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ABSTRACT 

WOMEN’S PLUS-SIZE APPAREL: ASSESSMENT OF CLOTHING SIZE CHARTS 

AMONG NATIONAL RETAIL FEDERATION’S 2015 TOP 100 US RETAILERS 

 

Abstract 

 

by Susan Christine Dunn, M.A. 

Washington State University 

May 2016 

 

Chair: Deborah A. Christel 

  

The term Plus-Size is used throughout the apparel industry and our society, but it is a 

poorly defined term without clear parameters. Women’s apparel sizing is varied and non-

standardized, which leads to confusion and frustration for consumers.  

The purpose of this study is to determine the manner in which the fashion industry 

currently defines Plus-Sized clothing sizes. This takes two forms in this study: how Plus-Sized 

clothing is classified within online merchandising categories; and how Plus-Size sizes are 

parameterized. The retailers chosen for this study are taken from the National Retail Federation’s 

Top 100 Retailers Chart 2015 (Kantar Retail, n.d.). This study attempts to clarify the 

measurements used in discussing Plus-Sized apparel and its categorization in a multi-disciplinary 

manner. The results of this study are discussed in an intersectional feminist, Fat Studies, and 

merchandising perspective to ultimately advance the well-being of Plus-Sized women and 

provide a foundation for future research. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Author’s Perspective 

To provide readers with clear understanding of the author’s point of view, the author will 

first address her perspectives and assumptions. This study is written and conducted from an 

intersectional feminist, and a Fat Studies perspective. Intersectional feminism is a concept coined 

by Professor Kimberlé Crenshaw in 1989 (Crenshaw, 1991). The main tenet of intersectional 

feminism is that topics are not single-faceted, and that there are multiple layers to feminist issues 

that bisect sex, race, gender identity, and weight, to name a few possible aspects (Crenshaw, 

1991). These complex layers affect all topics and experiences, and while not every item will be 

addressed in this study, the author recognizes their impact. Stemming from feminist research, Fat 

Studies is an area of study that “has at its core the identification and elimination of bias based on 

body weight, shape, and size” (Watkins, Farrell, & Hugmeyer, 2012). Within Fat Studies, the 

term “fat” is not one of deprecation or derogation, but is a simple descriptor of the body, being, 

and experience. A person may be fat and have had experiences centered on fat, or fatness, 

without holding character traits which are often attached to the term. 

Fat Studies is a field derived from grassroots activist efforts and as more researchers 

consider the implications of the lived experience of fat people, the academic discipline of Fat 

Studies is gaining more ground and is being adopted as courses at more universities (Watkins, 

Farrell, & Hugmeyer, 2012). One need only to spend a moment’s time in the life of a woman 

labeled as fat, whether on the internet or in their daily life, to recognize that the biases and 
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stigmas surrounding fat female bodies is still flush and alive. Previous research has shown the 

existence of fat stigma and discrimination as a reality of life within the United States (Wooley, 

Wooley, & Dyrenforth, 1979; Allison, Basile, & Harold, 1991; Cramer & Steinwert, 1998). 

Numerous recent studies have reiterated and added to Fat Studies literature and discourse 

(Papadopoulos & Brennan, 2015; Vartanian, 2009; Teachman, Gapinski, Brownell, Rawlins, & 

Jeyaram, 2003). 

1.2 Terminology 

Terminology used to discuss fat bodies is not universally accepted or seen as holding the 

same significance. The diversity of language used by various fields and industries to describe or 

discuss fat humans is broad and wide. For example, within the medical field the term overweight 

or obese is common (Ogden, Carroll, Kit and Flegal, 2014). In apparel and fashion the term Plus-

Size (or Plus Size), Outsize, or Women’s, is commonly found (Lee & Steen, 2014, p. 322). 

While mainstream America primarily views the word fat as an insult, I use this term as a 

descriptor within this study and will explain further the reasoning for this decision. The terms 

“overweight,” “obese,” and “plus size” are preferred by some and seen as only a descriptor, 

while others see it is a socially created construct of otherness against a conceived normalcy of 

size, instead using the term “fat” as a form of word reclamation (Watkins, Farrell, & Hugmeyer, 

2009). However, the term “fat” is still seen by many to be not only a form of derisiveness, but a 

deep source of personal torment. I recognize these broad viewpoints and notes that terms such as 

overweight and obese are fairly well defined within medical contexts, while the term “Plus-Size” 

is widely used within and outside the apparel industry without clear consensus on its meaning 

and use. From the perspective that language can be used to suppress, even oppress, the term 

Plus-Size will be analyzed and scrutinized from an intersectional feminist perspective within this 
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study. I have chosen to use the words fat, large, and Plus-Size interchangeably to describe 

women without attaching character traits upon them. 

 From a feminist and fat studies perspective, there is no sole cultural producer that defines 

the ideal aesthetic of women. Beauty and aesthetic ideals consists of many groups which use 

explicit and implicit messages to either shame or reward women based on how they compare. As 

my goal is to analyze cultural objects that shape the public perspective on the female body, I 

think it appropriate to focus on the sizing charts produced by the fashion industry's top apparel 

selling retailers of 2015. In doing so, this research contributes to a gap of scholarly analysis that 

investigates body ideals through clothing size. 

1.3 Assumptions 

 Plus-Sized apparel is not sized, labeled or merchandised consistently.  

 The Top 100 retailers chart of 2015 from the National Retail Federation’s website 

(Kantar Retail, n.d.) is reflective of apparel purchasing in the United States and will 

accurately reflect mass produced apparel sizing for Plus-Sized Women's clothing.  

 Plus-Sizes will begin at size 14 and end around size 28. 

 If a consumer can find clothing that fits them, in style, measurements, and price that the 

consumer will then be satisfied with them and purchase from the retailer again. 

1.4 Purpose of Study 

The purpose of this study is to determine the manner in which the fashion industry 

currently defines Plus-Sized clothing sizes. This takes two forms in this study: how Plus-Sized 

clothing is classified within merchandising categories; and how Plus-Size size is 

parameterized. The retailers chosen for this study are taken from the National Retail Federation’s 

Top 100 Retailers Chart 2015 (Kantar Retail, n.d.). This study attempts to clarify the 
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terminology used in discussing Plus-Sized apparel and use of categorization in a multi-

disciplinary manner. The results of this study will be discussed from a feminist, Fat Studies, and 

merchandising perspective to ultimately advance the well-being of Plus-Sized women and 

provide a foundation for future research. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This section reviews the literature relevant to apparel sizing and apparel sizing 

categorization, merchandising classification in the retail environment, Plus-Size consumer 

frustrations and online retail organization and navigation. 

2.1 Industry Overview  

In order for consumers to make informed clothing purchase decisions, they need to 

understand sizing and fit. A wide variety of sizes are available for consumers to experiment with 

as they determine their ideal fit. Many online retailers have sizing charts and fit illustrations to 

aid the consumer in pre-purchase decisions. This process is somewhat simple for people with 

bodies that fit within the average range of clothing sizes offered. However, for those who fall 

outside the norms of body size and shape, shopping for clothing can be difficult (Scaraboto & 

Fischer, 2012; Peters, 2014). Issues surrounding Plus-Sized apparel and the frustrations of Plus-

Sized women are not a new discourse within the United States of America. Within the fashion 

industry, Plus-Size is a modern term used to describe larger-sized women but the concept of 

larger apparel has existed for over 100 years (Keist, 2012). In the early Twentieth Century, the 

term “stout” was commonly used to describe larger women. A stout woman had a figure “with 

generous bust, back and hip curves that decidedly did not fit in with fashion‘s demands for the 

slim figure” (Keist, 2012, p.9). Another term used to describe fat women was half-sizes. Half-

sizing was used to describe fat women of “uncommon proportions” which would be known 

today as both Plus-Size and Petite (Keist, & Marcketti, 2013).   

Historically, Euro-American cultures have viewed the human body as adaptable, 

moldable, and able to achieve the socially prescribed beauty standards. In the Twenty-first 
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Century United States, the female body has increasingly become viewed as capable of adapting 

to spaces constructed to meet needs of business and corporations rather than those of humans 

(Davis, 1995). In the fashion industry specifically, this is partially achieved through mass 

production. Mass production of apparel is a process that accommodates manufactures’ desires to 

maintain high profit margins by developing clothing quickly and cheaply (Hounshell, 1985). 

From this perspective, the manufacturer assumes that the consumer’s body is mutable and will 

alter to fit into pre-constructed spaces, such as that of ready-to-wear clothing rather than 

historically tailor made.  

2.2 Apparel Sizing 

Apparel sizing does not only affect the literal physical size of a garment, but many other 

components of the design, merchandising and use of a garment. Not only that, but it may affect 

entire decision chains such as how product categories are treated, displayed, and advertised. For 

instance, all sizes of a garment may be pulled from the shelves if a single size that is deemed a 

key size of that garment runs out (Caro & Gallien, 2010). A retailer must attempt to increase 

profits, while reducing costs, and meeting consumer needs (Levy & Weitz, 2012). This means 

that they are held back by various constraints such as floor space, costs of production, their brand 

image, and their own target consumers. While consumers may want more choices in colors, 

styles, or sizes, a retailer cannot appease everyone. However, a consumer who enters a retail 

space, through brick-and-mortar or online spaces, and fails to find their size in their preferred 

style may not return to the retailer or convey positive impressions of the retailer to others 

(Mantrala et al., 2009). When consumers find retailers that offer clothing in their sizes, style, and 

price range, they are much more likely to become brand or retailer loyal (Levy & Weitz, 2012; 

Mantrala et al., 2009). This may then result in higher profitability to the retailer.  
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Within the field of apparel there are several methods of categorizing sizing that are 

distinct and are dependent on aspects such as: gender, price point, figure type, height, age, 

company preferences as well as others (Lee & Steen, 2014). These are used, in part and in 

combination, by companies to create their specific style and sizing. 

There are five main sizing methods that will be introduced here: numeric sizing, alpha 

sizing, vanity sizing, body measurement sizing, and mixed sizing. Numerical sizing is defined 

simply as “a size range designated with numbers,” (Lee & Steen, 2014, p. 452) and varies in 

even or odd numbering depending on the target market and merchandising classification. For 

instance, a Missy’s size chart may have even numerical numbering: 0, 2, 4…14, 16, etc., while a 

Junior’s size chart may have odd numbering of: 1, 3, 5...13, 15 etc. Numerical sizing in body 

measurements are seen as 34, 36, 38 etc. which correspond with body measurements in inches 

and are more commonly found in Men’s sizing (Lee & Steen, 2014, p. 320-324). In Plus-Sizes, 

the numerical sizing is often even numbers and can be seen as 20, 22, 24, etc. (Lee & Steen, 

2014, p. 323).  

Alpha sizing is a method most often seen in letters such as S, M, L, XL (Small, Medium, 

Large, Extra Large), and tends to encompass several numerical sizes within each alpha label; this 

may be seen as skipping numbers as the labeled size is that of the highest size measurement 

included (Lee & Steen, 2014, p. 320). For instance, an L may correspond with that company’s 

10, and an XL with their 14. 

Vanity sizing is a marketing device in which sizes are manipulated in a way to make the 

apparel and consumer seem smaller than they are (Kennedy, 2009, p. 518). This has occurred 

within American apparel sizing for women throughout the years, where “a paper pattern from the 
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1950s would designate the size 8 measurements in our chart to be a size 14” (Lee & Steen, 2014, 

p. 319).  

Lastly, mixed sizing is where two or more of these methods are used together, and can 

present in multiple expressions. One example of a mixed sizing is numerical and alpha which 

may take the form of: XXL/14-16 or XXL/16.  

Clothing designated for females, categorized as Misses or Women’s, may use numeric 

sizing, alpha sizing, vanity sizing, body measurement sizing, and mixed sizing and are labeled in 

an ad hoc manner that differs between sizing charts and companies (Lee & Steen, 2014, p. 320; 

Betzina, 2003, p. 25-26). Men's clothing typically uses numerical or alpha sizing. For men, these 

sizing methods typically utilize body measurements. Waist measurements are used to size pants, 

as well as the inseam measurement (that of the inside of the leg) and are labeled thusly, while 

shirts may be sized by neck and arm measurements (Lee & Steen, 2014; Diamond & Pintel, 

2008, p.152). This is not typically how Women’s apparel is sized, and body measurements may 

not be found while shopping for a garment. 

