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Abstract

Throughout their daily lives consumers experience a vast array of emotions. At times
these emotions are directly related to a consumption context, while other times these
emotions are unrelated. While previous research on incidental emotion has generally found
that negative emotions have negative outcomes for brands, the explicit effect of fear has been

understudied. The present research explores the effect of fear on brand attachment.

Across six experimental studies, this dissertation provides insight into the process by
which consumers cope with fear and how this coping method has positive implications for
brand attachments. This dissertation suggests that because people cope with fear through
affiliation with others, in the absence of other individuals, consumers may seek affiliation
with an available brand. This, in turn, will enhance emotional attachment to that brand. The
first four studies of the dissertation highlight the basic process by which fear enhances
emotional brand attachment. First, | show the basic fear-attachment effect (pilot study and
study 1). Specifically, | show that a fearful experience, compared to a happy, sad, or exciting
experience, results in higher emotional attachment to brands, even when consumers are
unfamiliar with the brand. Second, | provide initial evidence for desire for affiliation, or
perceived shared experience, as the underlying mechanism of the effect (study 1 and 2).
Third, 1 provide stronger evidence for the process by ruling out simple increased

consumption as an alternative explanation for the fear-attachment effect.



In the last two studies, | examine factors that influence the fear-attachment process.
First, I highlight the importance of product presence during the fear experience in order to
allow for consumer coping (study 4). Second, I illuminate a distinction between two forms of
brand attachment measurement: Thomson et al. (2005)’s emotional attachment and Park et al.
(2010)’s more cognitive brand attachment. | demonstrate that a fear experience can facilitate
initial emotional, but not cognitive, attachment without the necessity of time. In addition, this
initial emotional attachment helps promote cognitive attachment over time (study 4). Third, |
show that the fear-attachment process is unique to brands and not products in general (study

),
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Emotions are important guides for consumers’ judgments and decisions, attitudes and
behaviors. One such emotion is fear. Fear arises as a response to an anticipated danger (La Tour
and Rotfeld 1997). While it seems rare, consumers do come in contact with fear on a regular
basis; from seeking fear out through thrilling experiences (i.e., horror movies, sky diving, etc.) to
watching fear-inducing news to marketing materials that evoke fear (i.e., fear appeals in
advertising). How consumers cope with fear is a topic that lacks depth in consumer behavior
research. Thus, the question of how fear might impact consumers and brands alike is one that
deserves attention. Previous research on negative emotions and consumption has generally found
that negative emotions lead to negative evaluations of brands, companies, and products
(Goldberg and Gorn 1987). In this dissertation, | argue that fear, while negative, does not
necessarily have negative outcomes for consumers or brands. Instead, because people cope with
fear through interpersonal means (i.e., desire for affiliation), fear actually has positive

implications for brand attachment and loyalty.

The current dissertation seeks to make contributions to several streams of consumer
behavior literature. By examining fear in a brand consumption context, this dissertation
contributes to work on incidental emotions by showing that not all negative emotions have
negative outcomes. It contributes to work on brand attachment by demonstrating that the
attachment process varies across circumstances and does not necessarily take time to form.
Finally, it contributes to consumer-brand relationships. To date, the theory of consumer-brand

relationships relies on the assumption that the relationship formed between consumers and



brands is a metaphor. This dissertation, however, sheds light on the psychological ways in which
consumers use brands and, in doing so, adds to the growing body of research that demonstrates

that people can make psychological, personal connections to brands.

1.1 Overview of the Dissertation

This dissertation is composed of six studies (one pilot study and five experimental
studies). It serves to explore the process by which consumers cope with incidental fear and the
positive outcomes this coping process has for brands. Drawing on research from consumer
behavior and group dynamics, | show that consumers cope with fear through desire for affiliation
and that this desire can be fulfilled by an available brand. In turn, desire for affiliation has
positive implications for emotional attachment. In the first few studies of the dissertation, |
introduce the basic effect of fear on brand attachment (pilot — 1) as well as evidence for the
underlying mechanism of the effect (study 2). In the pilot study, I introduce the idea that fear
enhances emotional brand attachment (Thomson, Maclnnis, and Park 2005) by showing that
participants feel more emotionally attached to brands present during a remembered fearful
experience than a happy, sad, or exciting one. Study 1 provides the first laboratory evidence that
fear facilitates emotional brand attachment. This study also introduces the process by which this
occurs: desire for affiliation, or as it is operationalized, perceived shared experience. | further
explore the underlying mechanism of perceived shared experience by demonstrating that only
when consumers do not have a pervious sense of affiliation, does fear enhance emotional
attachment. Finally, study 3 rules out an alternative explanation for how fear enhances emotional

attachment due to consumption. These first four studies serve to provide evidence that fear does
2



in fact enhance emotional attachment and does so through perceived shared experience, and not

through other means.

The last two studies of this dissertation examine important boundary conditions and
factors that influence the fear-attachment process. Specifically these studies highlight the
importance of brand presence in the fear-attachment process (study 4) and explore an interesting
distinction in the current measurement of brand attachment. To date, there are two scales that
measure brand attachment: Thomson, Maclnnis, and Park’s (2005) scale of emotional attachment
and Park et al.’s (2010) scale of brand attachment. The later studies will highlight that these
measures focus on different components of brand attachment and, as such, differ in when and
how they manifest with unfamiliar brands. Specifically, | show that fear can facilitate emotional
attachment to an unfamiliar brand instantaneously (studies 1 —5). However, brand attachment
that is more cognitive in nature (Park et al. 2010) takes time to form (study 4). Finally, | examine
whether the fear-attachment process is unique to brands (study 5). Specifically, | demonstrate
that fear enhances emotional attachment to a brand (or branded product), but not to an unbranded

product.

In a general sense, this work highlights the importance of exploring an understudied
negative emotion: fear. It shows that fear in a consumption environment can have positive
implications for brands. In addition, this dissertation takes steps to disentangle the complexity of
consumer-brand relationships. Specifically, it shows that consumers do indeed view brands as
having interpersonal attributes. Not only is a relationship an excellent metaphor by which to

understand how consumers interact with brands, but brands can actually satisfy interpersonal



needs. Hence, this work has the potential to open research avenues for the study of fear in the
consumption environment as well as reinvigorate the study of the intricacies of consumer-brand

relationships and the processes by which these relationships form.

The rest of the dissertation is structured as follows. | first provide the relevant conceptual
background and develop my hypotheses for the above-mentioned studies. To do so, | review
previous work on incidental emotion, emotion regulation, brand attachment, and consumer-brand
relationships. I next develop my theorizing and propose specific hypotheses with respect to the
influence of fear on both emotional and cognitive brand attachment as well as the process by
which the fear-attachment effect is achieved. Then, I report six experimental studies that test the
proposed hypotheses. Finally, | conclude this dissertation with a section that summarizes the
findings of the studies, identifies important theoretical and substantive contributions, and

highlights avenues for future research.

1.2 Conceptual Background and Hypotheses Development

Fear is an emotional response to the presence or anticipation of a danger or threat (La
Tour and Rotfeld 1997). The emotion of fear has been shown to have a powerful influence on
consumer behavior (Boster and Mongeau 1984; Rotfeld 1988). Most prominently, fear can be
effective in advertising contexts by persuading consumers to engage in certain activities to avoid
fearful outcomes (Passyn and Sujan 2006; Robberson and Rogers 1988). For example,
advertisements recommending safe driving courses or cautioning against drug use often evoke

fear in their messages (Anand-Keller and Block 1996). The experience of fear enhances



elaboration and, if carefully manipulated, can have a positive influence on persuasion (Block and

Anand-Keller 1998).

The body of work on fear in consumer behavior has focused primarily on message-
induced emotion. The experience of incidental fear has received less attention (see Griskevicius
et al. 2009; Lee and Andrade 2011; Lerner and Keltner 2001; Raghunathan and Pham 1999 for
exceptions with regard to incidental fear’s effect on risk taking), and as such, its influence on
brand evaluation is less clear. It may be that when the experience of fear is not linked to a way to
manage the emotion (e.g., buying condoms, investing in a retirement plan, driving more slowly,
etc.), its effects are negative. Indeed, prior research has shown that negative emotions
experienced during television shows can lower evaluations of an unrelated advertisement
presented immediately following (Goldberg and Gorn 1987). This may be one factor that has led
marketers to avoid associating their brands with fearful content (e.g., ensuring that
advertisements do not appear during fear-inducing television shows or avoiding placing brands

or products within horror movies (Russell 1998)).

There is, however, reason to suspect that incidental fear could have positive
consequences for a brand. Interpersonal research has shown that when people feel scared, they
are more likely to affiliate with others (Schachter 1959; Sarnoff and Zimbardo 1961). For
example, individuals who experience a fearful event together (e.g., a natural disaster, terrorist
act, etc.) display solidarity and group cohesion, and demonstrate stronger attachments with those
who were present during the experience (Fried 1963; Moore 1958; Tyhurst 1951). If the

experience of fear can lead to emotional attachments to other individuals, it may also be that fear
5



can lead to emotional attachments to brands. The current research considers this possibility.

Emotional brand attachment has been defined as the positive emotional outcomes of a
strong connection between a consumer and a brand (Thomson, Maclnnis and Park 2005).
Consumers who feel strong attachment to a brand will be more loyal and less price sensitive.
While most of the research to date has demonstrated that attachment develops and strengthens
over time as consumers have numerous experiences with the brand (Escalas and Bettman 2005;
Lastovicka and Sirianni 2011; Park et al. 2010; Thomson et al. 2005), | propose that because of
its impact on the desire to be with others, the experience of fear can facilitate the attachment
process. Specifically, | suggest that if a brand is present with a consumer during a fearful
experience, the consumer will have a sense that the brand actually shared that experience, and

this will result in a heightened sense of emotional attachment to the brand.

1.3 Fear in Consumer Behavior

In marketing, the largest body of research that examines a direct influence of fear on
behavior is that of fear appeals in advertising. Fear appeals use integral fear — or fear created by
the advertisement itself — in attempt to persuade or influence particular consumer behaviors
through the threat of impending danger (Rogers 1975). Early research finds that fear appeals are
effective in changing attitudes and behaviors (Leventhal 1970; Rogers 1983). What makes fear
appeals so effective is that the right amount of fear can lead to message acceptance and a drive to
change behavior accordingly. To be most effective, it is important to correctly use fear in

advertisements. Fear appeals can arouse two different motivational and coping strategies which



can either be effective or detrimental to instigating behavioral change. Fear appeals can either
activate the desire for fear control or danger control. Fear control leads to emotion-focused
coping by creating reassurance through denial or derogation of the message (Lazarus and
Folkman 1984). Danger control leads to cognitive problem-solving processes that are oriented
toward the perceived threat. This type of control drive prompts protective action (Leventhal
1971) and enhances adherence to the marketing message. Overall, this body of research suggests
that fear appeals are effective, but only when there is a link between the created fear and

message-induced precautionary action that reduces this fear.

Although the above research examines the effect of integral fear (e.g., Anand Keller and
Block 1996; Maddux and Rogers 1983; Passyn and Sujan 2006; Rogers 1983; Witte 1992), the
influence of incidental fear on consumer behavior has received less attention. Incidental
emotions are emotions that are unrelated to the target of evaluation. In these cases, the target
does not cause the fear; instead, consumers have a sense of fear that then influences their
evaluations of an object. The bulk of incidental fear research has examined the impact of fear on
perceptions of risk (Griskevicius et al. 2009; Lee and Andrade 2011; Lerner and Keltner 2001;
Raghunathan and Pham 1999). These findings have shown that when consumers feel anxious or
fearful, participants are more risk averse, make more pessimistic judgments of risky outcomes,
and are less likely to be persuaded by scarcity appeals. Whether incidental fear would, in general,
make individuals more positively or negatively disposed toward brands, however, has not been

directly investigated.

Research examining incidental negative emotions outside the specific domain of fear



indicates that, in general, negative emotions have negative implications for brand evaluations.
For example, the theory of affect transfer (MacKenzie, Lutz, and Belch 1986) states that the
close proximity of a target to an emotional experience may result in the evaluative meaning of
the emotion being transferred to the target. Similarly, mood congruent processing hypothesizes
that consumers’ evaluative actions and judgments are biased in accordance with their emotional
states (Bower 1981; Cohen, Pham and Andrade 2008; Forgas 1995; Gardner 1985). Incidental
emotions have been shown to impact a number of outcomes, including product evaluations
(Axelrod 1963), evaluations of advertisements (Goldberg and Gorn 1987), attitudes toward brand
extensions (Barone, Miniard, and Romeo 2000), and decisions about future consumption (Pham
1998). Overall, positive mood tends to lead to more favorable evaluations, while negative mood
tends to lead to more negative evaluations. Perhaps because of this, marketers are somewhat

wary of associating their brands with negative contexts and experiences (Russell 1998).

Given this body of work, it is reasonable to suspect that experiencing fear during
exposure to a brand would have similar negative implications for the brand. However, it is also
important to consider the coping mechanisms that consumers use when dealing with these
specific negative emotions. Emotion regulation is a person’s spontaneous attempt to intensify,
attenuate, or maintain a given emotional state (Cohen, Pham, and Andrade 2008). Emotion
regulation is thought to be goal-motivated — predicting that people in negative emotional states
will engage in behavioral and cognitive actions that are believed to have mood uplifting qualities
(Andrade 2005). This means that people must intuitively believe that their behaviors will
effectively change their current emotional state (Tice, Bratslavsky, and Baumeister 2001). As

such, this might explain why foods like chocolate can successfully improve a female’s, but not a
8



male’s, mood (Andrade 2005). While emotion regulation can occur for positive states - to
maintain the emotion - the most commonly regulated states are negative (Morris and Reilly
1987; Lazarus 1991). People in negative states strive to achieve more positive states. Thus, when
faced with a negative emotional experience, consumers seek ways to cope with these feelings.
Common regulatory strategies focus on information processing, including attention and
perception of certain information. For example, successful strategies are to avoid and disengage
by directing attention away from negative stimuli (Cohen, Pham, and Andrade 2008) or by
directing attention toward relieving cues (Derryberry and Tucker 1994). In addition, because
negative stimuli can not only capture, but also hold attention, people with strong emotion
regulation techniques tend to have improved disengagement skills (Mather and Carstensen

2005).

As stated above, people in negative emotional states are more likely to engage in
behavior that results in more positive feelings. In consumption behavior this manifests as
watching comedies (Weaver and Laird 1995; Zillmann 1988), listening to uplifting music
(Cohen and Andrade 2004), eating (mainly hedonic foods like chocolate; Andrade 2005;
Grunberg and Straub 1992; Tice, Bratslavsky, and Baumeister 2001), exercising (Hsiao and
Thayer 1998), purchasing gifts for oneself (Mick and Demoss 1990), or impulse buying (Rook

and Gardner 1993).

Despite a broad array of consumer research examining the regulation of negative
emotions, the specific emotion of fear has received little attention (see Kemp and Kopp 2011 for

an exception). However, within the domain of group dynamics, it has been shown that



individuals cope with fear through interpersonal means (Morris et al. 1976; Schachter 1959).
Specifically, fear motivates people to seek out others to share the fearful experience, using this

act of affiliation as a way to cope with the fearful or threatening situation (Schachter 1959).

1.4 Positive Effects of Fear in Group Processes

The experience of fear has been shown to positively impact relationships and the
perceptions that people have of each other. Specifically, fear leads to the desire to affiliate or
connect with others. For example, in times of war, increased camaraderie and “bunching” can be
seen among combat troops on the battlefield (Grinker and Spiegel 1945; Janis 1963; Marshall
1947) and even among whole nations (Durkheim 1947). Group cohesion and solidarity have also
been found to occur for victims of natural disasters (Fried 1963; Moore 1958; Tyhurst 1951).
This research finds that solidarity is a function of sharing a common threat or suffering (Fritz and
Williams 1957; Sherif 1966). In fact, it appears that the greater the threat, the greater the

person’s affiliative tendencies (Turner 1967).

Schachter (1959) was the first to show a connection between fear and affiliation, wherein
he described affiliation as the strength of the desire to share the experience with others. In his
foundational study, participants were induced to feel high or low levels of fear by being told that
they would receive either high intensity or painless electrical shocks. (Note: For clarity | have
used the term fear, but in Schachter’s work he referred to his conditions as high and low anxiety.
Subsequent research by Sarnoff and Zimbardo 1961 and Morris et al. 1976 confirmed that this

was actually a manipulation of fear). After explaining the experiment, participants were asked if
10



they would like to wait for their turn with others or alone. High fear participants were
significantly more likely to choose to wait with others than low fear participants. Later studies
further showed that fear leads to a desire not just to be with someone, but rather to be with
someone who is about to experience the same event (Schachter 1959). These results have been
replicated several times (Darley and Aronson 1966; Gerard and Rabbie 1963; Sarnoff and
Zimbardo 1961; Wrightsman 1960; Zimbardo and Formica 1963), all illustrating that fear leads

to an increase in desire to share the experience with others (Morris et al. 1976).

