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Abstract 

Consumers have relationships with other people, and they have relationships with 

brands similar to the ones they have with other people. Yet, very little is known about 

how brand and interpersonal relationships relate to one another. Even less is known about 

how they jointly affect consumer well-being. The goal of this research, therefore, is to 

examine how brand and interpersonal relationships influence and are influenced by 

consumer well-being. Essay 1 uses both empirical methods and surveys from individuals 

and couples to investigate how consumer preferences in romantic couples, namely brand 

compatibility, influence life satisfaction. I define brand compatibility as the extent to 

which individuals within close relationships have similar brand preferences. Using 

traditional statistical techniques and multilevel modeling, I find that the effect of brand 

compatibility on life satisfaction depends upon power in the relationship. For high power 

partners, brand compatibility has no effect on life satisfaction. On the other hand, for low 

power partners, low brand compatibility is associated with decreased life satisfaction. I 

find that conflict mediates the link between brand compatibility and power on life 

satisfaction. In Essay 2 I again use empirical methods and surveys to investigate how 

resources, which can be considered a form of consumer well-being, influence brand and 

interpersonal relations. Although social connections have long been considered a 

fundamental human motivation and deemed necessary for well-being (Baumeister and 

Leary 1995), recent research has demonstrated that having greater resources is associated 

with weaker social connections. In the current research I posit that individuals with 
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greater resources still have a need to connect and are using other sources for connection, 

namely brands. Across several studies I test and find support for my theory that resource 

level shifts the preference of social connection from people to brands. Specifically, I find 

that individuals with greater resources have stronger brand relationships, as measured by 

self-brand connection, brand satisfaction, purchase intentions and willingness to pay with 

both existing brand relationships and with new brands. This suggests that individuals 

with greater resources place more emphasis on these relationships. Furthermore, I find 

that resource level influences the stated importance of brand and interpersonal 

relationships, and that having or perceiving greater resources is associated with an 

increased preference to engage with brands over people. This research demonstrates that 

there are times when people prefer and seek out connections with brands over other 

people, and highlights the ways in which our brand and interpersonal relationships 

influence one another. 
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1. Introduction  

One of the most important factors contributing to consumers’ well-being is their 

close relationships. In fact, social connections and close relationships are considered a 

fundamental human need (Baumeister and Leary 1995), and having a social network is 

necessary for general well-being (Berkman 1995). In other words, close relationships are 

a necessity for positive outcomes including life satisfaction, psychological well-being and 

general mental health (Adams, King, and King 1996; Cohen and Wills 1985; Lang and 

Carstensen 1994; Liu and Reczek 2012; Lucas, Clark, Georgellis, and Diener 2003; 

Myers and Diener 1995; Ng and Diener 2014; Ruvolo 1998).  

In addition to psychological outcomes, close relationships are important for 

physical health. A lack of social connection, or social isolation, is now thought of as a 

major health risk (House, Landis, and Umberson 1988). For example, loneliness, or a 

feeling of a lack of close relationships, is associated with increased drug and alcohol use, 

high blood pressure, stress, and even premature death (Cacioppo and Patrick 2008; 

Pieters 2013). Other research has also demonstrated that close relationships predict 

morbidity and mortality rates. For example, married people live longer on average 

(Sbarra, Hasselmo, and Nojopranoto 2012; Sbarra, Law, and Portley 2011), and in a large 

meta-analytic review, researchers found a 50% increased likelihood of survival for 

participants with stronger social relationships (Holt-Lunstad, Smith, and Layton 2010). 

This effect was consistent across age, sex, and initial health status. What may be even 

more surprising is that the effect sizes for social relationships predicting mortality rates 

were as strong as the effect sizes for factors like smoking, obesity, and alcohol 
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consumption. Therefore, in order to better understand consumer well-being, it is 

necessary for marketers to consider consumers’ close relationships. 

In my dissertation I look at how factors of close relationships influence and are 

influenced by consumer well-being. I define close relationships as ones that involve 

repeated diverse interactions resulting in a degree of interdependence or ones in which 

there exists a connection or bond between the members. This definition is important 

because it allows for both interpersonal and brand relationships to be close relationships. 

Within the last twenty years or so, marketers have begun to look at brand 

relationships through the lens of close relationship theory. In her seminal work, Fournier 

(1998) demonstrated that individuals have relationships with their brands. Since then 

additional research in marketing and consumer behavior has highlighted the ways in 

which individuals have close relationships with their brands. For example, researchers 

have investigated how emotional attachment to brands influences consumer behavior 

outcomes (Chaplin and John 2005; Fedorikhin, Park, and Thomson 2008; Park and 

MacInnis 2006; Park, MacInnis, and Priester 2009; Schouten and McAlexander 1995; 

Thomson 2006) and how relationship norms influence attitudes and behaviors toward 

brands (Aggarwal 2004; Aggarwal and Law 2005). Furthermore, research has also shown 

that individuals have relationships with brands similar to the ones that they have with 

other people (Aaker, Fournier, and Brasel 2004; Aggarwal 2004; Batra, Ahuvia, and 

Bagozzi 2012; Fournier 1998, 2009; Thomson, MacInnis, and Park 2005), which 

suggests that brand relationships may be another important component of consumer well-

being. 
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Thus, consumers have relationships with other people, and they have relationships 

with brands. Yet, very little is known about how brand and interpersonal relationships 

influence one another. Furthermore, even less is known about how they jointly influence 

consumer well-being.  My dissertation investigates this topic from two directions. See 

Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1. Conceptual Overview of Dissertation Essays. 

 

In Essay 1, I examine how interpersonal relationships and brand relationships 

jointly influence consumer well-being. Specifically, I investigate whether and how brand 

compatibility, which I define as the extent to which individuals within a close relationship 

have similar brand preferences, influences life satisfaction. Importantly, I predict that the 

link between brand compatibility and life satisfaction will depend upon perceptions of 
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power in the relationship. This research examines a specific type of close relationship, 

that of a romantic one, and how brand relationships within this social context influence 

life satisfaction. 

In Essay 2, I look at the opposite direction and investigate how aspects of 

consumer well-being influence brand and interpersonal relationships more broadly. In 

particular, Essay 2 examines how resource level, both measured and manipulated, 

influences brand connection, satisfaction, purchase intentions and willingness to pay. In 

addition, I investigate how resources affect closeness with others and preference to 

engage with brands compared with people. Together, these Essays examine how 

interpersonal relationships – in the form of close, romantic relationships (Essay 1) and 

social connection more broadly (Essay 2) – and brand relationships influence and are 

influenced by consumer well-being. 
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2. Essay 1: Brand Compatibility, Relationship Power, and 
Life Satisfaction 

Consider for a moment some of your favorite brands. For example, perhaps Coke, 

Starbucks, and Crest are your favorite brands of soda, coffee, and toothpaste, 

respectively. Now think about your partner’s favorite brands in the same product 

categories. Perhaps your partner likes the same brands, or, perhaps your partner prefers 

Pepsi, Dunkin Donuts, and Colgate. Do similarities or differences in brand preferences 

matter? In other words, can something as seemingly small as brand preferences within 

close relationships affect meaningful outcomes? In the present research, I propose that 

brand preferences within close relationships do matter, and that they can have substantial 

consequences. To investigate this proposition, I introduce the term brand compatibility, 

which I define as the extent to which individuals have similar brand preferences, and 

examine whether it is related to life satisfaction. 

Importantly, I hypothesize that the link between brand compatibility and life 

satisfaction will depend upon power in the relationship. Power can be defined as the 

ability to control valued resources and the capacity to influence the behavior of others 

(Anderson and Galinsky 2006; Emerson 1962; French and Raven 1959; Keltner, 

Gruenfeld, and Anderson 2003). I suggest that power will have different effects on the 

link between brand compatibility and life satisfaction depending upon whether one is 

relatively high or low in power within their romantic relationship. When one is high in 

power, then one should be able to control relationship outcomes and get the brands that 

s/he prefers. As such, I predict that for those who are high in relationship power, brand 
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compatibility will not affect life satisfaction because they are able to express their 

preferences and acquire their preferred brands regardless of their partner’s preferences. 

Conversely, when one is low in relationship power, one is less likely to express 

preferences and generally unable to control outcomes in the relationship. Therefore, 

brand compatibility should matter for low power partners, and I predict that for low 

power individuals, brand compatibility may affect how satisfied they are with their lives. 

Specifically, when brand compatibility is high, low power individuals are able to enjoy 

their preferred brands (which are the same as their partner’s preferred brands), and life 

satisfaction should also be high. But for low power individuals, when brand compatibility 

is low, life satisfaction will be reduced. In addition, I examine a potential mechanism for 

this effect, namely conflict. I predict that brand compatibility will be associated with 

greater conflict for low power partners and that this leads to the reductions in life 

satisfaction. I test these predictions across six studies. 

2.1 Theoretical Background 

2.1.1 Brand Compatibility 

In the present research I examine how brand preferences within close 

relationships affect life satisfaction. Brands have been shown to play many roles in 

consumers’ everyday lives. For example, individuals have relationships with brands 

(Fournier 1998). As brands can represent one’s identity, personality, beliefs, social 

connections, culture and heritage (Escalas and Bettman 2003; Fournier 1998; Holt 2002; 

Muniz and O’Guinn 2001; Ng and Houston 2006; Park and John 2010), individuals often 

use brands to communicate to others who they are or to represent their self (Belk 1988; 
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Berger and Heath 2007; Escalas and Bettman 2005; Kleine, Kleine, and Kernan 1993; 

Malhotra 1988). Or, individuals may merely use brands as a heuristic to help guide 

choice in a world increasingly over-run with options (Aaker and Keller 1990; Hoeffler 

and Keller 2003; Keller 1993). Regardless of the reason, individuals commonly evaluate, 

purchase, and consume their preferred brands. 

Although individuals typically consume the brands that they prefer, there are 

situations in which they may not be able to do so. For example, work cafeterias provide 

certain brands of soda; certain shopping centers only have one coffee shop. When brand 

preferences are constrained by situational factors, and consumers are thus not fully 

autonomous, consumers tend to feel less satisfied with the experience (Clee and 

Wicklund 1980; Fitzsimons 2000). I suggest that close relationships, in addition to stock-

outs and other consumer variables (e.g. time, money), can also constrain brand 

preferences. Indeed, close relationships are one of the strongest, most controlling, and 

long-term type of social situation, so their opportunity for influence is extremely high 

(Thibaut and Kelley 1959). Close relationships involve repeated, frequent, interactions in 

diverse settings, and strong mutual interdependence, whereby the outcomes of one’s 

decisions affect the both the other person and the relationship itself (Berscheid, Snyder, 

and Omoto 1989; Kelley 2013; Thibaut and Kelley 1959). Therefore, individuals are 

often constrained by their partner’s preferences and the demands of the relationship. This 

constraint should be especially evident and influential in everyday life when the partners 

have different brand preferences.  
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When both partners have similar brand preferences, individuals should be able to 

enjoy their preferred brands without constraint. For example, imagine a scenario where a 

couple is running errands in their car and want to get coffee along the way. Along their 

drive they will pass both a Starbucks and a Dunkin Donuts. In one scenario, both partners 

prefer Starbucks. Their choice is easy. They stop at Starbucks, and both are able to freely 

express their brand preference, and consume their desired brand.  

In this situation, the partners have high brand compatibility, which I define as the 

degree to which individuals in a close relationship have similar brand preferences. 

Having high brand compatibility, like other types of similarities in relationships, is likely 

beneficial for a couple. Research has shown that interpersonal similarity enhances 

attraction both initially and over the long term (Byrne 1971; Montoya, Horton, and 

Kirchner 2008). In addition, there is abundant evidence for homogamy – the tendency for 

spouses or two people within a romantic relationship to be more similar to each other 

than to randomly matched pairs within the same population (Blossfeld 2009; Luo and 

Klohnen 2005; Mare 1991). Furthermore, similarity within a relationship has been shown 

to be related to relationship satisfaction and marital well-being (Acitelli, Douvan, and 

Veroff 1993; Heaton and Pratt 1990; Murray et al. 2002). Although similarity and 

compatibility research (which has demonstrated mixed results in terms of what actually 

predicts satisfaction (e.g., Bramlett and Mosher 2002; Dyrenforth, Kashy, Donnellan, and 

Lucas 2010; Glicksohn and Golan 2001; Houts, Robins, and Huston 1996; Montoya et al. 

2008; Watson et al. 2004)) has typically focused on deeply held values like religious 

beliefs and political ideologies (Heaton and Pratt 1990), I extend their logic to study a far 
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more mundane and everyday type of similarity—brand preferences. I also suggest that 

the impact of brand compatibility, because of the strong link between brands and self-

expression (Berger and Heath 2007; Ng and Houston 2006), may extend beyond 

evaluations of the relationship to affect overall life satisfaction. High brand compatibility 

means that both partners’ desire to satisfy their brand preferences can be easily 

accomplished on a regular, daily basis, and I conjecture that this should improve overall 

well-being, similar to fulfillment of other goals and needs in everyday life (Emmons 

1986; Emmons and King 1988). 

Now imagine a second scenario in which the partners above have different brand 

preferences; one prefers Starbucks while the other prefers Dunkin Donuts. In an ideal 

situation, they would stop at both stores. Perhaps due to time or money constraints, 

however, they can only stop at one. How will they decide? What if instead of running 

errands, this drive is actually their morning commute to work? This one simple brand 

decision, which brand of coffee to buy, is now part of their everyday life as a couple.  

Extending beyond the trip to the coffee store, the couple may also have to choose 

between two different brands of coffee, soda, beer, or, even, toilet paper to purchase for 

the household. Or, on a larger scale, the couple may have to decide which brand of 

automobile to purchase for the household – one partner might be loyal to Audi while the 

other is a fan of Lexus – or where to do their weekly grocery shopping. Over time, these 

small, seemingly trivial, brand choices accumulate. Over the lifetime of a relationship, 

low brand compatibility means that a couple is likely to have hundreds or thousands of 

small decisions to make, in which the two partners cannot both satisfy their desire to 
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consume their preferred brands. Having dissimilar brand preferences, or low brand 

compatibility, thus creates multiple opportunities for conflict and presents a challenge to 

the couple. If you really like Diet Coke, Dunkin Donuts and Audis, but find yourself 

drinking Diet Pepsi, Starbucks and driving a Prius, you might be less happy. Even the 

mere thought of having to use and consume brands other than your preferred ones might 

make you less happy. This is what I propose in the current research – that low brand 

compatibility will be associated with reduced life satisfaction. Importantly (and this is 

where this research turns away from the standard assumption that compatibility is simply 

beneficial), I suggest that these two situations are of differential importance to the 

members of the couple, depending on how much power each member holds in the 

relationship. 

2.1.2 Power in Relationships 

Power is a common and pervasive component of social interactions and 

relationships (Anderson, John, and Keltner 2012; Galinsky, Gruenfeld, and Magee 2003). 

Power is commonly defined as relative control over valued resources and capacity to 

influence the behavior of others (Anderson and Galinsky 2006; Emerson 1962; French 

and Raven 1959; Keltner et al. 2003; Magee and Galinsky 2008), while resisting the 

influence of others over oneself (Cromwell and Olson 1975). Power is both a structural 

construct and a situational variable (Galinsky et al. 2003). As described in Jiang, Zhan, 

and Rucker (2014), because of its prevalence, power is not only a structural construct that 

can be measured, but also a mind-set that can be primed through common experimental 

techniques. Research has shown that power can be evoked through episodic recall, 
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semantic priming, and physical postures (Carney, Cuddy, and Yap 2010; Galinsky et 

al.2003; Magee, Galinsky, and Gruenfeld 2007). Furthermore, power, either chronic or 

manipulated, has been shown to affect consumer outcomes, including thought and 

behavior, in similar ways (Rucker and Galinsky 2008; Rucker, Galinsky, and Dubois 

2012; Rucker and Galinsky 2016). 

Power in close relationships can be thought of similarly - as the capacity to 

influence outcomes in the relationship. In the current research, I focus on relationship 

power - and I assume that relationship power is related to the outcomes within the 

relationship, including the outcomes of brand decisions. That is, high power partners 

more reliably obtain and consume their desired brands than do low power partners. By 

definition, partners who are relatively higher in power are more likely to report obtaining 

their desired outcomes. Indeed, providing some support for the notion, historical research 

on gender and family decision making suggested that men reported greater power and 

reported controlling more of the important purchasing decisions in families (Filiatraut 

and Ritchie 1980; Kirchler 1993). If this logic extends to minor brand decisions in 

everyday life, partners who are higher power should more frequently consume the brands 

they want to consume. 

This tendency for high power partners to “get what they want” may occur via 

several interrelated mechanisms. First, and most simply, they may just control the 

outcomes directly, via demands or pressure on their partners (Simpson, Griskevicius, and 

Rothman 2012). The Starbucks-loving high power partner may simply scoff at the 

suggestion of stopping at Dunkin Donuts. However, the process may also emerge from 
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subtler and more indirect psychological dynamics in the couple. High power individuals 

are more likely to express their opinions to others (Berdahl and Martorana 2006); thus, 

perhaps high power partners will simply make their brand preferences known to their 

partners more often or more clearly. High power individuals have also been shown to be 

more impervious to others’ attitudes. For example, they have a reduced tendency for 

perspective taking and comprehending how others think and feel (Galinsky, Magee, Inesi 

and Gruenfeld 2006) and are less motivated to attend to others’ thoughts and behaviors 

(Fiske 1993; Keltner et al. 2003). As such, high power partners are less likely to notice 

the discrepant preferences of their relationship partners, which likely reduces the chance 

they would consider them in their brand choices. In the realm of decision-making, 

consumers high in power tended to discount others’ opinions or even actively react 

against those opinions (Mourali and Yang 2013). Thus, high power individuals are less 

likely to notice, value, or take into account the preferences of their partners.  

As a result of these dynamics, in everyday life, high power individuals should 

generally be able to obtain their desired brands regardless of their partner’s preferences. 

As such, I predict that for high power individuals, brand compatibility is not a 

particularly important construct in determining their quality of life or sense of well-being. 

If they have high brand compatibility with their romantic partner, that is good, but if not, 

that is also good—their own outcomes are relatively unaffected by their partner’s 

preferences. Thus, I predict that for individuals who are high in power, brand 

compatibility will not affect life satisfaction. 
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Quite in contrast, low power partners, by definition, are less likely to have control 

over outcomes within the relationship, including brand choices. Low power partners are 

much less likely to attempt to control the outcome directly through pressure or demands 

(Simpson, Farrell, Oriña, and Rothman 2015). In addition, they have been found to be 

less likely to express their opinions to others (Berdahl and Martorana 2006), and they are 

more likely to pay attention to the preferences, attitudes, and feelings of their partners 

(Fiske 1993; Keltner et al. 2003). Furthermore, research has shown that they conform to 

other people’s opinions (Mourali and Yang 2013) and value their outcomes (Rucker, 

Dubois, and Galinsky 2011). Consequently, they may be more likely simply to know the 

partner’s brand preferences, to consider them, and to conform to them when making 

brand choices.  

For these reasons, low power individuals are relatively less likely to “win” in 

conflicts over brand preferences in close relationships, and thus, less likely to obtain their 

desired brands in day to day life.  In other words, the likelihood that low power 

individuals obtain and consume their desired brands depends to a much stronger degree 

on the extent to which they and their partners share preferences. If they have high brand 

compatibility, that is good—they get to consume their desired brands. But, if they have 

low brand compatibility, that is not so good—they are much likelier to have to consume 

the brands their partner prefers.  

