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Management Summary 

While companies see their competitors grow every day, they are looking for new ways to outstand their competitors, one of the ways is using design. But how important is the design when buying a product? And can volume brands use premium designs to be seen as a premium product? These questions show what this research is about: What is the role of design similarity on the assessment of design value, for upmarket line extensions? The research will also show if categorization is mediating between design similarity and the assessment of design value. 

An experimental study was conducted, where 201 respondents answered several questions using a survey. The results of the survey showed a higher design value for a premium car, compared to a volume car, moreover it showed that a volume car with a premium looking design has a higher design value than a real volume car. Furthermore, the results showed a partial mediation effect of categorization between design and design value. Also choice is influenced by design, the results showed that respondents preferred a cheaper premium looking car above a real premium car.

This research shows a way for volume brands to upgrade their products and let consumers categorize the products as premium products. Especially companies which are focused on older consumers or on female consumers can benefit of this strategy. The research showed that these groups are the most influenced by design.

Nevertheless premium brands can learn of this research as well. It came out that premium brands can excel for instance on ergonomics, which is not influenced by design. Try to involve people should help as well. Involvement was influencing the functional value of the car. Furthermore the research shows that premium brands have to be really careful for volume brands, for copying the design. Therefore, companies have to take care for descent patents, to protect their own design.  

The research had a couple of limitations. First, the survey program did not have any options for quota sampling. This could have influence on the research because now, it provides a less representative view of the reality. Furthermore, the research found no influence of a premium looking design car on ergonomic value. One of the reasons could be that there is a possibility that the scale was not sufficient, and more/other questions are needed to assess the ergonomic value. In addition, to analyze the mediation effect, the method of Baron and Kenny is used. This method is discussed by several researchers, who discuss that a Structural Equation Model (SEM) is a more suitable model to analyze the mediation effect. 
Due to the more advanced techniques, that are needed to use the Structural Equation Model, it was not possible to use this method. 
The first suggestion for further research would be to do the same research in other countries, to see if there are cultural differences in perception and assessing design value. However, it is recommended to improve the research, by enlarging the sample size (to make the research even more reliable), and improving the scale for ergonomic value.

Furthermore, researches in several product classes are needed to see whether the conclusions also apply to these other product classes. In addition, this research shows that changing a volume product to a premium looking product offers opportunities for volume brands. However, previous researches discussed that low concept consistency of a line extension can damage the parent brand. Therefore, future research should measure what has the biggest influence: the opportunities by changing the product, or the damage because of low concept consistency. Besides that, future research should not only focus on overall design, but it should discuss which design attributes are influencing the different product appearances.
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
This chapter will elaborate a short introduction about the study. This will include the problem statement and the motivation of this research. Second, the research question and the Sub-questions will be discussed and motivated. Third the scientific relevance and the managerial relevance will be presented. And finally the outline and the delimitations of this research will be discussed.
Introduction

Centuries ago, people went to the closest farmer, when they wanted to buy milk, and bought a milk churn. Over the years consumer behavior changed as well as the providers of the products. Consumers can choose now out of a wider range of suppliers where to buy their product, because of the mobility. For producers of products it is getting harder and harder to excel with the performance of a product, therefore they are obliged to excel on other points, like design. Design is a broad word and can have different roles; these roles (six) were elaborated by Creusen and Schoormans in 2005. These are: categorization, aesthetic, attention drawing, functionality, ergonomic and symbolic.
In one survey of senior marketing managers 60% mentioned that design was the most important determinant of new product performance (Bruce and Whitehead 1988), moreover design was mentioned as the most important determinant of sales success under 203 new products (Cooper and Kleindschmidt 1987).
Now-a-days companies are fighting with each other, not only on the performance of the products but as well on the design of the product. Kreuzbauer and Malter (2005) did research on this and stated that a couple of design features can change the whole thought of the product. They used off-road motorbikes and street motorbikes and looked what design features where needed to place a motor in one of these segments. Thus, managers can change perceptual design elements to support line extension strategies. 
As elaborated before, design can have six different roles, one of these is categorization. Categorization is when consumers try to understand a product by placing it within an existing category. It is based on the perceived similarity between this product and exemplars of various product categories and sub-categories (Cox & Locander, 1987; Glass & Holyoak, 1986; Loken & Ward, 1990; Meyers-Levy & Tybout, 1989; Sujan & Dekleva, 1987; Bloch, 1995). Research on categorization suggests that consumers prefer goods that have moderate incongruity with respect to existing products (Meyers-Levy and Tybout 1989). Thus, for company managers it is very important to do research before launching a new product and make a good decision what they want the customers to think about their product. The right categorization can make or break a product.
There are different levels of categorization, for example categorization on the brand concept. This is when customers categorize the product on the design of the product, compared to same looking products. An example could be when a volume selling brand an upmarket new product launches, imitating the market leader (and/or premium brand) to hope the brand will be perceived as not volume/economic brand but as a premium/high-end brand. For example Samsung who tried with their Galaxy S to copy the design of the IPhone 1, of the market leader Apple (Timberg and Tsukayama 2012). Or car manufacturer Citroën, which is known as a volume seller, who introduced their new design (DS) class which should compete the German premium brands (Audi, BMW and Mercedes), by using a more sportive and luxury design. Another level of categorization is where a brand launches a completely new product, for instance, the launch of the Galaxy Tab. Some consumers might think it is a tablet; however others might think it is a smartphone. Thus, there is possibility of categorization mistake. 
This thesis will focus on the role of brand concept categorization; when a volume brand introduces an upmarket line extension which indicates similarities to competitor premium product instead of dominant design of a volume brand. 
So categorization is very important for sellers and for consumers. When a product could not be categorized correctly by the consumer, it could be that the product will be less sold because the customers do not know what to do with the product. Nevertheless, companies have to be careful by not been categorized in a group they are not targeting on.
For new sellers or companies in the low end of the market categorization is an opportunity to increase sales by using a similar design of a premium product. The categorization process will influence the other roles of design value derived from the product appearance (Creusen and Schoormans 2005). For example the Citroën case, customers might assess that the Citroën DS class which looks like a competitor premium brand (BMW), has better performance (functional) and more comfortable (ergonomic) than the Citroën DS class which looks like a traditional Citroën C class i.e. dominant design of Citroën. Here lies the contribution of this thesis. 
Does it really work like that?  Do customers still assess the brand as a volume brand after the line extension look like the premium brand? Brand design consistency, the extent to which the design of an extension product is congruent with the parent brand image, plays an important role for the success of line extensions (Goh, Chattaraman and Forsythe, 2013). Companies could lose a lot of customers if a product works out differently than they thought it would work out. They could lose the way their brand is perceived, and then all the work of the prior decades could be lost. Thus, introducing a new product could be seen as taking a risk.
Thus, this is worth to do research on. Therefore this thesis will do research on the effect of the categorization on the design value, by taking a volume brand that is using a similar design as a premium product, which is known for his good quality and performance.
What we expect to see in the case of the volume brand product x is introduced with a design similar to a premium product z is: 
· A change in the customer beliefs about the volume brand
· A negative change in the customer beliefs about the premium brand
· A different impression about the design value, and so a different impression about the different attributes of the new product compared to products of the same brand with another design.

Problem statement motivation:
This research tries to investigate whether consumers’ perceptions about the design value of the different attributes do change for volume brands, when there are some design similarities to a premium brand, due to categorization. Thus, the design might change the impressions of the consumers. Companies should be aware of the possibilities, moreover be aware of the dangers for the volume selling companies who could lose the way their brand is perceived and for companies with premium products who could lose their margin if they would have the same functional, ergonomic, aesthetic, symbolic and attention drawing impression as the volume brand products has. So what are the consequences of imitating the design of a competitor’s product?

What are the core attributes in the design, which are the most influencing the customers impression? Does the design only influence the ergonomic and functional impression by categorization or are other product appearance roles also influenced by categorization? What do companies want, do they want to be perceived as the premium product or do they just launch a more designed low end product and still want to be perceived as a volume brand?
This research will be focused on the car market. Cars are a good choice, because the different design roles are important when consumers make choices for car models and in the car industry, companies launch upmarket/down market extensions frequently. As example, Citroën introducing the DS class will be used. These cars looks more like sportive and luxury cars compared to the family and economic cars Citroën used to manufacture (C class) (for an example see appendix 1). Citroën is a brand which is known by the author and which could be researched on, in a large part of the population in Holland. The Citroën is one of the most sold car brands in Holland, thus respondents will be familiar with the brand and the DS class is still introduced at the time this research is written (ANWB 2012). To see how the design the impression of a product influenced, the following research question and sub-questions are formulated: 

Research question:
What is the role of design (similarity) on the assessment of design value, for upmarket line extensions?
Sub-questions:

1. In what way is the functional product value influenced by design/design similarity?

2. In what way is the ergonomic product value influenced by design/design similarity?

3. In what way is the aesthetic product value influenced by design/design similarity?

4. In what way is the symbolic product value influenced by design/design similarity?

5. In what way is the attention-drawing product value influenced by design/design similarity?

6. In what way does categorization influence the role of design similarity on the assessment of design value?

7. In what way does design similarity influence consumer choice?
Scientific relevance: 

The research after categorization has a long but not very extensive history, most often it is used as a part of the six roles of product appearance for consumers (Bloch 1995; Garber 1995; Garber et al., 2000; Veryzer, 1993; Veryzer, 1995), together with aesthetics, attention drawing, functionality, ergonomics and symbolic. Creusen and Schoormans (2005) explained that categorization was a special product appearance because it was not only a product appearance by itself but as well influencing other appearances like ergonomics and functionality. Alba and Hutchinson (1987) were one of the first who motioned categorization, and described it as when a consumer decides to buy a product from a particular category but is not sufficiently motivated to compare specific brands, the consumer might tend to choose whatever brand seems most typical because it is easier to recall, thus the customers first look at the design of the product. Loken and Ward (1990) used this explanation of Alba and Hutchinson to describe categorization as in a relation with typicality, what was already motioned by Barsalou (1983, 1985) and Nedungadi and Hutchinson (1985). Consumers will grab for the most typical product when they have not a lot of knowledge about the product or are not really interested. For example when they buy a sport car, they will take a car that looks the most like how they intend how a sport car should look like. 
Kreuzbauer and Malter (2005) were one of the few people who researched the connection between design and categorization, and found out that just a few design attributes can change the category for customers. However as Creusen and Schoormans (2005) mentioned, there is no research done if consumers derive an impression about the design value from categorization. This research will focus on the effect of an extension of a volume with similarity to a premium brand on the perceived design value, considering the role of brand categorization as a mediating effect. This research will be empirical with real brands and extensions.
Contribution to thesis

Table 1 shows the most important articles and books which have a contribution on this research.

Table 1: The contribution of this thesis 

	 
	Context
	Design similarity to competitor or dominant design (own)
	Categorization 
	Line extensions
	Dependent variable
	method

	Aaker and Keller (1990)
	Six prestige products
	Dominant design
	Yes, as mediator
	other market line extensions
	Brand associations
	Experimental survey

	Park, Milberg and Lawson (1991)
	Wristwatches
	Dominant design
	Yes, as mediator
	Other market line extensions
	Fit extension
	Experimental survey

	Sandy D. Jap (1993)
	Health and beauty aid
	Category consistency

Dominant design
	No
	Same market line extension
	Brand concept parent brand
	Experimental survey

	Creusen and Schoormans (2005)
	voicemail machines
	dominant design
	Yes, as one of the six design roles
	No
	None, elaboration of the six design roles 
	qualitative experiment

	Kreuzbauer, Malter (2005)
	Motorbikes
	dominant design
	Yes, as mediator
	same market line extension
	Consumer perception
	Experimental survey

	Kreuzbauer, Malter (2007)
	Auto industry
	dominant design
	Yes, as theoretical framework
	same market line extension
	None, elaboration theoretical framework on categorization
	theoretical framework

	Goh, Chattaraman, Forsythe (2013)
	Watches
	both,  category consistency and brand design consistency
	Yes, as mediator
	other market line extension
	product attitude in brand extensions
	Experimental survey

	This thesis (2014)
	Auto industry 
	Both, compared
	Yes, as mediator
	Upmarket line extension
	Design Value 
	Experimental survey


Notes: dominant design: design similarity to existing products of the brand
Managerial Relevance:

This research will show some more inside information about categorization and how categorization influences the design value of a brand. This would help managers in the business by making good decisions about the design of the product they want to sell.  

Through this research inferences can be made about what effect the design of a line extension has on a volume brand. It will show if it is helpful for volume brand producers to make a design slightly similar to a premium product and what the thoughts of the customers will be about the products. Moreover this research will show if categorization is hurtful for the premium product producer, where volume brand producers sell a quite similar looking product for a lower price or that it hurts the volume brand by changing the current brand concept.
Delimitations:
This research will focus on the change of the impression on design value influenced by design with categorization as mediation effect. The categorization in this research will be in the form of cars. But it is the intention of the research, to generate a picture of the effect of all sorts of categorizations on different kind of markets. 
Outline

In the next chapter, we will give a literature review about the dependent and independent variables; why design important is, what line-extension are and how can design influence categorization. Furthermore the hypothesis development is discussed. These hypotheses will be worked out in a theoretical framework, with formulated hypotheses. In chapter 3, we explain the research process and methodology, which includes an explanation of the research method, the data collection, the experiment, the manipulation, the pre-test, the questionnaire, the analysis and the manipulation. Chapter 4 will discuss the results and the analysis of the experiment. At last, Chapter 5 will include the conclusions of this research and will discuss the theoretical and managerial Implications. Furthermore the researcher will recall which further researches are needed to get better conclusions.  
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Figure 1: Thesis structure.
Chapter 2: Theoretic framework

This chapter provides different theories about the variables used in this research. The different variables are discussed and will be followed by the development of the hypotheses. In the paragraph of the proposed framework, the hypothesis will be discussed and elaborated.
Why is design important (Roles of design)
The Influence of design on functionality
The functional value of a product pertains to the utilitarian functions a product can perform (its use) (Löbach, 1976; Veryzer, 1995). Products differ in the degree to which they are suited to perform their basic utilitarian function, such as communication or transportation, but also in quality (e.g., by the technology or materials used) and in features. An example for a car could be; the utilitarian function is driving and transporting the passengers. Cars differ in the top speed they can drive; the faster it goes the higher the functional value.

Some utilitarian functions of a product can be seen on first side. For example a handle can show that a product is portable (Creusen and Schoormans 2005). But it can also be used if a product is powerful if it is bigger, so the less readily accessible product attributes (Berkowitz, 1987; Dawar and Parker, 1994). For quality the physical product appearance is an important signal according to Dawar and Parker (1994)
According to the study of Creusen and Schoormans in 2005 half of the people based their product choice on the textual information about the functionalities of the product that was presented in the test with the product. Several subjects in this research said that a product would last longer because of the thoughts they had about the design (turning instead of a sliding volume button, large size, round corners instead of square corners). Some revered that a modern looking product would last longer than an old fashioned because, old fashioned where designed longer ago. Others said just the other way around that fancy looking product are normally not really solid.
As Creusen and Schoormans (2005) mentioned in their research, people will agree that larger buttons are easier to operate and that a product with a display looks more functionally complex than one without a display. So for functional and ergonomic value, guidelines are reliable, and general research into the influence of specific appearance characteristics on their perception will be useful.
The Influence of design on ergonomics
The ergonomic value of a product entails the adjustment of a product to human qualities. The product ergonomics or “human factors” concerns the comprehensibility and usability of a product, the suitability to perform and correctly to communicate its utilitarian functions (Löbach, 1976; Schürer, 1971; Veryzer, 1995).  
Ergonomic is all about the usability of a product, for example: lays is it softly in the hands, the space as a passenger in the car or the comfort of a car seat. Usability entails cognitive aspects of use, such as how logical a product is to operate, as well as emotional aspects in that it is not frustrating in operation and gives an enjoyable usage experience (March, 1994). 

Design influence the ergonomic value, or like Norman (1989) says: “Consumers may form an impression about the ease of use on the basis of the product appearance. Bloch (1995) mentioned for example the internet, where people can buy the products, but cannot test of try them. Thus, consumers will judge the ergonomic value on the design/product appearance. An example of an ergonomic judgment is the one that Norman (1989) used, that small number of controls, such as buttons, makes a product look easy to use. 

According to the study of Creusen and Schoormans in 2005, around one-third of the people mentioned reasons concerning usability as a basis for their choice. The most of the subject mentioned the visibility of the number on the product and the placing of the buttons. Some of the subjects said that less buttons would make it easier to use, others preferred more buttons so that every button had only one thing to use it for. The size of the product was mentioned as well, a smaller product was easier to hide away and a squared product was easier to put away on different places.
As said in the previous paragraph, for ergonomic value guidelines are reliable and general research into the influence of specific appearance characteristics on the perception will be useful.
The Influence of design on attention drawing

The attention drawing ability is one of the most important appearances of the design of a product for a company. Companies want to attract as much as consumers as possible and one of the ways is to have an unordinary design, or to stand out. As Engel (1995) say, attention is the allocation of information processing capacity to a stimulus. If a product cannot get attention by the design of itself, like food, the package should draw attention of the customers. The most used techniques to draw attention are to use a different size of color then the other products in the product category (Creusen and Schoormans, 2005). A good example is the recognizable grill of BMW which draws the attention, which is different compared to other cars.  

The research of Creusen and Schoormans (2005) shows that customers see the attention-drawing appearance of a product, as one of the less important appearances. It could be that customers are not always conscious of the influence of an attention drawing appearance of a product. Some customers even said that the most attention drawing product (biggest product) was too conspicuous, because of the size and the use of contrasting colors. One of the reasons could be the use of a functional product in this research. However Creusen and Schoormans mentioned that females significantly mentioned attention drawing as a choice reason more often than males.
The Influence of design on aesthetic 

The aesthetic value of a product pertains to the pleasure derived from seeing the product, without consideration of utility (Holbrook, 1980). So customers will always buy the product (when functionality and price of all products are equal) the product which appeals them the most. 

The prototypically of a product influences the aesthetic response. Prototypically means, if a product fits in a product category. Several studies showed a positive influence of visual prototypically on aesthetic preference (Hekkert, 1995; Veryzer and Hutchinson, 1998; Whitﬁeld and Slatter, 1979). According to Hekkert et al. (2003) companies have to find a good combination of being different than other products and to have a prototypically product.
In the research of Creusen and Schoormans (2005) aesthetic value of a product came out to be the most important choice reason for customers. They mentioned aspects as color, roundness, size and specific details to play a role in the aesthetic attractiveness. A lot of respondents mentioned that they wanted the product to fit in the interior design, and gave that as the most important reason for their choice.

Aesthetic as well as symbolic value is more subjective because it generally relies on experience, culture and taste. Therefore, the aesthetic value differs among different cultures and time. As Creusen and Schoormans (2005) confirm: “One should keep in mind that the aesthetic and symbolic value of a product may differ between cultures and in time and even may depend on the context (the available product alternatives or the store surroundings). General design guidelines therefore will be less reliable for the aesthetic and symbolic roles of the product appearance”.
The Influence of design on symbolic value
Consumer goods carry and communicate symbolic meaning (McCracken, 1986). An example is the IPhone by Apple, which some customers buy to be seen as innovative and hi-tech. Consumers use products to express their (ideal) self-image to themselves and to others (Belk, 1988; Landon, 1974; Sirgy, 1982; Solomon, 1983).

A product’s appearance communicates messages (Murdoch and Flurscheim, 1983), it can provoke an emotion for a customer, it can look bright, dark, cheerful or specially made for children.

The product or package appearance can reinforce the image of a brand as well, as the identity of a brand is expressed visually in the appearance of products (Schmitt and Simonson, 1997). Like the red color Ferrari mostly uses for their cars, they try to use the color constantly as a design element. Color and size can provoke different associations to people, which will differ per product. (Muller, 2001; Murdoch and Flurscheim, 1983; Schmitt and Simonson, 1997; Whitfield and Wiltshire, 1983). 
The research of Creusen and Schoormans (2005) showed that one half of the respondents mentioned the symbolic value of the products, but most of them found other aspect more important, they see symbolic value often as a part of an aesthetic judgment. Symbolic associations mentioned by several subjects where: expensive or cheap, playful, friendly, businesslike, soft, sympathetic, boring, and hi-tech.
Creusen and Schoormans (2005) indicated that there should be done further research on the possibility of making a product similar to “a well-known product category exemplar of high-technical quality” which could lead to that consumers will buy the product with the idea of having a good quality product as well and copy the symbolic value of the product.
Categorization Theory 
The categorization theory focusses on how customers categorize a product in a specific category and how they establish a certain brand concept. Loken, Barsalou and Joiner (2008) listed different concepts of categorization in their book. These concepts are: product categorization, brand categorization, goal-related categorization, attribute-based categorization, cultural categorization, product user categorization and the self as a category.