2.3 Sizing Charts 

When shopping, typically a sizing chart is used to help determine the correct size to try 

on. Sizing charts are a way for companies to organize and communicate their sizes to consumers 

and allow for them to choose the best size of a garment that would fit them. Sizing charts are not 

uniform in design, layout, or presented information (Otieno, Harrow, & Lea-Greenwood, 2005, p 

4). Usually, but not necessarily, the information within these charts are the bust, waist, and hip 

measurements that correlate to each of the labeled sizes. Sizing charts both inform and further act 

to confuse consumers due to the inconsistency between and within retailers, due to information 

present in the charts may be inaccurate or there “can be a variation of actual measurements in 
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garments, which are labelled with the same size code” (Otieno, Harrow, & Lea-Greenwood, 

2005, p 4). 

Sizing is also affected by market segmentation, usually in the form of demographic 

information. Target demographics are an easy way to group consumers and for a retailer to target 

these groups (Levy & Weitz, 2012, p 99). For example: a Plus-Sized, middle-class woman with 

college education is all demographic information. The physical, personal, and social aspects of a 

target demographic may have an impact to the wants and needs of the consumer as well as the 

style and fit of the clothing best suited for them (Levy & Weitz, 2012). This is one aspect used to 

create individual sizing charts by each apparel company.  

Sizing charts are not typically displayed in a physical store but rather online. Unless a 

consumer is shopping online, they may never see a size chart correlating body measurements to a 

company’s sizes, and must rely on either past knowledge of fit within the company, or trying on 

the apparel to select a correct fit. The labeling of size on apparel tags, and the corresponding 

measurements to size, is not required by law within the United States of America, (A guide, 

2013).  

The separate sizing classifications can have overlap in labeling, while the measurements 

and silhouette are different. For example: size 14 can be found in both Missy and Plus-Size 

(ASTM D5585, 2011; ASTM D6960-04, 2004).  When this is the case the Plus-Size sizing may 

be labeled as Women’s and is represented with a W, as in 14W. Within ASTM D5585-11 

Misses, there are sizes from 00-20, that are presented in two body proportion types “Curvy” and 

“Straight” (2012). This was developed through major review of anthropometrical data, and 

“increases and decreases at different rates in specific areas” was identified (ASTM D5585-11, 

2012). This was then modeled into 3D avatars to better express these body proportions. 
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Conversely, a single chart was developed for Plus figure type with no accompanying avatars 

(ASTM D6960-04, 2004). This standard is also withdrawn. The Misses Curvy 14 compared to 

the Plus 14W the Misses Curvy 14 is larger in all three measurements. BWH for Curvy is 40 3/8, 

32 ½, 431⁄4, and BWH for Plus is 39 1/2, 31 ½, and 41 ½ (ASTM D5585-11, 2012; ASTM 

D6960-04, 2004). 

There are different merchandising classifications of sizes based on age, gender, height, 

and girth. These classifications are not uniform throughout the industry, but are often broken 

down to some iteration of: adult women, adult men, pregnant women or maternity, tall, petite, 

plus size, junior, and children of various ages, gendered or not (Lee & Steen, 2014; 

Subcommittee, n.d.). With diversity and no standardization of these merchandising 

classifications it may be difficult for some consumers to reach their goals of product attainment 

and self-expression. 

 

Current scholarly literature and industry reports define Plus-Size in the following ways: 

 “starting approximately at size 14” (Lee & Steen, 2014, p. 323). 

 “a special segment that wears a size 14 or larger- the Plus Size” (Acosta, J.P., 2012, 

p.97). 

 “plus-size refers to a larger figure correlating most commonly with misses’ sizes 14-32 

(Ashdown, 1998; ASTM, 2004). 

 ASTM International,  lists Plus-Size as “14W through 32W” (ASTM D6960-04, 2004) 
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There is some consensus among the fashion industry and academia that Plus-Size 

classifies at size 14 and higher, however, as stated above, there are no laws requiring consistency 

of sizing across apparel companies (A guide, 2013). As a result of this, many women own and 

wear a range of clothing sizes. There is no clear understanding of what Plus-Size apparel consists 

of. Assuming that as body weight increases so does clothing size, over 60% of Americans would 

fit into Plus-Size clothing categories (Garcia, 2015). 

2.4 Consumer Frustrations 

The lack of uniformed sizing of female clothing creates confusion and dissatisfaction for 

the consumer, as well as distorting the image that correlates to size as physical representation 

(Kind, & Hathcote, 2000; Otieno, Harrow, & Lea-Greenwood, 2005). The experiences and 

frustrations of the female Plus-Size consumer towards apparel has been well recorded and 

studied in academia (Scaraboto & Ficher, 2012; Otieno, Harrow, & Lea-Greenwood, 2005) as 

well as discussed in non-academic settings (Bellafante, 2010; Kinzel, n.d.; Harding, n.d.; Levitt, 

n.d.) 

People who blog about these frustrations are sometimes referred to as Fatshionistas 

(Scaraboto & Fischer, 2009, p. 1234) and the blogs and online grievances are too numerous to 

fully note. Within these, criticisms of apparel fit, style, and availability are common (Scaraboto 

& Fischer, 2009; Keist & Marcketti, 2013; Otieno, Harrow, & Lea-Greenwood, 2005). In Keist 

& Marcketti’s (2013) study, major criticisms were found for fit in Plus-Sized Women’s clothing. 

These sentiments are not new however, and can be found through history in United States 

apparel discourses. The Plus-Sized consumer’s dissatisfaction with fit has been expressed as far 

back as the early 1920s (Keist & Marcketti, 2013, p. 262). 
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Feeling unrepresented or unwanted within the apparel industry is also not a new or 

uncommon sentiment. Studies investigating the effects of being exposed to “thin or 

underweight,” “average” sized models, and “overweight” models have been done through the 

years to different conclusions (Diedrichs & Lee, 2011; Tiggemann & McGill, 2004). Levels of 

social comparison or internalized cultural ideals of beauty (Diedrichs & Lee, 2011) and body 

cathexis appears to be an important factor in how much of an effect these exposures have on 

people. Body cathexis, is “the degree of feeling of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the various 

parts or processes of the body” (Secord & Jourard, 1953, p. 343). Song & Ashdown (2013) found 

that body cathexis can be affected by people’s self-perception of size. This furthers the point that 

size matters to women.  

Since at least the early Twentieth century large women have been told there is a right way 

and a wrong way to dress themselves. Advice and criticisms of dressing to “accentuate a Plus-

Sized woman’s best features and hide her defects” (Keist & Marcketti, 2013, p. 267) is a 

sentiment heard still to this day. When Plus-Size consumers express high level of dissatisfaction 

with available styles (Kin & Hathcote, 2000;) and difficulty in finding clothing in their preferred 

styles (Otieno, Harrow, & Lea-Greenwood, 2005), it is difficult to dress to current style trends, 

let alone match clothing to personal style tastes. If a person’s clothing fits, literally and 

figuratively, then the person does not so much notice them. Clothing “becomes an extension of 

the body that is like a second skin” (Entwistle, 2000, p. 334), but when clothing does not fit it is 

noticeable, distracting, and limiting, as Entwistle discusses in relation to Eco’s dialogue (as cited 

in Entwistle, 2000) regarding too tight jeans. This limitation of expression may take form in size, 

style, gender expression, combinations of these and beyond. 
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Consumers may find other ways in which to dress themselves, looking to other 

merchandising categories such as men’s clothing (Peters, 2014), or retailing channels such as 

catalogues or online retailers (Scaraboto & Fischer, 2012). 

2.5 Online Retail Organization 

The purchasing of apparel can take place in many locations such as catalog, TV, and 

virtual or a physical store. A physical store, termed brick and mortar is defined as the traditional 

method of retailing and is the physical space in which purchases can be made (Diamond, & 

Pintel, 2008, p.89). An online store is then the online retail space for a company reachable 

through a website (Diamond, & Pintel, 2008, p.89). These retail spaces are not directly equal in 

qualities and each offer pros and cons to a consumer. An online retailing space is not dependent 

on limited floor space within the store, instead merchandise is held within warehouses and 

distribution centers, and presented to the consumer in an online retail space that is affected by 

server capacity. However, the online retail space may be hard to navigate due to many more 

products being available, or be poorly presented to the consumer (Napier et al., 2006). The 

consumer is also distanced from the apparel and is unable to touch or interact with the products, 

which does not allow for testing the fit of a product before purchase. There are certain aspects to 

online shopping that are more attractive to some Plus-Sized consumers.  

There is no other presence of human beings, and a shopper is able to take as little or as 

much time as they wish without judgement or interaction. While frustration at being unable to 

reach apparel that fits them may still present, this is lessened than being physically within a retail 

space, as the shopper is able to leave quickly, anonymously, and is given a quicker opportunity 

to find another apparel retailer than when limited to the physical space (Scaraboto & Fischer, 

2012). 
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As Lesley Kinzel (2015) put it: 

“The truth is that brick-and-mortar shopping as a definitively, unquestioningly Plus-Sized person 

in a store with fully integrated Plus-Sizes can be super frustrating when the whole store doesn’t 

carry the full range of sizes. Which items come in your size? WHO KNOWS.” 

 

Plus-Sized apparel is often separated to the back of stores or even pushed out of physical 

retail spaces entirely and is then found only in the online retail space (Scaraboto & Fischer, 

2012). Thus, a consumer may never know that a retailer offers apparel in her size if she does not 

visit the online space. Otieno, Harrow, & Lea-Greenwood (2005) found that Plus-Sized 

consumers were put off by thin sales representatives, and of the Plus-Sized respondents “60.7 per 

cent said that they felt frustrated” when unable to find clothing that fit them. This may be a major 

contributor to Plus-Sized consumers shopping online. 

Consumer purchase and satisfaction are the major goals of a retailer. “Satisfaction is a 

major outcome of marketing activity and serves to link processes culminating in purchase and 

consumption with post-purchase phenomena such as attitude change, repeat purchase, and brand 

loyalty” (Churchill & Surprenant, 1982, p. 491). When consumers receive apparel that does not 

meet expectations, returns are made. “Merchandise returns account for more than $280 billion in 

lost sales for US retailers” according to a 2014 report by The Retail Equation (Consumer returns, 

2014). Other aspects such as style, price, marketing approach, and others may also affect 

consumer returns (Consumer returns, 2014). Ensuring that apparel fits the consumer in 

accordance to measurements in sizing charts is thus critical for retailers to keep returns down.  
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2.6 Wayfinding in Online Retail Spaces 

Wayfinding is a concept known in multiple fields such as design, architecture, and 

merchandising. It is generally known as the process or cues in which people navigate spaces 

(Center for Inclusive Design and Environmental Access, n.d). Wayfinding is both the “act of 

finding your way to a destination” as well as the process in which fields may then help “people 

find their way” (Berger, 2005, p. 6). Explicit signs or information may be used to do this, as well 

as implicit language, symbols, or signs (Gibson, 2009, p. 13). This information should 

communicate information and direction “with accuracy and immediacy” (Gibson, 2009, p. 13).  

Each retailer will have design elements specific to their company and brand which 

communicates their business or brand to the consumer. While the online retail space is not 

physical, “coordinated symbols, colors, names, signage, architecture, and landscaping together 

reinforce the institutional identity and express a specific sense of place, of being somewhere in 

particular” (Harris, 2009).  

Certain characteristics of online retail spaces are similar throughout page design. Though 

sites differ greatly in their use of color, fonts, images, and layouts, they use similar structures to 

exhibit products, guide consumers, and relay information (Napier et al., 2006). These elements 

must communicate information to the consumer while reinforcing the brand (Berger, 2005). 

Navigation bars are frequently used in online retail spaces, and are often found as an 

overarching main header near the top of subsequent pages. Navigation bars may use graphics or 

text to direct users to internal links throughout the rest of the website (Napier et al., 2006, p. 

301).The most common form of navigation bar referenced are main headers (Napier et al., 2006). 

