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The study aims to examine customers’ emotional reaction to brand collaboration, taking into 
consideration the possible combination of different brand equities using three experiments. Mobile 
phone is selected as the hypothetical product. Samsung is selected as the brand with the highest 
awareness in the mobile manufacture category whereas Burberry is selected as the brand with the 
highest awareness in the fashion category. Meanwhile, HTC and Bottega Veneta have the lowest brand 
awareness in the mobile and fashion category respectively. Four companies were selected to launch a 
hypothetical collaboration product. Analyzing the experiment samples’ data from china mobile phone 
market, the study findings revealed that consumer’s image congruence level (brand attitude/ brand 
relationship) of a product having two high brand awareness (High-High) is significantly greater than 
consumer’s image congruence for the same product having two different brand awareness (High-Low 
or Low-High). Consumer’s image congruence level (brand attitude/ brand relationship) for a product 
with two high brand awareness (High-High) is significantly greater than consumer’s image congruence 
for the same product with two low brand awareness (Low-Low) brands. A psychological framework is 
proposed in order to give marketers a new analytical tool in understanding and implementing effective 
brand collaboration.  
           
Key words: Brand collaboration, brand awareness, image congruence, brand attitude. 

 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Brand collaboration is co-operative marketing activities 
that involve short or long-term associations or 
combination of two or more individual brands. Brand 
collaboration can be represented by using multiple 
brands on the same product or by the association of 
brand names, logos, or other proprietary assets of the 
brand in promotions. Nowadays consumers are smarter. 

They rarely chose products based on emotional and not 
functional needs. Too many functionally similar products 
are competing in the same category and consumers have 
become more careful and cautious. Consumers get 
confused when they are faced with multiple products with 
similar functions. To thrive in this competition, products 
manufacturers came up with different tactics
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and one of the tactics is brand collaboration (Hamel et 
al.,1989). 

Lots of brands have collaborated over the years in 
order to drive sales. Coca-Cola successfully collaborated 
with Diebels (a German beer producer) to market a new 
fruit beer called Dimix in 1998. Nike and Apple jointly 
launched Nike plus sports shoes that enable 
communication between the shoes and a runner‟s iPod, 
which feature both brands‟ logos. Samsung has launched 
in collaboration with Armani three times (2007, 2008 and 
2010). The one launched in 2010 was a smart phone 
designed by Giorgio Armani. This latest-generation 
mobile masterfully combined Samsungs‟ experience in 
technology with a design from one of the world‟s best-
known designer. The design from Armani gives 
exclusiveness and fashion to the cutting-edge technology, 
so that the product is not just simple mobile phone, but 
can have its unique concept satisfying customer‟s 
emotional needs.  

Aaker and Keller (1990) on brand extensions revealed 
that co-branding arrangements form positive consumer 
perceptions about a particular brand. In a report on 
Swedish firms in India, Paulsson (1986) found that the 
competitive firm licenses its brand name in order to 
exploit export opportunities. Marjit et al. (2007) provided 
several examples of brand name collaboration. Because 
brand name collaboration would expose one company to 
a fierce competition from the other one, brand name 
collaboration was not profitable in his analysis if the 
brand reputation of one company and the other company 
were sufficiently different. Beside, Aaker (1996) argued 
that brand personality could be linked with a brands‟ 
emotional and self-expressive benefit. Thus, brand 
personality yields a basis for the consumer-brand 
relationship.  

This study provided empirical evidence of the 
collaboration strategy related to consumers‟ reaction 
different from Aaker and Keller‟s conceptualization of 
consumer evaluation of brand extensions.   The use of a 
superior brand will result in an upward shift of the market 
demand by means of altering the perception of the 
consumers about the product. Most companies have 
explored brand collaboration at one time or another. Prior 
research studied brand collaboration between one 
unknown brand and one established brand or two well-
known brands, without taking into consideration the 
possible combinations of different brand equities (Rao 
and Ruekert, 1994; Simonin and Ruth, 1998; Voss and 
Gammoh, 2004).  

A consistent finding in brand collaboration research is 
that a well-known, reputable brand improves consumers‟ 
evaluation of an unknown brand. Brand collaboration 
research will benefit from a better understanding of how 
and when brand collaboration creates more positive 
evaluations (Keller, 2001).  

In addition, Motion et al. (2003) indicated that 
collaboration  can  enhance   the  brand   value.   In   their 
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research, they proved that co-branding strategy 
reinforced brand values and reached new target groups 
(Motion et al., 2003; Paul et al., 2003). Marjit (2007) 
studied the possibility of cross-border brand name 
collaborations between two firms where superior brand 
enhances consumers‟ valuation for the product in a 
Cournot-Nash framework and how a tariff on the reputed 
brand product affects the conditions for collaboration 
(Sugata et al., 2007; Debasmita and Arijit, 2014).  

Kalafatis (2012) found that equivalent equity levels 
shared the benefits of the co-branding equally, while 
lower equity brands benefited more from the alliance than 
higher equity partners (Stavros  et al., 2012). Different 
brand collaboration models contain different advertising‟s 
persuasion message, emotional evaluation processes 
from consumers can influence success or failure of brand 
collaboration.  

Marjit et al. (2007) provided a duopolistic model of 
brand collaboration and theoretically demonstrated that a 
collaboration agreement is likely to occur between the 
firms which are nearly „equal‟ in terms of their initial brand 
reputation (Sugata et al., 2007). The study gives 
empirical tests for the „equal‟ theory through three studies 
from the consumer emotional reaction viewpoint. Until 
now, little research empirically investigates how such 
combinations of brands with their different brand equities 
influence consumers‟ judgments of the participating 
brands in brand collaboration strategy.  

Consumer‟ emotional reactions are concerns with 
consumers‟ culture value. In particular, cultural 
characteristics can affect marketing decision making 
(Schwartz and Ros, 1995; Graham et al., 1988; Clark, 
1990). Dawar and Parker (1994) found that the relative 
importance of „brand name‟ and „retailer reputation‟ as 
signals of quality for consumer products do not change 
across cultures. In fact, eventually success possibility of a 
brand collaboration deal between two firms depends 
heavily on market consumers‟ emotional reaction from 
culture values. How is demonstration of the emotional 
reaction on brand collaboration? 

