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Xiangping Li

ABSTRACT

Factors influencing tourist behavior have been a focal point in tourism research for
decades. Efforts to unveil the determinants that shape travel behavior stem not only from pure
academic interest, but from practical business considerations (Pizam & Mansfeld, 1999).
Destination personality, self-concept, and congruence between self-concept and destination
personality (SC-DP congruence) are among the factors that are believed to influence tourist
behavior. However, little research has been undertaken to understand the impact of these
factors on tourist behavior. The purpose of this study is to investigate the effects destination
personality, self-concept and SC-DP congruence on tourist behavior.

A theoretical model that attempts to investigate the influence of destination
personality, self-concept, and SC-DP congruence on tourist behavior was developed and
tested empirically. Specifically, the model proposed that tourist behavior is affected by
destination personality, self-concept, and SC-DP congruence. Particularly, self-concept
consists of four aspects, including actual self-concept, ideal self-concept, social self-concept,
and ideal social self-concept; hence SC-DP congruence also includes fours such facets.
Furthermore, tourist involvement is examined to see whether it would moderate the
relationship between SC-DP congruence and tourist behavior.

Data were collected using an online panel survey in December 2008. A total of 663
usable responses were obtained. Pearson correlation, structural equation modeling (SEM),
and hierarchical multiple regression analyses were performed to test the hypotheses. For the
SEM analysis, the sample was randomly split into two groups. One was used to test the
model and the other was used for model validation.

The findings suggested significant influences of destination personality, self-concept,
and SC-DP congruence on tourist behavior. Findings of this study also showed that there are

significant and positive relationships between destination personality and self-concept.



However, tourist involvement was found to have no moderating effect on the relationship
between SC-DP congruence and tourist behavior. The study also provided managerial

implications for destination marketers based on the research results.
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CHAPTER1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this dissertation is to propose a theoretical model that attempts to
investigate the influence of self-congruence on tourist behavior. Specifically, this study
attempts to examine the structural relationships among the following constructs: self-concept,
destination personality, self-congruency (congruency between self-concept and destination
personality, hence SC-DP congruence hereafter), and tourist behavior. In addition,
self-concept consists of four aspects, including actual self-concept, ideal self-concept, social
self-concept, and ideal social self-concept; hence SC-DP congruence also includes fours
facets: actual SC-DP congruence (congruency between actual self-concept and destination
personality), ideal SC-DP congruence (congruency between ideal self-concept and
destination personality), social SC-DP congruence (congruency between social self-concept
and destination personality), and ideal social SC-DP congruence (congruency between ideal
social self-concept and destination personality). Furthermore, tourist involvement is
examined to see whether it would moderate the relationship between SC-DP congruence and

tourist behavior.

1.2 STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Factors influencing tourist behavior have been a focal point in tourism research for
decades. Efforts to unveil the determinants that shape travel behavior stem not only from pure
academic interest, but from practical business considerations (Pizam & Mansfeld, 1999).
Sirgy and Su (2000) pointed out that past research efforts have focused on the issues of what,
when, where, and how to purchase, but not much on why to purchase. Therefore, further
analysis of why tourists make their choices is much needed (Beerli, Meneses, & Gil, 2007).
Tourism literature has explored some critical concepts such as push and pull factors
(Bellenger, Steinberg, & Stanton, 1976; Crompton, 1979; Iso-Ahola, 1982; H.-S. Kim, 2000;
Phillips & Jang, 2007; Pyo, Mihalik, & Uysal, 1989; Uysal & Jurowski, 1994); destination
image (Goodrich, 1978; Hunt, 1975; Long-Yi & Chun-Shuo, 2006; Milman & Pizam, 1995;
Phillips & Jang, 2007; Sirgy & Su, 2000); novelty seeking (Cohen & Cohen, 1983; Crotts,



1993; Snepenger, 1987); psychographics (Plog, 1974, , 1991, , 2002). However, other topics,
such as self-concept, destination personality, and self-congruity, have been largely ignored in
tourism research (Beerli, Meneses, & Gil, 2007; Ksatenholz, 2004).

It has long been established in consumer behavior literature that a consumer’s
purchase decision-making process not only involves the evaluation of the functional
attributes, but also the value-expressive or symbolic attributes of a product (Levy, 1959).
Functional or utilitarian attributes refer to the tangible performance characteristics related to a
product, while value-expressive or personality-related attributes are reflected in the
stereotypic images of the product user (Sirgy, 1985; Sirgy & Johar, 1985). Tourism, as a
product, consists of both functional and value-expressive attributes. A tourism destination can
have functional attributes as it can provide tourists with natural attractions, sports activities,
historic sites, museums, etc, which have been heavily researched in the stream of tourism
destination image study. At the same time, the tourism product is heavily intangible and
provides value-expressive attributes. Some of those attributes are personified. For instance, in
discussing the New Asia-Singapore branding process, Henderson (2000) identified five
personality characteristics, including cosmopolitan, youthful, vibrant, modern, reliability, and
comfort.

The idea that brands can be described in terms of a set of personality traits can be
traced back to Gardner and Levy (1955) and Martineau (1958). The concept of brand
personality has also been accepted by most marketing academics and practitioners (Jennifer L.
Aaker & Fournier, 1995; Gardner & Levy, 1955). It is argued that a well-established brand
personality can help to differentiate among brands (Bridson & Evans, 2004; Plummer, 1984),
add value (Bridson & Evans, 2004; McEnally & de Chernatony, 1999), help consumers
develop emotional attachment to a brand to enhance brand equity (Keller, 1993; Phau & Lau,
2000), augment the personal meaning of a brand to the consumer (Gardner & Levy, 1955;
Levy, 1959), influence consumer preference and purchase (Malhotra, 1988), build
relationships with consumers to increase brand loyalty (D. A. Aaker, 1996; Fournier, 1998),
and help consumers to better express their self-concept (Belk, 1988; Belk, Bahn, & Mayer,
1982; Birdwell, 1968; Sirgy, 1982). Along a similar line, a distinctive destination personality
can help differentiate among destinations (Murphy, Moscardo, & Benckendorft, 2007),
influence destination preference and choice behavior (Crockett & Wood, 1999, , 2002;
Murphy, Benckendorft, & Moscardo, 2007), positively improve destination image (Hosany,
Ekinci, & Uysal, 2006, , 2007), and enhance tourist loyalty (Ekinci & Hosany, 2006).

Although destination personality is an important topic of study, its research is only on its



infancy. In addition, despite the growing body of literature on destination branding, there is
little empirical evidence that visitors can and do associate brand personality characteristics
with destinations (Ekinci & Hosany, 2006). Neither have the links between brand personality
and self-concept been explored (Murphy, Moscardo, & Benckendorff, 2007). As a result,
more academic effort is needed in this area (Ekinci, 2003; Ekinci & Hosany, 2006; Hosany,
Ekinci, & Uysal, 2006, 2007; Murphy, Moscardo, & Benckendorft, 2007).

Self-concept and self-congruence are two important concepts in consumer behavior
research. Most of the time, they are mentioned and tested together. Gardner and Levy (1955)
initiated the concept of self-congruence, stating that consumers prefer products with images
that are congruent with their self-concept. Grubb and Grathwohl (1967) formally proposed
that consumer self-concept affects their consumption behavior. Research focusing on the
impact of consumer self-concept, and self-congruence on their choice process has been
proliferating in the marketing literature, especially during the 1960s, 1970s and 1980s. It is
argued that the perceived congruency between a product’s user image and the consumer’s
self-concept can positively influence the consumer’s purchase intention (Birdwell, 1968;
Dolich, 1969; Grubb & Grathwohl, 1967; Grubb & Hupp, 1968; Grubb & Stern, 1971;
Hamm & Cundiff, 1969; Hughes & Guerrero, 1971; Kassarjian, 1971; Landon, 1974;
Malhotra, 1988; Onkvisit & Shaw, 1987; Ross, 1971; Sirgy, 1982, , 1985; Sirgy & Samli,
1985; Stern, Bush, & Hair, 1977). A positive relation has been shown between
self-congruence and product consumption in the context of automobiles (Birdwell, 1968;
Grubb & Hupp, 1968; Grubb & Stern, 1971; Hughes & Guerrero, 1971; Karande, Zinkhan, &
Lum, 1997; Ross, 1971), household products (Dolich, 1969; Landon, 1974), cigarettes
(Dolich, 1969), beer and drinks (Graeff, 1997; Hogg, Cox, & Keeling, 2000), houses
(Malhotra, 1988; Sirgy, Grzeskowiak, & Su, 2005), stores (Martineau, 1958; Sirgy & Samli,
1985; Stern, Bush, & Hair, 1977), magazines (Ross, 1971).

