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ABSTRACT

People's clothing preferences are changing withréped development of technology. Success
of firms requires knowledge of the target audieimcglobal market. It is necessary to determine the
factors that affect consumer attitude and behaviolihe purpose of the study was to determine the
factors that influence brand attitude and behaviaaorong college students for the apparel sector. In
this regard, factor analysis was employed to thea@dequired from 350 students enrolled at the Ordu
University Unye Faculty of Economics and Administe Sciences. Exploratory factor analysis,
reliability analysis and confirmatory factor analgswere carried out in order to determine the
construct validity of the factor analysis. KaiseMayer — Olkin and Bartlett criterion was used éstt
the suitability of the variables in the factor aysis as well as to test the sample size (KMO; (.928
P<0.01). Exploratory factor analysis showed a stane of 15 items and 3 factors. These factors
explained 66.44 % of the total variance. The CrafibAlpha coefficients revealing that the tests were
consistent. The results of confirmatory factor gse were 2.335 for CMINDF, 0.062 for RMSEA,
0.932 for GFI, 0.942 for NFI and 0.966 for CFI. Adictors were significant and fit indices confirmed
that the model had a perfect fit. To sum up, tletofa effective in the brand preference of students
were collected under three headings. These weradbtayalty, turning to alternative brand and
brand sensitivity.

Keywords:brand loyalty, brand preference, factor analysilainiversity students.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Young people account for a major part of consune@ufation and are the main target
of apparel sector. As in the whole world, younggeon Turkey have started to make more
informed shopping in recent years. While decidingbuy a product, consumers might
consider the price, packaging, warranty and a#é-services. In addition, perception of
brand characteristics and marketing strategiesdcalsio play role in consumers’ purchasing
decision. Firms, on the other hand, evaluate theiy of perception by target groups and
behavior and attitude of consumers towards theindbrand products. Consumer preferences
and perceptions are important for apparel firmscihiave created their own brands. In order
to create brands that could meet the expectatibromsumers in today’'s markets where
many local and foreign firms compete, apparel firsi®wuld consider the attitudes of
consumers towards their brands. Therefore, firmmulshbe aware of the expectations of
customers and take measures to increase the daitigptay young people.

The purpose of the study was to determine attiar behaviors effective for brand
preference in apparel industry. Data for the stadsne from a survey and were analyzed
using exploratory factor analysis (EFA), relialyilanalysis and confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA).

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Factors Affecting the Purchasing Behaviors 6Gbnsumers

Marketing aims to ensure the production of goodsservices that fit to the needs and
desires of consumers. An accurate analysis of ecoesl behaviors is the first thing to
achieve this aim. Such an analysis will identifyerdy why and how the consumers buy and
use a certain brand as well as why they turn teerotirands. Despite changing by the
merchandise, consumer behavior remains the sanwaigiwut the purchasing process.
Process of deciding the purchasing basically ct$ five steps: identification (being
aware) of problem, data collecting, consideratidnoptions, purchasing decision and
evaluation after purchasing (Kotler and Keller, @0®1). There are many factors affecting
the purchasing behavior of consumers. These aialswow cultural factors such as culture,
subculture, social class, reference groups andiygi@rant and Stephen, 2005: 451). There
are also psychological factors affecting purchasimghaviors of consumers such as
motivation, perception, learning as well as beliahsl attitudes (Miryala and Aluvala, 2015:
163).

One of the most significant factors affecting cansus’ purchasing behaviors is
brand. Numerous authors have presented definitionsa brand. Brand is described as a
name, term, sign or style and it is a unificatidrine above and the goods or services of one
seller or a group of sellers are identified andedéntiated by the competitors (Kotler, 2000).
Kapferer (1997) states that a brand is diffentiatet two different functions named
distinguishing products from each other and indhicgits origin.There are some benefits
derived from brands by consumers. Brands give denfie to consumers. They do take risks
by purchasing unknown products. Brand productscaresidered to have better quality and
preferred compared to other products. Brands miakagsy for consumers to recognize the
products and, thus, hasten the decision processpdiochasing. Brand products mean
guarantee for consumers and help to protect theéyh(BL998).

