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This paper investigates the moderating roles of perceived complementarity and perceived substitutability of the extension product on

the relationship between perceived difficulty of manufacturing the extension and evaluation of the extension. Using a large

comprehensive dataset, we demonstrate that complementarity helps in some cases but substitutability hurts the extension evaluation.
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To test our predictions, a first study was developed using a 2 (pricing strategy: mixed-joint (MJ) vs. mixed-leader (ML)) × 3 (contingen-
cy levels: complements, substitutes, independent products) between-subjects design. Three bundles of two equally-priced products differing 
in terms of contingency levels were chosen based on a pretest. The primary product of this triplet was identical across the three combinations. 
Three different add-on products determined bundles’ contingency level. Each of the 150 participants evaluated one bundle offer, which was 
briefly presented with a picture of the products. An identical price reduction amount was applied to each bundle. However, the price reduction 
was presented either in a mixed-joint or in a mixed-leader format. Bundle description was immediately followed by 7-point scales measuring 
transaction value, willingness to buy, and discount attractiveness.

A MANOVA with transaction value, willingness to buy, and deal attractiveness as dependent variables revealed a significant multivariate 
interaction between price bundling strategy and products’ contingency level (F6, 276= 4.81, p <.01). Items’ preference and price consciousness 
did not have a significant influence on the dependent variables.

As expected, higher perceived transaction value (MMJ = 5.33 vs. MML = 4.45; F(1,46) = 7.00, p = .01), willingness to buy (MMJ = 5.16 vs. 
MML = 3.86; F(1,46) = 12.02, p < .01), and deal attractiveness (MMJ = 5.04 vs. MML = 4.24; F(1,46) = 3.65, p = .06) were reported for the bundle 
of complements when the identical price reduction amount was presented under a mixed-joint than under a mixed-leader format. Similarly, 
for the bundle of substitutes, higher perceived transaction value (MMJ = 4.21 vs. MML = 5.03; F(1,45) = 4.16, p < .05), willingness to buy (MMJ = 
3.75 vs. MML = 4.68; F(1,45) = 4.24, p < .05), and deal attractiveness (MMJ = 3.33 vs. MML = 5.32; F(1,45) = 23.99, p < .01) were reported when the 
price reduction was presented under a mixed-leader than under a mixed-joint format. Finally, as expected, no significant difference between 
the two strategies was found for the bundle of independent products. These results support our predictions and suggest that price bundling 
strategy effectiveness depends on bundled products contingency level. 

In study 2, we extend these context effects to the visual presentation of the bundle itself. Based on Fishbach and Zhang (2008), we expect 
that presenting products under the same image enhances their perceived complementarity more than presenting them under separate images. 
Therefore, presenting bundled products under a same image format is expected to lead to higher bundle perceived attractiveness than present-
ing products under a separate images format. 

Fourty-two participants evaluated a bundle offer of complementary products presented in a mixed-joint format along with an illustration 
of the products that are either presented in the same photo or in two separate photos. As expected, higher perceived transaction value (MSI = 
4.48 vs. MDI = 3.68; F(1,40) = 3.89, p = .05), willingness to buy (MSI = 3.91 vs. MDI = 2.93; F(1,40) = 4.11, p < .05), and deal attractiveness (MSI = 
4.57 vs. MDI = 3.71; F(1,40) = 4.20, p < .05) were found when the bundle offer was presented under a same image than a separate images format

This research provides evidence that perceived attractiveness of a bundle can be positively affected by contextual information present in 
the bundle offer. This is, to our knowledge, the first research that examines the impact of products’ contingency level on price framing effect 
in a bundling context. Our results suggest that the superiority of a mixed-joint or mixed-leader strategy is contingent upon bundle composi-
tion. In addition, this research innovates by demonstrating that contextual information, not related to price (i.e., image presentation format), 
can also influence bundle perceived attractiveness.
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Brand extension – using an established brand name to enter a different product class – is frequently used by marketers to enter new 
categories (Aaker and Keller 1990). A good proportion of research in brand extension has focused on understanding the factors that influ-
ence consumers’ attitude towards the extension product, including the perceived fit of the extension with the parent brand (Aaker and Keller 
1990; Mao and Krishnan 2006). Mariadoss et al. (2010) note that despite the advances made in understanding influences on the attitudes 
towards the extension, a primary focus in extant research has been on the characteristics of the parent brand. In this research we extend the 
work of Mariadoss et al. (2010) to investigate two important characteristics of extension brands that may influence the relationship between 
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perceived difficulty of manufacturing the extension and attitude towards the extension product:  the perception of extension as complement 
of or substitute to the parent brand.

