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The Effect of Fashion Product’s Shopping Bag types on Customer Response,
Adpvertising Effectiveness, and Purchase Intention

Heeju Chae, Sooyeon Lee, and Eunju Ko'
Dept. of Clothing & Textiles, Yonsei University; Seoul, Korea

Abstract : Packaging of shopping bag is a ‘silent salesman’ which plays an important role in marketing communication
due to the increase of self-service outlets and changing lifestyles of customers. Retail shopping bags, which are defined
as bags provided by retailers to customer as a means of transporting merchandise, are a type of secondary packaging. This
study explored the effect of a fashion product’s shopping bag types in sense of shopping value, customers’ response, atti-
tude toward advertising, and purchase intention. Data was analyzed by factor analysis, frequency analysis, correlation,
structural equation modeling using SPSS 18.0 and AMOS 18.0. The results of this study were as follows. Consumers’
responses about shopping bags show that there are some differences between consumers who have either hedonic or util-
itarian shopping value. Hedonic shopping value influences on consumers’ response as unique, interesting, and attention;
however utilitarian value affects prestige in addition to those four significant factors. Therefore, this study shows that con-
sumer response is different in accordance with shopping value. Thus, using the various types of shopping bags can be
influenced on effective advertising. It will also great effect on marketing activity with lower cost. The significant result
from this study has proven that the shopping bag is correlates to the definition of pop art today because it can offer an
opportunity to look at, play with and buy sophisticated visual stimulus. Therefore, retail and brands have to concern about
shopping bag considering their decisive role in the apparel market.
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Table 1. Four types of shopping bag stimulus

[Product Symbolization] [Fun]

Image 1. Product Symbolization.
http://stupidhoony.com.

Image 2. Fun.
http://trendinsight.tistory.com

[Campaign] [Functional]

Image 3. Campaign.
http://trendinsight.tistory.com

Image 4. Functional.
http://stupidhoony.com.
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gt 7]54d0] ERolE &2 989 (27.5%) 22 YERHTE
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H diEvtel $HAES B8 AEdEe] gt e
gk NS FHEERA
QRNEA, FR1H QR1EAS AAEIA
£ ZH%H(Eigen value) 0.7 ©|3le] JEE
7b gitkarl wdsie] 25 AASIR e, 1 A3 &
3k 2HIRES] 2 71RE FEE 71x](Hedonic value), 7]
71x] (Utilitarian value)® 27FA]2] Q2lo] F&Et}. 4
ek amzte] 2o gk Ak =4 5719
= $H(Friendly), & V](Interesting), =%-(Attention),
(Prestige), =53 (Unique) = UEFSITE FaE] =9} Fujj9
@ Q1o IRIEITK(Table 2).
1A 9lRAe 9d = U
e
AESR= Zo] Ags Hrke sl vigAsi. £ A
= ERE QQlEAS nlElo g B0l QolEAS AAE
om, 7} & A HH HEE =& fg A%= 4
7}2 9180 ¢*/df, GFI, AGFI, RMSEA®] Ath%-3H4]4, NFI,
CFL, TLISS] SEEFAFE olgsle] Af=s sdsigir).
A o Mdfe] Fe 3¥Th 2, GFI, AGFIE 0.80 o],
RMSEAE 0.08 ©]&}, NFI, TLI, GFI, IFI= 0.90 o]*o]®
AT 2ol Agtsirta Br1E = Ack(Koo, 2010).

2 AT 4 BEY 14 QRS AN A A
HHEW, y’=771.921, df=442, y*/df=1.746, GFI=0.892, AGFI=
0.855, RMSEA=0.046, NFI=0.915, TLI=0.951, CFI=0.961% 1}
ER oA 2 A3 1F 715l Rkt

3t 7o) FAl el tigk F 7B o)) ST A=
FABAE Zd=A0 AEE Ueille THEFAS it
FZW(AVE) (0.5 oI 78), 7BEAZE(CR) (0.7°1F &)
Zog =48 4= JvkBagozzi & Yi, 1988). ool #3F 2
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Table 2. The result of EFA and CFA for measurement

