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ABSTRACT

Consumers generally like touching products before buying and prior research indicates
that touching influences the purchase decision-making process (e.g. McCabe & Nowlis,
2003; Peck & Childers, 2003a; Peck & Johnson, 2011; Peck & Shu, 2009; Webb &
Peck, 2015). For example, touching products has a positive effect on consumer
attitudes, intentions and behaviours and these effects seem to vary by product category,
situational context and need for touch. Touch research however has principally
received scant attention and is one of the most under researched senses in behavioural

research (Spence & Gallace, 2011).

Consumers consider both product and brand name when making purchase decisions
(Raju, 1977) yet despite continuous calls from researchers for the investigation of
effects of brand on product touch, research in this area has not been forthcoming. This
might in part be due to limited theory and conceptualizations in the emergent area of
product touch therefore resulting in a lower level of understanding regarding how it and

brand name could interact.

Responding to these calls for research (Grohmann et al., 2007; Jansson-Boyd, 2011;
Peck & Childers, 2003a; Peck, 2010), this research project aims at developing a richer
understanding of the influence of product touch by examining the moderating effects of
brand familiarity and brand status, on the relationship between product touch and
product evaluation, purchase intentions, confidence in judgement and willingness to
pay. Essentially, the research extends brand familiarity, brand status, product
knowledge and contagion theory literature to the emerging field of sensory marketing,

specifically related to product touch.
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Adopting an experimental factorial between subjects design, findings from two
experiments make five key contributions to knowledge: 1) This research project
advances knowledge by conceptualizing previously unexplored relationships between
three key areas of literature, namely product touch, brand familiarity and brand status
(luxury brands). Conceptual advances are critical to the vitality of the marketing
discipline (Maclinnis, 2011). 2) It takes an innovative view to extending sensory
marketing literature on product touch by examining boundary conditions for touch
effects beyond just product categorization (brand familiarity, brand status). 3) Adds to
the brand familiarity literature by providing empirical support for a negative brand
familiarity effect. 4) It extends the concept of need for touch to brand literature,
identifying contexts in which it effects still apply (brand familiarity) and where it
surprisingly does not (brand status). 5) In extending contagion theory to brand
literature, it is one of the first studies to show a brand contagion effect and furthermore,
demonstrate its activation through product touch. Practical implications, limitations and

recommendations for future research are discussed in detail in Chapter 7.

Keywords: Touch, Need for Touch, Haptics, Sensory Marketing, Brand familiarity,

Information processing, Brand status, Luxury Brands
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CHAPTER 1: Introduction
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1.1 INTRODUCTION

Chapter 1 begins with an overview of the extant academic literature and practice of
sensory marketing, in addition to product touch research and practice. The chapter then
presents the identified research gaps, research objectives and questions, research
significance and contributions, the method and analyses used and the ethics adhered to.
Lastly, the structure of the thesis is provided together with a brief summary of each

chapter.

1.2 SENSORY MARKETING

Fifteen years ago the average London commuter was reportedly exposed to over 100
advertisements within the span of a single 45 minute commute (which highlighted over

80 different products), but with only half of these making any impact upon them
(Gibson, 2005). In a recent study by the Chartered Institute of Marketing, 52% of social
media users reported that bombardment with too much brand content would negatively
impact their brand trust and generally alienate them from the brand (EMarketer, 2016).
With UK advertising spend surpassing £20 billion and reaching a five year high in
2016 (IAB?, 2016) competition for consumer attention is set to become more robust. As
such, retailers are constantly on the hunt for the ‘spark’ that will give them a
competitive edge over their rivals. Choice is not solely made on the premise of the
‘product’ at hand but by a wide array of additional factors such as social, personal,
environmental and, indeed, cultural factors. 1 n s eeki ng to reach an
in a deeperand moreemotional way, noiverbal promptsare taking an increasingly
noticeablerole in international brand strate¢@rimes & Doole, 1998)More recently,
practitioners believe that uitisensory marketing enhances the formation of richer

memories and emotional connections betweenwuess and brandshich encourags

1 Internet Advertising Bureau UK
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sales and loyaltyScent Marketing Institute, 2013ndeed, ging threedimensional
marketingcanincees e a br and’ s v(€dopee 20b3gnd §ettiogGhe mi | |
balance right between cue selection and context ikelyeto its succesdt is the
congruencebetween these cues and products (or services) that affects the processing
and memory of events with lack of congruity negatively affecting the information

encoding and retrieval process, leading to lower recall (Hanna & Wozniak, 2001)

The emergent field of sensory marketing, defined as ‘marketing that engages the
consumers’ senses and affects their perception, judgment and behaviour’ (Krishna,
2012; p. 333) recognizes that consumer decision-making and behaviour are consciously
and subliminally influenced through sensory input from all five senses (sight, sound,
smell, touch, taste). Knowledge and understanding of these subconscious triggers thus
equips practitioners with the tools to influence consumer product perception (e.g.,
regarding sophistication or quality) (Krishna, 2012) as sensory marketing focusses

more on individuals than the masses or the segment (Hulten, Broweus, & Dijk, 2009).

An extensive 18 month, 13 country research study carried out in 2005 by a leading
brand expert and neuro-marketing consultant (Lindstrém, 2010) and the market
research agency Millward Brown, highlighting a disparity between the average
advertising and promotional spend (in terms of sense-related spend) by top Fortune 500
companies and what consumers reported as being important to them, is indicative of a
greater effort needed in bridging the gap between consumer wants and marketers’
delivery of goods and services via different senses. The findings of their study showed
disproportionally allocated advertising budgets among the five senses such as an
overspend of budgets on sight/visual forms of advertising (84.2%), despite only 56% of

consumers reporting the importance they felt it played (see Figure 1 below). A similar
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pattern is seen in consumer behaviour research, where researchers have predominantly

focused on the visual appeal of products, brands and packaging (Hulten et al., 2009).

Figure 1. Consumer Sense Importance versus Average Advertising and Promotional

Spend

ANNINDRIYA

1.2.1 Sensory marketing research

Thus far, sensory marketing research has yielded interesting insight into the effect of
the senses on consumer behaviour. For example, colour influences many decisions
including what to buy, what to wear, how to decorate your house (Schloss, Strauss, &
Palmer, 2013) and even how we behave (Bellizzi & Hite, 1992; Bellizzi, Crowley, &
Hasty, 1983). Music influences consumer mood (Bruner, 1990) therefore affecting how
consumers respond to products (Gorn, 1982; Maclnnis & Park, 1991) as well as the
amount of time spent browsing and shopping in-store (Milliman, 1982). Research on
sound reveals that music in advertisements impacts advert persuasion by influencing
the mood (Bruner, 1990; Tesoriero & Rickard, 2012) of those watching or listening to

it (Park & Young, 1986) and pleasant music playing in a store makes customers feel
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that they have spent less time in the store than they actually have (Yalch &
Spangenherg, 1990). Furthermore, slower music tends to slow one’s shopping pace

therefore leading to increased purchases (Milliman, 1982).

Smell isalsoan extremely powerful sense as it is processed in the limbic system of the
brain, the sam part that is responsible for emotional processes and metharsy
enabling smell to have the most accurate and strongest level of(Bsm=it Marketing
Institute, 2013) Smell and its effect on consumer behaviour has been examined in a
variety of contexts (Chebat & Michon, 2003; Dijksterhuis, Smith, van Baaren, &
Wigboldus, 2005; Gueguen & Petr, 2006; Spangenberg, Grohmann, & Sprott, 2005;

Ward, Davies, & Kooijman, 2003). Scent affects premium product and brand purchases
(Madzharov, Block, & Morrin, 2015), product assessment (Bone & Jantrania, 1992),

leads to increased spending in a casino (Hirsch, 1995), increased time and money spent
in-store and product selection (Mitchell, Kahn, & Knasko, 1995), store perception and
purchase intentions (Spangenberg, Crowley, & Henderson, 1996). From a practitioner
perspective, scent marketing has been applied in toy stores (Hamleys London), candy
stores (M&M), airlines (Stefan Florida waters scent in Singapore airlines), casinos (The
Bellagio), hotels (white tea scent in Westin Hotelsyl &ven in technology stores
(honey dew melon scent at Samsung). Hamleys toy store in London used the scent of
pina colada over the summer to encourage parents to remsiorénlonger, while at

the M&M store, chocolate scent was pumped around the store to make it smell like the
chocolatey products sold (The Marketer, 2011). Scent marketing efforts do translate

into increased sales with Dunkin Donuts in South Korea, for example, reporting a 29%

sales increase during the period an atomizer was used to release the aroma of coffee

whenever the company’s jingle was played on buses (Sundar & Noseworthy, 2016b).
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Research on taste is far less extensive and has revolved around the influence of in-store
product sampling on consumer choice (Nowlis & Shiv, 2005) and cross-modal research
on how touch (e.g., the firmness of a cup) influences taste perceptions (e.g., the taste of
the contents in that cup) (Krishna & Morrin, 2008). As Krishna (2012) notes, °...there
is indeed tremendous need for research within the domain of Sensory Marketing’ (p.
347). Accordingly, ‘Attention to how to reach consumers through the five senses has
consequently been growing exponentially in the corporate world as well as in

academia’ (Krishna, Cian, & Sokolova, 2016; p. 142).

One seemingly under-researched area that is garnering increased attention in the
research literature is related to the sense of touch (Krishna, 2012; Peck & Childers,
2005). Touch by virtue of its nature is difficult to artificially emulate in a virtual
environment (Maheshwari & Saraf, 2008) and can only really be effectively
experienced first-hand, therefore perhaps making research in the area more challenging
to conduct. Nevertheless, interest in research on product touch effects on consumer
perception and behaviour has been growing (Atakan, Bagozzi, & Yoon, 2014; Brasel &
Gips, 2014; Citrin, Stem, Spangenberg, & Clark, 2003; Grohmann, Spangenberg, &
Sprott, 2007; McCabe & Nowlis, 2003; Norton, Mochon, & Ariely, 2012; Peck &
Childers, 2008; Peck & Childers, 2003b; Peck & Johnson, 2011; Peck & Shu, 2009;
Webb & Peck, 2015). A brief background of product touch practice and research is
presented next, which thereafter leads to a detailed discussion of the problem statement

and research gaps identified from this.

1.3 BACKGROUND

1.3.1 Product touch practice

Ailn 2003, the |1l 1linois State
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warning for holiday shoppers to be cautious of retailers who encourage
them to hold objects and i magine the

(Peck & Shu, 2009; p. 434)

Seeing, smelling, hearing and touching products informs consumption decisions,
implying that multisensory feedback forms the foundation for human cognition
(Neisser, 1976). But, as previously highlighted, vision has governed consumption
related practice and inquiry in consumer behaviour irrespective of the fact that sensory
information is gathered by other modalities from the environment as well (Krishna,
2012). This has resulted in oversaturation and bombardment of consumers with visual

forms of marketing communications.

Brick and mortar stores provide an experiential environment facilitating touch, trial,
instantaneous satisfaction or pleasure and social interaction (Underhill, 1999) often
leading to impulse purchases (e.g., Peck & Childers, 2006). Statements such as that of
financial expert Kim Griggs, below (Griffiths, 2014), give an indication of just how
influential touch is on consumer behaviour. She proposes adopting a ‘one finger rule’

during shopping trips, stating that:

“You can touch anything you want, but only with one finger as it satisfies the
desire to touch without implying ownership, which makes shoppers less likely to

blow their budget and overspend. ”

Forbes Magazine reports that Apple stores purposely tilt netbook display screens at a
certain angle that forces consumers to adjust them to their preferred angle (Gallo, 2012)

therefore subconsciously triggering touch. Evidently, Apple stores are all about
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interaction, from their characteristic uncluttered shop floor design to their high speed,
free, wireless internet on offer, all of which are ‘designed to generate an ownership
experience from the moment a customer walks through the door, which is considered
more important than a sale’ (Gallo, 2012). In addition, when ASDA supermarkets
removed the wrapping of various toilet paper brands in-store, allowing customers to
feel the product, they witnessed increased sales of their own brand toilet paper (Ellison

& White, 2000).

More recently, the use of touch has extended to the cinema with Europe’s first 4D
cinema opened in Milton Keynes (UK) where movie goers are rocked in their seats,
sprayed with gusts of air, water, bubbles, rain and even scents to simulate movie scenes
(James, 2015). This is all aimed at creating a more integrated, immersive and
entertaining cinematic experience that goes beyond seeing and hearing the movie, to
smelling and physically feeling the movie. Coca-Cola uses touch in a very innovative
way to encourage customer interaction with the brand and, in the process, elicit
happiness through their use of Coke-for-hugs machines across different countries
(Kosner, 2012). Consumers simply have to hug the machine tight and a free Coke is
dispensed. According to Leonardo O’Grady, a Coca-Cola director who is part of this
campaign, the message is simple, ‘Happiness is contagious. The Coca-Cola Hug
Machine is a simple idea to spread some happiness. Our strategy is to deliver doses of
happiness in an unexpected, innovative way to engage not only the people present, but
the audience at large’ (Kosner, 2012). Overall, the aforementioned companies have
found creative ways of enhancing consumer brand experiences using senses, including

touch, which serve as ways to enhance their brand image.
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In summary, it is evident touch is being used in novel ways across various contexts,
going a long way to not only enhance consumer experiences but influence their
behaviour. In addition, with the promise that multisensory marketing experiences hold
(e.g., such as with the 4D cinema), it is imperative to further understand how touch
affects consumer behaviour in order to effectively combine it with other senses for

improved impact.

1.3.2 Product touch and consumer behaviour

Although scant in nature, research on the effects of touch on consumer behaviour has
revealed some useful insights. For example, touching products influences consumer
shopping channel choice (Citrin et al., 2003) such that consumers prefer to shop for
certain products (e.g., clothing) in a context where they can physically engage with
them/touch them than an online experience where touch is not possible. This preference
is predominantly the case for certain product categories such as clothing (sweaters) that
possess material properties of texture (McCabe & Nowlis, 2003), consequently,
affecting purchase intentions and product evaluations (Grohmann et al., 2007).
Material properties include the tactile input of texture, firmness, temperature and

weight (Klatzky & Lederman, 1992; Lederman & Klatzky, 1987, 1993).

Touch further increases purchase likelihood (McCabe & Nowlis, 2003), impulse
purchase behaviour (Peck & Childers, 2006), message persuasion (Peck & Wiggins,
2006), confidence in judgments (Peck & Childers, 2003b), perceived ownership (Peck
& Shu, 2009) and consumer valuation of products (Peck & Shu, 2009). Krishna &
Morrin (2008) found that cup firmness altered taste perceptions of the water it was
carrying, such that water in firmer (versus softer plastic) cups was percieved as more

tasty. Additionally, retailers often employ tactics such as strategically placing products
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at arm’s length allowing for easier access, especially at checkout lines, as they know
consumers tend to buy what they pick up (Underhill, 1999). Marketers constantly strive
to get their products into consumers’ hands because when consumers touch products,

they have greater value for them (Peck & Shu, 2009).

Individuals however differ in their need/preference for touching products (Peck &
Childers, 2003b). The Need for Touch (NFT) is the “preference for extraction and
utilization of information obtained through the haptic system” (Peck & Childers,
2003b; p. 431) and it moderates the relationship between direct touching and consumer
confidence in product judgments (Peck & Childers, 2003a; 2003b). Those with a higher
NFT experience less confidence when they cannot directly touch a product while on the
contrary those with low NFT confidence levels are unaffected when they cannot touch

but get to see the product instead (Peck, 2010).

The aforementioned findings are all beneficial outcomes for practitioners and, given
that they can control or influence how and what consumers touch, these past studies
confirm the noteworthy role of touch in consumer decision-making, perception and
product purchase. However, there is a general consensus among researchers that one
specific facet of product touch has not and needs to be examined. Grohmann et al.
(2007) contend that there remains a need to know how additional cues (such as brand
name) moderate previously established touch effects. Peck & Childers (2003b) further
speculate that brand name could signal both high and low need for touch consumers to
forgo product touch during evaluation. These speculations could arise from the
recognition that a consumer is seldom faced with a product purchase situation where
brand name is unavailable (Raju, 1977). The majority of products today are indeed

branded and consumers tend to equate and relate the importance of a brand to that of
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the product itself (Kotler, Armstrong, Harris, & Piercy, 2013). In some cases, the value
added by a particular brand supersedes the importance attached to the product attributes

(e.g., texture, size, weight).

To date, despite the aforementioned and other propositions from scholars (Jansson-
Boyd, 2011; Peck, 2010), brand, although considered as a significant influencer of
consumer decision-making, has not been empirically examined in the context of touch
(direct experience with a product). Clearly, ‘there are still a lot of gaps to fill in as far
as research is concerned, in order to have a clearer picture of the role of touch’
(Jansson-Boyd, 2011; p. 541). Consequently, the research gaps identified across touch

and brand literature is elaborated upon next.

1.4 IDENTIFIED RESEARCH GAPS

1.4.1 Touch literature

The role of touch in consumer behaviour is more important than the present state of the
art in consumer research would seem to indicate. Hornik (1992) acknowledges the
scarcity of knowledge on the role of touch in consumer decision making and the need
for a deeper understanding of touch and associated behaviour is necessary (Hultén,

2011).

Research gap 1Sensory marketing informs that product intrinsic indicators (physical
product differences) relating to smell, taste, touch and sound are touted as being
potentially more significant in influencing consumers than extrinsic cues such as price
or brand in perceived quality perception (Krishna, 2012). For example, the inability to
touch a product has a greater negative influence on purchase intentions and attitudes

than the inability to see a product (Balaji, Raghavan, & Jha, 2011). However, the bulk
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of current touch research in marketing has focused on product qualities, despite the
realization that globalization and mass production has resulted in a multitude of product
and brand offerings for consumers to choose from. Despite researchers acknowledging
that brand could influence previously reported consumer responses to product touch
(Grohmann et al., 2007; Jansson-Boyd & Marlow, 2011; Peck & Childers, 2003a,
2003b) research examining this has not been forthcoming. In order to process
information constantly bombarding individuals on a daily basis, individuals must
discerningly process and filter what is deemed as relevant or irrelevant at the time by
taking ‘cognitive shortcuts’ (Shugan, 1980) and often, this discernment is based on a
brand’s familiarity or in some cases the luxury status of a brand. Overall, although we
know that touch influences consumer decision making and evaluations, there is yet a
need to know how additional cues such as brand name moderate this effect (Grohmann

et al. 2007).

Therefore:
“.....research is needed to establish how the sense of touch influences the
evaluation of product categories, more so those belonging
to different brands within those categories.’

(Jansson-Boyd, 2011; p. 265)

1.4.2 Brand literature
1.4.2.1 Brand familiarity
Research gaj: Brand familiarity is one of the most researched brand aspects and has
long been acknowledged for its effect on information processing and consequently
consumer perception, judgments and behaviour (Baker, Hutchinson, Moore, &

Nedungadi, 1986; Biswas, 1992; Campbell & Keller, 2003; Ha & Perks, 2005; Hoyer
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& Brown, 1990; Kent & Allen, 1994; Laroche, Kim, & Zhou, 1996; Machleit, Allen,
Madden, & Machleit, 1993; Park & Lessig, 1981; Park & Stoel, 2005; Raju, 1977,
Sundaram & Webster, 1999). Brand familiarity is also shown to increase purchase
intentions (Arora & Stoner, 1996) and even the performance of brands on the stock
market (Lane & Jacobson, 1995). In their investigation of the effect of touching
packaged FMCGs (fast moving consumer goods) on product evaluation, Marlow &
Jansson-Boyd (2011) noted that their models accounted for less than 40% of the
variance found in their results and future accounting for familiarity could improve this.
This research project therefore proposes that consumer response to product touch (or
lack thereof) could differ (is moderated) by brand familiarity. The rationale for this line
of thinking is derived from prior literature that has shown brand familiarity’s ability to
moderate various aspects such as advertising recall and effectiveness (Campbell &
Keller, 2003; Kent & Allen, 1994; Machleit et al., 1993) through familiar brands being
more noticeable and hence, recalled more easily and preferred more than unfamiliar
brands (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987; Chattopadhyay, 1998; Dahlen, 2001; Dahlén &

Lange, 2004; Rindfleisch & Inman, 1998).

1.4.2.2 Luxury brands

Research Gap 3The research on luxury brands is limited to a large extent by a focus
on definitions and conceptualizations of luxury brands and, as Patrick & Hagtvedt
(2014) stress, there is need for research regarding the evaluation of luxury brands and
processing of luxury brand information. Furthermore, few studies explore consumer
experiences in the context of luxury brands (e.g., Atwal & Williams, 2009; Berthon,
Pierre, Pitt, & Parent, 2009; Tynan, McKechnie, & Chhuon, 2009). Furthermore,

despite the common consumer preference for purchasing luxury branded products in a
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physical versus online store, with research? by Google US revealing that 69% of luxury
consumers prefer to shop in-store to experience the product visually and/or through
touch (Shea, 2013), theoretically driven academic research on the relationship
between such brands and product touch has not been carried out. It is therefore
unknown what role brand plays in the relationship between tactile input and product
evaluations (Marlow & Jansson-Boyd, 2011; Grohmann, Spangenberg, & Sprott,
2007). Accordingly, examining how luxury brand information is processed in a context
with variable touch accessibility would prove informative in advancing knowledge in

both streams of literature.

1.5 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES AND QUESTIONS

1.5.1 Research objectives

With sensory marketing being a relatively emerging area, there are several avenues that
additional research related to product touch could take. Brand names influence both
consumer decision-making and purchase behaviour (Erdem & Swait, 1998; Keller,
2003) as consumers often use brand as a signal to deduce product quality when
previous product experience is lacking or when unable to thoroughly assess products
(Png & Reitman, 1995; Ubilava, Foster, Lusk, & Nilsson, 2011). Of the various brand
aspects that could have been examined in this research project, brand familiarity was
chosen due to its extensively documented influence on the consumer decision-making
process (e.g., Kent & Allen, 1994; Laroche, Kim, & Zhou, 1996; Machleit, Allen,
Madden, & Machleit, 1993; Park & Lessig, 1981; Park & Stoel, 2005; Raju, 1977;

Sundaram & Webster, 1999). As purchase situations or decisions involve brand and

2 The “How Affluent Shoppers Buy Luxury Goods: A Global View” report conducted interviews with
individuals between the ages of 25-65 who were in the top 5-8 percent of affluent households in nine
countries and had made at least two luxury purchases in the past two years. Both ethnographic and online
interviews were conducted. The interviews were conducted on the phone and online January-April 2013.
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product considerations (through physical interaction/contact with the product) the

interactive role of product touch and brand familiarity is beneficial to examine.

Additionally, how luxury brand evaluation and luxury brand information processing
occurs is yet to be fully understood (Patrick & Hagtvedt, 2014) therefore brand status
was selected for this research project as it is believed touch will aid in shedding light on
the aforementioned process. This research attempts to address the aforementioned gaps
(section 1.4) and calls for research from both touch and brand researchers, by
examining the moderating effect of brand on product touch effects, specifically from a
brand familiarity and brand status (luxury and non-luxury brand status) perspective.
Identifying moderation (boundary conditions) of an effect as well as factors that impact

effect size are important scientific objectives (Hayes, 2013).

The underlying mechanism informing the brand moderation effects is also investigated
from both affective (emotional) and cognitive (rational) information processing
perspectives. Affect and cognition are controlled by separate and moderately
independent systems which both constitute independent sources of effects in
information processing (Zajonc, 1980). Therefore this study examines if the product-
brand interaction effect is driven by an emotional response (evoked feeling) to product
touch or a rational response (evoked thinking). Psychological ownership and affective
reaction are known mediators of product touch and willingness to pay (Peck & Shu,
2009), but it is unknown if these would explain how brand familiarity and brand status

moderate product touch.

Four dependent variables were selected for examination: product evaluation, purchase

intention, confidence in judgment and willingness to pay. Every retailer is concerned
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about how consumers evaluate their product offerings and the factors that influence
these product evaluations. Purchase intentions denote ‘what we think we will buy’
(Blackwell, Miniard, & Engel, 2001, p. 283) and are important due to their wider
implications on an individual’s actions (Ajzen & Driver, 1992; Chandon, Morwitz, &
Reinartz, 2005; Schlosser, White, & Lloyd, 2006). For example, purchase intentions
are key to predicting future sales and discerning how retailer decisions and strategies
will affect consumers’ purchase behaviour (Morwitz, 2014). Consumer confidence in
decision-making has been shown to be a determinant of purchase intentions (Bennett &
Harrell, 1975; Howard & Sheth, 1969) and is thus important to understand. The last
dependent variable examined in this research project is willingness to pay, which
provides an indication of the value individuals attach to products or services (the
maximum price a buyer is willing to pay), and has implications on how retailers
consequently price their products. Understanding why and how this willingness to pay
varies can also equip retailers/marketers with knowledge on the qualities consumers are

willing to pay more for/value more.

This research project utilizes schema and contagion theories to argue that touch effects
may have some boundary conditions, specifically, when the product under examination

comes from familiar, unfamiliar, luxury and non-luxury brands.

1.5.2 Research questions
Corresponding to the aforementioned research objectives, the following research
questions are posed:
1. What effect does product touch have on consumer response (product evaluation,
purchase intention, confidence in judgment and willingness to pay) (RQ1a)?

2. Does the aforementioned effect differ by NFT (RQ1b)?
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3. Are familiar brands viewed more positively (RQ2a)?

4. Does brand familiarity then moderate product touch effects on consumer
response (RQ2b)?

5. How does this moderation effect differ by individual NFT (RQ2c)?

6. Is the effect of product touch on consumer response to unfamiliar branded
products mediated by psychological ownership (RQ3a)?

7. Is the effect of product touch on consumer response to unfamiliar branded
products mediated by affective reaction (RQ3b)?

8. Does product touch have an effect on consumer response to luxury branded
products (RQ4a)?

9. How does the effect of touch (for luxury branded products) differ by individual
NFT (RQ4b)?

10. Does brand status moderate product touch effects (RQA4c)?

11. Does this brand status moderation differ by NFT (RQ4d)?

12.Is the effect of touch on consumer response to luxury branded products
mediated by psychological ownership (RQ4e)?

13.Is the effect of touch on consumer response to luxury branded products

mediated by affective reaction (RQA4f)?

1.6 RESEARCH SIGNIFICANCE AND CONTRIBUTIONS

Early language discipline recognized the significance of touch through its metaphorical
reference in language expressions such as ‘a touchy story’, ‘a heavy heart’ or ‘a rough
exterior’ language discourse for example (Montagu, 1986). Recent adoption of this
tactile language in branding (e.g., the iPod Touch) and marketing (e.g., Trident Soft
chewing gum) indicates an increasing awareness of touch’s potential in the marketing

domain (Spence & Gallace, 2011). In striving to outdo competition, the success of a
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brand will be hinged on its ability to deliver emotions to connect with consumers in an
affective way (Sundar & Noseworthy, 2016a) and non-verbal cues (e.g., touch) provide
a means to achieve this emotionalconnection(Grimes & Doole, 1998)Application of
touch-related sensory marketing by large multinational brands such as Coca Cola (hug
machines) and iMax (immersive cinematic experiences) are examples of the growing
recognition of touch’s influence. Emerging research suggests ‘We 're about to enter an
era in which many more consumer product companies will take advantage of sense-

based marketing’ (Harvard Business Review, 2015).

As mentioned earlier, in this day and age it is highly likely that every single product we
come across is branded and so to some extent brands guide our purchase choices and
decisions. In the 1970s the average shopper spent under half an hour on a typical
shopping trip to the supermarket within which they would have selected approximately
14 items from a range of 6,300 on display (Sacharow, 1970). Two decades later this
range of items increased to 17,000-20,000 items despite shopping duration remaining
the same (Robinson, 1998). In 2017, one would imagine this number to be significantly
higher. Brand names and touching behaviour are thus an integral part of the consumer
shopping experience and examining their dual impact on consumer response is critical
in designing shopping experiences that will have the greatest positive impact on the

bottom line: increased sales and customer loyalty.

In spite of additional calls for research and evidence of touch’s increasing use by
renowned brands (Apple, Coca Cola), the impact of product touch and brand on
consumers has not been extensively explored in the literature. This makes my research
project all the more significant as it aims to build upon existing touch literature by

incorporating a manipulation of brand (moderation of brand). Moderation occurs when
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a relationship holds for some but not other categories of a sample (Bryman & Cramer,
1999) and its examination enables research to steer clear of conjecturing that a set of
findings applies to a sample as a whole, when it actually only truly applies to a section
of that sample (Baron & Kenny, 1986; Bryman & Cramer, 1999). The research results

provide a number of theoretical contributions to knowledge and practical implications.

1.6.1 Theoretical contributions

‘Conceptual advances are critical to the vitality of the marketing discipline’
(Maclnnis, 2011; p. 136).

A review article in the Journal of Marketing notes that empirical and methodological
advances have overtaken conceptual advances in the marketing field (Maclnnis, 2011).
This is despite recognition of, and subsequently calls for, conceptual research
(Maclnnis, 2011). Consequently, research making conceptual advances is valued for its
contribution to new ideas through examining previously unexplored areas and my
research therefore makes a novice contribution to knowledge by conceptualizing
previously unexplored relationships between product touch and brand familiarity, and
product touch and brand status. Contributions are made to the aforementioned streams
of literature, as well as literature on luxury brands, sensory marketing, product

knowledge and contagion theory in the following ways:

1. Contribution to brand familiarity literature - Extensive research has
demonstrated the influence of brand familiarity on how consumers process
information and consequently behave (e.g., Baker, Hutchinson, Moore, &
Nedungadi, 1986; Biswas, 1992; Campbell & Keller, 2003; Ha & Perks, 2005;

Hoyer & Brown, 1990; Kent & Allen, 1994; Laroche, Kim, & Zhou, 1996;
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Machleit, Allen, Madden, & Machleit, 1993; Park & Lessig, 1981; Park & Stoel,
2005; Raju, 1977; Sundaram & Webster, 1999). Enriching this literature, this
research project contributes by being one of the few presenting findings implying
that there may be instances where the familiarity of a brand may not work in its
favour, contrary to the majority of existing literature that shows its influence to be
positive. Furthermore, it extends brand familiarity literature to product touch

literature and finds that it has no significant moderation effect.

2. Contribution to luxury brand literature - My research advances brand luxury
literature by extending the concept of luxury brand status to the area of sensory
marketing and provides evidence of its influence on product touch effects. By doing
so, advances understanding of luxury brand evaluation and information processing,
both of which areas where additional research and comprehension is required

(Patrick & Hagtvedt, 2014).

3. Contribution to sensory marketing literature — With existing literature primarily
focussing on product touch direct effects and categorization of these effects by
product (e.g., McCabe & Nowlis, 2003; Peck & Childers, 2006; Grohmann et al.,
2007; Peck & Wiggins, 2006; Peck & Childers, 2003b; Peck & Shu, 2009; Peck &
Shu, 2009; Krishna & Morrin, 2008), my research takes an innovative view by
defining boundary conditions (brand familiarity and brand status) for touch’s effect
beyond simply product categorization. It extends the current and notably under-
researched area of product touch (Krishna, 2012; Peck & Childers, 2005) and
answers several calls for research to investigate the interaction of touch and brand
name (Grohmann et al., 2007; Jansson-Boyd, 2011; Peck & Childers, 2003a; Peck,

2010). As such it is one of the first studies to demonstrate touch’s effects from a
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brand perspective. Additionally, the application and effects of need for touch is still
in its infancy (Nuszbaum, Voss, Klauer, & Betsch, 2010; Vieira, 2012).
Accordingly, this research project makes novel contributions to existing NFT
literature by identifying brand related contexts in which it effects still apply (brand

familiarity) and where surprisingly they do not (brand status).

4. Contribution to product knowledge literature - This research project answers
McCabe & Nowlis' (2003) proposition that higher (as opposed to lower) product
knowledge could reduce the likelihood that touch was influential in decision
making. It is one of the first studies to examine the well-established concept of
product knowledge in the emerging field of sensory marketing by showing that it
does not (where non-luxury brands are concerned). Interestingly however, the
research provides marginal support for its interactive effect with touch and brand

familiarity on willingness to pay.

5. Contagion theory literature — According to Rozin & Nemeroff (1990) contagion
theory states that when an individual or object (i.e. the source) directly or indirectly
comes into contact with another person or object (i.e. the target), properties from
the source are believed to be transferred to the target. Contagion theory in touch
literature has been examined from the perspectives of products ‘contaminating’
other products (Morales & Fitzsimons, 2007), consumers negatively contaminating
products (Argo et al. 2006) and consumers positively contaminating products
(Argo, Dahl, & Morales, 2008). It has been suggested that certain brand types may
evoke positive feelings or associations that could then drive positive contagion
effects (Argo et al., 2008). As such, this research project contributes to knowledge

by extending the theory of contagion to the concept of luxury brands, which to my
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knowledge has not been examined until now, and finds marginal support for a
brand contagion effect where a luxury branded product is concerned. A further
contribution made is that, in the context of luxury brands, this brand contagion

effect is activated through product touch.

All the aforementioned contributions therefore add to knowledge in the following
streams of literature; sensory marketing (specifically product touch), brand literature
(brand familiarity and luxury brand literature), product knowledge and contagion
theory. Given the scant research in sensory marketing especially where product touch is
concerned, the experiments explored territory that was previously unexplored and it is
my belief that the findings have moved one step further on the journey to better
understand this emergent area by providing comprehensive conceptualization,

methodology and results that future researchers can build upon.

1.6.2 Practical implications

The results of this research provide managerial implications for marketers and retailers
in terms of marketing strategies at different levels of the product life cycle (where
familiarity differs), brand extension strategies (where familiarity and brand status may
differ) and, most crucially, design of in-store layout and product displays (based upon
insights from how consumers choose to interact with/touch products from specific
types of brands). Consumers are exposed to extrinsic cues (e.g., brand names) during
the pre-purchase stage and examining these in addition to touch effects provides a more
realistic depiction of an actual purchase situation. By understanding the relationships
between product touch, brand familiarity and brand status, marketers can better

recognize how to manipulate or arrange retail environments to achieve desired
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outcomes. Managerially, this research project provides marketing and retailing

managers with insight into the following:

1 Touch is not found to play a critical role in influencing consumer response to
products from unfamiliar non-luxury brands, therefore retailers from such brands
can afford to have online store presence without negatively impacting their brand,
and perhaps focus on other factors such as price discounts to drive sales. However,
findings also show that when consumers possess relatively low product knowledge
of the products on offer, touch then has a significant positive influence on their
willingness to pay for them. In such cases therefore, it could be beneficial for
retailers from unfamiliar brands with less known products to avail their products to
consumers in a physical setting. This physical setting may not necessarily have to
be a permanent store, but could instead initially adopt the more economical
marketing strategy of setting up a ‘pop up’ store. Pop up stores are temporary retail
structures that utilize physical retail space to sell products, communicate brand
values and create an immersive shopping experience for customers (Shopify, 2017).
With the pop-up industry valued at $50 billion in 2016° (Milnes, 2017), pop up
stores appear to be an attractive opportunity. Alternatively, retailers may consider
providing detailed information about their products advertisements for example, in
order to negate the negative effects of not being able to touch such products.

1 Physical stores are the most critical points of contact with luxury consumers who
are heavily influenced by what they see and experience in-store (Remy, Catena, &
Durand-Servoingt, 2015). The findings reinforce this and may help explain why
consumers prefer to go in-store to buy a luxury branded product compared to
purchasing online. Luxury retailers tend to control customer contact with products

in a store to preserve the integrity of the products and perhaps uphold an image or

3 According to PopUp Republic (PUR), the leading end-to-end service provider for the pop-up industry.
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sense of exclusivity. Although this rationale seems reasonable, this research
proposes that it may be more beneficial for a luxury brand to allow consumers to
touch their products instore as this may increase their product evaluations.
Furthermore, purchase intentions may increase as a result of this touching. Overall,
consumer product touch seems advantageous to luxury brand retailers.

1 As my research project finds, touching can improve consumer evaluations of luxury
branded products therefore reaffirming the need for luxury brand retailers to adopt
and further develop an experience based marketing strategy, as a way to drive more

luxury consumer traffic to their stores.

1.7 METHOD AND ANALYSIS

Manipulation of product touch and brand variables required stringent control measures
to counter any external variables that could have affected or explained observed effects,
separate from effects generated from this manipulation. The research method
employed in this thesis was experiments, which enabled manipulation of touch (the
independent variable) to form comparable groups (a control group-no touch and an
experimental group-touch), brand familiarity (familiar, unfamiliar) and brand status
(luxury, non-luxury). This also followed the precedent of previous research on the
study of touch in the marketing literature (Argo, Dahl, & Morales, 2006, 2008;
Grohmann, Spangenberg, & Sprott, 2007; Klatzky & P eck, 2012; Peck, Barger, &

Webb, 2013; Peck & Shu, 2009).

To test the conceptual framework, two studies were designed, the main purpose of
Study 1 being to examine brand familiarity moderation and, in Study 2, touch effects
on luxury branded products (see Section 1.5.2 for the detailed research questions).

Furthermore, additional analyses were carried out to empirically test for a brand status
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moderation effect. To increase the likelihood that as many nuisance variables®,
participant-related variables and environmental (experimental environment) variables
were controlled for in the experimental procedure, two methods were used: control by
design; and control by randomization (Keppel & Wickens, 2004). Measurement
reliability was confirmed using Cronbach’s Alpha and the hypotheses were tested using

a series of ANCOVA’s with SPSS 21 software.

1.8 RESEARCH ETHICS

The research involved human subjects therefore ethical approval was sought and
granted from the Kent Business School Ethics Approval Board (see Appendix 2).
Additionally, verbal and written instructions were given to all participants, emphasizing
what was expected of them in the experiments, and an informed consent form presented

for their signature prior to commencement of each experiment (see Appendix 8).

1.9 THESIS STRUCTURE

This thesis is comprised of seven chapters; a summary of each is provided below.

Chapter 1 — Introduction

Chapter 1 begins with an overview of the extant academic literature and practice of
sensory marketing, in addition to product touch research and practice. The chapter then
presents the identified research gaps, research objectives and questions, research
significance and contributions, the method and analyses used and the ethics adhered to.
Lastly, the structure of the thesis is provided together with a brief summary of each

chapter.

¢ Factors that may influence the valtumeendf otf hd ndae
(Keppel and Wickens, 2008. 6).
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Chapter 2 — Literature Review
Chapter 2 presents a comprehensive review of the key literature in the areas of touch,
brand familiarity and brand status for the purpose of highlighting the current gaps in the

literature and therefore present the justification for this research project.

Chapter 3 — Conceptualization: The effect of touch on consumer response and the
moderating effects of NFT, brand familiarity and brand status

Chapter 3 provides the theoretical and conceptual rationale used to answer the research
questions presented in Section 1.5.2. Specifically, it presents the research questions,
theoretical background of the proposed conceptual framework, description of model
constructs and proposed relationships (between the constructs) in the model. The
proposed conceptual framework captures the key independent variable of touch and
dependent variables (product evaluation, purchase intention, confidence in judgment
and willingness to pay) in addition to the moderating variables of need for touch, brand
familiarity and brand status. Lastly, the underlying mechanism between the
independent and dependent variables which are psychological ownership (cognition)

and affective reaction (affect) are discussed.

Chapter 4 — Research Methodology

Chapter 4 reports the set of procedures followed and method employed to examine the
proposed relationships. A detailed discussion of the research approach, sampling
method, participant assignment, questionnaire design, reliability of measures, validity
of measures and research design, measures, stimuli/product selection, brand selection,
pilot study, main study design, manipulations, additional analysis and ethics adhered to

during the research.
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Chapter 5 — Study 1 (Effect of touch, NFT Moderation, Brand Familiarity
Moderation and Psychological Ownership Mediation) Data Preparation, Analysis
and Results

Chapter 5 begins with a discussion of the data preparation process, followed a
description of respondents by demographic profile, the scale reliability test results, data
analysis and empirical results and concludes with a summary of the Chapter. Study 1
sought to answer research questions 1 to 7. To achieve this, analyses were run to
examine the effect of touch on consumer response (H1a), the moderating effect of need
for touch (H1b), the direct effect of brand familiarity on consumers’ response (H2a),
the moderating effect of brand familiarity (H2b) and how brand familiarity moderation
differed by need for touch (H2c). Furthermore, the results of supplementary analyses
carried out by the researcher which examined the relationship between touch, brand
familiarity and product knowledge is presented. Based on results of H2b, it was not
necessary to conduct the mediation analyses (psychological ownership (H3a) and
affective reaction (H3b)). Rationale for this decision is presented in section 5.5.6 and

thereafter a summary of the chapter is provided.

Chapter 6 — Study 2 (Brand Status) Data Preparation and Analysis

Study 2 was designed to address research questions 8 to 13. It did this by replicating
Study 1 and examining touch effects on the same relationships (consumer response
variables) within the context of a familiar luxury brand (Chanel). Building upon the
significant and insignificant findings of Study 1, Study 2 examines touch effects for a
different brand category; a luxury brand and primarily examines the influence of touch
on consumer response to luxury branded products (H4a), how this differs by need for
touch (H4b), if brand status moderates the effect of touch (H4c), if touch, brand status

and NFT interact to influence consumer response (H4d) and what underlying
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mechanism could explain touch effects for luxury brands (psychological ownership

(H4e) or affective reaction (H4f).

Chapter 7 — Discussion and Contribution, Conclusion, Limitation and Directions
for Future Research

Chapter 7 discusses the research findings and concludes the thesis by presenting a brief
recap of the overarching purpose of this research project, an overview of the proposed
research hypotheses, followed by a discussion of the results. Results from both Study 1
and 2 presented some expected and unexpected results and a detailed discussion of the
findings and speculations surrounding this is then provided. Additionally, this chapter
highlights the key theoretical contributions of this research, consequent practical
implications, the limitations of the research and the recommendations for future

research. The chapter then ends with a conclusion and chapter summary.

1.10 CHAPTER SUMMARY

The overarching message conveyed in Chapter 1 is that there is still much to be done in
the emergent field of sensory marketing. This research project endeavours to contribute
to this field through the sense of touch (specifically product touch); examining not only
its immediate effects on consumers but its interaction with relatively better established
brand concepts. Chapter 1 further served to provide the context, rationale and overall
structure guiding the presentation of information and discussion of this project
henceforth. A detailed review of touch, brand familiarity and brand status literature is

now discussed in Chapter 2.
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CHAPTER 2: Literature Review
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2.1 INTRODUCTION
Chapter 2 presents a comprehensive review of the key literature in the areas of touch,
brand familiarity and brand status for the purpose of highlighting the current gaps in the

literature and therefore present the justification for this research project.

2.2 TOUCH LITERATURE

2.2.1 The Sense of Touch

The sole reliance on vision can often lead to misperceptions of space, volume, direction
and even distance (Krishna, 2012). On the contrary, touch’s ability to help minimize
these misperceptions has led scientists to refer to it as the ‘reality sense’ (Heller &
Clark, 2008). Indeed the great philosopher Aristotle apparently believed touch to be a

mediator of how all the senses are perceived (Siegel, 1970).

2.2.2 Definition and significance of touch

Touch is the first sense to develop in infants and therefore from an early age informs
how we make sense of the world (Atkinson & Braddick, 1982; Miodownik, 2005).
Stevens & Green (1996, p. 1) define touch as the ‘sensations aroused through the
stimulation of receptors in the skin’, which implies that touch can be experienced
through all parts of the body. Marketing research on touch however has been
predominantly based on touch via the hands, also known as the haptic system. The
haptic system specifically refers to the discrete system involved in the seeking and
extraction of information by the hands (Gibson, 1962) and when this system is
activated through touch via hands, it encodes material properties of objects related to
texture, hardness, temperature and weight (Klatzky, Lederman, & Matula, 1993;

Lederman & Klatzky, 1987).
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So proficient is this haptic system that the hands have been referred to as an
individual’s ‘outer brain’ and the ‘intelligent hand’ (Lederman & Klatzky, 1987). Some
argue it could be the most significant sense for providing a framework for future
comprehension (Ackerman et al., 2010) as hands are incessantly used to obtain
information regarding our surroundings from birth (Piaget, 1952). This is because such
initial sensorimotor occurrences shape a support structure for the development of
conceptual knowledge which can then be drawn upon at a later stage (Mandler, 1992).
This knowledge then subconsciously impacts judgment and behaviour later in life
(Huang et al., 2014; Williams, Huang, & Bargh, 2009). For example, touching at an
early age equips a child with knowledge and skills that they draw upon in the course of
their lives, such as identifying things through their sense of touch (e.g., sand) or

knowing what not to touch (e.g., hot surfaces or fire).

2.2.3 Operationalization of Touch

The literature reveals that touch has been described and measured in diverse ways and,
hence, operationalized differently. These can be classified into: haptic feedback in
relation to products’ attributes (weight, texture, firmness, weight); and/or a direct act of
touching (having the opportunity to touch a product or item). For example, Peck &
Wiggins (2006) refer to touch as texture valence, where haptic feedback is favourable
(soft) or unfavourable (rough). Several product attributes can be studied at once such as
in Langner, Fischer, & Brune's (2013) study which looked at weight and texture. Their
study examined how haptic sensations from the texture and weight of a print
advertisement’s paper altered product judgments of an advertised running shoe. Touch
can also be examined from an opportunity to touch perspective. Hornik & Ellis (1988)
examine how touching or not touching customers on the arm during a mall intercept

affected their compliance to participate in an interview. A similar approach to touch
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was used for studies in a bookstore (Hornik, 1991, 1992) and restaurant setting (Crusco
& Wetzel, 1984; Hornik, 1992) where interpersonal touch effect was the main research
focus. From a consumer to product perspective, a number of researchers have taken this
direct physical product contact angle in their research. For example, although not
measuring this in a physical experiment, McCabe & Nowlis (2003) assess consumer
perceptions of products they would or would not need to touch during product
evaluation when making purchase decisions. Their intention in effect was measuring
how the opportunity to touch products affected shopping channel choice (online versus
actual store). Grohmann, Spangenberg, & Sprott (2007) use the term tactile input
(where this tactile input was diagnostic of product quality) and operationalize it as
either being able to touch or not touch a product. Haptic stimuli cues are diagnostic
when they provide impartial information directly relevant to product judgment while
cues that are not tangibly pertinent to judgment or do not provide attribute information

about a product are non-diagnostic (Jin & Phua, 2015).

Similarly, Peck & Childers (2003b) consider touch as direct product experience when
classifying individuals with a high or low need for touch. Peck & Shu (2009) use both
opportunity to touch and touch based on texture in their study. Their core focus
however was in the manipulation of the opportunity to touch, essentially touch or no
touch. However, when products were physically present, they considered a no touch
condition as a participant touching the packaging within which the item (a metal
slinky) was placed. However, research shows that tactile feedback from packaging has
an effect on consumers, for example, Keif, Twomey, & Stoneman (2015) determine
that consumers prefer textured packaging (soft touch and high rise designs) over no
tactile coated packaging and are even willing to pay more for the product in the soft

touch tactile packaging. Clearly packaging can play as much of a significant role in
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consumer response as touching the actual product does. For this reason, in addition to
actual products being used in the no touch condition of this study, no packaging was
used. Instead, physical contact with the product was instructionally restricted. The
differing perspectives of touch examination in prior literature affirm the need to define
what perspective is under examination as well as how it is operationalized. As such, in
this research project touch is examined from an opportunity (or lack thereof) to touch a
product as opposed to operationalizing and measuring the touch manipulation based on

product weight or temperature for example.

2.2.4 Touch and consumer behaviour

It is evident that touch studies in consumer behaviour literature fall into one of two
categories: passive touch and active touch. According to Gibson (1962), passive touch
happens to the perceiver (being touched) while active touch is initiated by the perceiver
(touching something/someone). Effectively, in passive touch the ‘impression on the
skin is brought about by some outside agency’ while in active touch by ‘the perceiver
himself® (Gibson, 1962, p. 477). Although the passive touch concept initially
introduced the area of touch to marketing literature led by the work of Hornik (1992)
on interpersonal touch (person to person), active touch (e.g., product touch) has and is
dominating research in this field. How each type of touch is measured varies as the
concepts of interpersonal and product touch are theoretically distinct (Webb & Peck,
2015). It is therefore important to specify that the type of touch examined in this study
pertains to active touch via the haptic system (hands). Both passive and active touch is

elaborated upon further below.
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2.2.4.1 Passive touch in a retail environment

Consumer behaviour studies have examined passive touch from the perspective of
interpersonal touch. Interpersonal touch has the capacity to induce positive reactions
such as sampling a product in-store or purchasing a new product (Hornik, 1992), higher
restaurant tipping (Crusco & Wetzel, 1984; Stephen & Zweigenhaft, 1986), new
product purchasing (Hornik, 1992), taking part in a mall-intercept interview (Hornik &
Ellis, 1988) and a salesperson’s touch increases trust thus increasing product
evaluations and purchase intention (Orth, Bouzdine-Chameeva, & Brand, 2013).
Customers have been observed to significantly tip more when the waitress serving them
touches their shoulder or hand, an effect that Crusco & Wetzel (1984) term the ‘Midas
Touch.” Moreover, a field experiment by Hornik (1991) revealed that shoppers lightly
touched on the upper arm as they entered a bookstore spent longer browsing in-store,
bought more and had a greater general evaluation of the store. These studies suggest
that interpersonal touch is indeed a powerful tool in significantly affecting consumer
perception and behaviour as, when touched, positive feelings towards the toucher were
formed (Fisher, Rytting, & Heslin, 1976; Patterson, Powell, & Lenihan, 1986), leading
to an increase in closeness felt towards the other person (Anisfeld, Casper, Nozyce, &

Cunningham, 1990).

Webb & Peck (2015) recognize that the bulk of empirical research on interpersonal
touch in marketing focusses on the manipulation of receiving touch (from either a
salesperson or another customer), but initiated interpersonal touch (active touch)
receives less attention. Therefore, despite reported positive effects on compliance with
various requests (section 2.2.4), Webb & Peck (2015) clarify that the valence (positive
or negative) of this interpersonal touch effect is dependent on an individual’s level of

comfort with interpersonal touch (CIT). The researchers developed a CIT scale as a
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means to assess this. The CIT scale is defined as the ‘degree to which an individual is
comfortable with intentional interpersonal touch from or to another person’ (Webb &
Peck, 2015, p. 60). The scale acknowledges that two levels of interpersonal touch exist,
the comfort with the act of touching someone else and the act of being touched by
someone else. An individual’s CIT therefore has the potential to affect their enjoyment
and shopping behaviour. For example, those less comfortable with initiating and being
touched are less likely to enjoy services that involve a lot of touching such as getting a
haircut or a massage. Furthermore Webb & Peck (2015) establish that those
comfortable with interpersonal touch have a higher likelihood of enjoying salesperson
attention and a lower likelihood of avoiding crowded environments. It also appeared

that women overall seem to be more comfortable with initiating touch than men.

2.2.4.2 Active touch in a retail environment

Existing touch research within the domain of marketing literature has provided vast
insight into the influence of product touch on evaluation (Krishna & Morrin, 2008;
Peck, Barger, & Webb, 2013; Peck & Childers, 2003a; Peck & Shu, 2009; Peck &
Wiggins, 2006), willingness to pay (Peck & Shu, 2009), impulse purchasing (Peck &
Childers, 2006) and confidence in judgment (Peck & Childers, 2003b). Furthermore,
consumer evaluations can differ dependent on who (e.g., an attractive person or
celebrity) or what (e.g., another product) has come into contact with the product before

they do (Argo et al., 2006, 2008; Morales & Fitzsimons, 2007).

To highlight the intricacies of the touch concept, it is pertinent to discuss the different
types of active product touch consumers engage in and what factors are found to

influence its effects.
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2.2.4.2.1 Classification of active touch

Consumers may wish to engage in product touch for instrumental or hedonic purposes
(Peck, 2010). Instrumental touch is goal oriented and encompasses touch to purchase,
touch to acquire non-haptic information (e.g., gauging the ripeness of a fruit by picking
it up to smell it) and touch to obtain haptic information (e.g., picking up a laptop to
gauge its weight hence portability) (Peck, 2010). Hedonic touch is merely touch for the
sake of touching aimed at attaining a pleasant sensory experience and fun (Peck, 2010;
Peck & Childers, 2003b). Hedonic touch stems from the need to seek fun, enjoyment
and sensory arousal which is an emotive reaction derived from haptic feedback
(unpleasant/pleasant) while instrumental touch on the other hand is motivated by a
practical or functional necessity to comprehend product characteristics (e.g., weight,
quality) in order to make an informed decision. The effect of this active touch is
however dependent upon certain factors related to the individual, situation (context)

and product (Peck, 2010) which are discussed in detail below.

2.2.5 Influential factors of touch effects
The three factors (individual, situation and product related) can work individually or in
unison to influence judgment and behaviour, and the desire to understand how they

interact is driving research in the area of product touch.

2.2.5.1 Individual factors
To date, two measures exist for segmenting individuals based on their necessity to

touch: the need for tactile input and the need for touch.
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2.2.5.1.1 Need for tactile input

Citrin, Stem, Spangenberg, & Clark (2003) found that the need for tactile input (NTI),
defined as ‘the desire or need for tactile input to make brand or product evaluations’
(p. 918), influenced shopping channel choice for certain individuals. They developed a
six-item scale which was empirically tested on 272 undergraduate students, revealing
that consumers with a high NTI prefer not to make online purchases for products high
in tactility attributes (e.g., texture); and as such, individual NTI affects shopping
channel choice (online vs in-store). Notably, the scale questions only captured
instrumental touch motivations (e.g., | feel it necessary to touch a product in order to
evaluate its physical characteristics) and none which was autotelic (e.g., touching for
fun). Consequently a scale encompassing both instrumental (NTI) and autotelic
dimensions of touch was later developed by Peck & Childers (2003b), labelled as the

need for touch.

2.2.5.1.2 Need for touch

The need for touch is the ‘preference for extraction and utilization of information
obtained through the haptic system’ (Peck & Childers, 2003b, p. 431). Drawing on the
rationale of Holbrook & Hirschman's (1982) classification of shoppers as either
problem solvers or consumers seeking fun, and McClelland, Koestner, & Weinberger's
(1989) dual motivation model stipulating that human motivation is either implicit or
self-attributed, Peck & Childers (2003b) conceptualized NFT into two dimensions:
instrumental and autotelic. Instrumental NFT is directed by an outcome goal of pre-
purchase touch in relation to the product (e.g., assessing its quality) and/or the
consumer (e.g., comfort with one’s decisions). As such, focus is primarily on the haptic
properties of a product that will aid in arriving at a decision, such as picking up an

Apple MacBook laptop and gauging its portability as a result of assessing its weight.
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Instrumental NFT is consistent with the consumer as a problem solver (Holbrook &
Hirschman, 1982) motivated by explicit goals (self-attributed motivation) (McClelland

etal., 1989).

Conversely, autotelic NFT relates to touch for the sake of touching. Fun, enjoyment
and affect are derived from the sensory experience of touch with no specific goal in
mind (Peck & Wiggins, 2006). Autotelic need for touch (touching for the sake of
touching) is in effect associated with hedonic satisfaction which is a known motivator

of most impulse purchasing behaviour (Ramanathan & Menon, 2002).

Overall, a high need for touch implies a preference for the haptic examination of
products, either to make a decision or for fun. Those with a higher need for touch
(greater motivation to examine a product’s haptic properties) possess a higher
accessibility to haptic information stored in memory than those low in need for touch
(Peck & Childers, 2003b), when assessing products high in haptic attributes (e.g.,
texture of a piece of fabric, weight of a tennis racket). Prior research shows that this
accessibility increases the chance that the information will be used in judgment
formation (Lingle & Ostrom, 1979). NFT also moderates the effect of touch on product
evaluations (Grohmann et al., 2007) and confidence in judgment such that individuals
with a high need for touch are more confident in their judgment when they can touch
products with high salient haptic attributes (e.g., a sweater) (Peck & Childers, 2003b).
On the contrary given that those with a low need for touch are not as motivated to
touch, they are less affected when they cannot touch a similar type of product are
instead rely more on non-haptic cues. Interestingly, where touch provides non-haptic
information about a product (e.g., holding a flimsy versus firm cup of water) those with

a low need for touch (i.e., lower need for autotelic touch) are more likely to base their
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product evaluation and willingness to pay on the actual product (water in the cup) while
high NFT individuals are shown to be influenced by the firmness/flimsiness of the cup
in their evaluations (Krishna & Morrin, 2008). Jin & Phua (2015) find that a computer
user’s autotelic need for touch influences their brand trust, brand excitement and brand
placement awareness in haptic game advertisements. Comparing the two scales, the
NTI does have a high convergence validity with the instrumental dimension of the NFT
scale (Peck & Childers, 2003b) but, as previously mentioned, differs from the NFT

scale due to its lack of the autotelic dimension.

Researchers have used the NFT scale in one of two ways. First, NFT can be used by
taking a median split of the measure and classifying NFT as either high or low NFT.
Second, NFT can be examined by looking at instrumental touch alone (use 6 items
from the scale), autotelic touch alone (6 items), and examining results from an autotelic
or instrumental dimension. In Chapter 2, instrumental and autotelic touch dimensions
are discussed only to provide a comprehensive view of the history and components of
the NFT scale. In my research however, the need for touch focus is on low versus high
need for touch and how this high versus low affinity to touch products during
evaluation influences touch effects for branded products. By doing so, results derived
are comparable to aforementioned prior touch research that has taken the same

approach.

2.2.5.2 Situational factors

Some retailers are prone to putting up ‘do not touch’ signs in stores. Varying situations
hinder consumer ability to touch such as display cases (Peck & Childers, 2003a,
2003Db), signage (Peck & Childers, 2006; Ramanathan & Menon, 2002) and webpages

(Brasel & Gips, 2014; Grohmann et al., 2007). Although this is predominantly aimed at
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maintaining the integrity of the products sold, research shows that not touching can
actually hinder sales. In effect, the situational context essentially ‘primes’ the
consumer’s response. Priming is the implicit memory effect in which exposure to one
stimulus impacts a response to another stimulus (Meyer & Schvaneveldt, 1971) which

then affects the decision-making process (Jacoby, 1983).

