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ABSTRACT 

 

This research explores factors unique to the fashion industry which play an important role in 

the process of branding fashion startups. In order to reveal these factors, this research took an 

explorative approach by analyzing existing literature on (startup) branding and analyzing 

fashion startups. This paper highlights (1) the factors which the existing body on (startup) 

branding deems most relevant, and uses this as a foundation for exploring how fashion startups 

go about incorporating these. Besides, this research explores (2) the factors which existing 

literature has drawn little attention to. Moreover, this research has analyzed three major fashion 

brands to find out whether (3) particular factors incorporated by established fashion brands may 

be applicable to the branding process of fashion startups too.  
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Just do it™ is arguably one of the most well-known slogans of 

the 21st century and Nike’s® logo one of the most recognizable 

logos in existence. However, what exactly is it that makes this 

slogan and logo so successful? As a matter of fact, neither the 

logo or the slogan provide the name of Nike® or suggest the 

products that it offers, but nevertheless, many are familiar with 

what the two stand for.  Strong brands create a story around a 

business which extends far beyond the quality and 

functionality of its products. Nike understands this, and 

responds to the fact that every single person has been, or will 

be, in the situation where they face a challenge and tell 

themselves to “Just Do It”, cleverly targeting customers on an 

emotional level. Its brand is so strong because we want 

someone to tell us that we can do it, and we want someone to 

understand that it is not easy to achieve our goals.  

 

In contrast to the success of Nike®, Abercrombie & Fitch has 

continuously been performing worse in the past few years 

(Wahba 2016).  Some may know it for its well-trained male 

models which walk around shirtless, but as one may argue, the 

story that A&F aims to convey is not consistent. Its most recent 

“This Is the Time” campaign portrays the story of the average 

twenty to twenty-four-year-old who faces the challenges of 

entering the grown-up world, something far out of line with its 

well-trained models. Weak brands fail to align their values and 

views with those of its target audience. As a result, it may be 

difficult for consumers to assess which values the brand stands 

for and can potentially switch to a brand which does create a 

consistent image that enhances this alignment. Regardless of 

how great the quality of their products or its functionality, if 

not branded correctly, a business may experience difficulties 

staying in the game.  

 

 

1 Introduction 
 

Entrepreneurs can increasingly outsource more tasks due to the 

emergence of a wide range of online tools and services which 

facilitate the growth of a startup. Amongst these are Shopify® 

and WebFlow® which allow one to build a web-shop within a 

matter of hours (Tenebruso 2018), YouTube® which is 

increasingly used to consume educational videos (Hua 2015), 

Facebook® and Instagram® which can effectively generate 

traffic to web-shops based on large amounts of consumer data 

(Curran 2018) and moreover, Oberlo® has made it even easier 

for entrepreneurs to automatically forward web-shop orders to 

their factory or supplier, who then ship the product straight to 

the end customer, eliminating the need for entrepreneurs to 

serve as intermediate in the fulfilment process or manage 

inventory (Business-dictionary 2018, Ayanso, Diabi and Nair 

2006). As a consequence of these services, entrepreneurs 

appear to dedicate more time and money to other matters, in 

particular to branding (Ruzzier & Ruzzier 2015, Froelings 

2016). 

 

Recent scholars acknowledge that branding as such is 

becoming a bigger determinant of a startup’s success, as 

discussed by Isaksson (2015), Freeman (2017) and Zwilling 

(2012). This may be attributed to increased customer 

expectations towards businesses (McGovern 2016) or the 

increased power of customers (i.e. customer have access to 

more information) (KPMG 2016). 

 

The topic of branding has been extensively studied by scholars, 

and as a result, a large number of academic findings on how to 

build strong brands exists. As early as 1965, Marquardt 

concluded based on a survey, that 75% of people prefer 

products from well-known brands over products which are 

lower-priced. After the importance of branding had become 

evident (Smith 1956, Yankelovich 1964, Marquardt 1965) 

Doyle (1989) stressed that brands are not only sole identifiers 

of a product or business (e.g. a logo, a catchy slogan) but that 

value can be created by increasing the congruence between a 

brand’s identity and the identity of its customers. He states this 

can be achieved via real and objective attributes (e.g. the 

quality of products, the value-for-money) but also via abstract 

and emotional attributes (e.g. a lifestyle, a status, or 

youthfulness). Many studies have demonstrated the positive 

effects that a strong brand can deliver. Strong brands can allow 

businesses to charge a premium price to customers, compared 

to business with a less strong brand (Khermouch, Holmes and 

Ihlwan 2001). Besides, Jamal and Goode (2001) confirmed 

that the congruence between a brand image and the customers’ 

self-image will enhance customer satisfaction and brand 

preference. Not only do strong brands thus reap benefits as a 

result of increased attractiveness to the customer. Internal 

benefits can also be observed. For example, Clifton and 

Simmons (2003) find that businesses with a strong brand 

positioning are benefiting from clarity of focus that provides 

them with “more effectiveness, efficiency and competitive 

advantage across operations”.  

 

Even though (1) entrepreneurs can dedicate more time to 

branding in an era where (2) studies confirm the increased 

importance of branding as a determinant for a startup’s success 

and (3) a large base of academic literature on building strong 

brands is available, the failure rate of startups in America and 

Europe remains 75% (Harvard Business School 2012). These 

facts appear to be ambiguous, and raise the question how 

applicable the existing base of academic literature on branding 

is to particular startups.    

 

1.1 Knowledge gap and research contribution: 

 

Ambimola (2001) explored how SME’s should go about 

branding by developing a set of guidelines that SME’s should 

follow. Amongst these is the recommendation to “make sure 

maximum attention is directed at a single source”, implying 

that a brand should convey a single clear message with one 

obvious value proposition. Petkova, Rindova and Gupta (2008) 

suggests startups need to build two sorts of reputations to create 

a strong brand (i.e. a local reputation which appeals to a small 

range of customers, who share the startup’s passion for the 

product and a general reputation to appeal to a wide audience, 

which is entirely new to the product, including investors or 

potential business partners). Ruzzier and Ruzzier (2015) stress 

the importance for startups to focus on the brand-market fit, 

rather than only the product-market fit. “The brand is an 

evolving entity” and so “startups need to understand in which 

direction to evolve their brand”. They developed four stages 

(i.e. the investigation, the development, the implementation 

and the validation of the brand) enabling startups to assure this 

brand-market alignment. Kwiatowski (2017) explored a wide 

range of branding practices startups may need to consider. She 

highlights startups should use various media to convey a brand. 

This includes using separate formats for entertainment, for 

practical tips, or for education.  

 

Whereas the above-mentioned literature has been of great 

importance in increasing our understanding on how startups 

should go about building a strong brand, it appears that 

previous scholars have neglected the industry-dimension of 

startup branding. As a result of this, it is unclear whether 

startups from different industries may need to consider 

additional factors, or whether startups in different industries 

should adapt the practices acclaimed in literature via a different 

approach, in order to build a strong brand. Hence, this research 

aims to take an industry-level perspective on startup branding 

and aims to explore industry-specific factors relevant to 

branding startups. Because doing so for multiple industries is 

not deemed feasible within the scope of a single study, one 



specific industry was selected, which may benefit most from 

such a study. The fashion industry has been identified to suit 

this study as (1) it experiences a failure rate of 53% (Statistic 

Brain Research Institute 2018), (2) purchases in this industry 

are highly characterized by the congruence between the 

identify and lifestyle of customers and the identity (i.e. brand 

attributes) of a fashion brand (Azevedo & Farhangmehr 2005) 

and (3) not a lot attention has been given by previous studies 

to branding in the context of fashion.  

