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Abstract:  
The choice of retail formats has been a highly debated topic in international 
academic literature for a long time. In Romania, this topic has been hardly 
approached. This study investigates the buying habits of apparel and footwear, 
as well as the factors related to the purchase decision from a particular store 
format. Factors considered are both socio-demographic (education, occupation, 
net income per family member, size of discretionary income, household (family) 
size, number of cars owned and shopping motivation. A quantitative research has 
been conducted using a sample of 642 urban buyers, in the second largest city 
in Romania. The results indicate that factors showing correlation with the 
frequency of purchases vary by the retail format. 
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The recent history of retail shows 
profound transformations in its structure. 
Many new retail formats have emerged. 
Currently we are facing a variety of retail 
formats that are trying to meet the 
heterogeneous needs of consumers 
(Gonzalez-Benito et al, 2007, p. 45) for 
all product categories. 

During the last 20 years, Romanian 
retailing has made significant steps to 
recover the gap that separates it from 
the other European countries. The 
transformation and upgrading of the 
national retailing market has been 
brought by the entry of the large retail 
groups. Competition in clothing and 
footwear market in Romanian urban 
areas is high and rising due to the 
growth in the number of stores belonging 
to various formats. This expansion has 
been particularly boosted by the 
emergence of shopping centers that 
offer modern facilities and which, based 
on precise estimations, give confidence 

and help individual or chain stores to 
more accurately predict sales in a 
certain location and stimulate them to 
enter new geographical markets. 

Because of this intense 
competition, it is increasingly important 
for clothing and footwear retailers to 
understand the preferences of their 
shoppers, the way they select store 
formats, the formats chosen by the same 
segment of buyers and to what extent 
shopping motivations are correlated with 
acquisitions. This information can direct 
them to extend to other target segments, 
other formats or geographic markets. 

The present study aims to study 
the relationship between demographic 
variables and the retail formats where 
purchases are made, between formats 
and between them and shopping 
motivations. All this data can contribute 
to a better understanding of customers 
and to a better positioning and targeting 
of retail formats and of individual outlets. 
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Customer’s preference for 
various retail formats  

A retail format is the embodiment of 
a business model in retailing that uses a 
mix of variables such as assortment, 
price, convenience, shopping 
experience to ensure long-term 
business sustainability. The various 
retail formats are designed to meet the 
needs of various customer segments. 
Satisfying their product and shopping 
experience-related needs are key 
factors when planning the activity of 
each format. Satisfied shoppers will 
revisit the store and repeat purchases 
(Bloemer and Ruyter, 1998; Martenson, 
2007; Helgesen, Havold and Nesset, 
2010; Nesset, Norvik and Helgesen, 
2011; Abrudan et al, 2015). 

Certain researchers assert that 
customers select the format first, and 
then a specific store or more of the same 
format (Tripathi & Dave, 2013, p. 479), 
but when the buyers do not sense a 
difference among formats, preference 
for store brand is stronger and comes 
before format preference. In retail, 
loyalty is different from other areas; it 
does not mean visiting only one retailer. 
Loyalty is, rather, continuous, long-term 
shopping at a small number of stores 
(Abrudan, 2015). Taking advantage of 
the various alternatives available, 
buyers will try to maximize their utility by 
exploiting the opportunities provided by 
different retailers (Gijsbrechts et al, 
2008, p. 5). Moreover, when various 
store formats have a similar offer, they 
become substitutable and therefore 
competitors (Gehrts & Yan, 2004, p. 6). 
Buyers prefer both large formats that 
offers convenience in terms of 
"everything under one roof", as well as 
smaller ones that are convenient in 
terms of access (distance, opening 
hours, time spent in the store), and also 
general formats along with the 
specialized ones (Basu et al, 2014, p. 
700). Therefore, understanding the 

factors that underlie the coexistence of 
these diverse formats represents an 
important research theme (Messinger 
and Narasimhan, 1997). 

The factors that influence 
store format choice  

Shoppers usually choose a certain 
retail format or a particular store 
according to their demographic and 
psychographic characteristics. Store 
choice and visits have received much 
attention from researchers. Various 
studies have analyzed the factors 
influencing the selection of a particular 
store or store format. Many of them are 
focused on the preference for grocery 
retail formats, but there are some 
studies that address the apparel market 
as well. 

