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Abstract: Personal branding is a rather new school within branding research. It has 
arisen from the notion that persons, like corporations, need ways to distinct 
themselves from the surrounding competition. The existing literature on the topic has 
focused mostly on social media influencers and how these influencers function in 
tandem with corporate brands in brand collaboration. However, there exists a plethora 
of other entities within the social media sphere which do not classify as being solely 
social media influencers. One of these entities are the famous musicians who have 
gained their popularity well before the era of social media. Many of these musicians 
are part of larger ensembles, such as the lead singer Mick Jagger is part of the rock 
band The Rolling Stones. The relationship between personal brand (in this study this 
is the personal brand of Mick Jagger) and corporate brand (in this study this is the 
corporate brand of The Rolling Stones) is not well understood.  
 
This thesis is based upon existing literature on both corporate and personal branding, 
and it aims to establish differences between the studied corporate and personal brand 
by utilizing brand personalities. In order to examine the brand personalities of 
aforementioned brands, this study uses archetypes to define each brand personality. 
To meet the research objectives, the study employs a quantitative research design, and 
four (4) hypotheses were set. To answer the research questions, two samples were 
taken of the general populous (one sample representing one brand). The total sample 
consisted of 113 persons for the first sample and 120 for the second. Data was collected 
using a structured online questionnaire in which participants were asked to rate the 
suitability of different archetypes to a brand. The data was analysed using factor 
analysis.  

The results show that there exists some difference between the personal and corporate 
brand No one single archetype was perceived to represent either of the brands more 
than the rest, rather multiple different archetypes were perceived to represent both 
brands. Some of the archetypes perceived were the same with the personal and the 
corporate brand, but there were also notable differences in the results. Overall, the 
corporate brand seemed to represent more different archetypes than the personal 
brand did. This study provides a better understanding, for both reserachers and 
practitioners, of how brand archetypes are perceived in coporate and personal brands. 
 
 
Keywords:  
Branding, Personal Branding, Corporate Branding, Archetype Branding, Brand 
Personalities 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

Online marketing is ever evolving; therefore, it is no longer feasible to only focus on 

branding products, a more holistic approach is needed. One solution to this more 

holistic approach is corporate branding, which is a type branding that can be defined as 

a shift from product focused branding to company oriented branding where the vison 

and culture of the company are integral part of its unique selling proposition (Balmer, 

1995). Established brands face many obstacles these days to capture the interest of a 

consumer. Today’s technology has given the consumer the ability to choose the source 

of their information more easily, whilst also it has given the consumer the tools to 

battle against the traditional forms of marketing communications (Kelly, Kerr, & 

Drennan, 2010). One solution to this predicament is building a specific brand 

personality (Bechter, Farinelli, Daniel, & Frey, 2016). Brand personality refers to a 

construct where human characteristics traits are associated with a brand (Aaker, 1997). 

What makes brand personality a worthwhile topic, is that consumers use products and 

brands to self-express who they are (Belk, 2013). Alignment of brand personality with 

the consumers personality has been noted to positively influence consumer trust and 

brand loyalty (Matzler, Pichler, Füller, & Mooradian, 2011). This alignment then can 

enable to co-creation (Hollebeek, Glynn, & Brodie, 2014), which results in creation of 

value (Gummerus, 2013) and strong consumer attachments to the brand (Keller, 

2003). Employees have been noted as a key component in forming and maintaining 

successful brand personalities (Keller & Richey, 2006). A useful perspective to take 

when studying brand personalities is a narrative one, as noted by Allen and Olson 

(Kelly, Kerr, & Drennan, 2010). One tool to examine brands in a narrative context are 

archetypes and utilizing archetypes in branding is called archetype branding which can 

be defined as the process of linking cross-cultural symbolic meanings to a brand (Mark 

& Pearson, 2001). 

Marketing guru Tom Peters (1997) first introduced a model of branding for individual 

people: personal branding. Personal branding (also known as self-branding and human 

branding also known as HB) is the process and actions conducted by an individual to 

gain commercial, social and/or cultural gain (Shepherd, 2005; Khamis, Ang, & Welling, 

2017). Personal branding is a rather new area of research within marketing studies and 

the focus of most of the past studies have been on social media influencers, which have 

left an opening for further studies (Levesque & Pons, 2020). As the subject is an 

individual person, the potential size and effect of personal branding can be 
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transformative (Khedher, 2014). Personal branding is an avenue for research to 

understand brands at a micro level.  

People use music to connect to others, they use it to indicate which social class they 

consider themselves to be, people use music in myriad of ways (DeNora, 2003). Music 

has been defined by famous sociologist and philosopher Theodor W. Adorno as the 

ultimate reflection of what the society looks like at that moment (Adorno, 1978). Music 

industry has been influencing how societies have formed and function (Siegmeister, 

1938, pp: 3). Music industry is the range of different industries which are centred 

around music (Williamson & Cloonan, 2007). Whilst the core product has stayed the 

same, the surrounding structures around it have changed radically in the past 20 year 

in the music industry (BBC News, 2006; IFPI, 2019; Karubian, 2008; Kreitz & 

Niemela, 2010; Sweney, 2012). Extract from Billboard magazine estimates that over 

three-fourths of people in the US who use internet, stream music regularly (Stutz, 

2019), which amounts to roughly 200 million consumers in US alone (The World 

Factbook, 2020). Currently the overall market value of music industries is at a little bit 

over $20bn (Ingham, 2020). One of the most well-known, and notorious (Richards & 

Fox, 2010), bands of all time is The Rolling Stones, with millions of records sold all 

over the world (Lawless & Dixon, 2012) and highly profitable tours (Pollstar, 2016, 

2017, 2018).  

Based upon the aforementioned, this study aims to further examine the similarities 

between personal branding and corporate branding in the framework of brand 

personalities by utilizing archetypes. This is achieved by case studying The Rolling 

Stones and the one dominant member that band: Mick Jagger. The result of this study 

hopefully sheds light upon the differences between personal brand and corporate 

brands.  

1.1 Research problem 

Even though corporate branding has been quite intensely researched, there lacks 

research done in personal branding and especially in area where they both are 

examined in tandem within the context of brand personalities (Levesque & Pons, 

2020). Addition to this notion, the existing research done about the effect of employees 

to corporate brand image have not been conclusive (Johnson, 2017; Potgieter, & 

Doubell, 2020), therefore indicating that additional information is needed about the 

subject.  
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A systemic literature review of personal branding by Levesque and Pons (2020) found 

that existing studies on personal branding have been dominated by studies of social 

media influencers. Social media influencers can be defined as celebrities who have 

become famous through online media usage (Nouri, 2018). Levesque and Pons also 

note that because personal branding is relatively new area within branding research 

there are several different avenues of research to pursue (Levesque & Pons, 2020). 

Levesque and Pons (2020) found there to be total of 34 studies about personal 

branding. 15 of these studies were about social media influencers (Levesque & Pons, 

2020). Large portion of personal branding studies have been examined the topic from 

are four distinct subject areas: 1. influencer identification on social media, 2. 

endorsement by a HB, 3. engagement with a HB and 4. attachment to a HB (Levesque 

& Pons, 2020). Examining people who have a higher social status in the context of 

marketing is not a novel idea. Many of the past studies in influencer marketing have 

concentrated on celebrity endorsements (McDaniel, 1999). Many of these studies have 

been focused on understanding the effectiveness of celebrity endorsements (Thomas, & 

Johnson, 2017) or on source credibility (Bhatt, Jayswal, & Patel, 2013; Erz & 

Christensen, 2018). So, in order to provide a better understanding in personal 

branding, examining other sources than social media influencers are needed. 

Additionally, research by ElMassah, Michael, James, and Ghimpu (2019) studied the 

financial impact of entrepreneur’s personal brand to company brand, and they heed 

that more research on personal branding is needed. The importance of personal 

branding in creative industries and utilizing brand narrative to form strong personal 

brand was evident from the study by Kucharska and Mikołajczak (2018). Whilst their 

study resulted in affirming that personal branding can be performance enhancing 

method, their study was limited to only create industries workers within Poland and 

had a relatively small sample size of 357 cases, so more research is needed to 

complement their results. Another systematic review about personal branding was 

conducted by Gorbatov, Khapova and Lysova (2018). They noted that personal 

branding research is dominated by qualitative research with small number of empirical 

studies conducted within the research area. Therefore, a more empirical study about 

the topic is needed. Gorbatov, Khapova and Lysova (2018) also pointed out that a 

potential avenue for future research is to examine personal branding and 

organizational brands in tandem. Especially they point out that beneficial would be to 

understand the relationship between personal and corporate brands and if enhancing 

employees’ personal brand can result in a stronger corporate brand (Gorbatov, 

Khapova, & Lysova, 2018).  
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To contribute to the branding research community, this study aims to explore 

similarities between personal brand and corporate brand and how these are perceived 

by consumers in the framework of brand personalities and archetypes by using 

empirical methods. Music industry has been chosen as the context of this study. The 

reason for this choice is presented below.  

Firstly, music industry is a $20bn industry (Ingham, 2020), therefore there is a 

moderate economic importance. More than for its economic importance, music 

industry is worth studying as around three-fourths of people in US who use internet 

regularly stream music (Stutz, 2019). So, its social importance by sheer volume of users 

makes it a worthwhile effort. Secondly, partly due to the large volume of consumers 

who engage with music daily, the socio-cultural importance of music is notable 

(Siegmeister, 1938, pp: 3). Music has been described as the ultimate reflection of what 

the society looks like at that moment (Adorno, 1978). Consumers use music to self-

represent themselves (Belk, 2013; DeNora, 2003), and as based on brand personality 

theory aligning the self-represented image of a consumer with the perceived brand 

personality can lead to increase in consumers trust and brand loyalty towards a brand 

(Matzler, Pichler, Füller, & Mooradian, 2011).  Thirdly, even though music as an area of 

study has been researched from different points of views, such as: nostalgia (Bennett, 

2017; Grainge, 2000), retro culture (Doll, 2012; Reynolds, 2011), popular music theory 

(Bennett, 2007; Inglis, 2007; Thornton, 1990), collective memory (Hodgkin, & 

Radstone, 2003; Lipsitz, 1997; Van Dijck, 2007), tourism (Kruse, 2003; Margry, 2008; 

Stokes, 1999), canonisation (Jones, 2008; Kärjä, 2006) and musicscapes (Lashua, 

Cohen, & Schofield, 2009; Long & Collins, 2012), but research on branding in the 

context of music industry is very limited (Macelloni, Beckers, & Salmon, 2020; 

O'Reilly, 2011). For example, in the Journal of Arts Management, there has only been 

two articles published that focuses on this very topic in the last ten years (Baumgarth, 

Kaluza, & Lohrisch, 2016; Hand & Riley, 2016). Music industry have been studied in 

tandem with other industries, but rarer are situations where music specifically is the 

focal element of the consumption (Hausman, 2011). Similar conclusion to the 

Hausman’s remarks on music industries is also reached by Hesmondhalgh and Meier 

(2018). A study which touched upon music industry in tandem with other industries 

was a study by Gamble Brennan and McAdam (2017). In this study they examined the 

effect of crowdfunding in music industry business models. Fourthly, the relationship 

between a work of art and the artist who creates it is a complex one (Fillis, 2011). 

Whilst music has been described to possess socially constructed properties (Zabel, 
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1989), it still very much also possesses autonomic properties (Zabel, 1989) and the 

originator of this multi-property construct can be seen as its initial consumer (Fillis, 

2011). This consumer-entrepreneur relationship that a music has, creates a situation 

where the initial consumer and entrepreneur are the same (Fillis, 2011). This type of 

fluid relationship between consumer and creator in art products might allow 

researchers to understand better co-creation of value.  

To summarise the chapter, it is important to focus upon the few key components that 

have hopefully formed the common tread which will guide the rest of the study. These 

components are the lack of understanding about the branding within music industry 

(O'Reilly, 2011; Macelloni, Beckers, & Salmon, 2020), the limited amount of sources 

used in personal branding research (Levesque & Pons, 2020), limited amount of 

research conducted about the relationship between personal branding and corporate 

branding (Levesque & Pons, 2020; Gorbatov,  Khapova, & Lysova, 2018) and the 

limited amount of empirical research within personal branding (Gorbatov,  Khapova, & 

Lysova, 2018). Thus, this research complements the existing knowledge already 

gathered within the branding research.  

Therefore, in order to understand branding within music industry and to contribute to 

the existing literature, a set of research questions have been from which will be 

presented in the next segment of this thesis. 

1.2 Research Aim 

The aim and purpose of this study is the following, which was based upon the script 

proposed by Creswell and Poth (2012): The purpose of this empirical study will be to 

understand how personal and corporate brand personalities are perceived by 

consumers via social media posts. In other words, the purpose is to examine how 

consumers perceive social media posts, how these posts affect the perception of the 

brand and is there any alignment between the personal brand of the brand and the 

corporate brand. In order to achieve this aim, the study focuses on a single, but well-

known, artist: the Rolling Stones (Lawless & Dixon, 2012). Rationale behind choosing 

The Rolling Stones as a subject is to cast a large enough net to ensure some form of 

existing familiarity with the brand prior to the study (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 

2015).  

In order to reach the research aim, a set of research questions has to be set (Creswell, & 

Poth, 2016, pp: 42-57). The questions are the following:  
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1. RQ1: How consumers perceive the personal brand of Mick Jagger?  

2. RQ2: How consumers perceive the corporate brand of The Rolling Stones? 

3. RQ3: Is there a difference in the perceived brands from RQ1 and RQ2?  

In order to answer these research questions, a set of questionnaires will be 

administered in Profilic, which is an online site where researchers can find willing 

participants for their studies.  

1.3 Delimitations 

The reach of the study is global, but there are still some limitations to it. First 

delimitation is that the subject of this study is a single company and two dominant 

members of the band. Other companies and any other band members are excluded. The 

reason why these limit the study is that they restrict the applicability of the results. 

Second delimitation of this study is the source and type of communication. 

Communications made in any other social media platform than Instagram are 

excluded, which limits the reach of the study. Reason for choosing Instagram was due 

to it being the second most popular social media platform used by consumers (Pew 

Research Center, 2019) and it being the most popular social media platform for 

influencers (Statista, 2018). This latter point is important as most of the studies within 

personal branding have been within the context of social media influencers (Levesque 

& Pons, 2020), so aligning this study with the majority of the existing studies will help 

to ground it better to the existing literature. The study is also limited by the type of 

content. Although social media allows multiple different types of content, only text and 

image content are included in this study. The reason for this delimitation is to make 

replication of the study easier. Third limitation this study has that only adults are 

considered. This has been done to prevent any ethical issues later on in the study.  

The literature for this thesis was retrieved via accessing several different online 

electronic journal databases, most notably Google Scholar, EBSCOhost and 

ScienceDirect. Most notable search words which were used “corporate branding”, 

“personal branding”, “music industry”, “brand personality”, “archetype branding” and 

“review”. Addition to the aforementioned, also the word “music” was used in tandem 

with each of them.  
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1.4 Key Constructs 

Archetype branding. Archetype branding can be defined as the association of cross-

cultural symbolic meanings to product brands (Mark & Pearson, 2001; Woodside, 

Sood, & Miller, 2008).  

Brand personality. Brand personality refers to a construct where human 

characteristics traits are associated with a brand (Aaker, 1997).  

Branding. Branding stands for a distinct form of marketing practice intended to link 

products and services with resonant cultural meanings through the use of narratives 

and images (Hearn, 2008). This paper follows Grönroos’ definition of branding, where 

branding can be defined as the act of creating an image in the mind of a consumer 

(Grönroos, 2015). 

Corporate branding. Corporate branding can be defined as a shift from product 

focused branding to company oriented branding where the vison and culture of the 

company are integral part of its unique selling proposition (Balmer, 1995).  

Image. The term image in this paper refers to the definition made by Balmer (1998) 

where image refers to the stakeholders’ perception of the brand. Addition to Balmer’s 

(1998) definition of an image, this thesis further defines image based upon the studies 

by Strandvik and Rindell (2010), and Stern, Zinkhan, and Jaju (2001), where image is 

considered as a complex combination on multiple different things and as an ongoing 

process, respectively.  

Music Industry. Music industry (Williamson & Cloonan, 2007), as understood in this 

study, is the combination of range of different industries which are centred around 

music. Williamson and Cloonan note that rather speaking about ‘music industry’ it 

should be phrased as ‘music industries’ (Williamson & Cloonan, 2007). In this study 

the two terms ‘music industry’ and ‘music industries’ are used interchangeably. 

Personal branding. Personal branding is the process and actions conducted by an 

individual to gain commercial, social and/or cultural gain (Shepherd, 2005; Khamis, 

Ang, & Welling, 2017). Personal branding is sometimes called self-branding or human 

branding (Peters, 1997; Levesque & Pons, 2020). In this study these terms are used 

interchangeably.  
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1.5 Thesis structure 

This thesis is structured into five main chapters which each of them divided further 

into sub-sections. The first chapter is the introduction which aims to introduce the 

topic. The second chapter presents the theoretical framework of the study. The second 

chapter is divided into two main parts: 1. Overall introduction to branding and followed 

by literature review of corporate branding from different perspectives, 2. Literature 

review of personal branding related concepts. The third chapter of this study presents 

the empirical research design and the justifications for choosing the approaches and 

methods. Third chapter also presents data collection and analysis, whilst also discloses 

any ethical issues that the study might have. Fourth chapter presents the findings of the 

study. Fifth and final chapter concludes the thesis and summarizes the findings. The 

final chapter also presents suggestions for further research and discusses any 

theoretical and practical implications the study might have.  
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2 LITERATURE REVIEW 

In the paragraphs below the literature review of this thesis will be presented. It begins 

by introducing branding on a general level, before focusing on corporate and personal 

branding. The overall structure of the literature review is based upon the separation in 

corporate branding research streams, identified by Melewar, Gotsi, Andriopoulos, 

Fetscherin and Usunier (2012). Lastly the theoretical framework is summarised in the 

context of this study.  

2.1 Branding 

Brand is a meant to distinguish the goods of one producer from those of another 

(Kotler, & Keller, 2011, pp. 264). Branding is a term in marketing literature which has 

received different definitions, for example Kotler and Keller defines branding as the act 

of endowing products and services with the power of brand (Kotler, & Keller, 2011, pp. 

265), whilst Grönroos has been defining brands and branding as a relationship between 

the consumer and service provider (Grönroos, 2015). American Marketing Association 

defines brand as: “A brand is a name, term, design, symbol or any other feature that 

identifies one seller’s goods or service as distinct from those of other sellers”1. What is 

evident from the more product orientated definitions, such as the AMA’s definition, 

that there is a clear distinction between brand and brand image, but when examining 

branding through the lens of service management, it becomes inherent that for a 

customer, brand is always synonymous with brand image (Grönroos, 2015). As brand 

and brand image can be considered as synonymous to one another, as brand is the 

image within the mind of the consumer, branding is merely the process of creating that 

image (Grönroos, 2015). Based upon the research conducted by Rindell about image 

heritage, it is clear that this image within the mind of the consumer is not a static 

picture, rather it is an ever evolving process (Rindell, 2007). Therefore, there is this 

duality within the term brand or branding itself, where on the other side there is the 

company (the sender) and on the other the consumer (the receiver; Stern et al, 2001). 

In this juxtaposition the company owns the brand name and facilitates its development, 

but the consumer owns the brand (Grönroos, 2015).  