1.5 Fear and Brand Attachment

In all of the above situations, affiliation with an interpersonal other is a successful coping
mechanism for fear. However, it is important to note that it is the act of affiliation, rather than
the affiliation target, that enables coping. In attachment styles literature, it has been mentioned
that an attachment object does not necessarily need to be another person (Bowlby 1971; Mende
and Bolton 2011; Winnicott 1958); instead people can form attachments to objects (e.g., teddy
bears or blankets) that provide a substitute attachment object when people are inaccessible. Thus,
the act of affiliation, regardless of whether the affiliation is with an interpersonal other, should

be enough for a consumer to successfully cope with fear.

| propose that during a fearful experience, consumers’ desire for affiliation might lead
them to reach out to an available brand as a way to cope. Supporting the notion that affiliation
could potentially influence attachment toward brands, Thomson (2006) found that, in regards to

human brands such as celebrities, relatedness (a measure of a person’s need to feel closeness to
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others — a construct similar to affiliation) predicts attachment (as measured by separation
distress). The above paper finds that attachment can occur for human brands like Martha Stewart
or various celebrities. Given that these brands are actual people, the next step would be to
examine whether affiliation and attachment can occur for non-human brands such as physical
products. In this dissertation, | use branded products to show that fear, through affiliation, can

actually facilitate emotional attachment to consumer brands.

Prior research has argued that consumers can form relationships with brands in much the
same way and with similar complexity as they do with interpersonal others (Fournier 1998).
Relationships with brands can be conceived of along dimensions of commitment, intimacy,
passion, and romantic love (Batra, Ahuvia, and Bagozzi 2012; Fournier 1998; Lastovicka and
Sirianni 2011). Given that fear results in interpersonal attachment, and given that consumers

relate to brands in interpersonal ways, fear may cause consumers to form attachments to brands.

The suggestion that consumers might reach out for an available brand has support from
research on neurobiological reactions to fear. This research shows that after a negative emotional
experience such as fear, mammals have a heightened sensitivity to the tactile benefits of the
environment (Hofer 1987; Martel et al. 1993), and often seek out affiliative touch from others to
restore social resources (Eisenberger, Lieberman and Williams 2003; McGlone et al. 2007;
Panksepp 1998). Affiliation, in turn, leads to a release of oxytocin, which has positive emotional
and social benefits such as modulating anxiety and stress (Taylor 2002; Taylor et al. 2000) and
increasing trust (Kirsch et al. 2005). | suggest that the perception that the brand has shared a

fearful experience can fulfill the consumer’s motivation for affiliation, which can, in turn, result
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in increased emotional attachment to the brand (Thomson et al. 2005).

As mentioned above, fear heightens a desire for affiliation. At the same time, fear also
heightens attention and sensitivity to the environment —part of a biological survival response.
When experiencing fear, the sympathetic nervous system is activated. This system is responsible
for the “fight-or-flight” survival mechanism (Cannon 1929; Izard 1977), and leads to greater
sensitivity to the environment (Schupp et al. 2004). Previous research on the relationship
between fear and affiliation has shown that this heightened sensitivity to the environment
manifests as increased eye contact and visual attention, both of which act as a means of
affiliation (Gump and Kulik 1997). In addition, directing attention to relieving cues has been
found to effectively regulate negative emotions (Bowlby 1980; Derryberry and Tucker 1994). It
is possible, then, that directing attention toward a brand may be a way to help people cope with
fear. Given that a fearful consumer is motivated to share the experience, the presence of an
attachment object (i.e., the brand) would provide them the opportunity. Moreover, since this
object should receive heightened attention (because of general sensitivity and as a result of

emotion regulation), it should lead to a higher perception of shared experience with the brand.

15.1 Attachment

In my theorizing, | propose that fear can heighten desire for affiliation, which in turn
should result in higher brand attachment. Upon its original conception, attachment described the
extent to which an owned object is used to help the individual maintain his or her self-concept

(Ball and Tasaki 1992). Researchers in marketing have determined that products and objects can
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be used as a way for consumers to extend their self-concept (Belk 1988). In fact, brands, due to
their capacity for maintaining metaphorical meaning, have been shown to be integral in helping
consumers navigate and display their identities (Escalas and Bettman 2003; Mick and Buhl 1992;
Thomson and Haytko 1997). Escalas and Bettman (2003) created a measure of self-brand
connection to highlight the way in which consumers integrate brands and their properties into the

self.

While this original conception of attachment pertains explicitly to self-connection (Ball
and Tasaki 1992; Escalas and Bettman 2003), other definitions and measures of attachment have
emerged. Specifically, brand attachment is a marketing construct that describes the strength of a
bond between consumers and brands (Thomson et al. 2005; Park et al. 2010). This definition of
brand attachment draws directly from attachment theory (Bowlby 1971; 1980), wherein
attachment is an emotion-laden tie that connects a child to a caregiver or attachment figure. The
desire for attachment is thought to be a basic human need and thus is a motivational drive to
form bonds with interpersonal others. These bonds are forged in early childhood and continue to
influence the formation of relational bonds in romantic partners (Hazan and Shaver 1987),

friendships and family (Ainsworth 1989; Trinke and Bartholomew 1997).

Strong attachments have been shown to influence the allocation of emotional, cognitive,
and behavioral resources toward the attachment object (Holmes 2000). Interpersonal attachment
can lead to proximity seeking behavior (i.e., seeking to find and maintain connection with

attachment object; Feeney and Noller 1996), separation distress, a sense that the attachment
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object provides security and a safe haven, and mourning the loss of the attachment object
(Berman and Sperling 1994). Thus, attachment theory suggests that not only do humans seek to
form connections, but that once these attachments are formed an individual is more likely to

exert personal resources to maintain this connection.

In addition to these behavioral changes, feeling attached to another person is thought to
result in positive emotional outcomes: a sense of affection, passion, and emotional connection.
Drawing on this, Thomson et al. (2005) developed the concept and measure of emotional brand
attachment. The authors postulated that if these positive emotions result from attachments with
interpersonal others, and if consumers can form attachments to brands, then brand attachments
should also have strong emotional components. Therefore, the authors created a measure of
emotional brand attachment, which is defined as having positive feelings of affection, passion,
and connection for a brand. The authors hypothesized that not only can consumers form
emotional attachments to specific brands, but also that these emotional attachments can help
predict future behavior, such as increased brand loyalty and (possibly) willingness to pay a price
premium. Emotional attachments not only increase brand loyalty, but have also been shown to
increase willingness to purchase brand extensions (Fedorikhin, Park and Thomson 2008).
Fedorikhin et al. (2008) found that when consumers have strong attachments to a parent brand,
they are more likely to purchase and pay more for brand extensions, forgive brand’s mishaps,
and to recommend the extension to others even when the fit between the parent brand and
extension is only moderate. Emotional brand attachment has been found to extend to human

brands as well (Thomson 2006).
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The conceptualization of brand attachment stresses that attachment requires multiple
interactions and time to form, thus becoming integrated into the cognitive aspects of self (i.e.,
identity; Mikulincer and Shaver 2005; Park et al. 2010; Thomson et al. 2005). Specifically,
attachment results in the formation of a rich set of schemas, exemplars, and affectively-laden
memories (Mikulincer, Hirschberger, Nachmias, and Gillath 2001). This set of mental schemas
helps make information about the brand more accessible. Based on this, Park et al. (2010)
developed a new measure of brand attachment that incorporated two elements: 1) connectedness
between the brand and the consumer, and 2) brand prominence. The Park et al. (2010) scale
veers away from the strict measurement of emotional attachment to brands and instead focuses
on the cognitive elements that result from attachment. The authors argue that measurement of

these more cognitive elements subsumes a greater ranger of emotional outcomes.

Both Thomson et al. (2005) and Park et al. (2010) are validated measurements of brand
attachment; however, a direct comparison of the two scales highlights important distinctions
between the two. Thomson et al (2005) focuses on a more emotional, relationship oriented form
of attachment. By grounding emotional attachment in attachment theory, Thomson et al. (2005)
suggests that the attachment one has with a brand results in important emotional outcomes such
as passion, love, and connection. The extent to which one feels these emotions for a brand, the
more likely one is to exert effort to maintain the relationship. Thus, Thomson et al. (2005)

suggests that stronger emotional attachments can result in higher brand loyalty.

While Thomson et al. (2005)’s scale focuses on the emotional outcomes of brand
16



attachment, Park et al. (2010)’s scale shifts focus to more cognitive elements of attachment. As
stated above, over time attachment results in the formation of a rich neural network. This
network incorporates the integration of the attachment object (i.¢c., the brand) into one’s self-
concept. In addition, a strong neural network indicates a faster rate of information activation. The
Park et al. (2010) scale is based on these cognitive elements and measures both the 1) extent to
which the brand is a part of the consumer’s self-concept and 2) how easily the brand comes to
mind. The scale proposes that the more attached a consumer is, the more a brand is part of the
consumer on a cognitive level. In doing so, Park et al. (2010) suggests that strong attachments

result in a higher likelihood of exerting personal effort and resources to maintain the relationship.

From this discussion it becomes clear that the Thomson et al. (2005) and Park et al.
(2010) scales both measure brand attachment, but do so by focusing on different aspects of the
attachment process. Thomson et al.’s (2005) scale focuses on the emotional components of
attachment that may not necessarily require time to form. Park et al.’s (2010) scale is a broader
measure of the cognitive connections — elements that require time to develop (Note that although
Park et al. utilize the term “brand attachment” for their construct, for clarity I refer to Park et

al.’s scale as “cognitive brand attachment™.)

Due to the above distinctions in these two scales, | argue that a fearful experience should
facilitate initial emotional brand attachment (as measured by Thomson et al. 2005), but not
necessarily initial cognitive brand attachment (as measured by Park et al. 2010). However,
because emotions can guide and influence cognitive evaluations (Edwards 1990; Schwarz and

Clore 1983), | do suggest that initial emotional brand attachment can positively impact cognitive
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brand attachment over time.

For the purposes of this dissertation, | use three other comparison emotions to
demonstrate the importance of fear in facilitating brand attachment. Specifically, in the study of
incidental emotions, the most commonly explored emotions are sadness and happiness. Thus, to
keep with precedent, | use sadness and happiness as comparisons for fear. These two emotions
differ in valence (positive and negative) but are similar on the intensity of their arousal (low
arousal emotions). Fear, on the other hand, is a high-arousal negative emotion; therefore, as

another comparison, | also use a high-arousal positive emotion: excitement.

| have argued that fear leads to emotional brand attachment because of the coping
mechanism inherent in fear: motivation to share the experience. Since this coping mechanism is
specific to fear, | expect that other emotions would not facilitate emotional brand attachment in a
similar way. Positive emotions such as happiness and excitement have not been reported to lead
to the desire for affiliation; indeed, happiness has been shown to be an outcome of social
affiliation (Phillips 1967). Some other negative emotions such as sadness have been shown to
result at times in withdrawal and disengagement from social activities (Frijda 1986; Lazarus
1991; for an exception related to social exclusion, see Mead et al. 2011). Because of the distinct
characteristic of fear in creating a motivation for affiliation, | expect emotional brand attachment
formed during a fearful experience to exceed attachment formed during other emotional

experiences.
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1.6 Consumer-Brand Relationships

The above theorizing suggests that fear can enhance initial emotional attachment to a
brand. The assumption in this theorization is that the brand itself is the focus of the attachment.
However, in many consumption contexts, a brand and a product are one and the same. As such, a
potential question that arises is whether fear simply enhances emotional attachment to an
available object. Work on emotion regulation has shown that people can regulate negative
emotions by consuming (either through physical consumption or impulse buying; Andrade 2005;
Rook and Gardner 1993), thus it is possible that fear might simply enhance emotional attachment
across both brands and unbranded products. | argue, however, that fear can facilitate attachment
only when the object allows for successful affiliation. Brands, due to their unique construction
and inherent perceptions should allow consumers to easily affiliate. Unbranded products, which
lack these perceptions and attributes, should not. Thus, a fear experience should only enhance
perceived shared experience and emotional attachment when it is undergone with a branded

object.

By definition a brand is “a name, term, design, symbol, or any other feature that identifies
one seller’s good or service as distinct from those of other sellers” (American Marketing
Association). According to brand researchers, a brand exists within the consumer’s mind Ries
and Trout 2001) as a knowledge structure of brand-relevant information (Keller 2003). A brand
exists in a semantic network where a set of nodes contain information about the brand such as
brand attributes, beliefs, judgments, emotions toward the brand, and personal experiences

connecting the consumer to the brand (Keller 1993; 2003). At its core, a brand is a repository of
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meanings. The source of these meanings can come from several different places. The original
brand paradigm suggested that brand meaning came from the company itself, creating meaning
for the consumer through marketing materials (Keller 1993; Keller and Lehmann 2005).
However, another paradigm suggests that brand meaning is co-created by consumers and the
surrounding cultural environment (see McCracken 1986 for a model of cultural meaning). This
theory states that brands are cultural resources that help consumers in the creation and

management of their identities (Belk 1988; Escalas and Bettman 2003).

The conception that brands have meaning has helped evolve research which shows that
brands can act as important relationship partners (Fournier 1998). Fournier (1998) found that
people have complex relationships with brands that range from close friend to enemy. In part,
these relationships form because brands have the capacity to help consumer’s organize their lives
and increase predictability. In fact, behavioral interaction with brands forms templates for
different types of relationships (Fournier, Avery, and Wojnicki 2004) as well as relationship
expectations. Thus, due to their unique connection with consumers, brands are actually held to

relationship-consistent social norms (Aggrawal 2004).

Brands can even evoke feelings of love and passion (Batra, Ahuvia, and Bagozzi 2012).
In fact, brand love encompasses several core elements such as self-brand integration, passion-
driven behaviors, long-term relationships, and separation distress; components that are similar to
interpersonal relationships. The roles and relationships that form with brands could potentially
help consumers navigate potential life stressors. For example, a growing body of research has

shown that consumers can use their connections to brands as a way to feel more secure in their
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lives (Allen, Fournier, and Miller 2008; Rindfleisch, Burroughs, and Wong 2009).

Since consumers can form relationships with brands, it is not surprising that brands can
have other interpersonal aspects. For example, brands are seen to contain specific personalities
(Aaker 1997) — a human-like characteristic. Recent research has even found that people perceive
brands similar to the way they perceive people. Kervyn, Fiske, and Malone (2011) found that
social perception theories map on to how brands are perceived. Specifically, the authors find that
brands are thought to have intentions and abilities (Brands as Intentional Agents Framework;
Kervyn et al. 2011). These intentions and abilities help consumers predict how brands will

behave and how to interact with said brands.

The above research not only suggests that brands are unique in their construction as
meaning makers, but that these meanings allow consumers to relate to brands in social ways.
Brands, therefore, are perceived as something more than a marketing tool; brands are entities that
consumers can relate to along interpersonal terms. | argue that it is this perception that brands

have interpersonal attributes which allows consumers to cope with fear through affiliation.

If consumers cope with fear through affiliation — an interpersonal coping mechanism —
then consumers should only be able to actively cope when they believe an object to have
interpersonal attributes. Therefore, only branded objects should be successful affiliation objects

and thus facilitate emotional attachment.
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1.7 Summary and Hypotheses

In summary, | expect that unlike other emotions, fear will facilitate the development of

emotional brand attachment to an unfamiliar brand. More formally,

H1: Consumers who undergo a fearful experience will feel a higher emotional
attachment to a brand that is present during the consumption experience than those who

experience happy, exciting or sad emotions.

| expect that the perception that the experience was shared with the brand underlies the

relationship between the experience of fear and emotional brand attachment. More formally,

H2: The perception that the consumer and the brand shared the experience will mediate

the relationship between fear and emotional brand attachment.

| have argued that because emotional brand attachment can occur initially, it can

positively impact cognitive brand attachment over time. More formally,

H3: Consumers who feel stronger emotional brand attachment immediately after
undergoing a fearful experience (versus other emotional experiences) with a brand will
demonstrate higher cognitive brand attachment over time than those who underwent other

emotional experiences.
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Finally, given the nature of brands as meaningful, only branded objects should allow for

enhanced emotional attachment during a fear experience. More formally,

H4: Consumers who undergo a fearful experience will feel higher emotional attachment

to a brand (v. an unbranded product) that is present during the emotional experience.
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Chapter 2: Influence of Fear on Brand Attachment

In the next six empirical studies, | test how fear can influence the process by which
consumers form emotional attachments to brands. Specifically, this set of studies will consider
whether fear can influence perceived attachment naturally (pilot study) as well as whether fear
can facilitate emotional attachment to an unfamiliar brand (study 1) and the underlying process
by which this occurs (studies 1 and 2). These studies also rule out an alternative explanation (i.e.,
consumption; study 3) and examine potential boundary conditions (i.e., presence of the brand
during the experience, study 4; and branded products versus unbranded products, study 5).
Finally, I explore the potential long-term implications for both emotional and cognitive brand

attachment as well as brand loyalty (study 4).

