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Abstract

The apparel industry lacks a universal sizing system and has created tactics to group
consumers under a few generic sizes. The inconsistency in sizing has led to a struggle of
consumers trying to find pieces of clothing that are not only their size but fit their measurements
as well. An analysis of the sizing charts of 5 different women’s clothing private labels ranging
from sizes 0-16 within two major department stores was assessed. The sizing charts within each
individual store were evaluated, and then compared to one another. After calculating the sizing
differences, an average of both store A and store B were used to differentiate the sizing
inconsistencies.

The purpose of this study was to closely look at the discrepancies in a numeric sizing
system between five private labels of women’s clothing brands within two department stores.
Sizes 0-16 were the focus, and plus sizes were not included at this time. Shopping for clothes can
be difficult, especially when one is unsure of what their true size is. Someone could wear a size
12 comfortably in one brand, but a size 12 could be too big in another brand. The inconsistency
in sizing can alter how one views themselves making them think that they are bigger or smaller
than what they really are.

Keyword: sizing system, apparel fit, psychosizing
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Introduction
Background and Need

Globally, customers as a whole contribute more than one trillion dollars in the apparel
market (Smith 2022). The average person in a year spends more than $500 a year on clothing,
and these numbers are predicted to rise rapidly. Customers purchase clothing based on a
necessity or for wants such as a special occasion or leisurewear. Even with a vast variety of
clothing and retailers, customers still struggle to find clothing that fits their measurements;
however, this is due to the fact that the apparel industry lacks a universal sizing chart. Not having
a standard sizing system causes sizing inconsistencies to develop from retailer to retailer.

The use of vanity sizing, changing the measurements of a garment to boost customers’
confidence, has affected the body image of customers (Alexander, Connell, & Presley, 2005).
Even though the average person spends almost $2,000 a year on apparel, only a few items will fit
a person properly. Mislabeling clothing (vanity sizing) as a larger size can create a negative
outlook on consumers’ body image. The variance in sizes causes customers to view themselves
differently in each retailer’s garments, and creates the possibility of affecting the way consumers
view themselves.

Problem Statement

Vanity sizing alters consumers' body image to become positive or negative. Needing to
go up a size larger in clothing weakens a customer's self-esteem (Hoegg, 2013). Many customers
fall into categories where it's a struggle to find clothes where the shape of them fits perfectly. For
some, there is a negative connotation with needing a larger size. A large size usually has been
associated with weight gain. This makes customers believe that they need to make certain body

modifications or exercise to reduce their weight. Having to make all these changes to fit into a


https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1016/j.jcps.2013.07.003?casa_token=biEoF5qN6R8AAAAA%3Ayp2SC4HSvPNEqmnX-EvP1nd3FpWYvnksEatv4nha6Y8Kof0jPathE8Vc9Pddvh6g8cqibrZHzcJj0A#bb0005
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smaller size hurts the confidence of the consumer (Kim, 2008). For instance, one brand of jeans
could run small and make a customer feel as if they are smaller, while another could make them
feel as if they are bigger than what they are. This is not the case at all for some since it is a
universal sizing issue. Customer’s sizing fluctuates because they are unaware of their true size
due to the false reality they are given when purchasing clothes.

The purpose of this study was to examine and analyze the differences of five different
sizing charts of women’s clothing private label brands in two separate department stores. This
was attained through identifying five private label brands of the department store that specializes
in women’s business professional clothing. The sizing comparisons for sizes 0-16 were
compared to determine an average number of the sizing variations.

Research Objectives

This study had three main objectives that will be followed. The first objective was to
identify five private label brands within two different retail stores. Both stores must have similar
aesthetics and carry women'’s business professional clothing. This included pant suits, dresses,
and skirts. Next the sizing charts for the private labels within store A and store B were compared.
Each private label’s sizing chart was assessed individually to determine the differences within
their respective stores. The last objective compared the sizing differences between the two stores
and took an average of both stores to analyze.

