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Considerable research in consumer experimental psychology has ex-
amined the self-expressive role of brands but has found little support for
the premise that the interaction of the personality traits associated with a
brand and those associated with an individual's self-concept influence at-
titudes. The current research focuses on the influence of the malleable
self-concept on consumer attitudes toward a brand, based on the its per-
sonality associations. The results of two experiments demonstrate that
traits that are made accessible by salient situational cues and those that
are chronically accessible (schematic traits) positively influence con-
sumer attitudes toward a brand based on its personality associations.
More important, these effects are tested in a set of theory-based interac-
tions that rely on the self-monitoring individual difference variable. Self
congruity is enhanced for low versus high self-monitoring subjects,
whereas situation congruity is enhanced for high versus low self-
monitoring subjects. Together, these experiments shed light on the self-
expressive use of brands and the role of the malleable self-concept in

influencing consumer attitudes.

The Malleable Self: The Role of
Self-Expression in Persuasion

The notion that inanimate objects such as brands cati be
associated with a set of human characteristics is well ac-
cepted by social psychologists (e.g,. Bern and Funder 1978;
Prentice 1987; Snyder and Gangestad 1986), as well as ad-
vertisers (e.g., Biel 1993;Ogilvy 1983; Plummer 1985). The
basic argument is that attitude objects, such as brands, can
be associated with personality traits that provide self-
expressive or symbolic benefits for the consumer. Despite
this knowledge, much of consumer behavior research, par-
ticularly in the realm of consumer experimental psychology,
has focused solely on the role of brand attributes and the
utilitarian function of consumer attitudes (Fishbein and
Ajzen 1975), neglecting the role of brand personality and
the symbolic function ot" consunner attitudes. Consequently,
little progress has been made in understanding how brands
are used for self-expressive purposes, despite research that
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shows tbai self-expression can be an important driver ol"
consumer preference and choice (Belk 1988; Richins 1994)
and that many products serve hoth tjtiliiarian and symbolic
functions (Park, Jaworski, and Maelnnis I9S6; Shavitt
1990),

It is not for want of trying. In the 196()s and 1970s, a host
of researcb was conducted on sell-expression. The motivat-
ing paradigm was that preference should increase when a
consumer's personality was congruent, versus incongruent,
with that of a brand. However, this intuitive premise met
with limited empirical success, hi capst(>ne summary arti-
cles. Kassarjian (1971) and Sirgy (1982) argue that a prima-
ry reason was the conceptualization of the self a.s a unitary
construct. Thai is, the seif-expression process was lesteil on
the basis of the premise that the self is a construct that re-
mains invariant across situations. The assumption was that
an individual has a stable set of personality traits and there-
fore should behave similariy across contexts. However, in
the past two decades, a considerable amount of research in
social psychology has shown that the self is a malleable con-
stnjct (e,g.. Markus and Kunda 1986; Schlenker 1981; Tet-
lock and Manstead 1985) and that people act differently in
different situations, are influenced by social roles and cues,
and have a need tor self-presentation. Therefore, it may not
be surprising that empirical support for the self-expressive
use of brands has remained elusive.

The objective of this research is to show that brand per-
sonality affects consumer preferences by exploring the in-
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fluence of the malleable self on attitudes toward brands with
distinct personality associations. The premise to be tested is
that personality traits differ in their accessibility acro.ss so-
cial situations. Consequently, the preference for and use of a
brand, based on its personality associations, will vary across
usage situations.

To explore this premise, this research deviates from prior
research in two ways. First, the relationship between the
personality of a consumer and a brand is examined across all
personality traits. However, a considerable amount of re-
search in social psychology suggests that the self is com-
posed of multiple aspects or "dimensions" (e.g., James
1890; Markus and Kunda 1986; Rosenberg 1979), which re-
fer here to a specific set of personality traits (Church and
Burke 1994). Consequently, the expression of the self often
operates at the dimension level (Kleine, Kleine, and Kernan
1993). More important, these personality dimensions vary
in how centrally they are held, or how important they are to
the self (Markus 1977). As a result, though some personali-
ty dimensions are important to individuals, others are not
and therefore might not be expressed. Thus, in prior re-
search, the power of the self-concept was diffused. In this
research, only the important or central aspects of self are ex-
amined to determine the extent to which brands are used for
self-expression.

Second, to assess brand personality, prior research drew
on ad hoc scaies (for a review, see Sirgy 1982) or the "Big
Five" human personality scales (capturing the dimensions
Agreeableness. Extroversion, Conscientiousness. Culture,
and Neuroticism; for a review, see Digman 1990). The cur-
rent research draws on Aaker (1997), in which a theoretical
framework of the brand personality construct was put forth
by determining the number and nature of dimensions of
brand personality, termed Sincerity, Excitement,, Compe-
tence, Sophistication, and Ruggedness, Each dimension,
which is composed of personality traits that were selected to
be relevant to both human and brand personality, bas been
shown to be generalizeable across categories (Aaker 1997).

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

The personality-versus-situaiion debate focuses on the
relative ability of personality versus situational factors to
predict attitudes and behavior (Epstein 1977; Mischel
1968). Whereas advocates ofthe personality modei propose
that behavior is determined primarily by an individual's per-
sonality, advocates of the situation model propose that be-
havior is influenced primarily by the nature ofthe situation.
In the former view, behavior is consistent across situations.
Tn the latter, behavior is viewed as variable across situations;
personality traits are perceived more as temporary states
than permanent traits.

More recently, social and personality psychologists bave
argued for an interaction model tbat posits that the self is
malleable, influenced by both personality and situational
factors (e.g., Linviile and Carlslon 1994). To capture this dy-
namic and multidimensional conceptualization of the self,
Markus and Kunda (1986) put forth the term "maileabie" (or
workmg) self-concept, which refers to any number of self-
conceptions—good self, bad self, hoped-for self, feared self,
not-me seif, idea! self, possible seif, ought self—that can be
made accessible at a given moment (see also Markus and
Nurius 1986). This conceptualization ofthe self has two im-

plications. First, the self is dynamic. Any of these self-
conceptions can be activated at any particular time due to a
host of factors that becotne salient in a social situation, such
as one^s hopes, fears, goals, identities, and roles. To illus-
trate, a person's self-conception involving a particular set of
traits (e.g., loving, empathetic, and nurturing) might be acti-
vated when he or she takes on a particular role, but not when
he or she takes on another (e.g., parent versus professor).
Second, relatively conflicting traits may exist in a person's
self-concept. For example, a colleague might think of him-
or herself as both highiy intelligent and sociable. The rela-
tive accessibility ofthe two traits determines which will be
expressed through his or her attitudes and hehavior. To il-
lustrate, when concentrating on work, the person's intelli-
gence (versus sociability) may be a more salient personality
trait. However, as a host of a party, the opposite may hold.
Markus and Kunda (1986) argue that a trait becomes acces-
sible if it was just activated before an event, if it was evoked
by an experience or a memory, and if it has been elicited by
the social situation at a particular point in time.

In this light, the seif is regarded as relatively stable (con-
sisting of a set of self-conceptions that are chronically ac-
cessible), while also being malleable (varying on the basis
of self-conceptions that are made accessible in the sociai sit-
uation). In this article, the research on the malleable self-
concept provides the theoretical basis for what are termed
"self congruity'" and "situation congruity," which together
may capture the influence of brand personality on consumer
attitudes. It should be noted that this research focuses on a
specific set of self-conceptions: those associated with per-
sonality traits.

