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Abstract

Ingredient branding implies that a company incorporatesadditional brand into their
product in order to increase consumer awareness. Téibden proven to be successful in
certain product categories such as computers and foode ateducts can be seen as low
involvement and low cost products, since they are boughtdrgly and generally involves
low risk for the consumer. Ingredient branding has néesn tested on product categories
that are categorised as high involvement and high costhushitberefore the intention of this
thesis. By investigating consumers’ attitudes and perceptdn quality, towards
advertisements with and without ingredient brands, welade that ingredient branding does
not affect consumers in high involvement and high costlyct categories, nor in a positive
or negative way.

Keywords: Ingredient branding, consumer behaviour, involvement, nmdrception



Preface
During this thesis we have realised that no matter hnmeh experience one has regarding

how to conduct a study, problems will arise. Problems tbatiroed we overcamghanks to

our own experience and good tutoring. We would therefkeetd thank, Urban Ljungquist at
the school of economics and management at Vaxjo Uniyefsithis great patience and help.
We would also like to thank Anders Pehrsson who has duidethru this master course,

International Marketing Strategy.

While collecting our empirical data at both the Universityg in Vaxjo city, we were amazed
over how helpful people can be. Therefore, thanksaltoanonymous respondents that

participated in our study.

Finally, this has been a great experience and an excéitesh for us when we now are

heading for the world outside the University. Pleasaatling.

Vaxjo 2006-05-29

Regards,

Stefan Birgersson Mikael Swardh

David Gdransson



Summary

Background

Objective

Methodology

Conclusion

Limitations

Organisations have used brands and branding for more tlmmdxed

years. Today's organisations however, are trying to retiesv ways

branding can be used as a strategy, by using branding in maesedi
settings. One of them is ingredient branding which banseen as a
cooperative branding strategy, where one organisatioorpocates the
brand of another company into their products. Ingredigahding has
received wide recognition among academics as well asitpraets. It has
also proven to raise consumer attitudes and perceptiomsadify towards
products in certain product categories. However, it leasmbeen tested in
product categories that can be considered more as invéstmbeare the
consumer gets highly involved in the purchase.

Our objective is to see if the use of an ingredieahtircan bring forth the
same positive effects on consumers’ attitudes, perceptd quality and
risk perception, in high cost and high involvement produtgraies, as in
low involvement and low cost product categories. We ailspta explain
our findings by turning towards consumer behaviour theoryhimg the
consumer decision making process, level of involvemeut @erceived
risks involved when conducting a purchase that is consideréiyh cost
and high involvement.

The research methodology used in this thesis is to sateat a replica of
previous studies conducted within ingredient branding. We coeaduat
survey which was divided into two parts, the first wastgpial where
advertisements were showed and the second part coneisfetlow up
guestions. The survey was conducted among 100 respondentstiognsi
50 students at Vaxjo University and 50 non-students at a sigopentre at
the outskirts of Vaxjo.

By using SPSS we can conclude that the use of ingrediantls within
high involvement and high cost product categories hadgmfisant effect.
It was only the perceived quality that showed a minor chahge this
change was too minor to be considered considerable. We also able to
show that the salesperson is important within produ@&geaies concerned
with high involvement and high cost; however consumersl to follow
their own feelings when going through with the purchase.

The research design used in this thesis could havedoeglucted in several
different manners. Therefore we can not exclude theliat our conclusion
might be a result of the research design and thireliit results might have
been found if we had we used a different research design

Future researchWriting this thesis we have gained insights on how séwes@ects of our

study could have been conducted differently. We recomrtieatda similar
study should be conducted again, this time with well kno@st brands and
ingredient brands that focus on utilitarian needs fromcaamsumer
perspective. A more representing respondent group wouldreissase the
arguments for generalisation among a wider population.
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Introduction

Ingredient branding appeared in the 90’s as a complement to existing brandingissate
implies that a company incorporates a second, well known, brand into their psodweder
to increase consumer awareness and brand equity. This introducing chapfeesént what
researchers, so far, have concluded on the subject and also where we fotimeooetical
blind spot that has led to our problem formulation.

Background
Within the area of international marketing the issue ahting plays an important rolthe

use of brands and branding is not a new idea; in faatsk of branding is over 100 years old.
Today's organisations are trying to renew this area by usargling in more diverse settings.
In the Journal of Marketing Management one definition bfand is offered by Peter Doyle,
Professor of Warwick University!A name, symbol, design or some combination which
identifies the product of a particular organisation as having a substantiakreiiffial
advantage” (O’Malley 1991 as in Rooney 1995) second definition is given by Albaum
(2002) who claims that a brand can be categorisédrgshing that that identifies a seller’s
goods or services and distinguishes them from others”.

Cooperation among organisations has been discussed asoh evagting a competitive edge.
The reasons for cooperation can vary and include anythimg fircding a partner to share
expenses with, to the need for a certain competendectma not be located within the
organisation (Alter 1993). A successful example of thithes case of the microprocessor
manufacturer Intel and their campaign Intel inside. Bylding a strong brand name Intel
gained consumer awareness and as a result, computer atarerly for example IBM,
decided to use the Intel processor in their computers. dBbl makes sure that the consumers
are aware of the fact that their computers are usiteg pnocessors by highlighting this in
advertisement campaigns and showing the Intel logo @n pinoducts. By using their Intel
Inside campaign, Intel has gone from being a part ottmeputer to becoming a reason for
why consumers purchase a certain computroducts that don't boast the presence of Intel
inside are bound to arouse suspicion among consumers. People will wonder, wihyelon'
use Intel chips? Are they using something cheaper, or not as good?"
(www.intangiblebusiness.com, 2006-04-05).

The above example of IBM and Intel is a form of coopesdiranding strategy, referred to by
many authors as ingredient branding (Vaidyanathan and Agy2000, Uggla 2004, Desai
and Keller 2002). In the 1990°s the issue of ingredient mgralbpeared as a complement to



earlier studies on co-branding. Ingredient brandingsisategic choice that can create another
input of quality and give a competitive edge for companiesethignt branding implies that a
supplier that produces components or ingredients incorgothtar product into a final
product that has been developed by another company. A fastaerple, apart from IBM and
Intel, is the use of the well known ingredient Dolbymany stereos and receivers, developed
by other manufacturers, which are considered as hosid(amvw.eirepreneur.com 2006-04-
06). Positive effects have also been shown in a pregiudy by Vaidyanathan and Aggarwal
(2000), who proved their hypothesis that consumers’ atsttmeards a product will become
more positive if a well known brand is incorporated iathost brand. They also proved that
both perceived quality and brand equity was perceived asrhighe

Problem discussion
As can be seen from the above examples, prior @sdwms mainly focused on ingredient

branding on products that have relatively low cost armhacbnsumer involvement. Another
popular example of ingredient branding, used in previous studi¢ise case of NutraSweet
and Diet-Coke. To purchase a Diet-Coke the consumemuatilhave to put a lot of effort in
seeking information about the product and evaluate differiertnatives in order to decide if
this is a sound purchase. To buy an IBM-computer on ther dtand the consumer will
normally have to get more involved in the purchase as treralternatives with different
features that might suit different users differenflycomputer is also a product that is kept for
a longer period of time and hence consumers get mordvedson their purchase. These
examples are often mentioned in prior research. Thehpsecof a Diet-Coke requires very
little consumer involvement and is of no financiakrier the consumer. A computer would
require more involvement and could perhaps constitute adiglarisk but is according to us
not a product of high involvement and high cost. Examplgeroducts that would fit in this
category would be considered more as investments, suntlyeg a house or a car. Solomon
et al (2002) claims that the consumers perceived risk imerea the price of a product
increases and also that there are several diffeisks that might affect the consumer
differently. When the perceived risk is high the consumi# tend to become more involved
in the purchase and the questions is whether ingredierdibgawill affect consumers in the

same way when they are purchasing products that requiretthget highly involved.

When discussing ingredient branding researchers suchidgaviathan and Aggarwal (2000)
conclude that products with low cost and low involvemenh stscCoca-Cola and NutraSweet



have been found to be successful, since the consuntétades perceptions of quality
increases when an ingredient brand is added. These prodeiatategorised as having low
cost, being bought frequently, require low consumer invoés, product classes and brands
are often familiar and little effort is required to make purchase. Hence there are few and
small risks involved that the consumer needs to cond&id@are and during the purchase
(Solomon et al 2002). Within the field of ingredient briagdresearchers have focused little
on products with a higher level of involvement and cost the furthest extended example
seems to be the case of IBM and Intel which often appeaior research.

Within the field of consumer behaviour, researchers naakgstinction between buying a
product out of habit and on the other hand conducting meeaureh before deciding to make
the purchase. The latter example is categorised asharviglvement process and could for
example be the purchase of a car. Purchases of thigallimato the complex buyer behaviour
category (Engel 1995, Kotler 1997 as in Reed et al 2004). Purchabkesthis category are
seen as expensive, bought infrequently, perceived to be ais#étyalso to be highly self
expressive. Within purchases of this kind the consumemaiinally seek out the retailer or
sales person and a face-to-face interaction is nrmejuired (Reed et al 2004). This raises
the question if ingredient branding would be as effectivénis product category as in low
involvement categories? The consumer might pick up sidrais, for example advertising,
that they find interesting and also motivational foutufe purchase. However, despite this,
when the purchase/investment is being evaluated and alesate taken into consideration,
there is normally an increased need for a consulfatislist that might affect the consumer’s
perceptions, concerning the product and its attributes (®oloet al 2002). When the
perceived risk and the cost of the product increase, dhsumer will often require the
expertise of a salesperson. When this interaction gcauesel of trust is required in order to
reduce the amount of perceived risk and uncertainty (litd/999).

