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Abstract 

Purpose The purpose of this research is to extend the understanding of consumers’ 

perceived brand innovativeness. 

Methodology Within a quantitative approach an online survey was conducted, using a 

quota-sample of 501 physically active Germans. The data was analyzed 

through simple linear regression, mediation and moderation analysis. 

Further, the effects for two brands were compared. 

Findings The findings corroborate previous literature, suggesting a highly positive 

effect of consumers’ perceived brand innovativeness (CPBI) on brand 

attitude, purchase intention, consumer satisfaction and consumer excitement. 

Further, brand attitude mediates the impact of CPBI on purchase intention 

and consumer satisfaction. Consumer innovativeness and involvement have 

a negative significant effect on the majority of the relations. Most of the 

constructs are controlled by previous purchase experience. 

Implications and 

limitations 

Managers should consider CPBI as a possible antecedent for consumer 

behavior, however, CPBI should be in line with the actual offer of the brand. 

Further, the involvement and innovativeness of the desired target group 

should be taken into account for the brand positioning. However, the survey 

was conducted using non-probability sampling, focusing on the sporting 

goods market in Germany, which might have caused some limitations. 

Originality / 

value 

The study contributes to the CPBI literature in supporting the scale for CPBI 

and providing further knowledge into the effects CPBI has on consumer 

outcomes. Further, the research points out the differences in consumers’ 

evaluation of CPBI based on their level of innovativeness and involvement.  

Keywords Perceived brand innovativeness, consumer attitude, purchase intention, 

consumer satisfaction, consumer excitement 
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1. Introduction 

This chapter presents the topic of brand innovativeness and its importance for the overall evaluation 

of a brand. Subsequently, the problem discussion reveals the research gap identified as well as the 

purpose of this research and the research questions. Finally, the chapter closes with the study’s 

delimitation and the report structure. 

1.1 Background  

Innovation has become one of the key elements to differentiate from the competition leading to 

growth and profitability (Aaker 2007; Kunz et al. 2011). Brands belonging to the world’s top 100 

(e.g. Coca-Cola, Disney, Nike) designate innovation as one of their core values (Pappu and Quester 

2016), spending billions of dollars to appear innovative towards consumers (Henard and Dacin 2010). 

Consumers’ perception of an innovative brand is shaped by brand creativeness, innovativeness, 

dynamisms and the ability to change the market (Kunz et al. 2011). Further, consumers’ perceptions 

can help brands to develop sustainable competitive advantages (Danneels and Kleinschmidt 2001) 

and can be a key element to build customer equity, ultimately resulting in shareholder value (Kunz et 

al. 2011). Therefore, consumers’ perceptions are regarded as the essential prerequisite to successful 

innovations.  

Perceived innovativeness has been the subject of a stream of literature in the past, where firms and 

products have been evaluated according to their feasibility to create and launch novelty products and 

services (Brown and Dacin 1997; Danneels and Kleinschmidt 2001; Fu and Elliot 2013). However, 

only within the last 15 years, several authors have pointed out the importance of brand perception in 

regards to innovativeness (Aaker 2007; Barone and Jewell 2013; Eisingerich and Rubera 2010; Kunz 

et al. 2011; Pappu and Quester 2016; Quellet 2006; Shams et al. 2015). Brand innovativeness is 

specified as the extent to which consumers experience a brand to be innovative (Barone and Jewell 

2013). Consumers’ perceived brand innovativeness (CPBI) is further described as an important 

association influencing a brand’s reputation (Barone and Jewell 2013), which along with other 

associations, leads to the brand’s market position and ultimately to the consumer’s overall evaluation 

of the brand (Barone and Jewell 2013; Brown and Dacin 1997; Keller 1993), designated as brand 

attitude (Berger and Mitchell 1989; Mitchell and Olson 1981). Several authors (Aaker 2007; Kunz et 

al. 2011; Pappu and Quester 2016; Shams et al. 2015) have backed up this theory by identifying a 

direct impact of CPBI on brand attitude.  
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The importance of CPBI is often illustrated by the example of Apple. While competitors were 

investing in the development of new features, Apple made its first iPhone a "must have", although it 

did not meet the global industry standard "G3" at that time (Kunz et al. 2011) – enabled through high 

CPBI. As a consequence, Apple was able to pursue a premium price strategy while Sony and 

Microsoft where criticized for doing the same for equal products (Barone and Jewell 2013). 

Moreover, although the technological enhancement between the iPhone 5S and iPhone 6 was 

marginal, the product was still perceived as innovative, thanks to the CPBI of “Apple” (Shams et al. 

2015).  

1.2 Problem Discussion 

Although the strategic influence of branding theory in marketing literature is sufficiently recognized 

(Aaker 1991; Keller 1993), only a few authors have taken branding into account when researching on 

perceived innovativeness. Nevertheless, these few studies often examine different aspects of branding 

and innovativeness, and therefore do not represent a consistent view. Quellet (2006) found a 

significant effect of CPBI on brand attitude moderated by consumer innovativeness, pointing out that 

companies should consider the innovativeness of their consumers when developing novel products.  

Aaker’s (2007) article presents several reasons for incorporating innovation in branding. Such as, 

branding an innovation can increase the credibility, legitimacy and visibility of the innovation, as by 

implication the success of an innovation can positively affect the brand’s reputation. Beverland et al. 

(2010) suggest that product innovations can have a positive effect on the brand positioning, however 

state that the innovation approach a brand occupies should be aligned with their existing brand 

positing. Eisingerich and Rubera (2010) measure CPBI as one of four brand management decision 

elements and attribute it as an impact on brand commitment. Barone and Jewell (2013) examine the 

effect of CPBI on the use of atypical marketing strategies, coming to the conclusion that innovative 

brands can use deviant strategies, which in turn can strengthen their positing as an innovative brand. 

Pappu and Quester (2016) identify that CPBI leads to a higher level of brand loyalty by changing the 

perceived quality of the brand and thus to a higher level of brand equity, while Shams et al. (2015) 

take the presumption that CPBI is in many cases the vital factor for a brand’s success, as product 

quality among competing brands such as HTC and Samsung is often at the same level.  

As seen above, there is evidence to suggest that innovativeness and branding are connected, however, 

the interrelation has not been fully substantiated. Shams et al. (2015) criticize in this context the 

limitations of previous research due to a focus on the managerial perspective and a lack of 

consolidation and therefore develop a scale explicitly tailored for the measurement of CPBI. The 

correct determination of the influence of CPBI on key outcomes (brand attitude, purchase intention, 
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consumer satisfaction and brand excitement) helps companies to test their own brand positioning and 

to decide upon possible changes in regards to innovativeness. Nevertheless, Shams et al.’s (2015) 

scale has no corroboration in literature.  

As a result, this study aims to contribute to existing brand innovativeness literature by testing the 

findings of Shams et al. (2015), taking into account the findings of previous research on CPBI. 

Consequently, the influence of CPBI on purchase intention (Shams et al. 2015), consumer satisfaction 

(Kunz et al. 2011; Pappu and Quester 2016; Shams et al. 2015; Stock 2011), and excitement (Henard 

and Dacin 2010; Shams et al. 2015) is examined. Further, brand attitude is considered to be the 

outcome of perceived brand innovativeness (Quellet 2006; Shams et al. 2015). Beyond that, it is also 

recognized as an antecedent for consumer behavior (Keller 1993; Priester and Nayakankuppam 2004; 

Schiffman and Wisenblit 2015) and is often mentioned to have a proportionate influence on perceived 

innovativeness (Aaker 2007; Barone and Jewell 2013; Brown and Dacin 1997; Keller 1993; Kunz et 

al. 2011; Pappu and Quester 2016). Therefore, it is moreover applied as a mediator in this study. In 

addition, following the suggestion of Stock (2011), this study considers the effect of moderators on 

the relationships between CPBI and the dependent variables. Kunz et al. (2011) calls in this context 

for the allowance of innovative consumers, as they could be opinion leaders for other consumers, 

while others (Henard and Dacin 2010; Pappu and Quester 2016; Shams et al. 2015) propose to 

incorporate consumer involvement. All in all, the present research has the opportunity to improve the 

comprehensibility of Shams et al.’s (2015) scale, by providing a more complete picture of the 

phenomenon. 

1.3 Purpose 

The purpose is to extend the understanding of consumers’ perceived brand innovativeness. 

1.4 Research Questions  

RQ1: How does the perception of a brand’s innovativeness affect consumer brand attitude, purchase 

intention, consumer satisfaction and consumer excitement towards a brand? 

RQ2: How does a brand’s overall evaluation, namely brand attitude, mediates the relationship 

between CPBI and consumer outcomes (purchase intention, consumer satisfaction and excitement)? 

RQ3: How do consumer involvement and innovativeness moderate the influence CPBI has on the 

consumer outcomes (brand attitude, purchase intention, consumer satisfaction and excitement)? 
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1.5 Delimitations  

The authors delimited this study in several ways. First the conceptual model is based on Shams et al. 

(2015), excluding additional factors both as dependent and independent variables. This choice is 

based on the circumstance that to the authors knowledge the scale developed by Shams et al. (2015) 

is the only one found to be explicitly evolved to measure CPBI, but has so far not received any 

corroboration within literature. In order to assess this scale, the researchers therefore tried to use the 

exact same setting, by only changing the context of the research. To keep the emphasis on the 

measurement of CPBI and its effects, other concepts such as brand attitude and consumer 

innovativeness have been measured using unidimensional scales. Finally, to make an own 

contribution to the CPBI literature, the researchers incorporated two moderators, suggested within 

previous literature, but also reasonable in this context.  

1.6 Report structure 

The first chapter introduces the topic and the key concepts of the study. Then the relevance of the 

research is presented in the problem discussion which identifies the research gap and leads to the 

purpose of the study. The second chapter provides a literature review on the major construct of the 

study. Thereafter, chapter 3 develops the theoretical base for the proposed analysis, defining 

theoretical models that have already been largely researched. Chapter 4 connects the different 

theoretical concepts with each other and presents arguments for an expected impact of one variable 

to another. The following chapter explains the methodological choices made in order to conduct the 

research. Chapter 6 presents the analysis of the gathered data, testing the relationships between the 

variables. The subsequent chapter connects the results found in the previous chapter with the theory 

to interpret their outcomes. Chapter 8 presents the conclusion and the theoretical contributions of the 

study. Finally, the last chapter includes suggestions for managerial implications based on the study’s 

findings as well as recommendations for possible trails to follow in future examinations. 

2. Literature Review 

Through a review of existing literature, this chapter provides the theoretical context covering the 

major construct of perceived innovativeness, divided into the previous literature about firm and 

product innovativeness, followed by the more specific research about consumers’ perceived brand 

innovativeness.  
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2.1 Perceived Innovativeness  

Recent research distinguishes between two perspectives of perceived innovativeness: an 

organizational perspective and a consumers’ perspective (Shams et al. 2015). The organizational 

perspective, which received a lot of attention from scholars, can be defined as the perception of 

innovation by the companies (Lee and Colarelli O'Connor 2003). McNally et al. (2010) mention that 

two dimensions arise from innovative firms: The technological discontinuities, as the company faces 

several new challenges, such as the usage of new technologies or new processes and the marketing 

discontinuities, such as the adjustment to new distribution channels, new competitors, or new 

customers. Whereas, the consumer perspective of perceived innovativeness highlights how the 

consumer perceives the innovative attributes of the product or the values communicated by the firm 

(Shams et al. 2015).  

However, researchers do not only define innovativeness by different perspectives, but also through 

its level of scope (product, brand or firm). Perceived product innovativeness is the consumer’s 

perception of a new offer, in terms of novelty compared to previous offers, and in terms of utility and 

creativity to satisfy consumers’ needs (Shams et al. 2015). The emphasis is on the consumers’ 

perception of the technological attributes, functionality and product features (McNally et al. 2010). 

Nevertheless, this perspective focuses only on the product and does not take the meaning and values 

into account, associated to innovation and communicated by the brand /firm (Shams et al. 2015). 

Firm innovativeness concentrates on the ability of firms, as business organizations, to provide new 

ideas and innovative solutions (Shams et al. 2015). This kind of perception is based on the evaluation 

of innovative product launches by firms over the year (Henard and Dacin 2010). With the firm 

perspective, the innovative product characteristics and the image of innovativeness of the firm is 

measured. However, the firms are not always well known by consumers, this is especially the case 

for big brands recognized for their portfolios of brands, such as Unilever or Procter and Gambler 

(Shams et al. 2015).  

2.2 Perceived Brand Innovativeness 

More recently the notion of brand innovativeness appeared in literature. For consumers, brands are 

more present in their everyday life and are more easily identifiable than companies (Shams et al. 

2015). In addition, brand innovativeness allows researchers to analyze consumers’ perception for 

different brands from different firms but also from the same firm’s portfolios (Shams et al. 2015). 

Possibly, consumers could perceive a brand as more innovative than another one belonging to the 
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same firm. Thus, extending the meaning of innovativeness to the brand scope gives precious 

information on the effectiveness of the different strategies of branding (Pappu and Quester 2016). 

These different arguments encourage scholars to conceptualize brand innovativeness. The most 

common definition, provided by Eisingerich and Rubera (2010, p. 66), defines brand innovativeness 

as “The extent to which consumers perceive brands as being able to provide new and useful solutions 

to their needs.” The authors emphasize the ability of brands to launch innovative new products 

relevant to their target markets which positively affects their perception and attitude towards the 

brand. However, Shams et al. (2015) see a limitation in this definition, since it includes the notion of 

response to consumers’ needs. Indeed, people can perceive a brand as very innovative, even if they 

do not need the product. For example, Google is perceived as a quite innovative brand thanks to 

projects like the driverless car, although consumers are not necessarily interested in buying one 

(Shams et al. 2015).  

Thus, based on the work of Henard and Dacin (2010), and their conceptualization of corporate 

reputation for product innovation, Shams et al. (2015, p. 1594) define the notion of CPBI as 

“Consumers’ perception of a brand’s track record of product innovations, degree of creativity, and 

potential for continued innovative activity in the future in a given market.” Through their study, 

divided into six steps, the researchers build up a new scale for brand innovativeness, inspired by 

previous findings on innovativeness in general.  

The study of Shams et al. (2015) presents the limitation and complementarity of the three scopes of 

innovativeness (product, brand and firm), gives a better understanding of brand innovativeness, and 

highlights the importance of branding strategies for companies. This study confirms the importance 

of innovative elements such as color, design or advertisement in branding strategies. Although these 

elements are not linked directly to the product technical features they are very important since these 

elements are effective on the long run and are harder for competitors to replicate (Shams et al. 2015).  