Until now, little research about the issue is known to us.  
In this paper, we introduce three items respectively called 
image congruence, brand awareness and brand 
relationship to depict the consumers‟ emotional 
characteristics from brand collaboration. The study 
analysis differs from that of the aforementioned research 
in some important ways. Unlike them, we propose a new 
analytical psychological framework of brand collaboration 
that allows marketers to understand the effects as well as 
importance of collaboration.  

The study focuses on consumers‟ emotional reaction 
on combination products of different brand collaboration 
models through three studies based on Chinese 
experimental data and identifies conditions when and 
how the level of image congruence, brand attitude and 
brand relationship can be strengthened by its partner 
brand having greater reputation. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

Hypothesis development  
 

Image congruence and brand collaboration 
 

An individual‟s behavior is in part a function of his self-
image and the way in which he wishes others to see him 
(Birdwell, 1968). Consumption behavior of consumer is a 
story of representing themselves and also how you want 
to let others perceive yourself.  Consumer represent 
themselves as they project their image or the image they 
want to be to the product and eventually congruent it. 

A more meaningful way of understanding the role of 
goods as social tools is to regard them as symbols 
serving as a means of communication between the 
individual and his significant references (Dolich, 1969; 
Grubb and Grathwohl, 1967; Ericksen, 1996). Specifically, 
brand is considered to have a particular „image‟ that 
mirror the self-concept of the typical user of the brand 
and consumers were thought to prefer products with 
images that were congruent with their self-concepts. In 
this purchasing process, consumers attempt to evaluate 
a brand. This matching process including brand image 
and consumer‟s self-concept is referred to as self-
congruity (Graeff, 1996; Levin et al., 1996; Levin, 2002).  

Sirgy (1982) argued that self-evaluation involves a 
comparison between a perceived self-image outcome 
and a self-expectancy, but the objective is an evaluation 
of the relative “goodness” of the perceived self-image 
outcome, and this process is mostly guided by the need 
for self-esteem. 

Partners in a brand alliance should be similar or 
dissimilar in brand image to foster favorable perceptions 
of brand fit, using a Bayesian nonlinear structural 
equation model and evaluations of 1,200 brand alliances, 
Ralf van der Lans  et al. (2014) found that similarity 
effects are more pronounced than dissimilarity effects. 
Therefore, the first hypotheses are: 
 
H1a: Consumer‟s image congruence level for a product 
having two high brand awareness (High-High) brands is 
significantly greater than consumer‟s image congruence 
for the same product having two different brand 
awareness (High-Low or Low-High) brands. 
H1b: Consumer‟s image congruence level for a product 
having two high brand awareness (High-High) brands is 
significantly greater than consumer‟s image congruence 
for the same product having two low brand awareness 
(Low-Low) brands. 
 
Shavitt (1989) noted that attitudes may work as a means 
of maintaining self-esteem and creating identity, with 
individuals associating themselves with liked or positively 
regarded objects. Attitude can manage self-esteem once 
it is formed in a good way, and also can be created by a 
brand association.  

Aaker (1996) argued that positive brand  attitude  could 

 
 
 
 
be formed by a positive brand association among 
consumers. This brand association between brand and 
consumer also affects their consumer-brand relationship. 
All these activities are took place emotionally in mind. 
Fournier (1998) noted that emotional experience can 
strengthen consumer-brand relationship.  

In addition, Wyner (1999) argued that product 
association between brand (product) and consumer helps 
to shape the brand relationship. Birdwell (1968) argued 
that the self-image was directly related to purchasing 
behavior. This purchasing behavior is able to enhance 
self-concept at the same time. 

In the process of purchasing and consumption of goods, 
self-concept of an individual will be sustained and buoyed 
if consumer believes the good he has purchased is 
recognized publicly and classified in a manner that 
supports and matches his/her self-concept (Heath and 
Scott, 1998). This argument suggests that consumer may 
purchase goods in order to develop a particular self-
concept rather than functionality. Based on these 
researches, this study examines the following 
hypotheses: 

 
H7: The higher consumers‟ congruence level, the higher 
consumers‟ brand attitude level. 
H8: The higher consumers‟ congruence level, the higher 
consumers‟ brand relationship level. 
 
 
Brand awareness and brand collaboration 

 
Awareness of a brand or a product is considered as an 
important determinant when consumers decide their 
purchase. Various standard measures, such as aided 
and unaided brand name recall and top-of-mind 
awareness, rest on the assumption that the ability of the 
consumer to remember a brand or product will strongly 
affect the probability of its being considered for purchase.  

Hoyer (1984) argued that the consumer in many 
purchase situations is a passive recipient of product 
information at best and one who tends to spend minimal 
time and cognitive effort in choosing among brands. 
When it comes to high concerning product (usually 
expensive or relative to health and safety), consumer 
tends to decide more based on the brand awareness, 
which is related to their experience and reliability. 
Moreover, in situations involving common repeat-
purchase products, consumers may choose a brand on 
the basis of a simple heuristic (for example, brand 
awareness, and pricing) and then evaluate the brand 
subsequent to purchase. Accordingly, the following 
hypotheses will be examined: 

 
H2a: Consumer‟s brand attitude for a product having two 
high brand awareness (High-High) brands is significantly 
greater than consumer‟s brand attitude for the same 
product having two different brand awareness  (High-Low  



 
 
 
 
or Low-High) brands. 
 

H2b: Consumer‟s brand attitude for a product having two 
high brand awareness (High-High) brands is significantly 
greater than consumer‟s brand attitude for the same 
product having two low brand awareness (Low-Low) 
brands. 
 

Brand awareness is also interpreted in name familiarity. 
Janiszewski (1988) suggest that familiarity leads to 
greater liking, even without the mediation of conscious 
awareness. Other research found that brand awareness 
itself might be more important than other characteristics 
such as quality in making brand choice decisions.  

Hoyer and Brown (1990) argued that consumers were 
more likely to choose a familiar brand versus an unknown 
brand, even though they are informed that the unknown 
brand has higher quality. Macdonald and Sharp (1996) 
indicated important effects on consumer decision making 
by influencing which brands enter the consideration set, 
and it also influences which brands are selected from the 
consideration set. Enhancing brand name awareness 
thus can have important competitive implications since it 
may hinder consumers‟ memory for competitors‟ brand 
names. Consumers respond strongly and decide to buy 
only familiar, well-established brands. Brand awareness 
is also view as a part of brand equity. 