Chon (1990) first introduced the constructs of self-concept and self-congruence into
tourism research. He found that the higher the congruence between self-concept and
destination image, the greater the satisfaction of the tourists. Sirgy and Su (2000) also
proposed that the greater the match between the tourist’s self-concept and destination visitor
image, the more likely the tourist has a positive attitude toward that destination, thus the more
likely the tourist would prefer and visit that destination. Although several articles have
attempted to verify the roles of self-concept and self-congruity in the setting of the tourism
and hospitality industry (Back, 2005; Beerli, Meneses, & Gil, 2007; Chon, 1992; Chon &
Olsen, 1991; Ekinci & Riley, 2003; Goh & Litvin, 2000; Litvin & Goh, 2002; Litvin, Goh, &



Goldsmith, 2001; Litvin & Kar, 2003; Sirgy & Su, 2000; Todd, 2001), self-image-destination
image congruity is still a topic that has been under-studied in the discipline of tourism and
hospitality marketing and more empirical evidence is needed to clarify the role of
self-congruity in tourist’s destination choice process (Beerli, Meneses, & Gil, 2007; Sirgy &
Su, 2000). Furthermore, the mixed results of self-congruity research in tourism also suggest
further validation of the application of self-congruity, the relationship between self-image,
destination image, and destination selection in tourism research (Litvin & Goh, 2002).

In addition, the application of self-concept in tourism research focuses mostly on
actual self-concept. However, self-concept is a multidimensional construct. According to
Sirgy (1982), consumer researchers have generally used four aspects of self-image in
explaining and predicting consumer behavior. These four aspects of self-image are actual
self-concept, social self-concept, ideal self-concept, and ideal social self-concept. Therefore,
more empirical study is needed to examine the application of all the four dimensions of
self-concept in the context of tourism (Sirgy & Su, 2000; Todd, 2001).

Most of the studies focusing on self-congruity in tourism literature conceptualize
self-congruity as a matching process between a tourist’s self-concept and destination visitor
image (Beerli, Meneses, & Gil, 2007; Chon, 1990; Chon & Olsen, 1991; Goh & Litvin, 2000;
Litvin & Goh, 2002; Litvin, Goh, & Goldsmith, 2001; Litvin & Kar, 2003; Sirgy & Su, 2000).
However, the congruence between tourist’s self-concept and destination personality (SC-DP
congruence) has rarely been tested. Ekinci and Hosany (2006) suggested future studies could
assess the direct impact of SC-DP congruence on destination choice. Murphy, Moscardo and
Benckendorff (2007) also requested further research to investigate the link between
self-concept, brand personality, and visitation.

The concept of involvement has been extensively studied by consumer behavior
scholars, and is thought to exert a considerable influence over consumers' decision processes
(Laurent & Kapferer, 1985). In addition, involvement has been recognized as a useful
moderating variable with respect to consumer behavior (Bloch, 1981). It has also been
proposed that the concept of involvement should be helpful to self-concept research because
they both deal with self-relevant information (Beerli, Meneses, & Gil, 2007; Xue, 2008).
However, there are only a handful papers that have examined the moderating relationship
between self-congruity and decision-making, especially in the field of tourism. Even though,
the results are mixed. Therefore, although involvement is important for self-concept research,
more research is needed for better understanding of the relationship between product

involvement and self-congruence (Beerli, Meneses, & Gil, 2007; Johar & Sirgy, 1991; Sirgy



& Su, 2000).Therefore, one of the main focuses in this study is to further investigate the
interactions between involvement, self-congruence and tourist behavior. More specifically,
the study also examines the moderating effect of involvement on the relationship between

self-congruence and tourist behavior.

1.3 RESEARCH QUESTIONS

In order to better understand the relationships among self-concept, destination
personality, SC-DP congruence, and tourist behavior, this study aims to conceptualize,
develop and test a model which describes the above mentioned relationships. In particular,

research questions related to the purpose of the study include:

Research question 1: What is the relationship between self-concept and destination
personality?

Research question 2: How is tourist behavior influenced by self-concept, destination
personality, and SC-DP congruence individually?

Research question 3: What is the moderating effect of tourist involvement on the

relationship between SC-DP congruence and tourist behavior?

14 RESEARCH HYPOTHESES

Based on the research questions, research hypotheses are proposed to determine how
tourist behavior is influenced by the following factors: self-concept, destination personality,

and SC-DP congruence.

H1: There is a relationship between self-concept and destination personality.
H1.1: There is a relationship between actual self-concept and destination personality.
HI1.2: There is a relationship between ideal self-concept and destination personality.
H1.3: There is a relationship between social self-concept and destination personality.
H1.4: There is a relationship between ideal social self-concept and destination

personality.



H2: Self-concept has a direct positive influence on tourist behavior.

H2.1:  Actual self-concept has a direct positive influence on tourist behavior.
H2.2: Ideal self-concept has a direct positive influence on tourist behavior.
H2.3: Social self-concept has a direct positive influence on tourist behavior.
H2.4: Ideal social self-concept has a direct positive influence on tourist behavior.
H3: Destination personality has a direct positive influence on tourist behavior.
H4: SC-DP congruence has a direct positive influence on tourist behavior.
H4.1:  Actual SC-DP congruence has a direct positive influence on tourist behavior.
H4.2: Ideal SC-DP congruence has a direct positive influence on tourist behavior.
H4.3:  Social SC-DP congruence has a direct positive influence on tourist behavior.
H4.4:  Ideal social SC-DP congruence has a direct positive influence on tourist
behavior.
HS: The relationship between SC-DP congruence and tourist behavior is moderated by

tourist involvement.

HS5.1:

HS5.2:

HS5.3:

HS5.4:

The relationship between actual SC-DP congruence and tourist behavior is
moderated by tourist involvement.

The relationship between ideal SC-DP congruence and tourist behavior is
moderated by tourist involvement.

The relationship between social SC-DP congruence and tourist behavior is
moderated by tourist involvement.

The relationship between ideal social SC-DP congruence and tourist behavior is

moderated by tourist involvement.

1.5 KNOWLEDGE FOUNDATION

The theoretical basis for this study comes from symbolic interactionism. Generally

speaking, symbolic interactionism is based on the premise that individuals interact with

society and their reference groups to determine how their behaviors should be formed.

Specifically, there are three basic premises (Blumer, 1969, p. 2).

1.

Human beings act toward things on the basis of the meanings that the things



have for them.

2. The meaning of such things is derived from, or arises out of, the social
interaction that one has with one’s fellows. That is to say, meanings are seen as
social products.

3. These meanings are handled in, and modified through, an interpretative process
used by the person in dealing with the things he encounters. In the process of
interpretation, meanings are used and modified to guide and form the person’s
action.

It is argued that sellers not only sell products and services, they also sell symbols.

Along the similar line, consumers not only buy goods and services because of what they can
do, but also what they mean, personal meaning and social meaning (Leigh & Gabel, 1992;
Levy, 1959; Solomon, 1983). Therefore, the goods and services serve as a means of
communication between the buyers and the society and their significant others. From this
standpoint of view, symbolic interactionism is manifested in consumer behavior in the form
of symbolic consumption (Leigh & Gabel, 1992; Solomon, 1983). For that reason, symbolic
interactionism offers a theoretically sound way of conceptualizing product choice and
consumption for products with symbolic values.

Solomon (1983) attempted to link consumption to the creation of meaning in the
consumer behavior research from the perspective of symbolic interactionism. He made a link
between consumption of products and how symbolic interaction defines objects, primarily
how it defines the self as a social object. He argued that symbolic qualities of products are
often determinants of product evaluation and adoption, and consumer products are used as a
tool for individuals to develop an image consistent with the products purchased and
consumed. The essence of his research lies in the following points: (p.326-227)

1. The symbolism embedded in many products is the primary reason for their

purchase and use.

2. Individuals are evaluated and placed in a social nexus to a significant degree by
the products which surround them.

3. The reflexive evaluation construct implies that the product symbolism which is
instrumental in assigning meaning to others is also used by individuals to assign
social identity to themselves.

4. The outcome of this self-definition process guides behavior via the script that is
evoked.

5. Symbolic consumption can exert an a priori effect on role definition and



interaction, especially in situations where internalized behavioral responses are
lacking.

Leigh and Gabel (1992) also examined the concept of symbolic interactionism in
explaining the phenomena that people purchase a good or service on the basis of what it
represents to themselves and to their significant others. He proposed several propositions
based on his observations (p.7):

1. The symbolic meaning of products is ultimately defined by society.

2. Products can be viewed as causes of behavior, in addition to their role as
satisfiers of, or responses to need. Specifically, the symbols attached to product
by a certain relevant referent may cause a consumer to act. Symbolic meaning
can serve to either increase or decrease the likelihood of purchase, depending on
whether the consumer identifies with or holds negative attitudes toward the
reference group, respectively.

3. Product symbolism affects the formation of an individual’s self concept. The
way a consumer sees others evaluating him is based, in part, on the products
possessed and consumed.

4. The more complete and consistent the set of product symbols possessed by a
consumer, the higher the probability of successful role performance.

5. Symbolic purchasing behavior is more likely to be exhibited when the consumer
lacks knowledge about how to perform a certain required role.

6. Although products are purchased because of the symbols attached to them at a
societal or group level, this symbolism may be consumed on individual, private
basis.