Self Congruity

The crux of self congruity is that consumers prefer brands
associated with a set of personality traits congruent with
their own (Kassarjian 1971; Sirgy 1982). Prior research has
focused on the self-concept construct, defined as the total set
of beliefs about and attitudes toward the self (Rosenberg
1979), However, self-concept captures aii aspects of tbe
self, including both chronically accessible or scbematic
traits and those that are not necessarily schematic. This re-
search focuses only on schematic traits, defined as the set of
personality traits held to be extremely descriptive of and im-
portant to a person (versus neither descriptive nor important;
Markus 1977), because prior research has shown that the
ability to predict behavior across situations increases when
taking trait importance into consideration (Kleine, Kleine,
and Kernan 1993).

Tbe theoretical rationale behind the need to express a self-
schema is twofold: the need for consistency and positivity.
First, people have a need for consistency that arises from an
"inborn preference for things that are predictable, familiar,
stable and uncertainty reducing" (Swann, Stein-Seroussi,
and Giesler 1992, p. 6). As a result, feedback that is incon-
sistent versus consistent with an individual's self-schema is
distorted more often, less likely to be recalled, and more
likely to produce negative affect (Eisenstadt and Leippe
1994), even if that feedback is valenced negatively. Second,
because the personality traits that constitute a person's self-
schema are generally positive, the ability to express
schematic traits often is associated with positive affect, such
as pleasure or pride, whereas the inability to express them
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often is associated with negative affect, such as disappoint-
ment or dissatisfaction (Swann, De La Ronde. and Hixon
1994). Combined, these two drives increase self-esteem and
can aid in self-presentation (Greenwaid and Breckler 1985),
Furthermore, the tv/o drives are independent and act togeth-
er, whereby a person strives for positivity whiie balancing
the need to maintain a sense of consistency.

People maintain positivity and consistency in their self-
schemas not by denying feedback that challenges their self-
schema, but rather by selecting, interpreting, and recalling
self-confirming information and choosing situations and
companions that affirm their self-schema (Linville and Cari-
ston 1994). It is proposed here that brands, according to
their associations with a specific set of personality traits, are
an additionai vehicie that consumers use for such seif-
expression. Therefore, individuals who are schematic versus
aschematic on a particular personality dimension should
have a greater preference for brands that arc highly descrip-
tive on that personality dimension, a process referred to here
as "self congruity."

Situation Congruity

Consider the following scenario: A corporate business-
man who perceives himself as very serious, reliable, and
hardworking, but not as rugged, tough, and outdoorsy,
leaves for a weekend trip on his Harley-Davidson motorcy-
cle. If brands are used for self-expressive purposes, what ex-
plains the apparent incongruity between the schematic traits
of the businessman and the traits of his preferred brand?

The malleable self-concept put forth by Markus and Kun-
da (1986) suggests that though schematic traits often drive
behavior, anomalies exist. That is, sometimes consumers ex-
press who they wish to be (desired self), strive to be (ideal
self), or believe they should be (ought self), rather than who
they consistently are across situations (conceptualized here
as seif-schema). As previousiy reviewed, the variables thai
make these self-conceptions accessible include one's hopes,
fears, motives, goals, and roles at a particular point in time.

How does a person manipulate the accessibility of such
self-conceptions? Linville and Carlston (1994) suggest one
way is through the social situaticm. defined as tbe (1) phys-
ical aspects of the situation (e.g., places, decor, lighting) and
(2) social surroundings (e.g., other people present in the sit-
uation, their traits and roles). The sociai situation, as per-
ceived by a person, determines the cues of behavior
(referred to as "situational cues"), which, in turn, make a
specific set of personality trails accessible (Cantor, Mischel.
and Schwartz 1982).' in other words, the impact of the so-
cial situation on a person's behavior is mediated by situa-
tional cues, which are stored as cognitive representations in
memory. Thus, when a person enters or anticipates entering
a social situation, the situationai cues are made saiient and
thereby influence the accessibility of a specific set of per-
sonality traits. To illustrate, a person's assessment of an aca-
demic seminar, which may include the physical de.scription
of Uie sen\inar room, as well as social considerations such as

'The extent to which these siiuatjonai cues are individually versus cul-
lurally held has been the subject of much debate (eg,, Belk 1975: Mischel
l%ii). However, though people differ in their own ps_vch(»logical assess-
ment of a siiuaiion, this difference tends to be relatively minimal; ihu con-
^ensually shared or objective interpretation of a situation is relatively ro-
hust and consistent across people (Cantor, Mischel, and Schwartz. 1982),

who will be there, determines the normative standards of
how to behave at the seminar, thereby making accessible
traits such as inteiiigence, creativity, and competence. Alter-
natively, in tbe case of the corporate businessman and his
Harley, the weekend trip he is anticipating does not height-
en the accessibility of the serious, reliable, and hardworking
set of traits, but does heighten the accessibility of the
rugged, tough, and outdoorsy traits. These situational as-
sessments, in combination with an individual's personal
goals and expectations ofthe situation, determine his or her
behavior.-

The motivational drive to attend and conform to salient
situational cues is based, in large pan. on impression man-
agement (cf Tetlock and Manstead 1985). Specifically, peo-
ple tend to focus and rely on siluationai cues to gain ap-
proval and develop positive relationships, the achievement
of which tends to increase seif-esteem (Schlenker 1981), in
contrast, the inabiiity to achieve these two goals by match-
ing dispositionai behavior to situational cues often resuits in
aversive consequences for a person (eg,, incompetence,
frustration, embarrassment; Solomon i983, p- 326). Conse-
quentiy, peopie often conform their dispositional behavior
to situational cues, a process referred to here as "situation
congruity."

Testing Self and Situation Congruity: The Role of Self-
Monitoring

To examine the hypotheses that consumers prefer brands
with personality traits that are congruent, versus incongru-
ent, with the personality traits that constitute their self-
,schemas (self congruity) and are elicited by situational cues
(situation congruity). the personality of brands and the
salience of situational cues must be manipulated and peo-
ple's seif-,schemas measured. However, if the predicted ef-
fects are found in an experiment relyinii on such a design, a
demand effecl explanation may be offered due to the main
effect te,sting of the hypotheses. To reduce this possibiiity.
self and situation congruity etTects are tested in a set of in-
teractions by drawing on a moderating variable that shifts
the accessibility of an individual'.s own personality traits rel-
ative to situational factors, and vice versa.

