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ABSTRACT

Three studies are conducted to investigate co-iomgnich advertising by manipulating
product and brand fit. Polarity of brand imagess{fpee or neutral) and the type of ad
processing (top-down versus bottom up) were alkentanto account. The results show
that either product or brand fit is sufficient tiguce positive attitudes towards the core
brand in case of a high image core brand. Howeahese results do not hold for core
brands with a neutral image. In that case, braed®bteam up with a brand possessing
high product fit and/or a positive image instea@ similar image.



CO-BRANDING IN ADVERTISING:
THE ISSUE OF PRODUCT AND BRAND FIT

Increasing costs of building and managing brandge wompanies to move to
brand extensions and brand alliances. In this tspe-branding has become a popular
technique in attempting to transfer positive assomns from one brand to another brand
(Washburn, Till and Priluck 2000). According to Gsman (1997, p. 191¢06-branding
occurs when two brands are deliberately paired witie another in a marketing context
such as in advertisements, products, product placésnand distribution outléts
Washburn, Till and Priluck (2000) distinguish tlidldwing co-branding strategies: 1. co-
development consisting of the pairing of two or mbranded products to form a separate
and unique product (e.g., Philishave Coolskin, adeeeloped product of Philips and
Nivea), 2. physical product integration meaning @ branded product is inextricably
linked with the other (e.g., Intel and computerras), 3. joint advertising where two
brands are advertised together mentioning, for @amnmoint usage possibilities (e.g.,
Bacardi and Coca Cola), and 4. joint promotionscatihg that by buying one brand you
can save for acquiring another brand (e.g., McDisadnd Disney). The experiments
carried out in the context of this paper exclugivd¢al with co-branding in the form of
joint advertising strategies.

Despite the growing use of all co-branding typespiactice, literature so far
mainly concentrated on describing advantages asalddantages of different strategies
(Rao and Ruekert 1994, Hillyer and Tikoo 1995, Kinign 1996, etc.). As a consequence,
relatively little is known about how consumers m@sp to brands that team up and
engage in a co-branding strategy. However, someptixms can be noted. Simonin and
Ruth (1998) and Baumgarth (2004), for example, detiated that the evaluation of a
brand alliance depends on prior attitudes, as agethn product and brand fit. Moreover,
they provided evidence that brand alliances haggttential to change attitudes towards
the partnering brands in a way that the allianselts in either a boost or a detriment for

the partnering brands. However, interaction effeetse not investigated.



The objective of the current paper was to build tbe foregoing studies by
explicitly manipulating both product and brand dd by investigating the interaction
between both variables. Following Simonin and Ra®08), we conjecture that either a
product or brand fit is sufficient to produce po&tbrand attitudes. Three experiments

were carried out to test this hypothesis.

BACKGROUND LITERATURE

The associative networ k model

The associative network model refers to the faat themory consists of a set of
nodes that are connected by relational links (6slind Loftus 1975, Nelson et al. 1993).
Product categories, brand names, brand attribetes,are all represented by nodes. A
link between two nodes is established when infolonaits processed that associates the
nodes in some meaningful way. Afterwards, the liaksl the nodes can be activated
(Anderson 1983) through external stimulation (eads) or indirectly through the
spreading activation from other nodes. This wayrand name can be seen as a cue
activating images that were formed on past inforomabr prior experience with the
brand (Swait et al. 1993). The more well-known thrands are, the more salient or
accessible brand attitudes will be, and the mdwliit is that the existing attitude will

be accessed when confronted with cues associatbdhei brand (Fazio 1986, 1989).

Product and brand fit

Since a brand alliance involves new brand assoadstithe evaluation of a brand
can change when it decides to form an alliance waitbther brand. Simonin and Ruth
(1998) demonstrated that brand alliances indeedsunahly affect the attitude towards
the partnering brands. This was the case evenréods that have engaged in many prior
alliances (such as Visa). According to Keller (20@Be most important requirement for
a successful brand alliance is that there is a#bdit between the two brands. Brands can
‘fit' each other in different ways. Research on #iectiveness of brand extensions has

centered predominantly on the issue of producigoayefit.



Translated to a co-branding context, product fit ba defined as the relatedness
or the complementarity of the product categoriewlnch the two constituent brands are
active (Simonin and Ruth 1998). However, brand resitns not only seem to be
evaluated on the similarity between the brand &edeiktension category, but also on the
extent to which the mother brand and the extenslmare other abstract meanings and
benefits (Park, Milberg and Lawson 1991). In otkrds, concept consistency also
matters. With respect to co-branding, concept ctascy largely reflects the similarity in
image of the partnering brands.