2.1 Pilot Study

Prior to beginning laboratory investigation, | was interested in determining whether
consumers naturally show greater attachment to brands after a fear experience. Therefore, |

conducted a pilot study as an initial investigation into this question.

211 Method

Participants and Design. The study used a 4 (Emotion: Fear v. Excitement v. Sadness v.
Happiness) one-way between-subjects design. One hundred and ten participants were recruited

using an online survey platform in exchange for monetary compensation (61.7% female; Mage =
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37.29).

Procedure. Participants saw a prompt to describe in detail a happy, exciting, sad, or
fearful event in which they explicitly remembered a brand or product being present. They were
asked to describe exactly what happened, how they felt during the experience, and the details of

the brand that was with them at the time.

After describing the experience, participants were asked to write down what the brand
and product type was. In addition, to examine the effect of fear on emotional attachment,
participants were asked a battery of questions including Thomson et al.’s (2005) 10-item brand
attachment scale (e.g., affectionate, friendly, loved, peaceful, passionate, delighted, captivated,

connected, bonded, and attached, each from 1= “not at all” to 7= “very much”).

2.1.2 Results

My theoretical argument is centered on the idea that the presence of a brand during a
fearful experience is sufficient to increase brand attachment. When considering product category,
brands differ in the extent to which they could instrumentally assist in a fearful or stressful
situation. As such, it would not be surprising for a consumer to form an attachment to a brand
that aided them in a fearful situation (e.g., a flashlight in the dark, a cell phone to call for help).
Thus, I intentionally excluded participants (n = 16) who indicated that they remembered the
brand instrumentally helping them survive or endure the experience. Note that this removal

renders this test more conservative, and the pattern of results remains the same if these
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participants are included. After this removal, 94 participants were included in the analysis. These
remaining participants cited using food brands, clothing brands, and accessory brands during

their experiences.

2.1.21 Emotional Brand Attachment

The scale items were averaged to create an emotional attachment index (o = .95). An
ANOVA utilizing emotion as the predictor variable and emotional attachment as the dependent
variable revealed a significant effect of emotion (F (3, 90) = 3.02, p < .05). Participants in the
fear condition felt more attached to the brand (M = 5.38) than those in the sadness (M = 4.01, F
(1, 90) = 8.67, p <.01), excitement conditions (M = 4.40, F (1, 90) = 4.07, p < .05), and
marginally more attached than the happiness condition (M = 4.51, F (1, 90) = 3.29, p =.07, see
Table 1). These results indicated that, as predicted, only consumers in the fear conditions felt

more emotionally attached to the brand present during the experience.

2.1.3 Discussion

The pilot study provided initial support for the hypothesis consumers feel more strongly
attached to a brand that was present during a fearful experience. However, as with any pilot
study, there were limitations. First, because participants were free to write about any brand, there
was no control over participant familiarity with the brand, or the extent to which they felt any
previous emotional attachment. Thus, although the pilot study provided evidence of increased

attachment to a brand that was present during a fearful experience, I could not conclude whether
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fear actually facilitated the creation of initial emotional attachment. Thus, throughout the other
five studies, | utilized brands that were unfamiliar and unknown to the participants. By using
unfamiliar brands, | can examine the potential for fear to facilitate emotional attachment without

the necessity of time.

2.2 Study1l

The purpose of study 1 was to examine how fear could facilitate emotional attachment to
an unfamiliar brand within a controlled setting. The pilot study relied on a memory exercise to
induce emotions. This technique, however, has several limitations. First, memory tasks cannot
control for the intensity of the emotional experience, or the specific type of emotion experienced.
For example, fearful situations could potentially vary along the lines of threat. The level of felt
threat might impact the process of attachment between participants. Thus, study 1 used another
emotion elicitation technique; one that could control the type of experience each participant
underwent — movie stimuli. Second, by running a laboratory experiment instead of a memory
task, I could control for the type of product and brand that the participants encountered during

the emotional experience.

2.21 Method

Participants and Design. Study 1 employed a one-factor between subjects design in

which I compared the effects of four emotions: fear, sadness, excitement, and happiness. Eighty-
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six undergraduate students from the University of British Columbia completed the study in

exchange for course credit (53.5% female; Mage = 20.76).

Procedure. The study was run in a laboratory setting. Upon arrival to the lab, the
experimenter indicated that the participants were going to complete two unrelated studies: a
movie experience evaluation and a brand experience evaluation. For the movie experience study,
participants were told that they would be presented with two five-minute movie clips in one of
several possible genres: comedies, horror, dramas, or action films. Prior to beginning the study, a
new brand of sparkling water that was not available locally was placed on the desk in front of the
participants. Participants were then told that following the movie experience study, they would
be doing the brand evaluation study and, therefore, in order to gain initial experience with the

brand, they should feel free to try it out during the movies.

Film clips. Two clips were used in all four of the genre conditions in order to provide
participants with 10 minutes of emotional priming. Movie clips were adapted from previous
studies (Andrade and Cohen 2007; Lee and Andrade 2011) and were pretested to ensure that they
effectively generated the target emotion. The clips were also pretested for valence to ensure that
the negative movies were perceived as equivalently negative and the positive movies were
perceived as equivalently positive. In addition, the movie clips were pretested to ensure that the
high arousal emotions (i.e., fear and excitement) were found to be equally arousing and more

arousing than the low arousal emotions (i.e., sadness and happiness).

For the fear condition, participants watched clips from The Ring and Salem’s Lot. For the
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excitement condition, participants watched clips from Knight and Day and Mr. and Mrs. Smith.
For the sadness condition, participants watched clips from The Champ and I Am Sam. Finally, for

the happiness condition, participants watched two 5-minute clips from episodes of Friends.

Participants were randomly assigned to one of the four discrete emotion conditions. After
watching the respective movie clips, participants answered questions about their preferences in
order to maintain the cover story and indicated their felt level of fear, happiness, sadness, and
excitement using items adapted from the long form of the PANAS (Watson and Clark 1994) (7-
point scale; 1= “very slight or not at all,” 5 = “extremely”). Participants then completed a brand
evaluation survey in which they indicated their level of emotional brand attachment using
Thomson et al.’s (2005) 10-item emotional brand attachment scale (i.e., affectionate, friendly,
loved, peaceful, passionate, delighted, captivated, connected, bonded, and attached each from 1=

“not at all” to 7= “very much”; o =.93.)

To test whether the emotions differentially influenced the extent to which participants
perceived that they shared the emotional experience with the brand, I constructed a scale of
perceived shared experience based on previous measures of affiliation. Previous research
measured affiliation as the desire to be with others prior to experiencing a fearful situation
(Gerard and Rabbie 1963; Morris et al. 1976; Sarnoff and Zimbardo 1961; Schachter 1959;
Zimbardo and Formica 1963). From these behavioral measures, | created a scale of perceived
shared experience using four items, each on a 7-point scale (1=strongly disagree; 7=strongly
agree): the brand went through the experience with me, the brand and I underwent the

experience together, the brand experienced the situation with me, and I felt that the brand was
29



with me.).These items were averaged to create a shared experience index (o = .94). Participants
also completed a three-item scale that measured involvement with the survey (involved,

motivated, put in effort) and demographic questions.

2.2.2 Results

2.2.2.1  Manipulation Check

To check that the target emotions were experienced significantly more than the other
emotions , a one-way ANOVA on each of the target emotion measures revealed a significant
main effect of emotion (fear (o =.92): F (1,82) = 23.92, p <.001; excitement (a =.81): F (1,82)
=14.95, p <.001; sadness (o =.93): F (1, 82) = 63.20, p <.001; happiness (a.=.94): F (1, 82) =
24.93, p <.001). Participants in the fear condition felt significantly more scared (M = 3.09) than
those in the excitement (M = 1.36, F (1, 82) = 43.28, p < .001), sadness (M = 1.85, F (1, 82) =
25.97, p <.001) or happiness (M = 1.04, F (1, 82) = 62.22, p < .001) conditions. For excitement,
the clips were more exciting (M = 3.24) than the fear (M = 1.78, F (1, 82) = 26.94, p < .001),
sadness (M = 1.57, F (1, 82) =39.82, p <.001), or happiness conditions (M =1.93, F (1, 82) =
21.72, p <.001). Similarly, the sadness condition was rated sadder (M = 3.47) than the fear (M =
1.50, F (1, 82) = 88.85, p <.001), excitement (M = 1.16, F (1, 82) = 118.81, p <.001), and
happiness conditions (M = 1.03, F (1, 82) = 135.96, p <.001). Finally, the happiness condition
was rated as happier (M = 3.31) than the fear (M = 1.36, F (1, 82) = 57.00, p <.001), excitement
(M =246, F (1, 82) =10.63, p = .001), and sadness conditions (M = 1.58, F (1, 82) =51.55, p <

.001).
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2.2.2.2 Emotional Attachment

A one-way ANOVA using emotion as the predictor variable and emotional attachment as
the dependent variable revealed a significant main effect of emotion on emotional attachment to
the brand (F(3, 82) =7.77, p < .001; see figure 1). As predicted in hypothesis 1, participants in
the fear condition felt more emotionally attached to the brand (M = 3.70) than those in the
excitement (M = 2.11, F (1, 82) = 18.80, p < .001), sadness (M = 2.54, F (1, 82) =11.70, p =
.001) and happiness (M = 2.28, F (1, 82) = 15.28, p < .001) conditions. There were no significant

differences in attachment between all other conditions (F< 1).

2.2.2.3  Perceived Shared Experience

A one-way ANOVA on perceived shared experience revealed a significant main effect of
emotion (F (3, 82) = 10.50, p < .001, see table 2). Participants who saw the fear clips felt that
they had shared the experience with the brand to a greater extent (M = 4.24) than those who saw
the excitement clips (M = 2.05, F (1, 82) = 22.63, p <.001), the sadness clips (M = 2.74, F (1,
82) =12.52, p <.001), or the happiness clips (M = 2.00, F (1, 82) = 24.35, p <.001). Only when
consumers experienced fear did they have a higher perception that the brand shared the

experience with them.

To test whether perceived shared experience with the brand mediated the impact of fear
on emotional brand attachment, mediation analysis was run. Using Hayes (2012) Process macro,

| tested the path from emotion - perceived shared experience - emotional brand attachment.
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Bootstrapping analysis (10,000 bootstrapped iterations; Hayes 2012, model 4) revealed that
perceived shared experience did mediate the relationship between emotional condition and
emotional brand attachment. Specifically, a 95% bootstrapped confidence interval for the
indirect effect (.0563, .8279) was obtained, indicating a significant mediation effect at the p < .05
level. Further analysis of individual pathways in the model showed that although the direct effect
of emotion condition on emotional brand attachment was significant initially (5 = 1.36, t = 4.66,
p <.001), when both emotion condition and perceived shared experience were included in the
model, the pathway from perceived shared experience to emotional brand attachment remained
significant (8 = .20, t = 2.43, p < .05) while the direct pathway from emotion to emotional
attachment decreased in significance (f = .97, t = 2.98, p <.01; see table 3 for details). Thus,
mediation confirmed that perceived shared experience is the underlying mechanism behind the

fear-emotional attachment effect, supporting hypothesis 2.

2.2.3 Discussion

The results of study 1 provided experimental evidence that fear can facilitate the
formation of emotional brand attachment. When consumers underwent a fearful experience, they
felt more emotionally attached to the brand. No other emotional experience led to higher
emotional brand attachment. Importantly, attachment formed with a brand with which
participants had no previous experience. Since attachment generally takes time to form, these
results suggest that fearful experiences might be beneficial in facilitating the emotional brand

attachment process.
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In addition, study 1 indicated that the perception that the fearful experience was shared
with the brand mediated the influence of fear on emotional brand attachment. This finding
suggests that sharing a fearful experience with a brand satisfies the desire for affiliation that is
generated to cope with fear. This possibility is important to my central thesis because it indicates
that in times of fear, consumers form affiliations not only with other people but also with brands.

| address this further in study 2.

2.3 Study?2

The purpose of study 2 was twofold. First | sought further support for the proposition that
satisfying affiliation is the mechanism enabling emotional brand attachment. If sharing the
experience with the brand satisfies a desire to affiliate, then making consumers feel affiliated or
socially connected prior to a fearful event should decrease the motivation to share the experience
with the brand and, subsequently, mitigate an increase in emotional brand attachment. Thus in
this study | satiated affiliation by making participants feel as if they were already connected to

others.

Second, | explored the effect of fear on brand attitude. Previous research examining
incidental emotions has typically considered their effects on brand attitude. As such, | wanted to
explore whether the positive influence of fear on emotional attachment would extend to brand
attitude as well as emotional attachment. The prediction is not straightforward. On one hand, the
previous results suggest a positive influence of fear on emotional brand attachment, relative to

other emotions, including positive ones. Following this logic, fear should also result in higher
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brand attitudes than positive emotions such as happiness or excitement. On the other hand,
research on affect transfer has demonstrated that negative emotions lead to lower brand attitudes
(Goldberg and Gorn 1987; for negative moods in general, see Aylesworth and MacKenzie 1998).
Therefore, a second potential outcome is that fear should lead to lower brand attitude than

positive emotions.

In this study | focused only on high arousal emotions as arousal has been shown to be a
key element of affiliation (Walters and Parke 1964). To explore the effects on brand attitude |
wanted to compare fear, a negative high-arousal emotion, to a positive, high-arousal emotion

(i.e., excitement).

2.3.1 Method

Participants and Design. Study 2 employed a 2(emotion: fear v. excitement) x 2(prime:
affiliation v. neutral) between-subjects design. Sixty-nine undergraduate participants from the
University of British Columbia completed this study in exchange for $10 compensation (73.1%
female; Myge = 24.21). Two participants reported a low level of involvement with the survey
(rating an average of 1 on a 7-point scale). These participants were removed from the analysis.
Across all six studies included in this dissertation, a seven (out of a total of eight hundred and
fifty three subjects) indicated a level of involvement of 1 out of 7. Therefore, these subjects were
removed from final analysis of the data. The pattern of results in all studies remains the same if

these participants are included; thus, for brevity they are not discussed further.
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Procedure. Participants were told that they would be completing several unrelated
studies. To manipulate affiliation | employed a priming manipulation that has been used in
previous research to satiate affiliation with others by creating a sense of social connection
(Carvallo and Pelham 2006; Jiang et al. 2010). The manipulation consisted of a word search that
was conducted under the guise of a different study. Participants were randomly assigned to an
affiliation prime or a neutral prime. For participants in the affiliation prime condition, the word
search consisted of words related to feelings of affiliation and social connection (e.g., accepted,
involved, and included). For the neutral prime condition, participants completed a word search
consisting of neutral words (e.g., cloud, vegetable, seeds). To ensure that the priming task was
successful, participants then completed a 7-point social connectedness scale (I feel disconnected
from the world around me, I don't feel I really belong, I feel so distant from people, | lose all
sense of connectedness with society, there is no sense of brother/sisterhood; Lee and Robbins

1995) that included measures of affiliation.

After completing the priming task, participants moved on to the same movie experience
task, which mirrored the fear and excitement conditions of study 1. Prior to commencing the
movie task, a brand of sparkling juice not available locally was placed on the desk in front of the
participants. They were told to feel free to try it so that they could answer questions about their
brand experience after the movies. Immediately following the movies, participants responded to
the same manipulation check questions as in study 1. The brand experience questionnaire
consisted of the items from the previous study including Thomson et al.’s (2005) emotional
attachment scale (a0 = .96), the items measuring perceived shared experience (o = .97), and also

included a 3-item brand attitude scale (dislike/like, unfavorable/favorable, negative/positive; a =
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.97). Finally, participants completed demographics and a measure of involvement with the

survey.

