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Executive Summary 
With the crucial importance of innovation, the rapid and exponential growth of technology, high failure 

rates of innovation and scant understanding of branded innovation, this thesis investigates how branding 

modulate the uncertainty of innovation choice and affect consumer preference. Specifically, this thesis 

aims to examine how established and novel brands influence the conscious and unconscious evaluations 

and perceptions of consumers towards innovations, by modulating uncertainty. 

 

Although contributing with valuable insights, traditional perspectives on innovation and branding are 

subject to criticisable assumptions of consumers as rational actors and to a lack of interest in the uncon-

scious and emotional mechanisms driving consumer preferences. Further, although established brands 

are considered the preferred brand strategy to introduce innovations, recent studies have shown that 

early adopters prefer novel brands to established brands. To challenge traditional approaches and to 

extent our knowledge of consumer preferences of branded innovation, we suggested the implementation 

of consumer neuroscience and build our research on knowledge and theories deduced from this field. 

 

To investigate how brands bias innovation preference, we have employed behavioural and physiological 

measurements adopted from consumer neuroscience to infer conclusions about the cognitive and emo-

tional responses towards branded innovation. Therefore, a stationary eye-tracking experiment was con-

ducted, consisting of an A and B experiment with rating tasks, designed to manipulate whether partici-

pants was exposed to novel or established brands. The innovations coupled with novel brands in exper-

iment A, was coupled with established brands in experiment B and vice versa.   

 
The thesis study finds that established brands can positively affect innovation preference on a conscious 

level, however, because of implications to our study design and eye-tracking measurement, we are una-

ble to accurately conclude how consumers are biased unconsciously. However, this finding does not 

exclude the unconscious influence of established brands on innovation preference. We attribute our 

finding of established brands modulating innovation preference to enhanced familiarity, reduced uncer-

tainty and increased ability of consumers to categorize the innovation. Further, we are unable to repli-

cate previous findings that early adopters prefer novel brands to established brands, however we do not 

provide conclusive evidence to the contrary. Lastly, the study provides valuable insight in informing 

marketing academia and practice on how brands modulate consumer preference for innovation.  
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“Our wretched species is so made that those who walk on  

the well-trodden path always throw stones at those who are showing a new road”  

- Voltaire 

1. Introduction 
The Significance of Innovation 

In an increasingly competitive business environment, innovation and the capability to create novel 

and creative solutions remain as significant drivers of long-term corporate success. It is well-

documented that companies that succeed in their innovation efforts are far more likely to both out-

perform and survive those that do not and achieve competitively preferable positions (Bayus et. al, 

2003). Moreover, innovation represents a unique opportunity for new entrants and entrepreneurs to 

establish a foothold in a market, disrupt incumbent companies or spearhead uncontested market 

space (Danneels & Kleinschmidt, 2001). Innovation is a catalyst to growth and successful innova-

tion provides opportunity for companies to better satisfy the demands of their consumer base, re-

spond to environmental trends and competition, capitalize on technology, offer a unique competi-

tive advantage and enhance their brand (Beverland et al. 2010; Heyne et al. 2010). As a conse-

quence, many companies strategically invest tremendous amounts of time and resources in the de-

velopment of novel and innovative products (Reinders, 2010).  

 
However, although crucial for competitive performance, innovations are associated with significant 

risk and great cost, as many new products fail to resonate with consumers and ultimately fail to be-

come a commercial success (Gourville, 2006, Reinders, 2010). On the other hand, refraining from 

innovation presents an ill-advised strategy. In several notable instances, failure to innovate has de-

stroyed market positions and wiped out entire companies swiftly, disruptively changing the status 

quo (Rawlings, 2014). Examples abound, cases such as Nokia gravely underestimating the potential 

of smartphones, Blockbuster neglecting the on-demand streaming providers and Kodak failing to 

keep up with the digital revolution demonstrate that failure to innovate comes at a great cost (Binns 

et al. 2013). Hence, it can be considered risky not to take the risk of innovating. 

 
A World of Exponential Change 

In the last decades, humanity has witnessed a period of tremendous and extraordinary technological 

change and progress fuelled by major scientific advances (Tuomi, 2003; Bostorm, 2005; Reinders, 

2010; Rawlings, 2014). The world is swiftly changing and a myriad of technological innovations 
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have significantly transformed the way we live, work and communicate, with profound implications 

for our productivity, efficiency, society, environment and well-being. As a consequence of new 

global realities rapidly working their way into every aspect of our lives, consumers are continuously 

bombarded with novel product innovations and decisions to make, particularly within the field of 

technology (Antioco & Kleijnen, 2010). This fast-paced development has intensified the pressure 

on companies to actively pursue innovation or otherwise succumb to disruption. According to Fos-

ter (2012), the average lifespan of an S&P 500 company has decreased from 67 years in the 1920’s 

to 15 years today. Moreover, projections suggest that 75 % of the S&P 500 companies will be re-

placed by 2027 (Ibid). The rate of disruption has and will likely continue to rise, making innovation 

and creative thinking more relevant than ever.  

 

Several thinkers and futurists have labelled this current technological change as exponential, with 

frequent references to Moore’s law. In a seminal paper, Moore (1965) stated that computational 

power, as measured by the number of transistors on semiconductor chips, doubles every 18 months 

to two years. Although studies have shown a varying nature and speed of technological change 

(Hilbert & Lopéz, 2011) and Moore (1995) himself having admitted to limitations of his proposi-

tion, the technological change is still exponential. More recently, Vinge (1993) and more promi-

nently Kurzweil (1999, 2005) have documented exponential growth in a number of other technolo-

gies and generalized Moore’s law to encompass all forms of technology.  

However, this generalization is considered highly controversial and several critics have raised sig-

nificant concerns about the empirical validity and scientific rigour behind the claims and predictions 

of particularly Kurzweil (Tuomi, 2003; Modis, 2006; 2012; Pigliucci, 2011; Pensky, 2014). Instead, 

it seems more reasonable to suggest that Moore’s law currently applies to some technologies, whilst 

others are not growing exponentially or plateaued after a period of exponential growth. Whether 

Moore’s law and exponential development applies to a specific technology or not, technological 

change remains fast-paced and unavoidable. We live in an age of science and technology propelling 

us forward and companies have to profoundly prioritize and understand innovation in order to gain 

from this rapid development.  

 

The Great Failure of Innovations 
New product innovations are indispensable for companies pursuing sustainable growth in an envi-

ronment characterised by disruption and rapid technological change. Nevertheless, the innovation 
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literature has reported significant failure rates for innovation in the marketplace, ranging between 

50% and 90%, depending on product category and success criteria, and with radical innovations 

failing more than incremental innovations (Gourville, 2006; Feiereisen et al. 2008; Talke & Hei-

denreich, 2014). Innovative novel products fail even though they objectively outperform current 

alternatives (Gourville, 2006) and despite considerable investment in traditional marketing research 

pre-launch (Genco et al. 2013).  

 

Furthermore, as most failure rates only include fully commercialised products and excluding prod-

ucts in development, the actual rate of failure is thought to be considerably higher (Gourville, 2006; 

Heidenreich & Spieth, 2013). Excluding products in development, the high failure rate yet reveals 

that most novel products disappoint in reaching a necessary critical mass (Ibid). With the astronom-

ical failure rates of innovation, investigating the phenomenon of consumer preference of novel 

product innovation remains highly relevant for both academic and managerial practices.  

 

The Irrational Consumer 

When considering the literature on innovation and branding, the assumption of consumers as inher-

ently rational decision-makers still remains dominant. In traditional models of consumer behaviour, 

the consumers are considered as homo economicus, that is, rational and utility-maximising beings 

with stable, revealed preferences and a lot of thorough, conscious and deliberate thinking, focusing 

solely on factual information whilst intentionally trying to eliminate emotional processes (Genco et 

al. 2013, Pedersen 2014a).  

 

However, advances in psychology and neuroscience have challenged this notion. In a series of sem-

inal psychological experiments investigating cognitive judgement and decision-making, Nobel lau-

reate Daniel Kahneman and colleague Amos Tversky (1979; 2003) demonstrated that humans are 

subject to cognitive biases and heuristics. By manipulating and framing problem related infor-

mation, Kahneman and Tversky (1979; 2003) presented convincing plausibility that intuition and 

emotions are significantly implicated in decision-making, challenging the traditional economic ac-

counts of rationality.  

 

Likewise, Damasio (1994) has argued that human emotions are essential to good decision-making. 

He coined the term somatic markers to describe how emotions guide our evaluations, perceptions, 
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behaviour and decisions by simplifying human ability to interact with the world. Since then, a myri-

ad of prominent studies have demonstrated the inherent irrationality of consumers and the driving 

role of emotions in consumer preferences and purchases. 

 

The Evolution of Branding Research 

In both contemporary research and practice, the branding discipline has attained a significant status 

and received ample attention within the field of marketing. Brands are considered holistic market-

ing tools, comprising functional, strategic, cultural, emotional, relational and economic dimensions, 

and they are seen as strategically imperative to marketing success (de Chernatony & Riley, 1998; 

Louro & Cunha, 2001; Heding et al. 2008). In traditional perspectives of branding, the concept of 

brand equity remains as a most important theoretical construct, with especially the Consumer-Based 

Brand Equity models (CBBE) of Aaker (1991; 1996; 2008) and Keller (1993; 2008) being the most 

predominant and widely applied theoretical frameworks (Fayrene & Lee, 2011).  

 

A foundational assumption for many prevalent branding and brand equity approaches is that con-

sumers are utility-maximising, rational beings relying on highly deliberate reasoning and factual 

information processing (Arnould et al. 2005; Hansen, 2005; Heding et al. 2008). As described 

above, this is profoundly at odds with the aforementioned important advances in psychology and 

neuroscience. Furthermore, theoretical frameworks such as the CBBE model have proven incapable 

of determining the unconscious aspects of consumption and have relied on traditional measure-

ments to infer conclusions about the inner workings of the minds of consumers. Consequently, the 

traditional perspectives of branding have been challenged in recent years by pioneering advances in 

consumer neuroscience. Research into the psychology and neuroscience of brands has yielded im-

portant insight into the conscious and unconscious mechanisms of branding (Ramsøy, 2014) and 

paved the way for further advances. We propose that such an advance is a further understanding of 

how brands modulate the preference for new product innovation. 

1.1. Research Question 
The Demand for Consumer Neuroscience in Innovation Research 

Despite the central importance of branding to innovation success, the research on this intersection 

of disciplines is currently scant and under-developed (Klink & Athaide, 2010; Patel & Haon 2014).  

In an important paper, Aaker (2007) articulated that branding remains a forgotten dimension of in-
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novation and he called for a more rigorous, interdisciplinary investigation of the intersection of the 

two fields. In this thesis, we aim to enhance our understanding of this intersection by providing in-

sight into how brands modulate conscious and unconscious innovation preference. 

 

Considering the two disciplines of innovation and branding separately, the current literature on in-

novation and its diffusion is generally subject to criticisable assumptions, lack of cohesion, lack of 

development and inability to adequately account for the high failure rate of innovation. There are 

important insights to be found and build upon in the current literature. However, because of an in-

sufficient understanding of emotional and cognitive responses and processes involved in innovative 

product choices, key theories fall short of accounting comprehensibly for real-world behaviour and 

the high failure rate of innovations. On the other hand, the branding literature is abundant and de-

tailed, but largely subject to weak assumptions on the unconscious workings of the mind. In addi-

tion, the branding literature and research on particularly brand extensions to new products are sub-

ject to highly domain-specific theorizing, which complicates further development (Schmitt, 2012).  

 

Hence, there is a need for an empirically supported theoretical framework that not only enlightens 

the intersection of the disciplines of branding and innovation, but also dares to challenge the core 

assumptions of traditional perspectives within both disciplines. We suggest that the emerging disci-

plines of consumer neuroscience and neuromarketing contribute to this field of inquiry. In recent 

years, the application of neuroscience to consumer psychology has gained significant popularity in 

both academic research and business practice, particularly within branding. According to Plassmann 

et al. 2012 (p. 18); “the goal of consumer neuroscience is to adapt methods and theories from neu-

roscience – combined with behavioural theories, models, and tested experimental designs from con-

sumer psychology and related disciplines such as behavioural decision sciences – to develop a neu-

ropsychologically sound theory to understand consumer behaviour”. Consumer neuroscience is 

concerned with how our decisions are made and deciding to adopt a branded innovation or not is yet 

another choice situation. 

 

Considering the crucial importance of innovation to companies, the rapid and exponential growth of 

technology, high failure rates of innovation and scant understanding of branded innovation, we pro-

pose that this particular field of research is to be further explored. There is a need for a better theo-
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retical framework to obtain an enhanced understanding of consumer behaviour towards branded 

innovation and empirically validated tools and metrics for marketers to apply in practice.   

 

This thesis aims to investigate how consumer neuroscience tools and theories can contribute to an 

increased understanding of the conscious and unconscious mechanisms modulating preference for 

branded innovation. Specifically, we aim to investigate how established and novel brands respec-

tively influence conscious and unconscious consumer perceptions of innovations. As noted by the 

literature on consumer neuroscience, brands have been shown to modulate consumer perceptions of 

products by mitigating uncertainty through familiarity. Innovation represents uncertainty and novel-

ty and we expect established brands to induce a sense of familiarity that ultimately promote innova-

tion preference. Thus, the following research question is adopted: 

 

How can the conscious and unconscious mechanisms of branding modulate the 

uncertainty of innovation choice and affect consumer preference? 

1.2. Reader’s Guide 
To adequately answer the proposed research question and to examine the modulating effects of 

brands on innovation preference, the following reader’s guide has been developed to present the 

overall structure of the thesis. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 1 – Structure of the thesis 
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In the introduction, we outline the background information of the problem area and we argue for the 

particular relevance of our research question. Furthermore, the primary methodological considera-

tions are defined to present the reader to our guiding principles of research and the applied philoso-

phy of science. Lastly, the basic theoretical and methodological delimitations of the thesis are de-

fined. 

 

In concepts definition, important terminology and theoretical constructs are described to enhance 

the reader’s understanding of key concepts applied in the theoretical frameworks of the thesis. Here, 

we clarify important terminology within branding, innovation and consumer neuroscience. 

 

In the section on traditional approaches to consumer behaviour, branding an innovation we pro-

vide a review of selected key theories within consumer behaviour, branding and innovation litera-

ture. Moreover, a theoretical review of advantages and disadvantages of brand extensions are out-

lined. Lastly, a theoretical summary is conducted along with a discussion of points of criticism.  

 

In the section on perspectives from psychology and neuroscience, we initially describe how the lit-

erature on cognitive biases and heuristics may help explain innovation choice and particularly re-

sistance towards innovation. Afterwards, the main theoretical framework applied for our research is 

introduced, that is the consumer neuroscience model as developed by Plassmann et al. (2012). To-

gether with the consumer neuroscience model, key studies from psychology, eye-tracking and con-

sumer neuroscience are reviewed to create a theoretical basis for our research proposition and to 

offer a theoretical discussion of how the neuropsychology of brands may affect innovation prefer-

ence. The purpose of this section is to hypothesize how brand effects modulate cognitive and emo-

tional processes and ultimately affect innovation preference. From the review of studies, a research 

proposition is presented along with a number of hypotheses.  

 

In research design, we clarify the hypotheses of the thesis and their variables as deduced from the 

literature review and provide a detailed description of the laboratory experiment and its processes. 

In the section on results, we present the research results and analyse the results through statistical 

analysis.  
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In the section on general discussion, we discuss our research findings in light of our hypotheses, 

theoretical framework and the provided literature review. Here, a section discusses how traditional 

approaches and consumer neuroscience may compliment each other. Another section discusses the 

managerial implications and usefulness of our research findings in marketing practice. Furthermore, 

an evaluation of quality is conducted to discuss the validity, reliability and potential biases of the 

study. Lastly, conclusion and perspectives for future research summarises the thesis and propose 

interesting avenues for future research. 

1.3. Primary Methodological Considerations 
In the following section, the overall applicable methodological principles and considerations within 

this thesis are presented. Initially, the applied philosophy of science is examined and discussed, 

followed by a brief discussion of advantages and disadvantages of our methodological approach. 

 

The philosophy of science is defined as “a basic set of values and assumption which directs our 

actions, including everyday activities and disciplined studies respectively” by Guba & Lincoln 

(1994; pp. 17). It defines and reflects the accepted ontology and epistemology used to understand 

and develop the knowledge within a particular field of inquiry; hence the foundational choice of 

philosophy significantly influences the formulation of research questions as well as the methodo-

logical approach and interpretation of results.  

 

In this thesis, a positivistic perspective constitutes the fundamental philosophy of science, as em-

phasis has been given to objectivity and empiricism. As cognitive neuroscience is considered a nat-

ural science founded in biology, a positivistic approach is predominantly applied and extended to 

the research within consumer neuroscience. A positivistic approach postulates that true and valid 

knowledge of reality can only be acquired through the application of scientific methods to empirical 

observation. To support its empiricism, positivism relies on fixed laws of reductionism, causation 

and neutral observation and relies profoundly on experimentation for data collection and statistical, 

mathematical and quantitative methods for data processing.  

 

With regard to ontology, a positivistic perspective holds the ontological assumption that the nature 

of reality is external to the individual and thus naturally observable (Bryman & Bell, 2011). As the 

natural world is all there is, positivism holds a position of philosophical naturalism. Following this 

position, it suggests that reality and all observable phenomena within it operate according to natural 
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laws. Equally, positivistic epistemology posits a strong emphasis on objectivity generated through 

determinism, empiricism and generality. The quality of positivistic research is evaluated on its va-

lidity, reliability and representative measurements. To ensure validation and objectivity, positivistic 

research emphasise the significance of a structured methodology to replicate results and it likewise 

aims to reduce biases and subjectivity errors. Particularly, it holds that the researcher and the sub-

ject are to be independent from each other (Ibid).  

 

Although traditional positivism has been profoundly subject to criticism with regard to its assump-

tions of objectivity and independence, postpositivism amends positivism but posits that knowledge, 

theories, values and background of a researcher can significantly influence what is observed (Rob-

son, 2002). Nevertheless, like positivists, postpositivists strive to obtain objectivity whilst recogniz-

ing the conceivable effects of biases (Ibid). 

 

Furthermore, this thesis adheres to the hypothetic deductive method of reasoning. According to 

Malhotra et al. (2012, pp. 197) “deductive reasoning starts from general principles from which the 

deduction is to be made, and proceeds to a conclusion by a way of some statement linking the par-

ticular case in question.” Thus, the deductive approach starts with theory, which informs the devel-

opment of research hypotheses, variables and measures. In this thesis, current theoretical perspec-

tives and established frameworks on innovation, branding and consumer neuroscience are explored 

to guide the building of hypotheses (Malhotra et al. 2012).  

 

In this thesis, the aim is to investigate the modulating effects of brands on innovation preference by 

measuring behavioural and physiological effects through questionnaires and eye-tracking measure-

ments. The aspiration is to examine significant causal relationships between innovation, brand and 

personality variables through the application of statistical analysis. Here, SAS Enterprise Guide 

7.11. is applied for data processing and statistical analysis.  

1.3.1. Advantages and Disadvantages of the Methodological Approach 

When applying the positivistic perspective to methodological, several implications follow from this 

choice. Considering the advantages, positivism allows for generalization of observations and con-

clusions to a large extent, making it replicable and ideal for quantitative predictions of future out-

comes. For future research, reliable quantitative and objective data provide researchers with infor-

mation to make scientific assumptions to ensure consistency over time. Moreover, the methodologi-
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cal approach is considered ideal for identifying casual relationships between independent and de-

pendent variables, thus supporting the notion of generalizability. In short, positivism allows for ex-

planation, understanding of causality, prediction of phenomena and lastly generalization. 

 

However, the positivistic perspective likewise offers drawbacks in conducting research, particularly 

within social sciences. Because of its focus on empiricism and objectivity, positivism has regularly 

been criticised for being unsuitable in investigating social phenomena and their context (Houghton, 

2011). As a consequence, a lot of scholars within the branding discipline highlight the usefulness of 

the interpretivist perspective and its qualitative data collection and measurements approaches in 

brand research (Walvis, 2007). Consumer neuroscience is considered a “hard” science and offers to 

bring valid and reliable insights on causal relationships between brands and consumer behaviour.  

 

However, branding has traditionally been considered a “soft” science and several scholars from a 

interpretivist position have argued that consumer neuroscience does not capture the way brands is 

shaped by interpretations of the world (Walvis, 2007). These scholars posit that an interpretivist 

approach is more suitable in investigating the context of branding and the construction of personal 

meaning of brands (Walvis, 2007; Heding et al. 2008). Nonetheless, disciplines such as neuroeco-

nomics and social neuroscience with a positivistic background are increasingly trying to explain the 

social context of consumer choice, thus challenging the notions of interpretivist brand scholars 

(Glimcher & Fehr, 2014). In this thesis, we defend the choice of a positivistic perspective, as we 

aim to investigate the casual relationship between innovations and both well-established and novel 

brands.  

1.4. Delimitations 
Because of limitations to time, resources and the length of the thesis, we have defined some founda-

tional delimitations to focus the scope of the paper and to describe the parameters of our research. 

Initially, we focus on tangible, product innovations and have thus delimited the thesis from intangi-

ble, service innovations and digital services. Since we aspire to investigate the effects of presented 

innovations with brands on participants in a laboratory setting, we have deemed it more feasible to 

accomplish this task with tangible over intangible products. As intangible products, such as ser-

vices, are intrinsically difficult to standardize, we have likewise selected tangible products to ensure 

standardization of experiment stimuli.  
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Second, in terms of the brands investigated, we focus on novel brands and established brands, how-

ever, not mixed brands. With mixed brands, we understand brands, which contain an element from 

a parent brand (e.g. Google) and an additional element (e.g. Analytics), combining into a mixed 

brand (Google Analytics). The motivation for this delimitation is that we aspire to isolate the effects 

of novel brands and established brands. Nevertheless, studying the effects of mixed brands could 

potentially be interesting in future studies of branded innovation. 

 

Third, this thesis is delimited to consumer products available for purchase in retail stores and envi-

ronments, thus business-to-business products are excluded. Additionally, these consumer products 

are further narrowed down to consumer electronics and technology products, as these categories are 

currently subject to a rapid and high degree of technological change resulting in several innovations 

being marketed annually (Antioco & Kleijnen, 2010). Therefore, with the scope focusing on inno-

vation, this product category is deemed exceedingly interesting to investigate.  

 

Moreover, the thesis is further delimited to electronics and tech brands, as we intend to investigate 

related diversification. A thesis on unrelated diversification would, among other variables, involve a 

more comprehensive investigation of perceptions of fit and perceived incongruence between inno-

vation and brand, which are dimensions that will only be discussed briefly. We do not entirely ex-

clude the apparent possibility that perceptions of fit and perceived incongruence will influence in-

novation preference for the presented stimuli, nonetheless, we attempt to isolate the effect of brand 

associations and uncertainty reduction of familiarity by trying to minimize effects of fit perceptions 

and incongruence between brand and products. 

 

Theoretical Delimitations 

In the innovation literature, we review the diffusion paradigm (Rogers, 2003), as it represent the 

current most dominant theoretical framework within the innovation literature (Silva, 2007; Planing 

& Britzelmaier, 2011) and provide important points of discussion. Furthermore, we review the liter-

ature on consumer resistance towards innovation, as this growing but scant stream of thought repre-

sent ideas that might advance our understanding and provide pioneering foundations for further 

research (Talke & Heidenreich, 2014). Particularly, the literature on passive resistance to innovation 

and its acknowledgement of unconscious drivers of behaviour are considered supportive of our own 

investigation. 
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In the branding literature, we review the traditional perspectives on branding based on the work of 

Østergaard and Jantzen (2000) with the purpose of constructing an overview of the main streams of 

thought within traditional branding theory. Focusing more specifically, we review the CBBE model 

by Keller (1993; 1997) to describe the traditional understanding of brand equity and to highlight its 

main theoretical assumptions. Traditional branding theory is comprehensible and abundant, and 

therefore we have selected the abovementioned model as it represents the most prevalent theoretical 

frameworks in branding academia and practice (Kotler et al. 2012), and to foster a useful distinction 

between traditional and consumer neuroscience perspectives. 

 

In relation to perspectives on psychology and neuroscience, we concentrate on selected research 

within psychology and consumer neuroscience. First, the cognitive bias literature on loss aversion 

and status quo bias is reviewed with the intention of building a basic understanding of consumer 

behaviour towards innovation and to emphasize consumer subjectivity and irrationality. Second, we 

derive a definition of brands according to consumer neuroscience and summarize their workings on 

the human mind as primarily articulated by Genco et al. (2013) and outline a distinction from tradi-

tional branding theory. Third, to enhance our understanding of the innovation evaluation process 

and value calculation, we implement the Consumer Neuroscience Model by Plassmann et al. (2012) 

as a foundational framework for our discussion. The model has generated pioneering insight about 

how we understand brands and we expect it to extend our knowledge of branded innovation. 

 

Methodological and Experiment Delimitations 

In our laboratory experiment, eye-tracking metrics are applied as the measurement method of incen-

tive salience, i.e. the unconscious wanting response. Because of limited access and resources, we 

have delimited the thesis from other advanced consumer neuroscience methods such as fMRI, EEG 

and biometrics. These methods would undoubtedly have produced more reliable findings and we 

strongly suggest that future studies investigate branded innovation with these tools or combine eye-

tracking together with them. Although our research includes an exploratory questionnaire to inform 

our lab experiment, we focus both on consumer neuroscience measurements and traditional meas-

urements in obtaining our results. Traditional measures are found important to highlight the con-

scious experience of participants, however, because of various response biases; they are also con-

sidered potential sources of error.  
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The experiment was conducted in a hypothetical and artificial laboratory environment in a con-

trolled setting, which was done due to the feasibility of the study. However, as we will discuss in 

the section on research quality, this potentially have implications for our findings. Furthermore, the 

recruited sample consisted solely of Danish, male undergraduate students from Copenhagen, thus 

we have delimited our findings to be representative of this segment.  

2. Concepts Definition 
In this section, we will outline important terminology and theoretical constructs to enhance the 

reader’s understanding of key concepts applied in the theoretical frameworks of the thesis. For the 

reader unknown to consumer neuroscience concepts, this section will provide a short introduction. 

2.1. Attention and Consciousness 
In this thesis, the concept of attention is defined in accordance with the definition given by Plass-

mann et al. (2012, pp. 21), namely “as the (brain-related) mechanism responsible for selecting the 

information that gains preferential status above other available information.”. The attentional 

mechanism is principally driven by four structural mechanisms: saliency filters, also denoted as 

down-stream effects or bottom-up control, top-down control, competitive visual selection, and last-

ly working memory. Foremost consideration will particularly be given to the independent attention-

al mechanisms of bottom-up and top-down attention. 

 

As articulated by the philosopher and psychologist William James, attention is a focusing of the 

mind, in which the selected objects of attention become clear and vivid in consciousness (Ramsøy, 

2014). Nevertheless, this attentional selection occurs at the expense of other potential objects (Ibid). 

Whether consciously or unconsciously generated, attention can therefore in its essence be consid-

ered a strictly limited resource. Because the brain is biologically limited in its processing capacity 

of incoming perceptual information, attention works as a mental filtering and sorting mechanism of 

this information. This attentional limitation has terminologically been coined the attentional bottle-

neck (Milosavljevic & Cerf, 2008; Ramsøy, 2014). With rapid technological change and new prod-

uct launches, attention is a valuable resource to marketers of innovation as consumers are bombard-

ed every day by a multitude of new information to be processed. Furthermore, attention has been 

revealed to be particularly crucial in decision-making, because how consumers attend to, represent 



	 19	

and perceive attentional information have profound implications for behaviour (Plassmann et al. 

2012). 

In this section, bottom-up and top-down attention are briefly defined. Initially, bottom-up attention 

represents attention that is fast, automatic, unconsciously driven and intrinsically related to System 

1 thinking (Simonson, 2005). For those not familiar with the seminal work of Kahemann & Tversky 

(2003), System 1 thinking of the brain is inherently intuitive. Bottom-up attention is defined as an 

exogenous attention that focuses on the most significant and urgent information available automati-

cally. This process occurs with an unconscious selection of information that is fundamentally based 

on low-level qualities of visual input such as luminance, colours, shape, orientation, movement etc. 

(Plassmann et al. 2012).  

Bottom-up attention is biased towards salient stimuli and has a significant influence on initial eye 

movements and unconscious goal pursuit (Genco et al. 2013). On the contrary, top-down attention 

represents attention that is slow, controlled, consciously driven and intrinsically related to System 2 

thinking (Simonson, 2005). System 2 thinking of the brain is inherently deliberate (Kaheman & 

Tversky, 2003). Top-down attention is defined as an endogenous attention that necessitates con-

scious, pre-emptive selection of visual input and a deliberate focusing of the mind towards particu-

lar objects, stimuli or thoughts. It is contingent upon internal and external mental states, objectives 

and expectations (Plassmann et al. 2012; Ramsøy, 2014). 

Since bottom-up and top-down attention include the concepts of consciousness and unconscious-

ness as part of their definitions, it is considered beneficial to define what these central terms cover. 

Consciousness can be defined either as mental state or as content. When defining consciousness as 

a mental state, consciousness is the mental state in which individuals are awake, alert and present in 

the moment, which is opposed to mental states characterised by unresponsiveness such as dreamless 

sleep, coma, persistent vegetative state and general anaesthesia. In this definition, consciousness is a 

result of a concerted and global brain state that is synchronized, at least in parts, through the part of 

the brain know as the thalamus (Baars et al. 2003; Ramsøy, 2014). 

 
When defining consciousness as content, consciousness pertains to the conscious and unconscious 

information processing that occurs when individuals are fully awake and present. This is the applied 

definition of this thesis and to avoid confusion, we want to clarify the terminology of conscious and 

unconscious content. Conscious content is those brain activities that individuals can report with 
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great accuracy under optimal conditions, including minimal distraction and time delay (Baars et al. 

2003). In other words, it is the condition of having clear and vivid experiences about particular 

events, thoughts or stimuli, whilst being fully awake and alert (Ramsøy, 2014). Unconscious con-

tent is known to exist without the ability to report it accurately or without awareness. It is the condi-

tion of not having experiences about particular events, thought or stimuli, whilst still being fully 

awake and alert. Within unconscious content, some events are subliminal, i.e. processes that operate 

below consciousness, but still have potential to significantly influence behaviour and conscious 

thought (Bagdziunaite et al. 2014; Ramsøy, 2014). Regularly, the terms of unconscious and non-

conscious are used interchangeably, however, the nonconscious refers to mental processes that are 

outside of the realm of consciousness, such as control of respiration, digestion and body tempera-

ture (Ramsøy, 2014).   

