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Moral identity can have a pervasive impact on prosocial behavior, but little is known in regard to its effect on marketing metrics such

as brand evaluations.  We predict that moral identity along with cultural differences in consumer thinking style will influence

consumers’ brand evaluations, particularly for brands associated with out-groups.
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good. Results across all four categories showed the brand synergy effect. That is, subjects’ ratings for experiences involving one brand 
were significantly higher than those for two different brands. 

The second study and third studies tested the effect actual experiences. Study 2 employed a 2 (Product 1 Brand: Brand A vs. Brand 
B) x 2 (Product 2 Brand: Brand A vs. Brand B) x (2 Product Category Pair: jellybean flavors vs. chips and salsa) mixed design using real 
brands. Product category pair was a within subjects factor, with the other two factors varying between subjects. Although subjects were 
told that the foods were from particular brands, the foods themselves were actually from the same brand for all subjects. Subjects were 
asked to indicate how the foods tasted together on a 131mm line scale. Contrasts from a repeated measures ANOVA showed that across 
the two product category pairs, subjects perceived that the foods tasted better together when they were of the same (vs. different) brands. 
We replicated this finding in a third study using the same basic setup (i.e., crossing real brands in a factorial design) for a more utilitarian 
category pair–printer and ink. Subjects were asked to evaluate the quality of a picture on a printout. Results showed that subjects felt the 
picture was sharper when the printout was generated using a printer and ink from the same (vs. different) brands.

In the fourth and fifth studies, we sought to gain some process evidence for the synergy effect. Study 4 tested whether the effect 
was local to brands or any other matching attribute. We asked subjects to consume and rate the taste of chips and dip that were either 
described using generic labels (“festivity” or “party time”) or as brands (“Festivity® brand” or “Party Time® brand”). As expected, we 
observed the brand synergy effect emerge when we described the chips and dip as registered brands, but not when they were merely 
described using generic labels. Study 5 again used the printer and ink paradigm. If brands are truly seen as coordinators, then the effect 
should be enlarged when there is risk in the quality of experiences. Thus, we used reports from Consumer Reports to frame the risk of 
the experiential category as either being high or low prior to the printout evaluation task described in the third study. Results showed 
that those in the high risk category showed the brand synergy effect much more-so than those in the low risk category.
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Extended Abstract 
The pervasive impact of moral identity (hereafter, MI) has largely been limited to altruistic or prosocial behaviors (e.g., Reed and 

Aquino 2003; Shang et al. 2008; Winterich et al. 2009). Can MI influence other consumer behaviors, such as brand evaluations? If so, 
how and under what conditions? We examine the influence of MI on evaluations of brands associated with an out-group (hereafter, 
out-group brand evaluations), demonstrating that consumers’ thinking styles moderate the effect of MI on out-group brands and brand 
extension evaluations.

Due to the general tendency of people toward in-group favoritism and out-group hostility (Reed and Aquino 2003; White and Dhal 
2007), brands associated with in-groups receive more favorable brand evaluations and have stronger self-brand connections whereas 
brands associated with out-groups are evaluated less favorably (Escalas and Bettman 2005). Therefore, it is plausible that the evaluation 
of an out-group brand will depend on the amount of “social distance” (Sagiv and Schwartz 1995) that an individual perceives as existing 
between himself/herself and the outgroup. We predict that MI will play an important role in determining consumers’ out-group brand 
evaluations.

MI refers to “a commitment to one’s sense of self to lines of action that promote or protect the welfare of others” (Hart et al. 
1998). Building on this work, Reed and Aquino (2003) suggest that MI can influence out-group hostility by altering the psychological 
boundaries that define in-group membership such that a highly self-important MI is associated with an expansive circle of moral regard 
toward out-group members. We draw upon this prior research on MI and out-group evaluations to theorize that consumers with a highly 
self-important MI will evaluate out-group brands more favorably. We reason that this effect occurs because consumers with high MI 
importance tend to expand the boundaries of ingroups to include more individuals, including individuals otherwise perceived as out-
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group members. In doing so, these consumers perceive themselves as being closer to members of outgroups, responding less negatively 
toward out-group brands, even if the brands are perceived as out-group brands.