One such moderating variable is self-monitoring, which
refers to the extent to which expressive behavior is guided
by situational cues to social appropriateness (Snyder 1974).
Low self-monitors (who endorse scaie items such as, "My
behavior is usuaiiy an expression of my true inner feeiing,s,
attitudes, and beliefs") und high self-motiitur'̂  (who endorse
scale items such as. "In different situations and with differ-
ent peopie, I often acl iike very different persons") vary in
their ability and motivation to pay attention to inner person-
ality ver.'ius situational factors (Snyder 1987), Whereas situ-
ational factors tend to be more salient for high versus iow
self-monitors, inner personality lactors tend to be more
salient for low versus high sell-monitors. As a result, Snyder
and Gangestad (1986. p. i24) argue that "it is as if high self-
moniioring individuals chronically strive to appear lo be ihe
type of person called for by each situation in which they fmd

-It should be noted that people somctniies purposely present their sclve.-i
in ways thai arc incongrueni wiih the behavioral cues ol a situation. For ex-
ample, they may want to create a negative impression, maintain their sense
of autonomy, or validate a sense of uniqueness, none of which will be ex-
plored in this research.
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themselves, and it is as if low self-monitoring individuals
strive to display their own personal dispositions and atti-
tudes in each situation in which they find themselves." Fur-
thermore, Snyder and DeBono (1985) argue that high self-
monitors have more concem for the self-image they project
in social situations, as compared with low self-monitors (see
also Graeff 1996).'' Consequently, the images conveyed by
high self-monitors tend to display situation-to-situation
shifts, whereas those conveyed by low self-monitors tend to
be consistent across social situations.

Because of the differential levels of salience of personal-
ity versus situational factors, the relative infiuence of self
versus situational variables on brand preference (i.e., prefer-
ence for a brand based on its personality) should vary for
low versus high self-monitors. Although tbe personality
traits that constitute a person's self-schema should have a
greater influence on brand preference for low versus high
self-monitors, the personality traits that are elicited by situ-
ational cues should have a greater influence on brand pref-
erence for high versus low self-monitors. An illustrative ex-
ample supporting this premise is provided by Snyder (1987,
p. 102); "Imagine a high self-monitoring smoker who seeks
to project an image of rugged masculinity because he is on
a weekend foray with his hunting buddies. In addition to
choosing appropriate words, deeds and mannerisms, he may
also choose to smoke the cigarettes (and perhaps promi-
nently display their package) that are associated with a
ruggedly masculine image," In contrast, the choice of ciga-
rettes by the low self-monitor will not be influenced by such
situational cues. Rather, low self-monitors, "who ciaim to
value congruence between 'who they are' and "what they
do"'(Snyder 1974. p, IOO), should be more guided by their
internal attributes and attitudes. Therefore, self congruity
should be stronger for low versus high self-monitors, where-
as situation congruity should be stronger for high versus low
self-monitors. More formally, the following hypotheses are
put forth:

H|: Self-schema will play a greater role in determining brand
preference for low (versus high) seH-monitors.

H2: Situational cues will play a greater role in determining brand
preference for high (versus low) self-monitors.

Furthermore, this researcb stream suggests self and situa-
tion congruity effects should interact, such that the self con-
gruity effect for iow self-monitors should be magnified in
low versus high salient situational cue conditions. That is,
though low self-monitors may not be overly motivated to
adhere to the behavioral norms made salient by situational
cues, they still may be aware of the norms, particularly
when the situation is strong (Price and Bouffard 1974). If so,
they should be more likely to demonstrate self congruity ef-
fects when the situational cues are less versus more highly
salient (Snyder 1987). Therefore, self-schema should play a

^Mosl of the self-monitoring research has focused on a difference in ihe
nature of self-expression: Low self-monitors tend to express the traits that
are chronically accessible, whereas high self-monitors tend to express traits
that are made accessible by situational cues (Snyder 1987), However, a dif-
ference in magnitude of self-expression also may exist. That is, high versus
low self-monitors tnay be more hkely to express a patticular set of traits in
general (Graeff 1996; Snyder and DeBono 1985), This research focuses on
the differential nature of self-expression for low versus high self-monitors,
but further research is needed to examine the extent to which magnitude
differences exist as well.

greater role in determining brand preference for low self-
monitors, particularly in conditions in which there is a low
versus high salient situational cue.

The literature on the self also suggests that the situation
congruity effect should be qualified. That is, situation con-
gruity should be stronger for high self-monitors who are as-
chematic versus schematic on a specific personality dimen-
sion, because that particular dimension is not important or
descriptive of who they are (Snyder 1974). More specifical-
ly, there are lowered levels of personal meaning associated
with aschematic versus schematic dimensions (Markus
1977). Therefore, for high self-monitors, highly salient situ-
ational cues should have a greater impact on the preferences
of a brand, based on its personality, wben the personality di-
mension is not at all (versus very) important and descriptive.

H3: Self-schema will play a greater role in determining brand
preference for low self-monitors when exposed to a low
(versus high) salient situational cue, whereas situational cues
wili play a greater role in determining brand preference for
high self-monitors who are aschematic (versus schematic).

EXPERIMENT 1

Overview

Experiment 1 was conducted based on a 2 (Self-Schema:
aschematic versus schematic) x 2 (Salience of Situational
Cue: low versus high) x 2 (Self-Monitoring: low versus
high) mixed-factorial design, Self-schema and self-
monitoring are between-subjects measures (based on a me-
dian split) measured before the main experiment, whereas
salience of situational cue is a within-subject variable ma-
nipulated in the experiment. The hypotheses are tested by
isolaving personality dimensions lo describe the self, silua-
tional cues, and brand. The reason for focusing on the per-
sonality construct at the dimension level is twofold. First,
persons who are motivated to express their selves do so
through a particular dimension, rather than in its entirety
(Kleine, Kleine, and Keman 1993). Consequently, self con-
gruity tends to not operate at a global level but at a dimen-
sion-specific level. To iliustrate, when motivated to feel
"athletic" (e.g., when feeling panicularly unathletic or at an
athletic event), a person may want to demonstrate only the
athletic dimension of his or her self and therefore may pre-
fer Nike athletic shoes (regarded as athletic, strong, and
tough) to L.A. Gear athletic shoes (regarded as more fash-
ionable, good-looking, and trendy), despite the possibility
that the personality traits associated with L.A, Gear better
match the consumer's overall personality based on an ag-
gregate set of traits.

Second, recent research has identified five dimensions
that describe brand personality (Aaker 1997). In this re-
search, a representative sample of American subjects rated
the extent to which brands in symbolic and utilitarian cate-
gories could be described by a set of personality traits that
were pooled principally from personality psychology (e.g.,
Norman 1963; Tupes and Christal 1958) and consumer be-
havior (e.g., Batra, Lehmann, and Singh 1993; Levy 1959)
literature. The results of a series of factor analyses, which
relied on independent sets of subjects and brands, found five
stable brand personality dimensions, termed Sincerity, Ex-
citement, Competence, Sophistication, and Ruggedness,
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These personality dimensions were highly reliable and sta-
ble across brands,, as well as subsets of subjects. By relying
on these five personality dimensions, brand personality can
be manipulated and the corresponding personality dimen-
sion for the subject measured,"*

To reduce the possibility of demand effects, three steps
were taken. First, self and situation congruity were tested in
a set of interactions that relied on the self-monitoring vari-
able. Second, the key variables, self-monitoring and self-
schema, were n^easured one month prior to the main exper-
iment, using subjects with no prior training in psychology or
marketing. Third, in Experiment 1, real brands as well as de-
coy brands were used, and self-expressive effects were ex-
plored with only two personality dimensions. Excitement
and Ruggedness. However, for completeness and to increase
intemal validity. Experiment 2 relied on fictitious brands but
no decoy brands (because of time constraints), and self-
expressive effects were explored across all five personality
dimensions.

