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Abstract 

A brand could be considered to be the face of a company. The most visible aspect of a 

brand is the logo, but there is another perspective widely known, namely brand 

personality. Previous studies have acknowledged that brands, in the eyes of consumers, 

can be seen as having personality traits. With this knowledge, it becomes important for 

managers to understand what type of personality their brands possess and how the 

relationship between brand personality and consumers, especially their behavior, works.  

The purpose of this study was to explore whether brand personality has an effect on 

consumers‟ preference and trust towards a brand, and furthermore, whether brand 

personality is first influencing brand identification, as an indirect link, on its way 

towards preference and trust. Another aspect of this study was to make a cultural 

comparison between Germany and Sweden in order to find out if there are any 

differences in how consumers from different cultures view brand personality, and if that 

affects the results for brand identification, preference and trust. The findings will help 

marketing managers to understand the effects of brand personality, its relationship with 

the consumer, and moreover if the concept of brand identification is an important aspect 

in order to increase consumers‟ preference and trust towards a specific brand. 

A quantitative method was used for this study, since a large sample was thought to be 

needed. A total of 317 respondents provided answers for this research, out of those 190 

were gathered from an online survey, while the remaining 127 answered a standard 

paper-based questionnaire. 181 of the respondents were German and 136 were Swedish. 

Two non-probability sampling techniques, snowball and convenience, were used. The 

questionnaires consisted of 26 questions, 13 for each brand, measuring brand 

personality, brand identification, preference and trust, using Likert-scales from 1 to 5. 

Four brands, Apple, Nike, Ikea and Mercedes Benz, were used, each restricted to one 

page. In order to not provide the respondents with an overwhelmingly number of 

questions to answer, a split of the questionnaire was made. Two questionnaires, the first 

with the brands Apple and Nike, and the second with Ikea and Mercedes Benz were 

conducted. The splitting procedure was also used to provide answers concerning 

cultural differences. One questionnaire was culturally neutral, while the other was 

culturally biased, allowing for the exploration of the effects of country of origin and 

consumer ethnocentric tendencies.  

The results of this study showed that there were indications of brand personality 

affecting the level of trust towards a brand among consumers. Especially, correlations 

were found between the brand personality dimensions of Competence and Sincerity 

with brand trust and between Excitement and preference. However, the concept of brand 

identification, as a connecting link, is found to have very weak effects on consumers‟ 

preference and trust. Nevertheless, the findings indicate that brand personality effects 

consumers‟ preference and trust directly. Regarding the cultural comparison with 

Germany and Sweden, the responses provided an inconclusive result. In questionnaire 

one, the answers were fairly similar. The same could be said about questionnaire two, 

even though German respondents tended to produce higher scores for the brand 

personalities than Swedish respondents. Overall, by illustrating the results in a graph, it 

can be determined that the answers from both groups exhibit the same pattern. 

Furthermore, it was concluded that there were no clear indications of country of origin 

or consumer ethnocentrism effects. 
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“You now have to decide what „image‟ you want for your brand. Image means 

personality. Products, like people, have personalities, and they can make or break them 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

This introductory chapter will provide the background to brand personality and to the 

impacts of brand personality on consumer preferences and trust towards the brand 

through the concept of brand identification. The outline of our research area will be 

explained, as well as the reason why it is of special relevance in the specific context of 

consumer behavior and why the authors of this thesis choose to investigate the different 

cultural contexts of Germany and Sweden. The purpose of this study as well as the 

research questions will be derived from the problem discussion.  

1.1 Background 

Today many products in respective markets are seen by consumers as having the same 

standard of quality and characteristics, since it is more than ever easier for competitors 

to copy others products (van Rekom, Jacobs & Verlegh, 2006, p. 181). Thus, it becomes 

more and more difficult to differentiate oneself from the competition. That is why the 

concept of brand personality is not only interesting for marketers, but also for 

researchers in consumer behavior. Brand personality is expected to have a quite 

significant influence on consumer behavior (Louis & Lombart, 2010, p. 129), which 

might become more prominent in mature markets (Azoulay & Kapferer, 2003, p. 145), 

where the competition will be greater and the products fairly similar.  

With brand personality, marketers can differentiate their products in a symbolic or non-

product-based way; instead of altering the products physical characteristics, which 

serves more as a utilitarian function (Aaker, 1997, p. 347). A good argument for the use 

of symbolic messages is that consumers can easily assign human personality elements 

to brands (Aaker, 1997, p. 347) or other lifeless objects for that matter. That is what 

humans do to better understand their surroundings (Louis & Lombart, 2010, p. 129).  

Since consumers like to select products that have an image which appeals to them 

(Solomon, Bamossy, Askegaard & Hogg, 2010, p. 5), by developing the symbolic part 

of a product, marketers allow customers to express themselves (Keller, 1993, p. 4). It 

may reflect the consumers‟ real or ideal personality. In addition, the greater the 

similarities between human characteristics and brand characteristics, the greater the 

preference for the brand might be (Malhotra, 1988, p. 22; Sirgy, 1982, p. 291). King 

(1970, cited in Azoulay & Kapferer, 2003, p. 144) has expressed that “people choose 

their brands the same way they choose their friends…they simply like them as people”. 

A study on consumer-brand relationships in sports examined how strong the effect of 

brand personality can be on consumers. The more consumers were affiliated or 

identified themselves with a sports team, the more likely they purchased non-sport 

products of brands related to their favorite sports team (Carlson, Donavan & Cumiskey, 

2009, p. 381). Mostly because they want to show their support for the team, but also due 

to the upcoming feeling of belonging that comes along with buying products related to 

their favorite sports team.  

Brand personality can be defined as “the set of human characteristics associated with a 

brand”. This is the definition used by Jennifer L. Aaker whose article called 

“Dimensions of Brand Personality” from 1997 is well known within the field. The 

theoretical framework introduced in this article has been widely used by other 

researchers, and increased the number of investigations of brand personality. One of 

Aaker‟s goals was to develop a theoretical framework of dimensions that could be able 
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to measure brand personality, while being reliable, valid and useful when making 

generalizations across product categories. Aaker (1997) thought that a consensus on the 

definition on brand personality was missing as well as a scale that refers to brands, not 

to human personalities as in psychology. The five dimensions identified in the study 

were: Sincerity, Excitement, Competence, Sophistication and Ruggedness. 

However, there are researchers who disagree with the findings of Aaker‟s study. For 

instance, Azoulay and Kapferer (2003) argue that the dimensions developed by Aaker 

(1997) does not exactly measure brand personality. The main problem they had was the 

definition of brand personality used by Aaker (1997). According to Azoulay and 

Kapferer (2003, p. 150) the common definition is too broad and might measure several 

aspects of brand identity, not only brand personality. Therefore they made a comparison 

of the usage of brand personality in the academic world, referring to how it was used by 

practicing marketers who started to use the phrase to describe the non-product-based or 

symbolic part of a brand. Therefore, Azoulay and Kapferer (2003, p. 144) preferred a 

clearer and more developed definition of brand personality to reduce confusion, since 

brand personality is only one part of brand identity. They were in favor of a definition 

closer to the one in psychology, where gender, social class and intellectual abilities are 

excluded (Azoulay & Kapferer, 2003, p. 150). The definition which Azoulay and 

Kapferer (2003, p. 153) suggested instead is: “the unique set of human personality traits 

both applicable and relevant to brands”. 

Heere (2010) argued that Aaker‟s scale has limitations and problems with validity by 

referencing to what has been proposed by Azoulay and Kapferer (2003), among others. 

Heere (2010, p. 19) instead tried out a new approach of measuring brand personality by 

first looking at what personality traits managers want to associate with the brand in their 

marketing strategy, and then compare it with the consumers‟ perception of the brand. 

By using this approach, the influence of managers to be able to design brand personality 

is recognized, which is also considered as lacking in the scale developed by Aaker 

(1997) (Heere, 2010, p. 23).  

The discussion about brand personality is still developing and there is no prominent 

consensus about how to measure or to define it. One thing though is certain: Aaker 

(1997) brought life into the research of brand personality. 

1.2 Problem Discussion  

Nowadays the consumers‟ purchasing process is rather complex than simple. What 

happens in a customer‟s mind before, during and after a purchase? How do buyers 

choose their brand? What influences their decision? Consumers are not always rational 

when choosing their brand. Often their emotions are influencing their purchasing 

process, and it can also happen subconsciously. One factor influencing their decision 

making process is their identification with the brand. Previous studies indicate that 

consumers often use a brand to create, reinforce or communicate their self-concepts 

(e.g. Escalas & Bettman, 2003; Lin, 2010). Brands can therefore take the function of 

self-symbolization and self-expression (e.g. Keller, 1993; Aaker, 1999). In particular, it 

is often the case that the customers prefer the brand which matches their personality.  

Brand personality can therefore differentiate one brand from another, and it can further 

provide a positive role in establishing a relationship with the specific brand (Aaker, 

1996). Consumers have it easier to identify themselves with the brand. Thus, the 
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strategic goal of brand personality is to develop strong and meaningful connections with 

consumers.  

Mengxia (2007) identified that consumers have more preference towards brands having 

distinct brand personality. Loyalty (Lee, Back, & Kim, 2009) and trust (Louis & 

Lombart, 2010), satisfaction and positive emotions (Lee et al., 2009) also increase with 

the existence of brand personality.  

As has been emphasized, brand personality plays a significant role in today‟s 

businesses. Therefore an understanding of how the purchasing process is influenced 

through consumers‟ identification with the brand is important. The result can be used by 

marketers to develop appropriate marketing strategies.  

Observing the absence of studies comparing different cultural backgrounds, gave the 

authors the idea of looking within this subject into the countries Germany and Sweden. 

De Mooij and Hofstede (2002) identified that consumer behavior becomes more 

heterogeneous because of cultural differences. Hofstede‟s model of national culture, 

where he distinguished five dimensions of national culture: Power Distance (PDI), 

Individualism/Collectivism (IDV), Masculinity/ Femininity (MAS), Uncertainty 

Avoidance (UAI) and Long-Term versus Short-Term Orientation (LTO) can be applied 

to understand the differences in consumer behavior across countries (Hofstede, 2001).  

The comparison of Germany and Sweden within these five dimensions results in 

similarity for PDI (Ger: 35, Swe: 31), IDV (Ger: 67, Swe: 71) and LTO (Ger: 31, Swe: 

33). A significant difference is identified in the dimensions MAS (Ger: 66, Swe: 5) and 

UAI (Ger: 65, Swe: 29) (Hofstede, 2001, p. 500). Due to the high distinctions in these 

two dimensions of Hofstede‟s model, we found it reasonable to analyze these two 

countries. Sweden has the lowest score in the dimension of Masculinity/ Femininity and 

therefore described as feminine culture which includes values as caring for others, 

quality of life, people orientation and small is beautiful (De Mooji & Hofstede, 2002). 

In contrary, Germany is a masculine culture where status is very important, as well as 

the role for differentiation, performance and achievement. The dimension Uncertainty 

Avoidance “is the extent to which people feel threatened by uncertainty and ambiguity 

and try to avoid them” (De Mooji & Hofstede, 2002, p. 64). Germany has strong 

uncertainty avoidance and is ranked higher than Sweden. Therefore, Germany has a 

higher need for rules and formality to structure life, where competence is a strong value 

resulting in a belief in experts. Whereas Sweden tends to has a stronger belief in 

generalist, to be more innovative and entrepreneurial. These differences can affect the 

purchasing behavior of consumers, how they identify themselves with the brand and 

what kind of effects brand personality has on preferences and trust. For instance, to 

strive for differentiation and higher status can influence the degree of identification with 

the brand. The higher the need for status, the more important can be the self-expression 

and identification with the brand.  

We therefore concentrate on analyzing the differences of perceived brand personality, 

identification with the brand and as a result the impacts on consumers‟ preferences and 

trust in Germany and Sweden. 
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1.3 Knowledge Gap 

The review of the literature shows that a lot of research has already been undertaken in 

the area of brand personality, referring mostly to the effect of brand personality on 

customers‟ purchasing behavior (loyalty, satisfaction, commitment etc.) (e.g. Lee et al, 

2009; Louis & Lombart, 2010). But the impact of brand personality on the process of 

selecting a brand by the customers has not received as much attention (Kim & Lee, 

2008, p. 148). The area of brand identification has been examined in the sociological 

and psychological disciplines, but has been to some extent neglected by marketing 

researchers (Kuenzel & Halliday, 2010). A limited amount of research is conducted by 

comparing the influences of brand personality within different cultural contexts, to find 

out whether these findings can be identified as culturally-limited or as universal 

argumentations (Kim & Lee, 2008, p. 148).  

We are aiming to investigate if consumers‟ identification together with the personality 

of a brand has a significant effect on the preferences of a consumer and their trust 

towards the brand. And further on, we want to find out if the effect varies within 

different cultures, using the examples of Germany and Sweden.  

Consumers‟ identification with the personality of a brand can lead to important positive 

behavioral outcomes for companies, such as brand loyalty or commitment to the brand. 

This knowledge can be of great importance for marketing managers to increase their 

success, sales and market share. Furthermore, we believe we can contribute to the 

theory in the area of brand personality, mostly to the research investigating the effects 

of brand personality on consumer attitudes and behaviors.  

1.4 Purpose of the Study  

The aim of this study is to test the impact of brand personality on consumers‟ 

preferences and trust towards the brand by using the concept of consumers‟ 

identification with a brand in Germany and Sweden, comparing the results and 

investigating if there is a discrepancy due to cultural differences.  

The purpose will be reached by answering the following research questions (RQ):  

RQ1: Do brand personality and brand identification have an effect on consumers‟ 

preferences and trust towards a brand?  

RQ2: Do brand personality and brand identification mediate the influence of culture on 

consumers‟ preferences and trust?  

1.5 Delimitations 

It is important to define the boundaries of this research. There are a variety of ways to 

study the influence of brand personality on diverse consequences, such as satisfaction, 

customer‟s emotions, loyalty, attachment or commitment to the brand. Loyalty is a high 

discussed topic in this area. To narrow down the scope of the research, the study only 

focuses upon two, not much researched, phenomena influenced by brand personality: 

consumers‟ preferences and trust. Additional to the general view, the concept of brand 

identification will be examined, and the thesis will take into consideration the cultural 

backgrounds.  
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The empirical data will be collected on the one hand from Swedish inhabitants, mostly 

limited to students from the Umeå University with several non-student respondents, and 

on the other hand from German inhabitants, not limited to a certain kind of respondent.  

The subject we chose will be studied from a customer perspective. The reason why is 

discussed in the introduction chapter thoroughly, but the main reason is that the 

gathered knowledge through this research offers great opportunities for the managerial 

point of view. To become acquainted with the impacts of brand personality on 

consumers‟ purchasing behavior can provide managers with the necessary knowledge 

which let them pay more or less attention towards developing or improving their own 

brand personality.  

Moreover, in this research we do not develop new dimensions of brand personality 

neither use new created scales for examining the effects. The authors reviewed and 

applied already existent research and models to analyze the outcome of the study of this 

thesis.  

1.6 Authors Background 

The authors come from different backgrounds, are studying in different programs and 

come from different cultures. They became interested in the brand equity and self-

concept discussion after inspirational lectures from Johan Jansson and Anna-Carin 

Nordvall during the consumer behavior course. The authors took advantage of their 

different cultural backgrounds and connections and chose to compare their two origin 

countries Germany and Sweden within this thesis. The authors felt comfortable with 

writing the thesis and very inspired during the creation process.  

1.7 Thesis Outline 

This thesis is divided into six different parts: the introduction chapter provides an initial 

understanding of the study and presents the background, problem discussion and 

purpose; the second chapter includes the frame of reference where relevant literature 

and knowledge is summarized; the methodology chapter contains the motivation of the 

strategic choices like research design and data collection method; the fourth chapter 

comprises the presentation and analysis of the empirical data gathered from the 

questionnaire; followed by the discussion chapter where the findings of the study are 

compared; the final chapter concludes the findings and answers the research question, 

gives implications and suggests topics for future research. 

The logic is shown in Figure 1 on the next page.  
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Figure 1 - Thesis outline  

1  

• Introduction: Presentation of the background, problems, gaps, purpose, 
delimitations and preconceptions.  

2 

• Literature Review: Outline of the relevent literature and framework 
creation.  

3 

• Methodology: Motivation of applied research strategy and design, as 
well as the description of data collection and sampling.  

4 

• Empirical findings and Analysis: Presentation and analysis of the 
empirical data obtained.  

5 

• Discussion: Comparison of findings with relation to the discussed 
literature.  

6 

• Conclusion: Summary of findings, presentation of theoretical and 
managerial implications, limitations and suggestions for future research.  
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2 LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter reviews the literature about brand and in specific brand personality. This 

thesis is mainly based on the theoretical framework – the five dimensions – developed 

by Aaker (1997) to measure brand personality. This model will be reviewed followed by 

a discussion on the brand personality debate and the concepts of brand identification, 

consumers‟ preferences and trust, to be able to understand the possible implications 

brand personality can have on company‟s businesses and success. Therefore a 

description of the relationship between brand personality, brand identification and 

consumers‟ preferences and trust will be given. Moreover, an overview about the 

cultural theories of country of origin and consumers ethnocentrism tendencies is given 

to acquire the knowledge necessary to be able to analyze possible cultural differences. 

Subsequently, the assessment and measuring expectations are presented. At the end, an 

explanation of how to proceed is outlined and a conceptual framework is illustrated.  

2.1 Brand  

We all come across brands several times every day. They are in stores we visit, in our 

own homes, simply put, they are everywhere in our society. Even though brands are part 

of our everyday life, the question remains: What exactly is a brand? Trying to define in 

much detail what a brand is can be very difficult (e.g. Brown, 2006, p. 50), and the 

definition can also vary within the literature. However, Kotler, Wong, Saunders and 

Armstrong (2005, p. 549) define a brand as “a name, term, sign, symbol or design or a 

combination of these, intended to identify the goods or services of one seller or group of 

sellers and to differentiate them from those of competitors”. Brands can also be seen as 

referring to the strategies that managers use when they want to create an identity for 

their business (Solomon et al., 2010, p. 37). Although, Solomon et al. (2010, p. 37) refer 

to the view of managers and how they apply the brand concept, it is also mentioned that 

this definition do not consider the view of consumers and their interpretations of a 

brand. Either way, brands give businesses the possibility to be visible and differentiate 

themselves from competitors (Davis & Chun, 2003, p. 50). For instance, brands can 

communicate that a product is reliable and of good quality to consumers (Kotler et al., 

2005, p.549). In short, brands make the whole buying process much easier and efficient 

for consumers, when being able to quickly recognize products and differentiate them 

from other brands. In consequence, using the brand concept makes it easier for 

companies to get loyal customers, because of consumers‟ familiarity with the product; 

thus it is adding profitability to the company (Chandler & Vargo, 2011, p. 37; Kotler et 

al., 2005, p. 549).  

However, it would be wrong to only look at brands as a practical tool or extension for 

products to communicate a message as the definitions by Kotler et al. (2005) and 

Solomon et al. (2010, p. 37) seem to suggest. Brands can also be seen as its own “living 

entity”, which is a common view of brands in present times (Davis & Chun, 2003, p. 

49). Brands are assigned with life which gives the possibility to have a relationship with 

them (Patterson & O‟Malley, 2006, p. 12). According to Kim (1992, p. 66) the meaning 

of brands do not always have a linkage with the product itself and its abilities, but rather 

to the conceptions and meanings for consumers. In fact, brands, even though they are 

officially trademarked, are intangible, existing as an “idea” or “mental construct”. 

Therefore, they are not only fully owned by the corporation behind it, but also by the 

consumers (Kim, 1992, p. 65). Hence, brands give products a symbolic meaning (Kim, 

1992, p. 65). The symbolic meaning can be seen when using them as emblems, by 
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decorating products with brand names (Davis & Chun, 2003, p. 50). An example can be 

Apple who uses their brand logo (an image of an apple) as a trademark in a very visual 

way on every product like, for instance, on their computers, music players and smart 

phones.  

Davis & Chun (2003) mention three types of metaphors for brands that are often used in 

marketing, which are: brand as a differentiating mark, brand as an asset and brand as a 

person. The differentiating aspect of a brand has been discussed above, the brand as an 

asset means that it can be seen as valuable property (Davis & Chun, 2003, p. 53). The 

view of a brand as a person is of greater interest and importance for this study, since it is 

related to brand personality. 

2.2 Brand Personality  

Nowadays, there are many things which can be identified as brands. Not only 

companies and organizations, even people can be seen as brands, such as politicians, but 

also the common man might see him or herself as a brand (Solomon et al., 2010, p. 37). 

Taking this into consideration, it should not be too farfetched to do the reverse and 

ascribe human characteristics to brands. In fact, it occurs very naturally for people 

(Plummer, 1985, p. 29-30). For instance, studies have pointed out that people can easily 

answer questions about what characteristics and what types of personalities can be 

assigned to a specific brand (Azoulay & Kapferer, 2003, p. 143). It is actually part of 

human behavior to see objects as having human characteristics in order to interact and 

understand the world around them (Louis & Lombart, 2010, p. 115). The perception of 

a certain brand can be affected both directly and indirectly (Plummer, 1985 cited in 

Aaker, 1997, p. 348). The ones who give direct personality traits to a brand are the 

people that are connected with the brand, for example, employees and users of the 

product, who together create a “user image” (Aaker, 1997, p. 348; Patterson & 

O‟Malley, 2006, p. 13). Endorsers, for example celebrities are often used in ad 

campaigns where they represent themselves as users of the product, who therefore 

directly give a brand its personality traits (McCracken, 1989 p. 97). Indirectly a brand 

receives personality traits by things such as the name of the brand, logo, price, general 

advertising, namely attributes that are product-related (Aaker, 1997, p. 348). 

Brand personality is defined by Aaker (1997) as “the set of human characteristics 

associated with a brand”. It has a strategic advantage for companies because it makes it 

easier for the message to reach out to consumers, especially when the marketplace 

becomes highly competitive (Ghodeswar, 2008, p. 5). In other words, it is a way to 

differentiate a business from its competition. Businesses can keep improving their 

products and, in addition, they can use brand personality to create an image for the non-

product-based aspect of the product; the intangible part (Azoulay & Kapferer, 2003, p. 

145). This raises the question if the managers are the ones who have the main influence 

of creating a brand personality? Research studies, such as the one by Heere (2010) do 

acknowledge the great influence of marketers to steer consumers‟ perception of their 

brand. 

For consumers, brand personality means a way to express him or herself (Keller, 1993, 

p. 4) or to show identification with a group, such as a sports team (Carlson et al., 2009, 

p381). However, consumers do not always have preferences for products that appeal to 

their own personality directly. Instead, they might prefer an image they would wish to 

have and they achieve it through buying a product fitting this ideal image they have 
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about themselves. They hope that the desired image will “magically rub off” (Solomon 

et al., 2010, p. 5) on them. For this reason, brand personality contains a desirable aspect 

for consumers. Examples can be very exclusive and expensive brands such as Mercedes 

cars or brands such as Harley-Davidson motorcycles that have an image of strength and 

masculinity (Aaker, 1997, p. 353).  