2.3.2 Results

2.3.2.1  Manipulation Checks

The affiliation items were reverse coded so that higher numbers indicated a higher level
of felt affiliation. To ensure that the affiliation prime was successful, a one-way ANOVA using
affiliation prime as the predictor variable and the social connectedness index (o = .92) as the
dependent variable was run. Analysis revealed that participants who received the affiliation
prime felt significantly more socially connected (M = 5.56) than those who received the neutral
prime (M =4.76, F (1, 65) = 7.11, p =.01). In addition, a two-way ANOVA using emotion and
prime as predictor variables and feelings of fear (a =.96) as the dependent variable revealed only
a main effect of emotion (F (1, 63) = 89.38, p < .001) signaling that the emotion prime was
successful; people in the fear condition felt significantly more scared (M = 3.50) than those in the
excitement condition (M = 1.55). Similarly, a two-way ANOVA on feelings of excitement (o =
.90) indicated only a main effect of emotion. Those in the excitement condition indicated feeling

more excited (F (1, 63) = 17.59, p <.001, M = 2.92) than those in the fear condition (M = 1.87).

2.3.2.2 Emotional Attachment

An ANOVA using emotion and affiliation prime as the predictor variables and emotional
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attachment as the dependent variable revealed marginal main effects for both emotion (F (1, 63)
=3.49, p =.07) and prime (F (1, 63) = 3.42, p =.07), and a significant interaction of emotion
and affiliation prime (F(1, 63) = 4.13, p < .05; see figure 1). Only when participants did not feel
affiliated was there increased emotional attachment to the brand during the fearful experience
(Mtear = 4.29 VS. Mexcitement = 2.97, F (1, 63) = 7.23, p <.01). When affiliation was satiated, there
was no influence of emotion on emotional brand attachment (Meear = 2.97 V. Mexcitement = 3.03, F
< 1). Importantly, those who experienced fear without prior affiliation felt significantly more
emotionally attached to the brand (Mrear-neutral = 4.29) than those who had prior affiliation (M tear-

affiliation = 2.97, F (1, 63) = 6.97, p = .01; see figure 2).

2.3.2.3  Perceived Shared Experience

An ANOVA revealed a significant effect of emotion (F (1, 63) = 12.65, p =.001), a
marginal effect of prime (F (1, 63) =2.99, p =.09), and a significant interaction of prime and
emotion (F (1, 63) = 4.40, p < .05, see table 4). When affiliation was satiated, there was no
significant influence of emotion on perceived shared experience (Msear = 2.88 V. Mexcitement = 2.33,
F (1,63) = 1.12, p > .10). However, for those who did not feel affiliated prior to undergoing the
emotional experience, fear lead to significantly higher perceived shared experience (M = 4.32)
than excitement (M = 2.19, F (1, 63) = 15.19, p < .001; see table 3). Those who experienced a
fearful situation without prior affiliation felt that the brand went through the experience with
them to a significantly greater extent than those who had prior affiliation (Msear-no affitiation = 4.32

V. Mfear.afﬁ"aﬁon = 288, F (1, 63) = 678, p = Ol)
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2.3.2.4 Brand Attitude

An ANOVA revealed no main effects for emotion (F < 1) or prime (F (1, 63) = 2.15, p >
.15), and a marginally significant interaction of emotion and affiliation prime on brand attitude
(F (1, 63) = 3.23, p = .07, see figure 3). For participants in the fear conditions brand attitude was
significantly lower when affiliation was satiated (M = 4.08) than when it was not (M =5.17, F
(1, 63) = 4.93, p <.05). Similarly, among participants who received the affiliation prime, those in
the fear condition rated the brand directionally lower than those in the excitement condition
(Mtear = 4.08 VS. Mexcitement = 4.72, F (1, 63) = 1.97, p = .16). There was no significant difference
between fear and excitement in the neutral prime condition (Msear = 5.17 VS. Mexcitement = 4.61, F

(1,63) = 1.32, p > .10).

2.3.3 Discussion

Study 2 provided further support for the hypothesis that sharing an experience with a
brand is the mechanism underlying the influence of fear on emotional brand attachment.
Specifically, this study showed that when participants already felt connected to others, there was
no need to affiliate with the target brand and thus, there was no positive impact on emotional

brand attachment.

Study 2 also found an interesting outcome for fear on brand attitudes. When participants
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had affiliation satiated prior to the fearful experience, fear led to lower attitudes compared to
excitement. These participants already felt affiliated and did not need to make an emotional
connection to the brand; hence there was no opportunity for a positive influence of emotional
attachment. In these conditions, fear led to lower attitudes than excitement, which is consistent
with affect transfer. In contrast, when participants did not have affiliation satiated prior to the
fearful experience, and hence made an emotional connection with the brand, fear led to brand
attitudes equal to those of the excitement condition. While 1 did not explicitly predict this
interaction, the pattern is suggestive of a balancing effect between the negative influence of

affect transfer and the positive influence of emotional attachment.

Attitudes and emotional attachment are similar but distinct constructs (Thomson et al.
2005). Attitudes differ from that of emotional attachment in that they serve essentially as value
judgments about the product or brand. They can serve specific functions (e.g., provide
information about the benefits the product has to offer, allow consumers to express their central
values, etc. (Katz 1960)), and reflect a level of consideration separate from an emotional

expression of how one feels about the brand (Pham et al. 2001).

Since attitudes can reflect more cognitive elements, | speculate that fear, due to its
valence, could have a negative influence on attitudes when affiliation does not factor into the
process. This is supported by the finding that fear led to lower attitudes when participants felt
significantly affiliated prior to the fearful experience. However, when participants affiliated with
the target brand and showed an increase in emotional attachment, | suspect that this positively

impacted attitudes, and counterbalanced the negative influence of fear, resulting in attitudes on
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par with the excitement condition.

In studies 1 and 2, participants were free to consume as much or as little of the product as
desired during the movie experience. One possible explanation for the fear-attachment effect is
that fear led to a desire to regulate emotion through consumption (Grunberg and Straub 1992;
Tice, Bratslavsky, and Baumeister 2001). As such, participants in the fear condition could simply
have consumed more of the product relative to those in the other emotion conditions; which in
turn, increased perception of shared experience and resulted in higher emotional attachment. To
rule out this alternative explanation, in study 3 I explicitly manipulate consumption across

conditions.

Study 3 also addresses the extent to which physical contact with the brand is required for
emotional attachment to occur. Previous research has shown that affiliation can occur through
measures other than direct physical interaction. For example, fear has been shown to increase eye
contact and visual attention to another person present during the experience (Gump and Kulik
1997). Research on attachment styles similarly finds that when children are afraid, they will
visually seek out their attachment object as a way to maintain a sense of security (Bowlby 1980;
Mikulincer, Shaver, and Pereg 2003).This line of theorizing garners support from other
regulation literature which shows that directing attention to relieving cues can help regulate
negative emotion (Derryberry and Tucker 1994). In my context, directing attention toward the
brand could be a way to cope with fear and still result in the perception that the brand shared the
experience with the consumer. Thus, physical contact may not be necessary to enhance brand

attachment for fearful situations.
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2.4 Study 3

24.1 Method

Participants and Design. Study 3 was designed to examine the role of consumption in
facilitating the fear-attachment effect. | also added a neutral emotion condition as a point of
comparison. Thus, this study employed a 3(emotion: fear v. excitement v. neutral) x
3(consumption: no touch v. touch v. forced consumption) between subjects design. Two hundred
twenty-two undergraduate students from University of British Columbia completed the study in

exchange for course credit (58.6% female; Mage = 20.94).

Procedure. The study was run in a laboratory setting. Upon arrival at the lab, the
experimenter indicated that the participants were going to complete two unrelated studies: a
movie experience evaluation and a brand experience evaluation. For the movie experience study,
participants were told that they would be presented with two five-minute movie clips of several
possible genres: horror (fear), action (excitement), and documentaries (neutral). Prior to the
beginning of the study, a new brand of sparkling juice that was not available locally, and
therefore, unknown to the participants, was placed in front of the participants. Participants were
told that immediately following the movie experience study, there would be a brand experience

study.
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To manipulate consumption, participants in the no touch condition were told that due to
the rules of the lab they cannot open or try the product, but that this would be the brand that they
would be evaluating at the end of the study. In the touch condition, participants were told that
due to the rules of the lab, they could not open or try the product, but that they should feel free to
pick up and touch it as often as they would like prior to answering the questions. Finally, in the
forced consumption condition, participants were told that they should open and try the product
during the movies in order to gain some experience with the product prior to answering the

questions.

To manipulate emotion, participants were randomly assigned to one of the three discrete
emotion conditions: fear, excitement, and neutral. For the fear and excitement conditions, the
movie clips from the prior studies were utilized. In the case of the neutral condition, the movie
clips were documentaries that had been pretested to ensure they did not generate positive or
negative emotions. In addition, there were questions embedded in the questionnaire that

addressed the participants’ level of emotion as a manipulation check.

After watching the movie clips and answering the questions about their preferences (in
order to maintain the cover story), participants completed a brand evaluation survey which
included the emotional attachment scale (a = .94), the same four questions about perceived
shared experience (o = .95), Park et al.’s (2010) cognitive brand attachment scale (to what extent
are your thoughts and feelings toward the brand often automatic, coming to mind seemingly on
their own, to what extent do your thoughts and feelings toward the brand come to mind naturally

and instantly, to what extent is the brand part of you and who you are, to what extent do you feel
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personally connected to the brand; a = .85), and the same brand attitude items (dislike/like,
negative/positive, unfavorable/favorable, oo = .92). Finally, participants completed demographics

and a measure of involvement with the survey.

2.4.2 Results

2.4.2.1  Manipulation Check

Two individual ANOVAs were run using emotion and consumption as predictor
variables and measures of fear and excitement as dependent variables. The fear ANOVA
revealed a main effect of emotion (F (2, 213) = 148.54, p <.001) and a main effect of
consumption (F (2,213) = 3.36, p <.05), but no interaction of emotion and consumption (F
(4,213) = 2.15, p > .05). Thus, the manipulation was successful. Participants who viewed the fear
clips felt significantly more scared (M = 3.21) than those in the excitement (M = 1.56, F (1, 218)
= 155.40, p <.001) or neutral condition (M = 1.07, F (1, 218) = 254.79, p < .001). The

manipulations for the excitement and neutral conditions were also successful (p’s <.05).

2.4.2.2 Emotional Attachment

An ANOVA using emotion and consumption as predictor variables and emotional
attachment to the brand as the dependent variable revealed a significant interaction of emotion
and consumption (F (4, 213) = 2.56, p < .05, see figure 4). There was also a main effect of

emotion (F (2, 213) = 5.52, p < .01) but no effect of consumption (F (2, 213) = 1.78, p > .15).
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Notably, for the fear conditions, there was no difference in the degree of emotional attachment as
a function of consumption (all p’s > .15). Replicating the previous studies, participants who
underwent the fear experience in both the no touch and touch conditions felt significantly more
attached to the brand (Mo touch = 3.45, Miouch = 3.43) than those in the excitement conditions (Mp,
touch = 2.58, F (1, 213) = 6.45. p = .01; Miouen = 2.64, F (1, 213) = 5.37, p < .05) and the neutral
conditions (Mo touch = 2.55, F (1, 213) = 6.77. p < .01; Miguen = 2.33, F (1, 213) = 9.85, p < .01,
respectively). Interestingly, participants who were explicitly told to consume the product did not
show any significant differences between fear (M = 3.01), excitement (M = 3.37, F (1, 213) =
1.14, p > .1), and neutral conditions (M = 3.07, F < 1). Indeed, for those in the excitement
condition, forcing participants to consume the product lead to significantly higher emotional
attachment (Mforced_consumption = 3.37) than not being able to touch the product (Myo touch= 2.58, F
(1, 213) =5.40, p < .05) or being able to touch it but not consume it (Mouch = 2.64, F (1, 213) =
4.62, p <.05). A similar pattern occurred for the neutral emotion (directionally: Myorced_consumption
=3.07 vS. Mno touch = 2.55, F (1, 213) = 2.30, p = .13; significantly: Mrorced consumption = 3.07 Vs.

2.4.2.3  Perceived Shared Experience

An ANOVA using emotion and consumption as predictor variables and perceived shared
experience as the dependent variable revealed significant main effects for emotion (F (2, 213) =
4.81, p <.01) and consumption (F (2, 213) = 22.42, p < .001) and a significant interaction of
emotion and consumption (F (4, 213) = 3.09, p < .05, see table 5). Participants who underwent

the fear experience for both the no touch and touch conditions felt that the brand underwent the
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experience with them to a greater extent (Mno touch = 2.79, Miouch = 2.80) than those in the
excitement conditions (Myo touch = 1.65, F (1, 213) = 9.05, p <.01; Mouen = 1.91, F (1, 213) =
5.40, p < .05) and the neutral conditions (Mno touch = 1.69, F (1, 213) = 8.11, p <.01; Miouch =
1.76, F (1, 213) = 7.06, p < .01). Notably, for the fear conditions, there was no difference in the
degree of perceived shared experience as a function of consumption (all p’s > .15). Once again,
participants who were explicitly told to consume the product did not show any significant
differences between fear (M = 3.15) and excitement (M = 3.32, F <1) and neutral conditions (M
=3.63, F (1, 213) = 1.60, p > .10). Indeed, for those in the excitement condition, forcing
participants to consume the product lead to significantly higher perceived shared experience
(Mforced_consumption = 3.32) than not being able to touch the product (Myo touch= 1.65, F (1, 213) =
19.75, p <.001) or being able to touch it but not consume it (Myueh = 1.91, F (1, 213) = 13.77, p
<.001). A similar pattern occurred for the neutral emotion (Morced_consumption = 3.63 VS. Mno touch =
1.69, F (1, 213) = 25.61, p < .001; Mrorced_consumption = 3-63 V8. Miouen = 1.76; F (1, 213) = 23.19, p

<.001).

2.4.2.4  Brand Attitude and Cognitive Brand Attachment (Park et al. 2010)

An ANOVA using emotion and consumption as predictor variables and brand attitude as
the dependent variable revealed no effects of either emotion (F (2, 213) = 1.51, p > .20),
consumption (F < 1) or their interaction (F < 1). In addition, an ANOVA on the Park et al.
(2010) measure of brand attachment also revealed no effects of emotion (F (2, 213) =2.11, p >

.20), consumption (F (2, 213) = 1.43, p > .20) or their interaction (F (2, 213) = 1.06, p > .35).
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2.4.3 Discussion

Study 3 ruled out an alternative explanation for what drives the fear-attachment effect:
fear increases consumption, which increases attachment. This study showed that even when the
brand was simply present in the room (no touch) or the participants were allowed to touch but
not consume (touch), fear led to higher emotional brand attachment and perceived shared
experience than either excitement or neutral emotions. The finding that emotional attachment
occurred in the no-touch and touch conditions indicates that consumption is not a requirement to
increase emotional attachment during a fearful experience. Rather, the simple presence of the

brand is sufficient to facilitate emotional attachment to a brand.

The significant interaction of consumption and emaotion in this study highlights an
interesting result. It seems that explicitly forcing participants to consume the product resulted in
higher emotional attachment regardless of emotional prime. Even when participants experienced
a neutral emotion, consuming the product enhanced emotional attachment to the brand. While
tangential to my hypotheses, the instruction to consume the product seems to have forced
participants to share the experience with the brand and thus become more emotionally attached.
In the previous studies the instruction to participants was to “feel free” to consume the product,
which provided the opportunity, but not the requirement, to connect with the brand. Because fear
results in the coping mechanism of desire for affiliation, this may have motivated those in the
fear condition, but not the other emotion conditions, to interact with the brand to a greater extent.
In the current study, participants in the forced consumption conditions were explicitly instructed

to “try” the product, and I speculate that this may have changed the degree of interaction for the
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excitement and neutral conditions. This, in turn, may have resulted in the increase in emotional

brand attachment.

In the earlier discussion of attachment, | argued that although initial emotional brand
attachment can occur immediately, cognitive brand attachment requires time to form, as the
brand becomes increasingly integrated into memory schemas and identity. Consistent with this
notion, | found a significant effect of fear on Thomson et al.’s (2005) measure of emotional
brand attachment, but no effect on Park et al.’s (2010) measure of brand attachment. While there
is no initial effect of fear on this cognitive measure of attachment, | postulate that over time, an
initial emotional attachment will result in stronger cognitive brand attachment. To test this, study

4 employed a longitudinal design.