2.2. Emotions and Feelings 
When contemplating emotions, the psychological terms of emotion and feelings are frequently used 

interchangeably, however, the two mental phenomena are characteristically different from a neuro-

scientific perspective. To discuss and investigate the extent of emotional responses in consumer 

preferences of branded innovations, emotions and feelings have to be independently defined. Emo-

tions are understood as neural and physical responses to internal or external events through a me-

chanical stimuli response, and they are considered intrinsically unconscious (Pedersen, 2014b; 

Ramsøy, 2014). Equally, feelings are reserved to the innate, conscious experience of being in a par-

ticular emotional state; hence it is associated with being conscious and explicitly describable. As 

illustrated by Ramsøy (2014) in a thermometer model, emotions can basically be present without 

feelings, but feelings cannot be present in conscious experience without underlying emotions, 

which implies that emotions precede feelings (Ibid). 

In terms of their significance, emotions and feelings collaborate together to draw attention to oppor-

tunities and valuable prospects in the environment, to alert us to relevant alterations in our sensory 

experience and to remind us to learn from our experiences (Baumeister et al 2009). With regard to 

attention, particularly emotionally relevant information contributes extensively in drawing our at-

tention. It does so because emotions have decisive survival value, alerting humans to swiftly evalu-

ate positive and negative outcome potentials and intuitively guide our actions and behaviour, whilst 

preserving valuable mental resources for the energy-conserving brains of humans (Zajonc, 2001; 

Ramsøy et al. 2012). 
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Emotions deliver direct input into immediate behavioural situations and present efficient mental and 

behavioural shortcuts to simplify our decision-making, frequently before conscious processing and 

thought proposes a feasible solution (Genco et al. 2013, Pedersen, 2014b). As articulated by Ram-

søy (2014), emotions are intrinsically related to behavioural action, heuristics, social signalling and 

alterations in cognition. Conversely, feelings direct attention and stimulate learning, because wheth-

er positive or negative, conscious emotional responses and experiences are exceedingly significant 

for future anticipations to either approach or avoid a particular situation or stimulus (Genco et al. 

2013, Ramsøy, 2014, Pedersen, 2014).  

2.2.1. Dimensions of Emotions – Arousal, Valance, and Motivation  

Emotions can be distinguished along three main structural dimensions, that is arousal, valence and 

motivation (Genco et al. 2013, Ramsøy, 2014). Arousal is associated with psychological and physi-

ological activation, stimulation and excitement; therefore the dimension of arousal represents the 

strength, amplitude and relevance of an emotional response. Because of the physiological effects 

initiated by changing arousal, it can be measured through physiological changes in heart rate, pulse, 

respiration, galvanic skin response and pupil dilation (Baars & Gage, 2010). Nonetheless, since 

arousal is one-dimensional and essentially bivalent, it does not entirely reveal the direction of the 

emotional response.  

To distinguish the direction of the emotional response, one would have to investigate the dimension 

of valence, which encompasses the basic evaluation of stimulus as positive, negative or neutral. 

Besides self-reports, measuring valence is much more complicated and requires advanced equip-

ment, but it can be indicated from medial orbitofrontal cortex activity (Ramsøy, 2014). However, 

valence measures are not capable of determining the strength of the emotional response. When 

combining the two structural dimensions of arousal and valence, a U-shaped relationship has been 

revealed, which indicate that the most positive and negative emotional responses are associated 

with highest arousal, whilst relatively neutral responses are associated with low arousal (Ibid).  

The last dimension concerns motivation, which is the action orientation of an emotion. Here, emo-

tional responses to stimuli can lead to either approach or avoidance behaviour (Ramsøy, 2014). Mo-

tivation can be distinguished in terms of liking and wanting, which will be examined further in the 

next section. 
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2.2.2. Liking & Wanting 

When investigating consumer motivation, consumer neuroscience applies a duel systems approach 

to consumer preferences, examining liking and wanting processes (Ramsøy, 2014). The constructs 

of liking and wanting represent two preference indexes that reflect subjective beliefs and neural 

value calculation processes respectively. Here, we will outline their definitions. 

 

Liking can be defined as an individual’s hedonic experience, a conscious reward experience and 

reflects the preference statements that people can largely express verbally and explicitly. In the 

Consumer Neuroscience model, liking is denoted as experienced value (Plassmann et al. 2012). In 

traditional branding theory, liking is defined as a feeling that the individual can articulate (Aaker, 

1991; Keller, 2008). From a consumer neuroscience perspective, liking is predominantly a con-

scious concept describing subjective hedonic experience originating from implicit emotions (Ber-

ridge & Kringelbach, 2008). However, findings suggest that whilst subjective hedonic experience is 

one component of reward, certain rewards may subliminally influence more unconscious aspects of 

liking and ultimately behaviour (Berridge, 2009). In this thesis, we exclusively focus on the report-

ed subjective hedonic experience to assess conscious liking. 

 

According to consumer neuroscience, liking represents self-reflection and consumer narratives 

(Genco et al. 2013; Ramsøy, 2014). Yet, recent findings suggest that liking is not the driving force 

of consumer choice. In a study by Santos et al. (2011), researchers found that brain areas associated 

with conscious liking responses, i.e. medial prefrontal cortex, were activated after choice was made. 

Their finding suggests that conscious liking may have modest or no causal role in determining deci-

sion-making. However, conscious liking still serve an important purpose, since it is essential to 

learning and memory by consciously highlighting significant cues and associations in our environ-

ment (Plassmann et al. 2012). Liking can primarily be measured through self-reports and traditional 

methodologies, such as interviews, focus groups and questionnaires.  

 

Wanting can be defined as an individual’s approach and avoidance evaluation towards items, organ-

isms and events. Usually, individuals “like” the rewards that they “want”; however this is not al-

ways the case. Research in psychology and neuroscience has established that “liking” and “want-

ing” are two distinguishable features (Berridge, 2009). Here, wanting is defined as incentive salien-

cy, which is the incentive motivation towards a particular reward. As postulated by Berridge (2009, 
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pp. 68) “incentive salience is distinguishable from more cognitive forms of desire meant by the or-

dinary word, wanting, that involve declarative goals or explicit expectations of future outcomes”. 

As such, it reflects innate preferences that people cannot readily express verbally and explicitly 

(Ramsøy, 2014).  

 

On the other hand, the concept of wanting does as well entail a conscious aspect, namely the con-

scious goals and desires that individuals can express and which are based on imagination and 

memory. Together, these two constructs of desires and incentive saliency drive wanting (Berridge 

& Kringelbach, 2008). Nevertheless, incentive saliency has been found to be the construct leading 

to behaviour, because it enhances conscious desires to action by making stimuli attractive and 

thereby increase effort towards obtaining the reward (Berridge 2009). To illustrate the difference 

between incentive saliency and desire by example, research on drug addiction has revealed that alt-

hough drug addicts express a desire to abstain from taking drugs, their unconscious wanting ulti-

mately drive them to drug usage (Ibid). To visualize the abovementioned differences between the 

various types of liking and wanting, the figure below has been adopted from Berridge (2009) to 

create a general overview: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 2 - Components of liking and wanting as adopted by Berridge (2009) 

 

The wanting response is driven by predictive cues in the environment that assist people in deriving 

a motivational value to obtain a given reward (Berridge, 2009). In prominent research within neuro-

science, wanting has been shown to correlate with and predict choice, thus being the actual driver of 

choice (Knutson et al. 2007, Ravaja et al. 2012; Plassmann et al. 2012). To measure wanting, a se-
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ries of methods can be applied. Much of the research applies neurometrics, such as functional mag-

netic resonance imaging scans (fMRI), electroencephalography (EEG) and eye-tracking.  

2.3. Learning & Memory 
Endel Tulving defined memory as “a living organism’s ability to contain and make use of infor-

mation” (Ramsøy, 2014, pp. 132), a definition that covers the process, and retention of information 

in a way that allows it for subsequent use. To specify the definition, memory is principally divided 

into four sub-memory categories, i.e. explicitly sensory memory, working memory, intermediate 

memory and long-term memory (Plassmann et al. 2012, Genco et al. 2013; Ramsøy, 2014).  

 

The sensory memory has the absolute shortest duration, as it solely last for milliseconds and is best 

described as sensory information processing through sensory receptors of the nervous system 

(Ramsøy, 2014). The working memory, also known as short-term memory holds duration a little 

longer, but not more than a few seconds (Ibid). The working memory does however have bottleneck 

issues, as it is not possible to remember an unlimited amount of information. In general, humans are 

capable of remembering 5 items with a deviation of 2 items up to some seconds. The intermediate 

memory is holding on to your thoughts for minutes and hours and finally is the long-term memory 

capable of storing memories and associations for hours, days and years giving you the opportunity 

to retrieve old memories from the past (Ibid).  

 

An important construct in relation to working memory is cognitive load. Cognitive load denotes the 

total amount of mental effort being applied in the working memory and this construct has important 

implications for emotions and memory, ultimately influencing consumer behaviour (Genco et al. 

2013; Ramsøy, 2014). In a seminal study examining the effects of cognitive load on processing of 

affective stimuli, Van Dillen et al. (2009) found that task load decreased neural responses to nega-

tive stimuli in emotional regions of the brain. In other words, cognitive load was found able to turn 

down the emotional brain.  

 

Emotions are important learning mechanisms vital to memory, reminding humans to learn from 

experience (Baumester et al. 2009). In numerous studies, both negative and positive emotions have 

been shown to enhance memory retention, particularly in emotionally charged event, strengthening 

memory clarity, focus, detail and recall (Genco et al. 2013). The stronger the emotional response, 

the stronger the memory (Ibid). Thus, with a high cognitive load turning down the emotional brain, 
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memory retention is impaired (Ramsøy, 2014). In a consumer context, this suggests that less emo-

tionally engaged consumers with a high cognitive load remember less information about brands and 

products. 

 

The Squire-Zola model further distinguishes memory into two different types of memory, namely 

the declarative and non-declarative memories, also known as explicit and implicit memory respec-

tively (Squire & Zola-Morgan, 1991, Ramsøy, 2014). The declarative memory represents conscious 

memories, which explicitly can be elaborated on but also includes episodic and semantic memories, 

which denotes events and fact-based information correspondingly. The non-declarative or implicit 

memory on the other hand represents the non-conscious memories, which we cannot explicitly state 

but still contribute to everyday incidents. Four non-declarative memories are; skills and habits, 

priming, classical conditioning and non-associative learning (Ibid).     

 

Although many believe that our memories are stored in the brain like perfectly retrievable files on a 

computer, the reality is much different, as memory is fallible and never stays completely intact. An 

important attribute of human memories is that they are repeatedly constructed and reconstructed in 

our minds, thus continuously subject to change (Ramsøy, 2014). According to Mlodinow (2013), 

human memory research has yielded three key conclusions; (1) humans have a decent memory for 

the general essence of events, but scant memory for details, (2) when individuals experience lack of 

details in their memory, they will make things up to fill the gaps, (3) people sincerely believe the 

memories that they make up. These findings have significant implications to market research, indi-

cating that collecting self-reports of consumer memory is a risky technique, as the conscious aware-

ness of consumers of past events is both partial and distorted.  

   

From an evolutionary perspective, memory did not evolve for perfect remembrance, but to navigate 

in an uncertain environment. Survival depends on the ability to tell the difference between whether 

something is important or not, not on remembering everything. Hence, emotion-enhanced memory 

works as a system for identifying and learning from significant events, but it also ignores a lot of 

information in the process (Genco et al. 2013). This is profoundly relevant to marketing and innova-

tion practice, as emotions and memory operate together in forming consumer responses towards 

brands and innovations. 
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2.4. Innovation 
As a concept, innovation has been studied in multiple fields of inquiry and has thus been subject to 

different definitions stemming from rather diverse perspectives (Damanpour & Schneider, 2006). 

With great variation in scope, depth and objective, research on innovation has addressed administra-

tive and technical innovation, product and process innovation, technological and architectural inno-

vation as well as incremental and radical innovation (Koberg et al. 2003). According to a review of 

the various definitions of innovation by Baregheh et al. (2009), there is limited overlap between the 

definitions, resulting in a situation in which there is conceptual ambiguity and no authoritative defi-

nition of innovation. On defining innovation, some emphasise different characteristics of innova-

tion, some align with specific disciplines, some focus on the product being related to new technolo-

gy, whilst others emphasise the degree of newness and change (Baregheh et al 2009). However, 

there is some consensus that innovations pertains to the following idea: 

 

Innovation refers to the idea of applying better or novel solutions to meet new requirements in the 

market, both existing and unarticulated needs, with the aim of advancing, differentiating and 

strengthening a company successfully in the marketplace (Maranville, 1992; Baregheh et al 2009). 

It can be conceived as a response to changes in the environment or as a proactive action to influ-

ence the environment (Damanpour, 1996). 

 

In this thesis, we solely focus on tangible product innovations and on the consumer preferences for 

these. As noted in delimitations, service innovation and innovation in institutions and organizations 

is beyond the scope of this paper. 

 

Although similarly formulated, the concepts of innovation and invention differ notably from each 

other. Accordingly, these concepts differentiate on three main characteristics. First, whereas innova-

tion refers to the application of a better or novel solution in practice, invention refers explicitly to 

the creation of the solution itself. Second, whilst innovation entails the actual realisation and com-

mercialisation of a better or novel solution, invention does not directly relate to implementation in 

practice. Third, invention refers to the generation of a novel solution per se, however, innovation 

does not necessarily entail applying an entirely new solution, but can also involve applying a differ-

ent solution already seen (Kaiserfeld, 2005). 
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Innovation can be considered along a continuum, ranging from incremental to radical. An incre-

mental innovation is an innovation that enhances or upgrades an existing product. Moreover, an 

incremental innovation builds upon existing resources and knowledge; require no or little change in 

consumption and usage patterns, involve modest technological change and have little competitive 

impact on the existing products on the market. In contrast, a radical innovation is an innovation that 

enables new products with novel benefits that establish a new product category. Furthermore, a rad-

ical innovation requires entirely new resources and knowledge; demand significant changes to cur-

rent consumption and usage patterns, involve significant technological advancements and have 

great potential to disrupt the competitive landscape, making existing products obsolete and non-

competitive (Koberg et al. 2003; Zhao et al. 2009; Kim et al 2015).  

2.5. Branding 
The concept of branding has received immense attention within the academic field of marketing and 

has been discussed and theorized comprehensively. For this reason, it is deemed important to speci-

fy the concept of branding for this particular thesis in order to align the understanding of the con-

cept throughout the paper.  

 

According to Kotler et al. (2012 pp. 965) and as stated by the American Marketing Association, the 

basic definition of a brand pertains as follows: “A brand is a name, term, sign, symbol or design, or 

a combination of them, intended to identify the goods or services of a seller or group of sellers and 

to differentiate them from those of the competition.” Whilst this foundational definition of brands 

has remained generally unchanged since its initial derivation in the 1960s, the functions, roles and 

usage of brands have shifted considerably in both managerial and academic practice. 

 

Southgate (1994) argues that the above definition of brands is out-dated and does not cover an ade-

quately comprehensive definition of a contemporary brand. He stresses that “a brand is not only a 

name, logo or graphic device. It is also a set of intangible values in the mind of the consumers why 

a strong brand is alive, rich, complex and enormously powerful” (Southgate, 1994, p. 8). By this 

critique, Southgate (1994) emphasizes the essential importance of the inherent symbolic value of 

the brand, which contributes to the foundation of customer loyalty, perceived quality, associations 

and awareness (Keller, 2003). 
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As articulated by Keller (2008), brands can be considered holistic marketing instruments, intention-

ally aiming to characteristically differentiate the products of a company from competitive products 

and to generate added value for consumers. To the consumers, brands generate their value by sig-

nalling the intrinsic quality of the underlying product (Wernerfelt 1988), by fulfilling and satisfying 

functional, psychological and emotional consumer needs (Kotler et. al 2012), and by establishing 

significant and memorable associations that contribute value beyond the inherent product attributes 

(Chernev et. al 2011).  

 

To for-profit and non-profit organisations, brands represent a strategically important organizational 

asset. The appreciation of brands as valuable intangible assets stems predominantly from the emer-

gence and pervasive recognition of the resource-based view, in which the resources and capabilities 

of a company are considered as the foundational determinants of firm performance and essential in 

achieving a sustainable competitive advantage (Barney, 1991; Louro & Cunha, 2001). According to 

Louro & Cunha (2001), brands have a formidable potential to enable this particular superior and 

sustainable performance, as brands can measure up to the VRIN criteria outlined by Barney (1991). 

 

From a consumer neuroscience perspective, branding is defined as a physical feature, but in the 

literature it is profoundly emphasised that at the core of a brand is an intrinsic idea existing in the 

mind of the consumer and that the important aspect of this idea is how it is connected to other ideas 

and feelings in the consumer’s mind. Because human brains frequently can be described as cogni-

tive misers that seek out heuristics and mental shortcuts to avoid deep, deliberate thinking and deci-

sion-making, brands are used intuitively as guidelines to decision-making through established brand 

associations (Genco et al. 2013). As such, the brand represents an attractive alternative to rethinking 

product decisions in every purchase situation a consumer face (Ibid). As a result of continuous and 

repetitive marketing and advertising exposure, consumers are taught what brands stand for and 

learn to form brand associations based on their perceptions and experience. This learning process 

occurs even though the consumer is consciously unaware of the marketing stimuli (Ramsøy, 2014). 

 

Thus from a consumer neuroscience perspective, the definition of a brand is as following: a brand is 

a concept stored in memory within a neural network, linked to a variety of other nodes, which make 

up the brand associations (Genco et al. 2013). Therefore, the role of brands is to connect consumers 
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to products through the establishment of emotional connections and by creating a particular image 

in the minds of consumers through building of neural bundles of associations. 

 

Based on above descriptions of the concept of branding the definition within this thesis is defined as 

a name, term, sign, symbol or design, or a combination of them, intended to identify the goods or 

services of a seller or group of sellers and to differentiate them from those of the competition. Fur-

thermore the brand is understood to form intangible values and associations in the mind of the con-

sumers contributing to long-term customer loyalty.  

3. Traditional Approaches to Consumer Behaviour, Branding 

and Innovation 
In this section, we present a theoretical review of selected traditional approaches to consumer be-

haviour, branding and innovation. The principal purpose of this section is to describe the main tradi-

tional theories and their underlying assumptions, with a further aim of discussing their significant 

shortcomings and important points of criticisms. The main intention is to advance the interdiscipli-

nary discussion of future perspectives between innovation and branding. Specifically, we want to 

emphasise how and where consumer neuroscience research can contribute to an enhanced under-

standing and draw attention to important points of departure in the traditional innovation and brand-

ing literature.  

 

First, we outline traditional consumer behaviour theory in the light of four key perspectives provid-

ed by Østergaard and Jantzen (2000), followed by an examination of the CBBE model by Keller 

(2003). Second, we investigate a more specific perspective on consumer behaviour in relation to 

innovation and describe the diffusion paradigm and drivers of consumer resistance, which are the 

two central streams of thought within both traditional and current innovation literature. Third, we 

review the current marketing and strategy literature on whether to extent an established brand or 

create a new brand for an innovation. Finally, we summarize key points of the theoretical review, 

provide a short discussion on their crucial points of criticism and argue for the intervention of con-

sumer neuroscience into this interdisciplinary field. 
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3.1. Consumer Behaviour & Branding 
Considering an evolutionary approach to consumer behaviour, Griskevicius and Kenrick (2013) 

distinguish between proximate and ultimate causes towards decision-making. The authors posit that 

through seven evolutionary-founded, ultimate motives, it is possible to analyse and understand how 

and why people allocate their limited resources as they do and which of their innate ancestral needs 

are prioritized accordingly. These ultimate motives are: evading physical harm, avoiding disease, 

making friends, attaining status, acquiring a mate, keeping a mate, and caring for family.  

 

Where the ultimate causes seek to gain a deeper understanding of the underlying explanations for 

preferences and behaviour, the proximate causes are typically characterized as relatively up-close 

and represented as immediately present needs. As argued by Griskevicius and Kenrick (2013), tra-

ditional consumer behaviour theory has primarily focused on proximate reasons to explain modern 

buyer behaviour, which we observe in the perspectives provided by Østergaard and Jantzen (2000).  

3.1.1. Traditional Approaches to Consumer Behaviour 

The literature within traditional consumer behaviour theory is comprehensive in its assessment to-

wards consumption both in terms of applied perspectives and methods used to gain a deeper under-

standing within the field. Studying traditional consumer behaviour, Østergaard and Jantzen (2000) 

has provided four main perspectives adopted over the last 40 years that seek to map ideal consumer 

types, being; buyer behaviour, consumer behaviour, consumer research and consumption studies. In 

particular the two final perspectives have a strong brand-oriented focus.  

 

Within traditional approaches, the consuming individual is ordinarily unaware of their underlying 

rationales for consumption, thus the four different perspectives mainly form the logical basis for the 

marketer to understand consumer behaviour. Therefore, the four perspectives do not constitute four 

paradigms or four different periods of time. Instead the ideal consumer types have been and still 

are, co-existing with their individual heyday. (Østergaard & Jantzen, 2000). The four perspectives 

are examined below starting with the Behaviouristic Perspective.  

 

The Behaviouristic Perspective 

The behaviouristic perspective presents one of the first concepts of modern investigation into con-

sumer behaviour and it has a highly pronounced association with the classical Newtonian natural 

science paradigm in terms of methods applied to understand buyer behaviour. Within this perspec-
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tive, the characteristics of a human being are reduced to what normally is associated with an animal. 

The human being is viewed as a purely physiological phenomenon in a behaviouristic way saying 

that ‘the human being is undergoing an on-going stimuli-response process where the fundamental 

needs are the mechanisms directing its behaviour’ (Østergaard and Jantzen, 2000, p. 14).  

 

The ontology of consumption is mechanical and instinct-driven, and for this reason the consumer is 

described metaphorically as an animal. The human animal is understood to react instantly in me-

chanic patterns to stimuli without cognitive reflections and deliberation; hence rationales of con-

sumption are understood as the stomach’s need. The researchers of buyer behaviour will design 

laboratory experiments, where all variables can be controlled and thereby gain results that are uni-

versal explanations of human behaviour. Furthermore, researchers will pay no particular concern to 

how responses are created or what happens between stimuli and response. The gap between stimuli 

and response is characterized, as a ‘black box’ but has no scientific relevance in behaviourism since 

there is no empirical access to this. Prominent examples would be Pavlov’s dog-experiments and 

B.F. Skinner’s box experiments where results from these events later have been uncritically adopted 

by research of buyer behaviour and extended to studies of human beings. 

 

The Cognitive Perspective  

In opposition to the behaviouristic perspective, the cognitive perspective takes the “black box” be-

tween stimuli and response into account and clarifies how responses are created in the minds of 

individuals. According to Kassarjian (1994), the cognitive perspective of consumer behaviour be-

gan with researchers studying selective perception and applying cognitive dissonance to automobile 

purchases and the examination of the complexity of attitude changes and information processing. 

Within this perspective, consumers are sought to be understood through survey techniques includ-

ing questionnaires and self-reports, because a basic assumption is that consumers behave in rational 

ways and answer inquiries properly and truthfully. The idea is to study consumers close to their 

daily life and market place and therefore move away from experiments in laboratories with artificial 

environments.  

 

Since the scientific foundation of the cognitive perspective is closely linked to cognitive psycholo-

gy, the metaphorical description of the consumer becomes that of a computer. The human being is 

assumed rational in its information processing and that it can learn to form beliefs about complex 



	 32	

situations. However, any interaction between the human being and its environment changes the 

knowledge and information about the environment, thus the consumer is in a state of a constant 

information processing. With the metaphor of the consumer as a computer, the rationales for con-

sumptions have now changed from the stomach’s need to the brain’s want. Furthermore, the rela-

tion between the consumer and its environment is now a complex process that can be described as 

an electronic and biological process much more sophisticated than a simple mechanical stimuli be-

ing the case in the previous perspective (Østergaard & Jantzen, 2000).  

 
The Experimental Perspective 

The experimental perspective, also known as consumer research, is perceived as a fundamental shift 

from the two previous perspectives towards focusing on the consuming individual. Consumer re-

search no longer perceives the consumer as rational, but rather as emotionally and narcissistically 

determined, searching for holistic consumption experiences. Hence, the consuming individual is 

conceived as a tourist looking for new experiences through consumption of products and services to 

construct a meaningful life. Consumption is therefore not occurring due to needs and wants but is 

based on an inherent desire for a meaning in life, where consumption of brands are used as building 

blocks to do so (Østergaard & Jantzen, 2000) and strongly affected by the emotions and feelings of 

the individual consumer. The tourist will consume to fulfil the heart’s desire, which researchers 

attempt to investigate through in-depth interviews, because the consumer is assumed to talk openly 

about experiences and emotions in an ideographic and natural way (Ibid).  

 

The Socio-cultural Perspective  

The last of the four perspectives is the socio-cultural perspective, also referred to as consumption 

studies. This perspective differs significantly from the three previous perspectives as they share a 

common understanding of the consuming individual as a predominantly independent human being. 

In contrast, consumption studies conceive the consuming individual as a tribe member, where the 

tribe is the unit of research instead of the individual. The tribe member still possesses some of the 

tourist’s emotional aspects, but is no longer perceived as an independent self. The individual is in-

stead seen as a member of the tribe where product symbolism creates a shared language and uni-

verse for the tribe.  

 

Searching for the right symbolism (e.g. products and brands) therefore becomes essential to be rec-

ognized by other members of the tribe. This process of recognition is intrinsically visual and highly 
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patterned by social activity, following a recognizable and classifiable scheme or habitus (Bourdieu, 

1984). The entire act of consumption thus becomes a judgement process that demands obedience, 

not reflection, and involve excitement and doubt according to other tribe members’ recognition of a 

given visual symbol. Hence, consumption becomes a search for the eye’s recognition. This fosters a 

propensity of individuals not knowing exactly what they want or what they are searching for. In-

stead, they have a sound understanding of what they do not want and of what is not accepted within 

the tribe. The primary method used to conduct consumption studies is fieldwork, in which the re-

searcher investigates the interaction between different tribe members and their use of symbols.  

3.2. Brand Equity  
The four perspectives provided by Østergaard and Jantzen (2000) each contribute to the traditional 

understanding of brand equity. The cognitive perspective contributes with an assumption of ration-

ality and suggests that brand information is processed, learnt and stored in memory in cognitive 

elements, where the experimental and socio-cultural perspectives focus on a shared symbolic use 

and highlight the importance of personal narratives. One way to understand and quantify the im-

portance of branding is through brand equity that provides a holistic measurement of brand value 

(Reynolds & Phillips 2005).  

 

Whilst the concept of brand equity is regarded with strong significance in marketing, the branding 

literature is best described as substantial but as principally fragmented and inconclusive on the defi-

nition of brand equity (Christodoulides & Chernatony, 2009). Hence, there is currently no universal, 

peer-accepted definition of brand equity, however, the current academic consensus on the concept 

understands brand equity as the added value endowed by the brand to the product (Ibid). Nonethe-

less, the literature specifically distinguishes between the financial perspective (Simon & Sullivan 

1993, Haigh 1999), which is beyond the scope of this paper, and the customer-based perspective of 

the concept (Aaker 1991, Keller 1993; Christodoulides & Chernatony, 2009). Where the financial 

perspective focuses on the financial value created by brand equity, the customer-based perspective 

emphasises the ability of brand equity to drive market share, market perception and profitability. In 

the next section, the Customer Based Brand Equity (CBBE) model by Keller (1993; 2003) is out-

lined to emphasise the importance of customer based brand equity and with the aim of discussing its 

effects in relation to innovation and branding strategy. 
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3.2.1. CBBE-model 

In the marketing and branding literature, the customer-based brand equity model (CBBE) aims to 

provide strategic insights into the strength of the consumer’s attachment to the brand and to deliver 

a meaningful description of the associations and beliefs that the consumer holds about a particular 

brand. The CBBE model serves as a useful diagnostics tool to holistically investigate the impact of 

marketing activities and provide insight into the major pillars of brand equity. However, the theoret-

ical framework has been criticized for never having operationalized a scale for the measurement of 

brand equity, thus being significantly bound by subjectivity (Christodoulides & Chernatony, 2009). 

Furthermore, the widely prevalent brand equity approaches of Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993), in-

cluding the CBBE model, have been notably criticized for lacking an underlying theoretical frame-

work to connect and describe the interrelatedness of the components of brand equity (Feldwick, 

1996). 

 

The CBBE model aims to provide marketers with a comprehensive understanding of consumer be-

haviour in order to enhance strategic decisions about target market definition and product position-

ing as well as better tactical decisions about specific marketing mix actions (Keller 1993). The 

awareness and knowledge that have been created about the brand in the minds of consumers from 

the company’s investment in previous marketing programs, i.e. the brand equity, is perceived as the 

most valuable intangible asset within the organization. 

 

The CBBE model involves four steps being: (1) establishing a solid brand identity, (2) creating the 

appropriate brand meaning through strong, favourable, and unique brand associations, (3) eliciting 

positive, accessible brand responses, and (4) forging brand relationships with customers that are 

characterized by intense and proactive loyalty (Keller, 2001). In order to achieve these four steps, it 

is necessary to go through the six brand-building blocks namely brand salience, brand performance, 

brand imagery, brand judgement, brand feelings, and brand resonance. In the following section the 

four steps are reviewed respectively.  

 

Brand Identity (Saliency) 

The initial brand building block is saliency, which aims to ensure identification of the brand and its 

product or service category. Therefore, the dimension draws attention to the need to facilitate brand 

awareness in the mind of the consumer, which Keller (2003, p. 76) describes as “the customers’ 
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ability to recall and recognize the brand as reflected by their ability to identify the brand under 

different conditions and link the brand name, logo, symbol and so forth to certain associations in 

memory”. In a seminal paper by Aaker (1996), the strategic importance of establishing initial brand 

awareness and recognition among consumers for novel brands is extensively emphasized. Aaker 

(1996) suggests that for a novel brand to emerge and obtain larger scale, the building of brand sali-

ency must precede creation of brand associations, since consumers as a minimum need to be able to 

rightfully recognize the brand before any meaningful associations can be developed in their minds.  