Literature Review

Exploring how the inconsistency of sizing in stores affects customers’ body image has
piqued the interest of many researchers and raised questions about the sizing system in the
apparel industry. Different forms of measurement charts, and vanity sizing have been examined

through various sources of technology to take a new approach at viewing size and body image
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(Song and Ashdown 144). The body cathexis that one has of themselves can be influenced by
several factors outside of the sizing scale as well. This can include factors such as socioeconomic
status, one’s culture, race, and their age (Chattaraman and Rudd, 2006). When one does not have
the necessary funds to buy new clothing, they most likely end up with apparel that they have
outgrown or must wear items that do not fit properly. If a customer wears clothing that does not
compliment their body, this could lead to lower body image.

Apparel not only affects one’s physical appearance but plays a major role in their
aesthetic (Chattaraman and Rudd, 2006). In society, there is the idea of what the “ideal” body
type looks like. Some people try to change their aesthetic to try to fit into these standards. This
led to them wearing clothing that is not only uncomfortable to the consumer but sometimes
forced them to purchase items that are outside of their budget but are trendy. Aesthetics of
clothing are one of the main reasons why a consumer might or might not buy something if it
lowers their self-esteem. For example, if a pair of pants makes a consumer look bigger there are
less likely to buy that item.

Additionally, the fit preference consumers give themselves puts the pressure on them to
fall into the different body shapes that society has constructed and given an either positive or
negative connotation to each one. According to Daniel Clay (2005), the older an adolescent girl
becomes, the lower both her body image and self-esteem grows (Clay, 2005). This is due to the
result of an unrealistic body image established by the apparel industry. Younger girls are easily
influenced and feel more pressured to meet these standards. Not only does this lower their body
cathexis but can lead to more self-esteem issues that develop even more over time.

Self-reported body size and shape helps retailers better understand their consumers and

how to effectively cater to their individual needs. Unfortunately, self-reliance is not always
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accurate because customers do not have valid measures of knowing their true size in each brand
(Song and Ashdown, 2013). Customers might view themselves as bigger or smaller than what
they are. The perception that a customer has of their body can affect how a company creates
their sizing system. Due to the perception that consumers have of themselves, this can negatively
alter the sizing system for a retailer.

Sizing Variances

The apparel industry includes a wide range of garments and companies; however, there is
not a universal sizing standard that all companies follow. Through extensive research it is
discovered that over the course of history, sizing has never been consistent in clothing (Clifford,
2011). Customers do not have the opportunity to select or purchase the same size across every
retailer they shop with. Like a game, customers have to guess and estimate their size hoping to
be correct in the end.

A direct issue of sizing variances is because the United States has not updated their sizing
standard since 1970 (Ingraham, 2021). As shown in figure 1, measurements from the 1950’s
indicated that a size 10 had a bust of 28.5”, waist 24”, and hip 31.5”. Those same measurements
would be a size 6 today. Sizes such as 00 were not accommodated for. The sizing system only
included those that had a low socio-economic status and mostly white women. Within the past 50
years, the introduction of new technologies and recognition of larger sizes has made the
American sizing chart inaccurate. Body shapes, attitudes, and the fit of certain garments have
changed over time. As the world continues to grow and change, so do the people in it. Following
a sizing trend over three decades old does not relate to the shape of the people today. Because of
this, retailers have begun to make their own sizing decisions based on the measurements of their

fit models and garments (Gupta, and Gangadhar, 2004). The guides of each retailer are based on
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their own judgment, creating their own sizing chart. Some retailers carry brands that are not their
own, meaning they too have established a completely different way of measuring their clothing.
Not having a set sizing system has created tactics such as vanity sizing in apparel. Vanity sizing
has played an important role in retailers’ personal sizing.

Vanity Sizing

Vanity sizing, also known as psycho sizing, involves the act of purposefully mislabeling
an item, to make customers feel better about themselves (Alexander, Connell, & Presley, 2005).
Labeling a pair of jeans that are a 14, but making customers believe that they can still fit into a
size 12 is deceiving. Vanity sizing has added to the inconsistency in sizing, and affected the way
that customers see themselves in different companies' clothing (Hoegg, 2013). Customers might
avoid certain brands because they know that their sizes run smaller or larger than what they
actually are and lessens their self-esteem in a particular brand. This can lead to one creating a
negative view with that brand in mind.

Women’s clothing has been researched to understand how the clothing can positively or
negatively affect customers’ attitudes about themselves (Guy & Banim, 2000). The sizing
variances can help boost confidence, but also weaken it if a customer must go up a size. Vanity
sizing immensely impacts customers’ body image. When clothing is too tight, it sometimes will
showcase areas of a woman’s body in a negative light. On the other hand, clothing that is too
loose hides a woman'’s figure and potentially swallows her up. Both sides of the spectrum have
the potential to be unflattering.