Park, Jun and Shocker (1996) tested both variablasco-development context.
Their results indicated that for a strong brandsitmore important to look for a co-
development partner that is complementary on tiibate level than one that has an
equally favorable image. Simonin and Ruth (1998), tbe other hand, investigated
product and brand fit in a joint advertising segtiTheir results showed that the higher
were brand fit and product fit, the more favorablas the attitude towards the brand
alliance. Brand fit was more important than proditcind its importance even increased
in case of high compared to low familiarity branbistheir study, sixteen brand alliances
between four car and four microchip brands werg¢etesCar brands were all highly
familiar while the familiarity of the microchip bmds varied. However, product and
brand fit were not manipulated. Although 16 differeombinations of brand alliances
were tested in their first study, product fit remed the same since all alliances consisted
of a car brand and a microchip brand. In a firgt aacond replication study the alliance
between Nortwest Airlines and Visa card, and betweesney and a major retailer was
investigated. Here again, no manipulation of thieemixof product or brand fit occurred.
Later on, Baumgarth (2004) replicated the experimeih Simonin and Ruth and
confirmed the majority of their results. Howevelsaa here no interaction between
product and brand fit was investigated. As a consege, although Simonin and Ruth
assume that either product or brand fit is suffitio positively affect brand attitudes,

this assumption, to the best of our knowledge nea®r been empirically tested.



Hypotheses

On the basis of the associative network model, care assume that in a co-
branding strategy, the associations and evaluat@indoth brands will be elicited
(Broniarczyk and Alba 1994). If the images of bditands do not match, consumers
might activate a causal search wondering why thessends team up triggering
undesirable judgments (Aaker and Keller 1990, Kelled Aaker 1992). Likewise, a poor
product fit could stimulate undesirable beliefs asgdociations (Aaker and Keller 1990).
On the basis of this, it seems indeed likely taiassthat in case there is either a product
or a brand fit, negative beliefs, associationsudigments can be avoided since there is a
kind of fit between the partnering brands. A quasivte study consisting of 30 depth
interviews with undergraduate students of a Belgiaiversity confirmed the foregoing
assumption (see Appendix 1). On the question why ttonsidered some brand alliances
as “good”, they mentioned among other things, “beeaboth brands have the same
image” and “because both products are complemént&wgasons for considering an
alliance as “bad”, were amongst others “because tiseno link whatsoever between the

brands”. The foregoing leads to the following hypases:

H1: A joint advertisement with a partner characked by a high brand — low
product fit, low brand — high product fit or higlidnd — high product fit will lead
to more positive attitudes than with a partner cwerized by a low brand — low

product fit.

H2: A joint advertisement with a partner charactsd by a high brand — low
product fit, a low brand - high product fit, anchagh brand - high product fit lead

to equally positive attitudes.

Ads can be processed in many different ways. Osendtion that can be made
and which seems important in the context of co-thram strategies, is top-down versus
bottom-up processing (Samu, Krishnan and Smith 198%ase of top-down processing,
consumers first process information at categorgllemext at brand level, and then at
attribute level (Park and Smith 1989).



The opposite sequence holds for bottom-up procgssinis not inconceivable
that, in case top-down processors do not perceiadaquate product fit between the two
allying brands, counterarguments and negativeud#g are formed, irrespective of the
level of fit in brand image. Bottum-up processirg) more tedious than top-down
processing and might produce more negative atstudecase a fit is not immediately
found. To verify that the above-mentioned hypotkebkeld both for top-down and
bottom-up processors, two separate experiments wanducted. The ads in the first
experiment were created to induce top-down proogssvhile the ads in the second
experiment were created in a way that bottom-uggssing was more likely. Both in the
first and second experiment a high image brand et@sen as the core brand. In this
case, a partner of the same image (high brandvéig equivalent to a partner with a
positive image. To verify that high brand fit matteé and not partnering with a high
image brand, a third experiment was set up thalt @ath a core brand possessing a

neutral instead of a positive image.

