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Abstract 

Previous research has proven that perceived Brand Authenticity functions as a differentiator, 

which brands can use to stand out in today’s marketplace. However, few studies have 

investigated whether it is possible for brands to become more profitable by utilizing their 

authenticity. This thesis therefore investigates the relationship between the two branding 

concepts Brand Authenticity and Customer-Based Brand Equity (CBBE). An explanatory survey 

study is made on the Swedish retail clothing industry, which measures the effect of the Brand 

Authenticity associations Continuity, Originality, Trustworthiness, Genuineness, Heritage, and 

Symbolism on the CBBE outcomes (1) consumers’ willingness to pay a price premium, (2) 

recommend a brand, and (3) buy a brand before other brands. The results show that while some 

Brand Authenticity associations increase the CBBE outcomes, others seem to give no effect and 

some even to undermine them. If brand managers of authentic brands wish to increase their value 

sales through price premiums and increase volume sales through increased purchases, they 

should focus on communicating Symbolism, Originality and Genuineness. If decreased 

marketing costs through word of mouth is the goal, brand recommendations can be achieved 

through communicating Trustworthiness as well. However, Continuity and Heritage should be 

avoided in all brand communication if increased profits is the primarily goal. 

 

Keywords: Consumer Marketing, Perceived Brand Authenticity, Customer-Based Brand Equity, 

Continuity, Originality, Trustworthiness, Genuineness, Heritage, Symbolism, Retail Clothing 

Industry 
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You saw Andrew Garrett and you knew it’s a good wine. Now you see Andrew Garrett and you 

know that’s something you definitely shouldn’t drink. The thing is it’s been so unbelievably 

commercialized. Because the thing is, don’t forget that sometimes these wines are being made in 

large amounts. Andrew Garrett used to have his own winery, he made good wine, then he sold 

his soul. The reason he sold his soul is because he made a hell of a lot of money and then after 

that his wine ran downhill overnight. It isn’t worth it. (Beverland 2006, p. 256) 
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1. Introduction 
The purpose of this thesis is to investigate the two marketing concepts of perceived Brand 

Authenticity and Customer-Based Brand Equity, and how they are related to each other. It is 

concerned with how consumers are evaluating brand authenticity and whether brands can benefit 

financially by utilizing their authenticity. It is therefore investigating how brands can increase 

their profits without “selling their souls”, but rather keeping them and staying true to whom they 

are.  

  
The Ambiguity of Brand Authenticity 

The word authenticity has its roots in the Greek word authentikos and the latin word authenticus, 

which both mean trustworthy (Assiouras, Liapati, Kouletsis, & Koniordos, 2015). However, 

today authenticity is about much more than trust. The concept has been used to describe a 

variation of things that are everything from genuine, real, true, and honest, to simple, sincere, 

original, and innocent (Assiouras et al., 2015). In the marketing literature there is yet no 

consistent way of describing brand authenticity (Bruhn, Shoenmüller, Schäfer, & Heinrich, 

2012). From the consumers’ perspective, brand authenticity has been seen as a bundle of 

different Brand Associations (Alexander, 2009; Bruhn et al., 2012; Keller, 1993), such as 

perceived originality, reliability, naturalness (Bruhn et al., 2012), quality commitment, sincerity, 

heritage (Napoli, Dickinson, Beverland, & Farrelly, 2014), individuality, consistency (Schallehn, 

Burmann, & Riley, 2014), integrity, credibility, symbolism (Morhart, Malär, Guèvremont, 

Girardin, & Grohman, 2014) and continuity (Bruhn et al., 2012, Mohart et al., 2014; Schallehn et 

al., 2014). An authentic brand is thus continuous, unique, trustworthy, genuine, and traditional, 

and it offers consumers a chance for identification. Further, brand authenticity is subjective in 

nature, which means that every consumer decide on their own whether a brand is authentic or not 

(Beverland, 2005:2; Bruhn et al., 2012). 

  
The Cornerstone of Contemporary Marketing 

The interest in brand authenticity and the demand for authentic brands are growing on a global 

scale, much due to the uncertainty in today’s marketplace. The financial crisis, terror attacks, 

company scandals (Bruhn et al., 2012), globalization, deterritorialization, hyperreality (Arnould 
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& Price, 2002, p. 142-143), standardization, and homogenization of today’s marketplace (Rose 

& Wood, 2005; Thompson, Rindfleisch, & Arsel, 2006) have made consumers question the 

trustworthiness of information in general and branded messages in particular. Fortunately, 

authentic brands have the ability to counter this so called “downward spiral of distrust” (Eggers, 

O’Dwyer, Kraus, Vallaster, & Güldenberg, 2013, p. 341), which have opened marketing 

researchers’ eyes for the concept of brand authenticity (Bruhn et al., 2012). As Bruhn et al. 

(2012) express it; “in times of increasing uncertainty, authenticity is an essential human 

aspiration, making it a key issue in contemporary marketing and a major factor for brand 

success” (p. 567). According to Brown, Kozinets, and Sherry Jr. (2003) “consumers’ search for 

authenticity is one of the cornerstones of contemporary marketing” (p. 21), and Grant (1999) 

emphasizes that “authenticity is the benchmark, against which all brands are now judged” (p. 

98). Finally, Hede, Garma, Josiassen, and Thyne (2014) recently claimed that “authenticity is 

one of the most important, and possibly one of the most complex, marketing constructs that has 

emerged in the literature in the past few decades” (p. 1406). 

  
The interest for brand authenticity is further emphasized by business magazines such as Harvard 

Business Review (Newton, 2014), Bloomberg Businessweek (McKee, 2010; Vossoughi, 2008) 

and Forbes (Kozlowski, 2014), which have all written extensively on the subject during the last 

couple of years. They have appointed brand authenticity to be “the new black” (Kozlowski, 

2014), “the new watchword in marketing” (McKee, 2010) and the most important marketing 

vehicle for a brand to stand out in today’s marketplace (Vossoughi, 2008). A business journalist 

writes that most Chief Marketing Officers, Vice Presidents of Marketing, and Brand Managers 

are focusing on the wrong things. They wonder how their brands can differentiate themselves 

from the competition, but being “different” is no longer a true differentiator. In today’s 

marketplace consumers instead seek products and services that have integrity (Vossoughi, 2008). 

The key to success today is thus to market a brand in a way that feels authentic and relevant for 

the consumers (Kozlowski, 2014). 
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1.1 Problem Formulation 
  
The Dilemma of Brand Authenticity 

At the same time as both marketing researchers and business magazines praise brand authenticity 

as a way to differentiate a brand and stand out in the marketplace, few talk about whether 

authentic brands actually can benefit financially from being authentic. According to Beverland 

(2005:2), authentic brands “must appear distant from commercial considerations to some extent, 

and downplay their commercial prowess” (p. 461). Napoli et al. (2014) further emphasize that 

authentic brands are the antithesis of commercial prowess, since consumers have faith in that a 

firm’s actions are driven by love for the product, the customers, and the society - not by profits. 

Brand managers of authentic brands are thus faced with a dilemma; at the same time as they 

want their brands to remain relevant in the marketplace, they must also stay true to the brands’ 

authentic cores (Beverland, 2005:1; 2005:2; 2006). It is a balancing act, since consumers can 

become circumspect if they discover that the standard for authenticity has been manipulated for 

the purpose of making a profit (Grayson & Martinec, 2004). On the other hand, a non-profitable 

brand seldom survives in the marketplace in the long term.  

 

Generating Profits Through Customer-Based Brand Equity 

However, some researchers see solutions to the dilemma. According to Lu and Fine (1995), the 

socially constructed nature of authenticity gives brands some freedom in their marketing 

activities, which in turn offers them an opportunity to profit from consumers’ demand for brand 

authenticity. Some sacrifices in actual authenticity can thus be made in the marketing of a brand, 

as long as these sacrifices do not affect the perceived authenticity. Keller’s (1993) theory of 

Brand Knowledge might also offer a way to navigate the dilemma of brand authenticity. He says 

that “marketers should take a broad view of marketing activity for a brand and recognize the 

various effects it has on brand knowledge, as well as how changes in brand knowledge affect 

more traditional outcome measures such as sales” (p. 3). Keller (1993) means that while directly 

affecting brand knowledge, or Customer-Based Brand Equity (hereafter CBBE), one can 

indirectly reach outcomes that generate profits for a brand. CBBE is defined as “the differential 

effect of brand knowledge on consumer response to the marketing of a brand” (Keller, 1993, p. 

2), and brand knowledge in turn consists of Brand Associations and Brand Awareness.  
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There are many positive outcomes that come from having a high CBBE. The most often 

mentioned CBBE outcomes are consumers’ willingness to pay price premiums, recommend a 

brand, and choose a brand before other brands (Aaker, 1996; Anselmsson, Bondesson, & 

Johansson, 2014; Farquhar, 1989; Netemeyer, Krishnan, Pullig, Wang, Yagci, Dean, Ricks, & 

Wirth, 2004; Vázquez, del Rio, and Iglesias, 2002). High CBBE thus enable brands to extract 

benefits in terms of customers’ resistance to buy competitors products, brand loyalty (French & 

Smith, 2013), acquisition of new customers (Ambler, Bhattacharya, Edell, Keller, Lemon, & 

Mittal, 2002), reduced marketing costs as well as having more efficient and effective marketing 

programs (Ambler et al., 2002; French & Smith, 2013). All these CBBE outcomes increase a 

brand’s profit, either through increased revenues or decreased costs.  

 

1.1.1 Purpose & Research Question 
According to the definition, a brand can increase its CBBE through increasing its brand 

awareness and create favorable, strong, and unique brand associations. Although brand 

awareness is a driver of CBBE, the real key to is said to lie in the brand associations, since these 

are determining whether a brand satisfies the consumer needs or not (Keller & Lehmann, 2006). 

Despite this, there is no consensus on which brand associations that really drives CBBE (Davcik, 

Vinhas da Silva, & Hair, 2015).  

 

Brand authenticity is a bundle of brand associations (Alexander, 2009; Bruhn et al., 2012; Keller, 

1993), but yet few researchers have investigated how CBBE is affected by brand authenticity. If 

brand managers understand in what ways brand authenticity drive CBBE, they might be able to 

pursue the strategy of “downplaying commercial objectives”, while at the same time surviving in 

the market. The purpose of this thesis is thus to investigate the relationship between perceived 

brand authenticity and CBBE, by measuring how different brand authenticity associations drive 

different CBBE outcomes. The research question is therefore; 

 

How can a brand utilize its perceived authenticity in order to increase its profitability? 

 

By answering the research question this thesis scratches the surface of understanding the 

relationship between the two marketing concepts brand authenticity and CBBE. It thus paves the 
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way for future researchers to explore this relationship in depth and further test its 

generalizability. While doing so this thesis contributes with a combined scale for measuring 

brand authenticity from the consumers’ perspective, based on previous brand authenticity scales 

and models. It also starts investigating whether the praised benefits of authentic brands are 

financially viable. 

 

For brand managers of authentic brands this thesis contributes with guidelines for how to walk 

the fine line between staying true to the brand’s core values while still being profitable. It gives 

instructions for different ways to generate profits, based on which brand associations that are 

communicated. By this, it helps brand managers justify why a brand should be kept authentic on 

the long-term, and why it should not fall for the tempting short-term profits. 
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2. Literature 
This thesis will use Keller’s (1993) Dimensions of Brand Knowledge model (see Figure 1) as a 

conceptual framework. The following literature will therefore first investigate what brand 

authenticity is and which brand associations that constitute brand authenticity. It will then use 

Keller and Lehmann’s (2006) Brand Value Chain (see Figure 3) to explain CBBE and which 

profitable outcomes that can be generated through this. Finally, it will hypothesize the 

relationships between the brand authenticity associations and the CBBE outcomes. 

 

 
 

Figure 1: Conceptual Model (Keller, 1993)  
 

2.1 Brand Authenticity 
Brand authenticity from the consumers’ perspective is seen as a variety of brand associations 

(See Figure 1), which have an impact on the overall Brand Image (Alexander, 2009; Bruhn et al., 

2012). A brand image is described as “perceptions of a brand as reflected by the brand 
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associations held in consumer memory” (Keller, 1993, p. 3), and brand authenticity is thus some 

of these associations. Brand associations reflect the meaning of a brand for consumers, which 

can take on different forms; (1) Attributes, (2) Benefits, and (3) Attitudes (Keller, 1993). 

Attributes are mostly related to the descriptive features of a market offering, such as color, price 

or packaging, but can also be a brand’s personality attributes, such as youthful or competent. 

Benefits, on the other hand, is what the brand’s market offering can do for the consumer. These 

benefits can be both functional, experiential or symbolic, such as when the consumer perceive 

the brand to be part of his or her identity (Aaker, 1992; Keller, 1993). Finally, brand attitude is 

the overall evaluations that consumers have of a brand. This is about whether a brand has certain 

attributes or benefits, and how good these attributes and benefits are (Ambler et al., 2002, p. 15). 

Brand authenticity associations have generally been seen to be positive (Alexander, 2009; Bruhn 

et al., 2012), and therefore attitudes are assumed to be positive when brand authenticity is high. 

Further, brand associations are based on individuals’ evaluations rather than only being 

connected to brands’ inherent attributes (Bruhn et al., 2012). Hence, consumers judge on their 

own whether objects have authenticity, depending on their mental perspectives of how things 

should look (Beverland, 2005:2). This means that brand associations, such as brand authenticity, 

is subjective in nature and thus hard to define. When this thesis refers to brand authenticity it 

therefore refers to the perceived brand authenticity, defined by each individual consumer. 

 

2.1.1 Perspectives on Brand Authenticity 
Because of the difficulty of defining brand authenticity, three different authenticity perspectives 

have arisen; 1) The Objectivist Perspective, 2) The Constructivist Perspective, and 3) The 

Existentialist Perspective. These perspectives are all said to contribute to how consumers 

perceive authenticity, and are thus all part of understanding what authenticity actually is 

(Morhart et al., 2014). 
 

The Objectivist Perspective 

The objectivist perspective of authenticity suggests that perceptions of brand authenticity are 

derived from an “evidence-based reality”, which is assessed through verifiable brand information 

such as age, origin, performance or ingredients (Morhart et al., 2014). Authenticity from this 

perspective is thus derived from an object (Leigh, Peters, & Shelton, 2006). Grayson and 
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Martinec (2004) divide authenticity into two meanings, Indexical- and Iconic authenticity. 

Indexicality is used to describe an original or the real thing, and in order to view an object as an 

index the perceiver needs to believe that the object actually has the attributes that are claimed. 

Iconic authenticity, on the other hand, describes something that looks like an indexically 

authentic object (Grayson & Martinec, 2004, p. 298). The object is then an “authentic recreation” 

or an “authentic reproduction”. In the context of brands and market offerings, there are no 

objective criteria for deciding if an object is indexically or iconically authentic. As Grayson and 

Martinec (2004) say; “all market offerings have indexical and iconic properties, but not all will 

be judged as authentic by a particular consumer” (p. 299).  

 

The Constructive Perspective 

Since consumers struggle to identify whether something is authentic or fake, Beverland, 

Lindgreen, and Vink (2008) instead suggest that indexicality is reached through iconicity, since 

consumers “apply normative standards to form what for them are objective judgments of 

authenticity” (p. 14). This is part of the constructive perspective, which refers to consumers’ 

expectations and perceptions of an authentic brand and how well the brand can meet these 

expectations through for example marketing (Morhart et al., 2014). According to this perspective 

authenticity is derived from the society or community in which a person lives (Leigh et al., 

2006). What is important from the constructive perspective is that consumers perceive the 

authentic aspects to be real, no matter if these aspects really are authentic or not (Beverland, 

2005:2). As Chiu, Hsieh, and Kuo (2012) describe it; “as long as a consumer subjectively 

believes in the authenticity of a market offering, it exists” (p. 265).  