When consumers are familiar with a specific brand and that brand consistently follows
sizing charts that relate to their target market, brand loyalty between the retailer and the customer

is produced. Businesses catering to the needs of their target market allows customers to become
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familiar with them and establish a strong brand awareness (Prasetia, Wawan, and Hidayat, 2021).
Brand awareness not only makes customers aware of a particular brand but makes them become
more likely to stay loyal to that brand. Customers can shop at a particular location with the
confidence that they will find at least one item of clothing that fits their specific body
measurements.

Body Image

The fit of a garment is directly related to the customer’s own perception of their body.
When surveying customers on how they identified different garments, customers felt more
comfortable in clothes that fit their measurements compared to clothing that did not (Kim, 2008).
Consumers explained that clothing that was too tight showcased certain areas negatively. Those
who fall into the women’s plus size category not only face clothing dissatisfaction but have a
limited range of resources to find clothes that fit.

Research shows that teen girls, especially, have to spend more money out of pocket due
to the rarity of finding clothing (Romeo, 2013). Researcher Eonyou Shin explored customers'
overall opinion of fit. Regarding overall fit and aesthetics, most customers were satisfied with
their garments (Shin, 2014). Issues with sizing differences, price, and functional fit differed
between genders. Several researchers have realized the problems with fit and have turned to
technology to help fix these issues. For instance, certain brands of leggings promise that anyone
who wears their garment will give the illusion of a bigger bottom (etc.) when in reality the
customer looks the same and a change in their size has not changed.

Data Collection
To collect data, five clothing brands were selected from two retailers. The sizing charts

were analyzed for the bust, waist, and hip measurements within the store's private label brands
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and between the stores. The measurement charts for each brand were analyzed using
mathematical equations to find the exact sizing differences between each measurement chart.
Methodology

This study examined the sizing inconsistencies between two major department stores and
five of their private labels. The measurement charts from each retailer were compared to their
respective stores and then to each other to gather an average number of the sizing differences.
The research included a closer look at the sizing variances that occur in the apparel industry.

The conflicting sizing issues within each retailer led to many underlying conditions in
their measurement charts. Women'’s business professional clothing brands were assessed for this
study, with sizes 0-16 being the focus. In store A, five private labels (1A, 2A, 3A, 4A, 5A) who
carried women'’s business professional clothing were selected at random. From those brands, the
measurement charts of each were obtained and compared against each other. Each size across all
five brands were examined to create an average number to give an estimate of a particular size
that one might wear at that specific store. For store B, the same procedures were followed (1B,
2B, 3B, 4B, 5B).

When the three labels (private labels 1A, 2A, and 3A) with the same numeric sizing were
compared to one of the two outlier private labels (private labels #A and 5A), multiple results
were received. The differences between labels 1A and 2A were assessed against label 4A first.
Private label 4A starts their sizing with a size 6 being the smallest size (a small) and a size 16 as
the largest (a large). From the previous findings, the other brands within retailer A either started
with an extra extra small or a small and went up to an extra-large. The sizing differences between
the two were found by analyzing the variances from each size and calculating the difference. For

example, the sizing differences of a small/medium in the private labels that were the same was
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37.5 inches while a small in private label 4A was 34.5. This made the difference between the two
-3 inches. The average number for the bust differences was -3.33 inches. The average number
between private label A4 and the private labels 1A-3A (with the same measurements) was -1.75
inches for the waist and -1.46 inches for the hip. Only six numbers were accounted for in the
average number since label 44 only has six measurements.

The second private label outlier in Store A (private label 5A) was compared to label 3A,
where similar results appeared. The average number of inch differences for the bust was -1.56.
The average number for the bust was smaller between label 5A’s comparison to labels 1A-2A
than label 4A’s comparison because they both had the same number of size categories, whereas
private label 4A started their sizing at a size 6. It is important to note that the measurement for
both labels in this comparison had the same number for their size 0 which was 33 inches. The
average number for the waist was -2.39 inches and -.84 inches.