EXPERIMENT 1

A two (brand fit: similar image or not) x two (proct fit: compatible product or
not) between subjects design was set up. Realrrtthe fictitious brands were used to
make sure that genuine brand associations anddasitcould be activated. Moreover,
since Simonin and Ruth (1998) demonstrated thaa fless-known partner the impact of
brand fit significantly decreased, only well-knowrrands were included in the
experiment. Further, not to make the experimentcimmplex, we decided to select one
core brand and to team it with respectively a brahdracterized by 1. a product and
brand fit, 2. a product, but no brand fit, 3. arglabut no product fit, and 4. neither a
product, nor a brand fit. For the core brand wesehthe product category of shower gels.
Sportswear was chosen as the compatible produttnabile phones as the incompatible
product. These categories were chosen becausee lprtiducts are relevant for our
respondents (students), 2. students are very gamiith brands in these categories, and

3. huge image differences exist among brands setbategories.



Pretest

Three shower gel brands (Dove, Sanex, and Nivéagetsportswear brands
(Puma, Nike and Adidas) and three mobile phonedsdRricsson, Alcatel and Nokia)
were included in a pretest. Each shower gel braasl paired with each of the sportswear
brands and each of the mobile phone brands to &ghmieen potential brand alliances.
Respondents were 30 bachelor students of a Fleftdisiersity who voluntarily
participated in the test. Each respondent evaludtedxtent to which the two brands in
each of the eighteen pairs had a similar imagedtLahall similar, 10=very similar). The
differences in image fit were more pronounced foveld than for Sanex and Dove.
Therefore, Nivea was chosen as the core brandTgkle 1). The brands of which the
image resembled that of Nivea the most were NikkNMwokia, while the brands of which
the image resembled that of Nivea the least wemneaPand Alcatel. Paired samples t-tests
showed that the brand fit of the brand allianceddiNike was significantly higher than
that of Nivea — Pumag= 3.472, p = .002). The same conclusion can berdfar the
brand alliance Nivea-Nokia versus Nivea-Alcate} & 6.049, p < .001). Moreover, the
mean image fit of each pair differed from the nalutmage value (=5) in the expected
direction, so that we can indeed argue that Nidekja and Nike are seen as brands with
a similar image and Nivea, Alcatel and Puma asdwzavith a dissimilar image.

Insert Table 1 About Here

Stimuli

Four fictitious ads were constructed in such a wiagt the only difference
between the ads was the picture of the partneniagdo(see Appendix 2). The ads were
created in a way that top-down processing was rtikety than bottom-up processing
(Samu, Krishnan and Smith 1999). More specificdahyg, ads showed a young man taking
a shower while holding a product in each hand: Aigbower gel and either a mobile
phone or a sports shoe. In this way, the (non-)ptementarity between the products was

stressed.



The headline included both partnering brands, baitndt make reference as to
how the two brands were linked: “Nivea and (partioeand), hard to live without them”.
No elaborate processing was necessary since thegia the ad made the link between
the products immediately clear. Since the ads nthedgnon-) complementarity of the
products explicit, it can be assumed that top-dpwotessing is elicited: it seems more
likely that consumers started processing at thegoay level to see how the products

were linked.

Procedure

220 students of a Flemish university participatedhie experiment in exchange
for a free cinema ticket. Upon arrival they wereigised to one of the four conditions. A
fictitious magazine was created containing texastoons, three filler ads and the test ad.
The test ad appeared on the fourth page of the zivegaAfter reading the magazine,
respondents were probed for their attitude towd#ndscore brand (Nivea), their attitude
towards the alliance, and the brand and produdif fibhe allying brands. Filler questions
were inserted in between the target questionsidtaéprocedure took about 30 minutes.

M easur es

Manipulation checks. Brand fit was measured in the same way as in teegt,
meaning that respondents rated the image fit ofcthranding partners. Independent
samples t-tests showed that the manipulation wasessful.

The image fit between Nivea and Nokia was signifiyahigher than the one
between Nivea and Alcatel {(Mea-nokia=6-07, Miivea-aicatem3.85, tos= 4.991, p<.001). The
same conclusion can be drawn for the fit betweer@&land Nike versus Nivea and Puma
(Mnivea-nike=6.40, Mveapumz5.11, tos= 3.095, p=.003). It has to be added, though, that
unlike in the pretest, Puma does not longer shomisiit in image with Nivea, but
reaches the neutral value (no fit, no misfit).

Product fit was measured by having respondentsatelithe complementarity of
different pairs of products on a 10-point semadifterential (1 = not complementary at
all, 7 = very complementary). Again, an independsainples t-test showed that the

10



manipulation was successful: shower gels and spedswere considered to be much
more complementary than shower gels and mobile gh@Nknower gel — sportswear 7.14
versus Mhower gel — mobile phones 1.69, tig= -23.861, p<.001).