3. Theoretical Framework 

The theoretical framework includes the theoretical base for planned analysis, presenting theoretical 

models which have already been largely researched. The chapter starts with the outcomes suggested 

by previous research, namely brand attitude, purchase intention, consumer satisfaction and consumer 

excitement. Finally, the chapter ends with the two moderators of consumer innovativeness and 

consumer involvement. 
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3.1 Brand Attitude 

In general brand attitude is defined as consumers’ overall evaluation of a brand (Berger and Mitchell 

1989; Mitchell and Olson 1981), which depends on consumers’ positive or negative reactions towards 

brand-related beliefs or stimuli (Murphy and Zajonc 1993). Multiattribute models propose that 

attitude should be considered a function of conspicuous beliefs a consumer has towards a product 

(i.e., the degree to which consumers think the brand has certain attributes) and their evaluation (i.e., 

if consumers consider these attributes to be good or bad) (Ajzen and Fischbein 1980; Fishbein and 

Ajzen 1975). These beliefs can be about product-related attributes such as functionality or quality 

(Zeithaml 1988) but also non-product-related attributes and symbolic benefits (Keller 1993). An 

overall brand attitude can besides through attributes further be formed through strong brand 

association (Aaker and Keller 1990). However, brand attitude can also be seen as a type of brand 

association making up the brand image and forming consumer behavior such as brand choice (Keller 

1993; Priester and Nayakankuppam 2004). Brand attitude strength can further be an antecedent for 

consumer behavior such as brand consideration, purchase intention and purchase behavior (Priester 

and Nayakankuppam 2004). The attitude a consumer holds towards a product or a brand may 

influence his willingness to act in accordance with that attitude and, consequently, it may affect his 

willingness to buy a product or brand (Schiffman and Wisenblit 2015). 

Nowadays brand attitude can be conceptualized in two different ways (Grimm 2005). The “classic” 

concept, also known as the ABC model, has a tri-component structure, including cognitive, affective 

and conative components. (Grimm 2005; Schiffman and Wiesenblit 2015). The second, more recent 

and unidimensional construct of attitude distinguishes between positive and negative affect and will 

be applied in this study.  

3.2 Purchase Intention  

According to Wu et al. (2011), purchase intention is the willingness of a consumer to buy a certain 

product in the future. Since an increase of purchase intention leads to a hike of purchase possibilities, 

the phenomenon has been studied a lot by researchers (Martins et al. 2018; Morwitz et al. 2007). The 

Theory of Planned Behavior proposed by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) can be used to theorize purchase 

intention. This model explains the intended behavior of consumers, such as purchase intention, 

through three concepts: Attitudes, Social Norms and Perceived Behavioral Control. Purchase 

intention is a highly important indicator for strategic managers because it can predict future sales of 

an existing products or help to forecast the launch of future products and determine its market or 

target group (Morwitz et al. 2007). But purchase intention is also an important tool for scholars 
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because it helps to understand the actual consumer’s behavior when purchasing and its determinants 

(Schlosser 2003). 

3.3 Consumer Satisfaction  

The conceptualization of consumer satisfaction incorporates the comparison between a consumer’s 

expectation and the actual performance delivered by a product or its specific attributes (Kunz et al. 

2011). Consumer satisfaction is further described as the overall evaluation of a product or service 

which is based on a consumer’s purchase experience (Anderson et al. 1994) or the consumer’s 

feelings towards a product (Olsen et al. 2005). Oliver (1997, p. 28), one of the most cited authors in 

satisfaction literature, defines consumer satisfaction as “The summary psychological state resulting 

when the emotion surrounding disconfirmed expectations is coupled with prior feelings about the 

consumer experience.” Giese and Cote (2000) criticize within these definitions a lack of consistency, 

the use of conflicting components and a missing detailedness. However, based on an extant literature 

review the authors identified three general components commonly used throughout literature: 

consumer satisfaction is an emotional or cognitive response, which is associated with a particular 

focus (expectations, product and consumption experience) and happening within a particular time 

(after choice/consumption and based on an accumulate experience). Thus, on the one hand consumer 

satisfaction can be measured as an antecedent for consumer behavior such as purchase intention, 

ultimately resulting in customer loyalty (Espejel et al. 2008; Olsen et al. 2005), or brand assets such 

as brand equity (Pappu and Quester 2006). On the other hand, consumer satisfaction can be the desired 

outcome of brand positing, achieved through brand perceptions (Shams et al. 2015; Stock 2011). 

3.4 Consumer Excitement 

Aaker (1997) defines consumer excitement as one of four dimensions of brand personality, next to 

sincerity, competence, sophistication and ruggedness. However, scholars consider excitement as the 

most interesting measure since it captures the most divergent perceptions consumers have toward 

brands (Aaker 1997; Aaker et al. 2001; Aaker et al. 2004). Excitement is defined as the ability of a 

brand to make its consumers feel that they are stimulated and are part of something unique (Ismail 

2015). This definition is from a brand point of view highlighting the stimulating experiences brands 

offer to their customers in order to be perceived as exciting (Jin and Phua 2015). Further, several 

scholars investigate the consumer perspective of excitement, and how consumers perceive a brand as 

exciting. Henard and Dacin (2010, p. 324) describe consumer excitement as a “feeling of anticipation 

for future firm offerings as well as an expectation of satisfaction given positive past performance.” 

The authors highlight the positive impact of previous successful launches of innovative products on 
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consumers’ excitement towards the brand/new products. Furthermore, besides perceived 

innovativeness other elements can be antecedents of consumer excitement such as consumer 

involvement (Oliver et al. 1997) as well as consumer attitudes, which are shaped through the exposure 

to a firm over time (Fishbein 1963; Henard and Dacin 2010) 

3.5 Consumer Innovativeness 

The concept of consumer innovativeness has already been thoroughly studied, where researchers 

agree that innovative consumers are rather open-minded towards new ideas and are relatively early 

in adopting or even buying new products (Cotte and Wood 2004; Midgley and Dowling 1978, 

Roehrich 2004; Steenkamp et al. 1999; Xie 2008). Earlier theories, such as the innovation diffusion 

theory (IDT) (Rogers 1995) or the concept of Midgley and Dowling (1987), argue that consumers 

differ in their adoption level depending from sociodemographic factors such as gender, age, education 

and income status. The IDT thereby distinguishes between five types of adopters: innovators, early 

adopters, early majority, late majority and laggards. Despite Rogers’ (1995) popularity, Kim et al. 

(2014) state that the distinction of the adopter levels has often been misapplied. As a consequence, 

more recent research has rather been dealing with the consumer himself, seeking for information and 

experience opportunities and purchasing new products (Cotte and Wood 2004; Robinson and 

Leonhardt 2018; Xie 2008). Latest scholars have used a scale ranging from low to high, assuming 

that consumers with a high innovativeness are more likely to purchase novel products (Robinson and 

Leonhardt 2018). 

3.6 Consumer Involvement 

The notion of involvement is a rather vague concept deriving from the field of social psychology. 

Involvement can be defined as “a state of interest, motivation or arousal” (Rothschild 1984, p. 216), 

which is provoked by the connection the consumer has with the product (Bloch 1982). A consumer 

can be involved with a product but also with an advertisement or a purchase decision (Zaichowski 

1985). Consumer involvement with a product is defined as a state of consciousness that drives the 

customer to search, think and analyze information on specific products ahead of the purchase 

(Berkman et al. 1997). The consumer evaluates the pertinence of the product based on his interests 

and needs, and the more the product is perceived as relevant, the more the involvement increases. 

Furthermore, the degree of involvement determines the consumer’s profile (active or passive toward 

marketing stimuli) and thus impacts his behavior (e.g. active search, information analysis) (Laurent 

and Kapferer 1985).  
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The literature recognizes two different levels of consumer involvement: High and low involvement 

(Bloch 1981; 1982; Kapferer and Laurent 1985; Lastovicka and Gardner 1979; Zaichkowski 1985). 

Consumers with high involvement share values and beliefs with the brand or the product and perceive 

it as important, whereas consumers with low involvement do not perceive the product as very 

important and are not active in the purchase process (Guthrie and Kim 2008). High involved 

consumers usually invest more time, effort and money in the research for information about the 

product, in order to reduce the product’s risk (Bloch 1982), therefore they perceive more differences 

between brands within the same product category. These consumers are loyal toward their brands, 

even if, in order to experience alternative products, they experiment new brands (Ratchford 2001). 

On the contrary, low involvement consumers spend less time on brand comparisons and have a 

simpler decision process than their high-involved counterparts (Lastoviska and Gardner 1979). They 

have less preference for brands, and their brand loyalty is low (Arnould et al. 2004 cited by 

Chukwuemezie 2013). 

In order to evaluate the level of involvement of consumers, researchers established different scales 

such as Zaichkowski (1985) who designed the Personal Involvement Inventory. This scale measures 

the overall concept of involvement conceptualized as the product’s perceived personal relevance and 

composed of twenty items valid for every type of product. A few years later McQuarrie and Munson 

(1992) revised this scale by substituting personal relevance by importance and interest to measure 

more precisely the involvement level of consumers and improving the usability and criterion validity 

of Zaichowski’s (1985) scale.  

4. Conceptual Framework 

Within this chapter the researchers create the references between CPBI and the suggested consumer 

outcomes, followed by an explanation how attitude is expected to mediate the precedent relationships 

and how the moderators are anticipated to alter these relations. Right after each argumentation the 

connected hypotheses are presented. At the end of the chapter the conceptual models can be found. 

4.1 Concepts and Hypotheses 

According to the findings presented in the literature review, CPBI has already been researched from 

different perspectives, however, Shams et al. (2015) were the first to develop a scale intended to 

measure CPBI. As this research partly aims to test the generalizability of Shams et al.’s (2015) scale, 

where CPBI was applied as an antecedent for brand attitude, purchase intention, consumer satisfaction 
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and consumer excitement, the same variables were taken as the conceptual basis. Nevertheless, the 

variables suggested by Shams et al. (2015) can also be found in other literature:  

Generally, a positive brand attitude is created from consumers’ positive perception of a brand’s 

attributes and benefits (Keller 1993). Therefore, several authors (Aaker 2007; Eisingerich and Rubera 

2010; Kunz et al. 2011; Pappu and Quester 2016; Shams et al. 2015) have incorporated brand attitude 

in their research about perceived innovativeness or even found that brand attitude is an important 

outcome of CPBI (Eisingerich and Rubera 2010; Quellet 2006). Further, literature (Fu and Eliott 

2013; Rubera et al. 2011) suggests that perceived innovativeness can have a positive effect on the 

intention to buy innovative products. As consumer satisfaction is strongly linked to the purchase 

experience (Anderson et al. 1994; Giese and Cote 2000; Oliver 1997; Olsen et al. 2005) a positive 

effect of CPBI is also expected. This is in line with Kunz et al. (2011), who show that perceived firm 

innovativeness impacts both emotional and cognitive consumer satisfaction and Pappu and Quester 

(2016) pointing at the important relationship between brand innovativeness and consumer 

satisfaction. However, Kunz et al. (2011) identify that positive affect, described as the consumer’s 

excitement towards a brand, as a mediating factor on the relation between perceived firm 

innovativeness and emotional satisfaction, indicating that also consumer excitement is affected by 

perceived innovativeness. This supports the findings of Henard and Dacin (2010), who detected an 

effect of consumers’ perceived firm innovativeness on consumer excitement. Drawing from all these 

arguments, the following hypotheses have been developed: 

H1: CPBI positively influences brand attitude.  

H2: CPBI positively influences purchase intention.  

H3: CPBI positively influences consumer satisfaction.  

H4: CPBI positively influences consumer excitement.  

Although brand attitude can be an outcome of CPBI it can also be an antecedent for consumer 

behavior (Keller 1993; Priester and Nayakankuppam 2004; Schiffman and Wisenblit 2015). The 

overall brand attitude is the most important aspect of brand image affecting consumers’ brand 

preference (Grimm 2005) and response to prices (Keller 1993). Successful brand building is vital for 

the perceived value from branded products and thereby enhancing consumers’ purchase behavior 

(Aaker 1991). Several authors (Keller and Lehmann 2003; Folse et al. 2012; Schivinski and 

Dabrowski 2014) further suggest a significant relationship between brand attitude and purchase 

intention. Therefore, 
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H5a: Brand attitude mediates the positive effect of CPBI on purchase intention. 

Besides this, brand attitude is also known as a key determinant influencing brand loyalty (Oliver 

1999) just like consumer satisfaction (Olsen et al. 2005; Pappu and Quester 2016). Suh and Yi (2006) 

argue that they are both distinct concepts, as satisfaction is the overall evaluation of a buying 

experience compared to the expectations, while brand attitude lacks the comparison aspect. However, 

brand attitude can also be established based on indirect experiences such as advertising, social media 

or WOM (Ivens and Valta 2012; Schivinski and Dabrowski 2014). As literature indicates that brand 

attitude influences brand choice (Keller 1993; Priester and Nayakankuppam 2004) as well as purchase 

intentions (Keller and Lehmann 2003; Folse et al. 2012; Schivinski and Dabrowski 2014), the 

assumption is, that brand attitude has to be established first, so that the consumer can engage in the 

buying process (Oliver 1999), which is then evaluated in regards to the expectations he had. Thus, 

H5b: Brand attitude mediates the positive effect of CPBI on consumer satisfaction. 

Henard and Dacin (2010) argue that a firm develops the reputation for product innovation over time 

influencing brand attitudes and consumer excitement. Similar to consumer satisfaction, consumer 

excitement is based on former product launches of a brand or firm, however, excitement is linked to 

their expected satisfaction (Henard and Dacin 2010). Thereby, it can be expected that a consumer has 

to develop a brand attitude before experiencing excitement, which is both influenced by his perception 

of the brand at hand. Consequently, the following hypothesis has been developed: 

H5c: Brand attitude mediates the positive effect of CPBI on consumer excitement. 

Consumer innovativeness has already been found to have a moderating effect on the relationship 

between CPBI and brand attitude (Quellet 2006). This is supported by previous researching indicating 

that consumers’ attitudes differ in regard to new and innovative products (Steenkamp et al. 1999). 

McCarthy et al. (2001) and Xie (2008) argue that innovative consumers have an increased desire for 

new and innovative products and might therefore rather try new brands than existing ones performing 

a brand extension. Therefore, innovative consumers do not necessarily buy products from a company 

with a higher brand attitude. However, an exception could be anticipated for innovative brands, as 

consumers with a high level of innovativeness perceive more emotional advantage by the innovative 

firm and should therefore be considered in regards to brand innovativeness as they may be opinion 

leaders for others (Kunz et al. 2011). For that reason, it can be assumed that the consumers’ individual 

innovativeness influences the relation between CPBI and brand attitude as well as purchase intention: 

H6a: Consumer innovativeness moderates the relation between CPBI and brand attitude. 
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H6b: Consumer innovativeness moderates the relation between CPBI and purchase intention. 

Although consumer satisfaction is a main driver for consumers to seek for new products in order to 

solve a problem (Michel et al. 2008), only a few studies have investigated the moderating effect of 

consumer innovativeness on consumer satisfaction. However, researchers have proven that 

innovative consumers perceive innovations as a benefit and quality of service, which are predictors 

of consumer satisfaction (Dai et al. 2015). In addition, Kunz et al. (2011) found that the affective-

experimental path, which leads to loyalty through consumer excitement and emotional satisfaction, 

is strongly affected by a consumer’s innovativeness. This is supported by Henard and Dacin (2010), 

who state that consumer excitement is a result of previous successful launches of innovative products. 