Factor Loading Standardized Factor

Variables  Factors Questionnaires (EFA) Loading (CFA) tvalue AVE CR C. a
1 Shopping is interesting. 0.897 0.935 -2
2 I enjoy shopping. 0.887 0.914 1.018
Hedonic .
Value 3 I like to shop a new product. 0.881 0.852 0904 0.673 0.892 0919
Shopping 4 1 can forget my pain when I shop. 0.801 0.640 0.811
Value 5 1 usually shop in my free time. 0.852 0.720 0.821
6 I only shop when I need something. 0.668 0.583 0.713
Utilitarian .
Value 7 1 plan before I go shopping. 0.856 0.628 0.75 0.499 0.689 0.728
8 1 only shop by plan. 0.847 0.874 -2
1 This shopping bag looks beautiful. 0.708 0.487 -8
9 This shopping bag looks v-aluable and it enhances 0789 0.905 2058
Prestige self-esteem when I had it. 0518 078 0813
10 This shopping bag will enhance prestige. 0.796 0.816 1.589
14 This shopping bag design and color are luxurious. 0.766 0.592 1.265
6 This shopping bag is different with others in 0.798 0628 0.866
several aspects.
Unique 11 This shopping bag is scarce. 0.814 0.805 1.16 0.576 0781 0.81
12 This shopping bag is unique. 0.748 0.828 -8
Consumer 9  This shopping bag makes a comfort feeling. 0.884 0.892 -
10 This shopping bag makes a relaxed feeling. 0.895 0917 1.035
Response i cndly pping bag ¢ 0.705 0876 0912
11 This shopping bag makes a warm feeling. 0.874 0.824 0.925
12 This shopping bag makes an intimate feeling. 0.811 0.711 0.814
1 This shopping bag gives a pleasure. 0.903 0.951 1.238
2 This shopping bag gives a fun. 0.905 0.905 1.171
Interesting . . o . 0.754 0912 0.924
3 This shopping hag is interesting. 0.757 0.849 1.038
4 This shopping bag makes a happy feeling. 0.826 0.757 -8
5 This shopping bag is sensational. 0.810 0.761 -8
Attention 6 This shopping bag calls my attention. 0.716 0.545 0.673 0.584 0.739 0.785
7  This shopping bag makes a strong impression. 0.795 0.936 1.275
1 I like this shopping bag. 0.910 0.897 1.013
2 I have a good feeling toward this shopping bag. 0.910 0.901 1.056
Attitude toward . . .
Advertising 3 This shopping bag is well made. 0.842 0.762 0.845  0.654 0.891 0.904
4  This shopping bag is attractive. 0.718 0.605 0.668
5 This shopping bag makes a positive feeling. 0.867 0.841 -8
1 I w111‘rec0mmend this brand that provides this 0.908 0.866 a
shopping bag to others.
I am willing to buy this brand’s products that
Purchase Intention provide this shopping bag. 0.926 0891 1.065 0.733 0.875 0.892
I am willing to buy this brand’s products that
3 provide this shopping bag than other competitive 0.889 0.809 1.032
brands.
2 =771.921, df=442 (y*/df=1.746)
GFI=0.892, AGFI=0.855, RMSEA=0.046, NFI=0.915, TLI=0.951, CFI=0.961
* Fixed at 1 to standardize.
Ao AxE AW EH, AVERLS EF 0.5~0.7°19, CR&HS WA 3 A aslel e A dvi vE
0.7~0912 Ueht tiAlzes FHed S et S & Aol tigk AFo =, FAINQIS] AVE#C] FAIRQIZE] A
1 % ATH(Table 2). A Al gEok 291 W Bl ok & 4 Qv