Dependent variables. Attitude towards the core brand (Ab) (Nivea) was
measured on a four-item seven-point differentialesqdo not like-like, unfavorable-
favorable, bad-good, negative-positive) (Cronbacigha = .928). Attitude towards the
alliance (Aal) was measured by means of a four-ismwen-point scale (unfavorable-
favorable, negative-positive, bad-good, unappeadipgealing) (Cronbach’s alpha =
.919).

Results

H1 assumed that any fit would lead to a more pasitittitude towards the core
brand than no fit at all, while H2 posited thatdifference would occur between the three
different types of fit (only product fit, only brdnfit, both product and brand fit).
Multivariate analysis of variance taking brand gndduct fit as independent variables
and Ab and Aal as dependent variables showed #isat main effect of brand fit, but
not of product fit. Furthermore, as hypothesizegigmificant interaction effect between
brand and product fit was revealed (see Table &ing a look at the univariate analyses
learns that none of the effects are significant Aal, while for Ab a marginally
significant effect of product fit, a significant fe€t of brand fit and a significant

interaction effect was found.

Insert Table 2 About Here

Supporting H1, Figure 1 indicates that for Ab iedaot seem to matter which fit
there is between the brands, as long as ther¢hisr&i product and/or a brand fit. In case
a brand teams up with another brand without haamg fit at all, the alliance may hurt
the brand since the evaluation of the brand isifsegmtly less positive than in the case of

a perceived fit.
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A one-way anova with attitude towards the core 8ras dependent variable and
partner brand (on four levels) as independent blriaonfirmed this. Indeed, the results
indicated a significant effect of type of partneand 3210 = 11.529, p<.001).

Post-hoc Bonferroni tests showed that the partritrowt brand and product fit
(Alcatel) (Mnivea-aicater3.70) led to a significantly lower attitude towarthe core brand
than the partner with either a brand fit {Mh-noki=4.92, p<.001), a product fit (Mea-
pume4.62, p<.001) or both a brand and product fiti(Mnokiz4.59, p<.001). No other
differences were significant. As a consequencdaaas Ab is concerned, also support
for H2 was found. So, even in case top-down praegss likely to occur, consumers
respond equally positive to a brand than productWiith respect to Aal, support was
found neither for H1 nor for H2. However, despite fact that the interaction between

product and brand fit was insignifant for Aal, FiguL shows that the differences point in

the expected direction.

Insert Figure 1 About Here

EXPERIMENT 2

Again, a two (brand fit: similar image or not) x dwproduct fit: compatible
product or not) between subjects design was sefl@.same core and partner brands
were used, but this time the complementarity betwtbe brands was not imposed by the
ads. In the first experiment the ads were createsl way that top-down processing was
more likely than bottom-up processing (Samu, Krashand Smith 1999). No elaborate
processing was necessary since the picture indhmale the link between the products
immediately clear. This is assumed to produce peséffect. Samu, Krishnan and Smith
(1999) confirmed that top-down ads (as comparedbadtom-up ads) produced
significantly more positive brand attitudes for l@m@mplementary products, while no
difference was detected for high complementary petel As a consequence, it is

possible that hypotheses 1 and 2 hold for top-da@s) but not for bottom-up ads.

12



Therefore, in experiment 2 the link was not maasailneither in the picture nor
in the headline, but a baseline was used refetontpe attributes of the two brands to
encourage a bottom-up processing. Since this regjuiore cognitive effort on the part of
the consumer, especially for brands with a low pobdit, more negative attitudes could

result.

Stimuli

Four fictitious ads were constructed in such a wat the only difference
between the ads was the logo of the partneringdbfsge Appendix 2). The ads showed
the body of a lady carrying two shopping bags. bmliags only the logo of the brands
appeared, no packshots were included. The headlase kept very neutral “Back to
basics”, while the baseline referred to attributéshe brands: “(partner brand) for the

ultimate connection/sports experience. Nivea ferutimate shower experience”.

Procedur e and measur es

120 students from a Flemish university participatethe experiment in exchange
for a free cinema ticket. A similar procedure asxperiment 1 was used.

Manipulation check. The brand fit of pairs of co-branding partnersemis of
image was again measured on a 10-point Likert s¢t@ot at all similar, 10=very
similar). Independent samples t-tests showed aessfd manipulation. The image fit
between Nivea and Nokia was significantly higheantithe one between Nivea and
Alcatel (Mnivea-Nokie=6.10, Miivea-aicateF4.40, k= 2.553, p=.013). The same conclusion can
be drawn for the fit between Nivea and Nike verbligea and Puma (Mea-nike6.90,
Mhiivea-pumaD.57, b= 2.263, p=.027).