In store B, all five of their private labels had the exact same measurements for the bust,
waist, and hip. The sizing ranged from a double zero being the smallest size (xxs) and a 16 being
the largest size (x1) indicating, there were no sizing differences between any of the private labels
in store B. The sizing consistency within store B allows customers to shop for their size more
accurately because their size within the store does not vary from brand to brand.

Private labels 1A-3A, 4A, and 5A from Store A were then compared to the one sizing
chart from Store B. Between labels 1A and Store B, both brands have two separate size
categories for an extra small; however, in Store B, there is one category more than private label
1A to accommodate for their extra extra small (which is a size zero). The average number for the
different bust sizes between the two was -1.89 inches, and the waist was -1.78 inches. Sizes 6, 8,

and 10 were the same number for both sizing charts for the hip. This makes the average number



PSYCHO SIZING IN WOMEN’S APPAREL 12

of the differences for the hip -1.54 inches. Private labels 1A-3A overall were closer in size to
Store B.

Within Private label 4A and Store B, the results of the sizing differences followed as
expected. Because private label 4A’s sizing chart has their small start at size 6, only 6 numbers
were compared. Of those numbers, the sizing discrepancy for the bust was -1 inch for each size.
The difference for the waist was -.58 inches and -2.5 inches for the hip.

Lastly, private label 5A and all five private labels from Store B were compared. The bust,
waist, and hip numeric discrepancy between all three had a consistent difference within each
category. The average number for the bust from private label SA and Store B was -.5 inches. The
average number was also -.5 inches for the waist as well. The hip had an average of -1.5 inches.

Results

Within each retailer, both stores were examined internally to evaluate the sizing
differences between their own private labels. Measurements for both stores were taken in inches.
Store A had three private labels that have identical sizing charts for the bust, waist, and the hip.
Of the three brands that had the same measurements, their sizing from small to largest had a
minor difference. Private labels 1A and 2A used small, medium, etc. labels to categorize their
sizes; however, private label 1A had sizes ranging from extra extra small to a large being the
biggest size. Label 2A did not account for an extra extra small, but had sizes ranging from extra
small to extra large. Unlike this label, private brand 1A did not have an extra large category.
Private label 3A labeled their sizes with numeric size categories only. Private labels 1A and 3A
sized their clothing with an size 0 being labeled as an extra small, sizes 2 and 4 a small, 6 and 8

were a medium, 10 and 12 were larges, and sizes 14 and 16 were marked as an extra large.
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Private brand 1A labeled a size 0 an extra extra small, sizes 2 and 4 an extra small, 6 and 8 a
small, 10 and 12 a medium, and sizes 14 and 16 a large.
Limitations

Because only women’s business professional clothing was assessed for this research, the
sizing charts for other styles of clothing could change future results. For instance, if women’s
activewear was the focal point, there is the possibility that Store B could have sizing charts that
differ from each other. Another limitation includes only studying sizes 0-16. Since plus sizes
were excluded from this study, some results could have been skewed.

Conclusions

Calculating the sizing inconsistencies within two department stores and their private
labels established a variety of results. In Store A, three of the five private labels had the same
numeric sizing charts but had a discrepancy within what the size would be labeled. For example,
a 33 inch bust would be marked as a size 0 in each brand but categorized as an extra small in
private label 1A, an extra small in private label 2A, but remain as a size 0 in private label 3A.
The other two brands (4A and 5A) in Store A had measurement charts that differed from each
other. Label 4A had higher average numbers when compared to the other three brands than label
5A. Store A had inconsistent sizing charts that vary from brand to brand. This can be a result of
the use of different pattern sizes being used within each private label.

Store B had measurement charts that were identical within each brand for the bust, waist,
and hip.. Because of this, there was no need to find any discrepancies in any of the private labels.
When Store B was compared to any of the private labels in Store A, most of the results were a
consistent number. Store B scaled their sizing in increments of .5, which resulted in average

numbers being intervals of .5 as well. Additionally, they were more size inclusive. Store B
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included extra sizes such as an extra extra small (00), when Store A did not have sizes that small
for many of their sizing charts. These small sizes could be a result of the size of their consumer
or what they are wanting and wearing. This also could be that Store A has not updated their
sizing system, while Store B could be using new measurement scaling.

