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Abstract
The purpose of the current research is to identify if brand equity, consumer knowledge and the
type of usage have an influence on brand and product evaluation in times of a product-harm
crisis, and to see if there are differences between those evaluations. A pilot study (N=50)
determined Acer and MSI as brands with respectively levels of high and low brand equity to
use in the main experiment (N=221), where the hypotheses were tested. The findings show that
brand equity and consumer knowledge influence certain aspects of brand evaluation, but that
only brand equity has an influence on one aspect of product evaluation. The combination of a
high brand equity product and the focus on the brand gives the most positive evaluations.
Findings of this study give more insight into the factors and characteristics that consumers base
their evaluation on for either brand or product evaluation, which provides implications for
scholars and marketers.
Keywords: Product-harm crisis, brand equity, consumer knowledge, type of usage,
product evaluation, brand evaluation, repurchase intention, trust.
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1. Introduction
Toyota decided to recall more than seven million cars worldwide, because of a faulty cable that
could possibly lead to activating the car’s airbag (Web, 2014). Similarly, Mattel was in crisis
as it had to spent over $29 million dollar in recalling items, when it was shown that various
products of the company contained poisonous lead paint (Choi & Lin, 2009). Product-harm
crises can make your business go bankrupt in no-time or major losses in terms of image and
status could be suffered (Cleeren, Dekimpe, & Helsen, 2008).
A product-harm crisis can be defined as a well-publicized event whereby products are found to
be defective and can even be dangerous (Siomkos & Kurzbard, 1994). It can directly lead to
major revenue losses and a decrease in the market share of the company. Additionally, it can
destroy consumer loyalty and trust (Y. Chen, Ganesan, & Liu, 2009; Thirumalai & Sinha,
2011). With the increasing complexity of modern products, the product-safety legislation
getting more strict and with the modern consumer demanding more than ever, product-harm
crises are more often occurring than ever before (Dawar & Pillutla, 2000).
Previous research on product-harm crisis focuses on the factors that have an impact on the
responses of the consumer. The most accepted antecedents are brand familiarity and reputation
of the affected company (Dawar & Lei, 2009; Dean, 2004; Mowen, Jolly, & Nickell, 1981;
Siomkos & Kurzbard, 1994; Siomkos & Shrivastava, 1993), brand loyalty (Cleeren et al.,
2008), external factors (Jolly & Mowen, 1985; Siomkos, 1999; Siomkos & Kurzbard, 1992;
Siomkos & Malliaris, 2011), and responses of the affected company (Griffin, Babin, &
Attaway, 1991; Laufer & Coombs, 2006; Mowen et al., 1981). However, there is limited
literature available regarding how consumers perceive the strength of the company theirselves,
the perceived brand equity.
Next to these antecedents, research has shown that consumers with more product knowledge
understand product attributes and competing brands in a more thoughtful way (Lee & Lee,
3
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2011; Chan‐Wook Park & Moon, 2003). This suggest that consumers with product knowledge
are more likely to understand the real cause of a crisis and base their evaluation of a product in
crisis in different ways than consumers without knowledge about the product and brand.
A recent study (Rea, Wang, & Stoner, 2014) shows that different levels of brand equity trigger
different consumer evaluations when they are faced with a product-harm crisis. Brand equity
can be seen as the contribution of the brand name on the product (Stahl, Heitmann, Lehmann,
& Neslin, 2012). High-equity brands suffer less damage in terms of attitude towards the brand,
involvement with the brand and company credibility than low-equity brands (Rea et al., 2014).
However, there is no difference made in the literature between the evaluation of a brand in
general or the evaluation of a product itself. It is interesting to make a distinction between these
two kinds of evaluations as well, as the consumer focuses on different aspects for the product
and the brand. For instance, when consumers evaluate the product more negative than the brand
in general, marketers know that they should focus their campaigns on the brand, instead of on
the product itself. In this way the companies affected by a product-harm crisis could restore the
harm done to the brand or product in a more efficient way.
The literature suggests that results regarding consumer evaluations during a product-harm crisis
apply to various products. In particular, there is evidence that brand equity has an effect on the
evaluation of both hedonic and utilitarian products (Hilgenkamp & Shanteau, 2010), and that
there is a difference in how these products are evaluated. To get a good comparison between
evaluations for such products, a product that can be used in both hedonic and utilitarian ways
will be used for the current study. Using a product that is used in both hedonic and utilitarian
ways may lead to new insights as it makes the comparison easier with less confounding factors
to appear.
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Consumer evaluations are a long process, from the product-harm crisis to the different aspects
of an evaluation. Therefore, the focus in the current study is not only on one part of the process,
but at the factors that could influence the evaluation as the evaluation itself. To be more specific,
the focus is on how the perceived brand equity, consumer knowledge and the way of using the
product influence both the product and brand evaluation. The general research question that
will be answered is: What is the impact of perceived brand equity on consumers’ product and
brand evaluation while taking into account their product knowledge and their way of using the
product during a product-harm crisis?
With making the division between different levels of brand equity and product knowledge, the
division between the type of usage (hedonic and utilitarian) and with taking a look at the
difference between product and brand evaluation, it becomes easier to make a distinction in the
different types of reactions from consumers to products that are facing a product-harm crisis.

5
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2. Literature review
2.1.

Product-harm crisis

According to Dawar and Pillutla (2000), the product-harm crisis is defined as an
occasional and well-known case of a product when it is defective or dangerous. Other authors
define it in a similar way (Siomkos & Kurzbard, 1994), and therefore is their definition also
applied in the current study. There are multiple ways in how a product-harm crisis can occur:
It could be triggered by the consumers in terms of misusing the product, or by the manufacturer,
through a flaw in the design or manufacturing defect. It could even be caused by third parties
(e.g. when a delivery company harms the product without acknowledging it). No matter what
the cause of a product-harm crisis is, it can have serious consequences for companies and on
the perception of the consumer (Van Heerde, Helsen, & Dekimpe, 2007). Product-harm crises
can destroy long-standing positive perceptions that a consumer has for a brand, causing major
revenue and market-share losses, which in turn lead to costly product recalls.
A product-harm crisis is accompanied with negative publicity, and it can have a harmful effect
on the evaluations of the consumer (Dean, 2004). When the consumers see negative publicity,
it will give the evaluation of products a negative load. The bad publicity surrounding a crisis
tends to be weighed heavily when evaluating a product (Cleeren et al., 2008). Without taking
other factors into account, a product-harm crisis will negatively impact the consumers’
evaluation towards the brand (Rea et al., 2014). A product-harm crisis is the starting point of
the current study, whereby eventually different factors (brand equity, consumer knowledge, and
type of usage) will be taken in mind to analyse how consumers evaluate products during a
product-harm crisis. Ongoing, the reasoning, theory and coming hypotheses in this chapter are
developed for situations as described as a product-harm crisis.
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2.2.