Product fit of different pairs of products in terrms complementarity was again
measured on a 10-point semantic differential (1ot complementary at all, 7 = very
complementary). Also this manipulation was sucedsshower gels and sportswear
received much higher complementarity scores thasweh gels and mobile phones

(Mshower gel — sportswear 7.40 versus Mower gel — mobile phones 1.33, ti1g= -26.205, p<.001).
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Dependent variables. Attitude towards the core brand (Nivea) was measm
a four-item seven-point differential scale (do fike-like, unfavorable-favorable, bad-
good, negative-positive) (Cronbach’s alpha = .949)itude towards the alliance (Aal)
was measured by means of a four-item seven-poiate s(unfavorable-favorable,

negative-positive, bad-good, unappealing-appeal(@gnbach’s alpha = .920).

Results

Multivariate analysis of variance shows a marginaignificant effect of brand fit
and a significant effect of product fit, but norsigcant interaction effect (see Table 2).
As was the case in experiment 1, univariate anslysticate a different pattern of effects
for Ab and Aal (see Table 2). Concerning Aal, oalgignificant main effect of product
fit was discovered leading to the conclusion thatsnpport was found for either H1 or
H2. With respect to Ab, on the other hand, a sigaift main effect of both brand fit and
product fit was observed, as well as a margindtipificant interaction effect. Despite
the fact that this time a bottom-up ad was usegliriéi 2 shows a similar interaction for
Ab as in experiment 1: a fit in one way or anotfesults in a more positive evaluation of
the core brand than when there is no fit with thetiner brand. A one-way Anova with
attitude towards the core brand as dependent Varald partner brand (on four levels)
as independent variable indeed indicated a sigmfieffect of type of partner brand
(F(3,119) = 6.938, p<.001). Post-hoc Bonferronigeshowed that the partner without a
brand and product fit (Alcatel) (Mea-aicaer3.77) led to a significantly lower attitude
towards the core brand than the partner with eighlerand fit (Mivea-nokiz4.58, p=.028),
a product fit (Mivea-pumz4.84, p<.001) or both a brand and product fit(Mnike4.92,
p<.001). No other differences were significant.&fso for the ads that were more likely
to induce bottom-up processing, support was foumdobth H1 and H2 as far as Ab is
concerned. In contrast to experiment 1, there igndation of an interaction effect for

Aal at all now. Figure 2 only shows the significamin effect of product fit.

Insert Figure 2 About Here
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EXPERIMENT 3

Experiment 1 and 2 involved a core brand that hadstive image. This brand
was teamed up with brands with an equally posibivéess positive image. The question
is whether the results found previously also agplya core brand that has a neutral or
more negative image. Washburn, Till and PriluckO@Oinvestigated different brand
equity combinations in the setting of high prodfic{potato chips and barbecue sauce
which allied to produce barbecued potato chipskiTresults showed that brands in a
low equity/low equity combination are evaluated mpgorly, while no difference was
observed for brands in a high equity/high equityhigph equity/low equity combination.
As a consequence, it is possible that brand fifoisthe key variable, but rather looking
for a partner with a positive image.

To test this assumption, a core brand with a nkeatrarage image was selected
and consequently paired with brands that had alainor more positive image. The
product categories remained the same.

Pretest

Five shower gel brands, four sportswear brandstharee mobile phone brands
were included in a pretest. Respondents were 1@Bebar students of a Walloon
university who voluntarily participated in the teBach respondent evaluated the image
of six brands. Image was measured on a six-itewerspoint Likert scale based on
Mishra, Umesh and Stern (1993) (liked by many peopéry popular, market leader,
highly recognized, fashionable, and successfulpri@ach’s alpha = .917). On the basis
of the results, Palmolive was chosen as the caedofshower gel). As for brands with a
similar image, we chose Puma and Ericsson, whéads with a dissimilar image were

represented by Nike and Nokia (see Table 2).