Therefore, it is expected that: 

H6c: Consumer innovativeness moderates the relation between CPBI and consumer satisfaction.  

H6d: Consumer innovativeness moderates the relation between CPBI and consumer excitement. 

Compared to low involved consumers, high involved are more active and pay more attention to factual 

information towards products (Guthrie and Kim 2008; Petty et al. 1983). Through a better knowledge 

of the product and the market, high-involved consumers are rather able to recognize differences 

among products and brands, which can affect their evaluation and behavior toward them (Higie and 

Feick 1989). Therefore, it can be assumed that the relationship between brand innovativeness and 

brand attitude as the overall evaluation of a brand is depending on the level of involvement a 

consumer holds towards the brand or the products it is offering. Thus,  

H7a: Consumer involvement moderates the relation between CPBI and brand attitude. 

Further, it is known that the level of involvement is an element influencing the purchase intention 

through the attitude the consumer has toward a product (Petty et al. 1983; Suh and Yi 2006, 

Zaichkowski 1986). Horn and Salvendy (2006) affirm that an increase of information about 

innovative products positively affects consumers’ purchase intention. Thereby it is expected that,  

H7b: Consumer involvement moderates the relation between CPBI and purchase intention. 

Consumer satisfaction is linked to the experience a consumer makes in combination with product 

choice or purchase experience and his evaluation of this experience (Anderson et al. 1994; Giese and 

Cote 2000; Kunz et al. 2011; Oliver 1997; Olsen et al. 2005). The higher the knowledge a consumer 

has towards the desired product, the higher the expectations are likely to be. Thus, it can be assumed 

that high involved consumers might have higher expectations towards the purchase experience and 
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therefore react with a higher level of satisfaction when they finally purchase it. Pappu and Quester 

(2016), who suggest additional research to investigate potential moderators, recommend further to 

consider the role of involvement on the relationship between brand innovativeness and consumer 

satisfaction. 

H7c: Consumer involvement moderates the relation between CPBI and consumer satisfaction. 

Henard and Dacin (2010) identified that the perceived innovativeness of a firm, gathered through the 

successful launch of previous innovative products, can increase the excitement towards the brand. 

Further, Oliver et al. (1997) state that the level of involvement is a key factor to determine consumers’ 

excitement for a brand. Therefore, 

H7d: Consumer involvement moderates the relation between CPBI and consumer excitement. 

4.2 Conceptual Model 

To keep transparency as high as possible, two conceptual models have been utilized. The first, 

presented in Figure 1, includes the direct relationships previously measured by Shams et al. (2015), 

as well as the hypotheses for the moderation analysis. The second model (Figure 2) illustrates the 

indirect relations expected through the mediation of brand attitude. As the first model measures the 

direct effect of CPBI on three variables, which are then analyzed again through an indirect effect in 

Figure 2, both models include the hypotheses H2-H4. 

  

Figure 1: Conceptual Model Direct Effect 
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Figure 2: Conceptual Model Indirect Effect 

5. Methodology 

This chapter presents the methodological choices made for this research, starting with the research 

approach and design, further covering the data sources, sampling and data collection. Moreover, the 

pretest, data analysis methods, quality criteria and ethical considerations are described and the 

operationalization table is outlined. 

5.1 Research approach and research design 

This study aims to examine the effect of CPBI on different dependent variables, namely brand 

attitude, purchase intention, consumer satisfaction and consumer excitement. The structure of this 

research is based on the work of Shams et al. (2015), however it extends the model to a new context. 

Most of the concepts used in this research have already been well explored and defined by different 

authors, thus a deductive approach was chosen in order to apply previous findings to a new context. 

According to Bruce (2006), a deductive reasoning is an approach where researchers build up 

hypotheses from fundamental axioms found in literature and then test them through an empirical 

investigation.  

Further a quantitative study was chosen, which is characterized by the gathering of numerical data 

from a sample studied through statistical analysis, in order to generalize the findings to the interested 

population (Malhotra 2010). The data collected is used to test the hypotheses ventured in the 

conceptual framework and examines the relation between the variables in order to solve the research 

problem (Creswell and Creswell 2018). A quantitative method is highly suitable for this study since 

this research analyzes the relation between CPBI and several dependent variables.  
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According to Malhotra (2010), a research design is a framework detailing the different processes of 

a study in order to gather the appropriate information and solve the research problem. Since this study 

tested a previous model, adding new variables and moderators into a new context, the explanatory 

analysis was deemed to be the most suitable. Furthermore, this design is the best way to determine 

the cause and effect relation between CPBI (independent variable) and the consumer’s outcomes 

(dependent variables) (Malhotra 2010; Saunders et al. 2016). This design choice is also consistent 

with the use of a deductive reasoning based on hypothesis testing (Malhotra 2010). The current study 

is a snapshot of a specific market, at a specific time, through the collection of information from a 

sample of this population, which corresponds to a cross-sectional research (Malhotra 2010). 

5.2 Data Sources 

Data collection is a central element of academic research (Bryman and Bell 2011). Within literature 

it is usually distinguished between two types of data sources, namely primary and secondary data 

(Bryman and Bell 2011; Malhotra 2010). Primary data is preferentially used to fulfill the research 

purpose, achieved through the execution of surveys, interviews or focus groups (Saunders et al. 2016). 

Secondary data is deduced from existing data, gathered for another purpose than the current research 

pursues, found in external sources such as academic journals, governmental publications or books 

(Malhotra 2010). 

In this research, both primary and secondary data were used. Firstly, as recommended by Malhotra 

(2010), the researchers collected secondary data in order to identify and define the problem as well 

as important variables and to be able to interpret the gathered primary data. The academic sources 

were mainly peer-reviewed articles extracted from ABS ranked journals but also statistical data from 

Statista (Statista 2018). Moreover, since the data collected in previous studies did not perfectly fit the 

purpose of this research, also primary data was gathered in the form of an online survey, which can 

provide a description of the perception and attitudes of the target population (Creswell and Creswell 

2018). 

5.3 Sampling 

Most of the literature about CPBI is about innovativeness of tech companies (Pappu and Quester 

2016; Quellet 2006; Shams et al. 2015), however, also other industries are investing in innovations 

and should, therefore, be a considerable area for research. The researchers perceived the sports 

industry as an interesting field to investigate, which is supported by a study coming from the U.S. 

showing that consumers rated the innovation of sports shoes as somewhat important (33%) or even 
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extremely important (34%) for their purchase decision (Statista 2018a). Further, the most valuable 

sports business brand worldwide is Nike with a revenue of 29.6 Billion USD (Statista 2018b), which 

is also the sporting goods manufacturer with the highest amount of patent applications within the 

European Patent Office (Statista 2018c). Moreover, Germany was perceived as a relevant country to 

test the CPBI scale since the sporting goods retail sector in Germany has constantly been increasing 

from 2002 to 2016 (Statista 2018d). In addition, Germany is the third European country regarding the 

average spending in sporting goods per household in 2011, an amount increasing each year (Statista 

2018c).  

In order to answer to the purpose and the research questions in the best possible way, a sample of the 

target population has been chosen (Bryman and Bell 2011). This sample choice was further selected 

to ensure a higher level of generalizability compared to Shams et al. (2015) who relied on a student 

sample. The sampling technique used in this study was non-probability, quota sampling. The aim of 

this technique is to generate a sample reflecting the target population according to different categories 

such as age, gender, ethnicity (Bryman and Bell 2011). The targeted population should be aware of 

the specific product category of sporting goods as well as the presented brands. To get the same 

composition of this population in our sample as suggested by Malhotra (2010), the quotation for this 

study was based on a study (Statista 2018e) investigating the buyers of sports clothes by age group 

(see Table 1) and gender (53,7% males; 46,3% females). Further, the study focused on physically 

active persons from the age of 18 to 69 participating in physical activity at least once a month.  

Table 1: Quota Sample Distribution 

Age Group Distribution Quota (%) 

18-29 129 26 % 

30-39 101 20 % 

40-49 115 23 % 

50-59 102 20 % 

60-69 54 11 % 

Total 500 100 % 

In order to increase the likelihood that the invited respondents are able to participate in the survey, 

the researchers invited the participants according to their interest in doing sports as well as their age 

and gender. Consequently, the incidence that a member could actually take part in the survey was 

80% and the response rate, which is the number of usable questionnaires divided by the number of 

people contacted to participate (Bryman and Bell 2011) was 35%.  
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According to Bryman and Bell (2011), a large size of the sample increases the reliability of the 

findings. Different approaches are known in order to evaluate the appropriate size of the sample, 

however, the rule of thumb recommend to have a minimum of ten participants per predictor (Bryman 

and Bell 2011; Saunders et al. 2016). Furthermore, based on the recommendation of market research 

experts, the sample was composed of 500 participants.  

5.4 Data Collection 

For the data collection a panel provider, namely Norstat, was deployed to ensure to get a significant 

amount of answers, distributed as needed to fulfill the purpose of this research. The online survey 

was set up using the software LimeSurvey Professional, as it provided all the functionality necessary 

for the statistical investigation, such as quotation and panel integration. The online questionnaire is a 

reliable technique for gathering data in a short time (Malhotra 2010). The questions were developed 

in English, to allow the researchers from Linnaeus University to test the questionnaire properly and 

keep the quality of the survey on a high level (Saunders et al. 2016). Then, the questionnaire was 

translated using a back-translation technique. For that purpose, a native German translator translated 

the questions into German and a native English translator translated it back into English in order to 

make a comparison of the two English source questionnaires (Saunders et al. 2016). This procedure 

is likely to detect most of the problems and ensures that the meaning of the questionnaire is identical 

in both versions. Finally, the survey was sent out per e-mail to ensure that the targeted persons were 

responding the questionnaire (Saunders et al. 2016). As recommended by Saunders et al. (2016) a 

follow-up e-mail using another design and text was sent out three days after the initial invitation in 

order to remind the panelists who had not answered yet. 

5.5 Questionnaire Design 

The survey consisted of 19 questions divided into three major parts, structured based on methodical 

and logical decisions. At the start page of the questionnaire the term “sporting goods” was defined, 

to ensure that all the participants would be aware of the research subject. First, it started with personal 

questions about gender, age and sports frequency. Those questions were placed at the beginning in 

order to filter respondents according to the targeted quotation (see Chapter 5.3). The next question 

set included questions about the type of physical activity the respondents took regularly part in and 

the budget they had invested in sports goods within the last year. Those questions were included due 

to general interest in the target group and were therefore not used for the analysis. The second part of 

the questionnaire included the moderation questions about consumer involvement towards sports 

goods and consumer innovativeness in general.  
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Further, in the main and third part of the questionnaire, the respondents had to choose from among 

five different sporting goods brands, picking the one they felt most comfortable with to answer 

questions about. The possible choices presented to the respondents were based on a survey made in 

2016 in Germany (Statista 2018f), presenting the preferred brands of sports clothing for people doing 

sports regularly. The researcher chose the five most cited brands, namely Adidas (65%), Nike (48%), 

Puma (31%), Reebok (22%) and Asics (19%). This was done based on the approaches of Pappu and 

Quester (2016) and Shams et al. (2015), who also concerned their questionnaire on single brands 

chosen by consumers from a specific product category.  

The subsequent questions were all referring to the chosen brand, querying the brand’s perceived 

innovativeness, the consumers’ attitude and excitement towards the brand, concluding with purchase 

intention, previous purchase experience and consumers’ satisfaction with the brand. In order to limit 

the halo effect usually present in the multi-attribute attitude studies, the questions on brand attitude 

were asked before the purchase intention (Beckwith and Lehmann 1975). Finally, the questionnaire 

ended with two additional control variables: education and personal net income. 

The question related to consumer innovativeness, consumer involvement, CPBI, brand attitude, 

consumer excitement and satisfaction were closed-ended, using a seven-point Likert-Scale from 

“Fully disagree” (1) to “Fully agree” (7). The questions of purchase intention were also presented in 

this format, except the last one, which was multiple choice. Further, the question about the previous 

purchase experience was a dichotomous question (YES =2 /NO =1) and used as a control variable. 

The two other questions about consumers’ buying behavior were multiple choice question, which 

were also aiming at gaining more knowledge about the target group and thus, were not part of the 

analysis. The whole questionnaire is presented in Appendix 1.  

5.6 Operationalization 

In order to gather, divide and measure the different concepts used in the study, Bryman and Bell 

(2011) recommend to use an operationalization table. The operationalization is described by 

Baumeister and Vohs (2007) as a way to transform theoretical concepts into measurable variables 

which will be used to create the questions. Furthermore, the operationalization explains how the 

concepts were used, and thus, can guide future scholars to replicate the study (Baumeister and Vohs 

2007). 

Since different concepts used in the study are abstract, the operationalization enables to define them 

through measurable questions. All the questions used in the study were extracted from previous 
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research and adapted to the purpose. The operationalization table includes the theoretical definitions 

of the concepts, the adapted items fitting the purpose of the study as well as the original sources from 

which the items were extracted (Table 2). 

5.7 Pretest 

As recommended by literature, a pretest was conducted before the data collection in order to validate 

the questionnaire. A pretest consists of a pilot study tested on participants from the target population 

for ensuring the understanding of the questionnaire, but also for ensuring the functioning of the 

research instrument (Bryman and Bell 2011). First, the initial English questionnaire was sent to two 

researchers and lecturers working in the field of marketing at Linnaeus University, in order to 

guarantee the contextual validity. At the same time, the questionnaire was also sent to two experts 

within the market research industry, working for Norstat. According to the feedback from the 

specialists in both academics and practice, the previous purchase experience questions were adjusted 

from three items presented in a seven-point Likert scale, to one dichotomous item, considered as a 

control variable. In general, the structure of the questions was slightly modified to fulfill the function 

for the quota sample as well as to enable a coherent order for the participants.  

Second, four interviews were conducted face-to-face using the translated German version of the 

questionnaire in order to ensure the questions were comprehensible. Based on the feedback of the 

participants, several minor changes on the language were made to ensure that the questions were 

understandable but still could be differentiated from each other to ensure a moderate level of 

correlation.  

Finally, a pilot test was carried out with 30 participants from the target population to verify the 

functioning of the whole instrument. In order to ensure the reliability of the scales, Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficient was tested. The analysis resulted in a significant level of reliability of 0.89, therefore 

higher as the recommended value of 0.7 (Bryman and Bell 2011; Pallant 2010). As no changes had 

been made after the third step of the pretest, the 30 analyzed responses where included in the final 

dataset.  
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Table 2: Operationalization 

Concept Theoretical Definition Component  Items/questions  References 

Brand 

Innovativeness 

Independent 

Variable 

Consumers’ perception of a 

brand’s track record of 

product innovations, degree of 

creativity, and potential for 

continued innovative activity 

in the future in a given market 

(Shams et al. 2015, p. 1594) 

CPBI 

BI_1. [Brand name] sets itself apart from the rest when it comes to 

sporting goods.  

