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A vital benchmark in the development of brand communication strategies is an 

understanding of what drives favorable brand attitudes, a determinant of future consumer 

behavior. At times, consumers have favorable attitudes towards brands that project 

images suitable for self-expressive motivations. In this domain, most research falls within 

the self-congruity model of consumer behavior. Self-brand congruity, the match or 

mismatch between one’s self-image and a brand’s image, partially drives consumer 

behavior by influencing the favorability of brand attitudes.  

To study the self-brand congruity phenomenon, researchers measure the 

similarity, that is congruence, between consumer’s self-perceptions and their perceptions 

of a brand’s image. The dominant theoretical paradigm conceptualizes brand image as 

consumers’ view of a brand’s stereotypical user, referred to as brand user imagery. In a 

slightly different paradigm, researchers use the construct brand personality rather than 

user imagery to study self-brand congruity. However, no studies have empirically 



xii 

compared these two brand image constructs within the framework of self-congruity 

theory, providing the motivation for the present study.   

This dissertation was an exploratory study designed to compare self-brand 

congruity operationalized with both the brand personality and brand user imagery 

constructs as a basis for modeling the structure of self-expressive brand attitudes. To 

facilitate the study, the author proposed two concepts that represent different types of 

self-brand congruity: user image self-congruity (UIC) and brand personality self-

congruity (BPC).  

A survey of 272 college students collected UIC, BPC, and attitude ratings for a set 

of socially consumed brands, predetermined in preliminary research to be relevant to the 

target respondents: Abercrombie & Fitch, Birkenstock, Banana Republic, and Nike. 

Correlation and stepwise regression procedures illustrated (1) that UIC and BPC are not 

linear dependent and add unique explanatory power in brand attitude prediction models, 

(2) UIC was a stronger predictor of brand attitude, and (3) the relationship between UIC 

and BPC differed across brand types. Theoretical and professional implications, as well 

as limitations and areas for future research, are discussed. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

A primary role of advertising and related promotional communications is to 

convey a brand’s core message in support of an overall brand positioning strategy, 

typically intended to garner favorable consumer reactions and influence purchase 

decisions. Towards this end, researchers strive to understand what factors predispose 

target consumers to like or dislike products and brands and then adjust strategies 

accordingly. Ultimately, the reasons underlying consumers’ affection towards brands and 

products exert a strong influence on their purchase decisions, while brands that promise 

to satisfy needs and wants better than competitive choices garner favorable responses.  

Most research in this domain falls within attitude theory, which provides the 

theoretical basis for explaining and researching consumers’ likes and dislikes in relation 

to different needs that drive consumption behavior. The present dissertation fits within 

the general theoretical area of attitudes, specifically designed towards an understanding 

of the structure of brand attitudes in regards to the relationship between consumers’ self-

expressive needs and the image projected by brands. 

Derived from social psychology, the concept “attitude” is central to the field of 

communication research, in particular advertising and related fields, such as brand 

management (Batra, Myers & Aaker, 1996). Communication scholars study attitudes 

because they are insightful in predicting consumer behavior, such as purchase and loyalty 

(Broniarczyk & Alba, 1994; Keller & Aaker, 1992; Mitchell & Olson, 1981). Formally 

defined, an attitude is “a learned predisposition to respond in a consistently favorable or 
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unfavorable manner with respect to a given object” (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975 p. 6). 

Fishbein and Ajzen’s (1975) attitude model, widely applied in advertising and brand 

research, distinguishes among three psychological constructs that drive behavior: 

cognition, affect, and conation.  

Affect, the evaluative component of attitudinal predispositions, is the positive or 

negative evaluations of an object along bipolar dimensions (e.g., good vs. bad, like vs. 

dislike, favorable vs. unfavorable). Beliefs and opinions, the cognitive components of 

attitudes, are the “informational base” that ultimately determines affect and intentions, 

and are considered the “fundamental” building blocks of attitudes (Fishbein & Ajzen, 

1975; Kardes, 1999). Most important, all attitudes consist of beliefs, though not all 

beliefs are attitudes; hence, it is in the cognitive belief structure (i.e., the informational 

base) that one finds reason for attitudinal evaluations and judgments (Katz, 1960). 

Conations, personal action tendencies, are intentions to perform the behavior in question. 

Behaviors are “observable acts” typically studied in their own right; it is predispositions 

to act that matter most in attitude research (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). 

Because humans have limited mental capacity, usually focusing on and 

remembering salient information, ultimately, a person’s attitude towards an object is a 

function of “salient beliefs” and the evaluation of those beliefs regarding the object 

(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Keller, 1993; Wilkie, 1994). Attitude towards a brand (Ab), 

referred to as brand attitude, is a key indicator of consumer market behavior and 

primarily a function of salient brand image beliefs both functional and non-functional 

(i.e., symbolic). In regards to the multi-attribute model, brand image represents the 

cognitive belief structure that influences the positive or negative evaluation of the brand, 
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and hence determines consumers’ predispositions towards action. Therefore, the brand 

image construct provides insight into the structure of consumer attitudes towards the 

brand.  

Essentially, brand image is a subjective perception of functional and non-

functional information regarding the product or service (Patterson, 1999; Sutherland, 

Marshall & Parker, 2004). When consumers characterize a brand image, they think about 

two types of information related to the brand: attributes and benefits (Aaker, 1996; 

Keller, 1993). Attributes are descriptive features that represent what a consumer thinks 

that a product has or does and ascribes to the brand. Brand attributes are either product 

related, that is, features needed for performing the product function, or non-product 

related, for example, brand personality and user imagery.  

Brand benefits are the “personal value” (i.e., what the consumer thinks the 

product attribute will do for them) that consumers ascribe to the brand. Brand benefits are 

consequences of attributes, classified as functional, experiential (sensory), and symbolic 

(self-expressive) (Park, Jaworski & Macinnis, 1986). Both functional (i.e., desire for 

problem removal) and experiential (i.e., what is feels like to use a product) benefits are 

associated with product related attributes (Keller, 1993). In contrast, symbolic brand 

benefits relate to non-product attributes and are associated with individuals’ social and 

self-expressive needs (Solomon, 1983). Brand attitudes based on symbolic brand benefits 

(e.g., brand personality) can serve a “value-expressive” function by allowing consumers 

to express their self-image (Aaker, 1996; Katz, 1960). In this domain, much research falls 

within the self-congruity theory framework (Sirgy, 1986).  
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Self-congruity theory adds to the discussed attitudinal model, by proposing that 

brand attitudes are partially a function of the self-congruity phenomenon. Self-congruity 

is the mental process of comparing self to other objects and stimuli, characterized as the 

match or mismatch between consumer self-image and a product image, brand image, or 

company image (Sirgy, 1986). Self-brand congruity, the comparison of self to brand, 

affects brand attitudes particularly when the social signaling value of a brand is high (i.e., 

used in a public situation) and when symbolic, self-expressive motivations are involved. 

Positive brand attitudes should result as the similarity between brand image and the 

consumer’s self-image increases.  

Self-congruity theory is important for communication researchers because it 

facilitates an understanding of how to build favorable brand attitudes. However, self-

brand congruity researchers, until recently, have paid little attention to multiple facets of 

the brand image construct, limiting the explanatory power of the congruity model in 

regards to the structure of consumer brand attitudes. The primary empirical goal of the 

present dissertation was to examine the structure of brand attitudes in regards to the 

conceptualization of the brand image construct within the congruity theory framework. 

Doing so will expand the range of phenomenon explained by the self-brand congruity 

model and lead to a better understanding of the role of different brand image constructs in 

building favorable brand attitudes.  

Research Problem 

The notion that brands communicate information beyond functional product 

utility that is psychologically important to the consumer motivates an important area of 

consumer research. Levy (1959) often receives credit for initiating this debate, arguing 

that consumers are not functionally oriented. As a result, consumer behavior is 
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significantly affected by the “symbols” used to identify goods, primarily the image 

projected by different products and brands. Scholars from across disciplines (e.g., 

psychology, anthropology, and consumer behavior) argue this is the case because 

individuals often use symbolic brand meaning for personal-expression and social 

communication in order to sustain a social self (Belk, 1988; Katz, 1960; McCraken, 

1986; Zinkham & Hong, 1991). To research the effect of self-expressive needs on 

consumer brand attitudes, researchers employ self-congruity theory.  

Self-congruity theory (Sirgy, 1986), grounded in the behavioral sciences, provides 

a framework for studying the structure of consumer brand attitudes via the self-brand 

congruity phenomenon. Self-brand congruity is an internal (i.e., mental) comparison that 

consumers make in regards to the similarity or dissimilarity of a brand’s image and their 

own self-image (i.e., the way one sees him/herself to be as an individual) (Dolich, 1969; 

Gould, 1991; Graeff, 1996; Sirgy, 1982, 1986; Sutherland et al., 2004). The central 

premise of congruity theory suggests that as the similarity (i.e., image congruence) 

between one’s self-image and a brand’s image increases, so should the favorability of 

brand evaluations and hence the likelihood of positive action (e.g., purchase) in regards to 

that brand (Gould, 1991; Graeff, 1996; Sirgy, 1982, 1986). In other words, self-brand 

congruity partially drives consumer behavior by effecting attitudes toward the brand.  

The dominant paradigm in self-brand congruity research is the comparison of a 

consumer’s self-image with the image of the typical brand user. According to self-

congruity theorists, “brand image” is best conceptualized as consumers’ perceptions of 

the brand’s stereotypical or generalized user (i.e., user imagery) and “self-image” often 

defined as a multidimensional construct, consisting of perceptions of an “actual self” and 
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an “ideal self” image (Sirgy, 1986). Researchers traditionally operationalize self-brand 

congruity by measuring respondents’ perceptions of a brand’s image and their self-image 

perceptions, and then calculate similarity or distance scores that represent the image 

congruence between brand user image and self-image (Birdwell, 1968; Dolich, 1969; 

Graeff, 1996; Grubb & Grathwhohl, 1967; Sirgy, 1986). To facilitate discussion and the 

present research agenda, the author refers to this paradigm of self-brand congruity 

operationalization as “user image congruity” (UIC). 

In a slightly different paradigm, researchers interested in the construct brand 

personality (i.e., the brand personified as a person), considered by some a primary 

component of a brand’s overall marketplace image, have applied the congruity theory 

framework towards its investigation. Rather than employing user imagery to assess brand 

image, researchers employ the brand personality construct in its place to study self-brand 

congruity (Aaker, 1996; Hogg, Alastair, & Kelling, 2000). In other words, researchers 

operationalize self-brand congruity by comparing brand personality and self-image 

measures. The author refers to this paradigm as “brand personality congruity” (BPC).  

In doing so, researchers make the assumption that the brand personality and user 

imagery constructs are theoretically transposable, or at best, overlooked their conceptual 

differences and the empirical implications of doing so. Literature clearly indicates these 

two brand image facets are conceptually distinct; brand personality is a more 

encompassing and direct representation of a brand’s composite image, derived from 

multiple direct and indirect sources variables, such as product endorsers, company 

personal, product user, and marketing communications (Aaker, 1996; Patterson, 1999; 
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Plummer, 2000). In comparison, consumers’ user imagery perceptions are only one of 

many variables that may or may not compose a brand’s overall image.  

Nonetheless, literature does not report any studies that have compared the brand 

personality and user imagery constructs in the contexts of the self-brand congruity model. 

Since self-brand congruity is an experience that results from comparing one’s self view 

with the image a brand projects, then different aspects other than user imagery that 

comprise a brand’s marketplace image (e.g., brand personality) may result in unique 

image congruence experiences and should be empirically cataloged in regards to their 

relationship to brand evaluations. Therefore, it is the overall goal of this dissertation to 

provide new insight into the self-brand congruity model, by incorporating a more holistic 

conceptualization of brand image, which includes both brand personality and user 

imagery.  

Dissertation Agenda 

The primary research objective of this dissertation was to attain a better 

understanding of the structure of brand attitudes via the self-brand congruity phenomenon 

by focusing attention on different facets of the brand image construct. In its essence, self-

brand congruity is a comparison of similarity between self and brand. Substantial 

research evidences different dimensions of the self-image construct and is standard in 

self-congruity research studies. As argued, brand image does not consist of a single facet 

(i.e., user imagery), and therefore self-brand congruity should differ depending on which 

aspect of a brand’s image individuals compare to their own self-image. Specifically, the 

designed study’s objective was to compare the constructs brand personality and user 

imagery in regards to the self-congruity model when used independently to operationalize 

self-brand congruity as a basis for modeling self-expressive brand attitudes.  
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When used independently to operationalize self-brand congruity, two different 

types of self-brand congruity are evident for comparison: “user image congruity” (UIC) 

and “brand personality congruity” (BPC). As discussed, UIC represents the traditional 

paradigm, the congruity experienced between brand “user image” perceptions and self-

image, and BPC is the congruity experienced between “brand personality” perceptions 

and self-image. Moreover, combining BPC and UIC independently with the two self-

image dimensions (i.e., ideal self-image and actual self-image), four different congruity 

variables (i.e., indicators) are available for comparison: actual-BPC, actual-UIC, ideal-

BPC, and ideal-UIC.  

To achieve the research objectives, a multi-phased study was designed to (1) 

generate brands for analysis that are publicly consumed and commonly used by the target 

respondents, (2) develop a questionnaire via pre-testing designed to assess user image 

congruity (UIC), brand personality congruity (BPC), and brand attitudes, and (3) survey a 

large sample of respondents to ensure robust statistical power. In regards to analysis, the 

four congruity indicators mentioned above served as independent variables, and attitude 

toward the brand (Ab) was the primary dependent variable. In addition, because brands 

are the primary units of analysis, it was necessary to conduct separate analysis for each 

brand analyzed.  

Since there are no published reports of a comparison as conducted in this study, 

there were no grounds to develop or test specific hypotheses. The author’s intent was to 

determine if differences exist between UIC and BPC and empirically verify their 

conceptual differences and/or similarities in self-brand congruity research. This will 

allow future researchers to have a basis to test hypotheses. Chapter 2 further synthesizes 
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relevant literature in regards to theoretical models and the measurement tools used in the 

study design, and presents formal research questions used to guide data collection and 

analysis. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

Understanding why consumers like or dislike a brand is central to managing an 

organization’s brand market position. In essence, the goal of branding is to establish 

favorable consumer attitudes towards one’s brand, that is, entice consumers to like one’s 

brand in an effort to energize product purchase. In this endeavor, researchers study the 

structure of consumer attitudes, that is, why consumers like or dislike a particular brand 

or product, primarily to better understand how to build favorable brand attitudes. In 

general, consumers tend to favor brands and products that satisfy their needs and wants 

better than competitive choices.  

Consumers have a variety of different needs and wants that drive their 

consumption behavior patterns. Isolating and understanding the needs and wants that 

relate to likes or dislikes of brands and products is of utmost importance to marketers. At 

times, consumers base their choices on brand evaluations; if consumers like a brand, they 

are more likely to purchase it. Other times, choice is attribute based; for example, one 

may buy the least expensive brand, or the brand believed to function best on a particular 

attribute (e.g., fast pain relief or refreshing taste). One important consumer need is the 

consumption motivator self-expression. Consumers at times purchase brands (e.g., Gucci 

and Rolex) that communicate a particular image or social role. To better understand 

consumers’ self-expressive needs and the influence on the structure of brand attitudes, 

much research falls in the domain of self-congruity theory. 
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The following literature review encompasses four sections. First is an overview of 

self-congruity theory in regards to its development, the operationalization of key 

constructs, and empirical studies demonstrating traditional research paradigms. Second 

the author reviews the brand image construct, focusing on the brand personality and user 

imagery constructs, central to the present study. Since concepts are the building blocks of 

theory, used to guide research, it is important that self-brand congruity researchers 

distinguish between different brand image concepts. Third is an overview of the attitude 

model applied in this study and a discussion of the self-brand congruity phenomenon as 

an addition to the model and the role of the brand image construct as the central cognitive 

determinant of brand evaluations. After synthesizing the relevant literature, the final 

section of this chapter presents formal research questions that address the study’s primary 

empirical goals. 