Within the branding research, the sender’s side can be divided further into two sub-

categories based upon commonly used research questions areas: 1. Organization 

identity and 2. Corporate identity (Rindell, 2015). Research conducted within the 

 
1 https://www.ama.org/topics/branding/ last visited: 07.01.2021 

https://www.ama.org/topics/branding/
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spectrum of organization identity usually focuses on the how the organization sees 

itself (Rindell, 2015). Studies propose that there is a certain degree of dynamicity in 

organizational image (Hatch & Schultz, 2002). Complementing this aforementioned 

study is study by Schultz and Hernes (2013), which suggest that organizational identity 

is formed over time, and it is the present reconstruction of past, present and future 

(Schultz & Hernes, 2013). Research on corporate identity is dependent on how the 

corporate identity is understood: is corporate brand viewed as a ‘’static’ image which is 

controlled by the company or is it seen as dynamic and controlled by the consumers 

(Rindell, 2015; Grönroos, 2015). This ‘static’ brand interpretation is a more traditional 

view on corporate branding, while the dynamic view is more in line Nordic-school 

approach (Rindell, 2015). In Nordic-school approach everything can be considered as 

brand related messages, just as long as the consumer perceives them to influence their 

brand image perception (Rindell, 2015).  

Studies focusing on the receiver side, usually focus on how the company is perceived by 

consumers also known as customer images (Rindell, 2015). The Customer images are 

company related images which are dynamically constructed via a complex 

multidimensional network of images, and they are formed from multiple sources over 

time (Rindell, 2007). 

Since its initial introduction branding as a field of scholarly research has received 

considerable amount of attention (Balmer, & Gray, 2003) whilst its value and 

importance have been well established by both practitioners as well as academics alike 

(Melewar et al, 2012). Whilst the value and impact of branding has been acknowledged 

by many, it is not without its critics. Some of the more vocal critics of branding are 

authors who have criticised the post-Fordist economy as a whole (Zarkada, 2012). 

According to these authors (Zarkada, 2012), branding should not be encouraged as it 

aims to increase consumption due to the fact that there is already too much 

consumption in the world, any actions which aims to increase consumption is ought to 

deemed as morally unjustifiable.  

2.1.1 Corporate branding 

The concept of corporate branding was introduced in the 1970s, not by scholars first 

but through practitioners (Melewar, Gotsi, Andriopoulos, Fetscherin, & Usunier, 2012). 

Corporate branding can be defined as a shift from product focused branding to 

company oriented branding where the vison and culture of the company are integral 
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part of its unique selling proposition (Balmer, 1995). Related to the shift from product 

focused branding to corporate branding is corporate identity, which can be defined as 

the comprehensive mix of what the company is and what it stands for (Hatch & Schultz, 

2003). A 1985 study by Albert and Whetten (Whetten, 2006) provided characteristics 

for corporation identity: corporate identity captures the essence of the organization, it 

is distinguishable from others, and it is continuous. This corporate identity is not a 

static image, rather its nature is dynamic and adaptable (Schultz, & Hernes, 2013). 

Corporate branding acknowledges the fact that corporate brands do not solely form 

images within the minds of consumers, but these images are formed within the minds 

of the multiple stakeholders each company has, such as its employees, investors, and 

suppliers (Hatch & Schultz, 2003). The key differences between corporate branding 

and product branding are according to Balmer (2001): 1. the shift of focus from product 

to the company, 2. Shift in managerial focus, 3. Recognition that there are multiple 

other stakeholders than just customers, 4. Shift from marketing communication to full 

company communication, 5. Increase in the scope of temporal dimension and 6. Shift 

from functional importance of branding to a strategic one.  

Scholars have different opinions about how brand building functions in the context of 

corporate branding, for example Hatch and Schultz (2001) developed the corporate 

brand tool kit, which aims to identify key problem areas for corporation branding, 

whilst Balmer and Soenen developed the ACID method which focuses on interfaces 

between different identities (Balmer & Soenen, 1999). Another brand building model is 

the negotiated brand process, in which the internal stakeholders discuss with the 

external stakeholders to form a corporate brand (Gregory, 2007). The corporate brand 

which is created from this dialogue is not chaotic, rather they are orderly, consistent, 

and they develop and adapt overtime (Gregory, 2007).  

Balmer and Gray established in their 2003 article the different schools for corporate 

branding (Balmer, & Gray, 2003): marks denoting ownership, image-building devices, 

symbols associated with key values, means by which construct individual identities and 

a conduit by which pleasurable experiences may be consumed. Later scholars have 

augmented and further develop these schools and the literature review conducted by 

Melewar et al (2012) establishes a total of seven different core research streams to 

corporate branding research: (1) product, service, and sponsorship evaluation; (2) 

corporate and visual identity; (3) employment image and application; (4) corporate 

crime; (5) financial performance; (6) brand extension; and (7) corporate image. Reason 
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for such division is that it is agreed by many that the concept of branding is 

interdisciplinary and of a complex nature (Melewar et al, 2012). All of the research 

streams are presented in upcoming segments of this literature review to the degree in 

which they are applicable to the overall framework of this thesis. 

There is an emphasis in this thesis towards the seventh research stream defined by 

Melewar et al (2012): corporate image. Corporate image can be viewed as the ‘receiver’ 

side of branding, where the focus of the research stream has originally been more about 

the relationship between the external perception of the company versus the internal 

perception of the company (Dowling, 1993; Schmitt, 1995). This take on the image and 

perception has been later developed by other authors (Gray, & Balmer, 1998; Melewar 

et al, 2012). This development in research will be discussed in further detail in the 

upcoming parts of this literature review.  

Product, service and sport sponsorship evaluation In the first category defined 

by Melewar et al (2012), the research has been focusing on the relationship between 

corporate branding and product/service/sponsorship evaluation. The results from a 

study conducted by Berens, Can Riel and Van Bruggen (2005) show that there is some 

causal relationship between corporate branding strategy and corporate associations 

and customer product attitudes. The study finds that the level in which the corporation 

brand dominates affects the degree of which corporate ability and corporate social 

responsibility influence product attitudes, as well as it moderates fit and involvement 

(Berens, Van Riel, & Van Bruggen, 2005). It has been found by Gürhan-Canli and Batra 

(2004) that corporate branding is a useful tool to reduce operating in a high risk 

market, whilst Biehal and Sheinin (1998) research concluded that corporation 

advertising may influence the way consumers think about brands the company sells. 

Complementing results have been received in service research (Melewar et al, 2012). 

Study about Olympic advertising by Stipp and Schiavone (1996) suggest that 

associating a corporate brand with another corporate brand (which has a high 

perceived esteem such as the Olympics) can have a positive effect on the corporate 

brand. What this can suggest is that other brands that a company’s associates 

themselves with, can have a direct influence on how their own brand is perceived (Cao 

& Yan, 2017).  

Corporate identity and visual identity Previously in this thesis, corporate identity 

was defined as the comprehensive mix of what the company is and what it stands for 

(Hatch & Schultz, 2003). What this mixture encases in itself is the relationship between 
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organizational culture, identity, and image (Hatch, & Schultz, 1997). In this triangular 

entanglement of a relationship: the identity expresses cultural understanding, whilst 

reflection embeds identity into the culture and as identity mirrors the images of others, 

whilst expressed identity leaves impression on others (Hatch & Schultz, 2002). There 

have been multiple studies conducted in the area of corporate identity and findings of 

these studies have provided the research community with a better understanding of the 

phenomenon as presented below. It has been proposed by Gioia, Schultz and Corley 

(2000) that corporate identity is fluid, and it is adaptable, while Pratt and Foreman 

(2000) have proposed that the corporations can have multiple identities. This 

multiplicity in identities support the hypothesis that corporate identities are fluid and 

adaptable, because if a corporation can have multiple identities, there is no way they 

can be portrayed as a singular ‘image’ or a snapshot. Adding to the above-mentioned, 

Hatch and Schultz (2002) propose in their research that these identities are dynamic in 

nature, whilst Rindell (2015) builds upon this by incorporating temporality into the 

mix. In this amalgam of theories at the centre is interplay between image and identity 

and the notion that both of them are perceived over time. This trifecta is then split up 

into 9 different pieces in Greyser and Urde’s (2019) article, where they establish the 

corporate brand identity matrix. In this matrix the external (corporate image) is split 

up into value proposition, relationships, and position; internal (corporate identity) is 

split up into mission and vision, culture, and competences; and at the centre is the 

external/internal element (former organization culture) which is divided into 

expression, personality, and brand core (Greyser & Urde, 2019). As described above, 

corporate identity implies longer-term and open-ended view orientation, but if it is 

aligned in a sustained temporal interplay with strategy, as study by Schultz and Hernes 

(2020) suggests, corporate identity can affect short term decision making in several 

different levels within an organization.  

The research stream of visual identity centres around visual representation of corporate 

branding (Melewar et al, 2012). Corporate visual identity (CVI) can consist of such 

elements as name, symbol, or typography, and it is used in communication in various 

different ways to establish recognisability among stakeholders (Van den Bosch, De 

Jong, & Elving, 2005). The article by Van den Bosch, De Jong and Elving (2005) 

establishes that CVI is an important part of corporate identity, whilst it also has an 

effect on relationship management and reputation. They also heed that in order for the 

CVI to be as effective as possible, the use of CVI should be as consistent as possible 

(Van den Bosch, De Jong, & Elving, 2005). The research conducted by Schmitt (1995) 
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about the visual imagery and brand image in the East Asia suggest that in order for a 

CVI to be effective, it should follow the cultural guidelines.  

Employment image and application. These two research streams focus on the 

possible future employee. Employment image related studies focus on how corporate 

branding affect the willingness of study subjects to apply for a position in a particular 

firm (Melewar et al, 2012), while employment application related studies focus on if the 

quality of the corporate brand affects the quality of applicants (Melewar et al, 2012). 

Study by Lemmink, Schuijf, and Streukens (2003) suggests that corporate brand 

quality affects the willingness of a participant to apply for a specific position at a firm, 

which is also something that Highhouse, Zickar, Thorsteinson, Stierwalt and Slaughter 

(1999) had previously proposed. Whilst the aforementioned studies suggest that 

applicants are more willing to apply for a position if the company brand is of high 

quality, it was the empirically conducted study by Turban and Cable (2003) which 

came to that conclusion that the quality of applicants is indeed higher for organizations 

which corporation brand is perceived high.  

Corporate crime Corporate branding in relation to corporate crime has been 

investigated by Williams and Barrett (2000), who arrive on the basis of their research 

to the conclusion that, despite the opposing hypothesis, there is no solid link between 

financial performance and reputation which could be established for such companies 

which have violated EPA (Environmental Protection Agency) and OSHA (Occupational 

Safety and Health Administration) regulations.  

Financial performance The studies in this research stream focus on if the financial 

performance increases when the corporate reputation increases (Melewar et al, 2012). 

Corporate reputation is the combination of how the company is perceived internally 

and externally, ergo it can be defined as the amalgam of both corporate identity and 

corporate image (Potgieter, & Doubell, 2020). One of the most cited works (Melewar et 

al, 2012) in the area of corporate branding in relation to financial performance is the 

study by Roberts and Dowling (2002), which proposes that company reputation 

correlates to financial performance. While not fully disputing the above-mentioned 

result, an analysis of more than 200 companies, which all had participated in charity, 

concluded that if there is a correlation between the corporation reputation and 

financial reputation, at best, it is only marginal (Lev, Petrovits, & Radhakrishnan, 

2010). 
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Brand extensions Brand extension is something that occurs when company uses an 

established brand to introduce a new product or service (Kotler, & Keller, 2011, pp: 

282). The relationship of brand extensions and corporate branding has been studied by 

Ruyter and Wetzels (2000) in telecommunication market. Their study found out that 

consumers prefer brand extensions which are closer to the original brands market over 

brand extensions to unrelated markets (De Ruyter & Wetzels, 2000; Hem, De 

Chernatony, & Iversen, 2003). Different take upon the same topic is the study by 

Andreassen and Lindestad (1998) which suggests that corporate image influences 

customer loyalty directly whilst customer satisfaction does not. Building upon the 

framework formed by Andreassen and Lindestad (1998), the study conducted by 

Biscaia, Trail, Ross, and Yoshida (2017) examines the affiliations between corporate 

brand, sport team brand and consumer affects consumer loyalty. The aforementioned 

study suggests that in order to maximise the efficiency of this trifecta, stronger of the 

two brands / the one the fan is more connected with should be used as the “main” 

brand whilst the other supports the “main” brand (Biscaia, Trail, Ross, and Yoshida, 

2017).  

Corporate image The studies in this section focus on how the company is perceived 

from the outside, rather than observing the internal perception also known as 

corporate identity (Melewar et al, 2012). Already in 1997 Kotler discussed in his book 

about the relationship between the image in the consumers mind and the shift in their 

behaviour when interacting with the object from that image (Kotler, 1997). There is no 

universally agreed definition of the word image in marketing literature (Stern, Zinkhan, 

& Jaju, 2001). One of the most referred early works on this subject came from Balmer 

and Gray, who noted in their study that: “Image… …is in the eye of the beholder” (Gray, 

& Balmer, 1998). The same study also found that images hold a dual purpose of 

awareness and reputation (Gray, & Balmer, 1998). This notion has also been pointed 

out by Stern, Zinkhan and Jaju in their study where they established a collection of 

different definitions for the word image in branding literature (Stern et al, 2001). This 

study found that some authors view image as a process, in which the images of the real 

world transform into mental images (Stern et al, 2001) whilst some authors view image 

as a descriptive like a ‘snap-shots’ of the brand stored in our minds eye (Stern et al, 

2001). Stern, Zinkhan and Jaju conclude their study (2001) by establishing a loose 

concept for image, based upon prior definition by Ezra Pound: “In [an image] one is 

trying to record the precise instant when a thing outward and objective transforms 

itself, or darts into a thing inwards and subjective” (Pound, & Gaudier-Brzeska, 1970).  
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Grönroos recognised that brand image is something that which originates from a 

company, is essentially maintained and developed by consumers (Grönroos, 2015). 

Rindell introduced in her 2007 doctoral thesis two concepts which both affect brand 

image formation in the mind of a consumer: image heritage and image-in-use (Rindell, 

(2007). The result of this were later re-introduced and examined in different situation 

in a study by Strandvik and Rindell (2010). Image heritage is used to describe 

consumers past brand experiences whilst image-in-use refer to images consumers 

construct in real time (Rindell, 2014). These two concepts overlap where image 

heritage is used as a framework to form current image (Rindell, 2014). The image 

dictates the level of awareness and reputation that the corporation has with the 

consumer and correctly used it can be a valuable asset for the company (Balmer, 2013). 

Balmer notes that corporate heritage, similar to other intangible assets that the 

company has, is of a dynamic nature and that is shaped and controlled not solely by the 

company, but also other stakeholders (Balmer, 2013). Schmitt et al (1995) established 

an aesthetic managerial framework which according to their findings increases 

competitive advantage. Support for this competitive advantage comes from Dowlings 

(1993) research, in which he points out that successful companies invest in corporate 

image and recommends developing corporate images holistically. A study by Tran, 

Nguyen, Melewar, and Bodoh (2015) established six key dimensions which affect 

corporate image formation process. These dimensions are both tangible and intangible 

and they are the following: 1. The attitude and behaviour of staff/employees and 

corporations, 2. The online external communications 3. The online appearance of the 

website, 4. The slogan, 5. Trust as a positive feeling and 6. Name and logo being 

memorable (Tran, et al, 2015). Building on established works, a study by Rindell (2013) 

established three key components which moderate the brand image within the mind of 

a consumer: timespan of awareness, content of earlier experiences, and key temporal 

focus (Rindell, 2013). A later study by Rindell (2017) found that image is developed 

over time and that it is a complex concoction of multiple sources of stake holders 

(Rindell, 2017). Building upon the aforementioned studies, Rindell (2007) established 

a concept of image heritage. Image heritage is a term which describes how image is 

formed and developed in the minds of the consumer (Rindell, 2007). The key idea 

behind image heritage is that the image construct is a complex multidimensional 

network of images, which are formed from multiple sources over time (Rindell, 2007). 

Image heritage is the combination of the words image and heritage (Rindell, 2007). 

Heritage, in the context of corporate branding, can be defined as a temporal concept 

(Balmer, & Powell, 2011), which can be interpreted via use of symbols, core values and 
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long levity (Hakala, Sjöblom, & Kantola, 2015). Corporate heritage is crafted via the 

consumers relationship (corporate image) with the corporation. 

2.1.2 Corporate branding and employees 

Employees have been identified as one of the key components in corporate branding 

(Balmer, Harris, & de Chernatony, 2001) as they are at the junction between the 

stakeholders and the company (Gregory, 2007). The importance of employees for a 

company in corporate branding comes from the alignment of the employee behaviour 

and company’s brand promise (Hulberg, 2006). The level of the alignment then affects 

directly companies’ revenues by either increasing or decreasing the level of client 

interaction and client satisfaction (Potgieter, & Doubell, 2020). It has also been noted 

that’s social media can be utilized as a platform in which employees can influence 

corporate brand (Potgieter, & Doubell, 2020). A study by Potgieter and Doubell (2020) 

established that employees can have a direct impact on the company’s brand whilst a 

qualitative study conducted by Chen (2013) affirmed that the personal capability of an 

individual can have an effect on not only their own brand but on other brands as well. 

This supports the findings of study by Vallaster, Lindgreen, and Maon (2012) that as 

employees influence the formulation, establishment and success of a corporate brand 

and corporate reputation, brands can be viewed as personal manifestations of 

corporate brands. A study about corporate image formation process (Tran, Nguyen, 

Melewar, & Bodoh, 2015) concluded that employees are a key component in forming 

consistent brand image. This consistent corporate brand image then influences how 

external stakeholder perceive the employees of a company (Bick, Jacobson, & Abratt, 

2003).  

Although it has been suggested by several studies (Hulberg, 2006; Doubell, 2020; 

Vallaster, Lindgreen, & Maon, 2012) that personal brand of an employee can impact a 

corporate brand, although the degree which employee brand causally affects 

corporation brand is still up for debate (Potgieter, & Doubell, 2020; Johnson, 2017).  

2.1.2.1 Personal branding  

Personal branding is a sub-category of branding which was popularised by Tom Peters 

(1997) and it can be defined as the reflection of the abilities, skills and lifestyle of an 

individual (Johnson, 2017). Unlike in ‘regular’ branding, where the branding actions 

are taken in order to benefit an organisation or a product, in self-branding the target of 

these actions is an individual person, or to phrase it another way: self-branding is the 
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process and actions conducted by an individual to gain commercial, social and/or 

cultural gain (Shepherd, 2005; Khamis, Ang, & Welling, 2017). The conceptual idea 

behind personal branding is self-presentation (Chen, 2013). Self-presentation is a 

concept discussed by Goffman (1959), which can be defined as the means in which 

individuals try to influence perception of them (Chen, 2013; Johnson, 2017). Personal 

branding has been dismissed by some scholars who have noted it being a “rampant 

cynicism of commercialism” (Shapiro, & Purpel, 2004, pp. 169) and that it downgrades 

complex human nature to a mere attempt of crude self-exposure (Zarkada, 2012). Also, 

there are authors who have linked personal branding to cultural industries by noting 

that they provide templates for effective performance, communicative, and image skills, 

all requisite for the production of the entrepreneurial branded self (Hearn, 2008). In 

the article (Peters, 1997) that Peters wrote, he saw that individuals could benefit from 

branding similarly like an organisation benefits from branding. The clothes one wear 

and the car one drives signal what kind of person one is, or at least, what kind of person 

one hopes the other think that they are the hallmarks of personal branding also known 

as the image that we project to the external world and how that image is then 

interpreted and associated (Rampersad, 2008).  

