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How does power affect consumers’ evaluation of brand extensions? High power prime tends to induce more abstract thinking than low

power prime does. Accordingly, I propose that high power primed people will process brand extension evaluations at a higher level of

abstraction, and will evaluate a moderate brand extension more favorably than low power primed people. These hypotheses were

tested in an experiment.
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Extended Abstract
Brand extension is an important topic in consumer behavior research. Extant research highlights fit between a parent brand and 

its extension product as a major determinant of brand extension success, and focuses on identifying brand related factors or individual 
factors that affect the perceived fit and the evaluation (Ahluwalia 2008; Keller 2002; Park, Milberg, and Lawson 1991). However, a very 
important aspect of social factor such as power has been largely ignored in the literature. Power has recently gained attention from the 
consumer scholars, who found that power has a systematic effect on consumer decisions such as spending propensities (e.g., Rucker 
and Galinsky 2008). 

Power has been defined as an individual’s relative capacity to control resources and outcomes, both one’s own and others’ (Keltner, 
Gruenfeld, and Anderson 2003; Thibaut and Kelley 1959). It has been well documented that people with high power tend to engage in 
more abstract thinking than those with low power. For example, Smith and Trope (2006) found that high power primed participants in the 
task of categorization were more inclusive in their categorization than low power primed participants, and rated the weak exemplars as 
less atypical. High power primed participants chose a greater number of a higher level of alternatives than low power primed participants 
in a Behavior Identification Form (BIF) task, a measure of different levels of abstractness of behaviors (Vallacher and Wegner 1989). 
The research findings on the relationship between power and abstract thinking suggest that power might have a role in brand extension 
evaluations. 

Perceiving fit is a global judgment of the relations that exist between a brand extension and its parent brand, based on factors such 
as being in similar product categories, sharing important attributes (Aaker and Keller 1990; Kim and John 2008). People who process 
information at an abstract level may perceive more fit between the brand extension and the parent brand (Aggarwal and Law 2005; 
Monga and John 2007). Thus, I propose that high power people will process brand extension evaluations at a higher level of abstraction, 
perceive a moderate brand extension as being more similar to the parent brand category, and evaluate the extension more favorably than 
low power people. Previous research has shown that consumers tend to be likely influenced by situational factors in their brand extension 
evaluations when the brand extension was moderate than extreme (Barone, Miniard, and Romeo 2000). However, no differences between 
high power people and low power people are predicted in the evaluation of a near brand extension since it would already be rated as a 
member of the parent brand category, regardless of the different status of power. Thus, the formal hypotheses are as follows:

H1: High power people will evaluate a moderate brand extension more favorably than low power people. 

H2: High power people and low power people will not show a difference in the evaluation of a near brand extension.

ExPERIMENT

Method
Design and Participants. Seventy eight undergraduate students from a large southwestern university participated in a 2 (power 

priming: high vs. low) x 2 (extension fit: near vs. moderate) between-participants study. They were randomly assigned to one of the 
four conditions. 

Stimuli. BMW was used as the parent brand. Two hypothetical extensions for BMW were chosen after a pretest (N=25): BMW 
motorboat as a near extension, and BMW golf clubs as a moderate extension (t=4.32, p<.001). 

Measures. Participants’ evaluation of a proposed brand extension (1=poor to 7=excellent scale), brand extension fit judgment 
(1=inconsistent/not fit to 7=consistent/fit scales), and their familiarity (1= not familiar to 7=familiar scale) and attitude toward BMW 
(1=poor to 7=excellent scale). The two items for brand extension fit judgment was averaged (r=.74). 

 
Results and Discussion

Brand familiarity and brand attitude were used as covariates in the analyses. A 2 x 2 ANOVA was run on the brand extension 
evaluation. The interaction between power and extension fit on the evaluation emerged (F (1, 76)=4.52, p<.05). Specifically, simple 
contrasts showed that high power-primed participants evaluated the moderate extension more favorably than low power-primed participants 
(Mhigh power=4.52, Mlow power=3.28, F (1, 76)=5.64, p<.05), whereas such a difference was not observed in the evaluation of the near 
extension (Mhigh power=5.1, Mlow power=5.0, F (1, 76)=.11, p=.74). Therefore, H1 and H2 were supported.