 

The Existentialist Perspective 

Brand authenticity from an existentialist perspective is a brand’s ability to function as a resource 

for consumers to become their true selves by consuming the brand (Morhart et al., 2014). In this 

perspective authenticity is derived from the self, and the consumers are actively engaged in the 

creation of and seeking for authenticity (Leigh et al., 2006). According to Beverland and Farrelly 

(2010) consumers feel motivated to focus on the cues in objects that they think convey 

authenticity, since they are driven by the desire to utilize authentic objects for different identity 

benefits. Some of these benefits are said to be control, connection to the society, and virtue, 



Elinor Edberg & Oscar Sivertzen  Department of Business Studies 
2015-05-29  Uppsala University 
 
 

 
 

14 (83) 

which represent different goals that affect the process in which consumers evaluate and select 

which objects that for them are authentic (Beverland & Farelly, 2010). Hence, authentic objects 

and experiences enable consumers to feel more in control of what they are consuming, to better 

feel a connection to their surroundings, and to feel that they are consuming something that is 

perceived as morally good – both by themselves and the society. 

 

Returning to brand associations, both the objectivist- and the constructive perspective use brand 

and market offering attributes to evaluate authenticity. While the former focuses more on 

tangible attributes, the latter evaluates intangible attributes, such as perceived personality of a 

brand. The existentialist perspective instead focuses on the symbolic benefits that an authentic 

brand can offer the consumer. Hence, according to Keller’s (1993) definition of brand 

associations all these authenticity perspectives directly relates to the attributes and benefits that 

consumers can derive from a brand, and indirectly to their brand attitudes. All three perspectives 

can therefore be said to contribute to consumers’ associations of a brand, and thus their 

evaluations of a brand’s authenticity (Morhart et al., 2014). According to Morhart et al. (2014) 

brand authenticity “arises from the interplay of objective facts (indexical authenticity), subjective 

mental associations (iconic authenticity), and existential motives connected to a brand 

(existential authenticity)” (p. 6). Therefore, this thesis will focus on outlining the attributes and 

benefits that consumers most strongly associate with brand authenticity, regardless if these 

associations are derived from the object, the community or the self. 

 

2.1.2 Measuring Brand Authenticity 
The subjective nature of brand authenticity has made it harder for researchers to agree on which 

attributes and benefits to use when measuring consumers’ perceptions of brand authenticity 

(Morhart et al., 2014). However, during the last three years several scales and models have been 

developed.  
 

The Strength of Consumers’ Perceived Authenticity Scale 

In 2012, Bruhn et al. developed a scale for measuring how strongly consumers perceive brand 

authenticity (see Appendix 1). This scale consists of four different attributes; (1) Continuity, (2) 

Originality, (3) Reliability, and (4) Naturalness. Continuity is defined as a brand being 
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continuous and stable over a long period of time, which is measured by whether the brand is 

consistent, stays true to itself, and has a clear concept that it pursues. The second attribute, 

originality is described as a brand being innovative, original and creative. This is defined by 

whether the brand is different, stands out, is unique, and clearly distinguishes itself from other 

brands. Reliability, in turn, is measured by whether the brand makes credible and reliable 

promises and then delivers on these promises. Finally, naturalness means that the brand is not 

artificial, and instead makes a genuine- and natural impression.  

 

The Consumer-Based Brand Authenticity Scale 

Napoli et al. (2014) have created another scale (see Appendix 2), which measures the attributes 

(1) Quality Commitment, (2) Sincerity, and (3) Heritage. While quality commitment has to do 

with the use of qualitative materials, ingredients, production processes, standards and attention to 

details, heritage instead measures a brand’s connection to history, culture, tradition, and a 

specific geographic area. Sincerity, in turn, is connected to the values and principles of a brand. 

This scale stresses that authentic firms must “act sincerely, be committed to providing enduring 

high quality products and services that are reflective of a brand’s heritage, without deviating 

substantially from the core attributes of which the brand was initially built” (Napoli et al., 2014, 

p. 1096). 

 

The Model of the Antecedents and Effects of Perceived Brand Authenticity 

Schallehn et al. (2014) have instead developed a brand authenticity model (see Appendix 3). This 

model is a causal brand authenticity model, where brand (1) Individuality, (2) Consistency, and 

(3) Continuity positively affect brand authenticity. Brand authenticity is, in turn, affecting brand 

trust in a positive way. In this scale, individuality means that the brand fulfills its promise in a 

unique way, while continuity measures whether the core attributes of a brand are stable for a 

longer period of time. Finally, consistency relates to whether the brand repeatedly behaves in a 

unified way and consistently keeps its promises.  

 

The Conceptual Framework of Perceived Brand Authenticity 

Finally, Morhart et al. (2014) have constructed a model (see Appendix 4) that shows both how to 

measure brand authenticity as well as the drivers and consequences of it. The authors measure 
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brand authenticity by the level of (1) Continuity, (2) Integrity, (3) Credibility, and (4) Symbolism. 

While continuity reflects the timelessness and historicity of a brand, integrity instead relates to a 

brand’s values, passion, loyalty and integrity. Credibility measures the level of brand 

trustworthiness and whether the brand can and wants to deliver on its promises. Finally, 

symbolism stands for the “symbolic quality of the brand that consumers can use to define who 

they are and who they are not” (Morhart et al., 2014, p. 6).  

 

2.1.3 The Brand Authenticity Associations 
Although the outlined models and scales partially differs in attributes and benefits used to 

measure brand authenticity, they have some clear similarities that can be summarized into the 

following six brand authenticity associations. Together, these associations form this thesis’ 

definition of perceived brand authenticity.  

 

Continuity 

Three of the brand authenticity models have found continuity to be connected to brand 

authenticity. Bruhn et al. (2012) describe continuity as whether a brand is perceived to be stable 

over time, consistent, stays true to itself, and has a clear concept that it acts upon. Morhart et al. 

(2014) further see continuity as a brand’s historicity, timelessness, and ability to transcend 

trends, which refer to both the brand’s history and the likelihood that it will persist in the future. 

Schallehn et al. (2014), on the other hand, talk about continuity as the stability of a brand’s core 

attributes, while Napoli et al. (2014) refer to the importance of an authentic brand remaining true 

to its values, traditions, and principles as Sincerity. However, Continuity is more frequently used 

among the different authors, and will therefore be used in this thesis. 

 

Originality 

Another frequently mentioned brand authenticity association is originality. Bruhn et al. (2012) 

define this as a brand being creative, innovative, and unique, and refer to whether the brand 

really stands out and distinguishes itself from other brands. Schallehn et al. (2014) also talk 

about the importance of a brand fulfilling its promise in a unique way, but instead labels this 

Individuality. In this thesis this brand authenticity association will be referred to as Originality. 
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Trustworthiness 

Trustworthiness is also seen as a part of brand authenticity. Bruhn et al. (2012) refer to this 

association as Reliability, which is whether a brand makes reliable and credible promises, and 

then delivers on these promises. Morhart et al. (2014) instead use the term Credibility for a 

brand’s honesty and transparency towards consumers, as well as the brand’s willingness and 

ability to keep its promises. Schallehn et al. (2014) further talk about the degree to which a brand 

is perceived to consistently deliver on its promises, but instead label this association brand 

Consistency. This thesis will use the term Trustworthiness when referring to this brand 

association. 

 

Genuineness 

Several of the authors find that brand authenticity is measured by the perceived genuineness of a 

brand. Bruhn et al. (2012) talk about the importance of a brand making a genuine and natural 

impression, which they label Naturalness. This is similar to Morhart et al.’s (2014) brand 

authenticity association Integrity, which “signifies the moral purity and responsibility of the 

brand (i.e. its adherence to good values and sincere care about the consumer)” (p. 7). Here they 

include the values, passion, ethicality and loyalty of a brand. When referring to this brand 

association, this thesis will use Genuineness. 

 

Heritage 

Napoli et al. (2014) emphasize the importance of heritage for a brand’s authenticity. This they 

define as a brand having a perceptually strong connection to a specific region, culture, or period 

in time, as well as its embracement and celebration of traditions. Further, heritage is often found 

as a driver of brand authenticity when taking the producers’ perspective (Alexander, 2009; 

Beverland, 2006). Beverland (2006), for example, mentions that in order for a brand to be 

perceived as authentic, it should have a clear brand story and a connection to a specific place. 

Just as Napoli et al. (2014), this thesis will refer to this association as Heritage. 

 

Symbolism 

According to Morhart et al. (2014) symbolism means that consumers find authenticity in brands 

that reflect the values that they find important, and thus offer them opportunities to construct 
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who they are. Napoli et al. (2014) also find symbolism to be a part of brand authenticity, 

although they do not involve this in their measurement model. According to them, symbolism 

“represents the meaning a brand acquires as it becomes synonymous with certain cultural values 

evident in society” (p. 1093). In this thesis, this association will be referred to as Symbolism. 

 

While most of the described brand authenticity associations are non-product related brand 

attributes as part of the objectivist- and constructive perspective, symbolism represent the benefit 

part of brand authenticity described by the existentialist perspective. This can be seen in the 

adjusted conceptual model below (see Figure 2), where perceived brand authenticity has been 

included.  

 

 
 

Figure 2: Adjusted Conceptual Model (Keller, 1993) 
 

2.2 Customer-Based Brand Equity 
A brand is one of a firm’s most valuable assets (Keller & Lehmann, 2006), and it thus need to be 

managed well so that its value can be maximized (Keller & Lehmann, 2003). For an authentic 
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brand to generate as much profits as possible for a firm, the brand manager needs to find a way 

to utilize the brand’s value in an efficient way. Keller and Lehmann (2003) have developed the 

brand value chain (see Figure 3), which they claim can “help marketers trace the value creation 

process for their brands and better understand the financial impact of marketing expenditures and 

investments” (p. 27). The brand value chain assumes that a brand’s value resides with its 

customers, and therefore it starts with the firm’s marketing efforts that influence what consumers 

think and feel about a brand – their mindset. This mindset sometimes makes consumers act in 

relation to the brand, through for example buying the brand or recommending it to friends. This 

ultimately increases the brand’s financial value and leads to increased firm profit (Keller & 

Lehmann, 2003). By directly affecting consumers’ mindsets through different marketing 

strategies, a firm can indirectly affect its CBBE and profitability. Since this thesis focus on the 

consumers and their perceptions and actions, the emphasis will be put on step two and three of 

the brand value chain.  

 

 
 

Figure 3: The Brand Value Chain (Keller & Lehmann, 2006) 
 

2.2.1 What Consumers Think and Feel About a Brand  
Much research that is concerned with brand value and consumers’ perceptions of brands is also 

concerned with CBBE. There is no common definition of CBBE, but Keller (1993) defines it as 

“the differential effect of brand knowledge on consumer response to the marketing of a brand” 

(p. 2). Aaker (1992), on the other hand, view CBBE as a set of brand liabilities and assets, which 

are connected to the brand’s symbol or name and can add/subtract value from the brand’s market 

offerings as well as provide value both for the customers and the firm. According to Vázquez et 

al. (2002) CBBE is “the overall utility that the consumer associates to the use and consumption 
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of the brand; including associations expressing both functional and symbolic utilities” (p. 28), 

while Christodoulides and Chernatony (2010) define it as “a set of perceptions, attitudes, 

knowledge and behaviors on the part of consumers that results in increased utility and allows a 

brand to earn greater volume or greater margins than it could without a brand name” (p. 48). 

However, although the ways of defining CBBE differ, they all view the brand knowledge 

structures in consumers’ minds as the fundamental source of brand value (Keller & Lehmann, 

2006). This thesis will thus use Keller’s (1993) view of CBBE (see Figure 2), since it thoroughly 

explain these brand-knowledge structures as a combination of brand awareness and brand 

associations.  

 

Keller (1993) refers to brand awareness as both Brand Recognition and Brand Recall. While the 

former is “consumers’ ability to confirm prior exposure to the brand when given the brand as a 

cue” (p. 3) the latter means “consumers’ ability to retrieve the brand when given the product 

category, the needs fulfilled by the category, or some other type of probe as a cue” (p. 3). 

Although brand awareness is seen as a prerequisite for brand knowledge, it is the brand 

associations that are the key sources of brand value, since they determine whether a brand 

satisfies the consumers’ needs (Keller & Lehmann, 2003). As can be seen in Figure 2, it is not 

only the brand authenticity associations that influence CBBE, but also their favorability, strength 

and uniqueness. As Keller (1993) explains it; “the presence of strongly held, favorably evaluated 

associations that are unique to the brand and imply superiority over other brands is critical to a 

brand’s success” (p. 6). As brand authenticity associations generally are favorable (Alexander, 

2009; Bruhn et al., 2012), and being perceived as unique is part of brand authenticity (Bruhn et 

al., 2012; Schallehn et al., 2014), the factor moderating the effect of brand authenticity on CBBE 

is assumed to be the strength of the brand authenticity associations. Thus, based on Keller’s 

(1993) model, the stronger a brand is associated with the brand authenticity associations, the 

stronger its CBBE should be.  

 

Measuring CBBE 

There is yet no consistent way of measuring CBBE, but most researchers separates between the 

Indirect and Direct approach (Christodoulides & Chernatony, 2010; Keller, 1993). While the 

former “attempts to assess potential sources of CBBE by measuring brand knowledge” (Keller, 
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1993, p. 12), the latter “attempts to measure CBBE more directly by assessing the impact of 

brand knowledge on consumer response to different elements of the firm’s marketing program” 

(Keller, 1993, p. 12). According to Keller (1993) these methods are complementary and should 

thus be used together. However, recent research shows that direct approaches to measuring 

CBBE are problematic, both methodologically and conceptually (Christodoulides & Chernatony, 

2010). Instead, the indirect measures “adopt a more holistic view of the brand and seek to 

measure brand equity [CBBE] either through its manifest dimensions or through an outcome 

variable such as a price premium” (Christodoulides & Chernatony, 2010, p. 54). This approach is 

useful when one wish to identify what brand associations that can create CBBE and its outcomes 

(Keller, 1993), which this thesis is aiming to do. In line with the brand value chain, CBBE will 

therefore be measured through its outcome variables – what consumers do about a brand. 

 

2.2.2 What Consumers do About a Brand 
When consumers have a certain mindset about a brand, consisting of brand awareness and 

brand associations, they can reward the brand in different ways and thus give the brand 

incremental profits (Farquhar, 1989). These incremental profits generally come from; (1) 

increased value sales, where consumers allow a price premium, (2) reduced promotional 

expenses, where consumers themselves recommend the brand to others, and (3) increased 

volume sales, where consumers choose the brand over others (Aaker, 1996; Anselmsson et al., 

2014; Farquhar, 1989; Netemeyer et al., 2004; Keller, 2001; Vázquez et al., 2002). These are 

the three CBBE outcomes that will be used in this thesis. 
 

Willingness to Pay a Price Premium 

Several authors find price premium to be a good CBBE indicator (Aaker, 1996; Blackston, 1995; 

Sethuraman, 2000). According to Ambler et al. (2002), “brand equity [CBBE] enables the firm to 

extract higher prices from customers for products that are similar to competitors’ offerings” (p. 

17). Aaker (1996) goes as far as naming price premium to be the best single CBBE measure 

available, since any CBBE driver should more or less affect the price premium. He defines price 

premium as “the amount a consumer will pay for the brand in comparison with another brand (or 

a set of comparison brands) offering similar benefits” (p. 106). As stated earlier, there is a clear 

connection between consumers’ willingness to pay a price premium and the overall profitability 
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of the brand. When consumers pay a price premium for a brand’s market offerings, and nothing 

else changes, the brand will increase its value sales (Anselmsson et al., 2014).  

 

Willingness to Recommend Brand 

A person’s willingness to recommend a brand is said to represent an intense level of brand 

loyalty (Aaker, 1996), which according to Aaker (1991) makes it a great CBBE measurement (p. 

41). Ambler et al. (2002) claim that “it is the positive word of mouth spread by the current 

customers that lead to new customer acquisition” (p. 17). By this, the brand becomes “talkable”, 

which in turn maximizes the impact of marketing activities (Rosen, 2002). According to Lovett, 

Peres, and Shachar (2013), “brand equity [CBBE] has a direct and strong impact on the ability to 

generate WOM [word of mouth]” (p. 442). They mention several different incentives for 

consumers’ to recommend a brand, or engage in positive word-of-mouth; (1) self-enhancement, 

(2) expressing uniqueness, (3) desire to converse, (4) brand excitement, and (5) information 

supply. While the first incentive is about the consumers recommending a brand to show their 

expertise or to signalize a particular status, the second has to do with consumers showing off 

their own identities or group identity. The last three incentives, in turn, have to do with 

consumers wanting to talk about a brand because of social reasons or for the desire to tell 

someone about a brand’s exciting or good characteristics. Consumers might also recommend a 

brand to those who ask their opinion or advice (Lovett et al., 2013).  