Table 2: Different forms of categorization 

	
Product categorization;

	Categorization influenced by the factors such as the degree to which the product shares attributes with other members, its frequency of instantiation and its evaluation. (Loken and Ward, 1990)
	Example: The 1998 Chevrolet Metro, with a retail price of $10,725, gas mileage of 39 miles per gallon (mpg), and a 79 horsepower (hp) engine, is considered a typical member of the economy-car category (Viswanathan and Childers, 1999)

	Brand categorization;

	Categorization process in which the new product is judged according to the suitability of its membership in a category (perceived "fit") that already contains a product or a set of products and that has some brand name as its identifiable label. (Park, Milberg and Lawson, 1991)
	Example: Citroën has a new brand extension, which is seen as an economical, decent and reliable car, which is not expensive and looks like the current cars of Citroën.


	Goal-related categorization;

	Categorization imposed by salient consumer goals, this affects category representations assessed by participants’ similarity judgments of products. (Tatneshwar, Barsalou, Pechmann and Moore, 2001)
	Example: A Dodge Ram (American truck) is a good  car to move stuff, but so is the Toyota Siena (Minivan)


	Attribute-based categorization;

	Consumers recall choice alternatives from memory as part of information search or decision making. Consumers often construct a consideration set of alternatives before they enter a store, open a catalog, or drive through a restaurant district. (Hutchinson, Raman and Mantrala 1994)
	Example: People in Holland will often name BMW, AUDI and Mercedes as they are ask to name premium cars. But will not name the American premium cars like Lexus or Chevrolet.



	Cultural categorization;

	Cultural backgrounds influence the judgments, decisions and the way the customers categorize products. This is particularly when the customers are not aware of the influence of their culture. (Briley and Wyer, 2002).
	Example: Americans prefer to buy cars of American or European cars instead of buying cars of Asian companies.


	Product user categorization;

	Categorization about traits of people based on their use of products or brands that result in inferential self- and other judgments (Belk 1981; Belk, Bahn, and Mayer 1982). Consumers engage in impression management, choosing products that they think will project a desired image and avoiding products that might denigrate their image. (Belk et. al. 1982; Levy 1986; Solomon 1983; Pechman and Knight 2002)
	Example: Hippies who prefer to ride in a Volkswagen minivan, because these minivans are seen as cars of the sixties which were used to travel around.


	Self as a category;

	Attitude objects, such as brands, can be associated with personality traits that provide self-expressive or symbolic benefits for the consumer (Aaker 1999). Self-expression can be an important driver of consumer preference and choice (Belk 1988; Richins 1994) and many products serve both utilitarian and symbolic functions. (Park, Jaworski, and Maclnnis 1986; Shavitt 1990)
	Example: People who see smiles in fronts of cars, or tough looking faces in the fronts of the BMW cars, which make them feel tough when driving it.



According to Anderson (2000) and Barsalou (1992 and 1999) product and brand knowledge is stored in long-term memory, this constitutes a mental “concept”. A concept is the knowledge and accompanying processes that allow an individual to mentally represent an entity or event adequately (Barsalou 1999). These concepts determine whether or not a new object or event belongs to a certain category, whereby a category is a set of related entities from an ontological type (for example robins, sweaters, weddings, plans etc.), in the human brain. (Barsalou 1993 and 1999; Lakoff, 1987). Thus a concept is the organized set of attributes, features, rules and relations which represent an entity or event. However concepts, and hence rules, for category membership are never fixed and may vary from context to context as a result of situational goals or development experience and physical action (Barsalou, 1987; Mandler, 1992; Smith, 2005)
Relationship between Categorization Theory and Design 

Recent research by Kreuzbauer and Malter (2007) suggested that there are 3 central relationships between design and brand. The first one is that design help people with the brand and product categorization, and influences the ideas of the customers about the product and the brand (Bitner 1992; Bettman 1979; Berkowitz 1987). Brand-typical design attributes are a high influence for people to recognize a product as a part of a brand category. The second relationship is that design shows the functions of the product, and how people can interact with the product or a brand. The third relationship is the aesthetic role of a product, what should lead to a positive brand evaluation.
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Figure 2 shows the framework Kreuzbauer and Malter (2007) used to show how the design of a product affects the development of a brand concept, and so affects or influences the categorization of a brand. 
Figure 2: Framework design information processing.

As shown the process of perception has different stages: retinal image, image-based processing, surface-based processing and object-based processing. The process works both bottom-up as top-down, product design influences the brand concept as the brand concept should influences the product design. 
The retinal image is the first impression of a product that an observer has, without really paying attention. This information is unstructured and uninterpreted (Julesz, 1984; Treisman, 1993). The image-based state is where the observer sees elements like lines and edges of the product. In the third stage, the surface-based state, general surface and spatial information is recovered. And in the last stage, the object-based state, the observer starts to see three-dimensional (Palmer 1999).
There are according to Kreuzbauer and Malter (2007) four major ways in which product design influences brand categorization through perception (see table 3): the perception of product affordances, brand-product categorization, brand-sign categorization and brand-style categorization. 
Table 3: Four bases of brand categorization

	Product affordances;

	The functional properties of some products are so closely aligned with visually observable characteristics (product size or shape) that the actions the product affords to the observer, such as how the observer can interact with the object or what they can do with it, can be directly perceived or “picked up” by the observer’s visual system (Gibson 1979; Brunswick 1943, 1952; Vicente 2003).
	Example: the handle on a teacup, which insinuates it can be picked up and the wheels on a car, which insinuates that it can drive.

	Brand-product categorization;

	The “generic” product-brand relationship. Any brand concept consists of both brand-level design information and also information about the generic product category. (Kreuzbauer and Malter, 2007)
	Example: The Citroën brand includes knowledge about the brand Citroën, and knowledge about how a car (concept) looks like.

	Brand-Sign Categorization;

	In addition to purely generic product information, branded products also convey information that is characteristic of a particular brand. (Kreuzbauer and Malter, 2007)
	Example: BMW uses the same design in their lights and grill of every car, which make the front of a BMW typical. 

	Brand-Style Categorization;

	A special case rather than a distinct process of brand categorization. More specifically, certain style-concepts are determined by various combinations of surface- and object-based perception processes. (Kreuzbauer and Malter, 2007)
	Example: for a car “luxury” style could include elements like ornaments, chrome or leather coating on the seats.


Line Extension

It is expensive for companies to launch new products, because new product development can cost millions and millions of dollars. After launching, the product has to be advertised and promoted which could cost several millions of dollars too. The failure rate of new product development is as high as 80-90% (Batra, Lenk & Wedel, 2010; Kotler & Keller, 2006; Reddy, Holak & Bhat, 1994). That is why a lot of companies use line extensions instead, to raise their sales. A line extension is the strategy of introducing new products in the same product class by making minor modifications such as flavor, size, or color (Keaveney, Herrmann, Befurt and Landwehr, 2012). 

Last years (2013) the main focus of extensive research in marketing and psychology laid on brand extensions. A brand extension is a strategy of introducing a new product in a different product class under the umbrella of the parent brand (Keaveney, Herrmann, Befurt and Landwehr, 2012; Aaker & Keller, 1990; Bottomley & Holden, 2001; Boush, 1993; Boush & Loken, 1991; Lau & Phau, 2007; Mao & Krishnan, 2006; Monga & John, 2010; Nan, 2006; Ng, 2010; Park, Milberg, & Lawson, 1991; Yorkston, Nunes, & Matta, 2010; Zhang & Sood, 2002). 

Line extension has got a lot less attention, which is surprising because it is used a lot more than brand extension. For example in consumer packaged goods, nearly 90% of new product introductions are line extensions, in contrast to 6% brand extensions and  5% new brands (Aaker, 1991; Kotler & Keller, 2006; Reddy, Holak and Bath, 1994), and lines extensions are widely used by car manufacturers, computer companies etc. (Kirmani, Sood & Bridges, 1999; Hui 2004). 

Most of the researchers on line extensions focused on the effects of line extensions on brand cannibalization (Hui, 2004; Lomax, Hammond, East, & Clemente, 1997; Reddy, Holak, & Bhat, 1994) or the equity effects of product-line stretches (Hamilton & Chernev, 2010; Kirmani, Sood, & Bridges, 1999; Sinapuelas & Sisodiya, 2010). Keaveney, Herrmann, Befurt and Landwehr (2012) focused more on what influence a line extensions would have if it looks similar to the main brand product. But none of them did research to what the influence of a line extension is when it look more on a competitor’s product.

Relationship between Categorization Theory and Line extensions

Understanding how consumers judge the goodness of fit between an extension and a parent brand requires one to know exactly which aspects of the new product and the existing brand category they will compare (Park, Milberg and Lawson; 1991).
In the research of Goh, Chattaraman and Forsythe (2013) two different terms are formed. Brand design consistency (BDC) which is the degree of how similar a line extension is compared to the parent brand image, and category design consistency (CDC) which is the degree of how similar the design of the line extension is compared to the prototypical of its category.
When consumers see a new product or extension, they are likely to evaluate and categorize it (Fiske and Pavelchak, 1986). Both products as well as brands are categorized, sometimes in a different manner, to facilitate consumers’ retrieval of related information and responses (Boush and Loken, 1991; Brannon and Brock, 2006).
Boush, David et al. (1987) measured subjects' evaluations of various extensions for a fictitious manufacturer of calculators. Aaker and Keller (1990), using real brand names (Heineken beer, Vuarnet Sunglasses, Häagen-Dazs Ice Cream, Vidal Sassoon Shampoo, Crest Toothpaste, Mac Donald meal), examined how consumers form attitudes toward brand extensions, using 20 hypothetical but reasonable extensions. They identified various bases of perceived fit between the original and extension product classes. In particular, these bases were (1) complementarity, or the extent to which extensions and existing products share the same usage context, (2) substitutability, or the extent to which one product can replace the other in satisfying the same need, and (3) transferability, or the degree to which the manufacturing skill that is required for the extension overlaps with what already exists (Park, Milberg and Lawson; 1991).

Park, Milberg and Lawson (1991) did research with wristwatches (Timex as functional brand and Rolex as prestige brand), on extension fit. They tested the extensions of the two brands under four different extension conditions that varied on two levels of product similarity (high/low) and brand concept consistency (functional/prestige). The research showed that possesses high concept consistency with the parent brand concept (e.g. fun) and high feature similarity to the brand’s existing products receives the most positive consumer evaluations.
Hypotheses Development 
The main reason for this research is to see what the roles of design similarity are on the assessment of the design value, for upmarket line extensions. The example of the DS line extension of Citroën will be used. The respondents will be asked to assess a car of the regular line extension of Citroën brand (C class), a car of the premium looking line extension of the Citroën brand (DS) and a car of a premium brand (BMW). The respondents will be ask to evaluate the functionality, ergonomic, aesthetic, symbolic and the attention drawing value of these “volume cars” and “premium” cars only on the design and brand name. The researchers will probably find out that the design value (the 6 different design roles without categorization) of the volume car will be lower than the design value of the premium car (H1) and that the design value of the regular volume car line extension will be lower than the design value of the premium looking line extension of the volume brand (H2).
The respondents will be asked to assess the DS line of Citroën on if it is a volume brand or a premium brand, only on the design of the car. The respondents will probably asses the Citroën DS brand as a premium brand. And so the low end/volume brand will be perceived as a premium brand (H3). 

If a volume brand will be perceived as a premium brand, after the extension, which is similar to the premium brand, the design value of an extension will be higher and so the categorization will the mediating effect between the extension with the similarities to a premium brand and the design value of this car (H4ab).

Therefore respondents will prefer the extension of the volume brand which looks like a premium car, the Citroën DS above the premium car of BMW; because the Citroën is cheaper but has the same design value (H5)

The proposed framework 
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Figure 3: Conceptual framework
  
The research of Creusen and Schoormans (2005) shows that some customers/respondents make their decision and conclusions to buy a product on if the product looks nice. They for instance thought that products where more reliable or durable on the design of the product. Moreover most aesthetic choice was found the most reliable too. The respondents also inferred that one of the products looked modern and so should be technological superior to the other choices. One of the other choices looked more out of date, and was seen as less technological and more old-fashioned. Thus this shows that products which look more like a premium product will perceive a higher ergonomic, functional and symbolic value than a product which looks more old fashioned or as a volume selling product. Aesthetic value, which is often intertwined with symbolic value, will be important to consumers for durable products, as these products are often used for many years and are visible in consumer’s homes or to other people. 
Bloch (1995) and Dawar and Parker (1994) make the same conclusion and say that consumers form an impression about utilitarian functions (functional and ergonomic value) and product quality on the basis of a product’s appearance (design). Dickson (1994) agrees on that and notes “There is also something intangible about quality. It resides in the feel, the look, the sound of an item. We may not be able to explain it, but we know it when we see it”. Creusen and Schoormans (2005) explain that product appearance can be used proactively in order to give consumers a certain impression about the functional (and ergonomic) product value. Therefore, if a company can make a product which looks like a premium brand, there is a possibility that consumers will automatically see that product as product with a higher design value then a volume brand product. This brings us to the first two hypotheses: 
 

H1: The design value, a) Functional b) ergonomic c) aesthetic d) symbolic and e) attention drawing value of a premium car (B) will be higher than a volume car (A1X)
H2: The design value, a) Functional b) ergonomic c) aesthetic d) symbolic and e) attention drawing value of the extension with a similarity to a premium brand (A1) will be higher than the one with a similarity to a volume brand (A1X)
 
As Kreuzbauer and Malter (2005) said perceptual design attribute-value sets have a strong effect on product category membership. The more design attribute-values a product contains that refer to a specific category, the more it is perceived as a member of that category. Thus, the more the new line extension (A1) by the volume/low end brand (A) is similar to Brand B (premium brand) the more the new line extension will be categorized as a premium product.

Fiske and Taylor (1984) and Rosch (1978) suggested that the more features an object shares with other category members, the more consistently, consensually and quickly it will be identified as a member of that particular family. So if the object (A1) shares a lot of features with another brand (B) customers are more likely to make a categorization mistake by thinking that the object (A1) is a part of the wrong brand (B) instead of categorizing it as a part of the real brand (A). 

Keaveney, Hermann, Befurt and Landwehr (2012) found out that when an individual makes a mistake in classifying the line extension, he will develop more negative associations about the product line than individuals who make the classification correctly. They did primarily research in, if individuals make mistakes in categorizing cars when the new line extensions similar looks as the core brand line. Keaveney, Hermann, Befurt and Landwehr (2012) concluded that the customers see the new cars (line extension) just as the regular cars (core brand line) if the heads of the cars look the same, and so make a categorizing mistake. But should this mean as the line extension (A1) by the volume/low end brand (A) is similar to Brand B (premium brand) the more the new line extension will categorized as a premium product? Therefore, we formulated the third hypothesis:

H3: If the new line extension (A1) by volume/low end brand (A) is similar to Brand B (premium brand), consumers are more likely to categorize the new car (A1) as premium cars (i.e. volume brand will be perceived as a premium brand). 
As Creusen and Schoormans (2005) said in their research on the six roles of product appearance, categorization (one of these six roles of product appearance) could influence the other product appearances. Thus, there is a possibility that the design value of the low end/volume line extension, with a categorization to a premium brand will be higher compared to the low end/volume line extension which has a categorization, as a low end/volume line. 

As Bloch (1995) refers in his research on “product design and consumer response”; perception of a product brand influences judgments on quality and overall desirability are primarily derived from the product’s appearance. Which means that, if a customer categorize the line extension (A1) as a member of the premium brand (B), based on the design of the line extension (A1), the quality (part of the design value) of the car/brand (A) will be derived higher compared to the other line (A1X). Moreover, in several researched by Berkowitz (1987) Bloch (1995) and Pilditch (1976) it was mentioned that the design of a product will generate consumer inferences regarding several product attributes and product appearances (functional value, ergonomic value, aesthetic value, symbolic value and attention drawing value). They mentioned that if consumers have a little knowledge about the products, they will use the design to categorize the product. This categorization will decide how the customers see the design value of the product. Creusen and Schoormans (2005) also mentioned that Product design has been recognized as an opportunity for differential advantage in the market place and the appearance of a product influences consumer product choice. As they showed in their research, products with a higher design value are often chosen first, before products with a lower design value.
Therefore, if the categorization is influenced by design similarity to a premium brand of a volume brand, and the categorization influences the other roles of design of the car, categorization will be a (partial) mediation effect (Baron and Kenny, 1986). There is a mediation effect when the outcome is not (only) influenced by the causal variable but also (partial) is influenced by an intervening variable, which is influenced by the causal variable (Baron and Kenny, 1986).
As Bloch said (1995); customers judge products (the functional, ergonomic, aesthetic, symbolic and attention drawing value) on the design, together with the conclusion of Creusen and Schoormans (2005) which said that categorization could influence the design value of a product, makes it possible to see the categorization as a mediation effect between the design of a car and the design value of that car. That is why the fourth and fifth hypotheses are as follow:
 
H4a: If consumers categorized a volume brand as premium brand after line extension, the design value a) functional and b) ergonomic c) aesthetic d) symbolic and e) attention drawing value of an extension will be higher. 
H4b: Categorization will be a mediating effect between extension with similarities to a premium brand and design value. 

H5: Respondents will prefer the extension of the volume brand which looks like a premium car (A1) above the premium car (B) and the volume car (AX1).
 
Chapter 3: Research Process and Methodology

This chapter will provide information about what research methods are used and how the data is collected. The data collection paragraph exist of for steps, namely: choosing brands, building the questionnaire, the experiment and the analysis. 
Research method
The goal of the research is to discover the changes in impression due to categorization for a line extension of a volume brand product. The research method will be quantitative with an experimental survey. The experimental part will consist of a pre-test and a main test/study.
Creusen and Schoormans (2005) did an experimental study for their research, to find out which of the six roles of product appearance for consumers had the most influence on buying a product. Therefore, this research will be an experimental study as well. However, the difference to the Creusen and Schoormans research is that they used a qualitative research (in-depth interviews), and this research will be quantitative (survey). Furthermore this research will give some new information about the influence of categorization, which is not covered in previous literature. Moreover, the research will try to answer if categorization affects the influence of design on the design value of a product, as a mediator. 
The two main effects that are investigated in this research are: 

1) What effect does categorization has on the impressions from consumers on the design value of a car? 

2) Which car do customers prefer to buy (cheap volume car, a little more expensive volume car with a premium design, or will the wait with buying a car to save money to buy a premium car? 
The main study will investigate both of the effects and will focus on the problem statement to find out “What the role is of design similarity on the assessment of the design value?” A pretest is used to test the statements which are made by the researcher before starting the main study.
As far as known, this is the first research which focuses on the influence of categorization on the design value. Therefore, at the end of this research car manufactures should see the potential of changing the design of their cars. Thus, this research can be seen as an exploratory research. 
Data collection 

Investigating whether categorization influenced the thoughts of customers about a certain brands requires an approach with multiple steps for which different sources are required. As mentioned before, the research will consist out of two parts: the literature research that is needed as the basis of the experimental part, and the experimental part with the main study. The following steps will be taken: 

1. Choosing the three brands/lines which will be used in the experiment.

2. Building the two questionnaires and establishing the sampling method.
3. The experiment: Conducting the main test.
4. Analyzing the results of the pre-test and the main test.
Step 1: Choosing brands

The first step to be taken is choosing the correct brands which will represent the volume brand cars and the premium cars. The volume brand has to introduce a new more premium looking line extension to be able to compare a volume brand extension and a premium looking extension from the same brand. 

Citroën currently introduced their new line, which has a different design compared to their other lines. Where the prices of the new line extension are a little bit higher, then the other lines of Citroën, the prices are still a lot lower (+/- 40%) then a similar car of a brand like BMW.

So Citroën can be seen as a low end brand or a volume seller, where BMW is more a premium brand which sells more luxury cars. The pretest will be used to measure the brand concept to prove this statement. 