 

This study aims to explore factors that are characteristic and 

distinctive for the fashion industry, which play an important 

role in the branding process of fashion startups. Moreover, by 

doing so, this study aims to create a set of best-practices on 

how fashion startups should build strong brands which 

incorporates these industry-specific factors. These findings 

expand existing literature on startup branding and further 

narrow the focus on an industry-level. Such a set may proof to 

be advantageous, as it potentially enables fashion startups to 

build stronger brands which may increase their chances of 

succeeding, and reduces the high failure-rate amongst startups. 

 

 

2 Theoretical background 

Aaker (2004) defines brands as “representing an organization 

and reflecting its heritage, values, culture, people and 

strategy”. Whereas this definition as such focusses very much 

on the attributes which one may associate with a brand, other 

scholars incorporate the notion that a brand is an asset which 

may create value: Svedberg (2014) defines a brand as “a 

strategic asset, which could be seen as a promise that 

constantly needs to be delivered”. However, there appears to 

be a clear difference in how older studies perceive a brand, 

compared to more recent ones. Whereas initially, little was 

known about the different attributes (Hampf & Lindberg-Repo 

2011), more recent studies highlight the wide range of 

attributes which can be associated with a brand such as the 

lifestyle a brand conveys (Doyle 1989) or a brand’s personality 

(Aaker 1996). Moreover, recently it has been increasingly 

acknowledged that the customer experience is also part of a 

brand (Bonchek & France, 2016). In this view, all touch points 

which customers have with the business pose an opportunity 

for the business to not just convey its attributes and values, but 

to actively demonstrate and proof these, hence the notion by 

Svedberg (2014) that brand’s promise constantly needs to be 

delivered.  In line with previous studies (Aaker 1996, Doyle 

1989) this research will define a brand as “the collection of 

attributes which a business conveys to its stakeholders, which 

all together make up the stakeholders’ perception of the 

business, its intentions, and its values.” Moreover, this 

definition is in line with the notion by Cohen (2018) that brands 

derive value by appealing to all its different stakeholders, not 

only its customers.  

Defining a brand:  Aaker (1996) has developed an extensive 

framework which incorporates all factors which need to be 

considered in order to build a strong brand. The model is 

comprised of four dimensions and twelve perspectives: the 

brand as a product (e.g. product scope, attributes and quality), 

the brand as an organization (organizational attributes, scale of 

activities), the brand as a person (e.g. customer-brand 

relationship and brand personality) and fourthly the brand as a 

symbol (e.g. a logo, metaphorical symbol and the brand’s 

heritage). The model has seen a few changes in more recent 

years (Aaker and David, 2004a) but its principles remain the 

same and Aaker (1996) has been cited over eleven-thousand 

times, according to Google scholar (2018).  Whereas other 

scholars focus more on the function of branding (Kapferer 

1997), it can be argued that such findings fall within the 

dimensions of the model by Aaker (1996). For example, the 

nine functions of a brand developed by Kapferer in 1997 are 

all said to have the purpose of satisfying particular customer 

needs. Aaker did, however, incorporate the customer-brand 

relationship element as part of the ‘brand-as-a-person’ 

dimension, and the nine functions by Kapferer arguably can be 

seen as a further exploration or expansion of this element.  

This research will define branding as the process via which 

businesses create and convey the attributes of, views on, and 

associations with their business and products, which it wants 

its stakeholders to perceive, as a mean to increase its 

shareholders’ value. This definition is in line with the 

definition used by Svedberg (2014) in that it incorporates the 

commercial interest many fashion businesses have (McKinsey 

2017). 

 

As the term ‘successful’ and ‘strong’ have been used several 

times throughout this paper, it is important to understand that 

in the context of this study, they refer to the realization of 

benefits which a successful or strong brand may provide to a 

startup or established business (Holmes and Ihlwan 2001, 

Jamal and Goode 2001, Clifton and Simmons 2003).  

 

 

3 Research Question 
 

The following research question has been asked: 

 

 

Which factors unique to the fashion industry are most 

influential for fashion startups in order to build a 

successful brand? 

 

To answer this, the following sub questions have been asked: 

 

 

• Which factors do academic findings deem most important 

for building strong brands and how exactly do fashion 

startups incorporate these? 

 

• Which factors do academic findings not address, that play 

an important role in the branding process of fashion 

startups? 

 

• Which factors do established fashion brands incorporate 

that may also be applicable to branding fashion startups? 

 

 

3.1 Elaboration on the independent and depended variable 

 

The independent variable, namely the industry-specific factors, 

encompasses all aspects distinct to the fashion industry which 

are being – or should be – considered by fashion startups, when 

designing and building their brand, and when communicating 

this with their audiences.  

 

The dependent variable, namely successful brands, 

encompasses the effects of branding (that is, benefits) which 

incorporating the industry-specific factors may result in. The 

term success has been elaborated in section two, and refers to 

benefits which a brand may provide.  

 

Concluding, this research will reveal industry-specific factors 

and the benefits these may reap, as well as discuss how fashion 

startup should go about incorporating these factors, rather than 

focusing on how strong particular brand are (i.e. aiming to 

assess and compare the brand strength or quality in a 

quantitative way).  

  



4 Methodology 

 

Selection of Startups 

 

Detailed information on branding activity at startups was 

needed to reveal the industry specific factors. Thus, three 

startups were approached through the network of the author. 

Moreover, two more startups were selected to analyze through 

online means. The five startups together represent three 

different nationalities (Germany, The Netherlands and The 

United States), target different niches (sports clothes, leisure 

clothes, formal clothes) and mainly target audiences no older 

than fifty years old. Though this is a limited sample size, their 

characteristics are representative for the fashion industry in 

that the largest buying force in the fashion industry are 

millennials (aged between 22 – 40) who spend between $1510 

and $1820 on fashion per year (Statista 2018) and the fact that 

the fashion industry in mainly dominated by western brands 

(Apparel 50 Brand Finance Report 2017).  

 
4.1 Sub research question 1 

 

In order to answer sub-question one, a clear overview was 

needed of the most important factors to consider when 

branding a startup, backed up by academic research. For this 

reason, 29 academic papers and articles released between 1956 

and 2018 on branding were reviewed, and the most important 

findings were extracted based upon (1) consensus amongst 

scholars on the finding, (2) the extent to which subsequent 

studies built upon the findings and (3) the extent to which the 

findings may be applicable to startups – that is, the findings are 

not solely applicable to firms with extensive resources or those 

making use of economies of scale.  

 

Hence, the intention was not to list all practices, but rather, 

summarize some of the most significant causes for success 

with regard to building strong brands for startups. Academic 

papers and articles were retrieved from Scopus and Google 

Scholar. Keys words used to retrieve literature included 

“branding techniques” “startups” “fashion” and other words 

related to these terms.  

 

Information was collected by reviewing the startups’ visual 

appearance online (e.g. web shop, social media, and other 

online mediums) to summarize their brand story and learn 

which industry-specific factors the fashion startups incorporate 

in their branding practices. Moreover, product reviews, 

founder interviews from online sources, and articles were 

analyzed to further enhance our understanding on how the 

fashion startups go about branding. 

 

An interview was held with three startups. Closed questions, 

which were based on the factors revealed through the literature 

review were asked, to identify which factors that are distinctive 

to the fashion industry were incorporated by the fashion 

startups while building their brand. As section 4.2 will explain, 

open questions were asked during the interview as well, to 

reveal as many factors as possible which the literature did not 

draw attention to.  

