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ABSTRACT 

This research aims to examine a framework to test the relationships between 

consumers’ perceptions of a retailer’s brand personality and outcome variables (i.e., 

positive word-of-mouth about and patronage intention toward the retailer) by applying 

identity and social identity theories to reveal possible factors influencing these 

relationships in both department and discount retailer image formats.  This research 

hypothesized that retailer brand personality should influence consumers’ behavioral 

outcomes through private and public forms of self-congruity.  The more positive the 

perception of a retailer’s brand personality, the higher the private and public self-

congruities with the brand personality.  In addition, considering the unique, tangible 

nature of a store’s environment, this research suggested that retailer brand identity (RBI), 

a consumer’s perception of oneness with a retailer brand, should play an important role in 

the retailer brand personality-behavioral outcomes framework by mediating the 

influences of both private and public self-congruities on various behavioral outcomes.  

Moreover, the relationships among two forms of self-congruity and perceived RBI should 

be moderated by the shopping conspicuousness situation (i.e., whether co-shopping with 

important others or alone and whether shopping in an environment in which one is visible 

to important others or is relatively secluded) and consumer shopping involvement (i.e., 

whether consumers see shopping as an important and self-relevant activity).     

To test the study’s hypotheses, data were collected from a sample of 616 general 

consumers via a self-administered questionnaire provided through the website of an 

online survey research firm.  This research used a 2 (retailer image format) X 2 (shopping 

situation conspicuousness) between-subjects quasi-experimental design in which subjects 
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were randomly assigned to one of the four treatment groups who read a scenario that 

provided a description of a retailer image format of either a hypothetical department (n = 

311) or discount store (n = 305) and a description that manipulated the shopping situation 

as being either high (n = 303) or low (n = 313) in shopping conspicuousness.   

 Results  revealed that the retailer brand personality scale, adapted from BPS, a 

brand personality scale developed by Aaker (1997) and other scales specifically used to 

measure retailer brand personality (Dardin & Babin, 1994; d’Astous & Lévesque, 2003; 

Helgeson & Supphellen, 2004) comprised two positive dimensions (i.e., Modish and 

Genuine) and one negative dimension (Inactive).  Each dimension influenced the 

behavioral outcomes of Word-of-Mouth and Patronage Intention differently.  Perceived 

Genuineness was the most influential dimension among the three, exerting direct and 

indirect influences through increasing Private and Public Self-congruities and overall RBI 

on both WOM and Patronage Intention.  However, Modish had only a direct negative 

effect on Patronage Intentions whereas Inactive had indirect effects on both behavioral 

outcomes through a combined (direct and indirect) negative effect on overall RBI.  This 

research also revealed that overall RBI, driven by its affective and evaluative dimensions, 

fully mediated the influences of Private and Public Self-congruities on behavioral 

outcomes, suggesting overall RBI as an important factor in the retailer brand personality-

behavioral outcomes framework.  Moreover, the relationship between Public Self-

congruity and overall RBI was found to be stronger in the high Shopping 

Conspicuousness Situation whereas the relationship between Private Self-congruity and 

overall RBI was found to be stronger in the department store image format.  The 

moderating role of Consumer Shopping Involvement on the relationships among self-
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congruities and overall RBI was not significant.  Theoretical and managerial implications 

of these findings and limitations of the study are provided. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

In a competitive business environment, retail differentiation is a crucial means for 

retailers to target consumers (Giovannetti, 2002). One way to differentiate a retail firm 

from its competition is by developing a unique perception of the firm in consumers’ 

minds (Collins-Dodd & Lindley, 2003).  Similar to the traditional way of accomplishing 

product brand differentiation (Arora and Stoner, 2009), retailers distinguish themselves 

via their physical attributes and utilitarian characteristics (Lefkoff-Hagius & Mason, 

1993; Rintamäki, Kanto, Kuusela, & Spence, 2006).  However, this strategy has proven 

increasingly difficult for both retailer and brand marketers due to the ambiguities in 

tangible attributes associated with retailers’ design concepts (Veryzer, 1995; Arora & 

Stoner, 2009; Berman, 2010).  For example, products have become congested with 

excessive features making it increasingly difficult for consumers to understand and 

distinguish one product from another, (Senthil, Chandrasekar, & Selvabaskar, 2012), and 

retailers find it increasingly hard to compete due to format blurring (Berman, 2010). 

To overcome the challenges of product brand differentiation, for years marketers 

have emphasized the symbolic meanings associated with brand usage (Arora & Stoner, 

2009; Veryzer, 1995).  Marketing researchers continue to strongly recommend that 

marketers should focus on strategies aimed at  connecting customers with their brands 

instead of investing  all their resources on  utilitarian aspects of the business (e.g.,  new 

products/stores, line/store extensions,  etc.) (e.g., Senthil, Chandrasekar, & Selvabaskar, 

2012; Ebrahim, 2013; Freling, Crosno, & Henard, 2011). How consumers interact with 

brands has also become a topic of increasing interest in the marketing literature (Hayes, 
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Alford, & Capella, 2008). Referred to as brand personality and known by the metaphor 

“brand as person” (Hanby, 1999), marketers acknowledge that consumers apply human 

characteristics to a brand (e.g., Koll and von Wallpach, 2014; Malär, Nyffenegger, 

Krohmer, & Hoyer, 2012; Aaker, 1997).  In doing so, consumers attach symbolic and 

emotional meanings to brand consumption (e.g., Arora & Stoner. 2009; Solomon, 1983).  

A brand that is perceived as having a unique personality can be differentiated in 

consumers’ minds thereby affecting consumers’ identification with the retail brand and 

ultimately their retailer choice preferences (Arora & Stoner. 2009).  As a result, 

marketers and researchers recognize that brand personality is an important tool for 

differentiating ones’ brands from those of competitors (e.g., Guèvremont & Grohmann, 

2013; Freling et al., 2011; Aaker, 1997), which leads to increased patronage of a retail 

firms (e.g., Kim, Kim, & An, 2003).  A number of researchers (e.g. Ailawadi & Keller, 

2004; Merrilees & Miller, 2002) have suggested that this approach to brand 

differentiation can also be applied to retailer differentiation. 

Although brand personality has been studied extensively, literature pertaining to 

retailer brand personality is very limited (Zentes, Morschett & Schramm-Klein, 2008).  

While several researchers have demonstrated that consumers are able to personify retail 

stores by assigning them human-like characteristics (e.g., Wesley, Fowler & Vazquez, 

2006; Malhortra, 1981, & Plummer, 1985), the limited knowledge on retailer brand 

personality reveals important gaps in the retail branding and image literatures. 

Recognizing the benefits of applying brand personality as a research priority in retail 

branding, Keller and Lehmann (2006) more specifically suggests focusing on 
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understanding how and under what circumstances this symbolic usage of brand affects 

shopper decision making. 

The purpose of this research is to examine a “Retailer Brand Personality – 

Behavioral Outcomes” framework to test the relationships among consumers’ perceptions 

of a retailer’s brand personality and the congruity between retailer brand personality and 

different types of consumer self-concept.  These aforementioned relationships are 

proposed to lead to a stronger identification with the retailer brand and various behavioral 

outcome variables such as positive word-of-mouth communications about and patronage 

intention toward the retailer.  In doing so, this research investigates the impact of what is 

known as dynamic self-concept on relationships among congruence with retailer brand 

personality, retailer brand identification, dissemination of positive word-of-mouth about, 

and patronage intention toward the retailer.  The inclusion of one’s dynamic private or 

public self-concept influenced by the conspicuousness of the social shopping situation 

represents an important gap in the retailer branding literature that, thus far, has received 

limited empirical attention (e.g., Xue, 2008; Ekinci & Riley, 2003).  This study also has 

the additional purpose to examine the moderating effects of shopping involvement on the 

relationships among private and public types of self-concept congruities and retailer 

brand identification.  Moreover, the framework is tested across two different retailer 

image formats in the context of brick-and-mortar retailing. 

Problem Statement and Research Purpose 

Since most retailers sell manufactured brands that many of their competitors also 

carry, it has become particularly crucial for retailers to create unique impressions of a 

retailer brand among consumers (Ailawadi & Keller, 2004).  Recognizing the important 
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role of brand personality in brand differentiation, how retailers’ brand personalities affect 

customers’ perceptions of retailers, thereby influencing increased positive word-of-mouth 

and patronage intention , becomes an important issue for practitioners that is still not 

understood.  Based on brand personality research in the context of both products and 

retail stores, the influence of brand personality (e.g., human-like characteristics that 

consumers assign to stores) on various consumer choice and purchasing behaviors has 

been examined using self-congruity theory (e.g., Jamal & Goode, 2001).  Findings 

suggest that, while consumers prefer brands with a personality that is consistent with their 

own self-concepts (e.g., one’s self-identity), research showing whether the congruence 

between self-concept and perceptions of the brand leads to consequences such as brand 

attachment, brand choice, consumer loyalty and preference is inconclusive (Hogg, Cox, 

& Keeling, 2000).  The research premise of invariant self-concept across situations has 

been suggested as one possible cause for the inconclusive findings (e.g., Sirgy, 1982).  

Applying identity theory, which posits that self-concept is multidimensional and varies 

across different social situations, differences in certain private or public shopping 

situations influence self-concept, thereby impacting the congruity of self-concept with a 

brand personality.  For example, it has been suggested that either private or public self-

concept can be influenced by the “conspicuousness” of shopping situations involving 

whether shoppers’ have shopping companions  (i.e., shopping alone versus co-shopping) 

and how visible a store setting is to important others , thereby influencing  perceptions of 

the correspondent self-brand congruity (Sirgy, Grewal, & Mangleburg, 2000). While 

some retailing researchers have applied this notion of dynamic self-concept to compare 

different types of self-concept congruence (e.g., private, public), shopping 
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conspicuousness situational factors under which such activation might occur were not 

incorporated into their research design (e.g., Ekinci & Riley, 2003).  Thus, their findings 

were also mixed.     

Further, based on social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), which  asserts 

that people define their self-concepts by identifying themselves as members in specific 

social groups, a newly proposed framework, “customer-brand identification (CBI) (Lam, 

Ahearne, Hu, & Schillewaert, 2010)” demonstrates that customers can perceive, feel, and 

value his or her belongingness with a brand. The “belongingness” stems from perceived 

memberships in social groups, which could include brand memberships.  Theories of self-

verification (e.g., Swann, 1983) and of self-enhancement (e.g., Jones, 1973), which 

postulate that people have needs to verify and improve their self-concepts, give insights 

into consumers’ motivations to identify with brands (Escalas & Bettman, 2003). CBI 

creates a long term resistance to new brand switching that contributes to sustained 

consumption (Lam et al., 2010). Apparently, both CBI and self-congruence capture non-

utilitarian aspects of customer-brand relationships that motivate consumers to buy what 

they like (e.g., Lam et al., 2010; Jamal & Goode, 2001). However, CBI goes beyond the 

mere congruence between customers’ self-concepts and brand personality, and centers on 

a close bond in which consumers sense shared identity with brands (Lam et al., 2010).  

Applying these findings to retailer brands, consumers who perceive a close bond with a 

retailer brand, defined as retailer brand identification, should, therefore, have strong 

motivations to patronize the retailer. However, in the retailing context, identification with 

a retailer brand might be based on different cues relative to identification with a product 

brand. Due to the unique nature of retailer environments (i.e., stores, etc.), retailers 
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provide customers with observable clues (e.g., sales personnel, other shoppers, 

merchandise appearance) with which to evaluate “the brand group” and with 

opportunities to experience “being in the group”. With the motivation of self-verification 

and self enhancement, shopping becomes a socio-cultural activity, in which retailers have 

been recognized as playing a pivotal role in providing a space for their customers to 

pursue their social identification (El-Amir & Burt, 2010).  

Based on suggestions by social identity theorists (e.g., Oakes, 1987), the key 

precondition of initiating a group identification is a salient perception of membership, 

which is related to the similarities shared between the group and its identifiers. 

Combining social identity theory with identity theory used in the marketing field, it is 

likely that self-congruity with a brand personality causes consumers to develop a vivid 

attachment to the brand, (i.e., a bond between the brand and the self (Park, MacInnis, 

Priester, Eisingerich, & Iacobucci, 2010)), that positively influences brand identification. 

As brands are conceptualized as the representations of self-relevant categories by retailer 

brand identification, the level of consumer involvement with shopping, which represents 

the self-relevance of shopping perceived by consumers (e.g., Kim, Fiore, and Lee, 2007), 

might accentuate the perception of brand identification, and thus, strengthen the 

association between self-congruity and brand. Therefore, brand personality may increase 

customers’ intention to provide positive word-of-mouth communications about and to 

patronize the retailer through self-congruence leading to retailer brand identification that 

is moderated by consumers’ involvement with shopping.  Higher levels of involvement 

thereby strengthen the perception of retailer brand identification. 

Research Questions and Research Objectives 



23 

 

 

The current research addresses three fundamental research questions that 

encompass the purpose of the study advanced in the previous discussion. First, how self-

congruity with retailer brand personality is influenced by varied social situational factors 

(e.g., shopping alone, co-shopping, high store visibility, etc.)?  To answer this research 

question, the first objective of this research is to apply tenants of identity theory to test 

the relationships among private and public self-congruities and retailer brand identity 

under different shopping conspicuousness situations.  The second research question 

addresses how perceptions of retailer brand personality contribute to positive word-of-

mouth communications about and increased patronage intention toward a retailer through 

consumers’ attachment to (i.e., identification with) the retailer brand.  To answer the 

second research question, this research integrates propositions of both identity theory and 

social identity theory to investigate possible mediators and moderators of the relationship 

between retailer brand personality and both word-of-mouth communications and retailer 

patronage intention.  Related to this second research question, the second objective is to 

test whether retailer brand identification, based on social identity theory and the 

consumer-brand identification framework, mediates the relationships among private- and 

public self-congruities and behavioral outcome variables such as word-of-mouth 

communications and retailer patronage intentions.  Also related to the second research 

question, a third objective is to test whether customer shopping involvement moderates 

the influence of retailer brand personality on word-of-mouth and retailer patronage 

intention through its impact on the relationships among private and public self-

congruities and retailer brand identification. 
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The third research question and corresponding fourth objective addressed by this 

research is whether the respective strengths and directions of relationships among retailer 

personality, private and public self-congruities, retailer brand identification and 

behavioral outcomes such as positive word-of-mouth communications and patronage 

intention vary across different retailer formats each conveying different images.  To 

address this topic, the variables examined by this research are investigated across two 

general types of retailers, a department store retailer and a discount store retailer. 

A research model drawn from theoretical frameworks used to examine retail 

brand personality and brand identification is presented in Figure 1 to show the proposed 

relationships across both types of retailers, among retailer brand personality, situational 

self-congruence, brand identification, shopping conspicuousness situation, shopping 

involvement, word-of-mouth, and patronage intention that will be the focus of this 

research.  These constructs will be described in greater detail in the next chapter. 
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Research Importance 

This research contributes to the retailing literature on brand differentiation and 

relationship marketing in several ways. First, although identity theory and social identity 

theory have been used in examining the relationships between self-concept and social 

entities (e.g., Belk, 1988), integrating both theories to examine relationships between 

consumers’ self-concepts and retailer patronage outcomes has received extremely limited 

attention.  This dissertation studies the connection between the two theories to attempt to 

provide a combined perspective to explain the influence of retailer brand personality on 

consumers’ positive word-of-mouth communications about and patronage intentions 
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Figure 1 Retailer Brand Personality – Behavioral Outcomes Theoretical Model for Department 

and Discount Retailer Image Formats 
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toward the retailer. The empirical findings and theoretical implications derived from this 

approach can be extended to research on brand personality and brand identification 

outside the retailing domain.  Second, this study is the first to consider the unique nature 

of brand identification in retailing by conceptualizing retailer brand identification to 

provide an additional theoretical perspective for guiding future research on customer-

retailer relationships.  Third, this study is also the first to measure self-congruence by 

examining how situational cues serve to influence consumers’ private and public self-

concepts in a retailing context.  Finally, results of this study supplement recent research 

on the impact of retailer image formats on relationships among retailer brand personality 

and its outcome variables. 

Summary 

The overall goal of the dissertation is to achieve a better understanding of retailer 

brand personality, in particular, how it leads to positive word-of-mouth communications 

and retailer patronage. To achieve this goal, this research investigates how retailer brand 

personality increases retailer patronage and positive word-of-mouth communication 

outcomes through private and public self-congruity and retailer brand identification.  

In the next chapter, the historical development of brand personality applied in 

both brand and retailing contexts will be introduced.  Empirical research findings 

pertaining to relationships among brand personality and brand image will also be 

delineated as well as antecedents and consequences of retailer brand personality. 

Literature reviews for self-concept, private and public self-congruity, and consumer 

shopping involvement will also be provided in Chapter 2, followed by background for the 
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conceptualization of the retailer brand identification and the Retailer Brand Personality – 

Behavioral Outcomes theoretical framework, and the related hypotheses that were tested.   
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Brand Personality  

Historical development. Brand personality was formally defined by Aaker (1997) 

as “the set of human characteristics associated with a brand”. However, the idea of brand 

personality can be traced back to the early twentieth century. Gilmore (1919) argued that 

“consumers often imbue brands with human personality traits” and that symbolism in 

using brands might be possible. Levy (1959) further initiated a debate by claiming that 

consumers are not functionally oriented and that their behavior is significantly affected 

by the symbols in goods. He also identified demographic characteristics that consumers 

associate with brand personality such as gender, age, and socioeconomic class.  Other 

researchers demonstrated that consumers build relationships with brands (e.g., Dolich, 

1969; McCracken, 1989) and consider brands as having human characteristics (e.g., 

Plummer, 1985; Ogilvy, 1983). In summary, marketing researchers extensively discussed 

the “humanized” brand during the 1980’s and 1990’s (Parker, 2009).  

Goldberg’s (1993) “Big Five” model of personality traits inspired marketing 

scholars to evaluate brand personality traits (Mulyanegara, et al., 2009).  It presented five 

categories of personality traits including Neuroticism, Extroversion, Openness, 

Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness. 

Drawing on the “Big Five” model, Aaker (1997) developed the brand personality 

scale (BPS) which measured the dimensions of brand personality.  Aaker’s (1997) 

empirical research employed a non-student sample to rate the extent to which human 

personality traits could be used to describe 60 brands across different product and 
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institutional categories including three retail brands (i.e., Kmart, Macy’s and Sears).  This 

pioneering research identified five brand personality dimensions including Sincerity (i.e., 

comprised of traits such as being down-to-earth, honest, wholesome, and cheerful) and 

Excitement (i.e., encompassing daringness, spiritedness, imaginativeness, and being up-

to-date) personality traits.  The third personality dimension, Competence, includes traits 

like reliability, intelligence, and success.  The fourth and fifth personality dimensions are 

Sophistication and Ruggedness.  Sophistication is characterized by traits such as being 

upper class and having charm whereas Ruggedness incorporates traits like outdoorsiness 

and toughness. 

Since its development, BPS has been used extensively in the brand personality 

literature.  While its validity and generalizability have been debated by some academic 

scholars (Austin, Siguaw, & Mattila, 2003; Azoulay & Kapferer, 2003; Freling & Forbes, 

2005; Smith, Graetz, & Westerbeek, 2006), other researchers have supported its use 

(Davies, Chun, & da Silva, 2001; Ramaseshan &Tsao, 2007; Zentes et al., 2008).  

Despite mixed attitudes toward BPS, the majority of the literature supports that brands 

possess human-like personalities which can be observed and analyzed (Plummer, 2000; 

Sutherland, Marshall, & Parker, 2004). 

One theory that has often been employed as a basis for brand personality research is 

self-congruity theory (Mulyanegara, Tsarenko & Anderson, 2009).  Martineau (1958) was 

an early scholar who acknowledged the importance of congruity between brand and 

consumer images.  Acknowledging a connection between brand personality and 

consumers’ purchasing behaviors, Dolich (1969) suggested that consumers prefer to 

purchase brands that are most reflective of their personalities (Mulyanegara et al., 2009).  
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Supporting these propositions, Belk (1988) also suggested that consumers’ possessions 

are extensions of their self-concepts.  Because congruity between brand and user image 

provides an important motivation to consume, self-congruity theory has received wide 

support from various researchers.  Recent research has also extended the application of 

the self-congruity theory to examinations of the respective relationships between Aaker’s 

(1997) BPS and both human personality models (Maehle & Shneor, 2010) and brand 

user-imagery (Parker, 2009).  

Relationships between brand personality and brand image. According to 

Hosany, Ekinci, and Uysal (2006), the terms of brand image and brand personality have 

been used interchangeably in some literature. Therefore, the boundaries of these two 

concepts are ambiguous and confusing. In fact, from a definitional perspective, literature 

has provided a clear theoretical approach differentiating brand personality from brand 

image that supports that brand personality is part of brand image (Keller, 1993; Parker, 

2009; Plummer, 1985). 

That brand image contains the entire set of consumer-brand associations which are 

related to brand personality perceptions is also supported by Parker (2009) and Plummer 

(1985).  More specifically, Park, Jaworski and Maclnnis (1986) proposed the functional, 

symbolic, and experiential brand concepts and suggested these concepts are elements of 

brand image.  Among them, brand personality is recognized as the symbolic concept. 

Through brand associations, consumers differentiate brands by their perceived brand 

characteristics.  

Keller (1993) further introduced a conceptual model of brand knowledge that 

incorporated these three brand concepts into the brand image construct. In this brand 
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knowledge model, the three brand concepts act as brand benefits which comprise the 

brand image.  In the same manner, the brand benefits perceived by consumers are 

distinguished by functional benefits, experiential benefits, and symbolic benefits (Keller, 

1993). Compared to functional and experiential benefits (which mainly correspond to 

product-related attributes), symbolic benefits comprise intrinsic advantages of product 

consumption and correspond to non-product attributes. Symbolic benefits involve 

consumers’ self-expression and are based upon consumers’ self-concepts (Keller, 1993). 

The abstract qualities of brand personality are recognized as serving a self-expressive 

function and providing symbolic benefits (Aaker, 1997; Aaker, Benet-Martínez & 

Garolera, 2001). Therefore, brand personality should be considered as one element of the 

broader concept of brand image.  Extending this model to the retail context, retailer brand 

personality should constitute an element of retailer image. 

Retailer Brand Personality 

Historical development. Compared to the extensive research on brand personality, 

literature pertaining to the personality of retail stores is relatively rare.  One of the first 

academicians to call attention to retailer brand personality was Martineau (1958) in his 

seminal article “The personality of the retailer”.  In the context of grocery chains, 

Martineau (1958) suggested that, besides functional factors, both store personality and 

image had determinative powers for drawing shoppers to some stores over others and 

discussed several factors that affected store personality.  However, he did not distinguish 

between store personality and store image. 

Consistent with the application of self-congruity theory in brand personality 

research, Martineau (1958) also suggested that consumers visit stores with images that 
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are most congruent to the images they perceive in themselves.  According to Zentes et al. 

(2008), some self-congruity theorists, in discussing the relationship between images of 

stores and their customers, have implied that retail stores have personality traits.  

However, the literature fails to provide a comprehensive view of retailer image because it 

focuses on utilitarian aspects of retailer brands while ignoring their personality-oriented 

facets (Zentes et al., 2008).  In an effort to distinguish store personality from store image, 

d’Astous and Lévesque (2003) suggested that “store image is a mental representation that 

encompasses all dimensions associated with a store” whereas “store personality is 

restricted to those mental dimensions corresponding to human traits.”  Among the 

theorists who recognized the importance of store personalities as well as the crucial role 

that this symbolic image may play on store patronage and/or store loyalty were Sirgy and 

Samli (1985).  They advised retail managers to discover the personality traits of their 

stores.  Dardin and Babin (1994) also stressed that consideration of a store’s affective 

qualities and personality traits was necessary for understanding the complete meaning of 

a store in consumers’ minds. 

A few empirical researchers have fully or partially supported the use of Aaker’s 

(1997) BPS to study the personality of retail stores (Davies et al., 2001; Merrilees & 

Miller, 2002; Zentes et al., 2008).  However, others, arguing that personality dimensions 

of retailers may be different from those of brands, have proposed the use of a different 

scale for examining retailers’ personalities (d’Astous & Le´vesque, 2003; Helgeson & 

Supphellen, 2004).  Despite Ailawadi and Keller’s (2004) call for a comprehensive 

framework that would contribute to a thorough understanding of the symbolic usage and 

benefits of retail stores, research has not addressed the application of BPS or other 
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possible retailer brand personality scales, and the potential antecedents and consequences 

for examining retailers’ personalities, thus leaving an important research gap in retailer 

brand personality framework. 

Dimensions of retailer brand personality. Despite the limited research on retailer 

brand personality relative to brand personality, it is generally accepted that consumers 

also assign retail stores human-like characteristics (eg. Merrilees & Miller, 2002).  What 

is debated is whether the personality dimensions of retailers differ from those of brands.  

Some researchers support adapting Aaker’s (1997) five dimensions of brand personality 

to a retail context (Zentes et al., 2008).  Others advocate developing retailer-focused 

personality dimensions (eg. d’Astous & Lévesque, 2003).  This section will summarize 

the “BPS-like” personality dimensions as well as retailer brand personality dimensions.   

BPS-like dimensions of retailer brand personality. Several researchers have applied 

the BPS (Aaker 1997) to retailer without questioning whether using the scale outside of 

the general brand context would lessen its reliability and validity and, thereby, affect its 

generalizability.  Merrilees and Miller (2002) were among the first to replicate Aaker’s 

(1997) research among retailers in Australia and found that only two of Aaker’s (1997) 

five dimensions, Sincerity and Competence, significantly described retailer brand 

personality.  These two dimensions were also the most salient dimensions for describing 

the retailer brand personality of Kmart in Aaker’s (1997) original study.  Davies et al. 

(2001) also used the BPS to examine employees’ assessments of the brand identities and 

customers’ perspectives of the brand images of three companies, one of which was a 

large retailer.  Results revealed that the congruency between the employees’ brand 
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identity assessments and customers’ brand image perceptions supported the efficacy of 

using BPS to measure retailers’ personalities (Zentes et al., 2008; Davies et al., 2001).   

Zentes et al. (2008) contended that developing specific scales for each branded 

product or sector hampered knowledge accumulation and impeded comparison of 

research results across different product and sector categories.  They presented evidence 

supporting the applicability of Aaker’s (1997) BPS to the German retailing sector. 

However, their results suggested that the BPS should be modified when used to measure 

retailer brand personality in that the reliability of dimensions were lower than those 

observed in Aaker’s (1997) original study.  

In summary, the BPS has been empirically supported as being useful for 

evaluating retailer brand personality.  However, the dimensions identified to represent 

general brand personality may not have the same levels of applicability when applied to 

various types of retailers such as department stores, specialty retailers, general 

merchandise retailers, etc. 

Unique dimensions of retailer brand personality. It has been argued that retailer 

brands are sufficiently different from product brands because, relative to product brands, 

retailer brands are more multisensory in nature  (e.g., Ailawadi & Keller, 2004; Burt & 

Davies, 2010). The conceptualization of retailer brands has evolved from a mere focus on 

product (i.e., store brands or private labels) to a systematic perspective that incorporates 

the physical store attributes and other corporate elements, such as employees’ 

performances, merchandise variety, pricing policies, etc., of retailers (e.g., Kremer & 

Viot, 2012; El-Amir & Burt, 2010; Burt & Davies, 2010; Ailawadi & Keller, 2004). The 

product brands, including manufacturer and store brands, operate as “ingredient brands” 
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(Ailawadi & Keller, 2004, p.332) that help to create an overall image of retailer brands 

(e.g., Ailawadi & Keller, 2004; Kremer & Viot, 2012). The quality of product brands 

positively influences the perception of retailer brands (e.g., Jacoby & Mazursky, 1984; 

Kremer & Viot, 2012).   

Recognizing the different nature of retailer brands relative to product brands, 

many retailing researchers (e.g., Darden & Babin 1994; Helgeson & Supphellen, 2004; 

d’Astous & Lévesque, 2003) suggested that the dimensions of retailers’ brand 

personalities should be different from those of product manufacturers. Stemming from 

the unique nature of retailer brands, two major reasons were proposed by d’Astous and 

Lévesque (2003) to support distinguishing the dimensions of retailer brand personality 

from those found in Aaker’s (1997) BPS. First, retail stores have unique sources of 

inference for their personalities. For example, sales personnel and other store personnel 

are considered to be very important in creating perceptions of stores’ symbolic 

characteristics because they interact directly with consumers.  In contrast, employees of 

product manufacturers are less likely to interact with ultimate consumers.  Hence, the 

roles they may play in creating a product’s brand personality are less critical. Also, 

relative to product users, shoppers in stores are readily visible to one another and may, 

therefore, influence perceptions of store personality (d’Astous & Lévesque, 2003).  The 

second argument is that Aaker’s (1997) BPS is oriented to only measure brands’ positive 

features.  However, store environments can create negative and irritating feelings among 

shoppers that can influence their perceptions of retailers’ personalities (d’Astous & 

Lévesque, 2003).  
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Several researchers have developed and tested scales to measure dimensions of 

retailer brand personality.  Darden and Babin (1994) explored the retailer brand 

personality concept by considering both affective and functional qualities of retailers.  

Their research provided evidence showing that consumers can easily ascribe affective 

qualities to retail environments that can be measured by four retailer brand personality 

dimensions adapted from Russell and Pratt (1980).  These included the Pleasant, 

Unpleasant, Activity, and Sleepy affective personality dimensions (Darden & Babin 

1994).  Measuring personality via these four dimensions, each reflecting unique positive 

and negative personality dimensions, was more explanatory than via two dimensions that 

collapsed both positive and negative extremes into one dimension (i.e., Pleasant to 

Unpleasant and Active to Sleepy).  The personality dimensions and traits comprising 

those dimensions are provided in Table 1, Section A.  Dardin and Babin (1994) also 

demonstrated that functional qualities of a retailer acted as antecedents of these 

personality dimensions.   

Other researchers responsible for developing a specific retailer brand personality 

scale were d’Astous and Lévesque (2003).  Using four well-known, but different types of 

Canadian retailers (i.e., The Bay, Sears, Wal-Mart, and Zeller’s), they identified five 

dimensions of retailer brand personality.  Two of these dimensions, Enthusiasm and 

Unpleasantness, were similar to the respective Activity and Unpleasantness personality 

dimensions revealed by Darden and Babin (1994).  The remaining three personality 

dimensions encompassed Sophistication, Genuineness, and Solidity.  These five 

dimensions and the traits that describe them are shown in Table 1, Section B. 
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Another scale, developed by Helgeson and Supphellen (2004), examined 

consumers’ self-congruity with the brand personality associated with Swedish clothing 

retailers.  In considering the cultural context of Swedish retailing, they opted to develop a 

unique retailer brand personality scale instead of merely applying the BPS.  Two 

dimensions of the retail personality were revealed, Modern and Classic.  The Modern 

dimension was similar to Aaker’s (1997) Excitement dimension, and the Classic 

dimension resembled Aaker’s (1997) Sophistication dimension.  Both dimensions and the 

traits encompassed by each are provided in Table 1, Section C. 