Table 3. The squared correlations and AVE of constructs

£ Y] HjE LS, BEE, Pl s FF 571

O] 2 3) “) ) (6) (7 ®) ©
Hedonic Value (1) 0.673 a
Utilitarian Value (2) 0.108 b 0.499
CR-Prestige (3) 0.009 0.015 0.518
CR-Unique (4) 0.081 0.008 0.071 0.576
AR-Friendly (5) 0.000 0.001 0.201 0.004 0.705
AR-Interesting (6) 0.043 0.013 0.081 0.284 0.032 0.754
AR-Attention (7) 0.007 0.053 0.025 0.267 0.098 0.104 0.584
Advertising Attitude (8) 0.014 0.003 0.282 0.104 0.312 0.235 0.001 0.654
Purchase Intention (9) 0.053 0.001 0.399 0.068 0.143 0.123 0.009 0.489 0.733

a: Average Variance Extracted (AVEs) for each constructs are displayed on the diagonal.
b: Numbers below the diagonal are the squared correlation estimates between the two constructs.

Table 3& A EH RE AVERo] AodA AlFgre & 7o
2 Ueptrlel 24 Ada el BleldAd S zhe Jlow 3
Q1= AT

43 7 Jpd A=

AH|RLe] & 7ER], AHANES, FAEE, o=} R
=4 Weloz pAE AT 2Fol i AAF B A=
Y=3410.306, df=2280(x’/df=1.496, p<001), GFI=0.802, RMSEA
=0.026, IFI=0.936, TLI=0.919, CFI=09342.2 Ueh} o7 =3
o] ZANEAR]l A3l 83 F e Fo=E Jeith dF
2y A4S 53 B A7 7MEF 4= Fig. 2, Table 4

st 2t
avAe] &3 K F AR Pl 554, B, 72

2t
kol o] Folst J&kS w|x 7MdHI-2(4311, 5.038), HI-

4(B=210, =4.024), H1-5(4=.158, =2.733)= &= o} &
Held, 2ol folst TS nAA] e Ao =y
H1-1(=117, =1.905), H1-3(5=019, =339y 71Zt= 2t}
ol 2 Anxle} wjE, 7, 38, F= T e
frolgt I3 Aol Arhe AL BHolE AYATEBabin et
al, 1994; Mathwick et al., 2001; Ryu, 2005)% -FAKSH Az}
E JEeRATh Bk AHjRle] & 7HA] F, A8 THRE &
1ol ZEA Fu) FE ukgoo] 93 YFE A H2-
1(B=171, =2.499), H2-2(f=160, =2.527), H2-4(=.155,
=2.734), H2-5(=249, =3.838)7} A|A] HoH, 3lZstog
= o ggko] fleo® YeR} H2-3(4=070, =1.156)>
AR S| A FQIT}, AvlA} wke = Bl EEA 31328 &

s 171 -,
Al BIHERY Fo8 G FAE R0® UERt H3-
1(B=240, =4.484), H32(f=250, =4.342), H3-3(5=394,

Shopping Value

( Consumer Response |

Attitude
toward
Advertising

Attention -

Estimate: Standardized Coefficient
* p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001

Fig. 2. Result of structural equation model.
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=6.933), H3-4(=278, =5.840)y= M=o}, F2 3u
HEEe] B JFHA=202, =3354)0] Y= Ae=Z Jeht}
H3-52 714 ole &HRF vhge] 519 a4l A
Au 7t Freeze] fo3t Y¢S v|XtE Kim et
al(2012)] AFAZe} YW AfFah, 52, 5548 ok
2 X Fel dhgo] Faze] 9IS vXItk= Park(2006)
o] AFAFe} fAe AFE HoFE Fuljeole] fejet
I EHA T F&5 REERbo] UEht H4-1(p=374,
(=5.342)F H4-5(4=012, =.183)7to] A& FAom =E4,
A28, SHE foldt QS vXA s ZoE Ve Hé-
2(4=032, 1=535), H4-3(B=097, =1533), H4-4(5=006,
=1N7E AAEA &yt old gt Az ths]l Youm and
Yu(2012)—°4 EQojrle Iojjojwo] FAZF ke mxtk= 2
9} FE 3} 7+o wigko] ulgo] oA} 9] ukgo] Fujj oo
frolgh a8 vRIvk= Kim et al. (2012)9] A+4A7} A
3 435 HojFE)