These often offer departments, product categories, or other specific information to better direct 

consumers to the sections or products they are shopping for. These headers may take the form of 



16 

 

offering direct links or drop-down menus, which may either be hovered over with a cursor, or 

clicked to show further information, links, or images (CSS, n.d.).  

 Filtering is another way in which the information can be organized, classified, and 

delivered. It uses keywords to deliver relevant information or products, to consumers as they 

shop online (Information, 2012). A consumer may choose keywords presented by the retailer, or 

enter their own. Filtering is a “selective presentation or deliberate manipulation of information to 

make it more acceptable or favorable to its recipient” (Filtering, n.d.). This takes different forms 

in the online retail space, but is commonly seen as a way of presenting and organizing products. 

A consumer may filter any items by brand, style, or other aspects. The goal of organizing an 

online retail space is to facilitate traffic in a logical and intuitive manner which allows for 

consumers and retailers to accomplish their goals (Napier et al., 2006, p. 286). Consumers may 

find the information or products they are looking for while remaining in the retail space longer 

and leave with favorable attitudes, and retailers have engaged consumers browsing and 

potentially making purchases. The filtering and organizational processes of a retailer’s online 

store is similar but not is not an exact to that of the physical retail space. One main similarity 

between the brick and mortar and online retail spaces are that a consumer must be able to find 

what they want if they are to be able to make a purchase.  

 The process of organizing the information or products into a navigable path the consumer 

can follow is known as hierarchical navigation, or a breadcrumb trail (Napier et al., 2006, p. 303; 

Berger, 2005). Thus, one may follow a breadcrumb trail of headers, links, filters, images, word 

usage, etc. within an online retail space to find and reach products or information. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHODOLOGY 

This chapter explains the research methodology used in the study. The study includes 

collection and analysis of secondary data. Secondary data is information already researched, 

gathered, and presented by others (Neuman, 2011, p 368-392). Sizing charts from top grossing 

retailers of 2015 offering Plus-Size clothing have been selected as the primary source of 

secondary data. In this study secondary data will be aggregated, and then disaggregated into 

summary data charts for analysis. While the evidence presented is solely representative of sizing 

charts and merchandising classifications, the data selected are analytically representative. I  

recognize that while clothing, sizing, and merchandising classifications are complex, varied and 

even contradictory, they do exhibit a general analytical pattern that conveys a message about 

how the fashion industry approaches the fat body. To achieve the objectives, collection of 

secondary data, systematic content analysis and manifest coding methods will be used. Each of 

these methods will be described under the appropriate objective.  

3.1 Objectives 

Objectives 1, 2, and 3 consist of data collection and objectives 4 and 5 pertain to data 

analysis.  Objectives 1, 2, and 3 involve collection of secondary data through systematic content 

analysis and manifest coding. Content analysis is a process in which information is 

systematically recorded from a body of material, in this case: retailers’ websites (Neuman, 2011, 

p. 49). According to Neuman (2011, p. 49) content analysis is a form of nonreactive research in 

which the parties that the data collected from is unaware of the use of the information in the 

study. The information gathered for this study is not copyrighted and openly available through 

retailers’ websites. Using the inclusion criteria, manifest coding will be used to document the use 
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of the term Plus-Size within retailers from the National Retail Federation’s (NRF) Top 100 

Retailers Chart 2015 (Kantar Retailing, n.d.). Manifest coding is a method of coding in which a 

list of words, phrases, or symbols are developed and then located within a source; it is explicit 

and not implicit in the content analysis (Neuman, 2011, p. 374). Thus, while there are other 

forms of terminology used by the apparel industry to refer to fat women’s bodies and apparel, I 

will focus on the explicit use of the terms: plus, plus size, plus sizes, plus sized with or without 

hyphenation.  

The results and summary tables use a basic binary coding to report the analysis. Binary 

coding will use a 0 for a negative occurrence, and a 1 for a positive occurrence for tallying and 

analysis for objectives 1 through 3. Furthermore, tables include bolded retailers to indicate they 

are either singular retailers or are the name of a parent company, with unbolded names being 

either sub-brands or sub-retailers.  Bolding acts both as distinction for counting and to 

distinguish sub-brands and sub-retailers. Parent companies are displayed on their own merged 

and highlighted line. Some information was unobtainable, and is indicated with “NA” in tables. 

 

3.1.a Objective 1.  

 Determine and define retailers that offer Plus-Size from the Top 100 American retailers 

based on U.S. retail sales in 2015. 

To accomplish the first objective, information from the National Retail Federation’s Top 

100 Retailers Chart 2015 (Kantar Retailing, n.d.) were used to determine companies, retailers 

and brands that sell Plus-Size clothing. Retailers with significant sales are examined for their 

success in recent sales. I recognize that while the sizing charts examined may not represent of all 
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the sizing charts in the fashion industry for Plus-Size women, they do represent a discernable 

amount from successful retailers. The inclusion criteria for this study is outlined in Figure 1.  

 

  Figure 1. Inclusion Criteria 

 

The first step will be to determine whether a company is a parent company or a retailer. 

An example of a parent company is L-Brands which owns the brand Victoria’s Secret, while an 

example of a retailer is Nordstrom. All qualifying retailers and brands from the Top 100 

Retailers Chart 2015 (Kantar Retail, n.d.) will be included in this study. Each company and 

retailer will be examined for whether or not it offers Plus-Size clothing. If the company or 

retailer does, they will be included for further analysis.  
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3.1.b Objective 2.  

 To determine the various techniques leading American apparel retailers use to classify 

Plus-Size clothing sections in their online retail space through the use of basic 

wayfinding.  

To determine the ways in which leading United States apparel retailers classify the Plus-Size 

clothing sections in their online retail space, a wayfinding step-by-step process was conducted 

and recorded through the use of screenshotting. A screenshot is a method of capturing visual 

information on a computer screen and saving the image as a file. In this study, navigation bars 

are closely examined, as they direct consumers and categorize Plus-Size apparel. A navigation 

bar is found on internet web pages, and is a graphic or image to aid visitors in accessing 

information. Using the words: plus, plus size, plus sizes, plus sized, special sizes, extended sizes 

as indicators for navigation I will execute the wayfinding process of finding Plus-Size apparel 

through a three-step process: 

1. Visit the main page of the company, or brand. 

2. Record a screenshot(s) of the menu organization involved in the step-by-step process of 

arriving at the Plus-Size section of apparel. 

3. Analyze the process, and final classification space of the Plus-Size section. 

As the actual process in finding Plus-Size apparel may change based on a retailers website, 

any deviation from the above steps will be recorded in the results section.  

3.1.c Objective 3.  

 Find and record the Plus-Size clothing sizing chart for each brand or company.  
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Once a retailer has been included in the study, and the wayfinding process has been 

determined, the sizing chart for Plus-Size clothing was found and recorded through the use of 

screenshotting. This study focused on the term Plus-Size, and specifically will focus on the use 

of the term within a female gendered clothing parameter. While the term may appear in 

masculine labeled apparel, it was not be included in this study as body measurements can greatly 

differ between gendered apparel due to body measurements and difference of styles.  

3.2 Data Analysis:  

3.2.a Objective 4.  

 To determine the differences in Plus-Size sizing charts among leading American apparel 

retailers in their online retail space.  

To determine the differences in Plus-Size sizing charts among leading United States 

apparel retailers in their online retail spaces, data was compiled in a variety of charts to compare 

the BWH measurements found from the sizing charts collected in objective 3. Measurements 

under each size designation was kept consistent throughout the data. Data was organized by size 

designation and not by measurements. For example, all measurements designated as size 14 

wererecorded together. Furthermore, as alpha sizing and numeric sizing are created with 

differing methods (Lee & Steen, 2014), they will be coded separately. Companies with mixed 

sizing listed under Plus-Sizes, were divided into the appropriate alpha and numeric sizes. For 

example, in Figure. 2, mixed sizing may take the form of 2X and be shown to correspond to 18W 

or 20W.  
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Size Bust Waist Hip 

1X 
14W 

16W 

42 

44 

37 

39 

46 

48 

2X 
18W 

20W 

46 

48 

41 

43 

50 

52 

3X 
22W 

24W 

50 

52 

45 

47 

54 

56 

   Figure 2. Sample Size Chart  

In instances where mixed sizing is found, both alpha and numeric measurements are recorded 

as they are listed. Alpha measurements are recorded as the larger of the two numeric 

measurements, because the alpha size combines the two numbered sizes and will fit up to the 

larger measurements listed (Lee & Steen, 2014). Using Figure 2. as an example, 2X are recorded 

with the same measurements as a size 20W, because a consumer who wears 18W or 20W fits 

into size 2X. 

All data were compiled in Microsoft Excel. Descriptive statistics were created for the data 

sets, including: range, difference of range, frequencies, and averages. The descriptive statistics 

were organized into tables as well as outlined within the text. Frequency tables were created to 

convey a visual representation of distributions of measurement discrepancies within each size 

designation of Plus-Size apparel for BWH.  

3.2.b Objective 5.  

 The data will be analyzed and discussed from a feminist, Fat Studies, and merchandising 

perspective. 

To accomplish objective 5, the findings of merchandising classification and clarified term 

Plus-Size were discussed from a feminist, Fat Studies, and merchandising perspective in the 

Discussion, Conclusion and Further Studies section of this paper.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS 

This section provides the results of the study, which includes five parts. Parts one through 

four describe the first four objectives. The first part presents the inclusion criteria for the top 100 

companies and which qualified. The second part explains the wayfinding process of each 

company that qualified for inclusion. The third part describes the tables and sizing charts 

collected. The fourth part of the results section displays summary charts of the data collected. 

Finally, the fifth part of the results includes a short summary of unanticipated findings. Objective 

five is completed in Chapter Five, the discussion. All data was collected between January and 

March of 2016.   

4.1 Objective 1.  

 Determine and define retailers that offer Plus-Size from the National Retail Federation’s 

Top 100 Retailers Chart 2015 (Kantar Retail, n.d.). 

Table 1. displays a five step process determining which, among the top 100 US retailers, 

offers Plus-Size Women’s apparel. First, the parent company’s name is listed as verbatim from 

the NRF chart and the second step lists any subsequent brands or sub-retailers owned. After data 

collection began, several sub-brands were found to be based in foreign countries. Therefore, the 

methodology was slightly adjusted and the table also displays an additional step indicating 

whether the retailer or sub-brands’ websites are American or otherwise. To achieve the 

objectives of examining only US retailers, any foreign companies owned by U.S. companies 

were not included in the study. Using the binary coding system, foreign companies are marked 

with a “0” in the table. After determining this, the fourth step was to explore the website to 
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determine whether the retailer carried adult clothing, if they did a “1” was placed in the cell. 

Lastly was to discover if Women’s Plus-Size clothing was offered.  

