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ABSTRACT
The purpose of the present study is to demonstrate an alterna-

tive framework for evaluating the brand personality of a single
brand using Q methodology. Q methodology is uniquely suited to
measuring the personality of a single brand because it allows the
measurement of a subjective construct in a holistic way without
reducing the construct to factors. The brand personality profiles are
provided for four fast food brands: McDonald’s, Burger King,
Wendy’s and Subway. An interpretation and comparison of these
profiles reveal the similarities and differences among these brand
personalities in the same product category.

INTRODUCTION
A considerable amount of attention has been given to the

construct of brand personality In consumer behavior research
(Aaker, 1997; Fournier, 1998; Muller and Chandon, 2003; Sung
and Tinkam, 2005; Venable et al., 2005; van Rankom, Jacobs, and
Verlegh, 2006). Brand personality is a multi-dimensional construct
that provides a unique view of a brand that goes beyond merely
describing a brand’s intrinsic attributes (Keller, 2003a, 2003b).
Examining the human characteristics that consumers ascribe to a
brand should lead to a better understanding of consumers’ percep-
tion of the brand. However, given the nature of the construct, a
brand’s personality often resides in a consumer’s subjective evalu-
ation. How to extract consumers’ subjective perceptions of a
brand’s personality represents the focus of this study.

The widely-cited and arguably most influential research on
brand personality was conducted by Aaker (1997). By utilizing
Aaker’s basic framework as a starting point, this research attempts
to study how to build a brand personality profile for individual
brands using Q methodology. Q methodology is designed to study
people’s subjective representation of the world from their internal
standpoint (Brown, 1980); therefore, it is appropriate to adopt Q
methodology to study consumers’ subjective evaluation of a brand’s
personality. Moreover, the advantages of Q methodology (e.g.,
small number of participants, retrieving subjectivity, identifying
different perspectives, etc.) have proven Q methodology to be a
viable, yet underutilized, research method in marketing (Kleine,
Kleine and Allen, 1995).

BRAND PERSONALITY

Definition of Brand Personality
The brand personality construct was introduced by Martineau

(1958) to refer to the non-material dimensions that made a store
special. The author argued that the personality or character of a store
could help to differentiate one store from another. King (1970) and
Plummer (1985) contributed to the establishment of the construct in
consumer behavior research. As cited by Azoulay and Kapferer
(2003 p.144), King believed that “people choose their brands the
same way they choose their friends… they simply like them as
people.” Plummer (1985) advanced the brand personality construct
by asking consumers to identify a brand as a type of person, staying
in what kind of places, having what occupations, reading what types
of magazines, etc.

 More recently, Aaker (1997, p. 347) defined brand personal-
ity as the “set of human characteristics associated with a brand.”
The purpose of Aaker’s (1997) research was to assess and describe
the aggregate structure of brand personality across brands and
product categories. The author carefully selected 37 brands from
various product categories and adopted a lexical approach similar
to the Big Five model of human personality in psychology. Aaker
(1997) developed a 42-item measurement scale from the original
set of 114 traits and identified five dimensions of brand personality:
excitement, sincerity, competence, sophistication and ruggedness.

Measuring the Personality of a Brand
Measuring a single brand’s personality in a specific market is

of great interest to both researchers and practitioners. Some re-
searchers have attempted to measure brand personality using the
five-factor model assuming that each individual brand should be
represented by the entire five-dimensional personality structure
that Aaker (1997) uncovered across many brands and product
categories (e.g. Kim, 2000; Best, 2005). Rojas-Mendez, Erenchun-
Podlech, and Silva-Olave (2004) used Aaker’s (1997) 42-item scale
to measure Ford’s brand personality in Chile. Although these
researchers expected to replicate the five-factor structure for Ford
that Aaker (1997) found across multiple brands, the authors only
found four dimensions.

Aaker (1997) defined brand personality at the individual brand
level and suggested using the scale to measure brand personality for
individual brands. However, the five-dimensional structure should
only be expected to emerge at the aggregate level, not the individual
brand level (Austin, Siguaw and Mattila, 2003; Bonsnjak, Rammstedt
and Tuten, 2005). The 37 brands selected by Aaker (1997) represent
a wide range of product categories. Aaker (1997) took the average
scores across subjects for each brand on each trait; thus the person-
ality of a brand is presented as a single data point in the five-
dimensional structure. If used at the aggregate level (i.e. across
different brands and product categories), Aaker’s five-dimensional
structure would likely be retrieved; however, researchers should be
very cautious if they assume that each individual brand will have the
same five-dimensional brand personality structure, or believe that
a simplified scale (e.g., using the 15 facets instead of the 42 traits)
can be used to measure a single brand’s personality.