Self-Congruity Theory 

Self-congruity theory suggests that since people often use brand meaning for self-

expression, then consumers will have favorable predispositions towards, that is like 

products and brands that serve to enhance perceptions of their own self-image (Sirgy, 

1986). More specifically, consumers often prefer brands, products, and stores that project 

images similar (i.e., congruent) with how they perceive themselves to be as individuals, 

that is, their self-image (Belk, 1988; Graeff, 1996; Sirgy 1982; Solomon, 1983; 

Sutherland et al., 2004). The mental process of comparing self to other objects, called 

self-congruity, characterizes the match or mismatch between consumer self-image and a 

product image, brand image, or company image (Sirgy, 1986). 

Derived from consumer psychology, the phenomenon self-congruity is a 

psychological (i.e., an internal) comparison that consumers make between a product, 
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store, and/or brand’s perceived image and their own self-image perceptions (Sirgy, 1986). 

High self-congruity occurs when perceptions of a product or brand’s image match 

perceptions of one’s self-image, and low self-congruity, incongruity, is experienced when 

there is a mismatch between product and/or product/brand image and self-image. Note 

that self-congruity is a comparison that can take place between different possible stimuli 

and objects such as stores and brands. The present study focuses on image congruence 

experience between self-image and brand image termed “self-brand congruity.” 

In essence, the self-brand congruity experience is a function of two perceptual 

constructs: self-image and brand-image. In order to study this phenomenon, researchers 

typically employ psychometric techniques to measure consumers’ self and brand image 

perceptions and then use standard calculations to determine the difference or distance 

between the image measures (Gould, 1991; Graeff, 1996; Sirgy, 1982, 1986; Sutherland 

et al., 2004). Calculated congruity indicators are typically the focal point of analysis. 

Hence, the conceptualization of both the self-image and brand-image constructs is of 

central importance when studying self-brand congruity. The self-image concept, derived 

from self-theory, provides the “major theoretical impetus” of self-congruity theory and 

explains the motivational drives of self-brand congruity on consumer behavior (Sirgy, 

1986, p. x).  

Self-Theory and Self-Image 

Formally classified, self-congruity theory is a social cognition theory that 

involves the self (Sirgy, 1986). It is a social cognition theory because a conscious sense 

of “self” plays a fundamental role in life experience, interwoven in the completeness of 

life (Rychlak, 1981). Formally defined, the “self” is an organized, consistent, conceptual 

gestalt composed of perceptions of the characteristics of the “I” or “me” and the 
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perceptions of the relationship of the “I” or “me” to others and to various aspects of life, 

together with the values attached to these perceptions (Rogers, 1959, p. 200).  

Self-image is a “subself” that embodies an individual’s awareness of self that can 

change in different social roles such as being a father, co-worker, teacher, brother, friend 

(Sirgy, 1986). The construct self-image is central to the discipline of social psychology, 

and a key variable in understanding not only consumer behavior but also human behavior 

in general. Self-image, in the most basic sense, refers to the way in which one perceives 

her/himself to be as an individual, called a self-perception (Grubb & Grathwhohl, 1967; 

Graff, 1996).  

Self-image is a multidimensional perception of one’s self that changes from 

situation to situation, and is comprised of at least two major facets: the “real/actual-self” 

and, the “ideal-self” (Aaker, 1999; Gould, 1991; Graeff, 1996; Sirgy, 1982, 1986; 

Sutherland et al., 2004; Zinkham & Hong, 1991). The real/actual self (i.e., “me as I am”), 

is one’s perceptions of the self as now experienced, and the ideal self (i.e., “the good 

me”), is one’s perceptions of the self as an imagined ideal, the image of the self as one 

desires to be (Grubb & Grathwhohl, 1967; Rogers, 1959; Sirgy, 1982, 1985).  

The way people perceive themselves to be as individuals significantly influences 

their behavior. According to psychologist Carl Rogers (1959), a central figure in self and 

personality theory, every individual is motivated by a fundamental “actualizing 

tendency” that serves the purpose to develop all abilities in ways that maintain and 

enhance one’s self-image (i.e., self-enhancement). Self-preservation is the postulated 

central motive of most if not all human functioning; people are motivated to maintain an 



14 

 

integrated self-image (Sirgy, 1986; Ziegler & Hjelle, 1992). The following quotations 

echo this perspective on human behavior. 

There is great deal of research which shows that the self-concept is, perhaps, the 
basis for all motivated behavior. It is the self-concept that gives rise to possible 
selves, and it is possible selves that create the motivation for behavior. (Franken, 
1994, p. 439) 

The self represents a totality which becomes a principal value around which life 
revolves, something to be safeguarded and, if possible, to be made still more 
valuable. An individual’s evaluation of himself will greatly influence his 
behavior, and thus, the more valued the self, the more organized and consistent 
becomes his behavior. (Grubb & Grathwhohl, 1967, p. 24) 

Individuals are not born with self-perceptions; one’s self-image develops over 

time through the processes of social experience and interpersonal interactions (Ziegler & 

Hjelle, 1992; Rychlak, 1981). From the reactions of others, in particular “significant 

references” (e.g., parents, peers, teachers, etc.), an individual develops his/her self- image 

perceptions (Grubb & Grathwhohl, 1967; Rogers, 1959). Because self-enhancement and 

preservation are dependent on reactions of significant others, the “individual will strive to 

direct his behavior to obtain a positive reaction” from references (Sirgy, 1982, p. 286).  

In order to garner proper interpretation of his/her social performance, individuals 

attempt to control both environmental settings and “personal attire” (Grubb & 

Grathwhohl, 1967). In regards to consumer market behavior, possessions and “items” 

(e.g., products and brands) are used as symbolic communication devices in the social 

interaction process to project a proper image and garner favorable reactions (Belk, 1988; 

Grubb & Grathwhohl, 1967; Katz, 1960). In other words, self-enhancement occurs 

through associations with goods that have desirable social meaning that also bring 

favorable reactions from significant references. 



15 

 

Antecedents of Self-Brand Congruity 

The image that a person has of her/himself often influences the brands consumers 

purchase (Aaker, 1996; Belk, 1988; Plummer, 2000; Sirgy, 1982; Zinkham & Hong, 

1991).The simple presence of a particular brand (e.g., Gucci, FuBu, Birkenstock, 

Porsche, or Toyota) can serve to define a person with respect to others, particularly when 

social identity is involved (Belk, 1988). Consumer behaviorists suggest that by choosing 

brands with particular image associations (e.g., sophisticated or rugged), individuals can 

communicate to others or themselves the type of person they are or want to be, in turn 

enhancing one’s own self-image and therefore maintain psychological equilibrium and 

health (Aaker, 1996; Graeff, 1996; Grubb & Grathwhohl, 1967; Keller, 1993; 

Underwood, Bond & Baer, 2001).  

Congruity theory applies self-image theory to explain the influence of self-brand 

congruity on consumer brand attitudes through mediating influences of two motivations: 

self-esteem and self-consistency (Sirgy, 1986). From a self-esteem perspective, 

consumers are motivated to purchase a positively valued brand to maintain a positive 

self-image or to enhance self-image perceptions by approaching an ideal image brand. 

Self-consistency, on the other hand, suggests that a consumer will be motivated to 

purchase a product with an image that is consistent with actual self-image beliefs. 

According to congruity theorists, the resultant motivation state toward a given product or 

brand is the net effect of the motivational state arising from self-esteem and self-

consistency (Sirgy, 1986). 

Likewise, the “value expressive function” of human attitudes argues for the effect 

of product symbolism on the activation of self-image in consumption related situations 

(Katz, 1960). Value expressive attitudes function by giving “positive expression” to one’s 
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core values and to the type of person individuals’ thinks they are or want to be (Katz, 

1960). The psychological reward and satisfaction an individual gains from the expression 

of attitudes, which reflect one’s most important beliefs and self-image, results from 

establishing self-identity and confirming the perception of the type of person one believes 

to be. As stated by Katz (1960, p. 173), “value-expressive attitudes not only give clarity 

to the self-image but also mold the self-image closer to the heart’s desire.” Therefore, 

because self-image is of value to an individual, behavior manifests towards its protection 

and enhancement, partially via consumed brands and products. 

Image Congruence Hypothesis 

Grubb and Grathwhohl (1967) were first to formally hypothesize a relationship 

between self-brand congruity and brand attitudes. The authors argued that because 

products and brands are an important part of how individuals define themselves, 

consumers should have favorable attitudes toward brands perceived to be congruent with 

their self-image, and relatively less favorable attitudes towards brands perceived to be 

incongruent with their self-image. Figure 2-1 illustrates the image congruence 

hypothesis: as the distance between brand and self-image decreases (i.e., high self-brand 

image congruity), positive brand evaluation increases and vice-versa. 

Numerous studies on a variety of product categories and services have produced 

results supportive of the image congruence hypothesis. Moreover, decades of studies 

provide evidence that self-congruity affects not only brand attitudes, but also variables 

such as brand satisfaction, preference, purchase intentions, and choice (Birdwell, 1968; 

Dolich, 1969; Erickson, 1996; Grubb & Grathwhohl, 1967; Graeff, 1996; Levy, 1959; 

Malhotra, 1981; Ross, 1971; Sirgy, 1982). In addition, self-congruity researchers have 

refined the measurement of key constructs (e.g., self-image), developed techniques for 
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calculating self-brand congruity indicators, and identified critical variables that moderate 

the image congruence hypothesis. 

 
Figure 2-1. Illustration of the image congruence hypothesis 

In regards to theoretical development, it is important to note a number of variables 

moderate the image congruence hypothesis. Self-brand congruity is not an important 

driver of consumer brand attitude in all product categories, nor does it drive consumption 

equally for all individuals (Aaker, 1999; Dolich, 1969; Gould, 1991; Graff, 1986; Hogg 

et al., 2000; Sirgy, 1982; Sirgy et al., 1997; Zinkham & Hong, 1991). In particular, the 

variables conspicuousness of brand use (i.e., private vs. publicly consumed), brands that 

that rely heavily on image, brand preference, and consumers’ “self-monitoring behavior” 

each are evidenced to moderate the image congruence hypothesis (Aaker, 1999; Gould, 

1991; Zinkham & Hong, 1991). 
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Theoretical Paradigms: Image Measurement and User Imagery 

Semantic differential scales, developed by Osgood, Suci and Tannenbaum (1957), 

originally intended for researching high-level cognitions and to study the meanings of 

concepts, are the dominant measures utilized to acquire consumer self-image and brand 

image perceptions. Use of semantic type scales pervades all aspects of social science 

research, and literature shows that most congruity studies employ either standard 

semantic scales (i.e., based on opposite adjective pairs where respondents can indicate 

their degree of belief or feeling about objects of research interest) or modified versions to 

accomplish particular research goals (e.g., Dolich, 1969; Grubb & Hupp, 1968). 

 
Figure 2-2. Self-brand congruity scales example 

Traditionally, self-congruity is assessed by measuring respondents’ perceptions of 

a product and/or brand image and their own self-image perceptions (i.e., actual and ideal) 

using the same set of image scales for both brand and self-perceptions. In one of the first 

and most widely replicated image congruence studies, Dolich (1969) applied a set of 

semantic differential scales to measure both self-image and brand image perceptions. In 

this early self-brand congruity study, the author simply measured “brand image” without 

any reference to the conceptualization of the construct. Semantic scale ratings presented 

to respondents to describe real-self image (i.e., the person I am) and the image of brand 

Scale            Person I am     
        1  impulsive   ___:___:_X_:___:___:___:___ deliberate 
        2   simple        ___:___:___:___:_X_:___:___ complex 
      (to scale 22) 
 
   Scale         The brand of beer I most prefer is____________ 
 
        1  impulsive    _X_:___:___:___:___:___:___ deliberate 
        2      simple         ___:___:___:___:_X_:___:___ complex 
       (to scale 22)  
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of beer most preferred were similar to the example illustrated in figure 2-2 (Dolich, 1969, 

p. 81). 

Pioneer studies also set the groundwork in regards to conceptualizing the brand 

image construct with brand-user imagery perceptions. User imagery is a stereotyped 

perception of the “generalized” user of a particular brand, formally defined as the set of 

human characteristics associated with the typical brand user (Sirgy, 1982). For example, 

Grubb & Hupp (1968), self-congruity pioneers evidenced self-brand congruity based on 

user imagery, hypothesizing that consumers of a specific brand would have self-images 

similar to self-images that were “attributed” to “other” consumers of the same brand that 

they owned, and different than owners of competing brands. Respondents rated semantic 

adjectives to the degree of similarity between perceptions of “stereotypes” of other brand 

owners and own self-image. The same scales measured brand-image, self-image, and 

“other” brand user image. Results supported the hypothesis and demonstrated that 

consumers of a specific brand of automobile have self-image perceptions similar to others 

that consume the same brand, while having different self-image perceptions from owners 

of a competing brand.  

Birdwell (1968) was one of the first researchers to measure the relationship 

between self-image congruity and purchase behavior. Although the study was simple, the 

results showed that respondent self-image was significantly more congruent with the 

brand of car owned, likewise employing semantic scales to measure user imagery 

perceptions. Landon (1974) was one of the first researchers to argue for the addition of 

the “ideal” self-image dimension. Landon showed that some subjects match product-user 

image with actual self-image, while others matched product-user image with ideal self-
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image. Subjects used Likert scales to rate brands according to how similar they believed 

the brand was to their own selves: “very strongly like me” and “very strongly unlike me”. 

In addition, the study demonstrated a significant correlation between self-image and 

purchase intentions and differences between respondent gender.  

In recent decades, researchers continue to operationalize brand image via 

respondent user image perceptions and employ semantic type scales to acquire 

respondents’ self and brand image perceptions. For example, Graeff (1996) examined 

whether promotional messages (i.e., advertisements) activate consumers’ self-image, and 

if activating their self-image increased the effect of self-image congruity on purchase 

intentions. The author developed a set of image dimensions (e.g., thrifty-indulgent, 

excitable-calm, youthful-mature, etc.) based on a compilation of semantic dimensions 

from previous congruity studies. Respondents rated the degree to which each image 

dimension associated with the “typical user” of different brands and described their own 

actual and ideal self-perceptions using the same image scales, on which the author 

employed a distance model to calculate congruity indicator scores.  

Hogg et al., (2000) examined the public and private contexts of self-image and 

differential impact of self-congruity on brand evaluation and choice. The authors used 

twelve “unipolar” semantic differential scales for respondents to describe the user 

imagery of different brands. Respondents rated how well each semantic adjective 

described the “stereotypical consumer” of brands and their “situational” self-image 

perceptions. Results indicated that respondents prefer different product types in different 

situations, and that brand selection correlates to brands that have similar (i.e., congruent) 

user image perceptions. 
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Congruity Indicator Scores 

Congruity indicator scores depict the level of image congruence between self-

image perceptions and brand image perceptions. Researchers calculate congruity scores 

by comparing the data from two image measures typically employing either a d-score or 

discrepancy ratio that indicates the degree of self-brand congruity (Aaker, 1999; Dolich, 

1969; Graeff, 1996; Grubb & Grathwhohl, 1967; Martin, 1982; Sirgy, 1982, 1997; 

Sutherland et al., 2004). With the d-score approach, congruity varies by distance: the 

larger the d-score (i.e., distance) between brand and the respondent’s image, the less 

congruity, and the lower the d-score between the brand and the respondent’s image, the 

more congruity. 

  
Figure 2-3. Absolute simple-difference model 

To employ the discrepancy ratio, one calculates a discrepancy score for each 

image dimension measured, and then sums the discrepancy scores across all dimensions 

(Sirgy, 1997). A variety of mathematical indexes are available to estimate discrepancies 

(e.g., see Sirgy et al., 1997 for a review of formulas applied to congruity calculation). As 

an example, figure 2-3 shows the most often used formula, the absolute simple-difference 

model. The discussed method is the traditional and most widely used formula to 

determine and study self-brand congruity. 

n    

∑ = (Pij - Sij)         
i=1      

where Sij = self-image (i) of individual (j)  
Pij = brand image perception (i) of individual (j) 
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“Global” Self-Congruity Measure 

Sirgy et al. (1997) reviewed the “traditional methods” discussed above for 

measuring self-congruity and examined the predictive validity of a “global” congruity 

measure in a series of six comprehensive studies. The authors argued that traditional 

techniques have three methodological flaws. One, discrepancy and distance scores tend to 

be unreliable and have systematic correlations with their components, restricting variance 

in statistical analyses. Two, the use of pre-determined image characteristics may or may 

not be relevant to brands evaluated. Three, the use of the compensatory decision rule 

implies that respondents experience self-congruity with more than one image dimension 

and then integrate the information across dimensions. The argument against the 

compensatory decision rule is that consumers process value expressive brand associations 

“holistically.” Hence, the authors claim that the traditional methods do not “capture” the 

actual congruity experience.  

