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and Y. However, these differences have never been investigated for the consumer-

based brand equity (CBBE) of Finnish fashion. Consequently, the purpose of this study 

was to investigate if, and how, the CBBE of Finnish fashion differs between Finnish 

men and women, generations X and Y, and two types of questionnaires distributed 

(one including a list of Finnish fashion brands, the other without). As well as to 

investigate which associations build up the CBBE of Finnish fashion. 

A quantitative approach was used to investigate the purpose of this study, analyzing 

responses to the questionnaires through t-tests, one-way ANOVAs and MANOVAs and 

two-way MANOVAs. The results showed a statistically significant difference on a 

considerable amount of dependent variables between genders, but very few between 

generations or surveys. The highest means of these variables all pertained to females. 

When analyzing combined groups (genders and generations, genders and surveys, 

generations and surveys), the largest number of differences between variables was 

found between genders and generations. 

The most positive variables building up the CBBE of Finnish fashion were: good 

quality, ethical, comfortable, natural image, good design, belief that Finnish fashion is 

of high quality, respect, and previous purchase of Finnish fashion, while the most 

negative variables were: that Finnish fashion is expensive, it is not better than foreign 

fashion, no feeling of security nor social approval is perceived, respondents do not buy 

Finnish fashion whenever possible, they do not love nor feel loyalty towards Finnish 

fashion, and they would not try to find it elsewhere if not available in the first shop 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

 
“Fashion is a driving force that shapes the way we live”. (Solomon & Rabolt 2004:xi) 

 

The fashion industry is an extremely efficient, dynamic and prosperous global business. 

It is in the vanguard of emerging industries, and because of fashion’s short lifecycle, it 

unceasingly grows, develops and reinvents itself within the international retail industry 

(Doherty, cited in Wigley & Moore 2006; Rocha, Hammond & Hawkins 2005). While 

fashion used to be a national and even regional phenomenon, strongly depending on 

climate, socio-politics, religion and technological developments, the past decades’ 

fashion industry globalization has “diluted its intrinsic nature” (Azuma & Fernie 

2003:415). Fashion consumption is nowadays seen as a social, cultural and financial 

phenomenon, crossing both ethnical and class boundaries (Jenkyn Jones 2005). Today 

fashion is an international language, with the same fashion items being simultaneously 

available, “in fashion”, and affordable globally, and famous fashion brands being 

known worldwide (Azuma & Fernie 2003; Jenkyn Jones 2005). 

Paco Underhill (2009) believes that the economy would collapse if consumers bought 

only what considered necessary. However, statistics show us that this is highly unlikely 

to be an issue, since fashion consumption (clothing, footwear and accessories) in the 

United Kingdom, both within the male and female fashion sector, has been constantly 

on the rise during the years 2001-2005 (“Fashion Capital”). Furthermore, the action of 

impulsive consumption is increasing and is now considered as an established consumer 

activity (Dittmar & Drury 2000). 

 

“It is only shallow people who do not judge by appearances. The true mystery of the 
world is the visible, not the invisible” (Oscar Wilde, cited in Solomon 1985:15). 

 

The concept of “fashion” can be defined in a variety of different ways, of which one 

common definition being: “the style accepted by the majority of a group at a particular 

time and place” (Lowe & Lowe, cited in Solomon 1985:193). Another fashion definition 

is: “public consumption through which people communicate to others the image they 

wish to project” (Holbrook & Dixon, cited in Solomon 1985:110). The first citation 

denoting that fashion has to be accepted by a large group, while the second implies that 

fashion is something that one single person can publicly communicate. Since the 

fourteenth century, fashion has become a cultural phenomenon mostly within the 
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Western civilization (Solomon 1985). Clothing analysts and cultural theorists have 

discerned four practical dress-functions: utility, modesty, immodesty (sexual 

attraction) and adornment (Jenkyn Jones 2005). However, George Sproles (1979) 

suggests four additional dress functions: symbolic differentiation, social affiliation, 

psychological self-enhancement and modernism. Nowadays, fashion transforms and 

renews itself constantly, with a goal of being original, not of improving utility (Solomon 

1985). “Clothing occupies a special place, as the manner of communication which is 

closest, metaphorically and literally, to the self” (Back, cited in Solomon 1985:6). 

People use clothing as a manner of expressing their identity and self-image, actual, or 

desired, and is thus a form of nonverbal communication and behaviour. Through 

fashion, people can project a certain image of themselves, and influence other people’s 

perception of their age, status, self-esteem, attitudes or even personality and mood 

(Gordon, Infante & Brown, cited in Solomon 1985; Jenkyn Jones 2005). Since people 

have a tendency to judge others based on appearances, fashion is widely used in 

situations such as job interviews or on dates, because it clearly has the ability to 

manipulate people’s perceptions (Abramov, cited in Solomon 1985; Edwards 2000). 

However, fashion is not only a means of outward expression, it can also affect 

consumers’ inner self-concept, self-confidence and ego (Solomon & Douglas, cited in 

Solomon 1985). Fashion is clearly not simply a solution to modesty anymore; it is a 

complex nonverbal way of identity expression, with people tending to favour fashion 

brands representing something personal, that fit their self-concept and enhance their 

self-image (Graeff 1996; Oh & Fiorito 2002; Rio, Vázquez, Del Río & Iglesias 2002).   

Because consumers are bombarded by brand messages everywhere they go (Oh & 

Fiorito 2002), fashion companies should rely on creating strong brands, here through, 

ultimately, commanding high customer loyalty, and thus putting the consumer into 

focus. High customer loyalty is the ultimate integral element of consumer-based brand 

equity (CBBE: the consumer value added and the difference in consumer response to 

the marketing of a product of a certain brand, compared to a generic product (Keller 

1993)). Since fashion is a highly personal high-involvement activity, brands and their 

image have a particularly significant role (Solomon & Rabolt 2004). 

1.1.  Research Problem 

The words consumer and shopper stand for two distinct shopping styles within fashion 

consumption behaviour. The difference between them is that consumers plan their 

consumption needs in advance, while shoppers make spontaneous decisions (Kapferer 

2008). Kapferer (2008:145) describes the ‘art of shopping’ as follows:  
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“Shopping is therefore no longer a race, a chore, but a way to exercise one’s talent 
and to gain money by spending less of it.” 

In other words, shoppers enjoy going from one shop to another, comparing prices, 

finding the best possible offers, while consumers often are satisfied if a desired product 

is instantly found, without prolonged searching. Shopping motives can be divided into 

personal and social. The personal motives consisting of: the need for role-playing, 

diversion, self-gratification, learning about new trends, physical activity and sensory 

stimulation. While the social motives include: the need for social experiences, 

communication with others, peer group interactions, status and authority, and pleasure 

in bargaining (Tauber, cited in Evans, Jamal & Foxall 2006). These personal and social 

motives can be attributed to shoppers, while consumers usually only see shopping as a 

rational activity to fulfil physiological needs (Evans et al. 2006). Sproles and Kendall 

(cited in Bakewell & Mitchell 2003) say that similarly to that all people have a distinct 

personality, they also have a distinct “shopping personality”, which is more or less fixed 

and predictable. 

Genders as well as generations are thought to have stereotypically different points of 

interest, because of their upbringing and the environment (Bakewell & Mitchell 2003; 

Solomon & Rabolt 2004). Because of this, it can be assumed that these groups also have 

differing attitudes and behaviour towards fashion brands and shopping. Women and 

Generation Y (Gen Y) are for example believed to enjoy the activity, while men and 

Generation X (Gen X) are seen to consider it a chore (Bakewell & Mitchell 2003; 

Solomon & Rabolt 2004). This generalization of genders and generations can be 

interpreted in a variety of ways: do women of both generations have similar thoughts 

on fashion and shopping, or do women’s’ attitudes differ between generations? Do men 

of Gen Y enjoy shopping, or are they closer to the stereotype of Gen X? I believe that 

these possible differences between genders and generations are an interesting subject 

of investigation. 

There have only been a few studies that have examined fashion brand equity, most of 

them being from a female perspective, not examining gender differences (Jung & Sung 

2008). Neither is there any easily accessible study that looks at how Gen X and Gen Y 

differ in this field. Consequently, this paper proposes to fill this gap in fashion brand 

equity research; examining the gender and generational differences regarding Finnish 

fashion’s consumer-based brand equity (CBBE). Companies are becoming more 

attentive to customer value added, and it is of undeniable interest to understand 

Finnish consumer perceptions of domestic fashion brands, since the support of 

domestic consumption is of high significance. 
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1.2.  Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to investigate if the consumer-based brand equity (CBBE) 

of Finnish fashion differs between Finnish men and women and generations X and Y, 

and how it differs. It will also be investigated if and how the CBBE of Finnish fashion 

differs depending on the type of questionnaire distributed (one including a list of 

Finnish fashion brands, the other without this list). Furthermore, it is also of interest to 

investigate which the associations building up the CBBE of Finnish fashion are. This 

leads to the following research questions: 

 

1. Are there differences in the CBBE of Finnish fashion associated with 

Finnish consumers of different genders, generations X and Y and the two 

different types of questionnaires distributed? 

2. How does the CBBE of Finnish fashion differ between Finnish consumers 

of different genders, generations X and Y and the two different types of 

questionnaires distributed? 

3. Which associations build up the CBBE of Finnish fashion? 

 

1.3.  Delimitations 

There are different views on which birth years pertain to which generation. Most 

authors use the birth years 1977-1994 for Gen Y (Bakewell & Mitchell 2003; Evans et al. 

2006; Ma & Niehm 2006; Morton 2002; Noble, Haytko & Phillips 2009), while Gen X 

naturally comes before this, born 1965-1976 (Bakewell & Mitchell 2003). However, 

Kumar and Lim (2008) categorize Gen Y:ers as being born between 1980-1994, and 

Parment (2008) states that an exact clarification of who belongs to Gen Y is neither 

obvious nor conclusive, but also uses the delimitation of the year 1980 as being the first 

year of Gen Y:ers.  

In this study, Gen Y:ers that had turned 18 by the end of the year 2010, thus being born 

1992 at the latest, were included, as well as Gen X:ers up to the age of 45, born in 1965. 

Furthermore, the delimitation between Gen X and Gen Y of Parment (2008) and 

Kumar and Lim (2008) was used. Thus, Gen X:ers in this study are classified as being 

born between 1965-1979, and Gen Y:ers between 1980-1992. 
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1.4. Structure of the Thesis 

 
The next chapter of this study consists of a literature review on consumer- and 

customer-based brand equity (CBBE), taking up three interesting frameworks and their 

main concepts and ideas. A look is taken at ways of measuring CBBE, how CBBE has 

been researched in the past, and how the CBBE assets are thought to affect each other. 

A review of the literature on genders and generations X and Y is also presented. Finally 

a slightly modified combined framework of CBBE is introduced. The dimensions of this 

CBBE framework will provide the base for the quantitative analysis. Before the 

methodology chapter a brief explanation of Finnish fashion is included. 

To investigate the aim of this study a quantitative approach is used. Data is collected 

through two slightly different questionnaires distributed to a sample of males and 

females of Gen X and Gen Y of the Finnish population in shopping malls in the 

metropolitan area of Helsinki. Since a minority of the native Finnish population is 

Swedish speaking, the survey was available in both Finnish and Swedish. The data 

collected is then statistically analyzed in SPPS (PASW Statistics 18.0), and the results 

are thoroughly analysed, discussed and related to the theoretical framework to provide 

answers to the purpose of this study. After this the conclusions and limitations of the 

study are presented. 
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2 LITERATURE REVIEW 

In the following chapter an account of the theory and the main concepts that this study 

is built upon will be given. First an explanation is given to why strong brands are 

important, after which the concept of brand equity is described, and three frameworks 

of CBBE are presented. After this, a review on different CBBE measures, and the 

relationship between CBBE concepts is presented. Next, a review of differences 

between genders and generations X and Y is accounted for, and the entire literature 

review will be summarized. After this a new framework of CBBE is presented, which 

will be the base for the quantitative study. 

2.1.  Strong Brands 

One of the earliest brand descriptions is that a brand adds product value (Ponnam & 

Krishnatray 2008). This, however, cannot be accepted as a satisfying description today, 

and one, maybe classic, but still relevant and contemporary brand definition is:  

“A brand is a set of mental associations, held by the consumer, which add to the 
perceived value of a product or service” (Keller, cited in Kapferer 2008:10).  

A strong brand has many advantages, both for consumers and companies alike. For 

consumers the main advantages are the perceived risk reduction, sign of quality, source 

of producer identification, guarantee of producer responsibility, bond with the 

producer, something that simplifies decision-making, reduction of search cost, or 

merely as a symbolic device. Corporate brand benefits are generally seen as monetary, 

both current and future, but also identifies and legally protects products, guaranteeing 

quality, a competitive advantage source, a means of creating unique product 

associations (Keller 2008) and an agent for brand extensions (Forney, Park & Brandon 

2005). Moreover, consumers tend to notice information and advertisement for strong 

brands more easily than for lesser-known brands (Hoeffler & Keller 2003). Meaning 

that familiar brands are selectively given more attention, exposure, comprehension and 

retention by consumers (Tellis, cited in Hoeffler & Keller 2003). If a product category is 

unfamiliar, consumers tend to automatically favour a familiar brand, not necessarily 

even considering the quality level compared to unknown brands (Hoeffler & Keller 

2003). 

Shopping is seen as quite an impulsive activity, with consumers constantly making new 

decisions, giving new and different brands a chance, and so the influence of famous 

brand names is thought to maybe be on the decline (Underhill 2009). However, even 

though some experts claim that there is no future for brands (Kapferer 2008), and 
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others say that our world is over-branded (Oh & Fiorito 2002), Brïdson and Evans 

(2004) believe that a brand orientation is the secret to a fashion advantage, since the 

power of brands as strategic assets for companies is especially prevalent in the fashion 

business. The importance of brands can be illustrated by the following piece of history: 

the lowering of Marlboro’s prices in 1993 lead to a hysteric reaction on the stock 

market, with big brands’ stocks plummeting in price, and marketing observers treating 

brands with contempt, declaring a new era with price as the differentiating factor (Klein 

2000). But companies cannot compete based on price only, since there would not be a 

sufficiently strong incentive to evolve and develop products any more, as the absence of 

the differentiating factor of a brand name would render these processes unnecessary. A 

brand is a potent means of differentiation (Pappu, Quester & Cooksey 2005) and thus a 

source of identification for consumers; knowing what they can expect and always 

getting this same expected quality. Companies that had always had a strong belief in 

their brands, and stuck to their strong brand strategies, boycotting the price war, 

survived and thrived. What actually happened on Marlboro Friday was that a line was 

pulled between the price-reducers and brand-builders, which is still existent today. To 

be able to thrive completely a company has to realize that the ideology behind the 

brand is bigger than the product it is representing. (Klein 2000) In other words, the 

companies that aim at strengthening their brand equity out of both the company and 

consumer view have the largest chance of surviving. This is not an easy task, but it is an 

essential one. New brands are introduced into the market regularly, but few of them 

survive for long (Oh & Fiorito 2002).  

It is said that for a brand to be truly successful, the brand awareness level has to be high 

and consumer associations firstly strong, secondly favourable and thirdly unique 

(Keller 2008). This system of mental associations makes up the brand image residing in 

consumers’ minds (Kapferer 2008). A brand image is made up of all the received brand 

information, consisting of associations, and Keller and Lehmann (2003) believe that a 

brand’s value ultimately resides with customers. It is consumers who hold the brand 

image, and this perceived image usually turns out to be much more important to a 

company than the actual truth. 

2.2.  Brand Equity 

The term brand equity has as many definitions (Hoeffler & Keller 2003; Yoo & Donthu 

2001) as it has measurements in brand literature (Kapferer 2008; Keller 2008). 

Ultimately, brand equity can be broadly placed into two categories: one based on a 

company financial perspective, and the other on a consumer value perspective (Lassar, 
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Mittal & Sharma 1995; Pappu, Quester & Cooksey 2005). Two well-known brand equity 

definitions are:  

“The differential effect of brand knowledge on consumer response to the marketing 
of the brand” (Keller 1993:2). 

“A set of assets (or liabilities) linked to a brand’s name and symbol that adds to (or 
subtracts from) the value provided by a product or service to a firm and/or that 
firm’s customers” (Aaker 1996:7-8). 

Although researchers’ definitions and approaches on brand equity differ, they all share 

the same thought that brand equity consists of the cumulative value a brand name gives 

to a product (Yoo & Donthu 2001), the effects that are attributable uniquely to a brand   

(Keller 2008), and nearly all believe that brand equity principally is built upon 

consumer knowledge of a brand (Hoeffler & Keller 2003). As Cobb-Walgren, Beal and 

Donthu (cited in Pappu et al. 2005:144) put it: “there is a value to the investor, the 

manufacturer and the retailer only if there is value for the consumer”. 

This study will concentrate on the consumers’ brand equity perspective, called 

consumer-based brand equity or customer-based brand equity (both shortened CBBE). 

The two biggest and best-known names within CBBE literature are David A. Aaker and 

Kevin L. Keller. Numerous articles, discussion and working papers build their initial 

views on these two researchers’ frameworks, and are often the basis for research 

committed on the subject (Buil, de Chernatony & Martínez 2008; Washburn & Plank 

2002; Yoo & Donthu 2001). Aaker and Keller’s theories are conceptualized differently, 

but are both built upon the assumption that CBBE is based on consumers’ memory-

based brand associations (Pappu et al. 2005). 

One difference in Aaker and Keller’s view of CBBE is that while Keller uses the term 

“customer-based brand equity”, Aaker uses only the term “brand equity”. In other 

studies on CBBE both the words consumer (Jung & Sung 2008; Oliviera-Castro, Foxall, 

James, Pohl, Dias & Chang 2008; Pappu et al. 2005; Washburn & Plank 2002; Yoo & 

Donthu 2001) and customer (Buil et al 2008; Esch, Langner, Schmitt & Geuss 2006; 

Lassar et al 1995; Netemeyer, Krishnan, Pullig, Wnag, Yagci, Dean, Ricks & Wirth 

2004; Ponnam & Krishnatray 2008) are used. The word consumer incites that any 

person in general can build up a brand’s equity, while the word customer includes only 

the people who have previously bought the brand in question. First-hand involvement 

with a brand is required to build up strong CBBE, which would logically entail that the 

word customer is more correct in this context. Aaker (1996) acknowledges this 

problem, saying that the brand equity on the loyalty dimension cannot be measured 

outside the customer base. However, the use of customer in this context refers to the 

firm’s view of brand equity, since actual customers help build their “firm-based brand 
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equity”, and consumers do not in the same way bring the firm revenue. Since this study 

is not out of a company view of brand equity, it takes the view that consumers 

(including both customers and non-customers) can just as well build up an equally 

strong brand equity, through the help of, among other things; advertising, word-of-

mouth and in store experience. In today’s Internet and blog-filled world, one’s opinions 

are often affected by the thoughts of others. These opinions can build up an equally real 

image of a brand in consumer minds, and cannot be dismissed because of the 

consumers’ lack in ownership. Furthermore, since this study investigates the 

associations of a random sample of a larger population, and not only the customers of 

certain brands, all consumers have to be taken into consideration. Leaning back on 

these arguments, the term consumer-based brand equity will therefore be used in this 

study, and will henceforth be referred to as CBBE only. 

In the following three chapters we will take a look at three different views on CBBE: 

Aaker’s (1996), Keller’s (1993; 2001; 2008) and Esch, Langner, Schmitt and Geus’ 

(2006). 

2.2.1.  Aaker’s Brand Equity 

Aaker (1996) believes that through brand equity, value is created for both customer and 

company alike, but he does not explicitly separate between corporate and consumer-

based brand equity. Aaker’s (Ibid.) conception of brand equity is comprised of the 

following set of assets:  

1) brand name awareness  

2) brand loyalty  

3) perceived quality 

4) brand associations  

5) other proprietary brand assets. 

The fifth asset is usually left out in CBBE research, due to its non-consumer based view, 

while the other four assets all are integral parts of CBBE (Washburn & Plank 2002; Yoo 

& Donthu 2001). These brand equity assets all create value in their own way (Aaker 

1996). 

Aaker (1996) defines brand awareness as the strength of a brand in consumers’ 

minds, of which the two most widely used measurements are recognition and recall 

(Esch et al. 2006). Brand recognition occurs when consumers remember hearing or 

seeing a brand name or symbol somewhere, without necessarily recalling where, why it 
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is distinct from other brands or what product category it fits into. This shallowest 

measure of brand equity is thought to have a substantial effect on brand choice, since a 

familiar brand always has an advantage. Recall, however, is deeper and measures if a 

brand name comes to mind when a specific product category, or need filled by it, is 

mentioned (Aaker 1996). Both high recognition and high recall are important factors 

leading to a strong brand and thus heightened brand equity. Aaker (1996) names two 

additional measurements of awareness: top of mind and dominance, the first implying 

that the brand is the first that comes to mind, and the latter that it is the only brand 

that comes to mind, within a certain category. 

Aaker defines brand loyalty as “the attachment that a customer has to a brand” 

(Aaker 1991:39) Brand loyalty is an important brand equity asset because the customer 

loyalty a brand commands creates the brand’s value to a firm, and customer loyalty 

programs both create and enhance brand equity (Aaker 1996). It is often more 

profitable for a firm to retain current customers than to attract potential new ones. 

Many companies tend to make this mistake, putting a lot of effort into advertising, in 

the hopes of procuring new consumers, while overlooking the existing customers’ 

purchase power and commitment (Ibid.). 

The brand equity asset perceived quality is according to Aaker (1996) an extremely 

important brand asset, because it is the only brand association proven to drive financial 

performance, and is thought to influence all other CBBE assets. The word “perceived” is 

used instead of “actual”, since it is the consumer’s subjective, not objective, evaluation 

that is measured, which, however, rarely gives a complete and truthful brand image, 

since quality associations can be e.g. either outdated or misinformed (Ibid.). Perceived 

quality can be defined as consumer opinion about a product’s overall distinction or 

predominance (Zeithaml, cited in Buil et al. 2008), and a change in a brand’s perceived 

quality strongly affects consumers’ overall perception of the brand (Aaker 1996). 

However, Aaker’s view on this asset of brand equity is rather parsimonious, as can be 

seen when relating it to Keller’s “brand response” in the upcoming Chapter 2.2.2.  

Consumer brand associations are often based on the brand identity implemented 

by the company, thus largely consisting of what the firm wants consumers to think 

(Aaker 1996). Brand associations, however, consist of all the information consumers 

have about a specific brand in their mind, not necessarily having contracted this 

information from solely the company implemented brand identity. As more brands 

continuously enter the market, consumers need something to rely on when making 

choices (Graeff 1996), and since consumers’ brand associations make up the consumer 

brand image, this can be a deciding factor. According to Aaker (1991) a brand image’s 
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symbolic images often have a stronger impact on consumers than it’s physical 

attributes and characteristics.  

Brand equity is thus according to Aaker (1996) a set of assets, which can be seen as an 

investment, and be created and enhanced through brand equity management. The 

assets of brand equity are strongly linked to a certain brand name or symbol, and 

should either of these change, the assets could easily be affected or even lost (Ibid.).  

The value provided to consumers through brand equity can according to Aaker 

(1996:95) be divided into three benefits:  

“A brand’s value proposition is a statement of the functional, emotional, and self-
expressive benefits delivered by the brand that provide value to the customer. An 
effective value proposition should lead to a brand-customer relationship and drive 
purchase decisions”. 

 

The functional benefits can be seen as consumers’ experienced functional utility of a 

product attribute, the emotional benefits as the feelings experienced concerning the 

brand, and the self-expressive benefits as how the brand connects to and helps express 

consumers’ self-image (Aaker 1996). The latter half of the citation, clearly states that if 

these three benefits fully satisfy customers, a relationship will be built between brands 

and customers, which, in its turn, should initiate customer purchase decisions and 

loyalty. 

Even though Aaker lists the brand equity assets on a list from 1 to 5, the assets do not 

necessarily affect each other in that order. Neither does Aaker give a thorough 

explanation of how the brand equity assets affect each other, they are only described 

separately. In the following section, a more thorough view on CBBE, and a clear 

description of the effect of assets upon each other will be given. 

2.2.2.  Keller’s Customer-Based Brand Equity 

According to Keller (2001; 2008), the power of a brand lies with the customer, meaning 

that customers’ brand image adds value to a firm. This way of thinking leads to Keller’s 

model of customer-based brand equity (CBBE).  

“Because competition is fierce, imitation rapid, and consumers sometimes seemed 
overwhelmed by these very tightly tailored proposals and brands, the focus of 
marketing has moved from conquering clients to keeping them, from brand capital 
to customer capital” (Kapferer 2008:161). 

Keller (2008) believes that the core of successful marketing is based upon 

understanding consumers’ needs and wants and satisfying them through products and 
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programs. CBBE occurs when “the consumer has a high level of awareness and 

familiarity with the brand and holds some strong, favorable, and unique brand 

associations in memory” (Ibid.:53). The associations have to be in this order, because 

unique associations are of no use if they are not strong and favourable. If consumers 

react more positively to a product and its marketing, when presented with its brand 

name, the CBBE for that brand is positive, and vice versa. Companies should strive for 

strong and positive CBBE, because it delivers many advantages to a firm, as depicted 

earlier in chapter 2.1. 

Keller created a CBBE Pyramid, made up of four steps, including six brand building 

blocks, to facilitate the understanding of the idea of CBBE being built up in stages 

(Figure 1). Building a strong brand implies building up one step at a time, in order to 

reach the next in the CBBE Pyramid. If the top of the pyramid is reached, significant 

brand equity is achieved (Keller 2001; 2008). 

 

 
Figure 1 Customer-Based Brand Equity Pyramid & Subdimensions of Brand Building 

Blocks (Adapted from Keller 2008:60-61) 

 

A simple way of illustrating the four steps, or stages of development of the CBBE 

pyramid, is to put them into questions implicitly asked by consumers: 

1) Who are you? (brand identity) 

2) What are you? (brand meaning) 
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3) What about you? What do I think or feel about you? (brand responses) 

4) What about you and me? What kind of association and how much of a connection 
would I like to have with you? (brand relationships) (Keller 2008:60). 

To reach the first step, brand identity, and the first block, salience, of the CBBE 

pyramid, brand awareness has to be created in consumer minds. Brand awareness can 

similarly to Aaker’s (1996) definition be characterized by brand recognition and recall 

(Keller 2008). Brand recognition occurs if consumers remember the brand from 

somewhere before when given some sort of reminder, while brand recall measures if 

the brand comes to mind when thinking of a specific category or need to be filled 

(Keller 1993). Brand awareness can also be measured through its depth and breadth; 

with depth measuring how likely and easily a brand comes to mind (when recognized), 

and breadth measuring within what range of purchase and usage situations it comes to 

mind (when recalled) (Keller 2008). A product is thus given an identity through brand 

awareness. Brand awareness’ importance lies in the fact that it affects a consumer’s 

decision making process: the brand should preferably instantly come to mind when 

thinking about the product category, and if strong, it influences the formation of brand 

associations (Keller 2008). Brand awareness is also thought to highly correlate with e.g. 

perceived quality and trust (Kapferer 2008), and so, if brand salience is increased, it 

could positively affect consumption and sales volume (Keller 2008). 