2.2. Factors Effective in Brand Preference of Commers
Today consumers who want to purchase a given ptadube market have different
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prices and product types. They evaluate differeandts and select among a large spectrum of
products for their needs, values, expectationshatits. Consumers decide brands under the
influence of factors such as demand, demographatuffes, perception of brand by
consumers, brand image consumers have, attitudesdes other brands, marketing policies
of producing and selling firms, socio-economic stawe and common way of living of the
society (Guneri, 1996:69).

Among the leading factors brand loyalty is effeetifor the brand preference of
consumers. One of the most widely shared defirstiminbrand loyalty was that of Jocoby and
Kyner, (1973). It was described as the biased heheal response expressed over time by
some decision making unit with respect with onemarre alternative brands out of a set of
such brands, it has functions such as psycholb@ieision-making, evaluative) process
(Bozzo et al., 2003). The brand loyalty was desttibs a “deeply held commitment to rebuy
or repatronize a preferred product/service condisten the future, even though situational
influences and marketing efforts have the potertbatause switching behavior" (Oliver,
1999:34).Although most consumers basically remayallto a given brand or firm, they may
try competing brands or products in time (Waltemd #aul, 1970:508). When a previously
used and satisfied product cannot meet the expmtsatconsumers may opt for a brand
change. Consumers may also try different altereativhen the price of the product changes,
e.g. when the price increases excessively (Asd@62:80). A consumer failing to find his
first choice brand in point of sale will naturalthyy the second preferred one. Another reason
to turn to another brand is special discounts aranptions (gift checks, free samples,
discount coupons etc.) for various possible altiereabrands (Loudon and Della Bitta,
1993:567). In a fast changing world, curiosity todgatrying different products in the market,
disappointments due to changes in quality and pedace of the product and past
experiences may force consumers to try other bréAdsael, 1992:84; Walters and Paul,
1970:508).

When the consumers decide buying something for thesires and needs, they may
find multiple brand alternatives. It cannot be eptpd from each consumer to exert the same
purchasing behavior. Brand sensivity has a psyghcdb structure relating brands to a buyer's
decision-making process (Lachance et al. 2003)ordsemer is said to be brand loyal only
under the condition of strong brand sensitivity.isTlshows the significance of brand
sensitivity in the context of brand loyalty (Bengjr2016:6)

The designer apparel brands are perceived by theuomers as prestigious brands
encompassing a couple of physical and psychologalakes perceived as conspicuous value,
perceived unique value, perceived hedonic valuegpeed quality value and perceived social
value (Prendergast and Wong, 2003). Consumpticerpatare governed by social value of
the product that determines the purchasing intesficonsumer attitudes, or perceptions on
brand or advertising slogan largely. Qualitativdigtinct psychological motives are created
by consumer experience having high socio-econonowep perceptions and developed
towards buying designer apparel (Rucker and GafirnaB09)

Marangoz (2006) studied how the brand concept isepeed especially by college
students and effects of brand perception on aftler-behaviors such as buying again and
returning the product. Findings of that study réeeéahat quality of the product plays a
crucial role in buying again and returning decisiokinuthia et al. (2012) carried out a study
among the students being active at swimming asrgettive activity at Kenyan University
would be loyal to swimwear brands based on facsoich as Size and Brand Reputation;
Attractiveness; Price and Variety. According to thsults it was found out that there was a
positive relationship between brand loyalty and fdxetors. Lee et. al. (2008) in their study
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have indicated that Mexican college students detedt.S. apparel brands higher on
emotional value thus having higher purchasing imnb@rtowards it.