Table 1 

Dimensions of Retailer Brand Personality Scales 

Dimension           Traits 
Section A.  Darden and Babin’s (1994) Retailer Brand Personality Dimensions 

Pleasant Pleasant, Pretty, Pleasing, Nice 
Unpleasant Dissatisfying, Displeasing, Repulsive, Unpleasant 

Activity Intense, Active, Alive, Forceful 

Sleepy Inactive, Idle, Lazy, Slow 
Section B:  d’Astous and Le´vesque’s (2003) Retailer Brand Personality Dimensions 

Enthusiasm Dynamic, Enthusiastic, Lively, Welcoming 

Sophistication Chic, Elegant, High class, Stylish 

Genuineness Honest, Reliable, Sincere, True 

Solidity Hardy, Reputable, Solid, Thriving 

Unpleasantness Annoying, Irritating, Load, Superficial 
Section C: Helgeson and Supphellen’s (2004) Retailer Brand Personality Dimensions  

Modern Modern, Youthful, Cool, Hip, Stylish 

Classic Classic, Elegant, Formal 

 

Consequences of retailer brand personality. Despite the inconclusive findings 

about the consequences of brand personality (e.g., Shank & Langmeyer, 1993), three 

potential consequences of retailer brand personality have been described in the literature 

including retailer loyalty, preference, and patronage.  Retailer loyalty, a positive 

propensity toward a retailer (e.g., East, Hammond, Harris, & Lomax, 2000) involving 

both repeated patronage (i.e., behavioral loyalty) and cognitive attitude toward the retailer 
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(i.e., attitudinal loyalty) (Stank, Goldsby, Vickery, & Savitskie, 2003), has been widely 

recognized as a consequence of a popular retailer brand personality (e.g., Merrilees & 

Miller, 2002; Sirgy & Samli, 1985; Wysong, Munch, & Kleiser, 2002).  Zentes et al. 

(2007) also provided evidence supporting that, in a retailing context, the various BPS 

dimensions exhibited differing types of influence on consumers’ attitudinal and 

behavioral store loyalties.  For example, they suggested that both Sincerity and 

Excitement BPS dimensions were strong, positive drivers of both attitudinal and 

behavioral retailer loyalty.  Competence had a strong, positive influence on attitudinal 

loyalty but a weak, positive effect on behavioral loyalty.  Similarly, Sophistication 

exhibited a weak, positive relationship on attitudinal loyalty.  Yet, in contrast to findings 

for these four BPS dimensions, Ruggedness negatively influenced attitudinal loyalty, a 

finding that suggested the need for further research. 

Another potential outcome of retailer brand personality is retailer preference.  

Maehle and Shneor (2010) applied self-congruity theory to the retailing sector and found 

that consumers prefer the retailer chains whose personalities are perceived to be 

consistent with their personalities. A final potential outcome of retailer brand personality 

may be retailer patronage.  Using self-congruity theory, Sirgy et al. (2000) demonstrated 

that the likelihood that consumers will patronize a specific retailer increases when there 

are corresponding higher levels of congruency between a consumer’s perceptions of a 

retailer’s image and their own self-image. 

In sum, some researchers suggest that consumers’ perceptions of a retailer’s 

personality dimensions described by optimistic human-like characteristics (e.g., 

enthusiasm, solidity, pleasantness, etc.) will be positively related to attitudinal and 
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behavioral store loyalty, store preference, and likelihood of patronage of that retailer 

whereas consumers’ perceptions of a retailer’s personality dimensions described by 

pessimistic human-like characteristics such as Unpleasantness will be negatively related 

to attitudinal and behavioral store loyalty, store preference, and likelihood of patronage of 

that retailer. 

Dynamic Self-Concept  

Self-concept, synonymous with self-identity (e.g., Burke, 1980) and self-image 

(Troiden, 1984), is recognized as “a person’s perception of him or herself” (Shavelson, 

Hubner, & Staten, 1976).  The idea of self-concept can be traced back to philosopher 

Rene Descartes (1644/1985), who first proposed a separation of mind from body. 

Descartes (1644/1985) defined the self as a non-physical mind, which exists as a distinct 

substance separate from the physical body. Self-concept has been widely recognized 

since Freud (1900/1965) proposed the well-known structural model of the human psyche 

that identified three parts of the mind: id (governing basic human instincts), super ego 

(providing a moralizing role) and ego (the realistic part which mediates the id and super 

ego).  It has been acknowledged that the notion of self-concept was established by Rogers 

(1959), who identified the self as a center of human personality and defined it an 

“organized, consistent set of perceptions and beliefs about oneself”. 

Allying with Rogers (1959), most psychologists agree that self-concept has been 

widely recognized as an active and multifaceted structure (e.g., Rogers, 1981; Markus, 

1983).  More specifically, it is a collection of schemas, prototypes, goals, characteristics, 

or tasks and is revealed in different forms by different types of self-representations (e.g., 

Markus & Wurf, 1987).  The representations of self are arrayed in a system (Martindale, 
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1980) and distinguished by their extent of importance and centrality.  Some are relatively 

central and well elaborated, wielding more powerful influence on behavior, whereas 

others are rather peripheral and less elaborated, but still exert some behavioral influence 

(Markus & Wurf, 1987).  Self-concept has also been widely recognized as a product of 

socialization (e.g., Roger, 1959; Grubb & Grathwohl, 1967; Demo, 1985).  It is acquired 

and modified through repeated interactions with others, such as parents, peers, teachers, 

and significant others, across life stages.  In other words, those self-presentations, 

residing in the social structure, are systematically implicated in all aspects of social 

information processing (Markus & Wurf, 1987), being shaped and expressed by an  

individual’s role and the social norms established by his/her reference group(s) (Atchley, 

1982).  

Extensive research on self-concept has identified diverse paradigms. Some 

researchers suggest that people perceive “private selves” as opposed to “public selves” 

(e.g. Fenigstein, Scheier, & Buss, 1975).  The former is related to an inner idea about the 

self whereas the latter is related to an awareness of others’ perspectives toward the self 

(Bushman, 1993).  Researchers also suggest that people possess “unconscious” as 

opposed to “conscious self-images” (Jung, 1953), a perspective that is similar to the 

concept of “implicit” and “explicit self-evaluation (e.g., Hetts & Pelham, 2001).  Explicit 

self-evaluation can be highly automatized thereby becoming implicit (Pelham, Carvallo, 

& Jones, 2005).  Markus and Nurius (1986) additionally proposed a “possible self”, 

which projects images of the future self one wants to or fears to be. 

It has been long suggested that people have at least “actual selves” (also termed as 

“present selves”) and “ideal selves” (e.g., Cooley, 1902; Mead, 1934). The actual self 
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was defined as “an individual’s perception of how (s)he actually is, whereas the ideal self 

is “the perception of how (s)he would like to be” (Ross, 1971, p.80). In other words, they 

are ideas about “who or what I am now” and “who and what I want to be.” Building on a 

long history of the self-concept notion, Higgins (1987) identified a three dimensioned 

self-concept: actual, ought, and ideal self.  The new dimension, “ought self”, represents 

the identity that one feels obligated to have.  He also suggested that there are two stances, 

defined as a point of view from oneself or from others, on each domain of self.  

Combining the “own” and “other” stances and the three self domains, Higgins (1987) 

proposed six types of self: actual/own, actual/other, ideal/own, ideal/other, ought/own, 

and ought/other. 

Similarly, Sirgy (1979, 1980, 1982) suggested four aspects of consumers’ self-

image: actual, ideal, social and ideal social self-images, which were defined as “how 

consumers see themselves,” “how consumers would like to see themselves,” “how 

consumers believe they are seen by significant others,” and “how consumers would like 

to be seen by significant others”, respectively.  Actual and ideal self were categorized as 

two dimensions of private self-concept whereas ideal and ideal social self were labeled as 

two parts of public self-concept (Sirgy et al., 2000).  Self-representations from the stances 

of others are similar to the “perceived reference group image” (French & Glaschner, 

1971) and “public self” (Fenigstein et al., 1975).  Sirgy et al. (2000) also considered the 

stances and referred to private self (consisting of actual self and ideal self), and public 

self (consisting of social actual self and social ideal self) as types of shoppers’ self-

concepts.  
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Another unique concept, “true self”, which was first introduced by Rogers (1951), 

has a different quality compared with the actual and ideal concepts of self (Bargh, 

McKenna, & Fitzsimons, 2002).  Unlike Higgin’s self-concept, which involves cognitive 

evaluations, true self exists rather unconsciously.  According to Roger’s theory, people 

possess their true self but are rarely aware of it.  They would like to express what type of 

person they truly are but are usually unable to. “Essential self” and “categorical self” are 

also considered basic aspects of self-concept (Lewis, 1990: Bee, 1992).  The former is the 

sense of being distinct from others whereas the later is about the sense of self as an object 

with properties (e.g., I am a girl) that can be experienced and expressed. 

 Among these diverse sets of self-concepts, actual and ideal selves (private selves) 

have received the most empirical support.  Most studies centered on whether the 

congruence of brand personality with either consumers’ actual self or ideal self better 

predicts consumers’ preference for product brands (e.g., Malär Krohmer, Hoyer, & 

Nyffenegger, 2011).  However, in the context of retailing, shopping behavior is visible 

and most likely driven by status-seeking or belonging-seeking motives (Dornoff & 

Tatham, 1972) thereby making shopping a social situation.  Thus, public-self-concept that 

includes others’ perspectives becomes crucial in understanding shopper behavior.  For 

example, Sirgy and his colleagues (Sirgy & Samli, 1985 Sirgy, Johar, Samli, & 

Claiborne, 1991) found that shoppers’ social self and ideal social self (public self-

concepts) play important roles in forming store loyalty.  Sirgy et al. (2000) suggest that, 

while both private and public self-concepts influence retail patronage, the magnitude of 

the influence depends on the type of situational cues present during the shopping 

situation.  
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To summarize, following recommendations by Reed (2002), the numerous 

paradigms of self-concept can simply be distinguished by whether the more internal, 

psychological perspective or the more external, socially-situated view of self-concept is 

emphasized. Compared with private self-concept, public self-concept better reflects 

society’s recognition regarding how one’s self should be perceived. Thus, considering the 

retailing context of this research and the findings, as well as suggestions from existing 

psychological and retailing literature, both private (including actual and ideal self) and 

public (including social and ideal social self) self-concept constructs will be adopted to 

explore the influence of their congruence with retailer brand personality on shoppers’ 

patronage.  

Self Motives: Self-verification and Self-enhancement 

Self-concept is a social product (e.g., Roger, 1959). After formation, self-concept 

is continuously verified, and enhanced via feedback from social interactions throughout 

people’s lives (Swann, 1983), and, thereby, exert potent influences on consumption 

behaviors (e.g., Sirgy, 1982; Escalas & Bettman, 2003). Two social psychological 

theories, self-verification (Swann, 1983 & 1990) and self-enhancement (Jones, 1973; 

Shrauger, 1975), provide insights on people’s desires for consistent and favorable self-

concepts. Marketing and consumer studies further reveal that consumers use brands to 

fulfill these self-needs (e.g., Escalas & Bettman, 2003, Malär et al., 2011).  

The theory of self-verification, developed by Swann (1983 & 1990), postulates 

that people have needs to verify, validate, and sustain their existing self-concepts. 

According to Swann (1983 & 1990), it is human nature to prefer and pursue things to be 

stable, familiar and certain. That is, individuals’ self-views that are exhibited to the entire 
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world should be predictable, controllable, and create a sense of coherence. Therefore, to 

secure feelings of coherence, people strive to maintain stable actual self-concepts by 

seeking, creating, and confirming feedback from their social interactions (Swann, 

Pentfrow, & Guinn 2003). For example, people create substantiating social environments 

by selectively interacting with others who provide confirmatory feedback or elicit others 

to give preferred appraisals about themselves by displaying identity cues. When these 

behavior strivings fail to achieve the goal of self-verification, several cognitive biases, 

such as selectively perceiving and misremembering the social experiences that yield 

information compatible rather than contradictory to their self-evaluations, might 

intervene to maintain their consistent self-concepts (Swann, 1990; Swann et al., 2003). 

Swann, Pelham and Krull (1989) suggest that people tend to seek subjectively accurate 

social feedback, whether positive or negative, that is consistent to their self-concept for 

self-verification purposes. However, it is also suggested that the self-views possessed by 

psychologically-healthy people are usually biased in a positive direction (Escalas & 

Bettman, 2003). Compared with negative characteristics, positive personality information 

is easier to be processed and recalled (Kuiper & Derry, 1982). With positive self-

evaluations, most people tend to prefer and seek positive over negative social feedback 

(Giesler, Josephs, & Swann, 1996).  

From a marketing perspective, literature has documented that self-verification can 

be accomplished by consuming a good (e.g., Grubb & Grathwohl, 1967) or a brand (e.g., 

Marlär et al., 2011; Sirgy, 1982), or purchasing from a specific store (Grubb & 

Grathwohl, 1967) with an image or personality that is congruent with one’s self, which, 

in turn, leads to positive self-evaluations (Burke & Stets, 1999). For example, Marlär & 
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her colleagues (2011) suggest that the self-verification motives lead people to consume a 

brand with a personality that matches their actual self-concepts, thereby resulting in 

positive self-reinforcement and strong brand attachment. Applying the theory of self-

verification in gift-giving behavior, Ward and Broniarczyk (2011) found that buying a 

gift for a close friend that contradicted the buyer’s/giver’s self-evaluation of the close 

friend could also threaten the givers’ sense of self.  The self-threat subsequently triggered 

the giver’s self-verification goal, which, in turn, led to greater likelihood of purchasing 

self-consistent products (Ward & Broniarczyk, 2011).  In retailing contexts, Sirgy et al. 

(2000) suggest that self-consistency that motivates people to maintain the self-image that 

others have of them also enhances the perception of social self-congruity with retailer 

image, which leads to higher retailer patronage.  These studies revealed the close 

relationship between self-verification and consumption choice.   

Whereas self-verification focuses on a need to obtain feedback from others that 

confirms one’s self-identify, self-enhancement (Jones, 1973; Shrauger, 1975) emphasizes 

people’s desires for favorable and/or “better” self-concepts in order to maintain and 

enhance their self-esteem (Higgins, 1987).  That is, people are motivated to search for 

experiences that can improve their feelings and self-values (Sedikides & Strube, 1997).  

People strive to create good impressions to gain social approval and also to obtain 

intrinsic satisfaction in presenting an ideal self-image (Schlenker, 1980).  To achieve self-

enhancement, people are likely to affiliate with a group that reflects their desired identity 

(Frischlich, Rieger & Rutlkowski, 2014) and/or possess objects that represent their ideal 

self (e.g., Flouri, 1999) or ideal social self (e.g., Sirgy & Samli, 1985).   
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Self-enhancing can also be realized by consuming a good (Grubb & Grathwohl, 

1967) or a brand (Marlär et al., 2011; Sirgy, 1982) or from purchasing from a specific 

store (Grubb & Grathwohl, 1967) that has an image or a personality that reflects 

consumers’ aspirations and dreams. Just as Belk (1988, p. 188) succinctly noted, “we are 

what we have”, self-concepts can be enhanced and shaped through consumption 

behavior. In the study by Marlär and her colleagues (2011), self-enhancement motives 

also exerted strong influences on brand consumption.  To achieve self-enhancement, 

people strive to consume brands with personalities that reflect their ideal self-concepts in 

an effort to feel they are closer to their ideal selves and to perceive greater emotional 

attachment to brands being consumed. Similarly, Sen and Bhattacharya (2001) proposed 

that, for self-enhancement purposes, consumers who have more supportive attitudes 

toward CSR (corporate social responsibility) are likely to perceive congruence with 

companies that engage in socially-responsible actions CSR.  

In summary, the needs of having consistent and favorable self-concepts are 

pivotal drivers in consumer behaviors such as product, brand, and retailer choice. 

Consumers use goods or brands and/or shop from retailers that have images and 

personalities that are congruent with an aspect of their mostly-positive actual/social or 

ideal/ideal social self-concepts to fulfill the needs for self-verification and/or self-

enhancement.   

Situational Self-Congruity  

The main tenant of self-congruity theory is that customers would prefer a brand 

correspondent to their self-concepts.  According to Ross (1971), the theoretical basis for 

the notion of self-congruity was derived from the interpersonal attraction literature in the 
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field of social psychology, which has long suggested that people are likely to perceive 

more similarities shared with others whom they like than with those whom they dislike. 

Self-congruence can also be explained by the theories of self-verification (e.g., Swann, 

1983) and self-enhancement (e.g., Jones, 1973). Self-verification suggests that people 

have a desire to confirm their existing self-concept. One way to do so is to selectively 

interact or affiliate with people who have similar self-concepts or stay in the 

environments that are compatible with one’s self-concept (Swann, 1983). Self-

enhancement suggests that people also have needs to pursue a better self, needs that can 

be met by affiliating with certain groups or possessing objects that present their ideal 

selves (e.g., Frischlich et al., 2014; Flouri, 1999). Extending this belief to consumer 

behavior, marketing researchers suggested that consumers should like the brands that 

they perceived to carry or reflect an image similar to their own. As a result, there are 

considerable studies on the application of this hypothesis in examining the respective 

relationships between brand personality scales and human personality models (e.g., 

Shank and Langmeyer, 1993) and brand user-imagery (Paker, 2009) in various contexts, 

such as housing (e.g., Malhotra, 1988), travelling (e.g., Chon, 1992), toy and video game 

purchases (Lin, 2010), and service evaluation (e.g., Ekinci, & Riley, 2003).  

Even though many studies have attempted to relate consumers’ behavioral 

outcomes, such as brand preference, loyalty or patronage, to self-congruence with brands, 

they failed to find sufficient empirical support for relationships of outcomes with self-

congruity (Aaker, 1999). For example, Shank and Langmeyer (1994) reported a weak 

association between consumer personality and brand image, and disqualified personality 

congruity from being a strategic marketing tool. Gentry and Doering (1979) also 
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suggested that demographic factors, such as gender, were better predictors than 

personality traits in leisure behavior.  Similarly, other research (Yu, Lin & Chen, 2013) 

showed that purchase intention toward luxury bags was better predicted by country-of-

origin than by self-congruity among online users. 

Kassarjian (1971) and Sirgy (1982) argued that the reason for the poor 

generalizability of self-congruity in consumer literature was due to invariant self-concept 

across situations.  Using the premise of a dynamic self-concept, situational congruity is 

thought to serve as a mechanism by which each self and its related sets of personality 

traits are accessed through social situations.  According to Linville and Carlston (1994), 

one’s presentation of self-concept can be manipulated based on one’s social surrounding, 

which includes the presence of other people and their roles and the physical features of 

the situation (e.g., location and décor). For example, a professor may perceive himself as 

intelligent, serious and analytical when he is presenting his research at an academic 

conference.  Yet, when he is at home reading stories to his children, he may consider 

himself as being caring, loving and patient.   

Building upon the dynamic nature of self-concept, Aaker (1999) conducted 

experiments and found that one’s presentation of self-concept was influenced by 

situational cues. It is likely that people’s different selves or related personality traits can 

be accessed or expressed in different situations. Extending this finding to self-congruity 

theory, the congruence between different self-concepts and brand personalities should 

also be influenced by situations. Thus, it is likely that consumers visit different retailers' 

stores with different self-concepts and under different situations and prefer retailer brands 

consistent with the particular self-concept that surfaces in a specific situation. For 
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instance, under different situations, one may dine in a glamorous high-end restaurant with 

his/her ideal self but may shop in a discount store with his/her actual self. Shoppers tend 

to evaluate how well the store image matches the image they realistically see for 

themselves or the image with which they would like to perform (Sirgy et al., 2000).  

Literature applying dynamic self-concepts and situational self-congruity in 

retailing contexts has been limited (Sirgy et al., 2000; He & Mukherjee, 2007). Most 

studies tend to compare the influences of different types of self-congruity on store choice 

without including the situational factors behind the self-concept congruencies.  

Consequently, these studies have produced mixed results. For example, Martineau (1958) 

was an early scholar who noticed the importance of congruity between retailer brand and 

multidimensional customer images and suggested that patrons might prefer the store with 

the image that matched with their ideal self-image rather than actual self-image. Later, 

Dornoff and Tatham (1972) found that the congruity between retail stores and the 

shoppers’ three faceted image (i.e., actual self, ideal self and image of best friend) 

predicted store selection differently across various types of stores. For instance, actual 

self-congruence was more influential for selecting a supermarket, which was recognized 

as a routinized decision, whereas ideal self-congruence was more predictive for selecting 

a department store, which was considered a non-routinized decision. Recently, several 

other studies continued the debate regarding the manner by which actual and ideal self-

congruity better explain brand choice and attachment. Malär et al. (2011) explored the 

relationship between self-congruence and emotional brand attachment with both product 

and retailer brands and found that brand attachment was impacted more by perceived 

actual self-congruity than by perceived ideal self-congruity.  In contrast, Ekinci and Riley 
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(2003) found that ideal self-congruence was more influential than actual self-congruence 

on attitudinal loyalty toward a restaurant with a modern service style.  

In the self-congruity consumer literature, Sirgy and his colleagues (e.g., 1981, 

1985, & 1991) have published results of several seminal studies dealing with self-

congruity in the context of both product brands (e.g., Sirgy, 1979, 1980, 1982; Sirgy et 

al., 1991) and retailer brands (e.g., Sirgy et al., 1991; Samli & Sirgy, 1981; Sirgy & 

Samli, 1985). Their results provide evidence that actual, ideal, social, and ideal social 

self-congruence with product or store brands are all positively related to brand preference 

and purchase intentions. For retail branding, Sirgy and Samli (1985) and Sirgy et al. 

(1991) particularly investigate how social and ideal social congruities influence store 

brand evaluation and store loyalty. Their results demonstrate that both of these self-

congruities impact store loyalty directly and indirectly through positively biasing the 

evaluation of functional characteristics of the store image. Based on previous empirical 

work, Sirgy et al. (2000) offered a conceptual model of retail environment, self-

congruity, and patronage that proposed that each type of self-congruity with retailer 

brands can predict patronage through specific self-motivations (i.e., self-consistency and 

self-enhancement) that are influenced by situational factors.  They referred to actual and 

ideal self-congruities as “private self-type self-congruities” and social and ideal social 

self-congruities as “public self-type self-congruities” (p.132-133).  Sirgy and Samli 

(1985) and Sirgy et al. (1991) used a clothing department store and a discount store as 

stimuli to examine the effects of social and ideal social self-congruity on store loyalty. 

Ideal social self-congruity was more predictive of store loyalty than was social self-
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congruity for shopping in both the discount store (Sirgy & Samli, 1985; Sirgy et al. 

(1991) and the department store (Sirgy & Samli, 1985). 

Following these studies, He & Mukherjee (2007) tested the four types of self-

congruities (actual, ideal, social, and ideal social congruity) in a model of consumer 

attitudes and store loyalty toward department stores in a Chinese consumer population. 

However, their results showed that only actual and social self-congruities strongly predict 

store loyalty.  

All these studies have produced mixed results possibly caused by the fact that 

they addressed the dynamic nature of self-congruity but did not identify situational 

factors underlying varied relationships between congruency between dynamic self-

concept and brand choice or attachment.  Recognizing the importance of situational 

factors in shaping the relationship between self-congruity and brand selection, Xue 

(2008) proposed and investigated the idea of situational congruence and found it to be a 

better predictor than self-congruence in influencing brand choice in the context of 

consumer goods.  However, situational congruence was conceptualized as the perceived 

congruence between the personality of the situation and a single dimension of brand 

personality, Sophistication. For example, a wedding party was perceived as being highly 

sophisticated compared with a hiking trip.  Xue found that the personality of the situation 

was not a stimulus of self-concept.  Rather, it competed with self-congruence in 

predicting brand choice, a finding that is not supported by the concept of situational self-

congruity. In fact, Sirgy et al. (2000) also proposed four situational factors that stimulate 

different forms of self-congruity:  store conspicuousness (perceived likelihood that 

shoppers might be seen by significant others while shopping), co-shopping (motivation to 



52 

 

 

gain social approval), shopper’s age, and response mode (i.e., whether the decision is 

about preference judgment or brand choice). Each of the situational factors was proposed 

to influence the ability of the four self-congruities to predict retailer patronage through 

influencing the correspondent dimension of self-concept. However, while these 

situational factors are logically appealing and worthy of further research, they have not 

been empirically tested in predicting retail patronage.  

In summary, based on situational self-congruency theory and under the premise of 

self-brand congruence, situational cues influence certain types of self-concept (i.e., 

private or public self), which further interacts with a focal brand, relates to the personality 

of the brand (i.e., private or public self-congruity), and, consequently, increases positive 

word-of-mouth about and patronage of the brand. Therefore, both the perceived private 

and public self-congruities could have varied impacts on consumers’ behavioral 

outcomes that are dependent on different situational cues and may also be dependent on 

type of retailer image format (e.g., supermarket, department store, discount store, etc.).  

The added consideration of these situational cues, which were ignored in most self-

congruity research, might, therefore, improve the ability of both private and public self-

congruities to predict behavioral outcomes such as brand/retailer choice or attachment.  

Consistent with Xue’s (2008) suggestion, research in the area of situational self-congruity 

is still in a nascent stage, and additional investigation is needed.  

Retailer Brand Identification  

Regarding the uniqueness of a retailer brand and building on social identity theory 

(Tajfel & Turner, 1979), customer-company identification (Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003), 

and customer-brand identification (Lam et al., 2010), this study proposes the use of 
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“retailer brand identification” (RBI), which posits that customers can identify with a 

retailer brand when perceiving oneness or belongingness with that brand. The theoretical 

background will be discussed below, followed by a detailed depiction of RBI. 

Theoretical background of RBI: social identity theory and its extension. 

Researchers have long discussed that people can identify themselves as members of an 

organization (Ashforth & Mael, 1989), a company (Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003) or a brand 

group (Lam et al., 2010), regardless of whether they have formal membership (e.g., Pratt, 

1988) or contact with specific other members (Turner, 1982). This discussion stems from 

social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), which posits that people can define their 

self-concepts by identifying or categorizing themselves as members in specific social 

groups. This socialization identification takes place when individuals perceive oneness, 

and share a joint identification with a group of people (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Since the 

social group can be a non-profit or for-profit organization (i.e., a company) or a symbol 

of a company (i.e., a brand), social identity theory has also been used to conceptualize 

organizational identification in management research as well as company and brand 

identification in marketing research. 

More specifically, organizational identification has been defined as the extent to 

which organizational members perceive “oneness or belongingness” with an organization 

(Ashforth & Mael, 1989, p.23) and the degree to which they define themselves “by the 

same attributes that they believe define the organization” (Dutton, Dukerich, & Harquail, 

1994, p.239). This “self-categorization” reflects a cognitive evaluation of the membership 

and similarities between an individual and an organization (Bergami & Bagozzi, 2000). It 

has been applied in understanding organizational behavior, employee attitudes, or other 
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topics related to human resource management (e.g., Kane, Argote, & Levine, 2005). 

Company identification was developed in the same vein. Bhattacharya and Sen (2003) 

proposed customer-company identification, which describes that customers actively, 

selectively, and volitionally identify with a company to fulfill their “self-definitional (i.e., 

“who am I?”) needs” (p.77). Ahearne, Bhattacharya, and Gruen (2005) added that 

customers are likely to identify with a company when they perceive it as attractive or 

capable of improving their social identity. Company identity consists of the company’s 

core values (e.g., organizational mission) and demographic characteristics (e.g., life cycle 

and product category), so that it is distinct from Aaker’s (1997) consumer identification 

with the mere symbolic brand (Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003). 

Recently, based on social identity theory, Lam, Ahearne, Hu, and Schillewaert 

(2010) further extended the conception of customer-company identification to the 

customer-brand relationship and proposed customer-brand identification (CBI). 

Compared with customer-company identification that centers on the connection 

customers feel toward a company, CBI shifts the focus to the bonds customers have with 

a brand. To justify the extension, they used viewpoints offered by Belk (1988) and 

Fournier (1998) that the brands customers identify with can be regarded as being 

representative of “self-relevant social categories” and by McCracken (1989) that meaning 

is transferable between brands and consumers’ self-concepts. In other words, brands are a 

form of social entity, and customers are able to relate and identify with these symbolic 

entities. Moreover, in line with the social identity theory, CBI includes three components: 

cognitive identification (i.e., awareness of membership), affective identification (i.e., 

emotional attachment derived from the awareness and the evaluation), and evaluative 
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identification (i.e., the value connotation related to the awareness), making itself a more 

intricate mechanism than early organizational identification, which was only 

conceptualized as purely cognitive (Ashforth, Harrison & Corley, 2008). Thus CBI was 

formally defined as “a customer’s psychological state of perceiving, feeling, and valuing 

his or her belongingness with a brand” (Lam et al., 2010, p.129). The “belongingness” in 

CBI refers to the “psychological oneness” with a brand and stems from the perceived 

membership (p. 129). Theories of self-verification (e.g., Swann, 1983) and self-

enhancement (e.g., Jones, 1973), which postulate that people have needs to verify and 

improve their senses of self, provide explanations for consumer motivations to identify 

with favorable brands (Escalas & Bettman, 2003). The psychological oneness with a 

brand (i.e., the inclusions of a brand into the consumer’s self) was further demonstrated 

by Reimann, Castano, Zaichkowsky, and Bechara (2012) using neurophysiological 

evidence,  shown by functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI), of heightened skin 

conductance responses and increased insula activation which is related to urging, love, 

and addiction. Lam and his colleagues also found that the high CBI perceived by 

customers can help build long term resistance to brand switching.   

Conceptualization of RBI. Due to their direct and continuous interactions with 

the consumer, the nature of retail businesses are very unique compared to manufacturing 

businesses. Consumers’ perceptions of a retailer brand, which incorporates attributes 

from a retailers internal environment (e.g., store atmosphere, sales person interactions, 

shopping experiences, etc.), can be more complicated than those associated with a 

product brand (e.g., d’Astous & Le’vesque, 2003; Davies & Chun, 2012; Dardin & 

Babin, 1994, etc.). All the internal environment-related consumer interactions can 
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influence consumers’ perceptions of a retailer’s symbolic characteristics (i.e., its brand 

image).  Retailer brand personality has been shown to be more comprehensive than brand 

personality, in general, and includes negative characteristics that brand personality does 

not have (Darden & Babin, 1994). Using the same logic, it is argued that, in identifying 

with a retail brand, consumers may employ different cues relative to those used when 

identifying with a product brand. Therefore, this study extends the notion of CBI to 

retailer brand identification (RBI).  RBI is defined as “a customer’s knowledge (cognitive 

identification) that he/she belongs to a retailer brand together with perceived affect 

toward (affective identification) and value (evaluative identification) of the membership.” 

RBI takes place when customers recognize the oneness they shared with the retailer 

brand, and feel good and proud of being part of it.  

Regarding the internal environmental factors that affect consumers’ perceptions 

of retailer brands, two reasons can justify that RBI may be perceived as being more 

complex than CBI in the minds of retail patrons. First, store employees, such as sales 

personnel, provide a visible reference group for identification, which is usually absent in 

product brand identification. In stores, sales personnel can both be directly observed by 

and interact with shoppers (d’Astous & Le´vesque, 2003). They are brand ambassadors 

(Harris & de Chernatony, 2001) or symbols of the retailer brand (Davies & Chun, 2012), 

communicating the brand values to customers. Personnel image is part of a store image, 

and the personnel, per se, become representatives of the retailer. Research has found that 

the presence of employees, including their dress (e.g., Rafaeli & Pratt, 1993; Harquail, 

2005), age (e.g., Davies &d Chun, 2012), gender (Davies & Chun, 2012), physical 

appearance (e.g., Brengman & Willems, 2009), race (Hirose & Pih, 2011), and attitude 
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(e.g., Darden & Babin, 1994; Brengman & Willems, 2009), has been considered to have 

a direct influence on customers’ impression toward a brand or a corporation. The vivid 

impression facilitates how customers perceive and identify with a retailer brand. Using 

dress as an example, an airline attendant wearing a certain style of uniform may  cause 

customers to attribute his/her dress style to other employees and the corporate brand and 

may also distinguish the brand from other competing brands whose personnel might dress 

in differently styled uniforms (Davies & Chun, 2012).  Thus, appearance of personnel 

(which is easily observed via customer-employee interactions) provides salient clues 

about the appearance of the group which is transferable to the brand.  Customers, who 

attribute themselves as having a similar style can, therefore, easily identify with the 

employee’s style.  