Since prior studies have shown a positive effect of edigint branding within low
involvement and low cost products such as food and computebgcomes relevant to
investigate if the same positive effects can be foundhwithmvolves high involvement and
high cost products, such as buying a house or a car.



Problem formulation
What effects does ingredient branding have within higlolvement and high cost product

categories?

Purpose
The purpose is to investigate the effects of ingredieahding, by examining changes in

consumer attitudes and perceptions of quality towards adveemgewith and without an
ingredient brand. The purpose is further to explain autifig by using theories on consumer
behaviour, as these theories state that consumersdiféatently when purchasing low
involvement and low cost products, compared to high invoérd and high cost products.

Delimitations
To further explain our specific choice of products for thissis we refer to Reed et al (2004)

who claim that within the complex buyer behaviour catggbe relationship with the dealer
or salesperson is of great importance. Hence we arssiftgg on products that fall into this
category, where the consumer will require or normsdlgk out an intermediary to get better
knowledge about the product.



Theoretical Framework

In this theoretical chapter we will first make a presentationingfredient branding and
explain what previous researchers have concluded on the subject. \We fgd this
discussion with theories on consumer behaviour since researchers menatiaihere is a
difference in buying behaviour when it comes to products with high cost anahhagvement
and products with low cost and low involvement.

Ingredient Branding

Ingredient branding, in which key attributes of one bramediracorporated into another brand
as ingredients, is becoming increasingly popular amongeteas (Wright 1975, Keller and
Aaker 1990, Simonin and Ruth 1998, Keller 1998 as in Desai & K&@£?2). In ingredient
branding there is no need for companies to jointly rekear develop a new product, nor is
there a need to heavily invest in efforts to bring the risgéions together when entering new
markets (Blackett and Boad 1999). Ingredient branding is noselg related to the brand
than the actual product that is incorporated and hewtgust any supplier from a particular
product category will do. Another important characterist ingredient branding is that both
partners rely on each other to get an awareness lmoasfer to attract more consumers, by
promoting the brands together.

When a company wishes to gain a competitive advantageateeraultiple ways to proceed.
Ingredient branding does not include the introduction obw product. Instead companies
add an ingredient to an existing product and the ingredientlbesnds their reputation and
their value in order to increase the value of a hostdb(&aidyanathan & Aggarwal 2000).
Ingredient branding should modify the host brand tobgtter as a result from the value that
the ingredient brand adds to the host brand. The hostl lireerefore increases their own
brand equity by sending signals to the costumers thgtaiteecombining the quality of two
products instead of one. The result of ingredient brangingpendent on the importance of
the ingredient brand and the consumers associatioh@tesai & Keller 2002). It is therefore
important to notice that ingredient branding will notcamétically imply success. By using
ingredient branding, two brands can present a better tapattribute profile for the
consumer by combining and using two complementary brandk, (Ran & Shocker 1996 as
in Desai & Keller 2002). Hence, the result of ingredidnanding is depending on the
consumers associations to both brands (Vaidyanathagdarwal 2000). It is therefore of

great importance that the companies that use ingredianding clearly makes sure that the

10



consumer understands the benefits that the ingrediantd bs suppose to contribute to the
host brand. There could be problems for the company thghhost brand to make the
ingredient brand tangible for the consumer. One could diawlarities to the offer of a
service where it is not always easy for the consumeee the value when the new benefit is
something that he or she expects anyway (Moore 2003). Heticdtands must fit in order
to contribute value; otherwise the result of ingrediergnding could be that both brands

suffer from dilution (Vaidyanathan & Aggarwal 2000).

In a previous study by Voss and Gammoh (2004) where a fakddatgoroduct was exposed
together with two well known brand/products the reseacfound that consumers’ attitudes
and perceptions of quality increased when a second wellrkboand was added. The brands
where exposed as ingredients in an advertisement irdiffesent ways. First, only the fake
branded product was shown alone and secondly the same pwatushown with one of the
well known brands. The researchers found that the nelgmbs evaluated the second
alternative higher when it came to attitudes and perdeijuality of the product. Voss and
Gammoh (2004) hence proved that an unknown primary brandeegive higher quality and
better consumer attention when a well known brangrésent. However, they could not
support the assumption that a second well known branttvimerease the effect compared to
when only one well known brand was added. As a resujt tbacluded that ingredient
branding was indeed effective, however more than onedabidand would not increase the
effect further (Voss & Gammoh 2004).

In a similar study, Vaidyanathan and Aggarwal (2000) found stifjgotheir hypothesis that
the attitude towards a product would increase if a wellkningredient brand was added.
They also found supporting evidence that the perceived quabtyldwincrease when a
familiar ingredient brand was added and also that thekweivn ingredient brands reputation
or brand equity would not be affected negatively by aasoci with an unfamiliar brand. In
their study Vaidyanathan and Aggarwal (2000) used an unfaroéig@al manufacturer and
showed the participants a picture of the product and asleedeipondents to evaluate the
products quality and also state what attitude they had tswdre product. In a second
depiction, an identical cereal breakfast picture viasve with the difference that the logo of
a well known raisin manufacturer was added. The respsideere told that the cereal now
contained the raisins of this manufacturer and were askedake the same evaluation as

earlier.
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As seen from the examples above ingredient brandisgbban proven successful when it
comes to increasing consumers’ attitudes and perceptiormpiadity towards a product.
However, these investigations have been aimed at proditbhtéow cost and low consumer
involvement and hence little is known about how effectngredient branding is in high cost,
high involvement products, such as buying a house or aluarisTthe focus of this thesis and
in the next part of this theoretical chapter we ainfiid out how consumers act and think

when it comes to purchasing products within this category.

The decision making process
The decision-making perspective within consumer behavioyliem that consumers go

through four different stages when making a purchase. Tirestages consist of problem
recognition, information search, evaluation of altexgstiand product choice (Solomon et al
2002). The decision making perspective implies that consuemggage in a problem solving
task when going through the four stages (Mowen 1988). Whewiagphe decision making
perspective upon a consumer within consumer behaviour ésealecision making exists of
three related areas, environmental inputs, intervening respeystems and behaviour.
Environmental inputs means that consumers use informamuts before making a decision,
this information can be verbal or written. It also s tangible and economic benefits. The
intervening response system states that the consumees ehaognitive focus, process
information which could be either a high or a low irnvehent process. This behaviour is
often used when purchasing a utilitarian product or servicev@vidl988).

The four stages within the decision making process descaib@ee by Solomon et al (2002)
are followed for some purchases, however the four staigesot applicable on all types of
decisions. If that was the case consumers would spemndvthole life making up their mind
and not enjoying what they actually will buy or bought. He@econsumers tend to put a lot
of effort in the stage where they evaluate altereatand when a choice must be made, the so
called evaluation of alternatives stage.

12



It is within the

evaluation of
Andy realises he’s fed up with a black-and-

white TV that has bad sound reproduction alternatives phase

Information search where the consumer

evaluates different

Andy talks to a few friends about buying a new
™ alternatives that we

Evaluation of alternatives focus this

investigation. In this

Andy compares several models in the store in
terms of reputation and available features phase the consumer is

Product choice becoming very

involved  with  the
Andy chooses one model because it has a
feature that really appeals to him plan ned pu rchase and

is also considering

Outcomes

different risks related
Andy brings home the TV and enjoys his
purchase to the product

Figure 1.1 Solomon et al (2002), Stages in consumer decision r purchase.

Hence, in the following two sections of this theordtieview we will focus on consumer
involvement and perceived risk to see how consumers evalese two factors when

purchasing high involvement and high cost products.

Involvement
Product involvement can be conceptualised and measuredinwags, product involvement

is generally related to self-relevance and it can bhésaefined as the personal relevance or
importance of a product category. Product involvement inflilenoasumers’ cognitive and
behavioural responses which include processes as menternjoat, processing, search and
brand commitment to mention some (Coulter et al 2003hNewment can also be defined as
a person’'s perceived relevance of the objective basetheininherent needs, values and
interests. The latter definition implies that aspeétthe person, the product and the situation
is used to determine the consumer’s motivation to progextuct-related information at a
given point in time (Solomon et al 2002). A second explanaf involvement that fits as an
overall definition is given by Dholakias (2001) who claitan internal state variable that

indicates the amount of arousal, interest or drive evoked by a prodass. dVicGrath and
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Mahood (2004) therefore discuss the relevance of inumdve because it suggests that
consumers approach product purchase decisions very differfamtldifferent types of

products.

The type of information processing that will occur thupeses on the consumers’ level of
involvement. The level of involvement can range frompe processing, which means that
only basic features of a message are considered. Gootheary there is elaboration where
incoming information is linked to one’s pre-existing knowledg&tesns. When consumption

is made out of habit it is characterised by inertia, wimgans that the consumer lacks the
motivation to consider alternatives. Therefore tbestimption is considered to be at the low
end of involvement. At the high end of involvement, consstbecome almost passionate
about the product and look for objects that carry grestnng for the individual (Solomon et

al 2002). Dholakia (2001) uses two different perspectives to idesamvolvement, he

classifies them as:

1. Enduring involvement, which means that the consumerhasgoing concern for
a product class, and has nothing to do with a specific pasechituation. Hence a
common/general interest for a product class, that $sscations of a persons self
concept, values and ego.