2.2.1 Recent Debates on the Brand Personality Concept 

Several authors try to explain the concept of brand personality. Further on, relationships 

are a very popular topic in branding literature according to Patterson and O‟Malley 

(2006, p. 10) due to the increasing importance of relationship marketing and of the 

anthropomorphisation of brands, which means the attribution of human characteristics, 

behavior, motivations, qualities and personalities to nonhuman objects, like brands. 

Patterson and O‟Malley (2006, p. 10) determined that the brand personality concept is 

also one of the reason which facilitated the conception of brand-consumer relationships, 

because with brands having personality, consumers are able to build a relationship, the 

same like with people. Brands receive a special meaning for consumers, additionally to 

their functional abilities.  

 

Much ambiguity exists regarding the relationship of brand personality with other 

concepts, such as brand image (Hosany, Ekinci, & Uysal, 2006, p. 639). Hosany et al. 

(2006) name it a poor conceptualization and a lack of empirical studies and identify two 

aspects: inconsistency in the definitions and the use of the designations of brand 

personality and brand image interchangeably. There are some authors who use brand 

image in the same way and with the same meaning as brand personality (Graeff, 1997), 

or in some cases, brand personality is described as one element of brand image, which 

differentiate the brands from others and attach meaning to them (Aaker, 1997). Azoulay 

and Kapferer (2003) referred to brand personality as one part of brand identity. Heylen, 

Dawson, Sampson (1995, cited in Hosany et al., 2006, p. 639) identify brand personality 

and brand identity as antecedents of brand image. This is in contrast to Kapferer (1997) 

who decided that personality, self-image, physical, relationship, reflection and culture 

dimensions are antecedents of brand identity, which results in Kapferer‟s „Brand 

identity prism‟ (see Figure 2).  

 

Figure 2 - Brand identity prism (Kapferer, 1997, p. 100) 
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Many researchers worked with brand personality and defined it differently, like already 

mentioned. The traits or factors used for the analysis, based on the human personality 

dimensions of the psychology concept, are highly criticized. The main reason is that it 

does not explain all the dynamics of brand personality (Sweeney & Brandon, 2006 cited 

in Lee, 2009, p. 886).  

For instance, Azoulay and Kapferer (2003) critiqued Aaker‟s study (1997) for using a 

too wide definition of brand personality, even though Aaker‟s definition is the most 

common one used. Azoulay and Kapferer (2003) opine that the scale Aaker developed 

measures not only brand personality; instead it measures several dimensions of brand 

identity (Azoulay & Kapferer, 2003, p. 144) as shown in the prism above by Kapferer 

(1997). Azoulay and Kapferer (2003, p. 150) argues that it may be better to instead use 

a definition for brand personality that is not as wide and closer to its counterpart in 

psychology, namely human personality. A reason for that is that marketing can be seen 

as importing concepts from other fields at times, such as psychology (Azoulay & 

Kapferer, 2003, p. 150). Therefore, it is suggested that brand personality should be 

defined as: “the unique set of human personality traits both applicable and relevant to 

brands” (Azoulay & Kapferer., 2003, p. 153).  

However, when Batra, Lehmann, & Singh (1993, p. 84) explain that things like 

demographics, that are excluded from the description of human personality, are one of 

the key features describing brand personality, it can be argued that the definition of 

brand personality needs to be wide. In addition, Sung & Tinkham (2005, p.336) are 

stating that brand personality and human personality are not necessarily corresponding 

to each other, because of the fact that brand personality depends on consumers‟ 

perception of the brand. Therefore it is missing the objective part of personality that 

only humans possess. Furthermore, it is mentioned by Rook (2006, cited in Lee, 2009, 

p. 886) that brand personality is a concept developed within marketing and should 

therefore be treated accordingly when developing a theory. The current theories, 

however, fail in that regard, according to Lee (2009). This is due to the fact that 

previous researchers and academics have held a belief that human personality and brand 

personality shares similar conceptual framework and scales (Lee, 2009, p. 886).  

2.2.2 Aaker’s Five Dimensions of Brand Personality 

As recently explained there are different views on whether Aaker‟s scale of brand 

personality in fact measures brand personality. However, mainly it can be seen as a 

question of definition as demonstrated by Azoulay and Kapferer (2003). Moreover, 

there have also been critiques on the lack of acknowledging the strong influence from 

marketers. Along the creation process of a brand, marketers have the power to affect 

consumers‟ perception. (Heere, 2010, p. 23) However, we cannot deny the influence 

Aaker‟s work has had within the field of brand personality. Therefore, we will focus in 

our thesis on the five dimensions of brand personality developed by Aaker (1997). 

On the next page follows an explanation of every dimension including their different 

facets. These facets are used to broaden the different dimensions (Aaker, 1997, p. 351), 

which are also extended in the entire scale by a number of traits (see Appendix 1 for the 

complete scale by Aaker).  
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Sincerity is a dimension that encapsulates concepts like warmth and acceptance.  

There are four different facets that have been recognized for sincerity:  

 down-to-earth 

 honest 

 wholesome 

 cheerful 

Excitement is seen as being connected to concepts like sociability, energy, and activity.  

This dimension also has four facets, which are:  

 daring 

 spirited 

 imaginative 

 up-to-date 

Competence is connected to concepts such as responsibility, dependability and security. 

Competence has three different facets:  

 reliable  

 intelligent 

 successful 

The last two dimensions, Sophistication and Ruggedness, have a different perspective 

compared to the other three dimensions, in which they are not very comparable to any 

of the five human personality dimensions (Aaker 1997, p. 353) This fact is interesting 

since previous research on brand personality, before Aaker (1997), could sometimes be 

based on human personality scales, whose five dimensions could vary in applicability 

for brand personality (Aaker, 1997, p. 348). While Sincerity, Excitement and 

Competence may speak more towards a consumers own personality, Sophistication and 

Ruggedness might touch more upon the desire of a consumer (Aaker, 1997, p. 353). In 

other words, the last two dimensions are more aspirational than the first three, meaning 

that the dimensions probably affect consumers‟ preferences differently. 

Sophistication includes traits as aspiration, glamour and sexiness.  

This dimension has two facets:  

 upper class 

 charming 

Ruggedness is seen as suggesting strength, masculinity and is presenting a glamorized 

view of ideals. There are two different facets for this dimension, which are:  

 outdoorsy 

 tough 
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2.3 Brand Identification 

The concept of consumers‟ identification with a brand is built on the social 

identification theory developed in social psychology (Kim, Hang & Park, 2001, p. 196). 

Social identification is a perceptual/ cognitive state of self-categorization and refers to a 

person‟s sense of identifying him or herself as a member of society (Bergami & 

Bagozzi, 2000, p. 557). Organizational identification is one of the most developed 

forms of the social identification concept, where the person has the feeling of belonging 

to a certain group or organization (e.g. Bergami & Bagozzi, 2000, p. 557; Bhattacharya, 

Rao, & Glynn, 1995, p. 47; Mael & Ashforth, 1992, p. 104; Ashforth & Mael, 1989, p. 

21) and where “the individual defines him or herself in terms of their membership in a 

particular organization” (Mael & Ashforth, 1992, p.105). Therefore a reference group is 

needed, not only to which the people belong to, but also to which they aspire to belong 

(Kim et al., 2001, p. 197). The analysis of similarities and dissimilarities between 

members is important, as well as the distinction between “in-groups” and “out-groups” 

(Brewer, 1991, p. 478; Ashforth & Mael 1989, p.25) because distinctiveness, where the 

individual differentiate the group or organization from other ones, is one characteristic 

which predicts a person‟s identification (Bhattacharya et al., 1995).  

The self-awareness or self-knowledge of belonging to a group or organization allows 

the individual to create a social identity and define themselves in relation to that group 

(Tajfel, 1978, p. 443). Social identity and personal identity set up the self-concept, 

which is illustrated in Figure 3. Personal identity describes idiosyncratic characteristics, 

such as abilities, attributes and interests about an individual that differentiate one 

individual from another. Social identity consists of salient group classifications based 

on demographic grouping, gender, memberships in organizations, clubs, or religious, 

educational or cultural institutions (e.g. Bhattacharya et al., 1995, p. 47; Mael & 

Ashforth, 1992, p. 104, Brewer, 1991, p. 476). This classification gives individuals the 

possibility to position their social environment, find a position for themselves and for 

other individuals in their surrounding within it (Mael & Ashforth, 1992, p. 104).  

 

Figure 3 - Self-concept (Brewer, 1991, p. 476) 

The attractiveness of the group‟s or organization‟s image is essential, because social 

identification is linked to the member‟s self-concept.  Therefore the attractiveness 

depends on the image, if it provides the member with self-continuity (i.e., consistency 
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of self-concept), self-distinctiveness, and self-enhancement (e.g. Dutton, Dukerich, & 

Harquail 1994, p. 260; Bhattacharya et al., 1995, p. 48). Identifying, thus, means to find 

similarities between the individuals‟ self-concept and the entity‟s self (Dutton, 

Dukerich, & Harquail, 1994, p. 244). The individuals perceive themselves sharing a 

common fortune and will experience successes and failures with the group they identify 

with.  

Sirgy and Su (2000) applied four aspects in their article of the self concept to explain 

and predict consumer behavior: the actual self-image, the ideal self-image, the social 

self-image and the ideal social self-image. The actual self describes the “real” self, how 

consumers see themselves, whereby the ideal self is aspirational and characterize how 

consumers would like to see themselves. In comparison the social self-image defines 

how consumers believe they are seen by others and the ideal social self-image specifies 

how consumers would like to be seen by others (Sirgy & Su, 2000, p. 343).  

Brewer (1991) states, by referring to the social identity theory, that identification is 

possible without interacting or having formal ties with an organization. That is the 

reason why the identification concept can be applied to a brand-customer context.  

Brand identification refers to the persons‟ ability to identify with a brand (Bergami & 

Bagozzi, 2000). Consumers identify themselves with a certain brand that reflects and 

reinforce their self-identities (Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003, p. 86), which let the 

consumers differentiate the brand from others. Therefore there is a need that the brand 

should be differentiable from competitors (Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003, p. 86; Brewer, 

1991, p. 477). The level of brand identification indicates the degree to which the brand 

expresses and enhances the consumer‟s identity. Aaker (1999, p. 45) argues that brands 

can be associated with “personality traits that provide self-expressive or symbolic 

benefits for the consumer”. Research shows that if brands help the person to express 

him or herself and reflect his or her self-concept, it can have a positive impact on the 

consumer‟s preference and choice (Belk, 1988; Aaker, 1999). Therefore the 

attractiveness of a brand is essential for the consumer to be able to identify with it.  

The concept of self-congruity in marketing context demonstrates that the greater the 

match between the consumer‟s self-concept and the brand, the greater will be the 

likelihood that the consumer will prefer and purchase the product (Sirgy & Su, 2000, p. 

343). By relating the ideal self-image of a consumer to the brand personality concept, 

consumers will try to realize their ideal images of themselves through purchasing 

certain brands to boost their self-esteem (Magin, Algesheimer, Huber, & Herrmann, 

2003). This means that brands can let the consumer feel good and can enhance their 

self-image, by identifying, for instance, with well-regarded brands (Bhattacharya & Sen, 

2003, p. 80).  

2.4 Consumers’ Preferences 

Mulyanegara, Tsarenko & Anderson (2009, p. 237) describe consumer preferences as a 

“pivotal concept in marketing, as they underpin customer choice among alternatives”. 

Consumers‟ preferences vary across people, their environments as well as motivating 

conditions, which means consumers‟ interests (Yang, Allenby & Fennell, 2002, p. 14). 

Preferences are defined by Blackwell, (2006, p. 400) as “attitudes toward one object in 

relation to another”. In other words preference indicates the strength of a brand in 

consumer minds which let them prefer one brand over another. In marketing literature, 
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brand preference is also often defined as a component or measure of loyalty (e.g. 

Bennett & Rundle-Thiele, 2002, p. 194). However, a consumer preference alone is not 

the only thing which can lead to a purchase decision (Grimm, 2005). Choice behavior 

can be influenced by many different factors. The purchase often depends not only on the 

products utilitarian, functional and commercial value (Jamal & Goode, 2001), which 

means “in terms of tangible costs and benefits such as quality, price, and performance” 

(Sirgy, Grewal, Mangleburg, Park, Chon, Claiborne, Johar, & Berkmann, 1997, p. 229), 

but also on attitudes, emotions and personalities (Grimm, 2005) describing the product. 

These personal attributes associated with the product are seen by Sirgy et al. (1997, 

p.229) as provoked by different elements, such as advertising, marketing actions, price 

and psychological associations (Sirgy et al., 1997, p. 229). Due to the possible 

transformation of these factors, consumer preferences can change over time.  

In general, consumers enter the marketplace with a well-formed and established set of 

tastes and preferences (Alreck & Settle, 1999, p. 130). Completely spontaneously 

impulse purchases are rare, even if their purchase is unplanned and unanticipated.  

Alreck & Settle (1999) developed six distinct modes through which consumer tastes and 

preferences for a product or brand can be built. The modes are designed by considering 

theories and perspectives on human learning from the field of psychology:  

(1) Need association refers to the process where a particular need is attached to the 

product or brand repeatedly. The consumer will learn to associate the brand with 

the need.  

(2) Mood association describes the process where the brand or product is linked to a 

special mood, building a positive feeling and aura. The association will be 

generated through repeated, simultaneous presentation.  

(3) Subconscious motivation where consumer‟s subconscious mind is manipulated 

through suggestive symbols. Hidden drives and desires are excited.  

(4) Behavior modification where cues and rewards are manipulated to constrain the 

consumers to purchase the product.  

(5) Cognitive processing is a process where favorable attitudes are generated 

through perceptual and cognitive barriers.  

(6) Model emulation means that consumer imitate the introduced idealized social 

lifestyle models.  

It demonstrates that consumers‟ brand preference depends on various factors. By 

reviewing the literature, the researchers are concentrating and focusing on different 

aspects how consumers develop brand preference. Another viewpoint is presented by 

Yang & Allenby (2003), who state that preferences are influenced by consumers‟ own 

taste or the taste of others, with who the consumer identifies with. People are not living 

in a world of isolation; they interact with one another when forming their beliefs, 

opinions and also preferences. These preferences and choices can be described as 

interdependent, because the consumer adopts the preferences for particular brands of 

another group.  

Furthermore, Jamal & Goode (2001, p. 490) provide support that symbolic meaning 

attached to products and brands is considered by consumers. Also their findings affirm 
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the view that consumer prefer brands which have images consistent with their 

perceptions of self.  

2.5 Trust 

Brand trust is predominantly defined as “the willingness of the average consumer to rely 

on the ability of the brand to perform its stated function” (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001, 

p. 82; Moorman, Zaltman, & Deshpande, 1992, p. 315; Morgan & Hunt, 1994, p. 23). 

Gurviez and Korchia (2003) state that trust can be seen as ambiguous, because it relies 

on past information but focuses on future behavior. Moreover, they mention that trust is 

needed for a stable or durable relationship and ends in brand commitment.  

Moormann et al. (1992, p. 315) as well as Doney and Cannon (1997, p. 42) opined that 

the notion of trust is mostly relevant in situations of uncertainty and risk. In other 

words, decision outcomes must be uncertain and important to the person who needs to 

trust (Doney & Cannon, 1997, p. 36). Therefore consumers who reside in an 

environment where they feel especially vulnerable, building trust decreases perceived 

uncertainty and risk through relying on the trusted brand. In situations of confidence or 

familiarity, trust is not needed. This can be related to Hofstede‟s dimension of national 

culture we already mentioned, especially to Uncertainty Avoidance, where Germany is 

ranked significantly higher than Sweden (Hofstede, 2001, p. 500).  

Furthermore Doney & Cannon (1997, p. 37) suggest that trust involves a “calculative 

process” which reflects the ability of a brand to continue meeting its obligation and the 

calculation of costs versus rewards of remaining in the relationship. Another important 

factor pointed out in their study is that trust is based on the inference of consumers 

regarding the benevolence of a company to act in the best interest of the customers 

(Doney & Cannon, 1997, p. 36).  

Researchers identify several important factors of trust that are beliefs about reliability, 

consistency, confidence, competence, responsibility, safety, helpfulness, fairness and 

honesty (e.g. Chaudhurri & Holbrook, 2001; Coulter & Coulter, 2002; Doney & Canon, 

1997; Morgan & Hunt, 1994). Chaudhuri & Holbrook (2001, p. 82) add that brand trust 

is a process which is “well thought out and carefully considered”. In their study they 

discover that brand loyalty derives from greater trust in the brand reliability. And in 

Chaudhuri & Holbrook‟s (2002, p. 53) follow-up study they detected that brand 

commitment is also determined by brand trust. Brand commitment entails vulnerability, 

where committed consumers abandon other brand alternatives and just rely on a single 

brand (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2002, p. 42).  

Morgan and Hunt (1994, p. 31) identify brand trust as a key component in the 

relationship marketing context and as a factor which leads to brand loyalty or 

commitment because it generates exchange relationships between a company and its 

consumers that are highly valued. Well established trust is therefore necessary to be 

highly committed to the brand and to continue developing a bond between the consumer 

and the brand.  

Filo and Funk (2008, p. 50) reveal, that brand trust mediate the link between brand 

loyalty, management and popularity of brands. Furthermore, the results demonstrate that 

brand trust makes a contribution to the emotional, symbolic and functional meaning of 

the attachment process of consumers based on their own values and their self-concept. 
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The suggestion by Filo and Funk (2008, p. 39) is that the brand managers have to work 

“to leverage brand trust through social responsibility, customer satisfaction and quality 

customer service in an effort to increase brand loyalty”.  

Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2002, p. 39) advance the view that trust in a brand will 

“generate additional sales and consequent profitable brand outcomes..., such as greater 

market share and a lower advertising-to-sales ratio (advertising costs as a percentage of 

sales)”. These outcomes are favorable and let consumer perceive significant differences 

among brands, which influences the consumer‟s brand choice.  

There can be found different definitions in the concept of brand trust, where brand trust 

is described as one-, two- or three-dimensional (Gurviez & Korchia, 2003). Morgan and 

Hunt (1994) for instance, treat the dimensions of honesty and benevolence as 

inseparable, even though they are distinctive. Whereas Doney and Cannon (1997, p. 36) 

assume trust as two-dimensional and differ between the objective credibility of the 

partner and the attribution of benevolence. The first dimension contains capability and 

honesty which are attributed to the particular brand as well as the partner‟s effort to be 

able and willing to hold their promises. The second dimension of benevolence includes 

the motivation and good intention of the partner to act in the interest of the consumer 

and the perceived willingness of him or her to fulfill the consumer needs. For instance, 

Gurviez and Korchia (2003) are using the three-dimensional concept, where they define 

brand trust from the consumer point of view as “a psychological variable mirroring a set 

of accumulated presumptions involving the credibility, integrity and benevolence that a 

consumer attributes to the brand”. Credibility is the presumption of capability and 

describes the brand‟s ability to meet the expectations of a consumer. The presumption 

of honesty, which concentrates on keeping the promises made by the brand, is found in 

the integrity dimension. The last dimension of benevolence includes the ability of the 

brand to consider consumer interests which refers to a long-term consumer orientation. 

With these three distinct dimensions it is able to achieve a more detail view on the 

brand trust concept and to incorporate other theories which consider the complexity of 

the consumer-brand relationship. (Guviez and Korchia, 2003) 

2.6 Relationship between Brand Personality, Brand Identification and 

Consumers’ Preferences and Trust 

After reviewing the literature and knowing more about what brand personality is and 

what benefits it has, we will now have a look at possible interactions between a brand 

and a consumer. How does the relationship between brand personality and consumers 

look like? We will especially consider the relationship with consumers‟ preferences and 

trust.  

Different studies have shown some form of interaction and connection between brand 

personality and other concepts. Sirgy (1982, p. 291) found that strong brand personality 

can in fact influence a consumer‟s preference and loyalty towards a brand, also increase 

the emotional ties. Others, like Guo (2003 cited in Lin, 2010, p. 7) observed that 

consumers might prefer brands with distinctive brand personality, since these where 

more easily recognized. This result can also be interpreted in the way that consumers 

are more easily able to describe brands already familiar to them and which they prefer. 

In addition, Mengxia (2007, p. 44) found that when it comes to preference, affection, 

loyalty and purchase intention of a brand, brand personality do actually have a positive 

effect. Furthermore, a study by Kumar, Luthra and Datta (2006, p. 433) identified, that 
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brand personality can have an effect on consumers‟ loyalty towards a brand, particularly 

when it comes to consumable goods such as tooth-paste. Moreover, Sung & Kim (2010, 

p. 656-657) found that different brand personality dimensions could have different 

effects towards trust. Sincerity and Ruggedness had a greater possibility of affecting 

brand trust, since consumers were more likely to trust a brand that was seen as being, 

for example, sincere and down-to- earth. 

As we can see a well-defined brand personality can have influence on consumer 

behavior, but what about the consumer? Does their personality play any part in this 

relationship? There are actually studies that do indicate that possibility. A study on 

college students and their buying behavior towards sports shoes was made by Chow et 

al. (2004 cited in Lin, 2010, p. 7). One purpose of their study was to analyze if 

consumers with different personality traits are influenced by brand personality in a 

different way. What they discovered was that consumers, who tended to be more 

affected by brand personality, were the ones that showed a higher score in extraversion 

and openness. These are two dimensions of the “Big five” human personality 

dimensions, which are: Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism 

and Openness (Cherry, 2005). In addition, a research made by Matzler, Bidmon and 

Grabner-Kräuter (2006, p. 430) found that the two human personality dimensions, 

openness and extraversion do have a positive influence on loyalty, when it comes to 

brands that possess a hedonic value. 

Other studies have identified that consumers might show preference for brands that have 

a similar personality to their own, or at least similar to how they perceive themselves 

(Gover & Schoormans, 2005, p. 194; Kuenzel & Halliday, 2010, p. 174). Also, Chow et 

al. (2004, cited in Lin, 2010, p. 7) discovered that consumers own personality influences 

their brand preferences. Furthermore, Kim et al. (2001, p. 203) state that brands which 

provide a self- expressive value and possess a distinct brand personality will have a 

greater appeal towards customers. Brand personality can support the identification with 

the brand, which further builds the relationship between brand and consumer. If the 

consumer continues to identify themselves with a specific brand personality, it could 

generate a long-term relationship with the consumer (Kim et al., 2001, p. 205). 

2.7 Country of Origin Effect on Brands and Consumer Ethnocentrism 

Tendencies 

Country of Origin (COO) 

A consumer‟s perception of a brand can be influenced by more than just brand 

personality, one of which can be the country where the brand originates; in other words, 

the country of origin (COO). The reason behind is that people often have stereotypes or 

preconceptions about various countries (Maheswaran, 1994, p. 362; Bluemelhuber, 

Carter, Lambe, 2007, p. 432). The preconception also has a lot to do with product 

categories (Xuehua & Zhilin, 2008, p. 459). For instance, Germany may be well known 

for its engineering or Switzerland for its chocolate. Due to this, the „COO image‟ can be 

used in marketing advertisements for different kind of products. An example would be 

Continental, a German tires-manufacturer, who often ends their TV commercials with 

the phrase; “tires engineered in Germany”. 