Personal branding can be seen as the extension and representation of one’s personal 

identity (Vitberg, 2009). Similarly, to the Aristotelian view of the forms where the 

essence and the form are separated but connected (Lesher, 1971), the personal brand 

and the person that is branded are viewed both in juxtaposition and in tandem at the 

same time. It can be seen as an extension of one’s personal identity. Some researchers 

have coined it as the means by which people remember other people, to others it is the 

persons public image (Montoya & van der Hey, 2008) and to some the means to create 

brand equity (Alipour, Jahan & Jamaati-e-Somarin, 2015). Another way to see personal 

branding is as a tool which can be used to increase social capital (Johnson, 2017; Gehl, 

2011). Social capital refers to the individuals capability to harvest their resources 

through mutually advantageous cooperation (Ellison, Steinfield, & Lampe, 2007). 

Rampersad (2008) depicts personal branding as a circular process, where the authentic 

personal branding and authentic corporate branding are depicted in juxtaposition. An 

authentic brand can be defined as the sum of four dimensions: 1. Continuity, 2. 

Credibility, 3. Integrity and 4. Symbolism (Morhart, Malär, Guèvremont, Girardin, and 

Grohmann, 2015). Continuity represents how faithful the brand is towards itself, whilst 

credibility how truthful the brand is to its customers (Morhart et al, 2015). Integrity 
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represents how motivated by caring and responsibility the brand is and symbolism 

represents how supportive the brand is to consumers being true to themselves 

(Morhart et al, 2015). Authentic personal branding and authentic corporate branding 

are affected by each other’s through alignments. This is depicted in figure one below. 

 
Figure 1 Authentic personal branding model (Rampersad, 2008) 

In this model the authentic personal branding forms its own ‘mini’ process where what 

we want to be communicated to the public (personal ambition), influences the brand 

promise and positioning (personal brand), that affect brand monitoring and 

maintenance (personal balanced scorecard), which then executed accordingly 

(Rampersad, 2008). After this cycle has finished, another one begins, where the 

executed personal branding affects personal ambition and so forth and so forth 

(Rampersad, 2008). Later this model was also amended by Vitberg (2009) to better 

suit the online branding, but the core idea of the theory remains the same. This model 

takes in consideration different influence sources for brand image, it does not consider 

the effect that past experiences and future aspirations has on image formation.  

Study conducted by Khedher (2014) establishes three phases in the personal branding 

process: 1. Forming identity for personal brand, 2 Personal brand positioning, and 3. 
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Personal brand evaluation. The first phase are the different means in which people 

differentiate themselves from competition in a specific target market (Khedher, 2014). 

The second phase are the means which a person communicates their brand identity 

(Khedher, 2014). The third phase evaluate personal image so that personal and 

professional objectives can be achieved (Khedher, 2014).  

The self-presentation of an individual person can be different from how the image of 

that person is perceived by others (Rampersad, 2008). The degree in which the self-

presentation and external perception are in line with one another creates a form of 

synergy between them which then can help with differentiating brand from its 

competitors (Lair, Sullivan, & Cheney, 2005). This theory has been augmented and 

developed further by Gandini (2016) to take into consideration the development of 

social media and Web 2.0.  

This is also a point of critique towards personal branding, that it lacks the ethical rigor 

to understand this duality in human existence that is it necessary for humans to 

commercialise themselves and essentially treat themselves and others as commodities 

(Sturken & Banet-Weiser, 2010). Also studies about personal branding tend to have a 

highly Anglo-American view (Gorbatov, Khapova, & Lysova, 2018) on the subject of 

value, therefore it has been criticised for can over celebrating individualism and 

superficiality (Lair, Sullivan, & Cheney, 2005). Currently there is a lack of self-branding 

studies from the perspective of other cultures, taking into consideration other cultures 

would surely alter the results, such as in some Asian cultures “blending in” to the group 

is valued more than individualism (Gorbatov, Khapova, & Lysova, 2018).  

2.1.3 Brand personality 

Brand personality refers to a construct where human characteristics traits are 

associated with a brand (Aaker, 1997). Brand personality is built upon the notion that 

human and brand personality traits share similar conceptualizations, but differ in how 

they are formed (Aaker, 1997; Alt & Griggs, 1988). This type of behaviour is also called 

anthropomorphizing (Aggarwal & McGill, 2007), so it also can be defined as the way 

companies want to present their brands to target markets (Kapferer, 2008, pp: 174). 

This combined with other sources of inspiration is used to form messages which are 

then sent to consumers (Kapferer, 2008, pp: 174). These messages try to influence how 

stakeholders perceive the brand also known as brand image (Balmer 1998; Kapferer, 

2008, pp: 174). The current consensus among most researchers is that brand 
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personality ought to be understood from the perspective of the company, rather than 

the consumer (Geuens, Weijters, & De Wulf 2009). There is also a clear distinction 

between corporate brand and product brand, where a corporate brand can comprise a 

larger set of associations (Balmer & Gray, 2003), therefore by extension corporate 

brand personality can be more complex than the product brand personality (Keller & 

Richey, 2006).  

Aaker’s (1997) influential study established the five dimensions of brand personality: 

sincerity excitement, competence, sophistication and ruggedness (Aaker, 1997). These 

are represented in the figure two below. In this figure the five dimensions are further 

sub-categorised into further elements.  

 

Figure 2 Dimension of brand personality (Aaker, 1997) 

Key component in Aaker’s study is that he utilized factors to establish the brand 

personality dimensions (Avis, 2012). Utilizing factors has become a staple in brand 

personality research, a methodological choice which has received criticism, such as 

exclusion of negative factors in scale development (Avis, 2012). This lack of negative 

factors was adjusted by Bosnjak, Bochmann, and Hufschmidt (2007) who studied 

brand personality in the German cultural context and found out that addition to the 

afore-established five dimensions, additional four were identified: drive, 

conscientiousness, emotion and superficiality. An alternative model to the Aaker’s five 

dimension was proposed by Geuens, Weijters, and De Wulf (2009) who established in 

their study an answer to some of the critique that brand personality have faced. Based 

on empirical research, Geuens, Weijters, and De Wulf (2009) come to the conclusion 
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that brand personality should be formed in such a way that the dimensions can be 

reliably used to study multiple brands in different product categories. These new 

dimensions based upon their research are as follows: responsibility, activity, 

aggressiveness, simplicity and emotionality (Geuens, Weijters, & De Wulf 2009). A 

study by Davies, Rojas-Méndez, Whelan, Mete, and Loo (2018) expresses critique 

towards the findings of Geuen et al (2009) and they propose yet another 

dimensionalisation of the ‘big five’ of human emotions. Based on non-orthogonal 

rotation of the research data, the study of Davies et al finds that only three different 

dimensions can be derived (Davies et al, 2018). Their research state that these three 

dimensions are relevant to all context and cultures (Davies et al (2018). The 

dimensions that they establish are: sincerity, competence and status (Davies et al 

(2018).  

There are two distinctive schools of thought on how brand personalities are formed: the 

direct way and the indirect way (Maehle & Supphellen, 2011). In direct view, the 

personality traits of those who represent a brand are directly transferred to the brand 

(Maehle & Supphellen, 2011), whilst in indirect way the brand personality is defined as 

the ‘inner’ characteristics of a brand and that all marketing mix activities can be 

considered as ‘behaviour’ which in turn can trigger different responses in consumers 

(Maehle & Supphellen, 2011).  

Building upon the foundation laid by Aaker, the study by Phau, and Lau (2000) found 

that brand personality can be influenced by concepts such as self-congruity, self-

expression, cultural behaviour and demographics of consumers. This study (Phau & 

Lau, 2000) found that brand personality was not only influenced by these 

aforementioned concepts, but also that brand personality also affected consumers, 

especially in situations where the individual strongly associated their innate personality 

traits with the brand. Studying further this link between consumer personality traits 

and brand personality, a study conducted by Lin (2010) found there to be significant 

positive influence between specific brand personality traits, specific personality traits 

and customer loyalty. The study found that if the brand personality is in line with the 

personality trait of the consumer, the result is increased customer loyalty (Lin, 2010). 

One of the benefits for this alignment is that consumers which identify themselves 

through certain brands, engage in promotional activities in behalf of the company 

(Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003).  
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The importance of brand personality to external stakeholders is measurable, but also 

like Keller and Richey (2006) notes: “Corporate brand personality, however, is much 

more about perceptions of employees… …that make up the company as well as the 

organisation as a whole.” (Keller & Richey, 2006). Keller’s and Richey’s (2006) study 

establishes a “mind, body and heart”-dimensions, based upon previous work by Balmer 

and Soenen (1999), which they then used to group successful 21st century businesses. 

These dimensions describe different aspects of brand personality with each of these 

dimensions being defined by two key traits (Keller & Richey, 2006). The study also 

emphasises the importance of employees in bringing brand personality to life (Keller & 

Richey, 2006). A study conducted by Wentzel (2009) affirmed this: the importance of 

employees to brand personality impressions and brand attitudes is dependent on the 

extent to which the employee is subtyped. Similar results were demonstrated by 

Sirianni, Bitner, Brown, and Mandel (2013) in their study, where they found that 

employee-brand alignment increased overall brand evaluation.  

2.1.3.1 Archetype Branding  

Archetype branding can be defined as the association of cross-cultural symbolic 

meanings to product brands (Mark & Pearson, 2001). Therefore, archetype branding is 

a form of brand symbolism (Woodside, Sood, & Miller, 2008). What this means is that 

brands not only signify individual selves, but also they can represent groups, society or 

culture (Woodside, Sood, & Miller, 2008). The core idea in archetype branding is the 

capability of the architypes to combine human psychology with identity construction to 

build and sustain consumer loyalty (Tsai, 2006). Essentially these archetypes are iconic 

images which then facilitate the building of individual and collective ‘self-identity’ and 

they are a way consumers explain brand identities (Holt, 2003). Archetype branding is 

based upon a theory first proposed by Swiss physiologist Carl Jung (Tsai, 2006). 

According to Jung, archetypes are enactments of human behaviour, which are 

constructed in ground of every culture throughout the human history (Tsai, 2006). In 

branding the most studied archetype is the Hero, which is seen by many early scholars 

of the topic as the titular archetype in advertisement (Veen, 1994; Tsai, 2006). One of 

the first articles written about archetype branding was by Veen (1994). In this article 

Veen explored the representation of the hero archetype in advertisement and 

demonstrated the benefits of adopting archetype branding as a medium for identity 

construction (Veen, 1994). This notion was also shared by Mark and Pearson (2001) as 

they established that archetype Hero is often used in advertising cigarettes and cars. 

Archetype hero has been particularly popular in advertisement (Sanders & van Krieken, 
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2018; Betcter et al, 2016), but Master Thesis by Roberts found that the archetype most 

of then used in advertisement is related to the product category (Roberts, 2010). The 

results of Roberts (2010) thesis are based on a study by Faber and Mayer (2009) in 

which the authors note that consumers are able to perceive archetypes in different 

types of media. In the music industry these architypes are used to familiarise audiences 

with new artists and solidify the popularity of already existing entertainers (Mark & 

Pearson, 2001).   

The role of archetypes in branding comes from enhancing the emotional relationship 

between the consumer and the brand (Salzer‐Mörling & Strannegård, 2004; Hwang, 

2017). The importance of further understanding this relationship arises from the notion 

that marketers strive to understand the core of the brands even better and by 

understanding this core better enabling forming global icons (Tsai, 2006). Archetypes 

can be used to form these global icons as a research about brand prototyping process 

conducted by Jansen (2006) points out: architypes are used to form brand prototypes 

which then are turned into dynamic prototypes. This prototyping process moves from 

abstract to concrete, where archetypes are turned into brand prototypes which in turn 

form dynamic prototypes (Jansen, 2006). This concretisation is done by utilizing 

archetypes (Jansen, 2006).  

A key component in branding is the use of narratives and images (Hearn, 2008), 

therefore archetypes and archetype branding can also be examined from this stance. 

From a narrative perspective, study by Woodside, Sood and Miller (2008) note that 

consumers unconsciously enact archetypes to fulfil their innate desires. This act of 

fulfilment comes from the correlation between archetypical symbols and the consumers 

unconscious desire (Woodside, Sood & Miller, 2008; Woodside, 2010). Therefore, in 

the branding narrative, archetypes have a key role in strengthening the consumer-

brand relationship, by enabling consumer catharsis (Salzer‐Mörling & Strannegård, 

2004; Woodside, 2010; Sanders & van Krieken, 2018). A key point made by Woodside, 

Sood and Miller (2008) was that in order for the archetype to be effective as possible 

the key is using them as consistency as possible. As inconsistent use of archetypes 

might cause a gap between the real life and the story told by marketers can negatively 

affect the fulfilment of consumers innate desires (Woodside, Sood, & Miller, 2008) and 

vice versa by using the frame of the architype as a medium for the brand delivery and 

staying consistent with the communication, one is able to craft a brand which resonates 

with the consumers (Herskovitz, & Crystal, 2010). Addition to the previous point, the 
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study by Moorthy and Hawkins (2005) also support the notion that sustained and 

repetitive message to consumers strengthens the memory of the consumer by 

strengthening the neural network of the human brain and by such positively affect the 

perceived quality.  

There are twelve different architypes, based upon the Jung’s original theory but 

relationship of each have later been amended by Mark and Pearson (2001, pp:93). The 

twelve archetypes are the following: Ruler, Hero, Magician, Sage, Explorer, Jester, 

Creator, Innocent, Lover, Everyman, Caregiver and Outlaw by (Mark & Pearson, 2001, 

pp:93). These are represented in the figure three below. In figure three the archetypes 

are depicted in a circle with categorisation of the archetypes based upon their 

relationship with themselves and other archetypes addition to their core trait and aim.  

 
Figure 3 Archetype chart (Mark & Pearson, 2001, pp:93) 

An alternative model to the one presented in figure three is the model utilized in the 

study by Betcter et al (2016). This model is presented below in figure four. In this figure 

the archetypes are depicted in a circle with categorisation of the archetypes based upon 

their representation of images of freedom, social, order and ego.  
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Figure 4 Archetype chart as depicted by Betcter et al (2016) 

Most notable critique of the architype theory is that the architypes are too general and 

therefore they can be applied to almost anyone (Tsai, 2006): it doesn’t take into 

account the shifts in individuals behaviour. Other critiques note that the theory does 

not consider the cultural and social context it has been created (Tsai, 2006). This is an 

issue because the architypes are portrayed as universal features but because the socio-

cultural context has not been taken into consideration the applicability of the theory as 

such is reduced (Schroeder, 2007). On the other hand, the theory is built upon the 

foundation laid by Emmanuel Kant, Plato and Schopenhauer by discarding the tabula 

rasa theory and embracing the notion of collective unconsciousness (Samuels, 1986, 

pp.19-20). Therefore, archetype branding can enable a deeper understanding of 

consumer behaviour in relation to branding (Woodside, 2010). One of the most notable 

usage for archetypes are through the assessment of phycological type (McPeek, 2008). 

Out of these perhaps the most well-known is the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator 

instrument (McPeek, 2008).  

Based upon the literature review so far, the following hypothesis are proposed: 

H1) There is a difference between the corporate and the personal brand on the control 

/ stability brand archetype. 
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H2) There is a difference between the corporate and the personal brand on the 

belonging/enjoyment brand archetype. 

H3) There is a difference between the corporate and the personal brand on the 

mastery/risk brand archetype. 

H4) There is a difference between the corporate and the personal brand on the 

independence & fulfilment brand archetype. 

2.2 Theoretical framework for the study and summary of the literature 
review 

The theoretical framework for examining the perceived relationship between employee 

personal brand and the associated company brand in presented in the figure five. This 

framework is adapted from a study by Bechter, Farinelli, Daniel and Frey (2016) in 

which they examined the alignment of archetypes and brand personalities in the 

context of hotel advertising. Similarly, to the study by Betcter et al (2016), Pearson-

Marr archetype indicator is used as the basis of this study’s framework (McPeek, 

2008). In the original framework, the archetype in tandem with brand personality 

forms archetype-brand traits which are then perceived by consumers (Betcter et al, 

2016). Whilst the original study focused on consumer perception of a video 

advertisement about two distinct hotel chain brands, this study utilizes social media 

posts, which can be viewed as a distinct form of advertisement (Alhabash, Mundel, & 

Hussain, 2017; Husain, Ghufran, & Chaubey, 2016). Addition to the original 

framework, this framework which will be used in this study adapts and adds another 

layer to it, by extending the three like structure to include the link between personal 

brand and corporate brand. 
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Figure 5 Theoretical framework to study the link between personal brand and 
corporate brand (adapted from Betcter et al, 2016) 

In the framework, the consumer perceived link between corporate archetype-

personality traits and personal archetype-personality traits are examined. Based upon 

prior research the link between brand personality traits and archetype brands are 

tested independently based upon the research done by Betcter et al (2016). Followed 

this the similarity between corporate archetype-personality traits and personal 

archetype-personality traits are examined.  

The literature review chapter has reviewed previous research on corporate branding, 

personal branding, brand personality and music industry. As previously described, 

personal branding is a relatively new area of research (Levesque & Pons, 2020), with 

many avenues for future research. Previous research upon the research area have 

focused on social influencers and studies done about the relationship between personal 

brand and corporation brands have been mainly focusing on brand endorsements 

(Levesque & Pons, 2020). Other key focus has been on establishing and defining 

personal branding (Rampersad, 2008; Vitberg, 2009; Khedher, 2014), with also some 

studies have provided insight into practical ways to do personal branding (Johnson, 

2017; Gehl, 2011). In addition to the aforesaid, corporate branding research have 

established the importance of employees to corporate brand image (Balmer, Harris, & 

de Chernatony, 2001; Gregory, 2007; Potgieter, & Doubell, 2020), although the degree 

which employee brand causally affects corporation brand is still up for debate 

(Potgieter, & Doubell, 2020; Johnson, 2017).  
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3 METHODOLOGY 

This section aims to establish the methodological methods and their justifications that 

will be used in this study. Firstly, the overall research design stance of this study is 

presented, followed by a presentation of the sampling strategy of this study, followed by 

discussion on how data collecting will be conducted and lastly what type of analysis is 

going to be used to analyse the gathered data.  

3.1 Research design 

The purpose of this empirical study will be to understand how personal and corporate 

brand personalities are perceived by consumers via social media posts. In order to 

address the aim, the study utilizes quantitative approach to examine the similarities 

between archetype-personalities of both corporate brand and personal brand. As the 

study utilizes the framework of Betcter et al (2016) and aims to follow the study 

structure but in a different setting, the choice of quantitative over qualitative is a given. 

Therefore, measures and concepts of this study are based upon prior research. This 

prior research was presented in literature review. In this case, study was conducted by 

utilizing online surveys. One survey was administered to gather data about company 

brand and one survey was administered to gather data about the studied personal 

brand. The results of these surveys established the necessary datasets for conducting 

any further analysis. These datasets then were used to examine and identify the 

similarities between archetype-personalities in corporate and personal brandings of the 

band The Rolling Stones.  