Because lower power partners are more likely to be aware of the differences in 

brand preferences (e.g., Fiske 1993; Keltner et al. 2003) and because they are less likely 

to enjoy their preferred brands when there is a difference, for low power partners brand 
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compatibility is thus more consequential. As such, I predict that brand compatibility may 

be a source of conflict for low power partners, particularly when brand compatibility is 

low. Altogether, I hypothesize that the construct of brand compatibility should be of 

particular importance in predicting the well-being of low power individuals.   

2.1.3 Hypotheses 

In the current research I investigate how power dynamics and brand preferences 

in close romantic relationships affect life satisfaction. As high power partners are more 

likely to control outcomes within the relationship (Galinsky et al. 2003; Simpson et al. 

2012), including brand outcomes, and are less likely to be aware of differences in brand 

preferences (Fiske 1993; Keltner et al. 2003), I predict the following: 

H1: For high power individuals, brand compatibility will not affect life 

satisfaction.  

On the other hand, as low power individuals are more likely to be aware of 

differences in brand preferences and less likely to control outcomes, they will have less 

control over consumption decisions relative to their partner, making the similarity of the 

two partners’ preferences very important to their outcomes. Therefore, I predict that: 

H2a: For low power individuals, there will be an effect of brand compatibility on 

life satisfaction.  

H2b: Specifically, for low power individuals, as brand compatibility decreases, so 

too will life satisfaction. 

Furthermore, because low power partners are not getting the brands that they want 

and are more aware of differences in preferences from their partner, I predict that: 
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H3: Brand compatibility may be a source of conflict for low power partners when 

brand compatibility is low. 

2.2 Current Research  

I tested these hypotheses across six studies. As this is a new construct, in the first 

study I examined whether brand compatibility was related to life satisfaction, and 

whether it remained an important predictor after controlling for other forms of 

compatibility. In Study 2, I experimentally manipulated perceived brand compatibility 

and measured relationship power and life satisfaction. In Study 3, I experimentally 

manipulated perceived power in the relationship, and measured brand compatibility and 

life satisfaction. In Study 4, I simultaneously measured brand compatibility, power, and 

life satisfaction in a laboratory setting with both members of a romantic couple. In dyadic 

analyses, I used the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (Kenny, Kashy, and Cook 

2006) to further investigate how power influences the effect of brand compatibility on 

life satisfaction. I explored the possibility of an actor by partner interaction, examining 

whether the strongest effect of brand compatibility on life satisfaction would emerge for 

low power individuals with high power partners. In Study 5, I examined potential 

mechanisms of this effect. Using a scenario study where I was able to manipulate both 

brand compatibility and relationship power, I explored the role of conflict and autonomy 

threat. Finally, in Study 6, I again examined both members of romantic couples to 

examine the dyadic effects, and test the notion that brand compatibility and power’s 

interactive effect on life satisfaction is mediated by perceptions of conflict within the 

relationship. If high power individuals are not aware of or affected by incompatibility, 
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they should be less likely to perceive conflict. If low power individuals are more aware of 

their partner’s preferences, and more affected by incompatibility, they should perceive 

greater relationship conflict, and thus, feel less satisfied with their lives.  

2.2.1 Study 1: Brand Compatibility and Life Satisfaction 

Do brands really matter? In the present research I propose that brand 

compatibility is an important contributor to life satisfaction within couples. I contend this 

link occurs because brands are a ubiquitous, repeated reminder of who a person is, what 

the person represents, and what the person spends his/her, or even the couple’s, money 

on. As this is the first research to examine the role of brand compatibility on life 

satisfaction, it is important to examine whether brand compatibility predicts life 

satisfaction after controlling for other forms of similarity. 

In Study 1, I surveyed both partners within a couple. I asked them about various 

measures that are commonly examined in similarity and compatibility research (e.g., 

race, religion, personality, values, etc.). In addition, I asked each partner to report on 

his/her own brand preferences. Life satisfaction, or general happiness with how one’s life 

is going, served as the dependent variable. 

2.2.1.1 Method 

Participants. I recruited participants from the local farmer’s market in a large 

southeastern city. In order to participate, participants had to be in a relationship with their 

partner for at least six months and living with their partner for at least three months. Both 

partners had to be present and willing to complete the survey in order to participate. Both 
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partners of 63 romantic relationships (52% female, 1% “trans,” 1% “both,” 1% “neither”) 

completed the survey. One participant had trouble comprehending the survey and was 

therefore excluded from all analyses. Partners ranged in age from 25-70 years with an 

average age of 40.7 years (SDage=12.9) and had been in a relationship for 161.0 months 

on average (SD=154.1, median=27.5 months). Couples received financial compensation 

in exchange for their participation. 

Measures and Procedure. After indicating consent, each partner was given a 

clipboard with a survey and were told that there were several parts to the survey. Each 

partner was instructed to complete the survey separately and to not discuss their 

responses with their partner.   

Each partner was asked to list his/her favorite brand in each of the following five 

categories: coffee, chocolate, car, beer and soda. These categories were selected as they 

are common categories whereby most individuals in the sample would have experience 

with different brands in the category, and these are ones in which individuals generally 

have specific brand preferences. In addition, they are categories in which individuals 

regularly make choices and ones where a partner is repeatedly exposed to these choices 

(e.g., every time they drive the household car they are reminded of their partner’s 

preference, or every time they open the fridge they may see their partner’s brand of soda, 

or merely passing by a Starbucks they are reminded of their partner’s favorite brand of 

coffee, etc.). Furthermore, these categories vary in terms of price and type (e.g., durable 

vs. non-durable). 
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The following items were included as additional measures of compatibility: age, 

education, race, religiousness, religion, political orientation, personality, and values. I 

selected these items and method of calculating similarity within couples based on 

previous research in similarity and compatibility (e.g., Houts et al. 1996; Watson et al. 

2004; see Finkel et al. 2012 for a review). Each of the items is described in detail below. 

Age. Participants were asked to indicate their age in terms of years.  

Education. Participants were asked to select the highest level of education they 

had received from the following: Graduate degree, currently enrolled in graduate 

program, college graduate, currently enrolled in undergraduate program, some college, 

high school diploma, some high school/grade school. 

Race. Participants were asked to indicate with what race they most closely 

identified. 

Religiousness. Participants were asked to indicate how religious they are on a 

five-point Likert scale anchored with not at all religious and very religious. 

Religion. Participants were asked to indicate with which religion they most 

closely identify. 

Political Orientation. Participants were asked to indicate their political orientation 

on a five-point Likert scale consisting of Conservative, Moderately Conservative, 

Moderate, Moderately Liberal, and Liberal. 

Personality. Each partner was asked to complete the Ten-item Personality 

Inventory (TIPI; Gosling, Rentfrow, and Swann 2003). This brief measure captures 

measures of extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional stability and 
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openness to experiences. Participants are asked to indicate the extent they agree with each 

of ten descriptions in reference to themselves on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly 

agree) scale.  

Values. I assessed values using the List of Values scale (LOV; Veroff, Douvan, 

and Kulka 1981; α=.70). Though similar to other scales, this particular scale has been 

shown to better predict consumer behavior (Kahle 1983; Kahle, Beatty, and Homer 

1986). Each partner saw a list of nine values (self-respect, security, warm relationships 

with others, sense of accomplishment, self-fulfillment, sense of belonging, being well 

respected, fun and enjoyment in life, and excitement), and was asked to indicate how 

important each value is to them on a 1 (not at all) to 5 (very important) scale.  

As the dependent measure, each partner completed the Satisfaction with Life 

Scale (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, and Griffin 1985; α=.85). This is a well-established 

measure of life satisfaction, commonly used in research on well-being (Aknin et al. 2013; 

Burroughs and Rindfleisch 2002; Cohn et al. 2009; Diener and Biswas-Diener 2002; 

Diener, Ng, Harter, and Arora, 2010; Luhmann, Hofmann, Eid, and Lucas 2012; Martin 

and Hill 2012) and has been shown to correlate highly with other important measures of 

well-being and quality of life, such as health, happiness, and self-determination 

(Arrindell, Meeuwesen, and Huyse 1991; Diener 2012; Pavot and Diener 1993). The 

measure asks participants to evaluate their life overall, and provide a general sense of 

how well things are going. For example, items include, “In most ways my life is close to 

my ideal,” “I am satisfied with my life.” Participants completed additional items, 

including filler items and demographic items. 
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2.2.1.2 Results 

Compatibility Coding. For each of the compatibility factors I created a 

compatibility score for each couple. I describe how each of the compatibility factors was 

coded below. (Note: I repeated the analyses using various coding schemes, and as will be 

discussed below, the results remain robust.) 

Brand Compatibility Coding. Four undergraduate research assistants blind to the 

hypothesis of the study rated each of the brand pairs (i.e., how compatible the brand that 

partner 1 within couple 1 listed as his/her favorite compared with the brand that partner 2 

within couple 1 listed as his/her partner’s favorite) within a product category on a 1 

(completely incompatible) to 5 (completely compatible) scale. Coders were instructed to 

evaluate the brands on how compatible, or similar, one partner’s brand was with the other 

partner’s brand. This coding scheme has the advantage of allowing us to differentiate 

between responses such as “no preference” from “I don’t like soda,” which would have 

different implications for the couple. For example, if a participant said he liked Coke but 

his partner said she had no preference this would be coded as more compatible than if the 

participant said he liked Coke, but his partner said she does not like soda. In the former 

case, purchasing a 12-pack of Coke could satisfy both partners, whereas in the latter case 

no brand of soda will satisfy both partners. In addition, coders were told that this is a 

subjective rating—that there are no right or wrong answers, but that they should be 

consistent in their ratings. Coders were told that if they had any questions about the 

brands they could look them up online. The four coders’ ratings were averaged to create a 

brand compatibility score for each brand category. Coders were highly reliable within 
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each brand category (inter-rater reliability: beer α=.89; car α=.91; chocolate α=.93; coffee 

α=.94; soda α=.94). Brand categories were then averaged to create one mean brand 

compatibility score for each couple, which served as the independent variable. 

Age. I created an age compatibility score on a 1 (less compatible) - 4 (more 

compatible) scale as follows: Partners who were less than two years difference in age 

were coded as a 4, partners who were greater than or equal to two years difference but 

less than five years difference were coded as a 3, partners who were greater than or equal 

to five years difference but less than 10 years difference were coded as a 2, and partners 

who were greater than or equal to 10 years difference were coded as a 1. 

Education, Political Orientation, and Religiousness. Similar to age and brand 

compatibility, I created compatibility scores for education, political orientation and 

religiousness. Specifically, if each partner within a couple selected the exact same item 

response they were given a 4, if there was a one-point scale difference a 3, a two-point 

scale difference a 2, and three or more scale points difference a 1.  

Race. The same four undergraduate coders who rated compatibility in brand 

preferences also rated responses within each couple for how compatible they are in terms 

of race on a three-point Likert scale (1=different races, 2=overlapping races, 3=same 

race). Raters were highly reliable (α=.95). 

Religion. Similar to race and brand compatibility, again, the same four 

undergraduates rated each couple’s response on a 1 (not at all compatible) to 4 

(completely compatible) scale. As with the other measures, raters were highly reliable 

(α=.96). 
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Personality. I created a compatibility score by calculating the absolute difference 

between each partner’s score on each of the five personality items. I then created a total 

personality compatibility score by taking the average of the absolute differences. 

Values. Similar to the personality compatibility measure, I calculated the absolute 

difference between the partners on each of the nine value items and then created an 

average measure of the differences. 

Main Analyses. I hypothesized that brand compatibility would be related to life 

satisfaction controlling for other forms of compatibility. In order to investigate this 

hypothesis, I used a multilevel modeling approach (Kenny et al. 2006), with individuals 

nested within couples to account for violations of statistical independence. I first 

examined the relationship between brand compatibility and life satisfaction. In line with 

our theorizing, brand compatibility positively predicted life satisfaction (B = .28, t (63.90) 

= 2.00, p = .050). 

I next investigated whether brand compatibility remained an important predictor 

of life satisfaction after controlling for other variables. Life satisfaction served as the 

outcome variable, and brand compatibility, race compatibility, political orientation 

compatibility, religiousness compatibility, education compatibility, personality 

compatibility and value compatibility served as our predictor variables. All of the 

predictor variables were grand mean-centered (Aiken and West1991; Kenny et al. 2006).  

Controlling for various other forms of compatibility, brand compatibility was 

significantly and positively associated with life satisfaction (B = .33, t (2.22) = 7.93, p = 

.030). Please see Table 1 for details about all of the predictor variables. Note that these 
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results were robust across a wide array of models including various coding schemes of 

compatibility. We report the model that offers the best fit (e.g., lowest AIC of all the 

models, most parsimonious) (See Appendix A for additional models).  

 

Table: Study 1 Regression Coefficients 

 
  

          

Variable Estimate Standard Error t-test p value 
          

Intercept 5.48 0.093 58.97 .000 

Brand Compatibility 0.33 0.15 2.22 .03 

Age 0.041 0.094 0.44 .66 

Race -0.22 0.15 -1.48 .15 

Political Orientation 0.063 0.086 0.74 .46 

Religiousness 0.074 0.076 0.98 .33 

Education -0.054 0.093 -0.58 .57 

Personality (Big 5) -0.087 0.18 -0.49 .63 

Values (LOV) 0.076 0.30 0.25 .80 

 

2.2.1.3 Discussion 

In the present research I find that brand compatibility within couples is and, after 

controlling for other forms of compatibility, remains an important predictor of life 

satisfaction. While these results may seem surprising at first, taken in conjunction with 

prior research on similarity and compatibility they may not be so, as results regarding 

what aspects of similarity predict satisfaction is often contradictory. For example, 

although some research has shown that marriages between individuals of the same race, 

religious denomination, parental wealth, and earned income are longer lasting (e.g., 

Bramlett and Mosher 2002; Heaton and Pratt 1990; Weisfeld, Russell, Weisfeld, and 
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Wells 1992), other research has found that age, education, political orientation and 

religion were not associated with marital satisfaction (e.g., Houts et al. 1996; Watson et 

al. 2004), and that, after controlling for the main effects of each partner’s personality, 

similarity between personalities had a minimal effect on romantic outcomes (Dyrenforth 

et al. 2010; Glicksohn and Golan 2001; Tidwell, Eastwick, and Finkel 2013).  

These results are not to say that factors such as race, religion, and education are 

not important in the context of romantic relationships. These factors are some of the main 

drivers behind assortative mating or what initially brings couples together. The question I 

am interested in is after that initial attraction, what are some other factors that may be 

important within relationships. Specifically, what aspects of similarity may be associated 

with life satisfaction? I propose that brand preferences within a couple are important as 

they serve as a reminder of who each person is and appear repeatedly in decisions within 

couples, often at the day-to-day level. As early as 1966, Levinger and Breedlove 

“emphasized the importance of identifying areas of similarity that bear upon the day-to-

day decisions partners make” (cf. Houts et al. 1996). I am not suggesting that brand 

preferences are the only necessary factor of compatibility in a couple, but possibly an 

important one. In other words, this research highlights how seemingly trivial, every day 

consumer choices may be an important component of well-being within close 

relationships. 

2.2.2 Study 2: Manipulating Brand Compatibility 

Study 2 uses a between-subjects design to test my prediction that the effects of 

brand compatibility on life satisfaction will depend upon power in the relationship. 
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Because high power individuals have been shown to project their attitudes and feelings 

on to others (e.g., Keltner et al. 2003; Overbeck and Droutman 2013), measuring both 

brand compatibility and power from one partner could result in biased responses. As 

such, in Study 2, I manipulate perceptions of brand compatibility and measure 

relationship power.  

2.2.2.1 Method 

Participants. Three hundred and twenty-five participants (46% men) from 

Amazon’s Mechanical Turk completed the study in exchange for financial compensation. 

In order to participate, individuals had to be in the United States and in a romantic 

relationship for at least six months. Participants ranged in age from 19-73 years with an 

average age of 35.4 years (SDage=11.5) and had been in a relationship for 80.8 months on 

average (SD=95.3, median=46.0 months). 

Measures and Procedure. After individuals indicated consent, they were told that 

there were several parts to the study and that the researchers were interested in different 

topics. Participants first completed a measure of power in their relationship using the 

Personal Sense of Power scale adapted for relationships, which is a well-validated, 

commonly used measure of power (Anderson et al. 2012; α=.91). The scale ranged from 

1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Instructions indicated that participants should 

consider their current romantic relationship when answering items. Example items 

include, “I can get my partner to listen to what I say,” “My wishes do not carry much 

weight,” and “I think I have a great deal of power.”  



 

26 

I manipulated perceived brand compatibility using an ease of retrieval 

manipulation (e.g., Schwartz et al. 1991). Specifically, participants in the high brand 

compatibility condition saw 2 lines in the survey and were asked to list 2 favorite brands 

that they had in common with their partner. Participants in the low brand compatibility 

condition saw 8 lines in the survey and were asked to list up to 8 brands. Listing eight 

brands is harder than two, and, as such, participants in the list eight brand condition 

should perceive lower brand compatibility. Furthermore, participants had to list a 

response in the space provided, either a brand name or “NA,” in order to move on to the 

next question in the survey, to maximize the experience of ease versus difficulty in the 

two conditions. In order to be consistent with wording across the two conditions all 

participants were told the following: 

“Some people in relationships are very compatible in their brand preferences. In 

other words, their favorite brand of soda is their partner's favorite brand of soda. Other 

couples are less compatible in their brand preferences and their favorite brand in a 

product category is different from their partner's. 

In the spaces below, please list brands that both you and your partner consider to 

be your favorite in that product category. For example, if you and your partner have the 

same favorite brand of soda, chocolate, coffee, car, beer, etc., you would enter the brand 

name in the space below. 

Please enter as many shared favorite brands that you and your partner have as 

you can. If you run out of shared favorite brands, then please enter "NA".” 

 

As the dependent variable, participants completed the same Satisfaction with Life 

Scale (Diener et al. 1985; α=.80) as used in Study 1. Finally, participants completed 

demographic items—age, gender, relationship type, and relationship length.  
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2.2.2.2 Results and Discussion 

Two participants indicated that they were single and were therefore excluded 

from the analyses. In addition, six participants’ mean power scores were more than three 

SDs below the mean and were excluded (Smith, Jostmann, Galinsky, and van Dijk 2008), 

leaving 317 participants.  

Post-Test Manipulation Check. Four hundred fifteen participants (49% men) from 

Amazon’s Mechanical Turk were recruited. Participants had to be in a relationship for at 

least six months and in the United States in order to participate. Participants were 

randomized to either the same high or low brand compatibility condition as used in Study 

1. As our measure of compatibility, participants were asked to indicate the extent to 

which they agreed or disagreed with the following statements on a 7-point scale: My 

partner and I like the same brands, My partner and I are very compatible in our brand 

preferences, and My partner and I have similar brand preferences. We combined these 

items to form one measure of perceived compatibility (α=.95). Two participants indicated 

generic categories (e.g., car, restaurants) and were excluded from the analyses. Because 

the majority of participants viewed themselves as compatible or highly compatible with 

their partner (85% of the average responses were in the upper half of the scale), we log-

transformed the data. As predicted, individuals in the high brand compatibility condition 

reported significantly greater compatibility (M=5.23, SD=1.16) than did individuals in 

the low brand compatibility condition (M=5.01, SD=1.36; t(411) = 2.08, p = .038). 