To address these problems, the researchers introduced the “global” measurement 

approach, grounded in the notion that self-image congruity is a “holistic, gestalt-like 

perception” rather than a “piecemeal process” (Sirgy et al., 1997 p. 230). The method 

bypasses the use of discrepancy scores and does not use predetermined images, allowing 

respondents to generate free association image descriptors salient at the time of 

measurement.  

Respondents are instructed to think about a particular brand and the person who 

typically uses the brand and then describe the brand, once they do this, respondents 

indicate their agreement or disagreement to how consistent that person is with how they 

seem themselves (i.e., actual self-image) and how they would like to see themselves (i.e., 

ideal self-image). 
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Participants then mark their responses on a Likert scale in regards to self-image 

statements and repeated for all self-image dimensions of interest. The predictive validity 

of this measure held up across consumer behavior indicators such as brand preference 

and brand attitude, using different products and consumer segments. Additionally, this 

technique proved predictive in all regressions, producing substantially higher beta 

weights in all cases compared to the traditional approach (Sirgy, 1997). 

Theoretical Summary 

Self-congruity theory explains why consumers like and dislike particular brands 

and products as a function of self-expressive needs, a common denominator in human 

functioning that also influences consumption patterns. The dominant paradigm of self-

brand congruity research is to measure self-brand congruity with either traditional 

semantic differential type image scales or the recently developed “global” congruity 

measure. The central contribution of self-congruity theory is an understanding of brand 

attitudes in regards to the structure of the relationship between brand image and the 

consumer. Since, self-brand congruity takes place at the symbolic level of the brand, than 

a more encompassing conceptualization of the brand image construct (the primary 

symbolic component of a brand) will strengthen the model both practically and 

theoretically. 

Brand Image 

Brand image has been a central concept for communication scholars and 

marketers at least since the 1950’s (Patterson, 1999). In today’s highly competitive 

information landscape, marketers attempt to establish images for their products, 

symbolized by the brand in order to garner a position unique from the competitive 

choices. An established brand image position is critical in order to protect against 
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competitive offering and enhance long-term market performance (Shocker & Srinivasan, 

1979). A brand image is established in the consumer’s mind via multiple sources of 

information regarding the brand and/or product. In particular, various forms of 

communication both controlled and uncontrolled by marketers (e.g., word of mouth, 

advertising, packaging) and even via the observation of the type of people who use a 

particular brand, such as Izod shirts for “yuppies” or Oakley sunglasses for “surfers” or 

“snowboarders.”  

In regards to formal definitions, brand literature provides two related 

conceptualizations of the brand image construct, both discussed presently to provide a 

comprehensive overview. First, researchers suggest that via the use and consumption of 

brands, consumers form “subjective perceptions” of how different brands perform across 

functional and non-functional criteria important for evaluation and choice decisions 

(Patterson, 1999). Consumers organize subjective perceptions into a “succinct picture of 

the brand” that (1) are important determinants of consumption behavior and (2) are 

“wholly resident” in the consumer’s thought process called a brand image (Patterson, 

1999, p. 412). Essentially, brand image is a subjective perception of functional and non-

functional information regarding the product or service (Patterson, 1999; Sutherland et 

al., 2004). 

A slightly different conceptualization, suggest that brand image is an overall 

perception, a mental representation, about a brand as indicated by informational 

associations stored in consumer memory (Aaker, 1996; Keller, 1993; Schultz & Barnes, 

1999). Informational brand associations, link to a brand symbol in memory are what 

consumers think about when characterizing a brand’s image (Batra et al., 1996; Keller, 
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1993). Brand associations that consumers believe will satisfy their needs, wants, and 

desires better than competitive choices; garner favorable responses (Keller, 1993). In 

other words, brand associations are what consumers think about when characterizing a 

brand’s image, which influences how one feels towards a brand. Brand image perceptions 

develop from two general types of informational associations: attributes and benefits. 

Attributes are descriptive features that represent what a consumer thinks that a 

product has or does and ascribes to a brand. Attributes are both “product related” (i.e., 

features needed for performing the product function) and “non-product related” (e.g., 

price, packaging, brand personality) (Aaker, 1996; Schultz & Barnes, 1999). In 

comparison, benefits are the “personal value” (i.e., what the consumer perceives the 

product attribute will do for them) that consumers ascribe to a brand (Aaker, 1996; 

Keller, 1993). 

The benefits a consumer ascribes to a brand image, relate to three underlying 

consumption motivations (i.e., needs): functional needs (i.e., desire for problem removal), 

experiential/sensory needs (i.e., what it feels like to use a product), and symbolic needs 

(i.e., social approval and personal expression) (Park, Jaworski & MacInnis, 1986). 

Functional and experiential brand benefits are associated with product related attributes 

(physical product characteristics and features) (Keller, 1993). For example, characterized 

by consumers, the brand Crest is most often salient on sensory brand image associations 

such as “fresh” or “clean.” In contrast, symbolic benefits relate to non-product attributes, 

such as user imagery (Solomon, 1983). A case in point, consumers often characterize the 

brand Nike with symbolic brand image associations such as “youthful” and “sporty.” A 
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major symbolic brand association, that has garnered the attention of researchers, is the 

concept brand personality (Aaker, 1997). 

Brand Personality 

Throughout history, advertisers have attempted to humanize and personify brands 

and products using animism tactics, the processes by which inanimate objects are imbued 

with characteristics that make them somehow person like (Aaker, 1997). Grubb & 

Grathwhohl (1967) suggested that brands, products, and stores have “psychic values” to 

certain market segments that relate to some consumer market behaviors. David Ogilvy 

(1983, p. 14) proposed that image means personality. He stated, “products, like people, 

have personalities, and they can make or break them in the market place.” The 

personified brand has captivated the attention of advertising researchers, particularly in 

the decades of the 1980’s and 1990’s.  

In the 1980’s, advertising and brand image researchers transposed the unit of 

observation from consumer personality to brands by ascribing to them a personality 

(Ogilvy, 1983; Plummer, 1985). Over time, research has supported the contention that 

brands develop unique personalities that can serve as units of observation and analysis 

(Aaker, 1996; Aaker, 1997, 1999; Ogilvy, 1983; Plummer, 2000; Sutherland et al., 2004). 

In essence, brand personality is the act of applying human characteristics (i.e., personality 

traits) to a brand, inducing consumers to think of a brand as if it had person like qualities 

(Aaker, 1997; Keller, 1998).  

Associating human personality characteristics with a brand is possible because 

people anthropomorphize, that is, transfer human characteristics (i.e., personhood) to 

inanimate objects on a regular basis (Bower, 1999; Boyer, 1996). Typical examples are 

animating a “pet rock” or when one references an object, such as a motor boat by saying, 
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“she is a beauty.” Not only do individuals view the anthropopathic, inanimate object as 

she/he would another person, but also treats the object as another person (Boyer, 1996). 

Likewise, consumers have a natural tendency to imbue brands with human characteristics 

(e.g. rugged, sophisticated, intellectual), thinking of them as if they are more than 

inanimate objects. For example, respondents characterized the brand personality of Oil of 

Olay as “upscale” and “aspirational,” while Absolut vodka’s brand personality has been 

characterized as “cool,” “hip,” and “contemporary” (Aaker, 1997; Plummer, 2000). 

Formally defined, brand personality is “the set of human characteristics associated with a 

brand” (Aaker, 1997, p. 347), considered a major symbolic brand image association.  

Literature evidences that companies that employ brand personality as a part of an 

overall positioning strategy, when properly and consistently communicated, can affect 

consumer perceptions in far more enduring ways than other marketing and 

communication strategies (Burke, 1994). Brand personality provides an enduring point of 

differentiation, particularly in categories where products have reached functional parity 

and/or when symbolic consumption motivations market behavior. This differentiate (1) 

facilitates consumer choice by simplifying the decision process, (2) increases awareness 

and attachment (i.e., builds loyalty), and (3) enhances the favorability a brand’s image 

(Phau & Lau, 2001; Sutherland et al., 2004).  

Brand personality source variables 

Plummer (2000, p. 80) described “two faces” of brand personality that are critical 

to “better grasp the totality and power of this useful strategic concept.” The first face is 

“input,” that is, what marketers want consumers to think and feel about a brand’s 

personality image. In other words, the way in which a company presents its brand to 

consumers through all marketing and communication efforts. The second face of brand 
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personality is “out-take,” which is what consumers actually do think and feel about a 

brand’s personality image. Since consumers’ view of a brand are influenced by many 

factors such as market noise, personal experience, both direct and indirect source 

variables, then the out take likely will differ from the original input (Plummer, 2000).  

A brand’s human personality traits result from any direct or indirect contact an 

individual has with the brand (Aaker, 1997; Plummer, 1985). Direct source brand 

personality traits originate from any individual associated with the brand (e.g., endorsers, 

spokespersons, company CEO, family members, and typical user), and transfer to the 

overall brand personality perception (Aaker, 1997). In comparison, indirect brand 

personality traits originate from such informational sources as product attributes, product 

category, brand name and symbol, advertising approach, price, and demographic 

characteristics (e.g., gender and social class). 

An example of a direct brand personality source, spokespersons and endorsers 

enable the consumer to feel as if the “spirit” of the endorser is available via brand 

consumption (McCraken, 1986). In a similar manner, brands are personified by enduring 

associations with family members such as the brand of beer dad used to drink, the brand 

of soap grandma always had in the bathroom, or “hand-me-down” brands can all be 

strongly associated with another individual from the past and transfer to a brand’s image 

(Solomon, 1983). Overall, human characteristics associated with a brand are drawn from 

many possible sources, resulting in a global perception of a brand as if it has an enduring 

human like personality.  

Brand personality scales and framework 

Given that brand personalities are extensions of human personalities, pioneer 

researchers adapted widely accepted human personality theories and related measures in 
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order to characterize brands, with little avail. A central problem with early brand 

personality research was the use of scales and measures with little regard to their validity 

and reliability. Kassarjian (1971) often cited in marketing literature, suggested in order to 

achieve unequivocal results across studies, researchers must develop their own scales and 

measures to reliably and validly measure the particular concepts and phenomenon under 

investigation. To this end, Aaker (1997) suggested brand personality operates differently 

than human personality, advancing a framework of the brand personality construct and a 

set of indicators for measuring construct dimensions. 

Aaker (1997) advanced a model of the brand personality construct and developed 

a set of “trait” scales for measuring distinct dimensions of brand personality. The Brand 

Personality Scales (BPS) are grounded in a framework that psychologist recently have 

advocated as a comprehensive classification of human personality based on five core 

human personality traits [i.e., Extroversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness , 

Emotional Stability, and Culture (or Intellect)] (McCrae & Costa, 1985, 1987). In the 

process of developing the Brand Personality Scale (BPS), the author utilized over 1000 

respondents, 60 brands, and included an original 114 personality traits (Aaker, 1997). 

Results demonstrated a robust, five-factor solution emerged for the classification of a 

brand’s personality: Sincerity, Excitement, Competence, Sophistication, and Ruggedness. 

In addition, results evidenced that the BPS framework and scales are reliable, valid, and 

generalizable across brands and consumer segments.  

Each BPS personality dimension is subdivided into “facets” that provide 

descriptors of each dimension and indicators for operationalization (Aaker, 1997). In 

total, the standard BPS measures five personality dimensions and fifteen facets, 
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illustrated in Figure 2-4. To date, the brand personality dimensions assessed via the BPS 

are the only published and most widely employed brand personality measures, shown to 

be reliable and generalizable across different brands and product categories (Aaker, 1997, 

1999).   

 
Figure 2-4. Brand personality framework 

The “Sincerity” dimension captures the idea of a warm and accepting brand 

personality and represented by four facets: down-to-earth, honest, wholesome, and 

cheerful. “Excitement,” similar to the human personality dimension extroversion, 

characterizes a sociable, energetic, and active brand personality, also represented by four 

facets: daring, spirited, imaginative, and up to date. The “Competence” dimension 

characterizes a brand personality that is responsible, dependable, and secure, represented 

by three facets: reliable, intelligent, and successful.  

According to Aaker (1997) the brand personality dimensions “Sophistication” and 

“Ruggedness” differ from any known major dimension of human personality and the 

authors suggest that these two dimensions may relate to or tap into brand personality 

dimensions that individuals’ desire but do not necessarily have. The “Sophistication” 

dimension is represented by two facets, upper class and charming, and two facets also 

represent “Ruggedness”: outdoorsy and tough.  
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Symbolic function of brand personality 

At the core of a brand’s image perception are its human characteristics, key points 

of brand differentiation and paramount image associations (Ogilvy, 1963; Parente, 1996; 

Phau & Lau, 2001). Derived from multiple informational sources, the construct brand 

personality is a salient facet of a brand’s overall image that serves a symbolic, self-

expressive function for the consumer (Katz, 1960; Keller; 1993; Plummer, 2000). 

Suggested by brand strategist Plummer (2000, p. 81), brand personality plays a critical 

role in the “for me” choice, or “I see myself in that brand” choice. Moreover, brand 

personality, may be an important driver of brand evaluation when the “social signaling” 

value of a brand is greater, when the consumer is in a socially important situation, and/or 

in particular product categories (Batra, Myers & Aaker, 1996).  

Since brand personality serves a symbolic and self-expressive purpose for the 

consumer, then consumers should be attracted to brands that project congruent 

personalities. This is because symbolic human characteristics compose a brand 

personality, which allows the processes of image congruence to function. Image 

congruence relies on symbolic interactionism: the psychological process that allows an 

individual to symbolically associate one’s self-image with the symbolic image of a brand 

(Dolich, 1969; Sirgy, 1982). As a result, brand personality researchers have employed the 

congruity theory framework.  

For example, Aaker (1999) examined consumers’ self-concepts and self-

monitoring behavior by employing the brand personality traits to study brand and self-

image suggest in text, “the crux of self congruity is that consumers prefer brands 

associated with a set of personality traits congruent with their own.” Employing the self-

congruity framework, the author investigated the hypothesis that respondents would 
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prefer brands with personality characteristics congruent, versus incongruent with their 

self-concept perceptions. In another example, Wee (2004, p. 320) in an examination of 

the brand personality construct states in text, “there should be congruence between the 

brand personality and the consumers self-concept because consumers aim to express 

themselves in brand choices and prefer products that match their self-concept since 

purchase offers a vehicle for self-expression.”  

Common to the aforementioned studies, congruity theory provides the theoretical 

foundations of the research. However, self-congruity theory research does not report any 

studies that have empirically incorporated this construct into the model. This is not to 

discount the logic in employing self-congruity principles to study brand personality. As 

argued, it is a symbolic brand image association that provides self-expressive value to the 

consumer. However, the history of congruity theory development in regards to self-brand 

congruity research focused on a single limited conceptualization of the brand image 

construct. Hence, the incorporation of the brand personality construct into the self-

congruity model by making comparisons to previous findings is first necessary. By doing 

so will, foster a better understanding of the structure of brand attitudes when self-

expressive needs motivate consumption behavior. 

Brand Attitude 

Derived from social psychology, the concept “attitude” is central to the fields of 

advertising, brand, and related research fields (Batra et al., 1996). Attitudes are often 

researched in these disciplines because they are (1) insightful in predicting consumer 

behavior (Mitchell & Olson, 1981) and (2) social psychology offers long used theories to 

guide such research. As an example, communication researchers study attitudes in a 

variety of research domains, such as copy testing, concept testing, brand evaluations, and 
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brand tracking studies used to indicate potential market behavior (Hastak & Olson, 1989; 

Kardes, 1999; Keller & Aaker, 1992).  

Formally defined, an attitude is “a learned predisposition to respond in a 

consistently favorable or unfavorable manner with respect to a given object” (Fishbein & 

Ajzen, 1975 p. 6). Individuals can form attitudes toward any object, symbol, or aspect of 

his/her world (Katz, 1960): in this study a brand. Attitudes develop as a result of 

information that includes not only facts and figures, but also any stimulus or cue that is 

“psychologically meaningful” or influential (Kardes, 1999). Most important, attitudes are 

enduring psychological states that tend to “energize” behavior (Spears & Singh, 2004).  