In study 4, | sought additional evidence for the role of perceived shared experience in the
effect of fear on emotional brand attachment. Given the hypothesis that it is the perception that
the brand shared the experience with the consumer that leads to emotional brand attachment,
presence of the brand during the emotional experience should be a necessary component to
enable affiliation. Thus, only when the brand is present during the fear experience should there
be an increase in perceived shared experience and emotional brand attachment. If the brand is
introduced directly after the experience there should be no way for the consumer to use the brand
as an affiliation object and, therefore, there should be no positive effect on emotional brand
attachment. To test this, study 4 manipulated whether participants received the brand during or

just after the fearful experience.
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The second goal of Study 4 was to examine the downstream effect of the emotional brand
attachment formed during the fearful experience on cognitive brand attachment. | argued that
emotional brand attachment could occur immediately but cognitive brand attachment would take
time to form. To examine this possibility, study 4 took measures of brand attachment
immediately after the fearful experience, and then again several days later after participants had
more time and experience with the brand. In addition, brand attachment has been shown to be a
key determinant of brand loyalty, an important managerial measure of consumption. Thus, study

4 also included a measure of brand loyalty at the time of second measurement.

25 Study4

25.1 Method

Participants and Design. Study 4 employed a 2(presence of product: during experience v.
after experience) x 5(emotion: neutral v. fear v. sadness v. excitement v. happiness) x 2(time:
time 1 v. time 2) mixed design with presence of product and emotion manipulated between-
subjects and time manipulated within subject. One hundred ninety-one undergraduate
participants from University of British Columbia successfully completed the study in exchange

for $10 compensation (63.4% female; Mage = 21.91).

Procedure. The experiment was conducted in a computer-based environment.

Participants arrived at the computer laboratory in groups of 15-20 and were randomly assigned to
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one of the 20 computers. Prior to beginning the experiment, participants were told that they
would be completing two unrelated studies: a movie experience and a 2-part brand experience

study.

The procedure mirrored study 1, with three exceptions. First, | utilized a different product
in the brand experience study (i.e., a brand of potato chips not locally available). This change in
product type was done to generalize across product type from more utilitarian (i.e., sparkling
water/juice) to more hedonic (i.e., junk food). Second, a fifth emotional condition, neutral, was
added as a control condition. Third, after completing the movie and the initial brand experience
study, participants were given an additional sample of the product to take home with them. Three

days later, they received a short follow-up email brand survey.

To manipulate presence of the brand during the laboratory phase of the study, the brand
was placed on the desk in front of the participants at two different times. For participants in the
during the experience condition, the procedure mirrored that of study 1, such that the brand was
placed on the desk in front of the participants prior to beginning the movie study. For
participants in the after the experience condition, the brand was placed on the desk in front of
participants only after they had completed watching the movie clips and answering questions
about the movie experience. Both conditions were informed that while they could not eat the

product at that moment, they would receive a bag to take home.

Participants were randomly assigned to one of the five emotion conditions. After

watching the movie clips, participants were asked the same cover story and emotion questions as
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in previous studies. They then responded to Thomson et al.’s (2005) emotional brand attachment
scale, brand attitude (o = .92), perceived shared experience (o = .95), and Park et al.’s (2010)
cognitive brand attachment scale (o = .86). Finally, participants completed demographics and a

measure of involvement with the survey.

Three days after the laboratory phase of the study, participants received a short follow-up
email with a link to a survey that asked the same emotional brand attachment (Thomson et al.
2005; o = .98), brand attitude (a = .97), cognitive brand attachment (Park et al. 2010; a = .88),
brand loyalty (I will continue to use this brand, I will use this brand in spite of competitor’s
deals, and | prefer this brand to others; 7-pt scale; a = .92; Aaker 1996: adapted by Kim, Han,

and Park 2001), and involvement questions.

2.5.2 Results

2.5.2.1 Manipulation Check

A series of ANOVAs using emotion and presence of the brand as predictor variables and
measures of fear, excitement, sadness, and happiness as dependent variables revealed that the
manipulation of emotion was successful. Analysis revealed only a main effect of emotion (F (4,
181) = 65.90, p <.001). Participants who viewed the fear clips felt significantly more scared (M
= 3.43) than those in the excitement (M = 1.45, F (1, 181) = 136.75, p <.001), sadness (M =
1.80, F (1, 181) = 87.78, p < .001), happiness (M = 1.14, F (1, 181) = 190.44, p < .001) or

neutral conditions (M = 1.11, F (1,181) = 191.74, p <.001). ANOVA:s for the other emotions
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revealed the same patterns and are omitted solely for brevity.

25.2.2 Emotional Brand Attachment

A repeated measures ANOVA with emotion and presence of the brand as between-
subjects factors and time as a within subject factor revealed no three way interaction of emotion,
presence, and time (F <1), but did reveal a main effect of emotion (F (4, 181) = 4.52, p <.01)
and a marginal interaction of emotion and presence (F (4, 181) = 2.29, p = .06). As expected,
when the brand was introduced after the emotional experience there was no difference between
any of the emotion conditions (all p’s > .25). Thus, focusing only on the during conditions, the
results replicated previous studies, such that fear lead to significantly higher emotional
attachment (M = 3.53) than the excitement (M = 2.60, F (1, 181) = 7.46, p < .01), sadness (M =
1.88, F (1, 181) = 21.59, p <.001), happiness (M = 2.39, F (1, 181) = 11.55, p =.001) and

neutral conditions (M = 2.21, F (1, 181) = 15.56, p < .001; see table 6).

2.5.2.3  Perceived Shared Experience

An ANOVA using emotion and presence of the brand as predictors and perceived shared
experience as the dependent variable revealed a marginal main effect of emotion (F (4, 181) =
1.97, p =.10), no main effect of presence of the brand (F (4, 181) = 2.15, p > .10), and a
significant interaction of emotion and presence of brand (F (4,181) = 4.43, p <.01). Once again,
when the brand was present during the emotional experience, those in the fear condition felt that

brand shared the experience with them to a significantly greater extent (M = 3.36) than those in
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the excitement (M = 2.36, F (1,181) = 6.14, p =.01), sadness (M = 1.81, F (1,181) = 13.65, p <
.001), happiness (M = 2.39, F (1, 181) =5.91, p < .05), or neutral conditions (M = 1.70, F (1,
181) =17.42, p <.001). Within the brand present after conditions, only sadness compared to
excitement lead to marginally significantly higher perceptions of shared experience (Msadness =

2.56 V. Mexcitement = 1.72, F (1, 181) = 3.62, p = .06). This will be returned to in the discussion.

2.5.2.4  Cognitive Brand Attachment

A repeated measures ANOVA with emotion and presence of the brand as between-
subjects factors and time as a within subject factor revealed a main effect of time (F (1, 181) =
14.83, p <.001), a main effect of emotion (F (4, 181) = 3.14, p < .05) and a significant three-way

interaction of time, presentation, and emotion (F (4, 181) = 2.72, p < .05).

Consistent with study 3, during the initial measurement of Park et al.’s (2010) brand
attachment scale, there were no main effects of emotion (F (4, 181) = 1.81, p > .1) or presence (F
(1, 181) = 2.29, p > .1) and no significant interaction (F (4, 181) = 1.13, p > .1). However, when
the measurement was conducted three days later, there was a significant main effect of emotion
(F (4, 181) = 2.69, p < .05), no main effect of presence (F < 1), and no interaction (F (4, 181) =
1.59, p > .15). Across presence conditions, fear led to significantly higher ratings of cognitive
brand attachment (M = 5.14) than those in the excitement (M = 4.11, F (1, 181) = 3.74, p = .05),
sadness (M = 3.73, F (1,181) = 6.69, p = .01), happiness (M = 3.76, F (1, 181) = 6.94, p < .01),

and neutral conditions (M = 3.74, F (1, 181) = 6.95, p < .01, see figures 5 -7).
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Follow-Up Analyses. While only a main effect of emotion existed for Park et al.’s (2010)
measure of cognitive brand attachment at time 2, the predicted underlying mechanism is
perceived shared experience. Thus, it should be that only when the brand was present during the
experience that there should be enhanced attachment. Therefore, | ran follow-up analyses to
examine the differences between emotional conditions when the brand was present during versus
after the emotional experience. As predicted, when the brand was introduced after the emotional
experience, there were no significant differences between the emotional conditions (all p’s >
.15). Only when the brand was present during the experience did fear lead to higher cognitive
brand attachment at time 2 (M = 5.67) than the excitement (M = 4.45, F (1, 181) = 2.74, p = .10),
sadness (M = 3.03, F (1, 181) = 11.82, p < .001), happiness (M = 3.60, F (1, 181) = 8.15, p < .01)

or neutral conditions (M = 3.89, F (1, 181) = 5.97, p < .05).

As hypothesized, cognitive brand attachment was only significant at Time 2, suggesting
that only after time with the brand did consumers feel stronger cognitive brand attachment. To
determine if affiliation and attachment created in phase 1 of the study facilitated the formation of
cognitive brand attachment three days later, | tested the path from emotion - perceived shared
experience —>initial emotional attachment - later cognitive attachment using a serial multiple
mediation model (10,000 bootstrapped iterations; Hayes 2012, model 6). Because my interest is
in the effect of sharing the experience with the brand, | focused my mediation analysis only on

those participants for whom the brand was present during the experience.

The total indirect effect of emotion on cognitive brand attachment was significant at a

95% confidence interval (.7295, 2.0705). The total indirect effect of condition on cognitive brand
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attachment comprises three indirect effects: first, the serial multiple mediation through perceived
shared experience and emotional attachment; second, the simple mediation through perceived

experience; and, third, the simple mediation through emotional attachment.

An examination of the first indirect effect, the serial indirect effect of emotion on
cognitive brand attachment through both mediators, shows that the path from emotion to
perceived experience is significant (f = 1.28, p <.001), as is the path from perceived experience
to emotional attachment (B = .34, p < .001). This full path of serial indirect effects is significant,
with a 95% confidence interval between .0936 and.6871. Importantly, when both mediators are
included in the model, the direct effect of emotion on cognitive attachment is no longer
significant (B = .66; p > .10). This serial mediation demonstrates that not only does initial
affiliation increase emotional brand attachment, but this combined pathway influences the

increase in cognitive brand attachment at Time 2 (see table 7).

2.5.25 Brand Attitude

A repeated measures ANOVA with emotion and presence of the brand as between-
subjects factors and time as a within-subjects factor revealed no three-way interaction of
emotion, presence of the brand, and time. However, there was a significant interaction of
emotion and presence of the brand (F (4,181) = 2.63, p <.05). Similar to both brand attachment
measures, there was no significant difference between any of the emotion conditions when the
brand was introduced after the experience (all p’s > .50). Consistent with an affect transfer

account, for those participants for whom the brand was present during the experience, those in
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the sadness condition rated the brand significantly lower (M = 3.37) than excitement (M = 4.08,
F (1, 181) = 5.07, p < .05) and significantly lower than happiness (M = 3.98, F (1, 181) =3.74, p
=.05) . In contrast, and in line with my conjecture regarding a balancing effect of emotional
attachment and affect transfer, those in the fear condition had significantly higher brand attitudes
than those in the sadness condition (Mrear = 4.58 V. Msadness = 3.37, F (1, 181) = 14.94, p <.001).
There was a difference between the fear and excitement conditions (M =4.08, F (1, 181) = 2.73,
p =.10). Surprisingly, happiness was significantly lower than fear (M =3.98 vs. M = 4.58, F (1,
181) = 7.08, p < .05); however, consistent with affect transfer, happiness was still higher than
sadness (F (1, 181) = 3.74, p = .05) and not different from excitement (F < 1). This suggests that
sadness results in negative affect transfer while fear, due to its increase in affiliation and

attachment, raises attitudes on par with positive emotions.

2.5.2.6 Brand Loyalty

An ANOVA using emotion and presence of the brand as predictors and brand loyalty as
the dependent variable revealed no main effects of either emotion (F < 1) or presence of the
brand (F < 1), and a significant interaction of emotion and presence of brand (F (4, 181) = 2.94,
p <.05). Once again, when the brand was present during the initial emotional experience, those
in the fear condition displayed directionally greater brand loyalty (M = 3.67) than those in the
excitement (M = 3.00, F (1,181) = 2.18, p = .14), significantly greater than sadness (M = 2.29, F
(1,181) = 7.13, p < .01), happiness (M = 2.65, F (1, 181) = 6.11, p = .01), or neutral conditions
(M =244,F (1, 181) = 7.50, p < .01). Within the brand present after conditions, there were no
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significant differences between conditions.

2.5.3 Discussion

Study 4 illuminated several important aspects of the fear-attachment effect. First, this
study provided further support for perceived shared experience as the underlying mechanism.
Specifically, this study found that the brand must be present during the fear experience in order
for consumers to show an increase in affiliation and attachment. Across all dependent variables,
when the brand was introduced directly after the emotional experience, there was no significant
difference between any of the emotional conditions. Instead, it appears that introducing the brand
after the initial experience resulted in an averaging effect across emotional conditions. One
exception to this conclusion was the finding that for perceived shared experience, sadness was
rated as significantly higher than excitement. While this was not expected or relevant to my
investigation, it makes sense in hindsight. For sad participants, the receipt of a bag of chips
immediately following their sad experience may have been viewed as a gift which could have

had mood lifting properties.

Second, study 4 supported H3 by showing that fear not only increased initial perceived
shared experience and emotional brand attachment, but also resulted in an increase in cognitive

brand attachment (i.e., self-brand connection and automaticity of thoughts) over time.

Finally, study 4 showed that over time, emotional brand attachment provided a balancing

effect of the negative impact of affect transfer and positive impact of affiliation, resulting in
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brand attitudes that were similar to positive emotions such as excitement and happiness. Brand
attitude for sadness reflected lower brand attitudes consistent with an affect transfer effect, but
this lower attitude was not present for fear. Thus, experiencing fear in the presence of a brand

has positive implications for both cognitive brand attachment and attitudes.

In the final study, | was interested in examining an important and relevant boundary
condition to the fear-attachment effect. Specifically, my theorizing states that because people
cope with fear through affiliation, they would reach out for an available brand. However, in all
previous studies, the brand and the product have been interconnected (e.g., a branded bottle of
soda, a branded bag of chips, etc.). While I show that fear facilitates emotional and cognitive
attachment, it is assumed that this is driven by the brand itself and not the actual product. Thus, it
is important to clarify my theorizing and show that fear should only enhance attachment when
the brand is present and not just a product. Thus, study 5 explored this question by having

participants share the experience with either a branded product or an unbranded product.

2.6 Study5

The purpose of study 5 was to show that the fear-attachment effect would only occur for
a brand (v. an unbranded product). As mentioned in the introduction, consumer-brand
relationship literature suggests that brands contain important cultural meanings and interpersonal
qualities such as personalities. If consumers cope with fear through interpersonal affiliation, then
consumers should only successfully feel as if they have shared the experience with a brand, an

entity that is perceived to have interpersonal qualities.
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Another goal of study 5 was to explore a potentially interesting outcome that consumers
perceive brands as having traits to help them cope. In particular, brands have been shown to have
personalities (Aaker 1997). In the case of fearful situations, it is possible that certain personality
traits would be more desirable than others (e.g., honesty and leadership). As such, brands that
contain these personality traits would be more likely to enhance emotional attachment. However
the current dissertation uses only unknown or unfamiliar brands. Consumers may not be aware of
the actual personality of the brand. This offers an interesting setting for exploration. Specifically,
if consumers use brands to fulfill interpersonal needs, they may superimpose or project desirable
personality traits onto the brand. To explore this question, participants in study 5 were also asked
to complete Aaker’s (1997) 40-item brand personality scale to determine any potential

differences between experimental conditions.

2.6.1 Method

Participants and Design. Study 5 employed a 3(emotion: fear v. excitement v. neutral) x
2 (branded: unbranded v. branded) between-subjects design. One hundred and eighty-six
undergraduate participants from University of British Columbia successfully completed the study

in exchange for course credit (58.6% female; Mage = 20.46).

Procedure. The study was run in a laboratory setting. Upon arrival to the lab, the
experimenter indicated that the participants would undergo two unrelated studies: a movie

experience evaluation and a brand/product experience evaluation. For the movie experience
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evaluation, participants were randomly assigned to watch clips from horror (fear), action

(excitement), and documentaries (neutral).

In addition, participants were randomly assigned to receive a branded product or an
unbranded product. In the branded condition, participants were told that after the movie study
they would be undergoing a brand evaluation. Prior to beginning the movie study, the
experimenter placed a bowl on the table in front of the participants. The experimenter then
proceeded to show participants a branded bag of jelly beans before opening the bag and pouring
into the bowl. The participants were told that this was the brand (Dylan’s Candy Bar) that they
would be evaluating so they should feel free to try it out. In the unbranded condition, participants
were told that after the movie study they would undergo a product evaluation. Participants were
shown an unbranded bag of jelly beans which was then opened and poured into a bowl for
participants to feel free to try. In both conditions, the bag was left in the room with the

participants.