Main Analyses. To investigate my hypothesis that low brand compatibility would 

be associated with decreased life satisfaction for low (but not high) power partners, I 
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conducted a linear regression, with life satisfaction as the outcome variable, and brand 

compatibility condition and mean-centered power as the predictor variables. Results 

revealed a main effect for power (β = .37, t(313) = 7.09, p < .0001), such that greater 

power was associated with greater life satisfaction. There was no main effect of brand 

compatibility condition (β = .049, t(313) = 0.94 p = .35) on life satisfaction. 

Importantly, in line with predictions, and as illustrated in Figure 2, results 

revealed a significant interaction (β = .11, t(313) = 2.08 p = .038). Because I was 

interested in whether the effects of brand compatibility on life satisfaction differ 

depending upon power in the relationship, I first examined whether life satisfaction 

differed across the brand compatibility conditions for high power individuals. In line with 

predictions, for high power individuals (1 SD above the mean), life satisfaction did not 

differ across the two brand compatibility conditions (t = .81; p = .42; 95% CI: -.19 to 

.47). However, for participants who are low in power (-1SD), the effect of brand 

compatibility condition on life satisfaction was significant (t = 2.14; p = .033; 95% CI: -

.69 to -.03). Specifically, lower power participants in the low brand compatibility 

condition reported significantly lower life satisfaction than did individuals in the high 

brand compatibility condition. (Figure 2).  
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Figure 2. Results from Study 2: Brand compatibility condition did not affect 

life satisfaction for high power individuals. For low power individuals, the low brand 

compatibility condition was associated with decreased life satisfaction. 

 

Discussion. In this study I measured participants’ chronic sense of power in their 

relationship using a standard measure and experimentally manipulated participants’ 

perception of brand compatibility. In line with predictions, I found no effect of brand 

compatibility condition on life satisfaction for high power individuals. In contrast, as 

predicted, I found that for low power individuals, low brand compatibility lead to reduced 

life satisfaction. Because I manipulated brand compatibility, these results highlight that 

brand compatibility is not just a marker of existing conflict in the relationship, but that 



 

30 

brand compatibility, as a unique construct, and power interact to predict feelings of life 

satisfaction. 

2.2.3 Study 3: Manipulating Perceptions of Relationship Power 

In Study 3, I conducted a complementary study to Study 2 in order to increase the 

generalizability of the findings. In this study, brand compatibility was measured and 

individuals’ sense of power in the relationship was experimentally manipulated in order 

to increase the ability to draw causal conclusions about the role of power.  

2.2.3.1 Method 

Participants. One hundred eighty-one individuals (51% men) from Amazon’s 

Mechanical Turk completed the study. As in the previous study, participants had to be in 

the United States and in a relationship for at least six months in order to participate. The 

participants ranged in age from 18-68 years with an average age of 34.0 years 

(SDage=11.8) and had been in their relationship for an average of 75.3 months 

(SDmos=93.2; median=38.0 months). Participants were paid in exchange for participation 

in the study.  

Procedure. After providing consent, participants were asked to list their partner’s 

favorite brand in the same five categories as used in Study 1: coffee, chocolate, car, beer 

and soda. Participants were then asked to list their own favorite brands in each of the 

same brand categories.   

Next, participants were randomized to either a high or low power condition using 

a standard power manipulation (Galinsky et al. 2003), which I modified slightly to reflect 
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romantic relationships. Specifically, participants in the high (low) power condition were 

told the following,  

“Please recall a particular incident in which you had power over your partner 

(your partner had power over you). By power, we mean a situation in which you (your 

partner) controlled the ability of your partner (you) to get something they (you) wanted, 

or were in a position to evaluate your partner (you). Please describe this situation in 

which you had power – what happened, how you felt, etc.” 

 

Participants then completed the Satisfaction with Life scale (Diener et al. 1985; 

α=.81) as used in Study 1 and 2. They also completed a series of demographic items—

gender, age, relationship type and relationship length.  

Similar to Study 1, I created a measure of perceived brand compatibility from 

participants’ brand responses. Two undergraduate research assistants blind to the 

hypothesis of the study rated the brands on a 1 (completely incompatible) to 5 

(completely compatible) scale. Raters were highly reliable within each brand category 

(inter-rater reliability: beer α=.88; car α=.87; chocolate α=.90; coffee α=.91; soda α=.91). 

Brand categories were then averaged to create one mean brand compatibility score. 

2.2.3.2 Results and Discussion 

One participant indicated that he was single and was therefore excluded from the 

subsequent analyses, leaving 180 participants.  

Manipulation Check. Following Galinsky et al. (2003), an undergraduate coder 

blind to the hypothesis rated each of the power responses on a 1 (partner has complete 

power over participant) to 7 (participant has complete control over partner) scale. A one-

way ANOVA revealed significantly higher scores in the high power condition 
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(Mhighpower=5.27; F(1,178) = 273.72, p < .0001) compared with the low power condition 

(Mlowpower=2.71), suggesting that the manipulation was successful. 

Main Analyses. A linear regression, with life satisfaction as the outcome variable 

and power condition and mean-centered brand compatibility as the predictor variables, 

revealed a marginally significant main effect for brand compatibility (β = .13, t(176) = 

1.71; p = .089), such that greater brand compatibility was associated with greater life 

satisfaction. There was no main effect of power condition on life satisfaction (β = .051, 

t(176) = 0.69; p = .49). 

Results also revealed a marginally significant interaction (β = .20, t(176) = 1.75; p 

= .083). Examining the interaction (see Figure 2) I found that the pattern of results 

replicated the findings of Study 2. Specifically, for individuals in the high power 

condition, there was no effect of brand compatibility on life satisfaction, (t(176) = -.02; p, 

NS; 95% CI = -.35 to .34). However, for individuals in the low power condition, lower 

brand compatibility was associated with reduced life satisfaction (t(176) = 2.62; p 

=.0095; 95% CI = .10 to .71) 
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Figure 3. Results from Study 3: For individuals who are manipulated to feel 

high in power, there is no effect of brand compatibility on life satisfaction. However, 

for individuals who are made to feel low in power, as brand compatibility decreases, 

so does life satisfaction. 

Discussion. In this study, I expanded upon the results from the previous study by 

manipulating, instead of measuring, power in order to better provide evidence of the 

causality of power in moderating this association between compatibility and life 

satisfaction. As predicted, I found that for individuals temporarily led to feel high in 

power in their romantic relationship, brand compatibility did not affect life satisfaction. 

However, for individuals who are temporarily led to feel low in power, I found that as 

brand compatibility decreases, so too did life satisfaction. These results thus conceptually 
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replicated the findings from Study 2 and demonstrated that the effects of brand 

compatibility on life satisfaction depend upon power in the relationship.  

2.2.4 Study 4: Examining Brand Compatibility and Relationship Power 
in Actual Couples 

In the fourth study, I brought both members of existing romantic couples to the 

laboratory to examine the hypothesis from a dyadic perspective (Simpson et al. 2015). By 

studying both members of the couple, I was able to measure power from both partners’ 

perspectives, meaning that I could explore possible actor-partner interaction effects 

(Kenny et al. 2006). Furthermore, because a weakness of Study 3 is that individuals’ self-

reports of their partners’ brand preferences may be inaccurate or biased, I sought here to 

measure brand compatibility in a more objective manner: by separately asking both 

members of the couple about their brand preferences similar to Study 1 and then having 

raters code brand compatibility within the couple.  

2.2.4.1 Method 

Participants. Because of the difficulty of recruiting both members of romantic 

couples to the laboratory, I recruited couples in two waves. The first wave (N = 54 

couples) completed this study as part of a multi-study event; the second wave (N = 50 

couples) completed this study as part of a different multi-study event. All couples 

received financial compensation in exchange for their participation. Thus, couples 

included both members of 104 romantic relationships, a total of 208 participants. They 

ranged in age from 19-62 years with an average age of 27.3 years (SDage=7.4) and had 

been in a relationship for 48.2 months on average (SD=60.8, median=27.5 months). 
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Measures and Procedure. Couples came to the lab together. However, after 

indicating consent, couples were told that there were several parts to the study and were 

instructed to complete the measures individually. As such, each partner was unaware of 

his/her partner’s responses on the following measures. Each partner completed the 

Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener et al. 1985; α=0.83), as used in the previous studies, 

before the other measures reported here. They completed the same measure of power in 

their relationship used in Study 2 (Anderson et al. 2012; α=0.83).  

Each partner was asked to list his/her favorite brand in each of the same five 

categories used in the previous studies 1 and 3: coffee, chocolate, car, beer and soda. As 

in Study 1, I created an index of brand compatibility from each partner’s brand responses. 

Four undergraduate research assistants rated each couples’ responses within each product 

category (i.e., Couple 1 Partner 1’s favorite brand of soda compared with Couple 1 

Partner 2’s favorite brand of soda) on the same 1 (not at all compatible) to 5 (completely 

compatible) scale as used in the previous study. As in the previous studies using this 

coding scheme, this method allows for differentiation between responses such as “no 

preference” from “I don’t drink soda.” The coders’ ratings were again averaged to create 

a brand compatibility score for each brand category. Coders were highly reliable within 

each brand category (inter-rater reliability: beer α=.94; car α=.92; chocolate α=.93; coffee 

α=.95; soda α=.93). Brand categories were then averaged to create one mean brand 

compatibility score for each couple, which served as the independent variable. 
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2.2.4.2 Results and Discussion 

Main Analyses. I hypothesized that the effects of brand compatibility on life 

satisfaction would depend upon power in the relationship. I first conducted analyses 

using a multilevel modeling approach (Kenny et al. 2006), with individuals nested within 

couples to account for violations of statistical independence. Life satisfaction served as 

the outcome variable, and power, brand compatibility and the interaction between power 

and brand compatibility served as the predictor variables. All of the predictor variables 

were grand mean-centered (Aiken and West 1991; Kenny et al. 2006). In these analyses I 

initially included a factor for wave of data collection. The effect of wave was not 

significant, and did not interact with the predictors; therefore, wave will not be discussed 

further.  

There was a significant main effect of power on life satisfaction, such that greater 

power was associated with greater life satisfaction, B = .58, t (185.26) = 7.93, p <.0001, 

and a non-significant trend for greater brand compatibility to also be associated with 

greater life satisfaction, B = .22, t (98.22) = 1.55, p =.12). In line with my predictions, 

and replicating the findings in the two experimental studies, results revealed a significant 

interaction between power and brand compatibility on life satisfaction, B = -.31, t(180.8) 

= -2.40, p =.017). I found that for high power individuals (+1SD), there was no effect of 

brand compatibility on life satisfaction (B = -.09, t = -0.50; p = .62). On the other hand, 

for low power individuals (-1SD), the association of brand compatibility with life 

satisfaction was significant (B = .53, t = 2.62; p = .01). Specifically, for low power 
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individuals, reduced brand compatibility was associated with significantly lower life 

satisfaction (Figure 4). 

 

Figure 4. Results from Study 4: For high power individuals (1SD above the 

mean), there is no effect of brand compatibility on life satisfaction. For low power 

individuals (1SD below the mean), as brand compatibility decreases, so does life 

satisfaction. 

 Actor Partner Interdependence Model Analyses. In order to investigate the 

possibility that the effect of brand compatibility on life satisfaction would be particularly 

strong for individuals who saw themselves as low in power and who had partners who 

saw themselves as high in power, I conducted additional analyses using the actor-partner 

interdependence model (APIM; Kenny et al. 2006). These analyses separately estimate 

actor and partner effects within a multilevel modeling framework, and allow me to test 
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the effects of brand compatibility on life satisfaction within couples of varying power 

combinations (i.e., high-high, high-low, low-high, and low-low). Actor and partner 

effects are estimated controlling for each other’s influence. As in the previous analyses, 

and following the norms in the field (Aiken and West 1991; Kenny et al 2006), all 

predictor variables were grand mean-centered. APIM analyses regressing life satisfaction 

on brand compatibility, actor’s power, partner’s power, and all interaction terms revealed 

significant main effects for both actor power (B = .67, SE =.07, t =9.11, p <.001) and 

partner power (B = .21, SE = .07, t = 2.88, p = .004), and a non-significant trend for brand 

compatibility (B = .19, SE = .13, t = 1.44, p = .15). 

A significant three-way interaction emerged (B = -.55, SE = .21, t = -2.68, p = 

.009) (Figure 5). In line with my theory, there was no effect of brand compatibility on life 

satisfaction for high power actors (1 SD above the mean), regardless of whether their 

partner was high power (1 SD above the mean) or low power (1 SD below the mean) 

(slopes 1 and 2 in Figure 5; slope 1: t = 1.25, p = .22; slope 2: t =.53, p =.60). There was a 

negative trend for the effect of brand compatibility on life satisfaction for low power 

actors (1 SD below the mean) with low power partners (slope 4: t = -1.54, p = .13). 

Furthermore, there were no significant differences between the three slopes for 1) high 

actor-high partner; 2) high actor-low partner; and 4) low actor-low partner (slope 

difference 1 and 2: t = -.27, p =.79; slope difference: 1 and 4, t = 1.64, p = .10; and slope 

difference: 2 and 4, t = 1.70, p = .09).  

Interestingly, and in line with my theorizing about the possible actor-partner 

interaction effect, there was a significant effect of brand compatibility on life satisfaction 
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for low power actors with high power partners (t = 6.60, p < .0001). Furthermore, slope 

3, the low actor power-high partner power slope, was significantly different from the 

other three slopes (slope difference 1 and 3: t = -2.68, p=.009; slope difference 2 and 3: t 

= -3.13, p = .002; slope difference: 3 and 4, t = 3.67, p <.001), suggesting that the effects 

of brand compatibility on life satisfaction for low power individuals depended on the 

power of their partners. 
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Figure 5. Actor-Partner Interdependence Model Results from Study 4: For low 

power individuals (1SD below the mean) with high power partners, as brand 

compatibility decreases, so does life satisfaction (slope 3). 

Discussion. Study 4 examined the association of brand compatibility, measured 

by asking both members of romantic couples for their preferences, with life satisfaction 

in romantic couples. In line with my predictions, and replicating the findings of the two 

experimental studies, I found that the effects of brand compatibility on life satisfaction 
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depended upon power in the relationship. I found that for high power individuals, brand 

compatibility had no effect on life satisfaction. In other words, people with high 

relationship power reported similar levels of life satisfaction whether or not the couple 

had similar brand preferences among common consumption categories. In contrast, for 

low power individuals, as brand compatibility decreased, so too did life satisfaction. In 

general, for these individuals, the compatibility of brand preferences was meaningful, 

such that those with low brand compatibility reported lower life satisfaction. Thus, these 

analyses replicated the findings of prior studies. 

In APIM analyses, it appeared that these effects of decreased brand compatibility 

on reduced life satisfaction were specific to low power individuals with high power 

partners. Similar to the other findings, for low power actors with high power partners, the 

lower power actor’s life satisfaction was strongly dependent on brand compatibility. On 

the other hand, for high power participants, regardless of partner reports of power, life 

satisfaction was independent of brand compatibility. Unexpectedly, when both partners 

reported that they had low power, there was a trend for a negative association between 

brand compatibility and life satisfaction. However, although interesting, I hesitate to 

over-interpret these patterns, as there were very few couples who were “low-low” power. 

When each partner is low power it suggests an overall level of dysfunction as neither 

partner feels as though s/he is able to control the outcomes in the relationship. If neither 

partner feels as though he/she has control in the relationship, low-low partners may either 

be not very likely to occur or not very likely to last past the initial state. Either way, this 

finding highlights the lack of research on these “low-low” power pairs (Simpson et al. 
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2012). Overall, the findings from Study 4 contribute by replicating the experimental 

findings of Studies 2 and 3, and by demonstrating the interaction of brand compatibility 

and power on life satisfaction in both members of real-world romantic couples. 

2.2.5 Study 5: Examining the Role of Conflict 

Across two experimental studies and one study examining data from real-world 

couples, I find that brand compatibility and power interact to influence life satisfaction. 

Why might this occur? In the current research, I propose that conflict is a potential 

mechanism. Merriam-Webster defines conflict as an “opposing action of incompatibles” 

or a “mental struggle resulting from incompatible or opposing needs, drives, wishes, or 

external or internal demands” (Merriam-Webster.com). When there is a difference in 

brand preferences, there is the potential for conflict, particularly if only one brand is 

purchased or consumed for the couple1. I propose that the degree to which conflict is 

experienced should be related to relationship power. High power partners should be able 

to consume their preferred brands, regardless of their partner’s preferences. Therefore, 

they should not perceive conflict. However, as demonstrated in previous studies, for low 

power partners, brand compatibility matters. When brand compatibility is high, low 

                                                      

1I conducted an online study in which I asked individuals who live with their partner to count the total 

number of brands that are currently in their household across various product categories. Specifically, 406 

participants (45% men) were given the same definition of a brand as used throughout the current research. 

They then counted and listed each of the brands currently in or used by their household within the 

following product categories: soda, coffee, beer, chocolate, car, toothpaste, toilet paper, laundry detergent, 

grocery store, orange juice, ketchup, and paper towels. The average number of brands within each product 

category was 1.06 (SD=0.27). Interestingly, the product categories with the largest average number of brands 

were grocery store (M=1.83, SD=0.71) and car (M=1.54, SD=0.73).  Overall, this survey suggests that, on 

average, couples generally purchase one brand for the household and that incompatible brand preferences 

may be a source of conflict for couples. 
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power partners are still able to enjoy their preferred brands, and there should not be “an 

opposing action of incompatibles”. On the other hand, for low power partners, when 

brand compatibility is low, they most likely are not enjoying their preferred brands, and 

this should present as a source of conflict within the relationship. The goal of the current 

study, therefore, was to manipulate perceptions of brand compatibility and power, and 

measure their effect on perceptions of conflict in the relationship. I hypothesize that 

participants who perceive low brand compatibility and low power in a relationship will 

report the greatest levels of conflict. I hypothesize that they will report greater levels of 

conflict compared with participants who perceive high brand compatibility and low 

power, low brand compatibility and high power, and high brand compatibility and high 

power.  

I focus on the role of conflict in the current research as the potential mechanism. 

However, there may be additional processes at play. One possible mechanism may be 

autonomy threat, which I also test in the current study. Autonomy, in the broad sense, can 

be defined as freedom to make choices and exert influence over outcomes (Chirkov, 

Ryan, Kim and Kaplan 2003; Deci and Ryan 2000). A close relationship involves 

interdependence (Berscheid, Snyder, and Omoto 1989), whereby the outcomes of one 

partner’s decisions affect the both the other person and the relationship itself (Rusbult et 

al. 2009). Thus, by definition, an individual relinquishes some of his autonomy as part of 

a close, romantic relationship. The degree to which an individual experiences autonomy 

threat should be related to relationship power. Since low power partners are less able to 

control outcomes in the relationship, i.e., make choices, they should feel greater 
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autonomy threat than high power partners. This threat should exist across the relationship 

and regardless of brand preferences, because, even if they are getting the brands that they 

prefer, low power partners are not the ones actually expressing or exerting influence. 

Whereas autonomy threat should be consistently felt for low power partners, conflict 

should only be an issue for low power partners when brand compatibility is low. (When 

brand compatibility is high, low power partners are able to get their preferred brands and 

conflict should be reduced.) Therefore, whereas I predict that within the low power 

conditions there will be a difference in conflict depending upon brand compatibility, I do 

not predict a difference within the low power conditions in terms of autonomy threat. 

2.2.5.1 Method 

Participants. Six hundred nine participants (40% men) from Amazon’s 

Mechanical Turk completed the study in exchange for financial compensation. 