The way consumers perceive 
shopping, their shopping orientation and 
motivation affect both the number of 
stores visited (Luceri and Latusi, 2016, 
p. 92), and the formats chosen. The 
concept of orientation is closely related 
to motivation, often in the literature being 
used with the same meaning (Bellenger 
and Korgaonkar, 1980; Stoltman, Gentry 
and Anglin, 1991; Abrudan, 2012). For 
retail marketing it is relevant the 
classification of shopping motivations in: 
utilitarian (oriented to meet functional or 
tangible needs, such as, for example, 
speed, convenience, low prices, variety, 
affordability, all in one place) and 
hedonistic (satisfying emotional or 
intangible needs) (Ahmed, Ghingold and 
Dahari, 2007; Khare, 2011). Those who 
perceive shopping as an enjoyable 
activity (hedonistic motivation) will visit 
several shops that can be farther from 
home or their work place, but larger. 
Among the researchers who 
approached hedonistic motivation in 
terms of decor of the shops and of the 
pleasure to stroll are Tauber (1972); 
Ahmed, Ghingold and Dahari (2007) and 
Abrudan (2012). People that consider 
shopping a necessary task will prefer 
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stores that offer them convenience in the 
first place. Those concerned with the 
financial aspect and smart buys will hunt 
for discounts and promotions and will be 
willing to visit several shops (Luceri and 
Latusi, 2016, p. 92). Utilitarian 
motivation, focused on the best price – 
quality ratio and bargains, can be found 
in the researches of Stone (1954); 
Gutman and Mills (1982); Westbrook 
and Black (1985); Stoltman, Gentry and 
Anglin (1991); Roy (1994); Arnold and 
Reynolds (2003); Morschett, Swoboda 
and Foscht (2005); Morschett, Swoboda 
and Schramm-Klein (2006); Ahmed, 
Ghingold and Dahari (2007); Patel and 
Sharma (2009); Abrudan (2012). 

Demographic factors considered in 
most researches concerning retail 
formats choice are age, gender, income, 
education, occupation, family 
(household) size. The dominant 
approach is to connect buyers' 
preferences for various formats with 
demographic factors, store 
characteristics and customers᾿ 
perceptions of these factors (Luceri and 
Latusi, 2016, p. 89). Some of the studies 
that have shown the relationship 
between these demographic factors and 
shopping behavior are those of East et 
al (1995), Hoch et al, 1995; McGoldrick 
and Andre (1997), Carpenter and Moore 
(2006), Seock (2009), Carpenter and 
Balija (2010), Baltas et al (2010), 
Carpenter and Brosdahl (2011), Prasad 
and Aryasri (2011), Basu et al (2014); 
Luceri and Latusi (2016). 

 Family (household) size is a key 
variable in studying shopping behavior. 
The results obtained in the literature are 
mixed. It can influence consumer 
behavior in either direction. It can 
concentrate shopping in a single store to 
save time (McGoldrick and Andre, 1997; 
Carpenter and Moore, 2006), or 
determine multiple store patronage to 
satisfy consumption needs of all 
members and to optimize use of the 

budget (Hoch et al, 1995; Baltas et al, 
2010, p. 40). Other studies find, 
however, this variable not conclusive 
(Luceri and Latusi, 2016). 

Income determines purchasing 
opportunities and the importance of 
price (Baltas et al, 2010, p. 40) when 
deciding on the product and the store 
format or individual store. A higher 
income often means less time for 
shopping, and increased importance of 
convenience, quality, pleasant shopping 
experience (Baltas et al, 2010, p. 40) 
and a reduced tendency to hunt for 
bargains. It is, therefore, expected a 
reversed correlation between total and 
discretionary income and second-hand, 
neighborhood stores and hypermarkets 
shopping, and a direct correlation with 
city center and shopping centers stores 
shopping. 

Age is negatively correlated with 
the desire to explore stores (Guo, 2001). 
However, older people have more 
leisure time to visit several shops (Luceri 
and Latusi, 2016). Many researchers 
state that older people tend to simplify 
shopping due to cognitive decline, 
physical debility, aversion to change, 
socio-emotional selectivity (Baltas et al, 
2010, p. 41). Other studies fail to find the 
relationship between the number of 
stores and formats visited and age 
(Luceri and Latusi, 2012; Maruyama and 
Wu, 2014), or they find it just for certain 
store formats (Seock, 2009). 