Mediation analyses (Baron and Kenny 1986) confirmed mediation by perceived fit on the extension evaluation. Power emerged as a 
predictor of the evaluation (β=.22, t=1.92, p<.06) as well as brand extension fit judgment (β=.23, t=2.03, p<.05). When both power and 
the fit judgment were included in the same regression equation, the effect of power became insignificant (β=.09, t=.96, p=.34), whereas 
brand extension fit judgment was significant (β=.53, t=5.44, p<.001). The analyses suggest complete mediation of the effect of power 
on the evaluation by perceived fit (Sobel test-statistic=1.91, p<.05). 

This research makes important contributions with implications for further research. Foremost, it discovers the new role of power 
as moderator in brand extension evaluations while most current research has focused on the effect of power on consumers’ spending 
propensities such as status consumption. Second, it is the first study that investigated the role of social power in brand extension research, 
whereas most research in the literature has examined individual factors or brand related factors to affect the evaluation of brand extension. 
Third, it demonstrates that different social power groups tend to view the same brand extension differently. The finding signals that brand 
extensions may be more segment specific phenomena rather than universal ones. 

Finally, the next step for this research is to generalize the findings in different settings, and to further test whether the moderating role 
of power in the brand extension evaluation would be tempered by a parent brand factor, e.g., whether the parent brand is status-associated. 
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Brand Synergy in Multi-Product Experiences
Ryan Rahinel, University of Minnesota, USA

Joseph Redden, University of Minnesota, USA

Products are often used together to form a single experience (e.g, toothpaste and toothbrushes jointly form a teeth cleaning 
experiences). A natural question stemming from this phenomenon is: “How does the set of brands used across the multiple products 
affect the consumption experience?” Surprisingly, there has been little research on the experience of using two products in tandem. In 
this research, we demonstrate that experiences involving products of the same brand are evaluated more positively than experiences 
involving products of different brands. Our data suggests that a sizable part of this effect can be attributed to consumers’ desire to have 
a single “coordinator” for experiences. 

Previous research has shown that evaluations of a consumption experience are formed through a combination of intrinsic and 
extrinsic cues. For example, the primary intrinsic cue in the experience of eating a potato chip is the gustatory perception. In contrast, 
extrinsic cues are cues that arise from the context of consumption or the external environment (Shiv et al., 2005; Allison and Uhl, 1996; 
Bellizzi & Martin, 1982; LeClerc, Schmitt, & Dube, 1994). As shown by Allison and Uhl’s (1964) classic beer study, brands can serve 
as an extrinsic cue for the consumption experience, particularly through the brand’s function as a signal of quality. 

In this research we investigate a new function of brands, namely as agents of coordination. In single product experiences, brands 
can be seen as coordinating the component parts of the product, essentially ensuring that all the parts work together effectively. Research 
in the area of co-branding lends some preliminary support to this idea. A common phenomenon examined in this literature is the effect 
of header and modifier brands (e.g., in the co-branded product Oral-B Rembrandt whitening strips, Oral-B is the header brand and 
Rembrandt is the modifier brand; Kumar, 2005; Park, Jun, and Shocker, 1996). That these co-branded products tend to have header and 
modifier brands points to the possibility that consumers wish to think of these products as having been coordinated primarily by the 
one brand (the header) with only specific component expertise provided by the modifier brand. In this work we extend this thought into 
where the evaluation target is the joint experience of two products. If consumers really do prefer to have one coordinator of experiences, 
then one should observe that (1) consumers tend to prefer multi-product experiences involving one (vs. two) brands (which we term the 
brand synergy effect), (2) the effect should be for brands only (not for other benign matching properties), and (3) the effect should be 
larger for experiences with more risk or complexity. We tested these predictions in five studies. 

The first study tested whether people’s liking ratings in a range of product categories would display the brand synergy effect. This 
study employed a 2 (Product 1 Brand: Brand A vs. Brand B) x 2 (Product 2 Brand: Brand A vs. Brand B) X 4 (Product Category Pair: 
laundry detergent + fabric softener, toothbrush + toothpaste, chips + dip, MP3 player + headphones) within-subjects design using real 
brands (brand names available upon request). On each of the 16 trials, subjects were asked to consider using two brands of products 
together. As the dependent variable, the subject was asked to “Imagine using these products together. How do you think they would be 
for [insert experiential goal here]?” The subject then provided their rating on a 101-point visual analog scale anchored by very bad/very 