Fishbein and Ajzen’s (1975) multiattribute model of attitudes is widely applied in 

communication research. This model is based on the relationship between affect (i.e., 

evaluation), cognition (i.e., beliefs), conation (i.e., behavior intention), and behavior (i.e., 

observable overt acts). Intentions and behaviors are typically studied in their own right. 

Rather, it is evaluative predispositions to act, primarily a function of one’s cognitive 

belief structure that matters most in attitude research (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). 

Therefore, the present discussion focuses on the affective and cognitive attitudinal 

constructs. 

Affect, the most essential part of the attitude concept, is the positive or negative 

evaluations (e.g., like vs. dislike, favorable vs. unfavorable) of an object along bipolar 

dimensions. One should construct the concept attitude with a “bipolar affective 

dimension” measure because affect is an “evaluative judgment” that consists of two 

components: direction (positive or negative) and extremity (e.g., slightly positive, 

somewhat positive, fairly positive, very positive, extremely positive) (Kardes, 1999; 
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Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum, 1957). In comparison, beliefs, the cognitive components 

of attitudes, are the “informational base” that ultimately determines affect and behavior, 

and considered the “fundamental” building blocks of attitudes (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; 

Kardes, 1999). Most important, all attitudes consist of beliefs, though not all beliefs are 

attitudes (Katz, 1960). Therefore, it is in the cognitive belief structure (i.e., the 

informational base) that one finds reason for attitudinal evaluations. 

The present study focuses on consumers’ evaluative disposition towards brands, 

referred to as brand attitude (Ab). Brand attitude, formally defined in the present study, is 

a learned predisposition to respond in a consistently favorable or unfavorable manner 

towards a brand name, symbol, logo, or other brand identifier (Keller, 1993). Because 

humans have limited mental capacity and usually focus on salient information, 

ultimately, a person’s attitude towards an object is a function of “salient beliefs” about 

that object (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Keller, 1993). 

  
Figure 2-5. Cognitive and affective brand image factors 

Both favorable and unfavorable brand evaluations result from consumer beliefs 

about associated “attributes” and “benefits” that are salient in a brand’s perceived image 

(Aaker, 1996; Keller, 1993; Wilkie, 1994). Figure 2-5 illustrates this perspective on brand 
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attitudes; brand image is the cognitive brand attitudinal factor that affects brand 

evaluations to form one’s predisposition towards a brand (Ab). 

Summary of Literature Review 

Brand researchers interested in studying the relationship between consumers’ self-

expressive needs and the structure of brand attitudes have employed self-congruity 

theory. Self-congruity theory, grounded in principals derived from social psychology, 

explains that the comparison consumers make between a brand’s projected image and 

their own self-image partially drive consumer behavior by influencing brand attitudes. At 

times, consumers like brands that are perceived to be similar to the self-image they desire 

to project in social situations, either an ideal self or and actual self. The dominant 

paradigm in self-brand congruity research, spanning four decades of studies (1960-2000), 

is constructing brand image as the typical brand user and comparing this to consumers’ 

self-image motivations as a basis for predicting brand attitudes. 

User imagery, that is, the view of a brand’s typical user, is only one aspect of a 

brand’s composite image, and may not always capture the actual congruity experience. 

Brand personality, a major facet of a brand image, is similar to user imagery in that both 

constructs represent human characteristics associated with brand. When characterizing a 

brand’s user imagery, one is only describing a hypothetical person, not necessarily the 

brand image. However, brand personality is a direct perception of a brand’s image, at 

least the symbolic components, and encompasses multiple source inputs such as product 

endorsers, celebrity spokesperson, animated characters, etc. 

Because it is a symbolic, self-expressive image association, brand researchers 

have intuitively replaced user imagery perceptions with brand personality as the key 

component of brand’s image in the self-brand congruity model. Even so, literature does 
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not indicate that researchers have compared brand personality and user imagery within 

the same congruity model. The argument made here is that the constructs user imagery 

and brand personality are conceptually different, necessitating empirical comparison, 

fostering a better understanding of the role brand image plays in forming brand attitudes 

when self-expressive needs motivate consumer behavior.  

Research Objectives and Questions 

The ultimate goal of this study was to compare conceptually distinct facets of the 

construct brand image within the self-congruity model framework, as a basis for 

understanding the cognitive structure of self-expressive brand attitudes. Specifically, to 

compare the constructs brand personality and user imagery to determine if they are 

empirically distinct when used independently in the operationalization of the self-brand 

congruity phenomenon. In other words, to determine if the relationship between self-

brand congruity and brand attitudes differs depending on which brand image construct 

consumers compare to their self-image perceptions. In doing so, this research will foster a 

better understanding of the brand image construct and therefore a better understanding of 

the cognitive structure of brand attitudes in the self-brand congruity model.  

Given that these two constructs represents conceptually distinct brand image 

facets, when made salient to respondents and compared to their self-image perceptions 

different congruity experiences should result for the same brand. In order to facilitate 

research and discussion, the author proposed two concepts that represent two types of 

self-brand congruity. First is the perceptual comparison experienced between consumer 

self-image and brand user imagery perceptions, termed “user imagery congruity” (UIC). 

Second, the congruence experienced between self-image perceptions and a brand’s 

personality perceptions, termed “brand personality congruity” (BPC).  
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Moreover, a primary challenge in self-brand congruity research is to determine 

which consumer self-image perception (e.g., actual vs. ideal) is most 

congruent/incongruent with a brand image and predictive of brand evaluation. 

Researchers accomplish this task by calculating and comparing congruity indicator scores 

that represent different levels of congruence between a brand’s image and consumer’s 

self-image and then statistically comparing the self-brand congruity indicators to 

attitudinal measures.  

Table 2-1.   Independent variables: self-brand congruity indicators 
Congruity Indicator Self-Image Dimension Brand-Image Dimension 
Actual-UIC Actual self-image User imagery 
Ideal-UIC Ideal self-image User imagery 
Actual-BPC Actual self-image Brand personality 
Ideal-BPC Ideal self-image Brand personality 

 
In regards to the present study, combining UIC and BPC with dimensions of self-

image results in four distinct self-image congruity indicators, represented in Table 2.1 

that served as independent variables. “Actual” and “Ideal” UIC indicators represent the 

congruence between the two dimensions of self-image and the image of the typical brand 

user as viewed by the respondents. Likewise, “Actual” and “Ideal” BPC indicators 

represent the congruence between self-image dimensions and consumers’ view of a 

brand’s personality.  

The nature of this study was exploratory and descriptive. Because no previous 

studies have compared BPC and UIC indicators, there was no basis to derive hypotheses. 

Rather, towards discovery, the study addressed research questions intended to achieve 

two primary objectives derived to accomplish the overall empirical goal of the study. 

Doing so will provide a basis for future researchers to both deduce testable hypotheses 

that may support or falsify the present findings and also compare the influence of 
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moderating variables, already shown to influence the relationship between UIC and brand 

attitudes, to the relationship between BPC and brand attitudes. 

Research Objective One 

The first research objective was to compare UIC and BPC as a basis for predicting 

brand attitudes for a set of publicly consumed brands relevant to target respondents and to 

determine if the results are similar or different across brands with unique brand images. 

Since user imagery is only one direct source variable that may or may not influence brand 

personality perceptions, then brand personality will at times differ (Aaker, 1996; 

Plummer, 2000).  

The ultimate goal was not to compare the actual constructs user imagery and 

brand personality, but rather the self-brand congruity that results when these two 

constructs are independently used in the calculation (i.e., operationalization) of self-brand 

congruity. In addition, it is important to incorporate different self-image dimensions, that 

is, actual and ideal self-image, and make comparisons between UIC and BPC. Therefore, 

the following two research questions addressed this overall objective:  

Research question 1. What is the empirical relationship between “actual” brand 
personality-self congruity (Actual-BPC) and “actual” brand user image-self 
congruity (Actual-UIC) when employed in the same model as distinct 
independent variables used to predict brand attitudes for publicly consumed 
brands with unique images? 

Research question 2. What is the empirical relationship between “ideal” brand 
personality-self congruity (Ideal-BPC) and “ideal” brand user image-self 
congruity (Ideal-UIC) when employed in the same model as distinct independent 
variables used predict brand attitudes for publicly consumed brands with unique 
images?   

Research Objective Two 

As discussed, a central goal of self-congruity research is to determine which self-

image dimensions is most congruent with brand image and strongly associated with 
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positive brand attitudes. The second research objective was to determine which of the 

four congruity indicator scores adds the most explanatory power in a series of attitudinal 

prediction equations for different brands. In other words, when applied in the same 

model, the objective was to determine which of the four indicators from table 2.1 account 

for the most variance when used to model favorable brand attitudes. The purpose was to 

isolate the self-brand congruity relationship(s) that garner the most favorable reactions. 

Note this possibly could involve a single indicator as the best predictor of brand attitude, 

or any combination of the four indicator types. Hence, the following research question: 

Research question 3. Which of the self-brand image congruity indicators (i.e., 
Actual-BPC, Actual-UIC, Ideal-BPC, and Ideal-UIC), or combination of, accounts 
for the most variance when all four variables are employed in the same model as a 
basis for predicting brand attitudes for a set of publicly consumed brands with 
unique images? 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 

This study utilized a survey to assess the relationship between user-image self-

congruity (UIC), brand personality self-congruity (BPC) on brand attitude, impression, 

desirability, and purchase intention each related to the attitude construct. Prior to the 

primary survey, preliminary research generated an extensive list of publicly consumed 

brands meaningful to respondents, of which the researcher selected four (i.e., 

Abercrombie & Fitch, Birkenstock, Banana Republic, and Nike) to serve as units of 

analysis. Questionnaire development involved two pre-tests on sub samples of the target 

population for the primary study. After questionnaire refinement, two hundred seventy 

two (n=272) undergraduate college students at a large southern university, participated in 

the primary survey. 

Brand Selection 

Preliminary research identified a set of socially consumed brands (1) judged 

relevant and meaningful to a sub sample of target respondents, (2) that had unique 

described images, and (3) were readily available and consumable by either female or 

male respondents. On two occasions, brand names were generated from undergraduate 

college students (n=87) drawn from the same population used to sample respondents in 

the primary survey. Given verbal instructions, participants listed and characterized the 

image of three brands that they currently own and use primarily in a public or social 

situation. As instructed, participants used two or more adjectives to describe each brand 
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based on their free associations. Frequency of free association was determined to be a 

good preliminary assessment of each brand’s images (Malhotra, 1981).  

Table 3-1.   Top twenty-five publicly consumed brands 
Brand Name Number of 

Mentions 
Percent of 
Respondents 

Most frequent 
descriptors 

Coca-Cola 58 66% Cool/Fun 
Nike 49 56% Sporty/Competitive 
Pepsi 45 52% Young/Active 
Taco Bell 45 52% Friendly/Different 
Budweiser 44 51% Traditional/Relaxing 
Banana Republic 31 43% Preppy/Classy 
Abercrombie & Fitch 28 32% Hip/Trendy (young) 
Dr. Pepper 28 32% Unique/Different 
Mountain Dew 26 30% Upbeat/Energetic 
Old Navy 26 30% Casual/Comfortable 
Gap 25 29% Classic/Familiar 
Tommy Hilfiger 25 29% Preppy/Sporty 
Adidas 22 25% Athletic/Hip 
Starbucks 20 23% Warm/Sociable 
Levi’s 20 23% Average/Classic 
American Eagle 20 23% Young/Easy going 
Gatorade 20 23% Trustworthy/Confident 
Miller Lite 16 18% Cheap/Average 
Volkswagen 15 17% Fun/Safe 
Ralph Lauren 14 16% Sophisticated/Preppy 
Doritos 12 14% Quality/Good 
Birkenstock 12 14% Earthy/Laid back 
Evian 11 13% Clean/Fresh 
Victoria’s Secret 11 13% Sexy/Mature 
Seven-Up 10 12% Old/Crisp 

 
This procedure generated a list of over two hundred brands, many with only a 

single mention. Table 3.1 displays the top twenty-five brands based on frequency of 

mention by respondents and the two most common adjective descriptors used by 

respondents to characterize the image of the brand. From this list, the researcher selected 

four brands to serve as the units of analysis in the primary survey. Four brands are 

sufficient to achieve the research objectives and not overly cumbersome to respondents, 
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allowing enough time to complete the questionnaire. Likewise, most congruity studies 

examine between two and four brands in a study. The criteria utilized to select the brands 

from those displayed table 3.1 were, frequency of mention, relative homogeneity of the 

product categories, and distinctiveness of image based on participants’ free association 

descriptions.  

 
Figure 3-1. Selected brands and image descriptors 

Selected from this list were two clothing apparel brands (Banana Republic and 

Abercrombie & Fitch) and two footwear brands (Nike and Birkenstock), illustrated in 

figure 3.1. The first brand, Nike mentioned by about 56 percent of respondents (n=49), 

and most frequently characterized as “competitive” or “athletic.” Second, the brand 

Banana Republic was mentioned by about 43 percent of respondents (n=31) most 

frequently characterized as “preppy” or “classy.” Third, the brand Abercrombie & Fitch 

was mentioned by about 32 percent of respondent (n=28) most frequently characterized 

as “hip,” “trendy,” and “young.” The fourth brand, Birkenstock was mentioned by about 

14 percent of respondents (n=12) and most frequently characterized as “earthy” or “laid 

back.” Even though not mentioned as frequently as the other brands selected, the brand 
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Birkenstock’s free association image is most distinct from the other three brands, 

providing a point of descriptive comparison within the clothing apparel category. 

Questionnaire Development 

The research instrument consisted of four sections. Section one of the 

questionnaire collected basic demographic data including gender, year in college, 

ethnicity, and age. Also in this section, the instrument collected familiarity ratings for 

each brand to allow for the exclusion of subjects not familiar with any of the brands 

analyzed. Section two presented brand attitude measures including brand impression, 

brand desirability, and purchase intention scales. Section three employed the user 

imagery based “global” self-congruity scales (Sirgy, 1997) to assess “actual” and “ideal” 

UIC. The fourth section employed traditional self-brand congruity techniques to 

operationalize BPC. This was accomplished utilizing the BPS scales (Aaker, 1997), to 

measure both brand and self-image (i.e., actual and ideal). These image measurements 

served in the calculation of BPC indicator scores for each brand. Finally, based on the 

pilot test, it was decided not to counterbalance the order of presentation of user imagery 

and brand personality scales to avoid the brand personality descriptors biasing the user 

imagery descriptions. An overview of the operationalization of each variable follows.   

Brand Attitude Operationalization 

The second section of the questionnaire contained the brand attitude measures. 

The researcher employed multiple brand attitude measures; if results are similar across 

measures, one can have more certainty in the findings (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). 

Researchers typically operationalize the construct attitude with “bipolar affective 

dimension” measures because attitudinal affect is an “evaluative judgment” that consists 

of two components: direction (i.e., positive or negative) and extremity (e.g., slightly 
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positive to extremely positive) (Kardes, 1999; Osgood, Suci & Tannenbaum, 1957). 

Towards this end, a three-item, seven-point attitude scale (favorable/unfavorable, 

good/bad, and likeable/unlikable), commonly used to measure brand attitude (Ab), was 

employed (Mackenzie, Lutz & Belch, 1989). Brand attitude was operationalized as an 

index of these three semantic differential attitudinal scales.  

Three related brand attitudinal constructs, brand desirability, brand impression, 

and purchase intentions, were included to enhance measurement rigor (Kardes, 1999). 

Desirability and impression constructs were operationalized using five-point Likert-scale 

items (1 = strongly agree to 5 = strongly disagree) in response to evaluative questions. 

For brand desirability, respondents indicated their reactions to the statement, “Overall, 

the brand [X] is very desirable.” For impression, respondents indicated their reaction to 

the statement, “My overall impression of brand [X] is favorable.” Purchase intentions 

also was operationalized with a five-point Likert scale (1 = I definitely would buy it to 5 

= I would definitely not buy it) in response to the question, “Think about the brand [X]. 

What is the likelihood that you would purchase the brand if it were available locally and 

priced comparably to the leading brands?” 