After watching the movie clips and answering questions about their preferences (in order
to maintain the cover story), participants completed the brand/product evaluation survey in
which they answered questions about emotional attachment (o = .96), perceived shared
experience (o = .94), brand attitude (dislike/like, unfavorable/favorable, negative/positive,
bad/good, o = .95), and Park et al.’s (2010) brand attachment scale (o. = .82). In addition, to
determine if participants in the fear condition project personality traits onto the brand,
participants completed Aaker’s (1997) 40-item brand personality scale. Finally, participants

completed demographics and a measure of involvement with the survey.
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2.6.2 Results

2.6.2.1  Manipulation Check

An ANOVA using emotion and branded as predictor variables and measures of fear as
the dependent variable revealed a main effect of emotion (F (2, 180) = 66.38, p <.001), no main
effect of branded (F (1, 180) = 1.242, p > .05), and importantly no interaction of emotion and
branded (F < 1). Participants who viewed the fear clips felt significantly more scared (M = 2.89)
than those in the excitement (M = 1.75, F (2, 180) = 48.37, p <.001) and neutral (M = 1.02, F (2,
180) = 131.79, p < .001). Another ANOVA examining excitement found main effects of emotion
(F (2, 180) = 57.03, p <.001) and branded (F (1, 180) = 4.15, p < .05), but importantly no
interaction of emotion and brand (F (2, 180) = 1.63, p > .15). Participants in the excitement
condition felt significantly more excitement (M = 2.98) than those in the fear (M = 1.61, F (2,
180) = 209.97, p < .001) and neutral conditions (M = 1.50, F (2, 180) = 90.12, p <.001). Thus,

the emotion manipulations were successful.

2.6.2.2 Emotional Attachment

An ANOVA using emotion and branded as predictor variables and emotional attachment
as the dependent variable revealed no main effects for either emotion (F (2, 180) = 1.90, p = .15)
or branded (F <1). There was, however, a significant interaction (F (2, 180) = 4.19, p < .05, see

figure 8). For those participants who received the branded product, the pattern of emotional
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attachment replicated previous studies; fear led to significantly higher emotional attachment (M
= 3.32) than either the excitement (M = 2.50, F (1, 180) = 5.76, p < .05) and the neutral

conditions (M = 2.36, F (1, 180) = 8.09, p <.01). When provided the branded product, fear also
led to significantly higher emotional attachment (M = 3.32) than when participants underwent a
fear experience with an unbranded product (M = 2.48, F (1,180) = 6.13, p = .01). There were no
significant differences between emotion conditions when participants underwent the experience

with an unbranded product (all p’s > .11).

2.6.2.3  Perceived Shared Experience

An ANOVA using emotion and branded as predictor variables and perceived shared
experience as the dependent variable revealed a marginal main effect of emotion (F(2, 180) =
2.63, p =.07), no main effect of branded (F < 1) and a directional interaction (F (2, 180) = 2.08,
p = .13, see figure 9 and table 8). For participants in the branded product condition, fear led to
significantly higher perceived shared experience (M = 3.54) than those in either the excitement
(M =291, F (1, 180) =6.76, p = .01) or neutral conditions (M = 2.67, F (1, 180) = 4.95, p < .05).
Importantly, fear led to marginally higher perceived shared experience when the participants had
a branded product (M = 3.54) than when they had the unbranded product (M = 2.87, F (1, 180) =
2.89, p =.09). There were no significant differences between emotion conditions when

participants underwent the experience with an unbranded product (all p’s > .25).
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2.6.2.4  Cognitive Brand Attachment

An ANOVA using emotion and branded as predictor variables and cognitive brand
attachment as the dependent variable revealed marginal main effects of emotion (F (2, 180) =
2.61, p =.08) and branded (F (1,180) = 2.73, p = .10) but no interaction (F < 1). Replicating
previous studies, there was no significant difference between emotion conditions for those
participants who received the branded product (all p’s > .11). Interestingly, for those who
received the unbranded product, fear led to significantly higher cognitive brand attachment (M =
4.98) than excitement (M = 3.84, F (1,180) = 3.96, p < .05), directionally higher than neutral (M
=4.20, F (1,180) = 1.86, p = .17), and marginally higher than fear when participants received the
branded product (M = 4.07, F (1,180) = 2.61, p = .10). An in-depth discussion of this result will

be returned to later.

2.6.25 Brand Attitude

An ANOVA using emotion and branded as predictor variables and brand attitude as the

dependent variable revealed no main effects of either emotion (F (2, 180) = 1.14, p = .32) or

branded (F (1, 180) =1.18, p = .28) and no interaction (F <1).

2.6.2.6  Brand Personality

A MANOVA examining the effect of emotion and brand on different components of

brand personality, revealed an overall main effect of brand, Pillai’s Trace = .298, F (19, 162) =
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3.62, p <.001. There was no significant overall interaction, Pillai’s Trace = .247, F (38, 326) =
1.21, p > .10. Examination of the individual ANOVAs for each component (down-to-earth,
honest, cheerful, daring, spirited, imaginative, up-to-date, reliable, intelligent, successful, upper-
class, charming, outdoorsy, and tough), however, revealed two brand personality traits which

had significant differences between emotion conditions: honest and successful.

Honest. An ANOVA using emotion and branded as predictor variables and honesty (four
items: honest, sincere, real, and wholesome; a = .86) as the dependent variable revealed main
effects for emotion (F (2,180) = 3.61, p < .05) and branded (F (1,180) = 18.82, p < .001), but no
interaction (F < 1). There were no significant differences between emotion conditions when
participants received the unbranded product (all p’s > .16). Interestingly, for those who received
the branded product, fear led to significantly higher perception that the brand was honest (M =
3.15) than excitement (M = 2.48, F (1,180) = 7.81, p < .01) and marginally higher than neutral

(M =2.74, F (1, 180) = 2.97, p = .08).

Successful. An ANOVA using emotion and branded as predictor variables and successful
(three items: successful, leader, and confident; o = .83) as the dependent variable revealed no
main effect for emotion (F (2,180) = 1.32, p = .27), but a marginal main effect for branded (F
(1,180) = 3.26, p = .07) and a marginal interaction (F (2,180) = 2.58, p = .08). There were no
significant differences between emotion conditions when participants received the unbranded
product (all p’s > .30). Interestingly, for those who received the branded product, fear led to

marginally higher perceptions that the brand was successful (M = 2.60) than excitement (M =
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2.16, F (1, 180) = 3.03, p = .08) and significantly higher perceptions than neutral (M = 1.92. F

(1,180) = 7.44, p < .01).

2.6.3 Discussion

Study 5 examined an important theoretical boundary condition of the fear-attachment
effect. Specifically, this study showed that fear only positively impacts emotional attachment
when the experience is shared by a brand and not simply a product. Only when participants went
through a fear experience with a branded product was there an increase in both perceived shared
experience and emotional attachment. When an unbranded product was present, there was no
positive effect of fear on attachment. Thus, it appears that the perception that brands have unique
interpersonal attributes is necessary for consumers to successfully cope with fear through
affiliation. As such, this result provides support to literature that suggests that brands have

interpersonal attributes that allow consumers to form relationships with these brands.

Interestingly, while only exploratory in nature, this study found that when undergoing a
fear experience with a branded product, consumers are more likely to perceive certain brand
personality traits: honesty and success. It could be speculated that these personality traits are
more likely to be important to an individual when attempting to cope with a fear experience. It
seems that when consumers need to cope with fear, they not only perceive a shared experience
with a brand, but also imbue these brands with qualities that could provide comfort and security
during the experience. This finding suggests that the perception of brands containing

interpersonal attributes provides extra support for consumers in fearful situations by
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strengthening a sense of security. The results also have interesting implications for the
importance of brand personality traits when consumers desire to fulfill certain interpersonal

needs.

Finally, while the result for cognitive attachment for the branded product replicated
previous studies, there was an unpredicted and surprising increase in cognitive attachment for
those participants in the unbranded product condition. While this result is outside the scope of
the research focus, it is interesting that for those who received the unbranded product that fear
led to higher cognitive attachment. When observing this result, it is important to consider the
cognitive attachment scale. Park et al. (2010)’s brand attachment scale is comprised of two
different components: brand prominence (how automatic thoughts about the brand/product are)
and self-brand connection. An in-depth analysis looking at these two components separately
revealed some insight into what was driving this effect. An ANOVA using emotion and branded
as predictor variables and the brand prominence component (two items: to what extent are your
thoughts and feelings toward the brand often automatic, coming to mind seemingly on their own
and to what extent do your thoughts and feelings toward the brand come to mind naturally, r =
.80) revealed significant main effects for emotion (F (2,180) = 3.26, p <.05) and branded (F (1,
180) = 8.60, p < .01), but no interaction (F (2,180) = 1.59, p > .20). Participants who underwent
the fear experience with the unbranded product felt that the product came to mind easier (M =
7.00) than those in the neutral condition (M =5.70, F (1, 180) = 3.15, p =.08), the excitement
condition (M =4.80, F (1, 180) = 9.01, p < .01), and the fear experience with the branded

product (M =4.73, F (1, 180) = 9.73, p < .01).
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However, an ANOVA using emotion and branded as predictor variables and the self-
brand connection component (two items: to what extent is the brand part of who and who you
are and to what extent do you feel personally connected to the brand, r = .81) revealed no main
effects of emotion or branded and no interaction (all F’s < 1). Thus, it appears that the brand
prominence component is driving the significant effect of fear on cognitive attachment for the
unbranded product condition. Exploration of an open-ended question about what the participants
remembered from the experience highlights the importance of the prominence of the product
itself during the fear experience. For example, “During the more suspenseful parts, I found that |
was more aware of the jellybeans beside me” and “I remember being alone in the room and only
having the jelly beans next to me”. Thus, it seems that the jellybeans may have been more
prominent to the participants and thus led to higher attachment according to the Park et al. (2010)
scale. However, despite the prominence of the product, there was no significant increase in
perceived shared experience of emotional attachment, providing potential support for the

conception of brands as having interpersonal qualities.

Overall, study 5 provided evidence for the importance of brands in the fear experience.
Fear enhances emotional attachment only when a branded product is present. This lends support
to work on consumer-brand relationships by suggesting that brands are indeed perceived as
having interpersonal attributes that allow consumers to form relationships and, in turn, use

brands to fulfill interpersonal needs (i.e., affiliation under fear).
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Chapter 3: Conclusion

In the final chapter of this dissertation, | summarize the findings from the six studies
presented. | then discuss how these findings contribute to the field’s understanding of both brand
attachment and consumer-brand relationships. I also discuss some of the limitations and
implications for the current research. Finally, I suggest a number of future research avenues and

offer some concluding thoughts.

3.1 Summary of Results

Across six empirical studies the current research demonstrates that the experience of fear
can result in enhanced emotional attachment to a brand. | show that fear motivates a specific
interpersonal coping mechanism, a desire to share the experience with others. The presence of
the brand can satisfy this motivation, essentially taking the place of an interpersonal other. Fear
enhances the perception that the brand shared the experience with the consumer, which results in
greater emotional attachment to the brand. This result is unique to a brand, not simply a physical

product.

The pilot study found that fear seems to have a lasting impact on emotional attachment to
a brand. Using a memory recall exercise, | found that participants who had gone through a
fearful experience with a brand showed higher emotional attachment than those participants that
had gone through a happy, exciting, or sad experience. Thus, fear seems to naturally influence

attachment toward brands.
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In study 1 | showed that relative to other emotions such as happiness, sadness, and
excitement, fear resulted in higher emotional brand attachment, which was mediated by the
perception that the participant and the brand shared the fearful experience. Study 2 provided
further evidence for the underlying mechanism by demonstrating that when consumers already
had a sense of affiliation with others, the perception that the brand shared the experience was
mitigated and the increase in emotional brand attachment did not obtain. In study 3 | addressed
the extent to which the degree of physical contact (i.e., touching or consuming) played a role in
the formation of emotional brand attachment. | found that fear resulted in equivalent emotional
brand attachment regardless of the degree of contact. Interestingly I also found that for the other
emotion conditions forced consumption of the product led to emotional attachment equivalent to
fear. This study also found that while fear facilitated initial emotional brand attachment, there

was no impact of fear on initial cognitive brand attachment.

Study 4 provided additional support for the role of perceived shared experience by
demonstrating the necessity of the presence of the brand during the emotional experience to
enhance brand attachment. Importantly, study 4 used a longitudinal design to show that an initial
fear experience influenced not only initial emotional attachment, but also subsequent measures
of cognitive brand attachment at a later date. This finding suggests that Thomson et al.’s (2005)
scale of emotional attachment and Park et al.’s (2010) scale of brand attachment measure two
different components of brand attachment. Finally, study 5 found a boundary condition of the
fear-attachment effect. Specifically, only brands (or branded products) have the capacity to

change perceptions of shared experience and thus, enhance emotional attachment during a fearful
68



experience. Unbranded products did not show any difference across emotion condition on
attachment. This finding supports the conception that brands, perhaps due to their capacity for

interpersonal attributes, can fulfill interpersonal and psychological needs.

3.2 Theoretical Contributions

This dissertation makes contributions to several streams of research: brand attachment,

incidental emotions, and consumer-brand relationships.

3.2.1 Brand Attachment

This research contributes to work on brand attachment. Prior conceptualizations of brand
attachment suggest that attachment takes multiple interactions and experiences with the brand to
form (Thomson et al. 2005; Park et al. 2010). My research extends the understanding of brand
attachment by demonstrating that under certain conditions, emotional attachment can occur
instantly, with an unfamiliar brand. In exploring the process by which brand attachment can
occur, this dissertation also sought to distinguish between the two current measures of brand
attachment: Thomson et al.’s (2005) emotional attachment and Park et al. (2010)’s brand

attachment.
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3.2.1.1 Emotional Brand Attachment versus Cognitive Brand Attachment

In this dissertation, | demonstrated that brands have the ability to fulfill interpersonal
needs. To do this, | demonstrated that to cope with fear, people will affiliate with an available
brand and this enhances emotional attachment. The main measurement of attachment | focused
on was that of emotional attachment. This decision was guided by previous research that
suggests that there are two distinct evaluation stages. Emotional evaluations occur
instantaneously, without thought (Zajonc 1980), a gut evaluation about how one feels about the
brand. Emotions later inform cognitive evaluations (Edwards 1990; Schwarz and Clore 1983).
Since one of the goals of this dissertation was to examine whether fear could facilitate
attachment without prior engagement with the brand, a measure of emotional attachment seemed

most relevant.

The use of unfamiliar brands in this dissertation provided a unique opportunity to explore
potential differences between the two measures of brand attachment. While both scales suggest
similar outcomes of paying price premiums and exerting personal effort to maintain a
relationship, the means of measurement differ. As stated previously, Thomson et al. (2005)
primarily focuses on the positive emotional outcomes of feeling attached to a brands. Park et al.

(2010), on the other hand, focuses on more cognitive elements of attachment.

Since emotional evaluations can happen instantaneously, my research paradigm predicts
that fear should facilitate emotional attachment to brands that consumers had no previous

knowledge of. Providing evidence for this, studies 3 and 4 found that upon first measurement
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fear enhances only emotional brand attachment relative to other emotions. There is no initial
difference for measures of cognitive brand attachment. In addition, previous research postulates
that emotional evaluations can influence later cognitive evaluations, or evaluations that may
necessitate thought. Supporting this line of inquiry, study 4 found that an initial fear experience
results in higher cognitive brand attachment at a later time. Importantly, serial mediation analysis
showed that initial ratings of emotional attachment significantly predicted later cognitive brand
attachment. This finding provides preliminary evidence that, while both measures of brand
attachment have similar behavioral predictions, they empirically measure two distinct

components of attachment.

Thus, this dissertation started a line of inquiry to distinguish between emotional and
cognitive brand attachment. Future research is needed to not only examine the differences in the
facilitation of emotional (Thomson et al. 2005) and cognitive brand attachment (Park et al.
2010), but also to provide stronger empirical evidence for a model of the relationship between

these two measures.

3.2.2 Incidental Emotions

The findings from this research also contribute to work on incidental emotions, by
showing that not all negative emotions have negative implications for brand evaluations. | show
that fear can positively influence measures of evaluation that are more interpersonal in nature,
such as brand attachment. Interestingly, this research also explores how fear, through emotional

attachment, can exert positive influence on brand attitudes. My findings suggest that the positive
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influence of emotional brand attachment can offset the negative impact of affect transfer on
brand attitude. In study 2 | showed that when consumers already felt affiliated, the experience of
fear led to lower brand attitudes than the experience of excitement, consistent with a traditional
affect transfer effect. In contrast when consumers did not already feel affiliated, fear and
excitement led to equivalent attitudes, supporting the idea of a positive influence of emotional
attachment on attitude. Study 4 provided further support for this notion, by showing that fear led
to higher brand attitudes than sadness, but not different from excitement and happiness.
Although these findings are exploratory, they are consistent with the notion that the experience
of fear can have positive implications for brand attitude. Additional research is necessary to

understand fully the relationship between fear and brand attitude.