Step 2: Building the questionnaire
In the surveys (pretest and main test) the cars will have different names compared to the real world. As basic car the Citroën C2 will be used, in the survey called Citroën D2. The extension which looks like a Citroën car (Citroën C6) will be called Citroën D5; furthermore the Citroën which look like a premium brand (Citroën DS6) will be called Citroën F5. The premium car (BMW 3-Series) will be referred as BMW 0-series.

The pretest will focus on testing the statements the researcher made, while the main test will test the different hypotheses which are described in the previous chapter. 
Pretest

The pretest exists out of 2 questions. The first one is to compare different cars with each other (see figure 4). 
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Figure 4: Pretest question 1

The respondents are ask to evaluate on a 7 Likert scale the following statements: The Citroën D5 looks a lot like the BMW 0-series, The Citroën F5 looks a lot like the BMW 0-series, The Citroën D5 looks a lot like the Citroën D2 and The Citroën F5 looks a lot like the Citroën D2.
The second question is to categorize the different cars (Citroën D5, Citroën F5, Citroën D2 and the BMW 0-series), on a 7 Likert scale, from a volume brand to a premium brand.

Questionnaire / Main test
The 14 biggest European car brands are selected for the first question. The respondents will be asked to assess these brands on the question: Could you refer this car brand as a real volume or as a premium brand? A 7 point Likert scale will be used to answer this question. If the respondents would perceive the cars different then the researcher did, it could damage the research in a later stage, whether the Citroën DS is more perceived as a premium or a volume car. 
Furthermore, the researcher will ask the respondents to read a small set up scenario. The scenario is as follows: “Imagine that you have a Citroën D2 car and considering renewing it and you can only afford maximum 30.000 euros. You reduced your preferences to two models from Citroën and one model of BMW. We will now show you the photos of the extensions of Citroën (a Citroën D5 and a F5) and the car of BMW (BMW 0-series). Both the Citroën D5 and the Citroën F5 have almost the same price (27.000 and 29.000 euros) and almost the same performance. The price of the BMW 0-series is 35.000euros.” First the respondents will be ask to assess the different design value/roles (functionality, ergonomics, aesthetics, symbolic and the attention drawing) about the cars (see table 4) by looking at a front and side picture of the car, using per roles different statements. These statements are formed using methods which were formed by Choo, Kim and Yoon (2012) and Creusen and Schoormans (2005) (see appendix 1).

Table 4: Survey questions for the different design roles
	Functional
	· This brand has reputation for making useful products.

· This brand competes mainly by offering practical products to their customers

· This car has a high top speed

· This car has a high acceleration

· This car has good handling

· This car is reliable

· This car is spacious (for luggage)

	Ergonomic
	· This car is spacious (leg space)

· This car is comfortable

· This car is safe

	Aesthetic
	· This car is  aesthetically superior

· This car is  well designed

· This car is  special

	Symbolic
	· This brand is considered by many as a symbol of success.

· The brand name of this brand are considered by many to be reflective of social status

· This brand is considered as a symbol of the prestige

· The products of this brand are for the selected few

	Attention drawing
	· If this car drives true the street everybody will look at it

· This car has the wow-factor

· This car is the first car which will be noticed on a parking deck


These statements are rated on a 7 point Likert scale with the following possible answers: strongly agree, agree, slightly agree, neutral, slightly disagree, disagree and strongly disagree. 
After these assessments the respondents will be ask to answer the scenario (see figure 5). The respondents have 30.000 euro and have to buy a new car. They can choose between the regular extension of Citroën (D5) for 27.000, the extension of Citroën with the looks of a premium car (F5) for 29.000 or postpone the buy and save money to buy the BMW (0-series). 
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Figure 5: Survey question 1
The scenario question is followed by a question where the respondents are asked how they assess the two Citroën cars. This question will see how the cars are categorized. The question is on a 7 point Likert scale and will look as followed: How do you categorize these cars? (See figure 6).
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Figure 6: Survey question 2
The next questions are to see how much the different cars look at each other (as done in the pretest). On a 7 Likert scale the respondents are asked to assess the following statements: The Citroën D5 looks a lot like the BMW 0-series, The Citroën F5 looks a lot like the BMW 0-series, The Citroën D5 looks a lot like the Citroën D2 and The Citroën F5 looks a lot like the Citroën D2.

The last substantive question is to see how important different variables are when consumers buy a car. The consumers have to assess 9 variables (design, performance, price, brand, country or origin, fuel economy, safety, size and reliability), on a 7 point Likert scale. The survey will end with questions to check the control variables (see next paragraph)
Control variables
Familiarity with the brands, product involvement, age and gender 

Based on the hypotheses, it was expected that the design of the cars will have influence on how the respondents assess the design value of the car. In addition, the knowledge about the product (product involvement, current car owned and favorite car brand) (Zaichkowsky, 1994) and the familiarity with the brands (Tam, 2008) could influence the assessed design value of the cars. Therefore, the product involvement, current car owned, favorite car brand and the familiarity with the products will be captured. 
Product involvement is tested using the test of Kapferer and Laurent, where respondents are ask what they think about cars. They will have to assess 3 statements (see figure 7), where every answer (per question) can be given as a score from 1 to 7. Respondents who score an average score on the different statements of lower than 3  will be seen as low involved, 3 until 5 is medium involved and respondents who score higher than an average of 5 are high involved. 
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Figure 7: Survey question 3
In addition, it was expected that design will also influence, if respondents asses a car as a premium brand or a volume brand. Moreover, the consumers’ age and gender (Piyush, Chen and Luk, 2012) together with the product involvement and the familiarity with the brands (Tam, 2008) might have an influence on how the respondents assess the car. Therefore, age, familiarity with the brands, product involvement, current car brand owned, favorite car brand and gender will be controlled for their influence. All of them will be captured trough primary data. 

Table 5: Survey construction
	Construct/variable
	Source
	Scale
	Scale type

	Design roles
	
	Q. Volume/premium brand
	7 points Likert scale (ordinal but mean assumed as metric)

	Categorization
	
	Q. Categorization
	7 points Likert scale (ordinal but mean assumed as metric)

	Independent variables: 
	
	
	

	Design value
	Choo, Kim and Yoon (2012), Creusen and Schoormans (2005)
	Q. Scenario
	7 points Likert scale (ordinal but mean assumed as metric)

	Choice
	
	Q. Scenario
	Nominal

	Control variables:
	
	
	

	Product involvement
	Zaichkowsky (1994)
	Q. Product involvement with cars
	7 points Likert scale (ordinal but mean assumed as metric)

	Product familiarity
	Tam (2008)
	Q. Current car model

Q. Favorite car brand

Q. Familiarity with Citroën
	Open questions

7 points Likert scale (ordinal but mean assumed as metric)



	Demographic variables:
	
	
	

	Age
	Piyush, Chen and Luk (2012)
	Q. Age
	Ordinal/metric

	Gender
	Piyush, Chen and Luk (2012)
	Q. Gender
	Binary


Manipulation  

To argue the hypotheses of this research, manipulation of the survey is used. Therefore all cars which are used in the survey will be recalled by their brand name and a fictitious car name, instead of the actual names. This will help to let the respondents judge the car as much as possible on the design and brand. 

Sampling

To make the research as representative as possible, the researcher will step in if for example to much young people filled in the survey (nonprobability sampling). To get a good view of the average society the respondents have to have a similar ratio on age compared to the car owners in the society (quota sampling).  The CBS, the Dutch Central Office of Statistics, has calculated that there are 6.489.100
 car owners in Holland on January 1st 2011. These numbers will be used to be sure that the research will show a representative view of the society (see table 6).
	Table 6

	Age

	
	Car owner
	percentage
	respondents

	18-30
	765.600
	11,8%
	24

	31-40
	1.172.000
	18,1%
	36

	41-50
	1.525.300
	23,5%
	47

	51-60
	1.303.700
	20,1%
	40

	>60
	1.722.500
	26,5%
	53

	
	6.489.100
	100%
	200


Step 3: The Experiment 

The experiment will be done by using the survey which is showed to the respondents by a link on the writer’s personal Facebook page. Because of the large population (all the citizens of Holland, older than 18, who own a car), 200 respondents are needed. If needed, there will be other ways used to get the 200 respondents for instance manually sampling.
The advantages of sampling on the internet is that is fast and that all the answers can directly and automatic be transmitted to the analyzing program SPSS. Nevertheless disadvantages could be that there is a chance of a limited group which will be reached by the researcher. Moreover an internet survey is more sensitive to be manipulated, where it is impossible to control who is filling out the survey and it is hard to control if the respondent is fully honest.
Step 4: The Analysis 

To analyze the results for a mediation effect, multiple regression will be used (Baron and Kenny, 1986; Judd and Kenny, 1981; and James and Brett, 1984). For the data a significant level of p<0.05 will be used. The computer program SPSS will be used to generate the outcomes.  
As noticed before at least 200 respondents have to fill in the survey to make it reliable. The validity depends on if the questions are understood by the respondents and if they are answered as fair as possible. To test if the questions are understand as they were meant to be by the researcher, the researcher will first test the questionnaire face to face on a few respondents. Thus, in this way it is possible to check if no mistakes are made and if needed, a few small changes can be done on the questionnaire. Cronbach’s alpha will be used to check the reliability of the different variables. If the variables scores lower than 0.6, they are not reliable. 
In order to see if categorization is a mediator on the influence of design on the design value, multiple regression will be used, using the techniques of Baron and Kenny (1986). The Sobel tests will be performed to recheck if categorization in a mediating on the influence of design on design value and choice.

The T-test will be used to compare the both Citroën cars (similar to Citroën, and similar to the BMW) and the BMW on the choice and the categorization of the Citroën DS6.

Regression models:
H1: The design value, a) Functional b) ergonomic c) aesthetic d) symbolic and e) attention drawing value of a premium car (BMW 3-Series) will be higher than a volume car (Citroën C6)
Y1= Design value = (Y11+Y12+Y13+Y14+Y15)/5
 (Y11=functional Y12=ergonomic Y13=aesthetic Y14=symbolic Y15=attention drawing)
X1= dichotomy variable; 1= premium brand, 0= volume brand
(0=volume, 1=premium)
X2= Age

X3= Gender

X4= Familiarity

X5= Product involvement

Y1= b0+b1*X1+b2*X2+b3*X3+b4*x4+b5*x5+error
The coefficient of b1 should be significant and positive to confirm H1. 
H2: The design value, a) Functional b) ergonomic c) aesthetic d) symbolic and e) attention drawing value of the extension with a similarity to a premium brand (Citroën DS6) will be higher than the one with a similarity to a volume brand (Citroën C6)
Y1= Design Value

X11= dichotomy variable; 1= extension “Similar to a premium brand”

0= extension “Similar to a volume brand”
(0=volume, 1=premium)

X2= Age

X3= Gender

X4= Familiarity

X5= Product involvement

Y1= b0+b1*X11+b2*X2+b3*X3+b4*X4+b5*X5+error

The coefficient of b1 should be significant and positive to confirm H2. 

H3: If the new line extension (Citroën DS6) by volume/low end brand (Citroën) is similar to BMW (premium brand), consumers are more likely to categorize the new car (Citroën DS6) as premium car (i.e. volume brand will be perceived as a premium brand). 
Y2=Categorization
X11= dichotomy variable; 1= extension “Similar to a premium brand”

0= extension “Similar to a volume brand”
X2= Age

X3= Gender

X4= Familiarity

X5= Product involvement

Y2= b0+b1*X11+b2*X2+b3*X3+b4*X4+b5*X5+error

The coefficient of b1 should be significant and positive to confirm H3. 

H4a: If consumers categorized a volume brand as premium brand after line extension, the design value a) functional and b) ergonomic c) aesthetic d) symbolic and e) attention drawing value of an extension will be higher. 

Y1= Design Value

X2= Age

X3= Gender

X4= Familiarity

X5= Product involvement

Y2= Categorization

Y1= b0+b1*X2+b2*X3+b3*X4+b4*X5+b5*Y2+error

The coefficient of b5 should be significant and positive to confirm H4a. 

H4b: Categorization will be a mediating effect between extension with similarities to a premium brand and design value.

Y1= Design Value

X11= dichotomy variable; 1= extension “Similar to a premium brand”

0= extension “Similar to a volume brand”
(0=volume, 1=premium)

X2= Age

X3= Gender     
X4= Familiarity

X5= Product involvement

Y2= Categorization

Y1= b0+b1*X11+b2*X2+b3*X3+b4*X4+b5*X5+b6*Y2+error

The coefficient of b6 should be significant and positive to confirm H2. 

Three steps mediating effect test (Baron and Kenny, 1986)
1-) 
regress X11 on Y1 => X11 should be significant (done for H2)
2-) 
regress X11 on Y2 => X11 should be significant (done for H3)
3-) 
regress Y2 (categorization)  on Y1 (design value) = Y2 (i.e. Categorization), should be significant (done for H4a)

regress X11 and Y2 on Y1 = >X11 should be significant

a-) X11 is significant/smaller than value in step 1 =>Y2 partial mediator

b-) X11 is not significant => Y2 full mediator
H5: Respondents will prefer the extension of the volume brand which looks like a premium car (Citroën DS6) above the premium car (BMW 3-Series) and the volume car (Citroën C6).

	Table 7

	Hypothesis 5, choice model 

	
	Prefer DS6
	Prefer C6
	BMW 3-Series

	Citroën DS6 similar to a premium brand
	…
	…
	…

	Citroën DS6 similar to volume brand
	…
	…
	…


Note: similar to a premium brand = categorization 4-7, similar to a volume brand = categorization 1-3

T-test is used to compare the Citroën DS6 with the Citroën C6 and the BMW 3-Series. The F-value of the Citroën DS6 should be significant higher than the F-value of the Citroën C6 and the BMW 3-Series to confirm the hypothesis.
Chapter 4: The Results
This chapter shows the analysis and the results of what came out of the surveys. All the analyses are done with SPSS. First, the basis information (descriptive statistics) about the respondents will be discussed (age, gender etc.). Second, the validation of the survey is discussed. Next, the different hypothesizes will be discussed; how design influences design value, how categorization influences design value and how design influences the choice for a product. Finally additional testing is done and a summary table is given.
Descriptive statistics

The mean age of the 201 respondent who participated on the survey was 42, with a minimum age of 19 and a maximum age of 89. Quota sampling was demanding, therefore convenience sampling is used. Of all the respondents 76.1% was male and 23.9% was female, 23 drive a Citroën and 14 drive a BMW. 49% of the respondents indicated that they are familiar with Citroën, where 57% indicated that they are familiar with BMW.
Table 8 shows the averages of the answers on the question: Please look at these car brands and assess whether it is a volume, or premium brand. Could you refer this car brand as a real volume or as a premium brand? Thus, according to the respondents Mercedes, BMW, Audi, Volvo, Alfa Romeo and Volkswagen could be seen as premium brands and Opel, Citroën, Peugeot, Renault, Seat, Fiat, Skoda and Dacia could be seen as volume brands.

	Table 8

	Average assessment volume brand vs premium brand

	Brand
	Mean rating

	Mercedes
	5.94

	BMW
	5.78

	Audi
	5.51

	Volvo
	4.52

	Alfa Romeo
	4.09

	Volkswagen
	3.56

	Opel
	3.28

	Citroën
	2.96

	Peugeot
	2.93

	Renault
	2.78

	Seat
	2.72

	Fiat
	2.50

	Skoda
	2.25

	Dacia
	1.73

	Note: score lower than 3.5 = volume brand, score above 3.5 = premium brand


Pretest showed a significant difference between how the Citroën DS6 and the Citroën C6 are assessed. According to the respondents the Citroën DS6 looks more like the BMW 3-Series than the Citroën C6 does. Furthermore, the Citroën DS6 and the BMW 3-Series are categorized as premium cars, where the Citroën C6 and Citroën C2 are categorized as volume cars. Thus, the different brands and cars can be used in the main research.

Moreover, the main research shows a mean of 5.05 for the Citroën DS6 and a mean of 2.79 for the Citroen C6 on the question how the cars are categorized. Where a 7 is premium and a 1 is seen as volume.

Reliability and validity
To check the reliability of the different definitions, which were build up out of several survey questions, the Cronbach’s Alpha is used. If a Cronbach’s alpha comes underneath 0.600 the definitions are not reliable.
	Table 9

	Cronbach’s Alphas

	
	Cronbach’s alpha

	Functional value
	0.851

	Ergonomic value
	0.868

	Aesthetic value
	0.920

	Symbolic value
	0.961

	Attention-drawing value
	0.961

	Product involvement
	0.826

	Note: Appendix 4 shows the output of the different Cronbach’s Alphas


As table 9 shows all the Cronbach’s alphas are far above 0.600, therefore the survey questions are extremely reliable.  
In order to check the validity of the design value measurement a factor analysis is performed, see table 10 for extracted factors. As the eigenvalue is higher than 1 regarding component 1, it could be stated that the investigated variables explains 65% of the latent variable, design value. Therefore, the design value variable is measured in a valid way. However, in order to check the validity of the variables, ergonomic, aesthetic, symbolic, functional, and attention drawing a Rotated Component (Factor) Matrix is used.
	Table 10

	Rotated factor analysis, functional, ergonomic, aesthetic, symbolic and attention-drawing value

		Factor


		1

	2

	3


	Func1

		.618

	
	Func2

		.567

	
	Func3

	.662

		
	Func4

	.658

		
	FunC6
	.520

		
	Func6

		.636

	
	Func7

		.775

	
	Ergo1

		.837

	
	Ergo2

		.764

	
	Ergo3

		.765

	
	Aest1

	.762

		
	Aest2

	.722

		
	Aest3

	.830

		
	Symb1

			.800


	Symb2

			.858


	Symb3

			.874


	Symb4

			.742


	Atte1

	.862

		
	Atte2

	.896

		
	Atte3

	.852

		
	Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization


	


The Rotated Component (Factor) Matrix is used to reduce the number of factors on which the variables have high loadings. Rotation does not actually change anything but makes the interpretation of the analysis easier.

Table 10 shows that the questions are divided in three factors. Factor one could be seen as the “show off” factor, this includes the attention-drawing value, aesthetic value and 3 questions of the functional value. Factor 2 could be referred as the “basic needs”, which includes the ergonomic value and 4 questions of the functional value. Factor 3 is the symbolic value. Thus, all the different values are in one factor, except for the functional value. Therefore, functional value could be seen as a multidimensional variable. In the remaining part of the thesis we will use five dimensions of design value as it is discussed, as in theory despite our factor results.  
Hypothesis testing results H1
H1: The design value, a) Functional b) ergonomic c) aesthetic d) symbolic and e) attention drawing value of a premium car (BMW 3-Series) will be higher than a volume car (Citroën C6)

For the first hypothesis a multiple regression is used, with as dependent variable the different parts of design value and as last design value in total. The independent variables are if the car brand is premium or volume, the age and gender of the respondent, the involvement with cars and whether the respondent is familiar with the brands.
Functional value
To show the influence of a premium car and the different control variables on the dependent variable (functional value) linear regression is used, as well as ANOVA. The ANOVA analysis shows an F-value of 36,215 (P=0.000) (see appendix 6). Therefore, it could be stated that there is a linear relationship among the dependent and independent variables.  The R-square for this model is 0.314, thus 31.4% of the variance of the dependent variable is explained by the independent variables.
The linear regression as can be seen in table 11 shows a positive significant influence (β= 0.999; P=0.000) if a car is premium. Therefore, functional value will increase when a car is premium. Furthermore the table shows that age, gender and involvement with the products have no significant influence (P=0.071, P=0.759, P=114) on the functional value of a car. However, familiarity with the brand has a positive significant influence (β= 0.117; P=0.000). Thus, functional value increases with brand familiarity. 
	Table 11
The influence of design on the functional value

Variables

Unstandardized coefficients

Standardized coefficients

t

B

Std. Error

Beta

Constant

4,161

(P = 0.000)

,287

14,502

Premium car*
,999

(P = 0.000)
,083

,500

11,965

Age

,005

(P = 0.071)
,003

,078

1,812

Gender

-,032

(P = 0.759)
,105

-,014

-,308

Involvement

-,052

(P = 0.114)
,033

-,073

-1,585

Familiarity with brand

,117

(P = 0.000)
,024

,207

4,782

Dependent Variable: Functional value

*Premium car=> 1= premium car, 0= volume car



	


Ergonomic value

Like with the functional value, linear regression and ANOVA are used to see if a premium car has a higher ergonomic value than a volume car. The F-value in the ANOVA analysis is 5.172 (P=0.000) (see appendix 6). Therefore, it could be stated that there is a linear relationship among the dependent and independent variables. With an R-square of only 0.061 only 6.1% of the variance of the dependent variable is explained by the independent variables.
The linear regression as can be seen in table 12 shows a positive significant influence (β= 0.194; P=0.033) if a car is premium. Therefore, ergonomic value will increase when a car is premium. Furthermore the table shows that age, gender and involvement with the products have no significant influence (P=0.256, P=0.198, P=0.436) on the ergonomic value of a car. However, familiarity with the brand has a positive significant influence (β= 0.108; P=0.000). Thus, ergonomic value increases with brand familiarity. 
	