The COO is suggested to have a great influence on consumers‟ perception of a brand, 

which subsequently affects the purchase intention (Yasin, Noor, Mohamad, 2007, p. 45; 

Roth & Romeo, 1992). However, it is not entirely clear that the COO has the effect that 
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is believed (Bluemelhuber et al., 2007, p. 430). Xuehua and Zhilin (2008, p. 469) 

studied the effect of both COO and brand personality on purchase intention in the 

context of the Chinese auto industry. What they found was that COO and brand 

personality have a positive effect on purchase intention, even though brand personality 

had a greater influence than COO. Xuehua and Zhilin (2008, p. 470) further argues that 

a strong combination of the two is desirable, but that brand personality is the most 

important factor. 

Demographics, or more specifically age and socio-economic groups, may play a part in 

how much effect the COO of a brand has on consumers. Schaefer (1997) measured this 

in the context of lager and sparkling wines. The findings were that gender could be 

ruled out, but that people‟s age and economic status might affect the level of influence 

the COO have on consumers (Schaefer, 1997, p. 827). The explanations given for the 

influence of age was that older people may use broader categories in compensation for 

some loss in processing new information, which makes the COO more appealing 

(Schaefer, 1997, p. 827). Another explanation mentioned was that older people where 

brought up at a time when there were not as many products from different countries, 

possibly making the „COO image‟ more clear than with today‟s increasing global 

marketplace (Schaefer, 1997, p. 827). Why socio-economic groups can have an effect 

on the influence of COO can quite simply be explained by the context of the study. 

Since sparkling wine is probably consumed more by those with higher income 

compared to lager (Schaefer, 1997, p. 872), thus, in a sense, they are more familiar with 

that specific product and the different brands. 

According to Han (1989, p. 227-228) the influence of the „COO image‟ can be 

described in two ways; as a halo effect and as a summary effect. The halo effect is seen 

where consumers have little knowledge about a certain brand or product. It indirectly 

affects the consumers‟ attitude and thoughts about the product characteristics. In 

contrast, the summary effect, when consumers are familiar with a brand; they then tend 

to summarize their thoughts about a product which directly affect their attitudes towards 

a product. 

Consumer Ethnocentrism Tendencies (CET) 

COO is mostly concerned with consumers‟ stereotypes and preconceptions about 

various countries and their products, for good or bad. However, there is another way in 

which product origin can have an effect on consumers‟ product choice. Shankarmahes 

(2006, p. 147-148) describes that consumer ethnocentrism tendencies (CET) means the 

distinction between products from the home country and from the foreign countries, 

where buying foreign products are avoided, due to nationalistic reasons. Okechuku‟s 

(1994, p. 16) findings identify that consumers prefer, above all, domestically-made 

products and explains that patriotic feelings are a reason for this outcome. An example 

can be America, where at first, historically, consumers simply saw American products 

as being superior to foreign products (Shimp & Sharma, 1987, p. 280). Today, however, 

imported goods have been accepted by most Americans, but they are still people who 

argue against them, because they believe the purchase of foreign products to be 

unpatriotic and hurtful for the domestic economy (Shimp & Sharma, 1987, p. 280). 

According to Ueltschy (1998, p. 12) ethnocentrism tends to increase when the economy 

is in bad shape. The CET could be seen as overriding the COO, even if the COO image 

would be positive. For instance, Herche (1992 cited in Shankarmahesh, 2006, p. 148) 

provides the example that an U.S resident can have a very positive view on French 

wine, but when deciding what to buy, he or she chooses the domestic brand because of 
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nationalistic reasons. Shimp and Sharma (1987, p. 280) mention that CET gives people 

a feeling of belongingness and identity. The opposite of CET would be people who 

instead of nationalistic reasons evaluate products on its own merits, by looking, for 

instance, at the quality, characteristics and other features of a product (Shankarmahesh, 

2006, p. 148). 

 

As with COO, demographics may also affect how CET is expressed. In a research study 

made by Ueltschy (1998, p. 18) in Colombia they found that ethnocentrism could 

depend on a person‟s income or education level. Meaning, people with high income or 

education express less ethnocentrism towards foreign products. Age, however, was not 

found to have a significant effect (Ueltschy, 1998, p. 18).  

In this study the COO effect such as the consumer ethnocentrism is of great interest, 

since this thesis includes a cross-cultural comparison of Germany and Sweden. The 

questions which arise are: Does for German or Swedish residents a brand originated 

from their country results in higher brand personality or identification? Or do they 

prefer the brand originated from their country over others; or do they trust them more? 

In order to find out if the COO has an effect on the respondents, the brands of IKEA and 

Mercedes Benz was chosen, one distinctively Swedish the other distinctively German. 

2.8 Conceptual Framework Development 

In previous parts, the authors outlined the essential concepts for this study. All 

dimensions included will need to be measured in an appropriate and reliable way in 

order to create a full and accurate picture of the impact of brand personality on 

consumers‟ preferences and trust, through the concept of brand identification.  

The challenge is to communicate the appropriate product and brand for the consumer to 

reach a clear understanding of brand personality. For the consumer in order to be able to 

identify with the product it is critical to comprehend what a personality of a specific 

brand embodies.  

Prior research has revealed diverse factors that may potentially be influenced by a 

personality of a brand: loyalty, commitment, satisfaction, emotion, trust, preferences, 

etc. (e.g. Lee et al, 2009; Louis & Lombart, 2010). These dimensions may not always be 

influential or important to the same extent. It will probably also vary product-

specifically with the environment, effort on advertising and development of the brand 

personality. In this study, consumers‟ preferences and trust towards brands are 

investigated in depth.  

Kim and Lee (2008) have revealed the need in filling the gap in research considering the 

impact of consumers‟ identification with the personality of a brand on the pre-purchase 

process. Furthermore, a limited amount of research is conducted in comparing the 

influences of brand personality within different cultural contexts to find out whether 

these findings can be identified as culturally-limited or as universal argumentations 

(Kim & Lee, 2008, p. 148).  

Hence, this thesis will try to fill the gap in research and concentrate on the two 

dimensions consumers‟ preferences and trust. The empirical work will be based on 

questionnaires among German and Swedish inhabitants.   
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2.8.1 Germany and Sweden as Research Subject 

As we have made clear before, there is still much research of cross-cultural differences 

to be made, when it comes to brand personality and especially Aaker‟s scale. Aaker 

(1997, p. 355) herself mentions that her own scale should be tested in different cultural 

contexts to verify not only if the five dimensions are stable or if they are valued 

similarly across cultures,  but also to get more insight into the usage of brands in these 

cultures under investigation. Since the authors of this thesis are from two different 

countries, one from Germany and the other from Sweden, we see it as an opportunity to 

use this scale and measurement in both countries to discover if there are discrepancies 

or if the results are generalizable. 

Since the countries are located in very close proximity of each other and their languages 

both belong to the Germanic language (Buccini & Moulton, 2011) with some common 

cultural characteristics, it could be argued that they would be very similar. However, as 

we have demonstrated in the introduction there are significant disparities in two of 

Hofstede‟s five dimensions: Masculinity/ Femininity and Uncertainty Avoidance 

(Hofstede, 2001). In addition, even if the cultures are somewhat similar, it is still 

justifiable to use Germany and Sweden as research object, since there is no study 

detectable where brand personality has been explored in these countries.  

Another point detected during reviewing the literature of brand trust is that the notion of 

trust is connected with circumstances of uncertainty and risk, which means that in these 

situations, trust plays a significant role (Moormann et al., 1993; Doney & Cannon, 

1997). Connecting this concept with Hofstede‟s dimensions of national culture, where 

in the dimension of Uncertainty Avoidance Germany is ranked higher and is therefore 

more concerned in situations of uncertainty and ambiguity than Sweden (Hofstede, 

2001, p. 500), it can be expected that for Germany trust plays a more important role in 

the brand choice process and is moreover inevitably for building trust in markets of high 

perceived risks.  

The Masculinity/ Femininity dimension may produce higher brand identification for 

Germany due to the greater importance of differentiation and status for this country.  

2.8.2 Conceptual Framework Presentation 

Building on the existent literature, a conceptual framework for the empirical study can 

be designed that outlines the consequences of brand personality in the consumer 

behavior context. Through developing the model (see Figure 4) we claim that 

consumers‟ identification with the personality of a brand will enhance consumers‟ 

preferences and trust. 

The empirical study in this thesis will show if the original model can be confirmed and 

applied to both the German and Swedish context, or if it will need to be modified. The 

authors of this thesis will come back to this framework in the following chapters.  
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Figure 4 - Conceptual framework 

Generally, this framework sketches the relationships between brand personality, brand 

identification, consumers‟ preferences and trust that the authors will analyze in this 

thesis. Brand personality is viewed as a set of human characteristics which can be 

associated with a particular brand (Aaker, 1997). The concept of identification refers to 

the persons‟ ability to identify with a brand (Bergami & Bagozzi, 2000) and in this 

context with a certain brand personality. The social identification concept connected 

with the brand personality is useful for understanding consumer behavior and is 

therefore used to examine the impacts on consumer behavior, especially on consumers‟ 

preferences and trust towards a brand. Consumers‟ preference is determined as 

consumers‟ attitudes towards a brand in relation to another one (Blackwell, 2006) and 

trust as the consumers‟ willingness to rely on the ability of a particular brand to perform 

the expected function (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001, p. 82). These concepts and chains 

of actions are important aspects of marketing and very crucial for marketing managers 

and their marketing strategies.  

After reviewing the literature of the different concepts in depth, the authors of this thesis 

propose that brand personality influences brand identification, which in turn affects 

consumers‟ preferences and trust towards a brand. The authors are therefore studying 

the following hypotheses.  

Earlier studies above mentioned, have theorized not only that consumers‟ can identify 

themselves better with brands presenting and expressing aspects of their ideal images of 

themselves (e. g. Escalas & Bettman, 2003; Lin, 2010), but also that distinctiveness 

plays an important role in differentiating the group, organization or brand from other 

ones (e.g. Brewer, 1991, p. 478; Bhattacharya et al., 1995). Thus, in particular, it can be 

stated that the stronger and distinctive the brand personality, the easier for the 

consumers to identify themselves with the brand. Additionally, the better the personality 

matches with the consumer‟s identity, the easier for the consumer to form a favorable 

attitude towards the brand and with that to establish a strong relationship with the 

particular brand. Thus, the brand personality is expected to affect brand identification, 

leading to the first hypothesis: 

Hypothesis H1: Brand personality is positively related to brand identification 

SWE 

GER 

Brand 

Personality 
 

 

Identification 
 

 

Preference 
 

 

Trust 
 



22 

By other studies it is claimed further and seen as influential that the perceived brand 

personality and with it the consumers‟ identification is influencing consumers‟ 

behavior. In a number of past studies (e.g. Mengxia, 2007; Louis & Lombart, 2010) it 

has been emphasized that brand identification has positive impacts on preference and 

trust behavior. In fact, the better the brand personality fits their personality, the more 

probably that the consumer prefers the brand over another. This study does not include 

analyzing the consumers‟ personality, instead the research of Sirgy (1982, p. 291) and 

Sung and Kim (2010, p. 656-657) are of more interest because they found that a strong 

brand personality has an influence on consumers‟ preference and trust towards a brand, 

respectively. Distinctive brand personality is observed to might also have an effect 

(Guo, 2003 cited in Lin, 2010, p. 7). In other words, the authors expect that consumers‟ 

identification with a strong and distinctive brand personality enhance the effect on 

consumers‟ preferences and trust towards a brand. Hence, the next hypothesis suggested 

by the authors is the following: 

Hypothesis H2: Brand identification is positively related to consumers’ preferences 

towards a brand.  

Accordingly, it is furthermore hypothesized that:  

Hypothesis H3: Brand identification is positively related to consumers’ trust 

towards a brand.  

Moreover, the authors propose that culture has an impact on the outcomes and will 

show differences how brand personality and brand identification affects consumers‟ 

preferences and trust towards brands. More specifically, the authors are exploring the 

cultures of Germany and Sweden where they expect varieties in the results due to the 

distinctions in the two dimensions of Hofstede‟s (2001) model (Masculinity/ Femininity 

and Uncertainty Avoidance). In this context it can, for example, be suggested that 

Germany which strives for more status and differentiation (dimension of Masculinity/ 

Femininity) can demand a higher necessity in identifying themselves with the brand, 

which would be positively related to the behavior of the consumer in relation to 

preferences and trust. It leads to the hypothesis found below:  

Hypothesis H4: Culture has an effect on brand personality and brand identification 

leading to differences in consumers’ preferences and trust towards a brand.  

Finally, we presume that consumer behavior can be influenced by the country of origin 

(COO) of the brand. Not only stereotypes, preconceptions and demographics have an 

effect, but also the case if the product is made by consumers‟ home country (consumers‟ 

ethnocentrism). Researchers stated that nationalistic and patriotic reasons, as well as the 

feeling of belongingness and identity are reasons for consumer ethnocentrism 

tendencies (CET) (e.g. Shankarmahes, 2006; Okechuku, 1994; Shimp & Sharma, 1987). 

The questions which arise are: Does domestically made products affect the attitude 

about the brands‟ personality, consumers‟ identification with the brand, as well as the 

preference and trust towards it? This results in the last hypothesis:  

Hypothesis H5: The COO has a positive influence on the strength of brand 

personality, brand identification and their preferences and trust towards a brand.  

These hypotheses are presented through the framework, depicted in Figure 4.   
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3 METHODOLOGY 

The methodology part of this thesis will briefly inform about the study in hand. Having 

that in mind the reader will be guided through the philosophical assumptions and 

research strategy. Afterwards, the focus is put on how the study was designed and how 

the data was collected. The authors will give explanations about the steps that were 

taken to collect good quality data by the end of this chapter. Finally, ethical 

considerations will be discussed. 

3.1 Preconceptions 

Both authors have a background in business administration, and marketing in particular, 

even though they studied different programs in different countries. As humans with 

different attitudes, opinions and behaviors, we will influence how the study will be 

conducted and what types of results are sought after. Brand personality is part of 

consumer behavior, a field that encapsulates several other disciplines, such as 

psychology or sociology. Looking from a marketing research perspective, this study is 

dealing with a more descriptive approach towards the research design. The reason is that 

the authors will consider already existing characteristics of the population investigated, 

rather than finding a cause-and-effect relationship (Shiu, Hair, Bush and Ortinau, 2009, 

p. 62). However, this does not mean that marketing research cannot be about cause-and-

effect, because it can, but rather this study will not go as deep into the explanation of 

behavior as one might have done in for instance psychology, where human 

understanding probably is of greater interest. In marketing, however, the focus lies on 

finding practical information about consumers which can be used and applied by 

managers to create marketing concepts and strategies. The in depth details of human 

behavior are not that useful in marketing practice and not as interesting as for 

researchers in psychology.   

3.2 Philosophical Assumptions and Research Strategy 

This study began by reviewing the vast amount of already exiting literature on brand 

personality in the consumer behavior context. The focus lies on the effect which brand 

personality and brand identification can have on consumers‟ preference and trust 

towards a brand. Through previous research on this topic it was discovered that further 

investigations of cultural differences could be made, especially considering Germany 

and Sweden. 

Taking into consideration the review of previous literature in order to help to create a 

number of hypotheses, which will be tested in this study, it can be said that the authors 

are following a deductive approach (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 11), where the focus lays 

on testing theories. Furthermore, in order to answer the research questions, the 

quantitative method has been chosen, which is common when having a deductive 

approach (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 14). The quantitative method emphasizes on the 

quantification in the collection and analysis of data, which means that a large sample 

will have to be collected in order to ensure the generalizability of the results (Saunders, 

Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009, p. 125).  

Deduction is the most commonly used approach in scientific research (Bryman & Bell, 

2007, p.11; Saunders et al., 2009, p. 124), especially in natural science. Moreover, by 

using the logic, practices and norms of natural science it is fairly easy to also adopt the 
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positivist view of epistemology, where the goal would be to find law-like 

generalisations (Remenyi, Williams, Money, & Swartz, 1998, p. 32). Furthermore 

positivism means that we will work with an observable social reality, which leads to the 

production of credible data (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 101). Another important aspect of 

positivist approach is that the research should be undertaken in a value-free way without 

the researchers being affected by the subject of the research (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 

114). The deductive approach also includes viewing the social reality as externally 

objective. Saunders et al. (2009, p. 110) describes the objectivism approach as a 

position where social entities exist in reality external to social actors. 

There are researchers, however, who argue that the social world, which is investigated 

in this study, is more complex than what is usually measured in natural science 

(Saunders et al., 2009, p. 115-116). This is described as the view of interpretivism. 

However, the authors believe that by not looking in too much detail into the social 

world, it is possible to use the method of natural science to create generalisations. 

Although the more qualitative a research becomes, the more the positivist idea might be 

questioned, since it could be seen as entailing superficial data collection according to 

Bryman & Bell (2007, p. 16).   

The authors have an objectivist ontological view, as in the case of Sweden and Germany 

both cultures are seen as social constructs that influence people‟s beliefs and values 

(Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 22). In other words, culture is something that the social actor 

becomes part of, rather than creating it themselves. This is why in this study it is 

considered that culture might have an influence on the respondents‟ view of brand 

personality, which could present different results for both countries. Having the view of 

constructionism, where social actors are seen as being able to affect things, as for 

instance, culture (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 23), would make it more difficult for the 

authors to develop the conceptual framework presented in the previous chapter, since it 

is built on social phenomena that are thought to effect consumers‟ perceptions. 

Since the topic of this study is brand personality, which previously has been shown to 

be interpreted differently, the authors find it necessary to clarify their view on the 

subject. In this thesis, it has been decided to follow the definition used by Aaker (1997, 

p. 347) who describes brand personality as “the set of human characteristics associated 

with a brand”. This is the most common definition concept of brand personality. 

Furthermore, it is believed by the authors of this thesis that, unlike what is said by 

Azoulay & Kapferer (2003), the definition of brand personality needs to be wider than 

the one for human personality, simply because humans are more complex than brands 

and more susceptible to be described more in detail. Thus, having a definition of brand 

personality as only a part of brand identity might prove to be too narrow. As it is said by 

Batra et al. (1993, p. 84), demographics (which are not used to describe human 

personality dimensions) are probably the most prominent personality characteristic of a 

brand. 

3.3 Research Design 

The cross-sectional design has been considered as the most appropriate way for this 

study. Research design gives a framework for the collection and analysis of data 

(Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 40) with the aim to reach the research goals. Bryman and Bell 

(2011, p. 53) define cross-sectional design, also called social survey design, as “the 

collection of data on more than one case and at a single point in time in order to collect 
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a body of quantitative or quantifiable data in connection with two or more variables, 

which are then examined to detect patterns of association”. „More than one case‟ is 

related to the two different countries under investigation. This study compares Germany 

and Sweden and investigates the social phenomena attached to these countries. Different 

cultural settings, such as traditions, values, patterns, customs and lifestyles can be the 

reason of variations in the outcome for the two countries. „At a single point in time‟ 

refers to the collection of data nearly simultaneously in both countries, where the 

answers are supplied immediately with completion of the survey. In the end, this 

research design gives the authors the possibility to investigate relationships between 

variables.  

3.4 The Quantitative Method and its Criticism 

To answer the research questions, the quantitative method with its positivist approach 

has been chosen. The alternative research method, qualitative research, however, is used 

by researchers to generate theories rather than test them as in quantitative research 

(Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 29). These two methods are also associated to certain 

epistemological and ontological viewpoints. Like already mentioned, the quantitative 

method contains a deductive logic, the natural science model, in particular the 

positivism and obtains the objectivism view on social reality (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 

27). In contrast to qualitative research, which holds the inductive logic, particularly the 

generation of theory, includes the interpretivism view on the social world as well as the 

constructionism approach on social reality (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 27). Even if some 

authors on methodological issues have the opinion that the distinction between 

quantitative and qualitative research strategies are no longer useful or described as 

„false‟ (Layder 1993, p. 110 cited in Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 26), to set a research 

strategy it is useful to classify the method of business research. Additionally it detects a 

range of issues concerning the appropriate practice of this study (Bryman & Bell, 2011, 

p. 26). Researchers operating on both sides have criticised each other‟s approaches, 

quantitative and qualitative respectively (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 173-175), with the 

emphasis on research strategy, methodological assumptions, and the collection and 

analysis of data. 

The quantitative method in particular has been criticized by researchers applying the 

qualitative method. Four major points of criticism can be identified and their relevance 

will be explained and discussed in the following.  

The first point of critique says that quantitative researchers are not able to separate 

between the social world and the natural world. This argument is foremost raised by 

phenomenologists, which according to Saunders et al. (2009, p. 116) are concerned with 

human interpretations of their surrounding environment. What this critic simply means 

is that these two worlds are very different. People in the social world have the ability of, 

for instance, self-reflection while objects in the natural world do not (Bryman & Bell, 

2007, p. 174). Moreover, the critique means that the scientific method should not be 

applied to social studies.  

Secondly, there is the opinion that quantitative research has a false sense precision, 

since it is claimed that the measurements used are only assumed to measure what they 

aim to do. This could be seen as a quite logical point when believing that people 

interpret things differently. In the case of quantitative research it means that the 

different questions in the questionnaire can be understood differently. In other words, 



26 

the idea of respondents interpreting a certain question similarly could be false (Bryman 

& Bell, 2007, p. 174).  

Thirdly, since in quantitative research the data collection can often be conducted under 

controlled circumstances, one can ask the question if the results can reflect real life. 

There is an uncertainty if respondents‟ behaviour in everyday life corresponds to the 

answers provided by them in the survey or experiment (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 174). 

The last point of critique is against the objectivist ontological view that often is 

connected with quantitative research. The objectivistic view uses statistical methods to 

analyse the relationships between variables. The critique is that it creates a static social 

world independent of people‟s lives and neglect the possible interpretation of human 

groups (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 168). They also criticise that the social world is 

viewed as something separate from its individuals (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 174). 

Referring to our study, we aim not to analyze each individual attitude, but rather the 

group or society.  

Even though these critiques can be considered as true, nevertheless the authors of this 

thesis are confident about using the quantitative method with the data collection method 

of self-completing questionnaires and find it as an appropriate method for the purpose 

of a master‟s thesis with respect to their unique research questions.  

3.5 Data Collection 

For conducting a quantitative cross-sectional survey, it is crucial to have an appropriate 

data gathering method. The study was quantitative and therefore it was necessary to 

follow the structure belonging to the quantitative method.  

3.5.1 Questionnaire Design  

To obtain enough data to be able to compare and analyze the results, we decided to 

investigate four brands for each theory presented. The chosen brands are: Apple, Nike, 

Ikea and Mercedes Benz. It was important for the authors to include brands from 

different industries which provides some diversity in the study: the electronic and 

computer market (Apple), sportswear and equipment (Nike), furniture and home 

products (Ikea), as well as the automotive industry (Mercedes Benz). 

Asking every respondent about all four brands would have exceeded the time frame 

respondents are usually willing to answer a survey. Having the length of the 

questionnaire in mind, the authors decided to design two questionnaires. Both 

questionnaires have the same layout, including the same questions; the only difference 

is the brands used.  

Apple and Nike were investigated in the first questionnaire (see Appendix 2). Both 

brands are American, well-known and advertised in Germany and Sweden. Ikea as 

typical and famous Swedish brand and Mercedes Benz as traditional German 

automotive brand, both well-known around the world, were selected to be able to 

examine the country of origin effect within the theory of brand personality in the second 

questionnaire (see Appendix 3). Does for German residents a brand originated from 

Germany results in higher brand personality or brand identification than for Swedish 
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residents? Or does Swedish residents trust a Swedish brand more or prefer it over a 

German one?  