 

Brand Meaning (Performance & Imagery) 

The second stage of the CBBE model is brand meaning, which is constituted by two brand building 

blocks, specifically brand performance and brand imagery. To generate brand meaning, it is neces-

sary to establish and provide a distinct brand image trough building of associations in the minds of 

consumers, i.e. brand associations. Within the CBBE framework, the concept of brand associations 

encapsulates (1) the extent to which a particular brand is capable of invoking mental associations 

from the minds of consumers, (2) the extent to which these associations influence brand differentia-

tion, (3) the extent to which the associations affect the buying process of consumers, (4) the extent 

to which the associations stimulate certain feelings and attitudes towards the brand and its underly-

ing product and finally (5) to the extent to which particular brand extensions contribute to the build-

ing of associations (Keller, 2001).  

 

To clarify the concept, Kotler & Keller (2006, p. 188) articulate that brand associations “consists of 

all brand-related thoughts, feelings, perceptions, images, experiences, beliefs, attitudes”, whilst 

Aaker (1991, p. 109) describe that brand associations ”is anything linked in memory to a brand”. In 

the CBBE literature, various types of brand-related associations has been identified, such as social 

image (Lassar et al. 1995), product associations (Pitta & Katsanis 1995; Lassar et al. 1995), differ-

entiation (Leuthesser 1988), perceived value (Feldwick 1996; Martin & Brown 1991; Lassar et al. 

1995), country of origin (Thakor & Kohli 1996), trustworthiness (Martin & Brown 1991; Lassar et. 

al 1995) and organizational associations (Chen 2001). 

 

Brand Responses (Judgements & Feelings) 

The third stage of the CBBE model is brand response, which likewise consists of two brand build-

ing blocks, namely brand judgements and brand feelings respectively. This stage of the model con-
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siders how consumers cognitively think about and emotionally respond to the brand, its associated 

marketing activities and other brand-related information. Observably, consumers may hold whatev-

er subjective type of judgement, but to establish strong brand equity, four types of brand judgement 

are particularly important (Keller, 2001). These are brand quality, brand credibility, brand consider-

ation, and brand superiority. Brand feelings are consumers’ emotional responses and reactions to 

the brand, which as well include social currency evoked by the brand (Ibid). 

 

Brand Relationship (Resonance) 
The final step of the model is the brand relationship, which captures the extent to which people are 

loyal to the brand in terms of an ultimate relationship, where the consumer is able to identify one-

self with the brand through a profound, psychological bond and a high level of identification (Kel-

ler, 2001). This kind of relationship, where consumers hold a strong feeling of being “in-synch” 

with the brand (Ibid), is also known as brand resonance, which “is categorized as the intensity or 

the depth of the psychological bond that consumers have with the brand as well as the level of ac-

tivity engendered by this loyalty” (Raut & Brito 2014, p. 7). Such resonance typically concerns re-

purchase, information seeking, attending events, and positive word of mouth. Keller (2001) summa-

rizes brand resonance through four main categories; behavioural loyalty, attitudinal attachment, 

sense of community, and active engagement. 

 

Theoretical Assumptions of CBBE 

A fundamental assumption of the consumer-based brand equity approach is that consumers are ra-

tional and rely profoundly on deliberate reasoning and systematic combination of different infor-

mation whilst evaluating choice alternatives and making decisions (Heding et al. 2008; Arnould et 

al. 2005; Hansen, 2005). Thus, the CBBE approach is rooted in the cognitive branding perspective 

as outlined by Østergaard & Jantzen (2001), where the consumer is considered as a computer. Fur-

thermore, the CBBE approach acknowledges the essential importance of brand-induced effects on 

the minds of consumers and their subsequent behaviour. Prominent marketing scholars such as 

Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993) suggest that brands trigger perceptions and associations that modu-

late product preference and choice. Therefore, the power of brands is in the minds of consumers.  

Both scholars emphasize that feelings towards a brand are crucial to comprehend, and predominant-

ly Aaker (1991, 2008) contends that the affective dimensions of brands, such as the perceived quali-

ty and emotional and self-expressive benefits, are considerable determinants of this underlying pro-
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cess. To investigate the affective dimensions of brands on consumers, the CBBE approach have 

conventionally relied on traditional marketing research measurements such as interviews and focus 

groups. Here, there is an aspiration on inferring comprehensive conclusions about emotional re-

sponses and processes by inquiring the participants directly about their feelings towards a particular 

brand or product or indirectly through free association tasks (Aaker, 1991).  

As accentuated in section about concepts definition, emotions and feelings are two distinguishable 

mental phenomena, however, the CBBE approach does not make this distinction and use the termi-

nological terms interchangeably. From a consumer neuroscience perspective, the CBBE approach 

reveals significant insights about the conscious dimension of consumption and may assist research-

ers in acquiring essential knowledge about the feelings of consumers towards brands and products 

through traditional marketing research methods. Conversely, the CBBE approach does not accurate-

ly capture the essence of the unconscious aspects of consumption, namely the underlying emotional 

processes driving consumer preference. Whilst the CBBE framework is incapable of capturing and 

accurately describing these unconscious qualities, Aaker (1991) and Keller (2008) both emphasize 

the importance of the unconscious processes in brand-induced effects. In this context, Aaker (1991) 

proposes that brands may generate a familiarity effect on an unconscious level. However, the CBBE 

approach presents no thorough explanation of the unconscious processes and provides thus no accu-

rate insight into these.  

3.3. Innovation  
In this section, we investigate a more specific perspective of consumer behaviour in relation to in-

novation and describe the diffusion paradigm by Roger (2003) and active and passive drivers of 

consumer resistance observed in the current literature.  

 

3.3.1. The Diffusion Paradigm 

In the innovation literature, Roger’s diffusion paradigm remains regarded as an imperative founda-

tion for both early and current perspectives on the adoption of innovation (Greenhalgh et al. 2005, 

Planing & Britzelmaier, 2011). It basically seeks to explain how and why innovations are adopted 

and spread across a population. In essence, the diffusion of innovation is accomplished with par-

ticular attention to the innovation itself, time, social systems and communication channels, as four 

determining variables (Roger, 2003).  To obtain success in the market, the innovation has to be-

come self-sustainable by reaching a critical mass of adopters of different categories with diverse 



	 38	

propensities to adopt. These categories include innovators, early adopters, early majorities, late ma-

jorities and laggards (Ibid). In this thesis, laggards are denoted as late movers. 

 

According to Roger (2003), when faced with an innovation, potential adopters evaluate it based on 

its relative advantage, compatibility, complexity, trialability and observability. Firstly, relative ad-

vantage concerns the extent to which an innovation is considered to offer an overall higher utility 

than that of current offerings. Secondly, compatibility relates to how consumers perceive the inno-

vation as matching their individual needs, beliefs, values and consumption patterns. Thirdly, com-

plexity concerns the extent to which consumers consider the innovation difficult to understand and 

use. Fourthly, trailabilty describes the degree to which consumers can try or experiment with the 

innovation before an actual purchase. Finally, observability concerns the extent to which consumers 

can observe the innovation and its effect.  

 

Together, these five dimensions determine the rate of adoption and influence whether a consumer 

will adopt the innovation. As further articulated by Roger (2003), the adoption of innovation can be 

considered a process in which a decision-making individual shift from first knowledge of an inno-

vation, to developing an attitude towards the innovation, to deciding whether to reject or accept, to 

implementation of the innovation and lastly to the confirmation of the decision. As such, the diffu-

sion paradigm adopts the perspective that an individual progress through five mental stages in deci-

sion-making towards an innovation, namely awareness, consideration, intention, adoption and con-

tinued use (Roger, 2003; Reinders, 2010). 

 

Furthermore, when presented with an innovation, a frequent and fundamental assumption is that 

consumers evaluate the innovation rationally, i.e. objectively, consciously, focusing on factual in-

formation gathering and processing whilst eliminating emotions (Planing & Britzelmaier, 2011). 

The theory assumes that because consumers act as rational agents, they merely need to be made 

aware of a new product’s objective superiority, especially pertaining to the dimension of relative 

advantage. Thus, companies simply need to create novel products that are objectively superior to 

current offerings and enlighten consumers through sales and marketing efforts (Roger, 2003). How-

ever, as discussed later, such assumptions overlook the cognitive biases, subjective evaluations and 

heuristics that influence decision-making, effectively neglecting key insights from psychology and 

consumer neuroscience.  
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With regard to criticism, Roger’s diffusion paradigm has been greatly applied across several disci-

plines, but is subject to a strong lack of cohesion theoretically (Greenhalgh et al. 2005). This situa-

tion has left the theoretical framework stagnant and problematic to apply with consistency when 

solving new problems (Ibid). Some authors have criticised the theory for not providing quantifiable 

measures of the aforementioned dimensions and causes of adoption (Damanpour, 1996), whilst oth-

ers have highlighted that the diffusion paradigm never can account for all variables, putting it at risk 

of missing crucial predictors of adoption (Plsek & Greenhalgh, 2001). 

 

Although being the most dominant and widely applied theoretical frameworks in the innovation 

literature, the diffusion theories have been subject to important criticism. First, they fail to consider 

the inherent irrationality and complexity of human behaviour. By overlooking the effects of cogni-

tive biases and decision heuristics, the diffusion theories fall short of accounting adequately for re-

al-world behaviour and the high failure rate of innovations. Here, recent perspectives from consum-

er neuroscience could greatly inform and enrich the literature, purposely challenging the underlying 

assumptions and potentially offer important insights in advancing the field.  

3.3.1. Consumer Resistance to Innovation 

Whilst a majority of research has focused on the acceptance and diffusion of innovation, a less de-

veloped part of the literature has addressed consumer resistance towards innovation (Kleijnen et al. 

2009; Heidenreich & Spieth, 2013). As failure rates of innovation remain significant (Gourville, 

2006), resistance rather than acceptance seem to be the most common reaction when consumers 

encounter innovations. Hence from this perspective, it is maintained that resistance should be the 

focal point of inquiry, if we want to understand the high failure rates of innovation (Heidenreich & 

Spieth, 2013). Accordingly, the psychology of innovation resistance remains a less developed con-

cept and few studies have explored its empirical evaluation and validation. 

 

Instead of focusing on positive outcomes and motivational factors, the research on consumer re-

sistance emphasizes the factors that delay or inhibit the diffusion and adoption of innovation (Ibid). 

Conceptually, consumer resistance towards product innovation can be considered a special case of 

resistance to change (Reinders, 2010). Here, the research has traditionally divided the factors driv-

ing innovation resistance into two main categories (Ram & Sheth, 1989; Martinko et al., 1996; 

Kleijnen et al. 2009). First, innovations, which require change in the established behavioural pat-
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terns, beliefs, norms, habits and traditions, are prone to consumer resistance. Second, innovations, 

which present a psychological conflict, are also likely to be resisted (Kleijnen et al. 2009). Nonethe-

less, as change frequently implies psychological conflict, it is expected that the two categories over-

lap considerably.  

3.3.2. Active Resistance 

Consumer resistance in the context of innovation manifests itself as either active or passive re-

sistance. In active resistance, consumers resist innovation primarily based on a conscious evaluation 

of product-specific attributes (Heidenreich & Spieth, 2013). Here, some scholars suggest that re-

sistance is based on a negative evaluation of the five dimensions proposed by Roger (2003), whilst 

others propose that evaluation of various innovation-related risks are appraised (Kleijnen et al. 

2009; Heidenreich & Spieth, 2013).  

 

Elaborating on the risk perspective, several researchers have suggested that consumer resistance 

towards innovation is significantly determined by the perceived risks of adopting the novel product 

(Shoemaker & Shoaf, 1975; Martinko et al. 1996; Kleijnen et al. 2009). Consumers generally expe-

rience several uncertainties when considering an innovation. In relation to consumer resistance, the 

literature has described various forms of risk, namely physical risk, functional risk, psychological 

risk, social risk and economic risk (Kleijnen et al. 2009). Physical risk is concerned with the poten-

tial harm that an innovation might cause to people or property (Klerck & Sweeney, 2007). Func-

tional risk is related to uncertainty about performance, i.e. whether the innovation solves its tasks 

and functional abilities as promised (Kleijnen et al. 2009). Psychological risk concerns consumer 

perceptions of the potential loss of self-identity, which may be caused by adopting the innovation 

(Reinders, 2010). Social risk entails whether or not the consumers perceive the innovation as com-

promising of social status and whether their social environment will accept the adoption (Roger, 

2003). At last, economic risk refers to the monetary cost and economic burden of buying and using 

the innovation in both the short and long run (Noussair et al. 2004). 

 

Based on a literature review of consumer resistance, Kleijnen et al. (2009) distinguish three catego-

ries of the different variations of active resistance. First, postponement might occur. Here, consum-

ers do not necessarily have a negative evaluation of the innovation, but decide to wait until suitable 

buying conditions arise. Second, rejection might occur, where consumers consciously and actively 

decide not to adopt. This reaction involves a considerable disinclination to adopt, stemming from a 
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negative evaluation. Third, opposition might occur, where consumers find the innovation highly 

inappropriate and decide to sabotage it, as a result of an extremely negative evaluation. Here, con-

sumers engage in behaviour that prevent the success of an innovation, for instance, through nega-

tive word-of-mouth or boycott.   

 

Nevertheless, the literature on active resistance remains flawed in two principal ways. First, it is 

often assumed that active resistance is innately based on rational evaluations of product-specific 

attributes and risks (Kleijnen et al. 2009; Reinders, 2010; Heidenreich & Spieth, 2013). Like the 

adoption paradigm, some neglect of cognitive biases and what we know about the human brain re-

mains. However, a growing number of papers do acknowledge the presence of passive resistance 

and unconscious drivers of consumer resistance (Heidenreich & Spieth, 2013). Second, the litera-

ture does not adequately consider how passive resistance or unconscious drivers contribute to active 

resistance (Kleijnen et al 2009; Jhang et al. 2012; Heidenreich & Spieth, 2013). Very few papers 

discuss the link between active and passive resistance, and there is a compelling need for a better 

understanding of how they interact.  

3.3.3. Passive Resistance 

Although most of the literature considers consumer resistance towards innovation as an active and 

conscious process, research on passive resistance and unconscious drivers in the context of innova-

tion remains scarce and less developed (Kleijnen et al. 2009; Reinders, 2010; Heidenreich & Spieth, 

2013). However, from consumer neuroscience, we know that consumers are intrinsically driven by 

emotions and unconscious motivations in decision-making (Genco et al. 2013; Ramsøy, 2014), 

hence this should also be the case when consumers face and evaluate innovations. In the consumer 

resistance literature, an increasing number of scholars suggest that most of the time, consumers re-

sist innovation passively and evaluate innovations without much deliberate consideration (Ram & 

Sheth, 1989; Kleijnen et al. 2009; Heidenreich & Spieth, 2013). Therefore, we purpose that insights 

into passive consumer resistance through consumer neuroscience and probing the unconscious mind 

could greatly contribute and expand our understanding of the significant failure rate of innovations. 

 

Passive resistance towards innovation can be considered an initial, unconscious consumer response 

that forms swiftly at the moment of awareness (Heidenreich & Spieth, 2013). In the literature, sev-

eral drivers of passive resistance have been distinguished and theorized. First, passive resistance 

may be a result of habitual behaviour (Sheth, 1981; Bagozzi & Lee, 1999). Consumers are generally 
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inclined to demonstrate repetitive behaviour and purchase several of the same products across 

shopping sessions (Wood & Neal, 2009). Over time, repeated behaviour forms habits that are essen-

tially automatic and difficult for marketers to circumvent. Here, passive resistance arises as modest 

attention is devoted towards the innovation (Genco et al. 2013). In a theoretical paper, Sheth (1981) 

contended that habits form passive resistance and he suggested that habitual behaviour is the most 

significant determinant of consumer resistance.  

 

Second, passive resistance may be a consequence of the status quo. When consumers are satisfied 

with their current situation and endowment, their inclination to change from the status quo remains 

at a minimum (Sheth, 1981; Foxall, 1994). Most individuals have an inherent desire to strive for 

consistency and an innate preference to maintain the status quo, a psychological equilibrium (Cher-

nev, 2004; Gourville, 2006). When a novel product represents change through adoption of new be-

haviour and readjustment from current routines and usage patterns, resistance is probable as the 

equilibrium is disrupted (Ram 1987; Heidenreich & Spieth, 2013). In their seminal paper, Samuel-

son & Zeckhauser (1988) demonstrated that individuals have a significant preference and bias for 

the status quo. However at the present moment, research on the fundamental psychological and neu-

ral mechanisms underlying the status quo bias is surprisingly scarce and the neuroscience of con-

sumer responses to innovation is currently rather unchartered territory (Fleming et al. 2010; Genco 

et al. 2013).  

 

Third, passive resistance may be a result of information overload. When consumers are presented 

with an innovation, new information has to be processed and learned, especially when dealing with 

radical and rapidly evolving innovations (Kleijnen et al. 2009). Moreover, if consumers face over-

whelming choice and/or crowded environments as well, the amount of information to process be-

comes immense (Ibid). Research has shown that when consumers are exposed to information over-

load, their ability to organize and evaluate information is greatly impaired (Herbig & Day, 1992; 

Herbig & Kramer 1994). As a consequence of cognitive strain, consumers passively resist innova-

tion. 

 

Fourth, the perceived image or brand of an innovation can be considered a significant variable in-

fluencing passive resistance. When consumers are presented with a novel product, the brand and 

perceived image serve as crucial extrinsic cues for assessing its underlying quality (Kleijnen et al. 
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2009; Ramsøy et al. 2012). From consumer neuroscience, we know that the brand significantly in-

fluence our predicted and experienced value of consuming the good (Plassman et al. 2012). Extrin-

sic cues are especially important as an uncertainty-reducing factor for consumers with little or no 

prior experience with the product (Ram & Sheth, 1989).  

 

Fifth, studies have suggested that if consumers find a product difficult to use, understand and cate-

gorize, they are more likely to passively resist a new product (Kleijnen et al. 2009, Heidenreich & 

Spieth, 2013). A study by Alexander et al. (2008) explored the relationship between greater new 

product incongruity and lower acceptance ratings, finding that consumers are four times less likely 

to buy a highly incongruent new product than an incrementally new product. Thus, when an innova-

tion compromises existing cognitive schemata and fail to engage cognitive flexibility, passive re-

sistance become more probable (Alexander et al. 2008; Jhang et al. 2012).  

3.4. Established Brand vs. Novel Brand for Innovation 
Branding is a significant determinant of new products success in the marketplace (Cooper, 1994; 

Klink & Athaide 2010). Consumers have been shown to choose branded products over non-branded 

products with similar features and benefits, even if choosing the branded products entail a price 

premium (Hamann et al. 2007; Kotler et al. 2012). When marketing an innovation, a company has 

to choose whether to create a new brand for the innovation or to borrow the parent brand or a brand 

from another existing category. Selecting the appropriate branding strategy is crucially important to 

the success of an innovation and it entails a strategic consideration of the trade-offs associated with 

using an established brand versus creating a new brand (Klink & Athaide, 2010; Patel & Haon 

2014).  

 

In this section, we will review the current literature on whether to maintain an established brand or 

create a new brand for an innovation. The aim of this section is to inspire our hypotheses and enrich 

the later discussion of our research findings. Before we review the literature, we need to make a 

conceptual distinction between what the literature describes as product or line extensions and brand 

extensions and clarify useful terminology. 

 

A product or line extension refers to the application of an established brand for a new product with-

in the same category. Frequently, a line extension is a new version of a current product aiming to 

expand market coverage and increase variety of an offering. However, a brand extension entails 
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expanding an established brand into a different product category. Both concepts involve extending 

established brand names onto new products. An existing brand that lends its name to an extension is 

referred to as the parent brand. 

3.4.1. Advantages of Extending an Established Brand 

The most prevalent strategy to leverage the likelihood of new product success is by extending an 

established brand to a new product. According to Klink & Athaide (2010), 95 % of all consumer 

product introductions are extensions of established brands, indicating a predominant belief towards 

consumers being more favourable of established brands. Despite the popularity of this strategy, the 

failures of these extensions are at a significantly higher rate than successes, with some consumer 

product categories having failure rates of as much as 80 % (Roedder-John et al. 1998; Völckner & 

Sattler, 2006; Klink & Athaide, 2010).  

 

The primary motivation to apply an established brand for an innovation is to increase and leverage 

the brand equity of an existing brand (Smith & Park, 1992; Patel & Haon, 2014). The strategy im-

plies reduction of financial risk by using an existing brand name to enhance consumer perception 

through core brand equity (Ibid). By requiring lower marketing and brand development costs, using 

an established brand facilitates cost savings through economies of scale and efficiency in marketing 

(Smith & Park, 1992; Rubera & Droge, 2013). By extending a current brand, companies avoid the 

cost associated with the development of a novel brand (Ibid). In addition, an extended brand may 

capitalize on marketing and advertising spillover effects from other products associated with the 

brand, strengthening brand equity on a cost efficient basis (Klink & Athaide, 2010). This enables a 

company to enter new product categories at considerably lower cost (Ibid). 

 

Another regularly emphasised benefit of extending an established brand is that such an extension 

provides consumers with references and cues to infer the underlying quality of an innovation 

(Aaker & Keller, 1990; Erdem & Swait, 1998; Klink & Athaide, 2010). According to Smith & Park 

(1992), a product carrying a well-recognized brand helps consumers cope with purchase uncertainty 

in decision-making, thus alleviating perceived risk and uncertainty. With high prestige brands, an-

other benefit of extending a well-established brand is that the associated prestige of the brand might 

spill over to the innovative product. In a study by Hamann et al. (2007), researchers found that con-

sumers do not principally purchase high technology products to satisfy particular usage needs, but 

rather to signal prestige. Moreover, research have shown that consumer perceptions of corporate 
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credibility and established reputation for being able to provide quality solutions are contributing 

factors in reducing risk perceptions and promoting trial (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987; Smith & Park, 

1992; Klink & Athaide, 2010). Hence, extending a strong brand is generally considered an efficient 

strategy to signal quality and trustworthiness to potential consumers of an innovation.  

 

Applying a parent brand successfully to an innovation may strengthen the original brand image 

(Aaker, 1990; Klink & Athaide, 2010) and enhance parent brand choice (Balachander & Ghose, 

2003). Besides from shared signalling and umbrella branding, an established brand can assist great-

ly in increasing awareness and attention towards an innovation (Patel & Haon, 2014). Lending an 

established brand to an innovation may also help build brand breath and reconfigure the meaning of 

a brand in the minds of consumers (Klink & Athaide, 2010). Having a broad brand reduces the risk 

of “marketing myopia” (Levitt, 1960), in which a narrow boundary around a brand causes missed 

market opportunities and creates vulnerability to competitive advances. In addition, broad brands 

are more likely to succeed with further extensions (Wu & Yen, 2007). 

3.4.2. Disadvantages of Extending an Established Brand 

Extending an established brand to a new product may provide substantial benefits, but it also carries 

significant risks. First, while using an established brand for a novel product does yield greater cost 

savings than creating a new brand, these savings are frequently comparatively marginal and reflect 

short-term gains (Smith & Park, 1992; Klink & Athaide, 2010). 

 

Second, applying an established brand can diminish consumer perceptions about the innovation, 

particularly if consumers perceive significant inconsistency and incongruence between the product 

category of the parent brand and the new product category (Aaker & Keller, 1990; Loken & Roed-

der-John, 1993; Patel & Haon, 2014). Studies have found that the perceived fit between parent 

brand and the extension product is the most significant driver of extension success (Völckner & 

Sattler, 2006). In the case of high incongruence, a company needs considerable marketing support 

to establish linkages and associations between the extended product and the extended brand. This 

can be a both costly and risky manoeuvre; in which market failure of the innovation can backlash 

and harm the parent brand due to increased awareness (Völckner & Sattler, 2006; Patel & Haon, 

2014). 
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Third, the extensions may negatively impact the parent brand or other products affiliated with the 

brand, resulting in a diluted or drastically impaired brand image (Roedder-John et al. 1998). As 

articulated by Roedder-John et al. (1998), inconsistency between parent brand and the new product 

can potentially lead to dilution effects, stemming from consumer difficulty of connecting with the 

parent brand, a lack of familiarity and similarity and inconsistent marketing messages. Further, 

launching extensions carries a risk of overextending the core meanings of the parent brand, which 

likewise diminish brand equity (Klink & Athaide, 2010) 

 

Fourth, an established brand may impede the flexibility in positioning of the novel product (Patel & 

Haon, 2014). As perceived fit is profoundly emphasised as a major condition for extension success, 

companies are compelled to adopt a positioning strategy close to that of existing brands (Wernerfelt 

& Karnani, 1987; Sullivan, 1992; Patel & Haon, 2014). By following a somewhat similar position-

ing strategy, the company inhibits its freedom in communication, which further impedes ability to 

communicate the unique characteristics of its new product (Ibid). This impedes the chances of con-

sumers perceiving the benefits of the innovation.  

 

Finally, recent findings suggest that consumers characterised as innovators and early adopters may 

have a slight preference for new brands over established brands (Klink & Athaide, 2010; Rubera & 

Droge, 2013; Patel & Haon, 2014). As outlined in diffusion theory, consumers respond differently 

to innovation and have various sensitivities to risk and novelty (Roger, 2003). Because innovators 

and early adopters can be characterised as less risk sensitive and more novelty seeking (Ibid), re-

searchers have been interested in examining their preference of established versus novel brand 

names (Klink & Athaide, 2010; Rubera & Droge, 2013; Patel & Haon, 2014). The findings have 

indicated that innovative consumers evaluate innovations and new products with novel brand names 

more favourably than brand extensions (Ibid). To an innovative consumer, an established brand 

might signal that the product innovation is not novel, thus lessen the attention and interest (Patel & 

Haon, 2014).  

3.4.3. Novel Brands – A Neglected Opportunity? 

A new brand offers the opportunity to circumvent some of the risks associated with extending an 

established brand. Although creating a new brand requires allocation of more resources towards 

market research and innovation launch support, a new brand grants significant flexibility in select-

ing a suitable positioning strategy for an innovation (Patel & Haon, 2014). With greater freedom in 
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positioning and less dependence on a parent brand, a new brand prominently allows for better 

communication of unique characteristics and benefits. Further, with less dependence on parent 

brand, the risk of backlash effects, such as harm to or dilution of brand equity, is reduced (Roedder-

John et al., 1998, Patel & Haon, 2014).  

 

Likewise, unless the linkage of brands is obvious to consumers, considerations of perceived fit be-

tween a parent brand and a new brand become of less relevance (Ibid). With a new brand, a compa-

ny has opportunity to build a brand identity that is congruent and consistent with the innovations 

and new product category launched. Although this means less expenditure on building linkages 

between brands, it still means considerable investment in building brand equity from scratch, if the 

brand is to succeed (Patel & Haon, 2014). Moreover, as recent findings indicate on innovative con-

sumers, new brands might be more compelling to these consumers, which are imperative to new 

product success (Klink & Athaide, 2010, Rubera & Droge, 2013; Patel & Haon, 2014). Thus, it may 

be attractive to create a new brand to attract these consumers. However, a new brand does not guar-

antee success for an innovation. With greater independence from a parent brand, it has limited op-

portunity to leverage existing brand equities and reap the benefits of extending an established brand.  

4. Theoretical Summary of Traditional Approaches 
In this section, we will provide a summary of the previous section on traditional approaches to con-

sumer behaviour, branding and innovation, followed by a theoretical discussion. 

4.1. Summary of Consumer behaviour & Branding 
According to an evolutionary approach to consumer behaviour, consumers are characteristically 

driven by proximate and ultimate causes. The former can be considered through four main perspec-

tives to consumer behaviour as provided by Østergaard and Jantzen (2000), specifically the behav-

iouristic, cognitive, experimental, and socio-cultural perspective. 

 

In the behavioural perspective, consumer behaviour is reduced to a process focusing solely on stim-

uli and response mechanisms, neglecting the black box and thereby overlooking the internal work-

ings of the mind. In the cognitive perspective, there is a profound interest in examining the human 

mind, however, this perspective holds a strong assumption of rationality comparing the consumer to 

a computer, which learns and stores information systematically and mechanically. The experimental 
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and socio-cultural perspectives both seek to explain consumer behaviour through experimentalism 

and symbolism. Here, there is a strong emphasis on shared symbolic use and personal narratives.  

 

In branding theory and practice, the CBBE model of Keller (2003) is considered a central approach 

to brand equity. The theoretical framework is predominantly inspired by the cognitive perspective 

in its fundamental assumption of consumer rationality, but is equally influenced by principal ideas 

from the experimental and socio-cultural perspective in that it considers the narratives of consum-

ers, i.e. the feelings, attitudes and beliefs of consumers. The CBBE approach suggests that brands 

modulate product choice and preference through the minds of consumers; however, the model does 

not distinguish between feelings and emotions and are incapable of capturing the unconscious as-

pect of consumer preferences adequately. 

4.2. Summary of Innovation 
In the innovation literature, the diffusion paradigm of Roger (2003) remains as the dominant theo-

retical framework in explaining how and why an innovation is spread across a population. The dif-

fusion model suggests that consumer adoption is principally determined by consumer evaluations of 

five specific dimensions, namely relative advantage, compatibility, complexity, trialability and ob-

servability. Whilst there conceivably are more dimensions and complexity involved, it is reasonable 

to consider that these dimensions influence consumer adoption and empirical research does support 

their presence in consumer evaluations (Greenhalgh et al. 2005). However, it regularly assumes that 

consumers are rational actors, which compromise key findings from psychology and consumer neu-

roscience.  

 

Another stream of the innovation literature has addressed consumer resistance to innovation. Here, 

resistance is divided into active and passive resistance. In active resistance, resistance arise from a 

conscious evaluation of product-specific attributes and innovation-related risks, whilst in passive 

resistance, resistance occurs as a result of unconscious drivers such as habit, status quo, information 

overload, perceived brand and ability to categorize. Although much of the active resistance litera-

ture share an assumption of rationality, the passive resistance literature gives some credit to irra-

tional, unconscious drivers of choice, making this area of scant research worthy of further investiga-

tion. 



	 49	

4.3. Summary of Established Brand versus Novel Brand for Innovation 
With branding as a significant determinant of innovation success, the strategic decision of whether 

to extend an established brand or create a novel brand becomes crucial to marketers. Accordingly, 

95 % of all consumer product introductions are extensions of established brands, despite significant 

failure rates of about 80 % within some categories.  

 

If a company decides to extend an established brand it may benefit from lower marketing and brand 

development cost, leverage of existing brand equity, signalling of quality and trustworthiness, 

strengthening of the parent brand, greater initial awareness and increased brand breath, However, 

extending an established brand to a new product may provide substantial benefits, but it also carries 

significant risks, such as incongruence and inconsistency leading to diminished consumer percep-

tion, costly marketing support, diluted and severely damaged brand image and equity, overexten-

sion and loss of core meaning, inflexible positioning, limited freedom in communication and disin-

terest from innovative consumers.  