In order to explore the extent to which the brand personality of
a single brand may conform to the aggregate structure uncovered by
Aaker (1997), we conducted a study of McDonald’s. To evaluate
McDonald’s brand personality vis-à-vis Aaker’s (1997) five di-
mensions, we administrated Aaker’s 42-item brand personality
scale to 185 college students who participated in an online survey
in exchange for class credit. Participants were directed to indicate
how characteristic McDonald’s is with respect to each of the 42
traits uncovered by Aaker (1997) on a 7-item Likert scale (1=ex-
tremely uncharacteristic; 7=extremely characteristic). An explor-
atory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted using principal compo-
nent extraction with a varimax rotation and a factor extraction
criterion of eigenvalue greater than 1. We uncovered 12 factors (not
five) that explained 66.2% of the variance. Furthermore, the traits
in each factor neither resembled the items in Aaker’s five-factor
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structure, nor represented the 15 facets of the brand personality
scale. For example, in the first factor, which explains the most
variance (22.8%), there are traits such as hard-working, trendy,
good-looking, glamorous, intelligent, smooth, upper-class, up-to-
date, honest, and wholesome. In Aaker’s five-factor structure these
traits come from the factors of sophistication, competence, sincer-
ity and excitement.

 A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using maximum like-
lihood via AMOS 5.0 software (Jöreskog and Sörbom, 1993) was
then conducted to see how well Aaker’s five-factor solution fits the
data. The model was specified exactly the same as the five-factor
model tested by Aaker (1997), so that each factor represented a
distinct dimension of brand personality, with the covariance matrix
of the five factors used as input for the analysis. The fit statistics
indicated a poor model fit. The GFI, AGFI, NFI, and CFI values for
all the data sets fell well below the acceptable level of .90 (GFI=0.847,
AGFI=0.811, CFI=0.816 and NFI=0.740, Chi-square=1569.246,
p-value=0.000; Bentler and Bonett, 1980). The RMSEA value
(RMSEA=0.104) is far above the acceptable criterion of .05 (Browne
and Cudeck, 1993).

Both the 12-factor structure uncovered from EFA and the
unsatisfactory model statistics from CFA indicate that Aaker’s
five-factor model of brand personality could not be retrieved for the
single brand, McDonald’s. However, this result should not be used
to question the aggregate dimensionality of brand personality of
multiple brands uncovered by Aaker (1997). Nevertheless, as
rigorous as Aaker’s study is, what matters to a company is the brand
personality of its individual brand in a specific market, rather than
the overall brand personality structure across different product
categories. In the next section we describe an alternative approach
to profiling the personality of a single brand using Q methodology.

Q METHODOLOGY
The goal of describing the brand personality of a single brand

is fundamentally different from describing the brand personality
structure at the aggregate level. For this research, we have adopted
Q methodology to assess the brand personality of a single brand. Q
methodology, introduced by Stephenson (1935, 1953), was de-
signed to study human subjectivity and provide a method to
examine the world from the internal standpoint of the individual
being studied (Brown, 1980, 1993). Although subjective opinions
are unprovable, they can be shown to have structure and form, and
Q methodology represents a means to make this form manifest for
observation (Brown, 1996). Q methodology enables researchers to
“model — or, more accurately, enables the respondent to model his
or her—viewpoints on a matter of subjective importance through
the operational medium of the Q-sort” (McKeown and Thomas,
1988, p. 12).

Q methodology is uniquely suited for measuring the personal-
ity of a single brand because it allows us to measure a subjective
construct in a holistic way without reducing the construct to factors
(Stephenson, 1953; Brown, 1980; McKeown and Thomas, 1990).
Brand personality is a subjective phenomenon, and “subjectivity is
always self-referent” (McKeown and Thomas, 1988, p. 12). Thus,
Q methodology provides a foundation for the systematic study of
subjectivity (Brown, 1993).