The Rolling Stones was chosen as the case for the following reasons. Firstly, The 

Rolling Stones have had a career span of over 60 years. They are among the most well-

known artists of all time millions of records sold all over the world (Lawless & Dixon, 

2012) and highly profitable tours (Pollstar, 2016, 2017, 2018). Therefore, the first 

criteria for choosing them is that they are popular. Secondly, The Rolling Stones brand 

(most notably the lips-logo) is among the most well-known logo’s (Knight, 2018). The 

second criteria for choosing The Rolling Stones is that they have a recognisable and 

well-known logo. Thirdly, the members of The Rolling Stones are known to many. 

Especially the lead singer Mick Jagger and the lead guitarist Keith Richards are famous 

and they have brands of their own. The third criteria for choosing The Rolling Stones is 

that there is an individual member of the group with a well-known established brand.  
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In conclusion, the aim of the study is to examine the relationship between corporate 

and personal brand archetype-personalities. This is achieved by submitting an online 

based survey to an online site which are used by survey participants, this survey will be 

accessible until the desired amount of respondents are achieved or no later than 30th of 

March 2021. After this the data will be processed and analysed.  

3.1.1 Sample 

The population for this study are people whom participate in online survey sites. To 

achieve this a mixed method of sampling is used, where criterion sampling 

(Sandelowski, 2000) is used to select the initial set whilst random sampling will then 

be used to draw the final sample. The rationale behind these choices is presented 

below.  

Based upon the overall research design choices a criterion based sampling strategy has 

been selected (Creswell, & Poth, 2016, pp. 125-126) as the first layer of the sampling 

strategy. As purposeful sampling is essentially sampling by group characteristics; the 

choice homogeneity in the sample is justified as the purpose is to study a particular 

subgroup in depth (Patton, 2002, pp: 235). As the interest of this study are individual 

people who participate in online survey sites, a criterion sampling strategy based upon 

the aforementioned homogenous characteristics was chosen. This is to allow access to 

information rich sources that can be examined to further understand the studied 

phenomenon (Creswell, & Poth, 2016, pp. 125), but also to control the volume of the 

sample size. Additional factor in the selection of the aforementioned sampling strategy 

was convenience as by selecting this group. As the study focuses on the perception of 

the subjects, this sampling strategy was deemed to fit the study. To allow generalization 

from the selected populous a critical mass is required (Saunders et al, 2015, pp: 217-

220; Hair et al, 2010, pp: 175-176). A total mass 110 (N=110) respondents is the target 

for each of the individual surveys, which is based upon the recommendation of suitable 

size by Hair et al (2010, pp: 175-176) and Mundfrom, Shaw, and Ke (2005). Based 

information from Profilic site the total amount of users, based upon the country of 

residence, in their site is 40000 which therefore is the sampling pool of these surveys.  

Access to this data was done by signing up to Profilic (http://prolific.co) which has 

been deemed a suitable source for recruiting subject for social and economic science 

experiments (Palan, & Schitter, 2018; Peer, Brandimarte, Samat, & Acquisti, 2017). 

After signing-in to the site, surveys were administered to the site and launched. The 
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questionnaires were accessible for as long as it took for the study to reach its pre-set 

amount of participants (N=110). This took around 1 hour in total. As participation to 

this survey was not mandatory to the site members, a selective sample was formed 

based upon the willingness of the group participants (Saunders et al, 2015, pp: 300-1). 

Therefore, it is also worth noting that the sample is subject to unknown self-selection 

biases, as completing the questionnaire provided the participant a nominal fee. This fee 

was based upon the current UK hourly minimum wage of 2021: £6.45 (UK 

Government, 2021).  

3.1.2 Data Collection 

Based upon the research design of this study, the data was collected from online survey 

site called Profilic by using a questionnaire which was published to Google Forms. In 

Prolific, a link to this Google Form was published which was shared with the 

participants. Once all participants have filled the survey the data will be exported from 

Google Forms to desktop in an CSV-file. This will then later be augmented to a format 

which SPSS will accept. 

A critical mass of 110 responders was decided, as to allow generalization from the 

selected populous a critical mass is required (Saunders et al, 2015, pp: 217-220; Hair et 

al, 2010, pp: 175-176). The decision about the sample size was made based upon the 

recommendation by Pallant (2010), Hair et al (2010, pp: 175-176) and Mundfrom, 

Shaw, and Ke (2005). The aforedescribed sources do not agree on the exact size of the 

sample but agree that sample size over 100 is usually large enough. Based upon the 

studies by Palan and Schitter (2018) and Peer et al (2017), the reliability and validity of 

the source of the data was deemed to be reliable. 

Whilst there are other quantitative and qualitative methods which can yield positive 

results when analysing the perception of a subject a recall-based survey has been 

deemed as a cost-effective and easy to distribute way to collect easily comparable data 

(Saunders et al, 2015, pp: 181-2). For these reasons, an online questionnaire was 

chosen as a data collection instrument. The limitation of this instrument ought to be 

acknowledged, such as it can lack the capability of describing real-world behaviour 

(Saunders et al, 2015, pp: 181-2). Additionally, the amount of variables used in the 

questionnaire can also put limitations to the study (Saunders et al, 2015, pp: 181-2). 

Therefore, the result of the survey data can only produce an estimation of the reported 

behaviour.  
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3.1.3 Questionnaire design 

The structure of the survey was based upon the findings from existing studies to ensure 

sufficient validity. The survey instrument was compiled by using relevant measures 

which relate to concepts previously identified in literature. The overall framework for 

the questionnaire comes from Aaker’s (1997) brand personality theory and Jung’s 

archetype theory (Mark & Pearson, 2001), whilst the structure of the questionnaire 

follows the study conducted by Betcter et al (2016). These were presented in further 

detail in the literature review section of this thesis.  

In order to model questions about archetypes and how they are perceived by 

consumers, study by McPeek (2008) is used as a theoretical foundation. This study 

(McPeek, 2008) validified the usage of Pearson-Marr Archetype Indicators (PMAI) as a 

tool to identify archetypes. PMAI is a self-rated, multi factorial measure which contains 

12 subscales, one for each of the archetypes (Du Toit & Coetzee, 2012). PMIA utilizes a 

5-point Likert-type scale (McPeek, 2008). PMAI was then adopted by Betcter et al 

(2016) to suit brand related studies. In the study conducted by Betcter et al (2016), the 

participants were asked to rate attributes along three dimensions: look, feel and talk. 

This design is utilized in this study with only minor adjustments made to the structure 

of questions.  

To test the perception hypothesises subjects were shown 10 Instagram posts from the 

past 3 months. These posts were selected based upon the amount of likes each post had 

generated, ergo subjects were shown top 10 most liked Instagram posts per brand from 

the past 3 months. There were total of 2 different brands (1 company brand and 1 

personal brand); one for each questionnaire. The brands were the following: The 

Rolling Stones (company brand) and Mick Jagger (personal brand). Then the 

participants were asked to rate attributes along three dimensions (see Table 11). 5-point 

Likert-type scale was used for the rating to follow suit of the prior studies (McPeek, 

2008; Betcter et al 2016). Addition to following the structure of past studies, the 

justification for choosing a 5-point Likert-scale over 7-point Likert-scale is based upon 

the study by Buttle (1996), where he noted that the choice of 5-point Likert-type scale is 

justifiable because it reduces the “frustration level” of respondents, whilst it increases 

response rate and response quality (Buttle, 1996). The questionnaire was administered 

in English. 
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Each architype within the dimension is represented by a set of attributes. For example, 

on the look dimension, attributes which describe archetype of hero are the following 

five attributes: 1. Meeting challenges with disciplined mastery and competence, 2. 

Overcoming adversity, 3. Focused on a specific mission to benefit people and the world, 

4. Sport and other competitive scenarios and 5. Single product/brand under a spotlight. 

The question that each participant was asked about look dimension: “Thinking about 

the images you just saw, please review them and give your overall impression of The 

Rolling Stones”. The question that each participant was asked about feel dimension: 

“Thinking about how The Rolling Stones images makes you feel and the emotions it 

evokes”. The question that each participant was asked about talk dimension: “Thinking 

about how The Rolling Stones would speak to you if it were a person”. The full list of all 

the questions for all the archetype dimensions are presented in table 11 (found from 

appendix 2). Addition to these, some general demographic information was also 

gathered by Prolific which was then provided to the researcher. The questionnaire was 

designed and tested with 3 pilot tests. Based upon these pilot tests some phrasing in 

some questions were amended, but the overall structure stayed the same. After the pilot 

tests and amend, the survey was published in Prolific. Questionnaire can be found from 

appendix 1.  

3.2 Data analysis 

The data from the survey was analysed using SPSS software. The model by Pallant 

(2011, pp: 28) was used for the basis of the analysis process. Questionnaire data will be 

first screened (Pallant, 2011, pp: 43-50), so that the basic assumptions for statistical 

analysis are met, such as fixing missing values and checking data for outliers (Pallant, 

2011, pp: 43; Hair et al, 2014, pp: 31). The reliability of the data will be examined by 

utilizing Cronbach’s alpha, which has been deemed a suitable indicator of internal 

consistency (Pallant, 2011, pp: 95). Although it has been noted that Cronbach’s alpha 

can mask inconsistencies in data (Vaske, Beaman, & Sponarski, 2017) and in order to 

tackle that it was proposed by Vaske, Beaman, and Sponarski (2017) to run Cronbach’s 

alpha and check if the corrected item-total correlation is above .40 and if not then by 

excluding less consistent items should amend the issue.  

In order to gather information about the overall structure of the data and to establish 

similarities with the datasets, it is necessary to conduct a factor analysis (Hair et al, 

2014, pp: 92). More specifically factor analysis will be performed by utilizing Principal 

Axis Factoring with Promax Rotation. Factor analysis has been chosen because it can 
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function both as a valuable way to reduce the number of variables but also establish 

structure within the data (Hair et al, 2014, pp: 92). Additionally, factor analysis was 

utilized in the study by Betcter et al (2016) to analyse the data they had gathered even 

further. Addition to these steps, statistical tests are needed to determine if there are any 

issues with multicollinearity, outliers and normality within the data (Hair et al, 2014, 

pp: 95).  

3.2.1 Quality of the research 

Sampling, measurement, operationalization and data collection processes have been 

fully detailed and as transparent as possible to increase the repeatability of the study 

(Saunders et al, 2015, pp: 274-7). Reason to increase repeatability is to increase the 

overall reliability of the study (Saunders et al, 2015, pp: 274-7). Saunders et al (2015) 

define reliability as the sum of the following: 1. the extent to which data collection 

technique or techniques will yield consistent findings, 2. the degree which similar 

conclusions would be made by other researchers of the studies data and 3. 

transparency in how sense was made from the raw data. Therefore, it is important to 

note that the sample may suffer from subject bias (Saunders et al, 2015, pp: 274-7). 

Reason being that as the participants are receiving a nominal fee, it might result in 

some participants in giving in accurate responses, just as long as they receive their fee.  

As for data quality, it is evident that there could be a degree of homogeneity in the 

sample, such as students who are usually considered as more homogenous than 

representative samples (Hanel & Vione, 2016). The study by Hanel and Vione (2016) 

contradicts this presumption as they found that based upon twelve difference variables 

the student populous is as heterogeneous as the general public. In the end the sample 

consisted of quite broad spectrum of different respondents.  

Other issue that might arise from usage of Profilic is the usage of malicious software 

which generates responses to surveys in order to earn money (Dupuis, Meier, & Cuneo, 

2019). A study by Dupuis, Meier and Cuneo (2019) suggested that the best method to 

evaluate data to find computer generated responses is to utilize the combination of 

Person-total correlation and Mahalanobis distance. Prolific has steps in place to limit 

the likelihood of bot responses (Palan, & Schitter, 2018; Bradley, 2018). The main 

criteria for excluding a participant from the study was survey completion time. Based 

upon the test runs the average time to complete the questionnaire should be around 5 

minutes. Hence, participants who took less than 1 minute to complete the 
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questionnaire were removed from the end data set as it was assumed that these 

respondents were not fully reading or participating in the study.  

As there are no pre-screening’s to the study, the study does not suffer from subjects 

lying about the gender nor other demographic information, but in order to investigate 

if there would be any significant differences between sexes, an independent-samples t-

test (Gerald, 2018) was conducted.   

Non-answer bias can negatively affect the data quality and a traditional way to deal 

with this issue has been to divide the respondents into two sets: early and late 

respondents (Lindner, Murphy, & Briers, 2001). Due to the fast speed this study 

received responses (as it took approximately 1 hour to gather the pre-set amount of 

responses from all three questionnaires), it is not feasible to split the response group 

into two. Additionally, as the desired response amount was reached, with outliers 

extracted, utilizing any further methods for non-answer biasness were deemed 

unnecessary.  

3.2.2 Ethics of the Study  

This study adapts a hybrid ethical view, which combines teleological and deontological 

views. The issue with adapting either or the views is that either one would have to 

continuously prove why each action taken is ethical in its particular context (Saunders, 

Lewis, & Thornhill, 2015, pp: 184) or by large accept that every action is acceptable 

provided that the end result is good (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2015, pp: 184). As 

the first does not consider if the action is actually beneficial and the latter does not 

consider if the action is worth taking, by combining the stances together one is able to 

take a more fluid stance where the action taken is justified based upon the end result 

(Portmore, 2008) also known as duty to act (the deontological view) is shaped by the 

best possible end result (teleological view; Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2015, pp: 184, 

590, 602). 

The key ethical concern of every study is that if the study itself can be justified as being 

ethical, as it is fit that no research of which ethicality is not justifiable should not be 

conducted (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2015, pp: 274-299). As this study is 

conducted by a subjective human being it is impossible to state with a hundred percent 

certainty that there will not be any biasness in this study. Because the author has been 

studying music industry in his bachelor level studies and have been an active musician 

for over ten years who also happens to enjoy the music of the Rolling Stones, there is a 
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possibility that there will be some biasness in this study. This type of observer biasness 

is rather hard to combat in this type of setting (single observer), therefore it is 

important to be vocal and open about the possible reasons why there might be biasness 

and if that results in any ethical concerns (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2015, pp: 274-

299). Then again it is also important to note Quine’s argument about subjectivity in 

relation to so called ‘objective’ information, in where there are no such things as 

objective results as any result is interpreted by a subjective being (Quine, 1953). So, in 

this case it is possible that the researcher will present the results in a more favourable 

light than they otherwise might actually be.  

Additionally, it is also important to note that the participation to this study was 

voluntary and that each of the participants received a nominal fee. Worth noting also is 

that prior to the questionnaire, there was a cover letter which explained the purpose of 

the study, how it is conducted and how confidentiality is handled. Because the 

participants of the study all came from Prolific site, no written consent form was used, 

as consent to the study has been given when user had created their profile to the site. 

Participants were able to complete the questionnaire at any time when the link to 

questionnaire was accessible in the site.  



 37 

4 RESULTS 

In this upcoming chapter the results of the empirical research are displayed. Firstly, the 

descriptive statistics and statistical assumptions are discussed. Secondly a factor 

analysis was conducted. There was a total of three questionnaires were conducted for 

this study, which each resulted in one dataset ergo a total of two datasets. First one 

containing data about the corporate brand The Rolling Stone (hereby referred to as 

DS1) and second one containing data about the personal brand of Mick Jagger (hereby 

referred to as DS2). 

4.1 Data screening 

Before conducting any statistical analysis on the data, it is important to screen and 

amend the dataset for any potential errors. Reason for screening is to confirm the 

reliability and validity of the data (Hair et al, 2010, pp: 33-37). This was a three step 

process in this study. The process is presented below.  

Firstly, as noted in the previous chapter, Profilic screens the applicants for the 

researcher, so for example no respondent under the age of 18 was present in the 

dataset. There was no other pre-screening set for the data. Secondly, all of the variables 

used in the study were checked for any errors. Such errors could be out of range or 

missing values. In order to conduct this error check a descriptive analysis of all the 

values in the data set was done. This descriptive analysis was conducted on both (DS1 

and DS2) datasets respectively. Based on descriptive analysis no out-of-range data was 

found in any of the datasets. Thirdly, both datasets were checked for duplicates. Even 

though Prolific limits the amount of responses per responder to one (unless otherwise 

defined by the researcher), it is worth to check the data for any duplicates as it could 

impact the data validity. In order to find any possible duplicates from the data, the 

Identify Duplicate Cases -function in SPSS was used. This was conducted for both 

datasets. The result was that no duplicates were found from either of the datasets. 

4.2 Descriptive statistics 

Once the data screening was conducted the total amount of responses to both of the 

questionnaires was 233. Out of the total amount of 233, DS1 (The Rolling Stones) 

received 113 responses and DS2 (Mick Jagger) received 120 responses. There were two 

types of items collected in this study: Likert-type items and categorical data. This 

categorical data outlines the sample demographic which are presented in tables below. 

In table 1 the gender division of the datasets are presented. 
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 The Rolling Stones Mick Jagger 

  Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
Male 66 58.4 60 50.0 

Female 41 36.3 53 44.2 

Other 6 5.3 7 5.8 

Total 113 100.0 120 100.0 

 

Table 1 Demographic data - Gender 

The gender division in The Rolling Stones data as presented in table 1 is rather equal, 

with 58.4 male, 36.3% female and 5.3% Other. Other represents responders who 

decided not to share gender information or who do not identify themselves with neither 

male nor female gender. The sample is positively skewed (skewness .884) and with 

negative kurtosis (kurtosis -.192). The gender division in Mick Jagger data as presented 

in table 1 is rather equal, with 50% male, 44.2% female and 5.8% Other. Other 

represents responders who decided not to share gender information or who do not 

identify themselves with neither male nor female gender. The sample is positively 

skewed (skewness .582) and with negative kurtosis (kurtosis -.569).  

Each sample was divided based upon responders age into 5 different age categories: 18 

to 20, 21 to 30, 31 to 40, 41 to 50 and 51 and older. These are presented in the table 2 

below. 

 The Rolling Stones Mick Jagger 

  Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
18 to 20 31 25.8 35 31.0 

21 to 30 56 46.7 56 49.6 

31 to 40 22 18.3 16 14.2 

41 to 50 6 5.0 4 3.5 

51 and older 5 4.2 2 1.8 

Total 120 100.0 113 100.0 

 

Table 2 Demographical data – Age-Groups 

In The Rolling Stones data, the distribution among responders is uneven as seen in 

table 2, with majority of responders age reported as below 30 years old. This uneven 

distribution can potentially be explained due to the higher amount of internet usage 

among younger generations (Statista, 2019-a; Statista, 2019-b). The sample is 

positively skewed (skewness 1.080) and with positive kurtosis (kurtosis 1.683). In order 
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to amend this, based upon the recommendation by Hair et al (2010), a logarithm of the 

variable was taken and computed into a new variable. The adjusted variable is 

negatively skewed (skewness -.002) and with negative kurtosis (kurtosis -.768). In the 

Mick Jagger data, the distribution among responders is uneven as seen in table 2, with 

majority of responders age reported as below 30 years old. This uneven distribution 

can potentially be explained due to the higher amount of internet usage among younger 

generations (Statista, 2019-a; Statista, 2019-b). The sample is positively skewed 

(skewness 1.021) and with positive kurtosis (kurtosis 1.020). In order to amend this, 

based upon the recommendation by Hair et al (2010), a logarithm of the variable was 

taken and computed into a new variable. The adjusted variable is negatively skewed 

(skewness -.049) and with negative kurtosis (kurtosis -.679). 