Occupation influences the length of 
free time and therefore shopping time as 
well. It can change the propensity to visit 
multiple formats, the size and location of 
those frequented. For example, when 
free time is limited, customers will try to 
allocate as little of it to shopping as 
possible (Baltas et al, 2010). Those who 
commute tend to visit, however, more 
stores (Maruyama and Wu, 2014; Luceri 
and Latusi, 2016, p. 92). 

Studies have reached conflicting 
results regarding the impact of gender 
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on the propensity to attend more retail 
formats and / stores (Carpenter and 
Brosdahl, 2011). Certain researchers 
have found that men tend to compare 
more retailers and not women (Kempf et 
al, 1997; Noble et al, 2006). Luceri and 
Latusi (2012, 2016) concluded that, on 
the contrary, women tend to do so. In 
other studies findings vary by store 
format (Carpenter and Balija, 2010) or 
gender is not found relevant (Basu et al, 
2014). 

Methodology 
This study deals with the factors 

influencing the selection of apparel and 
footwear retail formats. It is part of a 
broader exploratory research on the 
shopping behavior in urban areas. For 
this purpose, Cluj-Napoca, the second 
largest city in Romania, has been 
selected. It is a city whose size and 
maturity of the commercial network 
makes it suitable for such a research. 
The respondents have been selected 
from permanent or temporary residents, 
at least 15 years old. As a sampling 
method, two solutions have been 
combined, systematic sampling based 
on Cluj-Napoca’s postal codes with 
quota sampling method, using gender 
and age of the respondents as variables. 
Data collection has been performed at 
respondents' homes to allow for 
optimum filling in of the questionnaires. 
The resulting sample includes 642 valid 
questionnaires. 

The retail formats analyzed in this 
research are second-hand stores, 
neighborhood stores, downtown shops, 
supermarkets and hypermarkets, cash & 
carry stores, shopping centers stores, 
online retail, catalogs retail and other 
retail formats (e.g. markets). Frequency 
of purchases in stores has been 
measured on a six levels scale (from 
"never for the past three months" to 
"several times a week"). 

Although studies often show that 
demographic predictors᾿ efficacy is 

limited, due to their importance, they 
must be studied (Gehrt & Yan, 2004, p. 
8). Based on the literature the following 
variables have been included in the 
questionnaire: gender (nominal 
variable), age (discrete quantitative 
variable), education (nominal variable), 
occupation (nominal variable), net 
income per family member (continuous 
quantitative variable), the size of 
discretionary income (continuous 
quantitative variable), household size 
(discrete quantitative variable) and the 
number of cars owned (discrete 
quantitative variable). 

Shopping motivations, hedonistic 
and utilitarian, have been taken from a 
previous research on shopping centers 
(Abrudan, 2012). The variables that 
make up the hedonistic motivation are: "I 
like to walk around the shops" and "I like 
to shop in beautifully decorated stores". 
Utilitarian motivation is defined by the 
variables "I generally search for 
discounted products" and "I often visit 
several stores to find the best price / 
quality ratio". On the four variables the 
principal component analysis has been 
performed, resulting in the same two 
components previously found, which 
demonstrates the stability of the model. 

Data analysis 
Data analysis aims at revealing the 

favorite shopping locations, possible 
correlations with shoppers᾿ 
characteristics, but also with their 
clothing and footwear shopping 
motivations. To analyze the frequency of 
purchases in each retail format, relative 
frequencies have been used, together 
with descriptive statistics such as mean 
and modal. In order to expose 
relationships between variables, 
correlations between the variables have 
been studied. Principal component 
analysis has been used to identify 
shopping orientations.  
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Table 1 

Apparel and footwear purchase frequency by retail formats within a three 
months period 

 Never Once Once a month 2-3 times a month Once a week Several times a week Total Mean Modal 