Table 1. Summary of Parent Companies, Retailers, and Brands Included 

Top 100 Retailers Sub Brands 

American 

Website/ 

Company 

Adult Clothing 
Women's 

Plus-Size 

Aldi Serra 1 1 NA 

Army & Air Force 

Exchange 0 1 1 1 

Ascena Anne Taylor 1 0 0 

Ascena Catherines 1 1 1 

Ascena Dressbarn 1 1 1 

Ascena Justice 1 0 0 

Ascena Lane  Bryant 1 1 1 

Ascena Loft 1 1 0 

Ascena Lou & Grey 1 1 0 

Ascena Maurices 1 1 1 

Bed Bath & 

Beyond 0 1 1 0 

Belk 0 1 1 1 

Burlington Coat 

Factory 0 1 1 1 

Costco 0 1 1 1 

Dick’s Sporting 

Goods 0 1 1 1 

Dillard's Gibson & Latimer 1 1 1 

Dollar General 0 1 1 1 

Family Dollar Store 0 1 1 NA 

Gap Athleta 1 1 1 

Gap Banana Repuiblic 1 1 0 

Gap Gap 1 1 0 

Gap Intermix 1 1 0 

Gap Old Navy 1 1 1 

Home Depot 0 1 1 0 

Hudson's Bay 

Find @ Lord + 

Taylor 1 1 NA 

Hudson's Bay Galeria 0 0 0 

Hudson's Bay Galeria Inno 0 0 0 
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Top 100 Retailers Top 100 Retailers Top 100 Retailers Top 100 Retailers 
Top 100 

Retailers 

Hudson's Bay Gilt 1 1 NA 

Hudson's Bay Home Outfitters 1 0 0 

Hudson's Bay Hudson's Bay 1 1 1 

Hudson's Bay Lord & Taylor 1 1 1 

Hudson's Bay Saks Fifth Avenue 1 1 1 

Hudson's Bay 
Saks Fifth Avenue 

Off 5th 1 1 1 

Hudson's Bay Sportarena 0 0 0 

JC Penny 0 1 1 1 

Kohls 0 1 1 1 

L Brands 
Bath & Body 

Works 1 0 0 

L Brands Henri Bendel 1 0 0 

L Brands La Senza 1 1 0 

L Brands Pink 1 1 0 

L Brands Victoria Secret 1 1 0 

Lowes 0 1 1 0 

Macy's Alfani 1 1 1 

Macy's Charter Club 1 1 1 

Macy's Ideology 1 1 1 

Macy's INC 1 1 1 

Macy's Style & Co 1 1 1 

Menards 1 1 1 0 

Neiman Marcus 0 1 1 1 

Nordstrom 1 1 1 1 

Office Depot 1 1 1 0 

Oreily 0 1 1 0 

QVC 0 1 1 1 

Ross 0 1 1 1 

Sears Holdings Craftsman 1 0 0 

Sears Holdings DieHard 1 0 0 

Sears Holdings Kenmore 1 0 0 

Sears Holdings Kmart 1 1 1 

Sears Holdings Sears 1 1 1 

Sears Holdings Sears Auto Center 1 0 0 

Sears Holdings 

Sears Home 

Services 1 0 0 

Sears Holdings Shop Your Way 1 1 0 
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Top 100 Retailers Top 100 Retailers Top 100 Retailers Top 100 Retailers 
Top 100 

Retailers 

Staples 1 1 1 0 

Starbucks 0 1 1 0 

Target 

Adam Lippes for 

Target 1 1 1 

Target Ava & Viv 1 1 1 

Target Éclair 1 1 1 

Target Knox Rose 1 1 1 

Target Merona 1 1 1 

Target Mossimo 1 1 1 

Target Xhilaration 1 1 1 

TJX Sierra Trading Post 1 1 1 

TJX TjMaxx 1 1 1 

TJX Marshalls 1 1 NA 

TJX Home goods 1 0 0 

Toys R Us 1 1 1 1 

Tractor Supply 1 1 1 1 

Walmart 0 1 1 1 

      Totals 42 

     Table 1. Summary of Parent Companies, Retailers, and Brands Included 

 

As is shown in Table 1, the research and classification process was ordered through a six 

step process. However, in multiple cases it slightly deviated. Distinctions needed to be further 

developed between department store retailers, that offer multiple brands, and private label 

retailers. If a retailer was found to have Women’s Plus-Sized apparel with sizing information in 

an overarching presentation, then sub-brands was not further explored. For example, Nordstrom 

owns several private label brands that are classified as Plus-Size. Each of the private label brands 

has individual sizing information; however Nordstrom offers an overarching sizing chart, and in 

this instance, the overarching size chart was collected to describe the sizing offered at 

Nordstrom. On the other hand, Ascena is a parent company which includes Anne Taylor, 

Catherines, Dressbarn, and several other companies; each of these are separate sub-retailers 



27 

 

which may have private brands and differing size charts and would therefore potentially qualify 

as sub-brands. Another example is the department store Target which does not have an 

overarching sizing chart but holds multiple private brands that each offer Plus-Size in different 

size charts. They are recorded here as sub-brands.  

Some retailers display Women’s Plus-Size navigation bars but fail to report any other 

information. As a result, several retailers were unable to be further analyzed past stages where 

information was not available. In the case of Costco, they carry adult clothing and Women’s 

Plus-Sized apparel, but do not display size ranges or measurements online. Thus, Costco may be 

included in a total of retailers which offer Women’s Plus-Sized apparel but they are not included 

in further analysis. In another example, the parent retailer TJX includes the department store 

Marshalls, which is an American discount retail chain offering brand-name clothing, accessories, 

shoes and housewares. However, based on the online merchandising and format of Marshalls, it 

was indeterminate if this company carries Women’s Plus-Sized clothing and was therefore not 

included in further analysis.  

 Another reason for non-inclusion of brands was due to my interpretation of unisex 

clothing. Some apparel was not directly labeled as Women’s or Plus-Size and was not included 

in the study. For example, Lowes department store has shirts available up to sizes 6XL, which 

would potentially be included in Plus-Size categorization. However, they are not labeled as 

Men’s, Women’s or Plus-Size, and are assumed to be classified as unisex t-shirts. Lastly, Home 

Depot, was found to carry two items labeled as Plus-Size, including: “Plus Size Flannel Santa 

Suit for Adults,” and “Adult Plus Size Red and Green Elf Tights.” These were categorized under 

“Adult Costumes,” and deemed to be unisex and thus not included in the study. 
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 Only companies that labeled adult Women’s or female clothing as Plus-Size, whether 

through the use of category headers, sub-menu headers, product details, sizing details, product 

titles, or displayed on their front page to indicate all clothing was Plus-Size, were included in the 

study. The wording included in this criteria is as follows: plus, plus size, plus sizes, plus sized.  

Ultimately, 42 parent companies, and sub-brands or sub-retailers were found to carry 

Women’s Plus-Sized apparel. Of these 42 companies, 34 (80.95%) had viewable size charts and 

corresponding measurements that were included in the study. Of the retailers found to offer Plus-

Size, 19.05% did not offer sizing charts. Army & Air Force Exchange, Costco, Dick’s Sporting 

Goods, Dollar General, Macy’s Ideology, Ross, Toys R Us, and Tractor Supply did not have size 

charts for Plus-Size tops and are not included in further size analysis.  

 

4.2 Objective 2.  

 To determine the ways leading American apparel retailers classifies the Plus-Size 

clothing sections in their online retail space through the use of basic wayfinding. 

Objective 2 was to determine the ways in which American apparel retailers classified the 

Plus-Size clothing sections in their online retail spaces through basic wayfinding methods. The 

website retail space for each retailer was visited, and the process of finding the Women’s Plus-

Size clothing section was gathered by means of capturing screenshot pictures. This recording of 

virtual spaces was for referencing, as well as maintaining, the same information as first visit. 

Basic wayfinding methods were used in the navigation of the online retail space, specifically to 

the way that written signage was used to subdivide the online retail space. The words: plus, plus 
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size, plus sizes, plus sized, special sizes, extended sizes were used as indicators in this process of 

navigation. Using this criteria, Table 2. was created.  

Table 2. Summary of Navigation 

Retailers Main 

Page 
Main 

Header Drop Down Sub-Page Sub-Page Sub-

Page 
Sub-

Page 

Total 

(Clicks, 

Hovers) 

Army & 

Air 

Force 

Exchang

e 

 Apparel Women's: See All 
Shop By 
Department: 
Plus Sizes 

   3 

Ascena 

Catherine
s 

Plus 
Sizes       1 

Catherine’s Note: All clothing is designated Plus Size from the top of the main page. "Catherines. We fit you beautifully. 
Plus Sizes" 

Dressbar
n  plus      1 

Lane 
Bryant 

Shop: 
plus size       1 

Lane Bryant Note: All clothing is designated Plus Size from the bottom of the main page. "Shop: plus size clothing…" 

Maurices  Plus      1 

Belk  Women Special Sizes: 

Women's Plus     2 

Burlingt

on Coat 

Factory 
 Women  

Shop by 
Size: Plus    2 

Costco  

Clothing 
& 
Handbag
s 

Women's Clothing 

Shop 
Related 
Categories: 
Plus Size 

   3 

Dick’s 

Sporting 

Goods 
 Apparel 

Women's Apparel: 
Plus & Extended 
Sizes 

    2 
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Retailers 
Main 

Page 
Main 

Header 
Drop Down Sub-Page Sub-Page 

Sub-

Page 
Sub-

Page 

Total 

(Clicks, 

Hovers) 

Dillard's  Women's Specialty Shops: 
Plus     2 

Dollar 

General         

Dollar General Note: Plus Size Not separated from other garments, in product title. Had to search 

Gap 

Old Navy  
Women's 
Plus      1 

Old Navy Note: Through Special sizes in the Main Header OR the clickable image on the front page 

Athleta  
Special 

Sizes  Plus    2 

Hudson's Bay 

Hudson's 
Bay  Women's Plus Size     2 

Lord & 
Taylor  

Women's 
Clothing Plus Size     2 

Saks 
Fifth 
Avenue 

 
Women's 
Apparel Plus Size Plus Size in 

item titles    3 

Saks 
Fifth 
Avenue 
OFF 5th 

 Women Sizes 14W-24W Plus Size in 
item titles    3 

Saks Fifth Avenue OFF 5th Note: Plus Size is denoted through clothing titles 

JC 

Penny  Women Specialty Sizes: 
Plus Size     2 

Kohls  Women 
Size Range: Plus 

Size (0X-3X, 14W-
26W) 

    2 

Macy's  Women 
Special Sizes: Plus 
Sizes; Trendy Plus 
Sizes 

    2 

Macy’s Note: Plus size and Trendy Plus Size separated. 
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Retailers 
Main 

Page 
Main 

Header 
Drop Down Sub-Page Sub-Page 

Sub-

Page 
Sub-

Page 

Total 

(Clicks, 

Hovers) 

Neiman 

Marcus  
Women's 
Apparel 

Special Sizes: 
Women's     2 

Neiman Marcus Note: searching "plus size" reaches same destination. Plus Size is shown in the browser tab 

Nordstro

m  Women Clothing: Plus-Size 
Clothing     2 

QVC  
Shop By 
Category 

Fashion: Special 
Sizes: Plus 

    2 

Ross  
Departm
ents 

Women Plus    3 

Sears Holdings 

Kmart  Clothing 
Specialty Sizes: 

Plus Size Women's 
Clothing 

    2 

Sears  Clothing All Women's 
Clothing 

Women's 
Clothing View All See 

More 
Plus Size 
Clothing 6 

Shop 
your way  

Clothing 
& Shoes  Clothing Women's 

Clothing 
Women
's Tops 

Category
: Plus 
Size 
Tops 

5 

Target  
clothing, 
shoes & 
jewelry 

extended sizing: 
plus size     2 

TJX 

Sierra 
Trading 
Post 

 Clothing Women's Clothing 
Women's 
Shirts & 
Tops 

Special 
sizes 

(Petite-
Tall): Plus 

  4 

TJMaxx  women clothing: plus size     2 

Tractor 

Supply  SHOP CLOTHING & 
FOOTWEAR 

WOMEN'S 
CLOTHING 

WOMEN'
S LONG- 
SLEEVE 
SHIRTS 

FILTE
R BY: 
SIZE: 
3X 

FIT: 
PLUS 6 

Walmart  
All 

Departm
ents 

Clothing, Shoes & 

Jewelry: Women's: 
Women's Plus 

    2 

       
 

 
 



32 

 

 

 Table 2 displays the retailer’s name, if the retailer includes any sub-retailers or sub-

brands, and details the process to find Women’s Plus-Size clothing. Main page is distinguished 

from main header, as well as a drop down menu, even though all three of these may be available 

on the front page. This is due to information being found separately in each of these. As with 

Catherines, the words “Plus Sizes” was found next to the company name in the upper left hand 

corner, and identifies the products as being within this category from the first moment of visiting 

their page. Maurices, has “Plus” as a sub-section, identified in its main header. While many other 

retailers placed Plus-Sized clothing as a sub-section under a main header such as “Women.” 

Tallied movements, recorded in equal weight as clicks or hovers, are recorded, averaged, and a 

mode, median, minimum, maximum and difference of these two numbers is provided. Specific 

notes are provided for retailers as needed and are indicated in a separate cell listed under the 

retailer’s name. Macy’s and Target both carry private brands and are highlighted as parent 

retailers, though the brands are not analyzed separately as it takes the same route to reach each of 

them. 