According to Brown (1997), there has been an acceleration in
the use of Q methodology in an expanding number of intellectual
fields. In marketing, Kleine, Kleine and Allen (1995) studied
consumers’ possession attachment to various personal belongings
using Q methodology. The authors investigated consumers’ differ-
ent types of possession attachment and how the strength of the
attachment varies due to the life story associated with the posses-
sion. Q methodology was widely used in personality studies as well.

Block and Robins (1993) studied the personality change from early
adolescence to early adulthood. Hilden (1954), Block (1955),
Block and Bailey (1954) and Albanese (1993) adopted the Califor-
nia Q-Set to the study of personality assessment and psychiatric
research. We, therefore, believe it is appropriate to adopt Q-
methodology in our study of the brand personality of a single brand.

There are two main components in Q methodology, Q-sort
(measurement of subjectivity) and Q-factor analysis (forming group-
ings of individuals with similar subjectivity).

Q-Sort
The instrumental basis of Q methodology is the Q-sort tech-

nique (Brown, 1996), a comparative ranking task in which partici-
pants rank order a set of statements (i.e., in our case, the 42 brand
personality traits), under certain instructions (e.g. “Describe the
brand personality of McDonald’s”). Subjects are instructed to
express their perceptions of a certain subject matter by rank order-
ing the provided statements into a continuum of categories, ranging
from extremely characteristic to extremely uncharacteristic. Each
category has a fixed number of statements. The number of state-
ments required in the two extreme categories is the smallest, and the
number gradually increases toward the middle of the categories; the
distribution of the number of statements across categories re-
sembles a normal distribution. The participants have to make
comparisons among the statements before putting them into each
category; therefore, the decision of assigning each statement to a
particular category is made relative to the placement of the other
statements. The subjective perspective of the brand’s personality is
constantly referred to by the sorter during the sorting process. Q-
sorting requires more cognitive effort than a comparable scale-
based questionnaire methodology. The additional effort over con-
ventional survey methods required to do a Q-sort stems directly
from the task of ranking each item relative to all the others to form
a holistic representation of the brand’s personality.

Q-Factor Analysis
Different persons’ Q sorts can be correlated and factor ana-

lyzed to form groupings of persons who have ranked the statements
in a similar way (Brown, 1980, 1993, 1996). The correlation of
different subjects’ sorts indicates the similarity/dissimilarity of
each person’s perspective. The factors uncovered in this way point
to categories of operant subjectivity; i.e., different groups of opin-
ions and views on the same subject matter (Stephenson, 1954, 1977,
1993; Brown, 1980, 1993). Persons loaded on the same factor bear
a resemblance in terms of subjectively shared viewpoints. Though
the viewpoints being studied are subjective, “the factors are grounded
in concrete behavior, and are usually reliable and easily replicated,
and, happily, are subject to statistical summary which facilitates
more careful description and comparison” (Brown, 1980, p. 6).

The sorts are factor analyzed using a statistical program like
SPSS or a specialized program like PQMethod (2.11). In the data
input for Q-factor analysis, the subjects are placed in the columns
and the items in the rows. Each of the factors resulting from Q-factor
analysis corresponds to a group of individuals with a similar
perspective. The factor scores are averages weighted by Spearman’s
rank correlations for each item across the groups of subjects. Thus,
for the purpose of profiling the brand personality of a single brand,
the ranking of these factor scores from positive to negative
(positive=traits characteristic of the brand and negative=traits un-
characteristic of the brand) reflects the perceived brand personality
of the group. The ranking of these scores tends to be quite stable
over various levels of sample sizes. Thus, a relatively small number
of participants (e.g. 30 to 60 sorts) are usually sufficient to achieve
stability in the ranking of factor scores (Brown, 1996).
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In summary, when Q-sorts are factor analyzed, subjects are
grouped to reveal the structure of shared perspectives. Thus, we can
identify different perspectives of the personality of a specific brand,
and simultaneously, identify the members of each group. By the
same token, Q methodology can be used as a segmentation tool to
uncover the different segments of a brand’s customers according to
the different brand personalities held by the members of each
segment.