Each sample was divided based upon responder’s student status either “Student” or 

“Not a student”. These are presented in the table 3 below. 

 The Rolling Stones Mick Jagger 

  Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
Student 58 48.3 68 60.2 

Not a student 62 51.7 45 39.8 

Total 120 100.0 113 100.0 

 
Table 3 Demographical data – Student Status 

In The Rolling Stones data, the distribution among responders is rather even as seen in 

table 3, with majority of responders (60.2%) reported as students. This distribution can 

potentially be explained with the higher amount of internet usage among younger 

generations (Statista, 2019-a; Statista, 2019-b) and the high amount of internet usage 

among students (Deniz & Geyik, 2015). The sample is positively skewed (skewness 

.421) and with negative kurtosis (kurtosis -1.856). In the Mick Jagger data, the 

distribution among responders is rather even as seen in table 3, with majority of 

responders (51.7%) reported as not students. The sample is negatively skewed 

(skewness -.068) and with negative kurtosis (kurtosis -2.030). 

Each sample was divided based upon responder’s employment status into 5 different 

employment categories: full-time, part-time, unemployed, not in paid work and other. 

Category “Not in paid work” encompasses responders who are homemakers, retired or 

disabled. Category “Unemployed” encompasses responders who are unemployed and 

who are currently job seeking. Category “Other” encompasses responders who do not 
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fit into any other category and responders who have revoked consent for employment 

status information. These are presented in the table 4 below. 

 The Rolling Stones Mick Jagger 

  Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
Full-Time 33 27.5 26 23.0 

Part-Time 11 9.2 12 10.6 

Unemployed 31 25.8 31 27.4 

Not in paid work 6 5.0 8 7.1 

Other 39 32.5 36 31.9 

Total 120 100.0 113 100.0 

 

Table 4 Demographical data– Employment Status 

In The Rolling Stones data, the distribution among responders is uneven as seen in 

table 4, with majority of responders in either category “Unemployed” or “Other”. The 

high number of “Unemployed” responders can be potentially explained with a high 

number of student responders as presented in table 7. The sample is negatively skewed 

(skewness -.093) and with negative kurtosis (kurtosis -1.407). In the Mick Jagger data, 

the distribution among responders is uneven as seen in table 4, with majority of 

responders in either category “Unemployed” or “Other”. The high number of 

“Unemployed” responders can be potentially explained with a high number of student 

responders as presented in table 8. The sample is negatively skewed (skewness -.022) 

and with negative kurtosis (kurtosis -1.505). 

4.3 Assessing the reliability of scales 

As this study is firmly structured around the theoretical framework which was 

presented in the chapter two and as the scales were adopted from the study of Betcter 

et al (2016), the validity of the scales which were used in this study had already been 

tested. Therefore, the validity of the scales is deemed to be sufficient. In order to 

conduct further analysis on the data, each dimension of each archetype was added to a 

reliability analysis in SPSS. For example, questions S1Q12_Sage (look-dimension), 

S2Q12_Sage (feel-dimension), S3Q11_Sage (talk-dimension) were added in one 

analysis.  

Even though the scales have already been tested in the study by Betcter et al (2016), it 

is still worth to retest the reliability of the scales. Cronbach’s alpha (Hair et al, 2010, 

pp: 125) coefficient is often used to evaluate the reliability of the scales, but it is very 
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sensitive to the number of items in a scale (Starkweather, 2012). In cases where there 

are fewer than 10 items in a scale Cronbach’s alpha can be quite small, therefore an 

alternative to estimate the reliability of the scales is to calculate the inter-item 

correlation as proposed by Briggs and Cheek (1986). Cronbach’s alpha will be used to 

estimate the reliability of the scales in this study and the results of the reliability 

analysis are presented in table 5 below. In the table the archetypes which resulted in a 

Cronbach’s alpha being below .6 are marked as yellow and alphas above .6 are marked 

as green. 

Archetype Cronbach's Alpha of The Rolling Stones Cronbach's Alpha of Mick Jagger 

Explorer 
0.493 0.614 

Outlaw 
0.685 0.710 

Lover 
0.796 0.858 

Everyman 
0.647 0.600 

Caregiver 
0.782 0.687 

Ruler 
0.462 0.768 

Hero 
0.400 0.473 

Creator 
0.703 0.709 

Magician 
0.610 0.649 

Innocent 
0.607 0.527 

Jester 
0.427 0.610 

Sage 
0.520 0.744 

 

Table 5 Reliability of scales 

As seen in table 5, three archetypes had Cronbach’s alpha over .7 (Creator, Lover and 

Caregiver), which is acceptable based upon the recommendation of George and Mallery 

(2003). Four of archetypes (Innocent, Magician, Everyman and Outlaw) presented 

above had Cronbach’s alpha over .6, which is questionable based upon the 

recommendation of George and Mallery (2003). Rest of the archetypes (Jester, Hero, 

Ruler and Explorer) had Cronbach’s alpha of .4 or above. As seen in table 5, five 

archetypes had Cronbach’s alpha over .7 (Outlaw, Lover, Ruler, Creator and Sage), 

which is acceptable based upon the recommendation of George and Mallery (2003). 

Five of archetypes (Jester, Magician, Caregiver, Everyman and Explorer) presented 

above had Cronbach’s alpha over .6, which is questionable based upon the 
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recommendation of George and Mallery (2003). One archetype had Cronbach’s alpha 

of above 0.5 (Innocent) and one item had Cronbach’s alpha of above 0.4 (Hero).  

The alpha of some of the archetype scales (in both samples) did benefit from the 

removal of some dimension items, but these will be further discussed in the factor 

analysis section of this thesis.  

4.4 Assessing statistical assumptions 

In order to conduct any further processing for the data samples, it is necessary to assess 

the statistical assumptions of each data set respectively. This assessment was done by 

entering the composite items into univariate analysis to examine the distribution. 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was used to examine the normality of each of the composite 

items in each dataset. Each composite item in each dataset returned a p-value <.05 in 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov test. On the other hand, one composite item in both dataset 

(DS1-Jester and DS2-Explorer) received p-value >.05 in Shapiro-Wilk test. All other 

composite items received <.05 values in Shapiro-Wilk test. Additionally, the normal 

quantile-quantile plots, boxplots and histograms were examined. All histograms 

followed bell-shape curve, whilst the normal plots followed fairly straight line. Box 

plots revealed that no outliers were found in any of the composite items. As sample size 

of each dataset was above 110, each of the datasets can be assumed to have a normal 

distribution based on the central limit theorem (Kwak & Kim, 2017). Based upon the 

aforementioned, the data is deemed to be normally distributed.  

4.5 Correlation Analysis 

Pearson correlation coefficient was used to examine the relationship between 

composite items. Pearson correlation coefficient is used due to its suitability to examine 

interval data (Pallant, 2010, pp: 128). Pearson correlation coefficient can also be used 

to detect any bot answers that might otherwise reduce data quality (Dupuis, Meier, & 

Cuneo, 2019).  Pearson correlation coefficient (r) represents the strength and direction 

of the correlation in a range between ±1. The strength of the correlation can vary, where 

values closer to 0 represent weaker correlation and values closer to 1 represent stronger 

correlation (Akoglu, 2018).  

The correlation between statistically significant (p<.05) archetypes in The Rolling 

Stones data vary between small and medium (r-values between .1-.5) (Akoglu, 2018) 

apart from the correlation between Everyman and Caregiver which had an r-value of 
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.515 and p=.01 significant (2-tailed). The correlation was higher with the combine items 

which represented archetypes which were located closer to one another on the 

archetype dimensions as presented by Mark and Pearson (2001, pp:93). As none of the 

composite items had an r-value above .7, no real sign of multicollinearity was 

identified.  

The correlation between statistically significant (p<.05) composite items in Mick 

Jagger data vary between small and large (Akoglu, 2018). Compared to composite 

items of The Rolling Stones data, the majority of items in Mick Jagger data had higher 

degrees of correlation with one another. Although similarly to The Rolling Stones data, 

the correlation was higher with the combine items which represented archetypes which 

were located closer to one another on the archetype dimensions as presented by Mark 

and Pearson (2001, pp:93), although there were notable exceptions to this. The second 

strongest correlation was between Ruler item and Hero item with r-value of .603 and 

p=.01 significant (2-tailed). The correlation between variables which were high and 

could not be explained by the proximity in the by Mark and Pearson (2001, pp:93) 

archetype chart, could be explained by their close proximity in the archetype chart used 

in the Betcter et al (2016) study. As none of the composite items had an r-value above 

.7, no real sign of multicollinearity was identified. 

Lastly, as none of the correlations between composite variables exceeded the .7 

threshold, based upon the recommendation of Dupuis, Meier and Cuneo (2019), there 

is no reason to suspect that the data contained bot answers to the degree which it would 

affect the data quality on a significant level.  

4.6 Factor Analysis 

Factor analysis is used to define the underlying structure among a set of variables by 

identifying latent factors (Hair et al, 2010). Two most common ways to use factor 

analysis is to reduce the number of variables or to identify groups of inter-related 

variables (Hair et al, 2010). In this study factor analysis is used identify groups of inter-

related variables. Factor analysis used was Principal Axis Factoring with Promax 

Rotation.  

In order to conduct a factor analysis upon the data, it is worth to assess the 

assumptions for reliably executing factor analysis. As a general rule, there ought to be 

at least three times as many observations as there are inputted variables and some 

sources even suggest a minimum of 20 cases for each variable (Hair et al, 2010; 
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Mundfrom, Shaw, & Ke, 2005). Each of the samples has an N>113 which exceeds the 

three times limit but falls short on the Hair et al (2010) recommendation. In order to 

combat this sample size restriction, the factor analysis was performed in sets of three 

archetypes (3 dimension per archetype which results in 9 items per factor analysis) 

based upon the Mark and Pearson (2001, pp:93) theory of archetype divisions based on 

their core functionality. This results in around 13 cases per variable. Based upon the 

aforementioned, the sample size is deemed suitable, although it can be a little bit 

undersized. A more appropriate sample would be closer to 200 observations according 

to the aforementioned guidelines. Second assumption for conducting a factor analysis 

is that the data contains no outliers. Box plot was taken from each of the component 

variables to check for outliers. The box plots revealed that no outliers were found in any 

of the composite items. Third assumption for conducting a factor analysis is that no 

perfect multicollinearity exists. Based upon the Pearson correlation coefficient results 

from section 4.5, as none of the composite items had an r-value above .7, therefore no 

real sign of multicollinearity was identified. Fourth assumption for conducting a factor 

analysis is that the data is measured as interval. Liker-type scales are usually 

considered to be interval scales (Wu & Leung, 2017), so fourth assumption is also 

fulfilled.  

4.6.1 The results of factor analysis 

The results of the factor analysis are presented in this chapter. The extraction method 

that was used in each of the factor analysis was Principal Axis factoring with Promax 

rotation. The items for each of the archetypes were loaded into a factor analysis based 

upon the four categories presented in the Figure 3. Therefore, each quadrant had total 

of three archetypes, each comprising three items: look, feel and sound (See Table 11).  

The quadrant of control/stability included archetypes Caregiver, Ruler and Creator. 

The quadrant of belonging/enjoyment included archetypes of Everyman, Jester and 

Lover. The quadrant of mastery/risk included archetypes of Hero, Magician and 

Outlaw. The quadrant of independence & fulfilment included archetypes of Explorer, 

Sage and Innocent. The same division into quarters was done with both samples. Below 

the results of each factor analysis are presented, first presenting the results of The 

Rolling Stones (the corporate brand) and then the results of Mick Jagger (the personal 

brand). For each of the archetypes the extent the three-dimension items received a high 

loading on one factor (>.5) and that the item had no cross-loading (no high loadings on 

other factors) were examined. Based on high loadings for each factor (either three, two 

or one items which loaded into a single factor) an average was computed. In each of the 
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factors, any item which received a loading below .5 have been omitted for the simplicity 

of presentation.  

    
Factors of The Rolling Stones 

data     
Factors of Mick Jagger 

data 
Control / 
Stability 

Archetype 
Dimension 1 2 3 

Control / 
Stability 

Archetype 
Dimension 1 2 3 

  

Caregiver - 
Look 
Dimension 

0.745       Caregiver - 
Look 
Dimension 

      

  

Caregiver - 
Feel 
Dimension 

0.738       Caregiver - 
Feel 
Dimension 

1.000 

  

  

  

Caregiver - 
Sound 
Dimension 

0.739       Caregiver - 
Sound 
Dimension 

0.547 

  

  

  

Creator - 
Look 
Dimension 

  0.666     Creator - 
Look 
Dimension 

  0.628 

  

  

Creator - 
Feel 
Dimension 

  0.696     Creator - 
Feel 
Dimension 

  0.645 

  

  

Creator - 
Sound 
Dimension 

  0.641     Creator - 
Sound 
Dimension 

  0.759 

  

  
Ruler - Look 
Dimension 

        Ruler - Look 
Dimension   

  0.741 

  
Ruler - Feel 
Dimension 

        Ruler - Feel 
Dimension   

  0.638 

  

Ruler - 
Sound 
Dimension 

    0.966   Ruler - 
Sound 
Dimension   

  0.798 

*Each empty cell indicates a loading lower than .5. 

Table 6 Control / Stability Factor results 

Factor analysis shows that all three-dimension items of the archetype Caregiver for the 

corporate brand resulted in one factor with factor loadings over .73 (see Table 6). The 

three items also form a reliable scale with a Cronbach’s alpha of .782. The mean for the 

resulted factor for the archetype Caregiver for The Rolling Stones was 2.32 (as seen in 

Table 10) and the standard deviation was .93. For the personal brand, two of the three-

dimension items of the Caregiver archetype resulted in one factor with factor loadings 

above .5 mark (see Table 6). The higher factor loading of the two dimensions that 

formed the factor was the feel dimension (1.000 for feel dimension and .547 for sound 

dimension), while the look item (S1Q5) did not load into the factor. The overall 

reliability of the scale with the low-loading item removed was .664 (above the 

recommended level of .6). The mean for the resulted composite item for the archetype 

Caregiver for Mick Jagger was 3.70 and the standard deviation was .89 (as seen in 

Table 10).  

 

Factor analysis reveals that all three-dimension items of the archetype Creator for the 

corporate brand resulted in one factor with factor loadings over .64 (see Table 6). The 

three items also form a reliable scale with a Cronbach’s alpha of .7. The mean for the 
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resulted factor for the archetype Creator for the corporate brand was 4.19 with a 

standard deviation of .70 (see Table 10). All three-dimension items of the archetype 

Creator for the personal brand resulted in one factor with factor loadings above .62 (see 

Table 6). The three items also form a reliable scale with a Cronbach’s alpha of .709. The 

mean for the resulted factor for the archetype Creator for the personal brand Mick 

Jagger was 3.41 with a standard deviation of .84 (see Table 10).   

 

The result of the factor analysis shows that only sound dimension item of the archetype 

Ruler for the corporate brand resulted in one factor with factor loadings above .5 mark 

(see Table 6). The sound item received a factor loading of .966, whilst look and feel 

dimension items did not load into the factor. The overall reliability of the scales was 

suboptimal with Cronbach’s Alpha of .462 (below the recommended level of .6). The 

mean for the resulted single item factor for archetype Ruler for the corporate brad was 

3.09 (see Table 10). Different to the corporate brand, all three-dimension items of the 

archetype Ruler for the personal brand resulted in one factor with factor loadings above 

.5 mark (see Table 6). The three items also form a reliable scale with a Cronbach’s alpha 

of .768. The mean for the resulted factor for the archetype Ruler for the personal brand 

Mick Jagger was 2.44 (seen Table 10) and the standard deviation was at .98. 

 

    
Factors of The Rolling Stones 

data     Factors of Mick Jagger data 
Belonging / 
Enjoyment 

Archetype 
Dimension 1 2 3 

Belonging / 
Enjoyment 

Archetype 
Dimension 1 2 3 

  
Lover - Look 
Dimension 

0.653       Lover - Look 
Dimension 

0.747     

  
Lover - Feel 
Dimension 

0.733       Lover - Feel 
Dimension 

0.781     

  

Lover - 
Sound 
Dimension 

0.868       Lover - 
Sound 
Dimension 

0.942     

  

Everyman - 
Look 
Dimension 

        Everyman - 
Look 
Dimension 

      

  

Everyman - 
Feel 
Dimension 

  0.775     Everyman - 
Feel 
Dimension 

  0.695   

  

Everyman - 
Sound 
Dimension 

  0.626     Everyman - 
Sound 
Dimension 

  0.550   

  
Jester - Look 
Dimension 

    0.504   Jester - Look 
Dimension 

    0.645 

  
Jester - Feel 
Dimension 

        Jester - Feel 
Dimension 

      

  

Jester - 
Sound 
Dimension 

    0.534   Jester - 
Sound 
Dimension 

    0.527 

*Each empty cell indicates a loading lower than .5. 

Table 7 Belonging / Enjoyment Factor results 
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The factor analysis reveals that the three dimension items of Lover archetype for 

corporate brand resulted in one factor with factor loadings above .65 (see Table 7). The 

three items also form a reliable scale with a Cronbach’s alpha of .796. The mean for the 

resulted factor for the archetype Lover for The Rolling Stones corporate brand was 2.83 

and the standard deviation was 1.02 (see Table 10). For the personal brand, the factor 

analysis shows that the three dimension items of Lover archetype resulted in one factor 

with factor loadings above .74(see Table 7). The three items also form a reliable scale 

with a Cronbach’s alpha of .858. The mean for the resulted factor for the archetype 

Lover for Mick Jagger was 2.13 and the standard deviation was .96 (see Table 10).  

 

The factor analysis reveals that only two of the three dimension items of the archetype 

Everyman for the corporate brand resulted in one factor with factor loadings over .5 

(see Table 7). Look item received values below .5 limit but feel and sound items formed 

a factor with factor loadings of .775 and .626 respectively (see Table 7). The two items 

also form a reliable scale with a Cronbach’s alpha of .647. The mean for the resulted 

two item factor for the archetype Everyman for the corporate brand was 3.41 and with a 

standard deviation of .84 (see Table 10). As for the personal brand, the factor analysis 

shows that only two dimensions of the archetype Everyman for the personal brand 

formed a factor with loadings over.5. (see Table 7). Look item received a loading below 

.5 but feel and sound items formed a factor with factor loadings of .695 and .550 

respectively (see Table 7). The two items in the factor do not form a reliable scale as the 

Cronbach’s alpha was .569. The mean for the resulted two item factor for the archetype 

Everyman for the personal brand Mick Jagger was 3.89 and the standard deviation was 

.81 (see Table 10). 

 

The factor analysis indicates that two of the dimension items of the archetype Jester for 

corporate brand resulted in one factor with factor loadings over .5 (see Table 7). The 

feel dimension item received a factor loading under .5. The two other dimension items 

formed a factor, but both of them received a factor loadings close to .5 mark (.504 for 

look dimension item and .534 for sound dimension item) (see Table 7). The two items 

in the factor do not form a reliable scale as the Cronbach’s alpha was below .5 and 

removing any items did not increase the alpha sufficiently enough. The mean for the 

resulted two item factor for the archetype Jester for the corporate brand was 2.67 with 

a standard deviation of 1.11 (see Table 10). For the personal brand, the factor analysis 

shows that two of the three dimension items of the archetype Jester for the personal 

brand resulted in one factor with factor loadings over.5 (see Table 7). The feel 
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dimension item received a factor loading below .5. The two other dimension items 

formed a factor with look dimension item receiving a factor loading of .645 and sound 

dimension item receiving a factor loading of .527 (see Table 7). The two items in the 

factor do not form a reliable scale as the Cronbach’s alpha was below .5. The mean for 

the resulted two item factor for the archetype Jester for the personal brand was 2.46 

and the standard deviation was .096 (see Table 10).   

