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Abstract
This paper aims to conceptualise attitudes towards brand genuinuity by developing and validating a psychometric scale 
through four studies. Study 1 generates a pool of potential scale items through a review of the literature, thesaurus search, 
focus groups, and expert surveys. Study 2 confirms the unidimensionality of the scale items using confirmatory factor 
analysis. Study 3 establishes convergent, discriminant, predictive, and nomological validity. Finally, Study 4 confirms the 
generalisability of the scale by applying it in a different context. The process resulted in a 5-item unidimensional scale 
measuring attitudes towards the brand’s genuinuity. The results demonstrated that brand genuinuity is a unique construct, 
and distinct from related concepts, brand sincerity, and brand heritage. The development and validation of the current scale 
fill an important gap in the advertising literature. It provides a better understanding of and mechanism to measure attitudes 
towards brand genuinuity, which could not be measured with previous scales. Likewise, the scale provides important insights 
for brand managers and will be an important tool for managers to test and confirm the degree to which new advertising 
material exhibits brand genuinuity.

Keywords Brand genuinuity · Brand puffery · Scale development · Scale reliability · Scale validity

Introduction

Consumers are increasingly calling for brands to be genuine, 
and yet brands are struggling. The ‘2021 Global Marketing 
Trends’ report from Deloitte suggests that 66% of consumers 
were aware of brands which weren’t acting in consumers’ 
interests (Deloitte 2021). Likewise, a report from Stackla 
suggests that 51% of consumers feel that more than half of 
brand-created content doesn’t resonate with them. In contrast 
to this, 92% of marketers believed that their content was 
resonating with consumers as ‘authentic’ (‘Stackla Survey 
Reveals Disconnect Between the Content Consumers Want 
& What Marketers Deliver’ 2019). These reports show that 

there is a disconnect between brands and consumers, and 
there is a pressing need to better understand and measure 
what consumers perceive as ‘genuine’.

In the light of this, this paper develops a scale to measure 
respondents’ attitudes towards the genuinuity of a brand. The 
scale development has been carried out by the use of four 
separate studies and analysis of 1226 respondents, resulting 
in the ‘attitudes towards brand genuinuity’ scale, which con-
sists of 7 items. Brand genuinuity is defined in this paper as 
‘The degree to which a brand completely expresses their cor-
porate intention without hiding anything, while also exhibit-
ing purity of character’. Many researchers have shown how 
brand genuinuity is a persuasive and highly effective adver-
tising appeal, and can have a significant influence on con-
sumers’ behaviour and purchasing intention of the brand’s 
products (Knapp 2001; Yang et al. 2020).

The scale is produced in response to confusion in the lit-
erature about what brand genuinuity is (Geuens et al. 2009; 
Richardson 1887; Yang et al. 2020). As researchers and 
businesses have begun to witness the declining effective-
ness of brand puffery (i.e. exaggeration which consumers 
are expected to dismiss) (Preston 1997; Stern and Callister 
2020), consumers have become distrustful towards brand 
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information, and are increasingly calling for brands to be 
genuine (Calfee and Ringold 1994; Yang et al. 2020). How-
ever, what consumers mean when they call for brands to 
be genuine is not always clear. While the term ‘genuine’ 
is frequently used within both academic and non-academic 
contexts, its use remains vague and has not previously been 
properly conceptualised within the literature (Fournier and 
Avery 2011; Alexander 2009; Akbar and Wymer 2017). 
Furthermore, there are other terms such as brand sincerity, 
brand authenticity, and brand honesty, which although they 
are conceptually different, the literature shows that there 
is confusion amongst these terms, and they are often used 
synonymously (Berger 1973; Richardson 1887; Akbar and 
Wymer 2017; Södergren 2021; Nunes et al. 2021).

The attitudes towards brand genuinuity scale will greatly 
assist researchers in better understanding what consumers 
are calling for when they call for brands to be genuine. It 
will also provide clarification in the literature where the term 
‘brand genuinuity’ is used without much thought as to what 
it means. A better understanding of brand genuinuity will 
also assist brand practitioners in understanding how to better 
position their brands for favourable evaluation by consum-
ers, and understanding how being more genuine might influ-
ence consumers attitudes towards the brand.

The paper gives a short background to brand puffery and 
the emerging need for brands to be genuine. The paper then 
explores similarities to other terms such as brand sincerity, 
brand authenticity, and brand honesty, the implications for 
marketers, and the need for a new scale to be developed. The 
paper then goes through each of the four studies conducted 
in detail, and then finally the implications and limitations of 
the paper are discussed.

Problem development and theoretical 
underpinnings

Brand puffery

The art of painting a brand in a good light is sometimes 
referred to by researchers as ‘puffery’ (Sacasas 2001; 
Punjani, Kumar, and Kadam 2019). Preston (1997) in his 
research has conceptualised ‘puffery’ as a harmless means 
of exaggeration which consumers are expected to dismiss 
(Hoek and Gendall 2007). Puffery claims are varied in their 
approach ranging from seemingly factual, such as ‘the finest 
ingredients’ to subjective claims that convey prestige and 
superiority over others brands such as ‘the best ever’ (Wyck-
ham 1987; Stern and Callister 2020). As noted by Hoek and 
Gendall (2007), the word puffery is derived from the old 
English word ‘pyffan’ which means ‘to swell, or seem to 
swell, as with pride or air’. Hence, the word implies a sense 

of exaggeration and pride of the firm in their service, prod-
ucts, or other attributes.

