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ABSTRACT  

 

 Consumer researchers have long accepted that consumption can serve as a tool in 

the creation, maintenance, and expression of consumers’ identities. And brands, in 

particular, may be important to the consumer self, even potentially serving as relationship 

partners. This dissertation explores how brands that are important to consumers may 

impact their identities at a cognitive level. Specifically, I apply Aron et al.'s (1991) 

“including others in the self” paradigm from interpersonal relationship research, which 

finds that people’s cognitive representations of close others overlap the psychological 

self, to studying the impact of brands on the self. I provide evidence that consumers’ 

mental representations of loved brands, which may be perceived as relationship partners, 

overlap the psychological self in memory. I refer to this as self-brand overlap. I also 

consider the relevance of disliked brands to the consumer self, providing evidence that 

consumers’ mental representations of disliked brands are dissociated from the 

psychological self in memory. I refer to this as self-brand dissociation. 

 In two studies I demonstrate and replicate the self-brand overlap and dissociation 

effects. And, study 2 further explores these constructs, providing evidence that self-brand 

overlap and dissociation are the cognitive representations of positive and negative, 

respectively, consumer-brand relationships. This dissertation also includes three further 

studies that aim to identify boundary conditions of these effects. However, no conclusive 

support is found for a role of any of the explored moderators. Specifically, studies 3 

through 5 find the self-brand dissociation effect in every condition, in every study, 

suggesting that self-brand dissociation is impervious to the boundary conditions 
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examined. Evidence for the self-brand overlap effect, which was demonstrated in both 

studies 1 and 2, however, is mixed in each of these 3 later studies. Potential reasons for 

this lack of concrete replication are offered. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION  

 

The pioneering psychologist William James posited that the self is comprised of 

many things, including one’s body, family, material possessions, and social relationships 

(James 1890). For example, physical and personality characteristics may be part of one’s 

identity (e.g., I am short and cheerful). Further, our interpersonal relationships (e.g., with 

spouses, siblings, parents) become a part of who we are (e.g., Aron et al. 1991), as do our 

group memberships (e.g., I am American.) (e.g., Smith and Henry 1996; Tajfel and 

Turner 1979) and social roles (e.g., I am a daughter.) (e.g., Roberts and Donahue 1994). 

Additionally, material possessions may be part of the self (Belk 1988), with certain 

possessions being “me” (e.g., my wedding ring and photo album) (Kleine, Kleine, and 

Allen 1995). Aron et al. (1991) explored the cognitive representation of social 

relationships, in particular, in their “including others in the self” paradigm, finding that 

people’s cognitive representations of close relationship partners overlap the 

psychological self. 

People’s identities are also affected by what they are not (e.g., Elsbach and 

Bhattacharya 2001; Erikson 1968; McGuire and McGuire 1986). For example, social 

identity theory suggests that defining one’s self in terms of group membership also 

allows the individual to be distinguished from groups of which they are not a member 

(Tajfel and Turner 1979). However, evidence for the cognitive representation of such 

self-definitional dissociation has been elusive. Beginning with Smith and Henry (1996), 

researchers have attempted to extend the “including others in the self” paradigm by 

seeking evidence for the dissociation of the psychological self from outgroups. But, no 
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support was found in this, or subsequent, research for self-outgroup dissociation (Coats et 

al. 2000; Otten and Epstude 2006; Smith and Henry 1996). 

The overarching objective of this dissertation is to apply the “including others in 

the self” paradigm to understanding how brands that are important to consumers may 

affect the self at a cognitive level. To explain, brands are important in the lives of 

consumers, often serving to express one’s identity (e.g., Escalas and Bettman 2003). For 

example, consumers tend to prefer brands that have images consistent with aspects of 

their own actual or idealized self-image (e.g., Aaker 1999), which is likely because 

brands act as symbols, conveying social information about the consumer to onlookers 

(e.g., Levy 1959). More deeply, people become connected to brands, feeling that these 

brands represent who they are as a person (Escalas 2004; Escalas and Bettman 2003, 

2005).  

Work in this area tends to focus on brands consumers feel positively toward. 

However, the brands consumers choose not to consume may also be identity relevant. In 

fact, the noted anthropologist Richard Wilk has argued that what consumers choose not to 

consume is often more socially and personally significant to them than what they choose 

to consume (Wilk 1997). Empirical evidence documents that consumers may avoid 

brands that represent something with which they do not want to be associated (Escalas 

and Bettman 2005; White and Dahl 2007).  

This dissertation extends the “including others in the self” paradigm to explore the 

cognitive impact of both loved and disliked brands on consumers’ identities. Specifically, 

studies 1 and 2 apply the methodology from that paradigm to examine whether the 

cognitive representations of loved brands overlap the self, finding support for the 
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occurrence of self-brand overlap. These studies also investigate the dissociation of the 

psychological self from disliked brands, finding support for the occurrence of self-brand 

dissociation. Study 2 further examines the self-brand overlap and dissociation constructs 

by comparing them to alternative measures of consumer-brand bonds. Through this 

endeavor, I am able to conclude that self-brand overlap is the cognitive foundation for 

positive consumer-brand relationships and self-brand dissociation is the cognitive 

foundation for negative consumer-brand relationships. 

Three further studies round out this dissertation. The aim of studies 3 through 5 

was to identify boundary conditions for the self-brand overlap and dissociation effects. 

However, all three studies yielded unexpected results. Most notably, evidence for the 

self-brand overlap effect, which was demonstrated in both studies 1 and 2, was mixed in 

each of the final three studies of the dissertation. Potential reasons for this lack of 

concrete replication of a self-brand overlap effect in these studies are proposed herein. 

Interestingly, however, self-brand dissociation proved impervious to the boundary 

conditions examined in these studies, with the effect showing up in every condition in 

every study. This suggests that the impact of a disliked brand on the consumer 

psychological self is quite enduring across situations.  

Overall, this dissertation’s theoretical contribution to the marketing literature lies 

in its uncovering the cognitive underpinnings of consumer-brand relationships, both 

positive and negative. This provides evidence that consumers’ relationships with loved 

brands are not only perceived by the consumer as similar to their close interpersonal 

relationships, but that they may be cognitively represented in a similar fashion. In other 

words, in two studies I demonstrate that, like close relationship partners, loved brands 
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cognitively overlap the psychological self. Complementarily, to my knowledge this 

dissertation is the first research to demonstrate cognitive dissociation between the self 

and another. In particular, in all five studies contained in this dissertation I find that 

disliked brands are cognitively dissociated from the psychological self. This provides a 

theoretical contribution to the “including others in the self” paradigm, which up to this 

point has not been able to demonstrate cognitive self-other dissociation.  
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

  

This dissertation focuses on how brands that are important to consumers relate to 

the psychological self in memory (i.e., a consumer’s identity, as it is cognitively 

represented). In other words, I explore the cognitive underpinnings of both positive and 

negative consumer-brand relationships. To that end, I draw from two primary streams of 

literature covering: 1) the importance of brands to consumers and 2) the relationship 

between the psychological self and close others in memory. This dissertation takes 

together these two areas to explore the cognitive effect of both loved and disliked brands 

on the self.  

The discussion of the importance of brands to consumers is broken down into 

three specific areas: 1) brands and the self-concept, 2) brands as relationship partners, and 

3) consumers’ negatively viewed brands. Research on the cognitive relationship between 

the self and close others is then discussed, as it is utilized as a basis for examining the 

cognitive impact of loved and disliked brands on an individual’s psychological self. 

 

The Importance of Brands to Consumers 

  

 Brands are more than just trademarks that distinguish one company’s offerings 

from another’s. While brands may serve many utilitarian functions, such as signaling 

product quality to consumers (Dawar and Parker 1994), consumer researchers have long 

believed that brands may also serve a deeper, more personal function for many people. 

Specifically, Levy (1959) was one of the first scholars to express the relationship between 
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consumers’ identities and the brands they consume, proposing that people are compelled 

to consume brands that are consistent with their own self-images. Levy explains that, as 

consumers, our choices may be made because “one object is more harmonious with our 

goals, feelings, and self-definitions than another” (p. 120). This potential personal 

relevance of brands to consumers is discussed in the following sections. The first section 

explores the link between brands and consumers’ self-concepts. That is followed by a 

related discussion of the importance of brands to consumers, which focuses on a brand’s 

potential role as a relationship partner. Lastly, I present a discussion of consumers’ 

negative feelings toward brands, as this provides a foundation for understanding the 

importance of disliked brands to the consumer self. 

 

Brands and the Self-Concept 

 

Consumption is important in the lives of consumers, as it is used in the creation, 

maintenance, and expression of one’s self-concept (Belk 1988; Richins 1994; Sirgy 

1982). And, brands, in particular, are linked to consumers’ identities (Escalas and 

Bettman 2003). To illustrate, consumers tend to prefer brands that have images consistent 

with aspects of their own self-image, or ideal self-image (Aaker 1999; Dolich 1969; 

Landon Jr. 1974). This is likely because brands act as symbols, conveying social 

information about the consumer to onlookers (Belk, Bahn, and Mayer 1982; Levy 1959) 

and affirming the consumer’s perception of self (Solomon 1983).  

More deeply, people become connected to brands and can come to feel that these 

brands represent who they are as a person (Escalas 2004; Escalas and Bettman 2003, 
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2005). Two ways that this connection between a consumer and a brand may come about 

are 1) the brand being woven into the consumer’s life narrative (Escalas 2004) and 2) the 

brand being associated with a desirable reference group (Escalas and Bettman 2003, 

2005). An example of the former is a consumer recalling times that he shared a Coca-

Cola with his Dad during his youth, thus linking the brand to important times in his life. 

And, when a brand is linked to a desirable reference group, consumers may feel a 

connection with the brand because it allows them to signal their belonging to the group. 

For example, a high school student may feel a connection with the brand Nike, because it 

signals that he is a “jock”.  

Brands can also symbolize aspects of consumers’ identities beyond their group 

affiliations. For example, a creative college student interested in technology may feel a 

connection to the brand Apple’s Mac computers because, in addition to utilitarian 

benefits, Apple allows him to communicate to himself and the world that he is creative, 

since creativity is part of Apple’s brand image. In this case, Apple symbolizes something 

about the consumer’s personality. 

Beyond brands possessing symbolic properties that allow consumers to express 

themselves, it has been suggested that if a brand is loved by consumers, it can become 

integrated in their identities (Carroll and Ahuvia 2006; Oliver 1999). This proposition is 

closely related to Belk’s (1988) “extended self” concept, which puts forward that 

people’s possessions reflect and contribute to their identities. Though Belk focuses on 

possessions, not brands, he too suggests that inanimate consumption objects may become 

part of the consumer self. A critique of this seemingly lofty proposal is that whether 

something is in fact a part of the self is not empirically testable and, therefore, we can 
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never know for sure what consumption objects are or are not self-defining for consumers 

(Cohen 1989). However, by adapting a methodology used in interpersonal relationship 

research, this dissertation is able to empirically examine whether consumption objects 

(brands, in particular) are part of consumers’ psychological selves. Before tackling the 

details of how to empirically examine a brand’s inclusion in the self, it is useful to first 

discuss research that suggests that brands may be thought of by consumers as relationship 

partners.  

 

Brands as Relationship Partners 

 

In addition to people using brands to convey their self-image, it has been 

suggested that brands may also be seen as friends to the consumer, or even active 

relationship partners (Aaker 1996). An initial exploration of this idea was provided by 

Fournier (1998), who reported that consumers, in in-depth interviews, revealed that they 

formed various types of relationships (e.g., casual friendships or committed partnerships) 

with important brands in their lives. Fournier asserted that this is likely due to consumers 

viewing brands very similarly to how they view other individuals. In the United States 

and other developed countries, brands are frequently thought of in human-like terms, 

whereby they are attributed personality traits (Aaker 1997; Aaker, Benet-Martínez, and 

Garolera 2001).  

Even more compelling, consumers tend to interact with brands based on norms of 

social interactions (Aaker, Fournier, and Brasel 2004; Aggarwal 2004). Both Aggarwal 

(2004) and Aaker et al. (2004) demonstrate that consumers evaluate brands more 
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favorably when the actions of the brand conform to relationship norms. Specifically, 

Aggarwal (2004) finds that consumers’ marketplace relationships with brands can be 

based on communal principles, meaning that social factors drive the relationship, or 

based on exchange principles, meaning that economic factors drive the relationship, and 

consumers feel more favorably toward a brand when its actions are consistent with the 

type of relationship. Aaker and colleagues (2004) similarly find that if a brand is 

perceived to have a particular personality trait, the consumer feels more positively toward 

the brand if it behaves in ways consistent with that personality, as opposed to if it acts out 

of character.  

In essence, just like we expect consistency out of our interpersonal relationship 

partners, we extend the same expectation to brands. To illustrate, we would be hurt if our 

conscientious, caring friend stood us up for a lunch date, but if we were stood up for that 

same lunch date by our wild and crazy friend, we would be less surprised. Similarly, 

consumers expect conscientious and caring brands (e.g., Reader’s Digest) to behave as 

such, while consumers have different expectations for the marketplace actions of wild 

and crazy brands (e.g., National Enquirer). Perhaps the extension of norms of social 

interactions to consumers’ marketplace relationships with brands indicates that brands are 

conceived of, at a psychological level, similarly to interpersonal relationship partners. 

While there is compelling evidence that consumers view brands similarly to 

people, there is a lack of quantitative evidence that brands actually serve as relationship 

partners to consumers, as Fournier (1998) asserts. In fact, some have argued that 

constructs underlying interpersonal relationships (e.g., reciprocity) are not appropriately 

transferrable to the consumer-brand setting (Breivik and Thorbjørnsen 2008), even 
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suggesting that the consumers themselves are much less willing to accept the notion of 

forming relationships with brands than are consumer researchers (Bengtsson 2003).  

This dissertation is able to shed light on the notion of consumer-brand 

relationships by examining whether loved brands have a similar cognitive impact on 

consumers’ identities as do close interpersonal relationship partners. If they do, this 

would provide concrete evidence that the psychological processes underlying 

interpersonal relationships are in fact transferrable to the domain of consumer-brand 

relationships. 

However, this research seeks to determine not only the impact of loved brands on 

consumers’ selves but also whether brands with which consumers have negative 

relationships might affect a consumer’s identity. To explore this, I now discuss 

consumers’ negatively viewed brands. 

 

Consumers’ Negatively Viewed Brands 

 

Brands that are loved by consumers are important to the self-concept and may be 

perceived as relationship partners, but brands may also be disliked by consumers. Though 

research on brand dislike is sparse compared to research on brands that consumers feel 

positively toward, Dalli, Romani, and Gistri (2006) sum up that the nature of brand 

dislike ranges from the failure of a brand to meet an individual’s needs (i.e., a 

relationship failure), to the brand’s inconsistency with one’s self-image (i.e., self-brand 

image incongruence), or even a brand’s inconsistency with one’s values and morals (i.e., 

self-brand ideological incongruence). To illustrate, suppose the aforementioned college 
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student who feels a connection with Apple’s Mac computers dislikes the brand Microsoft. 

This may be a result of him having experience with a Microsoft product crashing, or 

because he perceives Microsoft as being boring and conformist, which is inconsistent 

with his creative identity, or even because he views Microsoft’s business practices to be 

unethical, which is inconsistent with his values. In any of these cases, Microsoft is likely 

to be important him, in his distaste for the brand.  

I propose that these disliked brands, just like brands consumers love, are 

important to consumers’ identities. In Fournier’s (1998) work on brand relationships, she 

puts forth that consumers may have relationships with brands that take the form of 

enmities, where the individual has deep-seeded negative affect for a brand. In these 

severe cases, the brand is likely to be relevant to the consumer’s self. In fact, the noted 

anthropologist Richard Wilk has argued that what consumers choose not to consume may 

be more socially and personally significant to them than what they choose to consume 

(Wilk 1997).  

It is important to note that brand dislike is different from simply not consuming a 

brand. An individual may not consume a brand for many reasons, such as a lack of brand 

awareness, no need for the product category, or unavailability of the brand, and not 

necessarily because of negative affect toward the brand. This dissertation does not 

explore brand non-use. Instead, I focus specifically on deeply-felt brand dislike, where 

the consumer has strong negatively valenced feelings towards a brand.  

While the literature on brand dislike is predominantly conceptual, there is some 

empirical evidence that consumers may avoid connecting with and purchasing brands that 

represent something with which they do not want to be associated, such as outgroups 
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(Escalas and Bettman 2005; White and Dahl 2007). Specifically, Escalas and Bettman 

(2005) find that consumers do not connect with brands that they associate with groups 

with which they do not “fit in”. White and Dahl (2007) hone in this finding by 

demonstrating that association with an outgroup does not necessarily affect consumers’ 

connections with or evaluations of a brand. Based on a set of four experiments, they 

concluded that negative consequences on brand connections and evaluations occur only 

when a brand is associated with dissociative outgroups, as opposed to outgroups more 

generally. For example, one of their studies revealed that Canadians who strongly 

identified with their nationality had more negative evaluations of and were less likely to 

choose an American (dissociative outgroup) product compared to a Belgian (general 

outgroup) product.  

In sum, brands may be important to consumers for a variety of reasons. But, there 

is still much to be learned about just how deeply brands may impact consumers’ 

identities. Is the brand itself important to the consumer’s self-definition (or part of one’s 

“extended self”, as Belk (1988) might say), as opposed to just a tool to signal one’s self 

to others? Are consumers actually forming relationships with brands that parallel 

interpersonal relationships, or is this just a catchy metaphor? And, do disliked brands 

play a self-definitional role for consumers, as opposed to simply being avoided? To 

answer these questions, this dissertation focuses on the relevance of brands to consumers’ 

identities, exploring the cognitive impact of both loved and disliked brands on 

consumers’ psychological selves. By examining how loved brands relate to the self at a 

psychological level, I am able to provide insight into whether loved brands are in fact 

included in the self and cognitively represented similarly to interpersonal relationship 
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partners. Also, I empirically examine whether brands consumers dislike are more than 

just not part of the self, but actually play a self-definitional role via consumers’ 

dissociation of self from these brands. To investigate these things, I now turn to research 

on interpersonal relationships that offers a novel way to study consumer-brand 

relationships at the cognitive level. 

 

Including Others in the Self 

 

To examine how the consumer self relates to loved and disliked brands at a 

cognitive level, I draw from interpersonal relationship research that empirically examines 

the relationship between the cognitive representations of interpersonal relationship 

partners and the psychological self. The psychological self refers to the individual’s own 

cognitive representation of him/herself in memory. If it is the case that brands, like 

people, serve as relationship partners, this line of research should nicely extend to 

cognitively examining the relationships between consumers’ psychological selves and 

their mental representations of brands. Therefore, I begin with a review of the relevant 

findings in the interpersonal domain. 

People’s mental representations of self have repeatedly been shown to overlap 

with their representations of close others (Aron et al. 1991; Aron and Fraley 1999; Smith, 

Coats, and Walling 1999) and ingroups (Coats et al. 2000; Otten and Epstude 2006; 

Smith and Henry 1996; Smith et al. 1999). This is termed self-other overlap. The idea of 

self-other overlap was originally proposed and supported by Aron et al. (1991) who, in 

their “including others in the self” paradigm, found that characteristics of close others 
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impact the self. To do so, they had participants explicitly rate how well 90 personality 

characteristics described them as well as how well these same adjectives described a 

close other. Participants were then asked to make “me”/”not me” judgments about 

whether the 90 characteristics were self-descriptive by pressing keys on a computer. 

Their response times (i.e., response latencies or reaction times) were recorded.  

Using the explicit ratings to determine whether the self and close other matched 

versus mismatched on characteristics, and their corresponding response times, Aron and 

colleagues found that matched characteristics were responded to faster, indicating that 

they were relatively more accessible, while mismatched characteristics were responded to 

slower, indicating that they were relatively less accessible. The explanation for this 

finding is that when cognitive overlap between the self and other exists, responses to 

matched characteristics are fast while responses to mismatched characteristics are 

relatively slow, due to the need to cognitively disentangle self from other when 

characteristics are mismatched. Therefore, the pattern of relative accessibility of 

characteristics is likely driven by the inhibition of characteristics that differentiate the self 

from the close other. 

Smith and Henry (1996) fruitfully utilized the “including others in the self” 

paradigm to find that not only are close others included in the self, but also ingroups. 

Furthermore, they also sought to discover whether an outgroup may impact the self, 

seeking evidence for self-outgroup dissociation. They tested whether one’s mental 

representation of self is differentiated from an outgroup, which would be evidenced by 

the greater relative accessibility of characteristics on which the self mismatches the 

outgroup, compared to characteristics on which the self and outgroup match. But, no 
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support was found for the differentiation of the self from an outgroup. However, given 

White and Dahl’s (2007) finding that general outgroups seem not to foster dissociation, it 

is feasible that the self is cognitively differentiated only from particular outgroups (i.e., 

dissociative outgroups), a possibility that has not been examined in the “including others 

in the self” paradigm. 

Despite the worthwhile insights gained from this paradigm, there are criticisms of 

the methodological approach. Most notably, it is possible that the greater relative 

accessibility of characteristics one shares with a close other or ingroup, compared to 

characteristics that differentiate the self from the other, is simply a result of priming. 

Specifically, having participants rate the self and another on characteristics could cause 

the characteristics they rated consistently (i.e., self and other match) to simply be more 

salient than characteristics that were rated differently, with the task itself driving the 

finding, as opposed to any actual overlap between the cognitive representations of self 

and other. But, Smith and Henry (1996) explain that they rule out salience as the cause of 

their self-ingroup overlap effect because they did not find a significant effect in the case 

of the outgroup, which was also made salient. However, a significant finding of self-other 

dissociation, as opposed to simply a null finding, would provide stronger evidence to rule 

out priming as the cause of cognitive overlap effects. This is because overlap and 

dissociation would be demonstrated by opposite patterns of characteristic accessibility, 

with dissociation being evidenced by characteristics that are consistent between self and 

other being less accessible, in contrast to being made more salient.  

By extending the “including others in the self” paradigm to examine the cognitive 

impact of both loved and disliked brands on the consumer self, I have the opportunity to 



 30

determine that self-other overlap is a substantive finding, as opposed to an artifact of the 

methodology. 

 

Summary 

 

Consumer researchers have long been interested in the relationship between 

consumption and consumers’ identities. This dissertation further explores this by 

investigating how brands that are particularly meaningful to a consumer may impact the 

consumer’s psychological self in memory. Specifically, I examine how the mental 

representations of both loved and disliked brands, which are both likely to be important 

to consumers, relate to consumers’ mental representations of self. To do so, I first extend 

the findings of self-other overlap to the domain of loved brands. In particular, I explore 

whether the cognitive representations of loved brands will overlap the psychological self 

and call this self-brand overlap. I then re-examine the issue of self-other dissociation, in 

the domain of disliked brands. In particular, I propose that the cognitive representations 

of disliked brands will be dissociated from the psychological self and call this self-brand 

dissociation. The remainder of the dissertation then further investigates the self-brand 

overlap and dissociation constructs. 
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CHAPTER 3: DEMONSTRATING SELF-BRAND OVERLAP AND DISSOCIATION 

 

This chapter incorporates what we know about consumers and their brands to 

extend Aron et al.’s (1991) “including others in the self” paradigm beyond the finding 

that mental representations of close others and ingroups overlap the psychological self. In 

particular, I propose that the mental representations of brands that are loved by 

consumers may also overlap the self. In other words, I posit that loved brands, which are 

important to the self-concept and may be conceptualized by consumers as relationship 

partners, overlap people’s psychological selves. This concept will be referred to as self-

brand overlap.  

Further, I propose a parallel, but directionally opposite, phenomenon whereby 

people’s mental representations of disliked brands may be differentiated from the self. In 

other words, I posit that disliked brands, with which consumers will not want to be 

identified, are dissociated from people’s psychological selves. This concept will be 

referred to as self-brand dissociation. While a finding of self-brand overlap would extend 

the “including others in the self” paradigm to the domain of loved brands, self-brand 

dissociation would be a novel finding, since evidence has not been previously found for 

the dissociation of the psychological self from another entity (Coats et al. 2000; Otten 

and Epstude 2006; Smith and Henry 1996). 

 

Study 1  
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In order to test the notions of self-brand overlap and dissociation, study 1 directly 

applies the methodology introduced by Aron et al. (1991, experiment three) to investigate 

the effect of the similarity between the self and a brand on various characteristics on the 

accessibility of those characteristics. Self-brand overlap will be evidenced by the greater 

relative accessibility of characteristics on which the self and a loved brand are similar, 

compared to dissimilar characteristics. Self-brand dissociation, on the other hand, will 

have the opposite effect with the greater relative accessibility of characteristics on which 

the self and a loved brand are dissimilar, compared to similar characteristics. In other 

words, I hypothesize that the degree of similarity between self and brand on a 

characteristic will interact with whether the brand is loved or disliked to predict the 

accessibility of that characteristic. Formally stated: 

 

Self-Brand Overlap Hypothesis: When a loved brand is salient, 

personality characteristics one shares with the brand will be more 

accessible than characteristics that differentiate the brand from one’s 

self. 

 

Self-Brand Dissociation Hypothesis: When a disliked brand is 

salient, personality characteristics one shares with the brand will be 

less accessible than characteristics that differentiate the brand from 

one’s self. 
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Recall, the explanation for the proposed pattern of characteristic accessibility that 

evidences self-other overlap is that when cognitive overlap between the self and other 

exists, responses to matched characteristics are fast while responses to mismatched 

characteristics are relatively slow, due to the need to cognitively disentangle self from 

other when characteristics are mismatched. This is likely because characteristics that 

differentiate self from close other are inhibited. On the other hand, when the self is 

dissociated from a disliked other, responses to mismatched characteristics are fast while 

responses to matched characteristics are relatively slow, due to cognitive confusion when 

the self and disliked other are similar. In this case, characteristics on which one is similar 

to the dissociative other are likely inhibited.  

Therefore, the inhibition of mismatched (matched) characteristics with a loved 

(disliked) brand should also be evident in the rate of errors in the response time task, 

taken from Aron et al.’s (1991, experiment 3) methodology. To explain, in response time 

tasks, there is a trade-off between an individual’s speed versus accuracy in the timed 

judgments (Wickelgren 1977; Yellott 1971). Thus, to assess the accessibility of 

characteristics, one can examine the speed with which judgments related to those 

characteristics are made or, complementarily, the accuracy of those judgments can be 

used as an indicator of the accessibility of the characteristics. Specifically, when 

characteristics are inhibited as a result of one’s degree of similarity to either a loved or 

disliked brand on those characteristics, errors in judgments are likely to occur. In 

particular, the “me”/”not me” judgments of the self-descriptiveness of characteristics on 

which the self and a loved brand mismatch (or the self and a disliked brand match) will 

cause more cognitive confusion, and thus more errors, relative to the reverse 
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combinations. Therefore, fewer errors in the self-descriptiveness judgments when self 

and loved brand match (compared to mismatch) or self and disliked brand mismatch 

(compared to match) would provide complementary evidence for self-brand overlap and 

dissociation. Formally stated: 

 

Self-Brand Overlap Errors Hypothesis: When a loved brand is 

salient, more errors in “me”/”not me” characteristic self-

descriptiveness judgments will occur when the self and brand 

mismatch on the characteristic, compared to match. 

 

Self-Brand Dissociation Errors Hypothesis: When a disliked brand is 

salient, more errors in “me”/”not me” characteristic self-

descriptiveness judgments will occur when the self and brand match 

on the characteristic, compared to mismatch. 

 

Method  

 

Participants and Materials. Participants were 180 undergraduate students taking 

part for partial course credit in an introductory marketing course. Data from three of the 

participants were removed from the analysis because they did not follow directions. 

Because a primary goal of this study was to directly extend the “including others in the 

self” paradigm to the domain of consumer brands, this initial study replicated the 

procedures previously employed in the paradigm. Thus, the materials used were a list of 
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90 heterogeneous personality characteristics originally selected for Aron et al. (1991, 

experiment three). See appendix A for a complete list of the 90 characteristics. 

 

Procedure. The procedure replicates that used by Smith and Henry (1996). 