Perceived difficulty of manufacturing the extension (the difficulty of designing or making products in the extension category) has been 
shown to impact the evaluation of extension product (Aaker and Keller 1990). Mriadoss et al. (2010) investigated the often conflicting find-
ings in literature (e.g. Aaker and Keller 1990; Bottomley and Holden 2001) to show that the relationship between perceived difficulty of 
manufacturing the extension and extension evaluation is not simple and linear as was often proposed, but instead is complex and non-linear.  
Additionally, they have called to investigate other inconsistent relationships in brand extension research. We heed this call by demonstrating 
that perceived complementarity and perceived substitutability of the extension product moderate the curvilinear relationship between per-
ceived difficulty of manufacturing the extension and extension evaluation.

Perceived complementarity is defined as the extent to which the extended brand is jointly consumed with the parent brand to satisfy a 
specific need and perceived substitutability is defined as the extent to which the extended brand is perceived to be a substitute of the parent 
brand (Aaker and Keller 1990). We argue that both perceived complementarity and perceived substitutability moderate the curvilinear rela-
tionship between perceived difficulty of manufacturing the extension and evaluation of the extended product. We draw upon the literature in 
holistic versus analytical thinking (e.g. Monga and John 2007; Nisbett et al. 2001) to suggest that perceived complementarity of the extension 
product will induce consumers to use holistic thinking that encourages reliance on the context, complementarity of use, and relationships 
among objects to evaluate the extension (thinking style that is not primarily focused on evaluation of attributes). Further, complementarity 
itself becomes an additional cue in holistic thinking, aiding the evaluation of relatively less difficult to make extension that has fewer differ-
entiating attributes. This leads to decrease in evaluation difficulty, which in turn, results in higher attitudes towards the extension. When the 
extension is considered to be extremely difficult to make, complementarity does not help as an additional cue in holistic thinking. It makes 
the evaluation of extension more difficult since the presence of so many attributes may in fact hinder successful evaluation of the extension 
in a holistic manner. This increase in evaluation difficulty will lead to lower attitudes towards the extension.

Unlike, complementarity, perceived substitutability will induce analytic thinking that is characterized by focus on evaluation of attri-
butes (thinking style that is not focused on relationships and context, but rather on evaluation of attributes). Substitutable products that share 
several common and allignable attributes make such multiattribute evaluations more effortful and difficult, especially when there are fewer 
differentiating attributes as with trivial extensions.  This increase in evaluation difficulty will lead to lower attitudes towards the extension. 
When the extension product is perceived to be extremely difficult to make, whereas, too many differentiating attributes are available for 
evaluation, doing so becomes even more difficult (Payne, Bettman, and Johnson 1993). 

 EMPIRICAL STUDY
We tested our predictions using a comprehensive database assembled by Bottomley and Holden (2001), which contains consumer per-

ceptions of different brands and their extensions obtained from university students. In all, the comprehensive datatbase contained a total of 
10,689 observations pooled from six separate data sets. The observations were generated by 9-18 evaluations of extensions per participant, as 
minimum of three parent brands and three brand extensions per brand were used in all the studies (cf. Mariadoss et al. 2010). All the variables 
in the study were measured. Perceived difficulty of manufacturing the extension (one 7-point item) and evaluation of extension (two 7-point 
items) was operationalized similar to Mariadoss et al. (2010). In addition, perceived complementarity and perceived substitutability were 
measured by one 7-point item each. Finally control variables like parent brand quality, and transferability of parent brand to extension were 
also measured consistent with Bottomley and Holden (2001). To control for within-respondent correlations, we estimated a mixed model as 
suggested by Echambadi et al. (2006) and Mariadoss et al. (2010). Results indicate support to our hypotheses that as perceived difficulty of 
manufacturing the extension increases, perceived complementarity significantly strengthens the relationship between perceived difficulty and 
extension evaluation (β =0.007 , p<.05 ), whereas at extremely high levels of perceived difficulty, the relationship is significantly weakened 
(β= -0.005 , p< .01 ). Perceived substitutability weakened the relationship between perceived difficulty and extension evaluation when exten-
sion was relatively less difficult to make (β= -0.01, p<.05), whereas in case of extremely difficult to make  extensions (β=0.001 , p=NS ), we 
did not find statistical support. Thus, our predictions were largely supported, although results were clearer for complementary extensions.

DISCUSSION
This paper investigates an important research question as to whether perceived complementarity and perceived substitutability influence 

the relationship between perceived difficulty of manufacturing the extension and extension evaluation. We make theoretical contributions and 
attempt to resolve several inconsistent findings in the area of brand extension research. Further, the research has implications for managers 
who plan to leverage the equity of existing brand by introducing extensions that are either complements or substitutes of the parent brand. We 
show that complementarity helps in some cases but substitutability hurts the extension evaluation.
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Poseurs: Understanding When Product Use is Perceived as Impression Management
Ethan Pancer, Queens University, Canada
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People frequently make inferences of consumers’ personalities based on the products they use. The identity-signaling literature has 
largely assumed that observers interpret an identity signal as intended; e.g. if you ride a Harley, you are seen as rebellious. Along with emerg-
ing research (e.g. Ferraro, Kirmani, and Matherly 2010), we question this assumption and ask: What causes observers to think that a consumer 
is intentionally trying to create a certain impression? What is the effect of such motive judgments?