 

    Factors of The Rolling Stones 
data 

    Factors of Mick Jagger 
data 

Mastery / 
Risk 

Archetype 
Dimension 

1 2 3 Mastery / 
Risk 

Archetype 
Dimension 

1 2 3 

  Outlaw - 
Look 
Dimension 

0.516       Outlaw - 
Look 
Dimension 

0.665     

  Outlaw - 
Feel 
Dimension 

0.721       Outlaw - 
Feel 
Dimension 

0.747     

  Outlaw - 
Sound 
Dimension 

0.742       Outlaw - 
Sound 
Dimension 

      

  Magician - 
Look 
Dimension 

  0.573     Magician - 
Look 
Dimension 

  0.519   

  Magician - 
Feel 
Dimension 

  0.588     Magician - 
Feel 
Dimension 

  0.573   

  Magician - 
Sound 
Dimension 

  0.603     Magician - 
Sound 
Dimension 

  0.602   

  Hero - Look 
Dimension 

    0.729   Hero - Look 
Dimension 

    0.798 

  Hero - Feel 
Dimension 

        Hero - Feel 
Dimension 

      

  Hero - 
Sound 
Dimension 

        Hero - 
Sound 
Dimension 

      

*Each empty cell indicates a loading lower than .5. 

Table 8 Mastery / Risk Factor results 

The factor analysis shows that the three dimension items of the Outlaw for the 

corporate brand resulted in a factor with a factor loading above .51 (see Table 8). The 

three items also form a reliable scale with a Cronbach’s alpha of .685. The mean for the 

resulted factor for the archetype Outlaw for The Rolling Stones corporate brand was 

4.04 and the standard deviation was .76 (see Table 10). For personal brand, the factor 

analysis shows that the two of the three dimension items (look and feel) of the Outlaw 

archetype resulted in a factor with a factor loading above .5, whilst the sound 

dimension items cross-loaded into a different factor (factor 3) with a factor loading 

above .5 (see Table 8). In order to amend the cross-loadings, it makes sense to omit the 

sound dimension item. The remaining dimension items received factor loadings of .665 

and .747 for the look and feel items respectively (see Table 8). The two items also form 

a reliable scale with a Cronbach’s alpha of .632. The mean for the resulted factor for the 
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archetype Outlaw for the personal brand of Mick Jagger was 2.96 and the standard 

deviation was 1.00 (see Table 10).  

The factor analysis shows that the three dimension items of the archetype Magician for 

the corporate brand resulted in a factor with a factor loading above .57 (see Table 8). 

The three items also form a reliable scale with a Cronbach’s alpha of .610. The mean for 

the resulted factor for the archetype Magician for The Rolling Stones corporate brand 

was 2.77 and the standard deviation was .82 (see Table 10). For the personal brand, all 

three dimension items of the archetype Magician resulted in a factor with a factor 

loading above .51 (see Table 8). The three items also form a reliable scale with a 

Cronbach’s alpha of .649. The mean for the resulted factor for the archetype Magician 

for the personal brand of Mick Jagger was 2.80 and the standard deviation was .88 (see 

Table 10).   

Factor analysis shows that one of the dimension items (look item) the archetype Hero 

for the corporate brand resulted in a factor with a factor loading above .5 (see Table 8). 

Look dimension item resulted in a factor loading of .729. The two items in the factor do 

not form a reliable scale as the Cronbach’s alpha was below .5. Removing any of the 

dimension items does not increase the reliability of the scales above the desired .6 

mark. The mean for the resulted one item factor for the archetype Hero for the 

corporate brand was 3.73 and the standard deviation was .95 (see Table 10). For the 

personal brand, factor analysis shows that two of the three dimension items of the 

archetype Hero received a loading above .5 into two different factors (see Table 8). The 

look item of archetype Hero resulted in a high loading into factor 3 along with the 

sound dimension item from Outlaw archetype. Look item received a factor loading of 

.798. Sound item of the Hero archetype resulted in a high loading into factor 1, along 

with all 3 dimension items from the Magician archetype (see Table 8). Sound item 

received a factor loading of .562. In order to amend the cross-loadings, it is necessary to 

omit either of the items. As Sound item received a lower factor loading than look item it 

is logical to omit it. The items in the factor do not form a reliable scale as the 

Cronbach’s alpha was .473.  Removing items did increase the alpha, but not enough for 

it to be over .6. The mean for the resulted one item factor for the archetype Hero for the 

personal brand was 2.52, whilst the standard deviation was 1.09 (see Table 10).  
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  Factors of The Rolling Stones data  Factors of Mick Jagger 
data 

Independence & 
Fulfilment 

Archetype 
Dimension 

1 2 3 Independence & 
Fulfilment 

Archetype 
Dimension 

1 2 3 

 Innocent - Look 
Dimension 

0.866    Innocent - Look 
Dimension 

   

 Innocent - Feel 
Dimension 

    Innocent - Feel 
Dimension 

   

 Innocent - 
Sound 
Dimension 

    Innocent - 
Sound 
Dimension 

0.723   

 Explorer - Look 
Dimension 

    Explorer - Look 
Dimension 

   

 Explorer - Feel 
Dimension 

 0.591   Explorer - Feel 
Dimension 

   

 Explorer - 
Sound 
Dimension 

 0.825   Explorer - Sound 
Dimension 

0.732  

 Sage - Look 
dimension 

    Sage - Look 
dimension 

  0.794 

 Sage - Feel 
Dimension 

  0.552  Sage - Feel 
Dimension 

   

 Sage - Sound 
Dimension 

  0.681  Sage - Sound Dimension   

*Each empty cell indicates a loading lower than .5. 

Table 9 Independence & Fulfilment factor results 

The factor analysis shows that only the look dimension item of the archetype of 

Innocent for the corporate brand resulted in a factor with a factor loading of .886. (see 

Table 9). The overall reliability of the scale was .607. The mean for the resulted one 

item factor for the archetype Innocent for the corporate brand was 2.37, whilst the 

standard deviation was 1.17 (see Table 10). For the personal brand, the factor analysis 

shows that only the sound dimension item of the archetype of Innocent for the personal 

brand resulted in a factor with a factor loading of .723 (see Table 9). The items did not 

form a reliable scale as the Cronbach’s alpha was .527. The mean for the resulted one 

item factor for the archetype Innocent for the personal brand Mick Jagger was 2.91, 

whilst the standard deviation was 1.19 (see Table 10). 

The factor analysis shows that two of the dimension items (feel and sound) of archetype 

Explorer for the corporate brand resulted in a factor with a factor loading above .59 

(see Table 9), whilst the look dimension item cross-loaded into a different factor with a 

loading above .5. Feel item resulted in a factor loading of .591 and sound item resulted 

in a factor loading of .825 (see Table 9). In order to amend the cross-loadings, it makes 

sense to omit the look dimension item. The remaining two items also form a reliable 

scale with a Cronbach’s alpha of .626. The mean for the resulted two item factor for the 

archetype Explorer for the corporate brand was 4.04 and the standard deviation was 

.69 (see Table 10). For the personal brand, The factor analysis shows that dimension 
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item of sound of the archetype Explorer resulted in a factor with a factor loading of .723 

(see Table 9). Two dimension items of archetype Sage also cross-loaded into this factor. 

The three items also form a reliable scale with a Cronbach’s alpha of .614, but removing 

items drops the alpha below .6 therefore indicating that the scale is not reliable. The 

mean for the resulted one item factor for the archetype Explorer for the personal brand 

Mick Jagger was 2.92, whilst the standard deviation was 1.05 (see Table 10). 

 

The factor analysis shows that two of the dimension items (feel and sound) of archetype 

Sage for the corporate brand resulted in a factor with a factor loading above .52 (see 

Table 9). The look dimension item cross-loaded into a different factor with a factor 

loading above .5. In order to amend the cross-loadings, it makes sense to omit the look 

dimension item. The remaining two items do not form a reliable scale as the Cronbach’s 

alpha was. 582. The mean for the resulted two item factor for the archetype Sage for the 

corporate brand was 3.04 and the standard deviation was .87 (see Table 10). For the 

personal brand, the factor analysis shows that two items of archetype (feel and sound) 

Sage for the personal brand resulted in a factor with a factor loading above .5, whilst 

the look dimension item of archetype Sage cross-loaded into a different factor with a 

factor loading above .5. Feel item received a factor loading of .553 and sound item 

received a factor loading of .733 (see Table 9). The look dimension received a factor 

loading of .794 and it formed a factor in of itself. The items did form a reliable scale 

with the Cronbach’s alpha at. 774. Removing items from reliability analysis did not 

decrease the alpha to be below .6. In order to amend the cross-loadings, it makes sense 

to omit the feel and sound dimension items as they cross-loaded with another item 

from a different archetype (sound dimension item of Explorer archetype). The mean for 

the resulted one item factor for the archetype Sage for the personal brand Mick Jagger 

was 2.26 and the standard deviation was .97 (see Table 10). 

 

Below the means of the extracted factors are presented. All items were measured with 

5-point Likert-type scale. The mean, sample size (N) and standard deviation of each 

Archetype for both brands are presented in table 10 below.  
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Archetype 

The Rolling Stones N=113 Mick Jagger N=120 

Mean Std. Deviation Mean  Std. Deviation 

Explorer 4.04 0.69 2.92 1.05 

Outlaw 4.04 0.76 2.96 1.00 

Lover 2.83 1.02 2.13 0.96 

Everyman 2.95 0.91 3.89 0.81 

Caregiver 2.32 0.93 3.70 0.89 

Ruler 3.09 1.02 2.44 0.98 

Hero 3.73 0.95 2.52 1.09 

Creator 4.19 0.70 3.41 0.84 

Magician 2.77 0.82 2.80 0.88 

Innocent 2.37 1.17 2.91 1.19 

Jester 2.67 1.11 2.46 0.96 

Sage 3.04 0.87 2.13 1.26 

Table 10 Means of the Archetypes 

For the corporate brand, the highest mean was with Creator (M=4.19), followed by 

Outlaw (M=4.04) and Explorer (M=3.56) (see Table 10). These composite items 

represent the top left corner of the archetype model (see Figure 4) used in the study by 

Betcter et al (2016). Compared to the Mark and Pearson (2001, pp:93) model (see 

Figure 3) the top results were more scattered, but with emphasis on the top right 

corner. 

Compared to corporate brand composite measure means, the highest means for the 

personal brand was for items: Everyman (M=3.98), Caregiver (M=3.64) and Creator 

(M=3.41) (see Table 10). If the top variable means are examined, it is evident that based 

on the Betcter et al (2016) model (see Figure 4), more emphasis is on variables which 

represent the bottom right ergo emphasis on social and order. This is also represented 

in the Mark & Pearson (2001, pp:93) model (see Figure 3) were the top variables fall in 

the left hand side ergo representing belonging/enjoyment and control/stability. 
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5 DISCUSSION 

In this final chapter of this thesis, the results and implications of the research are 

discussed. The structure of this chapter is the following: 1. The key findings of the 

empirical study are presented, 2. The results of the study are reviewed from both 

managerial and theoretical perspectives and 3. The final conclusion of the study is 

presented. In the concluding section the limitations are also discussed and potential 

opportunities for future research are presented.  

5.1 Key findings 

The final results of this study are presented below. The results of this study are 

reflected upon the initial starting point of this study, ergo how this study fits withing 

the existing literature and how the research questions and research problem are 

answered. Additionally, the theoretical framework which was presented previously in 

this study is used to illustrate the relationship between personal branding and 

corporate branding.  

5.1.1 Consumer perception of personal and corporate brand 

As personal branding as a research field is relatively new (Gorbatov, Khapova, & 

Lysova, 2018), therefore there exists multiple possible avenues for future research 

(Gorbatov, Khapova, & Lysova, 2018) (Levesque & Pons, 2020). Especially heeded 

avenue has been studies which examine personal brand and corporate brands in 

tandem (Gorbatov, Khapova, & Lysova, 2018). Additionally, as the topic of archetype 

brands have been examined in the existing literature mainly from the perspective of 

corporate brands (Woodside, Sood, & Miller, 2008; Tsai, 2006) (Sanders & van 

Krieken, 2018; Betcter et al, 2016), examining this relationship from personal branding 

perspective enhances the current understanding of personal brand. This study 

responded to that call and explored archetype-brand personalities in the context of 

personal and corporate branding therefore extending our current knowledge of the 

topic. 

The discussion is structured in the following way: each of the archetypes for both The 

Rolling Stones and Mick Jagger are first discussed independently of one another and 

then comparisons are made between the two. Later there is a summary which provides 

an overview of the results, how the archetypes used are related to each other and how 

the overall results between The Rolling Stones and Mick Jagger differ.  
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Control/Stability – H1-hypothesis 

The aim of the archetype Caregiver is to provide structure to the world by serving (see 

Figure 3). For the corporate brand of The Rolling Stones, the look, feel and sound 

dimensions contribute to the Caregiver archetype. However, on average, study 

participants perceived The Rolling Stones brand to not be very representative of this 

archetype. This could be because a nurturing and caring brand personality, 

representative of the Caregiver archetype, is not likely the one that would usually be 

associated with a rock band. Though the mean was on the disagree end of the scale, it 

still was relatively close to the neutral so taking into account the standard deviation, it 

could also be argued that the dimension of archetype Caregiver did not fit the brand for 

most of the participants but for some they perceived the that the archetype dimensions 

of Caregiver were neutral.  For the personal brand of Mick Jagger, only the sound and 

feel dimensions contributed to the Caregiver archetype. On average, study participants 

perceived the personal brand to be somewhat representative of this archetype as the 

mean is on the agree side of the scale.  

An explanation to why the look dimension did not load into the factor could be that 

nurturing and caring brand personality might not be perceived to look like Mick Jagger. 

As traditionally caring and nurturing are functions many might associate with a female 

(such as caring for a child etc.) it could be that Mick Jagger being a man is not that 

representative of that particular image.  

If the results for the dimensions of the archetype Caregiver are examined in tandem, it 

can be noted that participants perceived some aspects of the Caregiver archetype to 

exist in the personal brand whilst the participants perceived that the Caregiver did not 

exist in the corporate brand. An explanation to this could be caregiver values do not 

necessarily fit with the rock and roll band but might fit with the individual isolated 

from the band.  

 

The aim of the archetype Ruler is to provide structure to the world through control (see 

Figure 3). For the corporate brand of The Rolling Stones only the sound dimension 

contributes to the Ruler archetype. On average the study participants perceived that 

The Rolling Stones brand to be somewhat representative of this archetype. On the other 

hand, if the standard deviation is also taken into account it could be argued that as the 

mean was relatively close to the neutral that for most of the participants the archetype 

dimension of Ruler were neutral that some participants could also perceive the 
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archetype dimension of Ruler to fit the brand. This result could be explained by the fact 

that the band has achieved fame and fortune for the past 60 years and that this status 

would be perceived to exist in the bands brand would make sense. An explanation on 

why the look or feel dimensions did not load into the factor could be that dominating or 

dictatorial brand personality, which is representative of this archetype, might not 

usually be associated with a rock band. For the personal brand of Mick Jagger, all three 

dimensions contributed to the archetype Ruler. On average, study participants 

perceived the personal brand to not be representative of this archetype as the mean is 

on the disagree side of the scale.  

If the results for the dimensions of the archetype Ruler are examined in tandem, it can 

be noted that participants perceived the Sound dimension to be representative of the 

bands corporate brand whilst none of the dimensions for Mick Jagger were particularly 

representative of the personal brand. It could be argued that as a band The Rolling 

Stone portray dominance through their sound, but if it broken into peace’s the 

dominance which makes the band has in their sound is lost.   

 

The aim of the Creator archetype is to provide structure to the world through 

innovation (see Figure 3). For the corporate brand of The Rolling Stones, the look, feel 

and sound dimensions contribute to the Creator archetype. On average, study 

participants perceived The Rolling Stones brand to be representative of this archetype 

as the mean is on the agree side of the scale. Reason why The Rolling Stones might be 

perceived as innovative, expressive, and artistic, which are representative of Creator 

archetype, can be due to the fact that The Rolling Stones are a rock band and they have 

written and performed hundreds of original songs in their career. A creative band to be 

perceived as innovative makes sense. The composite item also had the highest mean of 

all the archetypes, therefore suggesting that out of all the archetypes, the Creator 

archetype represents the corporate brand of The Rolling Stones the best. For the 

personal brand of Mick Jagger, the look, feel and sound dimensions contribute to the 

Creator archetype. On average, study participants perceived the personal brand to be 

somewhat representative of this archetype as the mean is on the agree side of the scale. 

It makes sense that participants would perceive the personal brand of Mick Jagger to 

be innovative, expressive and artistic as Mick Jagger is an artist.  

When the results for the dimensions of archetype Creator are examined in tandem, it is 

evident that the participants perceived that the archetype creator was representative of 

the corporate brand, whilst archetype Creator was only somewhat representative of the 

personal brand. It makes sense that a band, which is essentially a group of creative 
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people, would be perceived to represent creativity. Therefore, it is only logical that if a 

person would be examined separately from that band, that the perceived creativity 

would be lower than that of the band as a whole.  

 

Based upon the results of both factor analyses for Control/Stability core functionality of 

archetypes Caregiver, Creator and Ruler for both brands, it can be noted that the 

results differ from each other. Whilst Ruler archetype was representative of both 

brands, the results for Creator and Caregiver archetypes differed. This indicates that 

there exists a difference between the Control/Stability archetype-brand traits of the 

corporate brand The Rolling Stones and the personal brand of Mick Jagger therefore 

supporting the H1-hypothesis.  

 

Belonging / Enjoyment – H2-hyptohesis 

The aim of the archetype Everyman is to connect with others through belonging (see 

Figure 3). For the corporate brand of The Rolling Stones, only the feel and sound 

dimensions contributed to the Everyman archetype. On average, study participants 

perceived The Rolling Stones brand to not be representative of this archetype. An 

explanation to this could be that “Realistic everyday places and scenarios”, which 

represents the Everyman archetype, is not something that would usually be associated 

with a rock band. Though the mean was on the disagree end of the scale, it still was 

relatively close to the neutral so considering the standard deviation, it could also be 

argued that the dimension of archetype Everyman did not fit the brand for most of the 

participants but for some they perceived the that the archetype dimensions of 

Everyman were neutral. Taking this into consideration, what could also explain these 

the relative neutrality of results is that other descriptive which represent the Everyman 

archetype include things such: “Being among friends”, “Friends” and “Family”. It would 

make sense if participants would perceive the brand to represent family or friends as 

the band have been performing for the past 60 years. For the personal brand of Mick 

Jagger, only the feel and sound dimensions contributed to the Everyman archetype. On 

average, study participants perceived personal brand to be representative of this 

archetype. Out of all the archetypes, archetype Everyman for Mick Jagger had the 

highest mean, which could indicate that the participants perceived the archetype 

Everyman to be representative of Mick Jagger’s personal brand. In social media 

branding there has been a lot of discussion about authenticity and how important 

authenticity is to a brand in social media. An explanation to the relatively high mean 

could be that emphasising the Everyman archetype elements in a brand could make the 
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brand to be perceived as more relatable and therefore the branding of Mick Jagger has 

been geared towards this.  