Table 4. Result of testing hypotheses

?ﬂﬂiﬂ}—— ol &
Linking value(Cova, 1997y

_i’__

Lee et al(2008a)2] A7-olA A
A1 7AE AR Y A7
X

o) ] 01_7-”

479

2271 358 o,
9 BAFH AR ARG
R tR= Zo] EAo|t}, TSl o)

el 7=
o & 7KRE wr
o2 HAQZIL, o

5\_ ];}_4 PSE-E )

—LI
:*é fe e Ao m\n

—_ =

No. Relationship between Variables Estimate S.E t-value Results
H1 Hedonic Value — Consumer Response
H 1-1 Hedonic value — Prestige 117 .035 1.905 Not Supported
H 12 Hedonic value — Unique 311 .052 5.038%** Supported
H 1-3 Hedonic value — Friendly .019 .069 339 Not Supported
H 14 Hedonic value — Interesting 210 .063 4.024%=* Supported
H 1-5 Hedonic value — Attention 158 .068 2.733%* Supported
H 2 Utilitarian Value — Consumer Response
H 2-1 Utilitarian value — Prestige 171 .034 2.499* Supported
H 2-2 Utilitarian value — Unique .160 .047 2.527* Supported
H 2-3 Utilitarian value — Friendly .070 .066 1.156 Not Supported
H 2-4 Utilitarian value — Interesting 155 .060 2.734%* Supported
H 2-5 Utilitarian value — Attention 249 .068 3.838%== Supported
H3 Consumer Response — Attitude toward Advertising
H 3-1 Prestige — Attitude toward Advertising 240 .103 4.484 %% Supported
H 3-2 Unique — Attitude toward Advertising 250 075 4.342%%* Supported
H 33 Friendly — Attitude toward Advertising 394 .050 6.933%** Supported
H 34 Interesting — Attitude toward Advertising 278 043 5.840%** Supported
H 3-5 Attention — Attitude toward Advertising -202 .056 -3.354 Not Supported
H 4 Attitude toward Advertising — Purchase Intention
H 4-1 Prestige — Purchase Intention 374 132 5.342%%* Supported
H 4-2 Unique — Purchase Intention .032 .077 535 Not Supported
H 4-3 Friendly — Purchase Intention -.097 .054 -1.533 Not Supported
H 4-4 Interesting — Purchase Intention .006 .045 117 Not Supported
H 4-5 Attention — Purchase Intention 012 .057 183 Not Supported
HS Attitude toward Advertising — Purchase Intention 540 .067 7.824% %% Supported

x2:3410.306, df=2280 (xz/df:1.496, p<0.001), GFI=0.802, RMSEA=0.026, IF1=0.936, TLI=0.919, CFI=0.934

Estimate: Standardized Coefficient
* p<05, ** p<01, ***p<001
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Table 5. Comparison of types of shopping bag