Participants ranged in age from 18-74 years with an average age of 35.4 years 

(SDage=11.5). 

Measures and Procedure. After indicating consent, participants were asked to 

read a scenario and imagine that they were in it. They were told they would be asked 

questions about the scenario. 

Participants were randomized to one of four conditions, in which I varied brand 

compatibility and relationship power, and were presented with a scenario that 

corresponded to that condition. I manipulated brand compatibility by telling participants 

they either liked the same or opposing brands as their partner. I manipulated relationship 

power by including statements from the relationship power measure (Anderson et al. 
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2012) presented as if the participant reported feeling that way about their relationship. 

(See Appendix B for the conditions.) 

While imagining themselves in the scenario, participants were next asked to 

indicate to what extent they agreed or disagreed with several statements. All participants 

rated their agreement on a seven-point Likert scale (anchored with Strongly Disagree and 

Strongly Agree). As the measure of conflict, participants answered to what extent they 

agreed with the following two items: “My partner and I probably argue a lot” and “My 

partner and I probably have a lot of conflict” (α=.95). As the measure of autonomy threat, 

participants responded to the following two items: “I would feel a threat to my sense of 

self” and “I would feel a threat to my freedom of choice” (α=.91). Participants completed 

other variables, including filler items and demographic variables. 

2.2.5.2 Results and Discussion 

Eight participants indicated they had taken the survey multiple times and were 

excluded from the following analyses. I hypothesized that participants in the low brand 

compatibility and low power condition would report the greatest levels of conflict. In 

order to test this hypothesis I conducted an ANOVA with brand compatibility condition, 

power condition, and their interaction as the predictor variables and conflict as the 

outcome variable. Results revealed a main effect for brand compatibility condition 

(F(1,597) = 30.52, p < .0001), such that the low brand compatibility condition reported 

greater conflict, and a main effect for power (F(1,597) = 82.37, p < .0001), such that the 

low power condition reported greater conflict.  
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Importantly, and in line with predictions, results also revealed a significant 

interaction (F(1,597) = 3.87, p = .049). Planned contrasts indicated that each of the 

groups was significantly different from one another (at the p < .05 level), with the low 

brand compatibility/low power condition reporting significantly greater conflict 

(M=4.10) than the other three conditions (vs. high brand compatibility/low power 

condition M=3.68, t(597) = 2.52, p = .012; vs. low brand compatibility/high power 

condition M=3.26, t(597) = 4.96, p < .0001; vs. high brand compatibility/high power 

condition M=2.47, t(597) = 10.37, p < .0001). 

Next I examined the effect of condition on perceived autonomy threat. An 

ANOVA revealed a significant effect of power condition on autonomy threat (F(1,597) = 

109.23, p < .0001), with lower power conditions reporting greater autonomy threat. There 

was not a significant main effect for brand compatibility condition on autonomy threat 

(F(1,597) = 1.77, p = .18). There was a significant interaction effect (F(1,597) = 4.47, p = 

.035). Planned contrasts indicated that the low brand compatibility/low power condition 

reported significantly greater autonomy threat (M=3.68) than the high power conditions 

(vs. low brand compatibility/high power condition M=2.66, t(597) = 5.82, p < .0001; vs. 

high brand compatibility/high power condition M=2.24, t(597) = 8.37, p < .0001). 

Importantly, and in line with predictions, the low power conditions did not differ from 

one another (t(597) = -0.55, p = .29). In fact, the high brand compatibility/low power 

condition (M=3.77) was directionally greater than the low brand compatibility/low power 

condition. (Note: because all of the other studies involve individuals currently in a 
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relationship, I repeated these analyses controlling for relationship status, and the results 

remain the same.) 

Discussion. In this study I examined two potential mechanisms – autonomy threat 

and conflict. Because close relationships involve interdependence, by entering into a 

relationship individuals relinquish some of their autonomy. The degree to which they 

perceive a threat to their autonomy, which is the ability to make choices and exert 

influence, should be related to relationship power. More specifically, since low power 

partners are less able to control outcomes in the relationship, i.e., make choices, they 

should feel greater autonomy threat than low power partners regardless of brand 

compatibility. Autonomy threat, therefore, is related to the manner by which individuals 

make choices. Supporting our hypotheses, there was no difference between the low 

power conditions in terms of perceived autonomy threat.  

On the other hand, while autonomy threat is related to the manner in which 

decisions are made, conflict can be thought of as more closely related to the outcomes of 

a decision. In other words, conflict is related to whether each partner was able to realize 

his/her own preferences. Because conflict is more specific to outcomes, I predicted that 

brand compatibility should matter for low power partners in terms of conflict. Supporting 

this hypothesis I found a significant difference between the low power conditions, with 

the low brand compatibility condition reporting the greatest amount of perceived conflict. 

These results suggest that conflict is the mechanism through which brand compatibility 

and power interact to influence life satisfaction. 
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2.2.6 Study 6: Examining the Role of Conflict 

In Study 6, I again examined brand compatibility, power, and life satisfaction in 

both members of romantic couples. I also sought to move beyond the findings of the 

previous studies to test the mechanism for these effects, namely conflict, on life 

satisfaction within couples. Specifically, I hypothesized that for low power partners, low 

brand compatibility would be associated with increased reports of conflict. Given that by 

definition low power partners are less likely to control outcomes in the relationship, 

incompatible brand preferences and subsequent choice likely creates some notable 

problems for their everyday consumption experiences.  Additionally, I hypothesized that 

conflict will in turn predict life satisfaction, suggesting that for low power individuals, as 

brand compatibility decreases, conflict increases, and the increase in conflict is associated 

with decreased life satisfaction. In other words, I predicted that conflict will mediate the 

link between brand compatibility and power on life satisfaction 

2.2.6.1 Method 

Participants. Study 6 used data from a multi-wave study examining romantic 

relationships that was conducted at a large public university in Canada. The data 

described here were all collected at the same time period within the study. All 

participants received financial compensation in exchange for their participation. 

Participants were both members of romantic relationships (N=122 couples; Mage=20.8, 

SD=2.16) with a mean relationship duration of 34.4 months (SD=29.1). Reflecting the 

ethnic diversity of the university campus, participants were majority Caucasian (56.5%) 

and Asian (33.5%), with 10% reporting mixed or other races. 
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Procedure. Participants took part in a multi-wave study. As part of that study, 

they completed a battery of personality and relationship questionnaires, including power, 

conflict and life satisfaction. To increase retention in the study, participants completed 

shortened versions of scales. All of the measures in the current study were taken at the 

same time point. Life satisfaction was measured with three items, “In the last month, in 

most ways, my life has been close to ideal,” “The conditions of my life were excellent 

this month,” and “I am satisfied with my life right now,” that were rated on a 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) scale (Diener et al. 1985; α=.86). Power was measured by 

three items taken from the same Anderson et al. (2012) power measure used in Studies 1 

and 3. The items included: “I can get my partner to do what I want,” “I think I have a 

great deal of power” and “My ideas and opinions are often ignored” (reverse-scored) 

(α=.66).  

Conflict was measured by five items that measured the degree of conflict 

participants perceived in their relationship over the course of the past month (Braiker and 

Kelley 1979). The first two items, “How often did you and your partner argue with each 

other this month?” and “How often did you feel angry or resentful toward your partner 

this month?” were measured on a 1 (never) to 6 (constantly) scale. The other three items, 

“When you and your partner argued, how serious were the problems or arguments?” “To 

what extent did you wish you could change things about your partner this month?” and 

“To what extent did you communicate negative feelings toward your partner (e.g., anger, 

dissatisfaction, frustration) this month?” were measured on a 1 (not at all) to 7 
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(extremely) scale. Items were standardized before being combined into one measure of 

conflict (α=.83).  

Within the same questionnaire, participants were asked to list their favorite brand 

in the same brand categories as in Studies 3 and 4: coffee, chocolate, car, beer, soda. (In 

addition, in this study, participants were also asked about their favorite brand of 

toothpaste. To be consistent, I report the analyses using the same five brand categories as 

in the other studies. Results remain the same when toothpaste is included.) As in the 

previous studies I created a measure of brand compatibility from participants’ brand 

responses. Four undergraduate research assistants rated the brands on the same 1 (not at 

all compatible) to 5 (completely compatible) scale as used in the previous studies. The 

coders’ scores were again averaged to create a brand compatibility rating for each brand 

category. Raters were highly reliable within each brand category (inter-rater reliability: 

beer α=.92; car α=.89; chocolate α=.84; coffee α=.95; soda α=.92). As in the previous 

studies, brand categories were then averaged to create one mean brand compatibility 

score. 

2.2.6.2 Results and Discussion 

I test the hypotheses in several steps. First, I examine whether power affects the 

link between brand compatibility and conflict. Because these are dyadic data, and thus 

violate assumptions of independence required for standard regression analyses, I again 

conducted a multilevel analysis (Kenny et al. 2006), with individuals nested within 

couples. Conflict served as the outcome variable, and power, brand compatibility and the 
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interaction between power and brand compatibility served as the predictor variables. As 

in the previous study, all of the predictor variables were grand mean-centered. 

The results revealed a significant negative association between partner’s reports 

of power and conflict (B= -.12, t(186.5) = -2.7, p = .008), indicating that as partners felt 

less power in their relationship, they perceived more conflict. As predicted, results 

revealed a significant interaction between power and brand compatibility on conflict (B = 

.16, t(181.3) = 2.14, p = .03). Examining the interaction, I find that for high power 

partners (+1SD), brand compatibility is positively related to conflict (B = .15, t = 1.32, p 

= .19). On the other hand, for low power partners (-1SD), brand compatibility is 

negatively related to conflict (B = -.17, t = -1.53, p < .13).  (Figure 6). Further examining 

the interaction, I find that low brand compatibility is significantly associated with greater 

conflict for partners whose power scores are less than 2.76. 
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Figure 6. Results from Study 5: For high power (+1SD) partners, as brand 

compatibility increases, conflict increases. For low power (-1SD) partners, as brand 

compatibility increases, conflict decreases. 

Next, I examined whether conflict was related to life satisfaction. In line with my 

predictions, a multilevel analysis (with individuals nested within couples) revealed a 

significant, negative relationship between conflict and life satisfaction (B = -.41, SE = 

.11, t = -3.73, p <.0001), indicating that as conflict in the relationship increased, life 

satisfaction decreased. In order to test the prediction that the effects of brand 

compatibility and power on life satisfaction go through conflict, I first conducted an 

analysis using the Sobel test calculator (Preacher and Leonardelli 2016, 

quantpsy.org/sobel/sobel.htm). I used the coefficients and the standard errors from the 
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multi-level model parameters for the interaction term (B = .16, SE = .07) and the 

mediator term (B = -.40, SE = .11). The Sobel test indicated that the indirect effect of the 

interaction between brand compatibility and power on life satisfaction via conflict was 

different from zero (p = .05). I conducted an additional analysis using the Monte Carlo 

Method for Assessing Mediation (Selig and Preacher 2008), in which I again used the 

coefficients and the squared standard errors from the multilevel model parameters for the 

interaction term and the mediator term. The 95% confidence interval for the distribution 

of the indirect effect did not contain zero [-.1396, -.007558], suggesting conflict mediates 

the effect of brand compatibility and power on life satisfaction. 

Discussion. In the final study, using both members of the couple, I tested my 

predictions that brand compatibility and power are related to conflict within the 

relationship. It is important to note that conflict and brand compatibility were not directly 

correlated (B = -.01, t(122) = -.17, p = .87), suggesting that brand compatibility is not just 

another measure of conflict in the relationship. Importantly, and in line with my 

hypotheses, I found brand compatibility and power significantly interacted to predict 

conflict. Although it was only a trend, I found that for low power partners as brand 

compatibility decreased, conflict increased. Results demonstrated that conflict was 

related to life satisfaction, and I found evidence for mediation, suggesting that the effects 

of brand compatibility and power on life satisfaction go through conflict. In other words, 

high power partners do not perceive an increase in conflict as a result of low brand 

compatibility; however, for low power partners, when brand compatibility is low, conflict 

is high, and this increase in perceived conflict is associated with reduced life satisfaction. 
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2.3 General Discussion  

This set of studies presents a new construct connecting consumer experiences 

with close relationships – brand compatibility – and demonstrates its significance for 

psychological well-being. Across five studies, examining both individuals and couples, I 

find that brand compatibility within a close relationship is a significant predictor of life 

satisfaction, most importantly for individuals who experience low power in their 

relationship. In other words, the effect of brand compatibility on life satisfaction depends 

upon power in the relationship. For high power individuals, brand compatibility is not 

related to life satisfaction. On the other hand, for low power individuals, brand 

compatibility positively predicts life satisfaction: when brand compatibility is high, so too 

is life satisfaction; however, when brand compatibility is low, life satisfaction is reduced.  

2.3.1 Theoretical Contribution 

This research highlights the importance of the specific social context in relation to 

consumer behavior. In addition to being ubiquitous, close relationships are one of the 

strongest, most controlling, long-term types of social situation and social influence. As 

such, close relationships are an integral part of life that predict many meaningful 

outcomes including mortality rates, financial well-being, health and happiness (Berkman 

1995; Cohen 2004; Keltner et al. 2003; Kiecolt-Glaser, Gouin, and Hantsoo 2010; 

Kiecolt-Glaser et al. 2005; Liu and Reczek 2012; Marmot 2004; Waite and Gallagher 

2002), and, as highlighted by this research, life satisfaction. Close relationships may also 

influence brand preferences and relationship conflict. Therefore, in order to better 

understand consumer preferences, marketers need to take close relationships into account.  
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In taking a dyadic perspective on consumers’ preference for brands, the studies 

begin to answer calls for a more social and interpersonal perspective on consumer 

behavior (Simpson et al. 2012), and for the study of power in consumer behavior, more 

specifically (Rucker et al. 2012). Indeed, these findings contribute to the growing 

literature examining the effects of power in consumer behavior. Recent research has 

demonstrated that power influences purchasing decisions (e.g., Rucker et al. 2012; 

Rucker, Hu, and Galinsky 2014). For example, Jiang, Zhan, and Rucker (2014) found 

that increased perceptions of power result in greater switching behavior. However, this 

research, and much of the previous research, has focused on the level of the individual, 

whereas the present research focuses on partners within romantic relationships. As such, 

it would be interesting to examine the role of power in relationships and switching 

behavior. Are individuals who are high or low in power more likely to switch and adopt 

their partners’ preferences over time? Although the previous research has found that high 

power individuals are more likely to engage in switching behavior (Jiang et al. 2014), a 

close relationships perspective suggests that low power partners may be more likely to 

switch and adopt their high power partners’ preferences. 

This research makes several contributions to the study of relationships. It is the 

first to look at how compatibility—of any kind—interacts with power in close 

relationships. Surprisingly, no research on compatibility in close relationships has 

examined how it may be more important for some partners than others, instead 

highlighting the general benefits of compatibility (e.g., Bramlett and Mosher 2002; 

Decuyper, De Bolle, and De Fruyt 2012; Gaunt 2006; Gonzaga, Campos, and Bradbury 
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2007; Heaton and Pratt 1990; Lucas et al. 2004; Murray et al. 2002). In this work, I 

suggest that compatibility is crucial for partners who are low in power, but far less so for 

those who are high in power. Using the context of brand preferences, I found that 

compatibility has a reliable and predictive influence for individuals who chronically feel 

low in power and for those who were temporarily led, as a result of an experimental 

manipulation, to feel low in power. This work thus contributes to prior work on 

compatibility in close relationships by highlighting the importance of considering other 

relationship variables, like power, when studying the role of compatibility.  

Furthermore, this research contributes to the literature on consumer well-being. 

The findings suggest that even seemingly trivial forms of compatibility—whether 

partners report liking the same soda and coffee brands—can affect important, 

consequential psychological phenomena. Life satisfaction is a complex evaluation, but 

most research studying it has looked at seemingly more profound predictors, such as 

marriage quality, religion, health, self-esteem, job satisfaction, and unemployment 

(Adams et al. 1996; Diener and Diener 2009; Diener et al. 2010; Heller, Watson, and Ilies 

2004; Lim and Putnam 2010; Lucas, Clark, Georgellis, and Diener 2003, 2004; Mroczek 

and Spiro 2005). Here I show that for some people—those low in power—even 

something as seemingly mundane as brand compatibility influences people’s satisfactions 

with their lives.  

2.3.2 Marketing Implications 

This research has direct implications for marketers in terms of defining strong 

brand relationships. Because individuals may be shifting their preferences, or not fully 
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expressing them when they are in a close, romantic relationship, it raises the question as 

to what is the most appropriate way to capture strong brand relationships. Should strong 

brand relationships be defined as regularly using a brand, even if one is regularly using a 

brand that one’s partner prefers and not necessarily the brand that the individual prefers? 

Or, should it be conceptualized as positive feelings and attitudes toward the brand 

regardless of actual use? 

This research also has implications in terms of brand loyalty. Individuals’ brand 

preferences may shift as a function of their close relationships and close relationship 

status. One could imagine being loyal to particular brands when one is single, and 

shifting or changing those brand preferences once one enters into a relationship. In 

addition, as individuals change their relationship status, moving from single to engaged to 

married, brand preferences and brand loyalties may change. It would be interesting to 

examine how an individual’s brand preferences shift over the course of his or her lifetime 

as a function of relationship status. Furthermore, what happens when an individual ends a 

close, romantic relationship if s/he has shifted his brand preferences?  Does s/he go back 

to using the brands s/he preferred from before the relationship, or does s/he continue 

using the brands that s/he used while in a relationship? 

The current findings have significant implications for matchmaking, including 

online dating services. Online dating is now a major multi-billion dollar industry. For 

example, ICA/InterActiveCorp., the company that owns match.com, reported $836 

million dollars in revenue last year for match.com alone (JMP Securities Initiation 

Report; see also http://iac.com/investor-relations/overview). Recent research has 

http://iac.com/investor-relations/overview
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highlighted the ways in which online dating differs from conventional offline dating 

(Finkel et al. 2012), and taking consumer preference information into account may be 

another way. Very few, if any, of these online dating websites ask about everyday                                                                                                                                                                       

consumer preferences and use this information in their matchmaking algorithms. 

However, this research suggests that one aspect of consumer behavior in close 

relationships, namely brand preferences, does affect well-being. Specifically, this 

research highlights that brand compatibility within the context of one’s romantic 

relationship can influence one’s life satisfaction. In other words, when designing future 

questions and surveys, matchmakers, including online services, should consider including 

items to assess everyday consumer behavior, such as brand preferences, to better meet 

their customers’ needs. For those who will ultimately be high in power, consumer 

preferences may be irrelevant, but for those who will ultimately be low in power, it 

would be beneficial for them to consider. Furthermore, since brand questions are 

relatively easy to ask about, it would be interesting to test whether using brand 

compatibility may be a more efficient way to assess general compatibility.  

The manner in which consumers make decisions with other people can be 

different from the manner in which consumers make decisions by themselves (e.g., 

Corfman and Lehmann; Park 1982; Raghunathan and Corfman 2006). The current 

research supports this idea and suggests that the brands people consume when they are 

with their romantic partner may be different from ones that they select when they are 

alone, especially for low power partners. One question that arises is whether evaluations 

of brands change when a partner, especially a high power, partner is present. Would 
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partners who are low power, and who generally prefer a different brand, change their 

evaluations to be in line with their partner’s views when their partner is present, i.e., 

“going along to get along”? Previous research suggests that they would (e.g., Fiske 1993; 

Keltner et al. 2003; Simpson et al. 2015), and our research suggests that they may 

subsequently be less happy. Future research could tease apart differences in brand 

preferences, evaluations, and selections when low power individuals are with versus 

without their partners, and whether the decision itself is shared or made by one member 

of the couple. 