Method

Stimuli development. Stimuli development for the experi-
ments consisted of two stages. First, to identify situations
that make only one personality dimension accessible (i.e.,
highly salient situational cue), a total of 105 subjects (65%
women, mean age = 31 years) was given $7 to rate a set of
five situations in terms ofthe extent to which "a typical per-
son would try to demonstrate the following personality traits
in each of the specified situations" (Cantor, Mischel, and
Schwartz 1982) on a five-point Likert scale (1 = "would not
try to demonstrate," 5 = "would definitely try to demon-
strate"). The 42 traits used were those that represent the five
personality dimensions (Aaker 1997).

As in Cantor, Mischel, and Schwartz's (1982) study, the
situations, all of which involved dinner scenarios to main-
tain consistency across the replications, were described by
their physical (i.e., type of dinner) and social (i.e., who is at
the dinner) characteristics, Ofthe twenty situations pretest-
ed, the five selected were those that made the intended per-
sonality dimension accessible, to the exclusion of the four
unintended personality dimensions (ps < .01), The Sincerity
cue was a homey dinner during the holidays with the whole
family and grandparents, the Excitement cue was a fun din-
ner at a hip club with a date, the Competence cue was an im-
portant business dinner meeting with the boss, the
Sophistication cue was a fancy wedding dinner with many
guests, and the Ruggedness cue was an informal barbecue
after a river-rafting trip with a bunch of friends. Only the

•^Although the traits describing each brand personality dimension can be
used to describe people, a factor analysis was conducted using subjects'
self-ratings on the traits to ensure that this five-dimension slructure could
be used to measure the personality of people. As in Aaker's (1997) and
McCrae and Costa's (1989) studies, the results of a principal components
factor analysis using a varimax rotation yielded five components (unre-
strained or restrained). More important, the nature of the five components
for human personality was similar to thai for brand personality. Four traits
switched components when individuals versus brands were used as stimuh:
western, rugged, unique, and good-looking. However, the four traits all had
high secondary loadings on their "intended" component (ranging from
35-,45), indicating that the five dimensions may be used to measure

human personality.

Excitement and Ruggedness situational cues are used in
Experiment I; all five are used in Experiment 2.

Second, brands that scored highest on their intended di-
mension (Excitement or Ruggedness) and lowest on the un-
intended dimension (Ruggedness or Excitement), while re-
maining constant on the other three dimensions (Sincerity,
Competence, Sophistication), were identified. Twenty sub-
jects (50% women, mean age = 25 years) were paid $5 to
rate the extent to which five brands in two product cate-
gories could be described by the 42 traits on the ftve-point
Likert scale. The two product categories, apparel and fra-
grance, were chosen because they could be used in the situ-
ations previously described and different brand personalities
exist in these categories. The two brands in both categories
were well known and had distinct personalities; Benetton
apparel and CKOne fragrance were rated significantly high-
er on Excitement (m(Benetton) = '*-32; m(CKOne) = 4.12) than
Ruggedness (m(Benetton, = 2,72, F(l, 19) - 13,03, p < .001;
m,cKOne) = 2.66, F(l, 19) = 10.31, p < .01), and Patagonia
apparel and Polo fragrance were rated significantly higher
on Ruggedness (m p̂̂ î ĝ n.̂ j = 4,45; m p̂̂ ,̂ ,, = 4.34) than Ex-
citement (mjpat̂ gonia) = 2.32, F(l, 19) = 15.61, p < .001;
i"(po!o) = 2,78, F( 1, 19) = 11.19, /7 < ,01). There were no sys-
tematic differences on the other three personality dimen-
sions for these pairs of brands (Fs < I).

Procedure. One month before the experiment, 120 uni-
versity employees were e-mailed an invitation to participate
in a study on a new way to evaluate brands. Instead of sim-
ply evaluating brands in general, subjects would be asked to
evaluate them in terms of situations in which they typically
use them. To participate in the study, subjects had to return
a sbort questionnaire that assessed tbeir product and brand
usage (consistent with the cover story), self-schema (for
which subjects were asked to rate themselves on the 42 per-
sonality traits and then describe how important each of the
traits was to them), self-monitoring information (18 items;
Snyder and Gangestad 1986), and demograpbic information.

On the basis of the personality trait ratings, each subject
received two seif-schema scores, one for each dimension
(i.e., each subject was classified as Excitement schematic or
aschematic and Ruggedness schematic or aschematic). The
self-schema scores were created on the basis of median
splits on both descriptive ness and importance ratings. For
example, subjects whose descriptive (m = 3.74) and impor-
tance (m = 2.27) ratings on the Excitement dimension were
greater than the mean were coded "Excitement scbematic,"
whereas those whose descriptive and importance ratings
were less than the mean were coded "Excitement aschemat-
ic." Similarly, the same subjects whose descriptive (m =
3.10) and importance (m = 2.00) ratings on the Ruggedness
dimension were greater than the mean were coded
"Ruggedness schematic," whereas those whose descriptive
and importance ratings were iess than the mean were coded
"Ruggedness aschematic." The two other cells (descrip-
tive/not important, not descriptive/important) were not used,
which lead to the eliminavion of 24 subjects in the case of
Excitement and 34 in the case of Ruggedness.

One month after they returned the questionnaire, 93 sub-
jects (78% response rate, 55% women, mean age = 27 years)
were individually contacted and invited to participate in a
study on a new way to evaluate brands in various product
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categories.^ In groups of 10 to 20 in a laboratory setting,
subjects rated their personal preference for and usage likeli-
hood of ten brands in five product categories, three of which
were filler categories to minimize suspicion of the manipu-
lation (beer, athletic shoes, and jeans). The two target brands
in the apparel and fragrance product categories used as stim-
uli had Exciting versus Rugged personalities and were posi-
tioned (I) third and fourth (Benetton and Patagonia) and (2)
seventh and eighth (CKOne and Polo) in the list of filler
brands. The instructions highlighted the need for the sub-
jects' personal preference, because prior research has shown
that the use of words such as "personal," "self," and "own"
tend to make the seif to the exclusion of others and social
situations, more salient (Aaker and Williams 1998). The
preferences in this low salience situational cue condition
were to be used to test self congruity (H|). Next, subjects
were given the following instructions:

The main purpose of this sttidy is to get your reactions
to a set of brands currently on the market. Therefore,
you will be given the same .set of brands thai you rated
before. However, unlike before, you will be asked to
evaluate these brands iti certain situations. By re-evalu-
ating the brands in these situations, we can better pre-
dict how the brands are actually used in real life. How-
ever, the key to the success of this research depetids on
you really imagining yourself in these situations. Based
on previous research, we have identified many types of
situations in which products are often used—all involve
dinner situations. To give you an overail feel of what
these dinner situations are like, the dinner will be
briefly described. Then, you will be asked to really
imagine yourself going to the dinner. What does it feel
like for you? What are you thinking about',' Next, you
will receive a set of brands that may be available for
you to choose from in that dinner situation. Of that set
or live brands, we would like to know what you think
of each of the brands. That is, which one you would
choose in that dinner situation.

Half the subjects were asked to imagine themselves in a
particular dinner scenario with a high salience Excitement
cue and rate (I) the extent they would prefer to use and (2)
the likelihood they would use the brand if they were at a
"hip club with a date" (I = "not at all," 7 = "extremely").

