) .60882 .000 -6.6188 -3.6349 

Scheffe 

Target 

Wal*Mart 3.85396(*) .55686 .000 2.4894 5.2185 
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Table A 33.  One-way analysis of variance results, women’s denim jeans, price by lower inter-

channel retailers, 2002 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 18420.912 2 9210.456 263.285 .000 

Within Groups 53278.912 1523 34.983   

Total 71699.823 1525    

 

Table A 34.  Multiple comparisons results, women’s denim jeans, price by lower inter-channel 

retailers, 2002 

95% Confidence Interval 

 
(I) JCP Inter Comp 

Low Tar 

(J) JCP Inter Comp 

Low Tar 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Wal*Mart 8.05496(*) .35105 .000 7.1948 8.9151 
JCPenney 

Target 5.74063(*) .52425 .000 4.4561 7.0251 

JCPenney -8.05496(*) .35105 .000 -8.9151 -7.1948 
Wal*Mart 

Target -2.31433(*) .47602 .000 -3.4806 -1.1480 

JCPenney -5.74063(*) .52425 .000 -7.0251 -4.4561 

Scheffe 

Target 
Wal*Mart 2.31433(*) .47602 .000 1.1480 3.4806 
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Table A 35.  One-way analysis of variance results, women’s denim jeans, price by lower inter-

channel retailers, 2003 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 16080.847 2 8040.423 221.611 .000 

Within Groups 67701.613 1866 36.282   

Total 83782.460 1868    

 

Table A 36.  Multiple comparisons results, women’s denim jeans, price by lower inter-channel 

retailers, 2003 

95% Confidence Interval 

 
(I) JCP Inter Comp 

Low Tar 

(J) JCP Inter Comp 

Low Tar 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Wal*Mart 6.80129(*) .32533 .000 6.0043 7.5983 
JCPenney 

Target 3.71781(*) .50664 .000 2.4767 4.9589 

JCPenney -6.80129(*) .32533 .000 -7.5983 -6.0043 
Wal*Mart 

Target -3.08347(*) .46041 .000 -4.2113 -1.9556 

JCPenney -3.71781(*) .50664 .000 -4.9589 -2.4767 

Scheffe 

Target 
Wal*Mart 3.08347(*) .46041 .000 1.9556 4.2113 
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Table A 37.  One-way analysis of variance results, women’s denim jeans, price by lower inter-

channel retailers, 2004 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 19712.188 2 9856.094 282.271 .000 

Within Groups 79331.784 2272 34.917   

Total 99043.972 2274    

 

Table A 38.  Multiple comparisons results, women’s denim jeans, price by lower inter-channel 

retailers, 2004 

95% Confidence Interval 

 
(I) JCP Inter Comp 

Low Tar 

(J) JCP Inter Comp 

Low Tar 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Wal*Mart 6.66757(*) .28442 .000 5.9709 7.3642 
JCPenney 

Target 3.09880(*) .42152 .000 2.0664 4.1313 

JCPenney -6.66757(*) .28442 .000 -7.3642 -5.9709 
Wal*Mart 

Target -3.56877(*) .38503 .000 -4.5118 -2.6257 

JCPenney -3.09880(*) .42152 .000 -4.1313 -2.0664 

Scheffe 

Target 
Wal*Mart 3.56877(*) .38503 .000 2.6257 4.5118 
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Table A 39.  One-way analysis of variance results, women’s denim jeans, price by lower inter-

channel retailers, 2005 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 15872.766 2 7936.383 222.553 .000 

Within Groups 74709.159 2095 35.661   

Total 90581.925 2097    

 

Table A 40.  Multiple comparisons results, women’s denim jeans, price by lower inter-channel 

retailers, 2005 

95% Confidence Interval 

 
(I) JCP Inter Comp 

Low Tar 

(J) JCP Inter Comp 

Low Tar 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Wal*Mart 6.45024(*) .30733 .000 5.6974 7.2030 
JCPenney 

Target 3.72957(*) .44047 .000 2.6506 4.8085 

JCPenney -6.45024(*) .30733 .000 -7.2030 -5.6974 
Wal*Mart 

Target -2.72067(*) .39390 .000 -3.6855 -1.7558 

JCPenney -3.72957(*) .44047 .000 -4.8085 -2.6506 

Scheffe 

Target 
Wal*Mart 2.72067(*) .39390 .000 1.7558 3.6855 
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Upper Inter-Channel Competitors 

 

Table A 41.  One-way analysis of variance results, men’s denim jeans, price by upper inter-

channel retailers, 2001 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 6431.982 2 3215.991 24.373 .000 