 

Willingness to Buy Brand Before Other Brands 

A consumer’s willingness to buy a brand over another is dependent on many different variables. 

According to Bloemer and Kasper (1995) brand managers can stimulate brand choice by; (1) 

linking the brand to something that engages the consumer, (2) by accentuating the brands’ 

uniqueness and specific characteristics, (3) by being informative and understandable, or (4) by 

building a long-term relationship with the consumer. These activities can in turn lead to 

repurchase and long-term loyalty to the brand (Bloemer & Kasper, 1995). Brand loyalty is seen 

as “a deeply held commitment to rebuy or repatronize a preferred product or service consistently 

in the future, despite situational influences and marketing efforts having potential to cause 

switching behavior” (Oliver, 1997, p. 392). Repurchases will in turn lead to increased volume 

sales for a brand, and thus increased profits (Anselmsson et al., 2014).  
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2.3 Brand Authenticity and CBBE 
Returning to the brand value chain (see Figure 3), the brand associations in step two are thought 

to affect the CBBE outcomes in step three. The brand associations in this thesis are continuity, 

originality, trustworthiness, genuineness, heritage, and symbolism. Each of these brand 

authenticity associations are thus thought to have an affect on the CBBE outcomes; willingness 

to pay a price premium, willingness to recommend brand, and willingness to buy brand before 

other brands. These relationships are hypothesized below.  

 

2.3.1 Hypotheses Development 
 

Continuity 

Being associated with continuity is an important element in building a strong brand (Farquhar, 

1989). Farquhar (1989, p. 9) refers to Ogilvy (1983), who describes the importance of a 

continuous brand image as; “Every advertisement should be thought of as a contribution to the 

brand image. It follows that your advertisement should consistently project the same image, year 

after year.” This view is supported by Morhart et al.’s (2014) findings, which show that if a 

brand is continuously faithful to its consumers and itself, consumers are more likely to dedicate 

to it and engage in positive word of mouth. The concept of positive “word of mouth” is very 

similar to the concept of brand recommendations, and being continuously faithful should 

therefore lead to more recommendations. Dedicated consumers have in turn been found to be 

more willing to pay price premiums (Aaker, 1996), and continuity should therefore make 

consumers more willing to pay price premiums too. If dedicated to a brand, consumers are 

further assumed to buy that brand before other brands. Based on this, the following hypotheses 

are formulated; 

 

H1a: If a consumer perceives a brand to be continuous, he or she is willing to pay a price 

premium for its market offerings. 

 

H1b: If a consumer perceives a brand to be continuous, he or she is willing to recommend the 

brand to others. 
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H1c: If a consumer perceives a brand to be continuous, he or she is willing to buy the brand 

before other brands. 

 

Originality  

Brand originality is seen as a core CBBE facet (Netemeyer et al., 2004). According to Keller 

(1993) a brand needs to have an innovative selling proposition or a sustainable competitive 

advantage that gives consumers a reason for buying the brand. Further, Netemeyer et al. (2004) 

say that if a brand “is not perceived as unique from competitors, it will have a difficult time 

supporting a higher price relative to other brands” (p. 211). Originality is thus assumed to affect 

both consumers’ willingness to buy a brand before other brands, and their willingness to pay a 

price premium. Finally, several studies have shown a connection between uniqueness and brand 

loyalty (Anselmsson et al., 2014; Kalra and Goodstein, 1998), and brand loyalty has in turn been 

seen to affect consumers’ willingness to recommend brands (Aaker, 1996). This makes it 

relevant to propose the following hypotheses;  

 

H2a: If a consumer perceives a brand to be original, he or she is willing to pay a price premium 

for its market offerings. 

 

H2b: If a consumer perceives a brand to be original, he or she is willing to recommend the 

brand to others. 

 

H2c: If a consumer perceives a brand to be original, he or she is willing to buy the brand before 

other brands. 

 

Trustworthiness 

Consumers place a high value on brands that they can trust. Trustworthiness has for example 

been seen to affect whether consumers are interested in what a brand has to offer (Lassar, 

Banwari, & Sharma, 1995). Ambler et al. (2002) also find that consumers who trust a brand are 

more likely to pay extra for the brand’s market offerings and feel a stronger connection to the 

brand. Trustworthiness is thus assumed to increase both consumers’ willingness to pay price 

premium and buy a brand before other brands. Morhart et al. (2014) have also found credibility 



Elinor Edberg & Oscar Sivertzen  Department of Business Studies 
2015-05-29  Uppsala University 
 
 

 
 

25 (83) 

to increase consumers’ willingness to engage in positive word-of-mouth (Morhart et al., 2014), 

which is similar to brand recommendations. Since the concept of credibility is close to 

trustworthiness, trustworthiness is assumed to affect consumers’ willingness to recommend a 

brand too. Based on these assumptions, the following hypotheses are drawn; 

 

H3a: If a consumer perceives a brand to be trustworthy, he or she is willing to pay a price 

premium for its market offerings. 

 

H3b: If a consumer perceives a brand to be trustworthy, he or she is willing to recommend the 

brand to others. 

 

H3c: If a consumer perceives a brand to be trustworthy, he or she is willing to buy the brand 

before other brands. 

 

Genuineness 

Aaker (1996) finds that how consumers view the organization or firm behind the brand affects 

CBBE. He calls this the brand-as-organization perspective, which involves an organization’s 

people, values and programs as drivers of CBBE. This perspective is important since it shows the 

consumers that a brand represents more than its market offerings, for example consumer 

concern, orientation towards the community, and a willingness to be a good player (Aaker, 

1996). Anselmsson et al. (2007; 2014) find that when a firm or brand shows that it engage in 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) it is able to charge a price premium for its market 

offerings. A brand that shows that it cares for its employees, customers, and the moral and 

ethical good, is thus also assumed to be able to charge a price premium. CSR is further found to 

foster brand loyalty (Anselmsson et al., 2007; 2014), and loyalty has in turn proven to both make 

consumers more willing to recommend a brand (Aaker, 1996) and buy it before other brands 

(Oliver, 1997, p. 392). Thus, the following hypotheses are proposed;  

 

H4a: If a consumer perceives a brand to be genuine, he or she is willing to pay a price premium 

for its market offerings. 



Elinor Edberg & Oscar Sivertzen  Department of Business Studies 
2015-05-29  Uppsala University 
 
 

 
 

26 (83) 

H4b: If a consumer perceives a brand to be genuine, he or she is willing to recommend the 

brand to others. 

 

H4c: If a consumer perceives a brand to be genuine, he or she is willing to buy the brand before 

other brands. 

 

Heritage 

A brand’s heritage has been shown to affect consumers’ beliefs and evaluations of the brand 

(Anselmsson et al., 2014; Keller, 1993). Beverland (2006) finds that a brand that celebrates its 

heritage provides consumers with an increased sense of value. Anselmsson et al. (2014) also find 

that a positive country-of-origin-image makes consumers more loyal to the brand and increases 

their willingness to pay a price premium. Embracement of culture and traditions has also been 

proven to make consumer pay more for a brand’s market offerings (Lu & Fine, 1995). Thus, a 

brand with a strong heritage should also be able to charge price premiums. Further, once loyal to 

the brand, consumers have been found more willing to recommend it to others (Aaker, 1996) and 

buy it before other brands (Oliver, 1997, p. 392). This makes it relevant to propose the following 

hypotheses;  

 

H5a: If a consumer perceives a brand to have heritage, he or she is willing to pay a price 

premium for its market offerings. 

 

H5b: If a consumer perceives a brand to have heritage, he or she is willing to recommend the 

brand to others. 

 

H5c: If a consumer perceives a brand to have heritage, he or she is willing to buy the brand 

before other brands. 

 

Symbolism 

Consumers identify with certain brands and thus form sentimental attachments to those brands 

(Lassar et al., 1995). According to Ambler et al. (2002), “associating themselves with certain 

companies allows people to maintain cognitive consistency and to attain a sense of belonging” 
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(p. 19). When identifying with brands, consumers are more resistant to negative brand 

information, feel connected to the brand’s new market offerings, and talk good about the brand 

to others (Ambler et al., 2002). Symbolism is thus assumed to increase consumers’ willingness to 

recommend a brand. Identification with a brand has further shown to increase brand loyalty 

(Ambler et al., 2002; Fournier, 1998), which previously has made consumers buy a brand before 

other brands (Oliver, 1997, p. 392). Symbolism is thus assumed to make consumers buy a brand 

before other brands too. Finally, Vázquez et al. (2002), have found that symbolic utilities 

connected to the brand name, such as identification and status, have made consumers more 

willing to pay price premiums. If a brand is associated with Symbolism, it should thus be able to 

charge price premiums. Thus, the following hypotheses can be formulated; 

 

H6a: If a consumer perceives that he or she can identify with a brand, he or she is willing to pay 

a price premium for its market offerings. 

 

H6b: If a consumer perceives that he or she can identify with a brand, he or she is willing to 

recommend the brand to others. 

 

H6c: If a consumer perceives that he or she can identify with a brand, he or she is willing to buy 

the brand before other brands. 

 

2.3.2 The Research Model 
Together, the 18 hypotheses above form a research model (see Figure 4), in which each brand 

authenticity association is thought to have a causal relationship with each CBBE outcome. Brand 

awareness is included since it, together with brand associations, is a prerequisite for CBBE in 

Keller’s (1993) model (see Figure 2). It is also affecting what consumers do about a brand in the 

brand value chain (see Figure 3), since a person most often need to be aware of a brand to pay a 

price premium, recommend it, and buy it before other brands. It is thus included in the research 

model as a confounding variable, thought to affect the relationships between the brand 

authenticity associations and the CBBE outcomes.  
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Figure 4: Research Model 

 

  



Elinor Edberg & Oscar Sivertzen  Department of Business Studies 
2015-05-29  Uppsala University 
 
 

 
 

29 (83) 

3. Method 
 

3.1 Research Approach 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between brand authenticity and 

CBBE, by measuring how the different brand authenticity associations drive the different CBBE 

outcomes. An explanatory approach was thus found suitable. In explanatory studies causal 

relationships between variables are established, and in this study it was the causal relationships 

between the brand authenticity associations (independent variables) and the CBBE outcomes 

(dependent variables) that were of interest. These relationships were tested through verifying or 

falsifying hypotheses. This thesis thus used a deductive approach, which is closely connected to 

explanatory research (Robson, 2002, p. 292; Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009, p. 124). The 

deductive approach is explained as an approach where “the researcher, on the basis of what is 

known about a particular domain and of theoretical considerations in relation to that domain, 

deduces a hypothesis (or hypotheses) that must then be subjected to empirical scrutiny” (Bryman 

& Bell, 2011, p. 11).  

 

Since relationships between different variables were tested, a quantitative research approach was 

chosen. Burns and Burns (2008) recommend a quantitative research approach when the 

researcher clearly knows what he or she is investigating in advance, and when theory is tested (p. 

22). Further, when using a deductive approach a quantitative research design is especially 

suitable, since it can be used to test theories on a large sample (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 27). 

Testing the theories on large samples further enables generalization of theory (Burns and Burns, 

2008, p. 14).  

 

3.2 Research Strategy 
In order to quickly gather a lot of quantitative data, a survey strategy was employed through 

questionnaires. A survey strategy is generally associated to a deductive approach, and is widely 

used in consumer marketing research (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 124). One reason for its 

popularity is that it “allows the collection of a large amount of data from a sizeable population in 

a highly economical way” (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 144). Another is that it enables the 
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researcher to use sampling and generate data that can be generalized to the whole population, 

both faster and at a lower price than when actually using the whole population (Saunders et al., 

2009, p. 144).  

 

According to Copper and Schindler (2014) “the goal of the survey is to derive comparable data 

across subsets of the chosen sample so that similarities and differences can be found” (p. 219). A 

questionnaire is a good way to do this, since it collects data through asking people to answer the 

exact same set of questions (Saunders, 2009, p. 401). The generated data is thus standardized and 

allows easy comparisons. Questionnaire data can also be used to explain and examine cause-and-

effect relationships between independent and dependent variables (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 362), 

like the relationships between the brand authenticity associations and the CBBE outcomes in this 

study.  

 

An internet-mediated questionnaire, distributed via email, was chosen based on its many 

advantages. It enables a large and geographically spread sample, data can be gathered fast and 

easy (Saunders, 2009, p. 363), and respondents are less likely to answer in a socially desirable 

way, since their answers are not observed by others (Dillman, 2007, p. 241). Further, it helps to 

ensure reliability since most people read their own email, which increases the probability that the 

intended respondent is actually the one answering the questionnaire (Saunders, 2009, p. 364). 

However, there are disadvantages to an internet-mediated questionnaire as well. It usually means 

that a lower response rate is obtained, and a lower number of questions can be used in the 

questionnaire for people to answer it. Respondents can also discuss their answers with friends 

and family, which decreases reliability (Saunders, 2009, p. 365). Despite this, the advantages of 

an internet-mediated questionnaire were thought to outweigh the disadvantages. 

 

3.2.1 Delimitations  
Because of resource constraints the study had to be delimited to only testing Sweden and the 

Swedish population. Since the authors of this thesis are Swedish, the choice of studying only 

Sweden enabled semantic equivalence to be controlled for within the target population. Semantic 

equivalence refers to the underlying meaning attached to each measured concept, which often is 

different in different cultures (Streiner & Norman, 2008, p. 30). It was also delimited down to 
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study only adults, defined as every person above 18 years old. This is the age when youngsters 

come of age in Sweden. This delimitation was made to ensure that the studied population are 

fully able to make their own purchase decisions.  

 

The study had to be further limited down to only testing one industry, namely the retail clothing 

industry. This industry was chosen for several reasons. Firstly, authenticity has been seen to play 

an important role in the retail clothing industry, which makes it possible and accurate to measure 

(Cohn & Wolfe’s Authentic Brands 2014 Study, 2014). Secondly, the brands in this industry sell 

“experience goods”, which are products that consumers experience through consumption 

(Grenros, 2015). This enables the consumers to judge the attributes and benefits of the different 

brands thoroughly (Yoo & Donthu, 2001). Thirdly, clothes are often used to create an identity 

and are symbols of social status and group affiliation (Forbes Woman, 2012; Schouten & 

McAlexander, 1995). This is important, especially since symbolism is a part of brand 

authenticity. Finally, clothes is a consumption category that most consumers are aware of and 

can relate to, since they are bought by most adults, no matter gender or demographic 

background. 

 

In order to test the retail clothing industry, several brands were chosen based on the following 

criteria. Firstly, the brands needed to have high market shares in Sweden to ensure high brand 

awareness. Secondly, they needed to be distinguished retailers that only sell their own brand 

within their stores. For example, the clothing retailer MQ could not be chosen, since they offer 

so many different brands. Thirdly, the brands needed to offer similar types of clothes for both 

men and women, so that both men and women could easily recall the brand based on the same 

brand associations. The final criteria was that the brands needed to be differentiated from each 

other, in terms of market share, country of origin, price range and style, so that the results of the 

study could be generalized to the whole retail clothing industry.  