SH 58.4% 22.4% 11.6% 5.3% 1.4% 0.8% 100 1.71 1 

Neigh. 70.3% 19.9% 7% 2.4% 0.3% 0.2% 100 1.43 1 

Center 49% 31% 16.6% 2.7% 0.3% 0.3% 100 1.75 1 

Super 70.8% 16.6% 8.2% 2.5% 1.3% 0.6% 100 1.49 1 

Hyper 54.3% 27.3% 10.9% 5.2% 1.4% 0.8% 100 1.74 1 

C&C 84% 10.8% 3.4% 1.3% 0.5% - 100 1.23 1 

ShC 29.5% 21.5% 32% 13.7% 2.1% 1.3% 100 2.41 3 

Online 85.4% 10.4% 3.1% 0.6% 0.2% 0.3% 100 1.21 1 

Cat. 91.3% 6.3% 1.9% 0.5% - - 100 1.11 1 

Other 93.9% 3.8% 1.7% 0.3% 0.3% - 100 1.1 1 

Notes: SH= second-hand stores; Neigh. = neighborhood stores; Center = city center stores; Super = 
supermarkets; Hyper = hipermarkets; C&C = Cash & Carry stores; ShC = shopping centers; Online = 
online stores; Cat. = catalog retailing; Other = other retail formats (e.g. markets) 

 
Analyzing the table that includes the relative frequencies of purchases, it may 

be noted that apparel and footwear are most frequently bought in shopping centers 
(modal 3 - "once a month" and mean 2.41 ("once during the last three months"). The 
percentage of those who have not bought anything in shopping centers during the 
previous three months is the lowest (29.5%), as well. City center stores and 
hypermarkets (average 1.75 and 1.74) are the next favorite formats, followed by 
second-hand stores. The data confirms the modernization trend of Romanian 
retailing, which matches the desire for new and modern of local buyers. In Cluj-
Napoca it can be observed a rapid expansion and coverage of the entire city by the 
format of stores that sell used products. They are found in highest concentration in 
the city center. The reason is the migration to shopping centers of the stores 
traditionally located downtown and availability of lower rents for these spaces, but 
also increasing demand for cheap and fair quality products. Analyzing the relative 
frequencies, clothing and footwear products are bought at least once a month in 
shopping centers by almost half of respondents (49.1%). As the percentage of those 
who did not make purchases in other retail formats besides those analyzed, or just 
once during the three months period is very high (93.9% and 3.8%), this format will 
not be considered further on. 

Table 2 
 Correlations between shopping frequency and demographic variables by 

retail formats 
Varb. Education Occupation Inet/m Idisp/m Gender Age Members Auto 

Indic. r Sig. φc Sig. r Sig. r Sig. φc Sig. r Sig. r Sig. r Sig. 

SH -0.057 0.153 0.144** 0.007 -0.176** 0 -0.038 0.347 0.167** 0.003 0.091* 0.022 0.032 0.421 -0.005 0.903 

Neigh. -0.051 0.206 0.23** 0 -0.171** 0 -0.07 0.085 0.116 0.133 0.073 0.068 0 0.991 -0.06 0.15 

Center 0.129** 0.001 0.14* 0.018 0.063 0.12 0.099* 0.016 0.159** 0.007 -0.206** 0 0.069 0.089 0.062 0.138 

Super 0.074 0.063 0.157 0 -0.035 0.387 0.059 0.149 0.103 0.242 0.037 0.354 0.081* 0.044 0.026 0.529 

Hyper 0.113** 0.005 0.133 0.052 0.06 0.133 0.105** 0.01 0.035 0.979 -0.077 0.055 0.122** 0.003 0.061 0.142 

C&C 0.120** 0.003 0.166 0 0.06 0.145 0.063 0.133 0.088 0.319 -0.069 0.09 0.063 0.127 0.07 0.095 

ShC 0.196** 0 0.281** 0 0.244** 0 0.200** 0 0.054 0.872 -0.529** 0 0.093* 0.021 0.175** 0 

Online 0.129** 0.001 0.148** 0.003 0.137** 0.001 0.081* 0.046 0.097 0.311 -0.225** 0 -0.056 0.169 0.074 0.073 

Cat. 0.126** 0.002 0.135 0.08 0.035 0.382 0.06 0.142 0.125* 0.019 -0.171** 0 0.009 0.83 0.084* 0.043 

Other 0.102 0.083 0.239** 0 0 0.998 -0.022 0.721 0.176 0.06 -0.051 0.389 -0.03 0.615 0.037 0.53 