MEASURING MCDONALD’S BRAND
PERSONALITY WITH Q METHODOLOGY

Pretest
This research was conducted at a large state university in the

Midwestern U.S. For the sake of consistency with existing research,
we adopted Aaker’s 42 brand personality traits. Decks of cards were
created for participants to use in the study. Each deck has 42 cards,
and each card contains one of Aaker’s (1977) 42 traits. A pretest
with 13 college students (earning extra class credit) was conducted
to see if the participants had any problem following the instructions
of the Q study and to detect any possible ambiguous brand person-
ality traits contained in the deck. Each subject was given a deck of
cards and was asked to rank order the 42 traits according to his or
her perception of the brand personality of McDonald’s. The 42
traits were sorted into seven categories ranging from -3 to +3, each
with a fixed number of cards required in the category (+3, extremely
characteristic, 3 cards; +2, quite characteristic, 5 cards; +1, some-
what characteristic, 8 cards; 0, neither characteristic nor uncharac-
teristic, 10 cards; -1, somewhat uncharacteristic, 8 cards; -2, quite
uncharacteristic, 5 cards; and -3, extremely uncharacteristic, 3
cards).

We believe that McDonald’s is appropriate for this research
because college students are very familiar with the brand and they
represent a sizable consumer segment of this fast food chain.
Throughout the pretest, we found that participants did not have any
difficulty in understanding either the research method or the in-
structions. We identified a potential ambiguous trait, “western.”
Some students interpreted “western” as the opposite of Eastern
culture, while “western” in Aaker’s scale means “cowboy west-
ern.” To avoid any misunderstanding, we added a notation, “cow-
boy” to the item, “western.”

Main Study
The main study was comprised of 85 college students between

the ages of 20-24, who participated in the study for class credit. For
data collection, we ran 12 sessions with 7-8 students in each session.
As in the pretest, each participant was given a deck of cards with the
42 brand personality traits, an instruction for sorting, and a score
sheet to record the Q-sort. According to the instructions, partici-
pants were asked to describe the brand personality of McDonald’s
by placing the 42 traits into 7 categories, ranging from extremely
characteristic (+3) to extremely uncharacteristic (-3). Participants
were also asked to examine the sort, make rearrangements as
needed, and to be sure that the sort represented their view of
McDonald’s. It took the participants approximately 15-20 minutes
to finish the sorting. Once the participant was satisfied with the sort,
he/she recorded the sort on the score sheet thereby completing the
session.

RESULTS
All 85 sorts were entered into SPSS for factor analysis. The

factors generated represented groupings of subjects with the same
perspectives related to McDonald’s brand personality; in other
words, subjects grouped on each factor had sorted the 42 traits in a

similar way and shared a common view of McDonald’s brand
personality. The factor analysis yielded one dominant factor with
an eigenvalue of 37.9 explaining 45% of the variance (74 partici-
pants out of 85 loaded on this factor) and a subordinate factor with
an eigenvalue of 5.6 explaining 7% of the variance (4 participants
out of 85 loaded on this factor). In Q analysis, the variance
explained should be interpreted as the percentage of variance in that
factor over the total amount of variance among the items in the
entire sample. This suggests that there is one dominant brand
personality for McDonald’s.

Within each factor, based on the value of the factor score of
each trait, we constructed the brand personality profiles (see Table
1). For each factor, the 42 traits were ranked by the value of the
factor scores from positive to negative (see Table 1). The top three
traits with the highest positive factor scores were put in category +3,
indicating that these traits were extremely characteristic of
McDonald’s according to the point of view of the members in the
group. Traits in category +3 carry more weight in determining the
brand personality of McDonald’s than other traits. The next 5 traits
that ranked high on the list were put into the category, +2, meaning
that traits in this category were quite characteristic of McDonald’s.
All 42 traits were put into these 7 categories accordingly. Traits with
a positive sign indicate that McDonald’s is characteristic of these
traits and the traits with a negative sign suggest that McDonald’s is
uncharacteristic of these traits. Of all 42 traits, 16 have positive
signs and 16 have negative signs. The 10 traits with a rating of 0 are
neither characteristic nor uncharacteristic of McDonald’s.

Factor 1 represents the dominant perspective of McDonald’s
brand personality. The three extremely characteristic traits (+3)
indicate a brand personality of McDonald’s as a successful corpo-
rate leader. The brand personality described by this category
clearly fits McDonald’s position as a leading corporation in the fast
food industry. Therefore, when college students think of
McDonald’s, the first image that comes to mind is that of a
successful business leader.