BI_2. With regard to sporting goods, [brand name] is dynamic. 

BI_3. [Brand name] is a cutting-edge sporting goods brand. 

BI_4. [Brand name] sporting goods make me feel “Wow!”  

BI_5. [Brand name] launches new sporting goods and creates market 

trends all the time  

BI_6. [Brand name] is an innovative brand when it comes to sporting 

goods. 

BI_7. [Brand name] makes new sporting goods with superior Design. 

BI_8. With regard to sporting goods, [brand name] constantly 

generates new ideas. 

BI_9. [Brand name] is a new product leader in the sporting goods 

market. 

BI_10. [Brand name] has changed the market with its sporting goods. 

Shams et al. 

2015 

Brand 

Attitude 

Dependent 

Variable + 

Mediator 

Brand attitude is defined as 

the consumers’ overall 

evaluation of a brand (Berger 

and Mitchell 1989). 

Brand  

Attitude 

BA_1. I have a pleasant idea of [brand name]. 

BA_2. [Brand name] has a good reputation. 

BA_3. I associate positive characteristics with [brand name]. 

Schivinski 

and 

Dabrowski 

2014 

Purchase 

Intention  

Dependent 

Variable 

The purchase intention is the 

possibility that consumers 

intend to purchase a specific 

product in the future. Wu et al. 

(2011) 

Purchase 

Intention 

PI_1. I would buy sporting goods from [brand name] rather than from 

any other brand available. 

PI_2. I would recommend that others buy sporting goods from [brand 

name]. 

PI_3. I intend to purchase sporting goods from [brand name] in the 

future. 

Developed 

from 

Schivinski 

and 

Dabrowski 

2014 
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Consumer 

Satisfaction 

Dependent 

Variable 

Consumer satisfaction 

incorporates the comparison 

between a consumer’s 

expectation and the actual 

performance delivered by a 

product or its specific 

attributes (Kunz et al. 2011). 

Consumer 

Satisfaction 

CS_1. I am very pleased with the goods which [brand name] delivers.  

CS_2. The goods of [brand name] fulfill my expectations. 

CS_3. On an overall basis, [brand name] fulfills my expectations.  

CS_4. On an overall basis I am satisfied with [brand name]. 

Stock 2011 

Consumer 

Excitement  

Dependent 

Variable 

Consumer Excitement is 

described as a “feeling of 

anticipation for future firm 

offerings, as well as an 

expectation of satisfaction 

given positive past 

performance” (Henard and 

Dacin 2010). 

Consumer 

Excitement 

When I think about the brand [brand name], I feel: 

CE_1. enthusiastic 

CE_2. interested 

CE_3. excited 

CE_4. inspired 

CE_5. motivated 

Henard and 

Dacin 2010 

Consumer 

Innovativeness 

Moderator 

“The predisposition to buy 

new and different products 

and brands rather than remain 

with previous choices and 

consumption patterns” 

(Steenkamp et al. 1999, p. 56). 

Consumer 

Innovativeness 

CN_1. I like to learn about new ideas.  

CN_2. I am interested in news stories that deal with new inventions 

or discoveries.  

CN_3. I like to keep up with new technologies.  

CN_4. I am willing to take risks in order to try new things. 

Kim et al.  

2014 

Consumer 

Involvement 

Moderator 

Consumer Involvement is 

described as “a state of 

interest, motivation or 

arousal” Rothschild (1984, p. 

216). 

Consumer 

Involvement 

CV_1. I am interested in reading about sporting goods. 

CV_2. I would read a consumer review article about sporting goods.  

CV_3. I usually pay attention to ads for sporting goods. 

CV_4. I usually talk about sporting goods with other people.  

CV_5. I usually take many factors into account before sporting 

goods.  

CV_6. I usually spend a lot of time choosing what kind of sporting 

goods to use or to buy. 

McQuarrie 

and Munson 

1992 
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5.8 Data Analysis Method 

To organize and structure the data collected through the questionnaire, the IBM software SPSS was 

used. In order to explain the different relationship between the variables of the research, the 

researchers opted for linear regressions analysis (Bryman and Bell 2011). This method enables to 

analyze the dependence relationship between one or more independent variable and a single 

dependent variable (Hair et al. 2014). The analysis was divided into four parts. First, the descriptive 

statistics of the sample were collected, which helps to explain and compare variables and to 

summarize the conducted data (Saunders et al. 2016). Then the reliability and validity analysis were 

assessed using Cronbach’s alpha and Pearson’s correlation coefficient as well as Exploratory Factor 

Analysis (EFA).  

Second, the findings suggested by Shams et al. (2015) were tested through linear regressions analysis 

between CPBI (independent variable) and each of the consumer’s outcomes (dependent variables). 

Further, the researchers were aiming to do a comparison of two protruding brands, that were selected 

based on the results of the analysis. Thus, the data was split and the full model of the first regression 

analysis was applied for each of the two brands (Nike and Adidas).  

Third, the mediating effect of brand attitude on the relation CPBI has towards purchase intention, 

consumer satisfaction and excitement was examined. A mediator is a third variable affecting two 

other related constructs (Hair et al. 2014). To establish the mediating effect with the outcome 

variables (Hair et al. 2014), a multiple regression was made to test the combined effect of CPBI and 

brand attitude on the dependents variables.  

Fourth, the moderating effect of consumer involvement and consumer innovativeness was assessed 

on the results found from the previous analysis. A moderator is an independent variable, which 

depending on its value, changes the relation between independent/dependent variables (Hair et al. 

2014). Thus, the independent variable was multiplied with the standardized moderator variable, then 

the impact of the resultant variable on the dependent variables was tested through linear regression. 

All of the above-mentioned regression analysis incorporated the before mentioned control variables. 

5.9 Quality Criteria  

When conducting a research, it is very important to ensure its quality, which requires certifying the 

reliability and validity of the study (Bryman and Bell 2011). The reliability refers to the replicability 

of the research which means the capacity to find the same findings using the same instruments. 

Bryman and Bell (2011) associate reliability with the internal consistency of scales which can be 

evaluated with the test of Cronbach’s Alpha. This test assesses the coherence between the questions 



24 

 

within the same concepts. According to literature a value above 0.7 ensures the consistency of a study 

(Bryman and Bell 2011; Pallant 2010).  

The validity of a research ensures that the survey measures the appropriate variables which have to 

be evaluated. To do so, different tools exist to evaluate validity (Bryman and Bell 2011). The first 

tool is the pretest, which helps researchers to certify that the measurement of a variable reflects the 

essence of the variable. The thereby measured face validity was ensured through the pretest as 

described in chapter 5.7. 

The other tool is Pearson’s Correlation analysis which secures the construct validity of the study. 

According to Saunders et al. (2016), this analysis evaluates the strength of the relation between two 

measured variables. A value close to +1 means that there is a positive correlation between the two 

variables. On the contrary, if the value is close to -1, the two variables are negatively related. 

According to literature a correlation that is too high, i.e. above 0.9, means that the variables measure 

the same thing. Thus, a lower value is recommended (Saunders et al. 2016). 

Another test to measure the validity is the EFA which assesses the number of latent variables behind 

a series of items (DeVellis 2003). It is used to reduce dimensionality and to facilitate the interpretation 

of the gathered data (Yong and Pearce 2013). The EFA was carried out in two steps: The first one 

was made for the independent variables, analyzed with an unrotated principal component analysis 

(PCA). The second one was carried out for all the dependent variables simultaneously. Like the 

previous EFA, the variables were first analyzed with an unrotated PCA (Hair et al. 2014) and then 

with orthogonal rotation analysis: Varimax, Quartimax and Equamax. As a high correlation and 

therefore factor loading among the dependent variables was expected, due to the close vicinity of the 

different concepts towards the buying process and the lack of established theory behind the concept 

of consumer excitement, a fixed number of four factors was determined. Based on the sample size 

the factor loading of 0.3 would have been required for significance, however, according to practical 

significance a value of 0.5 or greater is deemed as appropriate (Hair et al. 2014). 

5.10 Ethical Considerations 

According to Punch (2013), a research study is a collection of data from people and about people, 

thus it is very important that scholars establish a relationship of trust with the participants (Creswell 

and Creswell 2018). Bryman and Bell (2011) state that the “Ethical Considerations can be specified 

as one of the most important parts of the research.” In order to prevent ethical issues, researchers have 

to promote the integrity of the research and protect their participants.  
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During this study, the researchers followed several rules to minimize the ethical issues (Bryman and 

Bell 2011; Creswell and Creswell 2018). In this research, all the participant who responded to the 

survey were volunteers and were not forced to participate in any case. Then before the survey, a 

descriptive text was written in order to inform the participants about the purpose of the study, so they 

could freely decide whether to respond or not by being fully aware of its implication. The researchers 

were also careful in the formulation of the questions in order not to harm anyone. The different 

pretests with other researchers and the face-to-face interview ensured this ethical consideration. All 

the data collected from the participants were anonymous and kept private, no names were used in the 

coding process of the data. The secondary data used in the research were referenced at the end of the 

study, using the Harvard referencing system. Finally, researchers wrote the study, having the highest 

level of objectivity possible.  

6. Data Analysis and Results 

This chapter presents the analysis of the gathered data. The chapter is divided into three parts, 

starting with demographic distribution as well as delivers other information about the participants 

and their sporting behavior. Then, the descriptive statistics and reliability tests are depicted. Finally, 

the relationships between the dependent and independent variables are analyzed through linear 

regression analysis.  

6.1 Demographic results 

In total 501 Germans took part in the questionnaire. All respondents were active in sports at least 

once per month. The majority did sports 1-2 times per week (223/45%), followed by 179 (36%) doing 

sports 3-4 times per week, while 66 (13%) respondents stated to do sports even more often. Only a 

few participants answered to be physically active twice (25/5%) or once (8/2%) a month. In terms of 

age and gender, the distribution was according to the quotas as stated in chapter 5.3. Therefore, the 

sample consisted of 270 (54%) males and 231 (46%) females. The exact distribution per age and 

gender can be found in Table 3. Out of all the participants 470 (94%) had previous purchase 

experience (PPE) with sporting goods from the chosen brand, while 31 (6%) had not. When asking 

for regular physical activities, most of the participants stated that they regularly do running (56%), 

followed by swimming (34%), fitness training (34%) and ball sports (24%). Sporting activities such 

as bodyweight training (20%), mountain biking or racing (20%), Yoga/Pilates (19%), Cross Fit (10%) 

or other sports (18%) were less frequent. Further information such as education, personal net income 

and additional knowledge about the purchase behavior can be found in Appendix 2. 
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Table 3: Distribution Demographic Data 

Age Males Females Total Sport activity Sport Spending last 12 months 

18-29 

30-39 

40-49 

50-59 

60-69 

 

67 (13,4%) 

52 (10,4%) 

65 (13,0%) 

56 (11,2%) 

30 (6,0%) 

270 (54%) 

61 (12,2%) 

50 (10,0%) 

50 (10,0%) 

46 (9,2%) 

24 (4,8%) 

231 (46%) 

114 (26%) 

102 (20%) 

115 (23%) 

102 (20%) 

54 (11%) 

501 (100%) 

Running (56 %) 

Fitness training (35%) 

Bodyweight training (20%) 

Cross Fit (10%) 

Ball sports (24%) 

Swimming (34%) 

Biking (20%) 

Yoga, Pilates etc. (19%) 

Other (18%) 

Up to 50€ (14%) 

Up to 100€ (22%) 

Up to 150€ (20%) 

Up to 200€ (20%) 

Up to 500€ (12%) 

Over 500€ (3%) 

No spending (10%) 

 

6.2 Descriptive Statistics, Reliability and Validity 

The descriptive analysis, which can be found in Table 4, presents the minimum, maximum and mean 

per variable as well as the standard deviation. All values for skewness were within ±1 and all values 

for kurtosis where within ±3. Moreover, this table provides Pearson correlations coefficients for all 

variables which are highly significant (p < 0.001). No correlation above 0.9 could be found, which 

indicated that there is no effect of multi-collinearity (Bryman and Bell 2011). Cronbach’s alpha was 

further tested to ensure the reliability of the measured constructs; the results can be found in Appendix 

3. The lowest value was for purchase intention (0.885) and the highest for brand innovativeness 

(0.958), therefore all values were above the recommended value of 0.7 (Bryman and Bell 2011; 

Pallant 2010).  

Table 4: Descriptive Statistics and Pearson Correlations Coefficients 

Variables Minimum Maximum Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 

Brand Innovativeness 1.00 7.00 5.2750 1.12264 1     

Brand Attitude 1.00 7.00 5.7798 1.14720 .815** 1    

Purchase Intention 1.00 7.00 5.2262 1.34175 .786** .800** 1   

Consumer 
Satisfaction 

1.00 7.00 5.7791 1.12091 .724** .806** .753** 1  

Consumer Excitement 1.00 7.00 4.9022 1.31852 .764** .702** .735** .626** 1 

Notes: n = 501; *p <0.05 (two-tailed); **p < 0.01 (two-tailed) 

The first EFA, which was conducted to validate the CPBI scale within the contextual framework of 

this research, showed no correlation above 0.9 or below 0.3, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure (KMO) 

was at 0.954, above the recommended value of 0.5 (Yong and Pearce 2013) and Bartlett’s Test of 

Sphericity was significant (p <0.001). Further, the MSA index, which indicates if a variable fits to 

the others, was over 0.9 meeting the required value of 0.5 as well (Yong and Pearce 2013), indicating 

that the data was suitable for EFA. PCA extracted a one component structure (eigenvalue > 1), which 

was supported by the generated scree plot and confirmed Shams et al.’s (2015) findings of the uni-
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dimensionality of CPBI. All values found were over 0.6 and therefore had a significant loading. The 

second EFA revealed no correlation over 0.9 or under 0.3, Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant 

at a level of p < 0.001, further KMO was above 0.5 with a value of 0.952 and the MSA index was 

over 0.5 as well. The results of the unrotated PCA and the Varimax and Quartimax Rotation 

(presented in Appendix 4) showed that there are several cross-loadings among the different concepts. 

Based on the results of the Equamax Rotation, an item of consumer excitement (CE2) was excluded 

from further analysis, leading to a better loading of the variables of consumer satisfaction, purchase 

intention and consumer excitement (see Appendix 4). However, although the final Equamax Rotation 

still showed a cross-loading for brand attitude with three values over 0.4, the researchers followed the 

rule of the practical significance, based on a value of 0.5 (Hair et al. 2014) and kept all items. The 

new KMO was 0.944. Afterwards Cronbach’s alpha for consumer excitement was still appropriate 

with 0.920, the coefficients of Pearson Correlation remained the same. 