Notes: Varb = variables; Inet/m = net income per family member; Idisp/m = discretionary income per family 
member; Members = size of family (household); Auto = number of automobiles owned. * p < 0.05. 
** p < 0.01. 
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Studying the relations between 

demographic variables (education, 
occupation, net income per family 
member and discretionary income, 
along with gender, age, number of 
members in the household and number 
of cars owned), low correlations with 
clothing and footwear shopping 
frequency in various formats there can 
be identified. This confirms the general 
orientation of all retail formats. In an 
attempt to be profitable, each of them is 
trying to address a wide spectrum of 
potential buyers. No market 
segmentation can be noticed for any of 
the formats. The only notable exception 
is the inverse correlation (r = - 0.529), of 
medium intensity, between respondents' 
age and the purchase of clothing and 
footwear in stores within shopping 
centers. For all the formats, a correlation 
between purchases and education and / 
or current occupation can be noted. The 
same goes for age, except for the 
supermarkets format. But supermarkets 
have, however, an

extremely limited assortment of clothing, 
and this can cause the lack of visible 
correlation. For all formats, except 
second-hand stores (direct correlation, r 
= 0.091), the correlation is reversed. 

Correlation analysis identifies 
some possible segmentation variables 
for each retail format. For second-hand 
and neighborhood stores: occupation, 
net income, gender and age. For city 
center shops: education, discretionary 
income, gender and age. For 
hypermarkets: education, occupation, 
discretionary income, age and family 
size. For shopping centers purchases, 
correlations exist with all variables 
considered, except for gender. Online 
purchases are correlated with: 
education, net and discretionary income 
per family member, age and number of 
cars owned. The conclusions are in line 
with existing literature, which presents 
variations among formats in terms of 
demographic variables influence 
(Carpenter and Balija, 2010). 

 
 

Table 3  
Apparel and footwear shopping motivations matrix  

Items Component MSA Communalities 
Hedonic Utilitarian   

I like to walk around the shops 0.860  0.534 0.743 
I like to shop in beautifully decorated stores 0.858  0.537 0.740 
I generally search for discounted products  0.850 0.562 0.729 
I often visit several stores to find the best price / 
quality ratio 

 0.789
0.504 0.669 

KMO = 0.536; χ2 = 290.640; df = 6; p =0.000; % variance explained= 
72.017% 

  

Notes: Extraction method: Principal component analysis; Rotation method: Varimax with Kaiser 
Normalization; MSA = Measure of sampling adequacy 

 
A factor analysis is adequate if the 

variables show significant correlations. 
To verify this hypothesis, in addition to 
correlation coefficients, Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin test and Bartlett test for sphericity 
are being used. Bartlett test indicates the 
degree of correlation between at least 
some of the variables included in the 
analysis. Since p = 0.000 and χ2 = 

290.640, df = 6, it means that the 
variables are correlated and the factor 
analysis is suitable. The same is 
confirmed by KMO coefficient = 0.536 (a 
lower value of 0.6 is allowed given that 
there are only four variables). Also MSA 
values (Measure of sampling adequacy) 
located on the diagonal of anti-image 
correlation matrix, surpass the 0.5 
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threshold as stipulated in the literature 
(Janssens, Wijnen, Pelsmacker and 
Kenhove, 2008; Hair, Black, Babin and 
Anderson, 2010, p. 104). Communalities 
show which part of the variance of each 
variable isexplained by the four factors 
that have emerged from the principal 
component analysis. Because all values 
are greater than 0.5, it means that all 
four variables are well explained by the 
two factors emerging from the analysis. 

In order to test model’s reliability, 
Cronbach's alpha coefficient and item-

to-total correlation are utilized. The 
results are listed in the following table 
(no. 4). Cronbach α values are lower 
than 0.7, while item-to-total correlations 
for the utilitarian component are below 
0.5. Thus, the measurement scales for 
the second component do not exhibit a 
high confidence, that is, in case of 
repeating measurement, results may be 
different. 