The brand meaning step involves creating a brand image made up of associations 

(points of difference and points of parity) in consumer minds. Points of difference are 

associations that set the brand apart from competitors, making it unique, while points 

of parity are associations that assure consumers that the brand belongs to a certain 

category, and are usually similar and shared with competitors (Keller 2008). These 

brand associations can be sorted into either functional, performance-related or 

abstract/symbolic, imagery-related associations (Keller 2001; 2008; Solomon & Rabolt 

2004), and can be formed in an array of ways, from direct experience with the brand, 

through advertisements, to word-of-mouth (Keller 2008).  

The building block, performance, is all about the product, the functional brand 

properties and characteristics, or “the heart of brand equity” as Keller (2001:16) puts it, 

because of it usually being consumers’ first brand influence. For a chance to reach high 

CBBE, consumer product experiences should outperform expectations, and without a 

great product, there is not really a brand worth building up or sustaining. Five 

attributes and benefits that make up this category (Keller 2001) that are to be 

objectively assessed by consumers, are:  

1) primary characteristics and supplementary features 
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2) product reliability, durability, and serviceability 

3) service effectiveness, efficiency, and empathy  

4) style and design 

5) price   

All of these attributes can to some degree be related to fashion brands. The primary 

characteristics can usually be seen as points of parity (e.g. a basic looking pair of jeans), 

and the supplementary or secondary features as points of difference (e.g. the perfect fit, 

and the pocket-details of the jeans brand). Reliability measures the product’s 

performance consistency (e.g. knowing that the jeans brand will always fit perfectly), 

durability the economic life expectancy (e.g. knowing that the fabric of the jeans brand 

will last longer than other brands’) and serviceability how easily the product can be 

repaired if needed (e.g. the sewing service the jeans brand offers). Service effectiveness, 

efficiency, and empathy measure how well customers’ service requirements are 

satisfied, the speed and responsiveness of the service and the level of empathy by the 

service provider (e.g. the in-store experience of the jeans brand, and interactions with 

the store personnel). Style and design concerns assets such as e.g. the size, shape, 

material and colour of the product, which are naturally of great importance when 

buying fashion brands. And finally, the price level also sends out an important message 

to consumers, as to what category the brand belongs to (e.g. prêt-à-porter vs. haute 

couture). 

Brand imagery is the other half of the brand meaning step. It includes association 

categories looking at the extrinsic, intangible brand properties consisting of social or 

psychological needs and evaluations (Keller 2008):  

1) user profiles  

2) purchase and usage situations 

3) personality and values  

4) history, heritage, and experiences 

It is of importance that these associations are strong, favourable and unique, (in this 

order) for the brand to become strong and attract and retain loyal customers and thus 

create strong CBBE. The stronger an association in consumer memory, the more likely 

it is to be recalled at significant times. And if a brand is associated as unique, strong 

and favourable, it will have a significant advantage over competitors, seeing as 

differentiation is a widely used competitive advantage. User profile refers to the type of 

person (real or idealized) consumers believe uses the brand, while purchase and usage 
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situations refers to when and where consumers believe the brand can or should be 

bought or used. Consumers can also associate certain personality traits to a brand, such 

as up-tight, stylish or simple, and connect values to the brand, of which Jennifer 

Aaker’s dimensions of brand personality: sincerity, excitement, competence, 

sophistication and ruggedness are widely used (Aaker 1996; Keller 2008). Finally, the 

history and heritage of a brand and consumer experiences with it, also affect consumer 

perceptions (Keller 2008). Solomon and Rabolt (2004) refer to Keller, saying that 

especially the brand personality association is an important part of fashion brand 

equity. 

Keller’s (1993) original view on CBBE started with these first two steps: brand 

awareness and brand image, jointly called brand knowledge. Since then Keller (2002; 

2008) has evolved his pyramid, adding the dimensions of brand response and brand 

relationship to form a deeper view of CBBE. In Keller’s (1993) first creation of CBBE 

the associations making up the brand image consisted of attributes, benefits and 

attitudes.  

The attributes consisted of the descriptive features of a product or service, including 

both product-related attributes (a product’s physical composition and services related 

to this) and non-product-related attributes (external features, related to purchase and 

consumption, including; 1) price information, 2) packaging or product appearance 

information, 3) user imagery and 4) usage imagery). The product-related attributes 

clearly fit into the performance step, while the non-product-related attributes fit into 

both the performance and user imagery step of the expanded pyramid. Keller clears the 

price and packaging attributes as non-product-related attributes in his first version of 

CBBE, by saying that price does not affect the product performance or service (Keller 

1993). However, it seems as if Keller (2002) at a later stage decided that price 

information and packaging were part of the product-related attributes after all, by 

clearly classifying them as being performance related in the CBBE pyramid.  

The benefits category of associations consists of consumers’ personal value attached to 

the attributes previously described. These benefits can be categorized into 1) functional 

benefits (satisfying intrinsic needs through consumption, such as safety and problem 

solving, usually related to product-related attributes) 2) experiential benefits (relating 

to the sensation of consumption, such as sensory pleasure and cognitive stimulation, 

usually related to product-related attributes) and 3) symbolic benefits (satisfying 

extrinsic needs through consumption, such as self-expression and social approval, 

usually related to the non-product-related attributes) (Keller 1993:4). These are thus 

the benefits of the attributes that make up the brand image. 
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Finally, attitudes, are the overall evaluations of a brand in consumer minds, thus 

including both attributes and benefits, but also attitudes towards a brand inspired by 

matters beyond the scope of attributes and benefits, such as imagination for example 

(Keller 1993). This final category of brand associations takes a glance at the next step of 

Keller’s updated CBBE, since attitudes stand extremely close to judgments and feelings. 

To sum up the older version of Keller’s CBBE model: brand knowledge is composed of 

the concepts of brand awareness and brand image. The brand image, then, is made up 

of associations consisting of product-related and non-product-related attributes; 

symbolical, functional, and experiential benefits; and overall brand attitudes. The 

favourability, strength, and uniqueness of these associations can differ (Keller 1993). 

The following step of the CBBE pyramid, brand responses, consists of the brand 

building blocks judgments and feelings, looking at customer response to brand 

performance and imagery Keller 2008). Keller (Ibid.) describes brand judgments as 

arising from the head and brand feelings from the heart. 

Judgments are personal brand opinions and evaluations, thus subjective, based on 

the imagery and performance associations personally associated with a brand (Keller 

2008). The main dimensions to be judged upon, according to Keller (2001; 2008) are:  

1) Quality  

2) Credibility  

3) Consideration  

4) Superiority  

Consumer brand attitudes are evaluations of the attributes and benefits a brand has to 

offer. The most important attitudes that consumers have towards a brand usually relate 

to a brand’s quality: it’s perceived quality, perceived value and satisfaction. Consumers 

also judge a brand upon its credibility: the perceived expertise, the trustworthiness, and 

the likeability of the company behind the brand. Brand consideration refers to if 

consumers would actually consider purchasing and using the brand, because without 

serious consideration attitudes do not transform into behaviour. The dimension of 

superiority looks at consumer associations of uniqueness and superiority of the brand 

compared to competitors, and if the brand can offer them something that others cannot 

(Keller 2008). 

Feelings are emotional reactions and responses to brand performance and imagery. 

The most common and important brand-building feelings (Keller 2008) are:  
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1) Warmth 

2) Fun 

3) Excitement 

4) Security 

5) Social approval 

6) Self-respect.  

The first three feelings being experiential and immediate, and the last three being 

private and enduring. The feelings on these levels can be either mild or intense and 

negative or positive (Keller 2001). However, judgments and feelings should be positive, 

intense and accessible when thinking of a brand, if they are to favourably affect 

consumer behaviour (Keller 2008). 

Brand relationships should be both intense and active for CBBE to be strong, and 

measures the level of personal identification consumers have with a brand. Brand 

resonance is the ultimate brand building block of Keller’s CBBE pyramid. It looks at 

consumers’ brand relationships and personal brand identification, and the nature of 

these relationships, both attitudinal (level of intensity) and behavioural (level of 

activity). Brand resonance can take the form of:  

1) Behavioural loyalty 

2) Attitudinal attachment  

3) Sense of community (identification with others involved with the brand)  

4) Active engagement (the strongest assertion of brand loyalty: when customers spend 
time, energy or money on the brand, besides purchases) (Keller 2001).  

Keller (2001) believes behavioural loyalty can be measured by the number of repeat 

purchases. However, for resonance to occur, a personal attachment to the brand is of 

importance, since consumers might buy a brand out of just necessity, not loyalty. High 

attitudinal attachment of consumers towards a brand can take the form of love, and 

create a special bond between them. The following level within the resonance block 

leads to a sense of community, where consumers feel a sense of kinship with other 

users of the brand. The final and strongest affirmation of brand loyalty, active 

engagement, indicates that consumers are willing to spend time, money, energy, or 

other resources on the brand, other than spent during purchase and usage. This might 

include joining a club about the brand, or visiting web-pages and discussing the brand 

online, becoming “brand evangelists”, spreading word about the brand because of their 

own interest in it. (Keller 2001; 2008) Brand resonance can occur only if the other 
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brand-building blocks are in resonance with what customers want, need and desire. 

Keller (2001) believes this building block is the most valuable. 

The brand equity assets brand performance and imagery are described as lower-level 

considerations, while responses and relationships are higher-level considerations. 

Keller (2008) explains this to be so because a brand image (including brand 

performance and imagery) has to exist for consumers to be able to respond to 

something, to be able to judge the attributes and benefits that make up the brand 

image, have feelings for them, and build relationships with a brand on the basis of these 

feelings and judgments. 

Keller’s (1993:1) definition of customer-based brand equity, “the differential effect of 

brand knowledge on consumer response to the marketing of the brand”, takes up three 

important concepts: differential effect, brand knowledge, and consumer response to 

marketing. The differential effect refers to how a consumer responds differently to the 

marketing of a brand compared to a generic product, the brand knowledge consisting of 

a consumer’s brand awareness and image of a brand, and the consumer response to 

marketing viewing how the consumer responds in terms of perceptions, preferences 

and behaviour towards the brand’s marketing efforts (Keller 1993). 

2.2.3. A CBBE Framework by Esch, Langner, Schmitt & Geus 

Aaker’s brand equity and Keller’s customer-based brand equity frameworks are the 

basis for a myriad of papers on CBBE, one of them being “A Revised Customer-Based 

Brand Equity model” by Esch, Langner, Schmitt and Geus (2006). They developed a 

conceptual model based largely on Keller’s CBBE model, which they nonetheless 

criticize as being too parsimonious. Their model combines brand knowledge and brand 

relationship perspectives, and investigate how these in turn affect current and future 

purchase decisions. Esch et al.’s (2006) model can be seen in Figure 2. 
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Figure 2 CBBE model. (Adapted from Esch et al. 2006) 

 

Esch et. al (2006) combined the assets brand awareness and brand image under the 

name brand knowledge, brand satisfaction, trust and attachment under brand 

relationship, and depicted behavioural outcomes as consisting of current and 

future purchases. The concepts of brand awareness, brand image and brand knowledge 

come straight from Keller’s (1993) framework of CBBE. Furthermore, while Esch et al. 

(2006) did not find these kind of clear concepts depicting brand relationships within 

the brand relationship literature, they found a distinction between two different kinds 

of relationships; exchange and communal relationships, within the social psychological 

research literature. The exchange aspects of relationships include the economic and 

utilitarian benefits of a relationship, and are quid-pro-quo, leaving both parts satisfied, 

while the communal aspects of relationships embody feelings for other people, 

transcending self-interest, leading primarily to trust. The concepts brand satisfaction 

and brand trust are thus included as a representation of the cognitive and affective 

outcomes of exchange and communal relationships. Esch et al. (Ibid.) include a third 

concept into brand relationship; brand attachment. Brand attachment, here, is seen as 

an interaction over time, leading to interdependence between brand and customer 

(Ibid.). The behavioural outcomes of CBBE are depicted as current purchase and future 

purchase, with current purchase referring to the purchase or usage of the brand in the 

now, and future purchase as the intention to purchase the brand sometime in the 

future. (Ibid.) 
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Esch et. al (2006) investigated the connections between the concepts within brand 

knowledge, brand relationship and behavioural outcomes, coming to the conclusion 

that all the connections between the concepts were statistically significant except for 

the ones between: brand awareness and future purchase, brand awareness and brand 

satisfaction, brand awareness and brand trust and brand image and future purchase. 

This can be seen through the dotted lines in Figure 3. These connections are thus not 

strong enough, but strength within the framework can be reached through other ways 

instead.  

There are three different sets of arrows in Figure 3: dotted arrows, regular arrows, and 

bold arrows. The dotted arrows indicate that the relationship between the variables was 

not statistically significant, the regular arrows indicate that the relationship was 

statistically significant with a p-value of 0,01, while the bold arrows indicate that the 

relationship was strongly statistically significant with a p-value of 0,001. The results in 

Figure 2 show how the CBBE assets are connected and how important it is to build 

upon all CBBE assets from the base of awareness upwards to relationships and loyalty, 

in order to affect both current and future purchases. Brand knowledge alone is not 

enough to secure future purchases even though current purchases can be affected. For 

future purchases to be affected, the brand relationship assets come into focus. If the 

consumer is familiar with a brand and has a positive image of it, a positive brand 

relationship still has to be built to affect future purchases. However, Esch et al. (2006) 

believe that an exception may exist within the luxury goods sector; a strong brand 

image might actually affect future purchases directly. Looking at future purchases is 

especially relevant since long-term brand success is strived for in most firms, and this is 

where brand relationship comes into focus (brand satisfaction, brand trust and brand 

attachment) (Ibid.). 

2.2.4. Measuring Brand Equity 

When it comes to measuring brand equity, many attempts have been made measuring 

it out of a company perspective, while the consumer perspective has been somewhat 

neglected (Washburn & Plank 2002; Yoo & Donthu 2001). Keller (2008) speaks about 

brand audits and brand tracking studies, two brand equity measurement orientations. 

While brand audits aim to comprehensively examine a brand and its brand equity 

sources from both a consumer and company view, in the aspiration of developing long-

term strategic brand decisions, brand tracking studies are conducted on a regular basis, 

always measuring the same brand equity factors, and are used for gathering 

information from consumers for short-term tactical decisions. Since brand tracking 

studies are conducted frequently on a routine basis, the depth of the measure is much 
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more shallow than in an extensive brand audit. The brand tracking study method, 

however, is similar to the measurement that will be used in this study, and is to be 

customized according to the brand examined (Ibid.). The biggest difference between a 

brand tracking study and the method adopted in this study, is that brand tracking 

studies are conducted on a regular basis, while fashion CBBE will be measured within a 

defined period of time in this study. Keller (Ibid.) mentions three types of brand 

tracking studies: product-brand tracking, corporate or family brand tracking, and 

global tracking. Out of these, the product-brand tracking type corresponds with the 

measurement used in this study, examining: brand awareness and image, brand 

performance and brand imagery, brand judgments and brand feelings, and brand 

resonance. The questions suggested by Keller (Ibid.:75-76, 328-330) to measure these 

CBBE assets, are a strong base for the questions in the questionnaire of this study.  

Aaker (1996) also takes up the concept of brand tracking, and has developed a set of 

general measures called the Brand Equity Ten based on his concepts of brand equity, to 

measure a brand’s customer perceptions through the four brand equity dimensions. 

Besides the four basic assets of Aaker’s (Ibid.) brand equity; brand name awareness, 

brand loyalty, perceived quality, and brand associations, it also includes a measure of 

market behaviour (see Figure 3). This last measure however, looks at measuring brand 

equity out of a company view, and is thus not important in measuring consumer-based 

brand equity (Buil et al. 2008).  

 

 
Figure 3 “The Brand Equity Ten” (Aaker 1996:319) 
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These Brand Equity Ten measures were developed by Aaker (1996) to track brand 

equity in general, and specific measures of functional benefits and brand personality 

should be added to measure individual brands. While all the other measurements can 

quite easily be measured generally, the brand associations/differentiation measures 

have to be generated individually, seeing as all brands are unique. Aaker (Ibid.:327) 

proposes that brands be measured on three levels within this construct, including: “the 

brand-as-product (value), the brand-as-person (brand personality) and the brand-as-

organization (organizational associations).” Especially the brand personality measure is 

relevant when measuring fashion brands, because of the emotional and self-expressive 

benefits involved in fashion (Aaker 1996). Aaker (Ibid.) suggests the brand personality 

scale the “Big Five” (sincerity, excitement, competence, sophistication and ruggedness) 

by Jennifer Aaker, mentioned earlier, be used to measure this dimension.  

Yoo and Donthu (2001) were the first researchers to try and develop and validate a 

scale to measure CBBE, using the widely accepted brand equity dimensions suggested 

by Aaker (1996): brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality and brand 

associations. Their brand equity measure was developed in a multi-cultural setting 

using a universal measurement structure, leading to that there were no validity 

problems when using the measure in and across different cultures (Yoo & Donthu 

2001). Yoo and Donthu (Ibid.) take an attitudinal approach to brand loyalty, not 

measuring behavioural loyalty, while brand awareness is seen as recognition and recall, 

perceived quality as consumers’ subjective evaluations of product quality, and brand 

associations as anything that is linked to the brand in the consumers’ memory (Ibid.). 

The research showed, through factor-analysis, that the original four brand equity 

dimensions should be diminished to three, combining brand awareness and brand 

associations into one single factor. They further stated that further research should be 

conducted on the possibility of dividing the three dimensions into further sub 

dimensions, and speculated that Jennifer Aaker’s brand personality construct, the “Big 

Five”, could be related to their awareness/associations dimension (Ibid.). They also 

suggested that brand loyalty perhaps could be divided into four sub dimensions, 

including cognitive, affective, conative and action loyalty (Ibid.), thus possibly 

including behavioural loyalty into the measurement. The final measure consisted of 

only ten questions, measured on a five-point Likert scale (Ibid.). 

Washburn and Plank (2002) conducted a further study on the basis of Yoo and 

Donthu’s (2001) research, using the same measures, but measured on a seven-point 

response scale, based on the argument that it enhanced variability. Their findings were 

consistent with Yoo and Donthu’s (Ibid.), showing that the three-factor model made of 
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ten questions was the strongest. The four-factor model was also found to be acceptable, 

although not as strong as the three-factor model, and they suggested that this four-

factor model should be used when the separation of brand awareness and brand 

associations is of importance. However, they pointed out that future researchers should 

carefully select the items that best fit within their own analysis (Washburn & Plank 

2002). The question of combining or keeping the brand awareness and brand 

association dimensions separate is of high importance, because the two constructs are 

clearly kept separate within both Aaker’s and Keller’s literature, even though they are 

highly correlated and follow upon each other (Ibid.). As Washburn and Plank (Ibid.:58) 

put it: “the two dimensions are not synonymous since one can be aware of a brand 

without having a strong set of brand associations linked in memory.” Washburn and 

Plank (2002) concluded that the literature is so thoroughly developed on this area, that 

the two constructs should be kept separate even though they appear to be highly 

correlated in experiments.  

Pappu et al. (2005) also examined CBBE, concluding that it should be a four-

dimensional construct, including the dimensions: brand awareness, brand associations, 

perceived quality and brand loyalty. They criticize the fact that other researchers (Yoo & 

Donthu 2001) fail to keep the dimensions of brand awareness and brand associations 

apart, and support Aaker’s and Keller’s conceptualization of brand equity. They further 

propose that brand associations should be measured based on Keller’s concepts: 

attribute-based, benefit-based and attitude-based associations. 

2.2.5. Effects of Brand Equity Assets on Each Other 

Keller’s (2008) CBBE pyramid shows how the CBBE assets are built upon each other 

and how they are thought to affect each other (Figure 1). Awareness of a brand is 

primarily essential, after which an image of the brand can be made up of performance 

and imagery associations. The next step includes judgments and feelings that are built 

upon the brand image, and finally a loyal relationship with the brand can be built, 

leading to high brand equity. Therefore, it can only be seen as natural that the CBBE 

assets feelings, judgments and relationships are affected by brand performance and 

imagery, since consumers’ responses and relationships with brands usually rely on 

particular attribute and benefit perceptions of that brand (Ibid.).  

When brand loyalty has been reached, ultimate CBBE is achieved according to Keller’s 

(2008) theory. Solomon and Rabolt (2004) describe brand loyalty as a form of repeat 

purchasing behaviour reflecting a conscious decision to continue buying the same 

brand. Hereby looking at loyalty from a behavioural point of view, and pointing out the 
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importance of relationship building amongst brands and customers. Lassar et al. (1995) 

believe that the final stage of brand equity, commitment towards a brand, should be a 

feeling, rather than a behaviour, seeing as behaviour is better seen as a consequence 

than as a part of brand equity. A study conducted by Jung and Sung (2008) showed 

that brand loyalty positively affects purchase intentions, thus separating the two 

concepts, seeing loyalty as an attitude and purchase intention as a behaviour. Yoo & 

Donthu (2001) believe that brand equity is affected by brand associations and 

perceived quality through brand loyalty, this because their research showed a much 

stronger connection between brand loyalty and brand equity than between brand 

equity and perceived quality, associations and awareness. This concept supports the 

idea of building assets from the bottom of the pyramid upwards towards the pinnacle, 

in order to reach strong CBBE.  

As concluded earlier in chapter 2.2.3, Esch et al.’s (2006) findings acknowledged that 

all hypothesised relationships between the CBBE concepts were statistically significant 

except between brand awareness and future purchase, brand awareness and brand 

satisfaction, brand awareness and brand trust and brand image and future purchase. 

This research showed that the relationship variables are of high importance predicting 

both current and future purchase. Brand awareness is shown to directly affect brand 

image, and both these concepts affect current future purchases. Brand knowledge, 

however, does not directly affect future purchase. For future purchase to be affected, a 

positive brand relationship has to be built first on the base of the brand being familiar 

with a positive brand image. The principal conclusion in Esch et al.’s (Ibid.) study was 

that nearly all assets of CBBE affect each other in Keller’s pyramid-wise way, leading to 

that all assets should be strong, so as to build a powerful CBBE.  

Finally, Dolich (1969) refers to findings that the consumer image of a brand, not 

product utility or function, directly influences purchase decisions and Dobni and 

Zinkhan (1990) say that findings indicate that brand image has an influence on 

purchase behaviour.  

2.3. Fashion Consumption Influences 

Shopping was originally seen as a rational, cognitive and task-oriented process, thus 

consisting of utilitarian values, a view that has recently changed, including also hedonic 

values as an incentive. These hedonic shopping motivations include the need and desire 

for enjoyment and pleasure, leading to that fashion consumption also can be seen as a 

leisure activity (Kang & Park-Poaps 2010). Jenkyn Jones (2005), lists the following 

practical, utilitarian criteria that influence our purchase impulses and fulfil our real, 
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and subconscious needs: price, quality, fit, comfort, relevance, brand, and convenience 

and service. Jenkyn Jones (Ibid.) found that price is the most important purchase 

consideration for the majority of consumers, since purchase-power is strongly related 

to consumers’ budgets. The clothing price-level also gives consumers a value signal, 

with some brands charging higher prices for similar garments that other brands charge 

much less for. Much depends on brand image, and the exclusivity of high-designer 

fashion garments, that are produced in limited quantities, with higher quality fabrics 

and trimmings. Quality is linked to the price factor, since consumers want value for 

their money; they want their garments to endure wear and tear, but different garment 

price-points also means differences in material, stitching, seam-finishing and lining 

quality. Consumers want clothing to fit their bodies, which can be a demanding for 

companies, since all consumers are individuals, with different body shapes and fit 

preferences, and so a large extent of consumers find it difficult to find fashion that fits. 

Both physical and mental comfort is important to consumers: the garment should 

preferably be comfortable to wear, and the manufacturer is expected to use sustainable 

and ethical production methods. The relevance of fashion refers to that consumers 

want different garments for different lifestyles and occasions, while what is in fashion 

continuously changes and companies have to keep up with this in order to retain 

customers. Consumers relate to fashion brands, and the message they send, and they 

are thus an important part of fashion marketing and promotion. The final factor, 

convenience and service, approaches the fact that consumers can be quite impatient 

when shopping, and expect fast and full service from stores (Ibid.). Nearly all criteria 

pertain to Keller’s (2008) brand performance step, being functional assets of CBBE. 

The brand-criterion instigates a question here: can a brand be said to be a CBBE asset, 

or is it bigger than that? CBBE can be said to be a measure of a brand, so it is thus the 

brand that is being judged. Jenkyn Jones (Ibid.) says that the brand is a practical 

criterion in making consumption decisions, which it basically is. However, all the other 

criteria are just components of the brand image in consumer minds, forming how 

consumers view the brand. The brand name or logo can instigate awareness in 

consumer minds, but as soon as other associations are connected to the brand, it 

becomes something bigger than simply an asset: it becomes the matter being judged. 

Solomon and Rabolt (2004) found that the evaluative criteria in fashion purchase 

decisions were: appropriateness/personal style, economy/usefulness, 

attractiveness/aesthetics, quality, other-people-directed/image, country of origin and 

fibre/fabric. Service is separately mentioned as an important purchase decision 

criterion, and is the most important in-store factor because of the direct influence 

power it has on consumer decisions (Ibid.). This view incorporates both brand 
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performance and brand imagery associations, going beyond solely the practical criteria 

associated with consumption decisions by Jenkyn Jones (2005). Solomon and Rabolt 

(2004) also claim that quality is not the final deciding factor in apparel purchases, but 

that price and style are. Furthermore, Kort, Caulkins, Hartl and Feichtinger (2005) 

believe that a fashion brand’s design and exclusivity are thought to affect consumers 

besides merely functionality. 

When deciding between fashion products, product image seems to play a certain role, 

since this image affects the perceived product quality and performance expectations 

(Solomon & Rabolt 2004). Lassar et al. (1995) believe that the part of brand image, 

social image, is a more important part of brand equity for designer clothing than other 

product categories. Because consumers often choose products that have a brand image 

similar to, or that enhances, their self-image and relates to their underlying needs, it is 

important for companies to recognize this (Graeff 1996). What a consumer is wearing is 

usually a reflection of his/her identity, a nonverbal way of communication. Self-image 

is also said to be considered the most important factor in many studies related to 

branding, clothing and the relationship between them (Dittmar & Drury 2000; Oh & 

Fiorito 2002).  

Solomon and Rabolt (2004) say that even though consumers are satisfied with a brand, 

they engage in brand switching, meaning that a firm always has to keep in mind that 

they constantly need to work to keep customers loyal. This is especially true within the 

fashion industry, where changes are extremely fast, new designers and companies are 

constantly entering the market, and promotions are common (Ibid.). Solomon and 

Rabolt (Ibid.) found that consumers that are highly involved in fashion, are thought to 

shop more, seek out more information about products, and are less price sensitive. This 

can be related to CBBE, where consumers who are very loyal, thus highly involved with 

a brand, also are thought to be less price change sensitive and inclined to purchase the 

brand (Keller 2008).  

Next the concepts of genders and generations X and Y will be presented. 

2.4. Genders and Fashion  

The traditional roles of men and women throughout history have been gradually 

changing during the past century. Looking at fashion throughout history, the 

traditional roles consisted of men being creators, and women consumers (Bakewell, 

Mitchell & Rothwell 2006; Beaudoin, Lachance & Robitaille 2003). Women have been 

expected to care about their appearance, beauty and fashion, whilst men have been 
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looked at sceptically if showing the same interest (Kaiser, cited in Beaudoin et al. 