6.3 Linear Regression Analysis 

In order to test the hypotheses, the analysis was split in three major parts. The first analysis was 

aiming to test the direct, linear impact of CPBI on the dependent variables (brand attitude, excitement, 

satisfaction and purchase intention), therefore a linear regression analysis was applied. Table 5 

presents the results of this analysis, firstly showing the impact of the control variables (age, gender, 

education, personal net income, sport frequency, PPE) for each dependent variable and a combined 

measurement with CPBI. For all measured constructs the beta coefficient showed a highly significant 

effect of CPBI (p < 0.001), therefore all hypotheses H1, H2, H3 and H4 were fully supported. CPBI 

had the greatest effect on brand attitude with a β of 0.791 and the highest R2 of 0.688, indicating that 

it explains 69% of the variance. However, also the other models showed a strong influence of CPBI 

for purchase intention (0.752), consumer excitement (0.722) and consumer satisfaction (0.685), with 

an R2 of 0.55 or higher, presenting a good level of fit to predict the variance.  

Concerning the control variables, PPE showed a highly significant (p < 0.001) effect for all relations, 

except for the simultaneous measurement with CPBI on consumer excitement. Further, sport 

frequency seemed to have a slight (p < 0.05) effect on brand attitude (0.093) and consumer satisfaction 

(0.110), when being measured alone. Finally, age and education had a moderate (p < 0.05) impact on 

consumer excitement for both the control model and on the CPBI measurement, while personal net 

income only takes meaning for the control model. 
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Table 5: Linear Regression to measure the effect of CPBI on the dependent variables 

 Direct Effect Brand Attitude Purchase Intention 
Consumer 

Satisfaction 
Consumer 
Excitement 

 Model 1  
(Control) 

Model 2 Model 3 
(Control) 

Model 4 Model 5 
(Control) 

Model 6 Model 7 
(Control) 

Model 8 

Intercept  2.682 0.056 1.910 -1.011 2.331 0.110 3.043 0.146 

Sig. (0.000) (0.869) (0.003) (0.016) (0.000) (0.779) (0.000) (0.766) 

Control variables 

Gender 0.002 0.022 -0.033 -0.014 0.006 0.024 0.025 0.043 

  (0.102) (0.060) (0.118) (0.075) (0.098) (0.070) (0.126) (0.087) 

Age 0.029 0.044 -0.057 -0.042 0.001 0.015 -0.114* -0.101* 

  (0.029) (0.021) (0.042) (0.027) (0.035) (0.025) (0.045) (0.031) 

Education -0.085 -0.018 -0.083 -0.020 -0.075 -0.018 -0.128* -0.068* 

  (0.030) (0.018) (0.035) (0.022) (0.029) (0.021) (0.037) (0.026) 

Personal Net 
Income 

0.012 -0.044 0.086 0.033 0.041 -0.008 0.096* 0.044 

(0.038) (0.022) (0.044) (0.028) (0.036) (0.026) (0.046) (0.032) 

Sport Frequency 0.093* 0.016 0.064 -0.010 0.110* 0.043 0.053 -0.018 

  (0.059) (0.035) (0.068) (0.043) (0.057) (0.040) (0.073) (0.051) 

Previous purchase 
experience 

0.275** 0.139** 0.295** 0.165** 0.306** 0.188** 0.163** 0.039 

(0.206) (0.123) (0.238) (0.153) (0.198) (0.142) (0.254) (0.178) 

Independent variable 

Perceived Brand 
Innovativeness 

  0.791**   0.752**   0.685**   0.722** 

  (0.026)   (0.033)   (0.031)   (0.038) 

R2 0.095 0.688 0.111 0.646 0.117 0.561 0.056 0.550 

Adjusted R2 0.084 0.683 0.100 0.641 0.106 0.555 0.045 0.544 

Change in R2  0.593**  0.535**  0.444**  0.494** 

Notes: n = 501; *p <0.05; **p < 0.001 

6.4 Brand Comparison 

In the interest of the industry the researchers compared the findings for those two brands, most 

frequently chosen within the questionnaire, and most known within Germany – Adidas and Nike 

(Statista 2018f). Out of the five possible sporting good brands, 281 (56%) participants chose Adidas 

as the brand they are most familiar with, followed by Nike (125/25%), and with wide clearance Asics 

(39/7,8%), Puma (38/7,6%) and Reebok (18/4%). Table 6 shows the results of the linear regression 

analysis for Nike and Adidas, presenting a highly significant influence (p < 0.001) of CPBI on all 

dependent variables. However, all standardized coefficients for Nike were slightly higher than the 

ones for Adidas and even higher as the overall coefficients (Table 5), despite consumer excitement, 

whereas Adidas was only above the overall coefficients for consumer satisfaction. For Nike there is 

only a slight effect of PPE on the overall impact of CPBI on purchase intention and consumer 

satisfaction, whereas for Adidas it is highly significant (p < 0.001) for all variables, besides consumer 

excitement, which is just moderately effected (p < 0.05). Further age has a minor negative impact on 

consumer excitement for Adidas.  
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Table 6: Comparison of Nike and Adidas 

Brands Nike Adidas 

Dependent variable 
Brand 

Attitude 
Purchase 
Intention 

Consumer 
Satisfaction 

Consumer 
Excitement 

Brand 
Attitude 

Purchase 
Intention 

Consumer 
Satisfaction 

Consumer 
Excitement 

Intercept  0.409 -1.142 -0.386 0.904 -0.238 -1.822 0.161 -0.851 

Sig. (0.635) (0.302) (0.688) (0.453) (0.585) (0.001) (0.743) (0.182) 

Control variables 

Gender 
0.081 -0.015 0.102 0.005 0.028 -0.010 -0.009 0.080 

(0.131) (0.168) (0.146) (0.183) (0.079) (0.099) (0.089) (0.116) 

Age 
0.048 -0.041 -0.015 -0.017 0.025 -0.036 0.015 -0.116* 

(0.047) (0.061) (0.053) (0.066) (0.028) (0.036) (0.032) (0.042) 

Education 
-0.026 -0.110 0.021 -0.105 0.006 0.032 -0.014 -0.045 

(0.039) (0.050) (0.044) (0.055) (0.023) (0.028) (0.026) (0.033) 

Personal Net Income 
-0.026 0.093 0.013 0.091 0.000 0.035 -0.010 0.033 

(0.039) (0.059) (0.051) (0.064) (0.030) (0.038) (0.034) (0.044) 

Sport Frequency 
-0.044 -0.011 0.056 0.010 0.021 0.006 -0.005 -0.009 

(0.070) (0.089) (0.078) (0.097) (0.046) (0.058) (0.052) (0.068) 

Previous purchase 
experience 

0.048 0.135* 0.138* -0.023 0.188** 0.197** 0.205** 0.114* 

(0.353) (0.453) (0.394) (0.494) (0.156) (0.195) (0.176) (0.227) 

Independent variables 

Perceived Brand 
Innovativeness 

0.842** 0.763** 0.726** 0.715** 0.755** 0.736** 0.700** 0.694** 

(0.055) (0.070) (0.061) (0.077) (0.037) (0.047) (0.042) (0.055) 

R2 0.698 0.607 0.559 0.528 0.679 0.662 0.607 0.545 

Adjusted R2 0.680 0.584 0.532 0.500 0.671 0.653 0.597 0.533 

 Notes: n = 125; *p <0.05; **p < 0.001  Notes: n = 281; *p <0.05; **p < 0.001 

6.5 Mediation Analysis  

Then, the mediating effect of brand attitude on the relationship between CPBI and the three remaining 

variables was tested. As 6.3 shows, there is a significant effect of CPBI on brand attitude, therefore, 

the necessary requirement for testing the mediation has been given (Hair et al. 2014). To test the 

hypotheses H5(a-c), a multiple regression analysis was conducted, measuring the effect of both CPBI 

and brand attitude on the dependent variables (see Table 7). The analysis revealed a positive and 

highly significant (p < 0.001) effect for the mediation of purchase intention (0.178) and consumer 

satisfaction (0.125). The impact of CPBI on consumer excitement was also highly significant while 

brand attitude only had a moderate influence (0.100; p < 0.05). Conclusively, H5a and H5b were fully 

supported, while H5c was only partially supported. Purchase intention and consumer satisfaction 

were further influenced by previous purchases (p < 0.001) and age (p < 0.05), whereas consumer 

excitement was strongly influenced (p < 0.001) by age and slightly by education (p < 0.05). The 

goodness of fit for all models was higher compared to the individual testing of CPBI, the first model 

explaining up to 71%, with adjusted R2 being 0.064 higher than for CPBI alone. Model 2 had an 

explanatory power of 67%, with a higher adjusted R2 of 0.114, while model 3 was comparable low, 

having a higher adjusted R2 of 0.08 than CPBI measured alone. 
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Table 7: Mediation Analysis for Brand Attitude 

Indirect Effect Purchase Intention Consumer Satisfaction Consumer Excitement 

   Model 1 Model 2  Model 3 

Intercept  -1.040 0.077 0.134 

Sig. (0.006) (0.819) (0.782) 

Control variables       

Gender 
-0.024 0.010 0.039 

(0.068) (0.060) (0.086) 

Age 
-0.062* -0.012* -0.108** 

(0.024) (0.657) (0.031) 

Education 
-0.012 -0.007 -0.064* 

(0.020) (0.018) (0.026) 

Personal Net Income 
0.053 0.019 0.052 

(0.025) (0.022) (0.032) 

Sport Frequency 
-0.017 0.033 -0.021 

(0.039) (0.035) (0.050) 

Previous Purchase Experience 
0.103** 0.104** 0.015 

(0.143)       (0.126) (0.181) 

Independent variables       

Perceived Brand Innovativeness 
0.396** 0.208** 0.587** 

(0.051) (0.045) (0.065) 

Brand Attitude 
0.450** 0.603** 0.171* 

(0.051) (0.045) (0.065) 

B Coefficient Mediation 0.178** 0.125** 0.100* 

R2 0.710 0.674 0.559 

Adjusted R2 0.705 0.669 0.552 

Change in R² 0.599** 0.557** 0.503** 

Notes: n = 501; *p <0.05; **p < 0.001 

6.6 Moderation Analysis 

As the last step of the analysis, the moderation effect of consumer involvement and consumer 

innovativeness on the relations displayed in Table 5 was examined. The results are presented in Table 

8. Consumer innovativeness influences negatively (p < 0.001) the effect of CPBI on brand attitude, 

but only moderate (p < 0.05) on the other variables. Whereas consumer involvement has a negative 

and strong effect (p < 0.001) on the relation between CPBI and brand attitude as well as purchase 

intention and consumer satisfaction. While consumer involvement has only a slight effect (p < 0.05) 

on consumer excitement. Moreover, education alters slightly both moderating effects on brand 

attitude. The same effect can be found for purchase intention, moderated by consumer innovativeness, 

even though income has a slight positive effect on both moderations. While the effect on consumer 

satisfaction is only influenced by sport frequency (p < 0.05), have age, education and income be 

identified as altering the impact on consumer excitement. Finally, all relationships are considerably 

influenced by prior purchase activities, despite model 7 were it only represents a moderate effect (p 

< 0.05). All R2 were by comparison to the previous concepts very low, although the change in R2 was 

slightly above the control models. 
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Table 8: Moderation Analysis for Consumer Innovativeness and Involvement 

Moderation 
Brand Attitude 

Purchase 
Intention 

Consumer 
Satisfaction 

Consumer 
Excitement 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 

Intercept  2.900 3.001 2.114 2.194 2.449 2.547 3.174 3.122 
Sig. (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

Control variables  

Gender 
0.014 0.005 -0.023 -0.031 0.013 0.008 0.031 0.026 

(0.098) (0.100) (0.115) (0.117) (0.097) (0.098) (0.125 (0.126) 

Age 
0.024 0.021 -0.060 -0.062 -0.001 -0.004 -0.117* -0.116* 

(0.035) (0.036) (0.041) (0.042) (0.035) (0.035) (0.045) (0.045) 

Education 
-0.086* -0.092* -0.084 -0.088* -0.076 -0.080 -0.129* -0.130* 

(0.029) (0.030) (0.034) (0.035) (0.029) (0.029) (0.037) (0.037) 

Personal Net 
Income 

0.054 0.023 0.120* 0.094* 0.064 0.048 0.117* 0.098* 

(0.037) (0.037) (0.043) (0.043) (0.036) (0.036) (0.047) (0.046) 

Sport Frequency 
0.093 0.089 0.064 0.061 0.110* 0.107* 0.053 0.052 

(0.070) (0.058) (0.067) (0.067) (0.056) (0.056) (0.072) (0.073) 

Previous Purchase 
Experience 

0.253** 0.254** 0.277** 0.279** 0.294** 0.292** 0.152* 0.052** 

(0.198) (0.203) (0.233) (0.237) (0.197) (0.198) (0.252) (0.073) 

Moderators  

Consumer 
Innovativeness 

  -0.193**   -0.147*   -0.133*   -0.039* 

  (0.040)   (0.047)   (0.039)   (0.051) 

Consumer 
Involvement 

-0.269**   -0.215**   -0.149**   -0.133*   

(0.040)   (0.047)   (0.040)   (0.051)   

R2 0.165 0.132 0.156 0.132 0.138 0.134 0.074 0.058 

Adjusted R2 0.153 0.119 0.144 0.119 0.126 0.122 0.060 0.044 

Change in R2 0.070** 0.037** 0.045** 0.015** 0.021** 0.017** 0.018** 0.002** 

Notes: n = 501; *p <0.05; **p < 0.001 

In the tables presented during this chapter it can be seen that the intercept was not significant for the 

majority of the regression analysis. The intercept is the value of the dependent variable Y, when all 

values for X (independent variables) are statistical zero (Saunders et al. 2016). This could be a 

possible indicator for multi-collinearity, the degree of correlation between two or more independent 

variables (Saunders et al. 2016). However, the results also show that two antecedents, a correlation 

coefficient over 0.90 or higher or a variance inflation factor (VIF) over 10 (Hair et al. 2014), are not 

fulfilled. Further, the sample size is appropriate for the measured concept and as the sample is 

homogeneous, consisting of only physically active Germans (see Chapter 5.3), an excessively high 

level of cultural diversity can be ruled out as the cause. Finally, a R2 between 0.556 and 0.710 for all 
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constructs with an insignificant intercept indicates that the level of goodness of fit is high, as 55-71% 

of the variance within the dependent variable can be explained through the regression model. 

6.7 Hypotheses testing 

Summarizing the findings gathered within this chapter, all hypotheses developed within the 

conceptual framework have been at least partially supported. Figure 3 and 4 present the conceptual 

model including the identified relations as well as the level of significance. 

 

Figure 3: Results Testing Conceptual Model Direct Effect 

 

Figure 4: Results Testing Conceptual Model Indirect Effect 
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An overview of these tested hypotheses and their evaluation can be found in the table below. 

