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Abstract 
Eye tracking technology has rapidly advanced in recent years, giving researchers the capacity to track consumers’ attention while they shop 

online. To understand the factors influencing the decision-making while consumers choose branded or unbranded products, this paper presents 
research using eye tracking technology to assess consumers’ attention allocation while they shop online. The research strives to gain knowledge of 
consumers’ preferences of branded versus unbranded products, and the results have implications for both retailers and brands. The study employs 
eye-tracking data to quantify the attention given to both branded and unbranded products, enabling researchers to identify the decision-making 
cues and drivers of purchase decisions. This paper aims to provide firms and other stakeholders with insights into the factors affecting and driving 
purchase decisions online, and it will be of interest to marketers and decision-makers alike.

This work is licensed under Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 License  JTSFT.MS.ID.000745.

Introduction

As online shopping has increased in recent years, it has become 
critical for business owners to know how online consumers behave. 
This understanding is necessary in order to provide a satisfying 
buying experience. Tracking, reading, and perception of online 
material by consumers must be considered. While shoppers in 
traditional storefronts can physically experience merchandise, 
online shoppers rely on visual cues such as photographs and graphics 
that appear on web pages of online retailers [1]. While product 
descriptions and texts provide significant product information, 
visual cues are important to online shoppers when making 
purchasing decisions [2,3]. This reliance on visual information 
raises questions about how online shoppers view product pictures, 
graphics, and other visual cues, and how these factors can influence 
their purchase decisions. Given the growing popularity of online 
shopping, researchers have sought to understand how web page 
contents impact consumer behavior [4].

 
The influences of various features of apparel web pages, such as 
banner ads, positioning of promotional ads on the website [4] and 
innovative designs [5], have been studied. Additionally, research 
has examined the impact of fashion advertising and product pricing 
[6]. However, little attention has been given to how consumers 
utilize different visual cues, such as photographs and graphics, 
during the decision-making process. Consequently, some studies 
[5,6] have called for further research to discern which product 
features attract consumers’ attention and subsequently influence 
purchase decisions.

Consumers can also utilize information displayed on the 
product page as they make purchasing decisions. How shoppers 
consume the product page, in whole and in part, is critical to 
understand. Therefore, this study aims to explore how consumers 
allocate their attention to product images and other features on 
a product page. Apparel is one of the most popular products for 
online shopping. Therefore, this study seeks to investigate how 
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online users track and evaluate apparel products during the online 
shopping experience.

Past research has focused on descriptive statistics to examine 
consumer activity regarding advertising and the interaction 
of individuals with the computer [7,8]. However, more recent 
research suggests that analyzing consumer eye movement data 
provides a deeper understanding [9]. By studying eye-tracking 
data, we can gain insights into the process of consumers’ online 
engagement, focusing on visual cues instead of simply identifying 
important product characteristics in consumer decision-making. 
Furthermore, by combining eye-tracking data with quantitative 
data, we can track variations in consumer behavior and assess 
how important various product information really is in relation to 
consumer preferences.

Theoretical background/Literature review 

Clothing is often described by consumers as a “touch-and-feel 
product” because its texture and quality are evaluated through 
sensory experiences [10]. As a result, online clothing shopping 
environments are considered less effective compared to physical 
retail stores. To compensate for these limitations, it is necessary to 
focus on other product attributes that are more visually noticeable 
to consumers. One such attribute is the product image, which 
attracts consumers to online stores [6].

In addition, product presentation plays a crucial role in online 
clothing merchandising. Clothing is displayed through various 
means, such as product illustrations, models, or mannequins. The 
impact of these images and endorsements from celebrities on the 
behaviors of shoppers, in both online [11,12] and offline [13,14] 
environments, has been studied. Some studies found that human 
faces, more than any other visual stimulus, attract consumers’ visual 
attention [15], while others have looked at the effect of mannequins 
on shopping behavior [16-20]. These latter studies found that the 
inclusion of a mannequin in a visual clothing display can influence 
purchase intention, store foot traffic, and consumers’ perceptions 
of themselves in that clothing.

Other features of the product page, such as color in the image, 
product features, review stars, price, and product description, can 
vary in significance for shoppers [9]. These characteristics can 
impact consumers’ attention, even if they are not actively searching 
for such information.

These features of a product page can be considered as one of 
two types, either experiential (such as price, an average star rating, 
and review size) or a regular feature (such as product description 
and review script) [21,22]. An experiential feature, which is usually 
displayed alongside product information, is easier to process as it 
involves numbers or star ratings, allowing consumers to notice and 
process it without having to read the text reviews [21]. On the other 
hand, a regular feature demands more concerted effort as it needs 
to be located and understood from the review script [22] or the 
description of the product.

When shoppers peruse the product page, they are exposed to 
both experiential and regular features and engage in both regular 
and experiential processing [22,23]. The elements that attract a 

shopper’s consideration are likely those that the shopper considers 
important for making a decision [24].