2003). Women also seem to have to rely more on their own attractivity than men to 

survive and thrive in today’s society (Bakewell et al. 2006). People growing up in a 

western culture are taught to behave gender specifically, and women are expected to be 

fashion conscious because they are “nurtured” to be, from a very young age (Solomon & 

Rabolt 2004). The same way men build up a sense of self and ownership through their 

work, women have been thought to do so through gathering, i.e. shopping, thus being 

an important part of their lives (Falk & Campbell 1997). However, this cultural norm is 

gradually changing in the way that men are also more and more judged by their 

appearance, and men’s view of themselves as shoppers has drastically changed during 

the past two decades (Bakewell et al. 2006).  Vieira (2009) built a hypothesis on 

literature reviews from the years 1980 to 1998, that women should be more fashion-

conscious than men. This hypothesis, however, was rejected, showing that there was no 

statistically significant difference between genders. Vieira (Ibid.) believed that this was 

due to that times had changed, and that males of GenY were the source of this trend. De 

Klerk and Lubbe (2008) believe that the traditional gender roles are shifting due to 

social and demographic change. Some reasons for this are e.g. the rising proportion of 

single men having to do their own shopping (Scase, cited in Bakewell et al. 2006), and 

the introduction of men’s fashion magazines (Bakewell et al. 2006). The term 

‘metrosexual’, introduced by Mark Simpson (1994) in the mid 90’s, has become a 

commonly used expression, and stereotypically refers to heterosexual men 

exceptionally interested in personal appearance, taking more interest than “regular” 

men, whereas this interest among men has been commonly linked to homosexuality in 

the past. Additionally, industry experts believe that genders have distinct shopping 

styles (Solomon & Rabolt 2004) and different fashion product expectations (Rocha et 

al. 2005). The few studies conducted on gender shopping behaviour differences 

confirm that women spend more time shopping than men, considering several 

alternatives before making a final choice, whereas men tend to view it as purely 

functional (Bakewell & Mitchell 2003). Nevertheless, at the same time, the number of 

women enjoying shopping seems to be decreasing (Solomon & Rabolt 2004), and a 

study conducted in Eastern Europe even came to the result that men are more fashion 

conscious than women (Manrai, Lascu, Manrai & Babb 2001). However, according to 

Bakewell et al. (2006), men’s view on fashion is more an attitude than a behaviour, and 

so does not necessarily naturally translate into buying. 
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2.5. Generations X and Y and Fashion 

Generation theorists believe that consumer behaviour evolves with the surrounding 

macro-environment (Strauss & Howe, cited by Bakewell & Mitchell 2003). Based on 

this, it is logical to derive that there is a consumption behaviour difference not only 

between genders but also between generations. Generation Y (Gen Y) is usually seen as 

being born during the 80’s and early 90’s, while Generation X (Gen X) is said to be 

born during the 70’s and late 60’s. Gen Y is said to have been raised in a consumption-

driven society (Morton 2002), where materialism has been a driving force. Moreover, 

they have, more than any previous generation, grown up in an environment filled with 

shopping opportunities and reasons (Bakewell & Mitchell 2003). Gen Y is also 

considered to be more open-minded than the previous generation (Ibid.; Knight and 

Kim 2007; Parment 2008; Solomon & Rabolt 2004), exhibiting more tolerance 

towards, for instance, different sexual alignments, while Gen X is seen to be more 

cynical (Evans et al. 2006). Gen Y is said to be especially rational when it comes to 

search-, decision- and choice-processes when shopping, while emotional value is very 

important when making the final brand choice (Parment 2008). Gen Y tends to like 

expressing individuality, preferring brands with emotional, personally connected values 

(Knight & Kim 2007; Noble et al. 2009; Parment 2008), brands that can help them 

define and express their personality and their values (Noble et al. 2009). Gen X on the 

other hand seems to feel alienated from brands, since they did not own the same 

expenditure power as Gen Y in their youth, to be able to rely on brands to define 

themselves (Ibid.). Moreover, Gen Y stereotypically effortlessly finds brand information 

and values from a considerable variety of sources, having grown up with the Internet 

(Morton 2002). Abundant communication technologies, international travel, mass 

media, and worldwide marketing campaigns have also made Gen Y more materialistic 

than Gen X (Bakewell & Mitchell 2003). Gen X, on the other hand, consists of 

individualistic consumers that do not blindly accept marketing efforts (Evans et al. 

2006). Differences within fashion consumption behaviour include Gen Y craving the 

latest trends promptly, being brand-orientated and fashion-conscious, but according to 

Parment (2008) not extremely brand loyal due to the immense availability of brands, 

and wanting complete expenditure control. Especially Gen Y males are seen as more 

fashion conscious than previous generations (Bakewell et al. 2006). Noble et al. (2009) 

found that Gen Y somewhat trusts in the brand names of their choice, while Gen X does 

not easily feel this same bond with brands, and thus are considered to be even less 

brand-loyal than Gen Y. Similarly to genders, generations also look differently at 

shopping: while Gen X dislikes spending money unnecessarily and shops to purchase, 

Gen Y looks at shopping less as a functional activity, and more as a leisure pursuit, and 

truly enjoys it (Bakewell & Mitchell 2003). Gen Y not only thinks of the price and 
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quality of a purchase, but also the value it can bring them, looking at it as a future 

investment. Meanwhile Gen X thinks more of the short-term value, buying the cheapest 

or discounted product (Noble et al. 2009).  

2.6. Theory Summary  

A brand is a strong means of differentiation, bringing many advantages to both 

manufacturer and consumer (Keller 2008). The most common advantages, for both 

parts, can be seen in Table 1. Besides these advantages, if a product category is 

unfamiliar, consumers are known to automatically choose a familiar brand over an 

unknown brand, or an unbranded product (Hoeffler and Keller 2003). Furthermore, 

the perceived image that consumers have of a brand is of more importance, and has a 

stronger effect on companies, than the actual truth. Consequently, consumers hold the 

value of a brand in their hands (Keller & Lehmann 2003).   

Table 1 “Role That Brands Play” (Keller 2008:7) 

 

 

There are many differing definitions of brand equity, but it can be said to be the value 

that a brand name gives to a product in consumer minds (Keller 2008). Brand equity 

out of a consumer perspective is called consumer-based brand equity. This study has 

looked at three frameworks of CBBE by Aaker (1996), Keller (2001; 2008) and Esch et 

al. (2006). Even though the assets they find important for measuring CBBE are named 

differently, their substance is quite similar; all three frameworks clearly leading from:  

1) brand name awareness/ brand identity/ brand awareness to   

2) brand associations/ brand meaning/ brand image to  

3) perceived quality/ brand response/ brand satisfaction & trust, and finally to 

4) brand loyalty/ brand relationship/ brand attachment & behavioral outcomes (see 
Figure 4).  
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The assets; brand awareness, brand associations, perceived quality and brand loyalty 

are the four concepts most widely used in other researchers’ papers on CBBE, i.e. Yoo 

and Donthu (2001), Washburn and Plank (2002) and Buil et al. (2008). 

 

 

 
Figure 4 Compilation of three CBBE frameworks  

 

Aaker’s (1996) brand equity framework is to a large extent constructed from a firm’s 

perspective, but can be interpreted from the consumer’s as well. Keller’s (2001; 2008) 

framework, though including similar assets as Aaker’s, is somewhat more extensive and 

specifically designed to be seen from the customer’s point of view. Esch et al. (2006) 

use both Aaker’s and Keller’s frameworks as a basis for their own conception, 

incorporating theories from social psychology research literature. All of these authors 

mostly use the word customer, instead of consumer, when it comes to brand equity. 

Nonetheless, this study adopts the view that consumers can just as well build CBBE as 

customers, since information about products is abundant in today’s society, and one 

does not necessarily have to experience using a brand first-hand, to have an effect on 

it’s CBBE. 

CBBE has been measured in a variety of ways, nearly all building on the CBBE 

frameworks developed by Aaker and Keller (Buil, de Chernatony and Martínez 2008; 

Washburn and Plank 2002; Yoo & Donthu 2001). Aaker (1996) and Keller (2008) both 

talk about brand tracking, a means of continuously tracking brand equity, and have 

both suggested a set of questions to measure the CBBE assets. Yoo and Donthu (2001) 

and Washburn and Plank (2002), on the other hand, investigated the relevance and 

strength of the questions included to measure CBBE. The main findings in both their 

studies was that the original four-dimensional model should be turned into a three-
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dimensional one, combining brand awareness and brand associations into one single 

factor. Washburn and Plank (2002), however, believed that the two concepts should be 

kept separate after all, basing this on the fact that brand awareness and brand 

associations are two clearly separate constructs in the brand equity literature. 

The concepts of CBBE are thought to affect each other in different ways. Keller (2008) 

talks about how the steps of the CBBE pyramid build upon each other, starting with 

brand identity and awareness, after which brand meaning and a brand image can be 

built, upon which brand responses can be created, and finally a relationship between 

consumer and the brand develops. Yoo and Donthu (2001) found that brand equity is 

affected by brand associations and perceived quality through brand loyalty, supporting 

Keller’s CBBE pyramid theory, that one step has to be built before the next can be 

reached. Esch et al. (2006), however, found that some CBBE assets affect each other 

directly, without having to take one step at a time. Brand image, for example, was found 

to affect current purchase directly. Brand awareness was also found to affect current 

purchase, but this relationship was found not to be as strong as the former. The rest of 

the assets in their framework affected each other in the same way as in Keller’s CBBE 

pyramid, leading from brand awareness, to brand image, brand trust and satisfaction, 

brand attachment, and finally to both current and future purchase.  

The practical criteria influencing purchase decisions are thought to be: price, quality, 

fit, comfort, relevance, brand, convenience and service (Jenkyn Jones 2005). In 

addition to these, appropriateness/personal style, attractiveness/aesthetics, other-

people-directed/image and country of origin are also thought to influence purchase 

decisions (Solomon & Rabolt 2004). Hereby incorporating more than just practical 

criteria, and including both brand performance and brand imagery associations into 

consumer behaviour influences. Especially within the fashion business, brand image 

plays an important role (Brïdson & Evans 2004), since clothing is a nonverbal way of 

communication (Oh & Fiorito 2002) and consumers usually choose fashion brands that 

they can relate to and that enhance their self-image (Gordon, Infante & Brown, cited in 

Solomon 1985; Graeff 1996). 

Fashion consumption and interest has typically been associated with women, whilst 

men have been frowned upon if showing the same interest (Beaudoin, Lachance & 

Robitaille 2003; Bakewell, Mitchell & Rothwell 2006; Kaiser, cited in Beaudoin et al. 

2003). However, there has been a change in this stereotypical view, with men taking 

more of an interest in fashion, without the fear of being judged (Bakewell et al. 2006). 

A similar stereotype can be found within generational literature, with Gen Y being more 

interested in fashion, brands and shopping than Gen X (Bakewell & Mitchell 2003). 
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2.7. Proposed Fashion CBBE Framework  

To investigate and answer the research questions of this study, a final framework, built 

upon the theories by Aaker (1996), Keller (1993; 2001; 2008) and Esch et al. (2006), 

was developed, shown in Figure 5.  

 
Figure 5 Consumer-Based Brand Equity Pyramid 

 

Keller’s idea of a pyramid is used to symbolize CBBE, making the idea behind it more 

understandable, showing how the four main concepts have to be built upon each other 

in order to reach the pinnacle of strong CBBE. The following concepts are included: 

brand awareness, brand image (Esch et al. 2006), brand response (Keller 2001) and 

brand loyalty (Aaker 1996) (including both attitudinal and behavioural loyalty (Keller 

2001)). 

Brand awareness includes recall and recognition, leaving out the word “name” from 

Aaker’s definition, since brands can also be recognized through e.g. symbols (the Nike 

“swoosh” and the Lacoste crocodile). Brand image consists of all objective associations 

consumers attribute to a brand, both functional and symbolical, which are the basis for 
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brand responses, consisting of (subjective) judgments and feelings based on the brand 

associations of the brand image. This finally leads to attitudinal brand loyalty and 

behavioural brand loyalty, which both are included in Keller’s relationship step and is 

partly brand relationship and partly behavioural outcomes in Esch et al.’s (2006) 

framework. 

This CBBE framework is the base for this study, on which the questionnaire will be 

based, and to which the results and conclusions will be related. 
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3 FINNISH FASHION 

Finnish design is no new phenomenon, with well-known brand names such as Iittala, 

Hackman, Marimekko and designer Alvar Aalto that have been around for many years. 

Lesser known designers, but well known design objects are: the “Ball Chair” and 

“Bubble Chair” by Eero Aarnio, “Fatboy the Original” by Jukka Setälä, and the Suunto 

watch (“Finnish design shop”).  

Finnish fashion, however, has not been quite as visible nationally, compared to 

countries such as Italy and France that have been well known for their fashion design 

for decades, even centuries. Finnish fashion has become much more publicly visible 

lately, especially since the launch of the Finnish version of fashion magazine ELLE in 

2008. Even though a large part of the magazine is dedicated to foreign fashion 

designers, they try their best to bring forward Finnish designers and models, with e.g. 

personal interviews, and using Finnish fashion in their fashion shoots. Well-established 

Finnish fashion company Marimekko and the somewhat younger IvanaHelsinki are 

even given attention abroad in fashion metropolises such as Milan and Paris (“Finnish 

Design Shop IVANAhelsinki”; “Interview: Paola Suhonen…”; “Marimekko Fashion 

Show…”). Marimekko, however, was already internationally recognized by Jacqueline 

Kennedy in 1960, by wearing a Marimekko dress on the cover of Sports Illustrated (“50 

years of…”). Lately, many younger Finnish designers have come to light, through e.g. 

the Finnish version of the television show Project Runway (“Muodin Huipulle”), 

including Katri Niskanen and Antti Asplund. Others have caught the eye of celebrities 

abroad, with Dita von Teese wearing Tiia Vanhatapio's designs, and Marimekko and 

Finsk’s shoes being seen worn by Carrie in the hit tv-series Sex and The City. 

The most important and usual Finnish fashion characteristics and associations are 

thought to be: simplicity, good quality, clear design, modern, fresh, stylish, ethical, 

retro and prints (“Contemporary Finnish Fashion”).  
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4 METHODOLOGY 

This study aims at investigating how the CBBE of Finnish fashion differs between 

genders, generations X and Y, and the two different questionnaires, and how it is built 

up. This chapter discusses the methodological choice adopted for the study, the 

contents and structure of the questionnaire, how the data sampling and collection was 

conducted, the validity and reliability of the study, and the assumptions and pre-tests of 

the statistical analyses conducted. 

4.1. A Quantitative and Deductive Approach 

The two main approaches to conducting research are the deductive, and the inductive 

approach. The deductive approach builds upon an existing literature framework, from 

which a theory and proposition(s) and/or hypothesis is deducted and empirically 

tested. Conclusions are then presented based on the investigation and the hypothesis is 

either rejected or accepted, which can lead to questioning of the original theory (Kovacs 

& Spens 2006). The deductive approach thus follows the path: rule-case-result (Kovacs 

& Spens 2005). The inductive approach works in nearly the opposite way: it starts with 

an observation, on basis of which data then is collected, and upon which a new theory is 

built (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill 2007), trying to make a generalization of the 

original observation (Kovacs & Spens 2006). The inductive approach thus follows the 

path: case-result-rule (Kovacs & Spens 2005). A third approach, the abductive 

approach, is also possible, but not as widely known and used as the other two, using the 

rule-result-case path (Ibid.). The abductive approach starts with a deviating 

observation that cannot be explained through existing theories, or “the deliberate 

application of an alternative theory for explaining a phenomenon” (Kovacs & Spens 

2006:377), both starting with a real-life phenomenon or observation (Kovacs & Spens 

2006). After this a creative, intuitive process is started, where the researcher searches 

for frameworks from other disciplines that might match the phenomenon, or tries to 

expand the consisting theory that was used before the observation (Kóvacs & Spens 

2005; 2006). This process can be seen as a “learning loop” (Kovacs & Spens 2006:378). 

A representation of how the three different research approaches work, and the paths of 

reasoning associated with them can be seen in Figure 6. The deductive approach is 

represented by the solid straight arrows, starting with prior knowledge on a subject, 

leading to a theoretical framework from which a hypothesis or proposition is suggested, 

that is tested, finally leading to new knowledge on the subject. The inductive approach 

is shown by the lined arrows, occasionally, but not necessarily, starting with prior 

knowledge, but always including a real-life observation, on the basis of which a 
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hypothesis or proposition is suggested, from which a new theoretical framework, and 

new knowledge is developed. The dotted arrows represent the abductive research 

approach, starting off with an observation (that might contrast existing literature, that 

cannot explain the observation), leading to “theory matching” by the researcher, trying 

to identify a matching framework, or expand the existing theory. After this process, a 

hypothesis or proposition is suggested, that then is empirically tested, and accepted as 

new knowledge (Kovacs & Spens 2006). 

 

 
Figure 6 “The three different research approaches” (Kovacs & Spens 2006:376) 

 

This study will be adopting the deductive approach, within which the survey strategy 

often is used, testing hypotheses through a quantitative method (Saunders et al. 2007). 

The reason behind using a quantitative method is that it is the most appropriate for 

assessing: 

“The depth and breadth of brand awareness; the strength, favorability, and 
uniqueness of brand associations; the valence of brand judgments and feelings; and 
the extent and nature of brand relationships” (Keller 2008:374). 

The quantitative approach is thus a proficient way of investigating all CBBE assets: 

awareness, associations, judgments, feelings and relationships. Saunders et al. (2007) 

also state that collected survey data can help understand relationships between the 

included variables, and how these are built up. Furthermore, most studies on CBBE use 

quantitative approaches to measure CBBE (Esch & al. 2006; Washburn and Plank 

2002; Yoo and Donthu 2001). In this study, data will be collected through a 

questionnaire that is based on the CBBE assets, which will then be analyzed, referring 
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to CBBE and theories on genders and generations X and Y. This survey approach is 

similar to brand tracking studies, which are normally used for tracking consumer 

attitudes on a regular basis over a longer period of time, identifying consumer 

preference changes. A tracking study provides the researcher with an idea of how, 

where and when brand equity is created, helping to investigate the factors 

strengthening brand equity (Keller 2008). This would be the best approach to 

investigating CBBE of Finnish fashion. However, this study gives us a shallower look at 

CBBE of Finnish fashion through concentrating on only the present, without the 

measurement of evolvement of attitudes usually investigated in tracking studies.  

4.2. The Questionnaire 

Questionnaires are one of the most widely used investigation methods within business 

and management research and are usually associated with the deductive approach. 

Questionnaires can be used for descriptive, exploratory and explanatory research, and 

are thus quite versatile. Attitude and opinion questionnaires are part of descriptive 

research, helping to describe the variability in phenomena. Exploratory research 

investigates new matters from the beginning without a theoretical base, while 

explanatory research efficiently investigates relationships between variables (Saunders 

et al. 2007). This study adapts a combination of these research directions, investigating 

attitudes and opinions of genders and generations through descriptive research, while 

at the same time being the first study to investigate the CBBE of Finnish fashion, thus 

being classified as explanatory research. Questionnaires are different from other means 

of data collection, such as focus groups, historical analysis and group experiments, in 

the way that they are the only data collection method that can, with substantial 

precision, assess the population percentage that has a specific attribute by acquiring 

data from only a small fraction of the entire population (Dillman 2000). 

With questionnaires, three types of data can be collected: opinion, behaviour and 

attribute. Within the questionnaire these data types are worded differently, depending 

on the type of data that is to be investigated (Dillman 2000). The questionnaire 

administered for this study includes all three data variables, and are thus worded 

accordingly. The attribute variables (gender and generation) are used in this study to 

measure the differences between respondents’ opinions and behaviour (Ibid.), which 

are imperative measures of CBBE. 

A good questionnaire can be difficult to construct, seeing to it that every detail is 

thoroughly thought of (Saunders et al. 2007), so that: all respondents interpret the 

questions similarly, can respond accurately and are willing to respond. The wording of 
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questions is for this reason highly important, but so is the order of questions and the 

design of the actual questionnaire (Dillman 2000). The construction of the 

questionnaire affects the reliability, validity and the results of the study (Saunders et al. 

2007). The data collected through a survey is standardized, due to the same survey 

being filled out by all respondents, and thus analyzing and comparing it being a 

straightforward task, compared to analyzing qualitative data. However, the responses 

to self-administered questionnaires, like this one, are often anonymous, and thus 

cannot be changed or updated afterwards (Ibid.). 

The questionnaire for this study was designed to investigate the CBBE of Finnish 

fashion brands, and thus contains questions relating to the Consumer-Based Brand 

Equity Pyramid (see Figure 5) compiled in this study, derived from theories of Aaker 

(1996), Keller (1993; 2001; 2008) and Esch et al. (2006). The main building blocks of 

this pyramid are: brand awareness, brand image, brand response, and attitudinal and 

behavioural brand loyalty. However, the asset brand awareness will not be explicitly 

investigated in this study, since the subject measured is not a specific brand, but 

Finnish fashion in general. The questions in the questionnaire were to a large part 

derived from a variety of sources: Aaker (1996:334-335), Keller (2008:75-76, 328-330), 

Esch et al. (2006: 101) and Yoo and Donthu (2001:14). However, all questions were not 

directly acquired from previous research, since some were built upon general 

conceptions of Finnish fashion (mentioned in Chapter 3). Thus, the questions in the 

questionnaire were adopted, adapted and developed (Saunders et al. 2007). The CBBE 

dimensions; brand image, brand response and attitudinal and behavioural loyalty, were 

all measured on a 7-point Likert scale, to ensure that the respondents could answer on 

a wide scale, and did not have to choose between merely “I agree” and “I do not agree”. 

Using a Likert scale gives the researcher a wider range of potential scores, increasing 

the amount of statistical analyses available (Pallant 2007). An uneven number was 

chosen, so respondents would not feel pressured to choose between a slightly positive 

and a slightly negative answer, if the answer in reality was completely neutral. A few 

questions were worded negatively in the questionnaire, to guarantee the attention paid 

by respondents, and to help restrict response bias (Ibid.). Finally, the questionnaire 

contained the attribute questions: “Age:” and “Gender”. All that responded 30 or 

younger to age, were included into the Gen Y group, while all that responded 31 or over, 

into the Gen X group. 

The questionnaire was translated from English into Finnish and Swedish and went 

through a pre-test, to ensure its validity and reliability, before carrying out the actual 

survey. The surveys were then carried out anonymously, so that respondents would not 

feel obliged to answer in any specific way, and as an incentive to participate in the 
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study, a drawing of gift cards to Stockmann was conducted among the participants 

wanting to leave contact details. 

4.2.1. Pretesting of the Questionnaire 

Pretesting of the questionnaire is important to ensure that there are no problems when 

conducting the actual survey. According to Dillman (2000) pretesting consists of four 

recommended stages:  

1) Review by knowledgeable colleagues and analysts  

2) Interviews to evaluate cognitive and motivational qualities 

3) A small pilot study 

4) A final check  

A journalist assisted in the translation of the questionnaire from English to Swedish 

and Finnish, and helped in the wording of questions. This first version of the 

questionnaire went through a pilot-test with three respondents filling the criteria 

(males and females of generations X and Y frequenting shopping malls in the 

metropolitan area of Helsinki). They were first asked about their associations with 

Finnish fashion in general. This way their own opinions were heard, without being 

influenced by the questionnaire. Next they were asked to respond to the questionnaire 

in both Finnish and Swedish (to ensure that the questions were interpreted similarly 

both times), after which they were asked to evaluate the cognitive and motivational 

qualities of the questionnaire. This was to ensure that there were no misunderstandings 

regarding questions, and that respondents understood the instructions how to fill out 

the questionnaire.  

Through pretesting the questionnaire the conclusion was reached that the associations 

already included in the questionnaire were sufficient, and that none had to be added. 

However, the questionnaire was found to be too long, since it took respondents 15-20 

minutes to complete it. On the basis of this, it was decided to exclude part of the 

questionnaire where respondents were asked the same questions as they were asked for 

Finnish fashion (see Appendix 1), but for a particular brand that first came to mind 

when hearing the words “Finnish fashion brand”. The actual final questionnaire thus 

measured only the CBBE of Finnish fashion in general. Another problem was that the 

respondents did not seem to know much about Finnish fashion. This issue was 

addressed through a small change in the final survey, by adding a list of Finnish fashion 

brands to half of the questionnaires, investigating respondent awareness, and 

comparing the answers of the two versions of the questionnaire, seeing if there was a 
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difference. These final versions of the questionnaires were then, once more, reviewed 

by the journalist, to ensure that there were no mistakes overlooked. 

4.2.2. Data Sampling and Collection 

When conducting research, it will almost be impossible to get access to all cases, and a 

sample has to be chosen to represent the whole survey population. The survey 

population of this study consisted of Finnish men and women of generations X and Y, 

and the sampling frame of all males and females belonging to generation X and Y that 

frequent shopping centres in the Helsinki metropolitan area. There was however, no 

complete list of the sampling frame (Dillman 2000). The final sample that represented 

the survey population in this study consisted of 229 respondents.  

The sampling techniques used in this study were non-probability sampling techniques, 

meaning that the respondents were chosen based on the researcher’s subjective 

judgments. A probability sampling method could not be used, since the analysis of data 

in this study required equal size groups based on a set of specific criteria. Besides quota 

sampling, all other non-probability techniques basically have no rules, and the sample 

is chosen based on the research questions and objectives, and the resources available. A 

combination of techniques can be used, and thus does not have to be limited to only 

one (Saunders et al. 2007). In this study purposive, self-selection and convenience 

sampling was used. Convenience sampling entails randomly selecting those cases that 

are easiest to acquire for a sample (Ibid.). Self-selection sampling means that the 

respondents themselves choose if they want to participate, and purposive sampling 

involves selecting appropriate respondents that will ensure that the research questions 

and objectives will be fully met (Ibid.). The sampling methods were used accordingly: 

the respondents to the questionnaire were to be split into eight groups as evenly as 

possible, of which a perfect representation can be seen in Figure 7. The two different 

questionnaires were evenly distributed to a random sample of males and females of the 

Finnish population, born between 1965 and 1992, in shopping centres, in the Helsinki 

metropolitan area. This setting was chosen because male and female consumers of all 

ages are believed to frequent shopping malls, which was thought to give the study a rich 

variety of respondents. The aim was to get around 200 completed surveys, quite evenly 

distributed between generations and genders. For this to be possible, the respondents 

had to be carefully chosen, keeping track of how many were already in each group was 

required, thus using the purposive sampling method in this case. Consumers were 

asked in the shopping centres if they would have time to complete a questionnaire, and 

thus given the chance of self-selection. Convenience sampling was used in the way that 

friends and acquaintances, fitting the description, were asked to respond to the 
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questionnaire as well. Towards the end of the sample collection there were many more 

responses of Gen Y than Gen X. To balance things out, only people that looked like 

belonging to Gen X were asked to respond to the questionnaire.  

 

 
Figure 7 Wanted distribution of respondents 

 
The questionnaire was primarily distributed in shopping centres in the metropolitan 

area of Helsinki between October and December 2010, approximately 10.00–19.00. 

Permission was asked to distribute the questionnaires in four places: Sello, Iso Omena, 

Itäkeskus and Kamppi. Respondents were asked if they wanted to participate in a 

survey on Finnish fashion, conducted for my Master’s thesis. It was also mentioned that 

they had the chance to win a gift card to the department store Stockmann, if they 

provided their contact information. Completing the questionnaire took 7 to 15 minutes, 

with the questionnaire including the awareness measure taking the longest. 