	Table 12

	The influence of design on the ergonomic value

	Variables
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standardized coefficients
	t

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	

	Constant
	5,072

(P = 0.000)
	,312
	
	16,279

	Premium car*
	,194

(P = 0.033)
	,091
	,105
	2,140

	Age
	,003

(P = 0.256)
	,003
	,057
	1,137

	Gender
	-,147

(P = 0.198)
	,114
	-,068
	-1,290

	Involvement
	-,028

(P = 0.436)
	,036
	-,042
	-,779

	Familiarity with brand
	,108

(P = 0.000)
	,027
	,206
	4,054

	Dependent Variable: Ergonomic value

*Premium car=> 1= premium car, 0= volume car


Aesthetic value

The ANOVA analyses on if a premium car influences the Aesthetic value shows an F-value of 50.280 (P=0.000) (see appendix 6) Therefore, it could be stated that there is a linear relationship among the dependent and independent variables. The R-square of the model is 0.388 which shows that 38.8% of the variance of the aesthetic value (dependent variable) is explained by the independent variables.

The linear regression as can be seen in table 13 shows a positive significant influence (β= 1.677; P=0.000) if a car is premium. Therefore, aesthetic value will increase when a car is premium. Furthermore the table shows that gender and involvement with the products have no significant influence (P=0.726, P=0.571) on the aesthetic value of a car. However, age and familiarity with the brand have a positive significant influence (β= 0.016; P=0.000; β= 0.169; P=0.000). Thus, aesthetic value increases by age and brand familiarity. 

	Table 13

	The influence of design on the aesthetic value

	Variables
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standardized coefficients
	t

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	

	Constant
	2,477

(P = 0.000)
	,413
	
	5,999

	Premium car*
	1,677

(P = 0.000)
	,120
	,551
	13,967

	Age
	,016

(P = 0.000)
	,004
	,177
	4,387

	Gender
	-,053

(P = 0.726)
	,151
	-,015
	-,351

	Involvement
	-,027

(P = 0.571)
	,047
	-,025
	-,567

	Familiarity with brand
	,169

(P = 0.000)
	,035
	,197
	4,807

	Dependent Variable: Aesthetic value

*Premium car=> 1= premium car, 0= volume car


Symbolic value

The ANOVA analysis shows that the influence of a premium and a volume car on the symbolic value has an F-value of 139.752 (P=0.000) (see appendix 6). Therefore, it could be stated that there is a linear relationship among the dependent and independent variables. The R-square of the model is 0.638 which means that 63.8% of the variance of the Symbolic value (dependent variable) is explained by the independent variables

The linear regression as can be seen in table 14 shows a positive significant influence (β= 2.742; P=0.000) if a car is premium. Therefore, symbolic value will increase when a car is premium. Furthermore the table shows that gender and involvement with the products have no significant influence (P=0.532, P=0.626) on the symbolic value of a car. However, age and familiarity with the brand have a positive significant influence (β= 0.010; P=0.005; β= 0.167; P=0.000). Thus, symbolic value increases by age and brand familiarity. 
	Table 14

	The influence of design on the symbolic value

	Variables
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standardized coefficients
	t

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	

	Constant
	1,927

(P = 0.000)
	,374
	
	5,149

	Premium car*
	2,742

(P = 0.000)
	,109
	,764
	25,183

	Age
	,010

(P = 0.005)
	,003
	,088
	2,839

	Gender
	,086

(P = 0.532)
	,137
	,020
	,625

	Involvement
	-,021

(P = 0.626)
	,043
	-,016
	-,488

	Familiarity with brand
	,167

(P = 0.000)
	,032
	,165
	5,247

	Dependent Variable: Symbolic value

*Premium car=> 1= premium car, 0= volume car


Attention-drawing value

The ANOVA analyses shows an F-value of 62.560 (P=0.000) (see appendix 6). Therefore, it could be stated that there is a linear relationship among the dependent and independent variables. The R-square of the model is 0.441 which shows that 44.1% of the variance of the dependent variable (Attention-drawing value) is explained by the independent variables (premium car and control variables).

The linear regression as can be seen in table 15 shows a positive significant influence (β= 2.159; P=0.000) if a car is premium. Therefore, attention-drawing value will increase when a car is premium. Furthermore the table shows that gender and involvement with the products have no significant influence (P=0.563, P=0.943) on the attention-drawing value of a car. However, age and familiarity with the brand have a positive significant influence (β= 0.012; P=0.005; β= 0.173; P=0.000). Thus, attention-drawing value increases by age and brand familiarity. 

	Table 15

	The influence of design on the attention-drawing value

	Variables
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standardized coefficients
	t

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	

	Constant
	1,185

(P = 0.009)
	,453
	
	2,618

	Premium car*
	2,159

(P = 0.000)
	,132
	,618
	16,396

	Age
	,012

(P = 0.005)
	,004
	,110
	2,846

	Gender
	,096

(P = 0.563)
	,166
	,023
	,578

	Involvement
	,004

(P = 0.943)
	,052
	,003
	,071

	Familiarity with brand
	,173

(P = 0.000)
	,039
	,176
	4,485

	Dependent Variable: Attention-drawing value

*Premium car=> 1= premium car, 0= volume car


Design value

The design value is the total of the different parts which are discussed in the previous paragraphs (functional value, ergonomic value, aesthetic value, symbolic value and attention-drawing value). ANOVA analyses show an F-value of 77.587 (P=0.000) (see appendix 6). Therefore, it could be stated that there is a linear relationship among the dependent and independent variables. The model has an R-square of 0.495, thus the variance of the design value (dependent variable) is explained for 49.5% by the independent variables.
The linear regression as can be seen in table 16 shows a positive significant influence (β= 1.554; P=0.000) if a car is premium. Therefore, design value will increase when a car is premium. Furthermore the table shows that gender and involvement with the products have no significant influence (P=0.925, P=0.468) on the design value of a car. However, age and familiarity with the brand have a positive significant influence (β= 0.009; P=0.001; β= 0.173; P=0.000). Thus, design value increases by age and brand familiarity. 

	Table 16

	The influence of design on the design value

	Variables
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standardized coefficients
	t

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	

	Constant
	2,965

(P = 0.000)
	,298
	
	9,954

	Premium car*
	1,554

(P = 0.000)
	,087
	,643
	17,941

	Age
	,009

(P = 0.001)
	,003
	,124
	3,382

	Gender
	-,010

(P = 0.925)
	,109
	-,004
	-,094

	Involvement
	-,025

(P = 0.468)
	,034
	-,029
	-,727

	Familiarity with brand
	,147

(P = 0.000)
	,025
	,215
	5,785

	Dependent Variable: Design value

*Premium car=> 1= premium car, 0= volume car


Hypothesis testing results H2

H2: The design value, a) Functional b) ergonomic c) aesthetic d) symbolic and e) attention drawing value of the extension with a similarity to a premium brand (Citroën DS6) will be higher than the one with a similarity to a volume brand (Citroën C6).
For this hypothesis multiple regressions is used to see if the two different Citroën cars (one premium looking and one volume looking) differ in design value. Thus as dependent variable design value and the different parts of design value are used. The independent variables are whether a car is premium looking and the control variables (age, gender, product involvement and familiarity with the brand).

Functional value

To show the influence of a premium car and the different control variables on the dependent variable (functional value) linear regression is used, as well as ANOVA. The ANOVA analysis shows an F-value of 13.119 (P=0.000) (see appendix 7).  Therefore, it could be stated that there is a linear relationship among the dependent and independent variables. The R-square for this model is 0.142 thus 14.2% of the variance of the dependent variable is explained by the independent variables.

The linear regression as can be seen in table 17 shows a positive significant influence (β= 0.482; P=0.000) if a car is premium looking. Therefore, functional value will increase when an extension car is premium-looking. Furthermore the table shows that age and gender have no significant influence (P=0.691, P=0.054) on the functional value of a car. However, product involvement and familiarity with the brand have a significant influence (β=-0.107; P=0.001; β= 0.120; P=0.000). Thus, functional value decreases by the degree of involvement and increases by the degree of brand familiarity. 

	Table 17

	The influence of similar to a premium looking car versus similar to a volume looking car on the functional value

	Variables
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standardized coefficients
	t

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	

	Constant
	4,782

(P = 0.000)
	,295
	
	16,235

	Premium looking car*
	,482

(P = 0.000)
	,085
	,263
	5,643

	Age
	,001

(P = 0.691)
	,003
	,019
	,397

	Gender
	-,209

(P = 0.054)
	,108
	-,097
	-1,936

	Involvement
	-,107

(P = 0.001)
	,033
	-,163
	-3,249

	Familiarity with brand
	,120

(P = 0.000)
	,024
	,236
	5,020

	Dependent Variable: Functional value

*Premium looking car=> 1= premium looking car, 0= volume looking car


Ergonomic value

The ANOVA analysis shows an F-value of 3.249 (P=0.000) (see appendix 7). Therefore, it could be stated that there is a linear relationship among the dependent and independent variables. The model has an R-square of 0.039 which means that only 3.9% of the variance of the dependent variable (ergonomic value) is explained by the independent variables.

The linear regression as can be seen in table 18 shows no significant influence (P=0.178) if a car is premium looking on the ergonomic value of a car. Thus, the first step of Baron and Kenny failed for ergonomic value.
	Table 18

	The influence of similar to a premium looking car versus similar to a volume looking car on the ergonomic value

	Variables
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standardized coefficients
	t

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	

	Constant
	5,368

(P = 0.000)
	,335
	
	16,022

	Premium looking car*
	-,131

(P = 0.178)
	,097
	-,066
	-1,349

	Age
	,001

(P = 0.623)
	,003
	,025
	,492

	Gender
	-,218

(P = 0.077)
	,123
	-,094
	-1,774

	Involvement
	-,042

(P = 0.262)
	,037
	-,059
	-1,122

	Familiarity with brand
	,091

(P = 0.001)
	,027
	,167
	3,348

	Dependent Variable: Ergonomic value

*Premium looking car=> 1= premium looking car, 0= volume looking car


Aesthetic value

For Aesthetic value the ANOVA analysis shows an F-value of 43.058 (P=0.000) (see appendix 7). Therefore, it could be stated that there is a linear relationship among the dependent and independent variables. The model has an R-square of 0.352 which means that 35.2% of the variance of the dependent variable (Aesthetic value) is explained by the independent variables.

The linear regression as can be seen in table 19 shows a positive significant influence (β=1.693; P=0.000) if a car is premium looking. Therefore, aesthetic value will increase when an extension car is premium looking. Furthermore the table shows that product involvement has no significant influence (P=0.754) on the aesthetic value of a car. However, age (β=0.013; P=0.001), gender (β=-0.397; P=0.013) and familiarity with the brand (β=0.114; P=0.001) have a significant influence. Thus, aesthetic value increases by age and with the degree of brand familiarity and decreases when the respondent is a male person (male scores a 1, female a 0).

	Table 19

	The influence of similar to a premium looking car versus similar to a volume looking car on the aesthetic value

	Variables
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standardized coefficients
	t

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	

	Constant
	3,203

(P = 0.000)
	,432
	
	7,407

	Premium looking car*
	1,693

(P = 0.000)
	,125
	,546
	13,506

	Age
	,013

(P = 0.001)
	,004
	,142
	3,419

	Gender
	-,397

(P = 0.013)
	,159
	-,109
	-2,503

	Involvement
	-,015

(P = 0.754)
	,048
	-,014
	-,314

	Familiarity with brand
	,114

(P = 0.001)
	,035
	,133
	3,245

	Dependent Variable: Aesthetic value

*Premium looking car=> 1= premium looking car, 0= volume looking car


Symbolic value

The ANOVA analysis for the symbolic value shows an F-value of 11.909 (P=0.000) (see appendix 7). Therefore, it could be stated that there is a linear relationship among the dependent and independent variables. The R-square for the model is 0.131, which means that 13.1% of the variance of the dependent variable is explained by the independent variables.

The linear regression as can be seen in table 20 shows a positive significant influence (β= 0.683; P=0.000) if an extension car is premium looking. Therefore, symbolic value will increase when a car is premium. Furthermore the table shows that gender and involvement with the products have no significant influence (P=0.332, P=0.319) on the design value of a car. However, age and familiarity with the brand have a positive significant influence (β= 0.016; P=0.000; β= 0.152; P=0.000). Thus, design value increases by age and with the degree of brand familiarity. 
	Table 20

	The influence of similar to a premium looking car versus similar to a volume looking car on the symbolic value

	Variables
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standardized coefficients
	t

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	

	Constant
	2,174

(P = 0.000)
	,471
	
	4,620

	Premium looking car*
	,683

(P = 0.000)
	,136
	,234
	5,005

	Age
	,016

(P = 0.000)
	,004
	,182
	3,785

	Gender
	-,168

(P = 0.332)
	,173
	-,049
	-,971

	Involvement
	-,052

(P = 0.319)
	,053
	-,050
	-,997

	Familiarity with brand
	,152

(P = 0.000)
	,038
	,189
	3,980

	Dependent Variable: Symbolic value

*Premium looking car=> 1= premium looking car, 0= volume looking car


Attention-drawing value

The ANOVA analysis shows an F-value of 79.996 (P=0.000) (see appendix 7). Therefore, it could be stated that there is a linear relationship among the dependent and independent variables. The model shows an R-square of 0.503 which means that 50.3% of the variance of the dependent variable (attention-drawing value) is explained by the independent variables.

The linear regression as can be seen in table 21 shows a positive significant influence (β= 2.488; P=0.000) if a car is premium. Therefore, attention-drawing value will increase when an extension car is premium looking. Furthermore the table shows that age and involvement with the products have no significant influence (P=0.062, P=0.710) on the attention-drawing value of a car. However, gender and familiarity with the brand have a significant influence (β= -.428; P=0.009; β= 0.148; P=0.000). Thus, attention-drawing value decreases when the respondent is a male person (male scores a 1, female a 0) and increases by the degree of brand familiarity.
	Table 21

	The influence of similar to a premium looking car versus similar to a volume looking car on the attention-drawing value

	Variables
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standardized coefficients
	t

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	

	Constant
	2,042

(P = 0.000)
	,447
	
	4,573

	Premium looking car*
	2,488

(P = 0.000)
	,129
	,681
	19,215

	Age
	,008

(P = 0.062)
	,004
	,068
	1,874

	Gender
	-,428

(P = 0.009)
	,164
	-,100
	-2,611

	Involvement
	,019

(P = 0.710)
	,050
	,014
	,372

	Familiarity with brand
	,148

(P = 0.000)
	,036
	,146
	4,069

	Dependent Variable: Attention-drawing value

*Premium looking car=> 1= premium looking car, 0= volume looking car


Design value

The design value is the average of all the different values which are discussed in the previous paragraphs. The ANOVA analysis for the design value shows an F-value of 35.640 (P=0.000) (see appendix 7). Therefore, it could be stated that there is a linear relationship among the dependent and independent variables. The model shows an R-square of 0.310 with means that 31% of the variance of the dependent variable (design value) is explained by the independent variables.

The linear regression as can be seen in table 22 shows a positive significant influence (β=1.043; P=0.000) if a car is premium looking. Therefore, design value will increase when an extension car is premium looking. Furthermore the table shows that product involvement has no significant influence (P=0.251) on the design value of a car. However, age (β=0.008; P=0.005), gender (β=-0.284; P=0.040) and familiarity with the brand (β=0.125; P=0.000) have a significant influence. Thus, design value increases by age and with the degree of brand familiarity and decreases when the respondent is a male person (male scores a 1, female a 0).

Overall, the design similarity of the extension to premium relative to volume brand influenced the most attention drawing design value (2.488), then respectively: aesthetic (1.693), symbolic (0.683) and the last functional design value (0.482). Design similarity did not significantly influence ergonomic design value. 
	Table 22

	The influence of similar to a premium looking car versus similar to a volume looking car on the design value

	Variables
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standardized coefficients
	t

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	

	Constant
	3,514

(P = 0.000)
	,308
	
	11,393

	Premium looking car*
	1,043

(P = 0.000)
	,089
	,487
	11,663

	Age
	,008

(P = 0.005)
	,003
	,122
	2,839

	Gender
	-,284

(P = 0. 012)
	,113
	-,113
	-2,510

	Involvement
	-,040

(P = 0.251)
	,034
	-,052
	-1,149

	Familiarity with brand
	,125

(P = 0.000)
	,025
	,211
	4,989

	Dependent Variable: Design value

*Premium looking car=> 1= premium looking car, 0= volume looking car


Hypothesis testing results H3

H3: If the new line extension (Citroën DS6) by volume/low end brand (Citroën) is similar to BMW (premium brand), consumers are more likely to categorize the new car (Citroën DS6) as premium cars (i.e. volume brand will be perceived as a premium brand). 
For this hypothesis multiple regressions is used to see if the two different Citroën cars (one premium looking and one volume looking) are categorized different because of the design. Thus as dependent variable categorization is used, the higher the count the more premium the car is assessed. The independent variables are if a car is premium looking and the control variables (age, gender, product involvement and familiarity with the brand).

The ANOVA analysis shows an F-value of 60.311 (P=0.000) (see appendix 8). Therefore, it could be stated that there is a linear relationship among the dependent and independent variables. The model has an R-square of 0.432, which means that 43.2% of the variance of the dependent variable (categorization) is explained by the independent variables.

The linear regression as can be seen in table 23 shows a positive significant influence (β=2.264; P=0.000) of if a car looks premium on the categorization of the car. Therefore, if the car is premium looking, the categorization will be more premium. Furthermore the table shows that age, gender and product involvement have no significant influence (P=0.081; P=0.226, P=0.545) on the categorization of a car. However, familiarity with the brand (β=0.110; P=0.003) has a positive significant influence. Thus, a car will be categorized more premium by the degree of brand familiarity.
	Table 23

	The influence of a premium looking car on categorization

	Variables
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standardized coefficients
	t

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	

	Constant
	2,127

(P = 0.000)
	,462
	
	4,606

	Age
	,007

(P = 0.081)
	,004
	,068
	1,752

	Gender
	-,205

(P = 0.261)
	,170
	-,050
	-1,212

	Involvement
	,031

(P = 0.545)
	,052
	,025
	,605

	Familiarity with brand
	,110

(P = 0.003)
	,038
	,113
	2,938

	Premium looking car*
	2,264

(P = 0.000)
	,134
	,640
	16,910

	Dependent Variable: Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)

*Premium looking car=> 1= premium looking car, 0= volume looking car


Hypothesis testing results H4a
H4a: If consumers categorized a volume brand (Citroën) as premium brand after line extension, the design value a) functional and b) ergonomic c) aesthetic d) symbolic and e) attention drawing value of an extension will be higher.
For this hypothesis multiple regressions is used to see if categorization influences design value. Thus as dependent variable design value and the different parts of design value are used. The independent variables are categorization and the control variables (age, gender, product involvement and familiarity with the brand).

Functional value

The ANOVA analysis shows an F-value of 20.866 (P=0.000) (see appendix 9). Therefore, it could be stated that there is a linear relationship among the dependent and independent variables. The model shows an R-square of 0.209 which means that 20.9% of the variance of the dependent variable is explained by the independent variables.

The linear regression shows that categorization has a positive significant influence on the functional value of a car (β= 0.193; P=0.000). Thus, the functional value of a car increases with a more premium categorization. In addition, age and gender have no significant influence on the functional value of a car (P=0.890; P=0.104). Familiarity with the brand (β= 0.99; P=0.000) and involvement (β= -0.113; P=0.000) have a significant influence on the functional value. Thus, the functional value of a car increases with the degree of the familiarity with the brand and decreases with the degree of involvement with cars. 