Grubb and Grathwohl (1967) proposed a model of consumer behavior based on
self-theory and goods as symbols, which also provides a theoretical ground for this study
(p.25-26).

1. An individual does have a self-concept of himself.

2. The self-concept is of value to him.

3. Because this self-concept is of value to him, an individual’s behavior will be

directed toward the furtherance and enhancement of his self-concept.

4. An individual’s self-concept is formed through the interaction process with
parents, peers, teachers, and significant others.

5. Goods serve as social symbols and, therefore, are communication devices for the

individual.



6. The use of these good-symbols communicates meaning to the individual himself
and to others, causing an impact on the intra-action and/or the interaction
processes and, therefore, an effect on the individual’s self-concept.

7. Therefore, the consuming behavior of an individual will be directed toward the
furthering and enhancing of his self-concept through the consumption of goods

as symbols.

1.6 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK OF THE STUDY

Figures 1.1a and 1.1b depict the proposed theoretical models in this study. Figure
1.1a shows that self-concept and destination personality are interrelated. Figure 1.1b
illustrates the structural relationships among self-concept, destination personality, SC-DP
congruence and tourist behavior. It demonstrates that tourist behavior is influenced by
self-concept, destination personality, and SC-DP congruence. Tourist involvement serves as a
moderator in the relationship between SC-DP congruence and tourist behavior. Figures 1.2a
and 1.2b represent the models with sub-constructs for the main concepts: self-concept,
destination personality, SC-DP congruence, and tourist behavior. Self-concept includes actual
self-concept, social self-concept, ideal self-concept, and ideal social self-concept.
Accordingly, SC-DP congruence includes actual SC-DP congruence, social SC-DP
congruence, ideal SC-DP congruence, and ideal social SC-DP congruence. Tourist behavior

is operationalized as destination preference.



Figure 1.1 Proposed Model
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Figure 1.2 Proposed Model with Sub-Constructs
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1.7 CONTRIBUTIONS OF THE STUDY

The potential contribution of this study can be discussed from both theoretical and
practical perspectives. This study contributes to the theoretical advancement in the field of
tourism research by introducing congruence between self-concept and destination personality,
and investigating the impact of such congruence on tourist behavior. This study provides
empirical tests of the relationships among self-concept, destination personality, congruence
between self-concept and destination personality, and tourist behavior.

From the practical perspective, the findings of this study explain how tourist behavior
is influenced by self-concept, destination personality, and congruence between self-concept
and destination personality. The results will help destination managers and marketers with the
planning of strategic marketing programs, such as how to build a strong and distinct
destination personality that is congruent with their targeted tourist markets through

advertising messages and promotion programs.

1.8 DEFINITIONS OF KEY TERMS

Brand personality: A brand is perceived to possess a personality in much the same
way as humans. Therefore, brand personality can be defined as the set of human
characteristics associated with a brand and it tends to serve a symbolic or self-expressive
function (Jennifer L. Aaker, 1997). According to Aaker (1997), there are five dimensions
under brand personality, including sincerity, excitement, competence, sophistication and

ruggedness.

Destination personality: It can be defined as the set of human characteristics
associated with a destination as perceived from a tourist (Ekinci & Hosany, 2006).
Destination personality is made up of three dimensions: sincerity, excitement, and

conviviality.

Self-concept: In the literature, self-concept and self-image are interchangeable.
Self-concept denotes the “totality of the individual’s thoughts and feelings having reference
to himself as an object” (Rosenberg, 1979, p. 7). Sirgy (1982) pointed out that, generally,

consumer researchers have used four aspects of self-concept in explaining and predicting
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consumer behaviors. He described four aspects of self-concept based on the individual’s

perspective: namely, actual self-concept, social self-concept, ideal self-concept, and ideal

social self-concept.

e Actual self-concept: It can be defined as how a person sees himself or herself. For
instance, a person may think of himself or herself as modern.

e Social self-concept: It can be defined as how others see him or her. For instance, others
may think of him or her as somewhat modern.

e Ideal self-concept: It can be defined by how a person would like to see himself or
herself. For instance, a person would like himself or herself as very modern.

e Ideal social self-concept: It can be described as how a person would like others to see
him or her. For instance, a person would like others to think of him or her as very

modern.

Self-congruence: In the consumer research, self-congruence can be defined as a
process of cognitively matching a consumer’s self-concept with the product-user image
(Sirgy, 1982, , 1985). In this study, self-congruence is defined as the cognitive matching
process between a tourist’s self-concept and the destination personality, SC-DP congruence.
Similarly, as four aspects of self-concept are explored in this study, there are four aspects of
SC-DP congruence.

e Actual SC-DP congruence: It is defined as the cognitive matching process between a
tourist’s actual self-concept and the destination personality.

e Social SC-DP congruence: It is defined as the cognitive matching process between a
tourist’s social self-concept and the destination personality.

e Ideal SC-DP congruence: It is defined as the cognitive matching process between a
tourist’s ideal self-concept and the destination personality.

e Ideal social SC-DP congruence: It is defined as the cognitive matching process between

a tourist’s ideal social self-concept and the destination personality.

Tourist involvement: Havitz & Dimanche (1990) proposed a definition of
involvement in the leisure and tourism domain based on Rothschild’s (1984) definition:
“Involvement is a psychological state of motivation, arousal, or interest between an
individual and recreational activities, tourist destinations, or related equipment, at one point
in time, characterized by the perception of the following elements: importance, pleasure value,

sign value, risk probability, and risk consequences” (p. 184).
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1.9 ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY

Chapter I presented the overview of the study, including the purpose of the study,
statement of the problem, the research questions, the research hypotheses, knowledge
foundation, and theoretical model of the study which is the basis of this study. The key
concepts were also defined in this chapter. Chapter II presents an extended literature review
relevant to the proposed model and the key constructs, namely, self-concept, brand
personality and destination personality, self-congruency, and their relationship with tourist
behavior. Chapter III focuses on the research framework. Specifically, a detailed discussion is
provided with the research design, the development of the survey instrument, sampling
procedure, and procedures of data analysis. Chapter IV reports the results of the pretest and
the analyses of the proposed hypotheses and theoretical model. Chapter V includes the
summary and discussions of the hypotheses testing. Furthermore, both theoretical and
managerial implications of the findings are discussed. Limitations of the study and

suggestions for future research are proposed.
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CHAPTER II LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides a review of the literature pertaining to the constructs of
proposed model of this study, including brand personality and destination personality,
self-concept, self-congruence, and the moderator. This chapter also presents the proposed
model with the hypotheses established by the theoretical framework of this study to be

empirically tested.

2.2 BRAND PERSONALITY AND DESTINATION PERSONALITY

2.2.1 Definitions

The idea that brands can be described in terms of a set of personality traits can be
traced back to Gardner and Levy (1955) and Martineau (1958). The concept of brand
personality has also been accepted by most marketing academics and practitioners (Jennifer L.
Aaker & Fournier, 1995; Gardner & Levy, 1955). Just as David Ogilvy (1983, p. 14) stated:
“Products, like people, have personalities, and they can make them or break them in the
marketplace”. For example, Coca Cola may be described as young, fun and sporty, and
Chanel described as glamorous, stylish and upper class. Such characteristics, deemed as part
of brand personality, are used to form impressions of and preference for a particular brand.
Consumers tend to identify personally with certain brands or use brands as a means of
self-expression (H.-S. Kim, 2000).

Plummer (1984) asserted that any brand can be described in terms of three different
classes of characteristics: physical attributes, functional characteristics, and characterizational
aspects or brand’s personality. Sirgy (1985) also argued that may products are assumed to
have personality traits which are not solely determined by the actual physical characteristics
but also by a bundle of other factors such as advertising, price, stereotype of the generalized
users, and other marketing and psychological associations. Belk (1988) claimed that
possession of certain products can reflect part of the owner’s personality. Aaker and Fournier

(1995) stated that although brands are not people, they can be personified. Aaker (1997)
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thought that it is possible that consumers often give brands human personality traits due to

the self-expressive or symbolic meaning the brands possess. Keller concurred that “brand
personality reflects how people feel about a brand” (Keller, 1998, p. 97). Phau and Lau (2000)
added that brand personality renders an avenue for consumers’ self-expression or expressing
emotional benefits, and brand personality, like human personality is both distinctive and
enduring.

The “naive psychology” perspective defines brand personality as “the specific set of
meanings which describe the “inner” characteristics of a brand. These meanings are
constructed based on behaviors exhibited by personified brands or brand characteristic”
(Allen and Olsen in Aaker and Fournier 1995). Brand personality can be defined as the set of
human characteristics associated with a brand and it tends to serve a symbolic or
self-expressive function (Aaker, 1997; Allen and Olsen in Aaker and Fournier 1995). In
discussing the relationship between consumers and brands, the brand is treated as an active
and contributing partner and , in the relationship dyad, Fournier (1998) defined brand
personality as a set of trait inferences constructed by consumers based on their long-time
observation of brand behaviors, which trigger attitudinal, cognitive, and/or behavioral
responses on the part of the consumer. Haigood (2001) claimed that researchers generally
recognize the use of human descriptors to portray brands, and agree that brands, like people,
can acquire distinctive personalities that differentiate them in the minds of consumers and
shape their preferences. Smit, Berger, and Franzen (2003) contended that brand personality is
about perception in the consumer’s views, about personality characteristics attributed to
brands, about associations and symbolic values and about emotional responses on the brand
or emotional relationships with brands.