In their study, Peck & Childers (2006) effectively ‘primed’ shoppers using a ‘touch me’
sign encouraging consumers to ‘feel the freshness’ or by simply not placing any
signage above a fruit product display. Shoppers were observed as they purchased
nectarines and peaches, and those that purchased either one were stopped and asked to
fill out a survey capturing their impulse purchase levels. Contact details were captured
and a follow-up survey mailed to the same shoppers where demographic, autotelic need
for touch, buying impulsiveness trait and normative evaluation of impulse purchase of
the nectarines or peaches information was captured. The results revealed that the
presence of the point of purchase sign encouraging touch (‘feel the freshness’)
increased actual impulse purchase behaviour and thus highlighted the significance that
environmental salience of touch has on influencing touch behaviour hence sales.
Similar results were reported by Ramanathan & Menon (2002) where point of purchase
signage increased impulse purchasing of displayed products for both impulsive and
non-impulsive shoppers. These studies provide insight that ‘touch priming’ consumers
in general can lead to greater unplanned purchases, not only for consumers with
differing degrees of need to touch but differing degrees of impulsive buying traits, as
what consumers report (‘I am not an impulsive shopper’) and what they do (engaging
in actual impulsive behaviour) differs. Additionally, literature informs that providing or
not providing accessibility to products during the pre-purchase stage has implications

on the choices consumers make (McCabe & Nowlis, 2003), shopping channel
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preferences (Citrin et al., 2003), product evaluations (Grohmann et al., 2007; Jansson-
Boyd, 2011), impulse purchase behavior (Peck & Childers, 2006), willingenss to pay
(Peck & Shu, 2009) and feelings of product ownership (Brasel & Gips, 2014; Peck &

Shu, 2009).

Along with individual and situational factors, product related factors have differing
influences on touch’s influence. Consumers prefer to buy products that vary in material
properties (e.g., such as textiles and clothing) in person, compared to products such as
books (McCabe & Nowlis, 2003). The key aspect to remember is that when the quality
assessment and judgment of an item is based on its haptic features (texture, weight,
temperature and firmness/softness), such as a jacket, for example (its texture can
indicate quality), consumers feel more confident in making purchase decisions when
they have the chance to haptically engage with the item first. Despite the current
pattern of e-commerce®, given the choice, consumers prefer not to shop online for
product categories where quality evaluation is discerned best via touch such as clothing

(Citrin et al., 2003).

2.2.5.3 Product factors

Product tactile perception has been the predominant focus in prior academic literature.
Tactile perception is defined as the ‘extraction of material properties from stimuli, such
as texture, that are distinct from geometrical properties, such as shape, that usually
requires a more active interaction with the objects’ (Klatzky et al., 1993; Lederman &
Klatzky, 2009). This implies that consumers prefer to evaluate material products
haptically while vision may suffice for evaluating products with geometric properties.

Material object properties are related to weight, temperature, firmness and texture

5 Online retail sales in Europe have increased by 18.4% from £132.05 billion in 2014 to £156.67 in 2015
(CRR, 2015)
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while geometric object properties are related to size and shape (Klatzky et al., 1993).
Vision is shown to be commensurate for evaluating products with geometric properties
such as video cassettes (McCabe & Nowlis, 2003) or packaged fast moving consumer

goods (FMCGs) such as cookie and soap boxes (Jansson-boyd & Marlow, 2011).

Conversely, evaluation of products that vary along the four material properties (texture,
weight, firmness, temperature) warrants more touch behaviour investigation
(Grohmann et al., 2007; Jansson-Boyd, 2011; Jansson-boyd & Marlow, 2011; McCabe
& Nowlis, 2003). The opportunity to touch products increases consumer confidence in
their evaluation decisions while not allowing product touch increases frustration,
especially for those consumers that have a high need for touch (Peck & Childers,
2003b). We know that pleasant haptic sensations are preferred over unpleasant ones
and the brain reacts differently to positive and negative haptic stimulation. Its
orbitofrontal cortex section responds specifically to pleasant touch such as the feel of
velvet on one’s skin (Francis et al., 1999), having a greater positive effect on affect
(emotion) and the monetary value that individuals attach to a product (Peck and Shu,

2009).

In Grohmann et al.'s (2007) study, participants evaluated one of three products (a
headband, fleece and ball point pen) under one of three conditions (touch, no touch,
product present online, product picture only). Overall, higher product evaluations
emerged for products that were physically present as opposed to remotely (virtually)
present. Additionally, haptically examining a high touch diagnostic product such as a
pillowcase (where texture is a key quality cue) allowed higher NFT individuals to
discern its product quality therefore increasing their evaluation of it. This effect

occurred as a result of their higher confidence in purchase decisions which acted as a
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confirmatory mechanism affirming that a correct evaluation was made (Grohmann et
al., 2007; Peck & Childers, 2003a). This behaviour is seen in everyday life, we pick up
a piece of jewellery to assess its weight and feel and rub a towel in-store to assess its
texture despite product information having been provided (on a website, in a brochure,

a catalogue or on the product display in-store).

Grohmann et al.'s (2007) study provides the first empirical support that touch is only
significant for those with a high NFT when they evaluate a high (versus low) quality
product, as it allows them to ‘better discriminate high quality levels, resulting in more
favourable evaluations’ (p. 243). Conversely the effect of touch is indifferent for low
quality products at both levels of NFT (high and low). Unable to establish an affective
underlying mechanism (pleasure or arousal) to explain their findings, the researchers
proposed that an information processing mechanism may provide the answer.
Collectively, McCabe & Nowlis (2003) and Grohmann et al. (2007) highlight the
significance of product touch for products providing haptic diagnostic information
(material properties). For fast moving consumer goods with geometric properties
(shapes) such as boxes, visual information suffices (Marlow & Jansson-Boyd, 2011).
Alternatively for some, visual inspection acts as a precursor to touch. Surface
properties (texture) more so than object shape are powerful generators of motivation to
touch, specifically encouraging the exploratory action of stroking (Klatzky & Peck,

2012).

The visual preview model suggests that when looking at an item provides some
indicative information regarding its haptically obtainable properties deemed
satisfactory enough to arrive at a decision, the item will not be touched (Klatzky et al.,

1993). As such, exploration via touch is prompted when current visual information as
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well as that retrieved from memory regarding an object is inadequate at that present
time (Klatzky et al., 1993). A TV remote control, for example, possesses haptically
related features best explored via touch (e.g., its weight, comfort and fit to one’s hand
and ease of pushing buttons) thus visual preview would spur instrumental touch to

determine its quality and fit for the individual choosing to purchase it.

The majority of the products we buy come in packaging and haptic differences in
product packaging affect perceptions of the product itself. Keif et al. (2015) report that
when fictional cosmetic packages with various coating effects (no effect, soft touch and
high rise) were shown to participants, preference for cosmetic packaging with soft
touch coating and high rise coating, over the packaging with no coating was shown.
Specifically, willingness to pay a premium for the cosmetics in soft touch packaging
was reported. These findings are similar to Klatzky & Peck (2012) who found that
products (in their particular study, perfume bottles that were presented pictorially) with
smooth textured surfaces (as opposed to rough or bumpy ones) are perceived as more
expensive. Smooth pleasant surfaces have an overall positive influence on people. For
example, touching a pleasantly textured surface (e.g., a smooth leaf) on a donation
appeal card (where touch was incongruent to the functionality of the card itself)
increases the message persuasiveness of a communication appeal therefore making

respondents want to donate more (Peck & Wiggins, 2006).

The visual aspects of a product drawing consumers to want to touch it were unknown
until recently when the concept of ‘touch-ability’, referring to the affinity of the visual
preview of an object to invite touch for hedonic purposes (Klatzky & Peck, 2012) was
introduced. Touchability, attractiveness and perceived price vary with object shape and

texture; specifically, smooth (glass-like) versus coarse (concrete-like) textures are more
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appealing to touch, and glass objects with simple and smooth textures appear more
expensive and attractive. Additionally, simpler textures and shapes induce the
inclination to ‘grasp’ objects while more complex shapes and textures induce a

‘stroking’ action.

Tactile signals can subconsciously impact judgments of abstract objects or people not
related to the tactile experience itself (Meyers4_-evy, Zhu, & Jiang, 2010; Williams &
Bargh, 2008; Zwebner, Lee, & Goldenberg, 2014). Beyond product perceptions, recent
research reveals that surface haptic sensations subconsciously influence how
individuals perceive others. In Williams & Bargh's (2008) experiment, participants who
signed up for a study were met one at a time by an experimenter at the building foyer.
In the elevator on the way to the study room the participant was asked to hold the
experimenter’s cup of coffee while he attended to another matter (in all instances the
coffee was either hot or cold). Once in the study room participants were asked to gauge
the personality of a given individual and, surprisingly, those who had held the hot cup
gauged the person as being more caring and generous (warmer) and they themselves
(the participants) were more likely to buy a gift for someone else as opposed to
themselves (the warmth made them feel more generous). In Meyersd.evy et al.’s
(2010) study, the bodily sensations (comfort vs. discomfort) elicited from tactile input
(soft carpeted flooring vs. hard tile flooring) affected how consumers felt about the
product they viewed, which was moderated by the distance of the product from the
consumer. When distant from the product, visual inspection was impaired and mental
representations formed were poor, thus facilitating their current bodily state or feeling
to shape their product assessments which were favourable when experiencing comfort

(soft floor) and unfavourable when experiencing discomfort (hard floor).
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In both aforementioned studies the warmth from the cup and the firmness of the floor
transferred to product and individual perceptions through the process of embodied
cognition. Embodied cognition theory posits that cognition is grounded in bodily states
(Barsalou, 2008; Glenberg, 1997; Malter, 1996). The study of sensory-related processes
in embodied cognition has only recently begun to garner interest as highlighted in a
recent special issue in the Journal of Consumer Psychology (Krishna & Schwarz,
2014). In regard to temperature, when exposed to ambient warm temperatures,
consumers have a higher valuation of products (termed as the ‘temperature premium
effect’) and perceive themselves as being physically closer to products (Zwebner et al.,
2014). Ambient temperatures also positively influence conformity in judgment and

decision-making (Huang et al., 2014).

2.2.6 Touch and the other senses (cross modal research)

The nature of the surface of a product affects perception in the other senses. Drinking
water from a firm cup is perceived as tasting better than from a flimsy cup (Krishna &
Morrin, 2008) and crisps in packaging that is difficult to open are believed to taste
better (McDaniel & Baker, 1977). Spence & Gallace (2011) propose that this type of
multimodal interaction where touch feedback is transferred to product perceptions is as
a result of ‘affective ventriloquism.” Affective ventriloquism suggests that ‘hedonic
attributes of a product perceived via one modality (e.g. touch) can “pull” (or bias) a
person’s estimates of the quality and pleasantness of the product derived from other
sensory modalities into alignment, and by so doing, modulate a person’s overall

(multisensory) product experience’ (Spence & Gallace, 2011, p. 267).

Haptic exposure also aids in visual recognition of a brand name. Streicher & Estes

(2015) found that the effects of haptic priming to a particular brand facilitated
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perceptual identification of the brand when visual stimulation was absent. Under the
pretence of a judgment task, participants were blindfolded and asked to grasp Coca-
Cola or Red Bull cans differing slightly in weight, after which the phrase ‘Red Bull’
was gradually presented on a computer screen and participants asked to identify the
phrase as fast as possible. An alternative group that had not haptically examined the
objects were exposed to the same computer display phrase and asked to identify the
brand. Results revealed that those haptically primed identified ‘Red Bull’ significantly
faster than those that were not. The majority of prior research indicates the positive
effects of touch; however, under certain circumstances it can have negative effects.

This is discussed next.

2.2.7 Negative effects of touch

Touch negatively influences consumer perception, judgment and behaviour through the
processes of consumer contamination and product contagion. The law of contagion
states that a source (object/individual) can influence a recipient (another
object/individual) by touching it directly or indirectly (Rozin, Millman, & Nemeroff,
1986; Rozin & Nemeroff, 1990, 2002). When examined in a retail setting Argo et al.
(2006) demonstrate this contagion effect through what they term as the process of
‘consumer contamination.” When consumers receive contamination signs that there has
been contact with a product from a source (e.g., time since contact and the number of
contact persons), product evaluation, purchase likelihood and their willingness to pay

for it declines. In these instances, disgust drove this negative effect.

Morales & Fitzsimons (2007) also identify disgust as the underlying mechanism
driving consumer response to two products touching each other, through the process of

‘product contagion.” When a disgusting product touches or comes into close contact
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with the product of interest to the consumer, be it in a grocery cart or a shelf, it
‘transfers’ its unpleasantness, leading to a lower evaluation of that product. For
example, if butter is placed next to healthy rice cakes, the latter is perceived as more
fattening and less desirable (Morales & Fitzsimons, 2007). In summary, contagion
theory within touch literature has focussed on person-to-product contagion and
product-to-product contagion. It may not always be possible to touch products and in

such instances other factors could be employed to compensate for it.

2.2.8 ldentified compensatory factors for lack of product touch

Inability to touch adversely affects confidence in judgment, increases frustration,
willingness to pay and product evaluations; all of which are crucial success factors for
product sales (e.g., McCabe & Nowlis, 2003; Peck & Childers, 2006; Grohmann et al.,
2007; Peck & Shu, 2009). Some research (Pincus & Waters, 1975; Sprott & Shimp,
2004; Wheatley, Chiu, & Goldman, 1981) lends support to the greater significance of
intrinsic versus extrinsic product cues in product evaluation, when these intrinsic
properties are diagnostic in nature. Intrinsic cues are features that are part of a physical
product that cannot be altered without also altering the physical product itself, while
extrinsic cues although related to a product are not physically part of it (Olson, 1977).
Pincus & Waters (1975) found that a low priced pen was viewed as being higher in
quality when unpackaged, allowing for its intrinsic cues to be accessible, than when it
was presented in packaged form. On a similar note, Szybillo & Jacoby (1974) found
that material differences in ladies’ nylon hosiery samples had a greater effect on quality
ratings than did store image or price information. Sensory marketing suggests that
product intrinsic indicators (physical product differences) relating to smell, taste, touch
and sound are touted as being more significant than extrinsic cues such as price or

brand name in perceived quality perception (Krishna, 2012).
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Given that consumers vary in their level of need for touch (Peck & Childers, 2003b),
researchers have additionally identified factors that may alleviate the negative effects
of not touching, primarily for individuals with a high need for touch. Peck (2010)
initially proposed (but did not empirically test) that written descriptions, pictorials,
return policies and brand names could act as compensatory factors, therefore,
decreasing the need for additional information retrieval via touch. Indeed, the results of
McCabe & Nowlis's (2003) study found that the preference for touching products
varying in material properties (e.g., texture) is lessened when written descriptions are
provided. But, as Peck & Childers (2003a) reveal, this is only true when these
descriptions provide information that is instrumental (e.g., weight) rather than hedonic
in nature (e.g., softness of a sweater). Although researchers acknowledge that purchase
intentions and attitudes are more negatively influenced by the inability to touch than
the inability to see a product (Balaji et al., 2011), price promotions are shown to
compensate for a lack of touch for high NFT individuals (resulting in greater purchase
intentions and confidence in judgment) (Yazdanparast & Spears, 2013). As such, high
NFT individuals are more likely to purchase online when price promotions are running

(Yazdanparast & Spears, 2013).

2.2.9 Touch literature research gap

The field of sensory marketing is broad, with an unlimited number of sensory
combinations that could be examined. However, the scope of this research project was
limited to the sense of touch. To date, research has provided valuable insights regarding
product attributes emboldening touch (Grohmann, Spangenberg, & Sprott, 2007;
McCabe & Nowlis, 2003), individual variances in the need for touch (Citrin et al.,
2003; Peck & Childers, 2003a, 2003b), situational motivators of touch (Peck &

Childers, 2008; Peck & Shu, 2009; Peck & Wiggins, 2006) and the effects of
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interpersonal touch (Crusco & Wetzel, 1984; Erceau & Guéguen, 2007; Hertenstein,
Keltner, App, Bulleit, & Jaskolka, 2006; Hornik, 1992; Webb & Peck, 2015). But, it is
also noted that the bulk of current touch research in marketing is primarily focused on
product aspects, despite awareness that consumers are also faced with extrinsic cues
when making purchase decisions. From a practical perspective, consumers are exposed
to extrinsic cues during the pre-purchase stage and examining these in addition to touch

effects should provide a more realistic depiction of an actual purchase situation.

Researchers (e.g., Grohmann et al., 2007) acknowledge that although we know that
touch influences consumer decision-making and evaluations, there remains a need to
understand how additional cues such as brand moderate this effect. Likewise, Peck &
Childers (2003b) propose brand may signal both high and low need for touch
consumers to forgo product touch during evaluation. Touch is identified as a key tool
for the evaluation of various types of goods (Grohmann et al., 2007; Schifferstein,
2006), however, consumers are scarcely faced by purchase situations where brand
names are absent (Raju, 1977). These brands often provide cues for product perception
and ultimately purchase decisions (e.g., Richardson et al., 1994; Teas & Agarwal,
2000). To date, notwithstanding these and other propositions from scholars (Peck &
Childers, 2003b; Peck, 2010), and the fact that brand is a significant influencer of
consumer decision-making, brand has not been empirically examined in the context of
touch (direct experience with a product). The research project aims to fill this gap and
advance current knowledge by incorporating the concepts of brand familiarity and
brand status in the examination of product touch effects on consumer behaviour (a

detailed discussion is provided in section 2.3 below).
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2.3 BRAND LITERATURE

As noted above, touch literature to date is limited by its predominant focus on product
related attributes. Brand name is an innate product characteristic and is considered a
significant factor influencing consumer perceptions, which is often a prime cue in
making purchase decisions (Low & Fullerton, 1994). Indeed, there are many brand
related variables that could have been included in the conceptual framework of this
research project, but brand familiarity and brand status were selected for moderation of

touch effects.

The reason for brand familiarity selection is that it is one of the most highly researched
brand related variables in marketing literature, due to its ability to influence advertising
recall and effectiveness (Campbell & Keller, 2003; Kent & Allen, 1994; Machleit et al.,
1993), information search (Biswas, 1992), product choice (Raju, 1977), advertising
message processing (Kent & Allen, 1994) and brand choice (Hoyer & Brown, 1990).
Indeed, one of the most common scenarios that a consumer is faced with irrespective of
product category is whether a brand they encounter is familiar or unfamiliar. With
higher brand familiarity, brand related experiences and knowledge of that brand are
generated (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987) which accelerates decision-making for the most
part in favor of the familiar (versus unfamiliar) brand. Given the varied consumer
responses based on brand familiarity it is possible to surmise that brand familiarity
would play a critical role in influencing how consumers’ process and respond to

product touch.

Another classification or category that brands fall into is luxury or non-luxury.
Consumers often use brand names as extrinsic cues to infer or uphold quality

perceptions (Richardson et al., 1994), such as with brands like Gucci and Armani for
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example that are resonant with perceptions of exclusivity, superior quality and higher
sometimes exorbitant pricing. The reason for brand status (luxury versus non-luxury
brands) selection is that there is need for research regarding the evaluation of luxury
brands and processing of luxury brand information (Patrick & Hagtvedt, 2014) and few
studies explore consumer experiences in the context of luxury brands (e.g., Atwal &
Williams, 2009; Berthon, Pierre, Pitt, & Parent, 2009; Tynan, McKechnie, & Chhuon,
2009). Furthermore, research on luxury brands is limited to a large extent by a focus on
definitions and conceptualizations of luxury brands and stress, and theoretically driven
academic research on the relationship between such brands and product touch has not
been carried out. Overall, it is therefore unknown what role brand plays in the
relationship between tactile input and product evaluations (Marlow & Jansson-Boyd,
2011; Grohmann, Spangenberg, & Sprott, 2007) and exploration of this effect from an
academic perspective will prove useful to advancing luxury branding literature. A

detailed discussion of brand familiarity and brand status is presented next.

2.3.1 Brand familiarity

Practitioners and scholars have long acknowledged the significance of familiarity in
consumer information processing and decision-making (Johnson & Russo, 1984; Park
& Lessig, 1981; Rao & Monroe, 1988) both from a product and brand-based view.
There is extensive empirical research on product familiarity with the general consensus
held that as product familiarity increases so does consumer expertise in executing
product related tasks (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987; Fiske & Taylor, 1991; Park & Lessig,

1981; Raju, 1977; Rao & Monroe, 1988; Sujan, 1985).

Baker, Hutchinson, Moore, & Nedungadi (1986, p. 637) define brand familiarity as a

‘unidimensional construct directly related to the amount of time that has been spent
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processing information about the brand, regardless of the type or content of the
processing that was involved.” Baker et al. (1986) view brand familiarity as the most
basic form of consumer knowledge, consistent with Johnson & Russo's (1984) and
Alba & Hutchinson's (1987) view that familiarity is a facet of consumer knowledge.
Baker et al. (1986), however, acknowledge that their uni-dimensional definition was
very basic and context-independent and made under the assumption that brand
familiarity has the same effect on purchase behaviour, advertising exposure and

product usage.

Alba & Hutchinson (1987) instead propose a multidimensional view of consumer
knowledge that distinguishes two categories: familiarity and expertise. Expertise is the
‘ability to perform product related tasks successfully’ while familiarity refers to ‘the
number of product related experiences that have been accumulated by the consumer’
(Alba & Hutchinson, 1987, p. 411). As the focus of this research project is based on
brand and not product related tasks, the category of interest is familiarity (of a brand)

and therefore expertise will not be discussed further.

Brand familiarity represents a consumer’s degree of direct and indirect experiences
with a brand (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987; Kent & Allen, 1994). These experiences may
arise from past decision-making, salesperson interaction, advertising exposure,
information search or word of mouth (e.g., hearing a friend talking about a brand they
use). The totality of experience contributes to building a high degree of brand
knowledge (Campbell & Keller, 2003) which is stored in the memory as a schema. A
schema is a unit of knowledge in the memory that additionally contains information
regarding how this knowledge is to be used (Bartlett, 1932) that is, in turn, activated

through cues such as words, symbols or images for example (Warlaumont, 1997) that
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appear to match the schema. Schemas can also be considered as the group of
associations or associative networks linked to an object or person (Hoyer, Maclnnis, &
Pieters, 2012) and can exist for anything from people (e.g., celebrities’ association with
style), companies (e.g., Apple’s association with innovation) to places (e.g.,
Disneyland’s association with wholesome family entertainment) (Hoyer & Maclnnis,
2008). Thus, encompassing these experiences the working definition of brand
familiarity adopted in this study is derived from Alba & Hutchinson (1987) as adapted
by Tam (2008; p. 4) where it is defined as the ‘accrued related experiences that

customers have had with a brand.’

Brand knowledge structures (or brand schema) for familiar brands tend to be stronger
and more easily available while more restricted and weaker for unfamiliar brands
(Campbell & Keller, 2003). The existence of a well-developed brand schema for
familiar brands and the subsequent ease of storage and accessibility means that
consumers require less effort in processing information concerning familiar brands and
research shows that familiar brands tend to be liked or preferred more than unfamiliar
brands (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987; Dahlén & Lange, 2004; Kent & Allen, 1994). In
effect, familiarity expedites the acquisition of new and use of existing information
(Park & Lessig, 1981). Fundamentally, brand familiarity reflects brand knowledge
stored in a consumer’s memory and variations in the level of this knowledge is what
distinguishes familiar from unfamiliar brands, that then directly affects consumer
information processing and general attitudes towards brands. The importance of
building brand familiarity (through creating awareness, for example) to establish a

brand within a consumers’ mind-set is therefore greatly beneficial to practitioners.
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2.3.1.1 Brand familiarity and brand awareness

Although brand familiarity has been defined, some researchers recognize that it is
sometimes used interchangeably with the concept of brand awareness. The similarity
between brand awareness and familiarity is evident in how brand awareness was
operationalized in Hoyer & Brown's (1990) study. They used two conditions,
awareness and no awareness. Participants were presented with three brands of peanut
butter, one well-known and two unknown brands, with the condition for inclusion in
the awareness group being that they had to be aware of the brand through advertising
(indirect experience) but not have purchased it (direct experience). The opposite was
true for the no awareness condition where Hoyer & Brown (1990; p. 143) state, “To be
included in the no-awareness condition subjects have to be totally unfamiliar with all
three brands in the set.” According to Aaker (1996, p.10) brand awareness is ‘the
strength of a brand’s presence in the consumer’s mind’ which is measured through
brand recall and brand recognition. Brand recall reflects the ability to retrieve the
brand from memory when its product class is talked about, while brand recognition
reflects the ability of consumers to confirm prior exposure to the brand (Aaker, 1996).
Brand familiarity on the other hand is a way in which brand recognition is measured,; it
is therefore a reflection of brand recognition (Aaker, 1996). It can be concluded that
despite their seemingly interchangeable use, brand familiarity and brand awareness are

indeed related yet conceptually distinct terms.

2.3.1.2 Brand familiarity direct and moderation effects on consumer perception,
judgment and behaviour

Consumers today are faced with a plethora of products and brands to choose from and

therefore must actively discern what they deem relevant by employing information

processing ‘cognitive shortcuts’ (Shugan, 1980) to make a decision. These cognitive
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shortcuts (brand knowledge schema) then account for how consumers choose between
alternative brands. Hoyer & Brown (1990) note that when presented with a given brand
choice set (different branded peanut butter), individuals familiar with a brand in that set
tended to select it despite its lower rating in quality (taste) in comparison to the
unfamiliar brand. Conversely, those unfamiliar with any brand in the choice set tended
to sample more brands and made their selection based on higher product quality. This
implies that brand unfamiliarity forces consumers to engage in more intense
information gathering before arriving at a decision, while familiarity with a brand
requires less engagement. Furthermore, brand familiarity increases purchase intentions
(Arora & Stoner, 1996) and even the performance of brands on the stock market (Lane

& Jacobson, 1995).

Further research demonstrates that the level of consumer satisfaction is influenced by
brand knowledge structures. Typically, consumer brand choices are based on their
expectations of or from that brand. Consumers with low familiarity have no existing
brand schema to base expectations on and their evaluation is derived from their actual
experience. When expectations are met or exceeded, consumers are satisfied. In a study
on restaurant satisfaction Tam (2008) shows that for familiar brands, service
expectations positively influenced post dining re-patronage intentions despite actual
service experience. Even when satisfaction was lower, intentions to re-patronize the
familiar brand restaurant remained higher than that of the unfamiliar brand. Tam (2008)
suggests a reason for this could be that the experience encountered in the familiar brand
restaurant was not actively processed thus minor deviation from congruity with prior
expectations went unnoticed (Oliver, 1980). Confidence in evaluations increases with
familiarity (Laroche et al., 1996). Shopping online presents a variety of risks related to

security (safety of payment information shared) and products (receiving a damaged
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product, different product from that advertised or not receiving a product at all). Brand
familiarity aids in alleviating this risk (Park & Lessig, 1981; Park & Stoel, 2005).
When faced with multiple brands, consumers are more likely to purchase familiar
brands (Park & Stoel, 2005) because they have greater confidence in them (Laroche et
al., 1996), implying that perceived risk is negatively correlated to brand familiarity.
Furthermore, a less extensive (or none at all) information search process is involved

with familiar brands (Howard & Sheth, 1969).

In addition, advertising literature informs that brand familiarity moderates the degree of
advertising recall and effectiveness (Campbell & Keller, 2003; Kent & Allen, 1994;
Machleit et al., 1993). Within advertising clutter, familiar brands are more noticeable in
advertisements and are recalled with greater ease and are generally liked more than
unfamiliar brands (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987; Chattopadhyay, 1998; Dahlen, 2001,
Dahlén & Lange, 2004; Rindfleisch & Inman, 1998). This is because less effort is
required in processing information about familiar brands as it is more readily retrieved
and stored. Kent & Allen (1994) show that exposure to competitive advertising had
little effect on advertising information recall for well-known brands, which notably was
greater than that of unfamiliar brands. This is because the presence of existing brand
schema facilitates the reception of additional information received. In instances when a
familiar brand’s advertisement information differs from the brand image schema, a
familiar brand will remain more memorable and be viewed more favourably than an
unfamiliar brand (Dahlén, Lange, Sjédin, & Térn, 2005; Lange & Dahlen, 2003; Térn
& Dahlén, 2007). In effect brand familiarity improves consumers’ cognitive structures,
task performance, capacity to analyse and to expound on known information and recall

brand information (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987).
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Brand familiarity also moderates the extent to which new negative brand information
affects judgment (Dawar & Lei, 2009; Sundaram & Webster, 1999). Dawar & Lei
(2009) found that when consumers were exposed to newspaper articles depicting
brands undesirably, unfamiliar consumers reported negative brand evaluations
irrespective of the relevance of the claim to the brand. Conversely, familiar customers
only lowered brand evaluations when the said claim was relevant to the brand.
Consistent with information integration theory which suggests that attitudes,
evaluations and judgments form as a result of the integration of new (external)
information with existing information (Anderson, 1965, 1981), consumers familiar with
the brands integrated external information (negative claims) with internal information
(existing brand schemas) to discern the significance of the claim (Dawar & Lei, 2009).
Those unfamiliar had no basis of comparison and relied solely on incoming
information. According to Pham & Muthukrishnan's (2002) search and alignment
model, when new information that contests previously existing attitudes is received,
individuals initially attempt to uphold these attitudes by seeking pro-attitudinal
information in memory. Sundaram & Webster (1999) show that despite negative word
of mouth leading to a decrease in brand evaluations for both familiar and unfamiliar
brands, it was greater for unfamiliar brands. The competitive advantage of familiar

brands therefore acts as a shield in the face of negativity (Sundaram & Webster, 1999).

From the aforementioned research, it is evident that brand familiarity influences
consumer information processing and judgment. The discussion on brand now shifts to

brand status.
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2.3.2 Brand status

To reiterate, in this research project the term brand status is used conceptually to refer
to whether a brand is luxury or non-luxury. Luxury brands tend to be evaluated using
different criteria compared to non-luxury brands, more so stemming from the emotional
and hedonic benefits they are able to deliver to the consumer (Patrick & Hagtvedt,
2014). Recent research by McKinsey and Company reports that a physical store is the
most critical touch point for luxury consumers as they are heavily influenced by what
they see and experience in-store, so much so that it is considered the most important
point of contact with luxury customers (Remy et al., 2015). An investigation of the
relationship between brand status and product touch is thus insightful in understanding

this. The discussion of brand status first begins with defining the concept of luxury.

2.3.2.1 Luxury concept

The Merriam-Webster Dictionary defines luxury as ‘a condition of abundance or great
ease and comfort’ or ‘something adding to pleasure or comfort but not absolutely
necessary.” This definition suggests a link between luxury and Holbrook &
Hirschman's (1982) notion of hedonic consumption. The history of luxury consumption
dates back several thousand years to as early as Ancient Egypt, seen in the trade of
precious metals, jewellery, and finely painted pottery (Berry, 1994). Researchers have
examined luxury in the contexts of consumer attitudes towards luxury (Dubois, Czellar,
& Laurent, 2005), values associated with luxury (Sukhdial, Chakraborty, & Steger,
1995), purchase motives (Kapferer, 1998; Tsai, 2005), consumer perception of brand
luxury (Vigneron & Johnson, 2004), culture and socio-demographics (Dubois &
Duquesne, 1993), consumption context (publicly versus privately consumed) (Bearden

& Etzel, 1982) and other contexts (Laurent & Dubois, 1996).
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Although the concept of luxury has gained academic and managerial relevance, there is
no consensus on the definition of luxury, evident in the varying ways scholars have
attempted to define it (Christodoulides, Michaelidou, & Li, 2009; De Barnier, Rodina,
& Valette-florence, 2006; Kapferer, 1998; Nueno & Quelch, 1998; Vigneron &
Johnson, 2004; Weijters, Cabooter, & Schillewaert, 2010). A review of luxury
literature (Heine, 2011) reveals that the disparity in the comprehension of the luxury
concept and, consequently, luxury brands, is driven primarily by the different
perspectives or lenses from which it has been examined or approached, these being
economic, psychological (social and behavioural) and marketing perspectives (De
Barnier & Valette-florence, 2013). Although the perspectives are distinct from one

another, some aspects of luxury seem to overlap or feed into each other.

Marketing scholars define the term ‘luxury’ in different ways. For example, Dubois &
Czellar (2002) approach luxury from an individual (consumer) based understanding
(e.g., ‘luxury for me is having more leisure time in the day’) while Vigneron & Johnson
(1999) from a product-based (marketing) perspective by asking questions such as
‘What differentiates a luxury product from a non-luxury product from a high quality
product?” To fully grasp the complexity of this luxury concept, it is pertinent to

understand the various perspectives from which it has been approached.

2.3.2.2 Perspectives of Luxury
2.3.2.2.1 Economic perspective
‘In order to gain and to hold the esteem of men it is not sufficient merely to possess
wealth or power. The wealth or power must be put in evidence,
for esteem is awarded only on evidence.’

(Veblen, 1934, p. 36)
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The traditional view of luxury from the early 1900s was grounded in Veblen's (1899)
seminal work, which viewed luxury as a way for the wealthy among society to express
their superiority over the less wealthy through the purchase and ‘showing off” of goods.
Veblen (1899) recognized the prevalence of a need for status and coined the term
‘conspicuous consumption’ where possessions serve as signifiers of an individual’s
social status and ranking. Similarly, Kapferer & Bastien (2009, p. 314) view the heart
of luxury as lying in the ‘symbolic desire to belong to a superior class’ chosen in
accordance with one’s dreams, and that ‘anything that can be a social signifier can
become a luxury.’ Luxury goods in general are perceived as higher in quality and cost
more than necessities. Therefore, the crux of the economic view is the relationship

between price and luxury demand (Kemp, 1998).

Economists view a necessity as a product whose purchase does not increase with
increased income while a luxury is a product whose demand increases with increased
income. A very basic example is an income increase may not lead to increase in
purchasing of water, which is viewed as a necessity, but may lead to an increase in the
purchase of a luxury item such as Dom Perignon Champagne. The economic
perspective of luxury holds that conspicuous consumption behaviour patterns on a
consumer level can be viewed in terms of ‘conformism’ and ‘snobbism’ (Corneo &
Jeanne, 1997; Leibenstein, 1950). Conformism (or bandwagon effect), occurs when
consumer product demand increases as a result of the product’s purchase by others
while with snobbism consumer product demand and purchase decreases as a result of
others’ purchase of the product (Corneo & Jeanne, 1997; Leibenstein, 1950).
Conformist and snobbish behaviours correspond to the desire to not be identified with
the poor but the desire to be identified with the rich accordingly (Corneo & Jeanne,

1997). These consumption patterns are motivated by perceived social value
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(conformism) and perceived uniqueness value (snobbism) (Vigneron & Johnson,
1999). Both motivations can lead to an increase in the demand for goods as a result of
their increase in price, which is known as the Veblen effect (Bagwell & Bernheim,

1996). This implies that from an economic perspective, price is an indicator of luxury.

Veblen’s view is evidenced in the way some researchers have opted to measure luxury
in past academic literature. For example, Bearden & Etzel (1982) determine the
luxuriousness of a product category by rating it on a scale of ‘a necessity for everyone’
to ‘a luxury for everyone.” However, the complexity and subjectivity of the concept of
luxury arises from the fact that what one considers luxury or necessity may not be that
for another. Therefore, although significant, luxury consumption motivation cannot
solely be attributed to status achievement nor can its definition solely be derived from

price or accessibility.

2.3.2.2.2 Psychological (social and behavioural) perspective

Luxury from an economic perspective is centred on demand and pricing. The
psychological perspective (social and behavioural) views luxury and its consumption
motivation according to interpersonal (extrinsic) factors like esteem, attitudes and
reference group relations (Bearden & Etzel, 1982) and personal (intrinsic) factors like
emotions and consumption motivations (Vigneron & Johnson, 2004). Luxury is used as
a way to construct individual identity (Hemetsberger, Von Wallpach, & Bauer, 2012)
and influences how others construct our identities as a result. For example, in a recent
study Lee, Ko, & Megehee (2015) tested different settings where individuals either
wore a luxury branded product with a visible logo, non-luxury branded product with a
visible logo and a product with no logo on it. In their series of experiments, a woman

wearing the luxury brand logo received considerably higher status and wealth rating
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and was viewed as more suitable for a job position and deserving of greater
compensation, than the one wearing a non-luxury brand logo or no logo at all. External
motivations are driven by attaining societal acceptance (through social status and
recognition in addition to forming good impressions of oneself) therefore luxury
consumption is directed towards others rather than oneself. Conversely, intrinsic
motivators, driven by the enjoyable experience or fun, are more geared towards self
enhancement irrespective of others’ perceptions. A summary of exemplar articles
documenting extrinsic and intrinsic motivations for luxury consumption is provided in

Table 1 below.

Table 1 Psychological motivation for luxury consumption

FACTORS MOTIVATION STUDIES

EXTRINSIC | Status, social (Brinberg & Plimpton, 1986; Mason,
recognition, constructive | 1992; Novak & MacEvoy, 1990;
impression management | Vickers & Renand, 2003; Vigneron &
Johnson, 1999)
INTRINSIC | Hedonic or pleasure- (Fenigstein, Scheier, & Buss, 1975;
seeking Vickers & Renand, 2003)

Adapted from De Barnier & Valette-florence (2013)

Kemp (1998, p. 599) compared the necessity-luxury view of luxury, finding that
‘similar items are more likely to be perceived as a luxury if they (produce) a positive
effect for the recipient than if they (relieve) a state of discomfort (...so that luxuries are)
positive instead of negative reinforcements.” Research demonstrates that luxury brands
possess hedonic and symbolic qualities that provide intangible benefits to individuals
(Vigneron & Johnson, 1999). As such in addition to Veblen’s status-driven view of
luxury consumption, luxury can be consumed to satisfy one’s hedonic needs and
desires and are, therefore, primarily driven by emotions. Of the resultant diverse

frameworks and taxonomies discerning luxury from non-luxury in marketing discourse,
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Vickers & Renand (2003) and Dubois et al. (2001) are the most renowned with the
former taking a socio-psychological approach, and the latter a more product related

view (product related view is discussed in detail in Section 2.3.2.2.3 below).

Vickers & Renand's (2003) approach bases the understanding of luxury goods on the
concept of luxury products as symbols of personal and social identity. That is, their
main value is psychological and their consumption is dependent upon personal, social
and individual cues. Vickers & Renand (2003) state that luxury products can be
distinguished from non-luxury products based on their capacity to meet consumer
needs along three instrumental dimensions of performance: functionalism,

experientialism and symbolic interactionism.

Functionalism relates to product features that can solve or prevent a particular need or
problem (e.g., high quality, sturdiness). Experientialism relates to a product’s ability to
provide hedonic satisfaction through sensory pleasure, assortment or cognitive
stimulation (e.g., pleasant texture and delightful designs, unique style, fun to
experience). While symbolic interactionism relates to the product’s ability to meet the
needs of self enhancement, ego, group affiliation, roles status and self-image (e.g.,
group affiliation to the ‘hip’ or ‘urban’ crowd). Despite the fact that Vickers &
Renand's (2003) consequence-based approach corresponds to marketing practice
knowledge of products being a bundle of benefits (Kotler et al., 2013), the three
dimensions are not exclusive to luxury products and are not solely sufficient to define
luxury products. For example, Heine & Phan (2011) argue that some non-luxury
products such as self-made T-shirts can still satisfy consumer needs for prestige

without being higher in price. Consequently a characteristic based approach to defining
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luxury products such as Dubois et al.'s (2001) as discussed next, is more broadly

accepted in the literature (Kisabaka, 2001).

2.3.2.2.3 Product view (marketing perspective)

There is a lack of contention regarding the demarcation of parameters that define a
luxury product/good in the marketing literature (Hennigs et al., 2015; Vickers &
Renand, 2003). Grossman and Shapiro (1988, p. 82) define luxury goods as ‘goods for
which the mere use or display of a particular branded product confers prestige on their
owners, apart from any utility deriving from their function.” As stated previously
Dubois et al.'s (2001) product-based view of defining luxury is one of the most
renowned approaches. Dubois et al.'s (2001) 20-country study (spanning three
continents: Western Europe, USA and Asia Pacific) employed both quantitative and
qualitative methods to derive consumer based definitions of luxury. They subsequently
define a luxury brand or product based on the characteristics of the product itself and
developed a generic definition of luxury as an amalgamation of six dimensions:
Quality, Price, Uniqueness, Aesthetics, Personal History and Superfluousness (see
Table 2 below). Consistent with this characteristics approach, Keller (2009) believes

that luxury is acquired or attained from the product.

Table 2 Dubois’s characteristics of luxury

CHARACTERISTIC DESCRIPTION

Excellent quality The mental association between luxury and quality is
so strong that for some respondents, the two words are
almost synonymous.

Very high price Such a perception is established either on the basis of
the absolute value of the price or, more frequently, by
comparison with non-luxury alternatives.

Scarcity and Scarcity is closely associated with perceived excellent
uniqgueness quality and high prices associated with luxury goods.

Aesthetics and Luxury involves a strong aesthetic appeal that many
polysensuality consumers believe should always be the case. At the
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CHARACTERISTIC DESCRIPTION

extreme luxury products become pieces of art which
have to be recognized as such.
Ancestral heritage and Anchoring in the past. The consumer believes that to
personal history be luxurious, products and services must have a long
history and their elaboration process as well as
consumption should respect tradition.
Superfluousness or Luxury products are not felt to be necessary for
usefulness survival. It is in this sense that consumers as well as
researchers oppose luxuries and necessities.
(Dubois et al., 2001, p. 8)

The Vickers & Renand (2003) and Dubois et al. (2001) views on luxury demonstrate
that how a luxury product is defined stems from both what is derived from the
consumer/individual (e.g., social or emotional benefits) and the characteristics of the
product itself (e.g., quality, aesthetics, high price), both of which are valid. As such, a
dictionary-based definition of luxury as something that is expensive and not
necessary appears too simplistic (Merriam-Webster, 2016). It therefore seems
that the most representative and appropriate overall definition of a luxury product
would be one that integrates both Vickers & Renand (2003) and Dubois et al.'s (2001)
views. A review of the literature revealed that Heine & Phan's (2011) definition of a
luxury product appears to sufficiently capture this and was thus adopted in this research
project. Heine & Phan (2011 ) define a luxury product as one that is ‘more than
necessary and ordinary characteristics compared to other products of their category,
which include their relatively high level of price, quality, aesthetics, rarity,
extraordinarity, and symbolic meaning’ (p. 112). Based on the marketing perspective of

luxury, luxury brands are now defined.

2.3.2.3 Brands and luxury brands

‘Products are created in the factory, but brands are created in the mind.’
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(Jason Killar, CEO of online video service Hulu)®

A brand is a ‘name, term, sign, design, symbol or a combination of these, that identifies
the maker or seller of a product or service’ (Kotler, Armstrong, Harris, & Piercy, 2013,
p. 245). Brands convey meaning beyond the physical properties of a product due to the
relationships or associations consumers form with them, or reputation the brand has,
thus they have an influential role in decision-making. Just as with the concept of luxury
and luxury products, confusion reigns in defining a luxury brand mainly due to the
difficulty of clearly identifying what constitutes a luxury good (Sung, Choi, Ahn, &
Song, 2015). Furthermore, the experiential nature of luxury consumption is subjective
given that it is largely influenced by a consumer’s social and cultural environment

(Vigneron & Johnson, 2004).

Literature often interchangeably uses the terms luxury and prestige (Bagwell &
Bernheim, 1996; O’Cass & Frost, 2002) despite differing conceptualizations of each
from the consumers’ perspective in how consumers perceive each. Dubois & Czellar
(2002) for example demonstrate that the terms prestige and luxury as applied to brands
differ as prestige is attainable independent of luxury and, more importantly, consumers
view the two differently. Specifically, perceptions of prestige are derive from ‘a unique
accomplishment inherent to the brand’ (p. 4) while luxury perceptions stem from
‘subjective perceptions of comfort, beauty and lavish lifestyle, be it for private or
public self-indulgence’ (p. 5) (Dubois & Czellar, 2002). For example, mass produced
prestige brands such as Adidas or Apple which situate themselves between luxury and

non-luxury brands (Kapferer & Bastien, 2009) can still add to consumer prestige.

6 (Kotler et al., 2013)
Hulu is an American online company and ad-supported streaming service that offers a selection of TV
shows, clips, movies, and more on the free Hulu.com service and Hulu subscription service.
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Owning an Apple iPhone vis-a-vis a Nokia can signal prestige. Luxury brand
practitioners themselves have added to the growing confusion through practices such as
collaborations with non-luxury brands as seen with designers Stella McCartney and
Karl Lagerfeld’s collaboration with the brand H&M, for example (Kapferer, 2015).

Generally, it is felt that luxury brands are associated with the characteristics of their
core products (Kapferer, 2008, p. 193) of higher quality, price, aesthetics,
extraordinariness, rarity and a high degree of symbolic meaning, thus the facets of
luxury products fundamentally correspond with those of luxury brands (see Table 3). In
addition to product characteristics, luxury brands are characterized by three worlds of
consumer experience: functional, experiential and symbolic (Berthon et al., 2009).
These dimensions are essentially similar to Vickers & Renand's (2003) three
dimensional model for classifying luxury products, but defined differently in the
context of luxury brands. The functional dimension represents the physical
manifestation of the luxury brand. To consumers in this dimension, quality is important
as it represents what the object does. For example, the Louis Vuitton brand is known to
make bags of exceptional quality. The experiential dimension is subject to individual
interpretation or tastes and their thoughts and feelings towards the luxury brand.
Whereas the symbolic world pertains to what the luxury brand signals to others as well
as the individual themselves, such as higher status. Owning a Rolex watch can

symbolize sophistication and class to others.

From the aforementioned description integrating prior research examining luxury
brands from quality, conspicuous consumption and hedonic perspectives, a luxury
brand is considered as a ‘differentiated offering that delivers high levels of symbolic,
experiential and functional value at the extreme luxury end of the utility luxury

continuum’ (Berthon et al., 2009, p. 49). This definition however does not reflect the
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luxury brand characteristics of price, quality, aesthetics, rarity and extraordinariness.
Therefore the more concise definition by Heine (2011, p. 32) that defines a luxury
brand as ‘images in the minds of consumers that comprise associations about a high
level of price, quality, aesthetics, rarity, extraordinariness and a high degree of non-

functional associations’ i the definition used in this research project.

Table 3. Luxury brand characteristics

CHARACTERISTIC DESCRIPTION

Price The brand offers products which belong to the most
expensive products of their category.
Quality The brand aims to create everlasting top-of-the-line products,

which will not be disposed of even after long utilization or
defect, but rather repaired and which often even gain in value
over time so that consumers can even hand them on to their
grandchildren.

Aesthetics The brand behaves like a chic and vain dandy, who would
never leave the house in less than perfect style. Whenever
and wherever the brand is seen, it embodies a world of
beauty and elegance.

Rarity In contrast to mass-market brands, the brand needs to limit
its production and tries not to disclose its (high) sales
numbers. The brand plays hard to get and is not available at
all times or places.

Extraordinariness The brand has a mind and style of its own and its products
offer an extra kick and surprise with the “expected
unexpected”.

Symbolism The brand stands for “the best from the best for the best”; its

charisma fills the room, and regardless of whether it is of a
conspicuous or understated nature, deep inside, it is swollen
with pride.

Adopted from (Heine, 2011, p. 62)

2.3.2.4 Where luxury brand consumers shop

Far from the product-based view of luxury (Dubois et al., 2001; Keller, 2009), a more
abstract view of luxury has emerged that focusses on the consumer and experience with
luxury (Hemetsberger et al., 2012). The pre-purchase stage of luxury brand acquisition

is as important as the post-ownership phase and some researchers acknowledge the
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importance of the luxury experience over actual luxury possession (Tynan et al., 2009).

Even though they do not buy, consumers crave the experience of luxury.

The internet plays a significant role in the information search process when making
luxury purchase decisions. Despite this, such consumers prefer to physically purchase
their items in an in-store instead of an online setting where touch is unavailable.
According to recent research by Google, 69% of luxury consumers prefer to shop in-
store to experience the product visually and or tactically (Shea, 2013). This preference
was found to overshadow concerns of buying counterfeits (28%), lack of customer
experience in an online environment (19%), luxury items being too costly to buy online
(15%), lack of salesperson contact (15%), lack of trust with online payment systems
(8%) and lack of experience with online shopping (5%). This demonstrates that luxury
brands possess unique features that draw consumers to want to be near them. Perhaps
the reason for this is what Patrick & Hagtvedt (2014) suggest, that luxury consumers
are more likely to judge luxury brands by their ability to satisfy their affective or
emotional expectations rather than their functional needs. As such, value their

experience in the store prior to purchase just as much as they do the product itself.

2.3.3 Brand literature research gaps

To date despite calls for research on a brand’s influence on product touch effects (e.g.,
Peck, 2010; Marlow & Jansson-Boyd, 2011; Grohmann, Spangenberg, & Sprott, 2007),
and brands’ recognized influence on consumer decision-making (as discussed in this
chapter), research in the area is lacking. Collectively, it is evident as research shows
that both brand and product touch are an integral part of the decision-making process
and examining their dual impact on consumer response presents both crucial theoretical

and practical implications.
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2.3.3.1 Brand familiarity gap

Viewed collectively, familiarity research highlights that familiar brands and products
are viewed more favourably than unfamiliar ones. It is evident that brand familiarity is
a key moderating variable affecting the consumer decision-making, judgment and
evaluation process. Only one study, that of Jha & Balaji (2015) has attempted to
examine the moderating effect of brand familiarity on the relationship between touch
and purchase intention. Jha and Balaji (2015) examined the effect of brand familiarity
on product evaluation in a touch and no touch environment, finding that differences in
need for tactile input influence purchase decisions dependent on the touch environment.
Specifically, high NTI individuals had higher purchase intentions for an unfamiliar
branded mobile phone, compared to those with a low NTI. The researchers also found
that purchase intentions for a less familiar brand product were greater instore (touch
environment) for high NTI, and that for high NTI individuals, the negative effects
associated with a no touch environment were overcome if the products on

offer/presented came from familiar branded products.

In summary, a brand familiarity moderation effect was found such that in the touch
environment high NTI individuals had higher purchase intentions for an unfamiliar
branded mobile phone, compared to those with a low NTI. Their study however
presents a number of flaws concerning methodological choices, which brings their
findings into question. First, they opted not to use actual products and there is no
evidence that participants actually touched products before expressing their purchase
intentions. Second, it can be argued that the written and visual descriptions provided
for their product of choice (a mobile phone) provided satisfactory information needed

to make a decision, therefore discounting the significance of touch.
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In this research project, the emphasis is specifically on products where touch is
primarily used to discern quality via texture, that is, touch provides diagnostic
feedback. Furthermore, in addition to purchase intention this study enriches the touch
and familiarity literature by examining additional important dependent measures:
willingness to pay, product evaluation and confidence in judgment. Also, the failure of
Jha & Balaji (2015) to find a difference in purchase intentions for high and low need
for touch individuals may be attributed to the choice of scale used: the need for tactile
input (NTI). The NTI only captures individuals on one dimension of touch, that is,
touch with a salient purchase goal in mind (instrumental need of touch), who tend to
not be as affected by not touching compared to those with a high autotelic need for
touch (Peck & Childers, 2003b). Overall, the aforementioned flaws imply that brand
familiarity’s role in the context of product touch is yet to be fully understood thus
warranting further investigation that will ultimately add to the richness of the touch and

brand familiarity research.

2.3.3.2 Brand status gap

The literature demonstrates a general consensus that luxury brands have greater appeal
and are viewed favourably by consumers. With demonstrated preference for luxury
brand purchasing in-store (Shea, 2013) a review of the literature reveals that academic
research has not provided empirical evidence regarding the effect of touching luxury
brand products on consumer response. Moreover, the underlying mechanism driving
this effect is unknown. In general, luxury branding research is limited to a large extent
by a focus on definitions and conceptualizations of luxury brands, with research on
luxury brand evaluation and information processing required (Patrick & Hagtvedt,
2014). The store atmosphere can influence customer experience and overall consumer

perception and judgment (Baker, Parasuraman, Grewal, & Voss, 2002) and even
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though touch behaviour is considered to play a role in the creation of this store
atmosphere, researchers are yet to empirically examine its effect for luxury branded

products.

24 CHAPTER SUMMARY

Chapter 2 presented an up-to-date review of the key literature in the domain of touch
and identified the key research gaps that exist. The literature review then proceeded to
highlight literature from both brand familiarity and brand status (luxury brand)
domains, also highlighting the research gaps that exist and how this research aimed to
fill these research gaps by integrating product touch and brand literature streams and
examining what moderating role brand familiarity and brand status have on the effect
of product touch on consumer product evaluation, purchase intention, confidence in
judgment and willingness to pay. Chapter 3 presents an integrated conceptual
framework which brings together the three different streams of literature and provides a
description of the constructs in the model as well as a series of hypotheses for testing
all of which are geared towards answering the research questions set out in section

1.5.2.
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CHAPTER 3: Conceptualization: The effect of

touch on consumer response and the moderating

effects of NFT, brand familiarity and brand status
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3.1 INTRODUCTION

Chapter 3 provides the theoretical and conceptual rationale used to answer the research
questions presented in Section 1.5.2. Specifically, it presents the research questions,
theoretical background of the proposed conceptual framework, description of model
constructs and proposed relationships (between the constructs) in the model. The
proposed conceptual framework captures the key independent variable of touch and
dependent variables (product evaluation, purchase intention, confidence in judgment
and willingness to pay) in addition to the moderating variables of need for touch, brand
familiarity and brand status. Lastly, the underlying mechanism between the
independent and dependent variables which are psychological ownership (cognition)

and affective reaction (affect) are discussed.

3.2 Conceptual framework

As mentioned in Chapter 2, product touch research is an emerging field thus little
knowledge on theories and concepts useful in explicating relationships is known.
However, literature from the Stimulus Organism Response (SOR) Model of
psychology concerning human behaviour provides insight that is relevant in predicting

relationships in the proposed conceptual framework.

3.2.1 Stimulus Organism Response (SOR) Model

The SOR Model posits that based on particular environmental stimuli (S), an organism
(O) perceives and reacts (R) to its environment (Mehrabian & Russell, 1974). The
organisms’ (O) responses consist of perceptual, physiological, feeling and thinking
activities (Bagozzi, 1986) that correspond to pleasure/displeasure (P), arousal/non-
arousal (A) and/or dominance/submissiveness that (D) in turn act as mediators to

behavioural responses (approach or avoidance). In a retail environment,
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approach/avoidance behaviour is reflected by store patronage intentions, exploration
inside a store, desire to communicate with others, satisfaction and performance,

including time and money spent (Mehrabian & Russell 1974).

In this research, touch acts as a stimulus to which participants react, that may lead to
differing responses. In answering the key research questions of determining direct
(touch), moderating (with the moderators brand familiarity, brand status, and need for
touch) and mediating effects (with the mediators psychological ownership and affective

reaction), the SOR model is therefore adopted for this research.

3.2.2 Development of SOR Model in marketing literature

Originally pioneered in environmental psychology, existing research demonstrated
support for the SOR model’s usefulness in enhancing understanding of consumer
behaviour (e.g., Donovan & Rossiter, 1982; Bitner, 1992; Donovan, Rossiter,
Marcoolyn, & Nesdale, 1994; Baker, Grewal, & Parasuraman, 1994). Donovan &
Rossiter (1982) introduced the concept of environmental psychology to marketing
research, finding that consumer behavioural intentions in a retail environment (e.g.,
monetary amount and time spent in-store) could be predicted by one’s reported

emotional state (a more positive state having a more positive effect).

The SOR model was further conceptualized in the context of the service industry by
Bitner (1992) who presents a model focussing on the effect of atmospheric qualities of
service organizations (‘servicescapes’) not only on consumers but employees. Bitner
(1992) refers to servicescapes as the manmade physical environment consisting of
ambient cues (those influencing the five senses consciously or subconsciously),

dimension of layout and functionality (organization of store machinery, equipment and
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furniture), and signage, symbols, and artefacts; all of which trigger/activate internal
reactions from consumers that influence their approach or avoidance behaviour.
Bitner's (1992) version of the SOR model introduced the additional factor of perception
(specifically perceived servicescape) that was directly influenced by the environmental
cues (S) that affected internal responses (O) of both consumers and employees. She
also proposed that individual (e.g., gender) or personality traits and situational factors

(e.g., current mood) could act as moderators to this effect.

Donovan, Rossiter, Marcoolyn, & Nesdale (1994) studied actual behaviour and
emotions during the shopping experience in two discount department stores. Study
respondents were approached at random and reported the time and money they
estimated would be spent in-store prior to and after entering and exiting the store. The
results showed the effect of emotional states (pleasure and arousal) was independent of
cognitive factors, with pleasure having a positive effect on both time spent and
unplanned spending. They further concluded based on the findings and comparison to
their previous study (Donovan & Rossiter, 1982), that arousal effects were context
specific (e.g., fear and excitement are negative and positive emotions caused by

arousal).

3.2.3 Use of the SOR in sensory marketing literature

The SOR model has been used in various studies examining the effect of
environmental/ ambient cues on emotion, cognition, intention and behaviour. Ambient
cues encompass visual and non-visual background conditions in a retail store
environment (Baker, Grewal, & Parasuraman, 1994). For example, when compared to a
simulated orange mall background, a blue background leads to increased simulated

purchases, higher tendency to browse and less purchase deferrals. Blue is effectively
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seen as calming and relaxing and red is perceived as increasing physical arousal and
excitement (Bellizzi & Hite, 1992). Given that colours with longer wavelengths such as
orange possess arousal qualities, the results indicated that emotional perception of
colour as opposed to the arousal characteristic could explicate the outcome. It has also
been shown that brighter lighting in-store (versus soft lighting) positively influences

product examination and handling (Areni & Kim, 1994).

Gulas & Bloch (1995) extended the SOR model and developed a model specifically
highlighting the impact of ambient scent as an environmental cue on emotions and
shopping behaviourThis model extension, although not empirically tested, proposed

the inclusion of individual characteristics (e.g., age) and moderator variables (e.g.,

scent congruity) in the SOR model. Doucé, Poels, Janssens, & De Backer (2013) took

into account the moderating effect of motivation and scent congruity proposed by

Gulas & Bloch (1995), finding that the scent of the pleasant smell of chocolate

positively influenced sales of thematically congruent books in the bookstore.