Consumers’ product and brand evaluation

A product or brand evaluation1 can be seen as a critical appraisal or assessment; a
judgment of the value, worth, or effectiveness of something. In terms of evaluating a product,
the evaluation is made by the consumer. Consumers can evaluate the product or service that is
facing the product-harm crisis in different ways. They can focus during their evaluation on the
product itself or more general on the underlying brand. A product has to be suitable and safe
for consumers to use, in order to receive a positive evaluation. During a product-harm crisis,
the positive evaluation may shift into a negative evaluation, as the consumer receives negative
information about the product. For the current study, the consumers’ evaluation will be based
on a general attitude towards the brand or the product. Additionally, consumers’ trust in the
brand will be taken into account as well for the evaluation, as trust is one of the aspects that is
most heavily impacted by a product-harm crisis (Cleeren et al., 2008). Furthermore, repurchase
intention will be included in the evaluation, as repurchase intention can be related back to how
consumers experience a product-harm crisis. Experiencing the negative publicity could lead for
the consumers to a change of willingness to buy or use products again in the future (Lin, Chen,
Chiu, & Lee, 2011).

2.3.

Brand equity

Brand equity has been conceptualized in different ways. Some researchers see it as a
financial measure, as a measure of consumers’ behaviour, or as a measure of the belief of the
consumer (Keller, 1993). However, most authors agree that brand equity “is the differential
contribution of the brand name on the value of the branded product.” (Dawar & Pillutla, 2000).
Brand equity resembles similar looking concepts such as brand loyalty, commitment, and
familiarity. These concepts can and have to be differentiated from brand equity, as authors
already warn us against generalizing findings about (e.g.) commitment to similar concepts like

1

From this point on, consumer’s product and brand evaluation will be referred to as consumers’ evaluation.
When I’m talking specifically about only brand evaluation or product evaluation, this is mentioned.
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brand equity (Ahluwalia, Burnkrant, & Unnava, 2000). Brand loyalty refers to a behavioural
construct relating to intentions to repeat a purchase (Harris & Goode, 2004; Kumar & Shah,
2004), while brand equity may not necessarily result in repeating buying behaviour (Brady,
Cronin Jr, Fox, & Roehm, 2008). Brand commitment typically represents an association
between public behaviour and an internal attitude (Ahluwalia et al., 2000). In contrast, brand
equity is viewed as a differential response of the consumer due to the value of the brand the
product has (Keller, 1993), which may happen in more private ways than commitment. In other
words, brand commitment can and may lead to spreading your feelings about the brand, while
it is not the case for brand equity. Lastly, brand familiarity can also be differentiated from brand
equity. Brand familiarity relates to the ability to recognize and recall information about a brand
(Kent & Allen, 1994), while the concept of brand equity is broader. Brand equity is something
that exists beyond only recognizing the brand. Consumers believe that a product with a high
brand equity performs better than a product with a low brand equity.
A brand name associated with a product can motivate consumers to evaluate the quality of that
product as either higher or lower depending on the strength of the brand name (Hilgenkamp &
Shanteau, 2010). Consumers will question the quality of the high-equity brand to a lesser degree
compared to the quality of a low-equity brand because defective products only represent an
inconsistency for the high-equity brand, where defective products for low-equity brands
represent a flaw for the brand in total (Rea et al., 2014). Additionally, brands with a higher
brand equity have shown that they are less vulnerable to crises and have more strength to
combat product-crises (Cleeren et al., 2008). With the vulnerability of companies taken in mind,
the following hypotheses are set:
H1a: Consumers will evaluate a product and brand from a high-equity brand
more positively than a product and a brand from a low-equity brand.

8

Max Oosterbroek 24-01-2017

H1b: Consumers will have a more positive brand evaluation than a product
evaluation for a product with high brand equity.

2.4.

Product knowledge

Product knowledge is the product related information that is stored somewhere in the
consumer’s memory, like brands, products features, how to use it, etc. (Marks & Olson, 1981).
Additionally, product knowledge includes the familiarity and experience of using the product.
During a product-harm crisis, product knowledge is a factor that can affect the consumers’
evaluation of the product, as knowledge weakens the intuitive reaction during events (Zajonc,
1980). Consumers with a lot of product knowledge are more familiar with the product compared
to consumers that are lacking product knowledge. These consumers are more likely to be
involved with cognitive processing on the evaluation of the product-harm crisis (Lu, Liu,
Zhang, & Lai, 2016). Additionally, consumers with more product knowledge have a better
understanding of product attributes and brands (Lee & Lee, 2011).
There are studies that have empirically confirmed that consumers’ product knowledge affects
their evaluation (Lee & Lee, 2011; Meeds, 2004; Roy & Cornwell, 2004). For example,
research reveals that consumers with high product knowledge differ in their ability to analyse
incoming information from consumers with low product knowledge (Lee & Lee, 2011).
Consumers with high product knowledge are able to recall and recognize more items and
features than consumers with low product knowledge (Srull, 1983). Due to this, consumers with
high product knowledge base their evaluations more specific on the product, instead of the
product category like consumers with low product knowledge do (Lee & Lee, 2011).
Consumers with low product knowledge tend to focus their evaluation on other things like the
negative publicity the product receives during a product-harm crisis (Dean, 2004), which will
eventually lead to a more negative product evaluation than for consumers with high product
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knowledge. The focus on the negative publicity makes it assumable to formulate the following
hypothesis:
H2a: More product knowledge will lead to a more positive overall evaluation
than less product knowledge.
Additionally, consumers with more knowledge tend to focus more on the brand evaluation than
on the product itself, while evaluating a product (Bettman & Park, 1980). A reason for the focus
may be explainable in terms of the structure of their prior knowledge and experience. Much
experience is brand based, like the advertising, usage-experience, point-of-purchase displays,
and so on (Russo & Johnson, 1980). Consumers with more knowledge are more capable to
make a distinction between the brand and the product (Muthukrishnan & Weitz, 1991), so when
only one product of the brand is facing the product-harm crisis, the brand in general will be
evaluated less negative than the product. The ability to make a distinction makes it reasonable
to come up with the following hypothesis:
H2b: Consumers with more knowledge will evaluate a brand more positively than a
product.
The difference for consumers with knowledge implies that consumers with less product
knowledge are less capable of making a distinction between the product and the brand. There
is no reason to expect a difference in the evaluation of the product or the brand for consumers
with less product knowledge.
Empirical research shows that product knowledge strengthens the influence that brand equity
has on the product evaluation of the consumer in a context without a product-harm crisis (Zheng
& Shi, 2014). If a consumer has high product knowledge, he will use more objective attributes
that help him base his product evaluation on the quality of the product (C Whan Park & Lessig,
1981). As consumers with more knowledge are less susceptible to the negative publicity that a
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company is facing during a product-harm crisis (Dean, 2004), they may focus their evaluation
more on the brand equity. When consumers are focusing less on the negative publicity, it may
seem plausible to believe that an increase in consumer knowledge has a positive effect on the
impact of brand equity on the consumers’ evaluation of the product or brand that is facing a
product-harm crisis.
H3: An increase in consumer knowledge has a positive effect on the impact of
brand equity on the consumers’ evaluation.