Ciftci and Cop (2007) carried out a study to deteamthe factors affecting blue jeans
preference of college students and found that miodunge, capacity to meet the demands of
customers, striking product designs, reliability and and fabric quality of the products
influenced the preference of consumers. In addititowas revealed that consumers satisfied
with a product of a brand were also satisfied \amiother product of the same brand. Another
study by Odin et al. (2001) showed that studentk strong brand sensitivity also had strong
brand loyalty. Yildiz (2006) investigated the asation between the trust young people had
in apparel brands and different characteristicshef brand and found that name, affection,
satisfaction and image of the brand significantfg@ed the trust.

3. MATERIAL AND METHOD

Major experimental data of the study were obtaitbtbugh a questionnaire.
Questionnaire form was prepared based on the stedieducted by Demir (2013) and Yarici
(2009). In the first part of the questionnaire réheere 10 questions for demographic features
of consumers. The second part had 21 expressiorgefine attitudes and behaviors of
students towards brands. A five-point likert scalas used for the questions: strongly
disagree (1), disagree (2), neither agree nor thea@), agree (4) and strongly agree (5). For
the sample, an area restriction was made. The by was 2580 students enrolled Unye
Faculty of Economics and Administrative Science®oflu University in 2016. Number of
questionnaire was determined using the followimgnida (Akbulut and Yildiz, 1999):

n= NPQZ/ [(N-1)d*+ PQZ

Where ‘n’ was sample size; ‘N’ was the number afients in the Faculty (2,580); ‘P’
was the probability of using brands of student€45% hypothetical); ‘Q’ was the probability
of brand non-users (1-P); Z was the Z value (e96 for 95% confidence level); and d was
tolerance (0.05). Calculated sample size for thdyspopulation was 335. In addition, sample
size was completed to 350 in case any invalid quastire could be appeared.

Questions structured to learn brand loyalty andabigin were evaluated via factor
analysis. Data obtained were analyzed using SPSBs2étistical package software. Factor
analysis have been frequently used in studies metgrg attitudes and behaviors. Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin (KMO) method was used to test sampléigancy (Kaiser, 1974). Then, EFA,
Reliability Analysis and CFA were carried out in@naler.

4. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

Of the participants, 34.9% were male and 65.1% weneale students. Weighted
average age was within 20 and 23 years interval7/{B)L Business administration majors
constituted 68.8% of the participants, while EcorAdministration, Labor Economics and
Industrial Relations majors constituted 12.6, 18n@ 8.0%, respectively. Major part of the
students (53.5%) had monthly incomes of 1500 TL awdr. Considering the area of
residence of families, 47.7% lived in central tovafigrovinces, while 37.4% lived in district
towns and 14.9% in villages. Most of the studené&senfrom Black Sea region of Turkey
(52.6%), followed by Marmara (14.6%), Central Anatq11.1%), Mediterranean (8.0%),
Aegean (6.0%), Eastern Anatolia (4.6%) and South&aatolia (3.1%). The highest portion
of household heads were retired (31.7%), followgdsélf-employed (27.1%), public sector
employees (20.6%), private sector employees (18a&%)unemployed (2.0%) (Table 1).
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Table 1. Demographic features of participating young people

Gender n % Family Residing Area n %
Male 122 34.9 Province Central Towns 167 47.7
Female 228 65.1 District Towns 131 374
Total 350 100.0 Villages 52 149
Age Total 350 100.0
16-19 42  12.0 Family Residing Regionin Turkey

20-23 251 71.7 Aegean 21 6.0

24 and over 57 16.3 Black Sea 184 52.6
Total 350 100.0 Marmara 51 14.6
Major of Participating Students Central Anatolia 39 111
Business Administration 241 68.8 Mediterranean 28 0 8.
Economic administration 44 126 East Anatolia 16 6 4.
Labor Economy and Industrial Relations 37 10.6 SeamghAnatolia 11 3.1
Public Administration 28 8.0 Total 350 100.0
Total 350 100.0 Occupation of Household Head