The five quite characteristic traits (+2) add more personal
characteristics to McDonald’s brand personality as family-ori-
ented, friendly, cheerful, up-to-date and confident. The trait of
family-oriented may have come from the happy meal on McDonald’s
menu and the playground for children. Friendly and cheerful may
be associated with the spokesperson, Ronald McDonald. The
confident trait is consistent with McDonald’s character as a suc-
cessful corporate leader. The eight traits in the somewhat character-
istic category (+1) reveals a more exciting side of McDonald’s as
imaginative, young, spirited, and trendy, along with the traits of
reliable, secure and hard working that are also consistent with the
predominant brand personality of McDonald’s as a successful
corporate leader.

At the negative end of the brand personality profile, McDonald’s
is clearly not perceived by college students as upper class, glamor-
ous, or cowboy western (extremely uncharacteristic, -3), nor
outdoorsy, rugged, tough, wholesome or unique (quite uncharacter-
istic, -2). Thus, we can conclude that among college students
McDonald’s personality is neither stylish nor tough.

Thus Factor 1 reveals the dominant brand personality of
McDonald’s as a successful corporate leader that is shared by a
preponderance of the subjects.

Factor 2 reveals an alternative perspective of McDonald’s
brand personality shared by only four group members. In this
perspective the extremely characteristic traits (+3) depict a cheer-
ful, honest and wholesome side of McDonald’s. The quite charac-
teristic traits (+2) of sincere, friendly, original, and family-oriented
echo the traits in the +3 category. Factor 2 does not portray
McDonald’s as a successful corporate leader, as these traits fell on
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TABLE 1
McDonald’s Factor Scores for each Brand Personality Trait

1rotcaF 2rotcaF

lufsseccuS 3+ 1-

etaroproC 3+ 2-

redaeL 3+ 1-

detneiro-ylimaF 2+ 2+

yldneirF 2+ 2+

etaD-ot-pU 2+ 1-

lufreehC 2+ 3+

tnedifnoC 2+ 0

elbaileR 1+ 0

evitanigamI 1+ 1+

eruceS 1+ 1-

gnuoY 1+ 2+

detiripS 1+ 1+

lanigirO 1+ 2+

gnikroWdraH 1+ 1-

ydnerT 1+ 2-

laeR 0 1+

gniticxE 0 0

tnednepednI 0 0

tnegilletnI 0 1-

looC 0 1+

yraropmetnoC 0 2-

htrae-ot-nwoD 0 1+

tsenoH 0 3+

htoomS 0 1-

erecniS 0 2+

enilucsaM 1- 0

latnemitneS 1- 1+

lacinhceT 1- 3-

gnikool-dooG 1- 1-

eninimeF 1- 0

gniraD 1- 2-

nwoT-llamS 1- 0

gnimrahC 1- 1+

euqinU 2- 1+

emoselohW 2- 3+

hguoT 2- 3-

degguR 2- 3-

ysroodtuO 2- 0

nretseW 3- 0

suoromalG 3- 1-

ssalCreppU 3- 0
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the negative end of the profile (e.g., successful, leader, intelligent,
hard-working).

COMPARISON OF THE BRAND PERSONALITY
OF BURGER KING, WENDY’S AND SUBWAY

The study was extended to Burger King, Wendy’s and Subway
to demonstrate that Q methodology can be used to differentiate
between brands in the same product category. As in the case of
McDonald’s, college students are very familiar with these brands
and they represent a sizable consumer segment of these fast food
chains. Burger King and Wendy’s resemble McDonald’s in the
food items on the menu and the business operations. Subway,
however, differs from these burger chains in light of claims made
of healthier food and food preparation (i.e., preparing food in front
of customers). Thus, on an a priori basis, we would expect the brand
personality of Wendy’s and Burger King to more closely resemble
that of McDonald’s and the brand personality of Subway to be
different.

 Following the same procedure as the McDonald’s study,
college students participated in the study in exchange for class
credits. Forty students Q sorted the 42 brand personality traits for
Burger King, 42 sorted Wendy’s, and 34 sorted Subway. Following
the same steps of analysis reported above, we were able to establish
the brand personality profiles for each brand. The results are
presented in Table 2 for the comparison among the four brands.