Another comparison can be made between product-related 
attributes (such as color, design, and product picture) and page-
related information (e.g., brand, product description, price, reviews, 
average rating, and reviewer identification). Specific design features 
of a product may offer opportunities to modify features, gauge 
interest, and predict product success, emphasizing the importance 
of measuring the perceived desirability of these product features. 
Some eye-tracking studies on how advertisements were processed 
found that brand received the highest number of eye fixations, 
followed by text and pictures [8]. Visual cues, such as product 
visuals and pictures, also play a role in consumers’ purchase 
decision-making alongside textual information [3,25] 

All these features of a product page can influence how shoppers 
process information [26], and in turn, they can affect how products 
are evaluated. Studies suggest that displaying “verified purchase” 
on a web page can increase the probability of purchase [26]. and 
the usefulness of product reviews can signal positive evaluations 
by other consumers, influencing consumers’ decisions [27]. This, 
therefore, can positively influence the opinions of shoppers about 
both the product and the reviewer [28]. Additionally, product 
characteristics such as design innovation, brand name, and price 
can also impact purchase decisions [9].

The focus on visual information in online shopping raises 
questions about how online shoppers view product design 
attributes as displayed in pictures, graphics, or other visual cues 
and how this view affects their purchase decisions. It is essential 
to explore how shoppers gather and sort all of the product design 
attributes, as well as to determine the importance of individual 
features of the product page. The following research questions are 
therefore formulated:

RQ1. What is the level of consumer attention on the product 
page of branded and unbranded jeans products?

RQ2. What is the comparative ranking of specific product page 
attributes regarding (a) the number of visits to the page and (b) 
the time spent on each product attribute of branded and unbranded 
jeans products?

Brand versus Unbranded 

Cue utilization theory applied to a shopping scenario means 
that shoppers use a variety of cues when considering products to 
determine quality and whether or not to make a purchase [29]. 
This theory [30] suggests that shoppers use visual cues to reduce 
insecurity and risk when considering a purchase [31].

Previous research has shown that a crucial factor in a shopper’s 
purchase intention is the concern for the quality of the product [32]. 
According to Nakhata and Kuo [32], a shopper’s search for cues to 
assist in the decision-making process can involve both intrinsic and 
extrinsic cues. Those elements that are integral to the product, such 
as materials or ingredients, are intrinsic cues, while elements that 
are external to the product, such as brand or product presentation, 
are extrinsic cues.
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In online shopping, trust is important, especially in a shopper’s 
first experience with a particular vendor. A first-time shopper 
might secure some level of trust by relying on indicators to make 
some interpretations about the unknown brand [33]. Previous 
research has studied a number of indicators of quality or risk, 
including specific website features, reviews, privacy disclosures, 
return policies, assurances of security encryption, and statements 
regarding refund guarantees [34-37].

Other studies have indicated that trust and a sense of value and 
quality may come from other features, such as branding [38,29,39]. 
An Ernst & Young marketing report revealed that 69% of shoppers 
surveyed said that brand name significantly impacts their online 
purchases. However, few studies have examined brand name use as 
an approach to build trust in online shopping.

Sensory characteristics, in particular, have been found to 
influence shoppers’ perceptions and their intent to purchase [40]. 
Branded products help to create shopper expectations for sensory 
characteristics, such as shapes and colors, which then create 
feelings toward the products [41].

One study assessing shoppers’ reactions to branded versus 
unbranded items found a positive affiliation for branded products. 
Hence, brand can stimulate positive emotions toward consumption, 
especially when the shopper’s expectations are satisfied with the 
message communicated [42]. The conventional belief in many 
cases is that branded items have superior quality and longevity 
[43,44] and in some cases branding is necessary for creating 
perceived quality [45]. In addition, behaviors such as positive word 
of mouth, commitment to paying higher prices, and brand loyalty 
are prevalent for shoppers who ascribe to a brand [40,46,47] In 
view of the literature and cue utilization theory, we anticipate that 
extrinsic cues will serve as quality indicators and ease the concern 
of risk for shoppers seeking to acquire apparel online. Therefore, 
the following hypotheses are proposed:

H1: Perceived product quality will be higher for branded, versus 
unbranded, apparel.

H2: Shoppers will be more likely to have favorable purchase 
intentions to branded apparel versus unbranded alternatives.

Visual Attention 

Through research on consumer behavior, the understanding 
of the use of visual cues in determining purchase intention has 
improved. Findings indicate that eye movements of shoppers 
can provide unbiased information on their attention and lead to 
determinations on what shoppers find attractive, which provides 
additional information on how they make their shopping choices 
[48]. Eye tracking is a tool that enables researchers to track and 
record eye movements of shoppers viewing websites. The resulting 
information provides gaze patterns, gaze plots, and heat maps. 
This methodology has been used in multiple studies to gain 
understanding of shopper perception and visual search behavior 
[49]. When eye tracking is used simultaneously with quantitative 
data collection, such as from a questionnaire, it provides a better 
understanding of consumer decision-making.