Aaker (1991) proposed that brand awareness, brand 
associations, perceived quality, brand loyalty and other 
proprietary assets were the five assets of brand equity. In 
the context of brand equity, brand awareness refers to 
the strength of a brand‟s presence in consumers‟ minds. 
By this reason, brand awareness is conceptualized as 
consisting of both brand recognition and brand recall in 
the present study.  

Aaker (1996) argued that brand awareness could be a 
driver of brand choice and even loyalty in some context, 
and reflects the salience of the brand in the customers 
mind. He also indicated that several levels of awareness, 
which include recognition, recall, top-of-mind, brand 
dominance, brand knowledge, and brand opinion. Hence, 
the following hypotheses are offered: 
 

H3a: Consumer‟s brand relationship of a product having 
two high brand awareness (High-High) is significantly 
greater than consumer‟s brand relationship for the same 
product having two different brand awareness (High-Low 
or Low-High) brands. 
H3b: Consumer‟s brand relationship for a product having 
two high brand awareness (High-High) brands is 
significantly greater than consumer‟s brand relationship 
for the same product having two low brand awareness 
(Low-Low) brands. 
 
 
Collaboration product and non-collaboration  
 
The  evaluation  of  an  object  is  affected   by   how   the  
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evaluation will fit with other related attitudes held by the 
consumer according. In the collaboration strategy, pairing 
two brands can possibly create positive perception that a 
brand has positive effect with one that has less positive 
or even negative. 

More specifically, it is assumed that consumer‟s 
perception of the unknown or less preferred brand may 
be enhanced if one unknown or less preferred brand 
make a collaboration product with a well-known brand,. In 
a competitive marketplace, many companies are trying to 
get more attention from consumers by combining two 
brands in an effort to create the perception of increased 
worth of the product (Carpenter, 1994; Erdem and Swait, 
2004).  

Similarly, if we feel positively toward ourselves, we will 
tend to like anything associated with us (Began, 1992; 
Levy and Lazarovich-Porat, 1995). As earlier mentioned, 
it is possible to argue that if we have positive feeling 
toward something (more likely an object), we tend to like 
anything related with it. Supposed that brand A makes a 
product collaboration with brand B, if someone feel 
positively on Brand A, then he is likely to have a positive 
feeling toward on brand B at the same time. This point 
leads to the following hypotheses: 

 
H4: Consumer‟s image congruence level for a 
collaboration product is significantly greater than non-
collaboration product. 
H5: Consumer‟s brand attitude for a collaboration product 
is significantly greater than non-collaboration product. 
H6: Consumer‟s brand relationship for a collaboration 
product is significantly greater than non-collaboration 
product. 

 
The problems involved in the above studies are illustrated 
in Figure 1. 

 
 
Design of the research 
 
Hypothetical product and questionnaire design  
 
Mobile phone is selected for the hypothetical product type 
among several products (such as car, laptop, clothes, 
beverage etc.). Since mobile phone has high 
conspicuousness and consumers are more likely to 
evaluate it in terms of symbolic criteria.  

In addition, as purchase of mobile phone is a high-cost 
purchasing decision, consumers evaluate competitive 
product (or brand) in the same product category before 
they make a decision to purchase it (high commitment). It 
is important to note that several collaborated mobile 
phones exist already in the market. Since Motorola-
Coach phones early in 2000, Nokia-Samsung-LG also 
made collaboration project many times. Because of this 
reason, it can be safely assumed that respondents of 
questionnaire may be  familiar  with  this  kind  of  product  
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Figure 1. A framework of the research. 
 
 
 

and the way they collaborate.  
Brand awareness is usually perceived as one of the 

component of brand equity. In some contexts, it can be a 
driver of brand choice and even loyalty (Aaker, 1996). 
According to Aaker (1996), brand awareness somehow 
acts as a trigger when customers see particular brand, 
and reminds customers the features of the brand in their 
mind.   

In this research, we will measure and see how the 
respondents react when they are asked about sample 
brands. Because awareness levels can often be affected 
dramatically by cueing symbols and visual imagery 
(Aaker, 1996), in the design of questionnaire for verifying 
awareness, we put the logo of each company on the top 
of questionnaire to get the maximized result from the 
respondents. 

The items of brand awareness test came from Aaker 
(1996). In this pretest, we use seven-point Likert scales 
(semantic differential) for each items (total of ten items) to 
evaluate ten brands from two different categories. To test 
the reliability of construct of brand awareness, a 
Cronbach‟s alpha test is performed (Cronbach‟s alpha = 
0.851). In the test Cronbach‟s alpha exceeds the 
standard cut-off point (0.700), so that all the items in the 
pretest are chosen for the further test (Nunnally and 
Bernstein, 1994). The items and scales used to measure 
the brand awareness are listed in the Appendix A. 

Using the ten items of the brand awareness scale used 
in the pretest, we commenced an online survey to 
determine which brands to be used in the main test later. 
Fifty people participated in the survey and the results 
indicated that Samsung was selected as the highest 
brand awareness in the mobile manufacture category 
whereas Burberry was revealed to have the highest 
brand awareness in the fashion design house category. 
Meanwhile, HTC and Bottega Veneta have the lowest 
brand awareness in each of mobile manufacture and 

fashion design house category. Hence, four companies 
have been selected to launch a hypothetical collaboration 
product. One company from each category made a 
collaboration combination, comprised in four different 
combinations as shown in Figure 2. 
  
 
Measures 
 
Image congruence 
 
To measure how the consumers regard their self-image 
as same with brand image, four items with seven-point 
semantic differential scales were used for the variable. 
One item among those four items came from part of the 
work made by Aaker et al. (2004) and others were made 
to measure the degree of image congruence 
appropriately (Sirgy et al., 1991, 1997). The semantic 
differential scales were assessed for reliability by 
calculating Cronbach‟s coefficient alpha for each scale 
(Cronbach‟s alpha=0.892, n=225) and considered as 
standard cut-off point for basic research (Nunnally and 
Bernstein, 1994). Respondents were asked to indicate 
the degree that they thought described target brand and 
their self-concept well at the same time in order to test 
hypothesis H1a and H1b, H4, H7 and H8. The anchor 
points for the semantic differential scales ranged from 1 
to 7 (1: Extremely negative, 7: Extremely positive). A list 
of items (statements) and scales used in the semantic 
differential scales for each brand was contained in 
Appendix B. 
 
 
Brand attitude 
 
Four questions were included in the questionnaire for 
brand attitude scale.  These  questions  were  given  after 
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Figure 2. Structure of hypothetical products. 