Burger King
A dominant factor was uncovered for Burger King explaining

35.6% of the variance with an eigenvalue of 14.26 and 32 of the 40
subjects loaded on this factor. Table 2 reveals the rankings of the
brand personality traits for Burger King based on the factor scores
of the 42 traits. This list represents the predominant perspective of
Burger King’s brand personality held by the college student partici-
pants of this study. The three extremely characteristic traits (+3)
suggest a brand personality of Burger King as successful, corpo-
rate, and family-oriented. Two items, successful and corporate, out
of the three traits in the +3 category, are found in the +3 category of
McDonald’s dominant brand personality profile as well. The item
that differs in the extremely characteristic category is family-
oriented as opposed to leader in McDonald’s brand personality.
Although Burger King is a successful corporation in the fast food
industry as well, compared to McDonald’s, it lacks the personality
of a leader in the participants’ view. The items in the other
categories resemble those of McDonald’s brand personality to a
large degree.

Wendy’s
Forty-two students took part in the brand personality study for

Wendy’s. Similar to McDonald’s and Burger King, Wendy’s data
present a dominant factor with 36 subjects loaded on this factor,
explaining 42.9% of variance and an eigenvalue of 17.61. Accord-
ing to the ranking of the brand personality traits (see Table 2), the
traits that are extremely characteristic (+3) indicate that Wendy’s
can be described as successful, friendly and family-oriented. Com-
pared to the brand personality of McDonald’s and Burger King,
Wendy’s is considered to be friendlier and less corporate. The trait
of corporate occurs in the +3 category of both McDonald’s and
Burger King. Successful is the common brand personality trait in
the +3 category for all three brands.

Subway
As with the other three brands, there is a dominant perspective

of Subway’s brand personality. Twenty seven of 34 subjects loaded

on this dominant factor explaining 41.2% of the variance with an
eigenvalue of 13.18. The extremely characteristic (+3) brand per-
sonality traits associated with Subway are successful, friendly and
wholesome (see Table 2).

Successful, as discussed above, is a common trait of all four
brands being studied. Friendly occurs in the +3 category of both
Burger King and Wendy’s. The trait of wholesome represents the
most distinguishing brand personality trait for Subway. Whole-
some fell into the quite uncharacteristic category (-2) for
McDonald’s, the somewhat uncharacteristic category (-1) for Burger
King, and the neither characteristic nor uncharacteristic category
(0) for Wendy’s. In other words, “wholesome,” one of the most
descriptive personality traits of Subway, is perceived to be unchar-
acteristic of McDonald’s and Burger King and neutral for Wendy’s.
Healthier food is a heavily advertised claim of Subway. Although
it is not surprising that Subway is viewed as having a wholesome
brand personality, it does demonstrate that Q methodology can
differentiate the personalities of brands within the same product
category. Another noticeable difference between Subway and the
other three brands is the presence of the trait of corporate, which
occurs in the +1 category for Subway, in the + 3 category for both
McDonald’s and Burger King, and in the +2 category for Wendy’s.
This suggests that participants in this study perceived Subway to be
the least corporate brand of four fast food brands under examina-
tion.

DISCUSSION
This study contributes to the brand personality literature as the

first attempt to investigate the personality of a single brand using Q
methodology. The results illustrate how individuals can describe
the personality of a single brand by Q-sorting the 42 personality
traits established by Aaker (1997). We have established different
brand personality profiles for four fast food brands, McDonald’s,
Burger King, Wendy’s and Subway. An interpretation and com-
parison of these profiles revealed the similarities and differences
among the brand personalities of these brands in the same product
category.

Q methodology provides multi-dimensional interpretations of
a brand’s personality. While conventional factor analysis often only
reveals the brand personality at the five-factor or 15-facet level, the
results of Q methodology, as shown in our illustration of four fast
food brands, can be interpreted at the profile level, the category
level (+3 to -3), and individual item level. By so doing, researchers
can achieve a fuller profile of a single brand’s personality without
assuming that the five-dimensional factor structure should occur at
the individual brand level.

In addition, our findings support that Q methodology is
particularly useful for examining a person’s subjective view of a
specific brand’s personality. This study has demonstrated the
methodology’s discovery potential and its use in establishing a
holistic view of a brand’s personality. Q methodology not only
discovered the dominant perception of a brand’s personality, but
also provided detailed supporting information that leads to a holis-
tic understanding of the brand’s personality.