In most cases, shoppers complete two visual searches of 
a website, such as attention distribution and processing of 
information [50]. The visual search’s effectiveness and efficiency 
depend on the ease of information processing. Both the content 
(e.g., visuals, words, labels, and logos) and affordances (e.g., ease 
of navigating) play a major role in information processing. Once a 
shopper has successfully completed both stages of the visual search, 
the shopper can make a purchase decision. One eye-tracking study 
found that packaging of chocolate influenced the buying decisions 
of young shoppers and that considerable attention was given to 
the brands on the packaging [51]. Similarly, Maslowska, et.al. [9] 
conducted an investigation of how shoppers use product pages. 
Study participants reviewed the product pages of five brands of a 
product with which they either did or did not have experience. The 
researchers found a significant difference in the attention given to 
various page features for experienced and unexperienced products. 
This finding suggests that visual attention often leads the processes 
that help a shopper make a purchase choice [52] [3] and that 
viewing patterns differ for various products. 

Another study examined the attention given in the consumption 
trend known as “mix-and-match” and in the brand recognition of 
luxury fashion items. The study’s findings indicated that shoppers 
give attention to different cues when considering fast fashion 
products versus luxury brands [53]. That is, when shoppers are 
presented with the mix-and-match apparel approach of luxury 
and fast fashion brands, luxury brands are more recognizable 
when paired with fast-fashion products than when luxury brands 
are presented alone. Also, study participants gave more attention 
to the luxury brand logo than to the actual product. This research 
indicates that more study is needed to understand shoppers’ 
cognitive responses to both branded and unbranded items. In this 
study, therefore, visual attention given to branded and unbranded 
items will be tested with the following hypothesis:

H3: Visual attention (measured by total fixation duration) will 
be higher for branded (as opposed to unbranded) products.

Methodology

The study participants were recruited from the university’s 
subject-pool of individuals 18 years or older and with normal or 
corrected-to-normal vision. To begin, 80 students participated. 
Five students’ data were excluded due to problems with the eye-
tracker calibration (i.e., accuracy scores < 90%). The final sample, 
therefore, consisted of 75 students (mean age 22.66, SD 2.58, 100% 
female). For an eye-tracking study, this sample size was not unusual; 
a recommended sample size is 74, and the median size is 60 [54]. 
Participants were told to look at five different product pages of well-
known brands and five different product pages of unknown brands 
(i.e., existing brands but unfamiliar in the country of research). 
Participants were given time to become familiar with the structure 
of the pages and to be able to examine attention patterns. Different 
brands were included so that the results were not biased by a 
specific brand. Jeans was chosen as the product category because 
it is a commonly worn apparel item by all age groups and a highly 
versatile garment that can be found in a wide variety of styles and 
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price points. Additionally, jeans are often used as a benchmark for 
comparing brands or product lines, as there are a number of well-
established norms and expectations within the marketplace. By 
examining participants’ eye-tracking data in response to both well-
known and unknown brands of jeans, the study gained insights 
into how consumers assess and evaluate products across a range of 
criteria, from visual design to product features and pricing. 

Mock Product Pages

Mock product pages were created for each branded and 
unbranded product to mimic the actual brands (five branded and 
five unbranded). Each mock product page consisted of the brand 
name, product pictures, review highlights (pros & cons), average 
number of stars, total number of reviews, product price, product 
description, fit & sizing, and review snapshot (stars that were 
assigned by the reviewer). The mock product pages were created 
using pictures and actual product information available online. The 
content of the review snapshots was similar, and the snapshots 
were about the same size and of the same emotion (four to five 
stars). Care was taken to make the mock product pages similar in 
review features and other elements so that the focus was on how 
shoppers attend to product pages before they make purchase 
decisions, not to observe the effects of these features on particular 
outcomes. Therefore, because these elements were representative 
of an actual product page, the study could observe how frequently 
each was visited and how much attention each was given. As a 
result, an area of interest (AOI) was created for each element of the 
mock product page.

Procedure and Measurement 

This eye-tracking study was administered in a laboratory setting. 
After providing consent, participants were allowed to navigate 

on a desktop computer equipped with Tobi X30 eye tracker. The 
study began with eye-tracker calibration. Then, each participant 
navigated the product pages for approximately 10–15 minutes 
and responded to questions pertaining to purchase intentions. Eye 
fixation, gaze points, and revisits were recorded and analyzed. An 
eye fixation indicates a perceived point of interest, and the length 
of a fixation indicates the cognitive complexity of the information 
being acquired. Higher/lower fixation rates on various product 
pages indicate which features are more/less important in product 
evaluation and intention to purchase [55]. The two measures 
included in this study (gaze and fixation) provided information on 
how a shopper’s eyes navigated a product page and gathered data 
as they looked for information. Tobii Studio software was used to 
analyze the AOIs for visual attention. Total fixation duration within 
an AOI was recorded to the millisecond. Number of revisits provided 
information on how many times a participant’s gaze returned to a 
particular spot within an AOI, which aids in examining which areas 
repeatedly attracted attention.