 

In order to conclude on the practices which are most important 

for fashion startups to consider, we compared the information 

which was retrieved through our analysis, with the theories and 

recommendations revealed through our literature review. As 

indicated before in section three, rather than taking a strictly 

qualitative approach, we use the theory to validate the 

successful practices which we observe, as well as to explain 

the causes for failure which we observe. Through this 

approach, we develop a set of recommendations for the fashion 

startups which are backed up by existing studies on branding.  

 

4.2 Sub research question 2  

 

In order to identify new factors, and answer sub-question two, 

a much more open approach was needed. First of all, additional 

branding practices had to be revealed, after which, their impact 

on success had to be assessed to decide whether or not these 

branding practices may be beneficial for other fashion startups. 

 

To reveal additional practices which had not surfaced in our 

efforts to answer sub research question one, (1) the researchers 

evaluated which practices the reviewed literature appeared to 

miss or not put significant weight on, and (2) evaluated if, and 

how, such practices where undertaken at the fashion startups.  

 

First of all, the interviews were structured so that the open 

questions were covered first. Section one was open, in that we 

encouraged the founders to share their views on branding, its 

perceived contribution to their startup’s success, their own 

brand, and which challenges the fashion industry posed with 

regard to building a strong brand, so that we did not limited the 

thoughts and views of the interviewees.  

 

Besides having open questions in the interview, we also – 

similar in the approach for sub-question one – reviewed the 

startups’ online presence, and used other online sources such 

as web shop, social media, and other online mediums, product 

reviews, founder interviews from online sources, and articles 

to include as many as possible fashion-related factors. All 

observations can be viewed in table 1, 2, 3 (Appendix A) 

combined with the findings of sub-question one. 

 

The final selection of new factors was based upon two criteria, 

namely (1) whether or not the startup founder could confirm 

and demonstrate the benefits realized from incorporating 

particular factors (via our interviews or retrieved interviews 

online) and (2) whether all other information obtained via our 

analysis provided sufficient evidence to argue that 

incorporating a particular factor may be beneficial for other 

fashion startups too.  

 

4.3 Sub research question 3 

 

The three fashion brands with the largest company value as of 

2017 (Brand Finance, 2017) were selected for further analysis, 

to reveal additional branding practices which may be valuable 

for fashion startups. As of December 2017, the largest brands 

in their respective order were Nike®, H&M® and ZARA®. We 

acknowledge that these firms vary significantly from startups 

in that they have much larger resources and can make use of 

economies of scale, but are nonetheless relevant to further 

investigate as they (1) have successfully tackled and overcome 

the difficulties of branding a startup themselves, (2) 

successfully managed to adapt their brand to changing 

customer expectations in the past decades and (3) have 

established such a reputation that they arguably successfully 

sell a lifestyle and idea, rather than the product (Suvi 2015).  

 

In order to answer sub-question 3, a framework had to be 

selected by which to analyze the established fashion brands. 

The literature review aimed to reveal branding factors which 

are applicable to startups, hence it was not appropriate to copy 

this approach for the established brands. Given the wide range 

of aspects that it takes into account, the brand-building model 

by Aaker (1996) has been used to analyze the established firms. 

All elements have been laid out in a matrix to evaluate each 

established brand based on the four dimensions and each of the 

twelve elements of the model.  

 

All three firms have been reviewed based on the 4 dimensions 

and 12 elements (Table 4, Appendix B). To collect 



information, company websites, their social media accounts, 

blogs from renowned journalists, interviews with management 

retrieved via YouTube® or newspapers, company reports, 

company statements, and business reviews were analyzed.  

 

After retrieving information via the online analysis, the 

revealed practices and factors were evaluated to assess whether  

the observed branding practices and factors may be applicable 

and valuable to fashion startups. We did so by excluding the 

factors bound to extensive resources, economies of scale or the 

established reputation of these huge brands, and including 

those factors which we deemed less-dependent on the company 

size and which can be controlled and managed by fashion 

startups. 

 

5 Literature review 

 

5.1 Significant findings from the 1950’s – 1990’s 

 

After Smith (1956) founded the concept of segmentation, 

which suggests markets consist of consumers with diversified 

demands, Yankelovich (1964) expanded this notion by 

introducing additional variables with regard to how these 

demands could be sorted. This included “buying behavior”, 

“motives”, “values” or “aesthetic preferences” (Hampf & 

Lindberg-Repo 2011). The field of branding started to get more 

attention, and Marquardt (1965) confirmed the relevance of 

brands through his study, in which 75% of the respondents 

indicated to prefer  products from well-known brands over 

products which may be priced more affordably. Throughout 

the following decades, academic literature increasingly 

stressed the importance of what brands may mean to customers 

(Kapferer 1997) and as a consequence immaterial values were 

started to be promoted much more. Alignments had to be 

sought between the brand and the personality of the customer. 

As mentioned prior in this paper, Doyle (1989) highlights that 

band attributes may be real and objective (e.g. the quality and 

value for money) but can also be abstract and emotional (e.g. a 

status or youthfulness).  The perception of what a brand was 

started to encompass more aspects over time, and Aaker (1996) 

developed a model which sorted this wide range of aspects into 

four dimensions, also explained prior in this paper, which 

incorporates most of the research on branding from as early as 

the 1950’s into one framework. That same year Kapferer 

developed nine functions of the brand, which can be seen as an 

expansion of one of the twelve elements of Aaker’s model, as 

we have argued before.  

 

5.2 Significant findings from the 2000’s – 2010’s  

 

Around the 2000’s, branding practices for SME’s started to get 

more attention, and it became clear that startups may benefit 

from approaching branding in a different way. Prior in this 

paper we highlighted the contributions by Ambimola (2001), 

Jamal and Goode (2001), Petkova (2008) and Ruzzier and 

Ruzzier (2015), who further explored branding in the context 

of SME’s and startups. Unlike before, however, it was 

increasingly acknowledged that in order to create congruence 

between the brand’s attributes and the customer’s identity 

(Jamal and Goode 2001) brands should directly engage with 

the customer. As Zyman (2004) states: “A brand is not 

something you manage over time. It’s something you deliver 

in the moment.” The latter part was supported by Bonchek & 

France (2006), who also indicated that branding is becoming 

increasingly more about a customer’s experience with a 

business. The notion that a brand “is not something you 

manage over time” had little support, on the contrary. Building 

customer loyalty or strengthening customer retention, for 

example, are processes which do actually require time (Keller, 

2001).  Recently, in line with views by Petkova (2008) on how 

startups need to build two reputations, Cohen (2018) made the 

point that a startup’s brand not only needs to appeal to 

customers, but also to more distant stakeholders, like investors 

or potential business partners (i.e. startups need to appeal to 

potential investors to accumulate funds). The way brands 

interact with customers continues to change these days, and the 

past few years have been seeing increased customer 

expectations with regard to what brands should do. The 2015 

Cone Communications Global CSR study showed that 91% of 

consumers expect brands to do more than simply push a sale 

and that “simply getting a message out there – whether it is the 

offerings’ attributes or the perception businesses ought to 

convey – and waiting for customers, is not enough”. This trend 

is confirmed by the Digital Branding Institute, whose study on 

millennials revealed that 91% of millennials would rather 

endorse a brand that stands up for a cause. Moreover, 

customers these days ‘meet’ brands in different places. The 

Influencer Orchestration Network (2017) found that 71% of 

customers indicate “they are more likely to purchase an item 

based on social media references”, which has clearly been 

recognized by brands, hence their increased presence on social 

media platforms (McKinsey 2017).  “Tied to the prevalence of 

social media usage are branded communities”, which smart 

brands recognize as an opportunity (Influencer Orchestration 

Network 2017). Brands which establish such online 

communities can benefit tremendously, because it enables 

them to connect with audiences, share their audience’s 

passions and interests, learn about customers and moreover, 

receive valuable feedback on their products or services (Barron 

2018).  