Future research can include a closer analysis of the fit of clothing and its effect on
women’s body image. To conduct this, women can be asked a series of questions about their
body image through a survey and find their accurate size using three dimensional (3D) body
scanning technology. They can be shown sizing charts of private labels from both Store A and
Store B. From there, they can be asked which sizing chart would help improve their body image
and which would they be more willing to wear. These same women can try on clothing from
each brand in their marked size to see how much the sizing discrepancies affects the way they
feel in a certain brand. Pinpointing the discrepancies can help determine which stores consumers
are more likely to shop at based on a store’s sizing chart. This will not only help create a more
consistent sizing system in stores, but an overall shopping experience for customers.

The use of grading in sizing can be meticulously examined in the future as well. The
pattern that one department store uses for their clothing could lay out the foundation for how
their private labels determine how to create sizing charts. This could open up more research to
conclude how often stores are updating their sizing system. Later, studies can be done to
compare how closely the grading scale for one department is to another one. From there, studies
can inspect not only the manufacturing process for an individual department store, but also the

sizing differences between an original sample size to what that size is now labeled as.
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Tables and Figures

Pattern Size 10 12 14 16 18 20 40 42 44 4é
WOMEN'S Bust 28% 30 32 34 36 38 40 42 44 46  INS,
and Waistline 24 25 28 VA Mg BB ¢
MISSES Hip 31% 33 35 37 39 4] 43 45 47 49
SI7ES Center Bock from

Socket Bone to Waist 15% 16  16% 16% 163% 17 17V 17Y% 17% 17, “

Across Back 125 13 13% 14 14% 15 15% 16 16% 17 *

Atm Girth 98 10 10% 11 11% 12 13 13% 4 14%) ~

Underarm Length 17 17V, 17V, 173, 18 18% 18% .lﬂ‘,l','. 1814 18%, *

Figure 1. Vintage 1950s Sewing: Pattern Measurement Chart for Women from Pintucks

SIZE BUST WAIST HIPS
XXS 0 33 26.5 35.5
XS 2 34.5 28 37
XS 4 36 29.5 38.5
s 6 37.5 31 40
] 8 38.5 32 41
m 10 40 33.5 41.5
m 12 41.5 35 42
I 14 43 36.5 42.75
I 16 445 38 43.5

Table 1. Women'’s sizing chart from store A. Private label 1A.



PSYCHO SIZING IN WOMEN’S APPAREL

SIZE BUST WAIST HIPS
XXS 0 31.5 25 36
XS 0 32.5 26 37
XS 2 33.5 27 38
s 4 34.5 28 39
S 6 35.5 29 40
m 8 36.5 30 41
m 10 37.5 31 42
I 12 39 32.5 43.5
I 14 40.5 34 35
xl 16 42 35.5 46.5
Women’s sizing chart from store B. Private label 1B.

SIZE BUST WAIST HIPS
XS 0 33 26.5 35.5
s 2 34.5 28 37
S 4 36 29.5 38.5
m 6 37.5 31 40
m 8 38.5 32 41
I 10 40 33.5 41.5
I 12 41.5 35 42
xl 14 43 36.5 42.75
xl 16 445 38 43.5
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Table 2. Private label 2A. Size chart with the same numeric measurements, but letter sizing

differences from Private labels 14 and 3A.



PSYCHO SIZING IN WOMEN’S APPAREL 20

SIZE BUST WAIST HIPS
0 33 26.5 35.5
2 34.5 28 37

4 36 295 38.5
6 37.5 31 40

8 38.5 32 41

10 40 33.5 41.5
12 41.5 35 42

14 43 36.5 42.75
16 44.5 38 43.5

Table 3. Private label 34 size with same numeric measurements but does not use letter sizing.

BUST SIZE (in inches)

SIZE PRIVATE SIZE PRIVATE SIZE PRIVATE

(1A) LABEL 1A (2A) LABEL 2A (4A) LABEL 4A RESULTS
xxs (0) 33 xs (0) 33

xs (2) 345 s (2) 345

xs (4) 36 s (4) 36

s (6) 375 m (6) 37.5 s (6) 345 -3
s (8) 38.5 m (8) 38.5 s (8) 35.5 -3
m (10) 40 [ (10) 40 m (10) 36.5 -3.5
m (12) 41.5 1 (12) 41.5 m (12) 38 -3.5
1 (14) 43 xl (14) 43 [ (14) 39.5 -3.5
| (16) 445 xI (16) 445 | (16) 41 -3.5

Table 4. Bust comparison chart for private labels 14, 2A, and 4A.