Further studies have shown that music volume and tempo can affect consumer
emotions and consequently the pace at which they do their shopping, amount spent and
duration of stay (Milliman, 1982; Milliman, 1986; Turley & Milliman, 2000). Based on
the SOR model Eroglu, Machleit, & Davis (2001) propose that website layout (colours,
graphics and design) can provide information about the retailer as well as influence
consumers’ emotional and behavioural reactions. Indeed, the SOR model is useful in
understanding consumer emotional and purchase behaviour response to online retail

websites (Mummalaneni, 2005).
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3.3 The proposed conceptual framework

An environment in which touch is and is not available may thus act as a stimulus
evoking differing responses from consumers. As reported earlier, touch has a
significant effect on how consumers evaluate products and that this effect is greater for
products where tactile examination provides an indication of the quality (or
functionality) of the product (Grohmann et al., 2007; Jansson-Boyd & Marlow, 2007,
McCabe & Nowlis, 2003). In line with Bitner's (1992) proposition of acknowledging
the effects of individual factors in response to stimuli, research also informs that an
individual’s need for touch moderates touch effects (Peck & Childers, 2003b).
Additionally, merely touching a product elicits feelings of psychological ownership (a
feeling that something belongs to you, without legal ownership) and positive feelings
towards the product (affective reaction) which then determine one’s willingness to pay

for it (Peck & Shu, 2009).

What is not known is if touch effects, in addition to being product- and individual-
specific, are also brand-specific and, if so, what underlying mechanism explains this.
Therefore, building on recent advancements in sensory marketing, this research further
develops the SOR model by introducing two new moderating factors to the model:
brand familiarity and brand status (see Figure 2). Need for touch is also captured and as
informed by prior research (Peck & Shu, 2009), the underlying mechanism informing
the brand familiarity moderation is examined from both a cognitive (psychological

ownership) and affective (affective reaction) perspective.

Consumer behaviour studies adopting an experimental approach (as with this research
project) can never fully capture and incorporate numerous constructs at one given time,

and the stringent nature of experiments calls for examination of only those deemed
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most relevant (Peterson, Albaum, & Beltramini, 1985). Thus the constructs in the
conceptual framework capture factors derived from an extensive review of touch,
brand, and psychology literature. Four dependent variables were examined: product
evaluation, purchase intention, confidence in judgment, and willingness to pay which
are henceforth collectively referred to as consumer response. From a theoretical and
academic perspective, none has been examined in relation to touch from a brand
familiarity and brand status perspective therefore the findings contribute to a greater
understanding of consumer behaviour both in touch and brand literature. The detailed
conceptual framework of this study is presented next, with the independent variable of
touch, moderators of brand familiarity, brand status and need for touch, and the
dependent variables of product evaluation, purchase intention, confidence in judgment

and willingness to pay.

Figure 2. Proposed conceptual framework

\

J

BRAND
INDIVIDUAL Brand familiarity
FACTOR Brand status /
Need for Touch RESPONSE
Consumer response
9  Product evaluation
STIML_JLUS v R 9  Purchase intention
Touch environment » ¢ Confidence in evaluation
LOU_I‘Eh A judgments
0 fouc 1 Willingness to pay
ORGANISM

Internal State
Cognition (Psychological
ownership)

Affect (Affective reaction)

The moderators (brand familiarity, brand status and need for touch) have been
discussed in detail in Chapter 2; thus they are only discussed in the hypothesis section
(section 3.3.2). A description of the mediators (psychological ownership and affective

reaction) is also discussed in the hypothesis section (section 3.3.2.5.8). The purpose of
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the forthcoming section is to thus present a discussion of the dependent variables and

rationale for their inclusion in the above framework.

3.3.1 Dependent variables

Four dependent variables were examined in this research project: product evaluation,
purchase intention, confidence in judgment and willingness to pay. These variables
were chosen for use in this research project due to their ability to predict consumer

behaviour, as explained in the forthcoming sections below.

3.3.1.1 Product Evaluation

Product evaluations ‘encompass a set of moderately related dimensions including
perceived quality, evaluative beliefs, perceived worth or value and overall affect’
(Olson, 1977; p. 283) and understanding how these evaluations are formed is one of the
principal questions of consumer behaviour research. This research project tests if
product evaluation differs by touch environment, that is, whether product favourability
can be driven through product touch. Comprehension of how product evaluations are
influenced (in this case through product touch) will lead to a better understanding of
how these evaluations can be effectively influenced to yield greater purchase
intentions, increased sales, brand equity and/or customer satisfaction, using product

touch.

3.3.1.2 Purchase Intention

Grewal, Monroe, & Krishnan (1998) define purchase intention as the probability that
lies in the hands of the customers who intend to purchase a particular product. These
intentions may be driven by personal experiences with products or recommendations

from other customers, such as through reviews for example. Although the predictive
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power of purchase intentions on actual behaviour is debatable (Chandon et al., 2005)
accounting for purchase intentions is still valuable to theory development and to
practitioners. The examination of antecedents of purchase intentions has therefore
spanned across various factors such as service quality and consumer satisfaction
(Taylor & Baker, 1994), store, brand name and price discounts (Grewal, Krishnan,
Baker, & Borin, 1998), retail price promotion framing (Chen, Monroe, & Lou, 1998)
and counterfeit products (Cordell, Wongtada, & Kieschnick, 1996). Purchase intention
represents ‘what we think we will buy’ (Blackwell, Miniard, & Engel, 2001, p. 283) and
marketing managers use reported purchase intentions as key inputs in predicting future
sales and discerning how their decisions and strategies will affect consumers’ purchase

behaviour (Morwitz, 2014).

3.3.1.3 Confidence in (Product) Judgment

Confidence is the degree of certainty a buyer has towards a product or brand (Howard
& Sheth, 1969). Understanding what guides the consumer decision-making process is
at the heart of consumer behaviour research; and confidence, be it in products, people,
a process or even technology has been shown to be a determinant of purchase
intentions (Bennett & Harrell, 1975; Howard & Sheth, 1969). Confidence is viewed as
a characteristic of judgment (Berger, 1992; Richard, Petty, Brifiol, & DeMarree, 2007)
and the level of perceived control in purchase situations may result in confidence given
that perceptions of control typically transcend into a state of confidence (Nataraajan &
Angur, 1998). In relation to touch literature, and hence the definition adopted in this
research, confidence in product judgment is defined as confidence in evaluation or
judgment of a product (Peck & Childers, 2003b). Early research by Smith & Swinyard
(1988) found that direct experience with an object has been reported to increase

confidence in judgment. Touch is a form of control (Peck & Shu, 2009) and can thus
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lead to a state of confidence in judgment as a higher level of frustration is experienced

when consumers cannot physically touch products (Peck & Childers, 2003b).

3.3.1.4 Willingness to Pay

Wertenbroch & Skiera (2002) define willingness to pay (WTP) as the maximum price a
buyer is willing to pay for a given good/s or service/s. Voelckner (2006) views it as a
context-specific individual level construct that is considered as a function of the
perceived value of a product in the specific ‘value elicitation situation.” This suggests
that consumers WTP for the same product may differ dependent on the context within
which it is presented, which, in this research project, is based on touch and brand
conditions. Indeed, Thaler (1985) found that individuals were willing to pay
significantly more for beer in a fancy resort (median amount of $2.65) than the amount
they were willing to pay for the same beer from a grocery store (median amount of
$1.50). Although the beer was the same, the WTP difference was subject to the context.
This could be explained using the real exposure effect, discovered and defined by
Bushong, King, Camerer, & Rangel (2010), who found that the physical presence of an
item at the time of choice led to a substantial increase in one’s willingness-to-pay for it.
Specifically, this effect was heightened when an item was physically present and
accessible (not shielded) than physically present and inaccessible (behind a Plexiglas
window). Overall, willingness to pay gives an indication of how a brand or product is
valued by the consumer which then has implications of price setting and/or

product/service/advertisement redesign.
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3.3.2 Hypotheses

3.3.2.1 Touch and consumer response

Touch allows for the intrinsic cues of a product to be examined. Intrinsic cues are
features of a physical product that cannot be altered without also altering the physical
product itself (Olson, 1977). Even a low priced pen is perceived as higher quality when
unpackaged because its intrinsic cues are accessible than when presented in packaged
form (Pincus & Waters, 1975). Prior studies in the area of touch primarily focused on
the effect of intrinsic product cues such as texture (Krishna, Elder, & Caldara, 2010;
Marlow & Jansson-Boyd, 2011), temperature (Zwebner et al., 2014), firmness (Krishna
& Morrin, 2008) and weight (Jostmann, Lakens, & Schubert, 2009). The more
diagnostic the intrinsic cue is in decision-making (such as the texture of a sweater for
example) the more influential it is on quality perception (Sprott & Shimp, 2004,

Wheatley, Chiu, & Goldman, 1981).

More recently Grohmann, Spangenberg, & Sprott (2007) have shown that the greater
the quality of the product (e.g., a pillowcase with a higher thread count than one with a
low thread count), the greater the positive evaluation when consumers were allowed to
haptically evaluate it. Touch is a form of approach behaviour (Grohmann, Spangenberg
& Sprott,2007) and approach behaviour can result in a positive attitude, liking and
preference (Mehrabian, 1981). This affirms what Heslin & Alper (1983) state, that
‘touching does, indeed, cause liking’ (p. 63). Touch is important and useful in
evaluating product features such as weight, texture, firmness and temperature (Klatzky
& Lederman, 1992; Lederman & Klatzky, 1987, 1993; Lindauer et al., 1986) and a
general preference is held for engagement with such products in an environment which
enables physical touch, before purchase decisions are made (McCabe & Nowlis, 2003;

Grohmann et al., 2007). Consistent with prior literature it is therefore proposed that:
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H1la. Touch has a significant positive effect on consumer response.

3.3.2.2 Touch, NFT and consumer response (Touch x NFT)

High NFT implies a preference for the haptic examination of products, whether for the
purpose of fun or to make a decision. When assessing products with higher touch
properties (where touch provides an indication of the quality or the primary
functionality of the product, e.g., the texture of a scarf), haptic information stored in the
memory is accessed to a greater degree by higher NFT individuals (Peck & Childers,
2003b) and this accessibility enhances the chance that the information will be used in
judgment formation (Lingle & Ostrom, 1979). The significance of individual
differences in haptic orientation and preference for product based haptic information
(NFT) is demonstrated in previous research (Jin, 2011; Krishna & Morrin, 2008; Peck
& Childers, 2003a, 2003b; Peck & Johnson, 2011) with the general consensus that
responses of those with a high NFT are positively (negatively) influenced when haptic
exploration is available (unavailable) while an indifference for low NFT is reported. It

is therefore expected that in line with these past studies:

H1b. The effect of touch is a function of NFT. Specifically, the effect of touch is

only significant for those with a higher NFT and not a lower NFT.

3.3.2.3 Brand related hypotheses

As discussed above, research supports that touch is significant in influencing consumer
behaviour. Yazdanparast & Spears (2013) however find that when touch is unavailable,
positive mood, price promotions, and product expertise are influential in increasing
purchase intentions and product judgment confidence for high need for touch

individuals. However, this research project argues that intrinsic cues (touch) do not
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work in isolation and the degree of their effect on consumer behaviour is collectively
determined by both intrinsic (touch related) and extrinsic (brand related) cues

specifically relating to brand familiarity and brand status.

3.3.2.4 Brand familiarity related hypotheses
Little is known of the influence of brand familiarity on consumer response in the
context of product touch, but the information processing theory of schema theory

provides insight into predicting this relationship.

3.3.2.4.1 Information processing theories

In order to process the information we are constantly bombarded with on a daily basis,
individuals must discerningly process and filter what is deemed as relevant or irrelevant
at the time by taking ‘cognitive shortcuts’ (Shugan, 1980). Information processing
theories explain how such cognitive shortcuts are utilized in the processing of
information and subsequently their effect on our perception and behaviour. As a whole,
information processing theory is a cognitive psychological approach used to understand
how the human mind transforms sensory knowledge, its premise being that incoming
information is stored in the memory and may motivate the retrieval of object-relevant
thoughts processed previously (Bettman, 1979; Tybout, Calder, & Sternthal, 1981).
Drawing from information processing literature, specifically from schema theory, this

research predicts that brand familiarity moderates product touch effects.

3.3.2.4.1.1 Schema theory
Schema theory asserts that cognitive processing is influenced by existing knowledge,
based on the categorization of information in schemas, where activation of this schema

knowledge occurs through cues such as words, symbols or images for example
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(Warlaumont, 1997). Bartlett (1932) defines a schema as a unit of knowledge in the
memory that additionally contains information regarding how this knowledge is to be
used. Schemas can also be considered as the group of associations or associative

networks linked to an object or person (Hoyer, Maclinnis, & Pieters, 2012).

3.3.2.4.1.2 Origins of schema theory

Bartlett (1932), one of the pioneering researchers of this theory, examined how
memory recollection of a story was influenced by existing knowledge (schemas). In
one of his experiments, British participants were verbally presented with the story ‘The
War of the Ghosts’, a Native American legend (unfamiliar to them). These participants
were asked to recall this story a short while after and subsequently over a period of
months. It was noted that over time participants altered unfamiliar elements to reflect
their own understanding thereby altering the story. Bartletts' (1932) seminal work
confirmed schema theory and demonstrated that memory is an active process that is
continuously altered as one’s schemata evolves with experience; memory is a
reconstruction and not an exact copy of experiences. Lack of pre-existing schemas
slows new incoming information processing which then requires additional information
to be sought. According to Beals (1998) when individuals are exposed to different
situations or experiences the brain attempts to search for schema matching the
experience in order to process it faster; the lack of existing schema therefore slowing

down this processing.

Schema knowledge shapes expectations that may sometimes inadvertently lead to
erroneous assumptions. As Brewer & Treyens (1981) found, memory recollection of
items in a room was influenced by schemas of what people expected to see or find in

that room, regardless of what was actually present. In their experiment, participants
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were asked to wait in a room that was identified as an academic’s study and later
questioned about what they saw in the room. Interestingly, some participants recalled
seeing books when in actuality, none were present. Just like Bartlett (1932), they
confirmed the effects of schema theory by showing that individuals have a tendency to
overlook or disregard information not attuned with their schematic information which
leads to a degree of bias. And focusing on information that is concomitant with their
schemas can lead to what is known as confirmation bias. Confirmation bias signifies
‘the seeking or interpreting of evidence in ways that are partial to existing beliefs,
expectations, or a hypothesis in hand’ (Nickerson, 1998; p. 175). Early artificial
intelligence research drew on Bartletts' (1932) schema theory, led by Minsky's (1975)
research to develop machines with human-like capabilities. Minsky's (1975) realization
that this human-computer integration was achievable if computers utilized their stored
knowledge to carry out processes led to the development of the frame construct which,

in essence, is similar to a schema.

Social interactions are also driven by schema. The social cognition perspective of
schema research indicates that individuals possess four schema types: event schemas,
role schemas, self-schemas and person schemas (Fiske & Taylor, 1991). Event
schemas, often referred to as scripts (Schank & Abelson, 1977) describe stereotypical
behavioural sequences and events such as those occurring when eating at a restaurant.
The sequence involves getting into the restaurant, sitting down, ordering a meal,
consuming the meal, paying the bill and leaving. Essentially, our notion of what is
considered suitable behaviour within certain contexts is stored in our memory. Role
schemas dictate expected norms and behaviour of achieved roles such as a doctor, and
ascribed roles such as age, race or gender (Rosch, 1978; Rosch, Mervis, Gray, Johnson,

& Boyes-Braem, 1976; Rosch, 1975). These roles are ordinarily known as stereotypes.
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Self-schemas refer to the information we store about ourselves which informs our self-
concept; and, lastly, person schemas are patterns of personality traits that we use to
classify people and interpret their behaviour. In effect, schemas influence the
evaluation of incoming information and subsequently inform our suppositions and
actions (Axelrod, 1973). As Fiske & Taylor (1991, p. 98) note, schemas ‘allow us the
comforting sense that we understand our world.” The following section presents

schema theory as situated in the marketing literature.

3.3.2.4.1.3 Schema and consumers

Consumers are constantly bombarded with vast amounts of product and brand related
information. Walker-Smith from Yankelovich Consumer Research states that ‘We’ve
gone from being exposed to about 500 ads a day back in the 1970s to as many as 5,000
a day today’ (Johnson, 2006). As a result, consumers unconsciously apply filters based
on existing schema to extract information useful in their decision-making (Shugan,
1980). Individuals possess schemas about people (e.g., celebrities association with
style), companies (e.g., Apple’s association with innovation) or places (e.g.,
Disneyland’s association with wholesome family entertainment) and consumer
schemas are made up of these specific sets of associations (Hoyer & Maclnnis, 2008).
The three key types of consumer schemata of predominant focus in the marketing
literature are product category schema (Meyers-Levy & Tybout, 1989; Mita Sujan,
1985), advertisement (ad) schema (Goodstein, 1993) and brand schema (Dahlén et al.,
2005; Halkias & Kokkinaki, 2013, 2014; Lange & Dahlen, 2003; Wansink & Ray,
1996). The focus of this study is on brand schemas, therefore product category and ad

schemas are only briefly discussed.
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3.3.2.4.1.4 Product category schemas, ad schemas and their effects

Product category schemas represent features that consumers associate with specific
products or product categories, such as beverages (Meyers-Levy & Tybout, 1989), a
camera (Sujan, 1985) or high and low end automobiles (Brown, 1992) for example.
While the aforementioned researchers have focussed only on the product aspect, others
have gone one step further and examined how and when these schemas are accessed
and consequently their effects on consumer decision-making. Schemas possess both
subjective and objective knowledge of ‘what’ something is. Product schema can
sometimes be viewed as brand schema such as with the case of the brand Sellotape that
is commonly used in reference to all transparent adhesive tape (Halkias, 2015) or the
iPod brand being associated with the digital music player product schema (Wayne
Hoyer & Maclnnis, 2008). Ad schemas consist of information regarding how
advertising is carried out, the layout, visual aspects, characters, execution structures,
auditory components and the scenes used (Stoltman, 1991). This knowledge may be
based in product category schema, such as what is considered as a stereotypical
toothpaste advert (e.g., filmed in a bathroom) or brand schema (e.g., Intel Insides

patented musical jingle played at the end of every ad).

Advertising research points to the positive effects of brand familiarity in advertising.
Within advertising clutter, familiar brand advertisements are more identifiable than
unfamiliar brands (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987; Dahlén & Lange, 2004). Additionally, in
the face of competition the persuasive power of familiar brands remains unaffected by
competing brands (Kent & Allen, 1994). Even when an advertisement message differs
from the brand’s image, a familiar brand will still be more memorable and viewed
more favourably than an unfamiliar brand (Dahlén et al., 2005; Lange & Dahlen, 2003;

Torn & Dahlén, 2007).
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3.3.2.4.1.5 Brand schemas

Brand schemas are the associations consumers attach to the brand as well as its benefits
and market position, representing both functional and symbolic knowledge regarding
the brand (Dahlén et al., 2005; Dahlén & Lange, 2004; Halkias & Kokkinaki, 2013;
Hoyer & Maclnnis, 2008). A consumer’s luxury brand handbag schema may thus
contain information pertaining to the characteristics of the handbag (e.g., black,
lightweight, signature features), symbolism attached to the luxury brand (e.g.,
exclusivity, class, sophistication) and a general attitude towards the brand (positive or
negative). One of the most distinguishing features between brands is brand familiarity
(Lange & Dahlen, 2003) and from a brand perspective, schema theory has been
predominantly applied to explain the effects of familiar versus unfamiliar brands in the
domains of advertising and brand extensions (Aaker & Keller, 1990). Familiar brands
(in comparison to unfamiliar brands) possess a more developed brand schema that
serves as the basis of future comprehension of additional or new information and are
often considered more trustworthy and hence more favourable (Aaker, 1991; Keller,

1993).

Current schema research has established that our memory and the content of our
schemas, is not innate and changes in accordance with our encounters and experiences
(Bartlett, 1932). As such, schema is continuously constructed and determined by the
interaction between stimuli from the environment and the internal state (schema) which
we possess at that time. It is possible, then, that the degree of influence of touch
(external environment) on consumer response may be a product of the brand schema
and associations possessed (internal environment) by the consumer at the time of

evaluation. However, scant research has attempted to examine the role of extrinsic cues
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(cues although related to a product that are not physically part of it (Olson, 1977) such

as brand for example) on the effect of product touch.

3.3.2.4.2 Brand familiarity and consumer response

Familiarity is indicative of prior exposure and the mere exposure effect (Zajonc, 1968)
proposes that increased stimulus exposure leads to more favourable evaluations,
irrespective of context. Schemas significantly affect how new information is processed
(Sujan & Bettman, 1989), and familiar brands present a current pool of information
from which to draw. When there is existing knowledge in memory regarding a brand
(brand schema), retrieval and storage of information is easier (Dahlén & Lange, 2004;
Kent & Allen, 1994) and the reliance on cognitive processing of incoming information
reduces with increased familiarity (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987). Therefore brand
familiarity eases the encoding, retrieval and storage of information. Previous research
findings show that this ease leads to greater preference accorded to familiar brands over
unfamiliar brands (Campbell & Keller, 2003) such as through more favourable
restaurant evaluations (Tam, 2008) for example. In Tam's (2008) study, consumers
reported a higher re-patronage intention for a known restaurant despite low satisfaction
in the known restaurant. This supports Brewer & Treyens (1981) schema expectation

and memory recollection disparity inference about confirmation bias.

Additional research points to the positive effects of brand familiarity in advertising
(Campbell & Keller, 2003; Kent & Allen, 1994) on product choice and purchase
intentions (Hoyer & Brown, 1990; Jiménez & San Martin, 2010). In the context of
advertising, familiar brand advertisements are more recognizable and stand out amidst
the advertising clutter consumers are exposed to (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987; Dahlén &

Lange, 2004). Advertisements from familiar brands also have greater persuasive power
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compared to those from competing brands (Kent & Allen, 1994). Similar to Tam's
(2008) findings on the influence of memory over experience (as discussed in the
preceding paragraph), Dahlén et al. (2005) showed that even when an advertisement
message differed from the brand’s image, a familiar brand was still viewed more
favourably. Essentially, brand familiarity enhances ‘perceptual identification of a
brand, increases the probability of inclusion in the evoked set, generates positive affect
toward the brand, and motivates purchase behaviour’ (Baker et al., 1986; p. 637). This
positive affect is transferable from the existing brand schema to the product (Fiske,
1982). Brand familiarity would therefore increase positive affect towards the familiar
branded product and have an overall positive effect on consumer response, compared to
unfamiliar brands, irrespective of the purchase context (touch or no touch). Brand
familiarity forms the basis of initial judgments irrespective of the context but as
product interaction increases this dissipates in favour of product based judgments
(Hoyer & Brown, 1990). This suggests that until consumers engage with products, they

ultimately opt for brands they know regardless of the intrinsic product properties.

Overall, prior literature demonstrates that brand familiarity positively affects consumer
decision making. These findings are further supported by the information integration
theory, which explores how attitudes are formed and changed through the integration
(combining) of new information with existing information or thoughts (Anderson,
1981). Information integration theory would therefore postulate that initial judgments
based on brand familiarity are driven by a top down approach of information
processing (derived from knowledge/familiarity with the brand), whereas an unfamiliar
brand invokes a bottom up approach (derived from an experiential/sensory product
level). This top down and bottom up information then combine to form a summary

impression of the product being evaluated (Anderson, 1965, 1981; Tybout et al., 1981).
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Based on previous research as well as support from the aforementioned theory, the

following proposition is made:

H2a. A familiar branded product has a more positive effect on consumer response,

than an unfamiliar branded product.

3.3.2.4.3 Touch, brand familiarity and consumer response (Touch x Brand
Familiarity)
Brand familiarity is a well-recognized moderator in various areas including consumer
satisfaction and repatronage intentions (Tam, 2008), purchase intentions (Arora &
Stoner, 1996), product choice/selection (Hoyer & Brown, 1990), advertising impact
and recall (Campbell & Keller, 2003; Kent & Allen, 1994; Machleit et al., 1993) and
new brand information impact on judgment (Dawar & Lei, 2009; Sundaram &
Webster, 1999). Familiarity is considered an antecedent of confidence (Flanagan,
Johnston, & Talbot, 2005; Laroche et al., 1996; Siegrist, Gutscher, & Earle, 2005) and
less confidence increases the propensity to acquire more information to reduce
purchase uncertainty (Locander & Hermann, 1979). Given that touch increases
confidence in judgment (Peck & Childers, 2003b), the uncertainty experienced with
unfamiliar brands may be alleviated via touch. Dependent on the level of brand
schema, limited or non-existent brand schema may motivate the acquisition of
knowledge, or additional information search. Therefore, in seeking to acquire
additional information, touch may serve as the conduit for this information. The greater
uncertainty characteristic of online purchase environments (which are no touch
environments) means brand familiarity has a greater positive impact in such situations
(Degeratu, Rangaswamy, & Wu, 2000). Lack of confidence derived from exposure to

an unfamiliar branded product combined with the inability to haptically gain
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information about that unknown brand product would therefore decrease overall

confidence and its evaluation.

Even negative word of mouth is shown to have a greater negative effect on unfamiliar
than familiar brands, resulting in lower product and brand evaluations for example
(Sundaram & Webster, 1999). Based on those empirical findings, it is rational to
predict that the positive effect of touching products would be experienced to a greater
extent for unfamiliar than familiar brands. Therefore this research proposes that touch
will improve consumer response, but this effect will only be apparent for unfamiliar
branded products because no pre-existing schema is contained for the unfamiliar brand,
touch serves as a conduit through which information is used to build new schema and
reduce uncertainty. Schema theory proposes that individuals with higher familiarity
possess existing information (brand schemas) thus reducing the need for additional
information required to assess a product. Therefore, from a touch perspective, it is
possible that despite consumer preference for physically touching products high in
diagnostic feedback during the pre-purchase stage (McCabe & Nowlis, 2003), lack of
the opportunity to touch may be compensated for by brand familiarity. As such, for
familiar brands, existing brand schemas may alleviate the requirement of acquiring
additional information via the haptic system, hence touching or not touching a product
from a familiar brand may have no significant effect on consumer response. As such,

the following proposition is made:

H2b. The effect of touch on consumer response is a function of brand familiarity.
Specifically, for the lower familiar (unfamiliar) branded products touch will have
a positive effect but no significant effect for the higher familiar branded products

will be found.
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3.3.2.4.4 Touch, brand familiarity, need for touch and consumer response (Touch
x Brand Familiarity x NFT)
In examining brand familiarity moderation of product touch effects it is pertinent to
also consider that it may be subject to an individuals’ NFT. Despite prior literature
informing of the negative response by high NFT individuals when they cannot (versus
when they can) touch products (Jin, 2011; Krishna & Morrin, 2008; Peck & Childers,
2003b; Peck & Johnson, 2011) it is possible that this negative effect can be
attenuated/compensated for using non-haptic related cues (Yazdanparast & Spears,
2013), in this case through brand familiarity. Therefore, given that product touch is
known to be more significant for high NFT individuals (see section 3.3.2.2 for a
detailed discussion), one may argue that NFT may moderate the previously proposed
two-way interaction (touch x brand familiarity). It is expected for high NFT
individuals, the effect of touch will be positive for both familiar and unfamiliar brands,
but this effect is greater for the unfamiliar branded products. Conversely, given that
low NFT individuals (not as reliant on touch during evaluation) would probably draw
inference from brand familiarity when determining their response to the products, the

familiar brand would be favoured more irrespective of touch. As such:

H2c. There is a three-way interaction between touch, brand familiarity, need for
touch. Specifically, individuals with higher NFT will respond more positively
when they can touch an unfamiliar branded product than when they cannot.
Lower NFT individuals will respond more positively to the familiar branded

products irrespective of touch.
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3.3.2.4.5 Mediation of product touch effects for unfamiliar branded products
Product touch was hypothesized to only have an effect for unfamiliar branded products;
therefore the mediation hypotheses are only predicted for the unfamiliar branded

products.

3.3.2.4.5.1 Psychological ownership

The terms psychological ownership and perceived ownership are used interchangeably
as both refer to a mental state of ownership that differs from legal ownership as it can
occur irrespective of legal ownership (Etzioni, 1991; Furby, 1980; Isaacs, 1933). In
regard to its origin, researchers have conjectured and proposed varied opinions that can
be viewed from two perspectives. The first being the view that psychological
ownership is resultant of a biological link innate in one’s genetics (McDougall, 1923)
while the second attributes socialization as the origin of psychological ownership
(McCracken, 1986). In effect, individuals are either born with an instinctive need to
possess or they learn it based on their interaction with others and with the world.
Notwithstanding this debate, the psychology of ownership has been investigated across
various milieus for over 70 years including child development (Isaacs, 1933), the
elderly (Cram & Paton, 1993) within diverse socio-economic classes (Rochberg-
Halton, 1980) and in the work environment (Dirks, Cummings, & Pierce, 1996; Pierce

et al., 2001; Pratt & Dutton, 2000).

Over the last 20 years most studies in business and management on psychological
ownership have been contextually based in employee and organizational behavioural
studies. Researchers have looked at defining psychological ownership (Pierce et al.,
2001; 2003), different forms of psychological ownership (Avey, Avolio, Crossley, &

Luthans, 2009) and consequences of psychological ownership (Buchko, 1993;
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O’Driscoll, Pierce, & Coghlan, 2006; Ozler, Yilmaz, & Ozler, 2008; Pierce,
O’Driscoll, & Coghlan, 2004; Van Dyne & Pierce, 2004; Vandewalle et al., 1995;
Wagner, Parker, & Christiansen, 2003). Pierce et al. (2001; 2003) propose three
pathways or routes to psychological ownership namely controlling the ownership
target, intimate knowledge of an object (coming to intimately know the target) and

identification or immersion of oneself in an object (investing the self into the target).

First, controlling the ownership target denotes the ability to use and control who uses
an object (Rudmin & Berry, 1987) which, as research shows, results in feelings of
ownership (Adler, Csikszentmihalyi, & Rochberg-Halton, 1983). According to Rudmin
& Berry (1987), ownership is the ability to use and control the use of a target (object).
As stated by Pierce et al. (2003), research shows that control of an object leads to
ownership feelings (Adler et al., 1983; Dixon & Street, 1975; Tuan, 1984). McClelland
(1951) believes that when objects can be controlled, they are deemed to be part of the
self. Second, intimate knowledge of an object involves the cultivation of feelings of
ownership about objects through a living association with them (James, 1890) through
which a merging of the self with the object occurs (Beaglehole, 1932). According to
Pierce et al. (2003) association is greatly linked with coming to know a target and it is
through this association that acquisition of information about the target (object) is
gained and one comes to know it intimately (Beggan & Brown, 1994; Rudmin & Berry,
1987). Beaglehole (1932) also contends that as a result of this intimate knowledge is a
merging of the self with the target (object) which therefore leads to a feeling of
psychological ownership. Lastly, immersion of oneself relates to investment of time
and effort. Fundamentally, the theoretical core and motivational epicentre of

psychological ownership is a feeling of ‘possession’ (Wilpert, 1991) where ownership
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feelings can develop for objects both material and immaterial in nature (Pierce et al.,

2001).

3.3.2.4.5.2 Affective reaction

The Merriam Webster’ dictionary defines affect as ‘the conscious subjective aspect of
an emotion considered apart from bodily changes.’ In keeping with a more academic
discourse view, Cohen, Pham, & Andrade (2006) consider affect as a term describing
an internal feeling state, distinct from liking, as liking is more derivative of an
evaluative judgment as opposed to being an internal state. The primary focus of affect
research in consumer literature is centred on moods (Cohen & Andrade, 2004; Pham,
1998), demonstrating the positive effect of a good mood on brand extensions (Barone,
Miniard, & Romeo, 2000) and product evaluations for example. A few researchers
have also examined the effect of specific emotions such as disgust, sadness and effects
of economic decisions (Lerner, Small, & Loewenstein, 2004), the influence of sadness
on low risk or safer choices and anxiety on rewarding and comforting options
(Rajagopal Raghunathan, Pham, & Corfman, 2006; Raghunathan & Pham, 1999). Peck
& Shu (2009) refer to affective reaction as the intensity of one’s emotional response to
a given stimulus and despite the growing interest and comprehension of affect’s role in
consumer behaviour, the topic is barely in its adolescence (Cohen et al, 2006) therefore

further research in the area is encouraged.

3.3.24.6 Psychological ownership and affective reaction as mediators of product
touch effects for unfamiliar branded products
Research shows that individuals tend to have a higher valuation for things they

perceive owning (Kahneman, Knetsch, & Thaler, 1990; Knetsch & Sinden, 1984; Peck

7 http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/affect
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& Shu, 2009; Thaler, 1980). More recently researchers have examined psychological
ownership in the realm of product touch (Brasel & Gips, 2014; Peck et al., 2013; Peck
& Shu, 2009; Shu & Peck, 2011). When touching a product provides positive tactile
feedback, psychological ownership increases leading to greater willigness to pay for it
(Peck & Shu, 2009). Interestingly, even negative tactile feedback increased
psychological ownership, despite it not leading to greater willingness to pay (Peck &
Shu, 2009). In effect, this demonstrates the strength that touch has on activating a sense
of ownership (psychological ownership), despite the context within which this touch
occurs. Individuals do not necessarily have to touch an item to feel closer to it, even
imagining touching it increases these feelings of psychological ownership (Peck et al.,
2013). Similarly, even ‘touching’ products via a touchscreen has the same effect
(Brasel & Gips, 2014). Shu & Peck (2011) have shown psychological ownership to be
a consistent mediator of willingness to pay. Overall, it is rational to predict that if touch
leads to feelings of ownership, it is possible that in addition to willingness to pay more,
this may translate into feeling more confident in evaluative judgments (confidence in
judgment), viewing the product more favourably (product evaluation) and wanting to

purchase the product (purchase intention). As such:

H3a. Touching unfamiliar branded products leads to an increase in psychological

ownership which then leads to a positive consumer response.

From an interpersonal touch perspective, being touched (interpersonal touch) increases
positive feelings towards the person instigating the touching (Fisher et al., 1976;
Patterson et al., 1986), when the person is not considered threatening or untrusting. A
shopping or consumption experience is also capable of eliciting affect. While

interpersonal touch can cause affective responses towards humans, the same occurs
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when products are touched (Peck & Shu, 2009). Greater positive affect is experienced
when one touches a pleasant rather than unpleasant surface, the result of which
determines the valence of product evaluations. In Peck & Wiggins' (2006) study,
participants received a pamphlet requesting a donation of time and money to a local
arboretum which contained either a manipulation eliciting a positive touch sensation (a
feather), a negative sensation (sandpaper) or a neutral sensation (tree bark). Consistent
with results in prior research, the pamphlet containing the positive manipulation
elicited stronger positive affect hence increased attitudes toward the message and
willingness to donate, than the negative manipulation. Altering the product surface
texture can make consumers feel attached to a product on an affective level
(Schifferstein & Hekkert, 2011) which translates to increased purchase and repeat

purchase intentions (Jansson-Boyd, 2011).

From the discussion in this section, it is evident that there are at least two reasons why
touch plays an important role in consumer product perception and hence evaluation:
psychological ownership and affect. It is possible for psychological ownership to
increase yet still have a negative effect on product evaluation as seen in Peck & Shu's
(2009) study. The valence (positive or negative) of the experience consumers have is
the key to defining the direction of their response. In essence, psychological ownership
and affect work in tandem. Additionally, touch may also increase positive consumer
feelings. Some research however has not found support for affect as a mediator,
concluding instead that the relationship may be information processing mechanism-
based, aimed at extracting the diagnostic attributes of a product, as opposed to affect
based (Grohmann et al., 2007). This inconsistency in establishing the definitive role of

affect’s influence, independent of and in relation to psychological ownership in touch
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literature, calls for additional research, more so now, when considering the contributing

effect of brand name. As such, it is proposed that:

H3b. Touching unfamiliar branded products leads to an increase in affective

reaction which then leads to a positive increase in consumer response.

Next, the research hypotheses regarding brand status are presented.

3.3.2.5 Brand status related hypotheses

3.3.25.1 Influence on brand status on product touch effects

Up to this point, the research discussed has not taken brand status into account. Another
novelty of my research project is that it tests whether documented effects of product

touch still hold when brand status is introduced as a moderator.

Beyond the functional benefits associated with luxury brands and products (e.g., high
quality), the heart of luxury lies in the ‘symbolic desire to belong to a superior class’
(Kapferer & Bastien, 2009, p. 314). Thus, exposure to luxury brands may motivate the
desire to physically interact (touch) with the products to symbolically feel closer to the
luxury brand. Indeed, the opportunity to see and touch luxury products (e.g., garments)
Is essential as consumers feel that online (a no touch environment) luxury brand
shopping lacks the ‘environmental quality’ which they enjoy in a luxury store
(Dall’Olmo Riley & Lacroix, 2003). According to the Luxury Brand Society webpage,
high net worth individuals are becoming more discerning about where they spend their
money and are craving innovative and immersive brand experiences above all else

(Vallois, 2015).

Sheena W. Karangi PhD Thesis 2017 Page 102



Supporting the aforementioned statement, recent insight into luxury retail shopping
indicates that consumers prefer to engage and interact with products in a physical
atmosphere. A study by ATKearney (2014)° reveals that in 2013, physical retail stores
accounted for 90% of annual sale income, despite their omnichannel presence (online
and offline). The report further revealed that even when consumers chose to purchase
online, two thirds visited a physical store prior to and after their online purchase. As
such, the physical store plays a significant role in influencing a sale or converting a
visit to a sale. The premise behind this being that ‘stores provide consumers with a
sensory experience that allows them to touch and feel products, immerse in brand
experiences, and engage with sales associates who provide tips and reaffirm

shopper enthusiasm for their new purchases’ (ATKearney, 2014).

3.3.2.5.2 Touch and consumer response (luxury branded products)

An individual’s brand schema contains a variety of brand associations formed through
direct experience with a company, word of mouth publicity, celebrity endorsements,
advertisements, or by the product or service of the product itself. For example, Apple is
associated with innovation, Hyatt Hotels with sophistication and BMW cars with
superior engineering. Luxury brand schemas primarily possess associations of high
price, excellent quality, rarity, aesthetic appeal, extraordinariness and symbolism
(Dubois, Laurent, & Czellar, 2001) which have implications on how consumers choose
to purchase luxury brands and products. Despite limited expertise and infrequent
purchase of luxury, individuals still express a liking and interest towards luxury
(Dubois & Laurent, 1994). Therefore, products that possess the ‘essence’ of luxury

brands (brand contagion) would be judged based on the known qualities of this brand

8 An independent survey of more than 2,500 consumers and dozens of retail executives
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(brand schema). Following the same rationale provided in section 3.3.2.1, that touch

has a positive influence on consumer response, it is predicted that:

H4a. Touch has a significant positive effect on consumer response to luxury

branded products.

3.3.25.3 Touch, NFT and consumer response (Touch x NFT)

Consistent with prior literature informing of the positive effect of touch for high NFT
individuals when they can (versus when they cannot) touch products (Jin, 2011;
Krishna & Morrin, 2008; Peck & Childers, 2003a, 2003b; Peck & Johnson, 2011) it is

expected that the same will be true for luxury branded products. Therefore:

H4b. The effects of touch on consumer response for luxury branded products is a
function of NFT. Specifically, touch effects will be significant for those with a

higher NFT but not a lower NFT.

3.3.2.5.4 Touch brand status and consumer response (Touch x brand status)
Similar to touch and brand familiarity, little is known about the relationship between
touch and brand status. However, contagion theory provides insight into predicting the

relationships between touch and brand status.

3.3.2.5.4.1 Contagion Theory

Contagion theory is one of the central laws of sympathetic magic developed by Frazer,
(1981) in the late 1800s to explain the pervasive magical practices and rituals in
traditional cultures (Rozin et al., 1986). According to this theory, when a person or

object (source) comes into contact with another person or object (target) either directly
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or indirectly, properties from the source are transferred to the target (Rozin &
Nemeroff, 1990). When the two are in contact the source transfers its positive or
negative ‘essence’ (all or part of its properties) to the target object either mentally,
physically or morally (Nemeroff & Rozin, 1994; Rozin et al., 1986). Once contact is
made, the ‘contaminating’ source properties are perceived as being transferred to the

target.

In an early experiment Rozin et al. (1986) found that when participants filled two
bottles with sugar, labelling one sucrose and the other sodium cyanide (with a red
‘poison’ sticker printed below the label), participants were still hesitant to drink a sugar
solution made from the sugar labelled sodium cyanide. The results implied that despite
individuals being aware that both containers were filled with sugar (having filled and
labelled them themselves), the poisonous label managed to transfer its negative

‘essence’ to the sugar solution.

3.3.2.5.4.2 Contagion theory in consumer behaviour literature

Marketing literature has also explored the role of contagion and shown that the
closeness to the source heightens feelings of contagion (Argo et al., 2006; Mishra,
2009; Morales & Fitzsimons, 2007). Products in close proximity to one another are
capable of ‘contaminating’ other products (Morales & Fitzsimons, 2007). For example,
product contagion stipulates that when a product eliciting disgust physically comes into
contact with a target product (e.g., in a grocery cart), its negative properties are
transferred to the target object consequently lowering its evaluation (Morales &
Fitzsimons, 2007). In one of their studies, Morales & Fitzsimons (2007) presented a
source item (Stayfree feminine napkins), target item (unbranded packaged cookies) and

non-target items (Cheerios cereal, laundry detergent) on a table in a straight line. In one
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condition, the source (feminine napkins thought to elicit disgust) and target items
touched each other while in the other both were six inches apart. After viewing these
items, participants reported lower evaluations and willingness to try the cookies in the
product touch than the no touch condition, implying that feminine napkins were

thought to physically contaminate the packaged cookies by mere contact.

The law of contagion also applies from person to product, meaning that a person can
transfer their ‘essence’ to or contaminate a product they have come into contact with.
Applying contagion theory in a consumer context, Argo et al. (2006) proposed a theory
of consumer contamination defined as ‘contamination from consumer touching’ (p. 31).
In their study, when consumers saw or were made aware that another customer had
touched a T-Shirt prior to them coming into contact with it, their overall liking and
purchase intentions for the shirt were lowered, with disgust being the underlying
mechanism resulting in this effect. The overarching conclusion was that consumers like
to touch products themselves but respond negatively when others have done so because

they feel the product has been contaminated by others.

Contrary to this, later research revealed that contact can elicit a positive response
(positive consumer contamination). In Argo, Dahl, & Morales' (2008) study, higher
product evaluations, purchase intentions and willingness to pay were noted for a T-shirt
believed to have been touched or worn by an attractive person prior to customer contact
with it. If the source of contamination is considered positive the target is favourably
influenced. One such example of contagion’s positive effect in the real world is seen in
consumers’ willingness to pay exorbitant prices for items that have come into contact
with celebrities. In 2004, Britney Spears’ used chewing gum was sold for $14,000, a

Super Bowl space suit outfit worn by Justin Bieber for $5,800 and more surprisingly
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Justin Timberlake’s half eaten French toast for $3,154. Possession of used chewing
gum or half-eaten French toast which has no functional value implies that the value
may stem from their symbolism to the individual. Beyond an associative perspective
(value derived from items serving as reminders of celebrities), Newman, Diesendruck,
& Bloom (2011) found that although economic value (potential resale value) has an
influential role in valuation, contagion was the most critical factor affecting the
valuation of celebrity items. Interestingly, items associated with a celebrity who was
viewed favourably were valued for both their contact with the celebrity (contagion) as
well as its potential resale value (market value). Conversely, items associated with a
celebrity who was viewed unfavourably were only valued based on their potential
resale value. The preceding studies demonstrate that contagion effects can be positive

or negative.

3.3.2.5.4.3 Gap in contagion theory in consumer behaviour literature

On review of the contagion theory marketing literature presented above, one key aspect
noted is that studies fall into two main categories: product-to-product contagion
(Morales & Fitzsimons, 2007) and person-to-product contagion (Argo et al., 2006,
2008; Newman et al., 2011). As Argo et al. (2008) suggest, certain brand types could
elicit particular positive feelings or associations that could drive positive contagion but
to my knowledge no study has empirically examined contagion theory from a brand
perspective. This research project aims to fill this gap by examining contagion effects
from a brand status (luxury or non-luxury) perspective. Based on the theoretical
framework, the term brand contagion was proposed to reflect a brand-product
contagion effect and this research project argues that brand contagion can occur (brand-
to-product contagion) and that this effect is transferred to consumers when the

consumer makes physical contact with the ‘the ‘contaminated’ branded product. This is
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one of the first studies that proposes this type of relationship (brand-to-product
contagion, and its transfer of effects through product touch) and by so doing provides
new insight into if and how a brand contagion effect occurs. In summary, the findings
will contribute to a deeper understanding of contagion theory in touch literature and
brand literature. Drawing on contagion theory, a discussion of the relationship between

product touch and brand status is now presented.

3.3.25.5 Touch, brand status and consumer response (Touch x Brand status)

Luxury consumption satisfies both extrinsic motivations ranging from status, social
recognition and impression management (Brinberg & Plimpton, 1986; Mason, 1992;
Novak & MacEvoy, 1990; Vickers & Renand, 2003; Vigneron & Johnson, 1999) as
well as the intrinsic motivations of pleasure seeking (Vickers & Renand, 2003). The
experientialism and symbolic dimensions of the Vickers & Renand (2003) model
identifies that luxury differs from non-luxury in that luxury stimulates sensory pleasure
(experientialism) and represents self enhancement, status and a sense of group
membership (symbolic interaction). The concept of a luxury brand is fundamentally
driven by the hedonic associations we hold of them (Patrick & Hagtvedt, 2014).
Internationally acclaimed psychologist Paul Bloom (2010, p. 22) contends that ‘the
pleasure we get from many things and activities is based in part on what we see as
their essences....it underlies our passions, our appetites and our desires.” As such, a
piece of art elicits greater pleasure when it is considered an original piece of art from a
master artist, wine tastes better when it is associated with a prominent name as it
implies higher quality and we cherish items that have been touched by famed
individuals (Bloom, 2010; Newman et al., 2011). This suggests that engagement with a

luxury brand may therefore yield greater pleasure than non-luxury brands.
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A luxury brand’s characteristic association with status and prestige (Kapferer &
Bastien, 2009; Veblen, 1899), exclusivity, high quality (Dubois et al., 2001),
heightened pleasure and increased self-esteem collectively embody a positive ‘luxury
essence.’ This research project argues that this essence is transferrable from the luxury
brand (source) to an individual (target) coming into contact with a luxury branded
product. Accordingly, the positivity derived from the transference of this essence is
bound to be greater for luxury than non-luxury brands. Additionally, as proximity
heightens the feelings of contagion (Argo et al., 2006; Mishra, 2009; Morales &
Fitzsimons, 2007) it would be expected that the luxury essence is greater in the touch
environment where proximity is enhanced. In a touch environment, an individual
comes into direct physical contact with the source item and drawing on contagion
theory this research infers that this brand contagion effect is activated through physical
touch with the product. For product categories that typically require physical evaluation
(i.e., touch is diagnostic), some of the information desirable for making a purchase
decision is not available in a no touch environment. Consequently, brand status may

serve as an important surrogate for intrinsic product attribute information. Thus:

H4c. Brand status moderates the effect of touch on consumer response.
Specifically, for higher luxury branded products product touch has a positive
effect. Conversely, for lower luxury branded products (non-luxury), there is less

likely to be a significant effect of touch.

3.3.25.6 Touch, NFT and brand status and consumer response (Touch x NFT x
brand status)
In the absence of intrinsic cues (through touch for example) it is possible that extrinsic

cues (such as brand name) would serve predictors of product quality and affect overall
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judgment (Olson & Jacoby, 1972), thereby serving as a compensatory mechanism for
high NFT individuals. Yazdanparast & Spears (2013) found that in an online
environment (no touch) purchase intentions and confidence in judgment for high and
low NFT individuals were comparable when those with a high NFT had a positive
mood, but a negative mood decreased both outcome variables to a greater extent for
high versus low NFT individuals. Similarly, the researchers found that in the presence
of online promotions, purchase intentions and confidence and judgment for high and
low individuals were similar but the absence of online promotions significantly reduced
this for high NFT compared to low NFT individuals. Therefore price promotions acted
as a form of ‘risk reduction’ in an online (no touch) environment that Peck & Childers
(2003b) showed adversely affect high NFT individuals. Low NFT individuals’
confidence in judgment is however not dependent on them touching the product (Peck
& Childers, 2003a). Along the same compensatory research findings as Yazdanparast
& Spears (2013), it is proposed that a luxury brand name can be considered as a non-
haptic factor that may be drawn on in instances when haptic exploration is unavailable

for high NFT individuals. As such:

H4d. There is a three-way interaction between touch, NFT and brand status.
When evaluating a lower luxury (non-luxury) branded product, consumer
response in the no touch environment will be greater for lower NFT than higher
NFT. When evaluating a higher luxury branded product, there will be no
difference in consumer response in the no touch environment between higher and

lower NFT individuals.
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3.3.2.5.7 Mediation of product touch effects for luxury branded products
3.3.2.5.8 Psychological ownership and affective reaction

The rarity and exclusivity principle of luxury means that luxury branded products are
desired by many but owned by a certain few (Laurent & Dubois, 1996). Unlike non-
luxury branded products that have widespread availability, luxury brand ownership is a
privilege. By the very nature of luxury shopping being a holistic pleasurable experience
(Dall’Olmo Riley & Lacroix, 2003), there may be more need to greater engage with
products from such brands, which would then increase consumer affect. It is safe to
assume then that anything that brings individuals closer to such products may bestow a
sense of ‘pride in membership’ therefore affect. However, for non-luxury brands, due
to widespread availability and lack of exclusivity, touching products may not
necessarily yield greater affect when compared to luxury brands, but a greater sense of
connection with the products (psychological ownership). That said, touch and touch
Imagery (imagining touch) are known to increase both psychological ownership and
affect (Peck et al., 2013; Peck & Shu, 2009) therefore both mediators could be the
conduit through which this occurs for luxury brands. Therefore, the following

propositions are made:

H4e. Psychological ownership mediates the effect of touch on consumer response

to luxury branded products.

H4f. Affect mediates the relationship between touch and consumer response for

luxury branded products.

A summary of all the hypotheses proposed are tabulated below (Table 4).
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3.4  Study hypotheses summary

Table 4. Hypotheses Summary

TOUCH

HYPOTHESES

Touch environment, need

for touch and consumer
response

HYPOTHESIS
NUMBER
Hla

HYPOTHESES

Touch has a significant effect on consumer response.

Hib

The effect of touch is a function of NFT. Specifically, the effect of
touch is only significant for those with a higher NFT and not a
lower NFT.

BRAND
FAMILIARITY

Brand familiarity and
touch environment

H2a

A familiar branded product has a more positive effect on
consumer response, than an unfamiliar branded product.

H2b

The effect of touch on consumer response is a function of brand
familiarity. Specifically, for the lower familiar (unfamiliar)
branded products touch will have a positive effect but no
significant effect for the higher familiar branded products will
be found.

H2c

There is a three-way interaction between touch, brand
familiarity, need for touch. Specifically, individuals with higher
NFT will respond more positively when they can touch an
unfamiliar branded product than when they cannot. Lower NFT
individuals will respond more positively to the familiar branded
products irrespective of touch.

H3a.

Touching unfamiliar branded products leads to an increase in
psychological ownership which then leads to a positive
consumer response.

H3b.

Touching unfamiliar branded products leads to an increase in
affective reaction which then leads to a positive increase in
consumer response.

BRAND STATUS

Brand status and touch
environment

H4a

Touch has a significant positive effect on consumer response to
luxury branded products.

H4b

The effects of touch on consumer response for luxury branded
products is a function of NFT. Specifically, touch effects will be
significant for those with a higher NFT but not a lower NFT.

H4c

Brand status moderates the effect of touch on consumer
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HYPOTHESES

HYPOTHESIS
NUMBER

HYPOTHESES

response. Specifically, for higher luxury branded products
product touch has a positive effect. Conversely, for lower luxury
branded products (non-luxury), there is less likely to be a
significant effect of touch.

H4d

There is a three-way interaction between touch, NFT and brand
status. When evaluating a lower luxury (non-luxury) branded
product, consumer response in the no touch environment will be
greater for lower NFT than higher NFT. When evaluating a
higher luxury branded product, there will be no difference in
consumer response in the no touch environment between higher
and lower NFT individuals.
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3.5 CHAPTER SUMMARY

Chapter 3 began by presenting the theoretically grounded conceptual framework as
well as a detailed discussion of the theory and concepts underpinning the
propositions developed for testing. Descriptions of the constructs in the model were
provided and the proposed relationships (between the constructs) in the model
discussed. Next, Chapter 4 presents the set of procedures followed and formal

method employed to facilitate the examination of these propositions.
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CHAPTER 4: Research Methodology
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4.1 INTRODUCTION

Preceding chapters have presented the context, research objectives, literature review,
conceptual framework and hypothesized relationships. Chapter 4 reports the set of
procedures followed and method employed to examine the proposed relationships. A
detailed discussion of the research approach, sampling method, participant
assignment, questionnaire design, reliability of measures, validity of measures and
research design, measures, stimuli/product selection, brand selection, pilot study,
main study design, manipulations, additional analysis and ethics adhered to during

the research is provided in this chapter.

4.2 Research Approach

4.2.1 Purpose of Inquiry

The purpose of inquiry in research is determined by what the researcher intends to
deduce from the data, and can be classified in three different ways: exploratory,
descriptive and explanatory (Blanche, Durrheim, & Painter, 2007). Exploratory
studies entail making initial investigations into comparatively unknown areas of
research utilizing a flexible and inductive approach (e.g., using interviews) set at
searching for new insights into a given phenomenon (Blanch et al., 2007).
Descriptive studies aim at providing an accurate description of phenomena while
explanatory studies, endeavour to provide causal explanations of phenomena
(Bryman, 2012). The purpose of this research is testing the direct and indirect
(moderation and mediation) relationships proposed and is therefore classified as

being explanatory in nature.
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4.2.2 Research Paradigm

A paradigm is a ‘cluster of beliefs and dictates’ (Bryman, 1988, p. 4) influencing
what should be studied, how research is undertaken and how results are interpreted
(Bryman, 2012). ‘To ensure a robust research design, researchers must choose a
research paradigm that is congruent with their beliefs about the nature of reality’
(Mills, Bonner, & Francis, 2006, p. 2). The research project situates itself in the
philosophical paradigm of positivism, as its seeks to generate hypotheses for testing
(Bryman, 2012) that will allow for the prediction and control of phenomena (Guba &
Lincoln, 1994). Philosophers such as Aristotle, Bacon, Locke, Comte, and Kant
advocated for this rationalistic, empiricist philosophy (Mertens, 2005, p. 8) which
they felt ‘reflects a deterministic philosophy where causes probably determine effects
or outcomes’ (Creswell, 2003, p. 7). In this positivist paradigm, the purpose of
theory is to generate testable hypotheses that will allow explanations of laws to be
assessed (Bryman, 2012). Accordingly, drawing from touch (stimulus organism
response model and contagion theory) and brand literature (schema theory),

relationships were proposed in the form of hypotheses.

4.2.3 Research Design
A research design forms the ‘framework for the generation of evidence that is suited
both to a certain set of criteria and to the research question in which the investigator

is interested” (Bryman, 2012, p. 45).

4.2.3.1 Research Method
Positivism advocates for a quantitative research design employing a hypothetico-
deductive approach (Bryman, 2012; Somekh & Lewin, 2006) where proven

hypotheses are seen as acceptable facts or laws (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). A review of
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previous work on the study of touch in the marketing literature shows that the
experiments have been the predominant research method in testing hypothesized
relationships (e.g. Argo, Dahl, & Morales, 2006, 2008; Grohmann, Spangenberg, &
Sprott, 2007; Klatzky & Peck, 2012; Peck, Barger, & Webb, 2013; Peck & Shu,
2009). This precedent, in addition to the research paradigm and approach within
which this research is situated called for the use of quantitative methods synonymous

with a deductive approach, specifically via the use of experiments.

Experiments facilitate control over an independent variable (Freedman, Pisani, &
Purves, 2007; Kirk, 2009) which in this case is touch, for the purpose of measuring
its influence on consumer response. In effect, experiments aid in the examination of
the effect of different levels of an independent variable(s) on a dependent variable(s)
(Kuhfeld, Tobias, & Garratt, 1994). Causality establishment required stringent
control measures to counter any exogenous Vvariables that could have affected or
explained observed effects, separate from effects generated from the variables
intentionally manipulated (in this case, touch). In addition, determination of this
effect required the manipulation of touch (the independent variable) to form
comparable groups (a control group - no touch; and an experimental group - touch).
An extensive literature review and pilot testing informed the plan for running the

experiments (experimental design).

4.2.3.1.1 Experimental design

An experimental design outlines the ’plan for assigning experimental units to
treatment levels and the statistical analysis associated with the plan’ (Kirk, 1995,; p.
1). The most common design approaches for experiments are within subject and

between subject designs. In a within subject design participants are exposed to all
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levels of the independent variable and in a between subjects design, participants are

only subjected to one of the various treatment conditigeppel & Wckens, 2004)

A key advantage of within subject designs is using the same subjects in all treatment

conditions makes the results more comparable and thus sensitive (Keppel &

Wickens, 2004) However, using the sampar ti ci pant’ s expose
treatmentgherefore maynadvertentlyrevealthe aim of the research study. In this

research project, the same products were used in each treatment condition, but their
brand names changed across treatments. Thus, t@ngame participants would

have alerted participants of this and possibly influenced their response to them in the

touch and no touch conditions. As such, an alternative research design was sought.

The alternative research design is a between subjects design which allows for
multiple variables to be tested concurrently, where participants are assigned to only

one treatment group (Christensen, 2004; Keppel & Wickens, 2004). As the prime
focusof this researctay in determining if and how the touch effect varied in relation

to brand familiarity and brand status separating participants through the between
subjects design limited carryover effects in the experiment from occurring.
Specifically, tle participant fatigue effectvhich negatively impacts participation
concentration and thpractice eféct (where repeated exposure leads to learning),
both of which interfere with study resuli€eppel & Wickens, 204). In addition to
limiting the aforementioned effects, the between subjects design separated the touch
(touch, no touch) and brand (familiar, unfamiliar; luxury, +axury) groups and
allowed for the true purpose of the experiment to remain hidderachn respective
Study (1 and 2), the stimuli used across participants in the control and treatment
groups(threedifferent productsvere kept constanihe between subjects design is

not without its limitationshowever specifically, a decreased sensitivity of its
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findings therefore the requirement of a larger sample size (compared to a within
subjects design) (Keppel & Wickens, 2004). To allow for a statistically significant
effect size to be derived Keppel & Wickens (2004)ecommend using a sample size
of at least 3Qper experimental condition. To increase the likelihood of achieving
these numbers in this research, steps were taken in the participant recruitment phase
to reach a large number of potential participants (e.g. through emails, posters, flyers)

as well as encourage participation through incentives.