Previous studies have indicated the rationale behind such 
appeals is simply to portray the firm in a positive light, and 
such appeals are used with the understanding that consumers 
will discard such claims as harmless exaggeration (Richards 
1990; Gao and Scorpio 2011). This assumption by firms 
and regulators is based on the fact that puffery is a periph-
eral queue, which with further cognitive processing will be 
disregarded (Hoek and Gendall 2007). Puffery continues to 
remain legal in the USA because regulating bodies presume 
that such claims are not believed by consumers (Gao and 
Scorpio 2011). However, researchers are beginning to show 
that puffery is affecting the way consumers perceive a brand, 
most predominantly by repetition which leads to associa-
tion (Jacoby and Hoyer 1982; Punjani, Kumar, and Kadam 
2019). Haan and Berkey (2002) in their research demon-
strate that consumers may be accepting puffs as more literal 
than intended by the firm, which is leading to consumers 
having increased distrust in brands (Gao et al. 2012). As 
noted by Calfee & Ringold (1994), 70% of consumers now 
think that advertising is often untruthful.

The need for brand genuinuity

In the light of consumers' increasing distrust of brands, a 
need has arisen for firms and advertising agencies to look 
at new ways to differentiate themselves from this clutter of 
puffery and doubtful claims. While thesaurus.com suggests 
modesty as an antonym for puffery and pride, this may not 
be a favourable or effective way to differentiate from brand 
puffery and resonate with consumers. Further, the call for 
consumers is not for brands to be modest, but rather to be 
‘genuine’. Therefore, this research focuses on the middle 
point between puffery and modesty, which this research con-
ceptualises as brand genuinuity (Fig. 1).

Considering research which demonstrates the excessive 
use of puffery and the overall clutter of advertising (Stern 
and Callister 2020), brand genuinuity may prove to be an 
effective way to alleviate this and once again break through 
this clutter as a genuine brand. As Holt (2002) suggests, 

Fig. 1  Illustrating brand genuinuity
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brands need to explore ways to ‘peel away the brand veneer’, 
and start to separate the brand from the corporation. Explor-
ing ways to develop brand genuinuity is particularly impor-
tant for brands as look to try to escape what is sometimes 
referred to as the ‘brand paradox’, where consumers perceive 
the brand as unable to resonate with consumers due to their 
overarching corporate monetary driving force behind every 
decision (Gustafsson 2005).

Defining brand genuinuity

Brand genuinuity has not yet been conceptualised in the lit-
erature, however it is often used in different contexts, and 
other disciplines (exploring the more general term of genu-
inuity) have provided some insight into what brand genuinu-
ity might encompass. There are a number of terms similar 
to brand genuinuity including sincerity, authenticity, and 
honesty, however the literature consistently notes how they 
are conceptually different. Honesty refers to ‘complete dis-
closure’ of all information (Turner, Edgley, and Olmstead 
1975; Zakhem 2017), though as noted by Turner, Edgley, & 
Olmstead (1975), complete honesty is rarely found amongst 
friends who consider each other genuine. Sincerity refers to 
a person being true to their ‘station’ according to current 
social expectations (Lionel 1971; Trilling 1971; Sánchez-
Arce 2007; Lee and Eastin 2020), however, as noted by 
Berger (1973), it is quickly becoming a less relevant phe-
nomenon as people increasingly turn to valuing authentic-
ity. Authenticity refers to finding one’s ‘true self’ (Berger 
1973), and as Beverland (2005) notes, authentic brands are 
not boring, rather they ‘have soul’. Authentic is relentlessly 
subjective, based on consumer ideals (Arnould and Price 
2000; Athwal and Harris 2018), and consumers use such 
brands to develop their own identities (M. B. Beverland and 
Farrelly 2010). While all of these terms are most certainly 
related to brand genuinuity (Napoli et al. 2014; M. B. Bev-
erland 2005; Brown et al. 2003) and are helpful in defining 
brand genuinuity, they are conceptually different.

Further review of the above terms including authentic-
ity and honesty suggest that these terms are largely inward 
focused on the firm and are void of emotion. As noted, 
authenticity refers to a brand expressing their true self and 
being true to themselves (Napoli et al. 2014; Wood et al. 
2008). Authenticity encourages one to look inward and 
discover themselves and who they are irrespective of oth-
ers (including consumers) around them. As noted by Kahn 
(1992), authenticity is ‘the un-pretentious, unmasked, and 
free expression of internal experience’. Likewise, particu-
larly within a brand context, authenticity is often built 
on the basis of a brand’s heritage (Alexander 2009), yet 
another component of the brand and their inner being (M. 
Beverland 2006). Likewise, honesty is inwardly focused. 
As noted, honesty is defined as a ‘complete disclosure’ of 

information (Turner, Edgley, and Olmstead 1975). That is, 
verbally communicating all of the situationally relevant 
knowledge, irrespective of others (including consumers) 
and without consideration for the result (Koslow 2000). 
Both authenticity and honesty, while having the poten-
tial to provide immense value to the consumer, are inher-
ently inward focused by definition. Likewise, since both 
express without regard for others, including consumers, 
both are inherently lacking in any relational capacity. A 
brand which behaves differently in different environments, 
a common phenomenon in human relationships, would be 
viewed by the literature as a brand which is acting inau-
thentic (Sheldon et al. 1997). Therefore, a more relational 
concept may be needed which allows for such variances in 
behaviour as a common characteristic of personality, and 
reflection of an actual relationship between the consumer 
and the brand (Fleeson and Wilt 2010).