 The average number of movements were two, with this also representing the mode and 

median. The minimum amount was one, and the maximum was six. The number does not 

      
AVERAGE 2.5 

      MODE 2.0 

      MEDIAN 2.0 

      MIN 1 

      MAX 6 

      DIFF 5 
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entirely encapsulate the difficulties and ease of navigating these spaces but each step adds to the 

total time, effort, and complexity for the Plus-Sized consumer to find their apparel. Subpages and 

other subsequent sub-sections are separated by steps along the process, seen in Table 2. In one 

case, with Dollar General, the search bar had to be used to find Women’s Plus-Sized apparel, as I 

could not follow a breadcrumb trail through the website to find the section.  

4.3 Objective 3.  

Find the Plus-Size clothing sizing chart for each brand or company. 

The sizing chart is typically accessible on the same page as the product. However, in 

some cases it was necessary to use the search bar. When the search bar was used, the following 

phrases were input; plus-size clothing chart, plus-size clothing. Once the size chart was located, a 

screenshot of the chart was recorded. A total of 34 size charts were found and located in 

Appendix A.  

Table 3. Sizing Chart per Retailer 

Top 100 Retailers Sub Brands 

Size Chart or 

Measurements 

Available 

Aldi Serra 0 

Army & Air Force Exchange 0 0 

Ascena Anne Taylor 0 

Ascena Catherines 1 

Ascena Dressbarn 1 

Ascena Justice 0 

Ascena Lane  Bryant 1 

Ascena Loft 0 

Ascena Lou & Grey 0 

Ascena Maurices 1 

Bed Bath & Beyond 0 0 

Belk 0 1 

Burlington Coat Factory 0 1 
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Top 100 Retailers Sub Brands 

Size Chart or 

Measurements 

Available 

Costco 0 0 

Dick’s Sporting Goods 0 0 

Dillard's Gibson & Latimer 1 

Dollar General 0 0 

Family Dollar Store 0 0 

Gap Athleta 1 

Gap Banana Repuiblic 0 

Gap Gap 0 

Gap Intermix 0 

Gap Old Navy 1 

Home Depot 0 0 

Hudson's Bay Find @ Lord + Taylor 0 

Hudson's Bay Galeria 0 

Hudson's Bay Galeria Inno 0 

Hudson's Bay Gilt 0 

Hudson's Bay Home Outfitters 0 

Hudson's Bay Hudson's Bay 1 

Hudson's Bay Lord & Taylor 1 

Hudson's Bay Saks Fifth Avenue 1 

Hudson's Bay Saks Fifth Avenue Off 5th 1 

Hudson's Bay Sportarena 0 

JC Penny 0 1 

Kohls 0 1 

L Brands Bath & Body Works 0 

L Brands Henri Bendel 0 

L Brands La Senza 0 

L Brands Pink 0 

L Brands Victoria Secret 0 

Lowes 0 0 

Macy's Alfani 1 

Macy's Charter Club 1 

Macy's Ideology 0 

Macy's INC 1 

Macy's Style & Co 1 

Menards 1 0 

Neiman Marcus 0 1 
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Top 100 Retailers Sub Brands 

Size Chart or 

Measurements 

Available 

Nordstrom 1 1 

Office Depot 1 0 

Oreily 0 0 

QVC 0 1 

Ross 0 0 

Sears Holdings Craftsman 0 

Sears Holdings DieHard 0 

Sears Holdings Kenmore 0 

Sears Holdings Kmart 1 

Sears Holdings Sears 1 

Sears Holdings Sears Auto Center 0 

Sears Holdings Sears Home Services 0 

Sears Holdings Shop Your Way 0 

Staples 1 0 

Starbucks 0 0 

Target Adam Lippes for Target 1 

Target Ava & Viv 1 

Target Éclair 1 

Target Knox Rose 1 

Target Merona 1 

Target Mossimo 1 

Target Xhilaration 1 

TJX Sierra Trading Post 1 

TJX TjMaxx 1 

TJX Marshalls 0 

TJX Home goods 0 

Toys R Us 1 0 

Tractor Supply 1 0 

Walmart 0 1 

Total    34 

 

As anticipated, measurements in sizing charts was not always explicit as to whether they 

correlated to body measurements or the measurements of the clothing. Many size charts 

expressed in some way that the measurements were of the consumer and went so far as to give 
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some form of graphic showing where on the body to take measurements. The majority 30 

(88.24%) of the 34 included companies reported mixed sizing. While only one retailer Target’s 

brand Éclair offered Alpha only (2.94%), and 3 retailers Lane Bryant, Nordstrom, and TJX’s 

Sierra Trading Post. offered Numeric only (8.82%). 

4.4 Objective 4.  

To determine the differences in Plus-Size sizing charts among leading American apparel 

retailers in their online retail space. 

Plus-size sizing charts were found in alpha sizes, numeric sizes, and mixed sizing. Below 

are Tables 4-15 and Figures 3-6 which display summaries of size ranges offered, averages, and 

frequencies of sizes offered, of alpha and numeric sizes. The mixed sizing data was coded into 

the alpha and numeric data charts as necessary.  
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Table 4. Alpha Size Depth and Breadth 

Retailers and Sub-brands 0X 1X 2X 3X 4X 5X 6X TOTAL 

Ascena 

Catherine 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 7 

DressBarn 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 

Maurices 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 5 

Belk 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 

Burlington 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 6 

Dillard's 

Gibson & Latimer 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 

Gap 

Old Navy 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 4 

Athleta 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 

Hudson's Bay 

Hudson's Bay 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 

Lord & Taylor 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 

Saks Fifth Avenue 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 

Saks Fifth Avenue OFF 5th  0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 

JCPenny 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 

Kohls 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 

Macy's 

Alfani 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 

Charter Club  1 1 1 0 0 0 3 

INC 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 4 
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Retailers and Sub-brands 0X 1X 2X 3X 4X 5X 6X TOTAL 

Style 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 

Neiman Marcus 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 

QVC 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 

Sears Holdings 

Kmart 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 5 

Sears 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 5 

Target 

Adam Lippes 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 4 

Ava & Viv 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 5 

Éclair 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 

Knox Rose 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 5 

Merona 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 5 

Mossimo 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 5 

Xhilaration 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 5 

TJX 

TJMAXX 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 5 

WalMart 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 5 

Totals (Frequencies) 15 31 31 30 15 4 1  

Percentages 

48.39

% 
100% 100% 

96.77

% 

48.39

% 

12.9

% 

3.23

% 
 

Table 4. Alpha Size Depth and Breadth  

Table 4. displays the depth and breadth of Plus-Size offered in alpha sizes. Alpha sizing 

included sizes X, 0, 0X, and 1X through 6X. The number of retailers offering each of these sizes 

is tallied at the bottom of the table. In alpha sizing, the two most commonly offered sizes are 1X 
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and 2X both at a frequency of 31 retailers with 3X offered at 30 retailers. In other words, 100% 

of retailers that offer alpha Plus-Size size charts offer sizes 1X and 2X, with 96.77% of retailers 

offering 3X. 48.39% of retailers offer size 0X and 4X, 12.9% of retailers offer a 5X and, 3.23% 

offer size 6X. The average range, also known as depth, of Plus-Size clothing offered at retailers 

is four sizes. Athleta, owned by Gap has the smallest range of sizes with only two and 

Catherines, owned by Ascena, has the largest range of sizes with seven. It was found in data 

collection that X, 0, and 0X were used in sizing charts. They appeared to be used in the same 

manner between charts, each appearing before 1X, and were coded into the size 0X in this study. 

 

Table 5. Numeric Size Depth and Breadth 

Sub Brands 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34 36 38 TOTAL 

Ascena 

Catherines 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 13 

Dressbarn 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 

Lane Bryant 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 10 

Maurices 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 8 

Belk 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 

Burlington Coat Factory 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 11 

Dillard's 

Gibson & Latimer 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 

Gap 

Old Navy 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 8 

Athleta 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

Hudson's Bay 

Hudson's Bay 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 

Lord & Taylor 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 
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Sub Brands 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34 36 38 TOTAL 

SaksFifthAvenue 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 

SaksFifthAvenueOFF5th 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 

JC Penny 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 11 

Kohls 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 9 

Macy's 

Alfani 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 

Charter Club 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 

INC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 

Style & Co 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 

Neiman Marcus 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 

Nordstrom 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 9 

QVC 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 6 

Sears Holdings 

Kmart 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 10 

Sears 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 10 

Target 

Adam Lippes for Target 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

Ava & Viv 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 9 

Knox Rose 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 9 

Merona 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 9 

Mossimo 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 9 

Xhilaration 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 9 

TJX 

Sierra Trading Post 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 

TJMaxx 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 9 

Walmart 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 9 
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Totals (Frequencies) 4 27 30 33 32 32 31 21 18 14 7 2 1 1  

Percentages 
12

% 

82

% 

91

% 

100

% 

97

% 

97

% 

94

% 

64

% 

55

% 

42

% 

21

% 

6

% 

3

% 

3

% 

 

Table 5. Numeric Size Depth and Breadth 

 Table 5. displays the depth and breadth of Plus-Size offered in numeric sizes. Numeric 

sizing was found to range from 12-38. The frequency of these sizes is tallied in the second to 

bottom row, and percentages of retailers per the frequency is tallied in the bottom row. In 

numeric sizing, the most commonly offered size is 18 at a frequency of 33 retailers and at 100%. 

Athleta, owned by Gap, has the smallest range of Plus-Size offered in only two sizes. On the 

other hand, Catherines, owned by Ascena, offers the broadest range of 13 Plus-Sizes. The 

average range of numeric sizes offered is eight. 

To disaggregate the size charts, the following tables report summaries of the BWH in 

alpha and then numeric. Each table displays the size designations, the minimum measurement 

and largest measurement reported for each size designation and the difference between.  

Table 6. Alpha Bust Measurements Summary in Inches 

 0X 1X 2X 3X 4X 5X 6X 

MIN 38.00 42.00 45.00 50.00 54.50 58.50 63.00 

MAX 43.00 48.00 51.50 56.50 61.50 62.00 63.00 

DIFFERENCE 

RANGE 
5.00 6.00 6.50 6.50 7.00 3.50 0.00 

FREQUNCY 15 31 31 30 15 4 1 

STANDARD DEV 1.18 1.34 1.41 1.31 1.63 1.43 0.00 

  Table 6. Alpha Bust Measurements Summary in Inches 
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 Table 6. displays the minimum girth measurement in inches, the maximum girth 

measurement, and the difference of these two numbers of Alpha sizes 0X- 6X for bust 

measurements. The greatest discrepancy found between alpha busts measurements is under size 

4X with a 7” difference. This is closely followed by a 6.5” difference found in sizes 3X and 2X, 

and a 6” difference found in size 1X. Sizes reported as 0X were found to have a 5” difference. 

The smallest discrepancies in sizes were found in size 5X, with 3.5”, and 6X with a 0” 

difference.  

Table 7. Alpha Waist Measurements Summary in Inches 

 0X 1X 2X 3X 4X 5X 6X 

MIN 33.00 33.00 37.00 42.00 46.00 50.50 60.00 

MAX 38.00 42.00 46.00 53.00 54.00 58.00 60.00 

DIFFERENCE 

RANGE 
5.00 9.00 9.00 11.00 8.00 7.50 0.00 

FREQUNCY 15 30 30 29 14 4 1 

STANDARD DEV 1.49 2.48 2.56 2.81 2.62 3.01 0.00 

  Table 7. Alpha Waist Measurements Summary in Inches 

 

 Table 7. displays the minimum girth measurement in inches, the maximum girth 

measurement, and the difference of these two numbers of Alpha sizes 0X- 6X for waist 

measurements. The greatest discrepancy found between alpha waists measurements is under size 

3X with an 11” difference. This is closely followed by a 9” difference found in sizes 2X and 1X. 