Within subject and between subject designs serve as the foundations for factorial
designs (Keppel & Wickens, 2004). Factorial designs enable the examination of two
or more variabledo determine their independent and interactive effects on the
dependent variablgChristensen, 2004As the interaction effect of touch and brand
(brand familiarity and brand status) was also of interest to the researcher, this
research adopted a factorial between subject design where participants were

randomly assigned to different treatment groups within each experiment.

4.2.3.1.2 Experiment setting adopted

Experiments are carried out in one of two settings: non-contrived settings (field
experiments) or contrived settings (lab experiments). A field experiment is defined as
‘a true randomized experiment conducted in a natural setting (Hewstone & Stroebe,
2015; p. 6). This natural setting (that is, the real world) increases ecological validity
which is advantageous (Bryman, 2012) but also means that the researcher has less
control over the experiment (Hoyer & Maclnnis, 2008). The uncontrollable intricacy
inherent to field experiments (e.g. reduced experimenter control and uncontrolled
extraneous variables) further creates issues with inference that may result in lower

internal validity (Brehmer & Dorner, 1993).
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On the contrary, contrived settings (i.e. artificially simulated environments normally
occurring in a lab setting) provide a greater degree of control over the experimental
activities (Sekaran, 2000). A lab experiment is a ‘research study in which the
variance of all, or nearly all, of the possible influential independent variables not
pertinent to the immediate problem of the investigation is kept at a minimum’
(Kerlinger & Lee, 2000; p. 579). Consumer behaviour lab experiments endeavour to
examine the behaviour-environment relationships by eliminating a large number of
extraneous variables that could influence antecedents and consequences of consumer
behaviour (Foxall, 2016). By reducing the number of, and controlling for these
extraneous variables the actual causal effects of the investigated independent variable

on the dependent variable can be deduced (Sekaran, 2000).

The advantages and disadvantages of using lab experiments have given rise to
discourse within both behavioural and social scientific research (Foxall, 2016). As
previously mentioned, lab experiments are advantageous as a researcher has a higher
degree of control of the experiment (e.g. through assignment of subjects to treatment
conditions), which likely increases internal validity (Bryman, 2012). Additionally,
this level of control of the experimental environment means that lab experiments are
more straightforward to replicate than field experiments are (Bryman, 2012).
Notably, one of the key limitations of lab experiments is the difficulty in establishing
ecological validity (Bryman, 2004, 2012; Foxall, 2016), as the experimental setting
used is unlikely to be related to a real world context (Bryman, 2012). Although lab
experiments are often criticized for their artificiality, they nevertheless exhibit
experimental realism, in which participants are sufficiently engrossed and actively
involved in the experiment and thus genuinely respond to the treatment they are

exposed to (Aronson & Carlsmith, 1968). As such, it is arguable that experiments do
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represent a form of reality. In this research, the main purpose was to examine the
moderating effect of brand familiarity and brand statas o u ¢ h ' shuseaimbre c t s
controlled envionment was required. As such th@eriments were conducted in the

contrived setting of lab based experiments.

4.3  Sampling Method

Consistent with prior experimental touch research (Citrin et al., 2003; Grohmann,
Spangenberg, & Sprott, 2007; McCabe & Nowlis, 2003; Peck, Barger, & Webb,
2013; Peck & Shu, 2009; Peck & Wiggins, 2006), the non-probability sampling
method of convenience sampling was adopted, where some subjects within the
population had a greater chance of being selected than others (Bryman, 2012). Non-
probability sampling is a preferred method in this study as it is cheaper, faster and
resource friendly (Somekh & Lewin, 2006) than probability sampling where subjects
have an even or known chance of selection (Christensen, 2004; Somekh & Lewin,
2006). Although probability samples have a lower risk of selection bias, they are still
susceptible to a level of sampling error that would account for the variance in
characteristics of the sample and the population (Christensen, 2004; Somekh &
Lewin, 2006). Experimental researchers note that probability sampling is seldom
attainable in reality, and therefore samples used in experiments tend to be ‘samples
of convenience”(Keppel & Wickens, 2004, p. 9). Consequently, respondents were
randomly allocated to different treatment groups by allocating them to different time
slots and alternating the treatment administered in each. Each participant had no prior

knowledge of the condition they would be assigned to.
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4.3.1 Sample

Convenience sampling involves using samples that are readily accessible to the
researcher (Somekh & Lewin, 2006) and this method was employed to recruit a
university student sample for this research. Using university students decreases the
probability of extraneous variables (unexplained variance) from affecting
experimental analysis and therefore the research outcome (Reynolds, Simintiras, &
Diamantopoulos, 2003; Laroche, Yang, McDougall, & Bergeron, 2005). University
students also provide insightful data regarding basic psychological processes and are
suitable samples for basic research on causal mechanisms (Kadres,1996). In addition,
a university student sample is deemed appropriate for this research as similar
samples have been used extensively in prior touch related studies (Atakan, 2014;
Brasel & Gips, 2014; Klatzky & Peck, 2012; Peck & Johnson, 2011; Peck & Shu,
2009; Peck & Wiggins, 2006). Furthermore, lab research with a university student

sample is cost effective and efficient.

The sample was drawn specifically from the University of Kent, UK, for two
reasons. First, this location contained the population of interest (homogenous group
of university students) and second, it was convenient as the researcher is based in the

region and therefore had easier access to the population.

4.4  Participant assignment

In a bid to overcomassignment biasften touted as a disadvantage of a between
subjects design, subjects were randomly assigned to one treatment group. Each
treatment was conducted on different days in different classrooms. At theftime
signing up to the experimental treatments participants were unaware of what specific

treatment they would undergo thtieey selected attendance based on timing only.
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Effort was made to recruit participants from across the university through widespread
use of posters and use of classrooms at the University of Kent Business, Economics,
Psychology, Engineering and Mathematics. This randomization is considered a key
foundation of good experimental desigfisher, 1925; 1938)that aids in limiting

the probability of systematic differences in the characteristics of participants from
affecting results, resulting in an outcome attributable to the specific experimental
treatment Keppel & Wickens, 2004)Randomization also allowed for the contobdl
possible nuisance variables'® (Kerlinger, 1986) by distributing their effects equally

across groups (Sekaran, 2000). Therefore, increasing the likelihood that individual
factors that could influence the observed effect were spread outyequashg all

groups thus increasinghe probability of internal validity (Bryman, 2012).

4.5  Questionnaire Design

45.1 Question format

Constructs were measured on Likert (Agree-Disagree) and Semantic Differential
scale (item specific) formats. Likert scales are popular among social scientists and
marketing researchers as evidenced in The Marketing Scales Handbook, which
reports numerous citations to articles that have used such scales. Easy visual display,
a wide range of measurable constructs and quick administration are cited among
some of the reasons for this popularity (Revilla, Saris, & Krosnick, 2014). Despite
this, it is acknowledged that using Likert scale questions increases the susceptibility
of acquiescence response bias (Billiet & McClendon, 2000; Watson, 1992). This is

the tendency for respondents to agree, rather than disagree with every question

9 Sir Ronald Fisher (1890-1962) was a leading statistician, eugenicist, evolutionary biologist,

geneticist, and considered father of modern experimental design.

WFactors that may influence the value of the dep
(Keppel and Wickens, 200g. 6).
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irrespective of the content (Baumgartner & Steenkamp, 2001) due in part to effort
avoidance in answering questions effectively (Krosnick, 1991), and as such, yielding
lower quality data. In light of this, measures were taken to reduce the acquiescence
bias of the questionnaire. Specifically, question response categories were partially
labelled (that is, only endpoints were labelled), as the fully labelled categories have
been shown to reinforce the influence of this ‘positivity bias’ (Weijters et al., 2010).
Additionally, effort was made to ensure that constructs were measured successfully
and following the recommendation by Wetzel (1977, p. 89) who states that, ‘One of
the cardinal rules of experimentation is to measure the major dependent variables
first,” the dependent measures were placed prior to the demographic and all other

measures in the questionnaires.

4.6  Reliability of measures

Reliability relates to the consistency of a measure, more specifically, the degree to
which a rating scale produces consistent and steady results (Wilson, 2003;
Christensen, 2004). The reliability of a measure ‘indicates the extent to which the
measure is without bias and hence offers consistent measurement across time and
across the various items in the instrument’ (Sekaran, 2000; p. 204), and is assessed
by examining the degree of consistency between measurements of a variable (Hair,
Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010). It measures the degree to which a measure is error
free and therefore consistent across time and across the items included in that

measure (Sekaran, 2000).

Two methods can be used to derive an estimate of reliability; split half reliability
tests and/or interitem consistency reliability (Sekaran, 2000). Split half reliability is a

test of reliability that measures reliability by dividing the test items into two equal
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halves, each of which is then scored and results compared to each other (Christensen,
2004), thus giving a measure of the equivalence of the content of the test (Jackson,
2015). The test is assumed to be reliable if equivalent results are obtained from each
half (Christensen, 2004). Essentially, Split half reliability method measures the
degree to which all parts of the test contribute equally to what is being measured but
is affected by the reduction in length, thus is a favored method when the number of
items in a measure is large (George and Mallery, 2016). Interitem consistency
reliability tests respondent consistency in assigning the same value to items in a
measure (Sekaran, 2000). Dependent on the type of variable being dealt with two
tests can be used to this effect: Cronbach coefficient alpha (Cronbach, 1951) and
Kuder-Richardson formulas (Kuder & Richardson, 1937). Of the two, Cronbach
coefficient o is the most popular and is used for multi-item scales items while Kuder-
Richardson for dichotomous items (Sekaran, 2000). Reliability for each of the
constructs in this research was assessed using Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient (o) in

Study 1 and 2 (Sections 5.4 and 6.4).

4.7  Validity of measures

Measurement validity refers to the degree to which a measurement instrument
actually measures what it is designed to measure (Field, 2013). Three main
categories of validity are of specific interest where self-report measures such as
questionnaires are concerned: content, construct and criterion related validity
(Christensen, 2004; Sekaran, 2000; Field, 2013). Content validity (also known as
face validity) is related to the degree to which items in a scale are truly representative
of the construct they are intended to measure (Field & Hole, 2003). That is, that the

individual items in the measurement encompass the full range of the construct (Field,
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2013). Content validity increases the chance that the items are representative and are

drawn from a universal pool of questions (items) (Cronbach, 1971).

To increase content validity, the questionnaire was vetted by one marketing
academic before the pilot study and feedback received included using a purchase
intention measure consisting of more than two items as initially planned. Literature
informs of a debate regarding the use of single or multiple items scales in marketing
research. A recent methodological paper in the Academy of Marketing Science
Journal notes that despite the advantageous parsimony and ease of administration
offered by single item over multiple item scales (e.g. Fuchs & Diamantopoulos,
2009; Wanous, Reichers, & Hudy, 1997), researchers should not be too quick in
adopting single item scales (Diamantopoulos, Sarstedt, Fuchs, Wilczynski, & Kaiser,
2012) as in most empirical settings multi-item scales clearly outperform single items

scales in terms of predictive validity.

Indeed, multiple item scale use is standard practice in academic marketing research
(as noted by (Diamantopoulos et al., 2012), further evidenced by their prevalence in
numerous marketing scale handbooks (e.g. Bearden, Netemeyer, & Haws, 2011;
Bruner, Hensel, & James, 2005). Accordingly, Diamantopoulos, Sarstedt, Fuchs,
Wilczynski, & Kaiser (2012) advise that researchers follow what they term as
‘conventional wisdom’ and opt for multiple item scales in empirical studies, a
sentiment endorsed by extant literature (e.g. DeVellis, 2003; Netemeyer, Bearden, &
Sharma, 2003; Spector, 1992). Their suggestion in addition to the previously
mentioned feedback from an academic led to the decision to adopt the norm; multi
item scales in this research project. The procedure of manipulation of the

independent variable touch was adopted from prior research (Grohmann, 2002;
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Grohmann et al., 2007) and all definitions and scale items were adopted from

existing well established measures with demonstrated content validity.

Construct validity is defined as the extent to which an operational set of items
accurately measures the concept under investigation (Netemeyer, Bearden, &
Sharma, 2003). It essentially assesses the link between the measure and the theory.
Construct validity is increased where scales possess multi (versus single) items
(DeVellis, 2003), therefore this research used well established multi item scale

measures with proven construct validity.

Criterion related validity is attained when the measure used differentiates
respondents on the criterion it is expected to predict (Sekaran, 2000). Criterion
validity is normally assessed through the use of correlation coefficients; however, as
no new measures were developed to measure constructs in this study, no steps were

taken to check for this in this research project.

In addition to measurement validity, the validity of the research design was also

considered and discussed.

4.8  Validity of research design

As experiments were used in this research, steps were taken to increase validity
through experimental design and measurement. Internal validity of the research
design relates to the degree to which ‘we can accurately infer that the independent
and dependent variables are causally related’ (Sekaran, 2000, p. 198) while external

validity is the ‘extent to which the experimental results can be generalized across
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variations in people, settings, treatments, outcomes and time’ (Sekaran, 2000, p.

216).

Control of experimental procedures, measures, treatments and participants are ways
in which internal validity can be increased in experimental research (Creswell, 2012;
Creswell, 2013). In this research, the likelihood of internal validity was increased
through control by design (the same procedure in the touch conditions and the same
procedure in the no touch conditions, across all experiments), experimental
procedures (standardized instructions were used for each of the experiments - see
Appendix 4, 5 and 6) and counterbalancing the order in which products were

presented to participants.

Regarding participants, control by randomization was used where participants were
randomly assigned to the experimental groups which assured that any dissimilarity of
participants was not methodically related to the treatments administered. Through
randomization, both known and unknown factors (nuisance variables) that could
‘contaminate’ or affect the given relationship under investigation, were spread across
all groups hence reducing the effect of possible confounding effects by individual
variables (Sekaran, 2000) and increasinghe probability of internal validity (Bryman,
2012). These methods improved the degree of comparability of measures taken from
the different experimental groups in the study. In an effort to increase ecological
validity (generalizability of results across settings) multiple products were used in
each experimental treatment. Specifically, participants evaluated three products, one
at a time, presented in rotation such that the order in which products were presented

varied.
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49  Measures
The measures used were carefully derived from prior studies based on an extensive

literature review with proven validity as discussed below.

4.9.1 Product evaluation

How consumers evaluate products is one of the central questions of consumer
behaviour research and is of interest to both academics and marketing practitioners
alike. Product evaluation was included to assess participants’ overall product liking
and was operationalized as ‘attitude towards the product.” An attitude is a set of
beliefs, experienced and feelings forming a predisposition to act in a given direction
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) affecting intentions and consumer behaviour. A favourable
product attitude often translates into favourable brand attitudes and choice (Posavac,
Sanbonmatsu, Seo, & lacobucci, 2014). This research project proposes and tests
whether product touch can be an antecedent to product attitude formation (product
evaluation) when those products can be touched versus cannot be touched; that is,
whether product evaluation can be driven through product touch. Comprehension of
how attitudes towards products are influenced (in this case through product touch)
will lead to a better understanding as to how these attitudes can be effectively
influenced to yield greater purchase intentions, increased sales, brand equity and/or

customer satisfaction, through the use of product touch.

Product evaluation is operationalized and measured using the three-item seven-point
‘Attitude Toward the Product’ scale adapted from Holbrook & Batra (1987) with
endpoints ‘Strongly Agree’ and ‘Strongly Disagree.” The three items were: ‘I like
this (product)’, ‘I feel positive toward the (product)’ and ‘The (product) is good.’

Although originally used to assess responses to advertising, the flexibility of this
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scale has seen it used to measure various constructs such as product evaluation
(Muthukrishnan & Ramaswami, 1999), service evaluation (Stafford & Day, 1995)
hotel chains evaluation (Posavac, Sanbonmatsu, Kardes, & Fitzsimons, 2004), events
evaluation (Ruth & Simonin, 2003) and country of origin evaluation (Gurhan Canli
& Maheswaran, 2000). This extensive use gives an indication of the quality of the

measure and its reliability therefore it was adopted in this research.

4.9.2 Confidence in judgment

In this research, confidence in judgment is viewed in relation to the confidence in
individual attitudes and evaluations of the product (after experimental exposure).
This was assessed using one question with two seven-point semantic differential
scales (1 = Not very confident, 7 = Very confident and 1 = Not very sure. 7 = Very
sure) adopted from Peck & Childers' (2003b), where participants were asked ‘How
confident are you with your product evaluation?.’ Given that the scale only had two
response categories, a Pearson’s bivariate correlation was run with the two items (see
sections 5.4 (Study 1) and 6.4 (Study 2) for results), with results showing a
significant high correlation, indicative that both measured the same aspect.

Consequently scores were averaged and combined into one.

4.9.3 Purchase Intention

Purchase intention was measured to assess ‘an individual’s conscious plan to make
an effort to purchase a brand’ (Spears & Singh, 2004, p. 56). Fishbein & Ajzen
(1975) consider purchase intention as a subjective inclination toward a product,
which serves as a predictor of behaviour. This predictive link to actual behaviour has
made this concept one of interest in numerous marketing studies (Chandon, Morwitz,

& Reinartz, 2005; Dholakia & Morwitz, 2002; Mittal & Kamakura, 2001; Morwitz,
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2001). Researchers have made reference to purchase intention using different terms
such as ‘possible to buy’ and ‘intended to buy’ (Zeithaml, 1988). Accordingly, past
studies have measured this concept using different sets of items, making the choice
of an appropriate scale a confounding exercise for any researcher. For example
MacKenzie, Lutz, & Belch (1986) use a three-item seven-point scale (likely/unlikely,
probably/improbable and possible/impossible) while Batra & Ray (1986) use a single

item seven-point scale (definitely would buy/definitely would not buy).

Previous scales have also varied by the number of items: two-item scales (e.g.,
Boulding, Kalra, Staelin, & Zeithaml, 1993), three-item scales (e.g., MacKenzie et
al., 1986), four-item scales (e.g., Prendergast & Hwa, 2003). Spears & Singh (2004)
note that despite its popularity, no standard purchase intention scale with
psychometric validity exists, leading them to develop a scale that they successfully
validated and empirically replicated. Consequently this research adopts the Spears &
Singh (2004) five- item (never/definitely, definitely do not intend to buy/ definitely
intend to buy, very low/high purchase interest, definitely not buy it/definitely buy it)
measure. One adjustment was made to change the response categories from the
original five to seven to provide participants with more options thereby increasing
the likelihood of a greater spread of data (Dawes, 2008) and decreased likelihood of

ceiling and flooring effects.

4.9.4 Willingness to Pay (WTP)

Willingness to pay (WTP) is defined as the maximum price a buyer is willing to pay
for a given good/s or service/s (Wertenbroch & Skiera, 2002). In this research, the
purchasing context is either a touch or no touch setting and understanding WTP from

a touch and brand perspective may inform a number of decisions such as in-store
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design, product display, promotional activities and new product design. For example,
if touching increases ones willingness to pay for unfamiliar brands, stores may opt to
use free samples or facilitate in-store consumer-product interaction as a market
penetration strategy. A recent review (Miller, Hofstetter, Krohmer, & Zhang, 2011)
classifies WTP measurement approaches into two main categories: Hypothetical

WTP (non-incentive based) and Actual WTP (incentive based) (See Table 5).

Table 5 Willingness to Pay Measurement Approaches

CONTEXT APPROACH NAME DEFINITION
HYPOTHETICAL  Direct Open-ended  Asking consumers directly to state
WTP question their WTP for a specific product
(Non-incentive (OE)
based) Indirect Choice-based WTP is calculated on the basis of

conjoint consumers’ choices among several
(CBC) product alternatives and a “none”
analysis choice option
ACTUAL WTP Direct BDM Participant is obligated to purchase a
(Incentive based) (Becker— product if the price drawn from a
DeGroot— lottery is less than or equal to his or
Marschak) her stated WTP
mechanism
Indirect Incentive- Participants are also obligated to
aligned make a purchase based on WTP
choice-based inferred from their revealed
conjoint preference (among alternatives), using
(ICBQC) the BDM mechanism.
analysis

Adopted from Miller, Hofstetter, Krohmer, & Zhang (2011)
A number of studies find that using hypothetical WTP results in a degree of
hypothetical bias'*, where hypothetical WTP is substantially higher than real WTP
(Botelho & Pinto, 2002; Johannesson, Liljas, & O’Conor, 1997; Neill, Cummings,
Ganderton, Harrison, & McGuckin, 1994), as there is no incentive for truthful
estimations (Wertenbroch & Skiera, 2002). Consequently, this reported inaccuracy
and hypothetical bias make actual WTP a favoured and more reliable approach in

experiments (e.g. Ding, Grewal, & Liechty, 2005; Peck & Shu, 2009). However,

11 Bijas induced by the hypothetical nature of a task (Harrison & Rutstrém, 2008)
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using actual WTP (auction and bidding approaches such as with the Becker—
DeGroot—Marschak mechanism and the incentive-aligned-choice-based conjoint
analysis respectively) are not a realistic representation of a normal retail setting
therefore do not accurately depict consumer decision-making (Hoffman, Menkhaus,
Chakravarti, Field, & Whipple, 1993). This subsequently restricts the practical
validity of these actual WTP approaches (Voelckner, 2006). Additionally, incentive
based WTP methods are most suitable where inexpensive products are concerned
(such as phone cards (Voelckner, 2006)) as they can be quite costly to execute
(Miller et al., 2011). Because this research project is dealing with clothing (sweater)
and household (bath towel, mug and pillowcase) items, and given the budgetary

constraints of this research, an incentive based approach was not feasible.

Miller et al. (2011) note that hypothetical approaches such as Open Ended (OE)
WTP questions are just as capable of yielding accurate demand curves and are
therefore still useful. The open-ended approach is similar to the survey based
economic method known as contingent valuation method (CVM) introduced by
Davis (1963) where consumers directly state their WTP. The aim of capturing
willingness to pay in this research is to examine the effect of the context within
which the WTP decision is made (touch and no touch environment). In an attempt to
reduce the chances of extreme outliers distorting analysis results, a price range within

which responses could fall was set in the questionnaire.

4.9.5 Need for touch
The NFT scale, developed by Peck & Childers (2003b), measures the degree to
which individuals have a need for instrumental touch (touch with a salient purchase

goal in mind) and/or autotelic touch (touch for the sale of touching). This research
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adopts the NFT Scale from Peck & Childers (2003b) made up of 12 questions, six
measuring instrumental touch and six measuring autotelic touch, all measured on a
seven-point Likert scale anchored with ‘1= Strongly Disagree’ and ‘7= Strongly
Agree’ (e.g., ‘I place more trust in products that can be touched before purchase’ and
‘Touching products can be fun’) (see Appendix 10). This 12-item measurement scale
captures differences in individual need for touch, highlighting the fact that
individuals with a higher NFT experience less confidence when they cannot directly
touch a product while, on the contrary, for those with a low NFT confidence levels
are unaffected when they cannot touch (Peck, 2010). High NFT individuals possess a
higher salience of haptic information and are therefore more likely to use such

information in their product judgments.

4.9.6 Psychological ownership

The items of this measure are adopted from the study by Peck & Shu (2009), who
adapted it from psychological ownership used in a workplace context (Pierce,
Kostova, & Dirks, 2001). The scale consists of three questions, each on a seven-point
scale anchored by endpoints ‘Strongly Disagree and ‘Strongly Agree.” These are; ‘I
feel like this is my (product)’, ‘I feel a very high degree of personal ownership for the

(product)’ and ‘I feel like 1 own this (product).’

4.9.7 Affective reaction

The affective reaction scale designed by Derbaix (1995) has been adapted in
previous touch studies (Chark & Muthukrishnan, 2013; Peck & Shu, 2009; Peck &
Wiggins, 2006). Peck & Shu (2009) refer to affective reaction as the intensity of
one’s emotional response to a given stimulus. In this research project this measure is

used to capture the emotions individuals feel when they can and cannot touch a
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product and thereby adopts the affective reaction scale as used in Peck & Shu's
(2009) study. Participants were presented with the statement: ‘Here is a list of
emotional reactions you may have experienced. Please indicate how much you felt
each of these emotional reactions.” Responses were measured on a Seven-item seven-
point Likert scale with endpoints ‘Not at all’ and ‘A lot.” The seven items are

interested, moved, captivated, delighted, enthusiastic, appealed, and amused.

4.9.8 Demographic Variables

Three variables are captured: gender, age and nationality. The variables were
selected based on their prospective explanatory relevance of touch effects. For
example, Citrin, Stem, Spangenberg, & Clark's (2003) research shows that women
need tactile input considerably more than men when evaluating products. As age
increases, it significantly impacts touch sensitivity leading to reduced tactile
sensitivity (Spence & Gallace, 2011) so younger and older consumers may perceive
and react to touch differently. Lastly, the sample used is drawn from a large
university with individuals from Europe, Africa, Asia, Australia, North and South
America, therefore nationality was captured. Gender, age nationality were however

not eventually used in any analyses conducted in this research.

4.9.9 Manipulation and Confounds and Checks

Perdue & Summers' (1986) review of 34 marketing experimental studies highlights
the minimal emphasis given to confounding and manipulation checks in
experimental marketing research, despite their acknowledged role in ruling out
additional variable effects on observed differences between groups (separate from
the intended manipulations). In keeping with good research practice, this research

incorporated both manipulation and confound checks as elaborated on below.
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As experiments were used, a brand familiarity manipulation check was conducted,
confirming that the brand familiarity manipulation was successful. Because the key
aim of this research is the examination of the influence of brand name on touch
effects, possible product-related factors that could confound results were controlled

for, namely product knowledge and product involvement.

4.9.9.1 Relationship between product knowledge and product involvement

Consumer behaviour researchers underscore the significance of the relationship
between product involvement and product knowledge (Andrews, 1988; Celsi &
Olson, 1988; Maclnnis, Moorman, & Jaworski, 1991; Petty & Cacioppo, 1986;
Zaichkowsky, 1985) but differ in their stance on whether the two constructs are
independent of each other. Some demonstrate a high correlation and therefore
combine the two constructs into one measure during analysis (Celsi & Olson, 1988)
despite the fact that they are separate constructs. Celsi & Olson (1988) for example
showed that product knowledge and product involvement correlation of was 0.61
while Batra & Ray (1986) showed that the subjective product knowledge and product
involvement correlation coefficient was 0.49 (for a variety of products including
photographic film, deodorants, facial moisturizers, instant coffee, instant chocolate

drink mixes and frozen pizzas).

Examining the nature of association between the two constructs, (Park & Moon,
2003) demonstrate that the correlation is dependent on the type of product
knowledge and type of product examined. The correlation between product
involvement and objective product knowledge for example is higher for a utilitarian
(as opposed to hedonic) product, while the correlation between product involvement

and subjective product knowledge is higher for a hedonic product. Overall findings
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collectively seem to imply that the greater the involvement, the more the consumer
tries to attain product knowledge (Andrews, 1988; Batra & Ray, 1986; Markus,
1977; Petty, Cacioppo, & Goldman, 1981) or that product knowledge and
involvement are related to knowledge in long term memory (Park & Moon, 2003).
Consequently, some researchers have combined these two constructs based on their

high correlation (e.g. Batra & Ray, 1986).

On the contrary, others report low correlations between the two constructs and assert
their independence in information processing (Bei & Heslin, 1997; Zaichkowsky,
1985). With a reported low correlation of 0.22, Bei & Heslin (1997) found that
highly knowledgeable and highly involved individuals differ in their brand choices.
Specifically, knowledgeable individuals (less involved) base their brand decisions on
product and price thus opting for brands that provide more value for money, while
highly involved individuals (less knowledgeable) look beyond price and product and
base brand choices on other factors such as brand prestige (Bei & Heslin, 1997). To
these highly involved consumers, the prestige of the brand justifies the higher price.
Zaichkowsky (1985) similarly reported low correlations between product knowledge
and product involvement of 0.14 (for 35 mm cameras) and -0.08 (for and red wine),
which were not statistically significant. As Gensch & Javalgi (1987) found, higher
product involvement does not equate higher product knowledge. In their research,
fertilizer buyers who were classified into either high or low involvement groups did
not significantly differ in their level of subjective product knowledge across the

groups.

Given the wide divergence of opinion, the contradicting findings about their

relationship and the fact that neither has been examined in the context of product
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touch, this research chose to treat product knowledge and product involvement as
distinct constructs. This way, keeping them separate provides a clearer initial

depiction of their influence in this research context. Each is discussed in detail next.

4.9.9.1.1 Product knowledge

Following the suggestion by McCabe & Nowlis (2003), individual differences in
product knowledge of the products used in the research was captured to rule out the
possibility that it confounded results observed. It is possible that individuals with a
significantly high knowledge of products with material properties would choose such
products in both a touch and no touch environment because they recall what it is like.
As such, there might be no difference in the response in both environments, thus

product knowledge may be a possible confounding variable.

Early research in marketing viewed knowledge as equivalent to familiarity (Johnson
& Russo, 1984) while later research identified three categories of consumer
knowledge: subjective knowledge (what we think we know), objective knowledge
(what we actually know) and experience (with the product category) (Brucks, 1985).
Alba & Hutchinson (1987) went on to further classify consumer knowledge as
comprising two parts: familiarity and expertise, defining familiarity as the ‘number
of product related experiences that have been accumulated by the consumer’ and
expertise as ‘the ability to perform product related tasks successfully’ (p. 411). The
synonymous use of familiarity and knowledge to reflect the same thing is evident in
later research by Park & Lessig (1981) who used the term product familiarity and
suggest two ways in which it can be measured: one measuring how much a person
knows about the product (actual knowledge) and the other measuring how much a

person thinks they know about a product (subjective knowledge).
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Self-reported product knowledge (subjective knowledge) as opposed to expertise or
actual (objective) knowledge is captured as it is a better indicator of cognitive
responses and general attitudinal evaluations (Meeds, 2004) which encompass the
core dependent measures examined in this research. Product knowledge was
measured on a four-item, seven-point Likert scale (1=Strongly Disagree and
7=Strongly Agree) developed by Smith & Park (1992) that measures individual self-
assessed evaluations of knowledge. Study participants indicated their level of
agreement with the four statements regarding how knowledgeable they felt about the
product, amount of additional knowledge they would need to make a purchase
decision or quality judgment of the product and confidence in discerning the
difference in products within that category. These statements included ‘I feel very
knowledgeable about this product’, ‘If a friend asked me about this product, I could
give them advice about different brands of this product’, ‘If | had to purchase this
product today, | would need to gather very little information in order to make a wise
decision’ and ‘I feel very confident about my ability to tell the difference in quality

among different brands of this product.’

4.9.9.1.2 Product Involvement

Product involvement is defined as consumers’ perceived significance or relevance of
product class based on the their intrinsic needs, interests, and beliefs (Olsen, 2007;
Zaichkowsky, 1985). The concept of product involvement has amassed great interest
amongst consumer researchers over the past three decades (Laurent & Kapferer,
1985; Michaelidou & Dibb, 2006; Zaichkowsky, 1985), its significance stemming
from its ability to affect decision making, product information search, product
adoption, attitudes towards a product and brand (Bauer, Sauer, & Becker, 2006;

Brisoux & Cheron, 1990; Celsi & Olson, 1988; Charters & Pettigrew, 2006; Iwasaki
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& Havitz, 1998; Park & Young, 1986). Overall, attitudes and behaviours relating to a
product or thing are to a relative extent influenced by involvement (Slama &
Tashchian, 1985). For example, consumer decision-making tends to differ subject to
the extent of their involvement with a product (Laurent & Kapferer, 1985),
influencing factors such as willingness to pay (Amendah & Park, 2008) and product

usage (Mittal, 1995).

Product involvement has been comprehensively used as an explanatory variable in
consumer behaviour (Dholakia, 1997, 1998) and prior research suggests that
consumers with high product involvement have greater motivation to assign
cognitive effort to evaluating the real qualities of a product (e.g., Browne &
Kaldenberg, 1997; Celsi & Olson, 1988) while less effort is or can be dedicated to
processing information when product involvement is low (Chung, Zhao, & Cruces,
2003). Recognizing the potential influence of purchase involvement on consumer
response (based on the discussion in the preceding paragraph), coupled with the fact
that product involvement effects were not the primary research objective, its effects

needed to be controlled for.

A review of consumer behaviour literature reveals a number of involvement
measures and as Michaelidou & Dibb (2006) note, the choice of method is based on
‘whether involvement is identified as a unidimensional or multidimensional
construct’ (p. 445). Zaichkowsky (1985) was amongst the first to develop an
involvement scale, termed as the Personal Involvement Inventory (PII). This PII was
based on a unidimensional view of involvement as relating to personal relevance,
which consisted of a 20 item semantic differential scale. Although useful in

advancing product involvement knowledge, this unidimensional view served as its
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criticism, leading to a number of ammendements to the scale in subsequent research
that took multidimensionality into account (Kapferer & Laurent, 1993; Gilles
Laurent & Kapferer, 1985; McQuarrie & Munson, 1986; Mittal & Lee, 1988).
Laurent & Kapferer (1985) for example developed the Consumer Involvement
Profile (CIP) measure which idenitfied 5 antecedents of involvement (interest, sign,
pleasure, risk importance, risk probability). They contend that invovelement is a
hypothetical concept that cannot be measured directly, but can be surmised from
these antecedents (Goldsmith & Emmert, 1991). McQuarrie & Munson (1992)

further identified 2 facets of involvement namely perceived importance and interest.

Building upon the shortcomings of the PII scale (impracticality of use, uncertain
discriminant validity, limited criterion validity and narrow conceptualization of
involvement McQuarrie & Munson (1992) developed a revised PIl (RPII) scale that
essentially encompassed subsets of the original PIlI scale that they felt best
characterised involvement (Zaichkowsky, 1994). In comparison to the PII, the RPII
is shorter (contains 10 items as opposed to the 20 of the RPII), maintains its
reliability, mainly uses short and simple words, strongly predicts information search
and processing and is effective at discerning felt involvement across situations
(McQuarrie & Munson, 1992). Although studies have chosen to adopt the full 10
item RPII scale (e.g. Koufaris, 1991), in this research only 4 of the 10 items from
McQuarrie & Munson's (1992) scale were adapted to measure product involvement.
The reason for this decision was to avoid adding to an already lengthy questionnaire,
therefore the researcher selected two items she felt adequately captured the 2 facets
of involvement as identified by McQuarrie & Munson's (1992), namely, percieved
importance (important, care) and interest (exciting, interesting). Questions were

rephrased accordingly to read as follows: ‘(X's) are important to me’, ‘I perceive
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(X's) as exciting products’, ‘(X's) are interesting products’ and ‘I care about the (X'S)
I buy’, with X’s representing each product used (e.g., sweaters are important to me or
mugs are important to me). Additionally, to align the measure with questionnaire
format, a Likert scale as opposed to semantic differential scale was used, anchored

on endpoints ‘1=Strongly Disagree’ and ‘7=Strongly Agree.’

4.9.10 Brand familiarity

To gauge the success of the brand familiarity manipulations, that is, brand familiarity
corresponded to that of the experimental condition, participants completed a scale
from Kent & Allen (1994) in each experimental condition. Previously reported
reliability of this scale is above 0.85 (Kent & Allen, 1994). Brand familiarity was
measured on a seven-point scale with endpoints 1=Strongly Disagree and 7=Strongly
Agree, on the following three statements: ‘I am familiar with this brand’, ‘1 know a
great deal about this brand’ and ‘I have no knowledge about this brand.” Overall
familiarity was assessed on their level of agreement with the aforementioned

statements.

4.10 Stimuli/ Product selection

A review of previous touch-related studies reveals that the importance of touch
varies by product category (Grohmann et al., 2007; McCabe & Nowlis, 2003; Peck
& Childers, 2003a) with a number of products having been examined (See Table 6).
Products for which touch provides important haptic information (e.g., a blanket) are
preferred in a real setting such as a physical store, rather than online (McCabe &
Nowlis, 2003). The reason being that they contain touch diagnostic information
useful in decision-making as most are said to contain ‘material properties’ (e.g.,

texture of a pillowcase, washcloth etc.) as opposed to geometric properties (e.g. size
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and shape of a box of biscuits). Jansson-boyd & Marlow (2011) for example
established that for objects with geometric properties (soap and biscuit boxes) vision
and not haptics (touch) played a greater role in influencing evaluation, suggesting
that a consumer’s perception of the packaging of fast moving consumer goods is
affected more by vision than touch. As Peck & Shu (2009) suggest, there is need for
research that examines products that provide (product related) information through

touch input.

As not all products appeal to an individual haptically (Klatzky & Peck, 2012), nor do
individuals consider touching them as crucial in the pre-purchase evaluation stage
(McCabe & Nowlis, 2003), it was necessary to ensure that the sample (university
students) considered touch as critical for the products used in the study. Grohmann et
al. (2007) identify the following categories (in descending frequency) where touch is
considered important: clothing, shoes, fruit, cars, books, furniture, bed linen, bread,
blankets, pillows and bath towels, carpeting, toilet paper and magazines. Products
that were gender specific and those not easily evaluated in a lab setting were
eliminated resulting in the gender neutral material products of pillowcases and
washcloths (Grohmann et al., 2007). T-shirts and fleece sweaters have also been
employed in prior research (Grohmann, 2002). Citrin et al. (2003) found that
clothing, and flower purchases were negatively related to online (no touch) shopping
channels. Similarly, clothing (Citrin et al., 2003), bath towels and carpeting possess
material properties that vary significantly in quality within each product category and
thus considered important to touch during evaluation (McCabe & Nowlis, 2003) and
sweaters for example have predominantly featured as a material property-based

stimulus in prior studies (Morales & Fitzsimons, 2007; Subhash, 2013).
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Table 6. Products used in past studies

AUTHOR PRODUCT PRODUCTS

USED

MANIPU
LATION

STUDY

CATEGORY

(Jansson-boyd &  Packaged Dove Soap box, Texture Product
Marlow, 2011) goods, Sainsbury’s perception
FMCG’s biscuit box and
evaluation.
(McCabe & Unpackaged Apparel, home  None Decision
Nowlis, 2003) goods furnishings, (actual making
electronic products (remote
goods, pens, not used)  versus
fleeces actual store
purchase)
(Grohmann etal., Diagnostic™ Ball point pen,  Touch, Product
2007) tactile input fleece headband, texture evaluation
(product flashlight key
quality) chain,
pillowcases,
washcloth
(Brasel & Gips, - Sweatshirts, Haptic Product
2014) New York City interface evaluation
tours (both done used
in a virtual (iPad,
environment/onl  desktop
ine) computer,
tablet)

The aforementioned research (Table 6) informed the choice of specific product
categories for use in the first study of this research project (Study 1). The researcher
opted for items from the clothing and household category as touch is considered
important in their evaluation. Similar to Peck & Shu (2009) the researcher sought to
select products that would be familiar to participants to minimize any effects of
product unfamiliarity, therefore capturing the full effect of the manipulations done.
The study was carried out in the City of Canterbury, Kent, which is located in the
South of England, an area that is susceptible to continental weather influences that

bring cold spells and chilly weather (MetOffice, 2013). Consequently sweaters,

12 Diagnostic touch is predictive of substance properties relevant to product performance
(Grohmann, Spangenberg, & Sprott, 2007, p. 238)
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which the British Council*® also recognizes as an essential item present in most
student wardrobes in the UK (BritishCouncil, 2015), were reasoned to be familiar to
those living in this area. Pillowcases and bath towels were selected as these are
products university students (if not majority of people in general) own, use on a daily
basis or have purchased at one point in time therefore are products familiar to the
sample in this research. Additionally, prior literature has identified that touch is
considered important when examining both products (Grohmann et al., 2007,
McCabe & Nowlis, 2003). Thus for Study 1 three products were selected: a sweater,

pillowcase and bath towel.

For Study 2 the pillowcase was replaced with a mug (which is not considered
important to touch) in order to examine if results would differ across product
categories considered more (pillowcase) and less (mug) important to touch during the
pre-purchase evaluative phase. The aim of using multiple products from different
categories (all with high touch diagnostic feedback), was to test the generalizability
of the hypotheses across product categories and consequently aid in obtaining
normally distributed samples thus avoiding floor and ceiling effects. Floor effects
occur when the majority of response scores for a given dependent measure are close
to the minimum value while in the ceiling effect the majority of scores are close to

the maximum possible value (Christensen, 2004; Keppel & Wickens, 2004).

Prior studies have tended to focus on examination of touch effects solely from a
product category perspective. However, consumer purchase decisions in reality are
often influenced not only by the product itself but brand name too; therefore it seems

reasonable to assume that brand name would play a role in affecting consumer

13 On their Education UK (www.educationuk.org) website for international students who are
interested in a UK education
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response to product touch. Brand familiarity is a common denominator in repeat
purchase, product and brand liking and brand recall (in favour of a familiar brand
over an unfamiliar brand), and consumers’ perception and behaviour varies when
dealing with a luxury brand and non-luxury brand (stemming perhaps from

perceptions of quality or exclusivity for example).

4.11 Brand Selection

The brand selection process had two objectives (1) select two non-luxury brands
representing two levels of brand familiarity (familiar, unfamiliar) and (2) select one
familiar luxury brand. Real brands were used as it was important for participants to
have some prior beliefs about the brands (in terms of familiarity) in order to test the
brands’ effects in a touch and no touch situation. The researcher designed the
questionnaire (which adopted the brand familiarity measure from Kent & Allen
(1994)), and tested it on two PhD students to attain feedback on content validity and
questionnaire format. Both PhD students confirmed that the wording and format

were clear and appropriate.

4.11.1 Brand selection questionnaire, sample and procedure

Questionnaire items were adopted from Kent & Allen's (1994) 3 item scale of brand
familiarity (‘I am familiar with (this brand)’, ‘I know a great deal about (this brand)’
and ‘I have no knowledge about (this brand)), measured on a seven-point Likert
Scale (endpoints Strongly Disagree and Strongly Agree). Results of a reliability test
carried out by the researcher proved the scale was reliable, with a Cronbach's alpha
value score of .775 which exceeded Nunnally & Bernstein's (1994) threshold of 0.7.

In addition, the demographic variables of gender, age and nationality were captured.
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Questionnaires were randomly distributed around the University of Kent campus
which resulted in a convenience sample of 22 university students (68% female, 32%
male), aged between 18-24, with the majority from the UK (73%). University
students were randomly approached individually by the researcher outside and inside
the University of Kent Library. The researcher first inquired if the students were
students at the university and proceeded to explain to those who were that a study
was being carried out on their general attitudes towards certain brands. In addition,
the researcher explained that the questionnaire would not take more than 5 minutes to
fill out and that all information would be kept confidential. Potential participants
were informed that participation was not compulsory but their assistance would be
greatly appreciated. To avoid any bias that could come from guessing the purpose of
study in the questionnaire, respondents were not informed of the luxury status of any

of the brands. The questionnaires were filled out as the researcher waited nearby.

4.11.2 Brand pre-selection

4.11.2.1 Non-luxury brands

As previously stated this research was carried out in the city of Canterbury, Kent. For
the familiar brands, the researcher selected brands that had a retail outlet in the city
centre and were targeted/ frequented by the age group of the sample used in this
research. The five stores selected for examination (to select the most familiar) were
H&M, New Look, Primark, Topshop, and Matalan. For the unfamiliar brands, the
researcher selected existing brands with similar price points that are predominantly
based outside Europe and the US thus likely unfamiliar to the UK based study
sample. The four unfamiliar brands selected were Truworths, Woolworths, Mr. Price

and 4U2. In total, participants were presented with 9 brands which they evaluated
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based on familiarity. See Appendix 1 for questionnaire and Appendix 11 for brand

selection results.

4.11.2.1.1 Non-luxury (familiar and unfamiliar) brands selected

Of the non-luxury brands, descriptive statistics indicated that Primark had the
numerically highest familiarity mean score while 4U2 had the lowest familiarity
mean score (Mprimark = 5.86, Myy2 = 1.65). The results of a paired sample t-test gave a
clear indication that the two brands differed significantly on familiarity (t (21) =
10.76, p = .000) thus Primark was selected as the familiar brand and 4u2 as the

unfamiliar brand.

4.11.2.2 Luxury brands

Luxury is regarded as the ‘images in the minds of consumers that comprise
associations about a high level of price, quality, aesthetics, rarity, extraordinarity
and a high degree of non-functional associations’ (Heine, 2011, p. 32). According to
the Financial Times, Burberry, Ralph Lauren, Louis Vuitton, Prada and Chanel are
some of the most valuable luxury brands as ranked by Interbrand (Rapoza, 2013).
These five brands were therefore selected for evaluation in the luxury brand selection

phase to determine which was the most familiar.

4.11.2.2.1 Luxury (familiar) brands selected
Of the luxury brands, Chanel was rated as the most familiar (M = 5.17, SD = 1.57)

and thus selected as the luxury brand (see Appendix 11).
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4.12 Pilot Study (Touch, brand familiarity and consumer response)

4.12.1 Overview of Pilot Study

A pilot study is a mini version of the full scale study that pre-tests the research
instrument, assesses the feasibility of the main study, helps identify logistical issues,
estimate variability in outcome to aid in sample size calculations and assess the
effectiveness of the research protocol (Teijlingen & Hundley, 2002). In the pilot
study, only non-luxury brands that differed in familiarity were considered. This was
deemed appropriate because the main purpose of this pilot study was to: 1) check
participant understanding of the instrument (Kezar, 2000), 2) understand how
respondents reacted to the stimuli and 3) check for ceiling and flooring effects that
may render the independent variable effects ineffective (Christensen, 2004). Perdue
& Summers (1986) recommend that extensive testing of the manipulations at this
pilot study phase reduces the need for manipulation and confounding checks in the
main experiment. Despite their significance however, pilot studies are said to be
‘under discussed, underused and underreported’ (Prescott & Soeken, 1989, p. 60). To
improve the internal validity of the questionnaire and research protocol prior to the
main study, the checklist in Table 7 was used as a guide during and after the pilot

study phase.

Table 7 Pilot study checklist

NO. CHECKLIST ITEMS

1. Administer the questionnaire to pilot subjects in exactly the same way as it
will be administered in the main study

2. Ask the subjects for feedback to identify ambiguities and difficult questions

3. Record the time taken to complete the questionnaire and decide whether it
Is reasonable

4. Discard all unnecessary, difficult or ambiguous questions

5. Assess whether each question gives an adequate range of responses

6. Establish that replies can be interpreted in terms of the information that is
required

7. Check that all questions are answered

8. Re-word or re-scale any questions that are not answered as expected
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| 9. Revise questionnaire \

Adopted from Peat, Mellis, Williams, & Xuan (2002, p. 123)

4.12.2 Pilot study participant recruitment and incentives

Many universities have an existing participation pool of university students, often
already incentivised and motivated to participate in experimental studies
(Christensen, 2004). At the University of Kent, this pool exists at the School of
Psychology but when the researcher sought access permissions to this undergraduate
psychology student mailing list from an official representative of the School, access
was not granted. At this stage of the research it was deemed unnecessary to publicly
advertise the study (e.g., using posters around campus) as a smaller group was
required and that doing so could lead to confusion or boredom from the general
population when the main study recruitment exercise was carried out. Participants
were therefore solicited via email (see Appendix 3). Due to budgetary constraints and
after consultation with an academic on alternative incentive methods, the initial plan
of giving out a bar of chocolate was scrapped in place of providing light
refreshments (juice) for participants that took part. The pilot study required
participant cooperation and feedback and it was felt that the provision of light
refreshments would help create an atmosphere conducive for this. Refreshments were

thus handed out during the feedback discussions after the experiment was complete.

4.12.3 Pilot study design

4.12.3.1 Experimental design and Stimuli

The Pilot study adopted a 2 (touch: touch versus no touch) x 2 (brand familiarity:
familiar versus unfamiliar) between subjects design, with stimuli presented within

subjects. Across all groups a sweater, pillowcase and bath towel were used.
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4.12.3.2 Sample
A total of 32 undergraduate students (full-time or part-time) took part in the pilot
study. On the day of the study each treatment was conducted with three participants

at a time, each presented with a sweater, pillowcase and bath towel in different order.

4.12.3.3 Method/ Procedure

The study was carried out in a classroom where three stations had been created (A, B
and C) with one type of product placed on a table at a specific station (i.e., the
sweater was located at Station A, pillowcase at Station B and bath towel at Station
C). Once a participant entered the room they proceeded to sit at any one of the
stations. After signing the informed consent'* form provided at the start of the
experiment participants were told to read the experiment instruction leaflet and

follow the instructions (touch or no touch instructions).

Participants were informed that the products belonged to a specific brand (either
Primark-familiar, or 4U2-unfamiliar). To reduce the chances that brand logo and
product information tags would influence participant responses, brand labels and
product information tags were removed from each product. Although it is
acknowledged that this could have negatively impacted believability that the
products belonged to the brands specified, it was deemed necessary in order to
maintain brand name as the only varying product related factor across all conditions.
It was explained that once participants had examined the product and completed the
questionnaire at that station, they were to move to the next station and carry out the
same process. These instructions were verbally communicated as well as written

down on the instruction sheet that each participant read prior to beginning. Similar to

14 Read and signed consent forms placed on each desk.
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the study by Peck et al. (2013), participants were asked to spend one minute carrying
out the product examination (visual or physical). This kept evaluation time consistent
across all conditions therefore reducing the chances that time was a confounding
variable. This also ensured that in the touch condition participants actually physically
interacted with the products, and in the no touch condition, spent an appropriate

amount of time visually evaluating the products.

After examination, participants responded to the following items in the
questionnaire: dependent measures (product evaluation, confidence in judgment,
purchase intentions and willingness to pay). They also responded to the manipulation
and confound checks of brand familiarity (Kent & Allen, 1994) and product
knowledge (Smith & Park, 1992). Once questionnaires at all three stations were
complete, a participant was handed the last section of the questionnaire by the
experimenter. This last section captured data regarding brand familiarity, need for
touch, as well as demographic information pertaining to age, gender and nationality
(rationale provide in Section 4.9.8). This section of the questionnaire was
intentionally excluded from the main questionnaire handed to participants at the start
of the study as the researcher felt that the need for touch related questions may
inadvertently inform participants of one of the primary reasons of the study and
therefore influence their initial responses to the questions. Questionnaires were then
collected and following Aronson & Carlsmith's (1968) recommendation, a discussion
was held between the researcher and participants who were asked to provide their
feedback on the length and wording of the questionnaire as well as overall comments

of the experimental procedure. Participants were then debriefed and thanked.
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4.12.3.4 Implications for the main studies
Implications of the pilot study are presented based on the 3 objectives it was intended

to achieve namely:

1) Check participant understanding of the instrument (Kezar, 2000)

It was noted that despite instructions listed on the questionnaire, some respondents
ticked two answers for one question while some sections were left completely blank.
Consequently it was deemed necessary to make improvements to the questionnaire
layout. Specifically, to avoid participants ticking two answers for one question or
leaving a response blank, the line spacing between rows was increased from 1.15 to
1.5. This way the questions would appear visually clearer therefore decrease the

chances of human error when ticking answers.

2) Understand how respondents reacted to the stimuli

Despite questionnaire instructions stating that the product should not be touched,
three participants in the no touch condition touched the product and were
immediately excluded from the study. Therefore it was observed that there was need
in the main study to clearly verbally state instructions to participants, after they had

completed reading them.

The researcher also noted that two participants talked to each other as they filled out
the questionnaire. To avoid the possibility of this occurring in the main study and
possibly contaminating results, participants were to be seated facing different

directions of the room at a minimum distance of 3ft apart.
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3) Check for ceiling and flooring effects that may render the independent
variable effects ineffective (Christensen, 2004)

Although the sample sizes per experimental condition were relatively small (6-7 per
condition) with an overall sample size of 32, descriptive statistics did not give an

indication that there were issues with ceiling and flooring effects.

4.13 Main Studies Design

Two studies (experiments) were conducted for the main study. The objectives of
Study 1 being to (1) examine the effect of touch on consumer response (product
evaluation, purchase intention, confidence in judgment and willingness to pay); (2)
the moderating effect of need for touch; (3) the moderating effect of brand familiarity
(non-luxury brands) and (4) the mediating effects of psychological ownership and

affective reaction on the touch effects for unfamiliar branded products.

Another novelty of my research is that it extended Study 1 and conducted a second
study (Study 2) that tested whether documented effects of product touch still hold
when luxury branded products are used. Specifically, Study 2 examines (1) the effect
of touch on consumer response to luxury branded products; (2) if this differs by need
for touch; and, (3) the mediating effects of psychological ownership and affective

reaction.

The researcher then went one step further and combined data from Study 1 and 2 in
order to empirically examine and establish if brand status moderates the effect of
product touch on consumer response. The process by which participants were
recruited, incentivised and experimental manipulations conducted for both Study 1

and 2 is presented next.
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4.14  Participant recruitment and incentives

Initial thoughts were to recruit participants via flyer administration outside the
university library, grocery store and Kent Business School. On further review it was
decided that leaving stacks of flyers at the Kent Business School and grocery store
which potential participants could pick up would be a less intrusive method.
Moreover, students were sent flyers via email and posters advertising the studies

were displayed across campus (see Appendix 9).

As a measure to avoid recruitment of the same cohort from the pilot study phase,
participants at the pilot phase were informed that they could not participate in the
main study (the researcher compared their details (names and email address details)
on the pilot study attendance sheets to those of main study registered participants).
Participants in Study 1 received a chocolate bar while those in Study 2 received a £5
participation incentive. The design of each of the studies is discussed in detail in the

sections below.

4.15 Manipulations

4.15.1 Touch manipulation (Study 1 and 2)

Using the presence and absence method (Keppel & Wickens, 2004) the independent
variable touch was manipulated into two conditions; no touch (control condition) and
touch (treatment condition) with instructions for the touch and no touch conditions
adapted from Grohmann et al. (2007). The original instructions asked participants in
the no touch condition ‘to visually inspect the products only but not touch them’
while in the touch condition participants were instructed to ‘touch the products.” The
use of the word ‘touch’ in the instructions was avoided in this research as it could

subconsciously alert participants of the nature of the study, therefore Grohmann et
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al.'s (2007) instructions were adapted by removing the word touch from both sets of
instructions resulting in the use of ‘only visually examine the product’ in the no

touch condition and ‘please pick up the product’ in the touch condition (see

Appendix 4b).

4.15.2 Brand familiarity manipulation check (Study 1)

Primark was used in the familiar brand condition while 4U2 was used in the
unfamiliar brand condition. A one way ANOVA showed that brand familiarity was
higher for the Primark brand (M = 4.95, SD = 1.44) than the 4U2 brand (M = 1.80,
SD=1.01) supporting the manipulations within the experiment, F (1, 117) = 192.64, p

=.000. This demonstrated that the manipulation was successful.

4.15.3 Brand status manipulation (Combined data set analyses)

Given that study 1 and 2 analyse the moderation effect of brand familiarity on touch
effects and the touch effects for luxury branded products respectively, the researcher
was also interested in determining if a brand status moderation effect existed.
Accordingly, data from Study 1 and 2 was combined for analysis, using Primark as

the non-luxury and Chanel as the luxury brand.

416 Study1

4.16.1 Experimental Design

Study 1 was a 2 (Touch condition: touch, no touch) x 2 (Brand familiarity: familiar,
unfamiliar) x 2 (Need for touch: low need for touch, high need for touch) between
subjects factorial design study, with the sweater, pillowcase and bath towel products
manipulated within subjects. The three stimuli (products) used in the experiment

were chosen based on their possession of salient haptic attributes properties, in that
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they have all been shown to be considered important to touch when making purchase
evaluations and decisions (Peck & Childers, 2003a, 2003b; Peck & Wiggins, 2006;
Yazdanparast & Spears, 2013). One unfamiliar (4U2) and one familiar (Primark)

brand were used.

4.16.2 Sample

Study 1 consisted of a sample size of 119 students from the University of Kent who
participated in groups of three. Participants were relatively evenly distributed (28-30
respondents per condition) across treatment groups thus meeting the recommended
sample size to attain statistical significance in experimental research (Keppel &

Wickens, 2004).

4.16.3 Method/Procedure

Same as pilot study (see section 4.12.3.3).

4.16.4 Measures

1. Moderating variables
1 Brand familiarity. The key moderating variable under examination was brand

familiarity (Primark — unfamiliar, 4U2 - familiar).
1 Need for touch. High versus low need for touch.

2. Manipulation check. To confirm that the brand familiarity moderation was
successful, each participant’s brand familiarity was then measured with a three-
item scale.

3. Covariate. Product knowledge.

4. Mediating variables. Psychological ownership and affective reaction.
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5. Dependent variables. Same as pilot study (product evaluation, purchase
intention, confidence in judgment and willingness to pay).

See Appendix 6 for questionnaire.

4.16.5 Researcher’s Observation and Learning Points (Implications for Study
2)
Study 1 data were gathered over a 1.5 month period, over three separate periods
designated a week apart. Participants for the initial period (pilot study) were recruited
via email solicitation. However, this method proved to be inefficient in drawing in
the numbers required therefore participation for Study 1 was solicited by attending
seminars and explaining the study to students within those seminars. Over the
subsequent periods of data collection, the researcher found that simply posting signs
on neon coloured paper advertising that free chocolate was available (at whichever
room the study was running in on the day) drew in the most numbers of participants
(far exceeding walking around campus and scheduling people into timeslots which
they did not end up attending anyway). This way, it was found that participants came
in out of curiosity and once the study was explained and participants informed that it
would only take 20 minutes to complete, 99% stayed on and completed the study,
receiving a chocolate bar on completion. Participant recruitment proved to be a very
challenging and time consuming process, but a critical and valuable learning point

for the researcher.

417 Study 2
4.17.1 Experimental Design
Study 2 was a two-factor (Touch condition: touch, no touch) between subjects design

study. Similar to Study 1, the sweater and bath towel products were used, with the
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addition of a mug instead of the pillowcase. The pillowcase was replaced with a
mug, as a mug represented a product with low haptic salience compared to the bath
towel and sweater, therefore providing a basis of comparison for low (mug) versus
high haptic salient products (sweater and bath towel). Luxury brand selection was
based on results of the brand selection process (see Section 4.11.2.2) which indicated
that the brand Chanel was the most familiar luxury brand. Participants were therefore

informed that all products came from this brand.