Participants took part in groups ranging in size from 7 to 33. Upon their arrival to the lab, 

they were seated in individual cubicles, each containing its own computer, and randomly 

assigned one of two packets. The packets were identical in every way except for the 

instructions to think of either a loved brand or a disliked brand, as explained below. All 

participants first described themselves based upon 90 characteristics (Aron et al. 1991, 

experiment three). Specifically, they were asked to rate the self-descriptiveness of each 

characteristic on a one to seven scale ranging from Extremely Unlike Me to Extremely 

Like Me.  

Next, the participants read the loved or disliked brand manipulation information, 

depending on which of the two packets they received. This manipulation serves as the 

between subjects independent variable, loved/disliked brand. Specifically, the goal of the 

manipulation was to have half of the participants think of a brand they loved and the 

other half think of a brand they disliked. To facilitate this, I offered all participants the 

following explanation of Lovemark brands (Pawle and Cooper 2006):  

 

Lovemarks are brands with which consumers feel emotional connections. 

Consumers have meaningful relationships with these brands. To further illustrate 

this concept, think for a moment of brands like people. Some people you love, 
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some you just like, some you are indifferent to, and some you actively dislike. 

Lovemark brands are thought of by consumers like people that they love. 

 

Participants assigned to the loved brand condition were told that the goal of the 

study was to better understand the Lovemark concept and were asked to think of the 

brand that best fit the Lovemark criterion for them, personally. Participants assigned to 

the disliked brand condition were told that the goal of the study was to understand the 

opposite of the Lovemark concept: Hatemark brands. They were given the following 

explanation of a Hatemark brand: “A Hatemark brand would be thought of by consumers 

like someone they actively dislike”. This group was then asked to think of the brand that 

best fit the Hatemark criterion for them, personally.  

Participants in both conditions then described their chosen brand based upon the 

same 90 characteristics they previously rated for themselves. Specifically, they were 

asked to rate how descriptive each characteristic was of the brand on a one to seven scale 

ranging from Extremely Unlike the Brand to Extremely Like the Brand. These brand 

ratings, along with the explicit self ratings, allow me to compute the independent variable 

of self-brand similarity. 

 After completing the questionnaire, participants were asked to turn to the 

computer task. They were told that they would now be rating themselves on 100 

characteristics, most of which were the same as in the pencil and paper packet (10 

additional characteristics were added to the beginning of the computer portion of the 

study as a practice session so participants could familiarize themselves with the task; the 

90 characteristics of interest were presented in random order to each participant). 
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Participants were told that the purpose of this portion of the study was that their pencil 

and paper ratings would be compared to their computer responses. In actuality, the 

purpose of the task was to measure response times for each of the self ratings with the 

aim of gauging the accessibility of each of the 90 characteristics, the dependent variable. 

For each characteristic, participants were to press the right shift key on the keyboard if 

they believed the characteristic to be self-descriptive (i.e., “me”) and to press the left shift 

key if the characteristic did not describe them (i.e., “not me”). They were asked to 

respond as quickly as they could but not so quickly that they make errors. Once they 

completed the computer task they filled out a questionnaire and were thanked for their 

participation. 

 

Results 

 

Data Set Construction. Any missing values from the pencil and paper task were 

replaced with the participant’s corresponding mean (of the 31,860 self and brand 

descriptiveness data points, 50 were replaced). Response times outside of a 300 ms to 

5,000 ms range were excluded (Ratcliff 1993). These extreme outliers (129 out of 

15,930) were replaced with the participant’s mean response time. Then all response times 

were log (ln) transformed (Fazio 1990). 

The primary independent variable of interest was the difference in the 

participants’ ratings of themselves and the brands they chose. I call this variable self-

brand similarity. In computing self-brand similarity, I updated the practices previously 

employed in the “including others in the self” paradigm. Instead of dichotomizing the 
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pencil and paper ratings of self and brand, which was done in previous self-other overlap 

research (e.g., Aron et al. 1991; Smith and Henry 1996), I calculated the absolute value 

difference between each participant’s rating on each of the 90 characteristics of 

him/herself and the chosen brand. I opted for this process because I suspect that the 

extent to which the participant matches the brand on a given characteristic may have 

implications for the accessibility of that characteristic (e.g., a perfect match on the scale 

has potentially different implications than does simply being on the same end of the scale 

as the brand on a given characteristic) and I did not want to lose this detail in the data 

analysis. Further, I used the absolute value of the differences in the analysis since 

direction of the differences is not of interest.  

As in Smith and Henry (1996), other variables known to affect response times 

were included in the analysis as controls. In particular, people respond more quickly to a 

characteristic that is descriptive of them than to one that is not (i.e., yes responses come 

quicker than no). So, each participant’s absolute responses (“me” vs. “not me”) on the 

computer task were included in the analysis. Also, as discussed by Smith and Henry 

(1996), social desirability is likely to play a role whereby participants are quicker to 

accept positive characteristics and reject negative ones, than they are to reject them and 

accept them, respectively. Therefore, the positive, negative, or neutral nature of each 

characteristic was assessed by having eight judges rate each characteristic on a -1, 0, 1 

scale (negative, neutral, positive). These ratings were then summed to get a continuous 

variable ranging from -8 (e.g., crude) to 8 (e.g., active) for each characteristic. This 

variable, as well as its interaction with “me”/”not me”, were also included in the analysis 

as controls. 
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Descriptive Statistics. The average absolute difference between participants’ self 

and brand ratings was 1.68, with zero being the lowest possible value (when participants 

viewed themselves as identical to the brand on the characteristic) and six being the 

greatest possible value (when participants rated themselves as a seven on the 

characteristic and the brand as a one on the characteristic, on the seven-point scale, or 

vice versa). Not surprisingly, the rated difference between self and brand was greater for 

those in the disliked brand condition, M = 1.93, than in the loved brand condition, M = 

1.45, F(1, 15928) = 425.65, p < .0001, indicating that participants who named a brand 

they disliked felt that they were more dissimilar from their brand than did those who 

named a brand they loved. On average, participants’ took 1112 ms to indicate whether or 

not a characteristic was self-descriptive. The natural log of these responses (ln (RT)) will 

serve as the dependent variable in the response time analyses.  

 

Response Time Analysis. I used regression to test a multilevel (hierarchical) model 

with condition (loved/disliked brand) and subject variance (to explain individual 

differences in response times) included as between subject variables and self-brand 

similarity (a continuous variable for each of the 90 characteristics) as the primary within-

subjects variable. The interaction between loved/disliked brand and self-brand similarity 

was the critical test of the self-brand overlap and dissociation effects. The analysis also 

included the control variables (“me”/”not me”, characteristic valence, and their 

interaction) as within subject variables. The dependent variable was ln (RT) for each 

participant on each characteristic.  
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Because the data included both within and between subject variables, I used a 

multilevel regression model to test the self-brand overlap and dissociation hypotheses. 

Specifically, the independent variable of interest (self-brand similarity) is continuous, as 

is one of the control variables (characteristic valence), and there are multiple observations 

(90) for each of the within subject variables. I used the Restricted Maximum Likelihood 

(REML) method to obtain the variance component and parameter estimates, and the F-

tests were based on the Kenward-Roger method for determining degrees of freedom in 

multilevel models (Kenward and Roger 1997).  

 Again, the interaction between loved/disliked brand and self-brand similarity (i.e., 

the absolute value difference between participants’ rating of self and their brand) was the 

critical test of the self-brand overlap and dissociation effects and, as predicted, the 

interaction was significant, F(1, 15893) = 23.45, p < .0001. I next followed this up by 

examining the effect of self-brand similarity separately for the loved and disliked brand 

conditions. But first, it is worth noting that the control variables of “me”/”not me” and its 

interaction with valence significantly predicted ln (RT), F(1, 15819) = 69.97, p < .0001 

and F(1, 15832) = 316.6, p < .0001, respectively, confirming that yes responses come 

quicker than no and that people are quicker to accept positive traits and reject negative 

ones than to reject and accept them, respectively. See table 1 for details of the regression 

analysis.  

To directly test the hypotheses, I ran regressions separately for each condition 

(loved/disliked brand). In each case, the model retains all the characteristics as above. 

Namely, subject variance was included as a between subjects variable, the independent 

variable of interest was self-brand similarity, and the control variables (“me”/”not me”, 
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characteristic valence, and their interaction) were also included. As before, the dependent 

variable was ln (RT) and I applied a multilevel regression model using the REML and 

Kenward-Roger statistical techniques.  

 

TABLE 1: STUDY 1 – SELF-BRAND SIMILARITY X LOVED/DISLIKED BRAND 
PREDICTING ACCESSIBILITY  

Between Subjects Variable B  SE  
Effect 
Size1 

Loved/Disliked Brand -0.023 -0.023  0.015 0.003 

Within Subjects Control Variables 

Me/Not Me 0.035 0.035**  0.004 0.003 

Characteristic Valence 0.000 0.000 0.004 -0.000 

Me/Not Me X Characteristic Valence  0.011 
 

0.075** 0.004 0.015 

Within Subjects Experimental Variables 

AbsVal(s-b)a 0.005 0.007 0.004 0.000 

Loved/Disliked Brand X AbsVal(s-b)  0.012 
 

0.017** 0.004 0.001 
Note. Subject Variance was included as a within subject control variable with random 
effects in the analysis and had an effect size of .193.  
Model R 2 = .22. 
a. AbsVal(s-b) is the measure of self-brand similarity. 
**p<.0001. 

 

As hypothesized, the effect of self-brand similarity on ln (RT) was significant in 

each condition, in opposite directions. See table 2 for details of the regression analyses 

for each condition. Within the loved brand condition, response times increased as the 

difference between self and a loved brand increased, F(1, 7992) = 17.07, p < .0001, 

                                                 
1 Effect size was determined by examining the incremental contribution of each variable to the model R2. 
This is because eta-squared cannot be calculated for this multilevel model that has random effects because 
it uses a quadratic formula, not a sum of squares algorithm. 
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providing evidence for the hypothesized self-brand overlap effect. Characteristics that 

were shared with a loved brand were relatively more accessible than characteristics that 

differentiated self from brand. In the disliked brand condition, response times decreased 

as the difference between self and brand increased, F(1, 7899) = 6.05, p < .05, supporting 

the hypothesized self-brand dissociation effect. Characteristics that were shared with a 

disliked brand were relatively less accessible than characteristics that differentiated self 

from brand. The self-brand overlap and dissociation effects are illustrated in figure 1. 

 

TABLE 2: STUDY 1 – SELF-BRAND SIMILARITY PREDICTING ACCESSIBILITY 
WITHIN LOVED/DISLIKED BRAND CONDITIONS  

Loved Brand Conditiona (N=89)   SE  Effect Size 

Me/Not Meb 0.037 0.037** 0.007 0.003 

Characteristic Valenceb 0.001 0.004  0.007 -0.000 

Me/Not Me X Characteristic Valenceb 0.012 0.081** 0.007 0.017 

AbsVal(s-b)c 0.015 0.024** 0.007 0.001 

Disliked Brand Conditiond (N=88)         

Me/Not Meb 0.032  0.032** 0.006 0.003 

Characteristic Valenceb 0.000 -0.003 0.006 -0.000 

Me/Not Me X Characteristic Valenceb 0.010  0.068** 0.006 0.014 

AbsVal(s-b)c -0.007 -0.011* 0.004 0.001 
Note. Subject Variance was included as a within subject control variable with random effects 
in the analyses and had an effect size of .206 in the loved brand condition and .179 in the 
disliked brand condition. 
a. Model R2 = .24. 
b. Me/Not Me, Characteristic Valence, and their interaction were included as control variables 
in each regression.  
c. AbsVal(s-b) is the measure of self-brand similarity. 

d. Model R2 = .20.  
*p<.05. **p<.0001. 
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 FIGURE 1: STUDY 1 - SELF-BRAND OVERLAP AND DISSOCIATION EFFECTS 
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Finally, I sought to determine whether the magnitude of the self-brand overlap 

and dissociation effects were significantly different from one another, to assess whether 

loved brands have a greater cognitive impact on the self via self-brand overlap than do 

disliked brands via self-brand dissociation, or vice versa. For this, I tested whether the 

magnitude of the slopes of the lines in figure 1, which estimate the effect of self-brand 

similarity on a characteristic on the accessibility of that characteristic, were significantly 

different from one another. With the direction of the self-brand overlap and dissociation 

effects controlled for (i.e., with the data formatted such that both slopes were positive), 

there was a significant interaction of loved/disliked brand condition and self-brand 

similarity in predicting ln (RT), F(1, 15926) = 7.96, p < .01, with the slope in the loved 

brand condition having a magnitude of 0.015, and 0.007 in the disliked brand condition. 

Thus, the magnitude of the slopes is significantly different, with the self-brand overlap 

effect having a greater impact than the self-brand dissociation effect. 
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Error Analysis. I hypothesized that participants in the loved brand condition 

would be more likely to make errors in their “me”/”not me” computer judgments on 

characteristics that differentiate them from the brand (i.e., when self and brand mismatch) 

and those in the disliked brand condition would be more prone to errors on characteristics 

where the self and brand match. An error on the computer task is defined as any instance 

where the participant’s pencil and paper rating of characteristic self-descriptiveness (on 

the seven-point scale) did not match his/her computer judgment of “me”/”not me”. To 

calculate the number of errors, I dichotomized the explicit self ratings such that, answers 

of one through four indicated that the characteristic is “not me” for that participant while 

responses of five through seven indicated “me”. The midpoint of the scale, four, was 

considered “not me,” following the procedure used by Aron et al. (1991). An error 

existed where the dichotomized “me”/”not me” explicit rating did not match the 

“me”/”not me” computer task response. To determine whether the self and brand 

matched on a given characteristic, I dichotomized the explicit brand ratings following the 

same procedure as for the self ratings (i.e., one through four indicated “not brand” while 

five through seven indicated “brand”). A match between self and brand existed when the 

responses were “me” with “brand” or “not me” with “not brand”. A mismatch occurred 

when “me” was paired with “not brand” or “not me” was paired with “brand”. Once 

again, my prediction was that condition (loved/disliked brand) would interact with 

whether the self and brand match versus mismatch on a characteristic to predict the 

occurrence of errors.  

 Across both conditions, there were 15930 computer task judgments with 20% of 

those being errors. To statistically examine the errors, I created a logit model with 
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whether or not the computer “me”/”not me” judgment was an error as the dependent 

variable. The independent variables were condition (loved/disliked brand), self-brand 

match/mismatch, and the interaction of the two. As predicted, the interaction between 

condition and self-brand match/mismatch had a significant effect on error occurrence, 

χ2 (1, N = 15930) = 271.05, p < .0001. I further examined the effect of whether the self 

and brand match versus mismatch on a characteristic on the likelihood of error 

occurrence within each condition. The effect was significant in both the loved brand 

(χ2 (1, N = 8010) = 238.29, p < .0001) and disliked brand (χ2 (1, N = 7920) = 30.43, p < 

.0001) conditions. To illustrate this effect, I report the percentage of errors in each case 

(see figure 2 for illustration).  

 

FIGURE 2: STUDY 1 - EFFECT OF SELF-BRAND MATCH VS. MISMATCH ON 
RATE OF ERRORS 
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Participants in the loved brand condition made more errors when they 

mismatched their brand (31%) than when they matched their brand (15%). I saw the 
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opposite error pattern for those in the disliked brand condition. Participants in the disliked 

brand condition made fewer errors when they mismatched their brand (19%) than when 

they matched their brand (31%). The patterns of error occurrence support the response 

time analyses, thus adding to the evidence for self-brand overlap and dissociation.  

 

Discussion  

 

 As hypothesized, the effect of an individual’s similarity to a brand on a given 

characteristic on the accessibility of that characteristic is moderated by whether that 

brand is loved or disliked. More specifically, when a loved brand is salient, personality 

characteristics one shares with the loved brand are more accessible than characteristics 

that differentiate the brand from one’s self. On the other hand, when a disliked brand is 

salient, personality characteristics one shares with the disliked brand are less accessible 

than characteristics that differentiate the brand from one’s self. These results provide 

evidence for self-brand overlap with loved brands and self-brand dissociation with 

disliked brands. Just like close interpersonal relationship partners, study 1 demonstrates 

that brands that are loved by consumers also overlap the psychological self. But, brands 

that are disliked by consumers are dissociated from the psychological self. This finding of 

cognitive dissociation between the self and another entity is novel to the social 

psychology literature, and it provides concrete evidence that priming is not the source of 

self-other overlap effects, in its demonstration of the opposite pattern of characteristic 

accessibility. 
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The existence of self-brand overlap and dissociation provides insight into how 

consumer-brand relationships, both positive and negative, are represented at a cognitive 

level. However, study 2, which is presented in the next chapter, aims to provide further 

evidence that the patterns of accessibility that demonstrate self-brand overlap and 

dissociation are in fact capturing the representation of consumer-brand relationships in 

memory. I do so by comparing the methodology utilized in study 1 to other instruments 

of measurement, both established in and new to the consumer research domain, which tap 

into consumer-brand bonds. In addition, study 2 also seeks to refine the procedure used to 

capture self-brand overlap and dissociation, while honing it to the domain of consumer 

brands. 
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CHAPTER 4: EXPLORING SELF-BRAND OVERLAP AND DISSOCIATION 

 

The primary goal of this chapter is to establish the construct validity of self-brand 

overlap and dissociation, which I posit are the cognitive underpinnings of positive and 

negative, respectively, consumer-brand relationships. I investigate whether this is in fact 

what self-brand overlap and dissociation are capturing by comparing them to various 

measures related to consumer-brand bonds. Specifically, I will investigate the 

relationship between self-brand overlap and dissociation and four related constructs. The 

first construct is self-brand connections (Escalas and Bettman 2003), which is defined as 

the extent to which a brand is incorporated into a consumer’s self-concept. The second 

construct is self-brand relationships (Fournier 1998), which occur when a brand is 

perceived as a relationship partner by the consumer. Third is the inclusion of the brand in 

the self construct (adapted from Aron, Aron, and Smollan 1992), which is the 

interconnectedness a consumer feels with a brand. The final construct I will examine is 

the implicit associations consumers hold between themselves and a brand in memory.  

Because I suspect that self-brand overlap and dissociation are the cognitive 

underpinnings of positive and negative, respectively, consumer brand relationships, I 

expect to find the following relationships between self-brand overlap and dissociation 

and the other four constructs: Self-brand connections, self-brand relationships, inclusion 

of the brand in the self, and implicit associations between self and brand will positively 

correlate with self-brand overlap. Self-brand dissociation, on the other hand, will 

positively correlate with a lack of a self-brand connection and self-brand relationship, no 

inclusion of the brand in the self, and an implicit association between “not self” and the 
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brand. To test these predictions, I will compare each measure associated with these 

constructs to self-brand overlap and dissociation. Doing so will allow for the examination 

of the construct validity of self-brand overlap and dissociation. 

In addition to comparing the measure of self-brand overlap and dissociation to the 

other four instruments, study 2 has two further objectives. First is to refine the self-brand 

overlap and dissociation measure, including tailoring it to the domain of consumer 

brands. The other objective is to examine a potential moderating role of attachment style 

in the occurrence of self-brand overlap. Please note, attachment style is discussed in brief 

because the empirical evidence did not support its predicted role in self-brand overlap. I 

begin by overviewing the four aforementioned constructs and their measurement, which 

will serve as a comparison to self-brand overlap and dissociation.  

 

Study 2  

 

Comparing Self-Brand Overlap and Dissociation to Related Measures 

 

Self-Brand Connections. Escalas and Bettman (2003) introduced the construct of 

self-brand connections, which they define as the extent to which individuals have 

incorporated brands into their self-concept. According to Escalas and Bettman, self-brand 

connections occur when the individual uses the brand to construct the self or 

communicate the self to others. When a brand becomes linked to the self-concept in this 

way, this link should be evident at the cognitive level. Specifically, if a brand has been 

incorporated into the consumer’s self-concept, self-brand overlap should be evident. 
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When self-brand dissociation, on the other hand, is present, there should be a marked lack 

of a self-brand connection.  

To assess the existence of a self-brand connection, Escalas and Bettman (2003) 

developed the Self-Brand Connection (SBC) scale (appendix B). This scale asks 

consumers to report various aspects of their connection to a brand. Empirical research 

using this scale finds that, consistent with the idea of incorporating a brand into the self-

concept, SBCs are strengthened when the brand is linked to the self in memory through 

narrative processing of brand information (Escalas 2004), and when a brand-related 

autobiographical memory is primed (Moore and Homer 2008). Social context has also 

been found to affects SBCs. When a brand is linked to a desirable reference group, higher 

SBCs are observed (Escalas and Bettman 2003, 2005; Moore and Homer 2008), 

compared to when a brand is linked to a dissociative reference group (Escalas and 

Bettman 2005; White and Dahl 2007).  

Though this scale has proven quite useful in much research, it has three potential 

limitations. First, because the SBC scale requires consumers to report their connections 

with a brand, it presumes that people are willing and able to do so, which may not always 

be the case. In particular, because having a deep connection with a commercial brand 

may be perceived as being materialistic, consumers may be hesitant to be forthcoming 

with how much the brand relates to their self-concept. Second, because the scale was 

developed to assess circumstances where a consumer either 1) uses the brand to construct 

the self or 2) communicate the self to others, it is not necessarily able to differentiate 

between which of these two roles the brand is playing. Specifically, in the latter case, a 

consumer may use a brand to communicate something to others simply for the sake of 
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fitting in, as opposed to actually having a connection with the brand itself. In this case, 

the SBC scale cannot determine whether the consumer has an actual connection with the 

brand, compared to the brand simply being used as a tool of social communication. The 

third shortcoming of the SBC scale is that it only aims to assess whether a consumer has 

incorporated a brand into the self-concept and not when a brand is dissociated from the 

self-concept. Thus, whereas a high score on the SBC scale indicates a connection 

between consumer and brand, a low score on the SBC scale could either mean the 

consumer feels ambivalent toward the brand or that s/he dissociates from the brand. 

Given that the SBC scale was developed to assess consumers’ perceptions of the 

connection between a brand and their self-concepts, the measure of self-brand overlap 

and dissociation should be related to the scale. Specifically, when self-brand overlap 

exists, one would expect the individual to report a strong SBC with that brand. 

Furthermore, if self-brand dissociation exists, a very weak (i.e., non-existent) SBC should 

be reported. The reasoning behind this is, if self-brand overlap is capturing a strong 

positive relationship with a brand at the cognitive level, whereby the brand overlaps the 

psychological self, the consumer likely feels a strong SBC at a conscious level as well, as 

would be captured by their reports on the SBC scale. And, if self-brand dissociation is 

capturing a strong negative relationship with the brand at a cognitive level, whereby the 

brand is dissociated from the psychological self, the consumer should report this as 

feeling no incorporation of the brand into his or her self-concept, which would mean 

reporting a very weak SBC. Thus, self-brand overlap should be associated with high 

scores on the SBC scale and self-brand dissociation should be associated with low scores 

on the SBC scale. 
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Self-Brand Relationships. Fournier (1998) articulated a brand’s potential role as a 

relationship partner to the consumer, suggesting that interpersonal relationships are a 

good metaphor for understanding consumers’ interactions with brands. I propose that if a 

consumer does in fact form a meaningful relationship with a brand, there should be 

cognitive evidence of that relationship. In particular, if a consumer has a positive self-

brand relationship, we should see evidence of self-brand overlap. Furthermore, if the 

consumer has a negative self-brand relationship, we should see evidence of self-brand 

dissociation.  

While the SBC scale assesses consumers’ perceptions of a brand’s incorporation 

into his or her self-concept, it does not particularly capture the perception of a 

relationship with a brand, as proposed by Fournier (1998). Through in-depth interviews, 

Fournier (1998) discovered that people talk about important brands in their lives as 

though they were relationship partners. This is a distinct role a brand can play in a 

consumer’s life, apart from a self-brand connection. Recall, a self-brand connection 

forms when the individual uses the brand to construct the self or communicate the self to 

others. However, when people form positive relationships, they are not simply for the 

purpose of constructing or communicating the self, there is interaction and caring for the 

other in the relationship. These relationships may in turn impact people’s identities (Aron 

et al. 1991). 

Because a self-brand relationship is a distinct notion from a self-brand connection, 

the SBC scale does not fully capture the self-brand relationship construct. As mentioned 

previously, there is little quantitative research examining brand relationships and, thus, I 
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developed an 11-item scale that is intended to capture whether an individual perceives a 

brand as a close relationship partner. The scale items were primarily based on Fournier’s 

(1998) theoretical categorization of the consumer-brand relationship forms termed 

committed partnerships and best friendships. Specifically, to assess whether the brand is 

viewed as a close relationship partner, the scale items aimed to tap into feelings of 

commitment, trust, satisfaction, personal experience, and a relational feeling toward the 

brand. These aspects of a consumer’s relationship with a brand are generally overlooked 

by the SBC scale, however, the 11-item scale does include two items from the SBC scale, 

which do relate to the notion of self-brand relationships. I refer to this 11-item inventory 

as the Self-Brand Relationship (SBR) scale (appendix C). 

Similar to the SBC scale, the SBR scale has some limitations. Its validity requires 

that consumers be willing and able to report their SBR, which may not always be the 

case. In addition, because the scale items were developed to assess brand relationships 

that may be categorized as committed partnerships and best friendships, it too does not 

directly capture brand relationships that may foster dissociation. So, again, much like the 

SBC scale, whereas a high score on the SBR scale indicates a positive brand relationship, 

a low score on the SBR scale could either mean the consumer has no relationship with the 

brand or that s/he has a negative relationship with the brand. 

As with the expectations for the SBC scale, I predict that when self-brand overlap 

exists, consumers will report having a strong positive relationship with the brand, since 

self-brand overlap ostensibly captures this relationship as it is cognitively represented. In 

addition, I predict that when self-brand dissociation exists, consumers will report having 

no positive relationship with the brand, since self-brand dissociation ostensibly captures 
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negative brand relationships as they are cognitively represented. Thus, self-brand overlap 

should be associated with high scores on the SBR scale and self-brand dissociation 

should be associated with low scores on the SBR scale. 

 

Inclusion of the Brand in the Self. Aron et al. (1992) introduced the inclusion of 

other in the self construct, which is inextricably linked to the scale developed to assess 

the construct. Specifically, Aron and colleagues developed the Inclusion of Other in the 

Self (IOS) scale (Aron et al. 1992) to “tap people's sense of being interconnected with 

another” (p. 598). They describe this as a distinct notion from the other actually being 

included in the self; the IOS scale aims to capture something in the person’s perception of 

the relationship. 

By adapting this scale to study the inclusion of a brand, as the other, in the self, I 

am able to compare how consumers’ perceptions of interconnectedness with a brand 

relate to the brand’s impact on the self at a cognitive level. Specifically, I suspect that if 

self-brand overlap is present, consumers will report a strong feeling of self-brand 

interconnectedness, but if self-brand dissociation exists, no self-brand interconnectedness 

should be reported. 

The IOS scale is a single-item pictorial measure (see figure 3) that presents 

respondents with seven Venn-like diagrams each with two circles, one representing self 

and the other representing the relationship partner (i.e., other). The seven diagrams differ 

only in the extent to which the two circles overlap with one another, with the first having 

no overlap between the self and other circles and the seventh being an almost complete 

overlap between the two circles. Respondents are asked to select one of the seven 
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pictures that best represents their relationship with a particular other. The more overlap 

between the two circles selected by the respondent, the greater his/her perception of 

interconnectedness with the relationship partner. 

 

FIGURE 3: STUDY 2 – INCLUSION OF OTHER IN THE SELF SCALE 
 

 

 

In addition to the usefulness of the IOS scale in assessing an individual’s 

perception of interconnectedness between her/himself and a relationship partner, the scale 

has also been fruitfully adapted to the study of perceived inclusion of an ingroup into the 

self (Tropp and Wright 2001). I further extend this measure to studying consumers’ 

perceptions of self-brand interconnectedness.  

The adaptation of the IOS scale to studying consumers’ perceptions of the 

inclusion of brands into the self is practical for four reasons. First, in assessing 

interpersonal closeness, the scale has proved less susceptible to participants’ social 

desirability concerns than are other scales that measure interpersonal closeness and 

related constructs (Aron et al. 1992). This could prove particularly useful to the study of 

consumers’ relationships with brands because individuals may be hesitant to articulate 
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their feelings of connectedness with a brand for fear of appearing materialistic. Second, 

the IOS scale measures feelings of interconnectedness. Therefore, its adaptation to 

assessing a consumer’s feelings of oneness with a brand may capture a brand’s 

incorporation into the self, no matter the drivers of that incorporation. In other words, no 

matter whether the reasons behind a consumer’s feeling of self-brand interconnectedness 

are captured by the specifics in the SBC and SBR scales, this one-item pictorial measure 

of closeness should capture that connection.  