 

5.3 Predictions for the 2020’s 

 

When assessing what branding in the coming years will be like, 

it is essential to reflect on the socio-dynamic changes which 

will take place. For the coming years, this implies that the 

oldest members of Generation Z (those born after the mid 

1990’s) are 22 years old and start entering the workforce, hence 

their buying power will increase (Bureau of Labor Statistics 

2013).  29% of this generation declares “hearing about a brand 

on social media” as the most influential factor in the buy-

decision process (Digital Branding Institute 2018). Moreover, 

81% of Generation Z watches at least one hour of video content 

each day (Digital Branding Institute 2018). These statistics, 

along with the fact that branding has become an experience, 

suggest that video consumption – which also implies 

engagement with the video content such as sharing and 

commenting on it – will become an important mean to engage 

with audiences (Bowden, Conduit & Hollebeek 2017). 

Arguably, the emergence of virtual reality may successfully 

combine the increased video consumption and the perception 

of branding as an experience. Bonchek & France (2016) 

predicted that the next wave of branding will be “branding as 

a relationship”. This builds on the concept of branding as an 

experience, though it enhances the fact that companies are 

increasingly incorporating personal-traits into their brand to 

appeal to the customer.  Deloitte (2014) predicts that, as a 

consequence of this, customers are likely going to have more 

control over businesses and how businesses should conduct 

operations in the next decade. 

 

5.4 The most significant causes of success  

 

We conclude that, rather than substituting the findings from 

early studies, more recent academic findings have expanded 

previous perceptions of what a brand is, as a consequence of 

which the early findings still very much hold true, and cannot 

be neglected by startups. Moreover, we observe that branding 

practices advocated in literature – which predominantly focus 

on businesses in general – do not vary significantly from those 

branding practices recommended to startups.  



The above-mentioned perspectives and research contributions 

have been summarized in to nine hypotheses which appear to 

be the most dominant in the reviewed branding literature. Each 

of these has been deduced from academic studies and findings 

surfaced in the literature review.  The sources on which these 

statements are based and which provide evidence for their 

validity have been mentioned in their respective order after 

each one. Despite the studies which back them up, these 

hypotheses, as such, have not been tested. 

1) Because the majority of customers choose  known brands 

over more affordable brands, businesses may benefit from 

conveying product attributes – real or abstract – which are 

distinct from competitors and can be quickly identified. (Doyle 

1989, Marquardt 1965).   

2)  Because congruence between a brand-image and the 

customer’s self-image enhances satisfaction and brand 

preference, a startup’s brand needs to have a single focus with 

consistent attributes across all areas of the business (Abimola 

2001, Jamal and Goode 2001).   

3)  Because customer loyalty is built over time and branding 

may satisfy customer needs by portraying the image a customer 

wants to be or represent to others, a startup’s brand needs to 

stay consistent over time to assure this confirmation and 

strengthen customers’ brand association. (Keller 2001, 

Kapferer 1997).  

4)  As the consumers’ experience has gotten increasingly 

important, rather than solely creating and communicating a 

coherent brand story, brands need to actively deliver promises 

and proof the values which they stand for when interacting with 

the customer. (Concheck & France 2016, Aaker 1996).  

5) Because a startup’s success not only depends on its 

customers, startups need to actively manage how all 

stakeholders – such as investors – perceive the brand, to 

enhance the chances of potential investments or other growth 

opportunities. (Petkova, Rindova, Gupta, 2008, Cohen 2018).  

6) Because customers increasingly share brand experiences via 

social media and recommendations on social media are highly 

influential in the buy-decision process, brands need to actively 

listen to and engage with people on social media, and 

incorporate feedback they receive by doing so (McKinsey 

2017, CSR 2015).  

7)  Because customers increasingly expect business to do more 

than simply push a sale, businesses may use the support of a 

good causes to their advantage, as a mean to enhance the 

congruence between their brands’ identity and that of its 

customers. (McGovern 2016, Jamal and Goode 2001).   

8)  Because branding increasingly appears to head in the 

direction of a personal relationship between the customer and 

brand, businesses need to continue to personify their image.  

(Concheck & France 2016).  

9) Because humans inherently associate with a lifestyle, group 

or culture, brands need to establish communities and growingly 

build their brand around a particular lifestyle, in order to 

become an extension of the customer’s lifestyle and engage in 

new and upcoming ways (Influencer Orchestration Network 

2017). 

5.5 Using these principle for the startup analysis  

With these principles, we were able to provide a structure in 

the analysis of the branding practices at fashion startups. 

Rather than strictly verifying whether the above-mentioned 

branding principles were executed at fashion startups, we 

approached the startup evaluation with an open perspective, 

and used these principles to provide a direction in the search 

for factors which are specific to the fashion industry, which 

fashion startups took into consideration when branding their 

startup, and by doing so finding answers to the research 

question.  

6 Results and discussion 

 
Table 1, 2 & 3 (Appendix A) provide the outcomes of the 

startup analysis, whereas Table 4 (Appendix B) provides the 

outcomes on the established brands analysis. The following 

three sections highlight the most significant findings on the 

factors retrieved via the analysis and interviews. We 

summarize the findings per sub research question and conclude 

by combining all findings of this study to provide an answer to 

the main research question. 

 

6.1 Results sub-research question 1:  

 

For all specific findings from the startup analysis, we refer to 

table 1, 2 and 3 (Appendix A). Hence, the following section 

highlights the most significant findings and factors unique to 

the branding process of fashion startups, in the same respective 

order as the findings from the literature review in section 5. 

 

• For most startups (A, C, D, E) we observe distinct 

brand attributes consistent throughout their online presence, 

giving a clear impression of what each fashion brand stands 

for. Interestingly, startup D appears to sell very simple 

garments (e.g. plain shirts, sweaters, tops) but fully focusses on 

the texts which they print on their shirt. Arguably, rather than 

expression their lifestyle through the looks, its customers 

express it through the quotes on the shirts. Whereas printing 

texts on shirts has been around for decades, it may very well be 

possible that due to how customers increasingly perceive 

brands as extensions of their lifestyle (Cătălina and Andreea 

2014), such quotes are becoming an increasingly effective way 

to appeal to audiences. We argue that fashion startups can 

enhance brand preference in an effective manner by 

embroidering text with a strategic meaning, implying its 

meaning aligns with the lifestyle and values of its target 

audience (Jamal and Goode 2001; Guzman 2004).  

• At startup B, in contrast, we observe inconsistencies 

amongst its brand attributes. Whereas its website stresses 

exclusivity of its garments, its Facebook® page reveals little to 

no brand attributes associated with exclusive fashion. Our 

interview with the founder of Startup B reveals that a decrease 

in sales has taken place, after a recent attempt to rebrand the 

startup from premium to highly-exclusive. This correlation is 

very much in line with the notion that when the congruence 

between the customer’s identity and that of a brand is not high, 

brand preference reduces too (Guzman 2004). Based on these 

findings, this leads us to believe that it is highly important for 

a fashion startup to convey consistent brand attributes towards 

its audience in the first few years, to build a solid and loyal 

customer base which understands what the brand stands for and 

can serve as initial brand advocates. Our observations at startup 

C are in line with this. It recently launched a Kickstarter® 

campaign which heavily builds upon the image portrayed in 

their previous campaign (i.e. an innovative fashion brand with 

a focus on technology). It is likely that its second campaign has 

been so highly successful, as the Kickstarter® community has 

been exposed to the startups attributes in the past and these 

attributes have remained identical ever since.  