In this study, Jennifer L. Aaker’s (1997) definition will be used. She defined brand
personality as the set of human characteristics associated with a brand and it tends to serve a

symbolic or self-expressive function.

2.2.2 Brand Personality Measurement

Two types of measures of BP are found in the literature--general scales and
idiographic (brand-specific) measures (Helgeson & Supphellen, 2004). Idiographic scales are
based on a qualitative pre-study in which relevant personality characteristics for the brand or
products are elicited. Thus, such scales contain only characteristics that are relevant to the

brand in question. The most popular general scale was specifically developed by Jennifer L.
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Aaker in 1997 to measure the personality of brands based on the Five Factor Model of
personality. Other researchers also have attempted to create general brand personality scales
on the basis of the Five Factor Model, such as Caprara, Barbaranelli and Guido (1997; ,
2001), Milas and Mlacic (2007). However, this study will focus on Aaker’s scale and discuss
it in detail.

One of the ways in conceptualizing and measuring brand personality is the trait
approach. Among many human personality theories, the Five Factor Model has received the
most attention. The Big Five Model reduces the large number of adjectives describing human
personalities to only five latent dimensions: extroversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness,
emotional stability, and openness. Based on the Five Factor Model of human personality,
Jennifer L. Aaker (1997) developed a theoretical framework of brand personality dimensions.,
and created a reliable, valid and generalizable scale to measure these dimensions across 37
brands that cover various product categories. Employing a scientific scale development
procedure, she proposed a 42-item Brand Personality Scale (BPS hereafter) that measure five
salient dimensions: Sincerity, Excitement, Competence, Sophistication, and Ruggedness,
among which, dimensions of Sincerity, Excitement, and Competence relate to three of the Big
Five human personality dimensions (Agreeableness, Extroversion, and Conscientiousness),
while two other dimensions (Sophistication and Ruggedness) differ from any human
personality dimension. This implies that brand personality dimensions might operate in
different ways or influence consumer preferences for different reasons. She explained that
one of the reasons is that the personality dimensions of Sincerity, Excitement, and
Competence tap an innate part of the human personality, while Sophistication and
Ruggedness tap dimensions that an individual desires but does not necessarily have. Table 2.1

demonstrates her BPS dimensions and their respective traits.
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Table 2.1 Brand Personality Frameworks

Brand Personality

Dimensions Sincerity Excitement Competence Sophistication Ruggedness
Markers «Down-to-earth «Daring «Reliable «Upper class  «Outdoorsy
«Honest « Spirited «Intelligent  «Charming . Tough
« Wholesome .Imaginative «Successful
+Cheerful «Up-to-Date

Other researchers also have attempted to create general brand personality scales on
the basis of the Five Factor Model. To examine the validity of the Five Factor Model of
personality for describing a brand, Caprara, Barbaranelli and Guido (1997; , 2001) conducted
several studies across different brands. In addition, they sought to investigate the semantic
reliability of the attributes used in descriptions of human personality when applied to the
realm of brand personality. Specifically, they wanted to determine markers of human
personality applied to brand personality are traceable to the same factor solution found in
humans; and whether personality descriptors load under the same factor when used to
describe human personality and brand personalities, and when used to describe the
personalities of different brands. Through a series of factor analyses, they found that when
considering brand personalities, the factor structures were substantially divergent from the
Big Five Model. Instead of five factors, two broad factors emerged that are blends of the Big
Five. All analyses produced a factor defined by markers of Agreeableness and Emotional
Stability. This factor reflects those aspects of brands linked to stability, predictability, and
pleasantness. The other factor is defined by markers of Extroversion and Openness and
reflects those aspects of brands liked to dynamism, activity, and innovation. They concluded
that while it may be possible to describe brand personalities with only a few factors, it is
unlikely that the same factors used to describe human personality are suitable for the
description of brands. They further recommended that other traits specific to brands and
extraneous to human personality should probably be taken into account to achieve a
comprehensive picture of brand personality.

Milas and Mlacic (2007) focused on determining the factor structure of personality
ratings of familiar Croatian brands and determining how different levels of data aggregation
can affect the dimensionality and the nature of extracted factors. Since they were interested in
the brand personality of local Croatian brands, according to the emic/etic difference in human

personality studies, they chose to apply an indigenous measure of personality. Thus, rather
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than using an instrument from another culture, such as Aaker’s scale, they developed a brand
personality measure pertinent to the culture of Croatia and the Abridged Big
Five-Dimensional Circumplex (AB5C) Model. The AB5C model represents each of the five
Big-Five domains (Extraversion — I, Agreeableness — II, Conscientiousness — III,
Emotional Stability — IV and Intellect — V) with 9 bipolar facets in each domain. To create
an inventory of personality descriptors for Croatian brands, an exhaustive Croatian taxonomy
of personality descriptors was used as the basis. A 90-item inventory was constructed that
covered the 45 facets from the Big Five model. A sample of 267 students rated the personality
of the ten selected brands using the 90-item inventory on a 5-point Likert scale (from

1 = adjective describes this brand completely inaccurate to 5 = adjective describes this brand
completely accurate).

To identify brand personality dimensions, principal component analyses were
conducted on different levels: individual subject level, brand level (averaged across subjects),
and subject x brand level (treating each evaluation of a brand as a separate case). The three
levels of aggregation correspond to factorizing different sources of variance: between brands,
between subjects, and combined between subjects and between brands. The factor structure
on individual subject level shows that only two components are identifiable, which bears the
least resemblance to the Big-Five model. Both dimensions consist of very heterogeneous
items and can hardly be assigned suitable labels. Extracted components do not resemble the
two-factor structure reported by Caprara et al. (2001) « and B personality dimensions. The
results of factor analyses at brand level suggested that in most cases three or four components
should be retained, showing modest resemblance to the expected Big-Five model. Some of
them highly correspond to the Big-Five such as Cipi-Cips brand, while others show very low
resemblance. However, when the analysis was performed at the subject x brands level of
aggregation, the factor structure in general resembles the Big-Five structure, although this
structure has many incongruities. For example, Emotional Stability is a weak factor.
Moreover, none of the factors represents a clear-cut factor in the sense that it gathered only

the expected items.

2.2.2.1 Application of Jennifer Aaker’s Brand Personality Scale (BPS)

Since BPS’s inception, it has received tremendous attention and extensive
application in different cultures. One of the first applications is by Ferrandi, Valette-Florence

and Fine-Falcy (2000) in French context. A convenience sample of 246 students was used to

19



rate twelve brands. The sample was divided into three groups of identical size and each group
was assigned four brands. By means of principal components and confirmatory factor
analyses, it was found that Aaker’s scale cannot be fully replicated although the results were
rather satisfactory. Five dimensions were detected, which explained 61.56% of the variance;
however, Aaker’s scale was reduced in France to 33 items. Among the five dimensions
extracted, three are the same with the dimensions in Aaker’s scale: dynamism (excitement),
robustness and femininity (sophistication). Aaker’s competence and sincerity dimensions are
reallocated. Particularly, Aaker’s sincerity dimension is split into two distinct concepts:
sincerity Stricto sensu and conviviality; and the dimension of conviviality forms a distinct
dimension in the context of France.

Kim, Han and Park (2001) investigated the applicability of BPS in Korean cellular
phone market. A sample of 150 respondents rated the 42 items on a five-point Likert scale
with 1 being ‘strongly agree’. Exploratory factor analysis was used to identify the dimensions
of cellular phone personality. The result is quite consistent with Aaker’s. Six variables
(down-to-earth, family-oriented, real, independent, cool, and cheerful) that were not related to
any factor were excluded and a total of five factors were extracted from remaining items. The
factors were named after Aaker’s dimensions as ‘sincerity’, ‘excitement’, ‘competence’,
‘sophistication’, and ‘ruggedness’.

Alvarez-Ortiz & Harris (2002) employed an etic approach to test the stability of
Aaker’s scale in Mexico. The 42 items were translated into Spanish. Brand personality
measures were collected on a set of twenty brands: ten global brands popular in Mexico and
ten well-known Mexican brands. Using a mall-intercept method, 400 respondents were
interviewed. Each respondent evaluated five of the 20 brands, resulting in a total of 100
responses per brand. Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to assess the factorial
similarity of the measures. The analysis indicated that the items forming the Ruggedness
factor obtained in the United States were not internally consistent. In addition, among
Mexican consumers, the traits of masculinity and femininity represented one bipolar
dimension. This suggested that the Mexican data did not fit well using the five-dimension
structure. Modification of the model resulted in a six-dimension structure: Sincerity,
Excitement, Competence, Sophistication, Ruggedness, and Genders.