 

If a company decides to create a new brand, it may circumvent some of the risks associated with 

extending an established brand, but it does not obtain similar benefits. A new brand may benefit 

from greater flexibility in positioning and freedom in communication, less risk of backlash effects 

towards the parent brand, opportunity to build a product congruent brand identity and appeal to in-

novative consumers. However, a new brand may be at a disadvantage with higher initial costs in 

marketing and brand development, less initial awareness, a higher degree of uncertainty in signal-

ling and limited ability to leverage existing brand equity. 

4.4. Theoretical Discussion of Traditional Approaches 
In this section, we provide a theoretical discussion of the traditional approaches provided in the 

previous section.  

 

Whilst the current literature on innovation contributes with appealing theoretical perspectives and 

insights about consumer behaviour towards innovation, it is generally subject to criticisable as-

sumptions, lack of cohesion, lack of development and inability to adequately account for the high 

failure rate of innovation. A majority of the innovation literature assumes that consumers act as 

homo economicus, that is, rational agents applying conscious choice with deliberate cost-benefit 

analysis to maximise utility. This is particularly the case in major streams of thought within the dif-
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fusion paradigm and the active resistance literature. Likewise, the branding literature is abundant 

and provides important insight into consumer behaviour, but is unable to answer crucial questions 

about the emotional responses and the unconscious workings of the minds of consumers. 

 

In the brand extension literature, we found that innovative consumers have a slight preference for 

novel brands over established brands, which is a most remarkable finding as innovations and 

emerging technologies rely intensely on the adoption from innovators and early adopters to reach a 

critical mass and achieve market success. If these consumers prefer novel brands to established 

brands, it raises an important question of whether to extend an established brand or create a novel 

brand for an innovation, particularly in the light of extending an established brand being the pre-

ferred strategy. This may perhaps explain why early market entry of innovation tends to be less suc-

cessful when companies employ extensions of established brands than when they create and build a 

novel brand (Sullivan, 1992; Patel & Haon, 2014).  

 

Whereas traditional perspectives on innovation has a criticisable assumption of human beings as 

rational actors, traditional branding theory such as the CBBE model reveals significant lack of in-

terest in the unconscious motivations and emotional drivers of consumer preference and choice. In 

both theoretical perspectives, traditional market research methods such as interviews, focus groups, 

self-reports and questionnaires are applied. However, from consumer neuroscience we know that 

these measurement methods mostly uncover insights about the conscious experience of consump-

tion and may be subject to significant response biases. With the recent advances in consumer neuro-

science, the theoretical positions of traditional perspectives remain highly criticisable and impede 

further progress within their individual and shared fields of inquiry. To enhance our understanding 

of consumer preference of innovation and the modulating effect of branding, we propose the im-

plementation of a new theoretical framework based on consumer neuroscience.  

 

In investigating consumer behaviour towards innovation, can marketers rely on traditional market 

research methodologies and metrics to infer coherent conclusions? According to findings from con-

sumer neuroscience, the answer to that question is no. When asked, consumers are subject to re-

sponse biases that distort market research findings and this yields the findings of traditional meth-

ods insufficient. The response biases can be deliberate, for instance, consumers like to be agreeable 

to please the researcher, tend to express opinions that they believe are socially acceptable, may 
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make up answers to avoid appearing ignorant and may provide false answers if they do not like be-

ing questioned (Genco et al. 2013). However, consumers may also unconsciously provide biased 

responses, as human memory is fallible and because consumers have limited access to their emo-

tions and preferences (Ibid).  

 

In a comprehensible study by Alexander et al. (2008), researchers investigated subjective liking and 

purchase intentions of innovations. Here, it was found in a follow-up study that a large part of con-

sumers did not follow through on their purchase intentions, and that consumers follow through less 

on purchase intentions to buy radical innovations than to buy incremental innovations. This study 

further supports the notion that traditional market research alone does not adequately predict and 

account for consumer behaviour towards innovation. As we will account for in the upcoming sec-

tion on perspectives on psychology and neuroscience, market research needs to investigate both the 

conscious and unconscious workings of the human mind if marketers desire to understand consum-

ers holistically. 

5. Perspectives from Psychology and Neuroscience 
In this section, we describe how the literature on cognitive biases may help explain consumer be-

haviour towards innovation. Afterwards, the Consumer Neuroscience model by Plassmann et al. 

(2012) is outlined and discussed in the context of innovation. Together with this theoretical frame-

work, key studies from psychology and neuroscience are reviewed to create a theoretical basis for 

our research proposition. Lastly, we will review eye-tracking as a measurement method. 

5.1 Cognitive Biases in Innovation Choice 
In the previous section on passive consumer resistance, the principal idea was introduced that an 

inherent preference for the status quo and resistance against change are prevailing drivers of con-

sumer resistance towards innovation. To enhance understanding of consumer adoption of innova-

tion from a psychological and neuroscientific perspective, these cognitive biases are to be explored.  

5.1.1 Loss Aversion 

In the seminal work of Kahneman & Tversky (2003) on prospect theory, four foundational charac-

teristics were found explanatory of human decision-making in response to choice alternatives. First, 

individuals evaluate the attractiveness of a choice alternative based on its subjective, perceived val-

ue as a result of various cognitive biases (Ibid). As demonstrated and empirically verified in several 
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studies, evaluations of choice options do not adhere to objectivity, as assumed by neoclassical eco-

nomic theory (Kahneman et al. 1991). In the context of an innovation, this insinuates that there is 

principally no universal, objective value of an innovation that all consumers appreciate equally. 

Every consumer will evaluate and value an innovation differently, depending on cognitive biases 

and contextual information. It further suggests that although an innovation may objectively present 

a higher value, the consumers may not fully appreciate and recognize its objective benefits, as they 

generally rely on subjective and individual value experiences.  

 

Second, individuals evaluate a choice option relative to a reference point (Kahneman & Tversky, 

2003). When considering innovation, an existing product, which a consumer presently owns or con-

sumes, becomes the reference point to the innovation. This is inconsistent with neoclassical ideas of 

rationality, where individual choices should not be influenced by previously selected alternatives 

(Kahneman et al. 1991). Likewise, the reference point is subjective and different to individual con-

sumer, and is significantly contingent upon their current endowment. The aforementioned subjec-

tive value of an innovation is thus derived through comparison of current endowments (Kahneman 

& Tversky, 2003).  

 

Third, as individuals evaluate choice options, benefits and improvements relative to the reference 

point are considered gains whilst experienced inadequacies and shortcomings are treated as losses 

(Ibid). Fourth, individuals weight losses with far greater significance than potential gains of similar 

size (Ibid). This is the phenomenon of loss aversion, which involves the tendency of individuals to 

extensively prefer avoiding losses to acquiring gains. Research on loss aversion suggests that losses 

are weighted twice as much as gains psychologically (Kahneman, 2003). Furthermore, loss aversion 

leads individuals to value their current endowments higher than those they do not own. This is 

known as the endowment effect and has been demonstrated and empirically validated through mul-

tiple studies (Kahneman et al. 1991). 

 

In the context of innovation, an innovation thus has to offer significant gains over losses, if it has to 

outperform an incumbent consumer preference. When a company develops an innovation, is it not 

merely enough that an innovation is objectively better, because unless the expected gains signifi-

cantly outweigh the expected losses, consumers cannot be readily expected to adopt it. 
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In interaction with loss aversion and the endowment effect, the emotional bias for a particular pref-

erence of current state of affairs kicks in, i.e. the status quo bias (Samuelson & Zeckhauser, 1988). 

As an implication of loss aversion, individuals have an inherent tendency to strive towards status 

quo, since the disadvantages of leaving it looms larger than the potential advantages (Kahneman et 

al. 1991). One could reasonably hypothesize the status quo bias to affect innovation preference and 

adoption, however, the current research on the central psychological and neural mechanisms under-

lying the status quo bias is somewhat scant and the discussion of status quo bias in relation to inno-

vation adoption is unchartered academic territory (Pedersen, 2014a).  

5.1.2 Status Quo Bias 

Several researchers have investigated the determining factors triggering the status quo bias, with 

perspectives on transaction costs and loss aversion highlighted frequently as crucial factors. How-

ever, this has yielded limited practical insight into an arguably more complex phenomenon (Flem-

ing et al. 2010). Nonetheless, some academic inquiry has been made into why we tend to prefer the 

status quo. It has been demonstrated that consumers show preference for the status quo when they 

have prolonged experience with the status quo (Muthukrishnan, 1995), are satisfied with the status 

quo (Ellen et al. 1991), have limited information (Muthukrishnan, 1995), face a complex trade-off 

(Luce, 1998), avoid regret and negative emotion (Nicolle et al. 2010) or are in a positive emotional 

state (Yen & Chuang, 2008; Kuester et al. 2014). In the following, selected studies will be high-

lighted to draw attention to potential drivers of status quo bias in the case of innovation adoption. 

 

Novelty and Familiarity  

The human mind is biologically hard-wired to draw attention towards novel and different stimuli 

(Genco et al. 2013). Nevertheless, as a result of our human nature, we are inherently predisposed to 

distrust novel stimuli. Considering an evolutionary perspective, having the ability to detect and 

draw attention towards unexpected, biologically relevant changes and alterations in our proximate 

environment is imperative to survival, particularly if a life-threatening predator lures in the bushes. 

(Ramsøy et al. 2012) Because novelty frequently represents unexpected change and uncertainty, 

humans react with negative emotion by becoming vigilant and display avoidance behaviour (Za-

jonc, 2001, Pedersen, 2014a). As demonstrated in the discipline of neuroeconomics, human beings 

frequently show aversion towards uncertainty (Levy et al. 2010) and novelty can be uncertain and 

in extreme cases overwhelm us.  
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Consumer neuroscience findings has further revealed that human perceptual systems are very sensi-

tive to unanticipated perceptual changes in the sensory world, with these sudden changes generating 

intrinsically negative emotional reactions and avoidance behaviour, particularly in relation to novel 

over familiar information (Wright et al. 2003; Kagan, 2009; Ramsøy et al. 2012, Pedersen, 2014a). 

Whilst novelty induces cautious behaviour, perceptual familiarity inspires comfort and fosters ap-

proach behaviour (Genco et al. 2013, Pedersen, 2014a). From an evolutionary perspective, the fa-

miliar promotes positive emotions, represents safety and a sense of certainty without spending a lot 

of mental energy (Ibid). Thus, familiarity becomes a heuristic that guide decision-making and con-

tributes to the status quo bias. 

	
Overwhelming Choice and Regret 

When individuals are presented with a complex decision, there is frequently a significant inclination 

to go with the status quo (Anderson, 2003; Fleming et al. 2010). Decision-making is demanding to 

the human organism, involving profound mental and physical effort. To cope with the demanding 

requirements and limitations to our mental information processing capacity, our energy-conserving 

brains tend to go for the usual, less demanding alternatives (Anderson, 2003, Pedersen, 2014a). 

Therefore, two variables supporting the status quo bias are suggested to be the perceived difficulty 

of the decision process, with difficulty defined by the number of available choices and the demand 

on cognitive processes and schemata (Dhar, 1997).  

 

Considering the variable of number of available choices, a recent study by Fleming et al. (2010) 

revealed that participants exhibited a higher likelihood of accepting the status quo option, when the 

amount of available choice options increased. Regarding the demand on cognitive processes, stud-

ies have shown that the inability of innovation to comply with categorization in current cognitive 

schemata led to resistance and negative evaluations (Alexander et al. 2008; Mugge et al. 2013). 

Being presented with a highly incongruent innovation implies high learning cost and mental effort 

through processing of new information, which can overwhelm individuals and result in cognitive 

strain (Ibid). 

 

Together, these findings suggest that the status quo bias is likely when consumers are (a) selecting 

the innovation from an overwhelming range of competing alternatives, (b) facing several innova-

tions instantaneously, (c) experiencing information overload or (d) presented with an innovation 
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that is difficult to understand, i.e. incongruent and demanding to be categorized effortlessly in cur-

rent cognitive schemata. In terms of measurements, a heightened cognitive load aggravated through 

the abovementioned factors could be indicative and perhaps predictive of status quo bias (Ramsøy, 

2014).  

 

When a consumer is presented with multiple choice alternatives, the potential for psychological 

regret looms larger (Schwartz, 2004). Some neuroscience scholars have suggested that the inherent 

status quo bias is linked to anticipated regret, with the status quo bias being an unconscious, loss 

aversive strategy for minimizing future regret (Baron & Ritov, 1994; Nicolle et al. 2010, Pedersen, 

2014a). In research conducted by Nicolle et al. (2010), it was shown that participants reported 

stronger feelings of regret when they incorrectly rejected the status quo option, than when they in-

correctly accepted the status quo option. Despite both outcomes having equal potential for failure, 

the regret of keeping the status quo was significantly smaller and hence considered a safer option, 

as it served to minimize future regret. In the context of innovation, these findings may suggest that 

although consumers generally risk dissatisfaction from choosing and buying their current products, 

innovative products may epitomize a risk of larger loss.  

 

Social Conformity 

When consumers stick with the status quo, another variable contributing to their behaviour is social 

factors, specifically social expectations. Human beings are social animals and it has been extensive-

ly documented and empirically validated that consumer behaviour to a great extent reflects social 

intentions and an innate desire to build and maintain a positive social image (Raafat et al. 2009; 

Kotler et al. 2012, Pedersen, 2014a). As prominently articulated by Raafat et al. (2009), a myriad of 

human decisions are made based on an inherent evolutionary drive to follow our peers and identi-

cally conform to these social groups, a term coined herding. Particularly in consumer behaviour, the 

bandwagon effect demonstrates this tendency, where consumers tend to buy products that are al-

ready accepted and popular with several others (Kotler et al. 2012). 

 

By doing virtually the same as everyone else, a member of a social group rarely violates social 

norms or upsets peers (Raafat et al. 2009). Through consideration of a loss aversion perspective, 

following social norms and trends reduce risk of impairing social image and identify significantly, 

thus reducing risk of loss. Moreover, bandwagon effects not only function to promote social coher-
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ence, but also likewise contribute to establishing a status quo effect. In recent research by Everett et 

al. (2014), researchers found that by framing a status quo option as the most socially acceptable 

option, the participants demonstrated significant preference for this option. In relation to innovation, 

social expectations and a desire for social coherence are likewise likely to add to the status quo bias, 

when consumers are presented with a novel innovation. In the innovation literature, the significance 

of innovators and early adopters are systematically emphasized as a decisive success factors in in-

novations reaching market acceptance and a sufficient critical mass (Rogers, 2003). These findings 

on status quo bias being socially induced further emphasize the importance of these early adopters 

and likewise for innovations to signal social acceptability.  

5.2. Brands on the Brain 
The definition of branding from a consumer neuroscience perspective shares several overlaps with 

traditional branding theory, including the understanding of a brand as a physical aspect in terms of a 

logo, slogan, or spokesperson, which constitute the value of a brand in terms of associations, con-

nections and feelings existing in the mind of the consumer (Genco et al., 2013). Where consumer 

neuroscience mainly differs from traditional branding theory is in the perception of consumers as 

being unaware of how they are unconsciously influenced by brands before, during and after the 

decision-making processes.  

 

According to Genco et al. (2013) human brains can best be described as cognitive misers that seek 

out mental shortcuts to avoid deep, deliberate thinking, even in everyday decision-making. Here, 

brands are especially useful from a mental perspective as it is unnecessary to rethink all available 

product alternatives in every purchase situation. Instead, consumers utilize the brand as a guideline 

representing implicit and explicit associations linked to the brand, which have been learned and 

stored in neural networks in memory from previous exposure and experience. This decisional 

guideline is made possible because the brain recognizes a brand as an umbrella, covering a lifetime 

of associations connected to products and their inherent attributes (Ibid).  

 

Because brand associations exist in the mind of the consumer, memory performs an essential func-

tion, particularly from the perspective of a marketer. Organisations spend long time and tremendous 

resources on repetitive training to teach consumers about the brand and about exact product features 

connected to the brand, resulting in both explicit and implicit brand memories. However, a large 

part of this learning process remains unconscious for the consumer (Genco et al. 2013). The explicit 
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memory is accessible for the consumer, meaning that if the consumer is asked directly or pay atten-

tion she/he will be able to reveal episodic and semantic memories. Whilst the episodic memory rep-

resents personal experience with the brand, the semantic memory stores information about the 

brand, such as brand name, product attributes and other concept-based knowledge. In opposition, 

the implicit memory is inaccessible to the consumer, which contributes to the explanation of why 

traditional research methods will not cover the entire brand knowledge held by the consumer. The 

implicit memory consists of priming, conditioning and procedural processes (Genco et al. 2013; 

Ramsøy, 2014). 

 

Brand associations needs to be maintained and updated regularly to keep their strength in the minds 

of consumers. Neural connections between sets of neurons that are not activated together over a 

long period of time, in this case the brand and its attached associations, will get weaker. Therefore, 

it becomes critical to maintain brand memories to prevent them from diminishing to the benefit of 

other competing brand associations. The neurons that fire together, wire together (Genco et al. 

2013; Ramsøy, 2014).  

 

Other parts of the consumer neuroscience literature shares some similarities with traditional brand-

ing theory and that is the perception that consumers consume concepts rather than products (Ariely 

& Norton, 2008), which is also a key observation in both consumer research and consumption stud-

ies (Østergaard and Jantzen, 2000) identifying the consumer as either a tourist or tribe-member re-

spectively. This emphasizes the importance of contextual information, brand values, brand expecta-

tions and brand associations along with physical consumption in building the consumption experi-

ence (Genco et al. 2013).  

 

In extension, consumer neuroscience facilitates the possibility of measuring the unconscious aspects 

of brand equity; in contrast of traditional branding frameworks and particularly the CBBE model by 

Keller (1993; 2008). As noted in the previous theoretical discussion, the CBBE model does not pro-

vide adequate insight into the unconscious mind and the emotional responses of consumers. Con-

sumer neuroscience make use of three key variables when determining brand equity, being associa-

tions, emotions, and motivation. Associations are the nature and strength of the brand’s associations 

in memory of the consumer. Emotions constitute the emotional response generated by the brand, 



	 58	

also known as arousal and valance. Finally, motivation represents the link between the brand and 

the conscious and unconscious goals of the consumer (Genco et al. 2013).  

5.3 The Consumer Neuroscience Model 
The Consumer Neuroscience (CN) Model represents a theoretical framework in which it is possible 

to understand and investigate the decision-making process of the consumer and how brands con-

tribute to this process. Furthermore, the model aims to provide insights on how brand preference 

formation occurs over time, how brands affect the brain and how brand preference is built. To un-

derstand the conscious and unconscious mechanisms driving consumer responses towards innova-

tion adoption and to understand the modulating effect of branding on innovation preference, we 

suggest the application of the model with the purpose of expanding its theoretical reach to innova-

tion and particularly branded innovation. Below, the Consumer Neuroscience model is illustrated: 

 

                                   
Figure 3 - The Consumer Neuroscience model as adopted from Plassmann et al. (2012, p. 20) 

 

The consumer neuroscience model divides the stages that are required for brand preference for-

mation over time into four basic components (Plassmann et al., 2012). Below the four steps are ex-

amined starting with representation and attention.  
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5.3.1. Representation & Attention 

The first stage of the Consumer Neuroscience Model considers representation and attention, where 

consumers are presented with and identify several prospective choice options. At this stage, the 

consumer integrates mental information on both internal and external states, which ultimately de-

termine attention (Plassmann et al. 2012). Attention involves what consumers focus on and it relies 

profoundly on the human visual system, from where most incoming information are received and 

identified (Ibid). On the other hand, representation concerns how needs and desires are considered 

in the minds of consumers, as well as the identification of conscious and unconscious choice sets. In 

recent studies, it is demonstrated that processes in the representation stage do not need to be con-

scious (Chartrand et al. 2008; Bagdziunaite et al. 2014).  

 

With the energy-conserving human brain, the processing capacity dedicated towards attentional 

information is biologically limited, resulting in an attentional bottleneck. Thus, attention serves as a 

mechanism to select the most relevant information that gains preferential status above other availa-

ble information (Ramsøy, 2014). This stresses the importance of capturing consumer attention, be-

cause unless there is attention towards a product, the remaining steps of the consumer neuroscience 

model never come into play.  

 

When considering attention; saliency, novelty, priming and emotional relevance are key drivers. 

First, attention is drawn towards visually salient stimuli. Consumer neuroscience proposes the pres-

ence of a bias driven by visual saliency and contemporary findings suggest that it influence con-

sumer preference and choice significantly. Milosavljevic et al. (2012) have demonstrated that it is 

possible to affect consumer choice by modifying brightness and contrast, i.e. visual saliency effects. 

The research further demonstrated that the visual saliency bias effects were most prevalent during 

choice under short exposure and decision time, whilst stated preferences dominated choice during 

long exposure and decision time (Ramsøy, 2014). In addition, the visual salience bias effect was 

more significant and longer lasting when consumers experienced high cognitive load (Milosavljevic 

et al. 2012). 

 

Second, research on priming suggests that consumers unconsciously notice and process subliminal 

stimuli, which have been found to guide subsequent attention and choice. Priming increases sensi-

tivity to particular stimuli through associative activation of implicit memory (Genco et al. 2013). 
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Priming effects have been shown to significantly alter goal-pursuit, attention and choices of con-

sumers, without the conscious awareness of such effects (Chartrand et al. 2008; Bagdziunaite et al. 

2014). 

 

Third, novelty induces higher likelihood of attention. Human beings are naturally curious and our 

brains are hard-wired to detect unexpected changes and alterations in our immediate sensory envi-

ronment. Novelty signifies potential learning opportunities that are highly crucial in reducing our 

experienced risk and uncertainty. Since the human mind proactively predicts what it perceptually 

expects to see at all given instances, novelty seizes our attention when these predicted expectations 

are disrupted (Zajonc, 2001; Ramsøy et al. 2012; Genco et al. 2013). As noted by Pedersen (2014b, 

p. 4), “the larger the prediction error, the greater the attention”. 

 

Finally, the emotional relevance of observed stimuli draws our attention. It has been revealed that 

increased emotional arousal and enhanced valence in both positive and negative direction signifi-

cantly draw and focus our attention (Genco et al. 2013; Ramsøy, 2014). 

 

Regarding representation, established brands may have an advantage of rapid brand identification as 

consumers already are familiar with them and relate their consumption to a specific product desire 

and satisfied needs. In opposition, novel brands and products do not benefit from this advantage due 

to low awareness and lack of association. 

5.3.2. Predicted Value 

In the second stage of the Consumer Neuroscience Model, the predicted value is calculated. As de-

fined by Plassmann et al. (2012), the predicted value of each brand or product that is available for 

choice indicates the beliefs and assessments of consumers about the future experienced value of that 

specific brand or product. It is the value designated to choice options before they are consciously 

decided upon and has been found to constitute the actual driver of choice (Ramsøy, 2014). At this 

stage, consumers largely remain unconscious towards these value calculations and judgements and 

the stage is predominantly driven by incentive salience, i.e. the unconscious wanting response. 

 

Research has shown that predicted value determined choice, before consumers consciously made up 

their minds (Knutson et al. 2007). In relation to branding and innovation, this implies that consum-

ers evaluate predicted values and make up their mind unconsciously as they are exposed to the in-
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novation. To imbue sufficient predicted value for consumers to decide upon the innovation, the 

brand and the innovation has to intuitively appeal to the quick judgments of unconscious processes. 

 

When considering established brands and novel brands, the processes of predicted value can have 

two different outcomes. First, when evaluating an established brand, consumers consciously and 

unconsciously make use of both the explicit and implicit memories, which generate associations 

that have been shaped during previous exposure and usage. From learned associations and both im-

plicit and explicit memories, and from the emotional response generated by the brand, conclusion 

on whether to buy the innovation can be made. In situations of hard-wired habituation towards a 

brand, product evaluation and selection of predicted value become intrinsically automatic with little 

conscious consideration (Genco et al. 2013). Second, to a novel brand, consumers have little or no 

prior experience and preference, why the initial visual input and the following emotional response 

become the baseline of benchmark and determinant of further behaviour of whether to purchase or 

not. When encountering a novel brand, the initial experience shapes learning of brand associations 

and affect brand liking in future encounters. 

 

In the case of innovation, whether it can be characterized as either incremental or radical likewise 

influence the predicted value in two generally different outcomes. With incremental innovation, 

consumers have various, potentially over-lapping associations that assist in the computation of pre-

dicted value, making the decision process more effortless. As consumers likely have previous expe-

riences and associations with the given product category, these probably carry over to the novel 

product. With radical innovation, consumers likely have fewer associations and rarely any overlap-

ping ones, since the definition of radical innovation entails a new product category. One can assume 

that if consumers are incapable of categorizing the innovation and have difficulty in mapping asso-

ciations, they have less ability to put a value on the innovation, thus leading to a lower predicted 

value. At the same time, difficulty of categorizing have been linked to increased cognitive load, 

adding stress and strain to the consumer that potentially could harm predicted value as well. Thus, it 

is assumed that a radical innovation makes the value computation of predicted value more difficult. 

5.3.3. Experienced Value 

In the third stage of the Consumer Neuroscience Model, experienced value is derived. Plassmann et 

al. (2012) define the experienced value as the pleasure consumers receive from consuming a prod-

uct or a brand, specifically the conscious hedonic experience. In contrast to predicted value, experi-
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enced value is predominantly conscious with consumers being able to articulate their feelings relat-

ed to the experience of consumption (Ramsøy, 2014). In an article by Ariely & Norton (2008), the 

idea was advanced that it is beneficial to think of consumers as consuming concepts not products. 

Thus, when consumers consume a product with a strong brand, they also consume the expectations, 

the associations and the identity affiliated with the brand, a term that has been coined the placebo 

effect of branding (Genco et al. 2013). Studies in consumer neuroscience suggest that experienced 

value and inherent product preference of consumers are significantly amenable to change by con-

textual information that has nothing to do with the product itself (McClure et al. 2004, Plassmann et 

al. 2008a; Kirk et al. 2009). In short, preference can be modulated by contextual information.  

 

This insight is greatly relevant for branding of innovation, as brands in their essence can be consid-

ered contextual information. Therefore, branding can contribute to generate expectations and trigger 

brand associations that consequently impact the experienced value of the innovation. To marketers 

and developers of innovation, this emphasizes the significance of nurturing strong, memorable as-

sociations between the brand and the innovation whilst producing positive associations to build a 

platform of branding that ultimately reinforce the hedonic experience of consuming the innovation. 

Lastly, through the generated experienced value and by experiencing the hedonic outcome of choic-

es, conclusions are drawn that mentally encode experiences in both explicit and implicit memory, 

which contributes to the foundation and building of brand associations in our brains. 

5.3.4. Remembered Value & Learning  

In the fourth and last stage of the Consumer Neuroscience Model, remembered value and learning 

are examined. The remembered value denotes how brand associations are stored, reinforced and 

lastly retrieved in the memory of the consumer (Plassmann et al. 2012). At this stage, consumers 

activate both implicit and explicit memory derived from previous consumption experiences. A sig-

nificant characteristic of the human memory system is, that memories are repeatedly constructed 

and reconstructed, thus constantly subject to changes (Ramsøy, 2014). 

 

When learning from consumption experiences, consumers establish and build preferences and asso-

ciations, which influence subsequent behaviour at the various stages of the consumer neuroscience 

model. In the representation and attention stage, association primarily enhance product recognition 

and activate situational cues, potentially resulting in habitual buying-behaviour (Genco et al. 2013). 

In the predicted value stage, consumers consult their associations within implicit memory when 
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presented with a choice situation, to infer fast decisions of whether to purchase or not. In the expe-

rienced value stage, associations and preferences alter the hedonic experience of consumption by 

influencing contextual information. When arriving at the remembered value stage after choice out-

come, consumers up-date their memory, associations and preferences through a learning process. 

 

As suggested by Plassmann et al. (2012) remembered value refers to how different brand associa-

tions are encoded, consolidated, and retrieved in the memory of consumers. This underscores the 

importance of the consumer’s positive memory as to ensure repurchase and long term market suc-

cess for a product innovation. Several parameters can be used when a marketer seek to introduce a 

new product to market including pricing, communication and brand value. However, the long-term 

survival of the product will depend on the consumers remembered value, preference, formed asso-

ciations and learning to ensure repurchase. This is supported by findings provided by McClure et al. 

(2004) that reveals a strong link between memory and in this case product preference. 

5.4. Review of Psychology and Consumer Neuroscience Studies 
In this section, selected studies from psychology and consumer neuroscience are reviewed to estab-

lish a theoretical basis for our research proposition and hypotheses. The purpose of this section is to 

facilitate a theoretical discussion of how the neuropsychology of brands may affect innovation pref-

erence and how different adopter categories react to established and novel brands. 

5.4.1. The Modulating Effect of Marketing Information 

The following section review selected literature and evidence within the discipline of consumer 

neuroscience on preference formation that reveals how marketing information modulates the neural 

representation of choice and preference.  

 

In the seminal Coke versus Pepsi study conducted by McClure et al. (2004), researches investigated 

the effect of brand knowledge on preference and brain activity during consumption. During an ini-

tial blind test without brand information, participants reported a higher taste preference for Pepsi. 

However, when inducing study participants with brand-related information to the beverage they 

received, informing them that they were consuming Coke significantly influenced behavioural pref-

erences with higher reported liking. In addition, the brand-related information to Coke induced ef-

fects on measured brain responses, engaging regions of attention and memory. No such effect was 

found for Pepsi. These brand-related effects on preference were reported although participants were 
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consuming Pepsi but cued with Coke as the brand they consumed. Thus, brand knowledge was 

found to bias the preference of participants through activation of memory systems (Ibid). 

 

In a similar study by Plassmann et al. (2008a) the effects of marketing actions on neural representa-

tions of experience were investigated. Here, participants were given wine to taste in an fMRI scan-

ner and presented with either a low or high price. Whilst in the fMRI, participants were instructed to 

report how pleasurable the flavour of the wine was. Unbeknownst to participants, only three wines 

were tasted with two of them administered twice. Here, researchers found that activity in the medial 

orbitofrontal cortex (OFC) correlated with the reports of subjective liking. The medial orbitofrontal 

cortex is generally thought to represent encoding of experienced pleasantness and reward from de-

cision-making. When presented with a wine of high price, the study results revealed significant in-

creases in both subjective liking reports and medial orbitofrontal activity. Hence, the study supports 

the notion that marketing information modulates the expectation of reward and bias liking responses 

(Ibid).  