Third, the IOS scale utilizes pictorial representations of the inclusion of another in 

the self and visual imagery may capture respondents’ feelings toward a brand better than 

verbal items can (e.g., Coulter, Zaltman, and Coulter 2001). However, this benefit of a 

pictorial scale is potentially moderated by respondents’ preferences for verbal versus 

visual information (e.g., Childers, Houston, and Heckler 1985). Therefore, I propose the 

investigation of this scale, in addition to the verbal SBC and SBR scales. Lastly, if this 

single-item scale is able to assess a consumer’s connection with a brand, it would prove 

to be a very efficient research tool in the study of self-brand phenomena.  

There is one particular limitation this scale shares with the SBC and SBR scales 

that deserves mentioning. The IOS scale investigates people’s feelings of connectedness 

in close, positive relationships. Therefore, if a person scores low on the scale, one cannot 

differentiate between whether s/he feel no connectedness with the brand versus feeling a 

disconnect with the brand. 

To study the Inclusion of the Brand into the Self (IBS), I adapted the IOS scale to 

the domain of consumer brands. See the IBS scale in appendix D. The only difference 

between the IBS scale and the IOS scale is that the other in the pictorial representations 
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of self and other is a brand, instead of another individual. Just as the IOS scale, the IBS 

scale aims to capture the extent to which the individual perceives interconnectedness 

between self and other, with the other being a brand in the case of the IBS scale. Because 

I believe self-brand overlap and dissociation to be the cognitive underpinnings of positive 

and negative, respectively, consumer-brand relationships, the existence of self-brand 

overlap should coincide with a consumer’s feeling of inclusion of the brand in the self, 

which would be demonstrated by high scores on the IBS scale. But, when self-brand 

dissociation is present, the consumer should feel no inclusion of the brand in the self, 

which will be demonstrated by low scores on the IBS scale.  

 

Implicit Associations. The three aforementioned measures to which I will 

compare self-brand overlap and dissociation are all self-report scales. Specifically, the 

SBC, SBR, and IBS scales each ask people to report some link between themselves and a 

brand. The next measure I discuss, like the methodology behind self-brand overlap and 

dissociation, examines this consumer-brand link at an implicit level. Specifically, the 

Implicit Association Test (IAT) is able to explore whether a cognitive association exists 

between a consumer’s self and a brand in memory. For background, I begin with a 

fundamental discussion of the IAT. 

The IAT was developed to assess the extent to which particular concepts in 

memory are associated with one another (Greenwald, McGhee, and Schwartz 1998). For 

example, the IAT can determine whether individuals are more likely to associate flowers 

with pleasant and bugs with unpleasant without directly asking the individual to report 

whether he or she holds these associations. Specifically, the IAT is a computer task that 
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presents participants with stimuli and asks them to pair the stimuli with target concepts. 

In the bug and flower example, participants would be asked to pair bugs with pleasant 

and flowers with unpleasant in one portion of the task and in another portion to pair bugs 

with unpleasant and flowers with pleasant.  

The IAT is made of up multiple blocks (seven, in most cases). In the first two 

blocks participants familiarize themselves with the task. Continuing with the above 

example, in the first block participants would see two of the target concepts (e.g., bugs 

and flowers) in the top left and right corners of their computer screen, respectively. They 

then would be presented with stimuli in the middle of the screen (e.g., pictures or names 

of bugs and flowers) and asked to press the left key if the stimuli relates to bugs and the 

right key if it relates to the concept in the top right corner of the screen, flowers. The 

second trial block would be a similar task but with the other two target concepts (pleasant 

and unpleasant) in the top corners of the screen and the stimuli presented to them in the 

middle being related to those two concepts.  

The third block is the beginning of the experimental trials. In this block all four 

target concepts will appear in the top corner of the screens, with bugs and flowers still on 

opposing sides and paired with either pleasant or unpleasant, respectively. In other words, 

in one corner of the screen the target concept of bugs would be paired with unpleasant, 

for example, and flowers with pleasant. Participants are then presented with stimuli, one 

at a time, that represent all four concepts (pleasant and unpleasant words, and pictures 

and names of bugs and flowers) and are instructed to press the left key if the stimulus 

pertains to one of the two concepts in the upper left corner or the right key if it pertains to 

the concepts in the upper right corner. Block four repeats the identical procedure but 
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includes additional trials (i.e., participants are presented with more stimuli that represent 

the target concepts in block four than in block three). 

The 5th block of an IAT reverses the sides of two of the target concepts. For 

example, if in block one participants saw bugs on the left side of the screen and flowers 

on the right, block five would have the opposite: bugs on the right side of the screen and 

flowers on the left. The purpose of this portion of the IAT is to avoid any effects of 

practicing the particular sides to which the concepts correspond on response times. 

Blocks 6 and 7 are similar to blocks 3 and 4 except they reverse the pairings. In 

other words, if participants saw bugs paired with unpleasant and flowers paired with 

pleasant in blocks 3 and 4 then they see the opposite pairing (flowers with unpleasant and 

bugs with pleasant) in blocks 6 and 7, with the only difference between 6 and 7 being that 

the number of trials is greater in the 7th block. 

Researchers record the amount of time it takes for participants to make these 

pairings and from that they can infer which association comes more naturally. 

Specifically, if participants are quicker to classify the stimuli in blocks 3 and 4 compared 

to blocks 6 and 7 from the example above, this IAT effect would suggest that it is easier 

for them to associate bugs with unpleasant and flowers with pleasant (the pairs presented 

in blocks 3 and 4) compared to flowers with unpleasant and bugs with pleasant (the pairs 

presented in blocks 6 and 7). If this is the case, the assertion could be made that the 

individual holds associations in memory for bugs with unpleasant and flowers with 

pleasant. 

There are two criticisms of the IAT worth noting. First, it cannot differentiate 

between whether an association exists in memory because of the individual’s subscription 
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to that association, as opposed to because of familiarity with a particular association (e.g., 

Karpinski and Hilton 2001). For example, an entomologist who finds bugs very pleasant 

may still exhibit the IAT effect where he more easily associates bugs with unpleasant and 

flowers with pleasant because those are society’s commonly accepted associations to 

which he has been exposed over time. Second, it has been suggested that an IAT effect 

can be the result of concept salience as opposed to the association between concepts 

(Rothermund and Wentura 2004). Imagine the entomologist has just ordered flowers for 

his wife’s birthday, all the while thinking pleasant thoughts. Then, the concepts of 

flowers and pleasant would both be salient to him and, therefore, it may be easier for him 

to categorize stimuli pertaining to those concepts when they are combined. In other 

words, because flowers and pleasant are both salient, the resulting IAT effect would 

suggest that he associates flowers with pleasant and bugs with unpleasant, when this may 

not be the case. However, it seems reasonable to infer that if the associations between 

concepts is particularly self-relevant, such as the pleasantness of bugs is likely to be for 

the entomologist, that the effects of familiarity with associations and salience of 

particular concepts would not be strong enough factors to overcome the personally-based 

associations held in memory.  

The ability for the IAT to overcome the potential detriments just described when 

associations are self-relevant is particularly likely in the case of Me/Not Me IATs. These 

IATs use “Me” and “Not Me” as target concepts (like bugs and flowers) to assess how 

closely individuals associate themselves with other concepts. Therefore, the Me/Not Me 

IAT is not examining the link between just any general concepts in memory. In fact, it 

assesses what concepts the individual associates with the self, thereby being self-relevant 
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by definition. Thus, the Me/Not Me IAT is likely less susceptible to the familiarity and 

salience effects mentioned above. 

The Me/Not Me IAT was initially used to measure implicit self-esteem with the 

second target concept being positively versus negatively valenced words (Greenwald and 

Farnham 2000). If an individual was quicker to pair “Me” with positive (negative) words 

than negative (positive) words, this IAT effect was an indicator of positively (negatively) 

valenced self-esteem. This research also assessed how closely particular concepts were 

linked to participants’ self-concepts, finding that women had stronger associations 

between self and femininity, compared to masculinity, and vice versa for men. 

The Me/Not Me IAT has more recently been extended to the consumer brands 

domain (Brunel, Tietje, and Greenwald 2004; Maison, Greenwald, and Bruin 2004). 

Brunel and colleagues (2004) used the target concepts of “Me” and “Not Me” along with 

the competing computer platforms Mac (Apple brand computers) and PC (Microsoft 

Windows-based computers). They found an IAT effect indicating that Mac loyalists had a 

significantly stronger association between self and Mac than between self and PC, 

indicating that Mac loyalists closely associated self with the brand. Because the Me/Not 

Me IAT enables the examination of how closely concepts are linked to the self in 

memory, the use of a Me/Not Me IAT along with the second target concept of brands 

allows us to gain additional insight into how a brand relates to identity in memory. 

Specifically, the Me/Not Me IAT allows for the investigation of how closely one 

associates the self with a particular brand on an automatic, cognitive level.  

I posit that self-brand overlap and dissociation are the cognitive underpinnings of 

positive and negative, respectively, consumer-brand relationships. Specifically, the 
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existence of self-brand overlap indicates that the brand has been incorporated into the self 

at the cognitive level and self-brand dissociation indicates that the brand is cognitively 

dissociated from the self. This relevance of brands to the self, at a cognitive level, should 

be further evidenced by a brand-based Me/Not Me IAT. Specifically, I expect that self-

brand overlap will coincide with an implicit association between one’s self and a loved 

brand, and self-brand dissociation will coincide with an implicit dissociation between 

ones’ self and a disliked brand. This would be evidenced by IAT results of strong 

associations between “Me” and the loved brand, when self-brand overlap is present and 

strong associations between “Not Me” and the disliked brand, when self-brand 

dissociation is present. 

In addition to comparing the measure of self-brand overlap and dissociation to the 

other four instruments just discussed, study 2 has two further objectives, which I will 

briefly discuss. First, I will cover the aim of refining the self-brand overlap and 

dissociation measure. I will then discuss the individual difference variable of attachment 

style, which this study also investigated. Attachment style is discussed in brief because 

the empirical evidence did not support its predicted role in self-brand overlap. 

 

Refining Self-Brand Overlap and Dissociation Measurement  

 

 In study 1, I applied the methodology developed by Aron et al. (1991, experiment 

3) in an attempt to extend the finding of self-other overlap to the domain of consumer 

brands, as well as to examine self-other dissociation. Study 2 seeks to, again, utilize Aron 

and colleagues’ procedure for demonstrating cognitive overlap and dissociation, but with 
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a refinement of the measurement to explore many fewer than the 90 characteristics 

examined in study 1, while also tailoring it to the domain of consumer brands.  

This refinement of the characteristics used to assess self-brand overlap and 

dissociation is warranted on many fronts. First, all research that has examined “including 

others in the self” from a cognitive perspective (Aron et al. 1991; Aron and Fraley 1999; 

Coats et al. 2000; Otten and Epstude 2006; Smith and Henry 1996; Smith et al. 1999) 

used the same 90 heterogeneous characteristics originally selected by Aron et al. (1991, 

experiment 3). However, there is no explanation for the selection of these particular 

characteristics, which seem to have no overarching structure or purpose. Second, there is 

also no justification for the use of 90 characteristics. If the inclusion of another in the self 

does significantly impact characteristic accessibility based on whether the characteristic 

is or is not shared by self and other, this may be demonstrable with far fewer 

observations. In fact, having participants rate themselves and another on 90 

characteristics, followed by the response time task in which they once again judge 

whether or not all 90 characteristics are self-descriptive, could lead to participant wear-

out and negative consequences from that, such as adding noise to the data.  

In addition to decreasing the number of characteristics examined, study 2 will also 

use characteristics that are more applicable to consumer brands than are the 90 

heterogeneous personality characteristics from study 1. Specifically, study 2 will examine 

just 30 characteristics, with 20 relating to the brand personality framework and 10 

relating to the Big 5 personality framework. It is likely a stretch to assume that the 90 

characteristics from Aron et al. (1991, experiment 3) are applicable to the domain of 

consumer brands, and this lack of applicability may add unwanted noise to the data. 
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Thus, by tailoring the characteristics to better fit the brand context, I should be able to 

decrease the number of characteristics examined, which will make the procedure more 

efficient, while adding meaning to the data by decreasing unintended noise.  

The brand personality framework offers five dimensions of brand personality, 

each containing sub-facets that illustrate the dimension more concretely (Aaker 1997). 

Study 2 characteristics will include each of the brand personality dimensions and their 

corresponding sub-facets, resulting in 20 total characteristics representing the brand 

personality framework. The remaining 10 characteristics were chosen to represent the Big 

5 personality framework.  

In selecting the 10 characteristics that best represent the Big 5 personality 

framework, I turned to Goldberg's (1992) investigation into the markers (or personality 

characteristics) that best represented each of the Big 5 dimensions. Because each of the 

brand personality characteristics is positively valenced, I opted for only positively 

valenced Big 5 characteristics as well. Further, I selected two characteristics to represent 

each of the Big 5 dimensions. In doing so, I use Goldberg’s (1992) factor loading 

analysis as a guide. Goldberg extensively reviewed how well various adjectives 

represented the Big 5 dimension it was aimed to assess. For this study, I selected the two 

positively valenced characteristics (e.g., selecting organized instead of disorganized) that 

had the highest factor loadings for each dimension of the Big 5.2 This rounds out the 30 

characteristics that will be used to assess the self-brand overlap and dissociation effects in 

study 2. See appendix E for a complete list of the 30 characteristics. 

                                                 
2 There was one exception to this selection criterion. On the neuroticism dimension, the highest factor 
loading was for the characteristic unenvious. Because this word is not in the everyday lexicon, I opted to 
choose the second and third highest loading characteristics (unemotional and relaxed) as stimuli, to avoid 
any unintended effects of presenting participants with an unorthodox term. 
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By limiting the number of characteristics used in the exploration of cognitive 

overlap and dissociation, I have the potential to increase efficiency in this and future data 

collection. Specifically, in examining only 30 characteristics, compared to 90 in study 1, 

the study procedure will take at least 50% less time. And, by examining characteristics 

that specifically pertain to established personality frameworks, noise in the data is likely 

to be reduced from study 1, where the 90 characteristics assessed were, seemingly, 

arbitrarily put together and not necessarily applicable to consumer brands. Thus, the 

application of these 30 characteristics allows me to refine the measurement of self-brand 

overlap and dissociation, while tailoring the “including others in the self” paradigm to the 

consumer research domain. 

 

The Role of Attachment Style  

 

The concept of the individual difference of attachment style is based on the work 

of Bowlby (1969) who used the idea of interpersonal attachment to explain infants’ 

interactions with caregivers. Since then, researchers have fruitfully extended Bowlby’s 

concept of attachment style by applying it to understanding many types of relationships, 

for example, adult romantic relationships (Hazan and Shaver 1987). Today, it is generally 

accepted that attachment style can be defined in terms of two orthogonal dimensions: 

anxiety and avoidance (Brennan, Clark, and Shaver 1998). 

 The anxiety dimension of attachment style captures whether people view 

themselves favorably while the avoidance dimension captures whether people view 

others favorably (Brennan et al. 1998). Those who rate high on the anxiety dimension 
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fear that they will be abandoned by their loved ones, causing them to seek the approval of 

relationship partners. On the other hand, those who are low on anxiety do not need to 

seek approval of others to maintain their self-worth. On the avoidance dimension, those 

high on avoidance tend to avoid intimacy in their interpersonal relationships since they 

view others negatively.  

Though attachment style has only minimally been applied to understanding 

marketplace relationships, Swaminathan, Stilley, and Ahluwalia (2009) recently reported 

that people’s attachment styles can predict the importance they put on a brand’s 

personality. Brands are often perceived by consumers to have personalities (Aaker 1997) 

and, because of this, consumers are able to express aspects of themselves through the use 

of brands (e.g., Aaker 1999; Escalas and Bettman 2005). However, not all consumers opt 

for this means of self-expression equally. Specifically, Swaminathan et al. (2009) found 

that only anxiously attached individuals put weight on brand personality, with their 

preference for particular brands being mediated by the ability of the brand to signal their 

ideal self to others. Thus, anxious individuals seem to prefer brands based on what those 

brands’ symbolic properties can do for their interpersonal interactions, as opposed to a 

deeper connection with the brand itself. Swaminathan and colleagues point out that their 

research on brand personalities does not shed light onto which consumers are likely to 

form deep brand relationships.  

Study 2 attempts to tackle this issue by examining whether people who score low 

on the anxiety dimension of attachment style, who were not swayed by brand personality 

in Swaminathan et al.’s (2009) research, are more likely to form deep relationships with 

brands. This is in comparison to those high on anxiety, who Swaminathan et al. (2009) 
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reveal are more interested in brands for social reasons, as opposed to forming meaningful 

relationships with the brands themselves. If this is the case, anxiety should be negatively 

related to the occurrence of self-brand overlap, whereby anxious people are less likely to 

form deep relationships with brands, which will be demonstrable at the cognitive level. 

Let me remind the reader that empirical support is not found for this notion. 

 

Method 

 

The goals of this study are threefold: 1) It will investigate the relationship 

between self-brand overlap and dissociation and four other constructs, which are 

measured, respectively, by the Self-Brand Connection (SBC), Self-Brand Relationship 

(SBR), and Inclusion of the Brand in the Self (IBS) scales, and the Implicit Association 

Test (IAT). 2) It will examine self-brand overlap and dissociation with the application of 

the 30 characteristics previously discussed, compared to the 90 in study 1, thereby 

refining the measurement of these constructs, while tailoring it to the domain of brands. 

3) It will examine attachment style as a potential moderator of self-brand overlap. 

To facilitate the first goal of study 2, I will look at the effect of whether a brand is 

loved or disliked by a consumer (as in study 1) on each of the dependent measures (the 

SBC, SBR, and IBS scales, as well as the IAT and self-brand overlap and dissociation). 

Presuming all of these measures are in fact capturing a link between a consumer and a 

brand, each variable should move in the same direction based on whether they are being 

evaluated for a loved or a disliked brand. In other words, self-brand connections, self-

brand relationships, inclusion of the brand in the self, implicit associations between self 
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and brand, and self-brand overlap should all emerge when a brand is loved. But, when a 

brand is disliked, a lack of a self-brand connection and self-brand relationship, no 

inclusion of the brand in the self, an implicit association between “not self” and the 

brand, and self-brand dissociation should all emerge. Methodologically speaking, this 

will be evidenced by scores on every measure (calibrated to all be in the same direction) 

being higher when a loved brand is being evaluated, compared to when a disliked brand 

is being evaluated, and with the scores on each measure being significantly, positively 

correlated with one another. If each measure responds to the effect of loved versus 

disliked brand in this manner and they are significantly, positively correlated, this will 

offer insight into the construct validity of self-brand overlap and dissociation, suggesting 

that they are capturing consumer-brand relationships at the cognitive level. Further, I will 

also perform factor analyses to assess the relationships between the constructs. 

 

Participants and Materials. Participants were 196 undergraduate students taking 

part for partial course credit in an introductory marketing course. The materials used for 

the measurement of self-brand overlap and dissociation are the 30 personality 

characteristics previously discussed. 

In Study 1, the brands used to operationalize the loved/disliked 

manipulation were chosen idiosyncratically by the participants. In contrast, in this 

study the brands had to be selected in advance in order to create the IAT task. In 

choosing these brands, it was important to select brands that would allow for 

some of them to be loved by members of the student population and others deeply 

disliked. The selection of brands was determined by my familiarity with the 
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student population and through discussions with faculty members and students to 

provide additional insights into what brands students felt strongly towards, both 

positively and negatively.  

Further, because the IAT methodology requires that participants compare 

alternative concepts (e.g., bugs vs. flowers), the IATs had to be created so that 

each brand of interest for the participant had a comparison brand in the IAT task. 

The logical choice was to select brands that were relevant to the population and 

had clear competitors in the market. See appendix F for a full list of the 14 pre-

selected brands for the study. For each brand, five items were selected as stimuli 

to represent the brand, including brand logos, pictures of products, and storefronts 

(see these images in appendix G). To operationalize the “Me” and “Not Me” 

concepts, the following stimuli were selected: My, Mine, Myself, Self, and I for 

“Me” and Other, They, It, Their, and Them for “Not Me”. 

 

Procedure. Participants took part in groups ranging in size from one to eight. 

Upon arrival to the lab, each participant was seated in a private room with a computer 

and was randomly assigned to either the loved or disliked brand condition. Regardless of 

condition, participants were first presented with a pencil and paper questionnaire that 

listed the brands that were potential stimuli. They were instructed to select a brand from 

the list that most qualified as a Lovemark (Pawle and Cooper 2006) (a loved brand) for 

them and to select the brand that best qualified as a Hatemark (a disliked brand) for them, 
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personally.3 If they were assigned to the loved (disliked) brand condition, the Lovemark 

(Hatemark) brand they identified will be referred to as their target brand for the 

remainder of the study. Participants were also asked to rate the extent to which the brands 

they chose fit the Lovemark and Hatemark criterion for them personally. These ratings 

were used to ensure that the brands selected for the study satisfied the requirement that 

they be reasonably loved and disliked by the student population. Please see appendix H 

for the specific materials presented to participants, including the explanations of 

Lovemark and Hatemark brands. 

Following the selection of their Lovemark and Hatemark brands, participants 

completed a scale to determine their attachment style (Fraley, Waller, and Brennan 

2000). The scale was comprised of 36 items, 18 of which assessed attachment anxiety 

and the other 18 assessed attachment avoidance. Following completion of the attachment 

style inventory, participants completed the three scales related to consumer-brand bonds: 

the SBC, SBR, and IBS scales, all of which were tailored to their target brand.  

I presented participants with these explicit scales prior to the implicit tasks (the 

IAT and the self-brand overlap and dissociation measure) because, though the order of 

implicit and explicit measures does not seem to affect results (Greenwald and Farnham 

2000), presenting the explicit measures first is more conservative. That is because 

implicit measures capture processes outside of participants’ awareness and, therefore, are 

unlikely to be affected by performing explicit tasks previously. After participants 

                                                 
3 For the remainder of the study participants focused primarily on only one brand (either their chosen 
Lovemark or Hatemark brand, depending on the condition to which they were assigned). However, I asked 
them to select both a loved and disliked brand because the IAT will employ the use of two brands 
(competitors). Therefore, since it is reasonable to suspect that participants may be prone to pick loved and 
disliked brands that are competitors, this information is needed to account for it when assessing the IAT 
results. However, this factor did not affect IAT results and will not be further discussed. 
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completed this portion of the study they also indicated their gender and whether English 

was their first language.4  

After finishing the questionnaires, participants next completed the Me/Not Me 

brand-based IAT. Recall, the IAT requires that the individual be presented with four 

concepts. In this case, two of those concepts were “Me” and “Not Me”. The other two 

concepts were competing brands: 1) the participant’s target brand and 2) its competitor. 

For example, if a participant was in the loved brand condition and chose Coke as their 

Lovemark brand, the IAT target concepts for them would be: Me/Not Me (this was the 

same for all participants) and the brands Coke and Pepsi. The goal was to assess whether 

the participant associated their target brand with “Me” or “Not Me”, with the prediction 

that the target brand would be more closely associated with “Me” for those in the loved 

brand condition but with “Not Me” for those in the disliked condition. To determine this, 

I administered a standard IAT in counterbalanced order, so that half of the participants 

saw their target brand paired with “Me” first and the other half saw their target brand 

paired with “Not Me” first, to control for potential order effects in the IAT. For every 

block in the IAT procedure, participants were instructed to press the A key on the 

keyboard if the image or word that appeared in the middle of the computer screen fit with 

a concept in the top left corner of the screen and to press the 5 key on the number keypad 

if it fit with a concept in the top right corner of the screen. Figure 4 illustrates the 

procedure employed using the brands Coke and Pepsi as examples.  

 

                                                 
4 Participants for whom English was not their first language completed the remainder of the study but, 
because this study involves response time tasks that require ease in the recognition of stimuli, I deleted 
those 31 participants (16%) from future analyses to minimize extraneous variance in the data. However, the 
omission of these participants from the analysis did not change the pattern of results.  
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FIGURE 4: STUDY 2 - SAMPLE IAT TARGET CONCEPTS AND STIMULI BY 
BLOCK 

Block 
Number  

Number 
of Trials Concept Labels: Sample Stimuli  Concept Labels: Sample Stimuli 

1 10 Coke:  Pepsi:  
2 10 Me:         I Not Me:  Their 

3 20 

Coke:   
 
Me:   Myself 

Pepsi:      
 
Not Me:  Other 

4 40 

Coke:  
 
Me:           My 

Pepsi:     
 
Not Me:  Them 

5 10 Pepsi:  Coke:  

6 20 

Pepsi:  
 
Me:          Self 

Coke:     
  
Not Me:   It 

7 40 

 

Pepsi:  
 
Me:         Mine 

Coke:   
 
Not Me:  They 

 
 

Following completion of the IAT, everyone participated in an unrelated study, 

lasting approximately 15 minutes. They then completed the last portion of this 

experiment, which allows for the test of self-brand overlap and dissociation. The 

procedure employed for this portion of the study closely replicates those used by Smith 

and Henry (1996) and in study 1. First, participants were asked to rate the extent to which 
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30 characteristics, which were chosen to represent the Big 5 and brand personality 

frameworks, were self-descriptive on a seven-point scale from Extremely Unlike Me to 

Extremely Like Me. Next, participants rated the extent to which the same 30 

characteristics were descriptive of their target brand, also on a seven-point scale from 

Extremely Unlike Brand X to Extremely Like Brand X (with the name of their target brand 

in place of “Brand X”). The order of the characteristics presented to participants, in both 

the self-descriptive and brand-descriptive ratings tasks, was randomized. 

Once participants completed the rating tasks they moved on to the final response 

time task. Participants were instructed that they would be presented with characteristics 

in the middle of their computer screen, most of which they had seen in the previous task 

(six additional characteristics were added to the beginning to familiarize participants with 

the task) and that they were to indicate whether or not each of those characteristics was 

self-descriptive. Specifically, they were instructed to press the right shift key on the 

keyboard if the characteristic was self-descriptive (i.e., “me”) and the left shift key if the 

characteristic did not describe them (i.e., “not me”). Participants were asked to respond as 

quickly as they could but not so quickly that they make errors. They were also told that 

the purpose of this task was to compare these responses to their previous self ratings on 

the characteristics. In actuality, the purpose of the task was to measure response times for 

each of the self-descriptiveness judgments, with the aim of gauging the accessibility of 

each of the 30 characteristics. These response times serve as the dependent variable in 

assessing self-brand overlap and dissociation. The 30 characteristics were presented to 

participants in random order. Once they completed this task they were thanked for their 

participation and dismissed. 
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Results 

  

 After removing the data from participants for whom English was not their 

first language, data from 164 participants (54% female, 46% male) remained. The 

first goal of this study was to assess the construct validity of self-brand overlap 

and dissociation. To this end, following the report of the results of the 

manipulation check, I report the following in this results section: 1) the 

correlations between the dependent variables, 2) factor analyses, 3) the effect of 

the loved/disliked brand manipulation on each of the five dependent variables, 

and lastly 4) the effect of attachment style on each dependent variable.  

 

Manipulation Check. To ensure that the target brands that participants’ 

selected met the Lovemark or Hatemark criterion for them, respectively, I 

included a manipulation check. Specifically, participants were asked to rate the 

extent to which their target brand fit the corresponding criterion (Lovemark or 

Hatemark, depending on condition), on a seven-point scale from Not Well at All 

to Extremely Well. The mean score on this scale in the loved brand condition was 

5.78, which was significantly different from the mean in the disliked brand 

condition of 4.13, F(1, 162) = 117.78, p < .0001. Further, though the mean ratings 

were significantly greater than the scale midpoint of four in the loved brand 

condition, t(98) = 5.78, p < .001, they were not in the disliked brand condition, 

t(96) = 4.13, p > .20. Because participants in the loved brand condition appear to 
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feel stronger about their brand than do those in the disliked brand condition, it is 

possible the dependent variables will be affected more strongly in the loved, 

compared to disliked, brand condition. 