User Image Self-Congruity (UIC) Operationalization 

The third section of the questionnaire contained the “global” congruity scales 

(Sirgy, 1997) employed to catalog brand user imagery descriptors and measure self-brand 

congruity (i.e., UIC) based on these descriptors. For each of the four brands analyzed, 

respondents were instructed to first describe the brand’s “typical user” using any personal 

adjective descriptors that came to mind and then characterize congruence with their self-

image; repeating the following procedure for each brand. 
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Take a moment to think about [Brand x]. Think about the kind of person who 
typically uses [Brand x]. Imagine this person in your mind and then describe this 
person using one or more personal adjectives such as stylish, classy, masculine, 
sexy, old, athletic, or whatever personal adjective you can use to describe the 
typical user of [Brand x]. Once you have done this, indicate your agreement or 
disagreement to the following statement: [Brand x] is consistent with how I see 
myself” (actual self congruity); [Brand x] is consistent with how I like to see 
myself” (ideal self congruity). 

After writing one or two descriptive adjectives, participants then marked their 

responses on five point Likert scales (e.g., 1 = strongly agree to 5 = strongly disagree) in 

regards to the self-image statements above, repeated for both actual and ideal self-image. 

Note that this self-brand congruity measure does not directly assess ones self-image, but 

rather attempts to capture the congruity experience directly. Hence, this technique does 

not require calculating distance or difference scores. Rather, UIC is operationalized as the 

average on each scale (i.e., ideal and actual) for each brand; the lower the average, the 

more congruence experienced between brand and self.  

Brand Personality Self-Congruity (BPC) Operationalization 

Presently, researchers have not developed a global measure similar to the user 

image congruity scales that incorporates the brand personality construct. Rather, BPC 

was operationalized by employing Aaker’s (1997) fifteen item brand personality scales 

(BPS) and traditional self-brand congruity techniques by measuring brand image and 

respondent self-image perceptions with the same set of image scales. Self and brand BPS 

image scores provided the base for calculating BPC self-brand congruity indicator scores 

for each brand. The BPS measures five facets of brand personality, employing indicators 

of each dimension displayed in table 3.2. 

There are two primary reasons to employ BPS scales in self-brand congruity 

research. First, the BPS scales were derived in research employing techniques outline by 



46 

 

Malhotra (1981), who developed a process of scale development for measuring self, 

person, and product concepts, which is commonly applied in congruity research. Second, 

the BPS scales have been used in self-brand congruity research in order to measure 

consumers' self-image, in which respondents rated themselves on the BPS traits, used to 

determine brand image congruence (Aaker, 1999).  

Table 3-2.   Brand Personality Scale (BPS) dimensions and indicators 
 
Brand Personality Facet 

 
Indicators 
Down-to-earth 
Honest 
Wholesome Sincerity 

Cheerful 
Daring 
Spirited 
Imaginative Excitement 

Up-to-date 
Reliable 
Intelligent Competence 
Successful 
Upper Class Sophistication Charming 
Outdoorsy Ruggedness Tough 

 
Respondents described each brands’ personality on five-point Likert scales (1 = 

not at all descriptive to 5 = extremely descriptive) by indicating the number from the 

scale that best described the brand as a person. The higher the number, the more that 

personality trait described the brand as a person. After characterizing each brand’s 

personality, the respondents used the same scales to characterize both their own ‘actual’ 

and “ideal” self-image. Appendix A contains the research instrument, including the 

instructions given to respondents for both brand personality and self-image measures.  

BPC self-congruity was operationalized as the difference, or distance, between 

respondent’s self-image scores and each brand personality score. BPC congruity 



47 

 

indicators were calculated with the distance-squared model, depicted in figure 3-2, for 

each BPS dimension: 

 
Figure 3-2. Difference squared model 

With this approach, congruity varies by distance: the larger the d-score (distance) 

between brand and the respondent’s personality, the less congruity, and the lower the d-

score between the brand and the respondent’s personality, the more congruity. 

Pilot Tests 

Two separate pilot tests assessed how well the questionnaire gathered the 

intended information and provided insights used to refine the instrument. The first pilot 

test was an “active” pre-test, the researcher administered the questionnaire to a small 

group of target respondents (n=30) from the population used to draw the primary survey 

sample. Insights from an active pilot test result from discussion between researcher and 

respondents after questionnaire administration, rather than collected data (Davis, 1997). 

After completing the questionnaire, participants provided feedback in a question and 

answer group session in regards to the instrument instructions, flow, and other issues 

derived in discussion. In comparison, the second pilot test was a “passive” pre-test, used 

after initial refinement from the first pilot test. A second small group (n=20) of target 

audience members took the questionnaire, no discussion occurred; rather the researcher 

simply assessed the response quality and the final construction of the instrument.   

n    

∑ = (Pij - Sij)2       
i=1  

n    

∑ = (Pij - Iij)2       
i=1  

&

where 
Pij = brand image perception (i) of individual (j) 
Sij = self-image (i) of individual (j)  
Ii j = self-image (i) of individual (j) 
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Primary Survey 

Respondents were college students, recruited from undergraduate classes at a 

large, southeastern university. A student sample was deemed appropriate by the 

researcher, because many self-brand congruity studies use student samples (Malhotra, 

1981) and the self-image scales derived from psychology are based on student sample 

research (Osgood et al., 1957; Wylie, 1975). A convenience sample of two-hundred 

seventy two (n=272) undergraduate college students participated in the primary survey, 

recruited from four different undergraduate large courses, representing a wide spectrum 

of the institution’s student population.  

Administration of the questionnaire occurred in classroom group settings during 

the regular scheduled time. Extra credit provided an incentive for participating in the 

survey. From the 272 complete surveys, a majority of the respondents were females 

(n=170) 62 percent, while 38 percent were male (n=102). Respondents represented the 

full range of college classification with 24 percent freshman (n=66), 17 percent 

sophomores (n=46), 38 percent juniors (n=101), and 22 percent seniors (n=58), while 87 

percent of respondents were between the ages 17 and 21. After coding and entering the 

data, analyses occurred via SPSS statistical package. 

Description of Data Analysis 

The researcher first employed Cronbach’s Alpha reliability test on the scales 

employed in the survey instrument. Descriptive statistics are reported in regards to UIC, 

BPC, and the attitudinal measures for each analyzed brand. In addition, brand 

personalities and respondent self-image are reported. Analysis addressed each research 

question by conducting separate analyses for each evaluated brand. 
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Statistical techniques employed included correlation and multiple regression 

analyses. Correlation analysis provides insight into the relationships between variables, 

while stepwise regression analysis investigated the linear relationship between self-brand 

congruity indicators when modeling brand attitudes. The independent variables were the 

four self-brand congruity indicators: actual-BPC, ideal-BPC, actual-UIC, and ideal-UIC, 

while the dependent measure is attitude toward the brand (Ab). In addition, analysis 

includes correlations between each self-brand indicator and the additional brand attitude 

constructs (i.e., desirability, impression, and purchase intentions). 

The regression analyses followed the approach to multivariate model building 

outlined by Hair et al., (1998). To examine difference across brands, a similar regression 

model for each brand is included in the final analysis. Moreover, the regression analyses 

compared R2 and beta weight values in the stepwise technique to determine which 

congruity indicator explained the most variance, hence added the most explanatory power 

to the model and indicating a strong predictor of brand attitudes. The results of this 

analysis indicate (1) the self-image dimension that best predicts the tested relationship 

and (2) which congruity phenomena (i.e., BPC or UIC) or combination of, in relation to 

self-image, provides the strongest attitude predictor for each brand. The following 

chapter 4 outlines and synthesizes the results from the analysis. 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 

This chapter presents the descriptive statistics for brand familiarity and attitude 

ratings, followed by a description of each brand’s personality and self-measures of the 

respondent sample indicated by the BPS scales. Following the descriptive statistics, the 

researcher addressed each research objective presented in chapter two via correlation and 

stepwise multiple regression analyses. 

Brand Familiarity and Attitude 

Familiarity ratings for each brand were measured to exclude respondents from 

analysis that were not familiar with a particular brand. As planned, from preliminary 

research, each brand had high levels of familiarity. However, the brand Birkenstock did 

display low familiarity (i.e., two or less on a seven-point scale) ratings for 37 of the 272 

total respondents. Hence, the analysis for Birkenstock was limited to 235 respondents, 

while 272 surveys were deemed useful for the brands Abercrombie & Fitch, Banana 

Republic, and Nike. 

Brand attitude (Ab) was measure via three seven-point semantic scales (good vs. 

bad, favorable vs. unfavorable, likable vs. unlikable) and operationalized as an index of 

those scales. To ensure the reliability of the attitude measures, three additional attitudinal 

measures were included: brand desirability, impression, and intention, measured with 

five-point Likert scales. Illustrated in Table 4-1, the brand Nike ranked highest on each 

attitudinal measure, Banana Republic second, Abercrombie & Fitch third, and 

Birkenstock was rated the lowest on each scale. 
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Correlation analysis showed a strong relationship between the brand desirability, 

impression, and intention measures with the brand attitude index for each of the four 

brands analyzed. This indicates that the semantic-differential based brand attitude 

indexed scales provide a reliable attitude measure; thus to avoid redundancy, the 

remaining analysis need only to utilize the indexed brand attitude scores as the dependent 

variable. 

Table 4-1.   Brand attitude indices: desirability, impression, and purchase intentions  

    Brand n 
Brand 
Attitude 
Index 

Rank Brand 
Desirability Rank Brand 

Impression Rank Purchase 
Intention Rank

Abercrombie & Fitch 272 4.98 3 3.46 3 3.41 3 3.57 3 
Birkenstock 253 4.54 4 3.03 4 3.20 4 2.90 4 
Banana Republic 272 5.42 2 3.72 2 3.82 2 3.75 2 
Nike 272 6.10 1 4.15 1 4.21 1 4.06 1 
 

Additionally, the researcher examined the internal consistency of the brand 

attitude indices via Cronbach’s Alpha reliability coefficients for each brand. The results 

showed high reliability for the brand attitude indices for Abercrombie & Fitch (.9514), 

Birkenstock (.9699), Banana Republic (.9579), and Nike (.9433).  

Brand Personality 

Each brand and definition of self (i.e., actual and ideal) was analyzed based on the 

mean for each BPS dimension and assigned a personality based on the two highest rated 

BPS dimensions. Respondents rated personality dimension indicators (e.g., see Chapter 

3) to how well they described each brand as a person. Each brand personality dimension 

represents an index of its individual indicators for that BPS facet. Table 4-2 shows the 

results of the mean index scores of the personality dimensions associated with each brand 

and the brand personality indicated by the two BPS dimension rated highest by 

respondents.   
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The review of the BPS literature (i.e., Aaker, 1997), for profiles of the personality 

types provides more detail of the brand personality type. For example, the brand 

Abercrombie & Fitch, rated highest on the brand personality dimension “sophistication,” 

is characterized as charming and upper class, while rated high on the excitement 

dimension, capturing a sociable, energetic, and active personality.  

The brand Birkenstock, rated highest on “sincerity,” captures the idea of a warm 

and accepting brand personality. Birkenstock also rated high on the “competence” 

dimension, capturing a responsible, dependable, and secure personality. In comparison, 

the brand Banana Republic, rated highest by respondents on “sophistication” and 

“competence” dimensions, captures an upper class and charming personality that is also 

dependable and secure. 

Table 4-2.   Brand personality 
 Abercrombie & Fitch Birkenstock Banana Republic  Nike 

 Mean Std. dev. Mean 
Std. 
dev. Mean Std. dev. Mean 

Std. 
dev. 

Sincerity 2.35 .772 3.46 .833 3.02 .850 3.12 .893 
Excitement 3.22 .884 2.50 .864 2.92 .824 3.87 .785 
Competence 2.63 .920 3.28 .970 3.86 .902 3.44 .978 
Sophistication 3.30 .998 2.65 .974 3.97 .864 2.63 .926 
Ruggedness 2.27 1.08 3.02 1.21 1.76 .892 4.32 .857 

Overall 
Sophistication/ 
Excitement 

Sincerity/ 
Competence 

Sophistication/ 
Competence 

Ruggedness/ 
Excitement 

  
The last brand, Nike, rated highest by respondents on the BPS dimensions 

“ruggedness” and “excitement,” captures a personality characterized as tough, outdoorsy, 

sociable, energetic, and active. 

Table 4-3 presents the means of actual and ideal self-measurement of the 

respondent sample. The results illustrated a consistent profile of the respondents, as 

indicated college students. Interestingly, both actual and ideal respondent self-measures 
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indicate a dominance on the “competence” personality dimension. This, on the face, 

appears valid given that the respondents are college students, typically striving to be 

competent via education.  

Table 4-3.   Respondent actual and ideal BPS self measures 
 Actual Ideal 
 N Mean Std. dev. N Mean Std. dev. 
Sincerity 272 3.77 .629 272 4.35 .620 
Excitement 272 3.56 .668 272 4.25 .649 
Competence 272 4.04 .646 272 4.79 .477 
Sophistication 272 3.40 .851 272 4.49 .776 
Ruggedness 272 3.03 1.12 272 3.89 1.02 
Overall Competence/Sincerity Competence/Sophistication 

 
Overall, the samples’ ideal self was consistently rated higher on each BPS 

dimension. However, the second highest rated dimension for actual self was “sincerity,” 

while the second highest rated dimension for ideal self was “sophistication”. This 

indicates that even though competence is most commonly used to describe both actual 

and ideal selves, that the aspirational ideal self of this sample of college students is 

sophistication rather than sincerity. 

Research Questions 

The analysis for each research question included both correlation analyses and 

stepwise regression analyses used to examine the linear relationship between BPC and 

UIC in brand attitude (Ab) models for Abercrombie & Fitch, Birkenstock, Banana 

Republic, and Nike. For each portion of analysis the independent variables were the 

congruity indicator scores (See Appendix B for the means and standard deviations of 

these variables), representing the calculated distance measure between respondents’ 

actual or ideal self-image and (1) brand personality, or (2) brand user imagery. 
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Importantly, when more than one independent variable entered a regression 

model, the researcher addressed the impact of multicollinearity via diagnostic statistics. 

Tolerance and variance inflation factor (VIF) values indicate how much a particular 

independent variable is explained by other variables in a regression model. Tolerance is 

the level of variance accounted for by a particular independent variable not accounted for 

by other variables. For diagnostic procedures, tolerance level is “one minus the 

proportion of a variables variance explained by other variables,” and hence, the closer to 

1.0 the lower the level of multicollinearity (Hare, Anderson, Tatham & Black, 1998). The 

VIF value is the reciprocal of the tolerance level and researchers look for low values (i.e., 

close to 1.0) to indicate low intercorrelation between independent variables in multiple 

regression analysis. 

A final note regarding the following self-brand congruity analysis, negative 

correlations between self-brand congruity indicators and brand attitude scores, and the 

corresponding negative regression coefficients indicate a positive relationship between 

higher congruity and the dependent measure (i.e., brand attitude). This is because 

according to theory, as the congruity score goes down, which indicates a closer distance 

between self-image and brand-image (i.e., higher congruity), brand attitude scores should 

increase, which becomes more positive. 

Actual-BPC vs. Actual-UIC 

The first research question addressed the relationship between “actual” brand 

personality-self congruity (actual-BPC) and “actual” brand user image-self congruity 

(actual-UIC) as independent explanatory variables in brand attitude models for the four 

brands analyzed. Tables 4-4 thru 4-11 display the results of the correlation and stepwise 
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regression analyses for the brands Abercrombie & Fitch, Birkenstock, Banana Republic, 

and Nike. 

Abercrombie & Fitch 

For the brand Abercrombie & Fitch, the correlation matrix shown in Table 4-4, 

illustrates that there was a significant, moderate relationship (r = .458) between this 

brand’s actual-BPC and actual-UIC indicators. Additionally, for Abercrombie & Fitch, 

both actual-UIC (r = -.698) and actual-BPC (r = -.448) were significantly correlated with 

the attitude measure at the .01 level. The negative correlations indicate that as the 

congruity score decreases, that is as self and brand perceptions are closer (i.e., higher 

self-brand congruity) brand attitude increases. 