Insert Table 3 About Here
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Stimuli

The same stimuli as in experiment 2 were used, thrdynames and logos of the
core and partnering brands were changed (see App2nhd

Procedure

120 students of a Walloon university voluntarilytpapated in the experiment. A

similar procedure as in experiment 1 and 2 was.used

M easur es

Manipulation checks. Brand fit was measured by having respondents atalu
the image of the core brand (Palmolive) and thénpang brand on a six-item, seven-
point Likert scale based on Mishra, Umesh and S(@é893) (appreciated by many
people, recognized, popular, market leader, mod@ah successful) Since Cronbach’s
Alpha = 0.917 was comfortably high, a mean acrhessix items was calculated. Paired
samples t-tests show that the manipulation wasesgéal. Palmolive had a similar image
as Puma (Maimoive=4.71, Mpums4.52, b= -.760, p=.453) and Ericsson ghoive4.63,
Mericssor4.68, bo= .184, p=.855) and a less positive image than NMgamoive4.62,
Miike=6.48, to= 7.86, p<.001) and Nokia (Mmoive4.81, Myki=6.50, b= 10.08,
p<.001). Product fit was measured as in experirfieantd 2. Again, a paired samples t-
test showed that the manipulation was successhdwer gels and sportswear are
considered to be much more complementary than shgele and mobile phones {(Muer
gel — sportswear- 0.34 VErsus Miower gel — mobile phones 1.94, 110= 21.969, p<.001).

Dependent variables. Attitude towards the core brand (Palmolive) wassueed
on a three-item seven-point differential scale (u like-like, unfavorable-favorable,
bad-good). Attitude towards the alliance (Aal) wasasured by means of a four-item
seven-point scale (unfavorable-favorable, negaibstive, bad-good, unappealing-

appealing) Cronbach’s alpha above .8 were obtdmetthese two last measures.
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Results

Multivariate analysis of variance shows a significanain effect of product fit
and a marginally significant interaction effect s€able 2). As was the case in the
previous experiments, different results were olat@ifor the two dependent variables, Ab
and Aal (see Table 2). Concerning Aal, univariatalgsis of variance again indicated a
significant main effect of product fit, while noré the other effects were significant.
With respect to Ab, no significant main effect @abd or product fit was found this time,
but again a marginally significant interaction effeappeared. Figure 3 indicates a
different pattern as in experiment 1 and 2, thodglseems that a neutral brand does
better not join forces with another neutral bramiless the products are complementary.
A one-way anova with attitude towards the core ras dependent variable and partner
brand (on four levels) as independent variable dasindicate a significant effect of
type of partner brand §ff10= 2.073, p=.108). None of the post-hoc Bonfertesis are
significant either. However, independent samplest-did show (marginally) significant
differences in the attitude towards the core biaetsveen the alliance with a partner with
a similar image (Mamolive-ericssor4.50) on the one hand, and a partner with a more
positive image (Mamoive-Noki=D-16, $s=2.125, p=.038), a complementary partner
(Mpamolive-Nike=D-03, £s=1.660, p=.102) and both a complementary and intagegruent
partner (Mbamolive-pumzd.21, §s=1.958, p=.055) on the other hand. No other diffees
were significant. As a consequence, H1 and H2 dalbpe@ccepted in case a core brand

of a neutral image is used, neither for Ab norAat.

Insert Figure 3 About Here
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DISCUSSION

Rather surprisingly we found different effects ofifid and product fit on the
attitude towards the brand than the attitude towane alliance. Our hypotheses mainly
hold for Ab, but not for Aal (except for experimehtin which tentative evidence was
found for Aal as well). When evaluating the alliepnconsumers mainly seem to rely on
how well both products fit. Perhaps consumers ugeernognitive criteria to evaluate an
alliance than the allying brands. More researclh@is needed, as well as how, to what
extent and in which situations Aal carries overAb. In this particular study, we
investigated responses to joint advertising, not pcoduction. In joint advertising
alliances the main purpose is to improve the altisutowards each of the allying brands.
Therefore, we believe that for joint advertisintjasces, our results concerning Ab are at
least — if not more- important than the resultsAat. The remainder of this discussion is
therefore devoted to the impact on Ab.

The results of experiment 1 and 2 seem to inditeieteaming up with a brand
that fits either on the image or product compatiplevel is a better choice than choosing
for a partner with whom there is no brand or pradiitcHowever, in these experiments
the core brand already had a highly positive im&gea consequence, it was not possible
to disentangle the “brand fit” from a “positive ige partner” condition. Therefore, we
chose a core brand with a moderately positive otrakimage in the third experiment.
The results showed a different picture. In thise¢cdlke worst option was a brand with a
high brand — low product fit. This result has poasly also been reported by Washburn,
Till and Priluck (2000). Probably, the activatiohamly moderately positive associations
for both brands and the fact that no congruencéherproduct category level could be
found, did not evoke sufficiently positive affeet the respondents to come to a real
positive attitude towards the core brand. As a equsnce, it seems that also the results
of experiment 1 and 2 better be interpreted in $eofi‘positive image partner” instead of
“similar image partner”.