 

Table 4  
Cronbach alpha coefficients for motivations' dimensions 

Components Items Adjusted 
item-to-
total 
correlation 

Cronbach  
α 
coefficients 

Hedonic I like to shop in beautifully decorated stores 0.501 
0.665 

I like to walk around the shops 0.501 
Utilitarian I generally search for discounted products 0.335 

0.501 I often visit several stores to find the best price / 
quality ratio 

0.335 

 
Hedonistic orientation, towards 

shopping as a means of relaxation, is 
directly, but weakly correlated with 
education (r = 0.207), net income (r = 
0.154) and discretionary income (r = 
0.12) and to a small extent (r = 0.072 and 
sig. = 0.083) with the number of cars 
owned, and inversely correlated

 with age (r = -0.274). The concern about 
prices (utilitarian motivation) is inversely 
correlated to the hedonistic one, but still 
to a little extent. Both motivations are 
strongly correlated with gender of the 
respondents (see table no.5). 

 

Table 5  
Correlations between shopping motivations and demographic variables  

 Dem. 
varb. 
Motivation 

Education 
Occupatio

n 
Inet/m Idisp/m Gender Age Members Auto 

 Indicator r Sig. Φc Sig. r 
Sig

. 
r Sig. Φc Sig. r Sig. r Sig. r Sig. 

HED 0.207** 0 0.72
0.98

6 
0.154** 0 0.120** 

0.00
3 

0.798
* 

0.0
2 

-
0.274**

0 
0.02

9 
0.47

2 
0.072 

0.08
3 

UTIL 
-

0.111** 
0.00

6 
0.72

0.98
6 

-
0.158**

0
-

0.117** 
0.00

5 
0.798

* 
0.0
2 

0.115**
0.00

4 
0.01

7 
0.67

1 
-

0.047 
0.26

5 
Notes:  * p < 0.05. 

** p < 0.01. 
 

In the following table there may be 
noticed direct, but low, correlations 
between hedonistic motivation and 
clothing and shoes shopping from 
downtown shops, shopping centers and 

catalogs. It may be inferred, therefore, 
that those who attend such stores regard 
shopping as a relaxing, enjoyable 
activity, which is, at the same time, an 
opportunity to take a stroll, even 
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"virtually". Those visiting second-hand, 
cash & carry and online stores are 
mainly motivated by the pecuniary 
aspect of shopping, finding the best 
available price. This is evident as each 
of these types of stores is known for the 
advantage provided in terms of price. 
Thus, second-hand stores have the 
lowest price on the market, online stores 
offer prices comparatively lower than the 
physical stores for exactly the same 
products and cash & carry ones have a 
lower price per unit when high volumes 
are purchased. Neighborhood stores 
and shopping centers seem to be 

considered suitable for both hedonist 
and utilitarian shoppers. It is obvious 
why hedonists prefer these stores, as 
visiting these stores implies walking and, 
in addition, shopping centers are known 
for their pleasant ambience, being the 
most modern shopping destinations 
today in Romania. Shopping centers᾿ 
stores are also found suitable for bargain 
hunting, shops offering, in turn, reduced 
prices for various items, to be "hunted", 
while clearance and liquidation sales are 
promoted extensively. 
 

Table 6 
 Correlations between shopping motivations and store formats  

Motivation Indic. SH Neigh. Center Super Hyper C&C ShC Online Cat. Other 
Hedonistic 

r -0.048 -0.085* 0.192** -0.018 0.056 0.043 0.208** -0.002 0.119** 
-

0.042 
Sig. 0.235 0.036 0.000 0.662 0.166 0.291 0.000 0.957 0.003 0.479 

Utilitarian r 0.223** 0.134** -0.042 -0.003 -0.028 -0.092* 0.104** 0.089* -0.054 0.047 

Sig. 0.000 0.001 0.302 0.945 0.483 0.024 0.000 0.027 0.179 0.427 
Notes:  * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01. 

 
 
Looking at the results in the 

following table (no. 7) some interesting 
aspects can be inferred. There are no 
notable correlations between spending 
for apparel and footwear except for 
shopping centers, but even in their case 
the intensity is rather low (r = 0.283). 
Regarding retail formats, second-hand 
stores shopping is medium correlated 
with that in neighborhood stores (r =

 0.363). Those who buy clothing and 
footwear from supermarkets seem to 
prefer (r = 0.536) hypermarkets and 
cash & carry stores (r = 0.333) as well. 
Meanwhile, shopping centers customers 
tend to attend and make purchases in 
downtown shops, too. It can also be 
noted a medium correlation (r = 0.323) 
between buyers who prefer catalog 
shopping and online stores. 