Additionally, friends and acquaintances, filling the requirements, were asked to 

respond as well. These questionnaires were either completed by hand, or sent through 

e-mail and completed on the computer. The total number of responses received was 

230. One response was found to be irrelevant, and was discarded from the study. 

4.2.3. The Questions 

The questions included in the questionnaire were derived from four different sources: 

Aaker (1996:334-335), Keller (2008:75-76, 328-330), Esch et al. (2006: 101) and Yoo 

and Donthu (2001:14), as well as general conceptions of Finnish fashion. The 

questionnaires can be seen in English, Finnish and Swedish in Appendixes 1 through 6, 

as well as in Table 2. Next, each dimension of the questionnaires will be explained 

separately, what kinds of questions were included and why they were relevant. 
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Table 2 Questions/statements, abbreviations and type 

 

Four general measures were first included to get a brief understanding of the 

respondents’ interest in shopping and their own insight to if they were fashion 

conscious (see Table 1). These questions, or statements, were included to establish how 

involved the respondents were in fashion, giving us a look at the difference between 
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groups, and if the recognized stereotypes of genders and generations were visible. The 

respondents were also asked if they preferred Finnish fashion products to foreign ones, 

and how inclined they were to buying domestic fashion products. These questions were 

included to superficially measure the respondents’ attitudes towards Finnish fashion. 

Next the dimensions of CBBE of Finnish fashion were measured, including questions 

on brand image, brand response and brand loyalty. At this point, half of the 

respondents were given a list of 34 Finnish fashion brands (see Appendix 2), to 

measure their awareness, or more exactly the recognition of these Finnish fashion 

brands (“given view survey”). The other half of the respondents continued on to the 

next step without having seen this list (“own view survey”). The comparison of these 

two groups hopefully will give us an idea of how well the Finnish population recognizes 

Finnish fashion brands, and if there are differences between the two groups. 

The next 17 questions, building on the next step of the CBBE Pyramid, measure brand 

image, incorporating both brand performance and brand imagery associations (see 

Table 1). The questions investigating the performance associations look at subjects such 

as design, quality, value for money and comfortability of the clothes, while the imagery 

associations investigate for example how unique, popular and ethical a particular brand 

is seen to be. These latter questions mainly measure the user image and brand 

personality, which is an important aspect regarding fashion brands. Besides the 

associations already included in the survey, that have been added through a thorough 

literature review, the respondents had the freedom to add three additional associations 

that possibly came to mind, to see if relevant associations would come up. Open-ended 

questions are often used in the beginning of research on a new subject (Pallant 2007), 

which suits this survey well, since the subject of CBBE within fashion has not been 

studied too rigorously previously, neither in Finland nor any other country. Looking at 

this stage through the framework of Keller; if a brand is not perceived to be of good 

quality, the initial frame to build brand equity upon is weak. But if the quality is good, 

the other symbolical associations will add more value to a brand, thus building on a 

stronger base for equity. 

The next set of questions, originating in the next step of the CBBE Pyramid, measures 

brand responses, including feelings and judgments. These 13 questions build upon the 

brand image investigated in the previous questions. While brand image is seen to 

consist of associations, brand response looks deeper at what respondents think and feel 

about a brand. The judgment questions included, for example: if the respondents 

thought the clothes were made of good quality, if they were satisfied with them, and if 

the products suited their style. The feeling questions in turn, looked at how the 
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respondents for example: felt using a brand’s products in public, how it affected their 

self-respect and if they trusted the brand.  

The final part of the questionnaire measures the ultimate step of the CBBE Pyramid: 

attitudinal and behavioural loyalty, through seven questions: how much the 

respondents love the brand, how loyal they believe they are, if they have bought the 

brand’s products in the past and if they will in the future (see Table 1). This final step of 

CBBE can also be seen as being the most important one, directly affecting the 

consumption of a brand, or in this case, Finnish fashion. 

Finally the respondents’ age, gender and hometown were asked, so the data could be 

compared and analyzed to answer the research questions. 

There were three questions in the questionnaire that were expected to be interpreted 

negatively: “Finnish fashion products are of bad quality”, “Finnish fashion products are 

expensive”, and “Finnish fashion is conservative”. While the first two statements were 

clearly negative, the last one was more a question of interpretation on the respondents’ 

behalf. It was decided that it was to be reverse-coded before the final analyses, since the 

respondents were within the age group of 18-45. The word ‘conservative’ was thought to 

much more likely strike a negative chord than a positive one with this age group, since 

the word is often considered in connection with older generations. After being reverse-

coded, a high score on all questions in the questionnaire should indicate a positive 

answer.  

4.3. Validity and Reliability (Measurement error) 

It is assumed that all variables used in multivariate techniques have some degree of 

measurement error (Hair, Black, Babin & Anderson 2010). Two important 

characteristics of a measure, which are used in evaluating the degree of measurement 

error, are its validity and reliability. These have to be addresses properly, in order to 

ensure that the data gathered through a questionnaire does not include too much error 

(Hair et al. 2010).  

When it comes to questionnaires, the internal validity and reliability are the two most 

important factors for determining its goodness (Saunders et al. 2007). Internal validity 

looks at how well a questionnaire actually measures what should be measured. Three 

common measures of this are: content validity, criterion-related validity, and 

construct validity. Content validity involves the extent of how well the questions in the 

questionnaire cover the research questions asked in the study. Criterion-related validity 

looks at how accurate predictions the measures make. And construct validity looks at 
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how well the measures actually measure the presence of the constructs that were 

intended to be measured (Ibid.). Reliability looks at how consistent the questionnaire 

is, if the questions always are understood similarly, and the findings are consistent even 

though the questionnaire were to be distributed at a different place and point in time. 

Reliability can be assessed in a number of ways, including test re-test, internal 

consistency, and alternative form (Ibid.). Test re-test requires the researcher to 

administer the questionnaire twice to the same respondents, in similar conditions. 

Internal consistency is tested through correlating all questions in the questionnaire to 

each other, with the most frequently used method being Cronbach’s alpha. And 

alternative form implies asking the same question, but differently, within the same 

questionnaire, called “check-questions” (Ibid.:366-367). 

The potential errors in validity and reliability were addressed as follows: a thorough 

investigation of the literature on CBBE was conducted, and a large number of highly 

regarded articles and books stood as the basis for the questions in the questionnaire, 

thus ostensibly fulfilling the requirement of content validity. The measures of 

criterion-related validity and construct validity were not able to be conducted in this 

study, due to lack in time and resources. 

Reliability was tested through the method of Cronbach’s alpha, addressing the subject 

of internal consistency, measuring the correlation between all items of the 

questionnaire (Hinton, Brownlow, McMurray & Cozens 2004; Saunders et al. 2007). 

Cronbach’s alpha usually ranges between the values of 0 and 1, with 0 indicating a 

completely unreliable test, and 1 a completely reliable test. The value is suggested to be 

above 0.7 or 0.8, to be able to consider the questionnaire as reliable (Hinton et al. 

2004; Pallant 2007), with values above 0.9 showing excellent reliability, values 

between 0.7 and 0.9 showing high reliability, values between 0.5 and 0.7 showing only 

moderate reliability and values below 0.5 showing low reliability (Hinton et al.2004).  

The Cronbach alpha coefficient for the entire questionnaire was 0.943, thus showing 

excellent reliability. When testing only the CBBE questions, leaving out the first four 

general questions, the Cronbach alpha coefficient was 0.945. The questions measuring 

the different steps of CBBE were also measured separately, with the Cronbach alpha 

coefficient being 0.833 for brand image, 0.920 for brand response, and 0.888 for brand 

loyalty. All measures are thus, at a minimum, highly reliable.  

The questionnaire included one “check question”, testing reliability through using 

alternative form. The results showed that most respondents had paid attention to 

answering the questions, in the way that the answers to the original and the check 
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question corresponded. The ones that did not totally correspond were remedied in 

chapter 4.5.2. Measuring reliability through test re-test was not conducted, but 

Saunders et al. (2007) only recommend it as a supplement to other methods, since it 

might be difficult to conduct. 

Through administering the questionnaire straight to the respondents and waiting for it 

to be filled out, ensuring that the right person answered the questions, the 

contamination of answers could be well controlled. One valid problem with 

administering questionnaires in public places was that the respondents might be in 

contact with friends, possibly affecting the outcome of the answers (Saunders et al. 

2007). 	  

4.4. Assumptions and Pre-tests 

Before conducting statistical analysis on data, there are a number of pre-tests to 

conduct, and assumptions that have to be fulfilled. These assumptions differ depending 

on what statistical technique is going to be adopted. The statistical techniques used in 

this study are t-test, analysis of variance (ANOVA) and multivariate analysis of variance 

(MANOVA). The t-test, ANOVA and MANOVA will be used to investigate how the 

CBBE of Finnish fashion differs between genders and generations. Investigations of 

assumptions for the t-test, ANOVA and MANOVA are to be conducted separately for 

groups. The assumptions and which statistical technique they apply to can be seen in 

Table 3. Before investigating the assumptions, the questions that had a negative 

connotation in the questionnaire were reverse coded. 	  

Table 3 Assumptions of statistical techniques (Hair et al. 2010; Pallant 2007; Tabachnick 
& Fidell 2007) 
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Next, the assumptions, how they were pretested and remedied and how they affect the 

different statistical techniques are presented. 

4.4.1. Missing Data 

 “The pattern of missing data is more important than the amount missing. Missing 
values scattered randomly through a data matrix pose less serious problems. 
Nonrandomly missing values, on the other hand, are serious no matter how few of 
them there are because they affect the generalizability of results” (Tabachnick & 
Fidell 2007:62).  

When screening for missing data, 16 responses were found to be missing. The Missing 

Values Analysis in SPSS showed that there were no variables with 5% or more missing 

values, meaning that the amount of missing data was not too severe (Tabachnick & 

Fidell 2007). Moreover, the “Little’s MCAR test” showed a value of p=0.21, leading to 

that MCAR (missing completely at random) could be inferred. The distribution of data 

was thus unpredictable and random in this study, not posing as a big problem in the 

data analysis, and could be dealt with in nearly any number of ways (Ibid). The problem 

of the missing data was handled as followed: since the percentage of missing data was 

less than 5% of all data, the data set in this study was quite large (more than 200 cases), 

and the missing data was random, the option of “exclude cases pairwise” in SPSS was 

used when conducting analyses (Pallant 2007). However, one case was deleted from the 

data file at this point, since the respondent had failed to respond to a total number of 

five questions, compared to a maximum of two missing responses for the other cases. 

This case was in no way critical to the analysis (Tabachnick  & Fidell 2007), and after 

deletion, 11 missing responses remained. The option of EM (expectation maximization), 

where the randomly missing values are computed in SPSS and substituted for the 

missing values, was not used, since it can distort the final analysis, and analyses based 

on this sort of data have unacceptable standard errors for hypothesis testing (Ibid.). 

Missing data affects all statistical techniques used in this study. 

4.4.2. Outliers 

Outliers are cases distorting statistics, with an extreme value on a variable (univariate 

outlier) or a combination of strange scores on variables (multivariate outlier). There are 

four possible reasons behind outliers: incorrect data entry, an incorrectly entered 

missing-value that accidentally is read as real data, the outlier does not belong to the 

sample population, or the outlier belongs to the sample population, but still has an 

extreme value compared to a normal distribution. In the first and second case, the data 

should be corrected and in the third case the entire case should be deleted. However, in 
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the fourth case, the outlier should be retained, and possibly altered to reduce the 

impact (Tabachnick & Fidell 2007). Outliers affect all the statistical techniques used in 

this study. 

Univariate outliers can be found through box plots and z-scores. The cases found to be 

outliers by the box plot in this study, did not really correspond with the z-scores, which 

was expected (Anderson, Sweeney, Williams, Freeman & Shoesmith 2009). Some of the 

cases found to be outliers by the box plot did not even seem to be such extreme values, 

when investigated further. Z-scores show how many standard deviations the most 

extreme cases lie from the mean, and z-scores crossing the line of (±) 3.29 can be seen 

as potential outliers (Tabachnick & Fidell 2007). When checking for outliers in the 

ungrouped data, z-scores were found for five cases on three variables: 

“ThinkHighQuality”, (negative, 2 cases), “Comfortable” (negative, 2 cases), and 

“NotExpensive” (positive, 1 case). These outliers were connected to 4 different 

respondents, and of these respondents, three were males of GenX and one female of 

GenX (see Table 4). The data was also screened for outliers in the separate groups for 

males, females, generations X and Y. The results can be seen in Figure 10. Males had 

two negative outliers on “Comfortable” and two on “ ThinkHighQuality”, while females 

had one negative outlier on “EnjoyShopping”, two on “GoodQuality”, one on “Simple” 

and two positive outliers on “NotExpensive”. Generation Y had only one negative 

outlier on “GoodQuality”, while Generation X had two negative outliers on 

“Comfortable” and two on “ThinkHighQuality”. 

Table 4 Outliers. 
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The variable “GoodQuality”, originally negatively worded in the questionnaire, and a 

check-question was, later on, asked in a positive way. The respondents that caused 

negative outliers on “GoodQuality”, had answered the question of “ThinkHighQuality” 

positively, contradicting their previous negative answer. It seems that these 

respondents had not paid enough attention, in the possible belief that all questions 

were positively worded. The ungrouped data also had four cases with z-scores close to -

3.29 on this variable, and were after investigation found, similarly to the grouped data, 

to be wrong outliers. These cases were reverse coded, meaning that, if the outlier had a 

value of 2, it was recoded into 6. The rest of the outliers were transformed into less 

extreme scores, from 1 to 2, from 2 to 3 and from 7 to 6 (Tabachnick & Fidell 2007).  

Multivariate outliers can be detected through Mahalanobis distance, after all other 

assumptions are tested for, since the statistic is very sensitive to failures of normality. 

However, it is important to keep in mind that Mahalanobis distance should be used 

cautiously, since it is not a very reliable indicator of multivariate outliers (Tabachnick & 

Fidell 2007). Mahalanobis distance was investigated separately within: the first four 

general questions, the image questions, response questions, loyalty questions, all CBBE 

questions and finally all CBBE plus the four general questions. When looking at all 

CBBE questions plus the four general questions, 13 cases with multivariate outliers 

were found, while only looking at the combined questions for CBBE, five cases were 

found. However, the values in these cases were not found to be outliers through the z-

scores, and analysing why they are multivariate outliers would prove very difficult. 

Because of this the cases were retained in the data, and the warning of Tabachnick and 

Fidell (Ibid.) that Mahalanobis distance should be used with caution, was inferred.  

4.4.3. Sample Size 

In t-tests, ANOVAs and MANOVAs, it is of importance that the different cells (men and 

women, GenX and GenY; men of GenX, men of GenY, women of GenX, women of 

GenY) are of equal size, with the difference ratio between groups being 1.5 at the most. 

Besides this, the number of cases in each cell has to be larger than the number of 

dependent variables, as an absolute minimum. A relative equal sample size also lets 

ANOVA and MANOVA get away with the violations of the assumptions of homogeneity 

of variance and homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices (Pallant 2007; 

Tabachnick & Fidell 2007). This assumption was fulfilled in this study, since the 

distribution between groups was quite equal: men of Gen X consisted of 54 (23,58%) 



 

 

50 

respondents, men of Gen Y of 64 (27,95%), women of Gen X of 50 (21,83%) and women 

of Gen Y consisted of 61 respondents (26,64%).  

4.4.4. Normality 

Normality assesses to which degree the sample data distribution resembles a normal 

distribution. This assumption is important in all statistical techniques used in this 

study. However, in some situations the violation of this assumption is not too harsh. 

When a sample is relatively large (200+ cases), the importance of the normality 

distribution is not too great, and even statistically significant skewness or kurtosis does 

not make a substantial difference in the analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell 2007). Within 

the grouped data, the values were moderately high, with a skewness value of -1.119 and 

a kurtosis value of 1.232 on “GoodQuality” for females. For males the highest skewness 

value was -.743 on “NaturalImage” and a kurtosis value of -1.088 on “Love”. Generation 

X had a skewness value of -1.058 on “GoodQuality” and a kurtosis value of -.922 on 

“SelfRespect”, while Generation Y had a skewness value of .670 on 

“NotAvailableElsewhere” and a kurtosis value of -1.258 on “Loyal”. However, since the 

sample in this study was quite large (n=229), these values do not necessarily distort the 

normality of the data. According to Pallant (2007) the MANOVA-test is quite robust to 

modest normality violations as long as the violations are not caused by outliers. And 

Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) found that if there are at least 20 cases per cell, 

robustness should be ensured. Since the cells in this investigation include 50 to 64 

cases, non-normality should not pose as a problem. 

4.4.5. Linearity 

Linearity is the assumption that two variables have a straight-line relationship 

(Tabachnick & Fidell 2007). Linearity is somewhat important for statistical analyses 

such as MANOVAs. However, it is said that non-linear variables can be included in the 

analysis, giving the data greater representativeness, but increased complexity (Hair et 

al. 2010). Linearity is best examined through scatterplots between two dependent 

variables, where it should be clearly visible if the relationship is linear or not. However, 

if there are a lot of variables in the data, it might be difficult to fully investigate linearity 

between all variables. Furthermore, a scatterplot between two variables measured on a 

Likert scale can be difficult to interpret. Figure 8 is an example of a scatterplot of two 

variables measured on a ratio scale, compared to a relationship between two variables 

measured on an interval or Likert scale. The relationship between variables measured 

on a ratio scale can clearly be said to be linear, while the linearity between variables 

measured on a Likert scale is not as visible.  
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Figure 8 Example of scatterplots between variables on two different scales 

 

As far as can be seen from the scatterplots on this data, the assumption of linearity does 

not seem to be too badly violated.  

4.4.6. Multicollinearity 

Multicollinearity happens when variables are too highly correlated, meaning that the 

variables contain similar, and thus redundant, information. If the correlation between 

variables is above 0.90, they can be said to be very highly correlated and multicollinear 

(Tabachnick & Fidell 2007). Carrying out a correlation matrix on the data within this 

study, the highest correlation was found between “LikeUsing” and “ReallyLike”, having 

a value of 0.871. This value is lower than the recommended 0.90, and it can thus be 

concluded that there probably is no issue of multicollinearity within the data. And, as 

Hair et al. (2010:467) put it: "One exception to this general pattern is the finding that 

using multiple items to increase reliability results in a net gain of power, even if the 

items are redundant and positively correlated".  

4.4.7. Homogeneity of Variance and Homogeneity of Variance-
Covariance Matrices 

Homoscedasticity is the assumption that variables have an equal level of variance 

across ungrouped data. This can also be investigated through scatterplots (Tabachnick 

& Fidell 2007). However, the same problem as with linearity appears here, since the 

scatterplots between Likert scale data are hard to interpret in terms of both linearity 

and homoscedasticity.  
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The assumptions of homegeneity of variance and homogeneity of variance-covariance 

matrices are similar to homoscedasticity, but are valid for grouped and/or multivariate 

data. Homogeneity of variance is the assumption for univariate grouped data, such as t-

tests and ANOVA, while homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices is the 

assumption for multivariate statistics, such as MANOVA. Unlike homoscedasticity, 

homogeneity of variance can be tested through a statistical test called “Levene’s test” 

and homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices through “Box’s M” (Tabachnick & 

Fidell 2007). 

For equal variances to be assumed, the p-value should be >0.05 in the Levene’s test. 

According to the results of the test, this assumption was violated on five variables when 

tested between genders, and on six variables when tested between generations. 

However, analysis of variance is said to be quite robust to violations of homogeneity of 

variance, if the groups are fairly similar in size (Pallant 2007). Tabachnick and Fidell 

(2007) suggest using a more stringent p-level if needed, with p < 0.025 showing 

moderate violations and p < 0.01 with severe violations. Using the level of p < 0.01, 

only one variable (“NotConservative”) can be said to severely violate the assumption. 

Since the groups in this study were reasonably equal (48.5% female and 51.5% male, 

and 45.4% Gen X and 54.6% Gen Y), the statistical tests should be quite robust against 

this violation. 

Homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices can be tested through the Box’s M test. If 

the test is statistically significant on the p-level of 0.001, the assumption is violated, 

and robustness of significance tests is not guaranteed (Tabachnick & Fidell 2007:86). 

When testing for all variables in the questionnaire, for all CBBE questions and for 

response, the test was statistically significant, violating the assumption. Image and 

loyalty got a statistically non-significant result, fulfilling the assumption. However, it 

should be kept in mind that this test can be too strict with large samples. And as long as 

group sizes are equal, the outcome of Box’s M can be disregarded, since significance 

tests are robust enough in this case (Tabachnick & Fidell 2007). 
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5 RESULTS 

The result chapter begins with a presentation of descriptive statistics concerning the 

sample, after which the results of the statistical techniques used are presented. 

5.1. Descriptive Statistics 

The sample collected consisted of men and women between the ages of 18 and 45, 

fitting into the two generations X and Y. The total number of accepted respondents was 

229, of which 111 (48,5%) were female, and 118 (51,5%) male, 104 (45,4%) were of 

generation X while 125 (54,6%) were of generation Y and 112 (48,9%) responded to the 

survey with the given view of Finnish brands while 117 (51,1%) did not have the option 

of seeing this list. 

 

Combining genders and generations, four groups emerge, consisting of: 23.6% of men 

of GenX, 28.0% of men of GenY, 21.8% of women of GenX and 26.6% of women of 

GenY, which can be seen in figure 9. 

 
Figure 9  Dispersion between Genders and Generations combined 

 

When the groups of genders and surveys were combined, they were dispersed as 

follows: females of the survey with the given view: 24,0%, females of the survey with 

the own view: 24,5%, males of the survey with the given view: 24.9% and males of the 

survey with the own view: 26.6% (Figure 10). 
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Figure 10 Dispersion between Genders and Surveys Combined 

 

The dispersion of the combination of generations and surveys looks as follows: GenX of 

the survey with the given view: 21.8%, GenX of the survey with the own view: 23.6%, 

GenY of the survey with the given view: 27.1% and GenY of the survey with the own 

view: 27.5% (Figure 11). 

 

 
 

Figure 11  Dispersion between Generations and Surveys combined 
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The answers of the 110 respondents that viewed the list of the 34 Finnish fashion 

brands can be seen in Figure 12. Out of all the brands, Marimekko and Seppälä were 

recognized by all respondents, while Aïnokainen, Camilla Mikama and Superyellow 

were the least recognized brands, recognized by only five respondents each. However, 

all brands were recognized to some extent.  

 

 
Figure 12 Awareness of Finnish Fashion Brands 

 

Figure 13 shows us how many brands people recognized out of the 34 mentioned. One 

person recognized only two brands; Marimekko and Seppälä, while the maximum 

number of brands recognized was 29, by one person. 
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Figure 13  Number of Finnish fashion brands recognized per person 

 

In the following four Figures (14, 15, 16 & 17) the total means are shown for the general 

variables, and the three steps of CBBE separately.  

 

Figure 14 shows that the variables “EnjoyShopping” (4.76) and “FashionConscious” 

(4.38) were both slightly positive, while the variables “PreferDomesticToForeign” 

(3.54) and “BuyDomesticWhenPossible” (3.17) both were slightly negative, with values 

over 4 being counted as positive and under 4 as negative. 
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Figure 14  Total Means of General Variables 

 

The positive means for the Image variables (Figure 15) belonged to: “GoodQuality” 

(5.74), “NaturalImage” (4.93), “Simple” (4.74), “Ethical” (4.70), “Comfortable” (4.66), 

“GoodDesign” (4.58), “Modern” (4.36), “SuitsAge” (4.32), “Stylish” and “Casual” (4.30) 

and “Unique” (4.24), while the negative means belonged to: “Not Expensive” (2.79), 

“NotConservative” (3.81), “ValueForMoney” (3.85), “Young” (3.86), “Sophisticated” 

(3.88) and “Popular” (3.91). 

 
Figure 15  Total Means of Image Variables 
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The positive means for the Response variables were: “ThinkHighQuality” (5.32), 

“Respect” (4.76), “Trust” (4.45), “GoodWearingPublic” (4.29), and “Satisfied” (4.18), 

while the negative means belonged to: “FeelingSecure” (3.06), “SocialApproval” (3.13), 

“SelfRespect” (3.38), “BetterThanForeign” (3.50), “UniqueCompared” (3.87), 

“ReallyLike” (3.90), “SuitsStyle” (3.91) and “LikeUsing” (3.95) (See Figure 16). 

 

Figure 16 Total Means of Response Variables 

 

The positive means for Loyalty were: “BoughtBefore” (4.63) and “WillBuy” (4.38), and 

the negative means: “NotAvailableElsewhere” (2.55), “Love” (2.70), “Loyal” (2.88), 

“BuyWheneverCan” (2.90) and “Recommend” (3.82) (See Figure 17). 
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Figure 17  Total Means of Loyalty Variables 

 

The following chapters show the results of the statistical analyses conducted. The 

independent and dependent variables were analyzed through t-tests, one-way ANOVAs, 

and one-way and two-way MANOVAs. The four general questions are not included in 

the tests conducted with Survey as an independent variable, since the list of Finnish 

fashion brands was shown after these questions, and these responses could not be 

affected by the Survey variable. 

5.2. T-tests  

Independent samples t-tests were conducted on all the questionnaire variables 

(dependent variables), to discover differences between the independent groups: men 

and women, generations X and Y, and the given view and own view surveys.  

5.2.1. Surveys 

Using the survey variable as independent, the only variable found to have a statistically 

significant difference in means, was “Loyal”, with a p-value of 0.022 (SurveyOwnView: 

MD = 3.09 SurveyGivenView: MD = 2.67). This finding is statistically significant when 

using a p-level of 0.05, but not on the more stringent level of p = 0.01. 
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5.2.2. Generations 

When conducting the t-test with generations X and Y as independent variables, the only 

statistically significant difference between generations was found on the variable 

“Unique” (GenX: MD = 3.93, GenY: MD = 4.50), with a p-value of 0.001, thus being 

significant on the more stringent level of p = 0.01, and even on the level of p = 0.001. 

5.2.3. Genders 

The t-test conducted with sex as the independent variable, came up with 18 dependent 

variables that had significantly different means between men and women on the 

p=0.05 level. The variables can be seen in Table 5.  

Table 5 T-test between Genders  
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Out of the 18 variables statistically significantly different between genders, nine were 

significant on the p=0.01 level, and two on the p=0.001 level. All variables hade a 

higher mean value for females than for males. 

5.3. One-Way ANOVA 

One-way analyses of variance were carried out on all dependent variables, each test 

including four independent groups. These groups were created by making new 

variables in SPSS, called: SexGen (different sexes and generations), SexSur (different 

sexes and surveys) and GenSur (different generations and surveys). 

5.3.1. SexGen 

The one-way ANOVA was used to analyze differences in opinions and attitudes building 

up CBBE, between males of GenX, males of GenY, females of GenX and females of 

GenY. Statistically significant differences were found for 19 dependent variables, which 

can be seen in Table 6. These 19 dependent variables were all statistically significant on 

the p=0.05 level, while eleven were statistically significant on the p=0.01 level, and five 

on the p=0.001 level. The assumption of homogeneity of variance was not fulfilled for 

the variable “SuitsAge”, so the Welsh and Brown-Forsythe tests were used to determine 

if there was a statistically significant difference between groups for this variable. The 

Welch test showed a statistically significant difference at the p=0.01 level, and Brown-

Forsythe at the p=0.05 level. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

62 

Table 6 ANOVA between SexGen 

 

The Tukey post hoc test showed that, for the 19 dependent variables, 34 differences 

between groups were found. Between which groups there was a statistically 

significantly difference can be seen in Table 7. Most differences were found between 

females of GenY and males of GenY, while second most differences were found between 

males of GenX and GenY. Least differences were found between females of GenX and 

GenY, and between females and males of GenX.  