  



 

• We observe that the fashion startups predominantly 

use Instagram® to show off their clothes. We do not find this 

extraordinary, but what is interesting, however, is that only one 

startup (C) appears to use professional models, whereas all 

others use people from either their own team (A) their 

community (D) or their own customers (A, B and E) to promote 

its clothes. As the founder of startup D states: “What makes us 

unique is that we cast role models, instead of fashion models”. 

Although we do not find sufficient evidence to claim that such 

an approach leads to a stronger brand, these observations are in 

line with the views by Aaker (1996), and Concheck & France 

(2016) that startups should actively proof what they stand for, 

to reduce customers’ sceptics about a brands’ sincereness.  

• Expanding on the notion of being sincere, we 

observe that most startups (A, C, D and E) take on very 

encouraging attitudes. This includes the focus on achievement 

(A), professional success (C), personal happiness (D), and 

personal health (E). We observe that these personality traits are 

properly aligned with the main function of the garments each 

startup creates: that is sportswear (A), formal shirts (C), 

garments with uplifting quotes (D) and sportswear (E). It can 

be argued that fashion startups can benefit from such a 

personality-functionality fit, as it strengthens (i.e. clarifies, 

makes more evident) the values a brand conveys. Falling back 

on the findings of Jamal and Goode (2001), this fit may 

enhance the customers’ satisfaction and brand preference for 

the fashion startup. We acknowledge this fit not solely applies 

to fashion startups alone, and similar phenomena can be 

observed at established fashion brands (e.g. Nike® sells 

sportswear and highly promotes achievement, whereas H&M® 

sells leisure wear and highly promotes happiness).   

• A distinct feature of the fashion industry is that the 

customer – arguably more than in any other industry –  serves 

as free advertisement anytime and anywhere (e.g. pictures 

shared online while wearing it, wearing it in public, wearing 

logos on garments, word-to-mouth). We observe that startup A 

and D actively embrace this. The founder of startup A states 

that he aims to get its customers to refer to the brand in as many 

places as possible, and does so via promoting taglines. Its 

tagline #liftingathletes has been used in over 1214 individual 

posts as of June 2018 on Instagram® alone. Doing so not only 

serves as a mean to significantly expand the reach towards 

people who are unfamiliar with the brand. It provides the 

customer with a sense that he or she is part of a group of 

athletes with similar ambitions, states the founder. We observe 

a similar notion at startup C which uses the tagline 

#itsokaynottobeokay. Although we cannot conclude on the 

exact impact that this expanded online reach has had, we urge 

fashion startup to embrace the creation of such brand 

extensions, as 71% of customers indicate social media 

references to be the most influential factor in the buy-decision 

process (The Influencer Orchestration Network 2017) and 

social media usage is expected to continue to grow (Statista 

2018), hence the increased social references (through tags) this 

may result in and the increased impact that these have on the 

buy-decision process reinforce one another.  

 

6.2 Results sub-research question 2:  

 

• Literature on startup branding draws little attention 

to how startups should go about assessing whether or not their 

branding efforts are actually delivering positive results. In 

contrast, at both startup A and B, we observe the use of clear 

KPI’s to assess how well their branding efforts are working. 

Startup A tracks the number of sales that each of its brand 

ambassadors generates (i.e. through affiliate links) and uses 

Instagram® Stories (i.e. public posts which disappear after a 

24-hour period) to track the clicks on tags of people in its 

pictures. From this information, it learns which ambassadors 

best align with their audience, and it incorporates this when 

selecting new ambassadors. We argue that fashion startups can 

benefit from using KPI’s, and can do so by using the theory on 

branding (e.g. the theories highlighted in section five) to 

develop KPI’s which track the branding performance of the 

fashion startup. 

• Whereas literature has put little emphasize on how 

exactly different (social) media channels should be used by 

startups, we conclude that fashion startups have designated 

functions for the different media used. We observe that 

Instagram® is predominantly used to place garments in a social 

context – rather than promoting qualitative or functional 

attributes – and portrays the lifestyle that its audiences may 

have. Facebook® is consistently used to provide audiences 

with fashion blogs, tips and tricks. Moreover, the fashion 

startup’s web-shops are predominantly conveying attributes 

pertaining to value-for-money, functionality and quality. With 

regard to Instagram® we observe that startup A shows its 

products worn during cheerleading shows, startup C shows 

videos of its products worn by ‘frequent flyers’ to convey a 

business setting, and startup E shows athletes taking on 

challenges to push their physical boundaries.  Interestingly, 

these findings are in line with the statistics that video 

engagement on Instagram® is on average double as high as on 

other social media (Comnicore 2017). This leads us to believe 

Instagram® is a highly effective medium for fashion startups 

to convey the lifestyle they aim to represent.  With regard to 

Facebook® we observe that it is consistently used to enhance 

the personification of the brand (i.e. coming across as a real 

person rather than a for-profit business), but we did not succeed 

to find sufficient evidence to explain this consistency. Other 

fashion startups may benefit from applying this approach, but 

it may well be that this observed consistency can be attributed 

to our limited sample size.  

 

6.3 Results sub-research question 3:  

• Unlike the literature review and the startups analysis 

have revealed, we observe that Nike®, H&M®, and ZARA® 

take on a very innovative attitude in their branding efforts. For 

example, ZARA® has recently enriched its brand by 

incorporating augmented reality (i.e. users can view models 

walking around with the garments in selected Zara® stores 

through their smartphone lens). Besides, as stated by H&M, 

“the strategy is to look ahead, and predict how people will shop 

in the future” (Hanbury 2018). We argue that fashion startups 

can benefit from taking on a more innovative approach in how 

they brand themselves. Within the fashion industry, startups 

may enhance their brands by for example the use of artificial 

intelligence to enhance the design and fit of garments (i.e. IBM 

has recently developed such technologies in collaboration with 

fashion brands, reported by Business Insider 2018), the use of 

neuro-branding (i.e. targeting audiences on a psychological 

level, rather than an emotional level) which is increasingly 

used by large fashion brands (Mull and Lee, 2014) or, as 

observed at Zara®, introduce augmented reality, which is 

becoming increasingly accessible via products such as the 

Arizon® (i.e. a cardboard augmented reality goggle) to let 

audiences view clothes in totally new ways, before they are to 

purchase these. 

• At Zara® we observe that new clothing lines are 

introduced every five weeks. In terms of the branding strategy 

behind this, it allows Zara® to brand the garments as more 

exclusive, which allows it to sell its products for a premium 

price (MBA Knowledge Base 2017) providing the company 

with more profit, and the customer with a sense of exclusivity. 

We argue that, rather than taking such an approach which 

focusses on exclusivity, fashion startups may benefit from 

doing the exact opposite, and must to a certain extent be 

reserved towards the use of brand attributes relating to 



‘exclusive’, ‘limited’, or attributes that are season-bound. The 

fashion industry is characterized by a very short shelf life of its 

products (Avins, 2006), and so this way, fashion brands can 

continue to sell older inventory as well, even when a new 

clothing line may have been released already. As a matter of 

fact, we observed that startup A has previously held an unsold 

inventory valued at around €30.000,00, which it could not sell 

anymore, because it had already released a new clothing line, 

branded as its newest line. Hence, we argue that choosing the 

correct branding attributes (i.e. avoiding those pertaining to 

exclusivity) can save fashion startups from this pitfall.  