Within Groups 76398.307 579 131.949   

Total 82830.289 581    

 

Table A 42.  Multiple comparisons results, men’s denim jeans, price by upper inter-channel 

retailers, 2001 

95% Confidence Interval 

 
(I) JCP Inter Comp 

High 

(J) JCP Inter Comp 

High 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Dillard's -9.72290(*) 1.42408 .000 -13.2177 -6.2281 
JCPenney 

The Gap -.51532 1.06401 .889 -3.1265 2.0959 

JCPenney 9.72290(*) 1.42408 .000 6.2281 13.2177 
Dillard's 

The Gap 9.20758(*) 1.52393 .000 5.4677 12.9474 

JCPenney .51532 1.06401 .889 -2.0959 3.1265 

Scheffe 

The Gap 
Dillard's -9.20758(*) 1.52393 .000 -12.9474 -5.4677 
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Table A 43.  One-way analysis of variance results, men’s denim jeans, price by upper inter-

channel retailers, 2002 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 8056.198 2 4028.099 33.987 .000 

Within Groups 74665.861 630 118.517   

Total 82722.058 632    

 

Table A 44.  Multiple comparisons results, men’s denim jeans, price by upper inter-channel 

retailers, 2002 

95% Confidence Interval 

 
(I) JCP Inter Comp 

High 

(J) JCP Inter Comp 

High 

Mean Difference (I-

J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Dillard's -11.52267(*) 1.39773 .000 -14.9521 -8.0932 
JCPenney 

The Gap -2.05740 .95905 .101 -4.4105 .2957 

JCPenney 11.52267(*) 1.39773 .000 8.0932 14.9521 
Dillard's 

The Gap 9.46528(*) 1.48767 .000 5.8152 13.1154 

JCPenney 2.05740 .95905 .101 -.2957 4.4105 

Scheffe 

The Gap 
Dillard's -9.46528(*) 1.48767 .000 -13.1154 -5.8152 
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Table A 45.  One-way analysis of variance results, men’s denim jeans, price by upper inter-

channel retailers, 2003 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 3393.616 2 1696.808 16.038 .000 

Within Groups 77021.420 728 105.799   

Total 80415.036 730    

 

Table A 46.  Multiple comparisons results, men’s denim jeans, price by upper inter-channel 

retailers, 2003 

95% Confidence Interval 

 
(I) JCP Inter Comp 

High 

(J) JCP Inter Comp 

High 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Dillard's -6.26639(*) 1.16986 .000 -9.1358 -3.3970 
JCPenney 

The Gap -2.71363(*) .84322 .006 -4.7819 -.6454 

JCPenney 6.26639(*) 1.16986 .000 3.3970 9.1358 
Dillard's 

The Gap 3.55276(*) 1.24362 .017 .5024 6.6031 

JCPenney 2.71363(*) .84322 .006 .6454 4.7819 

Scheffe 

The Gap 
Dillard's -3.55276(*) 1.24362 .017 -6.6031 -.5024 
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Table A 47.  One-way analysis of variance results, men’s denim jeans, price by upper inter-

channel retailers, 2004 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 11512.666 2 5756.333 52.265 .000 

Within Groups 95268.947 865 110.138   

Total 106781.613 867    

 

Table A 48.  Multiple comparisons results, men’s denim jeans, price by upper inter-channel 

retailers, 2004 

95% Confidence Interval 

 
(I) JCP Inter Comp 

High 

(J) JCP Inter Comp 

High 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Dillard's -9.54674(*) 1.16667 .000 -12.4074 -6.6861 
JCPenney 

The Gap -6.24076(*) .78414 .000 -8.1635 -4.3181 

JCPenney 9.54674(*) 1.16667 .000 6.6861 12.4074 
Dillard's 

The Gap 3.30598(*) 1.23475 .028 .2784 6.3336 

JCPenney 6.24076(*) .78414 .000 4.3181 8.1635 

Scheffe 

The Gap 
Dillard's -3.30598(*) 1.23475 .028 -6.3336 -.2784 
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Table A 49.  One-way analysis of variance results, men’s denim jeans, price by upper inter-

channel retailers, 2005 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 15360.642 2 7680.321 58.331 .000 

Within Groups 126400.801 960 131.668   

Total 141761.443 962    

 

Table A 50.  Multiple comparisons results, men’s denim jeans, price by upper inter-channel 

retailers, 2005 

95% Confidence Interval 

 
(I) JCP Inter Comp 

High 

(J) JCP Inter Comp 

High 

Mean Difference (I-

J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Dillard's -10.41353(*) 1.22070 .000 -13.4062 -7.4209 
JCPenney 