No. Path between variables Shopping Bag #1 Shopping Bag #2 Shopping Bag #3  Shopping Bag #4 1 1
Estimate t-value Estimate t-value Estimate t-value Estimate t-value (df=28) (df=1)
vy 1 Hedonic value — Prestige 088  1.042 .035 .596 019 331 .087 1.662 178.788  4.037*
vy 2 Hedonic value — Unique 365 3266*%* 295 2901%* 079 911 367 3.189%*+ 181262  1.563
v 3 Hedonic value —> Friendly -029  -300  .105 1114 072 561 257 1848 171482 11343+
y 4 Hedonic value — Interesting 474 3749%% 287 2391% 327 2308% 239 2015% 181414 1411
y 5 Hedonic value —> Attention 284 2.176% 181 1501 092 804 045 420 18056 2265
vy 6 Utilitarian value —> Prestige 034 316 075 1599 112 1914 116 1.980*% 178857  3.968*
y 7 Utilitarian value — Unique 083 655 177 2313%* -01l  -163  .164 1608 180424 2401
y 8 Utilitarian value — Friendly 239 1813 122 1672 148 1376 016 114 17769 5.135%
y 9 Utilitarian value — Interesting -.021 -.131 .169 1.870 .074 .640 266 2.240*  181.737 1.088
v 10 Utilitarian value —> Attention 211 1232 240 2460* 152 1555 319 2660%** 182469 0356
y 11 irgjteiﬁfszgmﬁmde toward 674 3764%%% 096 419 275 1344 865  2481%* 172957  9.868*
y 12 g‘c‘lt’e‘:m_’n gA“it”de toward 211 1460 233 1494 772 3333 247 2604%% 18109 1735
¥ 13 ir(iiir:iliys i;Ammde toward 238 1755 256 2173% 356 35280k 261 3834%* 179914 2911
v 14 g‘;‘j:;?s‘;ﬁg_’ Atitude toward 216 2.054% 478 5660%** 0289 3572 156 1798 179209  3.616
v 15 ﬁﬁiﬂﬁ;’s‘;ﬂ;m"“ toward 2104 -LII1 =155 -1220  -308 2184  -062  -695 180483 2342
vy 16 Prestige — Purchase Intention 393 1.854 869  3.497%** 930  2.706%* 573 1.448 175.205 7.62*
vy 17 Unique — Purchase Intention 460 2.806* .081 610 -.189 -767 -.094 -.791 176.938  5.887*
vy 18 Friendly — Purchase Intention 265 1.830 =232 -2.149 -252 -2.007 -.031 -333 178.184  4.641*
v 19 Interesting — Purchase Intention  -.046 -451 019 235 -.046 -484 .108 1.012 182.3 0.525
vy 20 Attention — Purchase Intention -.145 -1.449  -.100 -.886 074 467 .046 414 181.284 1.541
y 21 Auitude toward Advertising > 30 ge0es 485 4g07erE 600 3T3IMEE 774 43026 178127 4.698%

Purchase Intention

$=653.955, df=456 3°=657.313, df=456 y’=701.037, df=456 %°=653.150, df=456

(/df=1.434, (/dt=1.441, (/df=1.537, (x¥df=1.432,
p<0.001), p<0.001), p<0.001), p<0.001),
Model Fit RMSEA=0.077  RMSEA=0.070, RMSEA=0.076,  RMSEA=0.067, Ax’*>3.84 (p<0.05)
IF1=0.906, 1F1=0.906, IF1=0.893, 1F1=0.922,
TLI=0.879, TLI=0.878, TLI=0.862, TLI=0.900,
CFI=0.901 CFI=0.901 CFI=0.888 CFI=0.919
Estimate: Regression coefficiency
* p<.05, ** p<01, **%p<001
2 7pR9] &HAbE 55FH(S=367, =3.189), TVI(5=239, S YOI|EE A 758 7S o] FIEEE
=2.015) Wk&olle] fFofsk FFS viHoH, ol F 55§ W FA7E v BTE AR 2 F IS FoE AlsHT
o] FILE=(B=247, F2.604)22] BH o= FolF I v 53] 71573 e TARIARD aiEnt ohE} A& The
Foh 84 71A9] AHRks S04 (B116, =1.980), TV g 2A (d, WY, SAXE F)5 AR uet £3E @
(/3=266 =2.240), F5(=319, =2.660) §H-golo] {o& Tt oluE} Haoe AA=EY A3S FA35]| Ps|= g
b wiAle A Bolon, ol T S FaHER ThHa & Song, 2011). 1 E& £&gule 2H|25e)A 7]
°l frolek JEH(B=865, 2481y PIFTE B gk A& 7+ =5E 7ksAdo] BoR| AL, o|2A FAEEE fo3 9
H|ZLe] BE Hhg-2 7 of AL Fufolofe] {oldt FES T+ XE ﬁﬁi e = Aok B3 7lsAE THIEE &
WX ket vhE, 2123t Faej=e) frolgh F3F # e Ad 5L “31 alo] AALE-S BS 2 7FssiAl Azt
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e
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(Lo
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1873 A 0)aL A& 7hset Q1 (Svanes et
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