2.3.3 Conclusion 

Individuals often use and consume brands in the presence of their close partners. 

Yet, very little is known about the role that brand preferences play in close relationships. 

In the present research, I seek to provide a preliminary examination of this topic by 

examining how brand compatibility with close partners influences life satisfaction. For 

low power partners, it seems that brand compatibility can reliably predict how satisfied 

they feel with their lives, suggesting the importance of brand preferences to everyday life. 

For those who tend to yield power to their romantic partners, the brand preferences of 

their partners take on a rather surprising significance. If you tend to yield power to your 

romantic partners, perhaps you should first ensure that they share your love of Coke, 

Crest, and Starbucks, or you may find yourself using Diet Pepsi, Colgate, and Dunkin 

Donuts more than you would like. 
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3. Essay 2: The Effect of Resources on Brand and 
Interpersonal Relationships 

Imagine you are standing in line at your favorite coffee store and, as you are 

waiting, you put your hands in your jacket pocket and find a five dollar bill that you had 

forgotten about. You may start to think about the different things you can do with this 

money. What you may not be thinking about is how this increase in resources affects 

your connection with your favorite brands. How does it affect your satisfaction and 

preference for thinking about your brands? How does it affect feelings of closeness 

toward the person standing in line in front of you? In the present research I explore how 

resources, which can be defined as a stock or supply of money, materials, or assets that 

an individual possesses and can be drawn upon when needed, affect brand and 

interpersonal relationships.  

A Gallup poll (Carroll 2004) found that the number of close friends individuals 

report decreases as income increases. Recent research has supported this finding with 

studies demonstrating that as wealth increases, social connection decreases. For example, 

as people have greater resources, they rely less on others and espouse autonomy to a 

greater degree (Stephens, Fryberg, and Markus 2011; Vohs, Meade and Goode 2006); 

moreover, relative to individuals of lower socioeconomic status (SES), higher SES 

individuals have weaker social connections (Kraus and Keltner 2009). At the same time, 

however, the need for social connection is considered fundamental for positive life 

outcomes, including life satisfaction and positive well-being (Cohen et al. 2008). In the 

present research, I posit that instead of only focusing on other people for connection, 
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individuals with greater relative resources may use other sources of connection. I suggest 

brands are one of these sources and, across several studies, test my theory that resource 

level shifts the target of social connection from people to brands. First, I examine whether 

individuals with greater relative resources feel more distant from neighbors and 

acquaintances, which would suggest they still have a need to connect with others. I then 

investigate whether individuals with greater resources are more connected with their 

brands relative to people with fewer resources, which suggests that they place greater 

emphasis on these relationships. I then investigate several downstream relational 

consequences of this increased connection, including brand satisfaction, purchase 

intention, and willingness to pay for a new brand, which suggests that resource level 

affects connection with existing brand relationships and the initiation of new ones. In 

addition, I examine whether individuals shift the importance of brand and interpersonal 

relationships as a function of resource level. Finally, I investigate whether individuals 

choose to engage with brands as opposed to other people, highlighting that, at times, 

individuals do prefer brands over other people. 

The current research makes several contributions. First, I propose that resource 

level, or wealth, may be thought of as similar to other pervasive social constructs (e.g., 

power), in that it is both a chronic variable that can be measured (e.g., income), but also a 

mind-set that can be primed through common experimental techniques (e.g., recall 

manipulation or small increases in cash). Across several studies, I find evidence to 

support this proposition as both measuring and manipulating resource level leads to 

similar outcomes in terms of brand and interpersonal relationships. Thus, through my 
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multi-method approach, I contribute directly to resource theory. Second, I demonstrate 

that greater resources are associated with increased connection with brands. In so doing, I 

contribute to the literature on self-brand connection by identifying a new antecedent – 

namely resource level. I also find that individuals with greater resources report greater 

brand satisfaction as a result of having stronger self-brand connections, suggesting a 

causal link between these variables. Third, I demonstrate how perceived resources affect 

connection and satisfaction with a new brand. This work contributes to the brand 

relationships literature by examining how resources and connection with a new brand 

affect other consumer behavior outcomes (i.e., purchase intentions and willingness to 

pay), thereby identifying ways in which consumers may build strong brand relationships. 

Finally, I find that brands may be used to fulfill a need for social connection when 

interpersonal connection is not wanted or provided, thus contributing to the consumer 

welfare literature.  

 

3.1 Theoretical Background 

3.1.1 Social Connections and Resources 

Past research has highlighted the importance of social connections. Having a 

social network is considered necessary for general well-being (Berkman 1995), and social 

isolation is now thought of as a major health risk (House et al. 1988). Thus, needs for 

social connection and social support are considered fundamental to humans (Baumeister 

and Leary 1995; Ryan and Deci 2001; Myers and Diener 1995). 
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Even though social connections are considered necessary for general satisfaction 

and well-being, there are instances when individuals reject others or prefer to be 

autonomous. Past research has demonstrated that money, even the mere presence of it, 

can affect interpersonal dynamics, often for the worse. For example, having more money 

makes people feel more self-sufficient and subsequently less likely to turn to others. As 

resources increase, individuals are less dependent upon others (Johnson and Krueger 

2006; Rusbult et al. 1991). Vohs et al. (2006) found that individuals who were given play 

money or reminded of money worked significantly longer on a difficult task before 

asking for help, placed chairs farther apart in a getting-to-know-you game, and were 

more likely to prefer to work alone rather than with another participant, even when 

working with someone else presumably meant working less. In addition to wanting less 

help from others, the researchers found that participants who were reminded of money 

were more distant, cold, and less willing to help others (Vohs, Mead, and Goode 2008). 

In summary, having more money, or even the mere thought of money, makes people less 

likely to rely on, and subsequently less likely to connect with, other people.  

The relationship between money and poorer connections with others holds at a 

more macro level of analysis: higher socioeconomic status (SES) is associated with fewer 

or weaker signs of social connections relative to lower SES individuals (Kraus and 

Keltner 2009; Piff et al. 2010). One explanation for this observation is that under stress, 

such as financial constraint, lower SES individuals initiate tend-and-befriend strategies 

(Taylor 2006), cooperative relationships that are theorized to contribute to greater 

attentiveness to the needs of others (Pickett, Gardner, and Knowles 2004). For example, 



 

64 

Stellar and colleagues (2012) found that, compared to higher SES individuals, lower SES 

individuals reported greater compassion during stressful situations, or situations where 

compassion might be warranted (e.g., for another individual during a competitive mock 

job interview and while watching a compassion-inducing video). In addition, higher SES 

individuals have been found to be less attentive to others’ emotional experiences and 

were less accurate at reading others’ emotions, known as empathic accuracy, compared 

with lower SES participants (Kraus, Côtè, and Keltner 2010). In other words, lower SES 

individuals, or individuals with fewer resources, generally connect more with other 

people relative to higher SES individuals, or individuals with greater resources. 

Thus, past research has demonstrated that having greater resources is associated 

with increased independence and weaker social connections. Given that social connection 

and support are fundamental for health and well-being (Cohen et al. 2008; Fleming, 

Baum, Gisriel, and Gatchel 1982), how do individuals who have or perceive greater 

resources balance the need for independence and autonomy with the need for social 

connection? I posit that instead of turning to other people for social connection, when 

individuals have or perceive greater resources, they may turn to other sources. I suggest 

that brands are an important alternative source of such connection. 

3.1.2 Brands as a Source of Social Connection 

One might wonder why I theorize that brands in particular, and not products or 

consumption in general, serve as a source of social connection. I suggest this is because 

individuals can view brands as part of a relationship, and specifically, as a contributing 

member of a dyadic relationship (e.g., Fournier 1998). Several aspects of brands make 
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them a viable source of connection. First, people tend to anthropomorphize brands 

(Fournier and Alvarez 2011). Second, brands have also been shown to have different 

personalities (Aaker 1997), which may help individuals to see brands as animated, 

humanized and even personalized. Furthermore, consumers have strong emotions toward 

and attachments to brands (Park et al. 2010), similar to those individuals have with other 

people (e.g., brand love, Carroll and Ahuvia 2006). Finally, specific brands can be 

defined as unique entities, and through their names, images, and symbols can be 

recognized from one context to another. The ability to recognize specific brands provides 

individuals with a sense of consistency and reliability, which may provide the basis for 

connection with particular brands. Thus, I hypothesize that individuals with greater 

resources may be more likely to use brands as a source of connection because of the 

unique features of brands. 

In the present research, I explore consequences of this stronger connection with 

brands. On the one hand, forming a closer connection with brands could result in negative 

outcomes. For example, strong connections with brands have been associated with 

greater materialism (Rindfleisch, Burroughs and Wong 2009), which has been defined by 

Richins and Dawson (1992) as a “belief… about the importance of possessions in one’s 

life” (p 308). Previous research has documented the many perils of materialism, including 

decreased life satisfaction and well-being (Burroughs and Rindfleisch 2002; LaBarbera 

and Gurhan-Canli 1997; Richins and Dawson 1992). In addition, recent work has 

demonstrated that over a six-year period of time, materialism can increase loneliness 

(Pieters 2013), making people feel even less connected than they already are to those 
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around them. Thus, previous research suggests negative outcomes can result from 

stronger brand connections. 

However, the previous negative outcomes associated with increased brand 

connection, such as increased materialism, often stem from low self-esteem or insecurity 

(Chaplin and John 2007), whereby possessions are used to boost self-esteem or social 

standing. Having or perceiving greater resources, on the other hand, is associated with 

greater security, self-efficacy and autonomy (Vohs et al. 2008). I suggest that when one 

has or perceives greater resources, one may use brands not as a boost to self-esteem, but 

as relationship partners or to fulfill a need for interpersonal connection. As such, I predict 

that individuals with greater resources will place a greater emphasis on these 

relationships, and consequently will be more satisfied with their brands. In other words, I 

posit that individuals with greater resources may use brands to balance their desire for 

independence (Vohs et al. 2008) with their need for connection (Baumeister and Leary 

1995). Therefore, I hypothesize that having or perceiving greater resources will be 

associated with stronger brand relationships as measured through self-brand connection, 

and that this greater brand connection will result in greater brand satisfaction.  

In addition, I hypothesize that greater relative resources, and subsequently 

increased brand connection, will be associated with other brand relationship behaviors. I 

examine purchase intentions and willingness to pay, as research has highlighted that 

individuals with strong brand relationships are willing to pay a price premium for their 

brands (Esch, Langner, Schmitt, and Geus 2006). Furthermore, I examine purchase 

intentions and willingness to pay for a new brand in order to highlight an avenue through 



 

67 

which consumers may begin to build strong brand relationships and to highlight that 

resource level affects connection with both existing brand relationships and with new 

ones.  

Finally, I test my prediction that resource level shifts preference for and the 

importance of brand over interpersonal connection. I examine whether individuals place 

more or less importance on these relationships as a function of resource level. I then 

explore whether individuals with greater resources seek out interactions with brands over 

people. As previously mentioned, individuals with greater resources espouse autonomy 

and independence, and demonstrate weaker social connections compared with individuals 

with fewer resources (Kraus and Kelter 2009; Kraus et al. 2010; Vohs et al. 2006). 

Therefore, I investigate whether having and perceiving greater resources is associated 

with an increased preference for a task involving brands compared with people, which 

would suggest that individuals prefer and seek out interactions with brands over people. 

3.2 Current Research  

Past research has found that individuals with greater resources have weaker social 

connections and a greater desire for autonomy and independence (Kraus, Piff, and 

Keltner 2009; Vohs et al. 2008). Yet, social connection is considered a fundamental 

human need (Baumeister and Leary 1995). How then are individuals balancing the need 

for autonomy with the need for connection? In the present research, I suggest that 

individuals with greater resources feel less close to other people (Pilot Study), and instead 

of turning to other people, individuals shift toward brands as a source of connection. 

Across several studies, I investigate whether individuals with greater resources have 
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stronger connections with their brands, which suggests they place a greater emphasis on 

these relationships (Studies 1-3). I examine several relational consequences of this 

increased connection, including brand satisfaction (Studies 1-3), and purchase intentions 

and willingness to pay (Study 3). In addition, I investigate whether resource level affects 

connection with a new person (Study 4) and how important individuals view brand and 

interpersonal relationships (Study 5). Finally, I explore whether having or perceiving 

greater resources is associated with a greater preference to engage with brands over other 

people, which suggests that individuals with greater resources may seek out connection 

with brands (Studies 6 and 7). Across all studies, the current research uses various 

methods to investigate the construct of resources, including measuring and manipulating 

resource level. 

3.2.1 Pilot Study: Do Individuals Who Have Greater Resources Feel 
Less Close to those around Them? 

In the pilot study, I investigate whether individuals with greater resources feel less 

close to those around them, which would suggest they may be turning to other sources for 

connection. More specifically, I examined whether those with higher income report 

feeling more distant from their neighbors than do less wealthy individuals. I asked about 

neighbors as neighbors are a reference group that is common to all and not dependent 

upon certain specific factors, such as age or job status (e.g., classmates or co-workers).  

3.2.1.1 Method 

Participants. One hundred fifty-three individuals from an online U.S. panel took 

part in this study, and 144 (58 female) successfully completed it. Individuals received 
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financial compensation in exchange for their participation. The participants ranged in age 

from 18-71 years with an average age of 28.4 years (SDage=9.2). 

Procedure. After providing consent, participants were told that the researchers 

were investigating closeness with others, there are no right or wrong answers, but they 

should answer the best that they could. Participants were asked to think of three people in 

their neighborhood and type their initials in spaces provided. I defined neighborhood for 

them using the following language: “If you live in a single family home, this could be 

people on your street or within a quarter mile of your home; if you live in an apartment 

building this would be people in your building or on your floor; if you live in a condo or 

duplex this would be people in your unit or next to your unit”.  Participants were then 

asked to indicate how close they are with each of the individuals on a 7-point scale from 

1 “Not at all” to 7 “Extremely.” I averaged these responses to create a neighbor closeness 

rating. 

Embedded within the demographics items at the end of the survey, I asked 

participants to indicate their income level using a standard scale of family income (e.g., 

Adler, Epel, Castellazzo, and Ickovics 2000; Aknin, Norton, and Dunn 2009), which I 

modified slightly. Participants rated their “household income,” on the following scale: 1 

= $1-$4,999, 2 = $5,000-$9,999, 3 = $10,000-$14,999, 4 = $15,000-$24,999, 5 = 

$25,000-$49,999, 6 = $50,000-$74,999, 7 = $75,000-$99, 999, 8 = $100,000-$124,999, 9 

= $125,000-$149,999, 10 = $150,000-$199,999, 11 = $200,000 +. The average rating was 

5.22 (SD=1.64) and the median rating was 5, which is to say the average household 
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income of our participants was between $25,000 and $49,999. These ratings are in line 

with the 2010 US Census Bureau’s reported median income of $49,445.   

3.2.1.2 Results and Discussion 

In the present study, I predicted that relatively wealthier individuals would report 

feeling more distant from their neighbors than would less wealthy individuals. I 

conducted a regression analysis with income level as the predictor and neighbor closeness 

rating as the dependent variable. As predicted, income was negatively associated with 

neighbor closeness rating (β = -.17, p = .04).  

There are of course many reasons why higher income individuals might feel less 

close to their neighbors. For example, higher income individuals probably have larger 

houses or more property between them and their neighbors. I agree. In fact, I believe 

these reasons are all related to the phenomenon being investigated – individuals with 

greater resources feel less close to other people, prefer independence, and may be turning 

to sources other than people for connection, namely brands. Supporting this notion, one 

relatively wealthy participant even offered the following insight in a free response 

section, “I know its (sic) stupid but I feel closer to some brands than I do to my 

neighbors.”  

 

3.2.2 Study 1: Are Greater Resources Associated with Increased 
Brand Connection? 

The pilot study demonstrated that as relative wealth increases, individuals feel 

more distant from others, specifically neighbors. Individuals have a fundamental desire to 
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connect with other people (Baumeister and Leary 1995), and in the current research I 

propose that due to a reduced closeness with others, individuals may place a greater 

emphasis on their brand relationships as reflected by greater connection and satisfaction 

with their brands. In order to investigate this hypothesis, I test whether greater income 

level is associated with greater brand connection and increased brand satisfaction. As my 

main measure of resources, I examine income level. In this manner, I am able to examine 

whether generally having more resources is associated with greater brand connection and 

satisfaction. In addition, I include a subjective measure of resources. Past research has 

demonstrated that perceived socioeconomic status (SES) can be just as good, if not better, 

a predictor of outcomes associated with SES, including life satisfaction and well-being 

(Adler et al. 2000; Cohen et al. 2008; Jackman and Jackman 1973). Therefore, in the 

present study, I included a measure of current subjective SES to examine whether both 

income level and more general perceptions of current resources influence brand 

connection. 

3.2.2.1 Method 

Participants. One hundred three individuals (68 female) were recruited from an 

online U.S. subject pool and successfully completed this study.  Participants were paid in 

exchange for participation in the study. The participants ranged in age from 18-74 years 

and had an average age of 35.7 years (SDage=13.8). 

Procedure and Measures. In this study and in the subsequent studies, all 

participants were shown this definition of a brand:  
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“A brand is an identifying name, symbol or words that distinguishes a product or 

company from its competitors.”  

They were asked to name three brands to which they are most loyal, since these 

brands are most analogous to close interpersonal relationships (Fournier 1998) and would 

be the most likely to fulfill a social connection. Participants then completed the measures 

described below. 

Brand Satisfaction Measure. Participants completed three items for the three 

brands they named that were designed to test brand satisfaction, which I created. These 

items were: “how happy does this brand make you,” “how satisfied does this brand make 

you,” and “to what extent does this brand represent your ideal.” The items were rated on 

a 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much) scale. I asked participants to evaluate each brand 

independently to encourage participants to think more fully about their brands. I created a 

composite score for each of the three brands. These ratings were averaged to create an 

overall measure of brand satisfaction (α=.89). 

Brand Connection. In order to test whether wealthier individuals feel more 

connected to their brands, participants were asked to complete the Self-Brand Connection 

scale (Escalas and Bettman 2003) for each of their brands, which was also then averaged 

to create an overall measure of brand connection (α=.96). 

Income level and Demographics. Embedded within the demographics at the end 

of the survey I asked participants to indicate their household income level using the same 

standard scale of family income that was used in the Pilot Study. The average rating was 

5.32 (SD=1.85), which is to say, the mean income was between $25,000 and $49,999. 
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The median rating was 5, which also represents an income between $25,000 and $49,999. 

I also asked participants for age, gender, education and employment status. 

Subjective Socioeconomic Status. In addition to asking for participants’ income 

level, I asked participants to indicate their perceptions of their current socioeconomic 

status (SES) using a previously established and validated measure (Griskevicius, Tybur, 

Delton, and Robertson 2011; Griskevicius et al. 2013). The measure of subjective SES 

was rated on a 7-point Likert scale. It consisted of the following three items: “I have 

enough money to buy things I want,” “I don’t need to worry too much about paying my 

bills,” and “I don't think I'll have to worry about money too much in the future” (α=.84). 