Second, the physical store per se provides a place or an opportunity for “being in 

the group”, which makes the retailer brand identification less symbolic than product 

brand identification. Literature reports that elements of store environment, such as 

ambient designs produce emotional effects on consumers (Kotler, 1974; Darden & Babin, 

1994) and influence how customers value their shopping experiences (e.g., Bonnin & 

Goudey, 2012), and consequently, customers’ behaviors in terms of loyalty (e.g., Clottey, 

Collier, & Stodnick, 2008) as well as patronage intentions (e.g. Hsu, Chiu, & Lee, 2013). 

One element of overall store atmosphere, store organization (i.e., the physical layout of a 

store), has been positively related to brand perceptions (Merrilees & Miller, 2002).  

Intuitively, the physical organization of a retail store can affect shoppers’ patronage 

experiences.  Similar to store organization, a store’s layout and architecture store 

atmosphere characteristics are considered among the most important elements comprising 
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perceptions of retailer brand (Maritneau, 1958).  In addition, other researchers have 

considered crowdedness as an aspect of store atmosphere and have shown that feelings of 

crowdedness in a retail environment create negative emotions (Darden & Babin, 1994). 

All these store environment elements provide clear clues about how being in a group 

feels and looks like.  A store environment even provides an opportunity to meet and 

interact with the “in-group” members (i.e., other shoppers and store employees), thereby 

making the group more tangible. In other words, a store environment creates a “group 

location”, facilitating or triggering customers’ identification with the store brand. When 

being in a store, customers are able to experience and confirm their “belongingness” with 

the store brand. As a result of the store experience, the identification with retailer brands 

may become less symbolic than with product brands, which can typically lack observable 

and/or reachable group references and opportunities for confirmation.  In as much as 

online and mobile sites of retailer brands are able to convey similar images of employees, 

other shoppers, and store atmospheric elements, retailer brand identification could most 

probably also transfer to a retailer’s other marketing channels. 

Consumer Shopping Involvement 

The consumer behavior literature considers involvement as a motivating variable 

explaining consumers’ purchase decisions and communication behaviors (e.g., Laurent & 

Kapferer, 1985). Generally, involvement is defined as a level of personal relevance, 

importance, interest, or arousal for a given stimulus, such as an object, situation, or action 

(Richins & Bloch, 1986; Verbeke & Vackier, 2004; Celsi & Olson, 1988). Due to the 

nature of self-relevance and importance, involvement has frequently been related to 

information search or processing. The more relevant or important a message to an 
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individual, the greater the individual is motivated to pay attention to the message (e.g., 

Petty, Cacioppo, & Schumann, 1983; Kim et al., 2007). In addition, supported by the 

Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM) (Petty, Cacioppo, 1981), which indicates that the 

effect of enduring persuasion is influenced by whether an individual is motivated to 

process a communicated message, involvement is considered as a key determinant of the 

persuasiveness of advertisements on individuals, and thus, is extensively applied in 

marketing research. (e.g., Petty, et al., 1983; Andrews & Shimp, 1990).  

In recent years, consumer involvement, especially product involvement, has also 

been recognized as an important factor in understanding self-congruence since both 

involve processing of self-related information (Xue, 2008). However, how involvement 

interacts with self-congruence is still inconclusive. For example, Chang (2002) examined 

how self-relevant advertisement messages influenced brand evaluations and found that, 

under low product-involvement conditions, perceptions of congruence between the 

message and consumers’ self-concepts served as peripheral cues leading to brand 

preference. Xue (2008) also included product involvement as a moderator of the 

relationship between situational and self-image congruence on brand choice. However, 

results showed that both situational congruence and self-image congruence were 

prominent when product involvement was high whereas only situational congruence was 

influential when product involvement was low.  These findings support the idea that 

consumer involvement motivates greater information processing (i.e., information related 

to both self-image and situational congruence), and thus, strengthens the effect of both 

forms of congruence on brand choice. Later, Malär et al. (2011) demonstrated that 

product involvement also moderated the relationship between self-congruence and brand 
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emotional attachment such that the effect of actual self-congruence was stronger with 

higher product involvement and the effect of ideal self-congruence was more salient with 

lower product involvement. They explained their results by acknowledging that actual 

self-congruence may encourage brand attachment for self-verification, which would 

demand high levels of cognitive effort in information processing, and thus work better 

when product involvement was high. In contrast, ideal-congruence would likely be 

perceived through a heuristic reflection process entailing less cognitive elaboration and 

would work better when involvement was low.  

In retailing contexts, consumer involvement with shopping has been found to 

encourage more information search about a potential purchase (e.g., Josiam, Kinley, & 

Kim, 2005; Kinley, Josiam, & Lockett, 2010).  Sirgy et al. (2000) also conceptualized 

shoppers’ involvement as a moderator between self –congruity and patronage. They 

suggested that the influence of self-congruity on patronage would be greater when 

shopper involvement is low than when it is high. In their model, both actual and ideal 

self-congruence were considered to be holistic and simplistic phenomena  that are less 

influential when the shopping involvement encourages more cognitive evaluation.  

Different bodies of literature show that consumer involvement plays an important 

role in explaining relationships between self-congruence and both product and retailing 

choice/patronage .  However, the role of different levels of involvement on changes in the 

influence of self-congruence on attitudinal and behavioral outcomes is not well 

understood.  Thus, there is an important need to clarify whether consumer involvement 

positively or negatively impacts the influence of self-congruence on outcomes, whether 

the changes in actual and ideal as well as in social and ideal social congruence vary by 
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different levels of involvement, and whether these relationships also apply in the retailing 

domain.  

Hypotheses Development 

To understand how retailer brand personality increases retailer patronage, the 

current study proposes a Retailer Brand Personality – Behavioral Outcomes conceptual 

framework which identifies self-congruence and retailer brand identification as mediators 

and both shopping conspicuousness situation and consumer shopping involvement as 

moderators. This framework is previously provided in Figure 1, which shows that 

positive perceptions of retailer brand personality lead to situational self-congruence (i.e., 

actual and ideal private and social and ideal social public self-congruities) and then to 

retailer brand identification, which consequently contributes to positive word-of-mouth 

communications and retailer patronage intentions.  In addition, shopping conspicuousness 

situation and consumer shopping involvement moderate the associations among self-

congruence and retailer brand identification.  The directional nature of these hypothesized 

relationships for both department and discount retailer image formats is presented in 

Figure 2.  The rationale for the hypotheses pertaining to each relationship in the 

framework will be provided in the rest of this chapter. 
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Retailer brand personality and self-congruity. A major factor causing retailer 

brand personality to be so different from brand personality, in general, are characteristics 

associated with retailers’ internal environments that can be easily and directly observed 

by the consumer (e.g., physical store atmosphere, sales personnel interactions, etc.). Due 

to the characteristics of retailers’ internal environments, retailer brand personality can 

include a negative dimension with a set of correspondent negative traits. However, 

according to self-verification (Giesler et al., 1996) and self-enhancement theories 

(Swann, 1983), consumers may only relate to the positive dimensions and personality 

traits of brands.  Self-verification theory postulates that people need to verify their 

existing self-concepts (i.e., actual and/or social selves) by seeking experiences that 
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sustain their sense-of-self and by avoiding experiences that threaten their sense-of-self.  

Self-verification can be accomplished by consuming a brand with a personality that is 

similar to oneself (Malär et al., 2011) which, in turn, leads to positive self-evaluations 

(Burke & Stets, 1999).  Therefore, applying self-verification theory, it is likely that 

people only relate positive retailer brand personalities to their actual and/or social selves.  

Self-enhancement theory predicts that people have tendencies to search for experiences 

that can improve their feelings and self-values, (Sedikides & Strube, 1997) thereby 

enhancing their self-esteem (Higgins, 1987). Self-enhancement can be achieved by 

consuming a brand with a personality that reflects their aspirations and dreams (i.e., ideal 

self-congruence) (Malär et al., 2011). Thus it is likely that people only associate the 

attractive or positive retailer brand personalities with their ideal and ideal social selves.  

Applying both self-verification and self-enhancement theories, it is hypothesized that 

consumers only associate positive personalities of a retailer brand with their own 

personalities.  This assumption led to Hypothesis 1. 

H1a: Positive perceptions of a retailer brand personality leads to higher 

congruence between retailer brand personality and actual and ideal private self-

concepts. 

H1b: Positive perceptions of a retailer brand personality leads to higher 

congruence between retailer brand personality and social and ideal social public 

self-concepts. 

Self-congruity and retailer brand identification. Social identity theory proposes 

that people tend to categorize themselves into various groups, such as members of 

sporting clubs or fans of TV shows (Trepte, 2006). The perception of having group 
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membership has to be salient to initiate behaviors consistent with others in the group 

(Tajfel, 1979; Hogg & Reid, 2006). Two types of salience, stimulus salience and 

psychological salience are experienced, both of which lead to different forms of group 

identification (Oakes, 1987).   

Stimulus salience. Salience that reflects a situational stimulus, termed stimulus 

salience, was differentiated by Oakes (1987) from the salience that involves cognitive 

perception and reasoning, termed psychological salience. Applying identity theory, 

stimulus salience is more often associated with self-representation activation as a result of 

exposure to physical and/or sensory cues found in a situation (Stryker, 1980). Oakes 

(1987) added that stimulus salience may be a reminder of group memberships and 

become an antecedent of psychological salience which initiates social identification.  In 

the context of consumers’ brand relationships, it is likely that situational cues present in 

retail stores are positively related to certain types of self-concepts among consumers 

which then influence their social identification with the retailer brands. 

Psychological salience. Salience in social identity theory has also been used to 

indicate the positive influence of an identity in a social situation. However, compared 

with stimulus salience described by identity theory which is more about “attention-

grabbing properties of social stimuli”, salience described using social identity theory is 

about the “psychological significance of a social membership” (Stets & Burke, 2000, p. 

230). A group membership has to be psychologically salient to positively influence the 

correspondent social identity (Oakes, 1987). The notion of psychological salience, 

developed by Oakes (1987) from the work by Bruner (1957) suggests that the occurrence 

of psychological salience depends on whether two determining factors, “accessibility” 
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and “fit”, are present. Accessibility refers to the “readiness” of a social category to gain 

salience (Oakes, 1987, p. 127).  Greater readiness contributes to less effort needed for 

identification.  Certain aspects of self-concept (e.g., gender and race), which are self-

evident and chronically accessible in the mind, have been considered as being both 

situationally and chronically salient (Hogg & Reid, 2006). Since personality is part of 

self-concept, a congruent retailer brand personality should be recognized by customers as 

being accessible thereby becoming salient enough to influence social (retailer brand) 

identification.  

The other determinant of psychological salience, “fit”, refers to the degree to 

which there are similarities and differences observed between people and respective 

social groups (Oakes, Tuner, & Haslam, 1991).  The more similarities observed, the 

greater the likelihood that the social group will be credited as being optimally fit.  Among 

the same accessible groups, the one that has optimal fit is most likely to become 

psychologically salient for group identification (Hogg & Reid, 2006).  Hence, the 

perception of personality congruence with a retailer brand, which captures similarities 

between customers and retailer brand, is likely to promote the retailer brand as having 

good fit.  Under the assumption that a congruent retailer brand personality has both 

accessibility and good fit for customers, the correspondent brand is likely to be 

psychologically salient and, therefore will positively influence retailer brand 

identification.  

Several marketing scholars have discussed the importance of consumers’ 

perceptions of similarities between self-concept and brand in influencing identification 

with a brand or a company.  For example, Bhattacharya and Sen (2003) postulated that 
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the primary antecedent of customer-company identification is the extent to which 

consumers perceived the company identity similar to their own identity.  Self-congruity 

between consumer and positive brand personality characteristics, such as distinctiveness 

and prestigiousness, explained their attractiveness toward the brand and contributed to the 

customer-company identification.  In addition, Kuenzel and Halliday (2010) found a 

positive relationship between ideal self-congruity and brand identification. Other 

researchers also found that self-congruity with brand personality led to consequences 

such as brand attachment (e.g., Malär et al., 2011) and customer loyalty (Kressmann, 

2006), which are the outcomes of both CBI and RBI.  

Applying the premises of both self-congruity and brand identification based on 

the notion of stimulus and psychological salience leading to group identification, it is 

postulated that the level of self-congruity with retailer brand personality is an antecedent 

of RBI. Therefore, Hypotheses 2a and 2b are stated as follows:  

H2: The stronger the congruence for both (a) actual and ideal private self-

concepts and (b) social and ideal social public self-concepts with retailer brand 

personality, the stronger the perception of overall identification with the retailer 

brand. 

Retailer identification, word-of-mouth, and patronage intention. Social 

identity theory suggests that people display group behaviors including in-group 

favoritism and out-group discrimination as a part of the social identity processes (Trepte, 

2006; Tajfel, 1979). Tajfel (1979) devised an experiment and showed that simple 

categorization of one to a group is sufficient to make people favor their in-group and 

discriminate against the other designated out-group. Some laboratory studies also 
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demonstrated that in-group favoritism can occur in the conditions in which the 

categorizations are random and group memberships are anonymous (e.g., Billig & Tajfel, 

1973).  

In marketing contexts, in-group favoritism has been translated into the 

commitment to achieve the goals of companies (i.e., positive word-of-mouth and 

purchase).  For example, both Kim, Han, and Park (2001) and Brown, Barry, Dacin and 

Gunst (2005) found that consumers who identified with a brand were likely to spread 

positive word-of-mouth.  Similarly, Ahearne and Bhattacharya (2005) found that the 

more strongly customers identify with a company, the more products they purchase from 

the company.  In the longitudinal study of Lam et al. (2010), CBI generated long-term 

resistance to new brand switching, which demonstrates a type of persistent purchase.  

Applying this logic, overall RBI is likely to be associated with providing positive word-

of-mouth about a retailer brand and displaying high levels of retailer patronage intention.  

In addition, each of the dimensions of overall RBI (i.e., cognitive, affective, evaluative) 

are also likely to be associated with providing positive word-of-mouth abut a retailer 

brand and displaying high levels of retailer patronage intention. 

Both intention to provide word-of-mouth communications about and patronage 

intentions toward a retailer are types of behavioral intentions (Tan & Yeap, 2012), 

defined as an affirmed likelihood to engage in a certain behavior (Oliver, 1997).  These 

forms of behavioral intentions are often used in consumer research as predictors of 

consumers’ future word of mouth communications about and patronage of (e.g., Tan & 

Yeap, 2012) a retailer. The theory of planned behavior (TPB), which postulates that 

behaviors can be directly triggered by correspondent intentions (Ajzen, 1985) justifies the 
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predictability of intentions on related behaviors. Therefore, Hypotheses 3 and 4 propose 

the following relationships: 

H3: The stronger the (a) overall RBI, (b) cognitive RBI, (c) affective RBI, and (d) 

evaluative RBI, the greater the intention to convey positive word-of-mouth 

communications about the retailer. 

H4: The stronger the (a) overall RBI, (b) cognitive RBI, (c) affective RBI, and (d) 

evaluative RBI, the greater the intention to patronize the retailer. 

Moderation effect of shopping situation. Recognizing the nature of situational 

self-congruity, Sirgy et al. (2000) proposed four factors (i.e., store visibility, co-shopping, 

age, and response mode) that influence shoppers’ self-concept dimensions and, 

consequently, impact self-congruity and retail patronage. The first factor, store visibility, 

refers to the perceived likelihood that shoppers might be seen in a store by their 

significant others (i.e., friends, relatives, etc.) (Sirgy et al., 2000).  For example, a store 

located in a crowded public place such as a shopping mall or on a busy thoroughfare is 

considered as being more visible than is a store located on a quiet, secluded street.  High 

store visibility is likely to influence one’s public self-congruity whereas low store 

visibility is likely to influence one’s private self-congruity.  Co-shopping, the second 

factor, is related to the motivation of gaining social approval (Sirgy et al., 2000). Thus 

co-shopping with others is likely to be a cue to positively influence the relationship 

between public self-congruity and RBI whereas shopping alone is likely to be a cue to 

positively influence the relationship between private self-congruity and RBI.  The third 

factor, age influences the dominance of self-concept dimensions. Younger people are 

more preoccupied by making good impressions on others than are older people (Sirgy et 
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al., 2000).  Therefore, younger consumers more likely have a stronger sense of public self 

than do older consumers, who are more likely than younger consumers to have a stronger 

sense of private self.  The fourth factor, response mode, refers to “whether the decision is 

a preference judgment type or a brand choice” (Sirgy et al., 2000, p.134).  A preference 

judgment-type decision is likely to positively influence self-esteem, which is related to 

one’s ideal self, whereas a choice-type decision is likely to positively influence self-

consistency, which is associated with one’s actual self (Sirgy et al., 2000).  Compared 

with store visibility and co-shopping, which serve as external cues influencing shoppers’ 

perceptions of self from a retailer’s environment, the other two factors, age and response 

mode, serve as internal factors.  This study focuses on situational factors that retailers can 

manage in order to strengthen the relationships among both types of self-congruity and 

retailer brand identification. Therefore, only the more manageable external cues were 

included in this research..  

Because the external factors, store visibility and co-shopping, are both related to 

whether a shopper might  be seen by significant others, this study will combine them into 

one factor described as shopping conspicuousness, which is conceptualized as the 

visibility of the shopping behavior to significant others (e.g., shoppers’ friends, family, 

important social cohorts, etc.).  A situation high in shopping conspicuousness comprises 

high store visibility and co-shopping whereas a situation low in shopping 

conspicuousness encompasses low store visibility and shopping alone. Based on the 

conceptual model proposed by Sirgy et al. (2000), public-type self-congruity should be 

more influential than private type self-congruity in predicting retail patronage under the 
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conditions of high store visibility and co-shopping.  Therefore, Hypotheses 5a and 5b are 

stated as follows:  

H5a:  In shopping situations regarded as being low in shopping conspicuousness, 

actual and ideal private self-congruities will more strongly impact overall RBI 

than will social and ideal social public self-congruities.  

 H5b:  In shopping situations regarded as being high in shopping 

conspicuousness, social and ideal social public self-congruities will more strongly 

impact overall RBI than will actual and ideal private self-congruities. 

Moderation effect of consumer shopping involvement.  RBI conceptualizes 

brand as the representation of “self-relevant” social categories.  The relevance of a brand 

to consumers should influence the strength of RBI perceived.  In addition, when there is 

identification with a brand, that brand is more self-relevant and its utilitarian value is 

higher than that perceived for other competing brands (Lam et al., 2010).  Self-relevance 

of a brand, which is analogous to consumer shopping involvement, is likely to accentuate 

the respective associations between both private self-congruity and public self-congruity 

and strength of the RBI perception. With high consumer shopping involvement, both 

types of situational self-congruity with the retailer brand personality should lead to a 

stronger sense of membership, brand value, and brand affection. These assertions led to 

Hypotheses 6a and 6b.  

H6: Consumer shopping involvement will moderate the relationships between (a) 

actual and ideal private self-congruities and overall RBI and (b) social and ideal 

social public self-congruities and overall RBI in that higher levels of involvement 
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will contribute to stronger relationships between both private (actual and ideal) 

and public (social and ideal social) self-congruities and overall RBI. 

Moderation effect of retailer image format descriptions associated with 

department versus discount stores.  Information on differences in variables such as 

retailer personality, self-congruity, and retailer brand identification across different 

retailer formats has received very limited research attention.  For example, most research 

on retail personality dimensions has not compared these dimensions across different 

retailer formats (Dardin and Babin, 1994; Helgeson and Supphellan, 2004).  Only 

d’Asous and Le’vesque (2003), confirmed the applicability of five unique personality 

across different department and discount retailer formats.  In addition, the influence of 

self-congruity on various behavioral outcomes toward retailers has been tested for 

shopping in different retailer format situations, but the findings are still inconclusive. 

Dornoff and Tatham (1972) reported that actual self-congruity is more predictive in 

selecting a supermarket whereas ideal self-congruity is more influential in selecting a 

department store. Sirgy and Samli (1985) and Sirgy et al. (1991) used a clothing 

department store and a discount store as stimuli to examine the effects of social and ideal 

social self-congruity on store loyalty. Ideal social self-congruity was more predictive of 

store loyalty than was social self-congruity for shopping in both the discount store (Sirgy 

& Samli, 1985; Sirgy et al., 1991) and the department store (Sirgy & Samli, 1985). In 

contrast, He and Mukherjee (2007) found that the loyalty to department stores was 

impacted more by actual and social self-congruity than by ideal and ideal social self-

congruity.  Due to the disparity in research findings regarding the potential influence of 

type of retailer on the relationships among retailer brand personality, self-congruity and 
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behavioral outcome measures and differences in the types of outcome measures studied 

(e.g., choice, loyalty, etc.), the following exploratory null hypothesis was proposed. 

H7.  Relative to shopping in a store regarded as having an image format 

associated with a department store versus shopping in a store regarded as having an 

image format associated with a discount store, there will be no differences in parameter 

estimates among the endogenous and exogenous constructs of the “Retailer Brand 

Personality – Behavioral Outcomes Framework”. 

Chapter 3 will present the method for measuring the variables used for hypotheses 

testing.  Information will be presented on the research design employed in the study, the 

sampling method used to contact research subjects, conceptual and operational 

definitions used for study constructs and development and pretesting of measures 

employed in the research.  
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH METHODS 

The goal of this chapter is to present the research design and information on the 

measurements that were employed for each of the variables used for model testing.  The 

methodological protocol described was employed to test the model proposed in Chapter 2 

(see Figure 2), which predicts that retailer brand personality increases positive word-of-

mouth and retailer patronage intention through private and public self-congruities and 

retailer brand identification and that the respective relationships between private and 

public self-congruities and retailer brand identification are moderated by the 

conspicuousness of the shopping situation and consumers’ shopping involvement.  

Moreover, these relationships apply to both department and discount retailer image 

formats. 

Sampling 

The respondents were recruited through the online survey research firm, 

Qualtrics, from general consumers, who were voluntarily registered as survey 

respondents with the firm and who had made at least one purchase in the previous 6-

month period from a department store and a discount store. Each of them was sent an 

invitation to participate in the study by Qualtrics, and the invitation contained a link to 

the self-administered questionnaire.  As incentives for participation, the survey research 

firm provided points that could be redeemed for purchases of goods and/or services. A 

total of 627 responses were collected, of which 11 cases were identified as invalid, 

resulting in a total sample size of 616. There were no missing cases due to the technique 

of “forced response” implemented throughout the survey. 
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Research Design  

The influence of self-congruity on behavioral outcomes toward retailers (e.g., 

patronage, loyalty, etc.) has been tested for shopping different retailer formats that would 

elicit varying images and personalities, but the findings are still inconclusive (Dornoff & 

Tatham, 1972; He & Mukherjee, 2007; Sirgy & Samli, 1985; Sirgy et al., 1991).  To 

explain these mixed findings, Sirgy et al. (2000) proposed that, in addition to the type of 

retailer shopped (e.g., department store, discount store, etc.), situational self-congruity 

might be another predictor of behavioral outcomes toward retailers (e.g., patronage, etc.).  

Thus to better understand the roles of both situational self-congruity and retailer type on 

RBI and to enhance the generalizability of the focal model, this study tested the proposed 

model relationships using descriptions of two retailer formats that depicted a retailer 

image format of either a department or a discount retailer. These two formats were 

selected because they are formats with which most consumers are familiar and, therefore, 

would hold exemplars for each type of retailer (Keaveney & Hunt, 1992). It also varied 

the conspicuousness of the shopping situation (i.e., high/low shopping conspicuousness). 

Therefore, this study used a 2 (retailer image format) X 2 (shopping situation 

conspicuousness) between subjects quasi-experimental design in which subjects were 

randomly assigned to one of the four treatment groups who read a scenario that provided 

a description of a retailer format of either a hypothetical department (n = 311) or discount 

store (n = 305) and a description that manipulated the conspicuousness of a high (n = 

303) or low (n = 313) shopping conspicuous situation.  On exposure to a scenario 

appropriate for each particular treatment condition, subjects then completed a survey 

conducted via a self-administered online questionnaire to test the study’s hypotheses.  
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This procedure resulted in 155 subjects assigned to the department store/high shopping 

conspicuousness group, 156 subjects assigned to the department store/low shopping 

conspicuousness groups, 148 subjects assigned to the discount store/high shopping 

conspicuousness group, and 157 subjects assigned to the discount store/low shopping 

conspicuousness group. 

Questions employed in the survey measured the variables contained in the 

proposed research model whereas scenarios provided information for developing 

perceptions of the retailer brand personality associated with two different retailer image 

formats and assessing the influence of situational cues on the respective relationships 

between participants’ private or public self-congruity and their retailer brand 

identification. In addition, in order to ascertain whether exposure to the situational cues 

altered subjects’ self-congruity with the retailer brand personality, the questions used to 

measure self-congruity appeared immediately following exposure to the retailer image 

format description and after exposure to the shopping conspicuousness situation scenario.  

Subjects also responded to several measures developed by the researcher to verify that 

the manipulations of both retailer image format and of the shopping conspicuousness 

situations were perceived as intended.  For the manipulations of retailer image format, 

subjects were presented with a list of several nationally-known moderate to upscale 

department stores (i.e., Macy’s, Dillard’s, Nordstrom) and price-oriented discount stores 

(i.e., Wal-Mart, Target, Sears) and were asked to indicate which stores they would most 

closely associate with the retailer image presented in the store scenario in which they 

were asked to imagine shopping.  A 7-point Likert scale (very similar to not at all similar) 

was used for these items. Six 7-point Likert-scale questions measuring subjects’ 
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perceptions of their shopping visibility to important others when picturing themselves in 

the shopping conspicuousness situational scenarios were used to check the manipulations 

of the perceived shopping conspicuousness situation.  The scale items used for each 

variable are presented in Appendix A, and the scenarios used to convey the retailer image 

formats and the shopping conspicuousness situations are provided in Appendices B and 

C, respectively.  The questionnaire used for the online survey is provided in Appendix D. 

In the first section of the questionnaire, subjects were asked to provide 

information on their shopping frequency in retail stores (i.e.., how frequently do you shop 

in department stores/discount stores/specialty stores?) and other relevant shopping 

behavior data. In the second section of the questionnaire, subjects were randomly 

assigned to read the description of either a hypothetical department or discount retailer 

image format.  Subjects then responded to questions indicating how they perceived the 

retailer brand personality associated with the hypothetical department or discount retailer 

image format followed by a separate set of questions requesting preliminary information 

on the congruities between the retailer brand personality and subjects’ perceived private 

and public self-concepts.  In addition subjects also responded to items designed to assess 

whether they perceived the description of the department or discount retailer image 

format manipulation as was intended.  At the end of this section of the questionnaire, 

subjects answered a set of general questions regarding their attitudes about shopping 

including items on level of shopping involvement, attitudes regarding interacting with 

sales personnel while shopping, and perceptions of public self-awareness. The latter two 

scales were added to the survey as potential covariates of the effect of shopping 

conspicuousness on the respective relationships between private and/or public self-
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congruity and RBI. In the third section of the questionnaire, subjects were randomly 

exposed to a shopping scenario designed to convey a situation that would evoke either 

high or low shopping conspicuousness followed by measures designed to check the 

manipulation for shopping conspicuousness. Subjects then responded again to measures 

of their self-congruity with the retailer brand personality along with measures for retailer 

brand identification, positive word-of-mouth communications intention, and future 

patronage intention. At the end of the questionnaire, subjects were asked to supply 

basic demographic and socioeconomic information such as age, household income, 

educational level, gender, ethnicity, etc.  The conceptual and operational definitions of 

each of the study’s variables will be provided in the following discussion. 

Scenario development. Each of the scenarios containing the description of 

retailer format of a hypothetical retailer (i.e., either an upscale department store retailer or 

a discount store retailer) and the high and low shopping conspicuousness situations were 

written by the researcher.  These scenarios were refined and pretested via a focus group 

of 6 graduate students to confirm whether exposure to the each scenario produced the 

desired results.  A second pretesting was conducted using a convenience sample of 30 

undergraduate students at the University of Iowa to further test each scenario and to 

affirm whether the questionnaire instructions and format were easy to comprehend.  Data 

for the main study was then collected using the sample of 616 general consumers from 

the online panel research company. 

Conceptual and Operational Definitions of Variables Tested in Theoretical Model 

Retailer image format descriptions. Two scenarios, each containing the 

description of a hypothetical retail store (i.e., either an upscale department store or a 
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discount store), were employed to trigger perceptions of the retailer brand personality.  

These scenarios provided information to enable subjects to form perceptions of the 

retailer brand personality and image. These descriptions provided information on the 

types of and styles of merchandise sold including the price-orientation of the 

merchandise, the architectural style and interior design characteristics of the store, 

methods and fixtures used for displaying the merchandise, types of sales promotions 

employed, and auxiliary and selling services provided.  Each description is provided in 

Appendix B. 

Shopping conspicuousness situations. Scenarios designed to convey the 

conspicuousness of the shopping situation were also provided to subjects.  Shopping 

conspicuousness was conceptually defined as the visibility of the shopping situation to 

others who might be important to the shopper (e.g., friends, family members, neighbors, 

co-workers, etc.).  Sales personnel working in the store were not included among the 

group of potential important others.  This scenario was altered for each conspicuousness 

manipulation such that the scenario presented subjects with a high shopping 

conspicuousness situation or a low shopping conspicuousness situation.  To accomplish 

this, each scenario described the purpose of the shopping trip, whether the shopper was 

shopping alone or with other people who were important to them, whether the store was 

busy with other customers, and the potential that the shopper would be seen and 

recognized by other shoppers in the store.  These scenarios are provided in Appendix C. 

Retailer brand personality scale. Retailer brand personality was conceptually 

defined as the set of human characteristics associated with a retailer brand. Since it has 

been debated as to whether the dimensions of brand personality (Aaker 1997) also define 
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retailer brand personality, the retailer brand personality scale used in this research was 

adapted from Aaker’s BPS (1997) and the unique retailer brand personality scales 

developed by Darden and Babin (1994), d’Astous and Lévesque (2003), and Helgeson 

and Supphellen (2004).  The scale incorporated five personality dimensions including 

sophistication, sincerity, sleepiness, solidity, and ruggedness and was measured using 15 

items/traits using a 7-point Likert scane ranging from very descriptive (7) to least 

descriptive (1).  A series of special processes were employed to generate items and refine 

the scale.  These processes and the specific measures found in the scale are described in 

the subsequent sections.  

Generation of items to measure retailer brand personality. The items of the 

retailer brand personality scale were generated through two sub-steps. First, this research 

examined similarities and differences among the specific personality dimensions 

employed for measuring both brand and retailer brand personality and identified an 

integrated framework of retailer brand personality dimensions comprised of similar traits 

from both brand and retailer scales.  Second, a focus group was used to assess the 

relevance of these dimensions and the traits making up each dimension to the retailing 

context to provide insights for deleting and/or developing additional adjectives that might 

be employed to describe retailers’ personality traits.   