PSYCHO SIZING IN WOMEN’S APPAREL 21
WAIST SIZE (in inches)

PRIVATE PRIVATE PRIVATE
SIZE LABEL 1A LABEL 2A LABEL 4A RESULTS
xxs (0) 26.5 xs (0) 26.5
xs(2) 28 s(2) 28
xs (4) 295 s(4) 295
s (6) 31 m(6) 31 s(6) 295 1.5
s (8) 32 m(8) 32 s(8) 305 1.5
m(10) 335 1(10) 335 m(10) 315 -2
m(12) 35 1(12) 35 m(12) 33 -2
1(14) 365 xl (14) 365 1(14) 345 -2
1(16) 38 xI (16) 38 1(16) 365 1.5
Table 5. Waist comparison chart for private labels 14, 2A, and 44 .
HIP SIZE (in inches)

PRIVATE PRIVATE PRIVATE
SIZE LABEL 1A LABEL 2A LABEL 4A RESULTS
xxs (0) 35.5 xs (0) 355
xs (2) 37 s(2) 37
xs (4) 385 s(4) 385
s(6) 40 m(6) 40 s (6) 37.5 2.5
s(8) 41 m(8) 41 s (8) 38.5 2.5
m(10) 415 1(10) 415 m(10) 395 -2
m(12) 42 1(12) 42 m(12) 41 -1
1(14) 4275 xl (14)  42.75 | (14) 425 -0.25
1(16) 435 xI (16) 435 1 (16) 44 -0.5

Table 6. Hip comparison chart for private labels 14, 2A, and 44 .



PSYCHO SIZING IN WOMEN’S APPAREL

BUST SIZE (in inches)

PRIVATE PRIVATE

SIZE (3A) LABEL 3A SIZE (5A) LABEL 5A RESULTS
0 33 xs (0) 33
2 345 xs (2) 34 -0.5
4 36 s (4) 35 -1
6 37.5 s (6) 36 1.5
8 38.5 m (8) 37 1.5
10 40 m (10) 38 -2
12 415 1(12) 39.5 -2
14 43 1 (14) 41 -2
16 445 xI (16) 425 -2
Table 7. Bust comparison chart for private labels 34 and 5A.
WAIST SIZE (in inches)

PRIVATE PRIVATE
SIZE LABEL 3A LABEL 5A RESULTS
0 26.5 xs (0) 25.5 -1
2 28 xs (2) 26.5 1.5
4 29.5 s (4) 27.5 -2
6 31 s (6) 28.5 2.5
8 32 m (8) 29.5 2.5
10 33.5 m (10) 30.5 -3
12 35 1(12) 32 -3
14 36.5 | (14) 33.5 -3
16 38 x| (16) 35 -3

Table 8. Waist comparison chart for private labels 34 and 5A.

22



PSYCHO SIZING IN WOMEN’S APPAREL 23
HIP SIZE (in inches)
PRIVATE PRIVATE
SIZE LABEL 3A LABEL 5A RESULTS
0 35.5 xs (0) 35.5
2 37 xs (2) 36.5 -5
4 38.5 s (4) 37.5 -
6 40 s (6) 38.5 1.5
8 41 m (8) 39.5 1.5
10 42 m (10) 40.5 1.5
12 425 1(12) 42 -5
14 4275 | (14) 435 -75
16 435 x| (16) 45 1.5
Table 9. Hip comparison chart for private labels 34 and 5A.
BUST SIZE (in inches)
PRIVAT
PRIVAT PRIVAT E PRIVAT PRIVAT
E LABEL E LABEL LABEL E LABEL E LABEL
SIZE 1B 2B 3B 4B 5B
xxs (00) 31.5 315 315 315 315
xs (0) 32.5 32.5 32.5 32.5 32.5
xs (2) 33.5 33.5 33.5 33.5 33.5
s (4) 345 34.5 34.5 345 34.5
s (6) 35.5 35.5 35.5 35.5 35.5
m (8) 36.5 36.5 36.5 36.5 36.5
m(10) 37.5 37.5 37.5 37.5 37.5
1(12) 39 39 39 39 39
I (14) 40.5 40.5 40.5 40.5 40.5
x (16) 42 xl (16) 42 xl (16) 42 x (16) 42 x| (16) 42

Table 10. Bust comparison chart for all 5 private labels in Store B.