2. Situational involvement refers to the raised level of mement from a specific
purchase. Bloch and Richins (1983) as in DholgR@91) views it as “a temporary
perception of product importance based on the consumelige des obtain
particular extrinsic goals, that may derive from thechase or/and usage of the

product.

Previous research notes that the information processirapguces are likely to be different
depending upon the product type, and that there is a diffebetween consumers who have
a utilitarian need and consumers that have a hedonic R@edexample, Maclnnis and

Joworski (1989) point out that those consumers who b&larian needs about a particular
product type are more likely to pay more attention abbatgroducts attributes. On the
contrary a consumer with hedonic needs pays more attetttisymbolic and experimental
value rather then the product attributes (Park and Moon 2003).

14



A product that is useful to solve a problem is attached tagh utilitarian value, hence
consumers who buy a product to satisfy a utilitariardriead to behave in a cautious way
and are also characterised to be very efficiently teerio the problem solving (Babin,
Darden & Griffin 1994; Engle, Blackwell & Miniard 1993 as inrfPand Moon 2003). The
hedonic value of a product is decided based upon the ability talprteelings, rather then to
solve a problem. Hence when buying a product to satisfy hedeads, consumers tend to be
more subjective (Babin et al 1994; Holbrook & Hirschman 1982 &ark and Moon 2003).
However whether the product is utilitarian or hedonidasided based upon the consumer’s
subjective judgement about the product and its intrinsic v&8imee the consumer decides if a
product is of utilitarian or hedonic value, one sole prodo@y include both characteristics
(Park and Moon 2003).

The conditions related to involvement generally invgleeceived risk (financially, physically,
psycho-social or time-generated risk), the expressiomnafs own personality or mood
(usually referred to as value-expressiveness or self cgntepiperceived importance and the
hedonic value of the stimulus or object (McWilliam 19973.&Aresult involvement should be
evaluated as a multi-dimensional construct since aesthigiension would appear inadequate
to capture the richness of the concept (Quester and 2003). Therefore Kapferer and
Laurent (1985b) claim that involvement should be analysedgafive dimensions to get a
clear picture between a consumer and his or herae$dtip to a product category. The five
dimensions of involvement suggested by Kapferer and Lai&&5b; 1993) are interest,
pleasure, sign, risk importance and risk probability. THase facets create the consumer
involvement profile (CIP)Interestwithin the CIP means the personal interest a perseimha
a product category, its personal meaning or importadPleasureis the hedonic value of the
product, its ability to provide pleasure and enjoym@&ungn involves the sign value of the
product, the degree to which it expresses the person’s Ris importanceconsists of
importance of the potential negative consequences assocwith a poor choice of the
product. The fifth and final facet is thRisk probability which means the perceived
probability of making a poor choice. Depending on these div@gnsions, consequences on
consumer behaviour, such as time spent on informatiancise the number of brands
examined and the attention paid on advertising messagesliffiestypetween individuals with
respect to different product categories. By using thepfwalfile of the dimensions one is able
to predict consequences of involvement. The profile mayuded on any product class
(Kapferer and Laurent 1985b as in Quester and Lim 2003).
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In the following theoretical chapter we will look closa the subject of perceived risk. There
are different forms of perceived risk and we aim to fintl what risks are being perceived

highest by consumers purchasing high involvement and higipauodicts.

Perceived risk
Perceived risk receives attention from both practitisr@nd academics and has been applied

in a wide range of research areas, such as banking arad slewices (Farquhar 1994, Grewal
et al 1994, Alden et al 1994, Coleman et al 1994, Ho and Viktor 4994 Mitchell 1999). It
has appealed to researchers and practitioners singebieaased to facilitate marketers to see
the world through the eyes of the consumer, it cankadsaniversally applied (Mitchell 1999).
Perceived risk has been used to explain consumers’ behagioce consumers are often
more inclined to avoid mistakes and uncertainty than tarees high utility when making a
purchase. It can also be used to analyse brand-image piengig targeting, positioning and
segmentation (Mitchell 1999).

As a rule, purchase decisions that involve extensiwenmdtion search also entail some kind
of perceived risk. The consumer may believe that thdymtoin question can bring negative
consequences. The perceived risk is often higher wiwamderns products that are expensive,
complex or difficult to understand (Solomon et al 2002)lo®on et al (2002) mentions five
different types of risk, both objective and subjectivieege risks are monetary risk, functional
risk, physical risk, social risk and psychological risk. deneral the higher value, more
complicated and more involving products are, the riskiey tecome in the eye of the
consumer. With durable experience goods that are norrealhensive, financial risk is
considered to be highest, whereas in highly usable goodsldikees, the psychological risk
was considered to be highest (Mitchell 1999). Solomon EQ0&12) claim that the monetary
risk involve purchases of high-price items that requirestantial expenditures. When the
risk/uncertainty is high the consumer will alwaysimeined to reduce the risk involved with
the purchase. One way of reducing risk is to build on triss. dan be from high involvement
in a particular brand, more commonly known as brandltipyahich has shown to be a risk
reducer (Roselius 1971 as in Mitchell 1999). Another aspecusf that is more related to
relationship marketing is the trust that is found betwaenor more parties (Mitchell 1999),

for example a consumer and a salesperson or buyex selter at two companies. Solomon et
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al (2002) also highlights the fact that the consumer twillto reduce risk in different ways
depending on if the purchase is of high cost and compléxtas of low cost and something
that is bought relatively frequently. He mentions thimice so many different criteria’s are
used, and a vast amount of information is processed lydiovevaluate a product of high cost
and high involvement, the consumer tend to seek out palssnnel to get a second, expert
opinion to reduce the risk (Solomon et al 2002). Informabecomes more important as the
financial risk of the purchase becomes higher (Hilton 188iyld 1974 as in Mehrez 1985).
However, Mitchell (1999) mentions that there is a problenthat previous studies on
perceived risk have mainly focused on low cost productsentere is minimal risk involved.
He therefore suggests that future research should ke amhigh value products, such as

cars, jewellery and houses.
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Research design

In this chapter a presentation of the methods used to collect and analys&atauwill be
presented. Since our thesis, to a certain extent, uses the regesigh, created by previous
researchers, this design will be presented simultaneously as thesedéor this thesis.

Research Design and Stimuli
In 2004 Voss and Gammoh conducted an investigation wherecthegiuded that their

hypothesis, that a second brand would increase consumegivieel quality and attitude
towards a product, indeed was correct. This research \sad ba a low involvement and low
cost product where they chose to use a digital camignaawnade up brand name. They then
used SONY and Hewlett Packard (HP) as ingredient brargketd consumers would have a
more positive attitude and perceive the quality of theecarhigher when these two brands
were included. To verify that Voss and Gammoh (2004) used highbgnisable brands as
ingredients they performed pre-tests. The pre-testsatetichat SONY and Hewlett Packard

were well known and highly respected brands.

This thesis will use a similar study design, but simggadient branding has never been tested
before on products with high involvement that are sold atgh cost, products within this
category will be used. Hence, we conducted a quantitstixgy where the respondents were
individuals that we selected based on availability at ble¢ghUniversity of Vaxjo and at a
shopping centre at the outskirts of Vaxj6. Hence we atutie decision making process
where the respondents were asked to evaluate diffdtemadives when they were put in the
situation that they were about to buy a house and.&Bgadoing this investigation we were
able to see what effects ingredient branding had witiese product categories. However, we
also decided to conduct a follow-up survey in order to expladn findings in our first
pictorial survey (Appendix 3). As a result, our studyigiesvere composed of two parts that

where conducted at the same time with our respondents.
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Data collection method
The data collection was divided up in two different steps:

1 We begun by using the model designed by Vaidyanathan ggar#al (2000)and
choose participants at the University of Vaxjo and ahapping centre at the outskirts of
Vaxj6 and invited them to participate in a test. Our metboddlection has been to first of all
divide the respondents in to two categories, students @mdtadents. Andersen (1998) and
Rosengren (2002) identify this as a stratified selection.alstratified selection, when
respondents have been divided into different categdhesresearcher can randomly select
respondents from each category. We chose to use an equahtaof respondents from each
category to secure that none of the categories wouldnderrepresented, a proportional
selection (Andersen 1998). We decided to conduct a surveyainatudy is quantitative and
we had standardised questions (Andersen 1998). According to NescAnd Nachmias (1996)
there are three different survey methods, telephora, and the personal interview. We
decided to use the personal interview even though it genéethands more time. However
this method secures that the researcher can contrsittiaion, get a high response rate and
collect detailed information (Nachmias and Nachmias 1996hdrsurvey we presented the
respondents to two different product categories, both with ¢ogt and high involvement, by
showing them advertisements of two different products; house and; 2. a car. The house
advertisement was fake and the brand name Euro house s\Bhade up by our selves. The
car advertisement on the other hand was a real brandsiie we wanted the focus of this
investigation to be on the ingredient brand we chose braad that few people were familiar
with, prior to this study. The use of a fake brand andaadthat few people are familiar with
would secure that we collected non biased answers due torahds position on the market.
In that way we argue that the risk that the respondentady have an attitude towards the
brand is minimal. However, in order to be sure, we cotetdlia pre-study to conclude that the
knowledge about the car brand was relatively low and dotiat only one out of ten
respondents had ever heard about the brand SsangYong earlie

This first step of our research design was divided upfouodifferent moments:
1.1 We started of by showing the respondents an advertisefoe a house. The
respondents were told that this was a European house anaumef looking to expand on the

Swedish market by offering quality houses at competitiveepriThe upper right corner of the
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advertisement introduced the brand name Euro House and akefthéottom of the
advertisement, product features were listed. The respandewed this picture for 15
seconds and were then asked to fill out a survey wheyeavaluated three different measures.
The first evaluation was related to the attitude theigygeants had towards the product and
was divided into two different categories. 1. the utilgar attitude which refers to the
functions that are performed by the product and 2. hedatitisdat, which derives from the
sensation of using a product. Using these two measuneseeaal differences/positions that
may not be apparent when a single dimension of attisidesed (Voss et al 2003). 3. The
third and last variable was related to the perceived qubbitythe respondents associated with
the product in the advertisement. In order to conduct timgeg we used the research design
from Voss et al (2003) and Voss and Gammoh (2004) who condactadvey where they
found a list of adjectives that described the variabtésarian and hedonic attitudes. They
found twelve adjectives that described the two categjoniedonic and utilitarian attitudes. In
this thesis we have chosen to use only four of these twiltkeshe respondents view on the
subject. This choice has been made partly because samenofeferred to the same subject
or area of utilitarian and hedonic attitudes. It has b&sn made on the grounds that that we
intend to further our research by conducting a follow up suwith the respondents of the
first survey, in order to get more data for our analgsid also to be able to explain our
findings. The survey with the four different measuresdu® describe hedonic and utilitarian

attitudes and the perceived quality are found as an enclosappendix 1 and 2.