3.2.2.2 Results and Discussion 

Results. I hypothesized that individuals with greater resources would be more 

likely to form a greater connection with their brands relative to individuals with fewer 

resources. Specifically, I predicted that higher income individuals would report greater 

self-brand connection with their brands than would lower income individuals.  In line 

with my hypothesis, income positively predicted self-brand connection (β = .20, p = 

.042).  

I next examined whether having greater resources predicts greater brand 

satisfaction. Indeed, I found that higher income predicted brand satisfaction (β = .23, p = 

.019). This relationship also holds, and is slightly strengthened, when controlling for 

gender, age, education level, and employment status (β = .25, p = .011).  

Having a greater connection with a brand predicted greater brand satisfaction (β = 

.65, p < .0001), suggesting mediation as recommended by MacKinnon et al. (2007). To 
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further explore whether connection with the brand mediated income and brand 

satisfaction, I conducted a regression with both income level and self-brand connection as 

predictors and brand satisfaction as the outcome variable. When self-brand connection is 

added to the income level and brand satisfaction model, self-brand connection remains a 

significant predictor of brand satisfaction (β = .62, p < .0001), while income level is no 

longer significant (p = .18) (Figure 7). In order to test whether brand connection mediates 

the effect of income on brand satisfaction, I conducted a mediation analysis (Hayes 2013, 

PROCESS model 4). Supporting my hypothesis that connection with the brand mediates 

the relationship between income level and brand satisfaction, the 95% confidence interval 

for the bootstrap analysis did not contain zero [.0017, .1140]. 

 

Figure 7. Study 1 Results: Mediation Analysis.  

 

 

Previous research has highlighted the importance of mere perceptions of SES in 

predicting important outcomes (e.g., Cohen et al. 2008); therefore, I tested whether 
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current subjective SES would also predict connection with brands. Supporting my 

hypothesis, subjective SES positively predicted self-brand connection (β = .21, p = .033).  

Discussion. In my first study, I found support for my hypothesis that having 

greater resources is associated with increased brand connection. I also found that as 

income increases, individuals reported greater satisfaction with their brands, and that 

connection with one’s brands mediated this effect. This study provides some initial 

evidence that resource level affects the emphasis individuals place on their brand 

relationships. 

One possible concern with the findings is that perhaps higher income individuals, 

or those with greater resources, are reporting on different types of brands than lower 

income individuals, and that these differences in the type of brand may explain 

differences in brand connection and satisfaction. For example, if individuals with greater 

resources are reporting a greater connection with expensive, publically consumed goods, 

this might suggest a different reason for the greater connection, such as status signaling, 

than the one I suggest. Two independent coders rated the brands on whether the brand 

was publically or privately consumed, whether it was a consumer packaged good (CPG), 

and the average price of the brand. I found no differences in the types of brands 

individuals report as a function of income level. If anything, the trends were in the 

opposite direction such that individuals with greater resources, as measured by income 

level, were more likely to report brands that are CPGs and generally privately consumed. 

This suggests that individuals with greater resources do not feel more connected to 
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brands because they signal status or wealth, but rather that they feel more connected to 

brands in general. 

In the current study, in addition to an objective measure of resource level, I also 

included a subjective measure of resources. I found that like income level, subjective SES 

predicted connection with brands. These findings suggest that merely feeling as though 

one has resources may promote greater connection with one’s brands. Whereas income 

level is an objective measure that is hard to manipulate, perceptions of current resources 

are more malleable and tend to fluctuate to a greater extent. In Study 2, I manipulate 

perceptions of resources to further test my hypothesis that greater resources leads to 

greater brand connection, which, in turn, leads to increased brand satisfaction. 

3.2.3 Study 2: Does Perceiving Greater Resources Lead to Increased 
Brand Connection? 

In Study 2, I manipulate resource level and investigate how greater perceptions of 

resources affect connection with brands. I predict that, like income level, perceptions of 

greater resources will increase individuals’ connection with their brands. This increased 

connection as a function of manipulated resource level will in turn increase brand 

satisfaction. In other words, I posit that that self-brand connection will again mediate the 

relative wealth and brand satisfaction relationship. 

3.2.3.1 Method 

Participants. One hundred sixty-three individuals from an online U.S. subject 

pool took part in this survey, of which 144 participants (89 female, 1 gender unknown) 

successfully completed the study.  Individuals received financial compensation in 
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exchange for their participation. The participants ranged in age from 18-74 years with an 

average age of 31.1 years (SDage=11.3). 

Procedure and Measures. Participants were randomly assigned to one of two 

conditions (high vs. low resources). I manipulated perceptions of resources by asking 

participants the following:  

“People experience highs and lows in terms of resources available. Please 

describe a recent time when you HAD [did NOT have] the financial resources to 

purchase an item you really wanted.” 

Participants were shown the same definition of a brand as in Study 1 and asked to 

name three brands to which they are most loyal. They were then asked to complete the 

Brand Satisfaction Measure for each one. The brand satisfaction ratings were averaged to 

create a composite measure (α=.81). Again, as in Study 1, participants were asked to 

indicate how connected they felt to each brand using the Self-Brand Connection scale 

which was then combined to form an overall measure (Escalas and Bettman 2003; 

α=.95).  

As in the previous studies, embedded within the demographics at the end of the 

study was income level. I asked for income level using the same measure as in the 

previous two studies in order to make sure there were no differences between the 

conditions. I also asked participants for age, gender, education level, and employment 

status. 

3.2.3.2 Results and Discussion 

Results. I hypothesized that greater perceived resources would positively 

influence individuals’ connection and satisfaction with their brands. To test this 
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hypothesis I initially examined whether, as predicted, perceptions of greater relative 

wealth lead to an increased connection with the brand. I then examined whether greater 

relative wealth and increased brand connection lead to greater brand satisfaction.  

In line with my hypothesis, an ANOVA revealed that those in the high resources 

condition reported significantly greater self-brand connection (Mhigh= 4.87, SD=0.95) 

than did individuals in the low resources condition (Mlow= 4.40, SD=1.33, F(1, 142) = 

7.36, p = .0075). I also predicted that greater resources would lead to greater brand 

satisfaction. As hypothesized, an ANOVA revealed a significant difference between the 

two conditions: individuals in the high resources condition reported greater satisfaction 

with their brands (Mhigh= 6.02, SD=0.78) than did individuals in the low resources 

condition (Mlow= 5.79, SD=0.61, F(1, 142) = 3.78, p = .05).  

Similar to the previous study, greater connection with brands predicted greater 

brand satisfaction (β= .66, p < .0001), suggesting mediation as recommended by 

MacKinnon et al. (2007). To further evaluate whether connection with the brand mediates 

the wealth and brand satisfaction relationship, I conducted a multiple regression analysis 

with the Brand Satisfaction Measure as the outcome variable and resources condition and 

self-brand connection as the predictor variables. Results supported the mediation 

hypothesis, as only connection with the brand remained a significant predictor of brand 

satisfaction (p <.0001). In order to confirm this hypothesis I conducted a mediation 

analysis (Hayes 2012, PROCESS model 4). This analysis supports mediation as the 95% 

confidence interval for the bootstrap analysis did not contain zero [.0606, .3736]. 
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Discussion. I tested and found evidence for my hypothesis that greater perceived 

resources leads to greater brand connection, which in turn is associated with increased 

brand satisfaction. As expected, individuals in the high resources condition reported a 

greater connection with their brands than did individuals in the low resources condition. 

Furthermore, individuals in the high resources condition reported greater brand 

satisfaction than did individuals in the low resources condition. Lastly, a mediation 

analysis demonstrated that connection with the brand mediates the effect of greater 

resources on brand satisfaction. These results replicate the results from Study 1, and 

highlight that having or perceiving greater resources is associated with stronger brand 

relationships. 

3.2.4 Study 3: How Does Perceiving Greater Resources Influence 
Connection with a New Brand and What Are Some Additional 
Relational Outcomes? 

The previous studies asked participants to think about brands with which they 

already have a relationship. In Study 3, I introduced a new brand to participants instead 

of asking about brands they already use to see if perceptions of resources can directly 

influence connection with a new brand. Again, I examine whether self-brand connection 

mediates the relationship between resources and brand satisfaction. I also extend these 

findings to examine the behavioral intentions of having a greater connection with a new 

brand. Specifically, I measure participants’ willingness to purchase and willingness to 

pay for the new brand. I predict individuals who have a greater connection with the new 

brand will also be more willing to purchase and pay for the new brand. In other words, in 
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this study, we investigate whether resource level affects initiation of new brand 

relationships. 

 In addition, in this study I include a measure of materialism to rule out an 

alternative explanation that manipulating resources may be increasing materialism, which 

may be creating strong brand connections. Although previous research has shown that 

materialism is associated with strong brand connections, this research actually found that 

materialistic individuals form strong connections to brands as a result of threat or 

existential insecurity (Rindfleish et al. 2009). In the present research, I build upon 

research that has demonstrated that having more resources makes individuals more self-

sufficient, independent, and, in other words, secure. Taken in conjunction with other 

research that has found that fewer family resources are associated with greater 

materialism (Rindfleisch, Burroughs, and Denton 1997), I predict that stronger brand 

connections as a result of greater resources will not be related to materialism. 

3.2.4.1 Method 

Participants. One hundred twenty-six individuals, 118 (72 female) of whom 

successfully completed the study, were recruited from an online U.S. subject pool in 

exchange for payment. Participants ranged in age from 18-65 with a mean age of 34.5 

years (SDage=12.6). 

Procedure and Measures. Participants were randomly assigned to either the high 

resources or low resources condition. In this study, I used an ease of retrieval 

manipulation (Schwartz et al. 1991; Wänke, Bohner and Jurkowitsch 1997) to influence 
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perceptions of resources. Participants in the high resources condition were instructed with 

the following:  

“Resources come in many different forms. Please describe 2 reasons how you 

could be described as ‘wealthy’.”  

 

Participants in the low wealth condition saw the same thing, except they were 

asked to describe eight reasons, instead of two. Since it is harder to generate eight 

reasons, the logic is they would feel as though they had fewer resources compared to 

those in the “describe 2 reasons” condition. Two coders rated the responses to make sure 

participants provided appropriate responses. Any disputes were resolved by discussion, 

leaving the 118 participants as described above. 

Participants were next shown images of a series of brands of orange juice, 

including pictures of the actual product. I chose orange juice because it is a relatively 

inexpensive product, generally privately consumed, and is a consumer packaged good. As 

such, it is a product that is generally not used for signaling status or wealth and is 

accessible to all. The brands used are actual brands of foreign/unknown orange juice (see 

Appendix A for stimuli). The participants were asked to select their favorite brand and 

then to complete a filler activity where they thought about and evaluated their top brand. 

They were asked a series of questions about their brand choice, including what 

characteristics made them choose this particular brand and what they liked about the 

brand. After participants completed the filler activity, they were asked to think of their 

chosen brand when answering the next set of questions. An image of the brand was 

presented at the top of the screen for all of the measures related to the selected brand.   
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Brand Satisfaction Measure. I used the same Brand Satisfaction Measure used in 

previous studies, except I modified it slightly to reflect the extent to which participants 

believed that this brand would make them happy if they were to use it. For example, I 

asked participants “how happy do you think this brand would make you?” (α=.87). 

Self-Brand Connection. Participants were also asked to evaluate their connection 

with the new brand using the Self-Brand Connection scale (Escalas and Bettman 2003; 

α=.94). 

Consumer Behavior Outcomes. Participants were again presented with the image 

of their top brand choice and asked how much they would be willing to pay for a 32-

ounce carton of the orange juice (in US dollars). I also asked participants how likely they 

would be to purchase this brand if it were found on the shelves of their local grocery store 

on a seven-point scale (1=“very unlikely,” to 7=“very likely”). 

Materialism. I included the Material Values Scale (α=.87; Richins 2004) scale as 

a measure of materialism. 

Demographics. Lastly, I asked participants for their income level, age, gender, 

education level, and employment status. 

3.2.4.2 Results and Discussion 

Results. First I examined the effects of resource level on connection with the new 

brand, and how connection with the new brand related to brand satisfaction. As expected, 

an ANOVA revealed that individuals in the high resources condition reported a stronger 

connection with their new brand (Mhigh= 3.62, SD=1.36) than did individuals in the low 

resources condition (Mlow= 2.82, SD=1.36, F(1, 116) = 10.23, p = .0018). The conditions 
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did not differ in terms of income level, age, gender, education level, or employment 

status (p’s > .19). 

Next I examined whether resource condition would affect satisfaction with the 

new brand. As predicted, an ANOVA revealed that individuals in the high resource 

condition reported significantly greater satisfaction with the new brand (Mhigh= 4.42, 

SD=1.38) than did individuals in the low resource condition (Mlow= 3.81, SD=1.38, F(1, 

116) = 5.07, p = .026).  

I hypothesized that connection with the new brand would mediate the effect of 

resource condition on perceived brand satisfaction. In line with the previous studies, 

greater connection with the new brand resulted in greater brand satisfaction (β = .73, p < 

.0001), suggesting mediation (MacKinnon et al. 2007). To further evaluate this 

hypothesis I conducted a multiple regression analysis with resource condition and self-

brand connection as the predictor variables and brand satisfaction as the outcome 

variable. Only connection with the brand remained a significant predictor of brand 

satisfaction (p < .0001). ). In addition, I conducted a mediation analysis (Hayes 2012, 

PROCESS model 4). The results supported mediation as the 95% confidence interval did 

not contain zero [.2510, 1.0717]. 

In line with my hypothesis and the previous studies, greater resources led to a 

greater connection with the new brand, which in turn led to greater satisfaction with the 

new brand. I next evaluated whether greater connection with the new brand would 

influence purchase intent and willingness to pay. Results revealed that individuals who 

reported a greater connection with the new brand indicated that they were significantly 
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more likely to purchase the new brand from a local grocery store (β = .53, p < .0001) and 

indicated a greater willingness to pay for the new brand (β = .24, p = .0084). 

In order to rule out an alternative explanation that manipulating resources may be 

increasing materialism which may be creating strong brand connections, I conducted an 

ANOVA with resource condition as the predictor variable and materialism as the 

outcome variable. Results revealed that resource condition did not affect materialism 

scores (F(116) = 1.62,  p = .21). If anything, the low resources condition was associated 

with greater materialism (Mlow=4.23 vs. Mhigh=3.96). Furthermore, materialism was not 

related to brand connection (β = .01, p = .89), suggesting that stronger brand connections 

as a function of greater resources is not because of greater materialism. 

As part of the resource manipulation, participants listed different types of 

resources. An independent coder rated the first two responses from each of the resource 

conditions (as each condition reported at least two resources) on whether the reason given 

was related to individual resources (e.g., I am smart) or interpersonal resources (e.g., I 

have friends and family). Results revealed a significant difference between the conditions 

in frequency of responses that referred to individual versus interpersonal responses (χ² 

(1) = 4.82, p < .03). In line with predictions, individuals in the high resource condition 

listed 61% of the total individual responses compared with 39% in the low resources 

condition. Furthermore, individuals in the low resources condition reported 59% of the 

total interpersonal responses, compared to 41% in the high resources condition, 

suggesting that as individuals have more resources they focus less on other people 

(Figure 8). 
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Figure 8. Study 3 Results: Participants in the high resource condition listed a 

greater number of individual resources compared to those in the low resource 

condition. Conversely, participants in the low resource condition listed a greater 

number of social resources. 

Discussion. Similar to the previous studies, I found that greater resources lead to 

stronger brand relationships. Specifically, in Study 3, I found that participants in the high 

resources condition reported greater connection and satisfaction with their newly chosen 

brand of orange juice than the low resources condition. Using a mediation analysis, I 

found that connection with the new brand mediated the resources and brand satisfaction 

relationship. 

Study 3 also expands upon the results from the previous studies. In Study 3, I 

extended the previous findings by broadening the notion of resources to include resources 
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other than financial ones. This paradigm is important as it suggests that having more 

resources does not simply mean that individuals are more likely to buy brand names 

because they have more money, but that having or perceiving greater resources is 

associated with a greater connection with the brand due to reasons other than merely 

financial. I suggest one of these reasons may be due to an increased sense of self-

sufficiency and reduced need to rely on others.  

In this study, I told participants that resources come in many forms and asked 

participants to list some of their resources. Results revealed a significant difference 

between the conditions in frequency of responses that referred to individual versus 

interpersonal resources, such that individuals in the low resource condition listed more 

interpersonal resources than individuals in the high resource condition. These results 

suggest that when individuals perceive greater resources, they focus less on other people 

and more on the individual. These results tie into my overall proposition that as 

perceptions of possessed resources increase, individuals rely less on other people, and 

instead of turning to other people, they may be more inclined to turn to brands for 

connection. 

In this study, I introduced a new brand to participants instead of asking about 

relationships with brands they already use. This design helps to rule out some potential 

confounds, including biases in retrieval of brands and purchase accessibility, and 

suggests that perceptions of wealth directly influence how individuals relate to brands. 

Furthermore, I used this paradigm in order to test whether connection with a new brand 

can influence how individuals initiate brand relationships. I found that individuals who 
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formed a stronger connection with the new brand indicated they were significantly more 

likely to purchase the brand from a local grocery store and were willing to pay more for 

the new brand. These results have implications for marketers, advertisers, and brand 

managers. 

 

3.2.5 Study 4: Does Resource Level Affect Connection with a New 
Person? 

I propose that having or perceiving greater resources is associated with a shift in 

the preferred source of connection from people to brands. As such, the research focuses 

on the effects of having or perceiving greater resources. However, in the current study, I 

examine the complementary side of our theory and focus on perceptions of low resources. 

Specifically, I investigate how resource level affects connection with a new person 

(instead of brand). I hypothesize that perceiving fewer resources will be associated with a 

stronger connection with a new person – highlighting from the complementary 

perspective that resource level shifts an individual’s preferred source of connection. 

3.2.5.1 Method 

Participants. Two hundred forty-one individuals, 226 (112 females) of whom 

successfully completed the study, were recruited from an online U.S. subject pool in 

exchange for payment. Participants had to be native English speakers from the U.S. and 

ranged in age from 18-65 with a mean age of 38.5 years (SDage=12.4). 

Procedure and Measures. Participants were randomized to the same high and low 

resources conditions as used in Study 2. Participants were then told that they were going 
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to be shown images of people and were asked to rank the images in the order of how 

likely they would be to approach the person or have a conversation if the person 

approached them. Participants were next shown images of four different people (please 

see Appendix D for images). They were asked to rank them. Similar to Study 2, 

participants completed a series of filler items about their top choice. They were shown 

the image of the person they had selected at the top of the screen while answering items. 

As the dependent variable, participants were asked to indicate how connected they felt to 

the person they had selected as their top choice on a nine-point Likert scale (anchored 

with Not at all and Extremely). Participants completed additional measures, including 

demographic items. 

3.2.4.2 Results and Discussion 

In order to investigate whether resource condition influenced connection with the 

new person, I conducted an ANOVA. In line with predictions, results revealed that 

individuals in the low resources condition (M=5.00, SD=2.1) reported greater connection 

with the new person than did the high resources condition (M=4.44, SD=2.2; F(1,224) = 

3.64, p = .058). These results complement our previous findings and demonstrate how 

interpersonal connection is affected by resource level. 

 

3.2.6 Study 5: Does Resource Level Shift the Importance of Brand and 
Interpersonal Relationships? 

I propose that resource level shifts the target of social connection from people to 

brands. In the previous studies, I demonstrated that individuals with greater resources 
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have stronger connection with their brands, which suggests a greater emphasis on these 

relationships. In the current study, I test whether the importance of brand and 

interpersonal relationships shifts as a function of resources. Specifically, I manipulate 

perceptions of wealth and then ask people to rate how important either brands or other 

people are in their lives. By asking people to rate these relationships in a between-

subjects design I are able to test whether there are preference shifts as a function of 

manipulated resource level. 