4.17.2 Sample
Study 2 consisted of a sample size of 65 students from the University of Kent who

participated in groups of three.

4.17.3 Method/Procedure

Same as Study 1, except that Station B contained a mug instead of a pillowcase.

4.17.4 Measures
1. Moderating variables.
1 Need for touch. High versus low need for touch.
2. Covariates. Product knowledge and product involvement.
3. Mediating variables. Psychological ownership and affective reaction.
4. Dependent variables. Same as Study 1.

See Appendix 7 for questionnaire.

4.18 Combined data set (Study 1 and 2)
As previously mentioned, in order to empirically determine if brand status

moderation on the relationship between touch and consumer response exists it was
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necessary to combine data from Study 1 and Study 2. This resulted in a 2 (Touch
condition: touch, no touch) x 2 (Brand status: non-luxury brand, luxury brand)

between subjects design.

4.18.1 Sample
The combined data set consisted of a sample size of 123 students from the University

of Kent who participated in groups of three.

4.18.2 Measures
1. Moderating variables.
a. Brand Status. Non-luxury versus luxury brand.
b. Need for touch. High versus low need for touch.
2. Covariate. Product knowledge.
3. Mediating variables. Psychological ownership and affective reaction.

4. Dependent variables. Same as Study 1 and 2.

4.19 Ethics

4.19.1 Ethical approval and informed consent

The Kent Business School Ethics Approval Board granted ethical approval for this
study prior to commencement of data collection (see Appendix 2). To ensure that the
participants were aware of any aspects of the study that could influence their decision
to volunteer (Christensen, 2004), informed consent (see Appendix 8) was sought
prior to the commencement of each of the experiments. The procedures and
participation incentives involved were communicated (Christensen, 2004) in the
flyers during the participant recruitment process. However, full awareness of the

study could influence how participants reacted and responded to the study, and also
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reduce their motivation to participate (Resnick & Schwartz, 1973) therefore the true
nature of what was being tested was not disclosed. The signed consent forms served
as a repository of evidence of acceptance to participate in case any future issues were

presented by participants or other parties.

420 CHAPTER SUMMARY

Chapter 4 presented a detailed discussion of the research approach, sampling method,
participant assignment, questionnaire design, reliability of measures, validity of
measures and validity of research design, measures, stimuli/product selection, brand
selection, pilot study, main study design, manipulations, Study 1 description, Study 2
description, combined data set description and ethics adhered to during the research.

Chapter 5 will now present the data preparation and results of Study 1.
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CHAPTER 5: Study 1 (Effect of touch,
NFT Moderation, Brand Familiarity
Moderation, Psychological Ownership and
Affective Reaction Mediation)

Data Preparation, Analysis and Results
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5.1 INTRODUCTION

Study 1 sought to answer research questions 1 to 7. To achieve this, analyses were
run to examine the effect of touch on consumer response (H1a), the moderating
effect of need for touch (H1b), the direct effect of brand familiarity on consumers’
response (H2a), the moderating effect of brand familiarity (H2b) and how brand
familiarity moderation differed by need for touch (H2c). Furthermore, the results of
supplementary analyses carried out by the researcher which examined the
relationship between touch, brand familiarity and product knowledge is presented
(Product knowledge related hypothesis 1 and 2). Based on results of H2b, it was not
necessary to conduct the mediation analyses (psychological ownership (H3a) and
affective reaction (H3b)). The reasoning behind this decision is presented in section
5.5.6. Chapter 5 begins with a discussion of the data preparation process, followed a
description of respondents by demographic profile, the scale reliability test results,

data analysis and empirical results and concludes with a summary of the chapter.

5.2 Data preparation

All questionnaires were coded and keyed into the SPSS 21 data analysis program
(Statistical Package for Social Science), and prior to commencing data analysis, data
was screened to exclude errors in preparation for both descriptive and inferential
statistics. This screening included data cleaning, reverse item coding and outlier
examination, which is elaborated on in the sections below. In addition, measurement
validation (validity and reliability) was carried out and findings reported. Data
cleaning is an essential process that allows for the identification of logical
inconsistencies (response does not make sense), unexplained missing values and

extreme outliers (e.g., a response very different from responses given by other
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participants for the question) and the process by which this was done is discussed

below.

5.2.1 Logical inconsistencies

Logically inconsistent entries were examined during data entry and were deemed to
be missing values. For example, inconsistent responses were noted primarily for the
variable brand familiarity, where one reverse coded statement was used. This would
mean that in order to give a logically consistent answer, respondents should have
rated this item opposite to the other two measures. Some respondents provided the
same response value for all three questions, which produced contradictory
information. For example, indicating that one knows a great deal about the brand yet
has no knowledge about the brand. This implied that the respondent did not read the
statements in detail and possibly provided a response for all three statements based
on simply reading the first. For these reasons, the researcher decided to exclude the
brand familiarity rating for eight respondents. Next, data was examined for missing

data.

5.2.2 Missing data entries

A missing value (or missing data entry) occurs when no data value is recorded for a
particular variable in a given observation or case, resulting from participant non-
response. The issue of cases with missing values is prevalent in quantitative research
(Baraldi & Enders, 2010) and so is the lack of consensus on how to effectively deal
with them. In some instances missing values in data analysis is tolerable (1% being
trivial and 1-5% considered manageable), however, when this percentage ranges
above 5% they need to be managed because they can lead to misinterpretation of

statistical findings (Acuna & Rodriguez, 2004). In dealing with missing values,
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researchers employ either case and pairwise deletion methods or imputation methods.
Case (listwise) and pairwise deletion are the most standard ways of dealing with
missing values where cases with missing values are discarded, thereby limiting
analysis to cases that have complete data (Baraldi & Enders, 2010). Although
advantageous in generating a complete data set that enables the use of standard
analysis techniques, it also results in a reduced sample size which then decreases the
statistical power due to increased error (McKnight, McKnight, Sidani, & Figueredo,
2007). To alleviate this, imputation methods are often employed where instead of
deletion, missing values are replaced with either a mean or regression value (Baraldi

& Enders, 2010).

5.2.2.1 Missing data in Study 1

As previously mentioned, case (listwise) and pairwise deletion are by far the most
common missing data handling methods in many areas of social and behavioural
sciences (Peugh & Enders, 2004). It is acknowledged however that the American
Psychological Association Task Force on Statistical Inference (Wilkinson, 1999; p.
598) state that ‘the two popular methods for dealing with missing data that are found
in basic statistical packages (listwise and pairwise deletion of missing values) are
among the worst methods available.” Despite this, their convenience and simplicity
of use as well as their availability as standard options on statistical packages (such as
SPSS) are some of the advantages that attract researcher use (Baraldi & Enders,

2010).

Missing data analysis revealed that 20 cases had missing values (the descriptive
output of this can be found in Table 8 below) and the decision regarding the method

employed to deal with them was based on two aspects. First, as is common with most
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experimental studies the sample for this study was relatively small (N = 119), and
deleting cases based on missing data would have resulted in 20 cases being dropped
and a final sample size of 99. This would then have led to the undesirable outcome
(from a statistical viewpoint) of significantly reducing the sample size per
experimental condition. Second, the key focus of Study 1 was moderation analysis
using complete case analysis methods such as ANCOVA which disregard cases with
missing values and instead only analyse cases with complete data (Hayes, 2013). As
such, the data set needed to be dealt with in a way that would not reduce overall
sample size. To achieve this, the single imputation method that allows a researcher to
fill in/replace missing data with an appropriate value(s) (Baraldi & Enders, 2010)
was thought the most appropriate for Study 1. The researcher specifically used the
mean imputation method and replaced missing values with the mean of the existing

data set.

Table 8. Study 1 Missing Values Descriptives

Univariate Statistics

Std. Missing
Mean Deviation ~ Count Percent
PE_Sweater 118 4.50 1.252 1 .8
PE_Pillowcase 119 3.94 1.447 0 .0
PE_Bath towel 117 5.20 1.250 2 1.7
P1_Sweater 114 2.92 1.485 5 4.2
P1_Pillowcase 119 2.82 1.422 0 .0
P1_Bath towel 118 3.73 1.463 1 .8
CJ_Swveater 114 5.05 1.402 5 4.2
CJ_Pillowcase 116 4.79 1.573 3 2.5
CJ_Bath towel 117 5.16 1.311 2 1.7
PK_Sweater 119 4.59 1.205 0 .0
PK_Pillowcase 118 3.36 1.334 1 8
PK_Bath towel 119 3.92 1.385 0 0
WTP Sweater 119 15.6448 | 12.48052 0 .0
WTP Pillowcase 119 6.5111 5.75312 0 0
WTP Bath towel 119 10.7896 6.18176 0 0
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Univariate Statistics

std.  Missing

Mean Deviation

PE —Product Evaluation PK — Product knowledge
Pl — Purchase Intention WTP — Willingness to pay
CJ - Confidence in Judgment

5.2.3 Reverse item coding
Failure to reverse code items can hamper reliability analysis (Field (2006). The last
item of the brand familiarity scale was negatively worded and was thus reverse

coded.

5.2.4 Outlier examination

An outlier is considered to be any observation that ‘deviates so much from other
observations as to arouse suspicions that it was generated by a different mechanism’
(Hawkins, 1980, p. 1). From a statistical viewpoint, outliers can be described as
values falling outside the range of majority of the other data, such as three standard
deviations from the mean (Keppel & Wickens, 2004). Despite the F-test being robust
regarding violations of the normality of data assumption, checking for and correcting
outliers is crucial as these scores can dis-appropriately influence the mean and inflate
the variance score (Keppel & Wickens, 2004; Osborne & Overbay, 2004). Outliers
can additionally lead to inflated error rates and distortions of parameter and statistic
estimates when using either parametric or non-parametric tests (Osborne & Overbay,

2004) and as such should be dealt with appropriately.

Overall, the rule of thumb for an observation to be considered an outlier is if it lies
three or more standard deviations from the mean (Keppel & Wickens, 2004; Osborne

& Overbay, 2004). A box plot, which is one of the most common methods of outlier
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detection, is a graphical representation of the data and boxplots for each variable
were generated. Given that this research is experimental, with four conditions, the
researcher decided that outliers would not be removed from the data. Indeed, Laurent
(2013) supports this stance and argues that removal of outliers prior to using
ANOVA/ANCOVA analysis on experimental data is likely to positively bias the F-
tests, at the expense of ensuring that the data set adheres to a normal or Gaussian

distribution.

5.3 Study 1 respondent profile and data descriptives

Table 9 illustrates the percentage distribution of participants by gender, age and
nationality (N = 119). The majority were female at 64.7% followed by males at
31.1% (the remaining 4.2% did not indicate their gender). Most participant ages
ranged from 18 to 36 years with 86.6% between 18 and 24 years, 11.8% between 25
to 30 years and the remaining 1.7% between 31 to 36 years. Lastly, 44.5% were

British while 45.4% were non-British.

Table 9. Study 1 Respondent Profile

CHARACTERISTIC CATEGORIES [\ \ PERCENT
Gender Male 37 31.1%
(N =119) Female 77 64.7%

N/A 5 4.2%
Age 18 — 24 yrs 103 86.6%6
(N =119) 25 — 30 yrs 14 11.8 %

31-36 yrs 2 1.7%
Nationality British 53 44.5%
(N =119) Non- British 66 45.4%

N/A 12 10.1%
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5.3.1 Overall Descriptive Statistics (Mean and Standard Deviations)

Descriptive statistics aid in the summary of the characteristics of a data set and the
means and standard deviations were calculated for the following variables: product
evaluation, purchase intention, confidence in judgment, willingness to pay,
psychological ownership, affective reaction and product knowledge for all three
products tested in the study (sweater, pillowcase and bath towel). Overall brand

familiarity and need for touch mean and standard deviations were also calculated.

On a 7 point Likert scale, the overall product evaluation mean was highest for the
bath towel at 5.20 followed by the sweater at 4.50 and pillowcase at 3.94. Purchase
intentions were generally low across all three products with the highest mean
calculated for the bath towel at 3.73, then sweater at 2.92 and pillowcase at 2.82.
Confidence in judgment was the greatest for the bath towel at 5.16 followed by the
sweater at 5.05 and pillowcase at 4.79. There was a higher willingness to pay for the
sweater (£ 15.64) compared to the bath towel (£ 10.79) and pillowcase (£ 6.51).
Psychological ownership was highest for the bath towel at 2.89 followed by the
pillowcase at 2.50, then sweater at 2.46. Affective reaction was highest for the bath
towel at 3.44 followed by the sweater at 3.32 and pillowcase at 2.77. Product
knowledge was highest for the sweater at 4.59 followed by the bath towel at 3.92 and
pillowcase at 3.36. Overall means for brand familiarity and need for touch were 3.34

and 5.25 respectively. Table 10 depicts a summary of means and standard deviations.

Table 10. Descriptive Statistics Summary - Product Evaluation, Purchase Intention,
Confidence in Judgment, Willingness to Pay, Psychological Ownership, Affective
Reaction, Product knowledge, Brand Familiarity and Need for Touch

Std.  Varian Skewness Kurtosis

N Min Max Mean Deviat ce
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Std. Std.

Statistic Error | Statistic Error

PE Sweater | 119 2 7 4.50 1.24 1.55 -.360 222 -.533 440
PE
. 119 1 7 3.94 1.44 2.09 -.025 222 -.828 440
Pillowcase
PE Bath

119 2 7 5.20 1.24 1.53 -.612 222 .031 440
towel
Pl Sweater | 119 1 6 2.92 1.45 2.11 453 222 -.739 440
Pl
. 119 1 7 2.82 1.42 2.02 .685 222 -.234 440
Pillowcase
Pl Bath

119 1 7 3.73 1.45 2.12 .468 222 -.718 440
towel
CJ Sweater | 119 1 7 5.05 1.37 1.88 -.619 222 -.048 440
CJ
. 119 1 7 4.79 1.55 2.41 -.489 222 -.407 440
Pillowcase
CJ Bath

119 2 7 5.16 1.30 1.68 -.399 222 -.617 440
towel
WTP

119 1.00 80 15.64| 12.48| 155.76 2.53 222 8.83 440
Sweater
WTP
) 1191 1.00 40 6.51| 5.75| 33.09 2.57 222 9.74 440
Pillowcase
WTP Bath

119 2.00 35 10.78 6.18| 38.21 1.74 222 3.94 440
towel
PO Sweater | 119 1 7 2.46 1.56 2.45 981 222 .071 440
PO
. 119 1 7 2.50 1.54 2.38 1.02 222 473 440
Pillowcase
PO Bath

119 1 7 2.89 1.70 2.90 725 222 -.460 440
towel
ER Sweater | 119 1 7 3.32 1.34 1.79 .050 222 -.720 440
ER
) 119 1 6 2.77 1.35 1.83 .558 222 -.315 440
Pillowcase
ER Bath

119 1 7 3.44 1.38 1.91 140 .222 -.639 440
towel
PK -

119 1 7 4.59 1.20 1.45 -.569 222 .218 440
Sweater
PK -
. 119 1 7 3.36 1.32 1.76 347 .222 -.286 440
Pillowcase
PK — Bath

119 1 7 3.92 1.38 1.91 137 222 -.368 440
towel
Brand

119 1 7 3.34( 2.00 401 .295 222 -1.27 440

Familiarity
Average
NET 119 3 7 5.25 .925 .85 -.554 .222 .061 440
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Skewness Kurtosis

Std.
Deviat = Varian Std. Std.
Mean ion ce Statistic Error | Statistic Error

PE — Product Evaluation ER — Affective Reaction

PI — Purchase intention PK - Product Knowledge
CIJ — Confidence in Judgment NFT — Need for Touch
PO — Psychological Ownership WTP — Willingness to Pay

5.3.2 Mean and standard deviations per treatment condition
To help the researcher familiarize herself with the data, descriptive analysis was run
per treatment condition and a detailed tabulation of this can be found in Appendix

12.

5.4 Measurement reliability test and results

Prior to research model testing (data analysis), it is imperative to check and confirm
that the measurements used in the research are robust, reliable and valid
(Oppenheim, 2000). Validity has already been discussed thus no further discussion is
provided here (see Section 4.7). Therefore, the main focus of this section is on
reliability test results. Reliability was tested using SPSS software. Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient (o) was used to examine the internal consistency of the following multi-
item scales: product evaluation, purchase intention, psychological ownership,
affective reaction, product knowledge, brand familiarity and need for touch. Overall
the Cronbach’s alpha scores ranged from .767 to .944 (see Table 11 below) which
exceed Nunnally & Bernstein's (1994) threshold of 0.7, consequently proving that
the scales are reliable. The multi items in each scale were thus combined and merged

to form an average score for each variable.
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As confidence in judgment was measured using one question with two seven-point
semantic differential scales (1 = Not very confident, 7 = Very confident and 1 = Not
very sure. 7 = Very sure), Pearson bivariate correlation coefficient values as opposed
to Cronbach values were computed. The results showed a high correlation between
the items across all three products (for the sweater; r = .842**, pillowcase; r = .856**
and bath towel; r = .797**), indicative that the two items have a strong positive
association. Therefore, the overall confidence measure was calculated by taking an

average of the two items, similar to the study by Peck & Childers (2003).

Table 11. Study 1 Cronbach's Alpha Results

CRONBACH’S ALPHA RESULTS
CRONBACH ALPHA (a) CRONBACH ALPHA (o)
If items deleted

Sweater | Pillow Bath  Sweater Pillow Bath

(= towel case towel

PRODUCT EVALUATION .944 .934 .909

I like this product .892 .849 .895
| feel positive toward the product .812 .827 .868
The product is good 871 931 .895
PURCHASE INTENTION .944 .934 .909

I would definitely purchase this product 933 .924 .904
| definitely intend to buy this product 919 .907 .870
I have a high purchase interest in this product .930 914 .878
| definitely buy this product .924 .908 871
| probably buy this product .949 .938 916
PSYCHOLOGICAL OWNERSHIP .942 922 .940

| feel like this is my product 931 .879 951
| feel a very high degree of personal 917 .866 .878
ownership for this product

| feel like | own this product .897 913 .909
AFFECTIVE REACTION .905 915 .915

How interested were you when evaluating .897 .908 910
the product?

How moved were you when evaluating the .897 916 912
product?

How captivated were you when evaluating .883 .895 .897
the product?

How delighted were you when evaluating .878 .893 .889
the product?

How enthusiastic were you when evaluating .879 .891 .888
the product?

How appealed were you when evaluating the .893 .899 .905
product?
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CRONBACH’S ALPHA RESULTS
CRONBACH ALPHA (a) CRONBACH ALPHA (o)
If items deleted

Sweater | Pillow Bath  Sweater Pillow Bath
case towel case towel

How amused were you when evaluating the
product?

PRODUCT KNOWLEDGE 767 .795 .837

I am very knowledgeable about the product .684 .702 .756
If a friend asked me about the product, I could .619 732 .782
give them advice about different brands of the
product

If | had to purchase such a product today, | .831 .815 .836
would need to gather very little information in
order to make a wise decision

| feel very confident about my ability to tell 674 723 .800
the difference in quality among different
brands of this product

CRONBACH CRONBACH
ALPHA (o) ALPHA (a)
If items deleted
BRAND FAMILIARITY .909
| am familiar with the brand .808
I know a great deal about the brand .860
I have no knowledge about the brand (BFam_RC)* .940
*Reverse coded
NEED FOR TOUCH .859
When walking through stores, | can't help touching all kinds of .840
products
Touching products can be fun .854
When browsing in stores, it is important for me to handle all kinds .838
of products
I like to touch products even if | have no intention of buying them .846
When browsing in stores, | like to touch lots of products .842
I find myself touching all kinds of products in stores .845
I place more trust in products that can be touched before purchase .845
| feel more comfortable purchasing a product after physically .852
examining it
If | can't touch a product in the store, | am reluctant to purchase .850
the product
| feel more confident making a purchase after touching a product .851
The only way to make sure a product is worth buying is to .850
actually touch it
I would only buy a product if | could handle them before purchase .861

5.5 Data analysis

ANCOVA analysis assumes that certain conditions have been met: (1) normality, (2)
homogeneity of variance, (3) independence of the covariate and treatment effect and
(4) homogeneity of regression slopes (Hair et al., 2010; Hair, Anderson, Tatham, &
Black, 1999) hence the first step involved testing that these ANCOVA assumptions

had been met. The results of this are discussed below.
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5.5.1.1 ANCOVA Assumption testing

5.5.1.1.1 Normality test results

The assumption of normality was assessed by examining the Shapiro Wilk scores
which showed that the some of the scores were significant at the 5% level (see Table
12), indicating a departure from normality. However, ANCOVA is relatively robust
to departure from normality especially when sample sizes are large (Rutherford,

2001) so variables with values deviating from normality were included as such.

Table 12. ANCOVA normality assumption

TESTS OF NORMALITY
Dependent variable Product Touch Kolmogorov- Shapiro-Wilk

Condition Smirnov?
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.

PRODUCT Sweater Touch .099| 62| .200 964 | 62 .066
EVALUATION No Touch 147 57| .004 958 | 57 .044
Pillowcase Touch 092| 62| .200" 964 | 62 .064
No Touch .086| 57| .200 979| 57 412
Bath towel Touch 144 62| .003 927 | 62 .001
No Touch 13| 57| .066 962 | 57 .069
PURCHASE Sweater Touch 110 62| .060 928 | 62 .001
INTENTION No Touch .103| 57| .200" 949 | 57 .018
Pillowcase Touch 124 | 62| .018 .943| 62 .006
No Touch 165 57| .001 916 | 57 .001
Bath towel Touch 123 62| .020 960 | 62 .040
No Touch 130 57| .017 941 57 .008
CONFIDENCE IN | Sweater Touch 76| 62| .000 945| 62 .007
JUDGMENT No Touch 178 57| .000 936 | 57 .005
Pillowcase Touch 128 | 62| .013 945 62 .008
No Touch 170 57| .000 933 | 57 .004
Bath towel Touch 226 62| .000 915| 62 .000
No Touch 134 57| .013 930 | 57 .003
WILLINGNESS Sweater Touch 236 62| .000 751 | 62 .000
TO PAY No Touch A181| 57| .000 766| 57 .000
Pillowcase Touch J199( 62| .000 719 62 .000
No Touch 300 57| .000 762 | 57 .000
Bath towel Touch 213 | 62| .000 .828| 62 .000
No Touch 163 | 57| .001 .848| 57 .000
*. This is a lower bound of the true significance.
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction

5.5.1.1.2 Homogeneity of Variance test results
To test this assumption, Levene’s test of equality of variances was run, with results

showing that the assumption was met for the majority of dependent variables
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(Product evaluation: sweater F (7, 111) = 1.50, p = .172 and pillowcase F (7, 111) =
578, p =.773; Purchase intention: sweater F (7, 111) = .486, p = .843 and pillowcase
F (7, 111) = .956, p = .467; Confidence in judgement: sweater F (7, 111) = .984, p =
447, pillowcase F (7, 111) = .748, p = .632 and bath towel F (7, 111) = 148, p =

.179; Willingness to pay: bath towel F (7, 111) = 1.80, p = .094).

However, product evaluation of the bath towel F (7, 111) = 2.90, p = .008, purchase
intention of the bath towel F (7, 111) = 2.15, p = .043 and willingness to pay for the
sweater F (7, 111) = 2.96, p = .007 and pillowcase F (7, 111) = 3.78, p = .001 were
significant at the 5% level. The relative robustness of ANOVA/ANCOVAs to
deviations from homogeneity of variance (Field, 2006, 2013) qualifies the inclusion
of these variables with significant Levene scores in this study. Results are

summarized in Table 13.

Table 13. Study 1 Levene Statistics - H1a, H1b, H2a, H2b and H2c

DEPENDENT VARIABLE \ LEVENE STATISTIC
PRODUCT EVALUATION
Sweater F(7,111)=1.50,p=.172
Pillowcase F(7,111) = .578,p=.773
Bath towel F(7,111) =2.90, p =.008
PURCHASE INTENTION
Sweater F (7,111) = .486, p = .843
Pillowcase F (7,111) = .956, p = .467
Bath towel F(7,111) =2.15,p=.043
CONFIDENCE IN JUDGMENT
Sweater F (7,111) = .984, p = .447
Pillowcase F (7,111) = .748, p =.632
Bath towel F(7,111) =1.48,p=.179
WILLINGNESS TO PAY
Sweater F (7,111) = 2.96, p = .007
Pillowcase F(7,111) = 3.78, p = .001
Bath towel F (7,111) = 1.80, p = .094

5.5.1.1.3 Independence of the covariate and treatment effect test results
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This is an important assumption to check as including a covariate in a model that
differs across treatment groups would effectively not ‘control for’ those differences
(Lord, 1967, 1969) deeming it an unsuitable covariate. The likelihood of this
occurring can be reduced through random assignment of participants to experimental
groups (Field, 2013) which was achieved in this study. This assumption was tested
using an ANOVA with touch as the independent variable and the covariate (product
knowledge) as the dependent variable. Results were all insignificant (sweater F (1,
117) = .397, p = .530, pillowcase F (1, 117) = .959, p = .330 and bath towel F (1,
117) = 2.21, p = .139). Therefore implying that the covariate did not significantly
differ across touch treatment groups (see Table 14) and thus suitable for inclusion as

a covariate.

Table 14. Study 1 Independence of the covariate (product knowledge) and treatment

effect

INDEPENDENCE OF THE COVARIATE (PRODUCT KNOWLEDGE)

AND TREATMENT EFFECT
df df2 F | sig
Product Knowledge - SWEATER 1 117 397 .530
Product Knowledge - PILLOWCASE 1 117 .959 .330
Product Knowledge - BATH TOWEL 1 117 2.216 139

5.5.1.1.4 Homogeneity of regression slopes (covariate coefficients) test results

This examines the relationship between the covariate and the dependent variable/s
and assumes that their outcome (interaction effect) is the same for each of the
treatment groups (Field, 2013). This test evaluated the interaction between the
covariate (product knowledge) and the independent variables (touch x brand

familiarity x need for touch) in predicting the dependent variables examined such
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that insignificant results would demonstrate that the overall regression model is an

accurate representation of all the treatment groups (Field, 2013).

The assumption was met for product evaluation of the sweater (F (1, 110) = 1.83,p =
.077), product evaluation of the bath towel (F (1, 110) = 1.33, p = .234), purchase
intention of the sweater (F (1, 110) = .772, p = .628), purchase intention of the
pillowcase (F (1, 110) = 1.68, p = .110), purchase intention of the bath towel (F (1,
110) = 1.86, p = .073), confidence in judgement for the pillowcase (F (1, 110) = .812,
p = .594) and confidence in judgement for the bath towel (F (1, 110) = 1.25, p =

266).

However, some results were significant implying that the assumption was not met for
these (product evaluation of the pillowcase (F (1, 110) = 2.89, p = .006), confidence
in judgement for the sweater (F (1, 110) = 2.68, p = .010), willingness to pay for the
sweater (F (1, 110) = 4.26, p = .000), willingness to pay for the pillowcase (F (1,
110) = 2.46, p = .017) and willingness to pay for the bath towel (F (1, 110) = 3.87, p

=.000). A summary of results is presented in Table 15 below.

Table 15. Study 1 ANCOVA Homogeneity of regressions slopes

‘ HOMOGENEITY OF REGRESSON SLOPES RESULTS ‘

| dft df2 F Sig.

Product Evaluation |Sweater 1 110 1.83 077
Pillowcase 1 110 2.89 .006
Bath towel 1 110 1.33 234
Purchase Intention | Sweater 1 110 172 .628
Pillowcase 1 110 1.68 110
Bath towel 1 110 1.86 073
Confidence in Sweater 1 110 2.68 .010
Judgment Pillowcase 1 110 812 594
Bath towel 1 110 1.25 .266
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‘ HOMOGENEITY OF REGRESSON SLOPES RESULTS

dfl df2 F Sig.

WTP Sweater 1 110 4.26 .000
Pillowcase 1 110 2.46 .017
Bath towel 1 110 3.87 .000

As the hypothesis in the results are referred to by their number (e.g. H1a), the
researcher included the full hypotheses in Table 16 below to remind the reader of

which hypothesis corresponds to each number.

Table 16. Hypothesis 1a, 1b, 1c, 2a, 2b and 2c (Study 1)

HYPOTHESIS HYPOTHESIS DESCRIPTION
NUMBER

Hla Touch has a significant positive effect on consumer response

H1lb The effect of touch is a function of NFT. Specifically, the effe
of touch is only significant forthose with a higher NFT and no
a lower NFT.

H2a A familiar branded product has more positive effect
consumer response, than an unfamiliar branded product.

H2b The effect of touch on consumer response is a function

brand familiarity. Specifically, for the lower familiar
(unfamiliar) branded products touch will have a positive effg
but no significant effect for the higher familiar brande
products will be found.

H2c There is a threeway interaction between touch, bran
familiarity, need for touch Specifically, individuals with higher
NFT will respond more positively when they can touch
unfamiliar branded product than when they cannot. Low
NFT individuals will respond more positively to the familia
branded products irrespective of touch.

The results of hypothesis 1a, 1b, 2a, 2b and 2c are now presented in the following

sections.

5.5.2 Results Hla, H1b, H2a, H2b and H2c
The proposed direct, moderating and interaction effects controlling for the covariate

of product knowledge were examined across all three products (sweater, pillowcase
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and bath towel). Accordingly, a series of three-way Analysis of Covariance’s also
known as ANCOVAs (Touch condition: touch, no touch; Need for touch: high need
for touch, low need for touch and brand familiarity: familiar (Primark), unfamiliar
(4U2)) were computed for each product. An ANCOVA allows for the effects of a
covariate™ on the dependent variable to be removed from the data, therefore
reducing error and increasing the power of the F-test (Gray & Kinnear, 2012).
Lastly, a brand familiarity manipulation check was undertaken and the results
indicated that the manipulation was successful; (F (1, 117) = 192.64, p = .000.

Results of the analyses are presented below.

5.5.2.1 Product evaluation

H1la. The ANCOVA was run to test the effect of touch on product evaluation, using
product knowledge as a covariate (for each of the three products). The results reveal
a significant effect of touch on product evaluation of the pillowcase (F (1, 110) =
877, p = .004). Specifically, individuals in the touch condition gave higher product
evaluation scores (Mrouch = 4.26, MnoTouch = 3.58) indicating that touch has a positive

effect on product evaluation. Therefore, Hla is supported.

Additional ANCOVA results showed no significant differences in product evaluation

between touch conditions for the sweater (Mouch = 4.52, MnoTouch = 4.48; F (1, 110)

.755) suggesting that touch has no effect on product evaluation of the sweater and

bath towel thus H1a is rejected.

s A confounding (or covariate) variable is any variable other than the experimental
manipulation that affects the outcome variable (Field, 2013; Gray & Kinnear, 2012).
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H1b. The ANCOVA was run to test the effect of touch and NFT (a median split was
used to categorize respondents into high and low NFT groups) on product evaluation,
using product knowledge as a covariate. Results reveal a significant interaction effect
between touch and NFT for the pillowcase F (1, 110) = 4.76, p = .031. Pairwise
comparisons show that product evaluation is significantly higher for high NFT
individuals in the touch condition (Mvyoych = 4.64 versus Myotouch = 3.41; p = .000)
but insignificant for those with a low NFT (Mouch = 3.93 versus Myotouch = 3.73; p =
574). This indicates that there is a positive significant difference in purchase
intentions for high NFT individuals in the touch as opposed to no touch condition but

no difference for low NFT individuals. Therefore H1b is supported.

However, ANCOVA results revealed no significant interaction effect for the sweater
F (1, 110) =.317, p = .575 and bath towel F (1, 110) =.189, p = .171, indicating that
there is no difference in product evaluation between high and low NFT individuals in

the touch and no touch conditions, therefore H1b is rejected.

See Figure 3 for a diagrammatical representation of product evaluation Hla and H1b

results.
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Figure 3. Touch, NFT and product evaluation (H1a and H1b)
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H2a. The ANCOVA was run to test the effect of brand familiarity on product
evaluation, using product knowledge as a covariate. Results reveal no significant
differences in product evaluations for the familiar (Primark) and unfamiliar branded
(4u2) sweater (Mprimark = 4.32, My, = 4.67; F (1, 110) = 1.93, p = .167), pillowcase

(Merimark = 3.89, Maz = 3.94; F (1, 110) = .370, p = .544) and bath towel (Merimark =
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5.11, My =5.28; F (1, 110) = .615, p = .435). The results indicate brand familiarity

has no effect on product evaluation therefore H2a is rejected.

H2b. The ANCOVA was run to test the effect of touch and brand familiarity on
product evaluation, using product knowledge as a covariate. Results reveal no
significant interaction effect of touch and brand familiarity on product evaluation of
the sweater, F (1, 110) = .647, p = .423; pillowcase, F (1, 110) = .194, p = .660 and
bath towel - F (1, 110) = .022, p = .882). The results indicate that product evaluation
scores in the touch and no touch conditions do not differ by brand familiarity

therefore H2b is rejected.

H2c. The ANCOVA was run to test the interaction effect of touch, brand familiarity
and NFT on product evaluation, using product knowledge as a covariate. Results
reveal no significant interaction effect on product evaluation of the sweater F (1,
110) = .019, p = .891, pillowcase F (1,110) = .085, p = .771 and bath towel - F (1,
110) = .109, p = .741. The results do not support the hypothesized three way

interaction therefore H2c is rejected.

See Figure 4 for a diagrammatical representation of product evaluation H2a, H2b and

H2c results.
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Figure 4. Touch, Brand Familiarity, NFT and product evaluation (H2a, H2b, H2c)
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5.5.2.2 Purchase intention

Hla. The ANCOVA was run to test the effect of touch on purchase intention using
product knowledge as a covariate (for each of the three products). The results reveal
a marginally significant main effect of touch on purchase intention of the pillowcase
after controlling for product knowledge, F (1, 110) = 3.36, p = .069). Individuals in
the touch condition gave higher purchase intention scores ((Mtouch = 3.01, MnoTouch =
2.60) indicating that touch has a positive effect on purchase intention. Therefore Hla

Is marginally supported.

Further ANCOVA results showed no significant differences in purchase intention
between touch conditions for the sweater (Mouch = 2.86, MnoTouch = 3.00; F (1, 110)

.619). This indicates that touch has no effect on purchase intentions for the sweater

and bath towel therefore H1la is rejected.

H1b. The ANCOVA was run to test the effect of touch and NFT (a median split was
used to categorize respondents into high and low NFT groups) on purchase intention,
using product knowledge as a covariate. Results reveal no significant interaction
effect between touch and NFT for the sweater (F (1, 110) = 1.03, p = .311),
pillowcase (F (1, 110) = .825, p = .366) and bath towel (F (1, 110) = 1.59, p = .209),
indicating that purchase intentions do not differ for high and low NFT individuals in

either touch condition. Therefore H1b is rejected.

See Figure 5 for a diagrammatical representation of purchase intention Hla and H1b

results.
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Figure 5. Touch, NFT and purchase intention (H1a and H1b)
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H2a. The ANCOVA was run to test the effect of brand familiarity on purchase

intention, using product knowledge as a covariate. Results reveal no significant effect

of brand familiarity on purchase intention for the sweater (Mprimark = 2.93, My =
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2.92; F (1, 110) = .011, p =.916), pillowcase (Mprimark = 2.98, My, = 2.66; F (1, 110)
.392), indicating that brand familiarity has no effect on purchase intentions therefore

H2a is rejected.

H2b. The ANCOVA was run to test the effect of touch and brand familiarity on
purchase intention, using product knowledge as a covariate. Results reveal no
significant interaction effect of touch and brand familiarity on purchase intentions for
the sweater F (1, 110) = .072, p =.78, pillowcase F (1, 110) =.009, p =.923 and bath
towel F (1, 110) = .007, p = .935. The results indicate that product evaluation scores
in the touch and no touch conditions do not differ by brand familiarity therefore H2b

is rejected.

H2c. The ANCOVA was run to test the interaction effect of touch, brand familiarity
and NFT on purchase intention, using product knowledge as a covariate. Results
reveal no significant interaction effect on purchase intention for the sweater F (1,
110) = 1.00, p = .318, pillowcase F (1, 110) = .294, p = .589 and bath towel F (1,
110) = .727, p = .396). The results do not support the hypothesized three way

interaction therefore H2c is rejected.

See Figure 6 for a diagrammatical representation of purchase intention H2a, H2b and

H2c results.
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Figure 6. Touch, Brand Familiarity, NFT and purchase intention (H2a, H2b, H2c)
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5.5.2.3 Confidence in judgment

Hla. The ANCOVA was run to test the effect of touch on confidence in judgment,
using product knowledge as a covariate (for each of the three products). Results
reveal no significant differences confidence in judgement between touch conditions

for the sweater (Mtouch = 5.25, Mnotouch = 4.83; F (1, 110) = 2.34, p = .129),
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pillowcase (Mtouch = 4.88, Mnotouch = 4.69; F (1, 110) = .690, p = .408) and bath
that touch has no effect on confidence in judgment experienced across three products

and thus H1a is rejected.

H1b. The ANCOVA was run to test the effect of touch and NFT (a median split was
used to categorize respondents into high and low NFT groups) on confidence in
judgement, using product knowledge as a covariate. Results reveal no significant
interaction effect of touch and NFT for the sweater (F (1, 110) = 1.04, p = .309),
pillowcase (F (1, 110) = 1.60, p = .209) and bath towel (F (1, 110) = 1.63, p = .203).
This indicates that high and low NFT individuals do not differ in their confidence in

judgements in the touch and no touch conditions, therefore H1b is rejected.

See Figure 7 for a diagrammatical representation of confidence in judgment Hla and

H1b results.

Figure 7. Touch, NFT and confidence in judgement (H1a and H1b)
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CONFIDENCE IN JUDGMENT _Bath Towel
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H2a. The ANCOVA was run to test the effect of brand familiarity on confidence in
judgement, using product knowledge as a covariate. Results reveal no significant
differences in confidence in judgement for the familiar (Primark) and unfamiliar
branded (4u2) sweater (Mprimark = 5.03, My, = 5.07; F (1, 110) = .008, p = .930),
pillowcase (Mprimark = 4.70, My, = 4.88; F (1, 110) = .478, p = .491) and bath towel
(Mprimark = 5.15, Myy2 = 5.17; F (1, 110) = .017, p = .896). The results indicate brand

familiarity has no effect on confidence in judgement therefore H2a is rejected.

H2b. The ANCOVA was run to test the effect of touch and brand familiarity on
confidence in judgement, using product knowledge as a covariate. Results reveal no
significant interaction effect of touch and brand familiarity on confidence in
judgement for the sweater F (1, 110) =.194, p = .661, pillowcase F (1, 110) =.189, p
= .665 and bath towel F (1, 110) = .702, p = .404. The results indicate that
confidence in judgement scores in the touch and no touch conditions do not differ by

brand familiarity therefore H2b is rejected.
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H2c. The ANCOVA was run to test the interaction effect of touch, brand familiarity
and NFT on confidence in judgement, using product knowledge as a covariate.
Results reveal a marginally significant interaction effect on confidence in judgement
for the sweater (F (1, 110) = 2.93, p = .090). Specifically, for the familiar branded
(Primark) sweater those with a high NFT had greater confidence in judgment in the
touch (versus no touch) (Mroych = 5.50 versus Myotouch = 4.40; p = .024). Despite this
significant result, it was hypothesized that this effect would be shown for the
unfamiliar and not the familiar branded product. Therefore H2c is rejected.
ANCOVA results revealed no significant interaction effect for the pillowcase (F (1,
110) = .057, p = .812) and bath towel (F (1, 110) = 2.11, p = .149), therefore H2c is

rejected.

See Figure 8 for a diagrammatical representation of purchase intention H2a, H2b and

H2c results.

Figure 8. Touch, Brand Familiarity, NFT and confidence in judgment (H2a, H2b,

H2c)
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CONFIDENCE IN JUDGMENT _Bath Towel
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5.5.2.4 Willingness to pay

H1la. The ANCOVA was run to test the effect of touch on willingness to pay, using
product knowledge as a covariate (for each of the three products). Results reveal no
significant differences willingness to pay between touch conditions for the sweater
(M+ouch = 15.80, MnoTouch = 15.46; F (1, 110) = .018, p = .893), pillowcase (Mroych =
7.16, MnoToueh = 5.80; F (1, 110) = 1.70, p = .195) and bath towel (Mroucn = 11.07,
MnoTouch = 10.48; F (1, 110) = .558, p = .457). This indicates that that touch has no

effect on willingness to pay across the three products and thus H1a is rejected.

H1b. The ANCOVA was run to test the effect of touch and NFT (a median split was
used to categorize respondents into high and low NFT groups) on willingness to pay,
using product knowledge as a covariate. Results reveal no significant interaction
effect of touch and NFT for the sweater (F (1, 110) = .101, p = .751), pillowcase (F
(1, 110) =.308, p = .580) and bath towel (F (1, 110) = 1.11, p = .292). This indicates
that high and low NFT individuals do not differ in their willingness to pay scores in
the touch and no touch conditions, thus H1b is rejected. See Figure 9 for a

diagrammatical representation of willingness to pay Hla and H1b results.
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Figure 9. Touch, NFT and willingness to pay (H1a and H1b)
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H2a. The ANCOVA was run to test the effect of brand familiarity on product
evaluation, using product knowledge as a covariate. Results reveal significant brand
familiarity effects for the sweater (Mprimark = 11.09, My, = 19.97; F (1, 110) = 17.96,
p = .000), pillowcase (Mprimark = 4.98, My, = 7.96; F (1, 110) = 8.20, p = .005) and
bath towel (Mprimark = 8.39, Myy2 = 13.06; F (1, 110) = 19.76, p = .000). The results
indicate that the unfamiliar branded products received higher product evaluation

scores. Although significant, the results are in the opposite direction hypothesized (it
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was proposed that familiar branded products would receive higher scores), therefore

H2a is rejected.

H2b. The ANCOVA was run to test the effect of touch and brand familiarity on
willingness to pay, using product knowledge as a covariate. Results reveal no
significant interaction effect of touch and brand familiarity on willingness to pay for
the sweater F (1, 110) = .429, p = .514, pillowcase F (1, 110) = 2.37, p = .127 and
bath towel F (1, 110) = .092, p = .762). The results indicate that willingness to pay
scores in the touch and no touch conditions do not differ by brand familiarity

therefore H2b is rejected.

H2c. The ANCOVA was run to test the interaction effect of touch, brand familiarity
and NFT on willingness to pay, using product knowledge as a covariate. Results
reveal no significant interaction effect on willingness to pay for the sweater F (1,
110) = .261, p = .611, pillowcase F (1, 110) = .195, p = .660 and bath towel F (1,
110) = 1.19, p = .277. The results do not support the hypothesized three way

interaction therefore H2c is rejected.

See Figure 10 for a diagrammatical representation of willingness to pay H2a, H2b

and H2c results.
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Figure 10. Touch, Brand Familiarity, NFT and willingness to pay (H2a, H2b and

H2c)
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5.5.3 Results Summary Hla, H1b, H2a, H2b and H2c
A concise pictorial summary depicting only significant results (for easier and clearer
interpretation given that 3 products were examined per hypothesis) of the

hypothesized relationships is presented in Figure 11 below, followed by a written
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summary of the overall results of Study 1 (both significant and insignificant

findings).

Figure 11. Study 1 results (significant results)
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The results showed that as predicted touch positively influenced consumer response,
specifically for product evaluation and purchase intention of the pillowcase (H1a).
Results also supported the hypothesis that product evaluation of the pillowcase was
only significant for those with a high NFT (H1b). Both results reaffirm prior
literature findings (Peck, 2010; Peck & Childers, 2006; Peck & Johnson, 2011; Peck
& Shu, 2009). Hypothesis 2a proposed that irrespective of touch the Primark branded
products (by virtue of being a familiar brand) would be considered more favourably
than the 4U2 ones (unfamiliar), however, the results showed support in the opposite
direction in that willingness to pay was higher for the 4U2 (unfamiliar) branded
sweater, pillowcase and bath towel. No significant results were reported for brand
familiarity moderation (H2b) but marginal support was found for the interaction
effect of touch, NFT and brand familiarity (H2c). Specifically, those with a high
NFT had significantly higher confidence in judgment when they touched the

unfamiliar branded (Primark) sweater.
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The lack of significant support for the proposed brand familiarity moderation effect
was unexpected, which led the researcher to speculate about the possible reasons for
this. As a result, supplementary analyses were run to further examine the role of
attitudes towards the brands used and the influence of product knowledge in

potentially elucidating the aforementioned findings.

5.5.4 Supplementary Analyses

5.5.4.1 Attitudes towards familiar (Primark) and unfamiliar brand (4u2)

Across all three products, brand familiarity did not moderate touch effects on
consumer response (H2b) leading to speculation as to the reasons behind it. First, the
researcher decided to test if the two brands used, despite differing in familiarity,
actually differed in attitudes towards them as similar attitudes could suggest that
participants classed them similarly, possibly deeming the effect of brand name
irrelevant. Data collected during the pre-test was used (n = 22). Attitude towards the
brand was captured on a five-item, seven-point semantic differential scale adopted
from Kent & Allen (1994) with the following adjectives ‘unappealing/appealing’,
bad/good’, unpleasant/pleasant’, ‘unfavourable/favourable’ and ‘unlikable/likable.’
The results of a paired sample t-test (Primark and 4U2) revealed that there was a
significant difference in attitudes toward the brand (p = .015) in that there were
higher positive attitudes towards for the familiar (Mprimark = 5.13) compared to the
unfamiliar brand (Mg, = 3.75). The 95% confidence interval for the difference is
(.309, 2.44). The results ruled out this first speculation, leading to the second
speculation that product knowledge (although run was a covariate in the preceding
analysis) could be a possible moderator that directly influences brand familiarity

moderation. The rationale is provided in the following section.
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5.5.4.2 Product knowledge related hypotheses

Product knowledge has long been of interest to researchers in consumer behaviour
and studies have found that it plays a significant role in the consumer decision-
making process (Bettman & Park, 1980; Brucks, 1985; Rao & Monroe, 1988; Mita
Sujan, 1985) such as purchase intentions (Fu & Elliott, 2013). Marks & Olson (1981)
conceptualize product familiarity as cognitive structures of knowledge (e.g., usage,
product class information, product attributes) concerning the product stored in
memory, derived from direct or indirect experiences (e.g., advertisements) with that
product, that distinguish products in ways useful for decision-making (Alba &
Hutchinson, 1987) as greater knowledge of a product/category accelerates the search
for relevant product information (Brucks, 1985). Product knowledge refers to ‘the
amount of accurate information held in the memory as well as self-perceptions of
product knowledge’(Rao & Sieben, 1992, p. 258) and consumers have a tendency to

make a purchase decision based on their knowledge relevant to the product.

Generally, more knowledgeable consumers possess a better understanding of what
product information is relevant when faced with a particular product decision
(Johnson & Russo, 1984) and in most cases tend to use intrinsic cues related to the
product (e.g., texture of a sweater) as opposed to extrinsic cues (e.g., price or brand)
to gauge the product (Darden & Schwinghammer, 1985; Etgar & Malhotra, 1978;
Olson & Jacoby, 1972; Szybillo & Jacoby, 1974b; Zeithaml, 1988). However, when
intrinsic cues are unavailable they can rely on their current product knowledge for
judgment. Conversely, less knowledgeable individuals (novices) are known to be
more reliant on external (e.g., price or brand name) than internal cues compared to
highly knowledgeable individuals (experts) (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987) when

making judgments and arriving at decisions. When such external cues (e.g., brand
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name) are unfamiliar (hence pre-existing schema from which to make inference is
missing), it is feasible to assume that less knowledgeable individuals would need to
acquire more information about the product (such as through touch). Touch may
therefore have a significant effect on the outcome for less knowledgeable individuals

when brand familiarity is low.

Brand familiarity moderation of touch effects may be dependent on the product
knowledge individuals possess of the products under examination. Alba &
Hutchinson (1987) note that less knowledgeable individuals (novices) rely more on
external cues, than higher knowledgeable individuals (experts). However, when few
product relevant external cues are present (e.g., an unknown brand hence no brand
schema to draw from), consumer response for less knowledgeable individuals could
be based on the information acquired from intrinsic factors (i.e., through product
touch). Furthermore, low product and brand familiarity means that no existing
schema exists to pull from and decisions/conclusions about a product are better

reached when haptic information is provided through touch.

It is thus anticipated that touch would have a significant effect for unfamiliar brands,
when product knowledge is low, as it would act as a mechanism through which
product (knowledge) and brand schema are increased. Additionally, where less
product touch is available to acquire product information, less brand schema is
present (unfamiliar brand) but product knowledge is high, product knowledge would
be drawn on and lead to a more positive consumer response. From the discussions

above, two propositions are thus made:
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Product knowledge related Hypothesis 1. The effect of touch is significant for

those with lower product knowledge but not those with higher product knowledge.

Product knowledge related Hypothesis 2. There is a three-way interaction between
product touch, brand familiarity and product knowledge. When product knowledge is
lower touch has a positive effect on consumer response when brand familiarity is
lower. When product knowledge is higher, touch has no effect on consumer response

when brand familiarity is higher.

While considering product knowledge as a moderator of touch effects seems quite
intuitive, to the researchers’ knowledge, until now it had yet to be empirically
examined in the context of product touch. In summary, from the additional proposed
hypotheses above, it was expected that brand familiarity moderation was significant
but only when product knowledge was low, specifically, touch effects were more
significant when both brand familiarity and product knowledge were low. To test
these hypotheses a series of three way Analysis of Variances also known as
ANOVASs (touch condition: touch, no touch; product knowledge: high PK, low PK;
brand familiarity: familiar (Primark), unfamiliar (4U2)) were computed for each of
the three products (sweater, pillowcase and bath towel). Homogeneity of variance

results are presented in Table 17 below, followed by the ANOVA results.

Table 17. Levene statistics (product knowledge related hypotheses)

DEPENDENT PRODUCT F DF1 DF2 SIG.
VARIABLE

PRODUCT Sweater .785 7 111 .602
EVALUATION | Pillowcase 573 7 111 776
Bath towel 1.481 7 111 181

PURCHASE Sweater 1.02 7 111 416
INTENTION Pillowcase .603 7 111 752
Bath towel .925 7 111 072
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DEPENDENT PRODUCT

VARIABLE
CONFIDENCE | Sweater .316 7 111 249
IN JUDGMENT | Pillowcase .370 7 111 918
Bath towel 1.13 7 111 .349
WILLINGNESS | Sweater 1.63 7 111 134
TO PAY Pillowcase 2.54 7 111 .018
Bath towel 2.10 7 111 .049

5.5.5 Results for product knowledge related hypotheses ANOVA’s

5.5.5.1 Product evaluation

Product knowledge related Hypothesis 1. ANOVA’s were run to test the
moderation effect of product knowledge on the relationship between touch and
product evaluation. ANOVA results reveal no significant moderation effect of
product knowledge on touch and product evaluation of the sweater F (1, 111) = .112,
p =.739, pillowcase F (1, 111) = .364, p = .547 and bath towel F (1, 111) =.593, p =
.443). The results indicate that product knowledge is not a moderator of touch effects

therefore the hypothesis is rejected.

Product knowledge related Hypothesis 2. The ANOVA’s also tested the three way
interaction effect of touch, brand familiarity and product knowledge. ANOVA results
reveal no significant 3 way interaction effect on product evaluation of the sweater, F
(1, 111) = 2.96, p = .088, pillowcase F (1, 111) = .765, p = .364 and bath towel F (1,
111) = .657, p = .443. The results indicate that no three way interaction effect exists

therefore the hypothesis is rejected.

See Figure 12 for a diagrammatical representation of the aforementioned product

evaluation results.
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Figure 12. Touch, brand familiarity, product knowledge and product evaluation

(Product related hypotheses 1 and 2)

PRODUCT EVALUATION_Sweater PRODUCT
EVALUATION_ Pillowcase
Touch, Brand Familiarity, Product Touch, Brand Familiarity, Product
Knowledge SWEATER Knowledge PILLOWCASE
6 528 48 4
'g i35
i 31
> SPAR
= 3 - ) -
= %15 -
52 1 #Touch 3 11 aTouch
-
E I #No Touch & 0'3 1 #No Touch
0 Familiar = Unfamilir = Fomiliar | Unfamiliar
FamiliarBrand  Unfamiliar Familiar Brand  Unfamiliar Brand  Brand(4u2)  Brand  Brand (4u2)
(Primark) | Brand (4u2) Brand (4u2) (Primark) (Primark)
HIGHPRODUCT LOW PRODUCT HIGHPRODUCT LOW PRODUCT
KNOWLEDGE KNOWLEDGE KNOWLEDGE KNOWLEDGE
PRODUCT EVALUATION_Bath Towel
Touch, Brand Familiarity, Product Knowledge BATH
TOWEL
7 -
592
T 564
§ 528 33 51445
237
N
73
2 #Touch
=]
g1 BNo Touch
0 4
Familiar Brand  Unfamiliar [Familiar Brand Unfamiliar
(Primark) | Brand (4u2) = (Primark) | Brand (4u2)
HIGH PRODUCT LOW PRODUCT
KNOWLEDGE KNOWLEDGE

5.5.5.2 Purchase intention

Product knowledge related Hypothesis 1. ANOVA’s were run to test the
moderation effect of product knowledge on the relationship between touch and
purchase intention. ANOVA results reveal no significant moderation effect of
product knowledge on touch and purchase intention for the sweater F (1, 111) =.109,

p =.742, pillowcase F (1, 111) = .364, p = .547 and bath towel F (1, 111) = .946, p =
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.333). The results indicate that product knowledge is not a moderator of touch effects

therefore the hypothesis is rejected.

Product knowledge related Hypothesis 2. The ANOVA’s also tested the three way
interaction effect of touch, brand familiarity and product knowledge. ANOVA results
reveal no significant 3 way interaction effect on purchase intention of the sweater, F
(1, 111) = 1.05, p = .307, pillowcase F (1, 111) = 1.90, p = .170 and bath towel F (1,
111) = .068, p = .795. The results indicate that no three way interaction effect exists
therefore the hypothesis is rejected. See Figure 13 for a diagrammatical

representation of the aforementioned purchase intention results.

Figure 13. Touch, Brand Familiarity, Product knowledge and purchase intention

(Additional hypothesis 1 and 2)
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PURCHASE INTENTION_Bath Towel
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5.5.5.3 Confidence in Judgment

Product knowledge related Hypothesis 1. ANOVA’s were run to test the
moderation effect of product knowledge on the relationship between touch and
confidence in judgement. ANOVA results reveal no significant moderation effect of
product knowledge on touch and confidence in judgment for the sweater F (1, 111) =
1.46, p = .229, pillowcase F (1, 111) = .176, p = .676 and bath towel F (1, 111) =
1.35, p = .246). The results indicate that product knowledge is not a moderator of

touch effects therefore the hypothesis is rejected.

Product knowledge related Hypothesis 2. The ANOVA’s also tested the three way
interaction effect of touch, brand familiarity and product knowledge. ANOVA results
reveal no significant 3 way interaction effect on confidence in judgement of the
sweater, F (1, 111) = .483, p = .488, pillowcase F (1, 111) =.043, p = .837 and bath
towel F (1, 111) = .607, p = .438. The results indicate that no three way interaction
effect exists therefore the hypothesis is rejected. See Figure 14 for a diagrammatical

representation of the aforementioned confidence in judgement results.
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Figure 14. Touch, Brand Familiarity, Product knowledge and confidence in

judgement (Additional hypothesis 1 and 2)
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5.5.5.4 Willingness to pay

Product knowledge related Hypothesis 1. ANOVA’s were run to test the

moderation effect of product knowledge on the relationship between touch and
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willingness to pay. ANOVA results reveal no significant moderation effect of
product knowledge on touch and willingness to pay for the sweater F (1, 111) = 2.04,
p =.155, pillowcase F (1, 111) =.006, p = .939 and bath towel F (1, 111) =.835, p =
.363. The results indicate that product knowledge is not a moderator of touch effects

therefore the hypothesis is rejected.

Product knowledge related Hypothesis 2. The ANOVA’s also tested the three way
interaction effect of touch, brand familiarity and product knowledge. ANOVA results
reveal a marginally significant three way interaction effect on willingness to pay for
the bath towel (F (1, 111) = 3.62, p = .060). Pairwise comparisons showed that when
touch was available, there is a higher willingness to pay for the unfamiliar brand (M
= 13.89) compared to the familiar branded bath towel (M = 7.77) when product
knowledge was low (p = .001). Additionally, when touch was unavailable, there was
a greater willingness to pay for the unfamiliar branded bath towel (M = 14.80)
compared to the familiar branded bath towel (M = 8.08) only when product
knowledge was high (p = .003). The results indicate that a three way interaction

effect does exist and therefore the hypothesis is supported.

However, the ANOVA results revealed no significant 3 way interaction effect on
willingness to pay for the sweater F (1, 111) = .483, p = .488 and pillowcase F (1,
111) = .043, p = .837. Therefore indicating that there is no three way interaction for
the sweater and pillowcase and consequently the hypothesis is rejected for these two
products. See Figure 15 for a diagrammatical representation of the aforementioned

willingness to pay results.
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Figure 15. Touch, Brand Familiarity, Product knowledge and willingness to pay

(Additional hypothesis 1 and 2)
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A summary of Study 1 direct, moderation and interaction hypotheses results is

presented in Table 18 below.
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Table 18. RESULTS SUMMARY (H1a, H1b, H2a, H2b, H2c, Product knowledge related Hypothesis 1 and 2)

Sheena W. Karangi PhD Thesis 2017

NO. HYP. DEPENDENT SWEATER PILLOW BATH TOWEL
VARIABLE CASE
Hla. Touch has a significant Product evaluation Not Supported Supported Not Supported
positive effect on consumer F (1, 110) =.025, p = .875 F(1,110) = .877,p= F (1, 110) =.098, p =.755
response I\/lTouch = 4521 .004 MTouch = 522, MNoTouch =
I\/lNoTouch =4.48 IVITouch = 426: MNoTouch 5.18
=3.58
Purchase intention Not Supported Marginally supported Not Supported
F (1, 110) = .331, p = .567 F(1,110)=3.36,p = F(1,114) = .322,p=.571
.069
Mouch = 3.01, MnoTouch =
2.60
Confidence in Not Supported Not Supported Not Supported
Judgment F (1,110) = 2.34, p = .129 F (1, 110) = .690, p = F (1, 110) = .589, p = .445
Mrouch = 5.25, 408 Mouch = 5.22, MoTouch =
MnoTouch = 4.83 Mrouch = 4.88, Mnorouch = 5.09
4.69
Willingness to pay Not supported Not Supported Not Supported
F (1, 110) =.018, p = .893 F(1,110)=1.70,p = F (1, 110) = .558, p = .457
|VITouch = 15-801 MNoTouch = 195 MTouch = 11-07: I\/lNoTouch =
15.46 Mouch = 7.16, MnoTouch = 10.48
5.80
H1b. The effect of touch is a Product evaluation Not Supported Supported Not Supported
function of NFT. F(1,110) = .317,p = .575 (F(1,110)=4.76,p= | F(1,110)=.189,p=.171
Specifically, the effect of - 031)
touch is only significant for Af(gl'lgh NFT*MMTOUC*‘ -
those with a higher NFT and ' 3\;?{?5;5_ 8‘88’)““_
not a lower NFT. Purchase intention Not Supported Not Supported Not Supported
F(1,110)=1.03,p=.311 F(1,110) = .825,p = F (1, 110) = 1.59, p = .209
.366
Confidence in Not Supported Not Supported Not Supported
Judgment F (1, 110) =1.04, p =.309 F(1,110)=1.60,p = F(1,110) =1.63, p=.203
.209
Willingness to pay Not Supported Not Supported Not Supported
F(1,110)=.101,p=.751 F (1, 110) =.308, p = F(1,110)=1.11,p=.292
.580
A familiar branded Eroduct Product evaluation Not Supported Not Supported Not Supported
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HYP.