Every questionnaire composed of in total 26 questions, 13 for each brand. The questions 

themselves are divided into different parts derived from the four theories presented: 

brand personality, brand identification, consumers‟ preferences and trust. For each 

section relevant scales were used for the respective concept. Three demographic 

questions were added in the beginning for being able to draw appropriate conclusions. 

The first distinction is made asking the respondent for having Germany or Sweden as 

country of residence. This was the requirement for the respondent selection and thus for 

filling out the questionnaire. Our survey compares Sweden with Germany and is based 

on the cultural influences of each country. Therefore, the importance lies not on having 

respondents with German or Swedish nationality, instead it is crucial that the people 

were influenced significantly by the German or Swedish culture and are living in that 

specific country. The other two demographic questions were gender and age.  

In addition, in order to assure a complete understanding for the respondents of the 

questionnaire in general and about the questions, the survey included in the beginning a 

brief explanation of the purpose of the study, privacy issues and the sets of questions to 

be answered.  

The first set of questions consisted of questions measuring the brand personality 

concept. The instruction before the questions is adopted from Aaker (1997), as well as 

the scale used. Like Aaker we used the five-point Likert scale (1 = not at all descriptive, 

5 = extremely descriptive). Due to time constraints and length of the questionnaire, the 

subjects were not asked to rate on all 42 personality traits of the five brand personality 

dimensions. It is inappropriate for this survey because it would lead to an excessively 

long questionnaire. Therefore, they were asked to rate simply on the 15 facets of the 

dimensions of brand personality. Sincerity and Excitement have four facets each, 

Competence has three, and Sophistication and Ruggedness each have two. The rest of 

the remaining personality traits were inserted in brackets for further explanations of the 

facets. Each facet has two descriptive personality traits, except for Wholesome, 

Imaginative and Tough which have just one trait. The subjects were asked to rate the 

extent to which the 15 facets describe a specific brand and they needed to repeat this 

rating task for the two brands respectively in the questionnaire they received.  

The second set of questions contained the questions for the theories of brand 

identification, consumers‟ preferences and trust. The questions were formulated as 

expectation statements for which the respondents were requested to express their 

agreement level on a five-point Likert scale anchored from „totally disagree‟ (1) to 

„totally agree‟ (5). Some of the measures used in the survey were available in literature, 

even though most were adapted and one was created by the authors to suit this particular 

context better. The questions of the first part of this set referred to the concept of brand 

identification. Five items were taken and adapted to the specific case from the 

identification scale developed by Mael and Ashforth (1992). The fifth item (d: I can 

identify myself with the brand) was created for this particular study. For measuring the 

concept of trust towards the brand, also five items were taken. The scale by Gurviez and 

Korchia (2003) were used and adapted for all items. This brand trust scale composes of 

three distinct dimensions: credibility, integrity and benevolence. For this specific study 

two items were taken for each, the credibility and integrity dimension, and one for the 

benevolence dimension. The scale showed good internal consistency. The third part of 
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the second set of questions relates to consumers‟ preferences towards a brand and 

composes of two items adapted by Sirgy et al. (1997).  

Below you will find a summary of information about the structure, sources and adapted 

scales used for the questionnaire (Table 1).  

Table 1 - Summary of the questionnaire structure 

Questions Theory 

First set of questions 

1. What characteristics would you associate with 

XYZ*?  

 

 

Brand Personality  

Adapted from Aaker (1997):  

„Brand Personality Scale‟ 

5-point Likert scale  

(1 = not at all descriptive,  

5 = extremely descriptive) 

15 facets (traits in brackets 

behind for further explanation) 

Second set of questions 

2. What do you think about XYZ*?  

a. I am very interested in what others think about 

this brand 

b. When someone praises this brand it feels like 

a personal compliment 

c. This brands successes are my successes 

d. I can identify myself with the brand 

e. When someone criticized the brand, it feels 

like a personal insult 

 

 

 

Brand Identification 

Adapted from Mael and Ashforth 

(1992) (a, b, c, e)  

Own creation (d) 

5-point Likert scale  

(1 = totally disagree,  

5 = totally agree)  

f. The products of this brand make me feel safe 

g. I trust the quality of the products of this brand 

h. This brand is sincere towards its consumer 

i. This brand is honest towards its clients 

j. I think that this brand is always looking to 

improve its products to better satisfy the 

consumer needs 

 

Trust 

Adapted from Gurviez and 

Korchia (2003) (f-j)  

- Credibility (f, g), 

- Integrity (h, i),  

- Benevolence (j) 

5-point Likert scale  

(1 = totally disagree,  

5 = totally agree) 

k. I like this brand more than other brands in the 

same product category 

l. I prefer this brand over other brands in the 

same product category 

Consumers‟ Preferences 

Adapted from Sirgy et al. (1997) 

5-point Likert scale  

(1 = totally disagree,  

5 = totally agree) 

Note: * - XYZ is replaced by the brand names: APPLE, NIKE, IKEA and MERCEDES BENZ 
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The questionnaires were built, developed and modified upon existing theory. Each 

question was devised with an emphasis to gain a better insight on brand personality and 

brand identification and how it influences the other concepts: consumers‟ preferences 

and trust. The opinions of the respondents will be analyzed to explain the impact of 

brand personality and brand identification on consumers‟ behavior, especially, on 

consumers‟ preferences and trust towards a brand. Results of one country will be 

compared with the other to assess cross-cultural differences and to examine the country 

of origin effect.  

The questions were offered only in English version. The authors were aware that a 

questionnaire that is not designed in the native language of the country investigated 

might bring difficulties during collecting the data and might influence the analysis of 

the data. Examples can be that the respondents are not able to answer the questionnaire 

or have misunderstandings and respond in a wrong way due to problems with the 

English language. However, in the case of Germany and Sweden, the English language 

is well-established. Sweden can be characterized as a bilingual country, since English is 

obligatory in primary education. 85% of the adult population in Sweden in 2005 can 

converse in English (European Commission, 2005, p. 4) and 80,1% of pupils in 2007 

are learning English as foreign language in primary education (Eurostat, 2007). In 

Germany in 2005, the English language is spoken by 51% of the adult population 

(European Commission, 2005, p. 4) and the pupils who learn English as foreign 

language in primary school add up to 55,4% in 2007 (Eurostat, 2007). 

Pre-test 

Saunders et al. (2009, p. 394) recommend that the questionnaire should be revised by 

experts. The questionnaire was carefully designed and confirmed by two independent 

business students, one Swedish and one German at the master‟s level, as well as by our 

supervisor. Furthermore, to establish content validity and reliability of the data that will 

be collected, a pilot test should be performed before handing the questionnaire out to the 

respondents. The goal is to know if the questions are understandable and whether the 

questionnaire will succeed as research instrument (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 394; 

Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 262). Ten people comparable to members of our population, 

four German international students and four Swedish students from Umeå University, 

one German employee, and one family member from Lund, with the use of convenience 

sampling, participated in the pilot test and facilitated valuable feedback for improving 

the questionnaire. The authors corrected some grammatical mistakes in the instructions 

and general design issues were adopted for higher simplicity and better understanding. 

  

Even though a pre-test was conducted, during the data collection, the respondents found 

a mistake in the demographic questions „age‟, which in the pilot test was not detected. 

The first scale description says less than 21 and the second range is 22-26, which leaves 

out the age 21. However, this was spotted quite early in the process and the rest of the 

respondents were informed about the mistake. Nevertheless, most of the 21 years old 

respondents who completed the paper-based questionnaire wrote their age alongside, 

even before the mistake was discovered. We decided to add the age 21 to the first scale, 

because the second scale starts with 22, which means that no 21-year old respondents 

would have made a cross there.  
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3.5.2 Sampling and Respondents  

For doing the sampling, the authors had to define the population under investigation. 

The population was Swedish and German residents. Bryman and Bell (2011, p. 175) 

state that “in social survey research, sampling constitutes a key step in the research 

process”. Additionally, a higher sample size increases the precision of a sample 

(Brymann & Bell, 2011, p. 187). As we will sample from a whole country, the 

population can be described as heterogeneous and a larger sample is needed to have 

appropriate results (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 189). It can be said that the determination 

of the sample size is usually a difficult task. In the present study mathematical 

calculations and rules of thumb are used to determine the sample size. According to 

Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, and Tatham (2010, p. 101), the rule of thumb for factor 

analysis is to have a sample size larger than 100 and to have at least five times as many 

respondents as the number of questions analyzed. Moreover Hair et al. (2010, p 101) 

suggest “to obtain the highest cases-per-variable ratio to minimize the chances of over 

fitting data”. For this particular study, five respondents per question would result in a 

need for a sample size of 130 respondents for each questionnaire. Due to the split of the 

questionnaire it results in 65 respondents for each country and for each questionnaire. 

Therefore, the decision of the authors was to examine these 260 samples to create a 

reliable and precise sample to minimize the bias and enhance the validity of the sample.  

Composing a master thesis is restricted to a narrow time window and the university 

does not provide financial support for a more extensive research. Due to these time 

constraints, non-existent funding and also due to the research questions, the sampling 

types used were the non-probability sampling techniques: convenience sampling and 

snowball sampling (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 480-483; Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 190-193). 

Moreover, to identify a specific population, in particular only German and Swedish 

residents, these techniques were discovered as the most appropriate ones. Considering 

that the two authors are situated in Umeå, Sweden, at the time of writing the thesis, 

locating German residents is not an easy task. The convenience sampling is defined by 

Bryman and Bell (2011, p. 190) as the “one that is simply available to the researcher by 

virtue of its accessibility” and relevance to the research topic. Snowball sampling is 

described as referral sampling, where a set of initial prospective respondents are 

identified who help the researcher to identify additional people suitable for the study. 

The convenience method was adopted through visiting different places on the campus 

area at Umeå University, where Swedish inhabitants could easily be found, and through 

contacting German and Swedish fellow students, friends, and family members. The 

convenience sampling is of higher importance for reaching Swedish inhabitants, 

whereas the snowball sampling is mainly used for obtaining people having Germany as 

country of residence. Consequently, the snowball sampling was implemented by asking 

fellow students, friends and family members to help us to identify other potential 

respondents for our research.  

The difficulty of these sampling methods is the generalizability of the findings, which 

means that the sample will be representative of the population. Generalizability is 

possible when the findings of the study are not unique for only a particular group upon 

whom the research was conducted (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 164). That is why we made 

sure that not only one type of group entered in our research.  

For our survey we used a mixed method of data collection: first, a conventional paper-

based self-completion questionnaire which was distributed at various locations at Umeå 
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University, to fellow students, friends in Umeå and family members in Lund; secondly, 

a Web survey, where the questionnaire was published and completed on a web page, 

hosted by LimeSurvey. LimeSurvey is an online survey service which enables users to 

create a professional free survey, publish it and collect the corresponding responses. 

Potential respondents were directed to the website which contained the questionnaire. 

We contacted the prospective respondents and collected the data on the one hand 

personally and on the other hand through the Internet by using email-requests, posts/ 

links and messages on several online, social community platforms, which were: 

„Facebook‟ – an American famous social networking service for everyone, „Xing.com‟ 

– a German social business network for business professionals, „StudiVZ.net – a 

German social networking platform mainly for students, and „MeinVZ.net‟ – a version 

of „StudiVZ‟ for non-students. 

The self-completion questionnaire suited our research study, is convenient for our 

respondents and gave us the possibility to reach our sample cheaply and quickly.  

The study was carried out differently in the two countries under investigation. In 

Germany the questionnaire was distributed through the Internet, aside from some 

German international students studying at Umeå University asked through paper-based 

questionnaires. In Sweden the questionnaire were mostly conducted through personal 

contact and paper-based completion, aside from some Swedish residents who filled out 

the Web survey.  

The internet-based research method contains the use of the Internet, and especially 

online communications as a platform for data collection. The authors chose this type 

because of the following reasons: first, the Web is usually less time consuming for 

reaching a large number of people; secondly, due to the reason that we need German 

respondents and we are currently living in Umeå. Using the Internet minimizes the 

distance problem, since only access to a computer is needed. Thus, the Internet has 

offered the authors the opportunity to access German inhabitants without being located 

in Germany. Our internet-based method is web-based and communication-based. Web-

based means that the data are collected though the Web (questionnaire available at a 

web page) and communication-based means that a platform exists where the data 

collection instrument is launched (the link given through email or messages). Moreover 

it occurs asynchronously, where the respondents answer the questionnaire not in real 

time but some time later (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 652).  

The data collection procedure started on the 20
th

 of April until the 11
th

 of May 2011. 

During 22 days a total of 317 questionnaires were filled out, 190 were completed by the 

self-administered online based questionnaire. The other 127 questionnaires were 

achieved through the face-to-face or self-administered paper-and-pencil method. The 

total number of respondents resulted in 317, which equals around 6 respondents per 

question. Of these, 181 were German and 136 Swedish residents. The sample contains 

of 131 males and 186 females.  

Finally it can be said, this method of administration resulted in a largely quantitative 

data that allowed the authors of this thesis to examine the mentioned hypotheses relating 

to the factors influenced by brand personality.  
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3.6 Factor Analysis 

After the data collection, the findings were entered into PASW Statistics 18 to 

categorize, process and analyze them. The number of responses was 317, based on 26 

questions, which represent a sufficient quantity to be statically accurate.  

With the decision to make a quantitative survey in connection with the deductive 

approach, the authors will test the presented theories, collect data and analyse it with the 

help of appropriate statistical methods. Factor analysis is one statistical technique used 

in order to analyze data and generalize the findings. The aim of factor analysis stated by 

Ho (2006, p. 203) is “the orderly simplification of a large number of intercorrelated 

measures to a few representative constructs or factors”. Child (2006, p. 1) characterizes 

factor analysis as the most important method to test for or confirm generalizations. Shiu 

et al. (2009, p. 630) describe factor analysis as a multivariate statistical technique which 

summarizes the high amount of variables generated from the information to form a 

smaller number of factors, each factor describing one dimension of a concept. 

Underlying factors are identified through analysing all variables investigated. These few 

representative factors can afterwards be used for the continuing analysis (Ho, 2006, p. 

203). Factor analysis means to assume that all variables are somehow correlated and the 

ones that share similarities are highly correlated, in contrast to the ones which measure 

dissimilarities that show low correlations (Ho, 2006, p. 203). Hence, there is no 

distinction between dependent and independent variables (Shiu et al., 2009, p.630).  

To interpret the results of factor analysis, factor loading is used. Shiu et al. (2009, p. 

631) describes factor loading as a “correlation between each of the original variables 

and the newly developed factors”. Further, it is important to identify the attributes that 

are similar and to revise the ones left outside, to optimize the process. The decision 

which factors are appropriate is often made intuitive (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 631). The last 

task is very complex and is related to the number of factors retained. Generally, there is 

more than one solution and as a measure is considered the “percentage of the variation 

in the original data that is explained by each factor” (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 631).  

The factor analysis in this thesis is used to evaluate the applied scales.  

3.7 Quality Criteria 

For this study a quantitative research method has been chosen to help answering the 

research questions. Quantitative research includes the two criteria of reliability and 

validity, which describes the quality of the research. Below the authors will go through 

the steps taken and the considerations made in order to ensure data of high quality.  

According to Bryman & Bell (2007, p. 162) reliability is about the consistency of 

measures. Most important for this study is internal reliability, which is concerned with 

multiple-item measures and the relationship or coherence between them (Bryman & 

Bell, 2007, p. 163). A commonly used measurement for internal reliability is 

Cronbach‟s alpha (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 164). This has been considered by the 

authors when designing the questionnaire. In order to have the right questions that 

measure what the author have been determined to measure in this research, previous 

surveys and scales were examined. An example is Aaker‟s scale of brand personality 

that had satisfying values of Chronbach‟s alpha (Aaker, 1997, p. 352), as well as the 

scale used for consumer identification of Mael and Ashforth (1992, p. 110), which 
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shows a good coefficient alpha, and the scale by Gurvez and Korchias (2003) which 

was selected to measure consumers‟ trust towards a brand showed good internal 

consistency. However, since the authors had several aspects to measure brand 

personality, brand identification, consumers‟ preferences and trust, it was important to 

consider that the questionnaire did not present the respondents with an overwhelming 

number of questions that needed to be answered. Therefore the questionnaire was 

created in a clear way with one page of questions for each brand. There are different 

views on what value of Chronbach‟s alpha should be considered as acceptable. Bryman 

& Bell (2007, p. 164) for instance, mentions 0.8 while Shiu et al. (2009, p. 403) 

mentions a value above 0.6.  

Validity speaks of the measurements used in a research and whether they in fact 

measure what they supposed to (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 165). The steps taken to 

ensure validity are very similar to what was explained about reliability; meaning 

previous research was considered to ensure a good measurement. However, there are 

different versions of validity that can be considered as well (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 

165), one is face validity. Face validity is an intuitive process which is often measured 

by seeking opinions from people that have an expertise in the field in question (Bryman 

& Bell, 2007, p. 165) about whether or not the measurements truly measure the concept. 

It could be said that, since the writing process of this thesis has been supervised and a 

pilot test has been carried out, this criteria has been accomplished. Moreover, the 

original researchers, of the scales adopted, had also taken care of validity issues.  

A non-probability sampling method was used in this study in the form of snowball 

sampling and convenience sampling. A probability sampling could not be applied due to 

time constraints, being a research made within two months, and the lack of financial 

support since the authors are not writing this thesis on behalf of a company. However, 

when using a non-probability sampling method, it is important for the authors to keep in 

mind its limitations. Non-probability sampling is seen as relying on the researcher‟s 

intuition and knowledge when choosing respondents (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 470). This 

means that the researcher will not be able to ensure objectivity and the sampling will be 

biased. In comparison to the ordinary probability sampling, each respondent does not 

have a known probability of being selected, which also affects the sampling error that 

cannot be specified (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 470). The sampling method affects the 

generalizability and application of the findings. Researchers applying the quantitative 

method want to be able to generalise the outcome (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 169). As 

mentioned, when discussing the positivist approach, researchers are looking for law-like 

principles that can be applicable to a larger population than only to the sample used in 

the research (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 169). Nevertheless, with a non-probability 

sampling, the generalizability comes into question (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 470). However, 

the various steps of this research are documented thoroughly in order to make it easier 

for other researchers to replicate this study to find out if they can reproduce a similar 

result, which therefore can provide answers about validity and objectivity of the 

findings in this study (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 171). 

3.8 Ethical Considerations 

Ethical issues are important throughout various business and management topics 

(Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 122). In the stage of conducting research, researchers benefit 

of being aware about the ethical principles, to be able to “make informed decisions 

about the implications of certain choices” (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 128). Here the 
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focus is related to the ethical issues that arise regarding the relationship between 

researchers and participants (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 128). The four main ethical 

issues in business research are: the potential harm of participants, the invasion of 

privacy, the lack of informed consent, and the involvement of deception (Bryman & 

Bell, 2011, p. 128). In the following, each area will be discussed in relation with our 

research study.  

The interests of the research participants should be protected (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 

132) and any kind of harm to the respondents is not accepted, such as physical harm, 

harm to the respondent self-esteem or to the well-being of people (Bryman & Bell, 

2011, p. 128). This area can be connected to the right to privacy which is nowadays a 

crucial topic (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 136). The respondents find themselves sensitive 

towards special topics, which vary on the particular respondent (Bryman & Bell, 2011, 

p. 136).  

The authors of this study assessed carefully the possibility of harm to respondents of the 

questionnaire and carefully minimized or avoided it. The questionnaires were 

distributed through handing them out on neutral places at Umeå University, to fellow 

students or friends in Umeå and to family members in Lund, where the respondents 

were asked for a few minutes of time to answer the questionnaire; or through sending 

them over the internet to students, friends and family members with a message also 

asking for a few minutes of their time (emails, as well as posts and messages on several 

online, social community platforms).  

The questionnaire was anonymous and did not allow the individuals to be identified. 

The respondents were given the guarantee that their answers were not to be used for any 

other issue than for the topic of this thesis. Since people nowadays are often under time 

pressure, the authors were cautious to not put the respondents under pressure or stress. 

With the self-administration method, the respondents were filling out the questionnaires 

by themselves without the need to finish after a certain amount of time, and with the 

online survey, the respondents could additionally decide when and where to complete 

the questionnaire.  

Informed consent is required in business research (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 132). In this 

study, participants were given enough information for making an informed decision 

about whether or not they want to participate. The respondents were told who the 

researchers are, what the research is about and how the researchers planned to use the 

data. They knew the researchers identities and that the researchers are students working 

on their master‟s thesis for the Umeå University. Moreover the respondents were able to 

interact with the researchers if needed. They could ask directly during completing the 

paper-based questionnaire or get in contact responding the e-mail/ message sent or 

comment on the post online.  

Deception is described by Bryman & Bell (2011, p. 136) as the situation when 

“researchers represent their research as something other than what it is”. This is 

relatively common in research since researchers are trying not to public all information 

about the research for getting a more naturally response (Brymann & Bell, 2011, p. 

137). This study was not deceptive about its intentions. The authors provided the 

respondents with the necessary details and constructed the questions clearly that the 

respondents were able to answer the questions easily.  
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Additionally, the authors needed to consider the specific ethical issues regarding the use 

of the Internet as a method of data collection. Most relevant ethical issues are “the 

principle of protecting research participants from harm and the related issues of 

individual anonymity and confidentiality” (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 671). In the 

Internet complete protection of anonymity is almost impossible because the origin of a 

computer-generated message is very difficult to remove; and guarantee confidentiality is 

difficult because the data are mostly accessible to other participants (Bryman & Bell, 

2011, p. 671). However, also for the Internet method, the authors assessed and 

minimized possible harm and privacy issues towards the participants. The participants 

did not have to indicate their email-address or some other data for the registration; they 

easily could access the Web-survey by opening the link. 

3.9 Literature Selection and Critique of Literature 

To gather information about the topics concerned with this thesis, the databases 

provided by Umeå University was utilized. The search engines that were used the most 

were Business Source Premier and Emerald Fulltext, but even Google and Google 

Scholar were used to some extent to find articles that were not possible to find 

otherwise. The search words and phrases that were used in the initial search were: 

brands, brand personality, brand identification, brand preference, brand trust, country 

of origin effect, country of origin effect on brands and consumer ethnocentrism. The 

Umeå University Library was also used in order to find books for this thesis. The 

articles from the initial search also provided more references that could be used. This 

method of finding literature proved to be very useful and was the most common way for 

the authors to find references for all chapters of this thesis. It was mainly implemented 

because finding the original text was highly prioritized by the authors, in order to 

minimize secondary sources and to make sure that the information provided is correct. 

However, unfortunately there were sources where the original text could not be found. 

Thus, some secondary sources were utilized in this thesis. The motivation for keeping 

them was that the ideas presented were of great interest for this thesis.  
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4 EMPIRICAL FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS 

The following chapter will include the analysis of the findings of our study. The data 

obtained were collected from German and Swedish residents. In the first part, the 

authors will present the demographics of the respondents. In the next steps, the quality 

of measurement will be examined, the attitude variations will be demonstrated and the 

most significant findings will be revealed to gain a better comprehension of the data, to 

be able to answer our research questions and to test the defined hypothesis.  