3.2.6.1 Method 

Participants. Two hundred forty-seven participants (102 male) were recruited 

from an online U.S. subject pool in exchange for payment. Participants ranged in age 

from 18-74 with a mean age of 34.8 years (SDage=11.8). 

Procedure and Measures. After providing consent, participants were shown the 

same definition of a brand as used in the previous studies. They were asked to provide the 

names of three brands to which they are most loyal. Participants were then asked to think 

of a couple of neighbors or acquaintances. They were told that acquaintances was 

someone that they saw or knew, but not very well. I used the same description of a 

neighbor as in the Pilot Study. Participants were asked to provide the names of three 

neighbors or acquaintances in the spaces provided. 

Next, I manipulated resource level using the same recall manipulation as in Study 

2. After the manipulation, participants were told that they were going to be asked to think 

about how important various things are in their lives. They were told that they would be 

asked specifically about one of those items. Participants saw the following: 
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“Please take a moment and think about how important the following are to you: 

religion, other people like neighbors and acquaintances, the environment, brands, 

politics, race.” 

 

Next, depending upon condition, participants were asked to rate on a 9-point 

Likert scale (anchored with Not at all and Extremely important) how important either 

brands or other people like neighbors and acquaintances are in their lives. This rating 

served as the dependent variable. 

Participants completed additional information, including demographic items. 

3.2.6.2 Results and Discussion 

Four participants guessed the hypothesis of the study (how SES is related to 

relationships) and were excluded from the following analyses. In order to investigate 

whether resource level influences the importance of brand and interpersonal 

relationships, I conducted an ANOVA with resource condition, relationship target 

(brands vs. people), and their interaction as the predictor variables. Importance rating 

served as the dependent variable. Not surprisingly, results revealed a main effect for 

relationship target (F(1,239) = 15.44, p = .0001), such that participants rated other people 

as more important (M=5.47, SD=3.0) than brands (M=4.44, SD=2.8). There was no effect 

of wealth condition (F(1,239) = .14, p > .25).  

Interestingly, there was a significant interaction (F(1,239) = 8.30, p = .0043) (See 

Figure 9). Planned contrasts revealed that individuals in the low resources/other people 

condition rated this relationship as significantly more important (M=5.90, SD=4.2) than 

the other three conditions (p’s < .05), including the high resources/other people condition 
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(M=5.05, t(239) = 2.29, p = .023). Participants in the high resources/brand condition 

(M=4.77, SD=4.1) rated this relationship as marginally significantly more important that 

participants in the low resources/brand condition (M=4.12, SD=4.1; t(239) = 1.78, p = 

.076). 

 

Figure 9. Study 5 Results: Other people are rated as more important than 

brands in the low versus high resource condition. Conversely, brands are rated as 

more important than people in the high versus low resource condition.  

These results highlight that individuals shift the importance of brand and 

interpersonal relationships as a function of resource level. In the next set of studies, I 

further test this hypothesis by asking individuals to choose to think about and 

communicate about either a brand or an interpersonal relationship. I propose that 

individuals will shift their preference based upon resource level. 

 



 

92 

3.2.7 Study 6: Is Having Greater Resources Associated with a Greater 
Preference for Brands over People? 

In the previous study, I found that people change how important they think brands 

and other people are depending upon perceptions of resource level. In my next set of 

studies, I extend these findings and assess whether individuals prefer to connect with 

brands or people as a function of resources. In these studies, I ask participants whether 

they would prefer to engage in a follow-up task that involves either people or brands. 

Individuals are motivated to think about and to devote energy to their most important 

relationships (Baumeister and Leary 1995; Hazan and Shaver 1994; Rusbult 1980). 

Therefore, by choosing to think about one relationship over another, i.e., complete a 

follow-up task on brands versus people, individuals are displaying the relative importance 

of this relationship over the other. I use this indirect method to avoid social desirability 

biases, whereby participants provide inaccurate or biased responses for impression 

management (e.g., Fisher 1993). When asked whether one would prefer to connect with 

people or brands, individuals will almost always report preferring people over brands due 

to fear of looking shallow or materialistic. Therefore, I ask participants which follow-up 

task they would prefer to do as our method of assessing the relative importance of one 

source of connection over the other. 

3.2.7.1 Method 

Participants. Eighty-two participants (47 female) were recruited from the student 

center during parent orientation at a large, public southeastern university. Participants 

completed the study in a room at the student center and were paid in exchange for 
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participation in the study. The participants ranged in age from 18-70 years and had an 

average age of 37.0 years (SDage=15.5). 

Procedure and Measures. After providing consent, participants were shown the 

same definition of a brand as used in all of the previous studies and asked to name a 

brand to which they are most loyal. Participants were also shown the same definition of a 

neighbor as in the Pilot Study and were asked to think of a neighbor and type their first 

name in the space provided. I asked participants to name their brands and neighbors in 

order to get participants thinking about specific relationships.  

Participants completed an introductory task and then were told the following:  

“We are currently collecting data on two different topics, brands and people. We 

could use your help on either one and would like to know if you have a preference. In the 

brands study, you will answer some questions about your favorite brands and your 

shopping preferences. In the people study, you will answer some questions about your 

neighbors and acquaintances.”  

 

They were then asked to indicate which topic they would prefer to answer 

questions about on a 1 (Definitely prefer people) to 7 (Definitely prefer brands) scale. 

Participants next answered some filler questions depending on their answer to the 

previous question.  

As in the previous study, embedded within the demographics at the end of the 

survey I asked participants to indicate their household income. The average rating was 

7.65 (SD=3.30), which is to say, the mean income was between $50,000 and $74,999. 

The median rating was 8, which represents an income between $75,000 and $99,999. It is 

interesting to note that in this sample, 20% of participants indicated a household income 
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of greater than $200,000. This is most likely because it was parent orientation day at the 

campus center. I also asked participants for age, gender, education and employment 

status.  

3.2.7.2 Results and Discussion 

I hypothesized that individuals with greater resources, as measured by income, 

would prefer to think about, communicate and engage with brands, as reflected by their 

preference for the follow-up study, than would individuals with fewer resources. Because 

income and age were highly correlated in this sample (p < .0001), in the following 

analyses I controlled for age (results remain the same when age is not included in the 

analyses). In line with my prediction, as participants’ income increased, so too did 

participants’ preference for the brand task over the people task (β=.30, t(79) = 6.02, p = 

.016). These results suggest that as resources increase individuals shift their preference 

toward brand relationships, and that individuals may actively seek out connection with 

brands over other people. 

3.2.8 Study 7: Does Perceiving Greater Resources Lead to a 
Preference for Engaging with Brands over People? 

Similar to the previous study, in Study 6, I examine whether individuals with 

greater resources place a greater emphasis on connecting with brands over people. I again 

use the indirect method of whether resource levels influence preference to engage in a 

follow-up task that involves either people or brands. However, in this study, instead of 

measuring resource level, I manipulate it. Specifically, I give participants a small amount 

of cash to increase perceived resource level. I predict that individuals who perceive 
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greater relative resources will prefer to think about, communicate and engage with brands 

over neighbors and acquaintances, demonstrating that resource level shifts the preference 

for the target of social connection from people to brands. 

3.2.8.1 Method 

Participants. Seventy-nine participants were recruited from the student center at a 

private, southeastern university. Seventy-four participants (36 female) successfully 

completed the study and are included in the analyses below (one participant was lost due 

to technical issues with the server, two participants did not complete the manipulation 

successfully, and two participants correctly guessed the hypothesis).  Participants 

completed the study in a room at the student center and were paid $5 in cash in exchange 

for participation in the study. The participants ranged in age from 18-60 years and had an 

average age of 27.6 years (SDage=10.3). 

Procedure and Measures. Participants were randomly assigned to one of two 

conditions: high resources or low resources. I manipulated resources as follows: 

participants in the high resource condition were given $3 halfway through the study, right 

before the dependent variable; and participants in the low wealth condition were not 

given any cash until the end of the study. Although $3 may seem like a trivial amount, 

research has shown that merely activating the concept of money by priming or using play 

money can have psychological consequences and change interpersonal behavior (e.g., 

Vohs et al. 2006; Vohs et al. 2008). 

After indicating consent, all participants were told that there were two studies and 

that because the two studies were very short I was running them at the same time. 
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Participants were instructed to complete the first study. They were shown the same 

definition of a brand as in the previous studies, and were asked to name a brand to which 

they are most loyal. Participants were then shown the same definition of neighbor as used 

in the previous study and asked to provide the first name of a neighbor.  

All participants were told once they had completed the first study they should let 

the research assistant know in order to receive a code to start the second study. For the 

high resources condition, after participants completed the first study they were thanked 

for their participation in the first study and were given $3 in cash, ostensibly as payment 

for completion of the first study.  The low resources condition did not receive any cash, 

but were also thanked for their participation in the first study. All participants were given 

the code to start the second study. 

Participants were then told the following:  

“For the second study, we are currently collecting data on two different topics, 

brands and people. We could use your help on either one and would like to know if you 

have a preference. In the brands study, you will answer some questions about your 

favorite brands. In the people study, you will answer some questions about your 

neighbors and acquaintances.”  

 

As in Study 5, they were then asked to indicate which topic they would prefer to 

answer questions about on a 1 (Definitely prefer people) to 7 (Definitely prefer brands) 

scale. Participants next answered some filler questions depending on their answer to the 

previous question. Once participants completed the second study they were paid and 

thanked for their participation. 
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3.2.8.2 Results and Discussion 

Results. Replicating the findings from Study 5, I hypothesized that individuals 

who were made to feel as though they had more resources, by having more actual cash, 

would prefer a task that involved their brands as opposed to their neighbors. In line with 

our predictions, an ANOVA revealed that individuals in the high resources condition 

preferred to do the brand task over the people task (Mhigh=4.5) to a greater extent than 

individuals in the low resources condition (Mlow=3.6, F(1,72) = 3.54, p = .064). These 

results replicate the findings from Study 5 and again indicate that as resources increase 

individuals prefer to engage with their brands compared with other people. 

Discussion. Results revealed that as resources increase, individuals prefer to think 

about, communicate and expend energy on a task that involves their brands compared 

with a task that involves their neighbors or acquaintances. I found these results by 

measuring resources through income level (Study 5) and by manipulating resources 

through giving participants actual cash (Study 6). In conjunction with the previous 

findings, these results demonstrate that resource level shifts the target of social 

connection from people to brands, and changes the importance of these relationships.  

 

3.3 General Discussion  

Having greater resources is associated with increased independence, weaker 

interpersonal connections (Stephens et al. 2011; Vohs et al. 2006), and reduced closeness 

with others (Pilot Study). Yet, social connection is a fundamental human motivation and 

a necessary component of positive life outcomes (Baumeister and Leary 1995; Cohen 
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1988). How, then, are individuals with greater resources balancing the need for autonomy 

with the need for connection? I proposed that the decrease in desired or actual social 

connection with others among the relatively wealthy would lead them to turn toward 

other sources for connection. I predicted that brands are one of these sources and, across 

several studies, found support for the hypothesis that resource level shifts preference for 

connection with brands over people. In addition, I found that relative wealth influences 

connection with a new brand, which in turn influences other relational outcomes such as 

likelihood to purchase and willingness to pay for the new brand. These results highlight 

that resource level affects existing brand relationships and the initiation of new brand 

relationships. These findings have important implications for marketers, particularly 

when introducing new brands or products. Furthermore, I demonstrated that having 

greater resources leads to a shift in the importance of brand and interpersonal 

relationships, and a greater preference to engage with brands over other people. These 

results illustrate that, at times, individuals do prefer and seek out brands as a source of 

connection. 

3.3.1 Theoretical Contribution 

Having more resources has been shown to make individuals feel more self-

sufficient, autonomous and less likely to connect with other people (Stephens et al. 2011; 

Stephens, Markus, and Townsend 2007; Vohs et al. 2006). However, there is a 

fundamental human need for social connection and support (Baumeister and Leary 1995; 

Cohen et al. 2008). By demonstrating that individuals who have or perceive greater 

resources report higher levels of brand connection than do individuals of fewer resources, 



 

99 

I contribute to the consumer well-being literature by providing evidence of one 

mechanism through which individuals are able to balance the desire for increased 

autonomy and independence with the fundamental need for social connection. That is, 

these findings suggest one avenue – brands – by which individuals may find social 

connection when other people are not available, or, are not wanted. 

In the current research, I propose that resource level, or wealth, is both a chronic 

variable that can be measured and also a mind-set that can be primed through common 

experimental techniques. This is in accord with previous research that has demonstrated 

that having resources can affect traits, cognition, and behavior (e.g., Hansen, Kutzner and 

Wanke 2013; Kraus et al. 2009; Snibbe and Markus, 2005; Stephens et al. 2007; Piff et 

al. 2010). The current research also provides evidence to support this proposition, as both 

measuring and manipulating resource level leads to similar outcomes in terms of brand 

and interpersonal relationships. Specifically, I measured resource level through income 

and subjective social status (Pilot Study, Studies 1 and 5). I manipulated resource level by 

using a recall manipulation, an ease of retrieval manipulation, and by giving participants 

a small amount of actual cash (Studies 2, 3, 4 and 6). Across these studies, the pattern of 

results remains consistent whether resource level is measured or manipulated. Thus, 

through this multi-method approach, I contribute directly to resource theory and highlight 

ways in which resource level may be operationalized. 

I also contribute to the literature in branding. Brand connection and brand 

satisfaction are constructs that have been linked with meaningful consumer behavior 

outcomes, including consumer identity, brand loyalty, brand forgiveness and repurchase 
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behavior (Cheng, White, and Chaplin 2012; Escalas and Bettman 2003, 2005; Jones and 

Sasser 1998). By demonstrating a noteworthy antecedent of these variables – resources 

that an individual possesses – this research contributes directly to the literature on these 

topics. In addition, this research illustrates how these key consumer variables relate to 

one another. I find that increased relative wealth leads to increased brand connection, 

which in turn is associated with increased brand satisfaction. Thus, I contribute to the 

consumer behavior literature by positing specific relationships between these important 

constructs.  

Having an increased connection with a brand may be a necessary component of a 

strong brand relationship, or at least an initial step to forming one. Previous research has 

illustrated that individuals who have strong brand relationships with a brand they already 

use are willing to pay a price premium for their brands and are more likely to engage in 

repeated future purchasing (e.g., Esch et al. 2006; Park et al. 2009; Thomson et al. 2005). 

In other words, individuals with strong brand relationships are more likely to be brand 

loyal. In addition, this research demonstrated that increased brand connection, as a 

function of greater resources, is associated with greater purchase intention and 

willingness to pay for a new brand. Taken in conjunction, these findings suggest one 

avenue by which marketers can encourage consumers to form strong brand relationships 

with a new brand. Supporting this notion, one participant volunteered the following in a 

free response section (Study 2): “after I got my tax returns… (I) had the money to buy 

something for myself… (I) decided to buy a Sony Playstation Vita. I was a little bit on 
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the fence…after some time I really learned to love the system and don’t regret the choice 

one bit. It strengthened my loyalty to sony (sic) if anything.” 

3.3.2 Marketing Implications 

These findings have some important implications for understanding effective 

advertising and building brand equity. The present research suggests resource level as an 

antecedent of strong brand connections and brand satisfaction. As individuals with strong 

brand relationships are most likely to engage in brand forgiveness (MacInnis et al. 2009), 

these findings suggest that marketers may want to target specific consumer segments 

when introducing a new product. This research also supports the idea that instead of 

developing customized relationships for individual customers, managers can target 

consumer segments focusing on factors, in this case resources or income level, that 

encourage consumers to connect to the brand in a similar fashion (Fournier and Avery 

2011). Individuals with stronger brand connections, and thus more positive brand 

associations, are not only more forgiving of brand mistakes, but are also more receptive 

to advertising, thereby increasing marketing communication effectiveness (Keller 1993), 

which can help reduce marketing costs.  

When introducing a new product, might brand managers benefit from associating 

the brand with notions of resources? The present results suggest yes. However, 

consumers are inundated daily with images of brand advertisements. Research has 

demonstrated that the way consumers evaluate a single brand in isolation is different 

from the way that individuals evaluate multiple brands at the same time (Posavac, 

Sanbonmatsu, Kardes, and Fitzsimons 2004), so it would be important to test this effect 
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among multiple brands. Would an ad for a brand that reminds individuals of their 

individual resources affect connection and satisfaction with that one brand only, or would 

the ad also affect attitudes toward the surrounding brands? In other words, is there a halo 

effect for multiple brands when individuals are reminded of resources?  

3.3.3 Future Research 

The present research examined how having or perceiving greater resources leads 

to stronger brand connections and a greater preference for engaging with brands over 

other people. I defined resources as a supply of money, materials, or assets that an 

individual possesses and can be drawn upon when needed. This definition conceptualizes 

resources as something that can be possessed or owned. However, other definitions of 

resources have described the construct more broadly, e.g., an asset that allows a person to 

function efficiently. It would be interesting for future research to tease apart whether 

there are differences in consumer-brand relationships as a function of resources, or assets, 

that are possessed (e.g., money, traits) versus assets that are not possessed (e.g., time). 

The current findings along with previous consumer research (Mogilner 2010) suggests 

that increases in resources that are possessed should lead to a greater preference for 

brands and stronger brand connections, whereas increases in assets that are not possessed, 

such as time, should lead individuals to prefer interpersonal connection over brand 

connection. 

The present research examined one factor that may lead to an increased need for 

connection – having or perceiving greater resources. It is important to test this theory 

across other factors or within other groups or individuals who may also have a higher 
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need for social connection. Individuals who are undergoing transitional periods, such as 

moving, might be a relevant group for future research. Transitional periods are generally 

accompanied by changes in interpersonal relationships, including increased distance 

between loved ones. Some research has shown that individuals lose as much as one-third 

of their personal networks as they transitioned to a new location (Bidart and Lavenu 

2005). Imagine someone who has just moved across the country for work, or even 

someone who is traveling abroad for an extended period of time. In either case this 

person is most likely feeling disconnected from the people and culture around him, 

particularly his new neighbors. Future research could investigate whether connection and 

satisfaction with brands is stronger during transitional periods, or whether individuals 

who are traveling abroad feel a stronger connection with brands that are familiar. For 

example, does an American who has been traveling abroad for several weeks report 

greater connection and satisfaction with a McDonalds’s hamburger than if he were to 

consume that same hamburger at home? The present research suggests he would, but 

future research is necessary. 

Future research could also examine whether individual differences in preference 

for social interaction influence the degree to which individuals use and connect with 

brands. Perhaps individuals who are more introverted, and theoretically less likely to rely 

on social interaction, would also have stronger brand connections and as a result feel 

more satisfied with their brands. Or, conversely, perhaps extraverts, who are more likely 

to need and enjoy social interactions, would report greater connections and satisfaction 

with their brands. This effect may be especially strong in wealthy extraverts, who would 
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have an increased need for social connection combined with an increased desire for 

independence.  

In the present research, I only asked participants how likely they would be to 

purchase the item at their local grocery store and did not test whether perceptions of 

resources influenced actual purchasing behavior. Although behavioral intentions are 

generally predictive of behavior (e.g., Ajzen 1991; Ajzen and Fishbein 1980) and can 

affect purchasing behavior (Chandon, Morwitz and Reinartz 2004; Morwitz, Johnson and 

Schmittlein 1993), it is necessary to test these findings in the marketplace. Do endcaps or 

marketing displays with slogans that emphasize current wealth increase purchasing 

behavior in an actual retail environment? 

