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Abstract
Mass Customization (MC) is growing in importance for the apparel industry, where fast-paced fashions are introduced weekly
and fads last months. MC allows the apparel industry to tailor their products to consumer preferences and create increased
customer satisfaction. This is proven by the considerable amount of research that has been done to show that MC can benefit
companies to increase profits. With this said, MC’s adoption in the apparel industry seems considerably slow in relation to
some other industries such as automobile and electronics. Further, there is diminutive research that explores the limits of
apparel MC and the barriers that prevent consumers from purchasing mass customized apparel. The purpose of this study was
to explore the limitations of apparel MC and identify consumer barriers. The objectives of this study consisted of (a)
investigating consumer barriers to the acceptance of apparel MC, (b) ranking the barriers, (c) finding additional barriers and (d)
examining correlations between the validated barriers and consumer demographics. Ten initial consumer barriers were
identified through literature review and were tested in the form of an online survey. Results from the survey indicated Fit, Feel,
Price, and Brand as significant barriers to apparel MC. Based on this study, an understanding of the consumer barriers to the
acceptance of MC is important to the apparel industry because continued advancements in technology and production
systems can help achieve this concept; whereby companies can improve its efficiency in resource utilization and waste
management leading to a more sustainable industry.

Ranking of Barriers
The second objective of this study was to rank the barriers according to their level of significance. In order to find the degree
of importance of each hypothesized barrier, each barrier was ranked by its mean response and arranged in descending order
to show its level of significance. Based on the survey, Fit, Feel, Price and Brand all have above a 3.5 level of agreement as a
barrier on a 5-point Likert scale (1=Strongly Disagree to 5=Strongly Agree) which makes them significant barriers to the
acceptance of apparel mass customization.

Rationale
MC is growing in importance for apparel, in which “just-in-time delivery, lean production techniques, early manufacturing
involvement, time-based competition, cross-functional teams” and other technological flexibilities have helped drive variety
and customization without coupled excessive costs (Pine, 1993). A considerable amount of research has been done to show
that MC can benefit companies to improve profits and create efficiency. The many benefits of adopting mass customization
into the apparel industry include increased market share, consumer satisfaction, decrease in reverse logistics, and a more
sustainable method of producing apparel without having to sacrifice cost of labor, materials and transporting of unsold
products. MC also improves company brand recognition with product differentiation and personalization. The aspects of MC
that allow for the creation of variety and configurations with segment-based marketing are used to enhance the overall
consumer shopping experience, all of which leads to repeat purchases and the goal of brand loyalty. Overall, an understanding
of the barriers to the acceptance of mass customized apparel is very important to this vibrant industry.

Correlations between the Barriers and Consumer Demographics
The last objective of this study was to find relationships between the verified barriers and consumer demographics to see if
there were any significant relationships. Figure 1 (see Appendix) shows the cross tabulations that were conducted to see if a
relationship exist between the verified barriers and consumer demographics. A total of 16 cross tabulations were made and
analyzed for relationship assessment.
Table 4 shows the p-values of each cross tabulation and the highlighted boxes represent significant relationships to further
analyze. Across the top are the demographic variables that were cross tabulated with the significant barriers and the
Pearson Chi-Square is calculated. The p-values are used to determine significance between the relationships and a p-value
of less than .05 signifies a significant relationship.

Objectives
The objectives of this study were to (a) Investigate consumer barriers to the acceptance of apparel mass customization, (b)
Rank the barriers, (c) Find additional barriers, and (d) Examine correlations between the significant barriers and consumer
demographics with cross tabulations. In meeting the objectives, there is a better understanding of the consumers’
perspectives on apparel MC and its importance in the industry. By assessing the limitations of apparel MC and verifying
consumer barriers to its acceptance, manufacturers can better meet the needs and wants of consumer preferences to enhance
customer service.
Purpose
The purpose of this study was to explore the limitations of apparel mass customization by identifying consumer barriers in an
attempt to figure out why adaptation of MC in the apparel industry is slow.
Hypotheses
With the use of literature review, ten consumer barriers were formulated:

Implications
Based on the demographics of the sample size (female n=101, age 18-24 years n=83, income less than $25,000 n=96)
companies who manufacture junior and misses apparel will benefit from this study who currently use MC or are deciding to
implement it into their business structure. Because majority of the sample size for this study were college students and
female, the results of this study would only apply to a company who targeted consumers with similar demographic
characteristics.
Limitations
In terms of limitations to the study, it is relevant to state that although there were at least 127 completed surveys, this was
not enough data to make statistical correlations and the data has to be recoded to find significant relationships. The other
only limitation would be the sample population in which only 23% were male and were college students (62%) who made
less than $25,000 annually (73%). The last constraint to this study was time which was limited to six months due to the
Ronald E. McNair Scholars Program.
Recommendations
Enhancements and improvements to the study would include having more concise questions on the survey, having a larger
data set and having longer data collection duration. Another recommendation would be to include interviews to help
validate the significant barriers that were found and to test the survey again to compare it to the initial findings. The last
recommendation would be to test the new barriers that were found in this study and see if they have any significance.

H1: Feel
H2: Privacy
H3: Time
H4: Fit
H5: Technology
H6: Knowledge
H7: Variety
H8: Price
H9: Consumer Category
H10: Brand Recognition
Methodology
As shown in Model 1, the objectives of this study were to ultimately find the consumer barriers to the acceptance of apparel
MC. To meet this ultimate goal, a series of steps had to be taken in order to come up with results to conclude from. The first
step of this study was to use literature review to help formulate and hypothesize hypotheses. The hypotheses were tested in
the form of a survey and data was collected for analysis. Once the data was analyzed, conclusions were made to ultimately find
consumer barriers to apparel MC and meet the other objectives.
Model 1. Methodology Sequence
Literature Review

Hypotheses

Survey

Data Analysis

Inferential Statistics

New Barriers
The third objective of this study was to find new barriers that were not found based on literature review. To find new
barriers that were not identified in this study, there was one open-ended question on the survey that asked consumers if
there were any other barriers that would prevent them from making a mass customized apparel purchase. There were a
total of 11 responses that were made and varied from, “Shipping cost too high if sent to home address” to “The process
should have guidance, not just billions of choices. An awkward web experience is a show stopper”. The open-ended
responses also helped support barriers that were validated in the study and open doors for research into other barriers as
well.

Descriptive Statistics

Significant Consumer
Barriers to Apparel MC

Instrument
An online consumer survey was developed to assess the consumer barriers to apparel MC and was uploaded onto
SurveyMonkey.com.
Results and Discussion
Description of the Sample
A total 127 participants completed the survey and of the sample size roughly 64% of the participants were between the ages
of 18 and 24. All the respondents ranged in age from 18 to 65. Additionally, the sample size consisted primarily of female
(76.5%) and 72.7% made less than $25,000 income annually. In terms of level of education, roughly 47% of participants in this
study had at least some college education (see Appendix for Table 2 which gives a table about the sample).
Result of Hypothesized Barriers
There were a total of eighteen questions on the survey which focused on verifying the ten hypothesized barriers. As shown in
Table 3 the statements that participants were indicating their level of agreement are located on the left and the barrier that
the question is testing is enclosed in the brackets. Results of the frequency chart shows that Privacy, Technology, Price, and
Consumer Category are low frequency variables; this means that in terms of these variables being a barrier are relatively low.
However, as shown in the chart, it is apparent that Feel, Fit, Price, and Brand have a higher average rating; this means that
these four variables are more likely to be a barrier (See Table 3 in appendix for responses).
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