	Table 24

	The influence of categorization on the functional value

	Variables
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standardized coefficients
	t

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	

	Constant
	4.394

(P = 0.000)
	.290
	
	15.141

	Categorization*
	.193

(P = 0.000)
	.023
	.372
	8.231

	Age
	.000

(P = 0.890)
	.003
	-.006
	-.138

	Gender
	-.170

(P = 0.104)
	.104
	-.079
	-1.631

	Familiarity with brand
	.099

(P = 0.000)
	.023
	.194
	4.274

	Involvement
	-.113

(P = 0.000)
	.032
	-.172
	-3.572

	Dependent Variable: Functional value

* Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)


Ergonomic value

The ANOVA analysis shows an F-value of 3.574 (P=0.000) (see appendix 9). Therefore, it could be stated that there is a linear relationship among the dependent and independent variables. The model has an R-square of 0.043 which means that only 4.3% of the variance of the dependent variable (ergonomic value) is explained by the independent variables.

The linear regression as can be seen in table 25 shows no significant influence (P=0.066) of categorization on the ergonomic value of a car. Thus, as showed in hypothesis 2 showed, Baron and Kenny failed for ergonomic value.

	Table 25

	The influence of categorization on the ergonomic value

	Variables
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standardized coefficients
	t

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	

	Constant
	5.136

(P = 0.000)
	.343
	
	14.976

	Categorization*
	.051

(P = 0.066)
	.028
	.091
	1.840

	Age
	.001

(P = 0.713)
	.003
	.019
	.368

	Gender
	-.208

(P = 0.092)
	.123
	-.090
	-1.690

	Familiarity with brand
	.086

(P = 0.002)
	.027
	.157
	3.128

	Involvement
	-.044

(P = 0.244)
	.037
	-.062
	-1.167

	Dependent Variable: Ergonomic value

* Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)


Aesthetic value
The ANOVA analysis shows an F-value of 54.558 (P=0.000) (see appendix 9). Therefore, it could be stated that there is a linear relationship among the dependent and independent variables. This model has an R-square of 0.408, which means that 40.8% of the variance of the dependent variable is explained by the independent variables. 

The linear regression shows that categorization has a positive significant influence on the functional value of a car (β=0.528; P=0.000). Thus, the aesthetic value of a car increases with a more premium categorization. In addition, gender (P=0.058), familiarity with the brand (P=0.099) and product involvement (P=0.494) have no significant influence on the aesthetic value of a car. Age (β=0.010; P=0.012), has a significant influence on the aesthetic value. Thus, the aesthetic value of a car increases with age.

	Table 26

	The influence of categorization on the aesthetic value

	Variables
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standardized coefficients
	t

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	

	Constant
	2.330

(P = 0.000)
	.424
	
	5.496

	Categorization*
	.528

(P = 0.000)
	.034
	.602
	15.389

	Age
	.010

(P = 0.012)
	.004
	.101
	2.538

	Gender
	-.289

(P = 0.058)
	.152
	-.080
	-1.902

	Familiarity with brand
	.056

(P = 0.099)
	.034
	.065
	1.652

	Involvement
	-.032

(P = 0.494)
	.046
	-.028
	-.685

	Dependent Variable: Aesthetic value

* Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)


Symbolic value

The ANOVA analysis shows an F-value of 24.107 (P=0.000) (see appendix 9). Therefore, it could be stated that there is a linear relationship among the dependent and independent variables. This model has an R-square of 0.224, which means that 22.4% of the variance of the dependent variable is explained by the independent variables. 

The linear regression shows that categorization has a positive significant influence on the functional value of a car (β= 0.331; P=0.000). Thus, the symbolic value of a car increases with a more premium categorization. In addition, gender and product involvement have no significant influence on the symbolic value of a car (P=0.539; P=0.205). Age (β= 0.014; P=0.001) and familiarity with the brand (β= 0.116; P=0.001) have a positive significant influence on the symbolic value. Thus, the symbolic value of a car increases by age and with the degree of the familiarity with the brand. 

	Table 27

	The influence of categorization on the symbolic value

	Variables
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standardized coefficients
	t

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	

	Constant
	1.438

(P = 0.002)
	.453
	
	3.172

	Categorization*
	.331

(P = 0.000)
	.037
	.402
	9.023

	Age
	.014

(P = 0.001)
	.004
	.155
	3.417

	Gender
	-.100

(P = 0.539)
	.162
	-.029
	-.615

	Familiarity with brand
	.116

(P = 0.001)
	.036
	.143
	3.203

	Involvement
	-.063

(P = 0.205)
	.049
	-.060
	-1.271

	Dependent Variable: Symbolic value

* Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)


Attention drawing value

The ANOVA analysis on the attention-drawing value shows an F-value of 92.611 (P=0.000) (see appendix 9). Therefore, it could be stated that there is a linear relationship among the dependent and independent variables. This model has an R-square of 0.539, which means that 53.9% of the variance of the dependent variable is explained by the independent variables. 

The linear regression shows that categorization has a positive significant influence on the functional value of a car (β=0.739; P=0.000). Thus, the attention-drawing value of a car increases with a more premium categorization. In addition, age, gender, familiarity with the brand and product involvement have no significant influence on the attention-drawing value of a car (P=0.579; P=0.081; P=0.061; P=0.925). 

	Table 28

	The influence of categorization on the attention-drawing value

	Variables
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standardized coefficients
	t

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	

	Constant
	.878

(P = 0.047)
	.441
	
	1.990

	Categorization*
	.739

(P = 0.000)
	.036
	.715
	20.733

	Age
	.002

(P = 0.579)
	.004
	.020
	.555

	Gender
	-.276

(P = 0.081)
	.158
	-.064
	-1.749

	Familiarity with brand
	.066

(P = 0.061)
	.035
	.065
	1.882

	Involvement
	-.004

(P = 0.925)
	.048
	-.003
	-.094

	Dependent Variable: Attention-drawing value

* Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)


Design value

Design value is the overall average of the values which are discussed in the previous paragraphs (functional value, ergonomic value, aesthetic value, symbolic value and attention-drawing value). The ANOVA analysis on the design value shows an F-value of 60,863 (P=0.000) (see appendix 9). Therefore, it could be stated that there is a linear relationship among the dependent and independent variables. This model has an R-square of 0.427, which means that 42.7% of the variance of the dependent variable is explained by the independent variables. 

The linear regression shows that categorization has a positive significant influence on the design value of a car (β=0.368; P=0.000). Thus, the design value of a car increases with a more premium categorization. In addition, product involvement have no significant influence on the design value of a car (P=0.102). Age (β=0.005; P=0.040), gender (β=-0.209; P=0.043) and familiarity with the brand (β= 0.084; P=0.000) have a significant influence on the design value. Thus, the design value of a car increases by age and with the degree of the familiarity with the brand and decreases as the respondent is a male person (male scores a 1, female a 0). 

	Table 29

	The influence of categorization on the design value

	Variables
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standardized coefficients
	t

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	

	Constant
	2.835

(P = 0.000)
	.286
	
	9.897

	Categorization*
	.368

(P = 0.000)
	.023
	.608
	15.902

	Age
	.005

(P = 0.040)
	.003
	.080
	2.064

	Gender
	-.209

(P = 0.043)
	.103
	-.083
	-2.031

	Familiarity with brand
	.084

(P = 0.000)
	.023
	.142
	3.697

	Involvement
	-.051

(P = 0.102)
	.031
	-.067
	-1.637

	Dependent Variable: Design value

* Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)


Hypothesis testing results H4b
H4b: Categorization will be a mediating effect between extension with similarities to a premium brand and design value.

For this hypothesis multiple regressions is used to see if the two different Citroën cars (one premium looking and one volume looking) differ in design value, influenced by the categorization. Thus as dependent variable design value and the different parts of design value are used. The independent variables are if a car is premium looking, how the car is categorized and the control variables (age, gender, product involvement and familiarity with the brand).

Functional value

The ANOVA analysis shows an F-value of 17.452 (P=0.000) (see appendix 10). Therefore, it could be stated that there is a linear relationship among the dependent and independent variables. The model shows an R-square of 0.210 which means that 21% of the variance of the dependent variable is explained by the independent variables.
The linear regression shows that categorization has a positive significant influence on the functional value of a car (β= 0.179; P=0.000). Thus, the functional value of a car increases with a more premium categorization. However, in this step the influence of a premium looking car has no longer a significant influence on the functional value (P=0.475). Thus, according to Barron and Kenny, categorization fully mediates the relationship between extension with similarities to a premium brand and functional value. In addition, age and gender have no significant influence on the functional value of a car (P=0.923; P=0.098). Familiarity with the brand (β= 0.100; P=0.000) and involvement (β= -0.112; P=0.000) have a significant influence on the functional value. Thus, the functional value of a car increases with the degree of the familiarity with the brand and decreases with the degree of involvement with cars. 
	Table 30

	The influence of a premium looking car and categorization on functional value 

	Variables
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standardized coefficients
	t

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	

	Constant
	4,402

(P = 0.000)
	,291
	
	15,148

	Premium looking cars*
	,077

(P = 0.475)
	,108
	,042
	,715

	Categorization**
	,179

(P = 0.000)
	,031
	,345
	5,805

	Age
	,000

(P = 0.923)
	,003
	-,004
	-,097

	Gender
	-,173

(P = 0.098)
	,104
	-,080
	-1,657

	Involvement
	-,112

(P = 0.000)
	,032
	-,171
	-3,555

	Familiarity with brand
	,100

(P = 0.000)
	,023
	,198
	4,320

	Dependent Variable: Functional value

* Premium looking car=> 1= premium looking car, 0= volume looking car

* *Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)


Ergonomic value

Hypothesis 2 and hypothesis 4a showed no influence of a premium looking car and categorization on the ergonomic value. Therefore, it is not possible that categorization mediates between the design and the ergonomic value of a car.
Aesthetic value

The ANOVA analysis shows an F-value of 54.408 (P=0.000) (see appendix 10). Therefore, it could be stated that there is a linear relationship among the dependent and independent variables. This model has an R-square of 0.452, which means that 45.2% of the variance of the dependent variable is explained by the independent variables. 

The linear regression shows that categorization has a positive significant influence on the functional value of a car (β=0.368; P=0.000). Thus, the aesthetic value of a car increases with a more premium categorization. Furthermore, if a car is premium looking is still positive significant influencing the aesthetic value (β=0.859; P=0.000). The beta for a premium looking car decreased compared to H2 (β=1.693). Thus, according to Barron and Kenny, categorization partially mediates the relationship between extension with similarities to a premium brand and aesthetic value. In addition, product involvement has no significant influence on the aesthetic value of a car (P=0.549). Age (β=0.011; P=0.003), gender (β=-0.322; P=0.029) and familiarity with the brand (β= 0.073; P=0.025) have a significant influence on the aesthetic value. Thus, the aesthetic value of a car increases with age and the degree of the familiarity with the brand and decreases as the respondent is a male person (male scores a 1, female a 0). 

	Table 31

	The influence of a premium looking car and categorization on aesthetic value 

	Variables
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standardized coefficients
	t

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	

	Constant
	2,419

(P = 0.000)
	,409
	
	5,921

	Premium looking cars*
	,859

(P = 0.000)
	,151
	,277
	5,673

	Categorization**
	,368

(P = 0.000)
	,043
	,420
	8,507

	Age
	,011

(P = 0.003)
	,004
	,114
	2,954

	Gender
	-,322

(P = 0.029)
	,146
	-,089
	-2,198

	Involvement
	-,027

(P = 0.549)
	,044
	-,024
	-,600

	Familiarity with brand
	,073

(P = 0.025)
	,033
	,085
	2,245

	Dependent Variable: Aesthetic value

* Premium looking car=> 1= premium looking car, 0= volume looking car

* *Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)


Symbolic value

The ANOVA analysis shows an F-value of 20.137 (P=0.000) (see appendix 10). Therefore, it could be stated that there is a linear relationship among the dependent and independent variables. This model has an R-square of 0.234, which means that 23.4% of the variance of the dependent variable is explained by the independent variables. 

The linear regression shows that categorization has a positive significant influence on the functional value of a car (β= 0.352; P=0.000). Thus, the symbolic value of a car increases with a more premium categorization. However, in this step the influence of a premium looking car has no longer a significant influence on the symbolic value (P=0.501). Thus, according to Barron and Kenny, categorization fully mediates the relationship between extension with similarities to a premium brand and symbolic value. In addition, gender and product involvement have no significant influence on the symbolic value of a car (P=0.557; P=0.200). Age (β= 0.014; P=0.001) and familiarity with the brand (β= 0.113; P=0.002) have a positive significant influence on the symbolic value. Thus, the symbolic value of a car increases by age and with the degree of the familiarity with the brand.
	Table 32

	The influence of a premium looking car and categorization on symbolic value 

	Variables
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standardized coefficients
	t

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	

	Constant
	1,426

(P = 0.002)
	,454
	
	3,142

	Premium looking cars*
	-,113

(P = 0.501)
	,168
	-,039
	-,674

	Categorization**
	,352

(P = 0.000)
	,048
	,427
	7,307

	Age
	,014

(P = 0.001)
	,004
	,153
	3,371

	Gender
	-,096

(P = 0.557)
	,163
	-,028
	-,588

	Involvement
	-,063

(P = 0.200)
	,049
	-,061
	-1,283

	Familiarity with brand
	,113

(P = 0.002)
	,036
	,141
	3,122

	Dependent Variable: Symbolic value

* Premium looking car=> 1= premium looking car, 0= volume looking car

* *Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)


Attention-drawing value

The ANOVA analysis on the attention-drawing value shows an F-value of 109.572 (P=0.000) (see appendix 10). Therefore, it could be stated that there is a linear relationship among the dependent and independent variables. This model has an R-square of 0.625, which means that 62.5% of the variance of the dependent variable is explained by the independent variables. 

The linear regression shows that categorization has a positive significant influence on the functional value of a car (β=0.479; P=0.000). Thus, the attention-drawing value of a car increases with a more premium categorization. Furthermore, if a car is premium looking is still positive significant influencing the attention-drawing value (β=1.4039; P=0.000). The beta for a premium looking car decreased compared to H2 (β=2.159). Thus, according to Barron and Kenny, categorization partially mediates the relationship between extension with similarities to a premium brand and attention-drawing value. In addition, age and product involvement have no significant influence on the attention-drawing value of a car (P=0.250; P=0.934). Gender (β=-0.330; P=0.022) and familiarity with the brand (β= 0.095; P=0.003) have a significant influence on the attention-drawing value. Thus, the attention-drawing value of a car increases with the degree of the familiarity with the brand and decreases as the respondent is a male person (male scores a 1, female a 0). 

	Table 33

	The influence of a premium looking car and categorization on attention-drawing value 

	Variables
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standardized coefficients
	t

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	

	Constant
	1,023

(P = 0.011)
	,399
	
	2,566

	Premium looking cars*
	1,403

(P = 0.000)
	,148
	,384
	9,494

	Categorization**
	,479

(P = 0.000)
	,042
	,464
	11,340

	Age
	,004

(P = 0.250)
	,004
	,037
	1,153

	Gender
	-,330

(P = 0.022)
	,143
	-,077
	-2,308

	Involvement
	,004

(P = 0.934)
	,043
	,003
	,083

	Familiarity with brand
	,095

(P = 0.003)
	,032
	,094
	2,972

	Dependent Variable: Attention-drawing value

* Premium looking car=> 1= premium looking car, 0= volume looking car

* *Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)


Design value

Design value is the overall average of the values which are discussed in the previous paragraphs (functional value, ergonomic value, aesthetic value, symbolic value and attention-drawing value). The ANOVA analysis on the design value shows an F-value of 54,070 (P=0.000) (see appendix 10). Therefore, it could be stated that there is a linear relationship among the dependent and independent variables. This model has an R-square of 0.451, which means that 45.1% of the variance of the dependent variable is explained by the independent variables. 

The linear regression shows that categorization has a positive significant influence on the design value of a car (β=0.302; P=0.000). Thus, the design value of a car increases with a more premium categorization. Furthermore, if a car is premium looking is still positive significant influencing the design value (β=0.360; P=0.001). The beta for a premium looking car decreased compared to H2 (β=1.544). Thus, according to Barron and Kenny, categorization partially mediates the relationship between extension with similarities to a premium brand and design value. In addition, product involvement have no significant influence on the design value of a car (P=0.112). Age (β=0.006; P=0.023) gender (β=-0.222; P=0.029) and familiarity with the brand (β= 0.092; P=0.000) have a significant influence on the design value. Thus, the design value of a car increases by age and with the degree of the familiarity with the brand and decreases as the respondent is a male person (male scores a 1, female a 0).
	Table 34

	The influence of a premium looking car and categorization on design value 

	Variables
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standardized coefficients
	t

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	

	Constant
	2,873

(P = 0.000)
	,283
	
	10,156

	Premium looking cars*
	,360

(P = 0.001)
	,105
	,168
	3,436

	Categorization**
	,302

(P = 0.000)
	,030
	,498
	10,057

	Age
	,006

(P = 0.023)
	,003
	,088
	2,284

	Gender
	-,222

(P = 0.029)
	,101
	-,088
	-2,193

	Involvement
	-,049

(P = 0.112)
	,031
	-,064
	-1,591

	Familiarity with brand
	,092

(P = 0.000)
	,023
	,155
	4,055

	Dependent Variable: Design value

* Premium looking car=> 1= premium looking car, 0= volume looking car

* *Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)


Sobel

In addition, in order to validate that categorization fully mediates the influence of design on the design value, Sobel tests are performed. The Sobel tests are performed based on the following equation:
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Figure 8: Sobel test

Functional value

Where a (2.264) was the regression coefficient and SEa (0.134) was the standard error, of the relationship between extension with similarities to a premium brand and the categorization of the car, see table 23. Furthermore, b (0.179) was the regression coefficient and SEb (0.031) was the standard error, of the relationship between the categorization of the car and functional value, see table 24. Results showed a Sobel test statistic (z) of 5.464, corresponding to a two-tailed significance probability of 0.000.Therefore, it could be stated that categorization mediates the relationship between extension with similarities to a premium brand and functional value.

Ergonomic value

Hypothesis 2 showed no influence of a premium looking car on the ergonomic value. Therefore, it is not possible that categorization mediates between the design and the ergonomic value of a car.

Aesthetic value

Where a (2.264) was the regression coefficient and SEa (0.134) was the standard error, of the relationship between extension with similarities to a premium brand and the categorization of the car, see table 23. Furthermore, b (0.368) was the regression coefficient and SEb (0.043) was the standard error, of the relationship between the categorization of the car and aesthetic value, see table 25. Results showed a Sobel test statistic (z) of 7.634, corresponding to a two-tailed significance probability of 0.000.Therefore, it could be stated that categorization mediates the relationship between extension with similarities to a premium brand and aesthetic value.

Symbolic value
Where a (2.264) was the regression coefficient and SEa (0.134) was the standard error, of the relationship between extension with similarities to a premium brand and the categorization of the car, see table 23. Furthermore, b (0.352) was the regression coefficient and SEb (0.048) was the standard error, of the relationship between the categorization of the car and symbolic value, see table 26. Results showed a Sobel test statistic (z) of 6.727, corresponding to a two-tailed significance probability of 0.000.Therefore, it could be stated that categorization mediates the relationship between extension with similarities to a premium brand and symbolic value.

Attention-drawing value

Where a (2.264) was the regression coefficient and SEa (0.134) was the standard error, of the relationship between extension with similarities to a premium brand and the categorization of the car, see table 23. Furthermore, b (0.479) was the regression coefficient and SEb (0.042) was the standard error, of the relationship between the categorization of the car and attention-drawing value, see table 27. Results showed a Sobel test statistic (z) of 9.453, corresponding to a two-tailed significance probability of 0.000.Therefore, it could be stated that categorization mediates the relationship between extension with similarities to a premium brand and attention-drawing value.

Design value

Where a (2.264) was the regression coefficient and SEa (0.134) was the standard error, of the relationship between extension with similarities to a premium brand and the categorization of the car, see table 23. Furthermore, b (0.302) was the regression coefficient and SEb (0.030) was the standard error, of the relationship between the categorization of the car and design value, see table 28. Results showed a Sobel test statistic (z) of 8.648, corresponding to a two-tailed significance probability of 0.000.Therefore, it could be stated that categorization mediates the relationship between extension with similarities to a premium brand and design value.