 

Correlations between Self-Brand Overlap/Dissociation and Other 

Measures. The primary goal of this study is to determine whether self-brand 

overlap and dissociation are in fact the cognitive underpinnings of positive and 

negative, respectively, brand relationships. If this is the case, we should see a 

strong correlation between self-brand overlap/dissociation and the other four 

constructs that assess consumer-brand bonds. To examine this, I first calculated 

scores for each measure for the purpose of determining the correlations between 

the five dependent variables.  

To calculate participants’ Self-Brand Connection (SBC) and Self-Brand 

Relationship (SBR) scores, I took the mean of their responses for those scales. 

Participants’ Inclusion of the Brand in the Self (IBS) scores were their responses 

to the one-item scale question. Higher scores indicate greater SBCs, SBRs, and 

IBS, respectively. 

Next, I computed scores for each participant on the Implicit Association Test 

(IAT) using the scoring algorithm outlined by Greenwald, Nosek, and Banaji (2003) with 

the following specifications: 1) responses over 10000 ms were removed from the 

analysis, 2) no participants had more than 10% of responses less than 300 ms and, 

therefore, none needed to be eliminated from the analysis, 3) means and standard 

deviations were calculated for each experimental block (blocks 3, 4, 6, and 7) without the 
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inclusion of error trials, and 4) error trials (when participants did not correctly categorize 

the stimuli) were penalized by replacing them with the participants block mean plus 

double their block standard deviation. I formatted the resulting IAT scores such that 

positive scores indicated a stronger association between the target brand (whether it be a 

loved or disliked brand, depending on condition) and “Me”, compared to “Not Me”, and 

negative scores indicated a stronger association between the target brand and “Not Me”, 

compared to “Me”. 

I next calculated individual level scores for self-brand overlap and dissociation. 

Recall that for study 1, the analysis of self-brand overlap and dissociation used a 

multilevel regression model, which is the ideal treatment of data with multiple 

observations per participant. However, for the sake of comparing this measure to the four 

other dependent variables here, self-brand overlap/dissociation effect scores needed to be 

obtained for each participant.  

 Individual-level self-brand overlap/dissociation effect scores were calculated by 

running separate regressions for each participant. In each regression, the dependent 

variable was the participant’s ln (RT) on each characteristic. The independent variable 

was self-brand similarity and the control variable of “me”/”not me” was also included. 

The resulting coefficient on the self-brand similarity variable was the participant’s self-

brand overlap/dissociation effect score, as it is the best indicator of how self-brand 

similarity on a characteristic affects the accessibility of that characteristic (the effect of 

interest). If a participant’s score is positive, this means that the more dissimilar the self 

and brand are on specific characteristics, the slower the response times, indicating self-

brand overlap. On the other hand, if a participant’s score is negative, this means that the 
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more dissimilar the self and brand are on specific characteristics, the faster the response 

times, indicating self-brand dissociation. 

Now, having scores for each participant on each of the five measures related to 

consumer-brand bonds, I calculated pairwise correlations between the variables using the 

data from all participants who completed each portion of the study. The correlation 

matrix is presented in table 3.  

 
 
TABLE 3: STUDY 2 – CORRELATIONS BETWEEN 
MEASURES OF CONSUMER-BRAND BONDS 

 
SBO/D 
effect IAT effect SBC SBR 

IBS .1993* .4597** .7928** .8177** 
SBO/D effect  .2304* .3054** .3056** 
IAT effect   .6902** .6828** 
SBC    .9453** 
Note: SBO/D stands for the measure of self-brand overlap/dissociation. 
* p<.05. 
** p<.0001. 

 
 

All the dependent variables are significantly, positively correlated with one 

another. However, questions remain to be answered. For example, while the SBC and 

SBR scales correlate quite highly with one another (r = .95), the correlation between 

those scales and the measure of self-brand overlap/dissociation (r = .31) leaves room for 

questioning whether these measures are in fact both capturing an aspect of consumer-

brand bonds. However, because these two measures are significantly, positively 

correlated with one another and the measure of self-brand overlap/dissociation is so 

vastly different from the SBC and SBR methodologies, they certainly share little to no 

common methods variance and, thus, this could be an underlying reason for their low 

correlations. My next step in understanding how these five dependent measures relate to 
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one another, beyond what the correlations can tell us, is to perform factor analyses of the 

data. 

 

Factor Analyses. Because I propose that self-brand overlap and dissociation are 

the cognitive underpinnings of brand relationships, and the other constructs discussed in 

this chapter similarly capture some aspect of a consumer’s bond with a brand, I suspect 

that each of the five dependent measures load onto one higher-order theoretical construct. 

If so, this would provide evidence that self-brand overlap and dissociation are in fact 

related to consumer-brand bonds, as proposed.  

To this end, I examined whether the five aforementioned measures may be 

effectively treated as indicators of higher order-constructs. I began by performing 

exploratory principal components analyses (PCAs), and moved onto confirmatory factor 

analyses (CFAs) to determine whether self-brand overlap and dissociation are tapping 

into the same theoretical construct as the other four measures, which assess consumer-

brand bonds in a variety of ways. 

 I began by applying PCA to examine participants’ standardized scores on each of 

the five measures related to consumer-brand bonds. I began with PCA because it allows 

for exploratory examination of the data without any assumptions regarding the existence 

of an underlying factor structure, and I will supplement theses analyses with theoretically 

based CFAs. I first performed a 2-factor varimax rotation on the data, which revealed one 

factor, explaining 63% of the variance, comprised of the following 4 measures: the SBC, 

SBR, and IBS scales, and the IAT scores. The lowest factor loading was .77, for the IAT 
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scores. The second factor explained 21% of the variance and was made up solely of the 

self-brand overlap and dissociation scores.  

 For further exploratory purposes, I also investigated a 3-factor solution, to 

determine whether it might offer more insight than the 2-factor solution. The 3-factor 

solution is provocative: the three self-report scales load onto the first factor, with the SBC 

scores having the lowest loading at .80; the IAT loads onto the second factor; and the 

self-brand overlap and dissociation scores load onto the third factor. The pattern suggests 

that methods variance may be a primary determinant of the factor structure. 

 In light of that, I turned to CFA techniques to more rigorously examine whether 

the five related dependent measures are or are not tapping into the same basic theoretical 

construct: a bond between consumers and brands, as opposed to multiple constructs. 

Here, I apply CFA as an updated practice from the application of the multitrait-

multimethod (MTMM) matrix technique (Campbell and Fiske 1959). CFA, unlike 

exploratory factor analysis or PCA, allows me to distinguish methods variance from 

theoretical construct variance. In other words, using CFA I am able to partial out 

common methods variance to determine whether the SBC, SBR, IBS scales, as well as 

the IAT and self-brand overlap and dissociation measure are in fact capturing distinct 

theoretical constructs, or one overarching theoretical construct. To do so, I use CFA to 

explore the fit of the factor structures revealed by the PCAs. Then, that will serve as a 

basis for comparison with a factor structure containing only one underlying theoretical 

construct, while accounting for the role of methods variance.5 The measurement models 

                                                 
5 I performed CFAs separately for the loved and disliked brand conditions, in case they revealed different 
factor structures. The fit statistics were similar for the models in the two conditions as for in the combined 
CFAs, with slight improvement in the fit statistics when the loved and disliked brand conditions were 
combined. Thus, for the sake of brevity, I report only the results of the combined CFAs. 
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discussed below were assessed using AMOS 17 and meet all identification criteria 

(Kenny, Kashy, and Bolger 1998). 

Before testing the factor structures revealed by the PCAs, I first explored a single 

factor solution, which is illustrated in figure 5. Results from this measurement model 

estimation, a single-factor CFA, demonstrated a good fit (X2 = 11.863, d.f. = 5, p < .05; 

NFI = .985; CFI = .991; GFI = .975; AGFI = .926; RMSEA = .086). However, this model 

leaves room for improvement in that the RMSEA does not quite reach significance. It is 

also worth noting that the model X2 is significant, indicating poor model fit. However, X2 

is quite sensitive to sample size, which in cases such as this causes it to be less relied 

upon when judging model fit, compared to other fit statistics.  

 
 
FIGURE 5: STUDY 2 – ONE FACTOR CFA 

SBC scores SBR scores IBS scores IAT scores SBO/D scores 

Consumer-
Brand Bonds

Note. SBO/D stands for the measure of self-brand overlap/dissociation.  

 

 Next, I examined a 2-factor model, illustrated in figure 6, which PCA revealed 

may also be a good fit for the data. Results from this measurement model estimation, a 2-

factor CFA, demonstrated a poor fit (X2 = 650.906, d.f. = 6, p = .000; NFI = .161; CFI = 

.157; GFI = .736; AGFI = .341; RMSEA = .707). These statistics indicate that this 2-

factor solution is not the best explanation of the data, as it is inferior to the single factor 
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model. The 3-factor structure revealed by the EFA, illustrated in figure 7, also 

demonstrated a poor fit compared to the single factor model (X2 = 651.023, d.f. = 7, p = 

.000; NFI = .160; CFI = .159; GFI = .733; AGFI = .428; RMSEA = .764), suggesting it 

too is not the best explanation for the data.  

 

FIGURE 6: STUDY 2 – TWO FACTOR CFA 

SBC scores SBR scores IBS scores IAT scores SBO/D scores 

Associations 
between  

Self and Brand  

Cognitive 
Consumer-

Brand 
Relationships 

Note. SBO/D stands for the measure of self-brand overlap/dissociation.
 

 

FIGURE 7: STUDY 2 – THREE FACTOR CFA 

Note. SBO/D stands for the measure of self-brand overlap/dissociation.

SBC scores SBR scores IBS scores IAT scores 

Cognitive 
Consumer-

Brand 
Relationships 

 

Self-Reported 
Consumer-

Brand Bonds 

 

Implicit  
Self-Brand 

Associations 

SBO/D scores 

 

 
 

 Thus far, CFA has revealed that the 2- and 3- factor structures revealed by the 

PCAs do not fit the data as well as a single factor solution. However, the single-factor 
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model leaves room for improvement, based on the non-significant RMSEA. Therefore, I 

next tested a model with one theoretical construct that also took into account methods 

variance. As described by Nosek and Smyth (2007), a CFA, much like a MTMM matrix, 

allows the researcher to distinguish between methods variance and trait variance. And, 

since the PCAs left room for questioning whether common methods may be driving the 

revealed factor structures, the next CFA I tested took this into account. 

 Specifically, this CFA included two methods factors: 1) implicit methods and 2) 

explicit methods, along with one overarching theoretical construct: consumer-brand 

bonds. This model is illustrated in figure 8. This model is the best fit for the data, thus far, 

even out-performing the single-factor model (X2 = 1.588, d.f. = 6, p > .20; NFI = .998; 

CFI = 1.000; GFI = .997; AGFI = .974; RMSEA = .000).  

 

FIGURE 8: STUDY 2 – CFA INCLUDING 2 METHODS AND 1 THEORETICAL 
FACTOR 
 

 
 Note. SBO/D stands for the measure of self-brand overlap/dissociation.

SBC scores SBR scores IBS scores IAT scores 

 
Consumer-Brand 

Bonds 
 

 
 

Implicit Methods 
 

 
 

Explicit Methods 
 

SBO/D scores 
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 Before moving on, I tested one last CFA. Nosek and Smyth (2007) used CFA 

techniques to determine that there is a distinction between the theoretical constructs of 

explicit attitudes, which are captured by self-report scales, and implicit attitudes, which 

are captured by the IAT. To test this, they compared a model, much like my model that 

includes two methods factors and one underlying theoretical factor to a model that 

included two methods factors and two theoretical factors: explicit and implicit attitudes. 

They found that the latter model was a better fit, thus concluding that explicit and implicit 

attitudes are distinct constructs. It is feasible that explicit and implicit consumer-brand 

bonds are also distinct theoretical constructs. Therefore, following the procedure used by 

Smith and Nosek (2007), I tested one last model, which treated explicit and implicit 

consumer-brand bonds as distinct theoretical factors. This model is illustrated in figure 9.  

 

FIGURE 9: STUDY 2 – CFA INCLUDING 2 METHODS AND 2 THEORETICAL 
FACTORS 

 

 

Explicit 
Consumer- 

Brand Bonds 

 

Implicit 
Consumer- 

Brand Bonds 

SBC scores SBR scores IBS scores IAT scores SBO/D scores 

 
 

Implicit Methods 
 

 
 

Explicit Methods 
 

  
Note. SBO/D stands for the measure of self-brand overlap/dissociation.

 
  
 However, this model was a poor fit for the data, compared to the model that 

includes methods factors and only one underlying theoretical construct (X2 = 80.0, d.f. = 
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9, p = .000; NFI = .256; CFI = .272; GFI = .798; AGFI = .664; RMSEA = .301). Thus, I 

can confidently conclude that, once methods variance is accounted for, the five indicators 

are tapping into just one underlying theoretical construct, which can be articulated as the 

bond a consumer has with a brand. In other words, since both loved and disliked brands 

were considered, these five measures assess some aspect of a consumer’s relationship 

with a brand, either positive or negative. 

 The goal of these factor analyses was to determine whether self-brand overlap and 

dissociation are in fact capturing consumer-brand relationships at a cognitive level. 

Specifically, I proposed that self-brand overlap is the cognitive foundation of positive 

consumer-brand relationships and that self-brand dissociation is the cognitive foundation 

of negative consumer-brand relationships. To ensure the pattern of results indicating self-

brand overlap and dissociation were not attributable to some underlying, unidentified 

confounding factor, I explored their relationship with other measures of consumer-brand 

bonds. The CFA results revealed that, once methods variance is accounted for, each of 

the five measures seem to be tapping into just one underlying theoretical construct. 

Therefore, there is reasonable evidence that self-brand overlap and dissociation, which 

are examined at a cognitive level, are capturing the impact of brands on the psychological 

self.  

However, in case one might still suspect that these variables are not capturing the 

same underlying theoretical construct, I will examine another potential way to 

differentiate between the five dependent measures. Specifically, I will examine how these 

related variables are predicted by other variables: 1) loved/disliked brand and 2) 

attachment style.  
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Effect of Loved/Disliked Brand on Each Measure. To further understand 

the relationships between each of the five measures discussed herein, I next 

examined how they were each affected by the loved/disliked brand manipulation. 

The main effect of loved/disliked brand was significant in the predicted directions 

for each of the five dependent measures. Therefore, this particular variable does 

not differentiate between the five dependent measures and instead provides 

additional support for the convergent validity of the constructs.  

I first present the main effect of condition on each of the explicit 

dependent variables: the Self-Brand Connection (SBC), Self-Brand Relationship 

(SBR), and Inclusion of the Brand in the Self (IBS) scales. Second, I will report 

the impact of condition on the Implicit Association Test (IAT) effect, followed by 

a test of the self-brand overlap and dissociation effects.  

Of the 164 participants, two participants’ responses to the explicit measures were 

not recorded, leaving usable responses from 162. As hypothesized, participant’s SBC, 

SBR, and IBS scores are significantly higher in the loved brand condition than in the 

disliked brand condition. The results are presented in figure 10. The means and statistics 

are as follows: SBC (α = .97) loved brand = 4.66, disliked brand = 1.44, F(1, 160) = 

661.82, p < .0001. SBR (α = .97) loved brand = 4.60, disliked brand = 1.46, F(1, 160) = 

588.13, p < .0001. Lastly, IBS loved brand = 3.08, disliked brand = 1.23, F(1, 160) = 

145.12, p < .0001. 
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FIGURE 10: STUDY 2 - EFFECT OF LOVED/DISLIKED BRAND ON THE SBC, 
SBR, AND IBS SCALES 
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Next, I examined the effect of whether a brand is loved or disliked on the IAT. Of 

the 164 participants, one was unable to complete the IAT portion of the study due to a 

computer keyboard malfunction, leaving usable responses from 163. I first determined 

that there was no effect of counterbalancing on the IAT outcomes, which is consistent 

with previous research (e.g., Greenwald et al. 1998). Therefore, the analyses were 

collapsed across this factor.  

 Recall, IAT scores were formatted such that positive scores indicated a 

stronger association between the target brand (whether it be a loved or disliked 

brand, depending on condition) and “Me”, compared to “Not Me”, and negative 

scores indicated a stronger association between the target brand and “Not Me”, 

compared to “Me”. As predicted, there was a significant effect of loved/disliked 

brand on IAT scores (F(1, 161) = 168.91, p < .0001), with those in the loved 

brand condition exhibiting stronger associations between “Me” and their target 

brand (M = 0.58) and those in the disliked brand condition exhibiting stronger 
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associations between “Not Me” and their target brand (M = -0.28). Further, scores 

in the loved brand condition were significantly greater than zero (t(84) = 0.58, p < 

.001) and scores in the disliked brand condition were significantly less than zero 

(t(78) = -0.28, p < .001). See figure 11 for illustration of this effect.  

 

FIGURE 11: STUDY 2 - EFFECT OF LOVED/DISLIKED BRAND ON IAT SCORES 
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Lastly, I examined the effect of whether a brand is loved or disliked on the 

measure of self-brand overlap and dissociation. Of the 164 participants, four 

either did not complete this portion of the study or did not follow directions, 

leaving useable responses from 160. To test for self-brand overlap and 

dissociation I first calculated a measure of self-brand similarity (the independent 

variable). Self-brand similarity is the absolute difference between participant’s 

explicit self and brand ratings. The dependent variable in the analysis was the log 

(ln) transformed response times (ln (RT)) (Fazio 1990) of each participant’s 

“me”/”not me” responses for each characteristic on the timed computer task. All 

response times outside of a 300 ms to 5,000 ms range were excluded (Ratcliff 
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1993). These responses (less than 1%) were replaced with the participant’s mean 

response time and then log transformed.  

 Additionally, I included one control variable known to affect response 

times in the analysis (Smith and Henry 1996). Specifically, people respond more 

quickly to a characteristic that is self-descriptive than to one that is not (i.e., yes 

responses come quicker than no). Therefore each participant’s absolute responses 

(“me” vs. “not me”) on the computer response time task, for each of the 30 

characteristics, was included as a control variable. Unlike in study 1, I did not 

include the valence of the characteristics as a control variable in this analysis. 

This is because each characteristic included in this study was positively valenced 

(e.g., competent, kind, relaxed, spirited). Therefore, the tendency for people to 

more quickly accept positive characteristics and reject negative ones than vice 

versa does not pertain to this study. 

 I used regression to test a multilevel model with condition (loved/disliked 

brand) and subject variance (to explain individual differences in response times) 

included as between subject variables, self-brand similarity (a continuous variable 

for each of the 30 characteristics) as the primary within-subject variable, and 

“me”/”not me” included as a within-subject control variable. The interaction 

between loved/disliked brand and self-brand similarity is the critical test of the 

self-brand overlap and dissociation effects. The dependent variable was ln (RT) 

for each participant on each characteristic.  

More specifically, because the independent variable of interest (self-brand 

similarity) was continuous and there are multiple observations (30) for each of the 
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within subject variables, I applied a multilevel regression model using the 

Restricted Maximum Likelihood (REML) method to obtain the variance 

component and parameter estimates. My F-tests are based on the Kenward-Roger 

method for determining degrees of freedom in multilevel models (Kenward and 

Roger 1997).  

Consistent with the results of study 1, the interaction between condition 

(loved/disliked brand) and self-brand similarity (i.e., the absolute value difference 

between participants’ rating of self and their brand) was significant, F(1, 4789) = 

30.66, p < .0001. See table 4 for details of the regression analysis.  

 

TABLE 4: STUDY 2 – SELF-BRAND SIMILARITY X LOVED/DISLIKED 
BRAND PREDICTING ACCESSIBILITY 

Between Subjects Variable B  SE  
Effect 
Size 

Loved/Disliked Brand -0.014 -0.014 0.016 0.000 

Within Subjects Control Variable 

Me/Not Me 0.133 0.133** 0.007 0.043 

Within Subjects Experimental Variables 

AbsVal(s-b)a 0.006 0.010 0.006 0.000 

Loved/Disliked Brand X AbsVal(s-b)  0.022 0.035** 0.006 0.004 
Note. Subject Variance was included as a within subject control variable with 
random effects in the analysis and had an effect size of .219. 
Model R 2 = .30. 
a. AbsVal(s-b) is the measure of self-brand similarity. 
**p<.0001. 

 
 
 

To further explore this interaction, I next ran regressions separately for each 

condition (loved/disliked brand). In each case, subject variance was included as a 
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between subjects variable, the independent variable of interest was self-brand similarity, 

and the control variable of “me”/”not me” was also included. As before, the dependent 

variable is ln (RT), and I applied a multilevel model using the REML and Kenward-

Roger statistical techniques. See table 5 for details of the regression analyses for each 

condition. 

 

TABLE 5: STUDY 2 – SELF-BRAND SIMILARITY PREDICTING 
ACCESSIBILITY WITHIN LOVED/DISLIKED BRAND CONDITIONS 

Loved Brand Conditiona (N=83) B  SE  
Effect 
Size 

Me/Not Meb 0.170 0.117** 0.009 0.050 

AbsVal(s-b)c 0.029 0.046** 0.010 0.005 
Disliked Brand Conditiond (N=77)         

Me/Not Meb 0.110 0.110** 0.010 0.037 

AbsVal(s-b)c -0.016 -0.025* 0.007 0.003 
Note. Subject Variance was included as a within subject control variable with 
random effects in the analysis and had an effect size of .188 in the loved brand 
condition and .250 in the disliked brand condition. 
a. Model R2 = .28. 
b. Me/Not Me was included as control variables in each regression.  
c. AbsVal(s-b) is the measure of self-brand similarity. 
d. Model R2 = .33. 
*p<.005. **p<.0001. 

 
 

The effect of self-brand similarity on ln (RT) was significant in each condition in 

opposite directions, replicating the self-brand overlap and dissociation effects. Within the 

loved brand condition, response times increased as the difference between self and a 

loved brand increased, F(1, 2487) = 20.33, p < .0001, providing evidence for the self-

brand overlap effect. Characteristics that were shared with a loved brand were relatively 

more accessible than those that differentiate the self from the brand. In the disliked brand 
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condition, response times decreased as the difference between self and brand increased, 

F(1, 2295) = 10.76, p < .005, supporting the self-brand dissociation effect. Characteristics 

that were shared with a disliked brand were relatively less accessible than those that 

differentiate the self from the brand. These effects are illustrated in figure 12. 

 

FIGURE 12: STUDY 2 - SELF-BRAND OVERLAP AND DISSOCIATION EFFECTS 
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Once again, I sought to determine whether the magnitude of the self-brand 

overlap and dissociation effects were significantly different from one another, to assess 

whether loved brands have a greater cognitive impact on the self via self-brand overlap 

than do disliked brands via self-brand dissociation, or vice versa. In this study, this is of 

particular interest because the manipulation check revealed that participants in the loved 

brand condition felt more strongly about their selected brands than did those in the 

disliked brand condition. As in study 1, I tested whether the magnitude of the slopes of 

the lines in figure 12, which estimate the effect of self-brand similarity on a characteristic 

on the accessibility of that characteristic, were significantly different from one another. 
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With the direction of the self-brand overlap and dissociation effects controlled for (i.e., 

with the data formatted such that both slopes were positive), the interaction of 

loved/disliked brand condition and self-brand similarity in predicting ln (RT) did not 

quite reach significance, F(1, 4790) = 2.65, p =.10, with the slope in the loved brand 

condition having a magnitude of 0.029, and 0.016 in the disliked brand condition. Thus, I 

cannot conclude that the self-brand overlap effect had a greater impact than did the self-

brand dissociation effect in this study.  

Next, I once again examined the effect of whether self and brand mismatched on 

characteristics on the likelihood of error occurrence in the “me”/”not me” computer 

judgments. We should once again see that participants in the loved brand condition were 

more likely to make errors in their “me”/”not me” computer judgments on characteristics 

that differentiate them from the brand (i.e., when self and brand mismatch) and those in 

the disliked brand condition were more prone to errors on characteristics where the self 

and brand match. Again, an error on the computer task is defined as any instance where 

the participant’s pencil and paper rating of characteristic self-descriptiveness (on the 

seven-point scale) did not match his/her computer judgment of “me”/”not me”. To 

calculate the number of errors, I dichotomized the explicit self ratings such that, answers 

of one through four indicated that the characteristic is “not me” for that participant while 

responses of five through seven indicated “me”. The midpoint of the scale, four, was 

considered “not me,” following the procedure used by Aron et al. (1991). An error 

existed where the dichotomized “me”/”not me” explicit rating did not match the 

“me”/”not me” computer task response. To determine whether the self and brand 

matched on a given characteristic, I dichotomized the explicit brand ratings following the 



 93

same procedure as for the self ratings (i.e., one through four indicated “not brand” while 

five through seven indicated “brand”). A match between self and brand existed when the 

responses were “me” with “brand” or “not me” with “not brand”. A mismatch occurred 

when “me” was paired with “not brand” or “not me” was paired with “brand”. Once 

again, my prediction was that condition (loved/disliked brand) would interact with 

whether the self and brand match versus mismatch on a characteristic to predict the 

occurrence of errors.  

 Of the 4920 responses, 14% were errors. As in study 1, the interaction between 

condition and self-brand match/mismatch had a significant effect on error occurrence, 

χ2 (1, N = 4920) = 193.57, p < .0001. I further examined the effect of whether the self and 

brand match versus mismatch on a characteristic on the likelihood of error occurrence 

within each condition. The effect was significant in both the loved brand (χ2 (1, N = 

2550) = 206.50, p < .0001) and disliked brand (χ2 (1, N = 2370) = 22.88, p < .0001) 

conditions. To illustrate this effect I report the percentage of errors in each case (see 

figure 13 for illustration).  

Participants in the loved brand condition made more errors when they 

mismatched their brand (28%) than when they matched their brand (6%). I saw the 

opposite error pattern for those in the disliked brand condition. Participants in the disliked 

brand condition made fewer errors when they mismatched their brand (19%) than when 

they matched their brand (12%). Once again, this pattern of error occurrence supports the 

response time analyses, thus adding to the evidence for self-brand overlap and 

dissociation.  
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FIGURE 13: STUDY 2 - EFFECT OF SELF-BRAND MATCH VS. MISMATCH ON 
RATE OF ERRORS 
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Lastly, I analyzed the effect of loved/disliked brand condition on the self-brand 

overlap/dissociation scores that were calculated for the purpose of performing correlation 

and factor analyses. This provided additional confidence that these scores were 

appropriate indicators of the self-brand overlap and dissociation effects at the individual 

level. Recall, positive scores indicate self-brand overlap and negative scores indicate self-

brand dissociation. Self-brand overlap/dissociation effect scores were significantly higher 

for those in the loved brand condition (M = 0.03) compared to the disliked brand 

condition (M = -0.02), F(1, 158) = 18.52, p < .0001. See figure 14 for an illustration of 

this effect. Further, the scores in the loved brand condition were significantly greater than 

zero (t(82) = 0.03, p < .001) and significantly less than zero in the disliked brand 

condition (t(76) = -0.02, p < .005). This suggests that these self-brand overlap and 

dissociation effect scores are in fact appropriate indicators of self-brand overlap and 
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dissociation, and provides further support for the self-brand overlap and dissociation 

effects. 

 

FIGURE 14: STUDY 2 - EFFECT OF LOVED/DISLIKED BRAND ON SELF-BRAND 
OVELRAP/DISSOCIATION SCORES 
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Because each of the dependent measures was similarly affected by the 

loved/disliked brand manipulation, this provides additional confidence that these 

variables are all tapping into an aspect of the consumer-brand bond. To further examine 

this issue, I next analyzed the effect of attachment style on the dependent measures to 

ascertain whether it may differentiate between self-brand overlap and dissociation and the 

other constructs. 

 

Effect of Attachment Style on Each Measure. Though the primary purpose for 

examining attachment style in this study was to determine whether it moderated self-

brand overlap, in particular, I analyzed its impact on each of the dependent measures, to 
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determine whether it might differentiate between the five constructs. To examine the 

effect of participants’ attachment styles on the dependent measures, I first calculated 

scores for each participant on each of the two dimensions of attachment style: anxiety and 

avoidance. The calculation of these scores required reverse coding variables where 

appropriate and averaging participants’ responses on the items pertaining to the particular 

dimension of attachment style. I then looked at the reliability and validity of the two 

dimensions of the attachment style scale. Both scales exhibit good reliability, with the 18 

items assessing attachment anxiety reliable at α = .91 and the 18 items assessing 

attachment avoidance reliable at α = .94. Further, the scales for the two dimensions 

exhibit discriminant validity, meeting Bagozzi and Warshaw's (1990) criteria of the 

correlation between the two scales (anxiety and avoidance) being “less than one by an 

amount greater than twice its respective standard error” (p. 135). Therefore, the measures 

of attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance are reliable and valid.  