Synthesized dimensions of retailer brand personality. In examining the 

dimensions revealed by both Darden and Babin (1994) (See Table 1 in Chapter 2, Section 

A) and d’Astous and Lévesque (2003) (See Table 1 in Chapter 2, Section B), it was 

previously acknowledged that Unpleasant (Darden & Babin, 1994) and Unpleasantness 

(d’Astous & Lévesque, 2003) were measured using similar traits as were Activity (Darden 
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& Babin, 1994) and Enthusiasm (d’Astous & Lévesque, 2003).  Therefore, only the 

Unpleasantness and Enthusiasm personality dimensions (d’Astous & Le´vesque, 2003) 

were retained for the integrated framework of retailer brand personality.  Moreover, the 

personality dimensions of Sophistication, identified as one of the five personality 

dimensions revealed by d’Astous & Lévesque (2003), was deemed to tap traits that are 

similar to those subsumed in Helgeson and Supphellen’s (2004) Classic dimension (see 

Table 1 in Chapter 2, Section C) despite that it was developed specifically for clothing 

retailers.  Thus, a decision was also made to retain the d’Astous and Lévesque (2003) 

Sophistication personality dimension. 

In contrasting the broad view of the personality dimensions and their respective 

traits identified for retailers (Darden & Babin, 1994; d’Astous & Lévesque, 2003; 

Helgeson & Supphellen, 2004) with the five personality dimensions of Sincerity, 

Excitement, Competence, Sophistication, and Ruggedness encompassed in the BPS 

(Aaker, 1997), there were also several apparent similarities among the dimensions and 

respective traits across the various scales.  These include Ruggedness, found as a brand 

personality dimension in the BPS (Aaker, 1997), and Solidity found as a retailer brand 

personality dimension by d’Astous and Lévesque (2003) (see Table 1, Section B, Chapter 

2) and Excitement, a BPS dimension (Aaker, 1997), and Modern, a retailer brand 

personality dimension (Helgeson & Supphellen, 2004) (see Table 1, Section C, Chapter 

1).  By combining the unique aspects of the BPS (Aaker, 1997) with those used to 

measure retailer brand personality, nine possible dimensions of retailer brand personality 

incorporating various traits subsuming each dimension were derived including 

Enthusiasm, Sophistication, Genuineness, Solidity, Unpleasantness, Pleasantness, Sleepy, 
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Competence, and Sincerity.  The dimensions, the proposed traits comprising each 

dimension and the sources of those dimensions are provided in Table 2 

Table 2 

Integrated Framework of Retailer Brand Personality Dimensions 

Dimensions Traits Literature 

Enthusiasm Dynamic, Enthusiastic, Lively, 

Welcoming 

d’Astous & Lé´vesque’s (2003) 

Sophistication Chic, Elegant, High class, Stylish, 

Classic, Formal 

d’Astous & Lévesque’s (2003); 

Helgeson & Supphellen’s (2004) 

Genuineness Honest, Reliable, Sincere, True  

 

d’Astous &d Lévesque’s (2003) 

Solidity Hardy, Reputable, Solid, Thriving, 

Outdoorsy, Tough 

d’Astous & Lévesque’s (2003);  

Aaker (1997) 

Unpleasantness Annoying, Irritating, Load, 

Superficial 

d’Astous & Lévesque’s (2003) 

Pleasantness Pleasant, Pretty, Pleasing, Nice 

 

Darden & Babin’s (1994) 

Sleepy Inactive, Idle, Lazy, Slow 

 

Darden & Babin’s (1994) 

Competence Reliable, Intelligent, Successful 

 

Aaker (1997) 

Sincerity Down-to-earth, Honest, Wholesome, 

Cheerful  

Aaker (1997) 

Modern Modern, Youthful, Cool, Hip, 

Stylish, Daring, Spirited, 

Imaginative 

Helgeson & Supphellen’s (2004); 

Aaker (1997) 

 

This integrated framework for examining retailers’ personalities provided both 

general brand and retailer brand personality perspectives and suggested that there may be 

a variety of retailer brand personality dimensions that could be used by both researchers 

and practitioners to describe and study retailers’ brand personalities (Ailawadi & Keller, 

2004).  Using this integrated framework, therefore, created the potential to provide more 

comprehensive, measurable information about consumers’ perceptions of retailers’ 

personalities for marketers. 
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Focus group results. Following identification of the 46 scale items (see Table 2) 

derived from previous brand personality literature, a focus group was used to assess the 

relevance of these items to the retailing context to provide insights for developing 

additional adjectives that might be employed to describe retailers’ personalities. The 

focus group was comprised of 7 graduate students (5 females; 2 males) majoring in 

Family and Consumer Sciences at The University of Arizona.  They represented diverse 

ethnic groups (i.e., 3 Caucasians, 2 African-Americans, 1 Latino, and 1 Asian).  An 

interview of this group was conducted, which lasted approximately 60 minutes and was 

recorded and transcribed.  

Group members were first asked to consider one or two stores (unlimited to 

specific category) from which they shopped on a regular basis. They were then asked to 

consider whether they thought of these retailers as having “human-like” characteristics, 

and if so, were asked to describe characteristics associated with the retailers. At the end 

of the interview session, they were also asked to review the original 46 scale items 

developed from the retailer brand personality literature (see Table 2) and to indicate if 

they would recommend adding to or deleting any of the descriptive adjectives from the 

list.  The results of this focus group interview resulted in adding 29 new scale items to the 

original list of 46 adjectives describing retailer brand personality.   Thus a total of 75 

scale items was created as a result of the focus group interview and was retained for 

further testing. 

Scale testing. The testing was conducted on a convenience sample of 297 

undergraduate students (197 females, 97 males, 3 not identified) from the University of 

Arizona and Pima Community College. Each participant was randomly assigned to a 



83 

 

 

survey that used either Walmart or Macy’s as the retailer context (Walmart: 148 subjects; 

Macy’s: 149 subjects).  The participants were asked to rate, on a 7-point scale ranging 

from 1 (least descriptive) to 7 (very descriptive), the extent to which they felt each of the 

characteristics provided in the preliminary list might be descriptive of the retailer 

identified in the survey (i.e., either Walmart or Macy’s).  

An exploratory factor analysis was used to identify the items that would be 

employed in the retailer brand personality scale for this research.  Any items having a low 

correlation with the composite variable (i.e., loading lower than .40) and loading on more 

than one factor were dropped.  Results of the exploratory factor analysis suggested a five-

dimension scale (a fewer number of dimensions than the conceptual scale) with 48 items 

retained. The five dimensions subsuming these 48 items were named Sophistication (α= 

.969; 19 items), Sincerity (α= .903; 10 items), Sleepiness (α= .823; 8 items), Solidity (α= 

.677; 7 items), and Ruggedness (α= .733; 4 items). These results are presented in Table 3.  

The final retailer brand personality scale used for this study comprised of three traits 

having high factor loadings on each of the five retailer brand personality dimensions.  

These items are shown in bold in Table 3 and in Appendix A. 
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Table 3 

Retailer Brand Personality Dimensions and Related Traits Identified in Results of Pilot 

Study 
Dimension Sophistication Sincerity Sleepy Solidity Ruggedness 

% of 

Variance 

25.66 9.09 8.71 6.81 4.09 

Eigen Value 12.48 4.95 3.78 3.36 2.12 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Personality 

Traits 

(Factor 

Loadings) 

Dressy (.884) Down-to-earth (.689) Sluggish (.767) Thriving (.618) Muscular (.662) 

Stylish (.874) Sincere (.681) Tired (.689) Successful (.610) 

 

Rugged (.509) 

Elegant (.870) Wholesome (.624) Lazy (.670) Reputable (.602) 

 

Tough (.508) 

High class (.861) Friendly (.623) Inactive (.618) Reliable (.542) Outdoorsy (.507) 

Trendy (.848) Honest (.585) Slow (.598) Solid (.482) Organic (.491) 

Gorgeous (.843) Believable (.552) Lifeless (.571) Dependable (.575)   

Sophisticated (.841) Welcoming (.548) Idle (.554) Practical (.554)   

Pretty (.836) Grounded (.496) Stubborn (.527)     

Hip (.835) Enthusiastic (.480) Irritating (.512)    

Formal (.815)        

Chic (.791)         

Sexy (.755)         

Snazzy (.751)         

Modern (.670)         

Cool (.658)         

Youthful (.629)         

Dapper (.600)         

Classic (.582)         

Snobby (.552)         

 

 

The dimensions identified via the exploratory factor analysis integrated some of 

the other dimensions identified in the original retailer brand personality framework (see 

Table 1 in Chapter 2). The first dimension, Sophistication, combined the traits of the 

original Sophistication (Aaker, 1997; d’Astous & Lévesque, 2003; Helgeson & 

Supphellen, 2004) and Modern (Helgeson & Supphellen, 2004) scales. The second 

dimension, Sincerity, integrated some characteristics of the original Enthusiasm scale 
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(d’Astous & Lévesque, 2003) and the Sincerity scale developed by Aaker (1997). The 

third dimension, Sleepiness, resembled the original Sleepy scale (Darden & Babin, 1994) 

and contained one item from original Unpleasantness scale (d’Astous & Lévesque, 2003). 

The fourth dimension, Solidity, contained similar items to the original Solidity scale 

(d’Astous & Lévesque, 2003); whereas, the last dimension, Ruggedness, incorporated all 

the traits of Aaker’s (1997) Ruggedness scale. The naming of dimensions was based on 

the conceptual framework (See Table 2) and Aaker’s BPS (1997) to facilitate future 

comparisons of research results across different product and sector categories. The 

refined framework of retailer brand personality with the correspondent personality traits 

developed as a result of the testing is presented in Table 3.  Table 3 also provides 

information on the percentage of variance explained by each personality dimension 

factor, each factor’s Eigen Value as well as factor loadings for each personality trait  

Several empirical findings derived from the survey investigation responded to the 

future research questions proposed by Ailawadi and Keller (2004). The new scale 

reconfirmed the level of generalizability of Aaker’s (1997) BPS in a retailer domain and 

uncovered new traits descriptive of retailer brands. More specifically, the new retailer 

brand personality scale shows that three dimensions (Sophistication, Sincerity, and 

Ruggedness) of Aaker’s (1997) BPS were applicable in retailer context. Among them, 

Sophistication and Sincerity are enriched with more personality traits when they are used 

in describing retailer brands. The new dimension Solidity shows a unique personality 

specifically descriptive of retailers. It incorporates three traits revealed by d’Astous and 

Lévesque’s (2003) Solidity scale and two traits revealed by Aaker’s (1997) Competence 

scale. These new dimensions, having a broader array of human-like traits than the BPS 
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dimensions, imply that the symbolic meaning of a retailer brand is more complex than 

that of a product brand. In addition, compared to product brands, in general, retailer 

brands could be perceived as having negative personality aspects (i.e., Sleepy), which 

reflects the unique aspects of internal environment characteristics influencing retailer 

brand associations and justifies the necessity of developing a more comprehensive 

retailer brand personality framework that is different from brand personality in general.   

Private and public self-concept congruities. Both private and public self-

concept congruities were conceptually defined as the degree of association between a 

subject’s self-concept and the retailer brand personality.  Private self-concept consisted of 

both actual (how a subject actually sees him/herself) and ideal (how a subject would like 

to see him/herself) self-concepts.  Public self-concept consisted of both social and ideal 

social self-concepts.  Social self-concept was defined as how a subject perceives that 

important others think about him/herself whereas ideal social self-concept was defined as 

how a subject would like important others to think about him/herself. 

The traditional method of measuring self-congruity is to compute the summation 

of the discrepancy scores between the perceived brand image and the perceived subject’s 

own image in each image dimension (e.g., Sirgy, 1979). However, the use of the 

discrepancy score has been criticized as being problematic because it does not accurately 

reflect the psychological experience of congruity (e.g., Sirgy et al., 1997; Johns, 1981). 

To obtain better construct validity, Sirgy et al. (1997) suggested measuring self-congruity 

perceptions directly via global terminology, claiming that this method was more 

predictive of consumer behaviors (e.g., brand choice, brand attitude, consumer 

satisfaction and etc.) than the traditional discrepancy method.  
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Based on the suggestions from Sirgy et al. (1997), this study adapted the two-step 

measure of self-congruity used by Malär et al. (2011), which directly evaluates the degree 

of congruity. First, participants were instructed to think about the hypothetical store as a 

person and assign it the most descriptive characteristics (i.e., assess retailer brand 

personality traits). Then participants were asked to think about their own personalities 

and were instructed to indicate, on a 7-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 

(strongly agree), the extent to which the personality of the hypothetical retailer matched 

their private actual self-concept (how they would describe themselves) , private ideal 

self-concept (how they would want to be described), public social self-concept (how they 

believe people would describe them), and public ideal social self-concept (how they 

would like people to describe them) using two items for each self-concept.  The specific 

scale items are presented in Appendix A. 

Consumer shopping involvement. Consumer Shopping Involvement was 

conceptually defined as a level of personal relevance, importance, interest, or arousal for 

shopping. This study measured consumer shopping involvement by four items adopted 

from the measure of shopping involvement used by Wang and Rao (1995) which are also 

shown in Appendix A. Participants were asked to indicate, on a 7-point Likert scale 

ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), the importance of shopping 

activities to themselves. The items were: (1) "Before going shopping, I sit down and 

make out a complete shopping list;" (2) "I consult with friends and/or experts before 

making a major purchase;" (3) "I am an impulse buyer;" and (4) "I am a meticulous 

shopper." 
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Retailer brand identification. Retailer Brand Identification (RBI) was 

conceptually defined as a customer’s knowledge (cognitive identification) that he/she 

belongs to a retailer brand together with perceived affect toward (affective identification) 

and value (evaluative identification) of the membership. RBI was measured, using a 7-

point Likert scale (1, very strongly disagree, to 7, very strongly agree) using six items 

adapted from the measure of CBI, which was developed by Lam et al. (2010) from 

literature in multiple fields  (See Appendix A). For the cognitive identification 

dimension, the degree of overlap between customer identity and retailer identity was 

measured by two semantic items, one of which was adapted from a Venn diagram 

originating from Levinger (1979) into a Likert scaled item  and the other from was the 

verbal item originating from Bergami and Bagozzi (2000) to cross-validate the Venn 

diagram.  These included “I feel that I would share a common identity with this store” 

and “I would feel that my sense of who I am overlaps with my sense of what the retail 

store represents” (reversed).  The third and fourth items, originating from the 

organizational identification scale (Mael & Ashforth 1992), aimed to measure affective 

identification. However, to reflect the retailer setting of this study, the fourth item was 

changed from “stop using a brand” to “stop shopping in the hypothetical department 

store.” The items included “If someone praises this store, I would gladly join the 

conversation” (reversed) and “I would feel disappointed if I had to stop shopping in this 

store”.  For measuring evaluative identification, how customers value the perception of 

oneness with the hypothetical department store was assessed using two items from 

Bagozzi and Dholakia (2006).  These included “I would consider myself to be a valuable 
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customer of this store” (reversed) and “I believe that others would respect me if I shop in 

this store”. 

Positive word-of-mouth. Positive word-of-mouth was conceptually defined as 

the likelihood that subjects will spread positive comments about the retailer in the future.  

Positive word-of-mouth was measured using three items (e.g., I would recommend this 

store to my friends?), which were adapted from Maxham III (2001) and measured on a 7-

point Likert scale ranging from 1 (e.g., very unlikely) to 7 (e.g., very likely).  See 

Appendix A for these items. 

Retailer patronage intention. Retailer Patronage Intention was conceptually 

defined as one’s intention to shop from the retailer in the future.  Patronage intention was 

measured by four items (e.g., How likely would you be to patronize the hypothetical 

retail store in the future?), which were adapted from Dabholkar and  Baggozzi (2002), 

and was measured on a 7-point Liker scale from 1 (very unlikely) to 7 (very likely).  All 

items are shown in Appendix A. 

Questionnaire Refinement    

Prior to data collection, the questionnaire was refined using focus group 

interviews conducted on two convenience samples of employees from the University of 

Iowa. Surveys were also conducted on two samples of undergraduate students at the same 

University to confirm that written scenarios designed to manipulate respondents’ 

assessments of retailer image format and conspicuousness of the shopping situation were 

being perceived as intended.  Finally, the completed version of the questionnaire was pre-

tested on a sample of undergraduate students at the University of Arizona. 
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Results of focus group interviews. To make sure that the questionnaire depicted 

realistic shopping situations and was easy to understand, one  focus group was used to 

assess the wording employed in the entire questionnaire, including instructions, scale 

items, and hypothetical retail store personality (i.e., upscale department store and 

discount store) and shopping situation conspicuousness  (i.e., high and low 

conspicuousness) descriptions. This focus group was comprised of 6 employees from the 

University of Iowa (5 females and 1 male; 3 Caucasians and 3 Asians). Based on the 

results, several adjustments were made to improve the relevance and clarity of wording 

and the meanings conveyed in instructions, measures, and written scenarios included in 

the questionnaire.  

Manipulation checks for retailer image format description and shopping 

conspicuousness situation description manipulations. After conducting the focus 

group, pretests were conducted to confirm whether exposure to the each written scenario, 

which included  hypothetical retailer image format (department store, discount store) and 

a shopping conspicuousness situation (high visibility, low visibility) descriptions, were 

perceived as intended by readers. Two convenience samples, consisting of 123 students 

enrolled in classes offered by the Health and Physiology Department at the University of 

Iowa were intercepted as they left class and were invited to take the survey. Those 

individuals who agreed to participate were then randomly exposed to the written 

scenarios and responded to several measures designed to assess each treatment 

manipulation. Each participant was rewarded a candy bar after completing the survey. 

Retailer image format manipulations. Perceptions of the descriptions of 

hypothetical department and discount retailers were tested using a sample of 63 
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undergraduate students who were randomly assigned to each retailer format description 

(28 for the department store description and 35 for discount store description). The 

students were invited to read over a description of either the hypothetical department 

store retailer or the hypothetical discount store retailer,  to imagine shopping in that store, 

and then were asked to rate the similarity between their perceptions of the described 

retailer and six well-known retailer exemplars that included three department store 

retailers (i.e., Macy’s, Dillard’s, Nordstrom) and three discount store retailers (i.e., 

Walmart, Target,  Sears) using a 7-point Likert scale (1=not at all similar; 7= very 

similar).  Independent-samples t-tests were used to determine whether the respondents 

perceived the store description to which they were assigned (department store vs. 

discount store) as being similar to each well-known retailer exemplar. The results, 

summarized in Table 4, show that the description of the hypothetical department store 

retailer was perceived as being more similar to the well-known department store 

exemplars (i.e. Macy’s, Dillard’s and Nordstrom) and less similar to the well-known 

discount store exemplars (i.e. Wal-mart, Target, and Sears).  The reverse result was found 

for perceptions of the retailer image format of the hypothetical discount store retailer.  

The mean difference  between the similarity perceptions of the different retailer image 

format descriptions and each of the department or discount store exemplars were 

significant at p’s≤ 0.5 thereby confirming that each store image and personality 

description was perceived as intended. 
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Table 4 

First Pre-test on Manipulation Checks for Similarities Between Perceptions of Retailer 

Descriptions and Well-Known Department and Discount Stores 

  Hypothetical 

Department 

Store (n=28) 

 

Hypothetical 

Discount 

Store (n=35) 

    

95% CI 

Variable  M SD  M SD  t p  LL UL 

Well-Known Department Stores 

   Macy’s  5.680 1.124  3.710 1.742  5.411 <.01  1.238 2.691 

   Dillard’s  4.930 1.464  3.460 1.358  4.128 <.01  0.759 2.184 

 Nordstrom  5.430 1.854  3.260 1.804  4.688 <.01  1.245 3.098 

   Average  5.345 1.094  3.476 1.445  5.665 <.01  1.209 2.529 

Well-Known Discount Stores 

   Wal-mart  1.860 1.557  5.310 1.762  -8.144 <.01  -4.306 -2.608 

   Target  3.430 1.476  5.430 1.703  -4.910 <.01  -2.814 -1.186 

   Sears  3.250 1.531  5.000 1.350  -4.817 <.01  -2.476 -1.024 

   Average  2.845 1.242  5.248 1.230  -7.671 <.01  -3.029 -1.776 

Note. CI = confidence interval for group mean difference (Mdepartment –Mdiscount); LL= lower level; 

UL= upper level 

 

Shopping conspicuousness situation manipulations. The descriptions of 

shopping situations used to convey high versus low shopping conspicuousness were 

tested using a convenience sample of 60 undergraduate students from the University of 

Iowa (30 randomly assigned to each conspicuousness situation). The students were 

invited to read the assigned description of shopping conspicuousness situation (either 

high or low visibility). They were then asked to picture themselves shopping in their 

assigned shopping situation and to rate the extent to which they would feel visible 

(anonymous) to others using three items that were measured using a 7-point Likert scale 

(e.g., 1: not visible at all to other shoppers; 7: very visible to other shoppers). An 

independent-samples t-test was used to compare the degree of visibility perception by 

high and low shopping conspicuousness manipulations. These pre-test results are 

summarized in Table 5, which shows that visibility perceptions under the high shopping 

conspicuousness manipulations were significantly higher (p’s≤ .05) than under the low 
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shopping conspicuousness manipulation t on the Anonymous measure and the average of 

the three visibility measures.  Given these results, further refinements were made to the 

shopping situation scenarios and additional pre-testing was conducted.   

Table 5 

Second Pre-Test on Manipulation Checks for Visibility Perception by High and Low 

Shopping Conspicuousness  

  Shopping Conspicuousness     

  High 

(n=30) 
 

Low 

(n=30) 
   95% CI 

Variable  M SD  M SD t p  LL UL 

Not Anonymous  5.300 1.418  3.933 1.552 3.561 .001 0.598 2.135 

Visible  4.867 1.592  4.500 1.358 0.960 .341 -

0.398 

1.131 

Noticeable  4.967 1.299  4.600 1.380 1.060 .294 -

0.326 

1.059 

Average  5.044 1.183  4.344 0.945 2.532 .014 0.146 1.254 

Note. CI = confidence interval for group mean difference (Mhigh –Mlow); LL= lower level; UL= 

upper level 

 

To strengthen the manipulation of shopping conspicuousness, a second focus 

group interview was conducted to further evaluate the descriptions of shopping 

conspicuousness situations. Two members of the focus group expressed that, even in the 

low shopping conspicuousness situation, their negative attitudes toward and/or concerns 

about being watched by sales personnel, impacted their visibility perceptions.  In other 

words, even though they were unlikely to be noticed by other nearby shoppers or 

shopping companions in the low shopping conspicuousness situation, they still felt visible 

because it was likely that they were being watched by the store’s sales personnel.  

Therefore, changes in the shopping conspicuousness situation scenarios and manipulation 

check items were made to focus a respondent’s attention solely on the likelihood of being 

watched by other shoppers or shopping companions. In addition, three new measures (i.e. 

recognized by other shoppers, known by other shoppers, and spotted by another shopper 
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who I know) were added, resulting a total of six items to measure subjects’ visibility 

perceptions. 

Pre-test of final questionnaire. Before the main data collection was launched, a 

pre-test of the entire survey was conducted on a sample of undergraduate students 

enrolled in three online summer courses at the University of Arizona. The participants 

were randomly assigned to one of four treatment groups in which they received a link to  

an online survey with   descriptions of either a hypothetical department or discount store 

and either a high or low shopping conspicuous situations. A total of 91 responses were 

collected, 19 of which were identified as invalid, resulting in a total sample size of 72 (46 

for the department store description and 26 for discount store description; 36 for the high 

shopping conspicuous description and 36 for low shopping conspicuous description). The 

data analysis focused on the manipulation checks for the descriptions of hypothetical 

retailer formats and of shopping conspicuousness situations. The results of the 

independent-samples t-test are summarized in Table 6 and Table 7. 

Retailer image format manipulations. After the presentation of the description of 

either a hypothetical department or a hypothetical discount store in the survey, 

participants were asked to rate, on a 7-point Likert scale (1: not at all similar; 7: very 

similar), their perceived similarity between the image of the retailer whose description 

they were assigned to read and six well-known retailer exemplars.  The results of 

independent-samples t-tests that compared the similarity between perceptions of retailer 

descriptions and each of the six well-known retailers are summarized in Table 6.  Results 

show that the respondents who read the description of the hypothetical department store 

retailer perceived that retailer  description to be  significantly (p’s≤.5) more similar to the 
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well-known department store retailers and less similar to the well-known discount store 

retailers than did the respondents who read the description of hypothetical discount store 

retailers.  The opposite result was observed for respondents who read the description of 

the hypothetical discount store retailer.  These results again confirmed that each retailer 

format description produced the desired perceptions. 

Table 6 

Manipulation Checks (Final Pre-Test) for Similarity Between Perceptions of Retailer 

Image Format Descriptions and Well-Known Department and Discount Stores 

  Hypothetical 

Department 

Store (n=46) 

 

Hypothetical 

Discount 

Store (n=26) 

    

95% CI 

Variable  M SD  M SD  t p  LL UL 

Well-Known Department Stores 

   Macy’s  4.570 1.470  3.770 1.451  2.217 .030  0.080 1.512 

   Dillard’s  4.330 1.661  3.540 1.581  1.966 .053  -0.011 1.587 

 Nordstrom  5.780 1.737  4.230 2.388  2.907 .006  0.473 2.631 

   Average  4.891 1.205  3.846 1.470  3.262 .002  0.406 1.684 

Well-Known Discount Stores 

   Wal-mart  2.110 1.215  3.540 2.302  -2.944 .006  -2.418 -0.442 

   Target  3.760 1.385  4.810 1.415  -3.056 .003  -1.730 -0.364 

   Sears  2.530 1.358  3.460 2.024  -2.083 .044  -1.830 -0.026 

   Average  2.815 1.018  3.936 1.503  -3.388 .002  -1.790 -0.451 

Note. CI = confidence interval for group mean difference (Mdepartment –Mdiscount); LL= lower level; 

UL= upper level 

 

Shopping conspicuousness situation manipulations. After the presentation of the 

description of either the high or low shopping conspicuousness situation, participants 

were asked to indicate the extent to which they felt visible to important others while 

picturing themselves shopping in the situation on six  items rated using a 7-point Likert 

scale (e.g., 1: not visible at all to other shoppers; 7: very visible to other shoppers). The 

results of independent-samples t-tests that compared the visibility perceptions by high 

and low shopping conspicuous situations are summarized in Table 7.   Results show that 

all visibility perceptions were higher under the high conspicuousness manipulation 
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relative to the low conspicuousness manipulation and that the average visibility 

perception (average of six visibility items) reached marginal significance (p=.088).  

Given the nature of the sample (e.g., small sample size, convenience student sample) and 

that the direction of mean difference was as expected, no further changes were made to 

the final questionnaire.  In addition, based on focus group results and further literature 

search, it was deemed reasonable to assume that other factors (e.g., perceptions of 

salespersons, public self-awareness could be confounding the visibility perception under 

high and low shopping conspicuousness manipulations and adversely affecting the pretest 

results.   
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Table 7 

Manipulation Checks (Final Pre-Test) for Visibility Perceptions by High and Low 

Shopping Conspicuousness Situations 

  Shopping Conspicuousness     

  High 

(n=36) 
 

Low 

(n=36) 
   95% CI 

Variable  M SD  M SD t p  LL UL 

Not Anonymous  4.470 1.207  3.940 1.453 1.677 .098 -0.100 1.156 

Visible  4.360 1.334  4.060 1.433 0.936 .352 -0.345 0.956 

Noticeable  4.360 1.199  4.080 1.360 0.919 .361 -0.325 0.880 

Recognizable  4.190 1.142  3.920 1.556 0.864 .391 -0.365 0.920 

Known by other 

shoppers 

 4.030 1.158  3.720 1.323 1.043 .301 -0.279 0.890 

Spotted by another 

shopper 

 4.420 1.180  4.000 1.454 1.335 .186 -0.206 1.039 

Average  4.306 0.743  3.954 0.969 1.729 .088 -0.054 0.758 

Note. CI = confidence interval for group mean difference (Mhigh –Mlow); LL= lower level; UL= 

upper level 

 

One possible confounding variable is public self-awareness, which is defined as 

focusing attention on and processing one’s public aspect of self-information (Morin, 

2006).  It is often referred to as sensitivity to one’s self-appearance in the eyes of others 

(e.g., Pfattheicher and Keller, 2015). It has been studied in a wide variety of research 

fields, including occupation evaluation (Xu-Feng et al., 2009), advising response 

(Forehand & Deshpandé, 2001), and brand attachment (Malär et al., 2011). Recently, 

social psychologists (Pfattheicher & Keller, 2015) used public self-awareness as a 

moderator of the “watching-eye phenomenon”, which was referred to as a prosocial 

effect of cues associated with being watched on human behavior (e.g., increased 

possibility of donation (Nettle et al., 2013),  reduced odds of littering (Ernest-Jones, 

Nettle, & Bateson, 2011)). The experimental result (Pfattheicher & Keller, 2015) showed 

that, under the watching-eye condition, only individuals with strong chronic public self-

awareness performed more prosocial behaviors; whereas, those with weak chronic public 
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self-awareness did not change their prosocial behaviors. Considering that shopping 

conspicuousness also involves the perception of being watched, it is logical to assume 

that public self-awareness may explain a portion of variance in shoppers’ visibility 

perceptions in high and low shopping conspicuousness situations. More specifically, it is 

possible that participants with strong public self-awareness may be more sensitive to 

being watched and perceive higher visibility in a low shopping conspicuousness situation 

than did those with low public self-awareness. Therefore, public self-awareness was 

measured as a possible covariate influencing the effect of shopping conspicuousness on 

the respective relationships between private and/or public self-congruity and RBI in main 

data collection. Public self-awareness was measured by seven  items (e.g., I’m self-

conscious about the way I look) adapted from the scale used by Pfattheicher & Keller 

(2015) that were rated using  a 7-point Likert scale (1= strongly disagree; 7= strongly 

agree).  The other scale items are provided in Appendix A. 

In addition, considering that several participants in both the focus groups and 

scenario manipulation experiments expressed concerns about being watched by 

salespersons while evaluating their visibility in the low shopping conspicuousness 

situation, it is possible that some shoppers perceive higher than intended visibility in the 

low shopping conspicuousness. Therefore, items to measure shoppers’ attitude toward 

sales personnel were also added as another possible covariate of the effect of shopping 

conspicuousness on the respective relationships between private and/or public self-

congruity and RBI in the main data collection. Three items (e.g., I feel comfortable about 

being watched or noticed by salespeople when I am shopping) were created to measure 
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attitude toward salesperson on a 7-point Likert scale (1= strongly disagree; 7= strongly 

agree).  The other two scale items are provided in Appendix A. 

Results of the study will be described in the next chapter.  Results of preliminary 

data analyses will first be described that provides information on respondents’ 

characteristics, manipulation checks for affirming that perceptions of the retailer image 

formats and shopping conspicuousness situations were as intended, tests for possible 

covariance of relationships of public self-consciousness and attitude toward salespersons 

and perceptions of shopping conspicuousness, and exploratory factor analysis conducted 

on scale items for each of the study’s constructs.  Following the presentation of these 

results, results of the confirmatory factor analysis conducted to develop the measurement 

model will be presented.  Finally, results concerning the final structural model used for 

testing the study’s hypotheses will be described. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

Chapter 4 describes quantitative procedures used to test the proposed theoretical 

model for explaining the relationships among retailer brand personality, dynamic self-

congruity, retailer brand identification, positive Word-Of-Mouth, and patronage 

intention, on a sample of general consumers.  The process for examining the respective 

influences of shopping conspicuousness situation, shopping involvement, and retailer 

image format descriptions on the relationships among model constructs are also 

addressed.   Data used to examine each of the seven hypotheses tested in this study was 

analyzed via nested models and multigroup structural equation modeling.  A 

confirmatory factor analysis was first conducted to affirm the dimensionality of the 

measures used for each of the variables examined in the study.  