 Q methodology can be used for profiling the brand personal-
ity of a single or multiple brands for a specific market or across
different markets. Therefore, our findings have significant manage-
rial contributions as well. Q methodology can be easily adminis-
trated in focus group studies to study brand personality. This easy-
to-use method, when being implemented in focus group studies, can
generate more in-depth and meaningful interpretations of the quali-
tative data. Q methodology is able to uncover the underlying
personality of a brand with a relatively small number of subjects,
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TABLE 2
Factor Score Ranking of Brand Personality Traits for Four Fast Food Brands

s'dlanoDcM gniKregruB s'ydneW yawbuS

lufsseccuS 3+ 3+ 3+ 3+

etaroproC 3+ 3+ 2+ *1+

redaeL 3+ 2+ 2+ 2+

detneiro-ylimaF 2+ *3+ *3+ 2+

yldneirF 2+ 2+ *3+ 3+

etaD-ot-pU 2+ 2+ 1+ 2+

lufreehC 2+ 2+ 2+ 1+

tnedifnoC 2+ 1+ 1+ 1+

elbaileR 1+ 2+ 2+ 2+

evitanigamI 1+ 1+ 0 0

eruceS 1+ 1+ 1+ 0

gnuoY 1+ 1+ 0 1+

detiripS 1+ 0 1+ 0

lanigirO 1+ 0 1+ 2+

gnikroWdraH 1+ 1+ 1+ 1+

ydnerT 1+ 0 0 0

laeR 0 1+ 0 1+

gniticxE 0 0 1- 0

tnednepednI 0 0 1- 0

tnegilletnI 0 0 0 1-

looC 0 0 0 0

yraropmetnoC 0 1+ 0 0

htrae-ot-nwoD 0 0 1+ 1+

tsenoH 0 1+ 2+ 1+

htoomS 0 1- 1- 1-

erecniS 0 0 1+ 0

enilucsaM 1- 0 1- 1-

latnemitneS 1- 2- 0 2-

lacinhceT 1- 1- 2- 3-

gnikool-dooG 1- 1- 1- 1-

eninimeF 1- 2- 1- 1-

gniraD 1- 1- 2- 1-

nwoT-llamS 1- 1- 0 1-

gnimrahC 1- 2- 1- 1-

euqinU 2- 1- 1- 0

emoselohW 2- 1- 0 *3+

hguoT 2- 2- 3- 2-

degguR 2- 2- 2- 2-

ysroodtuO 2- 3- 2- 2-

nretseW 3- 1- 2- 3-

suoromalG 3- 3- 3- 3-

ssalCreppU 3- 3- 3- 2-

.sdnarbehtgnomasecnereffidtsefinamtahtstiarT*
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thus providing an economical tool for profiling an individual
brand’s personality. Moreover, Q methodology can be used as a
segmentation tool to group a company’s customers according to
their perspectives. As found in the study of McDonald’s, Q meth-
odology identified two groups of participants who view McDonald’s
brand personality differently. With further information on the
members’ usage rate, attitude toward the brand and satisfaction
with the service, a company can achieve a better understanding of
why customers see the brand differently. In this manner, applying
Q methodology to the examination of a brand’s personality can
provide meaningful information for a company’s marketing strat-
egy development.

 As with many other studies, our research has its limitations.
Due to a concern with maintaining consistency with existing
research, we adopted Aaker’s (1997) 42-item brand personality
scale. Among these 42 traits, there may be some items that are not
applicable to fast-food brands, such as intelligent and independent.
This represents a limitation of this study. In future research a new
scale for the measurement of brand personality can be developed.
Another limitation is that the college student participants only
represent a certain segment of the market for four fast food brands.
Whether these brands are perceived to have different brand person-
ality profiles among other customer segments remains to be inves-
tigated. In future research on the brand personality of McDonald’s
it would be particularly worthwhile to add to the comparison the
brand personality profiles of African-American and Hispanic con-
sumers.

 This study demonstrated only some aspects of the potential of
Q methodology in measuring a person’s subjectivity in general, and
perceptions of brand personality in particular. Future research
should examine the stability of the interpretations across different
populations, brands and traits. In addition, we can apply our study
in an international context and examine possible differences in
people’s perception of a brand’s personality between countries and
cultures.
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