The brands were Red Dog and Heineken beers, Patagonia
and Benetton jackets. Guess and Lee jeans, CKOne and
Polo fragrances, and Adidas and L,A. Gear athletic shoes.
Only the preference and likelihood scores for the brand that
had a personality congruent with the dinner scenario situa-
tion were used. Finally, subjects followed the same process
for the situation with a highly salient Ruggedness cue. The
other half of the subjects were given the situational cue ma-
nipulation in the reversed order. All subjects were debriefed
and thanked.

Analysis

To test self and situation congruity, a 2 (Self-Schema) x 2
(Salience of Situational Cue) x 2 (Self-Monitoring) ANOVA
was conducted. Two covariates were included: the frequen-
cy with which the subject (I) uses the product category and

''Data for Experiment I were collected in two waves with subjects who
were similar in demographic profile (n - 63; n = 30), Because a group vuri-
uhle was not significant in the overall analysis, the data were collapsed.

(2) encounters the situation. Neither was significant (Fs <
I), Furthermore, counterbalancing the order of the salieni
situational cue manipulation had no interactive effect with
the independent variables (Fs < 1). Because a repeated-
measures ANOVA with product category as the within-
subject factor revealed no significant effect for product cat-
egory, the categories were averaged in the analyses.
Furthermore, no differences were found across genders (Fs
< I). Reliability was high for the self-monitoring items
(Cronbach's alpha - .82), as well as the traits constituting
the brand personality dimensions (Cronbach's

alp̂ a(E;,ciifiment) = -90; Cronbach's alpha;Ruggedness) = -96),
Unless otherwise specified, the degrees of freedom are (1,
63) for Excitement and (1, 53) for Ruggedness,

Self congruity. An ANOVA on the attitude index (a com-
bined measure of preference for and usage likelihood of a
brand; r = .88) yielded a significant main effect for Self
Schema for both Excitement (F = 9.61, /? < .01) and Rugged-
ness (F = 11.70, p < .01), Subjects who were Excitement
schematic versus aschematic preferred brands that scored
high on Excitement. Similariy, subjects who were Rugged-
ness schematic versus aschematic preferred brands that
scored high on Ruggedness (see Figure 1 for means). Al-
though the Self-Schema x Self-Monitoring interaction was
not significant for Ruggedness (F(Excitenient) = 4.24, p = ,05:
F{Ru<'gednes.s] - 2.04, p = ,15), planned contrasts were con-
ducted to test H| (Aiken and West 1991).^ In support of H,,
low self-monitors who were Excitement schematic versus
aschematic had more favorable attitudes toward the Exciting
brands (F=: 13.23,p < .01), though the same pattem was not
significant for high self-monitors who were Excitement
schematic versus aschematic (F < 1). Similarly, low self-
monitors who were Ruggedness schematic versus aschemat-
ic had more favorable attitudes toward the Rugged brands
(F= 10.91, p < .01), though the same pattem was not sig-
nificant for high self-monitors (F = 2.25, p = 14), as dis-
played in Figure I.

An ancillary set of anaiyses was run to compare the pat-
tem of results for the attitudes toward the "target" brand
(e.g.. Exciting brand for Excitement schematic versus as-
chematic subjects, or the high versus low salient Excitement
situational cue) with that for the "nontarget" brand (e.g,.
Rugged brand). The pattem of results differed significantly
for the target versus nontarget brands, thereby providing
more support for the mechanism hypothesized to be under-
lying the effects.

Situation congruity. The 2 x 2 x 2 ANOVA also yielded a
significant situational cue main effect for both Excitement
(F =: 7.44, /» < .01) and Ruggedness (F = 6.38. p<.Q\). That
is, preference for Exciting brands was higher in situations
that had high versus low salient Excitement cues. Similarly,
preference for Rugged brands was higher in situations that
had high versus low salient Ruggedness cues (see Figure 2),
However, more important, the Self-Monitoring x Situation-
al Cue interaction was significant (F,Excitement) = 32.37, p <
•^^'' F(Ruggedne.ss) = ^^O, /? < .01). To examine H2 directly,
planned contrasts were conducted using a difference-
between-means measure (brand preference in the high mi-

pianned contrasts, self congruity was tested in low salience cue
condiiions. and She error term associated with the overali model was used.
The pattern and signiUcance of the results remained unchanged when ihc
contrast error term was used.
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Figure 1
SELF CONGRUITY: EXPERIMENT 1
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Figure 2
SITUATION CONGRUITY: EXPERIMENT 1
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nus low salient situational cue conditions) for low versus
high self-monitoring subjects. In support of H2, bigh self-
monitors had more favorable attitudes toward Excitement
brands in the high versus low salient Excitement situational
cue condition (F = 35.77, /?< .01). In contrast, the same pat-
tem was not significant for low self-monitors in the high
versus low salient situational cue condition (F < I). Similar-
ly, high self-monitors had more favorable attitudes toward

Ruggedness brands in the high versus low salient Rugged-
ness situational cue condition (F = 9.86,/?< .01). In contrast,
the same pattern did not achieve significance for low self-
monitors in the high versus low salient situational cue con-
dition (F = 2.54, p = .15),

Self-monitoring interactionism. The self and situation
congruity interaction effects were qualified by a three-way
interaction of Self-Schema x Sel f-Moni tori ng x Situational
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Cue (FfE t̂-iiemenl) = 6.22, /7 < .01; F,Ruggedness) = 4.84. p <
.03). Follow-up contrasts indicated that the self congruity
effect for low self-monitors was stronger when there was a
low versus high salient situational cue (F(Exciiement) ~ 4,40,
/7 <.01 ;F(R ĝgedness) = 42.22, p< .01) , as predicted by H3.
However, the enhanced situation congruity effect for high
self-monitors who were aschematic versus schematic did
not occur. High self-monitors had more favorable attitudes
toward brands with personality associations congruent with
those evoked in the high salient situational cue condition, re-
gardless of schematicity (Fs < 1), a null effect to be dis-
cussed subsequently. Finally, only one other effect was mar-
ginally significant in Experiment 1, For Ruggedness (but
not Excitement), the Self-Schema x Situational Cue interac-
tion was significant, indicating that situational cues had a
stronger impact on aschematic versus schematic subjects'
attitudes (F(Ruggedness) " 2.99, p < .10), which is highlighted
subsequently. See Table 1 for means. Overail, however, the
results of Experiment I provided support for both the self
and situation congruity hypotheses, as tested through the in-
teraction effects that involve the self-monitoring variable.

Discussion

Tbe goal of Experiment 1 was to examine the impacl of
brand personality as a form of self-expression on consumer
attitudes. Based on the premise that the self is malleable, the
extent to which consumers prefer brands with personality
traits congruent versus incongruent with (1) their self-
schema and (2) the salient behavioral cues in a situation was
examined. Significant interaction effects occurred with the
self-monitoring variable; self congruity effects, for which
preference increases when a person's self-schema is congru-
ent, versus incongruent, with the personality of the brand,
was enhanced for low versus high self-monitors. This effect
was qualified by a three-way interaction, showing that self
congruity for low self-monitors is particularly strong in con-
ditions in which there is a low versus high salient situation-
al cue.