7 Conclusion 

7.1 Research limitations  

7.1.1 Limitations of the Research Methodology.  Due to the 

fact that this research was bound to a ten-week timeframe, little 

could be done to correct the mistakes which have been made 

early on during the construction of the methodology. Amongst 

these, the most significant flaw concerns the way in which an 

answer to sub-question was to be found. In contrast to sub 

research question one and three, no solid (theoretical) 

framework had been developed for sub question two. 

Consequently, no structure was available through which to 

reveal additional practices. Instead, this research simply 

deduced conclusions from all the retrieved information 

(presented in Table 1, 2 and 3).  It therefor remains unclear how 

many additional factors may have been left unrevealed by this 

research.  

7.1.2 Limitations of the sample and its representativeness. Due 

to the very limited number of fashion startups that have been 

analyzed, the statements made in this paper which are based on 

consensus amongst observations hold not as much strength as 

they would have done, had the researchers analyzed a larger 

sample size with fashion startups from more different fashion 

niches. Moreover, as a consequence of the limited sample size, 

no statistical analysis has been undertaken, as the reliability of 

its outcomes would have been dubious. Finally, this study has 

mainly focused on fashion startups which are doing well. 

However, an analysis of fashion startups which have failed 

could have served as an additional mean to validate good and 

bad practices. 

7.1.3 Limitations of the evaluation and conclusion.  As a result 

of the flaws in the methodology of sub question two, less than 

expected additional factors have been revealed in our attempt 

to answer sub question two. It is unclear whether or not many 

more industry-specific factors are very influential besides the 

ten described in section six, and it is plausible that the 

conclusion is not complete as a result of this.   

7.2 Future research: 

7.2.1 Future research based on limitations: Although it has 

been acknowledged in the methodology that little qualitative 

measures would be used, as a result of not analyzing these (i.e. 

increased sales, increased customer retention) little has been 

concluded on the exact impact of the factors. It would be 

interesting for future research to explore this, so that a ranking 

can be provided on how fashion startups should prioritize our 

findings. A similar matter counts for the nine hypotheses which 

have been constructed in section five. It may be interesting to 

measure the causality of these, so that future researchers can 

use these to support or validate future findings.   

7.2.2 Future research based on findings: We have argued that 

fashion startups can benefit from incorporating KPI’s to assess 

how their branding efforts are paying off. Although we have 

only touched the surface of which KPI’s may be useful (i.e. we 

indicated the alignment of brand ambassadors with the target 

audience) it may proof to be advantageous for fashion startups 

if more research is undertaken in this area to provide a clearer 

framework by which fashion startups can reflect on their 

branding practices. Moreover, this study has focused on the 

fashion industry, and it is likely that other industries possess, 

in a similar way, their own unique factors which influence how 

startups should go about building a brand. Depending on how 

limited the branding literature in a given industry is, it may be 

interesting to see how a similar study as ours, given the notion 

that a much larger sample size will be used, may unfold when 

undertaken in a different industry.   

7.3 Conclusion 

This paper has provided an industry-level perspective on the 

branding process at fashion startups and has highlighted some 

of the most important factors pertaining to branding in the 

context of the fashion industry. We hope that our findings may 

provide guidance to fashion entrepreneurs in order to build 

stronger brands and successfully grow their fashion startups 

into successful fashion businesses. 
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Table 1 – results analysis of Swedish Fall and Phenomenal Garments.  

 

 Swedish Fall – Hamburg (a) 
 

Phenomenal Garments – Enschede (b)  
 

1) Distinct & quickly 
Identifiable attributes.  

 

-  Characteristic Slogan “Lifting Athletes” 
-  Cheerleader lifestyle heavily promoted. 

-  Performance & achievement is central message 
-  Personified through friendliness and excitement.  

-  High quality conveyed through professional 

   visual content. Quality of garments not stressed.  

- Exclusive garment. No more than 25 units offered per week. 
- High-end street wear. Plain style which stresses simplicity. 

- Formal means of customer contact. Customers not called by  
  first name or such matters.  

- No information given on the brand’s values or views. 

 
2) Consistent across all 

areas of the business. 
 

- Visual quality consistent across all platforms. 
- Informal attitude on Instagram & Facebook  

- Customer service via somewhat informal  
  mediums (e.g. next to email also WhatsApp®) 

- Website not as engaging as IG® & FB® page.  
- Not one person responsible for branding.  

- Website contains animated content. Facebook® actual pictures. 
- All platforms (web shop, FB®, IG®) contain very little   

  information.  
- Branding as such is not discussed.  

3) Consistent over time 
to assure  customers’ 

association with brand. 
 

- Brand started with clear focus on achievement.  
- Has remained identical since founded  

- Plans for expanding into gymnastics niche  
- Focus said to remain the same.  

- KPI’s in place to confirm effectiveness of  
  branding practices (e.g. clicks on social media  

  tracked, sales tracks via associate links) 

- Significant changes in means of selling have taken place. 
- Web shop was open every day, now every 2nd wed of the month. 

- All Instagram posts recently removed. No activity taking place. 
- Products have been available in physical store. Not anymore. 

 

4) Deliver promises and 

proof the values which 
they stand for. 

 

- Customer service available 24/7.  

- Leave replies on posts of their audiences.  
- Engages at cheerleading fairs.  

- Customer service through traditional platforms, discount  

  offered in case of delays or such.  
- Brand does not go the extra mile. Brand can be described as     

  very distinct from its customers with very little interaction. 

 

5) Manage stakeholders’ 
perception 

- Experience with several pitches for investors.  

- Experience with graphical design. “it is essential  
  to create professional pitch decks”. Practices  
  pitches extensively.  Actively maintains contacts  
  with stakeholders, also when not doing business. 

 

- Successfully got its products into store of close connection.  

- Products no-longer offered offline anymore. Currently no  
   attempt to attract shareholders, business partners or go back  

   into physical stores. Personal connection of manufacturer.  
   close connection with manufacturer.   

 

6) Actively listen and 
engage with these 

people. 
 

- Every order comes with request for feedback. 

- Contact via WhatsApp®. Personal reply assured.  
- Brand goes to cheerleading competitions &   

  fairs where it engages/learns from their audience.  
- Reflect on feedback and incorporates it. (e.g.  

  survey indicated ‘energy’ was associated with 
  brand, aspect was thus incorporated in new  
  promotion video on their brand & athletes) 
- Sells via web shop and via when present on 

  gymnastics events. – Actively works with brand  
  ambassadors who are incentivized to generate  

  sales via associate links. Does giveaways. 
 

- Previously upon feedback concluded that women wanted   

  thicker garment for their T-shirts. This has been implemented.  
  Led to increased sales amongst women. 

- Customers were previously encouraged to share content with  
  their purchase. Posts used to be shared on IG. Received positive   

  feedback. No KPI’s in place to measure impact or retention.  
- No kind of activity currently taking place on social media. 

- Business does not actively reach out to customers for feedback. 

 
7) Use causes as means 

to better align with 
values of customers. 

 

- Attempted to promote sustainable manufacturer  
  one year ago. No difference is brand perception  

  was identified. No increases in sales.  
-Interview quote “customer seems not to focus  
  on this aspect”. Matter has not been branded ever  
  since. “perhaps more important for big brands”.  