A five-point Likert scale with 1 being “Not at all likely” and 5 
being “Extremely likely” was used to measure purchase intentions. 
After participants had viewed the stimulus in the eye-tracking 
study, participants were asked how likely it would be that they 
purchase the apparel. Then, as a quality assessment question, 
participants were asked which jeans (branded or unbranded) were 
of high quality or if they detected a difference. 

Results

The eye-tracking data was analyzed by creating nine AOIs on the 
product page (Table 1). The total time spent gazing at each AOI and 
revisits were recorded. The descriptive statistics in Table 1 respond 
to RQ1, which asked what is the level of consumer attention on the 
product page of branded and unbranded jeans products.

Table 1: Descriptive statistics for unbranded and branded products.

AOI Participants Number of visits Total time spent 

  (Percentages) (Average count) (Average ms)

Unbranded product

Size chart 77.02 1.26 2045.78

Price 90.54 1.74 4579.34

Brand name tag 35.13 1.02 1578.89

Product description 95.94 1.25 12365.72

Color 55.4 1.73 5696.28

Review snapshot 97.29 1.12 1168.9

Review text 40.54 1.16 13375.96

Product picture 100 2.11 5432.38

Material & care 72.97 1.15 3456.9

Branded product

Size chart 81.08 1.83 2788.65

Price 85.13 1.47 4094.38

Brand name tag 95.94 1.7 3684.2

Product description 60.81 1.04 6945.78
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Color 98.64 1.61 7845.27

Review snapshot 66.21 1.1 935.9

Review text 39.18 1.06 4578.34

Product picture 100 2.7 6578.69

Material & care 50 1.24 2435.6

The nine AOIs most visited by participants in branded jeans 
were, in descending order, product picture (100%), color (98.64%), 
and brand name tag (95.94%; Table 1). In unbranded jeans, the 
AOIs most visited by participants, in descending order, were 
product picture (100%), review snapshot (97.29%), and product 
description (95.94%) [56].

For unbranded jeans, the participants spent the most time 

looking at review text (13375.96 ms), product description 
(12,365.72 ms), and product picture (5432.38 ms). For the branded 
jeans, participants spent the most time attending to product color 
choices (7845.27 ms), product description (6945.78 ms), and 
product picture (6578.69). The AOIs indicated the highest number 
of visits in both branded and unbranded product conditions (Table 
2). 

Table 2: Anova test.

AOI Unbranded product Branded product

  Sum of Squares Mean square F- statistic P- Value Sum of Squares Mean square F-statistic P-Value

Size chart 138175 69087 1.00 0.499 875319 437659 127.08 0.007**

Price 58862 29431 1.02 0.073* 28191 14095 960.02 0.001**

Brand name tag 97987 48993 1.01 0.389 145724 72862 18.72 0.04**

Product description 139817 69,908 38.07 0.51** 734450 367225 1.29 0.02

Color 115442 57721 0.99 0.56* 957222 478611 119.03 0.08**

Review snapshot 13574 6787 143 0.05** 16544 8272 9.08 0.49

Review text 120831 60415 12.49 0.07** 193472 96736 1.32 0.51

Product picture 182077 91038 9.97 0.50** 375389 187694 14.11 0.22**

Material & care 26056 13028 2.46 0.75 14001 7000 99.76 0.009

H1 anticipated that participants would perceive that branded 
jeans were of a higher quality. Therefore, participants were asked 
which jeans, branded or unbranded, seemed to be of the higher 
quality or if there was no difference between the two options. Based 
on a chi-square analysis, a significant difference (x 2 = 29.83, p = 
0.000) existed. The results were that 69% of subjects thought that 
branded jeans were of higher quality, 21% thought that the branded 
and unbranded jeans were of equal quality, and the remaining 10% 
thought that unbranded jeans were of higher quality. Thus, H1 was 
accepted.

H2 anticipated that participants would be more likely to 
purchase branded jeans than unbranded jeans. A two-sample t-test 
was used to compare the participants’ likeliness to buy branded 
products compared to other alternatives, and a significant difference 
was found (t = 3.02; p < 0.05). Therefore, the mean likeliness to buy 
for branded jeans (m = 4.13, sd = 1.31) was significantly different 
from the likeliness to buy for unbranded jeans (m = 3.43, sd=1.76). 
Thus, H2 was supported.