Prior to hypotheses testing, preliminary analyses was conducted on respondents’  

characteristics, manipulation checks for the manipulated scenarios for retailer image 

format and shopping conspicuousness situation descriptions, comparison of measures of 

private and public self-concept congruity administered before and following subjects’ 

exposure to the shopping conspicuousness scenarios, and the dimensionality of all multi-

item scales. Specifically, the respondents’ characteristics were first analyzed with 

descriptive statistics, including frequency and chi-square analyses.  Second, the 

manipulation checks were conducted by using independent samples t-tests for retailer 

image format and shopping conspicuousness situation descriptions. In addition, analysis 

of covariance (ANCOVA) was employed to control for possible effects of confounding 

variables on the relationship between shopping conspicuousness situation and subjects’ 
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visibility perceptions. Third, exploratory factor analyses (EFAs) were used to uncover the 

underlying structure of the variables found in the proposed theoretical model and to 

examine internal consistencies and reliabilities of the different scales. Finally, paired 

comparisons t-tests were also employed to assess whether differences occurred in the  

measures of the four self-concept congruities completed prior to and following exposure 

to the shopping conspicuousness scenario manipulations within each of the four treatment 

groups (i.e., high shopping conspicuousness/department store, low shopping 

conspicuousness/department store, high shopping conspicuousness/discount store, low 

shopping conspicuousness/discount store). 

Results of the preliminary analyses were used to inform the development of the 

structural models employed to test the proposed hypotheses.  Based on the EFA results, 

the retained items were first analyzed by confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), using Lisrel 

8.8, to build the measurement model.  CFA results determined the construct validities and 

reliabilities and the final set of constructs and indicators that were used in the analyses.  

The theoretical and alternative models, as well as moderation effects, were then tested 

using structural equation modelling (SEM) with Lisrel 8.8.  In addition, a linear 

regression was conducted to determine the relationships between each dimension of RBI 

and the behavioral outcomes (i.e. positive WOM and patronage intention).  Finally, to 

examine the final model in the context of both department and discount store retailer 

image formats, several Multigroup SEM and linear regression analyses were conducted.  

The following sections describe the statistical results obtained from each step introduced 

previously. 
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Preliminary Data Analysis 

 Respondents and characteristics. The details of the demographic characteristics 

of respondents are provided in Table 8. Among respondents, there were slightly more 

females (58.8%) than there were males. The majority of the sample was Caucasian 

(82.8%). Most respondents were above the age of 35, and married (55.7%). In addition, 

almost half of the respondents (48.4%) had an annual household income of $50,000 or 

more, and 96% of the respondents had at least completed high school, among which 

38.5% were college graduates.  

Several chi-square analyses were conducted to compare the respondents’ 

characteristics with those of U.S. consumers described in the Consumer Expenditure 

Survey conducted by the US Census Bureau in 2014.  Results are also provided in Table 

8, which shows that there were no significant differences in the demographic and/or 

socioeconomic characteristics between these two groups.  This finding demonstrates that 

the results of this research can be generalized to other U.S. US consumers.     
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Table 8 

Demographic Characteristics of Respondents Relative to Retail Consumer Population 

 Sample 

Characteristics 

Population 

Characteristics 
χ

2
(df) 

 Frequency Percentag

e 

Frequency
a
 

Percentage   

Gender     0.99(1) 

       

Female  362 58.8 66043.12 52   

Male 254 41.2 60962.88 48   

       

Age     3.82(5) 

       

 Under 25 28 4.5 8,405 6.6   

 25-34 101 16.4 20,594 16.2   

 35-44 116 18.8 21,778 17.1   

 45-54 127 20.6 23,556 18.5   

 55-64 157 25.5 23,466 18.5   

 65 and over 87 14.1 29,207 23   

       

Ethnicity      5.48(3) 

       

Caucasian  

and other races
b
 

510 82.79 89,096 70.15   

African American 45 7.31 16,297 12.83   

Hispanic/Latino 35 5.68 16,283 12.82   

Asian/Asian 

American 

24 3.90 5,627 4.43   

Prefer not to answer 2 0.32     

       

Education      6.57(4) 

       

Less than high school 

graduate 

25 4.06 9,716 7.65   

High school graduate 128 20.78 26,530 20.89   

Some college or 

technical school 

158 25.65 40990 32.27   

College graduate 237 38.47 29,183 22.98   

Graduate degree 

received 

68 11.04 20,586 16.21   

       

Note. a. Number in thousands; b. Other races includes native American and mix race; * p 

≤ 0.05                                                                                                                                      

(continued)  
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Table 8 

Demographic Characteristics of Respondents Relative to Retail Consumer Population 

(continued) 

 Sample 

Characteristics 

Population 

Characteristics 
χ

2
(df) 

 Frequency Percentag

e 

Frequency
a
 

Percentage   

Household Income      3.07(5) 

       

Less than $5,000 11 1.79 6,115 4.81   

$5,000 to $9,999 13 2.11 4,980 3.92   

$10,000 to $14,999  38 6.17 8,243 6.49   

$15,000 to $19,999  25 4.06 8,243 6.49   

$20,000 to $49,999  231 37.50 39,124 30.80   

$50,000 and over 298 48.38 60,301 47.48   

       

Marital Status        

       

Single, never married 146 23.7     

Married 343 55.7     

Separated 4 0.6     

Divorced 97 15.7     

Widowed 26 4.2     

* p ≤ 0.05  

 

 

Retailer image format description manipulations. The method employed for 

pre-testing the retailer image format descriptions in pre-testing the questionnaire was also 

employed on the results of this study to ascertain whether the descriptions were perceived 

as intended by survey respondents (see Table 9).  Results show that the hypothetical 

department store description was rated as being more similar to the well-known 

department store retailer exemplars and less similar to the well-known discount store 

retailer exemplars than was the hypothetical discount store description.  The hypothetical 

discount store description was perceived as being more similar to the discount store 

retailer exemplars (except for the retailer, Sears) than the department store retailer 
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exemplars (p’s≤ .05). Even though the mean difference on Sears was not significant, the 

direction of the difference was consistent with those reported for the two other well-

known discount store retailers. Also, the average mean difference over all well-known 

discount stores was perceived as being significantly more similar to the discount store 

retailer description than to the department store retailer description.  Thus, there is ample 

evidence to support that each store description produced the intended perceptions of 

department and discount store retailer image formats. 

Table 9 

Manipulation Checks for Similarities Between Perceptions of Retailer Image Format 

Descriptions and Well-Known Department and Discount Stores 

  Hypothetical 

Department 

Store (n=311) 

 

Hypothetical 

Discount 

Store (n=305) 

    

95% CI 

Variable  M SD  M SD  t p  LL UL 

Well-Known Department Stores 

   Macy’s  5.430 1.475  3.420 2.010  14.160 <0.01  1.736 2.293 

   Dillard’s  4.650 1.689  3.440 1.818  8.577 <0.01  0.936 1.491 

 Nordstrom  5.230 1.704  3.100 2.003  14.248 <0.01  1.842 2.430 

   Average  5.106 1.314  3.318 1.750  14.317 <0.01  1.543 2.033 

Well-Known Discount Stores 

   Wal-mart  3.380 2.141  5.260 1.825  -11.732 <0.01  -2.195 -1.565 

   Target  3.670 1.827  4.980 1.686  -9.240 <0.01  -1.587 -1.030 

   Sears  4.020 1.633  4.100 1.721  -0.537 0.591  -0.338 0.193 

   Average  3.692 1.573  4.779 1.304  -9.345 <0.01  -1.316 -0.858 

Note. CI = confidence interval for group mean difference (Mdepartment –Mdiscount); LL= lower level; 

UL= upper level 

 

 

Shopping conspicuousness situation manipulations.  Results of the 

manipulation check items used to measure respondents’ perceptions of their visibility in 

both shopping situation manipulations were analyzed using independent samples t-tests 

(see Table 10).  Data show that the means of the six visibility perception items reported 

by subjects assigned to the high conspicuousness manipulation, as well as the average 
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across all six items, were significantly higher (p’s≤ .05) than those reported by subjects 

assigned to the low conspicuousness manipulation.  

 

Table 10 

Manipulation Checks for Visibility Perceptions by High and Low Shopping 

Conspicuousness Manipulations 

  Shopping Conspicuousness     

  High 

(n=303) 
 

Low 

(n=313) 
   95% CI 

Variable  M SD  M SD t p  LL UL 

Not Anonymous  4.660 1.736  3.930 1.694 5.284 <.01 0.459 1.002 

Visible  4.710 1.624  4.040 1.690 5.052 <.01 0.412 0.937 

Noticeable  4.650 1.541  4.160 1.593 3.881 <.01 0.242 0.738 

Recognizable  5.040 1.548  4.260 1.761 5.849 <.01 0.519 1.043 

Known by other 

shoppers 

 4.480 1.573  3.500 1.762 7.312 <.01 0.719 1.247 

Spotted by another 

shopper 

 4.810 1.608  4.010 1.673 6.041 <.01 0.539 1.059 

Average  4.724 1.278  3.981 1.265 7.252 <.01 0.542 0.944 

Note. CI = confidence interval for group mean difference (Mhigh –Mlow); LL= lower level; UL= 

upper level 

 

  

Because the practical differences in means for each visibility item were not large, 

additional testing was conducted to determine whether factors other than the shopping 

conspicuousness situation also impacted respondent’s visibility perceptions in both 

shopping situations. 

Controlling for confounding variables. To obtain a more accurate picture of the 

effect of the shopping situation manipulation on shoppers’ perceived visibility, an 

ANCOVA was conducted to control for the possible confounding effects of both public 

self-awareness and attitudes toward salesperson on respondents’ visibility perceptions. 

Prior to conducting the ANCOVA, an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was used to 
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assess the items intended to measure public self-consciousness and attitudes toward 

salesperson. The EFA results are summarized in Table 11.  

EFA Result. An EFA analysis with varimax rotation was run on all scale items for 

the two potential confounding variables (i.e. Public Self-Awareness and Attitudes Toward 

Salesperson). Factors that produced Eigen values of 1.0 or greater and items that loaded 

.40 or higher on a single construct were retained. For Public Self-Awareness, two factors 

were extracted.  However, because one factor had a low percentage of variance extracted 

(i.e. 14.78%), it was not retained, resulting in one factor explained by four items.  The 

three items intended to measure Attitudes Toward Salesperson loaded on same factor and 

were all retained. Both retained factors demonstrated good internal consistency 

(Cronbach’s coefficient of alphas ≥ .80) and were thus used in each ANCOVA analyses. 

Table 11 

Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis for Constructs Used as Covariates in ANCOVA 

Analyses  

Items 
Std. 

Loadings 

Eigen 

Valu

e 

% 

Variance 

Extracte

d 

Cronbach’

s α 

Public Self-Awareness  

 

3.64 52.01% .81 

I’m concerned about my style of doing 

things. .67    

I’m self-conscious about the way I look .73    

I usually worry about making a good 

impression. .83 

  

 

I’m concerned about what other people think 

of me .81    

Attitude Toward Salesperson 

 

1.70 56.49%  .83 

I feel comfortable about being watched or 

noticed by salespeople when I am shopping  .74  

  

 

I like interacting with salespeople when I am 

shopping in stores  .84  

  

 

I like sales people who pay a lot of attention 

to me when I am shopping .67   
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ANCOVA Results. Before conducting each of the ANCOVA analyses, the 

assumption of homogeneity of regression coefficients was first analyzed. The F-test 

result for the interactions of Public Self-Awareness on the relationship between shopping 

conspicuousness manipulation and perceived visibility and (F = 0.54, p= .47) and 

between Attitude towards Salesperson on the relationship between shopping 

conspicuousness manipulation and perceived visibility   (F = 2.20, p = .14) did not reach 

a level of significance (p’s ≤ .05), indicating that the regression slopes in the two 

shopping conspicuousness manipulations were equal. This result confirmed the 

assumption of homogeneity of coefficients, and thus Public Self-Awareness and Attitude 

toward Salesperson could be used as covariates in further analyses.  

 The results of the ANCOVA’s are summarized in Table 12.  After adjusting for 

the dependent effect with respect to the covariance of Public Self-Awareness, the mean 

difference in visibility perceptions under the high and low shopping conspicuousness 

manipulations became slightly greater (Model 2) compared to the means before adjusting 

for the covariate (Model 1).  In contrast, after adjusting for the dependent effect with 

respect to the covariance of Attitude Toward Salesperson, the difference in visibility 

perceptions under the two shopping conspicuousness manipulations became slightly less 

(Model 3) compared to the means before adjusting (Model 1). This result suggested that 

the degree of Public Self-Awareness rather than of Attitude Toward Salesperson is more 

likely to interfere the effect of shopping situational cues on visibility perceptions.  

However, the changes were subtle and might not be practical.  Therefore, a decision was 

made not to incorporate possible influences from either covariate into further analysis of 

the proposed theoretical model.  This decision and further discussion of the differences in 
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respondents’ perceived visibility under each shopping scenario will be provided in the 

final chapter that presents conclusions and limitations of the study and recommendations 

for further research.  

Table 12 

ANCOVA Result: Controlling for Confounding Variables on the Effect of Shopping 

Conspicuousness 

Shopping 
Conspicuousness 

Model 1  Model 2 (PSC)  Model 3 (Salesperson) 

M SE F  M SE F  M SE F 

High 4.724 .073 52.592**  4.729 .073 54.773**  4.707 0.07 52.171** 

Low 3.981 .072   3.976 .071   3.998 0.07  

Note. ** p< .01; Model 1= Model before adjustment (without a covariate); Model 2= Model after 

adding “attitude toward salesperson” as a covariate; Model 3= Model after adding “public self-

awareness” as a covariate.   

  

Hypotheses Testing  

The research model was tested using several steps. First, EFA’s with varimax 

rotation were run on all scale items to refine the measures of the latent constructs. Based 

on the EFA results, a CFA was then used to test the validity and reliability of the 

measures and to build the measurement model. Finally, structural modeling was 

conducted to test the general relationships among the latent constructs and to identify 

mediators and moderators between retailer brand personality and outcome behaviors (i.e., 

patronage intention and WOM). To understand the relationships among retailer brand 

personality and each dimension of self-congruity and the relationships among each 

dimension of RBI and outcome behaviors, linear regression analyses were also 

conducted.  

Exploratory factor analysis. Except for retailer brand personality factors, the 

determinants for all other extracted factors were greater than 0.00001 suggesting that a 

multicollinearity issue might exist among the dimensions of the retailer brand personality 
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scale but not in other scales. The value of KMO for factors of retailer brand identification 

was 0.5 and for each of the other factors was greater than 0.6, indicating an acceptable 

level of intercorrelations among variables for factor analysis (Hair, Black, Babin, 

Anderson, & Tatham, 2010). The construct validity of RBI was further examined by 

using confirmatory factor analysis. In addition, Bartlett’s tests of Sphericity for all factors 

were significant suggesting good factor models (Hair et al., 2010).  Factors with Eigen 

values greater than one and items with factor loadings greater than .4 were retained.  

Results of the exploratory factor analysis are provided in Table 13. 

For the retailer brand personality scale, only three factors were retained; fewer 

than the five factors retained in the pilot study. The items of “Rugged, Tired, Muscular, 

Lazy, Sluggish, and Tough” loaded on the first construct which was named Inactive. 

“Reliable, Wholesome, Down-to-earth, Reputable, Thriving, and Sincere” loaded on the 

second construct named Genuine. The last three items, “Dressy, Elegant, and Stylish”, 

loaded on the third construct named Modish. The Cronbach’s alpha of each construct was 

greater than 0.8 thereby demonstrating good reliabilities.  The possible multicollinearity 

issue (determinant less than 0.00001) was further inspected by using confirmatory factor 

analysis.  

The EFA results on the two sets of measures of self-congruity administered prior 

to and following exposure to the shopping conspicuousness manipulations were similar.  

Each set of items loaded on two factors, each consisting of four items intended to 

measure four dimensions of self-congruity (i.e. actual, ideal, social and ideal social self-

congruity) respectively.  In other words, these items did not load on two separate 

constructs reflecting Private and Public Self-congruity as the theory suggested but on two 
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factors both measuring perceptions of overall self-congruity.  To be consistent with the 

theoretical framework, all of these items were further grouped into two separate a priori 

scales to measure Private (i.e. actual and ideal) and Public (i.e. social and ideal social) 

Self-congruity.  Each of the Private and Public Self-congruity constructs had an adequate 

level of scale reliability (i.e. Cronbach’s α ranged from .824 to .848) and were used in 

further data analyses. 

Measures of RBI loaded on two factors, each of which consisted of three items 

intended to assess the three dimensions of RBI (i.e. cognitive, affective, and valuable 

RBI), respectively. Similar with the measures of self-congruity, items intended to 

measure each of the three RBI dimensions did not load on the appropriate dimension.  

Rather they assessed overall RBI.  Therefore, only the first factor having the higher 

percentage of variance extracted was retained and treated as a unidimensional overall 

RBI construct in the confirmatory factor analysis. 

Items intended to measure Shopping Involvement loaded on two factors named 

Shopping Enjoyment and Cautious Shopping. Due to the low reliability (i.e. Cronbach’s α 

= .28), Cautious Shopping were excluded in further data analyses. Items intended to 

measure Patronage Intention loaded on a single construct. The three items intended to 

measure WOM loaded on two constructs named Positive Communication and Store 

Recommendation.  Because Store Recommendation had a lower percentage of variance 

extracted and was comprised of only one item, it was excluded from the measurement 

model.  
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Table 13 

Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis for Constructs Used in the Research Model 

Items Std. 

Loading

s 

Eigen 

Value 

% 

Variance 

Extracted 

Cronbach’s 

α 

Retailer Brand Personality     

Inactive  4.24 28.23  .85 

Rugged .75    

Tired .74    

Muscular .74    

Lazy .76    

Sluggish .79    

Tough .76    

Genuine  3.62 24.12  .83 

Reliable .80     

Wholesome .77     

Down-to-earth .65    

Reputable .70    

Thriving .64     

Sincere .83     

Modish   2.23 14.86   .90 

Dressy .90     

Elegant .92    

Stylish .85    

Self-congruity     

Self-congruity One  4.50
a
 

(4.86)
b
 

62.46
a
 

(60.72)
b
  

.90
a
 (.92)

b
 

… consistent with how I “actually” see 

myself 

.83
a 

(.85)
b
 

   

… the person I would “ideally” like to see 

myself as being. 

.83
a
 

(.83)
b
  

   

… a mirror image of how other people see 

me 

.83
a
 

(.87)
b
 

   

… consistent with how I would like other 

people to think about me 

.83
a
 

(.85)
b
 

   

Note. a. Pre-test of self-congruity; b. Post-test of self-congruity. 

(continued) 
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Table 13 

Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis for Constructs Used in the Research Model 

(continued) 

Items Std. 

Loadings 

Eigen 

Value 

% 

Variance 

Extracted 

Cronbach’s 

α 

Self-congruity Two  1.12
a
 

(1.12)
b
 

14.05
a
 

(15.09)
b
 

.89
a
 (.87)

b
 

… a mirror image of how I “actually” see 

myself 

.79
a
 

(.81)
b
 

   

… consistent with how I would “ideally” like 

to see myself as being 

.80
a
 

(.80)
b
 

   

… consistent with how other people think 

about me 

.84
a
 

(.80)
b
 

   

… a mirror image of the person I would like 

others to see as being me 

.84
a
 

(.80)
b
 

   

RBI     

RBI One  2.56 42.65 .66 

I would feel that my sense of who I am 

overlaps with my sense of what the retail 

store represents 

.67    

If someone praises this store, I would gladly 

join the conversation 

.82    

I would consider myself to be a valuable 

customer of this store 

.78    

RBI Two  1.10 18.33 .67 

I feel that I would share a common identity 

with this store. 

.70    

I would feel disappointed if I had to stop 

shopping in this store. 

.78    

I believe others would respect me if I shop in 

this store. 

.79    

Shopping Involvement     

Shopping Enjoyment  1.92 32.05 .71 

I like to shop with family members or friends 

for fun. 

.86    

I often go shopping just for enjoyment .74    

I am not an impulse buyer  .76    

Note. a. Self-congruity tested prior to exposure to the shopping conspicuousness situation 

manipulation; b. Self-congruity tested following exposure to the shopping 

conspicuousness situation manipulation.                                                          (continued)                                                                                          
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Table 13 

Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis for Constructs Used in the Research Model 

(continued) 

Items Std. 

Loading

s 

Eigen 

Value 

% 

Variance 

Extracte

d 

Cronbach’

s α 

Cautious Shopping  1.31 21.86 .28 

Before going shopping, I make out a 

complete shopping list 

.73    

I consult with friends and/or experts before 

making a major purchase 

.56    

I am a meticulous shopper .58    

WOM Communications     

Positive Communications  1.86 61.96 .92 

How likely would you be to spread positive 

communications about this store 

.96    

I would recommend this store to my friends. .96    

Store Recommendation  1.00 33.36 - 

If my friends were looking for a store to 

shop, I would tell them to try this one 

.99    

Patronage Intention  3.23 80.67 .92 

How likely would you be to patronize this 

store in the future … 

.91    

How certain are you that you might choose 

this store for your future shopping …  

.90    

…the probability that you might choose this 

store for your future searching and 

purchasing activities … 

.91    

…the extent to which you think that you 

might patronize this store in the future ... 

.88    

 

Comparison of self-congruity measures. To determine whether exposure to the 

shopping situation conspicuousness manipulations changed the perception of self-

congruity, paired sample t-tests were conducted to compare the means of private and 

public self-congruity between the two administrations of these measures.  Results of the 

comparisons by hypothetical store format and high versus low shopping conspicuousness 

are provided in Table 14, which shows that all the means decreased slightly after 
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exposure to the shopping conspicuousness scenario. The magnitude of each decrease did 

not reach statistical significance (p’s ≤ .05). 

This result suggests that self-congruity with brand personality might be a robust 

feeling that cannot be easily manipulated by situational cues. However, it does not 

necessarily contradict the idea that the influence of self-congruity may change across 

different shopping situations (Sirgy et al., 2000). A brand that was congruent with a 

dominant dimension of self-concept in a specific shopping situation exerted more 

influence on shoppers’ decision making than did  other non-dominant self-concept 

dimensions  in that situation (Sirgy et al., 2000). In other words, situational cues do not 

change the perception of self-congruity with a retailer brand per se but certain types of 

self-congruity (i.e., private, public) may be more influential than other types on shoppers’ 

attitudes and behaviors.  This premise was examined further with causal modeling. 

Another factor contributing to the insignificant changes between the two sets of 

self-congruity measures might be that, despite that items used to measure shopping 

involvement, general attitudes toward shopping, and public self-awareness were provided 

between the administration of both sets of self-congruity measures, participants 

remembered responding to both sets of the questions and  may have mistaken the 

duplication as  meaningless.  This contention is supported by the fact that many 

respondents did not truly answer the second set of questions (i.e., giving the same 

answers, especially the middle value “4”, for all questions). Therefore, the first set of 

self-congruity items was deemed to be a better measure of the participants’ true self-

congruity with the brand personality of the hypothetical stores. The second set of self-

congruity items was thus excluded in further analyses.  
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Table 14 

Mean Comparisons for Pre-test Self-congruity and Post-test of Self-congruity by Store 

and Shopping Conspicuousness Manipulations 

Self-congruity 
Pre-test  Post-test  

M SD  M SD P value 

Department  Store & High Shopping Conspicuousness (n=155) 

       

Private 4.219 1.357  4.090 1.310 .076 

Public 4.142 1.212  4.127 1.203 .826 

       

Department  Store & Low Shopping Conspicuousness (n=156) 

       

Private 4.013 1.397  3.984 1.272 .748 

Public 3.987 1.354  3.922 1.297 .489 

       

Discount  Store & High Shopping Conspicuousness (n=148) 

       

Private 4.154 1.251  4.041 1.140 .148 

Public 4.240 1.133  4.106 1.105 .116 

       

Discount  Store & Low Shopping Conspicuousness (n=157) 

       

Private 4.137 1.283  4.021 1.145 .138 

Public 4.156 1.240  4.054 1.084 .201 

   

Confirmatory factor analysis. Based on the results of the EFA and paired 

comparisons t-tests, the retained items were tested further by CFA to build the 

measurement model. Using the results of the CFA, only those indicators of a construct, 

which were strongly correlated with that same construct and not strongly correlated with 

other constructs, were retained for hypothesis testing. 

For retailer brand personality constructs, a total of six indicators were excluded 

due to the strong correlations with other retailer brand personality constructs, leaving 

three items (Tired, Lazy, and Sluggish) intended to measure the Inactive personality 

dimension, four items (Reliable, Reputable, Thriving, and Sincere) intended to measure 
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the Genuine dimension, and two items (Dressy and Elegant) intended to measure the 

Modish dimension. 

 For self-congruity constructs, due to the multicollinearity issues between Private 

and Public Self-congruity (e.g., r > 0.9), two indicators of each construct were excluded. 

The retained indicators consisted of two items for each self-congruity construct.  Two 

items served as indicators of social and ideal social self-congruity (i.e., Public Self-

congruity), and two items served as indicators of actual and ideal self-congruity (i.e., 

Private Self-congruity). Each dimension of self-congruity demonstrated appropriate 

content validity. 

 For Retailer Brand Identification, the indicator intended to measure cognitive RBI 

had a low factor loading (i.e., 0.43) but was retained in order to maintain proper content 

validity. The CFA supported the factor structure of Patronage Intention and Positive 

WOM Communications identified by the EFA. As for Shopping Enjoyment, due to its low 

AVE (Average Variance Extracted), this factor was dropped from the measurement 

model. The moderator role of Shopping Enjoyment was further tested by adopting 

Multigroup SEM by converting it into a categorical variable (i.e., High and Low). 

Table 15 shows the final measurement model results including the constructs and 

respective indicators retained for hypothesis testing as well as the standardized factor 

loadings, t values, and standard errors of each indicator. This model fit the data well (X
2 

= 

459.75 (df= 179; p≤ .001); RMSEA = .051; CFI = .981; NFI = .970; GFI = .936; AGFI = 

.910), and the factor loadings were significant (p < .01). According to Hair et al. (2010), 

convergent validity of latent constructs can be assessed by evaluating the individual 

standardized factor loading and computing the composite reliability and extracted 
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variance of each construct. Except for RBI, all constructs had substantial factor loadings 

(.67 to .95), and every construct, including RBI, had a composite reliability above 0.9 and 

an average variance extracted above 60%, thereby suggesting adequate convergent 

validity.  

The latent bivariate correlations among constructs are shown in Table 16, Section 

A. Given the conceptual overlap among the relevant variables, the correlations among the 

endogenous and exogenous variables are expected. Discriminant validity was assessed 

using both the variance extracted and the confidence interval tests (Hatcher, 1994). The 

results, provided in Table 16 also show that the variance extracted estimates are higher 

than the correspondent squared construct correlations (see Section B of Table 16) and 

that none of the confidence interval includes 1.0 (see Section C of Table 16), thus 

indicating sufficient discriminant validity.  
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Table 15 

Measurement Model Results 

 
Std. 

Loading

s 

t 

Value* 
SE 

Composite 

Reliability
a
 

Average 

Variance 

Extracted
b
 

ξ1  Modish   .97 86.2% 

χ1  Dressy .815 19.170 .042   

χ2  Elegant  .977 22.509 .043   

ξ2  Genuine   .98 71.4% 

χ3  Reliable .758 20.741 .037   

χ4  Reputable .770 21.200 .036   

χ5  Thriving .672 17.658 .038   

χ6  Sincere .787 21.847 .036   

ξ3  Inactive     .98 77.9% 

χ7  Tired .718 19.371 .037   

χ8  Lazy  .810 22.560 .036   

χ9  Sluggish .893 25.701 .035   

η1  Private Self-congruity   .98 82.7% 

γ1  … a mirror image of how I 

“actually” see myself 

.837 23.229 .035   

γ2   … consistent with how I would 

“ideally” like to see myself as being 

.886 24.963 .038   

η2  Public Self-congruity    .97 76.2% 

γ3  … a mirror image of how other 

people see me 

.776 20.600 .038   

γ4   … consistent with how I would like 

other people to think about me 

.819 21.929 .037   

η3  RBI    .97 62.8% 

γ8  I would feel that my sense of who I 

am overlaps with my sense of what the 

retail store represents 

.429 9.888 .043   

γ9  If someone praises this store, I 

would gladly join the conversation 

.731 18.161 .040   

γ10  I would consider myself to be a 

valuable customer of this store 

.745 18.541 .040   

η4  WOM    .98 89.6% 

γ11  How likely would you be to spread 

positive communications about this 

store 

.906 28.398 .032   

γ12  I would recommend this store to 

my friends. 

.947 30.494 .031   

Note.  *p ≤ .05; a. (ΣStd. Loadings)
2
/[(ΣStd Loadings)

2
 + Σξj]; b. ΣStd. Loadings

2
/(ΣStd. 

Loadings + Σξj) 

(continued) 
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Table 15 

Measurement Model Results (continued) 

 
Std. 

Loading

s 

t 

Value* 
SE 

Composite 

Reliability
a
 

Average 

Variance 

Extracted
b
 

η5  Patronage Intention    .99 81.8% 

γ13  How likely would you be to 

patronize this store in the future … 

.801 23.515 .034   

γ14  How certain are you that you 

might choose this store for your future 

shopping  

.912 28.832 .032   

γ15 …the probability that you might 

choose this store for your future 

searching and purchasing activities  

.907 28.561 .032   

γ16 …the extent to which you think that 

you might patronize this store in the 

future  

.760 21.396 .036   

Note.  *p ≤ .05; a. (ΣStd. Loadings)
2
/[(ΣStd Loadings)

2
 + Σξj]; b. ΣStd. Loadings

2
/(ΣStd. 

Loadings + Σξj) 
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Table 16 

Results of Discriminant Validity Tests 

Section A: Cross-construct Correlations   

CONSTRUCTS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Mean SD* 

1. Modish 1        4.35 1.82 

2. Genuine .38 1       5.45 1.06 

3. Inactive -.07 -.31 1      2.06 1.20 

4. Private  .05 .33 -.28 1     3.91 1.50 

5. Public  .17 .47 -.03 .70 1    4.21 1.34 

6. RBI .04 .36 -.24   .50 .42 1   4.46 1.10 

7. WOM .15 .50 -.16 .33 .51 .64 1  5.41 1.22 

8. Patronage -.01 .47 -.34 .35 .45 .58 .81 1 5.51 1. 13 

 

 

  

  

 

Section B:  Results of Variance Extracted Test 

CONSTRUCTS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Modish .86        
2. Genuine .15 .71       
3. Inactive .00 .10 .78      
4. Private  .00 .11 .08 .83     
5. Public  .03 .22 .00 .49 .76    
6. RBI .00 .13 .06 .25 .17 .63   
7. WOM .00 .25 .02 .11 .26 .40 .90  
8. Patronage .02 .22 .11 .12 .20 .34 .65 .82 
Note.  Average variance extracted in diagonal 

 

Section C: Results of Confidence Interval Test 

CONSTRUCTS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Modish        

2. Genuine 30 - .46       

3. Inactive -.16 - .02 -.40 - -.23      

4. Private  -.04 - .14 .24 - .41 -.36 - -.19     

5. Public  .08 - .26 .39 - .55 -.13 - .06 .64 - .76    

6. RBI -.06 - .13 .27 - .46 -.33 - -.15 .42 - .59 .32 - .51   

7. WOM .06 - .23 .42 - .57 -.24 - -.07 .25 - .41 .43 - .58 
.57 - 

.70 
 

8. Patronage -.09 - .08 .39 - .54 -.42 - -.25 .27 - .43 .37 - .53 
.51 - 

.66 
.77 - .85 
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Structural Model: Hypotheses Testing. Structural equation modeling was run on 

the final theoretical model that consisted of three exogenous constructs (i.e., Inactive, 

Genuine, and Modish) and five endogenous constructs (i.e., Private Self-Congruity, 

Public Self-Congruity, RBI, Patronage Intention, and Positive WOM). Results showed 

that the theoretical model fit the data modestly well (see Figure 3): chi-square of 720.54 

(df = 192; p ≤ .001); CFI = .97; NFI = .96; GFI = .92; AGFI = .89; RMSEA = .06; 𝑥2/df 

= 3.75.  However, two non-significant paths and modification indices suggested a better 

model fit should be explored.  

