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Abstract : Brand personality is the human-like traits of brands that consumers can use to identify brands. Despite the
importance of brand personality, there has been limited research about it in Korea recently, especially for casual apparel
brands. Considering the changes in lifestyle and the increasing popularity of leasure activities in Korea, it is important
to analyze the brand personality of casual brands for understanding Korean consumers. This study aimed to analyze the
brand personalities of eight well-known casual brands in Korea, and to investigate the relationship between the brand per-
sonalities and brand preference. Specifically, this study questioned whether the similarity in brand personalities leads to
similar patterns of preference for the brands. The eight brands were carefully selected so that they can well represent
the diversity in the dimensions of perceived brand personality, while also being well-known to the participants of the sur-
vey. Factor analysis of the data from the survey of Korean university students yielded five factors of brand personality:
liveliness, high class, ordinariness, rationality, and reliability. The eight brands showed significant difference across the five
factors. Multidimensional scaling analyses of the brands were conducted based on the similarity in brand personality and
brand preference respectively. The result showed significant difference in the relative distribution of the eight brands in

the two-dimensional space of the analyses.

Key words : brand(E.81 =), brand personality(E-21 =7]14J), brand preference(2. = 43 %), fashion brand®@A EHZ),

purchase(7*7H)
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(Aaker, 1997; Suh et al, 2009). o]2{gt HaH

AEA B JJAL Hae ke A&}
AgE kL B 5 Ark(Jung, 2005).
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2wtz ol FCB(Foote, Cone, and Belding) Grid Zde] u}
29 A AFS T2 LB AFo] Sk = 5
A AFE Tl o AR AAEE oY, wEpa] Al

T AAA A F oA EA A AXA Frk g R
AFL oA 7l o8l ul7F AR =T Al vls) %
gHog A 7] Fast AFe] gl sMFHoR
MRk S AR =edle 540l ok wEb B4 A
FL 7150t Aol AxEe AFE s Bl= si4
o] ¥ Fa3sitt & 4= tk(Yy, 2001).
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A= 7HY FHEE ol&ste] F HukA] HAl=E tdew Bl
T W AE FEISICE A Biles g3 ARG f%
o, A9 agle], B HIles {59, A49, 223, A

Sk golo] FZEUT}E. Oh(2003)8] AF+= 12709 i B
£ FCB Grid=do| mah MAste] Aaker(1997)] k9] 3
TE o83l Bis s 2908 =&3h 3 Ko and
Yun(2004)2] S7= AAH o7 oF Hal=g} AES AA, )
T, 2x =)o) Jl BEFoE RSt {3 - A,

4, B - kA, AEAe] kA AHlE =ESiTt
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2 Aoxs 53] AEHez A3l e ANFEd 9F
2Hdoll =4S wo] ] 8 Hilzo B g 25
< AR BT AFE oF A gy AR A
ks AA, FHoZ IA WEsIA, 53] 90dn] Tk
olF F 5UAIY] 3 YA 2 LY E3}e] it 5 oz
el o] wslel 3 & S o] FQth(Hwang & Lee,

2010; Li & Park, 2015). 715 <)o tist o= U=
2ol ez ek, HQRSE, «Rxlo), PP e T
o] F2lo]8 E3el YO (Baik & Choi, 2009; Li &
Park, 2015; Park, 2012), & A-7olX = o]2igt Yo & whEr}.

P AEY e 54T 2¥x okRwe] BE(Pak,

NS 52 QA EQT 5 dorh, B Ao @7 )
B2dH e

2.2 H3:E JiMEl HlE MS

HAE RS 2wt S HAE ojuAsh A7
Q1 o] glome Tyt Fejz 2w el FF 714
A SR ols BAE el A Ase] EAGT. 2E @
ATEL Il F MR RS 5 ok @ RO A7Ee
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A Oa BE Sol Y nAEAE dra E e
99 ATEe 22 HAS N 2] B4, 53 4
7] olulAe] A7k FEwse] A AR Qe

o] WAE HEaITt olE S0l Sl Pk
Arolxe 44, Ald, 8719 22 B
A= 34 Aol FF2 vHE EAKim & Kim,
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TAA dEL Atk o] YoE B AFE0] o]¢}
o] BAE s Y QA5 A¥A B 2 ] o
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Yi & La, 2002). dZ B9, YuQ009)ys 2~XEx HWsso} 7
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1968; Hughes & Guerrero, 1971; Sirgy, 1982).
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32.1. BdE A

