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ABSTRACT

While customer orientation is accepted as a core marketing principle, this research suggests that an
opposing orientation—product orientation—may offer an advantage. Managers who follow a product
orientation focus on products that interest and inspire them rather than on products that fulfill
consumers’ desires. This research suggests that a consumer’s perception that managers follow a
product orientation is consistent with prior conceptualizations of brand authenticity. That research
suggests that brands perceived as authentic are evaluated more positively, yet that research does not
empirically assess brand authenticity’s effects nor suggest its antecedents. To fill this gap, the
authors develop a conceptualization and model of brand authenticity grounded in self-determination
theory, attribution theory, and extant authentic human brand research. Brand authenticity is
defined as the extent to which consumers perceive that a brand’s managers are intrinsically motivated
in that they are passionate about and devoted to providing their products. The model proposes four
antecedents of brand authenticity—two related to rare brand behaviors (uniqueness and scarcity),
and two related to stable brand behaviors (longevity and longitudinal consistency). It also proposes
two perceptual outcomes of brand authenticity—expected quality and trust. Two 2 × 2 experiments
(n = 136 for Study 1; n = 155 for Study 2) demonstrate a positive impact of the antecedents on brand
authenticity and of brand authenticity on the outcomes. Brand authenticity mediates these effects.
© 2016 Wiley Periodicals, Inc.

For the past several decades, customer orientation has
reigned as one of the fundamental concepts in mar-
keting thought. Customer orientation suggests that,
for firms to succeed, they should first determine cus-
tomers’ wants and needs and then create products to
fulfill those wants and needs (Deshpandé, Farley, &
Webster, 1993; Gatignon & Xuereb, 1997; Kohli,
Jawarski, & Kumar, 1993; Narver & Slater, 1990). The
research herein suggests that a customer orientation
may not be the only appropriate strategic orientation.
Indeed, an opposing orientation, a product orientation,
may offer an advantage. A product orientation reflects
the notion that the producer’s interests and expertise
dictate marketing decisions—not the customers’ wants
and needs (Hirschman, 1983; Voss & Voss, 2000). For
instance, a music artist may prefer to perform songs
in a folk art genre even though most consumers fa-
vor pop music. Research shows that in some contexts,

particularly in an artistic context, organizations with a
product orientation outperform those with a customer
orientation (Voss & Voss, 2000). Still, most research
suggests that customer orientation is positively asso-
ciated with firm performance (Kirca, Jayachandran, &
Beardon, 2005).

Arguably, customer orientation has dominated mar-
keting thought because marketers have largely ignored
an important consideration—consumers’ perceptions of
these strategic orientations. Yet, the notion that con-
sumers evaluate an organization’s strategic orientation
is actually addressed in the brand authenticity litera-
ture. Specifically, brand authenticity is analogous to the
consumer perception that an organization (or brand)
employs a product orientation. Consumers may judge a
brand as authentic when the brand is perceived to be
directed by individuals who are inherently interested in
the products they produce and who are motivated by the
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gratification they feel when producing their products
(Beverland, Lingreen, & Vink, 2008; Holt, 2002). On
the other hand, brand inauthenticity is analogous to the
consumer perception that an organization (or brand)
employs a customer orientation. Consumers may judge
a brand as inauthentic when the brand is perceived to
be directed by individuals who are externally or cus-
tomer driven and are overly commercial and profit fo-
cused (Beverland & Luxton, 2005; Spiggle, Ngyuen,
& Caravella, 2012; Thompson, Rindfleisch, & Arsel,
2006). This brand authenticity literature essentially
presents a view contradictory to that found in the
marketing strategy research. Specifically, it offers a
new perspective by suggesting that organizations or
brands perceived to be authentic, or those perceived
to have a product orientation, are evaluated positively,
whereas brands perceived as inauthentic, or those per-
ceived to have a customer orientation, are evaluated
negatively.

While such ideas have been proposed in the brand
authenticity literature, the only research that empiri-
cally examines this type of authenticity does so in the
more novel, human brand context, namely the authen-
ticity of artists and celebrities. Moulard, Rice, Garrity,
and Mangus (2014) investigate consumers’ perceptions
of an artist’s authenticity, suggesting it is the con-
sumer’s perception that the artist engages in his/her
work purely for his/her own fulfillment. An authen-
tic artist is perceived as “true to one’s artistic self”
(Moulard et al., 2014, p. 578) in that the artist fol-
lows his/her innate desires—endeavors close to his/her
heart—as opposed to others’ ideals (Dutton, 2004; Kivy,
1995). In other words, an authentic artist is perceived to
follow a product orientation in that consumers perceive
that the artist’s preferences dictate his or her decisions
about his or her artwork, not the consumers’. Moulard
et al. (2014) find that perceptions of artist authentic-
ity positively affect attitude toward the artist, which
in turn affects attitude toward the artwork and behav-
ioral intentions. Offering a similar conceptualization,
Moulard, Garrity, and Rice (2015) find support that two
overarching antecedents—rarity and stability—affect
celebrity authenticity. Nonetheless, the authenticity of
conventional brands—rather than a human brand—
has not been explored empirically. Further, neither
study considered antecedents and consequences simul-
taneously; thus, these studies are not able to demon-
strate whether brand authenticity acts as an important
mediator.

This research proposes that perceptions of being
authentic, or “true to self,” also apply to a brand’s
management—that the brand’s decision makers are
perceived to follow a product orientation in that they
focus on products about which they care and are pas-
sionate. Thus, this article’s objective is to develop and
test a conceptual model of brand authenticity that is
theoretically grounded and linked to managerially rel-
evant antecedents and perceptual consequences. The
brand authenticity construct is first developed. Then,
four antecedents and two perceptual outcomes of brand

authenticity are identified. Two experimental studies
are then presented that test this model.

BRAND AUTHENTICITY: A
CONCEPTUALIZATION AND MODEL

While different definitions of authenticity exist
(Beverland & Farrelly, 2010), there appears to be a
consensus that it includes being “true to oneself”—that
for a person to be “real,” one’s behaviors should be
motivated by one’s actual thoughts and feelings. This
idea has persisted for some time across numerous dis-
ciplines, including marketing (Arnould & Price, 2000),
literary criticism (Trilling, 1972), and art (Fine, 2003).
As noted, recent research in marketing also adopts and
empirically examines this idea (Moulard et al., 2014,
2015), suggesting that human brands such as artists
and celebrities are perceived as authentic if they are
perceived as being true to themselves. These ideas
purported in the human brand authenticity research
are grounded on the tenets of self-determination
theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000). The theory proposes that
self-determined behavior, or intrinsically motivated
behavior, stems from the self. This is opposed to extrin-
sically motivated behavior, which stems from external
sources. Intrinsic motivation is characteristic of partic-
ipating in an activity for its inherent satisfaction and,
thus, involves the “active engagement with tasks that
people find interesting” (Deci & Ryan, 2000, p. 233).
Importantly, Ryan and Deci (2000) note that intrin-
sically motivated behavior is “authentic in the fullest
sense of those terms” (2000, p. 74). Intrinsic motivation
involves one’s dedication to an activity and personal
involvement in it (McReynolds, 1971). Further, such
active engagement and personal involvement in an
activity has been associated with one’s passions, or
more specifically “harmonious passion.” Vallerand
et al. (2003, p. 757) define harmonious passion as “a
strong inclination toward an activity that people like,
that they find important, and in which they invest time
and energy.” Extrinsic motivation, on the other hand,
is characterized by participating in behaviors that
result in a separate outcome (other than the inherent
gratification of engaging in the behavior), often a
reward or a punishment (Deci & Ryan, 2008). While
self-determination theory focuses on an individual’s
perceptions of their own authenticity (e.g., Sheldon
et al., 1997), the research on artists and celebrities
extends these ideas to the perceptions of another
individual’s authenticity (Moulard et al., 2014, 2015).