The Gap -6.90949(*) .80737 .000 -8.8888 -4.9302 

JCPenney 10.41353(*) 1.22070 .000 7.4209 13.4062 
Dillard's 

The Gap 3.50404(*) 1.28298 .024 .3587 6.6494 

JCPenney 6.90949(*) .80737 .000 4.9302 8.8888 

Scheffe 

The Gap 
Dillard's -3.50404(*) 1.28298 .024 -6.6494 -.3587 
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Table A 51.  One-way analysis of variance results, women’s denim jeans, price by upper inter-

channel retailers, 2001 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 11330.386 2 5665.193 46.325 .000 

Within Groups 79612.817 651 122.293   

Total 90943.203 653    

 

Table A 52.  Multiple comparisons results, women’s denim jeans, price by upper inter-channel 

retailers, 2001 

95% Confidence Interval 

 
(I) JCP Inter Comp 

High 

(J) JCP Inter Comp 

High 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Dillard's -9.65049(*) 1.51875 .000 -13.3766 -5.9244 
JCPenney 

The Gap -7.97233(*) .93555 .000 -10.2676 -5.6771 

JCPenney 9.65049(*) 1.51875 .000 5.9244 13.3766 
Dillard's 

The Gap 1.67817 1.58543 .571 -2.2115 5.5678 

JCPenney 7.97233(*) .93555 .000 5.6771 10.2676 

Scheffe 

The Gap 

Dillard's -1.67817 1.58543 .571 -5.5678 2.2115 
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Table A 53.  One-way analysis of variance results, women’s denim jeans, price by upper inter-

channel retailers, 2002 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 6896.678 2 3448.339 29.034 .000 

Within Groups 88364.704 744 118.770   

Total 95261.382 746    

 

Table A 54.  Multiple comparisons results, women’s denim jeans, price by upper inter-channel 

retailers, 2002 

95% Confidence Interval 

 
(I) JCP Inter Comp 

High 

(J) JCP Inter Comp 

High 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Dillard's -6.42422(*) 1.31891 .000 -9.6591 -3.1894 
JCPenney 

The Gap -5.99392(*) .86789 .000 -8.1226 -3.8652 

JCPenney 6.42422(*) 1.31891 .000 3.1894 9.6591 
Dillard's 

The Gap .43030 1.38223 .953 -2.9599 3.8205 

JCPenney 5.99392(*) .86789 .000 3.8652 8.1226 

Scheffe 

The Gap 
Dillard's -.43030 1.38223 .953 -3.8205 2.9599 
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Table A 55.  One-way analysis of variance results, women’s denim jeans, price by upper inter-

channel retailers, 2003 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 14534.333 2 7267.167 59.150 .000 

Within Groups 104922.874 854 122.861   

Total 119457.207 856    

 

Table A 56.  Multiple comparisons results, women’s denim jeans, price by upper inter-channel 

retailers, 2003 

95% Confidence Interval 

 
(I) JCP Inter Comp 

High 

(J) JCP Inter Comp 

High 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Dillard's -6.26139(*) 1.24977 .000 -9.3259 -3.1969 
JCPenney 

The Gap -8.80824(*) .83194 .000 -10.8482 -6.7683 

JCPenney 6.26139(*) 1.24977 .000 3.1969 9.3259 
Dillard's 

The Gap -2.54685 1.32070 .156 -5.7853 .6916 

JCPenney 8.80824(*) .83194 .000 6.7683 10.8482 

Scheffe 

The Gap 
Dillard's 2.54685 1.32070 .156 -.6916 5.7853 
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Table A 57.  One-way analysis of variance results, women’s denim jeans, price by upper inter-

channel retailers, 2004 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 40095.276 2 20047.638 146.067 .000 

Within Groups 149190.322 1087 137.250   

Total 189285.599 1089    

 

Table A 58.  Multiple comparisons results, women’s denim jeans, price by upper inter-channel 

retailers, 2004 

95% Confidence Interval 

 
(I) JCP Inter Comp 

High 

(J) JCP Inter Comp 

High 

Mean Difference (I-

J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Dillard's -9.67570(*) 1.39791 .000 -13.1022 -6.2492 
JCPenney 