 

Based on the criteria, the chosen brands were H&M, adidas, Filippa K, Cubus, Zara and 

Boomerang. All the chosen brands fulfill all four criterias, and the evaluations for the last criteria 

can be seen in Table 1. All the brands differ in market share on the Swedish market, but they are 

all among the top 35 retail clothing brands in Sweden (Euromonitor International, 2015), to 
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ensure high brand awareness. In terms of origin, three of the brands are Swedish (H&M, Filippa 

K and Boomerang) while the rest of the brands are foreign (adidas, Cubus and Zara). This choice 

was made so that the brand authenticity association heritage could be tested for. Further, the 

brands differ in price range, which was set by investigating the brands’ respective online shop. A 

basic one colour t-shirt (men) or top (women) had a different price depending on brand. Firstly, 

the high-end brands of Boomerang (630 SEK) and Filippa K (500 SEK) charged prices over 500 

SEK for a t-shirt or top (Boomerang, 2015; Filippa K, 2015). The mid-end brands of adidas (350 

SEK) and Zara (215 SEK), on the other hand, charged over 200 SEK for a t-shirt or top (adidas, 

2015; Zara, 2015), while the low-end brands of H&M (99 SEK) and Cubus (99 SEK) charged 

100 SEK for a t-shirt or top (Cubus, 2015; H&M, 2015). The brands were thus spread among 

three different price ranges. By investigating the websites of each brand the style of the brand 

could be interpreted. Three of the brands (H&M, Cubus and Zara) offered a broad and general 

clothing style, while Adidas offered more sports-oriented clothing. Filippa K offered more 

classic and fashionable clothes, while Boomerang’s clothes were considered to be more preppy. 

 

Brand Market Share 
% (2014) 

Country of 
Origin 

Price 
Range 

Style 

H&M 7,4% Sweden Low Broad 

adidas 1,5% Germany Mid Sport 

Filippa K 1,2% Sweden High Fashion 

Cubus 1,2% Norway Low Broad 

Zara 1,1% Spain Mid Broad 

Boomerang 0,4% Sweden High Preppy 

 

Table 1: Studied Brands 

 

3.2.2 Measurements 
When using a questionnaire one needs to ensure that the questions measure what they are 

intended to measure (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 156). The questionnaire used in this study was 

therefore based on already existing scales, which have been used to measure the different brand 
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authenticity associations and CBBE outcomes in previous studies. Below are the scale items used 

to measure each independent, dependent, and confounding variable. 

 
Independent Variables 

The research model includes brand authenticity associations from four different models and 

scales (Bruhn et al., 2012; Morhart et al., 2014; Napoli et al., 2014; Schallehn et al., 2014). Thus, 

when measuring the different brand authenticity associations, scale items from different scales 

have sometimes been merged and developed from existing theory. According to Streiner and 

Norman (2008, p. 30) using already existing theory to develop new scale constructs has been 

increasingly appreciated, especially when assessing beliefs, attitudes and traits. It reduces the 

risk of leaving out important explanatory variables (Streiner & Norman, 2008, p. 12). However, 

others discourage to make changes in the scales if not necessary, since it can harm the validity of 

the scales (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 157). In this study the validity of the scales were tested 

through industry experts before the questionnaire was sent out (read more under ‘3.3.1 Adapting 

the Measurements to the Target Population’). Further, if merging scales, one needs to ensure that 

all the scales and models measure brand authenticity from the same perspective (Sallis, 2015). 

The four scales and models referred to in this thesis all measure brand authenticity from the 

consumers’ perspective, and even though the models take different forms they all outline 

associations one can use to measure perceived brand authenticity. They are therefore considered 

similar enough to be merged. Further, since some of the items are too similar or even the same, 

not all items from all models have been re-used in this study. The scale items used to measure 

each brand authenticity association, as well as their sources, are found below. 

 

 Continuity Authors 

C1 I think the brand is consistent over time Bruhn et al., 2012 

C2 The brand has a clear concept that it pursues Bruhn et al., 2012 

C3 The brand is timeless Morhart et al., 2014 

C4 The brand transcends trends Morhart et al., 2014 

C5 The brand’s core attributes have stayed consistent over time Schallehn et al., 2014 
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C6 The brand refuses to compromise the values upon which it 
was founded 

Napoli et al., 2014 

 

Table 2: Scale Items of Continuity (C) 
 

 Originality Authors 

O1 The brand is different from all other brands Bruhn et al., 2012 

O2 The brand stands out from other brands Bruhn et al., 2012 

O3 I think that the brand is unique Bruhn et al., 2012 

O4 The brand clearly distinguishes itself from other brands Bruhn et al., 2012 

O5 The brand fulfills its promise in an unique way Schallehn et al., 2014 

 

Table 3: Scale Items of Originality (O) 
 

 Trustworthiness Authors 

T1 My experience of the brand has shown me that it keeps its 
promises 

Bruhn et al., 2012 

T2 The brand delivers what it promises Bruhn et al., 2012 

T3 The brand’s promises are credible Bruhn et al., 2012 

T4 The brand makes reliable promises Bruhn et al., 2012 

T5 The brand shows that it is willing to keep its promises Morhart et al., 2014 

 

Table 4: Scale Items of Trustworthiness (T) 
 

 Genuineness Authors 

G1 The brand does not seem artificial Bruhn et al., 2012 

G2 The brand makes a genuine impression Bruhn et al., 2012 

G3 The brand gives the impression of being natural Bruhn et al., 2012 
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G4 The brand takes a moral responsibility Morhart et al., 2014 

G5 The brand takes an ethical responsibility Morhart et al., 2014 

G6 The brand sincerely care about its customers Morhart et al., 2014 

G7 The brand is loyal towards its consumers Morhart et al., 2014 

 

Table 5: Scale Items of Genuineness (G) 
 

 Heritage Authors 

H1 The brand has a strong connection to a historical period in 
time 

Napoli et al., 2014 

H2 The brand has a strong connection to a specific culture Napoli et al., 2014 

H3 The brand has a strong connection to a specific region Napoli et al., 2014 

H4 The brand reminds me of a golden age Napoli et al., 2014 

H5 The brand exudes a sense of tradition Napoli et al., 2014 

H6 The brand reinforces and builds on long-held traditions Napoli et al., 2014 

 

Table 6: Scale Items of Heritage (H) 
 

 Symbolism Authors 

S1 The brand reflects important values of yours Morhart et al., 2014 

S2 The  brand helps you construct your own identity Morhart et al., 2014 

S3 The brand reinforces your identity Morhart et al., 2014 

S4 The brand helps you stay true to yourself Morhart et al., 2014 

S5 The brand reflects values embraced by society Napoli et al., 2014 

 

Table 7: Scale Items of Symbolism (S) 
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Dependent Variables 

For measuring the CBBE outcomes, the dependent variables, this thesis have chosen scales that 

have been successfully used in previous CBBE research. This is to ensure the reliability and 

validity of each scale (Streiner & Norman, 2008, p. 9).  The scale measuring Willingness to Pay 

a Price Premium was retrieved from Netemeyer et al., (2004), and has been used by both 

Netemeyer et al. (2004) and Anselmsson et al. (2014). When measuring Willingness to 

Recommend Brand the scale was originally from research by Zeithaml, Berry, and Parasuraman 

(1996) and has further been tested by Anselmsson et al., 2014. For measuring the variable 

Willingness to Buy Brand before Other Brands, Yoo and Donthu’s (2001) ‘overall brand equity 

scale’ has been used. This scale has also been successfully used by Washburn and Plank (2002). 

The scale items used to measure the dependent CBBE variables are found below. 

 

 Willingness to Pay a Price Premium Authors 

PP1 The price of this brand would have to go up quite a bit before 
I would switch to another competing brand 

Netemeyer et al., 2004 

PP2 I am willing to pay a higher price for this brand than for 
other competing brands 

Netemeyer et al., 2004 

PP3 I am willing to pay a lot more for this brand than for other 
competing brands 

Netemeyer et al., 2004 

 

Table 8: Scale Items of Willingness to Pay a Price Premium (PP) 
 

 Willingness to Recommend Brand Authors 

RB1 I would recommend this brand to someone who seeks advice Zeithaml et al., 1996 

RB2 I would say positive things about this brand to other people Zeithaml et al., 1996 

RB3 I would encourage friends and relatives to buy this brand Zeithaml et al., 1996 

 

Table 9: Scale Items of Willingness to Recommend Brand (RB) 
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 Willingness to Buy Brand Before Other Brands Authors 

BB1 It makes sense to buy this brand instead of a competing 
brand, even if they are the same 

Yoo & Donthu, 2001 

BB2 Even if a competing brand has the same features as this 
brand, I would prefer to buy this brand 

Yoo & Donthu, 2001 

BB3 If there is a competing brand as good as this brand, I prefer to 
buy this brand 

Yoo & Donthu, 2001 

BB4 If a competing brand is not different from this brand in any 
way, it seems smarter to purchase this brand 

Yoo & Donthu, 2001 

 

Table 10: Scale Items of Willingness to Buy Brand Before Other Brands (BB) 
 

Confounding Variable 

Brand awareness was tested as a confounding variable, since it has proven to affect both the 

brand authenticity associations and the CBBE outcomes in previous research (Anselmsson et al., 

2014; Keller, 1993; Keller & Lehmann, 2006). It may therefore explain changes in the 

relationships between the independent- and dependent variables, and was thus controlled for 

(Saunders et al., 2009, p. 367). Brand awareness was measured by a scale that has been 

previously used by Anselmsson et al. (2014). 

 

 Brand Awareness Authors 

BAW1 I am aware of this brand Anselmsson et al., 2014 

BAW2 I know what this brand looks like Anselmsson et al., 2014 

BAW3 I know what this brand stands for Anselmsson et al., 2014 

 

Table 11: Scale Items of Brand Awareness (BAW) 
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3.3 Research Procedure 
 

3.3.1 Adapting the Measurements 
In order for the Swedish population to better understand the questionnaire, the scale items were 

translated from English to Swedish (see Appendix 5). One of the most important things to take in 

consideration when translating scale items is conceptual equivalence. This is whether people 

from two different cultures look at the researched concept in the same way (Streiner & Norman, 

2008, p. 30). Conceptual equivalence is especially important when measuring brand authenticity, 

since the perception of brand authenticity has been seen to differ between different countries and 

cultures (Beverland et al., 2008; Bruhn et al., 2012). Further, item equivalence, which is whether 

the concept is relevant for the target population, should also be ensured (Streiner & Norman, 

2008, p. 30).  

 

According by Streiner and Norman (2008, p. 30) both conceptual- and item equivalence can be 

determined either through anthropological literature, focus groups/interviews, or consultations 

with experts. This thesis has chosen the latter and consulted the brand association experts at the 

brand agency Evidence Strategy in Stockholm. Evidence Strategy has six employees, who work 

in collaboration with the marketing departments at Stockholm University, Stockholm School of 

Economics and Lund University. Evidence Strategy is specializing in brand associations that 

drive price premium and consumer interests (volume premium), and have done prior research on 

brand authenticity. Because of their academic profile, their expertise in brand associations and 

their Swedish origin they were perceived to be qualified candidates to control the conceptual- 

and item equivalence as well as the content validity of the merged and translated brand 

authenticity scales. 

 

In order to prepare for the meeting the items were sent to the Research Director at Evidence 

Strategy on the day (2015-03-25) before the meeting. This gave time for Evidence Strategy to 

prepare their feedback for the actual meeting. During the hour-long meeting with Evidence 

Strategy (2015-03-26) they explained that they had done consultancy work that included the 

construct “real”; which according to them is somewhat close to the construct “authentic”. 

According to Evidence Strategy the construct “real” is often among the top constructs when it 



Elinor Edberg & Oscar Sivertzen  Department of Business Studies 
2015-05-29  Uppsala University 
 
 

 
 

39 (83) 

comes to driving price premium. This comment strengthened the belief that the thesis was on to 

find a real and evident relationship between brand authenticity and CBBE. During the meeting, 

Evidence Strategy analyzed the thesis’ scales and models as well as the merged model. In 

general they thought that the constructs and items were chosen well, but did some smaller 

grammatical changes to minimize comprehension problems within the questionnaires. The main 

feedback that Evidence Strategy gave was that it was necessary that the thesis did not include the 

previously found brand authenticity driver Quality Commitment (Napoli et al., 2014), since the 

interest of the study was to understand what the brand drives. By not using quality commitment 

as a brand authenticity association, the results will purely show what the brand drives with no 

misconception to product or service. Before the meeting it was an ambiguous choice if quality 

commitment would be included or not, but Evidence Strategy solved the confusion. 

 

3.3.2 Pilot Study 
After the translated questionnaire was validated by Evidence Strategy, it was pilot-tested on a 

group of 12 people to ensure face validity, which is whether the respondents can make sense of 

the questionnaire (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 394). This group was sampled through convenience 

sampling, and consisted of primarily friends and family. Because of time constraints a big pilot 

study could not be made, but as Saunders et al. (2009) say; “it is better to pilot test the 

questionnaire using friends and family than not at all” (p. 394). After the pilot testing some 

questions were clarified and some formulations were changed. 

 

3.3.3 Data Collection 
 

Sampling 

When too costly, impracticable, or time-consuming to survey the whole population, sampling 

can be used (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 212). For this, one needs a sampling frame that is 

representative for the whole population (Fowler, 2009, p. 13; Saunders, 2009, p. 211). This study 

used the Swedish advertising agency Åkestam Holst’s consumer research database as a sampling 

frame, which consists of approximately 1000 people. Among these people 36% are men and 64% 

are women, and they are all between 20-75 years. The investigated population (Swedish adults), 

in turn, consists of 49,9% men and 50,1% women between 18-100+ years (SCB, 2014). The 
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sampling frame is thus not fully representative for the whole population. However, by using 

probability sampling through stratified random sampling one can make the sample more 

representative (Saunders, 2009, p. 228).  

 

Because of the uneven gender distribution in the sampling frame it was divided into two strata: 

men and women. Then one sample of 400 men or 400 women were randomly chosen from each 

strata. In total, 800 people, between 20-75 years, were sampled. The gender distribution in the 

sample, 50% women and 50% men, was now representative for the target population. However, 

when looking at age, the sample was not fully representative as it excluded people aged 18, 19 

and 75+ years. This difference was considered small enough to be ignored. Each sample was 

then randomly divided into two groups that were put together in two cross-gender samples, each 

consisting of 400 people (200 men and 200 women). 

 
Questionnaire 

Two self-administered, internet-mediated questionnaires were sent out to the two cross-gender 

samples via email. Each questionnaire consisted of the same questions but differed on the three 

brands to be rated (Filippa K, adidas, and H&M or Boomerang, Zara, and Cubus). In both 

questionnaires there were a total of 51 structured questions, where four questions were 

demographic and 47 questions were claims (based on the measurement scales, see Appendix 5) 

that the respondents were to rate each brand on a Likert scale from 1 (don’t agree) to 7 (totally 

agree). Scales with 5 to 11 points are recommended when the subject to be rated is both complex 

and is of a high-involvement nature (Cooper & Schindler, 2014, p. 274). Further, the advantages 

of using a 7-point scale is that it provides a “better approximation of a normal response curve 

and extraction of more variability among respondents” (Cooper & Schindler, 2014, p. 278). 

  
The reason for having two different samples rate three different brands each was that the high 

amount of questions would either require a very large sample (if each respondent were to rate 

only one brand) or it would possibly deter the respondents (if each respondent were to rate all six 

brands). In order to avoid response fatigueness a middle way were thus chosen, where each 

respondent rated three brands. The problem of letting people rate three brands is that they can 

start comparing the brands to each other and rate them based on that (Sallis, 2015). However, 
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since it is the relationships between the independent and the dependent variables that are 

interesting, not the relationships between the different brands, this problem is thought to have 

little effect on the results. 

  
Respondents 

Of the 800 respondents that was sampled, 36 were ineligible to reach because they had left 

Åkestam Holst’s consumer research database before the questionnaires were sent out. 764 

questionnaires were sent out on 2015-04-17 and two days later 238 responses could be collected. 

Both the total- and active response rates were thus 31%. In total these 238 people rated the 

different brands 537 times. Some respondents only rated one or two brands, while others rated all 

three. Despite these differences, all brands were rated approximately the same amount of times.  

 

Among the respondents, 27% were males while 71% were females. 2% would not answer their 

gender. The age among the respondents varied between 20-75 years old, where 0% were 0-19 

years, 9% were 20-29 years, 29% were 30-39 years, 31% were 40-49 years, 20% were 50-59 

years, and 11% were 60+ years. When it comes to educational level, 0% had no education, 6% 

had finished Middle School, 23% had finished High School and 72% had finished 

University/College. For occupation, 4% were studying, 86% were working and 9% answered 

that they had some other occupation. All in all, the age range was considered evenly distributed. 