In contrast, situation congruity, for which preference in-
creases when the cues salient in a situation are congruent
versus incongruent with the personality of the brand, was
stronger for high versus low self-monitors. However, this
two-way interaction was not qualified by schematicity.

which is at odds with the literature on the self that suggests
that high self-monitors who are aschematic, vet^us schemat-
ic, should be more influenced by situational norms (Markus
1977; Snyder 1974). One reason may have been driven by
the methodology used in this experiment. Whereas situa-
tional cues were manipulated at the time of the experiment,
self-schema was measured one month prior to the experi-
ment, thereby leading to a potentially stronger situational
cue versus self-schema manipulation.

Although self and situation congruity predictions general-
ly were supported in Experiment 1, two questions arise.
First, do all personality dimensions influence consumer atti-
tudes in the same way? In Experiment 1, only two personal-
ity dimensions were used, based on the underlying premise
that all dimensions of brand personality operate similarly. In
Experiment 2. this premise is examined explicitly hy ma-
nipulating the brand personality for each of the five dimen-
sions. Second, to what extent did the use of rea! brands in-
fluence the results? All four brands used in Experiment I
were familiar and had strong personalities. Would the same
pattem of results occur with brands tbat are less salient in
consumers' minds? In Experiment 2, fictitious brands are
imbued with personality traits to determine if personalities
can be created and if individuals still use brands for self-
expressive purposes.

EXPERIMENT 2

Overview

The same procedure and design relied on in Experiment 1
were used in Experiment 2, but with three changes. First,
fictitious brands were used, thereby reducing the potential
noise created by tbe use of real brands. Accordingly, the
cover story was altered to focus on new versus existing
brands. Second, al! five dimensions were used to ensure that
the mechanism by which some dimensions operate is robust
across the other dimensions. Third, three new product cate-
gories—shampoo, coffee, and beer—and one previously
used product category—fragrance—were used to increase
the generalizeahiiity of the self-expressive effects.

Method

Stimuli development. To create five brands with distinct
personalities, 40 subjects (70% women, mean age = 27

Table 1
ATTITUDE MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS

{EXPERIMENT 1)

Self-
Schema
Dfinuiin

Excite men 1

Ruggedness

Aschematic

Ltiw Self'Moniinring

Low
Salience

Cue

3.20
(1.29)
n= 16

3,46
(1,97)
n= 12

High
Salience

Cue

3,08
(1.88)
n= 16

4,47
(2,t6)
n= 12

High Self-Monitoring

Ltiw
Salience

Cue

3,30
(1.89)
n= 18

.•5,45

(1,36)
n - 15

High
Salience

Cue

4,43
(1,99)
n= 18

5,05
(1,99)
n - 15

Schemuti

Z.C1K' Self-Mnnittirinf;

Low
Salience

Cue

5.22
(1-54)
nr: 15

5.34
(1,15)
n= 14

High
Salience

Cue

4,48
(1,99)
n= 15

3,94
( t i l )
n= 14

c

High Self-Monitoring

Low
Salience

Cue

3.76
(1.32)
n= 18

4.23
(1.29)
n = 16

High
Salience

Cue

5,93
(.97)

n = 1 8

6,12
(1,29)
n - 16

Note: Higher means indicate more favorable attitudes.
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years) were paid $7 to rate the extent to which five fictitious
brands in six product categories (soap, shampoo, fragrance,
coffee, heer, and wine) could be described hy the 42 traits on
a five-point Likert scale (1 = "not at all descriptive," 5 =
"extremely descriptive"). Brand personality was manipulat-
ed through a "Brand Concept Statement," which included
(1) a fictitious brand name and (2) three personality trait as-
sociations. Of the six product categories, four were chosen
(shampoo, fragrance, beer, and coffee); all could be used in
the situations described subsequently, and the personality of
brands in these categories varied. To illlustrate, the five beer
brands with distinct personalities were Ohio Flag (described
as ail-American, traditional, and friendly). Downtown (spir-
ited, daring, and humorous). Admiral's Hat (responsible,
leader, and intelligent). Diamonds (good-looking, charming,
and smooth), and Texas Rock (tough, western, and rugged).

Procedure. One month before the experiment, 156 uni-
versity employees were sent an invitation to participate, for
$10, in a study on a new, accurate, and realistic way to eval-
uate new brand concepts. As in Experiment I, subjects re-
turned a questionnaire, which included shopping habits,
self-schemas, demograpbic information, and self-
monitoring infonnation. A month later, they were individu-
ally contacted and invited to participate in the study. In
small groups, subjects (n = 108, 70% response rate, 69%
women, mean age = 31 years) followed the procedure out-
lined in Experiment 1 but were told that the purpose of the
study was to get a better understanding of their reactions to
a set of new brands being considered for introduction.
Therefore, subjects were given limited information aboul
the brand—just the brand name and a short description of
each brand (i.e., Brand Concept Statement), ln addition, the
subjects were asked to repeat the rating task for the five
(versus two) situational cue conditions, the order of which
was randomized. Finally, subjects were debriefed and
thanked.

Analysis

The same set of analyses conducted in Experiment I was
run for Experiment 2. Although situation frequency was not
significant as a covariate, product usage was significant but
will not be reported or discussed further because it did not
influence the results in any of the analyses. As in
Experiment 1, the order ofthe situational cue manipulation
had no interactive effect with any of the independent vari-
ables. Furthermore, a repeated-measures ANOVA with
product category as the within-subject factor yielded no sig-
nificant effect for product category or gender (Fs < I).
Cronbach's alpha for the self-monitoring items was relative-
ly high (.80), as were the traits comprising the five brand
personality dimensions, ranging from .92 to .98. Unless oth-
erwise specified, the degrees of freedom are (1, 68) for
Sincerity, (1, 64) for Excitement, (1, 76) for Competence,
and (1, 77) for Sophistication and Ruggedness,''

Self congruity. An ANOVA on the attitude index (r = .92)
yielded a significant main effect for Self-Schema on all five
dimensions (F(s,ncenty) = •̂ •94, p < .01; E(Exc.[ement) = 2.50,
P < .05; FjCompelence) = **-S2, p < .01; F(Sophis!ication) = 35.02,

p < .01; F(R̂ gĝ jjness) = 29.80, p < .01). Thai is. subjects who
were scbematic versus aschematic preferred brands that
scored high on that personality dimension. More important,
the Self-Schema x Self-Monitoring interaction effect was
significant for each dimension (F,sinceriiy) = 3.41, p < .05;

(Sophisiicaiion)

Ei
= 4.91, p < .05; = 4.64, p < .05)

^Thc number ol" subjects coded into the dcscriplive/ncn impcmani and not
descriptive/important cells were 32 for Sincerily, 36 for Excitement, 24 for
Competence. 23 for Sophistication, and 23 for Ruggedness,

except Excitement and Competence (F,E;(ciiemen[) = 2,43, p <
•06; F(Compeience) = ' 05, p - Al). Based on Aiken and
West's (1991) recommendation, planned contrasts were con-
ducted. The results showed thai low self-monitors who were
scbematic versus aschematic on a particular personality di-
mension had more favorable attitudes toward the brands
with the congruent personality dimension: Sincerity (F =
7.88, p < .01), Excitement (F = 5,31, p < ,05), Competence
(F = 6.86, p < ,01), Sophistication (F = 35.38, p < .01), and
Ruggedness (F = 29.82, p < .01). In contrast, tbe same pat-
tem of results was not significant for high self-monitors in
Sincerity (F < 1), Excitement (F < 1), and Competence (F =
1.82, p = .18). However, for both Sophistication and
Ruggedness, even high self-monitors who were Sophistica-
tion (Ruggedness) schematic versus aschematic had more
favorable attitudes toward the Sophisticated (Rugged)
brands fF.- L. . - fi 79 n <r 01 • RT> .. - 5 65
p < .05). The significance ofthe Sophistication and Rugged-
ness self congruity effects for both low and high self-
monitors indicates that in some conditions, high as well as
low self-monitors may use brands to express their selves.
Together, these results provide overail support for the seif
congruity effects.