Table 9: Summary of Hypotheses Testing 

Hypotheses Sig. Finding 

H1 CPBI positively influences brand attitude. p < 0.001 Accepted 

H2 CPBI positively influences purchase intention. p < 0.001 Accepted 

H3 CPBI positively influences consumer satisfaction. p < 0.001 Accepted 

H4 CPBI positively influences consumer excitement. p < 0.001 Accepted 

H5a Brand attitude mediates the positive effect of CPBI on purchase intention. p < 0.001 Accepted 

H5b Brand attitude mediates the positive effect of CPBI on consumer satisfaction. p < 0.001 Accepted 

H5c Brand attitude mediates the positive effect of CPBI on consumer excitement. p < 0.05 Partial Accepted 

H6a Consumer innovativeness moderates the relation between CPBI and brand attitude. p < 0.001 Accepted 

H6b Consumer innovativeness moderates the relation between CPBI and purchase intention. p < 0.05 Partial Accepted 

H6c Consumer innovativeness moderates the relation between CPBI and consumer 

satisfaction. 

p < 0.05 Partial Accepted 

H6d Consumer innovativeness moderates the relation between CPBI and consumer 

excitement. 

p < 0.05 Partial Accepted 

H7a Consumer involvement moderates the relation between CPBI and brand attitude. p < 0.001 Accepted 

H7b Consumer involvement moderates the relation between CPBI and purchase intention. p < 0.001 Accepted 

H7c Consumer involvement moderates the relation between CPBI and consumer satisfaction. p < 0.001 Accepted 

H7d Consumer involvement moderates the relation between CPBI and consumer excitement. p < 0.05 Partial Accepted 

7. Discussion 

This chapter discusses the results of the direct effect of CPBI on consumers’ outcomes, followed by 

the interpretation for the brand comparison. Thereafter, the results of the mediating effect of brand 

attitude is explained as well as the influence of the moderators and control variables. 

When testing the model provided by Shams et al. (2015) in the sporting goods context, all four 

hypotheses were fully supported and the scale maintained its position within the validity and 

reliability tests. In line with previous research (Aaker 2007; Eisingerich and Rubera 2010; Keller 

1993; Quellet 2006), CPBI had the greatest effect on brand attitude, which implies that a brands 

creativity and its feasibility to create innovative products has a strong positive effect on the overall 

evaluation of a brand. A higher level of CPBI was further found to lead to a greater likelihood that a 

consumer buys the products of this brand. This finding is crucial, as purchase intention is an important 

antecedent for actual purchase behavior (Martins et al. 2018; Morwitz et al. 2007), indicating that 

CPBI does not only influence the brand’s evaluation, but also outcomes important for the brand’s 

profitability. Another vital factor for a business’ success is consumer satisfaction (Oliver 1997). 

Although Kunz et al. (2011) found only an indirect effect of perceived firm innovativeness, mediated 

through functional competence and positive effect, the results of this study show a significant direct 

effect of CPBI on consumer satisfaction. However, from all relations CPBI had the lowest effect on 
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consumer satisfaction. It can be assumed that a higher level of CPBI leads to higher expectations and 

that especially not all sporting goods are able to keep what the brand has promised. Finally, CPBI 

does also effect consumer excitement. The excitement a consumer holds towards a brand can lead to 

inspiration and the motivation to seek the products of this brand, but also to a higher willingness to 

engage with the brand (Henard and Dacin 2010).  

The findings suggest, that the scale developed by Shams et al. (2015) seems to be appropriate to 

measure CPBI. However, the explanatory power of the proposed constructs indicates that it might be 

reasonable to combine the measurement of CPBI with other important antecedents for consumer 

behavior, such as further brand attributes (e.g. perceived quality) or price effects. This becomes 

obvious when looking at the comparison of the two major competitors for sporting goods in Germany.  

When comparing the findings for Nike and Adidas separately, it could be found that for Nike CPBI 

seems to have a greater impact on consumer outcomes than for Adidas and even for the overall 

findings (except consumer excitement). Also the effect of previous buying experience was less strong 

for Nike. As a consequence, Nike seems to be already perceived as more innovative as the other 

presented brands, even from participants who have no own experience with the products. This is in 

line with the share of handed in applications (77%) to the European Patent Office compared with the 

direct competitor Adidas (15%) (Statista 2018c), indicating that Nike works purposefully on 

developing new innovations. Although Adidas is currently ahead of Nike within the German market 

(Statista 2018e, f), this difference could on the long run lead to a competitive advantage within the 

German sport goods market (Danneels and Kleinschmidt 2001). Nevertheless, the perceived 

innovativeness of Adidas seems to lead to the highest level of satisfaction for the consumer, which 

implies that Adidas is able to adjust their communication in a way that consumers’ have realistic 

expectations and consequently are more satisfied with the level of innovativeness the products 

deliver. 

Although the results indicate that CPBI has a stronger effect on all consumer outcomes for Nike, 

Adidas is the market leader within Germany (Statista 2018c) and also over twice as much participants 

have chosen Adidas over Nike within this research. Consequently, CPBI seems not to be the only 

factor influencing consumer behavior and should therefore be examined in a more comprehensive 

model. The brand comparison further illustrates that equal brands can be perceived divergent and 

points out the importance for brands to consider their branding strategies in regards to their whole 

offer. Since how innovative Nike might be perceived, Adidas still managed to have the highest value 
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for satisfaction, an important antecedent for brand loyalty (Espejel et al. 2008; Olsen et al. 2005; 

Pappu and Quester 2016). 

The measurement of the mediating effect of brand attitude revealed a highly significant mediation for 

the relation between CPBI and purchase intention, and the one between CPBI and consumer 

satisfaction. Further, brand attitude was found to have a partial mediating effect on consumer 

excitement. CPBI has therefore either a positive direct as well as indirect impact on all three variables. 

The existence of the indirect effects implies that the condition of a positive brand attitude has to be 

given to effect all three variables. This is in line with previous research, suggesting a strong direct 

impact of consumers’ perceived innovativeness on brand attitude (Aaker 2007; Barone and Jewell 

2013; Keller 1993; Quellet 2006; Shams et al. 2015). Further, literature suggests brand attitude to be 

an antecedent for purchase intention (Keller and Lehmann 2003; Folse et al. 2012; Schivinski and 

Dabrowski 2014) and as consumer satisfaction is strongly linked to purchasing experience (Anderson 

et al. 1994; Giese and Cotte 2000; Oliver 1997; Olsen et al. 2005) a similar result for this variable 

seems to be reasonable. Moreover, the explanatory power of the mediated relations for both variables 

was above the linear measurement of CPBI, suggesting that the incorporation of brand attitude as a 

mediator should be the preferred conceptual model for future research. However, the explanatory 

power for the mediation of CPBI on consumer excitement was only marginal higher and since the 

mediating effect on consumer excitement is only partial the measured effect is limited and thus, 

negligible. Summarizing, adding brand attitude as a mediator might lead to more accurate descriptions 

of the relations between CPBI and consumer outcomes. 

The moderation analysis revealed negative and moderately to highly significant effects of consumer 

innovativeness and consumer involvement for all measured constructs. In line with previous literature 

(Steenkamp et al. 1999), which suggests that innovative consumers’ evaluation of a brand differs 

from less innovative consumers, the strongest moderation of consumer innovativeness found was on 

the relation between CPBI and brand attitude. As innovative consumers are actively seeking for 

information about new products (Cotte and Wood 2004; Robinson and Leonhardt 2018; Xie 2008), 

it can be implied that they are rather aware of innovative products and therefore are more critical 

towards innovative promoted offers. The current research was aiming to have a more generalizable 

approach and therefore well-known brands where chosen, which are also prominent for their lifestyle 

and leisure apparel product lines. Therefore, it can be assumed that innovative consumers could have 

evaluated those brands as average innovative, missing the “wow”-effect described by Shams et al. 

(2015), when comparing them to more specialized sporting goods brands focusing on the production 

of innovations for specific sport disciplines. If innovative consumers do not perceive a brand as very 
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innovative they are less attracted and have less desire towards the brand’s products, which impacts 

their purchase intention and consequently their satisfaction. Further, as innovative consumers 

perceive the presented brands as less innovative feelings of anticipation and expected satisfaction 

(Henard and Dacin 2010) are quite low as well. 

In a similar manner, the impacts of consumer involvement are behaving towards the measured 

constructs. High involved consumers are more interested in the desired product and seek for 

information about it, which leads to a better knowledge of the competitive brands and their products 

present on the market (Bloch 1982). The more consumers are involved with the product, the more 

they perceive differences between brands or product features and thus, pay attention to the actual 

innovativeness of the products and less to stimuli promoting the brand’s innovativeness. Compared 

to an innovative consumer, the involved consumer might have less knowledge about innovations in 

general, but might be an expert in the sporting goods market. Accordingly, it seems reasonable that 

all values for the moderation of consumer involvement are even higher and more significant than for 

the innovativeness. However, the results of the moderation analysis provide evidence that CPBI 

cannot be equated with a brand actually being innovative, but only as the overall perception of 

innovativeness by the average consumer. 

In general, the analysis yielded that PPE with the chosen brand has a strong effect on nearly all 

measured constructs, however, the effect on the relation towards consumer excitement is not existent 

for all models. The highest value was found for consumer satisfaction, followed by purchase intention 

and brand attitude. Neither for the linear or mediated effect on consumer excitement PPE showed an 

effect, indicating that consumers’ do not need to have bought something to feel excited about a brand 

they perceive as innovative. A possible explanation could be that excitement as a concept is rather 

linked to the brand personality, as defined by Aaker (1997), and if consumers perceive this personality 

as exciting (Henard and Dacin 2010) and less on an own experience with the brand’s products. Based 

on the results of the effect of CPBI on the other three variables (consumer satisfaction, purchase 

intention and brand attitude) it can be implied that the consumers’ perceived their PPE as positive. 

According to Giese and Cote (2000), consumer satisfaction is usually developed in direct relation 

with a purchase situation, however, a former positive satisfaction can also influence current 

satisfaction towards a brand or product. Further, literature suggests that a positive experience, leading 

to satisfaction in the past can lead to repurchase intention (Espejel et al. 2008), which is in accordance 

with the findings of this study. Although brand attitude can be developed based on indirect 

experiences such as advertising (Ivens and Valta 2012; Schivinski and Dabrowski 2014), a direct 
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buying experience can help consumers to evaluate a brand’s attributes and therefore its evaluation 

(Keller 1993).  

The control variables age and education are found to be mainly important for consumer excitement, 

indicating that the younger a consumer the more excited he feels about the perceived innovativeness 

of a brand, which is in accordance with the education distribution. A similar effect can be found for 

the other consumer outcomes as well, however, not significant.  

Finally, the frequency of physical activity turned out to be mainly relevant for consumer satisfaction. 

Thus, the more often a consumer is physically active, the higher is his satisfaction with the brand he 

perceives as innovative.  

8. Conclusion and Contributions 

This chapter resumes the important points of the discussion and highlights the theoretical 

implications brought by the study. Further, it answers the research questions presented in the 

introduction chapter. 

The purpose of this research is to extend the knowledge and understanding of consumers’ perceived 

brand innovativeness. In order to fulfill this purpose, this research tested the scale explicitly tailored 

to measure CPBI developed by Shams et al. (2015) within the context of sporting goods brands, 

supporting it as a valid and adequate measurement for CPBI. Further, this research corroborates the 

results of previous findings, revealing a highly significant effect of CPBI on the dependent variables: 

brand attitude, purchase intention, consumer satisfaction and consumer excitement.  

Moreover, the present research contributes to existing literature through the incorporation of brand 

attitude as a mediator for the previous measured relations. The findings reveal a full (purchase 

intention, consumer satisfaction) and partial (consumer excitement) mediating effect for this 

measurement and suggest a more accurate examination of the associations between CPBI and possible 

consumer outcomes through the consideration of brand attitude as a mediator. 

Furthermore, the present study highlights the importance of the consideration of consumer individual 

trails, namely consumer innovativeness and consumer involvement, as the results reveal that both 

moderators have a negative significant effect on the measured constructs. For both interactions, the 

highest effect could be found on brand attitude, followed by purchase intention, consumer satisfaction 

and consumer excitement. 
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Finally, previous purchase experience was found to be the most influencing control variable 

especially for brand attitude, purchase intention and consumer satisfaction, while younger consumers 

with a lower level of education are more likely to be excited about a brands perceived innovativeness. 

9. Implications, limitations and further research 

Within this chapter, the managerial implications of the study are presented followed by the limitations 

identified in the discussion. Finally, the chapter ends with recommendations for future research, 

suggesting new directions to extend the knowledge of CPBI. 

9.1 Managerial Implications 

The present research has several implications for managers. The findings of the first analysis indicate 

that CPBI has a significant effect on several important consumer outcomes, crucial for a company’s 

success. Therefore, companies should consider their brand positioning and take a repositioning into 

account. However, the brand comparison indicates that not all brands have to expect the same positive 

effects of CPBI, thus, companies might do an own examination to test the hypotheses for their own 

situation in the related market segment. Further, the moderation analysis reveals that the consumers’ 

individual innovativeness and involvement can have a significant influence on the evaluation of a 

brand’s innovativeness and the expected outcomes and thereby be a vital factor to keep in mind. Thus, 

companies should be mindful of their own actual level of innovativeness, their communication 

strategy in terms of consumers’ innovativeness and their desired target group. As the context of this 

research reveals, involved or innovative consumers might judge a disproportionate presentation of 

innovativeness negatively and influence others with their opinion. This could be crucial for 

companies as consumers’ tend to gather their information increasingly from user generated content 

such as bloggers and vloggers. 

9.2 Limitations 

This research also comprises several limitations. First, when translating the original English questions 

into German the researchers ascertained that several of the used English phrases are not one-to-one 

translatable into German. This might have caused slightly different results compared to the original 

questionnaire. Second, as the survey was only conducted in Germany and therefore Adidas’ country 

of origin, this might have influenced the evaluation of the brand and thus, the results. Third, as the 

Norstat panel was used it could be implied that the membership acquisition or offer of rewards does 

effect which persons are listed in this data base. Fourth, the use of quota sampling as a subcategory 

of non-probability sampling can restrict the generalizability of the findings, as physical active persons 
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could have a different opinion than the rest of the population. Fifth, it could be difficult for the average 

customer to identify innovations in sporting goods, as a specific material might be recognized rather 

as good quality, while an expert would acknowledge the innovativeness. Finally, as the majority of 

the participants had already bought a product of the chosen brand in the past, the answers might be 

biased, however, a certain degree of contact with the brand’s products is necessary for the evaluation. 

9.3 Recommendation for future research 

Although this research has contributed to previous literature, extending the understanding of CPBI, 

the researchers identified several interesting areas for future research. Even though the chosen 

constructs within this research can be critical for a company’s success, the analysis showed a cross-

loading for several of the variables. Therefore, it might be reasonable to examine the effect of CPBI 

on consumer outcomes, which are less connected to each other. Moreover, as mentioned in the 

limitations, the effect of perceived innovativeness might be limited when examining the sporting 

goods market. In order to test this assumption and compare the outcomes, the effect should be 

measured for different product categories at the same time with the same setup. Furthermore, as CPBI 

seems to affect brand attitude, researchers should investigate it simultaneously with other brand 

attributes such as perceived quality, to be able to evaluate the proportionate share CPBI has on the 

overall evaluation of a brand. In addition, as Apple seems to be able to utilize a price premium strategy 

based on its CPBI, an investigation of the effect on pricing would further be recommended for the 

future. Finally, as the results of this research indicate that involved and innovative consumers are not 

necessarily attracted by a brand’s perceived innovativeness such as their counterparts, it would be 

interesting to analyze which factors are relevant for those consumers to evaluate a company as 

innovative.   