Size 4X has an 8” difference and sizes reported as 5X were found to have a 7.5” difference. The 

smallest discrepancies of sizes were found in size 0X, with 5”, and 6X with a 0” difference. 
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Table 8. Alpha Hip Measurements Summary in Inches 

 0X 1X 2X 3X 4X 5X 6X 

MIN 42.00 44.00 47.00 52.50 56.00 60.50 69.00 

MAX 47.00 51.00 55.00 59.00 65.50 67.00 69.00 

DIFFERENCE 

RANGE 
5.00 7.00 8.00 6.50 9.50 6.50 0.00 

FREQUNCY 10 25 25 24 10 4 1 

STANDARD DEV 1.52 1.90 1.92 1.66 2.52 2.62 0.00 

  Table 8. Alpha Hip Measurements Summary in Inches 

 

 

Table 8. displays the minimum girth measurement in inches, the maximum girth measurement, 

and the difference of these two numbers of Alpha sizes 0X- 6X for hip measurements. The 

greatest discrepancy found between alpha hip measurements is under size 4X with a 9.5” 

difference. This is followed by an 8” difference found in sizes 2X. Size 1X has a 7” difference 

and sizes reported as 3X and 5X were both found to have a 6.5” difference. The smallest 

discrepancies of hip measurements was found in size 0X, with 5”. 

 

 Figure 3. Alpha Size Differences in Inches of BWH 
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 Figure 3. displays the Alpha sizes 0X- 6X and differences in inches found for BWH 

measurements. The greatest discrepancy in alpha sizing is found among size 3X with an 11” 

difference in the waist measurements. The next greatest discrepancy in sizes falls under the size 

4X hip measurement. Following that, the next greatest difference is under sizes 1X and 2Xs 

waist measurements. The minimum difference, excluding the zero difference in size 6X, is 3” in 

the bust measurement for size 5X.  

 

Table 9. Alpha Averages in Inches 

 0X 1X 2X 3X 4X 5X 6X 

BUST 41.17 45.03 48.92 53.02 57.33 60.13 63 

WAIST 35.63 38.25 42.23 46.78 51.71 54.13 60 

HIP 44.20 47.33 51.17 55.30 60.60 63.50 69 

Table 9. Alpha Averages in Inches 

 

 Table 9. displays the average measurement in inches of Alpha sizes 0X- 6X for BWH 

measurements. For each size designation, the bust measurements increase between 2.87” and 

4.31”, the waist measurements increase between 2.42” and 5.87”, and the hip measurements 

increase between 2.9” and 5.5”. 
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      Figure 4. Alpha Averages in Inches 

 

 Figure 4. displays the average girth measurement in inches of Alpha sizes 0X- 6X for 

BWH measurements. The difference between the bust waist and hip for each size indicates an 

hourglass figure with the waist as the smallest measurement followed by bust and hips as the 

largest.  

 

Table 10. Alpha Frequencies 

 0X 1X 2X 3X 4X 5X 6X 

BUST 15 31 31 30 15 4 1 

WAIST 15 30 30 29 14 4 1 

HIP 10 25 25 24 10 4 1 

  Table 10. Alpha Frequencies 

 

 Table 10. displays the frequencies of sizes offered at retailers of Alpha sizes 0X- 6X for 

BWH measurements. The three measurements are not found at all retailers, but all retailers 
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reported bust measurements, thus those are an indication of frequency. The sizes most commonly 

offered are 1X and 2X both found at 31 retailers, with 3X closely behind at 30 retailers. Both 0X 

and 4X were found at 15 retailers. Only four retailers offered size 5X and only one retailer 

offered 6X. Six retailers did not offer hip measurements in 1X, 2X, or 3X, and five did not offer 

hip measurements in 0X or 4X.  

 

 

Table 11. Numeric Bust Measurements Summary in Inches 

 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34 36 38 

MIN 38 39 41 43 45 47 49 51 53 55 57 59 61 63 

MAX 42 44.5 46.5 48.5 50.5 52.5 54.5 56.5 59 61.5 60 62 61 63 

DIFFERENCE 
RANGE 

4 5.5 5.5 5.50 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 6 6.5 3 3 0 0 

FREQUNCY 4 27 30 33 32 32 31 21 18 14 6 2 1 1 

STANDARD 
DEV 

1.44 1.30 1.28 1.31 1.30 1.27 1.31 1.25 
1.3

7 
1.46 0.93 

1.5

0 
0.00 0.00 

 Table 11. Numeric Bust Measurements Summary in Inches 

 

 

 Table 11 is a summary of bust measurements in inches for Numeric sizes 12-38 including 

the minimum measurement, the maximum measurement, and the difference. The greatest 

difference found between numeric bust measurements is under size designation 30 with a 6.5” 

difference. This is closely followed by a 6” difference found in size 28. Sizes reported as 14, 16, 

18, 20, 22, 24, and 26 were all found to have a 5.5” difference with size 12 having a 4” 

difference. The smallest differences of sizes were found in sizes 32 and 34 with a 3” difference.  
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Table 12. Numeric Waist Measurements Summary in Inches 

 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34 36 38 

MIN 33 31 33 35 37 39.5 42 44 46 48.5 50.5 56 58 60 

MAX 36 38 40 42 44 51 53 50 52 53.5 54 56 58 60 

DIFFERENCE 
RANGE 

3 7 7 7 7 11.5 11 6 6 5 3.5 0 0 0 

FREQUNCY 4 27 29 32 31 31 30 20 17 13 6 2 1 1 

STANDARD 
DEV 1.14 1.56 

1.7

0 1.73 

1.7

8 2.22 2.25 

1.7

6 

1.6

9 1.53 1.22 

0.0

0 0.00 0.00 

 Table 12. Numeric Waist Measurements Summary in Inches 

  

 

 Table 12. is a summary of waist measurements in inches for Numeric sizes 12-38 

including the minimum measurement, the maximum measurement, and the difference. The 

greatest discrepancy found between numeric waist measurements is under size designated 22 

with a 11.5” difference. This is closely followed by an 11” difference found in size 24. Sizes 

reported as 14, 16, 18, and 20 were found to have a 7” difference in the waist measurements. 

Sizes 26 and 28 had a 6” difference. Size designated 30 had a 5” difference, and 32 had a 3.5” 

difference. The smallest discrepancies of sizes were found in size 12 with a 3” difference. 
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Table 13. Numeric Hip Measurements Summary in Inches 

 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34 36 38 

MIN 42 42 43.5 45 46.5 50 52 54 56 58 60 65 67 69 

MAX 45 47 49 51 53 55 57 59 61 61.5 63 65 67 69 

DIFFERENCE 
RANGE 

3 5 5.5 6 6.5 5 5 5 5 3.5 3 0 0 0 

FREQUNCY 3 22 24 27 26 26 25 16 13 9 6 2 1 1 

STANDARD 
DEV 1.25 1.35 1.44 

1.4
5 1.60 1.34 1.39 1.34 1.44 1.20 1.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Table 13. Numeric Hip Measurements Summary in Inches 

  

 Table 13. is a summary of hip measurements in inches for Numeric sizes 12-38 including 

the minimum measurement, the maximum measurement, and the difference. The greatest 

difference found between numeric hip measurements is under size designated 20 with a 6.5” 

difference. This is closely followed by a 6” difference found in size 18. A 5.5” difference was 

found in size 16, and 5” differences were found in sizes 14, 22, 24, 26, and 28. Size 32 had a 3.5” 

difference. The smallest discrepancy of sizes were found in sizes 12 and 32 with 3”. 

 
 Figure 5. Numeric Size Differences in Inches of BWH 
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 Figure 5. displays numeric sizes 12-38 and differences in inches found among BWH 

measurements. The greatest difference in measurements falls under size 22 waist measurement. 

The next greatest discrepancy in sizes falls under size 24 waist measurement. Following that, the 

next greatest difference is under sizes 14-20 waist measurements. The minimum difference, 

excluding the zero difference in sizes 36 and 38, is 3” found in: the waist and hip measurement 

for size 12, the bust and hip measurement for size 32, and the bust of size 34. The greatest 

discrepancy in numeric sizing is found among size 22 with an 11.5” difference in the waist 

measurements. 

 

 

 

Table 14. Numeric Averages in Inches 

 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34 36 38 

BUST 40.15 41.85 43.78 45.58 47.59 49.68 51.71 53.33 55.44 57.36 58.58 60.5 61 63 

WAIST 34.13 35.16 36.86 38.81 40.81 43.27 45.29 47.53 49.87 52.08 52.75 56 58 60 

HIP 43.33 44.26 46.07 47.97 49.89 52.07 54.05 55.84 57.92 59.89 61.58 65 67 69 

Table 14. Numeric Averages in Inches 

 

 Table 14. displays the average measurement in inches of numeric sizes 12-38 for BWH 

measurements. The bust measurements increase between .5” and 2.11” for each size designation, 

the waist measurements increase between .67” and 3.25”, and the hip measurements increase 

between .93” and 3.42”. 
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      Figure 6. Numeric Averages in Inches 

 

 Figure 6. displays the average girth measurement in inches of Numeric sizes 12-38 for 

BWH measurements. The difference between the bust waist and hip for each size indicates a 

general hourglass figure with the waist as the smallest measurement followed by bust and hips as 

the largest. The hip measurement is larger in sizes 36 and 38, with the least amount of difference 

between bust and waist.  

 

Table 15. Numeric Frequencies 

 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34 36 38 

BUST 4 27 30 33 32 32 31 21 18 14 6 2 1 1 

WAIST 4 27 29 32 31 31 30 20 17 13 6 2 1 1 

HIP 3 22 24 27 26 26 25 16 13 9 6 2 1 1 

 Table 15. Numeric Frequencies 

 

Tables 15. displays the frequencies of Numeric sizes 12-38 offered at retailers for BWH 

measurements. The three measurements are not found at all retailers, but all retailers reported 
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bust measurements, thus those are used as indication of frequency. The size most commonly 

found at 33 retailers is size designation 18, with sizes 20 and 22 closely behind at 32 retailers. 

Six retailers did not offer hip measurements in sizes 16, 18, 20, 22, and 24, and five did not offer 

hip measurements in sizes 14, 26, 28, or 30. Only one retailer offered 36 and 38, representing 

3.03% of the 33 retailers. 

 

4.5 Unanticipated Findings  

 Many unanticipated findings were discovered in this study. Some of them are discussed 

in this section, while others are discussed in Chapter Five. Unanticipated findings discussed here 

include: sizing chart data, vanity and body measurement sizing, retailers selling apparel, and a 

general discussion of data. 

It had been thought that sizing chart information would be more specific to the apparel 

being viewed. The information in sizing charts was at times specific to brands, other times the 

parent retailer’s sizing chart as outlined in the methodology. However, this difference was not 

always apparent, though some retailers were more careful about conveying information than 

others. For example, TJX’s company Sierra Trading Post state, “please use the following sizing 

chart for general reference only. Sizes between different vendors and manufacturers do vary. 

Item sizing is best found in the item description” (TJX Sierra Appendix A). At times the size 

chart being viewed was not specific to the type of garment being viewed.  

 It was determined that vanity sizing was not present in the companies that are included in 

this study. No explicit vanity sizing was present in retailers sampled. It is further hypothesized 

that this sizing method may be more present in niche markets or at higher price points. Neither 
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was body measurement sizing found present. This sizing system appears to be more related to 

men’s clothing. 

         Several retailers sold Plus-Sized apparel that were not expected to, such as Costco and 

Dollar General. It was unexpected that dollar stores carried apparel and furthermore Plus-Sizes. 

Other retailers that were unanticipated to carry apparel occasionally sold t-shirts as promotional 

tools. For example, Starbucks, or as products in the case of Staples’ custom shirts. This finding 

brought awareness to my assumptions about companies that do or don’t offer clothing and every 

listed retailer was closely analyzed. Several retailers such as Lowes carried clothing, but 

classified them under safety gear. Most of these clothing were listed as male or unisex.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION  

This section completes Objective 5 and provides an analysis and interpretation of the 

findings from a feminist, Fat Studies, and merchandising perspective which includes three parts. 

The first part discusses the difference in size designations for alpha and numeric sizes. The 

second part discusses how these findings impact the Plus-Size consumer specifically in regards 

to identity and internalization of self through clothing. The third part discusses the impact and 

implications within and to the fashion industry.  