Hypothesis testing results H5

H5: Respondents will prefer the extension of the volume brand which looks like a premium car (Citroën DS6) above the premium car (BMW 3-series) and the volume car (Citroën C6).
Table 30 (counts) shows an overview of preferred car choice among the respondents. To assess if there is a significant difference between the choices of buying a volume car which looks like a premium car, a real volume car or a real premium car two independent sample t-tests were used.
	Table 35

	Counts hypothesis 5

	
	Prefer Citroën DS6
	Prefer Citroën C6
	BMW 3-Series

	Citroën DS6 similar to a premium brand
	85
	21
	41

	Citroën DS6 Similar to volume brand
	17
	13
	24


Note: similar to a premium brand = categorization 4-7, similar to a volume brand = categorization 1-3
Volume car which looks like a premium car vs real volume car.

The tables 37 shows a significant difference (p=0.046) in the mean of the categorization of the respondents who prefer a volume car Citroën C6 (mean = 4.68) and the respondents who prefer a volume car which looks like a premium car Citroën DS6 (mean = 5.35). Thus, respondents who categorize the volume car which looks like a premium car (DS6) as a premium car are more likely to purchase the volume car which looks like a premium car (DS6) in relation to the respondents who categorize the volume car which looks like a premium car (DS6) as a volume car.

	Table 36

	Group Statistics, Citroën C6 vs Citroën DS6

	Which car does the respondent prefer?
	N
	Mean categorization DS
	Std. deviation
	Std. error mean

	Citroën C6
	34
	4,68
	1,838
	,315

	Citroën DS6
	102
	5,35
	,930
	,092

	Note: Out of the 201 respondents 65 preferred a BMW 3-Series


	 Table 37

	Independent Samples Test, Citroën C6 vs Citroën DS6; differences in categorization Citroën DS6

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference

	Equal variances assumed
	31,810
	,000
	-2,805
	134
	,006
	-,676
	,241

	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-2,060
	38,779
	,046
	-,676
	,328


Volume car which looks like a premium car vs real premium car.

Table 39 shows a significant difference (p=0.005) in the mean of the categorization of the respondents who prefer a real premium car, BMW 3-Series (mean = 4.77) and the respondents who prefer a volume car which looks like a premium car, Citroën DS6 (mean = 5.35). Thus, respondents who categorize the volume car which looks like a premium car Citroën DS6 as a premium car are more likely to purchase the volume car which looks like a premium car Citroën DS6 in relation to the respondents who categorize the volume car which looks like a premium car Citroën DS6 as a volume car. 

	Table 38

	Group Statistics, Citroën DS6 vs BMW3-Series

	Which car does the respondent prefer?
	N
	Mean categorization DS
	Std. deviation
	Std. error mean

	Citroën DS6
	102
	5,35
	,930
	,092

	BMW 3-Series
	65
	4,77
	1,466
	,182

	Note: Out of the 201 respondents 34 preferred a Citroën C6


	Table 39

	Independent Samples Test, Citroën DS6 vs BMW 3-Series; differences in categorization Citroën DS6

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference

	Equal variances assumed
	12,234
	,001
	3,151
	165
	,002
	,584
	,185

	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	2,864
	96,973
	,005
	,584
	,204


Additional Findings
Important variables when buying a car

The survey showed some additional findings besides the current hypotheses. As table 40 shows, respondents assessed safety, reliability and price as the most important variables when buying a car and country of origin, brand and fuel economy are the least important variables. Furthermore, table 40 shows that respondents, who prefer the BMW 3-Series, see price, performance, design and safety as most important variables when buying a car. Thus, using the variables, it is possible to see what the reasons are why people chose/prefer a car.
	Table 40

	Mean variables when buying car vs preferred car

	
	Design
	Performance
	Price
	Brand
	Country-of-origin
	Fuel economy
	Safety
	Cargo capacity/ legroom
	Reliability (duration)

	Citroën C6
	4.68
	4.91
	6.12
	4.03
	3.50
	5.91
	6.12
	5.65
	6.24

	Citroën DS6
	5.27
	5.40
	5.70
	4.54
	3.63
	5.26
	5.81
	5.34
	5.69

	BMW 3-Series
	5.72
	5.75
	5.77
	5.14
	3.92
	4.94
	5.72
	5.14
	5.69

	Total
	5.32
	5.43
	5.79
	4.65
	3.70
	5.27
	5.84
	5.33
	5.78


The variables cargo capacity/legroom, country of origin, safety and price do not significantly differ per preferred car. However, the importance of the variables when buying a car: performance, fuel economy, brand, reliability and design do fully or partially differ per preferred car. Especially design relates to the subject of this research.
Table 41 shows first a significant difference (p=0.024) in the mean of importance of design of the respondents who prefer a real volume car, Citroën C6 (mean = 4.68) and the respondents who prefer a volume car which looks like a premium car, Citroën DS6 (mean = 5.27). Secondly the table shows a significant difference (p=0.000) in the mean of importance of design of the respondents who prefer a real volume car, Citroën C6 (mean = 4.68) and the respondents who prefer a real premium car, BMW 3-Series (mean = 5.72). Furthermore, the table shows significant difference (p=0.008) in the mean of importance of design of the respondents who prefer a volume car which looks like a premium car, Citroën DS6 (mean = 5.27) and the respondents who prefer real premium car, BMW 3-Series (mean = 5.72). Thus, the more respondents assess design as an important variable when buying a car, the more likely they will prefer a premium car (BMW 3-Series) or at least a volume car which looks like a premium car (Citroën DS6) than a volume car (Citroën C6).  
	Table 41

	Independent Samples Test; importance design vs preferred car.

	
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	t
	Df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	Citroën C6 vs Citroën DS6
	-2.341
	46.330
	.024
	-.598
	.255
	-1.112
	-.084

	Citroën C6 vs BMW 3-series
	-4.139
	97
	.000
	-1.047
	.253
	-1.548
	-.545

	Citroën DS6 vs BMW 3-series
	-2.667
	165
	.008
	-.449
	.168
	-.781
	-.116


Favorite car brand and car brand currently owned
In the survey, respondents where ask to indicate their favorite car brand and to indicate the car brand they currently own. Table 42 shows the mean categorization of the favorite car brand of the respondents divided over the car they prefer.
	Table 42

	Mean categorization favorite car brand vs preferred car

	Preferred car
	N
	Mean categorization favorite car brand
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Citroën C6
	18
	3.7811
	1.22635
	.28905

	Citroën DS6
	59
	4.7841
	1.17874
	.15346

	BMW 3-Series
	51
	5.0847
	1.02435
	.14344

	Total
	128
	4.7628
	
	


Table 43 shows first a significant difference (p=0.005) in the mean categorization of the favorite car brand of the respondents who prefer a real volume car, Citroën C6 (mean = 3.7811) and the respondents who prefer a volume car which looks like a premium car, Citroën DS6 (mean = 4.7841). Secondly the table shows a significant difference (p=0.000) in the mean categorization of the favorite car brand of the respondents who prefer a real volume car, Citroën C6 (mean = 3.7811) and the respondents who prefer a real premium car, BMW 3-Series (mean = 5.0847). Furthermore, the table shows no significant difference (p=0.159) in the mean categorization of the favorite car brand of the respondents who prefer a volume car which looks like a premium car, Citroën DS6 (mean = 4.7841) and the respondents who prefer real premium car, BMW 3-Series (mean = 5.0847). Thus, in could be stated that the more premium the favorite car of a respondent the more likely the respondent prefers a premium (looking) car (BMW 3-Series or Citroën DS6).
	Table 43

	Independent Samples Test, mean categorization favorite car brand vs preferred car.

	
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	t
	Df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	Citroën C6 vs Citroën DS6
	-3.065
	27.298
	.005
	-1.00296
	.32726
	-1.67410
	-.33181

	Citroën C6 vs BMW 3-series
	-4.406
	67
	.000
	-1.30359
	.29587
	-1.89415
	-.71304

	Citroën DS6 vs BMW 3-series
	-1.417
	108
	.159
	-.30064
	.21222
	-.72129
	.12002


Table 44 shows the mean categorization of the car brand currently owned of the respondents divided over the car they prefer.

	Table 44

	Mean categorization car brand currently owned vs preferred car

	Preferred car
	N
	Mean categorization favorite car brand
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Citroën C6
	21
	3.1233
	.52201
	.11391

	Citroën DS6
	65
	3.7140
	1.10947
	.13761

	BMW 3-Series
	46
	4.1583
	1.30908
	.19301

	Total
	132
	3.7748
	
	


Table 45 shows first a significant difference (p=0.001) in the mean categorization of the car currently owned by the respondents who prefer a real volume car, Citroën C6 (mean = 3.1233) and the respondents who prefer a volume car which looks like a premium car, Citroën DS6 (mean = 3.7140). Secondly the table shows a significant difference (p=0.000) in the mean categorization of the car currently owned by the respondents who prefer a real volume car, Citroën C6 (mean = 3.1233) and the respondents who prefer a real premium car, BMW 3-Series (mean = 4.1583). Furthermore, the table shows no significant difference (p=0.064) in the mean categorization of the car currently owned by the respondents who prefer a volume car which looks like a premium car, Citroën DS6 (mean = 3.7140) and the respondents who prefer real premium car, BMW 3-Series (mean = 4.1583). Thus, in could be stated that the more premium the car currently owned by a respondent the more likely the respondent prefers a premium (looking) car (BMW 3-Series or Citroën DS6).
	Table 45

	Independent Samples Test; mean categorization car brand currently owned vs preferred car.

	
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	t
	Df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	Citroën C6 vs Citroën DS6
	-3.306
	72.631
	.001
	-.59067
	.17864
	-.94673
	-.23460

	Citroën C6 vs BMW 3-series
	-4.618
	64.265
	.000
	-1.03493
	.22412
	-1.48263
	-.58723

	Citroën DS6 vs BMW 3-series
	-1.874
	86.636
	.064
	-.44426
	.23705
	-.91545
	.02692


Summary table

Table 46: Summary table
	H1: The design value, a) Functional b) ergonomic c) aesthetic d) symbolic and e) attention drawing value of a premium car (BMW 3-Series) will be higher than a volume car (Citroën C6).
	Reject H0. That is design value for a premium car will be higher than for a volume car.

	H2: The design value, a) Functional b) ergonomic c) aesthetic d) symbolic and e) attention drawing value of the extension with a similarity to a premium brand (Citroën DS6) will be higher than the one with a similarity to a volume brand (Citroën C6).
	Reject H0, except for ergonomics. That is design value for a volume car which is similar to a premium brand will be higher than one with a similarity to a volume brand, except for ergonomic value, where design does not influence the ergonomic value.

	H3: If the new line extension (Citroën DS6) by volume/low end brand (Citroën DS6) is similar to BMW (premium brand), consumers are more likely to categorize the new car (Citroën DS6) as premium cars (i.e. volume brand will be perceived as a premium brand). 
	Reject H0. That is if a volume car looks like a premium brand, consumers are more likely to categorize as a premium car.

	H4a: If consumers categorized a volume brand as premium brand after line extension, the design value a) functional and b) ergonomic c) aesthetic d) symbolic and e) attention drawing value of an extension will be higher
H4b: categorization will be a mediating effect between extension with similarities to a premium brand and design value). 
	Partially reject H0. That is categorization is a partial mediating effect between design and aesthetic value and attention-drawing value. 
Categorization is a full mediating effect between design and functional value, symbolic value and design value.

Categorization is no mediating effect between design and ergonomic value.

	H5: Respondents will prefer the extension of the volume brand which looks like a premium car (Citroën DS6) above the premium car (BMW 3-Series) and the volume car (Citroën C6).
	Reject H0. That is respondents prefer an extension of a volume brand which looks like a premium car above the premium car and the volume car.


Chapter 5: Conclusions

This Chapter will discuss the findings of this research. First the conclusions and discussions will be elaborated. Second the managerial and scientific implications will be discussed. Finally the limitations and directions for future research will be discussed.

Conclusions and discussions

The core of this research was to see if categorization is a mediating effect between design similarity to premium/volume brand of line extension and design value. Design value was constituted out of 6 sub-values based on previous findings or Creusen and Schoormans (2005). The mediating effect test (Baron and Kenny, 1986) for categorization was conducted for the five sub values of design and total design value. The main question of this research is: What is the role of design similarity on the assessment of design value, for upmarket line extensions? 5 hypotheses were formulated on basis of the main question, where 3 of the hypotheses are divided in different sub-hypotheses. The outcomes of the survey were investigated and to prove the hypotheses different statistic methods are used. The most outstanding results will be discussed below.

Volume vs Premium (looking)
The research shows that design value and all of the different values (functional, ergonomic, aesthetic, symbolic and attention-drawing) on their own are influenced by the fact if a car is premium or volume. Consequently, it could be stated that if brand is a premium brand, the design value of a car of that brand will be as expected higher, compared to a car of a volume brand. 
Moreover, we indicated that if the line extension looks like premium brand instead of the dominant/volume design,  the design value will be higher (especially for older people), for five sub-design dimensions (functional, aesthetic, attention drawing, symbolic) and the total design value. Only the ergonomic value of a car is not influenced by a premium looking design of a car. There is a possibility that the ergonomic value is not influenced by a premium looking design due to the reason that in the survey only two pictures were used which showed the exterior of the cars, where ergonomics is assessed more by the interior of a car. The research partially confirms previous findings by Bloch (1995) and Dawar and Parker (1994). As they discussed in their researches, consumers form an impression about utilitarian functions and product quality on the basis of the appearances (design) of a product. Nevertheless, as proved, this does not count for the ergonomic value of a premium looking product.
Like the design value, the design of the car also positive influences the categorization of the car. Therefore if a car has a more premium looking design the car is categorized as more premium brand. This proves the findings of Kreuzbauer and Malter (2005), Fiske and Taylor (1984) and Rosch (1978). They discussed that perceptual design attribute-value sets have a strong effect on product category membership. The more design attribute-values a product contains that refer to a specific category, the more it is perceived as a member of that category.
This research proves that categorization is a (partial) mediator between design and (the different parts of) design value. Between the design and functional value and symbolic value, categorization is a full mediator, between design and aesthetic value, attention-drawing value and the overall design value, categorization is a partial mediator. Thus, the previous findings of Creusen and Schoormans (2005) and Bloch (1995) are proved. Creusen and Schoormans (2005) discussed that categorization could influence the other product appearances. Bloch (1995) discussed that perception of a product brand influences judgments on quality and overall desirability are primarily derived from the product’s appearance. 
Furthermore, the results showed 1) a positive influence of brand familiarity and a negative influence of product involvement on functional value, 2) A positive influence of age and brand familiarity and a negative influence of product involvement on aesthetic value 3-) A positive influence of age and brand on symbolic value. 4-) A positive influence of brand familiarity and a negative influence of gender (male) on attention-drawing value 5-) Design value was positive influenced by age and brand familiarity and negative influenced by gender (male)

In several researches by Berkowitz (1987) Bloch (1995) and Pilditch (1976) it was mentioned, that the design of a product will generate consumer inferences regarding several product attributes and product appearances. They mentioned that if consumers have a little knowledge about the products, they will use the design to categorize the product. This categorization will decide how the customers see the design value of the product. However, this last conclusion was proved to be wrong. Product involvement was only negatively influencing the functional value. For the other values, product involvement was not significant influencing. This could be due to the product class, where almost all respondents possessed a car, and therefore already have a minimum of involvement.
Choice
The study’s findings provide empirical contribution that choice is influenced by design. Consumers which preferred the Citroën DS6 above the other cars, evaluated the DS6 as more premium as the consumers which preferred one of the other cars. Thus, if respondents evaluate a volume car as premium they will prefer the premium looking car. Therefore the conclusions stated by Creusen and Schoormans (2005) are proved. They discussed that product design has been recognized as an opportunity for differential advantage in the market place and the appearance of a product influences consumer product choice.

So the research question is now answered: What is the role of design (similarity) on the assessment of design value, for upmarket line extensions? The research shows that design has a big influence on the assessment of design value, it even can make a volume car (which has a premium looking design) be assessed as a premium car and more consumers prefer a premium looking extension by volume brand over the one by expensive premium brand. 

Managerial relevance: 
The competition on products is getting harder and harder, especially with the economic crisis, companies try to economize, to keep the profit as high as possible. Companies are searching for ways to excel with their products; they often use an outstanding design. As Cooper and Kleindschmidt (1987) discussed, design was mentioned as the most important determinant of sales success under 203 new products. 
This research contributes the statements of Cooper and Kleindschmidt (1987), by showing that design can change the perception of a consumer about a product. Thus, there is a possibility that a consumer categorizes a volume product as a premium product if there is design similarity to premium brand. Therefore, volume brands can use the design of premium products on their own products to increase sales. Moreover the volume brands can upgrade their brand image as a more premium brand. Especially companies which are focused on older consumers or on female consumers can benefit of this strategy, where the research showed that older people and females are much more influenced by design, and so are assessing the design value higher for premium looking cars. 
Premium brands could lose a lot of sales when volume brands will copy the premium brand designs. Nevertheless, premium brands can learn of this research that they can not only excel on design. Thus, they have to excel for instance on the ergonomics (which was not influenced by design) or try to involve people more in their product. Involvement was influencing the functional value of the car, and so could help premium brands to excel above the volume brands. 
Furthermore the research shows that premium brands have to be really careful for volume brands, for copying the design. Therefore, companies have to take care for decent patents, to protect their own design.  

Scientific Relevance
First of all, as mentioned before, line extension has got a lot less attention compared to brand extensions. This research contributes in giving some more information about line extensions. However this is just a small part of the research.
This research aims to contribute to existing studies about the influence of design on the design value or perceived quality of a product. Previous studies, like Creusen and Schoormans (2005) focuses on categorization as one of the six product appearances. An important element of this research is the mediation effect of categorization on the influence between design and design value (the five other product appearances). 
As Kreuzbauer and Malter (2007) showed in their research, where they constructed a framework for product design perception, the design influences the product affordances and the categorization. This research could contribute to the framework of Kreuzbauer and Malter in a way that it proved that, not only the product design influences the product affordances, but where categorization is a partial mediator between the two different steps.

This researched made up a measurement method to measure the different product appearances of design value, in order to assess the design value. Therefore, this research covers the gap for other researches, which are made to learn more about design value. However, this measurement method can still be improved, especially for the part about the ergonomic value (see paragraph future research).

Limitations 

This research has some limitations due to the set up, and the lack of existing literature on the mediation effect of categorization on the influence of design on design value. 

With the help of a survey program of qualtrics.com, the survey was distributed by respondents. This program had no possibility to influence the sampling; therefore, quota sampling was not possible. This could have influence on the research because now, it provides a less representative view of the reality. However, all age groups are represented in the sample. 