Regarding the level of significance, which is the level of risk accepted by researchers, 

there exist different views. Shiu et al. (2009, p. 538) say that “marketing researchers 

usually accept a level of significance of 0.10, 0.05, or 0.01”. Ho (2006) writes that the 

probability of significance level in social research is set at ≤ 0.05. The authors of this 

thesis decided to accept a significance level of 0,05 in the following analysis, but at the 

same time, present cases with a significance level of 0.1 are mentioned.  

4.1 Respondent Demographics 

The first sample with the brands Apple and Nike contained 165 respondents, distributed 

among 100 (60.6 percent) German and 65 (39.4 percent) Swedish residents. Most of the 

respondents (57.6 percent) were females and the rest (42.4 percent) males. In total, 65.5 

percent of the respondents were between 22 and 26 years old, 16.4 percent were in the 

age range of 27 to 31. The descriptive analyses in detail can be found in Appendix 4.  

The second sample regarding the brands Ikea and Mercedes Benz contained 152 

respondents. In this study, the distribution was as follows: 81 (53.3 percent) indicated 

German as their country of residence and 71 (46.7 percent) as Sweden. More than half 

of the respondents (59.9 percent) were female and the rest (40.1 percent) male. Of the 

total amount of respondents, the majority of 63,8 percent were 22 to 26 years old, 17.1 

percent were in the range of 27 to 31, nearly the same amount than in the first sample. 

Extensive analyses can be found in Appendix 5.  

Combining the two questionnaires, the total sample resulted in 317 respondents. Out of 

these, 181 were German and 136 Swedish residents. Like seen before, most of the 

respondents (58.7 percent) were female and the rest (41.3 percent) male. Furthermore, 

the majority of 205 respondents (64.7 percent) were 22 to 26 years old, following with 

53 respondents (16.7 percent) in the age range of 27 to 31. The distribution of 

frequencies is shown in Appendix 6.  

To create an even deeper understanding of the respondents‟ demographic distribution 

(country of residence, gender and age), the following discussion includes cross 

tabulations and chi-square analysis which shows the reader if the numbers of responses 

that are in different categories differ from what is expected (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 560). 

Only significant findings of the chi-square analysis will be presented in the following. 

In the first sample, female respondents are in general younger, whereas male 

respondents are older. Moreover, both samples show for Germany a higher number in 

the age range older than 27, and for Sweden a higher number in the age range 21 or 

younger. The last point can be justified through the fact that most of the data in Sweden 

was collected at Umeå University where students were surveyed and in Germany the 

questionnaires were distributed through a wider range of age groups. Appendix 7 will 

present the cross tabulation tables of this analysis.  
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4.2 Quality of Measurements 

The following part investigates the measurement quality and validity of the scales, 

questions and theory used in the research with the purpose to show the study as reliable. 

The factor analysis in this thesis is applied to check the scale and items used for the 

different theories. It will allow the authors to examine which questions are highly 

correlated and which are thus clustered to different factors (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 630-

631). Internal consistency is measured with Cronbach‟s alpha and seeks to review if the 

items used are measuring the phenomenon under investigation. It estimates “the average 

of all the correlation coefficient of the items within a test” (Ho, 2006, p. 239). 

4.2.1 Factor Analysis 

The authors performed the factor analysis for each brand separately, on one side for the 

brand personality dimension and on the other side for the rest of the theory: brand 

identification, consumers‟ preference and trust. The analysis is employed to evaluate the 

scale and items used in our study. The highest loadings are preferred, thus, we 

suppressed loadings of less than 0.30.  

When looking upon the brand personality dimensions, the results of the factor analysis 

in most of the cases fits very good with the allocation of the dimensions of the 

corresponding theory by Aaker (1997) presented in this thesis. For Apple the brand 

personality facets correlate in the right way, there is just one missing component for the 

dimension Excitement (up-to-date), which is assigned by the factor analysis to the 

dimension Competence. For Nike the correlations suit perfectly to Aakers‟ (1997) 

theory (see Table 2).  
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Table 2 - Factor Analysis: Rotated Component Matrix for brand personality of Nike 

Rotated Component Matrix
a
 

Nike 
Component 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 - Daring (trendy, exciting) .79     

1 - Spirited (cool, young) .78     

1 - Up-to-date (independet, contemporary) .73    .42 

1 - Imaginative (unique) .69    .37 

1 - Intelligent (technical, corporate)  .83    

1 - Reliable (hard-working, secure)  .76    

1 - Successful (leader, confident) .32 .66    

1 - Down to earth (family oriented, small-town)   .77   

1 - Honest (sincere, real)   .74   

1 - Wholesome (original) .43  .65   

1 - Cheerful (sentimental, friendly) .31  .61   

1 - Outdoorsy (masculine, Western)    .87  

1 - Tough (rugged)    .86  

1 - Charming (feminine, smooth)     .84 

1 - Upperclass (glamorous, good looking) .37    .58 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

a. Rotation converged in 6 iterations. 

 

For Ikea the rotated component matrix shows a satisfactory fit, but for the fourth 

suggested component, the dimensions Sophistication and Ruggedness are clustered 

together, in contrary to the related theory. Mercedes Benz shows the worse 

combination, but still there are similarities with Aaker (1997). For the dimension 

Sincerity, the facet Wholesome is left outside. Additionally, there is one missing 

dimension, Sophistication, including the facets of Upperclass and Charming.  

In the table „Total Variance Explained‟ it can be found the cumulative percentage by 

using these five factors processed, which in all cases is higher than 66 percent, 

presenting an acceptable value. These numbers explain to which extent the five factors 

account for the variance in the original 15 variables. The original variables were 

reduced by one-third, from 15 to 5 factors. The table for Nike is presented as an 

example in Table 3.  
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Table 3 - Factor Analysis: Total Variance Explained for brand personality of Nike 

Total Variance Explained 

Component Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 

Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

 

1 2.91 19.41 19.41 

2 2.14 14.28 33.69 

3 2.13 14.17 47.86 

4 1.63 10.84 58.69 

5 1.51 10.08 68.77 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

By reviewing the factor analysis for the rest of the theory, brand identification, 

consumers‟ preferences and trust, it can be concluded that the outcome describes very 

well the different concepts. The factors are clustered in the same way the theory is and 

are therefore representative. The highest factor loadings show Nike with 0.93 (see Table 

4). Mercedes Benz show values bigger than 0.69, whereas Apple‟s lowest is 0.35. For 

all brands the five factors accounted for ≥ 68 percent of the variance in the original 12 

values, which is acceptable. The example of Nike shows a value of 69.49 percent (see 

Table 5). The number of the original variables was reduced by one-fourth, from 12 to 3.  

Table 4 - Factor Analysis: Rotated Component Matrix for the remaining concepts of Nike 

Rotated Component Matrix
a
 

Nike 
Component 

1 2 3 

3 - This brand is honest towards its clients .92   

3 - This brand is sincere towards its consumers .89   

3 - I trust the quality of the products of this brand .73  .37 

3 - I think that this brand is always looking to improve its 

     products to better satisfy the consumer needs 

.70  .33 

3 - The products of this brand make me feel safe .49 .34  

2 - This brand‟s successes are my successes  .87  

2 - When someone praises this brand it feels like a  

     personal compliment 

 .85  

2 - When someone criticizes the brand, it feels like a  

     personal insult 

 .74  

2 - I am very interested in what others think about this brand  .59  

2 - I can identify myself with the brand  .56 .50 

4 - I prefer this brand over other brands in the same category   .93 

4 - I like this brand more than other brands in the same  

     product category 

  .92 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

a. Rotation converged in 4 iterations. 
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Table 5 - Factor Analysis: Total Variance Explained for the remaining concepts of Nike 

Total Variance Explained 

Component Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 

Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

 

1 3.06 25.49 25.49 

2 2.91 24.27 49.77 

3 2.37 19.73 69.49 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

After revising the factor analysis (see Appendix 8 for the factor analysis tables for the 

rest of the three brands), the authors can say that the suggestions for the clusters fit very 

well with the theory presented in this thesis. There are minor deviations, which are not 

that significant to justify a change. The theory is prioritized and the subsequent analyses 

will proceed with the original dimensions and concepts outlined in the literature review.  
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4.2.2 Cronbach’s Alpha 

In order to get an idea of the strength of the internal reliability of the measurements for 

the 26 five-scaled questions used for this research, the Cronbach‟s alpha was calculated 

for each variable. 

The results are overall very positive, with a majority exceeding the minimum value of 

0.6, mentioned by Shiu et al. (2009, p. 403). There are also many values that exceed 0.8, 

which was considered acceptable by Bryman & Bell (2007, p. 164). However, the table 

below (Table 6) shows low results for the measurement of Sophistication for all of the 

four brands in this study (Apple: 0.57; Nike: 0.56; Ikea: 0.53; Mercedes Benz: 0.14). 

Additionally, the value for measuring Ruggedness for Mercedes Benz (0.60) is also 

lower than the accepted minimum. Cronbach‟s Alpha is acceptable for the rest of the 

brands in this personality dimension. Even though the values for Sincerity were 

acceptable, the numbers for Apple, Ikea and Mercedez Benz were < 0.7, as well as for 

the measurements of Ruggedness for Ikea. Overall the Aaker‟s Brand Personality Scale 

exceeds the value of 0.8. The strongest values were produced by the measurements of 

trust for all brands (Apple: 0.96; Nike: 0.97; Ikea: 0.93; Mercedes Benz: 0.95). Overall 

the values for the theory brand identification, consumers‟ preferences and trust are 

higher than 0.8, solely the measurement of brand identification for the brand Nike is 

0.78.  

Table 6 - Cronbrach’s Alpha 

Scale  
Apple Nike Ikea 

Mercedes 

Benz 

Brand  

Personality 

Sincerity  (4 items) 0.68 0.70 0.69 0.68 

Excitement (4 items) 0.76 0.82 0.76 0.76 

Competence (3 items) 0.76 0.76 0.71 0.77 

Sophistication (2 items) 0.57 0.56 0.53 0.14 

Ruggedness (2 items) 0.78 0.72 0.62 0.60 

Total Scale (15 items) 0.84 0.83 0.81 0.81 

Theory  Brand 

identification 

(5 items) 0.86 0.78 0.85 0.88 

Preferences (5 items) 0.84 0.85 0.81 0.89 

Trust (2 items) 0.96 0.97 0.93 0.95 

Total Scale (12 items) 0.91 0.86 0.86 0.88 

 

 

Both statistical methods, factor analysis and Cronbach‟s alpha, showed satisfactory 

reliability and consistency which leads to the affirmation of the theory, scales and 

measurements used in the study. With this acknowledgement the authors are confident 

in continuing analyzing the findings and providing the reader with an extensive 

evaluation about the study.  
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4.3 Attitude Variations 

The attitude variations by looking at the different means of the brand personality 

dimensions are examined to provide the reader with a better understanding of the whole 

situation (see Appendix 9 for total mean table). Below you will find the graph (Figure 5) 

where the mean value for the four brands, used in this study, on the five brand 

personality dimensions, are plotted. The results from all respondents describing brand 

personality are shown in this graph. What should be the first things to attract the eye of 

the reader is that Apple and Mercedes Benz seem to have a personality that points 

towards one dimension. Apple leans more towards Excitement, while Mercedes Benz 

seems to be best described by Competence. However, Apple also has a fairly high mean 

value of Competence. Nike do not seem to be explained very well by neither dimension, 

since it do not seem to have any extreme, seeing that the results are tightly gathered 

around 3 (“neither agree nor disagree”). The same could almost be said about Ikea, 

though Sincerity and Competence could be seen as somewhat describing the brand, due 

to obtaining the highest mean value of the positive responses. It should also be 

recognized that both Apple and Ikea have the lowest value of Ruggedness.  

 

Figure 5 - Total means for the brand personality dimensions for all four brands 
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Gender 

Looking at the comparison of the means by gender (see Appendix 10), the mean values 

provided by males and females are fairly similar. The responses tend to go towards the 

same direction for both female and males for all variables of the four brands. There are, 

however, some statistical significant differences between the genders. 

When it comes to Apple, the difference can be seen in the two personality dimensions 

of Excitement (F: 4.34; M: 4.08) and Competence (F: 4.04; M: 3.77), where females 

provided a higher mean value. Even trust (F: 3.30; M: 2.87) is found to be valued 

significantly higher by females who tend to be slightly on the positive side (agree) of 

trust for the Apple brand, compared to males who are slightly more negative (disagree). 

The respondents did not show much of a difference when it comes to Nike. The only 

difference can be said to be found in the personality dimension of Sincerity (F: 3.11; M: 

2.89) (if using a significance level of 0.1), where females in general gave a more 

positive value than males. 

When it comes to Ikea, females produced a higher mean value than males for three 

personality dimension: Sincerity (F: 3.59; M: 3.20), Excitement (F: 3.45; M: 3.10) and 

Sophistication (F: 2.73; M: 2.44). Ruggedness (F: 2.13; M: 1.90) can also be mentioned 

since the significance value of 0.06 is significant if using 0.1 as significant level. 

Identification (F: 2.16; M: 1.69) with Ikea was also something that can be seen to differ 

among gender.  

For Mercedes Benz only Excitement (F: 3.45; M: 3.10) showed a significant difference 

between the genders, where females provided a higher mean value. 

Age 

By reviewing the mean comparison table for age (see Appendix 11) and running a One-

way ANOVA test, it was found that there were not many statistically significant 

differences between the answers from each age group. For the brands Apple, Nike and 

Mercedes Benz no significant differences were found. However, for Ikea there is a 

significant difference between group responses for preference and trust (see Appendix 

12). Also, the personality dimension of Competence could be added to the list if using a 

significant value of 0.1. The difference in mean values for preference can be found 

comparing the age group “older than 31” (2.07) with “22-26” (3.43) and “27-31” (3.40), 

where “older than 31” comparatively have a lower value than the other two groups . It 

should be noted though that the difference between the group “22-26” and “27-31” is 

not significantly different. The difference is only between “older than 31” and “22-26” 

or “older than 31” and “27-31”. Looking at trust, the only significant difference is 

between “older than 31” (2.37) and “22-26” (3.19), which produces a higher mean 

value. If Competence were to be added to the list of significant differences it would be 

between the age group of “older than 31” (2.67) and “22-26” (3.51). A difference 

between the groups “older than 31” and “21 or younger” (3.55) could also be described 

as significant, due to the alpha value of 0.1. What could be noted from this is that 

people in the group “older than 31” tend to have a more negative view of Ikea when it 

comes to preference, trust and if counted for, Competence. 
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Country of Residence 

Previously the graph (see Figure 5) of the total mean values for brand personality of the 

four brands was shown. In the next two figures the brand personality dimensions for the 

four brands are shown again, but this time the answers are divided between Germany 

and Sweden (see Figure 6 & 7). The plotting of the results in a graph like this will 

provide a visual aid to compare and contrast the different or similar tendencies of the 

German and Swedish respondents. 

 

Figure 6 - Brand personality dimensions for Apple and Nike by country of residence 

In the first graph (see Figure 6), with Apple and Nike, it can be seen that the responses 

go most of the time towards similar direction; the only clear difference would be in the 

Excitement dimension for Nike, where Swedish respondents have provided a lower 

value than the German respondents. The responses for Apple though follow the same 

pattern, where Excitement is the strongest feature, and could almost be seen as identical. 
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Figure 7 - Brand personality dimensions for Ikea and Mercedes Benz by country of 
residence 

In the second graph (Figure 7), Ikea and Mercedes Benz is shown. At first glance it 

could easily be seen that the answers by both German and Swedish respondents seem to 

be following a similar pattern, when it comes to describing Mercedes Benz, it is peaking 

at the Competence dimension. Although it is also clearly visible that the Swedish 

responses are overall lower for Mercedes Benz in most dimensions, except for 

Ruggedness. Ikea also follows a similar pattern for both groups with Swedish 

respondents providing a lower mean value overall, the only exception being 

Competence, where Swedish respondents have provided a higher value than German 

respondents. 
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4.4 Significant Findings 

In this part, the most significant findings between the 13 themes for each brand and the 

3 demographic questions are presented to generate a basis for a better understanding of 

the data analysis. On the one side independent t-tests are conducted to test the 

differences between the means of two independent groups. The authors applied this 

method to compare the differences between Germany and Sweden, to be able to answer 

the named research question. On the other side, Pearson correlations with a two-tailed t-

test as well as partial correlations are performed. The correlations are realized to find 

out if a relationship exists between two variables and, moreover, it shows the extent to 

which the variables are related, and the relevant direction (Ho, 2006, p. 183). In addition 

to a simple correlation, where the influences of other variables are not taken into 

consideration, a partial correlation analysis is executed, which means to study the 

relationship between two variables after excluding the effect of one or more 

independent factors. In our case, the variable brand identification will be eliminated in 

order to get a correct picture of the relationship and to show that our framework, which 

includes the intermediate piece of brand identification links brand personality with 

consumers‟ preference and trust, is accurate.  

Independent Sample T-Test 

An independent sample t-test was calculated in order to indicate if there were any 

statistically significant differences between the answers from the respondents, 

categorized by country of residence, for the four brands and the variables measured. The 

detailed t-test of the four brands can be found in Appendix 13.  

There was no significant difference between the answers from the respondents in 

Germany and Sweden for the different personality dimensions describing Apple. 

Neither was there any significant difference for identification, preference and trust. The 

same exists for the personality dimensions about Nike, except for the dimension of 

Excitement (Ger: 3.40; Swe: 3.03) where the German respondents produced a higher 

mean value. However, the respondents did not differ significantly when it comes to 

identification, preference or trust. 

The results for Ikea on the personality dimensions show that there is a significant 

difference among the responses for Sincerity (Ger: 3.64; Swe: 3.20), Excitement (Ger: 

3.54; Swe: 3.05), Competence (Ger: 3.26; Swe: 3.63) and Sophistication (Ger: 2.73; 

Swe: 2.49). The German respondents show a higher mean value for Sincerity, 

Excitement and Sophistication, while the Swedish respondents produce a higher mean 

for Competence. The mean for preference (Ger: 3.53; Swe: 3.07) can be seen to be 

higher for Germany, however, identification and trust shows no difference in responses. 

For Mercedes Benz the responses showed a significant difference for the personality 

dimensions of Sincerity (Ger: 2.99; Swe: 2.74), Excitement (Ger: 3.54; Swe: 3.05) and 

Competence (Ger: 4.37; Swe: 3.68). Sophistication (Ger: 3.51; Swe: 3.32) could also be 

added to that list if using a significance level of 0.1, but not if using 0.05. The German 

respondents produced a higher mean on all three personality dimensions found 

significant (even for Sophistication). Identification and preference resulted in no 

significant difference among the respondents. The mean of trust can be seen to be 

significantly different, showing a higher number by the German respondents (Ger: 3.07; 

Swe: 2.51). 
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Simple Correlation and Partial Correlation 

In order to measure the extent of the relationship between the different variables, simple 

correlation tests were carried out. This method shows the direct correlation between the 

brand personality dimensions with brand identification, consumers‟ preference and 

trust. And in order to see how well the conceptual framework, which was developed in 

the literature review, works for the four brands, a comparison of a simple correlation 

and partial correlation was made. The complete analysis can be found in Appendix 14. 

The partial correlation takes into consideration that the variables may be affected by 

another variable and deletes the effect of other variables in the analysis. In our study, 

brand identification is the connected link between brand personality and consumers‟ 

preference and trust, and will be excluded in the partial correlation. In the following 

only significant values are studied.  

The results for Apple show that the personality dimensions that have the strongest 

correlations with identification, preference and trust are Sincerity, Excitement and 

Competence. Most notably, Sincerity has a correlation of 0.55 with preference and 0.60 

with trust. Excitement has its strongest correlation of 0.51 with trust, while Competence 

is mostly correlated with trust (0.56). 

In the correlation table for Nike it can be found that there is less correlation between the 

variables, compared to Apple. What could be worth pointing out are the three higher 

correlations between: Sincerity and trust (0.42), Excitement and identification (0.41) 

and lastly Competence and trust (0.48).  

Ikea, as well as Nike, do not show results of strong correlations between the personality 

dimensions and the three other variables. However, out of the five personality 

dimensions Sincerity shows some of the higher correlations in the table for 

identification (0.43), preference (0.42) and trust (0.42). Excitement is more correlated 

with preference (0.42) and Competence shows the strongest correlation in the table with 

trust (0.46).  

In the table for Mercedes Benz there are two correlations that are most noticeable, 

which are the one between Sincerity and trust (0.53), but especially between 

Competence and trust (0.70). The result for the correlation between Competence and 

trust for Mercedes Benz is the strongest correlation that can be found in the tables for 

the four brands.  

By looking at the partial correlation tables, the conclusion which can be made is that 

brand identification effects with a different extent the process between brand personality 

and consumers‟ preference and trust. If the value would be equal or relatively small, 

brand identification would not have an influence or would account for less and would 

not be relevant. In total, every brand in our study shows a different and smaller value. 

Nevertheless, overall, it can be said that the differences are very small. Apple shows the 

highest differences with a higher amount of values ≥ 0.1, but still the highest difference 

is only 0.17, which is relatively small and not essential. Apple is followed by Nike, then 

Ikea and ultimately Mercedes Benz. On the one hand, it means that brand identification 

is for Apple more important than for the other brands, but on the other hand it shows 

that brand identification does not play a crucial role in connecting brand personality 

with consumers‟ preferences and trust towards a brand. The smallest differences (≤ 

0,01) can be found for the dimension Ruggedness for the brand Nike regarding 

preference, for Ikea for the dimension Competence with only one factor, which is trust 
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and finally for the brand Mercedes Benz with the dimension Excitement referring to 

trust. In other words, it can be said that the relationship between brand personality and 

consumers‟ preferences and trust is not significantly controlled by the subject brand 

identification. The relationships do not depend strongly on brand identification. 

In the last table of Appendix 14 the means for the total brand personality can be found, 

made by merging all dimensions together, as well as the means of all remaining 

concepts, brand identification, preference and trust. The table shows that neither brand 

possesses a very high level of brand identification (the value does not surpass the value 

2). This supports even more the results of the partial correlation, that brand 

identification does not have a big influence. By contrast consumers‟ preference and trust 

obtain higher mean values.  

By using the total brand personality dimensions for each product and correlate them 

with brand identification, consumers‟ preference and trust, provides us with only 

significant values. The result demonstrates that trust reaches the highest values for all 

four brands, what means that the brand personality dimensions have the highest 

correlation with trust. It is followed by consumers‟ preference, except for Mercedes 

Benz where the correlation is a little bit higher for identification but very similar to 

consumer preference. Identification got the smallest correlations. Furthermore, it can be 

said that the brands with the highest brand personality mean, show the highest 

correlations with trust. For Apple, with one of the strongest brand personality 

dimensions, consumer preference shows also higher values than for Nike and Ikea. 

Mercedes Benz is repetitively an exceptional case, where the correlation for preference 

is smaller than for the brands with weaker brand personality, Nike and Ikea.   



49 

5 DISCUSSION 

This chapter will contain the discussion of the data presented in the previous chapter. 

Each concept and the diversity of findings will be thoroughly debated and combined 

with the existent literature. At the end, the framework designed by the authors will be 

evaluated.  

5.1 Detailed Analysis  

For the sake of convenience for the reader, the conceptual framework designed by the 

authors will be reproduced hereinafter (see Figure 8).  