 
 
 
the respondents read the description about hypothetical 
product. Attitude of the respondents towards each brand 
was measured on a seven point semantic differential 
scale ranging from 1 to 7 (1: Extremely negative, 7: 
Extremely positive). Specifically, the respondents were 
asked to indicate the extent to which they were loyal to 
relevant brand in order to test hypothesis each of H2a 
and H2b, H5, and H7. These questions were from Aaker 
et al. (2004). The reliability of the questionnaire were also 
verified (Cronbach‟s alpha = 0.906, n=225). A list of items 
(statements) and scales used in the semantic differential 
scales for each brand is contained in Appendix B. 
 
 
Brand relationship 
 
The respondents‟ responses to four questions about the 
brand relationship were used to test hypothesis H3a and 
H3b, H6, and H8. All items were measured on a seven 
point semantic differential scale ranging from 1 to 7 (1: 
Extremely negative, 7: Extremely positive). Three of four 
items were from part of the work by Aaker et al. (2004) 
and another one was from Kressmann et al. (2006). The 
Cronbach‟s alpha of 0.927 (greater than 0.700 standard 
cut-off point) indicates that the items present the level of 
brand relationship well. A list of items (statements) and 
scales used in the semantic differential scales for each 
brand are contained in Appendix B. 

DATA COLLECTION AND METHOD 
 
A total of randomly chosen 225 people (7 of them were invalid) 
were requested to fill the questionnaire out through two methods 
including e-mail and were informed that they could voluntarily 
participate in this research about brand product collaboration (Table 
2). They were administered a detailed questionnaire designed to 
assess the image congruence, brand attitude and brand 
relationship consisting of 12 questions. For further assessment, all 
respondents were asked to fill the same questionnaire for each 
combination of collaboration as well as non-collaboration product, 
each brand produced same product. All the questions were 
administered on a seven-point semantic differential scale. The 
Cronbach‟s coefficient was used in order to validate the reliability of 
the questionnaire. Effectiveness of the relationship on brand image 
congruence, brand attitude and brand relationship were verified by 
means of means difference analysis and linear regression results. 
The experiments were a 2 x 2 design with mobile manufacture 
(Samsung, HTC) and fashion design house (Burberry, Bottega 
Veneta) (Table 1).  
 
 
Experiment 
 
Experiment 1: The difference of brand awareness of 
collaboration product  
 
The experiment design and testing method: Study respondents 
(n=218) were randomly assigned to the first experiment. The 
experiment respondents were students and workers of Shanghai 
Jiaotong University. After reading a brief introduction on the cover 
page of questionnaire, respondents were instructed to read the 
hypothetical product  concept  to  answer  the  questions  well.  The 
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Table 1. Experimental treatment plan. 
 

Sample product Brand awareness Brand category Price 

Samsung High Manufacturer 500 

HTC Low Manufacturer 500 

Burberry High Design House 500 

Bottega Veneta Low Design House 500 
 

Monetary Unit = U.S. dollars. 
 
 
 

Table 2. Mean comparisons for Image congruence, brand attitude and brand relationship. 

 

Experimental treatment 

Image congruence  Brand attitude  Brand relationship 

Mean 
difference 

Sig.  
Mean 

difference 
Sig.  Mean difference Sig. 

Samsung  Samsung  
2.732 0.068  2.146 0.260  2.463 0.126 

Burberry (High-High) Bottega (High-Low) 

          

Samsung  HTC 
3.317* 0.015  2.805 0.079  3.146* 0.026 

Burberry   (High-High)  Burberry (Low-High) 

          

Samsung  HTC  
6.366* 0.000  5.390* 0.000  6.073* 0.000 

Burberry  (High-High) Bottega (Low-Low) 

          

Samsung  HTC 
0.585 0.953  0.659 0.944  0.683 0.930 

Bottega (High-Low) Burberry (Low-High) 

          

Samsung  HTC  
3.634* 0.006  3.244* 0.029  3.610* 0.007 

Bottega (High-Low) Bottega (Low-Low) 

          

HTC  HTC  
3.049* 0.032  2.585 0.122  2.927* 0.046 

Burberry (Low-High) Bottega (Low-Low) 
 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

 
 
 

questionnaire consisted of three parts.  
In the first part, we introduced the hypothetical product 

and how it was made by two different companies (mobile 
manufacture and design house), and also informed that the 
price of  the  product  was  same  for  each  combination  of 

companies. In the second part, a main questionnaire was 
given to be answered including the three dependent 
measures, which were Image congruence, Brand attitude 
and Brand relationship. In the last part, each respondent 
was asked to answer general information of their 

characteristic, which include gender, nationality, age, 
education and employment status.  

The first experiment aims at testing H1, H2 and H3 
through the empirical test if the difference of brand 
awareness    of    collaboration    product    affects     image  



 
 
 
 
congruence, brand attitude and brand relationship. Total of 6 
different cases consisted of different level of brand awareness 
product were tested. According to each company‟s brand 
awareness, two of high-high and high-low (low-high), one of high-
high and low-low, one of high-low and low-high, one of high-low and 
low-low and one of low-high and low-low were made.  

Each of H1, H2 and H3 consisted of „a‟ and „b‟. Eventually six 
cases were tested in the first experiment. The first step in 
hypothesis testing was to examine whether any of the collaboration 
brand affect the dependent variables. According to the Hypothesis 
H1, H2 and H3, each of image congruence, brand attitude and 
brand relationship had to be affected by series of different 
collaboration brand mix. In the test, a series of ANOVA were run 
with different combination of collaboration brand mix (Cell means 
are presented in Table 2). 

 
 
RESULTS  
 
H1 for image congruence reveals significant result. The 
test showed that low-high combination was significantly 
affected by brand awareness difference (mean 
difference=3.317, Sig.=0.015). However, when low brand 
awareness design house was working with high brand 
awareness manufacture, there was no significant image 
congruence between two high brand awareness 
combination, and one high - low brand awareness 
combination (Mean difference=2.732, Sig=0.068), in 
support of half of H1a. 

When two high brand awareness combination met two 
low brand awareness combination, there was strong 
image congruence between customers and brands 
(Mean Difference=6.366, Sig. =0.000). Unlike H1a, it was 
clearly proved that two low awareness brand combination 
could not support customer‟s image congruence level. 
Customers believed more in the manufactures 
commitment than in what the design house collaborates, 
in support of H1b. 