As noted, authentic artists are those perceived to be
true to their artistic self—that they create art for their
own pleasure rather than create art that pleases others
(Dutton, 2004; Kivy, 1995; Marshall & Forrest, 2011).
This notion is similar to what Hirschman (1983) labels
marketing to one’s self—that artists produce as an end
in itself, since the act is intrinsically gratifying. As such,
Moulard et al. (2014) define artist authenticity as “the
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Figure 1. Conceptual model of the antecedents and consequences of brand authenticity.∗

extent to which consumers perceive the artist as intrin-
sically motivated in that the artist is passionate about
and committed to producing his/her artwork” (Moulard
et al., 2014, p. 579). Alternately, inauthentic artists are
perceived as being extrinsically motivated, as they are
perceived to be motivated by profits; they “sell out” by
caving into customer demands (Moulard et al., 2014).

Following Moulard et al. (2014), this research as-
serts that such assessments of “true to self” extend
to that of the brand’s management. That is, a brand’s
managers can be perceived as intrinsically driven in
that their decisions about the brand are perceived to
emanate from their innate desires rather than from
external sources or pressures. Authentic brand man-
agers are perceived to be in business because doing so
is innately gratifying and because they are motivated
by their enthusiasm and passion for their products. In
other words, such brands are perceived to adopt a prod-
uct orientation (see Hirschman, 1983). As such, brand
authenticity is defined as the extent to which consumers
perceive that a brand’s managers are intrinsically mo-
tivated in that they are passionate about and devoted to
providing their products.

Although, technically, it is the motivations of brand’s
management—not the motivations of the brand—that
are assessed, previous research has labeled this phe-
nomenon brand authenticity rather than brand man-
agement authenticity. The majority of the research
in this stream suggests that managers of authentic
brands resist catering to customers and becoming too
commercial (i.e., not extrinsically motivated). However,
some research recognizes brand authenticity’s connec-
tion with brand management’s intrinsic motivation
and passion. For instance, Holt (2002, p. 83) states,
“To be authentic, brands must be disinterested; they
must be perceived as invented and disseminated by

parties without an instrumental economic agenda, by
people who are intrinsically motivated by their inher-
ent value.” Likewise, Beverland et al. (2008) intro-
duce the concept of moral authenticity as a type of
brand authenticity, which they state “comes from the
sense that a passionate creator is involved in making
products, and is motivated primarily by their love of
craft, rather than the possibility of financial reward”
(Beverland et al., 2008, pp. 11–12). To be consistent,
the term brand authenticity, rather than brand man-
agement authenticity, is adopted here. While this afore-
mentioned research recognizes that brand authenticity
can be characterized as brand managers following their
inner desires, it does not empirically examine brand au-
thenticity, offer a theoretically grounded conceptualiza-
tion, nor propose antecedents and consequences.1 Next,
the antecedents and outcomes of brand authenticity are
discussed, as illustrated in Figure 1.

Antecedents of Brand Authenticity

“Our Family’s Passion is Cheese.”
—Sargento Cheese

Given the psychological nature of motivations, brand
management’s motivations are unobservable. While

1 While Morhart et al.’s (2015) conceptualization of integrity (pro-
posed as a dimension brand authenticity) discusses passion and
intrinsic motivation (among other ideas), their measure focuses
on the degree to which the brand is moral and dedicated to its
customers. The conceptualization herein, however, assumes that
brand behaviors employed to please one’s customers may actually
be at odds with brand management’s intrinsic motivation. That is,
caving in to consumer demands may force the brand’s management
to “sell out” and engage in activities that may not be intrinsically
gratifying.
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brand management can explicitly communicate its in-
trinsic motivation, as reflected in the Sargento Cheese
statement, behavioral cues may be perceived as more
accurate than mere statements of the brand man-
agers’ motives. Two overarching behavioral cues—
rarity and stability—have been found to influence the
perceived authenticity of celebrities (Moulard et al.,
2015). Moulard et al. (2015) base the two antecedents on
attribution theory (Kelley, 1973), which suggests that
people use behavioral cues to assess whether another’s
behavior is internally motivated. Attribution theory
proposes that individuals will more likely attribute an-
other person’s behaviors to internal motivations rather
than external or situational reasons under three con-
ditions (Kelley, 1973): (1) the behavior is perceived as
unique to that person, (2) the behavior is similar over
time, and (3) the behavior is similar across different
stimuli or entities. For example, Laurie may attribute
Barry’s humble behavior to his true self (internal attri-
bution) as opposed to situational pressures (external at-
tribution) if Barry (1) is much more humble than other
people (unique to person), (2) is humble every time he
gets credit for something (over time), and (3) is humble
both in her presence and in the presence of important
individuals (across stimuli/entities).

Moulard et al. (2015) argue that these three con-
ditions may be useful for determining attributions for
family members and friends, in which numerous occa-
sions of behavior are witnessed. In the case of celebri-
ties, however, individuals likely do not distinguish be-
tween the second and third conditions: behaviors that
are similar over time and behaviors that are similar
across stimuli/entities. This same argument can apply
to a brand’s behaviors, which are controlled by man-
agement. For instance, brand management may have
significantly lowered prices on two occasions (similar
across time), and both instances were during economic
downturns (similar across stimuli). However, many
other potential factors could be attributed to the low-
ered prices at either or both time periods (e.g., competi-
tive pressures, price deflation, overproduction, etc.). As
such, each event is likely perceived as discrete since
several other factors may be at play at each time pe-
riod. Thus, behaviors across time and behaviors across
stimuli are dynamically interweaved, and these two
conditions can be collapsed into one condition—similar
behavior across time (Moulard et al., 2015).

Based on the previous discussion and consistent
with Moulard et al.’s (2015) antecedents of celebrity
authenticity, this research suggests two overarching
antecedents of brand authenticity—rarity (behavior
unique to the brand) and stability (consistent brand be-
haviors). Below, these two overarching antecedents are
discussed, and for each two, two specific manifestations
of each are proposed to positively affect perceptions of
brand authenticity. Uniqueness and scarcity are sug-
gested to be specific manifestations of rare brand be-
havior, whereas longevity and longitudinal consistency
are suggested to be specific manifestations of stable
brand behavior. In addition to being consistent with at-

tribution theory and recent work in celebrity authentic-
ity, these proposed antecedents are concepts that have
been related to brand authenticity or the more gen-
eral concept of authenticity in the previous literature.
Nonetheless, how these concepts relate to brand au-
thenticity (i.e., whether these concepts define authen-
ticity or whether they influence authenticity) has not
been clarified. Also, while other manifestations of rar-
ity and stability likely exist, these four were chosen be-
cause these factors are managerially controllable and
relevant and because they typically vary across brands.