Three experiments were conducted in which we inyattd the interaction
between product and brand fit. Significant inte@aceffects were found in experiments 1
and 2, and a marginally significant effect was obse in experiment 3.
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The fact that we found these (marginally) significpatterns, provides a strong
case for the importance of the variables studiedeé¢d, we only investigated brands that
were very familiar to the respondents and had loeeie Belgian market for a long time.
In case consumers are highly familiar with brantisan be assumed that they already
hold extensive associations and stable attitudeartts them. Moreover, the impact of an
information source is expected to decrease witlryeadditional piece of information
(Levin and Gaeth 1988). As a consequence, thaidst towards such familiar brands
can be expected to be more resistant to change(E826, 1989). Nevertheless, we did
find a significant impact of the type of partnerbeand engages with in a joint ad.
Therefore, the impact of a joint advertising siggtean be expected to be even more
pronounced in situations where the core brand tsweldl-known (Simonin and Ruth
1998).

The fact that the results were more pronounced xipeement 1 and 2 as
compared to experiment 3 is rather surprising. éddeShimp Stuart and Engle (1991)
argue that attitudes toward weaker brands are maiéeable and less stable than are
consumer attitudes toward stronger brands. As aemprence, we expected smaller
differences for the positive image brand, Niveaanttfor the neutral image brand,
Palmolive. The opposite appeared to be true. Psrttap can be explained by the fact
that Palmolive was not a real weak, but ratherwrakbrand. Another possibility is that
the strength of respondents’ attitudes differed\fivea and Palmolive.

The main difference between experiment 1 and 2 tvastype of ad that was
used. In experiment 1 the link between the prodwets shown in the picture of the ad,
while this was not the case in experiment 2. It wapected that consumers would
process the ad in experiment 1 top-down, whiledhe in experiment 2 bottum-up. The
type of processing could have an influence on hasitively or negatively non-
complementary brands were evaluated. The facttkigasame conclusion can be drawn
on the basis of experiment 1 and 2, could be intéed as robust evidence for the impact
of the variables studied. An alternative explamai®that the ads from experiment 1 and

2 were not processed in a different way.

19



According to Samu, Krishnan and Smith (1999) aedéht processing can only be
expected in case of high involvement because amyived consumers will be motivated
to find out what the relation between the brandsansl seek for cognitive closure.
However, we belief this explanation is not viabkrénfor two reasons. First of all, high
involvement products such as mobile phones andispogar were used as partnering
products. Secondly, if we analyse the data of expmarts 1 and 2 jointly, we find
evidence that the ads were processed slightlyrdifte Univariate analysis of variance
taking attitude towards the core brand (Nivea) apetident variable and number of
experiment (1 versus 2), brand fit and product$tindependent variables, showed the
expected main and interaction effects of brandHitss0 = 16.421, p<.001), product fit
(F1,339 = 15.130, p<.001), and brand fit x product fit ¢fo = 15.084, p<.001). On the
other hand, an insignificant effect of number opesment (k339 = .310, p=.578), an
insignificant interaction effect between numbeegperiment and brand fit {39 = .330,
p=.566), but a marginally significant interactiofieet between type of experiment and
product fit (k339 = 2.569, p=.110) was found. The latter interactfiect is shown in
Figure 4 and indicates that the (bottom-up) adsd useexperiment 2 led to more
polarized attitudes (more positive attitudes inecasproduct fit was detected, and more
negative attitudes in the absence of productHh#ntthe (top-down) ads in experiment 1.
As a consequence, we do belief that our resultd imdspective of the type of ads that

are used.

Insert Figure 4 About Here

LIMITATIONSAND SUGGESTIONSFOR FURTHER RESEARCH

Several limitations can be noted. First of allitattes toward the core brand were
not measured before exposure to the joint advergsé As a consequence, it is not
possible to make a before — after comparison. Busviresearch indicated that co-

branding strategies are very unlikely to have aatieg impact.
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For example, Baumgarth (2005) found negative spid¥ effects for only 2 of 32
brands, while Washburn, Till and Priluck (2000) lkkbuot detect a negative impact of
low equity brands either. But still, on the basfstlte current experiments we do not
know whether all combinations result in positivdeefs (but some in more positive
effects than others), or that one or more typgsaainers produce negative effects. Future
research could fill this caveat. In this respetisialso recommended to take attitude
strength into account since it is much harder tnge strong than weak attitudes.