H2 for brand attitude test showed that there was no 
significant interaction between brand awareness 
differentiation and brand attitude level. Specifically, when 
two high awareness brand combination collaborated with 
one high awareness manufacturing brand and one low 
awareness design house brand, there was no difference 
on brand attitude (Mean Difference=2.146, Sig=0.260). 

In the same manner, when one low awareness 
manufacturing brand and one high awareness design 
house brand collaborated with two high combination, no 
difference was still observed (Mean Difference=2.805, 
Sig.=0.079), which is not in support of H2a. As we can 
see in Table 3, when two high awareness brand 
companies were compared to two low awareness brand 
companies, there was a significant difference in brand 
attitude. People were usually hesitant when they choose 
something that do not have enough information or not 
familiar with, in support of H2. 

H3 for brand relationship postulated that brand 
relationship would be higher in the case of two high 
awareness brand combination compared to those brand 
combination  having  lower  awareness.  The  experiment 
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showed that there was no significant relationship 
between one manufacture brand of high awareness and 
one design house brand of low awareness, which did not 
support H3. 

Specifically, when high awareness of design house 
brand compared to low awareness of design house brand, 
customers‟ brand relationship towards the case were 
same, that is, difference of design house could not affect 
the brand relationship (Mean Difference=2.463, 
Sig.=0.126), which did not support  H3a. However, 
difference of manufacture could affect the customers‟ 
brand relationship. In the case of different manufactures, 
customer‟s brand relationship is significantly strong 
greater than the combination of low manufacture (Mean 
Difference=3.146, Sig.=0.026), in support of H3a. 

Since high awareness brand had more chance to 
communicate and interact with customers, their brand 
relationship also would be affected positively compared 
to those not interacting with customers enough. 
Specifically, when two high awareness brands 
collaborated, their brand relationship was higher than 
those of two low awareness brands collaborated (Mean 
Difference=6.073, Sig. =0.000). Thus, the results 
supported H3b but not H3a.  
 
 

DISCUSSION 
 

Empirical results from the research provide support for 
previously untested concepts from collaboration strategy 
and consumer‟s image congruence theory in terms of 
brand awareness, and also provide understanding some 
of the factors that are associated with brand attitude as 
well as brand relationship. A major tenet of image 
congruence theory is that brand is considered to have a 
particular „image‟ that mirror the self-concept of the 
typical user of the brand and consumers are thought to 
prefer products with images that are congruent with their 
self-concepts (Sirgy, 1982).  

The statistical results suggest that their image 
congruence level (when the sum of brand awareness of 
two brands is higher) is also higher than those (when the 
sum of brand awareness of two brands is lower). This 
result is supported by the statistical results of High-High 
versus Low-High, High-High versus Low-Low, High-Low 
versus Low-Low and Low-High versus Low-Low 
combination. 

Consequently, a key aspect of collaboration strategy is 
that understanding the degree of brand awareness 
associated in the collaboration strategy when some 
companies seek for their partner to collaborate. Keller 
(2003) argued that brand awareness is the consumer‟s 
ability to identify a brand under different conditions. Since 
consumers could recall a small number of brands but 
recognize many different brands, spontaneous 
awareness is a key variable in consumer behavior 
(Laurent et al., 1995). 

The result of the test also proved that  consumers  tend  
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Table 3. Result for collaboration and non-collaboration brand mix. 

 

Variable 
Image congruence  Brand attitude  Brand relationship 

Mean Diff. Sig.  Mean Diff. Sig.  Mean Diff. Sig. 

Samsung Samsung (H) 1.634 0.291  1.220 0.584  2.390 0.086 

Burberry (High-High) Burberry (H) 1.585 0.313  0.829 0.779  1.683 0.293 

          

 Samsung  Samsung (H) -0.317 0.958  -0.341 0.954  0.195 0.982 

Bottega (High-Low) Bottega  (L) 3.000* 0.024  2.829* 0.042  3.098* 0.013 

          

HTC  HTC (L) 2.780* 0.033  2.537 0.056  2.689* 0.029 

Burberry  (Low-High) Burberry (H) -2.122 0.134  -2.195 0.113  -2.049 0.124 

          

HTC  HTC (L) -0.268 0.957  0.049 0.999  -1.122 0.440 

Bottega(Low-Low) Bottega (L) -2.512* 0.025  -1.878 0.139  -1.829 0.116 
 

*The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

 
 
 

to congruent their image more on the relatively high 
brand awareness product compare to its comparable 
product. Even though it can‟t conclude that consumer‟s 
image congruence level for a product having two high 
brand awareness (High-High) brands are significantly 
greater than consumer‟s image congruence for the same 
product having two different brand awareness (High-Low 
or Low-High) brands or the same product having two low 
brand awareness (Low-Low) brands in all cases (As 
Samsung-Burberry versus Samsung-Bottega Veneta 
combination did not support of H1a), it is still appropriate 
to conclude that there are significant relationship between 
the level of brand awareness and image congruence 
level. 

Consumers do not always spend a great deal of time or 
cognitive effort in making purchase decisions. They often 
try to minimize decision-making by using a heuristic such 
as “buy the brand I have heard of” or “choose the brand I 
know” and then purchase only familiar, well-established 
brands (Keller, 1993). When both companies associated 
with collaboration project have low brand awareness, the 
statistical results reveal that they do not generate distinct 
benefit from collaboration project. It is hard to let 
customers congruent their image to the product because 
none of brands in the collaboration project have incentive 
for customers to recall.  

Macdonald and Sharp (2003) also argued that brand 
awareness plays an important role in consumer decision-
making by influencing which brands enter the 
consideration set. Consumer‟s perception of quality is 
usually based on the belief that the brand has high 
familarity, the quality of the product is also believed to be 
high. High-perceived quality is said to drive a consumer 
to choose one brand above competing brands (Yoo et al.,   
2000).  

Sirgy (1982) proposed that consumers will be 

motivated towards positively valued products to maintain 
a positive self-image; and will purchase image congruent 
products to promote “self-consistency” and self-esteem. 
In the case of H1b, it is very clear that customers tend to 
congruent their image when the collaboration product is 
consist of two brands of high brand awareness compared 
to two brands of low brand awareness. Like what Sirgy 
argued, High brand awareness product give greater 
motivation to customers to maintain better self-image.  