Rare Brand Behavior

Rare brand behaviors are proposed to lead to percep-
tions of brand authenticity (i.e., the perceived passion
of the brand’s managers), as brands that do not conform
to the norm will be perceived as having managers with
strong convictions and, thus, that remain true to self.
Research in attribution theory suggests that individ-
uals who engage in divergent or uncommon behaviors
will be perceived as behaving according to their internal
dispositions, whereas individuals who engage in con-
forming behavior will likely be perceived as succumb-
ing to external pressures. Specifically, within attribu-
tion theory, the social desirability hypothesis predicts
less socially desirable behavior (i.e., nonconforming)
will be attributed to the person (rather than external
environment) more so than more socially desirable be-
havior (i.e., conforming) (Jones & Davis, 1965). Also
within the attribution framework, the augmentation
principle (Kelley, 1971) states that actions involving
costs, risks, or sacrifices (i.e., low desirability or non-
conforming behaviors) are more likely to be attributed
to the person than to external causes. That is, “doing
things your own way” or “going against the grain” is
difficult, and people are less likely to engage in such
behavior unless they truly feel motivated to do so. Con-
sumer research supports this notion, labeled the red
sneaker effect (Bellezza, Gino, & Keinan, 2014). This
research finds that individuals who dress in a non-
conforming manner, compared to those who dress in
a conventional manner, were considered to be more au-
tonomous; they were perceived to “behave according to
their own rules” (Bellezza et al., 2014, p. 38). Thus, such
individuals are perceived to behave authentically—
according to their internal dispositions rather than ex-
ternal pressures. While this research investigated in-
dividuals’ motivations, such logic is suggested to ap-
ply to perceptions of brand management’s motivations.
Two specific manifestations of rare brand behavior—
uniqueness and scarcity—are discussed below.

Uniqueness. Uniqueness refers to the extent to which
consumers perceive that a brand is unusual or atypical
compared to the competition. Research on the authen-
ticity of persons and brands has suggested the impor-
tance of uniqueness. With respect to self-taught artists,
Fine (2003, p. 155) notes that “authenticity refers to the
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recognition of difference” and suggests that the more
unusual the artist, the more their work is valued. Sim-
ilarly, Peterson (2005, p. 1093) argues that a country
music singer must be seen as having a “creative voice”
and “an interpretation that makes his/her presentation
distinctive and clearly recognizable” to be considered
authentic. Uniqueness is also similar to Moulard et al.’s
(2014) celebrity originality, found to be a sub-dimension
of rarity. Their qualitative interviews of adults suggest
celebrities that were independent and creative were
perceived as authentic, whereas those that followed the
crowd were perceived as inauthentic. Thus, the follow-
ing is proposed:

H1: Uniqueness will have a positive effect on brand
authenticity.

Scarcity. Scarcity is defined as the extent to which con-
sumers perceive that the brand’s goods or service out-
lets are not widely available or accessible. A brand’s
scarcity gives consumers the impression that the brand
is not solely focused on aggressive growth, as are many
brands. As such, brands that produce few goods or man-
age few outlets are more likely to be seen as rare. Fur-
ther, brands with limited output are likely to be per-
ceived to take pride in and are committed to their craft.
In his book on authentic brands, Boyle (2003) notes
that brands perceived as small are believed to have
handmade goods that are not mass-produced. In Bev-
erland’s (2006, p. 256) qualitative study on authentic
wines, one participant notes, “scarcity has value and
authentic wines are those that are difficult to find be-
cause they are made in small batches.” Scarcity is also
similar to Moulard et al.’s (2015) notion of celebrity dis-
cretion, which their results suggest is a sub-dimension
of rarity. Discretion refers to the perception that the
celebrity attempts to limit his/her exposure. This sup-
ports a popular press assertion that a brand’s authen-
ticity can be eroded by over commercialization and
ubiquity (Gilmore & Pine, 2007). Thus, the following is
proposed:

H2: Scarcity will have a positive effect on brand au-
thenticity.

Stable Brand Behavior

In addition to rare brand behaviors, stable brand be-
haviors are also proposed to lead to perceptions of brand
authenticity. The managers of stable brands are per-
ceived to concentrate on what they love to do and do not
waver; they are solid and steady and, thus, likely are
perceived as committed to their calling. Both attribu-
tion theory and self-determination theory suggest that
stability should lead to brand authenticity. Attribution
theory posits that observations of another’s stable be-
havior should lead to perceptions that such behavior
is attributed to that person rather than to external
forces (Kelley, 1973). This attribution process makes

sense given that individuals judge their own authentic-
ity based on the degree to which their behavior is sta-
ble. Specifically, Sheldon et al. (1997) find that a high
variation (or the instability) of one’s personality across
different roles and traits is related to lower levels of
one’s self-perceived authenticity. The research herein
suggests that individuals will perceive another entity
(in this case, the brand’s management) as authentic if
that entity exhibits stability. Two specific manifesta-
tions of stable brand behavior—longevity and longitu-
dinal consistency—are discussed below.

Longevity. Longevity refers to the extent to which con-
sumers perceive that the brand has been in existence
for a long period of time. A brand’s persistence, or the
management’s pursuit of an activity for a long period
of time, may serve as an indication of brand manage-
ment’s conviction and passion. Social psychology re-
search finds that persistence is an outcome of an in-
dividual’s passion (Vallerend et al., 2003). As such, it is
plausible that people consider persistence when assess-
ing the passion of another. Research in brand authen-
ticity notes the importance of longevity. Beverland and
Luxton (2005) recognize that Australian winemakers
emphasize their long history in an attempt to appear
authentic. Morhart et al. (2015) identify continuity as
a dimension of brand authenticity; brands with con-
tinuity are those that have a long history. Thus, the
following hypothesis is proposed:

H3: Longevity will have a positive effect on brand
authenticity.

Longitudinal Consistency. Longitudinal consis-
tency is defined as the extent to which consumers
perceive that the brand has not changed. The concepts
of longevity and longitudinal consistency are similar
but distinct. Longitudinal consistency refers to con-
sistency over an unspecified period of time; whereas
longevity refers to a long period of time that may or
may not be characterized as consistent. Brands that
exhibit longitudinal consistency project continuity
and a consistent image over the years, even though
specific aspects such as products, ingredients, or
other attributes of the brand may have changed. For
instance, while the Apple product line has changed
over the years, the foundations on which the brand has
been built have remained constant: its reputation for
innovativeness, its logo, and its image of being pure,
simple, and intuitive. Brand authenticity research
supports this notion. Morhart et al.’s (2015) brand
authenticity dimension of continuity proposes that
authentic brands are those that do not change. In
their study of authenticity in the wine industry,
Beverland and Luxton (2005) describe how wine
producers emphasize traditional production methods
(i.e., a consistent style) to project an authentic image,
despite the fact that these producers may actually
adopt technologically advanced methods. Further,
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Moulard et al.’s (2015) findings offer evidence that
consistency is a sub-dimension of stability in the con-
text of celebrity authenticity. They define consistency
as “the perception that the celebrity’s personality and
characteristics have not changed” (p. 179). As such, the
following hypothesis is proposed:

H4: Longitudinal consistency will have a positive ef-
fect on brand authenticity.