We know that “our possessions are a major contributor to and reflection of our identities” (Belk 1988, p. 139). This perspective has 
recently evolved into the identity-signaling literature, where researchers have demonstrated empirically that consumers use products to 
construct and express desired identities to others (e.g. Berger and Heath 2007; Escalas and Bettman 2005). In fact, we are pretty good at 
predicting what people will be like based on the products they use. People are able to ‘read’ elements of others (identities and other prefer-
ences) based on their possessions (e.g  Belk, Bahn, and Mayer 1982; Gosling et al. 2002). Observers are able to form remarkably accurate 
impressions based on the belongings of others, even based on minimal information (Funder 2001; Gosling et al. 2002). These findings are 
certainly consistent with the idea that using trait-laden products allows the consumer to absorb and embody their symbolic values. So if we, 
as observers in the general public, believe that “you are what you eat / wear / use / consume,” why would one ever believe this is not the case?

Another research stream questions the connection between a person and their products as solely identity expression. Impression manage-
ment (IM) has been the subject of extensive research in both consumer behavior and social psychology (Schlenker and Weigold 1992; Leary 
1995; White and Dahl 2007). This literature suggests that consumption may not always be motivated by identity expression, but is sometimes 
based on strategically influencing the opinions of others. Consumers have been shown to avoid products linked to dissociative reference 
groups (White and Dahl 2006; 2007), choose higher quality products in presence of others (Argo et al. 2005), and not use coupons to avoid 
looking cheap (Ashworth et al. 2005). Nevertheless, while people may able to ‘read’ people from their possessions, little attention has been 
paid to the ability to understand the intentionality and motives underlying behavior. Anecdotal evidence suggests that we do have the ability 
to make attributions about others as poseurs. Our research begins to examine the conditions where we question why people are using certain 
products, which instead, can lead to the inference that they are attempting to manipulate the image they create. 

At the heart of the inference of an IM attempt is the idea that the observer believes the target is deliberately using a product in order 
to create a particular look. We believe that questions surrounding the target’s motives for their appearance (of which an attempt to impres-
sion manage might be one) are initially inspired by product usage that cannot be explained by the situation. Observers are motivated to 
explain product usage when the product is seen as obviously not needed for the situation. This can be conceptualized as a product-situation 
discrepancy, where the central function of their product cannot be tied to elements of the situation i.e., wearing sunglasses when it is dark; 
using a scarf when it is warm. In these cases, the product use is seen as a little odd, not fitting with the norms of the particular situation. This 
discrepancy leads the researchers to the question: Which environmental cues are more suggestive of a motive of impression management 
versus something else?

Without other cues regarding the functional reasons for product use, observers are likely to use visible and salient cues in the environ-
ment that observers can use to deal with a product-situation discrepancy. The primary cue that is suggestive of an impression management 
motive is the perceived impact the image is having on others. One cause of impact is the overall positivity and extent of the impression, 
referred to forward as efficaciousness or efficacy of their look. If we believe that the product is responsible for making the target look good, 
we are likely to infer that they selected these products to create this impression.

278 university students responded to our 2 (Legitimacy of Product Use: Low vs. High) X 2 (Attractiveness of Product: Ugly vs. Attrac-
tive) X 2 (Brand Prominence: Logo Present vs. Logo Absent) between-subjects factorial design for course credit. Participants were shown an 
image of an individual wearing a scarf either indoors or outside, manipulating the legitimacy of scarf use. The scarf shown was either ugly 
or attractive (pre-tested earlier). Also, consistent with research on brand prominence (Han et al. 2010, Berger & Ward 2010), we manipulated 
the presence or absence of a Burberry logo. 

As predicted, there was a significant interaction between legitimacy of product use and attractiveness of the product on the attribution of 
IM motive (F(1,269) = 8.30, p < .01). The target was perceived as significantly more motivated by IM concerns when they wore an attractive 
scarf inside (M = 4.51) compared with an ugly scarf inside (M = 3.97). When outside, a legitimate context for product use, inferences of IM 
motive attenuated. Interestingly, the presence of a large brand logo (M = 4.39) on the scarf was only marginally significant compared with the 
no logo condition (M = 4.15) (F(1,269) = 3.26, p = .072). This suggests that environmental cues and the efficaciousness of product use may 
be cues that are more suggestive of motive inferences than brand prominence. This research begins to examine the environmental cues which 
are suggestive of a motive of impression management. Although the target may have an appropriate functional reason for using a product in a 
certain context, observers may perceive a discrepancy between cues, which can ultimately lead to unintended outcomes. Future research will 
test cues beyond attractiveness that are suggestive of this motive as well as additional observer-related moderating variables.  