Furthermore, the research found no influence of a premium looking design car on ergonomic value. Like mentioned before, there is a possibility that the ergonomic value is not influenced by a premium looking design due to the reason that in the survey only two pictures were used which showed the exterior of the cars, where ergonomics is assessed more by the interior of a car. Moreover, there is a possibility that the scale was not sufficient, and more/other questions are needed to assess ergonomic value. Therefore, it could be that ergonomic value is influenced by design.
In addition, to analyze the mediation effect, the method of Baron and Kenny is used. This is similar to most of the previous research on mediation analysis. However, in recent research Zhao, Lynch and Chen (2010) argue the methods of Baron and Kenny. They discuss that a Structural Equation Model (SEM) is a more suitable model to analyze the mediation effect. The SEM analysis estimates the 3 steps of Baron and Kenny simultaneously. Thus, the equations are less likely to be influenced by other factors. Due to the more advanced techniques, that are needed to use the Structural Equation Model (Zhao, Lynch & Chen, 2010; Iacobucci, 2010) it was not possible to use it in this research. 
Future Research

The first suggestion for further research would be to do the same research in other countries, to see if there are cultural differences in perception and assessing design value. For instance, brand value can be more important for buying decisions in emerging countries. Then similarity to a premium car may not be a mediator in those countries, because brand name could be the most important signal about product quality or status symbol instead of design.  However, it is recommended to improve the research, by enlarging the sample size (to make the research even more reliable), and improving the scale for ergonomic value.
Furthermore, future research could investigate if other product classes are assessed similar as cars. Cars are functional products; nevertheless they are often used as symbolic and attention-drawing products. Thus, it could be that real functional products like kitchen tools or more aesthetic products like furniture react different on the influence of design on the design value and the mediation effect of categorization on this influence.
This research does not discuss what the influence is on the parent brand, by changing the core (volume) design of a line extension to a more premium design. This research shows that changing a volume product to a premium looking product offers opportunities for volume brands. However, previous researches discussed that low concept consistency of a line extension can damage the parent brand (Park, Milberg and Lawson 1991). Therefore, future research should measure what has the biggest influence: the opportunities by changing the product, or the damage because of low concept consistency.
This research proved that design is influencing the design value, and furthermore that this is partial mediated by categorization. However, it could be that for cars only a few attributes of the design are influencing the functional value and others more the symbolic value, like Kreuzbauer and Malter (2005) showed for motorbikes. Therefore, future research should not only focus on overall design, but it should discuss which design attributes are influencing the different product appearances.
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Appendix
Appendix 1: Examples Citroën
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Typical Citroën

Design model Citroën (DS)

[image: image30.png]Your current car: Current Citroen D2
car (parent car)
Your maximum budget = 30.000euros

Extension D5:

Price= 27.000

Extension F5:

Price=29.000

BMW 0-serie

Price= 35.000






Appendix 2: measurement methods
	Measurement method on basis of Creusen and Schoormans (2005) and Kelly (2005); Characteristics functionality and ergonomics 

	Functionality:

Top speed

Acceleration

Handling

Product cycle (how long can you use it)

Duration/durability (how long can you drive on one tank)

Reliability (solid)

Load-carrying space

Braking action
	Ergonomics:

Safety

Easiness to clean

Easy to use (electronics, radio)

Easy to use (driving, parking, turning)

Comfort

Leg space




	Measurement method of Choo, Kim and Yoon (2012); Level of Luxury

	Excellence value

The products of this brand are sophisticatedly made.

The products of this brand are made in craftsmanship.

The products offered by this brand are excellent

The products of this brand last a long time

I think of this brand as an expert in the merchandise it offers.
	Self-expressive value

The products of this brand have strong personal meaning to me.

The products of this brand help me to express myself

A main benefit of the products of this brand is the ability for customers to express their own beliefs, values or personalities.

	Functional value

This brand has reputation for making useful products.

This brand competes mainly by offering practical products to their customers
	Social value

This brand is considered by many as a symbol of success.

The brand name of this brand are considered by many to be reflective of social status

This brand is considered as a symbol of the prestige

The products of this brand are for the selected few

	Aesthetic value

The products of this brand are aesthetically superior

The products of this brand are well designed

The products of this brand are special


	Economic value

It is worth of economic investment to buy the products of this brand

In general I am satisfied with the price of this brand

The products of this brand worth its high price

	Pleasure value

The products offered by this brand have strong sensory appeal

This brand competes mainly by offering a desired experience to their customers
	Brand relationship

Over time this brand becomes more important to me

Both this brand and I benefit from our link

This brand is like a person with whom I am close to

This brand means more to me than other brands

	Experimental value

Shopping from this brand makes me feel like I am in another world

I get so involved when I shop for this brand that I forget everything else

Shopping from this brand “gets me away from it all”

I shop from this brand for the pure enjoyment of it.
	Behavior

I have an intention to maintain the relationship with this brand

I will consider this brand first when I shop

I will continue to use this brand.


Appendix 3: Pretest

	 BMW 0-series:
	Citroën D2:
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	Citroën D5:
	Citroën F5:
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1. Please asses the following statements:

	
	Strongly disagree
	disagree
	Somewhat disagree
	Neutral
	Somewhat agree
	agree
	Strongly agree

	The Citroën D5 looks a lot like the BMW 0-series
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	The Citroën F5 looks a lot like the BMW 0-series
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	The Citroën D5 looks a lot like the Citroën D2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	The Citroën F5 looks a lot like the Citroën D2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


2. How do you categorize these cars:

	
	Volume car
	
	
	
	
	
	Premium 

car

	The Citroën D5 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	The Citroën F5 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	The Citroën D2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	The BMW 0-series
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


Appendix 4: Survey

Introduction

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. This survey is part of the master thesis of Pim van Hout in the program of Marketing at the Erasmus school of Economics. 

All the answers will be hold confidential and anonymous.

Take your time to answer the questions and be as honest and secure as possible.

Questions about the survey can be send to: pimvanhout1@hotmail.com
-----------------

Volume and premium brand
This survey will concentrate on volume and premium brands in the car market. In this research, the researcher will use as definition for a volume brand: an economic car brand, a volume brand is sold and made in large volumes and could be seen as a more standard product.
1. Please look at these car brands and assess whether it is a volume, or premium brand.
Could you refer this car brand as a real volume or as a premium brand?
	
	Volume brand
	
	
	
	
	
	Premium

brand

	Mercedes
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	BMW
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Citroën
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Audi
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Peugeot
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Skoda
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Volvo
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Renault
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Fiat
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Dacia
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Volkswagen
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Opel
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Seat
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Alfa Romeo
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


2. Assess Citroën & BMW for 5 design values.
Imagine that you have a Citroën D2 car (see photo below) and considering to renew it and you can only afford maximum 30.000 euros. You reduced your preferences to two models from Citroën and one model of BMW. We will now show you the photos of the extensions of Citroën (a Citroën D5 and a F5) and the car of BMW (BMW 0-series). Both the Citroën D5 and the Citroën F5 have almost the same price (27.000 and 29.000euros) and almost the same performance. The price of the BMW 0-series is 35.000euros.
	Your current car: Current Citroën D2 car (parent car)

Your maximum budget = 30.000euros
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	Extension D5:

Price= 27.000
	Extension F5:

Price=29.000
	BMW 0-series
Price= 35.000

	
	
	


Please look at the extension Citroën D5 photos and answer the following questions:
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	Strongly disagree
	disagree
	Somewhat disagree
	Neutral
	Somewhat agree
	agree
	Strongly agree

	Functional
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	This brand has reputation for making useful products.
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This brand competes mainly by offering practical products to their customers
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car has a high top speed
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car has a high acceleration
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car has good handling
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car is reliable
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car is spacious (for luggage)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ergonomic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	This car is spacious (leg space)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car is comfortable
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car is safe
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Aesthetic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	This car is  aesthetically superior
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car is  well designed
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car is  special
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	symbolic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	This brand is considered by many as a symbol of success.
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	The brand name of this brand are considered by many to be reflective of social status
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This brand is considered as a symbol of the prestige
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	The products of this brand are for the selected few
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Attention drawing
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	If this car drives true the street everybody will look at it
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car has the wow-factor
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car is the first car which will be noticed on a parking deck
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


Please look at the extension Citroën F5 photos and answer the following questions:
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	Strongly disagree
	disagree
	Somewhat disagree
	Neutral
	Somewhat agree
	agree
	Strongly agree

	Functional
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	This brand has reputation for making useful products.
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This brand competes mainly by offering practical products to their customers
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car has a high top speed
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car has a high acceleration
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car has good handling
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car is reliable
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car is spacious (for luggage)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ergonomic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	This car is spacious (leg space)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car is comfortable
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car is safe
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Aesthetic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	This car is  aesthetically superior
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car is  well designed
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car is  special
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	symbolic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	This brand is considered by many as a symbol of success.
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	The brand name of this brand are considered by many to be reflective of social status
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This brand is considered as a symbol of the prestige
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	The products of this brand are for the selected few
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Attention drawing
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	If this car drives true the street everybody will look at it
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car has the wow-factor
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car is the first car which will be noticed on a parking deck
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


Please look at the BMW 0-serie photos and answer the following questions:
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	Strongly disagree
	disagree
	Somewhat disagree
	Neutral
	Somewhat agree
	agree
	Strongly agree

	Functional
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	This brand has reputation for making useful products.
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This brand competes mainly by offering practical products to their customers
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car has a high top speed
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car has a high acceleration
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car has good handling
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car is reliable
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car is spacious (for luggage)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ergonomic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	This car is spacious (leg space)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car is comfortable
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car is safe
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Aesthetic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	This car is  aesthetically superior
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car is  well designed
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car is  special
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	symbolic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	This brand is considered by many as a symbol of success.
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	The brand name of this brand are considered by many to be reflective of social status
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This brand is considered as a symbol of the prestige
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	The products of this brand are for the selected few
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Attention drawing
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	If this car drives true the street everybody will look at it
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car has the wow-factor
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	This car is the first car which will be noticed on a parking deck
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


	Your current car: Current Citroën D2 car (parent car)

Your maximum budget = 30.000euros
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	Extension D5:

Price= 27.000
	Extension F5:

Price=29.000
	BMW 0-series
Price= 35.000

	
	
	


Which one do you prefer?
0 
I would purchase the Citroën D5
0 
I would purchase the Citroën F5
0 
I would postpone my decision to save enough money to buy the BMW 0-series

3. Categorization question:  
How do you categorize these cars?

· Citroën D5
[image: image12.png]



The Citroën D5 look like a:
	Volume brand
	
	
	
	Premium brand

	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


· Citroën F5


[image: image13.png]



The Citroën F5 look like a: 

	Volume brand
	
	
	
	Premium brand

	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


Please assess following 4 brands: 

	
	Premium
	luxury

	BMW
	0
	0

	Mercedes
	0
	0

	Audi
	0
	0

	Lexus
	0
	0


	BMW 0-series:
	Citroën D2:



	
	[image: image14.jpg]




	Citroën D5:
	Citroën F5:

	
	


Please asses the following statements:

	
	Strongly disagree
	disagree
	Somewhat disagree
	Neutral
	Somewhat agree
	agree
	Strongly agree

	The Citroën D5 looks a lot like the BMW 0-series
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	The Citroën F5 looks a lot like the BMW 0-series
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	The Citroën D5 looks a lot like the Citroën D2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	The Citroën F5 looks a lot like the Citroën D2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


[image: image15.png]How important are the following variables when you buy a car?




How important are the following variables when you buy a car?

	
	Not at all important
	Very important
	Somewhat important
	Neutral
	Somewhat important
	Very important
	Extremely important

	Design
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Performance 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Price 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Brand
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Country of origin
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Fuel economy
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Safety
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Size: cargo capacity/legroom
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Reliability (duration)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


4.  Control: 
Age:
________________________  
Gender:
	Male
	0

	female 
	0


Please asses the following statements:

	
	Strongly disagree
	disagree
	Somewhat disagree
	Neutral
	Somewhat agree
	agree
	Strongly agree

	I'm really very interested in cars.
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	I really enjoy cars.
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	You can tell a lot about a person from the car he or she buys.
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	It doesn’t matter too much if one makes a mistake buying a car.
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Choosing a car is very difficult.
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


Favorite car brand

 1.​​​​________________________  

Current car model owned:
1.​​​​________________________  

2.________________________

Familiarity with Citroën 
I am very familiar with Citroën brand

	Strongly disagree
	disagree
	Somewhat disagree
	Neutral
	Somewhat agree
	agree
	Strongly agree

	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


Familiarity with BMW 

I am very familiar with BMW brand

	Strongly disagree
	disagree
	Somewhat disagree
	Neutral
	Somewhat agree
	agree
	Strongly agree

	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


Appendix 5: Cronbach’s alpha, factor analysis
Functional value
	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	,851
	7


Ergonomic value
	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	,868
	3


Aesthetic value
	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	,920
	3


Symbolic value
	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	,961
	4


Attention-drawing value
	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	,961
	3


Product involvement
	Reliability Statistics

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	,826
	3

	Factor analysis, design value

	Factor
	Initial eigenvalues
	Extraction sums of squared loadings

	
	Total
	% of variance
	Cumulative %
	Total
	% of variance
	Cumulative %

	1
	3.267
	65.346
	65.346
	2.884
	57.689
	57.689

	2
	.896
	17.920
	83.267
	
	
	

	3
	.436
	8.717
	91.984
	
	
	

	4
	.216
	4.319
	96.303
	
	
	

	5
	.185
	3.697
	100.000
	
	
	

	Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring


	Eigenvalue, functional, ergonomic, aesthetic, symbolic and attention-drawing value

	Factor
	Initial eigenvalues
	Rotation sums of squared loadings

	
	Total
	% of variance
	Cumulative %
	Total
	% of variance
	Cumulative %

	1
	10.291
	51.457
	51.457
	5.979
	29.897
	29.897

	2
	3.133
	15.665
	67.122
	4.145
	20.725
	50.623

	3
	1.478
	7.391
	74.513
	3.985
	19.924
	70.547

	4
	.949
	4.747
	79.259
	
	
	

	…
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	.069
	.346
	100.000
	
	
	

	Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring


Appendix 6: SPSS output Hypothesis 1
Functional value:

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,560a
	,314
	,305
	,83337

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Gender, Premium car, Age, Involvement


	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	125,757
	5
	25,151
	36,215
	,000b

	
	Residual
	275,022
	396
	,695
	
	

	
	Total
	400,780
	401
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: Functionality

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Gender, Premium car, Age, Involvement


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	4,161
	,287
	
	14,502
	,000

	
	Premium car
	,999
	,083
	,500
	11,965
	,000

	
	Age
	,005
	,003
	,078
	1,812
	,071

	
	Gender
	-,032
	,105
	-,014
	-,308
	,759

	
	Involvement
	-,052
	,033
	-,073
	-1,585
	,114

	
	Familiarity with brand
	,117
	,024
	,207
	4,782
	,000

	a. Dependent Variable: Functionality


Ergonomic value:

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,248a
	,061
	,049
	,90478

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Gender, Premium car, Age, Involvement


	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	21,172
	5
	4,234
	5,172
	,000b

	
	Residual
	324,176
	396
	,819
	
	

	
	Total
	345,348
	401
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: Ergonomic

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Gender, Premium car, Age, Involvement


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	5,072
	,312
	
	16,279
	,000

	
	Premium car
	,194
	,091
	,105
	2,140
	,033

	
	Age
	,003
	,003
	,057
	1,137
	,256

	
	Gender
	-,147
	,114
	-,068
	-1,290
	,198

	
	Involvement
	-,028
	,036
	-,042
	-,779
	,436

	
	Familiarity with brand
	,108
	,027
	,206
	4,054
	,000

	a. Dependent Variable: Ergonomic


Aesthetic value:

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,623a
	,388
	,381
	1,19907

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Gender, Premium car, Age, Involvement


	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	361,453
	5
	72,291
	50,280
	,000b

	
	Residual
	569,352
	396
	1,438
	
	

	
	Total
	930,805
	401
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: Aesthetic

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Gender, Premium car, Age, Involvement


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	2,477
	,413
	
	5,999
	,000

	
	Premium car
	1,677
	,120
	,551
	13,967
	,000

	
	Age
	,016
	,004
	,177
	4,387
	,000

	
	Gender
	-,053
	,151
	-,015
	-,351
	,726

	
	Involvement
	-,027
	,047
	-,025
	-,567
	,571

	
	Familiarity with brand
	,169
	,035
	,197
	4,807
	,000

	a. Dependent Variable: Aesthetic


Symbolic value:

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,799a
	,638
	,634
	1,08701

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Gender, Premium car, Age, Involvement


	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	825,642
	5
	165,128
	139,752
	,000b

	
	Residual
	467,907
	396
	1,182
	
	

	
	Total
	1293,550
	401
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: Symbolic

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Gender, Premium car, Age, Involvement


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	1,927
	,374
	
	5,149
	,000

	
	Premium car
	2,742
	,109
	,764
	25,183
	,000

	
	Age
	,010
	,003
	,088
	2,839
	,005

	
	Gender
	,086
	,137
	,020
	,625
	,532

	
	Involvement
	-,021
	,043
	-,016
	-,488
	,626

	
	Familiarity with brand
	,167
	,032
	,165
	5,247
	,000

	a. Dependent Variable: Symbolic


Attention-drawing value:

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,664a
	,441
	,434
	1,31462

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Gender, Premium car, Age, Involvement


	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	540,595
	5
	108,119
	62,560
	,000b

	
	Residual
	684,381
	396
	1,728
	
	

	
	Total
	1224,975
	401
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: Attention drawing

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Gender, Premium car, Age, Involvement


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	1,185
	,453
	
	2,618
	,009

	
	Premium car
	2,159
	,132
	,618
	16,396
	,000

	
	Age
	,012
	,004
	,110
	2,846
	,005

	
	Gender
	,096
	,166
	,023
	,578
	,563

	
	Involvement
	,004
	,052
	,003
	,071
	,943

	
	Familiarity with brand
	,173
	,039
	,176
	4,485
	,000

	a. Dependent Variable: Attention drawing


Design value:

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,703a
	,495
	,488
	,86489

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Gender, Premium car, Age, Involvement


	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	290,187
	5
	58,037
	77,587
	,000b

	
	Residual
	296,220
	396
	,748
	
	

	
	Total
	586,408
	401
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: Design value

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Gender, Premium car, Age, Involvement


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	2,965
	,298
	
	9,954
	,000

	
	Premium car
	1,554
	,087
	,643
	17,941
	,000

	
	Age
	,009
	,003
	,124
	3,382
	,001

	
	Gender
	-,010
	,109
	-,004
	-,094
	,925

	
	Involvement
	-,025
	,034
	-,029
	-,727
	,468

	
	Familiarity with brand
	,147
	,025
	,215
	5,785
	,000

	a. Dependent Variable: Design value


Appendix 7: SPSS output Hypothesis 2

Functional value:

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,377a
	,142
	,131
	,85605

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Premium looking car, Age, Involvement, Gender


	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	48,071
	5
	9,614
	13,119
	,000b

	
	Residual
	290,196
	396
	,733
	
	

	
	Total
	338,267
	401
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: Functionality

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Premium looking car, Age, Involvement, Gender


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	4,782
	,295
	
	16,235
	,000

	
	Premium looking car
	,482
	,085
	,263
	5,643
	,000

	
	Age
	,001
	,003
	,019
	,397
	,691

	
	Gender
	-,209
	,108
	-,097
	-1,936
	,054

	
	Involvement
	-,107
	,033
	-,163
	-3,249
	,001

	
	Familiarity with brand
	,120
	,024
	,236
	5,020
	,000

	a. Dependent Variable: Functionality


Ergonomic value:

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,199a
	,039
	,027
	,97372

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Premium looking car, Age, Involvement, Gender


	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	15,402
	5
	3,080
	3,249
	,007b

	
	Residual
	375,459
	396
	,948
	
	

	
	Total
	390,860
	401
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: Ergonomic

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Premium looking car, Age, Involvement, Gender


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	5,368
	,335
	
	16,022
	,000

	
	Premium looking car
	-,131
	,097
	-,066
	-1,349
	,178

	
	Age
	,001
	,003
	,025
	,492
	,623

	
	Gender
	-,218
	,123
	-,094
	-1,774
	,077

	
	Involvement
	-,042
	,037
	-,059
	-1,122
	,262

	
	Familiarity with brand
	,091
	,027
	,167
	3,348
	,001

	a. Dependent Variable: Ergonomic


Aesthetic value:

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,593a
	,352
	,344
	1,25679

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Premium looking car, Age, Involvement, Gender


	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	340,056
	5
	68,011
	43,058
	,000b

	
	Residual
	625,494
	396
	1,580
	
	

	
	Total
	965,550
	401
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: Aesthetic

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Premium looking car, Age, Involvement, Gender


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	3,203
	,432
	
	7,407
	,000

	
	Premium looking car
	1,693
	,125
	,546
	13,506
	,000

	
	Age
	,013
	,004
	,142
	3,419
	,001

	
	Gender
	-,397
	,159
	-,109
	-2,503
	,013

	
	Involvement
	-,015
	,048
	-,014
	-,314
	,754

	
	Familiarity with brand
	,114
	,035
	,133
	3,245
	,001

	a. Dependent Variable: Aesthetic


Symbolic value:

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,362a
	,131
	,120
	1,36781

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Premium looking car, Age, Involvement, Gender


	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	111,403
	5
	22,281
	11,909
	,000b

	
	Residual
	740,878
	396
	1,871
	
	

	
	Total
	852,281
	401
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: Symbolic

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Premium looking car, Age, Involvement, Gender