However, the gender distribution in the sample turned out to be uneven, even though the 

stratified sampling method was specifically used to avoid that. One of the reasons for the uneven 

gender distribution is thought to be that women might find the researched industry more 

interesting, and were therefore be more willing to answer the questionnaire.  

 

3.4 Data Analysis 
Several statistical analyses were made on the gathered data using the computer program IBM 

SPSS Statistics. Firstly, normality of the data was assessed by checking the Kolmogorov-

Smirnov statistics. Descriptive data such as mean, 5% trimmed mean, skewness and kurtosis 

were observed, as well as the presence of outliers. While skewness shows the symmetry of the 

distribution, kurtosis indicates whether the distribution of scores is peaked (clustered to the 

centre) or flat (evenly distributed among the scale) (Pallant, 2013, p. 59). A normality test is 
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generally done to see whether the data is normally distributed (Pallant, 2013, p. 61) and to assess 

the “underlying nature of the construct being measured” (p. 66). Based on the skewness and 

kurtosis one can for example see whether people generally have a positive or negative underlying 

attitude regarding a subject (Pallant, 2013). 

 

Secondly, two exploratory factor analyses were made, one for the independent- and one for the 

dependent variables. According to Pallant (2013), “exploratory factor analysis is often used in 

the early stages of research to gather information about (explore) the interrelationships among a 

set of variables” (p. 188). The purpose of doing the exploratory factor analyses was to evaluate 

the construct validity of the different scales. This thesis used a Principal Components Analysis 

with the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy, Bartlett’s test of sphericity, 

and a Varimax rotation. Eigenvalues below 0,5 were suppressed. Further, a six-factor-solution 

was forced for the independent variables, because of the inherent similarities of the variables. 

They all measure perceived brand authenticity and are thus connected to each other. A three-

factor-solution was forced for the dependent variables, since they are also connected. To increase 

discriminant validity of the different variables, some scale items were removed already at this 

stage. This way, construct validity of the scales was not entirely ensured, but at the least 

maximized for these variables.  

 

Thirdly, internal consistency of the different scales was tested through a reliability test. This was 

done to ensure that the items in the scales measured the same scale construct. In the reliability 

test the adjusted scales from after the exploratory factor analyses were used, since these were the 

scales finally used in the rest of the study. The reliability was measured through Cronbach’s 

alpha coefficient, which according to Pallant (2013) is “one of the most commonly used 

indicators of internal consistency” (p. 101).  

 

Fourthly, a partial correlation analysis was performed to test the influence of the confounding 

variable brand awareness on the independent- and dependent variables. Partial correlation 

“allows you to explore the relationship between two variables, while statistically controlling for 

(getting rid of) the effect of another variable that you think might be contaminating or 

influencing the relationship” (Pallant, 2013, p. 150). The output of the analysis thus showed how 
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much impact the confounding variable had on the relationships between the independent and  

and dependent variables. 

 

Fifthly, three standard multiple regression analyses were made. According to Pallant (2013), 

“multiple regression will provide you with information about the model as a whole (all 

subscales) and the relative contribution of each of the variables that make up the model 

(individual subscales)” (p. 154). By using multiple regression analyses all the different brand 

authenticity associations’ relationships with the CBBE outcomes could be explained. By this, the 

18 different hypotheses could be either falsified or verified. Further, multicollinearity was 

controlled for in each multiple regression analysis. Multicollinearity exists when there is a high 

correlation between the independent variables. According to Pallant (2013), multicollinearity and 

multiple regression is not a good match and it should thus be avoided (p. 157). 

 

Finally, to control whether the participating womens’ answers differed from the participating 

mens’, an independent samples t-test was made. An independent samples t-test is generally used 

to “compare the mean scores of two different groups or conditions” (Pallant, 2013, p. 247), to see 

whether there is a statistically significant difference between the groups’ answers. In this thesis 

the gender ratio among the participants was 71 % women and 27% men (2% would not answer), 

which is uneven. One therefore needs to make sure that gender does not affect the respondents’ 

answers in any way, to be able to generalize the answers to the adult Swedish population.  

 

3.5 The Credibility of the Study 
 

Validity 

The validity and reliability of the research were taken into account during the whole study. 

Firstly, the measurements for the dependent and the confounding variables were chosen to 

increase content validity and reliability, since they had been successfully used before. For the 

independent variables, validity was at risk when the scales were merged. However, by letting 

experts at the agency Evidence Strategy judge the quality and necessity of each measurement 

question, content validity could be increased for these variables too. Secondly, a factor analysis 

was made to test the discriminant validity of the different independent- and dependent variable 
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scales. Although a six-factor solution was forced for the independent variables and a three-factor 

solution was forced for the dependent variables, construct validity was found. 

 

External validity “is concerned with the question of whether the results of a study can be 

generalized beyond the specific research context” (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 43). This study only 

measured the connection between brand authenticity and the CCBE outcomes in the retail 

clothing industry. The relationship between these two branding concepts might vary in other 

industries, where the brands sell less experiential goods. Further, it was only the adult Swedish 

population's’ perception of brand authenticity and CBBE that was investigated in this study. 

Since brand authenticity has been seen to differ between different cultures (Beverland et al., 

2008; Bruhn et al., 2012), the perceptions of brand authenticity are likely to differ in other 

geographic areas. Based on this, the external validity of this study is thought to be rather low.  

  
Reliability 

When it comes to reliability, the Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient was tested for each measurement 

scale. In each of the cases the Alpha was higher than the recommended level of 0,7 (DeVellis, 

2012), which proved that all scales used in the study had high internal consistency. By this it 

could be ensured that each variable’s scale items actually measured the same thing (Pallant, 

2013, p. 101). 

  
Further, the respondents had themselves applied to be part of the consumer research database, 

which significantly simplified the problem of getting access to a sampling frame. However, 

using voluntary respondents like this have sometimes seen to increase self-selection bias, granted 

that the respondents are particularly interested in the researched subject and choose to participate 

because of this. Self-selection bias, in turn, decrease reliability (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 241). 

However, this consumer research database is used for several different types of research, and the 

main motivation for participating is that the respondents get a free movie ticket for every fifth 

survey that they participate in. The movie ticket is thus thought to be the underlying reason for 

participating, and not the chance to express strong opinions regarding the research subject. 
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Ethical Considerations 

When using a survey strategy ethical issues are generally associated with objectivity, privacy, 

confidentiality, openness and deception (Zikmund, 2000 in Saunders et al., 2009, p. 193). Firstly, 

the collection of data was made in an objective manner, where both reliability and validity was 

taken into account during the whole process. Secondly, the chosen sample could choose whether 

they wanted to participate in the study or not, simply by ignoring the email, and they were 

informed of that they could withdraw as participants from the study at any time. Thirdly, 

although possible for the researchers to see who participated in the survey, all the respondents’ 

individual answers were confidential both during the collection- and presentation of data. The 

respondents were particularly informed of this when they entered the database. Fourthly, the 

respondents were informed of that the data was to be used in a branding study at Uppsala 

University, and that it would not be published elsewhere. However, since it was thought to harm 

validity and reliability, the respondents were not given detailed information about the research 

subject. Finally, there is always a risk of deception when using a self-administered questionnaire, 

since people can answer in an unhonest way or consult others before answering. This, however, 

was hard to control for. 
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4. Results 
 

4.1 Normality of the Data 
Before any other statistical analyses were made, normality was assessed for every variable. In the 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov test each variable was found statistically significant, which indicates high 

normality (Pallant, 2013, p. 66). Further, descriptive data such as mean, 5% trimmed mean, 

skewness and kurtosis was reviewed for all variables (see Table 12). Starting with the mean, 

most independent variables had means below 4 (middle of the 7-point Likert Scale), indicating 

that the investigated brands were perceived to have low brand authenticity. Only continuity had a 

mean score above 4. For the dependent variables, willingness to recommend brand had the 

highest mean score, while willingness to pay a price premium and willingness to buy brand 

before other brands had low means. The confounding variable brand awareness had a relatively 

high mean, showing that the respondents were generally aware of the researched brands. 

 

DESCRIPTIVES Mean 5% Trimmed Mean Skewness Kurtosis 

Continuity 4,17 4,19 -,131 -,023 

Originality 3,21 3,18 ,144 -,385 

Trustworthiness 3,81 3,81 ,027 ,011 

Heritage 3,01 2,96 ,297 -,296 

Symbolism 2,76 2,69 ,414 -,537 

Genuineness 3,12 3,08 ,233 -,106 

Pay a Price Premium 2,33 2,22 ,938 ,220 

Recommend Brand 3,26 3,21 ,267 -,466 

Buy Brand Before Other Brands 2,66 2,57 ,627 -,434 

Brand Awareness 4,04 4,05 -,184 -,500 

 

Table 12: Descriptive Statistics 
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Moving over to skewness and kurtosis, most variables had a positive skewness. This means that 

the scores were clustered around the low values of the Likert Scale (Pallant, 2013, p. 59). The 

positive skewness further indicates that the brand authenticity and the scores of the CBBE 

outcomes were generally low for the researched brands. The kurtosis, on the other hand, was 

mostly negative. This shows that the distribution of the scores were relatively flat, where there 

were many values in the ends of the Likert Scale (Pallant, 2013, p. 59). This is not surprising, 

since several different brands were investigated. 

 

Looking at outliers, only originality, trustworthiness, and willingness to pay a price premium had 

what IBM SPSS Statistics defines as outliers. However, comparing the mean with the 5% 

trimmed mean for these variables, low differences were found. The 5% trimmed removes the 

bottom and top 5 percent of the cases, which shows whether the outliers strongly influence the 

mean (Pallant, 2013, p. 65). In these cases the differences were low, and the outliers thus had low 

effect on the mean.  

 

4.2 Construct Validity Among Variables 
The dependent and independent variables were submitted to separate principal components 

analyses (or factor analyses). According to Saunders (2013) “there are two main issues to 

consider in determining whether a particular data set is suitable for factor analysis: sample size, 

and the strength of the relationship among the variables (or items)” (p. 189). This study had a 

sample size of 537, representing all brand ratings, which is considered high enough (Tabachnick 

& Fidell, 2013, p. 613). Further, the intercorrelations between the variables were assessed using 

KMO and Bartlett’s test of sphericity. 

 

4.2.1 Independent Variables 
For the independent variables the KMO showed ,978, which exceeds the recommended value .6, 

and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant at p = ,000, indicating low intercorrelations 

among variables (Kaiser, 1970; 1974). The independent variables were thus suitable for a factor 

analysis (Saunders, 2013, p. 190). A principal components analysis with a Varimax rotation was 

therefore used to find construct validity in the total perceived brand authenticity scale. For the 

independent variables, a six-factor solution was forced and several scale items were removed 



Elinor Edberg & Oscar Sivertzen  Department of Business Studies 
2015-05-29  Uppsala University 
 
 

 
 

48 (83) 

(See Exhibit 1). Firstly, several items of genuineness loaded on trustworthiness, indicating that 

these two variables measured the same construct. Only two genuineness scale items, G4 and G5, 

loaded on another factor. Since keeping promises (trustworthiness) is separated from being 

genuine, natural, caring, and loyal (genuineness) in previous research, the constructs were not 

combined into one. Instead G1, G2, G3, G6, and G7 were removed from the study to increase 

construct validity for both trustworthiness and genuineness. Further, C3, C4, C6, H4, H5, S1, S5 

and T3 were removed to maximize construct validity among the rest of the independent 

variables. The removed scale items are all marked with an asterisk in Appendix 5. 

 

 
Exhibit 1: Rotated Component Matrix, Independent Variables 

 



Elinor Edberg & Oscar Sivertzen  Department of Business Studies 
2015-05-29  Uppsala University 
 
 

 
 

49 (83) 

4.2.2 Dependent Variables 
The KMO for the dependent variables was ,922, while the Bartlett’s test of sphericity was 

significant at p = ,000. This shows that low intercorrelations existed among the dependent 

variables, making a factor analysis suitable for the dependent variables too. A three-factor 

solution was forced, where the scale items BB1 and RB3 were removed to increase construct 

validity. The results can be seen in Exhibit 2 below. 

 
Exhibit 2: Rotated Component Matrix, Dependent Variables 

 

4.3 Reliability of Scales 
The reliability of the scales was tested through the Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient. This alpha 

should be above 0,7 (DeVellis, 2012) for the scales to be considered reliable. As can be seen in 

Table 13 below, Cronbach’s Alpha for all the used scales were above 0,8, which indicates high 

internal consistency of all the scales (Pallant, 2013). This means that the different items in each 

scale measured the same variable. 

 

Variable C O T G H S PP RB BB BAW 

α ,842 ,928 ,937 ,910 ,834 ,891 ,920 ,896 ,952 ,840 

 

Table 13: Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient for Measurement Scales 
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4.4 Influence of Confounding Variable 
Since brand awareness has been seen to influence CBBE in previous research, its influence on 

the CBBE outcomes was tested in a partial correlation. The outcomes of the correlation can be 

seen in Exhibit 3, where the upper part of the table shows the correlation of the variables before 

controlling for the confounding variable. The lower part of the table shows the correlations of the 

variables after taking out the effect of the confounding variable. By comparing the two scores 

one can see how much impact the confounding variable had on the relationships between the 

dependent- and independent variables (Saunders, 2013, p. 152). Comparing all the values in the 

upper part with the values in the lower parts, low differences were observed for all variables 

except continuity. This means that the relationships between the independent and dependent 

variables were mostly not due to the confounding variable (Saunders, 2013, p. 152). However, 

brand awareness had a relatively high influence on the relationships between continuity and the 

dependent variables. It thus needed to be controlled for in the multiple regression analyses. 

 

 
Exhibit 3: Partial Correlations 
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4.5 Relationships Between Variables 
The relationships between the independent variables and each dependent variable were tested 

through three standard multiple regression analyses. Several criteria had to be fulfilled to be able 

to do a multiple regression analysis. Firstly, it required a big sample (Pallant, 2013, p. 156), 

which this study had. Secondly, there needed to be low multicollinearity (VIF and Tolerance), 

meaning low correlations between the independent variables. Low multicollinearity was found 

for this sample when measuring both willingness to pay a price premium, willingness to 

recommend brand, and willingness to buy brand before other brands (see Exhibit 4-6). In all 

cases the VIF values were between 1-4 and the Tolerance values were between 0,3-0,7, which 

according to Pallant (2013) shows that there were low correlations between the independent 

variables (p. 164). Thirdly, the sample had to be checked for outliers and normality, which was 

already assessed in the initial normality test. 

 

4.5.1 Willingness to Pay a Price Premium 
Each separate multiple regression analysis can be evaluated both in terms of the model and in 

terms of each independent variable. Starting with the model as a whole for willingness to pay a 

price premium (see Figure 5), R Square can tell how much variance in the dependent variable 

that is explained by brand authenticity. For this regression model R Square was ,597, which 

means that almost 60% of the variance in willingness to pay a price premium was explained by 

brand authenticity. According to Pallant (2013), this is a respectable result (p. 167). Further, the 

ANOVA showed that the model was statistically significant at p = ,000.  
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Figure 5: Regression Model 1, Willingness to Pay a Price Premium 

 

Moving over to assessing each separate independent variable in Exhibit 4 below. Here, the 

confounding variable brand awareness was included and controlled for. The Beta column shows 

how much each independent variable predict the dependent variable. In this case symbolism 

predicted willingness to pay a price premium the most, with a Beta of ,520. This was followed by 

originality (,162), continuity (-,125), genuineness (,120), and heritage (,076). Further, 

trustworthiness was found to have a very little effect on willingness to pay a price premium 

(,001). What also can be seen is that brand awareness played a big role in predicting the 

dependent variable with a Beta of ,133. This means that if not aware of a brand, few were willing 
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to pay extra for it. Another important thing to note is that there was a negative sign before 

continuity’s beta value, which shows that when continuity goes down, willingness to pay a price 

premium goes up. This contradicts what was earlier hypothesized. 