 

Correspondingly, in an effort to examine aesthetic judgments and in part to replicate findings of 

Plassmann et al. (2008a), Kirk et al (2009) investigated preferences for art by manipulating seman-

tic context. Here, participants were presented with several paintings and led to believe that these 

were either from Louisiana, a prestigious art museum, or computer generated. Like the former study 

by Plassmann et al. (2008a), activity in the medial orbitofrontal cortex correlated with reports of 

subjective liking. When presented with a painting associated with Louisiana, the study results re-

vealed significant increases in both subjective liking reports and medial orbitofrontal activity. This 

study shows that decision-making is significantly biased by participants’ prior expectations about 

the probable experienced value of stimuli according to their source (Kirk et al. 2009). Thus, the 

study further strengthens the notion that contextual information modulates expectation of reward 

and bias liking responses. 

 

Together, these findings suggest that the preferences of consumers are amendable to change by 

marketing information, such as brands, which in essence is contextual information. As we saw in 

the section on experienced value, contextual information modulates preference and affect both pre-

dicted and experienced values. Thus for our investigation of branded innovation, we expect brand 

information to have an effect on innovation preference. 
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5.4.2. Uncertainty Aversion and the Modulating Effect of Brands 

As extensively documented in the psychology and consumer neuroscience literature, humans have 

an innate aversion towards uncertainty (Levy et al. 2010). Uncertainty has been shown to provoke 

negative emotional affect (Hsu et al. 2005; Loewenstein et al. 2008) and the aversion of uncertainty 

has been shown to heighten through social exposure due to social presentation concerns (Curley et 

al 1986). In a prominent study by Muthukrishnan et al. (2009), it was proposed that uncertainty 

aversion drives a preference for established brands in multiattribute choices of branded alternatives, 

including less-established brands. Here, researchers found a correlation between uncertainty aver-

sion and preference for established brands, with this effect enhanced when uncertainty was made 

more salient and when participants anticipated that others evaluated their choice (Ibid). In addition, 

they found that uncertain information about product attributes led to increases in preference for es-

tablished brands. In their study, Muthukrishnan et al. (2009) contributed the favourability of estab-

lished brands to subjective perceptions of quality and positive association. 

 

Drawing on the study of Muthukrishnan et al. (2009), we expect a similar effect to occur in choice 

of branded innovation. Innovation is by its very nature uncertain, as it confronts consumers with a 

subjective experience of missing information relevant to decision-making (Frisch & Baron, 1988) 

and some degree of uncertainty regarding usage, reliability, quality and performance (Rigotti et al. 

2008). As radical innovation characteristically entails new knowledge and resources, creation of 

new product categories, disruptive technology and the demand for significant changes to current 

consumption and usage patterns, radical innovation represent unknown territory to consumers and 

thereby strong uncertainty. On the other hand, as incremental innovation builds on existing products 

and knowledge, require no or little change in consumption and usage patterns and involve modest 

technological change, incremental innovation generates familiarity and represent only slight uncer-

tainty.  

  

In a study by Plassmann et al. (2008b), it was found that the brain areas of ventromedial prefrontal 

cortex and anterior cingulate were involved in the interaction of brand information and uncertainty 

information. These brain activation patterns have likewise been found to correlate with brand pref-

erence (McClure et al. 2004; Deppe et al. 2005; Koenigs & Tranel, 2007). Consequently, the find-

ings from Plassmann et al. (2008) indicate that a reduction of perceived uncertainty through brand 

information is a significant driver of brand preference. 
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As in the case of Muthukrishnan et al. (2009), we expect established brands to have a significant 

favourability over novel brands for innovation. Through brand information, positive associations 

and signalling of quality and trustworthiness, we expect an established brand to have a modulating 

effect on the uncertainty that consumers experience when confronted with an innovation. In contin-

uation, we expect this modulating effect to lead to a greater preference for established brands over 

novel brands. Furthermore, consumers can also consider a novel brand as uncertain information, as 

a lack of previous exposure or experience reasonably leads to a subjective experience of missing 

information and uncertainty regarding the brand information.  

5.4.3. The Innovation Sweetspot 

Throughout the literature on brand extensions, it is extensively argued that established brands signal 

quality and trustworthiness and thereby provide reduction of purchase uncertainty to consumers. As 

mentioned in the section on status quo bias, human beings have an innate bias for the familiar, since 

it likewise serves to reduce uncertainty and promote comfort. However, as humans have a need for 

stimulation, too much familiarity causes boredom and eventually leads to consumer defection (Gen-

co et al. 2013). On the other hand, novelty presents learning opportunities and capture our attention, 

however, too much novelty can be overwhelming and trigger avoidance behaviour.  

 

Hence, for an innovation to be evaluated positively by consumers during the decision-making pro-

cess, it has to strike the right balance between novelty and familiarity. Research has revealed that 

innovations considered as either highly incremental or extremely disruptive are associated with the 

lowest attention, liking and recall. Yet, innovations that are considered as in between these extremes 

have been ranked the highest on all three aforementioned variables (Genco et al. 2013). Thus, if an 

innovation is capable of tying recognizable qualities, associations and characteristics that evoke 

familiarity together with moderate levels of novelty, the innovation may reach an “innovation sweet 

spot”. This is likewise demonstrated in figure below by Genco et al. 2013. 
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Figure 4 - Graphical illustration of the Innovation Sweetspot as illustrated by Genco et al. (2013) 

Through the familiarity of established brands, one can hypothesize that applying such a brand to an 

innovation will draw it closer towards the aforementioned innovation sweet spot and enhance pre-

dicted value. One can in addition hypothesize that applying a novel brand to a similar innovation 

will yield a significantly weaker predicted value, due to missing positive associations and lack of 

familiarity. In a study by Reinders (2010), adoption of radical innovation was promoted through 

bundling of these innovations with familiar products that are accepted in the market. In a similar 

manner, we suggest that an established brand with familiarity to consumers will enhance acceptance 

of the underlying innovation. 

 

In a recent study Esch et al. (2012) investigated how favorableness of brand associations influenced 

brain activity during decision-making. They revealed that a part of the dorsolateral prefrontal cortex 

associated with predicted value calculation is more active when participants were exposed to strong 

versus weak brands. Furthermore, they found that weak brands lead to higher activity in the insula 

compared to strong brands. The insula have previously been found to be associated with negative 

emotional experiences and anticipation of aversive and risky stimuli (Craig, 2009) and the seminal 

paper by Knutson et al. (2007) reported the insula as a significant indicator of product acceptance. 

In studies by Nicolle et al. (2010) and Yu et al. (2011), heightened insula activity correlated signifi-

cantly with participants selecting a status quo option. From a neuroscientific perspective, one could 

hypothesize that the lowered insula activity through application of a “strong” established brand 

could potentially enhance consumer acceptance of an innovation and overcome the status quo bias.  

 

Although novel brands may not have the benefit of familiarity like established brands, it may be at 

an advantage in building new associations. When launching an innovation with an established 

brand, it is not guaranteed that the brand associations are perfectly transferable and they may be 

considered incongruent with the innovation. By creating a novel brand, no associations are linked to 
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it in advance, thus marketers have an opportunity to build brand associations from scratch. Howev-

er, as consumers have no prior experience with the novel brand, the novel brand and its primary 

associations depend significantly on initial consumer reactions. 

5.4.4. Consumer Innovativeness 

Findings from social psychology suggest that consumer decision-making is significantly influenced 

by the fundamental personal traits of the decision-maker (Talke & Heidenreich, 2013). In Roger’s 

diffusion paradigm, five categories of adopters were outlined, namely innovators, early adopters, 

early majority, late majority and laggards (Roger, 2003). Within the theoretical framework of the 

diffusion paradigm, a basic tenet maintains that consumers respond differently to novel products 

and that personal characteristics determine which category an adopter belongs to (Ibid). Particularly 

in the diffusion literature, the construct of consumer innovativeness is comprehensibly asserted to 

differentiate early adopters from other adopters (Hirunyawipada & Paswan, 2006; Klink & Athaide, 

2010). It is broadly acknowledged that consumer innovativeness represent an individuals propensity 

to embrace change and adopt a new product before other members of a social system (Ibid).  

 

In an operationalization of key conceptualizations of consumer innovativeness, Manning et al. 

(1995) designed a scale to measure the construct. These two main constructs were consumer inde-

pendent judgement making (CIJM) and consumer novelty seeking (CNS). First, drawing on the 

work of Midgley & Dowling (1978), Manning et al. (1995) suggest that consumers characteristical-

ly differ in their propensity to rely on others for assistance and information when making new prod-

uct choice. In the literature, some scholars suggest that this behaviour is more specifically driven by 

a need for uniqueness (Roehrich, 2004). Consumers that do not tend to seek out new product infor-

mation from others are theorized to be inclined towards early adoption. Midgley & Dowling (1978) 

postulated that these early adopters are comfortable with taking the risk of adoption without prior 

information gathering from their social systems.  

 

Second, by extending Hirschman’s (1980) theoretical definition of innate novelty seeking to new 

product consumption, Manning et al. (1995) further postulate that consumers differ in their motiva-

tion to seek out novelty through novel product purchase and new product information gathering. 

Thus, the construct of consumer novelty seeking holds that early adopters display a stronger pro-

pensity towards this pursuit (Ibid). Following a study operationalizing the two constructs, Manning 
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et al. (1995) find that these two characteristics build the trait of consumer innovativeness and ac-

cordingly predict adoption behaviour.  

 

In this thesis, the consumer innovativeness measurement is adopted from Klink & Athaide (2010), 

which have been applied in prior research concerning brand extensions (Klink & Smith, 2001) and 

which is foundationally built on the domain-specific measurements developed and validated by 

Goldsmith & Hofacker (1991). As the thesis is specifically about electronic and technological inno-

vations, it was deemed necessary to adopt a domain-specific measure of consumer innovativeness.  

 

Despite the extent popularity of the consumer innovativeness construct in the diffusion literature, it 

appears that the construct is not always a consistent and reliable predictor of innovation adoption 

behaviour (Roehrich, 2004; Hirunyawipada & Paswan, 2006). Several empirical studies have re-

ported weak relationships between the construct and innovation behaviour, which questions the 

academic and practical implication of the construct. Further, there is no clear terminological con-

sensus on the definition of innovativeness and there is likewise no consensus on the drivers of con-

sumer innovativeness (Roehrich, 2004). For instance, several authors have raised concerns over the 

empirical validity of consumer independent judgement making and highlighted that a desire for 

uniqueness have yielded better empirical support (ibid). As a result, several scales of consumer in-

novativeness have emerged, but the field remains fragmented.  

 

Other researchers have suggested that we focus on consumer resistance to change to understand and 

predict innovation behaviour (Talke & Heidenreich, 2013). The most prominent theoretical concep-

tualization of resistance to change stems from Oreg (2003), which attribute this behaviour to six 

related elements, namely reluctance to lose control, lack of psychological resilience, cognitive rigid-

ity, preference for low levels of stimulation, intolerance to adjustment periods and reluctance to 

give up old habits. In his study, Oreg (2003) validated the construct on innovation resistance and 

has since then empirically validated it cross-nationally (Oreg et al. 2008). However, despite its 

growing prominence, the resistance to change scale by Oreg (2003) has not yet been completely 

validated with the intrinsic characteristics of the adopter categories of Roger (2003). 

5.5. Consumer Neuroscience Measures  
To get a holistic and deeper understanding of consumer preferences and behaviour it has been nec-

essary to expand the range of methods that have been used within the field of traditional marketing. 



	 70	

These traditional tools include, among others, quantitative and qualitative methods, such as ques-

tionnaires, in-depth interviews, focus groups etc., which mainly illustrates the conscious consumer 

and to a large extent the individual narratives in association with consumption. By use of consumer 

neuroscience measures and its advanced toolbox, it is now possible to understand the deeper and 

underlying unconscious mechanisms driving consumer behaviour. 

 

The range of consumer neuroscience measures is extensive, but the availability and capability of 

each method in providing insights are rather differentiated. Some of the preferred tools would be 

functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI), electroencephalography (EEG), eye tracking, and 

biometrics such as galvanic skin response, pupil dilation etc. However, since the resources provided 

for this thesis are limited it has not been possible to use fMRI, EEG, MEG or other cost intensive 

methods, why they are perceived as beyond the scope of this paper and therefore will not be elabo-

rated further.  

 

Our focus will instead be paid to the measurement of eye tracking. The insights available from this 

tool are not as comprehensive as what the fMRI, EEG or biometrics can provide, but it is still able 

to reveal the unconscious processes and emotional responses and thereby provide a deeper under-

standing of how brands effect innovation preference. It is possible to measure emotional response 

and arousal by other biometrics such as galvanic skin response, pulse, breath, and facial recogni-

tion. However, it has not been possible to integrate these measures into the study of this thesis, why 

they are deemed beyond the scope of this paper Below is a brief description of eye tracking and 

particularly the measurement of total fixation duration.   

5.5.1. Eye-tracking  

Eye-tracking has become a common marketing technique due to several reasons, but mainly due to 

its ability to record physiological responses to stimuli tracked through the visual system and fur-

thermore measure attention and fixation metrics (Genco et al. 2013). Eye-tracking not only provides 

extensive insights on visual attention, it is also one of the more affordable neuroscientific tech-

niques. Furthermore, eye-tracking provides flexibility in terms of being either stationary or mobile 

depending on the actual need for the specific study. Especially mobile eye tracking provides great 

opportunity for establishing a natural buyer situations, which decreases artificial lab constructions 

and biases and e.g. let the consumer move freely in an in store environment (Ibid).  
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The visualisation of eye-tracking happens through heat maps, where participants’ eye-fixations are 

represented and analysed through different measures including area of interest (AOI), time to first 

fixation (TTFF), first fixation duration (FFD), total fixation duration (TFD) and number of fixations 

(Ramsøy, 2014). In this thesis, we focus on total fixation duration and the number of fixations. In 

eye-tracking research, regressive fixations, i.e. moving back and fourth in a previously viewed area, 

frequently represent lack of understanding or confusion (Genco et al. 2013). As a consequence, the 

number of fixations increases significantly. As known from categorization theory, consumers with 

inability to align a novel product with their cognitive schemata experience a high degree of confu-

sion and subsequently evaluate the product lower (Alexander et al. 2008; Jhang et al. 2012).  

5.5.2. Total Fixation Duration as a Measurement of the Wanting Response 

When individuals make decisions, there is a recurrent inclination to examine choice alternatives that 

are ultimately chosen for a longer time than choice alternatives that are not chosen (Pieters & War-

lop, 1999). Recently, a growing body of research has investigated how visual attention and eye 

movement behaviour determine choice preference in decision-making (Mitsuda & Glaholt, 2014) 

and there is an intensifying commercial interest in the role of visual attention in consumer behav-

iour (van der Laan et al. 2015). In recent decision research, down-stream effects of visual attention, 

i.e. the causal effects of bottom-up attention on decision-making, have received ample interest 

(Ibid). However, the current literature on the topic is fragmented on main conclusions and consider-

able discussion about the role of visual attention measurements persists (Orquin & Mueller-Loose, 

2013). In this section, selected studies and theoretical papers on the total fixation duration as a 

measurement of preference are reviewed. 

 

Research on decision-making and visual attention has demonstrated that chosen choice alternatives 

are looked at for a longer duration (Glaholt et al. 2009; Krajbich et al. 2010; Schotter et al. 2010; 

Atalay et al. 2012; van der Laan et al. 2015). This phenomenon is frequently referred to as the gaze 

bias effect (Orquin & Mueller-Loose, 2013; van der Laan et al. 2015). In this context, theoretical 

models of visual attention in value-based decision-making, such as the Gaze Cascade model by 

Shimojo et al. (2003) and the Evidence Accumulation model by Krajbich et al. (2010), have as-

cribed the gaze bias effect to an attentional bottom-up effect of total fixation duration. These mod-

els are also known as the drift diffusion models (Orquin & Mueller-Loose, 2013). The models posit 

that longer fixation duration on a particular choice alternative increases the innate preference for it 

(Shimojo et al. 2003; Krajbich et al. 2010). In the Gaze Cascade model, Shimojo et al. (2003) posit 
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that preference formation occurs as a result of the mere exposure effect and preferential looking, 

which work together to create a positive feedback loop, where gaze towards a particular stimulus 

generates exposure which increases preference for the stimulus and which in turn increases the like-

lihood of further gaze and thus exposure (Orquin & Mueller-Loose, 2013). 

 

In these models and related studies, it is found that fixation duration on a stimulus is positively cor-

related with the likelihood of that specific stimulus being preferred in overt preference ratings and 

ultimately selected (Glaholt et al. 2009; van der Laan et al. 2015).  Thus, these theoretical models 

attribute an individual’s total fixation duration on an area of interest exclusively to a building-up of 

preferences towards that visually fixated stimulus.  

 

In a paper by Glaholt et al. (2009), the authors suggest that looking behaviour and particular fixa-

tion duration is a reliable measure of preference and interest, which may assist researchers in un-

veiling unconscious preferences and in bypassing the faults of traditional self-reported measure-

ments of preference. Glaholt et al. (2009, p. 142-143) state that “by monitoring eye movements it 

may be possible to predict the observers’ choice or preference prior to the overt response and pos-

sibly prior to the point at which the choice is consciously made.”. Hence, the measurement of fixa-

tion duration could conceivably be indicative of the incentive saliency of an object, i.e. the uncon-

scious waning response as put forward by Berridge (2009). However recently, research have begun 

to question the reliability of fixation duration as a measure of preference and discussed its quality 

and rightful appliance (Orquin & Mueller-Loose, 2013; van der Laan et al. 2015). 

 

As articulated in the conceptual definition of attention, numerous variables influence the capture 

and maintenance of attention. Particularly in the discussion of the gaze bias, some researchers pos-

tulate that fixation duration is driven by top-down attentional factors, specifically task instructions 

and decision goals (van der Laan et al. 2015). Thus, it becomes rather questionable whether the 

gaze bias can be attributed to fixation allocation complementing preference formation or whether it 

is merely a result of top-down attentional focus towards a particular decision goal and task instruc-

tion. When investigating preferences, it can be difficult to disentangle the two effects as they typi-

cally coincide (Ibid). Consequently, the motivating causes of gaze bias and total fixation duration 

are ambiguous and unclear. In an effort to disentangle the two effects, van der Laan et al. (2015) 
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finds that gaze bias is principally driven by the decision goal, but the authors also find evidence that 

preference formation drives gaze bias to a smaller extent.  

 

Others scholars suggest that eye movements and fixation duration do not have a causal effect on 

preference formation, but are instead partially driven by task instructions and partially driven by 

stimulus properties, such as the visual saliency of the stimulus (Orquin & Mueller-Loose, 2013). 

Another interesting observation in the literature is that by proponents of the drift diffusion models, a 

paper by Krajbich et al. (2010) remains often cited as supporting a gaze bias driven by preference 

formation. However in the much-cited paper, the authors themselves question whether their results 

indicate a causal effect between fixation and preference formation and they postulate that the evi-

dence provided in their paper is “not sufficient to establish a causal effect of fixations on choices” 

(Krajbich et al. 2010, p. 1296). Nevertheless at the same time, the authors do not rule out that pref-

erence formation have effect on fixation duration and the pattern of fixations. 

6. Theoretical Summary & Research Proposition 
In this section, we provide a summary of the previous section on perspectives on psychology and 

consumer neuroscience, followed by a theoretical discussion and a proposition for our research. 

 
Cognitive Biases in Innovation Choice 
To understand branded innovation preference, we need to examine the human mind and its psy-

chology. When presented with an innovation, consumers are likely subject to various cognitive bi-

ases that affect their evaluation, preference and ultimately choice. Instead of adhering to rational-

istic, objective behaviour as postulated by neoclassical economic theory, consumers evaluate sub-

jectively, consider new products to a reference point of their current endowment and are inherently 

loss aversive. Humans have an innate tendency of preference towards the status quo and the famil-

iar and this bias assumedly likewise influences innovation preference. In the context of innovation, 

factors such as novelty vs. familiarity, overwhelming choice, incongruence with cognitive schema-

ta, anticipated regret and social conformity can be considered important and expected drivers of the 

status quo bias. Conversely, the literature on status quo bias in innovation adoption is scant and 

empirical investigations remain to replicate current findings in an innovation context. 
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Brands on the Brain 

The consumer neuroscience definition of branding shares several overlaps with traditional branding 

frameworks, including an understanding of a brand as a physical aspect such as a logo, slogan, or 

spokesperson. What defines the value of the brand are the associations, connections and feelings 

held in the minds of consumers. Furthermore, the brand constitutes a mental shortcut for the human 

brain to avoid deep and deliberate thinking every time it is faced with a purchase situation. Instead, 

the human brain draws on previous experiences and associations linked to the brand. Especially 

memory plays a central role when consumers are forming and holding brand preferences since both 

explicit and implicit memory are activated. Moreover, consumer neuroscience is capable of provid-

ing measures on the unconscious processes and emotional responses and thus provides a more ho-

listic understanding of the essential drivers during decision-making.  

 

The Consumer Neuroscience Model 

To enhance our understanding of the conscious and unconscious mechanisms driving consumer 

responses towards innovation preference and to understand the modulating effect of branding, we 

suggest the application and extension of the Consumers Neuroscience Model by Plassmann et al. 

(2012). The first stage of the model considers Attention & Representation, in which consumers are 

exposed to and identify several potential choice alternatives. Here, attention rely significantly on 

visual input and is mainly driven by saliency, novelty, priming and emotional relevance.  

 

The second stage of the model considers the predicted value, which signifies the consumer’s belief 

and assessment about the hedonic, experienced value of a particular item in the future. The stage is 

largely unconscious and has been proven to be the actual driver of choice. In the situation of an es-

tablished brand, consumers usually have previous exposure and experience and thus associations for 

which to calculate predicted value. In the case a novel brand, consumers have little to no previous 

exposure and experience, hence limited input to calculate predicted value besides their initial visual 

input and emotional response. 

 
The third stage of the model considers the experienced value, which signifies the hedonic pleasure 

consumers derive from consuming a product or a brand. The stage is largely conscious with con-

sumers being able to report their feelings and experiences. Here, contextual information has been 

shown to modulate preference and the experience of consumption. With brands as contextual in-

formation, it is assumed to influence the experienced value of branded innovation. The fourth and 



	 75	

last stage considers the remembered value and learning, which represents how different associations 

are stored, enhanced and retrieved in the memory of the consumer.  

 

Review of Psychology and Consumer Neuroscience Studies 

As found in studies by McClure et al. (2004), Plassmann et al. (2008) and Kirk et al. (2009), the 

preferences of consumers are amendable to change by marketing information, such as brands, 

which in essence is contextual information. Thus, for our investigation of branded innovation, we 

expect brand information to have an effect on preference.  

 

Humans are inherently averse towards uncertainty and innovation represents uncertainty. In a study 

by Muthukrishnan et al. (2009), researchers found a correlation between uncertainty aversion and 

preference for established brands. In a similar study, Plassmann et al. (2008) found that reduction of 

perceived uncertainty through brand information was a significant driver of brand preference. Thus, 

drawing on these studies, we expect a similar effect to occur in preference of branded innovation. 

 

Furthermore, humans have an innate need for novelty to learn and thereby reduce risk and uncer-

tainty, but too much novelty will overwhelm and result in negative affect. On the other hand, there 

is a preference for the familiar, but too much familiarity tends to create boredom. Thus, for an inno-

vation, the right balance between novelty and familiarity, the innovation sweetspot, is imperative. 

We expect that the familiarity of established brands can draw an innovation closer towards the in-

novation sweet spot by reducing uncertainty.  

 

As described by the diffusion paradigm, consumers respond differently to innovation and personal 

characteristics determine which category an adopter belongs to. To differentiate the various adopter 

categories, the construct of consumer innovativeness is applied to infer such conclusions. We have 

adopted the consumer innovativeness measurement of Klink & Smith (2001) with the aim of repli-

cating the findings of Klink & Athaide (2010). Although a popular construct, it has been criticized 

for not always being a consistent and reliable predictor of innovation behaviour. 

 

Consumer Neuroscience Measurements 

To conduct our investigation of the modulating effects of brands on innovation preference through 

consumer neuroscience, we are to apply eye-tracking measurements with particular interest in ac-
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quiring data on total fixation duration and number of fixations. In the literature on visual attention 

and consumer preference, fixation duration is frequently emphasized as driven by preference for-

mation, i.e. the gaze bias effect. However, this conclusion remains controversial, as other scholars 

suggest that fixation duration is driven by other variables, e.g. task instruction. 

6.1. Research Proposition 
In traditional innovation approaches, the assumption of rational, objective behaviour as articulated 

by neoclassical economic theory remains influential. However, investigations into the psychology 

and workings of the human mind have demonstrated that this assumption is fallible, since consum-

ers are inherently subjective and driven by cognitive biases. In traditional branding approaches, 

there is an acknowledgement of the importance of emotions, feelings and the unconscious processes 

of consumption, however, the frameworks, such as CBBE, remain unable to holistically account for 

these. In both cases, we cannot expect traditional consumer research metrics and self-reports to reli-

ably reflect consumer behaviour sufficiently, as consumers are subject to response biases and have 

limited access to the actual drivers of choice, i.e. unconscious mechanisms. Thus, we are in need of 

a better theoretical framework and reliable measures of consumer behaviour to supplement the tra-

ditional approaches, which we suggest consumer neuroscience can provide. 

 

Prior studies have shown that preferences are modulated by marketing information and that brand 

information serves to reduce uncertainty in product choice driving preference towards established 

brands. Likewise, findings on innovation novelty suggest that an established brand can draw an 

innovation closer towards an ideal balance between novelty and familiarity by reducing uncertainty, 

thus promoting preference. On the contrary, it is expected that applying a novel brand to a similar 

innovation will yield a weaker effect, due to missing associations that require new learning, lack of 

familiarity and an inducement of even more novelty. Furthermore, studies have shown that early 

adopters show stronger preference for novel brands over established brands, thus we want to repli-

cate the finding in the context of innovation within electronics and technology products. 

 

The current understanding of emotional and cognitive processes involved in processing innovation, 

particularly branded innovation, remain limited and unchartered territory within consumer neuro-

science. Therefore, we propose an eye-tracking experiment in which participants are presented with 

electronic and technological innovations and brands. Here, participants will rate the innovations and 

brands on three dimensions pertaining to subjective product liking, brand recognition and under-
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standing of product usage. At the same time, eye-tracking data will be gathered to infer conclusions 

about the unconscious wanting towards innovations. Lastly, we will test participants on a personali-

ty metric, investigating their score of consumer innovativeness to draw inferences about their pref-

erences. Thus, self-reports will be applied to collect data on the conscious aspect, whilst eye-

tracking will be used to gather data on the unconscious aspect. In the next section, the research de-

sign will be discussed and outlined in detail. Below, the adapted hypotheses to answer our main 

research question have been defined. 

6.2. Hypothesis Definition 
Based on prior findings highlighted in the review of studies, the hypotheses of the thesis are catego-

rized into three main themes, i.e. liking, wanting and consumer innovativeness. Here we will inves-

tigate the modulating effect of brands on both conscious and unconscious innovation preference. 

 

H1: Innovative products will have a higher subjective, conscious liking reported if they are 
accompanied by an established brand. 
 

- H1A: Participants will subjectively like an innovation better if it is accompanied by an established brand.  

o H0: Participants will not subjective like an innovation significantly better if it is accompanied by an 

established brand. 

- H1B: Participants will report a better understanding of product usage if the innovation is accompanied by an es-

tablished brand. 

o H0: Participants will not report a significantly better understanding of product usage if the innovation 

is accompanied by an established brand. 

- H1C: Reported understanding of product usage is positively correlated with subjective product liking. 

o H0: Reported understanding of product usage is not significantly correlated with subjective product 

liking. 

 
H2: Innovative products will have a higher unconscious wanting response if they are ac-
companied by an established brand. 
 

- H2A: Subjective product liking is positively correlated with total fixation duration on the innovation. 

o H0: Subjective liking is not significantly correlated with total fixation duration on the innovation. 

- H2B: Participants will show longer total fixation duration on innovations if accompanied by an established 

brand compared to a novel brand.  

o H0: Participants will not show significantly longer total fixation duration on innovations if accompa-

nied by an established brand compared to a novel brand. 

- H2C: Participants will show longer total fixation duration on novel brands than established brands. 
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o H0: Participant will not show significantly longer total fixation duration on novel brands than estab-

lished brands. 

- H2D: Participants will show longer total fixation duration on the innovation and brand aggregated if accompa-

nied by an established brand compared to a novel brand. 

o H0: Participants will not show significantly longer total fixation duration on the innovation and brand 

aggregated if accompanied by an established brand compared to a novel brand. 

- H2E: Subjective product liking is negatively correlated with longer total fixation duration on the distractor. 

o H0: Subjective product liking is not significantly correlated with longer total fixation duration on the 

distractor. 

- H2F: The number of fixations is negatively correlated with the understanding of product usage. 

o H0: The number of fixations is not significantly correlated with the understanding of product usage. 

- H2G: The number of fixations is negatively correlated with the subjective product liking.  

o H0: The number of fixations is not significantly correlated with subjective product liking.  

 
H3: Early adopters, as identified through consumer innovativeness, will show a stronger 
preference for novel brands compared to other adopter categories. 
 

- H3A: Early adopters will report a stronger subjective product liking on innovations accompanied by novel 

brands compared to innovations with established brands. 

o H0: Early adopters will not report a significantly stronger subjective product liking on innovations ac-

companied by novel brands compared to innovations with established brands. 

- H3B: Early adopters will report a stronger subjective product liking on innovations accompanied by novel 

brands compared to late movers.  

o H0: Early adopters will not report a significantly stronger subjective product liking on innovations ac-

companied by novel brands compared to late movers. 

- H3C: Early adopters will report a stronger subjective product liking on innovations accompanied by established 

brands compared to late movers.  

o H0: Early adopters will not report a significantly stronger subjective product liking on innovations ac-

companied by established brands compared to late movers. 

7. Research Design 
In this section, we clarify the hypotheses of the thesis and their variables as deduced from the litera-

ture review and provide a detailed description of the laboratory experiment and its processes.  

7.1. Definition of Variables  
In the following table, the critical variables of the research are provided. 
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Term Measurement Explanations 
Variables measured through self-reports of participant 
Subjective Product Liking 7-point Likert scale ranging from 

“dislike very mucy” to “like very 
much”. 

This variable reflects the subjective 
liking of the innovation as reported 
by study participants.  

Brand Recognition  7-point Likert scale ranging from 
“does not know at all” to “knows 
very well”. 