Average M onthly I ncome of Family Retired 111 317
0-499 TL 14 4.0 Employed in Private Sector 65 18.6
500-999 TL 60 17.1 Employed in Public Sector 72  620.
1000-1499 TL 89 254 Self employed 95 27.1
1500 TL and over 187 53.5 Unemployed 7 2.0
Total 350 100.0 Total 350 100.0

Factor analysis consists of methods to explainc@&sons among variables in terms
of more fundamental variables called factors. ldeorto test the suitability of the samples,
KMO measure of sampling adequacy and Bartlett's eéssphericity were carried out. A
KMO value less than 0.50 shows inadequacy of datahe factor analysis. KMO ‘values
between 0.5 and 0.7 are medium, values betweear@l?0.8 are good, values between 0.8
and 0.9 are excellent and values above 0.9 areetbte (Field, 2009: 647). The Bartlett’'s Test
of Sphericity also shows the significance of thedgtand indicates the validity and suitability
of the responses to the problem of interest instinely. For factor analysis, P-values of the
Bartlett’'s Test of Sphericity less than 0.05 aresidered suitable. KMO measure of sampling
adequacy in the present study was 0.928 and Bartkeist of sphericity was 3,263.716
(P<0.01) indicating that the sample was adequattabébor analysis.

When there is a strong correlation between vargbteulticolinearity and singularity
problems involving correlation matrix may arise i§&ahnick and Fidell, 2007).
Multicollinearity problem or singularity may appeahen the determinant of the correlation
matrix is less than 0.00001 (Field, 2009). Deteantrof correlation matrix was 0.00740 and
it was above 0.00001, indicating that there wagrmdlem of multicollinearity. All 21 items
were included into the principal component analy@CA) and primary factors were
extracted. Afterwards, variables with communalitpres of less than 0.5 were extracted (six
items) and an EFA with the remaining 15 items werdormed.

Based on PCA with varimax rotation, a three-fastlution with eigenvalues greater
than 1.0 was found to have the best fit model Bongle. Dimensions with factor loadings
equal to or greater than 0.30 were retained.
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Figure 1. Eigenvalue scree plot
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The Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient was obtained assallt of the reliability analysis
carried out to test the consistency of the EFA.nBexh's Alpha for brand loyalty, alternative
brand and brand sensitivity were 0.943, 0.643,&6d4, respectively (see Table 2).

Table 2. Results of EFA

Factors and items Factor loading  Eigen Variance Cronbach’s
values Explained % Alpha

F1: Brand L oyalty

| am really satisfied with this brand 0.897

| find this brand consistent 0.890

| believe | have done a correct thing by preferring

this brand 0.884

| trust in this brand 0.837

Image of this brand is satisfactory for me 0.835 46.634 44.560 0.943

This brand is known to be good 0.834

This brand has a good performance 0.786

The firm owning this brand does not disappoint

me 0.762

This brand has never disappointed me 0.726

| prefer this brand to others 0.640

F2: Turning to an Alternative Brand

Discounts and campaigns by alternative brands 0.805

Failure to find preferred brand in the point ofesal 0.737 12.806 12.666 0.643

Promotional activities 0.671

F3: Brand Sensitivity

Seeing a bad advertisement 0.785

Having a bad experience 0.782 6.999 9214 0.674

*Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalizatidgdotation converged in 4 iterations.

Present study determined 3 factors and 15 itenestefé in brand preference of young
people. This 15-item structure explained 66.44 %t variance in the pattern of

relationships among the variables. The order ofdbtors was in accordance with the highest
eigenvalues and amount of variance explained bl eae of them (Table 2). These three
factors were named as brand loyalty, alternatiamtbrand brand sensitivity. The percentages
explained by each factor were 46.634 % (brand tg)yal2.806 % (alternative brand) and
6.999% (brand sensitivity).