Table 7 Post hoc results of ANOVA for SexGen 
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The mean differences between genders were positive and in favour of the females in 

100% of the cases. Mean differences between generations were a bit more evenly 

distributed, with GenX having higher means in 61% of the cases, and GenY 39%. 

Comparing the means for the four groups, females of GenY had the highest means for 

73.7% of the variables, females of GenX for 15.8%, and males of GenX for 10.5% of the 

variables. The lowest means were found for males of GenY for 73.7% of the variables, 

and males of GenX for 26.3% of the variables. None of the lowest means were found for 

females of either generation. 

5.3.2. SexSur 

To determine the differences between the four groups: males of the given view survey, 

males of the own view survey, females of the given view survey and females of the own 

view survey, one-way ANOVAs were conducted. A statistically significant difference was 

found between seven of the dependent variables on the p=0.05 level, and can be seen in 

Table 8.  

Table 8 ANOVA between SexSur 

 

The Tukey post hoc test showed a total of 10 differences between groups on the seven 

variables. Their dispersion can be seen in Table 9. No statistically significant difference 

was found between males responding to the different surveys, between females 

responding to the different surveys, nor between males of the own view survey and 

females of the given view survey. Most differences were found between males and 

females who responded to the given view survey, followed by males of the given and 

females of the own view survey. 
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Table 9 Post hoc results of ANOVA for SexSur 

 

 

The dispersion of highest means for the variables between the four groups was as 

follows: 43% for females of the given view survey and 57% for females of the own view 

survey, and the lowest means belonged in 100% of the variables to males of the given 

view survey. 

5.3.3. GenSur 

The one-way ANOVA was also carried out upon the four groups consisting of: GenX of 

the given view survey, GenX of the own view survey, GenY of the given view survey, and 

GenY of the own view survey. Between these four groups, only two dependent variables 

were found to be statistically significantly different: “Unique” with a significance value 

of p=0.001 and “BuyWheneverCan” with p=0.013. Differences were found between 

four pairs on the two variables. Table 10 shows between which groups the difference 

was statistically significant.  

Table 10 Post hoc results of ANOVA for GenSur 

 

 

 

 

The highest means on the two variables were attributable to GenX of the own view 

survey, and GenY of the own view survey, while the lowest means were both found to 

belong to GenX of the given view survey. 



 

 

65 

5.4. One-Way MANOVA 

The one-way multivariate analysis of variance was used to find differences between 

compounded sets of dependent variables. The four sets investigated included the 

different steps of CBBE: Image, Response, Loyalty, as well as total CBBE. Statistical 

differences for these sets were investigated separately between two groups for: surveys, 

genders and generations. The differences were also investigated separately between 

four groups for: genders and generations, genders and surveys and generations and 

surveys. The results of these analyses are presented in the following sections. 

5.4.1. Surveys 

The one-way MANOVAs conducted on the compounded variable sets: Image, 

Response, Loyalty and CBBE, showed that there was no statistically significant 

difference between surveys on any of the compounded variable sets. The significance 

level on the Wilk’s Lambda test was >0.05 for all sets. 

5.4.2. Generations 

When investigating differences between the compounded variable sets for GenX and 

GenY, the only statistically significant difference was found for Image, with a p-value of 

0.001, and an F-value of 2.678. Looking at the between-subject effects, the only 

separate variable that was statistically significantly different between generations was 

“Unique”, with a p-value of 0.001 and an F-value of 12-153. GenY had a mean of 4.50 

while GenX had a mean of 3.93. 

5.4.3. Genders 

A statistically significant difference was found between genders on the compounded 

variable sets: Image, Response and CBBE, but not on Loyalty (see Table 10).  

Wilk’s Lambda’s F-value on Image was .836, with a p-value of 0.002. Looking at the 

one-way ANOVA on differences between the separate variables of Image, 5 variables 

were found to be statistically significant. All means for these variables were higher for 

females than for males.  

The p-value of Wilk’s Lambda for Response was 0.005, with an F-value of 2.376. Only 

one separate response variable was found to be statistically significantly different 

between genders, with the higher mean being attributable to females.  
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The compounded variable of CBBE got a Wilk’s Lambda p-value of 0.001, and an F-

value of 2.082, showing a difference between genders. 12 of the separate variables were 

found to be statistically significantly different through the one-way ANOVA conducted 

on them. The means for all variables were higher for females than for males (see Table 

11). 

Table 11 One-Way MANOVA between Genders 

 

5.4.4. SexGen 

When investigating for differences between the compounded variable sets: Image, 

Response, Loyalty and CBBE for the four groups comprising of genders and 

generations, all sets were found to be statistically significant (see Table 12). 
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Table 12 One-way MANOVA between SexGen 

 

Image got a Wilk’s Lambda p-value of 0.0001, and F-value of 2.033, with five separate 

variables being statistically significantly different. The means on the variables were 

highest for females, 80% belonging to GenY and 20% to GenX, while the lowest means 

on the variables belonged to males of GenX in 40%, and males of GenY in 60% of the 

cases. 
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Response got a Wilk’s Lambda p-value of 0.001, and an F-value of 1.905, with four 

separate variables being statistically significantly different. 100% of the highest means 

belonged to females of GenY, and the lowest means to males of GenX in 25%, and 

males of GenY in 75% of the cases. 

The Wilk’s Lambda p-value for Loyalty was 0.014, with the F-value being 1.822. Of the 

separate variables six were statistically significantly different between groups. The 

highest means on these variables belonged to females of GenY in 67%, and males of 

GenX in 33% of the cases, while the lowest means belonged to males of GenY in 100% 

of the cases. 

When analyzing all the CBBE variables as a compounded variable, the p-value was 

found to be 0.000, showing a strong statistically significant difference, with an F-value 

of 1.831. 16 separate variables were found to be statistically significantly different. 

These variables had the highest means for females of GenY in 86%, females of GenX in 

7%, and males of GenX in 7% of the cases, while the lowest means belonged to males of 

GenY in 81%, and males of GenX in 19% of the cases. 

5.4.5. SexSur 

Significant differences were found only between the compounded variables Image and 

CBBE, when investigating between SexSur, comprising of genders and surveys (See 

Table 13). 

Table 13 One-Way MANOVA between SexSur 
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Wilk’s Lambda on Image gave a p-value of 0.012, and an F-value of 1.529. Four 

separate variables were statistically significantly different between groups for Image. 

With the highest means belonging to females of the given view survey in 50%, and 

females of the own view survey in 50% of the cases. The lowest means belonged to 

males of the given view survey in 100% of the cases.  

Total CBBE got a Wilk’s Lambda p-value of 0.035, and an F-value of 1.292. Seven 

separate variables were found to be statistically significant, with the highest means 

belonging to females of the own view survey in 57%, and females of the given view 

survey in 43% of the cases. The lowest means belonged to males of the given view 

survey in 88%, and males of the own view survey in 12% of the cases. 

5.4.6. GenSur 

For the four groups consisting of the two generations and the two surveys, statistically 

significant differences were found only between Image and Loyalty. The p-value of 

Wilk’s Lambda for Image was 0.013 (F=1.524) and for Loyalty 0.025 (F=1.711). The 

separate variables that were statistically significantly different between groups were 

“Unique” (p=0.000, F=6.434) for Image and “BuyWheneverCan” (p=0.012, F=3.764) 

for Loyalty. The highest mean for “Unique” belonged to GenY of the own view survey, 

and the lowest mean to GenX of the given view survey, while the highest mean of 

“BuyWheneverCan” belonged to GenX of the own view survey, and the lowest mean to 

GenX of the given view survey. 

5.5. Two-Way MANOVA 

Next, three two-way MANOVAs were conducted on the groups consisting of: genders 

and generations, genders and surveys and generations and surveys, to investigate if the 

dependent variables were associated with either group separately and if there was an 

interaction between groups. 

5.5.1. Genders and Generations 

With the use of Wilk’s Lambda criterion, the combined dependent variables of Image 

were found to be significantly affected by both Sex (p=0.004, F=2.271) and Generation 

(p=0.001, F=2.676). The following univariate analysis revealed that six separate 

variables were statistically significantly different for Sex and only one for Generation 

(see Table 14). 
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Response was shown to be significantly affected by Sex (p=0.005, F=2.423) and the 

Interaction of Sex and Generation (p=0.002, F=2.649). The follow-up ANOVA showed 

that one variable was statistically significantly different for Sex, and four for the 

Interaction (see Table 14) 

Loyalty was shown to be significantly affected by only the Interaction of Sex and 

Generation (p=0.017, F=2.509). A statistically significant difference was found for six 

separate variables (see Table 14). 

CBBE as a whole was significantly affected by Sex (p=0.001, F=2.013) and the 

Interaction of Sex and Generation (p=0.001, F=2.065). The follow-up ANOVA showed 

that eight separate variables were statistically significantly different for Sex, and 14 for 

the Interaction (see Table 14). 
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Table 14 Two-way MANOVA between Genders and Generations 
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5.5.2. Genders and Surveys 

The two-way MANOVA using Sex and Surveys as independent variables, showed that 

for Image, Wilk’s Lambda got a statistically significant value for Sex (p=0.002, 

F=2.381) and the Interaction between Sex and Survey (p=0.048, F=1.682). Univariate 

tests showed that six separate variables were statistically significantly different for Sex, 

and two for the Interaction (see Table 15). 

Wilk’s Lambda showed that only Sex (p=0.006, F=2.343) was statistically significant 

for Response, with only one variable being statistically significant in the univariate tests 

(see Table 15). 

There was no statistically significant association between Loyalty and Sex, Surveys or 

Interaction. 

For CBBE, Sex (p=0.001, F=2.062) was found to be statistically significant, with 13 

separate variables being found to be statistically significantly different in the univariate 

tests (see Table 15). 
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Table 15 Two-way MANOVA between Genders and Surveys 

 

5.5.3. Generations and Surveys 

When investigating associations between Generations, Surveys, their Interaction and 

the compounded variable sets Image, Response, Loyalty, and CBBE, statistically 

significant associations were found between Image and Generation (p=0.001, 

F=2.674), with “Unique” (p=0.000, F=12.511) being the only separate variable found to 

be statistically significantly different, and Loyalty and Survey (p=0.049, F=2.059), with 

the separate variable  “Loyal”  (p=0.013, F=6.221) being statistically significant. 
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5.6. Result Summary 

Table 16 gives a summary of the statistical analyses used in this study, and their results.  

Table 16 Results of all statistical analyses 
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The t-tests showed that for Surveys and Generations alike, only one dependent variable 

was statistically significantly different between groups, while for Sex the number of 

statistically significant differences on variables between groups was 18.  

Using the one-way ANOVA for GenSur, only two variables were found to be statistically 

significantly different between groups, while the one-way ANOVA showed significant 

differences for seven variables between groups in SexSur, and a total of 19 variables 

between groups in SexGen. 

The one-way MANOVA found no differences between Surveys for the compounded 

variable sets: Image, Response, Loyalty and CBBE, while a statistically significant 

difference was found on only one variable between Generations for Image. The 

independent variable Sex was found to have statistically significant differences on 

Image (five variables), Response (one variable) and CBBE (twelve variables), but not on 

Loyalty. The one-way MANOVA between SexGen was statistically significant on all 

compounded variable sets, with five variables being statistically significant for Image, 

four variables for Response, six variables for Loyalty and 16 variables for CBBE. The 

one-way MANOVA run with SexSur as independent variable showed a statistically 

significant difference between groups on Image (four variables) and CBBE (seven 

variables). Finally, the one-way MANOVA for GenSur showed a statistically significant 

difference between groups for Image and Loyalty, however, both being statistically 

significant only on one separate variable each. 

The two-way MANOVA conducted on Sex and Generations was statistically significant 

on all four compounded variable sets. Both Sex (through six variables) and Generation 

(through one variable) were found to significantly affect Image, but no Interaction 

between the two independent variables was found. Response was significantly affected 

by Sex (through one variable) and the Interaction between Sex and Generation 

(through four variables), Loyalty by merely the Interaction (through six variables) and 

CBBE by Sex (through eight variables) and the Interaction (through 14 variables). The 

two-way MANOVA for Sex and Surveys showed a statistically significant difference on 

Image, Response and CBBE. Image was affected by Sex (through six variables) and the 

Interaction between Sex and Surveys (through two variables), Response was affected by 

only Sex (through one variable) and CBBE also by only Sex (through 13 variables). The 

two-way MANOVA on Generations and Surveys was only significant on Image and 

Loyalty. Image being affected by Generation (through one variable) and Loyalty by 

Surveys (through one variable). 
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6 DISCUSSION 

In this chapter the research questions are analysed through the help of the statistical 

analysis results, while referring to the literature review. To begin with, the general 

measures included in the beginning of the questionnaire, and the awareness of brands, 

are analyzed and presented. 

6.1. Fashion-Consciousness, -Interest and Domestic Preference 

Males and females and Generations X and Y have stereotypically different views and 

opinions on shopping and fashion (Bakewell et al. 2006), which would logically 

translate into there being statistically significant differences between the groups on the 

questions: “I enjoy shopping” and “I would say that I am fashion conscious”. Females 

and Gen Y are for example thought to enjoy shopping and be more fashion conscious 

while males and Gen X are expected to consider shopping more as a chore.  

A clear difference was found between genders and between SexGen on the 

“EnjoyShopping” and “FashionConscious” variables. Since there was no difference 

between exclusively generations, but there was one between the four groups in SexGen, 

it is evident that the generational difference seems to be affected by gender. The 

differences lay between males of GenX and GenY, as well as between both genders of 

both generations for “EnjoyShopping”, and between genders of GenX for 

“FashionConscious”. All means, except for males, and males of GenX for 

“EnjoyShopping” were positive (see Appendix 8 & 9). The stereotype existing between 

genders is evident, showing that there truly is a difference between men and women 

when it comes to shopping and fashion. It is also shown that the attitudes towards 

shopping do not seem to have evolved generationally when it comes to women, but that 

they have for men. The assumption that men have evolved fashion-wise and actually 

somewhat enjoy shopping, when comparing GenY to GenX, is evident, and it is thus 

apparent that the positive evolvement of males’ view on fashion that Bakewell et al. 

(2006) talked about is accurate. Nevertheless, females of both generations still have 

higher means on both variables, showing that however much males maybe have evolved 

and steered away from the stereotype, the stereotype still stands, and a larger change 

will be needed if the stereotype is going to change. However, since the enjoyment of 

shopping amongst females is thought to be on the decline (Solomon & Rabolt 2004), at 

the same time as males are thought to enjoy it more (Bakewell et al. 2006), this change 

might be closer than we think. 
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Differences were found on both the variables: “PreferDomesticToForeign” and 

“BuyDomesticWhenPossible” between genders and SexGen. The differences for SexGen 

lay between genders of GenY for “PreferDomesticToForeign”; and between males of 

GenY and: females of GenY, females and males of GenX; as well as between females of 

both generations for “BuyDomesticWhenPossible”. Consequently, females of GenY and 

males of GenX tend to prefer and buy domestic over foreign brands more than females 

of GenX and males of GenY. But since the only positive mean was for females of Gen Y 

on “PreferDomesticToForeign”, the attachment to domestic brands does not seem to be 

very strong. It is interesting that males of GenX have more positive opinions about 

domestic brands than females of GenX and males of GenY. The domestic variables thus 

do not seem to have a strong connection to the preceding variables, where males of 

GenX got the lowest means. 

Before continuing to the CBBE steps in the questionnaire a measure of Finnish fashion 

brand awareness was included: half of the questionnaires contained a list of 34 Finnish 

fashion brands, of which respondents were asked if they recognized them or not. Out of 

the 110 respondents to these questionnaires, all recognized Marimekko and Seppälä, 

with the maximum number of recognized brands being 29, by one respondent, and the 

minimum number being two, also by one respondent. This shows that the recognition, 

and thus awareness of Finnish fashion brands varies widely between respondents, some 

knowing hardly any at all, and others being very aware of which Finnish brands exist. 

However, the fact that respondents recognized a particular brand does not necessarily 

mean that they knew it to be Finnish, and they could have believed it to be foreign 

before responding to the questionnaire.  

Marimekko and Seppälä, recognized by all respondents, have, I believe, a strong 

influence on the Finnish population’s attitudes on Finnish fashion as a whole, and thus 

on the responses in this study. More so for the people only recognizing a few of the 

Finnish fashion brands, since they have less information to build their views upon. 

Next, the groups between which the CBBE variables were investigated, and analyses on 

the potentially statistically significant differences between their opinions and attitudes 

building up CBBE are presented. 

6.2. Finnish Fashion CBBE between Surveys 

It could be expected that there would be a difference between groups responding to the 

two different questionnaires, since the pre-test suggested that respondents did not 

know very much about Finnish fashion brands. 
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The only difference between surveys was found on the “Loyal”-variable, and the higher 

mean on this variable was found to be for the respondents to the own view survey. 

When comparing the means between surveys on all CBBE variables, only three of the 

highest means belonged to the responses to the given survey, while the remaining 34 

belonged to the own view survey. While the differences between groups were 

statistically significantly different on only one variable, this fact could still be taken into 

consideration. 

From this result, it can be derived that the difference between surveys was minimal, 

leading to the conclusion that responses most likely were not affected by which 

questionnaire the respondents were given. Finnish consumers thus seem to have either 

quite a realistic view, or a persistent view of Finnish fashion. Meaning that either do 

respondents already know quite a lot about Finnish fashion, since seeing the brand list 

did not procure any strong difference between the surveys, or consumers already have a 

set idea about Finnish fashion, that is not easily changed or affected by new 

information. Nonetheless, even though all but one variable were statistically 

insignificant between surveys, the means show a strong positive inclination towards the 

own view survey. Non-statistically it can thus be said that respondents to the own view 

survey seem to have more favourable attitudes towards Finnish fashion brands, than 

respondents to the given view survey. Consequently, it seems as if the list of Finnish 

fashion brands negatively affects respondents’ attitudes. 

6.3. Finnish Fashion CBBE between Generations 

The stereotype of GenY being more fashion-conscious, brand-orientated (Parment 

2007), consumption-driven (Morton 2002) and open-minded (Bakewell & Mitchell 

2003) than GenX leads to the assumption that there is a difference between 

generations X and Y when it comes to Finnish fashion. 

Only one variable, “Unique”, was found to be statistically significantly different 

between generations, with GenY having the higher mean than GenX. Moreover, the 

highest vs. lowest means were evenly distributed between groups, not showing any 

clear bias towards any direction. The generational stereotype is thus not supported 

based on the results of this study. However, since the literature on generations and 

fashion is very elementary, the fact that the results from this study do not comply with 

the generational literature is not alarming. It shows that this study is an elemental step 

towards filling the literature gap. 
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6.4. Finnish Fashion CBBE between Genders 

The literature clearly suggests that there is a difference between males and females in 

attitudes, opinions and behaviour towards fashion and shopping. However, some 

research suggests that this difference is on the decline, with both genders moving 

towards each other, levelling out the differences between them (Solomon & Rabolt 

2004).  

Nine Image variables, one Response variable and four Loyalty variable were found to be 

different between genders through the t-test, while the one-way MANOVA showed that 

five separate variables affected the compounded Image variable, one variable affected 

the compounded Response variable, and when investigating CBBE as a compounded 

variable, 12 variables were found to be statistically significant. All variables had higher 

means for females than for males. These results clearly show that there is a difference 

between genders in this study, supporting the stereotype apparent in the literature. 

Women have more positive attitudes, opinions and behaviour towards Finnish fashion 

than males, on all steps of CBBE. This, however, also slightly contradicts the literature 

claiming that genders are becoming more alike, levelling out the stereotypes. 

Nonetheless, since no other studies conducted on this subject were found, there is no 

real point of comparison. 

6.5. Finnish Fashion CBBE between Genders and Generations 

After investigating differences between three sets of only two groups: males and 

females, GenX and GenY, and the given view and own view survey, it is of interest to 

investigate further if there appear to be statistically significant differences when 

combining groups, initially Genders and Generations.  

When considering the literature, it can be inferred that females of GenY would be more 

fashion-conscious and enjoy shopping more than any of the other groups, and that 

males of GenY would be more fashion-conscious and shopping inclined than males of 

GenX, who, in turn, would be the least interested in the subject of fashion.  

The ANOVA conducted showed statistically significant differences on 15 dependent 

variables (five on Image, four on Response and six on Loyalty) between the four 

separate groups. Furthermore, the one-way MANOVA found differences on these same 

variables, as well as 16 differences when looking at CBBE as a whole compounded 

variable. The two-way MANOVA showed a difference on all four compounded 

variables: with Sex (six variables) and Generation (one variable) separately affecting 

the differences on Image, Sex (one variable) and the Interaction between Sex and 
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Generation (four variables) affecting Response, only the Interaction between Sex and 

Generation (six variables) affecting Loyalty, and Sex (eight variables) and the 

Interaction (14 variables) affecting CBBE as a whole. 

There is shown to be a clear difference between the four groups, with the most 

differences being between males and females of GenY. This, as well as the two-way 

MANOVA results, shows that the gender variable greatly affects the difference on the 

CBBE variables. The second most differences on variables were found between males of 

both generations, showing that males of GenX and GenY have different opinions 

regarding Finnish fashion, most likely being affected by their upbringing environment. 

The differences between genders were more frequent between different genders of 

GenY than GenX, meaning that the differences between males and females are larger 

for the younger generation. This finding leads to a disagreement with the theory that 

males have become more interested in fashion during the past two decades (Bakewell et 

al. 2006), and females less interested (Bakewell & Mitchell 2003), since the differences 

between genders, according to this study, seem to have widened, not narrowed. Males 

of GenY seem to have the lowest means on nearly all CBBE variables, meaning that they 

most likely have the most negative view on Finnish fashion out of all groups. Even 

though males of GenY’s means on “EnjoyShopping” and “FashionConscious” were 

higher than for males of GenX, this obviously does not translate into high opinions 

about Finnish fashion, since males of GenY also got the lowest means on 

“PreferDomesticToForeign” and “BuyDomesticWhenPossible”. Even though GenY 

males are believed to be more fashion conscious than males of GenX, they seem to be 

relatively critical towards Finnish fashion brands. This makes one think that, if GenY 

males are as fashion-conscious as they are considered to be in the literature, maybe 

Finnish fashion, simply, is out of style? This again creates the question, why females 

have much more positive attitudes towards Finnish fashion, since they, again, are seen 

to be more fashion-conscious than males of GenY. However, when Bakewell et al. 

(2006) talk about males having evolved fashion-wise during the past two decades, it 

can be derived that GenX has maybe been exceptionally affected, being around 6 to 21 

years old at the time of the beginning of this change, while GenY was born to a world 

already changing. This might explain why males of GenX are not so negatively 

opinionated about Finnish fashion, but not why males of GenY are. Furthermore, 

females of GenX had lower means on all variables in over half of the cases, compared to 

males of GenX. Why GenX females’ opinions and attitudes towards Finnish fashion are 

on the same level as males of GenX, is just as confounding as the low means for males 

of GenY. 
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6.6. Finnish Fashion CBBE between Genders and Surveys 

It can be expected that there is a difference between males of the given view survey, 

males of the own view survey, females of the given view survey and females of the own 

view survey, leaning on the stereotype between genders and the fact that the two 

different surveys might affect respondent opinions.  

The one-way ANOVA showed a difference between groups on five Image variables, and 

two Loyalty variables, while four variables were found to affect the compounded Image 

variable, and seven variables the compounded variable of CBBE, through the one-way 

MANOVA. The two-way MANOVA showed that Image was affected by Gender (six 

variables) and the Interaction of Gender and Surveys (one variable), that Response was 

affected by only Gender (one variable) and that CBBE as a whole also was affected by 

only Gender (13 variables) 

The differences for the CBBE variables were found to be between genders, with no clear 

indication to a difference between surveys. However, the compounded variable Image 

was shown to be affected by the Interaction between Genders and Surveys. As was 

shown in Chapter 6.1, the survey variable does not seem to generate any differences in 

CBBE, while the gender variable does. Since the statistically significant differences 

between groups for CBBE are less when combining genders and surveys, than for 

genders alone, it seems as if the combination somehow balances out the differences, 

even diminishes them slightly. The stereotype of genders can thus be seen as the 

affecting factor, with the effect of surveys being minimal. 

6.7. Finnish Fashion CBBE between Generations and Surveys 

Finally, a potential difference could be expected between the four groups: GenX of the 

given view survey, GenX of the own view survey, GenY of the given view survey and 

GenY of the own view survey.  

Only one Image variable and one Loyalty variable were found to be different between 

groups through the one-way ANOVA, as well as through the one-way MANOVA. The 

two-way MANOVA showed that the compounded variable Image was affected by 

Generation, through the same one variable, and Loyalty by Survey, through another 

variable. 

Even though there was found to be a statistically significant difference between groups, 

this was only affected by two out of totally 37 variables. There is thus only a very small 

difference between groups, evenly spread between surveys and generations. However, 
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this cannot lead to a conclusion that the combination of generations and surveys 

procures a difference between groups regarding CBBE. 

6.8. CBBE Assets of Finnish Fashion 

After analyzing the differences between groups on all CBBE variables, the variables that 

affect Finnish fashion positively, as well as negatively, are presented and analyzed. All 

values above 4 are seen as positive, values below 4 as negative, while values close to 4 

are neutral.  

Looking at the Image variables of CBBE, it can be said that Finnish fashion is foremost 

seen as being of good quality, with a total mean of 5.74 (see Appendix 7). Following 

this, Finnish fashion is seen to have a natural image, being quite simple and ethical, 

comfortable to wear, is often well designed, is somewhat modern, suits the 

respondents’ age, is stylish, casual and finally, unique. The negative associations with 

Finnish fashion on the Image variables, starting with the most negative, include that it 

is considered as being quite expensive (2.79), somewhat conservative, not providing too 

good a value for money, does not have a young image, nor is it seen as being very 

popular. Out of the positive associations, eight are brand imagery, and two brand 

performance associations, while out of the negative associations three are imagery and 

two performance associations. 

The Response variables of CBBE had the highest total mean on the variable 

“ThinkHighQuality” (5.32), thus being slightly lower than the highest mean for the 

Image variables. After this, the respondents seem to respect and trust Finnish fashion, 

feel good wearing it in public and are satisfied with it. The negative connotations are 

that they do not feel very secure using Finnish fashion brands (3.06), nor do they get a 

feeling of social approval or self-respect, and they do not believe Finnish fashion to be 

better nor more unique than foreign competing fashion brands. The variables of 

“SuitsStyle”, “ReallyLike” and “LikeUsing” also stayed just below the neutral number of 

4. Out of the positive associations, four were feeling associations, and one was a 

judgment association, while out of the negative associations, three were feelings and 

two judgments. 