Other literature that explores genuinuity in other con-
texts propose that it involves some sense of self-awareness 
and relationship. Within a therapist context, Schnellbacher 
and Leijssen (2009) suggest that genuineness includes three 
key dimensions: self-awareness (being aware of one’s own 
experience), self-presence (being emotionally involved in 
the other person’s story), and self-disclosure (being willing 
to intentionally reveal one’s thoughts and values). Genu-
inuity has also been likened to congruence, particularly in 
a therapist context. Kolden and Gregory et al. (2011) sug-
gest ‘Congruence [genuineness] thus involves mindful 
self-awareness and self-acceptance on the part of the thera-
pist, as well as a willingness to engage and tactfully share 
perceptions’. In both examples, genuinuity included a core 
relational component. It was not limited to being aware of 
oneself, but rather involved in the other person’s (or con-
sumer’s) story and being able to effectively engage with that 
person (or consumer). However, this relational component 
has largely been missing from any discussion about genu-
inuity in a brand context, despite relationship marketing only 
becoming more relevant and important in branding literature 
(O’Malley 2014; Brodie et al. 1997; Payne and Frow 2017; 
Gummesson 2017).

The oxford dictionary defines ‘genuine’ as ‘belonging 
to, or proceeding from the original stock and hence having 
purity of character’. This definition is largely reflective of 
the two insights which emerged from the literature. That 
is, it focuses on the relational component (i.e. belonging 
to, or proceeding from the original stock) while also focus-
ing on brand characteristics and character (i.e. having purity 
of character). In line with this, and based on the review 
of the relevant literature and the insights which emerged, 
the following definition is proposed for attitudes towards 
brand genuinuity: ‘The degree to which a brand belongs to 
a community, and hence exhibits purity of character includ-
ing completely expressing their corporate intention without 
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hiding anything’. The definition primarily focuses on the 
brand’s relationship with their community and consumers, 
while also accounting for purity of character which the lit-
erature suggested was an important component of differen-
tiating from brand puffery. Based on this definition, brands 
might be expected to communicate claims such as ‘we are on 
your side’ or ‘we are not fancy, but we are cheap’. In other 
words, brands would be expected to develop their brand gen-
uinuity through their relationships with consumers rather 
than apart from. The below table (Table 1) provides a sum-
mary of the relevant constructs as discussed.

The need for scales

There is a need to develop a new scale for brand genuinu-
ity. While there is a growing body of literature surrounding 
brand genuinuity and related terms, there is currently no 
clear scale developed to measure brand genuinuity. Some 
researchers have tried to use similar scales, or combined 
multiple scales (Edberg and Sivertzen 2015). However, none 
of these provided a sound academic measurement instru-
ment for brand genuinuity. This has led to continued con-
fusion about what these terms refer to (Tatsuki 2006; D. 
Taylor 1994). For example, many iterations of the Aaker 
(1997) brand personality scale substitute genuine and sin-
cerity without any explanation. Likewise, more and more 
papers are being published with varying definitions of brand 
authenticity, suggesting that some authors may be using the 
term to refer to concepts which really should be defined as 
brand genuinuity. Therefore, the first step in contributing 
to this discussion and better understanding these terms is 
developing a clear and sound measurement instrument for 
brand genuinuity. That is the aim of this paper.

Methods and results

Inline with Churchill's (1979) scale development process, 
four studies were conducted to develop this scale of ‘atti-
tudes towards the brand’s genuinuity’. Each study is detailed 

below including the purpose, method, analysis, and results 
of the study. The sample characteristics of the four studies 
are first described.

Study 1: Construct definition and EFA

Purpose

The purpose of Study 1 is to generate a set of items which 
reflect the conceptual and logical variance in the construct 
(Churchill 1979; Gilliam and Voss 2013; Mrad and Cui 
2017). This is otherwise known as determining the con-
struct definition or conceptual domain (Eastman et al. 1999). 
Schriesheim et al. (1993) and Morgado et al. (2017) note that 
construct validity issues continue to remain a common prob-
lem in scale development. Clearly specifying the domain is 
imperative to ensuring the resulting items, and final meas-
urement scale adequately captures the conceptual and logi-
cal variance present in the construct (Churchill 1979; Mrad 
and Cui 2017; Gilliam and Voss 2013; Rossiter 2002).This 
is particularly important in the context of brand genuinuity 
where there are many closely related terms such as brand 
authenticity, brand sincerity, and brand honesty, all of which 
have already been clearly defined and articulated within the 
literature (Aaker 1997; Napoli et al. 2014; J. P. Taylor 2001). 
Therefore, as discussed, this paper proposes the following 
definition for brand genuinuity—‘The degree to which a 
brand completely expresses their corporate intention without 
hiding anything, while also exhibiting purity of character’.

Using this conceptual definition, a variety of methods 
were used to generate potential scale items including an 
extensive literature review, pre-existing scales, thesaurus 
words, and focus groups, inline with previous studies (Dab-
holkar et al. 1996; Tian et al. 2001; Mrad and Cui 2017; 
Cheah and Phau 2015). In conducting a literature review, 
existing terms, scales, and theories within the genuinu-
ity context were reviewed (Hinkin 1995; Dabholkar et al. 
1996). One of the key purposes of the literature review was 
to explore any previous work which aimed to conceptualise 

Table 1  Related constructs to brand genuinuity

Construct Definition Focus

Brand Sincerity Refers to being true to one’s ‘station’ according to current social expectations (Lionel 1971; 
Sánchez-Arce 2007; Trilling 1971)