DEPENDENT
VARIABLE

SWEATER

PILLOW
CASE

BATH TOWEL

H2a. has a more positive effect on F (1, 110) =1.93, p = .167 F(1,110)=.370,p = F (1, 110) = .615, p = .435
consumer response, than an Merimark = 4.32, 544 Mbprimark = 9.11,
unfamiliar branded product Mayz = 4.67 Merimark = 3.89, May, = 5.28

M4u2 =3.94
Purchase intention Not Supported Not Supported Not Supported
F (1, 110) =.011, p = .916 F(1,110)=1.01,p= F (1, 110) =.740, p = .392
Ilerimark = 2931 315 MPrimark = 364,
My, = 2.92 Mprimark = 2.98, Mgy, = 3.82
M4u2 =2.66
Confidence in Not Supported Not Supported Not Supported
Judgment F (1, 110) =.008, p = .930 F(1,110) = 478,p = F(1,110)=.017,p = .896
Merimark = 5.03, 491 Merimark = .15,
My, = 5.07 Mprimark = 4.70, My = 5.17
M4u2 = 488,
Willingness to pay Not Supported Not Supported Not Supported
F (1, 110) = 17.96, p = .000 F(1,110)=8.20,p= F (1, 114) = 19.76, p = .000
MPrimark = 1109, .005 I\/IPrimark = 839,
Mgy = 19.97 Mprimark = 4.98, Mgy, = 13.06
Mgy = 7.96

H2b. The effect of touch on | Productevaluation Not Supported Not Supported Not Supported
consumer response is a F (1, 110) = .647,p=.423 F(1,110) =.194,p = F (1, 110) = .022, p = .882
function of brand _ 660
familiarity. Specifically, for Purchase intention Not Supported Not Supported Not Supported
the lower familiar F (1,110) =.072,p=.788 F(1, 110)9;3.009, p= F (1, 110) = .007, p = .935
(unfamiliar) . branded Confidence in Not Supported Not Supported Not Supported
products touch will have a | j,4yment F(1,110)= 194, p= 661 | F(1,110)=.189.p= | F(1,110)=.702, p = 404
positive effect but no 665
significant  effect for the ["willingness to pay Not Supported Not Supported Not Supported
higher ~ familiar  branded F (1, 110) = 429, p = 514 F(1,110)=237,p= F (1, 110) = .092, p = .762
products will be found. 127

H2c. There is a three-way | Product evaluation Not Supported Not Supported Not Supported
interaction between touch, F (1, 110) =.019, p = .891 F (1,110) =.085,p = F (1, 110) = .109, p = .741
brand familiarity, need for B 171
touch. Specifically, Purchase intention Not Supported Not Supported Not Supported
individuals with higher NFT F (1, 110) = 1.00, p = .318 F (1, 110)559.294, p= F (1, 110) =.727, p = .396
will respond more positively Confidence in Not Supported Not Supported Not Supported
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NO. HYP. DEPENDENT SWEATER PILLOW BATH TOWEL
VARIABLE CASE
when they can touch an | Judgment (Marginally significant F(1,110)=.057,p= F(1,110)=2.11,p=.149
unfamiliar branded product but for familiar brand) 812
than when they cannot. F(1,110) = 2.93, p =.090
Lower NFT individuals will M'\"Touch -_545400_
respond more positively to NoTouch = *%%
he  famili branded p =024
the amiliar orande (High NFT, Familiar
products  irrespective  of brand)
touch. Willingness to pay Not supported Not supported Not supported
F (1,110) = .261, p = .611 F(1,110)=.195,p= F(1,110) = 1.19, p = .277
.660
Product The effect of touch is | Productevaluation Not supported Not supported Not supported
knowledge significant for those with
Hypothesis 1 | but not those with higher _ . 547
product knowledge Purchase intention Not supported Not supported Not supported
F(1,111) = .109, p = .742 F(1,111) = .364,p = F (1, 111) = .946, p = .333
547
Confidence in Not supported Not supported Not supported
Judgment F(1,111) = 1.46, p =.229 F(1,111) = .176,p = F(1,111)=1.35p=
676; 246).
Willingness to pay Not supported Not supported Not supported
F(1,111) =2.04,p=.155 F(1,111) =.006, p = F(1,111) = .835,p =.363
.939
Product There is a three-way | Product evaluation Not supported Not supported Not supported
knowledge interaction between product F(1,111)=2.96, p = .088 F(1,111)=.765,p = F(1,111) = 657, p = .443
related touch, brand familiarity and 364
Hypothesis 2 | product knowledge. When Purchase intention Not supported Not supported Not supported
product knowledge is lower F(1,111)=105p=.307 | F(1,111)=190,p= | F (1, 111)=.068, p=.795
touch has a positive effect on 170
consumer - response when Confidence in Not supported Not supported Not supported
brand familiarity is lower. | 3,qgment F(1,111)= 483, p=.488 | F(1,111)=.043,p= | F(1,111)=.607, p=.438
When product knowledge is 837
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NO. HYP.

higher, touch has no effect
on consumer response when
brand familiarity is higher.

DEPENDENT
VARIABLE
Willingness to pay

SWEATER

Not supported
F(1,111) = .483,p = .488

PILLOW
CASE
Not supported
F(1,111)=.043,p=
.837

BATH TOWEL

Marginally Supported
F(1,111)=3.62, p=.060
1 Intouch condition,
higher WTP, for
unfamiliar brand,
product knowledge low

9 In no touch condition,
higher WTP for
unfamiliar brand when
product knowledge
high
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5.5.6 Mediation hypothesis (Hypothesis 3a and 3b)

A mediator accounts for the relationship between an independent (predictor) variable
and a dependent variable (Baron & Kenny, 1986) and mediation is said to occur
when the effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable is transmitted
(is explained) by this mediator (Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes, 2007). Essentially,
mediation is concerned with the intervening mechanism producing the treatment
effect while moderation concerns the factors influencing the magnitude of this effect

(Muller, Judd, & Yzerbyt, 2005).

According to Baron & Kenny (1986) and MacKinnon (2011), four conditions are
requisite to demonstrate evidence of mediation. First, the independent variable
affects the dependent variable (a). That is, there must be evidence of a relationship
that can be mediated (Baron & Kenny, 1986; Preacher & Hayes, 2004). Second, the
independent variable significantly accounts for variations in the alleged mediator (b).
Third, the relationship between the alleged mediator and dependent variable is
significant (c). Lastly, the proposed mediator should remain significant in the model
after the independent variable, but the effect of the independent variable should
reduce significantly or become zero (d). It was proposed that the mediators of
psychological ownership and affective reaction would help elucidate the brand
familiarity moderation effect, specifically, the touch effect on consumer response to
unfamiliar branded products. In this study, results did not demonstrate that the
independent variable was significantly related to the any of the dependent variables
for any of the unfamiliar branded products. Additionally, the independent variable
did not significantly influence of the proposed mediators. As such the first and
second conditions of mediation were not met, ruling out the necessity to conduct

mediation effect analysis tests. Therefore, the mediation H3a and H3b are rejected.

Sheena W. Karangi PhD Thesis 2017 Page 212



56 CHAPTER SUMMARY

The chapter covered a detailed description of the data preparation and analysis
procedures followed in data analysis for Study 1 and the surprising lack of significant
findings for the moderation effect of brand familiarity led to additional analyses
being carried out. Initial speculation for this was that attitudes towards the brands
used (Primark and 4u2) were similar, hence the indifferent results, but this was ruled
out using a t-test that revealed greater positive attitudes towards the familiar versus
unfamiliar brand. Further speculation then led to testing if touch effects were
dependent on product knowledge (Product knowledge related hypothesis 1) and
consequently brand familiarity moderation was dependent on the degree of product
knowledge one possessed (Product knowledge elated hypothesis 2). No support was
found for the former hypothesis but some support for the latter was found. As no
significant brand familiarity moderation on touch effects was found (H2b) mediation

analyses (H3a and H3b) were not conducted.
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CHAPTER 6: Study 2 and Combined Data
(Effect of Brand Status on Consumer
Response and Brand Status Moderation of
Touch Effects)

Data Preparation and Analysis
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6.1 INTRODUCTION

What the results of Study 1 suggest is that merely looking at the presence or absence
of brand schema (familiar or unfamiliar), without examining the nature of what that
schema contains (e.g., what type of brand, brand status etc.) may not be a sufficient
indicator of brands influence on product touch effects. Study 2 was designed to
address and test this speculation by replicating Study 1 and examining touch effects
on the same relationships (consumer response variables) within the context of a
familiar luxury brand (Chanel). Luxury brands tend to be evaluated using different
criteria compared to non-luxury brands, more so stemming from the emotional and
hedonic benefits they are able to deliver to the consumer (Patrick & Hagtvedt, 2014),
therefore it is possible that touch could play a significant role in the evaluative stage

of products from such brands.

Building upon the significant and insignificant findings of Study 1, Study 2 examines
touch effects for a different brand category; a luxury brand and primarily examines
the influence of touch on consumer response to luxury branded products (H4a) and
how this differs by need for touch (H4b). A combined data set (Study 1 and 2) is
then used to determine if brand status moderates the effect of touch (H4c), if touch,
brand status and NFT interact to influence consumer response (H4d) and what
underlying mechanism could explain touch effects for luxury brands (psychological

ownership (H4e) or affective reaction (H4f).

Similar to Study 1, the same sweater and bath towel (both considered as important to
touch during evaluation) were used. However, instead of the pillowcase a mug was
used. Klatzky, Lederman, & Matula (1993) categorize objects as either material or

geometric, such that a material object’s most principal attribute relates to its texture,
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roughness, hardness, weight or temperature (e.g., an item of clothing); while
geometric objects’ principal attributes are related to their size or shape (e.g., a can of
soda, books, calculator or a mug). As such, vision provides adequate information for
evaluating geometric products while preference for material properties is determined
more by their haptic properties (McCabe & Nowlis, 2003). By incorporating a
geometric product (a mug) in Study 2, the aim was to further generalize findings
across products with differing haptic salience (importance of touch) properties, as
such, to yield deeper insights into consumer behaviour in a product touch luxury
brand context. Lastly, an additional covariate, product involvement was included
(ustification for this can be found in section 4.9.9.1.2). Chapter 6 presents a
discussion of Study 2 data preparation techniques, measurement reliability results,

data analysis results and the combined data set analysis and results.

6.2 Data preparation

Subsequent to data entry into the SPSS 21 (Statistical Package for Social Science),
the task of data cleaning was conducted. Data was screened to exclude errors in
preparation for both descriptive and inferential statistics that were run using SPSS.
As with Study 1, screening included data cleaning and outlier examination, further

elaborated upon in the sections below.

6.2.1 Missing data in Study 2

As discussed in the previous chapter (Section 5.2.2), the commonly used approaches
to dealing with missing data in social and behavioural sciences are case (listwise) and
pairwise deletion (Peugh & Enders, 2004), based primarily on their relative ease of
use and availability in most statistical software programs (Baraldi & Enders, 2010).

Similar to Study 1, the choice of approach in Study 2 was based on two factors: the
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size of the sample and the analysis method adopted. The sample size of Study 2 was
relatively small (N = 65) and despite only two cases having missing values, dropping
these cases would result in an even smaller sample size of 63. Furthermore, as
ANCOVA analysis (as used in Study 2) is a complete case analysis method that does
not take account of incomplete cases (Hayes, 2013). Therefore, a single imputation
method (Baraldi & Enders, 2010) allowing for the inclusion of the two missing data
cases was felt suitable. Thus as in Study 1 mean imputation was used, replacing the

missing values with the mean of the existing data set.

6.2.2 Outlier examination

In Study 2, a total of 7 outliers were found across WTP for all three products (the
ranges included values above £70 for the sweater, values above £20 for the mug and
values above £24 for the bath towel). The brand under examination is a luxury brand
(Chanel) and the outliers (all in the upper price range) could just be a reflection of
the expected expensive of luxury brands. Therefore, the researcher decided to leave
the identified outliers in the data set. This decision is further supported by Laurent
(2013) who argues for the non-removal of outliers prior to using ANOVA/ANCOVA

analysis on experimental data.

6.3 Study 2 respondent profile and data descriptives

Table 19 illustrates the percentage distribution of participants by gender, age and
nationality (N = 65). The majority were female at 66.2% followed by males at
33.8%. The participants’ ages ranged from 18 to 30 years with 96.9% between 18
and 24 years and 3.1% between 25 to 30 years. Lastly, 64.6% were British while

35.4% were non-British.
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Table 19. Study 2 Respondent Profile
STUDY 2 RESPONDENT PROFILE

Characteristic Frequency Percent

Gender Male 22 33.8%
(N =65) Female 43 66.2 %
Age 18 — 24 yrs 63 96.9 %
(N =65) 25 — 30 yrs 2 3.1%
Nationality British 42 64.6 %
(N=65) Non- British 23 35.4 %

6.3.1 Overall Descriptive Statistics (Mean and Standard Deviations)

Mean and standard deviations were calculated for the following variables: product
evaluation, purchase intention, confidence in judgment, willingness to pay,
psychological ownership, affective reaction, product knowledge and product
involvement for all three products tested in the study (sweater, mug and bath towel).

Need for touch mean and standard deviation was also calculated.

On a 7 point Likert scale, the overall product evaluation mean was highest for the
bath towel at 5.22 followed by the sweater at 4.47 and mug at 4.43. Purchase
intentions were generally low across all three products with the highest mean
calculated for the bath towel at 3.70, then mug at 2.93 and sweater at 2.84.
Confidence in judgment was the greatest for the bath towel at 5.26 followed by the
mug at 5.02 and sweater at 5.00. There was a higher willingness to pay for the
sweater (£225) followed by the mug (£100) and bath towel (£80). Psychological
ownership was highest for the bath towel at 2.56, followed by the sweater at 2.23
then mug at 2.14. Affective reaction was highest for the sweater at 3.31followed by
the bath towel at 3.24 then mug at 3.04. Product knowledge was highest for the
sweater at 4.47, followed by the bath towel at 3.55 and mug at 3.37. Product

involvement was highest for the sweater at 5.04 followed by the mug at 4.20 and
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bath towel at 4.19. Lastly, overall need for touch was 5.13. Table 20 depicts a

summary of means and standard deviations.

Table 20. Descriptive Statistics Summary - Product Evaluation, Purchase Intention,
Confidence in Judgment, Willingness to Pay, Affective Reaction, Psychological
Ownership, Product Knowledge, Product Involvement and Need for Touch

Skewness Kurtosis
VARIABLE Std. Std. Std.
Max | Mean Dev. Variance Statistic = Error Statistic Error
PE Sweater 65 1 7 4.47] 1.56 2.44 -.419 .297 -.750 .586
PE Mug 65 1 7 4.43| 148 2.21 -.178 297 -.665 .586
PE Bath towel | 65 3 7 5.22| 1.08 1.18 -.301 297 -.632 .586
PI Sweater 65 1 6 2.84| 1.60 2.56 510 297 -.968 586
Pl Mug 65 1 6 293| 147 2.17 .695 .297 -.575 .586
P1 Bath towel 65 1 6 3.70| 1.34 1.81 -.160 297 -.822 .586
CIJ Sweater 65 2 7 5.00| 1.48 2.20 -.418 297 -.515 .586
ClJ Mug 65 1 7 5.02| 1.56 2.43 -.694 .297 -.199 .586
ClJ Bath towel | 65 2 7 5.26| 1.45 211 -.691 .297 -.373 .586
WTP Sweater | 65 | 1.00| 225.00| 32.64|40.03| 1603.14 2.95 297 9.57 .586
WTP mug 65 | 1.00| 100.00| 10.43|17.24 297.23 4.03 297 17.60 .586
WTP Bath
owel 65 | 3.00| 80.00| 18.38|18.58 345.43 2.30 297 4.75 .586
PO Sweater 65 1 6 2.23| 143 2.05 1.05 297 232 .586
PO Mug 65 1 6 214| 142 2.03 1.33 297 1.03 .586
PO Bath towel | 65 1 6 256 | 161 2.60 175 297 -.678 .586
ER Sweater 65 1 6 331 124 1.53 .012 297 -.749 .586
ER Mug 65 1 6 3.04| 1.19 1.43 562 297 -.030 .586
ER Bath towel | 65 1 7 3.24| 1.26 1.61 .548 297 .032 .586
PK Sweater 65 1 7 4.47| 144 2.07 -.460 297 -.207 .586
PK Mug 65 1 7 3.37| 122 1.50 438 297 -117 .586
PK Bath towel | 65 1 7 3.55| 1.36 1.85 .348 297 -.437 .586
PIV Sweater 65 2 7 504 1.20 1.45 -.452 297 -.336 .586
PIV Mug 65 1 7 4.20| 154 2.38 -.053 297 -.594 .586
PIV Bath towel | 65 1 7 4.19| 1.36 1.86 -.089 297 -.376 .586
NFT 65 3 7 5.13 .89 .80 =777 297 .529 .586
Valid N
(listwise) %
PE — Product Evaluation PO - Psychological Ownership
P1 — Purchase intention PK — Product Knowledge
CI1J - Confidence in Judgment PIV — Product Involvement
WTP — Willingness to Pay NFT — Need for Touch
ER — Affective Reaction
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6.3.2 Mean and standard deviations per treatment condition
Similar to Study 1, descriptive analysis was run per treatment condition to familiarise
the researcher with the data. A detailed tabulation of this can be found in Appendix

13.

6.4 Measurement reliability test and results

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient (o) was used to examine the internal consistency of the
following multi-item scales: purchase intention, product evaluation, affective
reaction, psychological ownership, product knowledge, product involvement and
need for touch. The results showed that all Cronbach’s alpha scores except product
knowledge for the mug (0.625) ranged from .734 to .955 (see Table 21 below) which
exceed Nunnally & Bernstein's (1994) threshold of 0.7, consequently proving that
the scales are reliable. However, given the low reliability score for product
knowledge of the mug, the researcher made the decision to remove the third item
from the product knowledge scale across all three products as this increased the alpha
values to 0.835 (sweater), 0.702 (mug), and 0.776 (bath towel), all of which met the
required threshold of 0.7. Overall, the Cronbach’s alpha scores presented in this
section prove that the measurement instruments used in the study are reliable. The
multi items in each scale were thus combined and merged to form an average score

for each variable.

Similar to Study 1 confidence in judgment was a two-item scale measured using two
seven-point scales (“not very confident™ to "very confident” and "not very sure” to
"very sure"). A Pearson’s bivariate correlation was run with the two items and results
revealed a high correlation between them across all three products (for the sweater r

=.803**, mug r = .888** and bath towel r = .767**), therefore the two items have a
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strong positive association and the overall confidence measure was calculated by
taking an average of the two items. Willingness to pay was measured similar to
Study 1 using the open ended question that read ‘How much are you willing to pay

for the (product)? On a scale from £1 to £250.

Table 21. Study 2 Cronbach's Alpha Results

e deleted
eate g Ba eate g Ba

Oowe owe
PRODUCT EVALUATION 942 .888 | .879
I like this product .922 .760 765
| feel positive toward the product .948 .844 .852
The product is good .876 .905 .860
PURCHASE INTENTION .955 941 | 913
I would definitely purchase this .956 .944 923
product
| definitely intend to buy this product 937 918 | .886
I have a high purchase interest in this .943 921 | .883
product
| definitely buy this product 941 918 | .876
| probably buy this product .943 932 | .898
PSYCHOLOGICAL OWNERSHIP .866 877 .888
| feel like this product is mine .832 .837 782
| feel a very high degree of personal .825 .841 .867
ownership for this product
| feel like | own this product 784 .803 .865
AFFECTIVE REACTION .852 .848 .856
How interested were you when .853 .821 | .849
evaluating the product?
How moved were you when .865 .833 | .834
evaluating the product?
How captivated were you when .828 .810 .829
evaluating the product?
How delighted were you when .824 .802 .813
evaluating the product?
How enthusiastic were you when .824 .823 821
evaluating the product?
How appealed were you when .824 .804 .834
evaluating the product?
How amused were you when 871 .883 .869
evaluating the product?
PRODUCT INVOLVEMENT 762 .838 | .813
(Product) are important to me 728 .785 .817
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CRONBACH’S ALPHA RESULTS

CRONBACH ALPHA
()

Sweater Mug Bath
towel

| perceive (product) as exciting
products

If items deleted

Sweater

Mug

CRONBACH ALPHA
()

Bath
towel

(Product) are interesting products

.640

773

724

| care about the (product) | buy

741

.822

792

PRODUCT KNOWLEDGE .825 .625 7134

I am very knowledgeable about the
product

.755

499

.610

If a friend asked me about the
product, | could give them advice
about different brands of the product

.759

541

.686

If | had to purchase such a product
today, | would need to gather very
little information in order to make a
wise decision

.835

.702

776

| feel very confident about my ability
to tell the difference in quality among
different brands of this product

764

485

.605

NEED FOR TOUCH

812

When walking through stores, | can't help touching all kinds of
products

.798

Touching products can be fun

.788

When browsing in stores, it is important for me to handle all kinds of
products

794

I like to touch products even if | have no intention of buying them

.788

When browsing in stores, | like to touch lots of products

172

I find myself touching all kinds of products in stores

784

I place more trust in products that can be touched before purchase

.800

I feel more comfortable purchasing a product after physically
examining it

799

If | can't touch a product in the store, | am reluctant to purchase the
product

.808

I feel more confident making a purchase after touching a product

.799

The only way to make sure a product is worth buying is to actually
touch it

.821

I would only buy a product if | could handle them before purchase

.825

6.5 Data analysis

6.5.1 Hypothesis 4a and 4b

As in Study 1 ANCOVA assumptions of normality, homogeneity of variance,

independence of the covariate and treatment effect and homogeneity of regression

slopes were tested. The results are presented next.
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6.5.1.1 ANCOVA Assumption testing

6.5.1.1.1 Normality test results

Shapiro Wilk scores showed that the majority of the results were significant at the
5% level, implying that there was a departure from normality (see Table 22) but
ANCOVA’s robustness to departure from normality (Rutherford, 2001) allowed for

the analyses to proceed.

Table 22. ANCOVA normality assumption H4a and H4b
TESTS OF NORMALITY

Dependent Product | 1ouch  Kolmogorov-Smirnov® Shapiro-Wilk
variable
Condition Statistic | df Sig.  Statistic  df Sig.

PRODUCT Sweater Touch .158 30 .054 .948 30 152
EVALUATION No Touch 122 34 .200* .955 34 175
Mug Touch 122 30 .200* .967 30 452
No Touch .073 34 .200* .976 34 .629
Bath towel | Touch 133 30 .188 .956 30 239
No Touch .097 34 .200* .949 34 114
PURCHASE Sweater Touch .136 30 167 .920 30 027
INTENTION No Touch 192 34 .003 .882 34 .002
Mug Touch 159 30 .052 .925 30 .036
No Touch .169 34 .015 .902 34 .005
Bath towel | Touch .092 30 .200* 979 30 784
No Touch 137 34 .109 .940 34 .063
CONFIDENCE | Sweater Touch .158 30 .053 .925 30 .036
IN JUDGMENT No Touch .143 34 .076 .936 34 046
Mug Touch .164 30 .039 .903 30 .010
No Touch .159 34 .029 .932 34 .036
Bath towel | Touch .239 30 .000 .866 30 .001
No Touch 176 34 .009 .934 34 041
WILLINGNESS | Sweater Touch .329 35 .000 .648 35 .000
TO PAY No Touch .282 30 .000 .690 30 .000
Mug Touch .361 35 .000 517 35 .000
No Touch .256 30 .000 .587 30 .000
Bath towel | Touch .258 35 .000 711 35 .000
No Touch .282 30 .000 .603 30 .000
*. This is a lower bound of the true significance
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
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6.5.1.1.2 Homogeneity of variance test results

Homogeneity of variance tests were run and Levene statistics results revealed that
the assumption was met for majority of the variables (Product evaluation: sweater, F
(3,61) =1.22, p =.309; mug, F (3, 61) = 1.15, p = .335 and bath towel, F (3, 61) =
1.73, p = .168; Purchase intention: sweater, F (3, 61) = .883, p = .455; mug, F (3, 61)
=.405, p =.750 and bath towel, F (3, 61) =.090, p = .965; Confidence in judgement:
mug, F (3, 61) = .623, p =.603 and bath towel, F (3, 61) = .955, p =.420; Willingness
to pay: sweater, F (3, 61) = 2.01, p =.122 and bath towel, F (3, 61) = 1.22, p = .310).
Only confidence in judgment for the sweater, (F (3, 61) = 2.69, p = .053) and
willingness to pay for the mug, (F (3, 61) = 3.93, p = .012) were significant at the 5
% level (see Table 23 below). As previously stated, ANCOVAs are robust to
deviations from homogeneity of variance (Field, 2013) therefore the significant

results are deemed acceptable in the study.

Table 23. Levene Statistics

PRODUCT EVALUATION
Sweater F (3,61)=1.22, p=.309
Mug F(3,61)=115,p=.335
Bath towel F(3,61)=1.73,p=.168
PURCHASE INTENTION
Sweater F (3,61) =.883, p = .455
Mug F (3, 61) = .405, p =.750
Bath towel F (3, 61) =.090, p =.965
CONFIDENCE IN JUDGMENT
Sweater F (3,61) =2.69, p=.053
Mug F (3, 61) =.623, p =.603
Bath towel F (3, 61) =.955, p =.420
WILLINGNESS TO PAY
Sweater F(3,61)=2.01,p=.122
Mug F (3,61)=3.93,p=.012
Bath towel F(3,61)=1.22,p=.310
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6.5.1.1.3 Independence of covariate and treatment effect test results

This assumption was tested using an ANOVA with touch as the independent variable
and the covariates (product knowledge and product involvement) as the dependent
variables with all results showing an insignificant effect implying that the covariates
did not significantly differ across touch treatment groups (Product knowledge:
sweater (F (1, 63) =.924, p = .340), mug (F (1, 63) = .452, p = .504) and bath towel
(F (1, 63) = .060, p = .807); Product involvement: sweater (F (1, 63) = 1.24, p =
.269), mug (F (1, 63) = .143, p = .706) and bath towel (F (1, 63) = 1.36, p = .246)

(see Table 24). The two variables were thus suitable for inclusion as covariates.

Table 24. Study 2 Independence of the covariate (product knowledge and product

involvement) and treatment effect

INDEPENDENCE OF THE COVARIATE AND

TREATMENT EFFECT

| dfl df2 F Sig.
Product Knowledge Sweater 1 63 .924 .340
Mug 1 63|  .452 504
Bath towel 1 63 .060 .807
Product Involvement Sweater 1 63 1.24 .269
Mug 1 63 143 .706
Bath towel 1 63 1.36 246

6.5.1.1.4 Homogeneity of regression slopes (covariate coefficients) test results

This test evaluated the interaction between the covariates (product knowledge and
product involvement) and the independent variable (touch) in predicting the
dependent variables examined such that insignificant results demonstrate that the
overall regression model is an accurate representation of all the treatment groups
(Field, 2006, 2013). The assumption was met for product evaluation of the sweater
(F (4, 60) = 1.60, p = .186), purchase intention of the sweater (F (4, 60) = .359, p =
.837), confidence in judgement for the sweater (F (4, 60) = 1.07, p = .379), mug (F

(4, 60) = .740, p = .568) and bath towel (F (4, 60) = .476, p = .753) and willingness
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to pay for the sweater (F (4, 60) = .915, p = .461), mug (F (4, 60) = 1.81, p = .328)
and bath towel (F (4, 60) = 2.23, p = .075). However, some results were significant
implying that the assumption was not met for these (product evaluation of the mug (F
(4, 60) = 3.10, p = .022) and bath towel F (4, 60) = 2.83, p = .032); purchase
intention of the mug (F (4, 60) = 4.97, p = .002) and bath towel (F (4, 60) =5.96, p =

.000)). A summary of results is presented in Table 25 below.

Table 25. Study 2 ANCOVA Homogeneity of regressions slopes

' HOMOGENEITY OF REGRESSON SLOPES RESULTS

dfl df2 F Sig.
PRODUCT Sweater 4 60| 1.60 .186
EVALUATION Mug 4 60| 3.10 .022
Bath towel 4 60| 2.83 .032
PURCHASE Sweater 4 60| .359 .837
INTENTION Mug 4 60| 4.97 .002
Bath towel 4 60| 5.96 .000
CONFIDENCE IN Sweater 4 60| 1.07 379
JUDGMENT Mug 4 60| .740 .568
Bath towel 4 60| .476 753
WTP Sweater 4 60| .915 461
Mug 4 60| 1.81 .328
Bath towel 4 60| 2.23 .075

Results are now presented for the following hypotheses:

H4a. Touch has a significant positive effect on consumer response to luxury

branded products

H4b. The effects of touch on consumer response for luxury branded products is
a function of NFT. Specifically, touch effects will be significant for those with a

higher NFT but not a lower NFT.
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6.5.2 Results H4a and H4b

The proposed direct and moderating effects, controlling for the covariates of product
knowledge and product involvement were examined across all three products
(sweater, mug and bath towel) using a series of two-way ANCOVA’s (Touch
condition: touch, no touch; Need for touch: high need for touch, low need for touch).
The luxury brand Chanel was used for all three products and the results of these

analyses are presented below.

6.5.2.1 Product evaluation

H4a. The ANCOVA was run to test the effect of touch on product evaluation, using
product knowledge and product involvement as covariates. The results reveal a
significant effect of touch on product evaluation of the sweater (F (1, 59) =5.11, p =
.027). Specifically, individuals in the touch condition gave higher product evaluation
scores (Mrouch = 4.87, MnoTouch = 4.12) indicating that touch has a positive effect on

product evaluation. Therefore, H4a is supported.

Additional ANCOVA results also showed a marginally significant effect of touch on
product evaluation on the mug (F (1, 59) = 3.06, p = .085), with touch leading to
increased evaluation scores (Mryouch = 4.68 versus Myotouch = 4.22). Similar to the
sweater, these results also indicate that a positive effect of touch on product
evaluation does exist and therefore the H4a is supported. ANCOVA results however
showed no significant differences in product evaluation between touch conditions for
the bath towel (Mouch = 5.36, MnoTouch = 5.10; F (1, 59) = 1.76, p = .189), indicating
that the main effect of touch does not exist and therefore the H4a is rejected for the

bath towel.
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See Figure 16 for a diagrammatical representation of product evaluation results for

H4a.

Figure 16. Touch and product evaluation_Luxury brand (Chanel) H4a
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Product Evaluation

Sweater Mug Bath towel

H4b. The ANCOVA was run to test the effect of touch and NFT (a median split was
used to categorize respondents into high and low NFT groups) on product evaluation,
using product knowledge and product involvement as covariates. Despite the
reported significant main effect results in H4a for sweater and mug, the ANCOVA
results revealed no significant interaction effect between touch and NFT on product
evaluation of sweater (F (1, 59) = .091, p = .764) and mug (F (1, 59) = .096, p =
.758). Results indicate that NFT does not moderate touch effects on product
evaluation for these two products and therefore H4b is rejected. Additional
ANCOVA results for the bath towel revealed similar insignificant results (F (1, 59) =
108, p = .743), indicating that NFT moderation of touch is not present and therefore

H4b is rejected.
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See Figure 17 for a diagrammatical representation of product evaluation results for

H4b.

Figure 17. Brand Status, NFT and product evaluation_Luxury brand (Chanel) _H4b

543

5.23 52615 0

5.06

.
1

#Touch
#No Touch

Product evaluation
(W]
1

]
1

High NFT | LowNFT | High NFT | LowNFT | High NFT | LowNFT

Sweater Bath Towel

6.5.2.2 Purchase intention

H4a. The ANCOVA was run to test the effect of touch on purchase intention using
product knowledge and product involvement as covariates. The results reveal no
significant effect of touch on purchase intention for the sweater (Mtouch = 2.94,
MnoTouch = 2.75; F (1, 59) = .373, p = .564), mug (M+ouch = 2.8, MnoTouch = 3.05; F (1,
59) =.094, p = .760) and bath towel (Mtouch = 3.68, MnoTouch = 3.74; F (1, 59) = .047,
p = .828). These results indicate that touch has no effect on purchase intentions,

therefore H4a is rejected.
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See Figure 18 for a diagrammatical representation of purchase intention results for

H4a.

Figure 18. Touch and purchase intention_Luxury brand (Chanel) H4a
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H4b. The ANCOVA was run to test the effect of touch and NFT (a median split was
used to categorize respondents into high and low NFT groups) on purchase intention,
using product knowledge and product involvement as covariates. The results reveal
no significant interaction effect between touch and NFT on purchase intention for the
sweater (F (1, 59) = .023, p = .881), mug (F (1, 59) = .014, p = .908) and bath towel
(F (1, 59) = .594, p = .444). These results indicate that NFT does not moderate

product touch effects on purchase intention, therefore H4b is rejected.

See Figure 19 for a diagrammatical representation of purchase intention results for

H4b.
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Figure 19. Brand Status, NFT and purchase intention_Luxury brand (Chanel) H4b
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6.5.2.3 Confidence in Judgment

H4a. The ANCOVA was run to test the effect of touch on confidence in judgement
using product knowledge and product involvement as covariates. The results reveal
no significant effect of touch on confidence in judgement for the sweater (Mtouch =
5.03, MnoTouch = 4.97; F (1, 59) = .006, p = .937), mug (M1ouch = 5.28, MnoTouch = 4.8;
F (1,59) =1.70, p = .196) and bath towel (Moych = 5.47, MnoTouch = 5.09; F (1, 59) =
783, p = .380). These results indicate that touch has no effect on confidence in

judgement, therefore H4a is rejected.

See Figure 20 for a diagrammatical representation of confidence in judgement results

for H4a.
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Figure 20. Touch and confidence in judgement_Luxury brand (Chanel)_H4a
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H4b. The ANCOVA was run to test the effect of touch and NFT (a median split was
used to categorize respondents into high and low NFT groups) on confidence in
judgement, using product knowledge and product involvement as covariates. The
results reveal no significant interaction effect between touch and NFT on confidence
in judgement for the sweater (F (1, 59) = .824, p = .368), mug (F (1, 59) =.019, p =
.891) and bath towel (F (1, 59) = .204, p = .653). These results indicate that NFT
does not moderate product touch effects on confidence in judgement across all three

products, therefore H4b is rejected.

See Figure 21 for a diagrammatical representation of confidence in judgement results

for H4b.
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Figure 21. Brand Status, NFT and confidence in judgement_Luxury brand
(Chanel)_H4b
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6.5.2.3.1 Willingness to pay

H4a. The ANCOVA was run to test the effect of touch on purchase intention using
product knowledge and product involvement as covariates. The results reveal no
significant effect of touch on willingness to pay for the sweater (Mrouch = 27.16,
MnoTouch = 37.34; F (1, 59) = .650, p = .423), mug (Mrouch = 7.01, MnoTouch = 13.37;
F (1, 59) = 1.99, p = .164) and bath towel (Mtouch = 15.53, MnoTouch = 20.82; (F (1,
59) = .692, p = .409). These results indicate that touch has no effect on willingness to

pay, therefore H4a is rejected.

See Figure 22 for a diagrammatical representation of willingness to pay results for

H4a respectively.
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Figure 22. Touch and willingness to pay_Luxury brand (Chanel) H4a
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H4b. The ANCOVA was run to test the effect of touch and NFT (a median split was
used to categorize respondents into high and low NFT groups) on willingness to pay,
using product knowledge and product involvement as covariates. The results reveal
no significant interaction effect between touch and NFT on willingness to pay for the
sweater (F (1, 59) =.012, p =.912) mug (F (1, 59) = 2.23, p = .141) and bath towel
(F (1, 59) = .128, p = .722). These results indicate that NFT does not moderate

product touch effects on willingness to pay, therefore H4b is rejected.

See Figure 23 for a diagrammatical representation of willingness to pay results for

H4b.
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Figure 23. Brand Status, NFT and willingness to pay_Luxury brand (Chanel) H4b
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6.5.2.4 Results Summary — H4a and H4b

The results of Study 2 thus far show that the sweater and mug (marginally
significant) received higher product evaluations when participants could touch them
compared to when they could not, thereby supporting Hypothesis 4a. On further
examination of whether an individual’s degree of NFT would moderate touch on
consumer response, the results showed that there was no moderation effect on any of

the dependent variables. Thus, no support for the predicted Hypothesis 4b was found.

6.6 Combined data (Study 1 and 2)

In Study 1 (non-luxury branded sweater- Primark) an insignificant touch effect on
product evaluation of the sweater was revealed while in Study 2 (luxury branded
sweater — Chanel) a significant touch effect was revealed on the same sweater. Given
that the same sweater was used with only the brand name differing in both studies,

gives the indication that a brand status moderation effect could exist.
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However, to empirically examine and establish if brand status could be a moderator,
data from Study 1 (familiar non-luxury: Primark) for the sweater (for all the
dependent variables) was combined with similar data from Study 2 (familiar luxury:
Chanel). Additionally, the covariate product knowledge which was present in both
studies was combined but product involvement was excluded as it was not measured
in Study 1. Unlike the proposed relationship between touch and brand familiarity,
where it was hypothesized that no significant difference would be noted in a touch or
no touch environment for familiar brands, with the combined data set it is proposed
that in spite of familiarity the nature of the brand name itself (relating to its luxury
brand status) could significantly influence consumer response to touch. In addition,
that the brand status moderation effects would be dependent on NFT. Specifically,

the following relationships were tested using data from the combined data set:

H4c. Brand status moderates the effect of touch on consumer response.
Specifically, for higher luxury branded products product touch has a positive
effect. Conversely, for lower luxury branded products (non-luxury), there is less

likely to be a significant effect of touch.

H4d. There is a three-way interaction between touch, NFT and brand status.
When evaluating a lower luxury (non-luxury) branded product, consumer
response in the no touch environment will be greater for lower NFT than higher
NFT. When evaluating a highly luxury branded product, there will be no
difference in consumer response in the no touch environment between higher

and lower NFT individuals.
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To test the aforementioned hypotheses, three-way ANCOVA'’s were run (Touch:
touch, no touch; Brand status: luxury (Chanel), non-luxury (Primark); Need for
touch: low NFT, high NFT), using product knowledge as a covariate. Descriptives of
the data by treatment condition is provided next, followed by results of homogeneity

of variance and the results of the ANCOVA’s run.

6.6.1 Combined data set descriptive statistics by treatment condition
Data was first organized and presented by descriptive statistics to give an overall

view of the combined data set, by treatment condition (N = 123).

The luxury branded (Chanel) sweater received higher product evaluations in the
touch condition (Mtouch = 4.87, Mnotouch = 4.12), higher purchase intentions in the
touch condition (Mtouch = 2.94, Mnotouch = 2.75), higher confidence in judgement
scores in the touch condition (Mtouch = 5.03, MnoTouch = 4.97) but higher willingness
in the no touch condition (MnoTouch = 37.34, Myoucn = 27.16). On the contrary, the
non-luxury branded (Primark) sweater received higher product evaluations in the no
touch condition (Mnotouch = 4.43, Mrouch = 4.23), higher purchase intentions in the no
touch condition (MnoTouch = 2.99, Mrouch = 2.87) and higher willingness to pay in the
touch condition (Mrouch = 11.77, Mnotouch = 10.31). Similar to the luxury branded
sweater however, higher confidence in judgement scores were also reported in the
touch condition (Mrouch = 5.25, MnoTouch = 4.78). Table 26 depicts a summary of

these means and standard deviations.

Table 26. Brand Status Moderation Descriptives by treatment condition (Sweater)
TOUCH BRANDSTATU NEED FOR STD.
CONDITION S RC TOUCH MEAN DEVIATION N
No Touch Non-luxury Low Need for Touch 1.354 9
Brand (Primark) | High Need for Touch 4.31 1.196 18
Total 4.43 1.236 27
Luxury Brand Low Need for Touch 4.27 1.634 15
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TOUCH BRANDSTATU NEED FOR STD.
CONDITION S RC TOUCH MEAN DEVIATION N

(Chanel) High Need for Touch 4,02 1.670 20

Total 4.12 1.635 35

Total Low Need for Touch 4.42 1.517 24

High Need for Touch 4.16 1.453 38

Total 4.26 1.472 62

Touch Non-luxury Low Need for Touch 4.08 1.362 17
Brand (Primark) | High Need for Touch 4.42 1.403 14

Total 4.23 1.368 31

Luxury Brand Low Need for Touch 5.06 1.345 17

(Chanel) High Need for Touch 4.62 1.477 13

Total 4.87 1.397 30

Total Low Need for Touch 4.57 1.423 34

High Need for Touch 451 1.415 27

Total 4.54 1.408 61

Total Non-luxury Low Need for Touch 4.28 1.362 26
Brand (Primark) | High Need for Touch 4.36 1.270 32

Total 4.32 1.301 58

Luxury Brand Low Need for Touch 4.69 1.517 32

(Chanel) High Need for Touch 4.25 1.601 33

Total 4.47 1.563 65

Total Low Need for Touch 451 1.451 58

High Need for Touch 431 1.437 65

Total 4.40 1.441| 123

PURCHASE | No Touch Non-luxury Low Need for Touch 3.33 1.625 9
INTENTION Brand (Primark) | High Need for Touch 2.82 1.335 18
Total 2.99 1.428 27

Luxury Brand Low Need for Touch 2.80 1.575 15

(Chanel) High Need for Touch 2.72 1.725 20

Total 2.75 1.639 35

Total Low Need for Touch 3.00 1.580 24

High Need for Touch 2.77 1.533 38

Total 2.86 1.543 62

Touch Non-luxury Low Need for Touch 2.79 1.419 17
Brand (Primark) | High Need for Touch 2.97 1.833 14

Total 2.87 1.593 31

Luxury Brand Low Need for Touch 3.15 1.632 17

(Chanel) High Need for Touch 2.66 1.520 13

Total 2.94 1.577 30

Total Low Need for Touch 2.97 1.517 34

High Need for Touch 2.82 1.664 27

Total 2.90 1.572 61

Total Non-luxury Low Need for Touch 2.98 1.484 26
Brand (Primark) | High Need for Touch 2.89 1.547 32

Total 2.93 1.506 58

Luxury Brand Low Need for Touch 2.99 1.589 32

(Chanel) High Need for Touch 2.70 1.623 33

Total 2.84 1.600 65

Total Low Need for Touch 2.98 1.530 58

High Need for Touch 2.79 1.576 65

Total 2.88 1551 | 123

CONFIDENC | No Touch Non-luxury Low Need for Touch 4.95 1.211 9
E IN Brand (Primark) | High Need for Touch 4.70 1.717 18
JUDGMENT Total 4.78 1.547 27
Luxury Brand Low Need for Touch 5.40 1.168 15

(Chanel) High Need for Touch 4.65 1514 20

Total 4.97 1.409 35

Total Low Need for Touch 5.23 1.179 24

High Need for Touch 4.67 1.591 38

Total 4.89 1.461 62

Touch Non-luxury Low Need for Touch 4.94 1.357 17
Brand (Primark) | High Need for Touch 5.61 .900 14

Total 5.25 1.203 31

Luxury Brand Low Need for Touch 5.09 1.864 17

(Chanel) High Need for Touch 4.96 1.216 13
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TOUCH BRANDSTATU NEED FOR STD.
CONDITION S RC TOUCH MEAN DEVIATION N

Total 5.03 1.592 30

Total Low Need for Touch 5.02 1.607 34

High Need for Touch 5.30 1.094 27

Total 5.14 1.400 61

Total Non-luxury Low Need for Touch 4,95 1.283 26
Brand (Primark) | High Need for Touch 5.10 1.472 32

Total 5.03 1.381 58

Luxury Brand Low Need for Touch 5.23 1.561 32

(Chanel) High Need for Touch 4,77 1.392 33

Total 5.00 1.484 65

Total Low Need for Touch 5.11 1.438 58

High Need for Touch 4.93 1.430 65

Total 5.01 1.431| 123

WILLINGNE | No Touch Non-luxury Low Need for Touch 9.83 7.99 9
High Need for Touch 10.55 4.83 18

TO PAY Total 10.31 5.92 27
Luxury Brand Low Need for Touch 36.26 43.91 15

High Need for Touch | 38.15 56.08 20

Total 37.34 50.52 35

Total Low Need for Touch 26.35 36.97 24

High Need for Touch 25.07 42.67 38

Total 25.57 40.25 62

Touch Non-luxury Low Need for Touch 11.35 9.34 17
High Need for Touch 12.28 7.04 14

Total 11.77 8.26 31

Luxury Brand Low Need for Touch 30.47 25.89 17

High Need for Touch 22.84 15.71 13

Total 27.16 22.06 30

Total Low Need for Touch 20.91 21.48 34

High Need for Touch 17.37 12.95 27

Total 19.34 18.15 61

Total Non-luxury Low Need for Touch 10.82 8.76 26
High Need for Touch 11.31 5.86 32

Total 11.09 7.24 58

Luxury Brand Low Need for Touch 33.18 35.01 32

High Need for Touch 32.12 44.92 33

Total 32.64 40.03 65

Total Low Need for Touch 23.16 28.74 58

High Need for Touch 21.87 33.70 65

Total 22.48 31.33| 123

6.6.2 Homogeneity of variance test results

To test this assumption, homogeneity of variance tests were run for the combined
data set, with results revealing that the assumption was met for three of the
dependent variables (Product evaluation F (7, 115) = .677, p = .691, purchase
intention F (7, 115) = .874, p = .530 and confidence in judgement: F (7, 115) = 2.07,
p = .052). The assumption was however not met for willingness to pay F (7, 115) =
4,98, p = .000 but ANCOVA’s are robust to deviations from homogeneity of

variance (Field, 2013).
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6.6.2.1 Results H4c and H4d

6.6.2.1.1 Product evaluation

H4c. The ANCOVA was run to test for the moderation effect of brand status on
touch effects on product evaluation, controlling for product knowledge. Results
revealed a marginally significant effect on product evaluation of the sweater, F
(1,114) = 3.07, p = .082. Pairwise comparisons show that touch increased product
evaluation for the Chanel (luxury) branded sweater (Mtouch = 4.87, Mnotouch = 4.12; p
= .057) but not for the Primark (non-luxury) branded sweater (Mtoucn = 4.43,
MnoTouch = 4.23; p = .541). This indicates that a brand status effect does may exist

and therefore H4c is marginally supported.

H4d. ANCOVA results revealed no significant interaction between touch, brand
status and need for touch (F (1, 114) = .642, p = .425). This indicates that touch,
brand status and NFT do not jointly influence product evaluation therefore H4d is
rejected. See Figure 24 for a diagrammatical representation of product evaluation

H4c and H4d results.

Figure 24. Touch, Brand Status, NFT and product evaluation (H4c and H4d)
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6.6.2.1.2 Purchase intention

H4c. The ANCOVA was run to test for the moderation effect of brand status on
touch and purchase intention, controlling for product knowledge. Results revealed no
significant interaction effect between touch and brand status on purchase intention, F
(1,114) = .349, p = .556. This indicates that across both touch conditions, brand

status has no influence on purchase intentions, therefore H4c is rejected.

H4d. ANCOVA results revealed no significant interaction between touch, brand
status and need for touch (F (1, 114) = .859, p = .356). This indicates that touch,
brand status and NFT do not jointly influence purchase intention therefore H4d is
rejected. See Figure 25 for a diagrammatical representation of purchase intention

H4c and H4d results.

Figure 25. Touch, Brand Status, NFT and purchase intention (H4c and H4d)
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6.6.2.1.3 Confidence in judgment

H4c. The ANCOVA was run to test for the moderation effect of brand status on
touch and confidence in judgment, controlling for product knowledge. Results
revealed no significant interaction effect between touch and brand status on
confidence in judgment F (1,114) = .657, p = .419. This indicates that across both
touch conditions, brand status has no influence on confidence in judgement, therefore

H4c is rejected.

H4d. ANCOVA results revealed no significant interaction between touch, brand
status and need for touch (F (1, 114) = .031, p = .861). This indicates that touch,
brand status and NFT do not jointly influence confidence in judgement therefore H4d
is rejected. See Figure 26 for a diagrammatical representation of confidence in

judgement H4c and H4d results.

Figure 26. Touch, Brand Status, NFT and confidence in judgement (H4c and H4d)
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6.6.2.1.4 Willingness to pay

H4c. The ANCOVA was run to test for the moderation effect of brand status on
touch and willingness to pay, controlling for product knowledge. Results revealed no
significant interaction effect between touch and brand status on willingness to pay, F
(1,114) = 1.12, p = .292. This indicates that across both touch conditions, brand

status has no influence on willingness to pay, therefore H4c is rejected.

H4d. ANCOVA results revealed no significant interaction between touch, brand

status and need for touch (F (1, 114) = .122, p = .728).This indicates that touch,

brand status and NFT do not jointly influence willingness to pay therefore H4d is

rejected.

See Figure 27 for a diagrammatical representation of WTP H4c and H4d results.

Figure 27. Touch, Brand Status, NFT and WTP (H4c and H4d)
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6.6.2.2 Results Summary — H4c and H4d

Brand status moderated (marginally) the effect of touch on product evaluation of the
Chanel (luxury brand) sweater (F (1,118) = 3.317, p = .071) but not purchase
intentions, confidence in judgment or willingness to pay. Specifically, product
evaluation was significantly higher in the touch condition for the Chanel (luxury)
branded sweater (Mvtouch = 4.87, MnoTouch = 4.12; F (1,118) = 4.363, p = .039) but
insignificantly different for the Primark (non-luxury) branded sweater (Mroucn = 4.43,
MnoTouch = 4.23; F (1,118) = .280, p = .598). This implies that touch effects on
product evaluation is only significant when considering luxury branded clothing
items and not non-luxury branded ones (H4c). Additionally, touch effects to the

luxury branded product did not differ by NFT (H4d).

The next stage of analyses examines the predicted mediation hypotheses of
psychological ownership and affective reaction. According to Baron & Kenny (1986)
and Preacher & Hayes ( 2004) there must first be evidence of a relationship that can
be mediated. That is, the independent variable affects the dependent variable (a). The
only direct touch effect found in the combined data set was product evaluation for
the sweater. Therefore it was only necessary to carry out mediation tests for product

evaluation of the luxury (Chanel) branded sweater.

6.6.2.3 Mediation hypotheses (Psychological ownership and affective reaction)

To test hypotheses that psychological ownership and affective reaction are the
underlying mechanisms through which touch influences consumer response to luxury
branded products, a series of regression analyses using the Hayes PROCESS (Model
4) were conducted. Data from the combined data set (Product evaluation of the

sweater in Study 1 and 2) was used (N = 122). The indirect effect was tested using a
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bootstrap estimation approach with 5000 samples and the results are discussed

below.

H4e. Psychological ownership mediates the effect of touch on consumer

response to luxury branded products.

H4f. Affect mediates the effect of touch on consumer response to luxury

branded products.

6.6.2.3.1 Mediation analyses results (H4e and H4f)

6.6.2.3.2 Product Evaluation (Sweater)

H4e. The results showed that touch was not a significant predictor of psychological
ownership, b = .028, SE = .287, p = .922, but that psychological ownership was a
significant predictor of product evaluation, b = .516, SE = .068, p = .000 despite
brand status moderation of product evaluation increasing in significance, b = -.959,
SE = .415, p = .058. This indicates that psychological ownership is not a mediator of
touch effects on product evaluation of the luxury (Chanel) branded sweater, therefore

the hypothesis is not supported.

H4f. The results showed that touch was not a significant predictor of affective
reaction, b = -.264, SE = .234, p = .261, but that affective reaction was a significant
predictor of product evaluation, b = .597, SE = .085, p = .000 despite brand status
moderation increasing in significance, b = -1.12, SE = .439, p = .011. This indicates
that affective reaction is not a mediator of touch effects on product evaluation of the

luxury (Chanel) branded sweater, therefore the hypothesis is not supported.
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Overall, neither psychological ownership (H4e) nor affective reaction (H4f) mediates
the relationship between touch and product evaluation of the luxury branded

(Chanel) sweater.

6.6.3 Results Summary

A concise pictorial summary depicting only significant results (for easier and clearer
interpretation given that 3 products were examined per hypothesis) of the
hypothesized relationships is presented in Figure 28 below, followed by a written
summary of the overall results of Study 2 (both significant and insignificant

findings).

Figure 28. Study 2 results (significant)
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Overall, the results indicated that touch did have a positive effect on product
evaluation of the luxury branded sweater (H4a) and that need for touch did not
moderate this effect (H4b), which indicates that irrespective of the degree of an
individual’s need for touch, touch plays a central role in enhancing the positive

response to luxury brands.
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To empirically test that brand status was a moderator of touch effect (H4c), a
combined data set consisting of consumer response variables for the non-luxury
brand (Primark) and luxury branded sweater (Chanel) was analysed. Results
provided marginally significant support that brand status is a moderator, in favour of
the luxury brand when considering product evaluation of the sweater (p = .082). The
results also showed that this brand status moderation effect did not differ by NFT
(H4d). Lastly, examination of the possible underlying mechanism responsible for this
effect (psychological ownership and affective reaction) yielded no statistical support

for the mediation hypotheses (H4e and H4f).

6.7 CHAPTER SUMMARY

Chapter 6 presented Study 2 which built on the previous study (Study 1 as discussed
in Chapter 5). Specifically, Study 2 took brand status (luxury branded products) into
account which to the researchers’ knowledge has not been examined in the context of
product touch, therefore adding to the novelty of this research. This chapter
presented a detailed description of the data preparation procedures undertaken,
descriptions of the data by respondent profile, measurement validity, data analysis
and results for Hypotheses 4a, 4b, 4c, 4d, 4e and 4f. The last chapter of thesis
(Chapter 7) now provides an overall discussion of Study 1 and 2 results, the
theoretical contributions of the research, practical implications, limitations of the

research and the recommendations for future research.
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CHAPTER 7: Discussion and conclusion
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7.1 INTRODUCTION

Chapter 7 discusses the research findings and concludes the thesis by presenting a
brief recap of the overarching purpose of this research project, an overview of the
proposed research hypotheses, followed by a discussion of the results. Results from
both Study 1 and 2 presented expected and unexpected results and a detailed
discussion of the findings and speculations surrounding this is then provided.
Additionally, this chapter highlights the key theoretical contributions of this research,
consequent practical implications, the limitations of the research and the
recommendations for future research. This is then followed by a conclusion and

chapter summary.

7.2 Recap- Research gaps, research project purpose and research questions

There is a general consensus in prior touch-related research that although product
touch does influence consumer decision-making but there is yet to be an
understanding of the effect of touch on consumer behaviour where products are
branded (Grohmann et al., 2007; Jansson-Boyd & Marlow, 2011; Peck & Childers,
2003a, 2003b). Some even propose for example that brand name could signal both
high and low NFT consumers to forgo product touch during evaluation (Peck, 2010)
which seems rational as brand names influence consumer perceptions and serve as
prime cues in purchase decisions (Aaker, 1996; Aaker, 1991; Erdem & Swait, 1998;
Keller, 1993; Low & Fullerton, 1994). However, research has not conceptualized
and/or tested how these brand names influence the effect of product touch on

attitude, perception and (intended) behaviour, until now.

Of the various brand concepts that exist in the marketing literature, brand familiarity

is consistently shown to have a significant impact on consumer information
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processing and decision-making (Biswas, 1992; Hoyer & Brown, 1990; Johnson &
Russo, 1984; Kent & Allen, 1994; Park & Lessig, 1981; Rao & Monroe, 1988).
When faced with a familiar brand, the brand related experiences and knowledge of
that brand are activated in the consumer’s mind (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987),
accelerating decision-making in favour of the familiar (versus unfamiliar) brand.
This is because as familiarity increases consumer expertise in executing product
related tasks (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987; Fiske & Taylor, 1991; Park & Lessig, 1981;
Raju, 1977; Rao & Monroe, 1988; Sujan, 1985). Another brand concept, brand status
(luxury versus non-luxury), has tended to place research emphasis on definitions and
conceptualizations of luxury brands despite recognition (e.g., Patrick & Hagtvedt,
2014) that further research is required to explore or explain luxury brand evaluation
and how luxury brand information is processed. Extending prior literature, this
research project therefore chose to examine the moderating effects of brand

familiarity and brand status in the context of touch.

The principal purpose of this research project was therefore to determine if the effect
of product touch on product evaluation, purchase intention, confidence in judgment
and WTP (consumer response) are dependent on brand familiarity (familiar versus
non-familiar) or brand status (luxury versus non-luxury). Extending prior touch and
brand literature, this research project also examined if the influence of brand name
was determined by NFT, and tested if the previously shown underlying mechanisms
informing product touch effects of psychological ownership (cognition) and affective
reaction (affect) still stand in explicating touch’s effects on consumer response to
branded products. The researcher then went one step further and carried out
supplementary analysis examining the influence of product knowledge on touch

effects for familiar and unfamiliar branded products.
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Based on a multi-discipline literature review, a conceptual framework and related

propositions were developed. To test the relationships proposed in the conceptual

framework, two lab based experiments were carried out (Study 1 and Study 2). Study

1 used familiar (Primark) and unfamiliar (4u2) non-luxury branded products

(sweater, pillowcase and bath towel) and Study 2 used luxury (Chanel) branded

products (sweater, mug and bath towel). The lab based experiments created scenarios

where participants were faced with products from different brands (familiar,

unfamiliar, luxury or non-luxury), which they were either allowed or not allowed to

touch. All this was done with the aim of answering the following research questions:

1. What effect does product touch have on consumer response (product evaluation,
purchase intention, confidence in judgment and willingness to pay) (RQ1a)

2. Does the aforementioned effect differ by NFT (RQ1b)?

3. Are familiar brands viewed more positively (RQ2a)?

4. Does brand familiarity then moderate product touch effects on consumer
response (RQ2b)?

5. How does this moderation effect differ by individual NFT (RQ2c)?

6. Is the effect of product touch on consumer response to unfamiliar branded
products mediated by psychological ownership (RQ3a)?