 

 
Exhibit 4: Coefficients, Willingness to Pay a Price Premium 

 

Further, when looking in the Sig. column in Exhibit 4, one can see whether each variable makes 

a “statistically significant unique contribution to the equation” (Pallant, 2013, p. 167). The 

independent variables must have a Sig. value of p < ,05 to make an unique contribution, which 

both continuity, originality, symbolism, and genuineness had. This means that the hypotheses 

H1a, H2a, H4a, and H6a could be verified at the p < ,05 level. Heritage had a Sig. value of ,073, 

which was not significant at the p < ,05 level. Hypothesis H5a could thus be verified at the p < ,1 

level but falsified at the p < ,05 level. Further, trustworthiness’ contribution to willingness to pay 

a price premium was not significant (p = ,987), which means that hypothesis H3a could be 

falsified on all levels. When looking at the Sig. column, brand awareness also had a statistically 

significant unique contribution to willingness to pay a price premium ( p = ,000). This further 

support what was observed in the Beta column. 
 
4.5.2 Willingness to Recommend Brand 
 When looking at willingness to recommend brand (see Figure 6), the R Square for the whole 

regression model was ,655. This means that brand authenticity explained 65,5% of the variance 

of willingness to recommend brand, which just like previous model is considered good (Pallant, 
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2013, p. 167). Further, the ANOVA showed a Sig. value of p = ,000, which means that the result 

for this regression model was statistically significant too. 

 

 
 

Figure 6: Regression Model 2, Willingness to Recommend Brand 

 

The Beta values for each independent variable showed similar results as previous regression 

model (see Exhibit 5). Symbolism explained willingness to recommend brand the most, with a 

Beta value of ,357. This was then followed by trustworthiness (,245), originality (,165), 

continuity (-,118), and genuineness (,103). In this regression model, heritage was the 

independent variable explaining willingness to recommend a brand the least with a Beta value of 



Elinor Edberg & Oscar Sivertzen  Department of Business Studies 
2015-05-29  Uppsala University 
 
 

 
 

55 (83) 

-,098. Both heritage and continuity had a negative sign before their Beta values, which means 

that when heritage and continuity goes up, willingness to recommend brand goes down. This is 

also contradictory to what was earlier hypothesized. Similar to previous model, brand awareness 

was the second largest predictor of willingness to recommend a brand, with a Beta value of ,351. 

 

 
Exhibit 5: Coefficients, Willingness to Recommend Brand  

 

Looking at the Sig. column, all the independent variables had a statistically significant unique 

contribution to the dependent variable. This means that hypotheses H1b, H2b, H3b, H4b, H5b, 

and H6b all were verified at the p < ,05 level. Further, as predicted when assessing the Beta 

value, brand awareness also made a statistically significant unique contribution to willingness to 

recommend a brand, with p = ,000.  

 

4.5.3 Willingness to Buy Brand Before Other Brands 
The last regression model (see Figure 7), with the dependent variable willingness to buy brand 

before other brands, had a R Square value of ,591. This means that the model explained 59,1% of 

the variance in the dependent variable. According to Pallant (2013) this is an acceptable result (p. 

167). Further, the ANOVA showed that this model was statistically significant too, with a Sig. 

value of p = ,000.  
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Figure 7: Regression Model 3, Willingness to Buy Brand Before Other Brands 

 

Moving over to assess each independent variable’s contribution to the dependent variable (see 

Exhibit 6), a similar result as in previous regression models were obtained. The Beta column 

shows that symbolism, with a Beta value of ,514, again predicted the dependent variable the 

most. Symbolism was then followed by originality (,155), genuineness (,125), continuity (-,074), 

and heritage (-,055). Just like in the first regression model, trustworthiness was found to predict 

the dependent variable the least (,041). Further, continuity and heritage had a negative sign 

before their beta values, showing that when continuity and heritage goes up, consumers’ 

willingness to buy brand before other brands goes down. As in previous regression models, 
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brand awareness had a high Beta value (,215), showing that it plays a big role in predicting the 

dependent variable. 

 
Exhibit 6: Coefficients, Willingness to Buy Brand Before Other Brands 

 

Looking at the Sig. column, few independent variables made a statistically significant unique 

contribution to the dependent variable. Only originality, symbolism, and genuineness were 

significant at the p < ,05 level. This means that only hypotheses H2c, H4c, and H6c can be 

verified. Continuity, on the other hand, had a Sig. value of p = ,103, while trustworthiness had p 

= ,412, and heritage had p =,202. Hypotheses H1c, H3c, and H5c can thus be falsified. Further, 

brand awareness again showed a statistically significant unique contribution to the dependent 

variable, which means that consumes need to be aware of a brand to be willing to buy it before 

other brands. A summary of all the verified and falsified hypotheses can be seen in Table 14 

below. 

 

H1a H1b H1c H2a H2b H2c H3a H3b H3c 

V V F V V V F V F 

H4a H4b H4c H5a H5b H5c H6a H6b H6c 

V V V V* V F V V V 

* Verified on p < 0,1 level, but falsified on p < 0,05 level 

 

Table 14: Hypotheses Verification and Falsification 
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4.6 Differences Between Men and Women  
An independent samples t-test was executed, with the purpose to compare the different variable 

scores for men and women. This was done to make sure that the uneven gender ratio does not 

affect the generalizability of the study. Looking at the Sig. Column under Levene’s Test for 

Equality of Variances in Exhibit 7, all the values were above ,05. This means that the variances 

of the two groups’ scores were the same, and equal variances were thus assumed for all 

variables. Now looking at the Sig. (2-tailed) column, under t-test for Equality of Means, only 

continuity was statistically significant (p = ,006). This means that there was a statistically 

significant difference between men and women’s scores for continuity. While men had a mean of 

3,91, women had a higher mean of 4,26. Women thus perceived the investigated brands to be 

more continuous. However, for the rest of the variables with p > ,05, no statistically significant 

differences were found.  

 

 
Exhibit 7: Independent Samples Test 

 

When there is a statistically significant difference in the mean scores for a variable, one can look 

at the effect size of the difference. This thesis used the Eta Squared, which “represents the 

proportion of variance in the dependent variable that is explained by the independent (group) 

variable” (Saunders, 2013, p. 251). The Eta Squared can be calculated through the formula 



Elinor Edberg & Oscar Sivertzen  Department of Business Studies 
2015-05-29  Uppsala University 
 
 

 
 

59 (83) 

t²/(t²+N1+N2-2), where t can be found in Exhibit 7 (-2,734) while N1 and N2 represent the size 

of each group (in this case men and women). The formula generated an Eta Square of ,014 for 

continuity, which means that 1,4% of the total variance of continuity was explained by gender. 

According to Pallant (2013) an Eta Square of ,014 is still considered to have a “small effect” on 

the variance (p. 251).  
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5. Analysis 
 

5.1 Continuity 
When investigating continuity, only the scale items C1, C2, and C5 were used. This means that 

what was actually invested was whether the brands were perceived to be consistent over time, 

had a clear concept that they pursued, and had core attributes that stayed consistent over time. 

Considering that continuity was the brand authenticity association that had the highest mean 

score (4,17), the investigated brands were perceived to have relatively high continuity. This 

mean value also significantly differed between men (3,91) and women (4,26), where women 

perceived the investigated brands to be more continuous.  

 

However, what is important is how continuity was connected to the CBBE outcomes. Continuity 

was found to significantly affect both willingness to pay a price premium and willingness to 

recommend brand, although with negative Beta values (-,125 and -,118). This means that when 

continuity increases, consumers’ willingness to pay price premiums or recommend a brand goes 

down. The fact that consumers willingness to buy brand also had a negative Beta value (-,074), 

although not significant (p = ,103), further builds on the negative relationship between continuity 

and the CBBE outcomes.  

 

What the negative relationship actually means is that in order for a brand to benefit from the 

CBBE outcomes, it should avoid communicating continuity over time. It seems that for 

consumers to both pay a price premium and recommend a brand the opposite should be 

communicated - renewal, change and development. This result was surprising, since Morhart et 

al. (2014) recently found continuity to lead to positive word of mouth. One possible explanation 

for this is that in order to reward the brand, consumers want offerings and brands that change 

over time. Brands that communicate future possibilities are perhaps more exciting and better 

rewarded by the consumers, than brands that stand for achievements in the past. Consumers 

might also shy away from recommending a brand based on continuity, since it is part of 

“yesterday's news”. Even though previous research has proven that it is good to be continuous, 

brands need to keep up with changes in the marketplace in order to be profitable. This 
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contradiction has previously been found by Beverland (2005:1; 2005:2; 2006), who repeatedly 

expresses the difficulty of being authentic at the same time as being relevant. As a solution he 

proposes renewal while keeping an authentic aura around the brand. The new and exciting parts 

of the brand can be communicated, at the same time as the feeling around the brand is kept 

continuous.  

 

5.2 Originality 
All the scale items (O1-O5) were used to measure originality. Originality thus means that a brand 

was different, unique, stands out and distinguishes itself from other brands. It also had a unique 

promise that it fulfilled. Since the mean of originality was 3,21, the researched brands were 

perceived to have relatively low originality. The flat distribution of scores further shows that 

originality was perceived to differ among the brands.  

 

Originality was found to significantly affect all CBBE outcomes. It had relatively high Beta 

values for both consumers willingness to pay a price premium (,162), recommend a brand (,165) 

and buy a brand before others (,155). This means that if a brand’s originality increases, 

consumers’ willingness to pay a price premium, recommend-, and buy the brand also increase. 

The reason for this might go hand in hand with the analysis for continuity, where “yesterday’s 

news” makes consumers unwilling to reward a brand. An original brand, however, offers 

something different and unique – both worth buying, recommending, and paying more for. 

Considering that the “uniqueness of brand associations” is mentioned alone in the conceptual 

model as a driver of CBBE (see Figure 2), the importance of uniqueness is not that surprising. It 

has also been referred to as a “core CBBE facet” (Netemeyer et al., 2004), which further 

supports the results. To increase profits, brands should therefore clearly communicate their 

unique selling point and the ways that they are different from their competitors.  

 

5.3 Trustworthiness 
When investigating trustworthiness, all the scale items (T1, T2, T4, T5) were used except T3. 

The items measuring whether a brand keeps its promises were thus included in the study, while 

the item concerning credibility was not investigated. This was due to the construct 
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trustworthiness’ similarity with the construct genuineness. When it comes to trustworthiness’ 

effect on the CBBE outcomes, it was found to be insignificant both for paying price premiums (p 

= ,987) and buying brands before others (p = ,412). Only its relationship with willingness to 

recommend a brand was significant (p = ,000). In this case trustworthiness had the second 

highest Beta value (,245), after symbolism. This makes trustworthiness more important than both 

originality (,165) and genuineness (,103) when recommending a brand to others, even though 

both originality and genuineness had positive effect on all CBBE outcomes, while 

trustworthiness did not. Trustworthiness is therefore important for brands that want to be easily 

spread socially among consumers, but it is not the key driver when consumers make their own 

personal purchasing decisions.  

 

One possible explanation for these results is that people might believe that trustworthy brands are 

important, but not a real differentiator. Because of this, consumers are willing to recommend 

trustworthy brands, but not necessarily pay a price premium or buy it before others. On the other 

hand, if a brand feels trustworthy and seems to “keep promises” consumers feel comfortable to 

recommend it to others. This is most likely because consumers want to be sure that what they are 

recommending is not letting the other consumers down. As Lovett et al. (2013) explain, some of 

the incentives for consumers to recommend brands are to enhance their expertise, status, and 

identity. When recommending a brand, one’s personal trustworthiness and expertise is thus at 

stake, and brands that consistently keep their promises are assumedly more “safe” to recommend 

to others.  

 

5.4 Genuineness 
Since many of the genuineness scale items were removed due to their loading on trustworthiness 

in the exploratory factor analysis, only the scale items G4 and G5 were used to measure 

genuineness. These scale items measured a brand’s moral- and ethical responsibility, which 

probably make Responsibility a better-suited construct name for these scale items. However, 

although measured with few scale items, genuineness was found to have a positive and 

statistically significant effect on all CBBE outcomes. This means that if a brand is perceived to 

take an ethical- or moral responsibility, consumers are more willing to pay a price premium 

(Beta: ,120), recommend the brand (,130), and buy it before other brands (,125).  
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This is in line with previous findings on CSR (Anselmsson et al., 2007; 2014) and is thus not a 

wholly surprising result. To profit from a genuine brand association, a brand should take 

advantage of the company behind the brand, or as Aaker (1996) calls it the brand-as-organization 

perspective. If the company owning the brand for example has good labor conditions or works 

with sustainability, the brand can profit from incorporating this into its own communication. 

Further, if the brand has fair-trade certified- or environmentally friendly products, this should be 

heavily communicated to the consumers.  

 

5.5 Heritage 
When investigating heritage the scale items H1, H2, H3 and H6 were used, while H4 and H5 

were removed. The items included in the study were thus measuring a brand’s association to a 

specific time period, culture, and geographic region, as well as its reinforcement of long-held 

traditions. The excluded items were instead concerned with nostalgia and whether the 

investigated brands exuded a sense of tradition. 

  
In the regression analysis, heritage only had a significant effect on consumers’ willingness to 

recommend a brand (p = ,013). This relationship, however, was slightly negative with a Beta 

value of -,098, which means that when a brand’s perceived heritage increases, consumers are less 

willing to recommend the brand. Further, heritage’s relationships to consumers’ willingness to 

pay a price premium (p = ,076) or buying brand before others (p = ,202) were not significant. 

The results thus suggest that consumers do not reward heritage as a brand association. 

  
Heritage could be a situation-specific construct that works for some brands, but not in general. 

According to Lovett et al. (2013) consumers sometimes recommend a brand because they want 

to share brand information or feel the need to tell someone about its exciting characteristics. 

However, there might be few situations when a consumer actually has the opportunity to 

recommend a brand with a certain heritage, since heritage often is connected to traditions and a 

specific culture. The main reason could be if the consumer knows someone who is particularly 

looking for a brand with a specific heritage, but this situation is probably not common.  
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Further, heritage might be industry-specific, since it has proven to influence consumers’ 

willingness to recommend- or buy brands in for example the wine industry (Beverland, 2005:1). 

It might be the characteristics of the clothing industry, where multinational firms are widely 

accepted, that make consumers devalue heritage. Also, the brands investigated in this study were 

perceived to have low heritage (mean: 3,01), which could be a factor influencing the results. 

Heritage might also be devalued for the same reason as continuity, it is just not focused on the 

new and exciting. As with continuity, this contradiction has previously been found by Beverland 

(2005:1; 2005:2; 2006), who expresses the difficulty of being authentic and relevant at the same 

time. 

 

5.6 Symbolism 
For the symbolism construct, only the scale items S2, S3, and S4 were used in the study, while 

S1 and S5 were removed. The included items were thus focusing on the possibility of a brand to 

help consumers construct and reinforce their identities while staying true to themselves. Items 

that were more about the possibility of the brand to reflect the consumers’ own values or the 

values of the society were instead removed. Among all the constructs within this thesis 

symbolism had the lowest mean score (2,76), which points to the fact that it is rare for brands to 

have this kind of symbolism and truly resonate with the consumer – even in the retail clothing 

industry. 

  
Symbolism was significant (p = ,000) for all CBBE outcomes, and it had the highest Beta values 

of all brand authenticity associations in all regression models. Symbolism was thus the biggest 

driver of consumers’ willingness to pay price premium (Beta value: ,520), recommend a brand 

(,357) and buy a brand before other brands (,514), which also makes it the primary driver of 

CBBE. This shows that consumers are rewarding brands that help them create, build and 

improve their own identities. Offering consumers a chance to identify with a brand has earlier 

been found to build a consumer-brand relationship (Fournier, 1998), which increases brand 

loyalty (Oliver, 1997, p. 392). These kinds of relationships are desirable for a brand but not 

easily achieved, which can explain both the low mean score for symbolism as well as the high 

consumer rewards.  
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Symbolism was the only brand authenticity association closely connected to the existentialist 

perspective of brand authenticity (Morhart et al., 2014) and the benefit part of brand associations 

(Keller, 1993). The fact that this brand association was much more rewarded than others show 

that consumers seem to prefer brands that “can do something for them” (Keller, 1993) and that 

offers “self-enhancement” opportunities (Lovett et al., 2013), rather than only offering a certain 

attribute. Symbolism might give consumers more in return for their “investment in the brand”. 