Outward Focused

Brand Honesty Refers to the ‘complete disclosure’ of all information (Racelis 2013; Turner, Ronny E and Edgley, 
Charles and Olmstead, Glen, 1975; Zakhem 2017)

Inward Focused

Brand Authenticity Focuses on the brand’s ‘true self’ (Berger 1973) and the ‘soul’ of the brand (Beverland 2006; Napoli 
et al. 2014). Authenticity is ‘the un-pretentious, unmasked, and free expression of internal experi-
ence’ (Kahn 1992)

Inward Focused

Brand Genuinuity This study proposes that brand genuinuity is ‘the degree to which a brand belongs to a community, 
and hence exhibits purity of character including completely expressing their corporate intention 
without hiding anything’

Relationship Focused
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brand genuinuity or related concepts, and also to understand 
theories and constructs which brand genuinuity might be 
a dependent or independent variable of. Exploring cross-
discipline studies was particularly important in the current 
context where there is very limited research exploring genu-
inuity within the marketing literature. Based on the items 
derived from the literature review, a thesaurus search was 
then conducted to generate further items which reflected 
genuinuity and related concepts (Wells, Leavitt, and McCo-
nville 1971). This is particularly important to ensure that all 
possible items relating to the construct are included (Soh 
et al. 2009). The researcher ensured that all items gener-
ated had a clear link with the theoretical domain and exhib-
ited content validity (Hinkin 1995), inline with the process 
adopted by other relevant scale developments (Li et  al. 
2002; Shimul et al. 2019; Flatten et al. 2011; Cheah and 
Phau 2015).

In addition to the literature review and thesaurus search, 5 
focus groups were employed to generate items (Selltiz et al. 
1976). Each focus group had 6–10 people and included a 
range of different scenarios and examples which partici-
pants could discuss (Churchill 1979). By having a range of 
potential areas of discussion, the focus group provided a 
good platform for allowing the discussion to cover any pos-
sible dimensions which genuinuity might include (Churchill 
1979). As suggested by Churchill (1979), the critical inci-
dents technique was also used and focus group participants 
were provided with a number of critical incidents to which 
they then could reflect and consider what genuinuity might 
look like in the particular context. The item generation phase 
continued until no new items emerged. This is consistent 
with Burns et al. (2008) who terms this as ‘sampling the 
redundancy’. Once items had been generated, the initial 
pool was reviewed by an expert panel of professors (DeV-
ellis 2003) and unsuitable items were removed (Morgado 
et al. 2017). Following the above stages, the final item pool 
generated included the following 31 items (not including 
those items deemed unsuitable and removed): authentic, car-
ing, charitable, confident, consistent, doesn't change to suit 
other's opinions, doesn't hide its flaws, doesn't present to be 
something it is not, down to earth, good motivations, has 
strong values, honest, listens to customers concerns, moti-
vations are easy to understand, not arrogant, not crushed by 
other's opinions, not fake, not hypocritical, not manipulative, 
open, passionate, pure intentions, real, relatable, reliable, 
similar values to mine, sincere, transparent, truthful, upfront 
about everything and willing to admit its faults.

Method and analysis

To test these items, 7-point Likert scales were used as the 
format of measurement (Carifio and Perla 2008; Gliem and 
Gliem 2003). Further, items were prefixed with ‘I feel the 

brand is….’. For example, rather than simply presenting the 
item authentic, the item was written as ‘I feel the brand is 
authentic’. This was done inline with previous research on 
the topic (Homer 1990).

In line with guidelines from DeVellis (2016), the cur-
rent scale items were then administered to a development 
sample. This was carried out in a classroom setting in a 
large Australian university context, with students being the 
primary respondents. Apart from age, the demographics 
and characteristics of respondents were representative of 
the broader population, and that expected of future samples 
(Espinosa and Ortinau 2016; Ashraf and Merunka 2017; 
Peterson and Merunka 2014). Special attention was given 
to ensuring a suitable stimulus was selected for use in this 
data collection (Malhotra 2006). Through a rigorous selec-
tion process, which included conducting a number of focus 
groups (Vogt, King, and King 2004; Willgerodt 2003), a 
Tiffany video advertisement was deemed suitable. Tiffany 
is a world-renowned luxury jewellery brand with strong his-
tory in Australia. In addition, they have produced a range of 
different adverts for different target markets and many con-
sumers will be familiar with the brand. Focus groups sug-
gested that Tiffany was also a brand that might be considered 
‘genuine’. The data collection resulted in 378 responses after 
cleaning. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) is often used 
as a preliminary step in the scale development process to 
reduce items, and hence was employed for this study (DeV-
ellis 2003). EFA is a useful mechanism to explore how items 
load on non-hypothesised factors (Kelloway and Kevin Kel-
loway 1995; Hurley et al. 1997). It also provides an effective 
way for researchers to explore the dimensionality of items 
and purify the scale (Spector 1992), while also ensuring the 
resulting scale has good internal consistency (Hurley et al. 
1997).