The statistical results show that respondents tend to 
congruent their image more to those having greater 
brand awareness combination than lower brand 
awareness combination in the most cases of 
collaboration. It can be seen that the brand of high 
awareness can affect the brand of low awareness 
associated in the collaboration project in the way of 
delivering a motivation of high self-esteem to customers. 
The results show that only two cases of High-High versus 
Low-Low and High-Low versus Low-Low have significant 
brand attitude effect and also support H2b. It is quite 
clear that the likelihood of choosing the brand of high 
awareness is extremely high when customers consider 
their choice between two different combinations to have 
distinct brand awareness difference.  

The statistical results support H3b and partially support 
H3a. When the gap of brand awareness is big, brand 
relationship toward the collaboration combination 
consisting of two high awareness brands is strong. A 
relationship between the brand and the consumer results 
from the accumulation of consumption experience (Evard 
and Aurier, 1996).  

Additionally, Blackston (1992) stated that 
understanding the relationship between the brand and 
the consumer requires observing two things. As we can 
see in the Table 3, when brand attitude is high, the brand 
relationship is also high. This means consumer‟s  attitude 



 
 
 
 
towards the brand is positively related to its brand 
relationship as well. Keller (2001) suggested that brand 
judgment (brand attitude) creates an intensive and active 
consumer-brand relationship.  

The study indicates that higher brand awareness 
collaboration combination would have higher image 
congruence, brand attitude and brand relationship, which 
is represented as H1a:b, H2a:b and H3a:b. However, 
those hypotheses (including H1a, H2a and H3a) are only 
supported partially but not entirely by the experiment. 
Hence we are not able to determine that High-High 
versus High-Low (or Low-High) has significant difference 
on three dependent variables. The hypotheses are 
strongly supported by statistical measures about H1b, 
H2b and H3b.  

Therefore, we can conclude that high brand awareness 
brand can improve evaluation for its associated brands‟ 
(partner brand) image congruence, brand attitude and 
brand relationship (only in the case of High-High versus 
Low-Low). 
 
 
Experiment 2: The difference of brand awareness of 
single brand product 
 
Respondents (n=218) were the same respondents 
assigned to the first experiment. The method of second 
experiment was exactly the same with the first 
experiment. The hypothetical product consisted of non-
collaboration product produced by a single brand. The 
questionnaire consisted of three parts just like the first 
experiment.  

In the first part, the hypothetical product was introduced 
and made by one single company but the similar product. 
In the second part, a main questionnaire was given to be 
measured including the three dependent measures 
(Image congruence, Brand attitude and Brand 
relationship). In the last part each respondent was asked 
to answer general information of their characteristic, 
which included gender, nationality, age, education and 
employment status. 

Second experiment was designed to test H4, H5 and 
H6 through the empirical tested if the difference of brand 
awareness of single brand product affected image 
congruence, brand attitude and brand relationship in the 
comparison of collaboration brands. Total of eight 
different cases consisted of collaboration brands and 
non-collaboration brand were tested. Each of four 
collaboration brand combinations had two single brand 
mixes. Eventually eight cases were tested in the second 
experiment. The first step in hypothesis testing was to 
examine whether there was a significant differences 
between collaboration brand and non-collaboration brand 
affecting the dependent variables.  

According to the Hypothesis H4, H5 and H6, each of 
image congruence, brand attitude and brand relationship 
had   to   be   affected    by   series   of    different    brand 

 
 
 
 
collaboration and non-collaboration brand combination. In 
the test, a series of ANOVA were run with different 
combination of brands mix (Cell means are presented in 
Table 3). 

When brand awareness of collaboration brand was 
high for its two associated brands, there was no 
significant difference of image congruence level 
compared with high awareness of manufacture brand 
(Mean difference=1.634, Sig. =0.291) and high 
awareness of design house brand (Mean 
difference=1.585, Sig. =0.313). Bottega Veneta, which 
has low brand awareness collaborated with Samsung 
with high brand awareness, there was a significant 
difference of image congruence level when Bottega 
Veneta produced a similar product by itself (Mean 
difference=3.000, Sig.=0.024).  

In the meantime, Samsung did not get any advantages 
from collaborating with Bottega Veneta, which has low 
brand awareness (Mean difference= -0.317, Sig. =0.958). 
Furthermore, the result showed that Samsung had 
negative effect from collaborating with Bottega Veneta in 
terms of image congruence. High awareness brand 
doesn‟t get any advantages from the collaboration 
strategy (High-Low was in support of H4 only compared 
with Bottega Veneta) (Table 3). 

In the case of Low-High, the result showed that low 
awareness manufacture brand got positive from 
collaboration strategy rather than the product produced 
by themselves (Mean difference=2.780, Sig.=0.033). 
However, when High awareness design house 
collaborated with low awareness manufacture, there was 
no significant effect in image congruence perspective 
(Mean difference= -2.122, Sig. =0.134). Specifically, 
when HTC, which has low brand awareness, collaborated 
with Burberry (High brand awareness), there was positive 
effect on image congruence.  

In the case of Low-Low collaboration combination, 
when HTC produced the mobile phone itself, there was 
no significant difference of image congruence level 
compared to collaboration combination (Mean difference= 
-0.268, Sig. = 0.957). Moreover, when Bottega Veneta 
produced the mobile phone itself, even they could get 
better image congruence from customers (Mean 
difference= -2.512, Sig.= 0.025). 

H5 for brand attitude test revealed that only High-Low 
collaboration group was significantly different compared 
to non-collaboration group. When Samsung and Burberry 
made a mobile phone independently, the brand attitude 
of its collaboration case did not have significant 
difference (each Mean difference=1.220, 0.829 and Sig. 
= 0.584, 0.779), and this result does not support H5. 

Specifically,   when   Samsung   and    Bottega   Veneta 
collaborated, consumer‟s brand attitude towards them 
was significantly greater than Bottega Veneta itself (Mean 
difference= 2.829, Sig. = 0.042), in support of H5. But the 
opposite is not valid. When Samsung produce a mobile 
phone itself,  they  could  be  more  successful  compared 



 
 
 
 
with the collaboration with low awareness brand (Mean 
difference= -0.341, Sig. = 0.954), not in support of H5. In 
the same manners, Burberry could not get successful 
result from collaboration with HTC, as HTC has low brand 
awareness (Mean difference = -2.195, Sig. = 0.113), not 
in support of H5. HTC also had no significant effect from 
their collaboration with Burberry, which has high brand 
awareness (Mean difference= 2.537, Sig. =0.056). For 
the Low-Low combination, both HTC and Bottega Veneta 
have insignificant difference in brand attitude perspective 
(each Mean difference= 0.049, -1.878 and Sig. =0.999, 
0.139), not in support of H5. 