An explanation to why the look dimension did not load into the factor of the corporate 

brand, nor the personal brand could be because the band and Mick Jagger regularly 

performs in front of thousands of people might not visually represent an everyday 

situation. 

When the results for the dimensions of archetype Everyman are examined in tandem, it 

can be noted that archetype Everyman represents both the personal and the corporate 

brand. Perhaps the reason why this archetype is so well represented in the personal 

brand is that it can be easier to imagine one person to represent the “common” folk 

than a group of people / an abstract entity, after all even the archetype is called 

Everyman, not “Everymen”.  

 

The aim of the archetype Jester is to connect with others through enjoyment (see 

Figure 3). For the corporate brand of The Rolling Stones, only the look and sound 

dimensions contributed to the Jester archetype. On average, study participants 

perceived The Rolling Stones brand to not be very representative of this archetype. 

Though the mean was on the disagree end of the scale, it still was relatively close to the 

neutral so taking into account the standard deviation, it could also be argued that the 

dimension of archetype Jester did not fit the brand for most of the participants but for 

some they perceived the that the archetype dimensions of Jester were neutral. Reason 

why the feel dimension did not load into the factor could be that the feel of the bands 

brand might not be perceived to be comedic, something which is representative of the 

Jester archetype, which would explain the negative mean. On the other hand, what 

could explain that some of the participants perceived the Jester archetype to be 

somewhat representative of the brand could be that The Rolling Stones do represent 

connecting with others through enjoyment, but the enjoyment a rock band portrays 

might not be something different than comedic. For personal brand of Mick Jagger, 

only the look and sound dimensions contribute to the Jester archetype. On average, 

study participants perceived the personal brand to not be very representative of this 

archetype. An explanation to why the look dimension did not load into the factor could 

be that comedic brand personality might not be perceived to look like Mick Jagger. 

If the results for the archetype Jester are examined in tandem, it is evident that neither 

of the brands are perceived to represent the archetype Jester. But as previously noted, 

some participants perceived that the archetype Jester is somewhat representative of the 
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corporate brand, which could indicate that the comedic side of the corporate brand 

might be due to someone else than Mick Jagger.   

 

The aim of the Lover archetype is to connect with others through intimacy (see Figure 

3). For the corporate brand of The Rolling Stones, the look, feel and sound dimensions 

contribute to the Lover archetype. On average, study participants perceived The Rolling 

Stones brand to not be very representative of this archetype. For personal brand of 

Mick Jagger, the look, feel and sound dimensions contribute to the Lover archetype. On 

average, study participants perceived personal brand to not be very representative of 

this archetype.  

An explanation to the mean being on the disagree side of the scale for both brands 

could be that the members of the band (including Mick Jagger) are 40 to 50 years older 

than the average age of the study participant which would explain why neither of the 

brands would not be perceived as intimate or sexy brand personalities, which 

represents the Lover archetype.  

 

Based upon the results of both factor analysis’ for Belonging/Enjoyment core 

functionality of archetypes Lover, Everyman and Jester for both brands, it can be noted 

that the results do not differ notably from each other. In both cases Lover and Jester 

archetypes were not perceived to represent of either of the brands, but the archetype 

dimensions of feel and sound of Everyman in both cases were perceived to represent 

both brands. This indicates that there does not exists a notable difference between the 

Belonging/Enjoyment archetype-brand traits of the corporate brand The Rolling 

Stones and the personal brand of Mick Jagger therefore H2-hypothesis must be 

rejected.  

 

Mastery / Risk – H3-hyptohesis 

The aim of the Hero archetype is aims to leave a mark on the world though mastery 

(see Figure 3). For the corporate brand of The Rolling Stones, only the look dimension 

contributes to the Hero archetype. On average, study participants perceived The 

Rolling Stones brand to be representative of this archetype as the mean is on the agree 

side of the scale. For the personal brand of Mick Jagger, only the look dimension 

contributes to the Hero archetype. On average, study participants perceived personal 

brand to not be very representative of this archetype.  

An explanation to why neither feel nor sound dimension items loaded into a factor for 

neither of the brands could be that competitiveness and being a champion brand 
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personalities, things which are representative of the Hero archetype, might not be 

things that are usually associated with rock brands.  

When the results for Hero archetype are examined in tandem, it can be noted that the 

corporate brand represents the archetype, whilst the personal brand does not. Perhaps 

the reason why the corporate brand was perceived to look as Heroic, is that the band as 

a whole aims for a common goal to be the “Greatest Rock and Roll band in the world” 

(Popkin. 2005). According to the literature, the Hero archetype is the most used 

archetype of them all (Veen, 1994; Betcter et al, 2016; Sanders & van Krieken, 2018), 

therefore the result for the corporate brand follows suit of the existing literature, whilst 

result for the personal brand does not.  

The aim of the Archetype Magician is to leave a mark on the world though power (see 

Figure 3). For the corporate brand of The Rolling Stones, the look, feel and sound 

dimensions contribute to the Magician archetype. However, on average, study 

participants perceived The Rolling Stones brand to not be very representative of this 

archetype. An explanation to these results could be that technical expertise and 

technical competence brand personalities, things which are representative of the 

Magician archetype, is not likely the one that would usually be associated with a rock 

band. Though the mean was on the disagree end of the scale, it still was relatively close 

to the neutral so considering the standard deviation, it could also be argued that the 

dimension of archetype Magician did not fit the brand for most of the participants but 

for some they perceived the that the archetype dimensions of Magician were neutral. 

For personal brand of Mick Jagger, the look, feel and sound dimensions contribute to 

the Magician archetype. However, on average, study participants perceived personal 

brand to not be very representative of this archetype. An explanation to these results 

could be that the participants of the study perceived the skills Mick Jagger has to be 

more of a talent or a gift rather than a technical skill which he has achieved, which 

would explain the mean as it is on the disagree side of the scale for Magician archetype. 

Though the mean was on the disagree end of the scale, it still was relatively close to the 

neutral so considering the standard deviation, it could also be argued that the 

dimension of archetype Magician did not fit the brand for most of the participants but 

for some they perceived the that the archetype dimensions of Magician were neutral.  

When the results for archetype Magician are examined in tandem it is evident that 

neither of the brands represents the archetype that well.  
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The aim of the Outlaw archetype is to leave a mark on the world though liberation (see 

Figure 3). For the corporate brand of The Rolling Stones, the look, feel and sound 

dimensions contribute to the Outlaw archetype. On average, study participants 

perceived the corporate brand to be representative of this archetype as the mean is on 

the agree side of the scale. An explanation to the results could be that rebellious and 

radical brand personalities, representative of the Outlaw archetype, is something that 

one that would usually be associated with a rock band. For personal brand of Mick 

Jagger, only look and feel dimensions contribute to the Outlaw archetype. On average, 

study participants perceived the personal brand to not be somewhat representative of 

this archetype as the mean is on the disagree side of the scale, but still relatively close to 

the neutral. What could explain this neutral result is that as Mick Jagger is a well-

known rock star that some participants could perceive the brand to be radical and 

rebellious, but because the Mick Jagger is also over 70 years old, it would make sense 

that some other participants would not perceive the brand to look or feel radical or 

rebellious. An explanation to why sound dimension did not load into the factor might 

be that the participants did not perceive the sound of Mick Jagger to be rebellious as 

artists after him have developed more harsher and ruder brands.  

The results of archetype Outlaw indicate that the corporate brand is perceived to 

represent the archetype, unlike the personal which only somewhat represents the 

archetype. Perhaps the degree of “Outlawness” of the corporate brand has something to 

do with a group of people, where a group of people being rebellious is perceived to be 

more representative of the archetype than a single person would be.  

 

Based upon the results of both factor analyses for Mastery/Risk core functionality of 

archetypes Outlaw, Magician and Hero for both brands, it can be noted that the results 

differ from each other. Whilst Magician archetype was not perceived to represent 

neither of the brands, the results for Outlaw and Hero archetypes differed. This 

indicates that there exists a difference between the Mastery/Risk archetype-brand 

traits of the corporate brand The Rolling Stones and the personal brand of Mick Jagger 

therefore supporting the H3-hypothesis.  

 

Independence & Fulfilment – H4-hyptohesis 

The aim of the archetype Explorer is to yearn for paradise which it achieves though 

freedom (see Figure 3). For the corporate brand of The Rolling Stones, the only the feel 

and sound dimensions contribute to the Explorer archetype. On average, study 

participants perceived the corporate brand to be representative of this archetype as the 
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mean is on the agree side of the scale. A possible explanation for the result is that 

Explorer archetype represents journeying and adventure, therefore it would not be 

surprising that a band which has been touring for the past 60 years would be associated 

with this archetype. For personal brand of Mick Jagger, only the sound dimensions 

contribute to the Explorer archetype. On average, study participants perceived personal 

brand to not be representative of this archetype as the mean is on the disagree side of 

the scale. Though the mean was on the disagree end of the scale, it still was relatively 

close to the neutral so taking into account the standard deviation, it could also be 

argued that the dimension of archetype Explorer did not fit the brand for most of the 

participants but for some they perceived the that the archetype dimension of Explorer 

was neutral. An explanation to why the look and feel dimensions did not load into the 

factor could be that as a group of people, The Rolling Stones represents Explorer 

values, but when a band member is examined separately (as is the case with Mick 

Jagger) from the group the sense of adventure is lost as the “travelling companions” are 

removed from equation.  

When the results for the Explorer archetype are examined in tandem it can be noted 

that the corporate brand is perceived to represent the archetype whilst the personal 

brand does not. What could explain that the corporate brand feels and sounds to 

represent the archetype is the brand name “The Rolling Stones”, which is derived from 

the famous saying of: “a rolling stone gathers no moss” which in turn is commonly 

understood to describe journeying and adventure, which also are what the archetype 

Explorer represents.  

 

The aim of the archetype Sage is to yearn for paradise which it achieves though 

understanding (see Figure 3). For the corporate brand of The Rolling Stones, only the 

feel and sound dimensions contribute to the Sage archetype. On average, study 

participants perceived the corporate brand to be somewhat representative of this 

archetype as the mean is on the agree side of the scale. Though the mean was on the 

agree end of the scale, it still was relatively close to the neutral so considering the 

standard deviation, it could also be argued that the dimension of archetype Sage did fit 

the brand for most of the participants but for some they perceived the that the 

archetype dimensions of Sage to be neutral. An explanation to why the look dimension 

did not load into the factor could be that the type of mystique or transcendence, which 

are representative of the Sage archetype, are not features one would usually associate to 

a senior rock band. For the personal brand of Mick Jagger, only the look dimension 

contributes to the Sage archetype. On average, study participants perceived the 
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personal brand to not be very representative of this archetype as the mean is on the 

disagree side of the scale.  

When the results for the Sage archetype are examined in tandem it can be noted that 

the corporate brand is perceived to somewhat represent the archetype whilst the 

personal brand does not represent the archetype.  An explanation to this could be Sage 

values do not necessarily fit an individual person as well they fit a band. 

 

The aim of the archetype Innocent is to yearn for paradise which it achieves though 

safety (see Figure 3). For the corporate brand of The Rolling Stones, only the look 

dimension contributes to the Innocent archetype. On average, study participants 

perceived The Rolling Stones brand to not be very representative of this archetype. An 

explanation to why feel and sound dimensions did not load into the factor could be 

because an innocent and childlike brand personality, representative of the Innocent 

archetype, is not likely the one that would usually be associated with a rock band. For 

the personal brand of Mick Jagger, only the sound dimension contributes to the 

Innocent archetype. On average, study participants perceived the personal brand to not 

be very representative of this archetype as the mean is on the disagree side of the scale. 

Though the mean was on the disagree end of the scale, it still was relatively close to the 

neutral so taking into account the standard deviation, it could also be argued that the 

dimension of archetype Innocent did not fit the brand for most of the participants but 

for some they perceived the that the archetype dimensions of Innocent were neutral. An 

explanation to why look and feel dimensions did not load into the factor could be 

because an innocent and childlike brand personality, representative of the Innocent 

archetype, is not likely the one that would usually be associated with senior rock star.  

When the results for archetype Innocent are examined in tandem it is evident that 

neither of the brands represents the archetype that well.  

 
Based upon the results of both factor analyses for Independence & Fulfilment core 

functionality of archetypes Innocent, Explorer and Sage for both brands, it can be 

noted that the results differ from each other. Whilst Sage and Innocent archetypes were 

perceived not to represent either of the brands, the results for Explorer archetype 

differed. This indicates that there exists a difference between the Independence & 

Fulfilment archetype-brand traits of the corporate brand The Rolling Stones and the 

personal brand of Mick Jagger therefore supporting the H4-hypothesis.  
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In conclusion it can be noted that three of the four hypotheses are supported that there 

exists a difference between the corporate brand of The Rolling Stones and the personal 

brand of Mick Jagger. Hypothesis 2 was rejected as the results indicate that there did 

not exist a notable difference in the Belonging/Enjoyment archetypes. If the results of 

this study are examined against the existing literature it seems that the brands and the 

archetypes which they represent have more in common with the type and category the 

brand, similarly to what Roberts (2010) proposed, rather than having one singular 

archetype, most notably the Hero archetype as proposed by Veen (1994). Also, the 

results of this study seem to be aligned with the notion made by Betcter et al. (2016) 

that each brand is the amalgam of multiple archetypes, rather than just one dominant 

archetype which would be perceived to represent the brand more strongly than the rest 

of the archetypes. Lastly, any possible similarities with the brands could partly be 

explained by Freling’s and Forbes (2005) proposal of anthropomorphisation of 

nonhuman objects, where nonhuman objects (such as brands) which have been 

associated with one another for an extended period of time (Mick Jagger being the lead 

singer of the band for over 60 years) will be perceived to have similar characteristics.  

5.2 Theoretical contributions 

The presented study has three theoretical implications for academic literature. First, 

the study advances our understanding of personal branding. Due to the relative 

newness of the research field, there does not exist (as far as the author is aware of) any 

studies conducted about personal branding using archetypes to define them. By 

empirically exploring the perceived archetypes of a personal brand, which isn’t a social 

media influencer, this study extends the existing knowledge and opens new avenues for 

future research within personal branding (Levesque & Pons, 2020). As the studied 

personal brand is over 70 years old, this study also provides theoretical implications of 

personal brand for elderly people. This study encourages future researchers to examine 

personal brand of not only social media influencers, but brands which do not exist 

within that paradigm.  

Second, as the existing studies about the usage of archetypes in branding have been 

limited to their usage in corporate branding construction (Veen, 1994; Woodside, 2010; 

Sanders & van Krieken, 2018; Betcter et al, 2016; Hwang, 2017) and any focus on the 

individual has been limited mostly to studies about defining phycological personality 

types (McPeek, 2008). This study remedies that by establishing a groundwork for 

further studies by empirically examining archetypes in personal branding. This study 
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encourages researchers to further examine archetypes in varying scenarios to better 

understand how archetypes function in branding.   

Thirdly, as heeded by Gorbatov, et al (2018), this study extends the existing literature 

on personal branding, by examining personal brand in tandem with corporate brands. 

The results of this study shed light upon the differences between personal and 

corporate brands. This study provides theoretical implication as it suggests that there 

exists a difference between how personal and corporate brands represents different 

archetypes. This finding is important as it extends the current understanding and 

opens new avenues for future research on how corporate brands and personal brand 

function in tandem. Additionally, this study also opens further research possibilities on 

how employee brands affect corporate brands. As brand personalities can be too 

specific, archetypes provide a working tool which can be used to easily identify the 

studied brands personality, therefore further studies utilizing archetype-brand 

personalities in studying employee and employer brand relationship is heeded by this 

study.  

5.3 Managerial implications 

The findings of this study have three important implications for practitioners. First, as 

the study examines the perceived difference of a personal brand and a corporate brand, 

the results of this study can provide important insight into how brand communication 

is conducted. As consistent communication results in brands which resonate with 

consumers (Herskovitz & Crystal, 2010), this study establishes that differences exist in 

how personal and corporate brands represent archetypes, therefore when branding 

communication is to be conducted, it ought to be considered from a more holistic point 

of view. What the results suggest is that as brand communications ought to be 

consistent from a temporal point of view (Herskovitz & Crystal, 2010), and as there 

exists a difference between perceived personal and corporate brand archetypes, the 

brand communication should also be consistent with brands that are intertwined to one 

another. It should also be noted that as the results of this study also point out the 

differences between corporate and personal brand personalities, a managers ought to 

decide which brand will take the focus and which one will support the “main” brand, as 

suggested by Biscaia, Trail, Ross, and Yoshida (2017). 

Second, this study provided further understanding on usage of archetypes for personal 

branding which can have implications for advertisers. Establishing brand personalities 
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can result in a long list of specific personality traits, using archetypes advertisers can 

establish a more hands-on approach to define a specific brand (Betcter et al, 2016). 

Furthermore, as archetypes are by their very nature symbolic, they can establish a more 

holistic summary of a brand. This holistic nature of archetypes is beneficial as it allows 

advertisers to work with already established narratives to further augment brand 

advertisement. In practice what this could mean is that the advertisement for an up and 

coming rock band could emphasise Outlaw-archetype for personal brand as it aims to 

emphasise toughness or adventurousness, therefore complementing the existing brand 

narrative.  

Third, as this study established difference between the degree which personal and 

corporate brands represent different archetypes, utilizing this in employee/employer 

branding can be beneficial. As alignment of consumer personality and brand 

personality has been seen to increase trust and brand loyalty towards a brand (Matzler, 

Pichler, Füller, & Mooradian, 2011), examining personal brand of future employees in 

recruitment process can potentially be beneficial for maximising employee fit into the 

company. Additionally, more focus could also be directed towards existing employees. 

This is important as more in line the brands are to each other (personal brand of the 

employee versus corporate brand of the employer), the better they function together, 

therefore creating synergy with one another (Hulberg, 2006). A practical way to 

nurture the alignment could be to provide material for the usage of the employees, 

which the employees can then use in their personal social media to positively influence 

corporate brand (Potgieter, & Doubell, 2020).  

5.4 Conclusions 

The aim of this thesis was to explore how personal and corporate brand personalities 

are perceived by consumers and are there any differences in how they are perceived. 

The first research question of this study explored how the personal brand of Mick 

Jagger is perceived. In order to explore this, a set of archetypes were utilized as they 

provided a hands-on method for describing the brand personality. The second research 

question of this study explored how a corporate brand is perceived. Similarly, to the 

first research question, a set of archetypes were utilized as they provided a hands-on 

method for describing the brand personality. The third research question explored the 

similarities between the personal brand of research question 1 and the corporate brand 

from research question 2. In order to address the aim of the study and to answer the 

research questions, an empirical study was conducted. In this study consumers were 
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shown social media posts of one of the studied brands and then they were shown a set 

of descriptions which they then would rate on how fitting the description is to the 

brand.  

It was found that there exists a difference between the studied personal brand and 

corporate brand archetypes. No one single archetype was perceived to represent either 

of the brands more than the rest, rather multiple different archetypes were perceived to 

represent both brands. Some of the archetypes perceived were the same with the 

personal and the corporate brand, but there were notable differences in the results. 

Overall, the corporate brand seemed to represent more archetypes than the personal 

brand. These results are in line with the notion made by Betcter et al (2016) that the 

archetypes perceived do not exclude other archetypes, rather the result indicate that it 

is vice versa.  