Results

Shapiro–Wilk’s test of normality was first conducted, and 
showed that the collected dataset had no normality issues. 
The correlation matrix was then generated, and the bivari-
ate correlation (Pearson’s r) between each pair of items was 
checked. Since this is a scale development, items should be 
expected to have a moderate correlation (Churchill 1979). 
Therefore, after the correlation matrix was generated, the 
authors took the average of all correlation scores for each 
item. Any item with an average of less than 0.3 was removed 
as this would indicate that the item is measuring something 
different and it may have negative effects on the factor 
analysis process. Following item removal, and conducting 
the exploratory factor analysis, a unidimensional 11 items 
remained, explaining 58% variance. The remaining items 
are shown in Table 2. This is a positive result, however the 
unidimensionality of the scale now needs to be validated. 
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Study 2: Test of unidimensionality using 
confirmatory factor analysis

Purpose

The purpose of this study is to confirm the unidimension-
ality of the current scale items using confirmatory factor 
analysis (CFA) (Hurley et al. 1997), and to purify the scale 
further if needed. Li et al. (2002) note that ensuring the 
unidimensionality of the scale is essential since a compos-
ite score is normally calculated on the basis of all items in 
the scale as an unweighted sum (Hattie 1985). Therefore, 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis is particularly useful after 
an exploratory factor analysis has been conducted to fur-
ther test and purify a set of items to ensure both internal 
consistency (EFA) and goodness of fit (CFA) (Anderson 
and Gerbing 1984).

Method and analysis

A new survey containing the remaining 11 brand genuinu-
ity items from Study 1 was created. In line with Churchill 
(1979), new data were collected for this study, and after 
cleaning, a total of 407 valid respondents were analysed. 
Confirmatory factor analysis was then employed to verify 
the unidimensionality of the scale (Gerbing and Anderson 
1988). Further purification was performed where needed 
in line with the theory of parsimony where fewer items are 
preferred (Wieland et al. 2018). Finally, content validity 
was ensured by comparing remaining items with the work-
ing definition of the construct (Churchill 1979).

Results

As part of Study 2, 4 items were removed, leaving a 
remaining 7 items (Chi-square = 4.081, df. = 5, Probabil-
ity level = 0.536, GFI = 0.996, AGFI = 0.988, CFI = 1.00, 
RMSEA = 0.000). The remaining items produced accept-
able fit results and also continue to match the character of 
the overall construct (content / face validity). In addition, 
the resulting construct has 7 items, which is within the 
suggested range of 4–8 for unidimensional measurement 
scales (Mowen and Voss 2008). The current scale is shown 
below in Fig. 2.

Study 3: Establishing trait/construct validity

Purpose

The purpose of Study 3 is to establish trait/construct valid-
ity. This to ensure the scale can be stated to be statistically 
unique from other similar constructs (Churchill 1979). Fur-
ther, if the construct is too far removed from other relevant 
constructs, then it may be measuring something different 
than the authors originally intended. Therefore, this study 
focuses on testing the different tests of validity, including 
predictive validity, nomological validity, discriminant valid-
ity, and then finally convergent validity (Churchill 1979). 

Table 2  Exploratory factor analysis after scale purification

Item Com-
ponent 
Loading

I feel the brand is truthful .858
I feel the brand is sincere .835
I feel the brand has pure intentions .787
I feel the brand is transparent .772
I feel the brand is honest .768
I feel the brand has strong values .701
I feel the brand is upfront about everything .690
I feel the brand is real .689
I feel the brand is reliable .668
I feel the brand has good motivations .661
I feel the brand is open .640
Cronbach’s α .930
Variance explained 58.3%

Fig. 2  Attitudes towards brand 
genuinuity scale items
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Key studies followed for this include Campbell and Fiske 
(1959) and Churchill (1979).

Method and analysis

A new stimulus was developed for the purpose of Study 3. 
An advert was selected which contained brand genuinuity 
queues which was selected by the use of 4 focus groups, each 
which had 8–10 respondents. Respondents were shown a 
wide range of different adverts, including those that didn’t 
exhibit brand genuinuity queues, which allowed for a more 
robust discussion about what was considered genuine. This 
process led to the selection of an advert from the automo-
tive brand Mercedes. A new survey was then developed, 
which included the proposed brand genuinuity scale items. 
Additional scales to aid in testing predictive, convergent, 
and discriminant validity were also included in line with 
previous literature. In order to test the predictive validity 
of the proposed brand genuinuity scale, a theoretically rel-
evant construct should be selected (Bechtoldt 1959). Pre-
vious research suggests that positive attitudes towards the 
brand will lead to an intention to buy from that brand (Ajzen 
and Fishbein 1977). Since the current attitudes towards the 
brand’s genuinuity is an attitudinal scale, the theory suggests 
that positive attitudes towards the brand’s genuinuity will 
lead to a consumer having a greater intention to purchase 
from that brand. Therefore, the purchase intention scale 
from Mackenzie et al. (1986) can be used to test predictive 
validity. The scale is composed of 3 items, and has been 
shown to have a reliability alpha of 0.88 (MacKenzie et al. 
1986). In order to test predictive validity, a medium split was 
employed, splitting the data into high and low brand genu-
inuity. Following this, a t test was conducted to determine 
if there was a significant difference in purchase intention 
between the two groups. The purchase intention construct 
used to determine predictive validity can also be used to 
determine whether the construct exhibits nomological valid-
ity. Nomological validity refers to whether the construct 
‘behaves as expected with respect to some other construct 
to which it is theoretically related’ (Churchill and Iacobucci 
2006). Originally proposed by Cronbach and Meehl (1955), 
nomological validity focuses specially on how the construct 
acts within the ‘nomological network’ within which it exists. 
It can be ascertained by demonstrating that the patterns of 
association amongst related empirical measures of a con-
cept correspond to those suggested by related theory (Lynch 
1982; Calder et al. 1983). A proposed construct can be said 
to exhibit nomological validity when it is demonstrated to 
have frequent and strong correlations with related concepts 
as proposed by the literature (Whitely 1983; Westen and 
Rosenthal 2003). Therefore, correlation between brand gen-
uinuity and purchase intention was also tested to determine 
nomological validity.