In attempting to replicate Aaker’s scale in restaurant setting, Austin, Siguaw, and
Mattila (2003) employed nine restaurants: three well-known quick service brands, three
well-known casual dining brands, and three local upscale restaurants. Using a five-point scale,

247 college students were asked to evaluate the 42 personality traits identified by Aaker. A
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series of confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were run to verify the five-dimension model for
each individual brand as well as aggregated brands. All the CFA resulted in poor fit of the
models and a number of items cross-loaded.

Aaker, Benet-Martinez and Garolera (2001) argued that the meaning embedded in
consumption symbols, such as commercial brands, can serve to represent and institutionalize
the values and beliefs of a culture. To test to what degree basic dimensions of brand
personality carry universal or specific cultural meaning, four studies were conducted relying
on a combined emic-etic approach across three cultures, America, Japan and Spain. Studies 1
and 2 revealed that all but one of the Japanese brand personality dimensions are highly
similar with the American dimensions reported by Aaker (Sincerity, Excitement, Competence,
and Sophistication). The culture-specific dimensions are Peacefulness to Japanese culture and
Ruggedness to American culture. In addition, there is much overlapping in terms of facets
and markers under the common dimensions. Excitement dimension is primarily defined by
attributes such as funny, contemporary, young, and energetic, several of which are also
markers of Excitement in the American brand personality structure. Competence dimension
was defined by attributes such as responsible, reliable, confident, and tenacious, which are
consistent with the markers of Competence in the United States. Sincerity dimension
included warm, thoughtful, and kind, markers that are in line with those found in the United
States for Sincerity. Finally, Sophistication dimension is defined by terms such as elegant,
smooth, stylish, and sophisticated markers that are also consistent with those found in the
United States for Sophistication. Studies 3 and 4 replicated studies 1 and 2 to Spanish
consumers. The studies yielded brand personality dimensions common to both Spain and the
United States (Sincerity, Excitement, and Sophistication), plus nonshared Spanish (Passion)
and American (Competence and Ruggedness) dimensions. Similarly, those common
dimensions also share same markers. Excitement dimension included markers such as
outgoing, daring, young, and unique, several of which are terms that also serve as markers of
Excitement in the American and Japanese brand personality sets. Sincerity dimension
included considerate, thoughtful, real, and sincere, which are consistent with the markers of
Sincerity in the United States as well as Japan. Sophistication dimension was depicted by
good looking, glamorous, upper-class, and stylish markers, which are consistent with those
found in the United States for Sophistication. As a consequence, in contrast to Peacefulness,
Ruggedness, and Passion, the Sincerity, Excitement, and Sophistication dimensions appear to
be more similarly construed across cultures. This suggests that, in addition to potential

cultural variance in consumer needs, commercial brands may reflect more universally held

21



individual needs.

Davies, et al. (2001) attempted to apply BPS scale to assess the identity and image of
three companies, each in a different sector: retailing, financial services and
business-to-business. In addition, they sought to extend the scales’ application to employees
as well as customers. They found that with the exception of the Ruggedness factor, the
reliability levels from the employee data are higher than for the customer data. In addition, all
the reliability levels were lower than those reported by Aaker, although all the reliability
coefficients are above 0.7. Ruggedness is the weakest factor in terms of reliability.
Additionally, they confirmed that this scale is applicable from both the customers’ and
employees’ views as there were high correlations between customers’ and employees’
dimension scores. The examination of the factor structure using both exploratory and
confirmatory factor analysis indicated that items from the Sophistication and Excitement
scales tended to co-load, and goodness of fit measures were above threshold levels for all but
Ruggedness. Ruggedness seems to be the most problematic dimension, which may be due to
the fact that Aaker’s study was sponsored by Levi Strauss whose jeans are perceived to be
rugged.

Supphellen and Grenhaug (2003) endeavored to apply BPS scale to two foreign
brands in Russia. Using 123 consumers and 107 undergraduate business students in St
Petersburg, they found that the dimensionality of brand personality in Russia seems to be
different from the dimensionality of the construct in the United States through confirmatory
factor analysis. To find out the factor structure of Russian brand personality perceptions,
exploratory factor analysis was conducted. Although, the analysis resulted in five-factor
solution, it also demonstrated that there are similarities and differences between American
and Russian brand personality perceptions. Specifically, the first large factor consisted of
traits from four different dimensions of the Aaker scale. This factor was named Successful
and contemporary, and seems to reflect a stereotype of the new economic upper class in
Russia. These people are described using traits such as successful, upper-class, secure, up to
date, and, importantly, Western. The four remaining factors, Sincerity, Excitement,
Sophistication, and Ruggedness were more similar to Aaker’s dimensions, although some
traits are missing in the Russian sample. For example, under Sincerity dimension, the trait of
technical is missing. Under Excitement dimension, the missing trait is up-to-date. Under
Sophistication dimension, the trait related to the upper class loaded under the first factor.
Similarly, under Ruggedness dimension, the missing traits of Western and outdoorsy also

loaded on the first factor.
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Rojas-Méndez, Erenchun-Podlech and Silva-Olave (2004) applied the BPS to
empirically measure the Ford brand personality in Chile. A convenience sample of 388
respondents was asked to rate the 42 items of brand personality with a 5-point Likert scale
with 1 as “strongly disagree”. The confirmatory factor analysis resulted in a shortened scale
of four dimensions with 16 items. Each dimension is composed of four items: excitement
(independent, cool, spirited, exciting); sincerity (friendly, cheerful, wholesome,
down-to-earth); competence (confident, intelligent, secure, hard working); and sophistication
(smooth, good looking, glamorous, upper class). The ruggedness dimension was shown to be
not reliable, nor was it valid. This finding is consistent with that reported by Davies et al.
(2001). They argued that the apparent sponsorship of Aaker's study by Levi Strauss and the
inclusion of Levi jeans in each brand group presented to the respondents may have influenced
the emergence of the ruggedness dimension. Nonetheless, this study reinforced Aaker's
proposition that, although not with exactly the same attributes, across cultures some
dimensions sharing similar meanings emerge, such as sincerity, excitement, and
sophistication.

Venable, et al (2005) strived to develop and refine a parsimonious measure of brand
personality specifically for the nonprofit context based on BPS scale. First, using three
qualitative studies, they found that dimensions of sincerity, excitement, competence,
sophistication, and ruggedness all were viable for describing nonprofit organizations.
However, the qualitative studies also suggested there are three more dimensions that are
important in describing nonprofit organizations: emerged: thoughtfulness (loving,
compassionate, kind, helpful, and caring), integrity (reputable, committed to the public good,
purposeful, accessible, and long-term orientation), and reliability (cost-effective and
financially stable). Secondly, they conducted two factor analyses on the newly-created
54-item scale to develop a parsimonious brand personality framework for nonprofit
organizations using faculty and student samples respectively. Both factor analyses resulted in
a four-factor solution. Of the original 54 items, 15 were retained. Two of Aaker's factors
(sophistication and ruggedness) were kept; and two new factors based on the additional traits
emerged as distinct brand personality dimensions, namely integrity and nurturance. Integrity
focused on the reputation, honesty, and reliability of the organization. Nurturance focused on
the extent to which a nonprofit organization was perceived to be loving, compassionate, and
caring. Thus, the factor analyses resulted in a four-factor solution of integrity, ruggedness,
sophistication, and nurturance. Lastly, confirmatory factor analysis among a more nationally

representative sample was utilized to verify the four-structure solution. Most of the fit indices
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indicated that the four-factor model has achieved an adequate fit.

Sung and Tinkham (2005) tested the hypothesis that different cultures are likely to
have somewhat unique organizations of brand personality dimensions that are reflective of
cultural differences in basic values using American and Korean samples. In addition to
Aaker’s scale, additional items were generated from a pretest. A combined 80 items were
subjected to rate a set of 13 global brands. Several factor analyses were carried over with the
pooled sample, American sample, and Korean sample. Factor analysis of the pooled sample
identified eight dimensions: Competence (reliable, successful, confident, popular, well made,
and efficient); Trendiness (different, new, innovative, trendy, up-to-date, imaginative, and
contemporary); Likeableness (funny, warm, easy, bubbly, smooth, cheerful, and honest);
Western (Western, free, technical, outdoorsy, and professional); Sophistication (elegant,
glamorous, upper class, charming, and feminine); Ruggedness (tough, rugged, and
masculine); Tradition (traditional, typical, small-town, and original); and Ascendancy (strict,
intelligent, busy, daring, heavy, and big). The second factor analysis with American sample
also produced eight dimensions, six of which are consistent with those of the pooled data
analysis: Likeableness, Trendiness, Competence, Sophistication, Traditionalism, and
Ruggedness. Two new components emerged: White Collar (corporate, technical, and
professional) and Androgyny (masculine, feminine, and expensive). The third factor analysis
with Korean sample created eight dimensions too. The first factor is Competence and is fairly
consistent with that of the American sample. Primary markers of the second factor are
suggestive of those of Trendiness in the U.S. sample. Factor 3, Likeableness seems to capture
a somewhat narrower view of the Likeableness factor than was observed for the American
sample. Factor 4, Passive Likeableness (funny, small-town, easy, smooth, family-oriented,
warm, playful, and sentimental) appears to be unique to the Korean sample. Dimension 5 is
clearly Sophistication and includes terms consistent with the markers of this factor in the
United States but with the added attribute of feminine. Factor 6, Ascendancy (strict, heavy,
intelligent, big, and daring) seems unique to the Korean sample, although it was observed and
reported earlier as a part of the pooled analysis. The seventh factor clearly represents
Ruggedness, as observed in the U.S. sample, and Factor 8, Traditionalism, is defined by
markers in line with that found in the United States. To summarize, six brand personality
dimensions have similar meaning in both Korea and the United States, whereas other
dimensions are culture-specific. Two culture-specific brand personality dimensions, Passive
Likeableness and Ascendancy, were identified from the Korean data; while factors of White

Collar and Androgyny suggest that professional status and gender roles are separated more
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strongly from other dimensions of brand perception in the United States than they are in
Korea.