 

5.1 Difference in sizes for Alpha and Numeric.  

5.1 Alpha:  

There are distinctly different patterns in the differences of size of the BWH as seen in 

Tables 6-9. The bust differences slowly rise and peak at size 4X with 7”, and then drop to a 3.5” 

difference in size 5X. The waist differences sharply rise and peak at size 3X with 11”, and then 

drop to 7.5” difference at size 5X. The hip differences slowly rise and peak at size 2X with 8”, 

drop to a 6.5” difference at size 3X, rise again at size 4X with 9.5” difference, and finally drop 

back to 6.5” at size 5X. 

It is interesting to note that there is less of a discrepancy in smaller sizes. In alpha sizing, 

both 0X and 4X are offered at 15 retailers. The discrepancy between the 15 retailers for size 0X 

is 5’ in each area of BWH, while size 4X has a difference of 7” at the bust, 8” in the waist and 

9.5” at the hip. This is also seen between sizes 1X and 2X, which are both available at 31 

retailers. Size 1X has a 6” bust, 9” waist, and 7” hip difference, while size 2X has a 6.5” bust, 9” 

waist, and 8” hip difference. These differences are slightly smaller but demonstrate that the 
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larger the size, the greater the difference between the measurements of one size. These 

differences demonstrate that the smaller you are the more likely you are to find something that is 

closer to your body as the differences of potential measurements is smaller. 

The largest difference in alpha sizing is in size 3X. Size 3X has a waist difference of 11” 

across 30 retailers that offer the size. 4X has the largest differences in both bust and hip.  

Looking at the distribution of BWH in Figure 4. we can see that a silhouette is created 

that greatly resembles the hourglass figure. It is interesting to note that this is carried through 

until 6X, which is only offered by Catherines. 6X is more hip heavy, with bust and waist not 

having as much of a distinction as the other sizes do. It would be interesting to track such 

distributions throughout these retailers and may be a direction for future study.  

 

5.1 Numeric: 

Unlike in alpha sizes, there are only one set of two sizes with the same frequency that can 

be compared. Sizes 20 and 22 are both found at a frequency of 32 retailers. They both have a 

bust difference of 5.5”, size 22 has a 11.5” waist difference while 20 has 7”, and size 22 has a hip 

difference of 5” while 20 has 6.5”.  

There are distinctly different patterns between the BWH. The bust differences slowly rise 

and peak at size 30 with 6.5”, to then drop to 3” in sizes 30 and 32. The waist differences sharply 

rise and peak at size 22 with 11.5”, to then drop to 3.5” at size 32. The hip differences slowly rise 

and peak at size 20 with 6.5”, to then drop to 3” at size 32. 

In Numeric sizing, the lowest frequencies had the lowest amount of differences. Size 12, 

which has a frequency of four, a bust difference of 4”, waist of 3”, and hip of 3” has the third 

lowest differences in numeric sizes. Size 32, which has a frequency of six, has collectively the 
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second lowest differences in their ranges. With differences of: bust of 3”, waist 3.5”, and hip 3”, 

size 32 has the most consistency. Size 34 has a frequency of two, and only has a difference of 3” 

in the bust. Sizes 36 and 38 have no differences in their measurements because they have a 

frequency of one. 

 The greatest amount of differences in Numeric sizes are found in sizes 22 and 24, where 

the waist differences are 11.5” and 11”. This huge discrepancy partially comes from the brand 

Alfani from Macy’s, which jumps from a 41” waist at size 20, to a 51” waist at size 22. It is 

unknown to me if this is truly reflected in their designs, or if it is a clerical error. It does not 

appear to be, as the next measurement is 53” at size 24 and follows general grading parameters 

otherwise. As it was determined that these were the measurements from this brand they were not 

omitted. While they may be an outlier they nevertheless represent a potential garment size and 

measurements that a consumer could encounter. This potential consumer who is expecting to fit 

into a size 22 or 24 top is faced with a range of differences in measurements that is nearly a foot 

large. 

 

5.1.a Frequency 

The frequency information for retailers with sizing chart information are discussed here, 

with Alpha sizing discussed first, and then numeric. 

5.1.a Alpha  

The frequencies in alpha measurements for BWH vary between 0X-5X, though all 

reported bust measurements. Some retailers only offer one or two of the three measurements 

such as only bust, or bust and waist. The greatest amount of this uneven information was six 
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retailers in sizes 1X-3X, all of which did not offer hip measurements. Five retailers did not offer 

hip measurements in 0X and 4X. And all retailers in size 5X and 6X offered hip measurements. 

The greatest frequency is 31 retailers, at sizes 1X and 2X. Size 3X is found at 30 retailers, 

and immediately following, size 4X is reduced by half and only offered at 15 retailers (48.38%). 

The range of sizes offered indicate that there are a lot of options for the Plus-Size consumer. 

However, looking at the frequency, we see that only four retailers (12.9%) offer 5X and only one 

retailer (3.22%) offers 6X which is a great limitation for larger consumers in the Plus-Sizes. 

Expanding to numeric sizing, there is a ten retailer drop alone moving from size 24 to 26. 

Choices in style, price, and availability, are reduced as one becomes larger. It had been thought 

that very few retailers would carry sizes above 28, this was somewhat validated. 18 retailers 

(58.06%) carried size 28, 14 retailers (45.16%) carried size 30, and only 6 retailers (19.65%) 

carried size 32. Compared to a total of 31 retailers these are drastically different amounts.  

 

5.1.a NUMERIC 

As seen in alpha sizes, not all retailers display all three BWH measurements. Six retailers 

was again the largest number of uneven measurement reporting for hip measurements in sizes 

16-24.  

 The greatest frequency of size offered was size 18 with 33 and 100% of retailers. This 

was surprising, as 14 is often thought to be the start of Women’s Plus-Sized apparel, and was 

assumed to be the most represented size in this size range whereas only 27 or 81.82% of retailers 

offered size 14. It is also interesting to see that four retailers began their Plus-Sized clothing at 

size 12. Thus, while generally, Women’s Plus-Sized apparel begins at size 14, they truly begin at 

size 12. There is a ten retailer drop in frequency from size 24 to 26 with 31 (93.94%) to 21 
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(63.64%) retailers. At size 32 we are left with only six retailers (21.21%), two at size 34 (6.06), 

and only one retailer for sizes 36 and 38 (3.03%).  

 Again, this is a drastic difference when compared to the 33 retailers that offer size 18. 

Looking further into other components such as styles, user ratings, prices, and return policies 

would further add to the discussion of availability, consumer confidence, and frustrations. 

 It may be believed that hip measurements are not necessary information when shopping 

for shirts or tops, but as I will attest to, it is sometimes crucial. Only having one or two 

measurements may reduce consumers’ confidence in the online shopping experience. Further 

research into this topic is required to fully answer this possibility.  

 

5.2 Wayfinding & Retailers’ Classifications 

 As per general wayfinding principles of design and navigation, a person should be able to 

navigate a space easily, with little confusion or frustration, and do so in an engaging way. Based 

on the methodology, this was a somewhat simple task for this study, though through the process 

of finding Plus-Size apparel, the wayfinding was often frustrating, confusing, and even 

contradictory. Per basic wayfinding concepts, as well as e-business merchandising elements, the 

consumer should be able to navigate an online retail space to find whether what they want is 

offered, available, and fits their needs so that purchases may occur (Berger, 2005; Napier et al., 

2006). Navigation through spaces must facilitate this through use of signs and directions which 

take the form of headers, key-words, pictures, and sections of the online retail space (Napier et 

al., 2006). The process of finding Women’s Plus-Sized tops or shirts was my task, where I took 

the role of a hypothetical consumer, and it was found to be not an intuitive task in many cases. 
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Plus-Sized tops were categorized in many ways such as under Women’s clothing, tops, 

and then by size; clothing, Women’s, tops, size; Women’s clothing, size, tops; as well as any 

combination and expansion of these examples. Different styles of tops, such as short sleeve or 

long sleeve, may or may not then be further filtered or categorized. A consumer must understand 

basic wayfinding methods of navigating online retail spaces in order to shop online, and 

furthermore the specific labeling and categorization methods of separate retailers. As an 

educated consumer who is familiar with technology and herself a Plus-Size consumer, this 

process was challenging. Without this experience and education, I believe the difficulties of 

other consumers would be far greater. Research into gender, and age differences in ability, 

preferences, and concerns in shopping online has had differing results (Hasan, 2010; Pascual-

Miguel, Agudo-Peregrina, & Chaparro-Peláez, 2015; Lian, & Yen, 2014). Differences and 

similarities have been found depending on theory and methodology used (Hasan, 2010), and I 

did not take gender differences into the process of navigation.  

Finding sizing information further complicates this process. This information may be 

present on a garment’s information page, what you are directed to when clicking on a shirt, or it 

may be present elsewhere on the website, requiring further searching. The sizing chart is not 

always directly related to the product but instead a template sizing chart is provided by the 

retailer. For example, Nordstrom offers sizing charts for each brand they have available. This 

helps the consumer because they can see how one brand will fit differently than another. On the 

other hand, Burlington Coat Factory appears to only provide one template sizing chart that is 

intended to represent all of their brands, even though brands may vary in size. Information listed 

in the sizing chart was often not that of the brand of clothing of the garment, and in most cases 

was not specific to the garment type. 
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Consumers may not know the difference in template sizing charts and specific brand 

sizing charts. They are presented with measurements to a garment they are shopping for and may 

expect information to be accurate. It was determined that these measurements were often not 

specific to the viewed garment by checking other shirts of greatly different styles or fit and 

finding the measurements to be the same. While looking for retailer’s sizing, comparisons to 

brand specific measurements were often made as it was not always apparent which information 

was from what source. 

A consumer shopping for clothing may not know their measurements and thus may not 

even seek out this information. Such a consumer may rely on their previous knowledge of the 

company’s fit and sizing, or make assumptions based on their wardrobe. An online consumer 

may purchase several sizes of a single garment with the intention of finding the one that fits and 

returning those that do not. These returns are unnecessary burdens to the industry. 

 The findings through my study validate what Plus-Size consumers have been voicing for 

decades, that sizes are imprecise, confusing and frustrating (Peters, 2014; Keist & Marcketti, 

2013; Keist, 2012; Scaraboto & Fischer, 2012; Otieno, Harrow, & Lea-Greenwood, 2005; 

Bellafante, 2010; Kind, & Hathcote, 2000; Kinzel, n.d.; Harding, n.d.; Levitt, n.d.). 

One of the reasons for recording the ways in which online retailers classify Women’s 

Plus-Sized clothing is that it would seem that the category is both a way to classify clothing as 

well as the women who wear them. In tracking the breadcrumb trail that a potential consumer 

must follow to find Plus-Sized tops, it also allows for analysis of the categories, words used, and 

ways that the category is classified-whether by product end use, gender, size, etc. As seen in 

Table 2., the section for Women’s Plus-Size is often categorized within Women’s apparel as a 

separate classification from end use products such as tops or bottoms. At times it is found within 
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clothing categories as a sizing option, and in two instances the entirety of the online retail space 

is designated as Plus-Sized clothing as one enters the space. This categorization appears to serve 

as organization of the apparel and the person (Peters, 2015). A deeper analysis of this data is a 

potential future study, potentially involving other women attempting the same task.  

 

5.3 Consumer Impact 

5.3.a Online Shopping 

Many factors contribute to consumers’ perceptions, expectations, and experiences with 

online shopping. Perceptions of risk are one of the greatest concerns for consumers and retailers 

as it may reduce traffic of consumers as well as purchases (Levy & Weitz, 2012, p.66). Risk, in 

and of itself, is a complicated concept and takes into consideration concerns for one’s privacy 

and personal information, as well as more tangible subjects such as electronic purchases, theft, or 

inadequate products (Levy & Weitz, 2012, p.66; Bergstrom, 2015). Studies throughout the years 

have been done within this topic (Clifford, S. 2009; Bergstrom, 2015; Lian & Yen, 2014) and 

while these perceptions and beliefs have changed over time, they have not disappeared 

(Bergstrom, 2015; Lian & Yen, 2014). 