To examine the impact of attachment style on the dependent measures, I first 

created a scale that combined all of the explicit measures.6 This is justified because 

analyses so far have revealed that the SBC, SBR, and IBS scales all seem to be tapping 

into the same underlying theoretical construct, as demonstrated by their high correlations 

and the factor analyses, and they share a common method. To create this scale, I mean 

centered each variable and added the resulting values from the three scales; this will serve 

as participants’ explicit consumer-brand bond score for the attachment style analyses.  

The analyses to determine the impact of attachment style on the explicit 

consumer-brand bond measure, as well as the IAT, included the following independent 

                                                 
6 I also examined the data for each variable separately, but for ease of exposition, I will report the combined 
analysis. 
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variables, as well as all of their interactions: 1) loved/disliked brand condition, 2) 

attachment anxiety, and 3) attachment avoidance. To test the impact of attachment style 

on self-brand overlap and dissociation, I once again analyzed a multilevel regression 

model. As in the previously described models, the dependent variable in the analysis was 

ln (RT), with subject variance and loved/disliked brand being the between subjects 

variables, and “me”/”not me” a within subject control variable. And, the within subject 

independent variable of self-brand similarity and its interaction with loved/disliked brand 

were examined. This model diverges from those previously discussed in that it also 

included the three way interactions involving the attachment style dimensions and self-

brand similarity X loved/disliked brand, as well as the four-way interaction of self-brand 

similarity X loved/disliked brand X attachment anxiety X attachment avoidance. 

Attachment anxiety and avoidance did not interact to affect any of the dependent 

measures (p > .20). Thus, I will first report the results regarding attachment anxiety, 

followed by attachment avoidance. Attachment anxiety had no significant effect on either 

self-brand overlap/dissociation or the IAT (p > .20). Therefore, no support is found for 

my prediction that attachment anxiety would be negatively related to the occurrence of 

self-brand overlap. However, attachment anxiety did have a significant, positive effect on 

the explicit measure of consumer-brand bonds, F(1, 156) = 8.89, p < .01. In addition, the 

interaction of attachment anxiety with loved/disliked brand approached significance, F(1, 

156) = 2.74, p =.10. Thus, I performed analyses separately in the loved and disliked 

brand condition, to determine what might be driving the significant, positive effect of 

attachment anxiety on the explicit measure of consumer-brand bonds. This revealed that 

attachment anxiety was positively related to participants’ reporting of their bond with a 
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loved brand, F(1, 81) = 7.03, p < .01, but not a disliked brand, (p =.14). This finding 

suggests that anxious people report a stronger connection with their loved brands than do 

non-anxious people. 

Attachment avoidance did not significantly affect either the explicit measure of 

consumer-brand bonds, or the IAT (p > .14). However, in the analysis of self-brand 

overlap and dissociation, the following term was significant: self-brand similarity X 

loved/disliked X attachment avoidance, F(1, 5626) = 5.75, p < .05. To further examine 

this, I ran multilevel regressions separately for the loved and disliked brand conditions. 

The effect of self-brand similarity X attachment avoidance was significant in the loved 

brand condition, F(1, 2872) = 8.79, p < .01, but not the disliked brand condition (p > .20). 

For ease in determining the direction of the impact of attachment avoidance on 

self-brand overlap in the loved brand condition, I performed a median split (Mdn = 2.89) 

on the attachment avoidance variable and examined how this dichotomous variable 

affected participants’ individual-level self-brand overlap/dissociation scores for those in 

the loved brand condition. Those low on attachment avoidance exhibited significantly 

higher self-brand overlap scores with their loved brands (M = 0.04) than did those high 

on avoidance (M = 0.01), t(94) = 2.19, p < .05.  

Taken together, these results reveal that attachment style does seem to 

differentially affect the dependent variables, suggesting there may be subtle differences in 

what each measure is capturing. Specifically, attachment anxiety does impact the explicit 

measure of consumer-brand bonds, with anxious individuals reporting stronger bonds 

with their loved brands than non-anxious people. However, no effect of attachment 

anxiety was observed for either of the implicit measures, which may suggest that anxious 
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people report stronger bonds with loved brands because those brands serve as an effective 

tool of social communication (Swaminathan et al. 2009), as opposed to because of a 

relationship with the brand itself. 

Furthermore, attachment avoidance is negatively related to self-brand overlap 

with loved brands, whereby avoidants do not seem to form strong relationships with the 

brands they love, as they cannot be demonstrated at the cognitive level. This is 

particularly interesting because this effect is not evidenced at the explicit level. However, 

that avoidants do not form strong relationships with brands they love is consistent with 

the general notion that avoidants’ relationships are not as intimate as the relationships of 

non-avoidants. This provides additional support that self-brand overlap is capturing the 

cognitive representations of consumers’ relationships with their loved brands, as it is 

impacted by attachment avoidance in a manner consistent with attachment theory.  

Lastly, the IAT is not affected by attachment style in any way. It is possible, then, 

that the IAT’s capturing of implicit associations in memory is not tapping specifically 

into a relationship between consumer and brand. To elaborate, since people’s 

relationships are impacted by their attachment style, but apparently their implicit 

associations are not, it seems that these implicit associations between self and brand in 

memory do not specifically represent the consumer’s relationship with a brand. 

 

Discussion  

 

In this chapter, I find that each of the five measures related to consumer-brand 

bonds are significantly, positively correlated with one another. Further, confirmatory 
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factor analyses revealed that these five measures tap into just one underlying theoretical 

construct. In addition, I find that the dependent variables examined herein are similarly 

predicted by loved/disliked brand condition, where those in the loved brand condition had 

significantly higher scores on each measure than those in the disliked brand condition. 

Taken together, this provides significant evidence that the five measures related to 

consumer-brand bonds are in fact capturing the same basic thing, though in a variety of 

ways. This provides support for self-brand overlap and dissociation being the cognitive 

underpinnings of positive and negative, respectively, brand relationships. 

In addition to this chapter exploring the validity of the self-brand overlap and 

dissociation constructs, it provided additional insights. Study 2 replicates study 1’s 

findings of self-brand overlap and dissociation, and through the examination of many 

fewer characteristics. This considerably reduces the duration of the study procedure in the 

“including others in the self” paradigm, which previously explored self-other overlap and 

dissociation using 90 characteristics, while also tailoring it to consumer research.  

Further, while attachment anxiety did not have the predicted moderating effect on 

self-brand overlap, the findings related to attachment avoidance are interesting. 

Specifically, those that have an avoidant attachment style exhibit less overlap between 

the psychological self and a loved brand, compared to non-avoidants. This is consistent 

with the general notion that those high on avoidance tend to avoid intimacy in their 

interpersonal relationships. Maybe this avoidance of intimacy extends to their 

relationships with brands being only superficial, compared to people low on avoidance, 

for whom relationships with loved brands have a greater impact on the psychological self. 
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In essence, maybe only non-avoidant consumers are likely to form deep relationships 

with brands they love.  

  

Discussion of Studies 1 and 2  

 

I will now briefly synthesize what the two studies reported so far have revealed. 

Studies 1 and 2 demonstrate and replicate the hypothesized self-brand overlap and 

dissociation effects. The finding of self-other overlap within the context of consumer 

brands replicates and extends previous findings obtained in the “including others in the 

self” paradigm. This suggests that loved brands do in fact have an impact on the 

psychological self similar to close interpersonal relationship partners. The finding of self-

other dissociation is novel, and demonstrates that self-definitional dissociation can be 

cognitively examined. Specifically, I find that disliked others can become dissociated 

from the psychological self, a finding that has eluded researchers working in the domain 

of self-outgroup dissociation (Coats et al. 2000; Otten and Epstude 2006; Smith and 

Henry 1996). I suggest that this discrepancy between the finding of self-brand 

dissociation compared to the lack of a finding of self-other dissociation in prior research 

is a result of the operationalization of a disliked other, compared to previous research that 

examined simply a general other. By examining self-other dissociation in the context of 

disliked brands, I am able to provide the first evidence for the differentiation of the 

psychological self from the cognitive representation of a dissociative entity. 

The impact of loved and disliked brands on consumers’ psychological selves 

provides the first evidence for the cognitive foundation of consumer-brand relationships, 
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both positive and negative. Study 2 provides additional confidence in this explanation of 

the self-brand overlap and dissociation constructs by comparing them to measures that 

also aim to assess consumer-brand bonds. Significant, positive correlations are found 

between self-brand overlap/dissociation and the following: the Self-Brand Connection 

(SBC), Self-Brand Relationship (SBR), and Inclusion of the Brand in the Self (IBS) 

scales, as well as a brand-based Me/Not Me Implicit Association Test (IAT). And, 

confirmatory factor analyses revealed that these five measures are tapping into just one 

higher-order theoretical construct. Hence, self-brand overlap and dissociation do seem to 

be capturing aspects of a consumer’s relationship with a brand at a cognitive level, which 

I describe as the cognitive representations of positive and negative, respectively, 

consumer-brand relationships. In the following chapter I examine boundary conditions 

for the self-brand overlap and dissociation effects. 
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CHAPTER 5: BOUNDARY CONDITIONS OF SELF-BRAND OVERLAP AND 

DISSOCIATION 

 

Having provided reasonable evidence for the construct validity of self-brand 

overlap and dissociation, this chapter seeks to identify boundary conditions of these 

effects. I present three studies, the first of which, study 3, is motivated by the results of 

study 2. Specifically, study 3 aims to delineate between the IAT and the measure of self-

brand overlap and dissociation, which are both implicit measures related to consumer-

brand bonds. From there the following two studies unfold. I forewarn the reader that the 

results of each of the 3 studies in this chapter call to question the robustness of the self-

brand overlap effect, while providing further evidence for the strength of self-brand 

dissociation. Specifically, each study presented herein finds further support for self-brand 

dissociation, with the effect being unaffected by the proposed boundary conditions. 

However, response time evidence for the self-brand overlap effect is not significant in 

any of the studies, and this non-significance is also unaffected by the search for boundary 

conditions. But, the pattern of errors in the response time tasks that provide additional 

evidence for self-brand overlap in studies 1 and 2, are replicated in each of the three 

studies presented in this chapter, providing some evidence for self-brand overlap. To 

delve into these findings, I begin with a discussion of the goals of study 3. 

 

 Study 3  
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Study 2 demonstrates that self-brand overlap/dissociation is significantly 

positively correlated with IAT effect scores. Specifically, self-brand overlap coincides 

with IAT scores that indicate an individual has associations in memory between self and 

a loved brand, while self-brand dissociation coincides with IAT scores that indicate an 

individual has associations in memory between “not self” and a disliked brand. This begs 

the question of whether self-brand overlap and dissociation are tapping into processes 

beyond general associations in memory, which is what the IAT captures.  

The self-brand overlap and dissociation measure demonstrates the positive and 

negative, respectively, relationships between consumers and brands at a cognitive level. 

The IAT also examines cognitive associations between concepts, such as self and brands. 

But, the two methods differ in several ways. For example, association with the self, 

which is captured by a Me/Not Me IAT, is a necessary but not sufficient condition for 

overlap with the self. Beyond the self-other associations measured by the Me/Not Me 

IAT, the self-other overlap/dissociation measure may be able to detect and discriminate 

among the most extreme (dis)associations between self and other: the cognitive overlap 

or dissociation between the self and another. Another difference between the two 

measures is that the IAT compares the speed of associations of the target concept (say, 

Brand A) with a contrasting concept (say, Brand B), whereas self-other overlap and 

dissociation are viewed in isolation from opposite or competing concepts.  

But, the most important distinction here is that the IAT was constructed to test 

valenced associations with abstract generalizations, such as gender, race, and age. Thus, 

the method requires stimuli that are intended to evoke the target concept and the self 

holistically. In contrast, the self-other overlap/dissociation method was constructed to 
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examine how the characteristics of a specific other may impact the self at a fine-grained, 

concrete level. For this reason, the method requires respondents to evaluate themselves 

and the other on a variety of descriptors. The differences in these approaches may be 

likened to two major research streams on brand perceptions and preferences: specific 

attribute-based and holistic meaning-based. 

Building on this distinction between the IAT and the measure of self-brand 

overlap/dissociation, study 3 employs construal level theory (Trope and Liberman 2003) 

to assess potential differences between attribute-based cognitive representations of 

relationships between self and brand versus holistic associations between self and brand. 

To explain the proposed role of construal level in the processes captured by the IAT and 

self-brand overlap and dissociation, I present a brief discussion of construal level theory. 

I will not go into much depth because no empirical support is found for a moderating role 

of construal level on either the IAT or self-brand overlap and dissociation effects.  

 

The Role of Construal Level Theory  

 

Construal level theory (CLT; Trope and Liberman 2003) posits that the same 

stimulus can be represented at multiple levels. Specifically, at a high CL people perceive 

objects, events, etcetera, abstractly, at a superordinate level. But, when at a low CL, 

people perceive stimuli concretely, at a subordinate level. To illustrate, think of the event 

of moving from one city to another. This event, moving, can be thought of in abstract 

terms such as, starting a new phase in one’s life (high CL) but could also be thought of in 

concrete terms such as, packing boxes and hiring movers (low CL).  
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As discussed above, the IAT and self-brand overlap and dissociation measure 

assess a cognitive link between the individual and a brand at different levels of 

abstraction. The IAT focuses on abstract, or holistic, associations between self and brand 

and self-brand overlap and dissociation is demonstrated at a more concrete, attribute-

based level. 

Because the IAT captures relationships between holistic representations of self 

and brand in memory, this is likely to be exacerbated when one is construing at a high 

level, compared to a low CL. Conversely, self-brand overlap and dissociation are 

captured at the characteristic level, which is akin to more concrete conceptualizations of 

self and brand. Therefore, the self-brand overlap and dissociation effects are likely to be 

exacerbated when one is construing at a low level, compared to a high CL. Essentially, 

when one’s CL is consistent with the processes that the methodology is tapping into, the 

effects will be stronger, compared to when the methodology and CL employ conflicting 

levels of cognitive abstraction. 

The primary goal of study 3 is to test these predictions regarding the differential 

impact CL would have on the IAT versus self-brand overlap and dissociation. However, 

this study also sought to examine two other boundary conditions of self-brand overlap 

and dissociation, which are discussed in the following section. 

 

Ruling Out Confounds  

 

While the primary goal of study 3 is to examine the role played by CL, it 

also tackles two other issues. In both studies 1 and 2, the methodological 
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procedure employed two potentially confounding techniques. First, in the 

explanation of the Lovemark (Pawle and Cooper 2006) and Hatemark concepts, 

participants are told to think of brands as though they were people. It is possible 

that this instruction is a necessary condition for the self-brand overlap and 

dissociation effects. Specifically, it could be the case that we only see evidence 

for self-brand overlap and dissociation because the brands are being thought of as 

human-like by participants and without this instruction the brand would not have 

the same impact on the psychological self. In an attempt to rule out this 

possibility, study 3 will not instruct participants to think of brands like people. 

Second, both studies 1 and 2 also had participants explicitly rate how 

descriptive personality characteristics were of 1) themselves and 2) a brand they 

either loved or disliked, in that order. It is possible that having participants rate 

themselves on the characteristics first increases the chances that their judgments 

of the brand-descriptiveness of the characteristics is being affected by self-

projection (Otten and Epstude 2006). Specifically, it could be that people who are 

describing a brand they love simply rate the brand as similar to themselves on the 

characteristics, and those who are describing a brand they dislike simply rate the 

brand as dissimilar to themselves on the characteristics. To minimize the role self-

projection may be playing in the assessment of self-brand overlap and 

dissociation, the current study counterbalances the order in which participants rate 

the self- and brand-descriptiveness of the characteristics. 

 

Method 
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This study examines the role of CL in self-brand overlap and dissociation, 

compared to the IAT. To do so, I again look at the effect of whether a brand is loved or 

disliked by a consumer on both the IAT and self-brand overlap and dissociation, while 

also manipulating CL.  

 

Participants and Materials. Participants were 159 undergraduate students taking 

part for partial course credit in an introductory marketing course. The materials used for 

the measurement of self-brand overlap and dissociation are the 30 personality 

characteristics used in study 2. Further, the CL manipulation requires the use of 40 nouns 

(taken from Fujita et al. 2006, experiment 3), which can be found in appendix I. 

 

Procedure. Participants took part in groups of up to 40 people. Upon arrival to the 

lab, each participant was seated in a private cubicle with a computer and was first 

presented with questionnaires, which included questions about demographic information. 

Then, each participant was randomly assigned to either the loved brand or disliked brand 

condition. This study diverges from the first two in that participants were not presented 

with the Lovemark or Hatemark concepts, which ask participants to think of brands like 

people. Instead, participants were presented with the same list of 14 brands from study 2, 

and those in the loved brand condition were simply asked to “Please select from the list 

of brands the one brand that you that you love the most: the one that is the most 

personally important to you.” Those in the disliked brand condition were asked to “Please 

select from the list of brands the one brand that you hate the most: the brand that you feel 
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most negatively toward, personally.” After selecting a brand, participants were presented 

with questions assessing their explicit feelings towards the brand. These questions 

included a manipulation check that asked how strongly participants felt about their 

selected brand. 

Next, participants completed the explicit ratings required for the tests of self-

brand overlap and dissociation. They were asked to rate 1) the extent to which 30 

characteristics were self-descriptive on a seven-point scale from Extremely Unlike Me to 

Extremely Like Me and 2) the extent to which the same 30 characteristics were 

descriptive of their selected brand, also on a seven-point scale from Extremely Unlike 

Brand X to Extremely Like Brand X (with the name of their selected brand in place of 

“Brand X”). The order of self and brand ratings was counterbalanced between subjects to 

assess the role of self-projection, as described previously. The order of the characteristics 

presented to participants, within both the self-descriptive and brand-descriptive ratings 

tasks, was randomized. 

Once participants completed the rating tasks they completed the CL manipulation, 

taken from Fujita et al. (2006, experiment 3). Here, participants were presented with 40 

nouns (e.g., tree, lunch, pasta). Those in the high CL condition were instructed to 

generate superordinate categories for each noun by answering the question, “___ is an 

example of what?” And, those in the low CL condition were instructed to generate 

subordinate exemplars by answering the question, “An example of ___ is what?” To 

illustrate, for the noun pasta, an answer for someone in the high CL condition might be 

food, while an answer for someone in the low CL condition might be macaroni. 
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It is worth noting that research has demonstrated that CL can be manipulated in 

general and the manipulation need not relate to the specific stimulus that follows 

(Wakslak and Trope 2009). Therefore, this manipulation of CL should affect participants’ 

states of mind such that, those in the high (low) CL condition will construe subsequent 

stimuli at an abstract (concrete) level. 

Having completed the explicit tasks involved in this study, participants then 

completed the self-brand overlap and dissociation response time task and the IAT. Both 

were administered as explained in study 2, with the exception that here the order in which 

they were completed was counterbalanced, to account for any potential order effects.  

 

Results 

 

 Of the 159 participants in this study, 63% were male and 37% female.  

 

Manipulation Check. To ensure that the brands participants selected were 

adequately loved and disliked, I included a manipulation check that ascertained 

how strongly participants felt about their brands. This question was answered on a 

7-point scale, anchored by It’s Just Okay/I Love It! (It’s Not so Bad/I Hate It!) for 

those in the loved (disliked) brand condition. The mean score on this scale in the 

loved brand condition was 6.05, which was significantly different from the mean 

in disliked brand condition of 4.60, F(1, 157) = 83.18, p < .0001. However, in 

both cases, the mean ratings were significantly greater than the scale midpoint of 

four (loved: t(80) = 6.05, p < .001, disliked: t(77) = 4.60, p < .005), indicating that 
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the brands likely adequately provided participants with loved and disliked brands 

from which to choose. 

 

Effect of Construal Level on the IAT. Of the 159 participants, 11 did not 

complete the IAT in its entirety, leaving useable data from 148. The analyses 

replicated those related to the IAT from study 2, with the addition of the CL 

factor. Recall, IAT scores are formatted such that a positive score indicates an 

implicit association between “Me” and the selected brand, whereas a negative 

score indicates an implicit association between “Not Me” and the selected brand. 

To test the effect of CL on IAT scores, I ran a regression with the factors: 1) 

loved/disliked brand, 2) high/low CL, and 3) the interaction of the two as 

independent variables. Participants’ IAT scores were the dependent variable.  

As expected, loved/disliked brand did predict IAT scores (F(1, 147) = 

117.12, p < .01), with those in the loved brand condition exhibiting stronger 

associations between “Me” and their selected brand (M = 0.48) and those in the 

disliked brand condition exhibiting stronger associations between “Not Me” and 

their selected brand (M = -0.25). However, there was no main effect of high/low 

CL (p > .20), nor did loved/disliked brand interact with high/low CL to determine 

IAT scores (p > .20), suggesting that the IAT effect is not impacted by CL as 

predicted. In other words, whether participants are construing at a high versus low 

level does not impact their IAT results. 
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Effect of Construal Level and Rating Task Order on Self-Brand Overlap 

and Dissociation. Of the 159 participants, 3 did not complete the self-brand 

overlap/dissociation task in its entirety, leaving useable data from 156. As in 

studies 1 and 2, to test for self-brand overlap and dissociation, I ran a multilevel 

regression model using the REML and Kenward-Roger statistical techniques. The 

specifics of the data preparation and analysis replicated those described in studies 

1 and 2, with the following specifics: 1) loved/disliked brand, high/low CL, 

self/brand ratings first, and subject variance (to explain individual differences in 

response times) were included as between subject variables, 2) self-brand 

similarity was the primary within-subject variable, and 3) “me”/”not me” was 

included as a within-subject control variable. The effects of primary interest in 

this analysis were the following interactions: 1) self-brand similarity X 

loved/disliked brand X high/low CL, to determine if CL may impact self-brand 

overlap or dissociation, 2) self-brand similarity X loved/disliked brand X 

self/brand ratings first, to determine if rating order may impact self-brand overlap 

or dissociation, and 3) self-brand similarity X loved/disliked brand X high/low CL 

X self/brand ratings first, to determine if CL and rating order may be interacting 

to impact self-brand overlap or dissociation. The 2-way interactions of self-brand 

similarity with 1) loved/disliked brand, 2) high/low CL, and 3) self/brand ratings 

first were also included. The dependent variable was ln (RT) for each participant 

on each characteristic.  

As in studies 1 and 2, the interaction between loved/disliked brand and 

self-brand similarity was the critical test of the self-brand overlap and dissociation 
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effects and was significant, F(1, 4662) = 6.29, p < .05. However, none of the 

interactions of interest significantly predicted ln (RT), nor did any of the two way 

interactions (p > .20). In fact, the only other significant effect was that of the 

“me”/”not me” within-subject control variable, F(1, 4786) = 245.37, p < .0001. 

To further explore the details of the self-brand overlap/dissociation interaction 

result, I next ran regressions separately for loved/disliked brand conditions, including the 

interactions of self-brand similarity with 1) high/low CL and 2) self/brand ratings first, as 

well as the 3-way interaction of these variables. In each case, high/low CL, self/brand 

ratings first, and subject variance were included as a between subjects variables and the 

within subject variables were the independent variable of self-brand similarity and the 

control variable of “me”/”not me”.  

Results replicated in the disliked brand condition, where response times decreased 

as the difference between self and brand increased, F(1, 2266) = 11.15, p < .001, 

supporting the self-brand dissociation effect. Unlike studies 1 and 2, however, within the 

loved brand condition, response times were not predicted by the difference between self 

and a loved brand (p > .20), finding no evidence for self-brand overlap in this response 

time data.  

The 2- and 3- way interactions involving self-brand similarity, high/low CL, and 

self/brand ratings first were not significant in either the loved or disliked brand conditions 

(p > .20). In other words, whether participants were construing at a high versus low level 

did not impact self-brand overlap or dissociation, because dissociation prevails with no 

impact of CL, and overlap is not evidenced no matter the CL. Similarly, whether 

participants rated themselves or the brand first does not seem to impact self-brand 
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overlap or dissociation, because dissociation prevails with no impact of rating order, and 

overlap is not evidenced no matter the rating order. And, CL and rating order are not 

interacting to affect self-brand overlap or dissociation. This suggests that the significant 

effect of the 2-way interaction of loved/disliked brand X self-brand similarity on ln (RT) 

in the previous model is solely driven by the self-brand dissociation effect in the disliked 

brand condition. 

To further understand these results, I once again explored the effect of whether 

self and brand mismatched on characteristics on the likelihood of error occurrence in the 

“me”/”not me” computer judgments. This is a complementary way to examine the effect 

of self-brand similarity on characteristics on the accessibility of those characteristics. Via 

this approach to examining the data, support for self-brand overlap and dissociation 

would be evidenced if participants in the loved brand condition were more likely to make 

errors in their “me”/”not me” computer judgments on characteristics that differentiate 

them from the brand (i.e., when self and brand mismatch) and those in the disliked brand 

condition were more prone to errors on characteristics where the self and brand match.  

Again, an error on the computer task is defined as any instance where the 

participant’s pencil and paper rating of characteristic self-descriptiveness (on the seven-

point scale) did not match his/her computer judgment of “me”/”not me”. To calculate the 

number of errors, I dichotomized the explicit self ratings such that, answers of one 

through four indicated that the characteristic is “not me” for that participant while 

responses of five through seven indicated “me”. The midpoint of the scale, four, was 

considered “not me,” following the procedure used by Aron et al. (1991). An error 

existed where the dichotomized “me”/”not me” explicit rating did not match the 
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“me”/”not me” computer task response. To determine whether the self and brand 

matched on a given characteristic, I dichotomized the explicit brand ratings following the 

same procedure as for the self ratings (i.e., one through four indicated “not brand” while 

five through seven indicated “brand”). A match between self and brand existed when the 

responses were “me” with “brand” or “not me” with “not brand”. A mismatch occurred 

when “me” was paired with “not brand” or “not me” was paired with “brand”. Once 

again, my prediction is that condition (loved/disliked brand) will interact with whether 

the self and brand match versus mismatch on a characteristic to predict the occurrence of 

errors.  

 Of the 4680 responses, 20% were errors. As in studies 1 and 2, the interaction 

between condition and self-brand match/mismatch had a significant effect on error 

occurrence, χ2 (1, N = 4680) = 139.04, p < .0001. I further examined the effect of whether 

the self and brand match versus mismatch on a characteristic on the likelihood of error 

occurrence within each condition. The effect was significant in both the loved brand 

(χ2 (1, N = 2400) = 13.90, p < .001) and disliked brand (χ2 (1, N = 2280) = 166.79, p < 

.0001) conditions. To illustrate this effect I report the percentage of errors in each case 

(see figure 15).  

Participants in the loved brand condition made more errors when they 

mismatched their brand (23%) than when they matched their brand (18%). I saw the 

opposite error pattern for those in the disliked brand condition. Participants in the disliked 

brand condition made fewer errors when they mismatched their brand (11%) than when 

they matched their brand (35%). 
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FIGURE 15: STUDY 3 - EFFECT OF SELF-BRAND MATCH VS. MISMATCH ON 
RATE OF ERRORS 
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 Unlike the response time results, which did not support self-brand overlap, the 

pattern of errors does provide some evidence for the impact of the similarity between the 

self and a loved brand on characteristics on the accessibility of those characteristics. 

Specifically, when participants matched their loved brand on a characteristic, they were 

more likely to make correct judgments in the “me”/”not me” computer task, compared to 

when they mismatched their loved brand. This is consistent with the existence of self-

brand overlap. In addition, the pattern of errors in the disliked brand condition provides 

further evidence for the self-brand dissociation effect. 

 Because the pattern of errors support both self-brand overlap and 

dissociation, I conducted further analyses to determine if a moderating role of 

either CL or rating task order could be detected by analyzing their interactions 

with whether participants matched or mismatched their brand to predict the 

occurrence of errors. For the sake of brevity, I will report the results of these 
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analyses in brief. CL did not moderate these effects, nor did the interaction of CL 

with rating task order, in either the loved or disliked brand condition, providing 

further evidence that CL does not play the predicted role in self-brand overlap and 

dissociation. However, rating task order did moderate this effect in the loved 

brand condition, though not in the disliked brand condition. 