This variable reflects the reported 
brand recognition. It is a control 
variable to ensure that established 
brands are known by the participant 
and to prevent errors from partici-
pants reporting recognition of fictive 
brands. 

Reported Understanding of Product 
Usage 

7-point Likert scale ranging from “no 
idea” to “perfect understanding”. 

This variable reflects the reported 
understanding of product usage.  

Consumer Innovativeness Measured through 4 domain-specific 
questions adopted by Goldsmith & 
Hofacker (1991) and Klink & 
Athaide (2010). For each question, a 
7-point Likert scale ranging from 
“strongly disagree” to “strongly 
agree” is applied. The four items are 
then averaged into a measure of con-
sumer innovativeness. 

This variable reflects the consumer 
innovativeness of study participants. 
It reveals which innovation adopter 
category a particular individual be-
longs to. High scores of consumer 
innovativeness indicate that the indi-
vidual is an early adopter, whilst low 
scores indicate late movers.   

Variables measured through application of eye-tracking 
Total Fixation Duration The total time that participants are 

looking within an area of interest 
(AOI) over the complete span of time 
a stimulus is present (Ramsøy, 2014).  

This variable reflects the incentive 
saliency towards an AOI. In other 
words, it denotes the wanting re-
sponse of the participants. 

Number of Fixations The total number of fixation counts. This variable reflects the understand-
ing of a particular object. 

 

7.2. Definition of Areas of Interest (AOIs) 
To answer the proposed hypotheses, it has been deemed necessary to define three areas of interest 

(AOI) in which to collect our eye-tracking data. Here, the brand is denoted as AOI-1, the product as 

AOI-2 and the distractor as AOI-3. To illustrate the AOIs, the following illustration is provided: 

                        
Figure 5 – Areas of Interest on Stimuli 
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7.3. Pretest 
Initially, we had an ambition of diversifying on the degree of innovation, since it was hypothesized 

that a radical innovation would have a lower output on wanting and liking compared to incremental 

innovation due to increased perceived risk and uncertainty. Therefore, we wanted to investigate the 

modulating effect of branding with a novel brand and an established brand on radical and incremen-

tal innovation respectively. For this purpose, we aimed for a 2x2 matrix to cover these effects. 

 

It was initially hypothesized that the innovation attached with an established brand would have 

stronger modulating effects on wanting and liking compared to a novel brand. Likewise, we ex-

pected incremental innovation to have a higher level of liking and wanting compared to a radical 

innovation, because of less perceived uncertainty.  

 

Based on the definitions of incremental and radical innovation provided by our concepts defintions, 

we had no difficulties defining a list of 8 incremental innovative tech products and 8 radical innova-

tive tech products. However, when we conducted a pre-test on the perception of the 16 products on 

20 random selected test participants in the cantina area at Solbjerg Plads, it was not possible to de-

termine a common classification of the incremental and radical innovation products respectively. 

According to the continuum defining innovation types, a key trait separating incremental from radi-

cal innovation is their impact on consumption and usage patterns (Zhao et al. 2009; Kim et al 2015). 

Here, incremental innovation requires little or no changes whilst radical innovation demands signif-

icant changes to everyday consumption. Our pre-test indicated a very subjective perception of 

whether a product would have significant impact on everyday consumer behaviour, why it was not 

possible to validate our definition of radical and incremental innovations and still be able to test an 

immediately response when presented to an innovative product.  

 

The pre-test provides basis for our decision of excluding a distinction of the degree of innovative 

tech products during our eye-tracking study and instead solely focus on the brand effect by testing 

the same products with both novel and established brand. Though we do not distinguish the degree 

of the innovation but we do not exclude the fact that highly innovative product may have differenti-

ated consumer response than less innovative products, we have just not been able to define the de-

gree of the innovation.  
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7.4. Sample Population  
In the laboratory experiment, 60 Danish males ranging from age 19 to 25 with either normal or cor-

rected vision participated. All the participants were undergraduate students at the Copenhagen 

Business School, living in the metropolitan area of Copenhagen. As a sampling method, nonproba-

bility volunteer convenience sampling was applied. The participants were greeted and invited to the 

experiment at the Solbjerg Plads campus. However, because of inferior quality of eye-tracking data, 

5 participants were removed from the sample, thus we based our study on 55 participants. 

 

The decision of sampling males only was made primarily as a result of findings from research on 

the perceptions of technology and electronics between the two genders. Here, it has been found that 

there are significant differences in preferences between the genders (He & Freeman, 2010). Thus to 

minimize gender-related bias and to isolate the modulating effects of brands on innovation prefer-

ence, only males where chosen. In terms of the general population, this creates a sampling bias to-

wards males from the target group, which is detrimental to generalization of findings. However, the 

sample is deemed representative for the selected target group. 

7.5. Research Methods & Study Design 
To test the deducted hypotheses and the modulating effects of brands on innovation preferences, 

two eye-tracking experiments were developed, an A experiment and a B experiment. The purpose 

of developing the two experiments was to isolate the modulating effect of brands by manipulating 

study participants with different established and novel brands. The experiments were identical in 

structure and methodology, however, the brands were manipulated in such a way that in experiment 

A, an innovation coupled with an established brand would be represented with a novel/fictive brand 

in experiment B and vice versa.  

 

To conduct the study, 60 Hz SMI RED eye-tracker on a 19-inch computer screen of the Center for 

Decision Neuroscience was applied together with Attention Tool 5.3. When positioned in front of 

the eye-tracker, participants were sitting in a stable, armless chair with an approximate distance to 

the eye-tracker of 60 centimetres. Conscious preference of innovation was measured through built-

in survey slides, whilst unconscious preference was measured through the eye-tracking. 

 

Initially, the experiment started with an introduction screen informing the study participants about 

the nature of the study. All written information within the experiments was in Danish as well as the 
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spoken language between researchers and participant. For the actual communication used tran-

scribed in English, see appendix 1. After the introduction, the participants were shown a series of 

stimuli presented in random order.  

 

The stimuli were pictures of innovations in 1920x1200 pixel resolution, coupled with either an es-

tablished brand or a novel brand and a distractor. These stimuli totalled a number of 15 and had an 

exposure of 7 seconds each. For the stimuli applied in experiment A, see appendix 2. For the stimuli 

applied in experiment B, see appendix 3. To the right of the screen, the product was shown together 

with a brand while the distractor was placed in the left side of the screen. In experiment A and B, 

the brands were represented in similar size. As mentioned above, the brand is denoted as AOI-1, the 

product as AOI-2 and the distractor as AOI-3. The products and brands were fitted with the intent to 

minimize eventual effects from perceptions of fit, thus coupling brands with electronic and tech 

products that would be considered as related diversification. The brands were selected from a brand 

list by Forbes (2015) of the world’s most valuable brands. To illustrate the presentation of the stim-

uli and how the manipulation of brands was made through an A and B experiment, the design and 

sequence are illustrated below: 

                        
Graphical Illustration of the design and sequence of experiment A 

 

                        
Figure 6 - Graphical Illustration of the design and sequence of experiment B 
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After a stimulus was presented, the participants were asked to provide three ratings; subjective lik-

ing of the product, recognition of the brand/logo and understanding of product usage. After having 

viewed and rated 15 electronic and tech products, the participants were presented with a personality 

test consisting of four questions with the aim of uncovering their consumer innovativeness within 

the electronics and technology product domain. Finally, the participants were asked to answer two 

questions about brand influence on their electronic and technology product choice in everyday life. 

For the screen introduction, rating tasks and personality test on consumer innovativeness provided, 

see appendix 4. When the participants completed the experiment, a short debriefing took place in 

which participants were asked about their experience with the eye-tracking experiment.   

7.6. Testing Procedure 
As the thesis follows a positivistic methodology, it was important to approach the research design 

with a structured methodology that allows for replication of results. In appendix 1 the procedural 

guideline for the study can be found. First, the study participant was invited to take a seat in front of 

the eye-tracking screen and was asked to answer a couple of preliminary questions. Hereafter, gaze 

calibration was conducted and before the study was initiated, the participant was informed to re-

main calmly seated and briefly instructed in the study. Afterwards, the study was initiated with ei-

ther an A or B experiment. After completing the study, the participant was shortly debriefed and 

asked about their experience with the study. In total, the experiment duration was approximately 10 

minutes per participant. 

8. Results 
In the experiment, the main aim was to investigate the modulating effects of brands on innovation 

preference, specifically to test the effect of established versus novel brands on subjective liking (H1) 

and measured wanting (H2). Additionally, the experiment aimed to examine whether early adopters 

would show stronger preference for innovations with novel brands over established brands and 

whether their preferences in both conditions were stronger than those of late movers (H3). 

 

Through the application of eye-tracking equipment, data on total fixation duration (TFD) and fixa-

tions count (FC) were obtained from the three AOIs whilst build-in surveys gathered data on sub-

jective product liking, brand recognition, reported understanding of product usage and consumer 

innovativeness (CI). In this section, the collected data are to be analysed and the hypotheses tested: 
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8.1. Results of H1 - Brand Effect on Subjective Liking for Innovative Products 

8.1.1. Result of H1A 

In H1A, the aim was to investigate if participants show a stronger subjective liking, if the innovation 

is accompanied by an established brand compared to a novel brand.  

 

To analyse the results, participant responses were initially sorted in terms of their brand recognition. 

Here, participant responses that stated a brand recognition of 4 and above on the 7-point Likert 

scale for a novel brand were registered as outliers and removed from the data. The reason for this 

exclusion was that as these brands are novel, designed for the experiment and inherently unknown 

to the participant, they should not be able to recognize them. If so, it is a source of error. Likewise, 

participant responses that stated a brand recognition of 4 and below on the 7-point Likert scale for 

an established brand were registered as outliers and removed from the data. To understand and 

study the effect of established brands on participant preference, it was a determining criterion that 

the participants were at least familiar with the established brand. Furthermore participants with fixa-

tion duration below 240 milliseconds on the product have been excluded from the data. According 

to Bachmann (2013), around 240 milliseconds conscious awareness begins, and for the data to be 

valid, participants had to at least be consciously aware of the product. 

 

The data collected on subjective product liking from experiment A and B was merged and sorted by 

whether the observation belonged to a novel or an established brand. After correcting for brand 

recognition and product fixation duration errors, the following observations were applied for further 

analysis: nTotal = 746 with nNovel Brand = 370 and nEstablished Brand = 376. For innovations with novel 

brands, a mean of subjective liking of 3.67 was obtained, while innovations with established brands 

obtained a mean subjective liking of 4.16. To analyse if participants showed a significantly stronger 

subjective liking for innovations accompanied by established brands, a t-test was selected to infer 

the significance of the two means obtained. To apply a t-test, the data collected for the two means 

have to follow a normal distribution, which has been confirmed through a graphical distribution 

analysis. For a graphical representation of the distribution, see appendix 5.  

 

To analyse if established brands will result in a stronger subjective liking of innovations compared 

to novel brands, a significant difference was found between the two means with a t value = -3,93 

and p < 0.0001. For the t-test output provided by SAS Enterprise Guide 7.11, see appendix 5.  Thus, 
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H1A is verified and we therefore find that established brands have a significant, modulating effect 

on subjective product liking. Hence, we reject H0. 

8.1.2. Result of H1B 

In H1B, the intention was to investigate if participants show a better understanding of product usage, 

if the innovation is accompanied by an established brand compared to a novel brand. To analyse the 

gathered results, a sorting approach similar to H1A was applied to the data observations with similar 

cut-off points, eliminating errors of participants stating the recognition of novel brands and partici-

pants being unfamiliar with an established brand. Likewise, participants looking at the product less 

than 240 milliseconds have been excluded from the data.  

 

The data collected on subjective product liking from experiment A and B was merged and sorted by 

whether the observation belonged to a novel or an established brand. After correcting for brand 

recognition and fixation duration errors, the following observations were applied for further analy-

sis: nTotal = 746 with nNovel Brand = 370 and nEstablished Brand = 376. For innovations with novel brands, a 

mean of reported understanding of product usage of 4.04 was obtained, while innovations with es-

tablished brands obtained a mean of reported understanding of usage of 4.83. When the graphical 

representation of the variable “reported understanding of product usage” was analysed, it was found 

that the data did not adhere to a normal distribution, thus a t-test was excluded. Instead, to analyse if 

participants showed a significantly better understanding of products usage if accompanied by estab-

lished brands, a nonparametric one-way ANOVA was performed. For details, see appendix 6. 

 

To analyse if established brands will result in a better reported understanding of product usage 

compared to novel brands, a significant difference was found through a Kruskal-Wallis test yielding 

a p < 0.0001. For the nonparametric one-way ANOVA output provided by SAS Enterprise Guide 

7.11, see appendix 6. Thus, H1B is verified and we therefore find that established brands have a sig-

nificant, modulating effect on the reported understanding of product usage. Hence, we reject H0.  

8.1.3. Result of H1C 

In H1C the aim was to investigate the relationship between subjective liking and reported under-

standing of product usage, i.e. the correlation between these two key variables. Based on theoretical 

frameworks supporting the notion that individuals prefer products they are able to categorize and 
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understand, we expect participants to report a higher subjective liking if they better understand the 

usage of the product that they are rating.  

 

To analyse the data, a regression analysis was applied. Here, a number of statistical assumptions 

have to be achieved for the analysis to be valid. This includes the independent and dependent varia-

ble as metric, either as interval or ratio scaled. Furthermore, the residuals cannot be mutually corre-

lated and extreme outliers must be excluded. To test the correlation between the two variables, sub-

jective product liking and reported understanding of product usage, a Pearson’s correlation coeffi-

cient has been calculated. The Pearson’s correlation coefficient measures the degree of correlation 

between two variables and its result can be interpreted in various ways. If the coefficient is below 

0.4, there is weak correlation between the investigated variables, if the coefficient is between 0.4 

and 0.8, there might be some correlation between the variables and lastly if the coefficient is above 

0.8, there is a strong correlation between the variables (Andersen & Jakobsen, 2004). Through a 

calculation of Pearson correlation coefficient between subjective product liking and reported under-

standing of product usage, a coefficient of 0.508 is obtained with p<.0001. Although there seem to 

be some correlation between the variables, creating some risk of multicollinearity, the applied da-

taset is perceived to meet the underlying assumptions for running a regression analysis.  

 

Participant responses were sorted in terms of subjective product liking and reported understanding 

of product usage. The independent variable is the understanding of product usage and the depended 

variable is subjective product liking. All participants were asked to rate subjective product linking 

on a 7-point Likert scale and likewise for their perceived understanding of the product usage. No 

participant responses were excluded from the dataset. Here, an observation denotes a single product 

evaluation from a participant, which means that one participant, provides 15 observations, one for 

each product. With a total of 55 valid participant responses, this resulted in 825 observations (n) 

from study A and B for further analysis. 

 

To explore the relationship between the variables of subjective product liking and reported under-

standing of product usage a simple linear regression was conducted. From the regression analysis it 

was found that there is a significant, positively correlated relationship between the two variables 

with p<0.0001 and an obtained parameter estimate of 0.39463. Additionally, a coefficient of deter-

mination of 0.2576 has been calculated. The coefficient of determination describes the strength of 
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the relationship between the dependent and independent variables and thus reveals the explanatory 

power of the regression model (Andersen & Jakobsen, 2004). For the regression analysis output 

provided by SAS Enterprise Guide 7.11, see appendix 7. Therefore, H1C is verified and we find sig-

nificant evidence that subjective product liking and reported understanding of product usage is posi-

tively correlated. Hence, we reject H0. 

8.2. Results of H2 – Brand Effect on the Unconscious Wanting Response of 
Innovations 
8.2.1 Result of H2A 

The aim of H2A was to investigate the relationship between subjective product liking and consumer 

wanting, as measured through total fixation duration on the product. As highlighted in the theoreti-

cal discussion and based on prior research, total fixation duration on the product is assumed as an 

indicator of interest and preference for an object, hence we expect it to be a reliable measure of un-

conscious consumer wanting, i.e. the incentive salience. As such, it should be approximately posi-

tively correlated with the subjective liking reports. To examine total fixation duration on the prod-

uct as a measurement of wanting, H2A was developed. 

 

In terms of sorting the collected data, the only outliers removed were the participants that looked 

less than 240 milliseconds on the product. A regression analysis was applied to the dataset and the 

underlying assumptions were tested and accepted. When running the analysis, the participant re-

sponses were sorted on their subjective product liking and total fixation duration on the product. 

The independent variable is total fixation duration on the product and the depended variable is sub-

jective product liking. All participant responses according to subjective product liking have there-

fore been correlated with the fixation duration on the product AOI. In total this provided 821 obser-

vations (n) from experiment A and B for further analysis. A Pearson’s correlation coefficient of -

0.03 with a p = 0.3891 was obtained, which heavily indicate that there might not be a significant 

relationship between the two variables. For details, see appendix 8. 

 

To explore the relationship between the variables of subjective product liking and total fixation du-

ration on the product, a simple linear regression was conducted. From the regression analysis, it was 

found that there is a negative correlated relationship between the two variables with an obtained 

parameter estimate of -0.00004 milliseconds. Here p = 0.3891 which indicate that the relationship is 

not statistically significant. Moreover, a coefficient of determination of 0.0009 was calculated, 
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which suggests a very low quality of the models explanatory power. A noteworthy observation is 

that the relationship is negative or seemingly neutral, whereas we expected longer total fixation 

duration on the product to be somewhat positively correlated with subjective liking. Together with 

an insignificant model, this questions the quality of total fixation duration on the product as a meas-

urement of unconscious consumer wanting and adds to the discussion of its role in investigating 

consumer preferences. For the regression analysis output provided by SAS Enterprise Guide 7.11, 

see appendix 8. Thus, H2A is rejected, as we do not find significant evidence that subjective liking 

and total fixation duration on the product is positively correlated. Hence, we accept H0. 

8.2.2. Result of H2B 

The aim of H2B was to examine if participants will show longer total fixation duration on the prod-

uct if accompanied by an established brand compared to a novel brand. However, after the findings 

of H2A, total fixation duration on the product does not seem to be associated with the unconscious 

wanting response, thus a significant finding in this hypothesis would suggest alternative explana-

tions for the difference of means.  

 

To analyse the results, participant responses were initially sorted in terms of their brand recognition 

and their total fixation duration on the product and brand. Here, a similar approach to the sorting of 

H1A was adopted. The data collected on total fixation duration on the product from experiment A 

and B was merged and sorted by whether the observation belonged to a novel or an established 

brand. After correcting for brand recognition and fixation duration errors, the following observa-

tions were applied for further analysis: nTotal = 746 with nNovel Brand = 370 and nEstablished Brand = 376. 

For innovations with novel brands, a mean of total fixation duration on the product of 3507,6 milli-

seconds was obtained, while innovations with established brands obtained a mean of total fixation 

duration on the product of 3913 milliseconds. 

 

To analyse if participants show significantly longer total fixation duration on products accompanied 

by established brands, a t-test was selected to infer the significance of the two means obtained. To 

apply a t-test, the data collected for the two means have to approximately follow a normal distribu-

tion, which has been confirmed through a graphical distribution analysis. For a graphical represen-

tation of the distribution, see appendix 9.  
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To analyse if established brands would yield a longer total fixation duration compared to novel 

brands, a significant difference was found between the two means with a t value = -4,43 and p < 

0.0001. For the t-test output provided by SAS Enterprise Guide 7.11, see appendix 9. Thus, H2B is 

verified and we therefore find that established brands have a significant, modulating effect on total 

fixation duration on the product. Nevertheless, with the finding of H2A this modulating effect does 

not immediately seem to originate from an unconscious wanting response. Hence, we accept H0, but 

we will discuss the implications of this finding in our study discussion. 

8.2.3. Result of H2C 

The aim of H2C was to examine if participants would show longer total fixation duration on the 

brand if it were a novel brand compared to an established brand. After the finding that participants 

gaze significantly longer on products with established brands, it becomes interesting to investigate 

whether participants spend significantly more time identifying the novel brand in the process of 

product evaluation, as they are presented with something unknown and have to accomplish a minor 

learning task. As noted in the theoretical review, novelty draws attention, thus we expect it to be 

highly probable that novel brands are given more attention. 

 

To analyse the results, participant responses were initially sorted in terms of their brand recognition 

and their total fixation duration on the product and brand. Here, a similar approach to the sorting of 

H1A was adopted. The data collected on total fixation duration on the brand from experiment A and 

B was merged and sorted by whether the observation belonged to a novel or an established brand. 

After correcting for brand recognition and fixation duration errors, the following observations were 

applied for further analysis: nTotal = 746 with nNovel Brand = 370 and nWell-Established Brand = 376. For nov-

el brands, a mean of total fixation duration of 1054,6 milliseconds was obtained, while established 

brands obtained a mean of total fixation duration of 708,1 milliseconds. To analyse if participants 

show significantly longer total fixation duration on novel brands than established brands, a t-test 

was selected to infer the significance of the two means obtained. The two means are assumed ap-

proximately normally distributed, and for a graphical representation of the normal distribution, see 

appendix 10. 

 

To analyse if novel brands will yield a longer total fixation duration compared to established 

brands, a significant difference was found between the two means with a t value = 7.62 and p < 

0.0001. For the t-test output provided by SAS Enterprise Guide 7.11, see appendix 10. Thus, H2C is 
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verified and we therefore find that novel brands have significantly longer total fixation duration on 

the brand than established brands. Hence, we reject H0. 

8.2.4. Result of H2D 

The aim of H2D was to examine if participants will show longer total fixation duration on the prod-

uct and the brand aggregated if accompanied by an established brand compared to a novel brand. 

After the findings of H2B showing that participants look significantly longer at products with estab-

lished brands and H2C showing that participants look significantly longer on novel brands than es-

tablished brands themselves, the question arises whether the difference in means originates from 

participants looking at the brands that accompany the products. To demonstrate whether this is the 

case or not, this hypothesis aims to compare the means of the aggregated total fixation duration on 

product and brand, to infer whether there is a significant difference between these total fixation du-

ration values for novel and established brands. 

 

To analyse the results, participant responses were initially sorted in terms of their brand recognition 

and their total fixation duration on the product and brand. Here, a similar approach to the sorting of 

H1A was adopted. The data collected on total fixation duration on the product and brand from exper-

iment A and B was merged and sorted by whether the observation belonged to a novel or an estab-

lished brand. The total fixation durations on products were aggregated with the total fixation dura-

tions on the brand to create an aggregated total fixation duration value for products and brands. Af-

ter correcting for brand recognition and fixation duration errors, the following observations were 

applied for further analysis: nTotal = 746 with nNovel Brand = 370 and nEstablished Brand = 376. For innova-

tions with novel brands, a mean of total fixation duration on the product and brand aggregated of 

4571,3 milliseconds was obtained, while innovations with established brands obtained a mean of 

total fixation duration on the product and brand aggregated of 4621,1 milliseconds. To analyse if 

participants show significantly longer aggregated total fixation duration on products and brands 

accompanied by established brands, a t-test was selected to infer the significance of the two means 

obtained. The two means are approximately normally distributed, and for a graphical representation 

of the normal distribution, see appendix 11.  

 

To analyse if established brands will yield an aggregated total fixation duration compared to novel 

brands, a significant difference was not found between the two means with a t value = -0,56 and p = 

0.5751. For the t-test output provided by SAS Enterprise Guide 7.11, see appendix 11. Thus, H2D is 
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rejected and we therefore do not find that established brands have a significant, modulating effect 

on aggregated total fixation duration on the product and brand aggregated. Hence, we accept H0.  

8.2.5. Result of H2E  

The aim of H2E was to investigate the relationship between subjective product liking and total fixa-

tion duration on the distractor. With total fixation duration as a measurement of interest and prefer-

ence for an object, we expect disliking of an innovation to be associated with longer total fixation 

duration on the distractor because of disinterest in the innovation. 

 

To examine the relationship a regression analysis was applied. Before the regression, the underlying 

assumptions were tested and accepted, and a Pearson’s correlation coefficient of 0.063 was ob-

tained, however with a p = 0.0703, which indicate that there might not be a significant relationship 

between the variables. For details, see appendix 12. The participant responses were sorted in terms 

of subjective liking and total fixation duration on the stimuli distractor. The independent variable is 

the total fixation duration on distractor and the depended variable is the subjective product liking. 

All participant responses according to subjective product liking has therefore been correlated with 

the amount of time spend on the distractor matched to the product. In total this provided 825 obser-

vations (n) from study A and B for further analysis.  

 

To explore the relationship between the variables of subjective liking and total fixation duration on 

the distractor, a simple linear regression is conducted. From the regression analysis, it was found 

that there is a positively correlated relationship between the two variables with an obtained parame-

ter estimate of 0.000105 milliseconds. Here p = 0.0703 which indicate that the relationship is not 

statistically significant, however, close to the cut-off of p = 0.05. An interesting observation is that 

the relationship is positive, as we expected longer total fixation duration on the distractor to be as-

sociated with disliking. For the regression analysis output provided by SAS Enterprise Guide 7.11, 

see appendix 12. Thus, H2E is rejected, as we do not find significant evidence within a confidence 

interval of 95% that subjective liking and total fixation duration on the distractor is negatively cor-

related.  Hence, we accept H0. 

8.2.6. Result of H2F 

The aim of H2F was to investigate the relationship between the number of fixations and the reported 

understanding of product usage. As the number of fixations is inferred to indicate high cognitive 



	 92	

load and confusion on the part of the participant, we expect the number of fixations to be negatively 

correlated with the reported understanding of product usage. 

 

In terms of sorting the gathered data, the outliers removed were the participants who looked less 

than 240 milliseconds on the product. A regression analysis was applied to the dataset and the un-

derlying assumptions were tested and accepted. A Pearson’s correlation coefficient of -0.12 with a p 

= 0.0005 was obtained, which indicates that there is a weak but significant relationship between the 

two variables tested. For details see appendix 13. When conducting the analysis, the participant 

responses were sorted on their reported understanding of the product usage and the fixation count 

on the product AOI. The independent variable is fixation count on the product AOI whilst the de-

pendent variable is reported understanding of product usage. All participant responses on under-

standing of usage were thus correlated with the number of fixations on the product AOI. In total this 

provided 821 observations (n) from experiment A and B for further analysis.   

 

To explore the relationship between the variables of reported understanding of product usage and 

fixation count on the product AOI, a simple linear regression was conducted. From the regression 

analysis, it was found that there is a negative correlated relationship between the two variables with 

an obtained parameter estimate of -0.05095 fixations. Here p = 0.0005 which indicate that the rela-

tionship is statistically significant. However, a coefficient of determination of 0.0146 has been cal-

culated, which suggest a very weak explanatory power of the model. For the regression analysis 

output provided by SAS Enterprise Guide 7.11, see appendix 13. Thus, H2F is verified, as we do 

find significant evidence that understanding of usage and fixation count is negatively correlated. 

However, with a low coefficient of determination, the model is poor in explaining the changes in 

reported understanding of product usage. Hence, we reject H0. 

8.2.7. Result of H2G 

The aim of H2G was to investigate the relationship between number of fixations count and subjec-

tive product liking. As the number of fixation is considered indicative of cognitive load and confu-

sion, which have been associated with difficulty to categorize and thus disliking, we expect that the 

number of fixations to be negatively correlated with subjective product liking.   

 

To analyse the collected data, participant responses were firstly sorted in terms of their brand 

recognition and their total fixation duration on the product and the brand, with fixation durations on 
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the product of less than 240 milliseconds excluded as outliers. Here, a similar approach to the sort-

ing of H1A was adopted. A regression analysis was applied to the dataset and the underlying as-

sumptions were tested and accepted. A Pearson’s correlation coefficient of 0.00143 with a p = 

0.9688 was obtained, which strongly indicate that there is not a significant relationship between the 

two variables. For details, see appendix 14. The independent variable is fixation count on the prod-

uct and the depended variable is subjective product liking. All participant responses according to 

product liking have therefore been correlated with the fixation count on the product. In total this 

provided 746 observations (n) from experiment A and B for further analysis. 

 

To explore the relationship between the variables of reported liking and fixation count on the prod-

uct, a simple linear regression was conducted. From the regression analysis, it is found that there is 

a weak positively correlated relationship between the two variables with an obtained parameter es-

timate of 0.00047 milliseconds. Here p = 0.9688 which strongly indicate that the relationship is not 

statistically significant. Moreover, a coefficient of determination of 0 was calculated, which sug-

gests an extremely low quality of the models explanatory power, virtually a none existing explana-

tory power. For the regression analysis output provided by SAS Enterprise Guide 7.11, see appen-

dix 14. Hence, H2G is rejected, as we do not find significant evidence that subjective liking and fixa-

tion count on the product is negatively correlated. Thus, we verify H0. 

8.3. Results of H3 – Branded Innovation Preference and the Construct of 
Consumer Innovativeness  

8.3.1. Result of H3A 

The aim of H3A was to investigate if participants classified as early adopters will report significantly 

higher subjective product liking for innovation with novel brands compared to innovations with 

established brands. The main purpose of this hypothesis was to replicate the findings of Klink & 

Athaide (2010) in the context of branded innovation. 

 

To analyse the results, the responses of participants were initially sorted in terms of their brand 

recognition and on their total fixation duration on the product and brand, to control for possible er-

rors of participants not consciously looking at the product. For the total fixation durations, a cut-off 

of 240 milliseconds was applied. Second the remaining responses were sorted in terms of their con-

sumer innovativeness score (CI), where early adopters were categorized as having a score of 5.5 or 
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above. These observations were isolated and held together with whether they belonged to observa-

tions on innovations with novel brands or established brands. 

 

After correcting for brand recognition, fixation duration errors and CI scores, the following obser-

vations were applied for further analysis: nTotal = 82 with nNovel Brands = 39 and nEstablished Brands = 43. 

For innovations with novel brands, a mean of subjective liking of 3.64 was obtained, while innova-

tions with established brands obtained a mean subjective liking of 4.74. To analyse if participants 

characterized as early adopters show significantly stronger subjective product liking for innovations 

accompanied by novel brands compared to established brands, a t-test was selected to infer the sig-

nificance of the two means. The data is assumed to approximately follow a normal distribution. For 

a graphical representation of the distributions, see appendix 15. 

 

To analyse if participants categorized as early adopters will have a significantly stronger subjective 

product liking on innovations accompanied by novel brands than innovations accompanied by es-

tablished brands, a significant difference was found between the two means. However, it was found 

that participants categorized as early adopters showed a significant stronger subjective product lik-

ing for product accompanied by established brands with a t value = -2,71 and a p = 0,008. For the t-

test output provided by SAS Enterprise Guide 7.11, see appendix 15. Based on the observations 

made by Klink & Athaide (2010), we expected the opposite to be true. Despite a significant differ-

ence, we therefore reject H3A and verify H0. 