Discriminant validity can be ascertained by demonstrat-
ing that the proposed construct has weak correlations with 
related constructs it is theoretically expected to differ from 
(Peter 1981; Donald T. Campbell 1960). In order for a con-
struct to exhibit discriminant validity, it should be unique 
from other constructs (O’Leary-Kelly and J. Vokurka 1998). 
Variance in the measure should be uniquely attributed to the 
proposed latent variable, and not shared with other related 
latent constructs (O’Leary-Kelly and J. Vokurka 1998). One 
method that can be used to test for discriminant validity 
is to ensure that items within the construct correlate more 
highly with other items of the same construct than with 
items from a different latent construct (D. T. Campbell and 
Fiske 1959; Liu et al. 2012). Conversely, convergent valid-
ity refers to the degree to which items within the construct 
exhibit a stronger correlation then with items from other 
constructs (Bagozzi 1981). Constructs which have high cor-
relations amongst items are considered to exhibit conver-
gent validity (Liu et al. 2012). Some researchers have sug-
gested that convergent validity can also be demonstrated by 
exploring correlations with other related latent constructs. 
(Churchill 1979). In this context, convergent validity is the 
extent to which the construct correlates with other previ-
ously designed scales which measure a related construct. 
The extent to which the two constructs should correlate 
is not fixed, as it depends on the nature and underpinning 
theoretical differences between the two scales. In order to 
test convergent and discriminant validity, the use of James 
Gaskin’s master validity AMOS tool was used (Gaskin and 
Lim 2016). This required the inclusion of a number of pre-
existing related scales which could then be compared with 
the newly created scale (Churchill 1979). The pre-existing 
scales chosen for inclusion were ‘brand sincerity’ (Napoli 
et al. 2014) which included four measurement items and 
‘brand heritage’ (Napoli et al. 2014) which included six 
measurement items. James Gaskin’s master validity tool 
tests convergent and discriminant validity by exploring the 
correlation between items within a scale and between scales, 
which therefore provides insight how the scale relates to 
other scales. Based on previous research, brand sincerity is 
expected to be closely related, almost converging with brand 
genuinuity while brand heritage is expected to be distinctly 
different to brand genuinuity. If this is shown to be true, 
then convergent and discriminant validity can be determined 
(Gaskin and Lim 2016). Following the completion of the 
new survey, data were then collected, and 175 respondents 
were analysed.

Results

Scales included in this survey for validation purposes (i.e. 
purchase intention, brand heritage, brand sincerity) all had 
acceptable Cronbach alpha values (α = 0.938, 0.825, and 
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0.810, respectively). The current proposed brand genuinu-
ity scale also had a good Cronbach alpha value (α = 0.901). 
Predictive (criterion) validity is supported by the results as 
respondents who had more positive attitudes towards the 
brand’s genuinuity (as measured by the scale currently being 
developed) had significantly higher intention to purchase 
the product (M = 4.76, SD = 1.43), compared to respondents 
who rated the brand as less genuine (M = 3.33, SD = 1.75). 
Predictive validity is therefore supported. However, Nete-
meyer et al. (1991) note that when examining the nomologi-
cal validity, it is important to look at a pattern of results, 
rather than simply whether one statistic is significant or 
not (Cronbach and Meehl 1955). A further linear regres-
sion showed that the proposed brand genuinuity scale and 
purchase intention were significantly positively correlated 
(Pearson’s correlation coefficient = 0.521, p = 0.000), and 
brand genuinuity positively predicted purchase intention 
(y = 0.824x—0.39). As previous authors have suggested, 
where newly developed scales behave as expected in line 
with previous literature with related attitudinal and behav-
ioural scales, nomological validity can be asserted. There-
fore, since the proposed brand genuinuity scale behaves in 
line with previous literature, and as expected in relation to 
other scales (i.e. purchase intention, a behavioural scale), 
nomological validity has also been strongly demonstrated 
here. In line with the direction of Churchill (1979), conver-
gent and discriminant validity was then examined. Discrimi-
nant and convergent assessments were made in accordance 
with well-endorsed guidelines from Hair et al. (2010). As 
shown in Table 3, the reliability for each of the scales is 
acceptable according to thresholds provided by Hair et al. 
(2010), with the composite reliability for each of the three 
scales being higher than 0.7 (brand sincerity = 0.816, brand 
heritage = 0.826, brand genuinuity = 0.903). In line with 
Hair et al. (2010) and Malhotra and Dash (2016), convergent 
validity can be asserted, since the average variance extracted 
(AVE) of the proposed brand genuinuity scale is higher than 
0.5 (AVE = 0.574). Discriminant validity is also demon-
strated, since the square root of the AVE is higher than the 
scale’s correlations with other related scales (Fornell and 
Larcker 1981). While the above method remains the primary 
way for asserting discriminant validity, some authors have 
suggested that the average variance extracted (AVE) should 
also be greater than the maximum shared variance (MSV) 
(Byrne 2013; 2010; Alumran et al. 2014). The current results 
also meet these standards (MSV = 0.276). Finally, to provide 

even further support and confirmation of the validity of the 
proposed scale, in line with theoretical expectations, brand 
sincerity is shown to be more strongly correlated to the pro-
posed scale (0.362) compared to brand heritage (0.247). 
Therefore, on all accounts, the results suggest that the cur-
rent proposed brand genuinuity scale has good predictive, 
nomological, convergent, and discriminant validity.