PERCEPTUAL CONSEQUENCES OF
BRAND AUTHENTICITY: EXPECTED
QUALITY AND TRUST

In order to demonstrate the effects of a strategic ori-
entation perceived to be focused on intrinsic motiva-
tion (i.e., product orientation), the model herein also
proposes that brand authenticity has positive effects
on two perceptual consequences: expected quality and
trust.

Arguably, a brand’s high-quality products may be
an indication of its authenticity—that quality is an
antecedent of brand authenticity. In their qualitative
study of the surfer and skateboarder subcultures, Bev-
erland, Farrelly, and Quester (2010) uncovered the
importance of brand performance, or quality, as a de-
terminant of a brand’s authenticity because it “com-
municated continued commitment by the brand own-
ers to ‘pushing the envelope’ in the sport” (p. 707). Yet
for consumers who have little familiarity with a brand
and have not yet consumed a brand’s goods and ser-
vices, the reverse is more likely. A brand’s authenticity
may signal quality—that is, authenticity may be an an-
tecedent of expected quality. Previous research has es-
tablished that when a brand is unknown or new, a con-
text in which high uncertainty exists, consumers rely
on extrinsic cues more so than intrinsic cues in making
quality judgments (Close, Moulard, & Monroe, 2011;
see also Olson, 1973; Rao & Monroe, 1989; Zeithaml,
1988). Unlike intrinsic cues such as product ingredi-
ents that are difficult to evaluate prior to consumption,
extrinsic cues such as brand and price are readily ob-
servable. As such, consumers often rely heavily on these
extrinsic cues to estimate the product’s quality. Brand
authenticity—or the perception that the brand man-
agers are motivated by their passion to produce their
products—can be classified as an extrinsic cue since it
is separate and distinct from the product itself. The
research herein proposes that when faced with an un-
familiar brand, consumers are likely to rely on percep-
tions of a brand’s authenticity in assessing the expected
quality they will receive. Thus, the following hypothesis
is proposed:

H5: Brand authenticity will have a positive effect on
expected quality.

Additionally, brand managers who are perceived as
intrinsically motivated should elicit consumers’ trust in
the brand. In particular, brand authenticity should pos-

itively affect benevolent trust, or the belief that brand
managers are concerned about the consumers’ well-
being beyond their profit motivations (Mayer, Davis,
& Schoorman,1995; Schlosser, White, & Lloyd, 2006).
Brand managers who are truly enthusiastic about pro-
ducing their offerings will be excited to share these
offerings with their customers, particularly those who
are equally enthusiastic about the brand’s products.
The following quote from Thompson et al. (2006, p. 59),
describing a consumer’s authenticity perceptions of a
coffee shop owner, reflects this idea:

Carie views herself as intimately involved in the pro-
prietor’s (Tina) efforts to perfect a time-honored craft
and to cultivate greater consumer appreciation for
skillfully roasted coffee. In keeping with the arti-
san ideal, Tina (the proprietor) has earned a further
claim to authenticity through her apprenticeship at
Kaladi Brothers Coffee . . . , which contributes to the
sense that she is not catering to the masses (a la
Starbucks) but only to those who can really appre-
ciate a great cup of coffee (and are willing to make
some effort to attain it).

As such, the following hypothesis is proposed:

H6: Brand authenticity will positively impact brand
trust.

The Mediating Role of Brand Authenticity

Lastly, brand authenticity is also proposed to medi-
ate the effects of the four antecedents—uniqueness,
scarcity, longevity, and longitudinal consistency—on
the two outcomes—expected quality and trust. For-
mally stated:

H7: Brand authenticity mediates the relationships
between

(a) uniqueness and expected quality
(b) scarcity and expected quality
(c) longevity and expected quality
(d) longitudinal consistency and expected quality
(e) uniqueness and brand trust
(f) scarcity and brand trust
(g) longevity and brand trust
(h) longitudinal consistency and brand trust.

STUDIES 1 AND 2

Method

Two experiments were conducted to test the effects of
the proposed antecedents on brand authenticity (H1–
H4), the effect of brand authenticity on expected qual-
ity and trust (H5 and H6), and the mediating effects
of brand authenticity (H7a–h). Because the two rarity
antecedents are proposed to be related (rather than in-
dependent), as are the two stability antecedents, each
study included one rarity antecedent and one stability
antecedent. Specifically, Study 1 was a 2 (uniqueness)
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× 2 (longevity) between-subjects design, which tested
H1, H3, H5, H6, and H7 (a, c, e, and g). Study 2 was
a 2 (scarcity) × 2 (longitudinal consistency) between-
subjects design, which tested H2, H4, H5, H6, and
H7 (b, d, f, and h). The two samples consisted of un-
dergraduate business students from a large university
(n = 136 for Study 1 and n = 155 for Study 2). No
student participated in both experiments.

The two experiments used the same context and
guise, followed similar procedures, and measured the
same dependent variables (brand authenticity, ex-
pected quality, and trust). For each experiment, partic-
ipants were asked to complete an online experiment, in
which they were randomly assigned to one of four study
conditions. Each participant was presented with a sup-
posed Wall Street Journal article describing the rise of
coffee consumption. One paragraph within the article
described a fictitious coffee shop, Café de La Vie, and
the factors were manipulated within this paragraph (as
will be discussed later). As the guise, students were told
that the Wall Street Journal was considering publish-
ing an online edition for students and that they would
be participating in a test market of this new edition.
Participants were first asked about their news inter-
ests and media consumption habits. They were then
asked their opinions about two filler ads and a filler
news article. Next, they were presented with the stim-
ulus article. Following that, they responded to the de-
pendent measures and the manipulation check items
(discussed subsequently). No participants were able to
guess the intent of either study.

News Article Manipulations. The stimulus article
included a paragraph describing a coffee shop. In Study
1 (uniqueness and longevity), the low uniqueness con-
dition stated that the coffee shop provided sofas and
chairs, free internet access, and was like most other
coffee shops. The high uniqueness condition stated that
the coffee shop had distinct features, including being
the first coffee shop to offer laptop rentals and one
of the few coffee shops that encourages customers to
bring their dogs. Longevity was manipulated by stating
that the coffee shop had opened the previous week and
would be celebrating its grand opening (low longevity)
or would soon be celebrating its 100-year anniversary
(high longevity).

In Study 2 (scarcity and longitudinal consistency),
scarcity was manipulated by stating the coffee shop
had either 500 stores (low scarcity) or three stores (high
scarcity). Concerning the longitudinal consistency ma-
nipulation, the low condition stated that the establish-
ment was a restaurant prior to being a coffee shop and
that there was a possibility it may change back to a
restaurant. It also stated that ownership had changed
several times. The high longitudinal consistency con-
dition stated that the establishment is still owned by
the founder, that the first three employees hired still
work at the company, and that the coffee shop has
maintained its original mission of friendly service in
a comfortable environment.