When Samsung and Burberry collaborated, there was 
no significant brand relationship difference with Samsung 
or Burberry itself (each of Mean difference= 2.390, 1.683 
and Sig. =0.086, 0.293), not in support of H6. However, 
the collaboration combination of Samsung and Bottega 
Veneta had significant difference of brand relationship 
compared with the product produced by Bottega Veneta 
itself (Mean difference= 3.098, Sig. =0.013), in support of 
H6. When Samsung produced the product itself, there 
was no significant difference compared with collaboration 
combination with Bottega Veneta (Mean difference=0.195, 
Sig. =0.982). In the same manner, HTC could get benefit 
from the collaboration strategy that they could not get if 
they produced it by themselves (Mean difference =2.683, 
Sig. =0.029), in support of H6. 

Burberry has no advantage from the collaboration 
strategy as Burberry‟s brand awareness is already high 
(Mean difference= -2.049, Sig. = 0.124). In the case of 
low and low collaboration combination, insignificant result 
was observed (each Mean difference= -1.122, -1.829 and 
Sig. =0.440, 0.116), not in support of H6. This result 
tends to follow the result of H4 (image congruence). 
When there is a collaboration project between two 
different brand awareness companies, the one who gets 
the benefit from the project is the brand of low awareness 
regardless of its brand category.  

The results of this study reveal that High-Low and Low-
High collaboration combinations can favorably influence 
each of its associated brands of low brand awareness 
across all dependent variables (image congruence, brand 
attitude and brand relationship). Samsung-Bottega 
Veneta versus Bottega Veneta itself is an example of this. 
H4 for image congruence revealed insignificant result. 
The test showed that none of single brands had 
significant difference compared with its collaboration 
brand    combination.     Collaboration     effect     of     the  
combination of High-Low and Low-High were significantly 
greater than one single brand of low brand awareness. 
When   the   combinations   of   Low-Low  and  High-High, 
however, did not have significant effect compared with 
the subjects assessed independently. The results of this 
research shows that the reputable brand in the 
collaboration tended to assist another reputation-less 
brand in the way of conveying coincided self-concept. 
Once collaboration strategy gets image congruence‟ level  

 
 
 
 
enhanced, this will affect the level of brand attitude and 
brand relationship. If the new product in the collaboration 
carries both brand names, the role of both brand names 
in the collaboration is important, as one brand may carry 
greater weight than the other because of its strength as a 
product category specific brand (Park et al., 1996). The 
statistical results show that the level of brand attitude and 
brand relationship tends to be greater than single brand 
only in the occasion that the level of image congruence 
having significant difference.  
 
 
Experiment 3: Relationship among image 
congruence, brand attitude and brand relationship 
 
The third experiment aims to test H7 and H8 based on 
the result of the first and second experiments by 
determining whether the image congruence level affects 
brand attitude and brand relationship. The respondents 
(n=218) were the same respondents who were assigned 
to the first and second experiments, but this time they did 
not participate directly in the experiment. This experiment 
was performed by comparing the questionnaire result of 
the image congruence against the result of brand attitude 
and brand relationship. To test if the image congruence 
affects its brand attitude and brand relationship, each 
result of the four kinds of brand collaboration (High-High, 
High-Low, Low-High, Low-Low) was derived from the 
questionnaire. The other four non-collaboration brand 
(Samsung, HTC, Burberry, Bottega Veneta) set was not 
chosen because the purpose of this research is to find 
out whether the image congruence of product 
collaboration affects its brand attitude and brand 
relationship. According to the Hypothesis H7 and H8, 
each of brand attitude and brand relationship had to be 
affected by image congruence derived from series of 
different collaboration brands. In the test, the linear 
regression analysis was run with each of dependent 
variables, which were brand attitude and brand 
relationship. The linear regression model can access the 
effects of the image congruence (predictor variables) on 
the responses (Brand attribute, Brand relationship). 
Moreover, it can be used for predicting values of these 
two response variables from a collection of image 
congruence (Cell means are presented in Table 4). 

For the test of H7 and H8, all of the measures achieved 
high reliability level (ranging between 0.697 and 0.730). A 
series of comparison were conducted to test the 
hypotheses. The results from comparison tests are 
reported in Table 4.  For the test of H7, we proposed that 
the brand attitude for the product was also high when the 
image congruence level for the product was high. As we 
can see on Table 4, adjusted R square indicates that 
there is a significant relationship between image 
congruence level and brand attitude level positively (Sig. 
=0.000<0.05). This regression model can explain 73% of 
the entire variance (Adjusted R square=0.730>0.6).  



 
 
 
 

Table 4. Regression analysis for Image congruence. 

 

Dependent variables 
Model summary  Coefficients 

Adjusted R square  Std. error  Durbin-Watson  B Beta Sig. 

Brand attitude 0.730  2.678  2.113  0.869 0.856 0.000 

Brand relationship 0.697  2.792  2.183  0.835 0.836 0.000 
 

Each of dependent variable is calculated independently. 

 
 
 

Moreover, the means of coefficients shows that the 
coefficient of brand attitude is significantly important 
(B=0.869) and is supported by the mean of Beta 
(Beta=0.856). We tested whether an autocorrelation 
existed in the linear regression model. The mean graph in 
Figure 3 shows the image congruence level significantly 
influences the brand attitude in positive way. This 
observation was also supported by statistical analysis. It 
is important to note that there was no collinearity in 
statistics, in support of H7 because the regression model 
was performed in the condition of one dependent variable. 

Linear regression results pertaining to effectiveness of 
the image congruence on brand relationship are shown in 
Table 4. The same pattern of results was found for brand 
attitude. Consistent with the hypothesis, independent 
variables explain 69.7% of the variance in brand 
relationship (Adjusted R square=0.697>0.6). As shown in 
Table 4, adjusted R square indicates that there is a 
significant relationship between image congruence level 
and brand attitude level positively (Sig. =0.000<0.05).  

Moreover, the means of coefficients shows that the 
coefficient of brand relationship is significantly important 
(B=0.835) and is supported by the mean of Beta 
(Beta=0.836). The mean graph in Figure 4 shows the 
image congruence level is related positively to brand 
relationship. For the test of H8, the collinearity statistics 
was also not performed in the same reason of H7. Each 
of Tolerance and VIF mean would be 1 equally. 