2.5.

Type of usage

Consumer evaluations are generally based on two types of considerations; hedonic and
utilitarian. When a consumer chooses a product, he will base his decision on hedonic features,
like design and colour and on utilitarian features, like its functionality. Research states that these
considerations give consumers the opportunity to distinguish products between hedonic and
utilitarian products (Batra & Ahtola, 1991). Hedonic products are goods “whose consumption
is primarily characterized by an affective and sensory experience of aesthetic or sensual
pleasure, fantasy, and fun.”(Dhar & Wertenbroch, 2000). The other way a product can be used
is in the current study defined as utilitarian. Utilitarian or practical products are the ones whose
consumption is predominantly based on cognition and is striving to fulfil a functional task
(Strahilevitz & Myers, 1998).
It is reasonable to assume that products that are used in a hedonic way influence the consumers’
evaluation to a different extent than products used in an utilitarian way, as they are judged in
different ways by the consumer. Hedonic products are evaluated in terms of how much pleasure
they provide, while utilitarian products are evaluated in terms of if they function well (Leclerc,
Schmitt, & Dubé, 1994). As a product-harm crisis can occur for products of both types, a
distinction between these two types of usage will be made and tested to see how these
differences may influence the consumers’ evaluation.
11
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The negative publicity that comes with a product-harm crisis ensures that the positive emotion
the consumer may have with a product is disrupted. When a company recalls a product, it may
seem as a loss for the consumer, and thus as a negative emotion. Emotions play a more
important role in evaluating hedonic products than evaluating utilitarian products, as hedonic
products evoke emotional activation resulting from using the product before (Voss,
Spangenberg, & Grohmann, 2003). Taking the provocation in mind, the assumption is made
that a hedonic product has a more negative influence on the consumers’ evaluation than an
utilitarian product during a product-harm crisis. However, you could expect the opposite effect
as well. Taking in mind that the focus of the consumer is more on the functioning of the product,
you could assume that a malfunctioning has a bigger impact for an utilitarian product than for
a hedonic product. With these contradictory effects available, a choice has to be made in testing
the hypothesis. As emotions play a significant role in evaluating a product, and as consumers
have an emotional relationship with the product (McDonagh, Bruseberg, & Haslam, 2002), the
first effect is translated into hypothesis 4. According to the literature, there is no reason to
assume that utilitarian or hedonic products have a different impact on the product and brand
evaluation, therefore there is no distinction made within the hypothesis between these
evaluations.
H4: Using a product hedonically will lead to a more negative consumers’ evaluation
than using a product in a utilitarian way.
Recent evidence suggests that the strength of the effect of brand equity is influenced by the type
of product (Hilgenkamp & Shanteau, 2010). They showed that a predominantly hedonic product
(e.g. crayons) has a different branding effect than an utilitarian (e.g. tissues) product, namely
the branding effect is stronger for crayons than for tissues. A ‘stronger’ branding effect means
that crayons were more influenced by the brand than tissues. The difference between the
product types of crayons and tissues is comparable with different ways of how to use a certain
12

Max Oosterbroek 24-01-2017

product, hedonic and utilitarian. To discover if not only the type of product, but also the type
of how a product is used will influence the effect of brand equity on consumers’ evaluation, the
following hypothesis is developed:
H5: Using products in a hedonic way has a more positive effect on the influence of brand
equity on consumers’ evaluation than using it in a utilitarian way.
In the theoretical framework depicted below (figure 1) the given hypotheses are graphically
presented, to enable a better overview of the focus of the current study. There are three main
effects (H1, H2, H4). The level of consumer knowledge and the type of usage of the product
(H3, H5) also moderate the effect of brand equity on consumers’ product evaluation In the next
chapter, the method will be explained, followed by the results and the discussion/conclusion.

Figure 1: theoretical framework
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3. Study
Within this chapter, the participants for the current study will be described, as well as the
variables that will be manipulated and the procedure that will be followed. The variables from
the previous chapter will be used to measure the change in the consumers’ product information
during a product-harm crisis. The study contained a 2 (brand equity: high or low) x scale (type
of usage) x scale (product knowledge) between subject design. The dependent variables were
brand and product evaluation. The brand equity manipulation was completed with the help of a
pilot study, where the brand equity of various laptop brands was measured. The hypotheses
were tested with the help of the data from an online survey.

3.1.

Pilot study

3.1.1.

Participants & design

A group of 50 respondents (34 female, 16 male) was asked to put the brands in figure 2 in
order from high brand equity to low brand equity. The respondents encountered the list in a
random order. The average age of the respondents was 22.3 (SD=2.51). The respondents were
recruited via social media, they participated voluntarily. All the respondents received the same
task. The respondents did not require any knowledge of laptops, to receive a more general
overview of how brand equity of the given brands was perceived.
3.1.2.

Procedure & variables

The respondents received the following explanation about brand equity: “Brand equity can
be seen as the added value that a brand name brings along to the product. In other words; are
you willing to pay more for the product because it has the name of the brand on it? The question
is only about laptops, and therefore not about mobile phones/televisions /etc.”. Hereafter, the
respondents received the following question: “Please rank the next 9 laptop brands. Try to
order the brands in a way that the brand with the highest brand equity (1) stands on top, and
the brand with the lowest brand equity (9) at the bottom. Ordering the brands can be done with
dragging them up or down the list.”. The highest and lowest rated brands were used to represent
14
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the laptops in the main experiment. Apple is intentionally left out of the list of brands, because
of the difference in price range. It would be unrealistic to compare an Apple laptop (Macbook)
with a laptop from another brand, as Macbooks are positioned in a different price category. The
exclusion of Apple limited the possibility for confounding factors to appear.