8.3.2. Result of H3B 

The aim of H3B was to investigate if participants will display a significantly stronger subjective 

product liking for innovations with novel brands, if they were classified as early adopters compared 

to if they were classified as late movers through the consumer innovativeness personality test. 

Hence, the hypothesis aims to identify whether there is a significant difference between the two 

means derived from the two groups of adopters. 

 

To analyse the results, participants responses were initially sorted in terms of their brand recogni-

tion and on their total fixation duration on the product and brand, to control for possible errors of 

participants not looking at the product. For the total fixation durations, a cut-off of 240 milliseconds 

was applied. Second, the remaining responses was sorted in terms of their consumer innovativeness 

score (CI), where early adopters were categorized as having a score of 5.5 or above, whilst late 
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movers were categorized as having a score of 2.5 and below. Third, for each participant an average 

subjective liking of products with novel brands were calculated. 

 

After correcting for brand recognition, fixation duration errors and CI scores, the following obser-

vations were applied for further analysis: nTotal = 21 with nEarly Adopter = 6 and nLate Mover = 15. For 

early adopters, a mean of subjective liking of 3.58 was obtained, while late movers obtained a mean 

subjective liking of 3.63. To analyse if participants showed significantly higher subjective product 

liking for product accompanied by novel brands if they belonged to the early adopter category, a t-

test was selected to infer the significance of the two means. In terms of our data, a small sample size 

is problematic for obtaining a normal distribution, thus we assume that the observations are approx-

imately normally distributed. For a graphical representation of the distributions, see appendix 16. 

 

To analyse if participants categorized as early adopters will have a significantly stronger subjective 

product liking on innovations accompanied by novel brands than participants categorized as late 

movers, a significant difference was not found between the two means. Here, a t value = -0.12 was 

obtained with a p = 0.9072, which indicate that the two means do not significantly differ from each 

other. For the t-test output provided by SAS Enterprise Guide 7.11, see appendix 16. Hence, H3B is 

rejected and consequently we do not find significant evidence that early adopters have a stronger 

subjective product liking for innovations with novel brands than late movers. Thus, we verify H0. 

 8.3.3. Result of H3C 

The aim of H3C was to investigate if participants would display a significantly stronger subjective 

product liking for innovations with established brands, if they were classified as early adopters 

compared to if they were classified as late movers through the consumer innovativeness personality 

test. Hence, the hypothesis aims to identify whether there is a significant difference between the two 

means derived from the two groups of adopters. 

 

To analyse the results, the responses of participants were initially sorted similarly to the approach 

used in H3B, correcting brand recognition and total fixation errors, sorting of adopter categories and 

calculation of average subjective liking.  

 

After correcting for brand recognition, fixation duration errors and CI scores, the following obser-

vations were applied for further analysis: nTotal = 21 with nEarly Adopter = 6 and nLate Mover = 15. For 
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early adopters, a mean of subjective liking of 4.69 was obtained, while late movers obtained a mean 

subjective liking of 3.83. To analyse if participants showed significantly higher subjective product 

liking for product accompanied by well-established brands if they belonged to the early adopter 

category, a t-test were selected to infer the significance of the two means. In terms of our data, a 

small sample size is problematic for obtaining a normal distribution, thus we assume that the obser-

vations are approximately normally distributed. For a graphical representation of the distributions, 

see appendix 17. 

 

To analyse if participants categorized as early adopters will have a significantly stronger subjective 

product liking on innovations accompanied by established brands than participants categorized as 

late movers, a significant difference was not found between the two means. Here, a t value = 1.86 

was obtained with a p = 0.0791, which indicate that the two means do not significantly differ from 

each other, however the p value is close to the cut-off of p = 0.05. For the t-test output provided by 

SAS Enterprise Guide 7.11, see appendix 17. Hence, H3C is rejected and consequently we do not 

find significant evidence that early adopters have a stronger subjective product liking for innova-

tions with established brands than late movers. 

8.4. Summery of results  
This section provides an overview of the research hypotheses and their results in the table below: 
 
 
Hypothesis Method P-value Conclusion 
H1A 
Participants will subjectively like an innova-
tion better if it is accompanied by an estab-
lished brand. 

 
Student’s T-test 

 
P < 0.0001 

 
Verified 

 

H1B 
Participants will report a better understanding 
of product usage if the innovation is accom-
panied by an established brand. 

Nonparametric one-way 
ANOVA 

Kruskal-Wallis test 

 
P < 0.0001 

 
Verified 

 

H1C 
Reported understanding of product usage is 
positively correlated with subjective product 
liking. 

Simple linear regression 
analysis 

 
P < 0.0001 

 
Verified 

 

H2A 
Subjective product liking is positively corre-
lated with total fixation duration on the 
innovation. 

Simple linear regression 
analysis 

 
P = 0.3891 

 
Rejected 

H2B 
Participants will show longer total fixation 
duration on innovations if accompanied by an 
established brand compared to a novel brand. 

 
Student’s T-test 

 
P < 0.0001 

 
Verified 

 

H2C 
Participants will show longer total fixation 
duration on novel brands than established 
brands. 

 
Student’s T-test 

 
P < 0.0001 

 
Verified 
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H2D 
Participants will show longer total fixation 
duration on the innovation and brand aggre-
gated if accompanied by an established brand 
compared to a novel brand. 

 
 

Student’s T-test 

 
 

P = 0.5751 

 
 

Rejected 

H2E 
Subjective product liking is negatively corre-
lated with longer total fixation duration on 
the distractor. 

Simple linear regression 
analysis 

 
P = 0.0703 

 
  Rejected 

H2F 
The number of fixations is negatively corre-
lated with the understanding of product 
usage. 

Simple linear regression 
analysis 

 
P = 0.0005 

 
  Verified 

 
H2G 
The number of fixations is negatively corre-
lated with the subjective product liking. 

Simple linear regression 
analysis 

 
P = 0.9688 

 
Rejected 

H3A 
Early adopters will report a stronger subjec-
tive product liking on innovations accompa-
nied by novel brands compared to innova-
tions with established brands. 

 
Student’s T-test 

 
P = 0.008 

But established brands 
are preferred  

 
Rejected 

H3B 
Early adopters will report a stronger subjec-
tive product liking on innovations accompa-
nied by novel brands compared to late mov-
ers. 

 
Student’s T-test 

 
P = 0.9072 

 
Rejected 

H3C 
Early adopters will report a stronger subjec-
tive product liking on innovations accompa-
nied by established brands compared to late 
movers. 

 
Student’s T-test 

 
P = 0.0791 

 
  Rejected 
  

 

9. General Discussion 
The main purpose of this thesis experiment was to investigate the modulating effect of brands on 

innovation preference, specifically, how established and novel brands each modulate this effect and 

how different adopter categories respond to branded innovation. To examine this, the effects were 

studied through the following measurements: 

 

1. Build-in surveys in the eye-tracking experiment for the gathering of subjective product lik-

ing, brand recognition, reported understanding of product usage and consumer innovative-

ness data. The intent behind these measurements was to investigate conscious innovation 

preference, the feelings and experienced value of consumers. 

2. Eye-tracking equipment to obtain data on the visual processing of stimuli, with the aim of 

gathering data on fixation durations and fixation counts on three AOIs. The purpose of these 

measurements was to investigate unconscious innovation preference, the emotions and pre-

dicted value of consumers. 
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In this section of general discussion, we provide a discussion of our research findings in light of our 

hypotheses, theoretical framework and the provided literature reviews. Here, a section discusses the 

managerial implications and usefulness of our research findings in marketing practice. Furthermore, 

we discuss how the methods of consumer neuroscience and traditional branding approaches com-

pliment each other.  

9.1. The Modulating Effect of Brands on Conscious Innovation Preference 
First, the study investigated whether individuals would subjectively like innovations more if they 

are accompanied by established brands compared to innovations accompanied with novel brands. 

Here, the applied measurement was self-reported, subjective product liking in the build-in surveys. 

As revealed in the data analysis, innovations accompanied by established brands were found to have 

a significantly higher subjective liking than innovations accompanied by novel brands, thus H1A 

was verified.  

 

The finding aligns with and contributes to previous research that has found that individuals prefer 

established brands to novel brands for products with similar features and benefits (Hamann et al. 

2007; Muthukrishnan et al. 2009; Kotler et al. 2012). Likewise, it can equally be inferred from the 

finding that parent brands can indeed leverage and increase the brand equity of brand extensions as 

measured through overt preference ratings of liking (Smith & Park, 1992; Patel & Haon, 2014). 

From the brand extension literature, it is emphasized that parent brands contribute with vital signal-

ling cues of underlying quality and trustworthiness to the brand extension (Aaker & Keller, 1990; 

Klink & Athaide, 2010). Thus, there is a transfer of associations and leverage through brand equity.  

 

When asking participants about the importance of brands in purchases of consumer electronics, 29 

% stated that the brand did not have an effect on their purchase behaviour, while 71 % stated that 

the brand was important when making decision about consumer electronics. Considering this obser-

vation together with our finding, it may therefore be the case that participants significantly like the 

products with established brands more as they imbue the innovation with a higher degree of quality 

and trustworthiness than novel and unknown brands.  

 

In technology and electronics markets, Hamann et al. (2007) found that consumers look towards 

brands as indicators of quality and reliability, but were guided more by considerations of prestige 

and emotional sense of belonging than usage needs in decision-making. Our finding and the re-
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search of Hamann et al. (2007) are interesting from both a traditional CBBE approach and a con-

sumer neuroscience perspective. From a CBBE perspective, an established brand may already have 

reached a high level within the CBBE model and obtained resonance with consumers. For a modern 

consumer, resonance and a sense of belonging become crucial, which also can be observed in the 

experimental and socio-cultural perspectives of consumer behaviour (Østergaard & Jantzen, 2000). 

In these perspectives, consumers are guided by emotions, feelings and symbolism in consumption, 

hence are more inclined to consume according to these dimensions rather than to fulfil functional 

usage needs. 

 

From a consumer neuroscience perspective, consumers have been revealed not to be rational actors 

depending on deliberate cost-benefit thinking, but rather as primarily driven by emotions and intui-

tion. Here, a sense of belonging through established associations and emotional engagement be-

comes crucial to successful branding, since these factors draw the consumer towards purchasing a 

product. Together, the traditional approaches and consumer neuroscience, albeit in different ways, 

value and emphasize the importance of emotional engagement.  

 

However, in the diffusion paradigm developed by Roger (2003), consumers are frequently regarded 

as rational actors that deliberately consider an innovation along five specific dimensions and pro-

gress through five fixed mental stages of decision-making, when presented with an innovation. In 

the diffusion paradigm, there is likewise an emphasis on consumers assessing factual information, 

functionality and usage needs (Ibid). Yet from our findings, the findings of Hamann et al. (2007) 

and in the aforementioned perspectives on consumer behaviour, there is a convincing reason to sug-

gest that consumer decisions on technological and electronic innovations is based more on intuition 

and gut-feeling rather than rational deliberation. From our finding of H1A, it can be anticipated that 

the significant difference derived originates from the emotional influence induced by established 

brands, rather than from a rational evaluation of functional product utility. 

 

Furthermore, in terms of our results we thus suggest that signalling qualities and associations from 

implicit and explicit memory have contributed to establishing a significant effect on innovation lik-

ing between established and novel brands. In the literature on passive innovation resistance, this 

finding is also supported, as the signalling qualities of a brand assist in reducing the resistance to-

wards the innovation. By demonstrating that established brands modulate innovation preference, we 
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likewise contribute to the passive innovation literature by underscoring the effect of branding on 

passive aspects of consumption. As we have not measured the brand liking of the brands applied in 

the study, it is difficult to accurately conclude and separate the extent of the brand liking effect on 

the individual innovations. However, our intent was to investigate the modulating effect of familiar-

ity on innovation uncertainty, which we have supported by our findings.  

 

Nevertheless in the brand extension literature, established brands have been shown to help individ-

uals cope with uncertainty in decision-making and consequently increase preference through this 

reduced uncertainty (Smith & Park 1992; Muthukrishnan et al. 2009). In our study, the purpose was 

to uncover the modulating effect of brands on innovation preference through their ability to reduce 

uncertainty and promote familiarity with innovative and inherently uncertain products. With the 

finding of H1A confirmed, we are likewise able to replicate the findings of Muthukrishnan et al. 

(2009), whom achieved a similar conclusion. Thus, we contribute to this part of the literature by 

extending the findings to the context of innovation. 

 

Furthermore, established brands are likely to draw an innovation closer towards the innovation 

sweetspot, where the innovation strikes the right balance between novelty and familiarity. By cou-

pling an innovation, which represents a high degree of novelty, with an established and recogniza-

ble brand, some familiarity is induced resulting in a better balance, which ultimately affect subjec-

tive product liking positively. However, if the innovation is coupled with a novel and unrecogniza-

ble brand, the inherent novelty and uncertainty of the innovation are not reduced, which likely stress 

consumers and increase cognitive load. As a consequence, the consumer experience too much nov-

elty, which may be experienced as overwhelming and trigger avoidance behaviour affecting subjec-

tive product liking negatively. 

 

Moreover, like the consumer neuroscience studies conducted by McClure et al. (2004), Plassmann 

et al. (2008a) and Kirk et al. (2009), we were able to demonstrate that manipulating contextual mar-

keting information, in this case brands, yielded significant effects on subjective liking of innova-

tion. When considering the consumer neuroscience model developed by Plassmann et al. (2012), we 

find that whether the brand is established or novel, it has a significant influence on the experienced 

value of the innovation. Memory and associations of established brands are essential to the evalua-
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tion of branded innovations, thus our study adds confirmatory findings to this body of research and 

extent its reach to the context of branded innovation.  

 

However, it is important to consider that the gathered data resulting in this finding originate from 

self-reported liking of innovations and therefore may be subject to considerable response biases. It 

is important to note that innovation preference does not equal innovation purchase and adoption. In 

the aforementioned study by Alexander et al. (2008), it was shown that although participants dis-

played subjective, conscious preference for an innovation, they did not necessarily follow-up on 

their intention to buy the product. As argued in previous discussion, self-reported data risk under-

mining the quality and empirical validity of the findings. Hence, it is crucial to supplement the find-

ings with measurements and results from consumer neuroscience measures. 

 

Second, the study investigated whether individuals would have a better understanding of product 

usage if the innovation were accompanied by an established brand compared to being accompanied 

by a novel brand. To investigate the underlying hypothesis, self-reported measurements of under-

standing of product usage was applied. Examining the data findings, we find evidence supporting 

this notion and hence hypothesis H1B is verified. 

 

When presented with an innovation, the consumer mentally categorizes it in cognitive schemata in 

memory to identify it appropriately. Here, brands serve as contextual information to guide this cate-

gorization process. When presented with an established and recognizable brand, there is reason to 

consider that the consumer draws on past brand memories, consumption experiences and associa-

tions to adequately infer the product category and usage. Thus, a better understanding of product 

usage is obtained. However, when presented with a novel brand, an individual has no prior expo-

sure and therefore experience difficulty in categorizing the brand itself, which hinders categoriza-

tion of the underlying product. As a result, an inferior understanding of product usage is obtained. 

 

As revealed in previous research, understanding of product usage is intimately tied with product 

preference and subjective product liking, since categorization ability and experienced product in-

congruity have been observed to affect subjective liking reported (Alexander et al. 2008; Jhang et 

al. 2012). The more difficulty a consumer experiences in categorizing a product, the lower the sub-

jective product liking and the higher the cognitive strain (Ibid). In conjunction with H1B, our third 
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hypothesis H1C was developed, where we aimed to examine the relationship between reported un-

derstanding of product usage and subjective product liking in the conditions of our experiment. 

Based on data analysis, we found a significantly positive correlation between the two variables, 

indicating that better understanding of product usage was reflected in stronger subjective product 

liking. Accordingly, H1C was verified. 

 

In the discussion of H1B and H1C, it is significant to consider that the variable of reported under-

standing of product usage likewise derives from a self-reported measurement and may hence be 

subject to similar response biases. More specifically, although we find that participants rate the un-

derstanding of product usage, it does not guarantee that they actually understand it the exact way 

they rated it.  

9.2. The Modulating Effect of Brands on Unconscious Innovation Preferences 
Besides examining the modulating effects of brands on conscious preferences, this thesis equally 

aimed to investigate whether individuals would display a greater wanting response for innovations 

if they were accompanied by established brands compared to innovations accompanied with novel 

brands. For this investigation, the wanting response was defined as the unconscious incentive sali-

ence as measured through total fixation duration, e.g. longer total fixation durations equal a greater 

unconscious wanting response. Initially, we intended to examine fixation duration as a measure-

ment of wanting, which was performed through an analysis of the relationship between fixation 

duration and subjective product liking. Although liking and wanting are two different concepts, they 

usually move in the same direction (Berridge, 2009). However, through our analysis we were una-

ble to establish any relationship between the two variables, which have led to the rejection of H2A. 

 

In the literature on visual attention and consumer preferences, the motivating causes of gaze bias 

and total fixation duration remain ambiguous and unclear, which complicates both the usage of our 

wanting measurement and the interpretation of subsequent results. Although fixation duration has 

been attributed to preference formation, there is also evidence in the literature that this variable is 

driven by a myriad of other factors, particularly task instructions and decision goals. In our study 

design, participants were instructed to evaluate the innovations subsequently to exposure and thus 

we presume that participants dedicated more fixation duration on the product as a result of task in-

struction rather than necessarily because of an underlying preference formation. Consequently, we 

were unable to disentangle and isolate the effect of preference formation on fixation duration. 
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Nonetheless, we cannot exclude the possibility that preference formation drives fixation duration to 

some extent, but how much remains unclear. 

 

Another key difference between our study design and that of previous studies on preference for-

mation and fixation duration is that participants are only exposed to one product at a time, whilst 

participants in the referred studies had at least two choice alternatives presented simultaneously. 

With multiple products presented, it may have been easier to disentangle the bottom-up attentional 

effects of preference formation on gaze behaviour, as previous studies has demonstrated that the 

item receiving the highest fixation duration end up being the chosen and most preferred. Because of 

this difference of research design, there may be difficulty in replicating the findings of previous 

studies, which can be considered a fault of our research design. To correct for this potential error 

and to streamline the research design with previous findings for optimal replication, it would have 

been more ideal to present participants with multiple branded innovations at once. However, it is 

important to note that despite providing multiple choice alternatives, it may still be difficult to dis-

entangle the exact extent and influence of preference formation effects and task instruction effects 

respectively (van der Lan et al. 2015). 

 

Although fixation duration can be considered a weak and unreliable measurement of the uncon-

scious wanting response, i.e. the incentive saliency, the initial hypothesis, i.e. H2A, was conducted 

to yield a deeper understanding of the eye-tracking measurements and the visual attention on brand-

ed innovation. To understand how visual attention is dedicated towards innovations with established 

brands and novel brands respectively, three hypotheses were developed to test a series of fixation 

durations on key AOIs. First, it was possible to verify H2B where it was examined whether innova-

tions with established brands would have longer total fixation durations than innovations with novel 

brands. Yet with the finding and discussion of H2A, it is rather questionable whether this significant 

difference of fixation durations are caused by an unconscious wanting response.  

 

Because longer fixation duration was dedicated towards innovations with established brands, it be-

came relevant to study whether this difference was because of more attention being given to the 

brand in the novel brand condition. When participants were presented with a novel brand, they were 

not only to identify and categorize a new product, but also to process a new brand. To enhance the 

understanding of distribution of fixation duration in the two conditions, i.e. between products and 
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brands, H2C studied whether novel brands would have longer fixation durations than established 

brands. Here, we verified the hypothesis and found that participants spend significantly more fixa-

tion duration on novel brands compared to established brands. Although based on theoretical specu-

lation, we assume that this significant difference is derived from participants spending more time on 

the identification of the novel brand and thus enter a minor learning process, and because novelty 

simply draws attention. 

 

With the two hypotheses H2B and H2C verified, it became interesting to examine whether there was 

a significant difference in the aggregated total fixation duration of products and brands between 

innovations with established brands and innovations with novel brands. From the data analysis, we 

found that there was no significant difference between the aggregated total fixation duration of 

products and brands in both the established brand and novel brand condition, hence we rejected 

H2D. In other words, participants spent approximately the same time examining the product and 

brand together in both conditions. 

 

Therefore, we find that participants look significantly longer at products with established brands, 

but not likely because of an unconscious wanting effect as documented by H2A. At the same time, 

participants look significantly longer at novel brands, but at an aggregated level there is no signifi-

cant difference between how long participants look at both product and brand together. The result is 

a situation, in which our collected data is unable to sufficiently account for these differences and 

similarities, thus we have to resort to a theoretical speculation of why such effects are present. We 

argue that cognitive biases may have had an influence on the results. 

 

First, the literature on cognitive biases has regularly emphasized a familiarity bias in human choice 

and preference, describing that human beings prefer the familiar to high degrees of novelty. How-

ever, as articulated in the theoretical review, the human mind is biologically hard-wired to draw 

attention towards novel and different stimuli. This may explain why participants spend significantly 

longer time on novel brands than established brands, as they have to dedicate fixation duration to 

both a new product and a new brand. In the established brand condition, the participants are already 

familiar with the brand, thus spend more time identifying the innovation. In sum, the approximately 

same amount of time is spent examining the product and brand together. 
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Further, as a result of human nature, we are inherently predisposed to distrust novel stimuli. This 

may support the finding of H1A that participants significantly like products with established brands 

better than novel brands. In the novel brand condition, it may be the case that the participants are 

experiencing too much novelty instantaneously and thus rate the product with a significantly lower 

liking. In the established brand condition, there is still a strong element of novelty in the product; 

however, the brand represents familiarity, which ultimately may lead to significantly higher subjec-

tive liking. In our study, participants rated an average liking of innovations with novel brands of 

3.67 whilst participants rated an average liking of innovation with established brands of 4.15. Alt-

hough the analysis found a significant difference, the established brands moved a slightly negative 

rating towards a more neutral rating. Thus, we suggest that a familiarity bias may have influenced 

the results by modulating the experienced novelty and uncertainty. 

 

Another cognitive bias that may be present is the social conformity bias. Human beings are social 

animals and have an innate evolutionary drive to follow peers and conform to social groups. In the 

established brand condition, participants may rate the product higher because the presented brand is 

known and likely already socially accepted. In the novel brand condition, participants are presented 

with a novel and unknown brand, thus there is no reference point for social conformity to be made. 

As such, novel brands present a risk of compromising social image, which may be reflected in the 

lower subjective liking ratings. As found by Muthukrishnan et al. (2009), the aversion of uncertain-

ty is enhanced in the presence of other people, why we as researchers may have biased the partici-

pants by being present in the laboratory. 

 

Lastly, we suggest that the bias of overwhelming choice possibly may be present. When presented 

with novel stimuli, individuals have to complete a minor learning task of identifying and categoriz-

ing the stimuli in cognitive schemata and memory. In the established brand condition, the partici-

pants only have to categorize the product whilst having the recognized brand as a categorization 

guideline. However, in the novel brand condition, the participants have to identify and categorize 

both the product and brand, which is a more complex task and thus may be associated with a larger 

cognitive strain. As noted in the theoretical review, a larger cognitive strain has been associated 

with disliking and preference for the status quo. If this is the case, it adds to the explanation of why 

participants significantly like innovations with established brands more than innovations with novel 

brands. In terms of designing an experiment to measure whether this effect is present, it may be 
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interesting to measure cognitive load, as it could be indicative of the extent of this cognitive strain 

and ultimately consumer preference.  

 

Considering cognitive load, the degree of novelty and experienced uncertainty through the complex 

process of making sense of the innovation may affect this variable and influence consumer behav-

iour towards innovation. As found in a study by Van Dillen et al. (2009), task load decreased neural 

responses to emotional stimuli and cognitive load was found to turn down the emotional brain. In 

our study, we found that the average subjective product likings were close to the neural value of 4. 

Because of the previous study by Van Dillen et al. (2009), there is reason to speculate whether this 

seemingly neural average stems from the complexity and cognitive load induced by categorizing of 

innovations and brands, turning down the emotional responses of participants. In addition, novelty 

and uncertainty is inherently stressful and may thus add to this process. 

 

After having investigated fixation duration on both product and brand, we examined fixation dura-

tion on the distractor. Initially, we expected that participants would devote more fixation duration 

on the distractor if there was a disinterest in the presented innovation. By examining the relation-

ship between fixation duration on the distractor and subjective product liking in H2E, we found no 

significant relationship. Despite a p value of 0.07, we obtained a coefficient of determination of 

only 0.004, which indicate an extremely weak model. From this result, we do not infer any valuable 

conclusions that contribute to the discussion. 

9.2.1. The Relationship between Fixation Count and Consumer Preference 

In studying the modulating effects of brands on unconscious innovation preference, we also aimed 

to investigate how fixation counts would contribute with enhanced insights of consumer prefer-

ences. As the number of fixation has been associated with a lack of understanding and confusion 

towards a particular stimulus, we investigated the relationship between the number of fixations and 

the reported understanding of product usage. We expected that as the number of fixations on the 

innovation increased, the lower the reported understanding of product usage. In H2F, we were able 

to verify this relationship, however it is important to note that there was reported a low coefficient 

of determination, thus the explanatory power of this relationship is rather weak.  

 

With the verification of this relationship, we likewise expected that there was a negative relation-

ship between the number of fixations on innovation and the subjective product liking, since subjec-
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tive product liking and reported understanding of product usage previously had been shown to cor-

relate positively. However, in H2G we were not able to verify any relationship between subjective 

liking and number of fixations. That the number of fixations are intimately tied with understanding 

is already supported in the consumer neuroscience literature, however, with H2G rejected, we were 

not able to draw any conclusions from the measurement of number of fixations from our study re-

sults. 

9.3. Consumer Innovativeness and Innovation Preference 
Besides investigating the modulating effect of brands on conscious and unconscious innovation 

preference, another main objective of this thesis was to study whether different groups of innova-

tion adopters would have significantly different preferences towards innovations with either estab-

lished or novel brands. In the innovation literature and particularly emphasized within the diffusion 

paradigm, consumers respond differently to innovative products, depending on which specific 

adopter category they belong to. The adopter category to which a consumer belongs is determined 

by their personal characteristics, which in the context of innovation is measured through the meas-

urement of consumer innovativeness. In terms of a preferred branding strategy for an innovation, it 

is important to consider which brand strategy to use with different segments of consumers. In our 

study, we isolated two polar opposites, namely early adopters and late movers. 

 

Moreover, as fixation duration was revealed to be a weak and unreliable measurement of the want-

ing response in our research design, i.e. the unconscious incentive salience, we solely examined the 

participants from consciously reported measurements of subjective liking of manipulated stimuli in 

hypothesis 3.  

 

In recent studies, researchers have found that consumers identified as early adopters may have 

heightened preference for novel brands over established brands, as they have another sensitivity to 

risk and novelty than other adopter categories (Roger, 2003; Klink & Athaide, 2010; Rubera & 

Droge, 2013; Patel & Haon, 2014). In particular, our thesis was inspired by the paper of Klink & 

Athaide (2010), who found support for the abovementioned notion and similarly applied the same 

domain-specific measurement of consumer innovativeness, albeit in a different product category. 

Initially, we aspired to replicate the findings of previous research papers and thus H3A was conduct-

ed to examine whether the early adopters would show a significantly stronger subjective liking for 

innovations with novel brands compared to innovations with established brands. Remarkably, there 
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was an unexpected significant difference of means between the novel brand and established brand 

conditions. We found that the opposite was true, namely that early adopters displayed a significant-

ly stronger subjective liking for innovations with established brands compared to novel brands. As a 

result, H3A was rejected.  

 

This finding that early adopters prefer innovations with established brands is particular interesting 

in the light of the recent brand extension research pointing towards the opposite finding that early 

adopters prefer innovations with novel brands. Thus, our finding challenges this perception of the 

current literature on brand extensions and branding strategy. On the other hand, our findings sup-

port the literature, which suggest that brand extensions with established brands are the most pre-

ferred by consumers in general. 

 

Furthermore, the study intended to examine whether the early adopters and late movers differed 

significantly in their subjective likings of innovations with either established or novel brands. Here, 

we expected that early adopters would show a significantly stronger preference for the products in 

both conditions, which was studied in H3B and H3C. In H3B we predicted that early adopters would 

show a stronger subjective liking for innovations with novel brands compared to late movers, whilst 

in H3C we anticipated that early adopters likewise would show a stronger subjective liking for inno-

vations with established brands. Here, both hypotheses were rejected and there was no significant 

difference in the two conditions. Hence, it apparently does not seem that the two groups of adopters 

show different preferences for innovations with novel and established brands respectively. 

 

However, it is considered important to discuss essential differences between our study and that of 

the literature supporting early adopters as in favour of novel brands, particularly the paper and find-

ings of Klink & Athaide (2010), which we tried to replicate. First, whilst the paper of Klink & 

Athaide (2010) likewise recruited undergraduate students of both genders and approximately the 

same average age (20), we only recruited males with an average age of 21. Research has shown 

there is a difference in preferences for technology between the two genders (He & Freeman, 2010) 

and as such we aspired to minimize this effect and isolate the modulating effects of brands. Second, 

in the research of Klink & Athaide (2010), the product stimuli applied are low-involvement, fast-

moving consumer goods (FMCGs), however, our thesis focuses on high-involvement technology 

and electronics. Remarkably, Klink & Athaide (2010) implicitly generalize their findings as univer-
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sally applicable to other brand extension situations. Whilst Klink & Athaide (2010) find support for 

early adopters being in favour of novel brands in a FMCG setting, we do not find support for the 

notion in a technology and electronics setting. Thus, the universal applicability of their findings is 

questioned. 

 

Albeit differences, we likewise sought to assure that effects from perceptions of fit between brand 

and product were minimized to explicitly isolate the modulating effect of brand knowledge. Addi-

tionally, it is significant to consider potential shortcomings of our own research design, which may 

have affected our results and findings. Similar to Klink & Athaide (2010), a domain-specific meas-

urement of consumer innovativeness as developed by Klink & Smith (2001) was applied. However, 

despite the popularity of the consumer innovativeness construct, it has been profoundly criticised 

for not always being a consistent and reliable predictor of innovation adoption behaviour and pref-

erence (Roehrich, 2004; Hirunyawipada & Paswan, 2006). In the consumer innovativeness litera-

ture, there is no terminological consensus on the definition and likewise no consensus on the drivers 

of consumer innovativeness (Roerich, 2004).  