Specifically, in the loved brand condition, the effect of whether the self 

and brand match versus mismatch on a characteristic on the likelihood of error 

occurrence was not significant when participants rated the brand first (χ2 (1, N = 

1271) = 0.90, p > .20), but it was significant when the self was rated first (χ2 (1, N 

= 1240) = 20.20, p < .0001). This moderation of rating task order in the loved 

brand condition suggests that to demonstrate self-brand overlap, at least in the 

pattern of errors, it is necessary that the participant self-project (Otten and 

Epstude 2006) when rating the brand. The role of rating task order is the focus of 

the next study, so this will be further explored. 

 

Discussion 

 

 The results of this study were not as predicted. To summarize, CL does 

not moderate either the IAT or self-brand overlap and dissociation effects, counter 

to what was predicted. Therefore, I cannot conclude whether the IAT is in fact 

related to abstract cognitive processes and self-brand overlap and dissociation 

related to concrete cognitive processes.  
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Further, the self-brand overlap effect is not found in the response time 

data, though some evidence for the effect was provided by the pattern of errors in 

the response time task. It is feasible that this lack of concrete replication of the 

self-brand overlap effect is a result of changing the materials related to 

participants’ selection of either a loved or disliked brand. Compared to previous 

studies that employed the lengthy descriptions of Lovemark and Hatemark 

brands, including asking participants to think of brands like people, this study 

asked participants to simply select a brand they loved or disliked, in much plainer 

terms. Perhaps it is necessary that participants think of brands as people for their 

response times to exhibit self-brand overlap. Or, maybe they simply need to 

elaborate on their love for the brand, which was facilitated in studies 1 and 2, 

compared to the current study, by explaining in-depth what it means for a brand to 

be a Lovemark. These possibilities are further explored in the final study in this 

chapter, study 5. However, it is worth noting that the self-brand dissociation effect 

was present in this study at both high and low CLs, indicating that the possible 

effects of the experimental materials on self-brand overlap do not seem pertinent 

to the differentiation of the psychological self from a disliked brand. 

Lastly, this study also sought to determine whether the order in which 

participants rate themselves and the brand on the 30 characteristics may play a 

role in the self-brand overlap and dissociation effects. Results suggest that 

whether participants rate themselves or the brand first may affect self-brand 

overlap, though not dissociation. This finding pertaining to self-other dissociation 

is promising, but it seems it may be the case that participants must self-project 
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onto a loved brand to exhibit self-brand overlap. Specifically, though the response 

times did not support a self-brand overlap effect, which leaves me no basis to 

investigate how they might be influenced by the order in which participants 

performed the explicit ratings tasks, the effect of whether participants matched 

versus mismatched their loved brand on characteristics on the occurrence of errors 

was moderated by rating task order. The support for self-brand overlap, based on 

the pattern of errors, was only significant when the self was rated before the 

brand. This issue is the focus of the next study. 

 

Study 4  

 

 Study 4 has one simple goal. It aims to determine whether the order in which 

participants rate themselves and the brand on personality characteristics affects the self-

brand overlap effect. Therefore, this study will closely replicate study 1 in that it simply 

investigates self-brand overlap, and dissociation for completeness, with a few exceptions 

that are detailed below. 

 

Method  

 

Participants and Materials. Participants were 156 undergraduate students taking 

part for partial course credit in an introductory marketing course. The materials used were 

the 30 personality characteristics selected for study 2. 
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Procedure. Participants took part in groups of up to 40. Upon arrival to the lab, 

each participant was seated in a private cubicle with a computer and was first presented 

with questionnaires, which included questions about demographic information. Then, 

each participant was randomly assigned to either the loved brand or disliked brand 

condition. As in study 3, participants were not presented with the Lovemark or Hatemark 

concepts. Instead, participants were presented with the same list of 14 brands from study 

2, and those in the loved brand condition were simply asked to “Please select from the list 

of brands the one brand that you that you love the most: the one that is the most 

personally important to you.” Those in the disliked brand condition were asked to “Please 

select from the list of brands the one brand that you hate the most: the brand that you feel 

most negatively toward, personally.” After selecting a brand, participants responded to a 

manipulation check question, which asked how strongly they felt about their selected 

brand. 

Participants were next assigned to either a self ratings first or brand ratings first 

condition. Here, they completed the explicit ratings required for the test of self-brand 

overlap and dissociation. They were asked to rate 1) the extent to which 30 characteristics 

were self-descriptive on a seven-point scale from Extremely Unlike Me to Extremely Like 

Me and 2) the extent to which the same 30 characteristics were descriptive of their 

selected brand, also on a seven-point scale from Extremely Unlike Brand X to Extremely 

Like Brand X (with the name of their selected brand in place of “Brand X”). The order of 

these ratings tasks was determined by whether they were in the self ratings first or brand 

ratings first condition. The order of the characteristics presented to participants, within 

both the self-descriptive and brand-descriptive ratings tasks, was randomized.  
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Upon completion of these ratings tasks, participants did the response time task 

used to gauge self-brand overlap and dissociation. Once again, the response time task 

presented participants with the 30 personality characteristics on a computer screen and 

asked them to respond quickly and accurately to whether or not each characteristic is self-

descriptive (i.e., whether the characteristic is “me” or ”not me”). Upon completion of this 

task, respondents were thanked for their participation and dismissed. 

 

Results  

 

The 156 participants in this study were comprised of 58% males and 42% 

females.  

 

Manipulation Check. To ensure that the brands participants selected were 

adequately loved and disliked, I included a manipulation check that ascertained 

how strongly participants felt about their brands. This question was answered on a 

7-point scale, anchored by It’s Just Okay/I Love It! (It’s Not so Bad/I Hate It!) for 

those in the loved (disliked) brand condition. The mean score on this scale in the 

loved brand condition was 6.41, which was significantly different from the mean 

in disliked brand condition of 4.67, F(1, 154) = 60.13, p < .0001. In both cases, 

the mean ratings were significantly greater than the scale midpoint of four (loved: 

t(80) = 6.41, p < .001, disliked: t(74) = 4.67, p < .001), indicating that the brands 

likely adequately provided participants with loved and disliked brands from which 

to choose. 
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Effect of Rating Task Order on Self-Brand Overlap and Dissociation. The goal of 

this study was to determine whether the order in which participants rate themselves and 

the brand on personality characteristics affects the self-brand overlap and dissociation 

effects. To examine this, I again applied a multilevel regression model using the REML 

and Kenward-Roger statistical techniques. The specifics of the data preparation and 

analysis replicated those described in studies 1 and 2, with the following specifics: 1) 

loved/disliked brand, self/brand ratings first, and subject variance (to explain individual 

differences in response times) were included in the model as between subject variables, 

2) self-brand similarity was the primary within-subject variable and 3) “me”/”not me” 

was included as a within-subject control variable. The effect of primary interest to 

determine whether order of self and brand ratings may be driving results is the 3-way 

interaction of self-brand similarity X loved/disliked brand X self/brand ratings first. The 

2-way interactions of self-brand similarity with 1) loved/disliked brand and 2) self/brand 

ratings first were also included. The dependent variable was ln (RT) for each participant 

on each characteristic.  

The 3-way interaction of loved/disliked brand X self-brand similarity X self/brand 

ratings first did not significantly predict ln (RT) (p > .20), suggesting that the order of 

self versus brand ratings is not affecting the self-brand overlap/dissociation results. But, 

again, the 2-way interaction of self-brand similarity X loved/disliked brand did 

significantly predict ln (RT) (F(1, 4649) = 4.80, p < .05). 

To further explore this, however, I performed separate analyses for the loved and 

disliked brand conditions, again using the REML and Kenward-Roger statistical 
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techniques. The multilevel regression models included self/brand ratings first and subject 

variance (to explain individual differences in response times) as between subject 

variables and self-brand similarity and “me”/”not me” as within-subject variables. The 

effect of interest is the interaction of self-brand similarity X self/brand ratings first. This 

interaction was not significant in either the loved or disliked brand conditions (p > .20).  

Once again, the self-brand dissociation effect is replicated in the disliked brand 

condition; response times decreased as the difference between self and brand increased, 

F(1, 2274) = 9.82, p < .01. Characteristics that were shared with a disliked brand were 

relatively less accessible than those that differentiate the self from the brand. However, as 

in study 3, no support is found in the response time data for the self-brand overlap effect 

in the loved brand condition, with no significant effect of self-brand similarity on a 

characteristic on the accessibility of that characteristic, as operationalized by ln (RT) (p > 

.20). Again, this suggests that the significant 2-way interaction of loved/disliked brand X 

self-brand similarity on ln (RT) in the previous model is solely driven by the self-brand 

dissociation effect in the disliked brand condition. 

To further understand these results, I once again explored the effect of whether 

self and brand mismatched on characteristics on the likelihood of error occurrence in the 

“me”/”not me” computer judgments. This is a complementary way to examine the effect 

of self-brand similarity on characteristics on the accessibility of those characteristics. Via 

this approach to examining the data, support for self-brand overlap and dissociation 

would be evidenced if participants in the loved brand condition were more likely to make 

errors in their “me”/”not me” computer judgments on characteristics that differentiate 
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them from the brand (i.e., when self and brand mismatch) and those in the disliked brand 

condition were more prone to errors on characteristics where the self and brand match.  

Again, an error on the computer task is defined as any instance where the 

participant’s pencil and paper rating of characteristic self-descriptiveness (on the seven-

point scale) did not match his/her computer judgment of “me”/”not me”. To calculate the 

number of errors, I dichotomized the explicit self ratings such that, answers of one 

through four indicated that the characteristic is “not me” for that participant while 

responses of five through seven indicated “me”. The midpoint of the scale, four, was 

considered “not me,” following the procedure used by Aron et al. (1991). An error 

existed where the dichotomized “me”/”not me” explicit rating did not match the 

“me”/”not me” computer task response. To determine whether the self and brand 

matched on a given characteristic, I dichotomized the explicit brand ratings following the 

same procedure as for the self ratings (i.e., one through four indicated “not brand” while 

five through seven indicated “brand”). A match between self and brand existed when the 

responses were “me” with “brand” or “not me” with “not brand”. A mismatch occurred 

when “me” was paired with “not brand” or “not me” was paired with “brand”. Once 

again, my prediction is that condition (loved/disliked brand) will interact with whether 

the self and brand match versus mismatch on a characteristic to predict the occurrence of 

errors.  

 Of the 4710 responses, 17% were errors. As in the previous studies, the 

interaction between condition and self-brand match/mismatch had a significant effect on 

error occurrence, χ2 (1, N = 4710) = 219.50, p < .0001. I further examined the effect of 

whether the self and brand match versus mismatch on a characteristic on the likelihood of 



 125

error occurrence within each condition. The effect was significant in both the loved brand 

(χ2 (1, N = 2400) = 125.47, p < .001) and disliked brand (χ2 (1, N = 2310) = 94.94, p < 

.0001) conditions. To illustrate this effect I report the percentage of errors in each case 

(see figure 16 for illustration).  

 

FIGURE 16: STUDY 4 - EFFECT OF SELF-BRAND MATCH VS. MISMATCH ON 
RATE OF ERRORS 
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Participants in the loved brand condition made more errors when they 

mismatched their brand (29%) than when they matched their brand (10%). I saw the 

opposite error pattern for those in the disliked brand condition. Participants in the disliked 

brand condition made fewer errors when they mismatched their brand (10%) than when 

they matched their brand (26%). 

 Just as in study 3, unlike the response time results, which did not support self-

brand overlap, the pattern of errors here does provide some evidence for the impact of the 

similarity between the self and a loved brand on characteristics on the accessibility of 
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those characteristics. Specifically, when participants matched their loved brand on a 

characteristic, they were more likely to make correct judgments in the “me”/”not me” 

computer task, compared to when they mismatched their loved brand. This is consistent 

with the existence of self-brand overlap. In addition, the pattern of errors in the disliked 

brand condition provides further evidence for the self-brand dissociation effect. 

 Because the pattern of errors support both self-brand overlap and 

dissociation, I once again conducted further analyses to determine if rating task 

order moderated the impact of whether participants matched or mismatched their 

brand on the occurrence of errors. Here, rating task order did not moderate this 

effect in either the loved or disliked brand condition. Specifically, the pattern of 

errors reported above, which support self-brand overlap and dissociation, were 

significant in every condition, no matter whether self or brand was rated first.  

 

Discussion 

 

Study 4 finds no support for the proposition that self-brand overlap and 

dissociation are affected by the order of the self and brand rating tasks. This finding 

suggests that it is unlikely that the self-brand dissociation effect is due to a self-projection 

process. However, this lack of a moderating role of rating task order in the loved brand 

condition calls into question the role of self-projection (Otten and Epstude 2006) in the 

self-brand overlap effect. Specifically, because the pattern of errors that provide some 

evidence for self-brand overlap was moderated by rating task order in study 3, but not in 

this study, whether it is necessary that participants self-project onto their loved brand to 
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exhibit self-brand overlap remains unclear. And, as in study 3, self-brand overlap is not 

evidenced by the response time results. Thus, it is impossible to draw a conclusion about 

self-projection processes for the response time demonstration of self-brand overlap. At 

this point, I cannot clearly state whether self-projection is a necessary condition for the 

existence of self-brand overlap, but the evidence does clearly suggest that self-projection 

is not necessary to exhibit self-brand dissociation. 

The focus of the following study is to determine why the response time evidence 

did not significantly support a self-brand overlap effect in studies 3 and 4. Specifically, 

the most notable distinction between studies 1 and 2, where all evidence (patterns of 

errors as well as response times) supported self-brand overlap, as compared to studies 3 

and 4, where the response times did not demonstrate self-brand overlap, is the change that 

was made in the way participants were asked to select a brand they love or dislike. In the 

first two studies, participants were given a detailed explanation of Lovemark brands, 

which asked them to think of brands like people as well as potentially leading to 

elaboration on their love for their selected brand, in the loved brand condition. 

Conversely, in studies 3 and 4 participants were simply asked to, in the loved brand 

condition, “Please select from the list of brands the one brand that you that you love the 

most: the one that is the most personally important to you.” It is possible that the self-

brand overlap effect was not supported in studies 3 and 4 because 1) participants were not 

instructed to think of brands like people and/or 2) participants were not given as much 

detail about what it means to love a brand and, therefore, did not elaborate on their 

feelings toward their selected brand. Study 5 examines these possibilities. 
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Study 5  

 

The goal of the present study is to shed light onto why the self-brand overlap 

effect was not detected in the response time data in studies 3 and 4. To this end, I dig into 

the fundamental difference between the first two studies, where both participants’ 

response times and patterns of errors supported self-brand overlap, compared to the later 

two studies. This difference lies in the instructions participants were given when asked to 

select a brand they loved. Specifically, in studies 1 and 2, participants were given the 

following description of Lovemark brands (Pawle and Cooper 2006):  

 

Lovemarks are brands with which consumers feel emotional connections. 

Consumers have meaningful relationships with these brands. To further illustrate 

this concept, think for a moment of brands like people. Some people you love, 

some you just like, some you are indifferent to, and some you actively dislike. 

Lovemark brands are thought of by consumers like people that they love. 

 

Participants assigned to the loved brand condition were told that the goal of the 

study was to better understand the Lovemark concept and were asked to think of the 

brand that best fit the Lovemark criterion for them, personally.  

The comparable instructions in studies 3 and 4, however, asked participants in the 

loved brand condition, “Please select from the list of brands the one brand that you that 

you love the most: the one that is the most personally important to you.” These 

instructions do not include the instruction to think of brands like people nor are they as 
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involved as the detail given in the description of a Lovemark. One of these distinctions 

could be the root of the differences in the evidence for self-brand overlap in the first two 

studies and the lack of response time evidence for self-brand overlap in the later two 

studies. I forewarn the reader that no empirical support is found for the role of having 

participants either 1) think of brands like people or 2) elaborate on what it means to love 

a brand. Hence, I will provide only a brief theoretical discussion of the role these might 

have played. 

 

The Role of Thinking of Brands Like People 

 

 One potential critique of the finding of self-brand overlap in studies 1 and 2 is that 

participants were prompted to think of brands like people. It is possible that this 

instruction is a necessary condition for self-brand overlap to be evidenced in the response 

time data. The finding of self-brand overlap is a direct extension of the “including others 

in the self” paradigm (Aron et al. 1991), which discovers that people’s cognitive 

representations of close interpersonal relationship partners overlap the psychological self. 

Therefore, it is reasonable to infer that a loved brand may only have such a strong impact 

on consumers’ identities when the consumer is construing the brand as though it too were 

a relationship partner. Because previous research has found that consumers naturally 

think of important brands in their lives in human-like terms (e.g., Fournier 1998, Aaker 

1997, Aggarwal 2004), it does not seem particularly likely that the construal of a 

participant’s loved brand as person-like was created in the lab. However, the possibility 
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has not been ruled out. This study will explore whether having participants think of 

brands like people is necessary to demonstrate self-brand overlap through response times. 

 

The Role of Elaboration 

 

 Cognitive elaboration has been shown to affect a variety of outcomes (see Petty 

and Cacioppo 1981, 1986 for detailed discussions on cognitive elaboration). Through the 

application of Petty and Cacioppo’s (1981, 1986) Elaboration Likelihood Model, it has 

been found that when a stimulus is self-relevant, people are more likely to cognitively 

elaborate on that stimulus, compared to when the stimulus does not have personal 

relevance (Petty, Cacioppo, and Schumann 1983). This is believed to be because personal 

relevance motivates people to be more diligent in their consideration of the stimulus. It is 

possible that the inverse is also true in some cases: that the more one elaborates on a 

stimulus, the more personally relevant it becomes. Specifically, the spreading activation 

model of memory (Anderson 1983) suggests that the more one cognitively elaborates on 

a stimulus, the more associated nodes in memory are activated (e.g., Muehling, Stoltman, 

and Grossbart 1990). Thus, I argue that increasing cognitive elaboration on a loved brand 

could increase the accessibility of its personal relevance, in the form of self-brand overlap 

in memory. 

In the case of studies 1 and 2 of this dissertation, participants were given in-depth 

detail about what it means for a brand to be a Lovemark. Presuming that this detailed 

account of this special type of brand caused participants to deeply engage in the 

materials, it may have caused the brand they ultimately identified as a loved brand for 
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them, personally, to be perceived as particularly self-relevant. And, this self-relevance of 

the brand may then be demonstrated by the impact of the brand on the consumer’s 

identity, at a cognitive level. This is in comparison to studies 3 and 4, where the 

comparable stimuli likely did not facilitate particular elaboration of the self-relevance of 

the loved brand. This study will explore whether it is necessary that participants elaborate 

on what it means to love a brand to demonstrate self-brand overlap through response 

times. 

 

Method 

 

 This study uses an 8 cell design, with participants randomly assigned to three 

conditions: 1) either a high or low elaboration condition, 2) either a condition where they 

were or were not asked to think of brands like people (referred to as person/non-person, 

respectively, from hereon), and 3) either a loved brand or disliked brand7 condition. In 

other words this is a 2 (high/low elaboration) X 2 (person/non-person) X 2 

(loved/disliked brand) factorial experiment. 

 

Participants and Materials. Participants were 179 undergraduate students taking 

part for partial course credit in an introductory marketing course. The materials used were 

the 30 personality characteristics selected for study 2. 

 

                                                 
7 The focus of this study is on the boundary conditions of self-brand overlap, which pertains only to the 
loved brand condition, but the disliked brand condition was included as well, for completeness. 
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Procedure. Participants took part in groups ranging in size from 1 to 9. Upon 

arrival to the lab, each participant was seated in a private room with a computer and was 

first presented with questionnaires, which included questions about demographic 

information. They were randomly assigned to one of eight conditions, which make up the 

2 (high/low elaboration) X 2 (person/non-person) X 2 (loved/disliked brand) design. To 

manipulate high versus low elaboration, participants in the low elaboration condition 

were given a cognitive load manipulation. A cognitive load manipulation was chosen 

because it can affect participants’ processing resources, which in turn impacts the extent 

to which they will elaborate (Petty and Cacioppo 1986). Specifically, when participants 

are under circumstances of high cognitive load, they are not likely to elaborate. 

Therefore, those in the low elaboration condition were given a commonly used cognitive 

load manipulation (e.g., Shiv and Fedorikhin 1999), which presented them with a 7-digit 

number that they were to recall after reading the materials related to selecting a loved or 

disliked brand, which will be discussed next (see appendix J for the specifics of the 

cognitive load manipulation). Those in the high elaboration condition were given no such 

task, which gave them the opportunity to elaborate on the information given next, as in 

studies 1 and 2.  

After manipulating cognitive load, person/non-person and loved/disliked brand 

were manipulated. Specifically, participants were presented with a detailed explanation of 

what it means to either love or dislike a brand, with the person/non-person manipulation 

information also embedded in this detailed description. This detail was provided to 

prompt participants in the high elaboration condition to naturally elaborate on what it 

means to love a brand, while the cognitive load manipulation was intended to hinder this 
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natural elaboration for participants in the low elaboration condition. In both the person 

and non-person conditions, participants were introduced to either the Lovemark or 

Hatemark concept, where the descriptions closely replicated those from studies 1 and 2 in 

the person condition, but any instruction to think of a brand like a person was removed in 

the non-person condition. Please refer to appendix K for the specific materials for each 

condition. 

Following selection of a brand, participants completed a manipulation check, 

which asked them to indicate how well the brand they selected fit the Lovemark or 

Hatemark criterion, depending on condition, for them, personally. Participants in the low 

elaboration condition were then asked to recall and report the 7-digit number they were 

given to memorize as a cognitive load manipulation. Those in the high elaboration 

condition moved directly on to the next portion of the study. 

Having completed all the manipulation-related materials, participants next 

completed the self-brand overlap and dissociation tasks. First, they were asked to rate 1) 

the extent to which 30 characteristics were self-descriptive on a seven-point scale from 

Extremely Unlike Me to Extremely Like Me and 2) the extent to which the same 30 

characteristics were descriptive of their selected brand, also on a seven-point scale from 

Extremely Unlike Brand X to Extremely Like Brand X (with the name of their selected 

brand in place of “Brand X”). Every participant completed the self ratings first, followed 

by the brand ratings. This is because having all participants rate self before brand allowed 

this factor to replicate the procedures used in studies 1 and 2, where self-brand overlap 

was evidenced in the response time data. The order of the characteristics presented to 
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participants, within both the self-descriptive and brand-descriptive ratings tasks, was 

randomized.  

Upon completion of these ratings tasks, participants did the response time task 

used to gauge self-brand overlap and dissociation, as described in study 2. The response 

time task presented participants with 30 personality characteristics on a computer screen 

and asked them to respond quickly and accurately to whether or not each characteristic is 

self-descriptive. Upon completion, respondents were thanked for their participation and 

dismissed. 

 

Results  

 

Of the 179 participants in this study, nine either did not follow directions or did 

not complete the study, leaving usable data from 170 (52% male and 48% female).  

 

Manipulation Check. To ensure that the brands that participants selected were 

adequately loved and disliked, I included a manipulation check that ascertained how 

strongly participants felt about their brands. This question asked “How well does the 

brand you chose fit the description of a Lovemark (Hatemark) for you, personally?” and 

was answered on a 7-point scale, anchored by Not Well at All/Extremely Well. The mean 

score on this scale in the loved brand condition was 5.38, which was significantly 

different from the mean in disliked brand condition of 4.74, F(1, 168) = 17.15, p < .01. In 

both cases, the mean ratings were significantly greater than the scale midpoint of four 

(loved: t(84) = 5.38, p < .001, disliked: t(84) = 4.74, p < .001), indicating that the brands 
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likely adequately provided participants with loved and disliked brands from which to 

choose. 

 

Effect of Thinking of Brands Like People and Elaboration on Self-Brand Overlap 

and Dissociation. To examine the roles of thinking of brands like people and cognitive 

elaboration on self-brand overlap and dissociation, I once again applied a multilevel 

regression model using the REML and Kenward-Roger statistical techniques. The 

specifics of the data preparation and analysis replicated those described in studies 1 and 

2, with the following specifics: 1) loved/disliked brand, person/non-person, high/low 

elaboration, and subject variance (to explain individual differences in response times) 

were included in the model as between subject variables, 2) self-brand similarity was the 

primary within-subject variable, and 3) “me”/”not me” was included as a within-subject 

control variable. The 2-way interactions of self-brand similarity with 1) loved/disliked 

brand, 2) person/non-person, and 3) high/low elaboration were included, as were the 

following interactions of interest: 1) self-brand similarity X loved/disliked brand X 

person/non-person, to determine if having people think of brands like people may impact 

self-brand overlap or dissociation, 2) self-brand similarity X loved/disliked brand X 

high/low elaboration, to determine if cognitive elaboration may impact self-brand overlap 

or dissociation, and 3) self-brand similarity X loved/disliked brand X person/non-person 

X high/low elaboration, to determine if having people think of brands like people 

interacts with elaboration to impact self-brand overlap or dissociation. The dependent 

variable was ln (RT) for each participant on each characteristic.  
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None of the interactions of interest significantly predicted ln (RT), however, the 

4-way interaction of self-brand similarity X loved/disliked brand X person/non-person X 

high/low elaboration may be construed as approaching significance (p = .14) (for all other 

interactions p > .20). These results suggest that neither having participants think of 

brands like people, nor elaboration, nor their interaction is driving self-brand 

overlap/dissociation results. Once again, the 2-way interaction of self-brand similarity X 

loved/disliked brand did significantly predict ln (RT) (F(1, 5067) = 4.80, p < .05).  

Because the 4-way interaction of self-brand similarity X loved/disliked brand X 

person/non-person X high/low elaboration might be construed as approaching 

significance (p = .14) and because Type II statistical error is of concern, I followed-up by 

performing regressions separately for the loved and disliked brand conditions, in case 

having participants think of brands like people interacts with elaboration to only affect 

either self-brand overlap or self-brand dissociation. The multilevel regression models 

included person/non-person, high/low elaboration, and subject variance (to explain 

individual differences in response times) as between subject variables, and self-brand 

similarity and “me”/”not me” as within-subject variables. The 2-way interactions of self-

brand similarity with 1) person/non-person and 2) high/low elaboration were also 

included. The effect of interest is the 3-way interaction of self-brand similarity X 

person/non-person X high/low elaboration.  

This 3-way interaction was not significant in either the loved or disliked brand 

conditions (p > .20), providing further evidence that having participants think of brands 

like people is not interacting with elaboration to drive self-brand overlap or self-brand 

dissociation results. In light of this, I next examined the self-brand overlap and 
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dissociation effects pooled across the person/non-person and high/low elaboration 

factors. 

 

Self-Brand Overlap and Dissociation Analysis. Because the self-brand overlap 

effect was not evidenced in studies 3 or 4, and the person/non-person and high/low 

elaboration factors do not have any effect in this study, I next conducted analyses of self-

brand overlap and dissociation separately for the loved and disliked brand conditions, 

pooling across the person/non-person and high/low elaboration factors. The multilevel 

regression models again used the REML and Kenward-Roger statistical techniques, with 

subject variance (to explain individual differences in response times) as the between 

subject variable, self-brand similarity as the primary within-subject variable, and 

“me”/”not me” as a within-subject control variable.  

In the disliked brand condition, characteristic accessibility is once again predicted 

by the similarity between self and brand on that characteristic. Here, response times 

decreased as the difference between self and brand increased, F(1, 2543) = 8.31, p < .01, 

replicating the self-brand dissociation effect. Characteristics that were shared with a 

disliked brand were relatively less accessible than those that differentiate the self from 

the brand. However, as in studies 3 and 4, no support is found for the self-brand overlap 

effect in the response time data, with no significant effect of self-brand similarity on a 

characteristic on the accessibility of that characteristic, as operationalized by ln (RT) (p > 

.20). This suggests that the significant 2-way interaction of loved/disliked brand X self-

brand similarity on ln (RT) in the preceding model is solely driven by the self-brand 

dissociation effect in the disliked brand condition.  