 Acer
 Asus
 Dell
 Hewlett-Packard (HP)
 Lenovo
 MSI (Micro Star International)
 Samsung
 Sony (Vaio)
 of laptops
Toshiba
Figure 2: list of brands
on alphabetical
order

3.1.3.

Results pilot study

To see which brands of laptops were going to be used in the main experiment, the means
and standards deviations of each of the brands were measured. Acer was rated as the brand with
the highest brand equity, and MSI was rated as the brand with the lowest brand equity (see table
1). The score seen in table 1 is the mean score of the respondents, where a ‘9’ would be the
highest possible brand equity, and a ‘1’ would be the lowest possible brand equity. In table 2,
the results of the pilot study are presented. As shown, MSI had a significant lower mean than
any of the other brands, and thus MSI is used in the main experiment as a brand representing
low brand equity. Acer scored significant higher than MSI, Toshiba, Sony, Samsung, and
Lenovo. There is no significant difference between Acer and Asus, Dell, Hewlett-Packard. As
Acer received the highest mean, it is decided to let Acer represent high brand equity in the main
experiment.
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Table 1: results pilot study

Laptop brand
Acer
Asus
Dell
Hewlett-Packard
Lenovo
Samsung
Sony / Vaio
Toshiba
MSI

Mean (SD)
6.38 (2.11)
6.22 (2.3)
5.94 (2.03)
5.48 (2.89)
5.06 (2.65)
4.98 (2.24)
4.68 (2.22)
4.46 (2.22)
1.8 (1.33)

Table 2: results pilot study, t-tests

Acer
Acer
Asus
Dell
HewlettPackard
Lenovo
Samsung
Sony / Vaio
Toshiba
MSI

T(49)= -0.37
p = .72
T(49)=-1.01
p = .31
T(49)=-1.55
p = .13
T(49)=-2.53
p = .02*
T(49)=-3.17
p = .00**
T(49)=-3.59
p = .00**
T(49)=-4.15
p = .00**
T(49)=-14.75
p = .00**

Asus

Dell

Hewlett-Packard

Lenovo

Samsung

Sony / Vaio

Toshiba

MSI

T(49)= 0.37
p = .72

T(49)=1.01
p = .31
T(49)=0.68
p = .5

T(49)=1.55
p = .13
T(49)=1.24
p = .22
T(49)= 0.88
p = .39

T(49)=2.53
p = .02*
T(49)=2.48
p = .02*
T(49)=1.67
p = .10
T(49)=0.68
p = .50

T(49)=3.17
p = .00**
T(49)=2.41
p = .02*
T(49)=2.01
p = .05*
T(49)=0.91
p = .37
T(49)=0.14
p = .89

T(49)=3.59
p = .00**
T(49)=2.89
p = .00**
T(49)=2.73
p = .01
T(49)=1.57
p = .12
T(49)=0.71
p = .48
T(49)=0.78
p =.44

T(49)=4.15
p = .00**
T(49)=3.55
p = .00**
T(49)=3.61
p = .00**
T(49)=1.95
p=.06*
T(49)=1.23
p = .22
T(49)=1.06
p =.30
T(49)=0.44
p = .66

T(49)=14.75
p = .00**
T(49)=12.11
p = .00**
T(49)=10.83
p = .00**
T(49)=7.78
p=.00**
T(49)=7.21
p = .00**
T(49)=8.86
p =.00**
T(49)=7.90
p = .00**
T(49)=6.54
p = .00**

T(49)= -0.68
p= .5
T(49)=-1.24
p = .22
T(49)=-2.48
p = .02*
T(49)=-2.41
p = .02*
T(49)=-2.89
p = .00**
T(49)=-3.55
p = .00**
T(49)=-12.11
p = .00**

T(49)= -0.88
p = .39
T(49)=-0.68
p = .50
T(49)=-2.01
p = .05*
T(49)=-2.73
p = .01*
T(49)=-3.61
p = .00**
T(49)=-10.83
p = .00**

T(49)=-0.68
p = .50
T(49)=-0.91
p = .37
T(49)=-1.57
p = .12
T(49)=-1.95
p=.06
T(49)=-7.78
p=.00**

T(49)=-0.14
p = .89
T(49)=-0.71
p = .48
T(49)=-1.23
p = .22
T(49)=-7.21
p = .00**

T(49)=-0.78
p = .44
T(49)=-1.06
p = .30
T(49)=-8.86
p = .00**

T(49)=-0.44
p = .66
T(49)=-7.90
p = .00**

T(49)=-6.54
p = .00**

*p<.05, **p<.001
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3.2.

Main experiment

3.2.1.

Participants & design

240 Respondents were asked to complete the survey. 19 respondents were eliminated from
the dataset, as they did not pass the attention check. It is reasonable to assume that these
respondents were not paying enough attention to the essential aspects of the survey. The
remaining 221 respondents consisted out of 86 males and 136 females. The average age was
24.27 (SD=6.93). The respondents were recruited via social media and via the mail, and they
participated voluntarily. The respondents were randomly assigned to the condition with Acer
or MSI, and they were randomly assigned to evaluate either the brand or the product as well.
The independent variables were brand equity (High vs. low), consumer knowledge and the type
of usage of the product. There were 2 dependent variables (brand evaluation vs. product
evaluation), which both contained 3 aspects: trust, repurchase intention and a general evaluative
scale.
3.2.2.

Procedure & measures survey

At the start of the survey, participants were shown an introduction to the subject and an
informed consent page (see Appendix B for an overview of the survey). This page showed
practical information about the task the participants were asked to do, and some practical
information, such as the estimated time the survey would take. Additionally, the participants
were told that there were no right or wrong answers and that their answers were anonymous
and would not be shared with third parties. It was also mentioned that they could stop at any
time, but that their data would be lost if they did. The end of the of the introduction consisted
out of a word of thanks for their participation.
Hereafter, the participants received a description with a picture from a laptop. The laptop was
either from Acer (high brand equity) or from MSI (low brand equity). The respondents
encountered only one of the laptops (randomly assigned to one of the laptops). In this way, two

17

Max Oosterbroek 24-01-2017

groups were created, one that encountered a product with a high level of brand equity, and one
group that encountered a product with a low level of brand equity:
“Imagine that you've saved some money to buy a laptop of Acer (see image below). At the moment, the
laptop is working fine and you already have been using it for a few months. A lot of consumers are
familiar with the laptops from Acer, and had good experiences with these laptops. The consumers
perceive it as a brand that delivers products with a high quality. They are willing to pay more for a
laptop just because it is from the brand Acer”

Or:
“Imagine that you've saved some money to buy a laptop of Micro Star International (MSI) (see image
below). At the moment, the laptop is working fine and you already have been using it for a few months.
Not many consumers are familiar with laptops from the brand MSI. As they don't know the brand, they
also do not have any experience with laptops from MSI. They are not willing to pay more for a laptop
just because it is from the brand MSI.”