Smit, Berger and Franzen (2003) made an effort to develop a Brand Personality Scale
for Dutch practitioners. They adopted Aaker’s 42 personality scales and an additional list of
60 items borrowed from Brokken’s Dutch Personality Scale, resulting in a total of 102 items.
Data collection involved two phases. The first phase obtained 1009 responses on 20 brands in
four product categories; and the second phase obtained 3524 responses on 73 brands in eight
product categories. Both samples were from on line panels. The respondents were asked to
score six brands on 102 personality items on a dichotomous scale (0=not descriptive,
1=descriptive). Several rounds of factor analysis were performed. First factor analysis was
run on Aaker’s 42 items using the first sample. Six factors were extracted, among which only
two factors corresponded with Aaker’s dimensions, namely Sincerity and Excitement. Second
factor analysis with 102 personality items using the first sample produced seven factors,
among which the same two dimensions corresponded with Aaker’s. The third factor analysis
was performed on all the 93 brands using both samples. In this case, seven factors emerged:
Competence+, Excitement+, Annoying, Gentle, Ruggedness, Distinguishing, and
Sophistication. To meet the practitioner’s needs, the 102 items were reduced to 38 items using
Aaker’s method of selecting the items with highest loading on the facets in terms of
item-to-total correlations. The fourth and final factor analysis on the 38 items resulted in six
same dimensions as the third analysis except the dimension of Sophistication.
Competence-plus shows some resemblance with Aaker’s Competence dimension plus the
facets down-to-earth and honest from Aaker’s Sincerity dimension; Aaker’s Excitement and
Ruggedness dimensions were found as well. Sophistication dimension was also found in the
third factor analysis but it was rather weak; and did not appear in the fourth analysis.
Differences are found in the three smaller dimensions: Annoying, Gentle and Distinguishing.
They could be culture-specific as a result of the addition of Dutch personality items.

Aaker’s BPS scale was also tested with 230 Chinese non-student sample in Beijing
(Zhang, 2007). Two brands, Nike and Sony, were used. Respondents were asked to rate the
extent to which that the 42 personality traits described the Sony and Nike respectively with a
five-point Likert scale (1=extremely descriptive, 5S=completely non-descriptive). To
investigate whether the same dimensions would appear, two exploratory factor analyses were
run. Both factor analyses extracted four factors. However, the four factors for the two brands
differed from each other except for the last factor: Small-Town Ruggedness. For Nike, the

four factors consisted of Brightness and Trustworthiness (intelligent, tough, independent,
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imaginative, honest, cheerful, secure); Fashion and Charm (good looking, fashionable,
charming, daring, friendly); Realism and Smoothness (down-to-earth, smooth, real); and
Small-Town Ruggedness (rugged, small-town). For Sony, on the other hand, the four factors
included Charm of Youth (fashionable, good looking, contemporary, imaginative, unique,
young, charming, daring); Trustworthiness (down-to-earth, secure, real, honest, tough,
confident, wholesome); Masculinity (masculine, Western, exciting); and Small-Town
Ruggedness (rugged, small-town). In addition, the last factors of both brands did not show
significant difference.

Zentes, Morschett and Schramm-Klein (2008) applied Aaker’s scale to retailing
industry in Germany. Data were collected with six retailers in Germany as stimuli,
representing different retail sectors (food, furniture, books, beauty and health care, clothing,
consumer electronics) (n=1337) with written and online survey. Aaker’s five-dimensional
measure made up of 15 facets and 42 traits were adopted. Respondents rated how descriptive
the 42 traits were of the specific retail brand used as stimuli in the questionnaire, using a
five-point Likert scale (1 = not at all descriptive, 5 = extremely descriptive). Two rounds of
exploratory factor analyses resulted in five dimensions proposed by Aaker. However, the
number of items was reduced to from 42 to 38. Among the items deleted, three of them are
specific to the American culture: 'outdoorsy’, 'corporate’, 'small town' as the connotative
meaning is likely to differ between the US and Germany. In addition, the second round of
factor analysis pointed out that four items did not dominantly load on the factor suggested by
Aaker. Items of ‘contemporary’ and ‘independent’ loaded highly on dimension of competence
instead of excitement as expected; items of ‘sentimental’ and ‘good-looking’ loaded highly on
dimension of sophistication instead of sincerity as expected. Overall, the scale is applicable
for retail brands in Germany with minor modifications.

Although the Aaker’s BPS has received the most academic attention in its field,
unchallenged on its validity, Azoulay and Kapferer (2003) raised the question whether the
BPS scale really measure brand personality. They argued that the current BPS scales do not
measure brand personality, but a number of dimensions of brand identity with personality
being only one of them. They supported their argument by questioning the scale’s concept
validity. They pointed out that the definition used by Aaker was too looses, which not only
includes personality aspect, but also intellectual abilities, gender or social class, thus creating
a conceptual confusion. To remedy this, they offered a more strict definition of brand
personality as “a set of human personality traits that are both applicable to and relevant for

brands”. Secondly, they contended that some dimensions and items under the scale are

26



conceptually distinct from the pure concept of personality, such as dimension “competence”
which is a cognitive ability; item “feminine” which is a value judgment.

In applying Aaker’s scale in the restaurant industry, Austin, Siguaw, and Mattila
(2003) also found that all their confirmatory factor analyses of the five dimensions resulted in
poor fit of the models and a number of items cross-loaded, which raised the concern
regarding potential boundary conditions for Aaker’s conclusion concerning the
generalizability of her framework. They suggested that this might be due to an interaction
between brands and subjects’ interpretations of the traits. For example, for some brands the
trait ‘family-oriented’ evoked thoughts of a ‘restaurant that specializes in serving families’
(e.g., Applebee’s) and for other brands the trait elicited thoughts of a ‘family-run’ or
‘Mama/Papa’ restaurant (e.g., Dano’s on Cayuga). Similarly, for some brands the trait ‘cool’
prompted thoughts such as ‘hip’ or ‘in’ (e.g., TGI Friday) while the trait generated thoughts
such as ‘cold’ or ‘unfriendly’ for other brands (e.g., some quick service brands).

Although BPS scale is not without its drawbacks, its’ extensive replications in
different cultures have produced rather stable dimensions. Thus, this scale has also been
adapted in the tourism field. Destination personality scale was developed by Ekinci and

Hosany (2006) as the first attempt.

223 Brand Personality and Consumer Behavior

The idea that brands an be described in terms of a set of personality traits can be
traced back to Gardner and Levy (1955) and Martineau (1958). It is argued that a
well-established brand personality can help to differentiate among brands (Bridson & Evans,
2004; Plummer, 1984), add value (Bridson & Evans, 2004; McEnally & de Chernatony,
1999), help consumers develop emotional attachment to a brand to enhance brand equity
(Keller, 1993; Phau & Lau, 2000), augment the personal meaning of a brand to the consumer
(Gardner & Levy, 1955; Levy, 1959), influence consumer preference and purchase (Malhotra,
1988), build relationship with consumers to increase brand loyalty (D. A. Aaker, 1996;
Fournier, 1998), and help consumers to better express their self-concept (Belk, 1988; Belk,
Bahn, & Mayer, 1982; Birdwell, 1968; Sirgy, 1982).

Kim (2000) examined consumer perceptions of five brand personality dimensions
for various apparel brands and the relationship between brand personality and brand
preference. Two datasets were used in this study: 245 responses were obtained to rate 11

national brands for women’s wear in Brand Group 1 and 262 to rate 11 national brands for a
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variety of products, sportswear, shoes, lingerie, innerwear, etc. in Brand Group 2. Aaker’s
five personality dimensions were used for the rating. Respondents were asked to indicate the
level of agreement for each personality trait corresponding to each brand name. Respondents
were also asked to indicate the degree to which they felt ‘positive’ or ‘negative’ toward each
brand on a five-point Likert-type scale. GLM repeated measures were used to test for
differences between overall mean across all brands and each brand name. Overall, test results
indicate that for a high majority of brands, differences between overall mean across brands
and brand mean for each measured dimension were statistically significant. Personality traits
that describe each brand appeared to vary by brand. For example, Liz Claiborne in Brand
Group 1 is ranked high in ‘sincere’, ‘competent’, ‘exciting’, and ‘sophisticated’; while in
the case of Victoria’s Secret, ‘exciting’ was ranked much higher. Correlations between brand
personality dimensions and brand attitude show that ‘sincere’, ‘exciting’, competent and
‘sophisticated’ were moderately to highly positively correlate with brand preference. Results
for ‘rugged’ were not consisted.