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	2,174
	,471
	
	4,620
	,000

	
	Premium looking car
	,683
	,136
	,234
	5,005
	,000

	
	Age
	,016
	,004
	,182
	3,785
	,000

	
	Gender
	-,168
	,173
	-,049
	-,971
	,332

	
	Involvement
	-,052
	,053
	-,050
	-,997
	,319

	
	Familiarity with brand
	,152
	,038
	,189
	3,980
	,000

	a. Dependent Variable: Symbolic


Attention drawing value:

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,709a
	,503
	,496
	1,29780

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Premium looking car, Age, Involvement, Gender


	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	673,685
	5
	134,737
	79,996
	,000b

	
	Residual
	666,977
	396
	1,684
	
	

	
	Total
	1340,662
	401
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: Attention drawing

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Premium looking car, Age, Involvement, Gender


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	2,042
	,447
	
	4,573
	,000

	
	Premium looking car
	2,488
	,129
	,681
	19,215
	,000

	
	Age
	,008
	,004
	,068
	1,874
	,062

	
	Gender
	-,428
	,164
	-,100
	-2,611
	,009

	
	Involvement
	,019
	,050
	,014
	,372
	,710

	
	Familiarity with brand
	,148
	,036
	,146
	4,069
	,000

	a. Dependent Variable: Attention drawing


Design value:

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,557a
	,310
	,302
	,89640

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Premium looking car, Age, Involvement, Gender


	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	143,191
	5
	28,638
	35,640
	,000b

	
	Residual
	318,198
	396
	,804
	
	

	
	Total
	461,389
	401
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: Design value

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Premium looking car, Age, Involvement, Gender


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	3,514
	,308
	
	11,393
	,000

	
	Premium looking car
	1,043
	,089
	,487
	11,663
	,000

	
	Age
	,008
	,003
	,122
	2,839
	,005

	
	Gender
	-,284
	,113
	-,113
	-2,510
	,012

	
	Involvement
	-,040
	,034
	-,052
	-1,149
	,251

	
	Familiarity with brand
	,125
	,025
	,211
	4,989
	,000

	a. Dependent Variable: Design value


Appendix 8: SPSS output Hypothesis 3

Categorization:
	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	2,127
	,462
	
	4,606
	,000

	
	Age
	,007
	,004
	,068
	1,752
	,081

	
	Gender
	-,205
	,170
	-,050
	-1,212
	,226

	
	Involvement
	,031
	,052
	,025
	,605
	,545

	
	Familiarity with brand
	,110
	,038
	,113
	2,938
	,003

	
	Premium looking car
	2,264
	,134
	,640
	16,910
	,000

	a. Dependent Variable: Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)


Appendix 9: SPSS output Hypothesis 4a

Functional value:

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.457a
	.209
	.199
	.82224

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Involvement, Categorization (1= volume,7=premium), Age, Familiarity with brand, Gender


	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	70.537
	5
	14.107
	20.866
	.000b

	
	Residual
	267.730
	396
	.676
	
	

	
	Total
	338.267
	401
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: Functionality

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Involvement, Categorization (1= volume,7=premium), Age, Familiarity with brand, Gender


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	4.394
	.290
	
	15.141
	.000

	
	Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)
	.193
	.023
	.372
	8.231
	.000

	
	Age
	.000
	.003
	-.006
	-.138
	.890

	
	Gender
	-.170
	.104
	-.079
	-1.631
	.104

	
	Familiarity with brand
	.099
	.023
	.194
	4.274
	.000

	
	Involvement
	-.113
	.032
	-.172
	-3.572
	.000

	a. Dependent Variable: Functionality


Ergonomic value:

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.208a
	.043
	.031
	.97181

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Involvement, Categorization (1= volume,7=premium), Age, Familiarity with brand, Gender


	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	16.875
	5
	3.375
	3.574
	.004b

	
	Residual
	373.985
	396
	.944
	
	

	
	Total
	390.860
	401
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: Ergonomic

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Involvement, Categorization (1= volume,7=premium), Age, Familiarity with brand, Gender


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	5.136
	.343
	
	14.976
	.000

	
	Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)
	.051
	.028
	.091
	1.840
	.066

	
	Age
	.001
	.003
	.019
	.368
	.713

	
	Gender
	-.208
	.123
	-.090
	-1.690
	.092

	
	Familiarity with brand
	.086
	.027
	.157
	3.128
	.002

	
	Involvement
	-.044
	.037
	-.062
	-1.167
	.244

	a. Dependent Variable: Ergonomic


Aesthetic value:

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.639a
	.408
	.400
	1.20155

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Involvement, Categorization (1= volume,7=premium), Age, Familiarity with brand, Gender


	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	393.836
	5
	78.767
	54.558
	.000b

	
	Residual
	571.714
	396
	1.444
	
	

	
	Total
	965.550
	401
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: Aesthetic

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Involvement, Categorization (1= volume,7=premium), Age, Familiarity with brand, Gender


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	2.330
	.424
	
	5.496
	.000

	
	Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)
	.528
	.034
	.602
	15.389
	.000

	
	Age
	.010
	.004
	.101
	2.538
	.012

	
	Gender
	-.289
	.152
	-.080
	-1.902
	.058

	
	Familiarity with brand
	.056
	.034
	.065
	1.652
	.099

	
	Involvement
	-.032
	.046
	-.028
	-.685
	.494

	a. Dependent Variable: Aesthetic


Symbolic value:

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.483a
	.233
	.224
	1.28453

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Involvement, Categorization (1= volume,7=premium), Age, Familiarity with brand, Gender


	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	198.879
	5
	39.776
	24.107
	.000b

	
	Residual
	653.402
	396
	1.650
	
	

	
	Total
	852.281
	401
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: Symbolic

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Involvement, Categorization (1= volume,7=premium), Age, Familiarity with brand, Gender


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	1.438
	.453
	
	3.172
	.002

	
	Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)
	.331
	.037
	.402
	9.023
	.000

	
	Age
	.014
	.004
	.155
	3.417
	.001

	
	Gender
	-.100
	.162
	-.029
	-.615
	.539

	
	Familiarity with brand
	.116
	.036
	.143
	3.203
	.001

	
	Involvement
	-.063
	.049
	-.060
	-1.271
	.205

	a. Dependent Variable: Symbolic


Attention-drawing value:

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.734a
	.539
	.533
	1.24925

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Involvement, Categorization (1= volume,7=premium), Age, Familiarity with brand, Gender


	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	722.656
	5
	144.531
	92.611
	.000b

	
	Residual
	618.006
	396
	1.561
	
	

	
	Total
	1340.662
	401
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: Attention drawing

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Involvement, Categorization (1= volume,7=premium), Age, Familiarity with brand, Gender


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	.878
	.441
	
	1.990
	.047

	
	Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)
	.739
	.036
	.715
	20.733
	.000

	
	Age
	.002
	.004
	.020
	.555
	.579

	
	Gender
	-.276
	.158
	-.064
	-1.749
	.081

	
	Familiarity with brand
	.066
	.035
	.065
	1.882
	.061

	
	Involvement
	-.004
	.048
	-.003
	-.094
	.925

	a. Dependent Variable: Attention drawing


Design value:

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.659a
	.435
	.427
	.81168

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Involvement, Categorization (1= volume,7=premium), Age, Familiarity with brand, Gender


	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	200.492
	5
	40.098
	60.863
	.000b

	
	Residual
	260.897
	396
	.659
	
	

	
	Total
	461.389
	401
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: Design value

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Involvement, Categorization (1= volume,7=premium), Age, Familiarity with brand, Gender


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	2.835
	.286
	
	9.897
	.000

	
	Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)
	.368
	.023
	.608
	15.902
	.000

	
	Age
	.005
	.003
	.080
	2.064
	.040

	
	Gender
	-.209
	.103
	-.083
	-2.031
	.043

	
	Familiarity with brand
	.084
	.023
	.142
	3.697
	.000

	
	Involvement
	-.051
	.031
	-.067
	-1.637
	.102

	a. Dependent Variable: Design value


Appendix 10: SPSS output Hypothesis 4b
Functional value:

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,458a
	,210
	,198
	,82275

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Premium looking car, Age, Involvement, Gender, Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)


	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	70,883
	6
	11,814
	17,452
	,000b

	
	Residual
	267,384
	395
	,677
	
	

	
	Total
	338,267
	401
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: Functional

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Premium looking car, Age, Involvement, Gender, Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	4,402
	,291
	
	15,148
	,000

	
	Premium looking car
	,077
	,108
	,042
	,715
	,475

	
	Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)
	,179
	,031
	,345
	5,805
	,000

	
	Age
	,000
	,003
	-,004
	-,097
	,923

	
	Gender
	-,173
	,104
	-,080
	-1,657
	,098

	
	Involvement
	-,112
	,032
	-,171
	-3,555
	,000

	
	Familiarity with brand
	,100
	,023
	,198
	4,320
	,000

	a. Dependent Variable: Functionality


Aesthetic value:

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,673a
	,452
	,444
	1,15687

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Premium looking car, Age, Involvement, Gender, Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)


	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	436,902
	6
	72,817
	54,408
	,000b

	
	Residual
	528,648
	395
	1,338
	
	

	
	Total
	965,550
	401
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: Aesthetic

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Premium looking car, Age, Involvement, Gender, Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	2,419
	,409
	
	5,921
	,000

	
	Premium looking car
	,859
	,151
	,277
	5,673
	,000

	
	Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)
	,368
	,043
	,420
	8,507
	,000

	
	Age
	,011
	,004
	,114
	2,954
	,003

	
	Gender
	-,322
	,146
	-,089
	-2,198
	,029

	
	Involvement
	-,027
	,044
	-,024
	-,600
	,549

	
	Familiarity with brand
	,073
	,033
	,085
	2,245
	,025

	a. Dependent Variable: Aesthetic


Symbolic value:

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,484a
	,234
	,223
	1,28541

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Premium looking car, Age, Involvement, Gender, Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)


	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	199,629
	6
	33,272
	20,137
	,000b

	
	Residual
	652,652
	395
	1,652
	
	

	
	Total
	852,281
	401
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: Symbolic

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Premium looking car, Age, Involvement, Gender, Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	1,426
	,454
	
	3,142
	,002

	
	Premium looking car
	-,113
	,168
	-,039
	-,674
	,501

	
	Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)
	,352
	,048
	,427
	7,307
	,000

	
	Age
	,014
	,004
	,153
	3,371
	,001

	
	Gender
	-,096
	,163
	-,028
	-,588
	,557

	
	Involvement
	-,063
	,049
	-,061
	-1,283
	,200

	
	Familiarity with brand
	,113
	,036
	,141
	3,122
	,002

	a. Dependent Variable: Symbolic


Attention-drawing value:

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,790a
	,625
	,619
	1,12866

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Premium looking car, Age, Involvement, Gender, Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)


	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	837,485
	6
	139,581
	109,572
	,000b

	
	Residual
	503,178
	395
	1,274
	
	

	
	Total
	1340,662
	401
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: Attention drawing

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Premium looking car, Age, Involvement, Gender, Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	1,023
	,399
	
	2,566
	,011

	
	Premium looking car
	1,403
	,148
	,384
	9,494
	,000

	
	Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)
	,479
	,042
	,464
	11,340
	,000

	
	Age
	,004
	,004
	,037
	1,153
	,250

	
	Gender
	-,330
	,143
	-,077
	-2,308
	,022

	
	Involvement
	,004
	,043
	,003
	,083
	,934

	
	Familiarity with brand
	,095
	,032
	,094
	2,972
	,003

	a. Dependent Variable: Attention drawing


Design value: 

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,672a
	,451
	,443
	,80083

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Premium looking car, Age, Involvement, Gender, Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)


	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	208,063
	6
	34,677
	54,070
	,000b

	
	Residual
	253,326
	395
	,641
	
	

	
	Total
	461,389
	401
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: Design value

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Familiarity with brand, Premium looking car, Age, Involvement, Gender, Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	2,873
	,283
	
	10,156
	,000

	
	Premium looking car
	,360
	,105
	,168
	3,436
	,001

	
	Categorization (1= volume,7=premium)
	,302
	,030
	,498
	10,057
	,000

	
	Age
	,006
	,003
	,088
	2,284
	,023

	
	Gender
	-,222
	,101
	-,088
	-2,193
	,029

	
	Involvement
	-,049
	,031
	-,064
	-1,591
	,112

	
	Familiarity with brand
	,092
	,023
	,155
	4,055
	,000

	a. Dependent Variable: Design value


	Which one do you prefer? * How do you categorize these cars?  -Citroën F5 Crosstabulation

	Count

	
	How do you categorize these cars?  -Citroën F5
	Total

	
	Volume brand
	&nbsp;
	&nbsp;
	&nbsp;
	&nbsp;
	&nbsp;
	Premium brand
	

	Which one do you prefer?
	I would purchase the Citroën D5
	3
	2
	4
	4
	7
	9
	5
	34

	
	I would purchase the Citroën F5
	0
	0
	4
	13
	35
	43
	7
	102

	
	I would postpone my decision to save enough money to buy the BMW 0-series
	0
	6
	7
	11
	23
	8
	10
	65

	Total
	3
	8
	15
	28
	65
	60
	22
	201


Appendix 11: SPSS output Hypothesis 5

Crosstabs 

	Report

	Which one do you prefer?
	How important are the following variables when you buy a car?-Design
	How important are the following variables when you buy a car?-Performance
	How important are the following variables when you buy a car?-Price
	How important are the following variables when you buy a car?-Brand
	How important are the following variables when you buy a car?-Country-of-origin
	How important are the following variables when you buy a car?-Fuel economy
	How important are the following variables when you buy a car?-Safety
	How important are the following variables when you buy a car?-Size: cargo capacity/legroom
	How important are the following variables when you buy a car?-Reliability(duration)

	I would purchase the Citroën D5
	Mean
	4.68
	4.91
	6.12
	4.03
	3.50
	5.91
	6.12
	5.65
	6.24

	
	N
	34
	34
	34
	34
	34
	34
	34
	34
	34

	
	Std. Deviation
	1.364
	1.215
	1.094
	1.446
	1.441
	1.215
	1.122
	1.276
	.987

	I would purchase the Citroën F5
	Mean
	5.27
	5.40
	5.70
	4.54
	3.63
	5.26
	5.81
	5.34
	5.69

	
	N
	102
	102
	102
	102
	102
	102
	102
	102
	102

	
	Std. Deviation
	1.036
	.998
	.973
	1.347
	1.729
	1.535
	1.249
	1.278
	1.126

	I would postpone my decision to save enough money to buy the BMW 0-series
	Mean
	5.72
	5.75
	5.77
	5.14
	3.92
	4.94
	5.72
	5.14
	5.69

	
	N
	65
	65
	65
	65
	65
	65
	65
	65
	65

	
	Std. Deviation
	1.097
	1.146
	1.086
	1.210
	1.753
	1.590
	1.218
	1.223
	1.249

	Total
	Mean
	5.32
	5.43
	5.79
	4.65
	3.70
	5.27
	5.84
	5.33
	5.78

	
	N
	201
	201
	201
	201
	201
	201
	201
	201
	201

	
	Std. Deviation
	1.165
	1.117
	1.037
	1.371
	1.691
	1.532
	1.220
	1.266
	1.158


 Appendix 12: Additional findings

	Group Statistics

	
	Which one do you prefer?
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	How important are the following variables when you buy a car?-Design
	I would purchase the Citroën D5
	34
	4.68
	1.364
	.234

	
	I would purchase the Citroën F5
	102
	5.27
	1.036
	.103

	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	How important are the following variables when you buy a car?-Design
	Equal variances assumed
	4.529
	.035
	-2.683
	134
	.008
	-.598
	.223
	-1.039
	-.157

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-2.341
	46.330
	.024
	-.598
	.255
	-1.112
	-.084


	Group Statistics

	
	Which one do you prefer?
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	How important are the following variables when you buy a car?-Design
	I would purchase the Citroën D5
	34
	4.68
	1.364
	.234

	
	I would postpone my decision to save enough money to buy the BMW 0-series
	65
	5.72
	1.097
	.136


	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	How important are the following variables when you buy a car?-Design
	Equal variances assumed
	3.273
	.074
	-4.139
	97
	.000
	-1.047
	.253
	-1.548
	-.545

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-3.866
	55.797
	.000
	-1.047
	.271
	-1.589
	-.504


	Group Statistics

	
	Which one do you prefer?
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	How important are the following variables when you buy a car?-Design
	I would purchase the Citroën F5
	102
	5.27
	1.036
	.103

	
	I would postpone my decision to save enough money to buy the BMW 0-series
	65
	5.72
	1.097
	.136


	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	How important are the following variables when you buy a car?-Design
	Equal variances assumed
	.000
	.997
	-2.667
	165
	.008
	-.449
	.168
	-.781
	-.116

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-2.633
	130.636
	.009
	-.449
	.170
	-.786
	-.112


	Group Statistics

	
	Which one do you prefer?
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Favorite brand
	I would purchase the Citroen D5
	18
	3.7811
	1.22635
	.28905

	
	I would purchase the Citroen F5
	59
	4.7841
	1.17874
	.15346


	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	Favorite brand
	Equal variances assumed
	.000
	.993
	-3.131
	75
	.002
	-1.00296
	.32035
	-1.64112
	-.36479

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-3.065
	27.298
	.005
	-1.00296
	.32726
	-1.67410
	-.33181


	Group Statistics

	
	Which one do you prefer?
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Favorite brand
	I would purchase the Citroen F5
	59
	4.7841
	1.17874
	.15346

	
	I would postpone my decision to save enough money to buy the BMW 0-series
	51
	5.0847
	1.02435
	.14344


	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	Favorite brand
	Equal variances assumed
	6.330
	.013
	-1.417
	108
	.159
	-.30064
	.21222
	-.72129
	.12002

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1.431
	107.995
	.155
	-.30064
	.21006
	-.71701
	.11573


	Group Statistics

	
	Which one do you prefer?
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Favorite brand
	I would purchase the Citroen D5
	18
	3.7811
	1.22635
	.28905

	
	I would postpone my decision to save enough money to buy the BMW 0-series
	51
	5.0847
	1.02435
	.14344


	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	Favorite brand
	Equal variances assumed
	2.522
	.117
	-4.406
	67
	.000
	-1.30359
	.29587
	-1.89415
	-.71304

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-4.040
	25.870
	.000
	-1.30359
	.32269
	-1.96705
	-.64014


	Group Statistics

	
	Which one do you prefer?
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Current brand owned
	I would purchase the Citroen D5
	21
	3.1233
	.52201
	.11391

	
	I would purchase the Citroen F5
	65
	3.7140
	1.10947
	.13761


	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	Current brand owned
	Equal variances assumed
	14.069
	.000
	-2.350
	84
	.021
	-.59067
	.25135
	-1.09050
	-.09084

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-3.306
	72.631
	.001
	-.59067
	.17864
	-.94673
	-.23460


	Group Statistics

	
	Which one do you prefer?
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Current brand owned
	I would purchase the Citroen D5
	21
	3.1233
	.52201
	.11391

	
	I would postpone my decision to save enough money to buy the BMW 0-series
	46
	4.1583
	1.30908
	.19301


	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	Current brand owned
	Equal variances assumed
	41.780
	.000
	-3.487
	65
	.001
	-1.03493
	.29682
	-1.62772
	-.44214

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-4.618
	64.265
	.000
	-1.03493
	.22412
	-1.48263
	-.58723


	Group Statistics

	
	Which one do you prefer?
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Current brand owned
	I would purchase the Citroen F5
	65
	3.7140
	1.10947
	.13761

	
	I would postpone my decision to save enough money to buy the BMW 0-series
	46
	4.1583
	1.30908
	.19301


	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	Current brand owned
	Equal variances assumed
	6.024
	.016
	-1.928
	109
	.056
	-.44426
	.23042
	-.90095
	.01243

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1.874
	86.636
	.064
	-.44426
	.23705
	-.91545
	.02692


Categorization


“Volume brand or Premium brand”
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Volume brand A (Citroën)


A1X: Line extension similar to A


A1: Line extension similar to B (premium brand)





(Constant Attributes)





H1-H2





Design value: - Functional


Ergonomic


Aesthetic


Symbolic


Attention Drawing





Choice:


A1x


A1


Postpone
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� http://prijs.autoscout24.nl/prijs/BMW/


� http://statline.cbs.nl/StatWeb/publication/?VW=T&DM=SLnl&PA=81844NED&LA=nl
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