The participants were asked to imagine that they bought a laptop from the shown brand. The
choice was made to make use of laptops in the study because they can be used for hedonic as
well as utilitarian purposes (S. Park & Mowen, 2007). By using the laptop as example, the
degree to which the participants used it in a more utilitarian or hedonic way could be measured.
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With limiting the amount of different products, there is no space for confounding factors to
appear (MacKinnon, Krull, & Lockwood, 2000).
A scale original to Wakefield and Inman (2003), where three, seven-point semantic differentials
are used to measure the extent if the respondents use a laptop in a more hedonic or utilitarian
way was used to measure the type of usage. These differentials were: “For practical
purposes/Just for fun, Purely functional/Pure for enjoyment, and For a routine need/For
pleasure”. The product knowledge was measured by using a scale of four, seven-point Likerttype statements that are used to measure the degree to which a person’s believes that he/she is
knowledgeable about a product category of products. The scale finds it origin in Chang (2004).
An example of one of these statements is “I know a lot about laptops”.
A factor analysis on the items for consumer knowledge showed a clear one factor solution (see
Appendix C for the items and factor loadings). The factor consumer knowledge (eigenvalue =
3.0) explained 74.93% of the variance, with a Cronbach’s alpha of .89. A factor analysis on the
differentials for type of usage showed a clear one factor solution as well. The factor type of
usage (eigenvalue = 2.13) explained 71.05% of the variance, with a Cronbach’s alpha of .79
combined for product and brand evaluation.
Then, the explanation about the context of the study followed, which is the product-harm crisis.
The participants were introduced with a fictional online news-article that stated that the
company that produces the laptop they saw encountered problems with using that specific
laptop. It was based on a recent recall from Samsung (B. Chen & Sang-Hun, 2016), which
encountered a product-harm crisis with its Note 7 mobile phones:
"November 22, 2016. The founders of Acer (MSI) encountered problems with their laptop
during the last months. A problem with the device’s lithium ion battery led some units – over
one hundred at last count – to combust, in some cases causing damage to furniture, carpets,
curtains, wiring and even to people. The problems continued even after the founders of Acer
(MSI) recalled, replaced and refunded some of the units, leading to a second more expensive
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recall of 1.9m of these specific laptops. The founders of Acer (MSI) are happy that this is the
only malfunctioning product of their brand."
“Immediately after you read the article, you check the specifics of your laptop and you notice
that this article is about the type of laptop you have...”

The dependent variables are the consumers’ product and brand evaluations. The participants
encountered only one of the two evaluations. The product evaluation was measured by using a
general evaluative scale where the attitude towards the product was measured. The scale
consisted of 15 bi-polar adjectives presumed to measure the subjects overall evaluation of the
product The adjectives that fit the current study the best were chosen to evaluate the product
(examples: Good/bad, useless/useful).. The participants were asked to indicate their level of
preference on the given concepts regarding the specific laptop (from Acer or MSI) they saw
before. The other dependent variable, brand evaluation, was measured using the same
evaluative scale. It was specifically mentioned that the evaluation was now about the brand,
instead of the product. The dependent variables were measured in the same way, as it enabled
the possibility to compare the evaluations. A factor analysis on these 15 adjectives showed a
clear one factor solution (eigenvalue = 10.33) that explained 68.85% of the variance and formed
a reliable scale with a Cronbach’s alpha of .97 for product and brand evaluation combined.
Furthermore, re-purchase intention was included in the product- and brand evaluation, with the
help of five, seven-point Likert-type statements that measured a consumers’ stated intention to
purchase a particular brand or product again in the indefinite future. An example of these
statements: “It is very likely that I would purchase the same laptop again / It is very likely that
I would purchase a laptop from the same brand again.”. The adjusted scale finds its origin in a
study from Heitmann, Lehmann, and Hermann (2007). The factor analysis on these statements
did not show a clear one factor solution (eigenvalue = 2.55) which explained 50.99% of the
variance ( = .72) combined for product and brand evaluation. After deleting the item ‘I would
only consider a laptop (from this brand) again, if it would be substantially cheaper’, the factor
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analysis showed a more clear one factor solution (eigenvalue = 2.53) that explained 63.14% of
the variance ( = .80) combined for product and brand evaluation.
Trust in the brand and product was measured as well. The adapted scale used for the
measurement included three, seven-point Likert-type statements which originates from a study
from Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001). The statements were: “I trust the laptop/brand, I rely on
the laptop/the brand, This laptop/brand is safe.” A factor analysis on these statements showed
a clear one factor solution (eigenvalue = 2.32) that explained 77.48% of the variance and formed
a reliable scale ( = .85) for product and brand evaluation combined.
After the evaluations were measured, the respondents were asked to answer two other questions,
which served as attention checks. The participants encountered four different brands and had to
choose the brand they saw in the beginning of the survey. The other attention check was a
question about if the participants focussed on either the brand or the product. As mentioned, 19
respondents did not pass these checks, and they were left out of all analyses.
At the second last screen the participants saw, they were asked to complete some questions
regarding demographic data. They were asked about their gender, age, nationality, and
educational level. On the last page the participants were asked if they had any comments
regarding the survey or research in general. Additionally, they were told they could leave their
email address if they wished to participate in future studies from the Marketing and Consumer
Behaviour chair group. Their email addresses were in no way linked to their responses of the
survey. In the end, the participants were thanked for their participation.
3.2.3.