 138

To further understand these results, I once again explored the effect of whether 

self and brand mismatched on characteristics on the likelihood of error occurrence in the 

“me”/”not me” computer judgments. This is a complementary way to examine the effect 

of self-brand similarity on characteristics on the accessibility of those characteristics. Via 

this approach to examining the data, support for self-brand overlap and dissociation 

would be evidenced if participants in the loved brand condition were more likely to make 

errors in their “me”/”not me” computer judgments on characteristics that differentiate 

them from the brand (i.e., when self and brand mismatch) and those in the disliked brand 

condition were more prone to errors on characteristics where the self and brand match.  

Again, an error on the computer task is defined as any instance where the 

participant’s pencil and paper rating of characteristic self-descriptiveness (on the seven-

point scale) did not match his/her computer judgment of “me”/”not me”. To calculate the 

number of errors, I dichotomized the explicit self ratings such that, answers of one 

through four indicated that the characteristic is “not me” for that participant while 

responses of five through seven indicated “me”. The midpoint of the scale, four, was 

considered “not me,” following the procedure used by Aron et al. (1991). An error 

existed where the dichotomized “me”/”not me” explicit rating did not match the 

“me”/”not me” computer task response. To determine whether the self and brand 

matched on a given characteristic, I dichotomized the explicit brand ratings following the 

same procedure as for the self ratings (i.e., one through four indicated “not brand” while 

five through seven indicated “brand”). A match between self and brand existed when the 

responses were “me” with “brand” or “not me” with “not brand”. A mismatch occurred 

when “me” was paired with “not brand” or “not me” was paired with “brand”. Once 
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again, my prediction is that condition (loved/disliked brand) will interact with whether 

the self and brand match versus mismatch on a characteristic to predict the occurrence of 

errors.  

 Of the 5100 responses, 16% were errors. As in the previous studies, the 

interaction between condition and self-brand match/mismatch had a significant effect on 

error occurrence, χ2 (1, N = 5100) = 126.91, p < .0001. I further examined the effect of 

whether the self and brand match versus mismatch on a characteristic on the likelihood of 

error occurrence within each condition. The effect was significant in both the loved brand 

(χ2 (1, N = 2550) = 93.08, p < .001) and disliked brand (χ2 (1, N = 2550) = 37.57, p < 

.0001) conditions. To illustrate this effect I report the percentage of errors in each case 

(see figure 17 for illustration).  

 

FIGURE 17: STUDY 5 - EFFECT OF SELF-BRAND MATCH VS. MISMATCH ON 
RATE OF ERRORS 
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Participants in the loved brand condition made more errors when they 

mismatched their brand (25%) than when they matched their brand (10%). I saw the 
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opposite error pattern for those in the disliked brand condition. Participants in the disliked 

brand condition made fewer errors when they mismatched their brand (13%) than when 

they matched their brand (22%). 

 Just as in studies 3 and 4, unlike the response time results, which do not support 

self-brand overlap, the pattern of errors here does provide some evidence for the impact 

of the similarity between the self and a loved brand on characteristics on the accessibility 

of those characteristics. Specifically, when participants matched their loved brand on a 

characteristic, they were more likely to make correct judgments in the “me”/”not me” 

computer task, compared to when they mismatched their loved brand. This is consistent 

with the existence of self-brand overlap. In addition, the pattern of errors in the disliked 

brand condition provides further evidence for the self-brand dissociation effect. 

 Because the pattern of errors support both self-brand overlap and 

dissociation, I once again conducted further analyses to determine if thinking of 

brands like people or level of elaboration moderated the impact of whether 

participants matched or mismatched their brand on the occurrence of errors. But, 

neither having participants think of brands like people nor their level of 

elaboration, nor the interaction of the two, moderated this effect in either the 

loved or disliked brand condition.  

 

Discussion 

 

Study 5 fails to identify boundary conditions for the self-brand overlap or 

dissociation effects. Specifically, no response time evidence is found for self-brand 
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overlap, irrespective of whether participants think of brands like people or elaborate on 

what it means to love a brand. Conversely, self-brand dissociation is exhibited in every 

case, suggesting that it is not affected by either participants thinking of brands like people 

or elaboration. These self-brand dissociation results are quite promising, from the 

standpoint that they reflect the enduring impact of a disliked brand on a consumer’s 

identity.  

 

General Discussion  

 

 The aim of this chapter was to identify boundary conditions for self-brand overlap 

and dissociation. The empirical results provided quite a few surprises. Most notably, 

through 3 studies, no response time evidence was found for self-brand overlap. Self-

brand overlap was demonstrated through both response times and the patterns of errors in 

study 1 and replicated in study 2. And, while a goal of the studies contained in this 

chapter was to determine when self-brand overlap is likely to be stronger or weaker, it 

turns out that self-brand overlap could not concretely (i.e., through both response time 

and error pattern evidence) be found under any condition contained herein. This is 

troubling in that it proves that there are severe boundary conditions of this effect, which 

remain unidentified.  

 On the other hand, very interesting findings did emerge for self-brand 

dissociation. Despite the efforts of the studies contained in this chapter to identify the 

boundary conditions of this effect, it seems self-brand dissociation is robust to the 

situational variables explored herein. This is interesting in that it provides evidence for 
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the enduring impact of brands with which consumers have negative relationships on the 

psychological self. Thus, further examination within the consumer research community 

of the importance of brands with which consumers have negative relationships is 

warranted. 

Before closing the book on the curiosities raised regarding the disappearance of 

response time evidence for self-brand overlap in this chapter, I will present further 

analyses that may help shed light on the issue. Specifically, through some exploratory 

statistical analyses with the data from the three studies contained in this chapter, it 

became evident that the impact of loved brands on the psychological self may be 

moderated by which brand, in particular, is loved. In other words, the self-brand overlap 

effect did seem to emerge in participants’ response times, or approach significance, in 

these studies when the loved brand was either Apple or Prius. Therefore, I performed a 

meta-analysis across studies 3, 4, and 5, looking specifically at the response time data 

from only these two brands.  

 

Meta-Analysis: Apple and Prius 

 

Exploratory data analyses revealed that, in studies 3, 4, and 5, self-brand 

overlap may be present in the response time data specifically for participants who 

identified either Apple or Prius as their loved brand. Therefore, I conducted a 

meta-analysis across these three studies to see if self-brand overlap could be 

found specifically in the cases of these two brands. This has the potential to 

provide additional insight into a moderator of self-brand overlap: the brand itself. 
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This is because self-brand overlap was not found through the analyses of 

participants’ response times when analyses were completed across all selected 

brands for each study individually, but may be for these two specific brands when 

the response time data for these brands from the three studies is meta-analyzed. 

To complete this meta-analysis I focused only on the loved brand 

conditions in studies 3, 4, and 5. This is because the self-brand overlap effect, in 

the case of loved brands, was not found in the response time evidence from these 

studies, but response time evidence was found for self-brand dissociation with 

disliked brands. To ensure that the data from these three studies for the brands 

Apple and Prius were appropriately homogeneous to be combined in a meta-

analysis, I first conducted Rosenthal's (1983) diffuse test, which is also commonly 

referred to as a test of homogeneity. The test revealed that the data from these two 

brands across studies 3, 4, and 5 are not significantly different (χ2 = 2.32, df = 2, p 

= 0.31), meaning that they satisfy the criteria of homogeneity and, therefore, are 

appropriate for a meta-analysis. 

I then conducted a meta-analysis using Winer's (1971) procedure for 

combined tests, which calls for calculating a combined z score. The z score is 

equal to the sum of the t-statistics associated with the data from each study, 

separately, divided by the square root of: the sum of the degrees of freedom (df) 

associated with each t divided by sum of those df minus two. The t-statistics and 

the df from these studies were determined by running multilevel regression 

models, as previously described, separately for each study (3, 4, and 5) with the 

following specifics: 1) the analyses were in the loved brand condition only, 2) 
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only data from participants selecting either Apple or Prius as their loved brand 

were included, 3) subject variance (to explain individual differences in response 

times) was included as a between subjects variable, 4) self-brand similarity was 

the primary within-subject variable in the model, and 5) “me”/”not me” was 

included as a within-subject control variable. The dependent variable was the 

natural log of participants’ response times on their “me”/”not me” judgments. 

The resulting z score for the data from the brands Apple and Prius from 

studies 3, 4, and 5 was 3.35, which is associated with a one-tailed p value of 

.0004. In other words, the impact of self-brand similarity on a characteristic on the 

accessibility of that characteristic, operationalized as ln (RT), is significant in the 

predicted direction (z = 3.35, p < .001). This means that participants’ response 

times increased as the difference between self and brand (either Apple or Prius) 

increased. This supports the self-brand overlap effect, as demonstrated through 

response times, when examined specifically for the brands Apple and Prius, 

across studies 3 through 5, in which the self-brand overlap effect was not detected 

in the response time evidence across all brands. 

 

Discussion. The meta-analysis revealed supporting evidence for self-brand 

overlap, as demonstrated through response times, for participants in the loved 

brand conditions in studies 3 through 5, but only for two brands, indicating that 

unidentified brand or relationship characteristics moderate this self-brand overlap 

effect. In chapter 6, I will speculate on why the self-brand overlap effect in studies 

3 through 5 was not as robust as in studies 1 and 2. 
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Focusing specifically on the results of the three studies covered in this 

chapter, the fact that response time evidence for self-brand overlap is found for 

the brands Apple and Prius, but not across all 14 brands examined, requires 

further discussion. That self-brand overlap is evidenced in the response times for 

only these two specific brands may suggest a different causal direction related to 

self-brand overlap with loved brands than presumed throughout this dissertation.  

To explain, the brands Apple and Prius both have very strong and clearly 

defined images. Apple has a brand image that includes characteristics such as 

creativity and anti-conformity. Prius’ brand image is one of environmental 

friendliness and may also represent anti-conformity. Therefore, it may not be the 

case that consumers grow to love and form relationships with these brands that 

only then come to impact their identity via self-brand overlap. Instead, the causal 

direction may be that self-brand overlap is a result of the brand image’s 

association with a consumer’s identity, which then leads to love for, and a 

relationship with, the brand. In this case, the brand does not overlap the self 

because it is a loved relationship partner, but the brand is specifically chosen as a 

relationship partner because of its link to the consumer’s identity. 

However, at this point, it does not seem necessary to reject the idea that 

consumers can grow to love brands and form relationships with those brands that 

impact their identities. The self-brand overlap effect was robust across brands in 

studies 1 and 2, suggesting the effect may not be limited to brands such as Apple 

and Prius. In the general discussion chapter (6) I offer my reasoning about the 

moderating role of brand in studies 3 through 5.  
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Conclusion 

 

 This chapter sought to determine boundary conditions for both self-brand overlap 

and self-brand dissociation. However, all three studies yielded unexpected results. Most 

notably, a self-brand overlap effect could not be demonstrated by participants’ response 

times in any of the three studies, no matter the boundary conditions explored. But, 

participants’ patterns of errors on the response time tasks did provide some support for 

self-brand overlap in each of these studies. Another saving grace is that I was able to find 

self-brand overlap through the response time data by looking across the studies at just 

participants who selected either Apple or Prius as their loved brand. This suggests that 

the effect is still strong in the case of some brands. However, it seems the self-brand 

overlap effect is much less robust than studies 1 and 2 led me to expect. The next chapter 

will discuss potential factors that may have led to the differences in self-brand overlap 

findings between the first two and later three studies. 

Interestingly, self-brand dissociation proved unaffected by the boundary 

conditions examined in the studies covered in this chapter. Self-brand dissociation 

persisted in every study, in every condition, suggesting that the impact of a disliked brand 

on the consumer psychological self is quite enduring across situations. Given that the 

finding in this dissertation of cognitive dissociation between the self and another is novel, 

it is particularly interesting to find that when dissociation does exist, such as in the case 

of disliked brands, its impact on a person’s psychological self seems rather impervious to 

a variety of contextual factors.  
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CHAPTER 6: GENERAL DISCUSSION  

  

 This dissertation began with the proposal that brands consumers feel strongly 

towards impact their identities at a cognitive level. Specifically, following the “including 

others in the self” paradigm developed by Aron et al. (1991), I proposed that loved 

brands, like close interpersonal relationship partners, would overlap consumers’ 

psychological selves. In addition, I proposed that disliked brands would be differentiated 

from consumers’ psychological selves, despite the lack of a finding of this kind of self-

other cognitive dissociation in the literature (Coats et al. 2000; Otten and Epstude 2006; 

Smith and Henry 1996). Across five studies, results for self-brand overlap were mixed, 

while self-brand dissociation was consistently supported. 

I provide evidence that self-brand overlap is the cognitive basis for a consumer’s 

positive relationship with a loved brand, while self-brand dissociation is the cognitive 

basis for a consumer’s negative relationship with a disliked brand. Specifically, I find 

support for this explanation through the examination of the relationship between self-

brand overlap and dissociation and other measures of consumer-brand bonds, where 

factor analyses revealed that each of the measures tap into one underlying theoretical 

construct: a bond between consumer and brand.  

 

Summary of Findings  

 

Self-brand overlap was demonstrated in studies 1 and 2 by the greater relative 

accessibility of personality characteristics one shares with loved brand, compared to 
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characteristics that differentiate the consumer from the loved brand. Self-brand 

dissociation was demonstrated in all five studies reported in this dissertation by the 

opposite pattern of characteristic accessibility: characteristics that differentiate one from a 

disliked brand are relatively more accessible, compared to characteristics that are shared 

by the consumer and the disliked brand. These patterns of characteristic accessibility 

demonstrate the cognitive representations of consumer-brand relationships. 

Following the demonstration and exploration of self-brand overlap and 

dissociation in studies 1 and 2, the next three studies attempted to identify boundary 

conditions for these effects. But, the evidence did not consistently support an effect of 

any of the boundary conditions explored. Specifically self-brand dissociation was 

supported no matter whether participants 1) were construing at a high or low level (Trope 

and Liberman 2003), 2) rated themselves or the brand first on the personality 

characteristics, which suggests that self-projection (Otten and Epstude 2006) is not likely 

playing a major role in this effect, 3) elaborated on what it means to dislike a brand, and 

4) thought of brands like people. This persistence of a self-brand dissociation effect 

across all of these experimental conditions suggests that the impact of a disliked brand on 

the consumer psychological self is quite enduring across situations  

However, following the support of a self-brand overlap effect in studies 1 and 2, 

the effect was not evidenced by the response time data in any of studies 3 through 5. 

Specifically, no matter whether the experimental manipulations had participants 1) 

construe at a high or low level, 2) rate self or brand first, 3) elaborate on what it means to 

love a brand, or 4) think of brands like people, no significant self-brand overlap effect 

was found through the examination of the response time data. However, analyses of 
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participants’ patterns of errors in the response time task did provide some support for 

self-brand overlap in these studies. And, in study 3, this was moderated by whether 

participants rated self or brand first. Specifically, in study 3, the demonstration of self-

brand overlap through the analysis of errors was significant only when participants rated 

self before brand, which suggests that projecting the self (Otten and Epstude 2006) onto a 

loved brand may play a role in the demonstration of self-brand overlap. However, in 

study 4, this moderating role of rating task order was not replicated. Thus, at this point 

the role of self-projection in self-brand overlap is unclear.  

In light of the lack of response time evidence for self-brand overlap in these three 

studies, and based on some exploratory data analyses, I conducted a brand-specific meta-

analysis for studies 3 through 5. The meta-analysis of the response time data revealed 

self-brand overlap to be present in these experiments, but only for the brands Apple and 

Prius.  

Further, because the self-brand dissociation effect emerged in all studies but self-

brand overlap was not concretely evidenced across all brands in studies 3 through 5, it is 

worth noting that the response time evidence for the self-brand overlap effect was 

stronger than the self-brand dissociation effect in study 1, by approximately two times 

(see the analysis of the magnitude of the slopes on p. 43). Thus, despite initial evidence 

suggesting that loved brands have a greater impact on the psychological self than do 

disliked brands, support for self-brand overlap was weaker in the last 3 studies of this 

dissertation than was support for self-brand dissociation. 

In sum, studies 3 through 5 did not identify the sought after boundary conditions 

of a brand’s impact on the psychological self. Further, because response time evidence 
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for self-brand overlap was found across all stimulus brands in studies 1 and 2, but 

restricted to only certain brands in studies 3 through 5, this suggests that there are 

additional boundary conditions to this effect that this dissertation was not able to identify.  

In an attempt to further understand self-brand overlap, I attempted a meta-

analysis of the response time data across all five studies. However, Rosenthal's 

(1983) diffuse test revealed that the data from the loved brand condition in these 

five studies are significantly different (χ2= 23.29, df = 4, p < .0001). This means 

that the data from the five studies do not satisfy the criteria of homogeneity and, 

therefore, are not appropriate for a meta-analysis. Thus, I will now consider the 

potential reasons for the differences in response time evidence for self-brand 

overlap in studies 1 and 2, but not in the subsequent studies.  

 

Understanding Discrepancies in the Findings  

 

 The primary question that remains unanswered at this point in the dissertation is 

why the self-brand overlap effect appeared so robust in studies 1 and 2 but was not as 

clearly demonstrated in the later studies. Thus, in this section I will consider some 

potential explanations for this discrepancy. In doing so, I focus only on things that were 

different in studies 3 through 5, where the response time effect was not found, compared 

to both studies 1 and 2, where the effect was evidenced. In the sections below, I propose 

two differences between the two sets of studies that may account for the discrepancy. 

 

How High Does Elaboration Have to Be? 
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 As discussed previously, one difference between studies 3 and 4, 

compared to studies 1 and 2, was the extent to which participants elaborated on 

the brand they loved. Because of this, study 5 explored the effect of elaboration 

on self-brand overlap, but to no avail. However, upon further consideration of the 

procedures used in studies 1 and 2, it seems the level of elaboration in the high 

elaboration condition in study 5 may not have been as high as in the first two 

studies.  

To explain, the procedures in the first two studies required participants to 

think about their loved brand even more so than in the high elaboration condition 

in study 5. In study 1, in addition to participants being given a detailed 

explanation of what it means to love a brand, they were also asked to rate the 

extent to which 90 heterogeneous personality characteristics were descriptive of 

the brand. In the later studies, many fewer, more pointed characteristics were 

chosen as stimuli. Therefore, in study 5, participants rated the brand on many 

fewer characteristics than in study 1, which resulted in spending just 1/3 the time 

thinking about the brand in this study, compared to the first study.  

In study 2, participants again were given a detailed explanation of what it 

means to love a brand. In addition, they rated the brand on only 30 characteristics, 

as in study 5. But, since study 2 collected multiple measures of consumer-brand 

bonds, participants responded to numerous questions about their bond with their 

loved brand. Hence, as in study 1, participants were required to think about their 

loved brand even more in-depth than in the high elaboration condition in study 5.  
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It could be the case that demonstration of self-brand overlap through 

response times requires a great deal of elaboration, and the high elaboration 

condition in study 5 was simply not high enough for cognitive overlap between a 

loved brand and the psychological self to clearly emerge for most participants. 

But, response time evidence for self-brand overlap was found for the brands 

Apple and Prius in the later studies, where the experimental procedures did not 

require as much elaboration as in studies 1 and 2. This could be explained by the 

fanatical fan base had by these two brands. For consumers who love these brands, 

that love may be particularly salient at any time they think of the brand and, thus, 

they do not require that the study procedure manufacture elaboration on their 

loved brand to completely exhibit self-brand overlap.  

To test this fanatical fan base explanation, I compared participants’ 

responses to the manipulation check question from studies 3, 4, and 5, where they 

indicated just how much they loved their brand, for those that identified Apple or 

Prius as their loved brand to those that identified one of the other 12 brands. A 

one-tailed test of whether participants who selected Apple or Prius as their loved 

brand reported that they loved the brand more than did participants who named 

one of the other brands approached significance (F(1, 247) = 3.21, p = .07), with 

the mean response for Apple and Prius being 6.14, and 5.87 for the other brands 

(on a seven-point scale). This provides faint support for the notion that those who 

love these brands, really love these brands. Therefore, it is possible that just the 

mention of the brand may cause these consumers to elaborate on how much the 

brand means to them. 
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The potential need for extensive elaboration on a loved brand to exhibit 

self-brand overlap through response times is just one explanation for the 

discrepancies between studies 1 and 2, compared to later studies. Next, I’ll 

consider the potential role of a change in the historical times between the first two 

studies and the last three studies. 

 

The Times They Are a-Changin' (Dylan 1964)  

 

Another possible explanation between the robust finding of self-brand overlap in 

studies 1 and 2, compared to the lack of a response time effect across brands in the later 

studies, could be a result of a change in the marketplace climate. The first two studies 

took place between the fall of 2007 and the fall of 2008. Studies 3 through 5 were all run 

between June 2009 and November 2009. Between the fall of 2008 and the summer of 

2009, the United States experienced a severe “financial crisis”, which is ongoing as this 

dissertation is written. 

To historically situate this, the financial crisis began with the subprime mortgage 

crisis, which reached full-fledged disaster status around the time of the federal 

government’s takeover of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac in September of 2008. This was 

the beginning of a financial crisis that has ostensibly changed the way many Americans 

view the marketplace. Specifically, numerous households have been negatively affected 

by the current financial situation through job loss or investments gone bad. And, much of 

this economic turmoil is attributed to greedy corporate America. Thus, it is reasonable to 

assume that some portion of the student population that participated in the later studies 
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had, themselves or their families, been adversely impacted by the difficult economic 

situation post-fall 2008. That may have, in turn, negatively affected their perceptions of 

corporate America and the marketplace. It would not be a stretch to infer that these 

negative perceptions may extend to brands, a staple of the marketplace. 

If it is the case that the participants do not have as strong of a relationship with 

brands during a time defined by economic turmoil, it is reasonable that this would be 

reflected in the lack of a finding, in the response time evidence, of self-brand overlap in 

the later studies. But, it is worth noting that the manipulation checks from studies 3 

through 5 demonstrated that the participants reported loving their brand just as much as 

in the first two studies. However, it is possible that the economic climate and distrust of 

companies is affecting people at a non-conscious level, whereby the brand they love does 

not as completely overlap the psychological self. In sum, the lack of a finding of self-

brand overlap in the response time evidence across brands in studies 3 through 5 may be 

simply a sign of the times.  

If this is the case, it suggests potential trouble in these uncertain economic times 

for brands that thrive based on consumer-brand relationships. However, it is interesting to 

note that self-brand overlap is still clearly evident in these later studies for the brands 

Apple and Prius. It may simply be the case that the fanatic customer base is impervious to 

situational factors, even an economic crisis. On the other hand, maybe consumers’ 

relationships with these brands are strengthened, or even driven, by the historical context. 

Specifically, in a time when many Americans are distrustful of corporate America, maybe 

brands like Apple and Prius stand out as different from the rest. In fact, Apple has long 

had the brand image of being non-conformist and not like the other “suits”. Maybe this 



 155

makes the brand particularly appealing to those consumers who resent the “suits” during 

this economic crisis, increasing the likelihood of self-Apple overlap. Similarly, as a 

hybrid car brand, Prius is both symbolically and functionally anti-“big oil”. Since the oil 

business is a staple of corporate America, and Prius rails against “big oil”, the current 

climate may be particularly conducive to self-Prius overlap as well. 

Therefore, the occurrence of self-brand overlap may be affected by the historical 

times in which the consumer is operating. But, again, at this point I can only speculate 

about why self-brand overlap appeared so robust in the first two studies, compared to the 

last three studies of the dissertation. In the final chapter I summarize what I can conclude 

with confidence from this dissertation. 
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CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSION AND FUTURE RESEARCH  

 

This dissertation provides evidence for the impact of brands on consumers’ 

identities at a cognitive level. The first two studies demonstrate and replicate the self-

brand overlap and dissociation effects. Further, evidence is provided for these effects 

being the cognitive representations of consumer brand relationships. Specifically, a 

consumer’s relationship with a loved brand is represented as a cognitive overlap between 

self and brand, while a consumer’s relationship with a disliked brand is represented as 

cognitive dissociation between self and brand.  

These findings are particularly interesting on two bases. First, because loved 

brands may overlap the psychological self, just as do close interpersonal relationship 

partners, this provides credence to the notion of consumer-brand relationships (Fournier 

1998). Therefore, conceptualizing of consumers’ bonds with brands as “relationships” is 

appropriate. Second, self-brand dissociation provides insight into the underexplored area 

of consumers’ negative relationships with brands, finding that these brands also impact 

the psychological self. Thus, further examination within the consumer research 

community of the importance of brands consumers dislike is warranted. 

 Following from studies 1 and 2, subsequent studies attempted to identify 

boundary conditions for these self-brand overlap and dissociation effects. However, the 

results did not turn out as expected. Specifically, despite my quest for boundary 

conditions, the response time data in studies 3 through 5 found no evidence for self-brand 

overlap across all brands explored, no matter the boundary conditions investigated. 

However, the pattern of errors in the response time data from these studies did supply 
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some support for the occurrence of self-brand overlap. It is possible that the discrepancy 

between the findings of response time evidence for self-brand overlap in studies 1 and 2, 

compared to a lack of the effect in later studies is due to 1) the later studies not having 

participants sufficiently elaborate on their loved brand or 2) the economic downturn that 

occurred between the first two studies and later studies, which could have negatively 

affected consumer-brand relationships at a non-conscious, cognitive level.  

In contrast to the puzzling self-brand overlap findings, self-brand dissociation was 

unwaveringly found in every study contained in this dissertation, with no effect of the 

explored boundary conditions. This suggests that the impact of a disliked brand on the 

consumer psychological self is quite enduring across situations. This is particularly 

interesting because a finding of self-other dissociation has been elusive in past research 

(Coats et al. 2000; Otten and Epstude 2006; Smith and Henry 1996). It seems that when 

an entity is dissociative for people, such as in the case of disliked brands, its impact on 

people’s identities is quite unwavering. Or, the directionality may be that when one’s 

identity is dissociated from an entity, that causes the dissociative behaviors. I now 

conclude this dissertation with a discussion of avenues for future research in this area. 

 

Future Research  

 

I have identified four areas for future research that build on this dissertation. The 

first relates to the fact that the studies herein consistently find evidence for self-brand 

dissociation, yet prior research was not able to demonstrate self-outgroup dissociation 

(Coats et al. 2000b; Otten and Epstude 2006; Smith and Henry 1996). As discussed, I 
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propose that this discrepancy can be attributed to the nature of the outgroups examined in 

previous research. Specifically, the aforementioned papers examine whether general 

outgroups are dissociated from the self. However, White and Dahl (2007) find that 

general outgroups seem not to foster dissociation. Therefore, I posit that the self is 

cognitively differentiated only from particular outgroups (i.e., dissociative outgroups). 

However, this dissertation does not empirically test this possibility. Therefore, I am 

currently conducting a study that explores whether the psychological self is dissociated 

from an outgroup that is likely dissociative. The current study is looking into whether the 

psychological selves of non-smokers (smokers) are dissociated from their mental 

representation of smokers (non-smokers). 

The second area that warrants future research relates to the lack of a self-brand 

overlap effect in the response time data in studies 3 through 5, compared to concrete 

findings of self-brand overlap in the first two studies. I posit two reasons for this 

discrepancy: 1) the later studies not having participants sufficiently elaborate on their 

loved brand and 2) the effects of the economic crisis that occurred between the first two 

studies and later studies. A future study should explore these potential explanations. To 

do so, I will 1) manipulate participants’ level of elaboration, with the high elaboration 

condition paralleling the level of elaboration created in the first two studies by exactly 

replicating one of the study procedures, as well as 2) include measures of how much the 

economic crisis has personally affected participants.  

This will allow for examining whether the level of elaboration does in fact 

moderate the response time evidence of a self-brand overlap effect, by ensuring that high 

elaboration is sufficiently high. If this is the case, I will be able to conclude that very 
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extensive elaboration on a loved brand is necessary to completely see the impact of the 

brand on the self at a cognitive level. However, it may be that for those participants who 

were most affected by the economic crisis, their positive brand relationships were 

weakened at a non-conscious, cognitive level. If this is the case, how much the economic 

crisis has personally affected participants should moderate the self-brand overlap effect. 

This study has the potential to provide additional insight into the boundary conditions of 

the self-brand overlap effect, which were so elusive in this dissertation. 