 
Table no. 7. Correlations between retail formats and with the amount spent 

for apparel and footwear  
Retail format Indic. Neigh. Center Super Hyper C&C ShC Online Cat. Other Amount 

SH 

r 0.363** 0.025 0.081* 0.02 0.04 -0.098* -0.057 0.032 0.253** -0.144** 

Sig. 0 0.537 0.043 0.608 0.324 0.014 0.153 0.414 0 0.002 

Neigh. 

r 1 0.239** 0.202** 0.120** 0.061 -0.044 -0.044 0.120** 0.137* -0.068 

Sig.  0 0 0.003 0.133 0.275 0.272 0.003 0.019 0.153 

Center 

r   0.192** 0.216** 0.192** 0.322** 0.036 0.211** 0.026 0.057 

Sig.   0 0 0 0 0.374 0 0.659 0.229 

Super 

r    0.536** 0.333** 0.072 0.042 0.103** -0.074 0.078 

Sig.    0 0 0.072 0.296 0.01 0.207 0.101 

Hyper r      0.369** 0.175** 0.07 0.083* -0.119* -0.007 
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 Sig.     0 0 0.079 0.037 0.042 0.882 

C&C 

r      0.108** 0.156** 0.201** -0.074 -0.005 

Sig.      0.008 0 0 0.215 0.925 

ShC 
 

r       0.259** 0.232** -0.042 0.283** 

Sig.       0 0 0.472 0 

Online r        0.323** 0.008 0.138** 

Sig.        0 0.887 0.004 

Cat. 
 

r          0.097 0.064 

Sig.         0.097 0.175 

Other r          0.011 

Sig.          0.869 

Notes:  * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01 
 

Conclusions 
The research shows that apparel 

and footwear is most frequently 
purchased in shopping centers, and by 
the largest percentage of buyers. No 
market segmentation can be noticed for 
any of the formats. The only notable 
exception is the inverse, moderate, 
correlation, between respondents' age 
and the purchase of clothing and 
footwear from shopping centers᾿ stores. 
For all formats there can be observed a 
correlation between purchases and 
education and / or occupation. The same 
goes for age, which is correlated with all 
formats except for supermarkets (which 
do not play a significant role in the 
clothing and footwear market). For all 
formats, except for second-hand stores 
(direct correlation) there are inverse 
correlations with age. 

Hedonistic orientation towards 
shopping as a means of relaxation is 
direct, but weakly correlated to 
education, net income, discretionary 
income and very little connected with the 
number of cars owned, and inversely 
correlated with age. This means that 
people with higher income (maybe 
generated by higher education) show 
hedonistic orientation towards shopping. 
This trend is more predominant to 
students and recent college graduates, 
but fades as they age and their spare 
time probably decreases. Preoccupation 

with prices (utilitarian motivation) is 
inversely correlated as the hedonistic 
one, but still to a little extent. Both 
motivations are correlated with the 
gender of the respondents.Significant 
and direct, but low, correlations have 
been found between hedonistic 
shopping motivation and the purchase of 
clothing and shoes from downtown 
shops, shopping centers and catalogs. It 
may be inferred therefore that those who 
attend such stores regard shopping as a 
relaxing and enjoyable activity, which is, 
at the same time, an opportunity to stroll, 
even "virtually". Those visiting second-
hand, cash & carry and online shops are 
primarily motivated by the pecuniary 
aspect of shopping. 

No correlations have been 
identified between spending for apparel 
and footwear, except for shopping 
centers, but even for them the intensity 
is rather low. Regarding the sharing of 
consumer segments by retail formats, it 
is noted that the purchase from second-
hand shops is medium correlated with 
the one from neighborhood stores. And 
those who buy clothing and footwear in 
supermarkets seem to prefer 
hypermarkets and cash & carry stores. 
Meanwhile, shopping centers customers 
tend to attend and make purchases in 
downtown shops as well. A medium 
correlation between catalogs and online 
stores customers can also be noted.  
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The main limitation of the research 
is that the sampling method is not 
entirely probabilistic, although the 
sample population follows the structure 
of Cluj-Napoca᾿ population. Future 
research directions include expanding 
the research to groceries and to a wider 

geographic area, adding distance as a 
new variable and in-depth study of 
shopping motivations. 
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