Measures. Given that the brand authenticity con-
struct (as conceptualized here) and the four antecedent
constructs (i.e., manipulation checks) have not been
previously identified or measured, measures were de-
veloped for these constructs. The scales were created
based on six group interviews with 26 undergradu-
ate business students from a large university. To elicit
notions of true-to-self brand authenticity rather than
other meanings of brand authenticity, the participants
were first asked to consider individuals whom they per-
sonally knew that they believed to be authentic and
inauthentic. They were then told that marketers con-
sider that brands could also be perceived as authen-
tic/inauthentic in the same way as humans. With this
in mind, the participants were then asked to choose
the most authentic and the most inauthentic brand of
four brands presented and then asked to explain the
rationale for their choice. The participants were also
asked to state any other brands (beyond those four
listed) that they believed were authentic and inauthen-
tic and the reasons for their beliefs. In addition to these
focus groups, the qualitative work on brand authentic-
ity and dictionary and thesaurus searches were also
used to develop the item pool for the brand authen-
ticity items, as well as for the four antecedent con-
structs (i.e., manipulation checks) (Netemeyer, Bear-
den, & Sharma, 2003).2 The focus group results also
suggested that consumers do not use the term “man-
agers” or “management” when discussing intrinsic mo-
tivation. Rather, they simply state the brand name
when they are, in fact, referring to the brand’s man-
agers. For instance, consumers would not state that
BP’s managers are profit driven; rather, they would
simply state that BP is profit driven. As such, the brand
authenticity items include the brand name and do not
include the word “manager” or “management.” Such
an approach is consistent with other brand research.
For instance, one of Morhart et al.’s (2015) measures
of brand integrity is “A brand that cares about its
customers.”

These preliminary items were pretested using 248
undergraduate business majors from a large univer-
sity. Each of the 19 items was measured with a
7-point, Likert-type scale anchored with “strongly dis-
agree” and “strongly agree.” Students were first pre-
sented with one of eight existing brands from two
product categories (beer and coffee shops) and then
asked to respond to the items with that brand in mind.
The data were analyzed with principal factors analy-
sis using a promax rotation. As expected, five factors
emerged with eigenvalues greater than 1, which ex-
plained 70.87% of the variance. Based on this anal-
ysis, three items were dropped due to loading on a
factor with a score lower than 0.50. The remaining
measures were validated on a separate sample of 123
undergraduate business majors. These data were also

2 Because Moulard et al.’s (2014) study on artist authenticity was
published after this study was conducted, the adaptation of Moulard
et al.’s (2014) scale to a brand context was not possible.
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Table 1. Measurement Items.

Construct Measurea Loadingb,c CRd AVEe

S1 S2 S1 S2 S1 S2

Brand
authenticity

Café de la Vie has a true passion for its business. 0.81 0.87 0.93 0.93 0.81 0.81

Café de la Vie wants to do its best at providing its
product/service.

0.95 0.88

Café de la Vie is devoted to what it does. 0.93 0.95
Uniqueness Café de la Vie has distinctive characteristics. 0.96 0.96 0.87

There is something about Café de la Vie that makes it stand
out.

0.97

There is something special about Café de la Vie. 0.88
There’s something that separates Café de la Vie from other
coffee houses.

0.93

Longevityg Café de la Vie has been around for a while. 0.99 0.99 0.99
Café de la Vie has a long history. 0.99

Scarcity Café de La Vie is not a coffee house most people run across very
often.

0.73 0.79 0.56

Café de La Vie is not one that is available everywhere. 0.77
I think people might sometimes have trouble finding a Café de
La Vie.

0.74

Longitudinal
consistency

Not much has changed about Café de la Vie. 0.90 0.96 0.89

Café de la Vie has pretty much stayed the same. 0.99
Café de la Vie has maintained a consistent image. 0.94

Expected
qualityf

Extremely poor/extremely good. 0.96 0.98 0.96 0.97 0.88 0.91

Awful/excellent. 0.95 0.97
Very low/very high. 0.91 0.92

Brand trust I trust Café de La Vie. 0.87 0.85 0.88 0.89 0.70 0.72
I could rely on Café de La Vie. 0.83 0.89
Café de La Vie is an honest company. 0.81 0.81

aMeasures are based on a 7-point point scale. With the exception of expected quality, all items were Likert scales anchored at strongly disagree
(1) and strongly agree (7).

bStandardized regression weights based on SEM analysis are reported.
cRegression weights for all measures were significant at p < 0.001.
dComposite reliabilities (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988) are reported.
eAverage variance extracted (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) is reported.
fThe item stem was “overall, what is the level of service quality you would expect to receive from Café de La Vie?”
gThe two error variances for the longevity items were constrained to be equal due to one of the error variances being negative in an initial run

(−0.002).

analyzed using principal factors analysis with a pro-
max rotation. Five factors emerged explaining 81.52%
of the variance. Further, all of the items loaded on their
appropriate factors and, with the exception of one item,
the loadings ranged from 0.70 to 0.99. One item was
dropped due to its loading being less than 0.60 and
it cross-loading over 0.50 on another factor. The fi-
nal items used in the experiments are presented in
Table 1.

The other two dependent measures, expected qual-
ity and trust, were drawn from prior research and were
each measured with three-item, 7-point scales (also pre-
sented in Table 1). Consistent with Spreng and Mack-
roy (1996), to measure expected quality, participants
responded to the question, “What is the level of ser-
vice quality you expect to receive from Café de La
Vie?” by answering the three bipolar items. Consistent
with Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001), brand trust was
measured with three Likert scale items anchored with
“strongly disagree” and “strongly agree.”

Results

The data were analyzed using structural equation mod-
eling (SEM) with AMOS 22.0.0. Although using SEM
to analyze experimental data is not a common prac-
tice among marketing researchers (Michon & Chebat,
2008), SEM nonetheless offers several advantages over
analysis of variance methods, which are typically used
to analyze experimental data. SEM (1) corrects for mea-
surement error, (2) handles more complex relations
among the dependent variables, and (3) controls for
any unintended effects (i.e., nonhypothesized effects)
on manipulation check measures and on the depen-
dent variable(s) (Bagozzi & Yi, 1989; MacKenzie, 2001;
Michon & Chebat, 2008).

The data were modeled similarly for both exper-
iments, consistent with the method suggested by
MacKenzie (2001). These structural models and results
are illustrated in Figures 2 and 3. (The measurement
models are discussed subsequently.) For each data set,
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Figure 2. SEM results of Study 1: Uniqueness × Longevity.a,b,c

the models included the two manipulations, which are
modeled as exogenous dummy variables, as well as the
manipulation checks, which are modeled as endogenous
multi-item latent factors. Consistent with the third ad-
vantage of SEM, modeling the data in this way allows
testing whether the manipulations have their intended
effect on their respective manipulation checks, as well
as testing whether the manipulations have unintended
effects on constructs other than their respective manip-
ulation checks (MacKenzie, 2001). This modeling also
enables testing whether the manipulation check me-
diates the effect of the manipulation on the outcome
variable (i.e., brand authenticity). Thus, the paths on
the left side of the models that flow from the manipu-
lation factors to the manipulation check factors assess
the effectiveness of the manipulations; the other paths
within the model test the proposed hypotheses.