Third, there are multiple potential sources of brand dislike, ranging from the 

failure of a brand to meet an individual’s needs (i.e., a relationship failure), to the brand’s 

inconsistency with one’s self-image (i.e., self-brand image incongruence), or even a 

brand’s inconsistency with one’s values and morals (i.e., self-brand ideological 

incongruence) (Dalli et al. 2006). Future research should examine whether only particular 

sources of brand dislike lead to dissociation of the consumers’ psychological self from 

the brand. Specifically, it seems quite reasonable to assert that if a brand represents the 

antithesis of some aspect of the consumer’s world-view, that self-brand dissociation 

would emerge. However, if a brand cannot meet the consumer’s needs, such as in the 

case of a product failure, this may not result in self-brand dissociation. Exploring whether 

only some sources of brand dislike lead to self-brand dissociation would be a worthwhile 

future venture. 

In closing, the last avenue for future research relates to the differential impact of 

attachment style on the explicit and implicit measures of consumer-brand bonds. Study 2 

finds that attachment anxiety is positively related to consumers’ reports of their bonds 

with loved brands, while attachment avoidance is negatively related to self-brand overlap. 
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And, implicit associations between self and brand are not affected in anyway by 

attachment style. This suggests that there may be subtle differences in exactly what about 

consumer-brand bonds these measures are capturing. Future research should further 

investigate this, to uncover the intricacies in what aspects of consumers’ bonds with 

brands are being tapped into by these various measures. 
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APPENDIX A: STUDY 1 

90 Characteristics Used for Study 1 - Taken from Aron et al. (1991, experiment 3) 

 
Active 
Aggressive 
Alert 
Ambitious 
Amusing 
Antisocial 
Appreciative 
Argumentative 
Attentive 
Blunt 
Boastful 
Cheerful 
Choosy 
Cold 
Congenial 
Considerate 
Cordial 
Cowardly 
Creative 
Crude 
Deceptive 
Domineering 
Dull 
Emotional 
Envious 
Foolhardy 
Foolish 
Forward 
Frank 
Generous 

Good-Tempered 
Hot-Headed 
Ill-Mannered 
Independent 
Inventive 
Irrational 
Irritable 
Jealous 
Lazy 
Materialistic 
Mature 
Methodical 
Naive 
Neat 
Nonchalant 
Nosey 
Objective 
Observant 
Opportunist 
Persistent 
Persuasive 
Prejudiced 
Productive 
Prompt 
Proud 
Responsible 
Restless 
Sarcastic 
Scornful 
Self-Centered 

Self-Reliant 
Self-Righteous 
Sensible 
Serious 
Showy 
Shrewd 
Shy 
Skeptical 
Sophisticated 
Spendthrift 
Spiteful 
Submissive 
Superficial 
Suspicious 
Sympathetic 
Systematic 
Tactful 
Tactless 
Tender 
Timid 
Tolerant 
Trusting 
Unfair 
Unpredictable 
Unreliable 
Vain 
Versatile 
Weak 
Wordy 
Worrier 
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APPENDIX B: STUDY 2 
 

The Self-Brand Connection Scale  
 

Escalas and Bettman’s (2003) original SBC scale consists of only seven items. However, 
one of those items is worded as follows: “I consider Brand X to be "me" (it reflects who I 
consider myself to be or the way that I want to present myself to others).” For the 
purposes of this study, I opted to split this item into two (items six and seven below). 

 
Participants are presented with the following scale with “Brand X” replaced with their 
target brand’s name. Responses are based on a seven-point scale from Strongly Disagree 
to Strongly Agree.  
 
1. Brand X reflects who I am. 
2. I can identify with Brand X. 
3. I feel a personal connection to Brand X. 
4. I (can) use Brand X to communicate who I am to other people. 
5. I think Brand X (could) help(s) me become the type of person I want to be. 
6. I consider Brand X to be “me”. 
7. Brand X reflects the way I want to present myself to others. 
8. Brand X suits me well. 
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APPENDIX C: STUDY 2 
 

The Self-Brand Relationship Scale 
 

Participants are presented with the following scale with “Brand X” replaced with their 
target brand’s name. Responses are based on a seven-point scale from Strongly Disagree 
to Strongly Agree.  

 
1. I feel a personal connection to Brand X. 
2. Brand X suits me well. 
3. Brand X is important to me. 
4. I’m not sure what I’d do without Brand X. 
5. Brand X is like family or a friend to me. 
6. Brand X is a part of me. 
7. I care deeply about Brand X. 
8. If I had to buy another brand, I would feel disloyal. 
9. I trust Brand X. 
10. I associate a lot of personal memories with Brand X. 
11. I am so happy with Brand X that I won’t even consider alternatives. 
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APPENDIX D: STUDY 2 
 

The Inclusion of the Brand in the Self Scale 
 

Participants are presented with the following pictures and asked to select the one that best 
describes their relationship with their target brand. In the pictures presented to them, 
“Brand X” is replaced with their target brand’s name.  
 
1.  

 

  

 
6. 

 

2. 

 

7. 

 

3. 

 
4. 

  
5. 
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APPENDIX E: STUDIES 2 THROUGH 5 
 

30 Characteristics Used for Self-Brand Overlap and Dissociation Measurement in Studies 
2 Through 5 

 
Participants saw the italicized characteristics. The bold headings over them are the, 
respective, brand and Big 5 personality dimensions the characteristics were intended to 
represent.
 
 

Brand Personality Characteristics 
 

Sincerity 
Sincere 

Down-to-Earth 
Honest 

Wholesome 
Cheerful 

 
Excitement 

Exciting 
Daring 
Spirited 

Imaginative 
Up-to-Date 

 
Competence 
Competent 
Reliable 

Intelligent 
Successful 

 
Ruggedness 

Rugged 
Outdoorsy 

Tough 

 
Sophistication 
Sophisticated 
Upper-Class 

Charming 
 

Big 5 Personality Characteristics 
 

Extraversion 
Extraverted 
Talkative 

 
Agreeableness 

Kind 
Sympathetic 

 
Conscientiousness 

Organized 
Neat 

 
Neuroticism 
Unemotional 

Relaxed 
 

Openness to Experience 
Intellectual 

Creative 
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APPENDIX F: STUDIES 2 THROUGH 5 
 

Stimuli Brands in Studies 2 through 5 (competing brands listed side-by-side) 
 
 

 Adidas 
 Apple 
 Coke 
 Epic Café (a local coffee shop) 
 Hummer 
 In-N-Out Burger 
 Target 

 Nike 
 Microsoft 
 Pepsi 
 Starbucks 
 Prius 
 McDonalds 
 Wal-Mart 
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APPENDIX G: STUDIES 2 AND 3 
 

Brand Images Used in the IAT Task in Studies 2 and 3.  
 

Image size was edited for the sake of the appendix. Participants saw significantly larger 
images during the IAT. 

 
Adidas Images 

1)  2)  3)  4)  5)  
 
 

Apple Images 
 

1)  2)  3)  4) 5)  
 
 

Coke Images 

1)  2)  3)  4) 5)  
 
 

Epic Café Images 
 

1)  2)  3)  4) 5)  
 
 

Hummer Images 
 

1)  2)  3)  4)  5)  
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In-N-Out Burger Images 
 

1)  2)  3)  4)  5)  
 
 

McDonald’s Images 

1)  2)  3)  4) 5)  
 
 

Microsoft Images 
 

1)  2) 3)  4)  5)  
 
 

Nike Images 

1) 2)  3)  4)  5)  
 
 

Pepsi Images 

1)  2)  3)  4) 5)  
 
 

Prius Images 

1)  2)  3)  4) 5)  
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Starbucks Images 

1)  2)  3) 4) 5)  
 
 

Target Images 

1)  2)  3)  4)  5)  
 
 

Wal-Mart Images 

1)  2)  3)  4) 5)  
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APPENDIX H: STUDY 2 
 

Beginning of Study 2 Instructions 
 

Marketers have long realized that, for brands to be successful, they must be important to 
consumers. More recently, a concept called “Lovemarks” has emerged. Lovemarks are brands 
with which consumers feel emotional connections. Consumers have meaningful relationships 
with these brands. To further illustrate this concept, think for a moment of brands like people. 
Some people you love, some you just like, some you are indifferent to, and some you actively 
dislike. Lovemark brands are thought of by consumers like people that they love. 
 

One goal of this study is to gain further understanding of this concept. To help us do so, please 
circle the one brand from the list below that best fits the criteria for being a Lovemark brand for 
you. Further, using the scale provided, mark to what extent that brand fits the Lovemark criteria 
for you.  
 

 Adidas 
 Apple 
 Coke     How well does the brand you chose fit the    
 Epic Café   description of a Lovemark for you, personally? 
 Hummer    Please circle the appropriate number: 
 In-N-Out Burger        
 McDonald’s        Not Well          Extremely   
 Microsoft           at All              Well 
 Nike    1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 Pepsi 
 Prius 
 Starbucks 
 Target 
 Wal-Mart 
 

Further, little is known about the opposite of a Lovemark (i.e., a “Hatemark”) brand. A Hatemark 
brand would be thought of by consumers like someone they actively dislike. This study also aims 
to gain understanding of this concept and, in order to do so, please circle the one brand from the 
list below that best fits the criteria for being a Hatemark brand for you. Further, using the scale 
provided, mark to what extent that brand fits the Hatemark criteria for you.  
 

 Adidas 
 Apple 
 Coke     How well does the brand you chose fit the    
 Epic Café   description of a Hatemark for you, personally? 
 Hummer    Please circle the appropriate number: 
 In-N-Out Burger        
 McDonald’s        Not Well          Extremely   
 Microsoft           at All              Well 
 Nike    1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 Pepsi 
 Prius 
 Starbucks 
 Target 
 Wal-Mart 
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APPENDIX I: STUDY 3 
 

Nouns Used in Study 3’s Construal Level Manipulation - Taken from Fujita et al. (2006, 
experiment 3) 

 
Soda 
Computer 
Newspaper 
Professor 
Pasta 
Book 
Sport 
Table 
Shoe 
Movie 
Pen 
Senator 
Lunch 
Train 
Mail 
Actor 
Beer 
Phone 
Soap 
Fruit 

 
Coin 
Restaurant 
Tree 
Game 
Painting 
Bag 
Water 
College 
Dance 
Candy 
Guitar 
Mountain 
Poster 
Soap opera 
River 
Math 
King 
Whale 
Singer 
Truck 
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APPENDIX J: STUDY 5 
 

Study 5’s Low Elaboration Manipulation Instructions 
 

We are interested in how consumers function when something else is on their minds. To 
help us understand this, we would like you to memorize the following 7-digit number 
during the next portion of the study. For the purposes of this study, it is important that 
you remember this number, but do NOT write it down.  

You will be asked to recall the number after the next page of questions. Don’t worry; you 
will only have to memorize it for 2 minutes or less.  

Here is your 7-digit number: 

9247385 
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APPENDIX K: STUDY 5 
 

Study 5’s Loved/Disliked Brand and Person/Non-Person Manipulations  
 

Participants saw the instructions corresponding to the specific loved/disliked brand and 
person/non-person conditions to which they were assigned. Below these instructions 
participants were presented with the list of brands from study 2, which can be found in 
appendix F. 
 

Loved Brand and Person Conditions 

A new concept in marketing has recently emerged: “Lovemarks.” Lovemarks are brands 
with which consumers feel emotional connections. Consumers have meaningful 
relationships with these brands. To illustrate this concept, think for a moment of brands 
like people. Some people you love, some you just like, some you are indifferent to, and 
some you actively dislike. Lovemark brands are thought of by consumers similarly to 
people that they love.  

To help us further understand the Lovemark concept, please think for a moment about 
brands as if they were people. Then select the one brand from the list below that best fits 
the criteria for being a Lovemark brand for you.  

 
Loved Brand and Non-Person Conditions 

A new concept in marketing has recently emerged: “Lovemarks.” Lovemarks are brands 
with which consumers feel emotional connections. Consumers feel that these brands are 
very meaningful in their lives. To illustrate this concept, think about how you feel 
towards different brands. Some brands you love, some you just like, some you are 
indifferent to, and some you actively dislike. Lovemark brands are the brands that people 
really love. 

To help us further understand the Lovemark concept, please think for a moment about 
brands you love. Then select the one brand from the list below that best fits the criteria 
for being a Lovemark brand for you.  

 
Disliked Brand and Person Conditions 

A new concept in marketing has recently emerged: “Hatemarks.” Hatemarks are brands 
with which consumers feel negative emotional connections. Consumers have negative 
relationships with these brands. To illustrate this concept, think for a moment of brands 
like people. Some people you love, some you just like, some you are indifferent to, and 
some you actively dislike. Hatemark brands are thought of by consumers similarly to 
people that they actively dislike. 
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To help us further understand the Hatemark concept, please think for a moment about 
brands as if they were people. Then select the one brand from the list below that best fits 
the criteria for being a Hatemark brand for you.  
 

 
Disliked Brand and Non-Person Conditions 

A new concept in marketing has recently emerged: “Hatemarks.” Hatemarks are brands 
with which consumers feel negative emotional connections. Consumers have negative 
feelings when they encounter these brands. To illustrate this concept, think about how 
you feel towards different brands. Some brands you love, some you just like, some you 
are indifferent to, and some you actively dislike. Hatemark brands are the brands that 
people actively dislike.  

To help us further understand the Hatemark concept, please think for a moment about 
brands you actively dislike. Then select the one brand from the list below that best fits the 
criteria for being a Hatemark brand for you. 



 175

REFERENCES 
 

Aaker, David A. (1996), Building Strong Brands. New York: The Free Press.  

Aaker, Jennifer L. (1997), "Dimensions of Brand Personality," Journal of Marketing 
Research, 34 (3), 347-56.  

Aaker, Jennifer L. (1999), "The Malleable Self: The Role of Self-Expression in 
Persuasion," Journal of Marketing Research, 36 (1), 45-57.  

Aaker, Jennifer L., Veronica Benet-Martínez, and Jordi Garolera (2001), "Consumption 
Symbols as Carriers of Culture: A Study of Japanese and Spanish Brand Personality 
Constructs," Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 81 (3), 492-508.  

Aaker, Jennifer L., Susan Fournier, and S. Adam Brasel (2004), "When Good Brands Do 
Bad," Journal of Consumer Research, 31 (1), 1-16.  

Aggarwal, Pankaj (2004), "The Effects of Brand Relationship Norms on Consumer 
Attitudes and Behavior," Journal of Consumer Research, 31 (1), 87-101.  

Anderson, John R. (1983), The Architecture of Cognition, Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Aron, Arthur, Elaine N. Aron, and Danny Smollan (1992), "Inclusion of Other in the Self 
Scale and the Structure of Interpersonal Closeness," Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 63 (4), 596-612.  

Aron, Arthur, Elaine N. Aron, Michael Tudor, and Greg Nelson (1991), "Close 
Relationships as Including Other in the Self," Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 60 (2), 241-53.  

Aron, Arthur, and Barbara Fraley (1999), "Relationship Closeness as Including Other in 
the Self: Cognitive Underpinnings and Measures," Social Cognition, 17 (2), 140-60.  

Bagozzi, Richard P., and Paul R. Warshaw (1990), "Trying to Consume," Journal of 
Consumer Research, 17 (2), 127-40.  

Belk, Russell W. (1988), "Possessions and the Extended Self," Journal of Consumer 
Research, 15 (2), 139-68.  

Belk, Russell W., Kenneth D. Bahn, and Robert N. Mayer (1982), "Developmental 
Recognition of Consumption Symbolism," Journal of Consumer Research, 9 (1), 4-
17.  



 176

Bengtsson, Anders (2003), "Towards a Critique of Brand Relationships," in Advances in 
Consumer Research, Volume 30, eds. Punam Anand Keller and Dennis W. Rook, 
Valdosta, GA: Association for Consumer Research, 154-158.  

Bowlby, John (1969), Attachment and Loss. New York: Basic Books.  

Breivik, Einar, and Helge Thorbjørnsen (2008), "Consumer Brand Relationships: An 
Investigation of Two Alternative Models," Journal of the Academy of Marketing 
Science, 36 (4), 443-72.  

Brennan, Kelly A., Catherine L. Clark, and Phillip R. Shaver (1998), "Self-Report 
Measurement of Adult Attachment: An Integrative Overview," in Attachment Theory 
and Close Relationships, eds. Jeffry A. Simpson, and W. Steve Rholes. New York: 
Guilford, 46–76.  

Brunel, Frederic F., Brian C. Tietje, and Anthony G. Greenwald (2004), "Is the Implicit 
Association Test a Valid and Valuable Measure of Implicit Consumer Social 
Cognition?" Journal of Consumer Psychology, 14 (4), 385-404.  

Campbell, Donald T., and Donald W. Fiske (1959), "Convergent and Discriminant 
Validation by the Multitrait-Multimethod Matrix," Psychological Bulletin, 56 (2), 81-
105.  

Carroll, Barbara A., and Aaron C. Ahuvia (2006), "Some Antecedents and Outcomes of 
Brand Love," Marketing Letters, 17 (2), 79-89.  

Childers, Terry L., Michael J. Houston, and Susan E. Heckler (1985), "Measurement of 
Individual Differences in Visual Versus Verbal Information Processing," Journal of 
Consumer Research, 12 (2), 125-34.  

Coats, Susan, Eliot R. Smith, Heather M. Claypool, and Michele J. Banner (2000), 
"Overlapping Mental Representations of Self and In-Group: Reaction Time Evidence 
and its Relationship with Explicit Measures of Group Identification," Journal of 
Experimental Social Psychology, 36 (3), 304-15.  

Cohen, Joel B. (1989), "An Over-Extended Self?" Journal of Consumer Research, 16 (1), 
125-8.  

Coulter, Robin A., Gerald Zaltman, and Keith S. Coulter (2001), "Interpreting Consumer 
Perceptions of Advertising: An Application of the Zaltman Metaphor Elicitation 
Technique," Journal of Advertising, 30 (4), 1-21.  

Dalli, Daniele, Simona Romani, and Giacomo Gistri (2006), "Brand Dislike: 
Representing the Negative Side of Consumer Preferences," in Advances in Consumer 
Research, Volume 33, eds. Connie Pechmann and Linda Price, Duluth, MN: 
Association for Consumer Research, 87-95.  



 177

Dawar, Niraj, and Philip Parker (1994), "Marketing Universals: Consumers' Use of Brand 
Name, Price, Physical Appearance, and Retailer Reputation as Signals of Product 
Quality," Journal of Marketing, 58 (2), 81-95.  

Dolich, Ira J. (1969), "Congruence Relationships between Self Images and Product 
Brands," Journal of Marketing Research, 6 (1), 80-4.  

Dylan, Bob (1964), "The Times They Are a-Changin'," on The Times They Are a-
Changin', Columbia Records. 

Elsbach, Kimberly D., and C. B. Bhattacharya (2001), "Defining Who You are by What 
You're Not: Organizational Disidentification and the National Rifle Association," 
Organization Science, 12 (4), 393-413.  

Erikson, Erik H. (1968), Identity: Youth and Crisis. New York, NY: W.W. Norton & 
Company, Inc.  

Escalas, Jennifer E. (2004), "Narrative Processing: Building Consumer Connections to 
Brands," Journal of Consumer Psychology, 14 (1&2), 168-80.  

Escalas, Jennifer E., and James R. Bettman (2003), "You Are What They Eat: The 
Influence of Reference Groups on Consumers' Connections to Brands," Journal of 
Consumer Psychology, 13 (3), 339-48.  

Escalas, Jennifer E., and James R. Bettman (2005), "Self-Construal, Reference Groups, 
and Brand Meaning," Journal of Consumer Research, 32 (3), 378-89.  

Fazio, Russell H. (1990), "A Practical Guide to the Use of Response Latency in Social 
Psychological Research," in Review of Personality and Social Psychology: Vol. 11. 
Research Methods in Personality and Social Psychology, eds. Clyde Hendrick and 
Margaret Sydnor Clark. Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications, 74–97.  

Fournier, Susan (1998), "Consumers and Their Brands: Developing Relationship Theory 
in Consumer Research," Journal of Consumer Research, 24 (4), 343-373.  

Fraley, R. Chris, Niels G. Waller, and Kelly A. Brennan (2000), "An Item Response 
Theory Analysis of Self-Report Measures of Adult Attachment," Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 78 (2), 350-65.  

Fujita, Kentaro, Yaacov Trope, Nira Liberman, and Maya Levin-Sagi (2006), "Construal 
Levels and Self-Control," Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 90 (3), 351–
67.  

Goldberg, Lewis R. (1992), "The Development of Markers for the Big-Five Factor 
Structure," Psychological Assessment, 4 (1), 26-42.  



 178

Greenwald, Anthony G., and Shelly D. Farnham (2000), "Using the Implicit Association 
Test to Measure Self-Esteem and Self-Concept," Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 79 (6), 1022-38.  

Greenwald, Anthony G., Debbie E. McGhee, and Jordan L. K. Schwartz (1998), 
"Measuring Individual Differences in Implicit Cognition: The Implicit Association 
Test," Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 74 (6), 1464-80.  

Greenwald, Anthony G., Brian A. Nosek, and Mahzarin R. Banaji (2003), 
"Understanding and Using the Implicit Association Test: I. An Improved Scoring 
Algorithm," Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 85 (2), 197-216.  

Hazan, Cindy, and Phillip Shaver (1987), "Romantic Love Conceptualized as an 
Attachment Process," Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 52 (3), 511-24.  

James, William (1890), Principles of Psychology, New York: Holt.  

Karpinski, Andrew, and James L. Hilton (2001), "Attitudes and the Implicit Association 
Test," Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 81 (5), 774-88.  

Kenny, David A., Deborah A. Kashy, and Niall Bolger (1998), "Data Analysis in Social 
Psychology," in Handbook of Social Psychology, 4th edn, eds. Daniel T. Gilbert, 
Susan T. Fiske and Gardner Lindzey. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill, 233-65.  

Kenward, Michael G., and James H. Roger (1997), "Small Sample Inference for Fixed 
Effects from Restricted Maximum Likelihood," Biometrics, 53 (3), 983-97.  

Kleine, Susan S., Robert E. Kleine III, and Chris T. Allen (1995), "How is a Possession 
‘Me’ or ‘Not me’? Characterizing Types and an Antecedent of Material Possession 
Attachment," Journal of Consumer Research, 22 (3), 327-43.  

Landon Jr., E. Laird (1974), "Self Concept, Ideal Self Concept, and Consumer Purchase 
Intentions," Journal of Consumer Research, 1 (2), 44-51.  

Levy, Sidney J. (1959), "Symbols for Sale," Harvard Business Review, 37 (4), 117-24.  

Maison, Dominika, Anthony G. Greenwald, and Ralph H. Bruin (2004), "Predictive 
Validity of the Implicit Association Test in Studies of Brands, Consumer Attitudes, 
and Behavior," Journal of Consumer Psychology, 14 (4), 405-15.  

McGuire, William J., and Claire V. McGuire (1986), "Differences in Conceptualizing 
Self Versus Conceptualizing Other People as Manifested in Contrasting Verb Types 
Used in Natural Speech," Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51 (6), 
1135-43.  



 179

Moore, David J., and Pamela M. Homer (2008), "Self-Brand Connections: The Role of 
Attitude Strength and Autobiographical Memory Primes," Journal of Business 
Research, 61 (7), 707-14.  

Muehling, Darrel D., Jeffrey J. Stoltman, and Sandford Grossbart (1990), "The Impact of 
Comparative Advertising on Levels of Message Involvement," Journal of 
Advertising, 19 (4), 41-50.  

Nosek, Brian A., and Frederick L. Smyth (2007), "A Multitrait-Multimethod Validation 
of the Implicit Association Test: Implicit and Explicit Attitudes are Related but 
Distinct Constructs," Experimental Psychology, 54 (1), 14-29.  

Oliver, Richard L. (1999), "Whence Consumer Loyalty?" Journal of Marketing, 63 
(Special Issue), 33-44.  

Otten, Sabine, and Kai Epstude (2006), "Overlapping Mental Representations of Self, 
Ingroup, and Outgroup: Unraveling Self-Stereotyping and Self-Anchoring," 
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 32 (7), 957-69.  

Pawle, John, and Peter Cooper (2006), "Measuring Emotion-Lovemarks, the Future 
Beyond Brands," Journal of Advertising Research, 46-48 (1), 38.  

Petty, Richard E., and John T. Cacioppo (1981), Attitudes and Persuasion: Classic and 
Contemporary Approaches, Dubuque, IA: William C. Brown.  

Petty, Richard E., and John T. Cacioppo (1986), Communication and Persuasion: 
Central and Peripheral Routes to Attitude Change, New York: Springer.  

Petty, Richard E., John T. Cacioppo, and David Schumann (1983), "Central and 
Peripheral Routes to Advertising Effectiveness: The Moderating Role of 
Involvement," Journal of Consumer Research, 10 (2), 135.  

Ratcliff, Roger (1993), "Methods for Dealing with Reaction Time Outliers," 
Psychological Bulletin, 114 (3), 510-32.  

Richins, Marsha L. (1994), "Valuing Things: The Public and Private Meanings of 
Possessions," Journal of Consumer Research, 21 (3), 504-21.  

Roberts, Brent W., and Eileen M. Donahue (1994), "One Personality, Multiple Selves: 
Integrating Personality and Social Roles," Journal of Personality, 62 (2), 199-218.  

Rosenthal, Robert (1983), "Assessing the Statistical and Social Importance of the Effects 
of Psychotherapy," Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 51 (1), 4-13.  



 180

Rothermund, Klaus, and Dirk Wentura (2004), "Underlying Processes in the Implicit 
Association Test: Dissociating Salience from Associations," Journal of Experimental 
Psychology General, 133, 139-65.  

Shiv, Baba, and Alexander Fedorikhin (1999), "Heart and Mind in Conflict: The 
Interplay of Affect and Cognition in Consumer Decision Making," Journal of 
Consumer Research, 26 (3), 278-92.  

Sirgy, M. Joseph (1982), "Self-Concept in Consumer Behavior: A Critical Review," 
Journal of Consumer Research, 9 (3), 287-300.  

Smith, Eliot R., Susan Coats, and Dustin Walling (1999), "Overlapping Mental 
Representations of Self, In-Group, and Partner: Further Response Time Evidence and 
a Connectionist Model," Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 25 (7), 873-
882.  

Smith, Eliot R., and Susan Henry (1996), "An In-Group Becomes Part of the Self: 
Response Time Evidence," Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 22 (6), 635-
642.  

Solomon, Michael R. (1983), "The Role of Products as Social Stimuli: A Symbolic 
Interactionism Perspective," Journal of Consumer Research, 10 (3), 319-29.  

Swaminathan, Vanitha, Karen M. Stilley, and Rohini Ahluwalia (2009), "When Brand 
Personality Matters: The Moderating Role of Attachment Styles," Journal of 
Consumer Research, 35 (April), 985-1002.  

Tajfel, Henri, and John C. Turner (1979), "An Integrative Theory of Intergroup Conflict," 
in The Social Psychology of Intergroup Relations, eds. William G. Austin, and 
Stephen Worchel. Monterey, CA: Brooks-Cole, 33-47.  

Trope, Yaacov, and Nira Liberman (2003), "Temporal Construal," Psychological Review, 
110 (3), 403-20.  

Tropp, Linda R., and Stephen C. Wright (2001), "Ingroup Identification as the Inclusion 
of Ingroup in the Self," Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 27 (5), 585.  

Wakslak, Cheryl, and Yaacov Trope (2009), "The Effect of Construal Level on 
Subjective Probability Estimates," Psychological Science, 20 (1), 52-8.  

White, Katherine, and Darren W. Dahl (2007), "Are All Out-Groups Created Equal? 
Consumer Identity and Dissociative Influence," Journal of Consumer Research, 34 
(4), 525-36.  

Wickelgren, Wayne A. (1977), "Speed-Accuracy Tradeoff and Information Processing 
Dynamics," Acta Psychologica, 41 (1), 67-85. 



 181

Wilk, Richard R. (1997), "A Critique of Desire: Distaste and Dislike in Consumer 
Behavior," Consumption, Markets and Culture, 1 (2), 175-96.  

Winer, Benjamin J. (1971), Statistical Principals in Experimental Design, 2nd edn. New 
York: McGraw-Hill.  

 Yellott, John I. (1971), "Correction for Fast Guessing and the Speed-Accuracy Tradeoff 
in Choice Reaction Time," Journal of Mathematical Psychology, 8 (2), 159-99.  

 