 

Figure 8 - Reproduction of the conceptual framework 

This framework illustrates the relationships studied in this thesis. The purpose was to 

analyze the relationship between brand personality and brand identification on 

consumers‟ preferences and trust towards a brand.  

The subsequent part of the detailed analysis is divided into two sub items. In the first, 

the findings relevant to the basic relationship of brand personality, brand identification 

on consumers‟ preference and trust will be evaluated, and in the second, the cultural and 

country of origin effects on the relationship on hand will be incorporated and examined.  

The data was presented and analyzed in the prior chapter. As a brief overview, the 

sample contained 317 respondents in total, whereby more females than males were 

present. The predominant age range was 22 to 26 years old. German respondents were 

generally older than Swedish respondents and in the first questionnaire female 

respondents were younger than male respondents.  

The authors decided to use already existing scales from other researchers for the 

respective concepts. The measurement quality and validity of the scales were 

investigated. The results supported the scales applied (Aaker, 1997; Mael & Ashforth, 

1992; Gurviez & Korchai, 2003; Sirgy et al., 1997). Therefore, the critique of Heere 

(2010) who questioned the validity of Aaker‟s scale was proofed to be unfulfilled. 
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Henceforth, the authors will focus on the findings of the distinct concepts and their 

relationships to one another.  

5.1.1 Brand Personality Effects on Brand Identification, Consumers’ Preference 

and Trust 

Paying particular attention to the brand personalities of each brand, it is interesting to 

see that generally the description of the brand is between 3 and 4, with 5 as the highest 

value of possible description. Apple leans towards a brand personality described mainly 

through Excitement (daring, spirited, imaginative, up-to-date) and Competence 

(reliable, intelligent, successful), followed by Sophistication (upper class and 

charming). Nike has a weak brand personality in comparison to the other personalities; 

it is spread mostly nearby the value 3. The dimensions that were found to be the 

strongest for Nike are Excitement and Competence. Ikea also possess a weak 

personality, with higher values in Sincerity (down-to-earth, honest, wholesome, 

cheerful) and Competence. Whereas Mercedes Benz has a clear description with the 

dimension Competence, following by Sophistication and Excitement. It is recognizable 

that Mercedes Benz and Apple have a strong brand personality, whereby Nike and Ikea 

obtain weaker descriptions. Additionally, it can be said that Competence and 

Excitement are used more often to describe the brands of this study, followed by 

Sophistication and Sincerity. Ruggedness is seen as least important for these brands.  

According to the literature, a stronger and more distinctive brand personality simplifies 

the brand identification for the consumers (e.g. Brewer, 1999; Bhattacharya et al, 2003) 

and can have effects on consumers‟ preferences and trust towards a brand (e.g. Sirgy , 

1982; Mengxia, 2007). However, the empirical study in this thesis has pointed out that 

neither brand shows high levels of brand identification among the respondents. The 

highest value is obtained by Ikea with 1.97 and the lowest by Nike with 1.41. Ikea has 

one of the weakest brand personalities compared to Mercedes Benz and Apple, and 

should therefore not show the highest brand identification, according to the literature 

and to the suggested conceptual framework (see Figure 8). Nike also has a weak 

personality, but has the lowest value of brand identification. This shows that the results 

are not following a specific pattern. Therefore, the concept of brand identification, in 

this specific relationship with brand personality, is not supported by the findings. 

Another explanation could be that the brands used in this study are not built on brand 

identification.  

Considering the outcome of the correlation analysis, there are just few brand personality 

dimensions that have a stronger correlation with identification than with consumers‟ 

preferences or trust. Apple has a high correlation between Sincerity and Identification, 

but the direct correlations to preference and trust show higher values. Only Ruggedness 

shows a higher influence on Identification than on the other concepts of consumers‟ 

preference and trust. For Nike, the dimensions Excitement and Sophistication have a 

stronger impact on identification than on preference and trust, and the dimension 

Sincerity has only a bigger effect on identification than on preference. In the case of 

Ikea and Sincerity, the correlation with identification is the highest. For Mercedes Benz 

and the dimensions Sincerity and Ruggedness, the effect on identification overcomes 

the one on preference. The same happens for Sophistication, but with trust. 

Consequently, the brand personality dimensions do not show substantial and truly high 

correlations with identification.  
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The results of the partial correlation show that brand identification does have an impact 

on trust and preferences, but unremarkably. The relationship of brand personality 

directly with consumers‟ preferences and trust towards a brand is more influential than 

with brand identification as an intermediary. From this, the authors question the 

correctness and realizability of the conceptual framework.  

The correlation analysis also provides the authors with the information about which 

brand personality dimension correlates predominantly with which concept. For Apple, 

all dimensions correlate mostly with trust than with any other concept, but the highest 

values receive Sincerity (0.60), Competence (0.56) and then Excitement (0.51). For 

Mercedes Benz all dimensions except Sophistication effect trust the most, with the 

highest values also of Competence (0.70) and Sincerity (0.53). In the case of Nike and 

Ikea, the dimensions Sincerity, Competence are mostly related to trust. Excitement is 

stronger related to preference in the case for Nike (0.35) and Ikea (0.42), and does also 

possesses a high value for Apple (0.35). Sincerity obtains high correlation with 

preference for Ikea (0.42) and Apple (0.55). This lets the authors conclude that 

Competence and Sincerity are mostly related to trust, followed by Excitement. 

Preference is mainly affected by Excitement, followed by Sincerity and Competence.  

A reasonable explanation for Sincerity and Competence affecting brand trust the most is 

that consumers are possibly more likely to trust a brand that is seen as being honest and 

down-to-earth (Sincerity) or reliable and successful (Competence). Sung & Kim (2010) 

also emphasize this fact for the brand personality dimension Sincerity. A brand being 

daring, imaginative and up-to-date (Excitement) can also reflect the reason for 

consumers‟ having a higher preference towards this specific brand.  

Another interesting finding is that the brands Apple and Mercedes Benz, who have the 

strongest brand personality, show some of the strongest correlations between the above 

mentioned personality dimensions and brand trust (> 0.5), compared to the other two 

brands possessing weaker brand personality. This implicates that a strong brand 

personality has an effect on trust. Furthermore, preference receives the second highest 

correlation with brand personality, with the exception of Mercedes Benz. This fact let us 

infer that consumers‟ preference is also directly affected by the personality of a brand.  

5.1.2 Culture and COO Effects on Brand Personality, Brand Identification, 

Consumers’ Preference and Trust 

The first questionnaire was designed with the intention to explore whether respondents 

from different countries view brands differently and whether that difference is 

statistically significant. With that in mind two neutral brands, considering the country of 

residence for the respondents, were chosen (Apple and Nike, both originally from the 

US). 

Not many significant differences were found when comparing the results from Sweden 

and Germany in this questionnaire. The only significant difference to be found was in 

the Excitement dimension of Nike, with Germany giving higher scores. Other than that 

the responses were fairly similar leading us to believe that there is no big difference on 

viewing brand personality between Germany and Sweden, when it comes to neutral (no 

country biased) brands.  
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The second questionnaire examined the possible country of origin bias among the 

respondents perception of brands. Therefore two brands, one from each of the countries 

investigated was chosen, Ikea from Sweden and Mercedes Benz from Germany. 

The results for questionnaire two showed more significant differences than the results 

for questionnaire one. However, the difference seems to be most of the time that the 

German respondents think that the brand personality dimensions, used in this study, are 

more descriptive for the brands Ikea and Mercedes Benz than the Swedish respondents. 

The exception was Competence for Ikea and Ruggedness for Mercedes Benz, where the 

Swedish respondents produced a higher mean value. Otherwise the answers are 

following fairly the same pattern, as can be seen in Figure 7, from the previous chapter. 

This leads us to believe that the differences between the two cultures do not rely on 

what traits are seen as most descriptive, but on the view of the strength of those 

personalities. This could also mean that Swedish people do not give as expressive or 

descriptive answers as German people do. 

It should also be mentioned though that the biggest difference in responses was 

concerned with the personality dimension of Competence for Mercedes Benz. 

Competence as explained by Aaker (1997) is about responsibility, dependability and 

security and is measured by the facets reliable, intelligent and successful. To explain the 

differences it could be said that the age groups were wider in the German sample, 

meaning that there might have been more older people with higher income, where 

owning a car might be more probable, compared to the Swedish sample which mainly 

consisted of students, which in general have low purchase power. Therefore people in 

the German sample could possibly have more experience with the Mercedes Benz 

brand. Another explanation could be the fact that Mercedes Benz is a German brand and 

the success and reliability, or basically the Competence dimension of the brand might 

be more familiar for the German respondents. 

An interesting point is that Ikea was perceived to have a stronger brand personality 

among German respondents instead of Swedish respondents. This makes us believe that 

there is no country of origin bias of the brand when respondents of these two countries 

evaluate the brand personality. However, Swedish respondents produced a higher value 

for Competence, which could be explained in a similar way as for Mercedes Benz, 

namely that the competence of Ikea is better known in Sweden, for instance most people 

are aware of the successes of the brand and the practical (intelligent) way the furniture 

is assembled. 

An interesting thing to point out is that preference for Ikea was actually higher with 

German respondents than Swedish respondents. This could be an indication that 

consumer ethnocentrism do not affect the respondents in this particular study. However, 

compared to CET, the COO effect does not always have to do with people preferring 

brands or products from one‟s own country, but rather other country images can have a 

good reputation, as explained in the example by Herche (1992 cited in Shankarmahesh, 

2006, p. 148). Nevertheless, this aspect is not measured in this study and it is possible 

that the Swedish image is no reason for these results. Instead an international company 

like Ikea has probably earned a reputation on its own merit. For instance, previous 

research by Xuehua and Zhilin (2008, p. 470) found that brand personality have a 

greater influence than COO.  
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Why the Swedish respondents had a more neutral response for preference in the case of 

Ikea cannot be known. However, it should be noted that the data for the Swedish sample 

was collected among students in Umeå, where the nearest Ikea is quite far away. In 

other words, Ikea have no direct presence in Umeå. An explanation for the high scores 

in Germany can be that Germany is Ikea‟s biggest market, with the highest sales in 

2010, and with 44 locations its predominant presence, thus, well-known and famous 

(Ikea, 2010; Ortiz, 2011).  

The results do not present any signs of CET affecting the respondents at all. The 

answers illustrate something different to Okechuku‟s (1994) findings of consumers 

preferring domestically-made products. The reason being that the answers for all four 

brands concerning brand identification, consumers‟ preference and trust did not share 

much difference, except the ones already pointed out. Even the differences found are 

still not enough to safely say that CET or COO have an effect. However, it should be 

mentioned that the number of brands used is not many and we do not know the 

preferred brand in each product category, for instance, there are more German car 

brands than Mercedes Benz. Nevertheless, it was at least expected that, as an example, 

German respondents would still show higher level of identification than Swedish 

respondents with Mercedes Benz, and the opposite with Ikea. Since this is not the case 

in this study, it can be said that the respondents, in contrary to the CET, evaluate the 

brands on its own merits and characteristics as explained by Shimp and Sharma (1987, 

p. 280) In that sense, the consumers in the German and Swedish market can be seen as 

not being driven by nationalistic tendencies when making their product choice. Still it is 

difficult to say, since, according to Xuehua and Zhilin (2008, p. 459), the COO image, 

or in particular the preconceptions, are often product category driven. 

5.2 Evaluation of the Conceptual Framework 

The literature review, Chapter 2, ended with the presentation of a conceptual framework 

designed by the authors for this thesis, which was reproduced in the beginning of this 

chapter (see Figure 8). The framework illustrated the relationship between brand 

personality, brand identification and consumers‟ preferences and trust. The literature 

review supported this specific development of the framework. After the empirical study 

and the analysis of the findings, the authors found differences in the results and suggest 

changing the conceptual framework. The brand personality dimensions did not show to 

have the expected influence on brand identification. The authors suggest therefore 

removing this particular concept from the conceptual framework, even though it shows 

some weak effects in the partial correlation. Overall, it does not have a significant 

influence due to very low mean value for all brands. Instead, brand personality appears 

to be more relevant through the direct connection to consumers‟ preferences and trust, 

where it shows higher correlations.  

Regarding the cultural differences, the analysis of the findings showed that there are 

overall not many significant differences regarding the distinct concepts, but some 

varieties are noticed. In general, Germany and Sweden are following similar patterns, 

but there are some differences standing out. However, the results are still inconclusive 

and therefore the authors decided not to remove the concept of cultural difference from 

the framework, only to dash the quadrates respectively for Germany and Sweden.  

Figure 9 on the next page shows the modified version of the conceptual framework.  
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Figure 9 - Modified conceptual framework 

Getting back to the hypothesis stated in the end of the literature review (Chapter 2), the 

authors are not able to fully accept the first hypothesis (H1: Brand personality is 

positively related to brand identification) based on the empirical findings. The results 

show a weak effect of brand identification for these relationships. Therefore, the second 

and third hypothesis cannot be supported as well (H2: Brand identification is positively 

related to consumers‟ preferences towards a brand; H3: Brand identification is 

positively related to consumers‟ trust towards a brand), due to the prior statement that 

brand identification does not show high values and thus, no significant effects. The 

hypothesis four and five are related to culture and the country of origin effect (H4: 

Culture has an effect on brand personality and brand identification leading to 

differences in consumers‟ preferences and trust towards a brand; H5: The COO has a 

positive influence on the strength of brand personality, brand identification and their 

preferences and trust towards a brand). The results are ambiguous and inconclusive, 

which prevented the authors from being able to support or reject the stated hypothesis 

who were based on the reviewed literature.  

However, researchers hold the opinion that brand personality has an impact on 

consumers‟ behavior, especially on consumers‟ preference and trust (e.g. Sirgy, 1982; 

Mengxia, 2007). Through the transformation of the conceptual framework (see Figure 

9), the rearrangement of the relationship, the empirical findings can support the notions 

of the named researchers that brand personality affects trust, but also consumers‟ 

preference towards a brand.   
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6 CONCLUSIONS 

The last chapter will provide the reader with the conclusions of the study at hand and 

will answer the research questions that determine if the objectives of the study were 

achieved. Moreover, limitations of this study, theoretical and practical implications, as 

well as recommendations for future research will be presented.  

6.1 General Conclusions 

The general aim for this study was to investigate if brand personality could have an 

effect on brand identification, consumers‟ preference and trust towards a brand, and 

furthermore, if the effect of brand personality is mediated through brand identification, 

as a connecting link, and from there to preference and trust. All this was conducted in a 

cultural context, where the countries of Germany and Sweden were compared. To 

measure these items and to collect the data needed, two questionnaires was designed, 

one with the brands Apple and Nike and the other with Ikea and Mercedes Benz. This 

specific split of brands into the two questionnaires was performed in order to see if there 

were any differences in answers. The first one included, in a cultural sense, neutral 

brands, and the second one, brands with a „country of origin‟ bias. The data gathered 

was then analyzed with the help of various statistical techniques. Once analyzed, the 

findings were discussed more in-depth, in the previous chapter, in order to provide 

possible explanations, and also to compare them with the existing theory. What remains 

is the conclusion and the presentation of the answers to the research questions of this 

study. 

RQ1: Do brand personality and brand identification have an effect on consumers‟ 

preferences and trust towards a brand?  

By looking at the correlation tables there were indications that the brand personality 

dimensions of Sincerity and Competence could be part of the explanations for brand 

trust, and the dimension Excitement for brand preference. Regarding the total scores of 

the brand personality dimensions correlating with identification, preference and trust, 

show that trust and consumers‟ preference towards a brand are directly affected by the 

brand personality of a brand. Therefore it is possible, in this study, to draw the 

conclusion that brand personalities have an effect on consumers‟ preference and trust 

towards a brand. However, brand identification was given a very low score for all four 

brands and there was no statistical difference to be found between the various groups. 

Even though there were some signs of identification to be part of the explanation for the 

results of preference and trust, it would not be reasonable to neglect how little emphasis 

respondents put on identification for the four brands. Therefore it can be concluded that 

there is no support, in this study, for the idea that brand identification can affect 

consumers‟ preference and trust towards a brand. 

RQ2: Do brand personality and brand identification mediate the influence of culture on 

consumers‟ preferences and trust?  

One of the objectives of this study was to search for cultural differences. The results 

from both questionnaires show that there do not seem to be much cultural differences at 

all. At least there are no strong signs of a COO or CET effect on the respondents‟ 

answers, drawing the conclusion that there is no country bias when it comes to 

identification, preference and trust. The only real significant difference found was that, 
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overall, German respondents tended to give the brand personality dimensions a higher 

score than the Swedish respondents, especially in questionnaire two. Other than that, the 

cultural values were fairly similar to the total values for the five brand personality 

dimensions, brand identification, consumers‟ preference and trust. In addition, what is 

shown by the graphs presented, in particular the graph for questionnaire two (see Figure 

7) that, even if Swedish respondents produced a lower value, the tendencies or direction 

of the answers were fairly similar. 

Another evidence for the point that the COO and CET do not have a huge influence on 

the respondents‟ answers was the fact that even though German respondents had the 

highest trust for Mercedes Benz, they also had the highest preference for Ikea, the 

Swedish brand in the sample. Therefore, the results can be described as inconclusive. 

This means that it cannot be said that culture have or do not have an explicit influence 

on the relationship between brand personality, brand identification, consumer 

preference and trust in our study.  

6.2 Theoretical Implications 

This study contributes to the existing literature on brand personality as well as touches 

upon the theories of brand identification, preference and trust. Different perspectives of 

researchers have been discussed. Therefore, this thesis will contribute to the ongoing 

debate and discussion on the brand personality concept. The findings of the thesis give 

rise to further discussion of, whether or not brand identification plays a significant role 

within the theory of brand personality. The addition to cultural theories, used in this 

study, have not contributed much proof that consumer ethnocentrism tendencies and 

country of origin effects influence consumers‟ evaluation process of a brand.  

6.3 Managerial Implications 

The findings and results of our research study also raise practical implications for 

marketing managers. Receiving information about consumers is advantageous for 

companies and for managers being able to create appropriate and suitable marketing 

concepts and strategies.  

Brand personality gives marketers the possibility to differentiate their products from 

others and assign them a distinct brand personality, additional to the normal capabilities 

of modifying product characteristics. The brands we chose demonstrate some of the 

brand personality variations a brand can have. The presentation of the empirical 

findings showed that brand personality can influence consumers‟ behavior, particularly 

trust and preference towards a brand. The right application of the brand personality 

concept can enable companies to increase their success, sales and market share. 

Marketers can communicate special personal characteristics through their brands and 

products, for instance by using advertising, marketing actions, price and psychological 

associations, with which they are able to affect consumers‟ perception towards the 

brand and thus, their consumer behavior.  

Consequently, the present study with their concepts and chains of actions is essential for 

companies, managers and marketers, and their marketing strategies and concepts.  
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6.4 Limitations 

Just like any other study, the one at hand has its limitations. The study was conducted 

by using two separate questionnaires, both in English language, the same for German 

and Swedish respondents. Although it was demonstrated throughout the study that both 

countries have the English language well-established and the English level was fairly 

simple, there may have been some ambiguities and misunderstandings. As a 

consequence, the research was limited to the selection of respondents being well-

educated in or fairly familiar with the English language. By reason of the quantity of 

dimension and theories tested, which made it impossible to create one compact 

questionnaire that provides us with the necessary information, the splitting of the 

questionnaire was necessary. Even by dividing the questionnaire in two, only four 

brands could be examined. Studying more brands would have been far too much for this 

study, but might have resulted in clearer and more conclusive results.  

During the data collection, the authors attempt to avoid obvious biases. To prevent 

misunderstandings, the survey included in the beginning a brief explanation of the 

purpose of the study, privacy issues and the sets of questions to be answered. 

Furthermore, explanations by the authors were given whenever the respondent was 

uncertain how to interpret the question.  

Due to the lack of funding and time constraints to be able to make a probability sample, 

a non-probability sample was used in this study. The researchers tried to maximize their 

capabilities to be able to generalize the findings. Therefore, the approach was to select 

not only one type of group for this study, but rather multifaceted groups of respondents. 

But the sample showed tendencies of aggregation of a certain age group, which might 

have affected the data bias.  

6.5 Recommendations for Future Research 

In this study it was found that brand identification did not get high values from the 

respondents in Germany and Sweden. The authors suggest a research where it is 

investigated what the important characteristics for a brand are, in order for a consumer 

to identify themselves with it. Maybe, brand identification is not that important for 

German and Swedish consumers, for the type of product categories or for the four 

brands chosen for this study. Therefore, a similar study, to the one in this thesis, could 

be made, in other cultural contexts, with different product categories and brands; and 

additionally, by also focusing more on demographic differences, such as socio-

economic and age differences. Age, for instance, was not investigated in depth in this 

study, because it was not relevant for the research questions explored, and due to the 

fairly homogeneous age groups the data was collected from. Furthermore, this study 

mostly focused on how brand personality is perceived by consumers, namely the people 

on the outside. Therefore, it would be interesting to make a qualitative study by 

interviewing key people at firms about how they perceive their brand, how they want 

their brand to be perceived and then investigate if consumers have the same perception 

of those brands.  
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APPENDIXES 

 

 

BRAND PERSONALITY SCALE (by Aaker, 1997) 

Traits Facet Facet Name Dimension 

    
Down-to-earth 1a Down-to-earth Sincerity 

Family-oriented 1a   

Small-town 1a   

Honest 1b Honest  

Sincere 1b   

Real 1b   

Wholesome 1c Wholesome  

Original 1c   

Cheerful 1d Cheerful  

Sentimental 1d   

Friendly 1d   

Daring 2a Daring Excitement 

Trendy 2a   

Exciting 2a   

Spirited 2b Spirited  

Cool 2b   

Young 2b   

Imaginative 2c Imaginative  

Unique 2c   

Up-to-date 2d Up-to-date  

Independent 2d   

Contemporary 2d   
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Reliable 3a Reliable Competence 

Hard working 3a   

Secure 3a   

Intelligent 3b Intelligent  

Technical 3b   

Corporate 3b   

Successful 3c Successful  

Leader 3c   

Confident 3c   

Upper class 4a Upper class Sophistication 

Glamorous 4a   

Good looking 4a   

Charming 4b Charming  

Feminine 4b   

Smooth 4b   

Outdoorsy 5a Outdoorsy Ruggedness 

Masculine 5a   

Western 5a   

Tough 5b Tough  

Rugged 5b   
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Questionnaire 
 
 

This is an academic study with the purpose of investigating the attitudes of Swedish and 
German inhabitants towards brand personality. The results will not be used for any other 
issue than for the topic of this thesis. The data provided below will be treated anonymously 
and confidentially. We would really appreciate if you answer the following questions.  
 
 
Country of residence:   German    Swedish   
 
 
Gender:  Male     
   Female       
 
 
Age:    less than 21  22 – 26        27 – 31   older than 31 
 

 

The following questions are about two brands of products.  

There are two sets of questions for each brand (please read carefully through the 
instructions before answering the questions).  

 

1. In the first set of questions, we would like you to think of each brand as if it were a 
person. This may sound unusual, but think of a set of personality traits or human 
characteristics associated with each particular brand. For further explanation, you will 
find in brackets descriptive traits for each characteristic. For example, you might think 
of Harley Davidson as being rugged or tough.  

For each of the listed statements, please check the one response that best expresses 
the extent to which you find the characteristic as descriptive or not descriptive. 