The Loyalty variables of CBBE got an even lower highest total mean, on “BoughtBefore” 

with a mean of 4.63. The mean for “WillBuy” was also just above 4, while the rest of the 

means for the variables were under 4, with “NotAvailableElsewhere” being the lowest 

with a mean of 2.55, followed by “Love”, “Loyal”, “BuyWheneverCan” and 
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“Recommend”, lying just below 4. The positive associations were both behavioural, 

while the negative associations were three attitudinal and two behavioural. 

From these results, it can be derived that the level of attitudes and opinions diminishes 

with each step taken within the CBBE pyramid. From the Image variables, 65% of the 

variables were positive, from the Response variables this number was 38%, and for 

Loyalty 29%. So not only does the mean sink, but also the percentage of positive 

responses. However, this was expected, since the base of the CBBE pyramid is easier to 

build upon than the top, and supports the literature. Without a stable foundation, the 

peak will also be shaky. 

The Finnish fashion associations mentioned in Chapter 3 were: simplicity, good quality, 

modern, stylish, ethical, clear design, fresh, retro and prints. The first five of these 

associations were included in the questionnaire, and all of them turned out to get 

positive means. This finding shows us that the results of this study seem to be reliable, 

since they agree with the common conception. And so it can be acknowledged that the 

other associations included in the study can be seen as reliable responses and 

associations of Finnish fashion.   

Figure 18 depicts a summary of all the CBBE associations with Finnish fashion, both 

positive (the green associations on the top) and negative (the red associations on the 

bottom). The closer to the centre the words are, the more strongly it is either a positive 

or negative association. 
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Figure 18  Finnish Fashion CBBE Associations – Positive & Negative 

 

The fact that an image or response association has a high mean, does not automatically 

denote that it is positive in respondent minds, it only means that it was given a high 

value in connection with what was being investigated. But if the loyalty associations 

towards the brand also have high means, the previous associations can be interpreted 

as being positive in the minds of consumers. It would logically be expected, that the 

higher the means on the loyalty variables are, that the associations with high means 

leading up to this are of more importance and positivity to the respondents, than 

associations leading up to low loyalty. One can thus learn more from the results that 

include high loyalty, than those that do not. 

Table 17 includes a list of the CBBE variables included in the questionnaire, sorted from 

the highest ranked, to the lowest ranked mean for males and females. The first three 

variables are similar for both genders, after which the similarities change. However, the 

difference in order is not too great, with the largest distance between two variables 

being nine steps, and at the bottom of the table, the last nine variables with the lowest 

means are quite close to each other again. The most significant difference in this table 

is the difference in means between males and females, which already was evident 

through the results of the t-test and one-way MANOVA. 
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Table 17 CBBE associations for females and males, sorted by mean 

 

 

Next, the final conclusions, implications, limitations and future research ideas will be 

presented. 
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7 CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

The main findings of this study are that there is a significant difference between males 

and females regarding their opinions, attitudes and behaviour building up CBBE of 

Finnish fashion. This finding is positively related to the literature on gender differences 

regarding fashion. No clear difference was found between generations X and Y, which 

contradicts the literature on generational differences. These findings might imply that 

the stereotypical differences between generations are not as strong as the literature 

suggests. However, since no articles were found on the differences in fashion and 

shopping attitudes between generations X and Y, the results of this study are original. 

Neither does there seem to be any significant difference in the CBBE between surveys. 

Finnish consumers’ view on fashion seems to be either quite informed, or fixed.  

Males of generation Y were found to be more fashion-conscious and interested in 

shopping than males of generation X, but less than females of both generations.  

Nevertheless, it seems as if there has been a generational rise in fashion interest. 

Another interesting finding in this study is that males of generation X were more 

interested in domestic fashion brands than the younger generation, as well as females 

of generation X. At the moment, most Finnish fashion brands concentrate on women, 

with very few designing clothes for men. This could mean an opportunity to enter the 

market, since males’ interest in fashion as well as domestic fashion products, definitely 

seems to be on the rise.  

Since no other study was found on the CBBE of Finnish fashion, a comparison to other 

studies cannot be made, and the results of this study are hopefully a step in the 

direction of filling the literature gap on fashion, shopping, genders and generations, at 

least out of a Finnish perspective.  

The CBBE of Finnish fashion can neither be said to be high nor low, since to 

understand which level it is on, it needs to be compared to similar studies. However, 

the strongest, positive variables building up the CBBE of Finnish fashion are: good 

quality, ethical, comfortable, natural image, good design (image variables), the belief 

that Finnish fashion is of high quality, respect for Finnish fashion (response variables) 

and previous purchase of Finnish fashion (loyalty variable). The strongest, most 

negative variables are: that Finnish fashion is expensive (image variable), it is not 

better than foreign fashion, no feeling of security nor social approval is perceived 

(response variables), respondents do not buy Finnish fashion whenever possible, they 

do not love Finnish fashion, nor feel loyalty towards it, and they would not try to find it 

elsewhere if not found in the first shop (loyalty variables). 
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The possibility that a specific Finnish fashion brand is chosen in a purchase situation, is 

strengthened by strong CBBE, hence the importance behind it. If consumers feel that a 

brand has something special to offer them, their loyalty towards it will be strengthened. 

It is evident that not everyone can connect with a specific brand, but it is of importance 

to understand which customers are worth trying to obtain and retain in order to 

achieve repeat purchases. In this process, the four steps of CBBE are of significant 

importance: an awareness of the brand has to be established, after which the brand 

image associations can be developed, and feelings and judgments be created in the 

consumers mind. If these three steps are successful, brand loyalty is, possibly, finally 

established. However, this study shows that Finnish fashion brands are relatively 

unknown, and a strong marketing effort is thus required to steer more attention 

towards domestic fashion. 

The percentage of positive means and the total mean of the CBBE associations dropped 

with each CBBE step taken. This shows how important it is for the lower steps to build 

a strong foundation for the higher ones. I believe that, if the awareness and brand 

image of Finnish fashion brands would be strengthened, the brand response and loyalty 

would thrive. Leading to an augmentation in Finnish fashion consumption. Companies 

thus have to remember and acknowledge that every single step is important, no matter 

how small it might seem. Furthermore, they have to remember that it is the consumer 

that holds the value of their brands in her hands. 

Finnish fashion consists of an increasing amount of separate brands, which could all 

derive their own conclusions and actions from this study. The results of this study show 

which Finnish fashion associations are relevant and current, and which associations 

could be strengthened. It is difficult to assess the implications this study has on any 

specific brand, since a brand tracking study should be completed for each individual 

brand specifically. Brand tracking studies of specific brands, however, can be compared 

to the findings of this study, seeing on which assets a specific brand has more positive 

vs. negative associations, and how these could be strengthened. Nevertheless, the 

awareness measure results can help individual brands see how recognized they are 

within the metropolitan area of Helsinki among both males and females of generations 

X and Y.  

7.1. Limitations and Future Research  

When using non-probability sampling in a study, the results cannot be statistically 

proven and generalized against the total population (Saunders et al. 2007). The key 

word here is “statistically”, meaning that the results may still be generalized to the total 
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population, just not statistically. However, the results can be generalized against the 

sampling frame, in this study consisting of males and females of generations X and Y 

that frequent shopping centres in the Helsinki metropolitan area. 

One slight disturbance to the reliability of the measure might be that the questionnaire 

contained the attribute question: “Age:”, while the most accurate measure for 

determining generations X and Y would have been asking for respondents’ birth year. 

The questionnaire was handed out in October to December 2010. All that responded 30 

or younger to age, were included into the Gen Y group, while all that responded 31 or 

over, into the Gen X group. Handing out the questionnaire late in the year thus 

minimized the error percentage.  

Wilska (1995) and Noble et al. (2009) make a valid notation about generations that is 

seldom mentioned in generational studies: that the specific attitudes and behaviour of a 

generation at a certain time highly depend on peoples’ actual age in years. Who is to say 

that these attitudes and behaviour do not change with age, and that today’s Gen Y is not 

similar to Gen X when they were the same age, or that when Gen Y grows up to be the 

same age as today’s Gen X, that they will not change the way they think about, in this 

case, Finnish fashion brands? Furthermore, a generation spans over more than 10 

years, and it cannot be expected that people belonging to different extremes of the same 

generation have totally homogeneous consumer behaviour. This, however, was not 

investigated in this study. The generations were managed as two different homogenous 

groups, and were compared only between, not within groups.  

If the questions in the questionnaire were positively or negatively worded can also be 

said to be a matter of interpretation, since the associations: simple, unique, 

sophisticated, natural image, popular, modern, stylish, ethical, casual and young image, 

might be perceived differently by each respondent.	  

Concerning the place of survey distribution: out of the four shopping centres chosen to 

distribute the questionnaire, only Iso Omena, Sello and Itäkeskus proved to be useful in 

questionnaire distribution. These three places had areas with benches where the 

respondents could sit down to respond. Kamppi’s bus terminal seemed to be a good 

place for questionnaire distribution, but it turned out that people often had to catch 

their bus before finishing the questionnaire, and seemed to be too busy to even stop 

and listen. Furthermore, the fact that respondents of generation X were harder to 

obtain than generation Y might depend on that they work during the day, and frequent 

shopping malls mostly only on weekends. Many people belonging to generation X also 

frequented the shopping malls with children, and were thus not too interested in 
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responding to the questionnaire. One valid problem with administering questionnaires 

in public places is that the respondents might be in contact with friends, possibly 

affecting the outcome of the answers. However, keeping a close eye on them at all times 

minimized this. 

Another limitation of this study is that the CBBE of Finnish fashion has been 

investigated only at a certain point in time, and therefore a comparison of evolvement 

is not possible. This would be a very interesting angle to investigate, as well as the 

development of the CBBE of Finnish fashion in the future. This is an aspect that might 

interest future researchers. Additionally, the ideal way to find out the actual difference 

between generation X and Y would be to measure both generations over a longer time 

span, seeing how, and if, generations’ attitudes, opinions and behaviour change with 

age, or stay consistent with the generational stereotypes.  

Further investigation is also needed on how the CBBE steps affect each other: if they 

affect each other one-step at a time, if steps can be omitted, and if the associations 

within and between the steps affect each other. 

Another idea for future research would be to investigate not only the Finnish 

population’s CBBE of Finnish fashion, but also the Finnish population’s CBBE of 

foreign fashion, to see how the two differ, and which associations Finnish consumers 

consider important, and lead to high loyalty. 

Furthermore, awareness of Finnish fashion brands could also be investigated between 

groups, to see within which groups the recognition is highest, and where it has to be 

built up more. It would also be interesting to investigate how the amount of recognized 

Finnish fashion brands influences the CBBE of Finnish fashion, comparing, for 

example, respondents to the survey with the list of brands that recognized the lowest 

number of brands, to respondents that recognized the highest number of brands. 

Finally, it would be of interest to investigate how responses to the general questions: “I 

enjoy shopping”, “I would say that I am fashion conscious”, “I rather buy domestic 

fashion products than foreign ones” and “Whenever possible, I buy domestic fashion 

products”, affect the results of the CBBE questions. Through this it would be possible to 

see if the attitudes towards CBBE of Finnish fashion are affected by attitudes on 

shopping, fashion and domestic fashion products, and on which level of these the 

attitudes towards CBBE are most positive. 
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SVENSK SAMMANFATTNING 

Inledning 

”Fashion is a driving force that shapes the way we live”. (Solomon & Rabolt 2004:xi) 

Modeindustrin är en extremt kompetent, dynamisk och framgångsrik global 

verksamhet som står i spetsen för växande industrier. Den utvecklas och uppfinner sig 

själv oavbrutet på nytt inom den internationella detaljhandeln på grund av dess korta 

livscykel (Doherty, citerad i Wigley & Moore 2006; Rocha, Hammond & Hawkins 

2005). Mode brukade vara ett nationellt och till och med regionalt fenomen som 

kraftigt berodde på klimat, socialpolitik, religion och tekniska utvecklingar. Men 

globaliseringen av modeindustrin inom de senaste årtionden har försvagat dess 

inneboende karaktär (Azuma & Fernie 2003:415). Nuförtiden anses mode vara ett 

socialt, kulturellt och finansiellt fenomen som korsar både etniska gränser och 

klassgränser (Jenkyn Jones 2005). Mode är i dagens samhälle ett internationellt språk, 

där en och samma modeartikel samtidigt ses som modern och är globalt tillgänglig, 

medan kända modevarumärken är uppskattade världen runt (Azuma & Fernie 2003; 

Jenkyn Jones 2005). 

Enligt Paco Underhill (2009) skulle ekonomin kollapsa ifall konsumenter bara köpte 

sådant som anses nödvändigt. Statistiska undersökningar visar dock att detta 

osannolikt kommer att hända, eftersom konsumtionen av modeartiklar har enbart ökat 

mellan åren 2001 till 2005 bland män och kvinnor i Storbritannien (”Fashion Capital”). 

Dessutom håller impulsiv konsumtion på att öka och anses nuförtiden vara en 

etablerad konsumentaktivitet (Dittmar & Drury 2000). 

Begreppet ”mode” kan definieras på ett antal olika sätt: ”the style accepted by the 

majority of a group at a particular time and place” (Lowe & Lowe, citerad i Solomon 

1985:193) och ”public consumption through which people communicate to others the 

image they wish to project” (Holbrook & Dixon, citerad i Solomon 1985:110). Det första 

citatet innebär att mode måste accepteras av en människogrupp, medan det andra 

citatet antyder att mode är något som en enda person kan kommunicera offentligt. 

Mode har blivit ett kulturellt fenomen, mestadels inom det västerländska samhället 

från och med 1300-talet (Solomon 1985). Nuförtiden sägs originalitet vara dess mål, 

inte förbättring av funktionalitet. ”Clothing occupies a special place, as the manner of 

communication which is closest, metaphorically and literally, to the self” (Back, citerad 

i Solomon 1985:6). Människor använder kläder för att uttrycka sin verkliga, eller 

önskade, identitet och jagföreställning, och är därmed en form av icke-verbal 

kommunikation och beteende. Genom mode kan man projicera en viss bild av sig själv, 
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påverka andra människors uppfattning om ens ålder, status, självkänsla, attityder och 

till och med personlighet och sinnesstämning (Gordon, Infante & Brown, citerad i 

Solomon 1985; Jenkyn Jones 2005). Människor har en tendens att bedöma andra 

genom deras utseende, och eftersom mode tydligen har förmågan att manipulera denna 

bedömning, används mode ofta i situationer så som arbetsintervjuer och möten 

(Abramov, citerad i Solomon 1985; Edwards 2000). Men mode är inte enbart ett 

verktyg för yttre uttryck, utan kan också påverka ens inre självbild, självförtroende och 

ego. Mode är inte längre enbart ett sätt att skyla kroppen, utan ett invecklat icke-verbalt 

sätt att uttrycka ens personlighet. Konsumenter favoriserar ofta modevarumärken som 

representerar någonting personligt, passar deras självbild och stärker deras 

jagföreställning (Graeff 1996; Oh & Fiorito 2002; Rio, Vázquez, Del Río & Iglesias 

2002).   

Konsumenter är konstant bombarderade med varumärkesbudskap (Oh & Fiorito 

2002). På grund av detta borde modeföretag bygga upp starka varumärken som 

slutligen leder till hög kundlojalitet och härmed ställa konsumenten i fokus. 

Kundlojalitet är en väsentlig och avgörande beståndsdel av konsumentbaserat 

varumärkeskapital (KBVK: det värde konsumenten tillför ett varumärke, och skillnaden 

i kundrespons gentemot marknadsföringen av en produkt av ett visst varumärke, 

jämfört med en produkt utan varumärke (Keller 1993)). Eftersom mode är en väldigt 

personlig aktivitet där konsumenten är högt engagerad i processen, är varumärken och 

deras image av stor betydelse och funktion (Solomon & Rabolt 2004). 

Problemområde 

Det finns två tydligt skilda shoppingstilar inom konsumtionsbeteendet berörande 

mode. Konsumenten planerar sina köpbehov i förväg, medan shopparen gör spontana 

beslut (Kapferer 2008). Med andra ord så tycker shopparen om att gå från affär till 

affär och jämföra priser och erbjudanden, medan konsumenten vanligtvis är nöjd ifall 

en produkt genast hittas, utan långt sökande. Dessutom tror forskare att på samma sätt 

som alla människor har en särskild personlighet, så har de också en tydlig ”shopping 

personlighet”, som är mer eller mindre inrotad och förutsägbar (Sproles & Kendall, 

citerad i Bakewell & Mitchell 2003).  

Forskare har funnit stereotypiska intresseskillnader bland generationer och kön, som 

har påverkats av uppväxt och omgivning (Bakewell & Mitchell 2003; Solomon & Rabolt 

2004). På grund av det här kan det antas att dessa grupper också har olika attityder och 

beteende gentemot modevarumärken och shopping. Till exempel antas det att kvinnor 

och generation Y njuter av att shoppa, medan män och generation X ser det mera som 
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ett jobb, en rutin (Bakewell & Mitchell 2003; Solomon & Rabolt 2004). Denna 

generalisering av kön och generationer kan tolkas på olika sätt. Tänker kvinnor av båda 

generationer likadant om shopping och mode, eller har de olika generationerna skilda 

åsikter? Tycker män av generation Y om shopping och mode, eller är de mera lik 

stereotypen av generation X? Dessa eventuella skillnader mellan kön och generationer 

är ett intressant forskningsområde.  

Enbart ett fåtal studier har undersökt varumärkeskapitalet av mode, och då mestadels 

ur ett kvinnoperspektiv utan att undersöka skillnader mellan kön (Jung & Sung 2008). 

Det finns inte heller någon lättillgänglig studie som undersöker skillnader mellan 

generation X och Y inom detta område. Därför försöker jag med denna studie fylla 

detta forskningsgap i litteraturen om modevarumärkeskapital, genom att undersöka 

skillnader mellan kön och generation X och Y gällande konsumentbaserat 

varumärkeskapital av finskt mode. Företag har blivit mera uppmärksamma på det 

värde konsumenter tillför dem. Det är dessutom onekligen av intresse att förstå finska 

konsumenters perception av inhemska modevarumärken, med tanke på vikten av att 

stödja inhemsk konsumtion.  

Syfte 

Syftet med denna studie är att undersöka om konsumentbaserat varumärkeskapital av 

finskt mode skiljer sig mellan finska män och kvinnor och generationerna X och Y, och 

hur det skiljer sig. I denna studie undersöker jag också om finska modets 

konsumentbaserade varumärkeskapital skiljer sig beroende på vilket frågeformulär 

som distribuerats (ena med en lista på finska modevarumärken, den andra utan denna 

lista). Dessutom kommer det att undersökas vilka associationer det 

konsumentbaserade varumärkeskapitalet av finskt mode består av. Forskningsfrågorna 

är: 

1. Finns det skillnader i det konsumentbaserade varumärkeskapitalet av finskt mode 

bland finska konsumenter av olika kön, generationerna X och Y och de två olika 

frågeformulären? 

2. Hur skiljer sig det konsumentbaserade varumärkeskapitalet av finskt mode bland 

finska konsumenter av olika kön, generationerna X och Y och de två olika 

frågeformulären? 

3. Vilka associationer bygger upp det konsumentbaserade varumärkeskapitalet av 

finskt mode? 
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Avgränsningar och struktur 

Det finns skilda åsikter om vilka år generationerna X och Y är födda. De flesta författare 

använder sig av åren 1977-1994 för generation Y (Bakewell & Mitchell 2003; Evans et 

al. 2006; Ma & Niehm 2006; Morton 2002; Noble, Haytko & Phillips 2009), medan 

generation X givetvis kommer innan detta, födda mellan 1965 och 1976 (Bakewell & 

Mitchell 2003). Men generation Y kan också anses vara födda mellan åren 1980 och 

1994 (Kumar & Lim 2008). Parment (2008) påpekar att en exakt bestämning av vem 

som hör till generation Y varken är självklar eller avgörande, men använder sig av året 

1980 som avgränsning mellan generationerna, med generation Y tillhörande detta år. 

I denna studie inkluderas respondenter som fyllde 18 år inom år 2010, födda senast 

1992, men tidigast 1980 (generation Y), samt respondenter som fyllde 45 år i 2010, 

födda tidigast 1965 men senast 1981 (generation X).  

En kvantitativ inriktning användes för att besvara syftet i denna studie. Information 

samlades genom två olika frågeformulär, distribuerade åt män och kvinnor av 

generation X och Y av den finska befolkningen i shoppingcenter belägna i 

huvudstadsregionen. Eftersom en minoritet av den finska befolkningen har svenska 

som modersmål var frågeformuläret tillgängligt på båda finska och svenska. Den 

insamlade informationen analyserades statistiskt genom programmet SPSS (PASW 

Statistics 18.0), efter vilket resultaten analyserades, diskuterades och relaterades till 

den teoretiska referensramen. 

Teoretisk referensram 

Ett varumärke är ett bra differentieringsverktyg, och förser både företag och 

konsumenter med fördelar (Keller 2008). De vanligaste fördelarna för företag består av 

ett identifieringsmedel för underlättad produkthantering och -spårning, juridiskt skydd 

av unika drag, en kvalitetsnivåsignal åt nöjda kunder, ett medel för utrustning av 

produkter med unika associationer, och en källa till konkurrensfördelar och finansiella 

intäkter. Fördelarna för konsumenter består av produktursprungsidentifiering, 

ansvarstilldelning åt produkttillverkaren, risk- och sökkostnadsreducerare, ett löfte av 

tillverkaren, ett symboliskt märke, och ett kvalitetsmärke (Keller 2008). Dessutom 

väljer konsumenter oftast ett känt varumärke utöver ett okänt om produktkategorin är 

okänd (Hoeffler and Keller 2003). Den uppfattade image som konsumenter har av ett 

märke är viktigare och starkare än sanningen. Följaktligen, så är det konsumenterna 

som håller varumärkesvärdet i sina händer (Keller & Lehmann 2003). 
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Varumärkeskapital kan sägas vara värdet som ett varumärkesnamn ger en produkt i 

konsumenters medvetande (Keller 2008). Ser man på varumärkeskapital ut ur en 

konsumentsynvinkel kallas det för konsumentbaserat varumärkeskapital (KBVK). 

Denna studie granskar tre KBVK referensramar av Aaker (1996), Keller (2001; 2008) 

och Esch et al. (2006). Fastän de olika författarna namnger KBVK beståndsdelarna 

olika, är deras innehåll i grund och botten väldigt likadana. Alla tre konstruktioner 

leder från: 

1. varumärkesnamn medvetenhet/ varumärkesidentitet/ varumärkesmedvetenhet, till 

2. varumärkesassociationer/ varumärkesinnebörd/ varumärkesimage, till 

3. uppfattad kvalitet/ varumärkesrespons/ varumärkestillfredsställelse och -pålit, till 

4. varumärkeslojalitet/ varumärkesförhållande/ varumärkestillgivenhet och -
beteenderesultat (Aaker 1996; Keller 2001; 2008; Esch et al. 2006). 

Aakers (1996) varumärkeskapitalkonstruktion är i princip uppbyggd ur ett 

företagsperspektiv, men kan också bli tolkad ur ett konsumentperspektiv. Kellers 

(2001; 2008) varumärkeskapitalkonstruktion är någorlunda mera omfattande än 

Aakers, och är uttryckligen konstruerad ur ett konsumentperspektiv. Esch et al. (2006) 

använder sig av både Aakers och Kellers konstruktioner som en bas för deras egen 

uppfattning, samtidigt som de inkorporerar teorier från socialpsykologins 

forskningslitteratur. Dessa författare använder för det mesta ordet kund, istället för 

konsument i samband med varumärkeskapital. Trots detta använder sig denna studie 

av den uppfattningen att konsumenter kan lika bra som kunder bygga upp KBVK. Det 

finns rikligt med produktinformation i dagens samhälle, och en förstahandserfarenhet 

med ett varumärke behövs nödvändigtvis inte för att kunna påverka dess KBVK. 

Konsumentbaserat varumärkeskapital har blivit mätt på många olika sätt. Nästan alla 

tycks bygga på referensramarna av Aaker och Keller (Buil, de Chernatony and Martínez 

2008; Washburn and Plank 2002; Yoo & Donthu 2001). Både Aaker (1996) och Keller 

(2008) talar om varumärkesspårande, ett sätt att kontinuerligt spåra 

varumärkeskapital, och båda forskare har föreslagit ett antal frågor för att mäta 

KBVK:s beståndsdelar. Yoo och Donthu (2001) och Washburn och Plank (2002) 

undersökte relevansen och styrkan av frågor som mätte KBVK. En väsentlig upptäckt i 

båda studierna var att den ursprungliga fyrdimensionella modellen borde ändras till en 

tredimensionell, där varumärkesmedvetenhet och varumärkesassociationer skulle vara 

sammanslagna till en dimension. Men Washburn och Plank (2002) var av den åsikten 

att de två dimensionerna ändå borde hållas skilda, eftersom de är två tydligt skilda 

konstruktioner i varumärkeskapital litteraturen. 
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Beståndsdelarna av KBVK påverkar varandra på olika sätt. Keller (2008) skildrar detta 

fenomen genom en pyramid, där de olika beståndsdelarna bygger på varandra. 

Varumärkesidentitet och -medvetenhet hör till det första steget i pyramiden, på vilka 

varumärkesinnebörd och varumärkesimage sedan kan bli byggda. Efter detta kommer 

varumärkesrespons och slutligen byggs en relation mellan konsument och varumärke. 

Yoo och Donthu (2001) fann att varumärkeskapital påverkas av 

varumärkesassociationer och uppfattad kvalitet genom varumärkeslojalitet. Detta 

stöder Kellers pyramidteori, att ett steg måste tas innan följande kan nås. Emellertid 

hittade Esch et al. (2006) bevis för att några KBVK beståndsdelar påverkar varandra 

direkt, utan att behöva ta ett steg i taget. Varumärkesimage påverkade nutida inköp 

direkt, medan varumärkesmedvetenhet svagt påverkade nutida inköp. Resten av 

beståndsdelarna påverkade varandra på samma sätt som i Kellers pyramid.  

Praktiska kriterier som påverkar inköpsbeslut är pris, kvalitet, hur välsittande 

produkten är, bekvämlighet, relevans, varumärke och service (Jenkyn Jones 2005). 

Förutom dessa påverkas inköpsbeslut också av produktens lämplighet och om den 

passar ens personliga stil, produktens attraktivitet och estetik, produktens image, hur 

andra människor ser produkten och ursprungsland (Solomon & Rabolt 2004). Här 

inkorporeras mera än bara praktiska kriterier, nämligen varumärkesprestation och 

föreställning. 

Modekonsumtion och -intresse har vanligtvis blivit associerade till kvinnor, medan 

män inte öppet har kunnat visa ett likadant intresse (Beaudoin, Lachance & Robitaille 

2003; Bakewell, Mitchell & Rothwell 2006; Kaiser, citerad i Beaudoin et al. 2003). Men 

det har på senare tid inträffat en förändring i denna stereotypiska syn, i och med att 

män har börjat visa mera intresse för mode utan rädslan att bli dömda. En liknande 

stereotyp finns inom litteraturen för generationer, där generation Y tros vara mera 

intresserad av mode och shopping än generation X (Bakewell & Mitchell 2003). 

För att undersöka och svara på denna studies syfte, utvecklades en ny KBVK pyramid, 

utgående från teorierna av Aaker (1996), Keller (1993; 2001; 2008) och Esch et al. 