Attitudes of college students towards brands ctedisf 10 items. The leading items
were “| am really satisfied with this brand” (0.8§97 find this brand consistent” (0.890), “I
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believe | have done a correct thing by preferring brand”(0.884), “I trust in this brand”
(0.837) and “Image of this brand is satisfactonyrfee” (0.835). Others were “This brand is
known to be good” (0.834), “This brand has a goedgrmance” (0.786), “The firm owning
this brand does not disappoint me” (0.762), “Thiandl has never disappointed me” (0.726)
and “I prefer this brand to others” (0.640). No afipointment by the firm and no
disappointment by the brand behavior could be dEghras an indication of the fact that
customers equate them.

Three items were determined to affect second facter turning to an alternative
brand. They were “Discounts and campaigns by atem brands” (0.805), “Failure to find
preferred brand in the point of sale” (0.737) amidmotional activities” (0.671). Brand
sensitivity, the last factor, was influenced by tivems, “Seeing a bad advertisement” (0.785)
and “Having a bad experience” (0.782).

Lastly, CFA was employed to complete the study. fdsilts of the CFA carried out
to understand the fit of the model to the datakeeag with the fit indices were given in
Table 3.

Table 3. Fit Indicesfor CFA
X2 DF P CMINDF NFI CFI GFI RMSEA
289.063 87 <0.01  2.335 0.942 0.966 0.932 0.062

The fit indices for CFA: 0.90<NFI<0.95; CMINDF<5;.9W<CFI<0.97; 0.90<GFl< 0.95;
0.05<RMSEA< 0.10. (Byrne, 1998; Kline, 1998).

The CFA results showed that the hypothesized mibdg¢lconsists of 15-item structure
of the instruments had a perfect fit for the dafhe consistency values obtained in
confirmatory factor analysis were 2.335 for CMIND®062 for RMSEA, 0.932 for GFl,
0.942 for NFI and 0.966 for CFI. All factors wetatsstically significant and results of the fit
indices showed that the model had a perfect fitaddition, a path diagram for CFA was
shown Figure 2.

Figure 2. Path diagram
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5. CONCLUSION

Factors effective in brand preference of the cellstudents were investigated in the
present study. Exploratory factor analysis, religbanalysis and confirmatory factor analysis
were performed to determine attitudes and behawbibe students towards brands. Three
major factor influencing the attitudes and behaviaf students towards brands were
determined and verified. The first of these factoese ‘brand loyalty’. Attitudes of students
towards brands consisted of 10 items. The basicadifirms to create brands is to achieve
customer satisfaction. Therefore, the leadindgualé was brand satisfaction. Other attitudes
in order were consistency of the brand, faith ia brand, trust in the brand, brand image,
name of the brand, performance of the brand andsiagvthe brand to other people. The
second factor determined was the behavior of ‘figro an alternative brand’. More crucial
attitudes are the behaviors that have future dinass Therefore, determination of items
affecting turning to alternative brands and puraig@behavior is critical. Three items that
play role in consumers’ turning to an alternativariad were determined in the present study.
They were discounts and campaigns by alternatieadyrlack of access by consumers in
points of sale and promotion sales by alternathaadts. Finally, it was found that consumers
had some sensitivity towards the brand they uséerel were two items affecting ‘brand
sensitivity.” These were bad advertisements abbetkrand and bad experiences of users
about the brand.

Considering all data as a whole, firms need to kieowsumers well and respond to
their desires in a satisfactory and fast way tergjthen their brand and to create a brand
loyalty. In addition, taking care of complaints asutjgestions from consumers are crucial for
firms. Especially in today’s harsh competition coios, it is getting increasingly difficult
for firms to create loyalty to a given brand. Thesent study revealed that discounts and
promotion sales by alternative brands are amongfiieetive reasons for students to change
brands. Therefore, firms are advised to increas# tharious discounts, campaigns and
promotion sales.
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