The hypothesized paths from positive retailer brand personality Modish to Private 

and Public Self-congruity (H1a and b) were not significant (p-value ≥ .05). It is reasoned 

that the two items, Dressy and Elegant, of Modish, which are commonly used to describe 

fashion brands (e.g., Brengman & Willems, 2009), are more descriptive of brand 

personality than shoppers’ own personality since they are not included in the big five 

personality scale (e.g., Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003).  Therefore, these two non-

significant paths were dropped. In addition, modification indices suggested the additions 

of a path from the negative retailer brand personality, Inactive, to RBI, two separate paths 

from Genuine to both Patronage Intention and WOM, and a path from Modish to 

Patronage Intention.  These new paths from retailer brand personality to behavioral 

outcomes were supported by Zentes and his colleagues’ finding (2008), in which 

Sincerity, was found to be a strong, positive driver of both attitudinal and behavioral store 

loyalties, and Competence was found to have a strong, positive influence on attitudinal 

loyalty.  Both Sincerity and Competence (Zentes et al. 2008) share similar characteristic 

traits with Genuine in this study.  In addition, Sophistication, a personality dimension 
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similar to Modish, was found to exert a weak direct influence on attitudinal loyalty but no 

effect on behavioral loyalty.  The revised model (see Figure 4) fit the data well: chi-

square: 502.57 (df = 190; p ≤ .001); CFI = .98; NFI = .97; GFI = .93; AGFI = .91; 

RMSEA = .05; 𝑥2/df = 2.65.  A significant chi-square comparison Δ𝑥2 = 217.97 (Δdf  = 

2; p ≤ .001) suggested a better model fit relative to the fit achieved by the theoretical 

model. 
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Model Statistics: 

X
2
 = 720.543; df = 192; p ≤ .001 

RMSEA = .06 

CFI = .97 

NFI = .96 

                           Non-significant Path 

 

 Modish ξ1 

 

  Genuine ξ2 

 

  Inactive ξ3 

 

  Private  

Self-congruity 

η1 

    Public 

Self-congruity 

η2 Patronage 

Intentions  
η5 

Positive 

WOM  
η4 

 

     Overall 

         RBI 
η3 

γ23= .13 

 (t = 2.26) 

γ12= .33 

 (t = 5.60) 

γ22= .61 

 (t = 8.53) 

N.S 

N.S 

β32= .31 

 (t = 3.89) 

β53= .65 

 (t = 10.78) 

Β43= .73 

 (t = 11.24) 

β31= .36 

 (t = 4.46) 

γ13= -.22 

 (t = -4.18) 

Figure 3 Retailer Brand Personality-Behavioral Outcomes Theoretical Model for Department and Discount Retailer 

Image Formats 
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Model Statistics: 

X
2
 = 502.568; df = 190; p ≤ .001 

RMSEA = .05 

CFI = .98 

NFI = .97 

                           New Path 

γ13= -.21 

 (t = -4.16) 

 

 Modish ξ1 

 

  Genuine ξ2 

 

  Inactive ξ3 

 

    Private 

Self-congruity 

η1 

    Public 

Self-congruity 
η2 Patronage 

Intention η5 

Positive 

WOM 
η4 

 

      Overall 

         RBI 
η3 

γ23= .15 

 (t = 2.64) 

γ12= .28 

 (t = 5.32) 

γ22= .60 

 (t = 9.17) 

β32= .35 

 (t = 4.01) 

β53= .51 

 (t = 9.13) 

β43= .60 

 (t = 10.04) 

β31= .22 

 (t = 2.43) 

γ33= -.29 

 (t = -4.62) 

γ52= .50 

 (t = 8.12) 

γ42= .45 

 (t = 7.65) 

γ51= -.23 

 (t = -5.32) 

Figure 4 Retailer Brand Personality-Behavioral Outcomes Final Structural Model for Department and Discount Retailer 

Image Formats 
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Results of structural model are provided in Table 17.  Among the three 

dimensions of retailer brand personality, Genuine was the most influential one. 

Perceptions of the Genuine personality dimension had direct effects on behavioral 

outcomes, Patronage Intention and WOM, and indirect effect through shoppers’ Private 

and Public Self-congruity and then through RBI.  Hypotheses 1a and 1b predicted that 

positive perceptions of a retailer brand personality would lead to higher congruence 

between retailer brand personality and both private (H1a) and public (H1b) self-

congruities.  As predicted, Genuine, the positive perception of a retailer brand 

personality, led to higher perceptions of both Private (γ12= .28) and Public Self-congruity 

(γ22= .60), thereby supporting H1a and b. However, the other positive dimension of 

retailer brand personality, Modish, had no effects on both Private and Public Self-

congruity, which did not support H1a and b.  
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Table 17 

Structural Model Results 

Theoretical Path Beta  Gamma T value Std. 

Error 

H1: Between retailer brand personality and self-congruity  

Modish → Private Self-congruity  Excluded   

Modish → Public Self-congruity  Excluded   

Genuine → Private Self-congruity  .282 5.325 .053 

Genuine → Public Self-congruity  .602 9.174 .066   

Inactive → Private Self-congruity  -.214 -4.158 .051 

Inactive → Public Self-congruity   .148 2.643 .056 

H2: Between Self-congruity and RBI  

Private Self-congruity → RBI .223  2.450 .091 

Public Self-congruity → RBI .350  4.004 .087 

H3: Between RBI and WOM     

RBI → WOM .604  10.044 .060 

 H4: Between RBI and Patronage 

Intention 

    

       RBI → Patronage Intention .510  9.134 .056 

New Path  Gamma t value Std. 

Error 

Modish → Patronage Intention  -.228 -5.321 .043 

Genuine → WOM  .449 7.715 .058 

Genuine → Patronage Intention  .503 8.119 .062 

Inactive → RBI  -.290 -4.624 .063 

 

.  

The other negative dimension of retailer brand personality, Inactive, was observed 

to exert negative effect on Private Self-congruity, which supported H1a, but to exert a 

positive effect on Public Self-congruity, which was contrary to H1b.  While Giesler et al. 

(1996) contended that most people tend to seek positive over negative social feedback, 

this finding supported the experimental result reported by Swann et al. (1989) that, for 

self-verification purposes, people tend to seek social feedback, whether positive or 

negative, that is consistent with their self-concepts. Moreover, according to marketing 

and social-economic literatures, consumers tend to verify their actual (e.g., Malär et al., 

2011) and social self-concepts (e.g., Sirgy et al., 2000) but enhance their ideal (e.g., 
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Flouri, 1999) and social ideal self-concept (e.g., Sirgy & Samli, 1985) through 

consumption.  Thus, to identify whether the significant path between Inactive and Public 

Self-congruity in this study resulted from a significant congruence between Inactive and 

social self-concept, several linear regression analyses were conducted by retail store 

format and over both combined store formats.  The four types of self-congruity (i.e. 

actual, ideal, social, and ideal social) served as dependent variables and the three 

dimensions of retailer brand personality (i.e., Inactive, Genuine, Modish) served as 

independent variables. The results of these regression analyses are provided in Table 18. 

Results showed that only Inactive had a positive association with social self-

congruity under department store format and the combined format.  This finding indicates 

that the positive association between the Inactive retailer personality dimension and 

Public Self-congruity resulted from a positive association between Inactive and social 

self-congruity. Even though perceived Inactive contributed to social self-congruity, thus 

increasing perceived Public Self-congruity (γ23= .15), it exerted a stronger negative effect 

on Private Self-congruity (γ13= -.21) as well as on overall RBI (γ33= -.29).  Thus, the total 

effect of perceived Inactive retailer personality on overall RBI was still negative (γ23 + γ13 

+ γ33 = -.35).  Even so, the mixed results regarding the relationships among the three 

dimensions of retailer brand personality and the two situational self-congruities 

demonstrated partial support for H1a and b.  
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Table 18 

Result of Regression Analysis: Relationship (Beta) between Retailer Brand Personality 

(IV) and Self-congruity (DV) by Store Format   

Variables 

 Department Store (n=311)  Discount Store (n=305)  

 

Active Ideal Social 

Ideal 

Social 

 

 
Activ

e 
Ideal Social 

Ideal 

Social 

 

 

Modish (β)  -.054 -.036 -.131* -.045  .050 .046 .161** .193**  

Genuine (β)  .211** .248** .304** .337**  .207** .191** .386** .388**  

Inactive (β)  -.097 -.146* .167** .024  -.139* -.299** .100 -.079  

R
2
  .053 .091 .078 .096  .085 .163 .194 .243  

F  5.68** 10.19** 8.66** 10.92**  9.28** 19.50** 24.16** 32.15**  

  Combined (n=616)       

Variables  
Active Ideal Social 

Ideal 

Social 

 

     

Modish (β)  -.057 .201** -.016 .068       

Genuine (β)  .220** .531** .333** .353**       

Inactive (β)  -.097* -207** .164** -.005       

            

R
2
  .064 .215 .105 .146       

F  13.93** 55.95** 23.89** 34.88**       
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Hypotheses 2a and b predicted that both private and public self-concept 

congruities would be positively related to overall RBI.  Results showed that both Private 

and Public Self-congruity have significant indirect effects on Patronage Intention and 

WOM through RBI.  Therefore, as predicted, the stronger the congruence between both 

private/public self-concept and retailer brand personality, the stronger the perception of 

overall retailer brand identification with the retailer brand (β31= .22; β32= .35), thereby 

supporting H2a and b respectively.  Both Hypotheses 3a and 4a proposed that overall RBI 

would positively influence both WOM communications and intention to patronize the 

retailer.  Results showed that, in turn, the stronger the overall RBI, the greater the 

intention to convey positive WOM about the retailer (β 43= .60) and to patronize the 

retailer (β 53= .51) thereby supporting H3a and H4a respectively. Neither Private nor 

Public Self-congruity had any direct association with either WOM or Patronage 

Intentions, confirming that RBI is an important mediator between self-congruity and 

behavioral outcomes. Connecting the indirect paths between Genuine and outcome 

behaviors, results show that Genuine had greater influence on Patronage Intention and 

WOM through Public (γ22* β32* β 43= .21 (to WOM); γ22* β32* β 53= .18 (to Patronage 

Intention)) than through Private Self-congruity (γ12* β31* β 43= .13 (to WOM); γ12* β31* β 

53= .11 (to Patronage Intention)). 

Hypotheses 3b through 3d and 4b through 4d proposed that the different types of 

RBI, cognitive, affective, and evaluative, would be positively related to intentions to 

convey positive WOM and to patronize the retailer, respectively. To test the relationships 

between each of the RBI dimensions and these behavioral outcomes, two separate linear 

regressions were conducted with WOM Intentions or Patronage Intentions as the 
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dependent variable  and the three dimensions of RBI (i.e., cognitive, affective, evaluative) 

as the independent variables . Results for the regression analyses are provided in Table 

19.  Cognitive RBI was not related to either WOM or Patronage Intentions. . Therefore, 

H3b and H4b were rejected.  However, both Affective RBI and Evaluative RBI had 

significant and positive associations with WOM and Patronage Intentions, supporting 

H3c, H3d, H4 c, and H4d, respectively. The stronger the Affective RBI and the Evaluative 

RBI, the greater the intentions to convey positive WOM and to patronize the retailer. 

These results also demonstrated that the positive relationship between overall RBI and 

both behavioral outcomes (i.e., H3a and H4a) were driven by both Affective RBI and 

Evaluative RBI. 

Table 19 

Results of Regression Analyses for Relationships between RBI Dimensions and Behavior 

Outcomes 

 Dependent Variables 

 

Independent 

Variables 

 WOM  Patronage Intention  

β
a
 p F R

2
  β

a
 p F R

2
 

   79.23** .28    57.20** .22 

  (Constant)  <.01     <.01   

Cognitive -.01 .83    -.01 .73   

Affective .22 <.01    .22 <.01   

Evaluative  .29 <.01    .32 <.01   

Note. ** p< .01; a. standardized regression coefficient; 

 

Testing for moderation effects. The moderation effects of Shopping 

Conspicuousness Situation (H5a and b),  Shopping Enjoyment (H6a and b), and retailer  

image format description associated with department versus discount store (H7a and b) 

on the respective relationships between Private or Public Self-Congruities and RBI were 

examined by conducting Multigroup SEM. The process of Multigroup SEM involves 

simultaneously testing a structural equation model in several groups (i.e., sub-samples), 
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which can be established by the value of moderation variables (e.g., high and low 

shopping conspicuousness). A moderation effect was determined by a model fit 

comparison (Δ𝑥2) of two group models: a group model estimated with path estimates 

calculated separately for each group and a second group model estimated where the focal 

path estimates were constrained to be equal. If the model fit of the constrained model 

significantly worsens (i.e., Δ𝑥2(1) ≥ 3.84), then a moderation effect exists (Hair et. al., 

2010).    

The results of testing for the moderation effect of Shopping Conspicuousness 

(H5a and b) are provided in Table 20.  Hypothesis 5a proposed that private self-congruity 

would more strongly influence RBI than public self-congruity in the high shopping 

conspicuousness situation.  For the Private Self-Congruity-RBI relationship, the chi-

square difference between the constrained and unconstrained models was 2.68 with one 

degree of freedom. This was not significant (p ≥ .05), indicating that the constrained 

model was not worse than the unconstrained model.  Therefore, Shopping 

Conspicuousness Situation did not moderate the relationship between Private Self-

congruity and RBI, and H5a was rejected. The same approach was used to examine 

whether Shopping Conspicuousness Situation moderated the Public Self-Congruity-RBI 

relationship.  Hypothesis H5b posed that public self-congruity would more strongly 

influence RBI than would private self-congruity in high conspicuousness shopping 

situations and was supported.  The chi-square difference between the constrained and 

unconstrained models was 5.58 with one degree of freedom. This significant difference (p 

≥ .05) indicated that the constrained model was worse than the unconstrained model.  

Shopping Conspicuousness successfully moderated the relationship between Public Self-
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congruity and RBI.  As predicted, the relationship was greater under the high shopping 

conspicuousness situation, with a significant standardized estimate (beta) of .687, as 

compared to a significant standardized estimate of .193 under low shopping 

conspicuousness situation, supporting H3b.    
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Table 20 

Testing on Shopping Conspicuousness Situation as a Moderator of the Self-congruity-RBI 

Relationship 

Model Characteristic Unconstrained 

Group Model 

Constrained Group 

Model 

Model Difference 

Private Self-congruity→RBI 

Model fit    

   Chi-square 740.08 742.76 2.68 

   df 380 381 1 

   CFI .975 .975 - 

   RMSEA .056 .056 - 

Path estimate (β3,1) -.003 (High) 

.306 (Low)* 

.205 (Combined)*  

Public Self-congruity→RBI 

Model fit    

   Chi-square 740.08 745.66 5.58 

   df 380 381 1 

   CFI .975 .974 -.001 

   RMSEA .056 .056 - 

Path estimate (β3,2) .687 (High)* 

.193 (Low)* 

.325 (Combined)*  

Note. * p ≤ .05    

 

Hypotheses 6a and 6b addressed the moderation effect of Shopping Involvement 

by proposing that higher levels of shopping involvement would contribute to stronger 

relationships between both private and public self-congruity and overall RBI.  The results 

of testing for the moderation effect of Shopping Involvement are provided in Table 21. 

Before being tested with Multgroup SEM, Shopping Involvement was dichotomized with 

the middle value (i.e. 4) excluded in order to establish the correspondent high (n = 339) 

and low (n = 226) involvement groups. Results showed that those constrained group 

models were not worse than the unconstrained group models (Δ𝑥2 ≤ 3.84).  Therefore, 

Hypotheses 6a and 6b were both rejected indicating that Shopping Involvement 

moderated neither the Private Self-congruity-RBI relationship nor the Public-Self-

congruity-RBI relationship.  
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Table 21 

Testing on Shopping Involvement as a Moderator of the Self-congruity-RBI Relationship 

Model Characteristic Unconstrained 

Group Model 

Constrained Group 

Model 

Model Difference 

Private Self-congruity→RBI 

Model fit    

   Chi-square 718.11 718.05 -0.06 

   df 380 381 1 

   CFI .973 .973 - 

   RMSEA .056 .056 - 

Path estimate (β3,1) .216 (H) 

.157 (L) 

.189 (Combined) 

 

 

Public Self-congruity→RBI 

Model fit    

   Chi-square 718.11 718.57 0.46 

   df 380 358 1 

   CFI .973 .973 - 

   RMSEA .056 .056 - 

Path estimate (β3,2) .317* (H) 

.413* (L) 

0.353* (Combined)  

Note. * p ≤.05    

 

 

The results for testing the moderation effect of retailer image description of each 

retailer format (department versus discount store) are presented in Table 22.  Hypotheses 

7a and b were exploratory hypotheses proposing no moderation effect of store on the 

relationship between RBI and either private or public self-congruities.  These hypotheses 

were supported.  First, the applicability of the final model in both department and 

discount store format was tested using Multigroup SEM followed by linear regression 

analyses, which were used to test whether the effects of other moderators (i.e., shopping 

conspicuousness situation and shopping involvement) are changed by retailer format.  

Before testing, two groups were created based on the two retailerimage format 

manipulations. 
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 Multigroup SEM was run on the final model by department and discount store 

formats.  Results show a good global model fit (chi-square = 731.24 (df = 380); CFI = 

.98; NFI = .95; RMSEA = .055) and good model fit for each retailer format (Department 

Store Format: contribution to chi-square = 382.45, RMR = .06, GFI = .90; Discount Store 

Format: contribution to chi-square = 368.29, RMR = .06, GFI = .91), demonstrating that 

the format models fit the data well. The parameter estimates in each retailer format are 

provided in Table 22.  Most of the parameter estimates in the two retailer format models 

are consistent with those in the combined model (see Table 17) except that the path from 

perceived Inactive to Public Self-congruity and the path from Private Self-congruity to 

RBI became non-significant in discount store format model.  

 To further determine whether these parameter estimates are significantly different 

between the two retailer formats, constrained models for each, in which a path was 

constrained to be equal, were conducted. The parameter estimates in the constrained 

models and the model fit comparisons (Δ𝑥2) are also provided in Table 22.  Even though 

the path from perceived Inactive to Public Self-congruity was not significant for the 

discount store format, results show that the constrained model was not worse than the 

unconstrained model (Δ𝑥2 ≤ 3.84), meaning that the parameter estimate was not different 

between the two retailer formats. In the constrained model, this parameter estimate was 

positive and significant, consistent with its value in the combined model.  Results also 

confirm that the path from Private Self-congruity to RBI was not significant for the 

discount store format because the constrained model was worse than the unconstrained 

model (Δ𝑥2 ˃ 3.84). In addition, results suggest that the effects of perceived Genuine on 

Public Self-congruity was significantly stronger for the discount store format (Δ𝑥2 ˃ 
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3.84) than for the department store format and the effect of RBI on Patronage Intention 

was significantly stronger for the department store than for the discount store format 

(Δ𝑥2 ˃ 3.84), even though the correspondent parameter estimates were all significant and 

positive, consistent with their values in the combined model.  
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Table 22 

Parameter Estimates in Retailer Image Format Models 

Theoretical Path 

Parameter Estimate 

Δ𝒙𝟐(1) 

Unconstrained  

Models 

Constrained 

Models 

Department 

Store 

Discount 

Store 

Between retailer brand personality and self-congruity   

Genuine → Private Self-congruity . 262* .293* .277* -0.01 

Genuine → Public Self-congruity .409* .848*   .603* 9.59* 

Inactive → Private Self-congruity -.153* -.328* -.232* 2.58 

Inactive → Public Self-congruity  .169* .131  .153* 2.22 

Between retailer brand personality and RBI and behavioral outcomes  

        Modish → Patronage Intention -.280* -.171* -.210* -0.72 

        Genuine → Patronage Intention .671* .437* .529* 2.18 

        Genuine → WOM .443* .464* .453* 0.03 

        Inactive → RBI -.222* -.387* -.299* 2.77 

Between Self-congruity and RBI   

Private Self-congruity → RBI .332* .061  .205* 4.22* 

Public Self-congruity → RBI .322* .366* .346* 0.39 

Between RBI and behavioral outcomes  

       RBI → WOM .667* .550* .608* 0.45 

       RBI → Patronage Intention .703* .382* .532* 7.94* 

Note.  *p ≤ .05 

 

 

 To determine whether the moderation effects of Shopping Conspicuousness 

Situation and Shopping Involvement on the relationships between Private Self-congruity 

and RBI and between Public Self-congruity and RBI, four linear regressions were 

conducted. In each analysis, RBI served as dependent variable.  A dichotomous variable, 

Retailer Image Format, either Shopping Conspicuousness Situation or Shopping 

Involvement, and either Private or Public Self-congruity, were added for testing the main 

effects. Then two two-way interactions (Store Format × Private (or Public) Self-

congruity and (Shopping Conspicuousness Situation (or Shopping Involvement) × Private 

(or Public) Self-congruity) were added. Finally, the three way interaction among Retailer 

Image Format, either Shopping Conspicuousness Situation or Shopping Involvement, and 
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either Private or Public Self-congruity were added. The significances of three way 

interactions would suggest that the moderation effect of Shopping Conspicuousness 

Situation or Shopping Involvement might be due to Retailer Image Format.  Results of 

the four regressions are provided in Table 23, which show that none of the three way 

interactions was significant. The manner in which Shopping Conspicuousness Situation 

and Shopping Involvement moderated (or did not moderate) the relationships between 

Private Self-congruity and RBI and between Public Self-congruity and RBI did not 

change across department and discount store format. 

To summarize these results, the final model, including moderation effects of 

Shopping Conspicuousness Situation and Shopping Involvement, is mostly applicable to 

both department and discount retailer image formats except that the effect of Private Self-

congruity on RBI in the discount store retailer image format was not supported. In 

addition, Retailer Image Format might moderate the relationships between perceived 

Genuine and Public Self-congruity and between RBI and Patronage Intention. The former 

was stronger under the discount store retailer format whereas the latter was stronger 

under department store retailer format.  
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Table 23 

Results of Linear Regression for Three Way Interaction among Retailer Image Format, 

Self-congruities and Moderators (Shopping Conspicuousness Situation and Shopping 

Involvement) on RBI 

A: Between Private Self-congruity and RBI Change 

in R
2
 

Change in  

F (p) 

Focal Moderator: Shopping Conspicuousness Situation    

     Main Effect 

.185 46.20 (.00) 
          Retailer Image Format 

          Shopping Situation Conspicuousness 

          Private Self-congruity 

     Two Way Interaction   

          Retailer Image Format × Private
a
  .001 0.40 (.53) 

          Shopping Conspicuousness Situation × Private  .001 0.41 (.53) 

     Three Way Interaction 

.001 0.52 (.47)           Retailer Image Format × Shopping Conspicuousness 

Situation × Private Self-congruity 

Focal Moderator: Shopping Involvement   
     Main Effect 

.226 59.58 (.00) 
          Retailer Image Format 

          Shopping Involvement 

          Private Self-congruity 

     Two Way Interaction   

          Retailer Image Format × Private Self-congruity .003 2.23 (.14) 

          Shopping Involvement × Private Self-congruity .005 4.036 (.05) 

     Three Way Interaction 

.001 1.166 (.28)           Retailer Image Format × Shopping Involvement × 

Private Self-congruity 

B: Between Public Self-congruity and RBI   

Focal Moderator: Shopping Situation Conspicuousness   

     Main Effect 

.003 28.63 (.00) 
          Retailer Image Format 

          Shopping Conspicuousness Situation  

          Public Self-congruity 

     Two Way Interaction   

          Retailer Image Format × Public
b
  .004 3.02 (.08) 

          Shopping Situation Conspicuousness × Public  .004 3.13 (.08) 

     Three Way Interaction 

.000 0.09 (.76)           Retailer Image Format × Shopping Situation 

Conspicuousness × Public Self-congruity 

Note. a. Private Self-congruity; b. Public Self-congruity 

(continued) 

 

 

 

 



141 

 

 

Table 23 

Results of Linear Regression for Three Way Interaction among Retailer Image Format, 

Self-congruities and Moderators (Shopping Conspicuousness Situation and Shopping 

Involvement) on RBI (continued) 

 Change 

in R
2
 

Change in  

F (p) 

Focal Moderator: Shopping Involvement   

     Main Effect 

.151 36.37 (.00) 
          Retailer Image Format 

          Shopping Involvement 

          Public Self-congruity 

     Two Way Interaction   

          Retailer Image Format × Public Self-congruity .005 3.88 (.05) 

          Shopping Involvement × Public Self-congruity .001 0.60 (.44) 

     Three Way Interaction 
.000 0.16 (.69) 

          Retailer Image Format × Shopping Involvement × Public
b
  

Note. b. Public Self-congruity 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS AND LIMITATIONS 

The aim of this study was to empirically investigate the potential mediators and 

moderators among retailer brand personality and the intentions to patronize and 

communicate positive word-of-mouth about a retailer. Results of this research provide 

five important contributions to the branding and retailing literatures that have not been 

previously investigated. These included the pretesting of a scale specifically focused on 

retailer brand personality.  Another contribution was the integration of identity theory 

with social identity theory to examine relationships among consumers’ self-concepts and 

behavioral outcomes. The combined perspective from both theories led to an ability to 

reveal mediators in the relationship that had not heretofore been explored. A third 

contribution of this study, previously conceptualized by Sirgy et al. (2000) but not 

empirically investigated, was the inclusion of social shopping situations to study self-

congruity. This study provides evidence confirming that the influence of perceived self-

congruity on consumer behavior varies under different social shopping situational cues 

(i.e., shopping conspicuousness situation).  In addition, a fourth contribution is that it is 

the first study to consider the unique nature of brand identification in retailing by 

examining retailer brand identification to provide an additional theoretical perspective for 

guiding future research on consumer relationships. Finally, results of this study 

supplement recent research on the impact of retailer image formats on relationships 

among retailer brand personality and its outcome variables. The subsequent sections 

discuss the contributions of the study in accordance with the proposed objectives and 

correspondent hypotheses. 
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The Relationships between Retailer Brand Personality and Self-congruities  

The first objective of this study was to apply identity theory to examine the 

relationships among private and public self-congruities and retailer brand personality 

under different social shopping situations. To incorporate retailer brand personality as a 

study construct, this study first adapted a scale of retailer brand personality from existing 

brand personality (Aaker, 1997) and retailer brand personality (Dardin & Babin, 1994; 

d’Astous & Levesque, 2003; Helgeson and Supphellen, 2004) literatures and pretested 

the scale.  

Retailer brand personality scale. Previous researchers have disagreed over the 

generalizability of BPS to the retailer domain and the necessity of developing a unique 

brand personality scale specifically for retailer brands (e.g., d’Astous & Lévesque, 2003; 

Zentes et al., 2008).  Ailawadi and Keller (2004) encouraged a comparison of both types 

of scales to identify the dimensions of retailer brand personality. Therefore, this study 

employed an adapted scale by synthesizing BPS (Aaker, 1997) and other scales 

specifically used to measure retailer brand personality (Dardin & Babin, 1994; d’Astous 

& Lévesque, 2003; Helgeson & Supphellen, 2004). Results of scale adaptation efforts 

revealed two positive (e.g., Genuine, Modish) and one negative dimension (e.g., Inactive) 

that were descriptive of retailer brand personality. The positive dimensions are similar to 

Aaker’s (1997) Sincerity and Sophistication dimensions, thereby demonstrating that only 

two dimensions of BPS might be applicable for retailer brands and echoing the 

conclusions of Zentes et al. (2008) that BPS should be modified when used to measure 
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retailer brand personality. The negative dimension (Inactive) revealed by this study 

provides evidence for d’Astous & Lévesque’s (2003) point of view that environments can 

create negative feelings among shoppers and influence their perceptions of retailer brand 

personalities. 

These findings may suggest that, considering the breadth of personality 

dimensions associated with product and retailer brands, retailer personality dimensions 

may differ from the five product brand personality dimensions.  For example, retailer 

brand personality in this study incorporated three dimensions, fewer than the five 

dimensions incorporated in product brand personality (Aaker, 1997). It is possible that 

consumers perceive fewer differences in retailer brand personality relative to product 

brand personality due to format blurring (Berman, 2010). Considering the many store 

retailers, which carry similar merchandise categories across different types of retailers 

(Berman, 2010), consumers might also perceive these retailer brands as having similar 

personality traits, thereby resulting in fewer  retailer brand personality dimensions 

relative to product brand personality dimensions. In addition, retailer brand personality in 

this study incorporated a negative facet that was not found in product brand personality, 

reflecting consumers’ possible irritations associated with  various features of the store 

environment (e.g., dense crowding (Brengman & Wellems, 2009), poor service, etc.). 

These findings regarding differences in product and retailer brand dimensions 

align with Ailawadi’s and Keller’s (2004) recommendations that retailer brand 

personality should be a future research priority.  It is important to mention that the work 

completed in developing a scale to measure retailer brand personality in this study was 

preliminary in nature.  Therefore, more research, incorporating rigorous scale 
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development procedures, should be conducted on the different dimensions of retailer 

brand personality.  This will be discussed in more detail in the limitations section of this 

chapter.   

Retailer brand personality and self-congruities. Identity and social identity 

theorists have recognized that self-concept is an active and multifaceted structure (e.g., 

Roger, 1981). Based on this perspective, Sirgy et al. (2000) suggest that shoppers have 

private (including actual and ideal) and public (including social and ideal social) self-

concepts, which influence their shopping behaviors differently under various shopping 

situations. In addition, according to the theories of self-verification (e.g., Swann, 1983) 

and self-enhancement (e.g., Jones, 1973), people have needs to verify and enhance their 

self-concepts. By consuming or relating to a preferred brand, consumers might satisfy 

their needs to verify their actual (Marlär et al., 2011) or social selves (Sirgy et al., 2000) 

or to enhance their ideal (e.g., Flouri, 1999) or ideal social selves (Sirgy & Samli, 1985). 

More specifically, for self-verification purposes, some people may seek positive and/or 

negative feedbacks, as long as they are consistent with their targeted actual and/or social 

selves (Swan et al., 1989).  However, according to Giesler et al. (1996), most people 

prefer positive over negative feedback.   For self-enhancement purposes, people search 

for mostly positive experiences that can improve their self-concepts (e.g., Sedikides & 

Strube, 1997). Based on these aforementioned theories, this study hypothesized that 

positive perceptions of a retailer’s brand personality would lead to higher congruence 

between retailer brand personality and private and public self-concepts. The mixed results 

found in this study partially supported this hypothesis.  
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This study revealed that perceived Genuineness, the most influential positive 

dimension of retailer brand personality, predicted both Private and Public Self-

congruities. The higher the perceptions of Genuineness, the higher the Private and Public 

Self-congruities. The other positive perception of retailer brand personality, Modish, had 

no effect on either Private or Public Self-congruity. It was reasoned that the items of 

Modish (i.e., Dressy and Elegant) might be more descriptive of fashion retailer brands’ 

personalities than shoppers’ own personalities because these items were often used only 

in store brand personality scales (e.g., Brengman & Willems, 2009) but not included in 

the Big Five personality scale used to measure human personality (e.g., Gosling, et al., 

2003).  