  

However, the Beta values of symbolism were higher for consumers’ willingness to pay price 

premium and buy brand before other brands, than when it comes to recommending the brand to 

others. A possible explanation for this might be that consumers get personal satisfaction by 

purchasing a brand that enhances their own identities, but not necessarily by recommending this 

personal brand to others. If an authentic brand resonates well with a certain consumer it might 

not be as relevant for another consumer with another identity. Also, a personal brand might not 

be worth recommending simply for the reason that the consumers want it for themselves – they 

are afraid of giving “their own” brand away to someone else. Consumers might then want to 

keep the brand’s good and exciting characteristics to themselves (Lovett et al., 2013).  

 

5.7 Brand Awareness 
The confounding variable brand awareness had a high Beta value for consumers’ willingness to 

recommend a brand (,351), while it affected consumers’ willingness to buy a brand before other 

brands (,215) and pay a price premium (,133) a little bit less. The results thus suggest that 

consumers rather recommend a brand that they are aware of, than buying it for themselves. 

Simply being able to recall and recognize a brand makes it possible for consumers to recommend 

it to peers, while choosing it over others or paying a price premium seems to be more dependent 

on additional brand association variables. This is not surprising, since some of the consumer 

incentives for recommending a brand are simply to share information, socialize and answer 

questions (Lovett et al., 2013), while buying a brand and paying a price premium require that the 

consumer knows more about a brand. The results show that in order for an authentic brand to be 

profitable it needs to focus on enhancing its brand associations and increasing its brand 

awareness – simultaneously.  
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6. Conclusion  
Previous research has proven that perceived brand authenticity functions as a differentiator, 

which brands can use to stand out in today’s marketplace. However, the results of this study have 

shown that not all parts of brand authenticity are rewarded by consumers in terms of their 

willingness to pay price premiums, recommend a brand and buy a brand before other brands. 

While some brand authenticity associations increase the CBBE outcomes, others seem to give no 

effect and some even to undermine them. 

 

When returning to the research question: “How can a brand utilize its perceived authenticity in 

order to increase its profitability?” the results and the analysis give clear answers. Overall a 

strong relationship between perceived brand authenticity and the CBBE outcomes were found, 

since all the three regression models were found significant. However, not all the different brand 

authenticity associations contributed to this relationship. While brand authenticity associations 

such as heritage and continuity can differentiate a brand, they were found to decrease consumers’ 

willingness to pay a price premium, recommend a brand and buy a brand before other brands. 

The brand authenticity associations heritage and continuity should therefore not be 

communicated if increased profits is the primarily goal. Instead, if brand managers of authentic 

brands wish to increase their profits through price premiums and increased sales volume through 

increased purchases, they should focus on communicating symbolism, originality, and 

genuineness. If however, decreased marketing costs through word of mouth is the goal, brand 

recommendations can be achieved through communicating trustworthiness as well.  

 

As a concluding remark, it seems as if consumers do not reward the brand authenticity 

associations that can be considered the “brand’s authentic base” that has been built for a long 

time. Having a certain heritage, tradition, or being continuous in one’s communication, are great 

differentiators but they are not financially rewarded. Perhaps they are taken for granted. If so, the 

upside for brand managers is that brands do not necessarily need an “authentic past” in order to 

become more authentic in the future. Building on the perceived authenticity rather than the actual 

authenticity seems to be more profitable for a brand. Brands can become more original, genuine 

and trustworthy through continuous innovations, CSR initiatives, and by constantly deliver on 
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customers’ expectations and needs. Brands can thus become more authentic as well as financially 

viable by being proactive in building brand authenticity, rather than being reactive while falling 

back on the brand’s authentic past.  

 

6.1 Managerial Implications 
Brand managers of authentic brands can use the brand authenticity associations symbolism, 

originality, genuineness, and trustworthiness to optimize their marketing communication and 

reach the desired way to stay profitable. Starting with symbolism, which can be built in several 

ways. Firstly, the goal is to get consumers to identify with the brand and give them the 

opportunity to build their identity through the brand. It is therefore a good starting point to 

ensure that the brand itself has a clear identity, which gives the consumers something to identify 

with. A clear identity can for example be built through consistent internal- and external 

communication, but also through cooperation with brands with similar identities. Secondly, the 

brand could be thought of as a person with a clear lifestyle that is similar to the target group’s 

lifestyle. The brand should then act and be seen in the same places and situations as the target 

group in order to become accepted and internalized within the lifestyle. Finally, the brand could 

focus on building a brand community or a platform around the brand, in which people with 

similar lifestyles can use the brand to identify with each other.  

 

To build originality a brand should focus on standing out from the competition. A way to do this 

is to rethink current market conditions and break socially constructed ideas in order to create a 

unique position. This can also be done through creative product development or new 

innovations, which differentiates the brand. However, it is also possible for a brand to offer the 

same products and services as other brands while still being original. With a marketing mix of a 

unique design, advertising, public relations and creative content creation, a brand can distinguish 

itself from its competitors.  

 

When it comes to genuineness, consumers are willing to reward brands that care about their 

surrounding. It is thus important that a brand takes a moral and ethical responsibility, and clearly 

communicates this to its consumers. A way for brands to do this is to start proactive brand-

related initiatives, such as CSR projects, or to reactively look over the morality and ethicality of 
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the firm behind the brand. Everything from labor conditions to sustainability should be 

evaluated, and if positive these evaluations should be communicated to the consumers.  

 

Finally, it is important that a brand consistently deliver on their promises to build 

trustworthiness. The goal should be to surpass consumers’ expectations in everything the brand 

does, and the consumers should feel that they are able to trust the brand to fulfill their wants and 

needs. By examining and improving all brand operations, from delivery times to customer 

service, a brand can increase its perceived trustworthiness. Since trustworthiness leads to 

recommendations, the brand can also communicate positive customer reviews and ratings, which 

further fuel the brand’s trustworthy reputation.   

 

6.2 Limitations and Avenues for Further Research 
Like most studies, this study has its limitations. The most evident limitation is the uneven gender 

distribution among the respondents. Although the Independent Samples T-test showed low 

differences between men and women, continuity was in fact affected by gender (although the 

effect was small). A more even gender distribution might have given a slightly different result 

for continuity’s influence on the CBBE outcomes. Future research investigating continuity 

should therefore, apart from having an even gender distribution among respondents, also take the 

difference in men and women’s view on continuity into account and investigate it more in depth.  

 

Further, because of similarities between the brand authenticity associations genuineness and 

trustworthiness, five of the genuineness scale items had to be removed from the study. The 

remaining two genuineness items also had a strong focus on responsibility, which limited the 

genuineness construct a bit. The connection between the brand authenticity associations 

genuineness and trustworthiness should therefore be investigated and clarified in future studies. 

This, to better understand brand authenticity in general and the two different constructs in 

particular. 

 

The fact that brand authenticity is socially constructed, and has been seen to differ in other parts 

of the world, also limits the study and decreases its external validity. Future research should 

therefore explore whether the relationship between brand authenticity and CBBE varies in 
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different geographic regions. These results are so far only valid within Sweden, but studies made 

in other geographical areas would increase the generalizability of the relationship. 

 

 Further, the choice to delimit this study to the retail clothing industry also limited the 

generalizability of the study. There is thus a need for future research on other industries to see 

whether the results are similar or different. Future research could particularly investigate service 

industries or industries where the brands’ marketing offerings are of a less experiential nature. 

This would increase the understanding of both brand authenticity and CBBE. 

 

Finally, this thesis only scratches the surface on understanding the relationship between the 

marketing concepts brand authenticity and CBBE. The next step could be to create a general and 

optimized scale for measuring perceived brand authenticity. This new scale could either arise 

from new research, or through further testing the applicability of the recently created brand 

authenticity scales and models. An optimized scale, and thus a general brand authenticity 

definition, would be one step closer to making brand authenticity less complex and more usable 

for researchers and brand managers. 

  



Elinor Edberg & Oscar Sivertzen  Department of Business Studies 
2015-05-29  Uppsala University 
 
 

 
 

70 (83) 

7. References 
 

7.1 Academic Articles 
 
Aaker, D.A., 1992, ‘The Value of Brand Equity’, Journal of Business Strategy, vol. 12, pp. 27-

32. 
 
Aaker, D.A., 1996, ‘Measuring Brand Equity Across Products and Markets’, California 

Management Review, vol. 38, pp. 102-120. 
 
Alexander, N., 2009, ‘Brand Authentication: Creating and Maintaining Brand Auras’, European 

Journal of Marketing, vol. 43, pp. 551-562. 
 
Ambler, T., Bhattacharya, C.B., Edell, J., Keller, K.L., Lemon, K.N. & Mittal, V., 2002, 

‘Relating Brand and Customer Perspectives on Marketing Management’, Journal of Service 
Research, vol. 5, pp. 13-25. 

 
Anselmsson, J. & Johansson, U., 2007, ‘Corporate Social Responsibility and the Positioning of 

Grocery Brands: an Exploratory Study of Retailer and Manufacturer Brands at Point of 
Purchase’, International Journal of Retail & Distribution Management, vol. 35, pp. 835-
856. 

 
Anselmsson, J., Bondesson, N. & Johansson, U., 2014, ‘Brand image and customers' willingness 

to pay a price premium for food brands’, Journal of Product & Brand Management, vol. 
23, pp. 90 - 102. 

 
Assiouras, I., Liapati, G., Kouletsis, G., & Koniordos, M., 2015, ‘The Impact of Brand 

Authenticity on Brand Attachment in the Food Industry’, British Food Journal, vol. 117, 
pp. 538-552. 

 
Beverland, M.B., 2005:1, ‘Crafting Brand Authenticity: The Case of Luxury Wines’, Journal of 

Management, vol. 43, pp. 1003-1029. 
 
Beverland, M.B., 2005:2, ‘Brand Management and the Challenge of Authenticity’, Journal of 

Product & Brand Management, vol. 14, p. 460-461. 
 
Beverland, M.B., 2006, ‘The Real Thing: Branding Authenticity in the Luxury Wine Trade’, 

Journal of Business Research, vol. 59, pp. 251-258. 
 
Beverland, M.B., Lindgreen, A., & Vink, M.W., 2008, ‘Projecting Authenticity Through 

Advertising’, Journal of Advertising, vol. 37, pp. 5-15. 
 



Elinor Edberg & Oscar Sivertzen  Department of Business Studies 
2015-05-29  Uppsala University 
 
 

 
 

71 (83) 

Beverland, M.B. & Farelly, F.J., 2010, ‘The Quest for Authenticity in Consumption: Consumers’ 
Purposive Choice of Authentic Cues to Shape Experienced Outcomes’, Journal of 
Consumer Research, vol. 36, pp. 838-856. 

 
Blackston, M., 1995, ‘The Qualitative Dimension of Brand Equity’, Journal of Advertising 

Research, vol. ?, pp. 2-7. 
 
Bloemer, J.M.M. & and Kasper, H.D.P, 1995, ‘The Complex Relationship Between Consumer 

Satisfaction and Brand Loyalty’, Journal of Economic Psychology, vol.16, pp. 311-329. 
 
Bruhn, M., Schoenmüller, V., Schäfer, D., & Heinrich, D., 2012, ‘Brand Authenticity: Towards a 

Deeper Understanding of Its Conceptualization and Measurement’, Advances in Consumer 
Research, vol. 40, pp. 567-576.   

 
Chiu, H.C., Hsieh, Y.C., & Kuo, Y.C., 2012, ‘How to Align your Brand Stories with Your 

Products’, Journal of Retailing, vol. 88, pp. 262-275. 
 
Christodoulides, G. & De Chernatony, L., 2010, ‘Consumer-Based Brand Equity 

Conceptualisation and Measurement: A Literature Review’, International Journal of 
Market Research, vol. 52, pp. 43-66. 

 
Davcik, N.S., Vinhas da Silva, R., & Hair, J.F., 2015, ‘Towards a Unified Theory of Brand 

Equity: Conceptualizations, Taxonomy and Avenues for Further Research’, Journal of 
Product & Brand Management, vol. 24, pp. 3-17. 

 
Eggers, F., O’Dwyer, M.O., Kraus, S., Vallaster, C., & Güldenberg, S., 2013, ‘The Impact of 

Brand Authenticity on Brand Trust and SME growth: A CEO Perspective’, Journal of 
World Business, vol. 48, pp. 340-348. 

 
Farquhar, P.H., 1989, ‘Managing Brand Equity’, Journal of Advertising Research, vol. ?, pp. 7-

12. 
 
Fournier, S., 1998, ‘Consumers and Their Brands: Developing Relationship Theory in Consumer 

Research’, Journal of Consumer Research, vol. 24, pp. 343-373. 
 
Grayson, K. & Martinec, R., 2004, ‘Consumer Perceptions of Iconicity and Indexicality and 

Their Influence on Assessments of Authentic Market Offerings’, Journal of Consumer 
Research, vol. ?, pp. 296-312. 

 
Hede, A.M., Garma, R., Josiassen, A., & Thyne, M., 2014, ‘Perceived Authenticity of the Visitor 

Experience in Museums: Conceptualization and Initial Empirical Findings’, European 
Journal of Marketing, vol. 48, pp. 1395-1412. 

 
Kaiser, H., 1970, ‘A Second Generation Little Jiffy’, Psychometrika, vol. 39, pp. 401-415. 
 
Kaiser, H., 1974, ‘An Index of Factorial Simplicity’, Psychometrika, vol. 39, pp. 31-36. 
 



Elinor Edberg & Oscar Sivertzen  Department of Business Studies 
2015-05-29  Uppsala University 
 
 

 
 

72 (83) 

Kalra, A. & Goodstein, R.C., 1998, ‘The Impact of Advertising Positioning Strategies on 
Consumer Price Sensitivity’, Journal of Marketing Research, vol. 35, pp. 210-224. 

 
Keller, K.L., 1993, ‘Conceptualizing, Measuring, and Managing Customer-Based Brand Equity’, 

Journal of Marketing, vol. 57, pp. 1-22. 
 
Keller, K.L. & Lehmann, D.R., 2003, ‘How Do Brands Create Value?’, Marketing Management, 

vol. 12, pp. 26-31. 
 
Keller, K.L. & Lehmann, D.R., 2006, ‘Brands and Branding: Research Findings and Future 

Priorities’, Marketing Science, vol. 25, pp. 740-759. 
 
Lassar,W., Banwari, M. & Sharma, A., 1995, ‘Measuring Customer-Based Brand Equity’, 

Journal of Consumer Marketing, vol. 12, pp. 11-19. 
 
Leigh, T., Peters, C., & Shelton, J., 2006, ‘The Consumer Quest for authenticity: the Multiplicity 

of Meanings within the MG Subculture of Consumption’, Journal of the Academy of 
Marketing Science, vol. 34, pp. 481-93. 

 
Lovett, M.J., Peres, R., & Shachar, R., 2013, ‘On Brands and Word of Mouth’, Journal of 

Marketing Research, vol. L, pp. 427-444. 
 
Lu, S. & Fine, G.A., 2005, ‘The Presentation of Ethnic Authenticity: Chinese Food as a Social 

Accomplishment’, The Sociological Quarterly, vol. 36, pp. 535-553. 
 
Morhart, F., Malär, L., Guèvremont, A., Girardin, F., & Grohman, B., 2014, ‘Brand 

Authenticity: An Integrative Framework and Measurement Scale’, Journal of Consumer 
Psychology, vol. ?, pp. ?. 

 
Napoli, J., Dickinson, S., Beverland, M.B., & Farrelly, F., 2014, ‘Measuring Consumer-based 

Brand Authenticity’, Journal of Business Research, vol. 67, pp. 1090-1098. 
 
Netemeyer, R.G., Krishnan, B., Pullig, C., Wang, G., Yagci, M., Dean, D., Ricks, J., & Wirth, F., 

2004, ‘Developing and Validating Measures of Facets of Customer-Based Brand Equity’, 
Journal of Business Research, vol. 57, pp. 209-224.                                                                                                        

 
Rose, R.L., & Wood, S.L., 2005, ‘Paradox and the Consumption of Authenticity through Reality 

Television’, Journal of Consumer Research, vol. 32, pp. 284-296. 
 