Measurement Models—Studies 1 and 2. As per the
previous discussion, the two measurement models (i.e.,
Study 1 and Study 2) included brand authenticity, ex-
pected quality, and trust, the two manipulation check
factors (uniqueness and longevity for Study 1; scarcity
and longitudinal consistency for Study 2), and the
manipulations. The results of the measurement mod-
els for both experiments suggest good-fitting models
(Study 1: χ2 = 147.4, p < 0.001, df = 101; CFI = 0.98,

RMSEA = 0.06; Study 2: χ2 = 145.8, p < 0.001, df =
100; CFI = 0.98, RMSEA = 0.06). (One of the longevity
items had a negative error variance [−0.03, p > 0.10] in
Study 1. Thus, for both the measurement and structural
models, the error variances for the longevity indicators
were constrained to be equal [Hair et al., 2006].) The
results also provided evidence of convergent validity,
shown in Table 1. All standardized loadings were sig-
nificant, ranging from 0.81 to 0.99 for Study 1 and from
0.73 to 0.99 for Study 2. Additionally, all multi-item
constructs satisfied Bagozzi and Yi’s (1988) recommen-
dation that composite reliabilities exceed 0.60, ranging
from 0.88 to 0.99 for Study 1 and from 0.79 to 0.97 for
Study 2. Similarly, all constructs satisfied Fornell and
Larcker’s (1981) criterion that the average variance ex-
tracted should exceed 0.50, ranging from 0.70 to 0.99
for Study 1 and from 0.56 to 0.91 for Study 2. Discrimi-
nant validity was assessed using Fornell and Larcker’s
(1981) approach: for each construct pair, the average
variance extracted for both constructs was greater than
their squared correlation. The correlation, means, and
standard deviations for the constructs are provided in
Table 2.

Structural Model: Study 1—Uniqueness ×
Longevity. The proposed model was tested using
AMOS 22.0.0, and the results suggest a good-fitting
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Figure 3. SEM results of Study 2: Scarcity × Longitudinal consistency.a,b,c

Table 2. Means,a Standard Deviations,a and Correlationsb of Measured Constructs.

Study 1c

Construct Mean
Standard
Deviation AU U L Q T

Authenticity (AU) 5.13 1.00 1.00
Uniqueness (U) 4.67 1.68 0.53∗∗∗ 1.00
Longevity (L) 3.86 2.39 0.27∗∗ 0.14 1.00
Quality (Q) 5.42 0.98 0.62∗∗∗ 0.42∗∗∗ 0.32∗∗∗ 1.00
Trust (T) 4.56 0.89 0.60∗∗∗ 0.42∗∗∗ 0.28∗∗ 0.56∗∗∗ 1.00

Study 2d

Construct Mean
Standard
Deviation AU S LC Q T

Authenticity (AU) 4.83 1.32 1.00
Scarcity (S) 5.21 1.15 0.21∗ 1.00
Long. const. (LC) 4.03 2.06 0.65∗∗∗ 0.03 1.00
Quality (Q) 5.14 1.19 0.74∗∗∗ 0.27∗∗ 0.49∗∗∗ 1.00
Trust (T) 4.22 1.08 0.75∗∗∗ 0.30∗∗ 0.50∗∗∗ 0.69∗∗∗ 1.00
∗p < 0.05, ∗∗p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001.
aBased on the average of measurement items comprising the scale for each construct.
bCorrelations between latent constructs (from the standardized PHI matrix; Jöreskog & Sörbom, 2001).
cn = 136.
dn = 155.

model (χ2 = 179.8, p < 0.001, df = 115, CFI =
0.98, RMSEA = 0.07). Before testing the proposed
hypotheses, the intended and unintended effects of the
manipulations were assessed. As shown in Figure 2,
the manipulations for uniqueness and longevity had
the expected effects on their respective manipulation
checks; both paths were positive and statistically
significant (0.72 and 0.87, respectively; p < 0.001 for

both paths). Unintended effects of the manipulations
on all other factors were then assessed. One signifi-
cant unintended effect was uncovered: the longevity
manipulation had a positive effect on the uniqueness
check (γ = 0.18; p < 0.01). However, the magnitude
of this coefficient was relatively small compared to
the intended effect of the uniqueness manipulation on
the uniqueness check, suggesting the validity of the
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manipulation (Perdue & Summers, 1986). Nonetheless,
the unintended path was included when testing the
proposed model to control for this unintended effect
(MacKenzie, 2001).

Concerning the proposed relationships, all were pos-
itive and significant. The uniqueness check had a posi-
tive effect on brand authenticity (β = 0.51; p < 0.001),
and the longevity check also had a positive effect on
brand authenticity (β = 0.21; p < 0.01). Further, the
indirect effects of the manipulations on brand authen-
ticity were also significant. The indirect standardized
effect of the uniqueness manipulation on brand au-
thenticity (mediated by the uniqueness check) was 0.36
(p < 0.001), and the indirect standardized effect of the
longevity manipulation on brand authenticity (medi-
ated by the longevity check) was 0.28 (p < 0.01). (These
indirect values are not presented in Figure 2.) Thus,
H1 and H3 are supported. Brand authenticity also has
a positive effect on expected quality (β = 0.64; p < 0.001)
and trust (β = 0.62; p < 0.001), supporting H5 and H6.

Next, the proposed mediating effects of brand au-
thenticity were assessed, in particular, whether it me-
diates the effects of the two manipulation check factors
on the two outcome factors. These four proposed me-
diated effects were tested using four separate nested
models. For each of these four models, one additional di-
rect path was added to the initial model: (1) uniqueness
check to expected quality; (2) uniqueness check to trust;
(3) longevity check to expected quality; and (4) longevity
check to trust. Following the guidelines for testing me-
diation in SEM suggested by Iacobucci, Saldanha, and
Deng (2007), for each of these four mediation tests, the
additional direct path in each model was compared to
its corresponding indirect (mediated) path. The stan-
dardized estimates of the direct and corresponding in-
direct paths (see Sobel, 1982) are reported in the up-
per portion of Table 3. In three of the four compar-
isons, the indirect path was significant, whereas the di-
rect path was not significant, suggesting full mediation
(Iacobucci et al., 2007). The three fully mediated paths
include (1) uniqueness check → authenticity → ex-
pected quality, (2) uniqueness check → authenticity →
trust, and (3) longevity check → authenticity → trust.
As such, H7a, H7e, and H7g are supported. However,
both the direct and indirect paths were significant be-
tween the longevity manipulation check and expected
quality, suggesting that brand authenticity partially
mediates this relationship. Thus, H7c was partially
supported.

Structural Model: Study 2—Scarcity × Longitu-
dinal Consistency. Again, the proposed model was
tested using AMOS 22.0.0. The results suggest a good-
fitting model (χ2 = 167.3, p < 0.001, df = 115, CFI
= 0.98, RMSEA = 0.05). As with Study 1, the in-
tended and unintended effects of the manipulations
were assessed before considering the hypothesized re-
lationships. As shown in Figure 3, the manipulations
for scarcity and longitudinal consistency have the ex-
pected effects on their respective manipulation checks;

both paths were positive and statistically significant
(γ = 0.21, p < 0.05; γ = 0.83, p < 0.001, respectively).
Neither of the manipulations had a significant effect on
any other factor in the model.