H3 looked at the difference in participants’ visual attention 
to branded and unbranded jeans. A one-way ANOVA was used 

to compare the mean for total time spent (in milliseconds) for 
participants exposed to branded and unbranded products. To 
calculate this mean total time spent, a participant’s fixation duration 
on the areas of interest for each stimulus was summed (Size chart, 
Price, Brand name tag, Product description, Color, Review snapshot, 
Review text, Product picture, and Material & care). Only Price, 
Product description, Color, Review snapshot, Review text, and 
Product picture were significant for unbranded products, while 
Size chart, Price, Brand name tag, Color, and Product picture were 
significant for branded products. The mean total time spent by those 
exposed to branded jeans was (m = 185572 ms, sd = 2.50), and the 
mean of those exposed to unbranded jeans was (m = 42934.22 , sd 
= 1.84). Thus, participants spent a longer time looking at branded 
jeans. This hypothesis, therefore, was partially accepted [57]. 

Findings and Conclusion

Perception of Quality: The results indicated a significant 
difference between participants’ perceptions of quality for branded 
and unbranded jeans products. Over 69% of subjects perceived 
branded jeans as being of higher quality, while 21% felt there 
was no difference, and 10% believed unbranded jeans were of 
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higher quality. These findings suggest that participants generally 
associated branding with higher quality. The perception of higher 
quality for branded jeans may be attributed to the influence of 
brand reputation and consumer expectations. Branded products 
are often associated with higher quality due to consistent branding, 
marketing efforts, and customer experiences [58]. 

Purchase likelihood: A significant difference was found in the 
likelihood of this study’s participants to purchase branded jeans 
compared to unbranded alternatives. Participants had a higher 
mean likelihood to buy branded products (m=4.13, sd=1.31) 
compared to unbranded products (m=3.43, sd=1.76), which 
indicates that participants were more inclined to purchase branded 
jeans, possibly due to their perceived higher quality and trust with 
well-established brands.

Visual attention: This study analyzed the differences in 
participants’ visual attention of branded versus unbranded jeans. 
While a one-way ANOVA revealed some significant differences 
between the total time spent on different areas of interest, such 
as price, product image, and color, participants spent significantly 
more time looking at branded products (m = 185572 ms, sd = 2.50) 
compared to unbranded products (m = 42934.22 ms, sd = 1.84). 
The greater visual attention given to branded products suggests 
that participants found them more visually appealing or engaging. 
This could be due to factors such as attractive packaging, appealing 
design, or perceived value associated with the brand [59]. 

Overall, the findings of this study support the hypotheses that 
branded jeans products are perceived as higher quality, more likely 
to be purchased, and receive greater visual attention compared to 
unbranded alternatives. These results highlight the importance of 
brand perception and reputation in influencing consumer behavior 
and choices. Marketers and manufacturers of jeans products 
can leverage the power of branding to establish trust, increase 
perceived quality, and capture consumer attention [60].

Acknowledgement

None.

Conflict of Interest

Author declares no conflict of interest.

References
1.	 Kim, M.; Lennon, S. The effects of visual and verbal information on 

attitudes and purchase intentions in Internet shopping. Psychol. 
Marketing 2008, 25, 146-178.

2.	 Rayner, K.; Miller, B.; Rotello, C. M. Eye movements when looking at print 
advertisements: The goal of the viewer matters. Appl. Cognit. Psychol. 
2008, 22 (5), 697-707.

3.	 Riegelsberger, J.; Sasse, M. A.; McCarthy, J. D. Eye-catcher or blind spot? In 
Proc. IFIP Adv. Inf. Commun. Technol. 2003, 105, 383-398.

4.	 Hautz, J.; Fuller, J.; Hutter, K.; Thurridl, C. Let users generate your video 
ads? The impact of video source and quality on consumers’ perceptions 
and intended behaviors. J. Interact. Mark. 2014, 28 (1), 1-15.

5.	 Clare, G.; Hencer, N. Measuring the user experience of apparel design 
innovations with eye tracking with multiple metrics: Lessons from a 
student fashion show. Int. J. Cloth. Sci. 2016, 3 (1), 1-10.

6.	 Menon, V.; Sigurdsson, V.; Larsen, M.; Fagerstrom, A.; Foxall, R. Consumer 
attention to price in social commerce: eye tracking patterns in retail 
clothing. J. Bus. Res. 2016, 65(11), 5008-5013.

7.	 Jacob, R. J.; Kam, S. K. Eye tracking in human-computer interaction 
and usability research: ready to deliver the promises. In The mind’s 
eye: Cognitive and applied aspects of eye movement research; Hona, J.; 
Radach, R.; Deubel, H., Eds.; Elsevier Science: Amsterdam, 2003; pp 573-
605.

8.	 Wedel, M.; Pieters, R. A review of eye-tracking research in marketing. 
In Review of Mark. Res. Vol. 4; Malhotra, N.K., Ed.; Emerald Group 
Publishing Limited: Bingley, 2008, pp123-147.

9.	 Maslowska, E.; Segin, C. M.; Vakeel, K. A.; Viswanathan, V. How consumers 
attend to online reviews: An eye-tracking and network analysis 
approach. Int. J. Advert. Rev. Mark. Commun. 2020, 39(2), 282-306.