1.2 When the first category, houses, was finished welwtied a replica of the test on
our second product category, cars. First an advertideafea car of unfamiliar brand was
shown and at the upper right hand of the picture, thadbreas presented with product
specifications at the left bottom the advertisemehhe respondents looked at the
advertisement for 15 seconds and then were asked taffithe same survey that they had

done with previous product category.

1.3 This part of the survey was identical to parts 1.1 andekc2pt that a new
advertisement of the house was shown with the difftere that an ingredient brand, the
Swedish brand Marbodal kék (a kitchen manufacturer), lemeh ladded. The Marbodal kok
logo appeared in the right bottom of the page and the mdspts were asked to complete the
same survey over again, evaluating the attitude and théyqoélthe ingredient branded
product advertisement.
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1.4 As a final step of this survey a second advertiseofdhe car was shown, this time
with a logo of the ingredient brand, Good Year appearinghatbottom right and the

respondents, again, filled in the same survey.

For this survey we decided to use a semantic differemaiislg scale. This scale measures the
respondent’s reactions to an object or a concept by askerg to indicate a rating on a

bipolar scale, defined by contrasting adjectives at eadh(ldachmias and Nachmias 1996).
This is a seven item scale which was suitable to getagletbpicture of how the respondents

evaluated their attitudes and perceptions of quality optoduct.

We performed our survey on 100 respondents where 50 were stwdeht50 were non-
students. We choose to do this selection to be able tof $kere were any differences
between the respondents that had little prior experieoneerning the two product categories,
and those who had more experience. This specific tgslebecame relevant to analyse in
order to see if there were any differences in theiwans related to our consumer behaviour

theory concerning higand low involvement.

2. When the survey was completed we asked the responflevtscould conduct a
second survey with them based on a questionnaire (appeaddk 2). Theories on consumer
behaviour highlights the fact that a consumers buying psosedifferent when purchasing
high cost, high involvement products compared to low costjhvolvement products. Hence,
we wanted to see if theories on consumer behaviour @qthin the findings in the first
survey. In question three we used closed ended questionsoefeed levels for both houses
and cars to see the respondents’ basic knowledge dmytréducts presented. This 1 - 4
ranking system is useful device since it provides a relatigder among the objects (Nachmias
and Nachmias 1996) and it would also help us to deeply andigselata collected. In
guestion four we once again used closed ended question tolebéoanvestigate to what
degree the risks connected to the possible purchaseedffd® respondents; once again we
decided to use a seven point semantic deferential sgakddng question five we wanted to
see how the respondents felt about extra expertise edmsidering the possible purchase of
each of the products. This question was once again clogktl avith a simple yes or no
answer. In questions number six and seven we used cloded guestions with two different

response alternatives Question number eight is alémsa ended question where we wanted
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to observe how the knowledge about the ingredient brdfetdead the respondent’s answers
and how familiar they were with the brands.

We have decided to use closed ended questions since itoeask and quick to answer, it
also creates a straightforward analysis. These questre suitable when the researcher’s
objective is to lead the respondents to express agreemeligagreement with an explicit
point of view (Nachmias and Nachmias 1996). Once the surveyewplained, it was the
respondent’s job to fill in the questioner. If they had @ogstions regarding how to fill in the
survey we were always close at hand to help them wyheaquiries they might have. We
also made sure that the respondents were aware ofudstions 3-8 were follow up questions
and had nothing to do with the products they had just tigcevaluated in the two different

advertisements.

Conducting a survey in this manner is referred to as addaagerview. It is characterised as;

taking place where the respondents have been involvegartiaular experience, it proceeds

on the basis of an interview guide specifying topics edlab the researcher’s hypothesis and
focuses on the subjects experience regarding the situataer study. By using the focused

interview the researcher has the possibility to erpdaid clarify major aspects of the study to
the respondent, even though the questions are highly stdc{Machmias and Nachmias

1996).

Data analysis
Since this thesis uses two different approaches toctaléa we also had to use two different

methods to analyse. In the first part, the survey wadhertisements of non-ingredient and
ingredient branded products, we conducted a bivalent anatysislér to see correlations and
difference between the variables (Andersen 1998). Thevdeaguantitative and was hence
analysed in the program SPSS. By running a one-way AN@Nalysis we could conclude

that there was no significant difference between ttheedisement with and without the

ingredient brands. We ran the analysis on a signiéiedavel of 0.05 and since we were not
able to find any significant differences we decided to perftre test up to the significance

level of 0.2. However, we were still not able to find amynificant differences high enough to
say that there could be any difference caused by thediegtebrands. The results are
therefore still presented on a significance level of 0Tt cronbachs alphas were strong
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enough to be considered reliable, pending between 0.85 and @B&n@x 6). By running a
correlation test of the variables in SPSS we were @uan able to conclude that the
variables investigated were too closely related to each tulsee any differences (Appendix
5).

According to Miller et al. (2002), deeper comparison betwiaetors is unnecessary when the
one-way ANOVA analysis does not show any significaffedinces. We therefore moved on

to work with the follow up questions.

In the follow up questions we used SPSS to run cross tamdanh order to see how our

different variables were connected to each other. Téthod used was a multivalent analysis
in order to seek out causes to our results (Andersen 19%@)results is presented in figures
created in excel in order to more precise present our @atthe questions regarding different
risks connected to the purchase of houses and cars weeliabdity test in SPSS. The tests
resulted in a cronbachs alpha on 0.680 and 0.694 which beectinsidered reliable.

Validity

In order to create validity the researcher has to make that the empirical findings are in
correlation to the theoretical topics chosen. A camndefinition is that the researcher
measures what he or she intends to measure (Roset@figh Since our product category is
high involvement and high cost products, and we use thepearhouses and cars in this
thesis, the first idea was to visit different housiesfand car retailers to collect our empirical
data. However we found that there were difficultiewiis approach that would bring us out
of focus for this thesis, the ingredient brand. Aredailer normally only supply one or a few
brands of cars and the consumers that visit the eetailthere because they are interested in
these particular brands. Hence if we presented conswhéhns retailer with advertisements
of a car of the brand SsangYong, they could be biasedharel a negative attitude towards
this brand, the same line of argument goes for the hdhseefore we decided to conduct this
survey among people who were less likely to have angopoeived opinions about the
products and instead put them in the situation that theg afeout to buy the products. In
order to increase the research validity, we conduthiedsurvey both at the University of
Vaxj0 and at a shopping centre at the outskirts of Vaxg people travel to by car, and

where there is also a store that sells house andinmdipplies. Since people need to travel
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to the shopping centre by car, we could ensure that tkey familiar with this product and
hence had more experience concerning both of the invglveduct categories (house and
car). This way, we would not lose focus on our maim asé research, the effect of the
ingredient brand. The prior discussion concerning resposiderd where the survey was
conducted are very similar to the prior research conduayeVoss & Gammoh (2004) and
Vaidyanathan and Aggarwal (2000). Voss and Gammoh (2004) usedstuugnts as
respondents while Vaidyanathan and Aggarwal (2000) used hadbnss and people at a
shopping centre. We therefore used their research desigrcertain extent in order to see
similarities or differences concerning our results. Heavave also noticed their shortcomings,
which will have the effect that we are not able to mak&roader generalisation concerning
our survey. Our conducted survey is nevertheless accefalpeeliminary theory testing. In
order to be able to make any broader generalisationjusteas Voss and Gammoh (2004)
and Vaidyanathan and Aggarwal (2000), need to use a truly rarsdonple. Another
shortcoming noticed in Vaidyanathan and Aggarwal (2000) isttiey used raisins as an
ingredient brand in a cereal that was the host brande Some respondents may not prefer
this product, they might be affected negatively by this uigr&, hence not be suitable for
this investigation. We therefore chose to use tiregHercar and a kitchen for the house as
ingredients, since this equipment is a necessity irethesducts.

For the first part of the research design we have rsade to establish validity by using a
previously tested research design, created by Voss and @a2®04). Therefore we trust
that the variables, attitudes and perceptions of qualéysaitable in order to measure the
effects of ingredient branding. Nachmias and Nachmias (Xk98@é)s that validity is created
by making sure that the questions used, have a clear ¢mmtcwhat the researcher intends
to investigate. Therefore we have made sure that eashi@ueconnected to our second part
of the research design, is deeply rooted in the theale¢tipics chosen.