A second limitation is that we did not take brandnership into account.
Hadjicharalambous (2005) reported that owners (erson-owners) of a brand
responded more positively to a co-branding strategglving a high prestige brand and
more negatively to an alliance involving a low pigs brand. It is possible that for brand
owners a high product fit cannot offset the factt ttihe partner has a less positive image
than the core brand. Therefore, it would be intergsto include this variable in future
studies.

Thirdly, respondents were exposed to the ads omée.oLane (2000) found that
incongruent brand extensions were evaluated maosgiyely when advertising repetition
increased from one to five times. As a consequehdg possible that the impact of the
variables product fit and high image partner detetes over time. Moreover, the ads
used in the current study were rather simple. Moymplex ads could be processed
differently.

Fourthly, all respondents in the experiments wdtelents. Possibly different
results are found in a representative sample ofpthgulation. However, it should be
noted that only products were investigated that tedelvance to students (shower gels,
mobile phones and sports wear).

Finally, it would be useful to incorporate brandiéfs in future studies. For
example, both for new and existing brands, onedcowestigate to what extent brand

beliefs and attitudes differ when a different cadating partner is chosen.
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TABLE 1

Imagefit of the co-branding partners (pretest experiment 1 and 2)

Paired product Brand alliance Mean t-value Selected brands
image fit Product fit Image fit
Mobile phone Nivea - Alcatel 3.27 2.086* No No
Nivea - Nokia 6.27 -2.253* No Yes
Sportswear Nivea — Puma 3.97 2.383* Yes No
Nivea - Nike 5.83 -4.386*** Yes Yes

! results of one-sample t-test taking the midpofrthe scale as test value

*p<.05  **p<.001
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TABLE 2

MANOVA results (F-values) taking brand and product fit asindependent and

Attitude towardsthe Brand and Attitude towardsthe Alliance as dependent

variables

Multivariate effects

Univariate effects

Ab Aal
Experiment 1
Product fit 2.075 3.588 1.598
Brand fit 7.347% 14.690%** 671
Product x brand fit 8.266*** 16.308*** 371
Experiment 2
Product fit 8.091** 12.402* 8.575%
Brand fit 2.520" 4.971* 113
Product x brand fit 1.782 3.440 .028
Experiment 3
Product fit 6.709** 1.699 13.249%**
Brand fit 1.045 1.118 127
Product x brand fit 2.617" 3.401) .091

® p<.10, * p < .05, ** p<.01, *** p < .001



TABLE 3

Image of the co-branding partners (pretest experiment 3)

Partnering Mean image t-value Condition

brand partner  core brand (Palmolive) brand fit  dnai fit
Puma 4.45 4.27 744 Yes Yes
Nike 6.24 4.27 11.390* No Yes
Ericsson 4.67 4.27 1.816 Yes No
Nokia 6.35 4.27 12.619* No No
*p <.001
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FIGURE 1

Interaction between brand and product fit (experiment 1)
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Interaction between product and brand fit (experiment 2)

FIGURE 2
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FIGURE 3

Interaction between brand and product fit (experiment 3)
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FIGURE 4

Interaction between experiment (1 versus 2) and product fit
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APPENDIX 1

Qualitative study

To get a better idea of why consumers like or dolike brand alliances, 30 depth
interviews were organized. Respondents were tokely tiwvere participating in an
advertisement experiment and were shown a booklgiaming 8 ads: five classical ads
promoting one brand, two existing co-branding add ane fictitious co-branding ad.
Afterwards they were asked which ads they remendbefeventy-six respondents
spontaneously mentioned that the booklet conta@sdpromoting more than one brand,
three of which were able to mention both brandstamhty-three who mentioned one of
the partnering brands. Twelve others rememberedattieghat there were ads promoting
two instead of one brand when the booklet was shawsecond time. Only two
respondents did not pay attention to the fact thate were “special” ads. So, for the
majority of the respondents the co-branding adedstout and attracted more attention
than the classical ads. Next, respondents weredaskat were good and bad alliances
and why this was so (open-ended questions). Fréiguaentioned reasons why alliances
were considered as good included “when both brdwade the same image”, “because
both brands target the same audience”, and “bedaatbeproducts are complementary”.
For bad alliances following reasons were providéutere is no link whatsoever between
the brands”, “the brands do not have the same imdtee brands have opposing

values”.
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Ad used in experiment 1

“Nivea & Nokia, you cannot live without them”

Ad used in experiment 3

»

L

Back to the basics.
¥V

APPENDIX 2
Ad used in experiment 2

!
:
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