Table 4-4.   Abercrombie & Fitch correlation matrix: actual BPC and actual UIC 
Variables Actual BPC Actual UIC Brand Attitude 
Predictors  
Actual BPC 1   
Actual UIC  .458** 1  
Dependent  
Brand Attitude -.448** -.698** 1 

** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (two-tailed) 
 

Stepwise multiple regression analysis, displayed in Table 4-5, employed 

Abercrombie & Fitch’s actual-BPC and actual-UIC indicators as independent variables 

and brand attitude as the dependent variable, resulting in two models with a slight 

increase in variance explained.  

Table 4-5.   Abercrombie & Fitch stepwise regression: actual BPC and actual UIC 
Unstand. 
Coefficients 

Standard. 
Coefficients 

Collinearity 
Stats.  

 
Model B Std. 

Error 
Beta T Sig. R2 

Tol VIF 
8.044 .216  37.179 .000 1                Constant 

A & F – Actual UIC -.973 .064 -.698 -15.202 .000 .487 1.00 1.00 
8.748 .306  28.583 .000 
-.869 .071 -.624 -12.302 .000 

2                Constant 
A & F – Actual UIC 
A & F – Actual BPC -.139 .044 -.162 -3.194 .002 .508 

.790 

.790 
1.266 
1.266 
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The first model incorporated the actual-UIC (R2 = .487) indicator, explaining 

about 49 percent of variance in attitude towards the brand. The second model integrated 

actual-BPC, however the variance explained (R2 = .508) was increased by only about 2 

percent, indicating that brand user image congruity (actual-UIC) accounted for the 

greatest amount of variance explained in the dependent measure for Abercrombie & 

Fitch. 

Because the second model incorporated two independent variables, collinearity 

statistics provide diagnostics regarding the impact of intercorrelation between these two 

variables on the final regression variate. The tolerance (.790) and VIF (1.266) values 

indicate that the regression variate is slightly affected by multicollinearity, since both 

statistics are close to 1.0, though not at a degree to affect the interpretation of the final 

model.   

Birkenstock 

Illustrated in Table 4-6, actual-BPC and actual-UIC were significant, yet 

moderately related (r = .383) for the brand Birkenstock, while each congruity indicator 

showed moderately strong relationships to brand attitude.  

Table 4-6.   Birkenstock correlation matrix: actual BPC and actual UIC 
Variables Actual BPC Actual UIC Brand Attitude 
Predictors  
Actual BPC 1   
Actual UIC .383** 1  
Dependent  
Brand Attitude -.429** -.534** 1 

** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (two-tailed) 
 

Employing Birkenstock’s actual-BPC and actual-UIC in a stepwise regression 

analysis resulted in two models displayed in Table 4-7. While moderate, the variance 

explained (R2 = .285) in attitude towards Birkenstock by actual-UIC was about 28 
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percent in the first model. The second model integrated the actual-BPC indicator and 

increased the variance explained (R2 = .345) in the dependent measure by about 6 

percent. 

Table 4-7.   Birkenstock stepwise regression: actual BPC and actual UIC 
Unstand. 
Coefficients 

Standard. 
Coefficients 

Collinearity 
Stats.  

 
Model B Std. 

Error 
Beta T Sig. R2 

Tol VIF 
7.150 .297  24.098 .000 1                  Constant 

     Birk – Actual UIC -.753 .084 -.534 -9.004 .000 .285 .854 1.172 
8.076 .358  22.573 .000 
-.611 .087 -.433 -7.029 .000 

2                  Constant 
     Birk – Actual UIC 
     Birk – Actual BPC -.209 .049 -.264 -4.276 .000 .345 .854 1.172 

 
For the second model that included each independent variable, both the tolerance 

(.854) and VIF (1.172) collinearity statistics are close to 1.0, indicating that 

multicollinearity has minimal impact on the regression variate.  

Banana Republic 

In comparison to the first two brands analyzed, for the brand Banana Republic, 

illustrated in Table 4-8, the relationship between actual-BPC and actual-UIC was not as 

strong (r = .263), yet significant at the .01 level.  

Table 4-8.   Banana Republic correlation matrix: actual BPC and actual UIC 
Variables Actual BPC Actual UIC  Brand Attitude 
Predictors  
Actual BPC 1   
Actual UIC .263** 1  
Dependent  
Brand Attitude -.180** -.588** 1 

** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (two-tailed) 
 
In regards to the relationship to brand attitude, actual-UIC displayed a moderately 

strong, negative relationship (r = -.588) with attitude towards Banana Republic, while 

actual-BPC displayed a weak negative relationship (r = -.180), both significant at the .01 
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level. Again, in comparison to the previous two brands, actual-BPC did not display as 

strong of a relationship to the attitude measure for Banana Republic.  

Stepwise multiple regression analysis resulted in a single model and included 

actual-UIC for Banana Republic; illustrated in Table 4-9. Compared to the previous two 

brands, actual-UIC accounted for a moderate percentage of variance explained (R2 = 

.346) in attitude towards Banana Republic, about 35 percent, while actual-BPC did not 

add to the variance explained in this model and was excluded. The negative regression 

coefficient indicates that as self-brand UIC increases, that is higher congruity between 

self and brand user imagery, brand attitudes should increase by about .773 on the 

dependent measure.  

Table 4-9.   Banana Republic stepwise regression: actual BPC and Actual UIC 
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients Model 

  B Std. Error Beta 
t 
  

 
Sig. 

 
R2 

7.534 .199 37.885 .000 1                      Constant 
          BR – Actual UIC -.773 .069 -.588 -11.241 .000 .346 

 
Nike 

Similar to the brand Banana Republic, the correlation analysis for the brand Nike, 

displayed in Table 4-10, demonstrated a moderately weak (r = .268) relationship between 

actual-BPC and actual-UIC. In regards to attitude towards Nike, both actual-BPC (r = -

.216) and actual-UIC (r = -.424) were significantly related to the dependent measure, 

with actual-UIC somewhat stronger.  

Table 4-10.  Nike correlation matrix: actual BPC and actual UIC 
Variables Actual BPC Actual UIC  Brand Attitude 
Predictors  
Actual BPC 1   
Actual UIC .268** 1  
Dependent  
Brand Attitude -.216** -.424** 1 

** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (two-tailed) 
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The stepwise regression resulted in a single attitude model for Nike with the 

actual-UIC congruity indicator. The explained variance is moderate (R2 = .180), 

indicating that “actual” self-brand congruity of either type does not provide a good 

predictor of attitude towards Nike.  

Table 4-11.  Nike stepwise regression: actual BPC and actual UIC 
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients Model 

  B Std. Error Beta 
t 
  

 
Sig. 

 
R2 

7.262 .177 41.032 .000 1                      Constant 
       NIKE – Actual UIC -.501 .069 -.424 -7.301 .000 .180 

 
Ideal-BPC vs. Ideal-UIC 

Similar to the first research question, the second research question focused on the 

self-brand congruity between respondents’ “ideal self” perceptions and brand image 

facets user imagery and brand personality. The goal of this analysis phase was to explore 

the relationship between “ideal” brand personality-self congruity (ideal-BPC) and “ideal” 

brand user image-self congruity (ideal-UIC) when employed in the same model as 

independent variables used to predict brand attitudes. 

Abercrombie & Fitch 

The correlation analysis for the brand Abercrombie & Fitch, displayed in Table 4-

12, shows a moderately strong association between ideal-UIC and BPC. Both ideal-BPC 

(r = -.409) and ideal-UIC (r = -.694) were significantly related to brand attitude. The UIC 

indicator illustrated a stronger relationship with the dependent measure. Note the negative 

correlation, indicative of a positive linear relationship between brand attitude and higher 

ideal-self brand congruity of both types (i.e., UIC and BPC) for this brand. 
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Similar to the analysis for the actual self-brand congruity indicators, both ideal 

self-brand congruity indicators (i.e., UIC and BPC) when regressed against attitude 

towards Abercrombie & Fitch, resulted in two models (Table 4-13) with the ideal-UIC 

indicator accounting for the larger percentage of variance explained in positive brand 

attitude.    

Table 4-12.  Abercrombie & Fitch correlation matrix: ideal BPC and ideal UIC 
Variables Ideal BPC Ideal UIC  Brand Attitude 
Predictors  
Ideal BPC 1   
Ideal UIC .401** 1  
Dependent  
Brand Attitude -.409** - .694** 1 

** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (two-tailed) 
 

The first model included the ideal-UIC indicator, accounting for (R2 = .480) about 

48 percent of the explained variance, while the second model incorporated the ideal-BPC 

indicator with a slight increase in variance explained by approximately 2 percent. 

Multicollinearity diagnostic values, tolerance (.859) and VIF (1.191), indicate minimal 

affect of collinearity between ideal-UIC and ideal-BPC for the second model.  

Table 4-13.  Abercrombie & Fitch stepwise regression: ideal BPC and ideal UIC 
Unstand. 
Coefficients 

Standard. 
Coefficients 

Collinearity 
Stats.  

 
Model B Std. 

Error 
Beta t Sig. R2 

Tol VIF 
7.739 .200  38.733 .000 1                  Constant 

    A & F – Ideal UIC -.880 .059 -.694 -15.034 .000 .480 1.00 1.00 
8.449 .299  28.285 .000 
-.801 .063 -.632 -12.763 .000 

2                  Constant 
     A & F – Ideal UIC 
    A & F – Ideal BPC -.109 .035 -.156 -3.150 .002 .498 

.859 

.859 
1.191 
1.191 

 

Birkenstock 

Likewise, for the brand Birkenstock, the correlation analysis, shown in Table 4-

14, illustrates a positive relationship between ideal-BPC and ideal-UIC (r = .417) at the 

.01 level. Correlations with attitude towards Birkenstock showed that ideal-BPC is 
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moderately related (r = -.437) to the dependent measure, while ideal-UIC (r = -.583) 

resulted in a somewhat stronger relationship. 

Table 4-14.  Birkenstock correlation matrix: ideal BPC and ideal UIC 
Variables Ideal BPC Ideal UIC  Brand Attitude 
Predictors  
Ideal BPC 1   
Ideal UIC .417** 1  
Dependent  
Brand Attitude -.437** -.583** 1 

** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (two-tailed) 
 

The stepwise regression for Birkenstock illustrated in table 4-15, as expected from 

the correlation analysis resulted in a two-model solution with the ideal-UIC indicator 

accounting for most of the explained variance in brand attitude (R2 = .339). The negative 

regression coefficients indicate an increase in brand attitude as the distance between ideal 

self and brand decreases. Similar to the brand Abercrombie & Fitch, when both ideal UIC 

and BPC entered into the same model, the collinearity statistics indicated a minimal 

impact of multicollinearity on the regression variate and variance explained in attitude 

towards Birkenstock. 

Table 4-15.  Birkenstock stepwise regression: ideal BPC and ideal UIC 
Unstand. 
Coefficients 

Standard. 
Coefficients 

Collinearity 
Stats.  

 
Model B Std. 

Error 
Beta T Sig. R2 

Tol VIF 
7.157 .265  27.050 .000 1               Constant 

     Birk – Ideal UIC -.769 .075 -.583 -10.211 .000 .339 .826 1.211 
7.947 .328  24.262 .000 
-.640 .080 -.485 -7.980 .000 

2               Constant 
     Birk – Ideal UIC 
     Birk – Ideal BPC -.157 .041 -.235 -3.867 .000 .385 .826 1.211 

 

Banana Republic 

Shown in Table 4-16, the correlation matrix for the brand Banana Republic 

illustrates that ideal-BPC and ideal-UIC are positively correlated, yet the strength of the 

relationship is moderate (r = .236). In contrast to the previous two brands, UIC and BPC 
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are most distinct for this brand. Additionally, both ideal congruity indicators are 

negatively correlated with attitude towards Banana Republic. However, for this brand, 

ideal-UIC is strongly related (r = -.626) to brand attitude, while ideal-BPC displayed a 

moderately weak relationship (r = -.242) with the dependent measure. 

Table 4-16.  Banana Republic correlation matrix: ideal BPC and Ideal UIC 
Variables Ideal BPC Ideal UIC Brand Attitude 
Predictors  
Ideal BPC 1   
Ideal UIC .236** 1  
Dependent  
Brand Attitude -.242** -.626** 1 

** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (two-tailed) 
   

The stepwise regression analysis for Banana Republic’s ideal congruity 

indicators, displayed in Table 4-17, resulted in a single model (R2 = .391) that included 

the ideal-UIC indicator, accounting for about 39 percent of the explained variance in 

attitude towards this brand. Likewise, the negative regression coefficient (b = -.761) 

indicates that as the distance between respondents’ ideal self-perceptions and brand user 

imagery decrease (higher congruity) positive brand attitudes increase. 

Table 4-17.  Banana Republic stepwise regression: ideal BPC and ideal UIC 
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients Model 

  B Std. Error Beta 
t 
  

 
Sig. 
 

R2 

7.410 .173  42.908 .000 1                      Constant 
             BR – Ideal UIC -.761 .061 -.626 -12.394 .000 .391 

 
Nike 

For the brand Nike, the correlation matrix, displayed in Table 4-18, illustrates that 

ideal-BPC and ideal-UIC are moderately related (r = .403) at the .01 level, similar to the 

first two brands. In addition, both ideal-BPC (r = - .297) and ideal-UIC (r = -.477) were 

significantly related to attitude towards Nike, with ideal-UIC resulting in a stronger 

relationship to brand attitude than ideal-BPC. 
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Similar to the brands Abercrombie & Fitch and Birkenstock, the stepwise 

regression analysis for the ideal congruity indictors and attitude towards Nike resulted in 

two models as displayed in Table 4-19.      

Table 4-18.  Nike correlation matrix: ideal BPC and ideal UIC  
Variables Ideal BPC Ideal UIC  Brand Attitude 
Predictors  
Ideal BPC 1   
Ideal UIC .403** 1  
Dependent  
Brand Attitude -.297** -.477** 1 

** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (two-tailed) 
   

The first model included the ideal-UIC (R2 = .227) indicator and accounted for 

about 23 percent of the variance explained in attitude towards this brand. The second 

model for Nike included both ideal-UIC and ideal-BPC, with the addition of the ideal-

BPC indictor there was a slight increase in the variance (R2 = .240) explained to about 24 

percent. 

Table 4-19.  Nike stepwise regression: ideal BPC and ideal UIC 
Unstand. 
Coefficients 

Standard. 
Coefficients 

Collinearity 
Stats.  

 
Model B Std. 

Error 
Beta t Sig. R2 

Tol VIF 
7.332 .163  44.890 .000 1                  Constant 

     NIKE – Ideal UIC -.566 .067 -.477 -8.457 .000 .227 .837 1.194 
7.643 .223  34.296 .000 
-.506 .073 -.427 -6.968 .000 

2                  Constant 
     NIKE – Ideal UIC 
     NIKE – Ideal BPC -.067 .033 -.125 -2.035 .043 .240 .837 1.194 

 
In addition, the tolerance (.837) and VIF (1.194) values indicate that 

multicollinearity had only a slight impact on the second model and the interpretation of 

the final variate for Nike. 

Simultaneous Comparison of Congruity Types 

The objective of the third research question was to determine which of the self-

brand image congruity indicators (i.e., actual-BPC, actual-UIC, ideal-BPC, and ideal-
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UIC), or combination of, accounts for the most variance when each variable is employed 

in the same brand attitude prediction model. Similar to the analyses for research questions 

one and two, first a correlation analysis for each brand illustrated the relationship 

between the four congruity indicators and brand attitude, followed by a stepwise 

regression analysis for each brand that indicated the variance explained in the dependent 

measure by the linear combination of the self-brand congruity indicators. 

Abercrombie & Fitch 

For the brand Abercrombie & Fitch, the correlation matrix displayed in Table 4-

20, illustrates the relationship between the self-brand congruity indicators and brand 

attitude. Both the actual/ideal-BPC (r = .815) measures had a strong relationship as did 

the actual/ideal UIC (r = .837) measures.  

Table 4-20.  Abercrombie & Fitch correlation matrix: actual/ideal BPC and UIC 
Variables Actual 

BPC 
Ideal BPC Actual 

UIC 
Ideal 
UIC 

 Brand Attitude 

Predictors  
Actual BPC 1     
Ideal BPC .815** 1    
Actual UIC .458** .420** 1   
Ideal UIC .408** .401** .837** 1  
Dependent  
Brand Attitude -.448** -.409** -.698** .694** 1 

** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (two-tailed) 
 
Actual-UIC was moderately related to both actual (r = .458) and ideal (r = .420) 

BPC measures, while similar results were indicated for the ideal congruity indicators. In 

regards to attitude towards Abercrombie & Fitch, both UIC measures resulted in stronger 

relationships with brand attitude than did either of the BPC measures. In fact, similar 

results are illustrated throughout the analysis for the next three brands.  