Results survey

The relations between the independent and dependent variables are explained in this part of
the research. There are two main dependent variables, brand- and product evaluation, that both
consist out of three aspects. Trust, repurchase intention, and a general evaluation. The
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independent variables are brand equity (high: Acer, low: MSI), consumer knowledge and the
type of usage. The results will be explained per aspect of the dependent variables. Brand equity
is a dummy variable in the analyses, with 0 representing MSI, and 1 representing Acer.
Trust

According to the predictions, the respondents would have more trust in Acer (a high-equity
brand) than in MSI (a low-equity brand). Additionally, an increase in consumer knowledge
would lead to an increase in trust. Furthermore, it was predicted that the degree to which the
respondents would use the product as a hedonic product, the less trust they would have. The
findings partly supported the expectations.
A multiple linear regression with trust as the dependent variable and brand equity, consumer
knowledge, type of usage, and interaction terms between brand equity and consumer
knowledge, brand equity and type of usage, and brand equity and consumer knowledge and
type of usage showed a significant regression equation (F(3,217) = 3.05, p = .03) with an R2 of
.040. Only brand equity (β = .166, t = 2.49, p = .01) was a significant predictor of a change in
trust in the overall evaluation. The results suggest that brand equity had an effect on the
evaluation in terms of trust. Specifically, the results suggests that when the respondents
encountered a high equity brand, they experienced more trust compared to the respondents
seeing a low equity brand. For an overview of the results of the multiple regression analysis for
the overall evaluation, see table 2
The predictions stated that both consumer knowledge and the type of usage would have had a
interaction effect on the link between brand equity and the evaluations. Both consumer
knowledge and the type of usage were no significant predictor for an interaction effect on a
change in trust. The interaction effects are not supported for the aspect of trust in the overall
evaluation.
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Another multiple linear regression with trust as the dependent variable and brand equity,
consumer knowledge, type of usage, and interaction terms between brand equity and consumer
knowledge, brand equity and type of usage and brand equity and consumer knowledge was
calculated, whereby the data was split into two groups, product and brand evaluation. A
significant regression equation was found for brand evaluation (F(3,93) = 4.42, p = .001) with
an R2 of .125. Both brand equity (β = .236, t = 2.39, p = .02) and consumer knowledge (β = .206,
t = 2.10, p = .04) were significant predictors of a change in trust. There was no significant
regression equation found for product evaluation (F(3,120) = 0.362, p = .78) with an R2 of .009.
For an overview of the results of the multiple regression analysis for both the product and brand
evaluation, see table 3.
Repurchase intention

According to the predictions, the respondents would have a higher intention to repurchase Acer
(a high-equity brand) than to repurchase MSI (a low-equity brand). Additionally, an increase in
consumer knowledge would lead to an increase in the intention to repurchase the product.
Furthermore, it was expected that the type of usage of the product would lead to a difference in
the evaluation of the general evaluative scale as well, as it was predicted that the degree to
which the respondents use it as hedonic, the lower the intention to repurchase would be. The
findings partly supported the expectations.
A multiple linear regression with repurchase intention as the dependent variable and brand
equity, consumer knowledge, type of usage, and interaction terms between brand equity and
consumer knowledge, brand equity and type of usage and brand equity and consumer
knowledge and type of usage showed a significant regression equation (F(3,217) = 3.07, p =
.03) with an R2 of .041. Only consumer knowledge (β = .151, t = 2.26, p = .03) was a significant
predictor of a change in repurchase intention in the overall evaluation. The results suggest that
brand equity does not have an effect on the evaluation in terms of repurchase intention.
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Specifically, the results suggests that when the respondents encountered a high equity brand,
their repurchase intention was not higher compared to the respondents that encountered a low
equity brand.
During the aforementioned multiple linear regression, the interaction effects of brand equity
and consumer knowledge, and brand equity and the type of usage were taken into account as
well (IV’s). These were taken into account as the predictions stated that both consumer
knowledge and the type of usage would have had a interaction effect on the link between brand
equity and the evaluations. Both consumer knowledge and the type of usage were no significant
predictor for an interaction effect on a change in repurchase intention. The interaction effects
are not supported for repurchase intention of the overall evaluations as well.
Another multiple linear regression with repurchase intention as the dependent variable and
brand equity, consumer knowledge, type of usage, and interaction terms between brand equity
and consumer knowledge, brand equity and type of usage and brand equity and consumer
knowledge was calculated, whereby the data was split into two groups, product and brand
evaluation. A significant regression equation was found for brand evaluation (F(3,93) = 3.74),
p = .01) with an R2 of .108. Only consumer knowledge (β = .223, t = 2.26, p = .03) was a
significant predictor of a change in repurchase intention. There was no significant regression
equation found for product evaluation (F(3,120) = 0.386, p = .76) with an R2 of .10.
General evaluative scale

According to the predictions, the respondents would rate Acer (a high-equity brand) more
positive on the general evaluative scale than MSI (a low-equity brand). Additionally, an
increase in consumer knowledge would lead to a more positive evaluation of the general
evaluative scale in the intention to repurchase the product. Furthermore, it was expected that
the type of usage of the product would lead to a difference in the evaluation of the general scale
as well, as it was predicted that the degree to which the respondents use it as hedonic, the more
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negative the evaluation of the general scale would be. The findings partly supported the
expectations.
A multiple linear regression with the general evaluative scale as the dependent variable and
brand equity, consumer knowledge, type of usage, and interaction terms between brand equity
and consumer knowledge, brand equity and type of usage and brand equity and consumer
knowledge and type of usage showed a significant regression equation (F(3,217) = 5.97, p =
.001) with an R2 of .076. Only brand equity (β = .254, t = 3.88, p = .001) was a significant
predictor of a change in the general evaluative scale in the overall evaluation. The results
suggest that brand equity does have an effect on the evaluation in terms of the general evaluative
scale. Specifically, the results suggests that when the respondents encountered a high equity
brand, their evaluation on the general evaluative scale was higher compared to the respondents
that encountered a low equity brand.
During the aforementioned multiple linear regression, the interaction effects of brand equity
and consumer knowledge, and brand equity and the type of usage were taken into account as
well (IV’s). These were taken into account as the predictions stated that both consumer
knowledge and the type of usage would have had a interaction effect on the link between brand
equity and the evaluations. Both consumer knowledge and the type of usage were no significant
predictor for an interaction effect on a change in the general evaluative scale. The interaction
effect is not supported for the general evaluative scale of the evaluations as well.
Another multiple linear regression with the general evaluative scale as the dependent variable
and brand equity, consumer knowledge, type of usage, and interaction terms between brand
equity and consumer knowledge, brand equity and type of usage and brand equity and consumer
knowledge was calculated, whereby the data was split into two groups, product and brand
evaluation. A significant regression equation was found for brand evaluation (F(3,93) = 5.02),
p = .003) with an R2 of .139. Only brand equity (β = .233, t = 2.76, p = .02) was a significant
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predictor of a change in the general evaluative scale. There was a significant regression equation
found for product evaluation as well (F(3,120) = 3.620, p = .015) with an R2 of .083. Brand
equity (β = .231, t = 2.63, p = .01) was a significant appeared to be a predictor for an change in
trust for both the product as the brand evaluation. The respondents evaluated the product with
a high brand equity more positive in terms of the general evaluative scale compared to the
product with a low brand equity, regardless of their focus on the product or brand.
Table 3: results multiple linear regression overall evaluation (β scores)