As this study further explored a rather untapped area of personal branding, its main 

contribution is establishing a link between how personal brand personalities and 

corporate brand archetypes are perceived. These results hopefully will improve the 

understanding of both researchers and practitioners in how brand personalities work 

both individually and in tandem to each other. In a concluding remark for marketers, 

archetypes ought to be utilized as an effective narrative medium for portraying brand 

personalities.   

5.5 Limitations and further research 

This thesis has six main limitations and four suggestions for further research. First 

limitation of this study is the relatively small sample size of 113 to 120 responders per 

sample. Although this resulted in statistically significant results, a higher number of 

responders could have provided a better result as there were issues with the Cronbach’s 

alpha of several different items. These alternative methods and a larger sample size 

could have ensued in more robust results and allowed the usage of additional statistical 

techniques, such as conducting a regression analysis to further examine the 

relationship between variables. Hence, this also has to be considered as a possible 

suggestion for future studies to examine the relationship between personal brand and 

corporate brands on a larger sample and to further develop the existing models.  

Second limitation to this study is that it utilized quantitative methods to gather and 

analyse data. Quantitative methods do not provide any deeper insight into how and 

why the consumers perceive the personal brand and corporate brands in this fashion as 
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presented in this study. Therefore, as a questionnaire based study this study provides 

only a rough estimation of how brands are perceiving within a specific context. In order 

to amend this, a further study utilizing qualitative or mixed methods is heeded. An 

interesting way to conduct a further study would be to conduct a similar type of 

questionnaire but ask the participants explanations for their choices. This way more 

insight into why certain images arise associations to certain archetypes could be further 

studied. 

Third limitation of this study is the length. As this study was conducted within a 

relatively small period of time, any development or shifts in perception cannot be 

detected. A prolonged longitudinal study could be beneficial, as it could potentially 

establish a cause and effect relationships. Therefore, as a potential future research 

avenue, a longitudinal study is proposed. 

Fourth limitation of this study is the type of data gathered. As this study gathered data 

using social media posts from a single social media site (Instagram), the study is 

limited in how the type and source of content affects perception. Because personal 

branding has been studied quite intensively from the perspective of social media 

influencers, it could be interesting to examine how alternative content sources (books, 

audio, news, other type of social media) affect perception. It would be interesting to see 

alternative types / multiple types of content sources utilized, especially if they could be 

conducted in a longitudinal study.  

Fifth limitation of the study is the size of the corporation. Even though there are 

multiple elements to the corporation behind the band The Rolling Stones, the most 

dominant members of that organization are the band members. Hence, the results 

might not correlate with corporations with employees who are not publicly as well 

known.  

Sixth limitation of the study is the source of the data. As the data was gathered from 

two different groups of responders, no direct comparison between the results could be 

made. Therefore, to amend this, it is proposed that in future studies, if a similar model 

would be utilized, that the data for both the corporate and the personal brand would be 

gathered from the same participant. 
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APPENDIX 1 QUESTIONAIRE 

Below the questionnaire used to gather data for this study is presented. To be noted 

that even though the questionnaire in appendix 1 is the questionnaire used to gather 

data about the personal brand of Mick Jagger, the questionnaire for The Rolling Stones 

was almost identical to this one. The only real difference was that the names (The 

Rolling Stones instead of Mick Jagger) in the questions were different, and the tittle 

page of the questionnaire was altered to suit the corporate brand. For these reasons, 

the corporate brand questionnaire will not be published in this study. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Welcome to the survey!  

This study is conducted for a Master’s thesis in the Business & Management program at 
Hanken.  

The study aims to examine how archetypes are presented in personal branding. 
Branding can be seen as communication between the sender and the receiver. The 
focus of this study is to examine how personal brand of Mick Jagger is perceived. 

In the upcoming questionnaire, you will find two different sections. In the first section 
you will see a selection of Instagram posts from the official Instagram page of Mick 
Jagger. In the second section you will be asked to rate the overall impression of the you 
got from these posts based upon three different dimensions.  

The estimated time which it will take to fill out the questionnaire is 5 minutes. 

Direct identifier information about you (e.g. name, address, username, photo) will not 
be stored in the research dataset at any point.  Such information is saved in a separate 
file from the research dataset. Both the contact data and the research data will be 
erased no later than 12 months after the thesis is submitted. 

If you have any questions regarding the survey, feel free to contact me.  

Jaakko Pelkonen 

MSc Student, HANKEN 

jaakko.pelkonen@student.hanken.fi 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

1. 

Below is a selection of Instagram posts by the official Mick Jagger account from the 
past year. Please examine them and think about what the brand represents to you. 
Once you have done so, proceed to the next section. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

2. 

Thinking about the Instagram posts you just saw, please review them and give your 
overall impression of the brand. Below there is a set of different descriptions for the 
brand. Please rate them based upon how each description fit the brand. The brand 
looks like: 

S1Q1: Exploration. Horizons and big expanses of space. Undiscovered landscapes (real 
or imaginary e.g. sea, outer space desert). People journeying along.  

S1Q2: Challenging the status quo. Rebellious characters (e.g. rock stars punks). Lone 
people breaking with convention. Underground/alternative culture.  

S1Q3: Seducing and being seduced through beauty. Flirty interactions. People 
indulging their sense of pleasure. Couples who are in love. Pleasurable sensations and 
soft textures. Temptation.  

S1Q4: An appreciation of community and belonging. Groups of friends/family groups. 
Everyday people doing everyday things. Realistic everyday places and scenarios.  

S1Q5: People caring for and helping others and the world. Parents caring for children. 
Warm comforting environments. Loving embraces. Home made things and comfort 
foods.  

S1Q6: Conquering imposing your will on others and the world. Looking down from 
above. One person leading a group of others. Conspicuous marks of success. Columns 
towers imposing structures.  

S1Q7: Meeting challenges with disciplined mastery and competence. Overcoming 
adversity. Focused on a specific mission to benefit people and the world. Sport and 
other competitive scenarios. Single product under a spotlight (product as hero).  

S1Q8: Personal expression that's imaginative and artistic. Bright colors and 'in 
progress' graphics. The creative arts. Edgy animations/graphics/artwork. Ground-
breaking fashion and design.  

S1Q9: Wise character in pursuit of knowledge. Shining lights halos white space and 
spiritual imagery. Moments of contemplation. Experienced educated professionals. 
Technical detail.  

S1Q10: Simple things. Nature and back to basics. A fresh face of humanity. Images of 
children. Hand drawn illustrations. Multicolored and bright or pure and white. 

S1Q11: A world that's playful fun and entertaining. Animals and clowns. Comedians and 
jokers. Funny light happy scenarios. Things that make you laugh.  

S1Q12: Ordinary things being transformed into extraordinary things. "Before" and 
"after" imagery. Hidden forces shown (e.g. electric sparks showing a network). 
Mysterious fantasy landscapes and creatures. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

3. 

Thinking about how the Instagram posts makes you feel and the emotions they evoke. 
Below there is a set of different descriptions for the brand. Please rate them based upon 
how each description fit the brand. The brand feels like: 

S2Q1: Freedom, Independent, Energetic, Dynamic, Exciting, Restless, Adventurous, 
Open to possibilities 

S2Q2: Intelligent, Logical, Credible, Philosophical, Wise, Expert, Experienced 

S2Q3: Purposeful, Takes on challenges, Competitive, Ambitious, Courageous, Focused, 
Determined, Community spirit 

S2Q4: Caring, Supportive, Protective, Compassionate, Selfless, Comforting, Nurturing 

S2Q5: In control, Authoritative, Powerful, Respected, Structured, Responsible, 
Disciplined, Achieved status 

S2Q6: Down to earth, Comfortable, Being amongst friends, Understanding, Part of the 
group, Inclusive, Trustworthy, Warm, Uncomplicated, Familiar 

S2Q7: Passionate, Seductive, Sexy, Sensual, Elegant, Sensory, Indulgent 

S2Q8: Optimistic, Simple, Childlike, Joyful, Nostalgic, Fun, Full of wonder, Pure 

S2Q9: Silly, Zany, Quirky, Cheerful, Unpredictable, Entertaining, Irreverent 

S2Q10: Creative, Inspiring, Imaginative, Expressive, Stylish, Artistic, Visionary 

S2Q11: Rebellious, Breaks the rules, Radical, Alterative, Underground, Challenges the 
status quo, An outsider 

S2Q12: Mysterious, Transformational, Amazing, Miraculous, Intriguing, Extraordinary, 
Enigmatic 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

4. 

Thinking about how the brand would speak to you if it were a person. Below there is a 
set of different descriptions for the brand. Please rate them based upon how each 
description fit the brand. The brand sounds like: 

S3Q1: Talks about technical expertise and competence. Talks like a wise man who has 
experienced life. Associable words/phrases: ‘Knowledge’, ‘Intelligent’, ‘Precise’, ‘Smart’, 
‘Hi-tech’, ‘Thorough’, ‘Experts’, ‘Research’ 
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S3Q2: Talks like a young child who makes you see the world with fresh eyes. Talks 
about how wonderful life is. Associable words/phrases: ‘Amazing’, ‘The simple 
pleasures’, ‘Wonder’, ‘Joy’, ‘Fun’, ‘Wow’ 

S3Q3: Talks like an artist inspired and excited about his/her next work. Talks about the 
creative visions that emerge from his/her imagination and how s/he will bring them to 
life. Associable words/phrases: ‘Express yourself’, ‘Create’, ‘Design’, ‘Style’, ‘Imagine’ 

S3Q4: Talks like a friend. Warm interested in you. Talks about everyday things. 
Associable words/phrases: ‘What’s up?’, ‘How are you?’, ‘For everyone’, ‘Friends’, 
‘Belong’, ‘Welcome’, ‘Take part’, ‘Family’ 

S3Q5: Speaks their mind and isn’t afraid to challenge others. Talks about challenging 
the status quo. Associable words/phrases: ‘Break away’, ‘Defy convention’, ‘Rebel’, 
‘Radical’, ‘Don’t follow the crowd’, ‘Totally different’, ‘Do it your way’ 

S3Q6: Talks like a restless adventurer on the verge of discovering something exciting. 
Talks about possibilities for the future and journeying into the unknown. Associable 
words/phrases: ‘Future’, ‘Innovative’, ‘Discover’, ‘Freedom’, ‘New’, ‘Possibility’, 
‘Explore’, ‘Tomorrow’ 

S3Q7: Talks about success and achievement. Talks about how he’s made the world 
better for others. Associable words/phrases: ‘Progress’, ‘The Best’, ‘Ambition’, ‘Our 
Mission’, ‘Winning’, ‘For the Greater Good’ 

S3Q8: Talks like a stand-up comedian a born joker. Tells jokes. Points out the funny    
side of life. Associable words/phrases: ‘Laugh about it’, ‘Don’t take it so seriously’, ‘The 
funny thing about life is…’, ‘What’s the big deal…’ 

S3Q9: Seductive. Passionate. Talks about sensory experience and pleasure. Associable 
words/phrases: ‘Flirtatious’, ‘Pleasure’, ‘Really love’, ‘Sensuous/sumptuous’, ‘Indulge’, 
‘Intimate’ 

S3Q10: Talks like a caring parent to a child. Talks about how they can support and help 
you. Associable words/phrases: ‘Protect’, ‘Care’, ‘Help’, ‘Safe’, ‘Look after’, ‘Reliable’ 

S3Q11: Enigmatic. Mysterious. Speaks of what s/he’s doing but not how. Talks about 
changes s/he can effortlessly make and how amazed you’ll be. Associable 
words/phrases: ‘Transform’, ‘Magic’, ‘Instantly’, ‘In a flash’, ‘Miracle’, ‘Change’ 

S3Q12: Talks like someone taking charge. Sounds in control. Speaks with authority. 
Associable words/phrases: ‘Be confident’, ‘Take charge’, ‘Guarantee’, ‘Control’, 
‘Successful’, ‘The most respected’ 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

5. 

Thank you for taking the survey! 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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APPENDIX 2 ARCHETYPE DIMENSIONS 

Archetype Look dimension Feel dimension Sound dimension 

Explorer S1Q1: Exploration. Horizons and big expanses 
of space. Undiscovered landscapes (real or 
imaginary e.g. sea, outer space desert). People 
journeying along. 

S2Q1: Freedom, Independent, 
Energetic, Dynamic, Exciting, Restless, 
Adventurous, Open to possibilities 

S3Q6: Talks like a restless adventurer on the 
verge of discovering something exciting. Talks 
about possibilities for the future and journeying 
into the unknown. Associable words/phrases: 
‘Future’, ‘Innovative’, ‘Discover’, ‘Freedom’, 
‘New’, ‘Possibility’, ‘Explore’, ‘Tomorrow’ 

Outlaw S1Q2: Challenging the status quo. Rebellious 
characters (e.g. rock stars punks). Lone people 
breaking with convention. 
Underground/alternative culture. 

S2Q11: Rebellious, Breaks the rules, 
Radical, Alterative, Underground, 
Challenges the status quo, An outsider 

S3Q5: Speaks their mind and isn’t afraid to 
challenge others. Talks about challenging the 
status quo. Associable words/phrases: ‘Break 
away’, ‘Defy convention’, ‘Rebel’, ‘Radical’, ‘Don’t 
follow the crowd’, ‘Totally different’, ‘Do it your 
way’ 

Lover S1Q3: Seducing and being seduced through 
beauty. Flirty interactions. People indulging 
their sense of pleasure. Couples who are in love. 
Pleasurable sensations and soft textures. 
Temptation. g and being seduced 
through beauty. Flirty interactions. People 
indulging their sense of pleasure. Couples who 
are in love. Pleasurable sensations and soft 
textures. Temptation. 

S2Q7: Passionate, Seductive, Sexy, 
Sensual, Elegant, Sensory, Indulgent 

S3Q9: Seductive. Passionate. Talks about sensory 
experience and pleasure. Associable 
words/phrases: ‘Flirtatious’, ‘Pleasure’, ‘Really 
love’, ‘Sensuous/sumptuous’, ‘Indulge’, ‘Intimate’ 

Everyman S1Q4: An appreciation of community and 
belonging. Groups of friends/family groups. 
Everyday people doing everyday things. 
Realistic everyday places and scenarios. 

S2Q6: Down to earth, Comfortable, 
Being amongst friends, Understanding, 
Part of the group, Inclusive, 
Trustworthy, Warm, Uncomplicated, 
Familiar 

S3Q4: Talks like a friend. Warm interested in 
you. Talks about everyday things. Associable 
words/phrases: ‘What’s up?’, ‘How are you?’, ‘For 
everyone’, ‘Friends’, ‘Belong’, ‘Welcome’, ‘Take 
part’, ‘Family’ 

Caregiver S1Q5: People caring for and helping others and 
the world. Parents caring for children. Warm 
comforting environments. Loving embraces. 
Home made things and comfort foods. 

S2Q4: Caring, Supportive, Protective, 
Compassionate, Selfless, Comforting, 
Nurturing 

S3Q10: Talks like a caring parent to a child. Talks 
about how they can support and help you. 
Associable words/phrases: ‘Protect’, ‘Care’, 
‘Help’, ‘Safe’, ‘Look after’, ‘Reliable’ 

Ruler S1Q6: Conquering imposing your will on others 
and the world. Looking down from above. One 
person leading a group of others. Conspicuous 
marks of success. Columns towers imposing 
structures. 

S2Q5: In control, Authoritative, 
Powerful, Respected, Structured, 
Responsible, Disciplined, Achieved 
status 

S3Q12: Talks like someone taking charge. Sounds 
in control. Speaks with authority. Associable 
words/phrases: ‘Be confident’, ‘Take charge’, 
‘Guarantee’, ‘Control’, ‘Successful’, ‘The most 
respected’ 

Hero S1Q7: Meeting challenges with disciplined 
mastery and competence. Overcoming 
adversity. Focused on a specific mission to 
benefit people and the world. Sport and other 
competitive scenarios. Single product under a 
spotlight (product as hero). 

S2Q3: Purposeful, Takes on challenges, 
Competitive, Ambitious, Courageous, 
Focused, Determined, Community 
spirit 

S3Q7: Talks about success and achievement. 
Talks about how he’s made the world better for 
others. Associable words/phrases: ‘Progress’, 
‘The Best’, ‘Ambition’, ‘Our Mission’, ‘Winning’, 
‘For the Greater Good’ 

Creator S1Q8: Personal expression that's imaginative 
and artistic. Bright colors and 'in progress' 
graphics. The creative arts. Edgy 
animations/graphics/artwork. Ground-
breaking fashion and design.  

S2Q10: Creative, Inspiring, 
Imaginative, Expressive, Stylish, 
Artistic, Visionary 

S3Q3: Talks like an artist inspired and excited 
about his/her next work. Talks about the creative 
visions that emerge from his/her imagination and 
how s/he will bring them to life. Associable 
words/phrases: ‘Express yourself’, ‘Create’, 
‘Design’, ‘Style’, ‘Imagine’ 

Magician S1Q9: Wise character in pursuit of knowledge. 
Shining lights halos white space and spiritual 
imagery. Moments of contemplation. 
Experienced educated professionals. Technical 
detail. 

S2Q2: Intelligent, Logical, Credible, 
Philosophical, Wise, Expert, 
Experienced 

S3Q1: Talks about technical expertise and 
competence. Talks like a wise man who has 
experienced life. Associable words/phrases: 
‘Knowledge’, ‘Intelligent’, ‘Precise’, ‘Smart’, ‘Hi-
tech’, ‘Thorough’, ‘Experts’, ‘Research’ 

Innocent S1Q10: Simple things. Nature and back to 
basics. A fresh face of humanity. Images of 
children. Hand drawn illustrations. 
Multicolored and bright or pure and white. 

S2Q8: Optimistic, Simple, Childlike, 
Joyful, Nostalgic, Fun, Full of wonder, 
Pure 

S3Q2: Talks like a young child who makes you see 
the world with fresh eyes. Talks about how 
wonderful life is. Associable words/phrases: 
‘Amazing’, ‘The simple pleasures’, ‘Wonder’, ‘Joy’, 
‘Fun’, ‘Wow’ 

Jester S1Q11: A world that's playful fun and 
entertaining. Animals and clowns. Comedians 
and jokers. Funny light happy scenarios. Things 
that make you laugh.  

S2Q9: Silly, Zany, Quirky, Cheerful, 
Unpredictable, Entertaining, Irreverent 

S3Q8: Talks like a stand-up comedian a born 
joker. Tells jokes. Points out the funny    side of 
life. Associable words/phrases: ‘Laugh about it’, 
‘Don’t take it so seriously’, ‘The funny thing about 
life is…’, ‘What’s the big deal…’ 

Sage S1Q12: Ordinary things being transformed into 
extraordinary things. "Before" and "after" 
imagery. Hidden forces shown (e.g. electric 
sparks showing a network). Mysterious fantasy 
landscapes and creatures. 

S2Q12: Mysterious, Transformational, 
Amazing, Miraculous, Intriguing, 
Extraordinary, Enigmatic 

S3Q11: Enigmatic. Mysterious. Speaks of what 
s/he’s doing but not how. Talks about changes 
s/he can effortlessly make and how amazed you’ll 
be. Associable words/phrases: ‘Transform’, 
‘Magic’, ‘Instantly’, ‘In a flash’, ‘Miracle’, ‘Change’ 

Table 11 Archetype Dimensions 
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APPENDIX 3 BRANDING IMAGES USED 
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