The stepwise regression for Abercrombie & Fitch, illustrated in Table 4-21, 

resulted in three models when all four congruity indicators were included in the analysis. 
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The first model (R2 = .487) included the actual-UIC indicator, accounting for about 49 

percent of the variance explained in attitude towards Abercrombie & Fitch. A second 

model (R2 = .546) incorporated the ideal-UIC indicator, slightly increasing the variance 

explained in the dependent measure, while the third model (R2 = .546) included the 

actual-BPC measure and increased the variance explained by about 6 percent. 

Table 4-21.  Abercrombie & Fitch stepwise regression: actual/ideal BPC and UIC 
Unstand. 
Coefficients 

Standard. 
Coefficients 

Collinearity 
Stats.  

 
Model B Std. 

Error 
Beta t Sig. R2 

 
Tol VIF 

8.004 .216  37.179 .000 1                  Constant  
  A & F – Actual UIC -.973 .064 -.698 -15.202 .000 .487 1.00 1.00 

8.156 .210  38.924 .000 
-.545 .112 -.391 -4.853 .000 

2                   Constant 
  A & F – Actual UIC 
    A & F –  Ideal UIC -.465 .102 -.367 -4.550 .043 .528 

.300 

.300 
3.332 
3.332 

8.808 .295  29.853 .000   
-.463 .114 -.333 -4.081 .000 .284 3.524 
-.449 .101 -.354 -4.466 .000 .299 3.341 

3                 Constant 
 A & F – Actual UIC 
 A & F –  Ideal UIC 
 A & F – Actual BPC .130 .042 -.151 -3.085 .002 .546 .788 1.269 

 
Collinearity statistics demonstrated two important findings when employing each 

congruity indicator in the same regression model. First, as indicated by the low tolerance 

(.300) and high VIF (3.332) values for model two, there was a high level of collinearity 

between the two UIC indicators, while there was less collinearity between the actual UIC 

and BPC (i.e., tolerance = .788 and VIF = 1.269) indicators displayed in model three. 

Second, the remedy is to omit the highly correlated UIC variables, which shows that the 

model displayed earlier in Table 4-6, provides a sufficient variate to represent the linear 

relationship between UIC and BPC when modeling attitude towards Abercrombie & 

Fitch. 
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Birkenstock 

 Similar to the previous brand, the correlation analysis displayed in table 4-22, 

shows strong relationships between actual and ideal-UIC measures (r = .860) and 

between the actual and ideal-BPC measures (r = .808), while the relationship across 

measures (e.g., actual-BPC and actual UIC) were significant, yet the strength of the 

relationships were moderate, ranging between .383 and .417. In regards to attitude 

towards Birkenstock, both UIC indicators (i.e., actual r = -.534 and ideal r = -.583) 

displayed slightly stronger relationships to the dependent measure than did the BPC 

indicators (i.e., actual r = .429 and ideal r = -.437). 

Table 4-22.  Birkenstock correlation matrix: actual/ideal BPC and UIC 
Variables Actual 

BPC 
Ideal 
BPC 

 Actual 
UIC 

Ideal 
UIC 

 Brand 
Attitude 

Predictors  
Actual BPC 1     
Ideal BPC .808** 1    
Actual UIC .383** .374** 1   
Ideal UIC .411** .417** .860** 1  
Dependent  
Brand Attitude -.429** -.437** -.534** -.583** 1 

** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (two-tailed) 
 
The results of the stepwise regression for attitude towards Birkenstock illustrated 

in table 4-23, employing all four-congruity indicators produced different results 

compared to the previous brand (i.e., Abercrombie & Fitch). Two models resulted, 

however, the first model incorporated the ideal-UIC (R2 = .339) indicator rather than 

actual-UIC and accounted for about 34 percent of the variance in the dependent measure. 

The second model included the ideal-BPC indicator and increased the explained variance 

slightly by about 5 percent. 
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Table 4-23.  Birkenstock stepwise regression: actual/ideal BPC and UIC 
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients Model 

  B Std. Error Beta 
t 
  

 
Sig. 
 

R2 

7.157 .265  27.050 .000 1                    Constant 
    Birk – Ideal UIC -.769 .075 -.583 -10.211 .000 .339 

7.947 .328  24.262 .000 
-.640 .080 -.485 -7.980 .000 

2                    Constant 
           Birk – Ideal UIC 

     Birk – Ideal BPC -.157 .041 -.235 -3.867 .000 .385 
 

In addition, both the actual UIC and BPC measures were excluded by the stepwise 

procedure from the final attitude model for Birkenstock. In regards to the affect of 

multicollinearity in model two, since the regression model did not change, that is 

incorporate any additional independent variables compared to analysis reported in table 

4-15 above, those results represent the relationship between these two independent 

variables. 

Banana Republic 

For the brand Banana Republic, the results of the correlation analysis displayed in 

table 4- 24 showed somewhat different results compared to the other brands in the study.  

Table 4-24.  Banana Republic correlation matrix: actual/ideal BPC and UIC  
Variables Actual 

BPC 
Ideal 
BPC 

Actual UIC Ideal 
UIC 

 Brand 
Attitude 

Predictors  
Actual BPC 1     
Ideal BPC .773** 1    
Actual UIC .258** .292** 1   
Ideal UIC .189* .236** .800** 1  
Dependent  
Brand Attitude -.176** -.242** -.588** -.626** 1 

** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (two-tailed) 
* Correlation is significant at the .05 level (two-tailed) 

 
For instance, similar to the other brands, the actual and ideal-BPC indicators were 

significantly related (r = .773) as were the actual and ideal-UIC indicators (r = .800) at 

the .01 level. In contrast to the other brands analyzed, the strength of the relationship 
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between the UIC and BPC measures was weak, particularly between the ideal-UIC and 

actual BPC (r = .189) indicators. 

In a similar manner, for Banana Republic, both UIC indicators showed much 

stronger relationships to brand attitude than did the either of the BPC indicators, in 

particular, the actual-BPC indicator which resulted in a weak relationship (r = .176) with 

attitude towards Banana Republic. These results are evident in the following stepwise 

regression analysis.  

Stepwise regression analysis employing each of the four congruity indicators for 

Banana Republic brand attitude, illustrated in Table 4-25, resulted in two models with a 

slight increase in variance explained in the dependent measure. The first model 

incorporated the ideal-UIC (R2 = .391) indicator, accounting for about 39 percent of the 

variance.  

Table 4-25.  Banana Republic stepwise regression: actual/ideal BPC and UIC 
Unstand. 
Coefficients 

Standard. 
Coefficients 

Collinearity 
Stats.  

 
Model B Std. 

Error 
Beta t Sig. R2 

Tol VIF 
7.410 .173  42.908 .000 1                   Constant 

          BR – Ideal UIC -.761 .061 -.626 -12.394 .000 .391 .361 2.773 
7.663 .190  40.238 .000 
-.524 .101 -.431 -5.205 .000 

2                   Constant 
          BR – Ideal UIC 
       BR – Actual UIC -.320 .109 -.244 -2.947 .004 .413 .361 2.773 

 
The second model incorporated the actual-UIC (R2 = .413) indictor, increasing the 

variance explained in brand attitude to about 41 percent. In addition, both of the BPC 

congruity indicators were excluded from the final model, indicating that user image 

congruity alone best predicts positive brand attitudes for Banana Republic. However, a 

low tolerance level (.361) and high VIF (2.773) indicates an impact of multicollinearity 

on model two and that corrective remedies should be taken before final interpretation. 



69 

 

Nike 

For the brand Nike, the correlation and regression analyses results produced 

results similar to the other three brands, with slight differences in which of the four 

indicators accounted for the most variance in the stepwise procedure. The correlation 

analysis, displayed in Table 4-26, like the other brands, showed strong relationships 

between the actual and ideal BPC measures as well as the UIC measures. Comparing 

across indicators, the actual-UIC measure was only moderately related to the actual-BPC 

(r = .268) and ideal-BPC (r = .285) indicators, while ideal-UIC displayed a slightly 

stronger relationship with actual-BPC (r = .313) and ideal-BPC (r = .403). 

Table 4-26.  Nike correlation matrix: actual/ideal BPC and UIC 
Variables Actual 

BPC 
Ideal 
BPC 

 Actual 
UIC 

Ideal 
UIC 

Brand 
Attitude 

Predictors  
Actual BPC 1     
Ideal BPC .699** 1    
Actual UIC .268** .285** 1   
Ideal UIC .313** .403** .724** 1  
Dependent  
Brand Attitude -.216** -.297** -.424** -.477** 1 

** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (two-tailed) 
 

Similar to the other three brands, the correlations between attitude towards Nike 

and the four congruity indicators showed that both the UIC indicators are have a stronger 

relationship to the dependent measure than did either of the BPC indicators. Both actual-

BPC (r = -.216) and ideal-BPC (r = -.297) showed a moderately weak association with 

brand attitude at the .01 level. In contrast, actual-UIC (r = -.425) and ideal-UIC (r = -

.478) displayed a slightly stronger, yet still moderate relationship to the dependent 

measure. 

The stepwise regression analysis incorporating all four-congruity indicators as 

predictors of Nike’s brand attitude score resulted in three models, displayed in Table 4-
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27. The first model incorporated the ideal-UIC indicator (R2 = .227), explaining about 23 

percent of the variance in brand attitude. The second model incorporated the actual-UIC 

measure (R2 = .240) and increased the variance explained to about 24 percent. The third 

model incorporated the ideal-BPC indicator (R2 = .254) and increased the variance 

explained slightly more to about 25 percent, for a total increase in variance explained in 

the final model by about 3 percent. Note, for this stepwise regression, the only congruity 

indicator excluded from each regression model was Nike’s actual-BPC indicator. 

Table 4-27.  Nike stepwise regression: actual/ideal BPC and UIC 
Unstand. 
Coefficients 

Standard. 
Coefficients 

Collinearity 
Stats.  

 
Model B Std. 

Error 
Beta T Sig. R2 

Tol VIF 
7.332 .163  44.890 .000 1                 Constant 

   NIKE – Ideal UIC -.566 .067 -.477 -8.457 .000 .227 1.00 1.00 
7.480 .178  42.077 .000 
-.423 .096 -.357 -4.392 .000 

2                  Constant 
   NIKE – Ideal UIC 
   NIKE – Actual UIC -.196 .096 -.166 -2.038 .043 .240 

.475 

.475 
2.104 
2.104 

7.796 .233  33.414 .000   
-.361 .100 -.305 -3.604 .000 .433 2.309 
-.198 .095 -.168 -2.075 .039 .475 2.104 

3                  Constant 
   NIKE – Ideal UIC 
   NIKE – Actual UIC 
   NIKE – Ideal BPC .068 .033 -.126 -2.072 .039 .254 .837 1.194 

 
For models two and three, multicollinearity diagnostics displayed similar results 

to the brand Abercrombie & Fitch when comparing all four indicators in the same brand 

attitude model. For model two, the moderately low tolerance (.475) and high VIF (2.104) 

values are indicative of multicollinearity between the UIC indicators, while tolerance 

(.837) and the VIF (1.194) values for the ideal BPC indicator demonstrated a lack of 

collinearity with this variable and the other independents. Hence, caution should be taken 

when interpreting the final model without corrective remedies. 
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Summary of Results 

A total of twelve stepwise multiple regression analyses addressed the research 

objectives and questions. The first four compared actual-UIC and actual-BPC indicators’ 

relationship to attitude towards the brands Abercrombie & Fitch, Birkenstock, Banana 

Republic, and Nike. Overall, actual-UIC indicators consistently accounted for the most 

variance explained in attitude towards the brand (Ab). The second set of four stepwise 

regressions compared ideal-UIC and ideal-BPC indicators’ relationship to brand attitude 

across the same set of brands, illustrating similar results found for the actual congruity 

indicators. 

Table 4-28.  Summary of variance explained in brand attitude by congruity indicators 
 Ab  

Abercrombie & 
Fitch 

Ab 
Birkenstock 

Ab  
Banana Republic 

Ab  
Nike 

Actual-UIC .487 Excluded .022 .013 
Ideal-UIC .041 .339 .391 .227 
Actual-BPC .018 Excluded Excluded Excluded 
Ideal-BPC Excluded .046 Excluded .014 

 
The third set of regression analyses incorporated all four congruity indicators as 

independent variables compared to the brand attitude scores. This set of regressions 

provided insight into which combination of self-brand indicators accounted for variance 

explained in the dependent measure. Table 4-28, illustrates a summary of the variance 

explained by each self-brand congruity indicator that resulted from the third set of 

regression analyses, including the variables excluded by the stepwise procedures. From 

this summary table, it is evident that ideal-UIC consistently accounts for the most 

variance in the dependent measure, while the BPC indictors do add to the variance 

explained for three of the four brands analyzed, particularly Birkenstock. The researcher 

employed tolerance and variance inflation factors (VIF) values to examine the degree of 
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multicollinearity and determine its affect on the final regression model and interpretation 

when multiple independent variables entered a model; implications are addressed in the 

following discussion chapter. 

The following two summary tables (i.e., Table 4-29 and 4-30) illustrate the 

correlations between variables for each brand. Displayed in table 4-29, the first column 

after the brand names displays the correlations between actual-BPC and actual-UIC. The 

strongest relationship between these two constructs is for the brand Abercrombie & Fitch 

(.458) and the brand Birkenstock (.386). In contrast, the relationship between BPC and 

UIC is weakest for the brands Banana Republic (.263) and Nike (.268).   

Table 4-29.  Summary table: actual congruity indicators 

Brand 

Actual 
BPC/UIC 

Correlation 

Actual 
BPC/Ab 

Correlation 

Actual 
UIC/Ab 

Correlation 
Abercrombie & Fitch .458 -.448 -.698 
Birkenstock .386 -.429 -.534 
Banana Republic .263 -.180 -.588 
Nike .268 -.216 -.424 

   
The third and fourth columns summarize the correlations between Actual 

BPC/brand attitude (Ab) and Actual-UIC/brand attitude (Ab) for each brand. Actual-BPC 

displayed the strongest relationships with the brand Abercrombie & Fitch (-.448) and 

Birkenstock (-.429) and weakest relationship with the brands Banana Republic (-.180) 

and Nike (-.216). In comparison, Actual-UIC displayed moderately strong relationships 

with brand attitude (Ab) for each brand, particularly the brand Abercrombie & Fitch (-

.698).  
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Likewise, table 4-30 summarizes similar results for the “ideal” congruity 

indicators. The first column shows the correlation between ideal BPC and UIC, the 

strongest relationship is for the brand Birkenstock (r = .487).  

Table 4-30.  Summary table: ideal congruity indicators 

Brand 

Ideal BPC/ 
UIC 

Correlation 

Ideal BPC/ 
Ab 

Correlation 

Ideal-UIC/ 
Ab 

Correlation 
Abercrombie & Fitch .401 -.409 -.694 
Birkenstock .487 -.437 -.583 
Banana Republic .236 -.242 -.626 
Nike .403 -.297 -.477 

 
In contrast, the weakest relationship between ideal BPC and UIC was for the 

brand Banana Republic (.236). In regards to brand attitude (Ab), ideal-BPC had a 

moderately strong relationship to attitude towards Abercrombie & Fitch (-.409) and 

Birkenstock (-.437). The ideal-UIC congruity indicator resulted in the strongest 

relationships with each brand, in particular the brands Abercrombie & Fitch (-.694) and 

Banana Republic (-.626). 

The following chapter synthesizes the above results in a discussion regarding 

implications in relation to the theoretical framework presented in chapter two, and 

implications for communication professionals in relevant fields. In addition, limitations to 

the study’s design and their affect on the results are overviewed, as well as areas for 

future research and a brief conclusion providing closure to the present study.  
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

The self-brand congruity model hypothesizes that favorable brand attitudes should 

result as the congruence increases between consumer self-image and a brand’s image. 