General
evaluative
Brand equity
.254**
Consumer knowledge
.094
Type of usage
-.016
Brand equity * Consumer knowledge
-.667
Brand equity * Type of usage
-.361
Brand equity * Type of usage * Consumer .471
knowledge

Overall evaluation
Trust Repurchase
intention
.166* .117
.093 .151*
.040 .036
-.037 .641
-.077 -.462
-.192 -.616

*p < 0.05, **p<0.001.
Table 4: results multiple linear regression brand and product evaluations (β scores)

Brand equity
Consumer
knowledge
Type of usage
Brand equity
consumer
knowledge
Brand equity
type of usage
Brand equity
type of usage
consumer
knowledge

Brand evaluation
General
Trust
Repurchase
evaluative
intention
.233*
.236*
.167
.186
.206*
.223*

Product evaluation
General
Trust Repurchase
evaluative
intention
.231*
.093
.059
.053
.017
.075

.166
* -.036

.082
-1.511

.116
-.424

-.151
-.563

.001
.646

-.021
.943

* .199

-1.348

-.743

-.250

.549

.947

* -.156
*

-1.156

.457

.492

-.865

-.978

*p < 0.05
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Additional analyses

There were expectations regarding the differences between product and brand evaluation as
well as between the levels of high and low brand equity. These differences were examined with
the help of a contrast analysis. For the results of the contrast analyses, see table 4. The contrast
analyses revealed that respondents evaluated a product with high brand equity significantly
more positive than a product with a low brand equity in terms of the general evaluative scale,
regardless of their focus in the evaluation. It was expected that within the group respondents
that encountered a product with high brand equity, the brand evaluation would appear to be
more positively. Only for repurchase intention a significant difference was found (table 4).
When the respondents encountered a product with high brand equity and where they had to
focus on the brand appears their evaluation to be significantly more positive than all the
respondents that encountered a product with low brand equity, regardless of their focus during
the evaluation.
Table 5: Overview measures contrast analyses.

Low brand equity
Brand
Product
evaluation
evaluation
General evaluative
3.51 (1.21)A
scale
Trust
3.37 (1.29)A
Repurchase
3.02 (1.33)A
intention

High brand equity
Brand
Product
evaluation
evaluation

3.60 (1.28)A

4.20 (1.16)B

4.24 (1.24)B

3.72 (1.45)AB

4.14 (1.38)C

3.99 (1.44)BC

2.81 (1.05)A

3.56 (1.15)B

2.95 (1.24)A

1

If on one row two boxes have the same letter (e.g. A) it means that there is no significant difference
(p> .05) between those two conditions. If two boxes on the same row have a different letter in
superscript, there is a significant difference (p < .05).

Furthermore, it was expected that the respondents would evaluate the brand more positively
than the product within the group of respondents that evaluated the product with a high brand
equity (N=123). The findings partly supported these expectations. Within the group that saw a
product with high brand equity, only repurchase intention scored significantly different between
brand and product, see table 5. These results suggest that the respondents that saw an product
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with high brand equity have a higher intention to repurchase the product when their focus was
on the brand, instead of on the product.
Demographics

Additionally, analyses were executed for the demographic variables. With multiple ANOVA’s,
the relations between the demographic data and the variables were taken a look on. An
interesting relation is between gender and trust. Men appeared to evaluate the product and brand
more positively in terms of trust than women (F(1,219) = 8.96, p = 0.003).

3.3.

Summary results

Taken together, there are various differences between product and brand evaluation, based
on the levels of brand equity, consumer knowledge and the type of usage. For the overall
evaluation, brand equity appeared to be a significant predictor for the general evaluative scale
and for trust, while consumer knowledge appeared to be a significant predictor for repurchase
intention. The type of usage has no predicting role in any of the aspects of the overall evaluation,
except when it was taken as an interaction with the focus of the evaluation, then it would be a
predictor for the difference between brand and product evaluation.
When the respondents focused on brand evaluation, brand equity appeared to be a significant
predictor for both the general evaluative scale and trust, while consumer knowledge appeared
to be a predictor for trust and repurchase intention. When the respondents focused on the
product evaluation, only brand equity appeared to be a significant predictor for the general
evaluative scale. The results suggest that brand evaluation has other significant predictors than
product evaluation. The combination of high brand equity and brand evaluation was evaluated
significant more positively than low brand equity, regardless of the focus of the evaluation, on
all three aspects of the evaluation.
Taken a look within the group of respondents that encountered a product with high brand equity,
repurchase appeared to be the only aspect of the evaluation with a significant difference
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between brand and product evaluation. When the focus was on the brand, the repurchase
intention was significantly more positive.
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4. General Discussion
In previous research, no difference is made in the literature between product or brand
evaluation during a product-harm crisis. The question was if brand equity, consumer knowledge
and the way in which consumers use a product would have an influence on either the product
and brand evaluation, and if these evaluations would differ. As multiple things are crossing the
mind of a consumer during an evaluation, the focus in the current study was limited to three
aspects of the evaluation, which were repurchase intention, trust and a general evaluative scale.

4.1.

Theoretical & Managerial implications

There has been no or little empirical research that showed that consumers evaluate either a
brand or a product different in times of a product-harm crisis. The present findings constitute
an important contribution to marketing theory and the research by demonstrating that when
consumers focus on the brand, other and different characteristics of the product they encounter
are taken in mind and these evaluations are predicted by other factors as well.

In the specific literature of product-harm crisis, the current study gives insights and contributes
to the motives and reasoning of the consumer. It became clear that if consumers focus on either
the brand or the product, their evaluations are influenced by different factors. According to the
literature, products with a high level of brand equity will be evaluated more positive, which is
confirmed in the current study. However, the results add to the existing literature that the
combination of a product with a high level of brand equity, where the focus is on the brand
instead of on the product is evaluated as the most positive.
The insights that are generated for this study can help marketers to make their campaigns more
efficient. If they are able to let the consumer focus on the brand as a total, it may be easier for
the marketers to convince consumers. This can keep the companies that encounter a productharm crisis away from losses in terms of market share and trust. Knowing that consumer
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knowledge can make a difference in evaluating the products, it can be useful to let the
consumers learn about the products and about the brand so consumers can increase their
knowledge. When the consumers know more about the product, they will eventually evaluate
the product more positive.
The current study did not find any differences in the evaluations regarding the type of usage,
which contradicts the existing literature (Hilgenkamp & Shanteau, 2010). This could help
marketers in a way that they can exclude any distinction in their marketing campaigns regarding
different users of their products. The same marketing campaigns can be used to combat a
product-harm crisis for either users that use a product for fun as for users that use it in a practical
way.