Furthermore, we predict that consumers’ thinking styles will moderate the effect of MI on out-group brand evaluations. Thinking style 
refers to individuals’ preferred ways of processing information (Zhang and Higgins 2008). Prior research on thinking styles acknowledges 
that individuals’ thinking styles can vary between cultures (Nisbett et al. 2001; Nisbett and Miyamoto 2005) as well within cultures (Choi 
et al. 2007). Considering that social identity is just one piece of information used in brand evaluations and that consumers hold multiple 
identities that may differ in salience at any specific point in time (Reed 2004), consumers’ cognitive mechanisms may systematically 
affect the way in which they select which self-identities form the basis of their brand evaluations.

Although holistic thinkers take into consideration the salient identity (herein, MI) as well as their other identities (herein, their 
customary beliefs and attitudes towards the out-group), the latter will have a stronger effect on holistic than analytic thinkers because 
comprehensive thinking styles of holistic thinkers better enable them to recall their habitual attitudes toward out-groups. In contrast, 
individuals with analytic thinking styles are more likely to limit their attention to the currently salient MI, thereby resulting in their 
evaluations being less affected by their habitual attitudes toward the out-group.

We conducted two studies to test these hypotheses. The first study was a 2 (brand: in-group vs. out-group) X 2 (moral identity: 
low vs. high (measured continuously)) X 2 (thinking styles: analytic vs. holistic (measured continuously)) mixed design with brand as a 
within-subjects factor. Participants listed a brand associated with an ingroup and an outgroup. Then participants completed the 24-item 
thinking style scale (Choi et al. 2007) and the 10-item MI scale (Reed and Aquino 2003). We expected that participants’ MI would be 
heightened, or made salient, while responding to the MI scale. Then, participants evaluated both the in-group and the out-group brand 
as well as several other filler brands, randomly ordered. 

Results indicated that consumers evaluated their in-group brands more favorably than out-group brands, which is consistent with 
results reported in previous studies (White and Dhal 2007). Furthermore, as we theorized, MI was positively associated with out-group 
brand evaluations but did not affect in-group brand evaluations. Most importantly, the results demonstrated that the three-way interaction 
of thinking style, MI, and reference group influenced brand evaluations. Exploring the pattern of this interaction, we found that the 
effect of MI on out-group brand evaluations was significant for analytic thinkers but not for holistic thinkers. Among analytic thinkers, 
those with higher MI evaluated the out-group brands more favorably than those with lower MI, demonstrating that they reflect their MI 
in an unbiased manner. However, the evaluations of holistic thinkers did not differ according to their MI, suggesting that they evaluate 
out-group brands mainly based on their customary attitudes, rather than their MI.

Study 2 extends the results of Study 1 to consumers’ evaluation of brand extensions. The design was the same as that of Study 1 
with three important distinctions: 1) MI was manipulating using the procedure from Aquino et al. (2007), 2) all participants saw the same 
in-group (Nike, Polo) and out-group (Toms, American Apparel) brands, based on a pretest, and 3) evaluation of each brand’s extension 
into the jewelry category was the dependent variable.

The results replicated those of Study 1for brand extension evaluations. For out-group brand extensions, analytic thinkers reported 
more favorable evaluations when they were in the high MI salience condition. In contrast, holistic thinkers evaluated the out-group 
brand extensions less favorably, irrespective of their MI condition. Thinking style and moral identity did not influence in-group brand 
extension evaluations.

This research makes two important contributions to the literature. First, we demonstrate that MI, which has been neglected in 
the previous research on consumer-brand relationships except for CSR, is a means through which marketers can enhance consumers’ 
brand evaluations, particularly for out-group brands. Second, we provide insights into the effect of social identity on brand evaluations, 
demonstrating that the identity salience effects (herein, MI) can vary according to consumers’ thinking styles. 
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Consumer Memory for Easy-to-Pronounce Non-Word Brand Names: The Effect of Attitudes
Paula Chesley, University of Minnesota, USA

Dawn Lerman, Fordham University, USA

Extended abstract
Among the many criteria that marketers should consider when creating new brands names is ease of pronunciation (Kohli and 

LaBahn, 1997). An easy-to-pronounce name may be critical when the consumer must ask for the brand (Lerman, 2003) and as Bao, Shao 
and Rivers (2008) argue may also aid processing and retrieval. This is important as brand name memorability is considered important 
for marketplace success (Keller, 1993). 