The Gap -12.72500(*) .76152 .000 -14.5916 -10.8584 

JCPenney 9.67570(*) 1.39791 .000 6.2492 13.1022 
Dillard's 

The Gap -3.04930 1.44929 .110 -6.6017 .5031 

JCPenney 12.72500(*) .76152 .000 10.8584 14.5916 

Scheffe 

The Gap 
Dillard's 3.04930 1.44929 .110 -.5031 6.6017 
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Table A 59.  One-way analysis of variance results, women’s denim jeans, price by upper inter-

channel retailers, 2005 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 26720.250 2 13360.125 77.215 .000 

Within Groups 176139.869 1018 173.025   

Total 202860.119 1020    

 

Table A 60.  Multiple comparisons results, women’s denim jeans, price by upper inter-channel 

retailers, 2005 

95% Confidence Interval 

 
(I) JCP Inter Comp 

High 

(J) JCP Inter Comp 

High 

Mean Difference (I-

J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Dillard's -12.41591(*) 1.43915 .000 -15.9438 -8.8881 
JCPenney 

The Gap -9.52824(*) .87778 .000 -11.6800 -7.3765 

JCPenney 12.41591(*) 1.43915 .000 8.8881 15.9438 
Dillard's 

The Gap 2.88767 1.48149 .150 -.7440 6.5193 

JCPenney 9.52824(*) .87778 .000 7.3765 11.6800 

Scheffe 

The Gap 
Dillard's -2.88767 1.48149 .150 -6.5193 .7440 
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 Two-Way Analysis of Variance 

 

Table A 61.  Multiple comparison tests of intra-channel controlling for year, women’s denim 

jeans 

95% Confidence Interval 
(I) JCP Intra Comp (J) JCP Intra Comp Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Kohl's .4247 .25473 .249 -.1990 1.0484 
JCPenney 

Sears -.6833 .31117 .090 -1.4452 .0786 

JCPenney -.4247 .25473 .249 -1.0484 .1990 
Kohl's 

Sears -1.1079(*) .33038 .004 -1.9169 -.2990 

JCPenney .6833 .31117 .090 -.0786 1.4452 
Sears 

Kohl's 1.1079(*) .33038 .004 .2990 1.9169 

Based on observed means.  

* The mean difference was significant at the .05 level. 
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Table A 62.  Multiple comparison tests of year controlling for intra-channel, women’s denim 

jeans 

95% Confidence Interval 
(I) Processing Year (J) Processing Year Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

2002 1.3701(*) .41654 .029 .0866 2.6536 

2003 2.5979(*) .40022 .000 1.3647 3.8311 

2004 2.7019(*) .38186 .000 1.5253 3.8786 
2001 

2005 2.8899(*) .38755 .000 1.6957 4.0841 

2001 -1.3701(*) .41654 .029 -2.6536 -.0866 

2003 1.2278(*) .37464 .030 .0734 2.3822 

2004 1.3318(*) .35496 .007 .2381 2.4256 
2002 

2005 1.5198(*) .36107 .001 .4072 2.6324 

2001 -2.5979(*) .40022 .000 -3.8311 -1.3647 

2002 -1.2278(*) .37464 .030 -2.3822 -.0734 

2004 .1040 .33566 .999 -.9303 1.1383 
2003 

2005 .2920 .34212 .948 -.7622 1.3462 

2001 -2.7019(*) .38186 .000 -3.8786 -1.5253 

2002 -1.3318(*) .35496 .007 -2.4256 -.2381 

2003 -.1040 .33566 .999 -1.1383 .9303 
2004 

2005 .1880 .32044 .987 -.7994 1.1754 

2001 -2.8899(*) .38755 .000 -4.0841 -1.6957 

2002 -1.5198(*) .36107 .001 -2.6324 -.4072 

2003 -.2920 .34212 .948 -1.3462 .7622 
2005 

2004 -.1880 .32044 .987 -1.1754 .7994 

Based on observed means.  

* The mean difference was significant at the .05 level. 
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Table A 63.  Multiple comparison tests of intra-channel controlling for year, men’s denim jeans 

95% Confidence Interval 
(I) JCP Intra Comp (J) JCP Intra Comp Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Kohl's 2.9023(*) .29645 .000 2.1765 3.6282 
JCPenney 

Sears .3312 .29556 .534 -.3925 1.0548 

JCPenney -2.9023(*) .29645 .000 -3.6282 -2.1765 
Kohl's 

Sears -2.5712(*) .32761 .000 -3.3733 -1.7690 

JCPenney -.3312 .29556 .534 -1.0548 .3925 
Sears 

Kohl's 2.5712(*) .32761 .000 1.7690 3.3733 

Based on observed means.  

* The mean difference was significant at the .05 level. 

 