Circle only one box for each of them. 

 

2. In the second set of questions, we ask you to give your opinion about each statement. 
Please check the one response that best expresses the extent to which you agree or 
disagree with that statement.  

Circle only one box for each of them. 

 
 
Thank you for your participation! 
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a) Apple  
 

1. What characteristics would you associate with Apple:  

 

Not at all 
descriptive 

   
Extremely 
descriptive  

Down-to-earth (family oriented, small-town)      

Honest (sincere, real)      

Wholesome (original)      

Cheerful (sentimental, friendly)      

Daring (trendy, exciting)      

Spirited  (cool, young)      

Imaginative  (unique)      

Up-to-date  (independent, contemporary)      

Reliable  (hard-working, secure)      

Intelligent  (technical, corporate)      

Successful  (leader, confident)      

Upper class (glamorous, good looking)      

Charming  (feminine, smooth)      

Outdoorsy  (masculine, Western)      

Tough  (rugged)      

 

2. What do you think about Apple: 
 Totally 

disagree 
   

Totally 
agree 

I am very interested in what others think about this brand      

When someone praises this brand it feels like a personal compliment      

This brand’s successes are my successes      

I can identify myself with the brand      

When someone criticizes the brand, it feels like a personal insult      

The products of this brand make me feel safe      

I trust the quality of the products of this brand      

This brand is sincere towards its consumers      

This brand is honest towards its clients      

I think that this brand is always looking to improve its products to 
better satisfy the consumer needs.  

     

I like this brand more than other brands in the same product category      

I prefer this brand over other brands in the same product category      
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b) Nike 
 

1. What characteristics would you associate with Nike:  

 

Not at all 
descriptive 

   
Extremely 
descriptive  

Down-to-earth (family oriented, small-town)      

Honest (sincere, real)      

Wholesome (original)      

Cheerful (sentimental, friendly)      

Daring (trendy, exciting)      

Spirited  (cool, young)      

Imaginative  (unique)      

Up-to-date  (independent, contemporary)      

Reliable  (hard-working, secure)      

Intelligent  (technical, corporate)      

Successful  (leader, confident)      

Upper class (glamorous, good looking)      

Charming  (feminine, smooth)      

Outdoorsy  (masculine, Western)      

Tough  (rugged)      

 

2. What do you think about Nike: 
 Totally 

disagree 
   

Totally 
agree 

I am very interested in what others think about this brand      

When someone praises this brand it feels like a personal compliment      

This brand’s successes are my successes      

I can identify myself with the brand      

When someone criticizes the brand, it feels like a personal insult      

The products of this brand make me feel safe      

I trust the quality of the products of this brand      

This brand is sincere towards its consumers      

This brand is honest towards its clients      

I think that this brand is always looking to improve its products to 
better satisfy the consumer needs.  

     

I like this brand more than other brands in the same product category      

I prefer this brand over other brands in the same product category      
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Questionnaire 
 
 

This is an academic study with the purpose of investigating the attitudes of Swedish and 
German inhabitants towards brand personality. The results will not be used for any other 
issue than for the topic of this thesis. The data provided below will be treated anonymously 
and confidentially. We would really appreciate if you answer the following questions.  
 
 
Country of residence:   German    Swedish   
 
 
Gender:  Male     
   Female       
 
 
Age:    less than 21  22 – 26        27 – 31   older than 31 
 

 

The following questions are about two brands of products.  

There are two sets of questions for each brand (please read carefully through the 
instructions before answering the questions).  

 

3. In the first set of questions, we would like you to think of each brand as if it were a 
person. This may sound unusual, but think of a set of personality traits or human 
characteristics associated with each particular brand. For further explanation, you will 
find in brackets descriptive traits for each characteristic. For example, you might think 
of Harley Davidson as being rugged or tough.  

For each of the listed statements, please check the one response that best expresses 
the extent to which you find the characteristic as descriptive or not descriptive. 

Circle only one box for each of them. 

 

4. In the second set of questions, we ask you to give your opinion about each statement. 
Please check the one response that best expresses the extent to which you agree or 
disagree with that statement.  

Circle only one box for each of them. 

 
 
Thank you for your participation! 
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c) Ikea  
 

3. What characteristics would you associate with Ikea:  

 

Not at all 
descriptive 

   
Extremely 
descriptive  

Down-to-earth (family oriented, small-town)      

Honest (sincere, real)      

Wholesome (original)      

Cheerful (sentimental, friendly)      

Daring (trendy, exciting)      

Spirited  (cool, young)      

Imaginative  (unique)      

Up-to-date  (independent, contemporary)      

Reliable  (hard-working, secure)      

Intelligent  (technical, corporate)      

Successful  (leader, confident)      

Upper class (glamorous, good looking)      

Charming  (feminine, smooth)      

Outdoorsy  (masculine, Western)      

Tough  (rugged)      

 

4. What do you think about Ikea: 
 Totally 

disagree 
   

Totally 
agree 

I am very interested in what others think about this brand      

When someone praises this brand it feels like a personal compliment      

This brand’s successes are my successes      

I can identify myself with the brand      

When someone criticizes the brand, it feels like a personal insult      

The products of this brand make me feel safe      

I trust the quality of the products of this brand      

This brand is sincere towards its consumers      

This brand is honest towards its clients      

I think that this brand is always looking to improve its products to 
better satisfy the consumer needs.  

     

I like this brand more than other brands in the same product category      

I prefer this brand over other brands in the same product category      
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d) Mercedes Benz 
 

1. What characteristics would you associate with Mercedes Benz:  
 

 

Not at all 
descriptive 

   
Extremely 
descriptive  

Down-to-earth (family oriented, small-town)      

Honest (sincere, real)      

Wholesome (original)      

Cheerful (sentimental, friendly)      

Daring (trendy, exciting)      

Spirited  (cool, young)      

Imaginative  (unique)      

Up-to-date  (independent, contemporary)      

Reliable  (hard-working, secure)      

Intelligent  (technical, corporate)      

Successful  (leader, confident)      

Upper class (glamorous, good looking)      

Charming  (feminine, smooth)      

Outdoorsy  (masculine, Western)      

Tough  (rugged)      
 

2. What do you think about Mercedes Benz: 
 Totally 

disagree 
   

Totally 
agree 

I am very interested in what others think about this brand      

When someone praises this brand it feels like a personal compliment      

This brand’s successes are my successes      

I can identify myself with the brand      

When someone criticizes the brand, it feels like a personal insult      

The products of this brand make me feel safe      

I trust the quality of the products of this brand      

This brand is sincere towards its consumers      

This brand is honest towards its clients      

I think that this brand is always looking to improve its products to 
better satisfy the consumer needs.  

     

I like this brand more than other brands in the same product category      

I prefer this brand over other brands in the same product category      
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DEMOGRAPHICS  

 

QUESTIONNAIRE 1 (Apple & Nike) 

 

Country of residence 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Country 

of residence 

Germany 100 60.6 60.6 60.6 

Sweden 65 39.4 39.4 100.0 

Total 165 100.0 100.0  

Gender 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Gender Female 95 57.6 57.6 57.6 

Male 70 42.4 42.4 100.0 

Total 165 100.0 100.0  

Age 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Age 21 or younger 19 11.5 11.5 11.5 

22-26 108 65.5 65.5 77.0 

27-31 27 16.4 16.4 93.3 

 older than 31 11 6.7 6.7 100.0 

 Total 165 100.0 100.0  
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QUESTIONNAIRE 2 (Ikea & Mercedes Benz) 

Country of residence 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Country 

of residence 

Germany 81 53.3 53.3 53.3 

Sweden 71 46.7 46.7 100.0 

Total 152 100.0 100.0  

Gender 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Gender Female 91 59.9 59.9 59.9 

Male 61 40.1 40.1 100.0 

Total 152 100.0 100.0  

Age 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Age 21 or younger 22 14.5 14.5 14.5 

22-26 97 63.8 63.8 78.3 

27-31 26 17.1 17.1 95.4 

 older than 31 7 4.6 4.6 100.0 

 Total 152 100.0 100.0  
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QUESTIONNAIRE 1 & 2 (together) 

Country of residence 

 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Country 

of residence 

Germany 181 57.1 57.1 57.1 

Sweden 136 42.9 42.9 100.0 

Total 317 100.0 100.0  

Gender 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Gender Female 186 58.7 58.7 58.7 

Male 131 41.3 41.3 100.0 

Total 317 100.0 100.0  

Age 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Age 21 or younger 41 12.9 12.9 12.9 

22-26 205 64.7 64.7 77.6 

27-31 53 16.7 16.7 94.3 

 older than 31 18 5.7 5.7 100.0 

 Total 317 100.0 100.0  
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CROSSTABULATION 

 

QUESTIONNAIRE 1  

Gender * Age  

 
Age 

 

Total 21 or younger 22-26 27-31 older than 31 

Gender Female Count 14 64 15 2 95 

Expected Count 10.9 62.2 15.5 6.3 95.0 

Male Count 5 44 12 9 70 

Expected Count 8.1 45.8 11.5 4.7 70.0 

 Total Count 19 108 27 11 165 

Expected Count 19.0 108.0 27.0 11.0 165.0 

 

 

 

Country of residence * Age  

 
Age 

 

Total 21 or younger 22-26 27-31 older than 31 

Country  

of residence 

Germany Count 2 67 21 10 100 

Expected Count 11.5 65.5 16.4 6.7 100.0 

Sweden Count 17 41 6 1 65 

Expected Count 7.5 42.5 10.6 4.3 65.0 

 Total Count 19 108 27 11 165 

Expected Count 19.0 108.0 27.0 11.0 165.0 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 2 

 

Country of residence * Age  

 
Age 

 

Total 21 or younger 22-26 27-31 older than 31 

Country  

of residence 

Germany Count 4 51 20 6 81 

Expected Count 11.7 51.7 13.9 3.7 81.0 

Sweden Count 18 46 6 1 71 

Expected Count 10.3 45.3 12.1 3.3 71.0 

 Total Count 22 97 26 7 152 

Expected Count 22.0 97.0 26.0 7.0 152.0 
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FACTOR ANALYSIS 

APPLE  

Brand Personality 

 

Rotated Component Matrix
a
 

Apple 
Component 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 - Intelligent (technical, corporate) .793     

1 - Reliable (hard-working, secure) .734  .430   

1 - Successful (leader, confident) .711 .326    

1 - Up-to-date (independet, contemporary) .635     

1 - Imaginative (unique) .544 .482    

1 - Daring (trendy, exciting)  .829    

1 - Spirited (cool, young) .307 .779    

1 - Upperclass (glamorous, good looking)  .573   .534 

1 - Honest (sincere, real)   .733 .333  

1 - Cheerful (sentimental, friendly)   .667   

1 - Down to earth (family oriented, small-town)  -.310 .663 .371  

1 - Wholesome (original) .328 .375 .546   

1 - Tough (rugged)    .881  

1 - Outdoorsy (masculine, Western)    .861  

1 - Charming (feminine, smooth)     .911 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

a. Rotation converged in 7 iterations. 

 

 

 

Total Variance Explained 

Component Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 

Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

dimension0 

1 2.754 18.362 18.362 

2 2.452 16.350 34.711 

3 2.111 14.071 48.783 

4 1.810 12.065 60.848 

5 1.275 8.500 69.348 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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APPLE  

Brand Identification, Consumers’ Preferences & Trust 

 

Rotated Component Matrix
a
 

Apple 
Component 

1 2 3 

4 - I like this brand more than other brands in the same  

     product category 

.828  .362 

4 - I prefer this brand over other brands in the same category .811  .361 

2 - I am very interested in what others think about this brand .613 .429  

3 - The products of this brand make me feel safe .572 .328 .348 

2 - I can identify myself with the brand .560 .519  

2 - When someone praises this brand it feels like a  

     personal compliment 

 .890  

2 - This brand’s successes are my successes  .880  

2 - When someone criticizes the brand, it feels like a  

     personal insult 

 .809  

3 - This brand is sincere towards its consumers   .899 

3 - This brand is honest towards its clients   .881 

3 - I trust the quality of the products of this brand .517  .607 

3 - I think that this brand is always looking to improve its  

     products to better satisfy the consumer needs 

.403  .563 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

a. Rotation converged in 7 iterations. 

 

 

 

Total Variance Explained 

Component Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 

Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

dimension0 

1 2.976 24.803 24.803 

2 2.940 24.504 49.307 

3 2.781 23.171 72.478 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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IKEA 

Brand Personality 

 

Rotated Component Matrix
a
 

Ikea 
Component 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 - Spirited (cool, young) .832     

1 - Daring (trendy, exciting) .821     

1 - Up-to-date (independet, contemporary) .571 .373   .420 

1 - Intelligent (technical, corporate)  .803    

1 - Reliable (hard-working, secure)  .789    

1 - Successful (leader, confident)  .725    

1 - Honest (sincere, real)   .848   

1 - Down to earth (family oriented, small-town)   .754   

1 - Cheerful (sentimental, friendly) .505  .549  -.380 

1 - Wholesome (original) .361  .521   

1 - Tough (rugged)    .784  

1 - Outdoorsy (masculine, Western)    .771 -.325 

1 - Charming (feminine, smooth)    .583 .366 

1 - Upperclass (glamorous, good looking) .394 .395  .517  

1 - Imaginative (unique) .334    .710 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

a. Rotation converged in 7 iterations. 

 

 

 

Total Variance Explained 

Component Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 

Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

dimension0 

1 2.448 16.317 16.317 

2 2.248 14.989 31.307 

3 2.016 13.438 44.745 

4 1.956 13.039 57.783 

5 1.268 8.453 66.236 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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IKEA 

Brand Identification, Consumers’ Preferences & Trust 

 

Rotated Component Matrix
a
 

Ikea 
Component 

1 2 3 

2 - This brand’s successes are my successes .880   

2 - When someone praises this brand it feels like a  

      personal compliment 

.848   

2 - When someone criticizes the brand, it feels like a  

      personal insult 

.789   

2 - I am very interested in what others think about this brand .738   

2 - I can identify myself with the brand .595  .432 

3 - This brand is sincere towards its consumers  .878  

3 - This brand is honest towards its clients  .851  

3 - I trust the quality of the products of this brand  .684  

3 - I think that this brand is always looking to improve its  

      products to better satisfy the consumer needs 

 .632 .315 

3 - The products of this brand make me feel safe .391 .607  

4 - I prefer this brand over other brands in the same category   .915 

4 - I like this brand more than other brands in the same  

      product category 

  .907 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations. 

 

 

 

Total Variance Explained 

Component Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 

Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

dimension0 

1 3.263 27.189 27.189 

2 2.885 24.039 51.229 

3 2.036 16.970 68.199 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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MERCEDES BENZ 

Brand Personality 

 

Rotated Component Matrix
a
 

Mercedes Benz 
Component 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 - Successful (leader, confident) .831     

1 - Intelligent (technical, corporate) .774     

1 - Upperclass (glamorous, good looking) .662  -.407   

1 - Reliable (hard-working, secure) .656  .511   

1 - Up-to-date (independet, contemporary) .552 .437    

1 - Daring (trendy, exciting)  .844    

1 - Spirited (cool, young)  .825    

1 - Imaginative (unique) .391 .539   .490 

1 - Down to earth (family oriented, small-town)   .792   

1 - Honest (sincere, real)   .657  .326 

1 - Cheerful (sentimental, friendly)  .453 .487   

1 - Tough (rugged)    .834  

1 - Outdoorsy (masculine, Western)    .808  

1 - Wholesome (original)     .691 

1 - Charming (feminine, smooth)  .459   -.608 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

a. Rotation converged in 7 iterations. 

 

 

 

Total Variance Explained 

Component Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 

Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

dimension0 

1 2.795 18.632 18.632 

2 2.522 16.815 35.447 

3 1.973 13.152 48.599 

4 1.513 10.088 58.686 

5 1.373 9.150 67.837 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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MERCEDES BENZ 

Brand Identification, Consumers’ Preferences & Trust 

 

Rotated Component Matrix
a
 

Mercedes Benz 
Component 

1 2 3 

3 - This brand is honest towards its clients .891   

3 - This brand is sincere towards its consumers .860   

3 - I think that this brand is always looking to improve its 

     products to better satisfy the consumer needs 

.829   

3 - I trust the quality of the products of this brand .825   

3 - The products of this brand make me feel safe .685   

2 - This brand’s successes are my successes  .899  

2 - When someone criticizes the brand, it feels like a  

      personal insult 

 .857  

2 - When someone praises this brand it feels like a  

      personal compliment 

 .834  

2 - I can identify myself with the brand  .753 .334 

2 - I am very interested in what others think about this brand  .753  

4 - I like this brand more than other brands in the same  

      product category 

  .920 

4 - I prefer this brand over other brands in the same category   .916 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

a. Rotation converged in 4 iterations. 

 

 

 

Total Variance Explained 

Component Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 

Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

dimension0 

1 3.594 29.950 29.950 

2 3.519 29.323 59.273 

3 1.971 16.427 75.700 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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MEAN COMPARISON  

By Country of residence 

 

 Apple  Nike 

Scale Germany Sweden Total  Germany Sweden Total 

Brand 

Personality 

Sincerity 2.8200 2.9500 2.8712  3.0300 2.9962 3.0167 

Excitement 4.2700 4.1577 4.2258  3.4000 3.0269 3.2530 

Competence 3.8800 3.9949 3.9253  3.1900 3.2718 3.2222 

Sophistication 3.5200 3.5462 3.5303  2.6550 2.6923 2.6697 

Ruggedness 2.0000 2.1385 2.0545  2.8550 2.7923 2.8303 

Theory  Brand 

Identification 

1.8480 1.7569 1.8121  1.4340 1.3846 1.4145 

Preferences 2.9850 2.9077 2.9545  2.3400 2.4154 2.3697 

Trust 3.0640 3.2000 3.1176  3.0380 2.8492 2.9636 

 

 

 

 

 Ikea  Mercedes Benz 

Scale Germany Sweden Total  Germany Sweden Total 

Brand 

Personality  

Sincerity 3.6420 3.1972 3.4342  2.9938 2.7430 2.8766 

Excitement 3.5401 3.0528 3.3125  3.5401 3.0528 3.3125 

Competence 3.2593 3.6338 3.4342  4.3704 3.6761 4.0461 

Sophistication 2.7284 2.4859 2.6151  3.5062 3.3169 3.4178 

Ruggedness 2.0802 1.9859 2.0362  3.0556 3.1056 3.0789 

Theory  Brand 

Identification 

1.9333 2.0113 1.9697  1.6444 1.4704 1.5632 

Preferences 3.5309 3.0704 3.3158  2.5741 2.3873 2.4868 

Trust 3.1481 3.0873 3.1197  3.0691 2.5070 2.8066 
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MEAN COMPARISON  

By Gender 

 

 

 Apple  Nike 

Scale Female Male Total  Female Male Total 

Brand 

Personality 

Sincerity 2.9447 2.7714 2.8712  3.1079 2.8929 3.0167 

Excitement 4.3368 4.0750 4.2258  3.2526 3.2536 3.2530 

Competence 4.0421 3.7667 3.9253  3.2246 3.2190 3.2222 

Sophistication 3.5368 3.5214 3.5303  2.6421 2.7071 2.6697 

Ruggedness 2.1211 1.9643 2.0545  2.8368 2.8214 2.8303 

Theory  Brand 

Identification 

1.8484 1.7629 

 

1.8121 

 

 1.4295 

 

1.3943 

 

1.4145 

Preferences 3.0842 2.7786 2.9545  2.3316 2.4214 2.3697 

Trust 3.2989 2.8714 3.1176  2.9389 2.9971 2.9636 

 

 

 

 

 Ikea  Mercedes Benz 

Scale Female Male Total  Female Male Total 

Brand 

Personality  

Sincerity 3.5879 3.2049 3.4342  2.9066 

 

2.8320 

 

2.8766 

 

Excitement 3.4533 3.1025 3.3125  3.4533 3.1025 3.3125 

Competence 3.4103 3.4699 3.4342  4.0256 4.0765 4.0461 

Sophistication 2.7308 2.4426 2.6151  3.4396 3.3852 3.4178 

Ruggedness 2.1264 1.9016 2.0362  3.0879 3.0656 3.0789 

Theory  Brand 

Identification 

2.1560 

 

1.6918 

 

1.9697  1.5912 

 

1.5213 

 

1.5632 

Preferences 3.3791 3.2213 3.3158  2.4341 2.5656 2.4868 

Trust 3.1231 3.1148 3.1197  2.7736 2.8557 2.8066 
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INDEPENDENT SAMPLE T-TEST 

APPLE 

* Gender 

    

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances  

t-test for Equality of Means 95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

    
F Sig. T df 

Sig.  

(2-tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference Lower Upper 

           Sincerity Equal variances assumed 2.478 .117 1.432 163 .154 .17331 .12104 -.06569 .41231 

Equal variances not assumed   1.398 134.674 .164 .17331 .12394 -.07181 .41842 

Excitement Equal variances assumed .003 .958 2.261 163 .025 .26184 .11583 .03312 .49056 

Equal variances not assumed   2.292 155.697 .023 .26184 .11422 .03622 .48747 

Competence Equal variances assumed .967 .327 2.282 163 .024 .27544 .12069 .03713 .51375 

Equal variances not assumed   2.256 142.204 .026 .27544 .12209 .03410 .51678 

Sophistication Equal variances assumed .049 .826 .109 163 .913 .01541 .14139 -.26379 .29462 

Equal variances not assumed   .108 145.352 .914 .01541 .14227 -.26578 .29660 

 Ruggedness Equal variances assumed .044 .835 1.085 163 .279 .15677 .14442 -.12841 .44194 

Equal variances not assumed   1.089 150.468 .278 .15677 .14398 -.12771 .44125 

Identification Equal variances assumed .006 .939 .647 163 .519 .08556 .13224 -.17556 .34669 

Equal variances not assumed   .643 145.382 .521 .08556 .13305 -.17741 .34853 

Preference Equal variances assumed 1.631 .203 1.373 163 .172 .30564 .22264 -.13400 .74528 

Equal variances not assumed   1.359 142.872 .176 .30564 .22497 -.13907 .75034 

Trust Equal variances assumed 2.670 .104 3.281 163 .001 .42752 .13029 .17025 .68479 

Equal variances not assumed   3.209 135.528 .002 .42752 .13323 .16404 .69100 
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NIKE 

* Gender 

    

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances  

t-test for Equality of Means 95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

    
F Sig. T df 

Sig.  