It is difficult to discuss the potential for differences in the online shopping experience for 

Plus-Sized women. The Plus-Size classification spans age, stage of life, race, background, style 

preferences, as well as a plethora of other demographics and psychographics. This is one of the 

challenges in discussing the category of Women’s Plus-Size, as it takes no other consideration in 

classification other than apparently gender and size, which is varied and confusing as can be seen 

in this study. Each retailer may have a more targeted approach to their target market, but it was 

not apparent with the data collected in this study. 
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 The perceived risks discussed above are not only found in online shopping, many of the 

same concerns are found in brick-and-mortar shopping as well (Scaraboto & Fischer, 2012). For 

Plus-Sized women, there are many other concerns beyond privacy and monetary security. When 

this woman enters a store, she must assess whether the store has clothing in her size, style, and 

price range; how others in the store may react to her, and how she may react to others (Scaraboto 

& Fischer, 2012; Colls, 2004; Wang, 2007). Once clothing is found, she must try on clothing to 

determine whether they fit. The clothing sizes may be labeled, but the measurements are not, and 

unless she is participating in omnichannel shopping and looking such information up on her 

phone, she will potentially have to try on several sizes of each garment. Similar assessment is 

found while shopping online, but there are several key differences: options will likely be greater, 

as assortments can be broader and deeper online (Levy & Weitz, 2012, p. 63), there is no face to 

face interactions with other consumers or retail employees, the consumer has access to much 

more information in the form of user reviews or product information, and she may have a buying 

history she can draw from to assist in new purchases. Thus, shopping online may be a way for 

the Plus-Sized consumer to avoid certain stresses associated with shopping for clothing.   

 This removal from the physical space creates limitations other than being unable to 

interact with the apparel, it removes the consumer from traditional social shopping. Social 

shopping can be a leisure activity in which friends may interact and shop together (Levy & Weitz 

2012, p. 52). Some stores encourage this and add features to the retail space to encourage 

consumers to remain in the store longer which in turn may increase sales potential (Levy & 

Weitz 2012, p. 469). This is most commonly seen in malls, which offer multiple stores, music, 

seating, eating spaces, as well as other services (Levy & Weitz 2012, p. 82). The online shopping 

experience can be a social one, but in other ways. Interactions are not so much face to face, but 
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screen to screen. Social networks are important for this as they connect people, companies, and 

products outside of the retail space. It is a distinct possibility that Plus-Sized consumers are 

missing out in social shopping. If they go shopping with friends of differing sizes they may be 

unable to shop in the same stores, let alone the same sections. Further research into the exact 

numbers of Plus-Sized women shopping online vs. in-store would greatly inform this topic. 

  

5.3.b Frequency & Style Availability 

Style availability is an important component to shopping and self-identity that is often 

expressed by Plus-Sized consumers (Otieno, Harrow & Lea-Greenwood, 2005; Scaraboto & 

Fischer, 2012; Peters, 2014). Styles in Plus-Sized clothing may not reflect current trends or 

fashions, and instead a retailer will often “pick up on a single trend, it will dominate the floor 

space and that will be that” (Bellafante, 2010). This study did not look at style availability or 

choices offered by online retailers, but it is noted that as sizes increase the number of retailers 

offering them dramatically goes down, which is quite likely reducing the style choices available 

to Plus-Sized consumers in the larger sizes. The fact that there is an end of sizes offered, 38, 

raises questions and concerns for women outside of the range offered, both in girth and 

proportions. What do these women do to find clothing? How may these women compromise the 

ways that they see themselves, express themselves, and see others? It is possible that such 

consumers are finding other means of dressing themselves, such as finding other specialty sized 

shops online, through catalogs, or in brick-and-mortar, wearing clothing that is large enough for 

their bodies but not targeted towards them such as Men’s clothing, or they may be sewing 

themselves or paying someone to do so for them. As clothing is intrinsically tied to our self-

identity, expression, and confidence, (Scaraboto & Fischer, 2012; Holmlund, Hagman & Polsa, 
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2010; Kennedy, 2009; Wang, 2007; Entwistle, 2000) it is a critical area of future research and 

understanding.  

 

5.3.c Individual Vs. Systematic: 

 This consumer may feel frustrated, confused, and even self-loathing, but she may direct 

these feelings inwards and not outwards, feeling not that the market and clothing industry has 

failed her, but that she has failed by not fitting in (Scaraboto & Fischer, 2012; Peters, 2014). 

 Consumers may internalize and feel like second class citizens, segregated and banished to 

the farthest corner or click in the store.  It is evident that this consumer is not a primary target 

market. It is also evident in the ratio of bust, waist and hip that the expected figure, regardless of 

size, is hourglass. However, studies suggest that women are larger in the hip, a bottom hourglass 

or pear shape, that accounts for 40% of women in 2002, and is potentially much higher 

(Simmons, 2002). 

 This is an example of how the societal ideals of the US influence the clothing that is 

available for Plus-Size women. The custom of mass production is rigid and indirectly 

communicating to Plus-Size women how they should look, not what they are. The majority of 

Americans are seldom forced by law or rules to modify their clothing. However, our society does 

influence and govern how we shop, select, and purchase clothing. There is an innate need for 

humans to feel like they belong to a group and that they are accepted in society. If an individual 

differs from the group, they risk being criticized or ridiculed by other members and perhaps even 

be rejected from the group. The constant inconsistencies in apparel sizing contributes to self-



64 

 

doubt and can lead to “shoppers questioning the accuracy of their body perception” (Seagrove, in 

Kennedy, 2009).  

 Plus-Sized women have tolerated this system; they have lived with it their whole lives 

and don’t know another way. It is the way it is, and it may be difficult to envision another way. 

But can you imagine being able to go into a store or find clothing online, see its size and 

measurements and know without having to try it on or purchase multiple sizes that it will fit you? 

Alternatives sizing systems have been broached, but thus far it appears that none have prevailed. 

 

5.4 Industry Impact 

If consumers do not find what they want and need at one retailer they will search elsewhere. 

If what they buy does not fit their needs they will return them. This results in billions lost to the 

apparel industry every year. $264 billion alone in lost sales was estimated in the United States in 

2010, with another $194 billion in returned clothing (Consumer returns, 2012). Producing 

apparel that does not meet wants and needs does not sell. As estimates have over 60% of 

Americans fitting into Plus-Size clothing categories (Garcia, 2015), retailers should address the 

dissatisfactions of the Plus-Size demographic.  

Customer loyalty and repatronage is greatly affected by satisfaction (Grace & Cass, 2005). 

The “confirmation or disconfirmation of expectations regarding all aspects of the service, 

satisfaction may well be the strongest predictor of behavioral intentions,” and once a consumer is 

satisfied with a product or retailer the likelihood of repatronage is greatly increased (Grace & 

O’Cass, 2005). If a consumer has difficulty in finding clothing, then when they find clothing they 

very well may return for more. The topic of apparel sizing is a long standing one and has no 
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apparent quick fix. It nevertheless remains an important topic for improvement as the 

consequences are in the billions. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

 The empirical research on Plus-Size women generally points to higher levels of 

dissatisfaction and experiences with shopping compared to women of straight sizes (Otieno, 

Harrow, & Lea-Greenwood, 2005) and estimates have over 60% of Americans fitting into the 

Plus-Size clothing category (Garcia, 2015). The implications for the fashion industry and 

academia are vast. However, here are a few that are potentially critical to improving the 

experiences of shopping and dressing for Plus-Size women.  

First, governing bodies that oversee apparel manufacturing and merchandising should 

consider the pros and cons of implementing a more stringent enforcement of the currently 

voluntary sizing standards. The size designations in Misses, Women’s and or Plus-size clothing 

are the same. This study shows that the measurements for these designations are clearly different. 

This is most likely seen in other size and gender categories as shown in some studies (Hauge, 

Klepp, Laitala, 2014; Otieno, Harrow, & Lea-Greenwood, 2005). This system currently may be 

easier for retailers to organize and present their clothing, and while consumers are familiar with 

the current system, it creates a false sense of consistency that is genuinely affecting women. How 

would consumers react to sizes labeled in accordance to measurements? This is a change that has 

been proposed throughout apparel history, and it was partially applied to Men’s clothing. It 

would be advantageous to find a way of labeling size beyond a single number. 

 Second, I propose that sizing continue to be labeled in the current manner, but include 

BWH measurements on the size tag in a comparable manner to some Men’s clothing. A standard 

sizing system is unfeasible in today’s industry, as size, proportions, and fit may be a component 
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to a brand’s product design per their target market. Including BWH measurements on a label 

would greatly inform consumers while they shop, while not requiring any additional 

development of sizes or patterns. There are areas of potential issue regarding this and would 

require further study and market analysis. For instance, would the BWH measurements 

correspond to clothing or body measurements as styles differ and may be designed to be tighter 

or looser, and the labeling and means of implementing this system may be too far from the 

current system to be fully supported by industry or consumers. 

 The third proposal for improvement is a further evaluation or complete reevaluation of 

target markets. The Plus-Size consumer is not one demographic or psychographic group and this 

may be necessary to improve apparel fit and style. Components to a retailer’s retail mix that is 

applicable to non Plus-Size apparel and consumers may not be so with this highly diverse target 

market. This again is an area requiring further research and market analysis. 

 Lastly, I propose a potential third sizing category, or a division of the current category of 

Plus-Size. ASTM designates Plus-Size as 14W-32W (ASTM D6960-04, 2004) but that is not 

where sizing begins or ends in this category in the industry. Would sizing categories, their 

definitions, and development benefit by being reevaluated or redefined? This researcher believes 

so. How this would be implemented is beyond this study or the scope of my current knowledge. 

There are potentials for multiple body proportions within a size category as seen with Misses’ 

Straight and Curvy (ASTM D5585-1e1, 2011). This may be necessary in the Plus-Size category 

as body proportions differ, the hourglass and pear body proportions dominate the market 

(Simmons, 2002) but are potentially non-representative of vast numbers of Plus-Size women. 
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Future Studies 

 As outlined in the previous section, there are multiple areas of potential future study with 

this topic regarding the Plus-Size consumer, sizing standards, size labeling, and market research.  

Furthermore, there are potential studies that specifically building upon this thesis that are 

avenues of future study which are discussed here.  

Expanding upon retailers and brands to include smaller businesses specifically catering to 

the female Plus-Size consumer would greatly inform this topic and allow for comparison 

between retailing categories. Inclusion for catalogs, other online retailers, specialty boutiques or 

otherwise would be very informative as to how other segments, and those more directed to this 

consumer define the sizes and the Plus-Size woman. Further analyzing retailer types, price 

points, geographic locations would further build upon how sectors of the industry define Plus-

Size. 

Replication of this study, with pants, is another avenue for future study that would allow 

for more product categories to be analyzed. This would answer the question if these ranges and 

discrepancies are happening in other Plus-Size apparel product categories. It would also be 

interesting to replicate this study with non Plus-Sized apparel and compare the differences in the 

wayfinding process. Furthermore, this study may be applicable to Men’s apparel, and might offer 

insights across gendered apparel. 

Implementing and adding merchandising, economic, and sociological concepts such 

purchasing intentions, hedonistic vs. utilitarian shoppers, or others would help to inform these 

topics. Women are assumed to be social shoppers but how does this apply for the Plus-Sized 
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consumer? Some research into this has been done as outlined in previous sections of this thesis, 

but further, more targeted studies may be done.  

Closing Statements 

 The primary goal of this study was to explore how the term Plus-Size is classified in 

sizing charts by the apparel and fashion industry. The term is widely used, and its meaning is not 

clear. Many of us have heard this term at one point in our lives, but in reality, what constitutes 

Plus-Sized apparel? I have found and clarified one aspect of this question. In this study I have 

outlined, summarized, and analyzed how 2015’s top retailers presented and parameterized 

Women’s Plus-Sized tops in their online retail stores. The findings quantifiably validate the 

frustrations experienced by Plus-Sized consumers. Much more research into its uses and 

definitions throughout industry and society is needed to fully answer this question. I hope that 

this study may act as a starting point for many more studies and inquiries into the topic.  
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APPENDIX A 

Apparel Size Charts 

 

Size charts are presented here in alphabetical order. Parent companies are bolded and underlined, 

singular retailers are bolded, and sub-retailers are not bolded nor underlined. 
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APPENDIX B 

Objective 2 Screenshots 

 

Screenshots are presented here in alphabetical order. Parent companies are bolded and 

underlined, singular retailers are bolded, and sub-retailers are not bolded nor underlined. 
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