7. Is the effect of product touch on consumer response to unfamiliar branded
products mediated by affective reaction (RQ3b)?

8. Does product touch have an effect on consumer response to luxury branded
products (RQ4a)?

9. How does the effect of touch (for luxury branded products) differ by individual
NFT (RQ4b)?

10. Does brand status moderate product touch effects (RQ4c)?

11. Does this brand status moderation differ by NFT (RQ4d)?
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12. Is the effect of touch on consumer response to luxury branded products
mediated by psychological ownership (RQ4e)?
13. Is the effect of touch on consumer response to luxury branded products

mediated by affective reaction (RQ4f)?

A summary of the results of the above-mentioned research questions and the specific
hypotheses related to each is provided in Table 27 below. The aforementioned
research questions present the overarching relationship of interest while the
corresponding hypotheses indicate the specific direction in which the results are
hypothesized. The supplementary hypotheses and results related to product
knowledge that arose in Study lare also presented in the table. A discussion of the

findings is thereafter reported in section 7.3.
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Table 27. Study 1 and 2 Results Summary

RESEARCH

STUDY 1

HYPOTHESES RESULTS SUMMARY

QUESTION HYPOTHESIS SWEATER PILLOWCASE BATH TOWEL
RQla HZla. Touch has a Not supported Supported Not supported
significant positive 9 Product evaluation 9 Product evaluation 9 Product evaluation
effect on consumer 9 Purchase intention Marginally supported 9 Purchase intention
response. f Confidence in 9 Purchase intention 9 Confidence in judgment
judgment T WTP
1 WTP Not supported
9 Confidence in judgment
T WTP
RQ1b H1b. The effect of touch Not supported Supported Not supported
is a function of NFT. 1 Product evaluation 9 Product evaluation 9 Product evaluation
Specifically, the effect 1 Purchase intention 1 Purchase intention
of touch is only 1 Confidence in Not supported § Confidence in judgment
significant for those with judgment 9 Purchase intention 1T WTP
ahigher NFT andnota | q wTtp f Confidence in judgment
lower NFT. WTP
RQ2a H2a. A familiar branded Not supported Not supported Not supported
product has a more 9 Product evaluation 9 Product evaluation 9 Product evaluation
positive effect on 9 Purchase intention 9 Purchase intention 9 Purchase intention
consumer response, than | ¢ Confidence in 1 Confidence in judgment 1 Confidence in judgment
an unfamiliar branded judgment 1 WTP 1 WTP
product. T WTP
RQ2b H2b. The effect of touch Not supported Not supported Not supported
on consumer response is | § Product evaluation 9 Product evaluation 9 Product evaluation
a function of brand f Purchase intention 9 Purchase intention 9 Purchase intention
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RESEARCH
QUESTION

STUDY 1
HYPOTHESIS

familiarity. Specifically,

for the lower familiar
(unfamiliar) branded
products touch will have
a positive effect but no
significant effect for the
higher familiar branded
products will be found.

HYPOTHESES RESULTS SUMMARY

SWEATER

M Confidence in

judgment
1 WTP

1
1

PILLOWCASE

Confidence in judgment
WTP

E |

BATH TOWEL

Confidence in judgment

WTP

RQ2c

H2c. There is a three-
way interaction between
touch, brand familiarity,
need for touch.
Specifically, individuals
with higher NFT will
respond more positively
when they can touch an
unfamiliar branded
product than when they
cannot. Lower NFT
individuals will respond
more positively to the
familiar branded
products irrespective of
touch.

Not supported
M Confidence in
judgment

= =4 -8 =9

Not supported
Product evaluation
Purchase intention
Confidence in judgment
WTP

E R ]

Not supported
Product evaluation
Purchase intention
Confidence in judgment
WTP

Product
knowledge
related
hypothesis 1

The effect of touch is
significant for those with
lower product
knowledge but not those

Not supported
9 Product evaluation
9 Purchase intention
M Confidence in

1
1
|

Not supported
Product evaluation
Purchase intention
Confidence in judgment

1
1
|

Not supported
Product evaluation
Purchase intention
Confidence in judgment
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RESEARCH
QUESTION

STUDY 1
HYPOTHESIS

HYPOTHESES RESULTS SUMMARY

SWEATER

PILLOWCASE

BATH TOWEL

with higher product judgment 1T WTP T WTP
knowledge. 1 WTP
Product There is a three-way Not supported Not supported Marginally Supported
knowledge interaction between | § Product evaluation 9 Product evaluation T WTP
related product touch, brand | § Purchase intention 9 Purchase intention
hypothesis 2 | familiarity and product | § Confidence in f Confidence in judgment Not supported
knowledge. When judgment 1 WTP 9 Product Evaluation
product knowledge is | q WwTP ' Purchase intention
lower ~touch has a 1 Confidence in judgment
positive effect  on
consumer response when
brand  familiarity is
lower. When product
knowledge is higher,
touch has no effect on
consumer response when
brand  familiarity is
higher.
RQ3a H3a. Touching Not run Not run Not run
unfamiliar branded
products leads to an
increase in
psychological ownership
which then leads to a
positive consumer
response.
RQ3b H3b. Touching Not run Not run Not run
unfamiliar branded
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RESEARCH

STUDY 1

HYPOTHESES RESULTS SUMMARY

QUESTION

HYPOTHESIS
products leads to an
increase in affective
reaction which then
leads to a positive
increase in consumer
response.

STUDY 2

HYPOTHESIS

SWEATER

SWEATER MUG

PILLOWCASE

BATH TOWEL

BATH TOWEL

RQ4a H4a. Touch has a Supported Marginally Not supported
significant 1 Product supported 9 Product evaluation
positive effect on evaluation 9 Product 9 Purchase intention
consumer evaluation | § Confidence in judgment
response to Not supported 1 WTP
luxury branded 9 Purchase Not supported
products. intention { Purchase
1 Confidence intention
in judgment | § Confidence
1T WTP in judgment
T WTP
RQ4b H4b. The Not supported | Not supported Not supported
effects of touch | § Product 1 Product 9 Product evaluation
on consumer evaluation evaluation 9 Purchase intention
response for 1 Purchase T Purchase 1 Confidence in judgment
luxury branded intention intention T WTP
products is a M Confidence | I Confidence
function of in judgment in judgment
1 WTP 1 WTP
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HYPOTHESES RESULTS SUMMARY

RESEARCH STUDY 1
QUESTION  HYPOTHESIS SWEATER PILLOWCASE BATH TOWEL
NFT.
Specifically,
touch effects
will be
significant for
those with a
higher NFT but
not a lower
NFT..
STUDY 1 AND 2 COMBINED DATA SET (Sweater)
HYPOTHESIS | SWEATER
RQ4c H4c. Brand status moderates the Marginally supported
effect of touch on consumer response. Product Evaluation
Specifically, for higher luxury (p =.082)
branded products product touch has a Marginally significant for luxury brand (+)
positive effect. Conversely, for lower (p = .057) Insignificant for non — luxury brand (p = .541)
luxury branded products (non-
luxury), there is less likely to be a Not supported
significant effect of touch. Purchase intention
Confidence in judgment
WTP

E

RQ4d H4d. There is a three-way interaction Not supported
between touch, NFT and brand status. Product evaluation

When evaluating a lower luxury (non- Purchase intention

luxury) branded product, consumer Confidence in judgment

response in the no touch environment WTP

= =4 -8 =9
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HYPOTHESES RESULTS SUMMARY

RESEARCH  STUDY 1

QUESTION  HYPOTHESIS SWEATER PILLOWCASE BATH TOWEL
will be greater for lower NFT than
higher NFT. When evaluating a
higher luxury branded product, there
will be no difference in consumer
response in the no touch environment
between higher and lower NFT

individuals.
RQ4e H4e. Psychological ownership Not supported
mediates the effect of touch on 9 Product evaluation
consumer response to luxury branded | § Purchase intention
products. § Confidence in judgment
T WTP
RQ4f H4f. Affect mediates the relationship Not supported
between touch and consumer 9 Product evaluation
response for luxury branded products. | § Purchase intention
9 Confidence in judgment
T WTP
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7.3 Findings and discussion
7.3.1 Touch, NFT and consumer response
7.3.1.1 RQ1a. What effect does pragtt touch have on consumer response (product
evaluation, purchase intention, confidence in judgment and WTP)?
Study 1 used a sweater, pillowcase and bath towel whose primary touch-related
dimension was texture. In keeping with precedent from preceding literature regarding
touch’s positive effects on such products with ‘material properties’ (McCabe &
Nowlis, 2003), it was expected that the same positive effect would be found
irrespective of the brand familiarity. Controlling for the possible effects of product
knowledge which McCabe & Nowlis (2003) acknowledge could reduce the impact of
product touch, the hypothesis was supported by results for one of the products
(pillowcase) where touch led to overall higher product evaluation, supporting the
findings by Grohmann et al. (2007) and Jansson-Boyd (2011). Also, marginal
support was further found for touch increasing purchase intention for the pillowcase.
However, WTP and confidence in judgment did not increase with touch,
contradicting prior research by Peck & Shu (2009). Product evaluation was measured
using an ‘attitude towards the product’ scale; so, the overall results indicate that
although product evaluation (attitude toward the pillowcase) is increased with touch,

this is not an automatic indicator of the monetary value consumers would place on it.

Early research demonstrates this attitude-behaviour gap (e.g., Corey, 1937; Defleur
& Westie, 1958). Over the period of one semester, Corey (1937) found
inconsistencies between student’s attitudes towards cheating and their actual
behaviour as reflected in the scores they gave themselves when given the opportunity
to assess their own tests. Similarly, Defleur & Westie (1958) found that attitudes

toward African Americans were unsuccessful in predicting one’s willingness to take
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a picture with an African American of the opposite sex. Seemingly, attitudes in
isolation are generally not strong predictors of behavioural intention or behaviour
(Kraus, 1995) and additional factors such as price, quality, convenience and brand
familiarity are still considered the most significant decision making criteria (Carrigan
& Attala, 2001; Weatherell, Tregear, & Allinson, 2003). This could be the reason for
the marginal (as opposed to fully significant) support for pillowcase purchase

intentions as well as insignificant WTP results.

Touching clothing items (garments) is said to aid consumers in assessing the quality
of the product and determining if it will fulfil its required purpose (Cho & Workman,
2011). It was surprising that the results showed no significant touch effects on any of
the four consumer response variables for the sweater and bath towel, which are
considered high haptic salient products (Grohmann et al., 2007; McCabe & Nowlis,
2003). For the sweater and bath towel, insignificant results imply that touch alone
was insufficient to increase product evaluations, induce feelings of confidence in
judgment of the product, increase intentions to purchase or WTP more for the
products. Similarly, Jha & Balaji (2015) also found no main effect of touch on
purchase intention. The insignificant sweater and bath towel results may mean that
both items possibly provided haptic related information through vision in the no
touch condition, which was deemed satisfactory enough to arrive at a decision, in
line with what Klatzky et al. (1993) term as the visual preview model. As such
responses to product evaluations, intentions to purchase and confidence in judgment

and WTP did not differ across touch environments for the sweater and bath towel.

Interestingly, although significant touch effects were found for product evaluation

and purchase intentions of the pillowcase, all but one of the results for each
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dependent measure (i.e. purchase intentions for the sweater which showed a negative
effect of touch) across all three products indicate the same positive direction of
effect. That is, the insignificant results followed the same pattern. This possibly
implies that the predicted positive touch effect on consumer response could exist,
despite results being insignificant. Perhaps additional ‘noise’ caused by factors such

as need for touch and product involvement could account for this.

7.3.1.2 RQ1b. Do product touch effects differ by NFT

One significant result was found in support of H1lb, with high NFT individuals
reporting higher product evaluations for the pillowcase when touch was available. As
predicted no difference was noted for low NFT individuals in the touch or no touch
environment, lending support to prior research on NFT (Grohmann et al., 2007; Peck
& Childers, 2003b). Although NFT was not statistically found to influence touch
effects on consumer response for the sweater and bath towel, these insignificant
results (except for sweater purchase intentions that were lower in the touch
condition) indicated the same direction of effect, indicating that touch had a positive
influence on those with a high NFT individuals across the dependent variables. This
implies that NFT may influence the effect of touch on behavioural variables although
results were insignificant. As expected, consumer responses for low NFT individuals

were insignificant across touch conditions.

Interestingly, Jha & Balaji (2015) did find a significant positive effect of an
individual related factor (NTI) on purchase intentions. However, their results are
questionable for a number of reasons. First, they captured individual need for touch
using the NTI scale (need for tactile input) by Citrin et al. (2003), which only

constitutes half of the NFT scale items. Second, no products were physically present
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in their study and participant responses were made on the basis of a written
description asking them to imagine the purchase situation. As such their treatment
conditions did not capture the actual physical experience participants had with the
product, thus any possible physical haptic attributes experienced that may have
influenced their decision were not captured. In my research project where actual
products were used in both touch and no touch treatment conditions, purchase
intentions were not influenced by NFT. This could be as a result of the original
positive touch effect on purchase intentions (H1a) being marginally significant
therefore further dissection of the relationship produced effects that were too minor

fo come out.

7.3.2 Brand familiarity related findings

7.3.2.1 RQ2a. Brand familiarity direct effect

Brand familiarity is a prominent influencer of consumer perception, attitude,
judgment and behaviour (e.g., Biswas, 1992; Hoyer & Brown, 1990; Johnson &
Russo, 1984; Kent & Allen, 1994; Park & Lessig, 1981; Rao & Monroe, 1988). Its
positive effects are evident across various contexts ranging from brand evaluations
(e.g., Sundaram & Webster, 1999), product evaluation (e.g., Jha & Balaji, 2015),
advertising (e.g., Campbell & Keller, 2003; Dahlén & Lange, 2004) and restaurant
evalautions (Tam, 2008). Accordingly a similar pattern was expected in this research
project, that irrespective of the availability of touch the familiar branded products
(e.g. Primark) would elicit a greater positive consumer response compared to the
unfamiliar branded ones (e.g. 4U2). The premise of this proposition being that
cognitive processing of the brand is influenced by existing knowledge as supported

by schema theory.
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Surprisingly, the results did not support the direction proposed in H2a with the only
significant results showing the opposite to be true. Specifically, there was a higher
WTP for all three unfamiliar (4U2) branded products than for the familiar (Primark)
brand. Solicitation of WTP (e.g., using a direct approach such as questionnaires as
undertaken in this research) for unfamiliar products is a cognitively difficult task
(Brown, Champ, Bishop, & McCollum, 1996). Breidert, Hahsler, & Reutterer (2006)
propose solicitation could possibly result in an over- or under-estimation bias. This
bias could be one reason explaining the higher WTP exhibited for the unfamiliar
(4U2) branded products compared to the familiar (Primark) branded ones. Overall,
the insignificant results across product evaluation, confidence in judgment and
willingness to pay all indicate the same direction of effect, telling of the likelihood
that a negative brand familiarity effect could indeed exist, which contradicts the
original expectation of this research. Initial speculation for this was that perhaps
attitudes towards the 4U2 (unfamiliar) brand were more positive, but examination of
brand attitude data ruled this out, as the unfamiliar brand (4U2) actually had lower
attitude ratings than that of the familiar (Primark) brand. From this emerges an
apparent disconnect between the predictive nature of brand attitudes on more
downstream variables such as product evaluation and confidence in judgement for

these evaluations.

As the degree of confidence towards a brand is influenced by familiarity with the
brand (Laroche et al., 1996) it would be expected that brand familiarity would
increase confidence in the brand and its related products. Unlike this and other
research findings demonstrating that familiarity serves as a precursor to confidence
(Flanagan et al., 2005; Laroche et al., 1996; Siegrist et al., 2005) in this research

results suggest the opposite. Granted that the difference in confidence in an
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individual’s evaluation of the product for the unfamiliar and familiar brands was
fairly small hence insignificant, familiarity did little to increase confidence, implying
perhaps that individuals need more than simply familiarity with a brand to be

confident in their decisions or judgments regarding its products.

The negative effect of brand familiarity has recently been found within the context of
viral marketing. In spite of the preponderance of literature informing of the positive
effects of brand familiarity, Huang & Zhou (2016) in a series of two experiments
found that attitudes towards viral advertisements were significantly lower for a
familiar compared to an unfamiliar brand, and consequently so was participant
intention of forwarding a viral ad of the familiar brand. Premised on the elaboration
likelihood model, when a familiar brand (Coca Cola) was placed in an online print
ad, attitudes towards the brand were lower than that of the unfamiliar brand
(PayEasy) and consequently lower intentions to forward the Coca Cola ad to friends
(via email), compared to the PayEasy ad. Simply put, it is not refuted that familiarity
increases brand cognition and processing fluency, but what Huang & Zhou (2016)
show is that in the context of viral advertisements, people are more likely to forward
advertisements that they find entertaining because forwarding interesting content as
opposed to processing brand information (say through an informative advert) is
deemed as the critical factor to the success of viral advertising (which leads to high
involvement processing), as such, implying that brand familiarity effects are context

specific and do not have a positive influence in the domain of viral marketing.

Despite the similarity of findings from this research project and those of Huang &
Zhou (2016), in that brand familiarity has a negative effect, the proposed reason for

this differs from the explanation the aforementioned researchers gave. In my research
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project, it is proposed that one reason for negative (though insignificant) findings for
product evaluation and confidence ratings for the familiar branded products may be
due to the specific nature of the content of the Primark brand schema individuals
possess (e.g., its brand image). Hoyer & Brown (1990) note brand familiarity forms
the basis of preliminary judgments regardless of the product related properties but
the aforementioned results indicate that it is actually the nature of the information
contained in that brand familiarity schema that would determine if its effect was
positive or negative. Primark has a known brand image of being ‘super-cheap’
(Economist, 2015; Moore, 2013) which may have influenced the lower capped
willingness to pay amount (and lower product evaluation and confidence). In contrast
the lack of pre-existing schema worked in favour of the 4U2 brand (unfamiliar) as no

preconceived notions were held.

Unlike the pattern shown for the aforementioned dependent variables, purchase
intention was higher for two products for the familiar brand (sweater and pillowcase)
suggesting the probability that results support previous findings on brand
familiarity’s positive influence on product choice and purchase intentions (e.g.,

Hoyer & Brown, 1990; Jha & Balaji, 2015; Jiménez & San Martin, 2010).

7.3.2.2 RQ2b. Biand familiarity as a moderator of touch effects

As negative information is shown to have a greater impact on unfamiliar than
familiar brands (e.g., Sundaram & Webster, 1999) and a no touch environment
negatively impacts consumer choice and decisions (e.g., Peck & Childers, 2003a) it
was expected in the touch environment consumer response would be greater for the
unfamiliar (than familiar) branded products. Surprisingly, the results did not show

significant effects for brand familiarity moderation, contradicting existing research
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that informs of brand familiarity moderation (e.g., Hoyer & Brown, 1990; Campbell
& Keller, 2003; Kent & Allen, 1994; Machleit et al., 1993; Dawar & Lei, 2009;
Sundaram & Webster, 1999). Also, the results did not support the findings of Jha &
Balaji (2015) who actually found that brand familiarity influenced product touch
effects, where unfamiliar branded product purchase intention was lower when touch
(or in their case ‘imagined touch’ as no actual products were used) was unavailable
but not significantly different for a familiar brand in either touch environment (touch
or no touch). Their product stimulus choice was a mobile phone, which in
comparison to the products used in this research (sweater, pillowcase and bath towel)
is lower in haptic salience, implying perhaps that brand familiarity moderation could

be product type based. Future research could investigate this further.

Yazdanparast & Spears (2013) found that the negative feeling of frustration caused
by lack of touch experienced more so by high NFT individuals was offset by their
positive mood. In the same vein, given that the results (as discussed in Section
7.2.2.1 above) suggest a pattern that points to an overall more positive consumer
response to the unfamiliar branded products irrespective of touch, it could be that the
negative effect of not touching was negated by another factor (e.g., by participant
mood which this research project did not account for). Perhaps where brand
familiarity was concerned, the “touch” effect was too subtle to come through even

within the contrived settings of a laboratory based experimental design.

However, some of the differences were as predicted but not statistically significant,
showing that touch resulted in higher product evaluation and confidence in judgment
for all three unfamiliar (4U2) branded products. This pattern is indicative of the

possibility that brand familiarity moderation could exist, where touch reduces the
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uncertainty experienced with unfamiliar brands and increases evaluation of their
products. Given that brand familiarity manipulation was successful, one reason why
the effect was insignificant could be the touch manipulation (adopted from
Grohmann et al., 2007) was not as effective as expected. Perhaps putting a product in
front of an individual and asking them to not touch it created an artificial situation, as
in most cases touch is discretely restricted through the use of glass display cases,
shelves or indicated through signage for example. The use of glass boxes was
considered in this research, however due to budgetary constraints the glass boxes

were not used.

The insignificant results also led to further speculation that additional factors related
to the individuals themselves could yield more insightful results, specifically, an
individual’s NFT as well as the product knowledge they possessed of the products
presented. Those with a high NFT are more adversely affected than low NFT
individuals when touch in unavailable, therefore it could be that brand familiarity
would have a greater influence in their decision-making. It is also possible that, as
suggested by Peck & Childers (2003b), brand familiarity (brand name) could signal
high NFT individuals to forgo touch, such that when touch was unavailable,
information contained in brand familiarity schema could be drawn from to make
inferences regarding the product. In effect, familiarity with the brand would be a
positive thing when high NFT individuals could not touch a product. This line of

thought is discussed in detail in the next section.
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7.3.2.3RQ2c. Moderation effect of NFT on touch effectbor familiar and
unfamiliar branded products
Interestingly, brand familiarity alone did not moderate touch effects (H2b) but when
considered in relation to NFT, a significant three way effect was revealed. The
relationship initially hypothesized was that there would be a three way interaction
effect between touch, brand familiarity and NFT on consumer response. Specifically,
those individuals with high NFT would respond more positively when they could
touch an unfamiliar branded product than when they could not. Results were
significant but for the familiar brand (Primark) and not the unfamiliar brand (4u2) as
excepted. Those with a high NFT were found to exhibit greater confidence in

judgment for the Primark branded sweater when they could touch it.

A possible reason for this unexpected result could be explained using the expectation
disconfirmation theory. According to this theory, expectations together with
perceived performance lead to post-purchase (dis)satisfaction, which is mediated by
either positive or negative disconfirmation between expectations and performance
(Oliver, 1980). Thus there is positive disconfirmation when the product exceeds
expectations and negative disconfirmation when it falls below expectations (Oliver,
1980). Early research by Cardozo (1965) and Cohen & Goldberg (1970)
demonstrated that when products performed/delivered lower than was originally
expected (negative disconfirmation), product ratings were lower. For individuals
where touch plays a decisive role in product evaluation (high NFT individuals)
touching allowed them to acquire diagnostic haptic information which they could
then compare with pre-existing schema regarding the brand. Consequently enabling
them to confirm or disconfirm their expectations and thus be in an overall position

where their confidence in their evaluative judgments was increased. For the
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unfamiliar brand (4U2) no pre-existing schema was held thus no comparison could
be made, implying perhaps that additional information (in addition to touch) would
be needed in order to increase their confidence in judgment. In effect, confidence
was a function of expectation disconfirmation. Overall, brand familiarity did not act
as a substitute when touch was unavailable as Peck & Childers (2003b) had proposed
but instead enhanced their confidence in judgment of the Primark brand, thus touch
acted as a confirmatory mechanism. For low NFT individuals it was expected that
they would respond more positively to the familiar branded products irrespective of

touch but no support was found for this.

7.3.2.4 Supplementary analysis

Given that the individual related factor of NFT did not have a significant influence
on brand familiarity moderation, an additional influence could be product related.
Following McCabe & Nowlis' (2003) proposal that higher (as opposed to lower)
product knowledge may reduce the likelihood that touch was influential in decision
making, this research project chose to examine it as a moderator and its contribution
to a three-way touch and brand familiarity interaction. The two way interaction
findings of touch and product knowledge are first discussed followed by those of the

three way interaction of touch, product knowledge and brand familiarity.

7.3.2.4.1 Product knowledgeelatedhypothesis 1 (Touch, product knowledge and
consumer response)

The results did not support the hypothesis that the effect of touch is greater for those

with lower product knowledge and not those with higher product knowledge.

However, although insignificant, the results presented a pattern indicating that for

those with lower product knowledge, touch positively influenced product evaluation,
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purchase intention (except purchase intentions of the sweater where the reverse was
shown), confidence in judgment and WTP across all three products. The results
imply that product knowledge moderation could exist, as in reality, both product and
brand related information affects consumer decision-making. The lack of statistical
significance of this effect may have been as a result of the uneven sample sizes that
occurred once product knowledge data (captured during and not prior to the study)

was separated into high and low product knowledge categories using median splits.

7.3.2.4.2 Product knowledgerelated hypothesis2 (Touch, product knowledge,
brand familiarity and consumer response)
There is marginally significant support for the touch, product knowledge and brand
familiarity moderation effect, where touch increased WTP for the bath towel when
brand familiarity (4U2 brand) and product knowledge was low. This result provides
an indication of the prominent influence of product knowledge in facilitating brand
familiarity moderation (which was previously found not to be insignificant as a
moderator of touch effects on its own, see section 7.3.2.2). What this implies is that
when faced with an unfamiliar brand, for which an individual has low product
knowledge of, their WTP for the product is higher when they can touch it. Therefore
when brand and product schema are low, touch has a positive effect on consumer
WTP as it acts as a conduit through which new information is gathered. In summary,
touch matters when an individual possesses low brand familiarity and low product
knowledge. Insignificant results were reported for sweater and pillowcase (regarding
product evaluation, purchase intention, confidence in judgment and willingness to
pay) and bath towel (regarding product evaluation, purchase intention and confidence

in judgment).
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7.3.2.5 RQ3a and RQ3b. Psychological ownership and affective reaction as
mediators of touch effects on consumer response to unfamiliar branded
products

Although psychological ownership and affective reaction were proposed as
mediators of touch effects on consumer response to unfamiliar branded products,
mediation analysis was not run, and the detailed rationale for this is provided in

section 5.5.6.

7.3.3 Brand status related findings
7.3.3.1 RQ4a. Influence of touch on consumer response taxury branded
products

The results showed that touch increased product evaluations for the luxury branded
(Chanel) sweater as well as had a marginally significant positive effect on product
evaluation of the mug (providing partial support for H4a). The product evaluation
results of the bath towel although insignificant showed a similar pattern. Confidence
in judgment results were insignificant, but showed a pattern indicative of an increase
where touch was (versus was not) allowed. The effect of touch may not have been as
strong for a number of reasons. First, no actual luxury brand logos were used on the
products (see Section 4.11.2.2) and participants had to rely on the questionnaire and
the verbal instructions given by the researcher that the products presented were from
the Chanel brand. Lee, Ko, & Megehee (2015) find that the presence of a logo
influences perceptions of an individual wearing a product with visible luxury brand
logo clothing conveying considerably higher status and wealth ratings of the wearer
compared to those in an item with non-luxury brand logo or no logo at all. Therefore,
despite higher product evaluations when touched, the lack of logos on the products

may have reduced the authenticity of the product brand status which then served to
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lower confidence in this judgment. The touch effect might have been stronger if
brand logos/brand name labels were used. Alternatively, it could be that touch simply
does not increase confidence in judgment given that the luxury brand Chanel already
has a stable and favourable reputation, and touching did nothing to increase this.
Future research can look into this. However, both product evaluation and confidence
in judgment findings suggest that a positive product touch effect on luxury branded

products could exist.

Purchase intentions did not significantly increase with touch. This shows that simply
because one likes or thinks a luxury branded product is good (i.e., has higher product
evaluations of it) touching it does not necessarily make them want it, and that
purchase intentions for luxury branded products are not solely driven by the effects
of touching it but may be attributable to additional factors. Indeed prior research
identifies a number of factors that drive luxury brand consumption relating to the
product/brand, social-function attitudes (external environment) and individual
characteristics (e.g. ones need for uniqueness), because consumers often use luxury
brands to demonstrate their individuality and exhibit their social standing (Nueno &
Quelch, 1998; Vigneron & Johnson, 2004; Wilcox, Kim, & Sen, 2009; Berthon et al.,
2009; Tsai, 2005). Hung et al. (2011) found that purchase intentions for luxury brand
products are driven by the functional (perceived quality) and experiential (rarity and
uniqueness perception) values of the luxury brand and social influences such as how

one will be perceived by others positively.

On an individual level, one factor could be one’s need for uniqueness, which is
defined as ‘the trait of pursuing differentness relative to others through the

acquisition, utilization, and disposition of consumer goods for the purpose of
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developing and enhancing one's self-image and social image’ (Tian, Bearden, &
Hunter, 2001,; p. 52). This need for uniqueness influences the degree of affect
elicited by and therefore purchase intentions for luxury brands (Bian & Forsythe,
2012). Another individual level factor affecting purchase intentions could be mood.
Yazdanparast & Spears (2013) found that in an online environment, which represents
a no touch environment, lack of touch did not lead to significant differences in
purchase intentions between high and low NFT individuals, if high NFT’s were in a
positive mood (the researchers” manipulated mood at the start of their experiments).
Conversely, when in a negative mood, purchase intentions were lower for those with
a high compared to a low NFT. Mood in that instance acted as a compensatory
mechanism for touch. It is plausible then that mood may have played a role in

influencing the results of Study 2 and future research could account for this.

Luxury purchases have a lot more to do with the individual and touch may play a
larger role in influencing consumers already motivated to buy luxury brands.
Therefore, solely relying on touch to increase purchase intentions without taking into
account the aforementioned factors could have lessened the effect of touch in Study
2. Additionally, the sample used comprised of university students who are less likely
to have the financial capacity or interest in purchasing luxury branded products (in
comparison perhaps to a luxury target market sample), therefore touching did not
influence their intent. These results indicate that effect of touch on evaluation and
confidence in judgment are less likely to be transferable to intended behaviour.
Purchase intentions can also vary by the impact of factors such as quality and value
perception (Zeithaml, 1988). Therefore, as the products used did not originate from

the Chanel brand, touching them may have led to a mismatch between product
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experience and brand expectation, therefore resulting in no significant difference in

purchase intentions when touch was an was not available.

All WTP results were insignificant across all three products, but showed a similar
pattern of effect across the board where WTP was lower when products were
touched. As the products used in the experiment did not come from the actual Chanel
luxury brand as stated, their quality may have contradicted participants’ image/views
of the Chanel brand. Touching may thus have resulted in the discernment of quality
which did not match expected quality expected of a luxury branded product. This

reasoning is supported by the confirmation disconfirmation theory (Oliver, 1980).

7.3.3.2 RQ4b.NFT influence onconsumer response to touch

No support was found for NFT influence on touch effects on product evaluation,
purchase intention, confidence in judgment and willingness to pay for the luxury
branded sweater, mug and bath towel. The insignificant results could simply mean
that when it comes to luxury branded products (specifically the sweater in this case)
touch increases product evaluations irrespective of one’s NFT levels. The results of
Study 1 where non-luxury brands were used provided some evidence (for one out of
the three products used) that product touch effects are dependent on levels of NFT,
specifically, positively affecting those with high NFT. However, as Study 2 implies,
when considering luxury branded products, the effect of touch seems to not be
dependent on the level of NFT; a finding which is inconsistent with prior literature
(Grohmann et al., 2007; Jin, 2011; Krishna & Morrin, 2008; Peck & Childers, 2003a,
2003b; Peck & Johnson, 2011). Therefore implying that NFT moderation effects of
product touch is context specific (valid in a brand familiarity context but not in a

brand status one).
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However, a pattern was noted in the insignificant results where product evaluation
was concerned. Product evaluation scores were higher in the touch condition for low
NFT individuals, for the sweater and bath towel. Conversely, product evaluation
scores were higher in the touch condition for high NFT individuals, for the mug.
Sweaters and bath towels are considered to be products high in haptic salience (touch
Is important during evaluation) while a mug possesses less haptic salience. Therefore
it would seem that for the luxury branded products high in haptic salience, touching
has a greater effect for those with a low NFT, while for the product with lower haptic
salience, touch matters more for high NFT individuals. These results are indicative
and it is not immediately clear why this would be the case as literature informs that
the difference would be more significant for high NFT individuals for the high haptic
salient products (Peck & Childers, 2003b). Another pattern identified was with WTP,
where lower WTP scores were noted across all products in the touch condition, for
those with a high NFT. As explained in the previous section (section 7.3.3.1) lower
WTP pattern could be indicative of a mismatch between expected quality of a luxury
branded product and the haptic feedback received from touch. Additionally,
Grohmann et al. (2007) highlight that the effect of touch is indifferent for low quality
products at high and low levels of NFT thus the lack of significant findings for the
sweater, mug an d bath towel could suggest that the products were considered as

lower quality during the touch experience.

7.3.4 RQ4c. Brand statusnfluence on consumer response touch

It is likely that the touch effect is more influential for luxury brands as opposed to
non-luxury brands and to statistically determine this brand status moderation effect,
data from Study 1 and Study 2 (for the sweater) was combined and analysed. As

discussed in Chapter 3, the association of luxury brands with status, prestige,
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exclusivity, heightened pleasure and self-esteem (Kapferer & Bastien, 2009; Veblen,
1899; Dubois et al., 2001) jointly embody a positive ‘luxury essence.” An essence or
what individuals consider to be an essence, forms the basis from which pleasure from
things or events is derived (Bloom , 2010). We cherish items that have come into
close proximity with famed individuals for example (Bloom, 2010; Newman et al.,
2011) and are willing to pay exorbitant prices for items (e.g., in 2004, Britney
Spears’ used chewing gum was sold for $14,000, Justin Bieber’s worn 2011 Super
Bowl space suit outfit for $5,800 and Justin Timberlake’s half eaten French toast for
$3,154). According to contagion theory, when a person or object (source) comes
into contact with another person or object (target) either directly or indirectly,
properties from the source are believed to be transferred to the target (Rozin &
Nemeroff, 1990). When the two are in contact the source transfers its positive or
negative ‘essence’ (all or part of it properties) to the target object either mentally,

physically or morally (Nemeroff & Rozin, 1994; Rozin et al., 1986).

Drawing on contagion theory, this research project argued that in the context of
luxury brands, this ‘essence’ would be positive and transferrable from the luxury
brand to the product. As such, the positivity derived from the transference would
result in products from luxury brands receiving a more positive consumer response,
compared to products from non-luxury brands. Furthermore, as proximity heightens
the feeling of contagion (Argo et al., 2006; Mishra, 2009; Morales & Fitzsimons,
2007) this luxury essence would be greater when an individual came into direct
physical contact (touch environment) with the source of contagion (in this case the

luxury branded product) therefore intensifying this positive consumer response.
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Results provided an indication of a brand status influence on product touch effects,
where touch increased product evaluations of the luxury (Chanel) branded sweater
but not for the non-luxury (Primark) brand sweater. It could be that the perception of
the Primark brand as lower quality and ‘super-cheap’ (Economist, 2015; Moore,
2013) influenced overall consumer response irrespective of whether individuals got
the chance to touch the product. In the no touch condition for example, there was no
difference in product evaluation scores for the luxury and non-luxury branded
sweater (surprisingly, product evolution scores seemed slightly higher for the non-
luxury branded sweater instead of the luxury branded one). As such, it can be
deduced that no luxury brand essence was transferred to the sweater in this condition
(despite the same sweater being used). Therefore, overall product evaluation results
imply that the proposed brand contagion effect occurred but was only activated
through product touch. Brand status moderation effects for the remaining variables

(purchase intention, confidence in judgment and WTP) were insignificant.

The insignificant purchase intentions could be explained with the rationale provided
in Section 7.3.3.1. The lack of differences in confidence in judgment may be
explained by the fact that the reputation of luxury brands as being good already
means that touch does not alter their confidence in evaluative judgments.
Consequently, it seems that touching luxury branded products does not reassure
consumers of their confidence in judgment but instead serves to help increase their
evaluation of the product. The interaction between product touch and brand status
has no significant effect on WTP however, but observation of the means implies that
WTP irrespective of touch was higher for the luxury than non-luxury branded
sweater. This is to be expected as luxury brands are known for being more expensive

than luxury brands in general. What is interesting to note is not touching the luxury
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sweater had a greater positive effect while not touching the non-luxury sweater had a
very slightly negative effect. Overall, touching luxury brands seems to increase
evaluations but seemingly has a negative effect on one’s WTP for it. The negative
effect on WTP may be down to the products used, with existing schema not matching
the actual products. However, it is also possible that the results are communicating
another message, that not allowing touch increased the value attached to luxury

brand products.

Overall, the marginal support for brand status moderation effects suggests two
things. First, it implies that the predicted brand contagion effect occurred (branding
the sweater as Chanel as opposed to Primark positively influenced product
evaluation). Also, that brand status as opposed to brand familiarity is a stronger
indicator of when product touch matters. In effect, whether touching products results
in a significantly positive consumer response is determined by the level of luxury
brand status of the brand. Secondly and perhaps more importantly, the results imply
that brand contagion did occur, but was only activated through the individuals’
physical contact with the source of the contagion (that is, the luxury branded
sweater). The higher the perceived luxury status, the more significant touch became.
These findings provide initial empirical feedback to researchers such as Grohmann et
al. (2007), Jansson-Boyd & Marlow (2011) and Peck & Childers (2003a, 2003b) who

suggested that brand name might have an influence product touch effects.

7.3.5 RQ4d. Touch, brand statusral NFT influence on touch effects
The three-way interactions between touch, NFT and consumer response (product
evaluation, purchase intention, confidence in judgment and WTP) were all

insignificant. It was predicted that when evaluating a non-luxury branded product,
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consumer response in the no touch environment would be greater for low NFT than
high NFT but no difference in consumer response in the no touch environment
between high and low NFT individuals when evaluating a luxury brand. The next
step involved testing if psychological ownership or affective reaction mediated touch

effects for the luxury branded product.

7.3.5.1 RQ4e and RQ4f.Psychological @nership and affective rreaction as
mediatorsof touch effects on consumer responsduaury branded products

The mediation H4e and H4f were not supported contradicting findings of Peck &
Shu (2009). These findings demonstrate that although these two underlying
mechanisms are shown to explain touch effects they do not apply where luxury
branded products are considered. In this research project the duration of physical
(touch) and non-physical (no touch) was set at one minute which may not have been

long enough to induce feelings of ownership or affect.

7.4 Research contributions and marketing implications

7.4.1 Theoretical Contributions

7.4.1.1 Contribution to brand familiarity literature

i.  The results presented a pattern indicative of a negative brand familiarity

effect, which is contradictory to the majority of existing brand familiarity
literature. To the researchers knowledge the only other study that has
demonstrated this negative effect (viral marketing context) is by Huang &
Zhou (2016). As this demonstrates that brand familiarity may not be a
precursor to favourable consumer response, it is worth exploring the role
additional factors such as brand image or brand reputation play when

examining the concept of brand familiarity in future research. This research
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therefore contributes to brand familiarity knowledge by being one of the few
studies to the researchers’ knowledge, to imply that there may be instances
where the familiarity of a brand may not work in its favour.

ii.  Despite the plethora of brand familiarity moderation evidence (e.g., Tam,
2008; Arora & Stoner, 1996; Hoyer & Brown, 1990; Campbell & Keller,
2003; Kent & Allen, 1994; Machleit et al., 1993; Dawar & Lei, 2009;
Sundaram & Webster, 1999), to the researcher’s knowledge little is known
regarding its interactive effect with product touch (Jha & Balaji, 2015).
Therefore, my research significantly contributes to the limited knowledge in
this area. The research specifically contributes to knowledge by showing no
statistically significant evidence of this effect in the context of product touch.
As such, providing an answer to speculation (e.g., Jansson-Boyd, 2011) that
the effect of product touch is a function of brand familiarity. However, it
must be said that the insignificant results did point to a possible brand
familiarity moderation effect. Specifically, that touching products from an
unfamiliar brand resulted in favourable consumer responses (higher
confidence in evaluative judgment and product evaluation). These results are

however indicative and possibly warrant future examination.

7.4.1.2 Contribution to luxury brand literature

Luxury branding research is limited to a large extent by a focus on definitions and
conceptualizations of luxury brands and as Patrick & Hagtvedt (2014) stress, there
was need for research regarding the evaluation of luxury brands and processing of
luxury brand information. Although the luxury brand status did not act as a surrogate
for touch in the no touch condition, it did enhance the effect of product touch,

highlighting the power of luxury brands (in comparison to non-luxury brands). In
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effect, this is the first study to empirically show that product touch and luxury brands
are positively associated. My research therefore contributes to brand luxury
literature by extending the concept of luxury brand status to the area of sensory

marketing.

7.4.1.3 Contribution to sensory marketing literature

The recognition of sensory marketing is an emerging field in consumer behaviour
with tremendous requirement for research (Krishna, 2012) and the consequent
exponential growth in attention from both academia and industry (Krishna, Cian, &
Sokolova, 2016) is indicative of the potential of this area. Guided by a conceptual
framework underpinned by the Stimulus-Organism-Response Model (Mehrabian &
Russell, 1974) this research project contributes to this growth by extending current
and notably under-researched area of the sense of touch (Krishna, 2012; Peck &
Childers, 2005). By doing so, answering several calls for research to investigate the
interaction of touch and brand name (Grohmann et al., 2007; Jansson-Boyd, 2011,
Peck & Childers, 2003a; Peck, 2010). Specific contributions to this domain are
highlighted below:

I.  This research project is one of the first to indicate that product touch effects
do not differ by brand familiarity but instead are subject to luxury brand
status, as luxury brand product evaluations increase in a touch environment.
Consequently, identifying a probable brand related boundary condition for
product touch’s effects.

ii.  According to existing studies, touch does have a significant positive effect for
high NFT individuals and not low NFT individuals (Jin, 2011; Krishna &
Morrin, 2008; Peck & Childers, 2003a, 2003b). Indeed, research on the

application and effects of NFT differences is still in its infancy (Nuszbaum et
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al., 2010; Vieira, 2012) and it is hoped that the findings of this research
project will be beneficial in facilitating further research in the area. This
research project extends the concept of NFT to brand literature and provides
novel contributions to existing NFT literature in three specific ways:

a. First, Study 1 identified a possible brand related boundary condition
for NFT moderation, that is, brand familiarity. Specifically, marginal
support was found for greater confidence in judgments when a
familiar branded product was touched by individuals with a high NFT.
To the researcher’s knowledge this is the first study to provide some
evidence that the influence of NFT on touch effects is context-specific
and by doing so provides new insight to NFT knowledge. Brand
familiarity and NFT have previously been studied in isolation, but by
examining their joint effects, this study extends the current knowledge
on NFT.

b. Second, in the context of non-luxury brands, findings confirmed that
NFT does indeed influence touch effects as found in prior literature
(Jin, 2011; Krishna & Morrin, 2008; Peck & Childers, 2003a, 2003b).

c. Third and surprisingly, within the context of luxury brands, an
individuals degree of NFT is irrelevant in influencing their response
to touch (in a sense, the effect of the brand luxury supersedes the
strength of NFT’s impact).

iii.  Although prior studies have shown that psychological ownership and
affective reaction are mediators of touch effects (Peck & Shu, 2009) the
current research contributes to literature by revealing that these prior research
findings do not stand in the context of luxury branded products. These

findings are surprising but raise questions suggesting that a different
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underlying mechanism may be responsible which future research can

investigate.

7.4.1.4 Contribution to product knowledge literature

This research project answers McCabe & Nowlis' (2003) proposition that higher (as
opposed to lower) product knowledge could reduce the likelihood that touch was
influential in decision making, by showing that it does not (where non-luxury brands
are concerned). That is, product knowledge does not moderate touch effects.
Although the findings were insignificant, they do provide an indication that touch
positively influences consumer response when product knowledge is low rather than
high. Essentially, this suggests that when faced with an unfamiliar brand, a
consumer’s WTP for that product is likely to be higher when they can touch it and
when they lack (or have minimal) prior knowledge of the product or product
category. These findings are indicative rather than conclusive, but nevertheless open
up a new avenue for future research to explore as this is one of the first studies to

examine this relationship.

7.4.1.5 Contribution to contagion theory literature

Contagion theory states that when an individual or object (i.e. the source) directly or
indirectly comes into contact with another person or object (i.e. the target), properties
from the source are transferred to the target (Rozin & Nemeroff, 1990). In effect,
during contact the source transfers part or all of its positive or negative properties
(‘essence’) to the target object mentally, physically or morally (Nemeroff & Rozin,
1994; Rozin et al., 1986). The application of contagion theory in touch literature has
contributed to the understanding of three key things. First, that products in close

proximity to one another are capable of ‘contaminating’ other products (referred to
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as product contagion by Morales & Fitzsimons, 2007), second, that consumers
coming into physical contact with a product can positively contaminate it (referred to
as consumer contagion by Argo et al. 2006) and third, that consumers can positively
contaminate a product they come into contact with (referred to as positive consumer
contamination by Argo, Dahl, & Morales, 2008). In these studies, the extent of
contagion effects was determined through subsequently reported consumer behaviour

response variables.

In addition to the currently known contagion types, it had been suggested but never
was empirically tested that certain brand types could evoke positive feelings or
associations that could then drive positive contagion effects (Argo et al., 2008) This
research project responded to this suggestion and examined contagion effects from a
brand status (luxury or non-luxury) perspective, and contributed to knowledge by
providing evidence of a brand contagion effect. More significantly however, a key
finding is that in the context of luxury brands this brand contagion effect was
activated through product touch. Overall, my research contributes to contagion
theory literature by extending the theory to the concept of luxury brands, which to

my knowledge has not been examined until now.

7.4.1.6 Contribution to overall marketing literature

An overview article in the Journal of Marketing notes that empirical and
methodological advances have overtaken conceptual advances in the marketing field
despite the recognition of and subsequent calls for conceptual research (Maclinnis,
2011). Indeed, ‘Conceptual advances are critical to the vitality of the marketing
discipline’ (Maclnnis, 2011; p. 136). Accordingly, research making conceptual

advances is valued for its contribution to new ideas through examining previously
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unexplored areas. Although some research hypotheses (despite their
conceptualization from existing theory and concepts) were not supported, my
research still makes a novice contribution to knowledge by conceptualizing
previously unexplored relationships between product touch, product knowledge,
brand familiarity and brand status. It is therefore my belief that the findings have
moved one step further on the journey to a better understanding of these areas, and

established a foundation on which future researchers can build upon.

7.4.2 Practical contributions/implications

Consumers are exposed to extrinsic cues during the pre-purchase stage (e.g., brand

names) and examining these in addition to touch effects provides a more realistic

depiction of an actual purchase situation. From the theoretical contributions made,
practical implications of this research can serve both marketers and retailers in the
following ways:

1 For unfamiliar branded products, results showed that touch is not an influential
factor in defining consumer response, meaning that retailers from such brands
can afford to have online store presence without hurting their brand. They could
instead focus on other factors such as price discounts or price promotions to
encourage sales.

1 Results are indicative that touch may increase willingness to pay for products
that consumers are less knowledgeable about, that also come from unfamiliar
brands. Accordingly, new brand retailers with novel or less known products
retailers of up and coming or well-known brands may consider setting up
physical stores or using seasonal/periodic pop-up shops to sell their products.

Alternatively, provide detailed information about the product through
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advertisements for example, in order to negate the negative effects of not being
able to touch such products.

1 Physical stores are the most critical points of contact with luxury consumers
who are heavily influenced by what they see and experience in store (Remy et
al., 2015). The findings reinforce this and may help explain why consumers
prefer to go instore to buy a luxury branded product compared to purchasing
them online. Luxury retailers tend to control customer contact with products in a
store to preserve the integrity of the products and perhaps uphold an image or
sense of exclusivity. Although this rationale seems reasonable, this research
proposes that it may be more beneficial for a luxury brand to allow consumers to
touch their products instore as this may increase their product evaluations.
Furthermore, purchase intentions may increase as a result of this touching.
Overall, consumer product touch seems advantageous to luxury brand retailers.

9 On average, luxury consumers have more spending clout and are less swayed by
marketing strategies that revolve around price promotions. Long-time luxury
marketing consultant Tony King for example points that luxury consumers
‘respond to access rather than promotion’ (EMarketer, 2013). If anything, the
exclusivity that consequently comes from a hefty price tag is desired. According
to the Wall Street Journal, a study by Annalect'® finds that affluent customers
(aged between 18 and 59 years) expect a highly customized experience when
purchasing luxury goods (Tadena, 2015). Results of the over 300 interviews
carried out by Annalect’s further highlights that after sales service (71% of
respondents) and instore experience (over 64% of respondents) are significant
drivers of luxury purchases. In effect, luxury consumers appear to be better

swayed by the luxury experience than price promotions when making their

16 A division of the leading global advertising, marketing and corporate communications company
Omnicom Media Group.
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purchase decisions. As my research project finds, touching can improve
consumer evaluations of luxury branded products therefore reaffirming the need
for luxury brand retailers to adopt and further develop an experience based
marketing strategy as a way to drive more luxury consumer traffic to their

stores.

7.5 Limitations and recommendations for future research

The research project provides an initial response to numerous calls to investigate the
role of brand name in moderating effects of product touch, but there are recognized
limitations of this research. As a result, a number of recommendations for future

researchers are proposed.

Although using a student sample in both studies decreased the probability of
extraneous variables (unexplained variance) from affecting experimental analysis
and thus the research outcome (Reynolds et al., 2003), the use of a student sample
also limits the generalizability of the results, as students represent only a subgroup of
consumers in a general population. Future research could strive to undertake studies
with a more representative sample (not simply university students) to increase the
external validity of the conclusions made. For example, future research can examine
the behaviour of a more specific consumer segment, that is, luxury buyers or buyers
who have a history of luxury purchases and then test the effect that touch and no

touch has on their responses.

Despite every effort being made to recruit participants for the experiments, such as
providing incentives (chocolates and £5) and participation requests (walking around

campus, approaching various seminar groups, use of posters around the entire
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campus), participation was voluntary and ultimately attendance was not within the
control of the researcher. The fact that participation in the research project offered no
course credits (as noted in some other faculties) further exacerbated this issue.
Additionally, during the data collection period the majority of students were busy
with seminar attendance or group work. As such, the sample sizes per treatment
group attained, although statistically adequate could have been higher. This may
have accounted for the lack of significance for a number of the research hypotheses
presented, despite their formulation based on sound theory, concepts and prior
literature. Future researchers should therefore formulate strategies to achieve these

larger sample sizes.

The majority of purchase intentions results did not follow a systematic pattern that
would give an indication of overall purchase intentions. Perhaps controlling for
additional factors such as financial status (especially in Study 2 where a luxury brand
was examined) and looking for ways to evoke (e.g., through using an observation
task/experiment) as opposed to solicit purchase intentions through a questionnaire

might improve results.

There are also some methodological considerations to make in future research.
Because of the nature of experiments used in this research project (lab based
experiments), the results are limited by ecological validity. To increase ecological
validity future research could consider observing participants in a natural setting (e.g.
in an actual store) as this would achieve greater realism. Although this creates more
possible confounding variables, it would be useful to see what happens when touch is

controlled more naturally.
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The products used did not originally come from the brands stated in the experiments.
This was done to control exogenous variables as well as keep within the research
budget limits. As a result, these products may not have reflected the true
nature/quality of the brands used in the experiments. Given that a luxury brand name
was used in Study 2, the mismatch between the image created by the brand and
product may have been more of an issue. Future research may seek to use products
from the actual brands to reduce this mismatch, therefore increasing the realism of
the experiment. To increase generalizability of Study 2 conclusions across product
categories, future researchers could also examine additional product categories to

provide further insight into the working of touch and brand name moderation.

In Study 2, although psychological ownership and affective reaction are shown in
prior research to be the underlying mechanism explaining touch effects, they were
not shown to apply in a luxury brand context. Future research could increase the
duration that participants are exposed to the product could increase psychological
ownership. Future research should look into examining other mediators such as
emotional contagion, which is defined as ‘the tendency to automatically mimic and
synchronize movements, expressions, postures, and vocalizations with those of
another person and, consequently, to converge emotionally’ (Hatfield, Cacioppo, &

Rapson, 1992; p. 153-154).

The Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) informs that attitudes influence intention
which then affects behaviour. However, the dependent measures of product
evaluation (attitude towards product), confidence in judgment, purchase intention
(intention) and WTP (intention/behaviour) were not analysed in sequence but as a

direct result of the independent variable (product touch). In effect, the study did not
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examine the attitude-intention-behaviour model in its entirety; the reasons being,
given the relative infancy of touch research in the consumer behaviour literature, the
key aim of this research project was examining the separate effects of touch on each
of the individual factors, in order to determine the moderating role the brand name
played in this relationship. Future research could use the findings from this research
as a starting point to model their experiments and analyses in accordance with the

TRA and other classic persuasion models of psychology.

Study 1 found no significant effects of brand familiarity on product touch effects on
consumer response, for any of the familiar branded products (sweater, pillowcase and
bath towel, all of which are known to be high in haptic salience). It could be that the
interaction effect of product touch and brand familiarity depends on additional
factors like brand image, brand involvement or brand reputation. Future studies could
examine the role of these additional brand concepts on touch accessibility outcomes,
to further advance understanding on the interactive role of product touch and brand
name. Additional research can also account and control for purchase frequency

which is known to result in purchase frequency bias.

7.6 CONCLUSION AND CHAPTER SUMMARY

The purpose of this research project was to provide a more complete understanding
of how product touch effects differ by brand familiarity (familiar versus unfamiliar
brands) and brand status (luxury versus non-luxury brands). By doing so, extending
the Stimulus-Organism-Response Model by identifying two additional brand related
moderators. This research project provides additional insight into the effects of
product touch from the perspective of two contextual variables: brand familiarity and

brand status. This final chapter presented a detailed discussion of the results obtained
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in both Study 1 (Chapter 5) and Study 2 (Chapter 6). Additionally, the research
contributions both theoretically and practically were discussed, followed by the
acknowledged limitations of the research project and consequent recommendations
to future researchers. Collectively, research findings of this project present
significant advancements to both the touch and brand literature, while presenting
new opportunities to practitioners for designing marketing activities that take brand

and product touch interaction into consideration.
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APPENDIX 1: BRAND SELECTION PRETEST QUESTIONNAIRE

SECTION A: BRAND FAMILIARITY

Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the statements for each of the

brands listed in the table below, by ticking the appropriate box (on a scale of 1 to 7,

1= Strongly Disagree to 7 = Strongly Agree).

QSTN
NO.

QUESTIONS

>3
D) =
58
2.8
" 0
1

Strongly
~ Agree

LOUIS VUITTON

Q1. | am familiar with the Louis C C C C C C C
Vuitton brand

Q2 | know a great deal about the C C C C C C C
Louis Vuitton brand

Q3. | have no knowledge about C C C C C C C
the Louis Vuitton Brand

PRIMARK

Q4. | am familiar with the C C C C
Primark

Q5. | know a great deal about the C C C C
Primark brand

Q6. | have no knowledge about C C C C C C C
the Primark Brand

MATALAN

Q7. | am familiar with the C C C C C C C
Matalan brand

Q8. | know a great deal about the C C C C C C C
Matalan brand

Q9. | have no knowledge about C C C C C C C
the Matalan brand

RALPH LAUREN

Q10 I am familiar with the Ralph C C C C C C C

. Lauren brand

Q11 | know a great deal about the C C C C C C C

. Ralph Lauren brand

Q12 | have no knowledge about C C C C C C C

. the Ralph Lauren Brand

WOOLWORTHS

Q13 | am familiar with the C C C C C C C

. Woolworths

Q14 | know a great deal about the C C C C C C C

. Woolworths brand

Q15 | have no knowledge about C C C C C C C

. the Woolworths Brand

CHANEL

Q16 | am familiar with the Chanel C C C C C C C
brand

Q17 | know a great deal about the C C C C C C C
Chanel brand

Q18 | have no knowledge about C C C C C C C

Sheena W. Karangi PhD Thesis 2017

Page 344




QSTN QUESTIONS
NO.

the Chanel Brand

Strongly
— Disagree

Strongly
~ Agree

H&M

Q19 | am familiar with the H&M
brand

Q20 | know a great deal about the
H&M brand

Q21 | have no knowledge about
the H&M brand

TRUWORTHS

Q22 | am familiar with the
. Truworths brand

Q23 | know a great deal about the
Truworths brand

Q24 | have no knowledge about
the Truworths brand

BURBERRY

Q25 | am familiar with the

. Burberry brand

Q26 | know a great deal about the
Burberry brand

Q27 | have no knowledge about
the Burberry brand

PRADA

Q28 | am familiar with the Prada
. brand

Q29 | know a great deal about the
Prada brand

Q30 | have no knowledge about
the Prada brand

NEW LOOK

Q31 | am familiar with the New
. Look brand

Q32 | know a great deal about the
New Look brand

Q33 | have no knowledge about
the New Look brand

MR. PRICE

Q34 | am familiar with the Mr.
. Price brand

Q35 | know a great deal about the
Mr. Price brand

Q36 | have no knowledge about
the Mr. Price brand

4U2

Q37 | am familiar with the 4U2

. brand

Q38 | know a great deal about the
4U2 brand

Q39 | have no knowledge about
the 4U2 Brand

TOPSHOP

Q40 | am familiar with the
Topshop brand
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QSTN QUESTIONS
NO.

Strongly
Strongly
~ Agree

Fol @] — Disagree

Q41 | know a great deal about the
Topshop brand

Q42 | have no knowledge about
the Topshop Brand

¢
¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢
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SECTION B: ATTITUDE TOWARDS THE BRAND

On a scale of 1 to 7, what is your attitude towards the brands in the table below, by

ticking the appropriate box.