Reliability

Reliability is related to the degree of trustworthineka.lesearcher measures the same things,
using the same instrument, at different points in tingkfand different results, this indicates a
lack of reliability (Nachmias and Nachmias 1996). To avoid wasconducted five pre-tests
among students to establish if the layout of the sunayldvpresent us with any problems or

in any way confuse the respondents. After these teftsy ahanges were made, the changes
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resulted in clearer questions and we thereby made @rdasithe respondents to answer. One
of these changes were that we added one additional questigerning if the respondents
recognised the two brands Marbodal and Goodyear thatwgeckin the advertisements, this
way we had a greater chance of getting more reliableass In order to establish whether
these brands were well-known we once again followedsVand Gammohs (2004) method
and performed a second pre-test. The second pre-tesondiscted among 20 students who
were asked to fill in the questionnaire with the added questancerning whether they
recognised Marbodal and Goodyear. By performing the secamtesr we could conclude
that 85 % of the respondents recognised both Marbodal aody@ar. By examining the
remaining 15 % we found that none of them recognised Marlmdalll of them recognised
Goodyear. The second pre-test indicated that the braadsollal and Goodyear were well-

known and suitable ingredients for our advertisemerttimthe questionnaire.

By making the survey easier the answers will becomee roorrect, with correct answers we
could more precisely measure what we intended to. Theiseol for measuring has also been
used by previous researchers, which made us feel comfoitaletting reliable answers.
However, due to time limitations we needed to cut dowthe number of adjectives used for
measuring hedonic and utilitarian attitudes. The previous spadfprmed by Voss and
Gammoh (2003) used 12 adjectives to measure hedonic and atilitdtitudes. We use four
of these since many of them were synonymous of onehanoFor example Voss and
Gammoh (2003) used the adjectives not fun/fun, not hapmgyhand not funny/funny to
describe the hedonic attitude of the respondent. These ddjectives are to us synonymous
hence the sole use of not fun/fun. By conducting pre-studéeslso made sure that we
always used the same approach to each and every resposaléimht different respondents
would not understand the survey differently.
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Data collection

In the following chapter we will present the empirical findings froan data collection.
Statistical data will be provided, making it easier for the readegdét an overview of the
information that has been collected and processed.

The effects of ingredient branding
An ANOVA test showed that there were no significanffedences between the

advertisements with and without an ingredient brandhénANOVA test we added together
both advertisements that were without ingredient bramd ran them towards both
advertisements with an ingredient brand. The test didlag for any significant differences

and the test is presented in table 4.1 below.

ANOVA
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Usefull Between Groups 0,303 1 0,303 0,164 0,685
Within Groups 732,675 398,000 1,841
Total 732,978 399,000

Functional Between Groups 0,090 1 0,090 0,058 0,810
Within Groups 619,820 398,000 1,557
Total 619,910 399,000

Practical Between Groups 0,062 1 0,062 0,031 0,861
Within Groups 812,635 398,000 2,042
Total 812,698 399,000

Riskfree Between Groups 2,250 1 2,250 1,016 0,314
Within Groups 881,790 398,000 2,216
Total 884,040 399,000

Fun Between Groups 2,402 1 2,402 1,100 0,295
Within Groups 868,995 398,000 2,183
Total 871,398 399,000

Thrilling Between Groups 1,440 1 1,440 0,568 0,452
Within Groups 1009,200 398,000 2,536
Total 1010,640 399,000

Happy Between Groups 0,360 1 0,360 0,186 0,666
Within Groups 769,950 398,000 1,935
Total 770,310 399,000

Positiveappeal Between Groups 0,722 1 0,722 0,318 0,573
Within Groups 904,775 398,000 2,273
Total 905,498 399,000

HighQuality Between Groups 0,490 1 0,490 0,275 0,600
Within Groups 709,070 398,000 1,782
Total 709,560 399,000

Table 4.1

Had there been a significant difference between thepgrand the variables investigated, the

significance levels should have been close to 0.05. $in&ceignificance is varying between
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0.295 and 0.861, which gave us low F values, there are no ddésdetween ingredient and
non-ingredient branded advertisements. The Cronbaahalfeach and every advertisement
and the answers from the respondents, related to theen be¢ween 0.85 and 0.88 which
shows a high internal reliability. However, sinceréhare no significant differences in the

answers it is of no interest for us to further investgitferences in respondent groups.

Since we have chosen to describe the effects of irgrediranding using three different
aspects which are utilitarian and hedonic attitude and ipectguality, these aspects will be

presented in figure 4.1 below and discussed in the subseguent t

—#— House without
Ingredient brand

House with

c ingridient brand
©
o 4
= Car Without

3 x% % Ingredient brand

A— 0 —¥— Car with Ingridient
2 brand
1
Utilitarian Attitude Hedonic Attitude Perceived Quality
Figure 4.1

Utilitarian attitudes refer to the questions regardingulsess, functionality, practicality and
risk and have been bundled together to describe utiitatiitude. Hedonic attitudes refer to
the questions about how fun, thrilling, happy and posamgeal and these have been bundled
to describe hedonic attitude. Lastly, perceived quality sngle factor. Figure 4.1 above
presents an overview of how the respondents have amswlebeing the highest, we can see
that the respondents had a better attitude and perceptiprality towards the house than the
car. However, again we can see how similar the aissare and that there are no differences
when an ingredient is added and when it is not. Figuresdhded on the findings presented
in table 4.2 below. HWO refers to all replies relateditie picture of a house without an

ingredient brand. HW refers to all replies related togicéure of a house with an ingredient
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brand. CWO refers to all replies related to the pictirhe car without an ingredient brand.
CW refers to all replies related to the picture odawith an ingredient brand.

House Car
Descriptive Statistics Advertisments Descriptive Statistics Advertisments
Mean | Std. Deviation N Mean | Std. Deviation N
HWOUsefull 1,94 1,50 | 100 CWOUSsefull 2,02 1,44 | 100
HWOFunctional 2,22 1,32 100 CWOFunctional 2,28 1,30 | 100
HWOPractical 2,46 1,37 | 100 CWOPractical 2,82 1,53 | 100
HWORiskfree 3,41 1,46 | 100 CWORiskfree 3,88 1,56 | 100
HWOFun 3,29 1,69 | 100 CWOFun 3,26 1,44 ] 100
HWOThrilling 3,52 1,79 | 100 CWOThrilling 3,16 1,50 | 100
HWOHappy 2,54 1,39 | 100 CWOHappy 3,39 1,35 100
HWOPositiveappeal 2,52 1,62 | 100 CWOPositiveappeal 3,06 1,43 | 100
HWOHighQuality 2,44 1,30 | 100 CWOHighquality 3,25 1,27 | 100
HW Usefull 1,95 1,27 | 100 CWUseful 2,12 1,21 100
HW Functional 2,15 1,12 | 100 CWFunctional 2,41 1,24 | 100
HW Practical 2,57 1,36 | 100 CWPractical 2,76 1,44 | 100
HW Riskfree 34 1,43 | 100 CWRiskfree 3,59 1,48 | 100
HWFun 3,07 1,44 | 100 CWFun 3,17 1,33 | 100
HWThrilling 3,32 1,67 | 100 CWThrilling 3,12 1,37 | 100
HWHappy 2,63 1,41 | 100 CWHappy 3,18 1,23 | 100
HW Positiveappeal 2,47 1,54 | 100 CWPositiveappeal 2,94 1,36 | 100
HW HighQuality 2,51 1,27 100 CWHighquality 3,04 1,33] 100

Table 4.2

When comparing HWO to HW and CWO to CW, it becomes obvitias there are no
significant differences in the respondents’ attituded perception of quality towards the
product if it includes an ingredient brand or not. The mearalf attributes describing HWO
is 2,70 and the mean for all attributes describing HW is Z/Bi&. implies that respondents
regard the product that has an ingredient added as sombkighat but the difference is not
high enough to be considered significant. The same arduwarrbe used when the product is
the car. The mean for all attributes describing CWO (4 &nd the mean for all attributes
describing CW is 2,93. An alteration of figure 4.1 is presefugldw in figure 4.2. The
minimum and maximum mean has been changed to maksier ¢a see exactly how similar
the answers are and that there are minimal diffeeemt®n an ingredient brand is added and

when it is not.
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Figure 4.2
Figure 4.2 shows that the greatest difference can be sgeerdeptions of quality between

CWO and CW. A second ANOVA test on the variables peimepiof quality between CWO
and CW showed that the significance level was betwe@h @d 0.69 and hence this is an

insignificant difference (Appendix 7).

The data presented above all refers to our first patsurvey (appendixes 1, 2 and 3) In the
next chapters of the data collection we will make asqme&ation of how the respondents
perceived different kinds of risks derived from purchasirgpase and a car and also their

level of involvement (follow up questions in appendixes 12nd

Perceptions of risk
We asked the respondents to make a risk assortment twiget af what kind of risks and to

what degree they had an effect, when they were abquirtthase either a house or a car. As
seen from figure 4.3 the respondents, in general, percaiveamewhat higher risk from

buying a house compared to buying a car.