PSYCHO SIZING IN WOMEN’S APPAREL 24
WAIST SIZE (in inches)
PRIVAT

PRIVAT PRIVAT E PRIVAT PRIVAT

E LABEL E LABEL LABEL E LABEL E LABEL
SIZE 1B 2B 3B 4B 5B
xxs (00) 25 25 25 25 25
xs (0) 26 26 26 26 26
xs (2) 27 27 27 27 27
s (4) 28 28 28 28 28
s (6) 29 29 29 29 29
m (8) 30 30 30 30 30
m (10) 31 31 31 31 31
1 (12) 32.5 325 32,5 32.5 32.5
1 (14) 34 34 34 34 34
xl (16) 35.5 35.5 35.5 35.5 35.5
Table 11. Waist comparison chart for all 5 private labels in Store B.
HIP SIZE (in inches)

PRIVAT

PRIVAT PRIVAT E PRIVAT PRIVAT

E LABEL E LABEL LABEL E LABEL E LABEL
SIZE 1B 2B 3B 4B 5B
xxs (00) 36 36 36 36 36
xs (0) 37 37 37 37 37
xs (2) 38 38 38 38 38
s (4) 39 39 39 39 39
s (6) 40 40 40 40 40
m (8) 41 41 41 41 41
m (10) 42 42 42 42 42
1(12) 43.5 43.5 43.5 43.5 43.5
1 (14) 35 35 35 35 35
xI (16) 46.5 46.5 46.5 46.5 46.5

Table 12. Hip comparison chart for all 5 private labels in Store B.



PSYCHO SIZING IN WOMEN’S APPAREL

BUST SIZE (in inches)

PRIVATE PRIVATE PRIVATE
SIZE LABEL 1A LABEL 2A LABEL 3A STOREB  RESULTS
315

XXS0 33 xs (0) 33 0o 33 32.5 -0.5
XS2 345 s(2) 345 2 345 33.5 -1
XS4 36 s(@d) 36 4 36 34.5 1.5
S6 37.5 m(6) 375 6 375 35.5 -2
S8 38.5 m(8) 385 8 385 36.5 -2
M10 40 1(10) 40 10 40 37.5 2.5
M12 415 1(12) 415 12 415 39 2.5
L 14 43 xI (14) 43 14 43 405 -2.5
L 16 44.5 x| (16) 44.5 16 445 42 2.5

Table 13. Bust comparison chart for private labels 14-3A in Store A and all 5 private labels in

Store B.

WAIST SIZE (in inches)

PRIVATE PRIVATE PRIVATE
SIZE LABEL 1A LABEL 2A LABEL 3A STORE B RESULTS
25

XXS0 265 xs (0) 26.5 0 265 26 -0.5
XS 2 28 s (2) 28 2 28 27 -1
XS4 29.5 s (4) 29.5 4 295 28 -0.5
S6 31 m (6) 31 6 31 29 -2
S8 32 m (8) 32 8 32 30 -2
M 10 33.5 1 (10) 33.5 10 335 31 -2.5
M 12 35 1 (12) 35 12 35 325 2.5
L 14 36.5 x| (14) 36.5 14 365 34 2.5
L 16 38 x| (16) 38 16 38 35.5 2.5

Table 14. Waist comparison chart for private labels 14-3A4 in Store A and all 5 private labels in

Store B.



PSYCHO SIZING IN WOMEN’S APPAREL 26
HIP SIZE (in inches)
PRIVATE PRIVATE PRIVATE

SIZE LABEL 1A LABEL 2A LABEL 3A STORE B RESULTS
xxs (00) 36

XXS 0 xs(0) 355 0 355 xs (0) 37 1.5

XS 2 s (2) 37 2 37 xs (2) 38 -

XS4 s (4) 38.5 4 385 s (4) 39 -0.5

S6 m (6) 40 6 40 s (6) 40

S8 m (8) 41 8 41 m (8) 41

M 10 1 (10) 415 10 42 m (10) 42

M 12 1 (12) 42 12 425 1 (12) 435 -1

L 14 42.75 xl (14) 4275 14 4275 | (14) 45 -2.25

L 16 xl (16) 435 16 435 xl (16) 46.5 -3

Table 15. Hip comparison chart for private labels 14-3A in Store A and all 5 private labels in
Store B. Sizes 6, 8, and 10 had the same measurements for all 4 brands.