The purpose of H7 and H8 is to define how image 
congruence affects brand attitude and brand relationship. 
The statistical results prove that brand attitude and brand 
relationship have significant positive relationship with 
image congruence. All these findings explain that 
consumers do not only consider the functionality of a 
product, they are also concerned about the self-image 
(„how I look like with a product‟). A product is not a simple 
functional device, but something that tells about self-
image. That is why individuals tend to buy brands whose 
personalities closely correspond to their own self-image. 

Once this image congruence affects brand attitude, 
then it influences consumers‟ brand choice. A brand that 
the consumer holds a strong attitude towards to perform 
better should be in alliance with one with weak consumer 
attitude (Wallendor and Arnould, 1988). This is why High-
Low combination is more positively related to the three 
dependent variables than single brand with low brand 
awareness in the experiment 2. Provided that less 

reputable brand can get more privileges through the test 
if a brand which has high brand awareness collaborates 
with reputable brand.  

The results provide useful information for the mobile 
industry and luxury brand. One of the major implications 
of this study is that there is a clear evidence of 
collaboration effect, that is, the reputation from superior 
brand affects reputable-less brand when reputable-less 
brand meet reputable brand, which may strengthen 
reputable-less brands‟ reputation. Furthermore, even 
image congruence effect can also be delivered to 
reputable-less brand and enhance it at the same time.  
 
 
Conclusion 
 
The study focuses on reflection of consumers‟ emotional 
reaction on brand collaboration through three studies 
based on Chinese consumers‟ experimental data. 
Products collaboration usually has appeal point on 
emotional and not functional salience. This is the most 
prominent difference with other competitors since 
consumers want something different that can satisfy their 
personal special and unique needs. Among the variety of 
marketing strategies, brand collaboration might somehow 
stimulate these needs of present consumers. 

Prior research on brand collaboration has narrowly 
focused on establishing differences in mean quality 
evaluation when an ally is used. The relative research 
supports the notion that collaboration with a reputable 
brand can enhance consumer‟s attitude as well as 
consumer relationship toward the brand. Our work sheds 
light on when and with whom collaboration strategy is 
effective in consumer‟s emotional reaction. This research 
strengthens earlier research by proving that collaboration 
with reputable brand (Samsung and Burberry) enhanced 
evaluations of less-reputable brands (HTC and Bottega 
Veneta). Finding and selecting the right partner to form 
brand collaboration is an important marketing strategy. 
This study also provides insights into its underlying 
causes of brand collaboration from a new perspective. 

In this study, we propose a new analytical framework of 
brand collaboration that allows marketers to understand 
the effects as well as importance of collaboration. Our 
work identifies conditions when and how the level of 
image congruence, brand attitude and brand relationship 
can   be  strengthened  by  partnering  with  a  brand  with 
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Figure 3.  Curve estimation of brand attitude. 

 
 
 
greater reputation reputation. Consumer‟s image 
congruence level (brand attitude/ brand relationship) for a 
collaboration product is significantly greater than non-
collaboration product. These results are consistent with 
the notion of the „win-win‟ that could enhance for less 
reputable brand collaboration with a reputable partner 
brand.  

A reputable brand could enhance consumers‟ brand 
attitude and brand relationship through the image 
congruence associated both brands. Signaling theory 
postulates that brands might allow consumers know the 
quality of their experienced products. This affects brand 
attitude and brand relationship toward both brands as 
empirically proved in this research. Consumer‟s image 
congruence level (brand attitude/ brand relationship) for a 
product having two high brand awareness (High-High) 
brands is significantly greater than consumer‟s image 
congruence for the same product having two different 
brand awareness (High-Low or Low-High) brands. 
Consumer‟s image congruence level (brand attitude/ 

brand relationship) for a product having two high brand 
awareness (High-High) brands is significantly greater 
than consumer‟s image congruence for the same 
products having two low brand awareness (Low-Low) 
brands. 
 
 
Limitation and future work 
 
The study provided empirical evidence of the brand 
collaboration strategy by analyzing samples‟ data from 
China mobile phone market. It should be noted that 
consumers‟ emotional reaction is connected to 
consumers‟ culture value. Success possibility of a brand 
collaboration deal between two firms depends heavily on 
market consumers‟ emotional reaction from culture 
values. What are these cultural characteristic differences 
on consumers‟ emotional reaction of brand collaboration? 
Until now, little research about the issue is known to us. 
Future work needs  to  expand  samples  that  can  better 
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Figure 4. Curve estimation of brand relationship. 

 
 
 
represent individuals who are impacted by western 
culture. If American college students studying in China 
and non-American-born Chinese college students in the 
US are included in the samples of the research, the 
comparison analysis for the cultural differences on brand 
collaboration might provide more valuable findings. In 
addition, future research can further explore the effects of 
brand collaboration from different industries by lateral 
studies.  
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Appendix A. Brand awareness scale. 
 

Have you heard of this brand 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I have an opinion about this brand 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I know what this brand stands for 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I have a clear image of the type of person who would use the brand 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

This brand is different from competing brands 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

This brand is basically the same from competing brands 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I can describe any of its advertisement 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I can quickly recall the image of this brand 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I can figure out this brand‟s product even there is no logo or label 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

This brand is the top-of-the-mind recall when you hear about the category 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Have you heard of this brand 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I have an opinion about this brand 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I know what this brand stands for 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I have a clear image of the type of person who would use the brand 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

This brand is different from competing brands 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

This brand is basically the same from competing brands 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I can describe any of its advertisement 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I can quickly recall the image of this brand 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I can figure out this brand‟s product even there is no logo or label 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

This brand is the top-of-the-mind recall when you hear about the category 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

 

 

Appendix B. Image congruence, brand attitude and purchase Intention measure scale. 
 

Image congruence 

The image of this brand is 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

This brand can represent my image 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The image of this brand fits well with me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

This brand says a lot about the kind of person I would like to be 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
Brand Attitude 

My attitude toward this brand is 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I would choose this brand even though the price is relatively expensive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I would choose this brand among others 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I would be loyal to this brand 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

        

Brand Relationship 

The brand understands my needs in the fashion category 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I would be willing to postpone my purchase if the product was 
temporarily unavailable 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I am completely pleased with the brand 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

(If the brand was a person), he/she would treat me well 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 

Notes: 1 = Definitely no / 7 = Definitely yes. 

 

 