Risk perception

—&— House

l\v\\'; e —8— Car
3 \\//I/

Mean
i

Financial risk ~ Functional risk Fysical risk Social risk Psychological

Figure 4.3
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The five different measures of risk do not differ signifiba from buying a house or a car.
The financial risk is being perceived as the highest ih tiw case of buying a house or a car
and has a mean for houses of 5.05 and cars of 4.51.This cdmbthehe psychological risk

is also were we see the biggest differences in riskepgon between buying a house and a
car. Functional, physical and social risks are all \&milar when it comes to purchasing
houses and cars. In all cases except one, the physkathe respondents perceive a higher
risk derived from buying a house than a car. Since the pNDVA test on attitudes and
perceptions of quality showed a non-significant differeinaeespondents’ replies, there is no
need to investigate if there are any correlations Ewihese variables and the risk
perceptions. The risk perceptions of cars had a chronladfehef 0.680 and risk perceptions

of houses had a chronbachs alfa of 0.694.

Involvement
In both the case of buying a house and a car, the reggende large agreed that the

salesperson was of great importance. Figure 4.4 belowsstiat 90 % of the respondents
would ask for or require the expertise of a salesperstrebeonducting a purchase of a

house, confirming the importance of a second expert opinion

Houses / Salespersons importance

Percent
(é)]
o

|
;

30 -

207 .

10 -

0- .
o
Z

Yes

Sales persons
recommendations
What | first had in

mind

Sales persons
recommendations
What | first had in

mind

Figure 4.4

Those who answered yes and their answers relatee tqutstion are depicted in blue. Those

who answered no are depicted in red.
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In the survey we followed this question up by asking thpaedents if the salesperson could

change their mind. The question was formulated as fellow

Imagine that you are going to buy a house, where both the kitcheneakitictien appliances are familiar to
you. However these products are sold as additional equipment at a Ipigber But still you feel that the
additional equipment is worth the extra money. The salesperson dlatnthe kitchen and the kitchen
appliances already equipped is just a good and equal in quality hetgdou save some money by choosing
that alternative. What do you choose?

1. The first alternative | had in mind 2. The salespesrecommendation

As seen from table 4.4 64 % still decide to go for therrstese they first had in mind
whereas 36 % trust the salespersons recommendation aodtge least, costly alternative.

The same questions were used to describe the importaacsatdsperson when purchasing a
car. Figure 4.5 below show that 89 % of the respondentsdwask for, or require the
expertise of a salesperson before conducting a purchaseaof confirming the importance of

a second expert opinion, even in car purchases.
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Figure 4.5

Even in this case we had a follow up question where welakk®e salesperson could change

their minds. This question had a similar layout and wasdtated as follows.

Imagine that you are going to buy a car, where both the tires andubio system are familiar to
you. However these products are sold as additional equipment at a pigtee But still you feel that

the additional equipment is worth the extra money. The salespersonthktithe tires and the audio
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system already equipped is just a good and equal in quality, andydthasave some money by
choosing that alternative. What do you chddse

1. The first alternative | had in mind 2. The salespesrecommendation

As seen from table 4.5 above 56 % of the respondents wadlllgosfor the alternative they
first had in mind. However, this shows that even if Haesperson was slightly less, or
equally, important in the case of purchasing a car, compargurchasing a house, more
people will decide for the alternative they first haanimd, in this case.

We also designed a question to investigate what kind of ewdunvolvement the

respondents had about the two product categories, houses eand.

House Experiences Car Experiences

@ Low 40% o Low
® High 60% m High

50% 50%

Figure 4.6 Figure 4.7

The question was originally divided up in to four differentolvement levels (very low, low,

high, very high) but has been altered in the figuressr@lio make them easier to asses.
Figures 4.6 and 4.7 present the two product categories wh&éf@lkespondents are included.
They tell us that the experiences of both productsedagéively evenly dived between low and
high experience. However, if we make a comparison kmtwhe two respondent groups,
students and non-students, we can se that the experdifiees As can be seen in appendix 4
there are differences in experience between our respbgdeups. However, this has not
affected our main survey about attitudes and perceptioingredient branding and the risks
connected to these product categories, since chronbadtzstep been very high (Appendix
6). Appendix 4 also presents evidence that enduring involvegesperience about the

product) does not affect the importance of a second opinitite form of a sales person. No
matter if the respondents have high (which is the aaseng non-students) or low enduring
involvement (which is the case among students), theydwstill require the expertise of a

salesperson.
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The last question was designed to conclude that we hadncheseingredient brands that

people were familiar with. The results are presentedules 4.8 and 4.9 below.

Respondent recognition of the brand Respondent recognition of the
Marbodal brand Good Year

W Yes
B No

W Yes
B No

Figure 4.8 Figure 4.9

Since the brand recognition was so high we have decidetb nmake a comparison among
the respondent groups, in order to conclude if non-students nvere aware of the brands

than student, or vice versa.
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Analysis

In this chapter we will analyse our empirical findings by making a corsparito the
theoretical topics chosen. This section has the same layout as tih@upreliapters and will
therefore be analysed topic by topic.

Ingredient Branding

As Vaidyanathan & Aggarwal (2000) argues, an additionaldyranthis case an ingredient
brand should increase the value perceptions for the biastd. Our survey indicates that
ingredient branding does not modify the host brand tob#tter in the product class, high
involvement and high cost products. The consumers’ attitadegerceptions of quality did
not change significantly when we presented them to askeerénts of products that were
without an ingredient brands and advertisements thatded ingredient branding. As can be
seen in the ANOVA test there is no significant clemg perceptions and attitudes when
comparing our advertisements with and without the ingrédmeands. Vaidyanathan &
Aggarwal (2000) claim that the result of ingredient bragds dependent on the importance
of the ingredient brand and the consumers associatomsOur ingredient brands consisted
of logos from a well known kitchen manufacturer andvell known tyre manufacturer.
Kitchens and tyres are important parts of the productssdsand cars and should hence,
according to Desai and Keller (2002), be suitable ingreslientthe survey.

The additional ingredient brand in the advertisementsuldh have indicated for the
respondents that the value of the product had increass@i(R Keller 2002). But it was only
in the car advertisement, that we found a small chamigen the perception of quality
increased marginally when adding the Goodyear brand. Impastemnotice that the change
can not be used as evidence that the perceived qualitpsectesince the significance level is
too small (table 4.1). However, as Moore (2003) states,cave not be certain that the
consumer understood the value that the ingredient brasdsuw@posed to contribute to the
products, and if they did not, the ingredient brand wdkl imave been tangible to the
respondent. Further, the benefits of ingredient brandinghtmot be tangible when the
ingredient is something that the consumer expects anywtagh are normally the cases of
kitchens and tyres, in houses and cars (Moore 2003). &md®ve used kitchen and tires in
houses and cars the consumers might feel that ther@ther more crucial variables to
consider when buying a house or a car. Our investigatiows that the correlation between
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every variable of attitudes and perceptions of quality hetsoagly related significance value
that we can not say that the ingredient brand havweased the value for the host brand
(Appendix 5).

Vaidyanathan & Aggarwal (2000) found, in a similar studyh&sane we conducted, evidence
that, in low involvement and low cost product categoras additional well known brand
should increase the value in quality perceptions and atsitteatethe host brand. Even tough
we have evidence (figure 4.6 and 4.7) that both ingredientisrin our study are well known,
the results shows us that the conclusion made by Viaadlyan & Aggarwal (2000) can not be

applicable in high involvement and high cost product categor

To measure the effects of ingredient branding in high @od high involvement products we
have used the research design, created by Voss and Gg2oddl. Hence we used the three
variables, hedonic and utilitarian attitudes and also pecceptf quality and then had the
respondents relate these to products, with and withoutdiggrtebrands in an advertisement.
The findings show us that there are differences (see #abland figure 4.1), but that they are

too small to be considered significant.

Decision Making Process
Regarding theory about consumer behaviour and the decma&img process, Solomon et al

(2002) claim that consumers’ put a lot of effort into pinecess of evaluating alternatives in
high involvement purchases. This theory claims that aoessi will scrutinise many
variables when purchasing a house or a car. Hencentplges that ingredient branding will
be less effective during these purchases since thess amany variables that are considered.
This has also been proved in our research, by looking tgiga 4.2, it shows that the
ingredient brand had no effect on the consumers’ atstadd perception of quality about the

product.

Involvement
According to Solomon et al (2002) the consumer tengsit@ lot of efforts in the stage were

they have already made up their minds about conducting agserchnd are evaluating
different alternatives. Therefore we decided to putrdspondents in a similar situation so
that they would have to evaluate different risks relédetthe purchase and also, to raise their

level of situational involvement. Depending on how inealthe consumer is, his or her
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cognitive and behavioural responses might be differeoul{€ et al 2003). Our survey
included a question about enduring involvement. However, theeyutid not show that
consumers enduring product involvement had an effect oadrmgt branding. This suggests
that enduring involvement does not change consumers astiautt perceptions of quality
towards high involvement, high cost products. Nor could imd & correlation between
enduring involvement and the importance of the sales pefsmording to Solomon et al
(2002) this, however, is to be expected in the case in hgghand high involvement
purchases. It is however interesting to note that tkporelents who answered that the
salesperson was important in a car purchase, 47 % @& theuld also follow his or her
recommendations. On the other hand, among the respondsmtdid not find the salesperson
important only 11,8 % would follow his or her recommendatiditee same clear correlation
can not be found when the product is a house. Among tperm@snts who found that the
salesperson was important, 35,6 % would also follow hiseorecommendations. Among the
respondents who did not find the salesperson important, 49o%td follow his or her

recommendations.