The only negative dimension, Inactive, was observed to decrease the perceptions 

of Private Self-congruity as predicted but increase the perceptions of Public Self-

congruity due to its positive effect on social self-congruity under only a department store 

setting.  The positive relationship between perceived Inactive and social self-congruity is 

in agreement with Swann et al. (1989) that people might look for accurate social 

feedback, positive or negative, to verify their self-concept. Perhaps the perception of 

inactiveness of  an upscale department store retailer is positively related to consumers’ 

public self-congruities because consumers still wish to be seen by their important others 

as purchasing merchandise from stores having the image of offering fashionable, higher-

priced merchandise categories, and department stores have typically had that long-

established image.  It is important and interesting for future research to investigate how 

retailer format might influence perceptions of a retailer’s brand personality as well as the 



147 

 

 

relationship between retailer personality and consumers’ perceived private and public 

self-congruities. 

The Moderating Role of Shopping Conspicuousness Situation  

Applying the theory of situational self-congruity, situational cues interacted with 

the self-concept dimensions and, consequently, influenced the effects of self-congruities 

on subsequent consumer behavioral outcomes. Previous research has not empirically 

investigated how situational cues might moderate the effect of self-congruity on its 

consequences. Based on Sirgy et al. (2000), who proposed several situational cues that 

might influence self-congruity, this study examined Shopping Conspicuousness Situation 

which was conceptualized as the visibility of the shopping behavior to significant others 

(e.g., friends, family, neighbors, co-workers, etc.). This study also hypothesized that high 

Shopping Conspicuousness Situation strengthens the effect of Public Self-congruity on 

perceived overall RBI while low Shopping Conspicuousness Situation strengthens the 

effect of Private Self-congruity on perceived overall RBI.  Results suggested that 

Shopping Conspicuousness Situation moderated the relationship between Public Self-

congruity and overall RBI but had no effect on the relationship between Private Self-

congruity and overall RBI.  This result was applicable for both department and discount 

store image and personality formats. 

The finding that the relationship between Public Self-congruity and overall RBI 

was stronger under high rather than low Shopping Conspicuousness Situation is in 

agreement with the viewpoints proposed by Sirgy et al. (2000).  When co-shopping with 

significant others in a highly visible retail shopping situation, shoppers’ public self-

concepts are stronger than other dimensions of self-concept, and the perceived 
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congruence between retailer brand personality and their public self-concept becomes 

salient and influential, thereby strongly increasing the perception of overall RBI.  In 

contrast, when shopping alone in a relatively secluded retail shopping situation, shoppers’ 

public self-concepts are not stronger than other dimensions of self-concept, and their 

perceived Public Self-congruities, which are not particularly salient, exert a positive but 

relatively weaker effect on perceptions of overall RBI.   In fact, the influence of Private 

Self-congruity on overall RBI was slightly stronger than that of Public Self-congruity 

under the low Shopping Conspicuousness Situation.  However, Public Self-congruity 

exerted a stronger influence on overall RBI than did Private Self-congruity in both the 

situation that was high in Shopping Conspicuousness Situation and when the possible 

moderated effects of high and low shopping conspicuousness were not considered. These 

findings not only demonstrate that self-congruity, specifically the public-self type, is 

situational, but also enlightens our understanding of the relationships between the 

different types of self-congruity and behavioral outcomes.  The mixed results regarding 

which type of self-congruity is more predictive of behavioral outcomes (e.g., Malär et al., 

2011; He & Mukherjee, 2007) might be due to the fact that these studies did not include 

situational factors in their investigations. In addition, because focus groups used to refine 

the scenario descriptions used for the shopping conspicuousness situations revealed that 

participants were sensitive to visibility to sales personnel in the store, future research 

should include the influence of the presence of sales persons when considering 

conspicuousness of the shopping situation. 

 Further, one additional finding in the current study revealed that the relationship 

between Private Self-congruity and overall RBI was not influenced by the shopping 
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conspicuousness (i.e., visibility) situational factor, but by retailer image and personality 

format.  The Private Self-congruity-RBI relationship was significant under department 

store image and personality format but became non-significant under discount store 

image and personality format. Previous research examining relationships between store 

format and self-congruity has been rare. Among the limited studies, Dornoff and Tatham 

(1972) found that actual self-congruity was more influential than ideal self-congruity 

when selecting a supermarket whereas ideal self-congruity was more predictable than 

actual self-congruity when selecting a department store. Similarly, Ekinci and Riley 

(2003) found that ideal self-congruity was more predictive than actual self-congruity of 

attitudinal loyalty toward a restaurant with a modern service style. Based on these 

findings, it is likely that the effect of Private Self-congruity on overall RBI toward a 

department store image was driven by ideal self-congruity.  However, both of these 

previously described research studies applied a different paradigm of self-concept and 

self-congruity relative to the one being used in this research.  That is, they only included 

actual and ideal self-congruity whereas this study included both Private Self congruity 

(i.e., actual and ideal self-congruity) as well as Public Self-congruity (i.e., social and ideal 

social self-congruity).    Due to the different paradigm applications, results of this 

research are not directly comparable to results from previous studies.   Thus, future 

research to investigate how store format interacts with both private and public forms of 

self-congruity and their corresponding influences on behavioral outcomes is needed.  

The Mediation Role of Retailer Brand Identification  

The second objective of this study was to investigate whether retailer brand 

identification (RBI) mediates the relationships among Private and Public Self-congruities 



150 

 

 

and behavioral outcomes such as Patronage Intention and Word-of-Mouth 

communications. Based on the literatures concerning both social identity theory (Tajfel & 

Turner, 1979) and the consumer-brand identification (CBI) framework (Lam et al., 2010) 

which propose that consumers not only  perceive brand memberships, but also develop 

feelings about and value their “belongingness” associations with a brand, RBI is proposed 

and defined as “a customer’s knowledge (cognitive identification) that he/she associates 

closely  with a retailer brand together with his/her perceived affect toward (affective 

identification) and expressed value (evaluative identification) in the membership.” RBI 

exists when customers recognize the oneness they share with the retailer brand and feel 

good about and proud of being part of the brand.  There are two reasons that explain why 

RBI might differ from CBI.  Firstly, retailers provide customers with more observable 

cues (e.g., sales personnel, store atmosphere, etc.) than do manufacturers with which to 

evaluate “the brand group”. Secondly, a store environment provides opportunities for 

customers to meet and interact with other “group members” and, therefore, experience 

“being in the group”.  These reasons, stemming from the unique nature of retailer 

environments, would make RBI more complex as well as more tangible than CBI.  Thus, 

when driven by motivations for self-verification and self-enhancement, shopping 

becomes a socio-cultural activity in which the store becomes a space for customers to 

pursue social identification (El-Amir & Burt, 2010).  Future research that incorporates the 

RBI construct should include additional measures of RBI that specifically address the 

unique nature of retailer shopping environments. 

In this research, overall RBI was found to be an important mediator in the 

framework of retailer brand personality and its various outcome variables. Retailer brand 
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personality dimensions either directly impacted outcome behaviors or indirectly 

influenced them through Private and Public Self-congruities and overall RBI.  That is, 

overall RBI mediated not only the relationships between retailer brand personality and 

outcome behaviors but also the relationship between self-congruities and outcome 

behaviors. The mediating role of RBI will be summarized first for the relationships 

among retailer brand personality and overall RBI, second for the respective relationships 

among RBI (both overall and the three separate RBI dimensions) and the outcome 

behaviors, and thirdly for the mediating role of overall RBI in the entire research 

framework. 

Retailer brand personality, self-congruity and retailer brand identification. 

To activate a group identity and initiate behaviors consistent with others in the group, the 

perception of having group membership has to be salient (Tajfel, 1979; Hogg & Reid, 

2006).  Oakes (1987) specifically proposed two determining factors, “accessibility” (i.e., 

readiness of a social category to become activated) and “fit” (i.e., the similarities 

observed between people and respective social groups) of the group identity activation 

needed for “psychological salience” of group memberships.  Since personality is part of 

self-concept, which is considered to be self-evident and chronically accessible in one’s 

mind (Hogg & Reid, 2006), a congruent personality should be recognized by customers 

as being accessible to activate retailer brand identification.  In addition, the perception of 

self-congruity with a retailer brand captures the degree of similarity between a customer 

and the retailer brand, thus promoting the retailer brand as having good fit for the 

customer.  Assuming that a congruent retailer brand personality has both accessibility and 
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good fit for customers, the perception of correspondent retailer brand membership should 

be psychologically salient and, therefore, would positively influence RBI.  

Results of this study supported the positive relationships between self-congruities 

and overall RBI.  Both Private and Public Self-congruity positively predicted overall RBI 

when neither the shopping conspicuousness situation nor retailer image format were 

considered. In other words, absent from interactions with other constructs, both private 

and public self-congruity promoted the psychological salience of the perception of the 

correspondent retailer brand membership, and thus positively predicted overall RBI.  

Whether the influence of Private or Public Self-congruity on overall RBI was stronger 

than the other was only contingent upon whether the social shopping situation or retailer 

image format were considered as discussed in previous section. Without considering 

moderation effects, Public Self-congruity was slightly more predictive than Private Self-

congruity of overall RBI.  Previous marketing research has seldom examined the specific 

relationships among self-congruities and consumers’ identification with either product or 

retailer brands.  Among the limited research, both Kuenzel and Halliday (2010) and 

Tuškej et al. (2013) found that perceived congruence between a brand personality or 

brand value and consumers’ ideal self-concepts positively influenced brand identification.  

Recognizing that ideal self-congruities promote the psychological salience of brand 

membership perception, other types of self-congruities (e.g., actual, social self-congruity, 

etc.) should also positively influence the correspondent brand identification. It is 

important for future research to investigate whether the positive relationships between 

self-congruities and overall RBI observed by this research can be generalized in the 
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context of both product and retailer brands by also studying both private and public forms 

of self-congruity. 

Regarding the relationships among retailer brand personality dimensions and RBI, 

with the exception of Modish which did not affect either self-congruity or overall RBI, 

both the Genuine and Inactive dimensions influenced overall RBI.  More specifically, 

perceived Genuineness had a positive and indirect influence on overall RBI through 

increased perceptions of both Private and Public Self-congruities.  Relative to perceived 

Genuineness, perceived Inactiveness had a more complicated influence on overall RBI.  

Perceived Inactiveness had a direct and negative influence on Private Self-congruity and 

a direct and positive influence on Public Self-congruity.  Both, in turn, then negatively 

impacted overall RBI.  In addition, the Inactive personality dimension demonstrated a 

direct and negative influence on overall RBI most likely due to the negative associations 

with this personality dimension (Giesler et al., 1996).  However, research on relationships 

between specific negative and positive retailer or product brand personality dimensions 

and brand identification has been nonexistent. Thus more research to confirm the 

relationships revealed in the study should be undertaken. 

Retailer brand identification and behavioral outcomes. Social identity theory 

suggests that group behaviors including in-group favoritism and out-group discrimination 

are a part of the social identity process (Trepte, 2006, Tajfel, 1979).  Some laboratory 

studies showed that simple and/or random categorization of oneself to a group is 

sufficient to influence people to favor their in-group and discriminate against other 

designated out-groups (e.g., Billig & Tajfel, 1973; Tajfel, 1979).  Previous marketing 

research also demonstrated that, arising from in-group favoritism, consumers conveyed  
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more positive word-of mouth communications (e.g., Kim et al., 2001) and purchase 

intentions (e.g., Ahearne & Bhattacharya, 2005) when they identified  with a product 

brand or company.  Consistent with previous research, results of the current research 

showed that shoppers who identified with a retailer brand were willing to favor the 

retailer by their intentions to convey positive WOM communications about and/or to 

patronize the retailer.  The positive influence of overall RBI on Patronage Intentions was 

particularly stronger for the department store image format relative to that of the discount 

store format.  Perhaps when consumers perceive identification with the image and 

personality of a department store, they also perceive some of the hedonic shopping values 

which are more likely to be provided by upscale department stores than by mass 

merchandisers (Davis & Hodges, 2012) and this then leads to greater patronage 

intentions.  More research is needed to investigate how and why consumers display 

different in-group favoritism behaviors when they identify with brands of different 

retailer formats. 

To better understand how RBI influences its consequences such as WOM 

communications and Patronage Intention, this study also investigated the relationships 

among the three dimensions of RBI and these outcome behaviors.  Results suggested that 

the positive influence of overall RBI on outcome behaviors was driven by Affective RBI 

and Evaluative RBI.  Cognitive RBI did not predict either WOM s or Patronage Intention.  

This finding suggests that shoppers’ perceived affect toward and value associated with 

the brand membership over the mere knowledge about membership with the brand, and 

these were key elements in encouraging in-group favoritism. More research is needed to 
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investigate the mechanisms behind the relationships among the RBI dimensions and 

outcome behaviors such as patronage intentions. 

Mediating role of RBI in the retailer brand personality-behavioral outcomes 

framework.  Since neither Private nor Public Self-congruities had direct associations 

with  WOM communications and Patronage Intention, overall RBI fully mediated the 

relationships among the two types of  self-congruity and these behavioral outcomes.  This 

finding may shed light toward understanding why self-congruity has sometimes been 

found to be a poor predictor of consumer behaviors (e.g., Shank & Langmeyer, 1994; Yu 

et al., 2013; Ahn, Ekinci & Li, 2013).  More specifically, Yu et al. (2013) found that, 

relative to the effect of perceived country-of-origin on purchase intentions toward luxury 

bags, the effect of self-congruity on purchase intentions toward luxury bags was weaker.  

Similarly, Ahn et al. (2013) found that private (actual and ideal) self-congruity did not 

affect tourists’ destination choices and suggested that the evaluation of functional 

attributes were better predictors.  Applying these findings to this research, mere perceived 

similarities between consumers and brands may not be sufficient to directly increase 

outcome behaviors like patronage intentions.  Rather, the influence of self-congruity on 

such outcome behaviors should occur via initiating perceptions of a close bond between 

consumers and retailer brands.  

The mediating role of RBI on the relationships among retailer brand personality 

dimensions and behavioral outcomes is also complicated. Perceived Genuineness, still the 

most influential among the three dimensions, had both direct and indirect effects through 

self-congruities and overall RBI on WOM and Patronage Intention. The direct effects 

observed by this research were consistent with those reported by Zentes et al. (2008) in 
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which two similar brand personality dimensions, Sincerity and Competence, were 

observed to directly increase store loyalty. Comparing the two indirect paths from 

Genuine to outcome behaviors in the general framework, Genuine had stronger influence 

through Public than through Private Self-congruity on overall RBI and then outcome 

behaviors.  Possible reasons for these relationships are discussed in the subsequent 

section on “Store Image Format”. 

The other positive retailer brand personality dimension, Modish, did not affect 

Public and Private self-congruities or overall RBI. But Modish did exert a negative and 

direct influence on Patronage Intention.  This result contradicts common belief that 

positive brand personalities predict positive behavioral outcomes (e.g., Merrilees & 

Miller, 2002). However, the result might not be totally random in that a similar result was 

found by Zentes et al. (2008) , in which Sophistication (a dimension similar to Modish) 

was observed to exert a weak, direct influence on attitudinal loyalty but no effect on 

behavioral loyalty.  Perhaps a retailer brand personality like Modish or Sophistication is 

more commonly associated with specialty stores rather than department or discount 

stores.  For example, Zentes et al. (2008) investigated how BPS applied in six different 

retail brands.  They reported that Aldi (a German grocery retailer) was perceived as being 

strong on Competence and Sincerity personality dimensions but weak on Sophistication 

whereas Douglas (the German market leader in perfumes and beauty care) was perceived 

as being strong on Sophistication.  Therefore, more research is needed to investigate how 

each retailer brand personality dimension applies to different retailer formats and how the 

retailer brand personality-behavioral outcomes framework proposed by this study might 

be generalized to retailer formats other than department and discount stores. 
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The only negative personality dimension, Inactive, had no direct effects on either 

WOM or Patronage Intention. That is, self-congruities together with overall RBI fully 

mediated the relationship between Inactive and behavioral outcomes in the model. Even 

though perceived Inactiveness slightly increased Public Self-congruity, it exerted a 

stronger direct effect and an indirect effect, through decreased Private Self-congruity, on 

overall RBI and eventually on both WOM and Patronage Intention.  

The Moderating Role of Shopping Involvement  

The third objective of this study was to examine whether customer shopping 

involvement moderates the influence of retailer brand personality on word-of-mouth 

communications and retailer patronage intentions through its impact on the relationships 

among private and public self-congruities and retailer brand identification.  Involvement, 

which is defined as a level of personal relevance, importance, interest, or arousal for a 

given stimulus (Richins & Bloch, 1986; Verbeke & Vackier, 2004), has been related to 

information search or processing by previous research (e.g., Petty et al., 1983; Kim et al., 

2007).  People are motivated to pay more attention to the messages that are more relevant 

or important to them (e.g., Petty et al., 1983).  Since both involve processing self-related 

information, consumer involvement has been recognized as an important factor in 

understanding self-congruities (Xue, 2008). Consumer involvement, especially product 

involvement, has been found to interact with self-congruities, thereby influencing 

behavioral outcomes (e.g. Xue, 2008, Chang, 2002, Malär et al., 2011).  However, 

whether consumer involvement strengthens (e.g., Xue, 2008) or weakens (e.g., Chang, 

2002) the influence of self-congruities on outcome behaviors is unclear.  Also, results 

have been inconclusive in demonstrating whether consumer involvement interacts 
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differently with the varied forms of self-congruity (Malär et al., 2011). Considering that 

RBI conceptualizes brand as being a representation of “self-relevant” social categories 

and that the relevance of a brand to consumers should influence the strength of RBI being 

perceived, this research hypothesized that, with high consumer shopping involvement, 

both Private and Public Self-congruities should lead to a stronger overall RBI perception. 

Results of this study showed that the moderation effects of shopping involvement 

on the relationships among Private and Public self-congruities and overall RBI were not 

statistically significant.  One possible reason contributing to the insignificant result is that 

the measures of shopping involvement used in this research focused solely on shopping 

enjoyment and not on other possible dimensions of shopping involvement.  Therefore, 

future research should be conducted using both the measures of shopping enjoyment 

employed in this study as well as other measures that encompass a broader view of 

consumer shopping involvement to investigate whether different measures would 

produce varied relationships among these constructs. 

Retailer Image Format 

The final objective of this research was to investigate whether the respective 

strengths and directions of relationships among retailer personality, private and public 

self-congruities, retailer brand identification and behavioral outcomes such as positive 

word-of-mouth communications and patronage intentions varies across different retailer 

formats, each conveying different image  characteristics. Previous research has provided 

limited attention on differences in variables such as retailer personality, self-congruity, 

and retailer brand identification by retailer format (e.g., Dornoff & Tatham, 1972; Sirgy 

& Samli, 1985; Sirgy et al., 1991; He & Mukherjee, 2007, etc.).  For example, very few 
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studies on retailer brand personality compared personality dimensions across different 

retailer formats (e.g., Dardin and Babin, 1994, etc.). Some studies examined self-

congruities in the contexts of department and/or discount stores but obtained mixed 

results regarding different forms of self-congruity as predictors of behavioral outcomes 

for various store formats (Dornoff & Tatham, 1972; Sirgy & Samli, 1985; Sirgy et al., 

1991; He & Mukherjee, 2007). 

To examine the potential influence of type of retailer on the relationships among 

retailer brand personality, self-congruities, overall RBI and behavioral outcomes in this 

study, the relationships were investigated across two general types of retailers, a 

department store and a discount store retailer. Results of this study showed that most of 

the relationships, including moderating effects of Shopping Situation Conspicuousness 

and Shopping Involvement, were consistent between the department and discount store 

image formats.  Exceptions were noted for the respective relationships between Private 

Self-congruity and overall RBI, between perceived Genuine and Public Self-congruity, 

and between overall RBI and Patronage Intentions, all of which have been discussed in 

previous sections.  

In general, the major differences observed between the two retail image formats 

derive from the indirect paths from perceived Genuineness to the behavioral outcomes of 

WOM communications and Patronage Intentions.  In addition to the direct relationships 

between perceived Genuineness and these behavioral outcomes across both formats, 

perceived Genuineness for the department store image and personality format also 

influenced behavioral outcomes indirectly through both Private and Public Self-congruity 

whereas perceived Genuineness for discount store image and personality format only had 
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indirect effects on these outcomes through Public Self-congruity.  This finding highlights 

the importance of Public Self-congruity and its relationships with perceived overall RBI 

and behavioral outcomes for discount stores.  In addition, for both department and 

discount image formats, the relationship between Public Self-congruity and overall RBI 

was stronger in the high shopping situation conspicuousness condition.  This finding 

underscores the importance in establishing a personality that conveys impressions of 

competence and responsibility in consumers’ minds.  It also suggests that this personality 

dimensions is one for which consumers are likely to be proud in being recognized as 

having an association with.  

Except for the different indirect paths from perceived Genuineness to behavioral 

outcomes found between the two types of retailers, other relationships examined by this 

research were consistent across department and discount image and personality formats. 

For example, the influence of perceived Inactiveness on overall RBI and the mediation of 

overall RBI on the relationships among self-congruities and behavioral outcomes did not 

change across the two retailer image formats.  Perhaps, because department and discount 

stores carry similar merchandise categories as a result of format blurring (Berman, 2010), 

consumers may perceive the retailers’ attributes as being similar. More research is needed 

to incorporate additional retailer formats (other than department and discount retailers) to 

better understand the influence of different types of retailer on shoppers’ symbolic 

consumption of retailer brands.  

Managerial Implications 

 Results of this research are important for retail practitioners as well as for 

academics. Results of this research provides a better understanding of how and what 



161 

 

 

dimensions of retailer brand personality influence consumer behavioral outcomes such as 

positive word-of-mouth communications and patronage intentions through consumers’ 

perceived congruence and identification with retailer brands. Several managerial 

implications derived from these results are provided in the following sections.      

 Retailer brand personality.  The measures of retailer brand personality adapted 

by this research revealed only three dimensions, less than the five dimensions of Aaker’s 

(1997) BPS.  As discussed previously, format blurring might be a possible reason causing 

consumers to perceive fewer differences in retailer brand personality relative to product 

brand personality.  This result demonstrated the escalating difficulty being experienced 

by retailers in developing brand personalities that are distinctly different from those of 

their rivals.  However, results of this research also suggested that it may be promising to 

establish a retailer brand personality that is perceived in consumers’ minds as having the 

positive dimensions such as Genuineness or Sincerity.  It would be important for retail 

practitioners to understand how their target customers would interpret their personalities 

as being aligned with a retailer brand personality that exemplifies these positive 

personality dimensions.  It would also be important for retailers to investigate when their 

customers define aspects of their personalities using dimensions other than those 

identified in this research. 

Retailers might consider certain elements of their retailer strategies related to 

merchandising, pricing, store environment, selling, etc. that they can control based on 

their understanding of their customer’s perceptions of a genuine or sincere personality 

dimension.  For example, previous research suggested the “price-quality ratio” as being a 

major determinant for each trait of Genuineness (Brengman & Willems, 2009, p.351).  
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Thus, many consumers might associate a genuine retailer as being one that provides 

sufficient quality at a fair price.  In addition, a belief regarding whether the low prices of 

merchandise sold by a store are genuine was also found to exert a significant influence on 

perceptions of Sincerity (Merrilees & Miller, 2002).  Another important determinant for 

Genuineness was recognized as being driven by perceptions of having honest sales 

people who would not deceive customers in order to tempt them into purchasing 

unsuitable products (Brengman & Willems, 2009). Also, a genuine store was believed to 

provide only merchandise that is made without depleting resources (Brengman & 

Willems, 2009). 

  Self-congruity and shopping conspicuousness situation.  Results of this 

research have shown that both Private and Public Self-congruity might be important 

mediators on the relationship among retailer brand personality dimensions and 

consumers’ outcome behaviors such as Patronage Intention and WOM.  Retailers may be 

able to better understand their target customers’ self-concepts by incorporating a self-

concept measure into their customer surveys.  With the knowledge of their customers’ 

self-concepts, retailers may be able to develop communication campaigns that align the 

self-concept profile of their target market with the retailer’s brand personality and also 

continually work to maintain a brand personality that is consistent with that of 

personalities of consumers in their target market.   

It is important to note that the indirect influence of retailer brand personality on 

behavioral outcomes was stronger through Public Self-congruity than through Private 

Self-congruity. It may be more profitable for retailers to deliver a brand personality that is 

perceived by their customers as being congruent with their public rather than private form 
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of self-concept.  Further, knowing that the influence of consumers’ Public Self-congruity 

on their perceived overall RBI could be strengthened by high Shopping Conspicuousness 

Situation, this research suggest that retail practitioners design environments and execute 

strategies that attempt to create shopping situations that would be perceived as being high 

in shopping conspicuousness by their customers.  

   Shopping Conspicuousness Situation is perceived based on store visibility and 

consumers’ co-shopping behavior.  A high shopping conspicuous situation may be 

created when customers perceive the store as an environment in which they are likely to 

be seen by their significant others and when shoppers are co-shopping with families 

and/or friends.  It would be more beneficial for retailers to locate their stores in a 

crowded shopping mall or busy street than in a secluded area.  Strategies should also be 

created in an attempt to encourage customers to patronize the store in the company of 

shopping companions.  For example, department and discount store retailers might 

provide sufficient space for parking, rest areas, restaurants, snack bars, social events, etc. 

within their stores to encourage social interactions between and among shoppers (Yim, 

Yoo, Sauer, & Seo, 2014), or extra discounts and/or reward points for bringing co-

shoppers to the store (Piskorski, 2011).  

The implications for managing Shopping Conspicuousness Situation might be 

more imperative for discount stores than for department stores since the relationship 

between Private Self-congruity and overall RBI was not significant for the discount store 

image format. Strengthening customers’ Public Self-congruity might be the only way for 

discount stores to strengthen the indirect influence of their retailer brand personality on 

customers’ behavioral outcomes. 



164 

 

 

 Retailer brand identification contributing to behavioral outcomes. This 

research also suggested retailer brand identification an important factor mediating the 

influence of a congruent retailer brand personality on behavioral outcomes for all types of 

retailers. In addition to utilizing shopping conspicuous situations to strengthen the 

relationship between customers’ Public Self-congruity and overall RBI perceptions, 

retailers may develop membership and corresponding loyalty programs to foster 

customers’ oneness and belongingness perceptions toward their retailer brands. For 

example, retailers may provide membership activities to engage their target customers in 

more (group) interactions and membership award programs to encourage identifications 

and in-group favoritism behaviors such as patronage intentions and WOM 

communications Retailers’ strategies to incorporate experiential offerings that encourage 

consumers to participate in their own retail experiences should also be designed to 

strengthen their identification with the retailer brand.  Examples of these offerings could 

include competitions, workshops, educational events, and postings to social media sites.  

Study Limitations 

This research had several limitations which should be noted while considering its 

results and the interpretations of its findings.  One major limitation involved the 

adaptation of several measures used in this research.  For example, the measure of retailer 

brand personality used in this research did not undergo more rigorous scale development.  

Thus it is important for future research to develop a synthesized retailer brand personality 

scale on a large, consumer sample.  In addition, this study did not consider how those 

retailer brand personality traits identified using the preliminary scale adaptation 

procedures were also descriptive of human personality traits.  Also, this research did not 
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include the specialty store format as a possible retailer format context as this may be  an 

important type of retailer to have included in order to examine the relationships of the 

study’s variables with the  Modish personality trait.   

The measures of self-congruity, retailer brand identification and shopping 

involvement used in this research were all adapted from existing literature to fit the retail 

context investigated in this research. However, the factor structures revealed by factor 

analyses in this research were different from those identified in the original sources 

(Malär et al., 2011; Lam et al. 2010; Wang and Rao, 1995). Future research on related 

topics in retail domain should strive to identify scales that have undergone more rigorous 

scale adaptation procedures.  For example, the measures used for private and public self-

congruities were highly correlated with one another.  Thus future research should strive 

to develop unidimensional measures for actual and ideal private self-congruities and for 

social and ideal social self-congruities.  Also, additional measures for retailer brand 

identification should be developed that more specifically address the unique 

characteristics of retailer shopping environments such as the tangible experiences gained 

from interacting with the physical retail environment, the sales personnel, and the other 

customers in the store setting.   

Another limitation of this research involved employing descriptions of 

hypothetical store image formats and shopping conspicuousness situations.  The store 

image formats presented by verbal descriptions might not have been perceived as 

accurately as they would if they were experienced by being in the actual store settings.  In 

addition, the scenarios that addressed high and low shopping conspicuousness situations 

might not be perceived as intended for some subjects.  Their perceived visibility toward 
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the described scenarios was also influenced by other subjective factors such as public 

self-awareness and shoppers’ attitude toward sales personnel.  Because the confounding 

effects of these factors found in this research were subtle, they were excluded in testing 

the hypothesized relationships.  However, despite being statistically significant (p’s ≤ 

.05) the differences in the perceived visibility between the high and low conspicuousness 

manipulations were still small thereby suggesting that there may be other existing 

confounding factors not yet identified. Future research may apply different methods to 

present store image format and shopping conspicuousness situations such as providing 

pictures or video clips, collecting data by directly intercepting customers while shopping 

in real stores, or creating mock store settings in which to conduct experiments.       

Summary 

Applying identity and social identity theories, successful retailers not only “sell” 

goods and services but also provide social environments that satisfy customers’ needs and 

serve to verify and enhance customers’ different forms of self-concept. Due to the 

unique, tangible nature of a store’s environment, this research suggests Retailer Brand 

Identification (RBI), a consumer’s perception of oneness with a retailer’s brand, to be an 

important factor on the relationship among retailer brand personality and consumer 

behavioral outcomes such as WOM and Patronage Intention.  In this research, the  

retailer brand personality scale, adapted from BPS (Aaker, 1997) and other scales 

specifically used to measure retailer brand personality (Dardin & Babin, 1994; d’Astous 

& Lévesque, 2003; Helgeson & Supphellen, 2004), included two positive dimensions 

(i.e., Genuine, Modish) and one negative dimension (i.e., Inactive).  Among the three, 

Genuine was found to be the most influential dimension, exerting direct and indirect 
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effects through increasing Private and Public Self-congruities and overall RBI on both 

WOM and Patronage Intentions. The other two dimensions influenced these behavioral 

outcomes differently. While Modish had only a direct negative effect on Patronage 

Intentions, Inactive had indirect effects on both behavioral outcomes through a combined 

(direct and indirect) negative effect on overall RBI. This research also revealed that 

overall RBI, driven by affective and evaluative dimensions, was an important factor, fully 

mediating the influence of two forms of self-congruities on behavioral outcomes. Further, 

the relationship between Public Self-congruity and overall RBI was found to be 

moderated by Shopping Conspicuousness Situation. Consumers’ co-shopping behavior in 

a visible store might strengthen the influence of Public Self-congruity on their overall 

RBI perception. This finding is particularly imperative for discount stores because the 

relationship between Private Self-congruity and overall RBI was not significant in the 

discount store image format. 
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APPENDIX A: MEASURES 

Retailer Brand Personality 

 

Scale:  7-point Likert (1= least descriptive; 7= very descriptive) 

 

Sophistication 

1. Dressy 

2. Stylish 

3. Elegant 

 

Sincerity 

1. Down-to-Earth 

2. Sincere 

3. Wholesome 

 

Sleepy 

1. Sluggish 

2. Tired 

3. Lazy 

 

Solidity 

1. Thriving 

2. Successful 

3. Reputable 

 

Ruggedness 

1. Muscular 

2. Rugged 

3. Tough 

 

Private Self-Congruity 

 

Scale:  7-point Likert (1= strongly disagree; 7= strongly agree) 

 

Actual Self-Congruity 

1. The personality of the hypothetical retailer store is consistent with how I see myself 

(my actual self).  