Hals JfAe 23S Aaker(1997)9] HA= A He
(Brand Personality Scale; BPS)E wlg o2 3%l =] A
8 (Ko & Yun, 2004)Z 7|Wko 2 3T} sE ATolA]
AAE Hee F 20 FHoF FAHEICH, o= Aaker
(1997)2] Bd= 7H*é o xsHE 1570 2ol e A3
AA7(Choi & Koh, 1995; Kim & Lee, 1998; Kim et al.,

ANFY G BASEY] HAE e VA HE 29 2 169

2002; Lee & Yim, 1997; Lim & Lee, 1997)°4 =Z%
|} 13382S ¥8sle= Zlo|th(Table 1). 2 A% 2o g
E(Likert) 58 A=E &&3 AT old HA AE
AREE o] BRES BE AAEY Q)

é_\‘ioﬂh

322 BHE AZFE

Hle Aot bt A @5 74 B3 A3 A7 (Kim,
2012; Ko & Yun, 200H)E WIS 2 ©}3ith Ko and Yun
(2004)°] A 37He] B v ol EFJ_L 7t FHP, e ol
HA=rE vhol] Etb, U= o] EdH
Kim(2012)¢] 17} &% h= o] Hill= o
AsFchE F7lete] & 42302 st 2t e g
7{5 57(4 ;dv,_i zzqo}z:ﬁouq ;1;& ].ig__/r:%g}]%} =]
= ¢ Msske As veRTh 2 F4dXME 4350 gk
HAE 7 Bole Asw WEE ARSI

Table 1. Brand personality scale

Factors Items Sources

Down-to-earth
. Honest
Sincerity
Wholesome

Cheerful

Caring
) Spirited
.. Excitement
Original
dimensions
of brand

personality

Imaginative
Up-to-date
Reliable

(Aaker, 1997)

Competence  Intelligent

Successful

L Upper class
Sophistication
Charming

Outdoorsy
Ruggedness
Tough

Lively
Free
Gentle
Calm
Courteous
Unpretentious (Choi & Koh, 1995; Kim
et al., 2002; Kim & Lee,

1998; Lee & Lim, 1997,
Lim & Lee, 1997)

Brand personality items
used for domestic fashion Plain

brand studies Active
Trendy
Rational
Elegant
Flashy

Comfortable
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2 Z7ke] HHS SPA Haito} Al Has M52
A=} FiEE 2ERde] HAlE Fo] tdeiA EgEE
Aok 22 7S viEe R 20149 FA AL
20ch thehy 3,79870] A7 2014 Adub7] wlAE
Z 709 AeH(Zara), F+UEZ (Uniglo), 2F2-H](Lacoste), A
2 t=(Giordano), & Z(Polo), ¥1Z(Beanpole), AR Zz}2]
(Calvinkleinye 41738}, F7F= o} ZEH](Abercrombie)S
A7t ol AN E ST AAg o= AA, sl Bl
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Table 2. Results of the factor analysis

7Y )i HellsEe] Hel= Az BYE HEw ¢ #4171

. . Variance Accumulated Cronbach’s
Factor Item Factor loading Eigenvalue . . .
explained variance explained a
Spirited 0.737
Outdoorsy 0.735
Active 0.697
Free 0.694
Imaginative 0.686
. 1. Lively 0.684 5.353 20.587 20.587 0.879
Liveliness
Daring 0.660
Rugged 0.580
Up-to-date 0.567
Trendy 0.551
Charming 0.546
Gentle 0.792
Courteous 0.788
2 Calm 0.740
. 3.889 14.958 35.543 0.843
High class Intelligent 0.699
Elegant 0.684
Upper class 0.557
Plain 0.717
3 Unpretentious 0.695
L 2.681 10.312 45.856 0.697
Ordinariness Comfortable 0.636
Flashy (R) 0.474
Rational 0.720
.4 . Down-to-earth 0.698 2.169 8.342 54.198 0.681
Rationality
Honest 0.561
5 Reliable 0.665
o 2.027 7.796 61.994 0.645
Reliability Wholesome 0.496
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Table 3. Comparison between the brands