(2-tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference Lower Upper 

           Sincerity Equal variances assumed .097 .755 1.801 163 .074 .21504 .11940 -.02073 .45080 

Equal variances not assumed   1.830 156.508 .069 .21504 .11751 -.01708 .44715 

Excitement Equal variances assumed .352 .554 -.007 163 .994 -.00094 .13130 -.26020 .25832 

Equal variances not assumed   -.007 144.382 .994 -.00094 .13233 -.26250 .26062 

Competence Equal variances assumed .060 .806 .040 163 .968 .00551 .13669 -.26439 .27542 

Equal variances not assumed   .040 149.419 .968 .00551 .13654 -.26428 .27531 

Sophistication Equal variances assumed .479 .490 -.466 163 .642 -.06504 .13963 -.34075 .21068 

Equal variances not assumed   -.472 154.946 .638 -.06504 .13793 -.33750 .20742 

 Ruggedness Equal variances assumed .335 .563 .105 163 .916 .01541 .14611 -.27309 .30392 

Equal variances not assumed   .104 142.311 .917 .01541 .14777 -.27670 .30753 

Identification Equal variances assumed .006 .941 .428 163 .669 .03519 .08228 -.12728 .19766 

Equal variances not assumed   .427 148.330 .670 .03519 .08236 -.12755 .19793 

Preference Equal variances assumed 1.298 .256 -.468 163 .640 -.08985 .19198 -.46894 .28924 

Equal variances not assumed   -.475 156.250 .635 -.08985 .18907 -.46331 .28361 

Trust Equal variances assumed .912 .341 -.465 163 .643 -.05820 .12522 -.30545 .18906 

Equal variances not assumed   -.464 147.572 .644 -.05820 .12550 -.30621 .18982 
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IKEA 

* Gender 

    

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances  

t-test for Equality of Means 95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

    
F Sig. T df 

Sig.  

(2-tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference Lower Upper 

           Sincerity Equal variances assumed .111 .740 3.175 150 .002 .38299 .12065 .14461 .62138 

Equal variances not assumed   3.178 129.285 .002 .38299 .12052 .14455 .62144 

Excitement Equal variances assumed .337 .562 2.564 150 .011 .35084 .13681 .08051 .62117 

Equal variances not assumed   2.532 123.151 .013 .35084 .13855 .07660 .62508 

Competence Equal variances assumed .018 .893 -.423 150 .673 -.05969 .14120 -.33868 .21930 

Equal variances not assumed   -.422 128.142 .674 -.05969 .14141 -.33949 .22011 

Sophistication Equal variances assumed .968 .327 2.277 150 .024 .28815 .12653 .03813 .53816 

Equal variances not assumed   2.311 135.040 .022 .28815 .12471 .04151 .53478 

 Ruggedness Equal variances assumed 6.464 .012 1.829 150 .069 .22473 .12287 -.01805 .46752 

Equal variances not assumed   1.893 142.532 .060 .22473 .11870 -.00991 .45937 

Identification Equal variances assumed 1.601 .208 3.469 150 .001 .46424 .13383 .19981 .72867 

Equal variances not assumed   3.549 138.326 .001 .46424 .13081 .20559 .72289 

Preference Equal variances assumed .046 .831 .854 150 .394 .15781 .18473 -.20720 .52281 

Equal variances not assumed   .863 133.191 .390 .15781 .18287 -.20390 .51952 

Trust Equal variances assumed .276 .600 .070 150 .944 .00832 .11854 -.22591 .24255 

Equal variances not assumed   .070 130.225 .944 .00832 .11816 -.22544 .24209 
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MERCEDES BENZ 

* Gender 

    

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances  

t-test for Equality of Means 95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

    
F Sig. T df 

Sig.  

(2-tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference Lower Upper 

           Sincerity Equal variances assumed .016 .899 .603 150 .547 .07463 .12368 -.16976 .31901 

Equal variances not assumed   .599 125.913 .550 .07463 .12449 -.17173 .32098 

Excitement Equal variances assumed .337 .562 2.564 150 .011 .35084 .13681 .08051 .62117 

Equal variances not assumed   2.532 123.151 .013 .35084 .13855 .07660 .62508 

Competence Equal variances assumed 2.363 .126 -.414 150 .679 -.05086 .12278 -.29347 .19174 

Equal variances not assumed   -.425 139.759 .671 -.05086 .11956 -.28724 .18552 

Sophistication Equal variances assumed 3.846 .052 .500 150 .618 .05431 .10861 -.16028 .26891 

Equal variances not assumed   .487 116.533 .627 .05431 .11159 -.16670 .27533 

 Ruggedness Equal variances assumed 1.825 .179 .160 150 .873 .02234 .13978 -.25386 .29853 

Equal variances not assumed   .158 123.789 .875 .02234 .14135 -.25745 .30212 

Identification Equal variances assumed .185 .668 .546 150 .586 .06990 .12796 -.18294 .32273 

Equal variances not assumed   .545 127.699 .587 .06990 .12828 -.18393 .32373 

Preference Equal variances assumed .125 .724 -.681 150 .497 -.13151 .19314 -.51313 .25012 

Equal variances not assumed   -.676 125.663 .500 -.13151 .19450 -.51643 .25342 

Trust Equal variances assumed 3.434 .066 -.684 150 .495 -.08211 .12002 -.31926 .15503 

Equal variances not assumed   -.715 145.373 .476 -.08211 .11485 -.30910 .14488 
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MEAN COMPARISON  

By Age 
 

 Apple 

Scale 21 or younger 22-26 27-31 Older than 31 Total 

Brand 

Personality 

Sincerity 2.9342 2.8218 3.0278 2.8636 2.8712 

Excitement 4.0526 4.1944 4.5093 4.1364 4.2258 

Competence 3.9298 3.9290 3.9753 3.7576 3.9253 

Sophistication 3.3947 3.5880 3.4259 3.4545 3.5303 

Ruggedness 2.1316 2.0185 1.9630 2.5000 2.0545 

Theory  Brand 

Identification 

1.6947 

 

1.7463 

 

2.0074 

 

2.1818 

 

1.8121 

 

Preferences 3.1316 2.8194 3.4259 2.8182 2.9545 

Trust 3.3158 3.0741 3.2222 2.9455 3.1176 

 

 

 

 

 Nike 

Scale 21 or younger 22-26 27-31 Older than 31 Total 

Brand 

Personality 

Sincerity 3.1842 3.0556 2.7963 2.8864 3.0167 

Excitement 3.1184 3.2778 3.2130 3.3409 3.2530 

Competence 3.1404 3.3272 3.0000 2.8788 3.2222 

Sophistication 2.7105 2.7361 2.4074 2.5909 2.6697 

Ruggedness 2.6053 2.9398 2.6481 2.5909 2.8303 

Theory  Brand 

Identification 

1.4632 

 

1.4019 

 

1.3778 

 

1.5455 

 

1.4145 

 

Preferences 2.1579 2.4491 2.3519 2.0000 2.3697 

Trust 2.7053 3.0370 2.8222 3.0364 2.9636 
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 Ikea 

Scale 21 or younger 22-26 27-31 Older than 31 Total 

Brand 

Personality 

Sincerity 3.3636 3.4923 3.3077 3.3214 3.4342 

Excitement 3.2386 3.3479 3.2981 3.1071 3.3125 

Competence 3.5455 3.5052 3.2821 2.6667 3.4342 

Sophistication 2.7045 2.6443 2.5385 2.2143 2.6151 

Ruggedness 2.2045 2.0567 1.7308 2.3571 2.0362 

Theory  Brand 

Identification 

2.0545 

 

2.0268 

 

1.7692 1.6571 

 

1.9697 

 

Preferences 3.0909 3.4330 3.4038 2.0714 3.3158 

Trust 3.0909 3.1938 3.0692 2.3714 3.1197 

 

 

 

 

 Mercedes Benz 

Scale 21 or younger 22-26 27-31 Older than 31 Total 

Brand 

Personality 

Sincerity 3.0455 2.8454 2.7885 3.1071 2.8766 

Excitement 3.2386 3.3479 3.2981 3.1071 3.3125 

Competence 4.1061 3.9725 4.2051 4.2857 4.0461 

Sophistication 3.4318 3.3608 3.5385 3.7143 3.4178 

Ruggedness 3.3409 3.0155 3.0577 3.2143 3.0789 

Theory  Brand 

Identification 

1.7273 

 

1.5258 

 

1.4077 

 

2.1429 

 

1.5632 

 

Preferences 2.8636 2.3505 2.7885 2.0714 2.4868 

Trust 2.9000 2.7732 2.8077 2.9714 2.8066 
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ANOVA (ONE-WAY) 

 

IKEA 

 

ANOVA 

    Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Sincerity  Between Groups .942 3 .314 .552 .648 

Within Groups 84.150 148 .569     

Total 85.092 151       

Excitement Between Groups .542 3 .181 .251 .860 

Within Groups 106.489 148 .720     

Total 107.031 151       

Competence Between Groups 5.486 3 1.829 2.606 .054 

Within Groups 103.856 148 .702     

Total 109.342 151       

Sophistication Between Groups 1.536 3 .512 .850 .469 

Within Groups 89.199 148 .603     

Total 90.735 151       

Ruggedness Between Groups 3.811 3 1.270 2.328 .077 

Within Groups 80.740 148 .546     

Total 84.551 151       

Identification Between Groups 2.203 3 .734 1.047 .374 

Within Groups 103.777 148 .701     

Total 105.981 151       

Preference Between Groups 13.486 3 4.495 3.816 .011 

Within Groups 174.357 148 1.178     

Total 187.842 151       

Trust Between Groups 4.537 3 1.512 3.089 .029 

Within Groups 72.444 148 .489     

Total 76.981 151       
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Post Hoc”Bonferroni”  

IKEA 

Dependent Variable (I) Age (J) Age 

Mean 

Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Competence 21 or younger 22-26 .04030 .19782 1.000 -.4887 .5693 

 
27-31 .26340 .24267 1.000 -.3855 .9123 

 
older than 31 .87879 .36352 .101 -.0933 1.8509 

22-26 21 or younger -.04030 .19782 1.000 -.5693 .4887 

 
27-31 .22310 .18500 1.000 -.2716 .7178 

 
older than 31 .83849 .32784 .069 -.0382 1.7152 

27-31 21 or younger -.26340 .24267 1.000 -.9123 .3855 

 
22-26 -.22310 .18500 1.000 -.7178 .2716 

 
older than 31 .61538 .35670 .519 -.3385 1.5693 

older than 31 21 or younger -.87879 .36352 .101 -1.8509 .0933 

 
22-26 -.83849 .32784 .069 -1.7152 .0382 

 
27-31 -.61538 .35670 .519 -1.5693 .3385 

Preference 21 or younger 22-26 -.34208 .25631 1.000 -1.0275 .3433 

 
27-31 -.31294 .31442 1.000 -1.1538 .5279 

 
older than 31 1.01948 .47101 .192 -.2401 2.2790 

22-26 21 or younger .34208 .25631 1.000 -.3433 1.0275 

 
27-31 .02914 .23970 1.000 -.6119 .6701 

 
older than 31 1.36156

*
 .42479 .010 .2256 2.4975 

27-31 21 or younger .31294 .31442 1.000 -.5279 1.1538 

 
22-26 -.02914 .23970 1.000 -.6701 .6119 

 
older than 31 1.33242

*
 .46218 .027 .0965 2.5684 

older than 31 21 or younger -1.01948 .47101 .192 -2.2790 .2401 

 
22-26 -1.36156

*
 .42479 .010 -2.4975 -.2256 

 
27-31 -1.33242

*
 .46218 .027 -2.5684 -.0965 
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Post Hoc”Bonferroni”  

IKEA 

 

Dependent Variable (I) Age (J) Age 

Mean 

Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Trust 21 or younger 22-26 -.10291 .16521 1.000 -.5447 .3389 

 
27-31 .02168 .20267 1.000 -.5203 .5637 

 
older than 31 .71948 .30361 .115 -.0924 1.5314 

22-26 21 or younger .10291 .16521 1.000 -.3389 .5447 

 
27-31 .12458 .15451 1.000 -.2886 .5378 

 
older than 31 .82239

*
 .27381 .019 .0902 1.5546 

27-31 21 or younger -.02168 .20267 1.000 -.5637 .5203 

 
22-26 -.12458 .15451 1.000 -.5378 .2886 

 
older than 31 .69780 .29791 .123 -.0989 1.4945 

older than 31 21 or younger -.71948 .30361 .115 -1.5314 .0924 

 
22-26 -.82239

*
 .27381 .019 -1.5546 -.0902 

 
27-31 -.69780 .29791 .123 -1.4945 .0989 
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INDEPENDENT SAMPLE T-TEST  

APPLE 

* Country of residence 

    

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances  

t-test for Equality of Means 95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

    
F Sig. T df 

Sig.  

(2-tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference Lower Upper 

           Sincerity Equal variances assumed .056 .813 -1.059 163 .291 -.13000 .12277 -.37243 .11243 

Equal variances not assumed   -1.069 141.059 .287 -.13000 .12164 -.37048 .11048 

Excitement Equal variances assumed .171 .680 .946 163 .345 .11231 .11866 -.12199 .34661 

Equal variances not assumed   .979 151.544 .329 .11231 .11467 -.11425 .33886 

Competence Equal variances assumed 1.822 .179 -.929 163 .354 -.11487 .12368 -.35910 .12935 

Equal variances not assumed   -.962 151.717 .338 -.11487 .11947 -.35091 .12117 

Sophistication Equal variances assumed .088 .768 -.183 163 .855 -.02615 .14301 -.30854 .25623 

Equal variances not assumed   -.185 141.088 .854 -.02615 .14169 -.30626 .25395 

 Ruggedness Equal variances assumed .053 .818 -.947 163 .345 -.13846 .14620 -.42716 .15023 

Equal variances not assumed   -.955 140.812 .341 -.13846 .14494 -.42500 .14808 

Identification Equal variances assumed .390 .533 .681 163 .497 .09108 .13374 -.17301 .35516 

Equal variances not assumed   .696 146.660 .487 .09108 .13082 -.16746 .34962 

Preference Equal variances assumed .001 .977 .341 163 .733 .07731 .22641 -.36978 .52439 

Equal variances not assumed   .342 137.673 .733 .07731 .22601 -.36960 .52422 

Trust Equal variances assumed .227 .635 -1.003 163 .318 -.13600 .13565 -.40385 .13185 

Equal variances not assumed   -.990 131.019 .324 -.13600 .13737 -.40774 .13574 
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NIKE 

* Country of residence 

    

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances  

t-test for Equality of Means 95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

    
F Sig. T df 

Sig.  

(2-tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference Lower Upper 

           Sincerity Equal variances assumed 1.442 .232 .278 163 .782 .03385 .12194 -.20693 .27462 

Equal variances not assumed   .272 127.122 .786 .03385 .12452 -.21256 .28025 

Excitement Equal variances assumed 1.933 .166 2.880 163 .005 .37308 .12955 .11727 .62889 

Equal variances not assumed   2.953 147.984 .004 .37308 .12632 .12345 .62271 

Competence Equal variances assumed .278 .599 -.592 163 .555 -.08179 .13811 -.35451 .19092 

Equal variances not assumed   -.603 144.836 .548 -.08179 .13567 -.34995 .18636 

Sophistication Equal variances assumed 1.183 .278 -.264 163 .792 -.03731 .14129 -.31631 .24170 

Equal variances not assumed   -.269 144.812 .788 -.03731 .13881 -.31167 .23705 

 Ruggedness Equal variances assumed .000 .990 .424 163 .672 .06269 .14771 -.22897 .35436 

Equal variances not assumed   .426 138.418 .671 .06269 .14721 -.22837 .35376 

Identification Equal variances assumed 2.496 .116 .594 163 .554 .04938 .08318 -.11487 .21364 

Equal variances not assumed   .602 143.045 .548 .04938 .08205 -.11280 .21157 

Preference Equal variances assumed .046 .831 -.388 163 .698 -.07538 .19422 -.45890 .30813 

Equal variances not assumed   -.387 135.858 .699 -.07538 .19465 -.46031 .30954 

Trust Equal variances assumed .002 .961 1.500 163 .136 .18877 .12587 -.05978 .43732 

Equal variances not assumed   1.486 132.711 .140 .18877 .12701 -.06245 .43999 
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IKEA 

* Country of Residence 

    

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances  

t-test for Equality of Means 95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

    
F Sig. T df 

Sig.  

(2-tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference Lower Upper 

           Sincerity Equal variances assumed 3.814 .053 3.804 150 .000 .44479 .11694 .21373 .67585 

Equal variances not assumed   3.841 149.967 .000 .44479 .11581 .21596 .67362 

Excitement Equal variances assumed .048 .828 3.708 150 .000 .48731 .13144 .22760 .74702 

Equal variances not assumed   3.708 147.415 .000 .48731 .13144 .22757 .74705 

Competence Equal variances assumed .693 .407 -2.766 150 .006 -.37454 .13539 -.64207 -.10702 

Equal variances not assumed   -2.795 149.930 .006 -.37454 .13403 -.63937 -.10972 

Sophistication Equal variances assumed 6.674 .011 1.942 150 .054 .24248 .12488 -.00428 .48924 

Equal variances not assumed   1.974 147.852 .050 .24248 .12283 -.00026 .48522 

 Ruggedness Equal variances assumed 3.296 .071 .774 150 .440 .09433 .12181 -.14636 .33502 

Equal variances not assumed   .782 149.936 .435 .09433 .12059 -.14395 .33261 

Identification Equal variances assumed .606 .437 -.571 150 .569 -.07793 .13650 -.34765 .19179 

Equal variances not assumed   -.569 145.012 .570 -.07793 .13698 -.34868 .19281 

Preference Equal variances assumed 3.601 .060 2.587 150 .011 .46044 .17800 .10873 .81216 

Equal variances not assumed   2.565 140.780 .011 .46044 .17947 .10563 .81526 

Trust Equal variances assumed .222 .638 .523 150 .602 .06082 .11636 -.16909 .29074 

Equal variances not assumed   .523 147.443 .602 .06082 .11635 -.16911 .29076 
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MERCEDES BENZ 

* Country of residence 

    

Levene's Test 

for Equality of 

Variances  

t-test for Equality of Means 95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

    
F Sig. T df 

Sig.  

(2-tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference Lower Upper 

           Sincerity Equal variances assumed .346 .557 2.092 150 .038 .25087 .11992 .01392 .48782 

Equal variances not assumed   2.076 141.477 .040 .25087 .12083 .01201 .48973 

Excitement Equal variances assumed .048 .828 3.708 150 .000 .48731 .13144 .22760 .74702 

Equal variances not assumed   3.708 147.415 .000 .48731 .13144 .22757 .74705 

Competence Equal variances assumed 1.033 .311 6.516 150 .000 .69431 .10656 .48377 .90486 

Equal variances not assumed   6.446 138.156 .000 .69431 .10771 .48135 .90728 

Sophistication Equal variances assumed .076 .783 1.791 150 .075 .18927 .10567 -.01951 .39806 

Equal variances not assumed   1.795 148.439 .075 .18927 .10545 -.01911 .39766 

 Ruggedness Equal variances assumed .926 .338 -.365 150 .716 -.05008 .13728 -.32133 .22118 

Equal variances not assumed   -.370 149.085 .712 -.05008 .13540 -.31762 .21747 

Identification Equal variances assumed 3.316 .071 1.392 150 .166 .17402 .12504 -.07304 .42108 

Equal variances not assumed   1.414 148.366 .160 .17402 .12311 -.06925 .41730 

Preference Equal variances assumed .017 .896 .986 150 .326 .18675 .18943 -.18755 .56105 

Equal variances not assumed   .985 146.782 .326 .18675 .18962 -.18800 .56150 

Trust Equal variances assumed 1.932 .167 5.166 150 .000 .56209 .10881 .34709 .77710 

Equal variances not assumed   5.189 149.370 .000 .56209 .10833 .34804 .77615 
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PEARSON CORRELATION AND PARTIAL CORRELATION 

 

APPLE 

 

Pearson Correlation Partial Correlation 

    Identification Preference Trust Preference Trust 

Sincerity Correlation .425
**

 .545
**

 .598
**

 .404 .485 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

  N/ df 165 165 165 162 162 

Excitement Correlation .343
**

 .444
**

 .505
**

 .320 .405 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

  N/ df 165 165 165 162 162 

Competence Correlation .323
**

 .408
**

 .556
**

 .286 .479 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

  N/ df 165 165 165 162 162 

Sophistication Correlation .160
*
 .210

**
 .318

**
 .146 .279 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .040 .007 .000 .062 .000 

  N/ df 165 165 165 162 162 

Ruggedness Correlation .288
**

 .172
*
 .220

**
 .006 .081 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .027 .005 .943 .302 

  N/ df 165 165 165 162 162 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

 

NIKE 

 

Pearson Correlation Partial Correlation 

    Identification Preference Trust Preference Trust 

Sincerity Correlation .322
**

 .279
**

 .418
**

 .164 .335 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .035 .000 

  N/ df 165 165 165 162 162 

Excitement Correlation .412
**

 .353
**

 .290
**

 .213 .154 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .006 .049 

  N/ df 165 165 165 162 162 

Competence Correlation .245
**

 .300
**

 .476
**

 .222 .426 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .000 .000 .004 .000 

  N/ df 165 165 165 162 162 

Sophistication Correlation .311
**

 .294
**

 .270
**

 .187 .169 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .016 .030 

  N/ df 165 165 165 162 162 

Ruggedness Correlation .039 .155
*
 .141 .153 .137 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .616 .047 .070 .050 .081 

  N/ df 165 165 165 162 162 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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IKEA 

 

Pearson Correlation Partial Correlation 

    Identification Preference Trust Preference Trust 

Sincerity Correlation .428
**

 .416
**

 .420
**

 .301 .326 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

  N/ df 152 152 152 149 149 

Excitement Correlation .284
**

 .422
**

 .322
**

 .354 .252 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .002 

  N/ df 152 152 152 149 149 

Competence Correlation .099 .196
*
 .457

**
 .172 .451 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .225 .015 .000 .034 .000 

  N/ df 152 152 152 149 149 

Sophistication Correlation .258
**

 .260
**

 .306
**

 .181 .242 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .001 .000 .026 .003 

  N/ df 152 152 152 149 149 

Ruggedness Correlation .105 .060 .070 .021 .037 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .197 .466 .392 .798 .650 

  N/ df 152 152 152 149 149 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

 

MERCEDES 

BENZ 

 

Pearson Correlation Partial Correlation 

    Identification Preference Trust Preference Trust 

Sincerity Correlation .385
**

 .327
**

 .527
**

 .215 .460 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .008 .000 

  N/ df 152 152 152 149 149 

Excitement Correlation .063 .111 .324
**

 .095 .321 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .439 .172 .000 .246 .000 

  N/ df 152 152 152 149 149 

Competence Correlation .223
**

 .303
**

 .702
**

 .243 .683 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .006 .000 .000 .003 .000 

  N/ df 152 152 152 149 149 

Sophistication Correlation .179
*
 .270

**
 .174

*
 .223 .125 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .027 .001 .032 .006 .127 

  N/ df 152 152 152 149 149 

Ruggedness Correlation .198
*
 .047 .200

*
 -.029 .146 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .014 .568 .013 .721 .073 

  N/ df 152 152 152 149 149 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Total Brand Personality Dimensions 

 

Means  

 
Brand 

Personality 

Brand 

Identification 

Preference Trust 

Brands Apple 3.3214 1.8121 2.9545 3.1176 

Nike 2.9984 1.4145 2.3697 2.9636 

Ikea 2.9664 1.9697 3.3158 3.1197 

Mercedes Benz 3.3464 1.5632 2.4868 2.8066 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Correlations 

Brand Personality    Identification Preference Trust 

Apple Pearson Correlation .447
**

 .509
**

 .632
**

 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 

  N 165 165 165 

Nike Pearson Correlation .391 .411 .471
**

 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 

  N 165 165 165 

Ikea Pearson Correlation .350
**

 .410
**

 .480
**

 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 

  N 152 152 152 

Mercedes Benz Pearson Correlation .326
**

 .321
**

 .607
*
 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 

  N 152 152 152 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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