10.	Kim, E. Y.; Kim, Y. K. Predicting online purchase intentions for clothing 
products. Eur. J. Marketing 2004, 38, 883-897.

11.	Chae, S. W.; Lee, K. C. Exploring the effect of the human brand on 
consumers’ decision quality in online shopping: An eye-tracking 
approach. Online Information Review 2013, 37 (1).

12.	Djamashi, S.; Siegel, M.; Tullis, T. Generation Y, web design, and eye 
tracking. Int. J. Hum.-Comput. Stud. 2010, 82(5), 307-323.

13.	Felix, R.; Borges, A. Celebrity endorser attractiveness, visual attention, 
and implications for ad attitudes and brand evaluations: A replication 
and extension. J. Brand Manage. 2014, 21(7-8), 579-593.

14.	Silvera, D.; Austad, B. Factors predicting the effectiveness of celebrity 
endorsement advertisements. Eur. J. Mark. 2004, 38 (11/12), 1509-
1526.

15.	Cerf, M.; Harel, J.; Finhauser, W.; Koch, C. Predicting human gaze using 
low-level saliency combined with face detection. Adv. Neural Inf. Process. 
Syst. 2008, 20, 241-248.

16.	Fiore, A. M.; Yah, X.; Yoh, E. Effects of a product display and environmental 
fragrancing on approach responses and pleasurable experiences. 
Psychol. Mark. 2000, 17 (1), 27-54.

17.	Kerfoot, S.; Davies, B.; Ward, P. Visual merchandising and the creation of 
discernible retail brands. Int. J. Retail Distrib. Manag. 2003, 31, 143-152.

18.	Law, D.; Yip, J.; Wong, C. W. Y. How does visual merchandising affect 
consumer affective response? An intimate apparel experience. Eur. J. 
Mark. 2012, 46 (1), 112-133.

19.	Lindstrom, A.; Berg, H.; Nordfalt, J.; Roggeveen, A.L.; Grewal, D. Does the 
presence of a mannequin head change shopping behavior? J. Bus. Res. 
2016, 69 (2), 517-524.

20.	Oh, H.; Petrie, J. How do storefront window displays influence entering 
decisions of clothing stores? J. of Ret and Comm. Serv. 2012, 19(1), 27-
35.

21.	Yin, G.; Wei, L.; Xu, W.; Chen, M. Exploring heuristic cues for consumer 
perceptions of online reviews helpfulness: The case of Yelp.Com. Paper 
presented at the 18th Pacific Asia Conference on Information Systems 
(PACIS), June 24-28; Chengdu, China, 2014.

22.	Zhang, K.Z.; Zhao, S.J.; Cheung, C.M.; Lee, M.K. Examining the influence of 
online reviews on consumers’ decision-making: A heuristic-systematic 
model. Decision Support System. 2014, 67, 78-89.

23.	Chaiken, S. Heuristic versus systematic information processing and the 
use of source versus message cues in persuasion. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 
1980, 39 (5), 752-766.

24.	Orquin, J. L.; Loose, S. M. Attention and choice: a review on eye 
movements in decision making. Acta Psychologi. 2013, 144, 190-206.

25.	Rayner, K.; Rotello, C. M.; Stewart, A. J.; Keir, J.; Duffy, S. A. Integrating 
text and pictorial information: Eye movements when looking at print 
advertisements. J. Exp. Psychol.: Appl. 2001, 7, 219-226.

https://dx.doi.org/10.33552/JTSFT.2024.10.000745
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/mar.20204
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/mar.20204
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/mar.20204
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/19424446/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/19424446/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/19424446/
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S1071581903000429
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S1071581903000429
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S1094996813000200
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S1094996813000200
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S1094996813000200
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0148296316302351
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0148296316302351
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0148296316302351
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/02650487.2019.1617651
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/02650487.2019.1617651
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/02650487.2019.1617651
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/03090560410539302/full/html
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/03090560410539302/full/html
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/14684521311311649/full/html
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/14684521311311649/full/html
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/14684521311311649/full/html
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S1071581909001918
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S1071581909001918
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1057/bm.2014.24
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1057/bm.2014.24
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1057/bm.2014.24
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/03090560410560218/full/html
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/03090560410560218/full/html
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/03090560410560218/full/html
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/(SICI)1520-6793(200001)17:1%3C27::AID-MAR3%3E3.0.CO;2-C
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/(SICI)1520-6793(200001)17:1%3C27::AID-MAR3%3E3.0.CO;2-C
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/(SICI)1520-6793(200001)17:1%3C27::AID-MAR3%3E3.0.CO;2-C
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/09590550310465521/full/html
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/09590550310465521/full/html
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/03090561211189266/full/html
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/03090561211189266/full/html
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/03090561211189266/full/html
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S014829631500209X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S014829631500209X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S014829631500209X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0969698911000889
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0969698911000889
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0969698911000889
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0167923614002097
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0167923614002097
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0167923614002097
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0001691813001364
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0001691813001364
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/11676100/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/11676100/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/11676100/


Citation: Shubhapriya Bennur* PhD. Consumers’ Attention Allocation to Branded Vs Unbranded Products Online. J Textile Sci & 
Fashion Tech 10(3): 2024. JTSFT.MS.ID.000745. DOI: 10.33552/JTSFT.2024.10.000745.