Finally, as in Experiment 1, an ancillary set of analyses
was run to compare the pattern of resuits for the preference
for the target versus the nontarget brands. The pattern of re-
sults differed for the two brand types, thereby providing dis-
criminant predictive validity of tbe hypotheses.

Situation congruity. The 2 x 2 x 2 ANOVA also yielded a
significant Situational Cue main effect for each dimension
(F(Sincenty) - '8.80, p < .01; F(j.̂ (.iiement) - H-23, p < .01;
F|Competencel = 48.54, p < ,01; F,s,,ph,st,cati(>n) = '0.58, p < .01;
F(Ruggednes.s) = -'̂ •98, p < ,01). More important, the Self-
Monitoring X Situational Cue interaction was significant for
each dimension (E,cinp^Htvi - 13,09, p < .01; F/n.̂ :,,,n,,pn,i =
9 20 D < 01 • F,/- , = 26 49 ff < 01 F,.:. ^ , =
:/.JL\J, /y -^ .Wl , i (Competence) • ^ U . H : ' , / / ^ . u i , I (Sophisucaiion)

27.78, p < .01: FjR ĝgedness) = 28.41, p < .01). As in Experi-
ment 1, a difference variable was created for brand prefer-
ence across the two situationai cue conditions. In each di-
mension, planned contrasts showed that high self-monitors
had more favorable altitudes toward brands that scored high
on the personality dimension in the high versus low salient
situational cue condition (ps < .01), thereby demonstrating a
situational self-expression effecl. In contrast, the same pat-
tem was not significant for low self-monitors in Sincerily,
Excitement, Sophistication, or Ruggedness (ps < 1). How-
ever, in Competence, even low .self-monitors had marginal-
ly more favorable attitudes toward brands that scored high
on Competence in the high versus low salience situational
cue condition (F = 1.96, p < .06).

Self-monitoring interaetionism. Finally, though the
ANOVA yielded three-way interaction effects that generally
were not significant (Ffsj^^enty) = .01, p < .92;
7 7} n< 14- F ^ , - 1 5 7 n <: 05'
2.73, p < .10; F(Rugge(jness) = 1 6 1 , p < .20), planned contrasts
were conducted to test H3 (Aiken and West 1991). A pattem
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of results similar to those in Experiment 1 resulted.
Consistent with H ,̂ the enhanced self congruity effect for
low self-monitors occurred when there was a low versus
high salient situational cue (F,Exciiemen[) = ^-^6, p < .01;

ence) = 5.87. p < .01; F(Sophistication) = '5.45, p < .01;
gpdness) = 2.61, p < .05). Although the planned contrast

was not significant for the Sincerity dimension, the pattem
of means was similar to that of the other dimensions,
Finaiiy, as in Experiment I, there was no enhanced situation
congruity effect for high self-monitors who were aschemat-
ic versus schematic. That is, regardless of schematicily, high
self-monitors had more favorable attitudes toward brands
that were consistent with the high versus low salient situa-
tional cue condition (Fs < I ),̂  See Table 2 for means.

Discussion

The results of Experiment 2 provide further support for
the resuits found in Experiment I, suggesting that the self is
a malleable concept and that the self-expressive use of
brands varies across situations. Furthermore, self and situa-
tion congmity effects were supported in a set of theory-
based interactions in which self congruity was enhanced for
low versus high self-monitors, panicularly when situational

**Only one other effect was significant in Experiment 2, For
Sophistication and Ruggedness, there wu.s a significant Self-Schema x
Sitiiatitmal Cue interaction, which indicates that situaiional cues had a
stronger itnpact on aschematit.- versus schematic subjects' attitudes
(F(S<.ph,..,..u,,,u = ^3,60, p < ,01; F,R p̂.ednes=,, ^ "? 37. p < .01), This pattern
of resulls is similar to thai found m Experimeni I for ihe Ruggedness di-
mension and is consistent wilh the theorizing behind H?, Thai is. situation-
al cues may have a greater effect in aschematic personality dimensions that
ure less personally meaningful than in schematic dimensions (Markus
1977), However, additional research is needed lo explore why this interac-
tion occurs ill some dimensions (e,g,. Ruggedness) rather than others (e.g,,
Exi.,itemenn.

cues that elicit that personality dimension are salient. In con-
trast, situation congruity was enhanced for high versus iow
seif-monitors. The only dimension that did not follow this
pattem was Competence, for which even low self-monitors
adhered to situational cues. One reason for this anomaly
may be that the situation in which Competence behavioral
cues were evoked, an important business dinner meeting
with the boss, was stronger than the other situations
(Schutte, Kenrick, and Sadalla 1985), Therefore, even low
self-monitors may display situation congmity effects in sit-
uations that make this dimension salient. However, overall,
the results of Experiment 2 provide support for the premise
that the self-expressive use of brands is driven by a mal-
leable self-concept.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

In the past four decades, consumer psychologists have as-
sumed that brands can be used for self-expressive purposes,
but few have found empirical support for this premise. This
research attempts to explore why. ln Experiments 1 and 2,
the notion of the self as malleable, composed of self-
conceptions that are chronically accessible and those that
are made accessible depending on the social situation, is ex-
amined. Based on real brands associated with a set of per-
sonality traits (Experiment 1) and fictitious brands imbued
with a personality (Experiment 2), the results suggest thai
attitudes toward brands highly descriptive on a particular
personality dimension are more favorable for individuals
who are schematic versus aschematic on that personality di-
mension, and attitudes toward brands highly descriptive on
a particular personality dimension are more favorable wben
situational cues that elicit that particular personality dimen-
sion are salient. More important, these self and situation
congruity effects were tested in a set of interactions using

Table 2
ATTITUDE MEAhJS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS

(EXPERIMENT 2)

Self
Schema
Domain

Sincerity

Excite mem

Competence

Sophist icalion

Ruggedne.ss

A.scheiiuilir

Low Self-Mnnilorififi

Low-
Sal i ence

Cue

3,82
(1.33)
n = 12

3.62
11.22)
n = 20

3,16
(I,.36)
n= 15

2.96
(1,40)
n = 23

2.64
(1,00)
n ^ 22

Hi^h
Salience

Cut'

4,07
(1,57)
t l - 12

4,20
(1,57)
n = 20

3.90
11.95)
n= 15

3,59
(1,68)
n - 2 3

2.82
(1 ,31 )

n = 22

High Self-Monitorini;

Low
Salience

Cu,'