Researchers typically operationalize self-brand congruity with indicator scores 

representing the measured distance between self and brand image. The latter, brand 

image, is traditionally captured in respondents’ perceptions of the stereotypical brand 

user, referred to as brand user imagery. Decades of studies have conceptualized brand 

image via the “user imagery” construct, while other brand image constructs received little 

if any empirical consideration in the domain of self-congruity theory. 

Constructs are the building blocks of theory. Encouraging congruity researchers 

to examine different brand image constructs will enhance the usefulness of the self-brand 

congruity model. Because the primary purpose of the self-brand congruity model is to 

predict consumer brand attitudes and since brand image represents the cognitive structure 

of brand attitudes (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), the author argues a broader 

conceptualization of brand image enhances the application of self-congruity in modeling 

brand attitudes. 

The present study cataloged a conceptual and empirical comparison of two types 

of self-brand congruity, based on distinct brand image components [i.e., Brand 

Personality Congruity (BPC) and Brand User Imagery Congruity (UIC)]. From survey 

data, the researcher determined UIC and BPC for four publicly consumed brands and 

conducted statistical comparisons illustrating the nature of their relationship when used to 
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model brand attitudes. Implications for theory, professionals, and the discipline of mass 

communication follow, as well as limitations imposed on the study conclusions and 

suggestions for future research. 

Theoretical Implications 

This study’s primary empirical goal was to compare brand user imagery based 

congruity and brand personality based congruity within the framework of self-congruity 

theory. The first two objectives isolated respondents’ actual and ideal self-image 

dimensions, thereby allowing the researcher to control the moderating effects of self-

image and directly compare UIC and BPC. The third research objective simultaneously 

examined UIC and BPC with different self-image dimensions, enabling a comparison 

within and across self-brand congruity types. To achieve the research objectives, stepwise 

multiple regression procedures and related statistics illustrated the linear relationship 

between UIC and BPC, and their individual contributions modeling brand attitudes. 

Research Question One 

The objective of the first research was to compare actual-UIC and actual-BPC, 

that is, the congruence between respondents’ actual self-image and the discussed brand 

image facets across different brands. For each brand, results indicated a significant, yet 

moderately weak association between the two congruity types. The strongest relationship 

between UIC and BPC was for the brand Abercrombie & Fitch; the weakest relationship 

was for Banana Republic. In general, this shows that the relationship between the 

“actual” congruity indicators differs across brands.   

In addition, there was a significant relationship between brand attitude and both 

congruity types for each brand. However, actual-UIC displayed a stronger relationship to 

the attitudinal measure for each brand, particularly with attitude toward Abercrombie & 
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Fitch. In comparison, actual-BPC had the strongest relationship with attitude towards 

Birkenstock, and weakest with attitude towards Banana Republic.  

Evident from these results, actual-UIC accounted for the most variance in brand 

attitude regression models. However, for two brands (i.e., Abercrombie & Fitch and 

Birkenstock), actual-BPC was added to the attitude model by the stepwise procedures, 

accounting for a portion of variance explained in favorable brand attitudes. Collinearity 

diagnostics showed slight deviations from acceptable levels in the two models that 

included both UIC and BPC, indicating a low impact of multicollinearity on the stability 

of the coefficient of determination (R2) and statistical independence of the explanatory 

variables. 

Therefore, in regards to the first research question, the results provided two 

important theoretical implications. First, the statistical evidence was not strong enough to 

suggest complete independence between UIC and BPC. Rather, the low correlations 

between the constructs was indicative they are complementary, but not linear dependent 

to the degree that affects their individual contributions modeling brand attitudes. Second, 

actual-BPC adds to the prediction of favorable brand attitude, at least for particular 

brands. This, in itself, suggests differences across brand types between UIC and BPC. In 

this regards, respondents rated Nike and Banana Republic highest on the attitude 

measure, both of which were not strongly related to “actual BPC.” This raises the issue of 

why actual-BPC was more predictive of favorable brand attitudes for the lower evaluated 

brands.  

Research Question Two 

The second goal of analysis was to examine the relationship between “ideal-UIC” 

and “ideal-BPC,” that is, the congruence between respondents’ ideal self-image and the 
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two brand image dimensions across different brands. Similar to the “actual” self-brand 

congruity indicators, there was a moderately weak linear association between these two 

congruity types, particularly weak for Banana Republic, while slightly stronger for 

Birkenstock.  

Pertaining to the association to brand attitude, ideal-UIC consistently displayed 

the strongest relationship to favorable attitudes compared to ideal-BPC. Nevertheless, 

ideal-BPC had a slightly stronger relationship to brand attitude across brands compared 

its counterpart “actual-BPC.” This consistency requires further investigation, with a 

variety of different brands. As expected, the stepwise regression models first incorporated 

ideal-UIC for each brand, while ideal-BPC slightly increased the variance explained in 

attitudes for all brands except Banana Republic. For the attitude models with two 

indicators, diagnostics indicated low impact of multicollinearity on the final regression 

models. 

Therefore, in regards to the second research question, the present evidence 

indicates ideal-UIC and BPC are not perfectly independent. More accurately, they are 

somewhat complementary, though not linear dependent when modeling brand attitudes; 

similar to the nature of the “actual” congruity indicators. In other words, the empirical 

evidence supports the argued conceptual distinctions between the self-brand congruity 

types and showed that ideal-BPC is more often a stronger predictor of positive brand 

attitudes than actual-BPC, most evident when comparing within congruity types.  

Research Question Three 

The third research question addressed the relationship between each congruity 

indicator when compared simultaneously. This allowed an examination of the 

relationships within (e.g., actual-UIC and ideal-UIC), and across (e.g., actual-UIC and 
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actual-BPC) self-brand congruity types, indicating which indicator type(s) best-model 

favorable brand attitudes. As anticipated, within self-brand congruity types there was a 

strong linear relationship between ideal and actual indicators, while across types the 

relationship was typically weak, as demonstrated above. 

Overall, the comparison of brand attitude with each congruity indicator showed 

that UIC, either actual or ideal, displayed a stronger relationship to brand attitude than did 

BPC indictors. When comparing within congruity types, differences were evident across 

the analyzed brands. For the BPC indicators, ideal-BPC generally had a stronger 

association to brand attitude than actual-BPC, while the same held true for both the ideal 

and actual-UIC indicators. Interestingly, when employing all four indicators in the 

stepwise procedures, the manner in which significant congruity indicators entered the 

regression model illustrated differences across brands and self-brand congruity types.  

Because of strong correlations within congruity types, for this portion of analysis, 

the existence of multicollinearity was most problematic. When both UIC and/or BPC 

indicators entered a model, this limited the ability to differentiate the independent effects 

of the explanatory variables among strongly related congruity indicators when 

interpreting the coefficient of determination (i.e., R2). The researcher remedied this by 

eliminating the highly intercorrelated congruity indicator that entered the regression 

model in later stages. The logic in doing this is that the stepwise regression procedure 

first incorporates the independent variable with the strongest relationship to the 

dependent. Hence, the variable entered first naturally accounts for the most variance, and 

the highly correlated independent variable entered in later steps was determined 

redundant. 
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The stepwise procedures for Abercrombie & Fitch first incorporated actual-UIC 

into the regression model, ideal-UIC entered next, followed by ideal-BPC. Since actual-

UIC entered the model first and because ideal and actual-UIC are intercorrelated, the 

researcher removed the ideal-UIC indicator, while the ideal-BPC displayed little impact 

of multicollinearity and remained in the model. In comparison, the final attitude model 

for Nike was a mirror image of Abercrombie & Fitch because the stepwise procedure first 

incorporated the ideal-UIC indicator, followed by the actual-UIC indicator, and then 

ideal-BPC. Actual-UIC was removed, while the impact of multicollinearity for ideal-BPC 

was not significant and it remained in the final model. For Birkenstock, ideal-UIC 

entered the attitude model in the first step, followed by ideal-BPC; neither actual-self 

congruity indictor, either UIC or BPC, entered the model. Banana Republic differed from 

the other three brands in that both BPC indicators were excluded from each step by the 

stepwise procedure, while ideal-UIC entered first and actual-UIC was eliminated because 

of multicollinearity. 

Theoretical Summary 

In regards to the self-brand congruity framework and the modeling of self-

expressive brand attitudes, BPC provides an additional brand image construct useable in 

the operationalization of the congruence phenomenon. Similar to the traditional user 

imagery based self-brand congruity, BPC tends to differ based on respondents’ self-

image dimension; at times actual-BPC best predicts brand attitudes, while in other 

instances ideal-BPC drives favorable attitudes. When BPC was compared to UIC, the 

user imagery type congruity consistently had the strongest relationship to brand attitude. 

This suggest that not only should congruity researchers explore different symbolic 
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aspects of a brands image, but those that study the construct brand personality need to 

account for the user imagery construct. 

In light of this, self-congruity theory provides a framework for studying the 

construct brand personality and its relationship to brand attitudes. The brand personality 

construct, recently conceived by communication scholars does not belong to a particular 

theoretical domain. Incorporating this brand image construct into the self-congruity 

model, as a basis for modeling brand attitudes, provides researchers a theoretical 

framework to study brand personality.  

Professional Implications  

Communicating a clear and consistent brand image is central to establishing a 

product’s marketplace position. Communication professionals in the fields of advertising 

and public relations are regularly employed to plan the strategic foundations for future 

branding efforts. To this end, brand personality profiles are regularly part of 

communication platforms used to guide creative message development. A prerequisite to 

the development of effective brand messages is an understanding of what drives target 

audiences’ likes and dislikes, driving strategist to identify the most important benefits to 

imbue in a brand image.  

Since ultimately brand attitudes are a function of salient brand image associations, 

the self-brand congruity model provides a framework for comparing different brand 

image facets and determining which relate to favorable brand attitudes. Although this was 

the first study of its kind, the implications raise awareness that brand personality and user 

imagery need to be examined independently or at least both included in the planning 

process to determine their importance in a brand’s overall identity.  
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Central to developing and maintaining a long-term brand image strategy is an 

understanding of the dyadic relationships forged between consumers and brands. The 

nature of congruity theory focuses on this relationship and the application of self-brand 

congruity research contributes to the comprehensiveness of a consumer centered brand 

strategy, particularly for brands that are consumed for symbolic and social reasons.  

From the results of this study, implications regarding positioning strategies for the 

analyzed brands are evident. For example, Nike should be positioned towards target 

consumers’ ideal self-motivations, as a brand that promises the user an expression of their 

aspirational selves that is both “rugged” and “exciting” in nature. Banana Republic never 

related to brand personality dimensions, rather ideal user imagery should be at the center 

of this brand’s positioning strategy; the image of the type of person the consumer wants 

to project will drive consumption. For the brand Birkenstock, both ideal user imagery and 

brand personality should be part of the positioning strategy, or on the other hand, strategy 

for this brand should position away from the actual user imagery of “earthy” and “down-

to-earth” and closer to the ideal brand personality of “sincerity” and “competence.” Only 

for Abercrombie & Fitch should the brand position towards consumers’ actual self-image 

motives with associations such as “competence” and “sincerity” highlighted in 

communications. 

Limitations and Future Research 

This study was exploratory in nature and presented an original comparison using 

the newly developed construct referred to as BPC. Several limitations of the study are 

identified that restrict the conclusions that can be made, though they do not preclude the 

value of incorporating a more encompassing conceptualization of the brand image 

construct in the self-congruity model. Instead, via their acknowledgement, areas for 
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advancement in future research are recommended, enhancing the contributions of this 

study and maximizing the potential of incorporating a more holistic conceptualization of 

the brand image construct in self-brand congruity research. 

There are at least two reasons the use of the brand personality scales and 

techniques used to calculate BPC type self-brand congruity limited this study. The BPS 

scales were not originally developed to assess respondent self-image or for gauging self-

brand congruity. Further care must be taken in replication and construct validation studies 

to address this issue. Additionally, as argued by congruity theorist Sirgy (1997), the 

technique of  calculating congruity scores using the same scales to measure both 

respondent self-image and brand image perceptions are hampered by methodological 

flaws (e.g., see Chapter 2 for a discussion of these flaws). These same flaws may have 

affected the present results.    

To address the above issue, future research would benefit from the development 

of a “global” type BPC measure similar to the user-image measure or other innovative 

techniques that would aid in the measurement of the BPC construct. With the advent of 

such a measure or technique, future researchers can conduct a variety of studies that 

would incorporate the BPC construct into the self-congruity framework and more 

accurately study its relationship to the traditional UIC type self-brand congruity.   

Another limitation of the present study was the lack of any moderating variables 

incorporated into the design. Previous studies have demonstrated several key variables 

moderate the relationship between user-imagery type congruity and brand attitudes. 

Research needs to determine if such variables also affect BPC type congruity in a similar 

manner. For example, the variable, “self-monitoring behavior” has been demonstrated to 
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play a significant role in the self-brand congruity model (Aaker, 1999). Does self-

monitoring behavior moderate BPC type self-brand congruity and UIC in the same 

manner? Researchers should address this same question for a number of other moderating 

variables such as brand/product type and different respondent segmentation variables. 

For several reasons, respondent characteristics and differences not addressed in 

this study may play an important role in the self-brand congruity phenomenon. The 

present sample was limited to a gender imbalanced (i.e., mostly females) college student 

population. The sample represents top echelon students that tend to focus on their idealist 

selves and are also heavy consumers of “badge” brands. Studies need to address different 

consumer segments, from diverse population stratum (e.g., older adults and different 

ethnicities), in order to advance the self-congruity model. In particular, cultural 

differences may be a significant factor in better understanding this phenomenon. The 

present sample was limited to an Anglo-European, self-individualistic culture, from 

which individuals’ self values are expressed in terms of “I.” On the other hand, self-brand 

congruity may function differently in a collectivist culture, where self values are 

predominately expressed in terms of “we” rather than “I.” 

In regards to the designed study, three additional limitations are evident that 

future research can address. First, the study was limited to a convenience sample of 

college students, restricting the conclusions to this sample. Future research should utilize 

probability sampling techniques and examine different population segments as discussed. 

Second, this study analyzed four brands from a limited product category range; several 

studies are necessitated to examine a diverse set of brands and catalog differences 

between BPC and UIC. Third, future research can advance the present research findings 
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by applying different statistical techniques such as structural equation modeling to depict 

the relationship between variables and cluster analyses to examine differences in 

consumer segments.  

As a final note, this study and related research stream is restricted by a lack of 

theoretically developed and agreed upon definitions of “brand image” and related 

constructs such as brand personality. The research community needs conceptual 

development in this area to provide a paradigmatic foundation to consistently 

operationalize brand image and streamline research, maximizing theoretical development 

in regards to the self-brand congruity model and the related structure of brand attitudes. 

Conclusion   

As with many explorations of discovery, scientific endeavors are seldom 

conclusive, rather they offer insights into new beginnings. The nature of this dissertation 

is rather similar, new insights garnered into the nature of self-brand congruity from the 

original conception of the research problem through the final data analysis. The author 

focused attention on an area researchers have bypassed in regards to the 

conceptualization of brand image and the affect on consumer attitudes. In framing self-

brand congruity theory in this way, new ideas and concepts for the management of 

strategic brand communications and research were advanced, while opening doors for the 

agenda of future brand image researchers. In conclusion, ultimately, creative ideas are the 

key to innovation in scientific endeavors and no matter the results; an original 

contribution of new knowledge invigorates a discipline and is powerful in its own right.   
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QUESTIONNAIRE 
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APPENDIX B 
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS: INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 

 

Independent Variable Mean Standard Deviation 
 
UIC Indicators 
Actual UIC Abercrombie & Fitch 3.16 1.19 
Ideal UIC Abercrombie & Fitch 3.15 1.31 
Actual UIC Birkenstock 3.40 1.09 
Ideal UIC Birkenstock 3.36 1.16 
Actual UIC Banana Republic 2.68 1.03 
Ideal UIC Banana Republic 2.54 1.12 
Actual UIC Nike 2.40 .98 
Ideal UIC Nike 2.25 .98 
 
BPC Indicators 
Actual BPC Abercrombie & Fitch 7.34 1.95 
Ideal BPC Abercrombie & Fitch 8.78 2.39 
Actual BPC Birkenstock 6.66 1.97 
Ideal BPC Birkenstock 7.80 2.31 
Actual BPC Banana Republic 6.50 1.74 
Ideal BPC Banana Republic 7.75 2.10 
Actual BPC Nike 6.24 1.79 
Ideal BPC Nike 6.57 2.13 
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