BUST SIZE (in inches)

PRIVATE

SIZE LABEL 4A STORE B RESULTS

xxs (00) 31.5

xs (0) 32.5

xs (2) 33.5

s (4) 34.5
s (6) 34.5 s (6) 35.5 -1
s (8) 35.5 m (8) 36.5 -1
m (10) 36.5 m (10) 37.5 -1
m (12) 38 1(12) 39 -1
[ (14) 39.5 [ (14) 40.5 -1
I (16) 41 xI (16) 42 -1

Table 16. Bust comparison chart for private label 44 and all 5 private labels in Store B.



PSYCHO SIZING IN WOMEN’S APPAREL

WAIST SIZE (in inches)

PRIVATE

SIZE LABEL 4A STORE B RESULTS

xxs (00) 25

xs (0) 26

xs (2) 27

s (4) 28
s (6) 29.5 s (6) 29 -0.5
s (8) 30.5 m (8) 30 -0.5
m (10) 315 m (10) 31 -0.5
m (12) 33 1(12) 325 -0.5
[ (14) 345 [ (14) 34 -0.5
[ (16) 36.5 xI (16) 35.5 -1

Table 17. Waist comparison chart for private label 44 and all 5 private labels in Store B.

HIP SIZE (in inches)

PRIVATE
SIZE LABEL 4A STORE B RESULTS

xxs (00) 36

xs (0) 37

xs (2) 38

s (4) 39
s (6) 37.5 s (6) 40 -2.5
s (8) 38.5 m (8) 41 -2.5
m (10) 39.5 m (10) 42 -2.5
m (12) 41 1(12) 435 -2.5
1 (14) 425 1 (14) 45 -2.5
1 (16) 44 x| (16) 465 -2.5

Table 18. Hip comparison chart for private label 44 and all 5 private labels in Store B



PSYCHO SIZING IN WOMEN’S APPAREL

BUST SIZE (in inches)

PRIVATE
SIZE LABEL 5A STORE B RESULTS
xxs (00) 31.5

xs (0) 33 xs (0) 325 -0.5
xs (2) 34 xs (2) 33.5 -0.5
s (4) 35 s (4) 345 -0.5
s (6) 36 s (6) 35.5 -0.5
m (8) 37 m (8) 36.5 -0.5
m (10) 38 m (10) 375 -0.5
1(12) 39.5 1(12) 39 -0.5
[ (14) 41 [ (14) 40.5 -0.5
xI (16) 42.5 xI (16) 42 -0.5

Table 19. Bust comparison chart for private label 54 and all 5 private labels in Store B.

WAIST SIZE (in inches)

PRIVATE
SIZE LABEL 5A STORE B RESULTS
xxs (00) 25

xs (0) 25.5 xs (0) 26 -0.5
xs (2) 26.5 xs (2) 27 -0.5
s (4) 27.5 s (4) 28 -0.5
s (6) 28.5 s (6) 29 -0.5
m (8) 29.5 m (8) 30 -0.5
m (10) 30.5 m (10) 31 -0.5
1(12) 32 1(12) 325 -0.5
[ (14) 33.5 [ (14) 34 -0.5
xI (16) 35 xI (16) 35.5 -0.5

Table 20. Waist comparison chart for private label 5A and all 5 private labels in Store B.



PSYCHO SIZING IN WOMEN’S APPAREL

HIP SIZE (in inches)

PRIVATE
SIZE LABEL 5A STORE B RESULTS
xxs (00) 36

xs (0) 35.5 xs (0) 37 -1.5
xs (2) 36.5 xs (2) 38 -1.5
s (4) 375 s (4) 39 -1.5
s (6) 38.5 s (6) 40 -1.5
m (8) 39.5 m (8) 41 -1.5
m (10) 40.5 m (10) 42 -1.5
1(12) 42 1(12) 435 -1.5
[ (14) 435 [ (14) 45 -1.5
xI (16) 45 xI (16) 46.5 -1.5

Table 21. Waist comparison chart for private label 5A and all 5 private labels in Store B.
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