3.2.3 Consumer-Brand Relationships

Perhaps the most interesting contribution this research makes is to the literature on
consumer-brand relationships. This research provides evidence that an interpersonal coping

mechanism, i.e., a desire for affiliation with others in response to fear, occurs with brands.

Specifically, I demonstrate that when faced with situations in which consumers’ desire
for affiliation is heightened, in the absence of other consumers, they will seek out and affiliate
with an available brand. This provides a deeper understanding of the process by which
consumers form relationships with brands. It provides further evidence to a growing body of
research (see Thomson, Whelan, and Johnson 2012) which suggests that the way in which

consumer-brand relationships are conceived goes beyond metaphorical; indeed, on a
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psychological level brands can fulfill interpersonal needs.

This dissertation provides further evidence for brands as interpersonal partners, by
finding that consumers only appear to cope through affiliation when a brand or branded product
is present. The positive effects of fear on attachment do not occur for consumers who undergo
the emotional experience with an unbranded product. This finding bolsters previous brand
research, showing that not only are brands imbued with interpersonal attributes, but consumers
perceive these qualities to be present regardless of previous brand experience. If the way to cope
with fear was simply to hold a comfort object, then participants should have affiliated with the
unbranded product as well. This was not the case. Instead, to successfully cope with fear is to
share the experience or affiliate - something that is easier when the object has interpersonal
qualities. If consumers have the innate intuition that brands have these interpersonal qualities,
then coping with a brand would be more effective. Interestingly, participants in study 5 not only
attached to the unfamiliar brand, but they also superimposed personality traits that would be

useful during a fear experience.

3.3 Implications

This dissertation has a number of important managerial implications. The main
implication pertains to product promotion and brand introduction. This dissertation shows that
the presence of the brand during an incidental fearful experience increases brand attachment.
Thus, companies could promote new brands by including branded products during these

emotional experiences. For example, companies could include a sample or a branded
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promotional item with the purchase of a ticket to a horror movie or the purchase of a horror
DVD/Blu-ray. The product itself does not have to be a consumable, as study 3 found the
presence of the brand is significant in enhancing brand attachment. This means that any item
featuring the brand logo should effectively facilitate attachment. It is important, however, that
companies are aware that fear only successfully enhances brand attachment when the experience
is incidental in nature. If fear is used in a non-incidental manner, such as the company scaring
customers explicitly before introducing them to a brand, there should not be enhanced emotional
brand attachments. The incidental nature of the fear is an important component of the fear-

attachment process.

Another managerial implication is brand integration on online and social media. Since
physical engagement and consumption does not seem to influence the extent of attachment for
fear, brands could successfully be incorporated into new media platforms and campaigns. For
example, Doritos created advergames called Hotel 626 and Asylum 626. These advergames are
interactive, engaging, and fear/horror-based. The presence of the logo in the corner of the screen
during game play may allow consumers to share the experience with the brand and, thus,
facilitate attachment. Innovative usages such as this would help promote brand awareness and

attachment.

Along similar lines, this dissertation suggests that marketers and brand managers do not
need to be wary of placing their products into horror or fear-evoking entertainment. While
previous research on product placement suggests that managers may want to avoid placing their

products in horror movies due to negative content (Russell 1998), this dissertation states that this
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might be uncalled for. While more research is necessary to determine the most effective means
of incorporating products and brands into horror entertainment, it appears that the presence of a

brand may lead to successful attachment.

Finally, this research has implications for brand managers and consumer-brand
relationship specialists. The finding that brands are being used to satisfy interpersonal needs and
provide consumer support should change the way that marketers think of brands. The
relationship, in this case, is more than a metaphor and offers real potential for consumer-brand

psychological relationships.

3.4 Limitations and Future Research

The current research does have limitations that can seed future investigations. For
example, in my studies, | focused on defining four discrete emotions that have been typically
studied in consumption contexts (happiness, sadness, fear, and excitement). More recent
research, however, has examined emotions and motivation through the lens of cognitive
appraisal theory, which classifies emotions according to six appraisal dimensions: certainty,
pleasantness, attentional activities, control, anticipated effort, and responsibility (Lerner and
Keltner 2001). According to this framework, fear is appraised as an uncertain emotion, low in
situational control. Future research could consider these other dimensions of fear and examine

the relative importance of control or certainty in realizing these effects.

Another limitation revolves around product category. Although I attempted to examine
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the effect across both hedonic and utilitarian products, all the products used in my studies were
food or beverages. It would be useful to see if emotional brand attachments form similarly for
non-food products. For example, in the pilot study, | made the active decision to focus on
products that did not help the participants survive the experience (i.e., cell phones, cars, etc.).
This decision was made to highlight the impact that fear could have on products and brands that
were simply present in the consumption environment, to rule out a potential for attachment
through survival. However, future research should examine different product categories —

especially those that could be instrumental in surviving a fearful experience.

Another limitation was the way in which I was able to measure attachment, arousal, and
involvement in the study. I relied on experimentation and self-proclaimed measurements of
attachment. Previous research has shown that affiliation can be measured by a marked increase
in eye contact and visual attention (Gump and Kulik 1997). Future research could use eye-
tracking data to examine the amount of visual attention directed to the brand across emotion
conditions. This would provide additional insight into the results of study 3, which showed that

attachment occurred under fear even when there was no physical contact with the brand.

In addition, fear has a distinct physiological reaction (e.g., increased heart rate and
galvanic skin response). While the self-report measure of fear showed that participants
consciously knew they should be and/or were scared, a physiological measure would provide
more in-depth insights. For example, if sharing the experience with the brand is a successful way
to cope with fear, then it is possible that those participants who felt more attached to the brand

would show a decrease in physiological fear over time. Future research could highlight these
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potentially interesting insights.

In study 5, | examine whether fear can facilitate attachment only with a brand, but not an
unbranded product. While the success of these results supports the understanding of brands as
meaning markers, it also highlights that the process of attachment might occur differently for
brands versus products. Previous work in marketing has found that consumers can attach to
products (Ball and Tasaki 1992; Belk 1988) in addition to brands. Thus, future research could
examine the distinctions between brands and products, the process of attachment formation for
each, conditions that promote various forms of attachment, and whether there are benefits or

detriments to both forms of attachment.

The current investigation focused on the creation of emotional brand attachment with an
unfamiliar brand. An issue that naturally arises from this is the role that brand familiarity might
play in the effectiveness of the fear -attachment relationship. Therefore, the question is whether
this fear-attachment relationship would still be enhanced if the brand were familiar. | speculate
that because fear leads to a general motivation to affiliate, emotional brand attachment would be
enhanced regardless of the familiarity with the brand. However, it would be interesting if future

research could examine how familiarity mitigates or magnifies the effects.

Given that my research suggests that a brand can be a relationship partner, the extent to
which the partner has human-like qualities would be worthy of investigation. It may be that
emotional brand attachment occurs more readily for brands with more anthropomorphic

qualities, or brands that typically represent social communities (e.g., sports teams, Harley
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Davidson, school paraphernalia).

One of the most common ways that consumers come in contact with the emotion of fear
is voluntarily through media (e.g., horror movies) or risky experiences (e.g., sky diving).
Individuals who seek out such fearful experience do so primarily because the mixed emotions of
fear and happiness can, for these individuals, increase enjoyment of the consumption experience
(Andrade and Cohen 2007). Although this research shows that while fear-approach individuals
feel the same level of fear as fear-avoidant people, it is possible that the positive emotions they
feel reduce the need to cope with the fear experience. As such, it would be important to

understand the degree to which the motivation for affiliation occurs for fear-approach people.

Another interesting moderator would be to examine how people with social anxiety
would react in these fear circumstances. People with social anxiety are fearful of social
encounters and situations. Given that the proposed coping mechanism is to share the experience
with others, it is possible that socially anxious people would not seek out interpersonal others to
cope with fear. However, in my paradigm the interpersonal other is a brand and therefore not a
direct source of fear. As such, socially anxious people might continue to reach out for a brand to
cope with fear. If there was a magnification of brand attachment for socially anxious people, this

would provide strong evidence for the notion that brands can actually fulfill interpersonal needs.

Finally, my dissertation focuses only on fear as a high arousal negative emotion. The
question arises as to whether any high arousal negative emotion, such as anger, could have the

same effect. It would be interesting to examine whether fear is unique in its construction or if
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there are other negative emotions that exhibit similar components (i.e., anger is a high arousal
negative emotion and loneliness deals with social loss which could be coped with through

affiliation) that would also enhance emotional attachment.

3.5 Concluding Remarks

In sum, this dissertation provides insights into fears impact on brand evaluations as well
as the process of brand attachment and the roles that brands play in consumers’ lives. Through
six empirical studies, the current research highlights that fear can potentially play an important
role in enhancing and promoting brand attachment. Perhaps, the most intriguing outcome of this
dissertation is the understanding that brands play a stronger role for consumers than simply
providing heuristics for consumption decisions. Instead it seems that brands have the ability to
help consumers satisfy interpersonal and psychological needs when necessary. The discussion of
future research possibilities shows that this area of inquiry is rich with potential to make strong
contributions in this domain. I hope this dissertation provides sufficient first steps into the
examination of positive effects of fear in consumer behavior. I also hope that it helps invigorate

the discussion of the intricacies and depth of consumer-brand relationships.
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Chapter 4: Tables and Figures

4.1 Tables

Table 1. Summary of Means and Standard Deviations (Pilot Study)

Emotion
Sadness Fear Happiness Excitement
Emotional 4.01 (1.86) 5.38 (1.28) 4.51 (1.65) 4.40 (1.64)
Attachment
Table 2. Summary of Means and Standard Deviations (Study 1)
Emotion
Sadness Fear Happiness Excitement
Emotional
2.54 (1.13) 3.70 (1.21) 2.28 (1.18) 2.11(1.07)
Attachment
Perceived Shared
_ 2.74 (1.63) 4.24 (1.40) 2.00 (1.41) 2.05 (1.17)
Experience
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Table 3. Mediation Path Coefficients and Indirect Effects (Study 1)

Path Coefficients

Indirect Effects

To Perceived To Emotional Estimate Bias-Corrected
Shared Brand Bootstrap 95%
Experience Attachment Confidence
Interval
B (SE) B (SE) Effect (SE)
Emotion 1.92 (.37)*** 97 (.33)**
Perceived Shared
-- .20 (.08)*
Experience (PSE)
Emot-PSE-EBA 39 (.19) .06, .83

Note: Significance at: *p < .05, **p <.01, *** p <.001; Emot = Emotion, PSE = Perceived
Shared Experience, EBA = Emotional Brand Attachment; the data analyzed through
bootstrapped analysis (Hayes 2012 — model 4) with 10,000 iterations.

Table 4. Summary of Means and Standard Deviations (Study 2)

Affiliation Prime

Neutral Prime

Fear Excitement Fear Excitement
Emotional
2.97 (1.33) 3.03 (1.39) 4.29 (1.38) 2.97 (1.41)
Attachment
Perceived Shared
_ 2.88 (1.50) 2.33 (1.47) 4.32 (1.54) 2.19 (1.62)
Experience
Brand Attitude 4.08 (1.69) 4.72 (1.49) 5.17 (1.12) 4.61 (.99)
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Table 5. Summary of Means and Standard Deviations (Study 3)

Fear Excitement Neutral
. No Forced No Forced No Forced
Consumptlon Touch . Touch ) Touch .
Touch Consumption | Touch Consumption | Touch Consumption
Emotional 3.45 3.43 3.01 2.58 2.64 3.37 2.55 2.33 3.07
Attachment (1.21) | (1.06) (1.46) (1.24) | (1.22) (1.22) (1.08) | (.99) (1.25)
Perceived
2.79 2.80 3.15 1.65 191 3.32 1.69 1.76 3.63
Shared
(1.60) | (1.55) (1.65) (1.03) | (1.23) (1.54) (.91) 1 (.96) (1.35)
Experience
Cognitive
B q 4.47 4.24 4.42 3.43 3.78 3.89 4.16 3.11 452
ran
(2.31) | (1.76) (2.24) (1.76) | (2.04) (2.14) (2.13) | (1.80) (2.13)
Attachment
Brand 4,78 4.53 4.83 4.35 4.25 4.57 4.50 4,54 4.44
Attitude (1.17) | (1.23) (1.36) (2.01) | (1.10) (1.24) (.93) 1 (1.32) (.97)
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Table 6. Summary of Means and Standard Deviations (Study 4)

Fear Sadness Excitement Happiness Neutral
Product During | After | During | After | During | After | During | After | During | After
Presence
Time 1
Emotional
Brand 3.31 2.57 1.68 2.28 2.33 2.42 2.10 211 2.03 211
ran
(1.11) (1.25) (.87) (1.15) | (119 (10 ) 119 J(102) | (r.07) (1.06)
Attachment
Perceived
Shared 3.36 1.98 1.81 2.56 2.36 1.72 2.39 1.80 1.70 2.19
are
) (1.48) (1.42) (1.10) (1.30) | (1.23) | (98) | (153) (114 | (1.23) (1.25)
Experience
Cognitive
Brand 3.58 4.54 2.81 3.46 3.59 3.56 3.21 2.72 2.73 3.87
ran
(1.87) (2.05) (1.75) (2.20) | (2.03) | (1.68) ] (2.20) | (2.11) | (1.80) (2.15)
Attachment
Brand 4.38 4.05 3.47 3.96 4.02 4.10 3.89 4.09 4.05 4.12
Attitude (.83) (.88) (.99) (.65) (.80) (.62) | (2.07) | (.95 (.96) (.63)
Time 2
Emotional
Brand 3.75 2.80 2.08 2.68 2.88 2.41 2.69 2.49 2.38 2.66
ran
(1.41) (1.13) 1 @@.27) (1.56) | (1.36) | (1.22) ) (148) J (127 | (1.52) (1.31)
Attachment
Cognitive
Brand 5.67 4.61 3.03 4.43 4.45 3.71 3.60 3.95 3.89 3.56
ran
(2.39) (2.34) |1 (2.28) (2.38) | (2.09) | (248)] (2.16) | (2.71) | (2.25) (2.44)
Attachment
Brand 4.78 3.81 3.27 4.20 4.15 3.94 4.06 3.93 3.54 412
Attitude (1.49) | @15 | @63) | 114 | @41 | @37 | (146) | (1.53)] (1.46) | (1.56)
Averages Time 1 and Time 2
Emotional
Brand 3.53 2.68 1.88 2.48 2.60 2.41 2.39 2.31 221 2.39
ran
(1.14) (.90) (.86) (1.33) | (1.16) (104 ) (@23) 1 (.93) | (1.09 (1.04)
Attachment
Brand 4.58 3.93 3.37 4.08 4.08 4.02 3.98 4.01 3.79 412
Attitude (1.03) (.82) (1.14) (.73) (.82) (.82) | (1.14) | (92) | (@@.07) (.94)
Brand 3.67 2.46 2.29 2.94 3.00 2.61 2.65 3.05 2.44 2.98
Loyalty (1.43) (1.25) (1.39) (1.24) } (1.74) | (1.38)] (1.50) J(1.62) | (1.35 (1.42)

83




Table 7. Serial Mediation Path Coefficients and Indirect Effects (Study 4)

Path Coefficients

Indirect Effects

To Perceived To To Estimate Bias-Corrected
Shared Emotional Cognitive Bootstrap 95%
Experience Brand Brand Confidence
Attachment | Attachment Interval
Effect
B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) (SE)
Emotion 1.28 (.33)*** | .83 (.26)** .66 (.57)
Perceived Shared
_ -- 34 (.07)*** 33 (.17)*
Experience (PSE)
Emotional Brand
-- -- .64 (.21)**
Attachment (EBA)
Total 1.24
.73, 2.07
(.33)
Emot-PSE-CBA 43 (.24) .09, 1.11
Emot-PSE-EBA-
.28 (.14) .09, .69
CBA
Emot-EBA-CBA 53 (.23) 19,1.17

Note: Significance at: *p < .05, **p < .01, *** p <.001; Emot = Emotion, PSE = Perceived
Shared Experience, EBA = Emotional Brand Attachment, CBA = Cognitive Brand
Attachment; the data analyzed through bootstrapped analysis (Hayes 2012 — model 6) with

10,000 iterations.