Generally, word names best fit the ease-of-pronunciation criterion as they have been learned previously by the consumer and are 
already represented in the consumer’s lexicon. However, the task of finding new easy-to-pronounce and thus memorable brand names 
is complicated by the fact that the vast majority of English words have already been trademarked. This challenges marketers to create 
non-word brand names that are easily pronounceable. Two types of non-word brands names fitting this criterion are acronyms (e.g., 
UPS) and morphemic non-words. A morphemic non-word may be a derivation (base + affix as in Wheatables=Wheat + -able + -s) or a 
blend (combination of two words, e.g., flackers=flax + crackers or dunch=dinner + lunch). 

Conventional wisdom (see, for example, Robertson, 1989) suggests that the use of acronyms and/or morphemes in brand naming 
aids memorability. However, the results of empirical research are mixed, particularly for morphemic non-word names. For example, 
Lerman (2003) found that the use of morphemes aids memory whereas Lowrey, Shrum and Dubitsky (2003) found that at least one type 
of morphemic device–blends–impedes memory, particularly for less familiar brands. In the case of acronyms, consumer researchers cite 
a single study conducted by Bower in 1972 suggesting that acronyms aid memory. 

Our study seeks to address this gap in the literature by examining consumer memory for easy to pronounce non-word brand names. 
We propose that memory for easy-to-pronounce brand names is a function not only of name type (i.e., acronym, blend, morphemic 
derivation) but also of consumer attitudes toward the name. We expect, for example, that the perceived utility or humor that a consumer 
associates with a name will influence memory. The results of an empirical study suggest that name type and consumer attitudes toward 
the name do indeed influence memory retention of new words. 

We ran a combined lexical decision and eye-tracking experiment with new acronyms, blends, and derivations that have appeared on 
websites and in a variety of media including television. A pre-test determined that our 45 participants were unlikely to have seen these 
words beforehand. Each word appeared with its definition one at a time on a computer screen. With the word and definition still visible, 
participants responded to a series of attitudinal questions about the word’s perceived utility (Corbin, 1987), emotional content (Kensinger 
& Corkin, 2003), humor (Metcalf, 2004), and degree of formality. Immediately following completion of the attitudinal measures for the 
last word, half of the participants were tested on recall. We tested the other half after one night’s sleep; this allowed us to examine the 
consolidation of new words into long-term memory. 

We fit mixed-effects models for reaction time (RT), lexical decision accuracy, number of fixations, number of regressions, and 
free recall. Control variables included participant sex, age, and education level, word length, and frequencies of initial component 
words. Although shorter in length overall, acronyms took significantly longer than blends or derivations to read, and decision accuracy 
for acronyms was significantly lower than for blends and derivations. This effect holds for acronyms that can be pronounced as letters 
(FSBO, “For Sale By Owner”) as well as words (BITGOD, “Back In The Good Old Days”). Both groups of participants (i.e., immediate 
and delayed recall groups) fared worse on acronyms, as an intervening night’s sleep significantly shortened RTs and improved accuracy 
for only blends and derivations. This improvement after one night’s sleep is in line with recent research suggesting sleep is helpful in 
memory consolidation of new vocabulary items (Dumay and Gaskell, 2007). Unlike Lowrey et al. (2003), we find no inhibitory effect for 
blends: no significant difference between blends and derivations appeared in any dependent variable. Furthermore, the only significant 
attitudinal question that was consistently significant was, “Would you use this word at a party with your friends?” The more participants 
said they would use a new word at a party, the shorter their RT and the better their accuracy and free recall. Hypothetical use in other social 
contexts like “at work or school” was only a significant predictor for free recall and was negatively correlated with memory retention. 

These findings indicate that both word formation type and attitudes about the social utility of a new word are important factors 
in whether consumers remember words that are new to them. There are several implications of this work for marketing. First, by any 
measurement of memory retention, acronyms appear especially difficult to remember. Moreover, participants often volunteered their 
distaste for acronyms with comments like “I hate acronyms. . . they sound like jargon.” These findings suggest that at least new brand 
names that are acronyms will be more difficult to remember than blends and derivations. Blends, for their part, were less problematic 
than expected–perhaps this is due to their ever-increasing presence in advertising and the lexicon in general.

The findings concerning consumer attitudes highlight the importance of social context in remembering new lexical items. In addition 
to examining responses to individual questions such as “Would you use this word at a party with your friends?”, we also took the first 