40 

 

References 

Aaker, D.A. (1991). Managing Brand Equity: Capitalizing on the Value of a Brand Name. New York: 

Free Press. 

Aaker, D.A. (2007). Innovation: brand it or lose it. California Management Review. Vol. 50, No. 2, 

pp. 8-24. 

Aaker, D.A. and Keller, K.L. (1990). Consumer evaluations of brand extension. Journal of 

Marketing. Vol. 54, January, pp. 27-41. 

Aaker, J. L. (1997). Dimensions of brand personality. Journal of Marketing Research. Vol 34, No. 

3, pp. 347–356. 

Aaker, J. L., Benet-Martinez, V. and Garolera, J. (2001). Consumption symbols as carriers of 

culture: A study of Japanese and Spanish brand personality constructs. Journal of Personality 

and Social Psychology. Vol. 81, No.3, pp: 492–508. 

Aaker, J.L., Fournier, S. and Brasel, S. (2004). When good brands do bad. Journal of Consumer 

Research. Vol. 31, No. 1, pp. 1–16 

Ajzen, I. and Fishbein, M. (1980). Understanding Attitudes and Predicting Social Behavior. 

Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, Inc. 

Anderson, E.W., Fornell, C. and Lehmann, D.R. (1994). Customer satisfaction, market share and 

profitability. Journal of Marketing. Vol. 58, No. 3, pp. 53-66. 

Barone, M.J. and Jewell, R.D. (2013). The innovator's license: a latitude to deviate from category 

norms. (Report). Journal of Marketing. Vol. 77, No. 1, pp. 120–134. 

Baumeister, R. and Vohs, K. (2007). Encyclopedia of social psychology. Thousand Oaks, Calif: Sage 

Publications. pp. 636 

Beckwith N.E, Lehmann D.R. (1975). The importance of halo effects in multi-attribute attitude 

models. Journal of Marketing Research. Vol. 12, No. 3, pp. 265-275 

Berkman, H.W., Lindquist, J.D. and Sirgy M.J. (1997). Consumer Behavior. Lincolnwood, IL: NTC 

Business Books. 

Berger, I.E. and Mitchell, A.A. (1989). The effect of advertising on attitude accessibility, attitude 

confidence, and the attitude-behavior relationship. Journal of consumer research. Vol. 16, 

No. 3, pp. 269–279.  

Beverland, M.B., Napoli, J. and Farrelly, F. (2010). Can all brands innovate in the same way? A 

typology of brand position and innovation effort. Journal of Product Innovation Management. 

Vol. 27, No. 1, pp. 33-48. 



41 

 

Bloch, P.H. (1981). An exploration into the scaling of consumer's involvement with a product class, 

Advances In Consumer Research. Vol. 8, No. 1, pp. 61-65 

Bloch, P.H. (1982). Involvement beyond the purchase process: Conceptual issues and empirical 

investigation. Advances in Consumer Research. Vol. 9, No. 1, pp. 413-417. 

Brown, T.J. and Dacin, P.A. (1997). The company and the product: Corporate associations and 

consumer product responses. The Journal of Marketing. Vol. 61 No. 1, pp. 68–84. 

Bruce, C. (2006). Modeling the environmental collaboration process: A deductive approach. 

Ecological Economics. Vol. 59, No. 3, pp. 275-286. 

Bryman, A. and Bell, E. (2011). Business Research Methods. (3rd edn). New York, US: Oxford 

University Press. 

Chukwuemezie, T. (2013). Perceived Risk/Security and Consumer Involvement with Electronic 

Payments in Nigeria: A Discriminant Analysis. IOSR Journal of Business and Management. 

Vol. 14, No. 6, pp. 57-67. 

Cotte, J. and Wood, S. L. (2004). Families and Innovative Consumer Behavior: A Triadic Analysis 

of Sibling and Parental Influence. Journal Of Consumer Research. Vol. 31, No. 1, pp. 78-86. 

Creswell, J.W. and Creswell, J.D. (2018). Research Design - Qualitative, Quantitative and Mixed 

Method Approaches. (5th edn). Calif: SAGE Publications Inc. 

Dai, H., Luo, X., Liao, Q. and Cao, M. (2015). Explaining consumer satisfaction of services: The role 

of innovativeness and emotion in an electronic mediated environment. Decision Support 

Systems. Vol. 70, pp. 97-106. 

Danneels, E. and Kleinschmidt, E.J. (2001). Product innovativeness from firm’s perspective: its 

dimensions and their relation with project selection and performance. Journal of Product 

Innovation Management. Vol. 18, No. 6, pp. 357-373. 

DeVellis, R. (2003). Scale development: Theory and applications. (2nd edn). Thousand Oaks, Calif.: 

Sage Publications, Inc. 

Eisingerich, A. and Rubera, G. (2010). Drivers of Brand Commitment: A Cross-National 

Investigation. Journal of International Marketing. Vol. 18, No. 2, pp. 64-79. 

Espejel, J., Fandos, C. and Flavián, C. (2008). Consumer satisfaction: A key factor of consumer 

loyalty and buying intention of a PDO food product. British Food Journal. Vol. 110, No. 9, pp. 

865-881. 

Fishbein, M. (1963). An Investigation of the Relationship between Beliefs about an Object and the 

Attitude toward That Object. Human Relations. Vol. 16, No. 3, pp. 233–240. Available at: 

http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/001872676301600302 [accessed: 07.05.2018]. 

http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/001872676301600302


42 

 

Fishbein, M. and Ajzen, I. (1975). Belief. Attitude, Intention, and Behavior: An Introduction to Theory 

and Research. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley Publishing Company. 

Folse, J.A.G., Netemeyer, R.G. and Burton, S. (2012). Spokescharacters. Journal of Advertising. Vol. 

41, No. 1, pp. 17–32. 

Fu, F. and Elliott, M. (2013). The Moderating Effect of Perceived Product Innovativeness and Product 

Knowledge on New Product Adoption: An Integrated Model. The Journal of Marketing Theory 

and Practice. Vol. 21, No. 3, pp. 257-272. 

Giese, J.L. and Cote, J.A. (2000). Defining consumer satisfaction. Academy of Marketing Science 

Review. No. 1, pp. 1-24. Available at: 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/235301213_Consumer_satisfaction_A_key_factor_

of_consumer_loyalty_and_buying_intention_of_a_PDO_food_product [accessed: 

07.05.2018]. 

Grimm, P. (2005). Ab components' impact on brand preference. Journal of business research. Vol. 

58, No. 4, pp. 508–517. 

Gürhan-Canli, Z. and Batra, R. (2004). When corporate image affects product evaluation: the 

moderating role of perceived risk. Journal of Marketing Research. Vol. 41, No. 2, pp. 197-

205. 

Guthrie, M. and Kim, H. (2008). The relationship between consumer involvement and brand 

perceptions of female cosmetic consumers. Journal of Brand Management. Vol. 17, No. 2, 

pp.114-133. 

Hair, J., Black, W., Babin, B. and Anderson, R. (2014). Multivariate data analysis. Harlow, Essex: 

Pearson. 

Henard, D.H. and Dacin, P.A. (2010). Reputation for Product Innovation: Its Impact on Consumers*. 

Journal of Product Innovation Management. Vol. 27, No. 3, pp. 321–335. 

Higie, R. A. and Feick, L. F. (1989). Enduring involvement: Conceptual and measurement issues. 

Advances in Consumer Research. Vol. 16, No. 1, pp. 690-696. 

Horn, D. and Salvendy, G. (2006). Consumer-based assessment of product creativity: A review and 

reappraisal. Human Factors and Ergonomics in Manufacturing. Vo. 16, No. 2, pp. 155-175. 

Ismail, A. (2015). Leveraging the potential of word of mouth: The role of love, excitement, and image 

of fashion brands. Journal of Global Fashion Marketing. Vol. 6, No. 2, pp. 87-102. 

Ivens, B. and Valta, K. (2012). Customer brand personality perception: A taxonomic 

analysis'. Journal Of Marketing Management. Vol. 28, Nos. 9-10, pp. 1062-1093. 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/235301213_Consumer_satisfaction_A_key_factor_of_consumer_loyalty_and_buying_intention_of_a_PDO_food_product
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/235301213_Consumer_satisfaction_A_key_factor_of_consumer_loyalty_and_buying_intention_of_a_PDO_food_product


43 

 

Jin, S. and Phua, J. (2015). The moderating effect of computer users’ autotelic need for touch on 

brand trust, perceived brand excitement, and brand placement awareness in haptic games and 

in-game advertising (IGA). Computers in Human Behavior. Vol. 43, February, pp. 58-67. 

Kapferer, J. and Laurent, G. (1985). Consumer’s involvement profile: New empirical results. 

Advances in Consumer Research. Vol. 12, No. 1, pp. 290-295. 

Keller, K.L. (1993). Conceptualizing, measuring and managing customer-based brand equity, Journal 

of Marketing. Vol. 57, No. 1, pp. 1-22. 

Keller, K.L. and Lehmann, D. R. (2003). How do brands create value? Marketing Management. Vol. 

12, No. 3, pp. 26–31. 

Kim, D., Chun, H. and Lee, H. (2014). Determining the factors that influence college students' 

adoption of smartphones. Journal of the Association for Information Science and Technology. 

Vol. 65 No. 3, pp. 578–588. 

Kunz, W., Schmitt, B. and Meyer, A. (2011). How does perceived firm innovativeness affect the 

consumer?. Journal of Business Research. Vol. 64, No. 8, pp. 816-822. 

Lastovicka, J.L. and Gardner, D.M. (1979). Low involvement versus high involvement cognitive 

structures. Advances in Consumer Research. Vol. 5, No. 1, pp. 87 – 92. 

Laurent, G. and Kapferer, J. (1985). Measuring Consumer Involvement Profiles. Journal of 

Marketing Research. Vol. 22, No. 1, pp.41-53. 

Lee, Y. and Colarelli O'Connor, G. (2003). The Impact of Communication Strategy on Launching 

New Products: The Moderating Role of Product Innovativeness. Journal of Product Innovation 

Management. Vol. 20, No. 1, pp. 4-21. 

Malhotra, N.K. (2010). Marketing Research - An Applied Orientation. (6th edn). New Jersey: Pearson 

Education Inc. 

Martins, J., Costa, C., Oliveira, T., Gonçalves, R. and Branco, F. (2018). How smartphone 

advertising influences consumers' purchase intention. Journal of Business Research. 

Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.12.047 [Accessed 14.05.2018] 

McCarthy, M.S., Heath, T.B. and Milberg, S.J. (2001). New brands versus brand extensions, attitudes 

versus choice: experimental evidence for theory and practice. Marketing Letters. Vol. 12, No. 

1, pp. 75-90. 

McNally, R., Cavusgil, E. and Calantone, R. (2010). Product Innovativeness Dimensions and Their 

Relationships with Product Advantage, Product Financial Performance, and Project Protocol. 

Journal of Product Innovation Management. Vol. 27, No. 7, pp. 991-1006. 

McQuarrie, E. and Munson, J. (1992). A Revised Product Involvement Inventory: Improved Usability 

and Validity. Advances In Consumer Research. Vol. 19, No. 1. pp. 108-115. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.12.047


44 

 

Michel, S., Brown, S. and Gallan, A. (2008). Service-Logic Innovations: How to Innovate Customers, 

Not Products. California Management Review. Vol. 50, No. 3, pp. 49-65. 

Midgley, D.F. and Dowling, G.R. (1978). Innovativeness: the concept and its measurement. Journal 

of Consumer Research. Vol. 4, No. 4, pp. 229-43. 

Mitchell, A. and Olson, J. (1981). Are Product Attribute Beliefs the Only Mediator of Advertising 

Effects on Brand Attitude?, Journal Of Marketing Research (JMR). Vol.18, No. 3, pp. 318-332. 

Morwitz, V., Steckel, J. and Gupta, A. (2007). When do purchase intentions predict sales?. 

International Journal of Forecasting. Vol. 23, No. 3. pp. 347-364. 

Murphy, S. T. and Zajonc, R.B. (1993). Affect, Cognition, and Awareness: Affective Priming with 

Optimal and Suboptimal Stimulus Exposures. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 

Vol. 64, No. 5, pp. 723–739. 

Oliver, R.L. (1997). Satisfaction: A Behavioral Perspective on the Consumer. New York: 

Irwin/McGraw-Hill. 

Oliver, R.L. (1999). Whence consumer loyalty? Journal of Marketing. Vol. 63 (Special Issue), pp. 

33–44. 

Oliver, R.L., Rust, R.T. and Varki, S. (1997). Customer delight: Foundations, findings, and 

managerial insight. Journal of Retailing. Vol. 73, No. 3, pp. 311-336. 

Olsen, S.O., Wilcox, J. and Olsson, U. (2005). Consequences of Ambivalence on Satisfaction and 

Loyalty. Psychology & Marketing. Vol. 22, No. 3, pp. 247–269. 

Pallant, J. (2010). SPSS survival manual: a step by step guide to data analysis using SPSS (4th edn). 

Maidenhead: Open University Press/McGrawHill. 

Pappu, R. and Quester, P.G. (2006). Does consumer satisfaction lead to improved brand equity? An 

empirical examination of two categories of retail brands. Journal of Product & Brand 

Management. Vol. 15, No.1, pp. 4–14. 

Pappu, R. and Quester, P.G. (2016). How does brand innovativeness affect brand loyalty?. European 

Journal of Marketing. Vol. 50, No. 1/2, pp. 2-28. 

Petty, R., Cacioppo, J. and Schumann, D. (1983). Central and Peripheral Routes to Advertising 

Effectiveness: The Moderating Role of Involvement. Journal of Consumer Research. Vol.10, 

No.2, pp. 135-146 

Punch, K. (2013). Introduction to social research: Quantitative and qualitative approaches. (3rd edn). 

Los Angeles, CA: Sage. 

Priester, J., and Nayakankuppam, D. (2004). The A2SC2 Model: The Influence of Attitudes and 

Attitude Strength on Consideration and Choice. Journal of Consumer Research. Vol. 30 

(March), pp. 574–588. 



45 

 

Quellet, J.F. (2006). The mixed effects of brand innovativeness and consumer innovativeness on 

attitude towards the brand, paper presented at the ASAC Conference., Banff, Alberta, available 

at: https://de.scribd.com/document/44715162/The-Mixed-Effects-Of [accessed 04.05.2018] 

Ratchford, B. (2001). The Economics of Consumer Knowledge: Table 1. Journal of Consumer 

Research. Vol. 27, No. 4, pp. 397-411. 