4.2.

Limitations & Future research

Several observations could be made concerning the current study. First of all, only three
factors are taken in mind in the current study. The choice was made to base the evaluations on
brand equity, consumer knowledge and the type of usage, as every factor independently could
already make a contribution to the field. However, it is recommended to take other factors and
characteristics from the consumer into account as well, to get a broader and better overview of
what drives them in times of a product-harm crisis.
Another suggestion for future research would be to take a look at products other than laptops.
As laptops can be used in both hedonic and utilitarian ways, the influence of how it is used may
not be properly investigated in the current study. It is recommended to apply a similar kind of
research to products that are used predominantly hedonic or utilitarian, as this may give other
results regarding the influence of the type of usage on consumers’ evaluation. Additionally,
laptops are complex, luxury commodities. When a product-harm crisis occurs for a commodity
fulfilling a basic need like food, consumers’ evaluations may differ. For a product like a laptop,
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the focus is less on health than for food (Grunert, 2005), which could make the influence of a
defect in a product less important compared to a food product which may appear e.g. poisonous.
Moreover, a limitation of the current study is that there is made use of a fictional product-harm
crisis. It may have occurred that the respondents in the study did not experience the productharm crisis as severe as it can be during a genuine product-harm crisis. A recommendation for
future research is to base the evaluations on a product-harm crisis that actually took place, to
make sure the respondents may have a better understanding of the product-harm crisis. As the
current study made use of a fictional product-harm crisis, the actual behaviour could not be
measured as well. Psychological reactions of the respondents were measured, which may not
be always good predictors for actual behaviour. Taking the managerial implications into
account, it is recommended to focus on the actual behaviour of consumers in future research.
The pilot study and the main experiment were conducted with groups of respondents that were
not equal in size or respondents. As only 50 respondents participated in the pilot study, and over
200 in the main experiment, it could have happened that the respondents did not see Acer as a
brand with the highest brand equity, or MSI as a brand with the lowest brand equity. This could
have influenced their evaluations. To prevent a possible difference in future research, it is
recommended to include measures for brand equity as manipulation checks.

4.3.

Conclusion

Taken together, the present study shows that brand and product evaluation have different
predictors. While looking at the difference in the evaluation, only repurchase intention was
evaluated more positive for the brand compared to the product. The combination of brand
evaluation and high brand equity appears to be the ‘best’ combination to combat a productharm crisis, as these evaluations were the most positive.
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6. Appendices
6.1.

Appendix A: Pilot study

The blue lines are representing page breaks.
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6.2.

Appendix B: Survey

The blue lines serve as page breaks in the survey. The respondents did not see the text marked red.

The respondents encountered only one of the following two descriptions:
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The respondents encountered only the news article that matched the laptop they saw before

The respondents only encountered the questions about either the brand or the product. Either
A or B, this was randomly assigned.
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A:
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B:
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6.3.

Appendix C: table of scales, factor loadings and ’s

Scale

Items

Consumer
knowledge

I know a lot about laptops
I would consider myself an expert in
terms of my knowledge about laptops
I know more about laptops than my
friends do
I usually pay a lot of attention to
information about laptops
For practical purposes / Just for Fun
Purely functional / Pure for enjoyment
For a routine need / For pleasure
Bad / Good
Dislike / Like
Unpleasant / pleasant
Low quality / High quality
Dissatisfactory / Satisfactory
Negative / Positive
Unattractive / Attractive
Useless / Useful
Worthless / Valuable
Not needed / Needed
No value for money / Value for money
Undesirable / Desirable
Works well / Works poorly
Inferior / Superior
Harmful / Beneficial
I trust the laptop (brand)
I rely on the laptop (brand)
This laptop (brand) is safe
It is very likely that I would purchase a
laptop (from the same brand) again
I am willing to pay a price premium
over competing products to be able to
purchase this laptop (from this brand)
again
I would only consider a laptop (from
this brand) again, if it would be
substantially cheaper
If a laptop (from another brand) from
this laptop in any way, it seems smarter
to purchase this laptop (from this brand)
again

Type of usage

General
evaluative scale

Trust

Repurchase
intention (with
5 items)

Mean(SD)

Factor
loadings
4.06 (1.54) .89
2.99 (1.54) .90

Cronbach’s
alpha
.89

3.63 (1.66) .89
3.80 (1.72) .78
3.41 (1.26)
3.60 (1.16)
3.53 (1.31)
3.91 (1.54)
4.00 (1.49)
3.80 (1.55)
3.74 (1.57)
3.86 (1.56)
3.78 (1.48)
3.52 (1.47)
4.71 (1.51)
4.19 (1.45)
4.70 (1.60)
3.89 (1.58)
3.57 (1.58)
3.96 (1.64)
3.52 (1.31)
3.77 (1.59)
3.86 (1.63)
4.10 (1.59)
3.54 (1.61)
3.26 (1.72)

.88
.83
.82
.88
.87
.9
.83
.88
.88
.76
.81
.82
.63
.84
.87
.8
.81
.83
.92
.8
.92
.86

.79

.97

.85

.72

2.72 (1.47) .84

4.19 (1.55) .2

3.70 (1.61) .71
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Repurchase
intention (with
4 items

Left out:

I would purchase a/this laptop (from
this brand) again, even if it receives
more bad evaluations by the media or
other people
It is very likely that I would purchase a
laptop (from the same brand) again
I am willing to pay a price premium
over competing products to be able to
purchase this laptop (from this brand)
again
If a laptop (from another brand) from
this laptop in any way, it seems smarter
to purchase this laptop (from this brand)
again
I would purchase a/this laptop (from
this brand) again, even if it receives
more bad evaluations by the media or
other people
I would only consider a laptop (from
this brand) again, if it would be
substantially cheaper

2.62 (1.33) .76

3.26 (1.72) .87

.8

2.72 (1.47) .84

3.70 (1.61) .7

2.62 (1.33) .76

4.19 (1.55)

Table 6: overview of the scales, with factor loadings and Cronbach's alpha
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