Concerning the proposed relationships, all were pos-
itive and statistically significant. Focusing on the an-
tecedents of brand authenticity, the scarcity check had
a positive effect on brand authenticity (β = 0.22; p <

0.01), and the longitudinal consistency check also had
a positive effect on brand authenticity (β = 0.65; p <

0.001). Further, the indirect effects of the manipula-
tions on brand authenticity were also significant. The
indirect standardized effect of the scarcity manipula-
tion on brand authenticity (mediated by the scarcity
check) was 0.05 (p < 0.05), and the indirect standard-
ized effect of the longitudinal consistency manipulation
on brand authenticity (mediated by the longitudinal
consistency check) was 0.55 (p < 0.001). (These indi-
rect values are not presented in Figure 3.) Thus, H2
and H4 are supported. Brand authenticity also had a
positive effect on expected quality (β = 0.76; p < 0.001)
and trust (β = 0.76; p < 0.001), again supporting H5
and H6.

As was done in Study 1, the proposed mediating
effects of brand authenticity were assessed, specifi-
cally whether brand authenticity mediated the effects
of the scarcity and longitudinal consistency manipula-
tion checks on the two outcome factors. The standard-
ized estimates of the direct and corresponding indirect
paths (see Sobel, 1982) are reported in the lower portion
of Table 3. In three of the four comparisons, the indi-
rect path was significant, whereas the direct path was
not significant, suggesting full mediation (Iacobucci
et al., 2007). The three fully mediated paths include (1)
scarcity check → authenticity → trust, (2) longitudinal
consistency check → authenticity → expected quality,
and (3) longitudinal consistency check → authenticity
→ trust. As such, H7f, H7d, and H7h are supported.
However, both the direct and indirect paths were sig-
nificant between the scarcity manipulation check and
expected quality, indicating that brand authenticity
partially mediates the relationship (Iacobucci et al.,
2007). Thus, H7b was partially supported.

Discussion

For decades, research and practice have recognized cus-
tomer orientation as a fundamental marketing strat-
egy. Indeed, this perspective of first determining cus-
tomer wants and needs and then creating products
to fulfill those wants and needs is advocated and
adopted, consistently offering desired firm outcomes
(Deshpandé, Farley, & Webster, 1993; Gatignon &
Xuereb, 1997; Kohli, Jawarski, & Kumar, 1993; Narver
& Slater, 1990). However, the argument can be made
that marketers should take a divergent approach and
choose an opposing orientation—or at least be perceived
to do so. This research establishes the benefits of brand
authenticity—the idea that consumers perceive that a
brand follows an opposing product orientation, in that
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Table 3. Tests of Mediation in Studies 1 and 2.

Model Paths Effect Stand Estimate Hypothesis Mediation

Study 1
Uniqueness check → auth. → exp. quality Indirect 0.29∗∗∗ H7a Full
Uniqueness check → exp. quality Direct 0.11 Supported

Uniqueness check → auth. → trust Indirect 0.28∗∗∗ H7e Full
Uniqueness check → trust Direct 0.12 Supported

Longevity check → auth. → exp. quality Indirect 0.12∗∗ H7c Partial
Longevity check → exp. quality Direct 0.16∗ Partially supported

Longevity check → auth. → trust Indirect 0.12∗∗ H7g Full
Longevity check → trust Direct 0.11 Supported

Study 2
Scarcity check → auth. → exp. quality Indirect 0.15∗∗ H7b Partial
Scarcity check → exp. quality Direct 0.14∗ Partially supported

Scarcity check → auth. → trust Indirect 0.15∗∗ H7f Full
Scarcity check → trust Direct 0.11 Supported

Lg. const. check → auth. → exp. quality Indirect 0.50∗∗∗ H7d Full
Lg. const. check → exp. quality Direct −0.01 Supported

Lg. const. check → auth. → trust Indirect 0.50∗∗∗ H7h Full
Lg. const. check → trust Direct −0.01 Supported

∗p < 0.05; ∗∗p < 0.01; ∗∗∗p < 0.001.

brand managers are perceived to produce products that
fulfill their own desires rather than their customers’.
Specifically, findings from two experiments show con-
sumers’ perceptions that brand managers are passion-
ate about their products positively influence expected
quality and trust. The results also demonstrate that
brand behaviors that are rare (uniqueness and scarcity)
and stable (longevity and longitudinal consistency) in-
fluence perceptions that brand management follows a
product orientation.

This notion of brands ascribing to a product ori-
entation is not new. In fact, it has been argued as
more suitable in artistic industries, such as the hedo-
nic contexts of art, theatre, design, and food, contexts
in which producers find inspiration from within them-
selves during the creative process (Hirschman, 1983;
Holbrook & Zirlin, 1985; Fillis, 2004). Further, produc-
ers in artistic and high-culture industries who embrace
this perspective are perceived as experts in their area,
giving consumers what they should want (Hirschman
& Wallendorf, 1982). For example, at Michelin-starred
restaurants in France, salt and pepper are not set on
the table, as the expert chef (and not the customer)
knows how to properly season the meal. Thus, con-
sumers may follow the lead of the producer, as the
producer educates and challenges them (Voss & Voss,
2000; see also Hirschman, 1983). Empirical research
demonstrates that this product orientation yields finan-
cial benefits. In their study of the professional theatre
industry, Voss and Voss (2000) find that adopting this
perspective leads to increased financial performance
for season ticket holders, whereas customer orientation
leads to decreased financial performance. The authors
attribute this finding to the increased product qual-
ity that a product orientation may offer: Consumers
of product-oriented theatres likely experienced higher

quality performances. However, the positive outcomes
in the studies herein cannot be explained by actual
product quality via a product orientation, as study par-
ticipants did not sample coffee. Rather, these positive
outcomes can be attributed solely to the perception that
the brand follows a product orientation. As such, this
research contributes to the marketing strategy liter-
ature by suggesting that consumer’s perceptions of a
brand’s strategic orientation—in addition to its actual
strategic orientation—need to be taken into account.

In addition to linking brand authenticity to the mar-
keting strategy literature, this research contributes to
the brand authenticity literature. First, this research
expands the true-to-self notion of authenticity, which
has been applied to human brands, to the consumer’s
perception of a brand’s management team. Previous re-
search in marketing has established that consumers
perceive artists as authentic if they are perceived to
be “true to themselves”—that they are perceived to
be intrinsically motivated in that they follow their in-
ner desires rather than cater to the demands of their
customers (Moulard et al., 2014). By drawing on self-
determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000) and the work
on artist authenticity (Moulard et al., 2014), this re-
search suggests that a brand may also be perceived as
authentic if those managing the brand are perceived
as intrinsically motivated. While previous research has
proposed that a brand’s authenticity is characterized by
the management’s intrinsic motivation (Holt, 2002) and
passion (Beverland et al., 2008), this previous research
does not ground the concept in a theoretical framework,
empirically examine the concept, nor suggest its an-
tecedents or perceptual outcomes.