According Maclnnis and Joworski (1989) information processiracguures are different
depending on the product type. Our survey shows that the desgsnhave paid more
attention to the utilitarian attributes of the produmssthey have a mean of 2.56 compared to
the hedonic attitudes, which have a mean of 3.04 (invertdel) 6gure 4.1). According to
Maclinnis and Joworski (1989) this would indicate that conssmgw the purchase of a
house and a car from a utilitarian perspective, simplysdlve a problem. The fact that
hedonic attitudes are not viewed as equally high, would irtidy feelings and symbolic
values are not equally important in this product categbigure 4.1 and 4.2 shows that
utilitarian attitude scored high on our inverted semantiteréintial scale. However it
becomes interesting to compare these findings to odinfis concerning the salesperson and
if his/her expertise is important. Even though figureahdl 4.2 indicated that the utilitarian
attitude is important table 4.4 and 4.5 shows that consustérshose to go for what they
first had in mind. This becomes somewhat of a contriadicince the salesperson might have
more expertise considering the house or the car hegskelling. However since Park and
Moon (2003) claim that it is the consumer who decides laned product is of a utilitarian or
hedonic value, we can confirm that a house and a caegd®oth utilitarian and hedonic

values.
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Within the consumer involvement profile (CIP) (Kapfeand Laurent 1985b; 1993), our
survey has shown no indications that interest playsn@ortant roll for how well ingredient
branding works within this products category. Pleasure, wikicthe hedonic aspect of CIP,
was less important than utilitarian aspects and heowesueners’ see the purchase of a house

and a car as practical and problem solving investments.

Perceived Risk
Products that have a high utilitarian value, that ar@gded to solve a problem, would affect

consumers to behave in a cautious way (Babin, Dardenii@inGk994; Engle, Blackwell &
Miniard 1993 as in Park and Moon 2003). In order to define our pradtegories as high
involvement, we used (Coulter et al 2003) theory about pdrselevance. The theory
discussion concerning personal relevance can be linked tquesgtion regarding social risk.
By looking upon fig 4.3 the social risk received a very lm@an on our seven point bipolar
scale for both the house and the car. This indicatsstbi® consumers’ look upon these
product categories as high involvement purchases, and tgatdhet consider the social risk
as high.

Risk importance and risk probability has been empirictdisted by using Solomon et al
(2002) five dimensions of risk. Mitchell (1999) claims thatewhthe purchase involves
durable experience goods, that are normally expensive,rthecfal risk will be considered
highest. As Figure 4.4 shows, this is supported by our survépth the case of buying a
house and a car. Figure 4.4 shows that the respondentgdiadethe risks related to the
purchases relatively low. Social risk for both houses Gars for example has a mean of 2.42
and can be related to the sign value in Kapferer and hesi(@985b; 1993) CIP model. This
implies that factors, such as the surroundings opinam$ self expression are of little
importance within purchases in this product class. Roséli@gl), as in Mitchell (1999)
claims that the consumer will always be inclined torelase risk when this is high. In the case
of buying a house or car the consumers’ main interesildvhence be to minimize the
financial risk. As figures 4.4 and 4.5 shows one way dficeng this risk is by contacting the
salesperson. According to Solomon et al (2002) this is anmomway of reducing risk since

information becomes more important as the risk optlrehase becomes higher.

We also found that there are a difference in risk getime between houses and cars. This
however is consistent to Mitchell’s (1999) theory abdurtable goods, since there are a large
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difference in price between houses and cars. The mérgaiour risks, included in the study,
show that consumers do not consider that these rigkespecially crucial when buying a
house or a car, neither do they differ particularlyas loe seen in table 4.3. This overall low
risk perception can be explained by the degree of involvethahis considered to be of great
importance in high cost product categories (Solomon 20@2). As Mehrez (1985) argues,
information becomes more and more important whenpttiee of the intended purchase
increases. Therefore, the consumer will seek out at nmiormation as possible in order to
decrease the amount of uncertainty and risk, connectée tpurchase (Solomon et al 2002
and Mitchell 1999). Further, Mitchell (1999) argues that thHeersen the form of expertise
should be important in order to sell high cost productcldens that trust between seller and
buyer is one of the most important aspects in this ptochtegory. As can be seen in table
4.4 and 4.5 the seller is of great importance for theswmer when considering a purchase.
However when we investigated whether or not the sebherd affect the consumer when
conducting the purchase we realized that this differs lstweouses and cars. When
purchasing a house the results show that the respondetitie,and phase of the purchase, do
not value the seller’'s expertise in the same degreehas tuying a car. Mitchell (1999) and
Solomon et al (2002) highlight the importance of trust ketwseller and buyer as well as the
consumers’ intentions to reduce the risks before matkiagurchase. Solomon et al (2002)
mentions that the level of involvement is dependent effilancial risk connected to the
purchase. Since houses are more expensive this can ésoa te why people treasure their
own opinion higher then the sellers expertise.
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Conclusion
Previous studies on ingredient branding, within low costlaw involvement products have

supported, that the effects of ingredient branding astip®, in the minds of the consumer.
Based on the data presented in the analysis we condiatiéngredient branding has very
limited effect on consumers attitudes and perceptiortuality towards products, classified
as high involvement and high cost. We have also triedxpdai®@ why we declare that
ingredient branding has less positive effects on consuratitsides and perception of quality
in this product category. Consumers who, for example, psechaDiet-Coke buy a Coca-
Cola with the ingredient NutraSweet. However, conssméro purchase a house do not only
buy a house with the ingredient Marbodal Kok. They alsp a house with floors, windows,
garden, different colours and many more products supportingutisbase. Hence in high cost,
high involvement products, there are several more attsbthat need to be taken into
consideration and therefore, the ingredient will ordgeive limited attention. Hence we
conclude that ingredient branding has no significantceffend that previous studies on
ingredient branding are not applicable, within this productgcaye As the consumer gets
highly involved in the purchase they will evaluate manyedé&ht aspects to make sure the
product fits their utilitarian and hedonic needs, and theszetfbe effects of the ingredient

brand becomes diluted.
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Limitations
There are several limitations to be noticed in thesih The way our survey was conducted

could have been done in a number of different ways.cdldd have let the logo of the
ingredient brand take up more space in the advertisemeditalso added a text next to the
logos that proclaimed: “Now with a kitchen from Marbtidar “Now with tyres from
Goodyear”. This way the respondents could easier havetetéoe differences in the
advertisements and hence, we might have had come up wiffeent conclusion. Further
we have not tested the respondents’ perceptions of thediegtéorands. We only conclude
that they are familiar with them and therefore, reapondent has a negative attitude towards
one of the chosen brands, this has likely affected hiseo attitudes to the advertisements.
The fact that we conclude that ingredient brandingrimasffects within our chosen product
category might therefore be a result of the resedesign we used to conduct this thesis.
Should it be conducted in a different manner, with faaneple different products, different
research design, different respondents or maybe evein bgvance letting the respondents
know what the difference was between the advertisemémsresults might have been
different.
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Future Research
We would like to point out that our study used a fictitibusnd and an unknown brand and

that this might affected our results. A follow-up stwayuld be appropriate, where the usage

of well-known host brands were to be used in ordeetalide to notice any differences.

Since consumers’ consider so many crucial variables wheducting a purchase within high
involvement and high cost product categories, our studyateldhat is it not enough to only
use one ingredient brand. Perhaps a follow up study is japgm® here as well, to see if the
usages of multiple ingredient brands have any effech@hadst brand.

Our findings prove that previous successful ingredient limgritheories, on low involvement
and low cost product categories are not applicable whigh involvement and high cost
product categories. Since we are not able to make any brgederalisations regarding our
findings because of our specific respondent groups, a fusthely of ingredient branding
within high involvement and high cost products should useuly tandom sample of
respondents in order to guarantee and secure that thegsndould be used to generalise the
theory.

Since our study indicates that our chosen product cagsgbouses and cars, are judged from
a utilitarian perspective. A follow-up study using ingredienands that only promote the
utilitarian function of the ingredient would be verydrgsting, in order to verify if the effect
increases by doing so.
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Appendix 1 (English version)

1

What is your perception of the product you just saw? (Hous):

Very Fairly Slightly  Neither slightly  Fairly Very
Useful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Non-useful
Functional 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not functional
Practical 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Impractical
Safe 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not safe
Fun 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not fun
Thrilling 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not thrilling
Happy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not happy
Appeals to me Appeals to me
Positively 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Negatively
High quality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Low quality
What is your perception of the product you just saw? (Car):

Very Fairly Slightly  Neither slightly  Fairly Very
Useful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Non-useful
Functional 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not functional
Practical 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Impractical
Safe 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not safe
Fun 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not fun
Thrilling 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not thrilling
Happy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not happy
Appeals to me Appeals to me
Positively 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Negatively
High quality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Low quality
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What is your perception of the product you just saw? (Hous):

Very Fairly Slightly  Neither slightly  Fairly Very
Useful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Non-useful
Functional 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not functional
Practical 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Impractical
Safe 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not safe
Fun 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not fun
Thrilling 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not thrilling
Happy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not happy
Appeals to me Appeals to me
Positively 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Negatively
High quality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Low quality
What is your perception of the product you just saw? (Car):

Very Fairly Slightly  Neither slightly  Fairly Very
Useful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Non-useful
Functional 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not functional
Practical 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Impractical
Safe 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not safe
Fun 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not fun
Thrilling 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not thrilling
Happy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not happy
Appeals to me Appeals to me
Positively 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Negatively
High quality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Low quality
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Follow-up questions
3. How would you describe your experience of A: House (ret@te) and B: Cars

A: Low 1
B: Low 1

4 High

2 3
2 3 4 High

Imagine the situation that you are going to bAiya house andB: a car. You consider

different alternatives and try to find the product thates you the best.