Journal of Textile Science & Fashion Technology                                                                                                                 Volume 10-Issue 3

Page 7 of 7

26.	Kim, S. J.; Maslowska, E.; Malthouse, C. E. Understanding the effects of 
different review features on purchase probability. Int. J. Advert. 2018, 
37, 29-53.

27.	Metzger, M.J.; Flanagin, J.A.; Medders, B.R. Social and heuristic approaches 
to credibility evaluation online. J. Commun. 2010, 60(3), 413-439.

28.	Walther, J. B.; Liang, Y. J.; Ganster, T.; Wohn, D. Y.; Emington, J. Online 
reviews, helpfulness ratings, and consumer attitudes: An extension of 
congruity theory to multiple sources in Web 2.0. J. Comput.-Mediated 
Commun. 2012, 18 (1), 97-112.

29.	Rao, A. R.; Monroe, K. B. The moderating effect of prior knowledge on 
cue utilization in product evaluations. J. Consum. Res.1988, 15, 253-264.

30.	Olsen, J.C. Cue utilization in the quality perception process: a cognitive 
model and an empirical test. Unpublished doctoral thesis, Purdue 
University, Lafayette, IN, 1972.

31.	Cox, D.F.; Rich, S.U. Perceived risk and consumer decision-making the 
case of telephone shopping. J. Marketing Res. 1964, 1, 32-39.

32.	Nakhata, C.; Kuo, H.C. Non-price cues utilization during social coupon 
purchasing-decision. J. Prod. Brand Manage. 2014, 23(6), 439-451.

33.	Lee, B. C.; Ang, L.; Dubelaat, C. Lemons on the web: A signaling approach 
to the problem of trust in internet commerce. J. Econ. Psychol. 2005, 26 
(5), 607-623.

34.	Cook, D. P.; Luo, W. The role of third-party seals in building trust online. 
E-Service J. 2003, 2(3), 71-84.

35.	Hampton-Sosa, W.; Koufaris, M. The effect of web site perceptions on 
initial trust in the owner company. Int. J. Electron. Commer. 2005, 10(1), 
55-72.

36.	Kimer, K.; McCord, M. Third-Party Assurances: Mapping the road to trust 
in retailing. J. Inf. Technol. Theory Appl. 2004, 4 (2), 63-82.

37.	Warrington, Ta Abgrab; Caldwell, H. Building trust to develop competitive 
advantage in business relationships. Competitiveness Rev. 2000, 10(2), 
160-168.

38.	Garbarino, E.; Johnson, M. S. The different roles of satisfaction, trust, and 
commitment in customer relationships. J. Mark. 1999, 63, 70 87.

39.	Shankar, V.; Urban, G.; Sultan, E. Online trust: A stakeholder perspective, 
concepts, implications, and future directions. J. Strateg. Inf. Syst. 2002, 
11 (3/4), 325-344.

40.	Thomson, M.; MacInnis, D. J.; Whan Park, C. The ties that bind: Measuring 
the strength of consumers’ emotional attachments to brands. J. Consum. 
Psychol. 2005, 15 (1), 77-91.

41.	Ng, M.; Chaya, C.; Hort, J. The influence of sensory and packaging cues on 
both liking and emotional, abstract, and functional conceptualizations. 
Food Quality and Preference 2013, 29 (2), 146-156.

42.	Spinelli, S.; Masi, C.; Zoboli, G. P.; Prescott, J.; Monteleone, E. Emotional 
responses to branded and unbranded foods. Food Quality and Preference 
2015, 42, 1-11.

43.	Albert, N.; Merunka, D.; Valette-Florence, P. Brand passion: antecedents 
and consequences. J. Bus. Res. 2013, 66 (7), 904-909.

44.	Strizhakova, Y.; Coulter, R. A.; Price, L. L. The meanings of branded 
products: A cross-national scale development and meaning assessment. 
Int. J. Res. Mark. 2008, 25 (2), 82-93.

45.	Horvath, C.; Birgelen, M. V. The role of brands in the behavior and 
purchase decisions of compulsive versus non-compulsive buyers. Eur. J. 
Mark. 2015, 49 (1/2), 2-21.

46.	Chaplin, L. N.; John, D. R. The development of self-brand connections in 
children and adolescents. J. Consum. Res. 2005, 32 (1), 119-129.