Robinson, C. and Leonhardt, J. M. (2018). Consumer Innovativeness and Loyalty to Non-GMO 

Foods: The Role of Cognitive and Affective Beliefs. Journal Of Food Products Marketing. Vol. 

24, No. 1, pp. 39-55. 

Roehrich, G. (2004). Consumer innovativeness: Concepts and measurements. Journal of Business 

Research. Vol. 57, No. 6, pp. 671-677. 

Rogers, Everett M. (1995). Diffusion of Innovations, (4th edn). New York: Free Press. 

Rothschild, M. L. (1984). Perspectives on involvement: Current problems and future directions. 

Advances in Consumer Research. Vol. 11, No. 1, pp. 216-217.  

Rubera, G., Ordanini, A. and Griffith, D. (2011). Incorporating cultural values for understanding the 

influence of perceived product creativity on intention to buy: An examination in Italy and the 

US. Journal of International Business Studies. Vol. 42, No. 4, pp. 459-476. 

Saunders, M., Lewis, P. and Thornhill, A. (2016). Research Methods for Business Students. (7th edn). 

Harlow, Essex: Pearson. 

Schiffman, L. and Wisenblit, J. (2015). Consumer behavior. (11th edn), Pearson Education Limited, 

Essex. 

Schivinski, B. and Dabrowski, D. (2014). The effect of social media communication on consumer 

perceptions of brands. Journal of Marketing Communications. Vol. 22, No. 2, pp. 189-214. 

Schlosser, A. (2003). Experiencing Products in the Virtual World: The Role of Goal and Imagery in 

Influencing Attitudes versus Purchase Intentions. Journal of Consumer Research. Vol. 30, No. 

2, pp. 184-198. 

Shams, R., Alpert, F. and Brown, M. (2015). Consumer perceived brand innovativeness. European 

Journal of Marketing. Vol. 49, Nos. 9/10, pp. 1589-1615. 

Statista (2018a). How important is innovation/technology for your sports footwear purchase 

decisions? Available at: https://www.statista.com/statistics/307807/innovation-technology-

influence-sports-footwear-purchases-survey-united-states/ [Accessed on the 13.05.2018]. 

Statista (2018b). Sporting Goods Industry - Statistics & Facts. Available at: 

https://www.statista.com/topics/961/sporting-goods/ [Accessed on the 13.05.2018] 

https://de.scribd.com/document/44715162/The-Mixed-Effects-Of


46 

 

Statista (2018c). Sporting goods in Germany. Available at: 

https://www.statista.com/study/26656/sporting-goods-market-in-germany-statista-dossier/ 

[Accessed on the 15.05.2018]. 

Statista (2018d). Net revenues of the sporting goods retail sector in Germany from 2002 to 2016 (in 

billion euros). Available at: https://www.statista.com/statistics/499425/sporting-goods-retail-

revenue-in-germany/ [Accessed on the 15.05.2018] 

Statista (2018e). Käufer von Sportbekleidung. Available at: 

https://de.statista.com/statistik/studie/id/20839/dokument/kaeufer-von-sportbekleidung-

statista-dossier/ [Accessed on the 03.05.2018] 

Statista (2018f). Welche der folgenden Sportmarken kaufen Sie vorzugsweise, wenn Sie Sport- und 

Fitnesszubehör benötigen? Available at: 

https://de.statista.com/statistik/daten/studie/597329/umfrage/bevorzugte-sportmarken-in-

deutschland/ [Accessed on the 03.05.2018]. 

Steenkamp, J. E., Hofstede, F. t., and Wedel, M. (1999). A Cross-National Investigation into the 

Individual and National Cultural Antecedents of Consumer Innovativeness. Journal Of 

Marketing. Vol. 63, No. 2, pp. 55-69. 

Stock, R. (2011). How does product program innovativeness affect customer satisfaction? A 

comparison of goods and services. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science. Vol. 39, No. 

6, pp. 813-827. 

Suh, J. and Yi, Y. (2006). When Brand Attitudes Affect the Customer Satisfaction-Loyalty Relation: 

The Moderating Role of Product Involvement. Journal Of Consumer Psychology. Vol. 16, No. 

2, pp. 145-155. 

Wu, P., Yeh, G. and Hsiao, C. (2011). The effect of store image and service quality on brand image 

and purchase intention for private label brands. Australasian Marketing Journal (AMJ). Vol. 

19, No. 1, pp. 30-39 

Xie, Y.H. (2008). Consumer innovativeness and consumer acceptance of brand extensions. Journal 

of Product & Brand Management. Vol. 17, No. 4, pp. 235-243. 

Yong, A. and Pearce, S. (2013). A Beginner’s Guide to Factor Analysis: Focusing on Exploratory 

Factor Analysis. Tutorials in Quantitative Methods for Psychology. Vol. 9, No. 2, pp. 79-94. 

Zaichkowsky, J.L. (1985). Measuring the Involvement Construct. Journal of Consumer Research. 

Vol 12, December, pp. 341-352. 

Zaichkowsky, J.L. (1986). Conceptualizing Involvement. Journal of Advertising. Vol. 15, No. 2, pp. 

4-34. 

https://www.statista.com/study/26656/sporting-goods-market-in-germany-statista-dossier/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/499425/sporting-goods-retail-revenue-in-germany/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/499425/sporting-goods-retail-revenue-in-germany/
https://de.statista.com/statistik/studie/id/20839/dokument/kaeufer-von-sportbekleidung-statista-dossier/
https://de.statista.com/statistik/studie/id/20839/dokument/kaeufer-von-sportbekleidung-statista-dossier/
https://de.statista.com/statistik/daten/studie/597329/umfrage/bevorzugte-sportmarken-in-deutschland/
https://de.statista.com/statistik/daten/studie/597329/umfrage/bevorzugte-sportmarken-in-deutschland/


47 

 

Zeithaml, V. (1988). Consumer Perceptions of Price, Quality, and Value: A Means-End Model and 

Synthesis of the Evidence. Journal of Marketing. Vol. 52, July. pp. 2-22. 



48 

 

Appendix 

Appendix 1: Questionnaire items 

Which gender are you from? (Quota) 

GEN_1: Male 

GEN_2: Female 

GEN_3: Other 

How old are you? (Quota) 

AGE_1: 15-24 

AGE_2: 25-34 

AGE_3: 35-44 

AGE_4: 45-54 

AGE_5: 55-64 

AGE_7: 65-74 

AGE_8: 75+ 

How often do you do sports? (Quota) 

SF_1: Not at all. (Screenout) 

SF_2: Every here and then. (Screenout) 

SF_3: Once a month  

SF_4: Twice a month 

SF_5: I do sports 1-2 times a week 

SF_6: I do sports 3-4 times a week 

SF_7: I do sports even more often. 

Which kind of sport are you doing regularly? 

SA_1: Running 

SA_2: Fitness with weight 

SA_3: Bodyweight fitness 

SA_4: Cross Fit 

SA_5: Group sports such as Football, Basketball 

SA_6: Swimming  

SA_7: Mountain biking or racing bike 

SA_8: Yoga, Pilates or something similar 

SA_9: Other___________ 

Sporting Goods Spending 

How high where your spending for sporting goods within the last year?  

SS_1: I haven´t bought sporting goods  

SS_2: Up to 50€ 

SS_3: Up to 100€ 

SS_4: Up to 150€ 

SS_5: Up to 200€ 
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SS_6: Up to 500€ 

SS_7: Over 500€ 

Consumer Involvement 

CV_1: I am interested in reading about sporting goods. 

CV_2: I would read consumer review articles about sporting goods.  

CV_3: I usually pay attention to ads for sporting goods. 

CV_4: I usually talk about sporting goods with other people.  

CV_5: I usually take many factors into account before purchasing sporting goods.  

CV_6: I usually spend a lot of time choosing what kind of sporting goods to use or to buy. 

Consumer Innovativeness 

CN_1: I like to learn about new ideas.  

CN_2: I am interested in news stories that deal with new inventions or discoveries.  

CN_3: I like to keep up with new technologies.  

CN_4: I am willing to take risks in order to try new things. 

Brand Choice 

Please chose one of the following brands, which you feel most familiar with their product pallet, 

considering new products. The following questions will then refer to the chosen brand. 

 BC_1: Nike 

 BC_2: Adidas 

BC_3: Puma 

BC_4: Reebok 

BC_5: Asics 

Brand Innovativeness 

BI_1. [Brand name] sets itself apart from the other brands in the same product category 

when it comes to sporting goods.  

BI_2. With regard to sporting goods, [brand name] is dynamic. 

BI_3. [Brand name] is a cutting-edge sporting goods brand. 

BI_4. [Brand name] sporting goods make me feel “Wow!”  

BI_5. [Brand name] launches new sporting goods and creates market trends all the time  

BI_6. [Brand name] is an innovative brand when it comes to sporting goods. 

BI_7. [Brand name] makes new sporting goods with superior Design. 

BI_8. With regard to sporting goods, [brand name] constantly generates new ideas. 

BI_9. [Brand name] is a new product leader in the sporting goods market. 

BI_10. [Brand name] has changed the market with its sporting goods. 

Brand Attitude 

BA_1: I have a pleasant idea of [brand name]. 

BA_2: [Brand name] has a good reputation. 

BA_3: I associate positive characteristics with [brand name].  
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Consumer Excitement  

When I think about the brand [brand name], I feel: 

CE_1: enthusiastic 

CE_2: interested 

CE_3: excited 

CE_4: inspired 

CE_5: motivated 

Purchase Intention 

PI_1: I would buy sporting goods from [brand name] rather than from any other brand 

available. 

PI_2: I would recommend that others buy sporting goods from [brand name]. 

PI_3: I intend to purchase sporting goods from [brand name] in the future. 

PI_4: When are you planning to purchase sporting goods from [brand name]?  

o Never  

o In more than 6 months 

o In the next 4-6 months 

o In the next 2-3 months 

o In less than one month 

Previous Purchase Experience 

PP_1: Have you already bought sporting goods of [brand name]? YES/NO  

PP_2: Which sporting goods do you already have from this brand? (if PP_1 = Yes) 

o Shoes 

o Clothes 

o Accessories 

o Tracking Apps 

o Tracking Wearables 

o Other_________ 

Consumer Satisfaction  

CS_1. I am very pleased with the sporting goods which [brand name] delivers.  

CS_2. The sporting goods of [brand name] fulfill my expectations. 

CS_3. On an overall basis I am satisfied with [brand name]. 

Personal Information 

What is your highest level of education? 

EDU_1: Haven’t finished school yet 

EDU_2: Secondary modern school qualification 

EDU_3: Secondary school certificate or equivalent 

EDU_4: Up to A levels or equivalent 

EDU_5: Undergraduate (not a Bachelor`s degree) 

EDU_6: Graduate (Bachelor’s degree) 

EDU_7: Postgraduate (master, PhD) 

EDU_8: Other educational attainment 
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How high is your personal monthly net income? 

IC_1: Less than 1,499 EUR  

IC_2: 1,500 – 2,499 EUR 

IC_3: 2,500 – 3,499 EUR 

IC_4: 3,500 – 4,499 EUR  

IC_5: 4,500 – 5,499 EUR  

IC_6: More than 5,500 EUR 

 

Appendix 2: Distribution Education and Personal Net Income 

Education Personal Net Income 

Haven’t finished school yet (1%) 

Secondary modern school qualification (7%) 

Secondary school certificate or equivalent (32%) 

Up to A levels or equivalent (23%) 

Undergraduate (not a Bachelor`s degree) (1%) 

Graduate (Bachelor’s degree) (13%) 

Postgraduate (master, PhD) (18%) 

Other educational attainment (1%) 

Less than 1,499 EUR (29%) 

1,500 – 2,499 EUR (29%) 

2,500 – 3,499 EUR (21%) 

3,500 – 4,499 EUR (10%) 

4,500 – 5,499 EUR (5%) 

More than 5,500 EUR (6%) 

Previous acquired sport goods* Expected period until the next purchase 

Shoes (81%) 

Clothes (76%) 

Accessories (27%) 

Tracking Apps /Wearables (5%) 

Other (1%) 

Never (3%) 

In more than 6 months (23%) 

In the next 4-6 months (30%) 

In the next 2-3 months (30%) 

In less than one month (15%) 

*This question was only asked if the participant had already bought sporting goods from the chosen brand in the past 

Appendix 3: Cronbach’s alpha 

Variable Cronbach’s alpha Coefficient Number of items 

Perceived Brand Innovativeness 0.958 10 

Brand Attitude 0.885 3 

Purchase Intention 0.927 3 

Consumer Satisfaction 0.947 3 

Consumer Excitement 0.926 5 

Appendix 4: Exploratory Factor Analysis 

PCM Perceived Brand Innovativeness (unrotated) 

Single Items Perceived 

Brand Innovativeness 

Component  

1 

BI1 0.792 

BI2 0.871 

BI3 0.847 

BI4 0.844 

BI5 0.877 
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BI6 0.904 

BI7 0.879 

BI8 0.885 

B9 0.871 

B10 0.782 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis 

PCM Dependent Variables  

Single 

Items 

Component  Single 

Items 

Component 

1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 

BA1 0.880       BA1   0.474 0.414 0.602 

BA2 0.802     -0.433 BA2       0.810 

BA3 0.882       BA3   0.450   0.675 

BE1 0.744 0.503     BE1 0.824       

BE2 0.865       BE2 0.559     0.507 

BE3 0.663 0.614     BE3 0.894       

BE4 0.818       BE4 0.756       

BE5 0.810       BE5 0.773       

PI1 0.805       PI1     0.743   

PI2 0.852       PI2 0.414   0.642   

PI3 0.802       PI3     0.748   

BS1 0.822       BS1   0.812     

BS2 0.835       BS2   0.842     

BS3 0.840       BS3   0.810     

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis 

(unrotated) 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis  

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization 

 

Single 

Items 

Component  Single 

Items 

Component 

1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 

BA1 0.909       BA1   0.450 0.629 0.434 

BA2 0.851       BA2     0.830   

BA3 0.910       BA3   0.425 0.704   

BE1 0.660 0.607     BE1 0.799       

BE2 0.846       BE2 0.516   0.542   

BE3 0.555 0.734     BE3 0.880       

BE4 0.755 0.485     BE4 0.725       

BE5 0.738 0.518     BE5 0.744       

PI1 0.813       PI1       0.761 

PI2 0.846       PI2       0.665 

PI3 0.815       PI3       0.765 

BS1 0.837   0.415   BS1   0.800     

BS2 0.853   0.428   BS2   0.829     

BS3 0.852       BS3   0.798     

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

Rotation Method: Quartimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Equamax with Kaiser Normalization. 

 

Single 

Items 

Component 

1 2 3 4 

BA1   0.440 0.640 0.428 

BA2     0.845   

BA3   0.415 0.712   

BE1 0.803       
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BE3 0.884       

BE4 0.730       

BE5 0.749       

PI1       0.751 

PI2       0.663 

PI3       0.770 

BS1   0.796     

BS2   0.826     

BS3   0.793     

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Equamax with Kaiser Normalization. 

 