 

As a consequence of consumer innovativeness being an unreliable research variable, it may be dif-

ficult to correctly categorize the different adopter categories and it likewise undermines the quality 

and reliability of our findings. Nonetheless, Klink & Athaide (2010) apply the same measurement 

of consumer innovativeness and thus a situation arise in which it is complicated to determine the 

reliability and validity of both findings respectively. Despite being a rather criticised measurement, 

we have applied consumer innovativeness as a measurement since it is the currently preferred aca-

demic variable to categorize the various adopter categories. Other measurements, such as the re-

sistance to change scale, have been highlighted in the literature, but remains to be empirically vali-

dated in classifying the different adopter categories. We found this task beyond the scope of this 

paper, thus the measurement of consumer innovativeness was applied.  

 

Lastly, it is important to note that because of a small sample size and implications to our research 

design, we do not provide conclusive evidence for the notion of early adopters preferring innova-

tions with established brands to innovations with novel brands. Thus, we do not entirely exclude the 

findings supporting early adopters as being in favour of novel brands. 
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9.4. Traditional Methods versus Consumer Neuroscience Methods 
The advancement of consumer neuroscience has brought about new tools and solutions to provide 

ground-breaking insights into the understanding of both conscious and unconscious consumer be-

haviour. Nonetheless, traditional methods, such as the CBBE model, still have their importance in 

investigating consumer behaviour towards brands and shred light onto the conscious perspectives of 

consumption. Although consumer neuroscience often is hailed as a revolutionary discipline within 

marketing research, it is significant to remark that these methods does not substitute each other, but 

rather supplement each other in providing a holistic, comprehensive picture of consumer behaviour.  

 

The two approaches can be considered through an iceberg metaphor. Traditional methods, such as 

the CBBE model, can contribute with valuable insights about the feelings, attitudes, beliefs and 

memories of consumers that have reached consciousness. These methods provide profound insight 

into the conscious experience and liking, and constitute the top of the iceberg. However, as empha-

sized extensively by consumer neuroscience, the measurements applied by traditional approaches 

are subject to significant response biases and are characterized by a lack of understanding of the 

unconscious and emotional processes. Consumer neuroscience presents tools and metrics to probe 

the unconscious mind and investigate the emotional processes that ultimately determine choice, thus 

it represents the bottom of the iceberg. Nevertheless, we still need to probe the conscious mind, 

because what occurs during unconscious awareness significantly influence conscious responses and 

vice versa. 

 

In our study, we were unfortunately not able to infer any viable conclusions on the unconscious 

wanting response through the applied consumer neuroscience tool of eye-tracking. However, this 

does not exclude consumer neuroscience metrics for future purposes, as plenty of studies have al-

ready demonstrated its effects and value (Plassmann et al. 2012; Ramsøy, 2014). In addition, the 

consumer neuroscience literature has contributed immensely in reaching our findings and created a 

solid understanding and basis for theoretical discussion of unconscious consumer behaviour to-

wards branded innovation. 

9.5. Managerial Implications 
To succeed in innovation efforts, it is profoundly crucial for companies to consider their branding 

strategy carefully. Despite its importance, branding of innovation has often been overlooked in both 

marketing theory and practice, which ultimately have impeded innovation acceptance and success 
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(Aaker, 2007). In the case of consumer technology and electronics markets, companies are present 

in global village in which innovation of today may be the low cost copy of tomorrow. It is a battle-

ground fuelled with risks of disruption and characterized by tough fights over intellectual property 

rights. Companies with strong brands dominate the markets and there is a powerful strategic em-

phasis on using brands to establish a unique selling position (Hamann, 2007). Through our study, 

we contribute with appealing insights to inform marketing practice and strategy in particularly a 

technology and electronics context.  

 

From our study, we find that consumers prefer innovations with established brands, which may be 

explained through three main aspects. First, an established brand represents an element of familiari-

ty to the consumer and thus serves to reduce the experienced uncertainty in the process of decision-

making. Whilst humans are inherently adverse towards uncertainty and as innovations signify un-

certainty, an established brand may assist in promoting liking from a reduced uncertainty. Second, 

by functioning as a guideline for identification through a bundle of associations, an established 

brand enacts consumers to increase categorization ability. Through this enhanced ability, consumers 

are more likely to understand the innovation and ultimately like it. For brand managers evaluating 

branding strategies for innovations, the finding suggests that established brands enable consumers 

to make sense of otherwise complex innovations. In terms of Roger’s (2003) five dimensions, es-

tablished brands may help reducing the experienced complexity and thus promote adoption. 

 

Third, the extension of an established brand to an innovation provides the opportunity to leverage 

on already established brand equity. Through established associations in the memory of consumers, 

the established brand is able to have a modulating effect on the predicted and experienced value of a 

given innovation. Although innovations within technology and electronics traditionally has been 

considered high-involvement purchases with a lot of deliberate consideration in the decision-

making process, we provide evidence that consumer evaluations of these innovation are significant-

ly influenced by intuition and gut-feeling. As noted by Hamann et al. (2007), technology has be-

come a statement of prestige for consumers, with less consideration given to functional utility and 

usage needs. 

 

From our findings, the strategic question arises whether for a company to launch an innovation with 

an established or novel brand. According to our findings, it seems most preferable to extent an es-
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tablished parent brand to the innovation to reap the aforementioned benefits. As revealed in the 

study, early adopters preferred innovations with established brands and showed no significant dif-

ference from late movers in their assessment of innovations with both established and novel brands. 

Whilst we were not able to replicate previous findings of early adopters preferring innovations with 

novel brands (Klink & Athaide, 2010), we argue that we should not neglect this noteworthy per-

spective on consumer behaviour towards branded innovation and brand strategy, since we do not 

provide conclusive evidence to the contrary. As some individuals are less sensitive to risk and more 

novelty seeking, it is reasonable to assume that there is a segment of consumers who are more prone 

to the uncertainty, which both innovation and a novel brand represent. 

 

Although brands have a modulating effect on innovation preference, it is important to note that 

brands are probably not the saviour of innovation. For innovation to be successful a myriad of fac-

tors have to be fulfilled and branding strategy represents merely a part of the greater puzzle.  

 

Furthermore, visual attention and eye-tracking research are receiving a growing interest from com-

mercial marketing and advertising practice (van der Lan et al. 2015). Unfortunately, our study were 

not able to yield any significant evidence of an unconscious wanting response in branded innova-

tion preference as measured by total fixation duration or fixation counts. This does not exclude the 

possibility that eye-tracking and consumer neuroscience methods could contribute significant value 

to companies in managing their innovation efforts. However, it does caution that stand-alone eye-

tracking research conducted without any triangulation of methods or inclusion of biometrics (e.g. 

pupil dilation, galvanic skin response and heart rate) or neurometrics (e.g. EEG) could potentially 

yield inferior results. For marketers and developers, consumer neuroscience metrics could possibly 

offer great value for companies in investigating how consumers react to prototypes and the coupled 

brand before an official product launch.  

10. Evaluation of Research Quality 
In the following section, the research method for collecting and analysing the data generated from 

the laboratory eye-tracking experiment is discussed. The eye-tracking study has provided notewor-

thy findings, which serve as the foundation for the conclusion of the thesis. Here, we will discuss 

possible implications to research quality, i.e. validity and reliability, and highlight potential biases 

that may have influenced the final results. 
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10.1. Reliability 
The quality concept of reliability describes the consistency of applied measurements and the ability 

to replicate research findings (Bryman & Bell, 2011). To ensure reliability, there is a demand for 

internal validity with homogeneity of measurements, which in the case of a replicated study would 

ensure repeatability of research findings. When applying eye-tracking measurements, there may be 

a high likelihood that the study results may vary across a multitude of replications, since the mood 

and physiological conditions of the participants at the time of data collection may differ. Neverthe-

less, the modulating effects of brands on innovation preference are expected to remain the same 

over time and therefore provide a high level of dependability.  

 
With the study examining innovation within the technology and electronics category, it is question-

able whether there is transferability of study findings to other product categories, for instance fast-

moving consumer goods or branded services targeted both male and females.  

 
Furthermore, as highlighted in the discussion, total fixation duration and consumer innovativeness 

are criticised as being rather unreliable measurements. Starting with fixation duration, the literature 

remains inconclusive to the drivers of the variable and their respective weights. Whilst some sug-

gest unconscious wanting and preference formation drive fixation duration, others suggest that it is 

driven mainly by task instruction and a myriad of other factors. With a difficulty of disentangling 

the various factors, it becomes difficult to apply fixation duration as a stand-alone measurement of 

the wanting response over consecutive studies. Hence, it becomes an unreliable measurement. Se-

cond, as the measurement of consumer innovativeness has been criticised for being an unreliable 

research variable, it may be difficult to correctly categorize the different adopter categories. By ap-

plying an unreliable measurement, it likewise undermines the reliability of our findings. 

10.2. Validity 
The quality concept of validity describes the extent to which a measurement accurately measures 

what it claims to measure. Thus, validity is a quality concept describing the integrity from the con-

clusions that are generated from a piece of research (Bryman & Bell, 2011). In the following sec-

tion, principal effects on study validity are discussed. 
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Experimenter Effects 

When applying a positivistic research philosophy, it is highly crucial that the researcher does not 

interfere with the behaviour of a study participant, but instead strives towards independence and to 

minimize potential experimenter effects.  

 
First, the researchers may risk causing a demand effect in communicating with study participants. A 

demand effect may occur when participants are unintentionally influenced by clues about the re-

search purpose and objectives (Zikmund et al. 2010). If such a situation occurs and participants 

come to understand the underlying purpose and manipulation of the experiment, their interpretation 

of the research purpose may bias their responses and behaviour to fit with that particular interpreta-

tion. Potential causes of the demand effect may be talks about the study among participants and 

communication between the participant and the experimenter. Thus, a demand effect may have af-

fected the validity of the thesis study and results. 

 
Second, as a result of the presence of researchers, participants may respond and behave differently, 

because they know that there are being monitored in an experiment setting. These effects are denot-

ed as the “Hawthorne effect” and the “experimenter effect” (Bryman & Bell, 2011). Albeit difficult 

to circumvent, we strived to minimize these effects, but they may still affect the validity of our find-

ings. During the experiment, the participants were not able to communicate with or see the re-

searchers, however, we were not able to eliminate our presence. 

 
Third, in positivistic research the researcher are to pursue objectivity and minimize subjectivity by 

being independent from the experiment (Ibid). However, the applied stimuli of the research, i.e. the 

brands, innovations and distractors were selected by the researchers, thus this subjectivity have like-

ly affected the validity.  

 
When considering the aforementioned effects, we attempted to minimize these by treating all partic-

ipants equally through a preliminary prepared research procedure. Before conducting the study, a 

study guideline was developed and followed to ensure conformity of the research process, which 

can be seen in appendix 1. When recruiting the study participants, we retained key information 

about the purpose of the study to eliminate demand effects. Instead, we invited participants to par-

ticipate in an eye-tracking study about technological and electronic products without disclosing any 

details about the study manipulation. After the study, participants were asked not to reveal any in-
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formation about the experiment to other participants. To further ensure this, we informed that they 

would be debriefed about the research purpose in an email after the study ended.  

 
Experiment Environment Effects 

The research study was conducted in the laboratory of the Center for Decision Neuroscience (CDN) 

at Copenhagen Business School. The CDN facilitates a controlled environment within the laborato-

ry, where no external noise was able to affect the experiment. This created an artificial environ-

ment, but allowed for the control of inessential factors, such as light and sound conditions. During 

the study, participants were seated on a stable, armless chair with an approximate distance of 60 

centimetres to the eye-tracking hardware. 

 
Nonetheless, an artificial laboratory environment may yield good internal validity, however, it may 

have limited ecological validity (Bryman & Bell, 2011). When placed in an artificial laboratory 

environment, the participants are far from their natural, every-day shopping environments. The 

more the researchers intervene in natural settings or create artificial ones, the more likely it will be 

that the findings will be ecological invalid (Ibid). To obtain a higher ecological validity, field stud-

ies with mobile equipment could be employed in the natural shopping environment. However, it is 

important to note that such studies are sensitive to disturbances in the environment, such as other 

people, light, sound and perceptual cues, which could bring noise into the study and affect the final 

result. 

 
Validity of Selected Innovation, Brands and Distractors 

As first declared in the delimitations of the thesis, we aimed to minimize and control the effects of 

fit perceptions between the brand and the product. This was done through a coupling of brands with 

innovations that would be considered as related diversification. However, it may have implications 

for the validity as the researchers determined this coupling. Moreover, although we try to minimize 

effects of fit perceptions, we cannot rule out that these effects still are present to some unknown 

extent and thus affect the study findings.  

 
Furthermore, there may be weaknesses to the validity of the study results and findings, as there may 

be brand and distractor biases. For each stimulus, the same innovation was coupled with the same 

brand and distractor; therefore there was no randomization on the part of brands and distractors. For 

instance, in study A, the standing loudspeaker was coupled with the Apple brand and the same 

landscape for all participants of study A. To clarify for study B, the same standing loudspeaker was 
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coupled with the fictional brand Plamatech and the same landscape for all participants of study B. 

In both conditions, the landscape and the innovation was the same. Because of a lack of randomiza-

tion of brands and distractors, there are significant implications to the validity of our results as a 

result of brand and distractor biases. However, the brands and the products were coupled to mini-

mize the effects of fit perceptions. 

 
Sample Population Representativeness  

The eye-tracking study was executed to investigate the modulating effect of brands on innovation 

preference with a sample population of undergraduate male students from Copenhagen Business 

School with an average age of 21 years. When conducting scientific experiments with quantitative 

analysis, another important dimension of quality is the generalizability of research, which depends 

immensely on the representativeness of the sample recruited. For the purpose of generalizability, 

the ideal sampling methods are the probability sampling methods (Bryman & Bell, 2011). Never-

theless, our sampling method is based on nonprobability volunteer convenience sampling, which 

eventually bias and impedes the generalizability of our findings.   

 
Furthermore, it is important to discuss the representativeness of our sample population and the im-

plications for our results. With the aforementioned sample, we only investigate a highly specific 

segment of the general population, thus our results should be restricted and generalized within this 

segment. However, it is difficult to estimate the extent of this sample bias on generalizability to the 

general population, as a similar experiment with a representative sample of the general population 

has not been conducted yet.  

11. Conclusion	
With the crucial importance of innovation to companies, the rapid and exponential growth of tech-

nology, high failure rates of innovation and scant understanding of branded innovation, we found it 

interesting to investigate how the conscious and unconscious mechanisms of branding modulate 

the uncertainty of innovation choice and affect consumer preference. Specifically, we aimed to 

investigate how established and novel brands influence consumer perceptions of innovations. 

 

Although contributing with valuable understanding of consumer behaviour towards innovation, we 

suggest that traditional perspectives on innovation, particularly the diffusion paradigm spearheaded 
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by Roger (2003), are subject to criticisable assumptions of consumers as rational actors. Equally, 

whilst traditional branding theories, such as the CBBE model by Keller (1993), provide important 

insight into the conscious aspects of consumption, they reveal significant lack of interest in the un-

conscious mechanisms and emotional processes driving consumer preference and choice. Further-

more, although established brands are considered the preferred brand strategy to introduce innova-

tions, recent studies on brand extensions have shown that early adopters prefer novel brands to es-

tablished brands. To challenge traditional approaches and to extent our knowledge of consumer 

preferences of branded innovation, we suggested the implementation of consumer neuroscience. 

 
To investigate our research question, we applied the consumer neuroscience model by Plassmann et 

al. (2012) and drew upon selected studies within the discipline. Here, previous studies have shown 

that brands influence product preference by modulating contextual information and that brands can 

serve to reduce uncertainty by inducing familiarity. 

 
To examine our proposition, an eye-tracking experiment was conducted, where an A and B experi-

ment psychologically manipulated participants. Here we found that established brands had a posi-

tive modulating effect on subjective liking and understanding of usage on innovation compared to 

novel brands. On the other hand, we were not able to establish any significant effects from the un-

conscious wanting response from the eye-tracking measurement. In our study and as noted in the 

literature, fixation duration is not an entirely reliable measurement of consumer preference. Despite 

lack of conclusive evidence on the unconscious dimension, we nonetheless provide a theoretical 

discussion of the unconscious effects driving consumer preferences of innovations. 

 
Based on consumer neuroscience, we suggest that the modulating effect of established brands is 

derived from enhanced familiarity, reduced uncertainty and transferred brand associations, influenc-

ing both experienced and predicted value. Innovation represents uncertainty and novelty to the con-

sumer and our findings suggest that an established brand may assist in drawing an innovation closer 

to the innovation sweetspot and thereby increase liking. On the other hand, a novel brand represents 

even more novelty and therefore contributes with higher uncertainty and complexity in categoriza-

tion, which have been shown to result in disliking. 

 

However, some consumers are inherently more uncertainty and novelty-seeking and thus would 

likely prefer novel brands to established brands. In an effort to replicate the findings of Klink & 
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Athaide (2010), we found no significant evidence for the proposition that early adopters prefer nov-

el brands. Yet because of a small sample size and implications to our research design, we do not 

provide conclusive evidence, thus we do not entirely exclude their finding.  

 
Furthermore, our findings provide valuable insight to inform marketing practice and strategy within 

a technology and electronics context. It seems most preferable for managers to extent an established 

brand to the innovation and reap the benefits of enhanced familiarity, reduced uncertainty and to 

enable easier categorization of the innovation. Again, whilst we were not able to replicate the find-

ings of Klink & Athaide (2010), we argue that we should not neglect their finding that early 

adopters prefer novel brands. In addition, brands are probably not the saviour of innovation. For 

innovation to be successful a myriad of factors have to be fulfilled and branding strategy represents 

merely a part of the greater puzzle. 

 
Lastly, our findings contribute to the academic literature in several ways. First, through a theoretical 

discussion and our experiment, we challenge the foundational assumption of rationality that still 

remains prevalent in the diffusion paradigm. Second, we contribute and lend support to the litera-

ture on passive innovation resistance, as we find that the brand modulate consumer preference to-

wards the innovation. Third, we contribute and extent the notion within consumer neuroscience that 

contextual information modulate preference to the context of innovation. Finally, we are able to 

replicate and extent the findings of Muthukrishnan et al. (2009) to the context of innovation prefer-

ence.   

11.1. Perspectives for Future Research 
Because of the limited scope of the thesis research and on the background of our research findings, 

the following sections presents interesting avenues for future research. 

 
Investigation into Preferences for Radical and Incremental Innovation 

As an inherent characteristic, innovation represents uncertainty and novelty to the consumer. How-

ever, not every innovation is the same and different innovations represent various degrees of uncer-

tainty. Innovations can be considered along a continuum, ranging from incremental to radical and 

consumers have previously been shown to behave differently according to these underlying charac-

teristics of the innovation (Alexander et al. 2008, Jhang et al. 2012). Whereas incremental innova-

tion is rather familiar to consumers and thus represents a lower level of uncertainty, radical innova-

tion is considered extremely novel and represents higher levels of uncertainty. Therefore, it would 
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be interesting for future research to explore both the conscious and unconscious consumer prefer-

ences towards both incremental and radical incremental. In extension of our study, we suggest an 

investigation into the modulating effects of brands on both incremental and radical innovation 

through a 2x2 matrix, combining the two degrees of innovation with established and novel brands. 

Whereas incremental innovation and established brands signify familiarity, radical innovation and 

novel brands indicate uncertainty, and we propose that future research investigate the interrelated 

effects of the strategic branding and innovation choice. 

 
Real-life Experiment with Product Prototypes 

Conducting an experiment of consumer preferences towards branded innovation in an artificial la-

boratory environment, represent some limitations to the applicability of experiment result in a real-

life shopping environment. For future research, it would be of immense interest to examine how 

consumers evaluate innovation prototypes in real-life and how they interact with the innovation, 

branded or not. Here, we propose three research stages: (1) investigating how consumers perceive 

the innovation prior to interaction (2) investigating how consumers perceive the innovation during 

interaction and (3) investigating how consumers perceive the innovation after the interaction. By 

studying these stages, we potentially enhance our understanding of the decision-making process in 

innovation choice. For future references of the decision-making process, it would be interesting to 

examine how these three stages interact with the consumer neuroscience model as proposed by 

Plassmann et al. (2012). For the study, a portable eye-tracking device could be applied together 

with biometrics and neurometrics, such as EEG. 

 
Experiment with a General Sample Population 

In our study, the sample recruited consisted only of undergraduate males with an average age of 21 

years. Because of this sampling, our results are affected by a sample bias that makes it difficult to 

generalize our findings to the general population. To draw more general and representative conclu-

sions and to replicate our findings on a greater population, we suggest that future research pursue a 

sample population, which are more representative of the general population.  

 
Triangulation through Multiple Bio- and Neurometrics 

When we investigated the modulating effect of brands on innovation preference, total fixation dura-

tion and fixation counts yielded inferior results and made it difficult to infer any valuable conclu-

sions on the wanting response. The stand-alone eye-tracking measurements of fixation duration and 
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fixation counts were regarded as weak and unreliable and it was not possible to accurately extrapo-

late any viable conclusions on the unconscious and emotional responses of participants. Particular-

ly, the eye-tracking measurements provided no measurements on the emotional valence and arousal; 

hence it was problematic to deduce accurate conclusions. 

 
For future research and likewise for practical application of consumer neuroscience, we suggest that 

eye-tracking is combined with either biometrics, such as galvanic skin response, heart rate, pupil 

dilation and facial expressions etc. and with neurometrics, such as EEG. Through the application of 

these metrics, researchers are able to obtain a more nuanced understanding of the consumers’ un-

conscious, emotional responses. 

 
Furthermore, it could potentially be of great interest to investigate the measurement of cognitive 

load. When individuals are presented with novelty, a minor learning process occurs in which the 

participants identifies the object and categorize it accordingly in cognitive schemata. This process 

has been shown to result in increased cognitive load. As such, cognitive load could function as an 

indicative measurement of liking, since a high level of cognitive load is present in high novelty sit-

uations, which likewise have been associated with low liking and wanting responses. In other 

words, a high level of cognitive load could potentially be an indicator of lower preference ratings.  

 
Brand Liking Effect on Innovation Preference 
Brand liking and the associations an individual have towards a particular brands have been shown 

to significantly affect unconscious consumer behaviour (Plassmann et al. 2012; Ramsøy, 2014). It 

would be of interest to investigate how differences in brand liking and associations would induce 

different conscious and unconscious modulating effects on innovation preference. Here, it would be 

interesting to explore which kind of associations moves a consumer towards innovation adoption.  

 
Price Perspectives on Innovation Preference 

In the marketing literature, pricing and pricing strategy are highlighted as crucially important to the 

success of a new product launch and for the consumers to ultimately accept the innovation (Kotler 

et al. 2012). In our study, the effect of price was not investigated, however, for future research it 

would be of great contribution to unveil how pricing and innovation modulate consumer prefer-

ences and promote purchase intention. Furthermore, it could be interesting to examine willingness 

to pay for innovations in the circumstances of different brands, i.e. established and novel brands. 
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Appendix 

Appendix 1 – Experiment Guideline 
 
1. Recruitment:  

The participant is greeted and invited to participant in the thesis study. Here, we only reveal that the study is 

an eye-tracking experiment. 

 

2. Registration:  

When entering the laboratory, the participants are asked a number of preliminary questions and about per-

sonal information. The participants are asked about their name, age, educational background, quality of 

sleep, alcohol consumption the night before, vision correction such as glasses and contact lenses.  

 

3. Instructions and Testing Procedure: 

After the registration, the participant is instructed to find a comfortable seating position within the reach of 

the eye-tracker. Here, adjustments are made until the participant is placed correctly in front of the screen 

with an approximate distance of 60 cm. Afterwards, the participant is instructed in and prepared for the gaze 

calibration. Here, the participant is told that a white screen with a red dot in the top left corner will appear 

and that their task is to simply follow the red dot with their eyes whilst keeping their head in the correct posi-

tion. When the calibration yields an “excellent” result, the participant is given a brief instruction on the ex-

periment before its launch. Here, the participant is told to keep their head in the correct position and to keep 

their gaze within the screen. Further, they are instructed that they will be using the mouse to navigate the 

study and to answer the scales provided. Moreover, the participant is notified that no communication will 

take place during the experiment, unless the participant moves out of the correct head position. If this hap-

pens, the participant will be noticed to gently correct their position. Last, the participant is asked if they have 

any immediate questions before the study starts, otherwise the study will be started. 

 

After the participant has completed the experiment, the debrief takes place and the participant is asked about 

their experience and whether they have any questions about the study. Appendix 2 – Distribution analysis 

H1a 
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Appendix 2 – Experiment A Stimuli 
 
Stimuli 1 – Lamp 
Brand: Novel Brand 

 
Stimuli 2 – Loudspeaker 
Brand: Established Brand 

 
Stimuli 3 – Sun powered Chargers 
Brand: Novel Brand 
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Stimuli 4 – Hovering Loudspeaker 
Brand: Established Brand 

 
Stimuli 5 – Wireless Earplugs  
Brand: Novel Brand 

 
Stimuli 6 – Curved Television  
Brand: Novel Brand 

 
Stimuli 7- Smart Watch  
Brand: Established Brand 
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Stimuli 8 – Smart Thermostat  
Brand: Novel Brand 

 
Stimuli 9 – 3D Printer 
Brand: Established Brand 

 
Stimuli 10 – Electronic Toothbrush with App 
Brand: Novel Brand 

 
 
 
Stimuli 11 – Plant Sensor  
Brand: Established Brand 
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Stimuli 12 – Virtual Reality Glasses 
Brand: Established Brand 

 
Stimuli 13 – Electronic Bicycle Helmet 
Brand: Novel Brand 

 
Stimuli 14 – Robot  
Brand: Novel Brand 

 
Stimuli 15 – Smart Glasses 
Brand: Established Brand 
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Appendix 3 – Experiment B Stimuli 
 
Stimuli 1 – Lamp 
Brand: Established Brand 

 
Stimuli 2 – Loudspeaker 
Brand: Novel Brand 

  
Stimuli 3 – Sun powered Chargers 
Brand: Established Brand 
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Stimuli 4 – Hovering Loudspeaker 
Brand: Novel Brand 

 
Stimuli 5 – Wireless Earplugs  
Brand: Established Brand 

  
Stimuli 6 – Curved Television  
Brand: Established Brand 

 
Stimuli 7 – Smart Watch 
Brand: Novel Brand 
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Stimuli 8 – Smart Thermostat 
Brand: Established Brand 

 
Stimuli 9 – 3D Printer 
Brand: Novel Brand 

 
Stimuli 10 - Electronic Toothbrush with App 
Brand: Established Brand 

 
Stimuli 11 – Plant Sensor 
Brand: Novel Brand 
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Stimuli 12 – Virtual Reality Glasses 
Brand: Novel Brand 

 
Stimuli 13 – Electronic Bicycle Helmet 
Brand: Established Brand 

 
Stimuli 14 – Robot 
Brand: Established Brand 

 
Stimuli 15 – Smart Glasses 
Brand: Novel Brand 
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Appendix 4 – Screen Introduction, Rating Task & Personality Test of C.I. 
 
Introduktion 
I de seneste år er mange nye elektroniske produkter kommet til og flere er på vej. Vi vil gerne undersøge hvilke af de produkter, du vil have ind i dit 
hjem og gøre til en del af din hverdag. 
Derfor skal du nu se forskellige elektroniske produkter. Efter du har set hvert produkt, stiller vi dig et par spørgsmål. Du skal besvare spørgsmålene 
på en skala fra 1-7. 
Sæt dig godt og afslappet tilrette. Husk at holde hovedet i samme position under hele testen.  
Tryk på knappen når du er klar til at gå i gang. 
 
Stimuli: 
 

1. Hvor godt du kan lide produktet? 
 
 
1: slet ikke 2 3 4 5 6 7: meget godt 
 

2. Hvor godt kender du det her brand/logo? 
 
 
1: kender slet ikke 2  3 4 5 6 7: Kender meget godt 
 

3. Har du en klar idé om hvordan produktet skal bruges? 
 
 
1: Ingen idé  2 3 4 5 6 7: Meget klar idé 
 
 
Post test: 
Lidt om dig:  
Alder: 
Hvilket postnummer bor du i? 
Studie på CBS: 
 
Personality-test – spørgsmål fra Klink & Athaide 2010 

1. Generelt kan jeg godt lide at købe de nyeste produkter indenfor elektronik og teknologi 
 
 
1: meget uenig 2  3 4 5 6 7: meget enig 
 
 

2. Hvis jeg skal købe elektronik eller teknologi, så køber jeg det nyeste på markedet 
 
 
1: meget uenig 2  3 4 5 6 7: meget enig 
 
 

3. Når jeg ser et nyt elektronik eller teknologi brand/logo, så køber jeg det ofte fordi det er nyt 
 
 
1: meget uenig 2  3 4 5 6 7: meget enig 
 
 

4. Jeg kan godt lide at købe det nyeste elektronik og teknologi før andre går det 
 
 
 
1: meget uenig 2  3 4 5 6 7: meget enig 
 
 
 
Conscious brand influence 
 
1. Betyder brand/logoet noget for dig, når du køber elektronik? 
 
 
 
 
1: ingen betydning 2 3 4 5 6 7: stor betydning 
 
2. Er du mere tilbøjelig til at købe et elektronisk produkt, hvis du kender brandet/logoet? 
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1: slet ikke tilbøjelig 2 3 4 5 6 7: meget tilbøjelig 
Debriefing 
  
Tusind tak for hjælpen – vi er utrolig glade for dine svar! 
Hvis du er nysgerrig efter at vide mere om undersøgelsen, vil vi gerne sende dig en e-mail med flere detaljer, når vi er færdige med at teste i laborato-
riet.  
 
Skriv din e-mail, hvis du vil vide mere __________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix 5 – Distribution Analysis and T-test for H1A 
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Appendix 6 – Distribution Analysis and Nonparametric One-Way ANOVA for 
H1B 
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Appendix 7 – Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient and Regression Analysis for 
H1C 
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Appendix 8 - Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient and Regression Analysis for 
H2A 
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Appendix 9 – Normal Distribution and T-test of H2B 
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Appendix 10 - Normal Distribution and T-test of H2C 
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Appendix 11 - Normal Distribution and T-test of H2D 
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Appendix 12 - Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient and Regression Analysis for 
H2E 
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Appendix 13 – Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient and Regression Analysis for 
H2F 
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Appendix 14 - Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient and Regression Analysis for 
H2G 
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Appendix 15 - Normal Distribution and T-test of H3A 
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Appendix 16 - Normal Distribution and T-test of H3B 
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Appendix 17 - Normal Distribution and T-test of H3C 
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Appendix 18 – Experiment Briefing Questionnaire  

 