 

- Attempted to promote fair-trade and eco-friendly manufacture.  
  Did not spot difference in how brand was perceived. No  

  increase in sales experienced.  “We looked at high-end fashion  
  brands, which did not appear to promote eco-friendly materials  
  at all”.  

8)  businesses need to 

continue to personify 

their image   

 

- Team goes to cheerleading conferences. However,   

  through its social media channels little  

  personification is taking place.  

- Appears not to do so.  

 

9) establish communities 
where audiences can 

connect and engage. 
 

- Currently works on building a #liftingathletes 

community. This happens via Instagram ® 
engagement. No Facebook® group or similar online 

community has yet been created however. 

- No online community exists, nor do existing customers engage a 

lot with the brand. No attempt has yet been made to strengthen 
this. 

Additional remarks & 
practices 

Branding is not perceived as separate business unit 
or business aspect. Instead, as quoted “Branding is 

not discussed as a topic, but rather seen as a result 
of what we do. This hasn’t really harmed us”.  

Brand is undergoing a transformation. Previous practices (high-
end streetwear brand which sold branded clothes through its 

website and used social media) is currently moving towards an 

exclusive brand which offers products twice a month, which is less 

focused on streetwear but rather animated content.  

Sources include retrieved company interviews, articles, website analysis and social media analysis. Please see reference list. 
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Table 2 – results analysis of LabFresh and Wear Your Label.  

 
 LabFresh – Amsterdam (c) Wear Your Label – New York (d)  

 

 

1) Distinct & 
quickly 

Identifiable 
attributes.  

 

- Technology which enhances the fabric actively    

  promoted as unique and one-of-a-kind. 
- Dutch origins actively promoted.  

- Targeting business men. Brand appears  
  enthusiastic and appeals to women as well  

  (interview confirms to target partners of men)  

-  All quotes on garments relate to stigma surrounding mental  

   health issues.  
- Characteristic slogan “conscious clothing”.  

- Targets women.  Inclusiveness & Social are central.  
- Promotes how the brand was founded – two friends   

  volunteering at a mental health organization. 

 
2) Consistent 

across all areas of 
the business. 

 

- Same visual content posted on website, FB®  
  and IG®. Visuals used vary between slick and  

  very formal, and leisure and casual. IG® gives  
  more “behind the scenes” vibes. FB® comes  

  across more corporate and formal. FB® is more  
  sale-focusses (e.g. product links & reviews).   

- Somewhat inconsistent. IG ® is used to promote products by  
  sharing posts of customers in their garments. Pictures are of  

  average  smartphone quality.  
- Twitter® actively used to share tips, facts, and blogs. 

- States to be gender neutral and have unisex clothing, but  
  dominantly appears to feature women in post.  

3) Consistent over 
time to assure 

customers’ 
association with 

brand. 

- Since founded the brand has been about 
  (1) the innovativeness of the product 

  (2) entrepreneurial journey of the team.  
- Brand returned to Kickstarter® after successful  
  first campaign.  
  

 

- Central message has been to “end the stigma on social and  

  mental health issues” and still is.  

- Business initially started off as a school project, with no  
  intentional for-profit interest. It is currently for-profit, though  

  contributing substantial amounts to charity.  
- Target audience has remained similar:  

 

4) Deliver 
promises and 

proof the values 
which they stand.  

 

- We stand behind our promises – website.  

- Free return offered within one year when     
  built expectations do not match the usage.  

- Free returns for Dutch orders.  
- Highly transparent on its production,  

  serving as proof of its good intentions.  
  

- Quote from founder “What makes us unique is that we cast role  

  models instead of fashion models”. 
- Interviews with role models are shared on the website as daily   

  blog with the goal of sparking conversations about the topics. 
- 10% of profits of all sales are donated to partner charities,  

  which are listed on their website.  

 
5)  Manage 

stakeholders’ 
perception 

-  Leveraged success of previous ventures. 
-  Actively pitch their ideas at the largest Dutch pitching  

   competition which was attended by many investors and  
   potential business partners. Won for best pitch. 

- Kickstarter (public crowd funding platform) has played  
   a major role. 

 

- Has an extensive website page for the press with sources on 
articles to quickly get a comprehensive picture of the business. 

- No other information was found on this matter.    

 

6) Actively listen 
and engage with 

these people. 

- Little engagement occurs on social media. 

- Brand is very responsive on Kickstarter®  
- However, publicly asked questions are replied  

  to publicly but not answered publicly.  
  Private messages are send, instead. 

- Engagement takes place through reposting pictures of  

  customers. The term “WYB family” is used several times.  
- No other engagement takes place, neither on Twitter®.  

 

 
7) Use causes as 

means to better 
align with values 

of customers. 
 

- Website highlights responsible manufacturing  
- “Buy less, wash less and wear longer is our  
   way to reduce waste.” – website. 
- Website highlights manufacturer   

   certifications, reduced water usage, and  
   ethical production circumstances. 

 

- Business is fully built upon contributing to a good cause.  
- Audience appears to highly care for this cause. Audience share  

   personal stories on this matter via IG® and use hashtags  
   promoted by the brand including “#itsokaynottobeok” 

 

 

8)  businesses 
need to personify 

their image   
 

 - Actively shares pictures of the team  

    visiting its own factories. 

-  Actively shows how the team & community are  

    crafting the garments through videos on its website.  

9) establish 
communities 

where audiences 

can connect and 

engage. 
 

- Highly responsive to its Kickstarter® backers, and in  
  doing so has established a community of early adapters. 

- No taglines used, no clear community appears to exist.  

  May potentially be attributed to the audience it targets  

  (i.e. business men which arguably do not have time to  
  engage) 

- Ambiguous: video content on website shows people gathering  
  and communities sharing thoughts. However, no community is  

  established through online means.  

 

Additional 
remarks & 

practices: 

Rather formal but very friendly way of customer 
communication. Nevertheless, a somewhat rebellious 

tone. Facebook caption states “We hope you had a great 
week, kicked some ass and got shit done.” 

Business has recently taken a break, as the CEO and founder 
struggles with mental health issues them-selves. The web shop is 

taking pre-orders however, and mentions to be operational again 
very soon.  

Sources include retrieved company interviews, articles, website analysis and social media analysis. Please see reference list. 
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Table 3 – results analysis of Vuori Active Wear.  

 

 Vuori Active Wear – San Diego (e) 

 
 

 

 
1) Distinct & 

quickly 
Identifiable 

attributes.  
 

- Products can be described as plain as simple. 
- Claims to break boundaries. No unique selling  

   point with regard to its clothes.  
-  Logo is not promoted. Lifestyle is very much  

   promoted (workout, surfing, yoga, west coast) 
-  Targets men & women though pictures show  

   mainly man. Very wide range of garments. 
-  Confidence, Strength & Outdoors theme 

 

 
2) Consistent 

across all areas of 
the business. 

 

- Video content is all unique across each platform  
   but very consistent in topics and story line.  

- Website used to push sales. IG® used to  
   promote lifestyle, no product leads. FB® serves  
   as blog. Tips on local events and such.  
 

 

3) Consistent over 
time to assure  

customers’ 
association with 

brand. 
 

- Brand started as active wear brand with yoga- 
  clothes for men. Has expanded to wide range of  

  sports. Has now also started targeting women. 
- “we shifted our focus to B2C instead of B2B” 

-  Brand started out locally. Bootstrapped by local  
   community. These values still come forward in  

   the brand. Especially via the FB® page.  