The work herein also contributes to the find-
ings in the authenticity research on human brands.
First, Moulard et al.’s (2014) work finds that artist
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authenticity has positive effects on attitude toward the
artist and, subsequently, attitude toward the artist’s
artwork and behavioral intentions. The research herein
extends these findings, suggesting that a conventional
brand’s authenticity also has positive effects on other
perceptual consequences, namely that it increases the
brand’s expected quality and trust. Second, other hu-
man brand research exploring celebrities’ authentic-
ity shows that two overarching antecedents—rarity
and stability—positively affect celebrity authenticity
(Moulard et al., 2015). The measures used in that study,
however, tap general notions of authenticity (e.g., real,
genuine) as opposed to more specific notions of intrin-
sic motivation (e.g., passion, devotion). As such, this
research builds on that prior work by showing that
manifestations of rarity and stability affect percep-
tions of a conventional brand’s authenticity (i.e., brand
management’s passion). Further, this article’s studies
test the effects of the antecedents in an experimental
setting, providing evidence of internal validity, some-
thing Moulard et al.’s (2015) survey method is unable
to demonstrate. Finally, while antecedents and con-
sequences are empirically examined in both of these
human brand studies, neither explore them simulta-
neously and, as such, cannot demonstrate whether au-
thenticity serves as a mediator. The findings herein
show that brand authenticity fully mediates six of the
eight antecedent–consequence relationships and that it
partially mediates the other two.

This research also suggests that different dimen-
sions or types of brand authenticity may affect one
another, a notion not considered by previous brand
authenticity work. Morhart et al.’s (2015) brand au-
thenticity dimension of continuity is highly consistent
with the notion of stability herein. The manifestations
of stability—longevity and longitudinal consistency—
are akin to their concept of continuity, described
as “a brand’s timelessness, historicity, and its abil-
ity to transcend trends” (Morhart et al.’s 2015, p.
202). Thus, the experimental findings in this re-
search provide evidence that one dimension/type of
brand authenticity—continuity (i.e., stability)—causes
another type/dimension of brand authenticity—true-to-
self brand authenticity.

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

One limitation of this research is its hedonic context
of a coffee house. Future research, then, should con-
sider whether consumers’ appreciation of a brand’s au-
thenticity extends to utilitarian products. Additionally,
this research, as with Moulard et al.’s (2014) research
on artist authenticity, focuses on authentic brands and
their intrinsic motivation—perceptions of a product ori-
entation. Nonetheless, most brands are also extrinsi-
cally motivated in some sense; to ensure profitability,
they must follow a customer orientation and be attuned
to market demands. Thus, the extrinsically motivated
behavior of most brands puts them at risk for being per-

ceived as inauthentic (e.g., selling out, too commercial).
Future research could examine perceptions of these two
motivations—intrinsic (i.e., product orientation) and
extrinsic (i.e., customer orientation)—simultaneously.
Research could consider at what point consumers’ per-
ceptions of extrinsic motivation may cause negative ef-
fects and whether perceptions of intrinsic motivation
mitigate any negative effects.

An additional limitation is the use of a student sam-
ple in both studies. While the coffee shop context used
in these studies is one with which most students likely
have experienced, future research should aim to gener-
alize these findings to other populations. Further, the
manipulation of uniqueness in Study 1 could be prob-
lematic. Perceptions of uniqueness were increased by
suggesting that the coffee shop welcomed dogs. While
such a strategy may increase brand authenticity (via
uniqueness), it may simultaneously decreases patron-
age intentions for individuals who do not like dogs.

The present research explores the consequences of
expected quality and brand trust. It is also important
to link brand authenticity to additional outcomes. Fu-
ture research could consider additional perceptual con-
sequences of authenticity, which may include perceived
value, customer satisfaction, and brand attitude.

Additionally, manifestations of rarity and stability
beyond the four investigated here may also be impor-
tant. These results suggest that, for new or unknown
brands, brand authenticity affects expected quality.
Yet, as noted previously, the opposite may be the case
for established brands—that quality affects brand
authenticity. This quality-authenticity relationship
is suggested by Moulard et al.’s (2015) work on
celebrity authenticity. They find that one dimension
of rarity is a celebrity’s talent, which they define as
“the perception that the celebrity demonstrates skill
in his/her chosen field” (p. 178). As such, talent is
conceptually similar to brand quality. Moulard et al.’s
(2015) research also suggests an antecedent related
to the stability dimension, morality, which they define
as “the perception that the celebrity demonstrates
strong values and principles” (p. 179). The concept is
similar to Morhart et al.’s (2015) brand authenticity
dimension of integrity, which signifies the “moral
purity and responsibility of the brand” (p. 203). Many
others antecedents are possible, depending on the type
of brand and context in which it operates. Yet, new
dimensions should be related to rarity and stability.

Lastly, future studies should consider potential
moderators. Research suggests that some consumers
may value a brand’s authenticity more so than others.
As noted, brand authenticity can be conceptualized as
an extrinsic cue, as it is not directly tied to the product
(as compared to intrinsic cues, such as a product’s in-
gredients). Hirschman and Wallendorf (1982) propose
that consumers of high-culture products (e.g., luxury
and aesthetic products) are more sensitive and more
appreciative of these subtle, abstract brand meanings.
As such, consumers of high-culture products, often
those of higher socioeconomic status, are more likely to
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value a brand’s authenticity. Consumers of low-context
products (i.e., mass-marketed products) instead focus
on the product’s/brand’s utilitarian benefits and, thus,
are less likely to value the abstract notion of brand
management’s intrinsic motivation. Additionally, some
constructs may moderate the influence of rarity and
stability on brand authenticity. Moulard et al. (2015)
find age moderates the effects of both stability and
rarity in a celebrity brand context. The effect of rarity
was stronger for younger versus older consumers,
whereas the effect of stability was stronger for older
versus younger consumers. Whether these findings
hold for conventional brands could be explored in future
studies.

Managerial Implications

Brand managers can influence perceptions of brand
authenticity by strengthening perceptions of rarity
and stability through the manifestations identified in
this research. Brands that demonstrate aspects of both
rarity and stability will likely have the most success at
creating perceptions of brand authenticity. However,
brands do not need to exhibit both to be considered
authentic. Some brands may be perceived as authentic
due to perceptions of rarity, while others may be
perceived as authentic due to perceptions of stability.
As one example, a new brand may be perceived as au-
thentic because of rarity perceptions even though it has
not been around long enough to develop perceptions of
stability. While strengthening specific manifestations
of rarity and stability can increase brand authenticity,
perhaps a more straightforward approach is simply
to emphasize that the brand management loves what
it does. For example, Whole Foods lists its “passion
for food” as one of its core values, and Raising Cane’s
restaurant emphasizes that its “One Love” is chicken
fingers.

Given the economic, societal, and technological
trends of the twenty-first century, it is relatively easy
to forecast that the concept of authenticity will be-
come more and more important to consumers. How-
ever, brands should avoid fabricating cues that lead
consumers to believe they are authentic when they in
fact are not. Consumers demand transparency based
on the perceived motives of firms (see Campbell &
Kirmani, 2000), and information about brands is read-
ily available on the Internet. Thus, brand managers
should carefully consider whether their brand actually
possesses any elements presented in this research and
then emphasize those elements.
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