[N

N

3

S

ol

o

~

Q1 | LOUISVUITTON Unappealing clelcefc|1CC|C Appealing
Q2 Bad clclclclclc]c Good
Q3 Unpleasant clc|Cc|CcC[C|C|C Pleasant
Q4 Unfavourable cl|c|C[C|[C|]C |C Favourable
Q5 Unlikable cl|c|C[C|[C|]C |C Likable
Q11 PRIMARK Unappealing clc|CcC|CcC[C|C|C Appealing
Q12 Bad clclc|c|Cc|{C |C Good
Q13 Unpleasant cl|c|C[C|[C|]C |C Pleasant
Q14 Unfavourable cl|c|CcC[C|C|]C |C Favourable
Q15 Unlikable clclcl|c|Cc|{C |C Likable
Q16 4U2 Unappealing clcl|c|[Cc|C|]C |C Appealing
Q17 Bad clc[c|Cc|Cc[C |C Good
Q18 Unpleasant clcl|c|[Cc|C|]C|C Pleasant
Q19 Unfavourable clc|Cc|Cc[C|C|C Favourable
Q20 Unlikable clcl|Cc|[C|C|]C|C Likable
Q21 MATALAN Unappealing cl|c|C[C|C|]C |C Appealing
Q22 Bad clc[c|]Cc|C[C |C Good
Q23 Unpleasant clc|Cc|Cc|[C|C|C Pleasant
Q24 Unfavourable cl|c|CcC[C|C|]C |C Favourable
Q25 Unlikable cl|c|CcC[C|C|]C |C Likable
Q26 | RALPH LAUREN Unappealing clcl|cl|Cc|[C|C|C Appealing
Q27 Bad cl{c[Cc|]C|]C[C |C Good
Q28 Unpleasant cl|c|CcC[C|C|]C|C Pleasant
Q29 Unfavourable cl|c|CcC[C|C|]C|C Favourable
Q30 Unlikable clclc|c|Cc[C|C Likable
Q31 | WOOLWORTHS Unappealing Cl|C|C[C [C|C|C Appealing
Q32 Bad clc[c|Cc|C[C |C Good
Q33 Unpleasant clc|Cc|[C|C|C |C Pleasant
Q34 Unfavourable clc|Cc|[C|C|C |C Favourable
Q35 Unlikable clclc|c|Cc{C|C Likable
Q36 CHANEL Unappealing cl|c|CcC[C|C|]C |C Appealing
Q37 Bad clc[Cc|]C|]C[C|C Good
Q38 Unpleasant clc|Cc|[C|[C|C |C Pleasant
Q39 Unfavourable cl|c|CcC[C|C|]C |C Favourable
Q40 Unlikable clclfc|Cc|C[C |C Likable
Q41 H&M Unappealing cl{c[Cc|Cc|C[C |C Appealing
Q42 Bad cl{c[Cc|]Cc|]C[C|C Good
Q43 Unpleasant cl|c|Cc[C|C|]C |C Pleasant
Q44 Unfavourable cl|c|Cc[C|C|]C |C Favourable
Q45 Unlikable clclc|Cc|Cc|[C|C Likable
Q46 TRUWORTHS Unappealing Cl|C|C[C [C|C |C Appealing
Q47 Bad clcc|Cc|C[C|C Good
Q48 Unpleasant clc|Cc|[C|C|C |C Pleasant
Q49 Unfavourable clcl|Cc|[Cc|C|C |C Favourable
Q50 Unlikable clclcl|c|Cc|{C|C Likable
Q51 BURBERRY Unappealing cl|c|Cc[C|C|]C |C Appealing
Q52 Bad cl{c[Cc|]Cc|C[C |C Good
Q53 Unpleasant cl|C|C[C|[C|]C |C Pleasant
Q54 Unfavourable cl|c|Cc|[C|C|]C |C Favourable
Q55 Unlikable clclfc|c|Cc[C|C Likable
Q56 PRADA Unappealing cl|C|C[C|[C|]C |C Appealing
Q57 Bad clc[c|]Cc|C[C|C Good
Q58 Unpleasant clclclCc|C|]C|C Pleasant
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Q59 Unfavourable cl|cl|Cc|[C|C|]C|C Favourable
Q60 Unlikable cl|CcC|C[C|[C|]C |C Likable
Q61 NEW LOOK Unappealing clc|Cc|CcC[C|C|C Appealing
Q62 Bad clc{c|]c|Cc|[C|[C Good
Q63 Unpleasant cl|Cc|C[C|[C|C |C Pleasant
Q64 Unfavourable cl|Cc|C[C|[C|C |C Favourable
Q65 Unlikable clc|CcC|C[C|C|C Likable
Q66 MR. PRICE Unappealing clc|CcC|C[C|C|C Appealing
Q67 Bad clc[c|Cc|C[C |C Good
Q68 Unpleasant cl|Cc|C[C|[C|C |C Pleasant
Q69 Unfavourable clc|Cc|CcC[C|C|C Favourable
Q70 Unlikable clc|Cc|CcC[C|C|C Likable
Q71 TOPSHOP Unappealing cl|Cc|C[C|[C|]C |C Appealing
Q72 Bad clcf{cljc|c|C|C Good
Q73 Unpleasant clc|Cc|Cc|[C|C|C Pleasant
Q74 Unfavourable clcl|Cc|[C|C|]C|C Favourable
Q75 Unlikable cl|c|CcC[C|C|]C |C Likable
SECTION C: DEMOGRAPHICS
Kindly answer each of the questions below.
Q1. What gender are you? Male
Female

Q2. How old are you?

Below 18 years

18-24 years
25-31 years
32-38 years
39-44 years
45-51 years

52 and above years

Q3.

Are you British?

Yes
No

If No, what is your nationality?

Sheena W. Karangi PhD Thesis 2017

Page 348




APPENDIX 2: RESEARCH ETHICAL APPROVAL EMAIL

Dear

Re: K5 REAG ecision

KBSE o 120

PrjetTide: Theefectof touchonconsumerdeiion making

Date Application Receved: 07041
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find regards

OrJoana Vsiopoulou | KBS Ethics REAG Chair
o Kent Business Scho | Univerh o en
44 011207823768 KBSEsCheckisentacuk

Umvemtyof

ot &

This el s conidntial t he atded rcpient I ou avenecived it i envor, lase nofytesenderand deletet from yourcomputer
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APPENDIX 3: PILOT STUDY RECRUITMENT EMAIL

Good afternoon,

I’m a PhD student currently recruiting participants for some studies I’'m running at
the Business School NEXT WEEK. Your participation is purely VOLUNTARY,
but will be GREATLY APPRECIATED. As a small gesture and token of
appreciation for your participation, free chocolate bars will be administered.

During the experiments you will be required to examine products and fill out a

questionnaire.

A number of time slots are available to choose from (see table below), each only 30
minutes long. These are allocated on a first come first serve basis and only 3

participants per session are required. You can only participate/sign up to ONE slot.

START TIME LOCATION

(30 min session)

Monday 26™ October, 9.30am, 10.15 am, 11.00 KBSXBB Meeting
2015 am, 11.45 am, 12.30 pm, Room
1.15 pm, 2.00 pm, 2.45 pm,
3.30 pm, 4.15 pm (At the KBSX Building
next to the R&D
Building)
Tuesday 27™ October, Same slots as above KBSXBB Meeting
2015 Room
Wednesday 28™ Same slots as above KBSXBB Meeting
October, 2015 Room
Thursday 29™ October, | Same slots as above KBSXBB Meeting
2015 Room

To BOOK A SLOT, select a date and time, and email me at swk5@kent.ac.uk.

I look forward to hearing from you.

Kind regards,

Sheena.
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APPENDIX 4a: EMAIL CORRESPONDENCE

WITH PROF. BIANCA GROHMANN (for touch and no touch instructions)

Mall Calendar People Tasks JRSUAEIENVESNE- TS

RE: Haptic Study
CRELY  €EREPLYALL =) FORWARD v
AR Grohmann <bianca.grohmann@concordia.ca> ks niad
Thud/23/2015 439 PM
Inbox

To: SWKarang

# You replied on 4/23/2015 5:08 PM.

0 1attachment 0

g

nstructions.d
o

Hello Sheena,

attached please find the instructions used for the touch and no touch conditions.
| wish you good luck with your research.

Kind regards,

Bianca Grohmann, MBA, PhD
Associate Professor
Concordia University Research Chairin Consumer Research

Department of Marketing / Départment Marketing

John Molson School of Business / Ecale de Gestion John Molson

Concordia University / Universite Concordia )

Tel 1 Tél. 514848 2424 evtension 4845 Bianca fof7 « -
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APPENDIX 4b: TOUCH AND NO TOUCH INSTRUCTIONS

This academic study is part of a doctoral research project that aims at achieving a
better understanding of consumer purchase behaviour. As such, you are presented
with three products belonging to the (BRAND) you are invited to visually evaluate

(OR ‘physically evaluate’ in the touch condition).

If you are comfortable with participating in this study, kindly read and sign the

consent statement below.
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APPENDIX 5: PILOT STUDY QUESTIONNAIRE

(Touch and Brand familiarity study)

University of Kent,
Kent Business School, University Of

CT2 7NZ, g t
Canterbury, Kent. l l

Email: swk5@kent.ac.uk

STUDY PURPOSE

This academic study is part of a doctoral research project that aims at achieving a
better understanding of consumer purchase behaviour. As such, you are presented

with three products belonging to the brand, which you are invited to evaluate.

If you are comfortable with participating in this study, kindly read and sign the

consent statement below.

CONSENT

By signing this form | agree to take part in this academic study on consumer
purchase behaviour. I am aware that | have the freedom to leave the study at any
time. | also understand that the researcher, for the purpose of the PhD, will use the
data from the study. | understand that the data will be treated as confidential and
responses anonymized, with no way of connecting the data to the identity of a

particular participant.
| have carefully read and understood all the terms in the brief letter, confirm that I'm
of legal age (over 18 years old) and voluntarily agree to participate in this study. |

also understand the purpose of the study and what is expected from me.

Participant signature: Date:
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University of
ent

A STUDY ON CONSUMER PURCHASE BEHAVIOUR QUESTIONNAIRE

PROCEDURE

You are invited to evaluate three products ONE at a time, located at one of three
stations (Station A, B and C).

PICK UP the products during evaluation.

After you are done with this examination, fill out the questionnaire provided.

Move to the next station as instructed.

QUESTIONNAIRE INSTRUCTIONS

ALL QUESTIONS require a response so kindly ensure that they have all been
answered.

Kindly TICK the box o and/or write in the appropriate response space provided.

There is no right or wrong answer.

Avre there any questions?

Kindly wait for verbal instruction on when to begin.
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Product: SWEATER

1.  What is your level of agreement with each of the following statements? (1 = Strongly Disagree
to 7 = Strongly Agree)

Strongly Strongly

Disagree Agree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| like this sweater |
| feel positive toward the sweater \ \
The sweater is good \

2. Please tick one appropriate box in response to each question below (1= Strongly Disagree to 7 =
Strongly Agree).

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I would definitely purchase this sweater \
| definitely intend to buy this sweater \
I have a high purchase interest in this sweater \
| definitely buy this sweater \ \
| probably buy this sweater \

3. How much would you be willing to pay for the sweater? Kindly state an amount between £1 to
£250.

4.  Onascale of 1to 7, how confident are you with your evaluation of the sweater?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not very confident \ Very confident
Not very sure Very sure

5. How knowledgeable are you about sweaters? (1 = Strongly Disagree to 7 = Strongly Agree)

Strongly Strongly

Disagree Agree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

| feel very knowledgeable about sweaters

If a friend asked me about sweaters, | could give them ‘
advice about different brands of sweaters

If I had to purchase a sweater today, | would need to

gather very little information in order to make a wise

decision

| feel very confident about my ability to tell the

difference in quality among different brands of

sweaters

You have reached the end of this section.
Proceed to the next Station and examine the product provided.

When you have done so, kindly fill out the questionnaire provided.
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Product: PILLOWCASE

6. What is your level of agreement with each of the following statements? (1 = Strongly Disagree to
7 = Strongly Agree)

Strongly Strongly

Disagree Agree

1] 2] 3] 4] 5] 6] 7|

| like this pillowcase | |
| feel positive toward the pillowcase |
The pillowcase is good | |

7. Please tick one appropriate box in response to each question below (1= Strongly Disagree to 7 =
Strongly Agree).

Strongly Strongly

Disagree Agree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I would definitely purchase this pillowcase
| definitely intend to buy this pillowcase \
I have a high purchase interest in this pillowcase \
I definitely buy this pillowcase \
| probably buy this pillowcase \

8. How much would you be willing to pay for the pillowcase? Kindly state an amount between £1 to
£250.

9. Onascale of 1 to 7, how confident are you with your evaluation of the pillowcase?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not very confident \ Very confident
Not very sure Very sure |

10. How knowledgeable are you about pillowcases? (1 = Strongly Disagree to 7 = Strongly Agree)

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| feel very knowledgeable about pillowcases

If a friend asked me about pillowcases, | could give
them advice about different brands of pillowcases

If | had to purchase a pillowcase today, | would need
to gather very little information in order to make a
wise decision

| feel very confident about my ability to tell the
difference in quality among different brands of
pillowcases

You have reached the end of this section.
Proceed to the next Station and examine the product provided.

When you have done so, kindly fill out the questionnaire provided.
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Product: BATH TOWEL

11. What is your level of agreement with each of the following statements? (1 = Strongly Disagree to
7 = Strongly Agree)

Strongly Strongly

Disagree Agree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

| like this bath towel |
| feel positive toward the bath towel

The bath towel is good \

12. Please tick one appropriate box in response to each question below (1= Strongly Disagree to 7 =
Strongly Agree).

Strongly Strongly

Disagree Agree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I would definitely purchase this bath towel
| definitely intend to buy this bath towel \
I have a high purchase interest in this bath towel \
I definitely buy this bath towel \
| probably buy this bath towel \

13. How much would you be willing to pay for the bath towel? Kindly state an amount between £1 to
£250.

14. On ascale of 1 to 7, how confident are you with your evaluation of the bath towel?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 |
Not very confident \ Very confident
Not very sure Very sure |

15. How knowledgeable are you about bath towels? (1 = Strongly Disagree to 7 = Strongly Agree)

Strongly Strongly

Disagree Agree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

| feel very knowledgeable about bath towels

If a friend asked me about bath towels, | could give ‘
them advice about different brands of bath towels

If | had to purchase a bath towel today, | would

need to gather very little information in order to

make a wise decision

| feel very confident about my ability to tell the

difference in quality among different brands of bath

towels

You have reached the end of this section.

Raise your hand and the experimenter will give you the last section to fill out.
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16. On ascale of 1 to 7, what is your attitude towards the brand

1 2 3 4 5
Unappealing
Bad
Unpleasant
Unfavourable
Unlikable

\ Appealing
Good

Favourable
\ Likable

17. Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the statements about the brand (1= Strongly

Disagree to 7 = Strongly Agree).

Strongly
Disagree

1
| am familiar with the brand
I know a great deal about the brand
I have no knowledge about the brand

Strongly
Agree
2] 3] 4] 5]
»

18. Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the statements below (1 = Strongly Disagree

to 7 = Strongly Agree).
Strongly
Disagree
1
When walking through stores, |
touching all kinds of products
Touching products can be fun
When browsing in stores, it is important for me to
handle all kinds of products
I like to touch products even if | have no intention
of buying them
When browsing in stores, | like to touch lots of
products
I find myself touching all kinds of products in
stores
I place more trust in products that can be touched
before purchase
I feel more comfortable purchasing a product
after physically examining it
If 1 cant touch a product in the store, I am
reluctant to purchase the product
I feel more confident making a purchase after
touching a product
The only way to make sure a product is worth
buying is to actually touch it
I would only buy a product if | could handle it
before purchase

can't help

19. What gender are you?

20. How old are you?

Strongly
Agree

Male
Female

|
|
|
\ Pleasant
|
|

6 7

1

Below 18 years
18-24 years
25-30 years
31-36 years
37-42 years
45-50 years
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51 and above years

21. Are you British? Yes
No

If No, what is your nationality?

22. In your opinion, what is the purpose of this study?

END OF QUESTIONNAIRE

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME.
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APPENDIX 6: STUDY 1 (Touch and Brand Familiarity)

University of Kent,
Kent Business School, University of

CT27NZ, I((ent

Canterbury, Kent.
Email: swk5@kent.ac.uk

STUDY PURPOSE

This academic study is part of a doctoral research project that aims at achieving a
better understanding of consumer purchase behaviour. As such, you are presented

with three products belonging to the brand, which you are invited to evaluate.

If you are comfortable with participating in this study, kindly read and sign the

consent statement below.

CONSENT

By signing this form | agree to take part in this academic study on consumer
purchase behaviour. I am aware that | have the freedom to leave the study at any
time. | also understand that the researcher, for the purpose of the PhD, will use the
data from the study. | understand that the data will be treated as confidential and
responses anonymized, with no way of connecting the data to the identity of a

particular participant.
I have carefully read and understood all the terms in the brief letter, confirm that I’'m
of legal age (over 18 years old) and voluntarily agree to participate in this study. I

also understand the purpose of the study and what is expected from me.

Participant signature: Date:
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University of

ent

A STUDY ON CONSUMER PURCHASE BEHAVIOUR QUESTIONNAIRE

PROCEDURE

You are invited to evaluate three products ONE at a time, located at one of three
stations (Station A, B and C).

PICK UP the products during evaluation.

After you are done with this examination, fill out the questionnaire provided.

Move to the next station as instructed.

QUESTIONNAIRE INSTRUCTIONS
ALL QUESTIONS require a response so kindly ensure that they have all been

answered.

Kindly TICK the box o and/or write in the appropriate response space provided.

There is no right or wrong answer.

Are there any questions?

Kindly wait for verbal instruction on when to begin.
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Product: SWEATER

1. What is your level of agreement with each of the following statements? (1 = Strongly Disagree to
7 = Strongly Agree)

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

| feel positive toward the sweater

| |
1 like this sweater |
| |
* The sweater is good |

2. Please tick one appropriate box in response to each question below (1= Strongly Disagree to 7 =
Strongly Agree).

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

|
I would definitely purchase this sweater \
| definitely intend to buy this sweater \
I have a high purchase interest in this sweater \
I definitely buy this sweater \
| probably buy this sweater \

3. How much would you be willing to pay for the sweater? Kindly state an amount between £1 to
£250.

4. Onascale of 1to 7, how confident are you with your evaluation of the sweater?

\ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
~ Not very confident \ Very confident
~ Not very sure \ Very sure

5. Here is a list of emotional reactions you may have experienced. On a scale of 1 to 7 (1= Not at all
to 7= A lot) indicate how much you felt each of these emotional reactions when you were
evaluating the sweater.

Not at A lot
all
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Interested
Moved
Captivated
Delighted
Enthusiastic
Appealed
Amused

6. Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the statements below (1 = Strongly Disagree
to 7= Strongly Agree).

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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| feel like this is my sweater

| feel a very high degree of personal ownership for
this sweater

| feel like | own this sweater

7. How knowledgeable are you about sweaters? (1 = Strongly Disagree to 7 = Strongly Agree)

Strongly Strongly

Disagree Agree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

| feel very knowledgeable about sweaters

If a friend asked me about sweaters, | could give
them advice about different brands of sweaters

If | had to purchase a sweater today, | would need
to gather very little information in order to make a
wise decision

| feel very confident about my ability to tell the
difference in quality among different brands of
sweaters

You have reached the end of this section.
Proceed to the next Station and examine the product provided.

When you have done so, kindly fill out the questionnaire provided.

Product: PILLOWCASE

8. What is your level of agreement with each of the following statements? (1 = Strongly Disagree to
7 = Strongly Agree)

Strongly Strongly

Disagree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I like this pillowcase | |
| feel positive toward the pillowcase \ |
The pillowcase is good |

9. Please tick one appropriate box in response to each question below (1= Strongly Disagree to 7 =
Strongly Agree).

Strongly Strongly

Disagree Agree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I would definitely purchase this pillowcase \
I definitely intend to buy this pillowcase \
I have a high purchase interest in this pillowcase \
I definitely buy this pillowcase \
| probably buy this pillowcase \

10. How much would you be willing to pay for the pillowcase? Kindly state an amount between £1 to
£250.
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11. Onascale of 1 to 7, how confident are you with your evaluation of the pillowcase?

~ Not very confident

Very confident
~ Not very sure

| 1 2 3 4 5 6 1]
|
\ Very sure

12. Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the statements below (1 = Strongly Disagree
to 7= Strongly Agree).

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| feel like this is my pillowcase \
| feel a very high degree of personal ownership
for this pillowcase
| feel like I own this pillowcase \

13. How knowledgeable are you about pillowcases? (1 = Strongly Disagree to 7 = Strongly Agree)

Strongly Strongly

Disagree Agree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

| feel very knowledgeable about pillowcases

If a friend asked me about pillowcases, | could
give them advice about different brands of
pillowcases

If | had to purchase a pillowcase today, | would
need to gather very little information in order to
make a wise decision

| feel very confident about my ability to tell the
difference in quality among different brands of
pillowcases

You have reached the end of this section.
Proceed to the next Station and examine the product provided.

When you have done so, kindly fill out the questionnaire provided.

Product: BATH TOWEL

14. What is your level of agreement with each of the following statements? (1 = Strongly Disagree to
7 = Strongly Agree)

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I like this bath towel
| feel positive toward the bath towel
The bath towel is good
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15. Please tick one appropriate box in response to each question below (1= Strongly Disagree to 7 =
Strongly Agree).

Strongly Strongly

Disagree Agree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I would definitely purchase this bath towel \
| definitely intend to buy this bath towel \
I have a high purchase interest in this bath towel \
| definitely buy this bath towel \
| probably buy this bath towel \

16. How much would you be willing to pay for the bath towel? Kindly state an amount between £1 to
£250.

17. Onascale of 1 to 7, how confident are you with your evaluation of the bath towel?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not very confident Very confident
Not very sure Very sure

18. Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the statements below (1 = Strongly Disagree
to 7= Strongly Agree).

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| feel like this is my bath towel \
| feel a very high degree of personal ownership for
this bath towel
| feel like I own this bath towel \

19. How knowledgeable are you about bath towels? (1 = Strongly Disagree to 7 = Strongly Agree)

Strongly Strongly

Disagree Agree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

| feel very knowledgeable about bath towels

If a friend asked me about bath towels, | could give ‘
them advice about different brands of bath towels

If | had to purchase a bath towel today, | would need

to gather very little information in order to make a

wise decision

| feel very confident about my ability to tell the

difference in quality among different brands of bath

towels

You have reached the end of this section.

Raise your hand and the experimenter will give you the last section to fill out.
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20. Onascale of 1 to 7, what is your attitude towards the brand

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Unappealing \ Appealing
Bad Good
Unpleasant \ Pleasant
Unfavourable Favourable
Unlikable \ Likable

21. Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the statements about the brand (1= Strongly
Disagree to 7 = Strongly Agree).

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| am familiar with the brand
| know a great deal about the brand \
I have no knowledge about the brand

22. Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the statements below (1 = Strongly Disagree
to 7 = Strongly Agree).

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
When walking through stores, | can't help touching
all kinds of products
Touching products can be fun
When browsing in stores, it is important for me to
handle all kinds of products
I like to touch products even if | have no intention of
buying them
When browsing in stores, | like to touch lots of
products
I find myself touching all kinds of products in stores
I place more trust in products that can be touched
before purchase
| feel more comfortable purchasing a product after
physically examining it
If | can't touch a product in the store, | am reluctant to
purchase the product
I feel more confident making a purchase after
touching a product
The only way to make sure a product is worth buying
is to actually touch it
I would only buy a product if I could handle it before

purchase

23. What gender are you? Male
Female

24. How old are you? Below 18 years
18-24 years
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25-30 years

31-36 years
37-42 years
45-50 years
51 and above
years
25. Are you British? Yes
No

If No, what is your nationality?

26. In your opinion, what is the purpose of this study?

END OF QUESTIONNAIRE

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME.
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APPENDIX 7: STUDY 2 (Touch and Brand Status)

University of Kent,
Kent Business School, University of

CT27NZ, I((ent

Canterbury, Kent.
Email: swk5@kent.ac.uk

STUDY PURPOSE

This academic study is part of a doctoral research project that aims at achieving a
better understanding of consumer purchase behaviour. As such, you are presented
with three products belonging to the luxury brand CHANEL you are invited to

visually evaluate (OR ‘physically evaluate’ in the touch condition).

If you are comfortable with participating in this study, kindly read and sign the

consent statement below.

CONSENT

By signing this form | agree to take part in this academic study on consumer
purchase behaviour. 1 am aware that | have the freedom to leave the study at any
time. | also understand that the researcher, for the purpose of the PhD, will use the
data from the study. | understand that the data will be treated as confidential and
responses anonymized, with no way of connecting the data to the identity of a

particular participant.
I have carefully read and understood all the terms in the brief letter, confirm that I'm
of legal age (over 18 years old) and voluntarily agree to participate in this study. |

also understand the purpose of the study and what is expected from me.

Participant signature: Date:
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University of

ent

A STUDY ON CONSUMER PURCHASE BEHAVIOUR QUESTIONNAIRE

PROCEDURE

You are invited to ONLY VISUALLY (or ‘physically’ in the touch condition)
evaluate three products ONE at a time, located at one of three stations (Station A, B
and C).

DO NOT pick up (‘pick up’ in the touch condition) the products during evaluation.
After you are done with this visual examination (‘physical examination’ in the touch

condition), fill out the questionnaire provided. Move to the next station as instructed.

QUESTIONNAIRE INSTRUCTIONS
ALL QUESTIONS require a response so kindly ensure that they have all been
answered. Kindly TICK the box o and/or write in the appropriate response space

provided.

There is no right or wrong answer.

Are there any questions?

Kindly wait for verbal instruction on when to begin.
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Product: SWEATER

1. What is your level of agreement with each of the following statements? (1 = Strongly Disagree to
7 = Strongly Agree)

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
1 2 g 4 5 6 7
I like this sweater

| feel positive toward the sweater
The sweater is good

2. Please tick one appropriate box in response to each question below (1= Strongly Disagree to 7 =
Strongly Agree).

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I would definitely purchase this sweater
| definitely intend to buy this sweater
I have a high purchase interest in this sweater
| definitely buy this sweater
| probably buy this sweater

3. How much would you be willing to pay for the sweater? Kindly state an amount between £1 to
£250.

4. Onascale of 1to 7, how confident are you with your evaluation of the sweater?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not very confident \ Very confident
Not very sure Very sure

5. Please tick one appropriate box in response to each question below (1= Strongly Disagree to 7 =
Strongly Agree).

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Sweaters are important to me

| perceive sweaters as exciting products
Sweaters are interesting products
| care about the sweaters | buy

6. How important is it to touch a sweater when making a purchase decision?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Not very important Very
important

7. Here is a list of emotional reactions you may have experienced. On a scale of 1 to 7 (1= Not at all
to 7= A lot) indicate how much you felt each of these when you were evaluating the sweater.
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Not at A lot
all

Interested
Moved
Captivated
Delighted
Enthusiastic
Appealed
Amused

8. Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the statements below (1 = Strongly Disagree
to 7= Strongly Agree).

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
1] 2] 3] 4] 5]
| feel like this is my sweater \
| feel a very high degree of personal ownership for ‘ ‘
this sweater
| feel like | own this sweater \ \
| feel like this is my sweater \ \

9. How knowledgeable are you about sweaters? (1 = Strongly Disagree to 7 = Strongly Agree)

Strongly Strongly

Disagree Agree

1 2 8 4 5 6 7

| feel very knowledgeable about sweaters

If a friend asked me about sweaters, | could give
them advice about different brands of sweaters

If | had to purchase a sweater today, | would need
to gather very little information in order to make a
wise decision

| feel very confident about my ability to tell the
difference in quality among different brands of
sweaters

You have reached the end of this section.
Proceed to the next Station and visually (‘physically’ in the touch condition) examine the

product provided. When you have done so, kindly fill out the questionnaire provided

Product: MUG

10. What is your level of agreement with each of the following statements? (1 = Strongly Disagree to
7 = Strongly Agree)

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I like this mug

| feel positive toward the mug

The mug is good
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11. Please tick one appropriate box in response to each question below (1= Strongly Disagree to 7 =
Strongly Agree).

Strongly Strongly

Disagree Agree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I would definitely purchase this mug \
| definitely intend to buy this mug \
I have a high purchase interest in this mug \
I definitely buy this mug \
| probably buy this mug \

12. How much would you be willing to pay for the mug? Kindly state an amount between £1 to £250.

13. Onascale of 1 to 7, how confident are you with your evaluation of the mug?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Not very confident \
Not very sure \

\ Very confident
| Very sure |

14. Please tick one appropriate box in response to each question below (1= Strongly Disagree to 7 =
Strongly Agree).

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I perceive mugs as exciting products
Mugs are interesting products
I care about the mug | buy

|
Mugs are important to me ‘
|
|
|

15. How important is it to touch a mug when making a purchase decision?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 \
Not very important Very important

16. Here is a list of emotional reactions you may have experienced. On a scale of 1 to 7 (1= Not at all
to 7= A lot) indicate how much you felt each of these when you were evaluating the mug.

Not at all A lot
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Interested
Moved
Captivated
Delighted
Enthusiastic
Appealed
Amused

17. Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the statements below (1 = Strongly Disagree
to 7= Strongly Agree).

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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| feel like this is my mug

| feel a very high degree of personal ownership for
this mug

| feel like I own this mug

| feel like this is my mug

18. How knowledgeable are you about mugs? (1 = Strongly Disagree to 7 = Strongly Agree)

Strongly
Disagree
1
| feel very knowledgeable about mugs

If a friend asked me about mugs, | could give them
advice about different brands of mugs

If I had to purchase a mugs today, | would need to
gather very little information in order to make a
wise decision

| feel very confident about my ability to tell the
difference in quality among different brands of
mugs

You have reached the end of this section.

2

Strongly
Agree

6

7

Proceed to the next Station and visually (‘physically’ in the touch condition) examine the

product provided. When you have done so, kindly fill out the questionnaire provided.

Product: BATH TOWEL

19. What is your level of agreement with each of the following statements? (1 = Strongly Disagree to

7 = Strongly Agree)

Strongly
Disagree
1

| feel positive toward the bath towel

|

I like this bath towel

|

~ The bath towel is good

2

Strongly

20. Please tick one appropriate box in response to each question below (1= Strongly Disagree to 7 =

Strongly Agree).

Strongly
Disagree
1
I would definitely purchase this bath towel
I definitely intend to buy this bath towel

2

Strongly

6

Agree
7

I have a high purchase interest in this bath towel

I definitely buy this bath towel

I probably buy this bath towel

21. How much would you be willing to pay for the bath towel? Kindly state an amount between £1 to

£250.
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22. Onascale of 1 to 7, how confident are you with your evaluation of the bath towel?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not very confident \ Very confident
Not very sure Very sure

23. Please tick one appropriate box in response to each question below (1= Strongly Disagree to 7 =
Strongly Agree).

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Bath towels are important to me
| perceive bath towels as exciting products
Bath towels are interesting products
| care about the bath towel | buy

24. How important is it to touch a bath towel when making a purchase decision?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not very Very important
important

25. Here is a list of emotional reactions you may have experienced. On a scale of 1 to 7 (1= Not at all
to 7= A lot) indicate how much you felt each of these when you were evaluating the bath towel.

Not at all A lot
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Interested
Moved
Captivated
Delighted
Enthusiastic
Appealed
Amused

26. Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the statements below (1 = Strongly Disagree
to 7= Strongly Agree).

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| feel like this is my bath towel \
| feel a very high degree of personal ownership for
this bath towel
| feel like | own this bath towel \
I feel like this is my bath towel \ \

27. How knowledgeable are you about bath towels? (1 = Strongly Disagree to 7 = Strongly Agree)
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Strongly
Disagree
1 2 3 4 5
| feel very knowledgeable about bath towels

If a friend asked me about bath towels, | could give ‘
them advice about different brands of bath towels

If | had to purchase a bath towel today, | would need

to gather very little information in order to make a

wise decision

| feel very confident about my ability to tell the

difference in quality among different brands of bath

towels

You have reached the end of this section.

Raise your hand and the experimenter will give you the last section to fill out.

Strong

ly

Agree

6

28. Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the statements below (1 = Strongly Disagree

to 7 = Strongly Agree).
Strongly
Disagree
1 2 3 4 5
When walking through stores, | can't help touching
all kinds of products
Touching products can be fun
When browsing in stores, it is important for me to
handle all kinds of products
I like to touch products even if | have no intention
of buying them
When browsing in stores, | like to touch lots of
products
I find myself touching all kinds of products in stores
I place more trust in products that can be touched
before purchase
| feel more comfortable purchasing a product after
physically examining it
If | can't touch a product in the store, | am reluctant
to purchase the product
| feel more confident making a purchase after
touching a product
The only way to make sure a product is worth
buying is to actually touch it
I would only buy a product if | could handle it
before purchase

29. What gender are you? Male
Female

Strongly
Agree
6

7

7

30. How old are you? Below 18 years
18-24 years
25-30 years
31-36 years
37-42 years
45-50 years
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51 and above years

31. Are you British? Yes
No

If No, what is your nationality?

32. In your opinion, what is the purpose of this study?

END OF QUESTIONNAIRE

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME.
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APPENDIX 8: CONSENT FORM

University of Kent, University of
Kent Business School, kgnt
CT2 7NZ,

Canterbury, Kent.
Email: swk5@kent.ac.uk

STUDY PURPOSE

This academic study is part of a doctoral research project that aims at achieving a
better understanding of consumer purchase behaviour. As such, you are presented
with three products belonging to the brand you are invited to visually evaluate (OR

‘physically evaluate’ in the touch condition).

If you are comfortable with participating in this study, kindly read and sign the

consent statement below.

CONSENT

By signing this form | agree to take part in this academic study on consumer
purchase behaviour. 1 am aware that | have the freedom to leave the study at any
time. | also understand that the researcher, for the purpose of the PhD, will use the
data from the study. | understand that the data will be treated as confidential and
responses anonymized, with no way of connecting the data to the identity of a

particular participant.
| have carefully read and understood all the terms in the brief letter, confirm that I’'m
of legal age (over 18 years old) and voluntarily agree to participate in this study. |

also understand the purpose of the study and what is expected from me.

Participant signature: Date:
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APPENDIX 9: PARTICIPANT RECRUITMENT POSTER

PARTICIPATE INA
CONSUMER BEHAVIOUR EXPERIMENT

WHERE: KENT BUSINESS SCHOOL (KBSX Room 1.27)

DURATION: 30 minutes only!

DATES: - Monday 26th October 2015

Tuesday 27th October 2015
Wednesday 28th October 2015
Thursday 29th October 2015

AVAILABLE SLOTS: 9.30am, 10.15 am, 11.00 am, 11.45

am, 12.30 pm, 1.15 pm, 2.00 pm, 2.45 pm, 3.30 pm, 4.15 pm

(PICK ONE SLOT)

WHAT YOU’LL GET: FREE CHOCOLATE!

Sign up today!
Email swk5@kent.ac.uk to book your slot
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APPENDIX 10: NEED FOR TOUCH SCALE

Instrumental Dimension Questions
1. I place more trust in products that can be touched before purchase.
2. | feel more comfortable purchasing a product after physically examining it.
3. If I can't touch a product in the store, | am reluctant to purchase the product.
4. | feel more confident making a purchase after touching a product.
5. The only way to make sure a product is worth buying is to actually touch it.
6. There are many products that I would only buy if I could handle them before

purchase.

Autotelic Dimension Questions
7. When walking through stores, I can't help touching all kinds of products.
8. Touching products can be fun.
9. When browsing in stores, it is important for me to handle all kinds of
products.
10. I like to touch products even if I have no intention of buying them.
11. When browsing in stores, | like to touch lots of products.
12. | find myself touching all kinds of products in stores.
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APPENDIX 11: Brand Selection Pre-test results

Table 28 Pre-test brand familiarity results

Max Mean Median Std. Skewness Kurtosis
Deviati
on Std. Std.
BRANDS Valid Missing Statistic Error Statistic Error
Louis Vuitton 22 0 1 7 4.48 450 1.332 -507| .491 .136 .953
Primark* 22 0 4 7 5.86 6.00 979| -386| .491| -.974 .953
4U2* 22 0 1 5 1.65 1.00| 1.266| 2.017| .491| 3.333 .953
Matalan 21 1 1 7 4.02 467 2.040| -555| .501| -1.233 972
Ralph Lauren 21 1 1 7 4.59 5,00 1.531| -923| .501 .358 972
Woolworths 21 1 1 7 4.70 5.00|] 2.183 -901| .501 -.666 972
Chanel* 21 1 1 7 5.17 5.67 1.566| -1.287( .501| 1.527 972
H&M 22 0 1 7 5.71 6.00( 1.354| -2.087( .491| 6.304 .953
Truworths 22 1 1 6 2.14 1.001 1.753| 1.271| .491 .188 972
Burberry 21 1 1 7 4.84 5.00( 1.340| -.895( .501| 2.314 972
Prada 21 1 1 7 4.84 5.00( 1.467 -779| .501| 1.025 972
New Look 21 1 1 7 5.13 5.67 1.775| -1.421( .501| 1.417 972
Mr Price 21 1 1 7 2.14 1.00| 1.948| 1.611| .501| 1.281 972
Topshop 21 1 1 7 5.56 6.00 1.447| -1.648( .501| 3.739 972
* Brands selected
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APPENDIX 12: STUDY 1 (H1a, H1lb, H2a, H2b and H2c Descriptives)

DEPENDENT  TOUCH BRAND NEED FOR STD.
VARIABLE CONDITION |FAMILIARITY TOUCH MEAN DEVIATION | N

PE Sweater Touch Familiar Low Need for Touch 4.06 1.325| 18
High Need for Touch 4.47 1.443| 13

Total 4.23 1.368| 31

Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch 4.38 1.391| 15

High Need for Touch 5.23 972 | 16

Total 4.82 1.250| 31

Total Low Need for Touch 4.20 1.344| 33

High Need for Touch 4.89 1.243| 29

Total 4,52 1.333| 62

No Touch Familiar Low Need for Touch 431 1553 | 12
High Need for Touch 4.53 958 | 15

Total 4.43 1.236| 27

Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch 4.27 1.083| 16

High Need for Touch 4.81 1.092| 14

Total 4,52 1.103| 30

Total Low Need for Touch 4.29 1.279| 28

High Need for Touch 4.67 1.016| 29

Total 4.48 1.158| 57

Total Familiar Low Need for Touch 4.16 1.400| 30
High Need for Touch 451 1.184| 28

Total 4.32 1.301| 58

Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch 4.32 1.222| 31

High Need for Touch 5.03 1.033| 30

Total 4.67 1.179| 61

Total Low Need for Touch 4,24 1.304| 61

High Need for Touch 4.78 1.131| 58

Total 4.50 1.247| 119

PE Pillowcase Touch Familiar Low Need for Touch 3.96 1.455| 18
High Need for Touch 4.46 1.596| 13

Total 417 1510 31

Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch 3.89 1462 | 15

High Need for Touch 4.79 1.310| 16

Total 4.35 1.437| 31

Total Low Need for Touch 3.93 1.436| 33

High Need for Touch 4.64 1.428| 29

Total 4.26 1.465| 62

No Touch Familiar Low Need for Touch 4.03 1.123| 12
High Need for Touch 3.18 1.447] 15

Total 3.56 1.359| 27

Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch 3.56 1.365| 16

High Need for Touch 3.67 1.426| 14

Total 3.61 1.370| 30

Total Low Need for Touch 3.76 1.266 | 28

High Need for Touch 341 1.433| 29

Total 3.58 1.353| 57

Total Familiar Low Need for Touch 3.99 1.312| 30
High Need for Touch 3.77 1.626| 28

Total 3.89 1.462| 58

Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch 3.72 1.399| 31

High Need for Touch 4.27 1.458| 30

Total 3.99 1.443| 61

Total Low Need for Touch 3.85 1.352| 61

High Need for Touch 4.03 1.548| 58

Total 3.94 1.447| 119

PE Bath Towel [Touch Familiar Low Need for Touch 5.04 1.060| 18
High Need for Touch 5.23 1.818| 13

Total 5.12 1.403| 31

Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch 5.04 1.272| 15

High Need for Touch 5.56 1.166| 16

Sheena W. Karangi PhD Thesis 2017 Page 381



DEPENDENT  TOUCH BRAND NEED FOR STD.

VARIABLE CONDITION |FAMILIARITY TOUCH MEAN DEVIATION | N
Total 5.31 1.226| 31
Total Low Need for Touch 5.04 1.142| 33
High Need for Touch 5.41 1.474| 29
Total 5.22 1.310| 62
No Touch Familiar Low Need for Touch 5.50 937 | 12
High Need for Touch 4,78 1541| 15
Total 5.10 1.336| 27
Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch 5.18 1.032| 16
High Need for Touch 5.32 1.030| 14
Total 5.25 1.016| 30
Total Low Need for Touch 5.32 988 | 28
High Need for Touch 5.04 1.326| 29
Total 5.18 1.170| 57
Total Familiar Low Need for Touch 5.22 1.022| 30
High Need for Touch 4.99 1.659| 28
Total 5.11 1.360| 58
Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch 5.11 1.136| 31
High Need for Touch 5.45 1.092| 30
Total 5.28 1.119| 61
Total Low Need for Touch 5.17 1.074| 61
High Need for Touch 5.23 1.402| 58
Total 5.20 1.240| 119
Pl Sweater Touch Familiar Low Need for Touch 2.70 1.426| 18
High Need for Touch 3.10 1.833| 13
Total 2.87 1593| 31
Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch 2.79 1548 | 15
High Need for Touch 2.91 1.421| 16
Total 2.85 1.460| 31
Total Low Need for Touch 2.74 1.460| 33
High Need for Touch 3.00 1591| 29
Total 2.86 1515| 62
No Touch Familiar Low Need for Touch 3.00 1561 12
High Need for Touch 2.99 1.368| 15
Total 2.99 1.428| 27
Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch 2.63 1.260| 16
High Need for Touch 3.42 1.440| 14
Total 3.00 1.384| 30
Total Low Need for Touch 2.79 1.382| 28
High Need for Touch 3.20 1.395| 29
Total 3.00 1.392| 57
Total Familiar Low Need for Touch 2.82 1.462| 30
High Need for Touch 3.04 1.571| 28
Total 2.93 1.506| 58
Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch 2.70 1.386| 31
High Need for Touch 3.15 1.429| 30
Total 2.92 1.413| 61
Total Low Need for Touch 2.76 1413 | 61
High Need for Touch 3.10 1.487| 58
Total 2.92 1.453| 119
P1 Pillowcase Touch Familiar Low Need for Touch 2.89 1.447| 18
High Need for Touch 3.52 1.727| 13
Total 3.15 1575| 31
Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch 2.68 1.302| 15
High Need for Touch 3.04 1572 16
Total 2.86 1435| 31
Total Low Need for Touch 2.79 1.366 | 33
High Need for Touch 3.26 1.632| 29
Total 3.01 1502 | 62
No Touch Familiar Low Need for Touch 2.83 1.364| 12
High Need for Touch 2.72 1.369| 15
Total 2.77 1.341| 27
Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch 2.28 1.012| 16
High Need for Touch 2.66 1.556| 14
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DEPENDENT  TOUCH BRAND NEED FOR STD.

VARIABLE CONDITION |FAMILIARITY TOUCH MEAN DEVIATION | N
Total 2.45 1.285| 30
Total Low Need for Touch 2.51 1.186| 28
High Need for Touch 2.69 1.436| 29
Total 2.60 1.310| 57
Total Familiar Low Need for Touch 2.87 1.391| 30
High Need for Touch 3.09 1.570| 28
Total 2.98 1.471| 58
Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch 247 1.160| 31
High Need for Touch 2.86 1.549| 30
Total 2.66 1.368| 61
Total Low Need for Touch 2.67 1.284| 61
High Need for Touch 2.97 1.550| 58
Total 2.82 1422|119
Pl Bath Towel [Touch Familiar Low Need for Touch 3.38 1.235| 18
High Need for Touch 4.05 2.079| 13
Total 3.66 1.645| 31
Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch 3.56 1.486| 15
High Need for Touch 4.09 1.211| 16
Total 3.83 1.355| 31
Total Low Need for Touch 3.46 1.336| 33
High Need for Touch 4.07 1.624| 29
Total 3.75 1.497| 62
No Touch Familiar Low Need for Touch 3.87 1.792| 12
High Need for Touch 3.43 1.513] 15
Total 3.62 1.625| 27
Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch 3.42 1.187| 16
High Need for Touch 4.23 1.200| 14
Total 3.80 1.242| 30
Total Low Need for Touch 3.61 1.463| 28
High Need for Touch 3.81 1.407| 29
Total 3.71 1.426| 57
Total Familiar Low Need for Touch 3.57 1.473| 30
High Need for Touch 3.71 1.791| 28
Total 3.64 1.621| 58
Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch 3.49 1319 31
High Need for Touch 4.15 1.187| 30
Total 3.82 1.290| 61
Total Low Need for Touch 3.53 1.386| 61
High Need for Touch 3.94 1512| 58
Total 3.73 1.457| 119
C1J Sweater Touch Familiar Low Need for Touch 5.06 1.403| 18
High Need for Touch 5.50 .839| 13
Total 5.25 1.203| 31
Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch 5.17 1.332| 15
High Need for Touch 5.34 1.351| 16
Total 5.26 1.322| 31
Total Low Need for Touch 511 1.351| 33
High Need for Touch 5.42 1.134| 29
Total 5.25 1.253| 62
No Touch Familiar Low Need for Touch 5.26 1.251| 12
High Need for Touch 4.40 1.692| 15
Total 4,78 1.547| 27
Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch 4.63 1.361| 16
High Need for Touch 5.14 1.486| 14
Total 4.87 1.420| 30
Total Low Need for Touch 4.90 1.329| 28
High Need for Touch 4.76 1.613| 29
Total 4.83 1.469| 57
Total Familiar Low Need for Touch 5.14 1.325| 30
High Need for Touch 491 1.453| 28
Total 5.03 1.381| 58
Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch 4.89 1.352| 31
High Need for Touch 5.25 1.394| 30
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DEPENDENT  TOUCH BRAND NEED FOR STD.

VARIABLE CONDITION |FAMILIARITY TOUCH MEAN DEVIATION | N
Total 5.07 1.374| 61
Total Low Need for Touch 5.01 1.334| 61
High Need for Touch 5.09 1.421| 58
Total 5.05 1.372| 119
CI1J Pillowcase  [Touch Familiar Low Need for Touch 4,58 1.638| 18
High Need for Touch 5.21 1.368| 13
Total 4.85 1539| 31
Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch 4.47 1.470| 15
High Need for Touch 5.34 1.300| 16
Total 4.92 1432| 31
Total Low Need for Touch 4,53 1.541| 33
High Need for Touch 5.29 1.308| 29
Total 4.88 1475| 62
No Touch Familiar Low Need for Touch 4.69 1.710| 12
High Need for Touch 4.40 1.834| 15
Total 4,53 1.752| 27
Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch 4.67 1.640| 16
High Need for Touch 5.04 1.474| 14
Total 4.84 1.549| 30
Total Low Need for Touch 4.68 1.639| 28
High Need for Touch 4.71 1.672| 29
Total 4.69 1.641| 57
Total Familiar Low Need for Touch 4.63 1.639| 30
High Need for Touch 4.78 1.657| 28
Total 4.70 1.635| 58
Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch 4,57 1.537| 31
High Need for Touch 5.20 1.368| 30
Total 4.88 1.479| 61
Total Low Need for Touch 4.60 1575| 61
High Need for Touch 5.00 1516| 58
Total 4.79 1.553| 119
CI1J Bath Towel [Touch Familiar Low Need for Touch 4.86 1.246| 18
High Need for Touch 5.46 1.330| 13
Total 5.11 1.296| 31
Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch 5.11 910| 15
High Need for Touch 5.53 .884| 16
Total 5.33 907 | 31
Total Low Need for Touch 4,97 1.097| 33
High Need for Touch 5.50 1.086| 29
Total 5.22 1.114| 62
No Touch Familiar Low Need for Touch 5.68 1.296| 12
High Need for Touch 4.80 1.730| 15
Total 5.19 1588 | 27
Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch 4.69 1.424| 16
High Need for Touch 5.36 1.336| 14
Total 5.00 1.402| 30
Total Low Need for Touch 511 1.436| 28
High Need for Touch 5.07 1.551] 29
Total 5.09 1.482| 57
Total Familiar Low Need for Touch 5.19 1.309| 30
High Need for Touch 5.11 1.566| 28
Total 5.15 1.426| 58
Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch 4.89 1.203| 31
High Need for Touch 5.45 1.101] 30
Total 5.17 1.179| 61
Total Low Need for Touch 5.04 1.255| 61
High Need for Touch 5.28 1.345| 58
Total 5.16 1.300| 119
WTP Sweater Touch Familiar Low Need for Touch |[11.1667 9.09589 | 18
High Need for Touch |12.6154 7.21732| 13
Total 11.7742 8.26119| 31
Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch |15.6000 6.79075| 15
High Need for Touch |23.8119 18.42237| 16
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DEPENDENT  TOUCH BRAND NEED FOR STD.

VARIABLE CONDITION |FAMILIARITY TOUCH MEAN DEVIATION | N
Total 19.8384 14.44349 | 31
Total Low Need for Touch |[13.1818 8.31585| 33
High Need for Touch |18.7928 15.37040 | 29
Total 15.8063 12.35661| 62
No Touch Familiar Low Need for Touch 9.9583 7.08538 | 12
High Need for Touch |10.6000 5.05046 | 15
Total 10.3148 5.92282 | 27
Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch |14.6400 9.32948| 16
High Need for Touch |26.3571 18.51655| 14
Total 20.1080 15.29921| 30
Total Low Need for Touch |12.6336 8.62407 | 28
High Need for Touch |18.2069 15.36724 | 29
Total 15.4691 12.72151| 57
Total Familiar Low Need for Touch |10.6833 8.24044| 30
High Need for Touch |11.5357 6.11757| 28
Total 11.0948 7.24294 | 58
Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch |15.1045 8.07945| 31
High Need for Touch |24.9997 18.19088 | 30
Total 19.9710 14.74644 | 61
Total Low Need for Touch |12.9302 8.39204 | 61
High Need for Touch |18.4998 15.23627 | 58
Total 15.6448 12.48052 | 119
WTP Pillowcase [Touch Familiar Low Need for Touch 5.6661 4.67492| 18
High Need for Touch | 7.1538 5.14532| 13
Total 6.2900 4.85089 | 31
Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch 6.0667 4.01278| 15
High Need for Touch | 9.8744 9.35125| 16
Total 8.0319 7.41478 | 31
Total Low Need for Touch 5.8482 4.32391| 33
High Need for Touch | 8.6548 7.75165| 29
Total 7.1610 6.27555| 62
No Touch Familiar Low Need for Touch 3.6742 1.39232| 12
High Need for Touch | 3.3335 2.24935| 15
Total 3.4849 1.89058 | 27
Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch 6.3281 425119 | 16
High Need for Touch | 9.6786 7.46687 | 14
Total 7.8917 6.10175| 30
Total Low Need for Touch 5.1907 3.55232| 28
High Need for Touch | 6.3966 6.23119| 29
Total 5.8042 5.08606 | 57
Total Familiar Low Need for Touch 4.8693 3.81208 | 30
High Need for Touch | 5.1072 4.26081| 28
Total 4.9842 4.00092 | 58
Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch 6.2016 407043 | 31
High Need for Touch | 9.7830 8.38056 | 30
Total 7.9630 6.74460 | 61
Total Low Need for Touch 5.5464 3.96976 | 61
High Need for Touch | 7.5257 7.06311| 58
Total 6.5111 5.75312 | 119
WTP Bath Touch Familiar Low Need for Touch 7.6111 247669 | 18
Towel High Need for Touch |10.4615 6.83880 | 13
Total 8.8065 4,92219| 31
Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch |11.3000 4.43927| 15
High Need for Touch |15.2494 7.95406 | 16
Total 13.3384 6.69741| 31
Total Low Need for Touch 9.2879 3.91916| 33
High Need for Touch |13.1031 7.73363| 29
Total 11.0724 6.26053 | 62
No Touch Familiar Low Need for Touch 8.9992 4.65149| 12
High Need for Touch | 7.0660 3.47352| 15
Total 7.9252 4.07539| 27
Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch |10.7806 4.80625| 16
High Need for Touch |15.0714 8.11896| 14
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DEPENDENT
VARIABLE CONDITION

TOUCH BRAND NEED FOR STD.
FAMILIARITY TOUCH MEAN DEVIATION | N

Total 12.7830 6.79984 | 30

Total Low Need for Touch |[10.0171 4,73858 | 28

High Need for Touch |10.9307 7.29462 | 29

Total 10.4819 6.13548 | 57

Total Familiar Low Need for Touch 8.1663 3.50443| 30
High Need for Touch | 8.6425 5.47872| 28

Total 8.3962 453036 | 58

Unfamiliar Low Need for Touch |[11.0319 456249 | 31

High Need for Touch |15.1663 7.89188 | 30

Total 13.0652 6.69734 | 61

Total Low Need for Touch 9.6226 4.29308| 61

High Need for Touch |12.0169 7.53123 | 58

Total 10.7896 6.18176 | 119
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APPENDIX 13: STUDY 2 (H4a and H4b Descriptives)

DEPENDENT PRODUCT TOUCH NEED FOR TOUCH MEAN
VARIABLE CONDITION
PRODUCT Sweater Touch Low Need for Touch 5.06 1.345 17
EVALUATION High Need for Touch 4,62 1477 13
Total 487 1.397 30
No Touch Low Need for Touch 4.27 1.634 15
High Need for Touch 4.02| 1670 20
Total 412| 1.635 35
Total Low Need for Touch 469| 1517 32
High Need for Touch 4.25| 1.601 33
Total 4.47| 1563 65
Mug Touch Low Need for Touch 4.25| 1.283 17
High Need for Touch 5.23| 1505 13
Total 4.68| 1.445 30
No Touch Low Need for Touch 3.91| 1716 15
High Need for Touch 445] 1.339 20
Total 4,22 1512 35
Total Low Need for Touch 4,09 1.486 32
High Need for Touch 476 | 1.437 33
Total 443| 1.488 65
Bath Towel Touch Low Need for Touch 5.43 743 17
High Need for Touch 526 1.073 13
Total 5.36 .888 30
No Touch Low Need for Touch 5.02| 1472 15
High Need for Touch 5.15| 1.062 20
Total 5.10| 1.236 35
Total Low Need for Touch 5.24| 1.143 32
High Need for Touch 5.19] 1.051 33
Total 5.22| 1.089 65
PURCHASE Sweater Touch Low Need for Touch 3.15 1.632 17
INTENTION High Need for Touch 2.66| 1520 13
Total 294 1577 30
No Touch Low Need for Touch 2.80 1.575 15
High Need for Touch 2.72| 1725 20
Total 2.75| 1.639 35
Total Low Need for Touch 299 | 1.589 32
High Need for Touch 2.70| 1.623 33
Total 2.84| 1.600 65
Mug Touch Low Need for Touch 2.39| 1.222 17
High Need for Touch 3.34| 1628 13
Total 2.80| 1.466 30
No Touch Low Need for Touch 2.76| 1.657 15
High Need for Touch 3.26| 1.366 20
Total 3.05| 1.495 35
Total Low Need for Touch 2.56 1.430 32
High Need for Touch 3.29| 1.450 33
Total 293 | 1475 65
Bath Towel Touch Low Need for Touch 3.73 1.386 17
High Need for Touch 3.62| 1.427 13
Total 3.68| 1.380 30
No Touch Low Need for Touch 3.47| 1420 15
High Need for Touch 3.95| 1.311 19
Total 3.74| 1.361 34
Total Low Need for Touch 3.61 1.385 32
High Need for Touch 3.81| 1.347 32
Total 3.71| 1.359 64
CONFIDENCE IN [Sweater Touch Low Need for Touch 5.09| 1.864 17
JUDGMENT High Need for Touch 496 1216 13
Total 5.03| 1.592 30
No Touch Low Need for Touch 540| 1.168 15
High Need for Touch 465| 1514 20
Total 497 1.409 35
Total Low Need for Touch 5.23 1.561 32
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High Need for Touch 477 1.392 33

Total 5.00| 1.484 65

Mug Touch Low Need for Touch 5.35| 1.400 17
High Need for Touch 519 1.422 13

Total 5.28| 1.388 30

No Touch Low Need for Touch 5.00| 1.690 15

High Need for Touch 4.65| 1.702 20

Total 480| 1.681 35

Total Low Need for Touch 5.19 1.528 32

High Need for Touch 486| 1.597 33

Total 5.02| 1.560 65

Bath Towel Touch Low Need for Touch 5.62| 1.596 17
High Need for Touch 5.27| 1.394 13

Total 5.47| 1.497 30

No Touch Low Need for Touch 5.47 1.141 15

High Need for Touch 480| 1.551 20

Total 5.09| 1412 35

Total Low Need for Touch 5,55| 1.382 32

High Need for Touch 4.98| 1.487 33

Total 5.26| 1.453 65

WILLINGNESS  [Sweater Touch Low Need for Touch 30.47| 25.89 17
TO PAY High Need for Touch 22.84| 1571 13
Total 27.16| 22.06 30

No Touch Low Need for Touch 36.26| 43.91 15

High Need for Touch 38.15| 56.08 20

Total 37.34| 50.525 35

Total Low Need for Touch 33.18| 35.018 32

High Need for Touch 3212 | 44.92 33

Total 32.64| 40.03 65

Mug Touch Low Need for Touch 7.70| 10.56 17
High Need for Touch 6.11 2.81 13

Total 7.01 8.08 30

No Touch Low Need for Touch 8.26 9.95 15

High Need for Touch 17.19| 2753 20

Total 13.37| 22.01 35

Total Low Need for Touch 7.96 10.11 32

High Need for Touch 12.83| 21.98 33

Total 1043| 17.24 65

Bath Towel Touch Low Need for Touch 15.29| 17.09 17
High Need for Touch 15.84| 10.09 13

Total 1553 | 14.26 30

No Touch Low Need for Touch 20.60 20.39 15

High Need for Touch 20.99| 22.85 20

Total 20.82| 2152 35

Total Low Need for Touch 17.78 18.60 32

High Need for Touch 18.96| 18.83 33

Total 18.38| 18.58 65
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