BRAND METRICS

Premium Brands Perception Maps Fig 1 Premium brands - style and quallty
Base: 2,200 car buyers considering the purchase of a premium brand
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STRENGTHS & WEAKNESSES

Volvo

Volvo strengths and weaknesses
Volvo is regarded as a versatile and quality brand, due principally to the
size of its large estate models and their build quality. Itis also perceived
as being a comfortable brand with a reputation for safety.

The brand’s weaknesses are that it is not especially economic to run nor
particularly affordable, while offering low values on cars offered in part-
exchange. While Volvo is therefore a semi-premium brand in terms of its
weaknesses, it lacks the requisite strengths of style and design of the
premium sector.

Brand Position:
A safe, practical, quality brand, but uneconomic to run with low affordability
and poor style and design.

Main Competitors:

Volkswagen
15%

Others

Ford
37%

12%

Audi
10%

Honda
5%

BMW

Toyota
y 8%

5%

Vauxhall
8%

Fig 3 Volvo brand metrics, Jun 2010-May 2011
Base: 173 car buyers considering purchasing a Volvo (% of respondents preferring
Volvo stating factor as important)
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