47.	Escalas, J.E. Imagine yourself in the product: mental simulation, narrative 
transportation, and persuasion. J. Advert. 2004, 33(2), 37-48.

48.	Pieters, R.; Warlop, L. Visual attention during brand choice: the impact of 
time pressure and task motivation. Inter J. of Res. in Mark.1999, 16(1),1-
16.

49.	Findlay, J. M.; Gilchrist, I. D. Active vision. The psychology of looking and 
seeing; Oxford University Press: Oxford, 2003.

50.	Beike, A. Using eye tracking to compare web page designs: A case study. 
J. Usability Stud. 2006, 3 (1), 112-120.

51.	Shekhar, S.; Raveendran, P. Chocolate packaging cues and first moment 
of truth: An exploratory study on young consumers’ mind. Manage. Sci. 
Lett. 2013, 3 (7), 1851-1862.

52.	Behe, B. K.; Bae, M.; Huddleston, P. T.; Sage, L. The effect of involvement 
on visual attention and product choice. J. Retail. Consum. Serv. 2015, 24 
(May), 10-21.

53.	Amatulli, C.; Guido. G.; Mileti, A.; Tomacelli, C.; Prete, M. I.; Longo. A. E. 
“Mix-and-Match” Fashion Trend and Luxury Brand Recognition: An 
Empirical Test Using Eye-tracking. Fashion Theory 2016, 20 (3), 341-
362.

54.	King, A. J.; Bol, N.; Cummins, G. R.; John, K. K. Improving visual behavior 
research in communication science: An overview, review, and reporting 
recommendations for using eye-tracking methods. Commun. Methods 
Meas. 2019, 13 (3), 149-177.

55.	Levrini, G. R. D.; Dos Santos, M. J. The influence of price on purchase 
intentions: Comparative study between cognitive, sensory, and 
neurophysiological experiments. Behav. Sci. 2021, 11 (2), 16.

56.	Pieters, R.; Wedel, M. Attention capture and transfer in advertising: 
Brand, Pictorial, and Text-Size effects. J. Mark. 2004, 68(2), 36-50.

57.	Rao, A. R.; Lu, Q.; Ruekert, R. W. Signaling unobservable product quality 
through a brand ally. J. Mark. Res.1999, 36, 258-268.

58.	Riegelsberger, J.; Sasse, M. A.; McCarthy, J. D. The researcher’s dilemma: 
Evaluating trust in computer-mediated communication. Int. J. Hum.-
Comput. Stud. 2003, 58 (6), 759-781.

59.	Thomson, D. M.; Crocker, C. Application of conceptual profiling in brand, 
packaging and product development. Food Quality and Preference 2015, 
40, 343-353.

60.	Wedel, M.; Pieters, R. Eye fixations on advertisements and memory for 
brands: A model and findings. Mark. Scien. 2000, 19 (4), 297-312.

https://dx.doi.org/10.33552/JTSFT.2024.10.000745
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/02650487.2017.1340928
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/02650487.2017.1340928
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/02650487.2017.1340928
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1460-2466.2010.01488.x
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1460-2466.2010.01488.x
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/j.1083-6101.2012.01595.x
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/j.1083-6101.2012.01595.x
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/j.1083-6101.2012.01595.x
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/j.1083-6101.2012.01595.x
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/002224376400100405
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/002224376400100405
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/JPBM-06-2014-0631/full/html
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/JPBM-06-2014-0631/full/html
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0167487005000073
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0167487005000073
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0167487005000073
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/10864415.2005.11043965
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/10864415.2005.11043965
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/10864415.2005.11043965
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/eb046409/full/html
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/eb046409/full/html
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/eb046409/full/html
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0963868702000227
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0963868702000227
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0963868702000227
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S1057740805700954
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S1057740805700954
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S1057740805700954
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0950329313000347
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0950329313000347
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0950329313000347
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0950329314002651
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0950329314002651
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0950329314002651
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0148296311004164
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0148296311004164
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0167811608000128
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0167811608000128
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0167811608000128
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/EJM-10-2012-0627/full/html
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/EJM-10-2012-0627/full/html
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/EJM-10-2012-0627/full/html
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00913367.2004.10639163
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00913367.2004.10639163
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0167811698000226
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0167811698000226
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0167811698000226
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S096969891500003X?
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S096969891500003X?
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S096969891500003X?
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/1362704X.2015.1082294
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/1362704X.2015.1082294
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/1362704X.2015.1082294
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/1362704X.2015.1082294
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/19312458.2018.1558194
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/19312458.2018.1558194
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/19312458.2018.1558194
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/19312458.2018.1558194
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/33504000/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/33504000/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/33504000/
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1509/jmkg.68.2.36.27794
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1509/jmkg.68.2.36.27794
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/002224379903600209?journalCode=mrja
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/002224379903600209?journalCode=mrja
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0950329314000706
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0950329314000706
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0950329314000706

	Abstract  
	_GoBack