(2006). Denna KBVK pyramid syns i Figur 1. 
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Figur 1 Konsumentbaserat Varumärkeskapital Pyramid 

Kellers idé att symbolisera KBVK med en pyramid användes eftersom den skildrar idén 

bakom att ta ett steg av KBVK åt gången för att nå nästa steg i pyramiden. Följande 

koncept användes: varumärkesmedvetenhet, varumärkesimage (Esch et al. 2006), 

varumärkesrespons (Keller 2001) och varumärkeslojalitet (Aaker 1996) (både attityd- 

och beteendebaserad (Keller 2001)). 

Metod och frågeformulär 

Frågeformuläret i denna studie var skapad för att undersöka KBVK av finskt mode, och 

innehåller frågor som bygger på de fyra stegen av KBVK pyramiden utvecklad för denna 

studie (se Figur 1). Stegen i KBVK pyramiden är varumärkesmedvetenhet, 

varumärkesimage, varumärkesrespons och varumärkeslojalitet (attityd- och 

beteendebaserad).  Varumärkesmedvetenhet undersöks inte särskilt ingående i denna 

studie, eftersom det inte är ett specifikt varumärke, utan det är finskt mode i allmänhet 

som undersöks. Frågorna i frågeformuläret kommer från olika källor: Aaker (1996:334-

335), Keller (2008:75-76, 328-330), Esch et al. (2006: 101) och Yoo och Donthu 

(2001:14). Dessutom bygger vissa frågor på generella uppfattningar om finskt mode. 
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KBVK skeden varumärkesimage, varumärkesrespons och varumärkeslojalitet mättes 

alla på en Likertskala med 7 punkter, för att respondenterna skulle kunna svara på en 

bred skala. Ett ojämnt antal punkter valdes så respondenterna inte skulle känna sig 

tvungna att svara antingen positivt eller negativt, ifall deras åsikt verkligen var neutral. 

Några frågor hade en negativ antydan för att garantera att respondenterna visade 

uppmärksamhet, och för att kontrollera att svaren var uppriktiga (Pallant 2007). I 

slutet av frågeformuläret ombads respondenterna ännu delge sin ålder och kön, för att 

svaren skulle kunna analyseras mellan kön och generationer. 

Det är oftast omöjligt att få full tillgång till alla relevanta forskningsfall, och ett 

stickprov måste bli vald för att representera enkätpopulationen. Denna population 

består i denna studie av finska män och kvinnor av generation X och Y, medan 

stickprovsundersökningsramen bestod av finska män och kvinnor av generation X och 

Y som besöker shoppingcenter i huvudstadsområdet. Det slutliga stickprovet bestod av 

229 respondenter. 

Frågeformulären delades ut i pappersformat i fyra shoppingcenter i 

huvudstadsregionen mellan oktober och december 2010. Respondenterna tillfrågades 

om de ville delta i en enkät om finskt mode för min magisteravhandling. I detta skede 

meddelade jag också att de var med i en utlottning av gåvokort till varuhuset 

Stockmann, ifall de ville lämna sin kontaktinformation. Det tog cirka sju till 15 minuter 

att fylla i frågeformuläret. Frågeformuläret med listan över finska modevarumärken tog 

längst tid. Dessutom tillfrågades vänner och bekanta som tillhörde målgruppen att fylla 

i frågeformuläret. Dessa fylldes antingen i för hand eller på dator.  

Resultatredovisning 

Den insamlade informationen analyserades i det statistiska datorprogrammet SPSS. De 

statistiska testen som användes var t-test, ensidig variansanalys (ANOVA), och ensidig 

och tvåsidig multivariansanalys (MANOVA). 

T-testen visade att enbart en utav 41 beroende variabler var statistiskt signifikant 

mellan generationer samt mellan de två olika frågeformulären, medan denna summa 

mellan kön var 18. 

Bland de fyra grupperna som bildades genom att slå samman generationer och 

frågeformulär, hittades enbart två statistiskt signifikanta variabler genom ensidiga 

ANOVA:n. Bland kön och frågeformulär var denna summa sju, och bland kön och 

generationer 19. 



 

 

98 

Genom ensidiga MANOVA:n hittades inga statistiskt signifikanta variabler mellan 

frågeformulär, medan en hittades mellan generationer för den sammansatta Image-

variabeln. Mellan kön hittades fem statistiskt signifikanta variabler för Image, en för 

Respons, och tolv för sammansatta KBVK, men inga för Lojalitet. Bland de fyra 

grupperna som bildades genom att slå samman kön och generationer hittades fem 

statistiskt signifikanta variabler för Image, fyra för Respons, sex för Lojalitet, och 16 för 

KBVK som helhet. Bland kön och frågeformulär hittades fyra statistiskt signifikanta 

variabler för Image och sju för KBVK, och bland generationer och frågeformulär 

hittades endast en variabel för Image och en för Lojalitet. 

Den tvåsidiga MANOVA:n bland kön och generationer visade statistisk signifikans på 

alla fyra sammansatta variabler (Image, Respons, Lojalitet och KBVK). Både kön 

(genom sex variabler) och generation (en variabel) visades påverka Image, medan kön 

(en variabel) och interaktionen mellan kön och generation (fyra variabler) påverkade 

Respons. Lojalitet var påverkad av enbart interaktionen mellan kön och generation (sex 

variabler), medan KBVK påverkades av kön (åtta variabler) och interaktionen (14 

variabler). Bland kön och frågeformulär hittades statistiskt signifikanta skillnader för 

Image, påverkat av kön (sex variabler) och interaktionen mellan kön och frågeformulär 

(två variabler), och Respons, påverkat av kön (en variabel) och KBVK genom kön (13 

variabler). Bland generationer och frågeformulär fanns skillnader för Image, påverkat 

av generation (en variabel) och Lojalitet, påverkat av frågeformulär (en variabel). 

Diskussion & Slutsatser 

De väsentligaste upptäckterna i denna studie var att det finns en starkt signifikant 

skillnad mellan åsikterna, attityderna och beteendet hos finska män och kvinnor 

gällande det konsumentbaserade varumärkeskapitalet av finskt mode. Denna upptäckt 

kan positivt relateras till litteraturen om könsskillnader inom mode. En likadan klar 

skillnad hittades inte bland generationerna X och Y, vilket motsäger litteraturen om 

generationsskillnader. Detta kan innebära att det möjligtvis inte finns så stora 

skillnader mellan generationerna X och Y som man har trott. Men, eftersom inga 

studier om generationsskillnader inom mode och shopping hittades, är upptäckterna i 

denna studie banbrytande. Det fanns inte heller tydliga skillnader mellan de två olika 

frågeformulären, vilket kan betyda att finska konsumenters syn på finskt mode är 

antingen väldigt välinformerad eller inrotad. Eftersom ingen annan studie om 

konsumentbaserat varumärkeskapital av finskt mode hittades, är en jämförelse med 

andra studier omöjlig, och resultaten av denna studie är förhoppningsvis ett steg i 

riktningen att fylla det litteraturgap som finns inom mode, shopping, kön och 

generationer, åtminstone ur ett finskt perspektiv. För att konkludera, så kan det 
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konsumentbaserade varumärkeskapitalet av finskt mode varken sägas vara högt eller 

lågt, eftersom det borde jämföras med resultat av liknande studier. Men, de starkaste, 

positiva associationerna som respondenterna hade till finskt mode var bra kvalitet, 

etiskt, bekvämt, naturlig image, bra design (image variabler), tron att finskt mode är av 

bra kvalitet, respekt för finskt mode (respons variabler) och tidigare inköp av finskt 

mode (lojalitet variabler). De starkaste, mest negativa associationerna var att finskt 

mode är dyrt (image variabel), att det inte är bättre än utländskt mode, ingen känsla av 

säkerhet eller socialt godkännande var uppfattat (respons variabler), respondenter 

köper inte finskt mode alltid när det är möjligt, de älskar inte finskt mode, är inte lojala 

mot det, och de skulle inte söka det annanstans ifall det inte hittades i första bästa butik 

(lojalitet variabler). 

Chansen att ett finskt modevarumärke blir vald i en inköpssituation förstärks genom 

starkt konsumentbaserat varumärkeskapital, härav den stora betydelsen av det. Om 

konsumenter känner att ett varumärke har någonting speciellt att erbjuda dem, kan 

deras varumärkeslojalitet stärkas. Det är klart att alla konsumenter inte kan känna en 

förbindelse till samma varumärke, men det är av stor betydelse att förstå vilka kunder 

är värda att vinna och behålla för att få upprepade inköp. I denna process är de fyra 

stegen av KBVK av yttersta betydelse. En medvetenhet om varumärkets förekomst 

måste uppnås, efter vilket varumärkesassociationer och sedan varumärkeskänslor och -

bedömningar kan bildas. Ifall dessa tre steg är framgångsrika uppnås förhoppningsvis 

varumärkeslojalitet. 

Procenten av positiva medeltal samt totala medeltalen för KBVK:s associationer av 

finskt mode sjönk för varje steg av KBVK. Detta visar hur viktigt det är att bygga upp de 

lägre stegen för att de skall kunna påverka de högre stegen positivt. Jag tror att om 

medvetenheten och varumärkesimagen av finska modevarumärken förstärktes, skulle 

responsen och lojaliteten gentemot dessa varumärken frodas. Vilket i sin tur skulle leda 

till en ökning i finsk modekonsumtion. Företag borde komma ihåg och erkänna att vart 

enda steg i KBVK pyramiden är viktigt, hur litet det än verkar. Dessutom är det viktigt 

att minnas att det är konsumenterna som påverkar varumärkeskapitalet. 

Finskt mode består av ett ökande antal skilda varumärken, som alla kan härleda egna 

slutsatser och ta egna åtgärder baserade på resultaten av denna studie. Denna studie 

visar vilka finska modeassociationer är relevanta och aktuella, och vilka associationer 

som skulle kunna förstärkas. Det är svårt att bedöma vilka konsekvenser denna studie 

har för specifika varumärken, eftersom en varumärkesspårning borde göras för varje 

varumärke skilt. Emellertid, så kan skilda varumärkesspårningsresultat jämföras med 

denna studies resultat. En sådan jämförelse skulle ge enskilda varumärken en bra bild 
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av vilka associationer är mera positiva och vilka negativa jämfört med finskt mode i 

allmänhet, och vilka områden som skulle kunna förstärkas. Men medvetenhetsmåttet i 

denna studie kan ge de finska modevarumärken inkluderade i frågeformuläret en bra 

bild över hur kända de verkligen är bland män och kvinnor av generation X och Y i 

huvudstadsregionen.  
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APPENDIX 1 QUESTIONNAIRE IN ENGLISH - OWN VIEW 

FINNISH CLOTHING/FASHION SURVEY 

 

ANSWER THE QUESTIONS ON A SCALE FROM 1-7, CIRCLING THE NUMBER OF YOUR CHOICE. 

THE ANSWERS WILL BE TREATED CONFIDENTIALLY. 

 

1 = “totally disagree” 

7 = “totally agree” 

Fashion product = Clothes and accessories (shoes, bags, shawls, jewellery, etc.) 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

 

 

 

How much do you agree with the following statements?  Totally disagree                    Totally agree 

I enjoy shopping                1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I would say that I am fashion conscious                    1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I rather buy domestic fashion products than foreign ones             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Whenever possible, I buy domestic fashion products             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
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THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ARE ABOUT FINNISH FASHION IN GENERAL.  

PLEASE DO NOT THINK OF ANY SPECIFIC BRANDS!!! 

 

How much do you agree with the following statements? Totally disagree                     Totally agree 

Finnish clothing design is good               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion products are of bad quality              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion products have a good price-value relationship            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion products are comfortable to use             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion design is simple               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion products are expensive              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion suits consumers my age              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion is unique                   1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion is sophisticated               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion has a natural image              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion is popular               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion is modern               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion is stylish               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion is ethical               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion is casual               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion has a young image              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion is conservative               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Other associations you can think of regarding Finnish fashion? 

*                 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

*                 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

*                 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

 

How much do you agree with the following statements? Totally disagree                    Totally agree 

Finnish fashion suits my style               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I am satisfied with Finnish fashion products              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I think Finnish fashion products are of high quality             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion is better than foreign fashion              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion is unique compared to foreign fashion             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I trust Finnish fashion               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion gives me a feeling of social approval             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I really like Finnish fashion               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I like using Finnish fashion products              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion gives me a feeling of security              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I respect Finnish fashion               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
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It feels good wearing Finnish fashion products in public             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion gives me a feeling of self-respect             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

   

How much do you agree with the following statements? Totally disagree                    Totally agree 

I am loyal to Finnish fashion               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I really love Finnish fashion               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I would recommend Finnish fashion to my acquaintances             1   2   3   4   5   6   7  

I have bought Finnish fashion products in the past             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I buy Finnish fashion products whenever I can             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I will buy Finnish fashion products in the future             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

If Finnish fashion products weren’t available in a store,  

I would find them elsewhere               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Age: 

Gender:   Male    Female 

Hometown: 

 

 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR ANSWERS!!! 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

There will be a prize drawing of 3 gift cards of 30€ to the Stockmann department store among the 

respondents. 

To take part in this prize drawing, please enter your e-mail below. (The answers are treated 

confidentially, and will not be associated to the e-mail addresses): 

 

_________________________________@________________________________ 
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APPENDIX 2 QUESTIONNAIRE IN ENGLISH – GIVEN VIEW 

FINNISH CLOTHING/FASHION SURVEY 

 

ANSWER THE QUESTIONS ON A SCALE FROM 1-7, CIRCLING THE NUMBER OF YOUR CHOICE. 

THE ANSWERS WILL BE TREATED CONFIDENTIALLY. 

 

1 = “totally disagree” 

7 = “totally agree” 

Fashion product = Clothes and accessories (shoes, bags, shawls, jewellery, etc.) 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

 

 

 

How much do you agree with the following statements?  Totally disagree                    Totally agree 

I enjoy shopping                1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I would say that I am fashion conscious                    1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I rather buy domestic fashion products than foreign ones             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Whenever possible, I buy domestic fashion products             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
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Do you recognize the following brands? Put a cross into the right box. 

                                    Yes             No    Yes           No 
 

        ☐ ☐	       ☐ ☐ 

 

      ☐ ☐        ☐ ☐ 

      ☐ ☐       ☐ ☐ 

      ☐ ☐       ☐ ☐ 

      ☐ ☐       ☐ ☐ 

 

      ☐ ☐        ☐ ☐ 

      ☐ ☐       ☐ ☐ 

       ☐ ☐	        ☐ ☐ 

 

      ☐ ☐       ☐ ☐ 

 

      ☐ ☐       ☐ ☐ 

      ☐ ☐        ☐ ☐ 

      ☐ ☐        ☐ ☐ 

 

☐ ☐       ☐ ☐ 

	 	 	 	 ☐ ☐	        ☐ ☐ 

 

      ☐ ☐       ☐ ☐ 

 

      ☐ ☐       ☐ ☐ 

 

      ☐ ☐        ☐ ☐ 
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THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ARE ABOUT FINNISH FASHION IN GENERAL.  

PLEASE DO NOT THINK OF ANY SPECIFIC BRANDS!!! 

 

How much do you agree with the following statements? Totally disagree                     Totally agree 

Finnish clothing design is good               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion products are of bad quality              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion products have a good price-value relationship            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion products are comfortable to use             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion design is simple               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion products are expensive              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion suits consumers my age              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion is unique                   1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion is sophisticated               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion has a natural image              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion is popular               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion is modern               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion is stylish               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion is ethical               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion is casual               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion has a young image              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion is conservative               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Other associations you can think of regarding Finnish fashion? 

*                 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

*                 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

*                 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

 

How much do you agree with the following statements? Totally disagree                    Totally agree 

Finnish fashion suits my style               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I am satisfied with Finnish fashion products              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I think Finnish fashion products are of high quality             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion is better than foreign fashion              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion is unique compared to foreign fashion             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I trust Finnish fashion               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion gives me a feeling of social approval             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I really like Finnish fashion               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I like using Finnish fashion products              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion gives me a feeling of security              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I respect Finnish fashion               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
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It feels good wearing Finnish fashion products in public             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finnish fashion gives me a feeling of self-respect             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

   

How much do you agree with the following statements? Totally disagree                    Totally agree 

I am loyal to Finnish fashion               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I really love Finnish fashion               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I would recommend Finnish fashion to my acquaintances             1   2   3   4   5   6   7  

I have bought Finnish fashion products in the past             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I buy Finnish fashion products whenever I can             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I will buy Finnish fashion products in the future             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

If Finnish fashion products weren’t available in a store,  

I would find them elsewhere               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Age: 

Gender:   Male    Female 

Hometown: 

 

 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR ANSWERS!!! 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

There will be a prize drawing of 3 gift cards of 30€ to the Stockmann department store among the 

respondents. 

To take part in this prize drawing, please enter your e-mail below. (The answers are treated 

confidentially, and will not be associated to the e-mail addresses): 

 

_________________________________@________________________________ 
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APPENDIX 3 QUESTIONNAIRE IN FINNISH – OWN VIEW 

SUOMALAINEN VAATEMUOTIKYSELY 

 

VASTAA KYSYMYKSIIN ARVOASTEIKOLLA 1-7. YMPYRÖI VALITSEMASI NUMERO.  

VASTAUKSET KÄSITELLÄÄN LUOTTAMUKSELLISESTI. 

 

1 = “täysin eri mieltä” 

7 = “täysin samaa mieltä” 

Muotituote = Vaateet ja asusteet (kengät, laukut, huivit, korut, yms.) 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

 

Kuinka paljon olet samaa mieltä seuraavien lausumien kanssa?   täysin eri mieltä     täysin samaa mieltä 

 

Nautin shoppailemisesta               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Sanoisin että olen muotitietoinen              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Ostan mielummin kotimaisia muotituotteita kuin ulkomaalaisia            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Aina, kun on mahdollista, ostan kotimaisia muotituotteita             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
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SEURAVAT KYSYMYKSET OVAT SUOMALAISESTA MUODISTA YLEISESTI. 

ETHÄN MIETI MITÄÄN TIETTYÄ TUOTEMERKKIÄ!!! 

 

Kuinka paljon olet samaa mieltä seuraavien lausumien kanssa?   täysin eri mieltä     täysin samaa mieltä 

Suomalainen vaatemuotoilu on hyvää              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalaiset muotituotteet ovat huonoa laatua             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalaisilla muotituotteilla on hyvä hinta-laatusuhde             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalaiset muotituotteet ovat mukavia käyttää             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalainen vaatemuotoilu on yksinkertaista              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalaiset muotituotteet ovat kalliita              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalainen muoti sopii minun ikäisille kuluttajille             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalainen muoti on ainutlaatuista              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalainen muoti on hienostunutta              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalaisella muodilla on luonnollinen imago             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalainen muoti on suosittua               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalainen muoti on modernia              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalainen muoti on tyylikästä              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalaisella muodilla on eettinen maine              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalainen muoti on rentoa               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalaisella muodilla on nuori imago              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalainen muoti on konservatiivista              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Muita assosiaatioita, joita tulee mieleen suomalaisesta muodista? 

*                 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

*                 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

*                 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

  

Kuinka paljon olet samaa mieltä seuraavien lausumien kanssa?   täysin eri mieltä     täysin samaa mieltä 

Suomalainen muoti sopii tyyliini               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Olen tyytyväinen suomalaisiin muotituotteisiin             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Uskon, että suomalaiset muotituotteet ovat korkealaatuisia             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalainen muoti on parempaa kuin ulkomaalainen muoti            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalainen muoti on ainutlaatuista verrattuna ulkomaalaiseen muotiin            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Luotan suomalaiseen muotiin               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalainen muoti antaa minulle sosiaalisen hyväksynnän tunteen            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Tykkään oikeasti suomalaisesta muodista              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Tykkään käyttää suomalaisia muotituotteita              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalainen muoti antaa minulle turvallisuudentunteen             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Kunnioitan suomalaista muotia               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
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Minusta tuntuu hyvältä käyttää suomalaisia muotituotteita julkisesti            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalainen muoti antaa minulle itse-kunnioituksen tunteen            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

 

Kuinka paljon olet samaa mieltä seuraavien lausumien kanssa?   täysin eri mieltä     täysin samaa mieltä 

Olen lojaali suomalaiselle muodille              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Minä tosiaan rakastan suomalaista muotia              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suosittelisin suomalaista muotia tutuilleni              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Olen ostanut suomalaisia muotituotteita ennenkin             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Ostan suomalaisia muotituotteita aina, kun voin             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Ostan suomalaisia muotituotteita tulevaisuudessa             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Jos suomalaisia muotituotteita ei olisi saatavilla kaupasta,  

etsisin ne jostain muualta               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

  

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Ikä: 

Sukupuoli:            Mies                 Nainen 

Kotikaupunki: 

 

 

KIITOS VASTAUKSESTASI!!! 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Osallistujien kesken arvotaan 3 kpl 30€ lahjakortteja Stockmann tavarataloon. 

Osallistuaksesi arvontaan, kirjoita sähköpostiosoitteesi tähän. (Vastaukset käsitellään 

luottamuksellisesti, ja ei liitetä sähköpostiosoitteisiin): 

 

_________________________@______________________________ 
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APPENDIX 4 QUESTIONNAIRE IN FINNISH – GIVEN VIEW 

SUOMALAINEN VAATEMUOTIKYSELY 

 

VASTAA KYSYMYKSIIN ARVOASTEIKOLLA 1-7. YMPYRÖI VALITSEMASI NUMERO.  

VASTAUKSET KÄSITELLÄÄN LUOTTAMUKSELLISESTI. 

 

1 = “täysin eri mieltä” 

7 = “täysin samaa mieltä” 

Muotituote = Vaateet ja asusteet (kengät, laukut, huivit, korut, yms.) 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

 

Kuinka paljon olet samaa mieltä seuraavien lausumien kanssa?   täysin eri mieltä     täysin samaa mieltä 

 

Nautin shoppailemisesta               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Sanoisin että olen muotitietoinen              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Ostan mielummin kotimaisia muotituotteita kuin ulkomaalaisia            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Aina, kun on mahdollista, ostan kotimaisia muotituotteita             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
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Tunnistatko seuraavia brändejä? Laita risti oikeaan laatikkoon. 

                                Tunnistan      En tunnista               Tunnistan      En tunnista          
 

        ☐ ☐	       ☐ ☐ 

 

      ☐ ☐        ☐ ☐ 

      ☐ ☐       ☐ ☐ 

      ☐ ☐       ☐ ☐ 

      ☐ ☐       ☐ ☐ 

 

      ☐ ☐        ☐ ☐ 

      ☐ ☐       ☐ ☐ 

       ☐ ☐	        ☐ ☐ 

 

      ☐ ☐       ☐ ☐ 

 

      ☐ ☐       ☐ ☐ 

      ☐ ☐        ☐ ☐ 

      ☐ ☐        ☐ ☐ 

 

☐ ☐       ☐ ☐ 

	 	 	 	 ☐ ☐	        ☐ ☐ 

 

      ☐ ☐       ☐ ☐ 

 

      ☐ ☐       ☐ ☐ 

 

      ☐ ☐        ☐ ☐ 
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SEURAAVAT KYSYMYKSET OVAT SUOMALAISESTA MUODISTA YLEISESTI. 
ETHÄN MIETI MITÄÄN TIETTYÄ TUOTEMERKKIÄ!!! 

 

Kuinka paljon olet samaa mieltä seuraavien lausumien kanssa?   täysin eri mieltä     täysin samaa mieltä 

Suomalainen vaatemuotoilu on hyvää              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalaiset muotituotteet ovat huonoa laatua             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalaisilla muotituotteilla on hyvä hinta-laatusuhde             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalaiset muotituotteet ovat mukavia käyttää             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalainen vaatemuotoilu on yksinkertaista              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalaiset muotituotteet ovat kalliita              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalainen muoti sopii minun ikäisille kuluttajille             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalainen muoti on ainutlaatuista              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalainen muoti on hienostunutta              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalaisella muodilla on luonnollinen imago             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalainen muoti on suosittua               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalainen muoti on modernia              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalainen muoti on tyylikästä              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalaisella muodilla on eettinen maine              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalainen muoti on rentoa               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalaisella muodilla on nuori imago              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalainen muoti on konservatiivista              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Muita assosiaatioita, joita tulee mieleen suomalaisesta muodista? 

*                 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

*                 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

*                 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

  

Kuinka paljon olet samaa mieltä seuraavien lausumien kanssa?   täysin eri mieltä     täysin samaa mieltä 

Suomalainen muoti sopii tyyliini               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Olen tyytyväinen suomalaisiin muotituotteisiin             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Uskon, että suomalaiset muotituotteet ovat korkealaatuisia             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalainen muoti on parempaa kuin ulkomaalainen muoti            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalainen muoti on ainutlaatuista verrattuna ulkomaalaiseen muotiin            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Luotan suomalaiseen muotiin               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalainen muoti antaa minulle sosiaalisen hyväksynnän tunteen            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Tykkään oikeasti suomalaisesta muodista              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Tykkään käyttää suomalaisia muotituotteita              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalainen muoti antaa minulle turvallisuudentunteen             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Kunnioitan suomalaista muotia               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
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Minusta tuntuu hyvältä käyttää suomalaisia muotituotteita julkisesti            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suomalainen muoti antaa minulle itse-kunnioituksen tunteen            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

 

Kuinka paljon olet samaa mieltä seuraavien lausumien kanssa?   täysin eri mieltä     täysin samaa mieltä 

Olen lojaali suomalaiselle muodille              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Minä tosiaan rakastan suomalaista muotia              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Suosittelisin suomalaista muotia tutuilleni              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Olen ostanut suomalaisia muotituotteita ennenkin             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Ostan suomalaisia muotituotteita aina, kun voin             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Ostan suomalaisia muotituotteita tulevaisuudessa             1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Jos suomalaisia muotituotteita ei olisi saatavilla kaupasta,  

etsisin ne jostain muualta               1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

  

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Ikä: 

Sukupuoli:            Mies                 Nainen 

Kotikaupunki: 

 

 

KIITOS VASTAUKSESTASI!!! 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Osallistujien kesken arvotaan 3 kpl 30€ lahjakortteja Stockmann tavarataloon. 

Osallistuaksesi arvontaan, kirjoita sähköpostiosoitteesi tähän. (Vastaukset käsitellään 

luottamuksellisesti, ja ei liitetä sähköpostiosoitteisiin): 

 

_________________________@______________________________ 
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APPENDIX 5 QUESTIONNAIRE IN SWEDISH – OWN VIEW 

FINSKT KLÄDES/MODE FRÅGEFORMULÄR 

 

SVARA PÅ FRÅGORNA PÅ EN SKALA FRÅN 1-7, GENOM ATT RINGA IN NUMRET DU VALT. 

SVAREN BEHANDLAS KONFIDENTIELLT. 

 

1 = ”totalt av annan åsikt” 

7 = ”totalt av samma åsikt” 

Modeprodukt = Kläder och accessoarer (skor, väskor, sjalar, smycken, etc.) 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

 

Hur mycket håller du med om följande påståenden?            Totalt av annan åsikt   Totalt av samma åsikt 

Jag njuter av att shoppa            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Jag skulle säga att jag är modemedveten           1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Jag köper hellre inhemska modeprodukter än utländska          1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Alltid när det är möjligt köper jag inhemska modeprodukter         1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
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FÖLJANDE FRÅGOR HANDLAR  OM FINSKT MODE ALLMÄNT. 