Kim, Han and Park (2001) investigated the effect of brand personality, as well as
self-expressive value of brand personality, on brand attitude, word-of-mouth reports, and
brand loyalty. Brand attitude was operationalized as brand attractiveness, brand favorability
and brand distinctiveness. The empirical results indicated that there are positive relationships
between brand personality, self-expressive value of brand and brand attitude. Furthermore,
both brand personality and self-expressive value have direct positive effect on word-of-mouth
reports and indirect effect on brand loyalty.

In examining the effect of brand personality on brand preference over two brands in
Russia, Supphellen and Grenhaug (2003) found that such an effect does exist for the brand
personalities of Ford and Levi’s. More importantly, consumer ethnocentrism was identified as
a strong moderator of this effect. As predicted, brand personalities had an effect for
low-ethnocentric consumers only. Specifically, two dimensions of brand personality have
effects on attitudes for both brands. Ruggedness and Sophistication have a positive impact on
attitudes towards Ford. For Levi’s, Sincerity has a negative effect and Sophistication a
positive effect on brand preference. Smit, et al. (2003) found there is a positive relationship
between brand personality and brand attitude in developing a Brand Personality Scale for
Dutch practitioners.

Helgeson and Supphellen (2004) attempted to test whether brand personality has an
impact on brand attitudes. Instead of using Aaker’s scale, because this study was conducted in

Sweden and specific brands of retailers were examined, an idiographic BP scale was
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developed. The authors elicited brand personality characteristics of five major Swedish retail
brands in the clothing industry by means of open-ended questions to a group of 24 female
consumers. Nine characteristics were generated: classic, modern, youthful, cool, stylish,
elegant, formal, and hip. 424 female consumers were asked to rate these adjectives. In
addition, brand attitude (preference) was also on the questionnaire. Factor analysis of the nine
brand personality items resulted in two dimensions: Modern (modern, youthful, cool, stylish,
hip) and Classic (classic, elegant, formal). Regression analysis suggested that both aspects of
BP, modern and classic, were significantly positively related to brand attitude.

Venable, et al (2005) attempted to examine the impact of their newly-developed four
factors of brand personality for nonprofit organizations (integrity, sophistication, ruggedness,
and nurturance) on the likelihood that a person would contribute to a nonprofit organization.
Twelve correlations were calculated between the likelihood to contribute and each dimension
of nonprofit brand personality for each organization (PBS, Greenpeace, and March of Dimes,
respectively). All the coefficients were significant at p < .01, except for the correlations for
Greenpeace between sophistication and ruggedness and the likelihood to contribute to this
organization. Thus, likelihood to contribute was related to respondents' perceptions of the
organizations' brand personality.

Zhang (2007) also tried to examine the role of the perception of brand personality,
using Aaker’s (1997) scale, in consumers' brand preference, attitude, loyalty, and buying
intent (PALI). Two brands, Nike and Sony, were used. Two exploratory factor analyses of the
42 personality items resulted in four-factor solutions for both brand. For Sony, the four
factors included Charm of Youth; Trustworthiness; Masculinity; and Small-Town Ruggedness.
For Nike, on the other hand, the four factors consisted of Brightness and Trustworthiness;
Fashion and Charm; Realism and Smoothness; and Small-Town Ruggedness. The results of
factor analyses showed that these two brands had different brand personalities, which
indicates that consumers perceived these two brands differently. Furthermore, with additional
items, although Sony was perceived as good as Nike, Sony was considered more positive,
and more exhilarating than Nike. To explore the impact of brand personality on the Chinese
consumers' brand PALI, a series of multiple regression analyses were performed. The results
demonstrated that, for Sony, the first three factors affected consumer's brand preference,
attitudes, loyalty and buying intention positively; while the factor of Small-Town Ruggedness
affected their preference, attitudes and loyalty negatively. Additionally, no significance was
found on the relationship between factor of Small-Town Ruggedness and consumer’s buying

intention. For brand Nike, the analyses showed the same pattern. The first three factors had
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positive relationships with consumer’s brand PALI; while the last factor (Small-Town
Ruggedness) had a negative relationship with their preference, attitudes and loyalty and no
significant relationship with their buying intention.

In applying Aaker’s scale in retailing industry in Germany, Zentes, et al. (2008) also
examined the differentiational power of brand personality among different retail brands and
its influence of on store loyalty, both attitudinal (intention to recommend and commitment to
the brand) and behavioral loyalty (frequency of shopping and percentage of budget allocation
in a category to a store). The factor analysis of Aaker’s scale produced the same five
dimensions. The average factor values for each retailer were calculated and the distinct
profiles of the brand personality of the six retailers in the study show that the BPS can be
applied to investigate differences amongst retailers. For example, Aldi (discount store)
receives high values in competence, sincerity, and ruggedness, but low values in excitement
and sophistication. All of these values seem to be very plausible for this leading discount
store chain. On the other hand, Douglas (perfumes and beauty care) is especially strong on
sophistication. Then those dimensions were regressed on the two dimensions of loyalty
respectively. The regression model of attitudinal loyalty provided evidence that all retail
brand personality dimensions have a significant influence on the attitudinal loyalty. All
dimensions influence attitudinal loyalty positively except for the dimension of ruggedness.
The strongest effect is exerted by the perceived sincerity, followed by competence and
excitement. The regression model of behavioral loyalty was not as promising. Only two
dimensions, sincerity and excitement, exerted a positive impacted on actual behavior. In
summary, perceived retail brand sincerity and excitement are strong drivers of store loyalty,
both in terms of attitude and actual behavior.

Freling and Forbes (2005a; , 2005b) tried to explore the concept of brand personality
and its effect using both qualitative and quantitative methods. They (2005b) utilized a
multi-method qualitative approach, including focus groups, in-depth interviews and
document analysis. They found that brand personality seems to be a very pervasive
phenomenon as 69 subjects could associate human characteristics to a wide range of goods
and services, including automobiles, computers, beverages, etc. In addition, data showed that
a strong, favorable brand personality provides emotional fulfillment and may lead to an
increased willingness to continue using a given brand, to try a new brand or brand extension,
to stay loyal to a brand and to pay premium prices for a brand. For example, one subject
stated ‘I regard the personality of Tiffany perfume as prestigious, glamorous, and refined,

and as a result [ am very loyal to this brand. In fact, I haven't used another perfume for over

30



eight years. You'll probably think this sounds strange, but when I put Tiffany on, it's like I'm
spraying some of its glamour and charm onto me. I feel more sophisticated and beautiful, like
Holly Golightly in the movie Breakfast at Tiffany's.'

To provide empirical support for the "brand personality effect", they (2005a)
employed an experimental research design with 192 student subjects to test the direct
influence brand personality would have on brand attitude and other consumer-driven
outcomes. Brand attitude measures included attitude toward the brand and purchase
intentions. Attitude toward the brand was measured with four 7-point semantic differential
items (anchored by favorable ... unfavorable, good ... bad, likable ... unlikable, and pleasant ...
unpleasant). Purchase intentions were also measured with four 7-point items to indicate the
likelihood that they would purchase the product (anchored by very likely ... not at all likely,
very probably ... not at all probably, very possible ... not at all possible, and very certain ...
not at all certain). The findings provided support for all five brand personality dimensions:
sincerity, competence, sophistication, excitement, and ruggedness. These findings indicate
that brand personality had a positive influence on product evaluations. Subjects exposed to a

brand's personality also exhibited significantly greater likelihood of purchasing that brand.

2.2.4  Destination Personality

Just as brand can have distinctive personality, destinations can also possess some
unique characteristics. Similarly, destination personality can have impact on tourist behavior
as brand personality on consumer behavior. A distinctive destination personality can help
differentiate among destinations (Murphy, Moscardo, & Benckendorff, 2007), influence
destination preference and choice behavior (Crockett & Wood, 1999, , 2002; Murphy,
Benckendorff, & Moscardo, 2007), positively improve destination image (Hosany, Ekinci, &
Uysal, 2006, , 2007), and enhance tourist loyalty (Ekinci & Hosany, 2006).