Schallehn, M., Burmann, C., & Riley, N., 2014, ‘Brand Authenticity: Model Development and 

Empirical Testing’, Journal of Product & Brand Management, vol. 23, pp. 192-199. 
 
Schouten, J.W. & McAlexander, J.H., 1995, ‘Subcultures of Consumption: An Ethnography of 

the New Bikers’, Journal of Consumer Research, vol. 22, pp. 43-61. 
 
Schrauf, R.W. & Navarro, E., 2005, ‘Using Existing Tests and Scales in the Field’, Field 

Methods, vol. 17, pp. 373-393.  



Elinor Edberg & Oscar Sivertzen  Department of Business Studies 
2015-05-29  Uppsala University 
 
 

 
 

73 (83) 

 
Sethuraman, R., 2000, ‘What Makes Consumers Pay More for National Brands Than for Private 

Labels - Image or Quality?’, Marketing Science Institute Paper Series, Cox School of 
Business, Southern Methodist University. 

 
Vázquez, R., del Rio, A.B., & Iglesias, V., 2002, ‘Consumer-based Brand Equity: Development 

and Validation of a Measurement Instrument’, Journal of Marketing Management, vol. 18, 
pp. 27-48. 

 
Washburn, J.H. & Plank, R.E., 2002, ‘Measuring Brand Equity: An Evaluation of a Consumer-

Based Brand Equity Scale’, Journal of Marketing, vol. ?, pp. 46-61. 
 
Thompson, C.J., Rindfleisch, A., & Arsel, Z., 2006, ‘Emotional Branding and the Strategic 

Value of the Doppel-ganger Brand Image’, Journal of Marketing, vol. 70, pp. 50-64. 
 
Yoo, B. & Donthu, N., 2001, ‘Developing and Validating a Multidimensional Consumer-based 

Brand Equity Scale’, Journal of Business Research, vol. 52, pp. 1-14. 
 
Zeithaml, V.A., Barry, L.L., & Parasuraman, A., 1996, ‘Behavioral Consequences of Service 

Quality’, Journal of Marketing, vol. 60, pp. 31-46. 
 

7.2 Books 
 
Aaker, D.A., 1991, ‘Managing Brand Equity’. New York: The Free Press.        
 
Arnould, E.J., & Price, L.L., 2000, ‘Authenticating Acts and Authoritative Performance: 

Questing for Self and Community’. In: Rathneshwar, S., Mick, D.G., & Huffman, C., The 
Why of Consumption: Contemporary Perspectives on Consumer Motives, Goals, and 
Desires. London: Routledge, pp. 140-63.    

 
Bryman, A. & Bell, E., 2011, ‘Business Research Methods’, 3rd Edition. New York: Oxford 

University Press, Inc. 
 
Burns, R.B. & Burns, R.A., 2008, ‘Business Research Methods and Statistics Using SPSS’. 

London: Sage Publications, Inc. 
 
Copper, D.R. & Schindler, P.S., 2014, ‘Business Research Methods’, 12th Edition. New York: 

The McGraw-Hill Companies, Inc. 
 
Dillman, D.A., 2007, ‘Main and Internet Surveys: The Tailored Design Method’, 2nd Edition. 

Hoboken: Wiley. 
 
Fowler, F.J., 2009, ‘Survey Research Methods’, 4th Edition. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications, 

Inc. 
 
Grant, J., 1999, ‘The New Marketing Manifesto’. London: Texere. 



Elinor Edberg & Oscar Sivertzen  Department of Business Studies 
2015-05-29  Uppsala University 
 
 

 
 

74 (83) 

 
Ogilvy, D., 1983, ‘Ogilvy on Advertising’. New York: Crown Publishing. 
 
Oliver, R.L., 1997, ‘Satisfaction: A Behavioral Perspective on the Consumer’. New York: 

McGraw-Hill. 
 
Robson, C., 2002, ‘Real World Research’, 2nd Edition. Oxford: Blackwell. 
 
Rosen, E., 2002, ‘Anatomy of Buzz’. New York: Doubleday. 
 
Saunders, M., Lewis, P., & Thornhill, A., 2009, ‘Research Method for Business Students’, 5th 

Edition. Harlow: Pearson Education Limited. 
 
Streiner, D.L. & Norman, G.R., 2008, ‘Health Measurement Scales: A Practical Guide to Their 

Development and Use’, 4th Edition. Oxford: Oxford University Press.  
 
Tabachnick, B.G. & Fidell, L.S., 2013, ‘Using Multivariate Statistics’, 6th Edition. Boston: 

Pearson Education.  
 
Zikmund, W.G., 2000, ‘Business Research Methods’, 6th Edition. Fort Worth: Dryden Press. 
 

7.3 Online Magazine Articles 
 
Forbes Woman, 2012, ‘What Your Clothes Say About You‘, Retrieved February 9, 2015 from 

http://www.forbes.com/sites/learnvest/2012/04/03/what-your-clothes-say-about-you. 
 
Kozlowski, S., 2014, ‘Authenticity is The New Black: Connecting Customers In The Moment’, 

Retrieved February 9, 2015 from 
http://www.forbes.com/sites/lorikozlowski/2014/02/28/authenticity-is-the-new-black-
connecting-brands-and-customers-in-the-moment. 

 
McKee, S., 2010, ‘Don’t Undermine Your Own Brand’, Retrieved February 9, 2015 from 

http://www.businessweek.com/smallbiz/content/jul2010/sb20100719_478920.htm. 
 
Newton, R., 2014, ‘If Your Brand Promises Authenticity You Better Deliver’, Retrieved February 

9, 2015 from https://hbr.org/2014/06/if-your-brand-promises-authenticity-you-better-
deliver 

 
Vossoughi, S., 2008, ‘How to Stand Out? Try Authenticity’, Retrieved February 9, 2015 from 

http://www.bloomberg.com/bw/stories/2008-05-28/how-to-stand-out-try-
authenticitybusinessweek-business-news-stock-market-and-financial-advice 

 

 



Elinor Edberg & Oscar Sivertzen  Department of Business Studies 
2015-05-29  Uppsala University 
 
 

 
 

75 (83) 

7.4 Other 
 
adidas, 2015, ‘Website’, Retrieved March 27, 2015 from http://www.adidas.se. 
 
Boomerang, 2015, ‘Website’, Retrieved March 27, 2015 from http://www.boomerangstore.com. 
 
Cohn & Wolfe PR, 2014, ‘Authentic Brands 2014 Study’, Retrieved March 20, 2015 from 

http://www.cohnwolfe.com/en/authenticbrands/keyfindings. 
 
Cubus, 2015, ‘Website’, Retrieved March 27, 2015 from http://www.cubus.com/se. 
 
Euromonitor International, 2015, ‘Apparel and Footwear Sources 2015’, Retrieved March 20, 

2015 from Euromonitor International. 
 
Filippa K, 2015, ‘Website’, Retrieved March 27, 2015 from http://www.filippa-k.com. 
 
Grenros, M., Research Director at Evidence Strategy, Stockholm, March 26, 2015, Evidence 

Strategy, Stockholm. Personal Interview. 
 
H&M, 2015, ‘Website’, Retrieved March 27, 2015 from http://www.hm.com/se. 
 
Keller, K.L., 2001, ‘Building Customer-Based Brand Equity: A Blueprint for Creating Strong 

Brands’, Working Paper: Marketing Science Institute, pp. 1-07. 
 
Sallis, J., 2015, In personal communication, March 20, 2015.  
 
SCB, 2014, ‘Folkmängden den 1 november efter region, ålder och kön’, Retrieved March 29, 

2015 from http://www.statistikdatabasen.scb.se. 
 
Zara, 2015, ‘Website’, Retrieved March 27, 2015 from http://www.zara.com/se. 
 
 
  



Elinor Edberg & Oscar Sivertzen  Department of Business Studies 
2015-05-29  Uppsala University 
 
 

 
 

76 (83) 

Appendix 1 
Strength of Authenticity Scale by Bruhn, Schoenmüller, Schäfer, & Heinrich (2012)  
 

Continuity 

- I think brand is consistent over time 

- I think the brand stays true to itself 

- Brand offers continuity 

- The brand has a clear concept that it pursues 

Originality 

- The brand is different from all other brands 

- Brand stands out from other brands 

- I think the brand is unique 

- The brand clearly distinguishes itself from other brands 

Reliability 

- My experience of the brand has shown me that it keeps its promises 

- The brand delivers what it promises 

- Brand’s promises are credible 

- The brand makes reliable promises 

Naturalness 

- The brand does not seem artificial 

- The brand makes a genuine impression 

- The brand gives the impression of being natural 
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Appendix 2 
Consumer-based Brand Authenticity Scale by Napoli, Dickinson, Beverland & Farelly (2014) 
 

Quality Commitment 

- Quality is central to the brand 

- Only the finest ingredients/materials are used in the manufacture of this brand 

- The brand is made to the most exacting standards, where everything the firm does is 

aimed at improving quality 

- The brand is manufactured to the most stringent quality standards 

- It feels like artisan skills and customized manufacturing processes have been retained in 

the production of this brand 

- The brand is a potent symbol of continued quality 

- The brand is made by a craftsman who pays attention to detail and is involved throughout 

the production process 

- The brand has a mark of distinction that signifies quality 

Heritage 

- The brand has a strong connection to an historical period in time, culture and/or specific 

region 

- The brand has a strong link to the past, which is still perpetuated and celebrated to this 

day 

- The brand reminds me of a golden age 

- - The brand exudes a sense of tradition 

- The brand reinforces and builds on long-held traditions 

- The brand reflects a timeless design 

Sincerity 

- The brand remains true to its espoused values 

- The brand refuses to compromise the values upon which it was founded 

- The brand has stuck to its principles 

- The brand builds on traditions that began with its founder 
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Appendix 3 
Antecedents and Effects of Perceived Brand Authenticity model by Schallehn, Burnmann & Riley 

(2014) 
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Appendix 4 
Conceptual Framework of Perceived Brand Authenticity by Morhart, Malär, Guèvremont, 

Girardin & Grohmann (2014) 
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Appendix 5 
The Questionnaire in English and Swedish 

 

 ENGLISH SWEDISH 

Continuity 

C1 I think the brand is consistent over time Varumärket är konsekvent över tid 

C2 The brand has a clear concept that it 
pursues 

Varumärket har ett tydligt koncept som det 
står fast vid 

C3* The brand is timeless Varumärket är tidlöst 

C4* The brand transcends trends Varumärket följer inte trender 

C5 The brand’s core attributes have stayed 
consistent over time 

Varumärkets kärnattribut har inte 
förändrats över tid 

C6* The brand refuses to compromise the 
values upon which it was founded 

Varumärket står fast vid de värden det 
grundades på 

Originality 

O1 The brand is different from all other 
brands 

Varumärket är olikt alla andra varumärken  

O2 The brand stands out from other brands Varumärket sticker ut bland alla andra 
varumärken 

O3 I think that the brand is unique Varumärket är unikt 

O4 The brand clearly distinguishes itself 
from other brands 

Varumärket särskiljer sig tydligt från alla 
andra varumärken 

O5 The brand fulfills its promise in an 
unique way 

Varumärket erbjuder unika produkter 

Trustworthiness 

T1 My experience of the brand has shown 
me that it keeps its promises 

Varumärket visar att det kan hålla vad det 
lovar 

T2 The brand delivers what it promises Varumärket håller vad det lovar 
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T3* The brand’s promises are credible Varumärket är trovärdigt 

T4 The brand makes reliable promises Varumärket är pålitligt 

T5 The brand shows that it is willing to 
keep its promises 

Vaurmärket visar att det vill hålla vad de 
lovar 

Genuineness 

G1* The brand does not seem artificial Varumärket känns äkta 

G2* The brand makes a genuine impression Varumärket ger ett genuint intryck 

G3* The brand gives the impression of being 
natural 

Varumärket ger ett naturligt intryck 

G4 The brand takes a moral responsibility Varumärket tar ett moraliskt ansvar 

G5 The brand takes an ethical responsibility Varumärket tar ett etiskt ansvar 

G6* The brand sincerely care about its 
customers 

Varumärket visar att det bryr sig om sina 
kunder 

G7* The brand is loyal towards its consumers Varumärket är lojalt mot sina kunder 

Heritage 

H1 The brand has a strong connection to a 
historical period in time 

Varumärket har en tydligt koppling till en 
specifik historisk tidsperiod 

H2 The brand has a strong connection to a 
specific culture 

Varumärket har en tydlig koppling till en 
specifik kultur 

H3 The brand has a strong connection to a 
specific region 

Varumärket har en tydlig koppling till en 
specifik plats 

H4* The brand reminds me of a golden age Varumärket gör mig nostalgisk 

H5* The brand exudes a sense of tradition Varumärket andas tradition 

H6 The brand reinforces and builds on long-
held traditions 

Varumärket uppmärksammar långt hållna 
traditioner 

Symbolism 

S1* The brand reflects important values of 
yours 

Varumärket står för värderingar som är 
viktiga för mig 
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S2 The brand helps you construct your own 
identity 

Varumärkets produkter hjälper mig att 
bygga min identitet  

S3 The brand reinforces your identity Varumärkets produkter förstärker min 
identitet 

S4 The brand helps you stay true to yourself Genom att konsumera varumärkets 
produkter står jag fast vid mina 
värderingar 

S5* The brand reflects values embraced by 
society 

Varumärket står för värderingar som är 
viktiga för samhället jag lever i 

Willingness to Pay a Price Premium 

PP1 The price of this brand would have to go 
up quite a bit before I would switch to 
another competing brand 

Priset på det här varumärkets produkter 
måste gå upp en hel del innan jag kan 
tänka mig att byta till ett konkurrerande 
varumärke 

PP2 I am willing to pay a higher price for this 
brand than for other competing brands 

Jag kan tänka mig att betala ett högre pris 
för det här varumärket än för 
konkurrerande varumärken 

PP3 I am willing to pay a lot more for this 
brand than for other competing brands 

Jag kan tänka mig att betala betydligt mer 
för det här varumärket än för 
konkurrerande varumärken 

Willingness to Recommend Brand 

RB1 I would recommend this brand to 
someone who seeks advice 

Jag skulle rekommendera det här 
varumärket till någon som bad mig om råd 

RB2 I would say positive things about this 
brand to other people 

Jag skulle säga positiva saker om det här 
varumärket till andra människor 

RB3* I would encourage friends and relatives 
to buy this brand 

Jag skulle uppmuntra vänner och 
släktingar att köpa det här varumärket 

Willingness to Buy Brand Before Other Brands 

BB1* It makes sense to buy this brand instead 
of a competing brand, even if they are 
the same 

Jag skulle föredra att köpa produkter från 
det här varumärket, även om konkurrenters 
produkter ser likadana ut 

BB2 Even if a competing brand has the same Jag skulle föredra att köpa produkter från 
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features as this brand, I would prefer to 
buy this brand 

det här varumärket, även om konkurrenters 
produkter har samma funktioner 

BB3 If there is a competing brand as good as 
this brand, I prefer to buy this brand 

Jag skulle föredra att köpa produkter från 
det här varumärket, även om konkurrenters 
produkter är lika bra 

BB4 If a competing brand is not different 
from this brand in any way, it seems 
smarter to purchase this brand 

Jag skulle föredra att köpa produkter från 
det här varumärket, även om konkurrenters 
produkter är precis likadana 

Brand Awareness 

BAW1 I am aware of this brand Jag känner till det här varumärket 

BAW2 I know what this brand looks like Jag känner till det här varumärkets 
produkter 

BAW3 I know what this brand stands for Jag vet vad det här varumärket står för 
 

DEM1 Gender? Kön? 

Man Women I’d rather not 
say 

Man Kvinna Jag vill inte 
svara 

DEM2 Age (years)? Ålder (år)? 

0-19 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60- 

DEM3 Education? Utbildning? 

None High School University/ 
College 

Ingen Grundskoleu
tbildning 

Gymnasieutbil
dning / 
Eftergymnasia
l utbildning 

DEM4 Occupation? Sysselsättning? 

Studying Work Other Studerar Arbetar Annat 

 
* Removed after Factor Analysis 