VAR VÄNLIG OCH TÄNK INTE PÅ NÅGRA SPECIFIKA BRAND!!! 

 

Hur mycket håller du med om följande påståenden?            Totalt av annan åsikt   Totalt av samma åsikt 

Finsk kläddesign är bra            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finska modeprodukter är av dålig kvalitet           1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finska modeprodukter har en bra pris-kvalitet nivå          1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finska mode-produkter är bekväma att använda          1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finsk kläddesign är enkel            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finska modeprodukter är dyra            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode passar min ålders konsumenter           1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode är unikt            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode är sofistikerat            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode har en naturlig image           1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode är populärt            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode är modernt            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode är stiligt            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode är etiskt            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode är ledigt            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode har en ung image            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode är konservativt            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Andra associationer du kommer att tänka på angående finskt mode? 

*              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

*              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

*              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

 

Hur mycket håller du med om följande påståenden?            Totalt av annan åsikt   Totalt av samma åsikt 

Finskt mode passar min stil            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Jag är nöjd med finska modeprodukter           1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Jag tror att finska modeprodukter är av hög kvalitet          1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode är bättre än utländskt mode           1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode är unikt jämfört med utländskt mode          1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Jag litar på finskt mode            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode ger mig en känsla av socialt godkännande          1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Jag tycker verkligen om finskt mode           1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Jag tycker om att använda finska modeprodukter          1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode ger mig en känsla av säkerhet           1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Jag respekterar finskt mode            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
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Det känns bra att använda finska modeprodukter offentligt          1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode ger mig en känsla av själv-respekt          1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

 

Hur mycket håller du med om följande påståenden?            Totalt av annan åsikt   Totalt av samma åsikt 

Jag är lojal mot finskt mode            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Jag älskar verkligen finskt mode            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Jag skulle rekommendera finskt mode till mina bekanta          1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Jag har köpt finska modeprodukter förr           1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Jag köper finska modeprodukter alltid när jag kan          1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Jag kommer att köpa finska modeprodukter i framtiden          1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Om finska modeprodukter inte vore tillgängliga i en butik, 

skulle jag söka dem annanstans ifrån           1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Ålder: 

Kön:           Man       Kvinna 

Hemstad: 

 

 

TACK FÖR DITT SVAR!!! 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Bland deltagarna utlottas 3 st 30€ gåvokort till Stockmanns varuhus. 

För att vara med i utlottningen, fyll i din e-post adress nedan. (Frågorna behandlas konfidentiellt, och 

kan inte spåras till e-post adressen.) : 

 

__________________________@____________________________ 
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APPENDIX 6 QUESTIONNAIRE IN SWEDISH – GIVEN VIEW 

FINSKT KLÄDES/MODE FRÅGEFORMULÄR 

 

SVARA PÅ FRÅGORNA PÅ EN SKALA FRÅN 1-7, GENOM ATT RINGA IN NUMRET DU VALT. 

SVAREN BEHANDLAS KONFIDENTIELLT. 

 

1 = ”totalt av annan åsikt” 

7 = ”totalt av samma åsikt” 

Modeprodukt = Kläder och accessoarer (skor, väskor, sjalar, smycken, etc.) 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

 

Hur mycket håller du med om följande påståenden?            Totalt av annan åsikt   Totalt av samma åsikt 

Jag njuter av att shoppa            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Jag skulle säga att jag är modemedveten           1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Jag köper hellre inhemska modeprodukter än utländska          1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Alltid när det är möjligt köper jag inhemska modeprodukter         1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
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Känner du igen följande brand? Kryssa för rätta svaret 

  Ja Nej   Ja Nej 

        ☐ ☐	       ☐ ☐ 

 

      ☐ ☐        ☐ ☐ 

      ☐ ☐       ☐ ☐ 

      ☐ ☐       ☐ ☐ 

      ☐ ☐       ☐ ☐ 

 

      ☐ ☐        ☐ ☐ 

      ☐ ☐       ☐ ☐ 

       ☐ ☐	        ☐ ☐ 

 

      ☐ ☐       ☐ ☐ 

 

      ☐ ☐       ☐ ☐ 

      ☐ ☐        ☐ ☐ 

      ☐ ☐        ☐ ☐ 

 

☐ ☐       ☐ ☐ 

	 	 	 	 ☐ ☐	        ☐ ☐ 

 

      ☐ ☐       ☐ ☐ 

 

      ☐ ☐       ☐ ☐ 

 

      ☐ ☐        ☐ ☐ 
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FÖLJANDE FRÅGOR HANDLAR  OM FINSKT MODE ALLMÄNT. 

VAR VÄNLIG OCH TÄNK INTE PÅ NÅGRA SPECIFIKA BRAND!!! 

 

Hur mycket håller du med om följande påståenden?            Totalt av annan åsikt   Totalt av samma åsikt 

Finsk kläddesign är bra            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finska modeprodukter är av dålig kvalitet           1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finska modeprodukter har en bra pris-kvalitet nivå          1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finska mode-produkter är bekväma att använda          1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finsk kläddesign är enkel            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finska modeprodukter är dyra            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode passar min ålders konsumenter           1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode är unikt            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode är sofistikerat            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode har en naturlig image           1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode är populärt            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode är modernt            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode är stiligt            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode är etiskt            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode är ledigt            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode har en ung image            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode är konservativt            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Andra associationer du kommer att tänka på angående finskt mode? 

*              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

*              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

*              1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

 

Hur mycket håller du med om följande påståenden?            Totalt av annan åsikt   Totalt av samma åsikt 

Finskt mode passar min stil            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Jag är nöjd med finska modeprodukter           1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Jag tror att finska modeprodukter är av hög kvalitet          1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode är bättre än utländskt mode           1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode är unikt jämfört med utländskt mode          1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Jag litar på finskt mode            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode ger mig en känsla av socialt godkännande          1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Jag tycker verkligen om finskt mode           1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Jag tycker om att använda finska modeprodukter          1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode ger mig en känsla av säkerhet           1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Jag respekterar finskt mode            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
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Det känns bra att använda finska modeprodukter offentligt          1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Finskt mode ger mig en känsla av själv-respekt          1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

 

Hur mycket håller du med om följande påståenden?            Totalt av annan åsikt   Totalt av samma åsikt 

Jag är lojal mot finskt mode            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Jag älskar verkligen finskt mode            1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Jag skulle rekommendera finskt mode till mina bekanta          1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Jag har köpt finska modeprodukter förr           1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Jag köper finska modeprodukter alltid när jag kan          1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Jag kommer att köpa finska modeprodukter i framtiden          1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

Om finska modeprodukter inte vore tillgängliga i en butik, 

skulle jag söka dem annanstans ifrån           1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Ålder: 

Kön:           Man       Kvinna 

Hemstad: 

 

 

TACK FÖR DITT SVAR!!! 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Bland deltagarna utlottas 3 st 30€ gåvokort till Stockmanns varuhus. 

För att vara med i utlottningen, fyll i din e-post adress nedan. (Frågorna behandlas konfidentiellt, och 

kan inte spåras till e-post adressen.) : 

 

__________________________@____________________________ 
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APPENDIX 7  

Total means on all variables 

Variable Total Mean 
EnjoyShopping 4.76 
FashionConscious 4.38 
PreferDomesticToForeign 3.54 
BuyDomesticWhenPossible 3.17 
GoodDesign 4.58 
GoodQuality 5.74 
ValueForMoney 3.85 
Comfortable 4.66 
Simple 4.74 
NotExpensive 2.79 
SuitsAge 4.32 
Unique 4.24 
Sophisticated 3.88 
NaturalImage 4.93 
Popular 3.91 
Modern 4.36 
Stylish 4.30 
Ethical 4.70 
Casual 4.30 
Young 3.86 
NotConservative 3.81 
SuitsStyle 3.91 
Satisfied 4.18 
ThinkHighQuality 5.32 
BetterThanForeign 3.50 
Uniquecompared 3.87 
Trust 4.45 
SocialApproval 3.13 
ReallyLike 3.90 
LikeUsing 3.95 
FeelingSecure 3.06 
Respect 4.76 
GoodWearingPublic 4.29 
SelfRespect 3.38 
Loyal 2.88 
Love 2.70 
Recommend 3.82 
BoughtBefore 4.63 
BuyWheneverCan 2.90 
WillBuy 4.38 
NotAvailableElsewhere 2.55 
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APPENDIX 8  

Means for Surveys, Genders & Generations 

Variable Group Mean Group Mean Group Mean 
EnjoyShopping GivenView 4.93 Female 5.67 GenX 4.57 
  OwnView 4.61 Male 3.92 GenY 4.93 
FashionConscious GivenView 4.46 Female 4.67 GenX 4.40 
  OwnView 4.29 Male 4.10 GenY 4.35 
PreferDomesticToForeign GivenView 3.46 Female 3.75 GenX 3.56 
  OwnView 3.62 Male 3.35 GenY 3.53 
BuyDomesticWhenPossible GivenView 3.04 Female 3.44 GenX 3.35 
  OwnView 3.28 Male 2.91 GenY 3.02 
GoodDesign GivenView 4.53 Female 4.89 GenX 4.73 
  OwnView 4.62 Male 4.28 GenY 4.45 
GoodQuality GivenView 5.64 Female 5.89 GenX 5.78 
  OwnView 5.83 Male 5.59 GenY 5.70 
ValueForMoney GivenView 3.79 Female 3.98 GenX 3.82 
  OwnView 3.91 Male 3.73 GenY 3.88 
Comfortable GivenView 4.55 Female 4.70 GenX 4.74 
  OwnView 4.77 Male 4.63 GenY 4.60 
Simple GivenView 4.64 Female 4.91 GenX 4.78 
  OwnView 4.84 Male 4.58 GenY 4.71 
NotExpensive GivenView 2.77 Female 2.64 GenX 2.73 
  OwnView 2.80 Male 2.92 GenY 2.83 
SuitsAge GivenView 4.30 Female 4.58 GenX 4.51 
  OwnView 4.33 Male 4.08 GenY 4.16 
Unique GivenView 4.08 Female 4.48 GenX 3.93 
  OwnView 4.40 Male 4.02 GenY 4.50 
Sophisticated GivenView 3.82 Female 3.95 GenX 3.85 
  OwnView 3.94 Male 3.81 GenY 3.91 
NaturalImage GivenView 4.91 Female 5.14 GenX 4.81 
  OwnView 4.94 Male 4.73 GenY 5.02 
Popular GivenView 3.90 Female 4.10 GenX 3.91 
  OwnView 3.91 Male 3.73 GenY 3.90 
Modern GivenView 4.31 Female 4.53 GenX 4.37 
  OwnView 4.41 Male 4.20 GenY 4.36 
Stylish GivenView 4.23 Female 4.48 GenX 4.18 
  OwnView 4.37 Male 4.14 GenY 4.40 
Ethical GivenView 4.69 Female 4.86 GenX 4.65 
  OwnView 4.71 Male 4.55 GenY 4.74 
Casual GivenView 4.29 Female 4.44 GenX 4.21 
  OwnView 4.30 Male 4.16 GenY 4.37 
Young GivenView 3.85 Female 3.84 GenX 3.74 
  OwnView 3.86 Male 3.87 GenY 3.95 
NotConservative GivenView 3.88 Female 3.90 GenX 3.64 
  OwnView 3.74 Male 3.72 GenY 3.94 
SuitsStyle GivenView 3.81 Female 4.07 GenX 4.05 
  OwnView 4.01 Male 3.76 GenY 3.80 
Satisfied GivenView 4.03 Female 4.23 GenX 4.22 
  OwnView 4.32 Male 4.13 GenY 4.14 
ThinkHighQuality GivenView 5.23 Female 5.45 GenX 5.28 
  OwnView 5.41 Male 5.21 GenY 5.36 
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BetterThanForeign GivenView 3.39 Female 3.53 GenX 3.48 
  OwnView 3.60 Male 3.47 GenY 3.51 
Uniquecompared GivenView 3.72 Female 3.96 GenX 3.72 
  OwnView 4.02 Male 3.79 GenY 4.00 
Trust GivenView 4.35 Female 4.48 GenX 4.43 
  OwnView 4.55 Male 4.43 GenY 4.48 
SocialApproval GivenView 2.98 Female 3.05 GenX 3.04 
  OwnView 3.26 Male 3.20 GenY 3.20 
ReallyLike GivenView 3.79 Female 4.01 GenX 3.95 
  OwnView 4.00 Male 3.79 GenY 3.85 
LikeUsing GivenView 3.79 Female 4.09 GenX 4.06 
  OwnView 4.11 Male 3.82 GenY 3.86 
FeelingSecure GivenView 2.97 Female 2.98 GenX 3.07 
  OwnView 3.14 Male 3.13 GenY 3.05 
Respect GivenView 4.79 Female 5.05 GenX 4.69 
  OwnView 4.74 Male 4.49 GenY 4.82 
GoodWearingPublic GivenView 4.21 Female 4.44 GenX 4.32 
  OwnView 4.37 Male 4.14 GenY 4.26 
SelfRespect GivenView 3.24 Female 3.32 GenX 3.30 
  OwnView 3.51 Male 3.44 GenY 3.45 
Loyal GivenView 2.67 Female 2.99 GenX 2.99 
  OwnView 3.09 Male 2.78 GenY 2.79 
Love GivenView 2.68 Female 2.87 GenX 2.68 
  OwnView 2.73 Male 2.54 GenY 2.72 
Recommend GivenView 3.69 Female 4.10 GenX 3.76 
  OwnView 3.94 Male 3.55 GenY 3.86 
BoughtBefore GivenView 4.46 Female 4.92 GenX 4.79 
  OwnView 4.80 Male 4.36 GenY 4.50 
BuyWheneverCan GivenView 2.75 Female 3.12 GenX 3.03 
  OwnView 3.03 Male 2.69 GenY 2.78 
WillBuy GivenView 4.24 Female 4.61 GenX 4.42 
  OwnView 4.51 Male 4.16 GenY 4.35 
NotAvailableElsewhere GivenView 2.57 Female 2.58 GenX 2.63 
  OwnView 2.53 Male 2.53 GenY 2.48 
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APPENDIX 9  

Means for SexGen, SexSur & GenSur 

Variable Group Mean Group Mean Group Mean 
EnjoyShopping FemaleX 5.70 FemaleGiven 5.82 XGiven 4.76 
  FemaleY 5.64 FemaleOwn 5.52 XOwn 4.39 
  MaleX 3.52 MaleGiven 4.07 YGiven 5.06 
  MaleY 4.25 MaleOwn 3.77 YOwn 4.79 
FashionConscious FemaleX 4.76 FemaleGiven 4.75 XGiven 4.70 
  FemaleY 4.59 FemaleOwn 4.59 XOwn 4.13 
  MaleX 4.07 MaleGiven 4.19 YGiven 4.27 
  MaleY 4.13 MaleOwn 4.02 YOwn 4.43 
PreferDomesticToForeign FemaleX 3.40 FemaleGiven 3.62 XGiven 3.42 
  FemaleY 4.03 FemaleOwn 3.88 XOwn 3.69 
  MaleX 3.70 MaleGiven 3.32 YGiven 3.50 
  MaleY 3.05 MaleOwn 3.38 YOwn 3.56 
BuyDomesticWhenPossible FemaleX 3.06 FemaleGiven 3.22 XGiven 3.08 
  FemaleY 3.75 FemaleOwn 3.66 XOwn 3.59 
  MaleX 3.61 MaleGiven 2.88 YGiven 3.02 
  MaleY 2.31 MaleOwn 2.93 YOwn 3.02 
GoodDesign FemaleX 4.86 FemaleGiven 4.80 XGiven 4.60 
  FemaleY 4.92 FemaleOwn 4.98 XOwn 4.85 
  MaleX 4.61 MaleGiven 4.26 YGiven 4.47 
  MaleY 4.00 MaleOwn 4.30 YOwn 4.43 
GoodQuality FemaleX 6.00 FemaleGiven 5.95 XGiven 5.66 
  FemaleY 5.80 FemaleOwn 5.84 XOwn 5.89 
  MaleX 5.57 MaleGiven 5.35 YGiven 5.63 
  MaleY 5.61 MaleOwn 5.82 YOwn 5.78 
ValueForMoney FemaleX 3.86 FemaleGiven 3.98 XGiven 3.74 
  FemaleY 4.08 FemaleOwn 3.98 XOwn 3.89 
  MaleX 3.78 MaleGiven 3.61 YGiven 3.84 
  MaleY 3.69 MaleOwn 3.84 YOwn 3.92 
Comfortable FemaleX 4.64 FemaleGiven 4.65 XGiven 4.56 
  FemaleY 4.75 FemaleOwn 4.75 XOwn 4.91 
  MaleX 4.83 MaleGiven 4.46 YGiven 4.55 
  MaleY 4.45 MaleOwn 4.79 YOwn 4.65 
Simple FemaleX 4.74 FemaleGiven 4.84 XGiven 4.56 
  FemaleY 5.05 FemaleOwn 4.98 XOwn 4.98 
  MaleX 4.81 MaleGiven 4.46 YGiven 4.71 
  MaleY 4.39 MaleOwn 4.70 YOwn 4.71 
NotExpensive FemaleX 2.70 FemaleGiven 2.64 XGiven 2.66 
  FemaleY 2.59 FemaleOwn 2.64 XOwn 2.80 
  MaleX 2.76 MaleGiven 2.89 YGiven 2.85 
  MaleY 3.06 MaleOwn 2.95 YOwn 2.81 
SuitsAge FemaleX 4.74 FemaleGiven 4.51 XGiven 4.44 
  FemaleY 4.44 FemaleOwn 4.64 XOwn 4.57 
  MaleX 4.30 MaleGiven 4.11 YGiven 4.19 
  MaleY 3.89 MaleOwn 4.05 YOwn 4.13 
Unique FemaleX 4.10 FemaleGiven 4.45 XGiven 3.92 
  FemaleY 4.79 FemaleOwn 4.51 XOwn 3.94 
  MaleX 3.78 MaleGiven 3.72 YGiven 4.21 
  MaleY 4.22 MaleOwn 4.30 YOwn 4.78 
Sophisticated FemaleX 3.82 FemaleGiven 3.80 XGiven 3.94 
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  FemaleY 4.07 FemaleOwn 4.11 XOwn 3.76 
  MaleX 3.87 MaleGiven 3.84 YGiven 3.73 
  MaleY 3.77 MaleOwn 3.79 YOwn 4.10 
NaturalImage FemaleX 4.90 FemaleGiven 5.22 XGiven 4.74 
  FemaleY 5.33 FemaleOwn 5.05 XOwn 4.87 
  MaleX 4.72 MaleGiven 4.61 YGiven 5.05 
  MaleY 4.73 MaleOwn 4.84 YOwn 5.00 
Popular FemaleX 3.94 FemaleGiven 3.98 XGiven 4.06 
  FemaleY 4.23 FemaleOwn 4.21 XOwn 3.78 
  MaleX 3.89 MaleGiven 3.82 YGiven 3.77 
  MaleY 3.59 MaleOwn 3.64 YOwn 4.03 
Modern FemaleX 4.48 FemaleGiven 4.49 XGiven 4.40 
  FemaleY 4.57 FemaleOwn 4.57 XOwn 4.33 
  MaleX 4.26 MaleGiven 4.14 YGiven 4.24 
  MaleY 4.16 MaleOwn 4.26 YOwn 4.48 
Stylish FemaleX 4.22 FemaleGiven 4.27 XGiven 4.06 
  FemaleY 4.69 FemaleOwn 4.68 XOwn 4.30 
  MaleX 4.15 MaleGiven 4.19 YGiven 4.37 
  MaleY 4.13 MaleOwn 4.08 YOwn 4.43 
Ethical FemaleX 4.74 FemaleGiven 5.04 XGiven 4.50 
  FemaleY 4.95 FemaleOwn 4.68 XOwn 4.80 
  MaleX 4.57 MaleGiven 4.35 YGiven 4.84 
  MaleY 4.53 MaleOwn 4.74 YOwn 4.63 
Casual FemaleX 4.22 FemaleGiven 4.40 XGiven 4.28 
  FemaleY 4.62 FemaleOwn 4.48 XOwn 4.15 
  MaleX 4.20 MaleGiven 4.19 YGiven 4.31 
  MaleY 4.13 MaleOwn 4.13 YOwn 4.44 
Young FemaleX 3.62 FemaleGiven 3.73 XGiven 3.66 
  FemaleY 4.02 FemaleOwn 3.95 XOwn 3.81 
  MaleX 3.85 MaleGiven 3.96 YGiven 4.00 
  MaleY 3.89 MaleOwn 3.79 YOwn 3.90 
NotConservative FemaleX 3.80 FemaleGiven 3.89 XGiven 3.70 
  FemaleY 3.98 FemaleOwn 3.91 XOwn 3.58 
  MaleX 3.50 MaleGiven 3.86 YGiven 4.02 
  MaleY 3.90 MaleOwn 3.58 YOwn 3.87 
SuitsStyle FemaleX 3.88 FemaleGiven 3.82 XGiven 3.84 
  FemaleY 4.23 FemaleOwn 4.32 XOwn 4.24 
  MaleX 4.20 MaleGiven 3.81 YGiven 3.79 
  MaleY 3.39 MaleOwn 3.72 YOwn 3.81 
Satisfied FemaleX 4.14 FemaleGiven 4.05 XGiven 4.08 
  FemaleY 4.31 FemaleOwn 4.41 XOwn 4.35 
  MaleX 4.30 MaleGiven 4.00 YGiven 3.98 
  MaleY 3.98 MaleOwn 4.25 YOwn 4.30 
ThinkHighQuality FemaleX 5.35 FemaleGiven 5.41 XGiven 5.10 
  FemaleY 5.52 FemaleOwn 5.48 XOwn 5.44 
  MaleX 5.22 MaleGiven 5.07 YGiven 5.34 
  MaleY 5.20 MaleOwn 5.34 YOwn 5.38 
BetterThanForeign FemaleX 3.24 FemaleGiven 3.31 XGiven 3.32 
  FemaleY 3.77 FemaleOwn 3.75 XOwn 3.63 
  MaleX 3.70 MaleGiven 3.47 YGiven 3.45 
  MaleY 3.27 MaleOwn 3.46 YOwn 3.57 
Uniquecompared FemaleX 3.80 FemaleGiven 3.76 XGiven 3.64 
  FemaleY 4.10 FemaleOwn 4.16 XOwn 3.80 
  MaleX 3.65 MaleGiven 3.68 YGiven 3.79 
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  MaleY 3.91 MaleOwn 3.89 YOwn 4.21 
Trust FemaleX 4.27 FemaleGiven 4.42 XGiven 4.18 
  FemaleY 4.66 FemaleOwn 4.55 XOwn 4.66 
  MaleX 4.57 MaleGiven 4.29 YGiven 4.49 
  MaleY 4.30 MaleOwn 4.56 YOwn 4.46 
SocialApproval FemaleX 2.96 FemaleGiven 2.85 XGiven 2.74 
  FemaleY 3.11 FemaleOwn 3.23 XOwn 3.31 
  MaleX 3.11 MaleGiven 3.11 YGiven 3.18 
  MaleY 3.28 MaleOwn 3.30 YOwn 3.22 
ReallyLike FemaleX 3.72 FemaleGiven 3.82 XGiven 3.60 
  FemaleY 4.25 FemaleOwn 4.20 XOwn 4.28 
  MaleX 4.17 MaleGiven 3.75 YGiven 3.94 
  MaleY 3.47 MaleOwn 3.82 YOwn 3.76 
LikeUsing FemaleX 3.86 FemaleGiven 3.89 XGiven 3.78 
  FemaleY 4.28 FemaleOwn 4.29 XOwn 4.31 
  MaleX 4.24 MaleGiven 3.68 YGiven 3.79 
  MaleY 3.47 MaleOwn 3.95 YOwn 3.94 
FeelingSecure FemaleX 2.84 FemaleGiven 2.93 XGiven 2.84 
  FemaleY 3.10 FemaleOwn 3.04 XOwn 3.28 
  MaleX 3.28 MaleGiven 3.02 YGiven 3.08 
  MaleY 3.00 MaleOwn 3.23 YOwn 3.02 
Respect FemaleX 5.00 FemaleGiven 5.09 XGiven 4.60 
  FemaleY 5.10 FemaleOwn 5.02 XOwn 4.78 
  MaleX 4.41 MaleGiven 4.49 YGiven 4.94 
  MaleY 4.56 MaleOwn 4.49 YOwn 4.71 
GoodWearingPublic FemaleX 4.34 FemaleGiven 4.40 XGiven 4.08 
  FemaleY 4.52 FemaleOwn 4.48 XOwn 4.54 
  MaleX 4.30 MaleGiven 4.02 YGiven 4.31 
  MaleY 4.02 MaleOwn 4.26 YOwn 4.22 
SelfRespect FemaleX 3.02 FemaleGiven 3.15 XGiven 2.92 
  FemaleY 3.56 FemaleOwn 3.48 XOwn 3.65 
  MaleX 3.56 MaleGiven 3.33 YGiven 3.50 
  MaleY 3.34 MaleOwn 3.54 YOwn 3.40 
Loyal FemaleX 2.82 FemaleGiven 2.80 XGiven 2.70 
  FemaleY 3.13 FemaleOwn 3.18 XOwn 3.26 
  MaleX 3.15 MaleGiven 2.54 YGiven 2.65 
  MaleY 2.47 MaleOwn 3.00 YOwn 2.94 
Love FemaleX 2.56 FemaleGiven 2.84 XGiven 2.56 
  FemaleY 3.13 FemaleOwn 2.91 XOwn 2.80 
  MaleX 2.80 MaleGiven 2.53 YGiven 2.77 
  MaleY 2.33 MaleOwn 2.56 YOwn 2.67 
Recommend FemaleX 3.80 FemaleGiven 4.09 XGiven 3.54 
  FemaleY 4.34 FemaleOwn 4.11 XOwn 3.96 
  MaleX 3.72 MaleGiven 3.30 YGiven 3.81 
  MaleY 3.41 MaleOwn 3.79 YOwn 3.92 
BoughtBefore FemaleX 4.78 FemaleGiven 4.84 XGiven 4.54 
  FemaleY 5.03 FemaleOwn 5.00 XOwn 5.02 
  MaleX 4.80 MaleGiven 4.09 YGiven 4.39 
  MaleY 4.00 MaleOwn 4.62 YOwn 4.62 
BuyWheneverCan FemaleX 2.86 FemaleGiven 2.91 XGiven 2.58 
  FemaleY 3.33 FemaleOwn 3.32 XOwn 3.44 
  MaleX 3.19 MaleGiven 2.60 YGiven 2.89 
  MaleY 2.27 MaleOwn 2.77 YOwn 2.68 
WillBuy FemaleX 4.51 FemaleGiven 4.46 XGiven 4.06 
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  FemaleY 4.69 FemaleOwn 4.75 XOwn 4.74 
  MaleX 4.34 MaleGiven 4.02 YGiven 4.38 
  MaleY 4.02 MaleOwn 4.30 YOwn 4.32 
NotAvailableElsewhere FemaleX 2.34 FemaleGiven 2.65 XGiven 2.66 
  FemaleY 2.77 FemaleOwn 2.50 XOwn 2.61 
  MaleX 2.91 MaleGiven 2.49 YGiven 2.50 
  MaleY 2.20 MaleOwn 2.56 YOwn 2.46 

 