Brands
Average (Standard deviation) F
Zara Polo Uniglo ~ Abercrombie Beanpole Calvin Klein ~ Giordano Lacoste
(n=46) (n=43) (=42) (n=43) (n=39) (7=39) (7=40) (=42)
0.188 -0.358 -0.157 0.569 -0.479 0.049 -0.349 0.467
Liveliness (0.810) (0.831) (0.982) (0.829) 0.977) (1.288) (0.923) (0.830) 7314
ABC DE CDE A E BCD DE AB
0.314 0.497 -0.691 -0.884 0.630 0.208 -0.170 0.127
High class (0.907) (0.567) (0.826) (0.954) (0.909) (1.009) (0.746) (0.946) 16674
AB AB D D A BC C BC
-0.740 0.314 0.691 -0.342 -0.222 -0.487 0.488 0.341
Ordinariness (0.968) (0.763) (0.715) (0.976) (1.009) (1.051) (0.801) (0.691) 14764
C A A BC B BC A A
0.163 -0.316 0.672 -0.629 -0.159 -0.107 0.860 -0.456
Rationality (0.758) (1.129) (0.763) (0.883) (0.936) (0.770) (0.747) (0.964) 15.029™
B CD A D BC BC A CD
-0.399 0.218 -0.109 -0.814 0.428 0.079 -0.011 0.695
Reliability (0.954) (0.991) (0.866) (1.100) (0.804) (0.756) (0.668) (0.980) 11.524™
D BC CD E AB BC CD A
Wp<.001, Duncan test : A>B>C>D>E
2} b S BAEE 27 BAE AF HAE AsE 3% 4 vk ® ATelNE Zzte] 1% e spsse]
£ 7Eo R vREAEY #4E AAs, 7 A3t fAke PROXSCAL %02 7e] A& FEske 45 A
A, 2o 334 gexE dungth oAQAEEe Fold gk
WHES 7 fARE AEL Holdt Al et ekl el $4, Fig 19 @ 7 BAESe] 5 D= AY 8
o] F7hel SIANAFLEZA ATAR 3T tdE] A Aol Bts 883 A=Y 24S & otk
o4 A2l 40 wad ol o) Fe 8 gelth o el AT} i) HAE AN 891 W5l 9 Bt
AHH EH L ol FZF HlollM £4 tidE Alele] A=E 2 FAEYL & o, ol 7+ FET= 72 (euclidean
7P & wigsie e ARE TS, 4T A= distance)5 HIFC 2 TIRMIFEY w4 4 Zo|t}. Fig
(goodness-of-fitys HAsFeh= 2 B darE|Fel] 7|wataL 19] (b= SEHAESY Hdax AR JE5ES A &
SITHHout et al, 2013). W2l o]F olgs] HAE 4 & HA=w w@ 29 AMRS Bed) oAy BAL
9 B BUE AFEE /|FoR HASE 7o) AUiA 9N A% Zolth &, o HAse] tg A5 3 5k 29l
selg 4 glom, ol oA F /1F el WAS A A2 Bl AL 2 F, 4 HAET} 6P 259 o
0.9 * Abercrombie 09 * Zara
0.6 0.6
* CalvinKlein
(o] (o]
..S 03 * Uniglo E 0.3
& * Zara | 2 * Polo
Q Q
g * Giordano ™ Lacoste £ * Uniglo
A 00 A 00
* Beanpole
* CalvinKlein * Abercrombie
03 0.3
* ol * Beanpole * Giordano * Lacoste
-1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 0.5 0.5 1.0
0.6 Dimension 1 0.6 Dimension 1

(a) By brand personality

Fig. 1. Multi-dimensional scaling analyses.

(b) By brand preferences
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Appendix

Ao ARE gleo] FEES ey Pl dddo|rt
(down-to-earth), 732!} TH(honest), 74715}t wholesome), X1
&Th(cheerful), tHH5lth(daring), 7] $\Th(spirited), 2332 <]
FH-51CH(imaginative), 4! F3S WETH(up-to-date), BT+
8l TH(reliable), 2] % ©|Th(intelligent), /33" A 3F4] o] Th(successful),
‘&S] Fh(upper class), "l % ©]TH(charming), £ olth
(outdoorsy), & THrugged), T&sItt(lively), A= Hlch
(free), H&TH(gentle), AR5} (calm), 5351} (courteous),
3l (unpretentious), 3% 3CH(plain), A=2]o|tH(active), 3
o] T7FsltH(trendy), $H2l%]e]Thrational), $-°}5FcHelegant), 3}
& 3lCH(flashy), HSI5ICHcomfortable).

#Ale| 2

=2 20139 AR @S] AYeR ST
A8 o} 4=3iE AU NRF-2013S1A5A2A03044631).
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