2. The personality of the hypothetical retailer store is a mirror image of me (my actual 

self). 

 

Ideal Self-Congruity 

 

1. The personality of the hypothetical retailer store is consistent with how I would like to 

be (my ideal self).  
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2. The personality of the hypothetical retailer store is a mirror image of the person I 

would like to be (my ideal self). 

 

Public Self-Congruity 

 

Scale:  7-point Likert (1= strongly disagree; 7= strongly agree) 

 

Social Self-Congruity 

1. The personality of the hypothetical retailer store is consistent with how people think 

about me.  

2. The personality of the hypothetical retailer store is a mirror image of how people see 

me. 

 

Ideal Social Self-Congruity 

1. The personality of the hypothetical retailer store is consistent with how I would like 

people to think about me.  

2. The personality of the hypothetical retailer store is a mirror image of the person I 

would like people to see me. 

 

 

Retailer Brand Identification   

 

1. To what extent do you share a common identity with the hypothetical department 

store? (Anchored by –4 = “completely different,” 0 = “neither similar nor different,” and 

4 = “completely similar.”) 

2. To what extent does your own sense of who you are (i.e., your personal identity) 

overlap with your sense of what the hypothetical department store represents (i.e., the’ 

identity of the hypothetical department store)?  (Anchored by –4 = “completely 

different,” 0 = “neither similar nor different,” and 4 = “completely similar.”) 

3. When someone praises the hypothetical department store, it feels like a personal 

compliment. (7-point Likert: 1= very strongly disagree; 7= very strongly disagree) 

4. I would experience an emotional loss if I had to stop shopping in the hypothetical 

department store. (7-point Likert: 1= very strongly disagree; 7= very strongly disagree) 

 

5. I believe others respect me for my association with the hypothetical department store.” 

(7-point Likert: 1= very strongly disagree; 7= very strongly disagree) 

 

6. I consider myself a valuable partner of the hypothetical department store. (7-point 

Likert: 1= very strongly disagree; 7= very strongly disagree) 

 

 

Consumer Shopping Involvement  

 

Scale:  7-point Likert (1=very strongly disagree to 7=very strongly agree) 

 

1. Before going shopping, I sit down and make out a complete shopping list. 
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2. I consult with friends and/or experts before making a major purchase. 

3. I am an impulse buyer. 

4. I am a meticulous shopper. 

5. I like to shop with families or friends for fun. 

6. I often go shopping just for enjoyment. 

 

Positive Word-of-Mouth 

 

Scale:  7-point Likert (1=very unlikely to 7=very likely) 

 

1. How likely are you to spread positive WOM about this store? 

2. I would recommend this store to my friends. 

3. If my friends were looking for a store, I would tell them to try this one? 

 

Patronage Intention 

 

Scale:  7-point Likert  

 

1. How likely would you be to patronize the hypothetical retail store in the future? 

(Anchored by 1=very unlikely to 7=very likely) 

2. How certain are you that you might choose the hypothetical retail store for your future 

shopping?  (Anchored by 1=very uncertain to 7=very certain) 

3. Please rate the probability that you might choose the hypothetical retail store for your 

future searching and purchasing activities.  (Anchored by 1=very improbable to 7=very 

probable) 

4. Please indicate the extent to which you think that you might patronize the hypothetical 

retail store in the future?  (Anchored by 1=very unlikely to 7=very likely) 

 

 

Manipulation Check for Retailer Image Formats 

 

Scale:  7-point Likert (1 = not at all similar to 7 = very similar) 
 

Rate how likely you think that each of the stores listed below might be similar to the 

description of the retailer in which you were asked to imagine shopping presented at the 

beginning of the questionnaire 

1. Macy’s 

2. Wal-mart 

3. Dillard’s 

4. Bloomingdales 

5. Target 

6. Nordstrom 

7. Sears 

 

Manipulation Check for Shopping Situation Conspicuousness 
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Scale:  7-point Likert (semantic differential) 
 

1.  Not anonymous at all to other shoppers (1) to Very anonymous to other shoppers (7) 

2.  Highly visible to another shopper who I know (1) to Not visible at all to another 

shopper who I know (7) 

3.  Not noticeable at all to other shoppers (1) to Very noticeable to other shoppers (7) 

4. Not at all likely to be recognized by other shoppers (1) to Highly likely to be 

recognized by other shoppers (7) 

5. Not known by other shoppers (1) to Well known by other shoppers (7) 

6. Not at all likely to be spotted by another shopper whom I know (1) to Highly likely to 

be spotted by another shopper whom I know (7) 

 

 

Public Self-Awareness 

 

Scale:  4-point Likert (0 = not at all like me to 3 = a lot like me) 
 

1. I’m concerned about my style of doing things. 

2. I care a lot about how I present myself to others. 

3. I’m self-conscious about the way I look. 

4. I usually worry about making a good impression. 

5. Before I leave my house, I check how I look. 

6. I’m concerned about what other people think of me. 

7. I’m usually aware of my appearance. 

 

Attitude toward Salesperson  

 

Scale:  7-point Likert (1=very strongly disagree to 7=very strongly agree) 

 

1. I feel uncomfortable about being watched or noticed by salespeople when I am 

shopping. 

2. I don’t like interacting with salespeople when I am shopping in stores. 

3. I like sales people who pay a lot of attention to me when I am shopping. 
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APPENDIX B: SCENARIO DESCRIPTIONS OF RETAILER IMAGE FORMATS 

Upscale Department Store Retailer: 

            Imagine that, one day, you are shopping for apparel, accessories, and/or home 

furnishings (e.g., linens, tableware, home accessories, etc.) that will be used for a special 

occasion in a department store which is located in a neighborhood shopping center.  This 

store has been in business for many years. It is considered as one of the most successful 

and customer oriented retailers in the area. 

           This store sells high-quality merchandise, including men's, women's, and 

children's apparel and accessories, cosmetics, and home furnishings, among other things, 

at moderate to upscale prices.  The merchandise is trendy and features new and classic 

fashion trends from branded manufacturers and the retailer’s own brands.  The 

building's construction consists of large, glass windows visible from the street and the 

mall’s interior for showing major window displays of featured merchandise, high 

ceilings, and modern architecture. All of the merchandise is arranged around a central 

glass-covered court. There is a wide selection of merchandise, and it is always shown 

folded on neatly arranged shelving or hanging on nice, trendy display racks.   

            The store is known for having a nice, clean environment for its upper-middle 

income to upscale shoppers.  In addition, the store is always furnished with nice 

upholstered seating areas and wooden tables, cabinets, and shelving.  It is well decorated 

with upscale flooring consisting of a combination of carpet and marble.  The lighting and 

color scheme used throughout the store are subdued.    

             The store is known for having many exciting and trendy displays of merchandise, 

both in its windows and throughout the store.  It also runs many sales promotions and 
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special events for its customers and advertises these in local mass media and through 

online emails and on its website.  The store also provides its customers with many 

services such as well-appointed fitting rooms, its own credit card, home delivery, 

personal shoppers, gift wrapping, and a liberal return policy.  In addition, there are 

always lots of friendly and well-dressed sales people circulating throughout the store to 

help customers with their selections. The store has a reputation for training their sales 

people to be helpful but not pushy. 

Discount Store Retailer 

Imagine that, one day, you are shopping for apparel, accessories, and/or home 

furnishings (e.g., linens, tableware, home accessories, etc.) that will be used for a special 

occasion in a discount store which is located in a neighborhood shopping area.  This 

store has been in business for many years. It is considered as one of the most successful 

and customer oriented retailers in the area. 

This store sells a variety of merchandise, including men's, women's, and 

children's apparel and accessories, health and beauty goods (e.g., cosmetics, shampoo, 

body soaps, dental hygiene, etc.),  household goods (e.g., cleaning supplies, paper 

products, etc.), home furnishings, sporting goods, toys, small electronics, pet supplies, 

automotive supplies, and some grocery lines, among other things at discounted to low 

prices.   The merchandise features common styles of fashion goods and everyday, 

convenience goods from branded manufacturers and the retailer’s own brands.  

The building's construction looks like that of a large warehouse or big-box store 

with high ceilings and a simple architectural design.  There are no exterior windows 

except for the large glass sliding doors at the front of the store that serve as the store’s 
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entrance and exit.  The large selection of merchandise is shown in departments 

containing similar groups of goods (e.g, health and beauty, household goods, etc.).  Most 

of the merchandise is displayed along narrow aisles on shelves and uses a grid design for 

the arrangement of the shelves.  Fashion goods are shown on simple round or 

rectangular hanging fixtures. 

The store is known for providing a clean, yet simple environment for its budget-

oriented and price-conscious shoppers.  The interior décor is simple, consisting of 

linoleum floors, fluorescent lights, large overhead signage to indicate different 

merchandise categories, and color schemes made up of bright colors (e.g., blues, reds, 

and yellows).   

The store is also known for offering consistently low prices and many sales 

promotions on everyday items and basic fashion styles.  Along the central aisles, there 

are always several displays of discounted merchandise that is being promoted using 

large “off-price” signs and tags.  Fliers featuring weekly sales and promotions are 

delivered to local households via newspaper inserts, direct mail, and emails and are 

posted on the store’s website. The store also provides its customers with basic services 

such as its own credit card, fitting rooms, a return policy, and an ad match guarantee.  In 

addition, the store personnel are nice and helpful.  They wear basic pants and shirts and 

can be found busily restocking merchandise throughout the store or at the customer-

service or check-out areas in the store. The store has a reputation for training their sales 

people to be helpful but not pushy. 

  



175 

 

 

APPENDIX C: SCENARIO DESCRIPTIONS OF SHOPPING 

CONSPICUOUSNESS SITUATION  

High Shopping Conspicuousness 

Imagine that, during the shopping trip in the store described previously, you and 

some friends and/or family members who are important to you are shopping for apparel, 

accessories, and/or home furnishings that will be used for a special occasion by your 

families and/or yourselves.  On that particular day, the store is busy with customers but 

is not overly crowded.  In addition to you and your friends and/or family members, there 

are also several other shoppers in the store.  Some of these other shoppers are people 

who you know or recognize from your neighborhood and from your other activities such 

as work, clubs, etc. 

Low Shopping Conspicuousness 

Imagine that, during the shopping trip in the store described previously, you are 

shopping alone for apparel, accessories, and/or home furnishings that will be used for a 

special occasion by your family and/or yourself.  On that particular day, the store is not 

busy with customers and is relatively quiet.  Other than you, there are few other shoppers 

in the store.  In addition, none of these shoppers are people who you know or recognize 

from your neighborhood or your other activities such as work, clubs, etc. 
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APPENDIX D: QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

Survey on Retailer Branding and Shopper Behavior 

 

You are being invited to participate in the research project named above.  The 

information that you provide will help this project to identify important elements of 

branding for retailers.  To be eligible to participate in the study, you must be 18 years or 

older and must have shopped for an apparel and/or a household good  from a department 

and discount retail store within the last six months. Please carefully read the instructions 

and complete the questionnaire which should take approximately 15 minutes of your 

time. 

There is no risk and no direct benefit to you for participating in this research.  We 

recognize that your participation in the survey is voluntary and appreciate your taking the 

time to complete this questionnaire.  You may decide not to begin or to stop the survey at 

any time.  Also, there are no right or wrong answers to the items included in the 

questionnaire.  The only cost to you is the time spent in filling out the survey. You may 

be compensated through the point system offered by the online survey research firm.  The 

points that you have accumulated can be redeemed at a time of your choosing for various 

types of merchandise and services. 

The information that you provide us will be kept completely confidential and will 

only be summarized with information from other research participants.  These summaries 

will be published in research and educational materials.  You will not be identified in any 

reports or publications resulting from the study.  Only me, the researcher, Ya-Hui Kuo 

and my advisor, Dr. Mary Ann Eastlick, will have access to the data.  In addition, 

representatives of regulatory agencies (including The University of Arizona Human 

Subject’s Protection Program), may access the collected data.  If that occurs, a copy of 

the information may be provided to them.  However, any personal identifiable 

information, such as your name, will be removed before the information is released. 

 Your contact information will be used only for sending you the link to the website 

containing the questionnaire and to ensure that you receive your compensation for 

completing the survey.  That information will be kept separate from your responses to the 

questionnaire and will not be included with your responses. 

 Thank you, in advance, for participating in this research.  If you have any 

questions, please feel free to contact me.  My email address and phone number are 

provided below.  In addition, for questions about your rights as a participant in this study 

or to discuss other study-related concerns or complaints with someone who is not part of 

the research team, you may contact The University of Arizona Human Subjects 

Protection Program at (520) 626-6721 or through their website 

(http://orcr.vpr.arizona.edu/irb). 

 An Institutional Review Board responsible for human subjects’ research at The 

University of Arizona has reviewed this research project and found it to be acceptable 

according to applicable state and federal regulations and University policies designed to 

protect the rights and welfare of participants in research. 

Sincerely, 
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Ya-Hui Kuo, Ph.D. Candidate    

yahuikuo@email.arizona.edu 

(480) 634-0435 

 

Family and Consumer Sciences 

The University of Arizona, PO Box 210078 

Tucson, AZ  85721-0078 

SECTION I:  YOUR SHOPPING EXPERIENCES  

 

Please think about a shopping trip that you have made within the last 6 months for 

apparel and/or household products at both department and discount stores.  Now 

please tell us a little bit about the product that you shopped for your family and/or 

yourself and how often you have shopped in department and discount stores during 

the previous 6months. 

1. Of the products listed below, which type of product or products listed below do you 

remember shopping for your family and/or yourself within the last 6 months from these 

stores?  

a. Clothing for yourself or the family (e.g., any apparel item, accessories, 

jewelry, small leather goods, etc.) 

b. Household goods (e.g., toiletries, home accessories, household supplies, 

housewares, kitchenware, home linens, small electronics, books, furnishings, 

etc.) 

c. Both clothing and household goods 

d. None of the above (Insert skip logic to exit questionnaire) 

 

2. How often have you shopped in a department store (e.g., Macy’s, Kohl’s, J.C. Penney, 

Dillard’s, Nordstrom, Bloomingdales, etc.)  within the past 6 months?  

a. At least once a week. 

b. At least once a month. 

c. At least once every two months 

d. At least once every four months 

e. At least once every six months 

f. Never (Insert skip logic to exit questionnaire) 

 

3. How often have you shopped in a discount store (e.g., Wal-Mart, Target, Kmart, Sears, 

etc.) within the past 6 months?  

a. At least once a week. 

b. At least once a month. 

c. At least once every two months 

d. At least once every four months 

e. At least once every six months 

f. Never (Insert skip logic to exit questionnaire)  
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SECTION II:  YOUR OPINIONS ABOUT RETAILERS AND SHOPPING 

 

In this section of the questionnaire, you will be asked to imagine shopping in a retail 

store and then you will be asked what you think about this store. The description of 

this store is provided as follows: 
Scenario  Description for Subjects Exposed to Department Store Retailer Image Format 

Treatment: 

            Imagine that, one day, you are shopping for apparel, accessories, and/or home 

furnishings (e.g., linens, tableware, home accessories, etc.) that will be used for a special 

occasion in a department store which is located in a neighborhood shopping center.  This 

store has been in business for many years. It is considered as one of the most successful 

and customer oriented retailers in the area. 

           This store sells high-quality merchandise, including men's, women's, and 

children's apparel and accessories, cosmetics, and home furnishings, among other things, 

at moderate to upscale prices.  The merchandise is trendy and features new and classic 

fashion trends from branded manufacturers and the retailer’s own brands.  The 

building's construction consists of large, glass windows visible from the street and the 

mall’s interior for showing major window displays of featured merchandise, high 

ceilings, and modern architecture. All of the merchandise is arranged around a central 

glass-covered court. There is a wide selection of merchandise, and it is always shown 

folded on neatly arranged shelving or hanging on nice, trendy display racks.   

            The store is known for having a nice, clean environment for its upper-middle 

income to upscale shoppers.  In addition, the store is always furnished with nice 

upholstered seating areas and wooden tables, cabinets, and shelving.  It is well decorated 

with upscale flooring consisting of a combination of carpet and marble.  The lighting and 
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color scheme used throughout the store are subdued.    

             The store is known for having many exciting and trendy displays of merchandise, 

both in its windows and throughout the store.  It also runs many sales promotions and 

special events for its customers and advertises these in local mass media and through 

online emails and on its website.  The store also provides its customers with many 

services such as well-appointed fitting rooms, its own credit card, home delivery, 

personal shoppers, gift wrapping, and a liberal return policy.  In addition, there are 

always lots of friendly and well-dressed sales people circulating throughout the store to 

help customers with their selections. The store has a reputation for training their sales 

people to be helpful but not pushy. 

Scenario Description for Subjects Exposed to Discount Store Retailer Image Format 

Treatment: 

Imagine that, one day, you are shopping for apparel, accessories, and/or home 

furnishings (e.g., linens, tableware, home accessories, etc.) that will be used for a special 

occasion in a discount store which is located in a neighborhood shopping area.  This 

store has been in business for many years. It is considered as one of the most successful 

and customer oriented retailers in the area. 

This store sells a variety of merchandise, including men's, women's, and 

children's apparel and accessories, health and beauty goods (e.g., cosmetics, shampoo, 

body soaps, dental hygiene, etc.),  household goods (e.g., cleaning supplies, paper 

products, etc.), home furnishings, sporting goods, toys, small electronics, pet supplies, 

automotive supplies, and some grocery lines, among other things at discounted to low 

prices.   The merchandise  features common styles of fashion goods and everyday, 
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convenience goods from branded manufacturers and the retailer’s own brands.  

The building's construction looks like that of a large warehouse or big-box store 

with high ceilings and a simple architectural design.  There are no exterior windows 

except for the large glass sliding doors at the front of the store that serve as the store’s 

entrance and exit.  The large selection of merchandise is shown in departments 

containing similar groups of goods (e.g, health and beauty, household goods, etc.).  Most 

of the merchandise is displayed along narrow aisles on shelves and uses a grid design i 

for the arrangement of the shelves.  Fashion goods are shown on simple round or 

rectangular hanging fixtures. 

The store is known for providing a clean, yet simple environment for its budget-

oriented and price-conscious shoppers.  The interior décor is simple, consisting of 

linoleum floors, fluorescent lights, large overhead signage to indicate different 

merchandise categories, and color schemes made up of bright colors (e.g., blues, reds, 

and yellows).   

The store is also known for offering consistently low prices and many sales 

promotions on everyday items and basic fashion styles.  Along  the central aisles, there 

are always several displays of discounted merchandise that is being promoted using 

large “off-price” signs and tags.  Fliers featuring weekly sales and promotions are 

delivered to local households via newspaper inserts, direct mail, and emails and are 

posted on the store’s website. The store also provides its customers with basic services 

such as its own credit card, fitting rooms, a return policy, and an ad match guarantee.  In 

addition, the store personnel are nice and helpful.  They wear basic pants and shirts and 

can be found busily restocking merchandise throughout the store or at the customer-
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service or check-out areas in the store. The store has a reputation for training their sales 

people to be helpful but not pushy. 

 

Your Impressions of This Retail Store 

 Some managers feel that consumers think of a retail brand as having its own personality.  

Using the characteristics listed below, please rate the extent to which you feel each of the 

characteristics might be descriptive of the store that was just described. 

 

                               Least Descriptive                                                                                Most 

Descriptive 

4. Dressy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. Rugged 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. Tired  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. Reliable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. Wholesome  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. Muscular  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. Down-to-

earth 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. Elegant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. Reputable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. Lazy  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14. Thriving 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

15. Sincere   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

16. Sluggish   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

17. Tough  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

18. Stylish   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Whether This Store’s Description Also Reflects How You See Yourself 

 

After thinking about the personality characteristics that you associate with the retail 

store just described, now please think about your own personality characteristics. 

There are multiple and different ways in which a person may see and think about 

him or herself that you will asked about.  One way reflects how one actually sees 

him or herself (e.g., “who and what I actually see as being me”).  Another way is 

“who and what I want or would like to be”.    Other ways involve how a person 

thinks that others see him or herself.   Examples are “the person I believe others see 

me as being”, and “the person I would like to have others see as being me”. 

 

Please rate whether you agree or disagree with each of the following statements that 

relate to whether you see the retailer’s personality as being similar to or dissimilar 

from the different ways in which you and others might see you. 

 

 

19.  The personality of this store is NOT a mirror image of how I “actually” see myself. 
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Strongly 

Disagree 

     Strongly 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

20.  The personality of this store is NOT consistent with how I would “ideally” like to see 

myself as being. 

 
Strongly 

Disagree 

     Strongly 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

21.  The personality of this store is consistent with how I would like other people to think 

about me. 

 
Strongly 

Disagree 

     Strongly 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

22.  The personality of this store is consistent with how I “actually” see myself. 

 
Strongly 

Disagree 

     Strongly 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

23.  The personality of this store is a mirror image of how other people see me. 

 
Strongly 

Disagree 

     Strongly 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

24.  The personality of this store is a mirror image of the person I would “ideally” like to 

see myself as being. 

 
Strongly 

Disagree 

     Strongly 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

25.  The personality of this store is NOT consistent with how other people think about 

me. 

 
Strongly 

Disagree 

     Strongly 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

26.  The personality of this store is NOT a mirror image of the person I would like other 

people to see as being me. 

 
Strongly 

Disagree 

     Strongly 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Your Impressions of this Store Relative to Other Well-Known Stores 

 

Please rate how likely you think that each of the stores listed below might be similar 

to the type of retailer in which you were just asked to imagine yourself shopping in. 

 

 

 

27. Macy’s 

Not at All 

Similar 

     Very 

Similar 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

28. Wal-mart 

Not at All 

Similar 

     Very 

Similar 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
 

29. Dillard’s 

Not at 

All 

Similar 

     Very 

Similar 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
 

30. Target 

Not at All 

Similar 

     Very 

Similar 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
 

31. Nordstrom 

Not at All 

Similar 

     Very 

Similar 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

        

 
 

32. Sears 

Not at All 

Similar 

     Very 

Similar 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

        

Your General Attitudes About Shopping 

 

Please think about your overall shopping attitudes and habits when you shop for 

apparel and general household goods.   Then rate on how strongly you disagree or 

agree with each of the following statements.   
 

 

33.  Before going shopping, I make out a complete shopping list. 

 
Strongly 

Disagree 

     Strongly 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

34. I feel uncomfortable about being watched or noticed by salespeople when I am 

shopping. 
Strongly 

Disagree 

     Strongly 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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35.  I like to shop with family members or friends for fun. 

 
Strongly 

Disagree 

     Strongly 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

36. I don’t like interacting with salespeople when I am shopping in stores. 

 
Strongly 

Disagree 

     Strongly 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

37.  I don’t consult with friends and/or experts before making a major purchase. 

 
Strongly 

Disagree 

     Strongly 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

38. I like sales people who pay a lot of attention to me when I am shopping 
Strongly 

Disagree 

     Strongly 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

39.  I am an impulse buyer. 

 
Strongly 

Disagree 

     Strongly 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

40.  I often go shopping just for enjoyment. 

 
Strongly 

Disagree 

     Strongly 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

41.  I am a meticulous shopper. 

 
Strongly 

Disagree 

     Strongly 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

 

Your Understanding Of Yourself 

 

Please think about your general feelings regarding how your actions impact the  

type of impression that you make on other people.  Then indicate the extent to which 

each of the following statements is descriptive of your feelings.   
 

42. I’m concerned about my style of doing things. 
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Not At All Like Me A Little Like Me Somewhat Like Me A Lot Like Me 

0 1 2 3 

 

43. I care a lot about how I present myself to others. 
Not At All Like Me A Little Like Me Somewhat Like Me A Lot Like Me 

0 1 2 3 

 

44. I’m self-conscious about the way I look. 
Not At All Like Me A Little Like Me Somewhat Like Me A Lot Like Me 

0 1 2 3 

 

45. I usually worry about making a good impression. 
Not At All Like Me A Little Like Me Somewhat Like Me A Lot Like Me 

0 1 2 3 

 

46. Before I leave my house, I check how I look. 
Not At All Like Me A Little Like Me Somewhat Like Me A Lot Like Me 

0 1 2 3 

 

47. I’m concerned about what other people think of me. 
Not At All Like Me A Little Like Me Somewhat Like Me A Lot Like Me 

0 1 2 3 

 

48. I’m usually aware of my appearance. 
Not At All Like Me A Little Like Me Somewhat Like Me A Lot Like Me 

0 1 2 3 

 

 

SECTION III:  YOUR OPINIONS ABOUT SHOPPING IN A SPECIFIC 

SITUATION 

 

Please look over the description of a shopping situation below and picture yourself 

shopping in the store described previously.  Then tell us about how you think you 

would feel about the retail store while shopping in this situation.   

 

Shopping Situation for Subjects Exposed to High Shopping Conspicuousness 

Treatment: 

Imagine that, during the shopping trip in the store described previously, you and some 

friends and/or family members who are important to you are shopping for apparel, 

accessories, and/or home furnishings that will be used for a special occasion by your 

families and/or yourselves.  On that particular day, the store is busy with customers but 

is not overly crowded.  In addition to you and your friends and/or family members, there 
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are also several other shoppers in the store.  Some of these other shoppers are people 

who you know or recognize from your neighborhood and from your other activities such 

as work, clubs, etc. 

Shopping Situation for Subjects Exposed to Low Shopping Conspicuousness 

Treatment: 

Imagine that, during the shopping trip in the store described previously, you are 

shopping alone for apparel, accessories, and/or home furnishings that will be used for a 

special occasion by your family and/or yourself.  On that particular day, the store is not 

busy with customers and is relatively quiet.  Other than you, there are few other shoppers 

in the store.  In addition, none of these shoppers are people who you know or recognize 

from your neighborhood or your other activities such as work, clubs, etc. 

 

In thinking more about shopping in the shopping situation just described, please 

rate how conspicuous you might feel while shopping to other people who are 

important to you such as your friends, family, co-workers and other important 

acquaintances. 

 

 

49. Not anonymous at all 

to other shoppers I may 

know 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Very anonymous 

to other shoppers I 

may know 

 

50. Highly visible to 

another shopper who I 

may know 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Not visible at all 

to another shopper 

who I may know 

 

51. Not noticeable at all 

to other shoppers I may 

know 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Very noticeable to 

other shoppers I 

may know 

 

 

52. Not at all likely to be 

recognized by other 

shoppers I may know 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Highly likely to be 

recognized by 

other shoppers I 

may know 
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53. Not known by other 

shoppers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Well known by 

other shoppers 
 

 

54. Not at all likely to be 

spotted by another 

shopper who I know 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Highly likely to 

be spotted by 

another shopper 

who I know 

 

 

Think again about shopping in this retail store in the situation just described and 

the different ways in which you and others see you when responding to the following 

statements. 

 

 

55.  The personality of this store is not a mirror image of how I “actually” see myself. 

 
Strongly 

Disagree 

     Strongly 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

56.  The personality of this store is not consistent with how I would “ideally” like to see 

myself as being. 

 
Strongly 

Disagree 

     Strongly 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

57.  The personality of this store is consistent with how I would like other people to think 

about me. 

 
Strongly 

Disagree 

     Strongly 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

58.  The personality of this store is consistent with how I “actually” see myself. 

 
Strongly 

Disagree 

     Strongly 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

59.  The personality of this store is a mirror image of how other people see me. 

 
Strongly 

Disagree 

     Strongly 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

60.  The personality of this store is a mirror image of the person I would “ideally” like to 
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see myself as being. 

 
Strongly 

Disagree 

     Strongly 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

61.  The personality of this store is not consistent with how other people think about me. 

 
Strongly 

Disagree 

     Strongly 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

62.  The personality of this store is  not a mirror image of the person I would like other 

people to see as being me. 

 
Strongly 

Disagree 

     Strongly 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

Next, please think about how closely you feel that you would identify with this retail 

store by indicating the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the 

following statements. 

 

 

63.  I feel that I would share a common identity with this store. 

 
Very Strongly 

Disagree 

     Very Strongly 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

64.  If someone praises this store, I would NOT gladly join the conversation. 

 
Very Strongly 

Disagree 

     Very Strongly 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

65.  I would NOT feel that my sense of who I am overlaps with my sense of what the 

retail store represents. 

 
Very Strongly  

Disagree 

     Very Strongly  

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

66.  I believe others would respect me if I shop in this store. 

 
Very Strongly 

Disagree 

     Very Strongly 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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67.  I would feel disappointed if I had to stop shopping in this store. 

 
Very Strongly 

Disagree 

     Very Strongly 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

68.  I would NOT consider myself to be a valuable customer of this store. 

 
Very Strongly 

Disagree 

     Very Strongly 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

Finally, please tell us about whether you would consider shopping at this store in the 

future when purchasing apparel or home furnishings for yourself and/or family 

members that will be used for a special occasion. 

 

69.  How likely would you be to patronize this store in the future for apparel or home 

furnishings for yourself and/or family members? 

 
Very 

Unlikely 

     Very 

Likely 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

70.  How certain are you that you might choose this store for your future shopping for 

apparel or home furnishings for yourself and/or family members? 

 
Very 

Uncertain 

     Very 

Certain 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

71.  Please rate the probability that you might choose this store for your future searching 

and purchasing activities for apparel or home furnishings for yourself and/or family 

members. 

 
Very 

Improbable 

     Very 

Possible 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

72.  Please indicate the extent to which you think that you might patronize this store in 

the future for apparel or home furnishings for yourself and/or family members. 

 
Very 

Unlikely 

     Very 

Likely 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Also, please tell us about how you would communicate about this store to others 

when regarding shopping for apparel or home furnishings for yourself and/or family 

members that will be used for a special occasion. 
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73.  How likely would you be to spread positive communications about this store? 

 
Very 

Unlikely 

     Very 

Likely 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

74.  I would recommend this store to my friends. 

 
Very 

Unlikely 

     Very 

Likely 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

75.  If my friends were looking for a store to shop, I would tell them to try this one? 

 
Very 

Likely 

     Very 

Unlikely 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

 

SECTION V:  PLEASE TELL US ABOUT YOURSELF 

 
 

76. My gender is:  

a. Male  

b. Female  

 

77.  What state do you consider as being your primary state of residence? 

       (Use drop-down menu listing all states) 

 

78. My current age is:  

a. 17 and younger  

b. 18-24  

c. 25-29  

d. 30-34  

e. 35-44  

f. 45-54  

g. 55-64  

h. 65 and over 

 

79 My marital status is: 

a.     Single, never married 

b.     Married 

c.     Separated 

d.     Divorced 

e.     Widowed 



191 

 

 

  

80. The highest level of formal education I have completed is:  

a. No formal education 

b. Some grade school 

c. Completed grade school 

d. Some high school 

e. Completed high school 

f. Some college 

g. Graduated college (2 year or 4 year) 

h. Some graduate school 

i. Graduate degree. 

 

81. My total annual household income, from all sources before taxes, is:  

a. Less than $5,000 

b. $5,000 to $9,999 

c. $10,000 to $14,999  

d. $15,000 to $19,999  

e. $20,000 to $24,999  

f. $25,000 to $34,999  

g. $35,000 to $49,999  

h. $50,000 to $74,999 

i. $75,000 to $99,999 

j. $100,000 and over 

 

82. My ethnicity is:  

a. Caucasian or White  

b. African-American  

c. Asian-Pacific Islander  

d. Native American 

e. Hispanic or Spanish origin  

f. Other, please specify  ________________________ 
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