Ekinci and Hosany (2006) recognized the importance of destination personality and
made the first attempt to adapt Aaker’s (1997) brand personality scale to tourism destination.
They explained that Aaker’s scale “remains the most stable, reliable, and comprehensive
measure to gauge brand/product personality”(p. 130). Adopting Aaker’s (1997) definition of
brand personality, they defined destination personality as “the set of human characteristics
associated with a destination” (p. 127). The authors tested the content validity of the 42-item
scale with 20 native British respondents, and 27 traits were retained for further analysis as at

least 70% of the respondents thought these adjectives would be suitable for defining a
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tourism destination. These 27 traits were split across five dimensions and they consisted of
sincerity (down to earth, family oriented, sincere, wholesome, original, cheerful, friendly),
excitement (daring, exciting, spirited, imaginative, up to date, independent), competence
(reliable, secure, intelligent, successful, confident, secure), sophistication (upper class,
glamorous, good-looking), and ruggedness (outdoorsy, masculine, Western, tough, rugged).
To validate the 27-item scale, two samples were collected. The first sample included 148
respondents and the second had 102 respondents. Respondents were asked to rate the items
using a 5-point Likert type scale, with anchors (1) not descriptive at all and (5) extremely
descriptive, consistent with Aaker's (1997) study.

Exploratory factor analysis was run with the first sample for construct validity
purpose. This factor analysis resulted in a 3-factor model with 12 items. Specifically, the
three factors included sincerity (reliable, sincere, intelligent, successful, wholesome),
excitement (exciting, daring, original, spirited), conviviality (friendly, family oriented,
charming). Confirmatory factor analysis with the second sample was conducted to revalidate
the 12-item, 3-factor model derived from the exploratory factor analysis. Through
modification, a final confirmatory model with 11 items exhibited an adequate fit. Additionally,
to test the predictive validity of the newly developed destination personality scale, the
relationships between destination personality, destination image and intention o recommend
were examined. They found out that destination personality can significantly influence
destination image and intention to recommend. As a post hoc test, destination personality was
also found to moderate the relationship between destination image and intention to
recommend. As a result, the authors concluded that “tourists ascribe personality
characteristics to destinations, and destination personality can be described in three
dimensions: sincerity, excitement, and conviviality” (p. 135). They also pointed out that
dimensions of sincerity and excitement are the two main factors, which is in line with prior
research on the application of Aaker’s (1997) scale. Conviviality dimension, which is a
unique one to the tourism context, and is the only dimension that significantly influence on
affective image, cognitive image, intention to recommend, and moderate the relationship
between destination image and intention to recommend.

Following their own footstep, Hosany, Ekinci and Uysal (2006; , 2007) tried to
investigate the relationship between destination image and destination personality as most
studies fail to distinguish between these two concepts. Using the first sample mentioned in
their first study (Ekinci & Hosany, 2006), they found that destination image and destination

personality are two related, but distinct concepts. Specifically, the affective and accessibility
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scales of destination image were significantly correlated with the three destination personality
factors (sincerity, excitement, and conviviality). In addition, they put forward that destination
image seems to be an encompassing concept, while destination personality is more related to
the affective component of destination image.

Another effort of applying destination personality was made by Ekinci and his
colleagues (Ekinci, Sirakaya-Turk, & Baloglu, 2007). They develop a path analytical model
to test multiple direct and indirect relationships involving tourists’ perception of host image,
destination personality, and behavioral intentions (intention to return and to recommend).
Using a convenience sample of 365 German travelers to the Mediterranean region of Turkey,
confirmatory factor analysis was carried on the 20-item destination personality scale. The
original model failed to fit the data adequately. After modification, the final 13-item
3-dimenstion model achieved an adequate fit. Specifically, the conviviality dimension
consisted of three items (friendly, family oriented, hospitable); the sincerity dimension
included six items (sincerity, reliability, wholesome, intelligent, successful, spiritual); and the
excitement dimension had four items (exciting, daring, cheerful, charming). Additionally a
series of multiple regressions were conducted to test the hypothesized relationships. The
results exhibited that host image has a positive impact on all three destination personality
dimensions. However, only the dimension of conviviality of destination personality was
found to influence intent to return and word of mouth positively. Furthermore, only the
dimension of conviviality showed to mediate the relationship between host image and intent
to return and word of mouth.

Murphy, Moscardo and Benckendorff (2007) sought to determine the applicability of
using destination personality to differentiate between two tourism destinations, Cairns and the
Whitsunday Islands, Australia, from tourists’ perspective. A total of 464 useable surveys were
collected, among which 90 respondents rated both destinations, and two groups of 187
respondents rated only one destination. Twenty brand personality traits across five
dimensions of Aaker’s (1997) scale were selected for rating. These items were measured on a
1 to 5 scale of how strongly respondents associated with the destination. The option of “not
sure” was included. Two factor analyses were carried out on the destination personality items
of each destination. The factor analysis of the Whitsundays produced a four-factor solution,
which included upper class (sophisticated, successful, intelligent, charming, reliable, up to
date, competent), honest (sincere, down to earth, wholesome, reliable, outdoorsy), exciting
(cheerful, spirited, imaginative) and tough (rugged, daring); while the factor analysis of

Cairns resulted in a three-factor solution including sincerity + competence (sincere, honest,
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down to earth, wholesome, competent, reliable, intelligent), sophistication (sophisticated,
up-to-date, successful, upper class, imaginative, cheerful), and excitement + ruggedness
(outdoorsy, rugged, daring, exciting, tough, spirited, charming). A series of tests showed that
the Whitsundays was perceived to be more wholesome, cheerful, exciting, imaginative, and
upper-class, etc, thus proving that tourists were able to differentiate between destinations on
the basis of brand personality. They requested more research to refine and develop a brand
personality model that is valid and reliable for tourism destinations as Aaker’s traditional
product brand personality model does not translate directly to tourism destinations. In
addition, they incorporate the concept of self-congruity into this study and found that
respondents thought a Whitsundays holiday is more consistent with their actual, ideal, social,
and ideal social self. However, a surprising finding was that with the favorable rating of
destination personality and self-congruity on the Whitsunday Islands, respondents are not
more likely to revisit this destination. They authors attributed this to some possible travel
constraints that influence actual travel behavior, such as cost.

To further test the relationships between destination personality and self-congruity,
travel motivations, and tourist visit behavior, Murphy and his colleagues (2007) developed a
preliminary conceptual model. In this study, they only used the sample of 277 respondents
who rated the Whitsunday Islands. The results revealed that only excitement dimension of
brand personality positively influence travel motivation, novelty/learning, in this case.
Additionally, sophistication+competence, sincerity, and excitement were found to have
significant relationships with the four measures of self-congruity (actual, ideal, social, and
ideal social). The dimension of ruggedness only influenced ideal and ideal social
self-congruence in terms of the relationship between destination personality and visitation;
however, no significance was detected, suggesting there might be an indirect relationship
between destination personality and visitation through self-congruence. However, no

empirical test was provided.
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2.3 SELF-CONCEPT

2.3.1 Definitions and Dimensions

Self-concept research has revealed the great diversity and complexity and its
importance in regulating behavior (Markus & Nurius, 1986). One of the first difficulties
faced by researchers interested in investigating the self concept is the multiple definitions of
this construct and the issue of dimensionality. However, the concept’s definition and
dimensionality must be made clear and explicit before it can be measured adequately.

A number of investigators have conceptualized self-concept as a single construct and
treated it to mean the actual self-concept, that is, the image of oneself as he/she perceives
himselt/herself. Within the single self-construct tradition, some investigators have restricted
self-concept to merely sex role self-concept, defined as that image of oneself as he/she
perceives his/her sex role (Sirgy 1982a, 1984a). However, more scholars think self-concept
should be multi-dimensional. In the multiple self-construct tradition, self-concept has been
conceptualized as having two or more constructs.

William James (1890), the founding father of self-concept, was one of the first
psychologists who sought to distinguish between the 'I' and the '"ME'. The 'T' part of the self is
concerned with 'pure experience' and the 'ME' component is rather deeper and deals with the
contents of that experience. A person's total self concept is the combination of the 'I' and the
'ME'. James (1890) thought that the self could be considered as a hierarchy of four
components: the Spiritual Self, the Material Self, the Social Self, and the Bodily Self.
Particularly useful in the consumer behavior is the Material Self and the Social Self. Many
people have a view of them self which may be defined in material terms. This material self
uses possessions, e.g. a house, or a car, designer clothes, as a means of describing the self,
because the material self may form a significant portion of the self concept. The Social Self is
concerned with how we see ourselves in terms of other people. e.g. mother, spouse, friends,
children and colleagues. These people are important because they offer support, recognition,
role definition and reinforcement for the self we adopt.

Similarly, Rogers (1951) postulated that the self is made up as all the ideas,
perceptions and values that characterize the 'T' or the Me', it includes those feelings about
'what I can do', 'what I am', and how I evaluate these. According to this theory, the self
concept is not only influenced by the person’s perception of the world, but also influences the

way that person behave in that world. Rogers also proposed the notion of the ideal self, the
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person we would most like to be. It is suggested that the closer the 'real self' is to the ideal
self, the better adjusted and happier the individual will be; discrepancies between the real and
ideal self will result in dissatisfaction and unhappiness.

Markus and Nurius (1986) supplemented the idea of “i