Study 4: Generalisability

Purpose

It is important that a scale continues to perform well in 
varying contexts in order to achieve successful adoption in 
both academic and managerial scenarios (Hair et al. 2010). 
Therefore, to test the generalisability of the scale, a differ-
ent stimulus was used in this study. In previous studies, a 
‘Tiffany & Co.’ advertisement had been used, however, in 
this study an advert from the luxury automotive brand chain 
‘Mercedes’ was instead used. The advert was chosen since it 
exhibited similar luxury ques to the Tiffany & Co advertise-
ment, while still being in a totally different product category. 
In addition to this, the advertisement was tested across mul-
tiple focus groups, and participants rated this advert high on 
brand genuinuity. Therefore, this advert was deemed appro-
priate to be used to test the generalisability of the current 
scale. This study also functions as the final verification of 
this scale’s unidimensionality which CFA is useful in exam-
ining (Gerbing and Anderson 1988).

Method and analysis

Data were collected for this study using panel data. To 
ensure the data were representative of the broader popula-
tion, special care was taken to put quotas in place for rel-
evant demographic variables. This ensured that participants 
ranged in income, educational background, and geographic 
regions. Results showed that 20.7% of participants had 
obtained a postgraduate degree, 42.9% a bachelor degree 
and 18% secondary education. Likewise, ages were varied, 
with 31.6% between 18 and 25, 36.8% between 26 and 35, 
and 15.4% between 36 and 45. 49.2% of participants were 
female, and 50.8% were male. Overall, the results showed 
a very diverse and representative sample. Data collection 
was done at two different points in time (1 month apart), 

Table 3  Convergent and 
discriminant validity results

CR AVE MSV MaxR
(H)

ATTBG Pro-
posed Scale

Heritage
Construct

Sincerity 
Construct

ATTBG Proposed Scale 0.903 0.574 0.278 0.928 0.758
Heritage Construct 0.825 0.448 0.220 0.854 0.263** 0.669
Sincerity Construct 0.816 0.527 0.278 0.825 0.527*** 0.469*** 0.726
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so as to conduct a test–retest reliability analysis. For the 
first data collection, 266 responses were analysed. Of these, 
104 elected to continue to complete the second part which 
was sufficient for the test–retest reliability analysis. AMOS 
26.0 was used to conduct the Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
(CFA).

Results

The proposed brand genuinuity continued to exhibit good 
reliability under the new respondent conditions (Cronbach’s 
α = 0.43). The results from the CFA are shown in Fig. 3 and 
exhibited the following fit statistics: Chi-square = 5.95, 
df. = 5, Probability level = 0.311, GFI = 0.984, AGFI = 0.951, 
TLI = 0.997, RMSEA = 0.036.

The results from this study showed that the current scale 
worked well in a completely different product category (Hu 
and Bentler 1999), and therefore was generalisable to other 
product categories.

Following the confirmatory factor analysis on the first 
data collection, the results of the second data analysis were 
also analysed. Specifically, the coefficient alpha was exam-
ined and then Pearson’s correlation coefficient was tested to 
check the degree of correlation between the first and second 
data collection. These tests were done in SPSS version 26.0. 
Results showed that the coefficient alpha was high for both 
the test and retest datasets (test a = 0.95, retest a = 0.91). 
Likewise, Pearson’s correlation coefficient was shown to be 
0.697, with a significance alpha of 0.000, thus demonstrat-
ing a strong and significant relationship between the two test 
instances. Therefore test–retest reliability could be asserted. 
Overall, the results from Study 4 demonstrate that the scale 
exhibits strong reliability and can be generalised in different 
contexts.

Theoretical implications

This scale development research is a necessary first step in a 
better understanding of what constitutes as brand genuinuity, 
and how brands can better communicate with consumers. 

The current paper explores the steps taken to develop a 
new scale to measure consumers’ attitudes towards brand 
genuinuity. Through the discussed four studies, the current 
research generates and purifies a set of items (see studies 
1 and 2), demonstrates face validity and unidimensionality 
through the use of CFA (see studies 2 and 4), asserts the 
proposed scale’s predictive/criterion, nomological, conver-
gent, and discriminant validity (see study 3) and examines 
the scales ability to remain effective and functional across 
different sampling contexts (see study 4). A summary of 
the process taken to develop this scale is shown in Table 4.

This newly developed scale fills an important gap in 
the literature as there is currently no scale which has been 
developed for brand genuinuity (Yang et al. 2020; Knapp 
2001; Klein et al. 2001). While there has been a range 
of different related scales developed in the past, none of 
them explicitly explored brand genuinuity (Aaker 1997; 
Fernando 2010). In addition, no scale has been developed 
which tries to address the phenomenon which contrasts 
brand puffery (Punjani, Kumar, and Kadam 2019). There-
fore, on both accounts, this newly developed scale for atti-
tudes towards the brand’s genuinuity fills an important 
gap in the literature. The new scale provides researchers 
and academics with a new measure which they can use to 
conduct further study into brand genuinuity. In terms of 
methodological significance, this paper provides insight 
into successful methods for conducting a scale develop-
ment, and also makes use of new and innovative methods 
such as the use of James Gaskin’s AVE Master Validity 
tool (Gaskin and Lim 2016). Future studies which aim to 
develop scales related to brand genuinuity will also be able 
to use similar methods to successfully develop rigorously 
tested and ecologically valid scales.