3,79
(1,13)
n - 2 2

3,90
il,24)
n - 14

2,97
(1 ,(K))
n - 2 1

3.13
(1.54)
n = 16

2,49
(.90)

n-20

High
Salience

Cue

5,01
(1,29)
n - 2 2

4.98
(:,03)
n - 14

4,73
(1.25)
n - 2 l

4,78
(1,68)
n - 16

3.97
(1.39)
n - 2 0

Scliemaiic

t/iM' Self-Mdiiilorin^

Low
Salience

Cue

5,13
(1,43)
T L - 2 4

4,79
(1,71)
n = 13

4.37
(1,84)
n - 2 3

5,41
(1,19)
n - 2 3

4,69
(1,70)
n - 19

High
Sell i ence

Cue

5,07
(1,02)
n - 34

4.32
(1.00)
n= 13

4,2 i
(1,53)
n - 2 3

4.29
(1,00)
n = 23

3.59
(t,l3)
n = 19

High Sflf-MoniUiring

Low
Salience

Cue

3,90
(1.27)
n ^ !4

3,97
(1,49)
n = 2l

3.55
(1-17)
n = 2]

4,25
(1,19)
n= 19

3,39
(1,05)
n = 20

High
Salience

Cue

4,75
(1,72)
n - 14

4,97
(1.58)
n ^ 2 1

5,60
11,42)
n - 2 1

5,01
(1,00)
n= 19

4,41
(1,53)
n = 20

Note: Higher means indicate more favorable attitudes.
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[he individual difference variable of self-monitoring, there-
by reducing the chance of demand effects. However, other
limitations remain. For example, subjects were divided into
schematic versus aschematic groups, so only high versus
low levels of congruity existed. Further research is needed
to explore the conditions in which potemial moderate in-
congruity effects may occur. That is, in what conditions do
consumers prefer brands that are neither highly congruent
nor incongment with their self-schemas or situational cues
(Meyers-Levy, Louie, and Curren 1994)? Another limitation
focuses on the use of brand personality associations as the
sole piece of information given to subjects when they were
asked to form attitudes. Therefore, both high and low self-
monitors had no aitemative information to influence their
attitudes, and potential interactive effects of brand personal-
ity and attributes, for example, could not be examined.

Despite these limitations, this research has theoreiical
contributions to make to the consumer psychology litera-
ture. The insight gained from understanding the malleable
self-concept is helpful because it links self congruity re-
search with prior research in personality and social psychol-
ogy. For more than three decades, personality and social
psychologists have focused on the relative impact of per-
sonality and situationai factors on behavior, as weii as on the
conditions in which each factor dominates (Mischei 1968).
However, a limited amount of research in consumer behav-
ior in general and self congruity in particuiar has made that
leap, despite calls for such research (Belk 1973; Shavitt
1990; Wells 1993). This research takes that Hrst step by ma-
nipulating the usage situations in which brands are used,
measuring consumers" self-,schemas, and creating brands
with personality associations.

One of the advantages of relying on a malleabic self con-
ceptualization is the ability to integrate the multiple aspects
of selves (e,g., actual self, ideal self, private self, public
self). Although prior self congruliy research has explored
ihe notion of multiple selves, their prediclive abiiity remains
limited. For example, Landon (1974) finds no support for
ihc premise that ideal versus actual sell'-concept predicts
brand preference better. Similarly, Dolich (1969) finds no
support for the intuitive notion that self congruity should oc-
cur with public, but not private, products. The malleable
self-conceptualization implicitly relies on multiple aspects
of the self but sheds a different light on them. For example,
the notion of a distinct actual and ideal self is examined by
exploring the interaction between a person's sell-schema
and the ideal of how to behave in a social situation. Similar-
ly, the notion of a private versus public self is examined by
exploring the impact of focusing on the self in a private sit-
uation versus focusing on others in a public situation. Thus.
hy taking personality and situationai factors into considera-
tion, a muitidimensionai view of the seif is incorporated in-
to a more parsimonious framework. Rather than focusing on
the muitipie aspects of the self and examining how they in-
dividually relate to preference, the determinants of con-
sumer attitudes and behavior become more simple: What is
the .set of personality traits that is chronically accessible for
ii consumer? What is the set of personaiity traits that is
saiient in the usage situation? And how do these two sets of
Iraits interact?

ln addition, the results of this research have implications
that deepen the understanding of when and why brands may

be used for .self-expressive purposes. For example, though
advertisers have argued for the importance of brand person-
aiity (e.g,. Biel 1993; Ogiivy 1983; Plummer 1985), re-
search in the experimentai psychoiogical tradition bas made
little progress in confirming or disconfirming this view. The
results of Experiments 1 and 2 provide theoretical support
for the premise that brand personality influences consumer
preferences. That is, personality traits associated with a
brand can infiuence consumer attitudes through their rela-
tionship to the maileabie self-concept. Furthermore, these
results shed light on the type of personaiity with which to
imbue a brand. Current thinking on self-expression suggests
that only the personaiity profile of the targei market shouid
be taken into account when deveioping a brand personality.
This iogic may be valid in ca.'̂ es in which a user-positioning
strategy is taken (e.g.. Miller is for heavy beer drinkers) or
wben the product is used across situations (e.g,, automo-
biles). In such ca.ses. personality relative to situational fac-
tors mighl play a major role in creating and influencing
brand attitudes. However, in cases in which a usage-
positioning strategy is taken (e,g., Lowenbrau and good
Vriends in a warm setting) or the produei is used primarily in
one usage situation (e.g,, tennis shoes), the impacl ofthe sit-
uation on consumer attitudes shouid be considered.

Finaiiy, these experiments suggest areas for i'urther re-
search. For exampie, this research focuses on the soie use of
brands as seif-expressive tools, neglecting other potential
tools of seii'-cxpression, Belk, Bahn. and Mayer (i982) sug-
gest that the tendency to make inferences aboul others on
the basis of their choice of consumption objects is a part of
the process that enabies peopie to communicate nonverbal-
iy. If so, in what conditions do consumers chose to express
themselves nonverbally rather than verbally? Additional re-
search might address this question by relying on the frame-
work pui forth by Swann, Stein-Seroussi, and Giesler
(1992), who suggest that choosing interaction partners and
sociai settings, adopting inieraction strategies that evoke
seif-confirmaiory responses, and displaying identity cues
are three strategies used lo express ihe self. Based on this
framework, additional research mighl examine the extent to
which people only express themselves with brands if no oth-
er means are possibie.

This research also has impiications for the giobaiization
of brands and how brands may be used for seij'-expression
across cuitures. For exampie, Markus and Kilayama (i99i)
stiggest that situaiional cues have a greater inlluence on the
behavior of members of coliectivist cuitures (e,g., China,
Japan, India) than individualist cultures (e.g.. United States,
England, Canada), whereas ihe reverse is irue Vor properties
ofthe seif (e,g., seif-schema). However, this research sug-
gests considerabie influence of situationai cues on behavior
even within an individualist culture. Thus, the questions
arise: Will members of colleciivisl cultures demonstrate
even more significant shii'ls in behavior across situations?
Wiii seif congruity effects be absent in colieclivist cultures?
Further research exploring these questions mighl provide in-
sight into the elTectivcness of giobai markeiing communica-
tion campaigns (Biei 1993; Han and Shaviti 1994), as well
a.s the psychological mechanisms behind the formation of
preferences by consumers in different cultures (Aaker and
Maheswaran 1997; Markus and Kitayama 1991).
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