84




Table 8. Summary of Means and Standard Deviations (Study 5)

Fear Excitement Neutral
Unbranded | Branded | Unbranded | Branded | Unbranded | Branded

Emotional 2.48 3.32 2.35 2.50 2.92 2.36
Attachment (1.25) (1.53) (1.13) (1.32) (1.49) (1.36)
Perceived 2.87 3.54 2.61 2.52 3.12 2.67
Shared (1.83) (1.49) (1.20) (1.53) (1.67) (1.56)
Experience
Cognitive 4.98 4.07 3.84 3.37 4.20 3.95
Brand (2.13) (2.61) (1.67) (2.13) (2.11) (2.61)
Attachment
Brand 4.60 4.44 4.12 4.08 4.47 4.01
Attitude (1.65) (1.33) (1.44) (1.12) (1.26) (1.20)
Honest 2.31 3.15 2.08 2.48 2.18 2.74

(.97) (1.05) (.83) (.81) (.96) (1.00)
Successful 1.91 2.60 1.92 2.16 2.04 1.92

(.95) (1.20) (.86) (.95) (1.13) (.91)

85



4.2 Figures

Figure 1. Emotional Attachment As A Function Of Emotion (Study 1)
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Figure 2. Emotional Attachment As A Function Of Emotion And Affiliation Prime

(Study 2)
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Figure 3. Brand Attitude As A Function Of Emotion And Affiliation Prime (Study 2)
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Figure 4. Emotional Attachment As A Function Of Emotion And Degree Of Consumption

(Study 3)
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Figure 5. Cognitive Brand Attachment As A Function Of Emotion And Presence Of The

Brand - Time 1 (Study 4)
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Figure 6. Cognitive Brand Attachment As A Function Of Emotion And Presence Of The

Brand- Time 2 (Study 4)
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Figure 7. Cognitive Attachment As A Function Of Emotion And Presence Of The Brand -

Brand Present During Only (Study 4)
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Figure 8. Emotional Attachment As A Function of Emotion and Branded Condition (Study

5)
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Figure 9. Perceived Shared Experience As A Function Of Emotion And Branded Condition

(Study 5)
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Appendices

Appendix A: Experimental Materials

1 Pilot Study: Instructions and Survey Questions

Instructions

For this study, we are interested in different types of experiences that you might have had with a
product or brand. Please take the time to think of the experience clearly and then describe it in

explicit and thorough detail.

Sadness Prompt:

Think back to a time in which something sad happened in your life (e.g., the death of a loved one
or pet, the loss of a job, the discouragement of being dumped or losing a 20-page paper for
school or work without saving it). Specifically, think of a time in which you can explicitly
remember having a product with you during this sad experience. For example, you were wearing
a particular type of shoes, using a particular type of backpack, drinking some kind of drink, etc.
From these experiences, please choose the one in which you remember the product the most and
write it below. In your description of the events, please be very detailed when describing the
event (what happened, where were you, were you with anyone else, etc.), how you felt during the
event, and the specifics of the product (e.g., brand, color, size, texture, smell, taste, etc.).

Fear Prompt:

Think back to a time in which you were afraid (e.g., walking home in the dark after seeing a
scary movie, being robbed/mugged/intimidated by violence, being stuck in a natural
disaster/accident, encountering a wild animal while outside or losing, etc.). Specifically, think of
a time in which you can explicitly remember having a product with you during this fearful
experience. For example, you were wearing a particular type of shoes, using a particular type of
backpack, drinking some kind of drink, etc. From these experiences, please choose the one in
which you remember the product the most and write it below. In your description of the events,
please be very detailed when describing the event (what happened, where were you, were you
with anyone else, etc.), how you felt during the event, and the specifics of the product (e.g.,
brand, color, size, texture, smell, taste, etc.).

Happiness Prompt:

Think back to a time in which you were happy (e.g., wedding day/proposal/successful date, birth
of a child, getting a promotion at work, etc.). Specifically, think of a time in which you can
explicitly remember having a product with you during this happy experience. For example, you
were wearing a particular type of shoes, using a particular type of backpack, drinking some kind
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of drink, etc. From these experiences, please choose the one in which you remember the product
the most and write it below. In your description of the events, please be very detailed when
describing the event (what happened, where were you, were you with anyone else, etc.), how you
felt during the event, and the specifics of the product (e.g., brand, color, size, texture, smell,
taste, etc.).

Excitement Prompt:

Think back to a time in which you were excited (e.g., winning the lottery, seeing a loved one that
you haven’t seen in a long time, starting a new job, looking forward to vacation, etc.).
Specifically, think of a time in which you can explicitly remember having a product with you
during this exciting experience. For example, you were wearing a particular type of shoes, using
a particular type of backpack, drinking some kind of drink, etc. From these experiences, please
choose the one in which you remember the product the most and write it below. In your
description of the events, please be very detailed when describing the event (what happened,
where were you, were you with anyone else, etc.), how you felt during the event, and the specifics
of the product (e.g., brand, color, size, texture, smell, taste, etc.).

Pilot Questionnaire:

1. Emotional Attachments to Brands (Thomson, Maclnnis and Park 2005)
Think of the brand you described in the study. Please indicate how well each of the following
words describes your feelings about the brand.

Brand:

Describes Poorly Describes Very Well
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Affectionate
Passionate
Connected
Friendly
Delighted
Bonded
Loved
Captivated
Attached
Peaceful

—oSe o oo o
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2 Film Clips (Studies 1 - 5)

Fear Stimuli Clips (used in Studies 1 —5)

The Ring (2002)

In this opening scene, two teenage girls sit in a bedroom, talking about their weekends. One of
the girls tells a story about a video tape that kills you when you watch it. The other girl starts to
panic because she watched the video. The girl starts to choke dramatically, only to have it be a
joke. The phone starts to ring and the girls turn to stare slowly at the phone, debating whether to
pick it up. Walking down the stairs, they eventually pick up the phone to find out it is one of the
girl’s mothers. In the background, the TV turns on. One of the girls goes to see who turned on
the TV, only to find out that it turned itself on. She turns it off and walks away. The TV turns on
again. She unplugs the TV and sees someone walk behind her in the reflection of the glass. In
increasing apprehension and fear, the girl follows noises up the stairs to find water pooling
outside the bedroom door. When she opens the door, she sees the TV on with a picture of a well.
She opens her mouth to scream and the screen fades black.

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/98750873/The%20Ring%201.flv

Salem’s Lot (2004)

Opens on two characters talking in the living room. After a moment, a loud sound comes from
the empty upstairs. The man starts to walk up the stairs slowly, while the woman continues to
carry on a conversation so as not to warn anyone upstairs. The man walks slowly through the
hallway as soft whispers sound from the room. When he opens the door, he sees a man who had
died previously standing in the middle of his bedroom. The man, a vampire, seems confused and
they have a conversation about how the vampire needs to leave the house. The vampire lifts up
his shirt to show a deep autopsy scar. He becomes confused and learns that he had died
previously. In anger, the vampire jumps out of the window. Cut to a jail, where a man is locked
into a cell for “drunk and disorderly”. Through the vent in the wall, a voice whispers the man’s
name and taunts him. Cut to a woman being eaten by a vampire. Cut to a young boy sleeping
while a voice whispers “Mark, open the window”. He looks out to see his friend as a vampire
taunting him through the window. He opens the window and burns his friend with a cross. The
vampire screams and leaves through the window.

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/98750873/Salem's%20Lot.flv

111


https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/98750873/The%20Ring%201.flv
https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/98750873/Salem's%20Lot.flv

Sadness Stimuli Clips (used in Studies 1 and 4)

The Champ (1979)

In this ending climactic scene, a boxer lies wounded on a table in a backroom surrounded by
worried people. The boxer, Champ, calls out for his boy. The Champ’s young son approaches
the table to talk to his father. His son cries as he says “The Champ always comes through in the
end”. After a pause, the Champ dies in front of his son, who cries out for his dad in sadness and
disbelief. He cries and talks to his dead father until a woman enters and wraps him in a hug. The
scene fades out.

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/98750873/The%20Champ.flv

I Am Sam (2001)

This is a complication of scenes from the movie, | am Sam. Starts with a young daughter asking
her mentally disabled father questions about the world. We see her growing and the depth of the
questions increasing till we see the two of them sitting in a restaurant, where the daughter asks
her father why he is different. Cut to a courtroom scene where the father is being questioned
about his ability to raise his daughter. The lawyer berates the father until the father gives up and
states that his daughter deserves more than him. Cut to a last scene where the father must say
goodbye to his daughter one last time before she is taken away by social services.

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/98750873/1%20am%20Sam.flv
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Excitement Stimuli Clips (used in Studies 1-5)

Mr. and Mrs. Smith (2005)
The scene opens on a married couple who have just discovered that they are spies for opposing

agencies. In this clip, they sneak around their house and have a fire fight trying to disarm each
other.

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/98750873/Mr%20and%20Mrs%20Smith.flv

Knight and Day (2010)

The scene opens on a woman in a car who realizes that she is being kidnapped. When she starts
to panic, a man on a motorcycle pulls up to the side of the moving car to rescue her. A long
chase scene starts where the woman is rescued from the car and the two try to outrun their
pursuers.

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/98750873/Knight%20and%20Day.flv
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Happiness Stimuli Clips (used in Studies 1 and 4)

Friends (“The One with All the Resolutions” — 1999)

It is New Year’s Eve and the friends discuss their resolutions. Ross’ resolution is to be happy in
1999 and to do something he has never done before every single day. Joey wants to learn how to
play the guitar. Chandler will not make fun of his friends for a whole year. Monica wants to take
more pictures of the group. Phoebe decides to teach Joey guitar but has a strange method of
teaching. Chandler fails to not make fun of his friends.

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/98750873/Friends%20-

%20The%200ne%20With%20Al1%20The%20Resolutions.flv

Friends (“The One that Could Have Been: Part 1” — 2000)

The group of friends imagine what could have been if something in their lives had been different.
For Ross, it is if he never realized his wife was a lesbian. For Monica, it was if she was still fat.
For Rachel, if she had married Barry. Chandler, if he had decided to become a comic. Joey, if he
was still on Days of Our Lives.

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/98750873/Friends%20(Monica).flv
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Neutral Stimuli Clips (used in Studies 3-5)

Documentary about Coal Seams

In this documentary clip, the narrator discusses the Northumberland coal seams and how coal is
formed.

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/12654864/Videos/Coal%20formation.flv

The Secret Life of the Sewing Machine (1988)

“Tim Hunkin explains the inner workings of those machines that we all take for granted...in his
own unique way.” In this clip, the audience learns about the origins of sewing machines and the
way in which these older and new machines work.

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/12654864/Videos/Sewing%20Documentary.flv
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3 Branded Product Stimuli (Studies 1 —5)

Branded Product Stimuli - Study 1

Branded Product Stimuli — Studies 2 and 3
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Branded Product Stimuli — Study 4

Branded Product Stimuli — Study 5

79

DYLAN'S CANDY BAR"
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A4 Affiliation Prime Stimuli and Manipulation Checks (Study 2)

Affiliation Prime

Orienting Task

The purpose of this task is simply to refresh your mind from the events or stresses of the day.
Below is a word search puzzle. Your job is to search the 12 X 12 letter matrix for the hidden
words, which are listed to the right of the matrix. Words could be written in the matrix from top
to bottom, from bottom to top, from left to right, from right to left, or on a diagonal. Please circle
all the words you find. You have 3 minutes to work on this puzzle task.

ACCEPTED
U W W I N C L U D E D N INCLUDED
P D W E L C (@) M E D @) V WELCOMED
P W A N T E D C E E R O ADORED
O M E O D P P E E C E L SUPPORTED
R I N V | T E D C D D V WANTED
INVOLVED
T D T C W E W R C T N E
EMBRACED
E D E | D D N T E P O D
INVITED
D E |I C A P | E D D E T
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Neutral Prime

Orienting Task

The purpose of this task is simply to refresh your mind from the events or stresses of the day.
Below is a word search puzzle. Your job is to search the 12 X 12 letter matrix for the hidden
words, which are listed to the right of the matrix. Words could be written in the matrix from top
to bottom, from bottom to top, from left to right, from right to left, or on a diagonal. Please circle
all the words you find. You have 3 minutes to work on this puzzle task.

A U S P S S E N S E AE FRESH
E F WIR | S V D I G O N VEGETABLE
CLOUD
E C R R R S E N O D E H
NARROW
T T U E N E G L N R S E
DECORATE
C A N I S T E R D S R I
SEEDS
S R R T P H T W L D C s SPACIOUS
O E H W A R A D U D U N PUDDLES
A U S O C P B O D U O P CANISTER
E D P R I E L C E V E C
E T A R O C E D P C I s
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Manipulation Check (Lee and Robbins 1998)

In the next sections you are going to respond to several questions asking about your opinions, feelings
and personality. Please do your best to answer honestly. There are no right or wrong answers.

Please read each statement below and using the number scale, indicate the extent to which you agree

or disagree with it by circling your response.

Strongly Disagree
1 2 3 4 5
1. | feel disconnected from the world around me.
2. Even around people I know, I don’t feel that I really belong.

3. | feel so distant from people.

4. | catch myself losing all sense of connectedness with society.

5. Even among friends, there is no sense of brother/sisterhood.

Strongly Agree

6 7
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5 Survey Questions (Studies 1 —5)

Sample Survey Questions

Manipulation Checks

1. While watching the movies, to what extent did you feel the following:

Not at All

1 2

a. Stimulated

b. Stirred Up

c. Provoked

Very Much

4 5 6 7

2. While watching the movie clips, to what extent did you feel the following:

TOoS3ITARToS@mOo0 T

Scared
Excited
Happy

Sad

Afraid
Joyful
Enthusiastic
Blue
Nervous
Downhearted
Cheerful
Delighted

. Energetic

Frightened
Jittery
Alone

Very A Little  Moderately  Quite a
slightly Bit
or not at

all
1 2 3 4

Extremely
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g. Lonely
r. Lively
s. Shaky

Experimental Questions:

1.

S@he oo o

What was the branded product that you were given as part of the study?

Do you have previous experience with the brand?

Yes No

How much experience do you have with the brand?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

No Experience A Lot of Experience

Thinking about the brand, please indicate how well each of the following words describe
your feelings about the brand. (Emotional Attachment — Thomson et al. 2005)

Describes Poorly Describes Very Well
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Affectionate
Passionate
Connected
Friendly
Delighted
Bonded
Loved
Captivated

Brand Attitude Questions (asked in Study 2 —5)
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5. Please give us your overall opinion of the brand
Dislike Very Much 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Like Very Much
Very Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very Positive
Very Unfavorable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very Favorable

Bad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Good

Perceived Shared Experience Questions
6. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

a. | feel like the brand went through the experience with me.
b. | feel like the brand and | underwent the movie together.
c. Through the movie experience, | felt that the brand was with me the whole time.

d. The brand and | experienced the movie together.

Brand Attachment Questions (Park et al. 2010 — asked in Studies 3- 5)
7. Please answer the following to the best of your ability.
Not at all Completely
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

a. To what extent are your thoughts and feelings toward the brand often automatic,
coming to mind seemingly on their own?
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b. To what extent do your thoughts and feelings toward the brand come to mind
naturally and instantly?

C. To what extent is the brand part of you and who you are?

d. To what extent do you feel personally connected to the brand?

Brand Loyalty Questions (used in Study 4 — Part 2)
8. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements.
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

a. | will continue to use this brand because | am satisfied and acquainted with the brand.
b. I will use this brand in spite of competitor’s deals.

c. | prefer this brand to others.

Brand Personality Questions (Aaker 1997 — used in Study 5)

9. Please use the following scale to rate how descriptive the following words are of the
brand you are evaluating.

Not Descriptive at All Extremely Descriptive

1 2 3 4 5

Down-to-Earth
Family-Oriented
Small-Town
Honest

Sincere

Real
Wholesome
Original
Cheerful

—SQ@ e oo o
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Sentimental
Friendly
Daring
. Trendy
Exciting
Spirited
Cool
Young
Imaginative
Unique
Up-to-Date
Independent
Contemporary
. Reliable
Hard-Working
Secure
Intelligent
aa. Technical
bb. Corporate
cc. Successful
dd. Leader
ee. Confident
ff. Upper-Class
gg. Glamorous
hh. Good-Looking
ii. Charming
jJ- Feminine
kk. Smooth
Il. Outdoorsy
mm.  Masculine
nn. Western
00. Tough

pp. Rugged
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Open-Ended Question (used in Study 5)

10. Think back to the movie experience study you participated in at the beginning of the
session. While you were undergoing this study, what were the things that stuck out to
you? What do you remember from the room and the experience?
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