4. If you would buy these products, how would you describe thatperceive the
following risks?
A: House The purchase becomes too much of a strain on your economy (Finaalaisk)
low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 High
That the product does not fit your needs (Functional risk)
low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 High
That the product is unsafe (Physical risk)
low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 High
Disapproval from persons in your surroundings (Social risk)
low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 High
That the product will cause you stress (Mental risk)
low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 High

B: Car The purchase becomes too much of a strain on your economy (Fircaal risk)
low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 High
That the product does not fit your needs (Functional risk)
low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 High
That the product is unsafe (Physical risk)
low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 High
Disapproval from persons in your surroundings (Social risk)
low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 High
That the product will cause you stress (Mental risk)
low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 High
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5. Is the salesperson important for you when you are goibgy these products? (in the
form of expertise, does he/she have knowledge that yootdmosses)

House: YES NO

Car: YES NO

6. Imagine that you are going to buy a car, where bothirté® and the audio system are
familiar to you. However these products are sold as additiequipment at a higher
price. But still you feel that the additional equipmentvorth the extra money. The
salesperson claim that the tires and the audio systexady equipped is just a good
and equal in quality, and that you save some money by cliptbsit alternative. What
do you choose?

The first alternative | had in mind The salesperson’s recommendat

7. Imagine that you are going to buy a house, where botlkittleen and the kitchen
appliances are familiar to you. However these products smlid as additional
equipment at a higher price. But still you feel that @aldeitional equipment is worth
the extra money. The salesperson claim that théédtand the kitchen appliances
already equipped is just a good and equal in quality, angdhatave some money by
choosing that alternative. What do you choose?

The first alternative | had in mind The salesperson’s recommemdati

8. Do you recognise the following brands?

M

dals GOODFYEAR

Det levande koket

YES NO YES NO
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Appendix 2 (Swedish version)

1

Vad &r din uppfattning av produkten du nyss sag (hus):

Mycket Ganska Nagot Ingetdera Nagot Ganska  Mycket
Anvandbart 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Oanvandbart
Funktionellt 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 @inktionell
Praktiskt 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Opraktiskt
Riskfri 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Riskfylld
Roligt 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Trakigt
Spannande 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Inte spannande
Glatt 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Ledsamt
TiIItz_iI_ar mig TiIItaIa_r mig
Positivt 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Negativt
Hog kvalitet 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Lag kvalitet
Vad &r din uppfattning av produkten du nyss sag (bil):

Mycket Ganska Nagot Ingetdera Nagot Ganska  Mycket
Anvandbar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Oanvandbar
Funktionell 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Ofunktionell
Praktisk 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Opraktisk
Riskfri 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Riskfylld
Rolig 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Trékig
Spannande 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Inte spannande
Glad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Ledsam
TiIItz_iI_ar mig TiIItaIa_r mig
Positivt 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Negativt
Hog kvalitet 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Lag kvalitet
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2

Vad &r din uppfattning av produkten du nyss sag (hus):

Mycket Ganska Nagot Ingetdera Nagot Ganska  Mycket
Anvandbart 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Oanvandbart
Funktionellt 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 @inktionell
Praktiskt 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Opraktiskt
Riskfri 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Riskfylld
Roligt 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Trakigt
Spannande 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Inte spannande
Glatt 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Ledsamt
TiIItz_iI_ar mig TiIItaIa_r mig
Positivt 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Negativt
Hog kvalitet 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Lag kvalitet
Vad &r din uppfattning av produkten du nyss sag (bil):

Mycket Ganska Nagot Ingetdera Nagot Ganska  Mycket
Anvandbar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Oanvandbar
Funktionell 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Ofunktionell
Praktisk 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Opraktisk
Riskfri 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Riskfylld
Rolig 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Trékig
Spannande 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Inte spannande
Glad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Ledsam
TiIItz_iI_ar mig TiIItaIa_r mig
Positivt 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Negativt
Hog kvalitet 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Lag kvalitet
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Uppfdljningsfragor

3. Hur skulle du beskriva din erfarenhet av A hus(fasteghetch B bilar
A: Ldg 1 2 3 4 Hog
B: Lag 1 2 3 4 Hog

Tank dig in i situationen att du ska kdfagett hus oclB en bil. Du 6vervager olika alternativ
och forsoker hitta den produkt som passar dig bast.

4. Om du skulle kbpa dessa produkter, hur skulle du beskriva att du epfilgande
risker?
A: Hus Att kopet blir en for stor anstrangning for din ekonomi (Finansiella risken)

lag 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Hog

Att det visar sig att produkten inte passar dina behov (Funkbnella risken)
lag 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Hog

Att produkten &r oséker (Fysisk risk)

lag 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Hog

Ogillande fran personer i din omgivning (Social risk)

lag 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Hog

Produkten kommer att orsaka dig stress (Psykologisk risk)

lag 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Hog

B: Bil Att kdpet blir en for stor anstrangning for din ekonomi (Finansiella risken)
lag 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Hog
Att det visar sig att produkten inte passar dina behov (Funkbnella risken)
lag 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Hog
Att produkten &r oséker (Fysisk risk)
lag 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Hog
Ogillande fran personer i din omgivning (Social risk)
lag 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Hog
Produkten kommer att orsaka dig stress (Psykologisk risk)
lag 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Hog
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5. Ar forsaljaren viktig for dig nar du ska kopa produkterna?rgnfav expertis, har
han/hon kunskap du inte sjalv besitter)
Hus: JA NEJ
Bil: JA NEJ
6. Tank dig att du ska kdpa en bil dar dack av ett marke du kiyeme och stereo av ett
marke du kanner igen finns som tillagsprodukter. Dessa tillaggsprodastar nagot
mer men du kanner att det ar vart det. Forséljaren sagératbde dack och den
stereo som ingick fran boérjan ar lika bra och dessutparar du lite pengar genom
detta alternativ. Vad valjer du?
Det jag forst hade tankt mig Forsaljarens rekommendation
7. Tank dig att du ska kopa ett hus dar kok och kdksutrustningt améeke du kanner
igen finns som tillagsprodukter. Dessa tillaggsprodukterakosfigot mer men du
kanner att det ar vart det. Forséljaren sager dock attdkeoch den kdksutrustning
som ingick fran borjan ar lika bra och dessutom sparaitépéngar genom detta
alternativ. Vad valjer du?
Det jag forst hade tankt mig Forsaljarens rekommendation

8.

M

JA

Kanner du igen foljande varumarken:

dals GOODFYEAR

Det levande koket

NEJ JA NEJ
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Appendix 3

Typ: Villa, 2 plan !
Kategori: Friliggande villa EEEEESs
Rum: 2 : e
Boarea: ca 170kyvm

Tomtarea: ca 650 kyvm

Typ: Villa, 2 plan

Kategori- Friliggande villa S5
Rum: & ;
Boarea: ca 170kvm
Tomtarea: ca 650 kv
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HdiZ270 Diesel Engine

Typ'5 cylinders rak mokor med
direkt Insprutning
Cylindervolym: 2 656 oo
Em:kt {I{W..l’hh] 1217165
v 4 000 varv
\r‘ridfrirwsmmmt {Mm )
S40Nm v 1.600-3. 200 vary

HdiZ270 Diesel Engine

Typ'5 cylinders rak mokor med
direkt Insprutning
Cylindervolym 2 696 cc
Effekr (kKW /hk): 1217165
v 4 000 varv
Vrdningsmoment (WNm )
340Nm v 1.800-3. 200 vary
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Appendix 4

House Experience * Respondent Cross tabulation

Respondent

Student | Non-students Total
House Experience  Lowest 14 4 18
Pretty Low 24 8 32
Pretty High 10 20 30
Highest 2 18 20
Total 50 50 100

Car Experience * Respondent Cross tabulation
Respondent
Student Non-students Total

Car Experience  Lowest 10 4 14

Pretty Low 18 8 26

Pretty High 18 23 41

Highest 4 15 19

Total 50 50 100

Expert Importance House * Respondent Cross tabulation
Respondent

Student Non-students Total
Expert Importance Yes 47 43 90
House No 3 7 10
Total 50 50 100

Expert Importance Car * Respondent Cross tabulation
Respondent
Student Non-students Total

Expert Importance Yes 44 45 89

Car No 6 5 11

Total 50 50 100
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Appendix 6

Reliability Statistics — House without Ingredient B

Cronbach's
Alpha Based
on
Cronbach's Standardized
Alpha Iltems N of ltems
,880 ,882 9

Reliability Statistics- House with Ingredient Brand

Cronbach's
Alpha Based
on
Cronbach's Standardized
Alpha Iltems N of Items
,883 ,885 9

Reliability Statistics- Car without Ingredient Bran

Cronbach's
Alpha Based
on
Cronbach's Standardized
Alpha ltems N of ltems
,859 ,860 9

Reliability Statistics- Car with Ingredient Brand

Cronbach's
Alpha Based
on
Cronbach's Standardized
Alpha ltems N of ltems
,879 ,880 9

Reliability Statistics- House Risks

Cronbach's
Alpha Based
on
Cronbach's Standardized
Alpha Iltems N of Items
,694 ,693 6

Reliability Statistics — Car Risks

Cronbach's
Alpha Based
on
Cronbach's Standardized
Alpha ltems N of Items
,680 ,678 5

rand
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Appendix 7

ANOVA
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
CWOHighquality  Between Groups ,250 1 ,250 ,153 ,697
Within Groups 160,500 98 1,638
Total 160,750 99
CWHighquality Between Groups ,360 1 ,360 ,201 ,655
Within Groups 175,480 98 1,791
Total
175,840 99
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