Does the specific social need or motivation impact the type of brand with which 

individuals form the strongest connections? This research focused on using brands to 

fulfill the need for connection. However, individuals often use brands to signal status or 

identity (Bettman and Escalas 2003; 2005). Future research could investigate whether 

these different types of social goals impact the types of brands with which individuals 

form the strongest connections. If the social goal is more intrinsically motivated, such as 

balancing the need for autonomy with the need for connection as in the present research, 

are individuals more likely to form greater connections with certain types of brands, 

perhaps those that are generally consumed in private? Study 3 lends some initial support 

for this idea, as relatively wealthy participants, who may be more motivated to fulfill a 

need for connection, reported greater connection with a new brand of orange juice (often 

consumed privately). Conversely, if the social goal is more extrinsically motivated, such 
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as in the case of signaling status or wealth, then perhaps individuals will report a greater 

connection with more publically consumed brands that signal status, as suggested by 

research on convergent/divergent reference group signaling (e.g., Berger and Heath 

2007). Perhaps in this case individuals will also report greater connection with expressive 

or hedonic brands (Escalas and Bettman 2005). 
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4. Summary and Discussion: 

This dissertation demonstrated some of the ways in which brand and interpersonal 

relationships jointly influence and are influenced by consumer well-being. Essay 1 

focused on how romantic relationships and brand preferences affected general happiness 

with one’s life. Specifically, Essay 1 highlighted how brand compatibility, or the extent 

to which individuals in a close relationship have similar brand preferences, influenced 

life satisfaction. This research also identified an important moderator of the link between 

brand compatibility and life satisfaction, namely perceived power in the relationship. In 

line with predictions, results revealed that for high power partners, brand compatibility 

does not affect life satisfaction, whereas for low power partners, low brand compatibility 

was associated with reduced life satisfaction. Finally, this essay highlighted the 

mechanism by which brand compatibility and power interact to influence life satisfaction 

– through relationship conflict. Essay 2 examined the other direction of how consumer 

well-being influences brand and interpersonal relationships. Specifically, Essay 2 

highlighted how resources, which may be thought of as a form of consumer well-being, 

affect brand connection and satisfaction and social relations. This research demonstrated 

that having or greater resources is associated with a reduced closeness with others and a 

greater preference to engage with brands over people. It also highlighted that having or 

perceiving greater resources is associated with stronger connections with brands, which 

lead to greater brand satisfaction, purchase intentions, and willingness to pay for the 

brand. Overall, this research highlights how brand and interpersonal relationships 

influence one another. 
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4.1 Theoretical Contributions 

Consumers often evaluate, purchase and consume brands in the presence of 

others. Yet, very little is known about the role that brands play in close relationships, and 

vice versa. The current research helps to fill that gap first by examining how brand 

preferences within close relationships influence life satisfaction and, second, by 

demonstrating how resources influence brand and interpersonal relations. As such, this 

research contributes to theory on brand relationships as it highlights both antecedents, 

e.g., resources, outcomes, and consequences, e.g., increased preference for brands over 

people and life satisfaction, of strong brand relationships.  

This dissertation also contributes to the consumer welfare literature. Previous 

research has demonstrated the importance of brand and interpersonal relationships for 

consumers (e.g., Adams et al. 1996; Cohen and Wills 1985; Fournier 1998; Lang and 

Carstensen 1994; Liu and Reczek 2012; Lucas et al. 2003; Myers and Diener 1995; 

Ruvolo 1998; Sbarra et al. 2011). This research extends previous work to examine how 

consumers navigate between these two important relationships and demonstrates how 

they jointly influence one another. In addition, the current work accounts for how other 

consumer variables, such as resources and power, affect brand and interpersonal 

relationships, and illustrates ways in which relationships are strengthened (e.g., greater 

brand connection) and weakened (e.g., increased conflict and reduced closeness with 

others). As such, this research highlights ways in which marketers and consumers can 

focus efforts to improve these relationships and enhance consumer well-being. 
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4.2 Areas of Future Research 

This research highlights that brand relationships, in the form of preferences and 

connection, can interfere with social relationships, particularly as a result of having or 

perceiving greater resources. Future research could examine ways in which greater 

resources and brand connection promote social relationships. For example, research could 

look at whether individuals with greater resources feel closer to distant others when they 

have similar (vs. different) brand preferences. 

Although this research used various methods to conceptualize the constructs being 

studied, all of the studies used cross-sectional data. An interesting avenue for future 

research would be to incorporate longitudinal data. Researchers could investigate how 

brand relationships, including brand preferences, change as a function of close 

relationships. It would also be interesting to see how relationship dynamics, such as 

power, influence brand preferences over the course of a particular relationship. 

4.3 Conclusion 

Fournier and Mick (1999) have gone so far as to say that “product satisfaction is 

invariably intertwined with life satisfaction and the quality of life itself” (p.15). The 

present research suggests that brand preferences and relationships brand are also 

invariably intertwined with life satisfaction. Furthermore, this research demonstrates that 

brand relationships are closely interconnected with interpersonal relationships. Thus, for 

marketers to effectively understand and benefit from one, they must also consider the 

other. 
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5. Appendices 

5.1 Appendix A – Essay 1 Study 1: Regression Coefficients for 
Analyses 

 

Table 1. Best Fit Model 

          

Variable Estimate Standard Error t-test p value 

          

Intercept 5.48 0.093 58.97 .000 

Brand Compatibility 0.33 0.15 2.22 .030 

Age 0.041 0.094 0.44 .66 

Race -0.22 0.15 -1.48 .15 

Political Orientation 0.063 0.086 0.74 .46 

Religiousness 0.074 0.076 0.98 .33 

Education -0.054 0.093 -0.58 .57 

Personality (Big 5) -0.087 0.18 -0.49 .63 

Values (LOV) 0.076 0.30 0.25 .80 

  Dependent Variable: Life Satisfaction; AIC 317.246; BIC 322.610     

     

     Table 2. Religion for Religiousness 

          

Variable Estimate Standard Error t-test p value 

          

Intercept 5.48 0.094 58.31 .000 

Brand Compatibility 0.32 0.15 2.17 .034 

Age 0.031 0.098 0.32 .75 

Race -0.23 0.15 -1.53 .13 

Political Orientation 0.088 0.083 1.057 .29 

Religion 0.027 0.078 0.35 .73 

Education -0.052 0.094 -0.55 .58 

Personality (Big 5) -0.10 0.18 -0.56 .75 

Values (LOV) 0.047 0.31 0.15 .88 

  Dependent Variable: Life Satisfaction; AIC 318.046; BIC 323.410     
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Table 3. Religiousness and Religion 

          

Variable Estimate Standard Error t-test p value 

          

Intercept 5.48 0.094 58.40 .000 

Brand Compatibility 0.33 0.15 2.22 .034 

Age 0.034 0.098 0.34 .63 

Race -0.22 0.15 -1.48 .15 

Political Orientation 0.065 0.087 0.75 .46 

Religiousness 0.073 0.076 0.96 .34 

Religion 0.022 0.078 0.28 .78 

Education -0.054 0.094 -0.57 .57 

Personality (Big 5) -0.087 0.18 -0.48 .63 

Values (LOV) 0.075 0.31 0.25 .81 

   Dependent Variable: Life Satisfaction; AIC 320.450; BIC 325.796     

          

     Table 4. Religion and Religiousness, Personality Variables 

          

Variable Estimate Standard Error t-test p value 

          

Intercept 5.48 0.089 61.65 .000 

Brand Compatibility 0.31 0.15 2.01 .049 

Age 0.032 0.098 0.33 .74 

Race -0.21 0.15 -1.42 .16 

Political Orientation 0.043 0.086 0.50 .62 

Religiousness 0.075 0.076 0.98 .33 

Religion 0.024 0.075 0.50 .75 

Education 0.0070 0.093 0.76 .94 

Extraversion -0.0038 0.080 -0.047 .96 

Conscientiousness -0.24 0.098 -2.50 .016 

Openness 0.11 0.11 0.92 .36 

Agreeableness 0.20 0.12 1.69 .098 

Emotional Stability -0.040 0.10 -0.40 .69 

Values (LOV) -0.080 0.31 -0.26 .80 

   Dependent Variable: Life Satisfaction; AIC 323.295; BIC 328.565     
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Table 5. Recoded Variables (1-5 scale) 

          

Variable Estimate Standard Error t-test p value 

          

Intercept 5.48 0.093 59.20 .000 

Brand Compatibility 0.32 0.15 2.29 .033 

Age* 0.032 0.084 0.39 .70 

Race -0.23 0.15 -1.52 .14 

Political Orientation* 0.084 0.080 1.059 .29 

Religiousness* 0.063 0.071 0.89 .38 

Education* -0.046 0.086 -0.53 .60 

Personality (Big 5) -0.08 0.18 -0.46 .65 

Values (LOV) 0.072 0.30 0.24 .81 

   *Recoded to 1-5 Range         

  Dependent Variable: Life Satisfaction; AIC 317.338; BIC 322.702     

 

  

    Table 6. Recoded Variables (1-5 scale), Religion for Religiousness 

          

Variable Estimate Standard Error t-test p value 

          

Intercept 5.48 0.093 58.70 .000 

Brand Compatibility 0.32 0.15 2.15 .036 

Age* 0.022 0.088 0.25 .80 

Race -0.24 0.15 -1.57 .12 

Political Orientation* 0.11 0.075 1.41 .16 

Religion 0.028 0.077 .37 .72 

Education* -0.045 0.087 -0.52 .60 

Personality (Big 5) -0.097 0.18 -0.54 .59 

Values (LOV) 0.041 0.30 0.14 .89 

   *Recoded to 1-5 Range         

  Dependent Variable: Life Satisfaction; AIC 317.812; BIC 325.176     
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Table 7. Recoded Variables (1-5 scale), Religion and Religiousness 

          

Variable Estimate Standard Error t-test p value 

          

Intercept 5.48 0.093 58.64 .000 

Brand Compatibility 0.32 0.15 2.14 .037 

Age* 0.025 0.088 0.28 .78 

Race -0.22 0.15 -1.51 .14 

Political Orientation* 0.085 0.080 1.066 .29 

Religiousness* 0.061 0.071 0.86 .39 

Religion 0.023 0.078 .30 .77 

Education* -0.046 0.087 -0.53 .60 

Personality (Big 5) -0.083 0.18 -0.46 .65 

Values (LOV) 0.071 0.31 0.23 .82 

   *Recoded to 1-5 Range         

    Dependent Variable: Life Satisfaction; AIC 320.528; BIC 325.874     

  
    

     Table 8. Recoded Variable (1-5 scale), Personality Variables 

          

Variable Estimate Standard Error t-test p value 

          

Intercept 5.48 0.088 62.50 .000 

Brand Compatibility 0.30 0.15 1.98 .053 

Age* 0.035 0.083 0.42 .68 

Race -0.21 0.15 -1.46 .15 

Political Orientation* 0.061 0.079 0.77 .45 

Religiousness* 0.074 0.071 1.043 .30 

Education* 0.0047 0.085 0.055 .96 

Extraversion -0.0070 0.079 -0.088 .93 

Conscientiousness -0.24 0.096 -2.50 .016 

Openness 0.10 0.11 0.91 .37 

Agreeableness 0.21 0.11 1.80 .078 

Emotional Stability -0.033 0.083 -0.33 .68 

Values (LOV) -0.081 0.31 -0.26 .79 

   *Recoded to 1-5 Range         
    Dependent Variable: Life Satisfaction; AIC 320.087; BIC  
         325.376 

    

 

 

 

 



 

113 

Table 9. Recoded Variables (1-5 scale), Religion for Religiousness, Personality 

          

Variable Estimate Standard Error t-test p value 

          

Intercept 5.48 0.089 61.77 .000 

Brand Compatibility 0.30 0.15 2.00 .050 

Age* 0.017 0.088 0.20 .85 

Race -0.22 0.15 -1.48 .15 

Political Orientation* 0.087 0.075 1.15 .25 

Religion 0.034 0.075 0.45 .65 

Education* 0.0069 0.086 81 .94 

Extraversion -0.0027 0.080 -0.034 .97 

Conscientiousness -0.25 0.097 -2.60 .012 

Openness 0.11 0.11 0.96 .34 

Agreeableness 0.18 0.11 1.55 .13 
Emotional Stability -0.035 0.10 -0.34 .85 

Values (LOV) -0.11 0.31 -0.35 .73 

   *Recoded to 1-5 Range         

    Dependent Variable: Life Satisfaction; AIC 320.863; BIC 326.152 
            

     Table 10. Recoded Variables (1-5 scale), Religion and Religiousness, Personality 

          

Variable Estimate Standard Error t-test p value 

          

Intercept 5.48 0.089 61.88 .000 

Brand Compatibility 0.30 0.15 1.96 .056 

Age* 0.025 0.088 0.28 .78 

Race -0.21 0.15 -1.45 .15 

Political Orientation* 0.062 0.079 0.78 .44 

Religiousness* 0.071 0.071 0.99 .32 

Religion 0.025 0.075 0.34 .74 

Education* 0.0051 0.086 0.059 .95 

Extraversion -0.0058 0.080 -0.072 .94 

Conscientiousness -0.24 0.097 -2.49 .016 

Openness 0.11 0.11 0.93 .36 

Agreeableness 0.20 0.12 1.72 .093 

Emotional Stability -0.034 0.10 -0.33 .74 

Values (LOV) -0.081 0.31 -0.26 .79 

   *Recoded to 1-5 Range         

    Dependent Variable: Life Satisfaction; AIC 323.322; BIC 328.592 
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Table 11. Recoded Variables (Absolute Differences) 

          

Variable Estimate Standard Error t-test p value 

          

Intercept 5.48 0.092 59.27 .000 

Brand Compatibility 0.31 0.15 2.10 .041 

Age* -0.0095 0.017 -0.55 .59 

Race -0.23 0.15 -1.53 .13 

Political Orientation* -0.084 0.079 -1.060 .29 

Religiousness* -0.063 0.071 -0.89 .38 

Education* 0.046 0.085 0.51 .63 

Personality (Big 5) -0.085 0.18 -0.48 .59 

Values (LOV) 0.076 0.30 0.25 .80 

   *Recoded to Absolute Difference of Partner's Scores     

  Dependent Variable: Life Satisfaction; AIC 320.331; BIC 325.696     

     

     Table 12. Recoded Variables (Abs Diff), Religion for Religiousness 

          

Variable Estimate Standard Error t-test p value 

          

Intercept 5.48 0.093 58.75 .000 

Brand Compatibility 0.31 0.15 2.08 .043 

Age* -0.0076 0.018 -0.42 .68 

Race -0.24 0.15 -1.58 .12 

Political Orientation* -0.11 0.075 -1.42 .16 

Religion 0.025 0.077 0.33 .74 

Education* 0.044 0.085 0.52 .61 

Personality (Big 5) -0.10 0.18 -0.57 .57 

Values (LOV) 0.044 0.30 0.15 .89 

   *Recoded to Absolute Difference of Partner's Scores     

  Dependent Variable: Life Satisfaction; AIC 320.854; BIC 326.219     
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Table 13. Recoded Variables (Abs Diff), Religion and Religiousness 

          

Variable Estimate Standard Error t-test p value 

          

Intercept 5.48 0.093 58.69 .000 

Brand Compatibility 0.31 0.15 2.107 .044 

Age* -0.0082 0.018 -0.45 .65 

Race -0.23 0.15 -1.52 .13 

Political Orientation* -0.085 0.080 -1.067 .29 

Religiousness* -0.061 0.071 -0.87 .39 

Religion 0.020 0.077 0.27 .79 

Education* 0.044 0.085 0.52 .61 

Personality (Big 5) -0.086 0.18 -0.48 .63 

Values (LOV) 0.074 0.31 0.24 .81 

   *Recoded to Absolute Difference of Partner's Scores     

   Dependent Variable: Life Satisfaction; AIC 323.559; BIC 328.905     

 

 

Table 14. Recoded Variables (Abs Diff), Religion and Religiousness, Personality 

          

Variable Estimate Standard Error t-test p value 

          

Intercept 5.48 0.088 62.07 .000 

Brand Compatibility 0.28 0.16 1.77 .082 

Age* -0.012 0.11 -0.67 .51 

Race -0.22 0.15 -1.48 .15 

Political Orientation* -0.062 0.079 -0.79 .43 

Religiousness* -0.073 0.071 -1.031 .31 

Religion 0.017 0.074 0.23 .82 

Education* -0.0041 0.085 -0.048 .96 

Extraversion -0.013 0.081 -0.16 .87 

Conscientiousness -0.24 0.097 -2.52 .015 

Openness 0.10 0.11 0.91 .37 

Agreeableness 0.21 0.12 1.81 .077 

Emotional Stability -0.027 0.10 -0.27 .79 

Values (LOV) -0.086 0.31 -0.28 .78 

   *Recoded to Absolute Difference of Partner's Scores     

    Dependent Variable: Life Satisfaction; AIC 326.104; BIC 331.373 
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5.2 Appendix B – Essay 1 Study 5: Scenarios 

High Brand Compatibility, High Power 

Imagine you are in a romantic relationship.  You like Starbucks coffee, Colgate toothpaste, and Diet Coke.  
Your partner also likes Starbucks coffee, Colgate toothpaste, and Diet Coke. In other words, you and your 
partner are very compatible in your brand preferences. 
  
When asked about your relationship, you say, "I feel as though most of the time I can get my partner to listen 
to what I say and to do what I want.” Your partner says, "I often get to make the decisions, and my ideas and 
opinions are generally not ignored.” 

 

Low Brand Compatibility, High Power 

Imagine you are in a romantic relationship.  You like Starbucks coffee, Colgate toothpaste, and Diet Coke.  
Your partner, however, loves Dunkin Donuts coffee, Crest toothpaste, and regular Pepsi.  In other words, 
you and your partner are not very compatible in your brand preferences. 
  
When asked about your relationship, you say, "I feel as though most of the time I can get my partner to listen 

to what I say and to do what I want.” Your partner says, "I often get to make the decisions, and my ideas and 

opinions are generally not ignored.” 

 

High Brand Compatibility, Low Power 

Imagine you are in a romantic relationship.  You like Starbucks coffee, Colgate toothpaste, and Diet Coke.  
Your partner also likes Starbucks coffee, Colgate toothpaste, and Diet Coke. In other words, you and your 
partner are very compatible in your brand preferences. 
  
When asked about your relationship, you say, "I feel as though only some of the time I can get my partner to 
listen to what I say and to do what I want.” Your partner says, "I often get to make the decisions, and my 
ideas and opinions are generally not ignored.” 

 

Low Brand Compatibility, Low Power 

Imagine you are in a romantic relationship.  You like Starbucks coffee, Colgate toothpaste, and Diet Coke.  
Your partner, however, loves Dunkin Donuts coffee, Crest toothpaste, and regular Pepsi.  In other words, 
you and your partner are not very compatible in your brand preferences. 
 
When asked about your relationship, you say, "I feel as though only some of the time I can get my partner to 
listen to what I say and to do what I want.” Your partner says, "I often get to make the decisions, and my 
ideas and opinions are generally not ignored.” 
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5.3 Appendix C – Essay 2 Study 3. Foreign Orange Juice Brands 
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5.4 Appendix D – Essay 2 Study 4. New Person 
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