 

4) Deliver 

promises and 
proof the values 

which they stand 
for. 

 

 - Heavily promotes a lifestyle and appears to  

   engage with the local community of Encinitas.  
-  Founder team themselves actively live the  

   lifestyle the brand stand for. This makes it very  
   authentic. Mainly promoted on IG®  

 

5)  Manage 

stakeholders’ 
perception 

-  Quote from founder on expanding “You have to  

  show a solid base of sales. Then wholesalers will  
  take a look at you”.  Actively thinks forward, wide  

  range of business contacts, successfully integrates  

  these two.  

 

 

 

6) Actively listen 
and engage with 

these people. 

-  Little engagement takes place with customers  

   online. No one appears to comment on posts. 
- Do repost pictures from customers on IG® 

- Website has a dedicated section for an influencer    
  program. Brand ambassadors do not get pair or  

  affiliate links, but do get discounts offered. 
 

 

 
7) Use causes as 

means to better 
align with values 

of customers. 
 

- No good causes are supported. Mainly promotes  
  an active & outdoor lifestyle. Healthy aspect is  

  somewhat promoted.  

 

 
8)  businesses 

need to continue 
to personify their 

image   
 

- Video content on website shows the life of its own  
  founders, gives a personal accent to the whole  

  website and customer experience.  
- Tips on local activities convey the impression that  

  you are being informed by genuine people.  

 

 
9) establish 

communities 
where audiences 

can connect and 
engage. 

 

- Does not have an online community.  
- Would be expected from such a local brand.  

- Offline community is present and represented  
  through posts on the Instagram® channel. 

 

 

Additional 

remarks & 
practices: 

  

Sources include retrieved company interviews, articles, website analysis and social media analysis. Please see reference list. 
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Table 4:  Results of analyzing Nike®, H&M® and ZARA®.  

Dimensions and elements adapted from Aaker (1996). 

 
Dimension: Element: 

 

Nike – United States 
Market Value 2018: $28.03 bn. 

H&M – Sweden 
Market Value 2018: $18.95 bn. 

Zara – Spain 
Market Value 2018: $17.45 bn. 

 

Brand as 

Product. 

Product Scope 

 
 

 

- Sportswear, active wear. 

- Garments for any sport.  
- Sports accessories,  

- Sub brand Hurley sells leisurewear 

- Wide range of products, from sports  

   to leisure, different styles. 
- accessories, fragrances, jewelry. 

- Recently expanded with H&M Home. 

- Wide range of high-end limited- 

  edition fashion. 
- Zara Home sells furniture and  

  accessories as well.  

Product Attributes 

 
 

- Innovative materials, designs 

- Sustainability for long performance 
- High quality for comfort / durability. 

- Fashionable as well. 

- Affordability is stressed. 

- Courage, Joy, Youthfulness.  
 

- High fashion garments. 

- Limited supplies of collection. 
- Wide range of styles.  

Value of the product - High quality, fashionable sportswear  

  which is superior to other brands     
  through innovation and design. 

- High value-for-money promoted 

- Fast fashion, affordability and allow  
  for variation. 

- A few collaborations with renowned  
  fashion designers (e.g. Karl Lagerfeld) 

- High quality designer clothes at an  

  affordable (on the high-end) price. 
- Unique garments which are scarce in  

  supply.   
 

Uses 
 

 
 

- Almost all sports imaginable. 
- Can serve as leisure wear (e.g.  

  especially its shoes). 

- Every-day life, business casual,  
  celebrations, maternity clothes, special  

  occasions. 

- Every-day life, business casual,  
  celebrations, special occasions.  

User 
 

 
 

- Targets Athletes. States “everybody  
  with a body is an athlete” 

- For achievers and fighters. 
- To those who chase a goal. 

- All ages, all genders. 

- Fashion for children, teens, young  
   adults, adults. 

- Models in branding appear mainly  
  between 20 – 30 year old. 

- Fashion for children, teens, young  
  adults. Does not actively target those  

  aged above 40.  

Country of Origin 

 
 

 

- America. American heritage not a  

  main part of the brand. International  
  sports players used in campaigns. 

- Sweden. Swedish heritage is not a main  

  part of the brand. Little adaption to  
  local markets in terms of style. 

- Spain. Spanish heritage is not a main  

  part of the brand (anymore).  

Brand as 

Organization 

Organizational 

Attributes 
 

 
 

- CEO has a background in design 

- Partners with organizations at high  
  levels to make impact at a lower  

  level (e.g. works closely with  
  Zalando®). 

- Forward thinking attitude with  

  regard to what its brand should  

  become, also wear the customer is  
  heading. 

 

- Intentionally leases stores to remain  

  flexible and assure it has the best  
  locations in all its markets.  

- H&M: “Strategy is to look ahead and  
  predict how people will shop in the  

  future”.  
 

- Optimizes supply chain for instant  

  production of new garments.  
- Produces 11.000 new pieces  

  annually (compared to 4.000 at     
  H&M). 

- Picked up on the rise of Augmented  

  Reality Recently. Zara+ app can be  

  used to view interactive visuals  
  through one’s phone at Zara stores. 

 
 

Local vs Global 
activities 

 
 

 

- Operational all around the world. 
- Tailors products on a national and 

local level (e.g. National team, NFL, 
other leagues).  

- Represented in over 100 countries.  
  Does not yet have online webs hops  

  available in each country.  
 

- Operations all around the world. 
- Distinction in offering between each  

  Zara store based on local demand. 

Brand as 

person 

Brand personality 

 
 

 

- Nike as coach and mentor “Just Do  

  it” closely together with athletes 
- Openness, inclusiveness,  

- Represents the average person who     

  values style.  
- No distinct personal characteristics  

  associated. Rather abstract.  

- Little personalization occurs.  

- Brand appears to show little  
  emotion.  

Customer-brand 

relationships 
 

- Co-creation with customers, such as 

with its shoes. 

- Rather informal, does not appear to  

  involve customers.  

- Rather formal based on its website  

   and social media. Little engagement  
  appears to take place.  

Brand as 
symbol 

Audio and visual 
imagery 

 

 

 

- Iconic Nike ‘check’ sign logo 
- Product branding through video’s  

  with iconic athletes to support  

  aspiration. Also with every-day  

  athletes to enhance association. 

- All photo and video content appears to  
  pursue aspects as Joy, Happy moments,  

  and being together with friends. 

- Relatively little emotion shown in  
  visual content on website and social  

  media.  

- Still-life’s of products without actual  

  models wearing it.  

Metaphorical 

symbols and brand 
heritage. 

 
 

 

- Brand heritage is not actively  

  promoted. Logo is one of the most  
  familiar logo’s as of today 

- ‘Just Do It’ has an annotation of not  
  giving up, pushing boundaries.  

- Brand heritage not actively promoted.  

- Logo by itself does not represent a  
  particular metaphor or vision.  

– Nevertheless instantly recognizable. 

- No distinct logo, other than the  

  ZARA® letters. Logo does not  
  present metaphorical vision or  

  Spanish heritage. Store design does  
  somewhat portray a Spanish or    

  Mediterranean mood.  

Other 

Remarks: 

 

 
 

 

Nike does not actively create 

communities for athletes, but supports 
them and arguably becomes part of 

existing communities.  

- Currently launching sub-brands such as    

  Nylen® which is fully focused on  
  millennials.  

 

 

Sources include retrieved company interviews, articles, website analysis and social media analysis. Please see refer  ence list.   