Managerial implications

The newly developed scale has wide ranging potential mana-
gerial applications. Firstly, the scale can be used to check 
and confirm the degree to which new advertising material 
(i.e. print adverts, video adverts, labelling) exhibits brand 
genuinuity. As brands increasingly seek to resonate with 

Fig. 3  Study 4 confirmatory 
factor analysis results
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consumers, and move away from being seen to use brand 
puffery, it is expected that brand genuinuity will continue 
to be an important measure for firms. Having a measure 
is particularly important for brand genuinuity which many 
previous researchers have suggested is hard to obtain, mys-
terious, and potentially can’t be manufactured. While brands 
may view themselves to have genuinuity, consumers who 
view the brand’s advertising stimulus may feel very differ-
ently. Therefore, being able to measure the degree to which 
adverts exhibit the allusive aroma of brand genuinuity is 
going to be of increasing importance for brands. In addi-
tion, as also demonstrated in the predictive (criterion) valid-
ity tests, managers can expect consumers who rate a brand 
highly on brand genuinuity to also be more likely to intend 
to purchase from that brand.

The newly developed scale’s potential uses and manage-
rial applications are expected to become even more relevant 
as new research and empirical studies are conducted on 
the basis of this newly developed scale. For example, new 
studies might be conducted exploring how brand genuinu-
ity relates to brand loyalty, perceptions of brand prestige or 
luxuriousness and individual product perceptions amongst 
others. As the body of research relating to brand genuinuity 
continues to grow, it is expected that brand genuinuity will 

continue to develop as a common place marketing appeal 
which enables brands to more effectively resonate with 
consumers.

Limitations and future research

While the current paper has gone through a rigorous pro-
cess to ensure the overall validity and generalisability of 
the newly developed brand genuinuity scale, there remains 
opportunity for further research to improve the generalisabil-
ity and strength of the current scale. Firstly, there remains a 
need for a better understanding into how brand genuinuity 
might differ and hence be developed across a wider range of 
product categories (i.e. utilitarian versus luxury), product 
types (i.e. goods versus services), and market places contexts 
(i.e. individual versus group) (W. M. Lim, Phang, and Lim 
2020). For example, some research has suggested that brand 
luxuriousness and brand genuinuity may actually be oppos-
ing forces (Ang and Lim 2006), and hence more research 
into how these dimensions interplay will be useful for both 
academics and researchers. Further, while this research 
compares and contrasts brand genuinuity with related terms, 
there remains other terms in the literature which the newly 

Table 4  Summary of process undertaken to develop the current brand genuinuity scale

Study 1 Purpose
Items
Respondents
Stimuli
Key Methods
Results

Generate items and refine item pool
31
n = 378
Video advertisement from Tiffany
EFA, Cronbach’s reliability analysis
EFA resulted in a unidimensional scale, with 11 items (a = 0.930)

Study 2 Purpose
Items
Respondents
Stimuli
Key Methods
Results

Test unidimensionality and purify items developed in study 1
11 items
n = 407
Video advertisement from Tiffany
CFA with AMOS 26.0
CFA resulted in 5 items (Chi-square = 4.081, df. = 5, Probability level = .536, GFI = .996, AGFI = .988, 

CFI = 1.00, RMSEA = .000)
Study 3 Purpose

Items
Respondents
Stimuli
Other scales utilised
Key Methods
Results

Validity tests: predictive, nomological, convergent, and discriminant
5 items from study 2
n = 175
Video advertisement from Tiffany
Purchase Intention, Brand Sincerity, Brand Heritage
Median split, t tests, reliability a, linear regression, AVE
Predictive validity was demonstrated through the use of a median split and significant t test, and nomological 

validity was proved by linear regression (brand genuinuity influences purchase intention inline with the litera-
ture). Likewise using AVE and correlation scores, convergent, and discriminant validity were asserted

Study 4 Purpose
Items
Respondents
Stimuli
Key Methods
Results

Test generalisability and final verification of unidimensionality
5 items from study 2 and 3
Test n = 266, retest n = 100
Video advertisement from Mercedes (Benz)
CFA with AMOS 26.0 and correlation
Results showed that the scale continued to maintain reliability (a = 0.95), and continued to function even across 

varying sample and contexts (Chi-square = 5.95, df. = 5, Probability level = .311, GFI = .984, AGFI = .951, 
TLI = .997, RMSEA = .036)
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developed scale has not been explicitly tested against, such 
as brand authenticity. There is much cross-disciplinary 
research which suggests that these terms are conceptually 
different (Berger 1973; Richardson 1887; Akbar and Wymer 
2017). However, there is a need to better understand how 
these concepts interplay within a branding context. This 
research was also largely based on consumers from western 
countries. However, previous research has suggested that 
in certain cultures, characteristic traits such as honesty and 
modesty are more important, and therefore this may also 
suggest that brand genuinuity may be perceived differently 
in these cultures. Therefore, it would be useful for future 
research to explore how brand genuinuity might different 
across different cultures (both cross-country and within 
country). Finally, the current scale focuses largely on video 
advertisements. However, as modern business becomes more 
fast paced, and increasingly multi channelled, it would be 
useful to better understand how brand genuinuity might play 
out when the consumer engages in multi-channel and multi 
touchpoint interactions (i.e. social media, popup stores) with 
the brand (Weng Marc Lim et al. 2021).

Through the use of four studies, the current study has 
conceptualised attitudes towards the brand’s genuinuity, 
and developed and validated a new psychometric scale. As 
brands continue to explore options for resonating with con-
sumers, researchers are encouraged to explore ways to incor-
porate the current newly developed scale into their research 
in the hope that a more fuller and well-developed body of 
literature can be built around this increasingly important 
concept.
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